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Learning Collective Behaviors from Observation

Jinchao Feng and Ming Zhong

Abstract We present a comprehensive examination of learning methodologies em-
ployed for the structural identification of dynamical systems. These techniques are
designed to elucidate emergent phenomena within intricate systems of interacting
agents. Our approach not only ensures theoretical convergence guarantees but also
exhibits computational efficiency when handling high-dimensional observational
data. The methods adeptly reconstruct both first- and second-order dynamical sys-
tems, accommodating observation and stochastic noise, intricate interaction rules,
absent interaction features, and real-world observations in agent systems. The foun-
dational aspect of our learning methodologies resides in the formulation of tailored
loss functions using the variational inverse problem approach, inherently equipping
our methods with dimension reduction capabilities.

1 Introduction

Data-driven modeling of governing differential equations for biological and physi-
cal systems from observations can be traced back to at least Gauss, Lagrange, and
Laplace [[1]. Kepler’s laws of basic planetary motion, Newton’s universal law of grav-
itation, and Einstein’s general relativity provide excellent examples for discovering
physical laws to understand motion from data. The capture and subsequent descrip-
tion of such biological and physical laws have always been important research topics.
We are particularly interested in data-driven modeling of collective behaviors, also
known as self-organization. These behaviors can manifest as clustering [2l], flock-
ing [3} 14} 5], milling [6], swarming [7]], and synchronization [8| 9]. These behaviors
can be observed in spontaneous magnetization, Bose-Einstein condensation, molec-
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ular self-assembly, eusocial behaviors in insects, herd behavior, groupthink, and
many others (see detailed references in [[10, 11} [12]]). Proper mathematical modeling
of these behaviors can provide predictions and control of large systems. Hence, we
review a series of learning methods specifically designed to provide mathematical
insight from data observed in systems demonstrating collective behaviors.

There are many different kinds of mathematical models for collective behaviors;
we focus on the agent-based aspect of these models. Therefore, we assume that the
observational data follows certain dynamical systems. To simplify our discussion,
we use the following autonomous dynamical system:

Y=f(Y), YeR?,

where the time-dependent variable Y describes a certain state in the system (such
as position, velocity, temperature, phase, opinion, or a combination of these), the
function f : R — RP provides the change needed to update Y. Given the obser-
vation of Y (#),¢[o,77], 1s it possible to identify f to explain the data within the given
time interval [0, T]? Many system identification methods have been developed, such
as learning parameterized systems via the maximum likelihood approach, which
includes parameter estimation [[13} [14} |15} 16, |17]], and nonparametric estimation of
drift in the stochastic McKean-Vlasov equation [[18L[19}20]], Sparse Identification of
Nonlinear Dynamics (SINDy, [21]), Weak SINDy that leverages the weak form of
the differential equation and sparse parametric regression [22}[23]], Physics-Informed
Neural Network (PINN, [24]), Neural ODE [235]], and many more. However, in the
case of high-dimensional data, i.e., D > 1, the identification task becomes compu-
tationally prohibitive and time-consuming.

To overcome the curse of dimensionality, we employ a special and effective
dimension reduction technique by constructing our learning methods based on the
unique structure of the right-hand side function, f. This unique structure arises from
the fact that these dynamical systems are used to model collective behaviors, from
which global patterns can emerge via only local interaction between pairs of agentyT]
To simplify the discussion, we can focus on first-order systems given as follows:

N
o1 .
yi:Ni/zlzi/ii¢<||yw—yi||>(yw—yl->, i=1,N.

Here, y; € RY describes the state of the i/ agent, and ¢ : R* — R gives the
interaction law on how agent i’ influences the change of state for agent i. This system
is a gradient flow of a certain system energy with rotation/permutation invariances
and symmetry. Such a first-order system can be used to model opinion dynamics
(formation of consensus), crystal structure, and other pattern formations in skin
pigmentation [26]. Using vector notation, i.e., letting

1 Agents here can be referred to as particles, cells, bacteria, robots, UAV, etc.
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Y = |y;| e RPN and  f,(Y) = ﬁzﬁll,i/#cﬁ(llyw—yill)(yi'—yi) e RP,

we end up with the aforementioned autonomous dynamical system in the form of
Y =f4(Y) with Y € R? and D = Nd > 1. For example, even for a simple system
with 10 agents where y; € RZ, the system state variable lives in D = 20 dimensions.
How to efficiently deal with such high dimensionality has become a crucial aspect of
developing our learning algorithms [27, 28} 29,130, |31} 132} 133,134} [35]]. Our methods
are not only proven to have theoretical guarantees but are also verified through
rigorous numerical testing. Even when learning from real observational data, our
method can offer valuable insights into how the framework of collective behaviors
can be used to explain complex systems.

The remaining sections of the paper are organized as follows: in Section
we discuss the general model form used for our learning paradigm. In Section [3]
we go through various learning scenarios, from first-order to second-order, from
homogeneous agents to heterogeneous agents, and with Gaussian Process priors. We
compare our methods to other well-established methods in Section Finally, in
Section 4} we conclude our review with a highlight of several future directions.

2 Model Equation

In order to provide a more unified picture of modeling collective dynamics, we
consider the following state variable y; for the i’ agent in a system of N interacting
agents. Moreover, y; is expressed in the form of y; = [Xl’ v; {i], where x; € R4
represents the position of agent i, v; € R? is its corresponding velocity (hence
v; = X;), and {; € R is an additional state that can be used to describe opinions,
phases, excitation levels (e.g., towards light sources), emotions, etc. The coupled
state variable y; € R>¥*! satisfies the following coupled dynamical system (for
i=1,---,N):

X; =V;

mive = P00+ s me [ OF 1, (30 ¥ WE (0 0)
+@ (Vi Y)W (vi, Vi')]

& =F¢(y) + le-yzly,-r# NLkl-q)i(i»ki’ (yi,yi)(Lir = &i)

Here, we consider the system to be partitioned into K types, i.e., Cx, N Cx, = 0
for 1 < ky # k, = K, U,’;ICK = [N] =1,---,N, and Ny is the set of agents
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in type k. Moreover, the types of the agents do not change over tim¢? and there
is a type function k. : N — N, which returns the type index for an agent index.
Furthermore, the external force FY : R24+1 — R4 gives the environmental effect on
the velocity of the agent i, similarly F¢ : R?¥*! — R gives the environmental effect
on &;, ®F : R4*2 5 R gives the energy-based interaction, ®4 : R**? — R gives
the alignment-based interaction, ®¢ : R**2 — R gives the /-based interaction,
wE, w4 : R2? — R? give the directions for ®F, ®4 respectively.

Remark 1. The inclusion of (x;,v;) into the system also makes it a second-order
system (second-order time derivative for x;). We include the additional state {; to
provide a more realistic modeling of emergent behaviors. This formulation can also
include first-order systems as special cases. When FY(y;) = —v;Vv; (the usual friction)
with v; > m;, ®4 = 0, and ®F depends on (x;, {;, X, {i), the second-order systems
become:

1 &1
0~ -v;+— Z — @, (X, Ly X, L)W (%0, Xi0).

sl N

This results in a first-order system of x; coupled with {; (see the swarmalator model
(8} 9L 360).

Our second-order coupled formulation (I) can include a rather extensive list
of behaviors, such as flocking with external potential [37], anticipated flocking
dynamics [38]], fish swarming dynamics [39], swarmalator dynamics (concurrent
swarming and synchronization) [8} 9} 140l 136], line alignment dynamics [41]], where
the interaction kernel depends on pairwise state variables. It is possible to include
more state variables; for example, we can also consider (x;, v;, {;,7;), where n;
describes a different state than ;. However, learning such a system with four state
variables adds mere technical complexity, and we will leave the details for future
projects.

Using the vector notation, we can obtain a simplified system denoted as Y =
for pr o (Y), where Y = [ yT ]T e RD=N(Q2d+1) 5pd

Vi
FY(yi) + Z{Y:],i’ii NL;(I [‘I’;ﬁ,ki, (vi, yir)WE (xi, Xir)
+q)kA,.,k,., (¥ Y ) WA (vVir = v;)
F4(y; N 1 pf NN (o —
(y‘) + Z:i’zl,i’sﬁi Ni; ki (yl’ yl')(é’l' (l)

£(Y) = e RVG4D,

2 Such a restriction can be relaxed, as long as we have the type information for the agents at all
times.
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For such a coupled system, we seek to identify f = f

E A ' K
{q)k],kz’q)kl,kg’ kl‘kz}kl‘kzzl
in terms of the interaction kernels {® Tk ()] Tt ko b S } Ky o=l from observations.

With Y € RP=N(d+) " the computational complexity of learning f increases ex-
ponentially. We will discuss the details of how to handle such high-dimensional
learning in Section 3]

3 Learning Framework

We are now prepared to discuss a unified learning framework developed for the effi-
cient learning of such high-dimensional dynamical systems used to model collective
behaviors. As mentioned in Section |l} we are interested in learning the dynamical
system from observation in the form y = f(y), where y € RP with D > 1. However,
due to the special structure in f, i.e., f = f4 where ¢ : Q C RP" with D’ < D, we
can exploit it and reduce the dimension for our learning framework. The framework
focuses on constructing a suitable loss function designed for various ¢’s from the
observation data Y (), Y(7)t € [0, T] with Y(0) ~ xY; i.e., the unified loss takes on
the following form:

T .
&0) = Evorn | [ 1IN0 =1, (X0, ],

where the vector norm || - ||y is designed for the special structure of Y. We will
begin our discussion from the simplest case: first-order systems, and then gradually
extend the method to more complex scenarios, such as systems with multiple types
of agents, stochastic noise, geometry-constrained dynamics, missing feature maps,
coupled systems (for high-order systems), and learning with a Gaussian Process
prior.

Before we dive into the details, we would like to provide a brief summary of
the papers that contribute to various aspects of our learning framework. An initial
framework on first- and second-order multi-species systems was developed and
analyzed in [27]], where the major focus is on cases with a fixed number of agents
rather than the mean-field limit, i.e., N — oo, as discussed in [42]. A subsequent
inquiry, directed towards the theoretical foundations of estimators applied to multi-
species agents, was undertaken as detailed in [30]. A numerical study of the steady-
state behavior of our learned estimators was presented in [28] with an extension to a
two-dimensional interaction function ¢. A comprehensive analysis of second-order
systems of heterogeneous agents with multi-dimensional ¢ was presented in [32],
compared to learning scenario examined in [30], which involved first-order systems
of heterogeneous agents characterised by one-dimensional interaction functions. An
extension to dynamics constrained on Riemannian manifolds was given in [29],
where the convergence rate similar to the one in Euclidean space was established by
preserving the geometric structure in the learning. In [31], a combination of feature
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map learning and dynamical system learning was presented to effectively reduce the
high-dimensional interaction function ® within the collective dynamics framework.
An application to re-establish Newton’s framework of the universal law of gravitation
from NASA JPL’s Horizon database (a highly accurate synthetic database of our solar
system used in space exploration) was presented in [33]], where our learning methods
were able to provide relative errors at the scale of 1078 to capture some of the general
relativity effects within the limitation of the collective dynamics scheme. A learning
framework with a Gaussian prior in order to reduce the number of learning samples
needed and provide uncertainty quantification was presented in [34} 35]].

3.1 First Order

We start with a simple first-order system to build our learning framework. The
first-order system which we consider is given as follows

N
1 o
X; = N Z q)(Xi,Xif)(Xir —Xi), 1= 1, ... ,N. (2)

=100 #i

Here, x; is the state variable of the i’" agent, and ® = ®F : R?¢ — R gives the energy-
based (short-range repulsion and long-range attraction; we omit the superscript E
here to streamline the notations) interaction. We only require the interaction kernel
@ to be symmetric, i.e., D(x;,X;7) = (X7, X;). We shall further assume that ® can
be written in the following compositional form:

O(x;, X)) = $(£(xi,X;)), ¢ : R SR £:R*¥ - R, 3)

Here, dy < 2d is the number of feature variables for the interaction function, ¢ is
the reduced interaction kernel, and £ is the reduced interaction variable. In most of
the collective behavior models, € is assumed to be the pairwise distance variable,
i.€.,

E(xixp) =[x —xill,  [Ix]| =

d
Z I(x);]2, VxeR9
j=1
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Time ¢ Time ¢ 7 (pairwise distance)

(@) X(r) vs X (1) (b) ¢ vs ¢

Fig. 1: Opinion Dynamics introduced in [2, 43]], with N = 20 agents and ¢(r) =
X[o,L )(r) +0.1% x (1] (r) learned on [0, 10], for other parameters see [27]].

Hence we arrive at a simpler and more familiar form of (2))

1 N
= ), ok —xiD(xe —x). i=1- N, )

=10 #i
Remark 2. @) can be viewed as a gradient flow of the following form

>, Ul =xilD). =1, N,

1<i#i<N

. 1
X; = Vx,- (ﬁ

Here U : R* — R is an energy potential that depends on pairwise distance.

We are now ready to discuss the learning framework based on the 1-dimensional
¢; such a learning method can be easily extended to 2- or 3-dimensional ¢ as
presented in [28| 32]]. However, in order to efficiently handle the 2d-dimensional
@, we leave the discussion in the feature map learning section. Furthermore, we

consider observation data in this particular form, i.e., {xlf"(tl),)k;”(tl)}fvl 1;11\/11 for
0=t <ty <---<tp=T,and x"(0)s are i.i.d. samples of a certain probablhty

distribution uo; where m indicates different initial conditions from the observation
data. By using m, we bring back some level of data independence. We now can find
the estimator for ¢ by minimizing the following loss functional over all test functions,
¢, from a carefully designed convex and compact function/hypothesis space H, i.e.:

ELmn(®) = T Z IX]" — £, (X3, @ e H. 5)
lm 1

m T =
Here X" = [+ x"()T -] e RP=N4,

£, (X]") = | 5 20y i o ClIX7 (1) — ).‘;n(tl)”)(xﬁl(tl) —x"(1))| € RP,
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and the norm || - || s is defined as follows

up Vi
N :
X : :
IU=VIls =5 Dl —Villapay, U=lui |, V=|vi|, woveR
i=1 . .

uy VN

Since H is chosen to be convex and compact, the existence and uniqueness of the
minimization are guaranteed. We denote the the unique minimizer of & ar 4 as
<5L,M,(H, ie. (ﬁL,M,‘H =argmin & p #(@).
peH

Remark 3. By re-writing the dynamical system into X = f »(X), it seems we might be
able to use the regression framework to learn f, simply by letting the input be X and
the response be X. However, due to the high dimensionality of X, this approach is
computationally prohibitive, not to mention the lack of data independence from our
observation data. But by exploiting the structure of f, i.e., the dependence on ¢, the
learning can be thought of as 1-dimensional learning. However, it is not a regression
learning since we do not have a direct observation of ¢ at various points; instead, we
have a linear combination of ¢. Therefore, we need to cast it as a variational inverse
problem to learn ¢.

In order to demonstrate the convergence of ¢ L.M. 4 t0 ¢ as M — oo, we will need
to consider the expected version of the loss functional, i.e.:

L
1 .
ELH($) = T Bxom| 2 IKT ~ £, (X
1

We denote the minimizer ¢; ¢ from minimizing &; ¢/ over the same hypothesis

space H, i.e., ¢ 4 = argmin & 4/(¢). Using the law of large numbers, ¢y as .41 —
peH

é1.41 as M — oo, The only obstacle left is to bound the distance between ¢ 4, and
¢ due to the approximation power of . Before we show the lemma needed to prove
convergence, we need to define a weighted L?(p) norm where the weight function
p is given as follows:

1 T N
p(r) = —— / EX(N,O[ Z Sry () () dt]. (©6)
()T Ji=o ii'=1i<i’
Here, r; ;v = Xi — X; and r; = ||r;i/||. p is used to illustrate the distribution of

pairwise distance data through the interaction of agents caused by the dynamics.
Such data is also used to learn ¢; however, we do not have direct access to individual
¢(r); rather, we have the indirect observation in terms of the linear combination of
o(r),ie., 2?’:1,/# ¢ (ri,j)r; ;. With this definition of p, we can define our weighted
L?(p) norm as follows:
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161() - =¢2() 12, = / |61(r) = d2()|r dp(r), @

resupp(p)

for any ¢1, ¢> € L*(supp(p), p). Now we are ready to show the lemma needed to
prove the convergence theorem.

Definition 1 (Definition 3.1 in [27]). The dynamical system given by @) with IC
sampled from pg on RP=N9 satisfies the coercivity condition on a set H if there
exists a constant Cy_y ¢/ such that for all ¢ € H with ¢(-)- € L?(p),

Z

L N

Bllw > ety ).

1 i'=1,i"#i

1
LNl,

=z =

CL,N,W“()D(') . ||22(p) <

~
1l

The coercivity condition, given by Definition |1} basically states that minimizing
&, would also minimize the distance between ¢, _¢r and ¢ under the weighted
L*(p) norm, i.e.:

CLv.mllo() - —o() 122, < EL(®)

To show this, one simply uses the fact that ¢ is the interaction kernel which gives

the observation data, i.e. X; = % nyzl o2 @(rii7)ri 7. With the coercivity condition

established, we are ready to show the theoremm

Theorem 1 (Theorem 3.1 in [27]). Assume that ¢ € Kg s (an admissible set Kr s =
{6 € C'(Ra) = supp(¢) € [0, R, 5up,pq ) |6(r)] + |8/ ()] < S} for some R.S >
0). Let {Hy},, be a sequence of subspaces of L* ([0, R]), with dim(H,,) < con and
inf yeq, [lo—@llL=(j0,r]) < c1n™%, for some constants co, c1, s > 0. Assume that the
coercivity condition holds on H = U> | H,. Such a sequence exists, for example,
if ¢ is s-Holder regular, and can be chosen so that H is compact in L*(p). Choose
n, = (log(LM))ﬁ Then, there exists a constant C = C(cg, c1, R, S) such that

C ( M
Cr.n, ¢ log(M)

E|rm, 5, () - =6C) |l | < )BT
Our learning rate is as optimal as if it were learned from the regression setting,
and the proof is an elegant combination of the proof presented in [42] and [44].
For a more detailed discussion and the actual proof, see [27] and its supplementary
information. Furthermore, our method is also robust against observation noise, as
shown in Figure 8 in [27].

When we choose a basis for H,, i.e., H, = span{yy,--- ,¢¥,} and let ¢ =
2n=1 @y¥y, then the aforementioned minimization problem can be re-written as a

linear system A& = b, where @ = [0/1 . ozn]T, A € R with
| LM
Aij = 20 <t )Ly, (X >s, <UU>s=UII,

1,m=1
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and b € R with
LM

Z <Hy, (X)X >

1,m=1

.1
bi=—
LM

Moreover, we have a theoretical guarantee for the well-conditioning of the system;
hence, it is computationally tractable to solve Aa = b. Algorithm |1| shows the
pseudo-code for implementing the learning framework.

Algorithm 1 Learning ¢ from Observations of First Order System

: Input: {x]"(#;) and/or X" (#;).

: Output: estimators for the interaction kernels.

. Find out the maximum/minimum interaction radii Rpyjn, Rmax.
. Construct the basis, {w,,}:;zl on [ Rmin, Rmax |-

: Assemble A& = b (in parallel).
: Solve for @.
: Assemble ¢ (r) = et @y (r).

~N NN B W~

Furthermore, for massive data sets, one can use parallelization to assemble A and
Z, which makes the overall process (near-)linear. See [27] for the detailed descrip-
tion of the algorithm, https://github.com/mingjzhong/LearningDynamics
for the software package, and https://youtu.be/yc-ATAEtGDc?si=cv9TckRX_
grMCOot8|for on how to use the software package.

3.1.1 Other System Identification Methods

There are many different methods for learning dynamical systems, such as using the
parametric structure of the right-hand side with Bayesian inference, leveraging the
sparse structure of the right-hand side (SINDy [21]), employing random features to
approximate the interaction kernel [45]], and using neural networks to estimate the
right-hand side (PINN [24] and NeuralODE [235]]). We will discuss SINDy and the
Neural Network approach and make a direct comparison of these two methods with
ours.

SINDy (Sparse Identification of Nonlinear Dynamics) is a data-driven identifica-
tion method for dynamical systems. It assumes that the dynamical system Y = f(Y)
can be approximated using the following form:

(Y)
f(Y) ~ a1y (Y) +- - +ann(Y), Y=| : |[eRP
(Y)p

¥; is applied component wise to Y, i.e.


https://github.com/mingjzhong/LearningDynamics
https://youtu.be/yc-AIAEtGDc?si=cv9TckRX_grMCOt8
https://youtu.be/yc-AIAEtGDc?si=cv9TckRX_grMCOt8
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Yi(y1) i
Vi (Y) = , Y=
Yi(yp) YD
Furthermore, {1, --- ,¥,} is a set of basis functions from a predetermined dictio-
nary; for example, they can be a set of polynomials, sine/cosine, and/or negative
power polynomials. Given the observation data {Y(#1),---,Y(fL)}, we assemble

the matrix:

YT (1) yi(t1) ya(t1) ==+ yp(tr)

v _ )’l(.t2) yz(.tz) yD.(tz) RLXD.

Y1) yl(.tL) yz(ﬁ) J’DitL)

We construct a dictionary (or library) ®(Y) of nonlinear candidate functions of Y,
ie.
| | |

O(Y) = [¢1(Y) Y2(Y) - yu(Y) | e RF"P.
| | |

Again ;(Y) is applied component wise, i.e.:

Ui(y1(1) wi(ya(t)) -+ wi(yp(t1))
Ji(Y) = Yi(y1(2)) Yi(y2(t2)) -+ Yi(yp(t2))

Ui (1)) b1 (va(12)) -+ wi v (i)

The set of basis functions can be {1,y,y?,y3,--- ,sin(y),cos(y), - - - }, depending
on prior knowledge or computational capacity. We write the dynamical system in
the new form:

Y = O(Y)E, E= [‘fl §D] , & € RMDXD

SINDy assumes that the expansion of ®(Y) is the same for all time, it simplifies the
structure of = down to

E=[é&--€]=¢-1, £eR™ and 1=[11--- 1] eRP.

Furthermore, SINDy assumes that f(Y(¢)) admits a spare representation in @(Y).
Moreover, it finds a parsimonious model by performing least squares regression with
sparsity-promoting regularization, i.e.:

& = argmin {||Y = ©(Y) (£ - DIz, + AI€I1}-

§€RnD><l

The SINDy approach has been shown to be effective for observational data from vari-
ous kinds of dynamics, especially for the Lorenz system 21146} 47]]. The assumption
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that the right-hand side function can be approximated well by a set of predetermined
dictionaries opens up a question on how to optimally choose such a dictionary. In
the case of collective dynamics, a direct application is ineffective. Although the
form of collective dynamics can be written as polynomials in components of y;, the
coefficients change all the time, and they rarely assume a sparse representation in
terms of the coordinate systems (or any coordinate system). However, they might
have a sparse representation in terms of the pairwise variables. In order to use it for
collective dynamics, one has to re-work the approximation scheme; see [48]] for an
example.

We can also use neural network structures to solve and infer information about dy-
namical systems. Given the observation data {Y (1), Y(#;)} le |» we find the estimator
to f as in Y = £(Y) from minimizing the following loss functional:

U RS 3 3
Loss(®) = 7 > IIV(1) = FY () ooy FeH.
=1

Here f : R? — RP and H is a set of neural networks of the same depth, the same
neurons on each hidden layer, and the same activation function on each hidden layer.
The neural network solution is

f = arg min Loss(f).
feH

Neural network approximation has been shown to be effective for high-dimensional
function estimation. However, the right-hand side f(Y) might have a special structure
that a usual neural network might fail to capture. In this case, NeuralODE [25]], which
uses the ODE solver and Recurrent Neural Network structure for training, can be
employed to capture special properties of the ODE system. However, in the case of
collective dynamics, when f on Y is learned directly, we limit ourselves to a fixed
system (fixed number of agents). Recall that Y is a concatenation of all system state
variables. In other words, if we switch to a system where the number of agents is
different from the training data, we have to re-train. PINN (Physics Informed Neural
Networks [24])), on the other hand, may be adopted for such special needs, as it can
learn both the right-hand side and the ODE solution together. A comprehensive study
on the comparison between vanilla SINDy and NeuralODE was conducted in [30];
we are planning a more comprehensive comparison study where both the SINDy
and NeuralODE are reformulated to conform to the collective dynamics models.

Another similar method is introduced as a random feature learning in [45]], where
the loss function combines both the observation loss and regularization on ¢ € H,
ie. .

En(e) = Bxpom |7 [ IV~ L0001 + ).
1=

Here A is a regularization parameter, J : H — R is a regularizing function on ¢,
and the function/hypothesis space H uses random features as the basis. The addition
of regularization is also presented in [35].
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3.2 Heterogeneous Agents

It is natural to consider heterogeneous agents, i.e. agents of different types, for there
are many dynamics that have multiple types of agents involved, e.g. leader-follower,
predator-prey, pedestrian-vehicle, etc. We consider the scenario that the system of
N agents is partitioned into K types, i.e. Cx, N Cy, = @ for 1 < k; # k» = K and
UfZICK = [N] ={1,---, N}. Moreover, the type of the agents does not change in
time?] and there is a type function k. : N — N, which returns the type index for an
agent index.

80 40 20 80 20 4.0

80 -40 20 80 20 40 1 15 2 25 0 05 1
Coord. 1 Coord. 1 r (pairwise distance) (pairwi

(@) X(r) vs X (1) (6) ik, VS Dry ke

Fig. 2: Predator-Preys Dynamics introduced in [49], with 1 : prey, 2 : predator,
N =19 preys, N, = 1 predator, learned on [0, 5], for other parameters see [27].

Then we can consider a simple extension of (@) as follows

N

) 1 .
X = Z N_¢ki,kir(||xi’_xi||)(xi’_Xi)s i=1,---,N. (8

i=liei ki

Now, the interaction kernel ¢y, x, not only depends on the pairwise distance variable
r but is also different for agents of different types. Given the same observation
data, i.e. {x]" (1), X;"(tl)}fvl’fn’iv][, we will learn a total of K2 interaction kernels, i.e.
& = {dk, .k, }f} k=1 all together by minimizing a slightly updated loss functional,

L.M
1 \ .
Mul m my |12
Y () = 157 2 IKI = £ (X ©

1,m=1

Here ¢ = {¢k, 1, € ﬂkl»kZ}fl,kz:I’ the direct sum space H = eakKl
the usual vector notation and

m
,kzzlﬂklskz’ Xl is

3 Such restriction can be relaxed, as long as we know the type information for the agents at all time.
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£,(X") = | 20 s NLki‘Pki,k,-/(”X?(tl) =x" ()| (X7 (1) = x" (1)) | .
The norm, || - || s/, is changed slightly as
N

1
2 _ 2 D=Nd
U= VI = > g llo = Villpa gy, UV € RPN

i=1 !

The main difficulty in learning multiple ¢y, , at the same time is that there is no
way to separate the trajectory data into K2 groups. However, we are able to capture
each individual ¢y, , differently from the same set of trajectory data. For proof of
convergence, it follows similarly from the proof presented in [27, 30].

3.3 Stochastic Noise

Noise comes in various forms; it might appear in the observation data due to imperfect
measurements, or it might manifest in the model as a stochastic noise to reflect the
randomness in decision-making of these interacting agents. We consider the second
scenario where a stochastic noise term is added to the first-order system (8). It is
given as follows (recall that x; € R¥ represents the state of the i*? agent):

N
1
dx; = ( Z — bk (X = Xi| ) (X — Xi))dl +dB;, (10)
e Vi
fori =1,---,N.Here dB; is a Brownian motion with a state-dependent symmetric

and positive-definite covariance matrix Z;(x) (£ : R¢ — R9*4). Using vector-
notation, i.e. let

f,(X") = |20 i NLkisok,«,ki,(IIX?(tz) = x; () |D(xF (1) = x" (1) |,

3 K
where ¢ = {(Pkl,kz}kl,kzzl’ and

El(Xl) 0 0
= B (¢
0 Z(x): 0 O
DX)=| . S . and B,=| ! |eR™Y,

6 0 EN(.XN) By (1)
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The observation data is given in a slightly different form, i.e. {X;, dX; };¢[0,7] With
Xo ~ u is given, we find the minimizer from the following loss:

T

1 _
&30 (¢) =Exo~ﬂ()[ﬁ/ <f,, D2 (X)), (X,) > dt
=0

T
- l/ <£,(X,),D2(X,)dX, > ]
T Ji=o

Inactual applications, we will only be given snapshots of the states, i.e., X}/, m = 15M,
We must approximate both dXj" and the time integral in the loss. An initial study
of the algorithm and its convergence was investigated in [S0], where the automatic

learning of the noise o and the drift term fy is combined.

Remark 4. Upon contemplation of a system comprising homogeneous agents, where
the covariance matrix for each B; adopts the structure E;(x) = 0 Iyxg with o > 0 as
a constant shared across all B;, the loss function S(Sh‘(" can be rendered in a simplified
form,

1 T
&30 = 5= EXUNM)[/O(waHZdt —2 < f,(X,).dX, >)|.
t=

T
The learning scenario characterized by a constant noise level devoid of correlation
with other components or agents, particularly in the context of homogeneous agents,
has been thoroughly investigated and demonstrated to exhibit superior convergence
properties as documented in [51]. Notably, the recently introduced loss function in
[50] has expanded the scope of learning capabilities, enabling the accommodation
of state-dependent and correlated noise across heterogeneous types of agents. Both
of the aforementioned loss functions draw inspiration from the Girsanov theorem.
Nevertheless, the novel loss function additionally accounts for the correlated noise
scenario, as expounded in Theorem 7.4 within the framework presented in [52].

3.4 Riemannian Geometry Constraints

The state variable, i.e. x; € R, might be living on a low-dimensional manifold as
d gets large. We consider the case when x; € M c R?, where M is a Riemannian
manifold naturally embedded in R¢. We further assume that we know enough infor-
mation about the manifold, i.e., the pair (M, g), with g being the Riemannian metric,
is given to us. We also consider that the updated first-order model is as follows:

N

1 .
Viz >tk (e XWX, =L N (D

i=Ligi ki

Here v; = X; € 75, M (where 73 M is the tangent space of M at x), and w*(x;, X;7)
gives the unit tangent direction on the geodesic from x; to x;/ if X;» is not in the
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cut locus set of x;, otherwise w*(x;,x;7) = 0. We also assume that each ¢, , is
defined on [0, R], where R is sufficiently small so that length-minimizing geodesics
exist uniquely. Then such a first-order model is a well-defined gradient flow model
of a sum of pairwise potential energy. To respect the geometry, we update the loss
function so that it has the information about the Riemannian metric,

) 1 L.M
LS9 = o D 1KY L (X,

1,m=1
where the new norm, || - ||, is given as

N N 1
o 2 . m m m 2
I1X;" = £, (XI5 = Z N_k-”xi,l - Z Ny, Phicki (r"’i"l)wi’i"l||¢‘73M'

i=1 K ir=li#i
m _ m m — m m m — X m m 1 1
Here x}) = X (1), = x5 (t7) — X! (t{)l., and Wi =W (xizl,xi,,l). With th.1s
new norm together with an updated coercivity condition respecting the geometric
structure of the data, we are able to preserve the convergence rate as if the data is in
Euclidean space, see [29] for details.

3.5 Feature Map Learning

Although there are many interacting-agent systems that demonstrate various complex
emergent behaviors that are only involved with the interaction kernel functions
depending on the pairwise distance as we described above, in real-life applications,
the interactions may depend on some other unknown but a small number of variables
(e.g. pairwise distances/angles of velocities, pairwise differences of phases). To
consider this needed complexity, we consider the interacting-agent systems of N
agents governed by the equations in the form (@), i.e.,

N
() = 1 @08 (1), %0 (D) (30 (1) = Xi(0) (12)

i'=1

fori =1,...,N,t € [0,T], x; € R? is a state vector, and ® : R x R — R
is the interaction kernel, governing how the state of agent i’ influences the state
of agent i. Note that while the state space of the system is dN-dimensional, the
interaction kernel is a function of 2d dimensions. Moreover, we consider the case
that the interaction kernel @ is a function that depends on a smaller number of natural
variables & € RY, with d’ < 2d, which are functions of pairs (X;,X;7) € R? x R4.
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Fig. 3: Power Law Dynamics introduced in [53]], with N = 3 agents (learned from
an updated algorithm), for other parameters see [31].

In other words, the interaction kernel @ can be factorized (as composition of
functions) as a reduced interaction kernel ¢ : RY — R, and reduced variables
£ RIXR?Y - RY je.

D(x;,x;7) = P(E(Xi, X17)). (13)

When §(x;,xr) = |[x; — Xpr||, P(xi, X)) = ¢(£(Xi,Xir)) = ¢(||x; — x[[), with
¢ : Ry — R, it becomes the simple model which is a special case of what we
discussed above.

Given observations of trajectory data, i.e. {Xfm)(tl),)kfm)(tl)}fvl’];l’i‘f , with 0 =

t; < --- < tr =T, initial conditions X§m> (t1) ~ po (some unknown probability dis-
tribution on the state space RAN yandm =1, ..., M, we are interested in estimating
the interaction kernel @, the only unknown quantity in (2). Note that this is again
not a regression problem, but an inverse problem, since values of the function ® are
not observed, but only averages of such values, as per the right-hand side of (2)), are.

We proceed by further assuming that & can be factorized as &(x;,X;7) :=
Bz(x;,X;’), where z : R? x R4 — RP is a known feature map from pairs of states to
high-dimensional feature vectors, and the feature reduction map B : RP — RY isan
unknown linear map to be estimated. Since we will estimate the reduced interaction
kernel ¢ in a non-parametric fashion, what really matters is the range of B, and so we
may assume B to be orthogonal. Therefore, the factorization (I3) may be rewritten
in the form ®(x;, x;-) = ¢(Bz(X;, X;7)). To estimate ¢ and B we proceed in two steps.

Step 1. Estimating the feature reduction map B, and the variables £. While the
choice of the feature map z is typically application-dependent, and can incorporate
symmetries, or physical constraints on the system, a rather canonical choice is the
map to polynomials in the states, and here we restrict ourselves to second-order
polynomials, and therefore assume that:

Z(Xi’xi’)
(14
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Here z € RP=24"+3d_Higher-order polynomials can be added for complicated in-
teractions and how to optimally choose such polynomial basis will be for future
study.

The techniques of [54]], similar to the previously existing multi-index regression
works, are only applicable to the regression setting, and therefore not directly ap-
plicable. However, at this point, we note that if we allow the learning procedure to
conduct “experiments” and have access to a simulator of (2) for different values of NV,
and in particular for N = 2, it can conduct observations of trajectories of two agents,
and from those equations that reveal the values taken by the interaction kernels can
be extracted, i.e., for N = 2,

i 1
X = EQ(X],XZ)(XZ -X1),
. 1
Xp = §®(X2,X1)(X1 - X2),

we can then transform the equations as follows

2(X1, X2 — X1) 2(%2, X1 —X2)

=d(x1,%x2), =d(x2,X1).

[1x2 — xi]]2 [|x1 —x[|2
Consider z; 5 := z(X],x2) € R? defined in (T4), since we assume that ®(x;,Xp) =
#(Bz; 1), we obtain a regression problem:

i, % —x1)

=O(x1,X)).
- - o)

¢(Bz1p) =12 =2

Similar definitions are used for z ; and ¥ ;.

Therefore it takes us back to a regression setting, and we can apply the Multi-
plicatively Perturbed Least Squares (MPLS) approach of [54] to obtain an estimate
B of the feature reduction map B. MPLS decomposes the regression function into
linear and nonlinear components: ®(x;,X;) = ¢(Bz; i) = (B,ziv) + g(Az; ;v),
where (i,i") = {(1,2),(2,1)} and g is orthogonal to linear polynomials. The in-
trinsic domain of ®, the row-space of B, is hence spanned by 8 and the rows of
A, which are estimated by an ordinary linear approximation and, respectively, by
the top right singular vectors of a matrix of “slope perturbations”. Let us re-index

the observations as {zq}gz1 = {zi";) (t;),zé";)(tl)}f;ﬁl, with the corresponding

{lf/q}gzl = {zpff;)(tl),z,bg?)(tl)}L’M where Q = 2LM. Then we can estimate

I,m=1"
B € R¥*P via the MPLS algorithm as follows:
Algorithm [MPLS] Inputs: training data {z,, ¥, }§=1’ partitioned into subsets
S and &', each of size, |S| and |S’|, at least L%J; parameters K and A, with
K 2 d’'logd’ and A ~ % (choosing K and A is discussed in [54]).

1. Compute an ordinary least squares linear approximation 3 to S:
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S (v-wo).

(Z,y')esS’

B = argmin
e 1S

2. LetR = {(z - B, BB, v - (B, z))\(z, W) € S} be the residual data of this

approximation on S, paired with zs projected away from f3.
3. Pickuy,...,ug in RP (e.g., arandom subset of {z, }3:1). For each u;, center the

residuals to their weighted mean: with w(Z, u;) = exp(-1||Z — u;||?),

Z(Z,r)GR w(Z; u;)

(Z,r) € R},

and compute the slope perturbation via least squares:

2

p; = argmin — E (wi (Z, w;)7 — (p, 2))>
pERD |S| s —
(Z,7)eR
4. Let P € RX*P have rows p;’s, i = 1,..., K, and compute the rank-d’ singular

value decomposition of P ~ Uy 2y V] . Return A := V2 € R¥*P and .

While further study on how to optimally add the higher order terms in (T4) is
ongoing, the MPLS algorithm we applied is not cursed by the dimension D, making
it possible to increase the dimension of (the range of) the feature map z with relatively
small additional sampling requirements.

Step 2. Estimating the reduced interaction kernel ¢. Once an estimate B for
the feature reduction map B has been constructed, we proceed to estimate ¢. Always
in the case N = 2, we proceed by projecting the pairs of states, using the estimated
feature reduction map B, to R?’, and use a non-parametric regression technique on
that subspace, aimed at minimizing, over a suitable set of functions € H, the error
functional

L.M
I R .
L) = T D IX! =~ LX),
1,m=1

where

£ (X)) = | 3 S, s 0B, (2 (1) =X (1) |

where z", | = z(x]"(;), X} (t;)). We will choose H to be a convex and compact (in

the L™ norm) subset of a subspace of functions of the estimated variables By, e.g.
spanned by splines with knots on a grid, or piecewise polynomials. The dimension
of H will be chosen as a suitably increasing function of the number of training
trajectories M, following the ideas of [27] and [32]] (in the case of multiple reduced
variables), see [31] for detailed discussion.
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3.6 Coupled Systems

We explore two types of coupled systems to introduce more intricate sets of states.
Initially, we consider the state variable y; as y; = [X; {;|, where x; € R? and {; € R
(we can also take ¢; € RY for any d’ > 1), and thus, y; € R, Typically, x;
describes the position, while {; denotes the phase, excitation, or opinion (as seen in
the swarmalator model, for instance [36]]). The interaction arises not only from each
y; affecting the agents but also from the intra-agent interaction of x; and {;, resulting
in a set of more complex patterns. The evolution of y; is governed by the following
system of ODE:s:

X; = FY(y) + ZII-Y— o - 0E L (EE (yinyi)) (i — Xp)
{ =Li'#i Ny, Phi ks P= 1. N, (I5)

G =FE)+ 2000w i EC Gy G = 4)

Here, F¥ : R%*! — R represents a force governing how the interaction of the
i'" agent and its surrounding environment affects the change of x;. Similarly,
F¢ @ R4 5 R acts on ;. Additionally, £ : R24*2 — R4” is an energy-
based reduced variable, where 1 < df < 2d + 2. The function ¢£ : R¥"* — R
is the energy-based reduced interaction kernel. Similarly, £¢ : R24*2 — R4 s a
-based reduced variable, and ¢¢ is its corresponding reduced interaction kernel.
Given the observations y!"(¢;), ¥/ (¢;)i, [,m = IN-EM e aim to find the set of re-
duced interaction kernel§? by minimizing the following loss functionals. First, for
of = {"Dfl,kz}llc(l,kzzl’ we minimize:

LM
1 . .
Sz,M,‘HE(‘pE) = LM Z ||Y71_f¢E(Y1m)||%9r
1,m=1

E_ (E E K E _ oK E
for o= ={@} 1, € i o de kg A HE =) HE

X;".(tl)

i = e

and

£, (X)) = | FX¥7) + 202 s N%isofi,ki, EE Ly ), = x)

4 Here we assume that the reduced variables & E and &¢ are known to us.
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K

Here X", = x/"(;) and yiy = y!"(#;). Similarly for learning @¢ = {(pil’kz Ky =1

1
SHIUDE LMZHY'" fpe (Y[,
I,m=1

7_{5

_(..¢ 4
for % = (g, 1, €H, e kg

K E _ oK
ko kz]and?—{ @

ki ko= and

(p((Ym) = F{(y [)+Zl '=1,i’#i Nk ‘pk ks (f((yl 19 /1))(( é,:ll)

Here ={M(1).

Next, we consider the state variable y; as y; = [x; v; £;], where x;, v; € RY, and
¢ € R. Specifically, we require that v; = X;. The change of y; is governed by the
following second-order ODE system:

X; =V,
mpv; = Fv(yl) +Z '=1,i"#i Nk [¢k k,(fE(YHyl ))(Xl’ _Xl) N
N 1=1, AN
o, (6013 O —x~)]
éi = FZ(YI)*'Z i'=1,i’ #i Nk ¢k s (f (yi. yir) (& = &)
(16)

Similarly, F¥ : R?*! — R is a force that governs how the interaction of the
h agent and its surrounding environment affects the change of v;. Furthermore,
F¢ i R24*1 5 R acts on ¢;. Additionally, £F : R4*2 — R9" represents an energy-
based reduced variable (where 1 < df < 4d + 2), and ¢F : RY" — R is the
corresponding energy-based reduced interaction kernel. Similarly, £4 : R*+2 —
RA* represents an alignment-based reduced variable (where 1 < d* < 4d+2), and
oA R4 - R is the corresponding alignment-based reduced interaction kernel.
Finally, £¢ : R**2 — R9‘ represents a ¢-based reduced variable, and ¢¢ is its
corresponding reduced interaction kernel.
In order to learn ¢F = {¢k1 ko kl,k2=1 and ¢4 = {¢k1 kz}k]’kzzl, we use a slightly
updated loss functional

854;3 HE A (‘PE, ‘PA) = — Z ||Ym g‘,E oA (Ym)“S,

lml

where
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YY) + B0 o [P 1, (€5 (V0 ¥ ) (K2, = X2%)

£e A (Y") =
(7 ! m om m m
+90/1<4i»ki' (fA(yi’l’ yi/,l))(vi/,l - Vi,l)

m _ ym fd : Mul m
where V") = v} (#;). We can use a similar loss as in 8L,M,’H for f,r ,a (Y]"). See

[32] where feature maps, i.e. §E(y?fl, ylff’,l) and §A(y;"’l, y?},l), are known.

3.7 Learning with Gaussian Priors

Gaussian process regression (GPR) serves as a non-parametric Bayesian machine
learning technique designed for supervised learning, equipped with an inherent
framework for quantifying uncertainty. Consequently, GPR has found application in
the study of ordinary differential equations (ODEs), stochastic differential equations
(SDEs), and partial differential equations (PDEs) [55] 156} 157, 58], 159, 160, |61} (62}
63, 164, |63]], resulting in more accurate and robust models for dynamical systems.
Given the unique characteristics of dynamical data, it necessitates novel concepts and
substantial efforts tailored to specific types of dynamical systems and data regimes.
In our work, we model latent interaction kernels as Gaussian processes, embedding
them with the underlying structure of our governing equations, including translation
and rotational invariance. This distinguishes our approach from most other works,
which model state variables as Gaussian processes.

Despite the challenges involved, recent mathematical advancements have led to
the development of a general physical model based on Newton’s second law, such
as the methods we discussed in section 3. 1.1} This model has been demonstrated
to capture a wide range of collective behaviors accurately. Specifically, the model
describes a system of N agents that interact according to a system of ODEs, where
for each agenti=1,--- ,N:

N
1

miX; = Fi(X;, X, ;) + Z - [¢E(|Xi' - x| (% — x;)

=N (17)

+ ¢ (e = xiD) (G = %),

where m; > 0 is the mass of the agent i; X; € R4 is the acceleration; X; € R is the
velocity; x; € R is the position of agent i; the first term F; is a parametric function
of position and velocities, modeling self-propulsion and frictions of agent i with
the environment, and the scalar parameters @; describing their strength; |x; — x;|
is the Euclidean distance; and the 1D functions ¢E, ¢A : R* — R are called the
energy and alignment-based radial interaction kernels respectively. The ¢F term
describes the alignment of positions based on the difference of positions; the ¢4
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term describes the alignment of velocities based on the difference of velocities.
Our primary objective is to infer the interaction kernels ¢ = {¢%, ¢} as well as
the unknown scalar parameters @ and potentially m from the observed trajectory
data. Subsequently, we utilize the learned governing equations to make predictions
regarding future events or simulate new datasets.

To learn the model given by (T7), we initiate the process by modeling the in-
teraction kernel functions ¢* and ¢4 with the priors as two independent Gaussian
processes

¢F ~ GP(0,Kgr(r,1),  ¢* ~GP(0,Kga(r,r')), (18)

where Ky, Kya are covariance functions with hyperparameters 6 = (6%,04). @
can either be chosen by the modeler or tuned via a data-driven procedure discussed
later.

Then given the noisy observational data Y = [Y(:D, .|| YM.L)]T ¢ RANML,
and Z = [Z(Ul;l), ... ,ZETA;I’L)]T € RINML where
X(7)
(m,l) _ y(m) — |9 2dN
Y YV (1) X(t)] € R=™, 19)
and . l
mZ7" = mX D = Fy (YD) 48, (YD) 4 D) (20)

with £ (Y (7)) = f4e 44 (Y (7)) represents the sum of energy and alignment-based
interactions as in , and €™ ~ N(O, O'ZIdN) are 1.i.d noise, based on the
properties of Gaussian processes. With the priors of ¢, ¢4, we can train the
hyperparameters m, @, 8 and o by maximizing the probability of the observational
data, which is equivalent to minimizing the negative log marginal likelihood (NLML)
(see Chapter 4 in [66])

—logp(mZ|Y, a,8, 0'2)

= %(mz — Fo(Y))" (K, (Y. Y;0) + 0" Lansr) ™ (mZ = Fo (Y))
ML

1 dN
+ ) log |Kf¢ (Y, Y;0) + O'ZIdNML| + log2n. 21

and the posterior/predictive distribution for the interaction kernels P (r*), type =
E or A, can be obtained by

P Y, Z,r") ~ N(F, var(§27°)), (22)
where

¢ = Kgre g, (7. Y) (K, (Y. Y) + 0 Lanmr) ™ (MZ — Fo(Y)),  (23)
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var (%) = Kgwe (r*,r*) =K gwre g, (", ¥) (Kg, (V. V)40 Lanmr) ™ Ky, goe (Y, 79).

(24
and Fo (Y) = Vec({Fo (YY) e RINML Ky (Y,Y;6) € RINMLIXANML
is the covariance matrix between ’f¢, (Y) and f4(Y), which can be compute el-
ementwisely based on the covariance functions Kge, Kga, Kg, gue(Y,r") =
K puee g, (1", Y)T denotes the covariance matrix between £ (Y) and ¢VP(r*).

Note here the marginal likelihood does not simply favor the models that fit the
training data best, but induces an automatic trade-off between data fit and model
complexity. We can use the posterior mean estimators of ¢ in trajectory prediction
by performing numerical simulations of the equations

mZ(1) = Fa(Y (1) +5(Y(1)). (25)

and the posterior variance var($YP®) can be used as a good indicator for the uncer-
tainty of the estimation ¢"“P¢ based on our Bayesian approach, see Figure and also
other examples in [34}35].
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Fig. 4: Flocking with external potential (FWEP) model [67] with {N,L,M,o} =
{20,6,3,0.01}, and ¢F(r) = 1, ¢*(r) = m, for other parameters see [32].
The light blue regions are two-standard-deviation bands around the means which
indicate the uncertainty of the estimators.

In classical regression setting [66], there is an interesting link between GP regres-
sion with the kernel ridge regression (KRR), where the posterior mean can be viewed
as a KRR estimator to solve a regularized least square empirical risk functional. In
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our setting, we have noisy functional observations of the interaction kernels, i.e., the
{rx,rv,Z} instead of the pairs {rx, ¢F (rx), ¢*(rx)}, where rx, ry, € RMLN? are
the sets contains all the pairwise distances in X, and V, so we face an inverse problem
here, instead of a classical regression problem. Thanks to the linearity of the inverse
problem, we can still derive a Representer theorem [68]] that helps understand the
role of the hyperparameters:

Theorem 2 (Theorem 3.2 in [35]). Given the training data {Y,Z}, if the priors

. ~ . . 2 E - 2R A
¢ ~ GP(0,KE), ¢* ~ GP(0,K") with KE = 370z, KY = S2x for
some AE A4 > 0, then the posterior mean ¢ = (¢F, %) in 23) coincides with

the minimizer, ¢f}_’{M 4. .» Of the regularized empirical risk functional EYM () on
KEXTgaA

Hye X Hya where EVM (1) is defined by

LM
W
D (YU — 2D P B E I+ ARG, -

I=1,m=1

M L
& (so)-—LM

(26)

From the theorem, it is clear to see how hyperparameters affect the prediction of
interaction kernels: 6F, 64, and o jointly affect the choice of Mercer kernels and
regularization constant.

In order to ensure the asymptotic identifiability of the true interaction kernels
as the number of observational data snapshots goes to infinity, we study the well-
posedness under a statistical inverse problem setting, and provide the coercivity
condition in this case:

Definition 2 (Definition 3.3 in [35]]). We say that the system satisfies the coer-
civity condition if Yo € Hygre X Hya,
2 2 E (2 A2

140122 ) = I8l ) = e 167122 ) + el sy @D
for some constants CHyp>CHpa > 0.
One can prove the well-posedness on a suitable subspace determined by the source
conditions on ¢, ¢ with some mild assumptions if the coercivity condition (27)
holds, and both kernels can be recovered with a statistically optimal rate in M under
the corresponding RKHS norm:

AM =1
||¢’HKEX7'{KA _¢||( KEX( KA S M27+2, (28)

where 0 < y < %, see section 3.2 in [35] for detailed discussion. A novel operator-
theoretical framework is established in [34] for the single-kernel systems (2), which
proves the reconstruction error converges at an upper rate in M under Holder type
source conditions on ¢ (Theorem 25 in [34]). One can extend this result to the

double-kernel case following the same theoretical framework, and we leave it for
future investigation. This result generalized the analysis of kernel regression methods
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[66]] and linear inverse problems to interacting particle systems, and we believe one
can obtain more refined rates and bounds using our framework as the bridge in the
future.

Compared with the previous works that focused on learning interaction kernels,
this method using GPs has the following advantages: (1) it can handle more difficult
yet more practical scenarios, i.e., joint inference of scalar parameters a and ¢, as
both are often unknown in practical scenarios. Therefore, our method can learn the
governing equations (I7). (2) It provides uncertainty quantification on estimators. In
the ideal data regime, we provide a rigorous analysis and show how it depends on
the system parameters. This uncertainty measures the reliability of our estimators, in
particular, it can be used to measure the mismatch between our proposed models with
the real-world systems. (3) It has a powerful training procedure to select a data-driven
prior and this overcomes the drawback of the previous least square algorithms: there
is no criterion to select the optimal choice of function spaces (in terms of both basis
and dimensions) for learning so as to minimize the generalization error. See more
examples and discussions about the comparisons in [34].

4 Conclusion

In summary, our paper has presented a thorough exploration of methodologies for
deducing the governing structure of collective dynamics from observational data. A
detailed examination of the learning framework for first-order models underscores
the significance of formulating a variational inverse problem approach based on the
intrinsic low-dimensional properties of the dynamical right-hand side. Our methods
exhibit efficacy in extending the fundamental approach to encompass multi-species
systems, stochastic noise, dynamics constrained on Riemannian manifolds, missing
features, coupled systems, and learning with Gaussian priors. Despite the escalating
complexity of model equations, once cast into the standard Y = f(Y) form, the
formulation of the loss function—the crux of the learning process—becomes evident.
We have provided references to our original papers for readers seeking a more in-
depth understanding, and additionally, we have conducted comparisons with three
other methods, namely SINDy, NeuralODE, and Random Feature Learning.
Numerous avenues warrant consideration for future research. In instances where
a single-time observation of the steady state is the sole available data, we have initi-
ated the application of the Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space approach introduced in
[[69L170]] to provide reasonable estimations of ¢, up to certain scaling factors. Regard-
ing dynamics with geometric structures, we focus on developing learning methods
capable of inferring both the dynamics and the associated Riemannian manifolds.
While noise in observation data, encompassing both Y and Y, has been addressed
in [27]], the scenario of having noisy Y without information on Y remains an open
question. Additionally, exploring the learning of multi-species dynamics without
prior knowledge of type information, as introduced in [23]], provides an intriguing
starting point. As the number of agents in the system (N) grows large, i.e. N — oo,
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computational challenges arise in handling extensive data. Utilizing the correspond-
ing PDEs stemming from the mean-field limit as a guide for learning, as proposed in
[69, [70, 22| [71]], offers promising insights. Partial observation data may render our
current learning approach inadequate in capturing the underlying structure; however,
we propose a synergistic approach by combining our existing learning methodol-
ogy with supplementary information derived from the mean-field distribution. The
utilization of % averaging in the model equations facilitates the derivation of corre-
sponding mean-field PDEs. However, from the perspective of agent-based modeling,
such averaging may not align with the actual modeling context. A potential avenue

for future exploration involves addressing topological averaging; specifically, con-

. . : N oUlxxlD) . 1N T
sidering the right-hand side as ijl S]] instead of ijl d(1x; —x;])
could be a promising direction for further investigation.
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