arXiv:2106.04072v1 [cs.AI] 8 Jun 2021

Coarse-to-Fine Curriculum Learning

Otilia Stretcu^1, Emmanouil Antonios Platanios^2, Tom M. Mitchell^1, Barnabás Póczos^1 1 Machine Learning Department, Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, USA 2 Microsoft Semantic Machines, USA ostretcu@cs.cmu.edu

Abstract

When faced with learning challenging new tasks, humans often follow sequences of steps that allow them to incrementally build up the necessary skills for performing these new tasks. However, in machine learning, models are most often trained to solve the target tasks directly. Inspired by human learning, we propose a novel curriculum learning approach which decomposes challenging tasks into sequences of easier intermediate goals that are used to pre-train a model before tackling the target task. We focus on classification tasks, and design the intermediate tasks using an automatically constructed label hierarchy. We train the model at each level of the hierarchy, from coarse labels to fine labels, transferring acquired knowledge across these levels. For instance, the model will first learn to distinguish animals from objects, and then use this acquired knowledge when learning to classify among more fine-grained classes such as cat, dog, car, and truck. Most existing curriculum learning algorithms for supervised learning consist of scheduling the order in which the training examples are presented to the model. In contrast, our approach focuses on the output space of the model. We evaluate our method on several established datasets and show significant performance gains especially on classification problems with many labels. We also evaluate on a new synthetic dataset which allows us to study multiple aspects of our method.

1 Introduction

The field of artificial intelligence (AI) has witnessed an impressive leap in the last decade. Machines are now able to perform tasks never before thought to be possible, such as driving cars or interacting with humans in natural language. However, these advances were only possible through large data collection efforts. Humans, on the other hand, are very good at learning new skills efficiently using incredibly small amounts of supervision. Inspired by this, AI researchers have often attempted to create models that resemble the way the human brain works, with notable examples being convolutional neural networks [29] and various forms of attention mechanisms [e.g., 58]. However, one key difference between human learning and machine learning (ML) that is often overlooked lies not in the model architecture, but in the way in which training examples are presented to the learner. Unlike most ML systems, humans do not learn new difficult tasks (e.g., solving differential equations) entirely from scratch by looking at independent and identically distributed examples. Instead, new skills are often learned progressively, starting with easier tasks and gradually becoming able to tackle harder ones. For example, students first learn to perform addition and multiplication before learning how to solve equations. Moreover, there is ample evidence in neuroscience that the human ability to understand concepts and infer relationships among them is acquired progressively. [63] was amongst the first to suggest that children first learn abstract conceptual distinctions, before progressing to finer ones. Subsequent studies have also found evidence consistent with this coarseto-fine progression [33, 35, 34, 40, 37, 25]. Thus, we can think of human learning as being driven by a curriculum that is either explicitly provided by a teacher, or implicitly learned. In this paper, we propose such a coarse-to-fine curriculum algorithm for ML systems.

Figure 1: High-level illustration of the proposed algorithm.

Using curricula in the context of machine learning was first proposed by [13], before [5] coined the term curriculum learning. [5] and others [e.g., 60, 71, 21, 22] focus on scheduling the order in which training data is presented to the learner, and rely on the assumption that training datasets generally contain examples of varying difficulty. We refer to this form of curriculum learning as curriculum in input space. Humans also often use this form of curriculum (e.g., when learning foreign languages). However, as mentioned earlier, human learning of semantic concepts follows a different type of curriculum. For example, when a baby encounters a dog for the first time, her parents teach her that it is simply a “dog,” rather than specifying its breed. Only later on, they start helping her distinguish between different dog breeds. We refer to this type of curriculum as curriculum in output space. Perhaps surprisingly, this idea has been underexplored in ML.

Figure 2: Confusion matrix for a CNN on CIFAR-10. Position (i, j) indicates the ratio of times the correct class i is confused for class j. The diagonal was removed to make small differences among the other elements discernible.

Aside from the human inspiration, there are also other reasons why a curriculum in output space would be desirable. Curriculum in input space is appropriate for cases where we can rank the training examples by difficulty (e.g., as [42] mention, short sentences are easier to translate than longer ones). However, we argue that for some types of problems the errors that a model makes can be attributed to a large extent to similarities in the output space. For example, in classification tasks it is often the case that a model gets confused due to the similarity of the classes being considered. To exemplify this, in Figure 2 we present the confusion matrix of a convolutional neural network classifier (for details see Section 3) trained on the popular CIFAR-10 dataset [27], which shows that the errors are not uniformly distributed across all pairs of classes. Instead, they are mostly dominated by a select few class pairs that are difficult to distinguish between (e.g., dog and cat). Note also that certain classes like car are mainly confused with only one or a few other classes, suggesting that an image is often difficult to classify correctly because of its similarity to images that correspond to a few specific other classes. Another potential disadvantage of input space curriculum approaches is that training datasets usually contain only examples for the difficult target task (e.g., distinguishing between multiple different species of animals), but no examples at all for easy intermediate goals (e.g., distinguishing between mammals and reptiles). For example, this is true for ImageNet [46], a popular image classification dataset. In these situations, we would ideally like for a system to be able to break a difficult learning task down into a sequence of easier sub-tasks that better facilitate learning. This motivates the design of curricula that operate on the learning tasks themselves, rather than on the order in which training data is presented.

To this end, we propose a novel algorithm for performing curriculum learning on the output space of a model. This algorithm is aimed at classification problems and enables learners to decompose difficult problems into sequences of coarse-to-fine classification problems, that improve learning for the original difficult problem. Our main goal is to answer the following questions:

– How can we automatically construct a sequence of learning tasks from coarse- to fine-grained? – How can knowledge acquired by learning coarse-grained tasks transfer to fine-grained tasks? – How does such a curriculum learning approach affect the generalization ability of a model?

The proposed method allows us to answer these questions in a model-independent manner, and can be applied to any classification problem without requiring additional human supervision. We also perform an empirical evaluation using several established classification datasets and show that the proposed method is able to consistently boost the performance of multiple baseline models.

2 Proposed Method

Consider a classification task that involves K mutually-exclusive classes. Given a dataset of supervised examples, {x_i, y_i}^N_{i=1}, our goal is to learn a classification function f_θ : X → Y that is parameterized by θ. X can refer to an arbitrary input domain (e.g., images, text sentences, etc.) and Y = 1^K contains the one-hot encoded representation of the target class for each sample. In what follows, we represent the set of training examples {x_i, y_i}^N_{i=1} as two tensors, X and Y , that contain all of the training examples stacked along the first dimension. The standard strategy for learning f_θ is to initialize θ using random values and iteratively update it by performing gradient descent on a loss function that is defined over X and Y . In this work, we propose a different approach: we learn a series of auxiliary functions f_{θ1} , f_{θ2} , . . . , f_{θM} , sequentially, where the final function f_{θM} corresponds to our target function, f_θ. These functions operate on the same input domain as f_θ, but the task they are learning is coarser, meaning that they each learn to classify samples into fewer classes than the function that comes after them. This means that f_{θ1} is learning an easier task than f_{θ2} , f_{θ2} an easier task than f_{θ3} , etc., up until f_{θM} , which is learning our actual target task. Our method thus consists of two parts: (i) deciding what the auxiliary tasks should be and providing a way to automatically generate them along with training data for them, and (ii) providing a way for each learned function to transfer its acquired knowledge to the next function in the chain. An illustration of the proposed approach is shown in Figure 1.

2.1 Generating Auxiliary Tasks

Our main requirement for the auxiliary learning tasks is that they form a sequence of increasing difficulty. We posit that grouping similar classes into coarse clusters will lead to an easier classification task. But how can we automatically decide which classes are similar?

Measuring Class Similarity. There exists a natural heuristic for gauging how similar classes are, and that is the confusion matrix of a trained classification model. However, it turns out that using this as our class similarity metric results in a degenerate case that we discuss in Appendix A. Thus, we consider another similarity metric that also encodes what the trained model might find confusing: the class embedding similarity. We define the embedding of a target class as the parameters of the final layer of the trained model, that are associated with that class. In a neural network setting, the final layer typically consists of a linear projection using a weight matrix W ∈ R^{E×K} that maps from the last hidden layer of size E to the predicted logits, for each of the K classes. We use W_{·k}, the k-th column of W , to represent the embedding of class k. Thus, we can measure the distance between two classes, k_1 and k_2, as d(k_1, k_2) = cos(W_{·k1} , W_{·k2} ), where cos refers to the cosine distance, and their similarity as 1 − d(k_1, k_2).

Defining a Coarse Classification Task. Given the original set of classes and their computed similarities, we expect that: (i) grouping together similar classes to form coarse clusters, and (ii) defining a new classification task where the goal is to predict the cluster instead of the specific class, should result in an easier learning problem. Using an example from the CIFAR-100 dataset, we could group the classes willow_tree, oak_tree and pine_tree into a single tree cluster, and all samples that belong to either of these three classes receive a new label associated with this cluster. The clusters allow us to define a new coarser classification problem that the auxiliary function f_{θM −1} is responsible for learning. Note that it is easy to automatically generate training data for the new task given the data of the original task: for every training example (x_i, y_i) in the original dataset, we replace the label y_i with the index of its cluster. We repeat this process for f_{θM −2} ,..., f_{θ1} .

Defining Coarse-to-Fine Task Sequences. It remains to show how we generate sequences of such auxiliary tasks with increasing difficulty, leading to the original task. Extending the previous idea of clustering classes, we consider a hierarchical clustering algorithm. An example of a class hierarchy is shown in Figure 1. If such a hierarchy forms a tree, then we can consider each level of the tree as a separate task, and form a sequence of tasks by iterating over these levels in top-down order. In Figure 1, the first auxiliary task, which corresponds to f_{θ1} is a binary classification problem where the 2 classes correspond to the clusters {airplane, ship, car, truck} and {bird, deer, horse, cat, frog, dog}. The subsequent task, which corresponds to f_{θ2} , further splits these clusters resulting in 4 classes. Intuitively, we expect the auxiliary tasks built in this manner to be sorted by difficulty. In other words, f_{θ1} should be easier than f_{θ2} , f_{θ2} than f_{θ3} , etc. This is because, using our example from Figure 1, f_{θ3} would need to be able to tell whether a sample is a car or a truck, as opposed to f_{θ2} which only needs to be able to tell if it is a road vehicle. Formally, we have a cluster hierarchy of depth M where the bottom level corresponds to the original classes. Training data for each of these tasks can be generated automatically using the approach described in the previous paragraph. The concrete algorithm is shown in Algorithm 1. These tasks will be trained in order, starting with the top level in the tree, and transferring acquired knowledge from each level to the next, using the approach described in Section 2.2.

Algorithm 1: Transform Labels

// This algorithm replaces the original sample labels with their corresponding cluster index.

Inputs: Original labels {yi}^N_{i=1}.

Set of clusters {c_{k̂} }^{K̂}_{k̂=1}, where each cluster c_{k̂} is a set of labels.

1 originalToNew ← Zero-initialized array of length K. 2 for k̂ ← 1, . . . , K̂ do 3 foreach Label l ∈ c_{k̂} do 4 originalToNew[l] ← k̂

5 newLabels ← Zero-initialized array of length N. 6 for i ← 1, . . . , N do 7 newLabels[i] ← originalToNew[yi]

Output: newLabels.

Generating Class Hierarchies. We still need to show how to automatically generate our hierarchies without human supervision. Following our intuition from earlier in this section, at each level of the hierarchy we want to group together the most easily confused classes of the next level. We already mentioned that we would like to use a hierarchical clustering algorithm using the similarity metric defined earlier. Most existing hierarchical clustering algorithms [50, 11, 24] do not directly fit our setting because they typically output binary trees, where each non-leaf node has exactly two children clusters in the next level (e.g., cat, frog, dog would not be directly grouped together in Figure 1). This can be important if we want our curriculum to visit all levels because, in the worst case, the depth of generated hierarchies will be O(K), where K is the original number of classes. To address this, we adopt the affinity clustering algorithm proposed by [4], which is based on Borůvka’s algorithm for minimum spanning trees. This algorithm has several desirable properties—including the fact that it is parallelizable—but the property that is most important for our approach is that the depth of the hierarchy is at most O(log K), where K is the original number of classes. In summary, for every level l in the hierarchy, affinity clustering starts with the clusters from level l + 1 and then joins each cluster with the one closest to it from the same level, thus forming a larger cluster. This means that in each level the size of the smallest cluster at least doubles relative to the next level. An overview of our algorithm for generating class hierarchies is shown in Algorithm 2.

2.2 Transferring Acquired Knowledge

A direct approach to transferring knowledge from a trained classifier at one level of the hierarchy to the next is via the model parameters. We can initialize the parameters of f_{θl+1} based on the parameters of the trained f_{θl} , for l ∈ {1, . . . , M −1}. However, since f_{θl+1} and f_{θl} make predictions for different number of classes, the number of parameters in θ_{l+1} does not directly match that of θ_l. One solution is to transfer only the subset of parameters that θ_{l+1} and θ_l can have in common (e.g., all except for the very last layer), and train from scratch the final prediction layer at each level of the hierarchy. We have attempted this approach and discuss it in detail in Appendix B (we refer to this as the staged variant of our curriculum learning algorithm). However, its main disadvantage is that the prediction layer, being re-initialized at each hierarchy level, can potentially lose valuable information [this is often called representational collapse in pre-training literature; e.g., 2]. Ideally, we would like to be able to reuse the knowledge captured by the prediction layer used for the coarse labels when initializing the prediction layer for finer labels. We can achieve this using the following strategy.

Let us assume that we use the same model for all stages, and that it is a model that predicts the probability of each class from our target task, while not being aware of the cluster hierarchy. When training

Algorithm 2: Generate Class Hierarchy

// This algorithm generates a class hierarchy.

Inputs: Number of classes K.

Training data {xi, yi}^N_{i=1}. Trained baseline model f_θ .

1 Estimate class distance matrix D by computing pairwise cosine distances between the columns of the projection matrix in θ^{pred} .

2 Compute the class hierarchy, H, using affinity clustering with D distance matrix between samples. 3 clustersPerLevel ← [] 4 for l ← 1, . . . , depth(H) do 5 clustersPerLevel[l] ← [] 6 foreach n ∈ H.nodesAtDepth[l] do 7 Create cluster c by grouping the leaves of the sub-tree rooted at n. 8 clustersPerLevel[l].append(c)

Output: clustersPerLevel.

the model at hierarchy level ℓ, we want to use that level’s cluster assignments as the target labels (instead of the original classes), and we need to define a way to supervise the model with that information. Intuitively, when we are told that the label for an example is cluster k, we know that the underlying class is one that belongs to cluster k, but we do not know which one. Therefore, while we are doing maximum likelihood optimization during training (e.g., by minimizing the cross-entropy function), we propose to marginalize out the class variable which is unobserved. Given that all classes are mutually exclusive, this results in the following objective for f_{θℓ} (i.e., the negative log-likelihood): L_ℓ = − ∑ i log ∑ c∈C_ℓ(y_i) exp{f_{θℓ} (x_i)}, (1)

where C_ℓ(y_i) is the cluster in level ℓ that class y_i belongs to. Using this formulation, the coarse-to-fine algorithm proceeds as follows (shown in Algorithm 3):

1. We start by initializing the parameters θ_1 randomly. 2. We learn f_{θ1} using L_1 as the loss function.

3. We initialize θ_2 = θ_1, and continue training using L_2, to learn f_{θ2} . We can do this because the function being learned is the same for all levels.

4. We iterate over this process until we go through all the levels of the hierarchy. That is, for each level ℓ, we initialize θ_ℓ = θ_{ℓ−1} and learn f_{θℓ} by optimizing L_ℓ.

This allows us to learn a single function f_θ by going through the levels of our class hierarchy sequentially and adjusting the objective function we are optimizing appropriately.

2.3 Algorithm Properties

Hyperparameters. The proposed approach introduces a single hyperparameter: the total number of epochs to be spent on the curriculum before training on the original classes (i.e., the last level in the cluster hierarchy), which we denote as T . We split this budget of T epochs equally among the levels of the hierarchy. In our experiments, we found that T is easy to set using a heuristic that, albeit not optimal, consistently results in an accuracy boost across all datasets: following [42], we set T to the number of epochs it takes for the baseline model to reach 90% of its best validation accuracy. T set this way tends to be only a small fraction of the total number of training epochs (∼5-10%).

Computational Complexity. Let C be the computational complexity required to train the baseline model to convergence. The computational cost per training iteration of our coarse-to-fine model is approximately the same as that of the original model (label marginalization is implemented efficiently as a matrix multiplication). Also, even though a computational overhead could come from the need to train the baseline model first in order obtain the class similarity matrix, if one is not provided, in our experiments we observed that this can be avoided. Specifically, we observed that the relative class similarities were mostly consistent among different models (e.g., small CNN, WideResnet, Resnet), even when training on only a subset of training examples for a small number of epochs.

Algorithm 3: Coarse-To-Fine Curriculum Learning

// This is an overview of the proposed continuous curriculum algorithm.

Inputs: Number of classes K.

Training data {xi, yi}^N_{i=1}. Trainable baseline model f_θ .

1 Train f_θ on the provided training data {xi, yi}^N_{i=1}. 2 bestEpoch ← epoch where f_θ reached its best validation accuracy

// Assign the number of epochs to spend on the curriculum either manually, or automatically based on

the baseline accuracy per epoch.

3 numEpochsCurriculum ← round(bestEpoch ∗ 0.9) 4 clustersPerLevel ← GenerateClassHierarchy( K, {xi, yi}^N_{i=1}, f_θ ) 5 M ← clustersPerLevel.length 6 numEpochsPerLevel ← round(numEpochsCurriculum / M)

// Train the model at each level of the hierarchy.

7 originalLabels ← [1,...,K] 8 θ0 ← random() 9 for l ← 0, . . . , M - 1 do 10 clusters ← clustersPerLevel[l + 1] 11 newLabels ← TransformLabels( {yi}^N_{i=1}, clusters) 12 Train f_{θl+1} using newLabels as the target labels, and summing the predicted probabilities for all labels in the same cluster to obtain the cluster probability, when computing the loss function. Please refer to our code repository for implementation details (e.g., how to make this calculation numerically stable).

Output: f_θ[M] .

Human Supervision. Our algorithm does not require supervision for deciding on the class hierarchy or other measures of data difficulty. This is in contrast to many existing curriculum methods [e.g., 5, 52, 42]. However, prior knowledge can still be incorporated into our method by either replacing the task generation module with a provided hierarchy, or by providing a custom class dissimilarity matrix to the hierarchical clustering algorithm. We consider this flexibility an advantage of our approach.

Relationship to Hierarchical Classification. The algorithm proposed in this paper bears some conceptual similarities to hierarchical classification. They both leverage a label hierarchy in order to obtain a better classifier. However, there is one fundamental distinction between hierarchical classification and curriculum learning more generally: hierarchical classification methods typically use the class hierarchy, not just during training, but also while making predictions at inference time (see Section 4 for more details). On the other hand, curriculum learning is aimed at providing a better means of training a model, without introducing additional memory or computational costs when the model is deployed. We propose a curriculum learning approach. Nevertheless, it could be converted to a hierarchical classification method by creating an ensemble using the classifiers trained at each level, but this is beyond the scope of this paper. We discuss this more extensively in Section 4.

3 Experiments

We performed experiments on both synthetic and real datasets, using multiple different neural network architectures: a convolutional neural network with 3 convolution layers followed by a single densely connected layer (which we refer to as CNN), as well as the common larger models Resnet-18, Resnet-50 [19] and WideResnet-28-10 [69]. Details on the hyperparameters we used and our training pipeline can be found in Appendix C.

3.1 Synthetic Datasets

In order to study the properties of our method, we created a synthetic dataset that is easy to analyse, and where a natural coarse-to-fine curriculum might arise. The questions we investigate are: (i) how our method performs with varying amounts of training data, (ii) what the class hierarchy looks like, and (iii) how the class embedding distance metric compares to other metrics.

Figure 3: Example images from the Shapes dataset.

Figure 4: Accuracy mean and standard error (computed over 5 runs and shown in tight bands around the mean) for a CNN trained with and without our approach, on the Shapes dataset.

Dataset Generation. We refer to this dataset as Shapes. The inputs consist of 64×64 images depicting one of 10 geometrical shapes (circles, ellipses, and regular polygons with 3-10 vertices) in one of three colors (magenta, cyan, or grey) against a black background (see Figure 3). The dataset contains 50,000 images (5,000 per shape), out of which 10,000 are set aside for testing. The goal is to predict the shape and its color for each image (i.e., we have 30 classes). Our motivation for the design of this dataset is that shapes with similar colors and numbers of vertices look more alike and are thus more likely to confuse the model. Therefore, we expect our method to help in this setting.

Results. For this dataset, we performed experiments using the CNN architecture. Our results, shown in Figure 4, indicate that our method consistently outperforms the baseline. Furthermore, we observe that the curriculum method provides the biggest boost over the baseline in the middle regime, when there are not enough samples for the baseline to reach high accuracy, but there is enough to make it a sufficiently good learner that our curriculum learning algorithm can improve upon. These observations also agree with prior results showing that pre-training is most beneficial in problems where labeled data is scarce. To further understand where the gains are coming from, we also inspected the generated label hierarchies. The most common hierarchy generated during our experiments separates all shapes by color on the first level, and by shape similarity on the second level (i.e., circles and ellipses are grouped together, and polygons are also grouped together). This is intuitive and compatible with what we might have manually constructed.

Table 1: Results on Shapes with 500 samples per class. We show the accuracy mean and standard error of the baseline, our curriculum approach, and their difference (calculated separately per run and then averaged).

Distance Metric

Accuracy Baseline Curriculum Difference

ConfusionDist 39.36±0.52 52.72±0.98 13.49 ± 1.03 EmbeddingDist 39.36±0.52 54.96±1.37 15.70 ± 1.34 Confusion 39.36±0.52 39.59±1.32 0.04 ± 1.71 EmbeddingSim 39.36±0.52 34.91±2.02 -4.46 ± 1.84 Random 39.36±0.52 39.00±1.33 -0.32 ± 1.85

Distance Metric Evaluation. A natural question to ask is whether using the class embedding distance as a distance metric between classes is better than alternative approaches. For example, what if we force classes that are similar to be separated into different clusters early on (see Appendix D for an illustration)? Could this help the model recognise subtle differences better, by focusing on them early on? Another natural concern is whether the curriculum itself indeed matters, or the model can simply benefit from any clustering of the labels. This could be because assigning coarse group labels to samples still requires learning feature representations that distinguish these groups (e.g., edges, corners), no matter what the grouping is. To answer these questions, we also tested our approach with different distance metrics: (i) the class confusion matrix^1 (Confusion), (ii) a distance matrix defined as 1 minus the confusion matrix (ConfusionDist), (iii) the class embedding distance used in the rest of our experiments (EmbeddingDist), (iv) the class embedding similarity (EmbeddingSim) defined as 1 minus embedding distance, and (v) a random symmetric matrix, whose elements are drawn from a Gaussian distribution with mean 0 and standard deviation 1, which will lead to a random grouping of the classes (Random). The results are shown in Table 1. We observe that Random hurts performance, as do the metrics that group dissimilar classes early on. EmbeddingDist and ConfusionDist, which group the most similar classes

1In practice, we add its transpose to it, since a distance metric needs to be symmetric.

Figure 5: Results for a Resnet18 trained on subsets of ImageNet, on 1%, 5% and 10% of data, respectively.

first, both result in accuracy gains, with the former resulting in the largest gain. This suggests that using arbitrary hierarchies is not sufficient; the actual choice of class hierarchy matters.

3.2 Real Datasets

We performed experiments on the popular datasets CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 [27], Tiny-ImageNet [31] and subsets of ImageNet [46]. The CIFAR-100 dataset contains labels at two levels of granularity: the original 100 classes, as well as 20 coarse-grained classes. Tiny-ImageNet is a subset of the ImageNet dataset [46] that contains 200 categories and only 500 training examples per category, making it an interesting test case for our method. Dataset statistics are shown in Table 5 of Appendix E.

Varying the Amount of Training Data. Similar to our experiments on synthetic data, we compare our curriculum-based approach to baselines, while varying the number of labeled examples.

Table 2: Results on real datasets, showing the accuracy mean and standard error for the baseline model, computed over 5 runs, as well as the accuracy gain achieved by the our curriculum approach, computed per run and then averaged.

Model Dataset #Train

Baseline Accuracy

Curriculum Acc Gain (%)

CNN

CIFAR-10 50k 70.92 ± 0.37 0.69 ± 0.32 CIFAR-10 20k 64.66 ± 0.53 1.28 ± 0.60 CIFAR-10 10k 59.52 ± 0.35 1.24 ± 0.46 CIFAR-10 5k 53.64 ± 0.19 1.57 ± 0.39 CIFAR-100 Coarse 50k 49.63 ± 0.35 1.22 ± 0.38 CIFAR-100 Coarse 20k 42.04 ± 0.29 1.84 ± 0.51 CIFAR-100 Coarse 10k 36.61 ± 0.19 1.77 ± 0.56 CIFAR-100 Coarse 5k 31.80 ± 0.28 1.38 ± 0.22 CIFAR-100 50k 35.87 ± 0.23 3.31 ± 0.59 CIFAR-100 20k 27.83 ± 0.34 2.27 ± 0.37 CIFAR-100 10k 21.96 ± 0.49 2.67 ± 0.68 CIFAR-100 5k 17.20 ± 0.20 1.92 ± 0.24 Tiny-ImageNet 100k 21.94 ± 0.19 2.73 ± 0.49 Tiny-ImageNet 50k 16.33 ± 0.32 3.06 ± 0.33 Tiny-ImageNet 20k 10.16 ± 0.22 2.02 ± 0.34 Tiny-ImageNet 10k 7.38 ± 0.11 1.14 ± 0.19

Resnet18

CIFAR-100 50k 76.11 ± 0.20 1.08 ± 0.12 CIFAR-100 20k 61.24 ± 0.21 2.73 ± 0.41 CIFAR-100 10k 46.01 ± 0.91 4.61 ± 0.40 CIFAR-100 5k 20.98 ± 0.35 2.32 ± 0.97

Resnet50

CIFAR-100 50k 77.21 ± 0.40 2.20 ± 0.53 CIFAR-100 20k 63.31 ± 0.38 0.52 ± 0.45 CIFAR-100 10k 51.21 ± 0.22 0.39 ± 1.01

WRN-28-10

CIFAR-100 50k 80.10 ± 0.20 0.55 ± 0.13 CIFAR-100 10k 58.72 ± 0.38 1.29 ± 0.35 CIFAR-100 5k 43.77 ± 0.98 2.49 ± 0.90 CIFAR-100 1k 14.87 ± 0.14 0.54 ± 0.56

Our results, reported in Table 2, show that our approach is able to boost baseline performance for all models and across all datasets. As expected, the accuracy gains are most significant when we have a large number of labels. A more controlled setting for observing this effect is to compare the gains on CIFAR-100 and CIFAR-100 Coarse, where the input images and the number of samples are similar, but where one dataset contains more fine-grained labels. Moreover, when comparing results on the same dataset between smaller versus larger models, we observe larger gains for models with lower baseline performance, which is expected given that in these cases there is more room for improvement. Interestingly, the WideResnet-28-10 performance on CIFAR-100 follows the same trend as our observations on the shapes dataset: we see the largest gains in the middle regime (neither too much nor too little training data).

We also performed experiments on subsets of ImageNet, on 1%, 5% and 10% of the training examples (using all 1000 labels), using Resnet18. Due to our limited computational resources, we were not able to perform the same thorough analysis as in Table 2. However, as shown in Figure 5, our method is consistently successful at boosting the accuracy of our baselines, with the gains being more prominent in the low data regime.

Table 3: Results on real datasets, showing the accuracy mean and standard error for the baseline model, computed over 5 runs, as well as the accuracy gain achieved by the various curriculum approaches, computed per run and then averaged. The missing numbers are due to the fact that we were only able to run competing methods using the CNN, due to limited computational resources. For the larger models, we report the numbers published in the respective papers, and do not include standard errors as they were not reported. For computational reasons, for the larger models we did not evaluate all competitors (missing results are marked as “–”).

Model Dataset #Class

Accuracy (%) Accuracy Gain (%)

Baseline SPL DP-L DP-LI Multitask NBDT C2F (Ours)

CNN CIFAR-10 10 70.92±0.37 -0.04 ± 0.19 0.26 ± 0.20 0.53 ± 0.30 0.12 ± 0.25 0.04 ± 0.38 0.69 ± 0.32

CIFAR-100 Coarse 20 49.63±0.35 -0.27 ± 0.09 -0.65 ± 0.34 -0.75 ± 0.47 -0.08 ± 0.24 — 1.22 ± 0.38

CIFAR-100 100 35.87±0.23 0.94 ± 0.61 0.14 ± 0.25 0.26 ± 0.31 0.69 ± 0.15 0.45 ± 0.45 3.31 ± 0.59

Tiny-ImageNet 200 21.94±0.19 -0.97 ± 0.97 -0.05 ± 0.14 -0.08 ± 0.15 0.33 ± 0.33 0.22 ± 0.28 2.73 ± 0.49

Resnet18

CIFAR-100 Coarse 20 84.57±0.14 -0.21 ± 0.82 — — 0.53 ± 0.02 — 0.69 ± 0.11

CIFAR-100 100 76.11±0.20 0.51 ± 0.45 — — 0.01 ± 0.37 -1.19 1.08 ± 0.12

Tiny-ImageNet 200 65.03±0.09 -0.19 ± 0.15 — — -0.76 ± 0.42 -0.80 0.12 ± 0.14

Resnet50

CIFAR-100 Coarse 20 84.68±0.47 -1.21 ± 0.56 — — -0.97 ± 0.51 — 0.49 ± 0.41

CIFAR-100 100 77.21±0.40 -1.68 ± 0.55 — — 0.43 ± 0.89 — 2.20 ± 0.53

WRN-28-10

CIFAR-100 100 80.10±0.20 0.50 ± 0.41 — 0.70 ± 0.33 0.21 ± 0.12 2.77 0.55 ± 0.13

Tiny-ImageNet 200 64.14±0.15 — — — — 2.52 2 1.01 ± 0.22

Figure 6: Test accuracy per epoch on CIFAR-100 using a CNN. The curriculum had 3 levels, all visited in the first 11 epochs.

Inspecting the Curriculum. To understand how our curriculum has been trained, we show the generated class hierarchy for CIFAR-10 in Figure 1, and for CIFAR-100 in Appendix F. Most clusters are intuitive, matching our expectation based on semantic similarity (e.g., {crab, lobster}, {bicycle, motorcycle}), but there are a few interesting examples (e.g., {lamp, cup}, {skyscraper, rocket}) that are based on visual similarity as interpreted by the model. The latter examples stress the importance of automatically generating hierarchies based on what the model itself finds confusing, rather than using handcrafted ones. In Figure 6, we show the progression of the accuracy per epoch, with and without curriculum. Additionally, we include an analysis of how sensitive these results are to the length of the curriculum in Appendix G.

Comparing to Other Approaches. We also compare our approach to other related methods:

1. a recent method by [49] which is, to the best of our knowledge, the only other existing curriculum approach operating in label space. This method also supports using a curriculum in both the label space and the input space simultaneously. We refer to the two variants of this method as DP-L (label space) and DP-LI (label and input space).

2. a recent hierarchical classification method [59], termed NBDT, that uses a label hierarchy generated automatically, similar to our EmbeddingSim.

3. the popular self-paced learning (SPL) method of [28], which allows us to compare with an established input space curriculum approach.

4. a multitask learning approach which trains in parallel all levels of the hierarchy (Multitask).

This is meant to test if training the tasks sequentially (as given by the curriculum) matters, or having a contribution from each of them throughout training is enough.

Note that there is no standardized evaluation setting for curriculum learning methods, and thus most of the published approaches use their own custom setup. For a fair comparison, we replicated the setup from NBDT when training our approach (including the Resnet and WideResnet architectures, learning rate and other hyperparameters), and implemented other methods (SPL and Multitask) from scratch where code was not available. We also implemented our CNN architecture within the published code repositories of the methods DP-L and NBDT, and ran their training pipeline. We tried several hyperparameter configurations starting with the ones reported in the original publications (DP-L and DP-LI have 3 and 6 curriculum-specific hyperparameters, respectively). For the larger models we report the numbers from their respective publications, where available.

The results are shown in Table 3. Surprisingly, DP-L and DP-LI generally do not perform well for the small CNN, sometimes even losing performance over the baseline. They do, however boost the accuracy of the larger model by 0.7%. The results for SPL are inconsistent; it sometimes improve the performance of the baseline and it sometimes does not (note that we have also attempted to tune its pace parameter, denoted as K in the original publication, in order to allow for a fair comparison). This result is interesting, because SPL has been shown to work well for other types of problems (though generally involving data of a sequential nature). One possible explanation for this result is that input space methods such as SPL are better suited for problems where the difficulty of training examples can be quantified (e.g., some examples involve longer sequences or are noisier than others), and less so for datasets like the ones we consider, where the difficulty is possibly given by the inter-class similarities. This is possibly why DP-L and DP-LI are also very similar in terms of performance. NBDT results in some improvements for CNN and WideResnet, but also incurs a significant loss in accuracy for Resnet-18, as also reported in the original paper. Multitask generally performs similarly to or slightly better than the baseline, suggesting that there is value in adding a loss function contribution for each level of label granularity. However, our approach results in the largest improvements, suggesting that learning these tasks sequentially in a coarse-to-fine order, is important.

4 Related Work

Most prior work in curriculum learning focuses on the notion of example difficulty, rather than task difficulty [e.g., 60, 71, 18, 21, 22, 5]. The difficulty of the examples is estimated based on problem-specific rules [e.g., sentence length in natural language processing; 42, 5] or based on the progress of the learner [e.g., the loss on each sample in SPL; 28, 21]. Using the sample difficulties, these methods then decide when a sample should be shown to the model, starting with the easy ones first. Perhaps most related to our work is the work of [49], where the logits predicted for each training example are scaled by a corresponding class weight, which is learned together with the model parameters. While this can be seen as a form of curriculum in output space, the core idea is different.

There also exist a few methods that consider curricula in task space in the context of multitask learning [e.g., 41, 17, 48]. However, multitask learning is different than our setting because: (i) the tasks are provided, rather than being automatically generated, and (ii) the goal is typically to perform well on all of the tasks and not just one of them. A line of work related to curriculum in output space and which can be viewed as a form of curriculum in task space is in the area of reinforcement learning, where agents are trained to achieve incrementally more difficult goals [e.g., 55, 15, 56, 39]. While these approaches do alter the target task, they cannot be directly translated to the supervised classification regime.

The idea of solving tasks in a coarse-to-fine order has previously been explored in computer vision and signal processing [e.g., for object detection and recognition 14, 3, 38, 45], head pose estimation [62], or more general computer vision tasks [32, 36, 47, 65, 70]. Similarly, coarse-to-fine ideas have also been used for various tasks in natural language processing [e.g., 30, 12, 68]. Our approach is different in that it is widely applicable; it does not depend on the problem space at hand, but can rather be applied as-is to any classification problem. In a different line of work, [53] proposed a probabilistic learning method using a class hierarchy. A tree-based prior over the last layer of a neural network is used to encourage classes closer in the hierarchy to have similar parameters. Moreover, [7] obtain coarse clusters of classes from the confusion matrix and introduce extra branches to a neural network architecture during training that classify the coarse classes simultaneously during training (similar to our Multitask baseline, but the branches are introduced at custom positions in the model).

Finally, some of the ideas in our paper bear some resemblance to hierarchical classification [HC; e.g., 6, 43, 44, 67]. As discussed in Section 2.3, there is a fundamental difference between our approach, which is purely a training algorithm, and the various HC methods (that also leverage the hierarchy during inference, such as NBDT [59]). For example, some HC methods propose special architectures that can make predictions at all levels of the hierarchy and combine them [e.g., 64], or use the predictions for coarse labels as inputs to a classifier for finer labels [e.g., 6]. We provide a more detailed comparison with different HC approaches in Appendix H. However, the important

2This difference is with respect to our baseline accuracy of 64.14%, but the difference would be −0.99% relative to their own baseline, which we could not reproduce. Similarly, for CIFAR-100, the difference relative to their baseline is 0.78%.

take-away is that our method is: (i) intended to be general purpose, meaning that it can be used to train any baseline model without requiring a special architecture, and (ii) does not affect the model during inference, meaning that it does not require any extra memory or computation.

5 Conclusion

We proposed a curriculum learning algorithm for classification that: (i) breaks down complex classification tasks into sequences of simpler tasks, and (ii) goes through these tasks in order of increasing difficulty, training classifiers and transferring acquired knowledge between the learned classifiers. We showed that our approach achieves significant performance gains on both synthetic and real data, using multiple neural network architectures. Finally, our approach is purely a training strategy, and does not incur any additional memory or computational costs during inference.

A note relating to ethical concerns: our approach is a training strategy that can be used to train classifiers in any application area. It does not depend on, nor did we use in our experiments, any data that may cause ethical concerns. However, due to its generality, the users of our method may apply it to any classification task of their choice, and it thus bears the same risks of being misused as any other training algorithm.

Acknowledgements

This material is based upon work supported by AFOSR FA95501710218, NSF IIS1563887, DARPA/AFRL and FA87501720130. Any opinions, findings and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Air Force Office of Scientific Research, the National Science Foundation, the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency or Air Force Research Laboratory.

References

[1] Martín Abadi, Ashish Agarwal, Paul Barham, Eugene Brevdo, Zhifeng Chen, Craig Citro, Greg S. Corrado, Andy Davis, Jeffrey Dean, Matthieu Devin, Sanjay Ghemawat, Ian Goodfellow, Andrew Harp, Geoffrey Irving, Michael Isard, Yangqing Jia, Rafal Jozefowicz, Lukasz Kaiser, Manjunath Kudlur, Josh Levenberg, Dandelion Mané, Rajat Monga, Sherry Moore, Derek Murray, Chris Olah, Mike Schuster, Jonathon Shlens, Benoit Steiner, Ilya Sutskever, Kunal Talwar, Paul Tucker, Vincent Vanhoucke, Vijay Vasudevan, Fernanda Viégas, Oriol Vinyals, Pete Warden, Martin Wattenberg, Martin Wicke, Yuan Yu, and Xiaoqiang Zheng. TensorFlow: Large-Scale Machine Learning on Heterogeneous Systems, 2015. Software available at tensorflow.org.

[2] Armen Aghajanyan, Akshat Shrivastava, Anchit Gupta, Naman Goyal, Luke Zettlemoyer, and Sonal Gupta. Better fine-tuning by reducing representational collapse. ArXiv, abs/2008.03156, 2020.

[3] Yali Amit, Donald Geman, and Xiaodong Fan. A coarse-to-fine strategy for multiclass shape detection. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 26(12):1606– 1621, 2004.

[4] Mohammadhossein Bateni, Soheil Behnezhad, Mahsa Derakhshan, MohammadTaghi Hajiaghayi, Raimondas Kiveris, Silvio Lattanzi, and Vahab Mirrokni. Affinity Clustering: Hierarchical Clustering at Scale. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 6864–6874. 2017.

[5] Yoshua Bengio, Jérôme Louradour, Ronan Collobert, and Jason Weston. Curriculum Learning.

In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 41–48. ACM, 2009.

[6] Paul N Bennett and Nam Nguyen. Refined experts: improving classification in large taxonomies. In Proceedings of the 32nd international ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Information Retrieval, pages 11–18, 2009.

[7] Alsallakh Bilal, Amin Jourabloo, Mao Ye, Xiaoming Liu, and Liu Ren. Do convolutional neural networks learn class hierarchy? IEEE transactions on visualization and computer graphics, 24(1):152–162, 2017.

[8] Lijuan Cai and Thomas Hofmann. Hierarchical document categorization with support vector machines. In Proceedings of the Thirteenth ACM International Conference on Information and Knowledge Management, pages 78–87, 2004.

[9] Ricardo Cerri, Rodrigo C Barros, and Andre CPLF de Carvalho. A genetic algorithm for hierarchical multi-label classification. In Proceedings of the 27th Annual ACM Symposium on Applied Computing, pages 250–255, 2012.

[10] Amanda Clare and Ross D King. Predicting gene function in saccharomyces cerevisiae. Bioinformatics, 19(suppl_2):ii42–ii49, 2003.

[11] Daniel Defays. An Efficient Algorithm for a Complete Link Method. The Computer Journal, 20(4):364–366, 1977.

[12] Li Dong and Mirella Lapata. Coarse-to-fine decoding for neural semantic parsing. In Proceedings of the 56th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), pages 731–742, Melbourne, Australia, July 2018. Association for Computational Linguistics.

[13] Jeffrey L Elman. Learning and Development in Neural Networks: The Importance of Starting Small. Cognition, 48(1):71–99, 1993.

[14] Francois Fleuret and Donald Geman. Coarse-to-fine face detection. International Journal of Computer Vision, 41(1-2):85–107, 2001.

[15] Carlos Florensa, David Held, Markus Wulfmeier, Michael Zhang, and Pieter Abbeel. Reverse curriculum generation for reinforcement learning. In arXiv:1707.05300, 2017.

[16] Susan Gauch, Aravind Chandramouli, and Shankar Ranganathan. Training a hierarchical classifier using inter document relationships. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 60(1):47–58, 2009.

[17] Michelle Guo, Albert Haque, De-An Huang, Serena Yeung, and Li Fei-Fei. Dynamic Task Prioritization for Multitask Learning. In Proceedings of the European Conference on Computer Vision, pages 270–287, 2018.

[18] Sheng Guo, Weilin Huang, Haozhi Zhang, Chenfan Zhuang, Dengke Dong, Matthew R Scott, and Dinglong Huang. Curriculumnet: Weakly supervised learning from large-scale web images. In Proceedings of the European Conference on Computer Vision, pages 135–150, 2018.

[19] Kaiming He, Xiangyu Zhang, Shaoqing Ren, and Jian Sun. Deep residual learning for image recognition. In Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 770–778, 2016.

[20] Nicholas Holden and Alex A Freitas. Hierarchical classification of protein function with ensembles of rules and particle swarm optimisation. Soft Computing, 13(3):259–272, 2009.

[21] Lu Jiang, Deyu Meng, Qian Zhao, Shiguang Shan, and Alexander G Hauptmann. Self-Paced Curriculum Learning. In AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2015.

[22] Lu Jiang, Zhengyuan Zhou, Thomas Leung, Li-Jia Li, and Li Fei-Fei. MentorNet: Learning Data-Driven Curriculum for Very Deep Neural Networks on Corrupted Labels. In International Conference on Machine Learning, 2018.

[23] Bo Jin, Brian Muller, Chengxiang Zhai, and Xinghua Lu. Multi-label literature classification based on the gene ontology graph. BMC Bioinformatics, 9(1):525, 2008.

[24] Leonard Kaufman and Peter J Rousseeuw. Finding Groups in Data: An Introduction to Cluster Analysis, volume 344. John Wiley & Sons, 2009.

[25] Frank C Keil. Semantic and conceptual development: An ontological perspective. Harvard University Press, 2013.

[26] Diederik P Kingma and Jimmy Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. In Proceedings of the 3rd International Conference for Learning Representations. ACM, 2015.

[27] Alex Krizhevsky, Geoffrey Hinton, et al. Learning Multiple Layers of Features from Tiny Images. Technical report, Massachusetts Institute of Technology and New York University, 2009.

[28] M Pawan Kumar, Benjamin Packer, and Daphne Koller. Self-Paced Learning for Latent Variable Models. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 1189–1197, 2010.

[29] Yann LeCun, Yoshua Bengio, and Geoffrey Hinton. Deep Learning. Nature, 521(7553):436– 444, 2015.

[30] Kenton Lee, Luheng He, and Luke Zettlemoyer. Higher-order coreference resolution with coarse-to-fine inference. In Proceedings of the 2018 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, Volume 2 (Short Papers), pages 687–692, New Orleans, Louisiana, June 2018. Association for Computational Linguistics.

[31] Fei-Fei Li, Andrej Karpathy, and Justin Johnson. Tiny imagenet visual recognition challenge, 2015.

[32] Le Lu, Meizhu Liu, Xiaojing Ye, Shipeng Yu, and Heng Huang. Coarse-to-fine classification via parametric and nonparametric models for computer-aided diagnosis. In Proceedings of the 20th ACM International Conference on Information and Knowledge Management, pages 2509–2512, 2011.

[33] Jean M Mandler. How to build a baby: Ii. conceptual primitives. Psychological Review, 99(4):587, 1992.

[34] Jean M Mandler. Perceptual and conceptual processes in infancy. Journal of Cognition and Development, 1(1):3–36, 2000.

[35] Jean M Mandler and Laraine McDonough. Concept formation in infancy. Cognitive Development, 8(3):291–318, 1993.

[36] Igor Mazić, Mirjana Bonković, and Barbara Džaja. Two-level coarse-to-fine classification algorithm for asthma wheezing recognition in children’s respiratory sounds. Biomedical Signal Processing and Control, 21:105–118, 2015.

[37] James L McClelland and Timothy T Rogers. The Parallel Distributed Processing Approach to Semantic Cognition. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 4(4):310–322, 2003.

[38] Pierre Moreels and Pietro Perona. Probabilistic coarse-to-fine object recognition. Technical report, 2005.

[39] Sanmit Narvekar, Jivko Sinapov, and Peter Stone. Autonomous task sequencing for customized curriculum design in reinforcement learning. In IJCAI, 2017.

[40] Sabina Pauen. The global-to-basic level shift in infants’ categorical thinking: First evidence from a longitudinal study. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 26(6):492–499, 2002.

[41] Anastasia Pentina, Viktoriia Sharmanska, and Christoph H Lampert. Curriculum Learning of Multiple Tasks. In Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 5492–5500, 2015.

[42] Emmanouil Antonios Platanios, Otilia Stretcu, Graham Neubig, Barnabas Poczos, and Tom M Mitchell. Competence-based Curriculum Learning for Neural Machine Translation. In Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers), 2019.

[43] Harish Ramaswamy, Ambuj Tewari, and Shivani Agarwal. Convex calibrated surrogates for hierarchical classification. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1852– 1860, 2015.

[44] Mallinali Ramírez-Corona, L Enrique Sucar, and Eduardo F Morales. Hierarchical multilabel classification based on path evaluation. International Journal of Approximate Reasoning, 68:179–193, 2016.

[45] Xutong Ren, Lingxi Xie, Chen Wei, Siyuan Qiao, Chi Su, Jiaying Liu, Qi Tian, Elliot K Fishman, and Alan L Yuille. Generalized coarse-to-fine visual recognition with progressive training. ArXiv, abs/1811.12047, 2018.

[46] Olga Russakovsky, Jia Deng, Hao Su, Jonathan Krause, Sanjeev Satheesh, Sean Ma, Zhiheng Huang, Andrej Karpathy, Aditya Khosla, Michael Bernstein, Alexander C. Berg, and Li Fei- Fei. ImageNet Large Scale Visual Recognition Challenge. International Journal of Computer Vision, 115(3):211–252, 2015.

[47] Hichem Sahbi and Nozha Boujemaa. Coarse-to-fine support vector classifiers for face detection. In Object recognition supported by user interaction for service robots, volume 3, pages 359–362. IEEE, 2002.

[48] Nikolaos Sarafianos, Theodoros Giannakopoulos, Christophoros Nikou, and Ioannis A Kakadiaris. Curriculum Learning of Visual Attribute Clusters for Multi-task Classification. Pattern Recognition, 80:94–108, 2018.

[49] Shreyas Saxena, Oncel Tuzel, and Dennis DeCoste. Data parameters: A new family of parameters for learning a differentiable curriculum. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 11093–11103, 2019.

[50] Robin Sibson. SLINK: An Optimally Efficient Algorithm for the Single-Link Cluster Method.

The Computer Journal, 16(1):30–34, 1973.

[51] Carlos N Silla and Alex A Freitas. A survey of hierarchical classification across different application domains. Data Mining and Knowledge Discovery, 22(1-2):31–72, 2011.

[52] Valentin I Spitkovsky, Hiyan Alshawi, and Daniel Jurafsky. From baby steps to leapfrog: How less is more in unsupervised dependency parsing. In Human Language Technologies: The 2010 Annual Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics, pages 751–759. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2010.

[53] Nitish Srivastava and Russ R Salakhutdinov. Discriminative transfer learning with tree-based priors. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 2094–2102, 2013.

[54] Otilia Stretcu, Emmanouil Antonios Platanios, Tom M. Mitchell, and Barnabás Póczos.

Coarse-to-Fine Curriculum Learning for Classification. In International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR) Workshop on Bridging AI and Cognitive Science (BAICS), 2020.

[55] Sainbayar Sukhbaatar, Zeming Lin, Ilya Kostrikov, Gabriel Synnaeve, Arthur Szlam, and Rob Fergus. Intrinsic motivation and automatic curricula via asymmetric self-play. In ICLR, 2018.

[56] Maxwell Svetlik, Matteo Leonetti, Jivko Sinapov, Rishi Shah, Nick Walker, and Peter Stone.

Automatic curriculum graph generation for reinforcement learning agents. In AAAI, 2017.

[57] Giorgio Valentini and Matteo Re. Weighted true path rule: a multilabel hierarchical algorithm for gene function prediction. In European Conference on Machine Learning and Principles and Practice of Knowledge Discovery in Databases: 1st International Workshop on learning from Multi-Label Data, 2009.

[58] Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob Uszkoreit, Llion Jones, Aidan N Gomez, Łukasz Kaiser, and Illia Polosukhin. Attention is All You Need. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 5998–6008, 2017.

[59] Alvin Wan, Lisa Dunlap, Daniel Ho, Jihan Yin, Scott Lee, Henry Jin, Suzanne Petryk, Sarah Adel Bargal, and Joseph E. Gonzalez. Nbdt: Neural-backed decision trees. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021.

[60] Cheng Wang, Qian Zhang, Chang Huang, Wenyu Liu, and Xinggang Wang. Mancs: A Multi- Task Attentional Network with Curriculum Sampling for Person Re-Identification. In European Conference on Computer Vision, pages 365–381, 2018.

[61] Junhui Wang, Xiaotong Shen, and Wei Pan. On large margin hierarchical classification with multiple paths. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 104(487):1213–1223, 2009.

[62] Yujia Wang, Wei Liang, Jianbing Shen, Yunde Jia, and Lap-Fai Yu. A deep coarse-to-fine network for head pose estimation from synthetic data. Pattern Recognition, 94:196–206, 2019.

[63] Elizabeth K Warrington. The selective impairment of semantic memory. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 27(4):635–657, 1975.

[64] Jonatas Wehrmann, Ricardo Cerri, and Rodrigo Barros. Hierarchical multi-label classification networks. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 5075–5084, 2018.

[65] Zuxuan Wu, Caiming Xiong, Yu-Gang Jiang, and Larry S Davis. Liteeval: A coarse-to-fine framework for resource efficient video recognition. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 7778–7787, 2019.

[66] Lin Xiao, Dengyong Zhou, and Mingrui Wu. Hierarchical classification via orthogonal transfer. In ICML, 2011.

[67] Changdong Xu and Xin Geng. Hierarchical classification based on label distribution learning.

In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 33, pages 5533– 5540, 2019.

[68] Jian Yao and Ahmad Al-Dahle. Coarse-to-fine optimization for speech enhancement. arXiv preprint arXiv:1908.08044, 2019.

[69] Sergey Zagoruyko and Nikos Komodakis. Wide residual networks. In The British Machine Vision Conference, 2016.

[70] Sebastian Zambanini and Martin Kampel. Coarse-to-fine correspondence search for classifying ancient coins. In Asian Conference on Computer Vision, pages 25–36. Springer, 2012.

[71] Tianyi Zhou and Jeff A Bilmes. Minimax Curriculum Learning: Machine Teaching with Desirable Difficulties and Scheduled Diversity. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2018.

Appendix

A Confusion Matrix vs Embedding Similarity

In Section 2.1, we considered two different measures of class similarity: one based on the confusion matrix and one based on the class embedding distance. We experimented with both and observed a few disadvantages to using the confusion matrix. This made us opt for a measure that is based on the class embedding distance. In what follows, we discuss these disadvantages. We recommend reading Section 2.1 before proceeding with this section, as some of the issues discussed here are related to the way we intend to use the class similarity measure.

First, we need to define how the confusion matrix is estimated from the data. We define the confusion matrix as C ∈ [0, 1]^{K×K} , where K is the number of classes and C_{ij} is the probability that the model predicts class j when it should have predicted class i, and ∑_K j=1 C_{ij} = 1. Given an existing model, this matrix can be approximated using the sample estimate of each probability on a validation dataset. Using C as similarity between the classes in the hierarchical clustering algorithm, we encountered the following issues:

– If the training set is imbalanced, and one class dominates in the number of training examples, it is possible that the classifier often confuses all other classes for the dominating class, instead of mistaking them for more semantically similar classes. This is because making such a mistake during training is likely to incur a lower loss. Thus, using the confusion matrix as similarity measure, the most similar class to all other classes could be the dominating class, regardless of its semantics. As a consequence, affinity clustering [4] will connect all classes to the dominating class in the first level of the hierarchy, resulting in a degenerate case with no auxiliary functions.

– The confusion matrix is not a proper distance metric, as is not symmetric and does not necessarily satisfy the triangle inequality. Although this did not necessary pose a problem for our implementation of the affinity clustering algorithm, being a proper distance metric is important for other hierarchical clustering algorithms, and could cause issues if the users of our algorithm chose to use a different clustering method. In our experiments, we made it symmetric by adding its transpose to itself (i.e. C + C^⊤ ).

– If the classifier does not confuse two classes i and j at all in the validation set, their confusion count will be 0, and they will thus be considered highly dissimilar. Using an example from CIFAR-100, the classes willow_tree, oak_tree, palm_tree and pine_tree are similar semantically and so, intuitively we would expect them to be grouped in the same cluster. However, suppose that in our validation set willow_tree and palm_tree are always confused only with each other, and the same happens for oak_tree and pine_tree. Then willow_tree and palm_tree classes will be grouped together early on, and oak_tree and pine_tree will also be grouped together early. After this grouping, the confusion between the two new clusters will be 0 and so they will only be merged at the top of the hierarchy. The class embedding similarity, being the cosine distance between two high dimensional vectors, does not suffer from the same issue.

B A Staged Coarse-to-Fine Approach

As mentioned in Section 2.2, there is also another version of our algorithm, where we can train a different classifier f_{θℓ} at each level ℓ of the hierarchy, which projects directly to the coarse classes at level ℓ . We presented this staged approach in our workshop paper [54], and we summarize it here and compare it with the continuous version of our approach.

The main difficulty in this case is that f_{θℓ+1} and f_{θℓ} make predictions for different number of classes, and thus the number of parameters in θ_{ℓ+1} does not directly match that of θ_ℓ. Let us assume that for any level ℓ, f_θ = f^H_θH

predictor ∘ f^{H−1}_{θH−1} ∘ · · · ∘ f^1_θ1 encoder

, (2)

where ∘ denotes function composition, H is the number of layers in the network, and θ = {θ^1, . . . , θ^H }. This is a simple decomposition that applies to most deep learning models that are

Algorithm 4: Coarse-To-Fine Curriculum: A Staged Approach

// This is an overview of the proposed staged curriculum algorithm.

Inputs: Number of classes K.

Training data {xi, yi}^N_{i=1}. Trainable baseline model f_θ .

1 Train f_θ on the provided training data {xi, yi}^N_{i=1}.

2 clustersPerLevel ← GenerateClassHierarchy( K, {xi, yi}^N_{i=1}, f_θ ) 3 M ← clustersPerLevel.length

// Train the model at each level of the hierarchy.

4 originalLabels ← [1,...,K] 5 for l ← 0, . . . , M - 1 do 6 clusters ← clustersPerLevel[l + 1] 7 newLabels ← TransformLabels( {yi}^N_{i=1}, clusters) 8 if l = 0 then 9 θencoder l+1 ← random().

10 else 11 θencoder l+1 ← θencoder l 12 θpredictor l+1 ← random().

13 Train f_{θl+1} using newLabels as the target labels.

Output: f_θ[M] .

used in practice. Intuitively, the encoder converts its input to a latent representation (i.e., embedding), that is then processed by the predictor to produce a probability distribution over classes. Let us further denote the parameters of the predictor by θpred and those of the encoder by θenc (we have that θ = θpred ∪ θenc). We suggest decomposing f_θ such that most of the model parameters are part of the encoder. In our experiments, the predictor is simply the output layer of a neural network, whose output dimensionality changes at every hierarchy level, depending on the number of clusters in that level. When training f_{θℓ+1} , we initialize its encoder parameters as θenc_{ℓ+1} = θenc_ℓ , and its predictor parameters θpred_{ℓ+1} randomly. Thus, knowledge transfer in this case happens through the initialization of the encoder parameters, which often include most of the model parameters. The main intuition behind this decision is that lower level processing (e.g., converting pixels to edges and potentially to abstract semantic features) is a step that is necessary for most levels of granularity. However, the predictor parameters are specific to the each task (i.e., the predictor decides how the higher-level features are assembled together to solve each task). θ_1 is initialized randomly in our experiments. Putting the pieces together, first we generate a class hierarchy as described in Algorithm 2, and then we train a classifier at each level of the hierarchy, transferring knowledge via the model parameters as described above. These steps are detailed in Algorithm 4. We refer to this approach as the staged variant of our curriculum learning algorithm, and we refer to the approach discussed in the main paper as the continuous variant.

The two proposed training algorithms, staged and continuous, come with advantages and disadvantages. Here we discuss the trade-offs in terms of hyperparameters and computational complexity.

Hyperparameters. An advantage of the staged approach is that it introduces no extra hyperparameters that we need to tune. The number of levels in the hierarchy is automatically determined by the output of the hierarchical clustering algorithm and we train until convergence for each level. The continuous approach introduces a hyperparameter, which is total number of epochs to be spent on the curriculum, T , and which is then split equally among the levels of the hierarchy.

Computational Complexity. Let C be the computational complexity required to train the baseline model to convergence. Since affinity clustering guarantees that our class hierarchy will have at most log K levels, where K is the original number of classes, the computational complexity of the staged approach will be at most C log K. However, in practice we observed that the cost is significantly less for two reasons: (i) training the coarse-grained classifiers converges much faster than the finegrained baseline, and (ii) after f_{θ1} , all other levels are already pre-trained by being initialized with the parameters from the previous level, and thus require very few training iterations. Evidence of this behavior can be seen in Figure 7. As discussed in Section 2.3, our continuous curriculum has

Table 4: Results on real datasets using the CNN architecture, showing the accuracy mean and standard error for the baseline model, computed over 5 runs, as well as the accuracy gain achieved by the two versions of our coarse-to-fine curriculum (staged and continuous), computed per run and then averaged. Note that here we do not use any image augmentation techniques or specialized learning rate schedules.

Dataset #Class #Samples

Accuracy Accuracy Gain

Baseline Coarse-to-Fine-Staged Coarse-to-Fine- Continuous

CIFAR-10 10 50,000 70.92 ± 0.37 0.92 ± 0.32 0.69 ± 0.32 CIFAR-10 10 20,000 64.66 ± 0.53 1.86 ± 0.23 1.28 ± 0.60 CIFAR-10 10 10,000 59.52 ± 0.35 1.01 ± 0.13 1.24 ± 0.46 CIFAR-10 10 5,000 53.64 ± 0.19 2.22 ± 0.42 1.57 ± 0.39 CIFAR-100 Coarse 20 50,000 49.63 ± 0.35 0.91 ± 0.37 1.22 ± 0.38 CIFAR-100 Coarse 20 20,000 42.04 ± 0.29 1.03 ± 0.22 1.84 ± 0.51 CIFAR-100 Coarse 20 10,000 36.61 ± 0.19 1.38 ± 0.53 1.77 ± 0.56 CIFAR-100 Coarse 20 5,000 31.80 ± 0.28 1.17 ± 0.46 1.38 ± 0.22 CIFAR-100 100 50,000 35.87 ± 0.23 3.99 ± 0.24 3.31 ± 0.59 CIFAR-100 100 20,000 27.83 ± 0.34 4.40 ± 0.32 2.27 ± 0.37 CIFAR-100 100 10,000 21.96 ± 0.49 2.70 ± 0.22 2.67 ± 0.68 CIFAR-100 100 5,000 17.20 ± 0.20 2.35 ± 0.29 1.92 ± 0.24 Tiny-ImageNet 200 100,000 21.94 ± 0.19 3.79 ± 0.34 2.73 ± 0.49 Tiny-ImageNet 200 50,000 16.33 ± 0.32 3.64 ± 0.47 3.06 ± 0.33 Tiny-ImageNet 200 20,000 10.16 ± 0.22 2.94 ± 0.36 2.02 ± 0.34 Tiny-ImageNet 200 10,000 7.38 ± 0.11 2.01 ± 0.32 1.14 ± 0.19

Figure 7: Accuracy per epoch for the baseline and our algorithm, on the CIFAR-100 dataset.

roughly the same computational complexity as the baseline. Using our heuristic for setting the number of epochs T , the continuous curriculum typically requires about as many training iterations as the baseline model.

Experiments using Staged Coarse-to-Fine Curriculum. We show results for the staged curriculum, on similar settings to the experiments reported in the main paper, using the CNN model. Note that, for all these experiments, we do not use any image augmentation techniques or specialized learning rate schedules, since we wanted to understand the effect of our methods without extra help from such techniques. The results are reported in Table 4 and Figures 7 and 8. Table 4 shows that the staged approach also provides a significant boost over the baseline method, occasionally even better than the continuous approach (albeit at a larger computational cost). Figure 7 shows the training curve of the staged curriculum at each level of the hierarchy, as well as a comparison with the baseline and the continuous method shown in Figure 6. Importantly, even for CIFAR-100 where we have 100 labels, the hierarchy only contains two auxiliary levels with 6 and 27 clusters, respectively. This means that the staged approach can achieve accuracy improvements in the order of 3-4% with at most 3 times the computational cost. In practice, the actual cost is much less than that, because each hierarchy level now needs much fewer iterations to converge than the baseline, as shown in Figure 7. This figure also confirms our intuition that the auxiliary tasks obtained with our approach are indeed sorted in order of difficulty, in the sense that the accuracy of the model at solving levels 3, 2, and 1 is monotonically increasing. Additionally, we directly notice the benefits of pre-training by looking the accuracy of the staged models after one epoch.

Figure 8: Accuracy mean and standard error for the baseline and the curriculum model, averaged over 5 runs, on Shapes.

C Experimental Details

Architecture Details. The Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) used in our experiments consists of these layers:

1. Convolution: 2D convolution using a 3×3 filter with 32 channels, followed by ReLU activation.

2. Pooling: Max pooling using a 2 × 2 window.

3. Convolution: 2D convolution using a 3×3 filter with 64 channels, followed by ReLU activation.

4. Pooling: Max pooling using a 2 × 2 window.

5. Convolution: 2D convolution using a 3×3 filter with 64 channels, followed by ReLU activation.

6. Projection: Fully connected layer performing a linear projection to the output space dimensionality (i.e., number of classes), returning logits.

The WideResnet-28-10 and Resnet18 architectures were implemented after the code released by [59], and are similar to the original publications [69, 19].

Training. We implemented our method using the TensorFlow framework [1]. All models were trained by minimizing the softmax cross-entropy loss function.

All the CNN experiments used the Adam optimizer [26] with a learning rate of 0.001 and a batch size of 512 samples. We also employed early stopping by terminating training when validation accuracy did not improve within the last 50 epochs (we made sure that this number is large enough by visually inspecting the validation curve). We also made sure that the baseline is allowed to perform at least as many epochs as the curriculum. We report test accuracy statistics for the iteration that corresponds to the best validation set performance. The validation dataset is obtained by setting aside 20% of the training examples, chosen uniformly at random.

For the Resnet and WideResnet experiments we replicated the setting of [59], available at https://github.com/alvinwan/neural-backed-decision-trees, in order to be able to directly compare with their results. Concretely, we used a Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) optimizer with momentum 0.9, batch size 128, and weight decay value of 5e-4, and trained the models for 200 epochs. The learning rate schedule starts with a learning rate of 0.1 and is divided by 10 twice:^3_7 and^5_7 of the way through training. Because of this step-wise learning rate, our heuristic for choosing the curriculum length (when the baseline has reached 90% of its peak accuracy) no longer applies, so in this case the curriculum length was chosen based on validation set performance among the choices {5, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50}. First we randomly split the training set in a 90% train and 10% validation and trained the models with each of these curriculum lengths. We then chose the best performing curriculum length on the validation set, and retrained on the full training set using this length. Importantly, in all our experiments we only allowed both the baseline and the corresponding curriculum models to train for exactly the same number of epochs.

To match the implementation of [59], for the large models we used the same data augmentation techniques they did, while for the CNN experiments we opted out of data augmentation to see just how much the curriculum impacts this simple model.

Finally, all our experiments were performed using a single Nvidia Titan X GPU.

D Class Similarity Metrics

In Section 3.1 we discuss different ways to obtain a label hierarchy, by changing the class distance measure provided as input the the agglomerative clustering algorithm. By using either ConfusionDist or EmbeddingDist as distances between classes we obtain a hierarchy similar to Figure 9, where the most similar classes (e.g. gray circle and gray ellipse) are separated in the very last level of the hierarchy (i.e. later on during training, according to our coarse-to-fine curriculum). On the contrary, reverting these distances, and using Confusion or EmbeddingSim as inputs to the clustering algorithm, leads to a hierarchy as shown in Figure 10, where the most similar classes are separated at the first level of the hierarchy.

Figure 9: Hierarchy generated using EmbeddingDist as class distance measure. The hierarchy is created bottom-up, starting by first connecting the shapes that have the lowest embedding distance (i.e. those that are most similar) at the bottom of the hierarchy.

Figure 10: Hierarchy generated using EmbeddingSim as class distance measure. The hierarchy is created bottom-up, starting by first connecting the shapes that have the lowest embedding similarity (i.e. those that are most dissimilar) at the bottom of the hierarchy.

E Dataset information

Table 5 shows some statistics for all datasets used in our experiments. The data and specific train/test splits for CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, and CIFAR-100 Coarse were obtained from the tensorflow_datasets package^3 from Tensorflow. For Tiny-ImageNet, we used the provided train/validation/test splits as [31].

Table 5: Statistics for the multi-class classification datasets used in our experiments.

Dataset # classes # train # test

Shapes 30 40,000 10,000 CIFAR-10 10 50,000 10,000 CIFAR-100 Coarse 20 50,000 10,000 CIFAR-100 100 50,000 10,000 Tiny-ImageNet 200 100,000 10,000

F Generated label hierarchy for CIFAR-100

• Level 1:

Cluster 1 : apple, pear, sweet_pepper, orange, aquarium_fish, sunflower, rose, orchid, tulip, poppy, crab, lobster Cluster 2 : baby, woman, girl, hamster, boy, man, fox, lion, snail, camel Cluster 3 : flatfish, ray, shark, turtle, dolphin, whale, bear, chimpanzee, skunk, cattle, dinosaur, elephant, seal, otter Cluster 4 : crocodile, lizard, shrew, beaver, porcupine, mushroom, kangaroo, tiger, leopard, trout, possum, wolf, mouse, raccoon, squirrel, rabbit Cluster 5 : lamp, cup, worm, chair, bed, table, keyboard, couch, snake, bicycle, motorcycle, can, telephone, television, bottle, wardrobe, bowl, plate, clock Cluster 6 : caterpillar, bee, butterfly, cockroach, spider, beetle Cluster 7 : willow_tree, forest, oak_tree, palm_tree, pine_tree, maple_tree, skyscraper, rocket, tractor, train, tank, castle, bridge, house, streetcar, pickup_truck, bus, lawn_mower, mountain, cloud, road, sea, plain

• Level 2:

Cluster 1 : apple, pear, sweet_pepper, orange Cluster 2 : aquarium_fish, sunflower, rose, orchid, tulip, poppy Cluster 3 : bowl, plate, clock Cluster 4 : castle, bridge, house Cluster 5 : streetcar, pickup_truck, bus, lawn_mower Cluster 6 : fox, lion, snail, camel Cluster 7 : skunk, cattle, dinosaur, elephant Cluster 8 : mountain, cloud, road, sea, plain Cluster 9 : crab, lobster Cluster 10 : crocodile, lizard Cluster 11 : lamp, cup Cluster 12 : flatfish, ray, shark, turtle, dolphin, whale Cluster 13 : baby, woman, girl, hamster, boy, man Cluster 14 : willow_tree, forest, oak_tree, palm_tree, pine_tree, maple_tree Cluster 15 : mushroom, kangaroo, tiger, leopard, trout Cluster 16 : possum, wolf, mouse, raccoon Cluster 17 : seal, otter Cluster 18 : squirrel, rabbit Cluster 19 : skyscraper, rocket Cluster 20 : tractor, train, tank Cluster 21 : bear, chimpanzee Cluster 22 : shrew, beaver, porcupine Cluster 23 : worm, chair, bed, table, keyboard, couch, snake Cluster 24 : caterpillar, bee, butterfly Cluster 25 : cockroach, spider, beetle Cluster 26 : bicycle, motorcycle Cluster 27 : can, telephone, television, bottle, wardrobe • Level 3: Each class has its own cluster.

3https://www.tensorflow.org/datasets/catalog/

Figure 11: Accuracy of our coarse-to-fine curriculum strategy with different curriculum lengths on CIFAR- 100.

G Hyperparameter Sensitivity

We evaluate the sensitivity of our curriculum approach to the length of the curriculum. In Figure 11, we show the accuracy of the CNN on the CIFAR-100 dataset, using various curriculum lengths. For a fixed curriculum length (in number of epochs), we divide it equally among the hierarchy levels. Once the final hierarchy level is reached, we train until the validation accuracy has not improved for the last 50 epochs. As can be seen in Figure 11, this threshold is enough for both the baseline model and the curriculum models to reach their best point. The results suggest that there is an optimal middle curriculum length: too few epochs and the coarse hierarchy levels do not have enough time to train and provide good initial points for the next level; too many epochs and the auxiliary hierarchy levels start overfitting, and their performance starts dropping before we move on to the next level. However, our curriculum method is robust overall, because despite the large range of curriculum lengths we used across all experiment runs, the performance of the curriculum trained model consistently outperformed or at least matched the baseline model performance.

H Other Related Work

In the main paper, we discussed how our approach may be related to hierarchical classification methods. Therefore, we expand here on the main directions in hierarchical classification and compare these with our method. A popular survey on hierarchical classification by [51] organizes the hierarchical classification literature in three main types of approaches:

– flat classification approaches, which ignore the class hierarchy and consider only the finegrained leaf-node classes. This is equivalent to any standard classification problem.

– local classification approaches, which typically go top-down through the label hierarchy and train multiple classifiers along the way that take into account only local information [e.g., 6, 43, 44]. These approaches use various ways of incorporating local information, such as having a classifier per node [23, 57], per parent node [16], or per hierarchy level [10]. Knowledge can be passed down through the hierarchy in various ways, for example using the predictions of the parent node as input to the current classifier [20, 6]. A more recent approach [67] is based on the idea that two labels with a common ancestor in the class hierarchy are correlated, and explicitly models this correlation in the label distribution. Approaches in this category are typically computationally more expensive, and tend to be sensitive to error propagation along the hierarchy levels.

– global classification approaches, which train a single classification function that takes into account the entire class hierarchy at once [8, 9, 61, 66]. For example, [8] do so by designing a generalization of Support Vector Machines (SVM) using discriminant functions that decompose into contributions from different levels of the hierarchy. [66] train a hierarchical SVM which consists of a classifier at each node, but information about the whole hierarchy is encoded in a regularization term that encourages the normal vector of the classifying hyperplane at each node to be orthogonal to those of its ancestors. The more recent work of [64] proposes a new neural network architecture for class hierarchies, which can make predictions at different levels of the hierarchy and is trained by combining multiple losses: a local loss, a global loss, and a loss that penalizes predictions that violate the hierarchy. This approach is not merely a training mechanism for training arbitrary models, but is tied together to the proposed architecture.

Our approach is similar to local node classification approaches in that we also train a classifier at each level. It is also in some sense similar to global classification approaches, because at the end of training, the model at the final level of the hierarchy is able to preserve knowledge about the rest of the hierarchy through the parameters that have been propagated through the levels. However, to the best of our knowledge, none of these hierarchical classification approaches pass information across levels only through the model parameters. Typically this information is encoded directly in the model itself, which often means that the hierarchy is also used during inference, not just during training.