arXiv:2305.01090v3 [cs.LG] 6 Dec 2023

Autoencoders for discovering manifold dimension and coordinates in data from complex dynamical systems

Kevin Zeng, Carlos E. Pérez De Jesús, Andrew J. Fox, and Michael D. Graham^∗ Department of Chemical and Biological Engineering, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Madison WI 53706, USA (Dated: December 7, 2023)

Abstract

While many phenomena in physics and engineering are formally high-dimensional, their long-time dynamics often live on a lower-dimensional manifold. The present work introduces an autoencoder framework that combines implicit regularization with internal linear layers and L_2 regularization (weight decay) to automatically estimate the underlying dimensionality of a data set, produce an orthogonal manifold coordinate system, and provide the mapping functions between the ambient space and manifold space, allowing for out-of-sample projections. We validate our framework’s ability to estimate the manifold dimension for a series of datasets from dynamical systems of varying complexities and compare to other state-of-the-art estimators. We analyze the training dynamics of the network to glean insight into the mechanism of low-rank learning and find that collectively each of the implicit regularizing layers compound the low-rank representation and even self-correct during training. Analysis of gradient descent dynamics for this architecture in the linear case reveals the role of the internal linear layers in leading to faster decay of a “collective weight variable” incorporating all layers, and the role of weight decay in breaking degeneracies and thus driving convergence along directions in which no decay would occur in its absence. We show that this framework can be naturally extended for applications of state-space modeling and forecasting by generating a data-driven dynamic model of a spatiotemporally chaotic partial differential equation using only the manifold coordinates. Finally, we demonstrate that our framework is robust to hyperparameter choices.

∗ Email: mdgraham@wisc.edu

I. INTRODUCTION

Nonlinear dissipative partial differential equations (PDEs) are ubiquitous in describing phenomena throughout physics and engineering that display complex nonlinear behaviors, out-of-equilibrium dynamics, and even spatiotemporal chaos. Although the state space of a PDE is formally infinite-dimensional, the long-time dynamics of a dissipative system are known or suspected to collapse onto a finite-dimensional invariant manifold, which we will denote M. [1–3]. The same idea holds for high-dimensional dissipative systems of ordinary differential equations (or discretized PDEs), and in any case, data from any system under consideration will be finite-dimensional, so we will consider manifolds of dimension d_m embedded in an ambient space R^{du} , where often d_m ≪ d_u. That is to say, in order to accurately describe the manifold, and thus the underlying dynamics of the system, only d_m independent coordinates are needed (at least locally). In general, no global coordinate representation of dimension d_m is available, but Whitney’s theorem guarantees that a global representation with embedding dimension d_e ≤ 2d_m can be found [4]. Alternately, in principle, an atlas of overlapping charts with dimension d_m can be constructed to provide local d_m-dimensional representations [4, 5]. For the most part, we address the task of learning minimal global manifold representations (although we will show that our work can be extended into local representations), and consider cases where d_e = d_m.

Obtaining a minimal manifold coordinate description for these systems based on an analysis of data from that system is ideal for a number of dynamical applications such as statespace identification, reduced-order modeling and control, and system interpretability, as well as many other downstream tasks such as classification. However, estimating the underlying dimensionality of a data set and obtaining the manifold coordinate transformations is generally a nontrivial task. Given access only to data represented in the high-dimensional ambient space of a system, the challenge becomes the following: 1) determining d_m, 2) constructing a coordinate system describing points in M, and 3) obtaining the mapping functions E : R^{du} → R^{dm} and D : R^{dm} → R^{du} . In the interest of identifying and modeling the underlying core dynamics of these systems, our aim is to address these three challenges using a single framework trained on high-dimensional ambient data alone.

These three challenges have been tackled by an extensive variety of methodologies, but we emphasize that rarely are all three challenges addressed simultaneously in a single framework –often only the first challenge of identifying the manifold dimension is attempted. For complex dynamical systems, many of these methods developed in systems theory rely on high-precision analyses and access to the underlying equations. For example, Yang et al. [6], Yang and Radons [7] estimated the manifold dimension of the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation (KSE), a formally infinite-dimensional system with finite-dimensional dynamics, for a range of parameters using covariant Lyapunov vectors, monitoring when the Lyapunov spectrum of the system begins to rapidly fall. Ding et al. [8] corroborated these results, estimating the dimension of the invariant manifold containing the long time dynamics of the KSE for a domain size of L = 22 via a Floquet mode approach applied to organized unstable periodic orbits identified in the system. These methods require high precision solutions of the governing equations and access to very specific dynamical data (e.g. periodic orbits) that for more complex systems such as the Navier-Stokes equations are nontrivial or even intractable tasks. Furthermore, these methods are not applicable when the governing equations are not known or when data is collected from general time series rather than precisely prescribed trajectories. For these reasons, these methods will not be the focus of this work.

Towards more generalized and data-driven approaches, the task of estimating the number of degrees of freedom required to represent a set of data without loss of information has been explored in the fields of pattern recognition, information sciences, and machine learning. These methods produce estimates of d_m (or some upper bound) either using global or local analyses of the dataset.

Global approaches tackle this challenge in several ways. Linear global projection methods, such as Principal Component Analysis (PCA) [9] and its variants (e.g. Sparse PCA [10] and Bayesian PCA [11]), determine a linear subspace in which the projection of the data minimizes some projection error. These methods are useful in that not only are they computationally tractable, they also directly provide the mapping functions to the low dimensional representation. However, as they are linear methods, they generally overestimate d_m, since representing data on a curved manifold of dimension d_m will require at least d_m + 1 coordinates.

Nonlinear PCA, or deep autoencoders in general, deal with nonlinearity using neural networks tasked with autoassociation [12]. Autoencoders can be used to estimate d_m by tracking the mean squared reconstruction error (MSE) as a function of the bottleneck dimension d_z of the networks. If the MSE significantly drops above a threshold value of d_h, one can infer that the minimum number of degrees of freedom needed to represent the system data is reached. In applications toward complex high-dimensional dynamical systems including discretized dissipative PDEs, Linot and Graham [13, 14] and Vlachas et al. [15] used undercomplete autoencoders to estimate the manifold dimension of data from the KSE this way. However, as system complexity and dimensionality increase, the MSE drop off becomes less and less sharp [13, 16–18]. Additionally, a practical drawback of this type of approach is it requires training separate networks with a range of d_z.

Towards more automated autoencoder-based frameworks, several works have incorporated the heuristic false-nearest neighbor algorithm (FNN) [19] to target the embedding dimension for state-space reconstructions of a time-series signal that come from systems with manifolds with d_m = 3. Specifically, Gilpin [20] incorporated an additional loss based on the FNN metric to penalize the encoder outputs. This formulation, however, penalizes both redundant latent variables as well as those capturing the manifold, leading to high sensitivity to the regularization term [21]. To address this, Wang and Guet [21] incorporated an attention map to explicitly mask superfluous latent variables based on the FNN metric. Practically, these frameworks require repeatedly computing Euclidean distances between training data points for a range of embedding dimensions at each iteration of training, which is not ideal for systems of increasing complexity and dimensionality. Furthermore, the FNN targets the embedding dimension, which is often higher than the manifold dimension.

Several notable methods of dimensionality reduction tools utilize local computations. A large portion of these methods belong to the class of methods known as multidimensional scaling (MDS), which are concerned with preserving some local or pairwise characteristics of the data. These include Laplacian Eigenmaps [22], t-distributed stochastic neighbor embedding [23], ISOMAP [24] and Locally Linear Embeddings [25]. However, a major distinction between these methods and the goals of this paper is these methods require choosing a manifold dimension beforehand to embed the data into, and are generally applied towards data visualization applications. ISOMAP [24], while capable of providing an “eyeballed” estimate of d_m via error curves, struggles to handle higher dimensionality data [26]. Several other principled d_m estimation methods, such as the Levina-Bickel method [27] and the Little-Jung-Maggioni method (multiscale SVD) [28], estimate d_m by averaging estimates made over neighborhoods of data points. Multiscale SVD and the Levina-Bickel methods are further discussed below. Importantly, all of these local methods lack one or more of the following features: the ability to estimate d_m, project new out-of-sample data points into manifold coordinates, or provide a coordinate system for the d_m-dimensional representation.

In this work, we address the three aforementioned challenges using a deep autoencoder framework that drives the rank of the covariance of the data in the latent representation to a minimum. This rank will be equal to the dimension d_m of the manifold where the data lies. Our framework utilizes two low-rank driving forces. The first is known as implicit regularization, which is a phenomenon observed in gradient-based optimization of deep linear networks (i.e. multiple linear layers in series) leading to low-rank solutions [29]. Although a series of linear layers is functionally and expressively identical to a single linear layer, the learning dynamics of the two are different. The mechanisms of this phenomenon are an ongoing area of research with a primary focus on matrix [29, 30] and tensor factorization [31]. Importantly, it has been observed that implicit regularization does not occur for unstructured datasets such as random full-rank noise [30], indicating that the phenomenon depends on the underlying structure of the data. Recently, implicit regularization has been extended to autoencoders (Implicit Rank Minimizing autoencoders, IRMAE) to learn low-rank representations, improving learning representations for image-based classification, and generative problems by Jing et al. [32], whose observations form the foundation in this work.

The second low-rank driving force is L_2 regularization, often referred to by its action when combined with gradient descent: weight-decay. Weight-decay is a popular weight regularization mechanism in deep learning that forces the network to make trade-offs between the standard loss L of the learning problem with properties of the weights of the network, θ,

L = L + λ 2 ‖θ‖^2_p. (1)

Recently, Mousavi-Hosseini et al. [33] showed that in two-layer neural-networks the first layer weights converge to the minimal principal subspace spanned by a target function only when online stochastic gradient descent (SGD) is combined with weight decay. The authors found that weight-decay allowed SGD to avoid critical points outside the principal subspace. Here we demonstrate a similar synergistic result when weight-decay is combined with implicitlyregularized autoencoders.

The goal of the present work is to demonstrate that implicit regularization combined with weight-decay in deep autoencoders, an approach we call Implicit Rank Minimizing Autoencoder with Weight-Decay or IRMAE-WD, can be applied toward datasets that lie on a manifold of d_m < d_u, to 1) estimate the dimension of the manifold on which the data lie, 2) obtain a coordinate system describing the manifold, and 3) obtain mapping functions to and from the manifold coordinates. We highlight that IRMAE-WD produces by construction an orthogonal manifold coordinate basis organized by variance, and does not rely on extensive parameter sweeps of networks [13, 15] or external estimators [20, 21] – only a good upperbound guess of the manifold dimension is needed. (And if this guess is not good, the results of the analysis will indicate so.) These properties make the IRMAE-WD framework a natural first step for data-driven reduced-order/state space modeling and many other downstream tasks.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II we describe the IRMAE- WD framework. In Sec. III A we apply it to a zoo of datasets ranging from synthetic data sets to physical systems that exhibit complex chaotic dynamics including the Lorenz system, the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation, and the lambda-omega reaction-diffusion system. In Sec. III B we overview performance sensitivity to hyperparameters. In Sec. III C we compare the framework’s ability to estimate the underlying dimensionality of complex datasets against several state-of-the-art estimators. In Sec. III D, we demonstrate how this framework can be naturally extended for downstream tasks such as state-space modeling and dynamics forecasting in the manifold coordinates. Finally, in Sec. III E, we examine the training dynamics of IRMAE-WD to isolate the origins of low-rank in both “space” (i.e. how the data representation is transformed as it passes through the architecture) and “time” (i.e. how the data representation is transformed as training progresses). We glean insight into network learning and, with an analysis of a special case of a linear autoencoder, provide some intuition for how implicit regularization and weight decay achieve a synergistic effect. Appendix A provides a summary of our architectures, Appendix B details an application to the MNIST handwriting dataset, and Appendix C contains the analysis of the linear autoencoder.

II. FORMULATION

Our proposed framework uses an autoencoder architecture. Autoencoders are composed of two subnetworks, the encoder and decoder, which are connected by a latent hidden layer. For dimensionality reduction problems, this latent hidden layer is often a size-limiting bottleneck that explicitly restricts the number of degrees of freedom available to represent the input data. This architecture, which we will denote as a standard autoencoder, forces the encoder network, z = E(u; θ_E), to compress the input data, u ∈ R^{du} , into a compact representation, z ∈ R^{dz} , where d_z < d_u. The decoder, ũ = D(z; θ_D), performs the inverse task of learning to reconstruct the input, ũ ∈ R^{du} , from the compressed representation, z. The autoencoder is trained to minimize the mean squared error (MSE) or reconstruction loss

L(u; θ_E, θ_D) = ⟨||u − D(E(u; θ_E); θ_D)||^2⟩ (2)

Here ⟨·⟩ is the average over a training batch and θ_i corresponds to the weights of each subnetwork. We then deviate from the standard autoencoder architecture by adding an additional linear network, W(·; θ_W ), between the encoder network and decoder: i.e. z = W(E(u; θ_E); θ_W ), where W(·; θ_W ) is composed of n trainable linear weight matrices denoted as W_j (i.e. linear layers) of size d_z × d_z in series, as was done in Jing et al. [32]. Although W adds additional trainable parameters compared to a standard autoencoder, it does not give the network any additional expressivity, as linear layers in series have the same expressivity as a single linear layer. Thus, the effective capacity of the two networks are identical. Importantly we train the framework with weight-decay shown in Fig. 1a with the autoassociation task, L(u; θ_E, θ_W , θ_D) = ⟨||u − D(W(E(u; θ_E); θ_W ); θ_D)||^2⟩ + λ 2 ‖θ‖^2. (3)

Here we contrast IRMAE-WD from typical autoencoders tasked with finding minimal or lowdimensional representations with two distinctions. First, rather than parametrically sweep d_z, as is usually done with standard autoencoders, we instead guess a single d_z > d_m, and rely on implicit regularization and weight-decay to drive the latent space to an approximately minimal rank representation. If this rank is found to equal d_z, then d_z can be increased and the analysis repeated.

Once the regularized network is trained, we perform singular value decomposition on the covariance matrix of the latent data matrix Z (i.e. the encoded data matrix) to obtain the matrices of singular vectors U and singular values S, shown in Fig. 1b. Here, the number of significant singular values of this spectrum gives an estimate of d_m, as each significant value represents a necessary coordinate in representing the original data in the latent space. (More precisely, we get an estimate of d_e, although as we illustrate below, the analysis can be performed on subsets of data to find d_m in the case d_m < d_e.)

Shown in Fig. 1c, we can naturally project z onto U^T to obtain U^T z = h^+ ∈ R^{dz} where each coordinate of h^+ is orthogonal and ordered by contribution. As UU^T = I, we can recover the reconstruction of z, z̃, by projecting h^+ onto U. Importantly, as the framework automatically discovers a latent space in which the encoded data only spans d_m (reflected in the number of significant singular values), the data only populates the latent space in the directions of the singular vectors corresponding to those significant singular values. In other words, the encoded data does not span in the directions of the singular vectors whose corresponding singular values are approximately zero and UU^T z ≈ ÛÛ^T z holds, where Û are the singular vectors truncated to only include those whose singular values are not approximately zero.

This observation allows us to isolate a minimal, orthogonal, coordinate system by simply projecting z onto Û to obtain our minimal representation Û^T z = h ∈ R^{dm} , which we refer to as the manifold representation, shown in Fig. 1d. As UU^T z ≈ ÛÛ^T z and u ≈ D(W(E(u; θ_E); θ_W ); θ_D), we can transform from our manifold representation, h, to the ambient representation, u with minimal loss.

To glean insight into the learning mechanism of autoencoders with implicit regularization and weight-decay in a tractable manner, in Appendix C we analyze the dynamics of gradient descent for a linear autoencoder acting on data whose covariance is diagonal with rank r(= d_m). For this case, there is a family of solutions for the weight matrices in which they all have rank r. The analysis shows that there is a “collective” mode of decay toward the low-rank solution family in which all of the weight matrices are coupled. The decay rate for this mode and for the mean squared error scales as 2 + n, where n is the number of internal (square) linear layers. In the absence of weight decay, there are directions with eigenvalues of zero that do not decay with training. When weight decay is added, these formerly zero a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)

d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)

FIG. 1: Our implicit and λ weight-decay regularized deep autoencoder framework a) network architecture with regularization mechanisms, b) singular value decomposition of the covariance of the learned latent data representation Z, c) projection of latent variables onto manifold coordinates d) isolated projection of latent variables onto manifold coordinates.

eigenvalues become negative, allowing decay from all directions to the low-rank solution. In Sec. III E, we empirically observe the gradient updates and weight matrices of the linear layers of our nonlinear network exhibiting convergence toward low rank solutions.

An important practical detail during application of the present method is the choice of optimizer for the SGD process. We found that it is very important to use the AdamW optimizer [34] rather than the standard Adam optimizer. This distinction is important because direct application of weight decay (L_2 regularization) in the commonly used Adam optimizer leads to weights with larger gradient amplitudes being regularized disproportionately [34]. AdamW decouples weight decay from the adaptive gradient update. We have found that the usage of the base Adam optimizer with L_2 regularization can lead to high sensitivity to parameters and spurious results.

III. RESULTS

A. Manifold Dimension Estimates: Example Systems

We now investigate IRMAE-WD applied to a zoo of datasets of increasing complexity, ranging from linear manifolds embedded in finite-dimensional ambient spaces to nonlinear manifolds embedded in formally infinite-dimensional ambient spaces.

1. Data linearly embedded in a finite-dimensional ambient space

We first benchmark IRMAE-WD against a simple data set consisting of 5-dimensional noise linearly embedded in an ambient space of 20 dimensions. Because this dataset exactly spans 5 orthogonal directions and is linearly embedded, Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is able to extract d_m from the data, which can be identified via the singular value spectrum of covariance of the data matrix. Shown in Fig. 2a are the singular values obtained from PCA, from the learned latent variables of IRMAE without and with weight-decay, and a standard AE that is architecturally identical to IRMAE-WD without any regularization (i.e. no W and λ = 0). For the standard autoencoder, while the singular values σ_i drop slightly for index i > 5, the spectrum is broad and decays slowly, indicating that the learned latent representation is essentially full-rank. In other words, the standard autoencoder, when given excess capacity in the bottleneck layer, will utilize all latent variables available to it. In contrast, for IRMAE-WD, the singular values for i > 5 drop to ∼ 10^{−16}, just as in the case of PCA. This indicates that IRMAE-WD is able to automatically learn a representation that isolates the minimal dimensions needed to represent the data.

We further highlight here two important observations: 1) an autoencoder with weight decay alone is insufficient in learning a sparse representation – it behaves very similarly to the standard autoencoder, and 2) an autoencoder with implicit regularization alone, as applied in Jing et al. [32], yields a sharp drop in σ_i for i > 5, but not nearly so dramatic as when both linear layers and weight decay are implemented. This phenomenon is addressed a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

FIG. 2: Normalized singular values, σ_i, of latent data covariances of various AE methods applied to a) a 5-dimensional linear manifold embedded in R^{20} and b) a 3-dimensional nonlinear manifold embedded in R^4 . The spectra obtained from PCA and a standard AE with no regularization are provided. The value of d_m is marked by the vertical red guide line.

in Sections III E and Appendix C.

2. Nonlinearly embedded finite-dimensional system: The Archimedean Spiral Lorenz

We now turn our attention to data from nonlinear finite-dimensional dynamical systems with nonlinear embedded manifolds. Specifically, we take the Lorenz ‘63 system [35], ẋ = σ(y − x) ẏ = x(ρ − z) − y ż = xy − βz (4)

which exhibits chaotic dynamics in R^3 and embed this system nonlinearly in R^4 by wrapping the data set around the Archimedean spiral using the following mapping:

[x, y, αz cos (αz), αz sin (αz)] → [u_1, u_2, u_3, u_4],

with α = 0.2.

a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

FIG. 3: Dynamics of the a) 3-dimensional Lorenz ‘63 equation and b) the 4-dimensional Archimedean Lorenz equation. The color corresponds to the variable, u_2 in the embedding, while the spatial coordinates correspond to u_1, u_3, and u_4.

For parameters σ = 10, ρ = 28, β = 8/3, the Lorenz ‘63 exhibits chaotic dynamics. In other words, the underlying dynamics of this system live on a nonlinear 3-dimensional manifold that is nonlinearly embedded in a 4-dimensional ambient space. We show in Fig. 2b that IRMAE-WD correctly determines that this system can be minimally represented by 3 latent variables. In contrast, the application of PCA fails to identify the underlying structure of the data. Here, the PCA spectrum does not give a correct estimate of d_m because inherently a linear method cannot minimally capture the nonlinearity/curvature of the manifold. Finally, a standard AE with d_z > d_m also fails to automatically learn a minimal representation as it finds a full-rank data covariance in the latent space.

3. Global manifold estimates vs local estimates: quasiperiodic dynamics on a 2-torus

We now turn our attention to a trajectory in R^3 traversing the surface of a 2-torus with poloidal and toroidal speeds that lead to quasiperiodic dynamics, as visualized in Fig. 4a. Given infinite time, the particle will densely cover the surface of the torus. Although this system lives on a two-dimensional manifold, the topology of this manifold is nontrivial and a single global representation is not possible to obtain [5]. Here we apply IRMAE-WD to this dataset, which consists of snapshots of the three coordinates along a trajectory. In this example, we also use an overcomplete network design, z ∈ R^{10} , to highlight that even when d_z > d_u, excess degrees of freedom are still correctly eliminated. We show in Fig. 5a that a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

FIG. 4: Quasiperiodic dynamics on a torus: a) global b) local patches.

when IRMAE-WD is tasked with learning a global representation by training over the entire dataset, it (correctly) obtains a 3-dimensional latent space – the embedding dimension of the manifold is d_e = 3. However, as described by Floryan and Graham [5], by decomposition of the manifold into an atlas of overlapping charts, the intrinsic dimension of the manifold containing the data can be captured. In Fig. 5b, we show IRMAE-WD applied to the same dataset after being divided into patches found using k-means clustering, illustrated in Fig. 4b. We show that for each subdomain, IRMAE-WD automatically learns a minimal 2-dimensional representation of the data while simultaneously discarding the remaining superfluous degrees of freedom. In this manner, IRMAE-WD can be deployed on local regions of data to make estimates of the intrinsic dimension.

4. Nonlinear manifold in an “infinite-dimensional” system: Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation and reaction-diffusion system

We now turn our attention to two dissipative nonlinear systems that are formally infinitedimensional – nonlinear PDEs – which are discretized to become high-dimensional systems of ODEs. First, we investigate the 1D Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation (KSE): ∂v ∂t = −v ∂v ∂x − ∂^2v ∂x^2 − ∂^4v ∂x^4 (5) a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

FIG. 5: Normalized singular values, σ_i, of learned latent spaces from IRMAE-WD applied to the a) global torus dataset and b) local patches of the torus dataset. Results for a standard AE latent space is shown in black. The value of d_m is marked by the vertical red guide line.

in a domain of length L with periodic boundary conditions. For large L, this system exhibits rich spatiotemporal chaotic dynamics which has made it a common test case for studies of complex nonlinear systems. To analyze this formally “infinite” dimensional system, state snapshots will consist of sampled solution values at equidistant mesh points in the domain. We apply IRMAE-WD to extract the dimension of the underlying manifold for dynamics for a range of domain sizes, focusing first on L = 22, which exhibits spatiotemporal chaotic dynamics and has been widely studied. An example trajectory of this system is shown in Fig. 6a. This system, although formally infinite-dimensional, has dynamics dictated by a nonlinearly embedded 8-dimensional manifold, as indicated by a variety of methodologies [6, 8, 13, 36]. Using a data set comprised of 40,000 snapshots sampled on 64 mesh points, and choosing a bottleneck layer dimension d_z = 20, we show in Fig. 7a that the singular values coming from IRMAE-WD drop dramatically above an index of 8, indicating that we have automatically and straightforwardly learned a latent space of dimension d_m = 8. By contrast, neither PCA nor a standard AE leads to a substantial drop in singular values over the whole range of indices.

For increasing domain sizes L, the spatiotemporal dynamics of the KSE increase in complexity. Fig. 6b-d show space-time plots of the dynamics for L = 44, 66, and 88, sampled on a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)

b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)

d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)

FIG. 6: Typical evolutions for the KSE in domain sizes of a) L = 22, b) L = 44, c) L = 66, and d) L = 88.

a uniform spatial mesh of 64, 64, and 128 points, respectively. Fig. 7b-c show the singular value spectra of the latent space covariances for L = 44 and 66, again showing a drop of > 10 orders of magnitude at well-defined index values, indicating manifold dimensions d_m = 18 and 28, respectively. We highlight here that previous autoencoder methods [13, 14], using the trend in MSE with d_z to estimate d_m, struggle to make distinctions in the manifold dimension for these domain sizes, while IRMAE-WD yields a well-characterized value. Prior works relying on high-precision analyses of the dynamics based on detailed and complex trajectory analyses have suggested that the manifold dimension for the KSE scales linearly with the domain length L [6, 36]. In Fig. 7d we show the trend in d_m vs. L as determined with IRMAE-WD: we are able to very straightforwardly recover the linear scaling without access to the underlying governing equations or periodic solutions.

The second infinite-dimensional system we consider is the lambda-omega reactiona)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c) d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)

FIG. 7: Singular values, σ_i, of IRMAE-WD learned latent spaces for the KSE a) L = 22, b) L = 44, c) L = 66, and d) estimate of d_m averaged over 5 randomly initialized models as a function of L, with the standard deviations represented by the error bars. In a)-c), the spectra obtained from PCA and a standard AE with no regularization are also shown, and the value of d_m is marked by the vertical red guide line.

diffusion system in two spatial dimensions governed by

FIG. 8: One period T of the spiral wave produced by lambda-omega reaction diffusion system.

∂u ∂t = [ 1 − ( u^2 + v^2 )] u + β ( u^2 + v^2 ) v + d_1 ( ∂^2u ∂x^2 + ∂^2u ∂y^2 )

∂v ∂t = −β ( u^2 + v^2 ) u + [ 1 − ( u^2 + v^2 )] v + d_2 ( ∂^2u ∂x^2 + ∂^2u ∂y^2 ) (6)

where d_1 = d_2 = 0.1 and β = 1 for −10 ≤ x ≤ 10, −10 ≤ y ≤ 10. This system has previously been studied in [5, 37, 38]. The long-time dynamics of the system collapse onto an attracting limit cycle in state space in the form of a spiral wave, which can be fully described in a 2-dimensional latent space with a single global representation [5]. We will analyze this system with state snapshots sampled from solution values at equidistant mesh points in a 101 × 101 grid, producing an ambient dimension of R^{20402} . We generated a data set comprised of 201 snapshots, uniformly spaced 0.05 time units apart, covering slightly over one period of the spiral wave; one period of the spiral wave is shown in Fig. 8. We applied IRMAE-WD using a bottleneck layer dimension of d_z = 10, and we show in Fig. 9 that the singular values drastically decrease above an index of 2, indicating that we have automatically and straighforwardly learned a latent space of dimension d_m = 2.

B. Robustness and Parameter Sensitivity

In the following section we overview parametric robustness of IRMAE-WD, focusing on the KSE L = 22 dataset. We choose this dataset as it comes from a nonlinear, highdimensional system governed by dynamics on a nonlinear manifold and is considerably more

FIG. 9: Singular values σ_i of IRMAE-WD learned latent space covariance for the lambda-omega reaction-diffusion system.

complex than typical benchmark systems.

We first investigate the accuracy of the estimate of d_m, where the correct value, based on consistent results from many sources, is taken to be d_m = 8. Fig. 10a shows the dimension estimate as a function of number of linear layers n and weight decay parameter λ, with the bottom row of the plot corresponding to the case n = 0 of a standard autoencoder with L_2 regularization. We highlight that for a broad range of n and λ the framework is capable of accurately estimating d_m. It is not until there is significant regularization in terms of both n and λ that the framework begins to fail. In the absence of implicit regularization with linear layers the autoencoder cannot predict d_m at all. Shown in Fig. 10b is the same parameter sweep characterized by test MSE performance. This quantity is also relatively insensitive to choice of parameters, and the regularized models operating with effectively d_m degrees of freedom in the representation achieve comparable reconstruction errors to standard autoencoders (bottom left corner). Finally, for an ideal regularized model, singular values with indices greater than d_m are zero, but practically this is not the case. In Fig. 10c, we quantify the fraction of total variance in the representation coming from singular values from the tail of the spectrum, i.e. with index greater than d_m: σ^+ = ∑_{dz} i=d_{m+1} σi/ ∑_{dz} j=1 σ_j .

We highlight here that for a broad range of n and λ, the trailing singular values contribute on the order of 10^{−9} of the total variance or energy, while the unregularized models contribute a nontrivial 10^{−1}. Finally, we comment that we did not observe strong dependence of the a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b) c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)

FIG. 10: Parametric sweep in n and λ of models trained over the KSE L = 22 dataset with various degrees of implicit and weight regularization. The colors correspond to: a) average deviation from d_m over 3 models, b) average test MSE over 3 models, c) lowest fraction of trailing singular values of 3 models (lower is better). In the leftmost column, labeled NA, λ = 0. The lower left corner in each plot corresponds to a standard autoencoder.

choice of d_z on the results, as long as d_z > d_m.

C. Comparison to other methods

In this section, we compare IRMAE-WD to two state-of-the-art estimators: Multiscale SVD (MSVD) [28] and the Levina-Bickel method [27] as these methods are designed to provide a direct estimate of the manifold dimension from data. We first compare to the MSVD method, as it is also completely data-driven and also relies on analyzing singular value spectra of the data. MSVD estimates d_m by tracking the ensemble average of singular value spectra obtained from a collection of local neighborhoods of data as a function of the size of the neighborhood radius, r. Development of gaps in the singular value spectra as r increases coincides with a separation between directions on the manifold and those due to curvature. A gap in the spectrum is presumed to indicate the manifold dimension, as PCA does for data on a linear manifold. We revisit the KSE L = 22 and L = 44 datasets as they are nontrivial complex systems with nonlinear manifolds. In Fig. 11a and Fig. 11b we show the MSVD method applied to these datasets. We highlight here that MSVD, given these datasets, is unable to unambiguously identify d_m; Rather than one gap, there are multiple gaps in the spectra, as indicated by the arrows. This is likely due to a key limitations of MSVD, which is that it requires data in small enough r neighborhoods to accurately approximate the highly nonlinear manifold as flat. I.e. in order to work in the limit of very small neighborhoods, MSVD requires an ensemble of data points to have a sufficient number of neighboring points at very small r. In our MSVD application, we were unable to access small values of r without encountering neighborless point cloud samples. Many complex dynamical systems do not uniformly populate their underlying manifolds, resulting in regions of high and low density – indeed, data points on a chaotic attractor will be fractally, rather than uniformly, distributed. As a result, it is difficult to collect dynamical data in which the manifold is represented with uniform density or to collect enough data such that low probability regions are dense when natural occurrences in these regions are low. IRMAE-WD does not suffer from these limitations.

We also apply the Levina-Bickel method to these same datasets. This method utilizes a maximum likelihood framework in estimating the dimensionality of the data from local regions [27]. In our application we fix the number of neighbors, as suggested by Levina and Bickel [27], rather than fixing the neighborhood radius. This method also fails to provide reliable estimates given our datasets. We summarize this section with our findings in Table I. For the datasets considered, the Levina-Bickel method appears to underestimate the dimensionality while MSVD tends to give ambiguous estimates.

TABLE I: Estimates of d_m with various methods.

Dataset d_m Multiscale SVD Levina-Bickel IRMAE-WD Arch. Lorenz 3 2 2.09 3 KSE L = 22 8 6-8 3.99 8 KSE L = 44 18 8-20 7.00 18

D. Reduced-order state-space forecasting in the manifold coordinates

As noted above and illustrated in Fig. 1, projection of the latent space data z onto the first d_m singular vectors of its covariance yields the manifold representation h ∈ R^{dm} . We can map data snapshots in the ambient space to this manifold coordinate representation by a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

FIG. 11: Ensemble MSVD singular values, S_i, as a function of sampling neighborhood radius r on the KSE a) L = 22 dataset and b) L = 44 dataset. The color of the lines corresponds to the modal index of the spectra. The arrows mark the gaps that appear in the spectra, providing an estimate of underlying dimensionality.

simply extending our definitions of encoding and decoding to h:

h := E_h(u; θ_E, θ_W , Û^T ) = Û^T W(E(u; θ_E); θ_W ) ũ := D_h(h; θ_D, Û^T ) = D(Ûh; θ_D) (7)

where E_h and D_h simply subsume the intermediate linear transformations required to map between h and u. With our extended definitions of encoding and decoding, we now have 1) found an estimate of d_m, 2) obtained the coordinate system h parameterizing the manifold, and 3) determined the explicit mapping functions E_h and D_h back and forth between the ambient space and data manifold. With access to these three, a natural application is statespace modeling and forecasting. We show a schematic of this extension in Fig. 12; the pink internal box contains a time-evolution module to integrate an initial condition u_0 that has been transformed into manifold coordinate representation h_0 forward in time. Having in hand an explicit determination of the manifold dimension and coordinates, it is now no longer necessary to use trial and error, testing models with various dimensions (as in e.g. [14]), to find a minimal-dimensional high-fidelity time-evolution model.

Before continuing to examples, we make some general comments about the approach and

FIG. 12: Schematic for extending the IRMAE-WD framework for forecasting in the manifold coordinate system using a Neural ODE (pink section).

setting addressed in this section. We are considering deterministic dynamical systems with long-time dynamics that lie on an invariant manifold of dimension smaller than the ambient dimension. A simple example would be a system with a stable limit cycle. Topologically this is one-dimensional but its embedding dimension is two. That means that two global coordinates, no more and no fewer, are necessary and sufficient for prediction of the dynamics on the limit cycle. Our aim is to identify these coordinates and the dynamics in them. In a system whose exact (manifold) representation requires a large number of coordinates, it may still be possible to develop a model that predicts many aspects of the system, especially with regard to statistics, with a model that has many fewer dimensions than the true invariant manifold. That is a common goal, and is for example what is done in large eddy simulations of turbulent flow [39]. But that is not what we are aiming to do here.

We now extend the KSE and reaction-diffusion examples described above to develop datadriven dynamical models in the manifold coordinates. Here we train a neural ODE [40], ḣ = g(h; θ_g), to model the time evolution of h as done by Linot and Graham [14]. In other words, we simply insert a forecasting network trained to evolve the dynamics of the system in the manifold coordinate representation, h. Shown in Fig. 13a, is an example trajectory from the KSE. Fig. 13b is the E_h encoded manifold representation of the same trajectory. From a single encoded initial condition in the ambient space, we can perform the entire systems forecast in the manifold space. This forecasted trajectory, for the same initial condition used to generate Fig. 13a, is shown in Fig. 13d. Naturally, the ambient representation of this trajectory can be completely recovered via D_h, shown in Fig. 13c. Comparison of the top and bottom rows shows that the time-evolution prediction in the manifold coordinate system is quantitatively accurate for nearly 50 time units. We emphasize that because the KSE is a chaotic dynamical system, the ground truth and forecast will eventually diverge.

a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c) d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)

FIG. 13: Example ground truth trajectory of the KSE in the a) ambient space and b) projected onto the learned manifold coordinate representation. A time series prediction made using a Neural ODE in the d) manifold coordinate beginning from the same initial condition. c) The ambient space reconstruction decoded from the neural ODE predicted manifold trajectory.

Nevertheless, the relevant time scale (the Lyapunov time) of this system is ∼ 20 time units and we achieve quantitative agreement for about two Lyapunov times. From this result, we highlight that our learned manifold coordinate system is conducive for forecasting, and our mapping functions produce good ambient space reconstruction.

We further demonstrate the ability of IRMAE-WD to produce low-dimensional dynamical models for high-dimensional ambient systems using the lambda-omega reaction-diffusion system. We train a neural ODE, ḣ = g(h; θ_g), to model the dynamics of the system in the manifold coordinates, h, as done by Linot and Graham [14]. Using a single encoded initial position in the ambient space, we can forecast the evolution of the full ambient system in the manifold space. The ground truth of the spiral wave after one period is shown in Fig. 14a, along with the corresponding ambient space reconstruction decoded from the neural ODE forecast. The reconstructed spiral wave matches the ground truth, as the predicted evolution closely tracks the evolution of the true system dynamics. In Fig. 14b, we present the time series of the ground truth u and v components at a single spatial location and the reconstruction from the predicted trajectory. The predicted evolution behaves nearly identically to the ground truth, further demonstrating the quantitative accuracy of our forecasts.

Furthermore, we briefly note that the combination of IRMAE-WD and neural ODE evolution in manifold coordinates has separately been applied to prediction of microstructural a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

FIG. 14: a) Ground truth and prediction of a spiral wave produced by the lambda-omega reaction-diffusion system after one period and b) the time series ground truth and forecast of the u and v components at x = 1, y = 45. Ground truth and predictions were evolved from identical initial conditions.

evolution in a flowing complex fluid [41]. In that case, synthetic X-ray scattering pattern data for a suspension of Brownian rigid rods in complex flows was reduced to a five-dimensional manifold and the evolution of those dimensions learned, with excellent reconstruction.

To conclude the discussion of modeling of time evolution in the manifold coordinates, we address the issue of whether “end-to-end” modeling, which would simultaneously determine the manifold dimension, coordinates, and evolution equation from time series data, is feasible or practical. While approaches along these lines have recently been proposed [38], they have not been applied to cases with dynamics more complex than limit cycles. For systems with a high ambient dimension and complex chaotic dynamics, trajectories need to visit each region of the invariant manifold several times so that the true shape of the manifold can be ascertained. I.e. it is necessary to see the global “shape” of the manifold before one can find a coordinate representation of it. All methods that we know of for estimating manifold dimension share this feature. Using ensembles of trajectories starting from different parts of state space it may be possible to circumvent this issue (cf. [42]); such an approach is beyond the scope of the present work.

E. The Dynamics of Low-Rank Representation Learning

We now turn our attention towards understanding the automatic learning of an approximately minimal representation. We glean insights by framing our network as a dynamical system, where “space” corresponds to layer depth in the network and “time” corresponds to training epoch/iteration. In this manner, we elucidate “when” and “where” low rank behavior appears in our network.

More precisely, we will compute and track the singular value spectra for a range of intermediate latent representations, weight matrices, and update gradients as a function of model layer and epoch. We will use these spectra to estimate the rank (based on the position of a substantial gap in the singular value spectrum of the matrix under investigation). The following analyses are performed on a framework with n = 4, λ = 10^{−6}, trained on the KSE L = 22 dataset, which has a 64-dimensional ambient space with a nonlinear invariant manifold with d_m = 8.

We first define several key weights, W_j , and representations, z_j, in the model from input to output, where j is a placeholder for the position in the network. Starting from the encoder, we define the nonlinearly-activated representation immediately output from the nonlinear portion of the encoder, E_N , as z_{EN} = E_N (u). This representation is then mapped to R^{dz} by a linear layer W_E to result in representation z_E = E(u) = W_E E_N (u). From here, the representation passes through n square linear layers: W_1, ..., W_n. The representation output after each of these layers is then z_1, ..., z_n. Note that z_n is equal to z in the nomenclature of the previous sections. Finally, before arriving at the nonlinear decoder, D_N , z_n is mapped via W_D to the proper size: D(z_n) = D_N (W_Dz_n). To summarize, a fully encoded and decoded snapshot of data is ũ = D(W(E(u))) = D_N (W_DW_n...W_1W_E E_N (u)).

We first perform space-time tracking of the rank of the latent representation, shown in Fig. 15, by computing the singular spectrum of the covariance of the data representation, z_j , at various intermediate layers of the network and various epochs during training. As we traverse our model in space (layer), we find that the nonlinear encoder produces a full-rank representation and is not directly responsible for transforming the data into its low-rank form, shown in Fig. 15a. However, we observe that as the data progresses from the nonlinear encoder and through the non-square linear mapping to W_1, the learned representation is weakly low-rank, shown in Fig. 15b. As the data progresses through each of the square linear blocks W_1, ..., W_n, we observe that the unnecessary singular values/directions of the representation are further attenuated (equivalently the most essential representation directions are amplified), transforming the latent representation towards a true minimal-rank representation.

As we traverse our model in time (i.e. epoch), we observe that the rank of the learned representation for z_{EN} is stagnant. In contrast, we observe for each of the sequential linear layers the rank of the representation begin as essentially full-rank, but then collectively decay into low-rank representations. We note that the representation during the early epochs “overcorrect” to a representation that is too low of a rank to accurately capture the data, but the network automatically resolves this as training progresses.

To further understand what is happening, we now perform a similar space-time analysis of our model to track the rank of the gradient updates of the weights at each layer, J_j = ∇_{Wj} L, shown in Fig. 16. Here we follow the same layer indexing convention described above. We observe in Fig. 16 that in early training the sequential linear layers begin with update gradients that adjust all directions in each of the latent representations. As training progresses, the singular values of the update gradients begin to decay in unnecessary directions, shifting the latent space towards a low-rank representation. Once this is achieved, the gradient updates are essentially only updating in the significant directions needed for reconstruction. From the analysis of the gradient updates, we can conclude that the framework collectively adjusts all linear layers.

As linear layers in sequence can be subsumed into a single linear layer by simply computing the product of the sequence, we also investigate the rank of the effective layer weight matrix itself, W_{j,eff} (e.g. W_{2,eff} = W_2W_1W_E ) in space and time, shown in Fig. 17. We show in Fig. 17 as the linear layers compound deeper into the network, the effective rank of the layers approaches d_m. This coincides with the observation made in Fig. 15. We conclude here that the sequential linear layers work together to form an effective rank d_m weight matrix, projecting the data onto a space of dimension d_m. We highlight here that while the network automatically learns a linearly separated d_m representation, the manifold of the original dataset is nonlinear in nature and is nonlinearly embedded in the ambient space–this feature is captured by the nonlinear encoding and decoding blocks. Finally, we comment a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b) c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)

d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d) e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e) f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)

FIG. 15: “Space-Time” tracking of the singular spectra of the covariance of the representation of the data, z_j , trained on the KSE L = 22 dataset: a) z_{EN} b) z_E c) z_1, d) z_2, e) z_3, and f) z_4 (i.e. z) as a function of training epoch. Note that the spectra for a) and b) are truncated for clarity. The d_m of the dataset is denoted by a vertical red line.

that when weight-sharing is implemented across the linear blocks W_j (i.e. W_j are equal) we lose regularization as weight-sharing decreases the effective number of linear layers.

We conclude this section with a comparison between our proposed framework IRMAE- WD, which utilizes implicit regularization and weight-decay, and one that only utilizes implicit regularization, IRMAE. We show in Fig. 18 the learning dynamics of the data covariance of the latent representation for each. Fig. 18a shows the dynamics in the absence of weight decay where we observe that the trailing singular values first drift upward in the first 100 epochs, followed by decay and then growth again as training proceeds. The addition of weight decay, as shown in Fig. 18b, leads to monotonic decay of the trailing singular values. These observations are consistent with the linear IRMAE-WD analysis in Appendix C, which, in the absence of weight-decay predicts directions with eigenvalues at zero in which a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b) c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)

d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d) e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e) f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)

FIG. 16: “Space-Time” tracking of the singular spectra of the update gradient, J_j , for a model trained on the KSE L = 22 dataset for the a) J_E b) J_1, c) J_2, d) J_3, e) J_4, and f) J_D as a function of training epoch. Note that the spectra for a) and f) are truncated for clarity. The d_m of the dataset is denoted by a vertical red line.

the training dynamics will drift. Adding weight decay makes these eigenvalues negative, aiding convergence.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we build upon observations made by Jing et al. [32] and present an autoencoder framework, denoted IRMAE-WD, that combines implicit regularization with internal linear layers and weight decay to automatically estimate the underlying dimensional d_m of the manifold on which the data lies. This framework simultaneously learns an ordered and orthogonal manifold coordinate representation as well as the mapping functions between the ambient space and manifold space, allowing for out-of-sampling projections. Unlike other autoencoder methods, we accomplish this without parametric model sweeps or relying on a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b) c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)c)

d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d)d) e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e)e) f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)f)

FIG. 17: “Space-Time” tracking of the singular spectra of the effective linear layer, W_{j,eff}, for a model trained on the KSE L = 22 dataset. The singular spectra for the effective weight matrix a) W_{E,eff} b) W_{1,eff}, c) W_{2,eff}, d) W_{3,eff}, e) W_{4,eff}, and f) W_{D,eff} as a function of training epoch. Note that the spectra for a) and f) are truncated for clarity. The d_m of the dataset is denoted by a vertical red line.

secondary algorithms, requiring only that the bottleneck dimension d_z of the autoencoder satisfies d_z > d_m.

We demonstrated our framework by estimating the manifold dimension for a series of finite and (discretized) infinite-dimensional systems that possess linear and nonlinear manifolds. We show that it outperforms several state-of-the-art estimators for systems with nonlinear embedded manifolds and is even accurate for relatively large manifold dimensions, d_m ≈ 40. However, the ambient dimensions of our test systems are still small relative to the demands of many industrially relevant applications, such as turbulent fluid flows where the ambient dimension d_u (number of Fourier modes or grid points) can easily exceed 10^6 and d_m is suspected to increase very strongly with Reynolds number (flow strength). We aim with future work to efficiently extend IRMAE-WD to these high-dimensional systems.

a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

FIG. 18: “Space-Time” tracking of the singular spectra of the covariance of the representation of the data, z, trained on the KSE L = 22 dataset: a) an AE with only implicit regularization (IRMAE) b) an AE with implicit regularization and weight-decay (IRMAE-WD). The d_m of the dataset is denoted by a vertical red line and the final learned latent spectrum is outlined in red markers.

We demonstrate that our framework can be naturally extended for applications of statespace modeling and forecasting with the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation and the lambdaomega reaction-diffusion system. Using a neural ODE, we learned the dynamics of these datasets in the manifold representation and showed that the ambient space representation can be accurately recovered at any desired point in time.

Our analyses of the training process in “space” (layer) and “time” (epoch) indicate that low-rank learning appears simultaneously in all linear layers. We highlight that the nonlinear encoder is not directly responsible for learning a low-rank representation, but rather each of the sequential linear layers work together by compounding the approximately low-rank features in the latent space, effectively amplifying the relevant manifold directions and equivalently attenuating superfluous modes. Analysis of a linear autoencoder with the IRMAE- WD architecture illustrates the role of the linear layers in accelerating collective convergence of the encoder, decoder, and internal layers as well as the role of weight-decay in breaking degeneracies that limit convergence in its absence. On the theoretical side, while the linear autoencoder analysis presented in Appendix C provides some insight, it is quite limited, and further, more sophisticated studies are necessary to better understand the method, even in the linear, much less the fully nonlinear setting.

Finally, we demonstrate that our framework is quite robust to choices of L_2 regularization (weight decay) parameter λ and number of linear layers n. We show that in a large envelope of regularization parameters we achieve accurate estimations of d_m without sacrificing accuracy (MSE). We also show that λ can help reduce the contribution of superfluous singular directions in the learned latent space.

While the present work is motivated by complex deterministic dynamical systems, we acknowledge that many practical systems of interest are stochastic or noisy and the data may only lie near, but not precisely on a finite-dimensional manifold and we aim to robustly extend IRMAE-WD to these systems in future work.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by Office of Naval Research grant N00014-18-1-2865 (Vannevar Bush Faculty Fellowship). We also wish to thank the UW-Madison College of Engineering Graduate Engineering Research Scholars (GERS) program and acknowledge funding through the Advanced Opportunity Fellowship (AOF) as well as the PPG Fellowship.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Code and sample data that support the findings of this study are openly available at

https://github.com/mdgrahamwisc/IRMAE_WD

Appendix A: Model Architecture and Parameters

Appendix B: Application to the MNIST Handwriting Dataset

Here we apply IRMAE-WD to the MNIST dataset and compare to Jing et al. [32]. We utilize the same convolutional autoencoder architecture parameters that they used, with the following parameters and architecture: 4 × 4 kernel size with stride 2, padding 1, a learning

TABLE II: Here we list the architecture and parameters utilized in the studies of this paper. For brevity, the decoders, D, of each architecture is simply mirrors of the encoder, E with activations ReLU/ReLU/lin. Each network has n sequential linear layers with shape d_z × d_z between the encoder and decoder. Learning rates were set to 10^{−3} and with mini-batches of 128.

Dataset E Activation d_z n λ 5D Noise 20/128/64/20 ReLU/ReLU/lin 20 4 10^{−2} Arch. Lorenz 4/128/64/4 ReLU/ReLU/lin 4 4 10^{−6} 2Torus 3/256/128/10 ReLU/ReLU/lin 10 4 10^{−2} KSE L = 22 64/512/256/20 ReLU/ReLU/lin 20 4 10^{−6} KSE L = 44 64/512/256/30 ReLU/ReLU/lin 30 4 10^{−6} KSE L = 66 64/512/256/50 ReLU/ReLU/lin 50 4 10^{−6} KSE L = 88 20/512/256/80 ReLU/ReLU/lin 80 4 10^{−6}

rate of 10^{−3}, and λ = 10^{−6}. Here Conv, ConvT, and FC correspond to a convolutional layer,

transposed-convolutional layer, and fully connected (not activated) layer, respectively.

In Fig. 19 we show that IRMAE-WD, which utilizes both implicit and weight regular-

ization, learns a d_m = 9 representation for the MNIST handwriting dataset while Jing et al.

[32], which only utilizes implicit regularization, learns a d_m = 10 representation. We further

highlight that the trailing singular values from our model sharply decays several orders of

magnitude lower than the Jing et al. [32] model. We finally note that the latent space from

the Jing et al. [32] model exhibits a broader tail, especially near the significant singular

values. We find that despite our model utilizing one fewer degree of freedom to model the

MNIST data, it produces an MSE that is comparable to Jing et al. [32] when trained using

their parameters (1.0 · 10^{−2} vs. 9.5 · 10^{−3}).

TABLE III: Convolutional autoencoder and architecture for MNIST Handwriting Dataset

Encoder Decoder x ∈ R^{32×32×1} z ∈ R^{128} → Conv_{32} → ReLU → FC_{4096} → Conv_{64} → ReLU → reshape_{8×8×64} → Conv_{128} → ReLU → ConvT_{64} → ReLU → Conv_{256} → ReLU → ConvT_{32} → ReLU → flatten_{1024} → ConvT_1 → Tanh → LC_{128} → z ∈ R^{128} → x̂ ∈ R^{32×32×1} a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a)a) b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)b)

FIG. 19: Singular value spectra obtained from models trained over the MNIST handwriting dataset a) full spectra and b) zoomed in spectra.

Appendix C: Analysis of linear autoencoders with internal linear layers and weight decay

1. Formulation

To gain some insight into the performance of autoencoders with additional linear layers and weight decay, we present here an analysis of gradient descent for an idealized case of a linear autoencoder with one or more internal linear layers. We begin with the formalism with a single internal linear layer. The input is denoted u ∈ R^{du} , encoder E ∈ R^{dz ×du} , decoder D ∈ R^{du ×dz} , internal linear layer W ∈ R^{dz ×dz} and output ũ = DW Eu ∈ R^{du} . We define the latent variable preceding the linear layer as h = Eu ∈ R^{dz} and the one following it as w = W h = W Eu ∈ R^{dz} . For a conventional autoencoder, W = I^{dz dz} , where the notation I^{mm} denotes the m × m identity matrix. We will consider the simple loss function

L = ⟨||ũ − u||^2⟩ + λ_E(||E||^2_F + ||D||^2_F ) + λ_W ||W ||^2_F ,

where ⟨·⟩ denotes ensemble average (expected value). First the converged equilibrium solution of the minimization problem for the loss will be considered, and then the convergence of the solution to the minimum.

We are particularly interested in the case where the data lies on an r-dimensional subspace of R^{du} , or equivalently rank⟨uu^T ⟩ = r, and we assume that the dimension m of the hidden layers is chosen so that m > r.

We can write the loss as

L = ⟨u^T (E^T W^T D^T DW E−(DW E+E^T W^T D^T ))u⟩+⟨u^T u⟩+λ_E(trEE^T +trDD^T )+λ_W trW W^T .

In index notation we can write

L = ⟨u_kE^T_{kl}W^T_{lm}D^T_{mn}D_{no}W_{op}E_{pq}u_q⟩ − ⟨u_k(D_{kl}W_{lm}E_{mn} + E^T_{kl}W^T_{lm}D^T_{mn})u_n⟩ + ⟨u_ku_k⟩ + λ_E(E_{kl}E_{kl} + D_{kl}D_{kl}) + λ_W W_{kl}W_{kl}.

Taking partial derivatives yields ∂L ∂E_{ij} = ⟨2W^T_{im}D^T_{mn}(DW E − I)_{no})u_ou_j⟩ + 2λ_EE_{ij} = ⟨2W^T_{im}D^T_{mn}(ũ_n − u_n)u_j⟩ + 2λ_EE_{ij} , ∂L ∂W_{ij} = ⟨2D^T_{ik}(DW E − I)_{kl}u_lE_{jm}u_m⟩ + 2λW_{ij} = ⟨2D^T_{ik}(ũ_k − u_k)h_j ⟩ + 2λ_EW_{ij}, ∂L ∂D_{ij} = ⟨2(DW E − I)_{ik}u_k(W E)_{jl}u_l⟩ + 2λ_ED_{ij} = 2(ũ_i − u_i)w_j + 2λ_ED_{ij} .

We consider a highly idealized dataset where ⟨uu^T ⟩ = σ^2I^{rdudu} , where I^{rpq} is an p × q matrix (with p, q > r) whose first r diagonal elements are unity and all others are zero. Now ∂L ∂E_{ij} = 2σ^2W^T_{im}D^T_{mn}(DW E − I)_{no})I^{rdudu}_{oj} + 2λ_EE_{ij} , ∂L ∂W_{ij} = 2σ^2D^T_{ik}(DW E − I)_{kl}E_{jm}I^{rdudu}_{lm} + 2λ_W W_{ij}, ∂L ∂D_{ij} = 2σ^2(DW E − I)_{ik}(W E)_{jl}I^{rdudu}_{kl} + 2λ_ED_{ij}.

In matrix-vector notation this becomes ∂L ∂E = 2σ^2W^T D^T (DW E − I)I^{rdudu} + 2λ_EE, ∂L ∂W = 2σ^2D^T (DW E − I)I^{rdudu} E^T + 2λ_W W, ∂L ∂D = 2σ^2(DW E − I)I^{rdudu} (W E)^T + 2λ_E D.

2. Equilibrium solutions

At convergence, these derivatives vanish. For the moment, we set λ_E = 0. We first consider the solution in absence of the internal linear layer: i.e. when W = I^{dz dz} . Now^{∂L}_{∂E} and^{∂L}_{∂D} will vanish when

(DE − I)I^{rdudu} = DEI^{rdudu} − I^{rdudu} = 0.

This has “full rank” solution E = D^T = I^{dz du} , which satisfies DE − I = 0, as well as “rank r” solution E = D^T = I^{rdz du} . This does not satisfy DE − I = 0, but does satisfy DEI^{rdudu} − I^{rdudu} = 0. If we include a nontrivial linear layer W , we than have

(DW E − I)I^{rdudu} = DW EI^{rdudu} − I^{rdudu} = 0.

it is clear that the rank r solution E = D^T = I^{rdudz} , along with the rank r choice W = I^{rdz dz} continues to be a solution, as does the full rank solution with E = D^T = I^{dz du} with W = I^{dz dz} . In the presence of weight decay the situation is more complex, and we will only consider the case λ_E = λ_W = λ. Defining a new parameter ζ = λ/σ^2, and taking this parameter to be small, a perturbation solution of the form

E = I^{rdz du} (1 + αζ + O(ζ^2)), W = I^{rdzdz} (1 + βζ + O(ζ^2)), D = I^{rdudz} (1 + γζ + O(ζ^2)) (C1)

can be found. Plugging into the equilibrium conditions^{∂L}_{∂E} = 0,^{∂L}_{∂W} = 0,^{∂L}_{∂D} = 0 and neglecting terms of O(ζ^2) yields in each case

α + β + γ + 1 = 0.

Thus there is a whole family of solutions to the equilibrium problem with weight decay. For future reference we will write this solution (up to O(ζ)) as E = aI^{rdzdu} , a = 1 + αζ, W = bI^{rdz dz} , b = 1 + βζ, D = cI^{rdudz} , c = 1 + γζ. (C2)

3. Convergence of gradient descent

a. Dynamic model

Now we turn to the issue of convergence of gradient descent to an equilibrium solution. Here we consider a very simple ordinary differential equation model of the process, where t is a pseudotime representing number of gradient descent steps: dE dt = − 1 2σ^2 ∂L ∂E = −W^T D^T (DW E − I)I^{rdudu} − ζE, dW dt = − 1 2σ^2 ∂L ∂W = −D^T (DW E − I)I^{rdudu} E^T − ζW, dD dt = − 1 2σ^2 ∂L ∂D = −(DW E − I)I^{rdudu} (W E)^T − ζD. (C3)

This is a high-dimensional and highly nonlinear system; to make progress we consider only the dynamics near convergence, linearizing the system around the converged solution (C1). That is, we set E = aI^{rdz du} + ϵÊ, W = bI^{rdz dz} + ϵŴ , D = cI^{rdudz} + ϵD̂, (C4) where Ê, Ŵ , D̂ are perturbations aways from the converged solution. Inserting these expressions into (C3), and neglecting terms of O(ϵ^2) yields dÊ dt = −bc [ abI^{rdz du}D̂I^{rdz du} + acI^{rdz dz}Ŵ I^{rdzdu} + bcI^{rdudz}ÊI^{rdz dz} ] − ζÊ, dŴ dt = −ab [ abI^{rdz du}D̂I^{rdzdz} + acI^{rdz dz}Ŵ I^{rdzdz} + bcI^{rdz dz}ÊI^{rdudz} ] − ζŴ , dD̂ dt = −ac [ abI^{rdudz}D̂I^{rdz dz} + acI^{rdudz}Ŵ I^{rdz dz} + bcI^{rdudz}ÊI^{rdudz} ] − ζD̂. (C5)

We can now make some important general statements about the solutions. First, observe that the terms in the square brackets will always yield matrices for which only the upper left r × r block is nonzero. Furthermore for any nonzero ζ, all terms outside this block will be driven to zero. Finally, observe that (C5) will have time-dependent solutions of the form Ê(t) = E(t)I^{rdzdu} , Ŵ (t) = W(t)I^{rdz dz} , D̂(t) = D(t)I^{rdudz} , where E, D, and W are scalar functions of time. The evolution equation for these perturbations is dE dt = −bc [abD + acW + bcE] − ζE, dW dt = −ab [abD + acW + bcE] − ζW, dD dt = −ac [abD + acW + bcE] − ζD. (C6)

Hereinafter, we will consider solutions in this invariant subspace, where a fairly complete characterization of the linearized dynamics is possible.

b. Linear layers speed collective convergence of weights

The situation is simplest when there is no weight decay: ζ = 0. Now a = b = c = 1 and (C6) simplifies to dE dt = − [D + W + E] , dW dt = − [D + W + E] , dD dt = − [D + W + E] .

(C7)

Adding these equations together yields that d dt (D + W + E) = −3(D + W + E).

So the “collective” weight (perturbation) C = D + W + E decays as e^{−ρ1t} where ρ_1 = 3.

We can also find an evolution equation for the loss. For small ϵ,

L = rσ^2ϵ^2(D + W + E)^2. (C8)

That is, the loss is proportional to the square of the collective weight C. Since C(t) = C(0)e^{−ρ1t} we then find that L(t) = L(0)e^{−2ρ1t}. (C9)

More generally ,we can write (C7) in matrix-vector form

d dt E W D = A E W D , A = − 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

. (C10)

This has general solution E(t) W(t) D(t) = C_1e^{−3t}v_1 + C_2v_2 + C_3v_3

with

v_1 = 1 √ 3 1 1 1 , v_2 = 1 √ 2 −1 0 1 , v_3 = 1 √ 2 −1 1 0 ,

and C_i = [E(0), W(0), D(0)]^T v_i. Therefore, while the collective weight D + W + E decays as e^{−ρ1t}, and the loss as e^{−2ρ1t}, the quantities D − E and W − E do not decay at all, because of the two zero eigenvalues of the matrix G. This fact will limit the performance of gradient descent in generating low-rank weight matrices in the absence of weight decay. (We see below that weight decay breaks the degeneracy of the dynamics.)

Now we proceed to the question of how the number of internal linear layers affects convergence. To consider the case of no internal linear layers, we simply set Ŵ and thus W to zero — the matrix W is simply fixed at the identity. Now (C10) reduces to

d dt E D = − 1 1 1 1 E D . (C11)

Now the collective weight variable D + E decays as e^{−ρ0t}, with ρ_0 = 2, rather than e^{−3t} when we had an internal linear layer – this added layer accelerates convergence along the collective eigendirection.

What if we add additional linear layers, for a total of n, by replacing W with a product W_nW_{n−1}W_{n−2} · · · W_1? Without loss of generality we can take the converged value of each of these matrices (in the absence of weight decay) to be I^{rdz dz} . In considering the linearized dynamics we use the result

W_nW_{n−1}W_{n−2} · · · W_1 = (I^{rdzdz} + ϵŴ_n)(I^{rdz dz} + ϵŴ_{n−1})(I^{rdz dz} + ϵŴ_{n−2}) · · · (I^{rdz dz} + ϵŴ_1) = I^{rdzdz} + ϵ(Ŵ_n + Ŵ_{n−1} + Ŵ_{n−2} + · · · + Ŵ_1) + O(ϵ^2).

Taking Ŵ_i = W_iI^{rdz dz} and following the same process as above yields the following set of equations for the linearized dynamics:

d dt

E W_n W_{n−1} . . W_1 D

= −

1 1 1 · · · 1 1 1 1 1 · · · 1 1 1 1 1 · · · 1 1 . . . . . . ... . . . . 1 1 1 · · · 1 1

E W_n W_{n−1} . . W_1 D

(C12)

By adding these equations together we find that the collective weight for this case C =

D + ∑_n i=1 W_i + E decays as e^{−ρnt}, with the decay rate ρ_n for an n layer network given by

ρ_n = 2 + n. (C13)

Similarly, with additional internal layers the loss is still proportional to C^2, so it decays with rate 2ρ_n. The decay rate of C and L relative to the case of no internal layers is then ρ_n ρ_0

= 1 + n 2 . (C14)

The origin of this increase in convergence rate for the collective weight variable C (and loss) is the basic autoencoder loss structure – for every layer, the combination DW E − I appears, so the gradients for all layers will have a common structure containing the collective weight C. The more internal linear layers, the faster this collective weight converges.

To illustrate this result with an example, we considered a data set with zero mean and covariance σ^2I^{rdudu} for r = 5 and d_u = 100, and used internal layers of dimension d_z = 20. We perturbed all the diagonal elements of the weight matrices away from their equilibrium values with small zero-mean noise (the off-diagonal elements remained zero) and performed gradient descent from this initial condition. While this is a fairly specific perturbation, it is more general than the one prescribed above (where all of the diagonal elements of each matrix would be perturbed by the same amount). The evolution of the loss, normalized by the initial value, is shown in Figure 20; the decay rates agree perfectly with the scaling of Eq. C14.

Now there are n + 1 zero eigenvalues indicating directions where gradient descent does not act: D − E and W_i − E, i = 1, . . . n. Thus, while addition of internal linear layer speeds convergence of the collective weight, these degenerate directions remain, limiting the overall performance of the gradient descent process.

c. Weight decay breaks degeneracy and leads to asymptotic stability

Addition of weight decay complicates the analysis considerably, as illustrated in the results for the equilibrium solutions presented above. Therefore we will limit ourselves to a

FIG. 20: Evolution of relative loss (mean squared error) for gradient descent of a linear network with diagonal perturbations.

perturbative treatment of the dynamics of the case n = 1 when ζ is small. Inserting the expressions for a, b and c into (C6) and collecting like powers of ζ leads to the equation

d dt E W D = (A + ζB) E W D , (C15)

where A is as in (C6) and

B = − 2(β + γ) + 1 γ − 1 β − 1 γ − 1 2(α + γ) + 1 α − 1 β − 1 α − 1 2(α + β) + 1 .

Seeking solutions of the form ve^{ξt} leads to the eigenvalue problem

(A + ζB)v = ξv.

This can be solved perturbatively for small ζ [43]. Expressing eigenvectors v = v^{(0)} + v^{(1)} + O(ζ^2) and eigenvalues ξ = ξ^{(0)} + ζξ^{(1)} + O(ζ^2) leads to the leading order problem

Ax^{(0)} = ξ^{(0)}x^{(0)} (C16)

and the O(ζ) problem (A − ξ^{(0)}I)v^{(1)} = (B − ξ^{(1)}I)v^{(0)}. (C17)

The leading order problem (C16) is precisely the no-weight-decay case described above, with eigenvalues ξ^{(0)}_1 = −ρ_1 = −3, ξ^{(0)}_2 = 0, ξ^{(0)}_3 = 0 and eigenvectors

v^{(0)}_1 = 1 √ 3 1 1 1 , v^{(0)}_2 = 1 √ 2 −1 0 1 , v^{(0)}_3 = 1 √ 2 −1 1 0 ,

The O(ζ) problem is an inhomogeneous linear system with a singular left-hand side. For a given eigenvalue-eigenvector pair ξ^{(0)}_i , v^{(0)}_i , this will only have solutions if the right-hand side lies in the range of (A − ξ^{(0)}_i I), or equivalently is orthogonal to the nullspace of (A − ξ^{(0)}_i I)^T . Since (A − ξ^{(0)}_i I) is symmetric, for eigenvalue ξ^{(0)} = ξ^{(0)}_i , the nullspace of (A − ξ^{(0)}_i I) is spanned by v^{(0)}_i , and solutions exist if ( v^{(0)}_i )_T (B − ξ^{(1)}I)v^{(0)}_i = 0. The O(ζ) correction ξ^{(1)}_i to the ith eigenvalue is determined by solving this equation:

ξ^{(1)}_i = ( v^{(0)}_i )_T Bv^{(0)}_i ( v^{(0)}_i )_T v^{(0)}_i

. (C18)

Evaluating this yields ξ^{(1)}_1 = 3, ξ^{(1)}_2 = ξ^{(1)}_3 = −1 (for any choice of α, β, γ that satisfies α + β + γ + 1 = 0), so with an error of O(ζ^2) we have

ξ_1 = −3 + 3ζ, ξ_2 = ξ_3 = −ζ. (C19)

Addition of weight decay has a very small detrimental effect on the collective convergence rate −ξ_1, but more importantly converts the eigenvalues at zero to negative eigenvalues, leading to decay toward the equilibrium in all directions – the equilibrium solution becomes asymptotically stable.

[1] Eberhard Hopf. A mathematical example displaying features of turbulence. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 1(4):303 – 322, 1948-12. doi:10.1002/cpa.3160010401.

[2] Roger Temam. Infinite-Dimensional Dynamical Systems in Mechanics and Physics. Springer, New York, NY, 1977.

[3] Sergey Zelik. Attractors. Then and now. arXiv, 2022. doi:10.48550/arxiv.2208.12101. [4] John M Lee. Introduction to Smooth Manifolds, volume 218 of Springer New York. Springer New York, 2012. ISBN 978-1-4419-9981-8. doi:10.1007/978-1-4419-9982-5.

[5] Daniel Floryan and Michael D. Graham. Data-driven discovery of intrinsic dynamics. Nature Machine Intelligence, 4(12):1113–1120, 2022. doi:10.1038/s42256-022-00575-4. URL

https://doi.org/10.1038/s42256-022-00575-4.

[6] Hong-liu Yang, Kazumasa A. Takeuchi, Francesco Ginelli, Hugues Chaté, and Günter Radons. Hyperbolicity and the effective dimension of spatially extended dissipative systems. Phys. Rev. Lett., 102:074102, Feb 2009. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.074102. URL

https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.074102.

[7] Hong-liu Yang and Günter Radons. Geometry of inertial manifolds probed via a Lyapunov projection method. Phys. Rev. Lett., 108:154101, Apr 2012. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.154101. URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.154101.

[8] X. Ding, H. Chaté, P. Cvitanović, E. Siminos, and K. A. Takeuchi. Estimating the dimension of an inertial manifold from unstable periodic orbits. Phys. Rev. Lett., 117:024101, Jul 2016. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.024101. URL

https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.024101.

[9] I.T. Jolliffe. Principal Component Analysis. Springer Verlag, 1986.

[10] H. Zou, T. Hastie, and R. Tibshirani. Sparse principal component analysis. Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics, 15(2):262 – 286, 2004. URL

https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-29544445896&partnerID=40&md5=a6093fb8d832cd36df0ae6f12962cd04.

[11] Christopher Bishop. Bayesian PCA. In M. Kearns, S. Solla, and D. Cohn, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 11. MIT Press, 1998. URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/1998/file/c88d8d0a6097754525e02c2246d8d27f-Paper.pdf.

[12] Juha Karhunen and Jyrki Joutsensalo. Representation and separation of signals using nonlinear PCA type learning. Neural Networks, 7(1):113–127, 1994. ISSN 0893-6080. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/0893-6080(94)90060-4. URL

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0893608094900604.

[13] Alec J. Linot and Michael D. Graham. Deep learning to discover and predict dynamics on an inertial manifold. Phys. Rev. E, 101:062209, Jun 2020. doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.101.062209. URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevE.101.062209.

[14] Alec J. Linot and Michael D. Graham. Data-driven reduced-order modeling of spatiotemporal chaos with neural ordinary differential equations. Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, 32(7), 07 2022. ISSN 1054-1500. doi:10.1063/5.0069536. URL

https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0069536. 073110.

[15] Pantelis R. Vlachas, Georgios Arampatzis, Caroline Uhler, and Petros Koumoutsakos. Multiscale simulations of complex systems by learning their effective dynamics. Nature Machine Intelligence, 4(4):359–366, 2022.

[16] Boyuan Chen, Kuang Huang, Sunand Raghupathi, Ishaan Chandratreya, Qiang Du, and Hod Lipson. Automated discovery of fundamental variables hidden in experimental data. Nature Computational Science, 2(7):433–442, 2022.

[17] Carlos E. Pérez De Jesús and Michael D. Graham. Data-driven low-dimensional dynamic model of Kolmogorov flow. Physical Review Fluids, 8(4):044402, 2023. doi: 10.1103/physrevfluids.8.044402.

[18] Alec J. Linot and Michael D. Graham. Dynamics of a data-driven low-dimensional model of turbulent minimal Couette flow. Journal of Fluid Mechanics, 973:A42, 2023. ISSN 0022-1120. doi:10.1017/jfm.2023.720.

[19] Matthew B. Kennel, Reggie Brown, and Henry D. I. Abarbanel. Determining embedding dimension for phase-space reconstruction using a geometrical construction. Phys. Rev. A, 45:3403–3411, Mar 1992. doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.45.3403. URL

https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.45.3403.

[20] William Gilpin. Deep reconstruction of strange attractors from time series. In Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, NIPS’20, Red

Hook, NY, USA, 2020. Curran Associates Inc. ISBN 9781713829546.

[21] Zhe Wang and Claude Guet. Self-consistent learning of neural dynamical systems from noisy time series. IEEE Transactions on Emerging Topics in Computational Intelligence, 6(5):1103– 1112, 2022. doi:10.1109/TETCI.2022.3146332.

[22] Mikhail Belkin and Partha Niyogi. Laplacian eigenmaps for dimensionality reduction and data representation. Neural Computation, 15(6):1373–1396, 2003. doi: 10.1162/089976603321780317.

[23] Laurens van der Maaten and Geoffrey Hinton. Visualizing data using t- SNE. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 9:2579–2605, 2008. URL

http://www.jmlr.org/papers/v9/vandermaaten08a.html.

[24] Joshua B. Tenenbaum, Vin de Silva, and John C. Langford. A global geometric framework for nonlinear dimensionality reduction. Science, 290(5500):2319–2323, 2000. doi:10.1126/science.290.5500.2319. URL

https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/science.290.5500.2319.

[25] Sam T. Roweis and Lawrence K. Saul. Nonlinear Dimensionality Reduction by Locally Linear Embedding. Science, 290(5500):2323–2326, 2000. doi:10.1126/science.290.5500.2323. URL

http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/abstract/290/5500/2323.

[26] Francesco Camastra and Antonino Staiano. Intrinsic dimension estimation: Advances and open problems. Information Sciences, 328:26–41, 2016. ISSN 0020-0255. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2015.08.029. URL

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0020025515006179.

[27] Elizaveta Levina and Peter Bickel. Maximum likelihood estimation of intrinsic dimension. In L. Saul, Y. Weiss, and L. Bottou, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 17. MIT Press, 2004. URL

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2004/file/74934548253bcab8490ebd74afed7031-Paper.pdf.

[28] Anna V. Little, Yoon-Mo Jung, and Mauro Maggioni. Multiscale estimation of intrinsic dimensionality of data sets. volume FS-09-04, page 26 – 33, 2009. URL

https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-77954233466&partnerID=40&md5=c0e2e6d983a89149b4b58152bdebd291.

[29] Suriya Gunasekar, Blake E Woodworth, Srinadh Bhojanapalli, Behnam Neyshabur, and Nati Srebro. Implicit regularization in matrix factorization. In I. Guyon, U. V. Luxburg,

S. Bengio, H. Wallach, R. Fergus, S. Vishwanathan, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 30. Curran Associates, Inc., 2017. URL

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/58191d2a914c6dae66371c9dcdc91b41-Paper.pdf.

[30] Sanjeev Arora, Nadav Cohen, Wei Hu, and Yuping Luo. Implicit regularization in deep matrix factorization. In H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, A. Beygelzimer, F. d’Alché Buc, E. Fox, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 32. Curran Associates, Inc., 2019. URL

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2019/file/c0c783b5fc0d7d808f1d14a6e9c8280d-Paper.pdf.

[31] Noam Razin and Nadav Cohen. Implicit regularization in deep learning may not be explainable by norms. In H. Larochelle, M. Ranzato, R. Hadsell, M. F. Balcan, and H. Lin, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 33, pages 21174–21187. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020. URL

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2020/file/f21e255f89e0f258accbe4e984eef486-Paper.pdf.

[32] Li Jing, Jure Zbontar, and Yann LeCun. Implicit rank-minimizing autoencoder. In H. Larochelle, M. Ranzato, R. Hadsell, M. F. Balcan, and H. Lin, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 33, pages 14736–14746. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020. URL

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2020/file/a9078e8653368c9c291ae2f8b74012e7-Paper.pdf.

[33] Alireza Mousavi-Hosseini, Sejun Park, Manuela Girotti, Ioannis Mitliagkas, and Murat A Erdogdu. Neural networks efficiently learn low-dimensional representations with SGD. In The Eleventh International Conference on Learning Representations, 2023. URL

https://openreview.net/forum?id=6taykzqcPD.

[34] Ilya Loshchilov and Frank Hutter. Decoupled weight decay regularization. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2019. URL

https://openreview.net/forum?id=Bkg6RiCqY7.

[35] Edward N. Lorenz. Deterministic nonperiodic flow. Journal of Atmospheric Sciences, 20(2):

130 – 141, 1963. doi:https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0469(1963)020¡0130:DNF¿2.0.CO;2. URL

https://journals.ametsoc.org/view/journals/atsc/20/2/1520-0469_1963_020_0130_dnf_2_0_co_2.xml.

[36] Kazumasa A. Takeuchi, Hong-liu Yang, Francesco Ginelli, Günter Radons, and Hugues Chaté. Hyperbolic decoupling of tangent space and effective dimension of dissipative systems. Phys. Rev. E, 84:046214, Oct 2011. doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.84.046214. URL

https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevE.84.046214.

[37] Kathleen Champion, Bethany Lusch, Nathan Kutz, and Steven L. Brunton. Determining embedding dimension for phase-space reconstruction using a geometrical construction. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116:22445–22451, Oct 2019. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1906995116. URL https://www.pnas.org/doi/10.1073/pnas.1906995116.

[38] Ivica Kičić, Pantelis R. Vlachas, Georgios Arampatzis, Michail Chatzimanolakis, Leonidas Guibas, and Petros Koumoutsakos. Adaptive learning of effective dynamics for online modeling of complex systems. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 415:116204, 2023. ISSN 0045-7825. doi:10.1016/j.cma.2023.116204.

[39] Sanjeeb T. Bose and George Ilhwan Park. Wall-Modeled Large-Eddy Simulation for Complex Turbulent Flows. Annual Review of Fluid Mechanics, 50(1):535–561, 2018. ISSN 0066-4189. doi:10.1146/annurev-fluid-122316-045241.

[40] Tian Qi Chen, Yulia Rubanova, Jesse Bettencourt, and David Duvenaud. Neural ordinary differential equations. In Samy Bengio, Hanna M. Wallach, Hugo Larochelle, Kristen Grauman, Nicolò Cesa-Bianchi, and Roman Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 31: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems 2018, NeurIPS 2018, December 3-8, 2018, Montréal, Canada, pages 6572–6583, 2018. URL

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/hash/69386f6bb1dfed68692a24c8686939b9-Abstract.html.

[41] Charles D. Young, Patrick T. Corona, Anukta Datta, Matthew E. Helgeson, and Michael D.

Graham. Scattering-Informed Microstructure Prediction during Lagrangian Evolution (SIM- PLE)—a data-driven framework for modeling complex fluids in flow. Rheologica Acta, pages 1–18, 2023. ISSN 0035-4511. doi:10.1007/s00397-023-01412-0.

[42] Michael D Graham and IG Kevrekidis. Alternative approaches to the Karhunen-Loeve decomposition for model reduction and data analysis. Computers & Chemical Engineering, 20(5):495 506, 01 1996. URL

http://apps.isiknowledge.com/InboundService.do?product=WOS&action=retrieve&SrcApp=Papers&UT=A1996TX93400003&SID=3D86LPg8K73gPF3Aman&SrcAuth=mekentosj&mode=FullRecord&customersID=mekentosj&DestFail=http%3A%2F%2Faccess.isiproducts.com%2Fcustom_images%2Fwok_failed_auth.html.

[43] E. J. Hinch. Perturbation Methods. Cambridge Texts in Applied Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 1991. ISBN 0-521-37897-4.