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1 Motivations

Similar to other long-term credit assignment problems, memory control is diffi-
cult due to:

1. Lack of a principled motivation that drive the control besides error-driven
motivation

2. Gradient vanishing across long timesteps

3. Local optima introduced by backpropagation
We aim to overcome these challenges with:

e Introduce maximum contribution principle (1)

e Neural optimal control framework: hopefully solve (2)(3) and support (1)

2 Related ideas

Self-supervision is a classical concept. The current literature is based on gener-
ative principles. (1) Helmholtz machine [5] relies on a hypothesis that we need
a generation process to support recognition process. In particular, a generator
creates fantasy of hidden activations, from which the recognizer is trained after.
Alternatively, the generator is trained towards hidden activations driven by the
recognizer. The mechanism happens inside the neural network. (2) World model
[4] also aims to generate an imagination of the world, from which an agent can
be trained on in sequential setting. Both approaches take advantages of the
training signals from the fantasy created by the generator, which motivates the
system to learn even when task-driven training signal is not available. Both
minimize the discrepancy between fantasy and real activities.

We aim for the same goal, yet with different principle. Our principle is
based on contribution. We maximize the contribution, from which a fantasy
of optimal actions is imagined. The controller is trained towards these fantasy.
The learning in our approach alternates between backpropagation and optimal
control.



3 Formulate memory control as optimal control
problem

Recap universal memory control:
e The memory is controlled by the controller (parameterized as 6)

e At each timesteps, the memory controller generates control signal & (par-
tially using external (assume stochastic) inputs a;), update memory state
M; then repeat for future timesteps

e The memory control system of dynamics for an instance of a:

M1 = furite My, &) (1)
&1 = fo (freaa Mig1,&) , ar) (2)

and we normally want to minimize some loss function which is conditioned
on the final state of the dynamic marginalized over external inputs:

i d, (M
ggg . a( T,a) (3)

If we want to add motivation loss, the final loss function becomes,

IG%ICE)I (I)a (MT,CL) + ZZLt (gt,aa Mt,aa at) (4)
a a t

where ®, (Mr,) is the task (delayed, long-term) loss and Ly (§;,q, My q, at) is
the cost rate or motivation loss (intrinsic, energy,...) associated with external
variable a. The cost rate represents an internal motivation to minimize some
expected cost the agent is interested in. It should depends locally only the
current state and action.

For the sake of simplicity, the writing process is defined by the write-weight
wi’ = Dyé € RY, the update value v; = D,& € RP and erase value e, =
D.& € [0,1]7 as follows:

M1 =M,;o (E— wz“e;r) + wv,] (5)

where o is element-wise product, F is an N X D matrix of ones and the constant
binary matrices D,,,D,,, and D, indicate the elements of &; that will be allocated
to form w;’, v; and e;. We can rewrite the first dynamic in full form:

My = fi (Mg, &) = My o (E — D& (Deft)T> +D,& (D) " (6)
= Mt o (E - Dwgtft—rDJ) + Dwftét—rD;}r (7)

Basically, f; is convex over &;.



The read vector at timestep ¢-th can be written as r; = M;'—Hw{ = M:HDT&,
where M, wy are the data memory and the read weight, respectively. The con-
stant binary matrix D, indicates the elements of & that will be allocated to
form w;. Hence, the output of the RNN controller reads

ci+1 = Woo (Wxt_H +Uh; + V’I“t) (8)
=Woo (Waer + Uhy + VM1 D, &) (9)

This leads to a recursive equation 2 rewritten as,

§tr1 = W (10)
=WWoo (Wars1 + Uhy + VM D, &) (11)

— WW,0 (me + Uy +V (My o (E - Dy&& D)) +Du&e/ D)’ Drgt)
(12)

where {z;y1,h:} = ay and {We, W, W,U,V} = 0 (can vary through time as
6:).

There are two ways to cast the memory control to an optimal control prob-
lem.

(1) Use single state variable s, = [My.vectorize(), &), we can rewrite My =
(Dmst) .reshape() and & = Des; then the system of dynamics can be rewritten
as single dynamic over s;:

v

Spyr1 = [(Dmst) .reshape() o (E — Dy Desy (Dgst)—r Dj) + Dy Desy (Dgst)—r D'

WWooWair1 + Uhy + V (D, s) .reshape() o (E —DyDesy (DgSt)T DT)

+ DuDese (Desi) " DIDTDgst}
= f (st7 et)

Then the control signal is 6; to be optimized and the dynamic can be con-
trolled by optimal control theory [8]. However, it poses several challenges such
as 0; is very high dimensional and f (s¢,6;) is non-convex, hard to find global
optimum and # should vary through time as ; (not recurrent anymore, can use
NSM or other fast-weight to generate 6;).

(2) Only optimally control the first dynamic Eq. (1) and use neural network
to learn € that satisfies the second dynamic Eq. (2). It seems that no one has
tried this approach in deep learning before. Thus, we will propose to use this
as a new framework to learn memory optimal control.



4 Memory Optimal Control Framework

We wish to solve the following optimal control problem

mHLJ (gt,a) = Z(I)a (MT,a) + ZZLt (gt,a, Mt,av at)
a a t

&t,a€E
subject to:

Mt+1,a - ft (Mt,aagt,a) at = ﬁa acA (13)

For each instance of a, we can solve this optimal control problem using Pon-
tryagin’s Maximum Principle.

Theorem 1. Assume f; and ® be sufficiently smooth in M. Assume further that
for each t, the set {fr (M4, &) : £ € Zi} and {L: (M4, &, at) : € € 24} are conver.
Then, there exists co-state processes p* = {pzk it = I,T} and optimal solution
& = {ff it = ﬁ} such that the following holds for t = 1,T:

M, , =V,H, (Mf,pf+1,§f) ,M{ =M, (14)
p;kJrl =VmH, (M:’p:Jrl’&k) >p;“ =-Vo (MT) (15>
Ht (M:ap;—lag;) Z Ht (M;p;‘,—hgt) : vﬁ € Et (16)

where H is the Hamiltonian function: Hy : RNXP x RN*XDP =, 5 R by

Ht (M7pa§) :p'ft (M7§) _Lt (g?Maat) (17)

We can use method of successive approximations (MSA) to implement Pon-
tryagin’s Maximum Principle. Let assume given 6, a, we can find a possible
optimal set of control signal £&* = {52‘ 1t = ﬁ} thanks to MSA, we need to
learn 6 to be able to generate £*while satisfying Eq. (2). It maybe possible if a
true optimal set of control signal exists as 6 is basically a Turing Machine (it can
predict any sequence given strong supervision). The importance is 6 is given
with ground truth output £€* every timestep (no more delayed error signal), and
thus strongly supervised. We combine the MSA and Turing Machine training
into one algorithm (mini-batch version) 1.

The idea of the algorithm 1 is to alternatively find the control signal £* to
minimize the loss using global optimizer tool (Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle
is globally optimal given convexity) and find the parameter 0 to satisfy the dy-
namics given £*and external data. In other words, we want the Turing Machine
learn the optimal control solution. This may introduce some challenges:

e The computation cost of argmax operator. The cheapest way is to use

) OH, (M pk £k
gradient ascent: &FFt =¢F 4+ 3 d tg;fﬁ’a )
’ ’ t,a




Algorithm 1 Memory Optimal Control Framework

1: Sample B sequences of training data {xt’a :t=0, T}
2: for a =1,B do
3 Initialize £ = {¢), € 54 : ¢t =0,T — 1}

4 Initialize MJ ,, € M

5 for k =1,K do

6: for t=0,7 — 1 do

T Mf+1,a = ft (le‘iaﬁgf,a)

8: end for

9: p’%’a =-Vo (M%a,xT,a)

10: fort=T-1,0do

11: pftc,a = VmMmH; (Mf,a7pi€+1,a7§f,a>
12: end for

13: for t=0,7 —1do

14: f,:;l = argmaxees, H; (Mf,a’pf—&-l,a’ gf,a)
15: end for

16: end for

17: for t =0,7—1do

18: Etlil,a = f9 (fread (Mfaagt{(a) 7$t7a)
19: end for -
20: £§ = Zt:l gt{(a - ft{(a
21: 0=0-— a%
22: end for

e Initializing a set of control signals (hundreds of timesteps) then optimizing
seems very hard. We can ease it with a mix strategy:

— Optimize using optimal control for only a random subset £¢ C &*,
the other control signals are generated using Turing Machine
— Let’s Turing Machine optimize the loss function too

— If ¢* = (), it becomes normal training using backpropagation

5 Maximum Contribution Principle

Some motivations:

e It seems to have hidden relation to Free Energy Principle [2] and Least-
action Principle.

e The idea is simple: a rationale action is the one that on average contribute
to the final action (the one that associates with the error signal)

e Examples: we avoid to act randomly (contribution mean =0) or act no
thing (contribution = 0). Every action counts. It must direct toward the
final action. By doing so, the “energy” seems minimized.



e Contribution analysis is used recently:
— Contribution is used to measure memory capacity (first order deriva-
tive [7], second order derivative Fisher Information [3])

— Contribution is used to explain deep learning (how some visual fea-
ture affects output)

— Contribution is used in reward redistribution (TVT [6] uses memory
read weight as contribution, Rudder [1] uses Integrated Gradients as
contribution)

In memory control, the inner motivation is assumed to be Maximum Contribu-
tion Principle (MCP). The cost rate is defined as:

L; (ft,a, Mt,aa Clt) =-C (ft,a, §T,a) (18)

where C (&4, &r,) measures the contribution of & , towards & ,. Some obvious
bad controls that violate MCP:

e Do not use memory: &, =0, C(&.,q,ér,4) =0

e Overwritten: & , is overwritten by some & , with ¢’ > t, C (§,4,81.4) = 0.
When the memory is finite, overwriting is unavoidable. We need to choose
the least contribution to overwrite, this is aromatic when minimizing
357 —=C(&ta,ér,a). Current overwriting such as least-used is heuristic
a t

not optimal. Actually, overwriting to least-used memory slot loose rare
events.

However, C (§;,4,&r,q) is highly non-convex, hard to compute. We derive a lower

bound (easier to compute) for a class of contribution C (&,&r) = % for
n =1,2. It is easy to see that for n = 1,
r
— || 5L 1
C (&, ¢r) H 2%, (19)
O Oy
= 20
H Oty 0% (20
r ) H5’5t+k
> min 21
= (3§t+k & 2

where & > 0. In optimal control problem Eq. (13), omin (%) is independent

+k
from &. The contribution to the last action can be maximized by maximizing

the contribution to some future action. The simplest bound is:

a&t—i—l,a

8gt,a (22)

Ly (ft,ayMt,m at) = - H




This bound is simple to compute and likely to be convex, which guarantees the
global optimum of using Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle.

For other classes of contribution, if we want to avoid computing C (§¢.q,&7.4),
we may want to learn a neural approximation for this term. Given & 4, we can
train a (convex) neural network C, to predict C (&.4,&7.4). As we can collect
the true C (&;,q,&r,4) when we observe {1, and &, is actually a function of
&t,q, the learning is doable. The the cost rate becomes:

L (ft,m Mt,a7 at) = —é¢ (ft,a) (23)
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