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Abstract: Capturing the correct dynamics at the Coarse-Grained (CG) scale remains a central
challenge in the advancement of systematic CG models for soft matter simulations. The
Generalized Langevin Equation (GLE), rooted in the Mori-Zwanzig formalism, provides a
robust framework for incorporating friction and stochastic forces into CG models, that are lost
due to the reduction in degrees of freedom. Leveraging recent advancements in Automatic
Differentiation (AD) and reformulating the non-Markovian GLE using a colored noise ansatz,
we present a top-down approach for accurately parameterizing the non-Markovian GLE for
different coarse-grained fluids that accurately reproduces the velocity-autocorrelation function
of the original All-Atom (AA) model. We demonstrate our approach on two different fluids
namely, SPC/E water and carbon dioxide which have distinct structure and dynamical
characteristics. Importantly, by being end-to-end differentiable, this approach offers a
simplified and efficient solution to achieving accurate CG dynamics, effectively bypassing the

complexities inherent in most bottom-up methods.
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1. Introduction

Coarse-grained (CG) models have become indispensable in molecular modeling,
bridging the gap between high-resolution atomistic simulations and the study of systems at
realistic length and timescales—levels of detail often unattainable through experimental
methods. By mapping the high-resolution All-Atom (AA) model into a low-resolution CG
representation, one seeks to reduce complexity while also preserving the important
characteristics of the AA system. CG force-field development and parameterization has
therefore been an important topic of research!. Many important thermodynamic properties can
be derived as conditional averages from the atomistic system and accurately captured by what
is called the many-body potential of mean force (MB-PMF). Numerous methods?* based on
the MB-PMF, among others, have demonstrated success in capturing both important structural
and thermodynamic properties of diverse systems, including polymers, proteins, nanofluids,

and more®’.

Despite these notable advancements, molecular dynamics (MD) simulations using CG
models often produce significantly erroneous predictions of the dynamic properties of the
systems under investigation. Most notably it leads to faster dynamics compared to the AA
system®°, This can be advantageous in certain situations, such as achieving rapid
equilibration, but in most cases, this severely restricts the use of these models for studying
dynamic effects and transport properties at relevant timescales. This inaccuracy is typically
attributed to two key factors. First, the reduction in friction caused by the "projected dynamics"
of the degrees of freedom that have been eliminated, as described by Mori and Zwanzig'**2,
Second, an inaccurate representation of the high-dimensional MB-PMF, which results in shifts

in the relative energy barriers within the Free-Energy Landscape, thereby altering the



timescales of barrier crossing events!*?, Several recent works have tried to address this
challenge and develop dynamically accurate CG models. For a detailed review of these
methods we direct the readers to important reviews in Ref 6728, In theory the Mori-Zwanzig
(MZ) formalism provides an exact approach to modeling the time evolution of the CG degrees
of freedom, resulting in an equation of motion for the CG degrees of freedom, popularly known
as the Generalized Langevin Equation (GLE). However, parameterizing the GLE is a daunting
task due to the presence of frictional and stochastic forces which depend on the complex
projected dynamics'?, as given by the MZ formalism. These forces implicitly account for the
effects of the degrees of freedom that have been averaged out when constructing the CG model
and are related by the Fluctuation-Dissipation Theorem (FDT). To overcome this complexity,
several approximations'®2! have been proposed to simplify different terms within the GLE.
These simplifications have facilitated the widespread application of the GLE in CG systems,

giving rise to popular methods like Dissipative Particle Dynamics (DPD)?2.

A further complexity arising from the projection operations in the MZ formalism is the
time-dependence of the resulting forces, which leads to GLE which is non-Markovian. In this
case, the friction and random forces depend on the entire history of the system’s time evolution.
Often, a Markovian assumption is made to simplify the problem, assuming a time-independent
friction kernel that results in a uniform friction coefficient and Gaussian white noise. This
assumption holds when there is a clear separation of timescales between the CG degrees of
freedom and those that are removed from the AA system, where the random force fluctuations
occur much faster than the CG bead motion. However, in many critical systems, this timescale
separation is absent, causing the Markovian approximation to fail, and necessitating the use of
a non-Markovian GLE?>?*, Consequently, several studies have investigated memory effects in
CG models, highlighting the importance of time dependence of the memory kernel*”? in not

only improving the dynamic accuracy but also in capturing important physical effects of the



atomistic system?. These bottom-up approaches have demonstrated the capacity to
systematically parameterize the friction kernel using rigorous principles of statistical
mechanics!”?>2728 However, approximations are often involved, like the “Q-approximation”,
where the projected dynamics is approximated as the true dynamics to obtain friction forces
from the Force-Autocorrelation Function obtained from atomistic data. While various other
methods®>182° have been proposed to overcome these challenges, they often require complex
derivations of memory kernels, coupled with the intricate and resource-intensive nature of
implementing the CG model. A simpler approach involves following a top-down approach of
selecting a functional form for the friction kernel and then adjusting the parameters to match
kinetic properties of the CG model, such as the Velocity Autocorrelation Function (VACF) of
the CG sites. Classically, such optimization has been challenging and approximate methods

have been used which compromise accuracy*’.

However, recent advancements in machine learning have given rise to sophisticated
optimization methods that allow for precise control of target quantities, even when they depend
on several model parameters in a complex manner. Automatic Differentiation (AD) 3132 is one
such powerful technique that calculates gradients by systematically applying the chain rule to
fundamental computational operations. This allows one to create an end-to-end Differentiable
Simulator®*3¢ where gradients of output quantities can be directly propagated through the
entire simulation trajectory to optimize model parameters®’—°. By leveraging AD capabilities
and adjoint-state method, we show for the first time that the friction and random force terms in
the non-Markovian GLE could be accurately parameterized in a top-down manner to match
local dynamic properties like VACF for complex fluids like SPC/E water and carbon dioxide.
This approach lets us bypass the complexities inherent in the "bottom-up™ techniques discussed

earlier, offering a simpler and efficient alternative.



The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: We begin by presenting the
reformulation of non-Markovian GLE parameterization as a “filter learning” problem,
followed by construction of the end-to-end differentiable simulator using the adjoint-state
method. Finally, we showcase the results for the adjoint-state optimization and the
corresponding predictions for different bulk fluids, namely SPC/E water, carbon dioxide, and

also confined SPC/E water.
2. Method

The Mori-Zwanzig projection operator theory offers an exact framework for the time
evolution of CG degrees of freedom by modelling only the most significant variables while
systematically "projecting out” the irrelevant ones. This projection introduces frictional and
random forces, which implicitly account for the excluded degrees of freedom, ultimately
resulting in the CG equations of motion commonly known as the Generalized Langevin

Equation:-

t

ma(t) = Fo(r) — J I'(t — )v(r)dt + R(t) (D

0

where, m, a(t), F.(r), ['(t), v(t — 1), and R(t) represent mass, acceleration, conservative
force, memory kernel, velocity, and random force, respectively. The conservative force
describes the contribution from the MB-PMF, which in our case is described as a pairwise
additive potential obtained using the Relative Entropy Minimization*4%4!, In contrast, the non-
conservative interactions account for memory effects and random forces that are not explicitly
included in the CG coordinates. Friction and random forces satisfy the so-called FDT which is

given as,

(R(t+1),R(1)) = kpTT(7) (2)



where, (--), kg, and T are ensemble average, Boltzmann constant, and temperature,
respectively. The left-hand side being the Random force Autocorrelation Function (RACF).
Since the memory kernel is time-dependent, the FDT implies that the random forces are also
time-correlated, resulting in a colored noise. Using a top-down strategy we now aim to predict
the memory kernel that yields an accurate representation of local dynamical properties, such as
the VACF, reframing the task as an inverse problem. We start by reformulating GLE by

modeling the random force with colored noise ansatz.

R(t) = h*N(0,1) (3)

where h and V'(0,1) are convolution filter and standard normal distribution, respectively. We
provide justification on the colored noise consistency in Supporting Information S1 and S2.

Substituting this into FDT, the memory kernel can be simplified as below.

(h, h)
kT

I'(t) = (4)

The GLE can be rewritten below, which simply requires parameterization of the convolution

filter without any constraint, automatically satisfying the FDT.
ma(t) = Fo(r) — f kgT(h,h)v(t —t)dt + h*N(0,1) (5)

Equation (5) provides the equations of motion for the CG coordinates in terms of the filter
coefficients h. Once these filter coefficients are determined, a CG molecular dynamics
simulation can be performed using Equation (5) to compute properties such as the Radial
Distribution Function (RDF) and VACF. Alternatively, in the context of an inverse problem,
one can fix the target quantity as the VACF obtained from the atomistic system and iteratively
adjust the filter coefficients to match this target accurately. One possible way is to define a

scalar loss between the target AA dynamical quantity and the CG dynamical quantity and



compute the gradients of this loss function with respect to the filter coefficient h. We call this
the “filter learning” approach. Computing the gradient is however not straightforward, since
one needs to essentially backpropagate through the whole MD trajectory. Such a direct
differentiation suffers from two computational issues, mainly 1) the exploding gradient
problem and 2) memory issues due to the cost of reverse-mode AD that scales linearly with the
number of MD steps. Fortunately, recent advancements in adjoint-state based methods have
been shown to deal with these issues by being extremely memory-efficient and robust3%42-44,
As we discuss next, the adjoint-state method essentially uses constrained optimization and
constructs an adjoint state, which is then used to compute the gradient by solving an augmented

system in the forward and reverse direction in a memory efficient manner.

The overall procedure of our differentiable simulation is illustrated in Figure 1 (A).
Starting from the initial conditions, the simulator evolves the system, governed by Equation
(5), in time using the Velocity-Verlet integration algorithm. The trajectories are then used to
calculate ensemble average time-correlation functions such as the VACF, C,,(t) =
(v(0).v(t)). We then define a Mean Squared Error (MSE) loss function £ between the CG

VACF, CS¢ (t) and the ground truth AA VACF CZAA(t),

T
=1 [(ct® - carw)ar ©)
0

where T is time duration of the simulation. Then utilizing the adjoint-state method allows us to
compute the gradients of £ with respect to the learnable filter coefficients h. We now describe

the key ideas central to the adjoint-state method.
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Figure 1. (A) Overview of the differentiable CGMD simulation framework integrating the
optimization process. The simulator starts with initial conditions, uses the Velocity-Verlet
algorithm for time integration, and employs post-processors to compute properties of interest,
compare them with AA data, and calculate the loss function. Gradients of the loss function are
computed using the adjoint-state method and used to update CG force field parameters via the
ADAM optimizer. Different systems used — (B) Bulk SPC/E Water, (C) CO2 and (D) confined

SPC/E Water.



The time-evolution of the phase-space can be expressed using an ordinary differential equation,

as below.

dr(t)
== fr©,6h) @

where t, r(t), f, and h are time, atom positions at time t, function f (which depends on the
time integrator) and filter coefficients h, respectively. The adjoint variable is then defined as

the sensitivity of the loss function with respect to each trajectory.

o .
a(t)_ar—(t) (8)

where a(t) is the adjoint variable at t. Applying the chain rule, this can be further evolved as

below.

da(t) B

of (r(e), t, h)
T ra—

ar

9)

This is another differential equation, where its final condition (a(T)) can be trivially calculated
with AD, indicating that it is beneficial to solve the adjoint equation in time-reversal direction.
The gradient with respect to 8 can then be obtained by solving the following equation.

0
dL f " JIGORAIN

dh oh (10)

We note that the adjoint-state method has been well-established for studying a variety of
dynamical systems, including the application to molecular dynamics*®, and we recommend

referring to Ref 3 for more details of this method.

In practice, we iteratively perform and compute gradient in a piecewise manner,
breaking the whole simulation trajectory into short-time durations of 1000 fs each, which is

analogous to stochastic gradient descent, where working with smaller data segments allows for



more frequent updates to the parameters. Another point to note is that in NVE simulations, the
backward trajectory can be retraced by solving the time-reversed equations of motion.
However, in NVT simulations that incorporate GLE, this approach becomes problematic due
to the presence of stochastic forces, which disrupt time reversibility. To resolve this, we store
the state history for 1000 fs and the sampled noise in memory and utilize it during the
simulation. While this approach increases memory usage linearly with time, it remains
significantly more efficient than methods that do not employ the adjoint method. Once the
gradient is computed, we update the CG force field parameters via the ADAM optimizer with
an initial learning rate of 3 x 10~*, which decays to 1 x 10™* and 1 x 10~> at 100 and 200
epoch of training. Additionally, we add a weight decay of 1 x 10~ to regularize the parameter

updates and prevent overfitting.
3. Result

The goal of the optimization is to refine the filter parameters by backpropagating the
gradients described by Equation (10) starting from an initial guess of the filter coefficient. To
test the robustness of the optimization scheme we try different initializations using various

mathematical functions as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Initial filter representations used in the optimization process.

Initial filter type

Exponential 1 e~ 001t /200
Exponential 2 e~ 001t /400
Sine sin(0.01¢) /200

Cosine cos(0.01¢t) /400
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Figure 2. Performance of the optimization scheme for bulk water using different filter
initialization strategies. (A) Different initializations of filter coefficients. (B) The MSE loss
function plotted over 300 epochs, showing convergence for different initialization methods.
(C) The L2 norm of the gradient of the loss function (D) The filter dot product with the
converged filter across epochs.

The exponential function as an initial filter seems like a natural choice to simulate the gradual
decay of the memory with time as is seen for most liquids. On the other hand, the sine and
cosine functions were chosen to introduce a repeating pattern of decay and growth in their self-
correlation, and to see if such oscillations create instabilities or convergence issues in the
optimization process. We test different filter initializations for bulk SPC/E water, where the
normalized filters are plotted on Figure 2 (A). Figure 2 (B) illustrates the decaying MSE loss
function as the filter parameters are optimized. The gradient of MSE loss function is computed
via the adjoint-state method. The L2 norm of gradient is visualized in Figure 2 (C), reflecting
the rate of convergence. Figure 2 (D) presents the normalized dot product between the current

filter and the optimal filter, indicating how close the intermediate filters were to the converged



solution. Both the metrics are seen to gradually converge to an optimal value. We initially used
an exponential function as the filter for bulk water and carbon dioxide. Drawing an analogy to
transfer learning, we then employed the filter optimized for bulk water as the initial filter for
confined water. We applied our framework to three target systems: bulk SPC/E water, bulk
carbon dioxide, and confined SPC/E water, as shown in Figure 1 (B-D). Detailed information
about the system configuration and simulation settings is given in Supporting Information S3.
We compute CG RDF and CG VACF and compare them with the corresponding AA ones. As
shown in Figures 3 (A-C) and 3 (D-F), they are accurately reproduced. This indicates our CG
model can reproduce both important structural and transport properties, therefore being

dynamically accurate.
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Figure 3. Comparison of the RDF and VACF between the CG model and the AA model. Bulk
water, Bulk carbon dioxide, and confined water RDFs are shown in (A-C). VACFs for those
molecules are shown in (D-F). The results demonstrate that the CG model accurately
reproduces the RDF and VACF of the AA model, validating the effectiveness of the CGMD

simulation framework.



We further show the convolution filter and memory kernel for the target systems that were
learned from the differentiable simulations and are presented in Figures 4 (A-C) and 4 (D-F).
Finally, we calculated the RACF from the random forces used in the simulations of each system
and normalized them to compare with the normalized memory kernel to demonstrate that the
generated colored noise and friction kernel follow the FDT. As shown in Figures 5 (A-C), the
normalized memory kernel and the RACF of the target molecules match each other, indicating
compliance with FDT. From the RACF, we were able to obtain the Power Spectral Density
(PSD) of the thermal noise as shown in Figures 5 (D-F), lets us observe the noise characteristics
in the frequency domain. The PSD revealed that the noise is colored at high frequencies and

white at low frequencies.
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Figure 4. Learning results of the convolution filter and memory kernel from differentiable
simulations. (A-C) Noise convolution filters for bulk water, bulk carbon dioxide, and confined
water, respectively. (D-F) Isotropic memory kernels for bulk water, bulk carbon dioxide, and

confined water.
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Figure 5. Validation of the FDT through comparison of the normalized memory kernel and the
RACF. (A-C) Normalized memory kernel and RACF and (D-F) PSD of thermal noise for bulk

water, bulk carbon dioxide, and confined water respectively.
4.Conclusion

To conclude, we have developed a top-down method for parameterizing the non-
Markovian GLE to construct dynamically accurate CG models. Our approach has been
successfully applied to complex fluids such as SPC/E water and carbon dioxide, which exhibit
intricate dynamic behaviour. By reformulating the GLE using a colored noise ansatz, we
reframe the parameterization task as an inverse problem, learning the filter coefficients
corresponding to the VACEF of the original AA system. The resulting friction and stochastic
forces inherently satisfy the FDT ensuring a physically consistent depiction of the system's
dynamics. While top-down parameterization has traditionally posed significant challenges, we
show that it becomes both achievable and efficient through the application of AD via the

adjoint-state method. This method provides an efficient means to backpropagate gradients of a



scalar loss function on the VACF through the molecular dynamics simulation trajectory in a
memory-efficient manner, enabling precise tuning of the filter coefficients to obtain accurate
memory kernels and noise properties. This innovative approach opens new possibilities for
parameterizing and developing different dynamically consistent CG models (like DPD and its
variants?®) with enhanced flexibility and simplicity, particularly in cases where a detailed
bottom-up understanding of the system’s time evolution is lacking or is computationally

prohibitive such as that involving non-equilibrium systems*®47,
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