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Representing the parton distribution functions (PDFs) of the proton and other hadrons through
flexible, high-fidelity parametrizations has been a long-standing goal of particle physics phenomenol-
ogy. This is particularly true since the chosen parametrization methodology can play an influential
role in the ultimate PDF uncertainties as extracted in QCD global analyses; these, in turn, are often
determinative of the reach of experiments at the LHC and other facilities to non-standard physics,
including at large x, where parametrization effects can be significant. In this study, we explore a
series of encoder-decoder machine-learning (ML) models with various neural-network topologies as
efficient means of reconstructing PDFs from meaningful information stored in an interpretable latent
space. Given recent effort to pioneer synergies between QCD analyses and lattice-gauge calculations,
we formulate a latent representation based on the behavior of PDFs in Mellin space, i.e., their inte-
grated moments, and test the ability of various models to decode PDFs from this information faith-
fully. We introduce a numerical package, PDFdecoder, which implements several encoder-decoder
models to reconstruct PDFs with high fidelity and use this tool to explore strengths and pitfalls
of neural-network approaches to PDF parametrization. We additionally dissect patterns of learned
correlations between encoded Mellin moments and reconstructed PDFs which suggest opportuni-
ties for further improvements to ML-based approaches to PDF parametrizations and uncertainty
quantification.

I. INTRODUCTION

An overarching theme of modern high-energy physics
(HEP) has been the quest to identify the microscopic
nature of dark matter suggested by astrophysical and re-
lated observations. While this effort has been charac-
terized by an array of (in)direct detection experiments,
it is further complemented by a large battery of stan-
dard model (SM) tests at various colliders, especially the
(HL-)LHC [1]. The reach of these (hadron) collider-based
searches for physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM)
is generally limited by current knowledge of the pro-
ton’s collinear structure; for measurements at the LHC,
the most relevant quantities are the unpolarized parton
distribution functions (PDFs) of the proton [2], which
determine the parton-level luminosities informing cross-
section predictions for Higgs, gauge-boson, or other pro-
duction processes.

While high-energy measurements are frequently dom-
inated by the low-x behavior of the PDFs, the rapid-
ity and invariant-mass distributions that serve as fertile
ground for BSM searches can also be significantly depen-
dent on the very high-x PDFs as well [3–11]. For this
reason, considerable attention has been trained on the
determination of PDFs at high x≳ 0.1, where sensitive
data are sparse [12–15] and the parametrization depen-
dence on the chosen functional form used to fit the PDFs
can represent a significant effect which must be quanti-
fied and controlled [16]. Owing to such considerations,
a number of analysis efforts have turned to ML-based
methods like feed-forward neural networks.

In particular, neural networks have been adopted for
parametrizing the x dependence of PDFs in global fits
[17]; this is generally on the contention that such ap-

proaches afford enhanced model independence and are
unbiased since they do not implement a specific func-
tional form for the PDFs’ x dependence. While neural
networks do indeed represent a highly flexible approach,
they also possess methodological dependences analogous
to those in other fitting frameworks, and can be statis-
tically challenging to sample comprehensively [18]; these
issues are reflected in various ways, including the role of
network architecture and procedural choices made dur-
ing training. In this study, we investigate such questions
using a simplified toy model for the PDFs, and focus on
PDF reconstruction as a self-contained problem which
allows a quantitative assessment of the performance of
specific NN architectures and hyperparameter choices. A
natural choice for this problem is that of the autoencoder,
in that this broad class of machine-learning models en-
tails going from

[PDF]→ {latent} → [PDF′]

and thus consist of a [PDF]→ {latent} encoding struc-
ture, followed by a corresponding decoder, {latent} →
[PDF′], as depicted schematically in the first row of
Tab. I, which represents the most generic autoencoder
(AE) architecture. Beyond these base ingredients, var-
ious potential elaborations of the associated network
structure are depicted in Tab. I.
Autoencoder-based models have been used in many

contexts in particle physics, including anomaly detec-
tion in experimental measurements [19–22]; experimental
searches for possible BSM signatures [23, 24]; fundamen-
tal theory [25, 26]; and inverse problems in QCD global
analyses [27, 28]. In the present study, we perform a com-
prehensive assessment of the capabilities of AE-based and
adjacent ML methods in flexibly representing the PDFs,
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concentrating on the flavor-SU(2) PDF combinations as
a smaller-scale toy problem, without significant loss of
generality. Specifically, we perform a series of PDF re-
constructions within a suite of encoder-decoder network
topologies we collectively bundle into a new computa-
tional framework, PDFdecoder. We intend the toy calcu-
lation as an initial demonstration of a general approach
that might be extended to a range of similar problems,
including more direct interfaces with fitted (phenomeno-
logical) PDFs.

We connect this first exercise to another active area
of PDF phenomenology: the effort to compute informa-
tion sensitive to the PDFs’ high-x behavior through lat-
tice gauge techniques [14, 29, 30]. As discussed further
below, this activity has typically concentrated either on
the evaluation of PDF Mellin moments [31], as well as di-
rect information on the x-dependent PDFs via the quasi-
[32] and pseudo-PDF [33] methods (for a comprehensive
study of lattice QCD methods for PDF determination see
Refs. [34, 35]). In the current work, we concentrate on
the former (Mellin moment) approach.

The specific questions we pursue are: (i) how AEs per-
form in the generic task of flexibly parametrizing PDFs;
and (ii) where the limits in the interpretability of this
ML task lie, especially once augmented with hypothetical
information on the underlying PDFs’ Mellin moments.
The question of interpretability in this context is multi-
faceted, and we explore the performance of various AE
architectures in the general PDF reconstruction problem
while simultaneously peering inside the latent representa-
tion of various architectures. We explore the imposition
of physics-motivated constraints to the latent space by re-
quiring the latent space to have an explicit interpretation
in terms of the PDFs’ lattice-calculable Mellin moments,
and investigate how this requirement influences patterns
of correlations across the various AE network topologies.

Our calculation therefore represents a PDF-specific in-
stance of ongoing work to develop ML models which
physics assumptions directly incorporated into the struc-
ture of trained networks [36, 37]. Moreover, this analy-
sis builds upon recent work to learn the association be-
tween PDFs and their corresponding log-likelihood func-
tions [38], an approach which can be used in various
tasks, including the construction of rapid joint fits of
PDFs and BSM-sensitive SMEFT parameters [7] as done
in the CTEQ-TEA framework.

The remainder of our paper is as follows: in Sec. II,
we discuss the formal aspects that motivate this work,
including key features of QCD (Sec. IIA as well as those
related to the deployment and use of autoencoder-based
ML models (Sec. II B). Sec. III provides an in-depth dis-
cussion of technical features of the ML models used in
this work; these include the particular network configu-
rations we analyze in the case of autoencoders with dis-
crete latent spaces (in Sec. III A) and those with variation
architectures, as discussed in Sec. III B. In addition, we
summarize general aspects of AEs and variational models
from the perspective of uncertainty quantification (UQ)

in Sec. III C and dimensionality reduction in Sec. IIID.
In Sec. IV, we outline our main results — these in-

clude the specific use of the AEs to reconstruct the PDFs
from input distributions (IVA); the fidelity of the result-
ing reconstructions (IVB); and the capacity of AEs and
VAIMs to serve as generative models to produce phe-
nomenological PDFs from input moments (IVC); and a
quantitative discussion of the correlations induced by this
approach between the inputs moments and reconstructed
PDFs (IVD). In Sec. V, we highlight several key conclu-
sions. Lastly, in App. A, we provide a formal discussion
of the relationship between AEs as explored in our main
study and PCA as an alternative dimensionality reduc-
tion algorithm.

II. BACKGROUND AND FORMALISM

In this section, we review the theoretical foundations of
our study, focusing on both QCD-related aspects as well
as the fundamentals of the ML frameworks used in our
calculations. In particular, we first review the relation
between PDFs and their Mellin transforms, which pro-
vides a basis to reconstruct the former given knowledge
of the PDFs’ integrated moments. We specially highlight
this connection as it forms the basis for imposing some
interpretable structure on the ML models explored later
in this study. Following this discussion, we summarize
the basic formalism for constructing and training the au-
toencoder and variational architectures explored in this
study. We further elaborate upon the specialization of
each of these network structures to the PDF representa-
tion problem in subsequent sections.

A. QCD Theory

The unpolarized collinear PDFs are the quantum cor-
relation functions which encode the longitudinal struc-
ture of the nucleon. These non-local, forward matrix el-
ements parameterize the inherently nonperturbative dis-
tribution of quarks and gluons inside the proton; on
the basis of QCD factorization [39], they can be related
to observables in physical scattering processes such as
the deep-inelastic scattering (DIS) structure functions
through convolutions with short-distance Wilson coeffi-
cient functions, Ci, schematically:

Fi(x,Q) = Ci,f

(
x

ξ
,
Q

µ

)
⊗ qf (ξ, µ) . (1)

In the expression above, the flavor-dependent PDFs, qf
have been explicitly separated from the perturbatively
calculable matrix elements at a factorization scale, µ;
at leading-order in αs, C ∼ δ(1−x/ξ), and we consider
parametrizations of the PDFs, qf (x), in the case of spe-
cific f ∈ SU(2) flavor combinations for the remainder of
this study.
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From Eq. (1), the enterprise of extracting PDFs from
data can be seen as involving a large-scale inverse
problem. In particular, QCD global analyses typically
parametrize the PDFs flexibly at an initial boundary
scale of the perturbative evolution, µ=Q0, via

qf (x, µ = Q0) = Nf x
αf (1− x)βf · P(x) , (2)

in which P(x) might be a high-order polynomial (de-
pendent on some array of shape parameters) or a feed-
forward neural network, P(x)=NN(x). The parameters
of the polynomial or neural network can be determined
from available hadronic data up to knowledge of the un-
derlying perturbative QCD and electroweak theory (e.g.,
for the matrix elements, Ci,f ) as well as consideration of
many other theoretical issues with can influence predic-
tions for empirical data.

Adequately constraining the complex shape of the
PDFs demands a wide range of data spanning many pro-
cesses and energy scales, especially given the need to
unravel the flavor dependence and local x dependence.
Given the theoretical and computational complexity of
this task, a series of ongoing PDF benchmarking efforts
have played out [12, 40–42], with special focus on the
challenge of obtaining reproducible and understandable
PDF uncertainties across various fitting efforts.

Complementary to these activities, it has also long
been understood that the PDFs can be related to their
underlying x-integrated moments via an inverse-Mellin
transform; in particular,

q(x) + (−1)n+1 q(x) =
1

2πi

∫ c+i∞

c−i∞
dnx−n−1 ⟨xn⟩q . (3)

As such, full knowledge of the moments could al-
low a complete determination of the corresponding x-
dependent shapes of the PDFs, including at very high x.
Of course, from Eq. (3) it can be seen that full knowledge
requires an infinite tower of Mellin moments to specify
the PDFs over all x and for all flavors. In lieu of such
comprehensive information, however, even partial knowl-
edge of select Mellin moments may supplement experi-
mental constraints.

This realization has motivated an array of nonpertur-
bative methods, especially involving lattice QCD, to cal-
culate the PDFs’ Mellin moments, which can be evalu-
ated as the operators of local matrix elements. For exam-
ple, by the operator product expansion (OPE), moments
of twist-2 quark PDFs may be related to quark-level op-
erator insertions evaluated in an appropriate hadronic
basis as

2⟨xn⟩q [pµ1
· · ·pµn+1

− traces]

=
1

2

∑
s

⟨p, s|Oq
{µ1,··· ,µn+1}|p, s⟩ , (4)

where higher moments correspond to the matrix elements
of additional covariant derivatives,

Oq
{µ1,··· ,µn+1} = q̄(x) γ{µ1

i
←→
D µ2

...i
←→
D µn+1} q(x) . (5)

Matrix elements of these latter operators are calculable
through lattice QCD techniques for the lowest few mo-
ments, e.g., n ≤ 3. Beyond this order, computational
artifacts cloud the signal-to-noise needed for a reliable
extraction of the moments.

Through recent lattice developments [43–45], it is
also possible to compute generalized parton distribu-
tions (GPDs) [46–48] and their associated moments at
finite momentum transfer, t = (p−p′)2, relevant for ex-
clusive processes like deeply virtual Compton scattering
(DVCS) [49]; the resulting moments at finite t may then
be extrapolated to t=0 assuming a parametric form for
the t dependence. This procedure thus has the poten-
tial to provide further access to higher Mellin moments
in a way that complements the direct lattice calcula-
tions corresponding to Eq. (4). In particular, the low-
est few (x-integrated) Mellin moments of the unpolarized
quark-GPDs can be expressed as linear combinations of
t-dependent matrix elements weighted by the skewness,
ξ [50]:

∫ 1

−1

dxxHq(x, ξ, t) = Aq
2,0(t) + (2ξ)2Cq

2(t) ,∫ 1

−1

dxx2Hq(x, ξ, t) = Aq
3,0(t) + (2ξ)2Aq

3,2(t) ,∫ 1

−1

dxx3Hq(x, ξ, t) = Aq
4,0(t) + (2ξ)2Aq

4,2(t)

+ (2ξ)4Cq
4(t) ,∫ 1

−1

dxx4Hq(x, ξ, t) = Aq
5,0(t) + (2ξ)2Aq

5,2(t)

+ (2ξ)4Aq
5,4(t) . (6)

In the forward (ξ → 0) limit, these expressions sim-
plify to direct relations for the conventional PDF Mellin
moments in terms of lattice-calculable GPD matrix ele-
ments; namely,

⟨xn⟩q =

∫ 1

−1

dxxnHq(x, 0, 0)

=

∫ 1

−1

dxxnq(x) = An+1,0(0) , (7)

which may be rendered over the proper region of support,
x∈ [0, 1]:

⟨xn⟩q =

∫ 1

0

dxxn
[
q(x) + (−1)n+1q̄(x)

]
. (8)

As reflected in the expression above, we note that succes-
sive Mellin moments are sensitive to PDF combinations
with an alternating even and odd structure under C sym-
metry; that is, the lattice-accessible moments are, for the
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natural numbers, n=0, 1, · · · ,

⟨x2n⟩q− =

∫ 1

0

dxx2n [q(x)− q̄(x)]

⟨x2n+1⟩q+ =

∫ 1

0

dxx2n+1 [q(x) + q̄(x)] , (9)

due to the action of covariant derivatives on the quark
fields of Eq. (5). As an example, for the u-PDFs explored
in this study, the relevant moments are thus ⟨1⟩u− , ⟨x⟩u+ ,
⟨x2⟩u− , · · · , and similarly for the d-PDFs. We stress this
point as we will exploit this mathematical structure to
constrain some of the latent spaces of the networks in-
troduced in Sec. II B below, particularly, those of the
AE-CL, AE-WC, and VAIM models. For a complete
review of the limits and properties of PDF Mellin mo-
ments, GPDs, and interrelations among these, see, e.g.,
Refs. [34, 35, 51].

B. Encoder/Decoder Networks Theory

1. Autoencoders

An autoencoder (AE) [52–54] is a system of two feed-
forward neural networks constructed from multi-layer
perceptrons that work to encode input data into a com-
pressed, informative representation of the feature space
and then decode it. The goal of an AE is to construct
a reduced, and as a consequence, lossy, representation of
the input space such that it retains as much of the input
variance as possible while maintaining global properties
of the data. Together, a fully trained system of encoder
and decoder networks approximate a unitary transforma-
tion as applied to the input data.

The encoder network maps input data, x⃗ ∈ Rm, to a
compressed feature subspace, z⃗ ∈ Rn, where n<m; con-
versely, the decoder network takes as its input z⃗ ∈ Rn

and up-samples the feature space back to Rm. Mathe-
matically, the encoder network, eθ(x), and decoder net-
work, dϕ(z), are layered series of affine transformations
constructed from parameter sets we label θ and ϕ, re-
spectively, followed by element-wise, nonlinear activation
functions. The fully-connected layers feed forward with
the (k + 1)th layer parametrically determined from the
kth as

xk+1 = Ak

(
Wk xk + bk

)
, (10)

where Wk and bk are the weight matrix and bias vector,
respectively, and Ak is the above-mentioned nonlinear
activation function; this can assume a variety of nonlin-
ear forms but is commonly chosen to be the ReLU or
ramp function, max (0, x), whose derivative is discontin-
uous and sets negative outputs to 0 [55]; variations on
ReLU are also possible, for instance, the ELU function,
which is similar but instead sets negative (x<0) inputs to
α(ex−1), where α is a positive semi-definite hyperparam-
eter which might be varied over iterative training(s) [56].

The reconstruction loss can be monitored with a loss
metric that is conducive to the particular problem, in
this case we use mean-squared error defined as:

Lθ,ϕ =
1

N

∥∥∥x− dϕ[eθ(x)]
∥∥∥2
2
. (11)

where ∥ · ∥2 denotes the Euclidean norm of the vector
and N is the total number of elements in the vector. The
output of the encoder network — the latent vector, z⃗, or
latent space — is a representation of the input features
in a compressed subspace. The autoencoder configures
z⃗ such that the decoded latent vector is as close to the
original as possible:

x ≈ dϕ[eθ(x)] . (12)

In performing this task, the latent space becomes en-
coded into an ultimate configuration which is a formally
intractable distribution; as such there is no way to con-
struct this distribution in a meaningful way outside of
the use of the encoder network. Since the representation
of the latent space is intractable, the input data must
be passed from encoder to decoder in order to properly
perform the compression and subsequent reconstruction.
The encoding of the latent vector is similar to that

of the projection of a feature space onto some subspace
using principal component analysis (PCA); in fact, the
goals of both unsupervised learning techniques are the
same. As discussed further in Sec. IIID and explicitly
demonstrated in App. A, the methods are identical when
the encoder and decoder networks in an AE are con-
structed from a single linear transformation. The choice
of encoder and decoder is like the calculation of the prin-
cipal components from the covariance matrix, with the
end goal being the encapsulation of as much variance
in the data set as possible while simultaneously ensuring
that global properties such as Euclidean distance are pre-
served. In PCA, the largest eigenvalues of the covariance
matrix satisfy these conditions, while in an AE, e∗θ and
d∗ϕ are chosen from all encoder and decoder networks, E
and D, so as to perform the minimization task,

e∗θ, d
∗
ϕ = argmin

eθ∈E,dϕ∈D

(
x− dϕ[eθ(x)]

)
. (13)

As in PCA, the AE encodes data at a loss, meaning that
the decoding process will never fully reconstruct the in-
put data with 100% accuracy.
AEs have typically been used in transfer learning [57],

(non)linear dimensionality reduction [58, 59], de-noising
inputs [60], and anomaly detection [61], with a number of
applications in HEP as noted in Sec. I. Meanwhile, AEs
have proven difficult to use as generative models due to
the latent space intractability highlighted above. Extra
caution should be taken as empty regions in the latent
space are often out-of-distribution for the decoder net-
work and therefore could lead to nonsense generation.
Since the shape of the latent space distribution is unreg-
ulated, it is generally difficult to interpolate over empty
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regions where no encodings lie. Without some constraint
on the learned latent representation, there is typically
no way to use the decoder network as a generative al-
gorithm. It is this fundamental limitation of AEs and
ML algorithms as applied to PDF reconstruction that
we confront in this analysis.

2. Variational Autoencoders

Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) [62, 63] are a solu-
tion to a computationally difficult/intractable problem of
variational inference over an unknown posterior to pro-
duce a likelihood distribution. The VAE solves the prob-
lem of out-of-distribution sampling from the latent space
because VAEs learn distributions over the output param-
eters of the encoder network rather than just the output
parameters themselves as in the AE case.

Consider a scenario in which we wish to create samples

of data drawn from some likelihood function, x∼p(x|z),
where x⃗ ∈ Rm and z⃗ ∈ Rn as before. The latent samples
are drawn from a prior distribution, z ∼ p(z), while the
posterior distribution of the latent space given the input
data is given by Bayes’ rule,

p(z|x) =
p(x|z)p(z)

p(x)
. (14)

Notice that the denominator — the evidence or marginal
likelihood, p(x)=

∫
z∼p(z)

dz p(x|z)p(z) — is typically in-

tractable because it is usually impossible to calculate all
combinations of latent samples that make up p(z). The
intractability of p(x) makes it very computationally chal-
lenging to fully map the posterior distribution p(z|x).
We can use variational inference to overcome this

challenge by constructing an approximate distribution,
qλ(z|x), where λi ∈ {µi, σ

2
i }. To ensure that the approx-

imated distribution, qλ(z|x), is as close as possible to the
true posterior, p(z|x), we can monitor the KL-divergence
between the two distributions:

DKL

(
qλ(z|x)

∥∥∥p(z|x)) = Ez∼qλ

(
ln (qλ(z|x))

)
− Ez∼qλ

(
ln (p(z|x))

)
= Ez∼qλ

(
ln (qλ(z|x))

)
− Ez∼qλ

(
ln (p(x|z)p(z))

)
+ ln(p(x)) , (15)

in which the quantity appearing in the second line above,

L = −Ez∼qλ

(
ln (qλ(z|x))

)
+ Ez∼qλ

(
ln (p(x|z)p(z))

)
, (16)

is the evidence lower bound (ELBO). During training,
the ELBO can be maximized, which is equivalent to the
minimization of the desired KL divergence above up to
an unknown constant — the log evidence, ln(p(x)).
Let us consider using two neural networks, one to learn

to approximate the posterior distribution — to encode
the input information into a distribution over latent vari-
ables — and one to approximate the log-likelihood func-
tion in order to decode the latent variables into a distri-
bution over data. We can then rewrite the ELBO using
these neural networks:

L = −DKL

(
qϕ(z|x)

∥∥∥pθ(z))
+ Ez∼qϕ

(
ln (pθ(x|z)

)
. (17)

The variables θ encompass the parameters of the genera-
tive model, and the variables ϕ encompass the variational
parameters. Notice that the ELBO contains two terms
which are the learning goals of the VAE: the first term
denotes organizing the latent space as close to the prior
distribution as possible, and the second term is the re-
construction of the input data conditioned on the latent

space. The trade-off between maximizing the ELBO and
minimizing the KL divergence is variational inference.

Now that the distribution over the latent variables con-
ditioned on the input data is regularized, we can use the
VAE to generate new samples that the network has not
seen. This regularization organizes the latent space such
that there are no holes and minimizes the chance of out-
of-distribution sampling.

III. MACHINE-LEARNING MODELS

In this paper, we explore the use of encoder-decoder
networks to accomplish the simultaneous goals of PDF
reconstruction and de-noising, in concert with transfor-
mations from Mellin to x (PDF) space as an additional
interpretability task. We consider various topologies of
such encoder-decoder frameworks in order to disentangle
their differing performance strengths. In Tab. I, we sum-
marize each of these architectures in terms of their associ-
ated network structure, the loss functions they optimize,
and list whether or not they can perform specific tasks.
The diagrams graphically parallel the mathematical dis-
cussion in Sec. II B above, and illustrate how information
flows through each network. The feed-forward nature of
the networks is represented by arrows, while the dashed
lines between network blocks indicate the presence of a
loss metric evaluated based on some combined input.
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Name Diagram Loss
Recreates

PDFs
Tractable
Latent

Free
Latent
Dimension

Moment
Constraint

AE L = ∥x− dϕ(eθ(x))∥22 ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗

AE-CL L = ∥x− dϕ(eθ(x))∥22
+ ∥z − m̂∥22

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

AE-WC L = ∥x− dϕ(eθ(x))∥22
+ ∥m− m̂∥22

✓ ✗ ✓ ✓

VAE L = ∥x− dϕ(eθ(x))∥22
+KL(N (µθ, σθ|N (0, 1))

✓ ✓ ✓ ✗

VAIM

L = ∥x− dϕ(eθ(x))∥22
+ ∥m− m̂∥22

+KL(N (µθ, σθ|N (0, 1))
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

TABLE I: Encoder-decoder network topologies for Mellin-moment latent representations and PDF reconstructions.
For each architecture, we define the loss surface employed during training and score the corresponding model
according to several interpretability criteria for (moment) → (PDF) decodings.

For an architecture to be a robust solution to the prob-
lem of mapping Mellin moments to x-dependent PDFs,
four criteria as summarized in the right columns of Tab. I
must be satisfied. In particular, the network must (i) reli-
ably reconstruct the PDF at the final output layer of the
architecture; (ii) it must include a tractable latent for
data generation; (iii) the latent dimensions must be flex-
ible/free; and (iv) the algorithm must encode the Mellin
moments.

On this basis, we examine five unique encoder-decoder
network configurations: a generic autoencoder (AE) [52,
53], autoencoders with constrained latent spaces (AE-
CL), autoencoders with constraint (AE-WC), variational
autoencoders (VAEs) [62], and variational autoencoder
inverse mappers (VAIM) [28]; all of these entail distinct
network topologies broadly within the same encoder-
decoder framework. All five network structures are ca-

pable of reconstructing PDFs in the final state of the
algorithm, corresponding to robust minimization of the
reconstruction loss appearing in Eq. (11). The AE-CL,
VAE, and VAIM all have tractable latent spaces, meaning
that they can be used for generating new outputs. The
AE-CL latent tractability is dependent on the size and
comprehensiveness of the training set; this architecture
therefore receives a yellow check mark in Tab. I, indi-
cating that, in practice, AE-CL models are conditionally
tractable in a fashion which much be empirically con-
firmed. All five architectures possess a free latent dimen-
sion to allow increased flexibility for fitting. The AE-CL
latent dimension is controlled by the number of moments
used; therefore, it is free in theory but in practice is lim-
ited by the number of calculated moments. Finally, the
AE-CL, AE-WC, and VAIM all use a constraint to the
calculated Mellin moments.
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We emphasize that, for PDF reconstruction studies,
we use undercomplete autoencoder architectures — i.e.,
configurations in which hidden layers are of lower dimen-
sionality than the initial input layer; we do so in order
to constrict PDF information through a bottleneck in
the latent layer in line with our dimensionality reduction
and Mellin space interpretability goals. The high dimen-
sionality of the initial feature tensor makes this under-
complete architecture advantageous, as compared to an
overcomplete architecture in which the latent layer is di-
mensionally larger than the initial feature space. In all
network configurations, it is essential to guarantee bal-
ance between the model complexity of the encoder and
the dimensional size of the latent space; doing so is vi-
tal to ensuring interpretability of the encoded latent and
to preventing mode collapse, whereby the entirety of the
PDF reconstruction task is absorbed into network param-
eters such that a single latent dimension can function as
a label for a diverse range of encoded PDF shapes. In
practice, we actively monitor the network and loss sur-
face during training to avoid this scenario and optimize
the network depth, activation functions, and other hy-
perparameters relative to the latent accordingly.

The trade-off between undercomplete vs. overcomplete
architectures is that, in the undercomplete architecture,
forcing information through a bottleneck naturally cre-
ates a loss of information; however, regularization of the
latent vector is easier since it is of lower dimensionality.
On the other hand, overcomplete architectures can mem-
orize and recreate data features (and thus need careful
regularization) and can thus reconstruct the PDFs with
high fidelity, in principle; however, regularizing a very
large-dimensional latent space can complicate training,
and we defer such overcomplete models for later study.

In the end, two basic architectures achieve all for-
mal requirements for tractable PDF reconstruction from
Mellin space: VAIM, and conditionally, AE-CL models.
In Sec. IV, we mainly present PDF generation results ob-
tained with both architectures and further enumerate the
advantages and limitations of each approach. Before do-
ing so, we describe in the remainder of this section general
aspects of the PDF implementation in the autoencoder
and variational architectures introduced above as well as
issues in uncertainty quantification and dimensionality
reduction.

A. Autoencoder Architectures

The AE, AE-CL, and AE-WC have similar architec-
tures constructed of an encoder and decoder network that
are trained simultaneously. The encoder is initiated with
an input layer constructed from value arrays taken from
four PDF combinations, [u± ū](x) and [d± d̄](x), which
are logarithmically sampled 196 times from xmin = 10−2

to xmax = 0.999. This input layer is followed by five
fully connected hidden layers activated by the ELU acti-
vation function, where at each fully connected layer we
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Dense: 1024
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Dense: 256
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Dense: 128

Dense: 128

Dense: 1024

Dense: 1024

Dense: 512
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x

z

FIG. 1: ResNet-like architecture used for the encoder
(pictured) and decoder algorithms of the VAIM and
VAE models.

step down the number of nodes by a factor of 2.
The output of the encoder models is a latent vector

of varying dimensionality; in this analysis, we assume a
baseline dimensionality of 32 (essentially, 8 dimensions
per PDF combination) before considering a more highly
compressed 8-dimensional latent (2 dimensions per PDF
combination). We consider symmetric autoencoder ar-
chitectures, such that, on the decoder side of the network,
the latent vector feeds into five fully connected hidden
layers again activated by the ELU activation function,
where at each fully connected layer we now step up the
number of nodes by a factor of 2 before terminating in
the decoder output, which is a vector containing the re-
constructed PDFs. We use an early stopping algorithm
to monitor training and validation loss metrics for over-
fitting and subsequent memorization of the training data.

B. Variational Architectures

The VAE and VAIM models in this analysis both use
a ResNet-like architecture [64] rather than the simpler
feed-forward structure as in the autoencoder architec-
tures. The ResNet algorithm (schematically represented
for the encoder model in Fig. 1) creates shortcut or jump
connections between layers in deep neural networks such
that gradients survive during backpropagation. Since
there are more constraints on the latent and learned in-
formation in the VAE and VAIM, these models are mod-
ified through the introduction of ResNet layers to ensure
robustness and stability.
Both the VAE and the VAIM models are constructed

from fully connected layers in the ResNet-like algorithm
with nodes sequentially stepping down from 2048 to 128
by successive factors of 2. The jump connections have
a feature transformation such that they can be summed.
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Each layer is activated through an ELU function, and L2-
kernel regularization [65] is applied at each layer. The
corresponding decoder model is a mirror image of the
encoder to ensure that both simultaneously perform with
comparable fidelity.

C. Uncertainty Quantification

As discussed in Sec. I, consistent and reproducible
PDF uncertainties remain a subject of ongoing effort
in HEP. For methods involving neural networks and re-
lated ML algorithms, it is essential to quantify uncertain-
ties in model predictions. From a purely computational
perspective, many uncertainty quantification (UQ) tech-
niques1 have been developed for the purpose of catego-
rizing sources of uncertainty according to their aleatoric
and epistemic nature, using Bayesian statistics to esti-
mate uncertainty, and exploiting sources of uncertainty
in neural networks. Some examples of these techniques
include Bayesian neural networks (see Ref. [67] and ci-
tations therein for original works), Dropout [68] as an
approximation to Bayesian inference [69], and Dirichlet
prior networks [70]. The incorporation of these and re-
lated uncertainty quantification techniques into HEP and
nuclear theory remains at a frontier level. A few exam-
ples of investigating UQ techniques in the setting of ML
for PDF and GPD analyses are Refs. [71, 72].

In the present study, we use the inherent randomness
in our neural network architectures to quantify uncer-
tainty through the model ensembling method. First, we
ensemble 100 trained models by stochastically varying
the random seed that initializes the parameters of the
neural network. This ensures that the uncertainty asso-
ciated with the initialization of the model’s parameters
is properly folded into the network’s predictions.

On top of this inherent initialization uncertainty, we
further exploit the variational aspect in the architecture
of these models. In a variational autoencoder, the latent
space is organized with a distribution over the encod-
ings. This distribution is typically taken as a uniform
distribution, such that the variance of the normal distri-
bution can be used to make many predictions from the
decoder with the same mean. We leverage this prop-
erty by including an uncertainty within a given trained
model by generating additional 10,000-sample ensembles
for each model configuration, and incorporate this er-
ror as well. We note that this approach to the uncer-
tainty quantification accounts for the potential variabil-
ity across trained models rather than computing a boot-
strapped uncertainty obtained through consideration of
distinct subsets of the full training set.

Finally, in the latent space between the encoder and
decoder networks, we predict the Mellin moments of the

1 For a comprehensive review on the subject see Ref. [66] and ref-
erences therein.

PDFs. In the AE-CL model, the latent distribution is
tied directly to the Mellin moments, whereas they are
adjacent to the latent space as a separate output of the
encoder. The Mellin moments have some predicted un-
certainty which we propagate to obtain a corresponding
uncertainty on the predicted output PDFs. These three
error sources are combined by randomly sampling within
the uncertainties during inference.
While these uncertainties can be determined for a given

model architecture, a broader class of methodological un-
certainties associated with the selected architecture and
choice of various hyperparameters is also relevant and
challenging to quantify. This difficulty forms a primary
motivation for the present study and its examination of
an array of model configurations as discussed above; in
Sec. IV below, we highlight the fact that variations in
the ML model can be consequential for the resulting pre-
dictions and their interpretability. We reserve a more
thorough dissection of these issues for a future study.

D. Dimensionality Reduction

Dimensionality reduction techniques can reveal key as-
pects of a feature data set by mapping from the original
multi-dimensional representation of the data to a more
compact space which captures a maximal degree of the
variability of the data. As such, the encoding algorithms
in autoencoders belong to a class of ML-based dimen-
sionality reduction methods. At the same time, many
dimensionality reduction techniques do not require tra-
ditional machine learning, including principal component
analysis (PCA) and singular value decomposition (SVD);
we present a brief theoretical comparison between the
autoencoder frameworks described above and PCA in
App. A. A similar mathematical comparison can be con-
structed for SVD, although we do not reconstruct this
argument here. By the proof given in App. A it can be
shown that an undercomplete autoencoder with fully con-
nected layers and only linear activation functions has the
exact same loss objective as PCA. To help understand the
lower-dimensional latent spaces encoded by our autoen-
coder methods, in Fig. 2 we plot the explained variance
ratio obtained by performing PCA on our input PDF
data set.
Several contiguous groups of 4 principal components

with similar values are evident in Fig. 2, with each group-
ing having a diminished value of the explained variance
ratio. While the exact nature of the principal compo-
nents is unknown owing to the fully unsupervised na-
ture of PCA, by construction these principal components
are some combination of the parameters of the PDF toy
model. The three leading groups provide over 90% of
the explained variance ratio, meaning that any choice
of 12 or more principal components would capture most
of the information from the projection; by extension,
a 12-dimensional AE latent space is similarly likely to
provide strong encoding power over our original PDF
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FIG. 2: The explained variance ratio from the principal
component analysis on the training data of PDFs.

parametrization. We will explore this point explicitly
in Sec. IV below.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we present the main results of our anal-
ysis of interpretable (Mellin moment) → (PDF) recon-
structions from the ML models and latent-space organi-
zations described in Sec. III. After discussing the gener-
ation of a training set of PDFs to serve as input at the
initial encoder layer, we dissect the performance of the
reconstructions within each model. As a further test, we
use our trained model as a generative framework to com-
pare against phenomenological PDFs; in this context, we
explore the statistical correlations between Mellin mo-
ments and decoded PDFs in the AE-CL and VAIM mod-
els.

A. Input Layer PDFs

Examples taken from the training set in our analysis
are shown in Fig. 3; in general, we produce training data
by randomly sampling generic functional forms for each
SU(2) flavor and C-even, -odd combination within our
PDF toy model. The initial parametric form, given in
Eq. (18) below, has 1 normalization and 4 shape param-
eters for each flavor and charge combination to afford a
wide range of behaviors in the PDFs’ x dependence to
train the downstream AE models. While the generation
is random, we fix the seed so that the data sets are con-
sistent across the training and evaluation of each model.
We also introduce a small level of stochastic noise into
the data set, especially at large x, to simulate possible
uncertainties arising from data as well as provide a reg-
ulator to control training as we discuss further below.

We produce q±q̄ combinations for the u- and d-PDFs
for a total of 4 independently generated PDF inputs: d+
d̄, u+ū, u−ū, d−d̄ each of which is x-weighted when input
at the initial encoder layer for training; the 5-parameter
form we use for each PDF combination is

q(x)± q̄(x) = Nq± xαq± (1− x)βq± Pq±(x)

Pq±(x) = 1 + γq±
√
x+ δq±x , (18)

in which the adjustable parameters are Nq± , αq± , βq± ,
γq± , and δq± . Two of these parameters, Nu− and Nd− ,
are fixed to guarantee consistency with the number sum
rules for valence PDFs by integrating the x-unweighted
q− PDFs and tuning their normalization constants such
that ⟨1⟩(u−, d−) = (2, 1), respectively. Fixing these nor-
malizations thus leaves 18 adjustable parameters for our
toy PDF input model. While this is indeed a toy
parametrization, we point out that the dimensional size is
roughly comparable to contemporary Hessian global fits,
which typically have ∼30 free parameters; as such, the
ML framework presented in this study can readily gener-
alize to a comprehensive parametrization of the proton’s
unpolarized PDFs, including the gluon, strange, and, if
phenomenologically justified, fitted charm [73, 74].
We randomly sample the 18 tunable PDF parameters

10,000 times within a uniform distribution with set lim-
its. Namely, in producing training data, we restrict pa-
rameters to

Nq+ ∼ U(0.25, 1.25)
αq+ ∼ U(−0.25, 0.5)
αq− ∼ U(0.5, 1.25)
βq± ∼ U(1, 5)
γq± ∼ U(0.1, 9.9)
δq± ∼ U(0.1, 9.9) .

We choose a wide range for the PDF parameters in order
to limit the prior dependence of our results; the exact
prior dependence on the predicted outputs is an open
question for most generative models. Numerical values
for the x-dependent PDFs are sampled logarithmically
from xmin = 10−2 to xmax = 0.999 with 196 points in x
per PDF combination. The four PDFs are then concate-
nated to create an array of 784 x-points. We stress that,
beyond this stage, the initial toy-model parametrizations
are discarded, such that the various autoencoder models
explored below are agnostic with respect to any underly-
ing functional forms or their associated parametric com-
plexity; rather, the encoder-decoder networks must di-
mensionally reduce samplings of 784-dimensional vectors
to considerably more compact latent representations.

As is typical in applications of ML models, we sepa-
rate the 10,000-member data set into subsets for training,
validation, and testing with a 70/15/15-percent split, re-
spectively. The samples are randomly shuffled; however,
the random seed is fixed and therefore the same train-
ing and validation data sets are used for each model.
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FIG. 3: (Left) Examples of input-layer PDF data for the q+ and q− combinations with stochastic noise added as
inputs into the autoencoder architectures (i.e., AE, AE-ML, and AE-WC). The noise corresponds to random
fluctuations about the central sampled PDF in each case, where the magnitude of the variations is governed by a
Gaussian distribution with a width of 10% for the q+ distributions and 1% for the q− combinations. (Right) Input
PDF data examples of q+ and q− combinations without stochastic noise added; these are used as inputs into the
variational autoencoder architectures (i.e., VAE and VAIM).

Similarly, the same test data set is used to assess per-
formance. Finally, we pre-process our data set before it
passes through our AE and variational models. The pre-
processing procedure we use is standard scaling, which
subtracts the mean from each data point and divides by
the standard deviation of the full data set.

Given our explicit parametric forms, we calculate
Mellin moments for the q± PDFs as shown in Eq. (9) an-
alytically. It should be reiterated that the even moments
are constructed from the “minus” (denoted q−) PDF

combinations while the odd moments are constructed
from the “plus” (denoted q+) PDFs in agreement with
the OPE structure of the lattice-accessible moments; as a
result, this physics-based ordering is effectively imposed
on our AE models. Because the q+ and q− PDFs are con-
structed separately, the moments will occupy two differ-
ent beta distributions according to the parameters. From
the 5-parameter model as specified in Eq. (18), it is pos-
sible to compute the corresponding nth Mellin moment
according to:

⟨xn⟩q =

∫ 1

0

dxN xnxα(1− x)β(1 + γ
√
x+ δx)

= N Γ(β + 1)

[
Γ(α+ n+ 1)((α+ n)δ + α+ n+ β + δ + 2)

Γ(α+ n+ β + 3)
+

γΓ(α+ n+ 3/2)

Γ(α+ n+ β + 5/2)

]
, (19)

where we have dropped the “±” notation in the expres-
sion above, but it is understood that unique moments
may be evaluated for the separate C-even and -odd PDF
combinations. This analytic solution allows us to gen-
erate the moments quickly and independent of any nu-
merical integration method. In our default (and, alter-
natively, more dimensionally reduced) approach, we eval-
uate a set of 32 (8) moments in total: 16 (4) moments
corresponding to the u-PDF and 16 (4) to the d-PDF; of
these flavor-dependent Mellin moments, 8 (2) are related

to the “+” PDF combinations and 8 (2) are from the
complementary “-” PDFs. We explore these two alterna-
tive dimensionality reductions partly on the basis of the
PCA calculation illustrated in Fig. 2 and related discus-
sion; this showed that a sizable share of the total PDF
variance in our toy model (≳ 90%) can be captured by
the 8 leading principle components. We therefore cross-
check this finding by significantly restricting our AE and
variational models to a much smaller, 8-dimensional la-
tent space.
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For the AE, AE-CL, and AE-WC models, we use train-
ing data generated with an assumed stochastic noise,
as shown in the two lefthand columns of Fig. 3; mean-
while, for the VAE and VAIM models, we train on input
data which do not have this implicit noise (two right-
hand columns of Fig. 3). In the former scenario, we
produce the input noise by taking the central value of
the initial sampled PDF and fluctuating about this x-
dependent central curve according to a Gaussian distri-
bution of assumed width — typically, 10% for the q+

distributions and 1% for the q− combinations. This al-
lows us to introduce some additional randomness into the
AE-based models that is naturally present in the VAE
models through the randomness of the latent variables.

The stochastic noise effectively functions as a regula-
tor during training of the AE, AE-CL, and AE-WC net-
works, and we optimize this additional hyperparameter
to enhance and ensure convergence. As with the network
topologies themselves, the inclusion of these regulators
and similar hyperparameters plays a role in the general-
ization of a trained ML model for PDF reconstructions
and is therefore relevant for stopping criteria that define
both the central reconstructed PDFs and their associated
uncertainties. A more comprehensive study of this effect
is left to a dedicated paper on uncertainty quantification
and comparisons with standard statistical techniques.

B. (Moment) → (PDF) Reconstructions

We demonstrate the use of encoder-decoder architec-
tures to reconstruct PDFs from input data as well as the
encoded moments that are learned in the latent space of
each algorithm as compared to the truth moments cal-
culated from the central PDFs. In this section, we focus
on the AE-CL and VAIM architectures and what these
architectures can achieve once trained. We take these
two respective approaches as archetypal of the autoen-
coder and variational approaches discussed in Sec. III,
choosing them in particular as they satisfy all tractable
reconstruction criteria of Tab. I.

1. AE-CL model PDFs

In Fig. 4, we show the results of the PDF reconstruc-
tions from the trained AE-CL algorithm. All plotted re-
sults are generated from predictions of the AE-CL model
based on the test set; i.e., on data which the AE-CL
model has not seen during any stage of its training and
validation. The solid-red line is the central value of the
truth PDF from which the distribution of red points
is created. The red points represent random fluctua-
tions about the central truth PDF and are obtained by
sampling a Gaussian of defined width as described in
Sec. IVA; the shaded red band represents this associated
1σ uncertainty on the central value. The blue curves and
bands are the predictions of the AE-CL decoder network
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FIG. 4: PDF reconstructions from the AE-CL model
(blue) as compared to the input data (red points) and
the input data distribution (red). The predictions come
directly from the encoded PDF moments. (Left) The
uncertainty in this case is given as the standard
deviation over 100 ensemble model predictions. (Right)
The uncertainty in this case is given as the standard
deviation over 100 ensemble model predictions and
random sampling from the moment standard deviation.

and are generated by directly sampling the encoded la-
tent space. We show our results for PDF combinations
which are C-even or -odd, respectively:

d+ d̄ , u+ ū

d− d̄ , u− ū .

We produce decoded results with two approaches to
the uncertainty quantification. The left panels of Fig. 4
are obtained by ensembling 100 trained AE-CL models,
such that the blue line is the mean over the predictions of
these 100 models and the blue shaded region is the cor-
responding 1σ uncertainty. The right panels are trained
on the same red data set as in the left panels; however,
the predictions are generated slightly differently. Instead
of sampling the encoded latent directly to create the pre-
dictions as in the left panels, we sample Mellin moments
within 1σ of their associated uncertainties while also en-
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FIG. 5: Predicted u- (top) and d-quark (bottom) Mellin
moments from the AE-CL encoder (blue) as compared
to the truth moments (red). The uncertainty is given by
ensembling over a 100-member set of model predictions.

sembling the 100-member collection of model predictions.
The righthand panels therefore enfold an additional un-
certainty into the central predictions and error bands by
randomly varying all accessible model parameters.

This results in a slight shift at low-x of the d-quark
PDF and a subsequent enlargement of the uncertainties
in all cases. The ability to enfold this additional model
uncertainty is a direct consequence of the tractable for-
mulation we have imposed on the (moment)→ (PDF) de-
coder network, and highlights the value of building such
features into ML models for uncertainty quantification.

The AE-CL decoder predictions reconstruct the truth
PDFs with high fidelity, being very close to the origi-
nal test-set PDFs in Fig. 4. There are indications of a
mild systematic shift in the d-quark PDFs as compared
to those of the u-quark. This is further reflected in the
reconstructed Mellin moments we discuss below, in which
the d-quark moments seem to be shifted when compared
to the truth values, juxtaposed to the u-quark moments.
We show a small sampling of the full test set which con-
tains 1500 examples. Most of the predictions tend to
agree with the test set data within 1σ uncertainty; how-
ever, there are occasions where there is disagreement.
This is not unexpected since there is a significant corre-

lation between the encoded moments in the latent space
and the x dependence of the PDFs. Small prediction
errors in the Mellin moments can therefore lead to signif-
icant deviations of the PDF in x-space. A more thorough
discussion of these correlated spaces within the encoder-
decoder networks is in Sec. IVD.
In Fig. 5, we show the reconstructed u- and d-quark

moments as encoded by the latent space. The red points
are the truth values as calculated according to Eq. (19),
while the blue points with uncertainties are from the la-
tent predictions. Since the latent distribution of the AE-
CL model is constrained to follow a modified beta dis-
tribution, plotting the total array of moments effectively
maps the latent space as well. In line with our default
AE-CL dimensionality reduction scheme, there are 32 en-
coded moments, 16 for each flavor. The reconstructed
moments follow the general trend of the truth moments;
however, there are significant differences among the high
u+ moments relative to the truth values unlike the cor-
responding behavior for the u− moments. The d-quark
moments, on the other hand, do mostly agree within their
associated uncertainties, although these uncertainties are
quite large as compared to the u-quark moments.
We quantify uncertainties by sampling the encoded

moments and averaging over the predictions of the 100-
member model ensemble and evaluating the standard de-
viation. Both the u- and d-quark moments have par-
ticularly sizable uncertainties for the q+ moments. For
the u-quark moments the deviations from the truth val-
ues are quite large relative to the computed uncertainty,
suggesting that the AE-CL model has high confidence
despite the inaccuracy of the encoded moments. The d-
quark moments, on the other hand, are lower in both
accuracy and precision, especially for the largest values
of n. This latter behavior may be interpreted in terms of
epistemic and aleatoric uncertainties in the sense that the
inherent epistemic uncertainty of the model is reflected
in its nominal errors. Distinguishing between a model’s
epistemic and aleatoric uncertainties, particularly with
respect to regions of the latent distribution it has not
encountered, is a critical point in uncertainty quantifica-
tion. We reserve this subject for additional study in the
future.

2. VAIM model PDFs

Having tested the AE-CL architecture through a de-
tailed exploration of its PDF and moment reconstruc-
tions, we turn to the most robust model enumerated in
Tab. I, the VAIM approach. Fig. 6 shows the results
of the VAIM model for PDF reconstructions, randomly
plotting two examples from the test set in the left and
right columns, illustrating their separate predictions for
d±d̄ and u±ū over the four rows. We show the input test
set examples in red for predictions which, for the VAIM
calculations, have no added Gaussian noise. To convey
the subtleties of error estimation for these network mod-
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FIG. 6: VAIM model reconstructed PDFs (blue) as
compared to input PDFs (red). As in Fig. 4 and
described in-text, we employ distinct uncertainty
prescriptions between the two columns: in the left, the
uncertainty is computed from ensembling over 100
model predictions, while, in the right panels, we
ensemble over random latent variables and network
initializations.

els, we perform the uncertainty quantification according
to distinct prescriptions in each column. In the left pan-
els, the blue curves correspond to the means over the
100-member model ensembles while the blue-shaded re-
gion is the 1σ uncertainty on the associated predictions.
For the right panels, however, the uncertainty is given as
an ensemble over random latent variables, in the encoded
moments uncertainties, and in the initialization of the
network model parameters. By systematically varying
these parameters around their means and within a stan-
dard deviation, we can ensemble the uncertainties and
generate marginals of the predictions (which is shown in
blue).

Similarly to the AE-based models, for variational net-
works there is a shift in the mean when sampling the
central value of the moment and varying this quantity
as opposed to simply sampling the encoded latent space
directly. This leads to a slight deviation from the PDF
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FIG. 7: Like Fig. 5, we now plot the VAIM-encoded
moments (blue) as compared to the truth values of the
corresponding moments (red). The uncertainty is
obtained by ensembling over a 100-member set of
models predictions.

truth value at low x, especially for the d+ PDF recon-
struction as seen in the top-right panel of Fig. 6. Ulti-
mately, the decoded uncertainties in both columns are of
similar size as those obtained by the AE-based models,
while the VAIM predictions seem to sit on the expected
results slightly better than for the AE architecture.

As we considered for the AE-CL model, we again ex-
amine predictions for the Mellin moments in Fig. 7, now
as obtained via the VAIM model. In the left panel, we
plot the first 16 u-quark moments; again in accordance
with Eq. (8), the 8 even moments are connected with the
underlying q− PDFs while the 8 odd moments are related
to q+. Also as before, we again show the truth-values of
the moments as directly computed from the underlying
PDFs in red, while the VAIM-predicted, or encoded, val-
ues of the Mellin moments are displayed in blue with
their predicted uncertainties. Uncertainties and means
are generated by ensembling over a 100-member set of
model predictions as discussed above for the PDF recon-
structions. In the lower panel, we have the same anal-
ogous information for the d-quark moments. We note
that that the u-moments are predicted with enhanced
accuracy and precision in the VAIM as compared to the
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AE-CL calculation shown earlier in this subsection; this
is similarly true for the d-PDF moments (including those
of the d+ combination), despite the fact that, for the
largest-order moments, these remain quite uncertain and
with larger deviations from the central truth values as
seen for the AE-CL.

C. Generating Phenomenological PDFs from the
VAIM model

As a final exploration of the performance of the (mo-
ment) → (PDF) encoder-decoder architectures, we test
an intriguing question: do the initial-scale parametriza-
tions of the u- and d-quark PDFs typically used in
modern QCD analyses for HEP exist as statistically in-
distribution solutions of our trained VAIM model? To
explore this possibility concretely, we consider a closely-
related question: given an array of Mellin moments for
the u± and d± PDFs as specified by a phenomenologi-
cal fit, how well does the trained VAIM network predict
the corresponding fitted PDFs — i.e., with what accu-
racy and precision are the phenomenological PDFs pre-
dicted by the VAIM given a latent basis of moment val-
ues? We afford particularly close attention to the regions
of x where the VAIM predictions more closely follow the
phenomenological PDFs on whose moments the encoder-
decoder network is trained.

For this exercise, we adopt the most recent baseline fits
from three widely-adopted PDF fits used for LHC phe-
nomenology: the NNLO CT18 [75], MSHT20 [76], and
NNPDF4.0 [17] PDFs. For each of these, we calculate
the first 16 ⟨xn⟩u±, d± Mellin moments and associated un-
certainties while respecting the C-even, -odd structure of
Eq. (9). As noted above, after directly computing these
collections of Mellin moments from public grids, we then
take the result as input to our pre-trained VAIM decoder
model.

By construction, our trained VAIM decoder network
can be used as a generative model, assuming inputs in
the form of the above-mentioned Mellin moments and a
random sampling of the latent space — in this case a uni-
form distribution. Thus, it is possible to use the decoder
sub-network of the VAIM in conjunction with the calcu-
lated moments of the NNLO PDFs to test how robustly
the VAIM model generates these fits from knowledge of
their moments.

The results of this exercise are plotted as the PDF ra-
tios of Fig. 8. In all cases, the blue curves represent the
ratios of the PDFs predicted by the VAIM model relative
to the central phenomenological PDFs, while the associ-
ated bands are the VAIM model uncertainties. We di-
rectly compare these predictions against the truth PDFs
for each phenomenological fit, plotted as magenta (CT),
orange (MSHT), and red (NNPDF) curves and bands
evaluated at their respective initial scales, Q0. The un-
certainties on the VAIM predictions are constructed by
oscillating the Mellin moments about their mean values

as calculated from the central PDFs using the 1σ uncer-
tainty from the error sets of the PDFs. We note that, in
each row, the blue VAIM decoder predictions are based
on the respective input moments from each of the phe-
nomenological PDFs against which we compare.

Overall, we note that the PDFs predicted by the VAIM
model generally agree within 25% of the truth PDFs for
all x values and flavor combinations; at large x ≥ 0.1
— i.e., the region canonically most correlated with the
higher Mellin moments — the agreement is often quite
strong, with the decoded and truth PDFs overlapping
within their nominal 1σ uncertainties. By itself, this
result is quite striking, especially considering that the
VAIM model has absolutely no information on the under-
lying parametrization or theoretical formalism deployed
in any of the phenomenological PDFs — rather, it is
merely constrained to agree with respect to the Mellin
moments given the decoder. This suggests that signifi-
cant aspects of the underlying x dependence of the phe-
nomenological PDFs can indeed be encoded by a thor-
oughly trained variational network, even on the basis of
a highly simplified, 5-parameter toy input model.

Beyond these generation observations, Fig. 8 also sup-
ports several additional conclusions. These include the
fact that the decoded u+ and d+ PDFs tend to agree
to a higher level with the phenomenological truth PDFs.
This agreement is most pronounced for higher x — espe-
cially, x ≳ 0.1 — but can sometimes extend to x∼10−2

for the Hessian fits of CT and MSHT. Nowhere is this ro-
bust concurrence more evident than in the decoder model
prediction for d+(x) based on the MSHT moments, which
effectively agrees to high precision with the MSHT20 d+

PDF for all values of x considered in this study; the anal-
ogous comparison with CT18 yields similarly close agree-
ment between the VAIM prediction and phenomenolog-
ical PDF, albeit with slightly greater deviations at low
x.

Meanwhile, the VAIM model also performs quite well
in reproducing the x dependence of the u+ PDF, espe-
cially for CT and MSHT, but veers below the NNPDF
baseline at low x by ∼ 25%. The VAIM predictions for
the C-odd q− PDFs tend to deviate more significantly
from the phenomenological PDFs, particularly in the case
of the u− combination plotted in the third column of
Fig. 8. This somewhat greater difficulty in the VAIM per-
formance may reflect challenges in distinguishing subtle
differences in the x dependence of the q− combination(s)
on the basis of the moments. Even in the scenarios with
greatest deviation, however, it is notable that, in the
limit of very high x≳ 0.5, there is still concordance up
to uncertainties between the fitted and decoded PDFs.
The greatest descriptive agreement is achieved for CT18,
particularly the d− combination; curiously, the decoded
d− PDFs agree with all three phenomenological distribu-
tions at x∼10−2, as well as the NNPDF4.0 u− PDF. On
the other hand, the PDFs for NNPDF and MSHT can
disagree at intermediate-to-low values of x by up to 25%.

It is also intriguing to compare the relative uncertain-
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FIG. 8: Using the VAIM as a generative model, we compute ratios of predicted PDFs (blue bands) decoded from
values of the phenomenological Mellin moments relative to the truth phenomenological PDFs; the moments we input
to the decoder are obtained by numerically integrating the phenomenological PDFs. We show direct comparisons for
CT18 (top row, magenta bands), MSHT20 (middle row, orange bands), NNPDF4.0 (bottom row, red bands). We
supply the decoder with the first 16 u- and d-quark moments from each respective PDF analysis. To remove effects
from scale dependence, we calculate all PDFs at their respective initial scales, Q0 = 1.295, 1.00, and 1.65 GeV.

ties obtained by the encoder-decoder model. For exam-
ple, the decoded PDF uncertainty is roughly comparable
to that of the CT and MSHT fitted PDFs, especially for
u+ and d+, and, to a lesser extent, for NNPDF for the
same combinations. It is natural to expect some mir-
roring of PDF errors, since the phenomenological uncer-
tainty on the fitted PDFs enter the VAIM predictions via
the Mellin moments given the generative decoder. On the
other hand, the VAIM PDF uncertainties for the q− com-
binations substantially under-predict those of the fitted
PDFs at times, particularly for the NNPDF comparison.
This mixed behavior similarly merits further investiga-
tion in the context of uncertainty quantification, both
for fitted PDFs and in ML models as explored here.

Since the latent Mellin space in our default VAIM anal-
ysis extends to high order, n≤15, in reconstructing the x
dependence of the PDFs down to 10−2, we conclude that

the autoencoder-based network must introduce some ar-
ray of internal correlations to leverage its undercomplete-
ness. In the next section, we discuss these correlations
further and highlight several points of caution against
too aggressively inferring physics from learned behavior
in certain instances.

D. Moment-PDF Correlations for Model
Interpretability

Lastly, in this section we explore a point noted in the
previous discussion: the pattern of correlations between
learned Mellin-space moments and the decoded x depen-
dence of the PDFs. These correlations relate the quanti-
tative behavior across the decoder model — i.e., between
the learned latent space and reconstructed PDFs — and
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FIG. 9: The x-dependent correlations between the
predicted moments of the u-quark (top two rows) and
d-quark (bottom two rows) and the decoded d+(x) PDF
(i.e., the correlations across the decoder model) as given
by the AE-CL architecture. As expected based on the
underlying physics, we see the most significant
correlations in every other panel of the bottom two
rows, starting from the second panel from left.

therefore are the correlations across the generator of the
learned likelihood function. Systematic maps of these
correlations can suggest what types of physics informa-
tion are learned during inferencing in encoder-decoder
models for PDFs.

1. Internal correlations in neural-network encoder models

In the AE-CL model, the learned physics correlations
emerge from mapping the latent distribution to the out-
puts, whereas in the VAIM model, the analogous corre-
lations develop between the encoded Mellin space, which
is distinct from the latent distribution, and the output
PDFs. Since these correlations are all across the decoder
model, they originate from two different areas of the la-
tent space. For this reason, it is informative to com-
pare correlations between encoded moments and output
PDFs, both to understand the stability of these learned
correlations under variations in the encoder-decoder ar-
chitecture and to understand the physics interpretability
of these models.

The latent bottleneck inherent to undercomplete au-
toencoder architectures is crucial to interpreting how
these ML-based models learn correlations between the in-
put PDF x dependence and the corresponding Mellin mo-
ment. In an undercomplete model, when going from x-
space to Mellin space, correlated effects expected on the
basis of physics knowledge — e.g., between higher-order
Mellin moments and high-x PDF dependence — can be-
come reshuffled. Physics intuition suggests that higher
moments should be strongly correlated with the larger-x
regions of PDFs since increasing powers of x in ⟨xn⟩q±

FIG. 10: Like Fig. 9, but for the analogous correlations
obtained within the VAIM decoder model.

effectively suppresses contributions from the low-x be-
havior of the PDF to the moment. In practice, however,
an undercomplete latent bottleneck, acting similarly as
PCA, creates many different linear combinations of these
distinct x regions during encoding; therefore, there is no
reason to expect that the VAIM nor AE-CL models must
learn and reflect physical correlations between PDFs and
their Mellin-space behavior.

The learning process in encoder-decoder models can
thus induce spurious correlations to optimize the goal
of minimal information loss during encoding. Such non-
physical encoding effects are most prominently realized in
the model producing correlations between higher Mellin
moments and the low-x regions of PDFs minimize loss
during reconstruction. The spurious correlations that are
learned are not wholly unexpected, as generative mod-
els are purposefully constructed to be expressive in their
generative power; at the same time, when reading physics
into the outputs of these models, one must exercise cau-
tion. Physics interpretability must be built into models
systematically and with intention; to that end, tools like
the Pearson correlation across different portions of the
model can help us interpret the learning process.

2. Calculated moment-PDF correlations

The ensembling method used above to quantify un-
certainties in the encoder-decoder model may be taken
as providing a Monte Carlo sampling of the prediction
space; we therefore evaluate correlations according to
conventional Monte Carlo definitions (see, e.g., Ref. [15]).
The expectation value of a quantity which depends di-
rectly on the PDFs can be evaluated over the full ensem-
ble of replicas as

⟨X⟩ = 1

N

N∑
i=1

X(qi) , (20)
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with the associated Monte Carlo uncertainty given by the
standard expression:

∆X =

√√√√ 1

N − 1

N∑
i=1

(
X(qi)− ⟨X⟩

)2

. (21)

From these quantities, we define the analog of the Pear-
son correlation for Monte Carlo replicas:

Corr(X,Y ) =
⟨XY ⟩ − ⟨X⟩⟨Y ⟩

∆X∆Y
; (22)

using this latter expression in Eq. (22), we compute corre-
lations between sectors of the encoder-decoder networks
from our set of ensembled replicas.

Starting first with the autoencoder architecture, in
Fig. 9, we plot correlations in the trained AE-CL de-
coder model between the latent distribution of Mellin
moments and the output PDFs; for the sake of this dis-
cussion, we compute correlations between the full array
of latent Mellin moments and the d+ PDF. We take this
set of correlations as an example, but note that quali-
tatively similar patterns are obtained for the analogous
correlations with other PDF flavor and charge combina-
tions.

For the AE-CL model, the latent distribution is di-
rectly constrained to the Mellin moments during training.
In this figure, the two upper rows plot the x-dependent
correlations between the various u-quark Mellin mo-
ments, ⟨xn⟩u± , and the d+(x) PDF; the bottom two
rows give the x-dependent correlations between the d-
quark Mellin moments, ⟨xn⟩d± , and d+(x). The panels
are organized such that the top left panel of the u- and
d-PDF moments correspond to n = 0, which is calcu-
lated using the u− and d− PDFs. The next panel then
corresponds to the correlation with the n = 1 moment,
which is calculated using the u+ and d+ PDFs. Con-
sistent with Eq. (9), the correlations in the panels alter-
nate in this manner for the complete set of 16 moments,
yielding a total of 32 moment-PDF correlation. As be-
fore, uncertainties are from ensembling the correlations
calculated from sampling moments within their encoding
uncertainty and statistically combining across all models
in the ensemble. The uncertainty bands capture global
properties of these correlations by eliminating possible
statistical fluctuations in an individual model.

We would expect strong correlations between the d+

PDF and the moments calculated from the d+ PDF, and
in particular for the correlations to peak at successively
larger values of x for moments of higher order. This ex-
pected behavior is indeed realized in the AE-CL model,
reflected in significant correlations between the d+ PDF
and the various ⟨xn⟩d+ moments. These correlations gen-
erally tend to peak at very high x, especially for increas-
ing choices of the moment order, n. Many of the other
correlations are zero within uncertainties, which agrees
with our intuition. At the same time, a small number of
sizable correlations between the d+ PDF and the u± and

FIG. 11: As in Figs. 9 and 10, but now plotting
correlations in the more dimensionally-reduced scenario,
i.e., between only eight encoded moments and the
decoded d+(x) PDF as obtained by the AE-CL model
(upper two rows) and VAIM (lower two rows).

d− moments are generated as well; these correlations can
span the full x range from x = 10−2 to x = 1.
Similarly, we see in Fig. 10 the x-dependent correla-

tions between the d+ PDF and the u± and d± moments
across the trained VAIM decoder where the panels are
organized as they are in Fig. 9. One can see that the
correlations have larger uncertainty due to the increased
randomness of the variational autoencoder model. The
correlations between the d± moments and the d+ PDF
seem to have similar shapes between the VAIM and AE-
CL models, unlike the correlations between the u± mo-
ments and the d+ PDF, which behave in a discrepant
manner between the two models. This basic pattern is
consistent with expectation, since the Mellin structure
imposed on the latent ensures preservation of physical
correlations between the moments and their correspond-
ing PDFs; outside this constraint, the architectures we
explore are free to optimize in a fashion that does not in-
troduce a systematic set of correlations among otherwise
independent flavor and charge combinations.
As discussed in Sec. IVA, another crucial degree-of-

freedom in configuring the latent space is the number of
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dimensions reserved for encoding. Our default for the
calculations in this study has been to encode in 32 latent
dimensions. According to the dimensionality reduction
calculation in Sec. IIID, 32 dimensions is more than ade-
quate to encode maximal information with minimal loss.
It is interesting, however, to test the sufficiency of a more
aggressive dimensional reduction, for example, to explore
whether the pattern of correlations observed earlier be-
tween the PDFs and lower moments survives this greater
compression.

To this end, we also train a series of still more un-
dercomplete networks for the AE-CL and VAIM models,
taking a latent distribution of only 8 dimensions. This
ensures that there are 8 total moments encoded, thereby
limiting the available domain in the latent space for the
encoder model to reshuffle information on the x depen-
dence of the PDFs. We show in Fig. 11 the correlations
between the u± and d± moments and the d+ PDF with
an 8-dimensional latent representation. Notice that, in
the case of the lower-dimensional latent space, the large
correlations between the d+ PDF and the u± and d− mo-
ments have now stabilized to 0 for the entire range of x
and that the correlations only appear to be with the d+

moments.
This observed behavior suggests that further reduc-

tions in the dimensionality of the latent vector preserve
dominant physical correlations with decoded PDFs while
suppressing the tendency of the variational model to en-
code x dependence over a wider array of extraneous di-
mensions. Although this reduced latent may modestly
circumscribe the generative power of the VAIM model,
it nonetheless further enhances the interpretability of the
latent space. This greater interpretability is observable in
the vanishing of spurious correlations between moments
and decoded PDFs of different flavor.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we have for the first time explored a
tractable encoder-decoder framework, PDFdecoder, to
represent PDFs in terms of their Mellin space behav-
ior. We have taken Mellin moments as a demonstration
case given the rapid growth of lattice methods to refine
knowledge of PDFs, especially at high x; this subject also
attracts significant phenomenological interest as relative
uncertainties on the PDFs at x≥ 0.1 limit the precision
of searches for BSM physics. The PDFdecoder approach
is of significant flexibility and generality that it can be
used to understand the properties of many PDF sets and
models, with the potential for various extensions; for the
sake of this analysis, we restricted ourselves to simpli-
fied toy models of the PDFs in the flavor-SU(2) sector.
More generally, this provides a context to explore issues
related to the parametrization of PDFs using neural net-
works based on multi-layer perceptrons, which provide
the core structure of the encoder-decoder models trained
in this work.

By framing our study in terms of encoder-decoder net-
works, we were able to investigate the systematics of
these models by varying network architectures, config-
urational aspects of latent vectors, and associated hyper-
parameters. As a consequence, we identified a number of
essential aspects necessary to improve ML models in the
direction of greater interpretability. During the course of
this analysis, we developed a series of criteria to ensure
tractability and interpretability in reconstructing PDFs
from learned behavior in Mellin space, and ultimately
identified two main architectures which most robustly
satisfy these criteria: the autoencoder with constrained
latent (AE-CL model) and variational autoencoder in-
verse mapper (VAIM model).

Having identified these specific network topologies,
we systematically tested their performance as generative
models to decode the PDFs from information on their
Mellin moments. We performed this task as a demon-
stration study, first assuming extensive knowledge of the
Mellin behavior in 32-dimensional latent spaces; on this
basis, we found very robust performance in PDF re-
construction, suggesting the possibility of decoding such
models from practical information as might be furnished
by lattice-gauge calculations or other empirical sources.

Ultimately, we found the VAIM model to provide the
greatest combination in generative capacity as well as in-
terpretability in the (moment) → (PDF) decoding prob-
lem. As a demonstration, we used a pre-trained VAIM
model to predict the x-dependent behavior of select phe-
nomenological PDFs from knowledge of their Mellin mo-
ments. This exercise resulted in an intriguing pattern of
agreement and deviation, with the encoder-decoder net-
work succeeding in reproducing fitted PDFs at high x
within uncertainties, and often performing well even at
quite low x, particularly for C-even PDF combinations,
q+(x).

We further investigated the (moment) → (PDF) de-
coding by computing cross-network correlations, thereby
introducing a novel tool to interpret the content in en-
coded latent spaces. With this tool, we were able to
explore the differing performances of unique encodings,
including the reduction of the latent space to smaller di-
mensionality. In this case, we find a trade-off between
the fidelity of the PDF reconstruction and the inter-
pretability of the latent as the size of the latter is in-
creased. Collectively, these findings imply a novel line of
research in developing PDF parametrizations and inter-
preting neural-network-based representations of PDFs.

Multiple extensions of this demonstration study nat-
urally suggest themselves, including the exploration of
more comprehensive parametrizations of the full flavor
dependence of the PDFs, as well as related objects in
HEP phenomenology. In this context, additional the-
oretical ingredients might also be incorporated and po-
tentially disentangled, especially with respect to their im-
mediate impact upon the fitted PDFs. We have also ex-
tended the use of correlation-derived metrics to encoder
networks as an interpretability tool to reveal associations
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that neural networks can learn when making predictions;
this might be extended in further studies of the issues
above and in tests of the durability of learned correlations
under additional network assumptions and constraints.

Further exploring uncertainty quantification in this
framework is necessary. This would entail more exhaus-
tive testing of the assumptions in the sampling and en-
sembling methods used here as well as consideration of
other approaches like incorporation of Bayesian neural
networks, approximations with Dropout, and Dirichlet
prior networks. In this setting, investigating interpreta-
tions of PDF uncertainties derived from Hessian-based
tolerance methods and Monte Carlo sampling could be
another vital application of the PDFdecoder approach.
We make a number of core modules of the PDFdecoder

framework public in an associated GitHub repository,
https://github.com/ML4HEP-Theory/PDFDecoder.
This code will allow the construction and training of
the AE-CL and VAIM models, while full data sets and
pre-trained models leading to the main results of this
analysis can be made available by the authors upon
request.
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Appendix A: Principal Component Analysis

Principal component analysis (PCA) is often consid-
ered an unsupervised dimensionality reduction technique
on the grounds that the transformations involved are
done purely on the unlabeled feature space of the data.
In fact, PCA can be derived from basic linear algebra
principles as we outline here. We present this brief math-
ematical argument as a supplement to the discussion in
Sec. IIID, the point being the direct relation between
simplified, linear autoencoder architectures and PCA.

We consider a data set with a total number of features,
n, such that we wish to encode this data into a reduced
dimensional representation of itself of size l with as little
loss as possible. A single example of this data is given as
a column vector, x ∈ Rn. In this case, we project to a
coding space, z ∈ Rl. The decoder can be constructed by
matrix multiplication, g(z) = Dz, where D ∈ Rn×l such
that g(z) ∈ Rn. The tensor D is pseudo-orthonormal
because we impose the condition that the columns of D
are orthogonal. This condition means that DTD = 1l×l

whereas DDT ̸= 1n×n

We can use the squared Euclidean distance (or Frobe-
nius norm) to find the optimal codes, z∗, such that the de-
coded data have minimal loss relative to the input data.
The goal is develop an encoder such that in the reduced
representation latent space, there is maximal preserva-
tion of structure,

z∗ = argmin
z
∥x− g(z)∥22 . (A1)

We can expand this expression using the transpose oper-
ator, and collect like terms (relying, for instance, on the
fact that xT g(z) = gT (z)x, given that this quantity is a
scalar) to find:

z∗ = argmin
z

(
−2xT g(z) + gT (z)g(z)

)
= argmin

z

(
−2xTDz + zT z

)
, (A2)

where, in the last line, we substituted the tensor-product
definition of g(z) and used the identity, DTD = 1.
We can find the optimal value of the codes by setting

the gradient with respect to z equal to 0, and solving for
z:

0 = ∇z

(
−2xTDz + zT z

)
; (A3)

this latter expression implies

z = DTx . (A4)

We see that the encoding function can be expressed as
e(x) = z = DTx, and the decoding function as g(z) =
Dz, meaning that the output, x′, of the full autoencoding
process is given as

x′ = g
[
e(x)

]
= DDTx . (A5)

Similarly as before, we again use the squared Euclidean
distance to measure the distance between the outputs of
the PCA and the inputs to find the optimal encoding
tensor D∗,

D∗ = argmin
D

∑
i

∥xi −DDTxi∥22 , (A6)

where i is the label of example xi as part of a larger data
set, xi ∈ X. Now consider that xT

i is a row in X, where i
runs from 1 to m. Then the full data set feature space is
given byX ∈ Rm×n. We can then re-express the previous
equation by eliminating the explicit summation over i,

D∗ = argmin
D

∥X −XDDT ∥22 . (A7)

By using the relation between the Frobenius (Euclidean)
norm and the trace, ∥A∥22 = Tr

(
AAT

)
while expand-

ing the resulting expression and eliminating terms, the
optimal encoder is therefore given by

D∗ = argmin
D

(
−DTXTXD

)
= argmax

D

(
DTXTXD

)
. (A8)

https://github.com/ML4HEP-Theory/PDFDecoder
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If the data matrix above, X, is shifted by the mean of
each column, then Eq. (A8) becomes a statement respect-
ing the covariance matrix; that is, the optimal encoding

matrix maximizes the variance of the data feature space
while simultaneously minimizing the loss between the in-
put and the subsequent decoded values.
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