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Abstract

The construction of loss functions presents a major challenge in data-driven modeling
involving weak-form operators in PDEs and gradient flows, particularly due to the need to
select test functions appropriately. We address this challenge by introducing self-test loss
functions, which employ test functions that depend on the unknown parameters, specifically
for cases where the operator depends linearly on the unknowns. The proposed self-test loss
function conserves energy for gradient flows and coincides with the expected log-likelihood
ratio for stochastic differential equations. Importantly, it is quadratic, facilitating theoretical
analysis of identifiability and well-posedness of the inverse problem, while also leading to
efficient parametric or nonparametric regression algorithms. It is computationally simple,
requiring only low-order derivatives or even being entirely derivative-free, and numerical
experiments demonstrate its robustness against noisy and discrete data.
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1 Introduction

Learning governing equations from data is a fundamental task in many areas of science and
engineering, such as physics, biology, and geosciences [4,9, 10, 17,25, 26,29]. The governing
equation allows us to model complex systems, predict future behavior, and develop effective
control strategies. They are often in the form of partial differential equations (PDEs), such as
gradient flows [2,7,8,13] and diffusion models [30,33]. To learn these equations, it is necessary to
use data to approximate the differential operators. However, real-world data is often noisy and
discrete, causing large errors in derivative approximations and leading to unreliable estimators
when using strong-form equations.

Weak-form equations provide a more versatile framework. By using smooth test functions
with integration by parts, weak forms use lower-order differential operators, thereby offering
improved robustness to noisy and discrete data [1,6,12,22,23,31,35].

However, the construction of loss functions for variational inference of weak-form equations
poses a major challenge. This difficulty arises from that the weak form requires test functions
to be dense in the dual space, which is typically an infinite-dimensional function space. In clas-
sical approaches, test functions are often chosen to be smooth and compactly supported, with
Galerkin basis functions being a prominent example [23]. These methods are often limited to
low-dimensional problems and are not scalable to high-dimensional settings, such as the Wasser-
stein gradient flows of probability measures in high-dimensional spaces. Importantly, since the
universal test functions are agonistic of data and the model, it is necessary to use a large set
of such test functions to ensure that all relevant information from the data is captured, often
leading to redundancy and computational inefficiency.

We address this challenge by introducing self-test loss functions for cases where the operator
depends linearly on the (function-valued) parameter. The key idea is to employ test functions
that depend on the unknown parameter itself and the data, which we termed as self-testing
functions. Such test functions are automatically determined by the operator and the data.
Thus, they make the construction of the loss function automatic.

The proposed loss function is suitable for many weak-form operators, including the high-
dimensional gradient flows and diffusion models. In particular, the selt-test loss function is
quadratic. It facilitates theoretical analysis of identifiability and well-posedness of the inverse
problem. It also leads to efficient parametric or nonparametric regression algorithms. It is
computationally simple, requiring only low-order derivatives or even being entirely derivative-
free. Our numerical experiments demonstrate its robustness against noisy and discrete data.

1.1 Main results: self-test loss functions

Consider the problem of estimating the (function-valued) parameter ¢ in the operator R, : X — Y
in the weak-form equation:

Rolul = f = (Rglul,v) = (f,0), WoeY* (1.1)
from data consisting of noisy discrete observations of input-output pairs:
D = {(u, fi)}is- (1.2)
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Here, X, Y are metric spaces, Y* is the dual space of Y, and (-, -) means the dual pair between Y
and Y*. The operator R4 : X — Y can be either linear or nonlinear. Depending on the operators,
the data can be the functions at discrete spatial-time meshes or empirical distributions of samples;
see (1.6), (1.8) and (1.10) below.

We assume that the operator Ry[u] depends linearly on ¢ when u is fixed, that is,

R¢1+¢2 [u] = R¢1 [u] + R¢2 [u]v (13)

for any function ¢, and ¢9 such that the operator is well-defined. For example, with ¢ = (h, ®,V),
the operator

Ry[u] := Rpoyu] = =V - (uV[vh'(u) + @« u + V) (1.4)

depends linearly on ¢ = (h,®, V) when u is given. We assume no prior knowledge of ¢, except
that the operator Ry[u] is well-defined.

To construct a loss function using the weak form equation, we use a class of self-testing
functions {vs[w;]}, where the operator vy : X — Y* is linear in ¢ and makes (Ry[u], vy[u]) =
(Rylu],ve[u]) and (Ry[u],vs[u]) = 0 for any w, ¢, such that the operators are well-defined.
Then, we define the self-test loss function as

| L
Ep(9) = T > (R[], vg[w]y = 2(fi, vg[u]) + Co,

=1

where Cj is an arbitrary constant; see Section 2.1.

We demonstrate the construction of the self-test loss function for learning function-valued
parameters in three groups of examples: Wasserstein gradient flow, weak form elliptic operator,
and sequential ensembles of unlabeled data of interacting particle systems; see Section 1.2 and
Sections 2.2-2.4.

In particular, we show that for gradient flows, the self-test loss function aims to match the
energy dissipation, and its minimizer conserves the energy of the data flow; see Theorem 3.3. The
self-testing functions are the first variation of the free energy. Also, we show that for stochastic
differential equations (SDEs), the self-test loss function coincides with the expectation of the
negative log-likelihood ratio (see Theorem 3.4); as a result, a minimizer of the self-test loss
function is a mazimal likelihood estimator.

Importantly, the loss function is quadratic since both Ry[u] and vs[u] are linear in ¢. It
allows us to analyze the identifiability of ¢ and the well-posedness of the inverse problem based
on the Hessian of the loss function. We demonstrate such an analysis for learning the diffusion
rate function and the potentials in a Wasserstein gradient flow in Section 4.

It also leads to computationally efficient parametric or nonparametric regression algorithms
using either least squares or neural network regression. We demonstrate its robustness against
noisy and discrete data in parametric and nonparametric estimations in Section 5.

1.2 Examples

Example 1.1 (Wasserstein gradient flow) Learn the diffusion rate function h : R — R, the
interaction potential ® : R — R and the potential V : R* — R in the Wasserstein gradient flow:

ou=V-(uV[yh (u)+®+u+V]), zeR%t>0, (1.5)
from data consisting of discrete noisy observation of solutions on a mesh {z;}Y¥, < R%:

Dy = {u(z:, ) )15 (1.6)
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The operator is Ry[u] in (1.4), and the self-testing functions are vg|u] = vh'(u) + @+ u+V; see
Section 2.2 for the self-test loss function and see Section 4 for the analysis on identifiability and
well-posedness of the inverse problem.

Example 1.2 (Weak-form operator) Estimate the diffusion a : R? — R in the PDE:
—Aau) = f (1.7)
from data consisting of discrete noisy observations on the spatial mesh {x;}, < R%:
Dy = {(wi(w:), filw:)}iL,- (1.8)
We define the self-test loss function with R,[u] = —A(au) and v,[u] = au; see Section 2.3.

Example 1.3 (Sequential ensembles of unlabeled data) FEstimate potentials ®,V : R —
R in the differential equation of N -interacting particles,

d i i IS i j :
EXt:_[VV(Xt)"‘NEV(I)(Xt_XtJ)]a l<i

N

N (1.9)

j=1
from data consisting of M independent sequences of ensembles of unlabeled particles

Dy = {(X;""™, 1 <ip < N)IML (1.10)

m,l=1"

Here the particles are unlabeled in the sense that Xtil“(m) and X;’Ll’(m) may be the positions of
different particles even when i; = i;.1. In other words, there is no trajectory information for any
single particle. Thus, the classical methods based on the derivatives %Xti, see e.g., [19-21], are no
longer applicable. We will construct the loss function for the empirical measures of these samples
in Section 2.4 and demonstrate the numerical estimation by neural network approximation in

Section 5.3.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define the framework of the self-test
loss functions and provide examples. Section 3 defines the self-test loss function with general
abstract gradient flow and shows its minimizer satisfies the conservation law. We also connect
the self-test loss function with the likelihood of SDEs. In Section 4, we study the identifiability
of the diffusion rate function and the potentials in aggregation-diffusion equations. We present
numerical experiments in Section 5 and conclude in Section 6.

Notation Throughout the paper, we denote the true parameter by ¢, and observational data
by f. We abuse the notation u, which may represent either a function u(z) or u(x,t) for a given
t, as long as the context is clear. Table 1 lists the notations.

2 Self-test loss functions

We first introduce the self-test loss function in a generic weak-form operator learning problem
that covers weak-form PDEs and gradient flows. Then, we apply it to the examples in Section 1.2.
In particular, we construct loss functions under the assumption that the data pairs are noiseless
and in a continuum. In practice, the data will be discrete and noisy, and we approximate the
loss function using the discrete data; see Sections 2.3-2.2 for details.



Table 1: Notations

Notations ‘ Description

Ry[-], wel-] | Operators Ry[-]: X =Y, wv4[]: X — Y*
10} Function-valued parameter in operator, to be estimated from data
{f,v), {,->u | Dual operation with f € Y, v € Y*; inner product in H
E() Ey(+) R-valued loss function and energy function
Py (RY) The space of probability measures with finite second moments

2.1 Weak-form operator learning

The main idea behind the self-test loss function is to guide the minimization in the direction
that explores the unknown parameter the most. Thus, we use the parameter to construct test
functions for the weak-form operator learning problem in Section 1.1.

Definition 2.1 (Self-test loss function) Consider the problems of estimating ¢ in the oper-
ator equation (1.1) from the dataset in (1.2), where the operator Ry|u] satisfies (1.3). We call
velu] € Y* a self-testing function if it satisfies the self-testing properties:

Symmetry: — (Rylu], vylul) = (Rylu], vs[ul),
Positivity:  (Ry[u],ve[u]) = 0, (2.1)
Linearity: Vgiplu] = vglu] + vplul,

for any ¢, such that these operations are well-defined for all u € {u;}t_,. We call

Ep(9) = Y (Ro[u] volw]) = 2 fis vo[w]) + Co (2.2)

=1

a self-test loss function, where Cy is an arbitrary constant.

The self-test loss function has three appealing properties. First, it is quadratic in the unknown
parameter ¢. Thus, it is convex, and its minimizers can solved by either direct methods or
iterative methods. Also, the uniqueness of the minimizer can be established in proper function
space, as well as the well-posedness of the inverse problem; see Section 4. Second, it uses the
weak form operator, requiring either low-order derivative or even no derivatives of u, avoiding
numerical error in approximating derivatives from discrete noisy data. Lastly, in applications
with probability gradient flow, it is suitable for high-dimensional systems with ensemble data
consisting of particle samples because the loss function can be written as a combination of
expectations; see Sections 2.2, 2.4 and 3.2.

Two major tasks in the construction of the self-test loss function are (i) to find the self-
testing function v,[u], and (ii) to select a proper parameter space for the search in minimization.
Fortunately, the linearity of Ry[u]| in ¢ and the self-testing properties (2.1) provide clear clues
on constructing vs[u]. As examples, we explore such self-testing functions for weak-form PDEs
and gradient flows in Sections 2.3-2.2. Meanwhile, the loss function indicates adaptive function
spaces for the parameter, which we explore in Section 4.

The next proposition shows that a minimizer of the self-test loss function satisfies the weak-
form equation with all self-testing functions. It is effectively the fact that the Fréchet derivative



of the self-test loss function must be zero at the minimizer, which we will revisit after defining
the parameter space in Section 4. Also, it is closely related to energy conservation for gradient
flow in Section 3.

Proposition 2.2 (Minimizer of the self-test loss function.) When ¢, is the true function
generating the data D in (1.2), the self-test loss function in (2.2) with Co = - (R, [wi], ve, [w])
can be written as

Ep(9) = Y (Ro-o,[t], vog, [wi]) (2.3)

I=1

and it has ¢, as a minimizer. In particular, ¢, is the unique minimizer in a linear space H if
and only if there exists | € {1,..., L} such that (Ry[w],ve[w]) > 0 for every nonzero ¢ € H.
Also, a minimizer ¢y of the self-test loss function is a solution to the equation

D (R[] = fr,v4[w]) =0, (2.4)
=1

for all 3 such that Y5 (Ry[w], vy[w]) < .
Proof. Given the above Cy, Eq.(2.3) follows from

= > [(Rolund, va[w]) — 20f, volw]) + (Ro, [w], vo, [w])] = > (Ro-g, [t], vo-s, [ui]),

=1 =1

where the last equality follows from the facts that Rsu] and vy|u] are linear in ¢, and that
(R lw], volw]) = (Rolw],vex[w]) = {fi,vp[w]). Then, ¢, is a minimizer by the positivity
property. Also, this equation implies that the uniqueness of the minimizer in the linear space
‘H is equivalent to the strict positivity of %Zle<R¢[ul], vg|w]) for every nonzero ¢ € H. Thus,
¢4 is the unique minimizer in H iff there exists [ € {1,..., L} such that (Ry[w], vs[w]) > 0 for
every nonzero ¢ € H.

Lastly, since ¢q is a minimizer of the loss function, we have, for any 1 s.t. Ep(¢pg + €p) < o0,

0= Lep(on + ev) = lim 200 ) = E0l00) Z<R¢O wl — v,

d e—0

and it gives Eq.(2.4). =

2.2 Example: Wasserstein gradient flow

We consider first the estimation of function-valued parameters in the Wasserstein gradient flow
in (1.5) from a given set of data, which can be either of the two types in Example 1.1. That is,
we aim to estimate the diffusion rate h : R* — R, the interaction potential ® : R — R and the
kinetic potential V' : R — R in the gradient flow,

o=V - [uV[vh (u) + ®=u+ V)], zeRLt>0. (2.5)

Here the diffusion constant can be either v > 0 or v = 0, and the diffusion rate function h : R — R
satisfies that r — r?h(r=¢) is convex non-increasing. Examples of such h include

1 —L_gm > 1
h(s)=s gnt = Jmet S T (2.6)
slogs, m =1,
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where we use the convention ﬁ p™ 1t =log p when m = 1.
In particular, when m = 1, we have h'(u) = 1+logu and V- (uVh/'(u)) = V- [uV(1+logu)] =
Au, and (2.5) becomes

ou=vAu+ V- (uV[V+dxu]), zeRt>0. (2.7)

This is the mean-field equation for the large N limit of the interacting particle system,

‘ R , ‘ .
dX} = -[VV(X]) + + Y IVO(X] — X])|dt + VovdWi, 1<i<N, (2.8)
=1
where (W})i<i<ny are Ri-valued independent standard Brownian motions, and (X{)i<i<y are
independent samples of distribution «(0,-); see e.g., [13,14].

Self-test loss function for estimating (h,®, V). We cast the estimation of parameter ¢ =
(h,®,V) in the above gradient flow as the learning of the parameter ¢ in the operator Ry[u] in
(1.4). Its self-testing function is

velu] :=vh'(u) + ®+u+V. (2.9)

It satisfies the self-testing properties in (2.1): clearly, the symmetry and linearity hold; the
positivity holds since by integration by parts,

(Rg|u],vplu]) = fRd u|V[vh (u) + ® + u + V)]|*dz = 0,

for all ¢ such that (Ry[u], vs[u]) is well-defined.
Hence, the self-test loss function for data (u(t,z) : t € [0, 7],z € R?) is

a@y:%Jjﬁwhwmmmn+¢*u+wﬁ—zwmmmo+¢*u+vﬂwdt (2.10)

This loss function matches the energy dissipation of the gradient flow, which we explore further
in Section 3.

Self-test loss function for estimating (®,1). Consider the problem of estimating (®, V)
in the mean-field equation (2.7) in Example 1.1.

It is equivalent to learning the parameter ¢ = (®,V') in the (weak-form) operator Ry[u]| =
=V - [uV(® « u + V)]. The self-testing function is vy[u] = ® = u + V, and (Ry4[u],vs[u]) =
§pa 4|V u + VV|*dx. Thus, the self-test loss function is

T
Eu(D,V) :z% J; JRd [ulVP +u+ VV* = 2(0u — vAu) (@« u + V)] dz dt.

1 (T
=—f J [ulV® + u + VV]* + 20u(A® « u + AV)] dz dt
T 0 Rd

—%J[mﬂ@@*mﬂ@+v@ﬂ—mam@*mq@+vmmm; (2.11)
Rd
where the last equality follows from integration by parts.

In practice, when the data is discrete and noisy observations on the space-time mesh as in
(1.6), we approximate the integrals in (2.11) by Riemann sum or other numerical schemes; see
Section 5.2. When the data consists of particle samples as in (1.10), we approximate the integrals
using the empirical measure of the samples, which corresponds to a Monte-Carlo average; see
Section 3.2.



2.3 Example: elliptic diffusion operators

Consider the problem of estimating the function-valued parameters in the weak-form operators
in Example 1.2 with data in (1.8) that consists of multiple input-output pairs.

To estimate a : R? — R in (1.7), we have R,[u] = —A(au) : C}(R?) — Y. Here Y is
a Banach space such that BV* < Y and Y* < BV, where BV means the space of functions
with bounded variation. The self-testing function is Ua[u] = au € C}(RY) , since the self-testing
properties follow directly, in particular, (R,[u],v — §pa Alau)audz = §, |V(aw)|?dz = 0
for all @ € C}(RY). Hence, the self-test loss functlon for a single data pair (u, f) is

Ew,p(a) = (Ralu] = 2f,ve[u]) + Cy = JRdHV(au)F — 2fauldx + Cy. (2.12)

Approximating the integrals using the data in (1.8) by Riemann sum and ignoring the constant
Cy, we obtain an empirical self-test loss function

N,L

Enla Z&ul ” NlL (109 ()] @) P = 2fi(eals)un(ao)] [

Here, we approximate the integrals by Riemann sum under the assumption that the mesh is uni-
form. One can use other integration methods, e.g., the finite volume scheme for an unstructured
partition for R? with volume center {z;}Y, and volume |Ax;|.

2.4 Example: sequential ensembles of unlabeled data

To estimate the potentials from sequentlal ensembles of unlabeled data in Example 1.3, we
consider the empirical measures {ug\, (-, tl)}ml , on R? where ,uyvn)(x,tl) = ¥ Z” 1 le m (2),

since the empirical measure effectively represents the unlabeled data (thll (m) ,1 <4 < N). As
the next proposition shows, the empirical distribution of the particles in (1.9) is a weak solution
to a gradient flow on Py (R?).

Proposition 2.3 The empirical distribution py(z,t) = %Zfild){g(x) with (X;,1 < i < N)
satisfying (1.9) is a weak solution to equation

Oy =V - (unVI[V + @+ un]),  pn(-,t) € Po(RY), t > 0. (2.13)
Proof of Proposition 2.3. It suffices to show that for any function v € C?(R%),

Crpn,v) =V - (v (VO iy + V), 0) = = {un (VO * py + V), V),

where the second equality follows from integration by parts.
The above equation holds by using the chain rule with (1.9) to obtain

N N i
d v 1ZdXt

1
Cuti, v) = NZ dt

2 %U( i) = N - - Vo(X])

181 & :, . , .
= <N DIVe(X] - X]) + vv<x;)> - Vo(X])
j=1

=1

= —(un (VP = py + V), Vo)



and by noticing that V& « uy(z) = + Zjvzl Vo(r—X/). =

As a result, we consider the weak-form operator Ry[u] = =V - [uV(® * u + V)] with output
f = 0yu. The self-testing function is vy[u] = ®+u+V, and (Ry[u], vs[u]) = §za u|VO+u+VV 2dx.
Thus, for each u = (u(z,t),z € R% ¢ € [0,T1]), the self-test loss function is (2.11) with v = 0.

Using the data-induced empirical measures { ;L,ET)}, we have an empirical self-test loss function

2

N oM |4 N . A A
Dy NZV@(X;;“”)—Xg;(m))+VV(X;;(m)) dt

(2.14)

t1

Note that this empirical loss function does not use the trajectory information of any single
particle, and it uses exactly the ensemble data of unlabeled particles. We demonstrate the
application of this loss function in Section 5.3.

Remark 2.4 Fq.(2.13) is the same as (2.5) with v = 0 and the empirical measures (uy(-,t),t =
0) form a Wasserstein gradient flow on Py(R?). However, it is not the Liouville equation of the
ODE in (1.9), because the Liouville equation describes the evolution of the joint distribution on
RN, Similarly, the mean-field question in (2.5) is not the Fokker-Planck equation of the SDE
in (2.8), but we can use it to derive the same self-test loss function for the SDE with sequential
ensembles of unlabeled data Ds.

3 Connection with energy conservation and likelihood

This section connects the self-test loss function with the energy conservation of gradient flow and
the likelihood of SDEs.

We show that the self-test loss function aims to match the energy dissipation of the gradient
flow, and its minimizer satisfies the energy conservation law for the given data. Additionally,
the first variation of the free energy provides a self-testing function. We demonstrate them using
the examples of the Wasserstein and parabolic gradient flows. Also, we show that the self-test
loss function coincides with the expectation of the negative log-likelihood ratio for SDEs.

3.1 Matching energy dissipation for gradient flow

We first define the self-test loss function for a generic gradient flow whose free energy depends
linearly on the parameter to be estimated.

Consider the estimation of the function-valued parameter ¢ in the free energy Ey : M — R,
where M is a metric space, from a gradient flow path wj ) := (u(t,-),t € [0,77]) < M. Here the
gradient flow satisfies the equation

0E,
u 5“ )
where du € T,M, A, : T;'M — T,,M is a nonnegative definite operator from the cotangent plane
T*M to the tangent plane 7, M, and % € T*M is the Fréchet derivative (also called the first
variation) of the free energy. Its weak form reads

(3.1)

(7tu=—

diu, gy + Au%,g =0, VgeTl; M, 3.2
ou



where (-, -) is the dual pair on 7,,M x T,*M.
We define a self-test loss function for estimating ¢ by connecting the gradient flow with the
weak form operator R, in (1.1) and its self-testing function v,[u] as follows:

SE,

Rylu] = AUW7 vglu] = (3.3)

ou
The following assumptions on the gradient flow ensure the self-testing properties in (2.1).
Assumption 3.1 Assume the gradient flow in (3.1) satisfies the following properties.
(i) The operator A, is linear, nonnegative definite, and symmetric: Y&, n € TFM,
linear: A& +m) = A& + Aun;
symmetric: (A&, )y =& Aum); (3.4)
nonnegative definite:  (A,£,&) =0

Here {-,-) are dual pair on T,M x T;*M.

(i) The free energy E4 depends on ¢ linearly. Consequently, 6{% 15 also linear in ¢, i.e

—JE(;’LW = 5E¢ + 6E“’ for all ¢, such that the energy function is well-defined.

°)

Definition 3.2 (Self-test loss function for gradient flow) Consider the problem of estimat-
ing ¢ in the gradient flow (3.1) satisfying Assumption 3.1.

e Given a data pair (u,dyu) = (u(t,-), du(t,-)) at time t, a self-test loss function is

oE 0E, OFE
Eu(#) = A0, L) + {Aupt, —=E), (3.5)
o Given continuous time data upr = (u(t,-),t € [0, T]), a self-test loss function is
5E oE
Eun®) = 0BT, )~ B0, )] + [ 4222 S @)

The next theorem shows that the self-test loss function has the true parameter ¢, as a
minimizer, and its minimizer matches the energy conservation for the data flow. In particular,

its proof shows that £y, ,, (¢«) = So (A, 6?2* : 5?3* »dt < 0, i.e., the minimum of the loss function
can be negative. We postpone its proof to Appendix A.1.

Theorem 3.3 (Minimizer of the loss function) The minimizer of the loss function €,y ., (¢)
in (3.6) of Definition 3.2 satisfies the following properties.

a) The true parameter ¢, generating the data up ) is a minimizer of &, )
[0,T7] [0,7]

(b) Uniquenss. The minimizer is unique in a linear parameter space H if
T
OE, 0Ey
Ay—,—dt >0, V , 0. 3.7
| A a0 voeno (3.7

(c) Energy conservation. A minimizer ¢y of Euy 1 (¢) satisfies the energy conservation for
the data upr). That is, the energy change Ey |u(T,-)] — Eg,[u(0,-)] matches the total

energy dissipation — §; (A "o 250 it along the flow ufo,1):

U Su 7 du

BalulT, )] - Bau(0.)] = = | 4,552 5 39
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Example: the Wasserstein gradient flow We show first that the Wasserstein gradient flow
in Eq.(1.5) satisfies Assumption 3.1, and its self-test loss function in (2.2) aims to match the
energy dissipation in the data.

Recall that for any convex functional F(u) defined over the Wasserstein space of probability
measures with finite second moments M = P,(R?) endowed with the Wasserstein-2 metric W,

the gradient is
oF

ou )
is the Fréchet derivative of E. Then, a gradient

VM E(u) = -V - (uV—

where V is the gradient with respect to x, and 5= 5E

flow in (P(RY), Ws) is (see e.g., [2,32])

)

_ W _ o e
ou=-—-V"E=V- (uvéu) Au5u7

(3.9)
where the operator A, : T"M — T, M from the cotangent space to tangent space is defined as
A = =V - (uVE). Clearly, A, is linear, non-negative definite and symmetric. In other words,
the operator A, of any Wasserstein gradient flow satisfies Assumption 3.1(i).

To connect with Eq.(1.5), consider the free energy with parameter ¢ = (h, ®,V):

Ey(u) = VJ “ 2 — y)u(z)u(y)dzdy + JV( Yu(z)dz.

Here the first term is called entropy (named when h(s) = slogs) or internal energy in general,
and the second and third terms are called interaction energy and kinetic (or potential) energy.
Assuming ®(z) = &(—x), the Fréchet derivative of this energy function is

08,

5 =vh'(u) + P+u+V. (3.10)

Then, the Wa-gradient flow equation (3.9) becomes

ou=—-V"E, =V (uv%ﬂ) =V - (uV[vh'(u) + ® = u+ V])
and we obtain Eq.(1.5).

In particular, note that both E, and its derivative 65% in (3.10) are linear in ¢. In other
words, Assumption 3.1(ii) holds true Thus we can define the self-test loss function in (3.6). On
the other hand, note that the above ° 5 is exactly the self-testing function v,[u] in (2.9). Thus,
this self-test loss function is the same as the one in (2.10).

Thus, by Theorem 3.3, the self-test loss function has ¢, as a minimizer, and any of its

minimizer matches the energy conservation for the data flow.

Example: the parabolic gradient flow Consider next the parabolic (or H™!) gradient flow
ou = Ala(x)u), zeT? (3.11)

with the coeflicient a(x) to be estimated from data wuf ). Denote the free energy and its first
variation as

E.(u) := %f@(m)ﬁ dz, 5(5;(1 = au.

11



Then, Eq.(3.11) is a H~! gradient flow of the free energy E,(u)

atu = —VHilE = A(SEa = _Au%v
ou ou

(3.12)

where the operator from the cotangent space to tangent space A, : H' — H~! is defined as

AuE = —AC.

Clearly, Assumption 3.1 holds true since (i) the above A, is linear, nonnegative definite and

symmetric, and (ii) the energy function F, and its derivative 55% are linear in a. Thus, following

(3.6) with integration by parts, we can define the self-loss function as

Euporry (@) = Ld [w(T, x))* — u(0, x))*]a(x)dz + JO Ld IV (au)|? dz dt.

This loss function is the time-integrated version of the loss function (2.12) with f = d,u for
Example 1.2.

3.2 Expected likelihood ratio of SDEs

Next, we show that for an SDE, the self-test loss function of its Fokker-Planck equation coincides
with the expectation of the negative log-likelihood ratio (see Appendix A.1 for its proof).

Theorem 3.4 Consider the problem of estimating the potential Ve : R — R in the SDE
dyt = _v‘/true<7t)dt + v Ql/dBt; (313)

or estimating the potentials Vipye, @irue : RT — R in the McKean-Viasov SDE

{ dX; = — V[Virwe(X1) + Pprue * u(Xy, t)]dt + V20dB,, (5.14)

z,t) =Eldx, (z)]

Suppose that the data is upry := (u(t,x),t € [0,T],z € R?), where u(t,-) the probability distri-
bution of Xy. Then, for either SDE, the self-test loss function for the weak form Fokker-Planck
equation is the expectation of the negative log-likelihood ratio of the path Xo 1y, i.e.,

2
g“[O,T] (q)’ V) - TUE[SY[O,T] ((I)’ V)]
(3.15)

1 T
= —J f [u\V(ID * U+ VV]2 —2(0pu — vAU) (P * u + V)] dx dt.
T )y Jra

However, the above likelihood derivation requires v > 0, which is necessary for the Girsanov
theorem in defining a non-degenerate measure on the path space. In contrast, the self-test loss
function applies without any constraint on v. In particular, when v = 0, these SDEs become
ODEs. When the deterministic systems have a random initial condition, the self-test loss function
comes from the Liouville equation for their distribution flow.

Importantly, as the next proposition shows, we can write the self-test loss function as a
combination of expectations for probability flows. This allows Monte Carlo approximation of the
loss function, which is particularly useful for high-dimensional problems when the data consists
of sequential ensembles of samples.

12



Corollary 3.5 The self-test loss function for the differential equation (3.13) or (3.14) withv = 0
can be written as expectations (by setting ® = 0 for (3.13)):

Eugory (©, V) =% JT (E\ E[V®(Z)|X.] + VV(X,)[" + 20E[AD(Z,) + AV(Z)]) dt

—2(E[®(Zr) + V(X71)] — E[®(Zo) + V(X0)]),

(3.16)

where Z, = X, — 72 with Y; being an independent copy of X,.

Proof. Recall that u(-,t) is the probability density function of X,. Hence, we can write the
integrals as expectations, for example, (., u|VV|*dz = E[|VV (X¢)[*]. In particular, note that @+
w(X,) = E[®(X;— X,)|X:], where X, is an independent copy of X;. Then, we have {; §u, u|V®+
u+ YV dedt = §; B|E[V®(Z)|X,] + VV(X,)|dt.

Meanwhile, note that E[® = u(X,)] = E[E[®(X, — 7;)’71&]] = E[®(Z;)]. Then, with integra-
tion by parts, we can write

f ( xu+ V(0w — vAW)|de = GE[B(Z:) + V(X,)] - vE[AB(Z,) + AV(X)].

Integrate in time over [0,7'], we obtain (3.16). =

4 Parameter spaces, identifiability, and well-posedness

Since there is no prior on the parameters, we define adaptive parameter spaces that depend on the
operator and data. They reflect the limited information for identifying the unknown function-
valued parameters and set the right space to study the identifiability of the parameters and the
well-posedness of the inverse problems.

We illustrate the idea by estimating (h, ®, V') in the weak-form operator in (1.4),

Rylu] := Rpou] = =V - (uV[vh' (u) + @xu+V]) = f

with v € X = C}(R?) and f is the output from the true parameter (h,,®,,Vs). We start by
estimating each of them given the other two in Section 4.1-4.3, then conclude by jointly estimating
the three. In particular, we show that the inverse problems of estimating h and V' are well-posed,
but the inverse problem of estimating ® is ill-posed due to the nonlocal interaction.

Throughout this section, we construct the parameter spaces using the continuum data of
input-output pairs (uy, fi)Z,. In practice, the discrete data approximates the continuum data
under proper smoothness conditions, as in the following assumption.

Assumption 4.1 The data {(u;, f;)}~, satisfies f; = Ry, [wi] with ¢ = (ha, @y, Vi) and {w}F,
X = CHRY), i.e., they have continuous derivatives with a compact support.

Generalization to the cases with non-smooth data u’s is possible with specific settings. For
example, in the absence of the diffusion term, e.g., v = 0, we only need each u; to be a continuous
probability density function on a compact set on R? for the results in Section 4.2-4.3.

4.1 Estimating the diffusion rate: well-posed

Consider first estimating the diffusion rate function h : R* — R when ® and V are given.
Rewrite the equation Ry[u] = f to focus on the unknown:

Ru[u] := =V - [uV (vh! (u))] = =V - [vh"(w)uVu] = f + V- (uV[® +u + V]) := [. (4.1)
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Clearly, we can only estimate h” since Rj depends only on h”. Thus, we write the self-test loss
function as a function of A”.

Similar to the arguments in Sect. 2.2, v,[u] = I/(u) is a self-testing function, and the self-test
loss function is

g h” 2<Rh Ul - 2fl7 vh[ul]> + Co (42)

with Cj being an arbitrary constant. leen the data {u;} with compact support, the parameter
space for h must ensure that the quadratic term is well-defined, i.e.,

S R[], vnfen]y = j () [V () P (e ()2 e = f W (r)pu (r)dr < oo,
=1 =1 JR? R+

where the data-dependent measure p; is defined by its density function

2 o) - )|V (2) 2y () da (4.3)
with 0(-) being the Dirac delta function. Here we used the fact that

JRd u(z)|Vu(z)|*h (u(z))*de = J]RH h (r)? fRd u(z)|Vu(z)|*6(u(x) — r) dadr.

The next proposition presents the well-posedness of estimating h” in L?)l.
Proposition 4.2 Given data {(u;, f;)}L, satisfying Assumption 4.1, the self-test loss function
in (4.2) for estimating h" in Eq.(4.1) has a unique minimizer in L2 with py defined in (4.3). In
particular, the inverse problem is well-posed.

We postpone its proof, as well as the proofs of other propositions in this section, to Ap-

pendix A.2. Since this inverse problem is well-posed, regularization in practice (e.g., Section 5.1)
smoothes the estimator or filters the perturbations from discretization errors or noisy data.

4.2 Estimating the kinetic potential: well-posed

Similarly, we can consider estimating the potential V' : R¢ — R when h and ® are given. Rewrite
the equation Ry[u| = f to focus on the unknown V:

~

Rylu] := =V[uVV] = f+ V- (uV[® = u + vh'(u)]) := [. (4.4)

Clearly, we can only estimate V up to a constant since Ry depends only on VV'. Thus, we write
the self-test loss function as a function of VV.
Similar to the arguments in Sect.2.2, vy [u] = V is a self-testing function, and we have

E(VV) = Y (Rylu] =21, V) = [VV[7s =23 fi, V), (4.5)

=1

where we used integration by parts to get > (Ry[w], vv[w]) = 3| §pu w(2)|VV (2)[2 dz =
IVV|3, , and the data-dependent measure p, is defined by its density function
b2

= Z w(x). (4.6)
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The next proposition shows that the inverse problem of estimating VV € LiQ (R, RY) is well-
posed. For estimating V, the inverse problem is well-posed in Ho := {g € H},(R%;R); {,., gp2 dz =
0} when the measure py satisfies the Poincare inequality.

Proposition 4.3 Consider the problem of estimating VV orV in Eq.(4.4) from data {(u,, E)}le
satisfying Assumption 4.1. Let ps be the measure defined in (4.6).

o [or estimating VV', the self-test loss function in (4.5) is uniformly conver and has a unique
MINIMIZer in Lﬁz (R%, RY). Consequently, the inverse problem is well-posed.

o For estimating V', assume that ps satisfies the Poincare inequality, i.e.,

J |9 pa d < CJ Vgl padx, Vge LiQ with J gpedz = 0. (4.7)
R4 R4 Rd

Then the self-test loss function in (4.5), when viewed as a functional of V' in the space
= {ge H),(R:R); J gp>de =0}
R

15 uniformly convexr and has a unique minimizer \A/ satisfying
-~ L ~
~V - (p(VV)) =D fi. (4.8)
=1

Since V' is uniquely identified in H,, we remark that in H ;2, V' can be uniquely identified
up to a constant. However, without Assumption (4.7), the minimizer is nonunique, as shown
in the next one-dimensional example. Assume that d = 1 and p, is positive everywhere, e.g.,
p2 = e ® > 0. Suppose Vi and V5 are both minimizers, then V - (p2(V (Vi — V3)))) = 0. Then,
if u* is a solution to this equation, we have u* + e (or u* + p; ') is also a solution. Notice that
e’ ¢ H;2. This example implies the nonuniqueness beyond H;2. However, this example doesn’t
imply that (4.7) is a necessary condition for uniqueness in H;z.

4.3 Estimating the interaction potential: ill-posed

The inverse problem of estimating ® : RY — R is fundamentally different from the previous two
since it is ill-posed due to the deconvolution. Here we estimate ® in the equation

Ro[u] :== —=V[uV®«u] = f + V- (uV[V + vh'(u)]) := f, (4.9)

where V' and A’ are given. Again, we can only estimate ® up to a constant since Rg depends
only on V. N

The self-testing function is vg[u] = ® = u. Noting that f = =V - (uV[F[u]]) with Flu] =
O, +u+ Vi —V +vhl(u) —vh'(u), we write the self-test loss function as a functional of V&,

Z<Rq> w) — 2, ® *u)
(4.10)

—ZJ [!V@*u( )|? = 2VF[w](z) - VP « () |da.
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The independent variable of ® is the pairwise difference of particle positions, while the data
u is the distribution of each particle. To quantify the exploration of the independent variable of
® by data, we define a measure p3 with a density function

y)OCZJul(x)ul(x —y)dx. (4.11)
=1

It extends the exploration measure defined in [15,16] for radial interacting potentials.
Let Lg: L2, — L2 be an integral operator defined by

LV (y) = f Cly.y) VO )ps(dy). with

G(y,y')
p3(y)ps(y')

(4.12)

L
Ty, o) = Lo, Gny) =Y fuxx)ul(x .
=1

Here G(y,y') := 0 when p3(y)ps(y’) = 0, and it is square integrable by Assumption 4.1; see [15].
The next proposition shows that We can only identify V& € Null(Lg)* LZB, and the inverse
problem of estimating V& is an ill-posed inverse problem.

Proposition 4.4 Consider the problem of estimating V® in Eq.(4.9) from data {(w;, fi)},
satisfying Assumption 4.1. Let ps be the measure defined in (4.11). The quadratic self-test
loss function in (4.10) is not uniformly convex and its Hessian is a compact operator Lg on

2 d d . . . . . . . .
L (R, RY) defined in (4.12). Consequently, the inverse problem of finding its minimizer in
(A.3) is ill-posed.

For this ill-posed inverse problem for determining V&, a regularization is necessary for a
stable solution. In particular, when Null(Lg) # {0}, it is important regularize only in Null(Lg)*
to prevent the estimator being contaminated by the errors in Null(Lg). Data-adaptive RKHS
regularization or prior in [3,18] uses the RKHS with reproducing kernel G and yields consistent
convergence estimators.

The ill-posedness in estimating the interaction potential originates from the deconvolution.
Thus, even with additional structures on @, such as being radial, the inverse problem remains
ill-posed. However, noisy data u; with additive spatial noises can make the operator Lg in (4.12)
strictly positive definite and lead to a well-posed inverse problem; see Section 5.2.

4.4 Joint estimation

Using the parameter spaces and operators in the previous sections, the joint estimation for
(h",VV,V®) takes place in the product space L2 (R*) ® L2 (RY) ® L2 (R?). Meanwhile, the
self-test loss function can be written as

E(R",VV, VD)
—ZJ [w|V[vh (w) + @ «w + V)]]> = 2/i[vh (w) + @+ u + V]] de dt.

) (4.13)
IRy + IVVIE, + (VR LV + QZJ Wb (@) V- (VV + VO« u)de
+ QZJ wVV -V« udr — QZJ w Vg, [w] - V[vh (u) + ® = u, + V]dz,

d _ R4
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where term with f; uses Assumption 4.1: f; = =V - (uVuy, [u]).
The next proposition shows the ill-posedness of estimating (A", VV, V®) in the product space
L;2>1 (RY)® L12>2 (RY) ® L/2>3 (RY).

Proposition 4.5 (Joint estimation) Consider the problem of jointly estimating h”,VV,V®
in Eq.(1.4) from data {(u;, fi)}-, satisfying Assumption 4.1. Let py, p2, p3 be the measures defined
in (4.3),(4.6) and (4.11), repsectively. Then, the self-test loss function in (4.13) is not uniformly
convez, and its Hessian (second variation) has a zero eigenvalue with eigenfunction ¢ = (0, c, —c)
for any nonzero ¢ € R In particular, the joint estimation problem of finding the minimizer of
the loss function is ill-posed.

We remark that the singular value of the loss function’s Hessian roots in the fact that different
pairs (®,V) and (P +c- 2,V —c-x) produce the same value of the loss function, which has been
noticed in [34]. We remove this singular value by requiring ® to be symmetric so that (0, c, —c)T
is not an eigenfunction in the symmetry-enforced function space for ®. One can implement
this symmetry constraint either by considering radial functions (see Section 5.2) or by setting
®(z) = O(z) + O(—x) with ®(x) being the parametrized function; see Section 5.3 for a neural
network approximation.

5 Applications to parametric and nonparametric estimations

We demonstrate applications of the self-test loss function in estimating the function parameters
in the weak form operator R, ov)[u] = =V - (uV[vh/(u) + ® +u + V]) in (1.4) and its gradient
flow. We consider parameter estimation for A in Section 5.1, nonparametric estimation for radial
® in Section 5.2, and neural network regression for joint estimation of & and V' in Section 5.3.

5.1 Parametric estimation of the diffusion rate function

Consider first a parametric estimation of A in the equation
Rplu] := =V - (u[VE (u)] = =V - [uh” (u)Vu] = f

from data {(u(x;), fl(xi))}fv;ilzl, where z; € [0,1] is a uniform mesh and w; € H}((0,1)). Here,
the diffusion rate function h is a power function in (2.6) with a parametric form

1 1 -
he(s) = cas® + c3=8% + c4=5* = Z crex(s), (5.1)

2 3 =
where eg(s) = kilsk for K > 1, and n. = 3. Thus, the task is to estimate the parameters
¢ = (cg,c3,¢4). Here we don’t include the term e;(s) = slogs because its second derivative
ef(s) = 1/s is singular at s = 0. Such a singularity leads to a singular function ef(u;(z))

when u;(x) approaches zero at the boundaries, requiring additional numerical treatments when
computing the loss function of A” and the normal matrix for regression.

Synthetic Data generation. We generate data by adding noise to the values of analytically
computed functions on the spatial mesh. Let the mesh points be z; = {\/Lﬁ,l < j < +VN}. We

obtain noisy data {u;(x;)} by adding independent Gaussian noises N (0,0%/N) to the values of
w(z) = sin(wlx) on the mesh for [ € {1,2,3}. Note that these functions are in H}((0,1)).
The data {f;(z;)} are noisy observations of Rj,_, [u;](2) at the meshes:

fi(we) = —Ri [ (w) + e = — 3 eV - [unell () V) (1) + ens
k=2
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with parameter c¢* = (¢, ¢3,¢4) = (1,1.2,0.5) and {€;;} being i.i.d. N'(0,0?/N). Here we compute
each V - [uef(u;) V] analytically since ej, and u; are polynomials and trigonometric functions.

Regression from the self-test loss function. As studied in Section 4.1, the self-test loss
function in (4.2) with Riemann sum approximation is

L N

! ZZ [ () )2 () [V i () [* = 21 (i) b (wi ()] = €T Ae — 2¢Tb,

E(c) = NI

where the normal matrix A and normal vector b defined by

Zuz ) [ V() e (w(:) e, (wi(z:)), 1< k,m<ne

1 L
7m N_ Z
1 LN
:N—EE (x)ep(w(xy)), 1<k<n,.
The estimator is then solved by least squares regression

= Z Ekek(s), 6 = A_lb.

Numerical results. We compare the above estimator (denoted by “stLoss-estimator”) with an
estimator using the strong-form equation (denoted by “Strong-estimator”). The strong form
estimator has normal matrix A® with entries A7, = ﬁZZL:I SNV [wel(w) V) () V-
[wel, (w) V] (z;) and normal vector b* with entries b}, = w1 Zle vazl filx) V- [wey (w) V| (x;).
Thus, the strong form estimator uses the second-order derivatives of u, while the weak form es-
timator uses only the first-order derivatives.

In the computation of both estimators, the derivatives are approximated by finite difference
using the Savitzky-Golay filter with polynomial degree 3 and window size 11 (see e.g., [27]). The
difference between the two is that the strong-estimator requires an additional finite difference
approximation for the divergence term, while the stLoss-estimator uses the Riemann sum to
approximate the integration.

Figure 1 shows that the stLoss-estimator significantly outperforms the Strong-estimator in
typical simulations (Left) and in the convergence of relative L2 error (|Af,,, — % 12, ) as mesh

size N increases or as the noise level o vanishes (Mlddel—nght). Note that as N increases,
the strong-estimator does not converge due to the noise being amplified by the additional finite
difference approximation (recall that the noise decays at the rate O(\/l_ﬁ) while the Az in finite

difference has an order of O(%)).

Here, for each parameter set of (N, o), the percentiles are computed from 100 independent
simulations with randomly generated noise; the empirical measure p; in (4.3) is computed from
data by Riemann sum approximation of the integral and finite difference approximation of the
derivatives. In the typical simulation (Left), the condition numbers of the normal matrix A are
in the range [30, 40], indicating the well-posedness of the inverse problem.

true

In summary, the example shows that the estimator using our self-test loss function based on
the weak-form equation, can tolerate a rougher spatial mesh and larger-scale noise in the data
than a strong-form-based estimator.
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Figure 1: Estimators from self-test loss function (“stLoss”) vs estimators from strong-form equa-
tion (“Strong”). Left: estimators in a typical set of 100 simulations with N = 400 and o = 0.1.
Middle-Right: Relative L2 errors vs N and o.

5.2 Non-parametric estimation of interaction kernel

Next, we consider the nonparametric regression of an interaction kernel, which is the derivative
of a radial interaction potential in the aggregation operator. We will compare estimators using
strong-form and weak-form in their tolerance to observation noises.

Specifically, consider the estimation of the function ¢ : [0,2] — R, which is the derivative of
the radial interaction potential ® with V®(z) = gb(|x|)|i—|, in the aggregation operator

Rylu] = =V(uV®+u) = f,
from data consisting of noisy input-output function pairs at discrete meshes in 1D:
{(Wf(y) = wnly) + el f2(ag) = fules) + )Yiolhoy,  where ey ef; ~ N(0,0%).  (5.2)

Here, the spatial meshes {z;} are uniform on ©Q = (0,10) satisyfing z; — z,_1 = Az = 0.01
for all j, and the noises {e};, e{;]}’,;”“]:f are independent identically distributed Gaussian N'(0, 0?)
random variables with standard deviation o. The functions {u;} are ug(x) = sin(w(z — (2k +
1)))1{jo—@k+1)<15) for 1 < k < ny = 3. They are in C}(2), so we can use integration by parts
in the weak-form and compute fi(x;) using the strong form operator, i.e., we compute the the

analytical form of the integrand in the following integral,

ful) = — j Grrue(0])iE0(0) s [t — ()] dy

= — L Otrue(T) (896 [ug(z — r)ug(z)] — Oplur(x + r)uk(x)])dr,

where the integral is computed using the adaptive Gauss-Kronrod quadrature [28]. In our tests,
we set Gpue(r) = 7’21[0’1] (r). Figure 2(a) shows the data pairs.

Note that the above equation is the mean-field equation (2.7) with V' = 0 if f = du — vAuw.
In this case, the nonparametric estimation of ¢ has been studied in [15,16]. Here we focus on
the aggregation operator without the diffusion term.

In the following, we derive the least squares regression of ¢ using the self-test loss function.
We first write the self-test loss function in the continuum, then we approximate it by the discrete
data and write the least squares estimator of ¢.
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Figure 2: Estimators using weak (“Weak-form”) vs strong-form (“Strong-form”) equation. (a):
Dataset {(ug, fr)};_;. (b): Estimators (in percentiles) in a typical set of 100 simulations with
noise level o = 0.0078. (c) Relative L? errors v.s. noise level o. The estimators using weak-form
are more robust to large noise than those using strong-form.

The self-test loss function in continuum. Using the self-testing function vy[ug] = @ =
for each input-output pair (uy, fx), and applying integration by parts similar to (2.11), we obtain
the self-test loss function

En(d) =), J]Ruk]VCD « up|2dx — 2JR Fi(z)®  uy () da.

Denote Fy,(r) := —> %, 0 Fr(@)ug (@) [ug(z — 1) — ugp(z + 7)) do with Fi(x) == §; fiu(y)dy. We
can write the loss function as (see Appendix A.3 for a derivation)

JJ¢ s)G(r,s)p(r)p(s)drds —2 Jj O(r)Fyo(r)dr, (5.3)

where the density of the exploration measure p is defined as

p(r) == Voug(x)[dug(x, r)|de  with dug(x,r) == ug(z — 1) — up(x + 1) (5.4)

k 1vR
with Z being a normalizing constant. Here the integral kernel G is defined by

G(r,s) = M

p(?”)lb(S)l{p(T)p(s)>O} with G(r, s) := ZTJ ug(x)dug(z, r)dug(z, s)dz . (5.5)

These integrals are well-defined since {uy(x)} are uniformly bounded with a compact support.

Least squares regression from empirical loss function. Given the discrete data in (5.2)
on the mesh {z;}, we can obtain a uniform mesh {r;, = [Az};", on [0,2] for the independent
variable of ¢. Representing ¢ by a linear combination of piecewise constant functions:

= Z Clry ] (r)
=1
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our task is to estimate the coefficient vector ¢ = (cy,..., ¢, )" € R™*!. Approximating the loss
function in (5.3) by Riemann sum using the noisy data and the above piecewise constant ¢, we
obtain an empirical loss function that is quadratic in c:

g;(c) =c'Ac—2c'b+C,

where A € R"*™ and b € R™*! are the normal matrix and vectors and C' is a constant term
independent of c. The entries of A and b are

A1) =G(T) ~ JJ1[Tm+1](T)l[n/ﬂ"z/+1]<3)G(r> s)drds

b(l) = —gT%ArAx ~ Fpo(m) ~ fl[rlml](r)Ff,u(r)dr,

where we denote G = g'gAz(Ar)? € R™*™ with g = (y/|uf(z;)|ouf(z;,7,)) € R™"=*" and
f = ( il f,?(x,)ui(xj)Ax)Z’;z e Rnaex1,

The estimator is then solved by least squares regression with Tikhonov regularization. The
regularized estimator is €, = (A + )\I)_lb, with the hyperparameter A > 0 selected by the
L-curve method [11]. Due to the additive noise in u$, the smallest eigenvalue of the normal
matrix A is bounded below by a constant that scales with o?. Thus, the noise prevents A from
being severely ill-conditioned, and the regularization mainly acts as a filter of the noise. Here we
regularize using norm |c|3,, = c¢"Ic, and we leave it in future work to investigate other norms,
such as the L2-norm or the data-adaptive RKHS norm of ¢ in [18].

Additionally, we compute the empirical exploration measure as p = (p(r1),...,p(rn.)) €
R™>*" with p(r) = 5 28, 200 A/ ug(@)]|0ug (25, r)|Az. The L2 norm of ¢ is then given by
912 = S, 2.

Numerical results. We compare the estimators using the weak-form and strong-form equa-
tions. The strong-form estimator uses Savitzky-Golay filter when computing the derivatives. We
compute the estimators from data with the noise level in o = {277, j = 5,...,10}. For each noise
level, we make 100 independent simulations, each with randomly sampled noises.

Figure 2 (b)-(c) report the estimators and relative errors using the median, the 10th and
90th percentiles. In particular, (b) shows that the weak-form estimator is more accurate than
the strong-form estimator when the noise level is ¢ = 277 ~ 0.0078. (c) shows that when
the noise level is small, the strong-form estimator is as accurate as the weak-form, indicating
the effectiveness of the Savitzky-Golay filter; but when the noise level is large, the strong-form
estimator has relative errors significantly larger than those of the weak-form estimator, due to
the need to approximate the derivatives using finite difference.

In summary, the weak-form estimator outperforms the strong-form estimator in being more
robust to large noise levels.

5.3 Neural network regression for joint estimation

This section considers the joint estimation of the interaction potential ® and the potential V'
of the deterministic interacting particle system in Example 1.3 from sequential ensembles of
unlabeled data. We use the self-test loss function in (2.14) for the weak form PDE of the
empirical measures, as derived in Section 2.4.

Numerical settings. In our test, we set M = 10, N = 30, d = 2, and t; = [At with At = 0.01
and L = 20. The particle system is solved using the fourth-order Runge-Kutta method. The
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true interaction and external force potentials are given by

O* (1) = cos(223) + cos(zz), V*(z) = exp (—% (sin(2x)* + arctan(xg))> : (5.6)

In the data in (1.10), the initial conditions (Xti;(m), 1 <i < N) e R are randomly sampled,
half of samples from the uniform distribution over [—2,2]"¢ and the other half from a Gaussian
mixture, so that the data spreads out in a region. Here d = 2 and sthe Gaussian mixture is
the product measure of the distribution 0.6 x A (p1,31) + 0.4 x N (12, 32) on R?, where u; are
sampled from a uniform distribution on [0,2.5]% and ps are sampled from a uniform distribution

02 0 1 0.5)

0 04) Md=2= (0.5 1
In this setting, the distribution of the particles is concentrated in the first and third quadrants,

as shown in Figure 3f.

on [—2.5,0]%. The covariance matrices are fixed to be ¥; = (

Regression via neural network approximation. We use neural networks to approximate
both the interaction and external force potentials. We utilize two four-layer fully connected neural
networks, combining sigmoid and ReLU activation functions, to approximate the interaction and
external force potentials. In particular, we enforce symmetry by setting ®(z) = ®(z) + ®(—z),
where @ is the neural network approximation. This constraint resolves the identifiability issue
in Proposition 4.5 and in [34], where different pairs (¢, V) and (® +c-x,V — c-z) produce the
same value of the loss function, since ® + ¢ - x is only symmetric when ¢ = 0 if ® is symmetric.

Optimization is performed using the Nesterov-accelerated Adaptive Moment Estimation NAdam
method, which combines Adam’s adaptive learning rates with Nesterov’s lookahead mecha-
nism to improve convergence and optimization efficiency [5], with a learning rate adjustment
ReduceLROnPlateau, which reduces the learning rate when a monitored metric stops improving,
helping to fine-tune optimization and avoid overfitting.

The training process is presented in Figure 4. The initial step size is set to be n = 0.05, and
it is reduced to 0.1n whenever the loss stops reducing. The final minimized loss is -0.0013009.
Note that our self-test loss (2.1) is the quadratic (2.3) minus a constant, where the constant is
related to the true functions. The true constant in this example is 0.001377, which suggests that
the quadratic loss has been minimized to 6.69 x 1072,

Figure 3 presents the learned potentials. Figures 3a and 3d show the true and estimated
interaction and force potentials, and the differences of their gradients are presented in Figures
3b and 3e. The estimators are accurate over the regions where data is concentrated, i.e., the
large valued regions of the exploration measures, ps as in (4.6) for V and p3 as in (4.11) for @,
as shown in Figures 3c and 3f, respectively. These empirical measures are relatively rough, since
they are estimated from about M NL = 4000 and M N?L = 80000 data samples for p, and ps,
respectively. The final estimation error is [VO®—V®*| s = 0.5855 and [VV =V V|2 = 0.1746.

To summarize, we overcome the challenge of unlabeled ensemble data without trajectory
information by constructing a self-test loss function based on the weak-form equation of the
empirical distributions. This self-test loss function is suitable for ensemble unlabeled data and
neural network regression.

6 Conclusion

Discrete and noisy data present substantial challenges in learning differential operators in PDEs
and gradient flow systems. A standard approach is to construct loss functions based on weak-form
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Figure 3: Estimation result of the interaction and the force potential. The estimation results are
accurate over the region that measures p, and p3 are concentrated.

equations, avoiding the large errors inherent in approximating high-order derivatives. However,
this introduces the challenge of selecting suitable test functions.

In this paper, we introduced a novel framework for constructing loss functions, referred to
as self-test loss functions, specifically designed for weak-form operators in PDEs and gradient
flow systems. This method applies to operators that depend linearly on the (function-valued)
parameter to be estimated. By leveraging test functions that are parameter- and data-dependent,
our approach automates the construction of loss functions and addresses the issue of test function
selection.

The self-test loss function exhibits key theoretical properties: it conserves energy in gradi-
ent flows and aligns with the expected log-likelihood ratio in stochastic differential equations.
Furthermore, its quadratic structure enables a comprehensive analysis of the identifiability and
well-posedness of the inverse problem, and we demonstrate this in estimating the diffusion rate
function, interaction potential, and kinetic potential in the aggregation-diffusion equation.

Importantly, the self-test loss function supports the development of efficient parametric and
nonparametric regression algorithms. Numerical experiments demonstrate that its minimizer
is robust to noisy and discrete data, highlighting its practical utility and potential for broader
applications.

A  Proofs and Derivations
A.1 Proofs for Section 3

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Part (a). Since ¢, is the true parameter, it satisfies the weak form

of gradient flow du = —A o Applying a test function %ﬂ for any ¢ such that Eglu] < o,

U Sy u
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Figure 4: Training process. We utilized the NAdam optimizer and adjusted the learning rate when
the loss plateaued. The initial oscillation is attributed to the learning rate reduction. Toward the
end, the loss decreases more gradually due to the significantly reduced learning rate compared
to the beginning. The final optimized loss value is -0.001309, corresponding to a normalized
quadratic loss of 6.69 x 1072,

we obtain

Poltl _ oy, 2oy 2,20 2o vy o1,
Integrating in time, we obtain
dE 0E4, OF,
Fulul1,)) ~ Eotu(0,) = [ ety [, e 2o gy

Then, using the linearity of % in ¢, we write &, ,,(¢) in (3.6) as
Euom(®) = =2 | "4, 0Be OBoy 4y | "4, 080 sy
Mo TR w7 du o “ou du
5E¢ 6x 05 s fT §Es, 0B,
£ =5dt — A =5 dt. Al
J < u Y 5u > O< u 5U I (SU, > ( )

From (A,£,€&) = 0 in (3.4), the first term is non-negative. Thus, we know that

5E¢* 5E¢*

é;u[0771 (qb) = Cupo, 1] (qb* = ~[‘ <A4 > dt

and ¢, is a minimizer of £, ., ().
Part (b). It follows from (A.1) that ¢, is the unique minimizer in H if (3.7) holds.
Part (c). Since ¢y is a minimizer and E, is linear in ¢, we have, for any 1,

w0, 7] ((Z)() + ff?#’) U[o,T] ((Z)()}

€

d .
0= —Euor (o +ep) = 11

de
~ 2By (u(T, ) = Bu(ul0. )] +2 | <Aff¢° 22

Taking 1) = ¢y, we obtain (3.8). m
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Proof of Theorem 3.4. Note that the SDE (3.13) is a special case of the Mckean-Vlasov SDE
(3.14) with ® = 0. Thus, without loss of generality, we consider only the Mckean-Vlasov SDE.

The Fokker-Planck equation of the Mckean-Vlasov SDE is (2.7). The self-test loss function
for estimating (V, ®) using its weak form is given in (2.11), which reads

&

Ulo,T]

(®,V) J J [ulV® «u+ VV]* = 2(0u — vAu)(® xu + V)] dz dt.
Rd
On the other hand, by Girsanov Theorem (see e.g., [24]), the negative log-likelihood ratio for
a path Xyo 7 is

P, 1

Expory (9) = —log —= P (\[VCD wu+ VV](X)[dt — 2[VO »u + VV](X,), d7t>) 7

0 T w 0
where P, and Py are the distributions of the path under the SDE with parameters ¢ = (V, ®)
and V' = ® = 0, respectively. Taking expectation and using the fact that X, ~ u(-,t),
I S
E[&x,(0)] = 5 f J [V »u+ VV[ude — 2B[([VD »u + VV]|(X,),dX,)] dt

’ 0 JRd
To compute the above expectation, using dX,; from the SDE with the fact that the martingale
term has expectation 0 and applying integration by parts, we have

E[{[V®*u+ VV](X,),dX,)] = ELV[® * u + V](Xy), =V [Virue + Prrue * u](X¢)])]
(V[® s u+ V], =uV[Virue + Pprue * u] yda
d

= J (Pxu+V)V- [uV(Vtme + Dy * u)]dx = J (P =u+V)(u— I/Au)]dx,
R4 Rd

where the last equation follows from the Fokker-Planck equation (2.7) with parameters (Vi e, Prrue)-
Combining the above two equations, we obtain (3.15). m

A.2 Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Note that f = —V - [uV[vh(u) + (Bs — @) xu + V., — V]| =
—V - [uV F[u]], where we set Flu] = vh,(u) + (P — @) u+ Vi, — V. Then,

s vnlu]) = =V - [uVF[u]], K (w) = | u(@)VF[u](z) - Va(@)h" (u(x)) dx

< ( JRd u(x)|VF[u](x)|2\d:c) 52( JR du(a:)|Vu(x)]2h”(u(x))2dx) R

Thus, the Riesz representation theorem gives a data-dependent hp € Lf,l such that

Z<fz, vlw]) = D (=Y - [wVFw]], i (w))

=1

- Z JRd w(2)VF[w](x) - Vuy(z)h" (u(x)) de =: {hp, h”>L%1_
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Then, we can write the self-test loss function as

& (1) = Z<Rh w] = 2fi, valwd]) + Co = W32 = 20" hpyiz, + Co.

=1

The Fréchet derivative of & in terms of the variable h” is Dp«&;(R") = 2h” — 2h,. Thus, the
minimizer of & is unique and

B = arg min E(W) =T"h,,

h"eL2,
with I being the identity operator on Li .- Clearly, this inverse problem is well-posed. =

Proof of Proposition 4.3. First, note that f = —V- [uV VR (w) = vl (u) + (P —P)su+Vi]] :=
—V - [uV F|u]], where we set Fu] = vh! (u) —vh(u) + (Px — ®) *u + Vi. Thus, the linear term

in the loss function is

Z<fl7 vyw]) Z< V- [wVFuw]], V)
= ZJ D)VF[uw](@) - VV(z)dz = (Vp, VV)ia

where [V| € L2, by the Riesz representation theorem. In particular, we have Vo = VF[u;] when
F[u] is independent of [ (e.g., when L = 1). Then, we can write the self-test loss function as

L
E(VV) = Y (Ry[w] =21, V) = |VV|2; = 2VV, Vp)rz, + Co.
=1
Regarding £(VV) as a functional of v = VV e L2 (R R?), we define &(v) = [v]7. —
2(v, ‘7)@>L32 + Cy. The Fréchet derivative of & over L2 (R R?) is Dy&y(v) = 2(v — Vp). Thus,
the minimizer of &, denoted as ﬁ/, is unique and satisfies

VV = argmin E(VV) = 1_1‘7;,
VVeL2, (R4;Rd)

where [ is the identity operator in Lfm (R4 R%), and the inverse problem is well-posed.
To identify V', we regard the self-loss function

L
E(V) = E&(VV) = [VV [T, =20 fi. Vo + Cy

=1

as a functional of V' from H, to R. Using the Poincare inequality (4.7), we have

| e <c| vV
R4 R4
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where ¢ > 0 the Poincare constant. This implies V|3, :== [V[}1 < (1+¢)|VV]3, . Combining
P2 b2
this with Holder’s inequality for

L
N —, 1 B
|<; Jo Vo, | = KVV, Vi)rs | < mHVVH%gQ + ClIVo s,
so we have ]
&) = m“v\ﬁ% +Co—2C|V, |15 .

Hence the functional gg(V) is coercive and uniformly convex on Hy, and thus it has a unique
minimizer in H,.
The first variation (Gateaux derivative) of £(V), as a functional from H} (R%;R) to R?, is

d - AN - .
= OJ|V(V+6V)\2/)2_2(V+€V)Zfl dx=2J(VVVVp2—Z 1 V)dz =0,
52 !

=1
which implies that the unique minimizer V satisfies (4.8). m

Proof of Proposition 4.4. First, write the quadratic term in the loss function (4.10) as
L L
Z J ) w (7)| VO * uy ()| *dw = Eful(x) fV@(y)ul(I —y)dy - JV@(y’)ul (x —y)dy'dx
1=1YR =1

- [ v, vew [Z | utwute =yt - y')d:c] dydy
=1
—(V®, LV P)1s .

with Lz defined in (4.12).
N
Second, the Riesz representation theorem give a vector-valued function @ , : R* — R¢ such
that the linear term in the loss function can be written as

D fRd w(z)VF[w](z) - VO w(w)de = (T, V) .

Then, we can write the loss function in (4.10) as
E3(VD) = (V®, LgV )z — 2(®,, V)12 + Co. (A.2)
Regarding % as a functional in terms of V@, the Fréchet derivative of & is Dye&3(VP) =
2LzV® —2® . Thus, the minimizer of & is unique in Null(Lg)* and

Vo = arg min E(VD) = L='D

G T
VoeNull(Lg) L2,

(A.3)

where Lél is the pseudo-inverse of the operator Ls. Since the operator Lg is compact, so
Null(Lg) # {0} and the above inverse problem is ill-posed. m
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Proof of Proposition 4.5. Using the loss function in (4.13), we can solve for the estimators
from the zeros of the Fréchet derivatives of the loss function with respect to the parameters.
Note that

<Dh//(€(h//, VV, V(I)), 91>L§1 = <2(h” + thvv + Mh@Vq) - hDa gl>L2 Vgl € Lpl’
(DyvE(R',VV,V®), Goyrz = (Myph" +VV + MyoV® — Vp, Godra , Vo € L2;
<qu>g(h”, VV, V(I)), §3>L33 = <2(Mq>hh” + Moy VV + LgVCD - CI)—D), 93>L2 Vs € LPS’
where the operators M,, are defined from the cross-product terms in the loss function. For

example, Vg1 € L2 , go € L2, and g3 € L7,

r

I
M=

(M VV. g1z, wvg1Vu - VVdz;
=1 JR?
L r
(Myph, Gz, = Y, | wwh"Vu- g;
1=1 JR?

r

I
M=

-
Il
—
(&

(MyeVP, g1z, WG - VO + wydu;

R4

r

|
M=

~
Il
—_
(-

MovVV, Gs)rz, wVV - gz = wdx.

R
In particular, since
<thg7 91>Lg1 = (Myng, 5>Lg2, Wb e LQQ, g1 € LW
(Mav G, Gayrz, = (Mvags, Goyrz, Vga€ Ly, gz L,

we have joint operators M5, = My, and Mg, = My with operator norms satisfying | My | <1
and |Mgy| < |Lg|*?. Then, the joint estimator solves the system

Iz Mpy Mo h" hp
Myn Ips, Mya | [9V|= (73| (A.4)
Mg, Msy Lz Vo op

The Hessian (the second variation) of the loss function is the operator on the left-hand-side
of (A.4), and denote it by A : L2 (RT) ® L2 (R") ® L2 (RY) — L2 (R") ® L2, (R?) ® L2 (RY).
The operator A is self-adjoint and semi-positive definite.

We show first that ¢ = (0, ¢, —c) with a nonzero ¢ € R? is an eigenfunction of A corresponding
to the zero eigenvalue. Note that by definition, (Myec, ¢)rz = ZZL L Spawic - cxwde = |c|? and

G(yy')

similarly, (Mgvc, ¢)rz = [c|?. Meanwhile, we have Lgc = SS e

of G. It follows that

cdy’ dy = ¢ by the definition

Mpye — Mygc 0
(A, o)z e13,03, =(| Lrz,6 = Myac | | ¢ Drz ez 03,
M@VC — L@C —C
=<[le)20 — Mysc, C>L32 —(Mgyc — Lgc, c>L§3 =0.
Lastly, note that for ¢,, = (0,0,,,), where v, is an eigenfunction of Lz such that Lz, =

A, we have (A¢,, ¢,) = A\, where A\, — 0 as n — oo since Lg is compact. Thus, the loss
function is not uniformly convex, and the joint estimation is ill-posed. =
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A.3 Derivation details for Section 5.2
Derivation of Eq.(5.3). Using the facts that V&(|z|) = (|:U|) and

V&« u(r) = JR 45(\@/\)%”(93 —y)dy = JOOO o(r)[u(z —r) —u(z +r)ldr,

along with the notation du(z,r;t) in (5.4), we can write the integrals as

JRu|V<I>*u2dxdt :F f . o(r)8(s) f w(z)u(z, r)ou(z, s)dvdrdsdt,

f f B(r)B()C(r, s)drds = f f o(1)6()C(r, 5)p(r)(s)drds.

where the integral kernels G, E R, x R, — R are defined in (5.5).

Also, denoting F'(x So y)dy and using integration by parts with the fact that ®=u(10) =

P« u(0 )—0 Wehave

10

f F(@2)® » ulz)dz = F(@)® » u(x)|° — L 2 gzﬁ(r)f F@)[u(e — 1) — ulz + )] de dr

0

2
- | ot Frutyar
0
where Fy,(r) == — Séo F(z)[u(x —r) — u(z + r)] dz. Combining the above equations together,
we obtain (5.3). =
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