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Artificial neural networks that can recover latent dynamics from recorded
neural activity may provide a powerful avenue for identifying and interpret-
ing the dynamical motifs underlying biological computation. Given that neu-
ral variance alone does not uniquely determine a latent dynamical system,
interpretable architectures should prioritize accurate and low-dimensional
latent dynamics. In this work, we evaluated the performance of sequential
autoencoders (SAEs) in recovering latent chaotic attractors from simulated
neural datasets. We found that SAEs with widely-used recurrent neural net-
work (RNN)-based dynamics were unable to infer accurate firing rates at the
true latent state dimensionality, and that larger RNNs relied upon dynamical
features not present in the data. On the other hand, SAEs with neural or-
dinary differential equation (NODE)-based dynamics inferred accurate rates
at the true latent state dimensionality, while also recovering latent trajecto-
ries and fixed point structure. Ablations reveal that this is mainly because
NODEs (1) allow use of higher-capacity multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs) to
model the vector field and (2) predict the derivative rather than the next
state. Decoupling the capacity of the dynamics model from its latent di-
mensionality enables NODEs to learn the requisite low-D dynamics where
RNN cells fail. Additionally, the fact that the NODE predicts derivatives im-
poses a useful autoregressive prior on the latent states. The suboptimal
interpretability of widely-used RNN-based dynamics may motivate substi-
tution for alternative architectures, such as NODE, that enable learning of
accurate dynamics in low-dimensional latent spaces.

Code: github.com/snel-repo/expressive-latent-dynamics-paper
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Advances in recording technologies over the past decade have enabled simultaneous monitoring of hundreds to thou-
sands of neurons, providing a qualitatively different picture of population activity thanwas previously available [1, 2, 3].
These high-dimensional recordings often display latent dynamical structure, which includes both co-activation across
neurons and coordinated evolution over time. In an emerging framework, termed computation through dynamics, latent
dynamical structure is hypothesized as a key mechanism for implementing biological computations [4, 5, 6]. Accord-
ing to this framework, a neural population constitutes a dynamical system that performs computations through its
temporal evolution. Such dynamics have been implicated in computations underlying movement generation, decision
making, and working memory [4, 7, 8].

Based on these findings, a promising avenue toward understanding computation in the brain is to buildmodels that
can distill latent dynamical structure from recordings of neural activity. Models that accurately capture latent dynamics
could be dissected via flow field visualization or fixed-point linearization to identify dynamical motifs that implement
units of computation [9, 10]. Toward this goal, a variety of methods have been developed to train latent dynamical
models that reproduce recorded neural population activity [11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16]. To date these methods have been
highly successful in de-noising activity, for example producing representations of neural activity that correspond with
subjects’ behaviors on a moment-by-moment basis and millisecond timescale [17, 18, 19]. Yet the degree to which
the trained models enable interpretation of the biological circuit’s dynamics remain unclear.

To enable interpretation of biological computation, models must recover accurate and parsimonious representa-
tions of dynamics. Neural population models are often trained to reconstruct observed activity, with the assumption
that better reconstruction performance corresponds to higher dynamical accuracy. However, because many different
dynamical mechanisms could produce the same activity patterns at their output [20], there is no guarantee that a
model with high reconstruction performance will have dynamics that match the system being modeled, opening the
door to misinterpretation. Thus, it is critical to test whether different architecture choices lead to more accurate mod-
els of underlying dynamics. Additionally, empirical evidence suggests that the latent dynamics of neural populations
are typically much lower dimensional than the number of neurons we observe [21]. Thus, models of latent dynam-
ics should ideally match the dimensionality of the system being modeled (i.e., be parsimonious) to promote ease of
interpretation.

One recent approach, Poisson Latent Neural Differential Equations (PLNDE [14]), adapted neural ordinary differ-
ential equations (NODEs [22]) for the statistics of neural spiking data. PLNDE demonstrated impressive performance
in recovering low-dimensional phase portraits and fixed points of nonlinear dynamical systems with few trials and
low firing rates. While this work hinted that NODE-based models may perform better than recurrent neural network
(RNN)-based models at lower latent state dimensionalities, it remains unclear how the NODE compares directly to
the RNN, and what features of NODEs are responsible for the differences.

A salient difference between RNNs and NODEs is that the capacity of an RNN is tied to its latent dimensionality,
while NODEs can define vector fields using networks of arbitrarily high capacity. This might enable NODE-based
models to more easily learn dynamics in low-dimensional spaces, which would explain their performance advantage
in that regime. Another distinction is that NODEs form predictions by adding inferred derivatives to the previous latent
state via skip connections, while RNNs infer the next state directly. Gated RNN variants have some capacity to learn
gates that incorporate the previous state into their prediction, but they typically use a learned convex combination
of a previous state and a predicted state. In NODEs, skip connections impose the inductive bias that a given state
should be near its previous state. This should make optimization easier when the goal is to reconstruct a dynamical
system.
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In this work, we evaluate the performance of RNN-based and NODE-based SAEs in recovering latent chaotic at-

tractors from simulated spiking datasets. We quantify the accuracy of inferred firing rates using the data log-likelihood
and the true rate R 2. We also introduce a metric, state R 2, which measures the fraction of inferred latent state vari-
ance explained by an affine transformation of the true latent states. Despite their success in reconstructing neural
activity patterns [17, 18, 13], we find that RNN-based SAEs require many more latent dimensions than the synthetic
systems they are attempting to model. Moreover, we find that the dynamics learned by the RNNs are a poor match to
the synthetic systems, in that a large fraction of the models’ variance reflects activity not seen in the synthetic system.
Finally, we find that the behavior of RNNs linearized around their fixed points is qualitatively different from that of
the true systems.

In contrast, we find that NODE-based SAEs learn dynamics in the true latent dimensionality with minimal su-
perfluous dynamics, while capturing the behavior of the true system around its fixed points. Ablation experiments
indicate that both more expressive update layers and skip connections are responsible for the NODE’s ability to more
effectively learn latent dynamics. The suboptimal interpretability of widely-used RNN-based dynamics may motivate
substitution for NODE-like architectures that enable learning of accurate dynamics in low-dimensional latent spaces.
Future models could leverage these characteristics to learn simpler, more intepretable latent dynamics that elucidate
the computational mechanisms implemented by real neural populations.

2 | RELATED WORK

Converging theoretical and experimental evidence suggests that the time-course of neural activity can be modeled
as a dynamical system whose state variables are not individual neurons, but instead a lower-dimensional set of latent
variables [16, 23]. In this paper we restrict analyses to systems that are well-modeled as autonomous dynamical
systems, which can be described in continuous time as:

dz
d t

= f (z) (1)
x ∼ Poisson(exp(g (z) ) ) (2)

Where z ∈ ÒD is the latent state, x ∈ ÒN is the observed neural population activity, f defines the latent dynamics
that determine the time-evolution of the system, and g defines the mapping from latent variables to neural activity.
As neurons cannot have negative firing rates, we make outputs from g positive using exp and follow with Poisson
sampling to determine the number of times each neuron spikes in each time bin.

Early efforts to explicitly model the latent dynamics of neural populations imposed strict limitations on dynamical
complexity by representing f using a linear dynamical system (LDS) and g using a linear readout for tractability and
ease of interpretability [24]. Subsequent approaches allowed more flexibility in g , enabling models to explain more
variance in neural data while maintaining linear dynamics [25]. Still other approaches have used switching linear
dynamical systems (SLDS) to approximate nonlinear dynamics in f [11, 26].

The field of dynamical system identification has had great success in recovering governing equations from time
series measurements, particularly in the physics domain [27, 28, 29]. However, existing approaches rely heavily on
sparse, symbolic regression from states to derivatives [27], which poses a number of problems for spiking datasets.
First, discrete counts and their derivatives are not suitable for regression and naive smoothing approaches are unlikely
to preserve dynamically relevant features. Second, it is unclear whether the dynamics of neural populations can or
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should be described by a sparse selection from a library of nonlinear terms.

With the resurgence of deep learning over the past decade, a powerful class of methods has emerged that use
RNNs to approximate f [17, 18, 30, 13]. In head-to-head comparisons, RNN-based methods replicate neural activity
patterns with substantially higher accuracy than LDSs on datasets from a variety of brain areas and behaviors, suggest-
ing that linear dynamics may not adequately model the dynamics of neural systems [23]. A recent model combined
the RNN and SLDS architectures to improve the RNN’s interpretability, but it is unclear how this model compares to
standard RNNs in recovering latent dynamics [31].

Early characterization of the dynamics of RNN-based models for interpretability began with fixed-point lineariza-
tions of networks trained to perform simple tasks, such as 3-bit memory and pattern generation [9]. Subsequent work
has used similar techniques to elucidate the computational dynamics underlying text classification and to illustrate
commonalities among different types of RNNs trained to perform the same task [32, 33].

It is worth noting that some powerful, approaches for interpreting neural activity consider latent embeddings for
each time step individually and are agnostic to temporal dynamics. Some suchmodels rely on variational penalties [34],
identifiability constraints [35], and/or behavioral information [36] to impose structure on the latent space. While these
models are a viable alternative for discovering structure in neural activity, they do not provide any direct estimate of
neural dynamics and therefore don’t permit estimates of dynamical features, such as fixed points, that may provide
insight into the computations performed by neural populations [4].

The goal of this work is to directly compare RNN-based and NODE-based SAEs to clearly present the benefits of
more interpretable architectures for neural population models.

3 | METHODS

3.1 | Datasets

To determine whether trained models accurately recapitulate latent dynamical rules from observed population activ-
ity, we require reference datasets where the ground truth dynamics are known. Accordingly, we set up synthetic test
cases that mimic empirical properties of neural systems, i.e., low-D latent dynamics that are observed via noisy spiking
activity of neural populations. We created each synthetic dataset based on a long simulated trajectory of a chaotic
dynamical system (D = 3 or 10; see Supplementary Table 1). To generate firing rates for N = 10 or 100 neurons, the
trajectory was first projected through a D ×N randommatrix with elements sampled fromU [−0.5, 0.5]. The resulting
data were standardized to zero-mean and unit variance and passed through an exponential activation function, result-
ing in N time-varying firing rates. To simulate spiking activity, firing rates were sampled as inhomogenous Poisson
processes. From this spiking data, 1600 segments of length T = 70 were randomly split into training (1280 × T × N )
and validation (320 × T × N ) datasets.

3.2 | Model Architecture

All models used in this work were variations of a sequential autoencoder (SAE). Briefly, the binned spike counts,
X ∈ ÒT ×N , were fed into a 64-unit bidirectional gated recurrent unit (BiGRU) layer, whose final hidden states were
linearly projected to an initial condition, ẑ0.
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hT = BiGRU(X) (3)
ẑ0 = WE hT + bE (4)

The initial condition was unrolled by the dynamics model (f , GRU or NODE) to compute the time-varying latent
states, ẑt , which were projected to inferred rates, ŷt , by a linear-exponential readout:

ẑt = GRU(ẑt−1 ) OR ẑt = ẑt−1 +
∫ t

t−1
NODE(ẑ(t ) )d t (5)

ŷt = exp(WR ẑt + bR ) (6)
We use standard GRU cells throughout the model (see Section 7.1). The NODE consisted of an MLP with one

hidden layer of 128 tanh units. For the GRU, it is important to note that both model capacity and dimensionality of
the state space are determined by the number of hidden units, and dynamics are determined by the recurrent connec-
tivity. On the other hand, the NODE separates state space dimensionality from model capacity and explicitly models
dynamics by approximating a vector field using an MLP. Additionally, note that the NODE explicitly incorporates the
previous state into each prediction.

NODE(ẑ) = W2 tanh(W1ẑ + b1 ) + b2 (7)
Networks were trained to maximize the Poisson log-likelihood of the observed data, X = [x1 . . . xT ]T , given the

inferred firing rates, Ŷ = [ŷ1 . . . ŷT ]T .

Lθ (Ŷ) = − 1

T N

T∑
t=1

N∑
n=1

log Poisson(xt ,n | ŷt ,n ) (8)

While GRU outputs were computed with a fixed time step, NODE trajectories were computed using a Runge–
Kutta solver [37] (except for Mac Arthur and ablation experiments, which were discretized at the bin width) and were
trained incrementally to avoid dynamical collapse to the origin. Rather than compute loss on the whole trajectory, we
added groups of new time steps at regular intervals, up to the max of T steps (Supplementary Table 2). We tuned
batch size, learning rate, and weight decay to find models that performed well on validation data across a range of
latent sizes. All networks were trained via backpropagation through time. Further training details are given in the
Supplementary Material.

3.3 | Metrics

All metrics were evaluated on validation data. Reconstruction performance was evaluated by two key metrics. The
first, spike negative log-likelihood (NLL), was the same as the Poisson NLL used during model training. The second,
rate R 2, was the coefficient of determination between true and inferred firing rates, averaged across neurons. While
these metrics capture similar information, we use both because spike NLL is the only metric available for real datasets,
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but rate R 2 captures the model’s ability to denoise the data.

While reconstruction performance evaluates howwell the inferred latent states explain the variance in the neural
data, it is blind to variance in the inferred latent states that is not explained by the true latent states. We introduce
a new metric, state R 2, that provides a complementary view of the accuracy of the inferred latent states. State R 2

measures the fraction of inferred latent state variance explained by an affine transformation of the true latent states.
Taken together, rate R 2 and state R 2 indicate whether models are inferring the latent features of the true system,
without inventing superfluous features that could hinder interpretability.

4 | RESULTS

4.1 | Neural ODEs learn more accurate and parsimonious representations of dynamics

We trained RNN-based and NODE-based SAEs to model the latent dynamics underlying synthetic datasets, for which
ground truth firing rates, latent states, and fixed points were known. We created a synthetic dataset by projecting an
Arneodo system trajectory into an observation space and sampling binned spike counts (Fig. 1a; see Methods). The
Arneodo system is a mildly chaotic 3-D attractor based on a modified Lotka-Volterra ecosystem (see Supplementary
Material). We chose this system because (1) it demonstrates relatively limited chaotic behavior [38] and (2) regions
around its fixed points are well-sampled by the latent trajectories, making them more easily identifiable.

F IGURE 1 Reconstruction of Arneodo system using GRUs and NODEs. (a) The data generation pipeline for a single sample
consisted of projecting trajectories through a random linear projection, g , followed by exponentiation and Poisson sampling. (b) A
schematic showing the architecture of GRU-based and NODE-based SAEs used in these experiments. (c) Performance metrics for
models of differing sizes. Traces are means and shaded regions are standard deviations across five different initializations. Vertical
line indicates the true latent dimensionality. (d) Latent trajectories inferred by each model (or top-3 PCs), overlaid with learned fixed
points (top) and with the latent projection used to compute state R 2 (bottom).
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We evaluated reconstruction performance as a function of state size for GRU-based and NODE-based autoen-

coders (Fig. 1b). The reconstruction performance of both model types increased with state size, but the GRU con-
sistently required higher dimensionality to achieve similar reconstruction performance to the NODE. For example,
GRU-based models required a state size of 10 in order to match the performance of the 3-D NODE (Fig. 1c, top and
middle). This indicates that NODEs are better suited than GRUs for modeling dynamics in low-dimensional latent
spaces.

While low-dimensional GRUs do not have sufficient capacity tomodel the data, it is possible that high-dimensional
GRUs could recover the low-dimensional attractor embedded in a higher-dimensional state space. In this case, we
would expect the true latent states to explain the variance in the inferred latent states. To quantify this phenomenon
we introduce a newmetric, state R 2 (seeMethods), which evaluates the fraction of the variance of inferred latent states
explained by an affine transformation of the true latent states. In combination with reconstruction performance, it
allows us to determine which models are recovering the true latent trajectories without inventing dynamics that do
not exist in the true system.

Despite accurate reconstruction performance at high dimensionalities, GRUs exhibited poor state R 2 for all mod-
els, remaining relatively flat across state sizes and peaking at R 2 = 0.69 for the 50-D model. This implies that, even
as larger GRUs exhibited high reconstruction performance, a substantial fraction of the GRU’s variance remained in-
consistent with the true dynamics. In contrast, the 3-D NODE scored highest by our state R 2 metric (R 2 = 0.94) in
comparison to all tested alternatives, and increasing the latent size to 5-D caused only a minor decrease (Fig. 1c, bot-
tom). For these models, the variance in NODE states could be explained almost exclusively by the true latent states.
The 2-D NODE had low state R 2 because it was not able to capture the true system, and larger NODEs saw gradual
declines as models increasingly relied on inaccurate dynamics.

The superfluous and inaccurate dynamics of the GRU models were evident in visualizations of the inferred latent
trajectories (Fig. 1d). The presence of inaccurate dynamics despite high reconstruction performance provides a warn-
ing for interpreting the dynamics of these models in real neural datasets, where no ground truth latent system exists
and state R 2 cannot be evaluated. In such cases, analysis of inaccurate dynamics could lead to erroneous conclusions
about the computational mechanisms of the neural population.

4.2 | Neural ODEs learn better representations of dynamics across systems

We next applied the same SAE models and analysis to synthetic data from two additional dynamical systems, the
Rössler and Lorenz attractors, and found thatNODE continued to achieve high reconstruction performancewith fewer
latent dimensions and fewer superfluous dynamical features than the GRU (Fig. 2). State R 2 was clearly the highest
for the NODE-based models with the correct dimensionality (3-D) across all datasets. However, in real neuroscientific
datasets, the "correct" dimensionality is unknown and state R 2 is unavailable, thus model selection would have to rely
on spike NLL. For the Rössler and Arneodo systems, the spike NLL of the NODE produced an elbow at the correct
dimensionality (Figs. 2a, top and 1c, top), which could serve as a guide for selecting the appropriate dimensionality.
However, NODE models of the Lorenz system tended to overestimate latent dimensionality, as 5-D and 10-D models
performed substantially better than 3-D (Fig. 2d, top).

For Rössler and Lorenz systems, GRU state R 2 performance tended to increasewith dimensionality up to a plateau,
which likely reflected an increasing ability to fit the data. The fact that GRU required such high dimensionality to fit
simple 3-D systems makes it unlikely to be an interpretable model of real neural systems. Notably, state R 2 on the
Lorenz dataset plateaued and began to decline for models with states larger than 100 units (not shown).

To confirm that these results generalized to datasets with more typical neuron counts and larger latent systems,
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F IGURE 2 Reconstruction of Rössler and Lorenz systems using GRUs and NODEs. (a) Performance metrics for models trained on
the Rössler dataset. Traces are means and shaded regions are standard deviations across five different initializations. (b) Latent
trajectories inferred by each model for the Rössler dataset (or top-3 PCs), overlaid with learned fixed points (left) and with the latent
projection used to compute state R 2 (right). (c-d) Same as (a-b), for the Lorenz dataset.
we performed identical experiments with N = 100 neurons for an Arneodo system (Fig. 3a), a Mackey-Glass system
(D = 10; Fig. 3b), and a Mac Arthur system (D = 10; Fig. 3c). The Mackey-Glass system is a delay differential equation
that represents a physiological circuit with time-delayed feedback [39], and the Mac Arthur system models a set of
species competing for a set of renewing resources [40, 41]. Under these conditions, NODE-based SAEs still required
fewer dimensions to reconstruct neural activity and inferred more accurate latent trajectories than GRU-based SAEs.
For the Mac Arthur dataset, we tried increasing the depth of the NODE MLP to two hidden layers and the encoder
dimensionality to 128 and found that this slightly improved performance of the NODE relative to the GRU, without
changing the latent state dimensionality (not shown).

4.3 | Neural ODEs more effectively recover fixed point properties

Going beyond comparing trajectories, the fixed points (FPs) of nonlinear dynamical systems are useful interpretability
tools because they identify topologically important, locally linear regions where the system Jacobian can be decom-
posed to identify dynamical modes. The linearized dynamics around an FP indicate whether a nearby trajectory will
diverge from ( | |λi | | > 1), converge to ( | |λi | | < 1), or oscillate around (ℑ(λi ) > 0) that FP along a given eigenvector,
vi , providing a qualitative and succinct description of the system’s dynamics in that region. By pairing learned FPs to
their corresponding true FPs and comparing eigenvalues, we reveal more fine-grained information about whether the
learned dynamics have similar behavior to the true system.

For each dataset, we selected representative low-dimensional and high-dimensional models with GRU-based
and NODE-based dynamics. All of these models achieved high reconstruction performance, with the exception of
the low-dimensional GRUs. For each model, we found a set of FPs by minimizing the norm of the vector field, as
demonstrated in previous work [9, 42]. This approach identified three FPs for Arneodo and Lorenz datasets and one
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F IGURE 3 Reconstruction of latent systems using GRUs and NODEs for large datasets. (a) Performance metrics for models of
differing sizes on a larger Arneodo dataset (N = 100 neurons). Traces are means and shaded regions are standard deviations across
five different initializations. Vertical line indicates the true latent dimensionality. (b) Same as (a) for a large Mackey-Glass dataset
(D = 10 latent dimensions, N = 100 neurons). (c) Same as (a) for a large Mac Arthur dataset (D = 10 latent dimensions, N = 100

neurons).
FP for the Rössler dataset in all models with high reconstruction performance. At each FP, we computed the discrete-
time Jacobian of the corresponding dynamics model. Discrete-time Jacobians for the true systems were computed
analytically. All Jacobians were decomposed to their eigenvalues, which were the subjects of analysis. Learned FPs
were trivially mapped to the corresponding true FPs based on their eigenspectrum. For Arneodo and Lorenz datasets,
we analyzed only one FP from each symmetric pair. We compare the properties of each learned FP to those of the
corresponding true FP by overlaying plots of their eigenvalues in the complex plane (Fig. 4).

Models learned FPs analogous to those of the true systems with varying degrees of fidelity. The low-D NODE
matched FPs and their qualitative behavior very well overall (Fig. 4d). On the other hand, the low-D GRU was not
able to reconstruct the data or adequately recover FPs on any of the datasets (Fig. 4b). For example, the model
learned lobe FPs with unstable oscillations ( | |λi | | > 1) instead of the stable oscillations of the true system ( | |λi | | < 1).
The high-D GRU achieved good reconstruction performance, but in all cases developed FPs with many attracting
dimensions ( | |λi | | < 1) (Fig. 4c). These additional attractive mechanisms allowed the initial conditions to be placed
far away from the regions of state space frequented by the model, creating the trailing trajectories visible in the PCA
projections (Fig. 1d). A more accurate model would have mostly stable dimensions (λi ≈ 1), which would prevent
trailing trajectories and force initial conditions to be placed closer to their true locations in state space. The high-D
NODE captured the core properties of the fixed points well in most cases, but tended to develop superfluous stable
oscillations ( | |λi | | < 1 and ℑ(λi ) > 0) (Fig. 4e) which were also visible in the PCA projections (Fig. 1d). All NODE
and GRU models struggled to capture the central Lorenz FP, which had few nearby trajectories. Similarly, all models
failed to capture a Rössler FP that was distant from the system’s trajectories. We believe this to be a limitation of the
dataset, where the dynamics near some fixed points are underdetermined for the given trajectories, and highlights
the need for more comprehensive sampling of latent state spaces for robust fixed point recovery.



10 Sedler, Versteeg, Pandarinath

F IGURE 4 Recovery of fixed points and their properties using GRUs and NODEs. (a) True latent trajectories and fixed point
locations for the three modeled systems. (b) Fixed points of trained networks were found by gradient descent on the norm of the
learned vector field. Discrete-time Jacobians were computed for each fixed point of each network on each dataset. Jacobian
eigenvalues are plotted here in the complex plane for the 3-D GRUs. Markers indicate the true (cyan ×) and estimated (colored circle)
eigenvalues. (c) Same as (b) for the 10-D GRU (Arneodo) and 25-D GRUs (Lorenz and Rössler). (d) Same as (b) for the 3-D NODEs. (e)
Same as (b) for the 10-D NODEs.
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4.4 | Ablation of discrete time NODE-based SAE

Several differences distinguish the NODE from the GRU trained in the preceeding sections, so it is not immediately
obvious which of these is most responsible for performance gains. At a high level, these include (1) a continuous-time
vs. discrete-time forward pass, (2) an incremental fitting process vs. training on the entire sequence, (3) combining
the network output with the previous state via a skip connection vs. predicting a convex combination of a previous
state and an updated state, and (4) use of an MLP vs. a linear layer followed by tanh to parameterize the update.

We have not found the NODE’s continuous-time forward pass to be particularly important and for the sake of
this comparison we discretize the NODE at the bin width. In the rest of this section, we elaborate on and investigate
the remaining differences.

Omitting inputs and switching to more standard RNN notation for clarity, the equations for the GRU are:

rt = σ (Wr h(t−1) + br ) (9)
zt = σ (Wzh(t−1) + bz ) (10)
nt = tanh(rt ∗ (Wnh(t−1) + bn ) ) (11)
ht = zt ∗ h(t−1) + (1 − zt ) ∗ nt (12)

Where ht is the hidden state, h(t−1) is the previous hidden state, rt is the reset gate, zt is the update gate, nt is the
candidate state, and σ is the sigmoid function. This architecture is suboptimal for approximating a dynamical system
for several reasons. First, without inputs, the reset gate rt only serves to block the flow of information from h(t−1)

to nt . This is undesirable because nt is the only mechanism the GRU has for updating the state. Second, there is no
clear reason for the update gate zt to mediate a convex combination of h(t−1) and the candidate, nt , since intuitively
ht should generally be close to h(t−1) . Notably, when rt = 1 and zt = 0, the GRU simplifies to the vanilla RNN:

ht = tanh(Wnh(t−1) + bn ) (13)
Rather than try to predict ht de novo, as in the vanilla RNN, or as a convex combination of h(t−1) and a candidate

state nt , the NODE allows a direct skip connection to h(t−1) . This builds in prior knowledge that ht should be close
to h(t−1) . Additionally, rather than assuming the update can be predicted using a linear layer followed by tanh, the
NODE allows the derivative to be computed by any network (we use a 2-layer MLP). Accordingly, the equation for
the discretized NODE (∆ = 0.1) is:

ht = h(t−1) + ∆ ∗W2 tanh(W1h(t−1) + b1 ) + b2 (14)
To illustrate the roles that incremental training, skip connections, and the MLP play in the NODE’s performance,

we trained ablated models on the Arneodo dataset (Fig. 5). We show only rate R 2 for these models, because models
must fit the data well before state R 2 becomes relevant. Removing the skip connection and replacing the MLP com-
ponent with the forward pass of a vanilla RNN had independent and similarly severe effects on model performance.
Note that without the MLP, the discretized NODE has significant similarity to a GRU with appropriately biased gates
(rt = 1 and zt = 1 − ∆ = 0.9). Removing incremental training had mild effects on performance.
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F IGURE 5 Performance of discretized and ablated NODE-based models on the Arneodo dataset. Ablated versions of our model
were trained on the Arneodo dataset (Fig. 1) from five different initializations. Learning rates were tuned for each model class,
dropout was fixed to 0.05, and weight decay was off. NODE denotes a discretized version of our model. "No incr." ablated
incremental training, "No MLP" ablated the two-layer MLP, and "No s.c." ablated skip connections. "Vanilla" models used vanilla
RNNs, equivalent to ablating all of the above.
5 | DISCUSSION

Many high-dimensional artificial and biological neural networks (NNs) have been shown to solve tasks using relatively
simple, low-dimensional dynamics. Thus, a natural hypothesis is that when artificial NNs are trained to reproduce
the activity of biological NNs, they will recover the same low-dimensional dynamics. Our results show that this is
not necessarily the case– the architecture of the artificial NN plays an important role in parsimonious and accurate
recovery. In this work we demonstrated that widely-used, RNN-based architectures struggle to accurately recover
the latent, low-dimensional dynamical systems underlying simulated neural population activity. In contrast, the high-
capacity MLPs and skip connections used by NODE-based architectures enable them to recover the latent dynamics
where RNNs fail.

On one hand, RNNs are an intuitive abstraction for an interacting population of biological neurons. They explicitly
represent the activation of and relationships between units over time, and they can be optimized to test hypotheses
about how computational dynamics can be used to solve various tasks. This insight has enabled a substantial body of
interpretability work in recent years. However, task-based modeling is different from interpretable neural population
modeling in several important ways that might explain why RNNs seem to perform well with the former but struggle
with the latter. First, the output targets of task-based models are often lower-dimensional and dynamically simpler
than that of neural population models (NPMs). The former often use on a handful of fixed or step-like inputs and
outputs, while the latter rely on high-dimensional activity with complex temporal patterns. Generally, the task-based
paradigm should impose fewer constraints on the the RNNs, making them easier to optimize and regularize. Second,
the requirements of the dynamics module of an interpretable NPM are more demanding than that of a task-based
model. For interpretable NPMs, the goal is to learn a representation of latent dynamics with high parsimony and
accuracy, which we have shown is difficult for RNNs.

By testing our models on multiple datasets, we also gain insight into how dataset properties can affect dynamical
recovery. First, we found that global dynamics may be underdetermined given a limited set of locally sampled latent
trajectories, resulting in incomplete recovery of fixed points distant from the sampled area (e.g., for the Rössler system,
Fig. 2b). Second, for some datasets, models tended to achieve noticeably better performance with larger latent spaces
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(e.g., for the Lorenz system, Fig. 2d, top). This could potentially bias researchers to overestimate the dimensionality
of the latent dynamics, and result in inaccurate recovery. We suspect this issue may relate to the level of chaos in
a given system. For the systems tested, the different maximum Lyapunov exponents, which characterize the rate of
divergence of infinitesimally close initial conditions, support this idea. For Rössler, Arneodo, and Lorenz, they are
0.076, 0.243, and 1.091 respectively [43, 38, 44, 45]. We hypothesize that extra model dimensions may provide
performance gains in the presence of chaos by allowing correction of divergent trajectories caused by small initial
condition placement errors. More generally, we caution that while NODE-based SAEs reduce the risk involved in
model selection, the models with the best reconstruction performance are not guaranteed to most concisely capture
the true dynamics. This problem may be an unavoidable consequence of the increased flexibility that comes with
higher latent dimensionality.

Most of the NODE-based SAEs trained in this work used a continuous-time forward pass. From a practical per-
spective, computing the forward pass with a solver required more evaluations of the vector field and slowed down
training by about 4x compared to the GRU-based SAEs (15 mins vs. 1 hour for 3k epochs). However, we found that
the continuous-time forward pass is not critical for performance (Fig. 5), and that the NODE-based SAE can be easily
discretized at the bin width with an appropriate step size to close this gap. Models appear to be equally sensitive to
learning rate and have comparable compute requirements and both seem to benefit slightly from incremental training.
While the number of parameters in the GRU-based SAE is fixed, the NODE-based SAE allows the modeler to dial in
the parameters and capacity by specifying the depth and width of the MLP.

The models used here differ from state-of-the-art RNN-based NPMs like latent factor analysis via dynamical
systems (LFADS) [17] in several keyways. At a high level, LFADS also incorporates inferred inputs, variational inference,
and a low-dimensional bottleneck in g . From an interpretability perspective, inference of inputs is a difficult problem
due to essential ambiguities about whether a given change in state is driven by inputs or internal dynamics. While
LFADS made some progress by imposing reasonable priors on inferred inputs, more work is necessary to ensure that
inputs are inferred with high accuracy. Related, the most salient feature of variational inference for LFADS is that
information flow through the network can be controlled via KL penalties on initial conditions and inferred inputs. This
enables the contributions of internal dynamics and inputs to be balanced via hyperparameter tuning. Thus, variational
inference may play a more important role in the context of inferred inputs. The low-dimensional bottleneck used in
LFADS allows the dimensionality of a larger generator RNN to be decoupled from the latent dimensionality of the
inferred rates. In our model, a bottleneck is not necessary because the dynamics themselves can be learned in a
low-dimensional space. However, both the LFADS readout and the NODE-based SAE readout may be inadequate
for capturing the complexity of real neural manifolds. Using a linear readout on neural data that lies on a nonlinear
manifold could impose additional burden on the latent dynamics model, potentially requiring higher dimensionality or
higher complexity. While some of the differences between our NODE-based SAE and LFADS could provide a path
toward improved performance and applicability, care should be taken to preserve interpretability with each extension
of the model.

Despite the demonstrated success of our method on synthetic data, a few considerations remain regarding its
applicability to real neural data. First, unlike our simulated systems, real neural populations are constantly receiving
input from other brain areas, meaning that we can’t take for granted that their dynamics are time-invariant. A second
but related question is whether our techniques for interpretation, particularly FP linearization, are appropriate tools
for understanding the brain.

To the first point, the key to revealing computational dynamics in vivowill likely be careful experimental design that
monitors specific brain areas during specific tasks, designed to isolate the hypothesized dynamics to the monitored
population. Perhaps further experiments on synthetic data could demonstrate that recovery is achievable for partially
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observed and interacting dynamical systems.

With respect to the second point, recent experiments that optogenetically perturb neural activity have found that
FPs are not just convenient abstractions, but that they capture an underlying dynamical structure that is predictive of
the behavior of the neural circuit [46, 47]. Thus, direct inspection of vector fields and FP analyses restricted to regions
that are well populated by nearby data are still promising approaches to understanding neural dynamics in real data.
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6 | DATASETS

6.1 | Dynamical systems

6.1.1 | Arneodo

¤x = y (15)
¤y = z (16)
¤z = −ax − by − cz + dx3 (17)

where a = −5.5, b = 4.5, c = 1.0, and d = −1.0 [38].

6.1.2 | Rössler

¤x = −y − z (18)
¤y = x + ay (19)
¤z = b + z (x − c ) (20)

where a = 0.2, b = 0.2, and c = 5.7 [43].

6.1.3 | Lorenz

¤x = σ (y − x ) (21)
¤y = x (ρ − z ) − y (22)
¤z = x y − βz (23)

where β = 2.667, ρ = 28, and σ = 10 [44].

6.1.4 | Mackey-Glass

¤x = β
xτ

1 + xnτ
− γx (24)

where xτ = x (t − τ ) , β = 2, γ = 1.0, n = 9.65, and τ = 2.0 [39]. Note that the system defined by this delay
differential equation was converted to D = 10 by stacking past time steps: x(t ) = [x (t ), x (t − τ ) ...x (t − (D − 1)τ ) ].
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6.1.5 | Mac Arthur

The Mac Arthur system models a set of species competing for renewing resources [40]. We use parameters taken
from amodel of phytoplankton [41], where n = 5 distinct populations Ni compete for access to k = 5 distinct resource
types R j .

¤Ni = Ni ∗ (µi (R1, . . . , Rk ) − mi ) i = 1, . . . , n (25)
¤R j = d ∗ (sj − R j ) −

n∑
i=1

Cj i µi (R1, . . . , Rk )Ni j = 1, . . . , k (26)
(27)

where

µi (R1, . . . , Rk ) = min
(

ri R1

K1i + R1
, . . . ,

ri Rk

Kk i + Rk
,

)
(28)

C =



0.04 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.04

0.08 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.08

0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.14

0.05 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03

0.07 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.07


(29)

K =



0.39 0.34 0.30 0.24 0.23

0.22 0.39 0.34 0.30 0.27

0.27 0.22 0.39 0.34 0.30

0.30 0.24 0.22 0.39 0.34

0.34 0.30 0.22 0.20 0.39


(30)

s =
[
0.04 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.04

] (31)
mi = 0.25 (32)
d = 0.25 (33)
ri = 1 (34)

(35)
We take the state of the system to be the 10-D vector x = [N1, . . . ,Nn , R1, . . . , Rk ]. Unlike other systems, theMac

Arthur trajectories had dramatically differentmeans and variances across dimensions. To remedy this, we standardized
each dimension to zero mean and unit variance before projecting into the neural dimension.

6.2 | Solving and resampling latent trajectories

Systems were simulated using the dysts Python package, which offered well-reasoned standards for initial conditions,
integration steps, and resampling frequency [45]. Initial conditions had been determined by running each model until
the moments of the autocorrelation function were stationary. Integration steps had been chosen based on the highest
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significant frequency observed in the power spectrum (see Table 1). After integration, trajectories were resampled
to contain a specified number of points per period (see Table 1), where period was defined based on the dominant
frequency in each system’s power spectrum.
TABLE 1 Dataset parameters and characteristics

System Arneodo Rössler Lorenz Mackey-Glass Mac Arthur
Solver step size (t) 1.215e-3 7.563e-4 1.801e-4 1.156e-3 4.384e-3
Points per period 35 35 70 35 70

Mean firing rate (spikes/bin) 1.624 (N = 10)
1.641 (N = 100) 1.872 1.695 1.609 1.606

7 | MODELS

7.1 | Gated Recurrent Unit

Each GRU cell computes the following:

rt = σ (Wi r xt + bi r +Whr h (t−1) + bhr ) (36)
zt = σ (Wi z xt + bi z +Whzh (t−1) + bhz ) (37)
nt = tanh(Wi nxt + bi n + rt ∗ (Whnh (t−1) + bhn ) ) (38)
ht = (1 − zt ) ∗ nt + zt ∗ h (t−1) (39)

where ht is the hidden state, h (t−1) is the previous hidden state, xt is the input, rt is the reset gate, zt is the update
gate, nt is the candidate state, and σ is the sigmoid function.

8 | TRAINING DETAILS

All weights were initialized from U(−
√
k ,

√
k ) , where k = 1/in_features for linear layers and k = 1/hidden_size for

GRU weights. Dropout layers (p = 0.05) were inserted before and after the IC linear projection during training. Loss
was computed as the average Poisson NLL across neurons and time points and models were trained by gradient
descent using Adam on batches of 650 samples for 3000 epochs. Further training details for all models are given in
Table 2.

9 | FINDING FIXED POINTS

For each network, fixed points were located by randomly sampling 1024 initial states from inferred latent trajectories
and iteratively minimizing the squared norm of the vector field [9]. We used Adam with a learning rate of 1e-2 for
minimization over 5000 iterations. Uniqueness was determined using a distance threshold of 1e-3 and points that
did not achieve a squared norm less than 1e-10 were excluded. In practice, there were many orders of magnitude
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TABLE 2 Training hyperparameters

Main Experiments Mac Arthur Ablation
GRU NODE NODE NODE No incr. No MLP No s.c. Vanilla

Learning Rate 1e-3 5e-3 5e-4 5e-4 1e-2 1e-2 1e-3 1e-2
Weight Decay 1e-4 1e-5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Points per group N/A 5 20 20 N/A 20 20 N/A
Epochs per group N/A 150 500 500 N/A 500 500 N/A

between kept and excluded points.

10 | COMPUTE RESOURCES

We used an internal computing cluster with a total of 30 NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 Ti GPUs for model training.
Continuous-timeNODE-basedmodels took approximately 45minutes to train and discretizedNODE-based andGRU-
based models took approximately 15 minutes. Our experiments trained 175 of the former and 270 of the latter (ex-
cluding hyperparameter tuning). With 3 models training on each GPU, running these experiments took approximately
65 GPU hours.

11 | METRICS

11.1 | Rate reconstruction

We computed the coefficient of determination between true (Y) and predicted (Ŷ) rates for each neuron, and reported
the average value across neurons. We refer to this metric as rate R 2.

Rate R 2 = R 2 (Y, Ŷ) = 1

N

N∑
n=1

1 −
∑T

i=1 (yi ,n − ŷi ,n )2∑T
i=1 (yi ,n − ȳn )2

11.2 | State reconstruction

To compute state R 2, we concatenated a column of ones to the true latent states (Z1), then used the pseudoinverse
to find a set of weights that produced an affine transform from the true latent states to the inferred latent states (Ẑ)
with minimal squared error. We computed R 2 for this projection as described in the previous section.

Wz = Z†1Ẑ (40)
State R 2 = R 2 (Ẑ,Z1Wz ) (41)
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12 | OPEN-SOURCE PACKAGES USED

• torch [48] (BSD license): Deep learning framework providing layer definitions, GPU acceleration, automatic dif-
ferentiation, optimization, and more.

• pytorch_lightning (Apache 2.0 license): Lightweight wrappers for model training.
• ray.tune [49] (Apache 2.0 license): Distributed hyperparameter tuning.
• dysts [45] (Apache 2.0 license): Implementations for modeled dynamical systems.
• torchdyn [50] (Apache 2.0 license): Implementation of NODEs.
• fixed_point_finder [42] (Apache 2.0 license): Inspiration for torch-based fixed point finder.

https://github.com/pytorch/pytorch
https://github.com/PyTorchLightning/pytorch-lightning
https://github.com/ray-project/ray
https://github.com/williamgilpin/dysts
https://github.com/DiffEqML/torchdyn
https://github.com/mattgolub/fixed-point-finder
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