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Abstract

Language Modelling has been a central part of Natural Language Pro-
cessing for a very long time and in the past few years LSTM-based
language models have been the go-to method for commercial language
modeling. Recently, it has been shown that when looking at language
modelling from a matrix factorization point of view, the final Softmax
layer limits the expressiveness of the model, by putting an upper bound
on the rank of the resulting matrix. Additionally, a new family of
neural networks based called NeuralODEs, has been introduced as a
continuous alternative to Residual Networks. Moreover, it has been
shown that there is a connection between these models and Normaliz-
ing Flows. In this work we propose a new family of language models
based on NeuralODEs and the continuous analogue of Normalizing
Flows and manage to improve on some of the baselines.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Anything we see or do, can be described and contained within a sequence of
words, meaning that the entire complexity of the world can be embedded in
a piece of text. This is exactly what makes text and textual communication
so important in our daily lives. Additionally, this is also what makes text
processing and textual communication so complex for machines. Namely,
the area of Computer Science that deals with these problems is called Natu-
ral Language Processing (NLP). NLP is a vast area with many subcategories,
but without doubt, one of its core and most vital subcategories is text un-
derstanding and text generation.

In NLP, the tools that are used for text generation are called Language Mod-
els (LM). Let’s consider the following sentence:

Look at all those clouds, it is going to ...

Given the sentence above as a context, a Language Model will then try to
estimate what is the most likely word to end the sentence. From a mathe-
matical point of view, LMs try to learn a context conditioned probability dis-
tribution over a vocabulary. This means that given a vocabulary of available
words and a sequence of words that represents the history or the context,
a Language Model processes the context and returns a discrete probability
distribution over the vocabulary

P(w|w1..i−1).

Here w1..i−1 is the context, often denoted as h, and w is a discrete random
variable that represents the vocabulary. We can then proceed with gener-
ating the next word by simply selecting the word with highest probability
as

1



1. Introduction

ŵ = argmaxwP(w|w1..i−1)

However, very often we do not want to only generate a single word given
a context, but instead we want to generate whole sequences. Therefore, the
LMs can also be seen as tools that model the joint probability distribution
over a textual sequence. Or mathematically speaking

P(w1, ..., wn) =
n

∏
i

P(wi|w1..i−1).

First LMs were count based and called N-grams [20]. However, with the
recent advances in Deep Learning, LMs based on Neural Networks are cur-
rently dominating the field. Since the first Neural Language Model [1]
which was based on Feedforward Neural Networks, things have evolved
and now Recurrent Neural Networks (RNN) [22] are the standard. Ad-
ditionally, as neural networks are trained with gradient based methods and
back-propagation [30], people have figured out that RNNs, when processing
long contexts can suffer from the vanishing or exploding gradients problem
[13, 25, 26]. Therefore, Vanilla RNNs were substituted with Long short-term
Memory (LSTM) [14] based RNNs. LSTMs alleviate the vanishing gradient
problem and additionally gradient clipping [26] takes care of the explod-
ing gradients problem. Recently, Transformer [34] based models like BERT
[4] and GPT-2 [28] have enjoyed quite the success in language modelling
and language understanding tasks. However, these models have an enor-
mous number of parameters and need an enormous amount of resources
to be trained. Therefore, in the past few years, LSTM-based RNNs with a
Softmax layer on top have been the go-to method for commercial language
modelling.

This thesis first gives an overview of the current limitations of Language
Modelling. Then it describes how previous work has tried to break these
limitations. Then, introduces a novel idea for overcoming the previously
mentioned limitations of Language Modelling. Towards the end, it describes
the architecture of the models created in the scope of this thesis, as well as
present the results from the experiments. Finally, it concludes the findings
and suggests possible future work.
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Chapter 2

Current Limitations of Language
Models

2.1 The Softmax Bottleneck

The majority of parametric LMs use a Softmax function operating on the
context c, and a word embedding ew to define the conditional distribution
Pθ(w|c), where w stands for a word, and θ are the parameters of the model.
More specifically, the model distribution is usually written as

Pθ(w|c) =
hTew

∑ew′
hTew′

,

where h is a function of c and it is commonly obtained using a Recurrent
Neural Network, and ew is the embedding for word w. Additionally, h ∈ RD

and ew ∈ RD and both of them depend on θ. Finally, we refer to the dot
product hTew as a logit.

Even though, one might argue that natural languages contain an infinite
amount of contexts, let’s take a look at the finite case first. We can as-
sume that a natural language consists of N contexts and M words. Con-
sequently, we can describe Language Modelling as a matrix factorization
problem. Consider the following matrices:

Hθ =


hT

c1

hT
c2
...

hT
cN

 Eθ =


eT

w1

eT
w2
...

eT
wM


3



2. Current Limitations of Language Models

A =


log P(w1|c1) log P(w2|c1) . . . log P(wM|c1)
log P(w1|c2) log P(w2|c2) . . . log P(wM|c2)

...
...

. . .
...

log P(w1|cN) log P(w2|cN) . . . log P(wM|cN)


Where Hθ ∈ RN×D is a matrix containing the hidden states for every context
as row vectors. Eθ ∈ RM×D is a matrix containing word embeddings for
every word as row vectors. A is a matrix containing the true log probabil-
ities of every word, given every context. Then, language modelling can be
described as:

HθET
θ = Â

Where, Â is:

Â =


log Pθ(w1|c1) log Pθ(w2|c1) . . . log Pθ(wM|c1)
log Pθ(w1|c2) log Pθ(w2|c2) . . . log Pθ(wM|c2)

...
...

. . .
...

log Pθ(w1|cN) log Pθ(w2|cN) . . . log Pθ(wM|cN)


and we want it to be as close as possible to the true A. Now we can ask the
following question:

”What is the expressiveness of this language model?”

We can then proceed to answer this question from a matrix factorization
point of view. Essentially, we want to learn matrices Hθ and Eθ such that
we will be able to factorize the true distribution A. However, in order for
a valid factorization to exist the rank of HθET

θ has to be at least as large as
the rank of A, i.e. rank(HθET

θ ) ≥ rank(A). As Hθ ∈ RN×D and Eθ ∈ RM×D,
rank(HθET

θ ) is bounded by D. Therefore, this is a limitation that comes from
the final Softmax layer. It simply means, that no matter how efficient we are
in embedding all contexts into a matrix Hθ , we will not be able to retrieve
the true language distribution A, unless D ≥ rank(A).

To realize why this is indeed a bottleneck, and a problem in language mod-
elling, we should first consider the typical dimensionalities that are used
for the hidden state and the word embeddings. Usually, D is in the low
hundreds, while the rank of the true distribution A can theoretically be up
to M which is usually at least as large as 104. Right off the bat, we have a
mismatch of several orders of magnitudes. One might say that an easy fix is
to simply increase D and have a M×M Softmax in the final layer. However,

4



2.2. Single Transformation

this will drastically increase the amount of trainable parameters, resulting
in slower training and harder optimization. Even though, wider and larger
neural networks are theoretically more expressive, in practice they are a lot
more difficult to train.

As using a larger D is not a straightforward solution to the problem it means
that typical language models are Low Rank Language Models. This would only
cause problems if the true distribution A is indeed of a high rank. It is very
hard to prove that natural languages are of high rank. However, intuitively
speaking, if the true distribution of a natural language was indeed to be of
a low rank, it would mean that all semantic meanings can be created by
combining a small number of meanings. Which seems very odd and no
linguist has ever managed to find such a small subset of bases, which can
fully describe a language. Therefore, Yang et al. [36] speculate that a high
rank language model is needed to capture the true distribution.

2.2 Single Transformation

Another limitation of classical language models is the output projection
layer. Taking the matrix-vector product between the embedding matrix
(nowadays weights between the output projection and the embedding ma-
trix are usually tied) and the hidden state, further exponentiating and nor-
malizing the result to get a probability distribution, essentially results in a
transformation that behaves as a single mode Gaussian around the hidden
state. This means that the majority of the probability mass is concentrated
on one very small continuous subspace of the embedding space. This sub-
space usually corresponds to the surroundings of the word embedding that
is mostly associated with the given context throughout training. Take the
following sentence as an example:

“I want to buy. . . ”

It is easy to see that multiple words are likely to come after this particular
context even though they might be associated with different contexts on
average. This is a very common scenario in natural languages where the
distribution over the vocabulary is considered to be a fat tail distribution.
For example take the words car and computer. By training a Language Model
and plotting the embeddings, it is possible to visualize that the neighbors of
car in the embedding space are truck, auto, bus, vehicle etc. and the neighbors
of computer are desktop, portable, electronic, laptop etc. Refer to figures 2.1 and
2.2. This indicates that car and computer are in different neighborhoods of
the embedding space.

Now imagine every single word that can finish the previous sentence. Ev-
ery one of those words is embedded into its own neighborhood where it

5



2. Current Limitations of Language Models

Figure 2.1: Neighborhood of car in the embedding space of AWD-LSTM.

Figure 2.2: Neighborhood of computer in the embedding space of AWD-LSTM.

6



2.2. Single Transformation

is close to other words that share the same context on average. Therefore,
a simple single mode Gaussian seems very limited for all those “fat tail”
situations in natural languages. Ideally, we would like something that can
adapt based on the context, i.e. given a hidden state we can obtain different
type of distributions. It is also possible that the success of MoS [36] and
DOC [33] papers, in addition to breaking the softmax bottleneck, is due to the
fact that they learn a dynamic mixture of Gaussians, which by definition
is more expressive. Additionally, based on the amount of Gaussians in the
mixture, those approaches are more or less capable of solving the previously
mentioned issues.

To generalize, it seems unlikely that a single general distribution, condi-
tioned on the hidden state, can capture all possible situations in Language
Modelling. Therefore, it seems reasonable that based on the context, or the
hidden state if you want, we would like to obtain custom distributions that
specifically fit the need of the current context. But what if we can start with
a “simple”, single, general distribution and then based on the context, dis-
tort it into a more complex distribution if needed? That would alleviate the
need to manually tune the amount of components in the mixture and can
be seen as a generalization of MoS [36] and DOC [33].

7





Chapter 3

Related Work

3.1 AWD-LSTM

Merity et al. [21] had several crucial contributions to RNN-based language
modelling with their AWD-LSTM model.

First, regularizing RNNs is a complicated matter. A naı̈ve application of
dropout [32], where we randomly dropout units in every time step, results
in unit starvation and disrupts the RNN’s ability to retain long term depen-
dencies. Gal and Ghahramani [6] suggest using the same dropout mask in
every time step, to prevent this from happening. On the other hand, Merity
et al. [21] propose the weight-dropped LSTM, which uses Dropconnect [35]
on the hidden-to-hidden weights as a recurrent regularization.

Secondly, they propose the use of Non-monotonically Triggered Averaged
Stochastic Gradient Descent (NT-ASGD) as an optimization algorithm, in-
stead of the regular Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD).

The training of neural networks can be defined as

θ̂ = argmin
θ

1
N

N

∑
i=1

fi(θ),

where fi is the loss function for the i-th data point and θ are the parameters
to be learned. SGD takes the form of

θk+1 = θk + γk∇̂ f (θk),

where k stands for the iteration number, γk is the learning rate and ∇̂ de-
notes a stochastic gradient on a minibatch of samples. After convergence,
SGD returns the final iteration as the solution. Contrary to this, Averaged
SGD (ASGD) returns the average

9



3. Related Work

1
K− T + 1

K

∑
i=T

θi

as a solution. Here K is the total number of iterations and T < K is a user-
specified averaging trigger. Merity et al. [21] propose to use an automatic
trigger mechanism for the averaging. Instead of manually specifying a value
for T, they propose a non-monotonic criterion that triggers the averaging
when the validation metric does not improve for several epochs. The full
method is shown in algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Non-monotonically Triggered ASGD (NT-ASGD) [21]
Inputs: Initial parameters θ0, learning rate γ, logging interval L,

non-monotone interval n

Initialize k← 0, t← 0, T ← 0, logs← []

while stopping criterion not met do
Compute stochastic gradient ∇̂ f (θk) and take the SGD step

if mod(k, L) = 0 and T = 0 then
Compute validation perplexity v

if t > n and v > min
l ∈ t−n, ..., t

logs[l] then

Set T ← K

end

Append v to logs

t← t + 1

end

end

return 1
k−T+1 ∑k

i=T θi

Finally, their codebase 1 set a new foundation for RNN-based language mod-
elling. Every other notable model that came out in the next few years used
their codebase as a basis to build upon.

3.2 Mixture of Softmaxes

Yang et al. [36] contributions in their paper Breaking the Softmax Bottleneck
are two-fold. First, they identify the Softmax Bottleneck problem described

1https://github.com/salesforce/awd-lstm-lm

10



3.3. Direct Output Connections

in section 2.1 and secondly, they propose a simple technique that allows to
bypass this limitation.

They use the AWD-LSTM model to encode the context in a vector gc. Then,
they project gc to obtain multiple hidden states

hc,k = tanh(Wh,kgc)

where hc,k stands for the k-th component for context c and Wk are trainable
parameters. Then, the conditional probability of a word given a context is
modelled as

Pθ(w|c) =
K

∑
k=1

πc,k
exp hT

c,kew

∑w′ exp hT
c,kew′

s.t.
K

∑
k=1

πc,k = 1,

where ew is the (output) word embedding for word w. The prior weights
πc,k are obtained by

πc,k =
exp wT

π,kgc

∑K
k′=1 exp wT

π,k′gc
.

According the previous equations, we can deduce that Yang et al. [36] pro-
pose to have a weighted average between several Softmax functions. There-
fore, they call this model Mixture of Softmaxes (MoS). Furthermore, if we
create a matrix ÂMoS similar to the one in section 2.1, we get

ÂMoS = log
K

∑
k=1

Πk exp(HkE).

As ÂMoS is now obtained via a non-linear transformation, we can deduce
that its rank is not bounded and ÂMoS can potentially be a full-rank matrix.

3.3 Direct Output Connections

Takase et al. [33] propose their Direct Output Connections (DOC) model as a
generalization of MoS. DOC computes J probability distributions from all
layers and performs a weighted average between them. The output proba-
bilities in DOC, are computed as

11



3. Related Work

Pθ(w|c) =
J

∑
j=1

πj,c So f tmax(W̃k j,c)

s.t.
J

∑
j=1

πj,c = 1

where πj,c is the weight for the j-th component in the mixture given context
c and is obtained by

πc = So f tmax(WπhN
c ),

where πc is a vector with elements πj,c, Wπ is a weight matrix and hN is
the hidden state from the final layer. Furthermore, W̃ ∈ R|V|×d is a weight
matrix and k j,c ∈ Rd is a vector computed from the hidden state of some
layer n as

k j,c = Wjhn
c .

In this equation Wj ∈ Rd×dhn is a weight matrix. Additionally, let in be
the number of k-s computed from the hidden state of the n-th layer s.t.
∑N

n=0 in = J. From here we can deduce that for iN = J, i.e. if all distributions
are obtained from the final layer, DOC is equivalent to MoS, which is exactly
why DOC is considered to be a generalization of MoS.

Finally, if we construct the matrix containing all log-probabilities given all
contexts for DOC, we can notice that it takes the form of

ÂDOC = log
J

∑
j=1

Π So f tmax(KjW̃T)

where Π is a diagonal matrix whose entries are the weights πj,c and Kj is a
matrix whose rows are vectors k j,c. As ÂDOC is obtained using a non-linear
transformation, ÂDOC can be of an arbitrary high rank and is not limited by
the Softmax Bottleneck explained in section 2.1.

12



Chapter 4

Neural Ordinary Differential Equations

4.1 Introduction to Neural ODEs

In recent years Residual Networks (ResNet) [12] have brought a great suc-
cess in Deep Learning and especially in computer vision. They have proven
to be effective against the vanishing gradient and the degradation problems
and have drastically eased the optimization of very deep neural networks. If
we refer to the output vector of each layer as zt where t stands for the layer,
then Residual Networks can be mathematically described as

zt+1 = zt + f (zt; θt), (4.1)

where t ∈ {0, ..., T}, zt ∈ RD and θt are the parameters of the t-th layer.
These iterative updates can be interpreted as an Euler discretization of a
continuous transformation [19, 11, 31].

Moreover, as we add more layers and take smaller steps, in the limit, we
parameterize the continuous dynamics of the hidden state using an ordinary
differential equation (ODE) specified by a neural network

dz(t)
dt

= f (z(t), t; θ). (4.2)

Chen et al. [3] introduced this concept as a new family of deep neural net-
work models, where the neural network outputs the gradient of the hidden
state with respect to the depth. Then, given an initial state and the differen-
tial equation parameterized by the neural network, the final state is obtained
by solving an ODE. The analogy they make is the one that considers this
family of models to be the continuous case of ResNets. Figure 4.1, depicts
the similarities and differences between ResNets and neural networks based

13



4. Neural Ordinary Differential Equations

on ODEs. They call this family of models Neural ODEs or ODENets, and
provide an open source framework implemented in PyTorch1.

Figure 4.1: Left: A Residual network defines a discrete sequence of finite transformations.
Right: An ODE network defines a vector field that continuously transforms the state [3].

In equation 4.2, z(t) is the hidden state in the t-th layer, and f can be any
neural network parameterized by θ, with z(t) and t as inputs and the gradi-
ent of z(t) with respect to t as output. Furthermore, the final output of such
a model can then be defined as

z(t1) = z(t0) +
∫ t1

t0

dz(t)
dt

dt (4.3)

= z(t0) +
∫ t1

t0

f (z(t), t; θ) dt (4.4)

= ODESolve(z(t0), f , t0, t1). (4.5)

According to the equations above, we can conclude that, f is learning a vec-
tor field, which is why Neural ODEs can potentially be seen as models with
infinite amount of layers. To be specific, the number of layers is dynami-
cally decided and delegated to the ODE solver. Furthermore, Chen et al.
[3] developed their framework in way that any ODE solver can be used as
a blackbox. This allows for more flexibility and decouples the framework
from the ODE solver. General purpose ODENets are illustrated on Figure
4.2.

Defining neural network models in this fashion has several advantages [3]:

1https://github.com/rtqichen/torchdiffeq

14
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4.2. Backpropagation through the ODE solver

ODE	SOLVER

f(	z(t),	t;	θ)	=	

z(	t0	)

t0
t1

z(	t1	) L

Figure 4.2: General purpose ODENet. f (z(t), t; θ) is neural network specifying the differential
equation, z(t0) is the initial state, t0 is the initial time, t1 is the final time, z(t1) is the final state
and L is a scalar valued loss function.

• Memory Efficiency. In section 4.2 it is discussed how circumventing
backpropagation through the operations of the ODE solver saves a lot
of memory.

• Adaptive Computation. Nowadays, ODE solvers provide guarantees
about the growth of the approximation error, monitor the error, and
adapt their evaluation strategy on the fly to achieve the required level
of accuracy. This allows for explicit control over the speed versus pre-
cision trade-off.

• Parameter Efficiency. In section 3 of their work, Chen et al. [3] demon-
strate how this family of models ties the weights of nearby layers, re-
sulting in fewer parameters without the loss of performance.

• Scalable and invertible normalizing flows. Chapter 5 sshows how
one side effect of going in the continuous domain, allows for an easier
and unrestricted use of normalizing flows. As a result, normalizing
flows can be used for language modelling, as shown in chapter 6.

• Continuous time-series models. RNNs are the de-facto architecture
for time-series models. Unfortunately, they require that the observa-
tions are discretized and bound to specific emission intervals. On the
other hand, continuously defined dynamics can naturally take care of
observations that arrive at arbitrary times.

4.2 Backpropagation through the ODE solver

An immediate question that rises, is how does one backpropagate through
the ODE solver. In theory one can simply backpropagate through the opera-
tions of the solver, however, this has several drawbacks. First, some solvers,
require solving a nonlinear optimization problem at every step. This can
make direct backpropagation through the integrator difficult. Additionally,
as mentioned in the previous section, ODENets can potentially have a very

15



4. Neural Ordinary Differential Equations

high number of layers. Backpropagating through such a large number of
layers is inefficient from a memory point of view, as it would mean that
all intermediate steps should be kept in memory until the backward pass
is over. Therefore, what Chen et al. [3] propose, is to compute gradients
by solving a second augmented ODE backwards in time. This method is
called the adjoint sensitivity method [27] and is applicable to all ODE solvers.
It scales linearly with problem size, has low memory cost, and allows for
explicit control over numerical errors.

Figure 4.3: Reverse-mode differentiation of an ODE solution. The adjoint sensitivity method
solves an augmented ODE backwards in time. The red lines denote the sequence of separate
ODE solves [3].

As shown in figure 4.2, we need to optimize a scalar valued loss function L
whose input is the output of the ODE Solver.

L(z(t1)) = L
(

z(t0) +
∫ t1

t0

f (z(t), t; θ)

)
= L(ODESolve(z(t0), f , t0, t1))

(4.6)

The parameters of the ODENet are the parameters of the neural network f ,
which is why we are interested in the derivative of the loss function with
respect to θ. Pontryagin [27] show that the derivative takes the form of
another initial value problem

16



4.3. Neural ODEs for Language Modelling

dL
dθ

= −
∫ t0

t1

(
∂L

∂z(t)

)T ∂ f (z(t), t; θ)

∂θ
dt (4.7)

Where ∂L/∂z(t) is known as the adjoint state of the ODE. Chen et al. [3] use
one call to an ODE solver to get z(t1) and then a second one to calculate
the equation 4.7. In cases where the loss depends not only on the final state
z(t1), but also on the intermediate states z(t), the reverse-mode derivative
must be broken into a sequence of separate solves as shown on figure 4.3.

4.3 Neural ODEs for Language Modelling

We can look at language modelling as a two step process. First, we encode
the context into a hidden state vector, and then using the hidden state vector
we generate a distribution over the vocabulary. The former is commonly
done by an LSTM-based RNN. Then, given the hidden state, a Softmax layer
is used to obtain the probability distribution over the vocabulary. In section
2.1, it is discussed how having this Softmax layer introduces a theoretical
limitation on LMs, and in sections 3.2 and 3.3 is discussed how models like
MoS [36] and DOC [33] have tried to break it. In this section, a simple model
based on Neural ODEs is proposed, that is not restricted by the Softmax
Bottleneck problem.

Let V be the vocabulary, h be the hidden state, d be the hidden state di-
mensionality, L ∈ Rd×|V| be the output projection matrix (if weights are tied
[16] this is also the embedding matrix), and y∗ ∈ R|V| be a one-hot encoded
ground truth vector. The model can then be represented as

l(t0) = LTh, l ∈ R|V|

l(t1) = node(l(t0), f )
y = So f tmax(l(t1)),

where node is a NeuralODE block defined as

node(l(t0), f ) = l(t0) +
∫ t1

t0

f (l(t), t)dt

and f is a neural network parameterizing the gradient of the logits l with
respect to time or in this case depth. Moreover, f can be an arbitrary neural
network architecture and one possibility is to define it as

f (l, t) = H f ReLU(WT
f l), W f , H f ∈ R|V|×|V|.
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4. Neural Ordinary Differential Equations

An apparent problem with this approach lies in the W f , H f ∈ R|V|×|V| ma-
trices. As the vocabulary can often be in the tens of thousands, this highly
increases both the memory and the time complexity of the overall model.
However, this problem can be solved by using a dimensionality bottleneck:

f (l, t) = H f ReLU(WT
f l), W f , H f ∈ R|V|×k,

where k is the dimensionality of the bottleneck and is usually in the low
hundreds.

In the simplest form of f , t can be ignored. This is the same as stating that
the gradient does not depend on it and we have a constant vector field as
we move through time. Other possibilities are to concatenate it to the input
or use it in a conjunction with Hypernetworks [10] to generate W f and H f
based on t. Both approaches are suggested in Chen et al. [3] and Grathwohl
et al. [8]. Finally, we can use Cross-Entropy for training.

The main idea behind this approach is to solve the Softmax Bottleneck by
applying non-linear transformations on the logits, similarly to what is done
in [7]. The difference between the two approaches lies in the nature of the
non-linearities applied. Ganea et al. [7] apply monotonic pointwise non-
linearities, and here we use a Neural ODE.
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Chapter 5

Continuous Normalizing Flows

5.1 Introduction to Normalizing Flows

Section 2.2 ends with a question: ”What if we can start with a simple dis-
tribution and distort it into a more complex one?”. To answer this question,
let us first examine what happens to the densities as we transform some
random variable.

Let x ∈ Rd be a random variable with an underlying probability density
function PX(x) and f : Rd 7→ Rd be an invertible transformation. Then, if

y = f (x),

i.e. we obtain the random variable y by transforming x using f , the proba-
bility density function PY(y) can be obtained using the change of variables
formula

PY(y) = PX(x)
∣∣∣∣det

∂ f
∂x

∣∣∣∣−1

(5.1)

and the change in log density becomes

log PY(y) = log PX(x)− log
∣∣∣∣det

∂ f
∂x

∣∣∣∣ . (5.2)

Now let us assume that instead of a single transformation, we want to apply
a series of transformations. Let fi : Rd 7→ Rd, i ∈ {1, ..., n} be n different
transformations, and let z0 be an initial random variable with a probability
density function PZ0 . Then, we can denote the composition of functions fi
on z0 as
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5. Continuous Normalizing Flows

zn = fn ◦ ... ◦ f1(z0),

with the probability density function of zn being

PZn(zn) = PZ0(z0)
n

∏
i=1

∣∣∣∣det
∂ fi

∂zi−1

∣∣∣∣−1

(5.3)

and the total change in log density being

log Pzn(zn) = log Pz0(z0)−
n

∑
i=1

log
∣∣∣∣det

∂ fi

∂zi−1

∣∣∣∣ . (5.4)

This technique is called a normalizing flow and was formalized by Rezende
and Mohamed [29]. They start with a simple probability density function
and transform it into a more complex one, by applying a sequence of invert-
ible transformations until a desired level of complexity is obtained. Some
simple normalizing flows introduced in their paper [29] are the planar and
the radial flow. The transformation for the planar flow is

f (z) = z + uh(wTz + b),

where u, w ∈ Rd, b ∈ R and h is a smooth element-wise non-linearity. On
the other hand, the transformation of the radial flow is

f (z) = z + βh(α, r)(z− z0),

where z0 ∈ Rd, α ∈ R+, β ∈ R, r = |z− z0| and h(α, r) = 1/α+r. The planar
flow introduces hyperplanes into the space, and the radial flow introduces
spheres into the space.

However, in practice, normalizing flows are limited due to their high com-
putational complexity. By looking at equations 5.1 up to 5.4, we can deduce
that normalizing flows require calculating a determinant, which is generally
a O(d3) operation. Therefore, their expressiveness is limited by the need
to use relatively simple transformations, which Jacobians are easy to com-
pute. For example, both the planar and radial flow allow for linear cost
determinant computation and their effect are illustrated on figure 5.1.
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5.2. Continuous Normalizing Flows

Figure 5.1: The effect of planar and radial flows on uniform and unit Gaussian distributions [29].

5.2 Continuous Normalizing Flows

The previous chapter introduces a novel family of neural models under the
name Neural ODEs. Chen et al. [3] noticed that the discretized equation
4.1 also appears in Normalizing Flows [29] and the NICE framework [5].
They further realized that performing continuous transformations has an
unexpected side effect to the change of variables formula.

Figure 5.2: Continuous Normalizing Flows distorting a single mode Gaussian into a more complex
distribution [8]

Recall from equation 5.2, that when applying discrete transformations, the
change in log density is given by
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5. Continuous Normalizing Flows

z1 = f (z0), (5.5)

log p(z1) = log p(z0)− log
∣∣∣∣det

∂ f
∂z0

∣∣∣∣ , (5.6)

however, when going into the continuous domain, the change in log density
becomes

∂z(t)
∂t

= f (z(t), t), (5.7)

∂ log p(z(t))
∂t

= −Tr
(

∂ f
∂z(t)

)
, (5.8)

with the total change in log density given by

log p(z(t1)) = log p(z(t0))−
∫ t1

t0

Tr
(

∂ f
∂z(t)

)
dt.

This combination of NeuralODEs and Normalizing Flows is called Continu-
ous Normalizing Flows (CNFs) and can be visualized on Figure 5.3. One huge
difference in the continuous case, is that instead of computing the determi-
nant of the Jacobian, we only need to calculate the trace. Determinants are
generally calculated in O(d3), however, the trace is a linear cost operation.

ODE	SOLVER
+

CHANGE	OF
VARIABLE

f(	z(t),	t;	θ)	=	

z(	t0	)

t0
t1

z(	t1	)

∆	log	p(	z(	t	)	)

0

Figure 5.3: f (z(t), t; θ) is neural network specifying the differential equation, z(t0) is the initial
state, 0 is the initial log-density, t0 is the initial time, t1 is the final time, z(t1) is the final state
and ∆ log p(z(t)) is the change in log-density.

Unfortunately, the overall complexity of the method above is still O(d2) due
to the Jacobian, which even though better, is still restrictive. Grathwohl et al.
[8] further optimize the above method and reduce the overall complexity to
O(d). They achieve this in two steps. First, Vector-Jacobian products can
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5.2. Continuous Normalizing Flows

be computed efficiently using reverse-mode automatic differentiation. Sec-
ondly, they show that they can get unbiased estimates of the trace of the
Jacobian, by using the Hutchinson’s trace estimator [15]. Consequently, they
claim that Continuous Normalizing Flows implemented in this fashion can
be considered unrestricted due to the free-form Jacobian of the transforma-
tion f .

Grathwohl et al. [8] additionally provide a PyTorch framework1 with the
previously mentioned improvements. Within their framework we can apply
CNFs to random variables and log densities as

[
z(t1)

∆ log p(zt)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Solution

=

∫ t1

t0

[
f (z(t), t; θ)

Tr
(

∂ f
∂z(t)

) ]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Dynamics

dt = cn f

( [
z(t0)

0

]
,︸ ︷︷ ︸

InitialValues

t0, t1, f

)

and finally we can obtain log p(zt1) as

log p(zt1) = log p(zt0)− ∆ log p(zt).

1https://github.com/rtqichen/ffjord/
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Chapter 6

CNFs for Language Modelling

6.1 Introduction

It was previously shown how Normalizing Flows are a powerful technique
to distort simple distributions into complex ones. Until recently, this was
only feasible on small toy datasets, however, due to the advances in Chen
et al. [3] and Grathwohl et al. [8] and moving to the continuous domain, it
has become a viable technique for solving more complex problems.

This chapter goes through several different ways of incorporating Contin-
uous Normalizing Flows in language modelling and discusses both their
theoretical and practical implications.

6.2 Regression Over Word Embeddings

One possible approach is to take the final hidden state h from an RNN, and
use it to parameterize a simple initial distribution P0

h , and sample z0 from it.
Then, we can use CNFs to perform transformations on both z0 and its log
density in parallel. The goal is to transform z0 into the embedding of the
word we are trying to predict.

Let V be the vocabulary, h be the final hidden state, d be both the hidden
state and the embedding dimensionality and e∗w ∈ Rd be the word embed-
ding of the ground truth word. Let P0

h ( . ) be the probability density func-
tion of the initial distribution parameterized by the hidden state and f be
a neural network architecture parameterizing the gradient as described in
chapters 4 and 5. Then:
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6. CNFs for Language Modelling

zt0 ∼ P0

log p(zt0) = log P(zt0 ; h)

zt1 , ∆ log p(zt) = cn f (zt0 , 0⃗, t0, t1, f )
log p(zt1) = log p(zt0)− ∆ log p(zt)

(6.1)

We can then treat the problem as a regression problem over word embed-
dings, i.e. we try to obtain a zt1 as close as possible to e∗w based on some
distance metric. We can achieve that by assuming some distribution on the
error and then train by minimizing the negative log-likelihood. One pos-
sible choice for such a distribution is the Von Mises-Fisher as proposed by
Kumar and Tsvetkov [18].

Let e∗w be the ground truth embedding and ew be the predicted embedding.
The density of the predicted embedding given the ground truth embedding
is given by

p(ew; e∗w) = vMF(ew; e∗w) = Cm(∥e∗w∥)ee∗Tw ew ,

where Cm is the normalization constant and is defined as

Cm(k) =
km/2−1

(2π)m/2 Im/2−1(k)
.

Iv is a Bessel function of the first kind of order v and m is the dimensionality
of the embeddings. The Negative Log-Likelihood then becomes

NLLvMF(ew; e∗w) = − log Cm(||ew||)− eT
we∗w.

Consequently, by taking equation 6.1 into account the loss becomes

loss = NLLvMF(z1; e∗w).

Even though we do not explicitly use log p(zt1) for training, at the end of this
process we end up with a continuous probability distribution over the entire
embedding space. To obtain a distribution over the vocabulary, we have to
transform this continuous distribution into a discrete one. Additionally, if
word embeddings are not fixed, we would have to add negative samples to
prevent clustering them together.

One drawback of this approach is that this model is not explicitly trained
to minimize perplexity. In this thesis, the focus is on models that explicitly
minimize perplexity, which is why this type of models was not analyzed
further.
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6.3. CNF Language Models

6.3 CNF Language Models

6.3.1 Training LMs with Cross-Entropy

The de facto metric for evaluating language models is perplexity, which is
why the majority of them are trained using Cross-Entropy. Recall that the
Cross-Entropy between two distributions p and q is defined as

CE(p, q) = −∑
x

p(x) logb q(x)

and can be interpreted as the average amount of bits needed to encode the
outcome of the distribution p based on a scheme optimized for distribution
q. Perplexity on the other hand is defined as

PPL(p, q) = bCE(p, q) = b−∑x p(x) logb q(x),

where typical choices for the base b are 2 or e, simply because logarithms
with these bases are easy to compute. It makes no difference which one we
go for as long we are consistent across both formulas. In language modeling
we usually take p to be the true distribution and q to be model distribution
obtained from a Softmax layer. As p(x) is a one-hot encoded ground truth
vector, this boils down to

CE(p, q) = − log q(x∗), (6.2)

where x∗ is the ground truth word. From equation 6.2 we can deduce that in
language modeling, minimizing Cross-Entropy is equivalent to minimizing
the negative log-likelihood of q. Additionally, as p and q are distributions
over words, we are interested in the averaged per-word perplexity. This is a
measure of how good our model is, because a per-word perplexity value of
k, means that our model’s predictive power is just as good as guessing the
next word randomly between k words. Therefore perplexity is considered
to be the best metric for evaluating LMs.

6.3.2 CNFs for Language Modelling

Chapter 2 introduced two limitations on standard language models. Let us
first introduce how can one apply CNFs to language modeling and what
limitations and benefits we get from using them.

Let V be the vocabulary, h ∈ Rd be the final hidden state, log P0
h ( . ) be

the initial log-densities commonly obtained from a linear layer with weights
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6. CNFs for Language Modelling

E ∈ R|V|×d and additional biases. Finally, let f be a neural network parame-
terizing the gradient. Then, the forward pass for one training sample would
look like:

zt0 = E, zt0 ∈ R|V|×d (6.3)

log pzt0 = log P0
h (zt0), log pzt0 ∈ R|V| (6.4)

zt1 , ∆ log pzt = cn f (zt0 , 0⃗, t0, t1, f ) (6.5)
log pzt1 = log pzt0 − ∆ log pzt (6.6)

Let us first clarify what 6.3 and 6.4 mean. E are the weights of the final linear
layer used to obtain the logits in standard LMs. A linear layer performs a
matrix-vector product between the hidden state h and the weights E and
adds biases to obtain a resulting vector of size equal to the vocabulary. The
components of this vector will correspond to a shifted dot product between
h and the corresponding row in E. The rows of E are commonly known as
output word embeddings, contrary to the input word embeddings of the initial
embedding layer. Additionally, if the weights between the input and the
output layers are tied [16], E is also the embedding matrix. This means that
given a hidden state, we obtain a distribution over the word embedding
space, with the logits being the corresponding log-densities for each word.
Therefore, we can treat the rows of E as the discrete set of values from this
distribution, with log-densities equal to the logits.

Once we have an initial distribution, in equation 6.5 we obtain the change
in log-density using CNFs with initial values zt0 ∈ R|V|×d and 0⃗ ∈ R|V|. Fur-
thermore, f is an arbitrary neural network and one possible way to define it
is

∂z(t)
∂t

= f (z(t), t) = W2 ReLU(W1 [z(t), t]T)

where W1 ∈ Rd × d+1 and W2 ∈ Rd×d.

In equation 6.6 we obtain the final log-densities by subtracting the change in
log-density from the initial distribution. At the end, we obtain log-densities
of a distribution over the embedding space. To transform them to discrete
probabilities, we can simply take the softmax:

q = So f tmax(log pzt1)

Finally, we train with Cross-Entropy between the obtained model distribu-
tion q and the true distribution p represented by a one hot encoded ground
truth vector:
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loss = CrossEntropy(p, q)

As the CNF does not depend on the hidden state, regardless of how many
samples we have in a single batch, we only need to perform one flow to
obtain the change in log-density. This drastically reduces both the time and
memory complexity, however it does mean that we end up with a transfor-
mation that is still limited by the Softmax Bottleneck problem. When the CNF
does not depend on the hidden state it means that the change in log-density
for every word is independent of the context. In return, this means that if we
represent our model with a matrix similarly to the one in section 2.1 what
we are going to get is

 log P0(w1|c1)− ∆ log P(w1) . . . log P0(wM|c1)− ∆ log P(wM)
...

. . .
...

log P0(w1|cN)− ∆ log P(w1) . . . log P0(wM|cN)− ∆ log P(wM)


where P0(wi|cj) is the initial distribution for the i-th word given the j-th
context and corresponds to log pzt0 in equation 6.6. Additionally, ∆ log P(wi)
is the change in log-density and corresponds to ∆ log pzt in equation 6.6. We
can then split this matrix into two separate matrices A

A =

 log P0(w1|c1) . . . log P0(wM|c1)
...

. . .
...

log P0(w1|cN) . . . log P0(wM|cN)


and B

B =

∆ log P(w1) . . . ∆ log P(wM)
...

. . .
...

∆ log P(w1) . . . ∆ log P(wM)

.

Now the original matrix can be written as

A− B.

We know that the rank of the sum of two matrices is bounded by

rank(A + B) ≤ rank(A) + rank(B).
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As it was previously shown that A is a low rank matrix and rank(B) =
1, we can conclude that this approach indeed does not solve the Softmax
Bottleneck problem. Additionally, this model is also restricted by the Single
Transformation problem described in section 2.2. In the next section, it is
discussed how certain changes can release the model from both limitations.

6.4 Context Conditioned CNFs

Chapter 2 discusses the current limitations on language modeling. More-
over, in the previous section a novel approach that uses CNFs was intro-
duced that still is still bounded by these limitations. In this section we go
through a possible way to upgrade the previously described method in a
way that it is not bounded by both the Softmax Bottleneck and the Single
Transformation problems. Namely, the later denotes that we would like to
adjust the nature of the distribution based on the context. We can do this by
making f depend on h, i.e. f becomes

f (z(t), t, h)

and one way to define it is

f (z(t), t, h) = W2 ReLU(W1 [z(t), t]T + Whh), (6.7)

where W1, Wh ∈ Rd × d+1 and W2 ∈ Rd×d.

Let V be the vocabulary, h ∈ Rd be the final hidden state, log P0
h ( . ) be

the initial log-densities commonly obtained from a linear layer with weights
E ∈ R|V|×d (if the weights are tied [16] this is also the embedding matrix)
and additional biases. Finally, let f be a neural network parameterizing the
gradient as defined in equation 6.7. Then, the batched version of the forward
pass for one training sample looks like

zt0 = E, zt0 ∈ R|V|×d (6.8)

log pzt0 = log P0
h (zt0), log pzt0 ∈ R|V| (6.9)

zt1 , ∆ log pzt = cn f (zt0 , 0⃗, h, t0, t1, f ) (6.10)
log pzt1 = log pzt0 − ∆ log pzt (6.11)

Even though the approach is same as in section 6.3, here the CNF depends
on h. We can then proceed and obtain the model distribution q with

q = So f tmax(logpzt1)
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Finally, we can train the model with Cross-Entropy

loss = CrossEntropy(p, q)

where p is the true distribution and is represented by a one-hot encoded
ground truth vector.

To see whether this model still suffers from the Softmax Bottleneck problem,
we can do the same test as in the previous section. Let us first create a matrix
for our model in the same manner log P0(w1|c1)− ∆ log P(w1|c1) . . . log P0(wM|c1)− ∆ log P(wM|c1)

...
. . .

...
log P0(w1|cN)− ∆ log P(w1|cN) . . . log P0(wM|cN)− ∆ log P(wM|cN)


where P0(wi|cj) is the same initial distribution as in the previous case and
corresponds to log pzt0 in equation 6.11. Additionally, ∆ log P(wi|cj) is the
change in log-density and corresponds to ∆ log pzt in equation 6.11. Notice
that in this case, the change in log-density depends on the context. Then,
we can split this into two matrices, A

A =

 log P0(w1|c1) . . . log P0(wM|c1)
...

. . .
...

log P0(w1|cN) . . . log P0(wM|cN)


and B

B =

∆ log P(w1|c1) . . . ∆ log P(wM|c1)
...

. . .
...

∆ log P(w1|cN) . . . ∆ log P(wM|cN)

.

The rank of the original matrix is still bounded by the same rule, i.e.

rank(A + B) ≤ rank(A) + rank(B)

however, the rank of matrix B can now go up to N or M, i.e. rank(B) ≤
min(N, M). Therefore, the rank of A + B is not constrained by the rank
of A and the sum can potentially be a full-rank matrix. This proves that
the model is indeed not limited by the Softmax Bottleneck. Additionally,
this model starts with a simple initial distribution and distorts it into an
arbitrary complex one based on the context. This means that the model is
not limited by the Single Transformation problem by construction, as we adapt
the nature of the distribution based on the context. Therefore, the entire
model is more powerful and unrestricted. However, this slight change has
certain implications on the computational efficiency of the entire method.
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6.5 Issues with Context Conditioned CNFs

Having context conditioned CNFs drastically increases both the time and
the memory complexity. Contrary to the previous case where regardless of
how many samples in a batch we have solving one CNF was enough, now
we need to solve a separate CNF for every distribution. During training,
samples are typically represented as tensors of shape

[batch size, sequence size, embedding size],

where sequence size stands for the amount of words in a single sample and
batch size stands for the amount of samples in a single batch. As for every
sample we need to obtain sequence size distributions, after we process the
input with an LM we get a tensor of shape

[batch size, sequence size, vocabulary size],

which contains batch size× sequence size distributions over the vocabulary.
This tensor in fact represents the initial distributions for the entire batch. For
every distribution we now need to solve a CNF and distort it. If we batch
the entire process and solve one large CNF, the tensor zt0 from equation 6.8
has shape

[batch size, sequence size, vocabulary size, embedding size].

The size of the vocabulary in word-based LMs typically starts around 104

and can go up to 106 in datasets like the The One Billion Word Benchmark [2].
The dimensionality of the embeddings is typically in the low hundreds and
reducing it past a certain point results in a loss of performance. Moreover,
reducing batch size and sequence size generally only results in a memory
versus speed trade-off. This means that evaluating the normalization con-
stant is the real bottleneck for this model.

Possible way to avoid this vocabulary bottleneck is to use character-based
LMs. Character based LMs model distributions over sequences of characters,
i.e.

P(c1, ..., cn) =
n

∏
i

P(ci|c1..i−1),

where ci is the i-th character in the sequence. Regardless of how many words
there are in the training corpus, the vocabulary of character-based LMs is
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in most cases less than 100. Therefore, the vocabulary is never an issue
for character based LMs. However modeling distributions over characters
is more complicated than modeling a distribution over words. This follows
from the fact that a character can exist in more contexts compared to a word,
so modelling all of them is more complicated than in the case of word-based
LMs.

However, if we really want to use word based LMs we would have to either
resort to techniques like Hierarchical Softmax [24] or approximate the nor-
malization constant using sampling techniques. Hierarchical Softmax comes
with additional problems, such as choosing the ordering of the words, which
is why in this thesis the focus is on approximating the Softmax via sampling.

6.6 Softmax Approximations

6.6.1 Introduction to Softmax Approximation

As shown in the previous section, evaluating the normalization constant for
distributions over large vocabularies is not always possible. However, train-
ing large vocabulary LMs is still an active research area. The One Billion Word
Benchmark [2] is a large vocabulary benchmark dataset where researchers
push the limits and effectively train large vocabulary LMs. In this section
we go through approaches that estimate the constant with only a few words.

6.6.2 Sampling Based Approaches

Equation 6.2 shows depicts a connection between Cross-Entropy and Neg-
ative Log-Likelihood. The Negative Log-Likelihood for a single word and
context pair in language modelling can be written as

Lw,c = − log
exp(lw,c)

∑wi∈V exp(lwi ,c)
,

where lw,c represents the logit for word w given context c. If we expand we
get

Lw,c = −lw,c + log ∑
wi∈V

exp(lwi ,c).

Then, if we take the gradient with respect to the model’s parameters θ we
obtain
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∇θ Lw,c = −∇θ lw,c +∇θ log ∑
wi∈V

exp(lwi ,c) (6.12)

= −∇θ lw,c +
1

∑wi∈V exp(lwi ,c)
∑

wi∈V
∇θ exp(lwi ,c) (6.13)

= −∇θ lw,c +
1

∑wi∈V exp(lwi ,c)
∑

wi∈V
exp(lwi ,c)∇θ lwi ,c (6.14)

= −∇θ lw,c + ∑
wi∈V

exp(lwi ,c)

∑wj∈V exp(lwj,c)
∇θ lwi ,c (6.15)

The fraction inside the sum is the model’s probability of wi given context c

Pθ(wi|c) =
exp(lwi ,c)

∑wj∈V exp(lwj,c)
,

so the gradient can be written as

∇θ Lw,c = −∇θ lw,c + ∑
wi∈V

Pθ(wi|c)∇θ lwi ,c (6.16)

= −∇θ lw,c + Ewi∼Pθ
[∇θ lwi ,c] (6.17)

Sampling based approaches estimate the expectation in equation 6.17.

6.6.3 Importance Sampling

We can approximate the expected value E of any probability distribution
using Monte-Carlo methods. In our case, we can approximate the expected
value in equation 6.17 with

Ewi∼Pθ
∇θ lwi ,c ≈

1
m

m

∑
i=1
∇θ lwi ,c,

where we obtain m samples from Pθ(w|c) and average the gradients. Unfor-
tunately, Pθ(w|c) is what we are trying to learn so we have to use a propo-
sitional, or also called a noise, distribution Q(w) from which it is cheap to
sample as a substitute. Furthermore, it is important that Q is similar to
P, which is why it is taken to be the unigram distribution of the training
set in the case of langauge modelling. The goal of Importance Sampling is
exactly that, to approximate a target distribution P using a propositional
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distribution Q and Monte-Carlo methods. Namely, instead of weighting the
gradient in equation 6.16 with the expensive to compute Pθ(w|c), we weight
it with a factor that depends on Q(w).

A standard practice is to obtain k noise samples from Q and estimate the
aforementioned quantity with them. Noise Contrastive Estimation (NCE)
[9] proposes using a surrogate loss and it models the problem as a binary
classification task, where the goal is to predict whether a sample comes
from the true or the noise distribution. Gutmann and Hyvärinen [9] show
that as we increase the number of samples, the derivative of the NCE loss
approaches the derivative of the softmax function.

Jozefowicz et al. [17] however, propose a different approach based on Im-
portance Sampling. If we take the ground truth word and k noise samples
and define

S = {w1, ..., wk+1},

such that w1 is always the true word and w2, ...wk+1 are the noise samples we
can optimize a multi-class loss over a multinomial variable Y representing
the labels. Namely, we can define

P(Y = k | S, c) = So f tmax(lwk ,c − log Q(wk))

and train by maximizing the log-likelihood log P(Y = 1 | S, c). After train-
ing, So f tmax(lw,c) is a good approximation of Pθ(w|c). Jozefowicz et al. [17]
suggest that this probably is a better choice than NCE for language model-
ing, as it optimizes a mutli-class classification task instead of a binary one.
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Chapter 7

Experiments

7.1 Legend

This section explains what the abbreviations in the tables below mean.

• model - the model being used. AWD stands for AWD-LSTM [21], MoS
[36] stands for Mixture of Softmaxes and DoC stands for Direct Output
Connections [33].

• exp - number of experts. Models that perform a mixture of distribu-
tions need a prespecified value for the number of components in the
mixture.

• h - dimensionality of the middle hidden states of the RNN.

• lasth - dimensionality of the final hidden state of the RNN.

• emb - dimensionality of the embeddings.

• lr - learning rate.

• ep - epoch at which the presented results are obtained.

• vloss / tloss - validation loss / test loss. Loss obtained on the validation
or the test set.

• vppl / tppl - validation perplexity / test perplexity. Perplexity obtained
on the validation or the test set.

• vbpc / tbpc - validation bits per character / test bits per character. Bits
per character obtained on the validation or the test set.

• prefinetuned - in the case of transfer learning specifies whether the base
model was finetuned before transferring the weights.

• freeze - in the case of transfer learning specifies whether the transfered
weights are fixed or trainable.
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Table 7.1: Results from baseline word-based models before finetuning.

model exp h lasth emb lr ep vloss vppl tloss tppl
AWD n/a 960 400 400 20 517 4.11 60.93 4.07 58.67
MoS 15 960 620 280 20 511 4.06 57.89 4.02 55.84
DOC 15 960 620 280 20 500 4.02 55.45 3.98 53.44

Table 7.2: Results from baseline word-based models after finetuning.

model vloss vppl tloss tppl
AWD 4.10 60.33 4.06 58.05
MoS 4.04 56.73 4.00 54.54
DOC 4.00 54.68 3.97 52.87

7.2 Datasets

All models are evaluated on the Penn Treebank dataset which is the standard
dataset for evaluating language models. The dataset is used as preprocessed
by Mikolov et al. [23] and it consists of 929k training words, 73k validation
words, and 82k test words. After preprocessing, all words consist of only
lowercase letters and all numbers are replaced with a placeholder N. Ad-
ditionally, newlines are replaced with a special <eos> token. Finally, after
preprocessing the dataset contains only the 10k most frequent words and
the rest are replaced with a special <unk> token.

7.3 Word Based Models

7.3.1 Baselines

The following three models were used as baselines

1. AWD-LSTM [21]

2. MoS [36]

3. DOC [33]

For every baseline, the latest hyperparameters proposed in their correspond-
ing github repositories were used. Unfortunately, due to changes in PyTorch
versions, exact reproduction of their results was not possible. The results be-
fore finetuning are presented in table 7.1 and the results after finetuning are
presented in table 7.2.

7.3.2 NeuralODE Logit Transformations

This model is based on Neural ODEs and is explained in section 4.3. It
performs nonlinear transformations on the logits by using an ODENet on
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Table 7.3: Results from performing NeuralODE-based transformations on top of the logits of a
pre-trained AWD-LSTM model. Several different experiments manage to improve on the baseline.
The most notable is experiment 1, as it improves on the baseline by a whole perplexity point. The
perplexities on the validation and test sets for this experiment can be seen in bold. Additionally,
for this particular model using a learning rate greater or equal to 0.1 results in instant overfitting.

# prefinetuned freeze lr ep vloss vppl tloss tppl
1 no no 0.01 12 4.09 59.94 4.06 57.71
2 yes no 0.01 5 4.10 60.50 4.06 58.09
3 no yes 0.01 4 4.11 60.73 4.07 58.68
4 yes yes 0.01 4 4.10 60.56 4.06 58.25
5 no no 0.1 1 4.09 60.02 4.06 57.73
6 yes no 0.1 1 4.11 60.79 4.06 58.25
7 no yes 0.1 1 4.11 60.80 4.07 58.74
8 yes yes 0.1 1 4.11 60.65 4.07 58.33

top of the initial AWD-LSTM model. The architecture of the neural network,
that specifies the differential equation, in the experiments is defined as

f (l, t) = W So f tplus(WT
f

[
l
t

]
), W f ∈ R|V|+1 × k, W ∈ R|V| × k,

where l are the logits obtained from a pre-trained AWD-LSTM, t is the time
and W, W f are trainable parameters. Additionally, |V| is the size of the
vocabulary and k is a dimensionality bottleneck and set to be equal to the
dimensionality of the embeddings. The hyperparameters being used are the
latest hyperparameters proposed in the official AWD-LSTM repository. The
results of the experiments for this model are presented in table 7.3.

7.3.3 Continuous Normalizing Flows

Basic CNFs

This is the most simple model based on Continuous Normalizing Flows and
is explained in section 6.3. It is more efficient in terms of speed, however
theoretically less expressive than the Context Conditioned CNFs model, as
it still suffers from both limitations mentioned in chapter 2. Nonetheless,
using the flexibility of CNFs in addition to the base models, seem to be
beneficial as the model manages to improve on some of the baselines.

In the experiments, the neural network’s architecture, that specifies the dif-
ferential equation is defined as

f (l, t) = W So f tplus(WT
f

[
l
t

]
), W f ∈ Rd+1 × d, W ∈ Rd × d,
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Table 7.4: Results from training CNFs on top of a pre-trained AWD-LSTM word-based model.
Experiment 3 improves on the baseline by 0.3 perplexity points. The perplexities on the validation
and test sets for this experiment, can be seen in bold.

# prefinetuned freeze lr ep vloss vppl tloss tppl
1 no no 0.1 152 4.12 61.56 4.07 58.80
2 yes no 0.1 160 4.15 63.20 4.11 60.97
3 no yes 0.1 80 4.11 60.65 4.07 58.53
4 yes yes 0.1 44 4.10 60.51 4.06 58.21
5 no no 1 73 410 60.58 4.06 57.88
6 yes no 1 43 4.11 60.98 4.07 58.28
7 no yes 1 27 4.11 61.06 4.07 58.75
8 yes yes 1 21 4.12 61.31 4.08 58.88

Table 7.5: Results from training CNFs on top of a pre-trained MoS word-based model. Ex-
periments 3, 4 and 8 manage to improve on the baseline. Their perplexities on the test and
validation set can be seen in bold. For this particular model, freezing the transferred weights of
the MoS model and only training the CNF weights results in lower perplexity values.

# prefinetuned freeze lr ep vloss vppl tloss tppl
1 no no 0.01 61 4.07 58.62 4.03 56.45
2 yes no 0.01 58 4.06 57.80 4.02 55.46
3 no yes 0.01 355 4.06 57.70 4.02 55.78
4 yes yes 0.01 338 4.04 56.65 4.00 54.53
5 no no 0.1 7 4.09 59.49 4.05 57.29
6 yes no 0.1 7 4.07 58.77 4.03 56.35
7 no yes 0.1 62 4.05 57.56 4.02 55.68
8 yes yes 0.1 62 4.03 56.50 4.00 54.42

where d is the dimensionality of the embeddings. The hyperparameters
being used are the latest hyperparameters proposed in the corresponding
repositories of the baseline models.

The results of using CNFs on top of a pre-trained AWD-LSTM model can
be seen in table 7.4. The results of using CNFs on top of a pre-trained MoS
model can be seen in table 7.5. Finally, the results of using CNFs on top of a
pre-trained DoC model can be seen in table 7.6.

Context Conditioned CNFs

Due to the issues discussed in section 6.5 all word-based Context Condi-
tioned CNFs are trained using Importance Sampling. In every training iter-
ation, 20 labels are obtained from the unigram distribution of the training set
and are concatenated to the true label. This drastically speeds up training,
however evaluating on the original validation and test sets remains unfea-
sible. Therefore, when evaluating Context Conditioned CNFs, only the first
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Table 7.6: Results from training CNFs on top of a pre-trained DoC word-based model. None
of the experiments improve on the baselines. Similarly to previous experiments, smaller learning
rates and freezing the transferred weights of the base model achieves lower perplexity values.

# prefinetuned freeze lr ep vloss vppl tloss tppl
1 no no 0.05 11 4.04 56.69 4.00 54.54
2 yes no 0.05 8 4.03 56.05 3.99 54.15
3 no yes 0.05 81 4.02 55.55 3.98 53.59
4 yes yes 0.05 64 4.00 54.79 3.97 53.02
5 no no 0.1 11 4.05 57.16 4.00 54.85
6 no yes 0.1 43 4.02 55.63 3.98 53.66
7 yes yes 0.1 46 4.00 54.86 3.97 53.14
8 no no 1 49 4.06 57.84 4.01 55.14
9 no yes 1 11 4.07 58.62 4.04 56.58
10 yes yes 1 15 4.06 58.00 4.03 56.10

400 samples from the validation and the test sets are used.

The hyperparameters being used are the latest hyperparameters proposed
in the official MoS repository. Furthermore, the RNN base of the model
is initialized with the weights of a pre-trained AWD-LSTM model. Addi-
tionally, the architecture of the neural network, that specifies the differential
equation, in the experiments is defined as

f (l, t, h) = W So f tplus(WT
f

[
l
t

]
+ Whh)

W f ∈ Rd+1 × d

W, Wh ∈ Rd × d,

where l are the logits, t is time, h is the final hidden state obtained from the
AWD-LSTM base and W, W f and Wh are trainable parameters. The results
can be seen in table 7.7. Additionally, for fair comparison, table 7.8 contains
metrics for the AWD-LSTM model, computed on the first 400 samples of the
validation and test sets.

7.4 Character Based Models

Training character-based models on Penn Tree Bank Mikolov et al. [23] is
performed using same pre-processing as when training word-based models.
This means that only the 10000 most frequent words are kept, and all others
are substituted with an <unk> token. This drastically reduces the number
of possible transitions between characters and simplifies the problem.
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Table 7.7: Results from training Context Conditioned CNFs on top of a pre-trained word-based
AWD-LSTM model. The perplexities are computed only on the first 400 samples of the validation
and test set. No experiment improves on the baseline in table 7.8. However, the baseline model
was trained by evaluating the full partition function of the Softmax, and this model is trained by
randomly sampling 20 labels from the unigram distribution of the training set in every iteration.
Due to the small number of labels in every iteration and the randomness, a lot more epochs are
needed to reach or improve on the performance of the baseline model.

# prefinetuned freeze lr ep vloss vppl tloss tppl
1 no no 0.01 84 4.12 61.45 3.93 51.09
2 yes no 0.01 84 4.10 60.52 3.96 52.48
3 no yes 0.01 46 4.12 61.72 3.94 51.35
4 yes yes 0.01 46 4.10 60.14 3.96 52.58
5 no no 0.1 52 4.11 61.15 3.94 51.51
6 yes no 0.1 45 4.10 60.64 3.96 52.48
7 no yes 0.1 24 4.13 62.22 3.95 52.14
8 yes yes 0.1 24 4.11 60.85 3.95 52.00

Table 7.8: Perplexities of the baseline word-based AWD-LSTM model computed on the first
400 samples of the validation and test sets.

model vloss vppl tloss tppl
AWD 4.09 59.64 3.92 50.30

Table 7.9: Results from training baseline character-based models.

model h lasth emb lr ep vloss vbpc tloss tbpc
awd 1000 200 200 0.002 364 0.84 1.212 0.82 1.183

Additionally, when using Context Conditioned CNFs for character models
the size of the vocabulary is usually less than 50. Therefore, character based
Context Conditioned CNFs do not suffer from the issues mentioned in sec-
tion 6.5 and are trained using the entire vocabulary.

For character-based models only the AWD-LSTM [21] mode was used as a
baseline. Similarly to the word-based models, the latest hyperparameters
proposed in the official github repository were used. Exact reproduction
of the results was not possible due to differences in PyTorch versions. The
baseline results can be seen in table 7.9.

Evaluating the full partition function, even though feasible, is still not fast
enough to train these models from scratch. Therefore, similarly to the case
of word-based models, the RNN weights are initialized with the weights of
the pre-trained baseline AWD-LSTM model. The results can be seen in table
7.10.
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Table 7.10: Results from training Context Conditioned CNFs on top of a pre-trained character-
based AWD-LSTM model. Most of the experiments reach same performance as the baseline
model. An issue with training Context Conditioned CNF’s with transferred weights is the pos-
sibility of initializing the model in a local minimum. This means that the CNF learns weights
almost equal to 0, in order to retrieve the initial distribution from the baseline model.

# freeze lr ep vloss vbpc tloss tbpc
1 yes 1e-5 55 0.84 1.213 0.82 1.184
2 no 1e-4 15 0.84 1.212 0.82 1.182
3 yes 1e-4 28 0.84 1.212 0.82 1.183
4 no 2e-3 1 0.92 1.329 0.90 1.295
5 yes 2e-3 3 0.84 1.212 0.82 1.183
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Chapter 8

Conclusion

Language modelling remains one of the most important subfields of Natu-
ral Language Processing. Additionally, its real life applications are increas-
ing everyday. As such, it is an extremely active research area of extreme
importance to the Natural Language Processing community. Especially im-
portant class of models are the RNN-based language models. Due to the
relatively small number of parameters in comparison to transformer-based
models, they represent the de facto model for commercial language mod-
elling. However, recent findings [36] show several limitations on standard
RNN-based language modelling.

In this thesis, I have introduced several different models for language mod-
elling based on a novel concept. Namely, I have successfully integrated
NeuralODEs [3] and Continuous Normalizing Flows [8] with RNN-based
language models. For every model, I have introduced and discussed the
theoretical and practical limitations. Finally, I have summarized my find-
ings and I have managed to improve on some of the baselines.

8.1 Future Work

The main limitation of this novel family of language models is their compu-
tational complexity. Since fast and efficient training was not possible, there
was no room for extensive hyperparameter search. This means that most of
the models manage to either beat their respective baseline or get close to it,
by using hyperparameters that are not optimized for them. As performing
an extensive hyperparameter search usually results in an improvement of
several metric points, it is interesting to see how much of an improvement
we are going to see.

For the same reason, all models are trained by first initializing them with the
weights of the baseline model they are compared against. It is possible that

45



8. Conclusion

this initialization puts the model in a sub-optimal region of the optimiza-
tional space, as seems to be the case with character-based models. Given
enough resources and time, it is interesting to see how will these models
perform when trained from scratch.
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Appendix A

Abbreviations

NLP Natural Language Processing
LM Language Modelling

RNN Reccurent Neural Network
LSTM Long Short-Term Memory

MoS Mixture of Softmaxes
DOC Direct Output Connections
SGD Stochastic Gradient Descent

ASGD Averaged Stochastic Gradient Descent
NT-ASGD Non-monotonically Triggered ASGD

ResNet Residual Network
ODE Ordinary Differential Equation
CNF Continuous Normalizing Flow
NCE Noise Contrastive Estimation
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