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Abstract

Hyperbolic spaces have proven to be suitable for modeling data of
hierarchical nature. As such we use the Poincare ball to embed sentences
with the goal of proving how hyperbolic spaces can be used for solving
Textual Entailment. To this end, apart from the standard datasets used
for evaluating textual entailment, we developed two additional datasets.
We evaluate against baselines of various backgrounds, including LSTMs,
Order Embeddings and Euclidean Averaging, which comes as a natural
counterpart to representing sentences into the Euclidean space. We con-
sistently outperform the baselines on the SICK dataset and are second
only to Order Embeddings on the SNLI dataset, for the binary classifi-
cation version of the entailment task.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Recognizing Textual Entailment or RTE is one of the fundamental problems
in the field of Natural Language Understanding. It represents a classification
problem of pair of sentences on the basis of whether one of the sentences can
be inferred by the other. In Table 1 we can see some entailment examples.

Premise Hypothesis

A senior is waiting at
the window of a restaurant that serves sandwiches.

A person waits to be served his food .

Two doctors perform surgery on patient . Doctors are performing surgery .

A group of people standing in the snow
with a mountain in the background .

People are outside .

Table 1.1: Pairs of sentences that represent entailment taken from the SNLI corpus [1]

Solving this problem has vast applicabilty to a variaty of tasks. The
ability to be able to distinguish the relation between pairs of sentences and
whether one of the sentences is a more general (or specific) version of the other
can be very useful in enhancing Question-Answering platforms. Furthermore,
distinguishing the degree to which one sentence is a generalization of the other
can be extremely helpful to constructing knowledge datasets and redundancy
detection.

1.1 Motivation

Distributed continuous word embeddings have become the most efficient way
of representing words and have seen huge applicability in text handling. Using
the Skip-Gram method introduced in [2] for obtaining word embeddings in an
unsupervised manner has proven to be very effective. A natural extension
to the Skip-Gram method is the Skip-Thoughts method for representing sen-
tences in a continuous vector space as shown in [3]. In a similar unsupervised
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1. Introduction

manner to embedding words, the sentences are embedded as points in the
Euclidean vector space. As we can see from [4] and [5] there are different ap-
proaches to embedding sentences in the Euclidean space, with varying degrees
of success.

In this work, we present a completely novel approach to embedding sen-
tences as points in a hyperbolic space. By exploiting the features of the
hyperbolic space we try a different approach to solving the problem of Tex-
tual Entailment. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to present a
sentence representation method in a hyperbolic space.

1.2 Thesis contribution

The contribution of the work done can be summed up in the following points:

• We provide a completely novel approach to sentence embeddings by uti-
lizing the hyperbolic space along with an explanation of the theoretical
background of the said approach.

• We contribute by creating 2 datasets used to analyze some of the features
of the mentioned model.

• Python implementation using the Tensorflow framework [6].

1.3 Outline

In Chapter 2 we talk about related work and approaches taken to tackle
the problem of textual entailment. We put an emphasis on the baselines we
compare against and explain them in detail. After that, in Chapter 3 we
talk about hyperbolic spaces, poincare embeddings, riemannian optimization
and we introduce our model along with describing its complexities. Next, in
Chapter 4, we outline the datasets that we use throughout the experiments
and point out some of their key features and characteristics. In Chapter 5 we
present the experiments done and provide analysis of our model’s behavior.
Finally, in Chapter 6, we provide a conclusion to the work done and how it
can be applied to other tasks pertaining to sentence representations.
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Chapter 2

Related Work

In this section we present our baselines that we compare against our newly
introduced models. Each one of them is picked in such a way that it addresses
certain aspects of our model’s features. We compare against three baselines:
Euclidean averaging, LSTMs and Order embeddings. Every one of the mod-
els approaches the problem of textual entailment from a different angle and
is related to our model in a specific way. Euclidean averaging is the natu-
ral counterpart to mobius summation and mobius averaging in the euclidean
space, where we have the exact same number of trainable model parameters.
LSTMs represents the classical approach to tackling textual entailment with
encompassing the context through its units. Order embeddings, on the other
hand, have proven to be very effective in exploiting the hierarchical nature of
the textual-entailment problem and its approach of introducing ordered pairs
proves to be quite effective and successful. We briefly describe each of the
aforementioned baselines.

2.1 Euclidean averaging

Euclidean averaging, as a sentence representation method, is a method where
we simply sum up the word embeddings and divide by the number of tokens in
the sentence. Although the method is of a very simplistic nature, it proved to
be a good baseline to compare against. Even though it loses the order of the
words in the sentence it is still a powerful method for textual entailment, when
the word embeddings are specifically trained for this task. This approach was
explored in further depth in [7]. The sentence representation is defined as:

s =
1

N

N∑
i=1

wi (2.1)

where N is the number of words in the sentence and w1..N are its con-
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2. Related Work

(a) RNN (b) Unrolled version of an RNN

Figure 2.1: RNN visualization [9]

stituent words. This method, apart from the parameters in the FFNN and the
word embeddings doesn’t require any additional trainable parameters, which
makes it very fast to train. As with the LSTMs model, that is introduced in
the next section, we use the standard model architecture for textual entailment
that is shown in Figure 2.2.

2.2 LSTMs

Recurrent Neural Networks are widely used in text understanding problems.
Given their recurrent nature, they are a natural method to tackling prob-
lems like language modeling, question-answering, sentiment classification and
textual entailment. RNNs for language modeling were introduced in [8].

Unlike methods like n-grams or euclidean averaging, recurrent neural net-
works try to embed the context of the sequence they are processing into a
d-dimensional hidden state vector. Using this hidden state vector the model
is able to maintain some sort of a context when processing the next element
in the sequence. In the following equation we can see how the hidden state at
time t is calculated.

ht = f(ht−1, xt; θ) (2.2)

As we can see from Equation 2.2 each hidden state at step t depends on the
previous hidden state ht−1 and the current input xt that is being processed.
In Figure 2.1 we can see a visualization of an RNN.

Although theoretically sound, this vanilla RNN model suffers from the
vanishing gradient problem. When the sequences get relatively long, the back-
propagation error that gets propagated through time diminishes and isn’t able
to update the parameters of the model properly. One of the solution to this
problem is introducing Long Short Term Memory [10] cells that deal with this
problem. This is done by introducing gate units defined by:

4



2.2. LSTMs

ft = σ (Wf,1ht−1 +Wf,2xt + bf ) (2.3)

it = σ (Wi,1ht−1 +Wi,2xt + bi) (2.4)

c̃t = tanh (Wc,1ht−1 +Wc,2xt + bc) (2.5)

ct = ft ⊙ ct−1 + it ⊙ c̃t (2.6)

ot = σ (Wo,1ht−1 +Wo,2xt + bo) (2.7)

ht = ottanh⊙ (ct) (2.8)

whereWf,1,Wi,1,Wc,1,Wo,1 ∈ Rh×h ,Wf,2,Wi,2,Wc,2,Wo,2 ∈ Rh×m , ft, it, c̃t, ct, ot, ht ∈
Rh and ⊙ represents point-wise multiplication.

LSTMs have been proven to be one of the standard approaches to encoding
sentences for various tasks. Even though there are multiple versions of LSTMs
that address the problem of textual entailment, as shown in [11], [12] and [13],
here we focus on the basic version.

Having defined LSTMs, we use them as sentence encoders to obtain rep-
resentations for both the premise and the hypothesis when solving the textual
entailment problem. As it can be seen from Figure 2.2, after obtaining the
sentence representations we use various concatenation methods as an input to
the Feed Forward Neural Network that uses softmax for classification. All the
parameters in the model are updated through backpropagation.

Figure 2.2: General architecture for Textual Entailment [14]
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2. Related Work

2.3 Order embeddings

We also compare against the baseline of Order embeddings introduced in [15].
The idea is to introduce order between objects by introducing partial order
completion where we are given a set of positive samples of ordered pairs P =
(u, v) and a set of negative samples of unordered pairs N . Based on this
training dataset our goal is to predict whether an unseen pair (x, y) is ordered
or not. The loss function used to train the embeddings is as follows:

L =
∑

(p,h)∈P

E(f(p), f(h)) +
∑

(p′,h′)∈N

max{0, α− E(f(p′), f(h′))} (2.9)

where the loss function is a composition of positive samples - pairs of sen-
tences that represent entailment and negative samples - sentences that don’t.
f(p) represents the function that is used to obtain the sentence representation
from sentence p, whereas E(x, y) is the score function defined as:

E(x, y) = ∥max{0, y − x}∥2 (2.10)

which encourages objects that are higher up the hierarchy to be closer to
the origin. The score function is defined in such manner so that it satisfies
the following property of order entailment:

x ⪯ y if and only if
D∧
i=1

xi ≥ yi (2.11)

where D is the number of dimensions.
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Chapter 3

Models

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter we introduce the models we have developed for representing
sentences in a hyperbolic space. We first talk about hyperoblic spaces in
general and why we find them useful and suitable for our task. We introduce
some basic concepts that are useful to know in order to grasp the overall model
architecture. Then, we address the word embedding method in hyperbolic
space that has been introduced in [16]. After that, we talk about Mobius
addition as a composition method between two points in the poincare ball.
Using mobius addition, we next present the algorithm for obtaining sentence
representations, given their parse trees. Next, we introduce the models that
have been developed in this work and we talk about Riemannian optimization
and Riemannian Stochastic Gradient Descent as a way to train the model
parameters.

Before delving further into depth about Hyperbolic spaces, we introduce
some basic concepts about differential geometry.

3.1.1 Manifold

An n-dimensional manifoldMn is a topological space such that each point in
that manifold is locally homeomorphic1 to an n-dimensional Euclidean space.
Even though every point in a manifold has a local topological neighborhood
that is homeomorphic to a Euclidean space, globally manifolds are not home-
omorphic to the Euclidean space.

1Two spaces are homeomorphic if there is a mapping between those spaces such that all
of the topological properties are preserved
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3. Models

3.1.2 Tangent space

Let x be a point in a manifoldMn. Intuitively speaking, if we attach an Rn

space to x such that the space is tangential toMn, we get the tangent space
of x denoted as TxM. In Figure 3.1 we can see the tangent space of a point.
The elements of TxM are called tangent vectors at x.

Figure 3.1: Tangent space of a point [17]

3.1.3 Riemannian manifold

In order to define what Riemannian manifold is, we first need to introduce the
Riemannian metric tensor. Let ux and vx be tangent vectors of the tangent
space TxM at point x ∈ Mn. A function g(ux, vx) that takes the tangent
vectors ux, vx as input and computes a real number such that it generalizes
most of the properties of a dot product in a Euclidean space, is called a metric
tensor. Riemannian manifold is a smooth manifold which is equipped with a
positive definite2 metric tensor g. The Riemannian metric gx : TxM×TxM→
R represents a group of inner-products defined over the tangent spaces of every
point x in a manifoldM. It gives the infinitesimal distance in a manifold and
thus it is used in defining the distance between any two points in a manifold.

3.1.4 Geodesics

A geodesic between two points is a locally shortest smooth curve that connects
those points. Geodesics can be seen as a generalization of the concept of
straight lines to manifolds.

3.2 Hyperbolic spaces

The hyperbolic space is a simply connected3 Riemannian manifold with con-
stant negative curvature. Another way of looking at it is that the hyperbolic

2g(u, u) > 0 for every non-zero vector u
3A space is simply connected if there is a path between any two points and any path

can be continuously shrinked into a point while remaining in the domain

8



3.2. Hyperbolic spaces

space is a geometrical space analogous to the euclidean space, with the dif-
ference being that the parallel postulate doesn’t hold in the hyperbolic space.
As we can see from Figure 3.2 there are infinitely many lines parallel to line l
passing through point p i.e. the parallel postulate doesn’t hold.

One of the distinctive properties of the hyperbolic space is that when it is
embedded in a Euclidean space, every point in the hyperbolic space is a saddle
point. Another property, very relevant to the work done in this thesis, is that
the amount of space covered by the n-ball in the n-dimensional hyperbolic
space increases exponentailly with the size of the ball’s radius. This is not the
case with a ball embedded in a Euclidean space, which increases polynomially
with respect to its radius, rather than exponentially.

This useful property makes hyperbolic spaces attractive to modeling data
of hierarchical nature. Since hierarchical structures expand exponentially with
respect to the depth, it is only logical to model them in a hyperbolic space
which also expands exponentially with the size of its radius. This intuition
has proven to bring huge success in embedding trees and networks in the
hyperbolic space as shown in [18], [19] and [20].

Figure 3.2: Parallel postulate doesn’t hold in the hyperbolic geometry [21]

Our intuition lead us to believe that hyperbolic spaces can also be very
suitable for modeling sentences, given their hierarchical structure. For this we
needed sentences’ parse trees so that we are able to express the sentence as a
hierarchical composition of its respective constituent parts.

There are multiple models in the hyperbolic space: Klein model, hyper-
boloid model, Poincare ball model and Poincare half space model. It is im-
portant to note that any of the models can be transformed to any other of the
models by a transformation that preserves all the properties of the space. In
the work done in this thesis we focus on the Poincare ball model which has a
differentiable continuous distance function.

9



3. Models

(a) Point (0.0, 0.0) (b) Point (0.5, 0.5) (c) Point (0.7,0.7)

Figure 3.3: Poincare distance proximity [22]

3.3 Poincare embeddings

The poincare unit ball is a model of hyperbolic geometry in which all of the
points reside inside the ball and the boundary of the ball represents infinitely
distant points. Formally, the Poincare ball model is defined as

Bd = {x ∈ Rd| ∥x∥ < 1} (3.1)

where ∥x∥ represents the norm of x and d is the dimensionality of the unit
ball.

The Poincare ball model corresponds to the Riemannian manifold (Bd, gx)
equipped with the Riemannian metric tensor:

gx =

(
2

1− ∥x∥2

)2

gE (3.2)

where x ∈ Bd and gE is the euclidean metric tensor. The distance between
two points u, v ∈ Bd is represented as:

d(u, v) = arcosh

(
1 + 2

∥u− v∥2

(1− ∥u∥2)(1− ∥v∥2)

)
(3.3)

We can see that the poincare distance is symmetric and that it changes
smoothly with respect to the points u and v. The smoothness makes it suit-
able for representing continuous word embeddings. In Figure 3.3 we can see
a visualization of the poincare distances for 3 different points. The darker
area represents closer points, whereas the lighter area represents more distant
points. Intuitivelly, we can conclude that two points are further apart, the fur-
ther they are from the origin. Another good feature of the poincare distance
is that it is differentiable which makes it suitable for gradient optimization
methods like Riemannian Stochastic Gradient descent which we talk about in
Section 3.8

10



3.4. Mobius addition as a method for node composition

3.4 Mobius addition as a method for node composition

Since our goal is to come up with a sentence representation, given its con-
stituent words and parse tree, we need a composition method that will com-
bine the leaves and the intermediate nodes all the way up to the root of the
parse tree. We use mobius addition that is defined in [23] as a composition
method of two points. We use the notation ⊕M to represent a mobius addition
between two points in a Poincare unit ball and it is defined as:

u⊕M v =
(1 + 2⟨u, v⟩+ ∥v∥2)u+ (1− ∥u∥2)v

1 + 2⟨u, v⟩+ ∥u∥2 ∥v∥2
(3.4)

where ⟨·⟩ and ∥·∥ represent the inner product and the norm of a vector,
respectively.

Unlike addition in the Euclidean space, mobius addition is noncommu-
tative and nonassociative. Intuitively, this is good because word order in
sentences is important and we wouldn’t like to obtain the same result regard-
less of the order and the structure of the sentence tree. The mobius addition
is subject to some identities:

d(u, v) = 2 tanh−1 ∥−u⊕M v∥ (3.5)

−a⊕M (a⊕M b) = b (3.6)

−a⊕M a = 0 (3.7)

a⊕M a =
2a

1 + ∥a∥2
(3.8)

where d(u, v) is the poincare distance between u and v.

We use these identities throughout our code as sanity checks. Using mo-
bius addition, the geodisics passing through any two points a and b can be
defined as:

a⊕M (⊖a⊕M b)⊗M t (3.9)

where t ∈ R and ⊖a = −a. ⊗M represents Mobius multiplication and we
talk about it in Section 3.6.3. When t = 0 the geodesic passes through a and
when t = 1 it passes through b. We can see a visualization of this formula in
Figure 3.4

Having defined the composition method, we now turn to explaining how
we use it to come up with a sentence representation.

11



3. Models

(a) The geodesic passing through a and b
in a two-dimensional Poincare disk

(b) The geodesic passing through a and b
in a three-dimensional Poincare ball

Figure 3.4: Mobius geodesics [23]

3.5 Sentence representation

Having defined the composition method between two points in the Poincare
unit ball, we need a way to come up with a sentence embedding, given its
parse tree and its constituent word embeddings. In the following pseudocode
we outline the algorithm that produces the sentence representation. As input
we receive the sentence’s parse tree and the individual word embeddings. We
then do a post order traversal of the given parse tree in order to obtain the
needed structures that are used for the sentence construction. After obtaining
those structures in line 9, we do another post order traversal of the tree,
which is defined in the procedure BUILD. This second traversal recursively
defines every internal node as a mobius addition of its respective child nodes.
Following this recursive approach we obtain the root value, which we use as a
sentence representation.

Our code is loosely based on this pseudocode, although for the sake of
efficiency we precalculate all the necessary representations so that we don’t
redo the same work during training.

In Figure 3.5 we can see a parse tree example for the sentence ”It is raining
today” which, using the post order traversal, it is represented through mobius
summation as:

θROOT = θIt ⊕M (θis ⊕M (θraining ⊕M θtoday) ) (3.10)

where θw represents the corresponding word embedding for the word w.

In Figure 3.6 we can see a visualization of the aforementioned example in
a 2-D Poincare disk.

12



3.5. Sentence representation

Algorithm 1 Algorithm for obtaining the sentence representation

1: procedure SentenceRepresentation(tree, embeddings)
2: node to ind← {}
3: ind← 0
4:

5: for each node in tree.nodes do
6: node to ind(node)← ind
7: ind← ind+ 1

8:

9: is leaf, left, right, word ids← PostOrderTraversal(tree, node to ind)
10: root ind← Len(word ids)− 1
11: result← Build(is leaf, left, right, word ids, embeddings, root ind)
12:

13: return result
14:

15: procedure Build(is leaf , left, right, word ids, embeddings, i)
16: if is leaf(i) = TRUE then
17: return embeddings(word ids(i))
18: else
19: l representation← Build(is leaf, left, right, word ids, embeddings, left(i))
20: r representation← Build(is leaf, left, right, word ids, embeddings, right(i))
21: return MobiusAddition(l representation, r representation)

22:

23: procedure PostOrderTraversal(tree, node to ind)
24: is left← {}
25: left← {}
26: right← {}
27: word ids← {}
28: Populate(node to ind, is leaf, left, right, word ids, tree.root)
29: return isleaf, left, right, wordids

30:

31: procedure Populate(node to ind, is leaf, left, right, word ids, node)
32: if node.left == NULL and node.right == NULL then
33: isleaf ← is leaf + {TRUE}
34: left← left+ {−1}
35: right← right+ {−1}
36: word ids← word ids+ {node.word id}
37: else
38: Populate(is leaf, left, right, word ids, node.left)
39: Populate(is leaf, left, right, word ids, node.right)
40: isleaf ← isleaf + {FALSE}
41: left← left+ {node to ind(node.left)}
42: right← right+ {node to ind(node.right)}
43: word ids← word ids+ {node.word id}

13



3. Models

Figure 3.5: Parse tree for the sentence ”It is raining today”. The numbers below the nodes
represent the order of the post order traversal.

3.6 Our models

Having defined the theoretical ground that we use to build upon, here we
present the models that have been used. We first talk about a simpler model,
presented in Section 3.6.1, that doesn’t use any additional trainable parame-
ters, apart from the word embeddings. After that in Section 3.6.2, we intro-
duce a model that combines the Poincare ball, as a space for the embeddings,
together with a Feed Forward Neural Network for improving the classification
performance.

3.6.1 Mobius summation as a sentence representation

For the first model we present, we only address Textual Entailment as a binary
classification task, where samples are divided into two categories:

• Positive: pairs that represent entailment

• Negative: pairs that do not represent entailment

As a loss function, we use the max-margin loss, defined as:

L =
∑

(p,h)∈P

E(f(p), f(h)) +
∑

(p′,h′)∈N

max{0, α− E(f(p′), f(h′))} (3.11)

where P represents the positive (entailment) samples, whereas N repre-
sents the joint set of neutral and contradictive samples.f(x) represents the

14



3.6. Our models

(a) Initial placement of the word embed-
dings (b) θraining ⊕M θtoday

(c) θis ⊕M θraining today (d) θIt ⊕M θis raining today

(e) The final representation of the sentence
example

Figure 3.6: Sentence construction example
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3. Models

sentence composition function as defined in Section 3.5 and α is margin clas-
sification hyperparameter. E(u, v) represents the pair-score function which is
defined as:

E(u, v) = βd(u, v) + (1− β)max{0, ∥v∥ − ∥u∥} (3.12)

where d(u, v) represents the Poincare distance function defined in Equa-
tion (3.3), β represents a weighting hyperparameter between the distance be-
tween the respective sentences and their norm difference.

As we can see, the only trainable parameters in this model are the word
embeddings themselves. The model solely relies on the poincare distance
function and learning suitable word embeddings such that pairs that represent
entailment have a small poincare distance, and pairs that do not are taken
further apart. The second part of Equation (3.12) favorizes sentences that are
more abstract and entail other sentences to be closer to the origin.

The goal of this loss function is to make pairs that represent entailment
have small scores, whereas pairs that don’t represent entailment have big
scores. As for evaluating and making predictions on unseen samples, a thresh-
old on the validation set is picked after training the model, such that if a
sample’s pair-score function is below the threshold the sample is classified as
entailment and otherwise it is not.

Given the nature of the loss function, this model is only applicable to
solving the binary classification problem, where we merge the neutral and
contradictive class into one class. Although relatively simplistic, given that the
model doesn’t use any additional parameters apart from the word embeddings,
it serves as a good basis for the model introduced in Section 3.6.2

3.6.2 Mobius summation + FFNN

This model, in addition to having the same sentence composition method
as the previously mentioned one, also has a Feed Forward Neural Network
[24] on top of the obtained sentence representations as shown in Figure 3.7.
This composition increases the complexity of the model and with it, among
achieving better accuracy, enables us to solve the 3-way classification problem.
The loss function is the cross-entropy loss function defined as:

L(x, y) = −
∑
yi

yi log y
′
i (3.13)

where y represents a one-hot encoded vector for the ground truth labels
and y

′
represents the soft-max values predicted by the model. The trainable
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parameters are the word embeddings, to which the same rules as in the pre-
vious model apply, and the weight parameters in the feed forward network.
We take partial derivatives of the loss function with respect to every trainable
parameter and update the parameters using the Stochastic Gradient Descent
method which we talk about in Section 3.8. It is important to stress out that
the parameters in the FFNN live in the euclidean space and are worked with
and updated accordingly, without applying the Riemannian gradient on them.

Figure 3.7: Model architecture for Mobius Summation with a Feed Forward Neural Network on
top. The blue circle represents the Poincare ball as an embedding space for both individual word
embeddings and composed sentences.

3.6.3 Mobius averaging + FFNN

So far, we presented models that use recursive mobius summation as a method
to represent sentences. Here we present the Mobius averaging model which in
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addition to using mobius summation for obtaining the sentence representation,
it multiplies the obtained representation by the inverse of number of words in
that sentence. The idea for mobius averaging in the hyperbolic space comes
as a natural counterpart to euclidean averaging. Mobius scalar multiplication
in a Poincare unit ball is defined in [23] as:

r ⊗M v = tanh
(
r tanh−1 ||v||

) v

||v||
(3.14)

Utilizing this definition, we could define a sentence representation as:

1

N
⊗M (w1 ⊕M · · · ⊕M wN ) (3.15)

where N is the number of words in the sentence.

Some rules that apply to mobius multiplication are:

1⊗M x = x (3.16)

(r1 · r2)⊗M x = r1 ⊗M (r2 ⊗M x) (3.17)

(r1 + r2)⊗M x = (r1 ⊗M x)⊕M (r2 ⊗M x) (3.18)

One of the motivating examples, for using mobius averaging as a sentence
representation, is the fact that

x =
1

k
⊗

x⊕M · · · ⊕M x︸ ︷︷ ︸
k times

 (3.19)

Proof. In order to prove that the aforementioned equality holds we need to
prove that

x =
1

k
⊗ (k ⊗ x) (3.20)

1

k
⊗ (k ⊗ x) =

(
1

k
k

)
⊗ x = 1⊗ x = x (3.21)

This holds because of the rules defined in Equations 3.16 and 3.17.

Next, we need to prove that k ⊗M x =

x⊕M · · · ⊕M x︸ ︷︷ ︸
k times

 regardless of

the parentheses order in the expression on the right side of the equality.
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It follows that:

k ⊗M x =

1 + · · ·+ 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
k times

⊗M x (3.22)

If we substitute r∗ = 1 + · · ·+ 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
k-1 times

, we get:

1 + · · ·+ 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
k times

⊗M x = (r∗ + 1)⊗M x = (r∗ ⊗M x)⊕M (1⊗M x) (3.23)

Then if we follow recursively, depending on the parenthesesition of r∗, we
will end up with the following expression:

(1⊗M x)⊕M · · · ⊕M (1⊗M x) = x⊕M · · · ⊕M x (3.24)

Which, if we decompose the k into sum of ones with the same paren-
thesisasion as the initial expression on the right-hand side (which is possible
beause of associativity in addition), will lead us to the expression on the initial
left hand side.

3.7 Spaces of constant curvature

So far we have only examined the Poincare unit ball as an embedding space
where every point x has a norm less than one. In this section we present a
c-hyperbolic space conformal with the Euclidean space defined as: (Dc, g

c),
where Dc = {x ∈ Rd : c ∥x∥2 < 1} and the Riemannian metric tensor is
defined as:

gDx = λ2
xg

E (3.25)

where λx = 2
1−c∥x∥2 and gE represents the Euclidean metric tensor of

components In of the standard embedding space Rd. The space is of constant
curvature c ∈ Rd. For c = 0 we obtain the Euclidean space, whereas for c = 1
we recover the Poincare unit ball that was discussed earlier. The operations
defined in Equations 3.4, 3.14, 3.3, change to:

u⊕M v =

(
1 + 2c⟨u, v⟩+ c ∥v∥2

)
u+

(
1− c ∥u∥2

)
v

1 + 2c⟨u, v⟩+ c2 ∥u∥2 ∥v∥2
(3.26)
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r ⊗M v =
1√
c
tanh

(
r tanh−1√c ∥v∥

) v

∥v∥
, r ∈ R, v ∈ Dc (3.27)

d(u, v) =
2√
c
tanh−1

(√
c ∥−u⊕M v∥

)
(3.28)

The goal of examining spaces of different constant curvature is to find an
optimal embedding space for sentences which may not be a Poincare unit ball.

3.8 Optimization

Having defined the models that are being using in this thesis, we now turn
to the Optimization part. The goal is to come up with the optimal word
embeddings and FFNN weight parameters, such that the loss function defined
in the previous sections is minimized. Formally, the objective is defined as:

θ′,W ′ ← argmin
θ,W

L(θ,W ) (3.29)

where θ represents the word embeddings and W represents the weight
parameters in the Feed Forward Neural Network, if present.

We use Stochastic Gradient Descent [25] as an optimization method. For
every sample in the training phase we take the partial derivatives of the loss
function with respect to the parameters of the FFNN and the word embeddings
that construct the respective sentences. As explained in Section 3.8.1, for the
word embeddings derivatives we apply Riemannian gradient and the respective
projection, if the updated embeddings get out of the unit ball. Since every
sentence is represented as a recursive sum of mobius additions, the chain rule
depends on the parsee tree construction of the sentence. This means, that for
every sentence we might potentially have a different chain rule, depending of
its constituency parse tree.

3.8.1 Riemannian optimization in the poincare ball model

Based on the word embeddings θ ∈ Bd, we have a corresponding loss function
L(θ). In order to minimize this loss function with respect to the word embed-
dings, we need to apply Riemannian Stochastic Gradient Descent as defined
in [26]. Parameters update using RSGD is defined as:

θt+1 = Rθt (−ηt ▽R L(θt)) (3.30)
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where Rθt stands for retraction of θ onto B at time t and ηt is the learning
rate at time t.

In order for the points to stay within the Poincare ball we need to scale
them if their norm is bigger than 1, using the following scaling rule:

proj(θ) =

{
θ

∥θ∥+ϵ if ∥θ∥ ≥ 1

θ else
(3.31)

or if we work with c-hyperbolic space as defined in Section 3.7, the pro-
jection function is:

proj(θ) =

{
θ if c ∥θ∥2 < 1
1√
c

θ
∥θ∥+ϵ else

(3.32)

where ϵ = 0.00001 is used for rescaling the embeddings such that they
don’t lie on the ball boundary.

The update is done through taking the inverse of the Poincare ball metric
tensor g−1

θ which effectively leads us to the following update formula:

θt+1 ← proj

θt − ηt

(
1− c ∥θt∥2

)2
4

▽L

 (3.33)
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Chapter 4

Datasets

In this chapter we talk about the datasets that are being used throughout
the experiments. Two of them are the standard and well known datasets for
textual entailment: SNLI and SICK. The other two are synthetic datasets
that we have constructed and suit as an illustrative proof about the learning
process of the models presented in Chapter 3.

4.1 SNLI

SNLI stands for Stanford Natural Language Inference and it has been intro-
duced in [1]. The SNLI corpus is a collection of 570k English sentence pairs
manually labeled with labels of entailment, contradiction and neutral.

From Table 4.1 we can the number of pairs of sentences each of the
datasets have. By its size the SNLI corpus is by far the largest corpus that ad-
dresses the textual entailment task and is used in almost all of the approaches
that try to tackle the problem of natural language inference.

Training set size 550152

Validation set size 10000

Test set size 10000

Vocabulary size 36983

Entailment part 33.39%

Neutral part 33.27%

Contradiction part 33.34%

Table 4.1: SNLI information

The data was collected through Amazon Mechanical Turk. The Flickr30k
corpus introduced in [27], which is a dateset of images accompanied by their
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respective text descriptions, was used to obtain the premises. After obtain-
ing the premises, each worker was given a premise and a label (entailment,
neutral and contradiction) and for each label the worker was asked to pro-
duce a hypothesis to the premise. This is important to stress out, because
the dataset was constructed entirely by human effort and without any syn-
thetic text creation. All together, 2500 workers were involved in producing
the dataset.

A round of validation was performed on 10% of the data, to minimize the
risk of data corruption and attest to corpus quality. Each of the validation
sentence pairs was given to 4 different workers, without providing the gold
label. So, in total, for each validation pair 5 labels were obtained. A gold
label was assigned to a validation pair only if there were at least 3 same labels
out of the 5 provided. Otherwise, the label of the pair was discarded, and
although included in the SNLI dataset, the pair doesn’t contribute to training
or testing the models. Given its size, the corpus is very suitable and used for
training models that require a large number of parameters.

4.2 SICK

The SICK dataset has been introduced in [28] and stands for Sentences In-
volving Compositional Knowledge. Unlike the SNLI dataset, SICK is much
smaller and it only consists of 9.5K pairs of sentences. Nevertheless, it is used
extensively in models that tackle the textual entailment problem. As we can
see from Table 4.2 the split between training and test is roughly 50-50. Al-
though this dataset is approximately 50 times smaller than the SNLI dataset
it is useful for exploring how do models learn with much less data and whether
they are able to quickly adapt. Unlike the SNLI dataset, which comes together
with the sentences’ parse trees, the SICK consists of raw sentences. In addi-
tion to the entailment relation label, each pair of sentences in the dataset has
a sentence relatedness score assigned to it.

I used the stanford parser [29] to obtain the respective parse trees for the
sentences that are used for the Mobius Summation models.

Training set size 4500

Test set size 4927

Vocabulary size 2461

Entailment part 28.87%

Neutral part 56.36%

Contradiction part 14.78%

Table 4.2: SICK information
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4.3 Adjective Noun Toy dataset

Here we present a dataset that was developed to test,analyze and emphasize
some of the features the models that we use throughout the experiments have.
The dataset is of a very simplistic nature, consisting of positive (entailment)
and negative (non-entailment) samples. The vocabulary of size N is evenly
split between words that represent adjectives and words that represent nouns.
For the sake of simplicity we consider the first N

2 of the words to be adjectives
and the rest to be nouns.

The positive samples are pairs of nouns that entail those same nouns with
an adjective as a qualifier. More formally, the positive samples are defined as:

”nouni” entails ”adjectivej nouni”

where 1 ≤ j ≤ N
2 and N

2 < i ≤ N .

The negative samples on the other hand are defined as:

”nouni” does not entail ”adjectivej nounk”

where 1 ≤ j ≤ N
2 and N

2 < i, k ≤ N and i ̸= k.

Training set size 2000

Validation set size 20000

Test set size 20000

Vocabulary size 1000

Entailment part 50.40%

Non-entailment part 49.60%

Table 4.3: Adjective-noun dataset information

The dataset was constructed such that the training set has all of the
nouns and adjectives appear at least once. The validation and test sets were
made purposefully larger in order to assess the models’ performance on bigger
datasets, given relatively smaller number of training samples.

4.4 Numbers toy dataset

Here we present the second dataset that we constructed in order to test and
analyze the behavior of our baselines more thoroughly. The numbers dataset
addresses the problem of entailment from a different perspective. We consider
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positive numbers that are smaller to entail those numbers that are bigger than
themselves. The logic being is that smaller numbers are closer to the origin
(in this case the object space is one-dimensional representing the positive side
of the horizontal axis) and those that are bigger are further away. In other
words, the goal is to learn the ”less than” operation between numbers.

We restricted the dataset to only 4-digit numbers. As we can see in Table
4.4 the dataset is divided into training, validation and test set. The dataset
is evenly split between positive and negative samples.

Numbers range 1000-9999

Training set size 8000

Validation set size 1000

Test set size 1000

Entailment part 50.06%

Non-entailment part 49.94%

Table 4.4: Numbers dataset information

As a number representation method we present Left Mobius Summation
as defined in Equation 4.1 and Right Mobius Summation defined in Equation
4.2.

LeftMobSum(number) = d1 ⊕M (d2 ⊕M (d3 ⊕M d4)) (4.1)

RightMobSum(number) = ((d1 ⊕M d2)⊕M d3)⊕M d4 (4.2)

where d1, d2, d3, d4 represent the digit embeddings for the first,second,third
and fourth digit in the number, respectively.
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Chapter 5

Experiments

In this chapter we present the results obtained on the datasets introduced in
Chapter 4. We use methods introduced in Chapter 2 as baselines and the
methods we discussed in Chapter 3. For clarity, in Table 5.1 we present the
abbreviations that we are going to use throughout this chapter.

Model name Description

MS
Mobius summation using sentence parse tree

as was introduced in Section 3.6.1

LMS
Mobius summation that sums the embeddings

from left to right.

RMS
Mobius summation that sums the embeddings

from right to left.

MS+FFNN
Mobius summation using sentence parse tree with FFNN on top

as introduced in Section 3.6.2

LMS+FFNN
Mobius summation that sums the embeddings

from left to right with FFNN on top.

RMS+FFNN
Mobius summation that sums the embeddings

from right to left with FFNN on top.

MS+FFNNc=x
Mobius summation in a c-ball with FFNN on top

as introduced in Section 3.7

MA+FFNN Mobius averaging as introduced in Section 3.6.3

EA+FFNN Euclidean Averaging as introduced in Section 2.1

LSTM+FFNN LSTMs model as introduced in Section 2.2

OE Order embeddings as introduced in Section 2.3

Table 5.1: Methods abbreviation

We optimize over different settings and outline the differences between
models’ performances. We divide the experiments along the embedding di-
mension and binary vs. three-way entailment classification. In the binary
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classification entailment represents one class and we merge the neutral and
contradiction classes into one non-entailment class. For the binary classifica-
tion task, I am outlining the metrics:

F1 = 2 · precision · recall
precision + recall

(5.1)

precision =
true positives

true positives + false positives
(5.2)

recall =
true positives

true positives + false negatives
(5.3)

accuracy =
true positives + true negatives+

true positives + false negatives + false positives + true negatives
(5.4)

where

• true positives represent pairs of entailment for which we also predicted
entailment

• false positives represent pairs of non-entailment for which we (wrongly)
predicted entailment

• true negatives represent pairs of non-entailment for which we also
predicted non-entailment

• false negatives represent pairs of entailment for which we (wrongly)
predicted not-entailment

It is important to stress out that after each epoch we compute the scores
validation accuracy, test accuracy, f1. The triple which has the best
validation accuracy is picked 1 and reported. In the three-way classification
version, apart from the test and validation accuracy, we also report the con-
fusion matrix where we present the observed vs. predicted values.

The field Concatenation method, that is present in the tables of the
following sections, represents the input representation which was fed to the
Feed Forward Neural Network (where applicable) after obtaining the sentence
representations for the premise and the hypothesis. For all the methods that
use a Feed Forward Neural network we used a one-layer FFNN with 256 units
and a softmax layer on top. For models MS, LMS and RMS we use a loss
threshold α = 0.05 and a weight score parameter β = 0.5. We conducted all
the experiments using the TensorFlow framework [6].

1We pick the best model judging by the validation because in real life scenario we
wouldn’t be able to actually have the test set and make decisions based on it.
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5.1 Ablation studies

Here we present the various input representation we’ve tried on the SICK
dataset using the MS+FFNN and MA+FFNN methods. Getting the right
set of features as an input to the Feed Forward Network is crucial to achieving
good results further in the experiments. For the methods operating in the
hyperbolic space it was very important the operations that were applied to
the obtained sentence representations be defined in the hyperbolic space. For
example, operations like |u− v|, u ∗ v, which are present in the EA+FFNN
and LSTM+FFNNmethods, are not theoretically supported in the Poincare
ball.

Model
Concatenation

method
Test accuracy Test F1 score

MA+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 83.95% 69.52%

MA+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 82.40% 65.77%

MA+FFNN [u, v] 71.14% 24.03%

MA+FFNN [−u⊕M v] 72.21% 12.75%

MA+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v] 71.91% 9.06%

MS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 86.77% 76.71%

MS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 86.34% 76.02%

MS+FFNN [u, v] 71.12% 14.12%

MS+FFNN [−u⊕M v] 69.35% 6.32%

MS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v] 77.94% 62.21%

Table 5.2: SICK dataset 2 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 50, epochs: 70

Model
Concatenation

method
Test accuracy Test F1 score

MA+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 82.28% 65.80%

MA+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 82.32% 63.93%

MA+FFNN [u, v] 71.08% 15.43%

MA+FFNN [−u⊕M v] 71.50% 11.59%

MA+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v] 72.09% 46.76%

MS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 85.31% 75.49%

MS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 85.16% 73.42%

MS+FFNN [u, v] 71.06% 21.99%

MS+FFNN [−u⊕M v] 69.64% 5.43%

MS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v] 75.90% 58.36%

Table 5.3: SICK dataset 2 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 5, epochs: 70

As we can see from the results in Tables 5.2 and 5.3 the input repre-
sentations [u, v,−u ⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] and [u, v,−u ⊕M v, d(u, v)] yield
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consisently better results in both embedding dimension setups. This is ex-
pectable, due to the fact that the mentioned input representations bring more
information to the FFNN in comparison to the rest of the concatenation meth-
ods. It is worth noting that the operation cos(u, v) is defined in the Poincare
ball if we look at the points as points lying on the tangent space of the origin.
So, if we consider u and v to be the respective projections from the points in
the tangent space of the origin as defined in Equations 5.5 and 5.6, then the
equality defined in Equation 5.7 holds.

ũ = exp map (u) (5.5)

ṽ = exp map (v) (5.6)

cos (u, v) = cos (ũ, ṽ) (5.7)

5.2 SNLI

Here we present the results for the SNLI dataset that has been introduced
in Section 4.1. We evaluated across different hyperparameters for the models
and report the best accuracies for each of the models, respectively. For the
methods MA+FFNN, MS+FFNN we used a learning rate of 0.05 and for
LSTM+FFNN we used a learning rate of 0.1. We used a learning rate of
0.001 for training the Order Embeddings. After trying various hidden state
dimensions for LSTM, we report the best results that we got when using
128 as a hidden state dimension. For the Order Embeddings a hidden state
of dimension 256 for the GRU unit was used as well. We also try different
concatenation inputs and report only the best results we get for each model.
We train all of the models until convergence.
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Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

MS
epochs: 7

* 75.81% 60.76%

MA+FFNN
epochs: 10

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 80.84% 72.40%

MS+FFNN
epochs: 11

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 82.78% 75.89%

MS+FFNNc=0.03

epochs: 12
[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 85.50% 78.85%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 15

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v, ⟨u, v⟩, euclid d(u, v)] 83.71% 76.07%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 30

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 83.20% 75.82%

OE
epochs: 15

* 88.29% 81.98%

Table 5.4: SNLI dataset 2 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 50

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

MS
epochs: 7

* 72.68% 53.35%

MA+FFNN
epochs: 10

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 79.46% 69.79%

MS+FFNN
epochs: 11

[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 81.30% 73.21%

MS+FFNNc=0.1

epochs: 11
[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 82.64% 74.18%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 15

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v, ⟨u, v⟩] 81.45% 71.92%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 30

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 81.93% 73.42%

OE
epochs: 15

* 86.15% 80.29%

Table 5.5: SNLI dataset 2 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 5

As we can see in Tables 5.4 and 5.5 the embedding dimension, apart from
LSTM+FFNN model, does have an impact on the accuracy. This is not
surprising since bigger embedding dimensionality, if given enough data, can
be able to provide better embeddings. As expected from what was reported
in [15], the Order Embeddings are outperforming the other methods. The
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Mobius Summation with a space curvature, as was introduced in Section 3.7
is the second-best method. We observe that it achieves better results than
Euclidean Averaging and Mobius Summation within a unit ball, giving us
an insight that the optimal space for this family method may be something
between a unit ball Hyperbolic space and a ”flat” Euclidean space.

In the Tables 5.6 and 5.7 we can see the result for the three class problem,
for embedding dimensions 50 and 5, respectively. We do not include OE and
MS methods, since they are limited to only solving the binary classifcation
entailment problem.

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

MA+FFNN
epochs: 10

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 70.22%

MS+FFNN
epochs: 10

[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 73.62%

MS+FFNNc=0.01

epochs: 10
[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 76.82%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 15

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v, ⟨u, v⟩, euclid d(u, v)] 75.22%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 30

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 75.18%

Table 5.6: SNLI dataset 3 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 50

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

MA+FFNN
epochs: 10

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 68.83%

MS+FFNN
epochs: 11

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 71.31%

MS+FFNNc=0.1

epochs: 10
[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 72.94%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 15

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 71.36%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 30

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 71.85%

Table 5.7: SNLI dataset 3 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 5

As we can see from Tables 5.6 and 5.7 there is a significant drop in accu-
racy for theMS+FFNNmodel when trying to solve the three-way entailment
problem. The intuitive explanation is that the hyperbolic spaces may be suit-
able for detecting whether one object is entailed by another one, but they may
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not be as good for more subtle differentiations between the neutral and con-
draction class. In Figure 5.1 we present the confusion matrices which tells us
that the MA+FFNN, MS+FFNN, MS+FFNNc=0.01 models are signifi-
cantly better than the rest of the baselines when trying to predict entailment.

From Figure 5.3 we can see that the Mobius Summation method converges
fairly quickly. In Figure 5.2 we present a visualization on how embeddings’
norm distribution changes over time for the MS+FFNN method.

5.3 SICK

Here we present the results for the SICK dataset that has been introduced in
Section 4.2. Since the SICK dataset is much smaller in comparison to SNLI, we
trained the models for comparatively more epochs. It is important to note that
the OE method requires a validation dataset for coming up with a threshold
that it uses for classifying entailment vs. non-entailment. Since the SICK
dataset is split only between a training and a test set, we purposefully gave an
unfair advantage of the OE method such that we compute the classification
threshold and evaluate on the same test dataset. For OE, the GRU unit
dimensionality is 512.

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

MA+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 85.59% 75.24%

MS+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 86.77% 76.71%

MS+FFNNc=0.1

epochs: 70
[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 86.65% 76.21%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 100

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v, ⟨u, v⟩, euclid d(u, v)] 85.55% 73.76%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 150

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 75.50% 54.50%

OE
epochs: 70

* 85.22% 76.71%

Table 5.8: SICK dataset 2 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 50
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Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

MA+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 83.95% 70.00%

MS+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 85.31% 75.49%

MS+FFNNc=0.1

epochs: 70
[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 86.28% 74.96%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v, ⟨u, v⟩] 83.15% 70.46%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 200

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 75.32% 50.89%

OE
epochs: 70

* 83.96% 75.91%

Table 5.9: SICK dataset 2 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 5

As we can see from Tables 5.8 and 5.9 the methodsMS+FFNN andMS+FFNNc=0.1

are superior to the other methods, both in terms of accuracy and F1 score.
For the LSTM+FFNN method I tried various LSTM hidden state sizes:
1024,512,256,128 with different learning rates: 0.5, 0.1, 0.05 and different input
representations of [u, v, |u−v|], [u, v, |u−v|, ⟨u, v⟩] and [u, v, |u−v|, ⟨u, v⟩, euclid dist(u, v)]
and reported the best results, respectively. However, we can see a significant
relative dropout in performance in comparison to the results from Section 5.2.
This is due to the fact that the SICK dataset is much smaller than SNLI
and with it may not be as suitable for models consisting of more trainable
parameters like LSTM+FFNN, as SNLI is.

Analogously to Section 5.2 we also present the results for the 3-way clas-
sification problem in Tables 5.10 and 5.11.

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

MA+FFNN
epochs: 10

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 71.28%

MS+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 76.72%

MS+FFNNc=0.001

epochs: 70
[u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 81.17%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v, ⟨u, v⟩, euclid d(u, v)] 80.62%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 200

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v, ⟨u, v⟩, euclid d(u, v)] 67.95%

Table 5.10: SICK dataset 3 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 50
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5.4. 4-digit numbers

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

MA+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 70.27%

MS+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 70.81%

MS+FFNNc=0.0001

epochs: 70
[u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 79.89%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v, ⟨u, v⟩, euclid d(u, v)] 78.65%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 150

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 66.49%

Table 5.11: SICK dataset 3 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 5

We can see a clear difference of comparative performances between models
relative to the results obtained on the SNLI Dataset in Section 5.2. One
obvious explanation is the dataset size and with SNLI being two orders of
magnitude larger than SICK, one could argue that it has more data to train
more complex models such asOE. Another reason is that, as shown in Sections
4.1 and 4.2, the SICK dataset class distribution is heavily skewed towards
samples of the neutral class. SNLI on the other hand, has a relatively equal
distribution between the three classes. Even though the MS+FFNN method
beats Order Embeddings on the SICK dataset, it is the abovementioned reason
and the dataset size that lead me to conclude that the results obtained on the
SNLI are more relevant. In Figure 5.4 we can see the confusion matrices
produced by the respective models.

5.4 4-digit numbers

Here we present the results for the 4-digit numbers toy dataset that has been
introduced in Section 4.4. Since we do not work with sentences in this dataset,
we use left and right mobius summation as defined in Equations 4.1 and 4.2,
respectively.

As we can see from Tables 5.12 and 5.13 there isn’t much of a difference
whether we parenthesize the number representation from the left or from the
right.
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Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

LMS
epochs: 100

* 55.20% 58.82%

RMS
epochs: 100

* 56.50% 59.61%

LMS + FFNN
epochs: 15

[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 97.60% 97.58%

RMS+FFNN
epochs: 15

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 97.50% 97.49%

LMS + FFNNc=0.1

epochs: 30
[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 97.70% 97.70%

RMS+FFNNc=0.1

epochs: 30
[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 97.80% 97.79%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 15

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v, ⟨u, v⟩, euclid d(u, v)] 66.70% 56.92%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 100

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 96.90% 96.83%

OE
epochs: 15

* 99.20% 99.40%

Table 5.12: 4-digit numbers dataset 2 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 50

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

LMS
epochs: 100

* 53.30% 57.27%

RMS
epochs: 100

* 54.70% 61.77%

LMS+FFNN
epochs: 15

[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 97.80% 97.79%

RMS+FFNN
epochs: 15

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 97.60% 97.60%

LMS + FFNNc=0.1

epochs: 30
[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 96.10% 96.00%

RMS+FFNNc=0.1

epochs: 30
[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 93.30% 92.85%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 15

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 65.70% 53.33%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 100

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 96.70% 96.62%

OE
epochs: 15

* 99.10% 98.42%

36



5.5. Adjective-Noun

Table 5.13: 4-digit numbers 2 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 5

We can also see the Euclidean Averaging model isn’t able to effectively
learn the ”less than” operation for 4-digit numbers. This is expectable,
since when we use euclidean averaging as a sentence representation method,
we lose the word order. This doesn’t occur with the LMS+FFNN and
RMS+FFNNmodels, because of the non-commutativity and non-associativity
of the mobius addition operation. However, the euclidean model is still better
than random because, apart from having the FFNN, there are some instances
where the model is able to make guesses better than random.

For example if we have a sample such that the first number is constructed
from the digits {1, 9, 9, 9} and the digits {1, 1, 1, 2} form the second number,
although we couldn’t claim that the first number is bigger than the second
one, if we arrange the digits randomly there is a higher probability that the
first number will end up being bigger.

Unlike the performance observed in Section 5.5 here we can see that the
models LMS and RMS aren’t able to perform much better than random.
This is due to the fact that there isn’t an effective embeddings represen-
tation that can be learned using this simplistic approach. And unlike the
EA+FFNN method, these methods do not have a FFNN on top to be able
to perform at least visibly better than random.

For LSTMs, we ran 100 epochs for different LSTM cell sizes: 512,256,128
and report the best results. For Order Embeddings we varied the GRU di-
mensions for 1024,512,256,128.

The superiority of the Order Embeddings model, is not a surprise given its
complex architecture which uses recurrent networks (with a GRU unit). It is
interesting to see that the embedding dimension for the methods LMS+FFNN
and RMS+FFNN, unlike in the experiments for SNLI and SICK, doesn’t
play a significant role. This is probably due to the fact that we operate with
only 10 embeddings and even with a vector space of a small dimensionality of
5, there is enough space for positioning the embeddings such that a relatively
good accuracy is achieved.

In Figure 5.5 we can see the training visualization for the LMS+FFNN
method.

5.5 Adjective-Noun

Here we present the results for the dataset introduced in Section 4.3. Both
for OE and LSTM+FFNN we use 128 as a GRU cells size and LSTM cell
size, respectively.
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5. Experiments

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

LMS
epochs: 15

* 99.99% 99.99%

RMS
epochs: 15

* 99.98% 99.97%

LMS+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 95.63% 95.64%

RMS+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 96.93% 96.92%

LMS+FFNNc=0.01

epochs: 70
[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 96.96% 96.92%

RMS+FFNNc=0.03

epochs: 70
[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 96.80% 96.81%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 100

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v, euclid d(u, v)] 79.72% 82.50%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 150

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 87.12% 87.80%

OE
epochs: 100

* 99.95% 99.95%

Table 5.14: Adjective-Noun dataset 2 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 50
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5.6. Parenthesization effect

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

LMS
epochs: 15

* 99.37% 99.37%

RMS
epochs: 15

* 99.40% 99.40%

LMS+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 91.78% 91.95%

RMS+FFNN
epochs: 70

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 80.64% 79.59%

LMS+FFNNc=0.01

epochs: 70
[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 86.11% 86.66%

RMS+FFNNc=0.03

epochs: 70
[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 86.76% 86.18%

EA+FFNN
epochs: 100

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v, euclid d(u, v)] 77.46% 80.71%

LSTM+FFNN
epochs: 150

[u, v, |u− v|, u ∗ v] 89.95% 90.83%

OE
epochs: 100

* 99.23% 99.09%

Table 5.15: Adjective-Noun dataset 2 class, FFNN: 256, embedding dimension: 5

From Tables 5.14 and 5.15 we can see that the best results are achieved
using the LMS and RMS methods. Although these methods are the least
complex ones, they manage to learn very effective embedding representations,
as it is shown in Figure 5.6. Namely, most of the adjective embeddings tend to
congregate around the origin, whereas the noun embeddings tend to go further
away from the origin, with each trained epoch. Recognizing an entailment pair
of the form ”nouni entails adjectivejnouni” boils down to detecting whether
the embeddings for the premise and hyptohesis are almost the same, since the
adjectives tend be very close to the origin and do not influence the hypothesis
representation using the mobius addition adjectivej ⊕M nouni.

5.6 Parenthesization effect

In this section we examine the importance of the sentence parse tree and the
effect it has on the problem of Textual Entailment. We evaluate on the SICK
and the SNLI dataset.
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5. Experiments

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

LMS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 85.98% 76.05%

LMS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 86.34% 75.32%

RMS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 86.50% 76.54%

RMS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 85.65% 74.87%

Table 5.16: SICK dataset 2 class, embedding dim: 50, FFNN: 256, epochs 70

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

LMS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 84.98% 74.66%

LMS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 84.72% 72.73%

RMS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 85.29% 74.43%

RMS+FFNN [u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 85.43% 73.21%

Table 5.17: SICK dataset 2 class, embedding dim: 5, FFNN: 256, epochs 70

Model
Concatenation

method
Val
acc.

Test
acc.

Test
F1

LMS+FFNN
epochs: 10

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 83.67% 83.16% 75.54%

LMS+FFNN
epochs: 10

[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 83.41% 82.83% 74.73%

RMS+FFNN
epochs: 3

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 82.85% 82.91% 76.39%

RMS+FFNN
epochs: 3

[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 81.97% 82.01% 73.89%

Table 5.18: SNLI dataset 2 class, embedding dim: 50, FFNN: 256, epochs 10

Model
Concatenation

method
Val
acc.

Test
acc.

Test
F1

LMS+FFNN
epochs: 10

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 81.20% 80.80% 73.07%

LMS+FFNN
epochs: 10

[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 81.41% 81.46% 72.91%

RMS+FFNN
epochs: 5

[u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 81.39% 80.71% 72.23%

RMS+FFNN
epochs: 5

[u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 81.40% 80.88% 71.29%

Table 5.19: SNLI dataset 2 class, embedding dim: 5, FFNN: 256, epochs 10

If we compare the results from Tables 5.16 and 5.17 to the results in Tables
5.8 and 5.9, respectively, we can see that the parse tree in the MS+FFNN
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5.7. Disentanglement

method doesn’t add much value in comparison with left or right parenthesiza-
tion. We arrive at the same conclusion if we compare the results obtained
on the SNLI dataset in Tables 5.18 and 5.19 in comparison to the results in
Tables 5.4 and 5.5. An intuitive explanation could be the fact that when
using the approach described in Section 3.5, although mobius addition is non-
commutative and non-associative, a much bigger factor is the positioning of
the word embeddings in the Poincare ball than their respective order that is
used to sum them up.

5.7 Disentanglement

Similarly to what was done in [16] in Section 4.1, we use the loss function
defined as:

L = −
∑

(u,v)∈D

log
exp(−d(u, v))∑

(u′,v′)∈S exp(−d(u′, v′)) + exp(−d(u, v))
(5.8)

where S represents a random set of negative samples. u, v represent the
respective sentence embeddings and d(u, v) represents the Poincare distance.

We use this loss function for disentangling the word embeddings in the
first 3 epochs of the training phase, and then switch to the standard loss
function with FFNN as defined in Section 3.6.2. The expectations were that
starting with one loss function would help with the initial positioning of the
embeddings. Although suitable for Link prediction as reported in [16], this
doesn’t generalize well to sentence embeddings since the word embeddings
tend to shrink near the origin. Consecutively, the loss function, defined in
Equation 5.8, converges to zero without achieving the wanted effect of embed-
dings disentanglement.

5.8 Curvatures experiments

In this section we focus on showing the relation between the Euclidean space
and the Poincare hyperbolic space as we change the c curvature factor that
was introduced in Section 3.7. As we can see from the Tables 5.20, 5.21, 5.22,
5.24 when c becomes very small we tend to get results very similar results to
those when using Euclidean Summation, which we define as ES+FFNN.
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5. Experiments

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

MS+FFNNc=1.0 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 84.80% 72.95%

MS+FFNNc=0.1 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 85.08% 75.70%

MS+FFNNc=0.03 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 84.72% 74.08%

MS+FFNNc=0.01 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 84.98% 74.92%

MS+FFNNc=0.001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 85.71% 74.95%

MS+FFNNc=0.0001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 84.80% 72.75%

MS+FFNNc=0.000001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 85.26% 73.45%

MS+FFNNc=0.00000001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 85.33% 75.13%

ES+FFNN [u, v, |u− v|] 85.69% 74.90%

Table 5.20: SICK dataset 2 class, embedding dim: 50, FFNN: 256, epochs 100

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

Test
F1

MS+FFNNc=1.0 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 84.84% 73.78%

MS+FFNNc=0.1 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 82.85% 71.07%

MS+FFNNc=0.03 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 81.53% 61.41%

MS+FFNNc=0.01 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 83.60% 70.62%

MS+FFNNc=0.001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 82.95% 70.19%

MS+FFNNc=0.0001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 81.71% 68.17%

MS+FFNNc=0.000001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 83.93% 70.20%

MS+FFNNc=0.00000001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 83.74% 71.69%

ES+FFNN [u, v, |u− v|] 83.66% 71.38%

Table 5.21: SICK dataset 2 class, embedding dim: 5, FFNN: 256, epochs 100

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

MS+FFNNc=1.0 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 80.47%

MS+FFNNc=0.1 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 81.14%

MS+FFNNc=0.03 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 79.93%

MS+FFNNc=0.01 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 81.02%

MS+FFNNc=0.001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 81.17%

MS+FFNNc=0.0001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 79.40%

MS+FFNNc=0.000001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 79.72%

MS+FFNNc=0.00000001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 81.00%

ES+FFNN [u, v, |u− v|] 80.74%

Table 5.22: SICK dataset 3 class, embedding dim: 50, FFNN: 256, epochs 100
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5.8. Curvatures experiments

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

MS+FFNNc=1.0 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 76.01%

MS+FFNNc=0.1 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 80.33%

MS+FFNNc=0.03 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 78.02%

MS+FFNNc=0.01 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 77.69%

MS+FFNNc=0.001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 78.16%

MS+FFNNc=0.0001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 79.89%

MS+FFNNc=0.000001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 79.50%

MS+FFNNc=0.00000001 [u, v, | − u⊕M v|] 78.97%

ES+FFNN [u, v, |u− v|] 78.83%

Table 5.23: SICK dataset 3 class, embedding dim: 5, FFNN: 256, epochs 100

Model
Concatenation

method
Test
acc.

MS+FFNNc=0.1 [u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 85.0800± 0.1327%

MS+FFNNc=0.01 [u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 85.4300± 0.1316%

MS+FFNNc=0.03 [u, v,−u⊕M v, cos(u, v), d(u, v)] 85.0920± 0.1320%

MS+FFNNc=0.1 [u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 84.4580± 0.2660%

MS+FFNNc=0.01 [u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 85.1240± 0.1570%

MS+FFNNc=0.03 [u, v,−u⊕M v, d(u, v)] 84.6800± 0.2826%

Table 5.24: SICK dataset 3 class, embedding dim: 5, FFNN: 256, epochs 100

Finally, what we can conclude is that there is no clear pattern to which
value of c performs the best, but it is definitely indicative that the optimal
space for the embeddings is somewhere between a Poincare unit ball (when
c = 1) and a Euclidean vector space (c = 0).
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Figure 5.1: Confusion matrices for methods MA+FFNN, MS+FFNN, LSTM+FFNN,
EA+FFNN with embedding dimension 50 on the SNLI dataset for the three-way entailment
problem. C stands for the class Contradiction, N stands for Neutral and E stands for Entail-
ment.
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5.8. Curvatures experiments

(a) Epoch 1 (b) Epoch 4

(c) Epoch 7 (d) Epoch 10

Figure 5.2: Word embeddings norm distribution for method MS+FFNN for the binary classifi-
cation problem with an embedding dimension 50
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5. Experiments

(a) Euclidean averaging (b) Mobius summation (unit ball)

(c) Mobius summation with c = 0.03 (d) LSTM learning curve

Figure 5.3: Learning curves for some of the models introduced in Table 5.4
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5.8. Curvatures experiments
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Figure 5.4: Confusion matrices for methods MA+FFNN, MS+FFNN, LSTM+FFNN,
EA+FFNN with embedding dimension 50 on the SICK dataset for the three-way entailment
problem. C stands for the class Contradiction, N stands for Neutral and E stands for Entail-
ment.
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5. Experiments

(a) Epoch 1 (b) Epoch 5

(c) Epoch 10 (d) Epoch 15

Figure 5.5: Visualization for the training process of the LMS+FFNN method on the 4-digit
numbers dataset. A test accuracy of 97.20% was achieved even in this experiment with an
embedding dimensionality 2.
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5.8. Curvatures experiments

(a) Epoch 1 (b) Epoch 5

(c) Epoch 10 (d) Epoch 15

(e) Epoch 20 (f) Epoch 25

Figure 5.6: Visualization for the training process of the LMS method on the Adjective-Noun
dataset. The green points represent nouns, whereas the red triangle represents the adjectevis
which congregate around the origin. For visualization purposes we randomly picked a subset of
adjectives and nouns and show them in this. An accuracy of 99.2% was achieved even in this
experiment with an embedding dimensionality 2
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Chapter 6

Conclusion

In this thesis we have presented a completely novel way of embedding sentences
with the aim of solving the problem of Textual entailment. With combining
mobius addition in a hyperbolic space and exploiting the structure of the
sentence we have shown the advantages and the limitations that our param-
eterless sentence composition method has over more traditional methods like
LSTMs and Euclidean Averaging. We have also measured and analyzed the
performances our methods have across different types of datasets. Although
not beating the state of the art in this field on the SNLI dataset, our contri-
bution consists of introducing a model of a completely different nature that
requires very few parameters and convergence time. Outperforming all the
other baselines on the SICK dataset shows the adaptability of the Mobius
Summation model and how it is able to learn quickly with little data.

6.1 Future work

Although the premise of this work was that hyperbolic spaces are suitable
for modeling data of hierarchical nature and that entailment can be defined
as a hierarchy relationships between objects, we believe that the hyperbolic
sentence representation introduced in this thesis can be applied to solving a
variety of problems in the field of Natural Language Understanding.
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