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Abstract—This paper presents Deep Dynamic Probabilistic Canonical
Correlation Analysis (D2PCCA), a model that integrates deep learning
with probabilistic modeling to analyze nonlinear dynamical systems.
Building on the probabilistic extensions of Canonical Correlation Analysis
(CCA), D2PCCA captures nonlinear latent dynamics and supports
enhancements such as KL annealing for improved convergence and
normalizing flows for a more flexible posterior approximation. D2PCCA
naturally extends to multiple observed variables, making it a versatile tool
for encoding prior knowledge about sequential datasets and providing
a probabilistic understanding of the system’s dynamics. Experimental
validation on real financial datasets demonstrates the effectiveness of
D2PCCA and its extensions in capturing latent dynamics.

Index Terms—Dynamical Probabilistic Canonical Correlation Analysis,
Multiset, Deep Markov Model

I. INTRODUCTION

In the quest to understand complex systems, Canonical Correlation
Analysis (CCA) has emerged as an important tool for understanding
the relationships between two sets of variables. This paper intro-
duces Deep Dynamic Probabilistic Canonical Correlation Analysis
(D2PCCA), a novel contribution that integrates deep learning with
probabilistic modeling to tackle the challenges of analyzing nonlinear
dynamical system analysis.

CCA is a statistical method designed to explore the relationship be-
tween two sets of variables, denoted as x1 and x2. In its conventional
setting, CCA seeks to obtain linear transformations of the variables
so that the correlation of the transformed variables is maximized. Sig-
nificant advancements have been made in the probabilistic modeling
aspect of CCA. First introduced in [1], Probabilistic CCA (PCCA)
assumes the existence of a shared latent factor z0 that generates both
x1 and x2. PCCA was further generalized in [2], which posits the
existence of additional latent factors, z1 and z2, uniquely associated
with x1 and x2, respectively, alongside the common factor z0. The
Partial Least Squares (PLS) model is closely related to CCA in that
both models aim to build connections between two datasets and
explore their data generation mechanisms. However, they differ in
that CCA adopts a more symmetric treatments on x1 and x2, while
PLS assumes a directional or causal relationship between them; as a
result, x1 and x2 can be perceived as input and output in the PLS
setting. Notable implementation of Probabilistic PLS (PPLS) include
generative approaches detailed in [3, 4] and a discriminative approach
provided by [5].

The past decade has seen the emergence of various dynamic
variants of CCA designed to track the latent dynamics of two sets
of variables, such as Dynamic-Inner PLS (DiPLS) [6] and Dynamic
Probabilistic CCA (DPCCA) [7]. This paper primarily explores the

modeling framework of DPCCA, which extends the PCCA model [2]
into a dynamic setting. The dynamic latent state in DPCCA is com-
posed of three chains, with one shared by both observed variables,
and each of the other two generating one of the observed variables.

Our proposed Deep Dynamic Probabilistic CCA (D2PCCA) model
shares its graphical representation with DPCCA and uses a nonlinear
structure similar to that of Deep Markov Models (DMMs) [8], which
are nonlinear generalization of linear dynamical systems (LDSs);
DMMs preserves the first-order Markov property while replacing
the linear Gaussian emission and transition functions with neural
networks. Like DPCCA, D2PCCA is a generative approach and it
makes no causal assumptions about the observed variables. However,
training D2PCCA as a deep latent variable model presents significant
challenges, as traditional methods like the EM algorithm [9] are
not suitable due to the complexity and non-linearity of the model.
To address this, we employ Amortized Variational Inference (AVI)
[10, 11], which employs a shared inference network and uses Monte
Carlo method for gradient estimation.

D2PCCA is a versatile tool for capturing nonlinear latent dynamics
in sequential data. It can accommodate various types of observations,
whether continuous or discrete, by adjusting the emission network
accordingly. By design, the dimensions of the D2PCCA latent space
can be smaller than those of the observations, compelling the
model to focus on essential dynamics while filtering out systematic
noise. D2PCCA may be used as an intermediary step for further
manipulation of the low-dimensional latent states extracted from the
observations. Additionally, D2PCCA provides a way to encode prior
knowledge about temporal datasets, making it particularly effective
when there is a clear separation in the data. For instance, in stock
market analysis, D2PCCA can track the evolution of stock prices
across different sectors, uncovering both sector-specific dynamics and
overarching market trends represented by a common latent factor.

The paper is organized as follows: Section II introduces the
mathematical formulation of Dynamic Probabilistic CCA (DPCCA),
and Section III proposes our neural network-enhanced D2PCCA
model. Section IV details possible extensions that improve the
performance or add features for D2PCCA, including KL Annealing
in training, normalizing flows for approximated posterior distribution,
and multiple structural extensions. Experimental results on financial
datasets are presented in Section V.

II. DYNAMIC PROBABILISTIC CCA (DPCCA)

Dynamic Probabilistic CCA (DPCCA) is a natural extension to
the static PCCA model proposed in [2]. Let z0t be the latent variable
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(a) DPCCA (b) D2PCCA

Fig. 1: Graphical models for DPCCA and D2PCCA. The shaded
nodes denote observed variables, while the unshaded ones denote
latent variables. The arrows represent transition and emission models,
and arrows with solid squares denote the usage of neural networks.

underlying both observations, and let z1t and z2t be unique to x1
t and

x2
t respectively. The transition and emission models of DPCCA are

given by:

p(zit|zit−1) = N (zit|Aizit−1, Vi),

p(xjt |z
0
t , z

j
t) = N (xjt |Wjz

0
t +Bjz

j
t , σ

2
j I),

(1)

for i ∈ {0, 1, 2} and j ∈ {1, 2}. The graphical representa-
tion of the system can be seen in Fig. 1 (a). DPCCA can be
viewed as Kalman filter with additional structural constraints. After
reorganizing the variables and parameters as ẑt = [z0t , z

1
t , z

2
t ],

Â = diag(A0, A1, A2), x̂t = [x1
t ,x

2
t ], W = [W⊤

1 ,W
⊤
2 ]⊤, and

B = diag(B1, B2), the model specified in (1) can be represented in
a form compatible to that of a linear dynamical system:

ẑt = Âẑt−1 + u, u ∼ N (0, V̂ ),

x̂t = [W,B]ẑt + ϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, Σ̂),
(2)

where

V̂ =

V0

V1

V2

 , Σ̂ =

[
σ2
1I

σ2
2I

]
. (3)

Let θ = {Â, V̂ ,W,B, Σ̂} contain the collection of model parameters.
The joint distribution of the latent and observed states can be
factorized as follows

pθ(x̂1:T , ẑ1:T ) =

T∏
t=1

pθ(ẑt|ẑt−1)pθ(x̂t|ẑt)

=

T∏
t=1

N (ẑt|Âẑt−1, V̂ )N (x̂t|[W,B]ẑt, Σ̂).

(4)

The parameters θ of the generative model can be learned using
Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm with objective function
in the Maximization (M) step being

Epθ(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T )[log pθ(x̂1:T , ẑ1:T )]

∝−
T

2
log |Σ̂| −

1

2

T∑
t=1

⟨tr((x̂t − [W,B]ẑt)(x̂t − [W,B]ẑt)
⊤Σ̂−1)⟩

−
T

2
log |V̂ | −

1

2

T∑
t=1

⟨tr((ẑt − Âẑt−1)(ẑt − Âẑt−1)
⊤V̂ −1)⟩,

(5)
where the expectation is taken with respect to pθ(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T ), i.e.

⟨ẑt⟩ := Epθ(ẑt|x̂1:T )[ẑt],

⟨ẑtẑ⊤t ⟩ := Epθ(ẑt|x̂1:T )[ẑtẑ
⊤
t ],

⟨ẑtẑ⊤t−1⟩ := Epθ(ẑt−1,ẑt|x̂1:T )[ẑtẑ
⊤
t−1].

(6)

The calculation of the above expectations constitutes as the Expec-
tation (E) step and can be obtained by Rauch-Tung-Striebel (RTS)
smoother [12]. EM algorithm involves iteratively updating θ towards
minimizing the EM objective (5), and updating the expectations in (6)
until convergence.

III. DEEP DYNAMIC PROBABILISTIC CCA (D2PCCA)

Deep Dynamic Probabilistic CCA (D2PCCA) is a nonlinear gen-
eralization of DPCCA with similar graphical structure as shown in
Fig. 1(b). Due to the nonlinearity of the emission and transition
functions, the E step in the EM algorithm cannot be performed exactly
and hence requires an inference network to approximate the posterior
distribution of the latent states conditioned on the observations. In this
section, we first introduce the generative network and then define
the inference network, comparable to (1) and (6) in the linear case,
and details the training scheme on learning the parameters for both
networks. For simplifying notations, we use MLP(h, f1, f2, . . . , fn)
to denote the output of a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) of n
layers with activation function fi for each layer given an input h.
Furthermore, we use I to denote the identity function, and hence the
layer with I as activation function is a fully connected linear layer.

The transition and emission models of D2PCCA are given by:

p(zit|zit−1) = N (zit|Gi(zit−1),diag(Si(z
i
t−1))),

p(xjt |z
0
t , z

j
t) = N (xjt |Mj(z

0
t , z

j
t), diag(Vj(z

0
t , z

j
t))),

(7)

where Gi and Si (i = 0, 1, 2) form the gated transition network,

hit = MLP(zit−1,ReLU, I),

git = MLP(zit−1,ReLU, σ),

Gi(z
i
t−1) = git ⊙ hit + (1− git)⊙MLP(zit−1, I),

Si(z
i
t−1) = MLP(ReLU(hit), softplus),

(8)

and Mj and Vj (j = 1, 2) form the emission network,

h
x
j
t
= MLP([z0t , z

j
t ],ReLU,ReLU),

Mj(z
0
t , z

j
t) = MLP(h

x
j
t
, I),

Vi(z
0
t , z

j
t) = exp(MLP(h

x
j
t
, I)).

(9)

Proposed in [8], the gated transition network shares a similarity
with GRU as it trains a gate function git to decide the portion
of nonlinearity for Gi. We also implement an LSTM approach by
training another gate function,

wit = MLP(zit−1,ReLU, σ), (10)

and redefining Gi as

Gi(zt−1) = git ⊙ hit + wit ⊙MLP(zit−1, I), (11)

and resulting training loss demonstrates no improvements. Defining
x̂t and ẑt the same way as in the previous section, we can represent
the generative network more compactly as

p(x̂t|ẑt) = p(x1
t |z0t , z1t )p(x2

t |z0t , z2t ),
p(ẑt|ẑt−1) ∼ N (ẑt|G(ẑt−1), diag(S(ẑt−1))),

(12)

where

G(ẑt−1) =

G0(zt−1)
G1(z

1
t−1)

G2(z
2
t−1)

 , S(ẑt−1) =

S0(zt−1)
S1(z

1
t−1)

S2(z
2
t−1)

 . (13)

Based on the graphical models in Fig. 1, the three dynamic latent
variables z0t , z1t , and z2t are independently distributed given previous
states when the observed variables are unknown, and they become



interdependent once the values of x1 and x2 are observed; such
property enables us to treat the latent variables as a whole when
performing inference. Since the latent states in D2PCCA satisfies the
first-order Markov property, the posterior distribution of the latent
states can be factorized as

p(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T ) = p(ẑ1|x̂1:T )

T∏
t=2

p(ẑt|ẑt−1, x̂t:T ). (14)

Naturally, the proposal distribution q chosen to approximate the true
posterior distribution should have the same factorization form. In fact,
the proposal distribution with the factorization form in (14) is referred
to as structured model with information from the future (ST-R) in [8].
We train a backward RNN that takes x̂1:T as input so that the RNN’s
t-th deterministic state, which we denote as hrt , contains information
coming from the future, i.e. x̂t:T . As a result, the inference network
is given by

q(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T ) =

T∏
t=1

q(ẑt|ẑt−1, x̂t:T )

=

T∏
t=1

N (ẑt|P (ẑt−1, h
r
t ), diag(Q(ẑt−1, h

r
t ))),

(15)

where P and Q are referred to as combiner function in [8],

h∗
t =

1

2
MLP(ẑt−1, tanh) +

1

2
hrt ,

P (ẑt−1, h
r
t ) = MLP(h∗

t , I),

Q(ẑt−1, h
r
t ) = MLP(h∗

t , softplus).

(16)

Let θ and ϕ parameterize the generative and inference network
respectively. The D2PCCA model is trained by maximizing the
variational lower bound (ELBO) given by

L(θ, ϕ) = Eqϕ(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T )

[
log

pθ(x̂1:T , ẑ1:T )

qϕ(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T )

]
=

T∑
t=1

Eqϕ(ẑt|x̂t:T )[log pθ(x̂t|ẑt)]

−
T∑
t=1

E [DKL(qϕ(ẑt|ẑt−1, x̂t:T )∥pθ(ẑt|ẑt−1))],
qϕ(ẑt−1|x̂t−1:T )

(17)

where DKL denotes the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence defined
as DKL(q∥p) :=

∫
X q(x) log

q(x)
p(x)

dx, where p and q are density
functions with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

IV. D2PCCA EXTENSIONS

In this section, we details three extensions of D2PCCA: KL-
annealing in training, normalizing flows in inference, and related
graphical models.

KL-Annealing. Introduced in the context of Variational Autoen-
coders (VAEs) [13], KL-annealing [14] is a training technique for
preventing posterior collapse, a scenario in which the encoder fails
to learn meaningful latent representations because the decoder is
sufficiently powerful to model the data on its own. KL-annealing
ameliorates posterior collapse by setting a smaller weight to the
KL divergence term at the beginning of the training process and
gradually raising the weight to one, which is effective because the
KL divergence term is usually the dominant term initially. In the case
of D2PCCA, we can set β to be a small positive value in the ELBO,

Lβ(θ, ϕ) = Eqϕ(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T )[log pθ(x̂1:T |ẑ1:T )]
− βDKL(qϕ(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T )∥pθ(ẑ1:T )),

(18)

and gradually increase β to one over a predefined number of epochs.

(a) Multiset DPCCA (b) DPPLS (c) Factorial HMM

Fig. 2: Graphical representations for (a) Multiset DPCCA, (b) DP-
PLS, and (c) Factorial HMM.

Normalizing Flows. The variational bound 17 is optimized for a
given θ if qϕ(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T ) approximates the true posterior distribution
pθ(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T ) exactly. It is common practice to use an encoder
network to parameterize tractable families of distributions, such
as Gaussians; however, a variational family with a fixed structure
often struggles to capture the complex characteristics of the true
posterior distribution. Normalizing flows [15, 16] are neural network-
based methods designed to approximate complex, multimodal density
functions, and they have been applied to sequential modeling [17, 18].

At each time step t, we first draw a sample from the base distribu-
tion, ut ∼ qϕ(ut|ẑt−1, x̂t:T ), and then compute ẑt = fω(ut), where
fω is a nonlinear bijection parameterized by ω with an inverse gω .
We have that the ẑt satisfies distribution

qψ(ẑt|ẑt−1, x̂t:T ) = qϕ(ut|ẑt−1, x̂t:T ) · | det J(gω)(ẑt)|
= qϕ(ut|ẑt−1, x̂t:T ) · | det J(fω)(ut)|−1,

(19)

where ψ = {ϕ, ω}, and J(gω)(ẑt) = dgω(ẑt)/dẑt is the Jacobian.
As a result, the parameters of the generative and inference networks
as well as the normalizing flows can be jointly trained by maximizing
the updated variational lower bound given by

L(θ, ϕ, ω) = Eqψ(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T )

[
log

pθ(x̂1:T , ẑ1:T )

qψ(ẑ1:T |x̂1:T )

]
=

T∑
t=1

E
[
log pθ(x̂t|fω(ut)) + log pθ(fω(ut)|fω(ut−1))

qϕ(ut−1|x̂t−1:T )qϕ(ut|fω(ut−1),x̂t:T )

− log qϕ(ut|fω(ut−1), x̂t:T ) + log | det J(fω)(ut)|
]
.

(20)
Structural Extensions. Proposed in [7], multiset DPCCA shown

in Fig. 2 (a) facilitates dynamic tracking of mutliple targets as
each type of observed variable has a unique underlying factor and
they also share a common latent factor. The generative process of
multiset DPCCA is a straightforward extension to that of DPCCA;
in the former case, we let i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , D} and j ∈ {1, . . . , D}
in (1), where D denotes the number of observations. D2PCCA
can easily extend to its multiset version. We propose the dynamic
probabilistic PLS (DPPLS) in Fig. 2 (b) as a dynamic version of
the probabilistic PLS model mentioned in [4]. DPPLS is applicable
to scenarios where a subset of variables xt has richer dynamics or
significantly higher in dimensions compared to the other subset of
variables yt, and the common latent factor is believed to sufficiently
capture the the dynamics of yt. D2PPLS can be implemented with
minor adjustments from dual-set D2PCCA. Factorial Hidden Markov
Models (FHMMs) [19] in Fig. 2 (c) model dynamic systems with
multiple interrelated hidden processes. Each hidden chain reflects an
aspect of the system’s hidden state. Similar to DPCCA, the FHMMs’
latent variables are interrelated conditioned on the past observations,
but they have independent transition models. Due to limited space,
this work focuses on multiset D2PCCA in Section V.



Fig. 3: Convergence of ELBO during (left) training and (right) testing.

It may seem straightforward to extend the static probabilistic CCA
(PCCA) model proposed by [1] into a deep dynamic version by
modeling the joint probability distribution as

p(x1
t ,x

2
t , zt|x1

t−1,x
2
t−1, zt−1) = p(zt|zt−1)p(x

1
t |zt)p(x2

t |zt).

However, this extension becomes trivial if we confine the transition
and emission models to the spherical Gaussian family, as the two
observed variables can effectively be combined into a single entity,
reducing the model to a standard deep Markov model.

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we demonstrate the effectiveness of the multiset
D2PCCA in modeling nonlinear dynamical systems using a financial
dataset. The model is trained using stochastic gradient descent with
the ClippedAdam optimizer [20], utilizing the following parameters:
a learning rate of 0.0003, beta values of 0.96 and 0.999, a gradient
clipping norm of 10, and a weight decay rate of 2.0. Our implemen-
tation is based on Pyro [21], a probabilistic programming framework,
and the code is available at https://github.com/marcusstang/D2PCCA.

We use daily closing prices of publicly traded companies on NAS-
DAQ [22] from 2018 to 2019, spanning a total of 503 trading days.
From five financial sectors—finance, energy, technology, healthcare,
and industrial—we select the 10 largest companies by market share
within each sector. To prevent data overlap, we use the first 453 data
points for training and the remaining 50 for testing. The training
and test series are partitioned into sets of sequences using a sliding
window of length T = 30 with a step size of 1. Each sequence
is centered to have zero mean and normalized using the standard
deviation of the training series. We employ mini-batches of size 20
during training. The training objectives on both the training and test
sets over time are illustrated in Fig. 3.

For the multiset D2PCCA model, we set the dimension of the
shared latent state to one and the dimension of each sector-specific
factor to two. For models utilizing KL annealing, we initialize β at
0.01 and increase it linearly to 1 over the first 100 epochs. In the
experiments with normalizing flows for posterior approximation, we
employ five affine autoregressive flows, each with 70 dimensions. The
generative process of multiset DPCCA is implemented according to
(1), with the E-step in (6) replaced by an inference network, similar
to that used in D2PCCA, to achieve faster convergence.

We evaluate the performance of multiset DPCCA [7], D2PCCA,
and its extensions in terms of ELBO, a lower bound on the model’s
log likelihood, as defined in (17) and (20), and the Root Mean Square
Error (RMSE) defined as:

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

D∑
d=1

∥xdi,t − x̂di,t∥2, (21)

where D = 5 represents the number of sectors, N = 20 denotes the
number of sequences in the test set, and x̂di,t denotes the reconstructed
observations.

Test ELBO ↑ Test RMSE ↓

D2PCCA
+ KL 130.07 0.0179
+ IAF 130.96 0.0183
+ KL + IAF 131.27 0.0184

DPCCA 69.77 0.0181

TABLE I: Performance evaluation of D2PCCA and DPCCA, mea-
sured by the ELBO and reconstruction RMSE on the test set.
“KL” indicates training with KL annealing, while “IAF” denotes the
incorporation of normalizing flows in posterior approximation.

Fig. 4: Comparison of model predictions against the ground truth over
time. The shaded region denotes the confidence interval, µ± 1.96σ.

As shown in TABLE I, D2PCCA consistently outperforms its linear
counterpart (DPCCA) in both ELBO and RMSE metrics. By utilizing
nonlinear transition and emission models and allowing the variance
to depend on the previous states rather than being fixed, D2PCCA
achieves a significantly higher ELBO, indicating a better fit to the
data. D2PCCA, enhanced with KL annealing and a normalizing flow
posterior, achieves the highest ELBO, which is also the training
objective. However, it does not show a significant advantage over its
competitors in RMSE. We believe this is because stock data contains
simpler patterns compared to more complex signals like speech or
video, and therefore, the dataset lacks sufficient nonlinear patterns
for D2PCCA to fully leverage its capabilities.

Fig. 4 provides a qualitative assessment of the models’ predictions.
For the D2PCCA models with an IAF posterior, we sample the latent
states zt because normalizing flows do not have an analytic mean,
whereas for the other models, we use the expected value of the
latent states, i.e. zt = Eq(zt|x1:T )[zt]. The error bounds for DPCCA
are omitted because they are significantly larger than those of the
D2PCCA models, which partially explains DPCCA’s lower likelihood
(its variance is fixed rather than dynamically adjusted). We observe
that the variance is much larger at the beginning of each sequence,
likely due to the presence of a nonlinear trend in the stock data.

VI. CONCLUSION & FUTURE WORK

In conclusion, this paper introduces D2PCCA, a model that
combines deep learning and probabilistic modeling to analyze the
intricacies of nonlinear dynamical systems. The model’s adaptability
to various data types and its ability to encode prior knowledge about
the datasets make it a versatile tool for a wide range of applications.

In addition to conducting more experimental validations on differ-
ent data types (e.g., audio and video), we can explore further vari-
ations of the model; for instance, we could augment the latent state
transitions with a feedback connection from previous observations, as
suggested in [8], or relax the first-order Markov assumptions, similar
to the approaches in [23, 24].
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[17] E. de Bézenac, S. S. Rangapuram, K. Benidis, M. Bohlke-
Schneider, R. Kurle, L. Stella, H. Hasson, P. Gallinari, and
T. Januschowski, “Normalizing kalman filters for multivariate
time series analysis,” Advances in Neural Information Process-
ing Systems, vol. 33, pp. 2995–3007, 2020.

[18] J. Marino, L. Chen, J. He, and S. Mandt, “Improving sequential
latent variable models with autoregressive flows,” in Symposium
on advances in approximate bayesian inference. PMLR, 2020,
pp. 1–16.

[19] Z. Ghahramani and M. Jordan, “Factorial hidden markov mod-

els,” Advances in neural information processing systems, vol. 8,
1995.

[20] D. P. Kingma and J. Ba, “Adam: A method for stochastic
optimization,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1412.6980, 2014.

[21] E. Bingham, J. P. Chen, M. Jankowiak, F. Obermeyer, N. Prad-
han, T. Karaletsos, R. Singh, P. Szerlip, P. Horsfall, and N. D.
Goodman, “Pyro: Deep universal probabilistic programming,”
Journal of machine learning research, vol. 20, no. 28, pp. 1–6,
2019.

[22] Kaggle, “S&P 500 Stock Data Dataset,” https://www.kaggle.
com/datasets/camnugent/sandp500, 2024, accessed: 2024-03-17.

[23] J. Chung, K. Kastner, L. Dinh, K. Goel, A. C. Courville,
and Y. Bengio, “A recurrent latent variable model for sequen-
tial data,” Advances in neural information processing systems,
vol. 28, 2015.

[24] L. Girin, S. Leglaive, X. Bie, J. Diard, T. Hueber, and
X. Alameda-Pineda, “Dynamical variational autoencoders: A
comprehensive review,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2008.12595, 2020.


