arXiv:2501.16521v2 [math.OC] 6 Feb 2025

ON CHARACTERIZING OPTIMAL LEARNING TRAJECTORIES IN A CLASS OF LEARNING PROBLEMS

GETACHEW K. BEFEKADU

Abstract. In this brief paper, we provide a mathematical framework that exploits the relationship between the maximum principle and dynamic programming for characterizing optimal learning trajectories in a class of learning problem, which is related to point estimations for modeling of high-dimensional nonlinear functions. Here, such characterization for the optimal learning trajectories is associated with the solution of an optimal control problem for a weakly-controlled gradient system with small parameters, whose time-evolution is guided by a model training dataset and its perturbed version, while the optimization problem consists of a cost functional that summarizes how to gauge the quality/performance of the estimated model parameters at a certain fixed final time w.r.t. a model validating dataset. Moreover, using a successive Galerkin approximation method, we provide an algorithmic recipe how to construct the corresponding optimal learning trajectories leading to the optimal estimated model parameters for such a class of learning problem.

Key words. Dynamic programming, Galerkin method, generalization, Hamiltonian function, optimal control problem, optimal learning trajectories, Pontryagin’s maximum principle, successive approximation method.

1. Statement of the problem. In this section, we formally present our problem statement and describe the underlying core concepts that will allow us to provide a framework based on the relationship between the maximum principle and dynamic programming for characterizing the optimal learning trajectories in a class of learning problem.^1

Here, we consider a class of learning problem, in which the learning algorithm’s generalization performance is associated with an optimal control problem

J^ϵ[u] = Φ ( θ^ϵ(T ), Z^{(2)} ) → min u(t)∈U a.e. in t∈[0,T ] (1.1)

over all solutions of the following weakly-controlled gradient system with small parameters

θ̇^ϵ(t) = −∇J_0(θ^ϵ(t), Z^{(1)}) + ϵD(θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)})u(t), a.e. in t ∈ [0, T ], θ^ϵ(0) = θ_0, (1.2)

where the problem statement consists of the following core concepts and general assumptions:

(a). Datasets: We are given two datasets, i.e., Z^{(k)} = { (x^{(k)}_i , y^{(k)}_i ) }_{mk} i=1, each with data size of m_k, for k = 1, 2. These datasets, i.e., Z^{(1)} and Z^{(2)}, may be generated from a given original dataset Z^{(0)} = { (x^{(0)}_i , y^{(0)}_i ) }_{m0} i=1 by means of bootstrapping with/without replacement. Here, we assume that the first dataset Z^{(1)} = { (x^{(1)}_i , y^{(1)}_i ) }_{m1} i=1 will be used for model training purpose, while the second dataset Z^{(2)} = { (x^{(2)}_i , y^{(2)}_i ) }_{m2} i=1 will be used for evaluating the quality of the estimated model parameter. Moreover, the perturbed dataset Z̃^{(1)} (which is associated with the nonlinear term D in the system dynamics) is obtained by adding small random noise, i.e., Z̃^{(1)} = { (x^{(1)}_i , ỹ^{(1)}_i ) }_{m1} i=1, with ỹ^{(1)}_i = y^{(1)}_i + ε_i and ε_i ∼ N (0, σ^2), for i = 1, 2, . . . , m_1, with small variance σ^2.

1Some numerical works using the proposed frameworks have been done and detailed results will be presented elsewhere.

(b). Learning algorithm via weakly-controlled gradient systems with small parameters:

We are tasked to find for a parameter θ ∈ Θ, from a finite-dimensional parameter space R^p (i.e., Θ ⊂ R^p ), such that the function h_θ(x) ∈ H, i.e., from a given class of hypothesis function space H, describes best the corresponding model training dataset as well as predicts well with reasonable expectation on a different model validating dataset. Here, the search for an optimal parameter θ^∗ ∈ Θ ⊂ R^p can be associated with a weakly controlled-gradient system of Equation (1.2), whose time-evolution is guided by the model training dataset Z^{(1)} and its perturbed version Z̃^{(1)}, i.e., θ̇^ϵ(t) = −∇J_0(θ^ϵ(t), Z^{(1)}) + ϵD(θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)})u(t), where J_0 ( θ, Z^{(1)} ) =^1_{m1} ∑_{m1} i=1 ℓ ( h_θ(x^{(1)}_i ), y^{(1)}_i ) , and ℓ is a suitable loss function that quantifies the lack-of-fit between the model and the datasets. Moreover, u(t) is a realvalued admissible control function from a compact set U ⊂ R^p entering into the system dynamics through the nonlinear term D.^2 The parameter ϵ is a small positive number and the nonlinear term D is given by D ( θ, Z̃^{(1)} ) = diag {( ∂J_0 ( θ, Z̃^{(1)} ) /∂θ_1 )_2 , ( ∂J_0 ( θ, Z̃^{(1)} ) /∂θ_2 )_2 , . . . , ( ∂J_0 ( θ, Z̃^{(1)} ) /∂θ_p )_2} . Note that the small random noise ε_i ∼ N (0, σ^2), for i = 1, 2, . . . , m_1, with small variance σ^2, in the dataset Z̃^{(1)} will provide a dithering effect^3, i.e., causing some distortion to the model training dataset Z^{(1)} so that the control u(t) will have more effect on the learning dynamics.^4

(c). Optimal control problem: For a given ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ_{max}), determine an admissible optimal control u(t) ∈ U, a.e. in t ∈ [0, T ], that minimizes the following cost functional

J^ϵ[u] = Φ ( θ^ϵ(T ), Z^{(2)} ) , s.t. Equation (1.2),

where Φ ( θ, Z^{(2)} ) is a scalar function that depends on the model validating dataset Z^{(2)}.

Note that the optimal control problem together with the above weakly-controlled gradient system provides a mathematical apparatus how to improve generalization performance in such a class of learning problems.^5

(d). General assumptions: Throughout this paper, we assume the following conditions: (i) the set U is compact in R^p and the final time T is fixed, (ii) the function Φ ( θ, Z^{(2)} ) is locally Lipschitz, and (iii) for any ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ_{max}) and all admissible bounded controls

2Note that the control function u(t) is admissible if it is measurable and u(t) ∈ U ⊂ R^p for all t ∈ [0, T ]. 3For example, we can set the standard deviation σ = c‖y_i‖_∞ of the maximal training dataset, where c > 0 is a weighted noise level such as 1%, 5% or 10%.

4In Equation (1.2) above, the weakly controlled-gradient system with small parameter can be expressed as follows: θ̇^ϵ_i (t) = −∂J_0(θ^ϵ(t), Z^{(1)})/∂θ_i + ϵ(∂J_0(θ, Z̃^{(1)})/∂θ_i)^2u_i(t), i = 1, 2, . . . , p, where the i^{th}-control u_i(t), with i = 1, 2, . . . , p, enters into the system dynamics through the nonlinear term ϵ ( ∂J_0 ( θ, Z̃^{(1)} ) /∂θ_i )_2

(see [1] for additional discussions, but in the context of perturbation theory). 5In this paper, we consider the following locally Lipschitz cost function Φ ( θ, Z^{(2)} ) = ( 1/m_2 ) ∑m_2 i=1 ℓ ( h_θ (x^{(2)}_i ), y^{(2)}_i ) , w.r.t. the model training dataset Z^{(2)},

as a cost functional J^ϵ[u] that serves as a measure for evaluating the quality of the estimated optimal parameter θ^∗ = θ^ϵ(T ), i.e., when θ^ϵ(t) is evaluated at a certain fixed time T .

u(t) from U a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], the solution θ^ϵ(t) for all t ∈ [0, T ] which corresponds to the weakly-controlled gradient system of Equation (1.2) starting from an initial condition θ^ϵ(0) = θ_0, exists and bounded.^6.

In what follows, we assume that there exists an admissible optimal control u(t) ∈ U a.e. in t ∈ [0, T ] and for ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ_{max}). Then, the necessary optimality conditions for the optimal control problem with weakly-controlled gradient system satisfy the following Euler-Lagrange critical point equations

θ̇^ϵ(t) = ∂H^ϵ ( θ^ϵ(t), p^ϵ(t), u(t) ) ∂p , = −∇J_0 ( θ^ϵ(t), Z^{(1)} ) + ϵD ( θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)} ) u(t), θ^ϵ(0) = θ_0, (1.3)

ṗ^ϵ(t) = − ∂H^ϵ ( θ^ϵ(t), p^ϵ(t), u(t) ) ∂θ , = ∇^2J_0 ( θ^ϵ(t), Z^{(1)} ) p^ϵ(t) − ϵu^T (t)∇^2J_0 ( θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)} ) D ( θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)} ) p^ϵ(t), p^ϵ(T ) = −∇Φ ( θ^ϵ(T ), Z^{(2)} ) , (1.4)

u(t) = arg max H^ϵ ( θ^ϵ(t), p^ϵ(t), u(t) ) , u(t) ∈ U a.e. in t ∈ [0, T ], (1.5)

where the Hamiltonian function H^ϵ is given by H^ϵ ( θ, p, u ) = ⟨ p, −∇J_0 ( θ, Z^{(1)} ) + ϵD ( θ, Z̃^{(1)} ) u ⟩ (1.6)

and such optimality conditions are the direct consequence of the Pontryagin’s maximum principle (e.g., see [3] for additional discussions on the first-order necessary optimality conditions; see also [4] for related discussions in the context of learning). In the following section, we attempt to relate the above Euler-Lagrange critical point equations with that of the dynamic programming principle for characterizing the optimal learning trajectories for such a class of learning problem. Moreover, using a Galerkin method, we provide approximation solutions corresponding the optimal learning trajectories leading to the optimal estimated model parameters.

2. Main results. In this section, we exploit the relationship between the maximum principle and that of the dynamic programming principle for characterizing the optimal learning trajectories in a class of learning problem. First, let us restate the above Euler-Lagrange critical point equations to have a more useful form that will allow us to characterize the optimal trajectories for the optimization problem in Equation (1.1) with a weakly-controlled gradient system of Equation (1.2) leading to the optimal estimated model parameters.

PROPOSITION 2.1. Suppose that the general assumptions in Section 1 hold true. Then, the trajectory pair (¯ θ^ϵ, ū ) of the weakly-controlled gradient system with a small parameter in Equation (1.2), with θ̄^ϵ(0) = θ_0, is optimal for the optimization problem in Equation (1.1) if and only if the solution for the adjoint system equation p^ϵ : [0, T ] → R^p , i.e.,

−ṗ^ϵ(t) = ⟨ −∇^2J_0 (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z^{(1)} ) + ϵū^T (t)∇^2J_0 (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)} ) D (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)} ) , p^ϵ(t) ⟩ , p^ϵ(T ) = −∇Φ (¯ θ^ϵ(T ), Z^{(2)} ) (2.1)

6For such an optimal control problem, these assumptions are sufficient for the existence of a nonempty compact reachable set R(θ_0) ⊂ Θ, for some admissible controls on [0, T ] that belongs to U, starting from an initial point θ^ϵ(0) = θ_0 (e.g., see [2] for related discussions on the Filippov’s theorem providing a sufficient condition for compactness of the reachable set).

satisfies the maximum principle ( p^ϵ(t), −∇J_0 (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z^{(1)} ) + ϵD (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)} ) ū(t) ) = sup u(t)∈U ⟨ −∇^2J_0 (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z^{(1)} ) + ϵD (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)} ) ∇^2J_0 (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)} ) u(t), p^ϵ(t) ⟩ , a.e. in t ∈ [0, T ]. (2.2)

Moreover, the optimal estimated parameters θ^∗ can be recovered from

θ^∗ = θ̄^ϵ(T ). (2.3)

Note that our interest is to relate the adjoint system equation in Equation (2.1), which appears in the maximum principle, to that of the value function V (t, θ) arising from the dynamic programming principle, which is associated with perturbations in initial time and state of optimal control problem in Equations (1.1) and (1.2). Recall that the dynamic programming principle is mainly concerned with the properties of the value function V (t, θ) and its characterization as a solution of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) partial differential equation. That is, −p^ϵ(t) = ∇_θV (t, θ̄^ϵ(t)), for all t ∈ [0, T ], (2.4)

where

V (0, θ̄^ϵ(0)) = inf { Φ (¯ θ^ϵ(T ) ) |¯ θ^ϵ(t) is the solution of Equation (1.2) on [0, T ], θ̄^ϵ(0) = θ_0 } . (2.5)

REMARK 1. Note that Equation (2.4) holds true if the value function V (·, ·) is smooth and continuously differentiable. However, in most cases such an assumption may not hold (see [5] and [6] for additional discussions). On the other hand, if the value function is Lipschitz continuous for each t ∈ [0, T ], then we can replace by the differential inclusion −p^ϵ(t) ∈ ∇_θV (t, θ̄^ϵ(t)) for all t ∈ [0, T ].

A successive Galerkin approximation method. In this subsection, we provide an algorithmic recipe how to construct the corresponding optimal learning trajectories leading to the optimal estimated model parameters for such a class of learning problem. Here, our focus is to approximate the Euler-Lagrange critical point equations using a Galerkin method, so that we can solve numerically by the method of successive approximations. In order to this, we choose a set of N basis functions {ψ_j (t)}^N_{j=1} and we assume that the admissible control u(t) for all t ∈ [0, T ], can be expressed as

u_i(t) = ∑_N j=1 c_{ij} ψ_j (t), i = 1, 2, . . . , p, where the coefficients c_{ij} ∈ R for i = 1, 2, . . . , p and j = 1, 2, . . . , N, are unknown and to be determined by the method of successive approximations. Note that we can rewrite the above equation in a more compact form as u(t) = CΨ(t), where C = ( c_{ij} ) , i = 1, 2, . . . , p, j = 1, 2, . . . , N, and Ψ(t) = [ ψ_1(t), ψ_2(t), . . . , ψ_N (t) ]_T , for t ∈ [0, T ]. Suppose that θ̄^ϵ(t), p^ϵ(t) for all t ∈ [0, T ], with an admissible optimal control ū(t) = C̄Ψ(t), are associated with the maximum principle of Equation (2.2), where C̄ satisfies ( p^ϵ(t), −∇J_0 (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z^{(1)} ) + ϵD (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)} ) ū(t) ) = max c_{ij} ∈R, i=1,2,...,p j=1,2,...,N ⟨ −∇^2J_0 (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z^{(1)} ) + ϵD (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)} ) ∇^2J_0 (¯ θ^ϵ(t), Z̃^{(1)} ) CΨ(t), p^ϵ(t) ⟩ .

Finally, the following generic algorithm can be used to construct the corresponding optimal learning trajectories leading to the optimal estimated model parameters for such a class of learning problem.

ALGORITHM: A successive Galerkin approximation method

0. Initialize: c^0_{ij} , for all i = 1, 2, . . . , p and j = 1, 2, . . . , N.

1. Using the admissible control ū^k(t) = C^kΨ(t), i.e., ū^k_i (t) = ∑_N j=1 c^k_{ij} ψi(t), with i = 1, 2, . . . , p, for t ∈ [0, T ], solve both the forward and backward-equations in Equations (1.3) and (1.4).

2. Then, update the admissible control ū^{k+1}(t) = C^{k+1}Ψ(t) using

ū^{k+1}_i (t) = N∑ j=1 c^{k+1}_{ij} ψi(t), i = 1, 2, . . . , p, where c^{k+1}_{ij} = c^k_{ij} + γij δH^ϵ δcij , j = 1, 2, . . . , N and γij ∈ [0, 1] (see also Equations (1.5) and (2.2)).

3. With the updated admissible control ū^{k+1}(t), repeat Steps 1 and 2, until convergence, i.e., ‖∑_p i=1 ∑_N j=1 δH^ϵ/δcij ‖ ≤ ϵ_{tol}, for some error tolerance ϵ_{tol} > 0.^7

10. Output: Return the optimal estimated parameter value θ^∗ = θ̄^ϵ(T ).

REFERENCES

[1] G.K. Befekadu. On improving generalization in a class of learning problems with the method of small parameters for weakly-controlled optimal gradient systems. arXiv:2412.08772 [math.OC], 2024. Available at https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2412.08772.

[2] D. Liberzon. Calculus of variations and optimal control theory. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2012.

[3] L.S. Pontryagin, V. Boltianski, R. Gamkrelidze, & E. Mitchtchenko. The mathematical theory of optimal processes. John Wiley & Sons, New York, 1962.

[4] G.K. Befekadu. A successive approximation method in functional spaces for hierarchical optimal control problems and its application to learning. arXiv:2410.20617 [math.OC], 2024. Available at https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2410.20617 [5] H. Fleming & R.W. Rishel. Deterministic and stochastic optimal control. Springer, New York, 1975. [6] F.H. Clarke & R.B. Vinter. The relationship between the maximum principle and dynamic programming.

SIAM J. Control Optim., vol. 25(5), 1291–1311, 1987.

7Note that the algorithm terminates, when ‖ū^{k+1}(t) − ū^k(t)‖ < ϵ_{tol} which also implies ū^{k+1}(t) ≈ ū(t).