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Abstract

We discuss necessary and sufficient conditions for an autoencoder to define a con-
servative vector field, in which case it is associated with an energy function akin
to the unnormalized log-probability of the data. We show that, contrary to the
common folklore, the conditions for conservativeness are more general than for
encoder and decoder weights to be the same (“tied weights”) and they also depend
on the form of the hidden unit activation function. We also show that contractive
training criteria, such as denoising regularization, will automatically enforce these
conditions locally, near the mode of the data density.

1 Introduction

An autoencoder is a feature learning model that learn to reconstruct its inputs by going though one or
more capacity-constrained “bottleneck”-layers. Since it defines a mapping from r(x) : Rn → Rn,
an autoencoder can also be viewed as dynamical system, that is trained to have fixed points at the data
[8]. Recent renewed interest in the dynamical systems perspective led to a variety of new results that
help clarify the role of autoencoders and their relationship to probabilistic models. For example, [10,
9] showed that training an autoencoder to denoise corrupted inputs is closely related to performing
score matching [5] in an undirected model. Similarly, [1] showed that training the model to denoise
inputs, or to reconstruct them under a suitable choice of regularization penalty, lets the autoencoder
approximate the derivative of the emiprical data density. And [6] showed that, regardless of training
criterion, any autoencoder whose weights are tied (decoder-weights are identical to the encoder
weights) can be written as the derivative of a scalar “potential-” or energy-function, which in turn
can be viewed as unnormalized data log-probability. For sigmoid hidden units the potential function
is exactly identical to the free energy of an RBM, which shows that there is tight link between these
two types of model.

The same is not true for untied autoencoders, for which it has not been clear whether such an energy
function exists. It has also not been clear under which conditions an energy function exists or does
not exist, or even how to define it in the case where decoder-weights differ from encoder weights.
In this paper, we describe necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence of an energy function
and we show that suitable learning criteria will lead to an autoencoder that satisfies these conditions
at least locally, near the training data. We verify our results experimentally. We also show how we
can use an autoencoder to extract the conservative part from a vector field.

2 Background

We will focus on auto-encoders of the form

r(x) = Rh
(
WTx+ b

)
+ c (1)

where x ∈ Rn is an observation, R and W are decoder and encoder weigts, respectively, and b and
c are biases. An autoencoder can be identified with its vector field, r(x) − x, which is the set of
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Figure 1: Figure presents the weights of encoder W (Left) and weights of decoder RT (Right). Two
weights are highly identical to each other.

vectors pointing from observations to their reconstructions under the autoencoder. The vector field
is called conservative if it can be written as the gradient of a scalar function F (x), called potential
or energy function:

r(x)− x = ∇F (x) (2)

In this case, we can integrate the vector field to find the potential energy [6], which for tied weights
and real-valued observations takes the general form

F (x) =

∫
h(u)du− 1

2
‖x− c‖22 + const (3)

where u = WTx + b is an auxiliary variable and h(·) can be any elementwise activation function
with known anti-derivative of its function. For example, the energy function of an autoencoder with
sigmoid activation function is identical to the (Gaussian) RBM free energy [4]:

Fsig(x) =
∑
k

log
(
1 + exp

(
WT
·kx + bk

))
− 1

2
‖x− c‖22 + const (4)

A sufficient condition for the existence of an energy function is that the weights are tied [6], but
it has not been clear if this is also necessary. A peculiar phenomenon in practice is that it is very
common for decoder and encoder weights to be “similar” (albeit not necessarily tied) in response to
training. An example of this effect is shown in Figure 1. This raises the question why this happens,
and whether the quasi-tying of weights has anything to do with the emergence of an energy function,
and if yes, whether there is a way to compute the energy function despite the lack of exact symmetry.
We shall address these questions in what follows.

3 Conservative auto-encoders

One in of the central objective of this paper is understanding the conditions for an autoencoder to
be conservative1 and have a well-defined potential energy function. In the following subsection we
derive and explain said conditions.

3.1 Conditions for the conservative auto-encoders

Proposition 1. Consider a m-hidden-layer auto-encoder defined as

r(x; θ) = Rh(m)
(
h(k) · · ·h(1) (x)

)
+ b(m),

1The expressions, “conservative vector field” and “conservative autoencoders” will be used interchangeably.
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where θ = ∪mk=0θ
(k) such that θ(k) = {W (k), R(k),b(k)} are the parameters of the model, and

h(k)(·) is a smooth elementwise activation function at layer k. Then the auto-encoder is said to
be conservative over a smooth simply connect domain K ⊆ RD if and only if its reconstruction’s
Jacobian ∂r(x)

∂x is symmetric for all x ∈ K.

A formal proof is provided in the supplementary material.

A region K is said to be simply connected if and only if any simple curve in K can be shrunk to
a point. It is not always the case that a region of RD is simply connected. For instance, a curve
surrounding a punctured circle in R2 cannot be continuously deformed to a point without crossing
the punctured region. However, as long as we make the reasonable assumption that the activation
function does not have a continuum of discontinuities, we should not run into trouble. This makes
our analysis valid for activation functions with cusps such as relus.

Throughout the paper our focus will be on one–hidden-layer auto-encoders. Although the necessary
and sufficient conditions for their conservativeness are a special case of the above proposition, it is
worth deriving them explicitly.

Proposition 2. Let r(x) be a one-hidden-layer autoencoder with D dimensional inputs and H
hidden units,

r(x) = Rh
(
WTx + b

)
+ c,

where R,W,b, c are the parameters of the model. Then r(x) defines a conservative vector field
over a smooth simply connect domain K ⊆ RD if and only if RDh′WT is symmetric for all x ∈ K
where Dh′ = diag (h′(x)).

Proof. Following proposition 1, an autoencoder defines a conservative vector field if and if its Jaco-
bian is symmetric for all x ∈ K.

(∀x ∈ K)
∂r(x)

∂x
−
(
∂r(x)

∂x

)T
= 0 (5)

By explicitly calculating the Jacobian, this is equivalent to

(∀x ∈ K) (∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ D)

H∑
l=0

(
RjlWli −RilWlj

)
h′l (x) = 0 (6)

Defining Dh′ = diag(h
′
(x)), this hold if and only if

(∀x ∈ K)RDh′WT = WDh′RT (7)

For tied weights, one-hidden-layer autoencoders in Equation 7 becomes automatically symmetric
regardless of what the choice of activation function h and x is.

Corollary 0.1. An autoencoder with tied weights always defines a conservative vector field.

Proposition 2 illustrates that one-layered tied autoencoders are actually a subset of the set of all
conservative one-layered autoencoders. Moreover, the inclusion is strict. That is to say there are
untied conservative autoencoders that are not trivially equivalent to tied ones. As example, let us
compare the parametrization of tied and conservative untied linear one-layered autoencoders. 7
runtied(x) defines a conservative vector field if and only RWT = WRT which offers a richer
parametrization than the tied linear autoencoder rtied(x) = WWTx.

3.2 Understanding the symmetricity condition

Remark that if symmetricity in the Jacobian of auto-encoder’s reconstruction function, then the
vector field is conservative. Now, we turn our interest to discussing some of the sufficient conditions
that leads to symmetricity in the Jacobian of auto-encoder’s reconstruction function.
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For the existence of a potential energy function for 1-layer auto-encoder is to have symmetric ma-
trices from left and right of WDh′ such that

R = CWDh′E. (8)

where C and E are symmetric matrices, and C commutes with WDh′EDh′WT . This is due to
the symmetry of the partial derivatives being satisfied when the decoder weights are defined by
R = CWDh′E where C and E are symmetric matrices, and C commutes with WDh′EDh′WT :

∂r(x)

∂x
= RDh′WT = CWDh′EDh′WT = WDh′EDh′WTC = WDh′RT =

(
∂r(x)

∂x

)T
.

Thus, the vector field must be conservative.

In the case of a symmetric auto-encoder where R = W , the matrix E becomes

E = diag
(
h′
(
WTx

))−1
(9)

and C becomes identity, which will let us have ∂r(x)
∂x = RDh′WT = WD−1h′ Dh′WT = WWT .

Notice that R = CWDh′ and R = WDh′E are the special case of the R = CWDh′E when
E is an identity for the first case and C is an identity for the latter case. Moreover, we can also
find a matrix E and C given the parameters W and R, which are presented in Section 1.2 of the
supplementary material.

We can try to understand the role of symmetric matrix C through the lens of spectral decomposition.
Remark that two symmetric matrix are commutive if they lie on the same eigen space, i.e. they have
same eigenvectors. Then,

CWDh′Dh′WT = QΛQTQΣQT = QΛΣQT (10)

where QΛQT is the eigen decomposition of C and QΣQT is the eigen decomposition of
WDh′Dh′WT . This illustrates that one can simply find C based on choosing a Λ, and Λ merely
stratches or shrinks along the direction of eigenvectors. Additionally, the role of E in R = WDh′E
can be explained as scaling the pre-activation of the hidden units when E is the diagonal matrix.
This can be directly observed re-expressing the condition in terms of elementwise operations, then

Rjl = WjlEll ∀l = 1 · · ·H, ∀j = 1 · · ·D. (11)

Hence, the filters R·l gets brightened or dimmed depending on the diagonal matrix of Ell.

4 Explaning the Symmetricity

Now that we have established the conditions for conservativeness, We focus on understanding why
does auto-encoders desire to become symmetric during the training.

We proceed in two steps in order to explain, the apparently unexpected, weights symmetry of trained
autoencoders.

We start by considering the local behaviour of trained contractive autoencoders around the fixed
points under the ideal condition of knowing the data true distribution. Next, we proceed to analyze
the symmetricity of empirically trained autoencoders.

4.1 Autoencoders Dynamics around Fixed Points

Let r(x) be an autoencoder that minimizes the squared loss function of the true data distribution,

Lσ(x) =

∫
Rd

[
‖r(x)− x‖22 + σ2‖∂r(x)

∂x

2

2

]
dx (12)

A point x̄ ∈ Rd is a fixed point of r(x) if and only if r(x̄) = x̄. We will drop the bar in the
following to avoid cluttering the notation.
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Taking a first order Taylor expansion of r(x) around x yields

r(x + ε) = x +
∂r(x)

∂x

T

ε2 + o(ε2) as ε→ 0 (13)

[2] shows that the reconstruction r(x) − x becomes an estimator of the score when it is small and
the contraction parameters ε→ 0. Hence around a fixed point we have

r(x + ε)− x = ε
∂log(p(x))

∂x
(14)

Which implies that,
∂(r(x + ε)− x)

∂x
= I + ε

∂2log(p(x))

∂x2
(15)

Where I is the identity matrix.

Explicitly expressing the Jacobian of the autoencoder’s dynamics ∂r(x)−x∂x and combining the Taylor
expansion of r(x), the Equation 15 yields to

WTDh′AT − I = ε
∂2log(p(x))

∂x2
(16)

The Hessian of log p(x) being symmetric by construction, the Equation 16 illustrates that around
fixed points, ADh′W is symmetric and hence, by Proposition 2, r(x)− x is conservative.

Another way to understand and gain intuition about the dynamics of a trained encoder is to consider
it as a dynamical system [6].

Using the typical linearization argument, dynamics around fixed points can be understood by an-
alyzing the eigenvalues of the Jacobian. The latter being symmetric implies that its eigenvalues
cannot have complex parts. This in turn explains the lack of oscillations one would naturally expect
of a conservative vector field. Moreover, in directions orthogonal to the fixed point, the eigenvalues
of the reconstruction will be negative. Thus the fixed point is actually a sink.

4.2 Conservativeness near the data concentrated modes

Based on our thoretical results, we can only talk about auto-encoder’s conservativeness only if the
auto-encoder is well-trained, in which

∂r(x)

∂x
=

(
∂r(x)

∂x

)T
. (17)

This naturally impose the conservativity to auto-encoder’s vector field. Therefore, here, we analyze
whether the Equation 17 is satisfied as the model is trained, and if not, what can we do to enforce
this constraints.

Fortunately, in practice, we recognized that the weights of auto-encoders become akin to one
and other (Figure 1). First, we measured the symmetricity using sym(A) = ‖(A+AT )/2‖2

‖A‖2

where the range of symmetricity function lies bewteen [0, 1] and symmetricity value will ap-
proach to 1 as the matrix A becomes more symmetric. The symmetric auto-encoders will
be always trivially zero. For untied auto-encoders, Figure 2a and 2c shows the symmetric-
ity curve of ∂r(x)

∂x = RDh′W during the training. We trained an untied auto-encoder with
500 hidden units and with (and without) weight constraints on MNIST dataset. For non-
symmetric auto-encoders, we observe that they tend to become symmetric as the training pro-
ceeds. As expected, the contractive auto-encoder conduces more towards being symmetry
than regular auto-encoder. AE and CAE reaches pleatau around 0.951 and 0.974 respectively.

Table 1: Symmeticity of ADW after training AEs
with 500 units on MNIST for 100 epochs. We
denote the auto-encoders with weight length con-
straints as ‘+wl’.

Relu Relu+wl sig.+wl sig.+wl
AE 95.9% 98.7% 95.1% 99.1%
CAE 95.2% 98.6% 97.4% 99.1%

Interestingly, we recognized that the auto-
encoder with weight length constraints give
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(a) Symmetricity for RDh′W with sigmoid units
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(b) Symmetricity for RW with sigmoid units
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(c) Symmetricity for RDh′W with relu units
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(d) Symmetricity for RW with relu units

Figure 2: The symmetricity distance of ∂r(x)
∂x and the symmetricity distance of RWT for sigmoid

activation and relu activation are illustrated over the learning time of the auto-encoder.

much higher score on the symmetricity of Ja-
cobians as shown in Table 1. We report the de-
tails of the experiments and reasonings in the
supplementary material.

Additionally, we studied auto-encoders with
different activation function. Though, we have
seen that auto-encoder becomes symmetric for

sigmoid2 and relu activation function, another intriguing notice was that we observe symmetricity
in RWT for sigmoid but not for relu activation function as shown in Figure 2b and 2d. This im-
plies that the activations of sigmoid hidden units, at least for training data points, are independent
of h′(x). Although, both (sigmoid and relu) auto-encoder becomes symmetric, the symmetricity
curves behave utterly differently on RWT .

Deeper analysis using the following equation explains the different behavious:
H∑
l=1

(RilWlj −RjlWli)h
′
l(x) = 0,∀1 ≤ i, j ≤ d (18)

In the case of sigmoid with weight length constraints, RWT ' WRT . We notice that most of the
hidden units lie on the highst curvature region due to the weight length constraints3. This enforces
hl(x) to be concentrated on high curvature regions of sigmoid activation and most of hidden units
seem to lie on the region where h′l(x) is linear. These observations lead to two cases:

1. h′l(x) are constant for all l given x
2. h′l(x) are linear independent.

In practice, it is hard to examine which one of the cases is more likely to happen, but both of the
cases will make RWT = WRT since

∑
l(RilWlj − RjlWli) = 0 for the first case and (RilWlj −

RjlWli) = 0 for the second case in Equation 18. Thus, RWT = WRT . Similarly, sigmoid auto-
encoder with no weight constraints is highly symmatric, but not as ones with weight constraints,
possibly due to the vanishing h′l(x) for some ls. On the other hand, the presence of linear and zero
function in relu activaton makes Equation 18 behave much differently. We can define a set of hidden
units that are active and not active such that the units belong to the active set if WTx > 0 and

2This happens for any kinds of sigmoid function like logistic and tanh function.
3The histogram of hidden activation units are shown in the supplementary material.
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otherwise they belong to inactive set. Considering just the active set, h′l(x) = 1 by the definition
of relu, which makes

∑S
l=1(RilWlj − RjlWli) = 0 where S is the active hidden units. In the case

of non active set, h′l(x) = 0, which will automatically satisfy the Equation 18 without satisfying
RWT = WRT . One may also be curious about deeper layers of auto-encoder. We also provide
a symmetricity curve for 2-layer auto-encoder in the supplementary material and it shows that they
still desires to be symmetric as well.

Besides providing symmetricity curve, we also explictly show that auto-encoder is becoming more
conservative by presenting magnitude of curl curve on the various 2D synthetic dataset. They are
presented on the supplementary materials.

5 Decomposing the Vector Field

In this section, we will consider finding the closest conservative vector field, in the last square sense,
to a non-convservative field. Before diving into the algorithm, it is worth mentioning that many
communities such as fluid mechanics, physics, and computer graphic and vision have developed
various ways to decompose the vector fields into an irrotational and a solenoidal fields.

5.1 The Helmholtz-Hodge decomposition

To motivate the idea, let’s first discuss from the perspective of exterior calculus. The fundamental
theorem of vector calculus, also known as Helmhotz decomposition [], states that any vector field
can be expressed as the sum of an irrotational and a solenoidal field. Furthermore, extending from
R3 to differential forms on a Riemannian manifold, the Hodge Helmholtz decomposition of any
arbitary k-form in terms of a k − 1-form, k + 1 form and a harmonic k-form:

ω = dα+ δβ + γ (19)

where d is the exterior derivative, δ the co-differential, and ∆γ = 0. This means that any vector
field can be decomposed into scaler(symmetric), solenoidal (anti-symmetric tensor), and harmonic
(rotational) vector fields and they are orthogonal to each other.

This shows that it is always possible, in theory, to get the orthogonal projection of the 1-form implied
by the autoencoder on the space of all exact 1-forms. In the language of vector fields, it is always
possible to find the closest conservative vector field, in the least square sense, to a non-conservative
vector fields. This guarantees the existence of a best approximate energy function, again in the least
square sense, for any autoencoder. Moreover, the Hodge decomposition in Equation 19 is construc-
tive in the sense that it formally characterizes the components and the inner product definition.

5.2 Learning to approximate the conservative vector field

Here, we take the approach where we leverage another model to learn the non-conservative vec-
tor field using tied and untied-auto-encoders. This approach has several advantages as follows:
i) The key advatnage of using tied auto-encoders is that learning the scalar vector field com-
ponent α from some vector field ω is straightfoward due to their intrinsical properties of tied
weights or ∂r(x)

x desiring to become symmetric. ii) There has been many works that explicitly
computes the projections, however, these methods have the downside, where the boundary con-
ditions interplays key role in their formulation of the decomposition. Whereas, the formulation
of statistical learning based methods does not depend on boundary condition. iii) Additionally,
given the expressiveness of neural network (including auto-encoders), they ought to be compatiable
with other statistical learning based methods such as matrix-valued radial basis function kernel[7].

Algorithm 1 Learning to approximate convservative
field using auto-encoders

1: procedure (D be a data set )
2: Let (W0, R0) be a random weights for AE.
3: Let (WK , RK) be trained AE on D.
4: Generate Fi ∀i = 1 · · ·K as follows:

• (Wi, Ri) = β(W0, R0)+(1−β)(WK , RK)
• Sample xi from uniform distributon in the

data space.
• Fi = {(xi, r(xi))fori = 1 · · ·N}

5: for each vector field Fi, do
6: Train a tied Auto-encoder on Fi

7: Compute E(x) where x ∈ D
8: Compute E(x̃) where x̃ ∼ Binomial
9: Count number of E(x) > E(x̃).

In our experiments, we constructed set of vec-
tor fields F = {F0, F1, · · · , FK} based on in-
terpolating the two vector fields F0 and FK . F0

is a non-conservative vector field which is de-
fined by an untied auto-encoder with the ran-
dom weights (W0, R0) such that R0W

T
0 is not

symmetric. FK is a conservative vector field

7
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which is defined by tied (untied) 4 auto-encoder
and this auto-encoder was trained using MNIST
dataset. Fks are the vector fields which were
created by interpolating the weights (W0, R0)
and (WK , Rk) based on following formulation:
(Wi, Ri) = β(W0, R0) + (1 − β)(WK , RK).
We created the vector field dataset DFi

by gen-
erating vectors (xk, r(xk)) where half of the
xks were from MNIST dataset and anothe half
was randomly sampled points from the biono-
mial distribution, so that our vector field dataset is not just focused on the data manifold but over the
all space. Using these datasets, we trained tied auto-encoders to learn the conservative vector fields.

Next, we examine whether the model was able to approximate the conservative component of
the vector field through two implicit testing. First way to verify that the auto-encoder does learn
the conservative component is to observe the status of training cost (mean square error). The
auto-encoder should be able to minimize the its cost lower as the β approaches to 1, i.e. as
the dataset becomes more conservative. Indeed, this is what we find. Figure 5.2 shows the
mean square error plot while training the vector fields data for different β. We see that as β ap-
proaches from 0.0 to 1.0, auto-encoder was able to minimize it’s objective function closer to 0.0.
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Figure 3: Figure presents objective
function (mean reconstruction error)
of auto-encoder while training vector
fields data on tied (dash) and untied
(solid) auto-encoder.

In order to evaluate the experiment quantitatively, we
compared the (unnormalized) likelihood of auto-encoder
generating two points at a time where these two points
are from the MNIST dataset and corrupted MNIST data
using salt and pepper noise. The comparision was
based on computing the potential energy of auto-encoders
and we validate our experiments based on counting
1 [E(x) > E(xrand)] where 1 is the indicator function.
Though one can say that the energy at data points should
be higher than non-data points for (Wk, Rk) since the
weights are based on training on MNIST dataset, but be-
cause we are not using (Wk, Rk) to compute the energy
but to trained the tied auto-encoder to predict the vector
field created by (Wk, Rk), we can conclude tht tied auto-
encoder was able to learn the conservative vector field.
Algorithm 1.

Table 2: The results are normalized score of 1 [E(x) > E(xrand)] for different β values.

β 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
CVF=Tied AE 0.5036 0.7357 0.9338 0.98838 0.9960 0.9968
CVF=Untied AE 0.5072 0.7496 0.9373 0.98595 0.9958 0.9968

In the ideal scanerio, as the vector field Fi approaches from 0 to K, we would see the increase
in favoring the data points than non-data points. Indeed, Table 2 illustrates that our hypothesis is
correct. “CVF=Tied AE” refers to conservative vector field FK trained by tied auto-encoder and
“CVF=Untied AE” refers to conservative vector field FK trained by untied auto-encoder.

6 Discussion

The fact that the weights in an autoencoder make it locally conservative in response to suitable train-
ing criteria means that inference in the autoencoder by running its dynamics amounts to climbing

4We experimented with both tied and untied auto-encoder for FK since tied auto-encoder auto-enoder auto-
matically formulates conservative vector field and untied auto-encoder is also empircally shown to be desiring
conservativeness when training using mean reconstruction error. In fact, comparing these two experiments
and seeing that the results of two experiments are identical, again verifies that untied auto-encoder likes to be
conservative.
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the energy function. This in turn could be a prerequisite for back-propagating error derivatives and
to perform globally consistent updates using local learning rules [3]. An interesting direction for fu-
ture research includes the parameterization of the autoencoder such that a sufficient condition other
than weight tying will be satisfied. Another direction is the use of annealed importance sampling
or similar sampling-based approaches to globally couple the local energy function values obtained
from untied autoencoders.
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In this supplementary material, we presents some background materials, derivations, and supporting
explanations that can advocate our presentation is the original paper.

1 Conservative untied auto-encoders

A sufficient condition for the auto-encoder to have an energy function states that if R = CW such
that C is symmetric and commutes with WWT , then the auto-encoder’s vector field is conservative.
The reason for this is as follows: ...

1.1 Towards Poincare’s criterion for untied AE using differential forms

This section provides detailed derivations of the TODO:Proposition that is presented in the original
paper in Section3.

Proposition 1. 2 Consider an auto-encoder that is defined by

r(x; θ) = Rh (h · · ·h (x)) + c,

where θ is the parameters of the model, and h(·) is an elementwise activation function. Then the
auto-encoder is said to be conservative if and only if the Jacobian of auto-encoder’s reconstruction
function, ∂r(x)∂x .

The high level idea is that simply solving the anit-derivative of auto-encoder’s vector field as pro-
ceeded in [1] does not work for untied auto-encoders. This is due to the difference in solving first
order ordinary differential equations for tied auto-encoders and first order partial differntial equa-
tions for untied auto-encoders. Therefore, here we present a more elegant approach, where we
adopt the differential forms to faciliate the derivation of the existence condition of a potential energy
function in the case of untied autoe-encoders.

The advantage of differential forms is that it allows us to work with generalized viewpoint, i.e. free
coordinate system. A differntial form α of degree l (l-form) on a smooth domain K ⊆ Rd is an
expression:

α =

D∑
i=1

fidxi. (1)

Using differential form algebra and exterior derivatives, we can show that 1-form implied by untied
auto-encoder is exact, which means that α can be expreseed as α = dβ for some β ∈ Λl−1(K). Let
α be the 1-form implied by vector field of untied auto-encoder. Then, we have

α =

D∑
i=1

ridxi, and dα =

D∑
i=1

d(ri ∧ dxi) (2)
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where ∧ is the exterior multiplication, d is the differential operatior on differnetial forms, and r(·) is
the reconstruction function of auto-encoder. Based on the rule of exterior derviative properties, i)if
f ∈ Λ0(K) then df =

∑D
i=1

∂f
∂xi

dxi and ii) if α ∈ Λl(K) and β ∈ Λm(K) then αβ = (−1)lmβα,

dα =

D∑
i=1

d(ri ∧ dxi) (3)

=

D∑
i,j=1

∂ri
∂xj

(dxj ∧ dxi) (4)

= −
∑

1≤i<j<D

∂ri
∂xj

dxi ∧ dxj +
∑

1≤i<j<D

∂rj
∂xi

dxi ∧ dxj (5)

=
∑

1≤i<j<D

(
∂ri
∂xj
− ∂rj
∂xi

)
dxi ∧ dxj (6)

According to the Poincare’s theorem, which states that every exact form is closed and convsersely,
if α is closed then it is exact in a simply connected region and α ∈ Λl(K), where α is closed if
dα = 0. Then, by Poincare’s theorem, we see that

dα =
∑

1≤i<j<D

(
∂ri
∂xj
− ∂rj
∂xi

)
dxi ∧ dxj = 0 (7)

Re-formulating this in terms of ∂ri
∂xj

=
∑dh
l=1AilWljh

′

l(x), we see that

H∑
l=1

(RjlWli −RilWlj)h
′(x) = 0 (8)

for all 1 ≤ i, j < D and for all x.

1.2 Relations between the sufficient conditions

Let’s re-state the two sufficient conditions:

1. If R = CŴ such that C is symmetric and commutes with WWT , then the auto-encoder’s
vector field is conservative.

2. If R = ŴE such that E is diagonal matrix, then the auto-encoder’s vector field is conser-
vative.

Now, we find C and E given the parameters W and R. If R = CŴ such that C is symmetric and
commutes with ŴŴT , then we know that RŴT = ŴRT . Then, we can find C as follows:

RŴT = ŴRT

CŴŴT = ŴRT

C = ŴRTAT (AAT )−1

where A = ŴŴT and AT (AAT )−1 is pseudoinverse from the rightside. Similarly, we can also
compute E as shown.

RŴT = ŴRT

ŴEŴT = ŴRT

E = (ŴT Ŵ )−1ŴT ŴRT Ŵ (ŴT Ŵ )−1

E = RT Ŵ (ŴT Ŵ )−1

since (WTW )−1WTW = I .

2 Explaining the symmetricity

2
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Figure 1: The weights of encoder W (Left) and weights of decoder RT (Right) for a contractive
auto-encoder trained with weight length constraints are shown.

Autoencoder Relu Relu+wl sig.+wl sig.+wl
AE 95.9% 98.7% 95.1% 99.1%
CAE 95.2% 98.6% 97.4% 99.1%

Figure 2: Symmeticity of ADW after training AEs with
500 units on MNIST for 100 epochs. We denote the auto-
encoders with weight length constraints as ’+wl’.

Figure 3: Histograms of hidden activations for sigmoid units
without weight constraints (left) and with weight constraints
(right)

One natural way to regularize the
auto-encoder is to put a weight length
constraints ||wi||2αi. Typically, the
weights grow very huge as the model
fits the data, even with the weight
decay cost. We impose length of
weights to be fixed by relatively scal-
ing down the weights. De facto, this
naturally obtains weight-decay con-
straints and also possesses contrac-
tive property since contractive term
(norm of jacobian matrix w.r.t hid-
den units) contains the term, ‖W‖2.
Moreover, having asufficient weight
length size so that

Figure 2 demonstrates that weight
length indeed helps ∂r(x)

∂x to be more
symmetric. AE with weight length
constraints denoted as “AE sig wl”,
gets symmetry score of 0.9914 and
CAE with weight length constraints denoted as ”CAE sig wl”, gets symmetric score of 0.9916.

Furthermore, examining the weights of an encoder and decoder shows that the two weights are
indistinguishable from one and other. Figure 1 presents the contrastive auto-encoder trained with
weight length constraints. The improvement in the symmetricity is clear when they are compared to
Figure ??. When the regular auto-encoder is trained, R was smoothed version of W. However, we
do not observe this in Figure 1. This implies that R is becoming like W when we straightly enforce
‖W‖ = ‖R‖, which brings back to having a symmetric auto-encoder.

Based on above results, we see that our sufficient condition could explain the what is going on with
filters for the auto-encoder with sigmoid activation. Moreover, havein a weight length constraints,
‖W‖ = ‖R‖ leads to R→W . ∑

k

h′(wT
k x)‖w‖2 < D (9)

will make the point x to be sink of the auto-encoders dynamics is desirable condition.
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Figure 4: Figure presents symmetric distance of
∂r(x)
∂x for two hidden layer untied auto-encoder

Next, obvious question to ask is will deeper
auto-encoders be symmetric as well? We plot-
ted ∂r(x)

∂x for two hidden layer untied auto-
encoders. Figure 4 illustrates that they have
harder time becoming fully symmetric, but still
desire for symmetricity.

Another way of explicitly measuring the con-
servativeness as the auto-encoder gets trained
is to look at the curl. In our experiments, we
created three 2D syntehtic datasets to under-
stand the auto-encoder’s dynamics while learn-
ing. The three datasets consists of manifolds
that looks like line, circle, and spiral. We
looked at the changes in the vector field of be-
fore training, intermidate stage, and final stage.
We also examined the magnitude of the curl and
show that magnitude of curl decreases during
the training. We also notice that sigmoid acti-
vation deforms the vector fields very slowly whereas, having relu acitvion function, changes the
vector fields very rapidly. Figure 5, 6, and 7 shows the initial, final vector fields, and the maginitude
of curl near the manifold. The color of vector field indicates the mean reconstruction error rates.

In fact, after conducting this experiments, we argue that studying the dynamics of vector field is a
excellent way of understanding the changes in the enery surface during the training, because we get
the idea of how energy surface deforms by observing the changes in the vector fields.

3 Computing the potential energy

In this section, we propose a way to compute the energy function for auto-encoders with untied
weights for any activation function. A high level overview of our proposed method is to find an
auto-encoder with tied weights that is equivalent to well-defined auto-encoder with untied weights
at point x. Note that the term “well-defined” is crucial to our assumption. The energy function in [1]
applies to any auto-encoders with tied weight. On the contrary, what we meant by “well-defined”
for untied auto-encoder is that they are trained to acquire symmetric matrix in ∂r(x)

∂x as described in
Section ??.

When locally linearized auto-encoder satisfies Equation ?? so that it is symmetric, then we can also
formulate it as

∂r(x)

∂x
= RŴT = ŜŜT (10)

where UDUT is the eigen-decomposition of AŴT and Ŝ = UD
1
2 .

Equation 10 implies that there exist an equivalent auto-encoder with tied weights Ŝ. By letting

sk =
ŝk

h′(sTkx)
1
2

, (11)
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we get an auto-encoder with tied weights S = Ŝ/diag (h′(Sx)). We can verify that the two auto-
encoders are the same by looking at their reconstruction function:

r(x) =

∫
∂r(x)

∂x
dx

=

∫
R(diag

(
h′(WTx)WT )

)
dx

=

∫
ŜŜT dx

=

∫
Sdiag

(
h′(STx)

)
ST dx

=Sh(STx) + c′ (12)

where b′ and c′ are the constant term. Dan:I am not sure what happens with constant. I think
the constant terms are the same for all input. We can also validate by deducing from r(x) =

Sh(STx)+c′ to ∂r(x)
x . This confirms that r(x) = Sh(STx)+c′ = Rh(WTx+b)+c. Therefore,

the potential energy of the auto-encoder with untied weights is the same as the auto-encoder with
tied weight S at x and it is given by

E(x) =

∫
h(sTkx)dx− β(x). (13)

where β(x) = 1
2‖x − c′‖22 + const. In fact, by normalizing the data to be centered at zero, we

can make c′ to be zero. Remark that finding a closed form solution to the implicit function in
Equation 11 is not straight forward. In practice, we have to use iterative projection method to solve
sk, and sk will be usually some local solution due to the non-convexity of Equation 11.

The same idea can be directly applied to piecewise linear auto-encoders like zero-biased auto-
encoder [?] or auto-encoders with relu activation functions. The derivations for the potential energy
for peicewise deep auto-encoder is provided in the supplemantary material.

3.1 Computing the potential energy for piecewise linear auto-encoders

In this section, we propose a way to compute the energy function for auto-encoders with untied
weights for piecewise linear auto-encoders. For example, rectified linear activation function is one
of most popular activation function in neural network community and it is defined by

h(x) =

{
x : x > 0
0 : Othewise

They have been empirically demonstrated that learning of neural network performs faster and better
than sigmoid functions due to the agility of gradients propagating over the whole network [?]. Also,
it intrisically cheers sparity in the activations of hidden units.

Let γ(x) = {k|hk(x) =
∑
iWkixi > 0} be the indices of active set for x. Then the auto-encoder

with rectified linear activation function can be written as

rj(x) =

γ(x)∑
k

Rij

(∑
i

Wkixi + bk

)
+ cj . (14)

To simplify this into a matrix form, we let W̃ = W ∗ I(γ(x)) and R̃ =
(
RT ∗ I(γ(x))

)T
where

Ii(γ) =

{
1 : Ifi ∈ γ(x)
0 : Othewise

is an indicator function, and similarly for the biases, b̃ = b∗I (γ(x)).

Ergo, the auto-encoder merely becomes an affine auto-encoder such that

r(x) = R(W̃Tx + b̃) + c (15)

and its derivative with respect to x becomes

∂r(x)

∂x
= R̃W̃T. (16)
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Following the same procedure in Section 3, we can use eigen decomposition to decompose R̃W̃T

into ŜŜT. Since ∂h(u)
∂u = I due to the linearity, Ŝ = S = UD

1
2 . Therefore, we found a shallow

(1-layer) symmetric auto-encoder that has the energy function

E(x) = ‖Sx + b̃‖22 − β(x) (17)

and has the same energy at point x as the original asymmetric auto-encoder. Note that as long as we
can find an active set given a point x, this generalizes to any piecewise linear activation function.
For instance, the above applies to zero-bias auto-encoder when excluding the bias terms [?].

3.2 Computing the potential energy for piecewise Deep auto-encoders

The same idea of compution the potential energy can be directly applied to deeper layers of auto-
encoders. Lets consider an auto-encoder with N layer encoder and N layer decoder such that

r(x) = W 2Nh
(
W 2N−1 · · ·h(W 1Tx + b1)

)
+ cN (18)

where WN+iT = Ri ∀i = 1 · · ·N . Then we can define an 2N − 1 number of active sets such that

γl(x) =

{
k|hlk(x) = W lhl−1

(
W l−1hl−2 · · ·h1(W 1Tx)

)
> 0

}
.

wherer l is the index of each layer. We can rewrites in terms of matrix form as

W̃ l =
(
W lT ∗ I

(
γl−1(x)

))T
∗ I
(
γl(x)

)
and b̃l = bl ∗ I

(
γl(x)

)
. Hence, the auto-encoder can

be linearized into
r(x) = W̃ 2N

(
W̃ 2N−1 · · · (W̃ 1Tx + b̃1)

)
+ b̃2N (19)

and its derivative with respect to x becomes the product of weights:

∂r(x)

∂x
=

2N∏
l=1

W̃ l. (20)

Assuming that ∂r(x)
∂x will endeavor for symmtrisity from training the deep auto-encoder, we can

decomposite this into symmtric matrices ∂r(x)
∂x = SST , again by applying eigen decomposition,

where S = UD
1
2 . Then, in the same manner as shallow (1-layer) symmetric auto-encoder, we can

formulate the energy function as

E(x) = ‖Sx + b̃‖22 − β(x). (21)

4 Approximating the energy function

6
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Figure 5: Initial and finaly vector field after training untied auto-encoder on line dataset.

(a) Initial vector field (b) Final vector field
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Figure 6: Initial and finaly vector field after training untied auto-encoder on circle dataset.
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Figure 7: Initial and finaly vector field after training untied auto-encoder on spiral dataset.
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