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Abstract

Non-parametric detrending or noise reduction methods faee employed to separate trends
from noisy time series when no satisfactory models existttth@ data. However, conventional
detrending methods depend on subjective choices of détgpaérameters. Here, we present a
simple multivariate detrending method based on availabfdimear forecasting techniques. These
are in turn based on state space reconstruction for whictoagstheoretical justification exists
for their use in non-parametric forecasting. The detregdirethod presented here is conceptu-
ally similar to Schreiber’s noise reduction method usirajesspace reconstruction. However, we
show that Schreiber’'s method contains a minor flaw that casvbecome with forecasting. Fur-

thermore, our detrending method contains a simple but n@itextension to multivariate time
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series. We apply the detrending method to multivariate tsees generated from the Van der
Pol oscillator, the Lorenz equations, the Hindmarsh-Rosdehof neuronal spiking activity, and
a univariate real-life measles data set. It is demonstrétatdetrending heuristics can be ob-
jectively optimized with in-sample forecasting errorsttharrelate well with actual detrending

errors.

For time series obtained from real-world complex systemis, often the case that one neither
has nor knows an accurate mechanistic model to fit the datdeeth non-parametric models are
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becoming increasingly favored to capture the complexdi®s nuances that simplified mechanistic
models cannotl], 2]. In the absence of any reliable mechanistic model, it bexonecessary to resort
to non-parametric detrending methods to separate noisedeterministic trends. Semantically, such
an endeavor may be known as noise reduction or detrendirendeq on what one wants to recover
from the noisy time series. Regardless, there is generalldistinction between detrending and
noise reduction methods since the intermediate goal ofraBpg noise from trend is equivalent.
Conventional non-parametric methods such as Loess smgahd kernel smoothing are problematic
due to the subjective choice of a time scale over which to shesodata. Furthermore, it is unclear if
recovered trends accurately represent any dynamics imthieréhe time series. This ambiguity also
afflicts a more recent and popular method known as Empiricadé/Decomposition (EMD) which
attempts to avoid the issue of having to subjectively ch@wsappropriate time scal8][

Here, we adopt an approach to the problem of non-paramegiession by obtaining the trend
of a time series using in-sample forecasts. By casting thremiding problem as one of forecasting,
we show that unambiguous trends can be objectively recdfesen noisy time series. The intuition
behind this endeavor is rather straightforward; a relifecast one time step ahead is a projection
of reconstructed dynamics from available time series. Heaceries of reliable forecasts represents
a trend that captures essential dynamics inherent in the $ienies. We shall call such a trend a

dynamical trend.

S1 The dynamical trend

Let a multivariate time serieX¥; of dimensionn be fully determined from its history of past states

and noise terms

Yt:f(6t76t—17"'7Yt—17Yt—27“‘)7 (1)



wheree; is a multivariate random variable of dimensibat timet with joint probability distribution

parameterized by past states
€ ~F(Y,1,Yi0,...). (2)
Then the dynamical trend; of Y, is defined as
Z; = fored(€—1,€1—2,. .., Y1, Y0, ..), (3)
such that the mean squared error betwBeandY,
E[(Z:—Y,)?] (4)

is minimized. HenceZ, represents the best possible forecasYpfvithout future knowledge of the
numbers that were sampled f@t but with knowledge of the statistical distributionf

For this paper, we shall consider the noisy multivariatestsariesy; of the form
Y:=X; + €, (5)

whereg, is a multivariate continuous random variable of joint proitity density functionp(e) with

mean0, andX; is a deterministic time series
X; = f(Xy1, Xp9,...). (6)
The mean squared error is then
/Q(Zt —Y,)’p(e) dey, (7)

where the integral is over the sample sp&cef ;. Therefore, the mean squared error is minimized

whenZ; = X;. In this case, the dynamical trend is simply the time serfethe deterministic



system. If the goal of noise reduction is to recodXgrfrom Y., then forecasting ability is equivalent
to detrending performance in such a system. By associasitrgritling performance with forecasting
ability, a detrending method can be made to be objective Iiyn@png its parameters based on the
ability to forecast. In this paper, we will be concerned witesoveringX,; from Y, with ¢, being a

Gaussian white noise vector of variance

S2 The detrending method

Forecasts were conducted using a class of nonlinear fdnegaschniques that derive from a method
known asstate space reconstruction [4]. First introduced in a seminal paper by Packard et3l. [
and fleshed in mathematical rigor with Taken’s theordjp $tate space reconstruction allows for
the reconstruction of a multidimensional state space frloenldgs of a single state variable. In this
work, univariate time series were forecast using simpl@ygation [7]. For multivariate time series,
multiview embedding (MVE) was used because embeddings @lifferent combinations of variables
and lags may not be equally useful in forecasting abilityilie presence of noise and limited daa [
10]. Instead of relying on any particular state variable, M\dlests the best combinations of variables
and lags from in-sample forecas®§.[In essence, forecasting using state space reconsimuogans
that each corrected point is obtained by forecasting uséagest neighbors in the reconstructed state
spaces one time step before.

Utilizing state space reconstruction for the purposes &feweduction is not new and literature on
such methods exists more than two decades &gjo Qur noise reduction method is most conceptu-
ally similar to Schreiber’s method.g]. In Schreiber’'s method, nearest neighbors in the recoctsd
state space of a point to be corrected are averaged overdaqedhe corrected point. This is not
ideal because the noise terms that are supposed to be aversgevere involved in determining the
nearest neighbors. Consider the case where nearest nessgireadentified from a noisy time series
in a small neighborhood about the point to be corrected inré¢lsenstructed state space. Then the
corrected point is relatively unchanged from the origindiis necessitates an increase of neighbor-
hood size until a reasonable correction is available whielams the inclusion of nearest neighbours
farther away from the original point. Such a problem can bgaied by correcting the point using
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a forecast one time step ahead from nearest neighbors ofafieeame time step before. In this way,
the noise terms to be averaged over would be independeng @étins used to identify the nearest
neighbors.

In combination with these forecasting techniques, we maleeai two heuristics inspired from
previous literature that can be optimized with in-sampled¢asting to improve detrending perfor-
mance 11]:

1) Under a time reversal, the time series also containsnmdtion on the dynamics of the system.
Hence, forecasting performance may be improved if thetgii forecast backward is as good or
even better than the ability to forecast forward. This ledthree possible detrending algorithms.
The first is based on forward forecasting, the second is basedckward forecasting, while the third
relies on a combination of both forward and backward foriegsvhere the forward forecast and
the backward forecast are combined with a simple averagecaléhese three variants the forward
algorithm, the backward algorithm, and the bidirectiorigbathm.

2) As pointed out by Schreibet?], noise reduction from a first pass of the algorithm may not be
optimal. The detrending algorithm may then be applied rgealy on corrected time series to im-
prove detrending performance. Thus, the number of timedéatrending algorithm is run recursively,
r, becomes a parameter to optimize.

In state space reconstruction, multivariate time seBgsn a multidimensional state space of
dimensionE (also called the embedding dimension) can be construatedfr— 1 lags of a univariate

time series; i.e.

Bt = (1/t7 1/t—l7 s a}/;f—E-i-l)' (8)

In simplex projection, to obtain a forecast one time stedltier a state vectds, the £ + 1 nearest
neighbors ofY, are identified and the forecast is computed from the corredipg vectors of these

nearest neighbors one step ahead in tifjeThe computation is done by averaging with exponential



weights according to the Euclidean distanc®tp Therefore, the foreca®; is given by

Bl = Z Bnni+1wnni> (9)

nni

wherenni (short for nearest neighbor index) is the time index of onthefnearest neighbors &

and
Wnni = hexp|—||Bnni — Bol|/ min(d)]. (20)

Here,h is a normalization constant for the weights anith(d) refers to the smallest distance between
B, and its nearest neighbors. If only the forecastifpis needed, then only the first coordinateRf
needs to be computed to obtain the forecastior

In multiview embedding (MVE), state space reconstructiaith embedding dimensiofy are
done for all variable and lag combinations of a multivariatee seriesY,; such that each combination
consists of at least a variable of lag9d).[The topk reconstructions for each coordinateYof are then
chosen based on in-sample leave-one-out cross-valid@t@@®CV) forecasting performance using
simplex projection. In this case, in-sample forecastimfigseance for different embeddings is ranked
by correlation between forecasts and the noisy time sef@sbtain a forecast for MVE, the nearest
neighbor from each reconstruction in the fopeconstructions is identified and the vectors from these
nearest neighbors one step ahead in time are averaged @redtae the forecast. Following Ye and

Sugihara 9], we setk = \/m, wherem is the number of available variable and lag combinations.

Forward algorithm To obtain a corrected time series from in-sample forec$t&: was used
for multivariate time series whereas simplex projectiors waed for univariate time series. Here, it

should be noted that for a corrected pcﬁ’mtwe also made use of such that
Yi=aYi+ (1 —a)Yiy, (11)

where0 < a < 1 is a real number that we set at 0.5 for all detrending doneifnptaper, and’;,

indicates the in-sample forecast for= 1 using MVE/simplex projection forward in time (+).
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Backward algorithm The backward algorithm is the same as the forward algorigwoept that
time series were first flipped horizontally before detregdwvith the forward algorithm. The cor-
rected time series were then flipped horizontally againye tie corrected time series by the forward

algorithm. The forecast is
f/l = aY) + (1 - a)ﬁ—? (12)
whereY;_ indicates a forecast made by the backward forecasting of gixtilex projection.

Bidirectional algorithm The bidirectional algorithm combines the forecast of theverd algo-

rithm and the backward algorithm by a simple average. Thectst is
V) = aY; + (1 - a)Viy, (13)

whereY;, = (Yi, + Y;_)/2 indicates a forecast made by the forward and backward fstieggof
MVE/simplex projection.

As alluded to before, another heuristic is to run the detrendlgorithms recursively on corrected
time series. Lef/l(’") be the time series corrected by the bidirectional algoriffonexample) over

recursive iterations from the original coordinate timee®Y; such that

~

N =aV" 4 (- eV, (14)

Where}ﬁ(j;_l) indicates the forecast made by the forward and backwarddstiang of MVE/simplex

projection using the time serigg”~". Hence, we defin&,"

= Y7. The in-sample cross-validation
forecasting error fof/l(r_l) which we use as an estimate of the detrending performanfﬁérbis then
the mean absolute error 63’[(;_1) measured againdt. The in-sample cross-validation error for the

other two algorithms were calculated in a similar way.



S3 Results and Discussion

We test the detrending method on noisy time series sampted fhe Van der Pol oscillator, the
chaotic Lorenz equations and the chaotic Hindmarsh-Roskembeterministic time serieX; sam-
pled from these systems were combined with additive obtenal noisee; to giveY; = X; + €,
the noisy time series to detrend. The noise-reduced tiniessisrobtained using in-sample forecasts
one time step ahead. The errors from these forecasts (adataft against the noisy time series)
essentially constitute a performance measure (the meauéd®rror, MAE) from leave-one-out-
cross-validation (LOOCYV). This cross-validation errouged as an estimate of the potential detrend-
ing performance of the corrected time series obtained byntsample forecasts. This allows us to
objectively identify the detrending parameters, i.e. \mhadgorithm to run (forward, backward, or
bidirectional) and how many times to run it recursively, ddh®n the the lowest MAE. Ideally, the
goals of detrending and forecasting are equivalent in tegseems. However, we should not expect
a perfect correlation between in-sample forecasting eraod actual detrending errors because in-
sample forecasting errors are calculated against noisy sienies whereas actual detrending errors
are calculated against the deterministic time seXigsA significant presence of noise also leads to
complications such as an inaccurate reconstruction o sface which would significantly limit the
ability to recover any meaningful trend in the noisy timeegr

The results of the detrending method for several periodaefitnit cycle from the Van der Pol
oscillator can be seen in Fig. 1A-1D. Her&, = 0.1 and 800 data points were used. The in-sample
forecasting errors for the-coordinate (Fig. 1C) from LOOCYV correlates well with thewa de-
trending errors (Fig. 1D) i.e. the error between the noexhiced time series ar;. In particular,
the in-sample errors predict that making use of the bidweel algorithm with five recursive itera-
tions of the algorithm would be optimal, a result that wasa@borated to a good degree by the actual
detrending errors. The detrending of the noisy limit cyeeuires the subjective choice of the span.
If Y, contains only one oscillation of the limit cycle, then thénbeior of the detrending algorithm
presented here is conceptually similar to that of Loess shiagin that cleaned data points are com-

puted locally from nearest neighbors in time. This is theedaecause in a single oscillation, nearest



Figure 1. Performance of the de
trending method Error bars are es-
timates of standard errors. A The
phase portrait of the noisy Van der Pol
oscillator. @) The phase portrait of
the noise-reduced Van der Pol oscil-
lator in red, including the determin-
istic Van der Pol oscillator in black.
The corrected time series were calcu-
lated with the bidirectional algorithm
for five and four recursive iterations
for thex andy-coordinate respectively.
These optimized parameters (for the
coordinate) were determined witk),
the in-sample cross-validation forecast-
ing error for thez-coordinate versus
the recursive iteration numbet An
in-sample forecasting error for a time
series cleaned — 1 times is associ-
ated with the potential detrending per-
formance of the time series cleaned
times. Therefore, a data point at
is the in-sample forecasting error of g
time series that has been cleaned 1
times. O) The actual detrending errors
(MAE) of the corrected time series as
calculated fromX,. Also indicated on
the plot isMAE(e;), the MAE of the
noisy time series as calculated fra.

(E toH) Same asA to D) but for thex-
coordinate of the Lorenz system. Cor-
rected time series were calculated with
the bidirectional algorithm with four
recursive iterations. Time series are
shown for € andF) instead of phase
portraits but it should be noted thal;_
detrending was conducted concurrently
for all three variables of the Lorenz sys¢
tem. ( to L) Same askE to H) but i:
for the z-coordinate of the Hindmarsh-
Rose model. Noise-reduced time se-
ries were calculated with the bidirec-
tional algorithm with three recursive it-
erations.
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Figure 2: Out-of-sample forecast performance of noise-reduced time series The out-of-sample
forecast performance using the original noisy time semasreise-reduced time series as libraries
for forecasting. Noise-reduced time series were objegtiverrected with the detrending method.
Forecast performance is measured by the normalized MAEh&ovarious systems. Forecast MAEsS
(blue and red bars) are normalized with the MAE of the dynairiend (black bars) which is cal-
culated against the noisy out-of-sample time series. Fontbhasles data set, MAEs are normalized
against the MAE from the noise-reduced time series instesdtd an unknown dynamical trend.
Error bars are estimates of standard errors.

neighbors in time are also nearest neighbors in space aadededata points in the algorithms are
computed from nearest neighbors in reconstructed statespblowever, if multiple oscillations are
present, then unlike Loess smoothing, a cleaned data parindlso be computed across large differ-
ences in time. In this case the detrending method confergrehperformance over Loess smoothing
whatever the span (see Appendix). This is despite the fatptrameters from the detrending method
were optimized objectively without knowledge Xf,.

The results of the detrending method for theoordinate of the chaotic Lorenz system can be
seen in Fig. 1E-F. Here;? = 20 and 500 data points were used. It should be noted that with MVE
information from noisy time series belonging to the othew twordinates were also used in detrending
of the noisy time series from thecoordinate. In-sample cross-validation errors alsoetate well
with actual detrending errors (Fig. 1G and 1H). Optimizedapzeters from the in-sample cross-
validation errors produces a noise-reduced time seri¢gepécates the original deterministic time

series remarkably well (Fig. 1F).

Lastly, results of the detrending method for the chaoticdriarsh-Rose model can be seen in
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Fig. 1I-1H. Heres? = 0.3 and 500 data points were used. The Hindmarsh-Rose model églalm
of neuronal spiking activity in the brain and is capable ddatic behavior13,14]. The deterministic
time series which we used consisted of a chaotic burst oesfikig. 1J). From the in-sample cross-
validation errors (Fig. 1K), there is difficulty in evaluagj the performance of the forward algorithm
and the bidirectional algorithm. Furthermore, the crostsdation errors do not correlate as well
as the other two systems. These problems are, in this cassjrpably due to the considerable noise
involved since these problems alleviated with a smalleramof observational noise (see Appendix).
The parameters determined with the in-sample forecastiogseare the bidirectional algorithm with
three recursive counts (Fig. 1K). These parameters arg$iuiad according to the actual detrending
errors (Fig. 1L). Nonetheless, even with suboptimal patarsethe noise-reduced time series still
manages to resolve the spiking peaks rather well (Fig. 1d)eldding errors and cross-validation
errors for the other coordinates of the three systems ag@lgiso show that optimal or near-optimal
parameters can be identified from the cross-validationr®(see Appendix).

An obvious application of being able to detrend time seregsstactorily is to use the noise-
reduced time series for the purposes of forecasting. Byaiaduhe uncertainty in a training data
set or library used to make forecasts, out-of-sample fetscghould be improved since there is less
error in reconstructed state spac#$|[ In a similar vein, out-of-sample forecasts may also baluse
to determine the extent of in-sample noise reduction. Weenwaud-of-sample forecasts for the three
systems analyzed in addition to a real-world data set on tee/g@ccination measles incidence rate
from the state of New York which is at least partly chaotic ttuthe chaotic incidence rate of measles
in New York City [7,15,16]. The noisy time series from Fig.1 and noisy time serieslierdther re-
spective coordinates in the three systems were used asdiraDut-of-sample forecasts one time
step ahead with MVE (for the three multivariate systems) sintplex projection (for the measles
data set) using the noisy time series were contrasted adghose using the noise-reduced time se-
ries. Noise-reduced time series were obtained by objdgtoimizing the heuristics based on the
in-sample cross-validation errors (Fig. 1 and Appendix)all systems, forecasts with noise-reduced
time series produce less error than the noisy time seriespéxibey-coordinate of the Hindmarsh-

Rose model, which had a marginally higher error than theyrtaise series (Fig. 2). This deviation of
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performance from the other systems and coordinates is tit&nding the fact that using the dynam-
ical trend as a library produces a better forecast (see Appgerand also the fact that the detrending
method did reduce the error of the time series as measurausa¥a (Fig. S5). Therefore, a likely
explanation for the poorer performance of the noise-reditioge series is that the detrending method
had smoothened over certain sections of essential dynamtbe noisy time series. Nonetheless,
this marginal decrease in forecasting performance injtbeordinate should be measured against the
more significant increase in forecasting performance inrthiedz-coordinate of the Hindmarsh-Rose
model, of which ther-coordinate, the membrane potential, is the primary végiabinterest in the
model. These improved forecasts using the noise-reducedseries further demonstrates the ability
of the detrending method to recover dynamics from noisy serees.

While we have shown that the two heuristics introduced harel®e optimized with in-sample
cross-validation errors, it is conceivable that other peaters such as the embedding dimension
(which we had set at 3 for this study), number of variable agdcombinations to use (for MVE), and
« may also be optimized with the in-sample errors. The optiinn of these parameters and other
potential ones identified by Ye and Sugihara in M\&ihay provide room for greater improvement
to the detrending performance of the detrending method.efvein from exploring any of these other
parameters in detail so as not to depart from the intentighisfwork as a concise presentation on a
simple and multivariate non-parametric detrending tegiai

There exists strong theoretical justifications for the uletate space reconstruction as a non-
parametric forecasting technique. This makes it ideal ttouse in non-parametric detrending and
grounds the detrending method in rigor and objectivity. dbwer, the results presented in this paper
demonstrate the efficacy of the detrending method. Thexetorough its use in uncovering inherent
dynamics from noisy time series, we envision that the ddirenmethod introduced here will help
shed new insights on the dynamics of complex systems whehatrwell understood, and for which

no satisfactory model exists.
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Appendix

Van der Pol oscillator

The dynamical equations for the Van der Pol oscillator are

T =y, (S15)

v =pu(l -2y — (S16)

The dynamical equations were integrated with an RK4 methodfze step size of integration is 0.01.
The initial condition for integration was (1, 1) and 600 tirsieps were discarded initially before
sampling to allow the system to decay towards the limit cy@iene series were then downsampled
at a ratio of 5:1 to giveX; which consists of 800 points in each coordinate. A white ew®isctore;,

of variance 0.1 was added X, to giveY;. A total of 5 oscillations were used corresponding to the
800 data points in each coordinateXf. The out-of-sample data set consists of 10,000 downsampled

data points in each coordinate 2,081 downsampled poirgstai end oiX;.

y-coordinate

S MAE(¢;) = 0.25 4+ 0.01

= 5 016} |

0 032] 2

ke o

= 7{_% £

= 028 | T 012

> g

A o

(o] (@]

S 024 | ‘ | | H 0.08 | | | | |
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

—— Forwards —— Backwards —— Bidirectional

Iteration Number

Figure S1: The cross-validation error and actual detrending errarthi®y-coordinate of the Van der
Pol oscillator witho?=0.1. The optimal parameters as determined from the crakigation error are
the bidirectional algorithm with four recursive countys# to the actual optimal parameters from the
detrending errors.
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Y; was also corrected with Loess smoothing. This was accohgaligvith thesmooth function
in MATLAB. The detrending error vs span for both coordinates can beisdggureS2for the time

series corrected by Loess smoothing.

x-coordinate y-coordinate

03

0.25r

021

0.15r

Detrending Error

011

0.05 | ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ J o5 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Span

Figure S2: The detrending error against span for the Loess smoothing,dnom the Van der Pol
oscillator witho?=0.1.

The optimal span as calculated from the detrending errd8$ i®r thexz-coordinate and 20 for
the y-coordinate. To combine detrending errors from both cowtdis, we calculate the combined
detrending error calculated which uses the norm insteadveoayscalar output i.eE[||Z, — X,
whereZ, is the corrected time series. The combined detrending tardhe detrending method with
the objectively optimized parameters (Figure 1 and Figideusing five recursive iterations and the
bidirectional algorithm for both coordinates is 0.13160028 whereas that from Loess smoothing

using the optimal spans for both coordinates (Figs@eis 0.1393:0.0001.
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The Lorenz system

The dynamical equations for the chaotic Lorenz system aedlpare

T =10(y — x), (S17)
y=x(28=2) —vy, (S18)
Z=uxy— 22 (S19)

The dynamical equations were integrated with an RK4 methddfze step size of integration is 0.01.

y-coordinate
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Figure S3: The cross-validation error and actual detrending errarthi®y-coordinate of the Lorenz
system witho?=0.2. The optimal parameters as determined from the cralédation error are the
bidirectional algorithm with five recursive counts, whiale @he actual optimal parameters from the
detrending errors.

The initial condition for integration was (1, 1, 1) and 60@é& steps were discarded initially before
sampling to allow the system to decay towards chaotic atiratime series were then downsampled
at a ratio of 5:1 to giveX; which consists of 500 data points in each coordinate. A whdise
vectore; of variance 20 was added &, to giveY;. The out-of-sample data set consists of 10,000

downsampled data points in each coordinate 2,381 downsappints after the end &;.
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z-coordinate
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Figure $4: The cross-validation error and actual detrending errarghi®z-coordinate of the Lorenz
system witho?=0.2. The optimal parameters as determined from the cralédation error are the
bidirectional algorithm with four recursive counts, whiate the actual optimal parameters from the
detrending errors.

The Hindmarsh-Rose model

The dynamical equations for the chaotic Hindmarsh-Rosiesyanalyzed are

b=y — 2+ 327 — 2, (S20)
y=1-5z%—y, (S21)
2 =0.004[x — (z — 3.19)/4]. (S22)

The dynamical equations were integrated with an RK4 metimltlithe step size of integration
is 0.2. The initial condition for integration was (1, 1, 1)dah00 time steps were discarded initially
to allow the system to decay towards the attractor. Timeesesiere then downsampled at a ratio
of 5:1. Another 550 time steps were then discarded from tbvgndampled time series so that the
new time series starts at the beginning of a chaotic burstpikés. This giveX; which consists of
500 data points in each coordinate. A white noise veetaf variance 0.3 was added X, to give

Y;. The out-of-sample data set consists of 10,000 downsandgaiiedpoints in each coordinate 931

16



y-coordinate

- . 0.6 MAE(e;) = 0.41 + 0.02
S 075! S

5 o

B 065! £

S E

© ()

5 0.551\‘N | g

b4 (@)

8 —+ I/I

—— Forwards —— Backwards —— Bidirectional

[teration Number

Figure S5 The cross-validation error and actual detrending errorstlie y-coordinate of the
Hindmarsh-Rose system with’=0.3. The optimal parameters as determined from the cross-
validation error are the bidirectional algorithm with thnecursive counts, close to the actual optimal
parameters from the detrending errors.
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Figure S6: The cross-validation error and actual detrending errorsttie z-coordinate of the
Hindmarsh-Rose system with’=0.3. The optimal parameters as determined from the cross-
validation error are the bidirectional algorithm with thnecursive counts, close to the actual optimal
parameters from the detrending errors.

downsampled points after the endX.

From Fig. S7, the in-sample performance errors of the bidirectionabadlgm and the forward
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Figure S7: In-sample cross-validation errors and detrending erreth@ recursive iteration count for
white noise with lower variances in the Hindmarsh-Rose rhadalyzed.

algorithm becomes easier to differentiate as comparededither noise used in the main text.
Furthermore, the in-sample cross-validation errors tateebetter with the actual detrending errors,
yielding optimal parameters for the detrending method.

The out-of-sample forecast performance of the dynamiealdas a library i8.48 + 0.01 (nor-

malized MAE), lesser than the performance of the forecastdiryg the noisy time series as a library

(Fig. 2).

The measles data set

The measles data set for the state of New York was obtaingdtireProject Tychadatabase (accessed

31 Oct 2016). The data is the weekly incidence rate of meage400,000 population from 1928

18


https://www.tycho.pitt.edu/data/level1.php

onwards. The measles vaccine was introduced in 1963. Tdrerghe data we used was truncated
at the end of the last week of 1961. Missing data points weaesspand were interpolated with a
cubic spline. The time series was then partitioned into B@a&rtions of an in-sample library and an

out-of-sample time series.

N
U

—
n

N

1 2 3 4 5 6
Iteration Number

Cross—validation error

—

—— Forwards —— Backwards —— Bidirectional

Figure S8: In-sample cross-validation errors vs the recursive iienatount for the library of the
measles data set.

From the cross-validation errors (Fi§8), we choose the bidirectional algorithm with three re-

cursive iterations to detrend the time series.
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