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We propose Nash Neural Networks (N3) as a new type of Physics Informed Neural Network that
is able to infer the underlying utility from observations of how rational individuals behave in a
differential game with a Nash equilibrium. We assume that the dynamics for both the population
and the individual are known, but not the payoff function, which specifies the cost per unit time
of being in any particular state. We construct our network in such a way that the Euler-Lagrange
equations of the corresponding optimal control problem are satisfied and the optimal control is
self-consistently determined. In this way, we are able to learn the unknown payoff function in an
unsupervised manner. We have applied the N3 to study the optimal behaviour during epidemics,
in which individuals can choose to socially distance depending on the state of the pandemic and
the cost of being infected. Training our network against synthetic data for a simple SIR model, we
showed that it is possible to accurately reproduce the hidden payoff function, in such a way that the
game dynamics are respected. Our approach will have far-reaching applications, as it allows one to
infer utilities from behavioural data, and can thus be applied to study a wide array of problems in
science, engineering, economics and government planning.

1. INTRODUCTION

Differential games are used to analyze situations in
which individual players seek to maximize (minimize)
their own utilities (losses), in the presence of other
players. These “games” are not only central to our
understanding of social, economic and political plan-
ning and processes[1–4], but also crucial in biology[5],
engineering[6], and computer science[7]. Among the most
useful concepts in game theory, is that of a Nash equilib-
rium, which refers to the situation from which no indi-
vidual can gain any advantage by unilaterally modifying
their strategy[6]. In other words, if Ui is the utility of
player i (1 ≤ i ≤ N), with control/strategy variable ki,
then, the Nash equilibrium solution k∗ = (k∗1 , · · · , k∗N ),
is such that[6]

Ui(k
∗
i ;k∗−i) ≥ Ui(ki;k∗−i) ∀i (1)

where −i indicates that the i-th coordinate is missing.
This state need not be equivalent to the global maximum
of the population’s utility U =

∑
i Ui, i.e., the utilitar-

ian maximum. In this work, we develop neural networks
capable of solving inverse problems in the context of dif-
ferential games with Nash equilbria (i.e., game theoretic
inverse optimal control). More specifically, given obser-
vations of the behavior of rational individuals within a
differential game, we wish to infer the underlying utility
Ui from which their decision making process is derived.

Recent advances in machine learning for the physical
sciences[8] have seen an explosion in the development of
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Physics Informed Neural Networks (PINN), in which the
laws of physics are incorporated into the learning as in-
ductive biases[9, 10]. The results are typically orders of
magnitude better than those of naive or baseline net-
works, in which no such additional structure is included.
Not only do PINNs provide better predictions, but they
do so while requiring less training data, and generally
satisfying the conservations and symmetries of the sys-
tem under study. The basic idea of such Neural Networks
(NN) is quite simple: Instead of directly trying to learn
the output y = f(x) from the input x, one looks to exploit
the known physical laws. These are typically in the form
of a differential equation, and either (1) express f(x) in
terms of a more fundamental function, thus encoding the
physics into the structure of the network, (e.g., Euler-
Lagrange equations in terms of the Lagrangian) and/or
(2) define the loss function such that all known equations
are (approximately) satisfied. Recent examples, which
have motivated our current study, include the family of
Hamiltonian and Lagrangian Neural Networks[11–26], in
which Hamiltonian/Lagrangian mechanics is directly en-
coded into the neural network. This is achieved by defin-
ing a base neural-network to approximate the Hamilto-
nian (Lagrangian) and deriving from it the corresponding
neural-networks that predict the dynamical equations of
motion. The training can then be performed directly on
the observed dynamical behaviour, one never needs to
measure the unknown Hamiltonian or Lagrangian, it is
learned in an unsupervised manner. Other relevant ex-
amples include Symplectic NN[27–29], Lipschitz Recur-
rent NN[30], Poisson NN[31], GENERIC formalism in-
formed NN[32, 33], and Noether NN[34], among others.

Deep learning for optimal control problems has typi-
cally focused on overcoming the “curse of dimensionality”
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that is encountered when solving problems with many
agents (high-dimensions). Several strategies have been
developed to overcome this issue: directly learning the
solution (trained to satisfy the known constraints)[35],
learning the value function (i.e., the integrated payoff
function evaluated at the optimal control)[36–43], recast-
ing the corresponding Hamilton-Jacobi partial differen-
tial equations as backward stochastic differential equa-
tions to learn the gradient of the solution[44–46], or lever-
aging neural ordinary differential equations to automat-
ically learn control signals[47].

The inverse problem, that of learning the underlying
cost or payoff functions has also been extensively stud-
ied. This was usually done by assuming some fixed form
for the function, in terms of basis functions or feature
vectors, and then learning the corresponding weights or
function parameters[48–54]. A recent approach, closely
related to this work, is that of (discrete/continuous)
Pontryagin Differentiable Programming (PDP)[31, 55],
which introduces the optimal control theory into the
learning framework, providing end-to-end differentiable
learning and control. PDP has been applied to solve
both direct and inverse control problems for robot ma-
neuvering and rigid body motion. When studying the
inverse problem, the authors have considered both learn-
ing the parameters of a known cost function and learn-
ing an unknown function (represented by a neural net-
work). However, for the later, they require that this cost
function be separable into an unknown state-dependent
term and a known control-dependent term. For robotic
manipulation or path planning, this is not an issue, as
the control cost is typically known. However, for gen-
eral inverse optimal control problems this cannot be as-
sumed. In fact, this PDP formalism has been recently
applied to a game-theoretic inverse learning problem[54],
like the one we are considering, but the full form of the
cost/payoff function was specified in advance (only the
weights/parameters were learned). Finally, connections
between specific neural network architectures and the so-
lution to certain Hamilton-Jacobi equations have been
found[56–58]. In ref.[56], the authors consider select in-
verse problems, but their approach requires the Hamito-
nian to be of a specific form, and they reported that such
“problems cannot generally be solved with the Adam op-
timizer with high accuracy”.

In this work, we propose Nash Neural Networks (N3)
as a physics informed framework to tackle general inverse
problems in differential games with Nash equilibria[59–
61]. In particular, we consider the case of a popula-
tion of (identical) rational individuals that wish to max-
imize their individual utility. While the form of the
dynamical laws governing the dynamics of the popula-
tion as a whole are assumed fixed, the individuals are
able to influence their own time evolution through a con-
trol parameter that encodes their behaviour. The theo-
retical framework for solving such problems is well es-
tablished within the variational principles of Classical
Mechanics[62–64], in general, and control theory[4, 65],

in particular. We show that the proposed N3 allows
us to “learn” the underlying utility/cost/payoff func-
tion (i.e., the potential energy) defining the individual
(population) behaviour. This is done by encoding the
network with Lagrangian/Hamiltonian mechanics, self-
consistently determining the optimal control (which re-
quires evaluating the network on itself), and assigning
this Nash solution to all individuals. In contrast to the
PDP approach[31, 54, 55], which does not explicitly en-
code the optimality condition into the network structure,
we make no assumptions regarding the form of the cost
function.

This paper is organized as follows: first, we provide a
brief overview of the general theory, leaning heavily on
the analogy with classical mechanics, as applied to dif-
ferential games. We then show how this can be used in
the context of determining optimal social distancing poli-
cies during a pandemic. Finally, we introduce the Nash
Neural Networks, and show how they are able to recover
the utility of rational individuals within the pandemic
example, from observations of their behaviour.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

In classical mechanics a realizable path q(t), between
two fixed times t1 and t2, is such that it extremizes the
action functional[62–64]

S[q](t1, t2) =

∫ t2

t1

L(t, q(t), q̇(t), · · · )d t, (2)

with L the system Lagrangian, which is generally a func-
tion of time, coordinates q, and velocities q̇, though
higher order time-derivatives can also be included. This
stationary action principle states that the action is sta-
tionary with respect to small variations in the realizable
path q(t) + εδη(t), i.e., in the limit when ε→ 0, δqS = 0,
where[66]

δqS[q](t1, t2) = δq

∫ t2

t1

L(t, q(t), q̇(t), · · · ) d t (3)

= (∂q̇L) δη|t2t1 +

∫ t2

t1

(Dt∂q̇L− ∂qL) δη d t,

(4)

and Dt is the total-time derivative, defined as[64]

Dt ≡ ∂t + q̇i · ∂qi + q̈ i · ∂q̇i + · · · . (5)

Due to the fact that the variation in the path is arbi-
trary, except possibly at the end-points, where it should
vanish if boundary-conditions are specified for q(t), not
only must both terms on the rhs of eq. (4) equal zero,
but the term in parenthesis in the integrand must also
vanish. This gives rise to the well-known Euler-Lagrange
equations[62–64]

Dt∂q̇L− ∂qL = 0 (6)
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In the case where one or both of the end-points are free
(i.e., there is no boundary condition for the path, and
thus no constraint on the variation), then the first term
on the right-hand side of Eq. (4) provides an additional
set of natural boundary conditions that must be satisfied,

∂q̇L|t1,t2 = 0. (7)

2.1. Optimal Control

We now consider a specialized version of the Euler-
Lagrange equations, adapted to typical optimal control
problems, as encountered in finance and biology[4, 65].
We are interested in understanding how an “agent” (e.g.,
an individual), behaves in response to its environment
(e.g., the population). Let the state of the population
and the individual be specified by θ and ψ, respectively,
with k and κ the corresponding control variables (encod-
ing behaviour), which are time-dependent, changing in
time in response to θ and ψ. We will assume that the
dynamics of the population is known θ̇ = F , and fur-
thermore, we assume that the population is composed
of identical individuals, such that F also determines the
individual dynamics. However, we note that F should
distinguish between population and individual state vari-
ables. Without loss of generality, we consider dynamical
equations of the form,

θ̇ = F (t, θ, θ, k) (8)

ψ̇ = F (t, θ, ψ, κ). (9)

from which we see that θ̇ = ψ̇ whenever θ = ψ and k = κ
(i.e., at the Nash equilibrium).

Individuals should behave in order to maximize their
total “utility” (playing the role of the action). While the

dynamical equations are fixed, ψ̇ = F , the time evolution
can be actively controlled by the individual through their
choice of κ. The functional we wish to extremize, anal-
ogous to Eq. (2), is the integrated instantaneous payoff
per unit time V , with respect to the control κ,

δκ

∫ t2

t1

V (t, θ(t), ψ(t), κ(t))d t = 0 (10)

subject to ψ̇ = F (t, θ(t), ψ(t), κ(t)),

ψ(0) = ψinit.

Note that, at this point, the population state variables
are considered as external fields, i.e., they are passive
variables with regards to the variations. We have as-
sumed that the payoff function V (playing the role of
the Lagrangian) depends only on time and coordinates,

but not on the generalized velocities, such as ψ̇ or κ̇.
Thus, V could be considered as the potential energy con-
tribution to a Lagrangian with no kinetic energy term.
However, this does not mean that no velocity depen-
dence is possible. Thanks to the dynamical constraints

of Eqs. (8-9), we can always express θ̇ or ψ̇ in terms of
the “coordinates” θ, ψ, k, κ. This only precludes terms
in κ̇. Furthermore, since the constraint is integrable or
holonomic, this constrained optimization problem can be
written in terms of an unconstrained optimization, by in-
troducing an augmented Lagrangian L, with additional
degrees of freedom (corresponding to the Lagrange mul-
tipliers λ)[64]

L(t; θ, ψ, κ, λ; ·, ψ̇, ·, ·) = V (t, θ, ψ, κ) (11)

+ λ ·
(
F (t, θ, ψ, κ)− ψ̇

)
= L′(t, θ, ψ, κ, λ)− λ · ψ̇. (12)

For what follows we have expressed this Lagrangian in
terms of an auxiliary function L′,

L′(t, θ, ψ, κ, λ) = V (t, θ, ψ, κ) + λ · F (t, θ, ψ, κ) (13)

which does not depend explicitly on the velocities. We
use colons to explicitly divide time, coordinate, and ve-
locity variables in the Lagrangian, and its derived quan-
tities, in cases where multiple components are used, and
we mark independence with respect to a given compo-
nent by writing an empty slot (·) into the corresponding
function argument. Note that, by construction, the ve-
locity dependence in L is linear, and it is due solely to
the constraint term λ · ψ̇.

We can abstract away the individual level variables in
terms of generalized coordinates and velocities, q and q̇,
where the individual components, ψ and λ, can them-
selves be n-dimensional vectors, though we only consider
a single scalar control variable κ

q =

ψκ
λ

 , q̇ =

ψ̇κ̇
λ̇

 . (14)

The Euler-Lagrange equations for this Lagrangian
L(t; θ, q; ·, q̇), obtained by extremizing the utility with re-
spect to variations in the individual degrees of freedom q
(with θ fixed), are (Eq. 6)

Dt

−λ0
0

 =

−λ̇0
0

 =

∂ψL′∂κL
′

∂λL

 . (15)

The first equation in (15) determines the dynamical equa-
tion for the Lagrange multipliers

λ̇(t) = −(∂ψL
′)(t, θ, ψ, κopt, λ) (16)

which should be evaluated at the optimal control κopt,
obtained from the optimality condition defined by the
second equation

(∂κL
′)(t, θ, ψ, κ, λ)

∣∣
κ=κopt

= 0, (17)
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which provides an implicit definition for κopt in terms of
the state variables

κopt ≡ κopt(t, θ, ψ, λ). (18)

The last of these equations simple reproduces the con-
straint, since ∂λL = F − ψ̇,

ψ̇ = F (t, θ, ψ, κopt). (19)

Eqs. (16) and (19) determine a set of 2n first order differ-
ential equations, requiring 2n boundary conditions. We
are assuming that the initial condition for ψ is given (i.e.,
ψ(t1) = ψ0); the remaining n conditions are provided by
the open boundary conditions at t2,

∂q̇L|t2 = ∂ψ̇L
∣∣∣
t2

= −λ(t2) = 0. (20)

Because of the specific velocity dependence in L, the dy-
namical equations for λ and the optimality condition are
determined uniquely by the L′ function, which has no
velocity dependence. In fact, this L′ can be shown to
be equivalent to (minus) the corresponding Hamiltonian,
with λ taking on the role of momenta conjugate to ψ,
since ∂q̇L = ∂ψ̇L = −λ. In this case, not only are La-
grangian and Hamiltonian formulations equivalent, but
they result in exactly the same set of 2n first-order dif-
ferential equations for ψ and λ (see Appendix A).

2.2. Optimal Decision Making during Epidemics

We will now consider the problem of determining opti-
mal social distancing during an epidemic like the current
SARS-CoV-2 pandemic. For simplicity, we will assume
that the epidemic follows SIR dynamics[67], described
by the fraction of the population that is susceptible s,
infectious i, and infected r as a function of time. Since r
is slaved to i in this representation, we need not explic-
itly solve for it. The state of the population θ, and its
dynamics, is then given by

θ =

(
s

i

)
(21)

θ̇ =

(
−ksi
ksi− i

)
, (22)

with k the population average level of infectiousness,
which we use as a proxy to describe the population be-
haviour or strategy. Against this backdrop, we now con-
sider an individual that is capable of adopting a different
strategy κ. Let ψs and ψi denote the probability that the
individual is susceptible or infectious, respectively. The
individual state dynamics are given by[68]

ψ =

(
ψs
ψi

)
(23)

ψ̇ ≡ F (θ, ψ, κ) =

(
−κψsi

κψsi− ψi

)
. (24)

The individual(s), which we assume to be rational with
access to perfect information, will choose their strategy
to optimize their total utility, obtained by integrating
their instantaneous payoff V . For simplicity, we adopt
the following form for V [69]

V (θ, ψ, κ) = −α(i)ψi − β(κ− κ?)2. (25)

Where, without loss of generality, we have assumed that
V does not depend explicitly on time (e.g., there is no
discounting), nor on the population strategy k. The first
term on the rhs of Eq. (25) represents the cost of being
infected, which can depend on i, to account for health-
care thresholds, while the second term represents the cost
of reducing social activity, with respect to the preferred
or natural state κ?. This quantity is also known as the
basic reproduction number R0. The optimal strategy is
given by Eqs. (16)-(19). The optimality condition is ob-
tained from the partial derivatives of the Lagrangian with
respect to the control parameter

(∂κL
′)(θ, ψ, κ, λ) = (∂κV + λ · ∂κF )(θ, ψ, κ) (26)

= −2β(κ− κ?)− ψsi(λs − λi) (27)

from which we obtain the following closed form solution
for κopt

κopt(θ, ψ, λ) = κ? − 1

2β
ψsi(λs − λi). (28)

The dynamics of the Lagrange multipliers are given by

λ̇ = −(∂ψV + λ · ∂ψF )(θ, ψ, κopt) (29)(
λ̇s
λ̇i

)
=

(
κopti(λs − λi)
α(i) + λi

)
. (30)

We are interested in the Nash equilibrium solution,
for which individuals all adopt the same strategy k =
κ = κopt, i.e., there is no benefit in assuming an al-
ternative (defector) strategy. In this case, not only is
the population and individual strategy equal, but the
states of the population and individual should also be
equivalent (i.e., s = ψs, i = ψi). This type of ap-
proach has been used extensively to study optimal so-
cial distancing[68, 70–72], as well as optimal government
intervention strategies[69, 73–76].

3. NASH NEURAL NETWORKS

Let us now consider the “inverse” optimal control
problem, that of inferring the individual payoff func-
tion V , from observations of the pandemic behavior.
For this task, we will build upon the Hamiltonian[11]
and Lagrangian[14] Neural Networks, to develop a novel
Physics Informed Neural Network (PINN), capable of
self-consistently solving the optimality problem for these
types of differential games with Nash equilibria. We
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Figure 1. A schematic “wiring diagram” describing the relationship between the known constraint function F , the black-box
payoff function V , the augmented Lagrangian L, and the system derivatives used to define the Euler-Lagrange equations for the
corresponding optimal control problem. Note that, while the Lagrangian is formally a function of the generalized coordinates
q and velocities q̇, we only need to supply the coordinates corresponding to the state of the individual ψ, and the Lagrange
multipliers. By construction, the optimality condition is self-consistently solved for, providing the appropriate value of κ = κopt

to use as input, and the required system derivatives have lost the functional dependence on the velocities. Furthermore, at the
Nash equilibrium, individual and population states are equivalent θ = ψ, which is why only a single (branching) input channel
is required, though the Lagrangian itself must differentiate between the two. Thus, this N3 provides a state evolver, allowing
us to compute the time-rate of change of ψ (θ) and λ, as well as the optimal control variable κopt, as a function of ψ and λ
only.

note that, while we have assumed that F is known, it
could also be considered as an additional unknown func-
tion to be learned. Thus, for the epidemics example, we
could consider to include F as a disease informed neu-
ral network[77]. Our neural network, which we refer to
as a Nash Neural Network (N3), is constructed in such
a way that it respects the Euler-Lagrange equations of
the underlying optimal control problem (as defined by
the known F and the black-box payoff function V ), and
is able to self-consistently compute the optimal control
and evaluate itself at the Nash equilibrium. A schematic
representation of the proposed network is given in Fig. 1.
We start with a hidden network used to represent the un-
known payoff function V . All we assume regarding this
black-box function is its signature or functional depen-
dence, V (θ, ψ, κ). This function is then combined with
the dynamical constraint F (i.e., SIR model) in order to
construct the augmented Lagrangian L, and more specif-
ically L′, which introduces the Lagrange multipliers λ as
additional coordinates. Then, we take the appropriate
system derivatives, leveraging automatic differentiation
capabilities, in order to construct the Euler-Lagrange
equations for this optimal control problem. The outputs

of this procedure are three secondary neural networks
(derived from the neural network encoding V ) that al-
low us to compute ∂κL

′, ∂ψL
′, and ∂λL

′, the optimal-
ity condition, and λ and ψ dynamics of Eqs.(16)-(19),
respectively. Furthermore, we numerically solve the op-
timality condition for κopt, and use this value as input
to (all) the networks. Thus, the N3 evaluates itself on
the self-consistently determined optimal control param-
eter. This is the main difference between our approach
and that of the PDP[55, 78]. We are learning the La-
grangian/Hamiltonian, not just the payoff function, and
directly including the optimality condition as an addi-
tional bias in the network structure. Finally, we only ever
evaluate the network at the Nash equilibrium, at which
point θ = ψ, k = κ = κopt, but the distinction between
population and individual state variables is maintained
throughout, as this is necessary to derive the appropriate
Euler-Lagrange equations. In order to be able to train
the network, we must be able to compute gradients with
respect to the network parameters through the optimiza-
tion problem (κopt). This is accomplished using implicit
automatic differentiation[79, 80].

For what follows, when we apply the N3 to study the
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Nash equilibria governing the optimal behaviour during
an epidemic, it helps to analyze where the different terms
in Eqs. (26 - 30), come from. Both the optimality condi-
tion and the λ dynamics contain two terms, one derived
from the payoff function V , and the other from the dy-
namical constraints F . When performing the learning,
V will be an unknown black-box function that we want
to learn, while F is a known function (i.e., SIR dynam-
ics). Consider the optimality conditions of Eq.(26), the
second term on the rhs is known exactly (as a function
of θ, ψ, κ, and λ), which leaves only the first term to
be learned. For the particular case we are considering
here, this remaining term ∂κV , contains no θ, ψ, or λ
dependence; it depends only on κ. This means that we
should be able to learn the κ dependence of the payoff
function (−β(κ − κ?)2) solely from observations of the
optimal behaviour κopt. Considering the λ dynamics, we

see that kopt should also be enough to learn λ̇s, since V

is independent of ψs (∂ψs
V = 0), which means that λ̇s is

uniquely determined by F . However, the same does not
apply to λ̇i, due to the cost of being infected (∝ α(i)ψi),
which depends explicitly on ψi. Thus, to fully learn the
λ̇ dynamics, we would need to also include measurements
of the dynamics into the training data. While this analy-
sis is based on the specific form of the payoff function we
are using to generate the training data, our conclusions
can be generalized to other payoffs. First, we will require
knowledge of both the population/individual state vari-
ables, the optimal control, and the Lagrange multipliers
in order to infer the functional dependence of an arbi-
trary payoff function. Second, in the special case that
the payoff contains a term that is independent of ψ, we
can expect to learn it only from observations of κopt. Fi-
nally, any term in the payoff function that depends only
on θ cannot be learned, since it would have no effect
on the optimality condition or the system dynamics (see
Appendix B).

For the learning, we start by assuming that we have
complete knowledge of the system dynamics, this in-
cludes the population/individual state variables θ = ψ,
the Lagrange multipliers λ, as well as their time deriva-
tives ψ̇ and λ̇, and the optimal control κopt. In practice
we would just require θ(t) (λ(t)), since this would allow

us to compute ψ̇ (λ̇), as well as κopt. With this infor-
mation, we are in a position to train our N3, as it is
constructed to predict (θ̇, λ̇) as a function of (θ, λ), eval-
uated at the Nash equilibrium for k = κ = κopt. We will
consider the following two loss functions, Lκ and Lκ,λ,
defined as

Lκ =
〈
δκ2
〉

+
∑
j

(∂κL
′)2 (31)

Lκ,λ =
〈
δλ2
〉

+ Lκ (32)〈
δX2

〉
=
∑
j

(
Xnn −Xtrain

)2
(33)

where
〈
δX2

〉
measures the mean squared error between

the training data and the neural network prediction, and

the sum is over all training points j. The first loss func-
tion, Lκ, trains exclusively on the optimal control. As
such, it should learn both the κ and ψ dynamics, which
don’t depend on λ, by definition. Furthermore, given the
particular form of the payoff function we are using, it
will also learn the social distancing term and the λs dy-
namics. The second loss function, Lκ,λ trains on the
optimal control and the λ dynamics. This will allow
us to learn the full functional dependence of the pay-
off function, i.e., the remaining cost of infection term.
Note that we have included an additional term in both
loss functions, given by the sum of squares of the opti-
mality condition

∑
j(∂κL

′)2. This was done for technical

reasons[81], as we have replaced the root finder with a
minimizer. In this way, we have decomposed the task of
finding the roots of the optimality condition into a nested
minimization procedure: the N3 will produce a kopt that
is a (local) minimum of the optimality condition, but dur-
ing the training, as the loss function is minimized, this
minimum is itself minimized. This is similar in spirit to
standard multidimensional root-finding algorithms, such
as Powell’s hybrid method, in which Newton and gradient
direction steps are interleaved.

4. RESULTS

α0 Lκ Lκ,λ

100 3.2 × 10−6(3.3 × 10−6) 1.1 × 10−5(1.5 × 10−5)

200 3.2 × 10−9(1.0 × 10−6) 7.9 × 10−5(2.4 × 10−4)

400 1.7 × 10−6(1.8 × 10−6) 1.2 × 10−3(9.6 × 10−4)

Table I. Loss functions for the three different training sets,
using the Lκ and Lκ,λ loss functions. Note that, for equal
number of steps, training against both the optimal control
κopt and the λ dynamics results in a loss function that can be
up to three orders of magnitude higher. Results in parenthesis
show the loss evaluated on the test points, not included in the
training.

We use synthetic data generated by solving
Eqs. (24) and (30), under Nash equilibrium conditions,
for which θ = ψ and k = κ = κopt, with the optimal con-
trol determined by Eq. (28). The boundary conditions
for θ and λ, at the initial t0 = 0 and final times tf , re-
spectively, were θ(0) = (s(0), i(0)) = (1− i0, i0 = 10−8),
and λ(tf ) = (λs(tf ), λi(tf )) = (sf , if ) (corresponding
to vaccination boundary conditions). The equations
were solved using an iterative forward-backward sweep
method, until convergence of κ was obtained, with final
times tf ' 100. In total, we have considered three
different (constant) values of α(i) = α0 = 100, 200, 400,
with β = 1, and κ? = 4. A full description of the optimal
behaviour, with and without governemnt intervention
is provided in Ref.[69]. The Nash solutions, used as
training data, are shown in Fig. 2 for the three values
of α0, corresponding to weak, moderate, and strong
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Figure 2. Nash solutions to the optimal distancing policy
for different infection cost α0, (top) 100, (middle) 200, and
(bottom) 400, resulting in weak, moderate, and strong social
distancing, respectively[69]. The filled symbols correspond to
the training data points, the empty symbols to the test point,
used to check against over-fitting. Note that we have only
used the portion of the trajectory for which i ≥ 10−3, which
contains the interesting part of the dynamics, i.e., ψ̇ and λ̇ do
not vanish.

social distancing. For the learning, we used the ADAM
optimizer[82], with a step size of 5 × 10−5, and default
values for b1 = 0.9, b2 = 0.999, and ε = 10−8. Unless
otherwise stated, results are obtained using a neural

network with three hidden layers of N = 200 neurons
each, with hyperbolic-tangent activation functions.
Network parameters were initialized using a standard
normal distribution, with mean 0 and variance 1/N .
Training was stopped after 1.2× 105 steps.

To account for the fact that the Lagrangian, and thus
the payoff function, is not unique, we will only plot differ-
ences in the payoff function (see AppendixB). In contrast
to canonical physical systems, where the potential energy
can be offset by a constant, here the payoff function can
be offset by a function of time and population state vari-
ables. Therefore, when analyzing the κ dependance in V ,
we will consider V (θ, ψ, κ)− V (θ, ψ, κ?), whereas for the
θ/ψ dependence we consider V (θ, ψ, κ)− V (θ, 0, κ). No-
tice that for the “real” utility used to generate the train-
ing data, these shifted utilities would exactly provide the
two terms in the payoff, −β(κ − κ?)2 and −α(i)ψi, re-
spectively.

4.1. Learning from Behaviour

The results obtained from learning only against the
optimal control κopt provide excellent predictions for κ,

θ̇, and λ̇s, as expected. This is seen in Fig. 3 for the
case of α = 200, where we plot the exact solution, to-
gether with the N3 predictions, as a function of θ and
λ. While we did not train against λ̇ explicitly, the fact
that the λ̇s is uniquely determined by the constraint F
and the social distancing (β) term in the payoff func-
tion, means that it can be completely recovered from
κopt, since the latter is also determined from these two
terms. The dynamics for λi is clearly “wrong”, offset
by what seems to be a constant ' α0. In fact, the pre-
dictions shown here correspond to the F contribution
to λ̇i, equal to −λ · ∂ψi

F = λi, as shown in Eq. (30).
The remaining contribution, coming from the payoff term
−∂ψi

V = α(i) = α0, cannot be learned from κopt, as it
does not couple directly to the control variable. For the
same reason, we are unable to predict the i dependance
of V (not shown).

Although V is nominally a five-dimensional function
of (s, i, ψs, ψi, κ), we are only interested in the Nash so-
lution, for which ψ = θ, which reduces the degrees of
freedom by two. Furthermore, to evaluate the κ depen-
dance, and the degree to which our neural network can
extrapolate beyond the training data, we have evaluated
the network on the θ values given by the pandemic /
training trajectory, i.e., only κ is allowed to vary. Thus,
every point in time along the trajectory, corresponding
to a given value θ(t) = θt = (st, it), provides a distinct
prediction for V as a function of κ. To visualize this, we
color different predictions according to time, or likewise
to st, since the fraction of susceptibles is a monotonically
decreasing function of time. The predictions for the κ de-
pendence of the payoff function V are given in Fig. (4) for
all three values of α0 we have considered. For the small-
est value of α0, there is not much information we can
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Figure 3. Comparison between the exact (solid) solution
and the (dashed) N3 predictions, trained using Lκ, for the

state dynamics, θ̇ and λ̇. The results are computed on the
α0 = 200 pandemic trajectory shown in the middle panel of
Fig.2, plotted as a function of time. The corresponding λ
values, also required as input to the neural network are not
shown.

obtain from observing the behavior, since there is only
a very weak behavior modification 3.5 . κ . κ? = 4
(i.e., the pandemic proceeds essentially unhindered by
behavioural modifications). Even in this extreme case,
we obtain relatively good agreement with the exact solu-
tion. We can match V on the training points, recover the
negative curvature, and obtain the correct order of mag-
nitude. We would like to stress the fact that this payoff
function was learned in an unsupervised manner, since V
was never included in the training set. Results are even
more impressive for higher values of α0, where stronger
behaviour modification is observed. In such cases, we are
able to recover the correct functional form of the payoff
function, this includes the quadratic dependence in κ,
the maximum around κ?, and the pre-factor β = 1. Fur-
thermore, extrapolation into regions not in the training
set, something that could not be expected a priori, is
noteworthy. This is likely due to the strong constraints
imposed by the optimality condition, and the fact that
it must be self-consistently evaluated, which in turn con-

Figure 4. N3 predictions for the payoff V , as a function of
κ, evaluated at distinct points along the pandemic trajectory
θt = (st, it), for the three values of α, (top) 100, (middle) 200,
and (bottom) 400. Color encodes the corresponding value of
time (susceptibles), and the solid lines gives the exact theo-
retical value −β(κ − κ?)2. The empty blue circles show the
predictions on the pandemic/training data set, i.e, using the
optimal behaviour κopt, such that there is one datum per
curve.

strain the structure of the neural network encoding the
payoff function within the N3.
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4.2. Learning from Behaviour and Dynamics

Figure 5. Comparison between the exact (solid) solution
and the (dashed) N3 predictions, trained using Lκ,λ, for the

state dynamics, θ̇ and λ̇. Corresponds to the same data as in
Fig. 3.

We now consider the results obtained by learning
against both the optimal behaviour κopt and the λ dy-
namics, using Lκ,λ. We obtain excellent agreement for

both θ̇ and λ̇, as seen in Fig. 5. In particular, we are
now able to recover the correct dynamics for λi, some-
thing that was impossible when only training on κ. The
dynamics is not fitted directly, but through the unknown
payoff function, in such a way that the dynamical con-
straints and Nash equilibrium conditions are satisfied.
We obtain similar level of agreement for the κ depen-
dence of the payoff V , as shown in Fig. 6. While at first
glance it seems as if the results are not as good as those
obtained with Lκ, especially at high α0, this is due to
the fact that we have fixed the number of training steps.
Having to account for both the optimal behaviour and
the dynamics results in a more complex learning task,
which would require that we train longer to achieve the
same level of accuracy.

Having access to the full set of data during the training
(i.e., θ, ψ, κ and λ) means that we are now in a position

Figure 6. N3 predictions for the payoff V , as a function of κ,
evaluated at distinct points along the pandemic trajectory, for
the three values of α, (top) 100, (middle) 200, and (bottom)
400. Similar to Fig. 4, but the network was trained using the
Lκ,λ loss function.

to recover the full functional dependence of the payoff
function. This is illustrated in Fig. 7, which shows the
shifted potential as a function of the fraction of infected.
Not only do we recover the linear behaviour in ψi, but
we also correctly recover the slope, equal to −α0, at least
in regions where we have training data. Without further
assumptions on the form the payoff function, as provided
for the κ dependence by the optimality condition, we
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cannot expect to do any better in predicting the ψi (ψs)
dependence, at least for this particular type of single-shot
training on individual pandemic trajectories.

Figure 7. N3 predictions for the payoff V as a function of i,
evaluated at distinct points along the pandemic trajectory, for
the three values of α, (top) 100, (middle) 200, and (bottom)
400. Similar to Fig. 4 and 6, but the shift function is modified
to suppress the κ dependence. The theoretical value (solid
line) is now given by −αψi.

5. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS

We have developed a new class of neural network,
which we have called a Nash Neural Network (N3), that
can be applied to optimal control problems in order to
infer the underlying payoff function that determines the
optimal behaviour. The network is constructed in such
a way that (1) it respects the dynamical constraints of
the system, and (2) evaluates the payoff at the self-
consistently determined optimal behaviour. This is par-
ticularly useful when considering differential games with
Nash equilibrium. To test our method, we have consid-
ered the problem of social distancing during epidemics.
The course of the epidemic is assumed to be given by
an SIR model that determines the state of the popula-
tion in terms of the fraction of infected and suscepti-
ble. Against this backdrop, we consider rational individ-
uals, whose behaviour is determined by self-interest, so
as to maximize their total utility (obtained as the inte-
gral of a payoff function), which in our case includes the
cost of becoming infected and the cost of socially dis-
tancing. The solution to this problem, i.e., what is the
optimal behaviour, is well known and has been studied
elsewhere[68, 69]. Here, we considered the inverse prob-
lem, that of inferring the utility from the time-evolution
of the trajectory. Without making any assumptions re-
garding the functional form of the payoff, we were able to
recover the original function with remarkable accuracy.
In particular, we showed that training against the op-
timal behaviour only, we could recover the terms in the
payoff function that included this optimal behaviour (i.e.,
the social distancing cost). We were even able to extrap-
olate into regions that were far from the training data.
By training against the full set of dynamical variables,
we were also able to recover the functional dependence
of the payoff function on the state of the system (here
the fraction of susceptible and infected).

As currently formulated, the N3 requires as input the
full set of dynamical variables, including the Lagrange
multipliers λ used to constrain the dynamics. Unfortu-
nately, this information will never be available in real-
life. However, by considering the boundary values of λ as
additional hyper-parameters, and integrating our neural
network, we can remove the λ dependence entirely, and
train only on the observed pandemic trajectory. This will
be considered in future work, where we will also study the
role of noisy measurements in the predictions, as well as
introduce the government as an additional player, and si-
multaneously learn both government and individual util-
ities. We believe the current work has great potential
for many applications in the social and physical sciences,
engineering and government, as examples of differential
games are ubiquitious[1–7].
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Appendix A: Hamiltonian Formulation

We briefly discuss the Hamiltonian formulation of the
optimal control problem (commonly encountered in the
economics and optimal control literature), which we have
presented in the main text within the Lagrangian for-
mulation, and show how, in this case, both lead to ex-
actly the same set of equations. The augmented La-
grangian L(q, q̇) is a function of generalized coordinates
q = (qψ, qκ, qλ) = (ψ, κ, λ) and velocities q̇ = (q̇ψ, q̇κ, q̇λ),
and the Hamiltonian H(q, p), obtained from the Legen-
dre transformation H = −L+ q̇ ·p[64], is a function of the
coordinates q and their conjugate momenta p. We have
dropped the time t and population state coordinates θ,
since they are passive arguments in the Legendre trans-
formation. The momenta are defined as[64]

p =

pψpκ
pλ

 ≡ ∂q̇L =

−qλ0

0

 (A1)

and Hamilton’s equations of motion are

q̇ = ∂pH (A2)

ṗ = −∂qH. (A3)

Because of the particular velocity dependence of the La-
grangian L, it turns out that the Hamiltonian is a func-
tion of only q−λ = (qψ, qκ) and p−λ = (pψ, pλ), where
we use −λ to indicate that the λ coordinates are miss-
ing. Expressed as a function of q and p, with Q̇(q, p) the
function that locally inverts coordinates and momenta to

yield the velocities q̇,

H(q, p) = −L(q, Q̇(q, p)) + Q̇(q, p) · p (A4)

= −V (q−λ)− qλ ·
(
F (q−λ)− Q̇ψ(q, p)

)
(A5)

+ Q̇ψ(q, p) · pψ
= −

(
V (q−λ) + qλ · F (q−λ)

)
+ Q̇ψ(q, p) · (pψ + qλ)

(A6)

= − (V (q−λ)− pψ · F (q−λ)) (A7)

≡ H(q−λ, p−λ) (A8)

where, in the second to last step we have used the defi-
nition of the momenta conjugate to ψ, pψ = −λ. From
this, we clearly see that, expressed in a Hamiltonian for-
malism, the Lagrange multipliers λ no longer appear as
coordinates, but as conjugate momenta. As mentioned
in the main text, this Hamiltonian is equivalent to the
L′ function from which all the dynamical equations were
eventually derived

H(q−λ, p−λ) = − (V (q−λ)− pψ · F (q−λ)) (A9)

= −L′(qψ, qκ,−pψ). (A10)

Finally, Hamilton’s equations for the ψ degrees of free-
dom provide both the constraint and λ dynamics,

ψ̇ = F (ψ, κ, λ) (A11)

ṗψ = −λ̇ = ∂ψL
′(ψ, κ, λ) (A12)

whereas the optimality condition is derived from the mo-
mentum equation for the remaining κ degree of freedom,

pκ = 0 (A13)

=⇒ ṗκ = ∂κL
′(ψ, κ, λ) = 0. (A14)

Appendix B: Non-Uniqueness of the Lagrangian /
Payoff Function

It is well known that Lagrangians are not unique[62–
64], which raises the question of how we can expect to
recover the payoff function V from observations of the

dynamics. In particular, two Lagrangians L and L̃ that
differ in the total-time derivative of a function of time
and coordinates, L̃− L = DtG(t, q), will give rise to the
same Euler-Lagrange equations[64]. This is easily seen,
as both Lagrangians lead to the same action integral,
except for a difference in the end-point values

S̃[q](t1, t2) =

∫ t2

t1

{L(t, q, q̇) +DtG(t, q)} d t (B1)

= S[q](t1, t2) + G(t, q)|t2t1 . (B2)

Variations which extremize S would also extremize S̃,

δqS̃[q](t1, t2) = δqS[q](t1, t2) + (∂qG) δη|t2t1 (B3)
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only changing the natural boundary conditions. How-
ever, for the particular problem we are considering, with
Lagrangians of the form

L(t, q, q̇) = V (t, q−λ) + qλ · (F (t, q−λ)− q̇ψ) (B4)

it is impossible to accommodate a general total-time
derivative, since

DtG(t, q) = ∂tG(t, q) + q̇ · ∂qG(t, q) (B5)

= ∂tG(t, q) + q̇ψ · ∂ψG(t, q) (B6)

+ q̇κ · ∂κG(t, q) + q̇λ · ∂λG(t, q).

By construction, the terms linear in q̇ are not allowed,
since neither V nor F depend on q̇, and the dependence
on q̇ψ in L is exactly given by the constraint term λ ·
(F − q̇ψ). Thus, the only possibility would be to consider

a function that is independent of q. The general form of
the Lagrangian / payoff function is then

L̃(t; θ, ψ, κ, λ; ·, ψ̇, ·, ·) = Ṽ (t, θ, ψ, κ) (B7)

+ λ ·
(
F (t, θ, ψ, κ)− ψ̇

)
Ṽ (t, θ, ψ, κ) = V (t, θ, ψ, κ) +G′(t, θ), (B8)

with G′(t, θ) = DtG(t, θ) = ∂tG(t, θ) an arbitrary func-
tion of time and population state variables θ only. In
conclusion, since G(t, θ) is independent of the individual
state variables q = (ψ, κ, λ), it has absolutely no effect on
the derived dynamics, and cannot be recovered from such
observations. Thus, when evaluating the neural network
predictions for V , it only makes sense to look at changes
in V , in order to remove the G(t, θ) term that effectively
defines the zero of this “potential energy”.
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Chaos 29 (2019), 1907.12715.

[13] Y. D. Zhong, B. Dey, and A. Chakraborty, in Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR)
(2020), arXiv:1909.12077, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/

1909.12077.
[14] M. Cranmer, S. Greydanus, S. Hoyer, P. Battaglia,

D. Spergel, and S. Ho, arXiv preprint (2020),
arXiv:2003.04630, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.

04630.

[15] Y. D. Zhong, B. Dey, and A. Chakraborty, Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR)
(2020), arXiv:2002.08860, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/

2002.08860.
[16] A. Choudhary, J. F. Lindner, E. G. Holliday, S. T. Miller,

S. Sinha, and W. L. Ditto, Physical Review E 101, 1
(2020).

[17] S. Lee and W. Seong, 34th Conference on Neural Infor-
mation Processing Systems (NeurIPS) (2020).

[18] M. Finzi, K. A. Wang, and A. G. Wilson, 34th Conference
on Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS)
(2020), arXiv:2010.13581.

[19] M. A. Roehrl, T. A. Runkler, V. Brandtstetter, M. To-
kic, and S. Obermayer, IFAC-PapersOnLine 53, 9195
(2020), arXiv:2005.14617, URL https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.ifacol.2020.12.2182.
[20] M. Lutter and J. Peters, arXiv preprint (2021),

arXiv:2110.01894, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.

01894.
[21] Y. D. Zhong, B. Dey, and A. Chakraborty, 35th

Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems
(NeurIPS 2021) (2021), arXiv:2102.06794, URL http:

//arxiv.org/abs/2102.06794.
[22] T. Duong and N. Atanasov, arXiv preprint (2021),

arXiv:2106.12782.
[23] C. D. Han, B. Glaz, M. Haile, and Y. C. Lai, Physical

Review Research 3, 1 (2021), arXiv:2102.13235.
[24] A. Sosanya and S. Greydanus, arXiv preprint (2022),

arXiv:2201.10085, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.

10085.
[25] E. Celledoni, A. Leone, D. Murari, and B. Owren, arXiv

preprint (2022), arXiv:2201.13254, URL http://arxiv.

org/abs/2201.13254.
[26] Z. Chen, M. Feng, J. Yan, and H. Zha, arXiv preprint

(2022), arXiv:2203.00128, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/

2203.00128.
[27] P. Jin, Z. Zhang, A. Zhu, Y. Tang, and G. E.

Karniadakis, Neural Networks 132, 166 (2020),
arXiv:2001.03750, URL https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

neunet.2020.08.017.

http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.12077
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.12077
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.04630
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.04630
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.08860
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.08860
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ifacol.2020.12.2182
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ifacol.2020.12.2182
http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.01894
http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.01894
http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.06794
http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.06794
http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.10085
http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.10085
http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.13254
http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.13254
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.00128
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.00128
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neunet.2020.08.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neunet.2020.08.017


13

[28] Z. Chen, J. Zhang, M. Arjovsky, and L. Bottou, in
International Conference on Learning Representations
(ICLR) (2020), arXiv:1909.13334, URL http://arxiv.

org/abs/1909.13334.
[29] T. Meng, Z. Zhang, J. Darbon, and G. E. Karniadakis,

arXiv preprint (2022), arXiv:2201.05475, URL http://

arxiv.org/abs/2201.05475.
[30] N. B. Erichson, O. Azencot, A. Queiruga, L. Hodgkin-

son, and M. W. Mahoney, in International Con-
ference on Learning Representations (ICLR) (2021),
arXiv:2006.12070, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.

12070.
[31] P. Jin, Z. Zhang, I. G. Kevrekidis, and G. E. Karniadakis,

IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning
Systems pp. 1–13 (2022), arXiv:2012.03133.
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