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Abstract

We consider the problem of approximating a subset M of a Hilbert space X by a low-
dimensional manifold M,,, using samples from M. We propose a nonlinear approximation
method where M, is defined as the range of a smooth nonlinear decoder D defined on R™
with values in a possibly high-dimensional linear space Xy, and a linear encoder F which as-
sociates to an element from M its coefficients E(u) on a basis of a n-dimensional subspace
X, C Xy, where X,, and Xy are optimal or near to optimal linear spaces, depending on the
selected error measure. The linearity of the encoder allows to easily obtain the parameters
E(u) associated with a given element w in M. The proposed decoder is a polynomial map from
R™ to X which is obtained by a tree-structured composition of polynomial maps, estimated
sequentially from samples in M. Rigorous error and stability analyses are provided, as well as
an adaptive strategy for constructing a decoder that guarantees an approximation of the set M
with controlled mean-squared or wort-case errors, and a controlled stability (Lipschitz continu-
ity) of the encoder and decoder pair. We demonstrate the performance of our method through
numerical experiments.

1 Introduction

We consider the problem of approximating a subset M of a Hilbert space X by some low-dimensional
manifold, using samples from M. A large class of manifold approximation (or dimension reduction)
methods can be described by an encoder F : M — R™ and a decoder D : R® — X. The decoder
provides a parametrization of a n-dimensional manifold

M, ={D(a) : a € R"},

while the encoder is associated with the approximation process, and associates to an element u € M
a parameter value a = F(u) € R™. An element u € M is approximated by D o E(u) € M,. This
problem is equivalent to approximating the identity map on M by a composition D o E, which is
sometimes called an auto-encoder of M.

Linear methods consist in approximating M by a n-dimensional linear space M,, e.g. con-
structed by greedy algorithms in reduced basis methods, with a control of a worst-case error over
M, or proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) or principal component analysis (PCA) for a control
of a mean-squared error over M, see [19, 27, 5]. Although linear methods have been proved to be



efficient for numerous cases, there are many situations where the required dimension n to obtain
a good approximation of M is very large, which yields a prohibitive computational cost when it
comes to using M, for different online tasks such as inverse problems, optimization, uncertainty
quantification... To overcome limitations of linear methods, several nonlinear dimension reduction
methods have been introduced. First, different approaches consider for M,, a union of linear or
affine spaces [1, 13], that can be obtained by partitioning the set M into different subsets and
approximating each subset by a linear or affine subspace of fixed or variable dimension. In this
context, adaptive online strategies were proposed in [6, 25| with real-time applications. Different
neural networks architectures were also proposed, as in [14, 20, 21, 22], where encoders and de-
coders are both neural networks. Such approaches have been proved to give accurate results in
various applications, but suffer from scalability issues, as they involve the dimension of the high
dimensional space. Also, learning the nonlinear maps is a difficult task, which prevents to achieve
precision that is often requested in practical applications from computational science.

In this work, following [3, 16, 4, 15], we propose a nonlinear approximation method using a
nonlinear decoder with values in a linear space X of dimension N > n, and a linear encoder which
associates to an element u € M its coefficients on a basis of a n-dimensional subspace X,, C Xy,
where Xy (and X,,) are optimal or near-optimal spaces, e.g. obtained by PCA or greedy algorithms
depending on the desired control of the error. The linearity of the encoder allows to easily obtain
the parameters a = E(u) associated with a given element u in M. The proposed decoder is a
polynomial map from R™ to X which is obtained by a tree-structured composition of polynomial
maps, estimated from samples in M. More precisely, the proposed decoder takes the form

n N
D(a) = u + Zai%’ + Z gi(a)pi,
i=1 i=n+1
where the functions ¢1,...,¢onN form a basis of Xy, the functions 1, ..., ¢, form a basis of the
subspace X,,, and where the maps g; are defined recursively using compositions of polynomial maps.
Rigorous error and stability analyses are provided, as well as an adaptive strategy for constructing a
decoder that guarantees an approximation of the manifold M with controlled error in mean-squared
or wort-case settings, and a controlled stability (Lipschitz continuity) of the encoder and decoder
pair. The performance of our method is demonstrated through numerical experiments.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present different manifold
approximation methods, from classical linear methods to more recent nonlinear methods, with an
encoder-decoder point of view. We discuss limitations of state of the art methods and motivate the
introduction of a new approach based on compositions of functions. In Section 3, we present a new
nonlinear method with a linear encoder and a nonlinear decoder based on compositions of functions.
We present an error analysis in worst-case and mean-squared settings, and a stability analysis.
Based on the previous analyses, we propose in Section 4 an adaptive algorithm for the construction
of the encoder-decoder pair, which guarantees to approximate the manifold with a prescribed error
and Lipschitz constant of the auto-encoder. In Section 5, we illustrate the performance of our
approach through numerical experiments.

2 DManifold approximation and related n-widths

Dimension reduction methods can be classified in terms of the properties of their encoders and
decoders. The optimal performance of a given class &, of encoders from X to R™ and a given class



D,, of decoders from R™ — X can be assessed in worst-case setting by

w(M; &, D = inf sup |[[lu — D o E(u)||x.
(M Do)y = inf _ sup| (w)lx
This defines a notion of width of the set M. If the set M is equipped with a measure p with finite
order p moment, p > 0, the optimal performance can be measured in p-average sense by

1/p
(p) . _ . _ p
W0 piEn D = nt ([ - Do B@IRds)

2.1 Linear approximation

When the decoder D is a linear map, its range M, is a linear space with dimension at most n. This
corresponds to a linear approximation of the set M. Restricting both the decoder and the encoder
to be linear maps yields the approximation numbers

an(M) sup |lu— Do E(u)||x = inf sup ||lu— Aulx,

X = inf

DeL(R™;X),E€L(X;R™) yeM rank(A)=n ye M
where the infimum is taken over all linear maps A € L(X;X) with rank n. This characterizes
the optimal performance of linear methods. A set M is relatively compact if and only if a, (M) x
converges to 0 as n goes to infinity.

Restricting only the decoder to be a linear map yields the Kolmogorov n-width

(M) = ot o0, ok = D@l = inf e nf =l

which measures how well M can be approximated by a n-dimensional space. When X is a Hilbert
space, an optimal decoder-encoder pair (D, E') corresponds to the orthogonal projection Py, from
X onto an optimal n-dimensional space M,,. Given a basis 1, ..., @, of an optimal space M,, the
optimal decoder is D(a) = >, a;p; and the associated optimal encoder provides the coefficients in
R™ of the orthogonal projection Py, u, which is a linear and continuous map. Therefore, d,,(M)x =
an(M)x when X is a Hilbert space. However, for a Banach space X, the optimal encoder is possibly
nonlinear and non-continuous, but d,(M)x < a,(M)x < \/nd,(M)x [26].

In practice, optimal linear spaces in worst-case setting are out of reach but near-optimal spaces
M,, can be obtained by greedy algorithms [12], that generate spaces from samples in M. They
consist in constructing a sequence of nested spaces 0 = My C M; C --- C M,, C ... such that
M,, = span{vy,...,v,} and v,41 is an element from M which is not well approximated by M,
more precisely
Jnf flonyr —vllx 2 vsgﬁvi&gﬂ lu—vllx,

for some fixed constant 0 < v < 1. The performance of this algorithm has been studied in [12].
In practice, the set M can be replaced by a (large) finite set of samples uy, ..., u,, from M, and
the v; are selected from this finite set, see [7] for guaranteed approaches using sequential random
sampling in M.

When X is a Hilbert space and the error is measured in p-average sense with p = 2 (mean-
squared error), it yields the p-average Kolmogorov n-width dg)(M ,p)x [10] such that

AP = it it = D@lkdp( = int [ = PagulBdpt).



An optimal space M, is given by a dominant eigenspace of the operator T': X — X defined by

T:v— /M u(u,v)xdp(u),

de)(Mﬂp)X = ‘/Z)"L”
>n

where {\;};>1 is the sequence of eigenvalues of T', sorted by decreasing values. This is equivalent to

finding the n dominant singular values and right dominant singular space of the operator U : v €

X~ (u,v)x € L%(X), such that T'= U*U with U* : g € Lg — [y ug(u)dp(u) € X the dual of U.
An optimal space can be estimated in practice from samples u, ..., U, in M by solving

and

m
: o 12
dimll\I}[iniZ_; |wi — Pr, il

whose solution is the dominant eigenspace of the operator T:v— Yoty ui(ug, v) x. This is equiva-
lent to computing the singular value decomposition of the operator U:zeR"— o i € X,
whose dual is U* : v € X — ((us,v)x)7, € R™

If p is a probability measure with mean @ := [up(u) equal to zero, then T is the covariance
operator of p and M, is the space of principal components of p. If p has mean u # 0, we can
consider the covariance operator Tv = [, ,(u — @)(u — 4, v) xdp(u), and u € M is approximated by
u+ Py, (u—u), with M, the dominant eigenspace of T.

2.2 Nonlinear approximation

For many practical applications, linear approximation methods present a bad performance, which
requires to introduce nonlinear decoders.

For any (relatively) compact M, letting &, and D, be the sets of all possible nonlinear maps
yields w(M, &,,Dy)x = 0 for any n > 1. However, this corresponds to unreasonable approximation
methods. Restricting both the decoders and encoders to be continuous yields the notion of nonlinear
manifold width of DeVore-Howard-Micchelli [11]

n(M)x = inf sup |[u — D o E(u)| x,
DeC(R™";X),EcC(X;R™) yeM

which represents the performance of an optimal continuous approximation process. For numeri-
cal stability reasons, continuity is in general not sufficient. Further assuming that encoders and
decoders are Lipschitz continuous yields the notion of stable width introduced in [8]. Lipschitz
continuity ensures the stability of the corresponding approximation process with respect to per-
turbations, a crucial property when it comes to practical implementation. However, even when
imposing stability, nonlinear widths are usually associated with optimal nonlinear encoders whose
practical implementation may be difficult or even infeasible, e.g. associated with NP-hard opti-
mization problems. This difficulty appears when D(a) is a neural network or a tensor network with
parameters a, and we aim at finding an optimal parameter value a.

Restricting the encoder to be linear and continuous and allowing for arbitrary nonlinear decoders
yields sensing numbers

o0 = p i, 2 e = PG e

4



where the infimum is taken over all linear forms ¢1, ..., ¢, and all nonlinear maps D. This provides
a benchmark for all nonlinear approximation methods with linear encoders, which is relevant in
many applications where the available information on u is linear (point evaluations of functions,
local averages of functions or more general linear functionals). In information-based complexity
(IBC) [28], sn(M)x is known as the worst-case error of non-adaptive deterministic algorithms using
n linear information. Similar notions of error exist for average case setting, and random information
or algorithms.

2.3 Nonlinear approximation with linear encoders and nonlinear decoders with
values in linear spaces

The class of nonlinear decoders has to be restricted to some subsets of decoders with feasible
implementation. A practical approach consists in restricting the encoder to be linear and the
decoder D to take values in some linear space Xy with dimension N > n. The range of D is a
nonlinear manifold M,, in Xy. Given a basis ¢1,...,ox of Xy, the decoder can be written in the
form

D(a) = Dr(a) + Dy (a), (1)

where Dy, is the linear operator from R™ to X,, := span{¢, ..., ¢, } defined by
n
Dp(a) = aip;,
i=1

and Dy maps R™ to the complementary space of X,, in Xy,

N

Dn(a) = Y gi(a)es.

1=n+1

where the functions g; : R — R are nonlinear maps.

For an orthonormal basis, if we choose the linear encoder E(u) = (a;(u))’; with a;(u) =
(u, pi)x, then Dp(E(u)) = Px,u is the orthogonal projection of v onto X,,, and Dy (F(u)) is a
nonlinear correction in the orthogonal complement of X, in Xy. The space X,, can be seen as a
choice of a coordinate system for the description of the nonlinear manifold M,,. The space Xy
and its subspace X, can be optimized but a practical choice consists in taking for these spaces the
optimal or near-optimal spaces of linear methods, given by principal component analysis (optimal
in mean-squared error) or greedy algorithms (close to optimal in worst case error), see Section 2.1.

Remark 2.1. We can also consider a decoder with values in an affine space u+ Xy, and an affine
encoder providing the coefficients a = E(u) of uw — @ in the subspace X, C Xy. This is classical
when performing a principal component analysis, where u = fM udp(u) is chosen as the expectation
of a probability measure p on M.

Remark 2.2. FEven if the decoder is nonlinear, the error is lower bounded by the Kolmogorov width
dn(M)x in worst-case setting or by the average Kolmogorov width d%) (M, p)x in mean-squared
setting. Hence, when these widths present a slow convergence with N, the approach may require a

large value of N.



The structure of the decoder is based on the observation that in many applications, for an
element u € M, the coefficients a;(u) for i« > n can be well approximated as functions g;(F(u))
of a few coefficients E(u) = (a;(u));,. However, even for manifolds M that can be well approxi-
mated by such a low-dimensional manifold M,,, the functions g;, and therefore the map Dy may be
highly nonlinear and difficult to estimate. The authors in [3, 16] restrict the maps g; to quadratic
polynomials. Higher degree polynomials were used in [15], but only sums of univariate polynomials
were considered, for complexity issues. Such restrictions may lead to a limited performance of
these methods in practice. The authors in [4, 9] used highly expressive approximation tools such as
neural networks or random forests, but the resulting accuracy is not what could be expected from
these tools. This is due to the difficulty of learning with such approximation tools using limited data.

In this paper, we propose a new decoder architecture based on compositions of polynomials.
This architecture is based on the observation that in many applications, a coefficient a;(u) for i > n
may have a highly nonlinear relation with the first n coefficients a = E(u) but a much smoother
relation when expressed in terms of a and additional coefficients a;(u) with n < j < 4. This
observation suggests the following compositional structure of the decoder’s functions

gi(a) = fi(a, (gj(@))n<j<n,),

where the f; are polynomial functions. The use of global polynomial functions allows us to learn
functions f; from a finite training sample, although the variables (a, (g;(a))n<j<n,;) take values in
a set of measure zero in R™:.

Example 2.3. As a simple and illustrative example, consider a one-dimensional manifold M =
{u(t) = a1(t)p1+az(t)pataz(t)ps : t € [~1,1]}, with a1 (t) = t, ax(t) = 5t3—4t and a3(t) = 625¢10—
1500t% + 12005 — 340t* + 16t2. M is contained in the 1-dimensional manifold My = {D(a;) =
a1p1 + g2(a1)p2 + gs(a1)es : a1 € R}, with go(t) = ax(t) and g3(t) = as(t). Figures 1(a) and 1(b)
represent the functional relation between as and a1 and between as and ay, respectively. On Figure
1(c), we observe the manifold M and a bivariate polynomial fs such that as(t) = f3(a1(t),a2(t)) =

fs(ai(t), g2(a1(1)))-
3 Nonlinear approximation using compositional polynomial net-
works

In this section, we introduce a manifold approximation method based on a linear encoder and a
nonlinear decoder based on compositions of polynomials. We provide error and stability analyses
that will allow us to design a controlled constructive algorithm in the next section.

3.1 Description of the encoder and decoder

Let w € X and ¢1,...,pN be an orthonormal basis of a space Xy provided by some optimal or
near to optimal linear approximation method, and let X,, be a subspace of Xy spanned by basis
functions ¢;, i € I = {i1,...,i,}. We consider for the encoder F the map which associates to

u € M the coefficients E(u) = ((u — 1, ;) x )ier of the orthogonal projection of u — @ onto X,,. For
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Figure 1: Illustrative example for a one-dimensional manifold in R3.
the decoder, we consider the map D : ¢5(I) — R defined by

N
D(a) =u+ Y gi(a)p;
i=1
with g, (a) :=ap for k=1,...,n,and for all i € I¢:={1,...,N}\ I,
gi(a) = fi((gj(a))jes,),

with S; = {1,...,n;}, n; < i and f; : R™ — R a n;-variate polynomial whose structure will be
discussed later.

The choice of the set I should be determined such that @ + X,, provides a good approximation
of M, but also such that the functions g; have a low complexity. The ordering of basis functions
may be optimal in the sense that the set I = {1,...,n} provides an optimal linear subspace X,, of
dimension n, for any 1 <n < N. However, it may be relevant to define an encoder associated with
indices I that cannot be well approximated as functions of other coefficients. This is the reason
why we here consider a general set I, whose practical construction will be discussed in Section 4.

3.2 Control of approximation error

We here analyse the error of approximation of the manifold M by D o E(M), in mean-squared or
worst case settings. This is equivalent to measuring the quality of approximation of the identity



map id : M — X by D o E. We consider the mean-squared error

1/2
(Do B)i= lid—DoBlai= ([ = D(Bw)Ian(w)
and the worst-case error

exx(DoE) = |lid— Do Els := su]\[} |lu — D(E(u))| x-
ue

We aim at providing a methodology which guarantees a prescribed relative precision e, i.e.
ep(D o E) < € ep(0),

with p =2 or p = 0co. An element v € M admits a decomposition

u—u—l—Zaz u)p; + ry(u),

with a;(u) = (@i, u — @)x and ry(u) = (id — Px,)(u — u), and
lu = DE@)[5 =Y lai(w) = gi(Bw) | + [[rn (w)ll%-
iele
We deduce the following bounds of the mean-squared and worst-case errors.

Lemma 3.1. It holds
e2(DoE)’ = ey + [rnl3,

ielc
with
%fﬂm—%om@=ﬁﬁmw—%wmmwmm
and
€oo(D o E) < Z €ioo T 7N loos
ielc
with

€ioo = [lai — gi © Elloc = sup |a;(u) — gi(E(u))|.
ueM

The above lemma shows that the error can be controlled with a suitable choice of N and with
a suitable control of the errors ¢; .

Proposition 3.2. Let e > 0, § € [0,1] and p =2 or p = co. Let N be the minimal integer such
that
I llp < Beey(0).
Assume that for all i € I,
€ip < €ip,
with

Z &7y < (1-B%) €% ea(0)?,

icle



forp=2, or
D fine < (1= B)eex(0),
iele
for p=o00. Then it holds
ep(D o B) < ey (0).

A natural choice is to equilibrate the error due to the projection onto X and the errors due to
the approximation of coefficients, by taking 8 = 1/y/2 for p = 2 or = 1/2 for p = co. However,
the parameter 8 allows an additional flexibility. A high value of 5 may be interesting when the
convergence of ||[ry||, with N is slow and the coefficients a;(u) = (¢;, v — @)x are rather easy to
approximate in terms of E(u). A low value of 5 may be relevant when |7y||, decreases rapidly
with NV and the coefficients a;(u) are difficult to approximate in terms of F(u).

The choice of an increasing sequence of tolerances (€ p)icre allows to require less and less
precision for the approximation of coefficients a;(u) as the index i increases. Indeed, when the
sequence of functions ¢; results from an optimal or near optimal linear approximation method,
with a natural ordering, coefficients a;(u) are in general more and more difficult to approximate as
the index ¢ increases. A practical choice consists in taking

Eo=wP (1= %) ees(0) or & =wi(l— B)€en(0),

with weights w; > 0 such that ;. w; =1, e.g.

wi =i %, i€l (2)
Jele
for some a > 0.

The infimum of the error ¢; , over all possible maps g; may not be zero. This is the case when
there is no functional relation between a;(u) and the coefficients E(u). Also, when using for the
maps f; some approximation tool with limited complexity (e.g. polynomials with some prescribed
degree), the obtained error €;;, may not achieve the required precision. In these situations, the
index ¢ should be taken in the set I of reference parameters. This suggests an adaptive choice of I
and the associated encoder, as will be proposed in Section 4.

3.3 Control of stability

For practical use, it is important to control the stability of the approximation process, or sensitivity
to perturbations. The chosen encoder, as a map from X to ¢5([), is 1-Lipschitz and therefore ideally
stable. Indeed, for any u,u € X,

IE(u) — E@)]2 = O [(u— 1, ¢:)x|*)"? = || Px, (u—0)|lx < [|u— il
el
In general, for a given u € M, we do not have access to the exact evaluation E(u) of the encoder,
so that it is important to also control the Lipschitz continuity of the decoder.
Let A= {E(u) : u € M} C {3(I) be the set of parameters values when u spans the whole set
M. We study the Lipschitz continuity of the decoder as a map from A to X. Let v = (;);ese. For
i eI welet B; ={b=(gj(a))jes, : a € A} C R™ which we equip with the norm

-1
16li.y = max{[|(bj)jerns:ll2: max ~;{b;[},



and we define a corresponding Lipschitz norm of function f; : B; — R as

|fi(b) = fi(¥)]

A1K3 —- 3
||f || :’Y bb’EB ||b b ||7,,’y ( )

Proposition 3.3. Let v = (Vi)icre and assume || fillin < vi for all i € I¢. Then for all a,d’ € A,
it holds

ID(a) = D(a)llx < (147 2lla —d'||2.

iel¢

Proof. For a,a’ € A, it holds

1D(a) - ()Hx—Ha—aHerZIQZ — gi(a).

ielc

We then show by induction that functions g; are v;-Lipschitz from /(1) to R, for all i € I¢. For ¢
the minimal integer in 1€, we have S; C I and therefore

l9i(a) — gi(a')| = | fi((gj(a))jes,) — fi((g;(a’))jes,)]
<7ill(g;(a))jes; — (g5(a’))jes; ll2
<7illa — d'[|2.

For any i € I¢, assuming that g; is v;-Lipschitz for j € S; C {1,...,7 — 1}, it holds
|9i(a) — gi(a’)] < vimax{||(g;(a) — g;(@))jes,ntll2; Dhax 75 Hgi(a) = gj(a)[}

< gymax{lla = o2, max 27 ylla - o2}

= illa — d'[|a.
This concludes the proof. ]

Remark 3.4 (Estimation of Lipschitz norms). In practice, we can estimate the Lipschitz constant
| fillin given by (3) using training data. More precisely, given samples u® o u™ in Moand
corresponding samples a®) = E(u®) € A and b*) = (g;(a™))jcs, € Bi, 1 <k < m, we estimate

£ (0% — f;(0*))

1<1c<k:’<m Hb(k) — bk

1 fillin =

Hin

4 An adaptive algorithm

We now present an adaptive algorithm for the construction of the encoder and decoder, in order to
obtain a prescribed precision for the approximation of a manifold, in mean-squared or worst-case
settings, and a control of the stability of the decoder.

Our objective is to provide an algorithm that delivers an encoder F and a decoder D such that

ep(Do E) = |lid— Do E||, < €e(0),

10



with p = 2 or p = 0o, and such that
|1D(a) = D(a)l2 < Llja — a'l|

for all a,a’ € E(M), where € and L are prescribed by the user. Proposition 3.2 provides conditions
on the truncation index N and the approximation errors ¢; ), of the coefficients by the maps g; in
order to satisfy the relative precision €. Proposition 3.3 provides a condition on the Lipschitz norms
of functions f; in order to guarantee that D is L-Lipschitz. In practice, we rely on a finite number
of samples wW . u™ in M, which is equivalent to consider the above conditions with a discrete
manifold M = {u(l), . ,u(m)} or a discrete measure p = Y " 0, ). Therefore, we keep a general
presentation of the methodology.

4.1 Selection of the space Xy

We determine the space X from an optimal or near-optimal linear approximation method.

Mean-squared setting. For p = 2, we can set 4 = 0 and consider the operator T : X —
X defined by Tv = [, u(u,v)xdp(u) and compute its eigenvectors (¢;);>1 sorted by decreasing
eigenvalues (\;);>1. The optimal linear space Xy of dimension N is provided by the span of the
first N eigenvectors, and the error |[ry||3 < > ;. y Ai. Therefore, N is chosen as the minimal
integer such that /.y Ai < Beea(0). When X = RM and p is a discrete measure p = > 1" 8,0,
T is identified with a matrix T = > ", u® @ u®. When RM is equipped with the Euclidian
norm || - ||2, the vectors ¢; are obtained as the M dominant left singular vectors of the matrix
A= (u(l), . ,u(m)) e RM>m  with associated singular values o; such that \; = 01-2. When RM is
equipped with a norm [|v||% = v Mxv = ||M)1(/2’UH%, with Mx a symmetric positive definite matrix,
the (yi,0;) are the left singular vectors and associated singular values of the matrix M )1(/ A,

When p is a probability measure, we can choose & = [ 2 udp(u) and consider instead the
covariance operator Tv = [, (u — @)(u — 4,v) xdp(u) or in the discrete setting, the matrix T’ =
S (u® — @) ® (u® — @) or the corresponding matrix A = (uY) —a,...,u(™ —a).

Remark 4.1. For high-dimensional problems (M > 1), we can rely on randomized methods for
estimating near-optimal linear spaces Xy, see [18] or [2] in the context of model order reduction.

Worst-case setting. For p = 0o, we can use a (weak) greedy algorithm to determine a near opti-
mal space Xy = span{vi,...,vn}, as described in Section 2.1, and obtain the vectors @1, ..., N by
Gram-Schmidt orthonormalization. Provided an upper bound oy (u) of ||ry(u)||x = ||u — Pxyullx,
we run the greedy algorithm and select N as the minimal integer such that sup,c,; on(u) <
€ o (0) = € sup,cpy |lullx. In a discrete setting, where we only have access to samples u(!), ..., u(™
in M, we replace M in the above expression by the discrete set M = {u(l), R u(m)}.

4.2 Control of the error and stability

Satisfying a prescribed precision for the errors ¢; ;, or a prescribed bound for Lipschitz constants of
maps f; may be a difficult task for some indices ¢ € {1,..., N}. This may require to progressively
adapt the set of indices I associated with the encoder, whose coefficients are not approximated,
and the subsets of parameters 5; for ¢ € I¢. At one step of the adaptive algorithm, we are given

11



the set I and its complementary set I¢ in {1,..., N}. Some coefficients, with indices denoted by
J C I¢ remain to be approximated with a controlled precision and stability, while coefficients with
indices I¢\ J have been already approximated with success at previous steps. At this step, for the
approximation of coefficients with indices J, we demand that the errors and Lipschitz constants
satisfy

€ip<€p and v =|filliy <, forallieJ,

with suitable bounds €;,, and #; defined below. At the end of the step, if some indices i € J do
not satisfy the above error and stability conditions, we augment the corresponding sets .5; and
eventually augment the set I, as described in section 4.3.

Control of error for p = 2. In the mean-squared setting (p = 2), we want to satisfy
E: %2+§:é2§(1—ﬁ%3@mf.
jeINJ jEJT

Therefore, we can define for all ¢ € J

&y = wil(1=F%)eea(0)* = Y iy) (4)

JEINJ

with weights (w;)ics such that Y. ;w; =1, e.g. w; =%/ Zjero‘ with a > 0. The weights w; of
the remaining indices ¢ € J are updated at each step of the algorithm. In the above expression,
€2 involves the true errors €9 for indices j € I¢\ J that have been already approximated with
success. A more conservative choice consists in defining

&y = wi(l — f*)eea(0)?, (5)

where the weights (w;)ics at this step are chosen such that >, ;w; =1—3" e\ yw;. The weights
wj, j € I¢\ J, correspond to the values determined at the steps where the corresponding coefficients
have been approximated with success. We define w; := w}(l = 2jere\J w;), with djeswi=1eg
wi=1i%/3 e, 3% a>0.

Control of error for p = co. In the worst case setting (p = 00), we want to satisfy

3 e+ Y 6 < (1 Beenc(0).

jeINT jeJ

Following the same reasoning as above, we can define for each i € J

00 = wi((1 = Beeco(0) = D €jo0) (6)

jere\J

with weights (w;);es such that Zie sw; =1, or for a more conservative condition, we can define

Gioo = wWi(l— D wj)(1— B)ee(0), (7)

jere\J

where w; =3 wi =1, for egwj =1/, ;j% a > 0.

12



Control of stability. In order to guarantee that the decoder D if L-Lipchitz, we want to satisfy

1+ Y 4> <

JeINJT jeJ

Therefore, we can define the values of 7; for i € J as

Vo=l —1- > ), (8)

with >, 0 = 1, eg. w; = i/ ;7% with o > 0. The v; for j € I°\ J are the Lipschitz
norms || f;||;~ of the functions f; that have been determined with success at previous steps of the
algorithm. For a more conservative choice, we can set

V=oil- Y @)(L? -1, 9)

jeIe\J

still with ), ;@ = 1, and where the @;, j € I°\ J, correspond to the values determined at the
steps where the corresponding coefficients have been approximated with success.

4.3 Description of the algorithm

Based on the above analysis, we propose the following adaptive algorithm.

We first set I = {1,...,n} for some n > 1. The choice of n may be guided by an a priori
estimation of the dimension of the manifold M (e.g. if generated by some map from R™ to X), or
it can be determined such that ||id — Px,, ||, < €0 €,(0) with €y larger than the desired precision e,
but sufficiently small to guarantee that the approximation uw + Px, (v — @) provides a reasonable
approximation of u for all u € M.

We then let J = {n+1,..., N} be the indices of the coefficients to be approximated. We set
S; =1 for all i € J and set k = n. Then while J # (), we perform the following steps

e Update the bounds €, for the errors ¢; )y, for all i € J, using (4) or (5) for p = 2, or (6) or
(7) for p = 0.

Update the bounds #; for the Lipschitz constants || fi|i, for all ¢ € J, using (8) or (9).

For all i € J,

— Compute a polynomial f; (see Section 4.4),

— Compute the error €, = ||a; — g; o E||p, and Lipschitz norm ~; = || fil|i 4,

— If ¢;, <€ and ; < #;, then set J < J \ {i}, otherwise set S; - S; U {k + 1}.

Ifk+1eJ, thenset I < ITU{k+ 1} and J < J\ {k+1}.

Set k + k+ 1.

13



4.4 Polynomial approximation

In this section, for a given ¢ € I¢, we discuss the approximation of the coefficient a;(u) := y by a
polynomial f;(x) of variables z := (gj(a(u)));es, € R? with d := |S;|. Note that y may not be a
function of = but may be approximated sufficiently well by a function f;(z) in order to reach the
target precision €; j.

In practice, we have access to samples y*) = a;(u)) and 2* = (gj(a(u(k))));-lzl, 1<k<m.
We can then estimate the function f; from the samples {(z*),4(*)) : 1 < k < m}, e.g. by least-
squares minimization

min Y | fi(z®) —y®P?
k=1

iEP

with P some set of polynomials over R?, eventually constructed adaptively. The variable z and the
corresponding samples =(*) belong to the set B := {(g;(a(u)));es, : © € M} which may be a non
trivial domain of R? but more importantly, B is a set of Lebesgue measure zero in R? for d > n.
However, approximation over such sets, even for a finite number of samples, is still feasible with
polynomials.

Remark 4.2. With this approach, we have a direct control of the error €, = |la; — gi(a)|l, =
ly — fi(x)||p, with x = (g;(a))jes,, or more precisely of their empirical counterparts. However, in
a mean-squared setting, it is possible to rely on (cross-)validation methods to estimate the error
€ip. Another approach would consist in estimating f; from samples k) = (aj(u(k)))jesi of the
true coefficients a;(u) = (¢;,u)x. The interest is that the estimation of the functions f; can in
principle be parallelized, since it does not require the knowledge of functions g;, j € S;. Also, there
is a possible benefit since variables x may now belong to a set with nonzero Lebesque measure, that
could make the estimation of f; more robust. However, the control of errors and stability requires
the knowledge of the functions g;, j € S;, that makes parallelization not possible. This approach is
not further considered in this paper.

Since the dimension d is possibly large, structured polynomial approximations are required.
Sparse approximations. One standard approach is to use sparse polynomial approximation by

considering
P =Py :=span{z® := 27 .. .x(’}d t A €A},

with A a structured set of multi-indices in N%. A set A is downward closed if for each A € A, all
B € N¢ such that 8 < X belong to A. For a downward closed set A, it holds

Pa = span{¢y(z) := gﬁ}\l(a:l) ... qﬁgl\d(a:d) A e}

whatever the choice of univariate polynomial bases {gf){c}kzo, where gbi is a polynomial of degree k
in the variable x;. Classical sets of multi-indices in high dimension include

e Set with bounded total degree p: A = {\ € N : Z;l:l Aj < p}, with A = (I:!:g)!,

e Set with bounded partial degree p and order of interaction I: A = {\ € N9 @\ < p, H{j: A\ #
0| <1},
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e Hyperbolic cross set with degree p: A = {\ € N : ]_[;»lzl(/\j +1) < p+ 1}, with [A| ~
mlog(m + 1)%.

The approximation can be further sparsified using a greedy algorithm or a sparsity-inducing reg-
ularization (e.g. ¢ regularization and LARS-homotopy algorithm), which yields a sequence of
subsets of A, one of which being selected using model selection method (e.g., using cross-validation
error estimation).

Low-rank approximations. An alternative approach to sparse polynomial approximation is to
consider hierarchical low-rank approximations (or tree tensor networks), that consists in taking for
P a set of low-rank tensors in the tensor product polynomial space P, ® ... ® P, = Pf?d. These
approximations can be estimated using dedicated learning algorithms, see [17, 23].

Choice of bases. For the stability of least-squares approximation, it is important to work

with orthonormal or near to orthonormal polynomial bases. The measure v on B is the push-

forward measure of the measure p on M through the map which associates to u € M the vector

(9j(E(u))jes,- In practice, we only have access to samples ) of this measure. Therefore, an

orthonormal polynomial basis of L2(B) is out of reach in practice. We here propose to consider

the domain I' =T'; x ... xI'q D B such that I'; = [min,en g5 (E(w)), maxyen gj(£(w))], which can
(k)

be estimated with samples z;" of g;(E(u™)). Then we equip T’ with the uniform measure and

consider associated (tensor products of) Legendre polynomials.

Remark 4.3. Tensor products of univariate Chebychev polynomials could be considered as well,
that could be more relevant for a control of error in uniform norm. We could also estimate the
(k)

marginals vj of v from samples z;, and construct orthonormal polynomials with respect to these
estimated measures. This may further improve the stability of least-squares approximation.

5 Numerical experiments

We now illustrate the performance of the proposed method on three different benchmarks. In all
benchmarks, we generate a set of m training samples wy, ..., uy, in X = RP, which we equip with
the euclidian norm.

For compositional polynomial networks (CPN), we use compositions of sparse polynomials
(CPN-S) or low-rank polynomials using tree tensor networks (CPN-LR). We choose @, X, and
Xn based on empirical PCA on the training samples. In all experiments, we set 5 = 1/2 and
L = 50 (unless otherwise stated), to ensure that the decoder is robust, i.e that it is not too sensi-
tive to small pertubations in the input.

We will first compare with a method without compositions, using for the g; either sparse poly-
nomials (Sparse) or low-rank polynomials using tree tensor networks (Low-Rank).

For both CPN-S and Sparse, we use hyperbolic cross sets for defining the background polynomial
spaces P. We use sparsity-inducing ¢1-regularization and a LASSO-LARS homotopy algorithm that
procudes a collection of candidate polynomial subspaces. For each subspace from this path, we re-
estimate a classical least-squares approximation and we rely on cross-validation (leave-one-out)
for model selection. For CPN-LR and Low-Rank, we use adaptive tree tensor networks using the
library tensap [24], implementing the algorithm from [17, 23]. We also rely on validation for model
selection.
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For comparison, we will also consider the quadratic manifold approximation method of [3, 16]
(Quadratic), with a decoder of the form

n
D(a) =u-+ Zami + Z ;0504
i=1 1<i<j<n
where % and the orthonormal vectors o1, ..., @, are chosen based on empirical PCA. The resulting
approximation is in an affine space of dimension N = n(n + 3)/2. The vectors ¢;;, 1 <i < j < n,
are solutions of the optimization problem

m

min Y~ [lux — D(E(w))[I%
(#ig) 15

where E(v) = ((v — 4, i) x ).

We also compare to the approach of [15] using for the maps g; additive polynomials (sums of
univariate polynomials, i.e. g;(a) = > pii(a;) with p;; a polynomial of degree p). We rely on
an alternating minimizing method (AM), which successively optimize over polynomials (p;;) and
over the orthonormal functions y;, 1 <4 < N, the latter optimization problem being an orthogonal
Procrustes problem. The method is denoted (Additive-AM).

For both (Quadratic) and (Additive-AM) methods, we introduce an ¢s regularization, as orig-
inally done by the authors, and use a grid search method to determine an optimal regularization
term.

We use as error measure the relative error

S Jluk — D(E(ur)|I%
k=1

RE = -
> el
k=1

and denote by REt.n and REe the relative errors over the training and test sets, respectively.

5.1 Korteweg-de Vries (KdV) equation

We consider a classical benchmark in nonlinear dispersive waves which describes how waves prop-
agate through shallow water. More precisely, we consider the propagation of a soliton in a one-
dimensional domain with periodic boundary conditions, described by the Korteweg-de Vries (KdV)
equation

@ + 4u@ + @

ot ox  Ox3

where u : [—m, 7] x [0,1] — R denotes the flow velocity of the wave. The initial condition given by

uo(z) = 1 + 24sech?(v/8x) [15]. We consider the manifold K = {u(t) : t € [0,1]}. Functions are

evaluated on a grid of D = 256 equispaced points over the spatial domain [—7, 7] and identified with

vectors in X € RP. The samples are collected by evaluating the solution u(t) every At = 0.0002

time units over the time domain [0, 1], therefore resulting into 5001 samples (initial condition

included). The first m = 1001 samples, corresponding to times t € [0,0.2] are taken as training
data, and we use as test samples the remaining 4000 samples corresponding to times t € [0.2,1].
We perform various experiments on KdV to illustrate the properties of the proposed method.

=0,
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Comparison with other methods. We run our method CPN-LR with a target precision € =
10~* and a polynomial degree p = 5, which results in a manifold dimension n = 2, and a dimension
N = 43. We emphasize that for CPN, the dimension n is selected by the adaptive algorithm,
whilst it is fixed a priori for other methods. We compare different methods in Table 1 for the
same manifold dimension n = 3. We observe that CPN-LR outperforms other methods by more
than three orders of magnitude. We note that Sparse an Low-Rank already provided a significant
improvement compared to other methods from the literature.

Method pln| N RE: ain RE:est
Linear /12| / 1663x107|6.85x1071
Quadratic 2125 [533%x10°1]560x10"T
Additive-AM 52 43]384x107"[3.96x107!
Sparse 51243 ]1.72x107" [ 1.82x 107!
Low-Rank 5243 ]747x1072 | 7.94 x 1072
CPN-LR (e=10"%) | 5 | 2 | 43 | 6.73 x 107° | 6.91 x 107°

Table 1: (KdV) Comparison of methods for the same manifold dimension n = 2. For CPN, we use
low-rank polynomials.

Figures 2 and 3 illustrate the predicted solutions for the different methods. We observe that
the solutions given by CPN perfectly predict the true solution over the whole time interval.
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Figure 2: (KdV) Predictions for different methods, with n = 2.
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Quadratic
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7 (a) u(-,t) at t =0.5 (b) u(,t)att=1

Figure 3: (KdV) Comparison between methods for two snapshots, with n = 2.
Influence of the polynomial degree. In Table 2, we illustrate the influence of the polyno-

mial degree p on the results of CPN. We observe that a high value of p allows to capture higher
nonlinearities in the relations between coefficients a;(u), hence a lower manifold dimension n.

Method | p | n | N RE¢rain REest

CPN-S [3]9[43]740x107° | 7.57%x107°
417143 1752x107° [ 7.712x107°
51543 | 7.17x107° | 7.36 x 10~°

CPN-LR | 3|4 |43]6.88x107° | 7.35 x 107
413]4316.85x107° | 7.05 x 107°
513143 7.13x107° | 7.30 x 10~°

Table 2: (KdV) Results of CPN with different degrees p for e = 107

Behavior of the algorithm. In Table 3, we illustrate the results for various target precisions
€. We observe that the algorithm returns an approximation satisfying the desired precision, with
increasing dimensions n and N and number of compositions as € decreases. The results also suggest
that using low-rank approximation can lead to a smaller n than sparse polynomial approximation,
due to the higher approximation power of the former. Figure 4 shows the errors coefficient-wise for
Sparse and for CPN-S. We can see the power of using compositions of polynomial maps.

For CPN-S, the graphs of compositions for coefficients a1g, ao1 and a41 can be visualized in
Figure 5. The coefficient aj¢ is simply approximated in terms of the parameters a, whilst the
coefficients ag1 and a4o are expressed as compositions of polynomials. The full learning procedure
for e = 10* and p = 5 is detailed in Table 4.
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Precision | Method | n | N | Neomp RE:t;ain RE;est
e=10"1 | CPN-S | 2|15 2 6.2x 1072 | 6.4x 1072
CPN-LR | 2 | 15 0 6.x107%2 | 6.2x 1073
e=10"2 | CPN-S [3]25 5 6.67 x 1073 | 6.84 x 1073
CPN-LR | 2 | 25 1 5.94 x 1073 | 6.12 x 1073
e=10"3 ] CPN-S [3 ]34 8 6.83x 10| 7x1071%
CPN-LR | 2 | 34 4 6.26 x 10~% | 6.42 x 1077
e=10"%*| CPN-S | 5] 43 8 717 x107° | 7.36 x 107°
CPN-LR | 2 | 43 5 713 x107° | 7.30 x 107
e=10"°| CPN-S |6 |52 11 6.76 x 1076 [ 6.91 x 10~
CPN-LR | 3 | 52 9 6.30 x 1079 | 7.37 x 107

Table 3: (KdV) Comparison between CPN-S (sparse approximation) and CPN-LR (low-rank ap-
proximation) for p = 5 and various different values of target precision €. Neomp indicates the
maximum number of compositions.

Step | Indices of input coeffs. Indices of learnt coeffs.
1 1 /
2 1,2 /
3 1,2,3 8
4 1,2,3,4 6, 7
5 1,2,3,4,5 10, 13
6 1,2,3,4,5,6 17, 22
7 1,...,5,6,7 9, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20
8 1,...,5,6,7,8 21, 24, 25, 27, 29
9 1,...,5,6,7,8,9 23, 26, 28
10 1,...,5,6,...,10 30, 32
11 1,...,5,6,...,11 31, 34, 36, 38, 39
12 1,...,5,6,...,12 33, 35, 37
13 1,...,5,6,...,13 40, 41, 43
14 1,...,5,6,...,14 42

Table 4: (KdV) Learning procedure of CPN-S for p = 5 and ¢ = 107*. To reach the target
precision, N = 43 is required. Coeflicients are progressively learnt throughout the different steps
of the algorithm. At step j, a; is added as input variable. If already learnt at a previous step, its
approximation is used instead (indices in bold), leading to the compositional structure. The final
dimension n = 5 corresponds to the number of coeflficients that were not learnt during the process.

Stability of the decoder. In Table 5, we illustrate the influence of the prescribed upper bound
L for the Lipschitz constant, with prescribed precision ¢ = 10™% and polynomial degree p = 5.
The algorithm was able to construct an approximation satisfying the target precision and stability
conditions. As expected, we observe that imposing a smaller Lipschitz constant results in a higher
manifold dimension n.
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Method L n | N RE:;ain RE:est

CPN-S 2 [ 1443 ]6.99x 107> | 7.46 x 10~°
10 | 6 [ 43 ]7.09x107° [ 7.29 x 107°
100 5 |43 717x107° | 7.36 x 10~°

CPN-LR | 2 |12 43]6.99x107° | 7.21 x 107
10 | 7 [43]16.85x107° | 7.05 x 107°
100 | 3 [43]713x107° | 7.30x 10~°

Table 5: (KdV) Results of CPN for different Lipschitz constants L, with e = 10™* and p = 5.

5.2 Allen-Cahn equation

The Allen-Cahn equation describes the process of phase separation in multi-component alloy sys-
tems. We consider a space-time domain € x [0,T] with 2 = (—1,1), T'= 60. The equation on the
phase field variable u : Q x [0,7] — R is

ou

5% = n?Au+u — u?,

on € x[0,T],

with 7 = 1072, and with boundary conditions u(—1,¢) = —1 and u(1,t) = 1 for t € [0,7], and
initial condition u(z,0) = Az + (1 — \)sin(—1.57z) for x € Q, where A is a uniform random variable
with distribution U([0.5,0.6]) [15].

The spatial domain is discretized into D = 512 equispaced points. A time step size At = 0.1
is fixed to discretize the time interval [0,60]. For the training set, three values of A are considered,
A € {0.5,0.55,0.60}. For the test set, 10 values of A are uniformly sampled in [0.5,0.6]. We therefore
have 1803 training data and 6010 test data, including the initial conditions. Table 6

We run our method CPN-LR with a target precision ¢ = 1073 and a polynomial degree p = 3,
which results in a dimension N = 7 and a manifold dimension n = 2 (selected by the algorithm).
We compare different methods in Table 6 for the same manifold dimension n = 2. We again observe
that CPN-LR outperforms SOTA methods by one order of magnitude.

Method pln| N REi ain RE;est
Linear /121 / |338x1072|3.35x1072
Quadratic 2125 | 1.87x1072 | 1.84 x 1072
Additive-AM 312 7 [342x1073|345x1073
Sparse 3121 7]234x103219x1073
Low-rank 3121 7]105x103 ] 1.x1073
CPN-LR (e=10"3) [3[ 2| 7 [390x 107* | 3.71 x 10~*

Table 6: (Allen-Cahn) Comparison of methods for the same manifold dimension n = 2.
Figure 6 illustrates the compositional networks for three coefficients.

Figure 7 shows the predicted solutions for A = 0.55188. It illustrates the capacity of CPN-LR
to provide a very accurate approximation with a manifold of dimension 2.
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Figure 6: (Allen-Cahn) Networks for different coefficients, using CPN-LR with e = 1073 and p = 3.
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Figure 7: (Allen-Cahn) Predictions of CPN-LR with n = 2, A = 0.55188.

5.3 Inviscid Burgers equation

We now assess the performance of the method on the solution manifold of the proposed 2D inviscid
Burgers equation in [4], set over the space time domain  x [0, T], with Q = (0,50)2, T = 10, and
parametrized by a scalar parameter A € R involed in the boundary conditions. Given A € R, the
equation governing the velocity field (uy,vy) : Q x [0, 7] — R? reads

Oouy 1 8u§ Ouyvyy ovy 1 /0uyvy 81}/2\ B
5 talom Dy )=0 G+ aT/)_O’

initial conditions
uA(x,y,O):w\(a},y,O) :17 T,y € (0750)7

boundary conditions
ux(0,y,t) = A, ox(0,y,t) =0, y € (0,50), t€ (0,7),

ux(z,0,t) =0, wx(z,0,t) =0, x € (0,50), t € (0,7).

We consider here the solution manifold K = {(ux,v) : A € [1.5,2.5]}, where (uy,vy) are high-
fidelity numerical solutions discretized on a regular grid of D = 250 x 250 nodes in Q and sampled
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every At = 0.03 times units over the time domain [0, 10]. The training samples are computed for
A€ {1.5,1.7,1.9,2.2,25} and t € {kAt : 0 < k < 300}, resulting into 1501 training data (the
initial condition appearing without repetition). For the test set, we uniformly sample 8 additional
values of A in the interval [1.5,2.5], yielding 2401 test data.

We run our method CPN-S with a target precision € = 5.1072 and a polynomial degree p = 8,
which results in a dimension N = 89 and a manifold dimension n =9 (selected by the algorithm).
We compare different methods in Table 7 for the same manifold dimension n = 9. We again observe
that CPN-S still performs better than SOTA methods.

Method pln N REtrain REtest
Linear /19| / ]560x1072]5.01x 1072
Quadratic 219 |54]246x1072 | 2.28 x 1072
Additive-AM 819[89]1.91x1072]1.95x1072
Low-Rank 819189246 x107? | 2.33 x 1072
Sparse 819[89]1.62x1072 ] 1.62x107?
CPN-S (e=5.1073) | 8 | 9|89 | 474 x 1073 | 4.93 x 1073

Table 7: (2D Burgers) Comparison of methods for the same manifold dimension n = 9.

Figure 8 shows the solutions predicted by CPN-S for a particular A and two time values.
Figure 9 shows errors for different methods for a particular value of .

6 Conclusion

We have introduced a new method for the construction of an encoder-decoder pair for nonlinear
manifold approximation. The encoder is a linear map associated with an orthogonal projection
onto a low-dimensional space. The nonlinear decoder is a composition of structured polynomial
maps constructed using an adaptive strategy that ensures a manifold approximation with prescribed
accuracy (in mean-squared or worst-case settings) and a control of the Lipschitz constant of the
decoder. This yields an auto-encoder which is robust to perturbations in the data. The performance
of the approach, compared to state of the art nonlinear model order reduction methods, has further
been illustrated though numerical experiments.
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