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Abstract. Deep learning models are often unaware of the inherent con-
straints of the task they are applied to. However, many downstream tasks
require logical consistency. For ontology classification tasks, such con-
straints include subsumption and disjointness relations between classes.
In order to increase the consistency of deep learning models, we propose
a semantic loss that combines label-based loss with terms penalising
subsumption- or disjointness-violations. Our evaluation on the ChEBI
ontology shows that the semantic loss is able to decrease the number of
consistency violations by several orders of magnitude without decreasing
the classification performance. In addition, we use the semantic loss for
unsupervised learning. We show that this can further improve consistency
on data from a distribution outside the scope of the supervised training.
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1 Introduction

Deep learning models have been successfully applied to a wide range of clas-
sification tasks over the past years, often replacing hand-crafted features with
end-to-end feature learning [7,3]. This approach is based on the assumption that
all the knowledge required to solve a specific classification task is available in
the data used. These systems are often built for a specific use case. In the case
of a classification problem, emphasis is placed on the correct classification of
the input data and the success of a system is measured in its ability to cor-
rectly perform this task. However, this approach disregards that there are often
domain-specific logical constraints between different classification targets.

These logical constraints can be of great importance, as applications, espe-
cially those leading to further development, are often based on the assumption
that inputs are logically consistent. Imagine a system consisting of two com-
ponents in an autonomous vehicle. The first component recognises and labels
objects using a deep learning model. Based on this output, a rule-based system
built by experts determines the direction of travel. A contradictory classification
of the first system, e.g. a traffic light as both red and green, or a road user as a
pedestrian and as a car, can have fatal consequences, as the control system may
not cover such a scenario.

It is therefore important to prime systems towards logical consistency. Learn-
ing concepts by example is not optimally suited to adhere to domain-specific
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constraints out of to box. Instead, reliance is placed on the fact that the corre-
sponding constraints are represented in the data and that the model can approx-
imate them accordingly during training. However, this approach has significant
disadvantages. Firstly, it assumes that there is a sufficiently large amount of data
so that the corresponding constraints are well represented. Secondly, the system
is deprived of important information that is readily available in the domain.
Thirdly, it creates an additional, implicit learning task that is not adequately
represented by the loss function.

For many research domains, ontologies exist that define important concepts
and their relations via logical constraints [20,4,2]. Ontologies therefore provide
a necessary logical axiomatisation that can be used to check the consistency
of models and to prime them for consistency. For instance, the subsumption
relation A is-a B requires that every entity classified as A is also classified as
B. Usually, this knowledge is not explicitly given to machine learning models
trained on concepts from an ontology. Instead, it can only be derived implicitly
from seeing a large enough number of A samples that are also B samples.

The aim of this paper is to integrate symbolic knowledge from ontologies into
the learning process of a machine learning model. To this end, in Section 3, we
present a semantic loss that extends regular loss functions by additional terms
that ensure the model’s coherence with ontological constraints. In Section 4, we
introduce a classification task on the ChEBI ontology and appropriate evaluation
metrics. These are used in Section 5, where we evaluate different semantic loss
variants. The results are discussed in Section 6 and a conclusion is drawn in
Section 7.

2 Related Work

A well-studied field within Machine Learning are hierarchical multi-label classi-
fication tasks, in which labels are structured in a hierarchy, similar the subsump-
tion relations in an ontology. However, it is usually assumed that each class only
has one superclass which allows the assigning of hierarchy levels.Many models
use these levels directly in their architecture [27,5]. In ontologies such as ChEBI,
many classes have multiple superclasses, which makes the assignment of hier-
archy levels non-trivial. In addition, ontologies include different kinds of logical
relations between classes, such as disjointness or parthood relations. Therefore,
our tasks requires a more general approach towards ensuring logical consistency.

Among the approaches that have integrated logical constraints into neural
networks, one of the earliest have been “Knowledge-Based Artificial Neural Net-
works” (KBANN, [26]), which attempted to directly represent formulae in propo-
sitional logic within the network structure. During training, the system is able
to adapt these structures to better fit the training data. This allows the priming
of a learning system with prior knowledge.

The training process of neural networks is usually based on a form of gra-
dient descent. Consequently, in order to allow answers as truth values {0, 1},
one must allow arbitrary predictions from [0, 1] in order to remain differentiable.
This naturally leads to an interpretation of these values as values from a many-
valued logic such as fuzzy logic or probabilistic logic. Indeed, there have been



many approaches that aim to combine fuzzy systems and neural networks [22,30].
These systems are particularly useful when training data is limited. In a recent
work [16,19], we applied an ontology-based neuro-fuzzy controller. The approach
in this paper is inspired by this work, in which we also apply a semantic penalty
system to ensure logically sound rules.

DeepProbLog [23] follows a probabilistic interpretation of prediction val-
ues. This approach is based on the probabilistic logic programming framework
ProbLog [9]. ProbLog allows the expression of Prolog-like inference rules with ad-
ditional uncertainty annotations, e.g. 0.3::P(X) :- Q(X), R(X). The formulation
of these rules does, however, require extensive expert knowledge or data in or-
der to derive the appropriate annotations. DeepProbLog extends this framework
by allowing uncertainty annotations to be derived from a neural network. Logic
Tensor Networks (LTNs,[1]) train neural predicates to maximise satisfiability of
a background theory, which is a form of semantic loss.

Neural networks are, in particular during training, prone to making mis-
takes that may result in logically inconsistent predictions. An image recognition
system may, for example, classify the same picture as a cat and a dog. In com-
bination with logic approaches, these mistakes may cause severe side effects for
other systems that expect consistent input [11]. In most classical logics, once
an inconsistency has been derived, any statement is entailed. This strong effect
of inconsistencies is not desirable in applications that must allow for some level
of inconsistency - in particular if human input is used. If a person makes an
inconsistent statement in their tax form, a possible neuro-symbolic tax system
should not be able to infer that Elvis is the king of Sweden or other arbitrary
facts from that - the inconsistency should be kept local. Logical Neural Networks
(LNNs, [25]) allow for some local inconsistencies in their reasoning process. This
kind of network is designed to directly represent the structure of a logical theory
with upper and lower bounds instead of truth values. During inference, these
systems also use a semantic penalty term that trains the system to avoid logical
inconsistencies.

Xu et al. propose a more general definition of a semantic loss for arbitrary
logical sentences [29]. Neural network outputs in a multi-class classification task
are interpreted as probabilities, leading to a probability that can be assigned to
each state in which a given logical sentence is either satisfied or not. The loss
function is then defined as the negative logarithm of the sum of probabilities for
each variable assignment satisfying the sentence φ in question:

LXu(φ, p) ∝ − log
∑
x|=φ

∏
x|=Xi

pi
∏

i:x|=¬Xi

(1− pi) (1)

Models in this loss definition are binary. Therefore, a given model satisfies A ⊑ B
if and only if x |= ¬A or x |= B. For an implication A ⊑ B and a prediction
vector p , the loss is calculated as

LXu(A ⊑ B, p) ∝ − log
∑

x|=A⊑B

∏
x|=Xi

pi
∏

i:x|=¬Xi

(1− pi)

= − log((1− pa) · (1− pb) + (1− pa) · pb + pa · pb)
= − log(pa · pb − pa + 1)
= − log(1− pa · (1− pb))

(2)



The loss definition of Xu et al. is similar to the one used in this work, although we
derive our loss from fuzzy logic instead of probabilistic. When using the product
t-norm, our loss for an implication is defined as

Lprod(A ⊑ B, p) = pa · (1− pb) (3)

The additional negative logarithm is introduced by Xu et al. to achieve a closer
correspondence to cross-entropy loss functions, while we use the result of the
logical evaluation directly. For comparison, we include the semantic loss defined
by Xu et al. in our evaluation in Section 5.

3 Semantic loss

Predictions made by a neural network may contradict a logical theory that
underlies the predicted labels. In this work, we aim to incentivise a model to
produce logically more consistent predictions by adding an additional term to
its loss function. While many types of ontology axioms exist, here, we focus on
two types that are widely used and domain independent: subsumption relations,
i.e., A ⊑ B, and disjointness, i.e., C ⊓ D ≡ ⊥. While these axioms are usually
interpreted in binary semantics, we need differentiable terms that can be used
for training a neural network. We achieve differentiability by applying a fuzzy-
logic interpretation [17] to our output values. Let hc : x → [0, 1] be a fuzzy
membership function for a given class c and T a fuzzy t-norm. Our semantic loss
term for implications is then defined as

LT (A ⊑ B, x) := ĥ(¬(A → B), x) = ĥ(A ∧ ¬B, x) = T (hA(x), 1− hB(x)). (4)

This assumes that the fuzzy negation used is a strong negation N(x) = 1 − x.
Accordingly, the semantic loss term for disjointness is defined as

LT (C ⊓D ≡ ⊥, x) := ĥ(¬¬(C ∧D), x) = ĥ(C ∧D,x) = T (hC(x), hD(x)). (5)

Intuitively, the semantic loss can be interpreted as the degree to which a given
prediction violates an ontological constraint.

In Section 5, we evaluate loss functions derived from two commonly used
t-norms, the product t-norm Tprod(a, b) = a · b and the Łukasiewicz t-norm
Tluka(a, b) = max(a+ b− 1, 0).

Let x be a vector of length m of sample vectors, y the vector of m corre-
sponding label vectors and ŷ = [hA(x)]A∈O the vector of predicted labels. Based
on the loss terms given in Eqs 4 and 5, we define our loss function as follows:

LT (x,y) = Lbase(y, ŷ)

+
wimpl

m

m∑
i=1

∑
A⊑B

T ((ŷi)A, 1− (ŷi)B)

+
wdisj

m

m∑
i=1

∑
C⊓D≡⊥

T ((ŷi)C , (ŷi)D)

(6)



The Lbase term refers to the supervised loss used to train the model on the classi-
fication task. The weights wimpl and wdisj are intended to adjust the importance
of the semantic loss terms in relation to the base loss and to compensate for the
different prevalences of the axiom types in the ontology. In general, we expect the
number of subsumption and disjointness relations in an ontology to vary based
on the hierarchy depth and number of disjointness axioms available. Therefore,
these weights have to be adjusted based on the task at hand.

3.1 Balanced implication loss

The loss terms for implication face an imbalance issue: Since the classes on the
left-hand side of each implication are subclasses of the right-hand side classes,
they necessarily have fewer members in the ontology and therefore fewer labels
in a given dataset. Since we include transitive subsumption relations as well,
the difference may be drastic, with some left-hand side classes representing only
a small fraction of the right-hand side class. Therefore, in case of violations, it
might be relatively inexpensive for the model to disregard classes further down
in the hierarchy entirely. This strategy results in a low number of implication
violations, since such classes appear mostly on the left-hand side of implications,
and a low supervised loss, due to the lack of positive samples.

However, this behaviour is clearly not in our interest. To counter-balance this
effect, the balanced implication loss has a lower gradient for the left-hand class
and a higher gradient for the right-hand class instead of applying the same gra-
dient to both classes. Practically, this is achieved with two additional parameters
k > 1 and ϵ > 0:

LB
T (A ⊑ B, x; k, ϵ) = T (

((hA(x) + ϵ)1/k − ϵ1/k)

((1 + ϵ)1/k − ϵ1/k)
, (1− hB(x))

k) (7)

ϵ is a small constant that is added to hA(x) to avoid an infinite gradient at
hA(x) = 0. The additional ϵ-terms adjust the loss so that LB

T = 0 if hA(x) = 0
and LB

T = 1 if hA(x) = 1 and hB(x) = 0. In our evaluation, we will use ϵ = 0.01.
The parameter k modifies the loss term such that, in the maximal violation case
of hA(x) = 1 and hB(x) = 0, the gradient is larger for hB than for hA. For

instance, for the product T -norm, ∂LB
prod

∂hA(x)

∣∣
1
= 1

k and ∂LB
prod

∂hB(x)

∣∣
0
= −k.

The regular implication loss can be seen as a specialised version of this bal-
anced implication loss where k = ϵ = 0.

4 Experimental setup

We evaluate the semantic loss for a classification task in the ChEBI ontology.
This task has been studied in our previous work and a deep learning-based ap-
proach for the ChEBI classification task has been developed [18,12,13]. In all
evaluations, we train an ELECTRA model [6] for a hierarchical multi-label clas-
sification task in which ChEBI classes act as labels and molecules as instances.
For a detailed description of the approach, we refer to [14]. Here, we just provide
an overview. The source code for our implementation is available on GitHub 1.
1 https://github.com/ChEB-AI/python-chebai

https://github.com/ChEB-AI/python-chebai


4.1 Datasets

Our setup draws data from two sources. Labelled data is taken from the ChEBI
ontology [10,20], while additional unlabelled data is sourced from the PubChem
database [21]. All datasets are available on Kaggle 2.

In all datasets, we use the SMILES (Simplified Molecular Input Line Entry
System) [28], a common string representation for chemical structures. It encodes
molecules as sequences in which characters represent atoms and bonds, with
additional notation for branches, rings and stereoisomerism.

For the labelled data, we use version 231 of ChEBI, which contains 185 thou-
sand SMILES-annotated classes. Out of these classes, we form the ChEBI100
dataset by attaching all superclasses as labels which have at least 100 SMILES-
annotated subclasses. The transitive closure of subsumption relations between
the labels is used for the semantic loss. Disjointness axioms for ChEBI are pro-
vided by an additional ontology module 3. Here as well, we take the transitive
closure of all disjointness relations between label-classes. In total, this provides
us with 997 labels, 19,308 implication loss terms and 31,416 disjointness loss
terms.

From PubChem, we have sourced two distinct datasets. The first is used
during training while the second one, PubChem Hazardous, is only used in the
evaluation. The Hazardous dataset includes SMILES strings for chemicals that
are annotated with a class from the Globally Harmonized System of Classifi-
cation and Labelling of Chemicals (GHS) [24]. The GHS covers different kinds
of health, physical and environmental hazards and has been developed by the
United Nations as a standard for labelling hazardous chemicals and providing
related safety instructions. From this, we have removed all SMILES strings that
also appear in the labelled dataset. In our evaluation, we use this dataset to test
model performance for a data distribution outside the learning distribution.

For the training dataset, we have randomly selected 1 million SMILES strings
from PubChem. This set has been split into groups of 10,000. From each group,
we have selected the 2,000 SMILES strings with the lowest similarity score,
resulting in 200,000 instances. The similarity score used is the sum of pairwise
Tanimoto similarities between the RDKit fingerprints of a given SMILES string
and all other SMILES strings in the group. This way, we ensure with limited
computational expense that our dataset covers a broad range of chemicals.

The training set is used for two tasks: Firstly, a pretraining step prior to
the training on the ChEBI100 dataset which is shared by all models in our eval-
uation. And secondly, a semi-supervised training, in which we train a model
simultaneously on labelled and unlabelled data. In our evaluation, we will com-
pare semi-supervised training to training on only labelled data.

4.2 Loss function

In order to apply the semantic loss function from Eq. 6, we need to choose a
classification loss Lbase and assign the weights wimpl and wdisj .

2 https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/sfluegel/chebai-semantic-loss
3 https://ftp.ebi.ac.uk/pub/databases/chebi/ontology/chebi-disjoints.owl

https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/sfluegel/chebai-semantic-loss
https://ftp.ebi.ac.uk/pub/databases/chebi/ontology/chebi-disjoints.owl


For the classification loss, we have chosen a weighted binary cross-entropy
loss:

Lbase(x,y) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

∑
c∈C

wcyc · log hc(x) + (1− yc) · log(1− hc(x)) (8)

Here, wc is a weight assigned to positive entries based on the class c. These
weights are used to increase the importance of classes with fewer members in an
imbalanced dataset. We apply the scheme introduced by [8] with β = 0.99 and
normalize the weights:

wc =
w′

c · |C|∑
c′∈C w′

c′
where w′

c =
1− β

1− β|c| (9)

For the semantic loss terms, although the number of disjointness terms (31,416)
is larger than the number of implication terms (19,308), we have chosen the
weights wimpl = 0.01 and wdisj = 100. This is motivated by preliminary ex-
periments in which the implication loss was larger than the disjointness loss by
several orders of magnitude.

4.3 Violation metrics

In order to quantify the consistency of model predictions with the ontology, we
introduce a notion of true positives (TPs) and false negatives (FNs) for con-
sistency violations. In this context, all pairs of ChEBI100-labels are considered
as violation-labels. These labels are positive if an explicit subsumption / dis-
jointness relation between both classes exists in ChEBI. Individual predictions
are converted into truth values according to a threshold of 0.5 and the resulting
truth values are compared against the label-pairs.

Given a sample x, we define the number of TPs as

#TPimpl(x) = |{(A,B) : A ⊑ B ∧ hA(x) > 0.5 ∧ hB(x) > 0.5}| (10)

and the number of FNs as

#FNimpl(x) = |{(A,B) : A ⊑ B ∧ hA(x) > 0.5 ∧ hB(x) ≤ 0.5}|. (11)

For disjointness, the definition is analogous:

#TPdisj(x) = |{(C,D) : C ⊓D ≡ ⊥ ∧ hC(x) > 0.5 ∧ hD(x) ≤ 0.5}| (12)

#FNdisj(x) = |{(C,D) : C ⊓D ≡ ⊥ ∧ hC(x) > 0.5 ∧ hD(x) > 0.5}|. (13)

This definition does not take the cases hA(x) ≤ 0.5 or hC(x) ≤ 0.5 into
account which could be considered as true positives as well since they do not
contradict the ontology axioms. However, since these cases do not require an
active prediction, we consider them as "consistent by default" and as less relevant
for our evaluation. Note that, although disjointness axioms are symmetric, this
non-symmetric metric requires that we consider both "directions" of the axiom:



Vocabulary size 1,400
Hidden size 256

# attention heads 8
# hidden layers 6
# max. epochs 200
learning rate 1e−3

Optimizer Adamax
wimpl 0.01
wdisj 100
β 0.99

Table 1: Hyperparameters used during training

If C ⊓ D ≡ ⊥, hC(x) ≤ 0.5 and hD(x) > 0.5, we do not count (C,D) as a
true positive, but instead count (D,C). This also means that #FNdisj(x) will
necessarily be even since for every false negative (C,D), there is another false
negative (D,C).

Given the numbers of TPs and FNs, we use the false negative rate (FNR),
defined as

FNRt(x) =
#FNt(x)

#FNt(x) + #TPt(x)
, (14)

in our evaluation, t being either impl or disj.

5 Results

We evaluate four configurations of the semantic loss, one using the Łukasiewicz
T -norm TLuka(x, y) = max(0, a + b − 1) and three using the product T -norm
Tprod(x, y) = x · y. For the product T -norm, we include, besides the "standard"
variant, one which uses the balanced implication loss LB described in Section 3.1
with k = 2 and the semi-supervised variant trained on a mixed ChEBI100 and
PubChem dataset (see Section 4.1). For comparison, we also include a con-
figuration using the semantic loss described by Xu et al. [29] and a baseline
configuration trained without semantic loss.

We have conducted a pretraining run on our PubChem dataset and sub-
sequently, 3 fine-tuning runs for each variant. In the following, we will only
report averages for the 3 runs, the results for individual runs can be found in
Appendix A.

The hyperparameters shared by all models are given in Table 1.We have split
the ChEBI100 dataset into a training, validation and test set with a 340/9/51
ratio. The evaluation has been conducted on the test set using the models with
the highest micro-F1 score from each training run.

Table 2 and Figure 1a show the false negative rate (FNR) for implication and
disjointness violations on the ChEBI100 and the PubChem Hazardous datasets.
It can be seen that all models outperform the baseline by a margin of about
two orders of magnitude. In absolute terms, this corresponds to 13 × 103 false



ChEBI100 PubChem Hazardous
baseline 0.0031± 0.0002 0.0067± 0.005
TLuka 2.09× 10−5 ± 3.3× 10−6 1.49× 10−5 ± 2.6× 10−5

Tprod 3.18× 10−5 ± 1.2× 10−5 5.54× 10−5 ± 4.6× 10−5

Tprod (k=2) 3.74× 10−5 ± 1.5× 10−5 7.29× 10−5 ± 8.8× 10−5

Tprod (mixed data) 5.91× 10−5 ± 3.2× 10−5 1.05× 10−5 ± 9.8× 10−6

Xu et al. 3.62× 10−5 ± 1.2× 10−5 3.93× 10−5 ± 2.8× 10−5

Table 2: Average FNR for binary implication violations on the ChEBI100 and
PubChem Hazardous datasets. The FNR has been calculated separately for each
run before averaging. In addition, the table shows the standard deviation be-
tween the runs.

(a) FNR for implication violations on the
ChEBI100 (left) and PubChem Hazardous
datasets. The standard deviation is indi-
cated by black dashes along each bar.

(b) F1-scores on the ChEBI100 dataset, ag-
gregated on the micro- (left) and macro-
level. The black bars indicate the standard
deviation between the 3 runs.

negatives for the baseline and between 81 FNs (for TLuka) and 247 FNs (Tprod

with mixed data) for the semantic loss models. The number of true positives is
similar for all models (between 3.85× 106 and 4.29× 106).

For the Łukasiewicz t-norm models, we observe the lowest FNR on ChEBI100.
The models trained with a product t-norm based loss and the semantic loss of
Xu et al. have slightly higher FNRs on ChEBI100. Regarding the PubChem
Hazardous dataset, it is remarkable that, while most models have a smiliar or
slightly higher FNR compared to ChEBI100, the models trained with additional
PubChem data perform significantly better on PubChem Hazardous.

Regarding the disjointness violations, we have not observed any violations
for any model except the baseline models. There, we have averages of 171 FNs
on ChEBI100 and 4 FNs on PubChem Hazardous. While these numbers are far
below the numbers of TPs (1.07×107 for ChEBI100 and 1.12×108 for PubChem
Hazardous), they show that the semantic loss had a consistency-improving effect.
For all semantic loss variants, the models were able to produce inconsistency-free
results regarding disjointness.

In addition, we also evaluated the predictive performance of all configura-
tions. As can be seen in Table 3 and Figure 1b, the F1-score for the models



Micro-F1 Macro-F1
baseline 0.913± 0.004 0.653± 0.02
TLuka 0.869± 0.003 0.395± 0.02
Tprod 0.907± 0.0003 0.593± 0.009
Tprod (k=2) 0.913± 0.004 0.643± 0.04
Tprod (mixed data) 0.898± 0.002 0.501± 0.03
Xu et al. 0.906± 0.002 0.579± 0.02

Table 3: F1-scores calculated on labelled data. The micro-F1 aggregates pre-
dictions over all classes before calculation the score, while the macro-F1 is the
average of the class-wise scores.

that were trained with semantic loss, with exception of the balanced version,
is slightly lower than for the baseline models. This is particularly true for the
models that were trained on mixed data or with the Łukasiewicz loss.

The lower performance of the Łukasiewicz models is linked to an unsuccess-
ful training. While the performance of all other models continuously increased
during training and converged to the level reported here near the end of allotted
200 epochs, for all 3 Łukasiewicz models, the performance started to drop at ap-
proximately 50 epochs into the training. Further analysis suggests that the drop
during training has been caused by exploding gradients. Here, we report the re-
sults for the best-performing models near the 50 epoch-mark. At that point, the
performance of the other semantic loss models was similar to the Łukasiewicz
models.

6 Discussion

Our results indicate that the introduction of a semantic loss during training in-
creases the overall logical consistency of predictions significantly. However, since
the number of consistency violations is relatively low even for the baseline model,
one might consider an a posteriori processing step that transforms the model out-
put into consistent predictions (e.g., by setting all but the highest output value
to 0 for disjointness axioms). This can be expected lead to little or no loss in pre-
dictive performance since most predictions are already non-violating and some
corrections might even turn wrong predictions into correct ones. However, we
have only considered the unprocessed predictions in our evaluation. We justify
this by the intended use cases: A model trained on the classification task may
further be used in downstream tasks (e.g., prediction of chemical properties [15]).
Those require that the model has actually learned the ontology’s structure. This
can only be achieved by giving the model direct feedback during training (as we
did with the semantic loss) instead of superficially correcting the results.

For most semantic loss variants, their increase of consistency comes to the
detriment of the actual predictive quality. This result seems contradictory at
first, as one would assume more consistent results to be better overall.

One possible explanation lies in the imbalanced character of ontology-based
datasets. The hierarchical relations between labels create a dataset in which a



Fig. 2: Value of the semantic loss variants Lprod, Lluka, LXu and LB
prod with

k = 2 for a subsumption relation A ⊑ B with different values of hA(x) and
hB(x). LXu has been cut off at LXu = 1 since lim

pa→0,pb→1
LXu(A ⊑ B, p) = ∞

significant imbalance is inevitable and cannot be overcome by sampling proce-
dures in any significant way. A class will always have less members than its
parents as long as there is an ontological distinction between them that is also
represented in the dataset. Consequently, classes that reside further down in
the hierarchy are often significantly smaller than those higher up. For ChEBI
in particular, more specialised classes also require the model to learn relatively
complex patterns from a limited amount of samples. The corresponding labels
receive a relatively small training signal that is then counteracted by the addi-
tional loss due to violations. This may render the model unable to learn some
smaller classes.

This is supported by the differences between micro- and macro-F1. For all
models, the macro-F1 is far lower than the micro-F1. This means that many small
classes that contribute little to the micro-F1, but receive a stronger weighting in
the macro-F1, perform badly. For the semantic loss variants, with the exception
of the balanced semantic loss, this gap widens (from 26% for the baseline to 31%
for Tprod or 47% for Tluka). This shows that, when the predictive performance
decreases, it mostly affects classes with fewer members.

However, a general tendency to make less predictions cannot be observed.
While all models make a similar amount of predictions on the ChEBI100 dataset,
the semantic loss models make more predictions on average for the PubChem
dataset (9.4 with product loss, 8.1 for the baseline). This shows that the lower
F1-score in the final models is not due to a generally more "cautious" behaviour.
Instead, only some classes may get left out while additional (consistent, but
wrong) predictions are made for other classes. Also, the lower performance may
be attributed to differences in the learning process, e.g., a less explorative model
behaviour or a slower convergence.

In addition, the results confirm our hypothesis regarding the balanced se-
mantic loss. Without losing consistency compared to the unbalanced variant, it
is able to reach a predictive performance similar to the baseline. Recall that the
main difference between the balanced and unbalanced semantic loss is the gradi-
ent in cases where for a subsumption relation A ⊑ B, the model predicts hA(x)
close to 1 and hB(x) close to 0 (cf. Figure 2). There, without the balancing, both



classes get the same gradient. With balancing, the gradient is stronger for hB(x)
than for hA(x) (in our experiment, by a factor of approximately 4).

The balanced semantic loss has been successful in pushing the model to-
wards more consistent predictions without pushing it towards predictions that
contradict the labels of the classification task.

The results also indicate that the inclusion of unlabelled data into the train-
ing process does hedge the system against inconsistencies on unseen data. This
result can be particularly useful in scenarios in which the distribution of features
in the dataset is limited. Deep learning systems are prone to suffer from out-
of-distribution errors, e.g., unpredictable behaviour on data that has not been
sampled from the same distribution as the training data. Lifting this limitation
is often not easy because additional labelling is required. The semi-supervised
training method presented here can help to alleviate this problem.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we have introduced a semantic loss function for the task of on-
tology classification. Our semantic loss is based on a fuzzy logic interpretation
of the ontology subsumption and disjointness relations. To counteract the loss
function’s tendency to disincentivise predictions of low-level ontology classes,
we have proposed a balanced semantic loss variant as well. In our evaluation,
we have compared different versions of our semantic loss (based on either the
Łukasiewicz t-norm or the product t-norm) to a baseline model and the semantic
loss function proposed by [29]. We have shown that all semantic loss variants
were able to reduce the number of consistency violations by approximately two
orders of magnitude.

Regarding performance on the classification task, we have seen greater differ-
ences between the loss functions. Most variants have both a slightly lower micro-
and a significantly macro-F1 than the baseline (especially the Łukasiewicz-based
variant). This indicates that especially the predictive performance of small classes
is affected by the semantic loss. Only the balanced semantic loss was able to per-
form on a par with our baseline.

In addition, we have used the semantic loss for an additional training task
on unlabelled data. This allows us to generalise beyond the original data distri-
bution used for supervised training. Our evaluation on the Hazardous subset of
PubChem shows that this form of training can further improve the consistency
of predictions for out-of-distribution data.

Future work will include an improved normalisation to avoid performance
issues like we reported for the Łukasiewicz semantic loss. Also, it is possible
to extend our approach to other types of ontology axioms, e.g., parthood rela-
tions. Finally, it would be interesting to incorporate our finding of a balanced
implication loss into more general frameworks like LTNs or LNNs.
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A Result for individual runs

In Section 5, we have presented results as the average and standard deviation
out of 3 runs for every configuration.

Dataset Run1 Run2 Run3
Baseline ChEBI100 0.0034 0.0031 0.0029

Hazardous 0.0066 0.012 0.0015
TLuka ChEBI100 2.32× 10−5 1.72× 10−5 2.23× 10−5

Hazardous 4.45× 10−5 0 1.79× 10−7

Tprod ChEBI100 1.94× 10−5 3.36× 10−5 4.24× 10−5

Hazardous 6.26× 10−5 5.72× 10−6 9.78× 10−5

Tprod (k=2) ChEBI100 2.41× 10−5 3.46× 10−5 5.35× 10−5

Hazardous 2.22× 10−5 0.00017 2.25× 10−5

Xu et al. ChEBI100 4.44× 10−5 2.30× 10−5 4.12× 10−5

Hazardous 6.68× 10−6 5.58× 10−5 5.56× 10−5

Tprod (mixed data) ChEBI100 4.78× 10−5 3.46× 10−5 9.48× 10−5

Hazardous 2.98× 10−7 1.98× 10−5 1.14× 10−5

Table 4: FNRs for implication violations on the ChEBI100 and PubChem
datasets.

Aggregation Run1 Run2 Run3
Baseline micro 0.909 0.915 0.915

macro 0.625 0.669 0.665
TLuka micro 0.870 0.866 0.873

macro 0.399 0.369 0.415
Tprod micro 0.907 0.907 0.907

macro 0.584 0.600 0.597
Tprod (k=2) micro 0.915 0.916 0.908

macro 0.661 0.666 0.601
Xu et al. micro 0.904 0.908 0.905

macro 0.570 0.597 0.569
Tprod (mixed data) micro 0.895 0.899 0.899

macro 0.471 0.502 0.529
Table 5: F1-scores with micro and macro aggregation.

Tables 4 and 5 show the FNR and and F1-scores for the individual runs. For
the FNR, it can be observed that the results vary significantly between runs,
especially on the Hazardous datasets. This is likely due to the small scale we
are considering: On the ChEBI100, a FNR of 2.5 × 10−5 roughly corresponds
to about 100 observed false negatives over the whole test set. I.e., out of 19
thousand samples, each of which had 19 thousand subsumption relations that
could have resulted in a false negative, only 100 actually are false negatives.



Therefore, slight changes in the predictive performance can have a significant
impact on the false negative rate.

The F1-scores are more stable overall, with a range of less than one percent
for the micro aggregation and up to six percent for the macro aggregation.
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