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Abstract

Latent feature representation methods play an important role in the dimen-
sion reduction and statistical modeling of high-dimensional complex data objects.
However, existing approaches to assess the quality of these methods often rely on
aggregated statistics that reflect the central tendency of the distribution of infor-
mation losses, such as average or total loss, which can mask variation across indi-
vidual observations. We argue that controlling average performance is insufficient
to guarantee that statistical analysis in the latent space reflects the data-generating
process and instead advocate for controlling the worst-case generalization error,
or a tail quantile of the generalization error distribution. Our framework, CLaRe
(Compact near-lossless Latent Representations), introduces a systematic way to
balance compactness of the representation with preservation of information when
assessing and selecting among latent feature representation methods. To facilitate
the application of the CLaRe framework, we have developed GLaRe1 (Graphical
Analysis of Latent Representations), an open-source R package that implements
the framework and provides graphical summaries of the full generalization error
distribution. We demonstrate the utility of CLaRe through three case studies on
high-dimensional datasets from diverse fields of application. We apply the CLaRe
framework to select among principal components, wavelets and autoencoder rep-
resentations for each dataset. The case studies reveal that the optimal latent fea-
ture representation varies depending on dataset characteristics, emphasizing the
importance of a flexible evaluation framework.
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1 Introduction

Advancements in computer storage capabilities and computational speed have made
high-dimensional complex data ubiquitous in all areas of science. Efficient analysis
of such data often necessitates a lower-dimensional representation in a “latent” space
that retains the salient structure of the original data and is more amenable to statis-
tical modeling. We use the term latent feature representation method to refer to statisti-
cal and machine learning approaches that achieve this dimension reduction through a
(linear or non-linear) transformation of the data to a lower-dimensional space of fea-
tures. Examples of latent feature representation methods include Principal Compo-
nent Analysis (PCA) (Hotelling, 1933), wavelet representations (Daubechies, 1990), t-
distributed stochastic neighbor embedding (t-SNE) (Maaten & Hinton, 2008), uniform
manifold approximation and projection (UMAP) (McInnes et al., 2020) and autoen-
coders (Rumelhart et al., 1986).

These latent representations are routinely used in downstream analysis, e.g., latent
features can be employed as predictors in multivariable regression or classification, in
clustering, or as the response vector in multivariate regression models (Cook, 2007;
Niu et al., 2011; Wang & Carreira-Perpinan, 2014). Therefore, assessing how well these
methods preserve information is a pertinent challenge. Training error (i.e., how well
the method reconstructs the training data) provides a naive estimate of information
loss that tends to be overly-optimistic. Generalization error, which can be defined as a
latent feature representation method’s error in reconstructing unseen data (i.e., data
not used to learn the representation), is used to more accurately quantify information
loss and is typically computed using cross-validation approaches (see, e.g., Becht et
al., 2019; Bro et al., 2008; Camacho & Ferrer, 2014; Diana & Tommasi, 2002; Eastment &
Krzanowski, 1982; Hubert & Engelen, 2007; Josse & Husson, 2012; Krzanowski, 1987;
Minka, 2000; Rajan & Rayner, 1994; Saccenti & Camacho, 2015; Wold, 1978).

However, most existing approaches summarize generalization error using a sin-
gle statistic that is aggregated across all observations (e.g., average or total informa-
tion loss) and reflects the central tendency of the full distribution of individual losses,
which can mask variation across observations. For example, a satisfactory average per-
formance might hide cases where individual observations are very poorly represented
and if a generative statistical model is formulated for the latent features, it might dis-
proportionately favor observations that are reconstructed well. To ensure that models
formulated in the latent space can reflect the true data-generating process, it is im-
portant to evaluate the entire distribution of generalization errors and control metrics
such as the worst-case performance or quantiles of the generalization error distribu-
tion. In addition, evaluation of a method’s information preservation must be balanced
with the compactness of the representation, as prioritizing losslessness alone can lead
to unnecessarily complex representations, whereas overly compact (“lossy”) represen-
tations may fail to preserve important dataset characteristics.

In this work, we present CLaRe (compact near-lossless latent representations), a
framework designed to assess and select among latent feature representations using
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the full distribution of generalization errors. Our approach uses cross-validation to
compute this distribution and uses it to evaluate a latent feature representation using
a coherent set of user-specified criteria. The key contributions of our framework are as
follows:

1. In contrast to conventional approaches focusing on aggregated measures that re-
flect the central tendency of the error distribution (training or generalization er-
ror), the CLaRe framework ensures that a level of error tolerance is met for quan-
tiles of the distribution of generalization error (e.g., worst case or 95th percentile).
Latent feature representation methods are evaluated on their ability to preserve
all (or most) of the salient information in a dataset.

2. The suitability of a latent feature representation depends heavily on the charac-
teristics of the dataset at hand (Morris, 2015, Section 3, pp. 325–328). By defining
a consistent set of criteria to evaluate different latent feature representation meth-
ods, CLaRe enables objective comparisons among different methods to identify
the most suitable latent representation method for a specific dataset and applica-
tion. As we demonstrate in our case studies, this facilitates comparisons between
traditional statistical tools like PCA and modern machine learning approaches
such as autoencoders.

3. The framework is accompanied by a user-friendly software implementation in
our R package called GLaRe (Graphical Analysis of Latent Representations). The
package provides graphical summaries to aid the selection of an optimal latent
feature representation. It provides built-in latent feature representation methods
as well as the option for the user to provide their own bespoke method.

We demonstrate the practical utility of CLaRe through case studies on three high-
dimensional datasets from diverse fields of application: 1) measurements of the me-
chanical strain at different locations in the eye, with application to the study of Glau-
coma (Lee et al., 2019), 2) a neurobiological dataset of gel images of proteins from the
brains of rats, with application to drug-use addiction (Morris et al., 2008), and 3) the
well-known MNIST dataset of handwritten digits that is widely used image recog-
nition (LeCun, 1998). These case studies highlight that different datasets often favor
different latent feature representation methods, emphasizing the importance of a con-
sistent, objective and flexible evaluation framework.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. In Section 2 we present the
methodological foundations of latent feature representations and generalization error
that underpin CLaRe. In Section 3, we introduce three motivating datasets and employ
the CLaRe framework to assess the performance of PCA, Discrete Wavelet Transform
(DWT) and autoencoder representations of these datasets and select an optimal rep-
resentation of each. In Section 4, we document the software implementation of our
framework, GLaRe (Graphical Analysis of Latent Representations). We close with a
discussion in Section 5.
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2 Methodological Framework (CLaRe)

2.1 High-Dimensional Object Data

We use the term data object to refer to the type and structure of the basic “atom” of a
statistical analysis (Marron & Dryden, 2021, p.1). In univariate statistics, the object is
a number (i.e., scalar), and in classical multivariate statistics, observations comprise
p variables and are represented as p-dimensional vectors. In areas such as genomics,
advancements in data collection, storage and processing technologies mean that the
data objects being collected are ultra high-dimensional vectors (Stein, 2010). There has
also been an emergence of more general and complex data objects that vary over con-
tinua or grids, such as smooth time-varying curves (Ramsay & Silverman, 2005), spiky
signals (Morris & Carroll, 2006) and images (Morris et al., 2011), which when recorded
at regular intervals also present as very high-dimensional vectors. In most cases, a
suitable transformation of the observed data objects to a lower-dimensional space of
latent features, which we term a latent feature representation, facilitates the application
of familiar statistical approaches to the high-dimensional complex objects.

2.2 Latent Feature Representations

Suppose that we have N observations of a data object, denoted by X1(t), . . . , XN(t),
where t indexes a location on a domain T over which the objects are defined. For
time-varying curves, T is generally a closed subset of the real line that represents a
(normalized) time interval. However, as exemplified in our three motivating datasets,
the domain T can be multi-dimensional to represent locations in an image or sur-
face, and it can also be non-Euclidean (e.g., our example Glaucoma data is defined
on a partial spherical domain). We assume that each observation is measured on a
common2, ordered grid of T points in T , denoted by t = (t1, . . . , tT)

⊤, and we let
Xi(t) = {Xi(t1), . . . , Xi(tT)}⊤. Then, we can represent the observed data in the N × T
data matrix X, which contains the vectors X1(t), . . . , XN(t) in its rows. We refer to the
T-dimensional space of features in which the observed data are represented as the data
space.

We define a latent feature representation method as a technique comprising two trans-
formations, known as the encoding and decoding transforms. The encoding transform
fK transforms an observation from the data space to a new space of latent features,
called the representation space

fK {Xi(t)} = (X∗
i1, . . . , X∗

iK)
⊤ ,

where the number of features K defines the dimensionality of the representation space
and can range between 1 and some possible maximum Kmax. When K ≪ T, we say

2In practice, the measurement grids of individual observations need not be identical if they are all
sufficiently fine such that interpolation onto a common, fine grid is feasible.
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that the latent feature representation is compact. As we expand on in Section 2.3, we
typically want the representation space to be as compact as possible.

We define the decoding transform as the transformation function gK that maps an
observation from the representation space back to the data space as

X̂(K)
i (t) = gK

{
(X∗

i1, . . . , X∗
iK)

⊤
}

.

In certain cases, gK = f−K when a generalized inverse f−K exists.
Linear transformations of the form fK {Xi(t)} = AXi(t), for some K × T trans-

formation matrix A, are often used in practice. For example, it is common to repre-
sent a functional observation Xi(t) as a linear combination of a set of basis functions
{ϕk(t)}K

k=1, which defines the decoding transformation

X̂(K)
i (t) =

K

∑
k=1

X∗
ikϕk(t) = Φ (X∗

i1, . . . , X∗
iK)

⊤ ,

where Φ = [ϕ1(t)| . . . |ϕK(t)] and the latent features X∗
ik are basis coefficients. When

these basis coefficients are computed by ordinary least squares, the encoding transfor-
mation fK is of the form A =

(
Φ⊤Φ

)−1
Φ⊤, and if Xi(t) lies in the column space of

Φ, then we have the inverse property gK = f−K . When the matrix of basis function
evaluations Φ is orthogonal, A = Φ⊤, i.e., the transformation fK is simply right mul-
tiplication by this matrix. However, in general, there is no need for the transformation
fK to be orthogonal or even linear, and non-linear transformations may be preferred
for certain types of data.

Although statistical modeling is performed in the representation space due to its
attractive properties, we often want to transform modeling results back to the data
space for inference, interpretation and visualization. As such, the accuracy and inter-
pretation of an analysis depends on the degree of information that is preserved when
moving back and forth between the data and representation spaces for a given latent
feature representation. In what follows, we characterize the degree of information loss
of a latent feature representation on a full dataset.

2.3 Characterizing the Full Distribution of Information Loss

We denote the degree of information loss of a latent feature representation for each
individual observation by

Loss
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
,

where the Loss(·, ·) is a symmetric, non-negative function that measures dissimilar-
ity between Xi(t) and X̂(K)

i (t), and satisfies Loss
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
= 0 when Xi(t) ≡

X̂(K)
i (t). For example, Loss(·, ·) could be the Euclidean distance between Xi(t) and

X̂(K)
i (t) (Morris, 2017), or the complement of a similarity measure such as a squared
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correlation or concordance index (Yang et al., 2020). We say that our latent feature
representation lossless for the ith observation if

Loss
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
= 0,

and lossless for the full dataset if

Loss
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
= 0 ∀ i = 1, . . . , N.

That is, we only refer to a latent feature representation as lossless for a given dataset
if the representation is lossless for every individual observation in that dataset. More
generally, we can allow some tolerance of information loss and say that the transfor-
mation fK is near-lossless for the ith observation if

Loss
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
< ϵ,

for a chosen tolerance level ϵ. Similarly, we say that the transformation fK is near-
lossless for the full dataset only if each individual observation achieves this tolerance
level, that is

Loss
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
< ϵ ∀ i = 1, . . . , N.

It is important to distinguish this definition from an overall (or total) measure such as
the average of individual losses 1

N ∑N
i=1 Loss

{
Xi(t), X̂(K)

i (t)
}

.
Figure 1 displays the distribution of individual information losses from applying

PCA with varying latent dimensions to the phoneme dataset (a dataset of 1-dimensional
signals, described in more detail in Appendix A). In this case, we are using the com-
plement of the squared correlation as our loss, so a value of 1 means the representation
captures no information and a value of 0 means that the representation is lossless. The
gray points represent the individual observations’ losses, whereas the red squares in-
dicate the average loss. The figure highlights the information that can be hidden when
a single statistic is used to describe the full distribution of losses. For example, at
k = 1, the average loss is at approximately 0.6 but there are observations with individ-
ual losses at almost 1, which would indicate that no information is being retained by
the transformation.

Achieving a chosen tolerance level for every observation (i.e., requiring that even
the worst case meets the near-losslessness threshold) can sometimes be unrealistic in
practice. Often, a small number of observations (e.g., the one traced by the blue points
and line in Figure 1) possess idiosyncratic features that cannot be captured by a repre-
sentation that is otherwise compact and near-lossless for the vast majority of the obser-
vations. In this case, using the worst case may be overly stringent and result in a latent
feature representation that is higher-dimensional and more complex than required for
the vast majority of observations. Therefore, we generalize the notion of near lossless-
ness for the entire dataset, and require it to be met for quantiles or percentiles of the
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Figure 1: Generalization errors from a PCA representation of the phoneme data (see
Appendix A). The grey dots represent individual cross-validated reconstruction errors
from PCA representations using different numbers of latent features ranging from 1 to
19 (x axis). The complement of the squared correlation is used as reconstruction loss,
so 1 indicates no information retained by the representation and 0 indicates a lossless
representation (y axis). The square red points and solid red line trace the average re-
construction error. The green and blue points / lines trace the performance of the best
and worst performing observations (selected at K = 19), respectively.

distribution of individual generalization errors, in which the worst-case observation is
the 100th percentile. As before, ϵ denotes the tolerance level of information loss that we
want to achieve. We now introduce the attainment rate, which we denote by 1− α, as the
proportion of observations that we want to achieve this tolerance level. For example,
an attainment rate of 1 − α = 0.95 would indicate that we require 95% of the observa-
tions in the dataset to achieve a loss smaller than the tolerance level ϵ. We refer to a
chosen combination of ϵ and (1 − α) as the qualifying criterion and we use the term
qualifying dimension (qd) to denote the smallest latent feature dimension K for which
this criterion is satisfied. When comparing two latent feature representation methods
(e.g., PCA and autoencoder), for a fixed ϵ and α, we generally prefer the method with
a smaller qualifying dimension as it provides a more compact representation of the
dataset, although other properties might also be taken into account depending on the
setting, as we discuss later. Finally, we characterize the dimension reduction achieved
by a method by its compression ratio, which is the ratio of the original data dimension T
to the qualifying dimension qd, typically rounded to the nearest whole number.

There are a number of ways to visualize the full distribution of information losses
(Figure 2). The left-hand panel of Figure 2 displays the summary graphic that we
have designed to accompany our CLaRe framework and is returned by default the
GLaRe() function in our software implementation, GLaRe. The overall cross-validated
loss is displayed in yellow, with the analogous loss computed on the training data
shown in green for comparison. Different quantiles of the distribution of individual
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Figure 2: Three options for displaying the full distribution of information losses,
demonstrated for a PCA representation of the phoneme data (see Appendix A). Left:
The summary plot returned by default by our GLaRe software, which summarizes the
full distribution of cross-validated information losses by displaying a number of its
quantiles. Middle: A jittered dot-plot of the full distribution of information losses.
Right: A heatmap of the full distribution of information losses.

cross-validated losses are displayed to summarize the full distribution: the minimum
and maximum are shown in blue and red, respectively, a user-specified quantile of
the distribution (0.9 in this example) is displayed in purple and the quantile of the
distribution being used as the attainment rate 1 − α (defaulting to 0.95, i.e., the 95th
percentile) is displayed in light gray. The corresponding value of the tolerance level ϵ is
overlaid as a gray dashed horizontal line, and hence the latent feature dimension (i.e.,
location on the x-axis) at which the two gray lines meet corresponds to the qualifying
dimension. The tolerance level ϵ and the qualifying dimension (qd) are marked in bold
and italic typeface on the y and x axes, respectively.

The middle and right-hand panels of Figure 2 display alternative options for vi-
sualizing the same distribution. The middle panel displays a jittered dot-plot, where
each point represents an individual value of the information loss distribution and the
points are colored according to the latent feature dimension K. The right-hand panel
presents a heatmap to display of the full distribution of information losses. The latent
feature dimension is represented on the x-axis, the corresponding quantile of the in-
formation loss distribution at that feature dimension is shown on the y-axis and the
color indicates the value of the information loss at that feature dimension and quan-
tile. Hereafter, we will use the plot in left-hand panel of Figure 2 to present the results
of applying our framework to different datasets, but all three visualization options are
available in our software implementation.
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2.4 Cross-validated Estimation of Information Loss

Estimating a latent feature representation can equivalently be viewed as a prediction
problem, where the goal is to construct fK and gK such that the predictions X̂(K)

i (t)
match the observed data Xi(t) as closely as possible (Bro et al., 2008; Diana & Tom-
masi, 2002; Krzanowski, 1987; Wold, 1978). Hence, it is possible that a latent feature
representation method can overfit to the data on which it is being learned. If the infor-
mation loss of a latent feature representation method is evaluated on that same dataset,
then it will tend to be overly optimistic and will not accurately quantify the method’s
true generalization error, which we define as its information loss in reconstructing un-
seen data. To obtain a valid estimate of generalization error, it is necessary to use an
independent validation dataset that is not used to learn the latent feature representation
(Bro et al., 2008; Diana & Tommasi, 2002).

Generally, with limited data, it is inefficient to perform a single split of the dataset
into training and validation sets, as a single random split will tend to be variable, i.e.,
if the split were performed again, the new validation set would produce a different
estimate of information loss (Collins et al., 2024, Table 1). Additionally, because we are
interested in the individual values of information loss, rather than an average, sample
splitting would only provide us with these values for observations included in the val-
idation set. To mitigate these concerns, we employ cross-validation (Stone, 1974), where
the data are systematically divided into different training and validation splits, called
folds, and the training and validation is performed separately for each split. When
we are interested in an average or total estimate of information loss, cross-validation
will tend to be more stable than sample splitting because the estimates are averaged
over different folds. For our purposes, it additionally produces a generalization error
estimate for each individual observation in the dataset. Although cross-validation has
long been understood as necessary to estimate generalization error for latent feature
representation methods, in particular PCA (e.g., dating back to the work of Eastment
and Krzanowski (1982), Krzanowski (1987), and Wold (1978)), it is not automatically
returned by standard software packages or routinely used in practice to choose be-
tween different methods. Algorithm 1 provides a high-level overview of the full CLaRe
framework for evaluating latent feature representation methods.

3 Case Studies

In this section, we introduce three motivating datasets – the Glaucoma dataset, the Pro-
teomic Gels dataset and the MNIST digits dataset (Figure 3 (a)–(c)). For each dataset,
we apply our CLaRe framework to select among the following three latent feature rep-
resentation methods3:

1. Principal Components Analysis (PCA) (Hotelling, 1933) is the most prevalent
dimension reduction technique in statistics, used to represent multivariate data

3Specific implementation details for the methods are described in Section 4.
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Algorithm 1 CLaRe Framework for Evaluating Latent Representations
1: Initialization Start with a data matrix X, a latent feature representation method

(e.g., PCA, wavelets, or autoencoders) and a choice of loss function. Define the
range of latent dimensions to evaluate and the number of folds for cross-validation.
Set up a matrix to hold the cross-validated information losses for all observations
(in rows) and latent dimensions (in columns).

2: Generate cross-validation splits: Randomly shuffle the dataset and then divide it
into folds for cross-validation. Reuse these splits across all candidate latent feature
dimensions for consistency and efficiency.

3: For each candidate latent dimension K:

a. For each cross-validation fold:

i. Split into Training/Validation datasets:
• Split the data into training and validation sets for the current fold.

ii. Learn encoding and decoding transformations on training data:
• Train a representation method (e.g., PCA, wavelets, or an autoen-

coder) on the training data to learn the encoding and decoding trans-
formations fK and gK.

iii. Reconstruct validation data:
• Apply the learned transformations to encode and decode the valida-

tion dataset to give reconstructions X̂i(t) of Xi(t).
iv. Compute information loss on validation data:

• Measure the dissimilarity between the original and reconstructed val-
idation data for each observation in the validation set using the loss
function Loss(·, ·) and store these values.

4: Identify the qualifying dimension: For each latent dimension, compute the 1 −
αth quantile (e.g., 95th percentile) of the information loss across all observations as
specified by the attainment rate 1 − α. Select the smallest latent feature dimension
where this quantile is below the specified tolerance level ϵ.

5: Fit the model at the qualifying dimension: If a qualifying dimension is identified,
fit the representation method using the full dataset at the qualifying dimension.
Store the final trained model for downstream applications.

6: Return results: Return the full matrix of cross-validated information losses and,
if applicable, the qualifying latent dimension and the final trained model at that
dimension. If applying the algorithm to select among different methods, choose
the method with the smallest qualifying dimension.
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in a lower-dimensional space that preserves as much variance as possible. Using
terminology from Section 2, the encoding transform in PCA is the linear projec-
tion of the data matrix X onto the matrix containing the leading K eigenvectors
of the empirical covariance matrix, typically denoted by U, which yields the la-
tent features, known as PCA scores. The decoding transformation is the inverse
linear mapping of the latent features back to the data space, which consists of
multiplying the latent features by the transposed matrix of eigenvectors.

2. Thresholded Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT): The DWT (Daubechies, 1990;
Daubechies, 1992) is a dimension reduction technique that linearly transforms a
discretely-sampled signal of length T into a set of T latent features, known as
wavelet coefficients, that are localized in both time and frequency. In theory,
both the DWT and the inverse DWT (IDWT) are linear transformations but they
benefit from efficient recursive algorithms in practice (Daubechies, 1992).

To use the DWT as a dimension reduction technique, we exploit its inherent spar-
sity property, i.e., that a signal can typically be well represented by K ≪ T non-
zero wavelet coefficients. We apply the DWT to each observation and then learn
the K most important wavelet coefficients jointly across all observations (see Ap-
pendix C for more details) – these coefficients are retained as the K latent fea-
tures. The remaining latent features are set to 0 when applying the IDWT as the
decoding transform. Thus, encoding consists of the composition of two trans-
formations: (1) the linear DWT transformation and (2) the nonlinear selection of
the K most important coefficients while zeroing the rest. The thresholded DWT
has been used in functional data analysis (see, e.g., Morris et al., 2011) and for
simplicity we abbreviate as DWT hereafter.

3. An Autoencoder (AE) (Rumelhart et al., 1986) is a dimension reduction technique
from the field of machine learning. The encoding and decoding transformations
that map the data to the latent representation space, known as the bottleneck, are
general non-linear functions parameterized by neural networks

fK(Xi) = NNθE(Xi(t)) and gK
{
(X∗

i1, . . . , X∗
iK)

⊤ }
= NNθD

{
(X∗

i1, . . . , X∗
iK)

⊤ }
,

where θE and θD are vectors of weights for the encoding and decoding net-
works with dimensions determined by the respective neural network architec-
tures. These weights are learned to minimize the reconstruction error

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥Xi(t)− X̂(K)
i (t)

∥∥∥∥2

,

or another suitable loss measure for the problem at hand (e.g., binary cross-
entropy for binary data, see Kalinowski et al., 2024).

The three methods originate from different fields – PCA is a conventional statistical
method, the DWT originates from signal processing and autoencoders are ubiquitous
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Figure 3: A sample observation from each of our three motivating datasets. (a): A
sample glaucoma image, representing a polar azimuthal projection of MPS functions
for a single eye at one IOP level. A cubed-root transformation is applied for visual-
ization. (b): A sample 2D gel electrophoresis image, showing proteomic content in
the brain tissue of a rat. (c): A sample MNIST digit image, which is a 28 × 28 pixel
greyscale image of a single handwritten digit.

in machine learning and artificial intelligence. They also exhibit differences in the
amount of structure they learn from the data. On one hand, the thresholded DWT
learns the least structure from the data – the linear DWT and IDWT transforms are
fixed and only the ordering of the coefficients to threshold is learned from the data.
PCA is more flexible and learns more structure from the data because the matrix of
eigenvectors U that defines the encoding and decoding transformations is computed
from the empirical covariance matrix of the data. An AE is even more flexible and
learns greater structure from the data, because the linearity restriction in PCA is re-
laxed and the AE learns general non-linear encoding and decoding transformations.

To explore the practical implications of these differences and how they relate to
sample size, conclude in Section 3.4 by presenting the results of an experiment where
we artificially decimate the sample size of the Glaucoma dataset. We demonstrate that
more flexible empirical methods (e.g., PCA) work well when there is enough data to
reliably estimate the latent features, and that fixed methods (e.g., DWT) perform better
when there is not enough data. For all applications in this section, we use a tolerance
level of ϵ = 0.05, an attainment rate of 1− α = 0.95 and employ the complement of the
squared correlation as our loss function.

3.1 Glaucoma Data

Glaucoma is considered a leading factor in blindness. It is characterized by damage to
the optic nerve, which can be induced by intraocular pressure (IOP). To investigate pro-
posed hypotheses about the relationship between glaucoma and IOP, Fazio et al. (2014)
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developed instrumentation to measure the mechanical strain on the scleral surface of
the eye at different levels of IOP. The measurements were summarized at different lo-
cations on the scleral surface of the eye as maximum principal strain (MPS). MPS was
computed on 34 eyes from 19 normal human donors. It was measured in the poste-
rior globe of both eyes on a partial spherical domain with 120 circumferential locations
υ ∈ (0◦, 360◦) and 120 meridional locations θ ∈ (9◦, 24◦). These measurements were
taken at 9 different IOP levels. One study goal for this dataset was to test the hypothesis
that scleral strain decreases with age thereby leaving the optic nerve head susceptible
to damage which could be a contributing factor in the development of glaucoma (Lee
et al., 2019). Figure 3 (a) displays a two-dimensional polar azimuthal projection of a
single observation from the Glaucoma data.

We let Xi(t) denote the MPS function for a single eye at a specific IOP level so that
i = 1, . . . , N = 306 (34 eyes at 9 IOP levels). The data lives on a domain T which
is the portion of the sphere defined by (υ, θ) for υ ∈ (0◦, 360◦) and θ ∈ (9◦, 24◦).
Therefore, each observation Xi(t) is recorded on a common grid of size T = 14400. The
recordings are indexed by the 14400-dimensional vector t = υ × θ, where υ represents
120 equally-spaced measurements of υ along (0◦, 360◦) and θ represents 120 equally-
spaced measurements of θ along (9◦, 24◦). We denote the vector of measurements for
the ith observation as Xi(t), so that the full dataset can be represented by the N × T
data matrix X, containing X1(t), . . . , XN(t) in its rows.

Figure 4 displays the summary plot from the application of GLaRe() to the Glau-
coma data. PCA is the most suitable latent feature representation method for this
dataset because it achieves the qualifying criterion with qualifying dimension qd = 41,
whereas DWT and AE do not achieve the qualifying criterion for K ≤ 301. A grid of
equally-spaced values from 1 to 301 in increments of 10 was used for the latent fea-
ture dimensions. Although it was possible to use larger latent feature dimensions for
the DWT and AE, it was deemed unnecessary because the qualifying criterion was
achieved for PCA with a qualifying dimension qd = 41 and is the favored method for
this dataset. PCA achieved a compression ratio of 351 : 1 (T = 14400 to qd = 41). The
computation times for PCA, DWT and AE were 1.6, 1.7 and 67.4 minutes, respectively.
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Figure 4: Summary GLaRe() plot for the Glaucoma data. A grid of equally-spaced
values from 1 to 301 in increments of 10 was used for the latent feature dimensions.
The legend for plots (b) and (c) has been suppressed so that it does not mask the worst-
case observation and because it is identical to the legend for plot (a).

3.2 Proteomic Gels Data

In neurobiology, a particularly important issue is the identification of changes responsi-
ble for the transition from non-dependent drug use to addiction which is characterized
by drug intake behavior. Studies on rats have shown that rats given a 6-12 hours/day
access to cocaine or heroin have significant increase in drug intake while rats given 1
hour/day access kept the same level of intake over time. The corresponding neuro-
chemical changes in the extended part of the brain amygdala relate to cellular effects
that affect protein expression and function which can be detected via proteomic anal-
ysis. To study this phenomenon, experiments were conducted in which the rats were
trained to get cocaine by pressing a lever: 6 rats were given 1hour/day access, 7 rats
were given 6 hours /day access and 8 rats were used for control with no access to co-
caine. The rats were euthanized after some time, and their brains studied (Morris et al.,
2008). Two-dimensional gel electrophoresis was used to study the proteomic content
in the brain tissues. Between two and three gels were obtained from each rat and brain
region, resulting in a dataset of 53 gel images from 21 rats. Each gel image has 556, 206
pixel intensities observed on a 646 × 861 grid. A research goal for this dataset was
to study the proteins which are differentially expressed in the brains of rats that were
exposed to cocaine for a long time versus those that were not. This can be done by
finding regions in the gel images where image intensity is significantly different across
groups (Morris, 2012). Figure 3 (b) displays a single gel image observation.

We denote a single observation from the Proteomic Gels dataset as Xi(t), where
i = 1, . . . , N = 53. Here, t represents a location (t1, t2) in the two-dimensional Eu-
clidean domain defined by the Cartesian product T = [0, 1]× [0, 1]. Measurements of
each observation are made at the vector of locations t = t1 × t2 where t1 and t2 repre-
sent vectors of 646 and 861 equally-spaced points along [0, 1], respectively. Then Xi(t)
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Figure 5: Summary GLaRe() plot for the Proteomic Gels data. For PCA and AE, a grid
of equally-spaced values from 1 to 53 in increments of 10 was used for the latent feature
dimensions. For the DWT, a grid of equally-spaced values from 1 to 8000 in increments
of 10 was used for the latent feature dimensions.

denotes the T = 556206(= 646 × 861)-dimensional vector containing the measure-
ments of the ith observation at the locations in t, and the N × T data matrix X contains
X1(t), . . . , XN(t) in its rows.

Figure 5 displays the summary plot from the application of GLaRe() to the Pro-
teomic Gels data. Because this dataset only contains N = 53 observations, the maxi-
mum possible latent dimension for PCA is 52 and PCA does not achieve the qualifying
criterion for K ≤ 52. Due to computational constraints, we ran the AE for the same
range of candidate latent feature dimensions, and it did not achieve the qualifying cri-
terion. Performance did not appear to improve as the latent feature dimension was
increased. In contrast, the maximum latent dimension for the DWT is not constrained
and hence we ran GLaRe() on a grid of equally-spaced values from 1 to 8000 in incre-
ments of 100. The qualifying dimension for the DWT is qd = 7801. Hence, the DWT
is the favored representation method for the Proteomic Gels dataset and it provides a
compression ratio of 71 : 1 (T = 556206 to qd = 7801). The computation times for PCA,
DWT and AE were 0.9, 47.6 and 109.6 minutes, respectively.

3.3 MNIST Digits Data

The MNIST (Modified National Institute of Standards and Technology) database of
handwritten digits was compiled by LeCun (1998), from a larger collection of images
from the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). It comprises a training
set of 60000 images and a test set of 10000 images, representing hand-written digits
from 0 to 9 (i.e., 10 distinct digits/classes). The original black and white images from
NIST were modified into 28 × 28 pixel greyscale images. The MNIST dataset has been
employed extensively in computer vision and deep learning applications as a test case
for image reconstruction and digit identification/ classification models. The dataset
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Figure 6: Summary GLaRe() plot for the MNIST data. A grid of equally-spaced values
from 1 to 381 in increments of 20 was used for the latent feature dimensions.

can be represented in an N × T matrix X, where N = 60000 (in the case of the training
set) and T = 784 (= 28 × 28). We let Xi(t) represent the value of the ith greyscale
image at pixel location t, where t ∈ t = {1, . . . , 28} × {1, . . . , 28}. Then the ith row of
the data matrix X contains the 784-dimensional vector Xi(t), i.e., measurements of the
ith observation at the vector of pixel locations in t. We normalise the greyscale images
so that Xi(t) ∈ [0, 1] for all t ∈ t and i = 1, . . . , N. Figure 3 (c) displays a single digit
from the MNIST dataset. The full dataset (training and test) is publicly available in the
keras R package (Kalinowski et al., 2024) and can be loaded using the dataset mnist()

function.
Figure 6 displays the summary plot from the application of GLaRe() to the MNIST

data. A grid of equally-spaced values from 1 to 381 in increments of 20 was used for
the latent feature dimensions. All three latent feature representation methods achieve
the qualifying criterion within this range: qd = 201 for PCA, qd = 321 for the DWT and
qd = 101 for the AE. Hence, the AE is the preferred method for this dataset because it
provides the most compact (i.e., smallest qd) representation. The AE has a compression
ratio of 8 : 1 (T = 784 to K = 101). The computation times for PCA, DWT and AE were
16.2, 27.4 and 1115.3 minutes, respectively.

3.4 Sample Size Experiment

We present the results of an experiment that demonstrates the dependence of flexible
latent feature representation methods such as PCA and AE on sample size. In PCA,
the encoding and decoding transformations are learned entirely from the data, so it is
highly dependent on having a sufficient sample size. In contrast, the DWT transforma-
tion is fixed a-priori and only the ordering of the wavelet coefficients to retain is learned
from the data and hence there is less reliance on sample size. We demonstrate this con-
cept empirically on the Glaucoma dataset. We start with the full dataset (N = 306)
and then sub-sample the dataset to create smaller datasets of sizes N = 153, N = 76
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and N = 38 respectively. We run GLaRe() to compare the performance of PCA and the
thresholded DWT as the sample size is successively degraded. In all cases, because of
the small sample sizes, we use leave-one-out rather than k-fold cross-validation.

Figure 7 displays the results of the experiment. The PCA results are displayed in
the top row and the DWT results are displayed in the bottom row. As PCA can only
estimate, at most, min(N − 1, T) features and in this case N < T, we see that the
maximum possible number of latent features changes as the sample size decreases. In
contrast, there is no restriction on the number of latent features for the DWT and we
manually choose a maximum of K = 800, which is sufficient to achieve the qualifying
criterion (with ϵ = 0.05 and 1 − α = 0.95) in all four cases. The greater reliance of
PCA on sample size is reflected in Figure 7 in several ways. Firstly, the displayed
quantiles of the cross-validated loss distribution, in particular the maximum, 0.95 and
0.9 quantiles (red, grey and purple lines) increase noticeably and systematically for
PCA as the sample size is decreased, but they remain more stable for the DWT. The
dependence is also reflected by the separation between the training and validation
mean losses (green vs. yellow lines) as sample size is decreased to N = 38 for PCA
but not the DWT, which demonstrates that PCA is unable to estimate a generalizable
representation when the sample size is small, even if the training loss is satisfactory.
Finally, we can achieve the qualifying criterion using the DWT in all four cases (albeit
with a large number of features), but we only achieve it for PCA with sample sizes
N = 306 and N = 153. The experiment is subject to sampling variability induced in
the sub-sampling stage, so it is repeated using different random seeds in Appendix E.

4 Software Implementation (GLaRe)

The CLaRe framework is implemented in our R package called GLaRe. In this sec-
tion, we provide an overview of the main components of the package, with additional
details provided in Appendix B.

The main function in the GLaRe package is GLaRe(), which computes and summa-
rizes the cross-validated distribution of information loss and implements the CLaRe
framework to compute the qualifying dimension for a choice of 1 − α and ϵ. A sample
call to the GLaRe() function is presented in Listing 1.

1 mnist_pca <- GLaRe(mat = X,

2 latent_dim_from = 1,

3 latent_dim_to = 400,

4 latent_dim_by = 20,

5 attainment_rate = 0.95,

6 tolerance_level = 0.05,

7 learn = "pca",

8 verbose = TRUE)

Listing 1: Example call to the GLaRe() function.

17



0 50 100 150 200 250 300

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0

Latent Feature Representation 
 Summary: PCA: N = 306

No. of Latent Features

Lo
ss

: 
1 

- 
Sq

ua
re

d 
C

or
re

la
tio

n 
(1
−

R
2
)

qd = 39

ε 
=

 0
.0

5

CV Min Loss
CV Mean Loss
CV Percentile = 0.9 Loss
CV Max Loss
Training Mean Loss
Attainment Rate =  0.95 Loss

0 50 100 150 200 250 300

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0

Latent Feature Representation 
 Summary: PCA: N = 153

No. of Latent Features

Lo
ss

: 
1 

- 
Sq

ua
re

d 
C

or
re

la
tio

n 
(1
−

R
2
)

qd = 45

ε 
=

 0
.0

5

CV Min Loss
CV Mean Loss
CV Percentile = 0.9 Loss
CV Max Loss
Training Mean Loss
Attainment Rate =  0.95 Loss

0 50 100 150 200 250 300

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0

Latent Feature Representation 
 Summary: PCA: N = 76

No. of Latent Features

Lo
ss

: 
1 

- 
Sq

ua
re

d 
C

or
re

la
tio

n 
(1
−

R
2
) CV Min Loss

CV Mean Loss
CV Percentile = 0.9 Loss
CV Max Loss
Training Mean Loss
Attainment Rate =  0.95 Loss

0 50 100 150 200 250 300

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0

Latent Feature Representation 
 Summary: PCA: N = 38

No. of Latent Features

Lo
ss

: 
1 

- 
Sq

ua
re

d 
C

or
re

la
tio

n 
(1
−

R
2
) CV Min Loss

CV Mean Loss
CV Percentile = 0.9 Loss
CV Max Loss
Training Mean Loss
Attainment Rate =  0.95 Loss

0 200 400 600 800

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0

Latent Feature Representation 
 Summary: DWT: N = 306

No. of Latent Features

Lo
ss

: 
1 

- 
Sq

ua
re

d 
C

or
re

la
tio

n 
(1
−

R
2
)

qd = 793

ε 
=

 0
.0

5

CV Min Loss
CV Mean Loss
CV Percentile = 0.9 Loss
CV Max Loss
Training Mean Loss
Attainment Rate =  0.95 Loss

0 200 400 600 800

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0

Latent Feature Representation 
 Summary: DWT: N = 153

No. of Latent Features

Lo
ss

: 
1 

- 
Sq

ua
re

d 
C

or
re

la
tio

n 
(1
−

R
2
)

qd = 760

ε 
=

 0
.0

5

CV Min Loss
CV Mean Loss
CV Percentile = 0.9 Loss
CV Max Loss
Training Mean Loss
Attainment Rate =  0.95 Loss

0 200 400 600 800

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0

Latent Feature Representation 
 Summary: DWT: N = 76

No. of Latent Features

Lo
ss

: 
1 

- 
Sq

ua
re

d 
C

or
re

la
tio

n 
(1
−

R
2
)

qd = 781

ε 
=

 0
.0

5

CV Min Loss
CV Mean Loss
CV Percentile = 0.9 Loss
CV Max Loss
Training Mean Loss
Attainment Rate =  0.95 Loss

0 200 400 600 800

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0

Latent Feature Representation 
 Summary: DWT: N = 38

No. of Latent Features

Lo
ss

: 
1 

- 
Sq

ua
re

d 
C

or
re

la
tio

n 
(1
−

R
2
)

qd = 757

ε 
=

 0
.0

5

CV Min Loss
CV Mean Loss
CV Percentile = 0.9 Loss
CV Max Loss
Training Mean Loss
Attainment Rate =  0.95 Loss

Figure 7: Results of the experiment to assess the effect of sample size on different latent
feature representations. The Glaucoma data was used to create smaller datasets of size
N = 153, N = 76 and N = 38. GLaRe() was used to compare the representations
provided by PCA (first row) and DWT (second row) as the sample size was decreased.
Leave-one-out cross-validation was used in all cases.

The GLaRe() function computes full cross-validated distribution of information losses
for a latent feature representation method defined by learn, on dataset stored in the
matrix mat, across a range of latent feature dimensions defined by the grid of equally-
spaced values from latent dim from to latent dim to in increments of latent dim by.
It computes whether the method achieves the qualifying criterion defined by tolerance

level ϵ and attainment rate (1 − α) for this range of latent feature dimensions and,
if so, the learned latent feature representation at the qualifying dimension. We describe
the main features of the GLaRe() function in the following sections.

4.1 Learning Functions

The learning function is the main engine of GlaRe(). The learning function takes as
arguments a data matrix X and latent feature dimension K, and learns the encoding
and decoding transformation functions fK and gK. For example, the learning function
in PCA computes the first K eigenvectors of the empirical covariance matrix of X, and
fK and gK comprise matrix multiplication by the first K eigenvectors. In contrast, for an
autoencoder, fK and gK are general functions that map to and from a K-dimensional la-
tent space and are parametrized by flexible neural networks. In GLaRe(), the learning
function is defined by the learn argument. We provide three built-in learning func-
tions that can be used, as well as the option to specify a bespoke, user-defined learning
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function:

1. Setting learn = "pca" specifies a PCA representation. The eigenvectors are com-
puted by the Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) algorithm. In cases where
N < T (e.g., the Glaucoma or Gels data) the latent feature dimension for PCA can
be, at most, N − 1. Hence the maximum latent feature dimension latent dim to

is set to a default of min(N − 1, T) when using PCA.

2. Setting learn = "dwt" (or learn = "dwt.2d" for data on a 2-dimensional do-
main) specifies a thresholded wavelet representation. For encoding, the DWT is
applied to X and the most important K latent features (i.e., wavelet coefficients)
are learned from the data and are retained. The decoding function then applies
the inverse DWT to the retained features. Our implementation uses the wavselim
R package (Whitcher, 2024) which uses the Daubechies orthonormal compactly
supported wavelet of length 8 (Daubechies, 1992), least asymmetric family and
uses periodic boundary conditions. Additional details are described in Appendix
C.

3. Setting learn = "ae" specifies an autoencoder representation. We implement
the autoencoder using the keras R package (Kalinowski et al., 2024). The encoder
and decoder functions are parametrized by neural networks with a single hidden
layer (defaulting to size 600) and a rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation function.
A linear activation function is used to map the hidden layer of the encoder to the
latent space, and either a linear and sigmoid (default) activation function can be
used to map from the hidden layer of the decoder back to the data space. By
default, the autoencoder is trained for 100 epochs using the ADAM stochastic
gradient descent algorithm (Kingma & Ba, 2017) to minimize either the mean
squared error (default) or binary cross-entropy loss functions using a mini-batch
size of 16.

4. Setting learn = "user" allows the user to specify their own latent feature repre-
sentation method. With this setting, the user must supply the learning function
for their method, that takes the data matrix X and the latent feature dimension
K as inputs and returns a list with two elements: functions named Encode and
Decode implementing the learned encoding and decoding transformation func-
tions fK and gK.

4.2 Squared Correlation Loss

In principle, any loss function that satisfies the properties outlined in Section 2 could be
used with the GLaRe() function and the package has been structured such that different
loss functions can be used in future iterations. The current implementation uses the
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complement of the squared correlation

1 − ρ2
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
= 1 −

[
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∑
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}]2
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∑
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∑
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1
N

T

∑
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Xi(t) and X̂
(K)
i =

1
N

T

∑
t=1

X̂(K)
i (t).

The criterion 1 − ρ2 is a relative measure, bounded between 0 and 1: 1 − ρ2 = 0 indi-
cates losslessness and 1 − ρ2 = 1 indicates that no information is preserved by the la-
tent feature representation method. Employing a relative measure ensures that choices
for the tolerance level ϵ are comparable across datasets that differ in scale and dimen-
sionality. One disadvantage of this measure is that it is undefined when the predicted
value is constant, we set 1 − ρ2 = 1 in our software when this happens. In Appendix
D, we highlight connections between squared correlation and the Predicted Residual
Sum of Squares (PRESS) in the context of PCA.

4.3 Cross-Validation Algorithm

Given the learning function (Section 4.1), the loss function (Section 4.2), the data matrix
X and a grid of values for K, GLaRe() implements a k-fold cross validation algorithm to
estimate the individual generalization errors (Algorithm 1). In principle, it is possible
to employ leave-one-out cross-validation by setting the number of folds to the number
of observations N. For leave-one-out cross-validation, the division into folds is sys-
tematic and does not induce any variability. However, in most real-world applications
we employ 5 or 10-fold cross-validation as an approximation to leave-one-out due to
computational considerations. In these cases, variability is induced by splitting of the
data into folds (i.e., the data rows are randomly shuffled and then divided into folds),
so we recommend fixing the random seed before running GLaRe() so that results are
reproducible. It can also be useful to re-run GLaRe() using different seeds to assess
the sensitivity of results to the random split and to decide whether to employ a larger
number of folds or even leave-one-out cross-validation.

4.4 Software Outputs

The GLaRe() function computes and returns the cross-validated information loss for
each individual observation in the dataset. It provides the custom graphic and the
heatmap shown in Figure 2 to summarize this distribution of information losses graph-
ically. If the qualifying criterion is met within the range of latent feature dimensions,
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the final model is fit to the full dataset at the qualifying dimension and the learned
encoding and decoding transformation functions are returned as R functions called
Encode() and Decode(). Further details on the graphical outputs from GLaRe are de-
scribed in Appendix B.

5 Discussion

We have introduced CLaRe, an evaluation framework for assessing and comparing la-
tent feature representation methods with a focus on compactness and near-losslessness.
A distinguishing feature of CLaRe is its focus on generalized quantiles of the distri-
bution of generalization errors rather than aggregated metrics (e.g., average or total
information loss) that reflect the distribution’s central tendency. Our framework uses
cross-validation to estimate the full distribution of generalization errors and proposes
to choose a representation such that a tolerance level of generalization error is met
for generalized quantiles of this distribution (e.g., worst case or 95th percentile) while
ensuring that the representation is as compact as possible. Thus, CLaRe enables the se-
lection of a compact, near-lossless latent feature representations that ensures statistical
modeling in the latent space can accurately reflect the underlying mechanisms of the
true data-generating process.

One of CLaRe’s strengths is that it facilitates comparisons between methods, al-
lowing comparisons between traditional tools such as PCA and modern approaches
such as autoencoders. Through case studies on three datasets—Glaucoma, Proteomic
Gels, and MNIST, we have demonstrated how CLaRe can guide the selection of the
most suitable latent feature representation based on dataset characteristics. The results
from these case studies reinforce the importance of such context-specific evaluation, as
the preferred representation method varied across datasets. For instance, the MNIST
dataset, with its large sample size relative to feature dimension, benefited from the flex-
ibility of the non-linear AE representation. In contrast, for the Proteomic Gels dataset,
which is characterized by a small sample size relative to its high-dimensional features,
the fixed DWT representation was preferred to the more flexible PCA and AE represen-
tations. We performed an experiment by manually decreasing the sample size of the
Glaucoma dataset and comparing the PCA and DWT representations which further
highlighted the trade-off between flexible methods and sample size. These case stud-
ies emphasize the role of dataset characteristics, such as sample size, dimensionality
and variance structure, in determining the most appropriate latent feature represen-
tation. CLaRe is a valuable framework to compare methods under a consistent set of
criteria in such contexts.

We have also described and documented our accompanying R package, GLaRe,
which implements the CLaRe framework and provides intuitive graphical summaries
for the user. GLaRe provides a flexible implementation of the framework where the
user can specify the criteria (e.g., tolerance level, attainment rate). It provides built-
in implementations of three latent feature representation methods – PCA, DWT and
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autoencoder – but it also allows the user to easily specify a latent feature representa-
tion method of their own. The package is publicly available and can be employed by
practitioners in any analysis that relies on latent feature representation methods.

Some limitations and future directions of this work are as follows. Our framework
focuses on compactness and near-losslessness, which are two of the most important
properties of a latent feature representation. However, other properties might also
need to be considered when selecting among representations, e.g., distribution and de-
pendence structure of features in the latent space, interpretability of the latent features,
computational time, and effort. In some situations, e.g., data measured with white
noise errors, attaining the (near-)losslessness property might not be possible. How-
ever, in these situations, it is still useful to quantify information loss at an individual
observation level so that it can acknowledged when presenting the results of subse-
quent modeling in the latent space. The current framework should also be extended to
handle dependent (e.g., multilevel, longitudinal, temporal/ spatial) data by including
structured variants of cross-validation for dependent datasets (Bergmeir et al., 2018;
Hornung et al., 2023; Roberts et al., 2017). In our case studies, we used standard ver-
sions of PCA, DWT and AE to facilitate general and straightforward comparisons but
future work could consider specialized implementations (e.g., smoothed functional
PCA or convolutional autoencoders). While our framework immediately extends to
more general non-Euclidean data objects, e.g., shapes (Srivastava et al., 2011), trees
(Wang & Marron, 2007), probability distributions (Petersen & Müller, 2016; Yang et al.,
2020) and correlation/ covariance matrices (Desai et al., 2023), specialized transforma-
tions that encourage a Euclidean structure in the latent space and preserve essential
properties when mapping back to the data space would need to be considered.

Supporting Information

Appendices A-E contain additional details of the analysis. R code scripts and data to
reproduce the analysis are available at GitHub4.
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A Additional Data Example: The phoneme Dataset

The phoneme dataset, from the book Nonparametric Functional Data Analysis: Theory and
Practice by Ferraty and Vieu (2006)5, is a dataset from the field of speech recognition
analysis. It emanates from an original dataset used in the book The Elements of Statistical
Learning by Hastie et al. (2009)6. The data contains observations of an audio signal that
is transformed to the log-periodogram scale at a range of frequencies. Ferraty and Vieu
(2006) provide N = 2000 observations of the signal discretized onto a grid of T = 150
equidistant frequencies, so that X is a 2000 × 150 matrix containing the signals in its
rows. Figure 8 displays a random sample of 8 observations from the dataset.
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Figure 8: A random sample of 8 observations from the phoneme dataset (Ferraty & Vieu,
2006; Hastie et al., 2009).

Figure 9 displays the results of applying our CLaRe framework to select among
PCA, DWT and AE representations for the phenome dataset. A grid of equally-spaced
values from 1 to 150 in increments of 5 was used for the latent feature dimensions. The
qualifying criterion was achieved for PCA and DWT but not for the AE. The qualifying
dimensions for PCA and DWT were qd = 126 and qd = 146, respectively. Hence, PCA
was the favored latent feature representation method for this dataset.

B Additional Details on Software Outputs and Function-
ality

The GLaRe() summary plot is the default graphic returned by the GLaRe() function
(Figure 10). The overall, or average, cross-validated loss is displayed in yellow, with
the analogous loss computed on the training data shown in green for comparison.

5Data available at https://www.math.univ-toulouse.fr/∼ferraty/SOFTWARES/NPFDA/
6Data available at https://hastie.su.domains/ElemStatLearn/
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Figure 9: Summary GLaRe() plot for the phoneme data. A grid of equally-spaced values
from 1 to 150 in increments of 5 was used for the latent feature dimensions.

Then, different quantiles of the distribution of individual cross-validated losses are
displayed to summarize the full distribution: the minimum and maximum are shown
in blue and red, respectively, a user-specified quantile of the distribution (set by the
cvqlines argument) is displayed in purple and the quantile of the distribution being
used as the attainment rate 1 − α (defaulting to 0.95, i.e., the 95th percentile) is dis-
played in light gray. The corresponding value of the tolerance level ϵ is overlaid as
gray dashed horizontal line, and hence the latent feature dimension (i.e., location on
the x-axis) at which the two gray lines meet corresponds to the qualifying dimension.
The tolerance level ϵ and the qualifying dimension (qd) are marked in bold and italic
typeface on the y and x axes, respectively. The GLaRe() function also returns a heatmap
as an alternative summary of the individual cross-validated loss distribution, and the
package also contains wrapper functions to display a dot-plot of the full distribution
of cross-validated losses, the ratio of training to cross-validated losses and the recon-
structions of individual observations at the qualifying dimension.

The GLaRe() function also returns a heatmap to display the full distribution of gen-
eralization errors (Figure 11). It is obtained by re-ordering the N values within each
column of the matrix of cross-validated information losses. The latent feature dimen-
sion is represented on the x-axis, the corresponding quantile of the generalization error
distribution at that feature dimension (i.e., column) is shown on the y-axis and the color
represents the value of the generalization error at that feature dimension and quantile.

The GLaRe package also contains wrapper functions that plot alternative sum-
maries of the cross-validated distribution of information losses; their outputs are dis-
played in Figure 12. The function distribution plot() produces a dot-plot of the in-
dividual cross-validated information loss distribution, where each point represents an
individual value and the points are colored according to the latent feature dimension
K (Figure 12 (a)).

When the qualifying criterion is met, the CLaRe framework fits the final model on
the full dataset at the qualifying dimension. The GLaRe package contains functions
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Figure 10: The summary plot produced by GlaRe(), demonstrated on the Glaucoma
dataset with PCA.

Figure 11: The heatmap returned by GLaRe() used to summarize the full distribution of
generalization errors (i.e., cross-validated estimates of information loss), demonstrated
on the Glaucoma dataset with PCA. The latent feature dimension is represented on
the x-axis, the corresponding quantile of the generalization error distribution at that
feature dimension is shown on the y-axis and the color represents the value of the
generalization error at that feature dimension and quantile.
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Figure 12: Additional wrapper functions that produce summary plots of GLaRe() out-
puts. (a) distribution plot() produces a dot-plot of the individual cross-validated
information loss distribution. (b) plot train validation ratio() produces a point
and line plot of the ratio of the total training and validation losses. Both plots are
demonstrated on the Glaucoma dataset with a PCA representation from Section 4.
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Figure 13: A single observation from the Glaucoma data (left) and its reconstruction
(right) using the final model fit from PCA at the qualifying dimension qd = 51. The
figure was generated using the plot eye reconstruction() function from the GLaRe
package. A cubed-root transformation is applied for visualization.

to visually inspect the reconstruction of individual observations from the final model.
Due to the non-standard structure of the Glaucoma, Proteomic Gels and MNIST data,
we have written custom functions to display side-by-side plots of the data observa-
tion and its reconstruction (Figures 13 – 15). For data objects which are 1-dimensional
signals, we provide a general function called plot 1D reconstruction() that displays
the original signal as a solid line and overlays its reconstruction as a dotted line (Fig-
ure 16). Unlike the specialized functions that plot side-by-side plots, this function can
display the reconstruction of more than one observation simultaneously.

C Wavelet Thresholding Algorithm

We use the Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT) algorithm implementation in the dwt()

function from the wavselim R package (Whitcher, 2024). The thresholding approach
we present below is described in full in Section 3.5 of Morris et al. (2011). Here we
demonstrate it on the DTI dataset from the refund R package (Goldsmith et al., 2020).
As our main focus is on the technical steps of the wavelet decomposition, we describe
the selection of the coefficients on the same sample of data that we want to reconstruct.
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Figure 14: A single observation from the Proteomic Gels data (left) and its reconstruc-
tion (right) using the final model fit from DWT at the qualifying dimension qd = 7801.
The figure was generated using the plot gels reconstruction() function from the
GLaRe package.

Data Reconstruction

Figure 15: A single observation from the MNIST Digits data (left) and its reconstruc-
tion (right) using the final model fit from AE at the qualifying dimension qd = 101.
The figure was generated using the plot mnist reconstruction() function from the
GLaRe package.
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Figure 16: Reconstructions of 8 observations from the phenome dataset (dotted lines)
overlaid on the original observations (solid lines). The reconstructions were computed
from the final model fit of PCA at the qualifying dimension qd = 126. The figure was
generated using the plot 1D reconstruction() function from the GLaRe package.
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However, in practice, Steps 3 and 4 would only be performed on the training data and
then validation data used to assess generalization error using a chosen truncation.

Step 1: Pad the Data to Dyadic Length: The DWT can only be applied to vectors of
dyadic length, i.e., a power of 2. In most cases, the we work with the N × T
data matrix X where T is not a power of 2 (i.e., log2(T) is not an integer). If this
is the case, we define log2(Tpad) as the smallest integer greater than log2(T).
We then add ⌈(Tpad − T)/2⌉ columns of 0’s to the left and ⌊(Tpad − T)/2⌋
columns of 0’s to the right side of X, so that the resulting matrix Xpad has
dimensions N × Tpad (Figure 17).
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Figure 17: Padding the DTI data to transform it from length T = 93 to Tpad = 128 = 27.

Step 2: Apply the DWT to Each Row: We then apply the DWT to each row of Xpad,
which transforms each vector from Tpad measurements of a time series (or
signal) to Tpad wavelet coefficients. By default, the waveslim::dwt() func-
tion employs “the Daubechies orthonormal compactly supported wavelet of
length L=8 (Daubechies, 1992), least asymmetric family” as the wavelet filter,
with periodic assumptions for the signal beyond the boundaries (Whitcher,
2024, p.7). We add store the wavelet coefficients for each row in the rows
of the N × Tpad matrix X∗. When we have expanded the original signal by
padding in Step 1, we can expect a number of the Tpad wavelet coefficients to
be 0, however this number is likely to be less than Tpad − T.

Step 3: Compute the Relative Energy Matrix: For each row of X∗, we have the vector
of wavelet coefficients X∗

i· = (X∗
i1, . . . , X∗

iTpad
)⊤. We denote the Total Energy for

the ith observation as the sum of its squared wavelet coefficients

Total Energyi =

Tpad

∑
k=1

X∗2
ik .

33



Next, we define the Cumulative Relative Energy for the ith observation and
wavelet coefficient k as

Relative Energyik =
∑{k:|X∗

ik′ |≥|X∗
ik|} X∗2

ik

Total Energyi
.

This quantity represents the proportion of the total energy that is explained
by the kth wavelet coefficient and all coefficients greater in absolute value
than it. Hence, smaller values indicate this coefficient is important and val-
ues closer to 1 indicate less importance (i.e., a value of 1 indicates that all of
the energy has been explained before this coefficient). Normalising by the
total energy is important because we summarise this quantity across all i as
a measure of importance in the next step, and the normalisation ensures that
it the importance is not obscured by the total energy of an individual signal.
We let En∗ represent the total energy matrix which contains Relative Energyik
in its ith row and kth column.

Step 4: Compute the Relative Energy Scree: To summarise the overall importance
of each of the wavelet coefficients we average each column of the matrix En∗.
We obtain the Tpad-dimensional Scree vector, that has the kth entry

Screek =
1
N

N

∑
i=1

Relative Energyik.

As with the individual relative energy matrix, coefficients with a lower aver-
age value are of greater importance while larger average values (closer to 1)
indicate less importance.

Step 5: Hard Thresholding Based on the Relative Energy Scree: For a given K <
Tpad, we threshold the wavelet coefficient matrix X∗ based on the relative
energy scree. That is, we retain the K columns of X∗ that have the smallest
values of Screek and set the remaining columns to 0. We denote the thresh-
olded version of X∗ by X̂∗(K).

Step 6: Apply IDWT to Each Row of the Thresholded Coefficient Matrix: To trans-
form back to the data space, we apply the inverse DWT (IDWT) to each row
of X̂∗(K). This will give use the reconstructed matrix N × Tpad

X̂(K)
pad = IDWT(X̂∗(K)).

To obtain a representation of the original signal length we simply discard
the first ⌈(Tpad − T)/2⌉ columns and the last ⌊(Tpad − T)/2⌋ columns to give
the matrix X̂(K). Figure 18 displays the reconstruction of the DTI data using
differing values of K, alongside the original data.
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Figure 18: Thresholded wavelet representations of the DTI data with differing values
of K, alongside the original data (bottom right).

D Additional Details on Squared Correlation Loss

D.1 Complement of the Predicted Correlation Squared (1 − ρ2)

Our loss measure is the complement of the squared correlation among the observed
data Xi(t) and its predicted value X̂(K)

i (t):

1 − ρ2
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
= 1 −

[
T

∑
t=1

{
Xi(t)− Xi

}{
X̂(K)

i (t)− X̂
(K)
i

}]2

T

∑
t=1

{
Xi(t)− Xi

}2 T

∑
t=1

{
X̂(K)

i (t)− X̂
(K)
i

}2 ,

where

Xi =
1
N

T

∑
t=1

Xi(t) and X̂
(K)
i =

1
N

T

∑
t=1

X̂(K)
i (t).

D.2 Predicted Residual Sum of Squares (PRESS)

The predicted residual sum of squares (PRESS) statistics measures the discrepancy, in
terms of total squared error, between the observed data Xi(t) and its predicted value
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X̂(K)
i (t). The PRESS statistic is defined as the squared Euclidean distance between the

observed data and its predicted value:

PRESS
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
=

T

∑
t=1

{
Xi(t)− X̂(K)

i (t)
}2

=

∥∥∥∥Xi(t)− X̂(K)
i (t)

∥∥∥∥2

=
{

Xi(t)− X̂(K)
i (t)

}⊤ {
Xi(t)− X̂(K)

i (t)
}

.

While we have defined the PRESS statistic for individual observations, given our focus
on individual information loss values, the total PRESS statistic summed over all obser-
vations is typically used to summarize the information loss in a PCA representation
(Bro et al., 2008).

Proof: Relationship between PRESS and 1 − ρ2 for PCA-
based Projections

When PCA is employed, X̂(K)
i (t) represents the projection of Xi(t) onto K-dimensional

subspace spanned by the first K eigenvectors from PCA. That is

X̂(K)
i (t) = ΦK︸︷︷︸

Eigenvectors

Φ⊤
K Xi(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸

PC Scores

= PXi(t).

where P = ΦKΦ⊤
K is the projection matrix, and ΦK ∈ Rp×K satisfies Φ⊤

K ΦK = IK
(i.e., the eigenvectors, by definition, are orthogonal). In the case where both Xi(t) and
X̂(K)

i (t) are mean-centered, i.e.,

Xi(t) = AXi(t) and X̂(K)
i (t) = AX̂(K)

i (t)
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for the centering matrix A = I − 1
T 11⊤, we can expand PRESS and ρ2 to get

PRESS
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
=

{
Xi(t)− X̂(K)

i (t)
}⊤{

Xi(t)− X̂(K)
i (t)

}
= Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)− 2Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)

i (t) + X̂(K)⊤
i· X̂(K)

i (t)

= Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)− 2Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)
i (t) + Xi(t)⊤ΦK Φ⊤

K ΦK︸ ︷︷ ︸
=IK

Φ⊤
K Xi(t)

= Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)− 2Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)
i (t) + Xi(t)⊤ ΦKΦ⊤

K Xi(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=X̂(K)

i (t)

= Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)− 2Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)
i (t) + Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)

i (t)

= Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)− Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)
i (t).

Likewise, we have

ρ2
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
=

{
X̂(K)(t)Xi(t)Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)(t)

}{
Xi(t)⊤Xi(t) X̂(K)⊤(t)X̂(K)

i (t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)

i (t)

}−1

=

{
X̂(K)⊤(t)Xi(t)Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)(t)

}{
Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)

i (t)
}−1

=X̂(K)⊤(t)Xi(t) Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)(t)
{

Xi(t)⊤X̂(K)(t)
}−1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=I

{
Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)

}−1

=X̂(K)⊤(t)Xi(t)
{

Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)
}−1

=X̂(K)(t)⊤Xi(t)
{

Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)
}−1

+

{
Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)

}{
Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)

}−1

−
{

Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)
}{

Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)
}−1

=1 −
{

Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)− X̂(K)(t)⊤Xi(t)
}

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=PRESS

{
Xi(t),X̂

(K)
i (t)

}
{

Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)
}−1

=1 − PRESS
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}{
Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)

}−1

.
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Thus, when we use the complement of the squared correlation as our loss, we have

Loss {Xi(t)} = 1 − ρ2
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
= PRESS

{
Xi(t), X̂(K)

i (t)
}{

Xi(t)⊤Xi(t)
}−1

=

PRESS
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
∑T

t=1 Xi(t)2
=

PRESS
{

Xi(t), X̂(K)
i (t)

}
∥Xi(t)∥2 ,

which is the PRESS statistic, normalized by the squared Euclidean norm of the vector
Xi(t). While an analogous relationship does not hold exactly when Xi(t) and X̂i(t)
are not centered, because of the non-commutativity between the centering matrix A
and the projection matrix P, it provides us with an intuition for 1 − ρ2 as a measure of
distance between the observed data and its predictions, that is normalized to account
for the scale of the data.

E Additional Results of Sample Size Experiment

Figures 19 and 20 display the results of re-running the sample size experiment from
Section 3.4 with a different value of the random seed. There are differences due to the
variability induced in the sub-sampling, but the general patterns identified in Section
3.4 remain the same.
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Figure 19: Results of re-running the sample size experiment presented in Figure 7 with
a different random seed.
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Figure 20: Results of re-running the sample size experiment presented in Figure 7 with
a different random seed.
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