arXiv:2303.05924v3 [math.AP] 6 Jun 2023

VARIATIONAL FORMULATIONS OF ODE-NET AS A MEAN-FIELD OPTIMAL CONTROL PROBLEM AND EXISTENCE RESULTS

NOBORU ISOBE^∗ AND MIZUHO OKUMURA

Abstract. This paper presents a mathematical analysis of ODE-Net, a continuum model of deep neural networks (DNNs). In recent years, Machine Learning researchers have introduced ideas of replacing the deep structure of DNNs with ODEs as a continuum limit. These studies regard the “learning” of ODE-Net as the minimization of a “loss” constrained by a parametric ODE. Although the existence of a minimizer for this minimization problem needs to be assumed, only a few studies have investigated the existence analytically in detail. In the present paper, the existence of a minimizer is discussed based on a formulation of ODE-Net as a measure-theoretic mean-field optimal control problem. The existence result is proved when a neural network, which describes a vector field of ODE-Net, is linear with respect to learnable parameters. The proof employs the measure-theoretic formulation combined with the direct method of Calculus of Variations. Secondly, an idealized minimization problem is proposed to remove the above linearity assumption. Such a problem is inspired by a kinetic regularization associated with the Benamou–Brenier formula and universal approximation theorems for neural networks. The proofs of these existence results use variational methods, differential equations, and mean-field optimal control theory. They will stand for a new analytic way to investigate the learning process of deep neural networks.

Contents

1. Introduction 2 1.1. Target problems and main results 2 1.2. Contributions of the paper 5 1.3. Organization of the paper 5 2. Survey on background and related works 6 2.1. Background to the development of ODE-Net 6 2.2. Formulations of the learning of ODE-Net and existence results 7 3. Preliminaries 9 3.1. Compactness lemma 10 3.2. Probability measures and the Wasserstein space 10 3.3. Continuity equation 12 4. Kinetic Regularization and an Existence Theorem 13 4.1. Kinetic regularization 13

2020Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 49J20; Secondary 49Q22, 68T07, 35A35. Key words and phrases. Deep Learning, ResNet, ODE-Net, Measure-theoretical formulation, Continuity equation, Variational problem, Calculus of Variations, Optimal control, Benamou–Brenier formula, Mean-Field Game.

∗Supported by JSPS KAKENHI 22J20130. ORCiD: 0000-0003-0512-4793. Webpage: https://noboru-isobe.netlify.app/. 1

4.2. Existence theorem 14 5. Ideal Learning Problem 20 5.1. Idealization of learning problems 20 5.2. Proof of the existence via the Lagrangian framework 21 6. Conclusion 23 6.1. For general neural network architectures 24 6.2. Toward behaviors of minimizers 24 Appendix A. H^1-Regularization 24 Appendix B. Convexity Assumptions 27 Acknowledgement 28 Conflict of Interest 28 References 29

1. Introduction

1.1. Target problems and main results

Deep Neural Networks (DNNs), or Deep Learning, now constitute a core of artificial intelligence technology, but their theoretical inner mechanisms have yet to be explored. This is why researchers express them as a black box. In particular, there have been few theoretical contributions regarding “learning” DNNs, despite practical demands for them, where “learning” is, broadly speaking, to minimize the so-called “loss” by optimizing a parameter θ of DNNs.

Our research aims to characterize processes and outcomes of this learning in a mathematical sense and illuminate the black box. To achieve this aim, some researchers have brought languages of dynamical systems and differential equations into DNNs, for example, in [23, 29, 56]. In short, one can regard a continuum limit of DNNs in their depth as an ODE (see Section 2 below). Many researchers have attempted to dissect DNNs through some ODEs, which are designated as ODE-Net throughout the paper (see also, e.g., [16, 41, 42, 50]).

Accordingly, our goal in this paper is to establish a well-posedness of learning ODE-Net. As a first step, we prove the existence of minimizers for the learning of ODE-Net, formulated as a minimization problem constrained by ODE-Net. Existence results have been examined in several previous studies but have yet to be explored sufficiently, and thus we are going to study existence results for the learning problem formulated as follows:

Problem 1.1 (Kinetic regularized learning problem constrained by ODE-Net). Let λ ≥ 0 and ϵ > 0 be constants, let Y be a subset of R^d and let v : R^d × R^m → R^d and ℓ: R^d × Y → R_+ be continuous. Let μ_0 ∈ P_c(R^d × Y) a given input data. Set J(μ, θ) := ∫ R^d×Y ℓ dμ_T + ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y ( λ 2 |v(x, θ_t)|^2 + ϵ 2 |θ_t|^2 ) dμ_t(x, y)dt (1.1) for μ ∈ C ( [0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2) ) and θ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ). The learning problem constrained by ODE-Net is posed as the following constrained minimization problem: inf { J(μ, θ) μ ∈ C ( [0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2) ) , θ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ) } , subject to { ∂_tμ_t + div_x(μ_t(x, y)v(x, θ_t)) = 0, (x, y) ∈ R^d × Y, t ∈ (0, T ), μ_t|_{t=0} = μ_0,

(1.2)

where P_c(R^d ×Y) denotes the set of regular and Borel probability measures compactly supported on R^d × Y, (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2) denotes the (L^2-)Wasserstein space defined in Subsection 3.2, C([0, T ]; (P(R^d × Y), W_2)) denotes the set of curves which is continuous with respect to the Wasserstein topology (see also Definition 3.2), and μ ∈ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y, W_2)) is supposed to solve the equation (1.2) in the distributional sense of Definition 3.8.

Remark 1.2. In Problem 1.1, the ODE-Net corresponds to the continuity equation (1.2) with a parameter θ_t, and the learning to the minimization of a functional J with respect to a parameter θ_t and a solution μ_t to ODE (1.2).

The first term in (1.1) measures the so-called loss. The second term in (1.1) is called a “kinetic regularization” in [27] because it represents the kinetic energy when v(•, θ) (θ ∈ R^m ) is regarded as a velocity field on R^d . By letting this kinetic energy be as small as possible, we could control the velocity field so that the support of the solution μ_t to (1.2) do not change wildly. This will prevent the so-called “overfitting” which results from the minimization of the single functional ∫ R^d×Y ℓ dμT . The third term is often called an L

2-regularization, which is familiar with the well-known Ridge regression.

In order to prove existence of minimizers for Problem 1.1, we shall impose the following assumptions on Y, ℓ and v :

Assumption 1.3 (Label set and loss function). The label set Y ⊂ R^d is compact, and the loss function ℓ: R^d × Y → R_+ is a continuous function of 2-growth, see also Definition 3.2.

Assumption 1.4 (Linear neural network). The neural network v is linear with respect to θ, i.e., the parameter θ is a d × p matrix and v satisfies (1.3) v(x, θ) = θf(x), where f : R^d → R^p is a Lipschitz continuous function.

Assumption 1.4 can address neural networks unbounded with respect to parameters θ, which commonly appear in modern DNNs. In contrast, previous theoretical works often assume a bounded neural network, details of which will be given in Section 2 below.

Under these assumptions, we obtain one of our main results in the present paper.

Theorem 1.5 (Existence of minimizers). Under Assumptions 1.3 and 1.4, there exists a minimizer (μ, θ) ∈ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2)) × L^2(0, T ; R^m ) for Problem 1.1.

It should be noted that by virtue of this theorem, one can assume that the deep learning model as in Problem 1.1 with Assumptions 1.3 and 1.4 is well-defined so that we can pursue the mathematical analysis of the learning of ODE-Nets. We also remark here that the uniqueness of such minimizers cannot be generally expected since the problem is over-determined with a large degree of freedom in θ. We will also mention the uniqueness in Remark 4.7 below.

Our strategy for the proof of Theorem 1.5 is the direct method of the Calculus of Variations combined with the distributional formulation of (1.2). By virtue of this formulation, weak limits of minimizing sequences in the direct method are assured to also solves the ODE (1.2) in the distributional sense. In contrast, if the constraint (1.2) is formulated as a specific strong form, i.e., an ODE (2.4) below, it seems to be difficult to verify whether weak limits of minimizing sequences satisfy the ODE (2.4).

In order to characterize the weak limits of minimizing sequences, we will affirmatively use Assumption 1.4 that makes the weak form of the second term in (1.2) “bilinear” with respect to the parameters θ_t and the probability measures μ_t in the following sense:

(1.4) ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y ∇_xζ_t · v(•, θ_t) dμ_tdt = ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y Tr(f(•)∇_xζ^⊤_t θ_t) dμ_tdt ,

where ζ ∈ C^∞_c ((0, T ) × R^d × Y) is a test function of compact support. From this, one can verify that the weak limits also satisfy the constraint (1.2) (see Claim 4.5 below).

We note, however, that Assumption 1.4 is not valid for all commonly used neural networks. For example, 2-layer ReLU networks v(x, θ) = A(Bx)_+, θ = (A, B), A, B ∈ R^{d×d} , are not linear with respect to θ. This network is quite commonly used, not only in ODE-Net but also in the socalled ResNet, as illustrated in [30, Figure 2]. In order to provide existence results for these cases as well, we shall consider an ideal or relaxed version of Problem 1.1. To this end, we shall employ the universal approximation theorem by Cybenko [18] or the Kolmogorov–Arnol’d representation theorem shown by [5, 35, 57]; they insist that neural networks v can approximate or represent arbitrary vector fields. Those theorems inspire that the ODE-Net is no longer parametrized by θ, i.e., the ODE-Net is just driven by a family of vector fields (v_t(x))_{t∈[0,T ]}. From this perspective, our ideal setting for the learning reads:

Problem 1.6 (Ideal learning problem). Let λ > 0 be a constant, let ℓ: R^d × Y → R_+ be continuous, and let μ_0 ∈ P_c(R^d × Y) be a given input data. Set ^J(μ, v) := ∫ R^d ×Y ℓ dμ_T + ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d λ 2 |v(x, t)|^2 dμ_t(x)dt (1.5)

for μ ∈ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2)) and v ∈ L^2(dμ_tdt), where v ∈ L^2(dμ_tdt) means that the squared integral of v(x, t) in the measure dμ_t(x) over R^d is integrable in time t over [0, T ]. Then an ideal learning problem constrained by ODE-Net is posed as the following constrained minimization problem: inf { ^J(μ, v) μ ∈ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2)), v ∈ L^2(dμ_tdt) } , subject to { ∂_tμ_t + div_x (v_tμ_t) = 0 (in the sense of Definition 3.8), μ_t|_{t=0} = μ_0.

(1.6)

In contrast to Problem 1.1, where the parameter θ is a variable to the functional J, the vector field v itself is a variable to the functional ^J in Problem 1.6. For this idealized problem containing a broader class of vector fields, we also investigate existence results of minimizers, and the latter half of our main interest is the following

Theorem 1.7 (Existence of minimizers). Under Assumption 1.3, there exists a minimizer μ ∈ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2)) and v ∈ L^2(dμ_tdt) for Problem 1.6.

We have been discussing the well-posedness of “learning” of ODE-Net by formulating it via a mean-field optimal control problem, in the sense that we have to control trajectories in the space of probability measures μ_t. Through the above discussion, it is suggested that such a learning framework successfully gives a mathematical way to analyze learning processes of DNNs. Our main results obtained in this analysis are interesting from the viewpoint of the Calculus of Variations in that minimizers exist for nonlinear optimal control problems such as Problems 1.1 and 1.6. Moreover, the proofs of our theorems will ensure that every minimizing sequence contains a convergent subsequence in a suitable topology, leading to the well-posedness of sequential minimization algorithms such as Gradient Descent (GD).

1.2. Contributions of the paper

A contribution of the present paper is that we prove existence of minimizers under relatively weak integrability conditions, such as L^2 and kinetic regularization. The existence results in such general settings are significant as a research foundation for Deep Learning.

Theorem 1.5 is novel in that, although it imposes a relatively strong assumption of linearity in Assumption 1.4, it can apply to unbounded neural networks v(x, θ) which are important targets in applications. Furthermore, the differentiability of v(x, θ) with respect to x ∈ R^d , which is often imposed in previous studies, can be relaxed to the condition that the function f in (1.3) is Lipschitz continuous. This relaxation allows us, for the first time, to consider v with non-differentiable activation functions such as ReLU.

In Section 5, we combine the neural network property of universal approximation with the training of ODE-Net in Problem 1.6. This new combination makes it possible to obtain existence results (Theorem 1.7) without the linearity assumption (Assumption 1.4). It is also interesting that Problem 1.6 has a similar formulation to (variational) Mean-Field Game (MFG) [9, 37, 53]. This similarity between Deep Learning and MFG has recently been pointed out by E et al. [24] and Ruthotto et al. [51]. It is expected that our results will suggest a strong connection between MFG and ODE-Net. In fact, for the proof of Theorem 1.7, we will give an auxiliary theorem (Theorem 5.3) that is proved via the so-called Lagrange perspective for the purpose of easy handling of the vector fields v (see also [53, Subsection 2.2.2]).

1.3. Organization of the paper

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we will give a brief review of previous studies on ODE-Net. In the first half, we summarize the history of the development of ODE-Net, and in the second half, we review mathematical formulations of the learning of ODE-Net. In Section 3, we will provide preliminary facts on the convergence of probability measures and distributional solutions of the continuity equation, which will be used to set up and prove our main results. In Section 4, we will prove Theorem 1.5. By virtue of the regularization term in (1.1) and the Benamou–Brenier formula in Lemma 3.10, we will easily get the appropriate compactness of minimizing sequences. Hence we can apply the direct method of the Calculus of Variations to reach the existence results. In Section 5, we will exhibit how Problem 1.6 is formulated through an idealization in a detailed manner, and then we prove our main result (Theorem 1.7). One cannot prove the theorem by simply applying the arguments used in Section 4. Instead, we show the theorem by the use of a supplementary problem (see Problem 5.2 and Theorem 5.3) based on the Lagrange perspective. Section 6 presents a summary of the paper and discusses some tasks to be undertaken in future studies. In Appendices A and B, we show and review the existence results for problems given by Bonnet et al. [10] and Thorpe and Gennip [59]. These problems adopt different regularization terms from Problem 1.1. By comparing the proofs of Theorems 1.5, A.2 and B.5, one can observe differences in how compactness is obtained to minimizing sequences.

2. Survey on background and related works

This section provides an overview of previous research on ODE-Net learning. Subsection 2.1 reviews how ODE-Net has been proposed. Subsection 2.2 describes how the learning the learning of ODE-Net has been formulated and discussed.

2.1. Background to the development of ODE-Net

Before describing the history of the development of ODE-Net, we shall review a type of DNN called ResNet that led to the improvement of DNN’s performance. ResNet was devised to facilitate optimization of DNN in [30]. The simplest L-layer ResNet consists of the difference equation

(2.1) x_0 = g(x, θ), x_{t+1} = x_t + v(x_t, θ_t), t = 0, . . . , L − 1, y = h(x_L, θ_L), where x ∈ R^d is an input data, y ∈ Y denotes a final output, and g(•, θ): R^d → R^{d0} and h(•, θ_L): R^{dL} → Y ⊂ R^{dY} are some linear maps with parameters θ ∈ R^{d0 ×d} and θ_L ∈ R^{dY ×dL} respectively. In addition, v(•, θ_t): R^{dt} → R^{dt+1} is multiple compositions of some affine maps with θ_t, and nonlinear functions, called activation functions, such as Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) [46]. Out of various models of (Deep) Neural Networks, we shall refer to the above mapping v(•, θ_t) associated with ResNet as a neural network simply in this paper. Experimentally, ResNet is known to perform better than other DNNs. In particular, deep ResNet, i.e., (2.1) with L ≫ 1 outperforms other Machine Learning methods.

When ResNet is very deep, it is natural to observe ResNet (2.1) as the explicit Euler discretization of an ODE with unit step size. Thereby, a trend of analyzing DNNs and building algorithms by replacing “discrete” DNNs with “continuum” ODEs started with [23, 29, 56]. For example, Haber et al. [29] employed the linear stability analysis in the theory of dynamical systems to stabilize ResNet, and Lorin et al. [39] utilized the parallel computing for differential equations to speed up the training of ResNet. These “continuum” ODEs corresponding to DNNs are often called Neural ODE in [16], or ODE-Net in [49, 63]. Specifically, the following parameterized dynamical system is often called ODE-Net:

(2.2) x_0 = g(x, θ), ẋ_t = v(x_t, θ_t), t ∈ (0, T ), y = h(x_T , θ_T ), where x ∈ R^d , y ∈ Y, g : R^d × R^{d×d} → R^d , h: R^d × R^{dY ×d} → Y and v are defined as in (2.1). Note that for simplicity, it is assumed that x_t ∈ R^d for any t ∈ [0, T ], and accordingly, the neural network v(•, θ_t) becomes a vector field on R^d . Also, the finite-dimensional parameters θ_0, θ_1, . . . , and θ_{L−1} in (2.1) are replaced with a (measurable) function on [0, T ]. While θ : [0, T ] → R^m is sometimes supposed to be continuous for theoretical reasons, the function θ on [0, T ] can be discontinuous during the learning process as seen in [42, Figure 2] and [6, Figure 1]. Thus we just impose the Lebesgue integrability condition on θ in our setting. The terminal time T > 0 is an arbitrary given constant, where this arbitrariness is compatible with the arbitrariness of the parameter θ_t thanks to the homogeneity of the active functions such as ReLU and the change of variables.

Although there is not yet much mathematical research on ODE-Net, basic properties of general DNNs are also studied for ODE-Net. For example, ODE-Net has universal approximation properties proved by [58] and that the objective functional J has no local minima shown in [20, 21, 40]. It is also known that specific additional assumptions (e.g., continuity of θ : [0, T ] → R^m ) are necessary to regard ResNet as the discretization of ODE-Net (see, e.g., [33, 52, 59]) and to guarantee the convergence of learning algorithms in [33].

2.2. Formulations of the learning of ODE-Net and existence results

In practical applications, however, one often uses DNNs that do not satisfy additional assumptions like continuity. Thus, it is necessary to establish a theory of the learning of ODE-Net, including a broader class of neural networks. E et al. were the first to attempt a general formulation of the learning of ODE-Net (2.2) in [23, 24]. They modeled the learning as a mean-field optimal control problem as follows:

Problem 2.1 (Learning problem constrained by ODE-Net [24, Equation 3]). Let Y = R^l , let Θ be a subset of R^m and let v : R^d × R^m → R^d , ℓ: R^d × Y → R_+ and L: R^d × R^m → R_+ be continuous. For a given input data μ_0 ∈ P_c(R^d × Y), the learning problem constrained by ODE-Net is posed as the following constrained minimization problem:

minimize θ∈L^∞(0,T ;Θ) E_{μ0} [ ℓ(x_T , y) + ∫_T 0 L(x_t, θ_t) dt ] , (2.3)

subject to { ẋ_t = v(x_t, θ_t), t ∈ (0, T ), (x_0, y) ∼ μ_0.

(2.4)

The meaning of symbols appearing in Problem 2.1 are as follows. The given probability measure μ_0 is called training data; a distribution of input-output pairs (x, y) in (2.2) used for the learning. The vector field v(•, θ), θ ∈ Θ, on R^d represents the neural network explained in (2.2). After expanded by the linearity of the expected values, the first term of (2.3) represents the expected value of a loss function ℓ(x, y) which is the target we want to make as small as possible during the learning process. One often uses the squared loss ℓ(x, y) = |x − y|^2/2 for regression problems or the cross-entropy for classification problems (see Pytorch’s document for the specific form). However, when using a neural network with many parameters, minimizing only the loss E_{μ0} [ℓ(x_T , y)] can lead to the so-called overfitting; see basic statistics and machine learning textbooks, e.g., [45, Subsection 1.4.7]. To avoid this overfitting, we also minimize the second expected value, which is called a regularization term. For example, some researchers use the L^2-regularization L(x, θ) = λ|θ|^2/2, L^1-regularization L(x, θ) = λ|θ|, and entropy regularization used in [28, 33]. In addition, the kinetic regularization L(x, θ) = λ|v(x, θ)|^2/2 that Finlay et al. proposed with the help of the Benamou–Brenier formula in [27] can make the trajectories of ODEs’ solutions well-behaved. Another way to deal with the overfitting is to restrict Θ ⊂ R^m to compact sets. In Optimal Control Theory, by virtue of the compactness of Θ one can easily show the existence of optimal parameters (see e.g., [13, Theorem 5.1.1]). It should be noted that these various regularizations require an assumption upon a function space to which the parameters θ belong. As is seen in the above Problem 2.1, E et al. set the function space to L^∞-space.

Remark 2.2 (On neglecting input and output transformations in (2.2)). ODE-Net introduced in (2.2) contains input and output transformations g and h, leading to a learning problem corresponding to a minimization with respect to θ ∈ R^{d×d} , θ_• ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ) and θ_L ∈ R^{dY ×d}. However, current theoretical studies of ODE-Net often use formulations that ignore g(x, θ) and h(x, θ_L), and consider minimization only in θ_t as in Problem 2.1. In the author’s view, the reason for this neglect is that the existence of minimizers for θ and θ_L is easy to check if one proposes a variational formulation that considers g and h. For example, if one imposes the L^2-regularization |θ|^2 + |θ_L|^2 for the parameters θ ∈ R^{d×d} and θ_L ∈ R^{dY ×d} associated with g(•, θ): x −→ x_0 and h(•, θ_L): x_T −→ y respectively, the existence of minimizers θ^∗ ∈ R^{d×d} and θ^∗_L ∈ R^{dY ×d} follows immediately by virtue of the direct method of the Calculus of Variations; a minimizing sequence of ((θ^n, θ^n_L))_n has a convergent subsequence thanks to the Bolzano–Weierstrass theorem. Hence, only the ODE ẋ_t = v(x_t, θ_t) in (2.2) is sometimes referred to as ODE-Net. On the other hand, g and h should not be ignored when we explore the learning process, that is, the dynamics of solving the problem with mathematical optimization methods such as GD. It is reported that singular values of a parameter defining g and h affect the convergence of GD [7, Theorem 2].

Based on Problem 2.1, E et al. seek to clarify mathematical principles in Deep Learning. Their results yield characterizations of minimizers that mirror Dynamic Programming and Pontryagin’s Maximum Principles (PMP). They also estimate a generalization error, which is an essential criterion in Machine Learning, by applying PMP. To derive the principles, they impose that the neural network v is bounded (see [24, Assumptions (A1) and (A1’)]), which still leaves room for generalization.

On the other hand, for Problem 2.1, Bonnet et al. brought a measure-theoretical formulation inspired by mean-field optimal control problems [10, Section 1.4]. A trick used in their formulation is that laws μ_t, t ∈ (0, T ), of random variables (x_t, y) subject to (2.4) satisfy the following continuity equation: { ∂_tμ_t + div_x(μ_t(x, y)v(x, θ_t)) = 0, (x, y) ∈ R^d × Y, t ∈ (0, T ), μ_t|_{t=0} = μ_0, in the sense of distributions defined in Definition 3.8. They utilized this trick to translate Problem 2.1 into the following Problem 2.3 in the case of L(x, θ) = λ|θ|^2:

Problem 2.3 (Measure-theoretical learning problem [10, Equation 1.8]). Let λ > 0 be constants and let v : R^d × R^m → R^d and ℓ: R^d × Y → R_+ be continuous. For a given input data μ_0 ∈ P_c(R^d ×R^d ), the learning problem constrained by ODE-Net is posed as the following constrained minimization problem:

minimize θ∈L^2(0,T ;R^m) {∫ R^d×R^d ℓ(x, y) dμ_T (x, y) + λ ∫_T 0 |θ_t|^2 dt } , (2.5)

subject to { ∂_tμ_t + div_x (v (x, θ_t) μ_t) = 0, x ∈ R^d , t ∈ (0, T ), μ_t|_{t=0} = μ_0.

(2.6)

In addition, μ belongs to C_w([0, T ]; P_c(R^d ×R^d )) which is the space of narrowly continuous curves (see also Definition 3.2).

As for Problem 2.3, Bonnet et al. studied the unique existence of a minimizer and PMP under the assumption that λ > 0 is sufficiently large and the neural network v(x, θ) is bounded for parameters θ, i.e., |v(x, θ)| < C(1 + |x|) where C is a positive constant that independent of parameters θ [12, Theorem 3.2].

In practice, however, in order to minimize the loss, the regularization parameter λ is usually set to be a sufficiently small positive number rather than a large one. In addition, the boundedness assumption on neural networks v implies that we can only consider bounded activation functions such as the hyperbolic tangent or the sigmoid functions for neural networks. In other words, we cannot treat the so-called ReLU or Mish proposed in [44], which have become standard in recent years.

The difficulty in obtaining existence theorems to Problem 2.3 is attributed to the variational formulation. From (2.5) and (2.6), we observe that the learning of ODE-Net has the following aspects:

(i) the objective functional J in (2.5) is minimized over an infinite-dimensional space L^2(0, T ; R^m ), and (ii) the minimization is constrained by the continuity equation (2.6) which is a differential equation on the infinite-dimensional space of probability measures P(R^d × Y).

When one tries to show existence of minimizers for a variational problem such as Problem 2.3 by using the direct method of the Calculus of Variations, it is difficult to obtain the strong compactness of minimizing sequences due to the infinite dimensionality in (i). In addition, even if minimizing sequences converge, it is not generally obvious whether limits satisfy the continuity equation (2.6) mentioned in (ii).

Note that Thorpe and Gennip [59] and Esteve et al. [26] obtained existence results under an H^1-regularization of θ_t, and Herty et al. [31] under boundedness for the Lipschitz constant of θ : [0, T ] → R^m ; broadly speaking, both of them are assuming that the “differentials” of the parameters θ_t in time are controlled. While these studies are novel in that they do not impose assumptions on regularization parameters such as λ, the assumptions of the continuity or differentiability on parameters θ : [0, T ] → R^m should be relaxed or removed because the functions that ODE-Net can approximate are limited and the expected value of ℓ cannot be sufficiently small.

Furthermore, in the field of ensemble optimal control, an existence result in the L^2 setting using ODE similar to (2.4) is proved by Scagliotti in [55, Theorem 3.2]. However, in our ODE- Net setting (Problems 1.1 and 2.3), similar results are not known to the best of the author’s knowledge.

Therefore, we shall explore more general assumptions for existence results in this paper to guarantee the existence even if θ can be discontinuous in Problem 1.1.

3. Preliminaries

This section presents fundamental mathematical tools.

3.1. Compactness lemma

For T > 0, we denote by C([0, T ]; X) the set of continuous mappings from [0, T ] to a topological space X with the uniform convergence topology.

Lemma 3.1 (Ascoli–Arzelá’s theorem). Let (X, d) be a metric space. Then, a family F ⊂ C([0, T ]; X) is relatively compact in the uniform convergence topology if and only if

• for each t ∈ [0, T ], the set {x ∈ X x = f(t) for some f ∈ F} is relatively compact in X, and • F is equi-continuous.

Proof. A more general version of the above lemma in the case where X is a uniform space is proved in, e.g., [34, Chapter 7.17] ■

3.2. Probability measures and the Wasserstein space

Hereinafter, P(X) denotes the set of Borel probability measures on a separable metric space X. We here review some definitions and lemmas regarding properties and convergence of probability measures and also review properties of the Wasserstein space.

Definition 3.2. Let p ≥ 1 and let (X, d) be a Polish space, i.e., a complete and separable metric space.

(i) (narrow convergence) A sequence (μ^n) in P(X) is said to be narrowly convergent to μ ∈ P(X) as n → ∞ if lim_{n→∞} ∫ X f dμ^n = ∫ X f dμ for every function f ∈ C_b(X),

where C_b(X) is the space of continuous and bounded real functions defined on X. A topology induced by the convergence is said to be the narrow topology.

(ii) (uniformly integrable p-moments) A subset K in P(X) has uniformly integrable pmoments if lim_{R→∞} sup_{μ∈K} ∫ X\B_X (R,x) d(x, x)^p dμ(x) = 0, where B_X (R, x) is the open ball of radius R and center x in X.

(iii) (finite p-th moment) A probability measure μ ∈ P(X) is said to have the finite p-th moment if ∫ X d(x, x)^p dμ(x) < ∞ for some x ∈ X, and the set of probability measures on X with the finite p-th moment is denoted by P_p(X).

(iv) (function of p-growth) A function f : X → R is said to have p-growth if there exist A, B ≥ 0 and x ∈ X such that |f(x)| ≤ A + B(d(x, x))^p for all x ∈ X.

(v) (Wasserstein distance) The (L^p-)Wasserstein distance between μ^1, μ^2 ∈ P_p(X) is defined by W_p(μ^1, μ^2) := inf {(∫ X^2

d(x_1, x_2)^p dπ(x_1, x_2) )_{1/p} π ∈ Γ(μ^1, μ^2) } , where Γ(μ^1, μ^2) denotes the set of all Borel probability measures π on X^2 such that for any measurable subset A ⊂ X, π[A × X] = μ^1[A], π[X × A] = μ^2[A].

Remark 3.3. (i) It readily follows that for x ∈ X, ∫ X d(x, x)^p dμ(x) = W_p(μ, δ_x)^p < ∞, where δ_x is the delta measure at x ∈ X.

(ii) More detail properties of the Wasserstein spaces are well described in, e.g., [60, Chapter 6] and [3, Lecture 8].

By using the Hölder inequality, one easily gets Corollary 3.4. Let 1 ≤ p < q < ∞, let X be a Polish space and let μ^1, μ^2 ∈ P_q(X). Then W_p(μ^1, μ^2) ≤ W_q(μ^1, μ^2).

Lemma 3.5 (Kantrovich–Rubinstein duality [61, Thoerem 1.14]). Let X be a Polish space and let ρ_0, ρ_1 ∈ P_1(X). Then W_1(ρ_0, ρ_1) = sup {∫ X φ d(ρ_1 − ρ_0) φ ∈ L^1(|ρ_1 − ρ_0|), Lip_X (φ) ≤ 1 } . Proof. See [22, Section 11.8]. ■ A sufficient condition for a family with the uniformly integrable p-moments is known, and the proof of the following lemma is given for the sake of the reader’s convenience. Lemma 3.6 ([4, Subsection 5.1.1]). Let p ≥ 1. If a subset K ⊂ P(X) satisfies sup_{μ∈K} ∫ X d(x, x)^{p1} dμ(x) < +∞, for some p_1 > p and x ∈ X, then K has uniformly integrable p-moments. Proof. By the Markov inequality, each μ ∈ K satisfies μ[X \ B(R, x)] ≤ 1 R^{p1} sup_{ν∈K} ∫ X d(x, x)^{p1} dμ(x) . Then, by the Hölder inequality, we have ∫ X\B(R,x) d(x, x)^p dμ(x) ≤ (∫ X\B(R,x) d(x, x)^{p1} dμ(x) )_{p/p1} (∫ X\B(R,x) 1^{p1/(p1−p)} dμ(x) )_{1−p/p1}

≤ 1 R^{p1−p} sup_{ν∈K} ∫ X d(x, x)^{p1} dν(x) → 0 as R → ∞, uniformly in μ ∈ K. ■ The following lemma shows a fine criterion that reveals whether a sequence (μ^n) ⊂ P(X) has the uniformly integrable p-moments.

Lemma 3.7 (Narrow convergence for p-growth functions). A sequence (μ^n) in P(X) has uniformly integrable p-moments if and only if

(i) the sequence is narrowly convergent to μ ∈ P(X), and

(ii) for every continuous function f : X → R of p-growth, lim_{n→∞} ∫ X f dμ^n = ∫ X f dμ Proof. See [4, Lemma 5.1.7]. ■ By Lemma 3.7 and [4, Proposition 7.1.5], convergence in W_p and narrow convergence for p-growth functions are equivalent.

3.3. Continuity equation

The following definition and lemma are based on a famous text [4, Chapter 4], to which we refer the reader who wants a general discussion of the continuity equations. Definition 3.8 (Solutions in the sense of distributions). Let T > 0. A continuous curve μ ∈ C_w([0, T ]; P(R^d × Y)) is called a solution to the continuity equation (3.1) ∂_tμ_t + div_x (v_tμ_t) = 0 in (0, T ) × R^d , in the sense of distribution if (3.2) ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y (∂_tψ_t(x, y) + ∇_xψ_t(x, y) · v_t(x)) dμ_t(x, y)dt = 0 for every ψ ∈ C^∞_c ((1, T ) × R^d ). Here a mapping v_t : R^d ∋ x → v_t(x) ∈ R^d , t ∈ [0, T ], is a Borel vector field.

In the following, we adopt Definition 3.8 as the solution of the continuity equation (3.1) with a vector field v.

Lemma 3.9 (Representation formula for (3.1) [4, Proposition 8.1.8]). Let T > 0 and let μ ∈ C_w([0, T ]; P(R^d × Y)) be a distributional solution of (3.1) with Borel vector fields v = (v_t)_t. Assume that v satisfies that ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d |v_t| dμ_t dt < ∞, (3.3) and (3.4) ∫_T 0 ( sup_K |v_t| + Lip_K (v_t) ) dt < ∞ for every compact set K ⊂ R^d .

Here Lip_K (v_t) denotes a Lipschitz constant of the mapping v_t : R^d → R^d on K, i.e., Lip_K (v_t) := sup_{x≠y∈K} |v_t(y) − v_t(x)| |y − x| . Then, for μ_0-a.e. x ∈ R^d , there exists a unique solution X_•(x) ∈ C([0, T ]; R^d ) such that X_0(x) = x, d dt X_t(x) = v_t(X_t(x)).

Furthermore, the solution μ_t is represented as (3.5) μ_t = (X_t × Id_Y )_#μ_0 for all t ∈ [0, T ], where Id_X : X → X is the identity mapping on X.

Proof. The existence result can be shown by the use of the standard argument of the Picard iteration method. For the representation result, details are proved in, e.g., [4, Proposition 8.1.8]. ■ The following lemma indicates the strong relation between the Wasserstein distance and the continuity equation.

Lemma 3.10 (Benamou–Brenier formula [8]). Let ρ_0, ρ_1 ∈ P_2(R^d ). Then,

(3.6) W_2(ρ_0, ρ_1)^2 = inf {∫_1 0 ∫ R^d |v_t(x)|^2 dρ_t(x)dt (ρ, v) ∈ V (ρ_0, ρ_1) } , where

V (ρ_0, ρ_1) :=

(ρ, v) ∈ C([0, 1]; P_2(R^d )) × L^2(dρ_tdt)

(3.1) holds in the sense of Definition 3.8, and ρ_t|_{t=0} = ρ_0, ρ_t|_{t=1} = ρ_1. .

Proof. See [3, Theorem 17.2]. ■

4. Kinetic Regularization and an Existence Theorem

In this section, we discuss the existence of minimizers to the kinetic regularized learning problem introduced in Problem 1.1. The section begins with some background on kinetic regularization. Subsequently, We proceed to the proof of Theorem 1.5. Throughout the paper, we denote by C a generic non-negative constant which may vary from line to line.

4.1. Kinetic regularization

In general, to argue minimizers of a functional J as in (1.1) via the direct method of the Calculus of Variations, a minimizing sequence ((μ^n, θ^n))_n of the functional needs to be compact in an appropriate topological space. Moreover, the topology must be sufficiently strong to lead to a (lower semi)continuity of the functional. Driven by this necessity, some previous studies have tried to strengthen the topology of the space of the parameter θ : [0, T ] → R^m in [10, 31, 59]. However, this strong topology leads to unusual assumptions, as reviewed in Subsection 2.2. Instead, we seek for compactness of the continuous curves μ^n : [0, T ] → P(R^d × Y), rather than of the parameters θ^n (n ∈ N). This idea is rarely seen in Machine Learning but often in the MFG theory (see, e.g., [47, Theorem 6.6.] and [11, Theorem 6]). To illustrate this idea, we need the following lemma derived from the Benamou–Brenier formula (Lemma 3.10):

Lemma 4.1 (Uniform continuity estimate). Let μ ∈ C_w([0, T ]; P(R^d × Y)) be a distributional solution to the continuity equation (3.1) with Borel vector fields v_t : R^d ∋ x → v_t(x) ∈ R^d , t ∈ [0, T ]. Then it holds that

W_2(μ_t, μ_s)^2 ≤ (s − t) ∫_s t ∫ R^d ×Y |v(τ, x)|^2 dμ_τ (x, y)dτ for 0 ≤ t < s ≤ T .

In the rest of the paper, we often abbreviate ∫ R^d×Y f(x) dμ(x, y) to ∫ R^d f dμ for a function

f : R^d → R independent of y ∈ Y.

Proof. From Lemma 3.10, we have

W_2(μ_t, μ_s)^2

= inf_{ρ,w} {∫_1 0 ∫ R^d ×Y |w_t(x)|^2 dρ_t(x, y)dt ∂_tρ + div_x (wρ) = 0, ρ_0 = μ_t, ρ_1 = μ_s. }

= inf_{ρ,w} {∫_s t ∫ R^d |w_τ |^2 dρ_τ d τ s − t (s − t)∂_τ ρ + div_x (wρ) = 0, ρ_t = μ_t, ρ_s = μ_s. }

=(s − t) inf {∫_s t ∫ R^d |w_τ |^2 dρ_τ dτ ∂_τ ρ + div_x (wρ) = 0, ρ_t = μ_t, ρ_s = μ_s. }

≤(s − t) ∫_s t ∫ R^d |v_τ |^2 dμ_τ dτ for 0 ≤ t < s ≤ T . ■ This lemma readily leads to the following:

Corollary 4.2. Let n ∈ N and let μ^n ∈ C_w([0, T ]; P_c(R^d × Y)) be a distributional solution to the continuity equation (3.1) corresponding to Borel vector fields (v^n_t )_{t∈[0,T ]}. If sup_{n∈N} ∫_1 0 ∫ R^d |v^n_t |^2 dμ_tdt < ∞, then the family (μ^n) is equi-continuous.

To use Corollary 4.2 explicitly, we add a term

(4.1) λ 2 |v(x, θ)|^2, λ > 0, to the objective functional J (1.1) in Problem 1.1. Kinetic regularization term |v(x, θ)|^2 is reported to be effective in generative models using Neural ODE in [27]. In addition, such a term can be viewed as a soft batch regularization according to [19]. Thus this kinetic regularization seems to facilitate the learning process in supervised learning.

4.2. Existence theorem

Our strategy is to use the direct method of the Calculus of Variations, containing the following three steps:

(i) take a minimizing sequence ((μ^n, θ^n))_n and extract a convergent subsequence in suitable topologies, (ii) check that J is lower semicontinuous with respect to those topologies, and (iii) verify that the limits of convergent subsequences satisfy the constraint (2.6).

As for a minimizing sequence, we get a weakly convergent subsequence of (θ^n) in L^2(0, T ; R^m ) and the strongly convergent subsequence of (μ^n) in C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d ×Y), W_2)) by virtue of Corollary 4.2 and the Ascoli–Arzelá theorem. From these convergences and the “bilinearity” of the functional J in the sense of (1.4), we observe that the functional J is lower semicontinuous in (μ, θ). Also, thanks to the linearity assumption of the neural network v (Assumption 1.4) and the distributional continuity equation, we can verify that the limits solve the continuity equation again. This is why we impose the kinetic regularization term onto the functional J.

For the proof of Theorem 1.5, we need a lemma on the boundedness of the support of μ_t uniformly in t ∈ [0, T ].

Lemma 4.3. Let θ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ) and let μ ∈ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2)) be a distributional solution of (1.2) corresponding to vector fields (v(•, θ_t))_{t∈[0,T ]}. If Assumption 1.4 holds, there exists a radius R^∗ = R^∗ ( μ_0, f, T, ‖θ‖_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) ) > 0 such that

supp μ_t ⊂ B_Rd_{×Y} (R^∗, 0) =: B_Rd_{×Y} (R^∗) for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Proof. To use Lemma 3.9, we check the assumption (3.3) and (3.4). By Assumption 1.4 and the Lipschitz continuity of f, we have ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y |v(x, θ_t)| dμ_t dt ≤ ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y |θ_t||f(x)| dμ_t dt

≤ ‖θ‖_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) √∫_T 0 (∫ R^d×Y |f(x)| dμ_t(x, y) )_2 dt

≤ ‖θ‖_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) √ sup t∈[0,T ] ∫ R^d×Y |f(x)|^2 dμ_t(x, y)

≤ C‖θ‖_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) ( 1 + sup_{t∈[0,T ]} √∫ R^d×Y |x|^2 dμ_t(x, y) ) < ∞ Similarly, it holds that ∫_T 0 ( sup_K |v(•, θ_t)| + Lip_K |v(•, θ_t)| ) dt ≤ C(T + ‖θ‖^2_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_)) < ∞,

for every compact set K ⊂ R^d × Y. We thus find from Lemma 3.9 that μ_t can be represented as μ_t = (X_t, Id_Y )_#μ_0 where X_t : R^d → R^d is the flow maps of the corresponding ODE satisfying dX_t(x) dt = v(X_t(x), θ_t) for t ∈ (0, T ), X_0(x) = x, for almost all (x, y) ∈ supp μ_0. By Grönwall’s inequality and Assumption 1.4, we have |X_t(x)| ≤ ( |x| + C ∫_T 0 |θ_s| ds ) exp ( C ∫_T 0 |θ_s| ds )

≤ C ( diam (supp μ_0) + T + √ T ‖θ‖_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) ) exp ( C √ T ‖θ‖_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) ) ≤ R^∗ for some R^∗ > 0 independent of t since θ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ), whence follows supp μ_t ⊂ B(R^∗) for all t ∈ [0, T ]. ■

Remark 4.4. Assumption 1.4 can be generalised to Assumption 6.1 when one only proves Lemma 4.3. See also Lemma A.3.

With Lemma 4.3, one can now proceed with the proof of Theorem 1.5.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Set S = { (μ, θ) ∈ C ( [0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2) ) × L^2(0, T ; R^m ) (μ, θ) satisfies (1.2) } .

Since (μ_0, 0) ∈ S is a trivial and regular solution to the continuity equation, we see that S ≠ ∅. It is also obvious that 0 ≤ inf J < +∞ because the integrand ℓ is non-negative. Then, there exists a minimizing sequence ((μ^n, θ^n))^∞_{n=1} ⊂ S such that J(μ^n, θ^n) → inf_S J as n → ∞. For the sequence, there exists a constant C > 0 independent of n such that λ 2 ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d |θ^n_t f(x)|^2 dμ^n_t (x)dt ≤ C, (4.2) ϵ 2 ∫_T 0 |θ^n_t |^2 dt ≤ C. (4.3)

From Lemma 4.1 and (4.2), we have for 0 ≤ t < s ≤ T ,

W_2(μ^n_t , μ^n_s )^2 ≤ (s − t) ∫_s t ∫ R^d |θ^n_τ f(x)|^2 dμ^n_τ (x) dτ ≤ 2C λ (s − t).

Hence it follows that (μ^n) ⊂ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2)) is equi-continuous. Also, by Lemma 4.3 and (4.3), there exists a constant R^∗ > 0 independent of n and t such that

μ^n_t ∈ { μ ∈ P_c(R^d × Y) supp μ ⊂ B_Rd_{×Y} (R^∗) } for all n ∈ N and all t ∈ [0, T ].

In addition, the set { μ ∈ P_c(R^d × Y) supp μ ⊂ B_Rd_{×Y} (R^∗) } is compact with respect to L^2- Wasserstein topology because of [4, Proposition 7.1.5]. Hence, Lemma 3.1 and(4.3) imply that there exist a subsequence of (n), still denoted by n, μ^∗ ∈ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2)) and θ^∗ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ) such that

μ^n → μ^∗ strongly in C ( [0, T ]; ( P_2(R^d × Y), W_2 )) , (4.4)

θ^n → θ^∗ weakly in L^2(0, T ; R^m ).

(4.5)

By the following Claim 4.5, we can deduce that (μ^∗, θ^∗) solves (1.2) in the sense of distribution.

Claim 4.5. For the limits μ^∗ and θ^∗, it holds that

(4.6) ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y (∂_tζ_t + ∇_xζ_t · v(•, θ^∗_t )) dμ^∗_t dt = 0,

for all ζ ∈ C^∞_c ( (0, T ) × R^d × Y ) . Moreover, supp μ^∗ ⊂ B_Rd_{×Y} (R) for some R > 0.

Proof. We already know that

(4.7) ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y ∂_tζ_t dμ^n_t dt + ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d ×Y ∇_xζ_t · v(x, θ^n_t ) dμ^n_t dt = 0, for all ζ ∈ C^∞_c ( (0, T ) × R^d × Y ) and n ∈ N. It follows that 0 = ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y ∂_tζ_t d(μ^n_t − μ^∗_t ) dt + ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y ∇_xζ_t(x) · v(x, θ^∗_t ) d(μ^n_t − μ^∗_t )(x) dt + ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d ×Y ∇_xζ_t(x) · (v(x, θ^n_t ) − v(x, θ^∗_t )) dμ^∗_t (x)dt + ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y ∇_xζ_t(x) · (v(x, θ^n_t ) − v(x, θ^∗_t )) d(μ^n_t (x) − μ^∗_t (x)) dt + ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y ∂_tζ_t dμ^∗_t dt + ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y ∇_xζ_t(x) · v(x, θ^∗_t ) dμ^∗_t (x)dt =: I_1 + I_2 + I_3 + I_4 + I_5.

(4.8)

It follow from (4.4) that |I_1| ≤ ∫_T 0 Lip_{Rd×Y}(∂_tζ_t) ∫ R^d×Y ∂_tζ_t Lip_Rd_{×Y} (∂_tζ_t) d(μ^n_t − μ^∗_t ) dt ≤ C ∫_T 0 W_1(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) dt ≤ C ∫_T 0 W_2(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) dt ≤ CT sup_{t∈[0,T ]} W_2(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) → 0, as n → ∞ by the Kantrovich–Rubinstein duality (Lemma 3.5) and Corollary 3.4. By Assumption 1.4, the function ∂_tζ_t(x)v(x, θ^∗_t ) is Lipschitz continuous in x and y over R^d × Y, and thus we see again from Lemma 3.5 and Corollary 3.4 that |I_2| ≤ C ∫_T 0 W_1(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) dt ≤ C ∫_T 0 W_2(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) dt ≤ CT sup_{t∈[0,T ]} W_2(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) → 0, as n → ∞. For I_3, we use Assumption 1.4 to apply (4.5). We set φ_• := ∫ R^d×Y ∇_xζ_•f^⊤ dμ^∗_• ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ).

In fact, it is shown that

‖φ‖^2_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) ≤ ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y | | |∇xζtf^⊤ | | |^2 dμ^n_t dt ≤ C ( 1 + sup_{t∈[0,T ]} W_2(μ^n_t , δ_0) ) < ∞. Then, we can deduce that I_3 = ∫_T 0 ⟨φ_t, θ^n_t − θ^∗_t ⟩ dt → 0 as n → ∞, where ⟨A, B⟩ := Tr ( A^⊤B ) , A, B ∈ R^{d×p} is the inner product on R^{d×p} .

As for I_4, it follows from (4.4) and (4.5) that

|I_4| = | | | ∫_T 0 ⟨ θ^n_t − θ^∗_t , ∫ R^d ×Y ∇_xζ_•f^T d(μ^n_t − μ^∗_t ) ⟩ dt | | | ≤ C ∫_T 0 |θ^n_t − θ^∗_t |W_1(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) dt

≤ C‖θ^n − θ^∗‖_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) sup_{t∈[0,T ]} W_2(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t )

≤ C sup_{t∈[0,T ]} W_2(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) → 0.

Passing to the limit as n → ∞ in (4.8), we get (4.6).

By the lower semicontinuity of the L^2-norm, we have ‖θ^∗_•‖_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) ≤ sup_{n∈N} ‖θ^n_• ‖_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) < ∞. Then Lemma 4.3 implies that there exists R > 0 such that supp μ^∗_t ⊂ B_Rd_{×Y} (R) for all t ∈ [0, T ], whence follows the conclusion. ■

We resume the proof of Theorem 1.5. From Claim 4.5, we have (μ^∗, θ^∗) ∈ S. We then show that J(μ^n, θ^n) → J(μ^∗, θ^∗) as n → ∞. First, from (4.4), Assumption 1.3, Lemma 3.7 and [4, Proposition 7.1.5], it follows that

(4.9) ∫ R^d×Y ℓ dμ^n_T → ∫ R^d×Y ℓ dμ^∗_T ,

as n → ∞. We next estimate the regularization term. Again from (4.3) and (4.4), we infer that

(4.10)

| | | ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d |θ^n_t f(x)|^2 dμ^n_t (x)dt − ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d |θ^n_t f(x)|^2 dμ^∗_t (x)dt | | | = | | ∫_T 0 ⟨ θ^n_t ∫ R^d ff^⊤ d(μ^n_t − μ^∗_t ) , θ^n_t ⟩ dt | | ≤ ∫_T 0 | | ∫ R^d ff^⊤ d(μ^n_t − μ^∗_t ) | ||θ^n_t |^2 dt ≤ 2C ϵ max t∈[0,T ] | | ∫ R^d ff^⊤ d(μ^n_t − μ^∗_t ) | | → 0 as n → ∞.

Now we set

~θ~^2_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) := ∫_T 0 ⟨ θ^n_t ( λ ∫ R^d ff^⊤ dμ^∗_t + ϵ ) , θ^n_t ⟩ dt ,

for θ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ). Since λ ∫ R^d ff^⊤ dμ^∗_t +ϵ is positive definite matrix, the function ~•~_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_)

defines an equivalent norm of L^2(0, T ; R^m ). Hence, it follows from [14, Proposition 3.5] that

~•~_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) is weakly lower semicontinuous. Thus, we conclude that

inf_S J = lim inf_{n→∞} J(μ^n, θ^n) = ∫ R^d ×Y ℓ dμ^∗_T + lim inf_{n→∞} ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d ( λ 2 |θ^n_t f(x)|^2 + ϵ 2 |θ^n_t |^2 ) dμ^n_t (x)dt = ∫ R^d ×Y ℓ dμ^∗_T + lim inf_{n→∞} ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d ( λ 2 Tr ( θ^n_t f(x)f(x)^⊤θ^n_t^⊤ ) + ϵ 2 |θ^n_t |^2 ) dμ^n_t (x)dt = ∫ R^d ×Y ℓ dμ^∗_T + lim inf_{n→∞} ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d ( λ 2 ⟨ θ^n_t f(x)f(x)^⊤, θ^n_t ⟩ + ϵ 2 ⟨θ^n_t , θ^n_t ⟩ ) dμ^n_t (x)dt = ∫ R^d ×Y ℓ dμ^∗_T + 1 2 lim inf n→∞ ∫_T 0 ⟨ θ^n_t ( λ ∫ R^d ff^⊤ dμ^n_t + ϵ ) , θ^n_t ⟩ dt ≥ ∫ R^d ×Y ℓ dμ^∗_T + 1 2 lim inf n→∞ ~θ^n~^2_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) + λ 2 lim inf n→∞ (∫_T 0 ∫ R^d |θ^n_t f(x)|^2 dμ^n_t (x)dt − ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d |θ^n_t f(x)|^2 dμ^∗_t (x)dt )

≥ ∫ R^d ×Y ℓ dμ^∗_T + 1 2 ~θ^∗~^2_L2_{(0,T ;R}m_) + 0

= J(μ^∗, θ^∗) ≥ inf_S J,

(4.11)

i.e., J(μ^∗, θ^∗) = inf_S J, and the proof of Theorem 1.5 is complete. ■

Remark 4.6 (The case of λ = 0). If one only wants to show the existence of a minimizer, it is sufficient to use only ϵ|θ|^2/2 as the regularization term. In other words, we can prove the theorem when λ = 0. Indeed, by Lemma 4.3 it is apparent that ∫ R^d |x|^2 dμ^n_t ≤ (R^∗)^2

holds for every t ∈ [0, T ] and n ∈ N, where R^∗ > 0 is the same as the radius in Lemma 4.3. Thus, we obtain

W_2(μ^n_t , μ^n_s )^2 ≤ (s − t) ∫_s t ∫ R^d |θ^n_τ f(x)|^2 dμ^n_τ (x) dτ ≤ (s − t) ( ‖θ‖_L2_{(s,t;R}m_) ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ R^d |f(x)|^2 dμ^n_• (x) ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞(s,t)} )

≤ 2C(s − t) ϵ ‖ ‖ ∫ R^d |f(x)|^2 dμ^n_• (x) ‖ ‖ L^∞(s,t) ≤ 2C(s − t) ϵ ‖ ‖(Lip f)^2 ∫ R^d |x|^2 dμ^n_• (x) + |f(0)|^2 ‖ ‖ L^∞(s,t) ≤ 2C ( (R^∗ Lip f)^2 + |f(0)|^2 ) (s − t) ϵ from Lemma 4.1 and Assumption 1.4, or (6.1), and (4.3). Here Lip f ≥ 0 is a Lipschitz constant of f. Consequently, we can guarantee the equi-continuity of the curve μ without the kinetic regularization term. Then we complete the proof using a similar argument as above. In this case, the proof of the lower semicontinuity (4.11) becomes rather simple. It is noteworthy, however, that even in this case, deriving the convergence of I_3 in the proof of Claim 4.5 from the weak convergence of θ is difficult without imposing Assumption 1.4. In this sense, it seems essential under L^2-regularization that the neural network is linear with respect to the parameters. If continuity of θ can be obtained, e.g., by H^1-regularization, then the convergence of I_3 can be easily shown. See the proof of Theorem A.2.

Remark 4.7 (Uniqueness of minimizers). When a regularization parameter ϵ is sufficiently large, the uniqueness of the minimizer is proved by Bonnet et al. [10, Theorem 3.2]. For self-containdness, we will present details in Appendix B. On the contrary, we do not refer to the uniqueness in Theorem 1.5 since ϵ might be small in most practical cases.

5. Ideal Learning Problem

This section discusses the existence of minimizers to the ideal learning problem as introduced in Problem 1.6. At the beginning of this section, we explain why we consider this problem before we prove the main theorem (Theorem 1.7).

5.1. Idealization of learning problems

Neural networks v in (1.2) have in general a complex structure, while Assumption 1.4 imposes the simplicity of linearity of v in θ to prove Theorem 1.5. However, it is difficult to show Claim 4.5 under the general assumption because the trick described in (1.4) is unavailable.

Thus, we assume that v(•, θ) can be any square-integrable vector field. This assumption might be justified by universal approximation properties resulting from the complexity. Universal approximation means that the set of functions expressed by a neural network { v(•, θ): R^d → R^d θ ∈ R^m } is dense in appropriate function spaces (for example, Lebesgue spaces L^p(R^d )). We refer the reader to [18, 32, 48] for details. In light of these results, one can infer that {R^d × [0, T ] ∋ (x, t) −→ v(x, θ_t) ∈ R^d θ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m )}^{‖•‖L2(dμtdt)} = L^2(dμ_tdt), holds where, by abuse of notation, we set for a fixed μ ∈ C([0, T ]; P(R^d )) (5.1)

L^2(dμ_tdt) := { (v_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} is a family of Borel vector fields on R^d ‖v‖^2_L2_{(dμtdt)} := ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d |v_t|^2 dμ_tdt < +∞ } . This abuse is referred to the notation in Villani’s text [61, Equation (8.6)]. Furthermore, if ϵ = 0 in (1.1), θ only appears via v in Problem 1.1.

Therefore, we can regard Problem 1.1 as a problem about vector fields (neural network) v, rather than parameters θ. From the above, we consider Problem 1.6 as the further idealized learning problem. The problem is similar to the variational form of MFG introduced by Lasry and Lions [36, 37]. We also refer the reader to more comprehensive lecture notes by Santambrosio [53, Subsection 2.2]. Indeed, Theorem 5.3, a corollary to the main Theorem 1.7, includes the existence theorem for the minimizer in variational MFG as a particular case [53, Proposition 2.2.4].

5.2. Proof of the existence via the Lagrangian framework

We then consider the existence of a minimizer in Problem 1.6. For this problem, we want to apply a similar argument to Theorem 1.5. However, unlike the previous problem, the space L^2(dμ_tdt) depends on μ, rendering it intractable. In such cases, it is helpful to rewrite the problem with “probability measure on curves” as the variable, instead of “curve on probability measures” or μ ∈ C([0, T ]; P(R^d )) as the variable. That is, we consider Q ∈ P(R^d ×C([0, T ]; R^d )) as presented in Proposition 5.1. Here AC^2([0, T ]; R^d ) denotes the set of an absolutely continuous curve γ : [0, T ] → R^d such that there exists m ∈ L^2(0, T ) satisfying |γ(s) − γ(t)| ≤ ∫_t s m(τ) dτ for all s, t ∈ [0, T ], s < t.

Proposition 5.1 (Probabilistic representation). Let μ ∈ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d ), W_2)) satisfy the continuity equation ∂_tμ_t + div (v_tμ_t) = 0 in the distributional sense for a Borel vector field v_t such that

(5.2) ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d |v_t|^2 dμ_tdt < +∞. Then, there exists Q ∈ P(R^d × C([0, T ]; R^d )) such that

(i) Q is concentrated on the set of pairs (x, γ) such that γ ∈ AC^2([0, T ], R^d ) is an absolutely continuous solution of γ̇(t) = v_t(γ(t)) for a.a. t ∈ (0, T ) with γ(0) = x;

(ii) μ_t = μ^Q_t for any t ∈ [0, T ], where μ^Q_t is defined as

(5.3) ∫ R^d φ dμ^Q_t := ∫ R^d×C([0,T ];R^d) φ(γ(t)) dQ(x, γ) ,

for all φ ∈ C_b(R^d ).

Conversely, if Q ∈ P(R^d × C([0, T ]; R^s )) satisfies (i) and

(5.4) ∫ R^d ×C([0,T ];R^d) T∫ 0 |γ̇(t)|^2 dtdQ(x, γ) < +∞,

then there exists μ^Q ∈ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d ), W_2)) induced via (5.3), which is a solution of the continuity equation with the following vector field

ṽ_t(x) := ∫ {γ∈C([0,T ];R^d) γ(t)=x} γ̇(t) dQ_x(γ) ∈ L^2(dμ^Q_t dt) for μ^Q_t -a.e. x ∈ R^d ,

where Q_x is the disintegrated measures with respect to the evaluation map e_t : R^d ×C([0, T ]; R^d ) ∋ (x, γ) −→ γ(t) ∈ R^d . Proof. See proofs of [4, Theorem 8.2.1], [2, Theorem 5.3], and [38, Theorems 4 and 5]. ■

Recently, in studies for MFG [9, 53], considering μ instead of Q is called the Lagrange perspective. This perspective is summed up in the slogan “Think Eulerian, prove Lagrangian” in [60, Chapter 15], which is widely applied in e.g., [54]. We refer the reader to [4, Subsection 8.2] and [38] for a more general theory.

Referring to the formulation in MFG, we rewrite the ideal Problem 1.6 in terms of Q. Before stating a more ideal problem, we introduce an evaluation map e_t : (y, γ) ∈ Y × C([0, T ]; R^d ) −→ (γ(t), y) ∈ R^d × Y, for t ∈ [0, T ]. With the above, one can rewrite Problem 1.6 as follows:

Problem 5.2 (Ideal learning problem in the Lagrangian framework). Let λ > 0 be a constant, let ℓ: R^d × Y → R_+ be continuous, and let μ_0 ∈ P_c(R^d × Y) be a given input data. Set ~J(Q) := ∫ R^d×Y ℓ dμ_T + ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d λ 2 |v(x, t)|^2 dμ_t(x)dt (5.5)

for Q ∈ P(Y × C([0, T ]; R^d )). Then, the ideal learning problem in the Lagrangian framework is posed as the following constrained minimization problem: inf { ~J(Q) Q ∈ P(Y × C([0, T ]; R^d )) such that (e_0)_#Q = μ_0 } . Comparing Problem 1.6 and Problem 5.2, we see that the latter has fewer apparent constraints and fewer variables. This feature affirmatively leads us to the existence of a minimizer for Problem 5.2.

Theorem 5.3 (Existence theorem for Problem 5.2). Under Assumption 1.3, there exists a minimizer Q ∈ P(Y × C([0, T ]; R^d )) for Problem 5.2.

Proof. Set S = { Q ∈ P(Y × C([0, T ]; R^d )) (e_0)_#Q = μ_0 } , here the probability measures P(Y × C([0, T ]; R^d )) are endowed with the narrowly convergence topology. We can easily check that a measure (e_Y × c_•)_#μ_0 belongs to S, where we set ⌉_Y : R^d × Y ∋ (x, y) −→ y ∈ Y and c: R^d × Y ∋ (x, y) −→ {[0, T ] ∋ t −→ x} ∈ C ( [0, T ]; R^d ) . It is clear that 0 ≤ ~J < +∞ since the integrand ℓ is non-negative. Thus, we take a minimizing sequence (Q^n)_n ⊂ S such that ~J(Q^n) → inf J ∈ R as n → ∞. From the second term of (5.5), there exists a constant C independent of n such that

(5.6) λ 2 ∫ C([0,T ];R^d) T∫ 0 |γ̇(t)|^2 dtdQ^n(γ) ≤ C.

Next, we claim that (Q^n)_n is tight. We choose the maps r^1 and r^2 defined on Y×C ( [0, T ]; R^d ) as r^1 : (y, γ) −→ y ∈ Y, r^2 : (y, γ) −→ γ ∈ C ( [0, T ]; R^d ) . It is clear that ( r^1_#Q^n ) n is tight because of Assumption 1.3 and Prokhorov’s theorem. In addition, the functional (5.7) A: C ( [0, T ]; R^d ) ∋ γ −→ ∫_T 0 λ 2 |γ̇(t)|^2 dt ( if γ is an absolutely continuous curve with |γ̇| ∈ L^2(0, T ) and γ(0) ∈ supp μ_0. )

+ ∞ (otherwise)

has a compact sublevel sets in C ( [0, T ]; R^d ) because of the Ascoli–Arzelá theorem. Hence we can see that ( r^2_#Q^n ) n is also tight thanks to an integral condition for tightness [4, Remark 5.1.5] and (5.6). Then, we obtain the tightness of (Q^n)_n by applying a tightness criterion [4, Lemma 5.2.2] for the maps r^1 and r^2.

Therefore, there exists a subsequence (n), still denoted by n, and Q^∗ ∈ P(Y × C([0, T ]; R^d )) such that Q^n ⇀ Q^∗ in P(Y × C([0, T ]; R^d )) by Prokhorov’s theorem.

It remains to be verified that the limit Q^∗ satisfies (e_0)_#Q = μ_0 and ~J(Q^∗) = inf ~J(= lim_{n→∞} ~J(Q^n)). The former is obtained by the continuity of the evaluation map e_t, t ∈ [0, T ]. The latter is shown as follows. By the continuity of ℓ and e_T , we obtain that lim_{n→∞} ∫ R^d×Y ℓ d(e_T )_#Q^n = lim_{n→∞} ∫ R^d ×Y min { ℓ ∘ e_T , C^′ } dQ^n

= ∫ R^d×Y min { ℓ ∘ e_T , C^′ } dQ^∗

= ∫ R^d×Y ℓ d(e_T )_#Q^∗

for a sufficiently large constant C^′ > 0. In addition, the functional A in (5.7) is lower semicontinuous, and we can choose A^k ∈ C_b ( C([0, T ]; R^d ) ) , k = 1, 2, . . . , such that A^k ↗ A as k → ∞ by [3, Theorem 10.2]. Then, we get that for each k ∈ N,

lim inf n→∞ ∫ C([0,T ];R^d)

A dQ^n ≥ lim inf_{n→∞} ∫ C([0,T ];R^d)

A^k dQ^n = ∫ C([0,T ];R^d)

A^k dQ^∗ .

Hence, passing to the limit as k → ∞ in the above inequality, we obtain

lim inf n→∞ ∫ C([0,T ];R^d) A dQ^n ≥ lim_{k→∞} ∫ C([0,T ];R^d)

A^k dQ^∗ = ∫ C([0,T ];R^d) A dQ^∗ ,

by virtue of Fatou’s lemma. ■

From Theorem 5.3 and Proposition 5.1 we immediately obtain Theorem 1.7.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Let Q^∗ denote the minimizer of ~J. From Proposition 5.1, we can get μ^{Q∗} ∈ C([0, T ]; P_2(R^d × Y)) satisfying (5.4) and ṽ ∈ L^2(dμ^{Q∗}_t dt). By [38, Theorem 5], we have ~J(Q∗) = ^J(μQ^∗ , ṽ). From this equality and Proposition 5.1, it follows that ^J(μQ^∗ , ṽ) ≤ ^J(μ, v) for any μ ∈ C([0, T ]; P_2(R^d × Y)) and v ∈ L^2(dμ_tdt). ■

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced the kinetic regularized learning problem (Problem 1.1) and proved the existence of its minimizer in Theorem 1.5. A key idea in the proof is to show that a sequence of curves (μ^n) ⊂ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2)), rather than a parameter (θ^n) ⊂ L^2(0, T ; R^m ), converges strongly. Furthermore, we attempted to idealize Problem 1.1 as Problem 1.6, although the relationship between this idealization and the existing neural network is unclear. However, considering the minimizers of Problem 1.6 will provide essential clues for understanding deep learning in the future.

Our results can be further developed through a generalization of neural networks and regularization terms. The directions of each generalization are described below and will be subjects of future work.

6.1. For general neural network architectures

It remains to establish an existence result for neural networks more general than Assumption 1.4. A general l-layer neural network v is a continuous vector field satisfying the following assumptions:

Assumption 6.1 (General l-layer neural network). There exists C > 0, it holds that |v(x, θ)| ≤ C|θ|^l(1 + |x|), for x ∈ R^d , (6.1) |v(x_1, θ) − v(x_2, θ)| ≤ C|θ|^l|x_1 − x_2|, for x_1, x_2 ∈ R^d , (6.2)

for θ ∈ R^m .

Note that we also assume that v : R^d × R^m → R^d is continuous in Problem 1.1.

For example, v satisfying Assumption 1.4 is a 1-layer neural network. In practice, 2, 3-layer neural network is often used. We mentioned in Subsection 1.2 that the nonlinearity of such l-layer neural networks hinders the proof of existence theorems, especially Claim 4.5. To relax this nonlinearity, it may be effective to consider a mean-field neural network

(6.3) V(x, ϑ) = ∫ R^m v(x, θ) dϑ(θ) , where ϑ is a learnable probability measure on R^m . This assumption has long been known as the Young measure [15] in optimal control theory, but it has recently been recognized again as a helpful approach to shallow neural networks[1, 17, 43] and ODE-Nets [21, 33, 40]. The author is in the process of conducting further theoretical research using this network V.

6.2. Toward behaviors of minimizers

In addition to the variational formulation of the learning and the investigation of the existence of minimizers in this paper, an important task is to investigate the behavior of minimizers. In particular, it is crucial to investigate the influence of regularization effects on the minimizers. For example, Esteve et al. showed in [25], using the turnpike theory [62], that under a L^1 regularization and certain assumptions, there exists T^∗ ∈ (0, T ) such that |θ^∗(t)|_1 = 0, t ∈ (T^∗, T ) for minimizers θ^∗. In our studies, it is also interesting to investigate how the kinetic regularization of the minimizer (μ, θ) of Problem 1.1 behaves for t ∈ [0, T ].

Appendix A. H^1-Regularization

We discuss the existence of minimizers in the same problem setting as [59].

Problem A.1 (H^1-regularized learning problem). Let λ > 0 be a constant, let Y be a subset of R^d and let v : R^d × R^m → R^d and ℓ: R^d × Y → R_+ be continuous. Let μ_0 ∈ P_c(R^d × Y) a given input data. Set

(A.1) J_H1 (μ, θ) := ∫ R^d×Y ℓ dμ_T + λ 2 ‖θ‖^2_H1_{(0,T ;R}m_) for μ ∈ C ( [0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2) ) and θ ∈ H^1(0, T ; R^m ). The H^1-regularized learning problem constrained by ODE-Net is posed as the following constrained minimization problem: inf { J_H1 (μ, θ) μ ∈ C ( [0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2) ) , θ ∈ H^1(0, T ; R^m ) } , subject to { ∂_tμ_t + div_x (v (•, θ_t) μ_t) = 0, μ_t|_{t=0} = μ_0,

(A.2)

We note that the constraint (A.2) is the same as (1.2).

For Problem A.1, we can obtain an existence result without Assumption 1.4.

Theorem A.2 (Existence theorem for Problem A.1). Under Assumptions 1.3 and 6.1, there exists a minimizer (μ, θ) ∈ C ( [0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2) ) × H^1(0, T ; R^m ) of (A.1) in Problem A.1.

Before the proof of Theorem A.2, we prepare a lemma similar to Lemma 4.3.

Lemma A.3. Let θ ∈ H^1(0, T ; R^m ) and let μ ∈ C([0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2)) be a distributional solution of (A.2) corresponding to a vector fields (v(•, θ_t))_t. If Assumption 6.1 holds, there exists a radius R^∗ = R^∗(μ_0, f, T, ‖θ‖_H1_{(0,T ;R}m_)) > 0 such that

supp μ_t ⊂ B_Rd_{×Y} (R^∗) for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Proof. The strategy of the proof is the same as that of the proof of Lemma 4.3. By Assumption 6.1 and Sobolev inequality, we have ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y |v(x, θ_t)| dμ_t dtC ≤ ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d×Y |θ_t|^l(1 + |x|) dμ_t dt ≤ C‖θ‖^l_Ll_{(0,T ;R}m_) ( 1 + sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ∫ R^d×Y |x| dμ_t )

≤ C‖θ‖^l_H1_{(0,T ;R}m_) ( 1 + sup_{t∈[0,T ]} √∫ R^d×Y |x|^2 dμ_t )

= C‖θ‖^l_H1_{(0,T ;R}m_) ( 1 + sup_{t∈[0,T ]} W_2(μ_t, δ) ) < ∞. Also, again using Assumption 6.1 and Sobolev inequality, we can estimate |X_t(x)| in the proof of Lemma 4.3 by ‖θ‖_H1_{(0,T ;R}m_). ■

Proof of Theorem A.2. Set S = { (μ, θ) ∈ C ( [0, T ]; (P_2(R^d × Y), W_2) ) × H^1(0, T ; R^m ) (μ, θ) satisfies (A.2) } .

It is obvious that S ≠ ∅ and 0 ≤ J_H1 < ∞ on S. Then, we can take a minimizing sequence ((μ^n, θ^n))^∞_{n=1} ⊂ S such that J_H1 (μ^n, θ^n) → inf_S J_H1 as n → ∞. By the second term of (A.1), there exists a constant C > 0 such that

(A.3) λ 2 ‖θ^n‖^2_H1 ≤ C, for all n ∈ N. From Lemma 4.1, Assumption 6.1, (A.3) and the Sobolev inequality, we have for 0 ≤ t < s ≤ T , W_2(μ^n_t , μ^n_s )^2 ≤ (s − t) ∫_s t ∫ R^d |v(x, θ^n_τ )|^2 dμ^n_τ (x) dτ ≤ C(s − t) ∫_s t ∫ R^d |θ_τ |^{2l} ( 1 + |x|^2 ) dμ^n_τ (x) dτ ≤ C(s − t) ∫_s t ∫ R^d |θ_τ |^{2l} ( 1 + R^{∗2} ) dμ^n_τ (x) dτ ≤ C‖θ‖^{2l}_L2l_{(0,T ;R}m_)(s − t) ≤ C‖θ‖^{2l}_H1_{(0,T ;R}m_)(s − t) ≤ C(s − t), where R^∗ > 0 is the constant appeared in Lemma A.3. Hence, there exist a subsequence (n^′) := (n(k))^∞_{k=1} ⊂ Z_{>0} and (μ^∗, θ^∗) ∈ C ( 0, T ; (P(R^d × Y), W_2) ) × H^1(0, T ; R^m ) such that

θ^{n′} → θ^∗ weakly in H^1(0, T ; R^m ),

(A.4)

θ^{n′} → θ^∗ strongly in C(0, T ; R^m ),

(A.5)

μ^{n′} → μ^∗ strongly in C ( 0, T ; (P(R^d × Y), W_2) ) . (A.6)

Here, we used the Sobolev embedding theorem in (A.5). By the above, we can deduce the following claim:

Claim A.4. The limits μ^∗ and θ^∗ satidfy (4.6) for all ζ ∈ C^∞_c ( (0, T ) × R^d × Y ) . Proof. As in the proof of Claim 4.5, the proof is completed by taking the limits of I_1 to I_4 in (4.8). From the proof of Claim 4.5, I_1, I_2 → 0 as n → ∞. Also, I_3 → 0 as n → ∞ by the uniform convergence (A.5), and the continuity of v(x, θ) with respect to θ. For I_4, it follows from (6.2), (A.4) and (A.6) that |I_4| ≤ ∫_T 0 Lip (∇_xζ_t · (v(•, θ^n_t ) − v(•, θ^∗_t )))W_1(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) dt ≤ C ( ‖θ^n‖^l_Ll_{(0,T ;R}m_) + ‖θ^∗‖^l_Ll_{(0,T ;R}m_) ) sup t∈[0,T ] W_1(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) ≤ C ( ‖θ^n‖^l_H1_{(0,T ;R}m_) + ‖θ^∗‖^l_H1_{(0,T ;R}m_) ) sup t∈[0,T ] W_2(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t )

≤ C sup_{t∈[0,T ]} W_2(μ^n_t , μ^∗_t ) → 0 as n → ∞.

Thus we obtain the conclusion. ■

We resume the proof of Theorem A.2. From Claim A.4, we have (μ^∗, θ^∗) ∈ S. In addition, J_H1 is lower semicontinuous from (4.9) and the weak lower semi-continuity of the H^1-norm ‖•‖_H1_{(0,T ;R}m_). The proof is complete. ■

Appendix B. Convexity Assumptions

For comparison, using the proof technique by Bonnet et al. [10], we show that a unique minimizer to Problem 1.1 exists. This proof technique makes use of the idea that we can regard the functional J as a univariate functional ~J(θ) := J(μ^θ, θ), where μ^θ ∈ C([0, T ]; P(R^d × Y)) is a solution of (1.2) for a given θ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ). The existence and uniqueness of the solution can be proved by showing the convexity of ~J. For this purpose, we evaluate the Lipschitz constant of the Fréchet derivative ∇_θ ~J of ~J.

First, recall from Lemma 3.9 that μ^θ is represented as μ^θ_t = ( Φ^θ(0, t; •) × Id_Y ) #μ_0 using a flow map Φ^θ : [0, T ]^2 × R^d → R^d , θ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ) according to the ODE

(B.1)

∂_tΦ^θ(t_0, t; x) = v ( Φ^θ(t_0, t; x), θ_t ) , Φ^θ(t_0, t_0; x) = x.

We note here that from (1.3) it can be verified that the Lipschitz continuity assumption (3.4) is satisfied, as in the proof of Lemma 4.3. The derivative of Φ with respect to θ can be described by a linearization of (B.1).

Lemma B.1 (Taylor expansion of Φ^θ). Suppose that the neural network v satisfies Assumption 1.4 and f : R^d → R^p is differentiable. Then, for every θ, ϑ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ), the Taylor expansion

Φ^{θ+ϵϑ}(t_0, t; x) = Φ^θ(t_0, t; x) + ϵ ∫_t 0 Δ^θ_{(s,t)}(x)ϑ_sf ( Φ^θ(t, s; x) ) ds + o(ϵ) holds in C ( [0, t] × supp μ_0; R^d × Y ) , where, for (t_0, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d , the map [0, T ] ∋ t −→ Δ^θ_{(t0,t)}(•) ∈ C ( R^d ; R^{d×d} ) is the unique solution of the linearized Cauchy problem

(B.2)

∂_tΔ^θ_{(t0 ,t)}(x) = θ_tJf ( Φ^θ(t_0, t; x) ) Δ^θ_{(t0,t)}(x), Δ^θ_{(t0,t0)}(x) = Id_Rd ,

where Jf : R^d → R^p denotes the Jacobian matrix of f.

Proof. See [13, Theorem 3.2.6]. ■

To evaluate the Lipscitz continuity of ∇_θ ~J, we need to estimate the variation of Δ^θ_{(0,t)} with respect to θ. This evaluation requires us to impose a further assumption on v(x, θ) = θf(x) in addition to Assumption 1.4. In the following, we will denote R^∗(‖θ‖) the same radius as in Lemma 4.3.

Assumption B.2 (Strong smoothness on v). The function f is twice continuously differentiable, and for given θ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ) and (x, y) ∈ B(R^∗(‖θ‖)), f satisfies ‖f‖_C1_{(R}p_{;R}d_) < ∞.

This assumption correspond to [10, Assumption 2]. Under this assumption, we can show the Lipschitz continuity by the same argument as in the proof of [10, Lemma 3.1].

Lemma B.3 (Fréchet-differentiablity of the loss functional). The sum of loss and kinetic regularization J_ℓ : θ −→ ∫ R^d×Y ℓ dμ^θ_T + λ 2 ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d |v(x, θ)|^2 dμ^θ_t dt is Fréchet-differentiable. In addition, for θ^1, θ^2 ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ), there exists C ( λ, ‖ ‖θ1 ‖ ‖, ‖ ‖θ2 ‖ ‖) > 0 such that ‖ ‖∇J_ℓ(θ^1) − ∇J_ℓ(θ^2)‖ ≤ C(λ, ‖θ^1‖, ‖θ^2‖)‖θ^1 − θ^2‖. From Lemma B.3, the following corollary follows immediately.

Corollary B.4 (Semiconvexity for the parameter θ). The functional (B.3) ~J : θ −→ J(μ^θ, θ) = ∫ R^d×Y ℓ dμ^θ_T + ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d ( λ 2 |v(x, θ_t)|^2 + ϵ 2 |θ_t|^2 ) dμ^θ_t (x)dt

satisfies ~J((1 − ζ)θ^1 + ζθ^2) ≤ (1 − ζ) ~J(θ^1) + ζ ~J(θ^2) − (ϵ − C(λ, ‖θ^1‖, ‖θ^2‖))ζ(1 − ζ) 2 ‖ θ^1 − θ^2 ‖_2 , for any θ^1, θ^2 ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ) and ζ ∈ [0, 1]. Here C ( λ, ‖ ‖θ^1 ‖ ‖, ‖ ‖θ^2 ‖ ‖) is the same positive number as in Lemma B.3.

By this corollary, ~J is strongly convex on a L^2 ball if ϵ is sufficiently large compared to other parameters such as λ and T . This plays an essential role in the proof of Theorem B.5 below.

Theorem B.5 (Existence and uniqueness of minimizer of ~J). Suppose that Assumptions 1.4 and B.2 If ϵ > 0 in (B.3) is sufficiently large, there exists θ ∈ L^2(0, T ; R^m ) which minimize ~J, and θ is a unique minimizer of ~J.

The proof is carried out using the direct method of Calculus of Variations as in Theorem 1.5.

Proof. It is clear that 0 ≤ inf ~J < +∞, then we can take a minimizing sequence (θ^n)^∞_{n=1} ⊂ L^2(0, T ; R^m ) such that ~J(θ^n) → inf ~J as n → ∞. Thus, there exists C > 0 independent of n such that (4.3) holds. Then there exists a subsequence (n^′) ⊂ Z_{>0} such that (4.5). In addition, by Corollary B.4, we see that there exists ϵ > 0 such that ~J is convex on B(2C/ϵ). Therefore, by the Mazur’s lemma, there exists another minimizing sequence (θ̂^n)^∞_{n=1} such that θ̂_n → θ in L^2(0, T ; R^m ). Because ~J is lower semicontinuous, we conclude that J(θ) ≤ lim inf_{n→∞} J(θ̂_n) = inf_{L2(0,T ;Rm)} ~J,

i.e., θ is a minimizer of ~J. The uniqueness is immediately obtained from the strong convexity of ~J. ■

Acknowledgement

The author N.I.w̃ould like to thank his supervisor Norikazu Saito for his encouragement and advice during the preparation of the paper and is the corresponding author.

Conflict of Interest

This work does not have any conflict of interest.

References

[1] S. Akiyama and T. Suzuki. “On Learnability via Gradient Method for Two-Layer Relu Neural Networks in Teacher-Student Setting.” Proceedings of the 38th International Conference on Machine Learning. Ed. by M. Meila and T. Zhang. 139. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2021, pp. 152–162 (cit. on p. 24).

[2] L. Ambrosio. “Transport Equation and Cauchy Problem for BV Vector Fields.” Inventiones mathematicae 158.2 2004, pp. 227–260 (cit. on p. 21).

[3] L. Ambrosio, E. Brué, and D. Semola. “Lectures on Optimal Transport.” 1st ed. UNITEXT.

Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2021 (cit. on pp. 11, 13, 23).

[4] L. Ambrosio, N. Gigli, and G. Savaré. “Gradient Flows in Metric Spaces and in the Space of Probability Measures.” 2nd ed. Lectures in Mathematics ETH Zürich. Basel: Birkhäuser Verlag, 2008 (cit. on pp. 11–13, 16, 18, 21–23).

[5] V. I. Arnol’d. “On Functions of Three Variables.” Dokl. Akad. Nauk SSSR 114 1957, pp. 679–681 (cit. on p. 4).

[6] G. Baravdish, G. Eilertsen, R. Jaroudi, B. T. Johansson, L. Malý, and J. Unger. “Learning via Nonlinear Conjugate Gradients and Depth-Varying Neural ODEs.” 2022. arXiv: 2202.05766v1 [cs.LG] (cit. on p. 7).

[7] R. Barboni, G. Peyré, and F.-X. Vialard. “Global Convergence of ResNets: From Finite to Infinite Width Using Linear Parameterization.” 2021. arXiv: 2112.05531v1 [cs.NE] (cit. on p. 8).

[8] J.-D. Benamou and Y. Brenier. “A Computational Fluid Mechanics Solution to the Monge- Kantorovich Mass Transfer Problem.” Numerische Mathematik 84.3 2000, pp. 375–393 (cit. on p. 13).

[9] J.-D. Benamou, G. Carlier, and F. Santambrogio. “Variational Mean Field Games.” Active Particles, Volume 1 : Advances in Theory, Models, and Applications. Ed. by N. Bellomo, P. Degond, and E. Tadmor. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2017, pp. 141–171 (cit. on pp. 5, 21).

[10] B. Bonnet, C. Cipriani, M. Fornasier, and H. Huang. “A Measure Theoretical Approach to the Mean-Field Maximum Principle for Training NeurODEs.” Nonlinear Analysis 227 2023, p. 113161 (cit. on pp. 6, 8, 13, 20, 27).

[11] B. Bonnet and H. Frankowska. “Differential Inclusions in Wasserstein Spaces: The Cauchy- Lipschitz Framework.” Journal of Differential Equations 271 2021, pp. 594–637 (cit. on p. 13).

[12] B. Bonnet and H. Frankowska. “On the Properties of the Value Function Associated to a Mean-Field Optimal Control Problem of Bolza Type.” 2021. arXiv: 2107.13912v3 [math.OC] (cit. on p. 9).

[13] A. Bressan and B. Piccoli. “Introduction to the Mathematical Theory of Control.” American Institute of Mathematical Sciences, 2007 (cit. on pp. 8, 27).

[14] H. Brezis. “Functional Analysis, Sobolev Spaces and Partial Differential Equations.” New York, NY: Springer New York, 2011 (cit. on p. 18).

[15] C. Charles, F. Paul Raynaud, and M. Valadier. “Young Measures on Topological Spaces:

With Applications in Control Theory and Probability Theory.” Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands, 2004 (cit. on p. 24).

[16] R. T. Q. Chen, Y. Rubanova, J. Bettencourt, and D. K. Duvenaud. “Neural Ordinary Differential Equations.” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. Ed. by S.

Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett. 31. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018, pp. 6572–6583 (cit. on pp. 2, 6).

[17] L. Chizat and F. Bach. “On the Global Convergence of Gradient Descent for over-Parameterized Models Using Optimal Transport.” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. Ed. by S. Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett. 31. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018 (cit. on p. 24).

[18] G. Cybenko. “Approximation by Superpositions of a Sigmoidal Function.” Mathematics of Control, Signals and Systems 2.4 1989, pp. 303–314 (cit. on pp. 4, 20).

[19] Y. Dauphin and E. D. Cubuk. “Deconstructing the Regularization of Batchnorm.” International Conference on Learning Representations. 2021 (cit. on p. 14).

[20] Z. Ding, S. Chen, Q. Li, and S. Wright. “On the Global Convergence of Gradient Descent for Multi-Layer ResNets in the Mean-Field Regime.” 2021. arXiv: 2110.02926v2 [cs.LG] (cit. on p. 7).

[21] Z. Ding, S. Chen, Q. Li, and S. J. Wright. “Overparameterization of Deep ResNet: Zero Loss and Mean-Field Analysis.” Journal of Machine Learning Research 23.48 2022, pp. 1– 65 (cit. on pp. 7, 24).

[22] R. M. Dudley. “Real Analysis and Probability.” 2nd ed. Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2002 (cit. on p. 11).

[23] W. E. “A Proposal on Machine Learning via Dynamical Systems.” Communications in Mathematics and Statistics 5.1 2017, pp. 1–11 (cit. on pp. 2, 6, 7).

[24] W. E, J. Han, and Q. Li. “A Mean-Field Optimal Control Formulation of Deep Learning.”

Research in the Mathematical Sciences 6.1 2019, p. 10 (cit. on pp. 5, 7, 8). [25] C. Esteve and B. Geshkovski. “Sparsity in Long-Time Control of Neural ODEs.” Systems & Control Letters 172 2023, p. 105452 (cit. on p. 24).

[26] C. Esteve, B. Geshkovski, D. Pighin, and E. Zuazua. “Large-Time Asymptotics in Deep Learning.” 2021. arXiv: 2008.02491 [math.OC] (cit. on p. 9).

[27] C. Finlay, J.-H. Jacobsen, L. Nurbekyan, and A. Oberman. “How to Train Your Neural ODE: The World of Jacobian and Kinetic Regularization.” Proceedings of the 37th International Conference on Machine Learning. Ed. by H. D. III and A. Singh. 119. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2020, pp. 3154–3164 (cit. on pp. 3, 7, 14).

[28] T. Haarnoja, H. Tang, P. Abbeel, and S. Levine. “Reinforcement Learning with Deep Energy-Based Policies.” Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning. Ed. by D. Precup and Y. W. Teh. 70. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2017, pp. 1352–1361 (cit. on p. 7).

[29] E. Haber and L. Ruthotto. “Stable Architectures for Deep Neural Networks.” Inverse Problems 34.1 2017, p. 014004 (cit. on pp. 2, 6).

[30] K. He, X. Zhang, S. Ren, and J. Sun. “Deep Residual Learning for Image Recognition.” 2016 IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). 2016, pp. 770– 778 (cit. on pp. 4, 6).

[31] M. Herty, A. Thuenen, T. Trimborn, and G. Visconti. “Continuous Limits of Residual Neural Networks in Case of Large Input Data.” 2022. arXiv: 2112.14150v2 [math.AP] (cit. on pp. 9, 13).

[32] K. Hornik. “Approximation Capabilities of Multilayer Feedforward Networks.” Neural Networks 4.2 1991, pp. 251–257 (cit. on p. 20).

[33] J.-F. Jabir, D. Šiška, and Ł. Szpruch. “Mean-Field Neural ODEs via Relaxed Optimal Control.” 2021. arXiv: 1912.05475v3 [math.PR] (cit. on pp. 7, 24).

[34] J. L. Kelley. “General Topology.” New York: Springer New York, 1975 (cit. on p. 10). [35] A. N. Kolmogorov. “On the Representation of Continuous Functions of Many Variables by Superposition of Continuous Functions of One Variable and Addition.” Dokl. Akad. Nauk SSSR 114 1957, pp. 953–956 (cit. on p. 4).

[36] J.-M. Lasry and P.-L. Lions. “Jeux À Champ Moyen. Ii – Horizon Fini Et Contrôle Optimal.” Comptes Rendus Mathematique 343.10 2006, pp. 679–684 (cit. on p. 20).

[37] J.-M. Lasry and P.-L. Lions. “Mean Field Games.” Japanese Journal of Mathematics 2.1 2007, pp. 229–260 (cit. on pp. 5, 20).

[38] S. Lisini. “Characterization of Absolutely Continuous Curves in Wasserstein Spaces.” Calculus of Variations and Partial Differential Equations 28.1 2007, pp. 85–120 (cit. on pp. 21, 23).

[39] E. Lorin. “Derivation and Analysis of Parallel-in-Time Neural Ordinary Differential Equations.” Annals of Mathematics and Artificial Intelligence 88.10 2020, pp. 1035–1059 (cit. on p. 6).

[40] Y. Lu, C. Ma, Y. Lu, J. Lu, and L. Ying. “A Mean Field Analysis of Deep ResNet and Beyond: Towards Provably Optimization via Overparameterization from Depth.” Proceedings of the 37th International Conference on Machine Learning. Ed. by H. D. III and A. Singh. 119. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2020, pp. 6426–6436 (cit. on pp. 7, 24).

[41] Y. Lu, A. Zhong, Q. Li, and B. Dong. “Beyond Finite Layer Neural Networks: Bridging Deep Architectures and Numerical Differential Equations.” Proceedings of the 35th International Conference on Machine Learning. Ed. by J. Dy and A. Krause. 80. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2018, pp. 3276–3285 (cit. on p. 2).

[42] S. Massaroli, M. Poli, J. Park, A. Yamashita, and H. Asama. “Dissecting Neural ODEs.”

Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. Ed. by H. Larochelle, M. Ranzato, R. Hadsell, M. F. Balcan, and H. Lin. 33. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020, pp. 3952–3963 (cit. on pp. 2, 7).

[43] S. Mei, A. Montanari, and P.-M. Nguyen. “A Mean Field View of the Landscape of Two- Layer Neural Networks.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 115.33 2018, E7665–E7671. eprint: https : / / www . pnas . org / doi / pdf / 10 . 1073 / pnas . 1806579115 (cit. on p. 24).

[44] D. Misra. “Mish: A Self Regularized Non-Monotonic Activation Function.” 31st British Machine Vision Conference 2020, BMVC 2020, Virtual Event, UK, September 7-10, 2020. BMVA Press, 2020 (cit. on p. 9).

[45] K. P. Murphy. “Machine Learning : A Probabilistic Perspective.” Cambridge, Mass. [u.a.]:

MIT Press, 2013 (cit. on p. 7).

[46] V. Nair and G. E. Hinton. “Rectified Linear Units Improve Restricted Boltzmann Machines.” Proceedings of the 27th International Conference on International Conference on Machine Learning. ICML’10. Haifa, Israel: Omnipress, 2010, pp. 807–814 (cit. on p. 6).

[47] C. Orrieri, A. Porretta, and G. Savaré. “A Variational Approach to the Mean Field Planning Problem.” Journal of Functional Analysis 277.6 2019, pp. 1868–1957 (cit. on p. 13).

[48] A. Pinkus. “Approximation Theory of the MLP Model in Neural Networks.” Acta Numerica 8 1999, pp. 143–195 (cit. on p. 20).

[49] A. Queiruga, N. B. Erichson, L. Hodgkinson, and M. W. Mahoney. “Stateful ODE-Nets Using Basis Function Expansions.” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems.

Ed. by M. Ranzato, A. Beygelzimer, Y. Dauphin, P. Liang, and J. W. Vaughan. 34. Curran Associates, Inc., 2021, pp. 21770–21781 (cit. on p. 6).

[50] L. Ruthotto and E. Haber. “Deep Neural Networks Motivated by Partial Differential Equations.” Journal of Mathematical Imaging and Vision 62.3 2020, pp. 352–364 (cit. on p. 2).

[51] L. Ruthotto, S. J. Osher, W. Li, L. Nurbekyan, and S. W. Fung. “A Machine Learning Framework for Solving High-Dimensional Mean Field Game and Mean Field Control Problems.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 117.17 2020, pp. 9183–9193 (cit. on p. 5).

[52] M. E. Sander, P. Ablin, and G. Peyré. “Do Residual Neural Networks Discretize Neural Ordinary Differential Equations?” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. Ed. by A. H. Oh, A. Agarwal, D. Belgrave, and K. Cho. 2022 (cit. on p. 7).

[53] F. Santambrogio. “Lecture Notes on Variational Mean Field Games.” Mean Field Games:

Cetraro, Italy 2019. Ed. by P. Cardaliaguet and A. Porretta. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2020, pp. 159–201 (cit. on pp. 5, 20, 21).

[54] C. Sarrazin. “Lagrangian Discretization of Variational Mean Field Games.” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization 60.3 2022, pp. 1365–1392. eprint: https://doi.org/10.1137/20M1377291 (cit. on p. 21).

[55] Scagliotti, Alessandro. “Optimal Control of Ensembles of Dynamical Systems.” ESAIM:

COCV 29 2023, p. 22 (cit. on p. 9).

[56] S. Sonoda and N. Murata. “Double Continuum Limit of Deep Neural Networks.” ICML Workshop Principled Approaches to Deep Learning. 1740. 2017 (cit. on pp. 2, 6).

[57] D. A. Sprecher. “On the Structure of Continuous Functions of Several Variables.” Trans.

Amer. Math. Soc. 115 1965, pp. 340–355 (cit. on p. 4).

[58] T. Teshima, K. Tojo, M. Ikeda, I. Ishikawa, and K. Oono. “Universal Approximation Property of Neural Ordinary Differential Equations.” 2020. arXiv: 2012.02414 [cs.LG] (cit. on p. 7).

[59] M. Thorpe and Y. van Gennip. “Deep Limits of Residual Neural Networks.” Research in the Mathematical Sciences 10.1 2023, p. 6 (cit. on pp. 6, 7, 9, 13, 24).

[60] C. Villani. “Optimal Transport: Old and New.” A Series of Comprehensive Studies in Mathematics. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2009 (cit. on pp. 11, 21).

[61] C. Villani. “Topics in Optimal Transportation (Graduate Studies in Mathematics).” American Mathematical Society, 2003 (cit. on pp. 11, 20).

[62] A. Zaslavski. “Turnpike Properties in the Calculus of Variations and Optimal Control.” 80.

Springer Science & Business Media, 2005 (cit. on p. 24).

[63] Y. D. Zhong, B. Dey, and A. Chakraborty. “Symplectic ODE-Net: Learning Hamiltonian Dynamics with Control.” International Conference on Learning Representations. 2020 (cit. on p. 6).

Graduate School of Mathematical Sciences The University of Tokyo Meguro-ku 153-8914 Japan Email address: nobo0409@g.ecc.u-tokyo.ac.jp

Naruto University of Education Takashima 772-8502

Japan Email address: okumura.mizuho.p3@gmail.com