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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 ϕ in the operatorRϕ : X Ñ Y
in the weak-form equation:

Rϕrus “ f ô xRϕrus, vy “ xf, vy, @v P Y˚ (1.1)

from data consisting of noisy discrete observations of input-output pairs:

D “ tpul, flqu
L
l“1. (1.2)
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Here, X,Y are metric spaces, Y˚ is the dual space of Y, and x¨, ¨y means the dual pair between Y
and Y˚. The operator Rϕ : X Ñ 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 Rϕrus depends linearly on ϕ when u is fixed, that is,

Rϕ1`ϕ2rus “ Rϕ1rus ` Rϕ2rus, (1.3)

for any function ϕ1 and ϕ2 such that the operator is well-defined. For example, with ϕ “ ph,Φ, V q,
the operator

Rϕrus :“ Rph,Φ,V qrus “ ´∇ ¨ pu∇rνh1
puq ` Φ ˚ u ` V sq (1.4)

depends linearly on ϕ “ ph,Φ, V q when u is given. We assume no prior knowledge of ϕ, except
that the operator Rϕrus is well-defined.

To construct a loss function using the weak form equation, we use a class of self-testing
functions tvϕrulsu, where the operator vϕ : X Ñ Y˚ is linear in ϕ and makes xRϕrus, vψrusy “

xRψrus, vϕrusy and xRϕrus, vϕrusy ě 0 for any u, ϕ, ψ such that the operators are well-defined.
Then, we define the self-test loss function as

EDpϕq “
1

L

L
ÿ

l“1

xRϕruls, vϕrulsy ´ 2xfl, vϕrulsy ` C0,

where C0 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 maximal likelihood estimator.

Importantly, the loss function is quadratic since both Rϕrus and vϕrus are linear in ϕ. It
allows us to analyze the identifiability of ϕ 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 Ñ R, the
interaction potential Φ : Rd Ñ R and the potential V : Rd Ñ R in the Wasserstein gradient flow:

Btu “ ∇ ¨ pu∇rνh1
puq ` Φ ˚ u ` V sq, x P Rd, t ą 0, (1.5)

from data consisting of discrete noisy observation of solutions on a mesh txiu
N
i“1 Ă Rd:

D1 “ tupxi, tlqu
N,L
i,l“1. (1.6)
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The operator is Rϕrus in (1.4), and the self-testing functions are vϕrus “ νh1puq `Φ ˚ 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 : Rd Ñ R in the PDE:

´∆pauq “ f (1.7)

from data consisting of discrete noisy observations on the spatial mesh txiu
N
i“1 Ă Rd:

D2 “ tpulpxiq, flpxiqu
N,L
i,l“1. (1.8)

We define the self-test loss function with Rarus “ ´∆pauq and varus “ au; see Section 2.3.

Example 1.3 (Sequential ensembles of unlabeled data) Estimate potentials Φ, V : Rd Ñ

R in the differential equation of N-interacting particles,

d

dt
X i
t “ ´

“

∇V pX i
tq `

1

N

N
ÿ

j“1

∇ΦpX i
t ´ Xj

t q
‰

, 1 ď i ď N (1.9)

from data consisting of M independent sequences of ensembles of unlabeled particles

D3 “ tpX
il,pmq

tl
, 1 ď il ď Nqu

M,L
m,l“1. (1.10)

Here the particles are unlabeled in the sense that X il,pmq

tl
and X

il`1,pmq

tl`1
may be the positions of

different particles even when il “ il`1. In other words, there is no trajectory information for any
single particle. Thus, the classical methods based on the derivatives d

dt
X i
t , 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 ϕ˚ and observational data
by f . We abuse the notation u, which may represent either a function upxq or upx, tq 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.
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Table 1: Notations

Notations Description

Rϕr¨s, vϕr¨s Operators Rϕr¨s : X Ñ Y, vϕr¨s : X Ñ Y˚

ϕ Function-valued parameter in operator, to be estimated from data
xf, vy, x¨, ¨yH Dual operation with f P Y, v P Y˚; inner product in H

Ep¨q Eϕp¨q R-valued loss function and energy function
P2pRdq 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 ϕ in the oper-
ator equation (1.1) from the dataset in (1.2), where the operator Rϕrus satisfies (1.3). We call
vϕrus P Y˚ a self-testing function if it satisfies the self-testing properties:

Symmetry: xRϕrus, vψrusy “ xRψrus, vϕrusy,

Positivity: xRϕrus, vϕrusy ě 0,

Linearity: vϕ`ψrus “ vϕrus ` vψrus,

(2.1)

for any ϕ, ψ such that these operations are well-defined for all u P tulu
L
l“1. We call

EDpϕq “

L
ÿ

l“1

xRϕruls, vϕrulsy ´ 2xfl, vϕrulsy ` C0 (2.2)

a self-test loss function, where C0 is an arbitrary constant.

The self-test loss function has three appealing properties. First, it is quadratic in the unknown
parameter ϕ. 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 vϕrus, and (ii) to select a proper parameter space for the search in minimization.
Fortunately, the linearity of Rϕrus in ϕ and the self-testing properties (2.1) provide clear clues
on constructing vϕrus. 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
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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 ϕ˚ is the true function
generating the data D in (1.2), the self-test loss function in (2.2) with C0 “

řL
l“1xRϕ˚

ruls, vϕ˚
rulsy

can be written as

EDpϕq “

L
ÿ

l“1

xRϕ´ϕ˚
ruls, vϕ´ϕ˚

rulsy (2.3)

and it has ϕ˚ as a minimizer. In particular, ϕ˚ is the unique minimizer in a linear space H if
and only if there exists l P t1, . . . , Lu such that xRϕruls, vϕrulsy ą 0 for every nonzero ϕ P H.
Also, a minimizer ϕ0 of the self-test loss function is a solution to the equation

L
ÿ

l“1

xRϕ0ruls ´ fl, vψrulsy “ 0, (2.4)

for all ψ such that
řL
l“1xRψruls, vψrulsy ă 8.

Proof. Given the above C0, Eq.(2.3) follows from

EDpϕq “

L
ÿ

l“1

“

xRϕruls, vϕrulsy ´ 2xf, vϕrulsy ` xRϕ˚
ruls, vϕ˚

rulsy
‰

“

L
ÿ

l“1

xRϕ´ϕ˚
ruls, vϕ´ϕ˚

rulsy,

where the last equality follows from the facts that Rϕrus and vϕrus are linear in ϕ, and that
xRϕ˚

ruls, vϕrulsy “ xRϕruls, vϕ˚rulsy “ xfl, vϕrulsy. Then, ϕ˚ 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 1

L

řL
l“1xRϕruls, vϕrulsy for every nonzero ϕ P H. Thus,

ϕ˚ is the unique minimizer in H iff there exists l P t1, . . . , Lu such that xRϕruls, vϕrulsy ą 0 for
every nonzero ϕ P H.

Lastly, since ϕ0 is a minimizer of the loss function, we have, for any ψ s.t. EDpϕ0 ` ϵψq ă 8,

0 “
d

dϵ
EDpϕ0 ` ϵψq “ lim

ϵÑ0

EDpϕ0 ` ϵψq ´ EDpϕ0q

ϵ
“

L
ÿ

l“1

xRϕ0ruls ´ fl, vψrulsy,

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` Ñ R, the interaction potential Φ : Rd Ñ R and the
kinetic potential V : Rd Ñ R in the gradient flow,

Btu “ ∇ ¨ ru∇rνh1
puq ` Φ ˚ u ` V qs, x P Rd, t ą 0. (2.5)

Here the diffusion constant can be either ν ą 0 or ν “ 0, and the diffusion rate function h : R Ñ R
satisfies that r ÞÑ rdhpr´dq is convex non-increasing. Examples of such h include

hpsq “ s
1

m ´ 1
sm´1

“

#

1
m´1

sm, m ą 1,

s log s, m “ 1,
(2.6)
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where we use the convention 1
m´1

ρm´1 “ log ρ when m “ 1.
In particular, when m “ 1, we have h1puq “ 1` log u and ∇ ¨pu∇h1puqq “ ∇ ¨ru∇p1` log uqs “

∆u, and (2.5) becomes

Btu “ ν∆u ` ∇ ¨ pu∇rV ` Φ ˚ usq, x P Rd, t ą 0. (2.7)

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

dX i
t “ ´

“

∇V pX i
tq `

1

N

N
ÿ

j“1

∇ΦpX i
t ´ Xj

t q
‰

dt `
?
2νdW i

t , 1 ď i ď N, (2.8)

where pW i
t q1ďiďN are Rd-valued independent standard Brownian motions, and pX i

0q1ďiďN are
independent samples of distribution up0, ¨q; see e.g., [13, 14].

Self-test loss function for estimating ph,Φ, V q. We cast the estimation of parameter ϕ “

ph,Φ, V q in the above gradient flow as the learning of the parameter ϕ in the operator Rϕrus in
(1.4). Its self-testing function is

vϕrus :“ νh1
puq ` Φ ˚ 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,

xRϕrus, vϕrusy “

ż

Rd
u|∇rνh1

puq ` Φ ˚ u ` V qs|
2dx ě 0,

for all ϕ such that xRϕrus, vϕrusy is well-defined.
Hence, the self-test loss function for data pupt, xq : t P r0, T s, x P Rdq is

Eupϕq :“
1

T

ż T

0

ż

Rd

“

u|∇rνh1
puq ` Φ ˚ u ` V s|

2
´ 2Bturνh1

puq ` Φ ˚ u ` V s
‰

dx dt. (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 pΦ, V q. Consider the problem of estimating pΦ, V q

in the mean-field equation (2.7) in Example 1.1.
It is equivalent to learning the parameter ϕ “ pΦ, V q in the (weak-form) operator Rϕrus “

´∇ ¨ ru∇pΦ ˚ u ` V qs. The self-testing function is vϕrus “ Φ ˚ u ` V , and xRϕrus, vϕrusy “
ş

Rd u|∇Φ ˚ u ` ∇V |2dx. Thus, the self-test loss function is

EupΦ, V q :“
1

T

ż T

0

ż

Rd

“

u|∇Φ ˚ u ` ∇V |
2

´ 2pBtu ´ ν∆uqpΦ ˚ u ` V q
‰

dx dt.

“
1

T

ż T

0

ż

Rd

“

u|∇Φ ˚ u ` ∇V |
2

` 2νup∆Φ ˚ u ` ∆V q
‰

dx dt

´
2

T

ż

Rd

“

upT, xqrΦ ˚ upT, xq ` V pxqs ´ up0, xqrΦ ˚ up0, xq ` V pxqs
‰

dx, (2.11)

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.
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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 : Rd Ñ R in (1.7), we have Rarus “ ´∆pauq : C1
c pRdq Ñ Y . Here Y is

a Banach space such that BV˚
Ă Y and Y˚ Ă BV, where BV means the space of functions

with bounded variation. The self-testing function is varus “ au P C1
c pRdq , since the self-testing

properties follow directly, in particular, xRarus, varusy “ ´
ş

Rd ∆pauqaudx “
ş

Rd |∇pauq|2dx ě 0
for all a P C1

c pRdq. Hence, the self-test loss function for a single data pair pu, fq is

Epu,fqpaq “ xRarus ´ 2f, varusy ` C0 “

ż

Rd
r|∇pauq|

2
´ 2fausdx ` C0. (2.12)

Approximating the integrals using the data in (1.8) by Riemann sum and ignoring the constant
C0, we obtain an empirical self-test loss function

ED2paq “
1

L

L
ÿ

l“1

Epul,flqpaq “
1

NL

N,L
ÿ

i,l“1

“

|r∇paulqspxiqq|
2

´ 2flpxiqapxiqulpxiq
‰

|∆xi|.

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 Rd with volume center txiu

N
i“1 and volume |∆xi|.

2.4 Example: sequential ensembles of unlabeled data

To estimate the potentials from sequential ensembles of unlabeled data in Example 1.3, we
consider the empirical measures tµ

pmq

N p¨, tlqu
M,L
m,l“1 on Rd, where µpmq

N px, tlq “ 1
N

řN
il“1 δXil,pmq

tl

pxq,

since the empirical measure effectively represents the unlabeled data pX
il,pmq

tl
, 1 ď il ď Nq. As

the next proposition shows, the empirical distribution of the particles in (1.9) is a weak solution
to a gradient flow on P2pRdq.

Proposition 2.3 The empirical distribution µNpx, tq :“ 1
N

řN
i“1 δXi

t
pxq with pX i

t , 1 ď i ď Nq

satisfying (1.9) is a weak solution to equation

BtµN “ ∇ ¨ pµN∇rV ` Φ ˚ µN sq, µNp¨, tq P P2pRd
q, t ą 0. (2.13)

Proof of Proposition 2.3. It suffices to show that for any function v P C2pRdq,

xBtµN , vy “ x∇ ¨
`

µNp∇Φ ˚ µN ` V q
˘

, vy “ ´ xµNp∇Φ ˚ µN ` V q,∇vy,

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

xBtµN , vy “
1

N

N
ÿ

i“1

d

dt
vpX i

tq “
1

N

N
ÿ

i“1

dX i
t

dt
¨ ∇vpX i

tq

“ ´
1

N

N
ÿ

i“1

˜

1

N

N
ÿ

j“1

∇ΦpX i
t ´ Xj

t q ` ∇V pX i
tq

¸

¨ ∇vpX i
tq

“ ´xµNp∇Φ ˚ µN ` V q,∇vy

8



and by noticing that ∇Φ ˚ µNpxq “ 1
N

řN
j“1∇Φpx ´ Xj

t q.
As a result, we consider the weak-form operator Rϕrus “ ´∇ ¨ ru∇pΦ ˚ u ` V qs with output

f “ Btu. The self-testing function is vϕrus “ Φ˚u`V , and xRϕrus, vϕrusy “
ş

Rd u|∇Φ˚u`∇V |2dx.
Thus, for each u “

`

upx, tq, x P Rd, t P r0, T s
˘

, the self-test loss function is (2.11) with ν “ 0.
Using the data-induced empirical measures tµ

pmq

tl
u, we have an empirical self-test loss function

ED3pΦ, V q “
1

L

L
ÿ

l“1

1

MN

N
ÿ

i“1

M
ÿ

m“1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

N

N
ÿ

j“1

∇ΦpX
i,pmq

tl
´ X

j,pmq

tl
q ` ∇V pX

i,pmq

tl
q

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

2

dt

´
2

LMN

N
ÿ

i“1

M
ÿ

m“1

“ 1

N

N
ÿ

j“1

ΦpX
i,pmq

t ´ X
j,pmq

t q ` V pX
i,pmq

t q
‰

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

tL

t1

. (2.14)

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 Eq.(2.13) is the same as (2.5) with ν “ 0 and the empirical measures pµNp¨, tq, t ě

0q form a Wasserstein gradient flow on P2pRdq. 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
RNd. 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 D3.

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 ϕ in the free energy Eϕ : M Ñ R,
where M is a metric space, from a gradient flow path ur0,T s :“ pupt, ¨q, t P r0, T sq Ă M. Here the
gradient flow satisfies the equation

Btu “ ´Au
δEϕ
δu

, (3.1)

where Btu P TuM, Au : T ˚
uM Ñ TuM is a nonnegative definite operator from the cotangent plane

T ˚
uM to the tangent plane TuM, and δEϕ

δu
P T ˚

uM is the Fréchet derivative (also called the first
variation) of the free energy. Its weak form reads

xBtu, gy ` xAu
δEϕ
δu

, gy “ 0, @g P T ˚
uM, (3.2)

9



where x¨, ¨y is the dual pair on TuM ˆ T ˚
uM.

We define a self-test loss function for estimating ϕ by connecting the gradient flow with the
weak form operator Rϕ in (1.1) and its self-testing function vϕrus as follows:

Rϕrus “ Au
δEϕ
δu

, vϕrus “
δEϕ
δu

. (3.3)

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 Au is linear, nonnegative definite, and symmetric: @ξ, η P T ˚
uM,

linear: Aupξ ` ηq “ Auξ ` Auη;

symmetric: xAuξ, ηy “ xξ, Auηy;

nonnegative definite: xAuξ, ξy ě 0.

(3.4)

Here x¨, ¨y are dual pair on TuM ˆ T ˚
uM.

(ii) The free energy Eϕ depends on ϕ linearly. Consequently, δEϕ
δu

is also linear in ϕ, i.e.,
δEϕ`ψ

δu
“

δEϕ
δu

`
δEψ
δu

for all ϕ, ψ such that the energy function is well-defined.

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

• Given a data pair pu, Btuq “ pupt, ¨q, Btupt, ¨qq at time t, a self-test loss function is

Eupϕq “ 2xBtu,
δEϕ
δu

y ` xAu
δEϕ
δu

,
δEϕ
δu

y. (3.5)

• Given continuous time data ur0,T s :“ pupt, ¨q, t P r0, T sq, a self-test loss function is

Eur0,T s
pϕq “ 2rEϕpupT, ¨qq ´ Eϕpup0, ¨qqs `

ż T

0

xAu
δEϕ
δu

,
δEϕ
δu

ydt. (3.6)

The next theorem shows that the self-test loss function has the true parameter ϕ˚ as a
minimizer, and its minimizer matches the energy conservation for the data flow. In particular,
its proof shows that Eur0,T s

pϕ˚q “ ´
şT

0
xAu

δEϕ˚

δu
,
δEϕ˚

δu
y dt ď 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 Eur0,T s
pϕq

in (3.6) of Definition 3.2 satisfies the following properties.

(a) The true parameter ϕ˚ generating the data ur0,T s is a minimizer of Eur0,T s
pϕq.

(b) Uniquenss. The minimizer is unique in a linear parameter space H if
ż T

0

xAu
δEϕ
δu

,
δEϕ
δu

y dt ą 0, @ϕ P H, ϕ ‰ 0. (3.7)

(c) Energy conservation. A minimizer ϕ0 of Eur0,T s
pϕq satisfies the energy conservation for

the data ur0,T s. That is, the energy change Eϕ0rupT, ¨qs ´ Eϕ0rup0, ¨qs matches the total
energy dissipation ´

şT

0
xAu

δEϕ0
δu

,
δEϕ0
δu

y dt along the flow ur0,T s:

Eϕ0rupT, ¨qs ´ Eϕ0rup0, ¨qs “ ´

ż T

0

xAu
δEϕ0
δu

,
δEϕ0
δu

y dt. (3.8)

10



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 Epuq defined over the Wasserstein space of probability
measures with finite second moments M “ P2pRdq endowed with the Wasserstein-2 metric W2,
the gradient is

∇W2Epuq “ ´∇ ¨ pu∇δE

δu
q,

where ∇ is the gradient with respect to x, and δE
δu

is the Fréchet derivative of E. Then, a gradient
flow in pP2pRdq,W2q is (see e.g., [2, 32])

Btu “ ´∇W2E “ ∇ ¨ pu∇δE

δu
q “: ´Au

δE

δu
, (3.9)

where the operator Au : T ˚
uM Ñ TuM from the cotangent space to tangent space is defined as

Auξ “ ´∇ ¨ pu∇ξq. Clearly, Au is linear, non-negative definite and symmetric. In other words,
the operator Au of any Wasserstein gradient flow satisfies Assumption 3.1(i).

To connect with Eq.(1.5), consider the free energy with parameter ϕ “ ph,Φ, V q:

Eϕpuq “ ν

ż

hpuq `
1

2

ż ż

Φpx ´ yqupxqupyqdxdy `

ż

V pxqupxqdx.

Here the first term is called entropy (named when hpsq “ s log s) or internal energy in general,
and the second and third terms are called interaction energy and kinetic (or potential) energy.
Assuming Φpxq “ Φp´xq, the Fréchet derivative of this energy function is

δEϕ
δu

“ νh1
puq ` Φ ˚ u ` V. (3.10)

Then, the W2-gradient flow equation (3.9) becomes

Btu “ ´∇W2Eϕ “ ∇ ¨ pu∇δEϕ
δu

q “ ∇ ¨ pu∇rνh1
puq ` Φ ˚ u ` V sq

and we obtain Eq.(1.5).
In particular, note that both Eϕ and its derivative δEϕ

δu
in (3.10) are linear in ϕ. 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 δEϕ

δu
is exactly the self-testing function vϕrus 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 ϕ˚ 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´1) gradient flow

Btu “ ∆papxquq, x P Td (3.11)

with the coefficient apxq to be estimated from data ur0,T s. Denote the free energy and its first
variation as

Eapuq :“
1

2

ż

apxqu2 dx,
δEa
δu

“ au.

11



Then, Eq.(3.11) is a H´1 gradient flow of the free energy Eapuq

Btu “ ´∇H´1

E “ ∆
δEa
δu

“ ´Au
δEa
δu

, (3.12)

where the operator from the cotangent space to tangent space Au : H1 Ñ H´1 is defined as

Auξ “ ´∆ξ.

Clearly, Assumption 3.1 holds true since (i) the above Au is linear, nonnegative definite and
symmetric, and (ii) the energy function Ea and its derivative δEa

δu
are linear in a. Thus, following

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

Eur0,T s
paq “

ż

Td
rupT, xqq

2
´ up0, xqq

2
sapxqdx `

ż T

0

ż

Td
|∇pauq|

2 dx dt.

This loss function is the time-integrated version of the loss function (2.12) with f “ Btu 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 Vtrue : Rd Ñ R in the SDE

dX t “ ´∇VtruepX tqdt `
?
2νdBt, (3.13)

or estimating the potentials Vtrue,Φtrue : Rd Ñ R in the McKean-Vlasov SDE
#

dX t “ ´ ∇rVtruepX tq ` Φtrue ˚ upX t, tqsdt `
?
2νdBt,

upx, tq “ErδXt
pxqs.

(3.14)

Suppose that the data is ur0,T s :“ pupt, xq, t P r0, T s, x P Rdq, where upt, ¨q the probability distri-
bution of X t. 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 X r0,T s, i.e.,

Eur0,T s
pΦ, V q “

2ν

T
E

“

EXr0,T s
pΦ, V q

‰

“
1

T

ż T

0

ż

Rd

“

u|∇Φ ˚ u ` ∇V |
2

´ 2pBtu ´ ν∆uqpΦ ˚ u ` V q
‰

dx dt.
(3.15)

However, the above likelihood derivation requires ν ą 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 ν. In particular, when ν “ 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.
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Corollary 3.5 The self-test loss function for the differential equation (3.13) or (3.14) with ν ě 0
can be written as expectations (by setting Φ “ 0 for (3.13)):

Eur0,T s
pΦ, V q “

1

T

ż T

0

´

E
ˇ

ˇEr∇ΦpZtq|X ts ` ∇V pX tq
ˇ

ˇ

2
` 2νEr∆ΦpZtq ` ∆V pX tqs

¯

dt

´ 2
`

ErΦpZT q ` V pXT qs ´ ErΦpZ0q ` V pX0qs
˘

,

(3.16)

where Zt “ X t ´ X
1

t with X 1

t being an independent copy of X t.

Proof. Recall that up¨, tq is the probability density function of X t. Hence, we can write the
integrals as expectations, for example,

ş

Rd u|∇V |2dx “ Er|∇V pX tq|2s. In particular, note that Φ˚

upX tq “ ErΦpX t´X
1

tq|X ts, where X 1

t is an independent copy of X t. Then, we have
şT

0

ş

Rd u|∇Φ˚

u ` ∇V |2 dxdt “
şT

0
E

ˇ

ˇEr∇ΦpZtq|X ts ` ∇V pX tq
ˇ

ˇ

2
dt.

Meanwhile, note that ErΦ ˚ upX tqs “ E
“

ErΦpX t ´X
1

tq|X ts
‰

“ ErΦpZtqs. Then, with integra-
tion by parts, we can write

ż

Rd
pΦ ˚ u ` V qpBtu ´ ν∆uq

‰

dx “ BtErΦpZtq ` V pX tqs ´ νEr∆ΦpZtq ` ∆V pX tqs.

Integrate in time over r0, T s, 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 ph,Φ, V q in the weak-form operator in (1.4),

Rϕrus :“ Rph,Φ,V qrus “ ´∇ ¨ pu∇rνh1
puq ` Φ ˚ u ` V sq “ f

with u P X “ C1
c pRdq and f is the output from the true parameter ph˚,Φ˚, V˚q. 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 Φ is ill-posed due to the nonlocal interaction.

Throughout this section, we construct the parameter spaces using the continuum data of
input-output pairs pul, flq

L
l“1. In practice, the discrete data approximates the continuum data

under proper smoothness conditions, as in the following assumption.

Assumption 4.1 The data tpul, flquLl“1 satisfies fl “ Rϕ˚
ruls with ϕ˚ “ ph˚,Φ˚, V˚q and tulu

L
l“1 Ă

X “ C1
c pRdq, 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., ν “ 0, we only need each ul to be a continuous
probability density function on a compact set on Rd 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` Ñ R when Φ and V are given.
Rewrite the equation Rϕrus “ f to focus on the unknown:

Rhrus :“ ´∇ ¨ ru∇pνh1
puqqs “ ´∇ ¨ rνh2

puqu∇us “ f ` ∇ ¨ pu∇rΦ ˚ u ` V sq :“ rf. (4.1)
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Clearly, we can only estimate h2 since Rh depends only on h2. Thus, we write the self-test loss
function as a function of h2.

Similar to the arguments in Sect. 2.2, vhrus “ h1puq is a self-testing function, and the self-test
loss function is

E1ph2
q “

L
ÿ

l“1

xRhruls ´ 2 rfl, vhrulsy ` C0 (4.2)

with C0 being an arbitrary constant. Given the data tulu with compact support, the parameter
space for h must ensure that the quadratic term is well-defined, i.e.,

L
ÿ

l“1

xRhruls, vhrulsy “

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ulpxq|∇ulpxq|

2h2
pulpxqq

2 dx “

ż

R`

h2
prq2 9ρ1prqdr ă 8,

where the data-dependent measure ρ1 is defined by its density function

9ρ1prq “

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
δpulpxq ´ rq|∇ulpxq|

2ulpxqdx (4.3)

with δp¨q being the Dirac delta function. Here we used the fact that
ż

Rd
upxq|∇upxq|

2h2
pupxqq

2dx “

ż

R`

h2
prq2

ż

Rd
upxq|∇upxq|

2δpupxq ´ rq dxdr.

The next proposition presents the well-posedness of estimating h2 in L2
ρ1

.

Proposition 4.2 Given data tpul, flquLl“1 satisfying Assumption 4.1, the self-test loss function
in (4.2) for estimating h2 in Eq.(4.1) has a unique minimizer in L2

ρ1
with ρ1 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 : Rd Ñ R when h and Φ are given. Rewrite
the equation Rϕrus “ f to focus on the unknown V :

RV rus :“ ´∇ru∇V s “ f ` ∇ ¨ pu∇rΦ ˚ u ` νh1
puqsq :“ rf. (4.4)

Clearly, we can only estimate V up to a constant since RV depends only on ∇V . Thus, we write
the self-test loss function as a function of ∇V .

Similar to the arguments in Sect.2.2, vV rus “ V is a self-testing function, and we have

E2p∇V q “

L
ÿ

l“1

xRV ruls ´ 2 rfl, V y “ }∇V }
2
L2
ρ2

´ 2x

L
ÿ

l“1

rfl, V y, (4.5)

where we used integration by parts to get
řL
l“1xRV ruls, vV rulsy “

řL
l“1

ş

Rd ulpxq|∇V pxq|2 dx “

}∇V }2L2
ρ2

, and the data-dependent measure ρ2 is defined by its density function

9ρ2pxq “

L
ÿ

l“1

ulpxq. (4.6)
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The next proposition shows that the inverse problem of estimating ∇V P L2
ρ2

pRd,Rdq is well-
posed. For estimating V , the inverse problem is well-posed in H0 :“ tg P H1

ρ2
pRd;Rq;

ş

Rd gρ2 dx “

0u when the measure ρ2 satisfies the Poincare inequality.

Proposition 4.3 Consider the problem of estimating ∇V or V in Eq.(4.4) from data tpul, rflquLl“1

satisfying Assumption 4.1. Let ρ2 be the measure defined in (4.6).

• For estimating ∇V , the self-test loss function in (4.5) is uniformly convex and has a unique
minimizer in L2

ρ2
pRd,Rdq. Consequently, the inverse problem is well-posed.

• For estimating V , assume that ρ2 satisfies the Poincare inequality, i.e.,
ż

Rd
|g|

2ρ2 dx ď c

ż

Rd
|∇g|

2ρ2 dx, @g P L2
ρ2

with
ż

Rd
gρ2 dx “ 0. (4.7)

Then the self-test loss function in (4.5), when viewed as a functional of V in the space

H0 :“ tg P H1
ρ2

pRd;Rq;

ż

Rd
gρ2 dx “ 0u

is uniformly convex and has a unique minimizer pV satisfying

´∇ ¨ pρ2p∇pV qq “

L
ÿ

l“1

rfl. (4.8)

Since V is uniquely identified in H0, we remark that in H1
ρ2

, 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 ρ2 is positive everywhere, e.g.,
ρ2 “ e´x ą 0. Suppose V1 and V2 are both minimizers, then ∇ ¨ pρ2p∇pV1 ´ V2qqqq “ 0. Then,
if u˚ is a solution to this equation, we have u˚ ` ex (or u˚ ` ρ´1

2 ) is also a solution. Notice that
ex R H1

ρ2
. This example implies the nonuniqueness beyond H1

ρ2
. However, this example doesn’t

imply that (4.7) is a necessary condition for uniqueness in H1
ρ2

.

4.3 Estimating the interaction potential: ill-posed

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

RΦrus :“ ´∇ru∇Φ ˚ us “ f ` ∇ ¨ pu∇rV ` νh1
puqsq :“ rf, (4.9)

where V and h1 are given. Again, we can only estimate Φ up to a constant since RΦ depends
only on ∇Φ.

The self-testing function is vΦrus “ Φ ˚ u. Noting that rf “ ´∇ ¨ pu∇rF russq with F rus “

Φ˚ ˚ u ` V˚ ´ V ` νh1
˚puq ´ νh1puq, we write the self-test loss function as a functional of ∇Φ,

E3p∇Φq “

L
ÿ

l“1

xRΦruls ´ 2 rfl, Φ ˚ uy

“

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ulpxq

„

|∇Φ ˚ upxq|
2

´ 2∇F rulspxq ¨ ∇Φ ˚ ulpxq

ȷ

dx.

(4.10)
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The independent variable of Φ 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
Φ by data, we define a measure ρ3 with a density function

9ρ3pyq9

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

ulpxqulpx ´ yqdx. (4.11)

It extends the exploration measure defined in [15,16] for radial interacting potentials.
Let LG : L2

ρ3
Ñ L2

ρ3
be an integral operator defined by

LG∇Φpyq “

ż

Gpy, y1
q∇Φpy1

qρ3pdy
1
q, with

Gpy, y1
q “

Gpy, y1q

9ρ3pyq 9ρ3py1q
1 9ρ3pyq 9ρ3py1qą0, Gpy, y1

q :“
L

ÿ

l“1

ż

ulpxqulpx ´ yqulpx ´ y1
qdx.

(4.12)

Here Gpy, y1q :“ 0 when 9ρ3pyq 9ρ3py1q “ 0, and it is square integrable by Assumption 4.1; see [15].
The next proposition shows that We can only identify ∇Φ P NullpLGqK Ă L2

ρ3
, and the inverse

problem of estimating ∇Φ is an ill-posed inverse problem.

Proposition 4.4 Consider the problem of estimating ∇Φ in Eq.(4.9) from data tpul, flquLl“1

satisfying Assumption 4.1. Let ρ3 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
L2
ρ3

pRd,Rdq 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 ∇Φ, a regularization is necessary for a
stable solution. In particular, when NullpLGq ‰ t0u, it is important regularize only in NullpLGqK

to prevent the estimator being contaminated by the errors in NullpLGq. 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 Φ, such as being radial, the inverse problem remains
ill-posed. However, noisy data ul 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
ph2,∇V,∇Φq takes place in the product space L2

ρ1
pR`q b L2

ρ2
pRdq b L2

ρ3
pRdq. Meanwhile, the

self-test loss function can be written as

Eph2,∇V,∇Φq

:“
L

ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd

“

ul|∇rνh1
pulq ` Φ ˚ ul ` V qs|

2
´ 2flrνh

1
pulq ` Φ ˚ ul ` V s

‰

dx dt.

“}h2
}
2
L2
ρ1

` }∇V }
2
L2
ρ2

` x∇Φ, LG∇ΦyL2
ρ3

` 2
L

ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ulνh

2
pulq∇u ¨ p∇V ` ∇Φ ˚ uqdx

` 2
L

ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ul∇V ¨ ∇Φ ˚ uldx ´ 2

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ul∇vϕ˚

ruls ¨ ∇rνh1
pulq ` Φ ˚ ul ` V sdx,

(4.13)
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where term with fl uses Assumption 4.1: fl “ ´∇ ¨ pu∇vϕ˚
rusq.

The next proposition shows the ill-posedness of estimating ph2,∇V,∇Φq in the product space
L2
ρ1

pR`q b L2
ρ2

pRdq b L2
ρ3

pRdq.

Proposition 4.5 (Joint estimation) Consider the problem of jointly estimating h2,∇V,∇Φ
in Eq.(1.4) from data tpul, flquLl“1 satisfying Assumption 4.1. Let ρ1, ρ2, ρ3 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
convex, and its Hessian (second variation) has a zero eigenvalue with eigenfunction ϕ “ p0, c,´cq

for any nonzero c P Rd. 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 pΦ, V q and pΦ` c ¨x, V ´ c ¨xq produce the same value of the loss function, which has been
noticed in [34]. We remove this singular value by requiring Φ to be symmetric so that p0, c,´cqT

is not an eigenfunction in the symmetry-enforced function space for Φ. One can implement
this symmetry constraint either by considering radial functions (see Section 5.2) or by setting
Φpxq “ rΦpxq ` rΦp´xq with rΦpxq 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 Rph,Φ,V qrus “ ´∇ ¨ pu∇rνh1puq ` Φ ˚ u` V sq in (1.4) and its gradient
flow. We consider parameter estimation for h in Section 5.1, nonparametric estimation for radial
Φ in Section 5.2, and neural network regression for joint estimation of Φ and V in Section 5.3.

5.1 Parametric estimation of the diffusion rate function

Consider first a parametric estimation of h in the equation

Rhrus :“ ´∇ ¨ pur∇h1
puqs “ ´∇ ¨ ruh2

puq∇us “ f

from data tpulpxiq, flpxiqqu
N,L
i“1,l“1, where xi P r0, 1s is a uniform mesh and ul P H1

0 pp0, 1qq. Here,
the diffusion rate function h is a power function in (2.6) with a parametric form

hcpsq “ c2s
2

` c3
1

2
s3 ` c4

1

3
s4 “

nc
ÿ

k“1

ckekpsq, (5.1)

where ekpsq “ 1
k´1

sk for k ą 1, and nc “ 3. Thus, the task is to estimate the parameters
c “ pc2, c3, c4q. Here we don’t include the term e1psq “ s log s because its second derivative
e2
1psq “ 1{s is singular at s “ 0. Such a singularity leads to a singular function e2

1pulpxqq

when ulpxq approaches zero at the boundaries, requiring additional numerical treatments when
computing the loss function of h2 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 xi “ t

j
?
N
, 1 ď j ď

?
Nu. We

obtain noisy data tulpxiqu by adding independent Gaussian noises N p0, σ2{Nq to the values of
ulpxq “ sinpπlxq on the mesh for l P t1, 2, 3u. Note that these functions are in H1

0 pp0, 1qq.
The data tflpxiqu are noisy observations of Rhc˚ rulspxq at the meshes:

flpxiq “ ´Rhc˚ rulspxiq ` ϵl,i “ ´

nc
ÿ

k“2

ck∇ ¨ rule
2
kpulq∇ulspxiq ` ϵl,i
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with parameter c˚ “ pc2, c3, c4q “ p1, 1.2, 0.5q and tϵl,iu being i.i.d. N p0, σ2{Nq. Here we compute
each ∇ ¨ rule

2
kpulq∇uls analytically since ek and ul 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

Epcq “
1

NL

L
ÿ

l“1

N
ÿ

i“1

“

h2
cpulpxiqq

2ulpxiq|∇uipxiq|
2

´ 2flpxiqh
1
cpulpxiqq

‰

“ cJAc ´ 2cJb,

where the normal matrix A and normal vector b defined by

Ak,m “
1

NL

L
ÿ

l“1

N
ÿ

i“1

ulpxiq|∇ulpxiq|
2e2
kpulpxiqqe2

mpulpxiqq, 1 ď k,m ď nc

bk “
1

NL

L
ÿ

l“1

N
ÿ

i“1

flpxiqe
1
kpulpxiqq, 1 ď k ď nc.

The estimator is then solved by least squares regression

phpsq “

nc
ÿ

k“1

pckekpsq, pc “ A´1b.

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 As with entries Ask,m “ 1

NL

řL
l“1

řN
i“1∇ ¨ rule

2
kpulq∇ulspxiq∇ ¨

rule
2
mpulq∇ulspxiq and normal vector bs with entries bsk “ 1

NL

řL
l“1

řN
i“1 flpxiq∇¨rule

2
kpulq∇ulspxiq.

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

ρ1
error (}h2

true ´ ph2}2L2
ρ1

) as mesh
size N increases or as the noise level σ vanishes (Middel-Right). 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 Op 1?

N
q while the ∆x in finite

difference has an order of Op 1
N

q).
Here, for each parameter set of pN, σq, the percentiles are computed from 100 independent

simulations with randomly generated noise; the empirical measure ρ1 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 r30, 40s, indicating the well-posedness of the inverse problem.

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 σ “ 0.1.
Middle-Right: Relative L2

ρ1
errors vs N and σ.

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 ϕ : r0, 2s Ñ R, which is the derivative of
the radial interaction potential Φ with ∇Φpxq “ ϕp|x|q x

|x|
, in the aggregation operator

Rϕrus “ ´∇pu∇Φ ˚ uq “ f,

from data consisting of noisy input-output function pairs at discrete meshes in 1D:

tpuokpxjq :“ ukpxjq ` ϵukj, f
o
k pxjq “ fkpxjq ` ϵfkjqu

nx,nk
j“1,k“1, where ϵukj, ϵ

f
kj „ N p0, σ2

q. (5.2)

Here, the spatial meshes txju are uniform on Ω “ p0, 10q satisyfing xj ´ xj´1 “ ∆x “ 0.01

for all j, and the noises tϵukj, ϵ
f
kju

nk,nx
k,j“1 are independent identically distributed Gaussian N p0, σ2q

random variables with standard deviation σ. The functions tuku are ukpxq “ sinpπpx ´ p2k `

1qqq1t|x´p2k`1q|ă1.5u for 1 ď k ď nk “ 3. They are in C1
c pΩq, so we can use integration by parts

in the weak-form and compute fkpxjq using the strong form operator, i.e., we compute the the
analytical form of the integrand in the following integral,

fkpxq “ ´

ż 2

0

ϕtruep|y|qsignpyqBxrukpx ´ yqukpxqsdy

“ ´

ż 2

0

ϕtrueprq
`

Bxrukpx ´ rqukpxqs ´ Bxrukpx ` rqukpxqs
˘

dr,

where the integral is computed using the adaptive Gauss-Kronrod quadrature [28]. In our tests,
we set ϕtrueprq “ r21r0,1sprq. Figure 2(a) shows the data pairs.

Note that the above equation is the mean-field equation (2.7) with V “ 0 if f “ Btu ´ ν∆u.
In this case, the nonparametric estimation of ϕ 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 ϕ 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 ϕ.
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Figure 2: Estimators using weak (“Weak-form”) vs strong-form (“Strong-form”) equation. (a):
Dataset tpuk, fkqu3k“1. (b): Estimators (in percentiles) in a typical set of 100 simulations with
noise level σ “ 0.0078. (c) Relative L2 errors v.s. noise level σ. 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 vϕruks “ Φ ˚ uk
for each input-output pair puk, fkq, and applying integration by parts similar to (2.11), we obtain
the self-test loss function

EDpϕq “

nk
ÿ

k“1

ż

R
uk|∇Φ ˚ uk|

2dx ´ 2

ż

R
fkpxqΦ ˚ ukpxqdx.

Denote Ff,uprq :“ ´
řnk
k“1

ş10

0
Fkpxqukpxqrukpx´ rq ´ ukpx` rqs dx with Fkpxq :“

şx

0
fkpyqdy. We

can write the loss function as (see Appendix A.3 for a derivation)

EDpϕq “

ż ż

ϕprqϕpsqGpr, sq 9ρprq 9ρpsqdrds ´2

ż 2

0

ϕprqFf,uprqdr, (5.3)

where the density of the exploration measure 9ρ is defined as

9ρprq :“
1

Z

nk
ÿ

k“1

ż

R

a

ukpxq|δukpx, rq| dx with δukpx, rq :“ ukpx ´ rq ´ ukpx ` rq (5.4)

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

Gpr, sq :“
Gpr, sq

9ρprq 9ρpsq
1t 9ρprq 9ρpsqą0u with Gpr, sq :“

nr
ÿ

k“1

ż

R
ukpxqδukpx, rqδukpx, sqdx . (5.5)

These integrals are well-defined since tukpxqu are uniformly bounded with a compact support.

Least squares regression from empirical loss function. Given the discrete data in (5.2)
on the mesh txju, we can obtain a uniform mesh trl “ l∆xu

nr
l“1 on r0, 2s for the independent

variable of ϕ. Representing ϕ by a linear combination of piecewise constant functions:

ϕprq “

nr
ÿ

l“1

cl1rrl,rl`1sprq,
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our task is to estimate the coefficient vector c “ pc1, . . . , cnrq
J P Rnrˆ1. Approximating the loss

function in (5.3) by Riemann sum using the noisy data and the above piecewise constant ϕ, we
obtain an empirical loss function that is quadratic in c:

xEDpcq “ cJAc ´ 2cJb ` C,

where A P Rnrˆnr and b P Rnrˆ1 are the normal matrix and vectors and C is a constant term
independent of c. The entries of A and b are

Apl, l1q “ Gpl, l1q «

ż ż

1rrl,rl`1sprq1rrl1 ,rl1`1spsqGpr, sqdrds

bplq “ ´gJ
rf∆r∆x « Ff,uprlq «

ż

1rrl,rl`1sprqFf,uprqdr,

where we denote G “ gJg∆xp∆rq2 P Rnrˆnr with g “
`a

|uokpxjq|δuokpxj, rlq
˘

P Rnknxˆnr and
rf “

`
řj
i“1 f

o
k pxiqu

o
kpxjq∆x

˘nk,nx

k,j“1
P Rnknxˆ1.

The estimator is then solved by least squares regression with Tikhonov regularization. The
regularized estimator is pcλ “

`

A ` λI
˘´1

b, with the hyperparameter λ ą 0 selected by the
L-curve method [11]. Due to the additive noise in uok, the smallest eigenvalue of the normal
matrix A is bounded below by a constant that scales with σ2. 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}2Rnr “ cJIc, and we leave it in future work to investigate other norms,
such as the L2

ρ-norm or the data-adaptive RKHS norm of ϕ in [18].
Additionally, we compute the empirical exploration measure as ρ “ p 9ρpr1q, . . . , 9ρprnrqq P

Rnrˆ1 with 9ρprlq “ 1
Z

řnk
k“1

řnx
i“1

a

|uokpxiq||δuokpxi, rlq|∆x. The L2
ρ norm of ϕ is then given by

}ϕ}2L2
ρ

“
řnr
l“1 c

2
l 9ρprlq.

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 σ “ t2´j, j “ 5, . . . , 10u. 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 σ “ 2´7 « 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 Φ 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 tl “ l∆t with ∆t “ 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

Φ˚
pxq “ cosp2x21q ` cospx2q, V ˚

pxq “ exp

ˆ

´
3

10

`

sinp2x1q
2

` arctanpx2q
˘

˙

. (5.6)

In the data in (1.10), the initial conditions pX
i,pmq

t1 , 1 ď i ď Nq P RNd are randomly sampled,
half of samples from the uniform distribution over r´2, 2sNd 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 ˆ N pµ1,Σ1q ` 0.4 ˆ N pµ2,Σ2q on R2, where µ1 are
sampled from a uniform distribution on r0, 2.5s2 and µ2 are sampled from a uniform distribution

on r´2.5, 0s2. The covariance matrices are fixed to be Σ1 “

ˆ

0.2 0
0 0.4

˙

and Σ2 “

ˆ

1 0.5
0.5 1

˙

.

In this setting, the distribution of the particles is concentrated in the first and third quadrants,
as shown in Figure 3f.

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 Φpxq “ Φ̃pxq ` Φ̃p´xq,
where Φ̃ is the neural network approximation. This constraint resolves the identifiability issue
in Proposition 4.5 and in [34], where different pairs pΦ, V q and pΦ ` c ¨ x, V ´ c ¨ xq produce the
same value of the loss function, since Φ ` c ¨ x is only symmetric when c “ 0 if Φ 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 η “ 0.05, and
it is reduced to 0.1η whenever the loss stops reducing. The final minimized loss is -0.001309.
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 ˆ 10´5.

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, ρ2 as in (4.6) for V and ρ3 as in (4.11) for Φ,
as shown in Figures 3c and 3f, respectively. These empirical measures are relatively rough, since
they are estimated from about MNL “ 4000 and MN2L “ 80000 data samples for ρ2 and ρ3,
respectively. The final estimation error is }∇Φ´∇Φ˚}L2

ρ2
“ 0.5855 and }∇V ´∇V ˚}L2

ρ2
“ 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 ρ2 and ρ3 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 ϕ˚ is the true parameter, it satisfies the weak form
of gradient flow Btu “ ´Au

δEϕ˚

δu
. Applying a test function δEϕ

δu
for any ϕ such that Eϕrus ă 8,

23



0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450

−0.0012

−0.001

−0.0008

−0.0006

−0.0004

−0.0002

0

0.0002

epoch

Lo
ss

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 ˆ 10´5.

we obtain
dEϕrus

dt
“ xBtu,

δEϕ
δu

y “ ´xAu
δEϕ˚

δu
,
δEϕ
δu

y, @t P r0, T s.

Integrating in time, we obtain

EϕpupT, ¨qq ´ Eϕpup0, ¨qq “

ż T

0

dEϕrus

dt
dt “ ´

ż T

0

xAu
δEϕ˚

δu
,
δEϕ
δu

y dt.

Then, using the linearity of δEϕ
δu

in ϕ, we write Eur0,T s
pϕq in (3.6) as

Eur0,T s
pϕq “ ´2

ż T

0

xAu
δEϕ˚

δu
,
δEϕ
δu

y dt `

ż T

0

xAu
δEϕ
δu

,
δEϕ
δu

ydt

“

ż T

0

xAu
δEϕ´ϕ˚

δu
,
δEϕ´ϕ˚

δu
ydt ´

ż T

0

xAu
δEϕ˚

δu
,
δEϕ˚

δu
y dt. (A.1)

From xAuξ, ξy ě 0 in (3.4), the first term is non-negative. Thus, we know that

Eur0,T s
pϕq ě Eur0,T s

pϕ˚q “ ´

ż T

0

xAu
δEϕ˚

δu
,
δEϕ˚

δu
y dt

and ϕ˚ is a minimizer of Eur0,T s
pϕq.

Part (b). It follows from (A.1) that ϕ˚ is the unique minimizer in H if (3.7) holds.
Part (c). Since ϕ0 is a minimizer and Eϕ is linear in ϕ, we have, for any ψ,

0 “
d

dϵ
Eur0,T s

pϕ0 ` ϵψq “ lim
ϵÑ0

Eur0,T s
pϕ0 ` ϵψq ´ Eur0,T s

pϕ0q

ϵ

“ 2rEψpupT, ¨qq ´ Eψpup0, ¨qqs ` 2

ż T

0

xAu
δEϕ0
δu

,
δEψ
δu

y dt.

Taking ψ “ ϕ0, we obtain (3.8).
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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 Φ “ 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 pV,Φq using its weak form is given in (2.11), which reads

Eur0,T s
pΦ, V q :“

1

T

ż T

0

ż

Rd

“

u|∇Φ ˚ u ` ∇V |
2

´ 2pBtu ´ ν∆uqpΦ ˚ u ` V q
‰

dx dt.

On the other hand, by Girsanov Theorem (see e.g., [24]), the negative log-likelihood ratio for
a path X r0,T s is

EXr0,T s
pϕq “ ´ log

dPϕ
dP0

“
1

2ν

ż T

0

´

ˇ

ˇr∇Φ ˚ u ` ∇V spX tq
ˇ

ˇ

2
dt ´ 2

@

r∇Φ ˚ u ` ∇V spX tq, dX t

D

¯

,

where Pϕ and P0 are the distributions of the path under the SDE with parameters ϕ “ pV,Φq

and V “ Φ “ 0, respectively. Taking expectation and using the fact that X t „ up¨, tq,

E
“

EXr0,T s
pϕq

‰

“
1

2ν

ż T

0

ż

Rd

“
ˇ

ˇ∇Φ ˚ u ` ∇V
ˇ

ˇ

2
u dx ´ 2E

“@

r∇Φ ˚ u ` ∇V spX tq, dX t

D‰

dt.

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

Er
@

r∇Φ ˚ u ` ∇V spX tq, dX t

D

s “ Er
@

∇rΦ ˚ u ` V spX tq,´∇rVtrue ` Φtrue ˚ uspX tqs
D

s

“

ż

Rd

@

∇rΦ ˚ u ` V s,´u∇rVtrue ` Φtrue ˚ us
D

dx

“

ż

Rd
pΦ ˚ u ` V q∇ ¨

“

u∇pVtrue ` Φtrue ˚ uq
‰

dx “

ż

Rd
pΦ ˚ u ` V qpBtu ´ ν∆uq

‰

dx,

where the last equation follows from the Fokker-Planck equation (2.7) with parameters pVtrue,Φtrueq.
Combining the above two equations, we obtain (3.15).

A.2 Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Note that rf “ ´∇ ¨
“

u∇rνh1
˚puq ` pΦ˚ ´ Φq ˚ u ` V˚ ´ V s

‰

“:
´∇ ¨ ru∇F russ, where we set F rus “ νh1

˚puq ` pΦ˚ ´ Φq ˚ u ` V˚ ´ V . Then,

x rf, vhrusy “ x´∇ ¨ ru∇F russ, h1
puqy “

ż

Rd
upxq∇F ruspxq ¨ ∇upxqh2

pupxqq dx

ď

ˆ
ż

Rd
upxq|∇F ruspxq|

2
|dx

˙1{2ˆ
ż

Rd
upxq|∇upxq|

2h2
pupxqq

2 dx

˙1{2

ă `8.

Thus, the Riesz representation theorem gives a data-dependent hD P L2
ρ1

such that

L
ÿ

l“1

x rfl, vhrulsy “

L
ÿ

l“1

x´∇ ¨ rul∇F rulss, h
1
pulqy

“

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ulpxq∇F rulspxq ¨ ∇ulpxqh2

pulpxqq dx “: xhD, h
2
yL2

ρ1
.
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Then, we can write the self-test loss function as

E1ph2
q “

L
ÿ

l“1

xRhruls ´ 2 rfl, vhrulsy ` C0 “ }h2
}
2
L2
ρ1

´ 2xh2, hDyL2
ρ1

` C0.

The Fréchet derivative of E1 in terms of the variable h2 is Dh2E1ph2q “ 2h2 ´ 2hD . Thus, the
minimizer of E1 is unique and

ph2 “ argmin
h2PL2

ρ1

E1ph2
q “ I´1hD ,

with I being the identity operator on L2
ρ1

. Clearly, this inverse problem is well-posed.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. First, note that rf “ ´∇¨
“

u∇rνh1
˚puq´νh1puq`pΦ˚´Φq˚u`V˚s

‰

:“
´∇ ¨ ru∇F russ, where we set F rus “ νh1

˚puq ´ νh1
˚puq ` pΦ˚ ´Φq ˚ u` V˚. Thus, the linear term

in the loss function is

L
ÿ

l“1

x rfl, vV rulsy “

L
ÿ

l“1

x´∇ ¨ rul∇F rulss, V y

“

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ulpxq∇F rulspxq ¨ ∇V pxq dx “: x

ÝÑ
VD,∇V yL2

ρ2
,

where |
ÝÑ
VD| P L2

ρ2
by the Riesz representation theorem. In particular, we have ÝÑ

VD “ ∇F ruls when
F ruls is independent of l (e.g., when L “ 1). Then, we can write the self-test loss function as

E2p∇V q “

L
ÿ

l“1

xRV ruls ´ 2 rfl, V y “ }∇V }
2
L2
ρ2

´ 2x∇V,ÝÑVDyL2
ρ2

` C0.

Regarding E2p∇V q as a functional of v “ ∇V P L2
ρ2

pRd;Rdq, we define E2pvq “ }v}2L2
ρ2

´

2xv,
ÝÑ
VDyL2

ρ2
` C0. The Fréchet derivative of E2 over L2

ρ2
pRd;Rdq is DvE2pvq “ 2pv ´

ÝÑ
VDq. Thus,

the minimizer of E2, denoted as y∇V , is unique and satisfies

y∇V “ argmin
∇V PL2

ρ2
pRd;Rdq

E2p∇V q “ I´1ÝÑ
VD ,

where I is the identity operator in L2
ρ2

pRd;Rdq, and the inverse problem is well-posed.
To identify V , we regard the self-loss function

rE2pV q :“ E2p∇V q “ }∇V }
2
L2
ρ2

´ 2x

L
ÿ

l“1

rfl, V yL2 ` C0

as a functional of V from H0 to R. Using the Poincare inequality (4.7), we have
ż

Rd
|V |

2ρ2 dx ď c

ż

Rd
|∇V |

2ρ2 dx,
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where c ą 0 the Poincare constant. This implies }V }2H0
:“ }V }2H1

ρ2

ď p1` cq}∇V }2L2
ρ2

. Combining
this with Hölder’s inequality for

|x

L
ÿ

l“1

rfl, V yL2
ρ2

| “ |x∇V,ÝÑVDyL2
ρ2

| ď
1

4p1 ` cq
}∇V }

2
L2
ρ2

` C}V⃗D}
2
L2
ρ2
,

so we have
rE2pV q ě

1

2p1 ` cq
}V }

2
H1
ρ2

` C0 ´ 2C}V⃗D}
2
L2
ρ2
.

Hence the functional rE2pV q is coercive and uniformly convex on H0, and thus it has a unique
minimizer in H0.

The first variation (Gateaux derivative) of rE2pV q, as a functional from H1
ρ2

pRd;Rq to Rd, is

d

dε

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ε“0

ż

|∇pV ` εṼ q|
2ρ2 ´ 2pV ` εṼ q

L
ÿ

l“1

rfl dx “ 2

ż

p∇V∇Ṽ ρ2 ´

L
ÿ

l“1

rfl Ṽ q dx “ 0,

which implies that the unique minimizer pV satisfies (4.8).

Proof of Proposition 4.4. First, write the quadratic term in the loss function (4.10) as

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ulpxq|∇Φ ˚ ulpxq|

2dx “

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

ulpxq

ż

∇Φpyqulpx ´ yqdy ¨

ż

∇Φpy1
qulpx ´ y1

qdy1dx

“

ż ż

x∇Φpyq, ∇Φpy1
qyRd

«

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

ulpxqulpx ´ yqulpx ´ y1
qdx

ff

dydy1

“x∇Φ, LG∇ΦyL2
ρ3
,

with LG defined in (4.12).
Second, the Riesz representation theorem give a vector-valued function ÝÑ

ΦD : Rd Ñ Rd such
that the linear term in the loss function can be written as

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ulpxq∇F rulspxq ¨ ∇Φ ˚ ulpxqdx “ x

ÝÑ
ΦD ,∇ΦyL2

ρ3
.

Then, we can write the loss function in (4.10) as

E3p∇Φq “ x∇Φ, LG∇ΦyL2
ρ3

´ 2x
ÝÑ
ΦD ,∇ΦyL2

ρ3
` C0. (A.2)

Regarding E3 as a functional in terms of ∇Φ, the Fréchet derivative of E3 is D∇ΦE3p∇Φq “

2LG∇Φ ´ 2
ÝÑ
ΦD . Thus, the minimizer of E3 is unique in NullpLGqK and

y∇Φ “ argmin
∇ΦPNullpLGqKĂL2

ρ3

E3p∇Φq “ L´1
G

ÝÑ
ΦD , (A.3)

where L´1
G

is the pseudo-inverse of the operator LG. Since the operator LG is compact, so
NullpLGq ‰ t0u and the above inverse problem is ill-posed.
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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

xDh2Eph2,∇V,∇Φq, g1yL2
ρ1

“ x2ph2
` MhV∇V ` MhΦ∇Φ ´ hD, g1yL2

ρ1
, @ g1 P L2

ρ1
;

xD∇V Eph2,∇V,∇Φq, g⃗2yL2
ρ2

“ x2pMV hh
2

` ∇V ` MV Φ∇Φ ´
ÝÑ
VD, g⃗2yL2

ρ2
, @ g⃗2 P L2

ρ2
;

xD∇ΦEph2,∇V,∇Φq, g⃗3yL2
ρ3

“ x2pMΦhh
2

` MΦV∇V ` LG∇Φ ´
ÝÑ
ΦD, g⃗3yL2

ρ2
, @ g⃗3 P L2

ρ3
,

where the operators Mab are defined from the cross-product terms in the loss function. For
example, @g1 P L2

ρ1
, g⃗2 P L2

ρ2
, and g⃗3 P L2

ρ3
,

xMhV∇V, g1yL2
ρ1

“

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ulνg1∇u ¨ ∇V dx;

xMV hh
2, g⃗2yL2

ρ2
“

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ulνh

2∇u ¨ g⃗2;

xMV Φ∇Φ, g⃗2yL2
ρ2

“

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ulg⃗2 ¨ ∇Φ ˚ uldx;

xMΦV∇V, g⃗3yL2
ρ3

“

L
ÿ

l“1

ż

Rd
ul∇V ¨ g⃗3 ˚ uldx.

In particular, since

xMhV b⃗, g1yL2
ρ1

“ xMV hg1, b⃗yL2
ρ2
, @⃗b P L2

ρ2
, g1 P L2

ρ1
,

xMΦV g⃗2, g⃗3yL2
ρ3

“ xMV Φg⃗3, g⃗2yL2
ρ2
, @g⃗2 P L2

ρ2
, g⃗3 P L2

ρ3
,

we have joint operators M˚
hV “ MV h and M˚

ΦV “ MV Φ with operator norms satisfying }MhV } ď 1
and }MΦV } ď }LG}1{2. Then, the joint estimator solves the system

¨

˝

IL2
ρ1

MhV MhΦ

MV h IL2
ρ2

MV Φ

MΦh MΦV LG

˛

‚

¨

˝

h2

∇V
∇Φ

˛

‚“

¨

˝

hD
ÝÑ
VD
ÝÑ
ΦD

˛

‚. (A.4)

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

ρ1
pR`q b L2

ρ2
pRdq b L2

ρ3
pRdq Ñ L2

ρ1
pR`q b L2

ρ2
pRdq b L2

ρ3
pRdq.

The operator A is self-adjoint and semi-positive definite.
We show first that ϕ “ p0, c,´cq with a nonzero c P Rd is an eigenfunction of A corresponding

to the zero eigenvalue. Note that by definition, xMV Φc, cyL2
ρ2

“
řL
l“1

ş

Rd ulc ¨ c ˚ uldx “ }c}2 and
similarly, xMΦV c, cyL2

ρ3
“ }c}2. Meanwhile, we have LGc “

ş ş Gpy,y1q

9ρ3pyq
cdy1 dy “ c by the definition

of G. It follows that

xAϕ, ϕyL2
ρ1

bL2
ρ2

bL2
ρ2

“x

¨

˝

MhV c ´ MhΦc
IL2

ρ2
c ´ MV Φc

MΦV c ´ LGc

˛

‚,

¨

˝

0
c

´c

˛

‚yL2
ρ1

bL2
ρ2

bL2
ρ2

“xIL2
ρ2
c ´ MV Φc, cyL2

ρ2
´ xMΦV c ´ LGc, cyL2

ρ3
“ 0.

Lastly, note that for ϕn “ p0, 0, ψnq, where ψn is an eigenfunction of LG such that LGψn “

λnψn, we have xAϕn, ϕny “ λn, where λn Ñ 0 as n Ñ 8 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 ∇Φp|x|q “ ϕp|x|q x
|x|

and

∇Φ ˚ upxq “

ż

R
ϕp|y|q

y

|y|
upx ´ yqdy “

ż 8

0

ϕprqrupx ´ rq ´ upx ` rqsdr,

along with the notation δupx, r; tq in (5.4), we can write the integrals as
ż

R
u|∇Φ ˚ u|

2dxdt “

ż 8

0

ż 8

0

ϕprqϕpsq

ż

R
upxqδupx, rqδupx, sqdxdrdsdt,

“

ż 8

0

ż 8

0

ϕprqϕpsqGpr, sqdrds “

ż 8

0

ż 8

0

ϕprqϕpsqGpr, sq 9ρprq 9ρpsqdrds.

where the integral kernels G,G : R` ˆ R` Ñ R are defined in (5.5).
Also, denoting F pxq “

şx

0
fpyqdy and using integration by parts with the fact that Φ˚up10q “

Φ ˚ up0q “ 0, we have
ż

R
fpxqΦ ˚ upxqdx “ F pxqΦ ˚ upxq

ˇ

ˇ

10

0
´

ż 2

0

ϕprq

ż 10

0

F pxqrupx ´ rq ´ upx ` rqs dx dr

“

ż 2

0

ϕprqFf,uprq dr,

where Ff,uprq :“ ´
ş10

0
F pxqrupx ´ rq ´ upx ` rqs dx. Combining the above equations together,

we obtain (5.3).
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