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Abstract. Combining symbolic human knowledge with neural networks provides a rule-based ante-hoc explanation of the output. In this paper, we propose
feature extracting functions for integrating human knowledge abstracted as logic
rules into the predictive behaviour of a neural network. These functions are embodied as programming functions, which represent the applicable domain knowledge as a set of logical instructions and provide a modified distribution of independent features on input data. Unlike other existing neural logic approaches, the
programmatic nature of these functions implies that they do not require any kind
of special mathematical encoding, which makes our method very general and
flexible in nature. We illustrate the performance of our approach for sentiment
classification and compare our results to those obtained using two baselines.
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Introduction

Deep Neural Networks tend to suffer from the Black Box problem, mainly because their
training is often purely data-driven, with no direct or indirect human intervention [17].
As a result, the interpretation of the input-output mapping is often challenging, if not
almost intractable. Moreover, they do not have an inherent representation of causality or
logical rule application. Indeed, previous work has shown that supervision purely in the
form of data can lead a model to learn some unwanted patterns and provide misleading
and incorrect predictions [13, 19]. These drawbacks hinder their applications in a wide
range of domains such as cyber-security, healthcare, food safety, power generation and
environmental management, which require a level of trust or confidence associated with
the output of the network [18].
A common approach to make the predictions of a Neural Network explainable is
to encode the intended rules or patterns derived from human domain knowledge in its
trainable parameters [22]. This can be viewed as the process of combining structured
logical knowledge representing high-level cognition with neural systems [3]. Indeed,
logic rules provide a way to represent human knowledge in a structured format. However, logic rules need to be translated from natural language to logical representations.
Moreover, they require a suitable encoding format, which is not a straightforward task
because in most cases this encoding is application-specific.
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well done but slow to
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data driven learning
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Prediction = "Positive"
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Fig. 1: (a) Overview of our proposed approach, which abstracts domain knowledge into
the sentiment prediction of a neural network using feature extraction on the input data
instead of distillation (bottom-way prediction). This achieves an ante-hoc rule based
explanation of Neural Network inferential process as compared to (b), a distillation
approach (middle-way prediction), which encodes knowledge into the network parameters or to (c), a straight application of a CNN to the sentence-sentiment tuple (top-way
prediction) devoid of neural logic.

One way to efficiently encode human knowledge abstracted as first order logic rules
into the parameters of a neural network is to use the iterative-knowledge distillation
method [7], a process summarized in Figure 2a. Briefly, iterative-knowledge distillation
consists of representing structured human knowledge as a set of declarative first-order
logic rules using soft-logic [1], then, encoding these rules into the parameters of the network via indirect supervision making use of knowledge distillation [5] at each training
iteration. However, while iterative knowledge distillation makes the network to learn
from both data and rules, we find that it implicitly makes an assumption of knowledge
to remain static and true for every data point in the data set. Also, it imprints the knowledge into the network parameters permanently through distillation and do not provide
any mechanism to accommodate for any change in the existing rules or addition of new
ones. Thus, updating the rules requires to re-train the whole network. This can sometimes lead to a decrease in performance as shown in our experimental results.
To overcome the aforementioned issues, we propose to construct feature-extracting
functions instead of logic rules from human knowledge as summarized in Figure 1.
These functions are analogous to decision rules [2] but modified to provide supervision
similar to logic rules [7]. They are directly applied on the data so as to transfer the
human knowledge into a distribution of the input data and influence the output of the
network. We do this by viewing each function as a mini-batch processing step during
each iteration. Since the functions are applied directly to the data, we do not need to
compute the probability distributions nor construct a teacher network. This effectively
reduces the complexity of our method. Also, these feature-extracting functions can be
modified at any time during the training process, thus providing a lot of flexibility in
adapting to qualitative and quantitative characteristics of the data under consideration.
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This is consistent with the well known properties of feature-extracting functions to express natural language [11], exploiting these traits for the training of deep networks
to provide a more direct nature of supervision based upon the input data. Our method
is quite general in nature, being a flexible manner of providing human knowledge supervision to the network, hence, it can be applied to tasks beyond Natural Language
Processing.

2

Related Work

A lot of research has been done in the past few years for incorporating domain knowledge about a problem into machine learning models [4,7,12,20,21]. These methods essentially use knowledge represented in logical and/or symbolic form to construct posterior constraints on the model prediction and train the model to capture those constraints.
Iterative Knowledge Distillation [7] sets itself apart from other neural symbolic methods as it provides a very flexible framework for integrating knowledge represented as
first order logic rules with general purpose neural networks such as CNNs and RNNs.
A recent paper [9] gives a detailed analysis on the methodology used in [7], comparing its performance to other neural symbolic methods and arguing that it is not
very effective in transferring knowledge to the neural network model (student network).
Our work is consistent with this finding, achieving better performance by representing
knowledge purely in terms of data, which is directly given as input for training a neural
network. Moreover, since we have used the same data sets as those in [7], we employ
an identical type of supervision as that used for the iterative knowledge distillation.
Finally, the authors in [9] suggest using a deep contextualized word representation
model such as ELMo (Embeddings from Language Models [16]) and feed the embedding to the neural network to better capture the rule knowledge. However, this still fails
to accommodate the dynamic nature of rules acquired from domain knowledge and its
only limited to Language-related tasks.

3

Feature-Extracting Functions and Neural Logic

In our approach, we develop feature-extracting functions from human knowledge instead of constructing logic rules, which are expressed as programming functions and
take the data instances in terms of independent features as input. They enforce the
knowledge directly upon the neural network during training. This eliminates the need
for constructing a teacher network and provide the flexibility to allow these functions to
be applied either during the training process or during the pre-processing phase of the
data. Figure 2b summarizes our approach.
3.1

Distillation vs Feature Extraction

In iterative distillation, a parametric baseline neural network is used as a “student”,
which needs to be provided with logical knowledge by a non-parametric “teacher”
network. The teacher network is a projection of the student network over a regularized sub-space whereby the training data is constrained by logical rules. These logic
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Fig. 2: (a) shows an overview of the iterative knowledge distillation framework in [7];
(b) shows an overview of the method we propose.

rules are encoded using soft-logic [1] for the sake of constructing soft-boundaries and
for calculating rule-regularized distributions. Thus, the training data comprises a set
N
D = {(xn , yn )}n=1 of N tuples (xi , yi ), where xi is an input instance (an independent
variable or a set of independent variables) and y is the corresponding target. The set
L
of logic rules are expressed as R = {(Rl , λl )}l=1 where Rl is the lth rule constructed
from human knowledge over D and λl is the corresponding confidence value. A logic
rule can be made up of several conditions or logic expressions. Each logic expression
l
when instantiated on D produces a set of groundings as {(rlg (D))}G
g=1 and thus, represent a rule as a set of ground expressions on D where each rlg is g th grounding of the
lth rule. The combined set of D and R is called learning resources.
For example, consider a set of movie reviews in which x comprises a set of tokens
and the target y represents the sentiment value (0 for negative and 1 for positive reviews). From human knowledge, we know that, if a sentence has a syntactic structure
of “A-but-B”, then the sentiment of the sentence should be consistent with that of “B”
component. Therefore, we can express the “A-but-B” statement as a logic rule stated
as R1 with an assumption that at least one ground expression will evaluate to “True”
(λ1 = 1). To encode this formally, we define a Boolean random variable rlg (x, y) =
“has an A-but-B structure”, then apply an expectation operator on it to calculate sets of
valid distributions in D, which will be further used to construct a “teacher network”.
This process is complex and time consuming which is not applicable to different types
of datasets from different domains.
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Algorithm 1: Training process.
Input: The training batch set D = {(xn , yn )}N
n=1 ,
The functions set F = {(Fl (D)}L
l=1
Initialize the neural network parameters θ
while Iteration do
1: Calculate D∗ = {(x∗n , yn )}N
n=1
2: Calculate the probability distribution pθ (Y |X ∗ )
3: Update the parameters θ using objective function in Eq.(2)
end
Output: Trained neural network

To tackle this drawback, our method combines the input and human knowledge to
provide a pre-processed data set, which can be used for training the neural network.
For the sake of consistency, we denote the input data D = {(xn , yn )}N
n=1 as a set of
N tuples (x, y), where xi is a set of input independent variables and its corresponding
L
target yi , and the human knowledge F = {(Fl (D)}l=1 as a set of L feature extracting
functions, which are applied on D. Revisiting the previous example, instead of using
soft-logic using auxiliary random variables, for the “A-but-B” rule we write a function
Fl = A − but − B(x, y), which outputs (x∗, y), where x∗ has only ’B’ features to be
is consistent with λl = 1 as presented above.
3.2

Feature-Extracting Functions

Consider the conditional probability distribution pθ (yi |xi ) with parameter set θ as the
softmax output of a Neural Network. Here, inspired by the labeling functions used by
Ratner et al. [2], we use the input instance xi to compute a post-processed instance
x∗i . We can view the post-processed instance x∗i as an explicit representation of the
domain knowledge, expressed in the rule under consideration and mapped onto the input
instance xi . This is an important observation since it hints at a minimisation problem on
the cumulative output on the feature extracting functions so as to obtain the parameter
set θ which can be expressed formally as follows:
θ = arg min
θ∈Θ

1 N
Σ
L(yn , pθ (Y |X ∗ ))
N n=1

(1)

where L(·) is the loss function of choice and pθ (Y |X) is the conditional probability
distribution of the target set Y given the set X ∗ of all the post-processed instances x∗i .
Since the information is purely present in the modified feature-set, the feature extracting
functions become a post-processed input data for the network.
The treatment above also has the advantage of ease of implementation. We summarise the training and testing process of our method in Algorithm 1. Note that at
N
each training iteration, we calculate the post-processed data set D∗ = {(x∗n , yn )}n=1
using the feature extracting functions Fl ∈ F as applied on the input batch D =
N
{(xn , yn )}n=1 . These are passed to the neural network to calculate the conditional
probability pθ (yi |x∗i ) for each (x∗i , yi ) ∈ D∗ .
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Experiments

We performed sentence-level binary sentiment classification and compared our method
(CNN-F) with a baseline network (CNN) devoid of knowledge support and its knowledge distilled version (CNN-rule) created from Iterative knowledge Distillation [7]. We
used the same convolutional neural network architecture proposed in [8] employing it’s
“non-static” version with the exact same configuration as that presented by the authors.
We have compared our method CNN-F against the non-static version of the CNN in [8]
as published by the authors and the CNN-rule in [7], which is a knowledge distilled
version of CNN. Also, we have initialised word vectors using word2vec [10] and used
fine-tuning, training the neural network using stochastic gradient descent (SGD) with
the AdaDelta optimizer [23].
Since contrasting senses are hard to capture, we define a linguistically motivated
rule called “A-but-B” rule akin to that in [7]. It states that if a sentence has an “A-butB” syntactic structure, the sentiment of the whole sentence will be consistent with the
sentiment of it’s “B” component. For example, for the sentence S = “you can taste it ,
but there ’s no fizz”, its sentiment is decided by only the sentiment of its B component
= “there ’s no fizz”. From this rule, we can define a feature-extracting function F1 =
A − but − B(x, y) on set D which takes the input pair of sentence-label (x, y) and
outputs (x∗, y) where x∗ is corresponding features of “B”.
We evaluate our method on three public data-sets:
1. The Stanford sentiment tree bank dataset (SST2) [15], which contains 2 classes
(negative and positive), and 6,920/872/1,821 sentences in the train/dev/test sets respectively. Following [8], we train the models on both, sentences and phrases.
2. The movie review one (MR) introduced in [14]. This data set consists of 10,662
one-sentence movie reviews with negative or positive sentiments.
3. The customer reviews of various products data set (CR) presented in [6], which
contains 2 classes and 3,775 instances1 .
We also evaluate our method only on the sentences containing “A-but-B” structure
in the test sets of all three data sets under study to show that better performance of our
method CNN-F on the whole test set is indeed attributed to the better performance on
sentences having “A-but-B” structure. SST2 test set has a total of 1,821 instances out
of which 210 instances exhibit the “A-but-B” structure. For MR data, it has a total of
10,662 instances out of which 1603 instances are found to have “A-but-B” structures.
Finally, the CR data set has a total of 3,775 instances out of which 413 instances contain
sentences with “A-but-B” structures. For the MR and CR dataset, we use nested 10-fold
cross validation and report mean± 95% confidence interval for all performance metrics
over the ten trails corresponding to the 10-fold cross validation. For these results, we
have used the models of CNN, CNN-rule and CNN-F trained using the whole data sets.
1

As we present our method as an alternative to the iterative-knowledge distillation [7], a direct
comparison was necessary in terms of results and thus, we adopted the same methodology to
produce results as in [7]. The authors in [7] also employ 10-fold cross validation for the MR
and CR data sets
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Fig. 3: Performance obtained using our method (CNN-F), the method in [7] (CNN-rule)
and that in [8] (CNN) on the data sets under study. Errors bars denote 95% confidence
intervals around the mean.

In Table 1 and Figure 3, we show the precision, recall, F-1 score and accuracy for
the positive sentiment class yielded by our method (CNN-F), the method in [7] (CNNrule) and that in [8] (CNN). From the experimental results, we observe that our method
outperforms the two methods on both the SST2 and MR data sets for all measures.
Note that the performance decreases on the CR data set for both CNN-rule and CNN-F,
which indicates that the “A-but-B” rule cannot be generalized to data points coming
from similar distributions.
In Table 2 and Figure 4, we show the results obtained only on sentences having
the “A-but-B” syntactic structure. At first glance, we note that our method works as
intended and is quite competitive, outperforming the two baselines despite using only
one rule for comparison. Since our method represents knowledge purely in terms of
a distribution on input data, we can argue that it was bound to perform better than
iterative-knowledge distillation [7] since the neural network will only process the input
features that are consistent with the human knowledge. Also, a decrease in performance
is observed on the CR data set for both CNN-rule and CNN-F, which is consistent with

CNN

CNN-rule

CNN-F

0.90

0.80

0.89

0.85

0.75

0.79

0.80

0.70

0.69

0.75

Precision

Recall

F1-Score Accuracy

(a) SST2

0.65

Precision

Recall

F1-Score Accuracy

(b) MR

0.59

Precision

Recall

F1-Score Accuracy

(c) CR

Fig. 4: Performance obtained using our method (CNN-F), the method in [7] (CNN-rule)
and that in [8] (CNN) on the data sets under study making use only of sentences containing with A-but-B structures. Errors bars denote 95% confidence intervals around
the mean.
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Table 1: Performance obtained using our method (CNN-F), the method in [7] (CNNrule) and that in [8] (CNN) on the data sets under study.
Method
CNN
CNN-rule
CNN-F

Precision
0.853
0.878
0.881

Precision
CNN 0.826±0.012
CNN-rule 0.826±0.012
CNN-F 0.830±0.009
Precision
CNN 0.881±0.020
CNN-rule 0.884±0.017
CNN-F 0.879±0.016

SST2
F-1 Score
0.881
0.884
0.888
MR
Recall
F-1 Score
0.805±0.008 0.815±0.005
0.810±0.012 0.818±0.008
0.810±0.007 0.818±0.004
CR
Recall
F-1 Score
0.881±0.018 0.880±0.012
0.869±0.020 0.876±0.011
0.863±0.024 0.870±0.013
Recall
0.912
0.891
0.895

Accuracy
0.877
0.884
0.887
Accuracy
0.817±0.005
0.820±0.006
0.820±0.004
Accuracy
0.847±0.014
0.844±0.012
0.836±0.013

Table 2: Performance obtained using our method (CNN-F), the method in [7] (CNNrule) and that in [8] (CNN) on the data sets under study making use only of sentences
containing with A-but-B structures.
Method
CNN
CNN-rule
CNN-F

Precision
0.791
0.867
0.895

Precision
CNN 0.744±0.029
CNN-rule 0.750±0.026
CNN-F 0.773±0.025
Precision
CNN 0.720±0.055
CNN-rule 0.729±0.049
CNN-F 0.708±0.064

SST2
F-1 Score
0.798
0.825
0.883
MR
Recall
F-1 Score
0.702±0.041 0.720±0.025
0.711±0.042 0.730±0.027
0.725±0.030 0.747±0.020
CR
Recall
F-1 Score
0.775±0.091 0.737±0.060
0.733±0.098 0.721±0.067
0.679±0.087 0.679±0.054
Recall
0.805
0.787
0.870

Accuracy
0.790
0.829
0.887
Accuracy
0.740±0.027
0.751±0.024
0.767±0.017
Accuracy
0.731±0.057
0.724±0.063
0.692±0.036

the fact that the “A-but-B” rule cannot be generalized for every sentence and should not
be encoded in the parameters permanently.
Finally, the results in both tables indicate that when there is a performance gain on
datasets SST2 and MR by incorporating A-but-B rule, it is best for CNN-F and when
there is a performance drop, it is worst for CNN-F. This suggests that the feature extracting functions not only can be used as an alternative but also in conjunction with iterative knowledge distillation in order to provide a “Maximum Performance Gain or Drop
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value” from the constructed logic rules. This value can be used to select the best combination of these rules via cross validation when using distillation. This also provides a
mechanism to quantitatively evaluate how effectively the rule knowledge was distilled
into the parameters of the neural network when applied to distillation approaches.

5

Conclusion

In this paper, we have shown how feature extracting functions can be employed to learn
logic rules for sentiment analysis. This provides a means to representing human knowledge in neural networks via programmable feature extracting functions. Moreover, we
have shown that, using these feature extracting functions, we can obtain a model whose
posterior output can be influenced by domain knowledge expressed in terms of logic
rules without the need of transferring these into the network parameters. The approach
presented here is quite general in nature, being applicable to a wide variety of logic
rules that can be expressed using rule-to-knowledge conditional probability distributions. We have illustrated the utility of our method for textual sentiment analysis and
compared our results with those obtained using two baselines. In our experiments, our
method was quite competitive, outperforming the alternatives.
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