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ABSTRACT

This paper introduces a novel recurrent model for music
composition that is tailored to the structure of polyphonic
music. We propose an efficient new conditional probabilis-
tic factorization of musical scores, viewing a score as a col-
lection of concurrent, coupled sequences: i.e. voices. To
model the conditional distributions, we borrow ideas from
both convolutional and recurrent neural models; we argue
that these ideas are natural for capturing music’s pitch in-
variances, temporal structure, and polyphony. We train
models for single-voice and multi-voice composition on
2,300 scores from the KernScores dataset.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this work we will think of a musical score as a sam-
ple from an unknown probability distribution. Our aim
is to learn an approximation of this distribution, and to
compose new scores by sampling from this approximation.
For a broad survey of approaches to automatic music com-
position, see [10]; for a more targeted survey of classical
probabilistic approaches, see [3]. We note the success of
parameterized, probabilistic generative models in domains
where problem structure can be exploited by models: con-
volutions in image generation, or autoregressive models in
language modeling. This work examines autoregressive
models of scores (Section 3): how to evaluate these mod-
els, how to build the structure of music into parameterized
models, and the effectiveness of these modeling choices.
We study the impact of structural modeling assump-
tions via a cross-entropy measure (Section 4). It is rea-
sonable to question whether cross-entropy is a good surro-
gate measure for the subjective quality of sampled compo-
sitions. In theory, a sufficiently low cross-entropy indicates
a good approximation of the target distribution and there-
fore must correspond to high-quality samples. In practice,
we observe of other generative modeling tasks that learned
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models do achieve sufficiently low cross-entropy to pro-
duce qualitatively good samples [4, 20, 30]. Studying the
cross-entropy allows us to explore many models with vari-
ous structural assumptions (Section 5). Finally, we provide
a qualitative evaluation of samples from our best model
to demonstrate that these models have sufficiently small
cross-entropy for samples to exhibit a degree of subjective
quality (Section 6). Supplementary material including ap-
pendices, compositional samples, and code for the experi-
ments is available online. !

2. RELATED WORKS

In this work, we consider both single-voice models
and multi-voice, polyphonic models. Early probabilis-
tic models of music focused on single-voice, monophonic
melodies. The first application of neural networks to
melody composition was proposed by [29]. This work
prompted followup [19] using an alternative data repre-
sentation inspired by pitch geometry ideas [26]; the rela-
tive pitch and note-embedding schemes considered in the
present work can be seen as a data-driven approach to cap-
turing some of these geometric concepts. For recent work
on monophonic composition, see [13,24,27].

Work on polyphonic music composition is considerably
more recent. Early precurors include [16], which considers
two-voice composition, and [5], which proposes an expert
system to harmonize 4-voice Bach chorales. The harmo-
nization task became popular, along with the Bach chorales
dataset [1]. Multiple voice polyphony is directly addressed
in [17], albeit using a simplified preprocessed encoding of
scores that throws away duration information.

Maybe the first work with a fair claim to consider poly-
phonic music in full generality is [2]. This paper proposes
a coarse discrete temporal factorization of musical scores
(for a discussion of this raster factorization and others,
see Section 3) and examines the cross-entropy of a vari-
ety of neural models on several music datasets (including
the Bach chorales). Many subsequent works on polyphonic
models use the dataset, encoding, and quantitative metrics
introduced in [2], notably [31] and [14]. We also note re-
cent, impressive work on the closely related problem of
modeling expressive musical performances [12,21].

! http://homes.cs.washington.edu/~thickstn/ismir2019composition/
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Many recent works focus exclusively on the Bach
chorales dataset [8, 11, 18]. The works [8, 18] evaluate
their models using qualitative large-scale user studies. The
system proposed in [8] optimizes a pseudo-likelihood, so
its quantitative losses cannot be directly compared to gen-
erative cross-entropies. The generative model proposed
in [18] could in principle report cross entropies, but this
work also focuses on a qualitative study. Quantitative
cross-entropy metrics on the chorales are analyzed in [11].
Both [8] and [11] propose non-sequential Gibbs-sampling
schemes for generation, in contrast to the ancestral sam-
plers used in [18] and in the present work.

3. FACTORING THE DISTRIBUTION OVER
SCORES

Polyphonic scores consist of notes and other features of
variable length that overlap each other in quasi-continuous
time. Scores contain a vast heterogenous collection of in-
formation, much of which we will not attempt to model:
time signatures, tempi, dynamics, etc. We will there-
fore give a working definition of a score that captures the
pitch, rhythmic, and voicing information we plan to model.
We define a score of length 7T beats as a continuous-
time, matrix-valued sequence x, where x; € {0, 1}VX2P
for each time ¢ € [0,7]. Specifically, for each voice
ve{l,...,V}andeachpitchp € {1,..., P} we set

Xtop = 1 iff pitch p is on at time ¢ in voice v, (1)

X;0,P+p = 1 iff pitch p begins at time ¢ in voice v. (2)
Both “note” bits (1) and “onset” bits (2) are required to
represent a score, expressing the distinction between a se-
quence of repeated notes of the same pitch and a single
sustained note; see Appendix C for further discussion.

Let q denote the (unknown) probability distribution over
scores X. Score are high dimensional objects, of which we
have limited samples (2,300 — see Section 4). Rather than
directly model ¢, we will serialize x, factor ¢ according
to this serialization, and model the resulting conditional
distributions ¢(-|history). There are many possible ways
to factor g; in the remainder of this section we review the
popular raster factorization, and propose a new sequential
factorization based on voices.

Raster score factorization. Many previous works fac-
tor a score via rasterization. If we sample a score x at con-
stant intervals A and impose an order on parts and notes,
we can factor the distribution ¢ over scores as g(x) =

T/A v 2P

H H H Q(XkA,v,p|X1:kA; XkA,l:qnxk'A,v,l:p)- 3)

k=1 v=1p=1

Throughout this work, a slice 1:4 is inclusive of the first
index 1 but does not include the final index :.

This factorization generates music in sequential A-
slices of time. Some prior works directly model the
(high-dimensional) distribution X ; this approach was pi-
oneered by [2], using NADE to model the conditional dis-
tributions ¢(Xxa|X1.xa). Others impose further order on

notes (and voicings, if they choose to model them) and fac-
tor the distribution into binary conditionals as in (3). Notes
are typically ordered based on pitch, either low-to-high [8]
or high-to-low [18].

Sequential voice factorization. Putting full scores
aside for now, consider factoring a single voice v, i.e.
a slice Xq.7,4,1.20p of a score. By definition, a Kern-
Scores voice is homophonic in the sense that its rthythms
proceed in lock-step: a voice consists of a sequence
of notes, chords, or rests, and no notes are sustained
across a change point.? Instead of generating raster time
slices, suppose we run-length encode the durations be-
tween change points in v. We denote these change points
by cg, ..., ¢}, where L, is the number of change points in
voice v. Let D be the number of unique distance between
change points, and define a run-length encoded voice r €
({0,132 & {0,1}¥) ™. At each index k € {1,...,L,},
r, = (rk,O; I‘k71) with I'yo € {0, 1}D and Ig1 € {0, 1}N
such that

i1 —C}
1c+1A ke,
iff pitch p begins at time ¢}, in voice v.

rpo0 = 1lg, whered; =

Teip =1
The durations dj, correspond to note-values (quarter-note,

eighth-note, dotted-half, etc.). We proceed to factor the
voice sequentially as p(r) =

~

P
v
q(rrolrie) H g1 pT1k, M0, T, 10p). (D)

k=1 p=1

Sequential score factorization. We now consider a
sequential factorization that interlaces predictions in the
score’s constituent voices. The idea is to predict voices
sequentially as we did in the previous section, but we must
now choose the order across voices in which we make pre-
dictions. The rule we choose is to make a prediction in the
voice that has advanced least far in time, breaking ties by
the arbitrary numerical order assigned to voices (ties hap-
pen quite frequently: for example, at the beginning of a
score when all parts have advanced O beats). This ensures
that all voices are generated in near lock-step; generation
in any particular voice never advances more than one note-
value ahead of any other voice.

Mathematically, we can describe this factorization as
follows. First, we impose a total order on change points
¢y across voices by the rule ¢} < ¢, for all v, u if k < K’
and ¢}, < cf if v < u. Define L = 21‘;1 L,. For index
1€ {l,...,L} let ; and B; denote the index and voice of
the corresponding change point according the the total or-
dering on change points. We define a sequentially encoded
score s € ({0, 1} & {0, 1}V)E by

P - B
sko =14, where dj, = % €N,
sk,1,p = 1 iff pitch p begins in voice 3, at time cg’;

2 For polyphonic instruments like the piano, we must adopt a more re-
fined definition of a voice than “notes assigned to a particular instrument;”
see Appendix B for details.



And we factor the distribution sequentially by ¢(s) =

L P
H Q(Sk,0|51:k) H q(Sk,1,p
k=1 p=1

This factorization produces a ragged frontier of gener-
ation, where generation in a particular part advances no
further than one note-value ahead of the other parts at any
point in the generative process. This stands in contrast to
the raster factorization, for which generation advances with
a smooth frontier, one A-slice of time after another.

Other Factorizations. The factorizations presented
above are not comprehensive. Another alternative is a di-
rect run-length encoding of scores, discussed in Appendix
D. We could also consider alternative total orderings of
change points, generating a measure or entire voice at a
time in each voice. The choice of factorization has broad
implications for both the computational efficiency and the
parameterization of a generative model of scores; the im-
portance of this choice in the construction of a model
should not be overlooked.

S1:%:Sk,05Sk,1,1:p)-  (5)

4. DATASET AND EVALUATION

Dataset. The models presented in this paper are trained
on KernScores data [25], a collection of early modern,
classical, and romantic era digital scores assembled by
musicologists and researchers associated with Stanford’s
CCARH.? The dataset consists of over 2,300 scores
containing approximately 2.8 million note labels. Ta-
bles 1 and 2 give a sense of the contents of the dataset.

We contrast this dataset’s Humdrum encoding with the
MIDI encoded datasets used by most works discussed in
this paper.* MIDI was designed as a protocol for com-
municating digital performances, rather than digital scores.
This is exemplified by the MAPS [6] and MAESTRO [9]
datasets, which consist of symbolic MIDI data aligned to
expressive performances. While this data is symbolic, it
cannot be interpreted as scores because it is unaligned to
a grid of beats and does not encode note-values (quarter-
note, eighth-note, etc). Some MIDI datasets are aligned to
a grid of beats, for example MusicNet [28]. But heuristics
are still necessary to interpret this data as visual scores. For
example, many MIDI files encode “staccatto” articulations
by shortening the length of notes, thwarting simple rules
that identify note-values based on length.

Evaluation. Let § be an estimate of the unknown prob-
ability distribution over scores q. We want to measure the
quality of ¢ by its cross-entropy to ¢q. Because the entropy
of a score grows with its length 7', we will consider a cross-
entropy rate. By convention, we measure time in units of
beats, so the cross-entropy rate has units of bits per beat.

Defining cross-entropy for a continuous-time process
generally requires some care. But for music, defining the
cross-entropy on an appropriate discretization will suffice.
Musical notes begin and end at rational fractions of the

3 http://kern.ccarh.org/
4 A notable exception is [17], which uses data derived from the Kern-
Scores collection considered here.

beat, and therefore we can find a common denominator
d of all change points in the support of the distribution ¢
(for our dataset d = 48). For a score of length T beats,
we partition the interval [0, 7] into constant subintervals
of length A = 1/d and define a rate-adjusted, discretized
cross-entropy

Hp(qllg) = E L log G(X0, XA, X2, -+ -, XT) | -
x~qg | TA

(6)

Proposition 1 in Appendix F shows that we can think of A

as the resolution of the score process, in the sense that any

further refinement of the discretization d yields no further

contributions to the cross entropy.

Definition 6 is independent of any choice about how we
factor ¢: it is a cross entropy measure of the joint distri-
bution over a full score. As we discussed in Section 3,
there are many ways to factor a generative model of scores.
These choices lend themselves to different natural cross-
entropies, each with their own units. By measuring in units
of bits per beat at the process resolution A as defined by
Definition 6, we can compare results under different fac-
torizations.

Computational cost. Raster models are expensive to
train and evaluate on rhythmically diverse music. A raster
model must be discretized at the process resolution A to
generate a score with precise rhythmic detail. The pro-
cess resolution A of a corpus containing both triplets and
sixty-fourth notes is A = 3 x 16 = 48 positions per beat.
Corpora with quintuplet patterns require a further factor of
5, resulting in A = 240. To generate a score from a raster
factorization requires A predictions per beat; to ease the
computational burden of prediction, when the raster ap-
proach is taken scores are typically discretizing at either 1
or 2 positions per beat [2]. Unfortunately, this discretiza-
tion well above the process resolution leads to dramatic
rhythmically simplification of scores (see Appendix C).

In contrast, a sequential factorization such as (4) or (5)
requires predictions proportional to the average number
of notes per beat, while maintaining the rhythmic detail
of a score. The KernScores single-voice corpus averages
~ 1.25 notes per beat, requiring 1.25 predictions per beat
for sequential factorization versus A predictions per beat
for raster factorization. The KernScores multi-voice cor-
pus averages = 5 notes per beat, requiring 5 predictions
per beat for sequential factorization, an order of magni-
tude less than the A = 50 predictions per beat required for
raster prediction.

5. MODELS AND WEIGHT-SHARING

Modeling voices allows us to think of the polyphonic com-
position problem as a collection of correlated single-voice
composition problems. Learning the marginal distribution
over a single voice v is similar in spirit to classical mono-
phonic tasks. Learning the distribution over KernScores
voices generalizes this classical task to allow for chords:
formally, a monophonic sequence would require the vec-
tor rx1 € {0,1}" described in Section 3 to be one-hot,


http://kern.ccarh.org/

Bach Beethoven Chopin Scarlatti

Early Joplin

Mozart Hummel Haydn

191,374 476,989 57,096

58,222 1,325,660 43,707 269,513

3,389 392,998

Table 1. Notes in the KernScores dataset, partitioned by composer. The “Early” collection consists of Renaissance vocal

music; a plurality of the Early music is composed by Josquin.

Vocal  String Quartet Piano
1,412,552 820,152 586,244

Table 2. Notes in the KernScores dataset, partitioned by
ensemble type.

whereas our our dataset includes voices where this vector
is multi-hot, expressing intervals and chords (e.g. chords
in the left hand of a piano, or double-stops for a violin).

We will explore two modeling tasks. First we consider
a single-voice prediction task: learn the marginal distribu-
tion over a voice v, estimating the conditionals that appear
in the factorization (4). Results on this task are summa-
rized in Table 6. Second we consider a multi-voice pre-
diction task: learn the joint distribution over scores, esti-
mating the conditionals that appear in the factorization (5).
Results on this task are summarized in Table 4.

5.1 Representation

Like our choice of factorization, we are faced with many
options for encoding the history of a score for prediction.
Some of the same computational and modeling consider-
ations apply to both the choice of a factorization and the
choice of a history encoding, but these are not inherently
connected decisions. For the single-voice task, we use the
encoding r introduced to define the sequential voice fac-
torization in Section 3.

For the polyphonic task, we also encode history using a
run-length encoding. Let ¢y, ..., cx denote change points
in the full score x, let df = (cj,; —c})/A € N, and define
a sequence e € ({0,1}PT1 & {0,1}F)5*V where

€;.0,0,0D = 1d§7 iff ¢, = cg for some c? in voice v,

€000 =1 iff ¢y, is not a change point in voice v,

€ru1p = 1 iff pitch p begins in voice v at time cy.
This is not the fully serialized encoding s used to define
a score factorization (for discussion of a fully sequential
representation, see [21]). At each time step k for which
any voice exhibits a change point, we make an entry in e for
every voice; we refer to e; as a frame. This requires us to
augment our alphabet of duration symbols D with a special
continuation symbol that indicates no change (comparable
to the onset bits in the encoding x). An advantage of this
representation over sequential or raster representations is
that more history can be encoded with shorter sequences.
For a fixed voice v, let r = e. , be a single-voice slice
of the score history. Observe that ¥ # r, where r is the run-
length encoding used for the single-voice task. The slices

r are spaced out with aforementioned continuation sym-
bols where there are change points in other voices. With
the single-voice encoding r, simple linear filters can be
learned that are sensitive to particular rhythmic sequences:
e.g. groups of four eighth notes, or three triplet-quarter
notes. This is not the case for r; rhythmic patterns can be
somewhat-arbitrarily broken up by continuation symbols.

These observations might lead us to consider raster en-
codings for multi-voice history, which restore the effec-
tiveness of simple linear filters at the cost of increasing the
dimensionality of the history encoding. We find that re-
current networks for the single-voice task are unhampered
when retrained on r: compare experiments 21 and 22 in
Table 6. Performance falls slightly when learning on r,
but this is to be expected because history interspersed with
continuations is effectively a shorter-length history.

For both the single-voice and multi-voice tasks, we
truncate the history at a fixed number of frames prior to
the prediction time. We explore several history lengths in
the experiments and observe diminishing improvement in
quantitative results for windows beyond the range of 10-20
frames of e: see experiment group (1,2,6,7) in Table 4.

5.2 Single-voice models

Using factorization (4), we explore fully connected, con-
volutional, and recurrent models for learning the con-
ditional distributions ¢(ry o|r1.x) over note-values and
q(ri1.n|r1:5, i,0, Tk 1,1:p) OVer pitches. We build separate
models to estimate ry o and ry 1 ,, With respective losses
Loss; and Loss,,. In the remainder of this section, we con-
sider opportunities to exploit structure in music by shar-
ing weights in our models. Quantitative results for single-
voice models are summarized in Table 6, with additional
details available in Appendix A.

Autoregressive modeling. To build a generative
model over conditionally stationary sequential data, it of-
ten makes sense to make the autoregressive assumption
q(rg|r1.) = q(rp|r1g) for all k k' € N. We can then
learn a single conditional approximation §(ry|r;.x) and
share model parameters across all time translations.

Scores are not quite conditionally stationary; the distri-
bution of notes and rhythms varies substantially depending
on the sub-position within a beat. To address this, we fol-
low the lead of [14] and [8] and augment our history tensor
with a one-hot location feature vector ¢ that indicates the
subdivision of the beat for which we are presently making
predictions. > Compare the loss of duration models (Loss;)
with and without these features in experiment pairs (3,4),
(6,7), (10,11), (12,13), and (15,16).

5 Location can always be computed from a full history. But we truncate
the history, so this information is lost unless it is explicitly reintroduced.
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Figure 1. Left: an absolute pitch predictor learns individual classifiers for each pitch-class. Right: a relative pitch predictor
learns a single classifier and translates the data along the frequency axis to center it around the pitch to be predicted.
Whereas the absolute predictor decides whether CS5 is on given the previous note was A4, the relative predictor decides
whether the note under consideration is on given the previous note was 3 steps below it.

Relative pitch. We can perform a similar weight-
sharing scheme with pitches as we did with time. Instead
of building an individual predictor for each pitch condi-
tioned on the notes in the history tensor, we adopt an idea
proposed in [14]: build a single predictor that conditions
on a shifted version of the history tensor centered around
the note we want to predict. Convolving this predictor over
the pitch axis of the history tensor lets us make a prediction
at each note location, as visualized by Figure 1.

As with time, the distribution over notes is not quite
conditionally stationary. For example, a truly relative pre-
dictor would generate notes uniformly across the note-
class axis, whereas the actual distribution of notes concen-
trates around middle C. Therefore we augment our history
tensor with a one-hot feature vector 1, that indicates the
pitch p for which we are making a prediction. This al-
lows us to take full advantage of all available information
when making a prediction, while borrowing strength from
shared harmonic patterns in different keys or octaves. We
compare absolute pitch-indexed classifiers (lin,) to a sin-
gle, relative pitch classifier (lin) in Table 6: compare the
loss of pitch models (Loss,,) in experiment groups (2,3,4),
(5,6,7), (8,9,10), (11,12,13), and (15,16).

Relative pitch models serve a similar purpose to key-
signature normalization [18] or data augmentation via
transposition [8]. Building this invariance into the model
offers an alternative approach, avoiding data preprocessing
or the introduction of hyper-parameters. We find that train-
ing with transpositions in the range £5 semi-tones yields
no performance increase for relative pitch models.

Pitch embeddings. Borrowing the concept of a word
embedding from natural language processing, we consider
learned embeddings ¢ of the pitch vectors ry 1 (e ,,1 for
the multi-voice models). For recurrent models, we do not
see performance benefits to learning these embeddings:
compare experiments 20 and 21 in Table 6. However, we
do find that we can learn compact embeddings (16 dimen-
sions for the experiments presented in this paper) without
sacrificing performance, and using these embeddings re-
duces computational cost. We also find that using a 12 di-
mensional fixed embedding of pitches f, in which we quo-
tient each pitch class by octave, reduces overfitting for the
rhythmic model while preserving predictive accuracy.

# History Arch Loc? Relative? Pitch? Embed? Loss

1 rg) bias no no no no 10.07
2 r( linear no no no no 8.05
3 r@u linear no yes no no 6.29
4 r() linear yes yes yes no 6.12
5 rgy fc no no no no 5.92
6 rn fc no yes no no 6.05
7 ra fc yes yes yes no 5.70
8 rg) linear no no no no 7.91
9 r@;) linear no yes no no 5.76
10 r@)  linear yes yes yes no 5.63
1T rE fe no no no no 4.90
12 ri) fe no yes no no 4.80
13 ri) fe yes yes yes no 4.69
14 ri) fc yes yes yes yes 4.63
15 r(0) linear no yes no no 7.88
16 r(10) linear yes yes yes no 5.53
17 rag fc yes yes yes yes 4.55
19 rge cnn  yes yes yes yes 4.42
20 rgp mn yes yes yes no 4.37
21 r@e mn  yes yes yes yes 4.36

22 Ty mn  yes yes yes yes 4.52

Table 3. Single-voice results. We define r(,,) = ry_m:k
(a truncated history of length m); f‘(m) is defined likewise,
based on the alternate encoding r discussed in Section 5.1,
Representation. The Relative flag indicates the use of a
relative-pitch classifier, and the Loc, Pitch, and Embed
flags indicate the use of location features, pitch features,
and pitch embeddings, discussed in Section 5.2. For addi-
tional details of these experiments, see Appendix A.

5.3 Multi-voice models

Using the factorization (5), we now explore ways to
capture correlations between the voices and model the
conditional distributions ¢(sj o|S1:x) over note-values and
q(Sk,1.p/81:k, Sk,0, Sk,1,1:p) Over notes. We build separate
models to estimate r o and ry 1,, with losses Loss; and
Loss,, in Table 4 respectively. The same structural observa-
tions that we made about scores for the single-voice mod-
els apply to multi-voice modeling; all multi-voice mod-
els considered in this paper use the three weight-sharing



Figure 2. Coupled state estimation of Mozart’s string quartet number 2 in D Major, K155, movement 1, from measure 1,
rendered by the Verovio Humdrum Viewer. A recurrent network models the state hy, ,, of each voice v at step k, based on
the previous state hy_1 , and the current content of the voice. Another recurrent network models of the global state gy of
the score at step k based on the previous global state g;_—; and a sum of the current states of each voice. Subsequent notes
(purple) in each voice are predicted using features of the global state and the state of the relevant voice. See Equations 7

for a precise mathematical description of this model.

schemes considered for single-voice models. We explore
an additional weight-sharing opportunity below for the
multi-voice task: voice decomposition.

The effectiveness of recurrent models for the single-
voice modeling task, and the representational considera-
tions in Section 5.1, motivate us to consider extensions of
the recurrent architecture to capture structure in the multi-
voice setting. One natural extension of the standard recur-
rent neural network to model multiple, concurrent voices
is a hierarchical architecture, illustrated in Figure 2:

hk,v(e) =a (Wq;rhk—l,v(e) + WeTc (ek,v)) )

gr(e) =a (Wngkl(e) + W Z hk}u(e)> . @

The first equation is a standard recurrent network that
builds a state estimate hy , of a voice v at time index k
based on transition weights W, an input embedding c,
input weights W, and non-linear activation a (we use a
ReLU activation). We integrate the state of each voice
(weights Wp,) into a global state g given the previous
global state g;_; (weights W,). Because voice order is
arbitrary in our dataset, we sum (i.e. pool) over their
states before feeding them into the global network. At
each time k, we use the learned state of each voice to-
gether with the global state to make a note-value predic-
tion: 8 o = lin(hy g, (€), gx(e)), where lin is a log-linear
classifier. We make pitch predictions s 1, € {0,1} us-
ing the same architecture. We learn a single, relative-pitch
classifier for s;, 1 , € {0, 1} in all multi-voice experiments
(section 5.2, Relative pitch). We do not share weights be-
tween the note-value and pitch models.

An alternate extension of a recurrent voice model to
scores directly integrates the state of the other voices’
states into each individual voice’s state, resulting in a dis-

tributed state architecture hy, ,(e) =

a | W) hi_10(e) + W e(ers) + Wik, i u(e)
®)

At each time k, for each voice v, we use the learned
state of voice v to make a note-value prediction S0 =
lin(hy, g, (e)), where lin is a log-linear classifier. We make
predictions for sy 1., € {0,1} using the same architecture
and we do not share weights between the note-value and
pitch models.

We find that the distributed architecture underperforms
the hierarchical architecture (see Table 4; experiments 2
and 3) although this comparison is not conclusive. For
the hierarchical model, we can consider whether the global
state representation is as sensitive to history-length as the
voices. Could we make successful predictions using only
the final state of each voice, rather than coupling the states
at each step? Experiment group (4,5,6) in Table 4 suggests
that this is not the case: we observe significant gains by
integrating voice information at each time step.

Extending a loose analogy between recurrent neural
networks and hidden markov models, the coupled recur-
rent models considered in this section could be compared
to factorial hidden markov models [7]. A crucial differ-
ence is that the distributed latent state of a coupled recur-
rent model is determined by the distributed input structure
of a score, whereas the distributed structure of a factorial
hmm only appears in the latent state.

Voice decomposition. Decomposing a score into multi-
ple voices presents us with an opportunity to share weights
between voice models by learning a single set of weights
W, in equation (7), rather than learning unique voice-
indexed weights W,,, for each voice v;. Indeed, because
voice indices are arbitrary, the weights W,,, will converge
to the same values for all 7; sharing a single set of weights
W, accelerates learning by enforcing this property. All
score models presented in Table 4 share these weights.



# History Architecture  Loss Loss; Loss,

(voice/global) (total) (time) (notes)
1 3/3 hierarchical 14.05 5.65 8.40
2 5/5 hierarchical 1340 5.35 8.04
35 distributed 13.82 541 8.41
4 10/1 hierarchical 13.20 5.22 7.98
5 10/5 hierarchical 12.94 5.13 7.81
6 10/10 hierarchical 12.87 5.12 7.75
7 20/20 hierarchical 12.78 5.01 7.76
8 10 independent 18.63 6.56 12.08

Table 4. Multi-voice results. The “hierarchical” archi-
tecture is defined by equations (7). Voice and global his-
tory refer to the number of time steps used to construct the
states hy, ., and gy respectively. Experiment 8 is a baseline
where the voice models are completely decoupled (equiva-
lent to single-voice Experiment 22 in Table 5; the average
number of voices per score is 4.12). Results are reported
on non-piano test set data (see Appendix B for discussion
of piano data). For additional experiments and ablations,
see Appendix A.

6. CONCLUSION

To gain insight into the quality of samples from our mod-
els, we recruited twenty study participants to listen to a
variety of audio clips, each synthesized from either a real
composition or from sampled output of Experiment 6 in
Table 4. For each clip, participants were asked to judge
whether the clip was written by a computer or by a hu-
man composer, following a procedure comparable to [22].
The clips varied in length, from 10 frames of a sample e
(2-4 seconds; the length of history conditioned on by the
model) to 50 frames (10-20 seconds). Participants become
more confident in their judgements of the longer clips, but
even among the longest clips (around 20 seconds) partici-
pants often identified an artificial clip as a human compo-
sition. Results are presented in Table 5; see Appendix E
for further study details.

ClipLength 10 20 30 40 50
57 66 67 638

Average 53

Table 5. Qualitative evaluation of the 10-frame hierarchi-
cal model: Experiment 6 in Table 4. Twenty participant
were asked to judge 50 audio clips each, with lengths vary-
ing from 10 to 50 frames. The scores indicate participants’
average correct discriminations out of 10: 5.0 would in-
dicate random guessing; 10.0 would indicate perfect dis-
crimination.

These results superficially suggest that we have done
well in modeling the short-term structure of the dataset (we
make no claims to have captured long-term structure; in-
deed, the truncated history input to our models precludes
this). But it is not clear that humans are good—or should
be good—at recognizing plausible local structures in mu-

sic without context. See [15, 23] for criticism of musical
Turing tests like the one presented here. It is also unclear
how to use such studies to make fine-grained comparisons
between models (as we have done quantitatively through-
out this paper). It is not even clear how to prompt a user
to discriminate between such models. Therefore we re-
emphasize the interpretation of this qualitative evaluation,
proposed in Section 1, as a perceptual grounding of the
quantitative evaluation considered throughout this work.
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A. FULL SINGLE-PART RESULTS

# Params Rhythm Model Notes Model Loss; Loss,,
1 112 1y o = biasg T 1, = bias; , 292 17.15
2 21kt = lin(r(y)) Tr1,n = lin, (rg),ry) 2.00 6.05
3 9k f‘k70 = lil’l(l‘(l)) fk,l,n = lin(r(l), I'+) 2.00 4.29
4 11k f'k70 = lin(r(l), f) f'k',l,n = lin(r(l), ry, ln) 1.83 4.29
5 149k f‘k,o =lino fc(r(l)) f'k,l,n = linn [¢] fc(r(l), l‘+) 1.99 3.93
6 135k f‘k70 =lino fC(l‘(l)) f'k,l,n =lino fC(I’(l), r+) 1.99 4.07
7 172k fpo = linofe(rg), ) tp 1,0 = linofe(rgqy,ry,1,) 1.80 3.90
8 72k f'k,(] = lin(r(s)) fk,l,n = linn(r(5), I‘+) 1.86 6.05
9 36k f'k,O = lin(r(5)) fk,l,n = lin(r(5), I‘+) 1.86 3.91
10 38k f'k70 = lill(l'(g,)7 E) IA']%L" = lin(r(5), ry, ln) 1.73 391
11 418k fk,O =lino fc(r(5)) fk,l,n = linn [¢] fc(r(5), l'+) 1.64 3.26
12 497k f‘k70 =lino fc(r(5)) fk,l,n =lino fc(r(5), r+) 1.64 3.16
13 535k f'k70 =lino fc(r(5), f) f'k',l,n =lino fc(r(5), ry, ln) 1.59 3.10
14 228k fy0 = linofe(f(rgs)), ) 41, = linofe(e(res)),ry, 1,) 1.58 3.05
15 134k fk,O = lin(r(w)) f'k71,n = lin(r(lo), I‘+) 1.83 6.05
16 71k f'k70 = lin(r(lo), E) fk,l,n = lin(r(w), ry, ln) 1.71 3.83
17 372k ty0 = linofe(f(r()), £) Tx1,n = linofe(e(rg)), re, 1,) 1.55 3.00
18 250k tyo = lin o convs(f(r(10)),¢) Fi 1, = lino convs(e(r(ip)), 1y, 15) 1.55 3.01
19 769 fty0 = lin o convs o convs(f(r(10y),¢) Fx 1, =linoconvzo convs(c(r(ipy),r,1,) 1.50 2.92
20 342k 140 = linornn(r(g),¢) Tx1,n = linornn(r(py,ry,1,)) 148 2.89
21 283k o = linornn(f(r(y)),£) P, = linornn(e(r(ig)),ry, 1,)) 1.48 2.88
22 301k fyo = lino rnn(f(r (1)), ¢) Fi1,n = linornn(e(r(ig)), 1y, 1,)) 1.59 293

Table 6. Single-part results. Loss is the cross-entropy described in Section 3.1. Loss; and Loss,, are decompositions of
the loss described in Section 3.2. For succinctness, define r(,,) = Ty, (a truncated history of length k) and ry =
.0 @ T 1,1:n (the current frame, masked above pitch n). For definition of r see Section 4, Sequential part factorization.
lin,, indicates a log-linear classifier (sigmoid for g,, and softmax for ;) and lin indicates the relative pitch log-linear
classifier and inputs 1,, indicate pitch-class features (Section 5.2, Relative pitch). The inputs ¢ indicate location features
(Section 5.2, Autoregressive modeling). fc indicates a fully connected layer. f and ¢ indicates pitch embeddings (Section
5.2, Pitch embeddings). convy indicates 1d convolution of width k. rnn indicates a recurrent layer. All hidden layers are
parameterized with 300 nodes. Models were regularized with early stopping when necessary. The subscript k on the history
tensor x, indicates the number of frames of history used in each experiment (either 1, 5, or 10 frames). F(,,) is a modified
history discussed in Section 5.1.

B. PIANO MUSIC

For some piano music, it is necessary to draw a distinction between an instrument and a part. Consider the piano score
given in Figure 3. This single piano part is more comparable to a complete score than the individual parts of, for example,
a string quartet (compare the piano score in Figure 3 to the quartet score in Figure 1 in the main text). Indeed, an educated
musician would read this score in four distinct parts: a high sequence of quarter and eighth notes, two middle sequences of
sixteenth notes, and a low sequence of quarter notes. In measure 12, the lowest two parts combine into a single bass line of
sixteenth notes.

These part divisions are indicated in score through a combination of beams, slurs, and other visual queues. We do not
model these visual indicators; instead we rely on part annotations provided by the KernScores dataset. The provision of
these annotations is a strong point in favor of the KernScores dataset’s Humdrum format; although in principle formats like
MIDI can encode this information, in practice they typically collect all notes for a single instrument into a single track, or
possibly two tracks (for the treble and bass staves, as seen in the figure) in the case of piano music.

In extremely rare cases, this distinction between instrument and part must also be made for stringed instruments; a
notable example is Beethoven’s string quartet number 14, in the fourth movement in measures 165 and 173, where the four
instruments each separate into two distinct parts creating brief moments of 8-part harmony. The physical constraints of
stringed instruments discourage more widespread use of these polyphonies. For vocal music, of course, physical constraints
prevent intra-instrument polyphony entirely.
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Figure 3. Beethoven’s piano sonata number 8 (Pathetique) movement 2, from measure 9, rendered by the Verovio Hum-
drum Viewer. Although visually rendered on two staves, this sonata consists of four parts: a high sequence of quarter and
eighth notes, two middle sequences of sixteenth notes, and a low sequence of quarter notes.

As Figure 3 illustrates, these more abstract parts can weave in and out of existence. Two parts can merge with each
other; a single part can split in two; new parts can emerge spontaneously. The KernScores data provides annotations that
describe this behavior. We can represent these dynamics of parts as a P x P flow matrix at each time step (P is an upper
bound on the number of parts; for the KernScores corpus used in this work, we take P = 6) that describes where each part
moves in the next step. At most time steps, this flow matrix is the identity matrix.

The state-based models discussed in this paper can easily be adjusted to accommodate these flows. If two parts merge,
sum their states; if a part splits in two, duplicate its state. These operations amount to hitting the vector of state estimates
for the parts with the flow matrix at each time step. However, we do not currently model the flow matrix. Because the
flow matrix for piano music contains some (small) amount of entropy, we therefore exclude piano music from the results
reported in Table 4. We do however include the piano music in training.

C. PIANO-ROLL REPRESENTATIONS OF SCORES
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Figure 4. Mozart’s piano sonata number 8 in A minor, movement 1, from measure 1.

In Section 3.1 we defined a score as a T' x P x 2N binary tensor, where at each time ¢ € T in each part p € P, we
have two values X; ,, , and X¢ , n4p to indicate whether note n € N is present and whether n begins respectively. While
classical piano-roll representations omit the second onset bit, both bits are necessary to faithfully represent a musical score.
Consider, for example, Figure C.1. Two scores are demonstrated in Figure C.2 that have identical piano-roll encodings if
only a single bit is used to indicate the presence of a note. Many other scores also alias to this same piano-roll encoding. The
addition of an onset bit delineates the boundaries between multiple notes of the same pitch, thus resolving this ambiguity.

Another pitfall of piano-roll representations is the choice of discretization. In Section 3.1, we defined a continuous-time
process with a real-valued index t. To use a piano-roll for factorization or featurization, a finite resolution must be chosen.
We argued in Section 3.2 that this discretization A is information-preserving, so long as A is chosen to be the resolution of
the score process or finer. The consequences of choosing a discretization that is too coarse is illustrated by Figure C.3.

D. RUN-LENGTH FACTORIZATION

Training and sampling from a model over a discrete factorization of scores at the process resolution A can be expensive,
prompting some earlier works to discretize at a coarser resolution (as discussed in the previous section). One approach
to preserve fine rhythmic structure (e.g. triplets and thirty-second notes) without committing to a fine discretization is to

factor a score into run-lengths. To this end, we define a run-length encoded score x € (N @ {0, 1}7*2V )T where, at each
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Figure 5. Two scores with the same piano-roll representation as the score in Figure B.2. The popular dataset introduced by
Boulanger-Lewandowski et al. (2012) uses this single-bit representation. A second bit is used in some more recent work,
for example Liang et al. (2017) in which they are referred to as “Tie” bits).

Figure 6. A corruption of the score from Figure C.1, discretized at eighth-note resolution.

time index ¢ € {1,...,T}, we set
X;0 = 1q4,, where d; is the duration of the event at time index ¢,
Xt 1,pn = 1 iff note n is on at time ¢ in part p,
X¢1,p2n = 1 iff note n begins at time ¢ in part p.

The sequence X; is non-linear in the index ¢: entry x;1 occurs d; beats after entry x;, in contrast to the raster where x;1
always occurs a constant interval A after x;.

We can then factor the distribution over scores into conditional distributions over binary note values and natural-number
duration values:

T T P 2N
p(S) = Hp(Xt|X1:t) = HP(Xt,o|X1:t) H H P(Xt,p,n X165 Xt,0, X¢,1,1:p5 Xt,1,p,15m) -
t=1 t=1 p=1n=1

Because music typically doesn’t evolve at the finest possible resolution A, we save a substantial amount of computation by
predicting run-lengths x; o € N rather than re-iterating the predictions Xx; ; , at successive time steps.

One criticism of the run-length factorization is that, when notes of different durations overlap in a score, the longer
notes are chopped up along the boundaries of the short notes as illustrated in Figure 7. Rather than predicting musically
meaningful quantities like note values (quarter, eighth, dotted-eighth, etc.) instead we predict run-length chunks.
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Figure 7. The Mozart from Figure C.1, with red lines that indicate the boundaries of events under a run-length factorization
of the score. Notes in the treble staff are chopped up into eight-note runs, so instead of predicting note durations (quarter,
dotted-eighth, sixteenth, etc.) we instead predict fragments of notes (eighth, continue eighth, continue eighth, etc.).



E. USER STUDY DETAILS

To understand our model qualitatively, we asked 20 study participants to evaluate compositions produced by one of our
best models: experiment 6 from Table 4. Each user was asked to listen to 5 sets of 10 audio clips, synthesized from scores
ranging from 10 to 50 frames of composition (a frame is a run-length as defined by the representation discussed in Section
5.1). Every user was presented with their own set of audio clips, randomly sampled from either the training set or the
model. Users were given the following prompt before beginning the study:

This is a musical Turing test. You will be presented with a selection of audio clips, beginning with short
clips and progressing to longer clips. For each audio clip, you will be asked whether you believe the clip
was composed by a human or a computer. Half the clips you will be presented with belong in each category.
This data contains many famous classical compositions, ranging from the Renaissance to early 20th century.
If you specifically recognize a piece, please let me know. Finally, all recordings you hear—both human and
artificial-are performed at a tempo of 120bpm.

Additionally, we asked users two questions about their background:
e Do you self-identify as musically educated? (8 responded ‘yes’)
e Do you self-identify as educated in machine learning? (13 responded ‘yes’)

Table 2 summarizes results of our listening study, including conditional results for the educated subgroups.

Frames 10 20 30 40 50

All 53 57 66 67 68
Music 49 60 64 69 70
ML 48 55 62 67 638

Table 7. Qualitative evaluation of the 10-frame hierarchical model: Experiment 6 in Table 4. Twenty participant were asked
to judge 50 audio clips each of varying length. The scores indicate participants’ average correct discriminations out of 10
(5.0 would indicate random guessing; 10.0 would indicate perfect discrimination). The categories indicate breakdowns for
listeners who identified as educated in music or educated in machine learning.

We asked users to identify pieces if they specifically recognized them, because we were concerned that this knowledge
of the classical music canon could confound the question of musical plausibility of our model’s samples. In the end,
only one user positively identified a piece in our study. This may be explained because our models do not predict tempo.
Therefore, to make fair comparisons between human compositions and model outputs, we synthesized all scores at a tempo
of 120bpm. This may serve to obscure recognizable pieces. However, it also makes the task less informative because all
audio clips in the listening test sound less like “real music.” Participants were informed of this fact, but it is not clear how
effectively they could use this knowledge.

F. EVALUATION METRIC DETAILS

We demonstrate here the claim from the text that any refinement of the A-interval constant discretization of the support of
the distribution p over scores yields no further contributions to the cross entropy. Formally, if P = (0, A, 2A,...,T) is the
discrete partition of the interval [0, 7] and R is any refinement of this partition (i.e. a partition of [0, T'] such that contains
the points of P) then the following proposition holds.

Proposition 1. For any refinement R of P, Hp(pl|q) = Hr(pl|q).

Proof. Let K’ denote the size of R. By definition of relative entropy of p restricted to the partition R,
HR(qu) = xIEpl()g q(le,XRl, v 7X72K/)’

And applying the chain rule for conditional probabilities,

K/
Hr(pllg) =Y E 108 (X, [Xr,, - ¥Ry ,)-
k=1

Consider terms ¢(XR, |Xr,,.-.,XR,_,) Wwhere R ¢ P. There exists some n such that nA < Ry < (n + 1)A. We
must have Xz, = X, A because by definition of A, all change-points in X occur at integer multiples of A. Because R is a



refinement of P and nA € P, it follows that nA € R. Furthermore, nA < Ry, and therefore nA € (R, ..., Rk—1). We
conclude that

X]Ep log ¢(XR, |XRy s - XRy_y) = XINEP log ¢(Xr, [XnA,...) =0.

In words: conditioned on X, A, Xz, is known and its relative entropy vanishes. Dropping all such terms &k with Ry, ¢ P we
see that
Hr(pllg) = k:%;epxlgplog q(XR, |XRos -+ -y XRy_1)
T/A
= Z XIEplog q(XkalXo, ... 7X(k—1)A) = XINEplog q(X0, XA, ..., x7) = =TAH(pl||q). O
k=1

The point of this calculation is that, beyond some level of refinement, further increasing the resolution of the score
process yields no further contributions to the entropy; the intermediate frames are completely determined by their neighbors.
It may be illuminating to draw a contrast here with a truly continuous process such as Brownian motion, for which further
refinement of the sampling partition continues to yield new details of the process at any resolution.



