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Abstract—This paper develops alternative hyperparameters for
specifying sparse Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs). These
hyperparameters allow for varying sparsity within the trainable
weight matrices of the model while improving overall perfor-
mance. This architecture enables the definition of a novel metric,
hidden proportion, which seeks to balance the distribution of
unknowns within the model and provides significant explanatory
power of model performance. Together, the use of the varied
sparsity RNN architecture combined with the hidden proportion
metric generates significant performance gains while improving
performance expectations on an a priori basis. This combined
approach provides a path forward towards generalized meta-
learning applications and model optimization based on intrinsic
characteristics of the data set, including input and output
dimensions.

Index Terms—RNN, recurrent neural networks, sparsity,
sparse, meta-learning

I. INTRODUCTION

Selection and specification of neural networks remains an
actively studied arena [1]—[3]. Practitioners traditionally follow
a pathway of first selecting a model architecture suited to
the general characteristics of the data set. Afterwards, model
hyperparameters are often optimized through a process in-
volving repeated training runs and cross-validation [4]. The
search for optimal hyperparameters is often costly as the total
potential combinations grow exponentially with the number
of hyperparameters and model effectiveness can often only be
judged after training. This paper addresses these challenges
by developing novel hyperparameters and a method of bal-
ancing the distribution of trainable unknowns on an a priori
basis. The resulting generalized architecture improves model
performance across diverse tasks [5], [6].

Recurrent neural networks (RNNs) [7], [8] were first de-
veloped as an approach to sequential machine learning tasks.
Recent research has brought a new focus to RNNs configured
with sparse trainable weight matrices. Sparsely configured
networks have demonstrated stable performance versus tra-
ditional dense networks while also benefiting from param-
eter efficiency in terms of scale [9]-[11]. Existing research
on sparse RNNs has focused on achieving sparsity through
pruning methods [12]-[14] or utilizing adaptive connectivity
[15].

Research was performed using computational resources supported by the
Academic and Research Computing group at Worcester Polytechnic Institute.
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Fig. 1. The RNNs in red were specified using hyperparameter tuning while the
RNNs in orange were specified a priori by balancing the number of unknowns.
Both the RNNs in red and orange allow the sparsity of the unknowns to vary
within regions of their weight matrices, outperforming the 100% dense RNNs
(dark green), uniformly 20% sparse RNNs (light green) and LSTMs (purple).
Models have ~100k trainable weights on Random Anomaly Detection (RAD)
for 25 epochs.

More recently, research has shown clear benefits to stability
and performance by instantiating sparse RNNs using uniform
sparsity throughout the weight matrices [5], [6]. This paper
illustrates the limitations of that method while also finding
significant performance gains by taking a novel approach
allowing sparsity to vary within regions of the weight matrices.

Contrary to common perceptions, sparsely configured RNNs
have been demonstrated to be a generalized class of networks
[16], capable of representing a wide range of other archi-
tectures, including MLPs, on sequential and non-sequential
data. It is important to highlight that the interpretation of
sparse RNNs as a generalized network architecture is a math-
ematically provable construct [16] with novel implications,
including that MLPs may be viewed mathematically as a strict
subset of sparse RNNs. By developing this concept using
novel hyperparameters which are more predictive of model
performance, inroads are developed towards meta-learning
across diverse problem sets. Specifically, the first step of model
selection based on the data set may instead be deferred to a
generalized class of networks with a universal set of shared
hyperparameters. The second step of costly model tuning may
be abbreviated or eliminated, with algorithms better positioned
to predict optimal specifications based on task characteristics.
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This paper explores and develops alternative hyperparam-
eters for sparse RNNs. These hyperparameters vary sparsity
within the trainable weight matrices to influence the allocation
of weights based on the input and output dimensions of
a task. Model performance is studied using thousands of
training runs across a series of reinforcement learning (RL)
and anomaly detection tasks. The result introduces a novel
metric, hidden proportion. The hidden proportion metric
reflects the influence of sparsity within weight matrices,
seeking to balance the arrangement of unknowns within
the model while improving explanatory power (Fig. 6),
performance predictions (Fig. 10) and overall performance
(Fig. 1).

This paper makes the following novel contributions:

o Varied sparsity RNNs using effective hyperparameters
improve model specification and performance.

o Input and output dimensions of the task combine with
the hidden proportion metric to significantly improve
understanding of performance.

o The hidden proportion metric improves a priori estima-
tion of optimal hyperparameters.

« This paper creates a pathway for a generalized approach
to meta-learning across diverse tasks.

II. SPARSE BLOCK RNNS

This paper follows the notation outlined in [16] and ex-
tended in [17]. We reproduce some of the derivations from
[17] to make the current text stand alone. The basic notational
conventions are provided for reference in Table I.

Notation Description
T Scalar
X Column vector
[x] Number of dimensions in x
Matrix
TABLE T

NOTATION FOR SCALARS, VECTORS, AND MATRICES.

When defining a typical RNN, related vector values exist for
each step ¢ in a given data sequence. Notably, the input x; €
R is used to generate the hidden state h; € RIPl which
serves as the input for the model prediction y; € R¥! In
practice, a series of n input sequences may be processed in
batches forming a matrix X, € RI*!*” resulting in a traditional
RNN defined as

Hii=0Why Xig1 + Wi - Hi+b)
Yii1 =Wyn-Hepr (D

where the trainable weight tensors of an RNN are defined
as, W, , € R¥YIXIRIyy7, e RIBIXIXI Dy, e RIBIXIBL and
blb!,

To begin constructing a block function equivalent, a block
non-linear function is first defined in Eqn. (2), where f; ;
is free to be any function and the composition operator o

now combines standard functional composition with the dot-
product as

{fo,o f0,1:| o {A] _ {fo,o(A) + fo1(B) @)
fio fi1 B| | fio(A)+ f1(B)]|”

In the specific case where the underlying functions are
linear, Eqn. (2) simply results in a standard block matrix dot-
product. Focusing on the affine case, we define f; ;(A4) =
Wi - A+ b; ;. The block non-linear functions are then
combined as

_ fh,m fh,h fh,y:|
F|:fya$ fy,h fy7y ) 3)

By first concatenating, X;,1, H;, and Y; into a single input
matrix Z;4; then defining ¥ as

X1
Zoi = | H, and z:[g ﬂ @)
Y,

the batch RNN in Eqn. (1) can be written as a generalized
block RNN from Eqn. (7) in [17] as shown below

H

|:Ytt_:11:| =YoFolZ

_ [U(f}z,x(Xt+1) + frn(He) + fry(Y2))
fy,:r(Xt+1) + fy,h(Ht) + fy,l/(yt)

Finally, we define the weight space as the set of all trainable
weight tensors W; ; from the affine functions, which underlie
the block function F' in Eqn. (3). RNNs with varied sparsity
are constructed by specifying each W; ; individually as a
sparse matrix with differing degrees of sparsity. It follows by
example that a block sparse RNN containing an arrangement
of 20% sparsity blocks and fully dense blocks (100% sparsity)
can be specified as

(&)

Xiy1
Yo f100 f20 f1o00 H, ©)
f20 f100 f20 Y,

where foy indicates the weight matrix within the function
contains approximately 20% randomly distributed trainable
weights ! with the remainder initialized as 0 entries having no
gradient. The figp entries have dense underlying weight ma-
trices containing 100% randomly initialized trainable weights.
Notably, each fy; or figg represents a distinct instance
of each function with its own unique parameter matrix.

III. DATA SETS

Experiments on sequential data sets were conducted on
an anomaly detection task and several offline reinforcement
learning tasks using PyTorch [18] Lightning [19] with results
tracking in Weights and Biases [20]. Python implementations
of the code that produced the results in this paper can
be found at https://github.com/gbhershey/iterativenn. Results

IThe bias term is always dense and trainable.



were contrasted between these tasks leading to novel in-
sights into sparse RNN performance. Ultimately, these insights
demonstrate the substantial explanatory power of the hidden
proportion metric in determining model behavior. The data
sets underlying these experiments are outlined in Table II and
in further detail below.

TABLE 11
SEQUENTIAL TRAINING TASKS

Total Series Input Output
Task Series | Length | Dimension | Dimension | Reward
AH* 5000 200 46 26 Dense
RAD® | 30000 9 2500 10 n/a
@ Adroit Hammer Expert (AH)

¢ Random Anomaly Detection (RAD)

A. Offline Reinforcement Learning

Experiments involving offline reinforcement learning data
sets and environments were conducted using the Gymnasium
[21] and Gymnasium Robotics [22] repositories. These data
sets and environments are publicly available and maintained,
allowing for benchmarking and reproducible outcomes. Rein-
forcement Learning (RL) [23] tasks feature an agent network
taking actions within an environment based on the preceding
observed state or states with the goal of maximizing the re-
ward. Within offline reinforcement learning tasks, the network
is provided the observations with corresponding actions and
rewards from an expert agent from which it attempts to learn.
The loss function in offline reinforcement learning seeks to
minimize deviation versus the expert agent’s behavior. Offline
RL experiments used the Minari [24] data sets maintained by
the Farama Foundation. The original environments remain ac-
cessible through the repository, so final testing was conducted
using rewards achieved by the trained agent in the actual
environment. The high-level characteristics of two primary
data sets are shown in Table II.

The Adroit Hammer Expert (AH) data set is based on the
Adroit Hammer [25] task which involves a simulated robotic
hand grabbing a hammer and driving randomly placed nails
into a horizontal board within a given episode. Of the 5,000
episodes, 4,500 were used for training while 500 were used
for validation. Points are scored based on the degree of task
completion while a time penalty is applied to encourage speed
and efficiency. The Adroit Hammer task is the easiest of
the supervised RL tasks given more training episodes, dense
reward structure and overall simplicity.

B. Sequential Random Anomaly Detection

Experiments were also conducted using the Random
Anomaly Detection (RAD) data set [5]. The inclusion of the
anomaly detection data set in addition to reinforcement learn-
ing allows examination of network behavior across two highly
dissimilar tasks. Each task presents very different requirements
for data retention or “memory” within the networks, as well
as very different input and output dimensions and differing
ultimate objectives.

The Random Anomaly Detection task was created from
the MNIST [26] (Modified National Institute of Standards
and Technology) database. MNIST is a common choice for
machine learning exercises, with the content of each image
being a hand written single digit integer and ground truth
label. In the Random Anomaly Detection task [5], [6], each
sequence contains one image unlike the others based on
grouped image transformations. The task requires the network
to predict the indexed location of the anomaly after processing
each sequence. Each series is created by randomly selecting
a collection of n = 9 different hand-written images of the
same numerical digit. For n — 1 of those images, the same
randomly selected combination of image transformations is
applied, while the remaining image at a random location in the
sequence will be the anomaly and have a different randomly
selected combination of transformations applied. A key feature
of this data set is the disparity between the input dimension of
2,500 and the output dimension of 10 (when n=9). The input
and output dimensions influence the geometry of the weight
matrices, impacting performance and becoming a key focus of
discussion in the sequel.

IV. BALANCING NETWORK ARCHITECTURES

The performance of the sparse block RNNs was tested on
the RL tasks [17] using mixed configurations of 20% sparse
and dense blocks within the weight space. The best model
performance was achieved with

N O Rl -
fioo  fioo  f2o Y,

Experiments were then conducted using the Random
Anomaly Detection (RAD) task with models limited to ap-
proximately 100,000 trainable weights. The objective of this
exercise was to examine whether the optimal sparsity arrange-
ment from Eqn. (7) would prove to be universal or task
specific. In contrast to the Adroit Hammer task, deploying
this configuration on the RAD task resulted in stark model
underperformance in Fig. 2. In the case of RAD, the uni-
formly 100% dense and uniformly 20% sparse networks both
performed well. However, the specific varied sparsity configu-
ration from the Adroit Hammer task in Eqn. (7) which mixed
sparse blocks with dense blocks dramatically underperformed
networks composed of either entirely sparse or dense weights.
Surprisingly, reversing the optimal configuration from Eqn. (7)
as

Xtt1
So f2o  fioo  fioo i ®
f2o  foo  fioo Y,

resulted in a varied sparsity RNN that outperformed all
other configurations on RAD. Adding to this, the varied
sparsity network arrangement that performed best on RAD
was the worst performing on the Adroit Hammer task and
vice versa. As a reminder, these two configurations are inverse
arrangements of one another.
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Fig. 2. Varied sparsity models trained on Random Anomaly Detection (RAD)
and benchmarked using validation accuracy versus training steps. Results are
shown for varied sparsity RNNs initially configured for the Adroit Hammer
task (blue) from Eqn. (7) but trained on RAD and for networks reconfigured
for RAD (maroon) from Eqn. (8). By comparison, results are shown for 100%
dense RNNs (dark green), uniformly 20% sparse RNNs (light green) and
LSTMs (purple).

The characteristics driving this task specific behavior appear
to be driven by the disproportionate relationship between the
2,500 dimensions of the input and the 10 dimensions of
the output on RAD. This disparity skews the geometry of
the weight space, influencing the proportional allocation of
parameters between those which act on the input versus the
hidden state. In other words, one of the primary effects of
sparsity is to alter the dimensions or “aspect ratio” of the
overall weight space dimensions. Importantly, the dimensions
of weight matrices relating to the input and output are fixed,
only allowing the size of a block to expand linearly along the
hidden state dimension. The lone exception is the |h| x |h]
central block of the weight space which expands exponentially,
receiving the prior hidden state as input and outputting data
to the next hidden state.

Consider the example of a network specified for RAD with
approximately 100,000 trainable parameters. As discussed in
Sec. II and shown again in Eqn. (9), the input matrix Z;,
contains the input matrix X;;; of fixed dimension |x| x n
concatenated with the hidden state matrix H; of dimension
|h| x n where |h| is a specified characteristic of the model,
concatenated with the output matrix Y; of fixed dimension
ly| x n. Of these dimensions, only |h| is permitted to vary
freely, aside from n, which does not influence the dimensions
of the weight space. In scenarios where fully dense networks
are specified at a given number of parameters, then |h| also
becomes fixed as well.

However, when the network functions become sparse
arrangements, the dimension of |h| now varies based on
network specification. It is clear by looking at both Eqn.
(9) and Eqn. (11) that the |h| x |h| central block of the top
row of the weight space expands in two dimensions, while
the other functions are fixed in one or both dimensions
and thus expand linearly or not at all. Moreover, through
the use of sparsity as a hyperparameter, the proportion
of parameters allocated between the H; and X, inputs
can be allocated in a parameter efficient manner, leading

to improved network stability.

Xt € R|x‘><n
Hy € Ripn 9)
Y, € R\y\xn

Zt+1 =

Trainable parameters (Pr) per affine block function can be
calculated where S(fsparsity) 18 the sparsity of a function as

PT(fsparsity) = |0UtPUt| S |input\ X S(fsparsity) (10)

In a fully dense configuration, the network sparsity functions
are shown on the left in Eqn. (11) with dimensions determined
by the maximum network size, shown in the center in Eqn.
(11). The trainable parameters are calculated per block on the
right of Eqn. (11) using the pointwise multiplication Hadamard
Product ® with Eqn. (10) as Pp(RNN) =

lyl x |yl

S(floo)}
S(fr00)] "

lyl x x| [y[ x |h
[S(fwo) S(f100)
S(fi00) S(fi00)

[Ihl X [x[ b > [h| - |hfx yq

(1)

Using the specific case of a fully dense RNN on the Ran-
dom Anomaly task, with maximum trainable parameters of
100,000, the arrangement of unknowns is illustrated in Fig. 3
as
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Fig. 3. The number of unknowns per block for a dense RNN with ~ 100k
unknowns on the Random Anomaly Detection task. The number of unknowns
per block can be calculated from Fig. 3a using Eqn. (11) with the resulting
arrangement of unknowns illustrated in Fig. 3b.

Now, continuing with a 100,000 parameter network on the
Random Anomaly task, we explore the parameter allocation
of the varied sparsity network from Eqn. (8) which had
worked best on the problem with the arrangement of unknowns
illustrated in Fig. 4.
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Fig. 4. The number of unknowns per block for the best performing varied
sparsity RNN arranged as in from Eqn. (8) with ~ 100k unknowns on the
Random Anomaly Detection task. The number of unknowns per block can
be calculated from Fig. 4a using Eqn. (11) with the resulting arrangement of
unknowns illustrated in Fig. 4b.

Here it is clear that the proportion of weights that receive
Xiy1 as input has decreased, allowing more weights to be
allocated to receiving the prior hidden state as input. The
resulting network becomes more balanced. Lastly, we show
the result for the worst performing network configuration Eqn.
(7) with the arrangement of unknowns illustrated in Fig. 5.
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Fig. 5. The number of unknowns per block for the worst performing varied
sparsity RNN arranged as in from Eqn. (7) with ~ 100k unknowns on the
Random Anomaly Detection task. The number of unknowns per block can
be calculated from Fig. 5a using Eqn. (11) with the resulting arrangement of
unknowns illustrated in Fig. 5b.

When considering the weight space the most important
indicator of network performance was the proportion or
percentage of parameters in the block row calculating
H;,1, which receive H; as input. We call this the hidden
proportion. Taking the output from Fig. 4b, the proportion of
parameters informing H,;,1, which also receive H; as input
can be calculated as the hidden proportion with

20,893/(72,272 + 20,893 + 1,445) = 0.22 or 22%. (12)

The explanatory value of the hidden proportion metric is
shown in Fig. 6 which examines networks with ~ 100k
trainable parameters. The chart is color coded with the tight
grouping of the best networks in blue having hidden pro-
portion metric of 20-24%. The middle grouping of dispersed
performance networks colored yellow had a hidden proportion
metric of 2-8% and the worst performing networks in red had a
hidden proportion metric of 0% (reflecting rounding). In other
words, trainable weights were allocated in a very imbalanced
manner as the 2,500 input features versus 10 output features
distorted the geometry of the weight space. The result in
this extreme case was effectively no allocation of parameters
towards memory retention. This weakness was shared by
a comparably specified Long-Short Term Memory (LSTM)
network [8], [27]. The rigidity of the LSTM architecture in
a weight constrained environment used nearly all the weights
for the input and gating mechanisms, leaving effectively 0%
to memory retention. Importantly, the more evenly balanced a
varied sparsity RNN was along the hidden proportion metric,
the better it performed on the task in each case.
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Fig. 6. Color coding reflects the value range of Hidden Proportion, a
single explanatory hyperparameter influenced by model sparsity. Each line
reflects a sparse RNN configuration training on the Random Anomaly task.
Validation accuracy (y-axis) is presented by epoch (x-axis).

Models were specified by varied sparsity hyperparameters
using a simple calculation which evenly balanced the number
of unknowns within the model using the hidden proportion
metric. This approach to model design requires only the
input and output dimensions of the data set and uses
no validation testing. Using this method to “balance” the
unknowns within a varied sparsity RNN with input of 2,500
features and output of 10 features resulted in a 47% hidden
proportion using an 8% sparse block as

Xit1
o Jos fio0  fio0 ol H, (13)
fioo  fioo  fioo Y,

The results for 100,000 parameter networks on RAD are
shown in Fig. 1, the network with balanced unknowns is
in orange. Interestingly, this network outperforms all dense,
uniformly sparse and LSTM configurations of similar size by
a significant margin. The network with balanced unknowns
also converged more rapidly than the varied sparsity network



which had been tuned through extensive cross validation and
testing. Validation accuracy declined slightly in later epochs
as the model overfit and training continued, which would have
been prevented with early stopping. Ultimately, networks
that have the distribution of unknowns balanced according
to the hidden proportion metric outperformed all other
configurations on both tasks (RL results to be published in
[17]) while bypassing the need for costly hyperparameter
tuning. As such, varied sparsity RNNs with concise hyper-
parameters demonstrate improved performance on an a priori
basis. The topic of predicting model performance based on
task characteristics is further explored in the next section.

V. PARENT AND CHILD NETWORKS

There are several clear benefits that arise from viewing
MLPs and RNNs as arising within a single generalized ar-
chitecture as detailed in [16]. Doing so allows for techniques,
hyparameters and methodologies to be shared across a much
wider array of problem sets, tasks and data types. Additionally,
establishing a single predictive set of hyperparameters enables
better a priori specification of optimal model architecture.

A. Adroit hammer

Considering the potential for improved hyperparameterizx-
ation of generalized networks, we explore whether machine
learning algorithms can accurately predict model performance
on a given task given just the hyperparameters of that network.
A data set was constructed using 2,083 separate training
runs on the Adroit Hammer task. Each run consisted of 25
training epochs using randomly varied hyperparameters and
with number of trainable weights left to vary. The network
hyperparameters serve as the independent variable while the
validation loss serves as the dependent variable, forming a
data set relating hyperparameters to network performance.
From there, simple machine learning algorithms were used
to explore the data set characteristics.

The data set consists of 20 input dimensions comprised
of the core hyperparameters which define a varied sparsity
block RNN and one additional feature. The weight space was
notationally divided among six regions based upon the input
and output for the parameter blocks as shown in Fig. 7a. The
first nineteen of the input dimensions included the six means,
six variances and six sparsities for each of these regions in
addition to the model learning rate. The final feature was the
hidden proportion metric. The data set target was comprised
of the 25 validation losses captured at each epoch, with the
minimum used for performance plots.

The hidden proportion and average model sparsity are in-
dicative of model performance as shown in Table III. The hid-
den proportion metric represents the proportion of unknowns
receiving the prior hidden state as input before informing the
next hidden state. The minimum validation loss in the data set
(summarized by mean) declines before reaching a bottom as
the hidden proportion approaches 0.5 and the networks become
“balanced”. The same is true as the overall networks become
more sparse and fewer networks fail to converge. These two
characteristics are interrelated, the relationship follows from

the effect wherein average model sparsity is heavily influenced
by the sparsity of the largest block. Increasing sparsity in
the largest block tends to shift the allocation of weights
into surrounding blocks, ultimately balancing the number of
unknowns, which is reflected in the hidden proportion metric.
As Fig. 7a illustrates, the central block is disproportionately
large owing to the small fixed input and output dimensions.
As the central block and overall model become more sparse,
the hidden proportion becomes more balanced in Table III and
performance improves with reduced negative outliers.

Metric <.2 2—-—4| 4—-6| 6—-.8 | >=.

Hidden Proportion | 0.071 0.069 0.068 uc uc

Model Sparsity 0.068 uc uc uc uc
TABLE 1T

MINIMUM VALIDATION LOSS (SUMMARIZED BY MEAN) FOR 2,083
MODELS WITH VARIED UNKNOWNS ON THE ADROIT HAMMER TASK.
UC: UNSTABLE CONVERGENCE, LOSS NOT MEANINGFUL.

The central block often dominates the geometry of the
weight space owing to the fixed proportion of the input and
output dimensions. This relationship is shown again in Fig. 7
where Fig. 7a illustrates a proportionally drawn weight space
for the Adroit Hammer task partitioned into six block functions
based on input and output. The blue portion of the block
matrix in Fig. 7a is isolated in Fig. 7b, plotting the effect of
sparsity in that block versus minimum validation loss for the
Adroit Hammer task. As the block becomes more sparse (with
sparsity approaching 0.0), the incidence of models failing to
converge also decreases. Within the shaded block, sparsity
below 30% is associated with much more stable training and
lower minimum validation losses with high explanatory power.
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Fig. 7. An illustration in Fig. 7a of proportionally drawn weight space for the
Adroit Hammer task partitioned into six block functions based on input and
output. The blue portion of the block matrix in Fig. 7a is isolated in Fig. 7b,
plotting the effect of sparsity in that block versus minimum validation loss for
the Adroit Hammer task. As the block becomes more sparse (with sparsity
approaching 0.0), the incidence of models failing to converge decreases. Each
data point represents one trained network with varied unknowns.

B. Random anomaly

A similar analysis was then conducted on the Random
Anomaly task. A data set was once again formed using
randomly generated hyperparameters to train models over 25
epochs. For this data set, 3,254 networks were trained with
each restricted to approximately 50,000 total parameters. The



resulting data set contained the same nineteen hyperparameters
including the six means, variances and sparsities used for
initial model parameterization and the model learning rate.
The inclusion of the hidden proportion metric resulted in 20
total independent features and a target vector of 25 validation
losses captured at each epoch through training.

As with the Adroit Hammer data set, the related charac-
teristics of hidden proportion and model sparsity prove to be
primary determinants of model performance, shown in Table
IV and Fig. 8. Examining these characteristics reveals that in
the Random Anomaly problem more sparsity also improves
performance. However, the arrangement of the sparsity within
the weight space proves vital and carries an inverse impact
on the hidden proportion metric. As the model becomes
more sparse (with sparsity approaching 0.0), the proportion of
weights in the central block increases in Fig. 8. This relates
to the large input dimension of the data set which skews the
geometry of the weight space. The block which receives X;
as input and outputs to the hidden state is the largest in the
model owing to the large input dimension of the data set. As
a result, the sparsity of this block heavily influences overall
model sparsity. As this disproportionately large block becomes
more sparse, hidden proportion becomes more balanced as
unknowns are allocated to receive H; as input and overall
model performance improves.

Metric <.2 2—-4| 4-6| 6-.8| >=.8

Hidden Proportion | 1.791 1.351 1.352 1.373 1.431

Model Sparsity 1.381 1.511 1.810 2.026 2.091
TABLET

MINIMUM VALIDATION LOSS (SUMMARIZED BY MEAN) FOR 3,254
MODELS WITH ~ 50k UNKNOWNS ON THE RANDOM ANOMALY TASK.
DATA VISUALIZED IN FIG. 8
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Fig. 8. Performance of models with ~ 50k unknowns on the Random

Anomaly task with the hidden proportion metric (left) and average model
sparsity (right) versus minimum validation loss. As the proportion of un-
knowns (left) which receive the prior hidden state as input increases away
from 0.0, the frequency of networks with high validation loss (which fail to
converge) decreases. Similarly, on the right, as the overall model becomes
more sparse (with sparsity approaching 0.0), results improve with fewer
networks failing to converge. Visualization of data from Table IV.

As demonstrated in Fig. 9 the geometry of the weight space
in Fig. 9a is skewed such that the largest block is to the
left of the central weight space block. The result is that as

model sparsity increases, the central block grows fastest and a
higher proportion of the total parameters are shifted to the
central block, causing performance to rise as the network
becomes more balanced. Just as before, a more balanced
parameter allocation leads to stronger network performance
and improved stability. Because the left block that is shaded
blue is the largest, this influence of sparsity can most clearly
be seen in that block’s plot in the right portion of Fig. 9b.
As the block becomes more sparse (with sparsity approaching
0.0), the incidence of models failing to converge decreases.
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Fig. 9. An illustration in Fig. 9a of proportionally drawn weight space for the
Random Anomaly task partitioned into six block functions based on input and
output. The blue portion of the block matrix in Fig. 9a is isolated in Fig. 9b,
plotting the effect of sparsity in that block versus minimum validation loss for
the Random Anomaly task. As the block becomes more sparse (with sparsity
approaching 0.0), the incidence of models failing to converge decreases. Each
data point represents one trained network with ~50k trainable weights.

Combining these generalized networks with improved ex-
planatory power from improved hyperparameterization lays
the groundwork to explore networks capable of specifying
optimal architectures on an a priori basis. In this scenario, a
parent network may examine high-level data and then inform
child model hyperparameter selection using predicted loss
curves. Such a parent and child architecture would allow for
improved meta-learning across tasks. As a first step towards
exploring this concept on the Random Anomaly task, a neural
network and random forest classifier were each trained on the
normalized hyperparameter data set and the minimum valida-
tion loss through training of each network. The result is shown
in Fig. 10. Here, a random forest classifier featuring 1,000
estimators and a max depth of 10 is able to accurately predict
the performance of each network based on its hyperparameters
against the validation set. The effectiveness of the random
forest classifier illustrates the predictive power of these metrics
in estimating model performance.

VI. CONCLUSION

Sparse RNNs create a generalized framework for analyzing
neural network performance across diverse problems. This
paper unveils a new set of hyperparameters suited for defin-
ing sparse RNNs with varying levels of sparsity within the
weight space. The resulting networks demonstrate clear gains
in parameter efficiency, stability and ultimately performance
across a variety of tasks. Adopting this novel approach im-
proves model specification and improves understanding of
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Fig. 10. A random forest predicts minimum validation loss using
the Hidden Proportion metric and model hyperparameters on an a
priori basis. This single metric reflects model structure and offers significant
predictive power of model performance. Each data point represents a trained
network.

model performance through the use of the hidden proportion
metric. By improving understanding of model performance
on sparse RNN architectures, the ability to specify optimal
hyperparameters on an a priori basis lends itself to meta-
learning applications.

Further research efforts are focused on extending these
findings directly into meta-learning applications across diverse
problem sets. The logical next steps in this research involve
developing a generalized approach to model specification
tested on unseen tasks.
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