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Abstract. In this paper we devise a deep learning algorithm to find non-trivial zeros of Fokker-Planck operators when
the drift is non-solenoidal. We demonstrate the efficacy of our algorithm for problem dimensions ranging from 2 to 10. This
method scales linearly with dimension in memory usage. In the problems we studied, overall computational time seems to scale
approximately quadratically with dimension. We present results that indicate the potential of this method to produce better
approximations compared to Monte Carlo methods, for the same overall sample sizes, even in low dimensions. Unlike the Monte
Carlo methods, the deep network method gives a functional form of the solution. We also demonstrate that the associated loss
function is strongly correlated with the distance from the true solution, thus providing a strong numerical justification for the
algorithm. Moreover, this relation seems to be linear asymptotically for small values of the loss function.

1. Introduction. Many real world problems can be modelled as the response of nonlinear systems to
random excitations and such systems have been a topic of interest for a long time. Stochastic differential
equations (SDE) provide the natural language for describing many of these systems. Although SDEs have
their origins in the study of Brownian motion by Einstein and Smoluchowski, it was Itô who first developed
the mathematical theory. Since then SDEs have extensively appeared in physics [35, 66, 23], biology [1],
mathematical finance [14, 24], and many other fields [48, 16]. The probability density associated with an
Itô SDE evolves in time according to a Fokker-Planck equation (FPE) or Kolmogorov forward equation. A
stationary FPE (SFPE) can be solved analytically when the corresponding Itô SDE has a drift term that
can be represented as the gradient of some potential [59]. But the same is not true when the drift is not of
the aforementioned form. In either of these two cases, the time-dependent FPE does not admit a closed form
solution in general even when the drift is integrable, thus requiring numerical solutions in most cases. One
of the main challenges for numerical solutions of FPE is that the solution of an FPE is a probability density,
which requires an integral condition for normalization, which is extremely hard to implement in dimensions
larger than two.

In recent times deep learning has been successfully used to solve high-dimensional PDEs [65, 19, 57].
Although universal approximation theorems [54, 40, 12, 32, 13, 46] guarantee existence of neural networks
that approximate the true solution well, due to the non-convex nature of loss functions one can not guarantee
convergence of neural networks to the true solution during training in many instances [34, 3]. Moreover,
these methods are almost always used for PDEs with boundary conditions not containing integral terms
which makes applying them for FPEs challenging. Despite many such issues faced by deep learning solutions
to PDEs, it is a worthwhile paradigm to work in while dealing with high-dimensional PDEs for a variety of
reasons, some of this are as follows. Most deep learning methods are mesh-free [5] and have the potential
to deal with the curse of dimensionality much better than classical methods [10]. Moreover, some of them
focus on computing pointwise solutions to PDEs [19] which albeit non-standard, might be the only practical
and efficient approach in high dimensions.

The goal of this paper is to devise a reliable, mesh-free deep learning algorithm to solve high-dimensional
stationary FPE, i.e., to find non-trivial zeros of Fokker-Planck operators, as explained in detail in the next
section. In a sequel [44], we devise a method for solving high-dimensional time-dependent FPEs using
these zeros. The deep networks we use are the well-known LSTM which are discussed in section 6. We
demonstrate the efficacy of this method using examples, described in section 3, where the underlying ODE
system possesses a global attractor. Some of these systems are often used to make simple models in the
earth sciences and provide ideal test cases for non-linear filtering algorithms [8]. The results are discussed
in section 7. We solve 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 10 dimensional problems with our method, in order to explore how
our method scales with dimension. We compare our method with Monte Carlo solutions for d = 2. In the
specific examples where an analytical solution is known, we also investigate how the loss function that is
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minimized during the training of the deep network and the distance of the the true solution from the solution
represented by the network are related to each other.

2. Problem statement. In this paper we are interested in the stationary Fokker-Planck equation

Lp def
= −

d∑
i=1

∂(µip)

∂xi
+

d∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

∂(Dijp)

∂xi∂xj
= 0, x ∈ Rd , (2.1)∫

Rd

p(x) dx = 1, p(x) ≥ 0 ∀ x ∈ Rd .

Here µ ∈ C1(Rd;Rd) is a non-solenoidal vector field, i.e., ∇ · µ ̸≡ 0 in Rd and σ ∈ C(Rd;Rd×d) is a matrix-
valued function such that D = 1

2σσ
⊤ is positive-definite. The operator L is known as the Fokker-Planck

operator (FPO). The goal of this work is to devise an algorithm to find a non-trivial zero of L in a mesh-free
manner that works well in dimensions that are challenging for classical PDE-solvers. The motivations behind
choosing to find a non-trivial zero of L rather than solving (2.1), as well as the motivation for restriction to
non-solenoidal vector fields µ, are as follows.

• Numerical integration suffers from the curse of dimensionality [20] and consequently the normaliza-
tion constraint is extremely challenging to compute in high dimensions.

• One of the motivations is to devise an algorithm to solve time-dependent FPEs with unique solutions.
We describe in a subsequent work [43], a method to find the normalized solution to the time-
dependent FPE that uses a non-trivial zero of L, even if is may be unnormalized.

• When µ is solenoidal, every constant function is a (unnormalized) zero of L. In this case, we show
in [43] that if the corresponding time-dependent FPE has a unique solution, it may be obtained
without using a non-trivial zero of L to calculate it. Hence we focus on non-solenoidal vector fields
in this paper.

• Lastly, rather than trying to force normalization during the computation of a non-trivial zero, it
is much more economical to integrate the zero at the end to find the normalization constant at a
one-time cost. Quasi Monte Carlo [36] or deep learning methods like i-flow [15] can be used for this
purpose.

Although our method is valid for any matrix-valued σ that gives rise to a positive definite D, in the
demonstrations we use the form σ = aId where a is a positive constant and Id is the d× d identity matrix.
This allows us to abuse notation and use σ and D as scalar quantities. With this simplification our equation
becomes,

Lp = −∇ · (µp) +D∆p = 0 . (2.2)

where ∆ is the Laplacian operator.
Since we approximate a solution to (2.2) with a neural network, it is sensible to consider strong solutions.

We therefore restrict our search space of functions to W 1,2
loc (Rd)∩C2(Rd). Since the superscripts for Sobolev

spaces have been used interchangeably in literature, to avoid confusion we define W 1,2(Rd) as

W 1,2(Rd)
def
= {f ∈ L2(Rd) : ∥∇f∥2 ∈ L2(Rd)} . (2.3)

Sobolev spaces are frequently encountered while studying elliptic PDEs and therefore are very well-studied [6,
27]. This choice of function space enables us to prove uniqueness of solutions to the SFPEs that we will
encounter in this paper, as described in detail in appendix 9.1. Moreover, density of arbitrary-size neural
networks in the space of continuous functions [54] and non-closedness of fixed-size neural networks in Sobolev
spaces [42] are good justifications for our algorithm, as discussed in greater detail in section 5.2, making
W 1,2

loc (Rd) ∩ C2(Rd) an ideal function space to work with.
As mentioned earlier, one of the motivations for studying the SFPE is to device methods to find solutions

of time-dependent FPE which occur quite often when studying time evolution of probability densities of
random dynamical systems governed by stochastic differential equations of the form

x(t) = x(0) +

∫ t

0

µ(x(s))ds+

∫ t

0

σ(x(s))dW (s) , (2.4)
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where W (s) is a d-dimensional Brownian motion. We also refer to the related ODE system ẋ = µ(x) as the
associated deterministic system and discuss the relation between the properties of this ODE, in particular,
presence of a global attractor, and the solution of the SPFE.

3. Examples. From an algorithmic perspective, it is important to have access to a class of equations
on which our algorithm can be validated easily. Since classical methods do not work satisfactorily for our
problem dimensions, the validating examples we use are those for which the analytical solutions are known.
In addition to these examples, we also present results for which analytical solutions are not known. These
example problems are described in this section.

3.1. Gradient systems. We first describe a very large class of systems for which analytical solutions
can be written down, so that they can be used to validate the algorithms we propose. This class consists of
equations where the drift µ can be written as the gradient of a potential function,

µ = −∇V . (3.1)

It is easy to verify that p given below is a solution in this special case.

p = c exp

(
−V

D

)
. (3.2)

We refer to a system satisfying (3.1) as a gradient system. In this paper we use the following gradient systems
to validate our algorithm in high dimensions.

3.1.1. 2D ring system. For d = 2, V = (x2 + y2 − 1)2, and µ = −∇V , we get the following SFPE,

4(x2 + y2 − 1)

(
x
∂p

∂x
+ y

∂p

∂y

)
+ 8(2x2 + 2y2 − 1)p+D∆p = 0 . (3.3)

This system possesses a unique solution concentrated around the unit circle. The proof of uniqueness using
the method of Lyapunov functions is given in the appendix 9.1.2. The corresponding ODE system has the
unit circle as a global attractor. This is a recurring theme in all of our example problems. Such systems
with attractors are of great interest in the study of dynamical systems [49] as well as filtering theory [31].
We solve this system for D = 1.

3.1.2. 2nD ring system. We can daisy-chain the previous system to build decoupled systems in higher
dimensions. In this case the potential is given by

V (x) =

d
2−1∑
i=0

(x2
2i + x2

2i+1 − 1)2 , d = 2n . (3.4)

Since our algorithm does not differentiate between coupled and decoupled systems, this example serves as
a great high-dimensional test case. In a subsequent work [43], we show how to solve the time-dependent
FPEs with a method that is intimately related to the method presented in this paper, and this system,
being a decoupled high-dimensional system, presents a great way to verify the time-dependent algorithm.
This is important since analytical solutions for time-dependent FPEs are not known in general even for
gradient systems. Uniqueness of solution for the 2nD ring system directly follows from the uniqueness of
solution for the 2D ring system, again thanks to its decoupled nature. In this paper, we solve this system
for d = 2, 4, 6, 8, 10 and with the choice of diffusion parameter D = 1.

3.2. Non-gradient Systems. Not all the drifts µ can however be represented as the gradient of a
potential. We call the systems belonging to this complementary class, non-gradient systems. Analytic
solutions for these systems are not known in general. Two examples of such systems that we use in this
paper are described below.

Since analytic solutions for non-gradient systems are not known, we restrict our attention to d = 3 in
this case. This is a dimension that can be reliably tackled with Monte Carlo simulations for comparison at a
reasonable computational cost. See 9.2 for a description of the Monte Carlo algorithm that we use for such
comparisons.
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Figure 3.1. Attractors for non-gradient examples

3.2.1. Noisy Lorenz-63 system. A famous example is the Lorenz-63 ODE system, first proposed by
Edward Lorenz [39] as an oversimplified model for atmospheric convection, with the drift µ given by

µ = [α(y − x), x(ρ− z)− y, xy − βz]⊤ , (3.5)

α = 10 , β =
8

3
, ρ = 28 . (3.6)

The well-known butterfly attractor associated with the corresponding ODE is shown in figure 3.1. This
system and its variants like Lorenz-96 have become staple test problems in the field of data assimilation [8, 73].
We use the standard parameters to define the drift and solve the system for D = 50. This choice is motivated
by the fact that this system already appears as a test case in [9]. With the choice of the drift µ(x) given
above, the SFPE (2.1) has a unique solution – for a proof see appendix 9.1.3.

3.2.2. Noisy Thomas system. Another example of a non-gradient system that we study is one for
which the deterministic version was proposed by René Thomas [68]. It is a 3-dimensional system with cyclical
symmetry in the three coordinates x, y, z and the corresponding ODE system has a strange attractor which
is depicted in figure 3.1. We solve this system for D = 1. The SFPE for this problem also has a unique
solution – for a proof see appendix 9.1.4.

µ = [sin y − bx, sin z − by, sinx− by]⊤ , b = 0.2 . (3.7)

4. Previous works. An extensive amount of work has been done on the topic of numerically solving
Fokker-Planck equations. A large numer of these works are based on traditional PDE solving techniques
such as finite difference [4, 71, 62] and finite element [47, 45] methods. For a comparison of these traditional
methods we refer the reader to the comparative study [53] by Pitcher et al. where the methods have been
applied to 2 and 3 dimensional examples.

In recent times efforts have been made to devise methods that are applicable in dimensions higher than
3. Tensor decomposition methods [18, 30] are an important toolkit while dealing with high-dimensional
problems and they are proving to be useful in designing numerical solvers for PDEs [2, 33]. For stationary
Fokker-Planck equations, Sun and Kumar [67] proposed a tensor decomposition and Chebyshev spectral
differentiation based method. In this method drift functions are approximated with a sum of functions that
are separable in spatial variables, an well-established paradigm for solving PDEs. The differential operator
for the stationary FPE is then discretized and finally a least squares problem is solved to find the final
solution. The normalization is enforced via addition of a penalty term in the optimization problem. The
high-dimensional integral for the normalization constraint in this method is replaced with products of one
dimensional integrals and therefore becomes computable.
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Chen and Majda [9] proposed a hybrid method that utilizes both kernel and sample based density
approximation to solve FPEs that originate from a specific type of SDE referred to as a conditional Gaussian
model. The special structure of the SDE allows one to approximate the marginal of a subset of variables as a
Gaussian mixture with parameters that satisfy auxiliary SDEs while the marginal of the remaining variables
is approximated with a non-parametric kernel based method. Finally the joint distribution is computed
with a hybrid expression. Using this method Chen and Majda computed the solution to a 6 dimensional
conceptual model for turbulence. Note that, among our examples only L63 falls under this special structure.

In recent years machine learning has also been applied to solve SFPEs. Xu et al [72] solved two and
three dimensional stationary FPEs with deep learning. Their method enforced normalization via a penalty
term in the loss function that represented a Monte-Carlo estimate of the solution. Although simple and
effective in lower dimensions, this normalization strategy loses effectiveness in higher dimensions. Zhai et
al [75] have proposed a combination of deep learning and Monte-Carlo method to solve stationary FPEs.
The normalization constraint here is replaced with a regularizing term in the loss function which tries to
make sure the final solution is close to a pre-computed Monte-Carlo solution. This strategy is more effective
than having to approximate high-dimensional integrals and the authors successfully apply their method on
Chen and Majda’s 6 dimensional example.

5. Overview of deep learning. In this section we describe the general process of learning a solution
to a partial differential equation. The strategy described here will be an integral part of the final algorithm.
Machine learning solutions to PDEs can refer to any of the many different scenarios such as super-resolution or
using classical grid-based solutions to approximate solutions on finer grids [37], extension of domain or using
classical numerical solutions to approximate solutions on previously unexplored domains [50], interpolation or
extrapolation in parameters of the PDEs i.e. approximating solutions for previously unexplored parameters
of the PDE [38, 25], learning pointwise solutions to PDEs using associated SDEs [19], learning solutions to
PDEs globally with a functional form [65] etc. Note that, in a lot of these scenarios one uses supervised
learning to extend solutions computed with classical methods. These setups are therefore suitable only for
low-dimensional problems. Since one of our goals is to solve high-dimensional problems for which classical
numerical methods are prohibitively time or memory-consuming, in this work we use unsupervised learning
where we do not have access to any pre-computed solutions.

Most previous works [5, 65, 74, 57] in this unsupervised scenario deal with PDEs with boundary condi-
tions, of the type (5.1), and hence this section is focused on such equations, rather than our problem (2.1)
which has no boundary conditions but a normalization condition. In particular, we discuss in this section
the general physics-informed methodology that has been used to solve a generic time-independent PDE (5.1)
with a Dirichlet boundary condition. The interested reader can see [57, 5, 65] for more discussions. In the
next few subsections we keep simplifying our PDE problem until it finally becomes solvable on a computer.

5.1. From PDE to optimization problem. In the context of machine learning, learning refers to
solving an optimization problem. So to solve our PDE with deep learning we first transform it into an
optimization problem. For this purpose, we recall the 2nd order PDE we want to solve can be written as

Lf(x) = 0, x ∈ Ω , and f(x) = g(x), x ∈ ∂Ω , (5.1)

and we are interested in finding a solution in W 1,2
loc (Ω) ∩ C2(Ω). Instead of trying to solve (5.1) a popular

strategy is to try to solve the following problem (see for example [65]),

f∗ = arg inf
f∈W 1,2

loc (Ω)∩C2(Ω)

[∫
Ω

(Lf)2 +
∫
∂Ω

(f − g)2
]
. (5.2)

The choice of function space ensures one-to-one correspondence between the solutions of the PDE and the
optimization problem.

5.2. From infinite-dimensional search space to finite-dimensional search space. To solve a
problem on a machine with finite resources we need to find a finite dimensional (and in fact, a finite)
approximation of the infinite dimensional aspects of the problem. We then solve the approximate, finite
problem and preferably also estimate how well the finite solution approximates the solution to the original
problem.
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In particular, we will replace our search spaceW 1,2
loc (Ω)∩C2(Ω) with a finite dimensional one by appealing

to universal approximation theorems that say that neural networks of even the simplest architectures are
dense in continuous functions, see for example theorem 3.2 in [26] or proposition 3.7 in [54]. Universal
approximation theorems typically allow networks to have either arbitrary depth or arbitrary width in order
to achieve density [54], [12]. But the sets of neural networks with arbitrary depth or width are still infinite
dimensional and therefore are infeasible to work with. In practice, we fix an architecture A with a fixed
number of layers and trainable parameters and work with the following set instead.

SA
def
= {nA

θ : θ ∈ RC} . (5.3)

Here nA
θ is a network with architecture A with trainable parameters θ and C is the total number of trainable

parameters or the size of θ. Since C is fixed, SA has a one-to-one correspondence with RC and therefore
is finite-dimensional. Note that, one can impose restrictions on the parameters of the network for example,
by regularizing them [63] or fixing a subset of them [76]. In such cases SA might only have a one-to-one
correspondence with a subset of Rd but we do not consider such cases in this work. Even though we lose the
density argument while working with θ of fixed size, in recent times it has been shown that sets like SA are
not closed in W 1,2(Ω) and nA

θ can be used as a good function approximator, see section 3 in [42] for a detailed
discussion. In the following discussion we suppress the architecture and use nA

θ and nθ interchangeably for
notational convenience. After restricting our search space to (5.3), our optimization problem becomes

θ∗ = arg inf
θ∈RC

[∫
Ω

(Lnθ)
2 +

∫
∂Ω

(nθ − g)2
]

(5.4)

and the corresponding nθ∗ approximates the solution f∗ to the problem (5.2).

5.3. From integrals to sums. When the domain Ω is high dimensional, computation of the integrals
in (5.4) will be extremely challenging. To deal with this we will replace the integrals in (5.4) with Monte-Carlo
sums.

θ∗ = arg inf
θ∈RC

 1

N

N∑
j=1

(Lnθ(xj))
2 +

1

M

M∑
j=1

(nθ(yj)− g(yj))
2

 , (5.5)

where {xj}Nj=1, {yj}Mj=1 are uniform samples from Ω and ∂Ω respectively. In this case, (5.5) can interpreted

as trying to find a network that satisfies the original problem (5.1) at the specified points {xj}Nj=1, {yj}Mj=1,
which we can refer to as collocation points.

5.4. Finding the optimal parameters. Having transformed the problem (5.2) to the one stated
above, we perform gradient descent with respect to θ to find the optimal network for the problem (5.5). The
Monte-Carlo sample sizes is dictated by the hardware available. In our experiments N = M = 1000. In
many cases, these choices may not be enough to approximate the original integrals sufficiently well, as is the
case in the examples in this paper and in general in most problems of interest. In order to overcome this
limitation and in order to the learn the solution on the entire domain as thoroughly as possible, we resample
the domain every few training iterations. Thus, even though we are limited in sample size by our hardware,
we can shift the burden on space or memory to time or number of training iterations, in order to adequately
sample the entire domain. This principle of space-time trade-off is ubiquitous in machine learning [7] and
comes in many different flavours like mini-batch gradient descent, stochastic gradient descent etc. Even
though in this paradigm we are not training our network with typical input-output pairs, our method can
be thought of as a variant of the mini-batch gradient descent.

5.5. Rationale for deep learning. In this context of our problem, deep learning refers to learning
an approximate solution to (5.1) with the outlined method with an architecture A that is deep or has many
hidden layers. Deep networks are more efficient as approximators than shallow networks in the sense that
they require far fewer number of trainable parameters to achieve the same level of approximation. For a
discussion see section 5 of [21] or section 4 of [41]. Now that we have described the general procedure of deep
learning a solution to a PDE, we will pause briefly to point out some benefits and demerits of this approach.
Deep learning has, like any other method some disadvantages.
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• Deep learning is slower and less accurate for lower dimensional problems for which standard solvers
exist and have been in consistent development for many decades.

• Most modern GPUs are optimized for computation with single precision or float32 numbers and
float64 computations on GPU are significantly slower than float32. Lower precision float32 is efficient
and sufficient for rendering polygons or other image processing tasks which are the primary reasons
GPUs were invented [52] but float32 might not be accurate enough for scientific computing.

• The objective or loss function used in a typical problem might not be convex and hence difficult to
deal with [34, 3], due to multiple local minima.

But even with these disadvantages, the benefits of deep learning make it a worthwhile tool for solving PDEs.
• Since we don’t need to deal with meshes or grids in this method, we can mitigate the curse of
dimensionality in memory. It will be clear from our experiments that the size of the network C does
not need to grow exponentially with the dimensions. This method lets one compute the solution
at collocation points but if one wants to compute the solution over the entire domain, one needs to
sample the entire domain thoroughly which can be done in a sequential manner without requiring
more memory as discussed in 5.4.

• All derivatives are computed with automatic differentiation and therefore are accurate up to floating
point errors. Moreover, finite difference schemes do not satisfy some fundamental properties of
differentiation e.g. the product rule [58]. With automatic differentiation one does not have to deal
with such problems.

• If one computes the solution over the entire domain, the solution is obtained in a functional form
which can be differentiated, integrated etc.

• Other than a method for sampling no modifications are required for accommodating different do-
mains.

6. The algorithm. In this section we outline the algorithm for learning zeros of FPOs. But before
that we go through the primary challenges and ways to mitigate them.

6.1. Unboundedness of the problem domain. We can try the same procedure as outlined in
section 5 to find a non-trivial zero of L. But computationally we can only deal with a bounded domain.
Hence we focus on a compact domain which contains most of the mass of the solution to (2.1). We refer to
this domain as the domain of interest ΩI in the following discussion. We note that the support of non-trivial
zeros of L will usually be unbounded and of course we do not know the domain that may contain most of
the mass. Thus the choice of ΩI needs to be informed by some a priori knowledge about the solution, which
in the examples we discuss is related to some attracting set of the deterministic system associated to the
drift term µ, i.e., the first term in (2.4). We do not need a precise knowledge of such an attracting set. But
the smaller the domain ΩI , the more efficient the proposed method will be, which requires uniform samples
from ΩI .

6.2. Existence of the trivial solution. Since L is a linear operator, zero is a trivial solution: L0 = 0.
We also note that if ∇ · µ ̸≡ 0, then no other constant function is a zero of L. Since we want to find a non-
trivial zero of L, we would like avoid the learning the zero function during the training of the network. To
deal with this problem [75] added a regularization term that used approximate solutions of (2.1) found using
Monte-Carlo. Here we propose a method that does not require a priori knowing an approximate solution.
Consider the operator Llog instead.

Llogf
def
= e−fLef . (6.1)

Note that if f is a zero of Llog, then p = ef is a zero of L, which automatically assures positivity of the
solution. Thus we can look for a zero of Llog to find a non-trivial zero of L. Straightforward calculation
yields

Llogf = −∇ · µ− µ · ∇f +D
(
∥∇f∥22 +∆f

)
. (6.2)

We again note that when ∇ · µ ̸≡ 0, then any constant function can not be a zero of Llog.

7



Algorithm 6.1 The steady state algorithm

Select the desired architecture for nθ.
Select resampling interval τ .
Select an adaptive learning rate δ(k) and the number of training iterations E. Sample {xi}Ni=1 from ΩI , the
domain of interest.
for k = 1, 2 · · · , E do

Compute ∇θLlog = 1
N

∑N
i=1∇θ(Llog(nθ(xi))

2)
where Llogf = −∇ · µ− µ · ∇f +D

(
∥∇f∥22 +∆f

)
Update θ ← θ − δ(k)∇θLlog

if k is divisible by τ then
Resample {xi}Ni=1 from ΩI

end

end

enθ(x) is a non-trivial zero of L.
Optional: Approximate Z ←

∫
Rd e

nθ(x) dx.
1
Z enθ(x) is the learned, normalized steady state.

6.3. The steady state algorithm. The procedure outlined in section 5 together with the modifications
in sections 6.1-6.2 immediately yield the following loss function.

Llog(θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

Llog(nθ(xi))
2 , (6.3)

where {xi}Ni=1 is a uniform sample from ΩI . Accordingly, the final procedure for finding a non-trivial zero
of L is given in algorithm 6.1.

We note that such iterative algorithms can use multiple stopping criteria, in addition to number of
iterations. Three most common ones use pre-chosen thresholds for the following quantities: (i) ∇θLlog, (ii)
the change in Llog with respect to iterations, or (iii) the loss Llog itself. Out of these three, the third one is
an ineffective criterion in our problem since the threshold value for stopping the algorithm will depend on
the network size and architecture. Thus it is difficult to choose the threshold for Llog a priori. Additionally,
these criteria can be effective only when the appropriate nuances in their implementation are considered.
For example, the changes in the loss, as a functional, every τ iterations due to domain resampling may need
to be taken into account. A more extensive study of the utility of these stopping criteria and the choice of
associated hyperparameters would be an interesting direction for further investigations, but in this paper we
report the results with the algorithm being run for a pre-chosen number of iterations.

In the following sections we describe in detail the network architecture and optimizer used in our exper-
iments.

6.4. Architecture. We choose the widely used LSTM [64, 70] architecture described below for our
experiments. This type of architecture rose to prominence in deep learning because of their ability to
deal with the vanishing gradient problem, see section IV of [64], section 2.2 of [70]. A variant of this
architecture has also been used to solve PDEs [65]. This kind of architectures have been shown to be
universal approximators [60]. We choose this architecture simply because of how expressive they are. By
expressivity of an architecture we imply its ability to approximate a wide range of functions and experts
have attempted to formalize this notion in different ways in recent times [41, 55, 56]. Some architectures are
probability densities by design i.e. the normalization constraint in (2.1) is automatically satisfied for them,
see for example [69, 51]. But our experiments suggest these architectures are not expressive enough to learn
solutions to PDEs efficiently since the normalization constraint makes their structure too rigid. These are
the main reasons we choose to focus on learning a non-trivial zero of L rather than solving (2.1), using LSTM
networks which are expressive enough to solve all the problems listed in section 3. We note that such networks
have been used in a wide variety of problems and are not novel by themselves. The main contribution of
this paper is the demonstration of their effective use in solving PDE problems in high-dimensional setting.
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We now define in detail the architecture we have used. The input x ∈ Ω ⊂ Rd is the point in the domain
at which we wish to calculate the solution while the output nLSTM

θ (x) ∈ R is the unnormalized solution
at x. The functions {fi, gi, ri, si, ci, hi} defined below map Rd to Rm for i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , L} and they define
the hidden layers. The function dL : Rm → R is the output layer. For uniformity of notation, we define

c0(x)
def
= 0m and h0(x)

def
= 0d to be the zero vectors of dimension m and d respectively and ⊙ denotes the

Hadamard product.

fi(x)
def
= A(W

(i)
f x+ U

(i)
f hi−1(x) + b

(i)
f ) , (6.4)

gi(x)
def
= A(W(i)g x+ U(i)g hi−1(x) + b(i)g ) , (6.5)

ri(x)
def
= A(W(i)r x+ U(i)r hi−1(x) + b(i)r ) , (6.6)

si(x)
def
= A(W(i)s x+ U(i)s hi−1(x) + b(i)s ) , (6.7)

ci(x)
def
= fi(x)⊙ ci−1(x) + gi(x)⊙ si(x) , (6.8)

hi(x)
def
= ri(x)⊙ A(ci(x)) , (6.9)

dL(y)
def
= W⊤y + b , y ∈ Rm , (6.10)

nLSTM
θ

def
= dL ◦ hL . (6.11)

The trainable parameters are

θ = {W(i)f , U
(i)
f , b

(i)
f , W(i)g , U(i)g , b(i)g , W(i)r , U(i)r , b(i)r , W(i)s , U(i)s , b(i)s : i = 1, · · · , L} ∪ {W, b} . (6.12)

The dimensions of these parameters are given below.

W
(i)
f , W(i)g , W(i)r , W(i)s ∈ Rm×d , (6.13)

U
(i)
f , U(i)g , U(i)r , U(i)s ∈

{
Rm×d, if i = 1

Rm×m, otherwise
(6.14)

b
(i)
f , b(i)g , b(i)r , b(i)s ∈ Rm , (6.15)

W ∈ Rm, b ∈ R . (6.16)

which implies the size of the network or cardinality of θ is

C = 4m[d(L+ 1) +m(L− 1)] + 5m+ 1 . (6.17)

Note that (6.17) implies that the size of the network grows only linearly with dimension d of the original PDE
problem (2.1). This is an important factor for mitigating the curse of dimensionality. We use elementwise
tanh as our activation function,

A = tanh . (6.18)

We use m = 50 and L = 3 for our experiments which implies our network has 6L = 18 hidden layers. We
use the popular Xavier or Glorot initialization [17], [11] to initialize θ. With that, the description of our
architecture is complete.

6.5. Optimization. In our experiments we use the ubiquitous Adam optimizer [28] which is often used
in the PDE solving literature [19, 75, 65]. We use a piece-wise linear decaying learning rate. Below k denotes
the training iteration and δ(k) is the learning rate.

δ(k) =


5× 10−3, if k < 1000 ,

1× 10−3, if 1000 ≤ k < 2000 ,

5× 10−4, if 2000 ≤ k < 10000 ,

1× 10−4, if k ≥ 10000 .

(6.19)
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We stop training after reaching a certain number of iterations E which varies depending on the problem.
In all our experiments we use N = 1000 as the sample size and τ = 10 as the resampling interval for
algorithm 6.1.

7. Results. We are now ready to describe the results of our experiments. Next few sections parallel
the examples in section 3 and contain problem-specific details about algorithm 6.1 e.g. ΩI , E etc. All
computations were done with float32 numbers. We comment about the comparison between float32 and
float64 computations in the appendix 9.3.

7.1. 2D ring system. Figure 7.1 shows the learned and true solutions for the 2D ring system. Note
that algorithm 6.1 produces an unnormalized zero of L but on the left panel the learned solution has been
normalized for easier visualization. In this case we use ΩI = [−2, 2]2 and E = 8× 105 iterations.

Figure 7.1. Solution for the 2D ring system

7.1.1. Comparison with Monte Carlo. Since the network was trained with domain resampling every
10 steps and a mini-batch size of N = 1000, during the entire training procedure 8×107 points were sampled
from the domain. We compute the steady state with Monte Carlo with 8× 107 particles to compare errors
produced by both methods. Here the SDE trajectories were generated till time 10 with time-steps of 0.01.
Since in this case we know the analytic solution we can compute and compare absolute errors. As we can
see in figure 7.2, for the same number of overall sampled points, Monte Carlo error is an order of magnitude
larger than deep learning error.

7.2. 2nD ring system. Although we solve this system for n = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, in this section we only
produce the results for n = 5 or d = 10 to avoid repetition. Figure 7.3 shows the solutions for the 10D ring
system for ΩI = [−2, 2]10 and E = 4.6 × 106. In order to visualize the solution we focus on the quantity
p(0, 0, 0, 0, x4, x5, 0, 0, 0, 0). For a visual comparison with the true solution normalization is desirable. But
rather than trying to compute a 10-dimensional integral which is a non-trivial problem in itself we can
normalize p(0, 0, 0, 0, x4, x5, 0, 0, 0, 0) which is much easier to do and due to the decoupled nature of this
problem we can expect an identical result as in figure 7.1 which is what we see in figure 7.3. In both of the
panels the solutions have been normalized in a way such that,∫

R

∫
R
p(0, 0, 0, 0, x4, x5, 0, 0, 0, 0) dx4 dx5 = 1 .

The error in the learned solution can be seen in figure 7.4.
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Figure 7.2. Comparison of absolute errors for deep learning and Monte Carlo solutions for the 2D ring system

Figure 7.3. Solutions for the 10D ring system. Both solutions have been normalized such that∫
R
∫
R p(0, 0, 0, 0, x4, x5, 0, 0, 0, 0) dx4 dx5 = 1

7.3. Noisy Lorenz-63 system. Figure 7.5 shows the results for the L63 system for ΩI = [−30, 30]×
[−40, 40] × [0, 70] and E = 106. For ease of visualization the solutions have been normalized and in each
row one of the dimensions has been integrated over the relevant interval to produce 2D marginals. In order
to integrate out one dimension we use a composite Gauss-Legendre quadrature rule. We subdivide the
relevant interval into 240 subintervals and use 10-point Gauss-Legendre rule to compute the integral over
every subinterval. Note that since nθ is a smooth function, our integrand is always a smooth function. The

largest possible subinterval is of length 40−(−40)
240 = 1

3 so assuming absolute value of the 20-th derivative
of the integrand is upper-bounded by M everywhere, the integration error on each subinterval is upper-
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Figure 7.4. Absolute error in the learned solution for the 10D ring system

bounded by 2M
20!

(
1
6

)20 ≤ 2.25M × 10−34, see appendix 9.4 for more details on this estimate. To produce the
Monte Carlo solution, SDE trajectories were generated till time 10 with time-steps of 10−2. Since Monte
Carlo produces lower-accuracy solutions even in lower dimensions as we saw in section 7.1.1 and an analytic
solution is unavailable in this case, we cannot produce “error” plots with respect true solution, as in the
previous example.

7.4. Noisy Thomas system. Figure 7.6 shows the results for the Thomas system for ΩI = [−10, 10]3
and E = 4× 105. Due to the inherent symmetry of this problem it suffices to compute only the 2D marginal
p(x, y). To integrate out the z dimension we use 8-point composite Gauss-Legendre quadrature rule with
165 subintervals. Assuming absolute value of the 16-th derivative of the integrand is upper-bounded by M

everywhere, the integration error on each subinterval is upper-bounded by 2M
16!

(
10
165

)16 ≤ 3.17M × 10−33, see
appendix 9.4 for more details on this error estimate. To produce the Monte Carlo solution, SDE trajectories
were generated till time 10 with time-steps of 10−2. , Thomas system turns out to be the easiest among the
problems we have solved, even easier than a lower (two) dimensional problem, i.e. algorithm 6.1 converges
faster for this system compared to the other ones, as we will see in the next section and in figure 7.7. This
could be due to the high degree of symmetry, namely, invariance under permutation of variables and globally
Lipschitz drift µ which is not the case for other systems.

7.5. Dimension dependence. In this section we explore the dimension dependence of algorithm 6.1.
In the left panel of figure 7.7 we have plotted the loss given by (6.3) against training iterations for all the of
the systems above in a semi-log manner starting from iteration 100. We often encounter spikes in the loss
curve for the following reasons

• the loss curves are single realizations of algorithm 6.1 instead of being an average
• we resample the domain every 10 iterations and if the new points belong to a previously unexplored
region in ΩI , the loss might increase.

But the general trend of loss diminishing with iterations is true for every system. We also see that loss is
system-dependent and the hardness of these problems or how quickly algorithm 6.1 converges depends on
the nature of µ as much as the dimension. This is easily seen by noting that the two 3D systems (L63 and
Thomas) sandwich the 2D and the 4D ring systems in the left panel of figure 7.7. The loss for Thomas system
drops very quickly compared to the rest of the systems due to the symmetry and global Lipschitzness of
the corresponding drift function. We also see from the right panel of figure 7.7 that time taken per training
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Figure 7.5. Solutions for the noisy Lorenz-63 system

iteration grows near-linearly with dimension.
We note a couple of points related to the overall time taken for training. Firstly, since it is hard to

estimate the number of iterations required for the loss to drop below a pre-determined level, we refrain from
plotting the total runtime of algorithm 6.1 against dimension. In fact, our choice for the number of iterations
E for different systems was somewhat ad hoc, based on inspecting the value of the loss function and the
solution obtained, and varied from 4 × 105 to 4.6 × 106 for the lower to higher dimensional problems. It is
interesting to note that it is sufficient to increase the number of iterations approximately linearly, instead of
needing an exponential growth of this number, with dimension. But a more detailed study and understanding
of this aspect as well as the dependence of the required number of training steps on the nature of the drift
µ certainly needs further investigations.

Second, since the data shown in the right panel of figure 7.7 is very much hardware dependent, at this
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Figure 7.6. Solutions for the noisy Thomas system

point we note that all of the experiments were done using the cloud service provided by Google Colab.
This service automatically assigned runtimes to different hardware depending on availability at the time of
computation which explains why the 8D and 10D ring systems take nearly the same amount of time per
iteration in figure 7.7.

Figure 7.7. Left panel: Loss vs training iteration starting from iteration 100. Right panel: time taken per training
iteration vs dimension.

7.6. Comparison of loss and distance from truth. In this section we explore the relationship
between the loss given by (6.3) and the distance from truth. In spite of being structurally completely
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different, both are measures of goodness for a computed solution. In most cases we only have access to
the loss and therefore it is an important question if a decreasing loss implies getting closer to the truth for
algorithm 6.1. We define the distance of the learned zero from the true solution as follows,

∥ϕ∥∗
def
= sup

x∈ΩI

|cϕ(x)− ptrue(x)|, c

∫
Rd

ϕ = 1 , (7.1)

where ptrue is the true solution to (2.1). (7.1) is not easy to compute in arbitrary dimensions but can be
computed for the 2D ring system without too much effort since ptrue is known and the problem is low-
dimensional. Figure 7.8 shows the results for the 2D ring system. The right panel of figure 7.8 shows that
loss and distance from truth are strongly correlated for algorithm 6.1. Moreover, asymptotically for small
values of the loss function they are linearly related with a Pearson correlation coefficient R = 0.98 as can be
seen from the inset in the right panel which depicts the data from training iteration 10000 to 50000. The
best-fit line is also shown in the inset. On the left panel we see that the distance from truth monotonically
decreases with training iteration and is extremely well approximated by a curve of the form a0e

−a1k + a2.
Both panels contain data from training iteration 5000 to 50000. We omit the first few iterations to filter out
the effects of the random initialization of the trainable parameters. Figure 7.8 serves as a good justification
for algorithm 6.1 since it shows that minimizing the loss is akin to getting closer to a true non-trivial zero
of L.

Figure 7.8. Left panel: Distance from truth vs training iteration every 100 iterations, starting from iteration 5000 and
ending at iteration 50000 for the 2D ring system. Right panel: Scatter plot for loss vs distance from truth for the 2D ring
system. The inset shows that asymptotically loss and the distance from the truth are linearly related. The inset depicts the
data from training iteration 10000 to 50000.

8. Conclusions and future work. In this work we demonstrate the use of deep learning algorithms for
finding stationary solutions of the Fokker-Planck equation (2.1). In particular, we find the non-trivial zeros
of Fokker-Planck operator L defined in (2.2), in the case when the corresponding drift µ is non-solenoidal.
The main motivation is to solve high dimensional Fokker-Planck equations, including the time dependent
ones as demonstrated in a sequel [44].

We illustrate the method on a variety of problems up to 10 dimensions, with networks whose size (number
of parameters) and hence computational time per training iteration both scale linearly with dimension. In
all the examples we studied, we notice that it is sufficient for the number of training iterations to grow
approximately linearly with dimension in order to obtain similar convergence towards a zero of the cost
function, thus leading to overall computational costs that scale roughly quadratically with dimension, which
is one of the main advantages of this deep network method compared to other methods.
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The rate of convergence of the cost function (6.3) towards zero during training depends on the dimension
but also varies significantly with the nature of the problem - some high dimensional problems converge faster
than some other low dimensional ones. A more detailed study of this aspect will be an interesting future
investigation.

In high dimensions, Monte Carlo methods and the deep network methods such as the one used in this
paper are the only viable alternatives, since computational and memory costs of grid based methods scale
exponentially making them infeasible. Hence we compare our results with those obtained from Monte Carlo.
In examples where analytical solutions are known, it is seen that the deep network solutions are more accurate
than Monte Carlo solutions obtained with similar computational cost. The other main advantage of the deep
network method is that we can get solutions in a functional form which the Monte Carlo is incapable of
doing.

The deep network is trained by minimizing the loss (6.3) which by itself does not imply a priori that
the solution obtained gets closer to the true desired solution. For problems for which analytical solutions are
available, we look at the relation between the loss and the distance of the function represented by the network
from the true (analytical) zero of the Fokker-Planck operator. Even though these quantities are structurally
completely different, we see that they are strongly correlated. Moreover, they can be asymptotically linearly
related for small values of the loss function.

The results in this work lead to several possible avenues for further investigations. We have already
mentioned some of these, such as a deeper understanding of the relation between the loss function and the
distance from the true solution as well as the number of training iterations required for obtaining a pre-
determined level of the loss. An additional interesting direction is to explore the geometric questions related
to the landscape of the loss defined in (6.1). For example, in case the nullspace of L is 1-dimensional, as
is the case for the problems considered in this paper, it will be a challenging problem to understand the
relation of this nullspace to the set of all the minima θ∗ of Llog defined in (6.3), including the topological
properties of these sets.

9. Appendix.

9.1. Existence and uniqueness of solutions to example problems. In this section we prove
that the example problems used here have a unique weak solution in W 1,2

loc (Rd). We employ the method
of Lyapunov function as described in [22] to arrive at existence and uniqueness. First we begin with the
prerequisites for this approach.

9.1.1. Lyapunov functions.

Definition 9.1. Let U ∈ C(U) be a non-negative function and denote ρM = supx∈U U(x), called the
essential upper bound of U . U is said to be a compact function in U if

i) U(x) < ρM , x ∈ U (9.1)

and

ii) lim
x→∂U

U(x) = ρM . (9.2)

This definition of a compact function appears as definition 2.2 in [22].

Proposition 9.2. An unbounded, non-negative function U ∈ C(Rd) is compact iff

lim
∥x∥2→+∞

U(x) = +∞ . (9.3)

This proposition appears as proposition 2.1 in [22].

Definition 9.3. Let U be a compact function in C2(U) with essential upper bound ρM . U is called a
Lyapunov function in U with respect to L∗ is ∃ ρm ∈ (0, ρM ) and a constant γ > 0 such that

L∗U(x) ≤ −γ, ∀x ∈ U \ {x ∈ U : U(x) < ρm} , (9.4)

where L∗ is the adjoint Fokker-Planck operator given by

L∗f = µ · ∇f +D ⊙∇2f . (9.5)

16



This definition appears as definition 2.4 in [22]. Now we are ready to state the main theorem that will help
us prove uniqueness for our example problems.

Theorem 9.4. If the components of µ are in L2
loc(U) and there exists a Lyapunov function with respect

to L∗ in C2(U) then (2.1) has a positive weak solution in the space W 1,2
loc (U). If, in addition, the Lyapunov

function is unbounded, the solution is unique in U .
This theorem appears as theorem A in [22]. Since the components of µ are locally integrable for our example
problems, all we need to do is find an unbounded Lyapunov function U for proving existence and uniqueness
in W 1,2

loc (Rd).

9.1.2. Existence and uniqueness of solution for 2D ring system. Setting

U = R2 , (9.6)

U(x, y) = x2 + y2 , (9.7)

ρm =
1

2
+
√
D + 1 , (9.8)

γ = 4D + 6 , (9.9)

(9.10)

we see that,

L∗U + γ = −8
(
x2 + y2 − 1

2

)2

+ 8(D + 1) (9.11)

and

U \ {x ∈ U : U(x) < ρm} =
{
(x, y) ∈ R : x2 + y2 > ρm

}
. (9.12)

In
{
(x, y) ∈ R : x2 + y2 > ρm

}
,

L∗U + γ ≤ 0 (9.13)

and therefore U is an unbounded Lyapunov function for the 2D ring system which guarantees uniqueness of
solution (3.2).

9.1.3. Existence and uniqueness of solution for L63 system. Setting,

U(x, y, z) = ρx2 + αy2 + α(z − 2ρ)2 , (9.14)

we see that

L∗U = −2αρx2 − 2αy2 − 2αβz2 + 4αβρz + 2D(2α+ ρ) , (9.15)

= −2αρx2 − 2αy2 − αβz2 − αβ(z − 2ρ)2 + 4αβρ2 + 2D(2α+ ρ) , (9.16)

≤ −ρx2 − αy2 − α(z − 2ρ)2 + 4αβρ2 + 2D(2α+ ρ) , (9.17)

= −U(x, y, z) + 4αβρ2 + 2D(2α+ ρ) . (9.18)

(9.17) is a consequence of α, β, ρ > 1. Now setting,

γ = 1, (9.19)

ρm = 4αβρ2 + 2D(2α+ ρ) + 1 , (9.20)

we see that in {U > ρm},

L∗U + γ ≤ 0 . (9.21)

So U is an unbounded Lyapunov function for this system and we have a unique solution.
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9.1.4. Existence and uniqueness of solution for Thomas system. Setting,

U(x, y, z) = x2 + y2 + z2 , (9.22)

we see that

L∗U = x sin y + y sin z + z sinx− b(x2 + y2 + z2) + 6D , (9.23)

≤
√
3U − bU + 6D , (9.24)

= −b

(
√
U −

√
3

2b

)2

+
3

4b
+ 6D . (9.25)

(9.24) follows from Cauchy Schwarz inequality. Setting,

γ =
1

4b
, (9.26)

ρm =

(√
3

2b
+

√
1 + 6bD

b

)2

, (9.27)

we see that in {U > ρm},

L∗U + γ ≤ 0 . (9.28)

So U is an unbounded Lyapunov function for this system and we have a unique solution.

9.2. Monte Carlo steady state algorithm. The time-dependent FPE given by

∂p(t,x)

∂t
= Lp(t,x), x ∈ Rd, t ≥ 0 ,

p(0,x) = p0(x), x ∈ Rd ,∫
Rd

p(t,x) dx = 1, ∀ t ≥ 0 ,

(9.29)

gives us the probability density of the random process Xt which is governed by the SDE,

dXt = µdt+ σ dWt ,

X0 ∼ p0 .
(9.30)

where {Wt} is the standard Wiener process, see for example chapters 4, 5 of [16]. We can evolve (6.1) up to
sufficiently long time using Euler-Maruyama method [29] to approximate the steady state solution of (9.29)
or the solution of (2.1) as follows. Here N denotes the multivariate normal distribution. Note that in case

Algorithm 9.1 Monte Carlo steady state algorithm

Sample {X(i)
0 }Ni=1 ∼ p0.

Set the time-step h.
Set the number of steps S.
for k = 1, 2 · · · , S do

Sample wi
k ∼ N (0d, hId) ∀ i

X
(i)
k ← X

(i)
k−1 + µ

(
X

(i)
k−1

)
h+ σwi

k ∀ i

end
Subdivide the domain of interest ΩI into d-dimensional boxes.
Count the number of X

(i)
S that are in a box to estimate the stationary density at the center of the box.

of a unique solution of (2.1), many choices of p0 can lead to the stationary solution. In all our examples, it
suffices to choose p0 to be the standard d-dimensional normal distribution.
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9.3. System dependence of floating point errors. As mentioned in section 5.5, floating points
errors are an important aspect in scientific computations. In this section we discuss why using higher
precision floats may be necessary while solving Fokker-Planck equations with alogrithm 6.1. We do so by
presenting results for two gradient systems, one of which necessitates the use of 64-bit precision while the
other one does not, in a way that is made precise below.

The first system is the 10D ring system described in section 3.1.2 with the potential (3.4). The second
system has a 10D hypersphere attractor and is given by the following potential,

V (x) =

(
9∑

i=0

x2
i − 1

)2

. (9.31)

We set D = 1 or σ =
√
2 for both systems. For each of these systems, since we know the true solution ptrue,

we can calculate the following quantity with automatic differentiation:

Llog(log p
true)(xj) = Llog

(
−V

D

)
(xj), j = 1, 2, · · ·N , (9.32)

where {xj}Nj=1 is a uniform sample from [−2, 2]10. Analytically the quantity appearing in (9.31) is 0 and when
evaluated numerically, we expect either zero or near zero numbers. Suppose, when written in normalized
mantissa-exponent form in base 10 [61], this quantity looks like

Llog(log p
true)(xj) = aj × 10bj . (9.33)

We adopt the convention that bj = 0 when the LHS of (9.33) is 0. Therefore, we would expect bj to be
either 0 when the associated float is 0 up to machine precision or a highly negative integer as allowed by
the corresponding floating point system. Figure 9.1 shows the normalized histogram of bj for both systems
for float32 and float64 for sample size N = 106 in each case. Both systems have peaks at 0 in both float32
and float64 which correspond to the samples where the quantity in (9.31) numerically evaluates to 0 up to
machine precision. This accounts for nearly half the samples for the second system and only about 10% of
the samples for the first system. But for the samples for which bj ̸= 0, Llog(log p

true)(xj) evaluates much
closer to 0 for the first system when compared to the second system. This deviation from zero for the second
system is more prominent when the computation is done in float32 with the majority of the nonzero samples
having bj = −3. For the same floating point system, the samples for the first system that are furthest from
0 have bj = −4 and the majority of the nonzero samples have bj = −5. This indicates that float64 might be
a more appropriate choice for the second system. A more detailed study of this dependence of the results on
the choice of the floating point precision for a variety of systems is an interesting avenue for future research.

9.4. Integration error for n-point Gauss-Legendre rule. Suppose we are trying to integrate a
smooth function f(x) over

[
a− h

2 , a+ h
2

]
with n-point Gauss-Legendre rule where h ∈ (0, 1]. Let us denote

I[f ] to be the Gauss-Legendre approximation of
∫ a+h

2

a−h
2

f(x) dx. Recalling that n-point Gauss-Legendre gives

us exact integrals for polynomial of degree ≤ 2n − 1 and using the Lagrange form of Taylor remainder we
see that ∣∣∣∣∣I[f ]−

∫ a+h
2

a−h
2

f(x) dx

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤MI

[
(x− a)2n

(2n)!

]
+M

∫ a+h
2

a−h
2

(x− a)2n

(2n)!
dx , (9.34)

where |f (2n)(x)| ≤ M ∀ x ∈
[
a− h

2 , a+ h
2

]
. To bound the first term on the RHS of (9.34) we can use the

fact that if

I[f ] =

n∑
i=1

wif(xi) , (9.35)
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Figure 9.1. Normalized histogram of the normalized base-10 exponent bj of Llog(log p
true)(xj) as in (9.33), where {xj}10

6

j=1

is a uniform sample from [−2, 2]10. In the left and right panels the computations were done using float32 and float64 numbers
respectively. All 4 histograms have a local maximum around 0 which corresponds to the samples where Llog(log p

true)(xj) was
numerically evaluated to 0 up to machine precision.

then

I[1] =

∫ a+h
2

a−h
2

1 dx = h , (9.36)

=⇒
n∑

i=1

wi = h ≤ 1 , (9.37)

=⇒ I

[
(x− a)2n

(2n)!

]
≤ 1

(2n)!

(
h

2

)2n

. (9.38)

Therefore, ∣∣∣∣∣I[f ]−
∫ a+h

2

a−h
2

f(x) dx

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ M

(2n)!

(
h

2

)2n

+
2M

(2n+ 1)!

(
h

2

)2n+1

≤ 2M

(2n)!

(
h

2

)2n

. (9.39)
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