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Abstract
When humans solve complex problems, they rarely come up with a decision rightaway. Instead, they start with an intuitive decision, reflect upon it, spot mistakes,
resolve contradictions and jump between different hypotheses. Thus, they create a
sequence of ideas and follow a train of thought that ultimately reaches a conclusive
decision. Contrary to this, today’s neural classification models are mostly trained
to map an input to one single and fixed output. In this paper, we investigate how
we can give models the opportunity of a second, third and k-th thought. We take
inspiration from Hegel’s dialectics and propose a method that turns an existing
classifier’s class prediction (such as the image class forest) into a sequence of
predictions (such as forest → tree → mushroom). Concretely, we propose a
correction module that is trained to estimate the model’s correctness as well as an
iterative prediction update based on the prediction’s gradient. Our approach results
in a dynamic system over class probability distributions — the thought flow. We
evaluate our method on diverse datasets and tasks from computer vision and natural
language processing. We observe surprisingly complex but intuitive behavior and
demonstrate that our method (i) can correct misclassifications, (ii) strengthens
model performance, (iii) is robust to high levels of adversarial attacks, (iv) can
increase accuracy up to 4% in a label-distribution-shift setting and (iv) provides
a tool for model interpretability that uncovers model knowledge which otherwise
remains invisible in a single distribution prediction.
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Introduction

One direction of machine learning, a subfield of artificial intelligence, is the development of models
that reflect human thinking [2]. However, the aspect of forming decisions is still fundamentally
different in humans and machine learning models: Classification models, on the one hand, are defined
to map a specific input x to an output label ŷ [3]. This mapping x → ŷ might involve various
modulations and abstractions of x in a latent space, e.g., hidden layers of a neural network, but
typically does not allow variations or trajectories of ŷ. We argue that humans, on the other hand,
rarely come to a decision right-away but rather follow a complex thought process which involves
reflecting on initial decisions, comparing different hypotheses, resolving contradictions, etc.
While humans’ trains of thought are extensively studied in cognitive sciences and philosophy, such
theories are rarely explored in machine learning. An example of a philosophical model is Hegel’s
dialectics [27] from which we take inspiration in this paper. In particular, we present a method that
turns the probability distribution for the output classes into a sequence of inter-dependent probability
distributions — we call it the thought flow. To be more specific, we formalize the three moments
Preprint. Under review.

Figure 1: Architecture overview. After encoding the input, the initial class prediction is obtained with
the label module (upper part, orange). The prediction as well as the encoding are then passed to the
correction module (lower part, blue), which assesses whether the class prediction is correct.
of Hegel’s dialectics in terms of forward and backward passes in a novel, yet simple correction
module, that can be used on top of an existing classifier and is trained to judge whether the predicted
class distribution corresponds to a correct prediction. This architecture yields a dynamic system
over probability distributions that starts with the original classifier’s class prediction and iteratively
updates the probability distribution into a direction of higher self-estimated correctness using the
gradient of the correctness probability with respect to the class distribution.
We demonstrate our method’s ability to correct misclassifications and find improvements in classification accuracy across various tasks and datasets from computer vision (CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100
[23]) and natural language processing (MNLI [35] and SST-5 [34]). Further, we assess our approach’s
sensitivity to adversarial attacks and find that its correction performance is improved under strong Fast
Gradient Sign Attacks [15]. Additionally, we evaluate our method in a simulated label-distributionshift setting and observe mean accuracy improvements over 2% and single-model improvements over
4% accuracy. Besides effects on model performance, we observe surprisingly complex dynamics in a
qualitative analysis. Finally, we discuss our method as a tool for model interpretability and elaborate
on the additional information it provides over single-prediction classifiers.
To sum up, our contributions are (i) a formalization of self-reflection and self-correction inspired from
Hegel’s dialectics, (ii) a novel correction module and a corresponding update scheme to generate
a thought flow, (iii) extensive experiments that demonstrate its positive effects on classification
performance as well as its robustness to adversarial attacks and label-distribution shifts, (iv) an
exploration of patterns of the thought flow’s dynamics and its utility as a tool for model interpretability.
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Background

In this section, we discuss preliminaries and notations and present a background on Hegel’s dialectics.
2.1

Preliminaries and notation

Throughout the paper, we denote x as the input vector to a neural network, φ(x) ∈ Rd (with d being
a hyperparameter) as an intermediate feature representation (e.g., the penultimate or antepenultimate
layer activations of a multi-layer classification model), and ŷ as the output class probabilities. In
general, those probabilities are obtained by mapping the input encoding φ(x) to label logits ẑ ∈ Rc ,
with c being the number of classes, and applying a softmax function: ŷ := softmax(ẑ). We refer
to the network part that takes the input x and computes the feature representation φ(x) as encoder
and the network part that obtains the class probabilities as label module. We denote the mapping
function of the label module as flabel : Rd → Rc . In our experiments, we compose the label module
of two blocks, each consisting of a scaled exponential linear unit activation (SELU) [21] followed by
a fully-connected layer (FC) as shown in the orange block in Figure 1.
2.2

Hegel’s dialectics

In order to design a method that generates sequences of consecutive, interdependent predictions, we
take inspiration from philosophy, concretely from Hegel’s dialectics which describes how views or
definitions of concepts evolve in a process of contradictions. Besides its philosophical relevance,
2

(a) First label and correctness predic- (b) Gradient calculation w.r.t. the (c) Update logits and correctness
tion (→ moment of understanding). label logits (→ dialectical moment). score (→speculative moment).

Figure 2: Depiction of the steps of the prediction update scheme and their relation to the three moment
of Hegel’s Dialectics. We detail the procedure and its relation Hegel’s dialectics in Section 3.

Hegel’s dialectics has been related to various fields before, such as cognitive sciences (e.g., [31]),
neuroscience (e.g., [5]) or optimization (e.g., [18]).
Three moments of dialectics In his dialectical method, Hegel distinguishes three moments: the
moment of understanding, the dialectical moment and the speculative moment.1 The moment of
understanding refers to the initial, “seemingly stable” view or definition. In the second moment,
this supposed stability is lost due to the definition’s one-sidedness or restrictedness and the initial
determination sublates itself into its own negation. The speculative moment unifies the first two
determinations by negating the contradiction [27]. In the following, we present our proposed
formalization of these three moments with respect to classification models.

3

Thought flow networks

In this section, we propose a formalization of Hegel’s dialectics (Section 3.1) and present our model
contributions. Our general architecture is depicted in Figure 1. To model the thought flow, we propose
a correction module which we describe in Section 3.2. It is a lightweight model extension for existing
classifiers that consist of an encoder and label module. Section 3.3 describes how it is trained. For
inference, we propose a dedicated prediction update scheme that we detail in Section 3.4.
3.1

Formalization of Hegel’s dialectics

Given the rather abstract description of the three moments (see Section 2.2), we now translate them
into a mathematical setting that can be applied to (neural) classification models. In particular, we
embed Hegel’s dialectics in a framework of calculating an initial thought vector and iteratively
updating it based on the gradient of a correction module that assesses the thought’s correctness.
Thought We model a thought with ẑ, the logits of a specific label distribution. While other
operationalizations are possible (e.g., activations within the encoder), we argue that the label logits
and its corresponding probabilities have the advantage of being complex enough to reflect nuanced
differences in model predictions, yet simple enough to allow for a direct interpretation. Next, we
define the three moments of Hegel’s dialectics as transformations related to ẑ.
Moment of understanding The first moment relates to an initial, seemingly stable view. We model
this with the initial value of ẑ, obtained by the forward-pass of the classification model from its input
x to the class probability logits (see Figure 2a).
Dialectical moment In the second moment, the stability breaks down due to the view’s onesidedness or restrictedness. To model this, we first introduce a dedicated module, which we refer to
as correction module. Its task is to (differentiably) quantify the quality of ẑ with a correctness score
(see Section 3.2). Finally, we formalize the dialectical moment with the gradient of the correctness
score with respect to ẑ. Thus, we ask “How does the thought ẑ have to change in order to be more
correct?” This gradient represents the view’s instability (see Figure 2b): As it creates a tension away
from the current ẑ towards a new one, it destroys its stability and thus negates the initial view.
1

These moments are often compared to the thesis-antithesis-synthesis triad, which was popularized by
Heinrich Moritz Chalybäus, but cannot necessarily be equated to it as argued by, e.g., Mueller in [29].
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Speculative moment The third moment unites the initial view with the negation from the dialectical
moment. We formalize this by modifying ẑ with a step into the gradient’s direction (see Figure 2c).
The updated ẑ again constitutes the subsequent first moment.
3.2

Correction module

The correction module (lower blue part in Figure 1) takes the label probabilities ŷ of the label module
as well as the dropped-out input encoding, i.e., [softmax(ẑ); dropout(φ(x))] ∈ Rc+d , and maps it
to a correctness score s ∈ [0, 1] that estimates the probability that the label logits correspond to a
correct prediction of the label module.2 We denote the corresponding mapping from the module’s
input to the correctness score as fcorr : Rc+d → [0, 1]. We use the additional dropout layer for the
encoded input φ(x) to (i) prevent the model from over-relying on the encoding input during training
and (ii) enable Monte Carlo Dropout sampling of gradients, which we discuss in detail below.
3.3

Training

Given an encoder and label module (trained in a standard way to predict the correct label using
cross-entropy loss), we freeze these two components and add the correction module to the model.
We then iterate over the task-specific training set and train the correction module to predict whether
the label module’s prediction is correct. For this, we determine whether the model’s prediction (i.e.,
argmaxl (ŷ)l ) corresponds to the ground-truth class label or not and train the correction module to
predict the value of this binary random variable using a cross-entropy loss.
3.4

Inference

At inference time, we encode a new input and predict (i) a probability distribution over the class labels
using the label module flabel and (ii) an estimated probability s that the predicted class label is correct
using the correction module fcorr . Following our formalization from Section 3.1, we then change our
interpretation of the class label logits ẑ from a fixed variable, fully determined by flabel (φ(x)), to a
tunable parameter. We further interpret its current value, which has been assigned in the forward pass,
to be the initial value ẑ(0) of a dynamic system. Instead of directly using this initial thought as the
model’s prediction — as would be done in a standard classification model — we next transition from
one model thought to the next one using the gradient of the estimated correctness score.
Update rule Given a thought ẑ(i) from update step i ≥ 0, we aim at modifying it such that the
correction module assigns an increased probability to it for being correct. Thus, we calculate the
gradient of the estimated correctness score s with respect to ẑ(i) , i.e., ∇ẑ(i) s. Next, we take a step
into the direction of higher self-estimated correctness, i.e. we add a multiple of ∇ẑ(i) s to ẑ(i) . The
step width is determined such that a predefined probability mass is expected to move. To achieve this,
we first take a probing step of length 1, then calculate the distance as the L1 norm between the initial
distribution and the probe distribution and finally choose the step width α ∈ R+ such that it scales
the distance to δ which is a hyperparameter. The full gradient step thus reads
"
#
δ
(1)
ẑ(i+1) := ẑ(i) +
·∇ẑT(i) s
||softmax(ẑ(i) ) − softmax(ẑ(i) + ∇ẑT(i) s)||1 + 
|
{z
}
=:α

with a constant  ∈ R+ for numerical stability. Note that the same updates could also be applied
directly to the probabilities ŷ instead of the logits. However, optimizing in energy space has the
advantage that we do not need to constrain the optimization as in probability space.
Monte Carlo dropout stabilization The gradient ∇ẑ(i) s is deterministic. In a model variant, we
also explore the impact on the thought flow when we sample gradients instead. For this, we use
the dropped-out encoding as described in Section 3.2 and sample five gradients for every step using
Monte Carlo Dropout sampling (MCDrop) [14].
2

We also experimented with predicting the label module’s true class probability instead of correctness
probability, similar to the authors of [8], but did not achieve improvements over our setting.
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Stopping Criteria Finally, we discuss stopping criteria for the gradient updates, i.e., the thoughtflow process. In initial experiments, we found that it is possible that the model changes a correct
thought to an erroneous prediction at some point. (This can be related to the concept of “overthinking” [20].) To avoid this, we apply a combination of two stopping criteria. First, we limit the
number of correction updates to a pre-defined number of steps tsteps . This criterion is independent
from the particular example and applies to all thought flows equally. Second, we consider the
Jensen-Shannon (JS) distance DJS of the corrected prediction to the initial model prediction and
define a maximum distance tJS . This criterion is instance-specific as each thought flow results in
different JS distances. Combining the two criteria, we stop gradient updates whenever the expression
(i > tsteps ) ∨ (DJS (ŷ(0) ||ŷ(i) ) > tJS ) is fulfilled where i is the update step counter, ŷ(0) is the initial
probability distribution and ŷ(i) is the probability distribution after the i-th update.
Overall, the thought flow update rule and the stopping criteria together yield Algorithm 1.
Algorithm 1: Thought flow initialization and update iteration
Input: x: Model
input
nstop
Output: ŷ(k) k=0 : Sequence of predictions (i.e. the thought flow)
tsteps
tsteps
Initialize empty tuples ẑ(k) k=0 and ŷ(k) k=0
ẑ(0) ← flabel (φ(x)) // get and store the initial label logits
ŷ(0) ← softmax(ẑ(0) ) // get and store the initial label distribution
prediction
nstop ← tsteps // initialize the stop step tracker the the maximum
for i ← 1 to tsteps do
s ← fcorr ([y(i−1) ; φ(x)]) // calculate the correctness estimate
δ
α ← ||softmax(ẑ(i−1) )−softmax(ẑ
// scale step width
(i−1) +∇T
s)||1 +
ẑ(i−1)

ẑ(i) ← ẑ(i−1) + α · ∇ẑT(i−1) s // update the label logits
ŷ(i) ← softmax(ẑ(i) ) // update the corresponding probabilities
if DJS (ŷ(i−1) ||ŷ(i) ) > tJS then
nstop ← i // track when the loop stopped
break // stop if the distance to the start distribution prediction
exceeds the threshold
end
nstop
return ŷ(k) k=0

4

Experiments

In this section, we assess the performance of our approach on vision and natural language tasks and investigate its ability to correct model errors, defy adversarial attacks and handle label-distribution shift.
Additionally, we explore the patterns of flow dynamics and its implications for model interpretability.
4.1

Datasets and base models

Datasets We perform experiments on five datasets: CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 [23], MNLI [35] and
SST-5 [34]. We choose these datasets to cover different domains (vision and text), tasks (image
classification, natural language inference and sentiment analysis), class numbers (3 to 100) and
training set sizes (8.5k to 393k instances). For all data sets, we report performances on the original
test sets. For MNLI, for which no test set is publicly available, we train and validate models on the
matched development set and report performances on the mismatched development set. For datasets
without a dedicated validation set, we hold out a small fraction of instances from the training sets.
Specifics of all datasets and splits are provided in the appendix.
Base models Our method can be used as an extension for any neural classification model, including
established classification architectures, such as multi-layer perceptrons (MLP), or state-of-the-art
models like VGG nets [33] or transformer architectures like BERT [9] and Vision Transformers
[11]. The only requirement is that the model yields a feature vector and logits corresponding to a
5

Table 1: Accuracy and standard deviation over five runs per data set. Our method increases accuracy
on all datasets. While our single gradient variant outperforms our MCDrop variant on the vision
datasets, MCDrop yields equal or better performance gains as single gradient on the text datasets.
CIFAR-10
CIFAR-100
MNLI
SST-5
base model

98.652 ± 0.074

92.522 ± 0.070

89.833 ± 0.179

57.973 ± 1.127

single gradient
MCDrop

98.654 ± 0.074
98.652 ± 0.074

92.540 ± 0.064
92.532 ± 0.059

89.839 ± 0.185
89.839 ± 0.185

58.156 ± 0.925
58.179 ± 0.968

caterpillar

bridge

0.35

snake

0.30

forest

worm

0.25

road

init 1 4 7 10 13 16 19
steps

0.35
0.30
init 1 4 7 10 13 16 19
steps

(a) The thought flow corrects the wrong initial pre- (b) The wrong (but plausible) label forest is corrected
diction worm to the correct prediction snake with 8 to bridge. Notably, the probability of road increases
correction steps.
with the probability of bridge.

Figure 3: Exemplary thought flows on CIFAR-100 instances. The black rectangle shows the initial
class probabilities from the base model (step 0), i.e., the unmodified prediction, from a bird’s eye
perspective. The corresponding predicted label is marked in italics. On the right side of the black
rectangle, the thought flow is depicted. The white lines mark the maximum probability across classes
for each step. The ground truth label is marked with a gray box . For clarity, we only show classes
that obtain a probability of at least 1% throughout the thought flow.

probability distribution. We choose to base our analysis on transformer models which are currently
state of the art for a variety of tasks. For image classification, we use a Vision Transformer model
[11], for text classification, we use RoBERTa [26]. To obtain realistic base models, we fine-tune the
pretrained models on each of the five datasets using standard hyperparameters. We provide details
in the appendix. Unless statet otherwise, we fix the gradient scaling parameter δ to 0.001, i.e., a
projected probability change of 0.1%, for all reported accuracies.
4.2

Experimental results

For each model, we train 5 seeds and report mean accuracies and standard deviations in Table 1.
The first row shows the results of the base models, the second and third rows provide the results of
our model with correction module for our two variants (i) using a single gradient per step and (ii)
averaging five gradients using MCDrop. The tuning of the stopping thresholds is discussed in the
appendix. The results show that our method improves mean accuracies on all datasets up to 1.09%
for one of the SST-5 models. Although the accuracy improvements are subtle, they serve as an initial
demonstration of the potential of our approach and indicate promising results for more complex
correction module architectures.
4.3

Analysis of correction module

In this section we further analyze how our method reaches the accuracy improvements shown in
Table 1 and show that it improves robustness to adversarial attacks and label-distribution shifts.
4.3.1

Error correction capability

We observe successful corrections across datasets. Figure 3 shows two examples from CIFAR-100. In
Figure 3a, the wrong prediction worm is corrected to snake after 8 gradient steps. Similarly, Figure 3b
shows a correction from forest to bridge. While the probability mass is redistributed over the course
of the thought flow, the class road gains probability as well which can be interpreted as a sensible
change of mind as the central object could be a road on a bridge as well.
6

(a) Accuracy decreases with increasing .

(b) Accuracy improvements depending on .

Figure 4: Effects of an adversarial FGSM attack on the accuracy of the model’s initial predictions
(Figure 4a) and our method’s accuracy improvements (Figure 4b). x-axes using symlog scales.

Table 2: Effects on a simulated label-distribution-shift.
δ

Initial Acc.

Flow Acc. (ours)

Improvement

0.001
0.01

53.66 ± 0.89

54.25 ± 0.96
55.72 ± 0.84

0.59 ± 0.21
2.06 ± 1.63

Figure 5: Shifted distributions.
4.3.2

Robustness to adversarial attacks

We investigate how our models are affected by a Fast Gradient Sign Attack (FGSM) [15], which
adds noise in the direction of increased loss to the model input. We consider a single CIFAR-100
model and monitor the effect of our method on different levels  of noise.3 Figure 4a shows that the
accuracy of the model’s initial predictions decreases with increasing attack levels. Figure 4b shows
the effect of self-correction in dependence of the attack level. We find that low levels of  (10−3
and 10−2 ) lead to small negative correction effects. In contrast, we observe that a strong adversarial
attack ( ∈ {0.1, 1}) that breaks down base model accuracy to 27.3% and 0.9%, does not affect our
method’s improvements and even increases accuracy gains. We hypothesize that the small attack
levels cause the model to start corrections that over-correct right predictions. Similarly, the increasing
number of wrong predictions that are caused by high levels of  allow the model to apply a strong
correction.
4.3.3

Robustness to label-distribution shifts

A common real-world machine learning challenge is to deploy a model into a setting that differs
from the training setting. One particular type of difference is label-distribution shift for which the
distribution of classes changes.4 We simulate such scenario by skewing (i) the SST-5 training data
distribution towards negative sentiment and (ii) the validation and test data distribution towards
positive sentiment, see Figure 5. We train the base model with the label correction module on the
skewed training data and subsequently train the correction module on the validation set. We evaluate
two levels of gradient scaling and tune the stopping thresholds on the validation set (see appendix for
details). Table 2 shows that gradient scaling with δ = 0.001 yields a mean improvement of 0.59%
and gradient scaling with δ = 0.01 yields a mean improvement of 2.06%. On a single-model level,
we observe improvements up to 4.16%.
4.4

Qualitative analysis of thought flow patterns

Besides improvements in model accuracy, we also investigate the dynamics of the generated thought
flows. While Figure 3 shows thought flows that gradually transition from one class to another and
then converge to that class, we observe diverse flow patterns which we display in Figure 6. Figure 6a
shows an example for which our method does not change the (correct) label prediction but increases
3
To investigate the impact of corrections over a larger number of steps, we do not use the distance-based
stopping threshold for those experiments.
4
For a label-distribution shift, the relation between input and class labels stays the same (as opposed to
concept drift) and the input domain stays the same (as opposed to domain transfer).
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Figure 6: Exemplary thought flows from different models on CIFAR demonstrating the diverse range
of correction dynamics. A detailed description of the plots is provided in Figure 3.
the model’s confidence in its prediction. In Figure 6b, the thought flow does not change the predicted
label but decreases the model’s confidence. Thus, the flows in Figures 6a and 6b can be interpreted
as a form of neural network calibration [16]. Figure 6d shows a smooth transition from one class to
a gradual back-and-forth between two classes. In Figure 6e one can see a transition from the class
tulip to the class sweet pepper via the class poppy. In Figure 6f, the thought flow quickly changes
from plain to cloud. While the predicted class remains cloud, the probability of plain decreases
continuously until the flow changes its prediction to sea which we interpret as overthinking [20].
Figures 6c and 6g to 6i show different periodic behaviors including the transition from a cycle to a
fixed class in Figure 6g, smooth cycles in Figure 6c and longer sawthooth-like cycles in Figure 6i.
Importantly, Figures 6g and 6j are examples for flows that explore an alternative class prediction
but “return” to the initial class prediction and thus show that our method can be used to explore
alternatives without necessarily neglecting a correct prediction.
4.5

Discussion

Finally, we discuss the advantages of thought flows over predicting only a single class, including their
utility as a tool for model interpretability, as well as their limitations and future directions.
4.5.1

Thought flow vs. class distribution

The thought flow has three key advantages over a single class distribution: First, the set of alternative
predictions in a single distribution (e.g., the top-3 classes) has no relating structure between prediction
candidates. In contrast, our method induces an order between candidates by traversing them one
8

after the other. Further, our method can jump back and forth between classes as shown in Figures 6c,
6d and 6g to 6j. Second, our method naturally limits the set of alternatives by, e.g., not altering
the original label prediction at all as shown in Figures 6a and 6b. In contrast, there is no inherent
interpretation behind top-k, top-p or other label subsets selected from a single probability distribution.
Third, we consider our method to provide an intuitive calibration of model confidence. For example,
while the initial probability distribution in Figure 6c signals a strong confidence in predicting airplane,
the flow jumping between airplane and ship conveys that the model regards both classes as plausible.
We hypothesize that these benefits will also reflect in improved user interactions. For example, we
expect the thought flows to empower human judgement of model correctness.
4.5.2

Limitations and future work

While our experiments provide first evidence of our approach’s effectiveness, we expect that variations
of our method will further improve its utility. For example, alternative optimization approaches,
such as second-order or particle-swarm optimization [12] are promising substitutes of the first-order
gradient ascent we are using. While we discussed anticipated benefits of the thought flow for model
interpretability, a user study will have to assess to which extent they translate into real-world utility
and investigate its differences to label-distributions with respect to human perception.

5

Related work

Cognitive modeling and systems The fields of cognitive modeling and cognitive systems provide
numerous models of human thinking [32, 6, 25, 24]. While work in these fields often orients
towards accurate descriptions of human cognition, our method does neither aim to provide a plausible
description of cognitive nor neurological processes but, instead, aims to apply a philosophical concept
to machine learning in order to improve classification performance and interpretability.
Confidence estimation and model corrections Estimating a model’s confidence and the correctness of its predictions is addressed with various methods, including the training of secondary models
for predicting the main model’s uncertainty [4, 10]. Among those, ConfidNet is particularly related to
our approach as it predicts the true-class probability of the main model [8]. In contrast, our correction
module receives the class probabilities of the main model as an input and predicts a correctness score.
In difference to methods aiming at estimating accurate confidence scores, we predict such scores only
as an auxiliary task in order to generate a gradient that allows us to update the model prediction.
Regarding model correction, the arguably most established approach to learn corrections of model
predictions is gradient boosting [13] including its popular variant XGBoost [7]. In contrast to those
works, we do not use an ensemble of weak learners but propose a lightweight correction module that
is applicable on top of any existing classification model. Another difference is that, in our method,
the correction module receives the main model’s predictions and is able to directly adapt them.
Sequences of predictions The idea of iteratively predicting and correcting has been explored for
a long time. Early work includes Mori et al. who present a non-neural iterative correction method
tailored to estimate elevation maps from aerial stereo imagery in [28]. Katupitiya et al. propose
to iterate two neural networks to address the problem of predicting inputs of a mechanical process
given the outputs of the process in [19]. While their method is specifically designed for the task of
input prediction, our work presents a general-purpose classification model that iterates class label
predictions. Besides those task-specific methods, there are models and inference methods that make
use of an iterative prediction process by design, such as Hopfield networks [17] and their modern
variants [1, 30], or Loopy Belief Propagation, Markov Chain Monte Carlo or Gibbs sampling [3, 22].
While these techniques can be linked to our work conceptually, they all require to train a new model.
In contrast, our approach can be applied to an existing neural model as well.

6

Conclusion

In this paper, we explore how we can turn a classifier’s single label prediction into an evolving
sequence of predictions — the thought flow. In particular, we formalize Hegel’s dialectics in
terms of a neural correction module and a gradient-based update rule that sequentially updates the
9

predicted label distribution in the direction of an increasing self-estimate of correctness. We conduct
experiments on vision and text datasets and find that our method can successfully correct erroneous
label predictions and improves accuracy across tasks. Further, we demonstrate our approach’s
resilience to strong adversarial attacks and its substantial benefits to address label-distribution shift.
Finally, we explore the dynamics of the thought flow and discover surprising and diverse flow patterns
which demonstrate our method’s promising application as a tool for model interpretability.
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Appendix
In the following, we discuss datasets, hyperparameters and infrastructure in Appendix A, describe
our approach of tuning the prediction update stoppig thresholds tstep and tJS in Appendix B and show
additional examples of thought flows in Appendix C.

A

Datasets and training details

We provide details on the datasets and the splits we use in Table 3 and list hyperparameters in Table 4.
We performed all computations on single Tesla-V100 GPUs. All experiments ran on a carbon-neutral
GPU cluster.
Table 3: Details of the used dataset splits.
task
# classes
# train
# val
# test

CIFAR-10

CIFAR-100

MNLI

SST-5

image classification
10
48k
2k
10k

image classification
100
48k
2k
10k

natural language inference
3
393k (matched)
10k (matched)
10k (mismatched)

sentiment classification
5
8544
1101
2210

Table 4: Training details for our models.
Vision Transformer
RoBERTa
model variant
learning rate
batch size
accumulation
optimizer
epochs

ViT-L-32
3e-2
171
3
SGD
10

12

RoBERTa-large
1e-5
16
1
AdamW
30 (SST-5) / 5 (MNLI)

B

Tuning the prediction update thresholds

For each model,
p we jointly tune the two thresholds tsteps and tJS on a 100 × 100 grid over (tsteps , tJS ) ∈
[0, 100] × [0, ln(2)] using the validation sets.
We find that different data sets and seeds produce qualitatively different grids. Figure 7 shows
examples for cases in which (a) the area of strongest improvement is reached with a high number
of steps independent of the JS distance but diminishes with too many steps (Figure 7a), (b) the
performance depends on the number of steps as well as the JS distance (Figure 7b), (c) the performance
abruptly increases at a specific number of steps (Figure 7c) and (d) a medium number of steps leads
to a performance increase that gradually breaks down with too many steps (Figure 7d) .
In general, we observe a large impact of the stopping criteria on the model performance. For example,
one model caused a 16.1% drop in accuracy without thresholding and improved accuracy by 0.04%
with thresholding.

(a) SST-5.

(b) SST-5.

(c) CIFAR-10.

(d) CIFAR-10.

Figure 7: Validation accuracy improvements (%) on different data sets showing the improvement
in accuracy in dependency of the threshold for the number of steps tsteps (horizontal axis) and the
Jensen-Shannon distance threshold tJS (vertical axis).

C

Thought flow examples

Figure 8 shows additional exemplary thought flows. While Figure 8a shows an abrupt change from
baby to boy, Figure 8b shows a periodic alternation between hamster and rabbit. In Figure 8c, the
flow jumps between man and bicycle.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 8: Exemplary thought flows from different models on CIFAR. Figure 8c shows classes with a
minimum probability over 5% to avoid cluttering.
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