arXiv:2103.10905v1 [cs.LG] 19 Mar 2021

JOINT PARAMETER DISCOVERY AND GENERATIVE MODELING OF DYNAMIC SYSTEMS

A PREPRINT

Gregory Barber, Mulugeta A. Haile^∗, and Tzikang Chen Vehicle Technology Directorate U.S. Army Research Laboratory Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005

ABSTRACT

Given an unknown dynamic system such as a coupled harmonic oscillator with n springs and point masses. We are often interested in gaining insights into its physical parameters, i.e. stiffnesses and masses, by observing trajectories of motion. How do we achieve this from video frames or timeseries data and without the knowledge of the dynamics model? We present a neural framework for estimating physical parameters in a manner consistent with the underlying physics. The neural framework uses a deep latent variable model to disentangle the system’s physical parameters from canonical coordinate observations. It then returns a Hamiltonian parameterization that generalizes well with respect to the discovered physical parameters. We tested our framework with simple harmonic oscillators, n = 1, and noisy observations and show that it discovers the underlying system parameters and generalizes well with respect to these discovered parameters. Our model also extrapolates the dynamics of the system beyond the training interval and outperforms a nonphysically constrained baseline model. Our source code and datasets can be found at this URL: https://github.com/gbarber94/ConSciNet.

1 Introduction

Neural networks have produced strong results across a range of disciplines and have addressed problems in Image classification [1, 2, 3], Natural language processing [4, 5, 6], Protein folding [7], and so on. These successes are in part due to a neural network’s ability to extract and learn complex features and relations from data. Often these learned features and relations are not easily accessible and are referred to as the model’s “black box”. This is problematic for modeling physical systems where we often have strong prior knowledge of the underlying physics, constraints, and relations a network must learn. Standard neural networks do not have this knowledge and must learn directly from data. In practice, even for simple physical systems, this proves to be a challenging task with networks often failing to generalize a system’s behavior beyond the training interval. To address this issue neural architectures have been designed to explicitly embed physical constraints and symmetries [8, 9, 10, 11, 12] in the description of classical dynamical systems.

Classical dynamical systems are described by Hamiltonian mechanics[13, 14, 15]. The principle of Hamiltonian mechanics was first incorporated into the design of neural networks nearly three decades ago [16]. In recent years this area has seen renewed interest [8, 10, 17, 18]. Here we will focus our discussion around [8]’s Hamiltonian Neural Network architecture for learning exactly conserved quantities from data in an unsupervised manner. Hamiltonian neural networks (HNNs) draw their inspiration from Hamiltonian mechanics and function through parameterizing a system’s Hamiltonian function with a neural architecture. The Hamiltonian of a system H is a function that relates the system’s total energy to its canonical coordinates i.e. its generalized coordinates q and momentum p.

∗Corresponding author: mulugeta.a.haile.civ@mail.mil

The Hamiltonian of a physical dynamical system is given by: E_{total} = H(q, p) (1) Where the total energy E_{total} is the sum of the system’s kinetic and potential energies. The dynamics or the time evolution of the states is given by: dq dt = ∂H ∂p dp dt = − ∂H ∂q (2)

In a HNN, the model receives observations of a system’s canonical coordinates as input. This input is passed through a feed-forward neural network and an energy-like value H^∗ is output from the network. This section of the model is a neural network parameterization of Equation 1:

H^∗ = HNN(q, p) (3)

The partial derivatives with respect to the input canonical coordinates of this network parameterization are then computed with the automatic differentiation library Autograd [19]. This section of the model is a parameterization of Equation 2: d̂q dt = ∂H^∗ ∂p d̂p dt = − ∂H^∗ ∂q (4)

The objective of a HNN model is to minimize the mean squared error metric between the networks partial derivatives, Equation 4, and the derivatives of the input canonical coordinates^{dq}_{dt} ,^{dp}_{dt} . After training, the network can be treated as the underlying time evolution model and can be evaluated over a time range with an ODE solver.

This approach brings with it many aspects of the underlying Hamiltonian and is successful in generating predictions that respect the conservation of energy constraint outside the training interval. The HNN approach however does not maintain the same levels of flexibility and generative properties of the underlying Hamiltonian function in regards to a system’s physical parameters. For example, let us consider the Hamiltonian for a simple pendulum system shown in Figure 3.

H = mgl(1 − cos(q)) + p^2 2ml^2 (5) Where m is the mass, g is gravitational constant, l is length, q is the position defined by θ, p is the angular momentum, p = mθ̇l^2. From this formulation, we can readily adjust the length parameter l to simulate a new system. A HNN is incapable of this generalization. In [8] the system’s physical parameters are held constant and absorbed into the canonical coordinates. In the current work we will draw inspiration from work in physical parameter discovery in particular SciNet [20], to address this limitation and extend a HNNs generalization ability.

In this paper, we will propose a neural framework for joint parameter discovery and generative modeling of Hamiltonian systems. We will then utilize this framework to disentangle the physical parameter of a Hamiltonian system from its canonical coordinates and return a Hamiltonian parameterization that maintains the flexibility and generative properties of the system’s underlying Hamiltonian with regards to the system’s physical parameters. We make the following contributions: 1. We propose a neural framework for join parameter discovery and generative modeling of Hamiltonian systems that merges deep latent variable models and physical constraint embedded neural networks, 2. We disentangle physical parameter like values from noisy coordinate observations, 3. We return a neural network parameterization of a system’s Hamiltonian that generalizes well with regards to the discovered physical parameters and extrapolates the dynamics in physically consistent manner beyond the training interval. We will start with an overview of deep latent variables for parameter discovery with a focus on [20] and progress to our proposed architecture.

2 Parameter discovery

Given an unknown dynamical system, we are often interested in gaining insight into its governing parameters. For simple linear systems, standard curve fitting and regression methods can return functions with interpretable parameters and coefficients. However, for high-dimensional nonlinear systems, this can prove challenging. Neural networks act as universal function approximators [21] and as such, they are a natural choice for modeling the function of such a system. These networks learn features and parameters from the data during training, to drive their predictive accuracy. The learned features and parameters are not easily interpreted in a physical context and are instead masked within the nonlinear combinations and transformations executed by the network. To acquire physically interpretable parameters we will turn to deep latent variable models, a family of neural architectures that utilize bottlenecks to extract minimal representations.

Deep latent variable models typically contain two components, an encoder that maps the input to a reduced latent space, and a decoder that utilizes the latent variables to make a prediction. The bottleneck encourages the encoder to learn a minimal representation of the input. A deep latent variable model’s utility is limited by the quality of the learned latent representation. A good minimal representation will allow inference and the extraction of physically meaningful parameters.

There are two major considerations when designing a deep latent variable model for parameter discovery: the size of the latent vector and latent variable disentanglement. The size of the latent vector is generally fixed prior to training. Here if we have prior knowledge of a system’s minimal representation we can determine its size. For example, take an object moving with constant velocity, the minimal representation required to describe its next position includes its current position and velocity. The latent vector size for such a model could then be set to two. If we lack prior knowledge about the system the second consideration, disentanglement in the latent space becomes central. Ideally, a model with a good disentanglement will not encoded information into latent variables beyond those required for a minimal representation. For the case of an object with constant velocity, if the model was supplied with more than two latent variables (say six) it should only encode information in two. The SciNet architecture [20] has produced these types of disentangled representations for systems in classical and quantum mechanics.

The SciNet approach seeks to jointly disentangle a system’s physical parameters from coordinate observations and model its behavior with a neural network parameterized function of the disentangled parameters and some auxiliary variables. SciNet’s encoder is molded after that of a β-VAE [22] encoder, as input it receives coordinate observations x and as output it returns a reduced set of latent variables Z : f_{encoder}(x) = Z. SciNet’s decoder receives the latent variables and auxiliary variables as input and models a function of the input in terms of the target output: f_{decoder}(Z, aux vars) = ŷ. As a motivating example let us formulate a SciNet approach for an object moving with constant velocity. Given the objects initial position q_0 and velocity v, it’s position at any time point q(t) is given by: q(t) = q_0 + vt. SciNet aims to learn a parameterization of this function and its input parameters. To accomplish this we can vary the objects the speed and take an observations of its trajectory at each speed as input to the encoder, select t as our auxiliary latent variable and seek to output q(t) from the decoder. SciNet’s decoder is then given by a function of t and the latent variables output from the encoder: q̂(t) = f_{decoder}(Z, t).

As t is provided to the system its minimal representation includes two constants: q_0, v. In this case, as q_0 is held constant it will not be disentangled by the network. During training SciNet’s encoder will learn to map from an input trajectory length n to a minimal latent representation encoding information into only one latent variable a velocity like a parameter: v^∗. The decoder for this system can then be written as: q̂(t) = f_{decoder}(v^∗, t). After training this parameterization can be split from the model and used to simulate new systems. Similar to adjusting the velocity in the underlying equation, the velocity like parameter v^∗ can be adjusted to simulate an object traveling a different speeds. This generative property is bounded by the range of the physical parameters present in the training data.

The parameterization returned in a SciNet maintains a similar level of flexibility to a system’s underlying function in regards to its physical parameters. SciNet however does not directly embed physical constraints and can return physically inconsistent predictions. In the current work, we will propose a novel HNN SciNet hybrid architecture for energy conserving systems. Our approach maintains the flexibility and generative properties of a system’s underlying Hamiltonian in regards to a system’s physical parameters. We call this framework of joint parameter discovery and generative modeling Constrained SciNet (ConSciNet).

3 Constrained SciNet

Constrained SciNet is a deep latent variable model that disentangles a system’s physical parameters from canonical coordinate observations and returns a Hamiltonian parameterization that generalizes with respect to the discovered parameters. Conceptually the proposed Constrained SciNet architecture follows a similar information flow to that of a standard SciNet with an important distinction in that the decoder has been replaced with a modified HNN and the auxiliary latent variables have been fixed by the system’s canonical coordinates. The general layout of a ConSciNet model is illustrated in Figure 1. Structurally the ConSciNet model is composed of three components: an encoder, a decoder, and an interface.

Figure 1: ConSciNet architecture for a simple pendulum system. The Encoder architecture resembles that of a standard Variational AutoEncoder. It receives observations of a system’s canonical coordinates as input and returns a reduced latent vector. The Interface concatenates this latent vector with a pair of canonical coordinates (q, p) for the system. The Decoder is a modified HNN in addition to a canonical coordinate pair it takes in the latent vector. As in a HNN, the input is passed through a neural network to return a Hamiltonian-like value H^∗. The partial derivatives of this network are then computed and mapped to the time evolutions, Equation 4, and returned as the model’s output.

The Encoder as in a standard SciNet is molded after the encoder of a Variational AutoEncoder [23, 24] with ELU activation functions [25]. As input, the encoder receives observations of the system’s canonical coordinates over some time interval. As output, the encoder returns a reduced latent vector Z. The size of Z can be freely chosen prior to training. Here as we are interested in evaluating the model’s performance in latent variable disentanglement we set the size of Z to 3, a value greater than the minimum representations required for our trials. Our encoder is then given as: f_{encoder}(observations) = (z_1, z_2, z_3). The Interface receives the latent variables and auxiliary latent variables as input and structures this input for the decoder. Here the auxiliary latent variables are taken as one set of canonical coordinates per target. Limiting the coordinates passed to the decoder prevents the modified HNN decoder from directly learning a representation of the parameters itself and instead encourages the latent variables passed from the encoder to contain this representation. The Interface returns: (q, p, z_1, z_2, z_3)

The Decoder is a modified HNN. In addition to the canonical coordinates it receives the latent variables as input: H^∗ = HNN(q, p, z_1, z_2, z_3). As in a HNN the partial derivatives of this network are computed with respect to the canonical coordinates with Autograd [19]. The latent variables are treated as physical parameters and their partial derivatives are not returned. The inclusion of the physical parameter representation in the HNN’s input allows the model to generalize with respect to a system’s physical parameters, as in the underlying Hamiltonian formulation. Our decoder is given as: f_{decoder}(q, p, z_1, z_2, z_3) =^{∂H∗}_{∂p} , −^{∂H∗}_{∂q} .

The objective function the ConSciNet model is trained with is given in Equation 6:

L = ( || ∂H^∗ ∂p − dq dt ||_2 + || ∂H^∗ ∂q + dp dt ||_2 ) + ( β × D_{KL} ) (6)

This loss function is composed of two components. The first corresponds to the HNN loss and measures the performance of the decoder. The second component corresponds to the β-VAE loss (KL-divergence) and encourages a disentangled representation. Heuristically, we found small values for β around 0.005 struck a good balance between latent variable disentanglement and model performance.

Figure 2: Baseline architecture for a simple pendulum system. The Encoder architecture resembles that of a standard Variational AutoEncoder. It receives observations of a system’s canonical coordinates (q, p) as input and returns a reduced latent vector. The Interface concatenates this latent vector with a pair of canonical coordinates for the system. The Decoder is a standard feed-forward network that returns the time evolutions

Baseline model. In addition to the ConSciNet model, a Baseline model without the Hamiltonian parameterization was trained as a point of comparison. The architecture for the Baseline model is sketched in Figure 2 and resembles that of a standard SciNet. The Baseline model’s decoder did not parameterize the Hamiltonian and instead consisted of a

standard feed-forward network that directly output^^{dq}_{dt} ,^^{dp}_{dt} . The objective function the Baseline model is trained with is given in Equation 7:

L = ( || d̂q dt − dq dt ||_2 + || d̂p dt − dp dt ||_2 ) + ( β × D_{KL} ) (7) Implementation. We implemented the ConSciNet and Baseline model in PyTorch [26]. Our models and source code are available at https://github.com/gbarber94/ConSciNet.

4 Trials

The ConSciNet model’s performance and parameter generalization ability was assessed on two simple dynamic systems from [8]: an ideal pendulum and ideal mass-spring system. For both systems, their physical parameters were varied during data generation and noise was added.

mkq Ideal mass-spring (a)lm Ideal pendulum

(b)θ

Figure 3: System diagrams. (a) Ideal mass-spring system, both the mass m and the spring coefficient k were varied during data generation. q is the displacement from the neutral position. (b) Ideal pendulum system, the length parameter l was varied during data generation and m was held constant as it does not effect the period. θ is the angular position.

4.1 Task 1: Ideal pendulum

The Hamiltonian of an Ideal pendulum system given in Equation 5 was used to simulate multiple systems. For each simulation the length parameter was varied between 0.3 and 0.8 and its time evolution was evaluated over the range 0 to 10. For each time evolution, a noise vector of equal length was then added. The noise vector was sampled from a normal distribution with mean μ = 0 and standard deviation σ = 0.03. In total 50,000 trajectories of length 100 were generated. These trajectories were used as input into the encoder. For every trajectory, a time point was randomly selected over the generation range. At this point, the system’s time evolution was evaluated and its derivative stored.

The coordinate evaluation at this point was used as the auxiliary latent variables and its derivative was used as the model’s target.

4.2 Task 2: Ideal mass-spring H = 1 2 kq^2 + p^2 2m (8) The Hamiltonian of an Ideal mass-spring system is given in Equation 8 where k is the spring constant, m is the mass, q is the position and p is the linear momentum given by p = mv. Here we sampled values for k between 0.1 and 0.5, and values for m between 0.5 and 1. For each parameter pairs we simulated, the system’s time evolutions from [0,10] and added a noise sampled from a normal distribution with mean μ = 0 and standard deviation σ = 0.03. In total 50,000 trajectories of length 100 were generated. The model’s targets and auxiliary latent variables were sampled following the same procedure described in Task 1.

5 Results

The performance of the ConSciNet and Baseline model (SciNet with a standard feed-forward decoder) were evaluated in terms of their latent variable disentanglement and generative functionality. After training, both models were split at their interface. In both tasks, the encoder was used to assess latent variable disentanglement. Trajectories with known physical parameters were passed to the encoders and their output latent variables were stored. The known physical parameters and their corresponding latent variables were then examined to identify latent variables encoding physical parameter like values.

Similarly, for both tasks, the decoder was used to assess the generative functionality of the models. The latent variable or variables identified as corresponding to physical parameters were interpolated between the minimum and maximum values of the corresponding physical parameters. The remaining latent variables that did not encode information were taken as 0. These values were then formatted to match the input latent vector structure of the decoder to create a parameter argument. For example, if the first entry in the latent vector corresponds to a length-like parameter l^∗ and all others encoded no information the parameter argument would be given by: [l^∗, 0, 0]. A parameter argument was generated for each interpolated latent variable. An ODE solver was then used to integrate the decoders and return coordinate predictions for each parameter argument. Here we used SciPy’s [27] solve_ivp function to integrate the network with a tolerance of 1e-12. A 4th order Runge-Kutta [28] method was selected for the solver. During this evaluation, an initial canonical coordinate value (q = 1, p = 0) was supplied and the parameter argument was held constant. These network-generated trajectories were then assessed for physical constancy and alignment to the ground truth.

5.1 Ideal pendulum

We found that both the ConSciNet and Baseline models were able to successfully disentangle a length-like parameter l^∗ from the noisy input coordinates. In Figure 4 we present the disentanglement results for both models. Here we plot the latent variable activations output by the encoder against the length value of the input trajectory.

From Figure 4(a), the ConSciNet model encoded l^∗ in the 1st latent variable and encoded values close to 0 in the remainder. From Figure 4(b) the Baseline model encoded the l^∗ value in the 3rd latent variable and values close to 0 in the remainder. The specific position of the latent variable encoding information and its sign do not convey information. These values are subject to change if the model is retrained. The discovered parameter l^∗ is not the exact underlying length parameter rather it is some transformation of the value. In this case, the transformation is roughly linear.

Table 1: MSE between the ground truth trajectory and model predicted trajectory for a given length parameter l. Each row corresponds to a column in Figure 5(a), where l is mapped to l^∗ and evaluated.

Pendulum interpolated | MSE: t-span[0,20] length Baseline ConSciNet

0.3 0.160261 0.028775 0.5 0.023244 0.000613 0.6 0.022039 0.000117 0.8 0.025094 0.001503

Figure 4: Pendulum latent variable disentanglement. The y-axis corresponds to the values of the latent variables output from the Encoder. The x-axis corresponds to the ground truth length value for the input trajectories. In (a) the ConSciNet disentanglement is given. The ConSciNet model encoded a length like parameter in the first latent variable. In (b) the Baseline disentanglement is given. The Baseline model encoded a length like parameter in the third latent variable. The remaining latent variables in both models encoded little to no information and returned values close to zero.

Figure 5: Generating pendulum trajectories. The discovered length like parameter l^∗ for each model was interpolated between its minimum and maximum values and used to evaluate each model’s decoder. From left to right the value of l^∗ input into each model’s decoder was increased. (a) Phase plot of both models predictions and the ground truth values. The models are trained in the time interval [0,10] and predictions extrapolated over the interval [0,20]. (b) Time plot of the position q over the training interval [0,10]. The ConSciNet model returned predictions inline with ground truth values and respected the conservation of energy constraint while the Baseline model failed to respect the constraint.

We found the network parameterization learned in ConSciNet’s decoder maintained similar generative properties to the system’s underlying time evolution equations with regards to the physical parameters. ConSciNet was able to generalize across the discovered parameter domain and accurately extrapolate the time evolutions of the system governed by these parameters beyond the training interval t-span [0,10]. In Figure 5 we present trajectories generated from evaluating the decoder at four values of l^∗.

The evaluation values for l^∗ were selected using a scheme that allowed for a ground truth comparison. From Figure 4, it is apparent that the mapping between the ground truth parameter and the parameter-like value learned by the network can be modeled with a simple polynomial fit. Here we fit a cubic polynomial for each model mapping from l to l^∗. We then linearly interpolated four values for l between the minimum and maximum values present in the data and mapped these values to their corresponding l^∗ values to obtain the evaluation values of l^∗ for each model.

In Figure 5(a), we present phase plots generated from evaluating the models at each l^∗ value over the time interval t-span of [0,20]. The ConSciNet model generated trajectories that aligned with the ground truth trajectories and successfully respected the conservation of energy constraint over the evaluation window. The Baseline model on the other hand deviated from the ground truth trajectories over time and failed to conserve energy outside of the training interval, t-span of [0,10]. Its predictions generally gained or lost energy as the evaluation interval expanded beyond the training interval.

In Figure 5(b), we highlight the generalization ability of the models in regards to the discovered parameters, over the time interval t-span of [0,10]. As the length like parameter l^∗ is increased the period decreases aligning with the expected physical behavior. The Baseline model while matching this behavior suffers in accuracy in comparison to the ConSciNet model.

The individual results here for each value of l^∗ are similar to [8]’s results for a system with fixed parameters suggesting the ConSciNet approach successfully generalizes an HNN with regards to a system’s parameters.

The success of the Baseline model in parameter disentanglement and it’s predictive performance over the training range indicates that the SciNet framework can be used as in our approach to model time derivatives. This may have applications in parameter disentanglement for NeuralODEs.

5.2 Ideal mass-spring

Figure 6: Mass-spring latent variable disentanglement. The z-axis corresponds to the latent variables output from the Encoder. The x-axis corresponds to spring coefficient of the input trajectory. The y-axis corresponds to the mass value of the input trajectory. In (a) the ConSciNet model encoded a spring coefficient like value k^∗ in the 1st latent variable a mass like value m^∗ in the third latent variable and little to no information in the 2nd latent variable. In (b) the Baseline model encoded a spring coefficient like value k^∗ in the 2nd latent variable, a mass like value m^∗ in the third latent variable and little to no information in the 1st latent variable.

Figure 7: Generating mass-spring trajectories. The discovered spring coefficient like value k^∗ and mass like parameter m^∗ were interpolated between their minimum and maximum values and used to evaluate each model’s decoder. In (a) m^∗ was held constant and the evaluation value of k^∗ was increased from left to right. In (b) k^∗ was held constant and the evaluation value for m^∗ was increased from left to right. Both (a) and (b) were evaluated over the extrapolated time interval [0,20] based on models trained over the interval [0,10]. The ConSciNet model respected the conservation of energy constraint while the Baseline model lost energy over time.

Table 2: MSE between the ground truth trajectory and model predicted trajectory for a given spring coefficient k. Each row corresponds to a column in Figure 7(a), where k is mapped to k^∗ and evaluated while m^∗ is held constant at the value corresponding to m = 0.75.

Mass-spring interpolated k | MSE: t-span[0,20] k Baseline MSE ConSciNet MSE

0.1 0.185356 0.066921 0.2 0.336565 0.020660 0.4 0.491436 0.129221 0.5 0.485869 0.020968

Table 3: MSE between the ground truth trajectory and model predicted trajectory for a given mass m. Each row corresponds to a column in Figure 7(b), where m is mapped to m^∗ and evaluated while k^∗ is held constant at the value corresponding to k = 0.25.

Mass-spring interpolated mass | MSE: t-span[0,20] m Baseline MSE ConSciNet MSE

0.5 0.645808 0.353912 0.7 0.207255 0.010912 0.8 0.845841 0.163615 1.0 0.911760 0.525072

In the ideal mass-spring trial the ConSciNet and Baseline models both returned a good disentangled latent representation with both models only encoding information in two of the provided latent variables. This was the expected behavior as only the mass and spring coefficient were varied in the input data.

In Figure 6 we present the disentanglement results for both models. The ConSciNet model encoded a spring coefficientlike value k^∗ in the 1st latent variable position and a mass-like parameter m^∗ in the 3rd latent variable position, Figure 6(a). The Baseline model encoded a spring coefficient-like value k^∗ in the 2nd latent variable position and a mass-like parameter m^∗ in the 3rd latent variable position, Figure 6(b). The remaining latent variable in both models presented as a flat surface with values close to 0 indicating little to no information was encoded.

In the mass-spring trial we found the network parameterization learned in ConSciNet’s decoder maintained similar generative properties to the system’s underlying time evolution equations with regards to the physical parameters. As in the pendulum trial ConSciNet was able to generalize across the discovered parameter domain and extrapolate the time evolutions of the system governed by these parameters beyond the training interval t-span [0,10]. In Figure 7 we showcase trajectories generated from evaluating the decoders at four increasing values of k^∗ and m^∗.

The like parameter evaluation values were selected using a similar scheme to the pendulum trial to allow a ground truth comparison. Here instead of a cubic polynomial we fit a 5th order polynomial to map between the like parameters k^∗, m^∗ and their corresponding ground truth parameters k, m. A 5th order polynomial was selected to provided greater flexibility given the curvature present in Figure 6. This simple polynomial mapping between the like parameters and the ground truth parameter is sufficient to capture the physical behavior trend, however accuracy in both models is decreased in comparison to the pendulum trial, MSE Tables 1, 2 and 3. The need for establishing a robust mapping between the network disentangled parameters and some underlying physical parameter is a limitation of the current approach, particularly when the underlying physical parameters are unknown. In Figure 7(a) and (b), we highlight the generalization ability of the models in regards to k^∗ and m^∗ respectively. As the spring coefficient like parameter k^∗ and m^∗ are increased independently the amplitude of the momentum p increases aligning with the expected physical behavior.

6 Conclusion

We have presented a neural framework for joint parameter discovery and generative modeling of Hamiltonian systems. Our approach merges aspects of deep latent variable models and Hamiltonian Neural Networks. We evaluated our approach on noisy simple dynamical systems. Here we demonstrated that it discovered parameters akin to the underlying physical parameters and returned a Hamiltonian parameterization that generalized well with respect to the disentangled parameters. Our approach respected the conservation of energy constraint and outperformed a non-physically constrained baseline model. The baseline model struggled to extrapolate beyond the training interval and lost/gained energy. The conservation of energy constraint embedded in our model limits our approach to energy conserving systems. The decoder and auxiliary latent variables used in our approach could be modified to embed another constraint. For example, the decoder could be replaced with an even or odd network to embed an even or odd symmetry. We believe that merging physical constraint embedded neural networks and deep latent variable models can provide a strong framework for improving network interpretability and generalization ability.

References

[1] Yann LeCun, Yoshua Bengio, et al. Convolutional networks for images, speech, and time series. The handbook of brain theory and neural networks, 3361(10):1995, 1995.

[2] Alex Krizhevsky, Ilya Sutskever, and Geoffrey Hinton. Imagenet classification with deep convolutional neural networks. Neural Information Processing Systems, 25, 01 2012.

[3] Dengsheng Lu. A survey of image classification methods and techniques for improving classification performance. International Journal of Remote Sensing, 28:823 – 870, 03 2007.

[4] Tom B Brown, Benjamin Mann, Nick Ryder, Melanie Subbiah, Jared Kaplan, Prafulla Dhariwal, Arvind Neelakantan, Pranav Shyam, Girish Sastry, Amanda Askell, et al. Language models are few-shot learners. arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.14165, 2020.

[5] Matt Gardner, Joel Grus, Mark Neumann, Oyvind Tafjord, Pradeep Dasigi, Nelson Liu, Matthew Peters, Michael Schmitz, and Luke Zettlemoyer. Allennlp: A deep semantic natural language processing platform, 2018.

[6] Julia Hirschberg and Christopher D. Manning. Advances in natural language processing. Science, 349(6245):261–266, 2015.

[7] Andrew W Senior, Richard Evans, John Jumper, James Kirkpatrick, Laurent Sifre, Tim Green, Chongli Qin, Augustin Žídek, Alexander WR Nelson, Alex Bridgland, et al. Improved protein structure prediction using potentials from deep learning. Nature, 577(7792):706–710, 2020.

[8] Samuel Greydanus, Misko Dzamba, and Jason Yosinski. Hamiltonian neural networks. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 15379–15389, 2019.

[9] Marios Mattheakis, Pavlos Protopapas, David Sondak, Marco Di Giovanni, and Efthimios Kaxiras. Physical symmetries embedded in neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1904.08991, 2019.

[10] Peter Toth, Danilo Jimenez Rezende, Andrew Jaegle, Sébastien Racanière, Aleksandar Botev, and Irina Higgins.

Hamiltonian generative networks, 2020.

[11] Maziar Raissi, Paris Perdikaris, and George E Karniadakis. Physics-informed neural networks: A deep learning framework for solving forward and inverse problems involving nonlinear partial differential equations. Journal of Computational Physics, 378:686–707, 2019.

[12] Chen-Di Han, Bryan Glaz, Mulugeta Haile, and Ying-Cheng Lai. Adaptable hamiltonian neural networks, 2021.

[13] L.E. Reichl. A Modern Course in Statistical Physics. Physics textbook. Wiley, 2009.

[14] Fred Riewe. Nonconservative lagrangian and hamiltonian mechanics. Phys. Rev. E, 53:1890–1899, Feb 1996.

[15] A. M. Vinogradov and B. A. Kupershmidt. the Structures of Hamiltonian Mechanics. Russian Mathematical Surveys, 32(4):177–243, August 1977.

[16] Philippe De Wilde. Class of hamiltonian neural networks. Physical review. E, Statistical physics, plasmas, fluids, and related interdisciplinary topics, 47:1392–1396, 03 1993.

[17] Tom Bertalan, Felix Dietrich, Igor Mezić, and Ioannis G. Kevrekidis. On learning hamiltonian systems from data. Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, 29(12):121107, Dec 2019.

[18] Marios Mattheakis, David Sondak, Akshunna S Dogra, and Pavlos Protopapas. Hamiltonian neural networks for solving differential equations. arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.11107, 2020.

[19] Dougal Maclaurin, David Duvenaud, and Ryan P Adams. Autograd: Effortless gradients in numpy. In ICML 2015 AutoML Workshop, volume 238, page 5, 2015.

[20] Raban Iten, Tony Metger, Henrik Wilming, Lídia Del Rio, and Renato Renner. Discovering physical concepts with neural networks. Physical Review Letters, 124(1):010508, 2020.

[21] Kurt Hornik. Approximation capabilities of multilayer feedforward networks. Neural networks, 4(2):251–257, 1991.

[22] I. Higgins, Loïc Matthey, A. Pal, C. Burgess, Xavier Glorot, M. Botvinick, S. Mohamed, and Alexander Lerchner.

beta-vae: Learning basic visual concepts with a constrained variational framework. In ICLR, 2017.

[23] Diederik P Kingma and Max Welling. Auto-encoding variational bayes. arXiv preprint arXiv:1312.6114, 2013.

[24] Danilo Jimenez Rezende, Shakir Mohamed, and Daan Wierstra. Stochastic backpropagation and approximate inference in deep generative models. In International conference on machine learning, pages 1278–1286. PMLR, 2014.

[25] Djork-Arné Clevert, Thomas Unterthiner, and Sepp Hochreiter. Fast and accurate deep network learning by exponential linear units (elus). arXiv preprint arXiv:1511.07289, 2015.

[26] Adam Paszke, Sam Gross, Francisco Massa, Adam Lerer, James Bradbury, Gregory Chanan, Trevor Killeen, Zeming Lin, Natalia Gimelshein, Luca Antiga, et al. Pytorch: An imperative style, high-performance deep learning library. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.01703, 2019.

[27] Pauli Virtanen, Ralf Gommers, Travis E. Oliphant, Matt Haberland, Tyler Reddy, David Cournapeau, Evgeni Burovski, Pearu Peterson, Warren Weckesser, Jonathan Bright, Stéfan J. van der Walt, Matthew Brett, Joshua Wilson, K. Jarrod Millman, Nikolay Mayorov, Andrew R. J. Nelson, Eric Jones, Robert Kern, Eric Larson, C J Carey, İlhan Polat, Yu Feng, Eric W. Moore, Jake VanderPlas, Denis Laxalde, Josef Perktold, Robert Cimrman, Ian Henriksen, E. A. Quintero, Charles R. Harris, Anne M. Archibald, Antônio H. Ribeiro, Fabian Pedregosa, Paul van Mulbregt, and SciPy 1.0 Contributors. SciPy 1.0: Fundamental Algorithms for Scientific Computing in Python. Nature Methods, 17:261–272, 2020.

[28] Carl Runge. Über die numerische auflösung von differentialgleichungen. Mathematische Annalen, 46(2):167– 178, 1895.