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Abstract

Neural operators (NO) are discretization invariant deep learning methods with functional output
and can approximate any continuous operator. NO have demonstrated the superiority of solving
partial differential equations (PDEs) over other deep learning methods. However, the spatial domain
of its input function needs to be identical with its output, which limits its applicability. For instance,
the widely used Fourier neural operator (FNO) fails to approximate the operator that maps the
boundary condition to the PDE solution. To address this issue, we propose a novel framework
called resolution-invariant deep operator (RDO) that decouples the spatial domain of the input
and output. RDO is motivated by the Deep operator network (DeepONet) and it does not require
retraining the network when the input/output is changed compared with DeepONet. RDO takes
functional input and its output is also functional so that it keeps the resolution invariant property
of NO. It can also resolve PDEs with complex geometries whereas NO fail. Various numerical
experiments demonstrate the advantage of our method over DeepONet and FNO.
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1. Introduction

Partial differential equations (PDEs) have many real world applications in multiphysics, bio-
logical and economic systems [1, 2, 3]. Scientists and engineers have been working for centuries
to compute the solutions of PDEs accurately. Traditional methods, such as the finite element
method [4, 5], the finite difference methods [6, 7], and the spectral methods [8, 9] have made
numerous success. However, these methods need expensive computation resources, especially for
inverse problems and hybrid problems of high dimension [10, 11].

In the last decades, machine learning, including deep learning methods, have made huge success
in real-life applications, such as computer vision [12, 13], natural language processing [14, 15], auto-
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matic speech recognition [16, 17], and so on. It is noteworthy that PDEs promote the development
of machine learning, such as the diffusion models [18], ResNet [19], and Neural ODE [20]. Simul-
taneously, machine learning also succeed in computational science, specifically, neural networks are
harnessed to solve PDEs numerically. The first category of approaches is called function regression,
where neural networks are used to approximate the solution of PDEs [21, 22, 23, 24, 25], such
as the widely used physics informed neural networks (PINNs) [26]. PINNs can solve the PDEs
without labeled data by embedding physical information, which is very different from traditional
machine learning methods. PINNs can also address inverse problems more effectively compared
with conventional approaches grounded in the Bayesian framework. However, PINNs are limited
to approximate the solution for specific instances of a given PDE problem. This implies that if
the parameters of the PDE change, the neural network needs to undergo retraining. This charac-
teristic makes PINNs less efficient in scenarios where parametric PDEs must be repeatedly solved
for varying parameters [27]. The other category is called operator regression or neural operator
(NO), which was proposed for parametric PDEs. Neural operators utilize neural networks to learn
the solution operator for the same kind of PDE problems rather than the solution of a specific
PDE problem. For neural operators, the input could be the functions that represent the boundary
conditions, initial conditions selected from a properly designed input space, or a vector representing
the parameters in the parametric space of PDEs.

DeepONet [28, 29, 30, 31], inspired by the work in [32], utilizes a linear combination of finite
nonlinear functions to approximate the solution operator from one Banach space to another Banach
space. Kaltenbach et al. [33] employed an invertible neural network [34, 35] to establish a mapping
between the parametric input and the weights of linear combinations. Li et al. [36] proposed
the Fourier neural operator (FNO) to approximate the Green function. FNO exhibits resolution
invariant, i.e., the network could be trained using low resolution data and the learned network
could be directly generalized to high resolution output prediction beyond the discretization of the
training data. Besides the low-resolution data being used to minimize the empirical risk error
during the training, high-resolution physical information could also be embedded into the loss
function similar to PINNs. This approach is called physic-informed neural operator (PINO) [37].
Benefiting from multi-resolution information, PINO has higher precision than the standard PINNs
and other variants of PINNs. In FNO, a pointwise mapping is used to lift the input function to
higher dimension (or channels) functions, which can extract additional information from the input
function. However, this mapping disregards the interrelation among distinct positions within the
domain of the input function. To capture these relationships, the attention mechanisms [14, 38]
and graph neural networks [39] have been employed. Lötzsch et al. [39] applied the graph neural
networks to resolve different boundary value problems. Kissas et al. [40] employed the attention
mechanism based on the known query locations to enhance the performance of the trunk net of
the standard DeepONet. Li et al. [41] utilized the standard transformer to approximate a unified
operator for a specific type of PDEs defined on different domains, encompassing both regular and
irregular domains.

As researchers point out that FNO can neither predict flexible location nor solve the PDEs
directly defined on arbitrary domains [42]. Therefore, Li et al. [43] proposed the geometry-aware
Fourier neural operator (Geo-FNO) that converts the broader physical domain to a standardized
latent domain. However, Geo-FNO still struggles with handling the case that the input function
and solution function are defined over different domains. DeepONet can naturally solve this issue
by decoupling the input and output domains, while DeepONet fails to keep the same architecture
for different input resolutions and retraining is necessary when the input/output resolution changes.
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In this paper, we propose a novel neural operator called resolution-invariant deep operator
(RDO) for PDEs where the input function and the solution function are defined on different do-
mains. Our work is motivated by DeepONet and compared with DeepONet, RDO has the property
of resolution invariant, i.e., once trained RDO can make predictions of varying resolutions without
network retraining. Specifically, we use a novel neural operator to replace the branch net which
is a fully connected neural network (FNN) in DeepONet. This novel operator combines a neural
operator such as FNO with an integral operator and yields a mapping from an infinite-dimension
Banach space to a finite-dimension space. This makes RDO can handle with functional input.
Benefiting from the decoupling of the input and output domain, RDO can also handle with PDEs
defined on irregular domain and time-dependent PDEs. Numerical experiments demonstrate the
superiority of RDO to DeepONet and FNO.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the problem framework and introduces
the baseline method, DeepONet. In Section 3, we give the details and the approximation theorem
of RDO. In Section 4, we compare the performance of RDO with DeepONet and FNO using three
benchmark problems. We summarize this paper in Section 5.

2. Operator regression

2.1. Problem settings
In this section, we introduce the neural operator for PDE problems. Considering the PDE given

by

L(a(x), u(x)) = f(x), x ∈ Ω

u(x) = b(x), x ∈ ∂Ω

where Ω is a bounded domain, a(·) ∈ A ⊆ V is the coefficient function, u(·) ∈ U is the unknown
solution, and f(·) is the governing function. Here, V and U are infinite-dimension Banach spaces
and L : V × U → f is a nonlinear or linear partial differential operator. The function b ∈ B ⊆ V
represents the boundary condition and can be considered as a parameter of the PDE. We want to
parameterize the solution operator G : A × B × f → U using neural networks. In this paper, the
function f is fixed, only one of a(·) and b(·) is varying. Consequently, the solution operator G could
be simplified to a mapping from V to U . We aim to build a parametric model Gθ to approximate
the solution operator G, where θ represents the parameters of neural networks. The loss functional
denoted by C : U × U → R and the minimizing problem is given by

min
θ∈Θ

Ea∼π[C(G(a),Gθ(a))], (1)

where π represents the probability distribution on A, C : U×U → R+ measures the distance between
two functions, and Θ is the set of trainable parameters. Given the training data set {(a(i), u(i))}Ni=1

where the input and output pairs are indexed by i, Equation (1) can be approximated by an
empirical risk minimization problem [44],

min
θ∈Θ

N∑
i=1

[C(G(a(i)),Gθ(a(i)))]. (2)

In this paper, we unify mathematical notations and assume that the vector-valued function
a : Rd1 → Rda refers to the input function of the operator G, and the vector-valued function
u : Rd2 → Rdu refers to the output of G. For simplicity, we assume that du = 1 and da = 1.
Meanwhile, let D1 ⊂ Rd1 ,D2 ⊂ Rd2 represent the physical domain of a and u, respectively.
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2.2. DeepONet

DeepONet utilizes a linear combination of finite basis functions to approximate the infinite-
dimension operator. The coefficients are approximated by the branch net whose input is the input
function and the basis functions are approximated by the trunk net whose input is the predicted
location. Figure 1 depicts the architecture of DeepONet and with this network structure, Deep-
ONet can query arbitrary location in the domain D2 of the solution function, thereby directly
solving a variety of problems, including those involving irregular domain PDEs and time-dependent
PDEs [42].

FNN:

GNN

Branch Net

Trunk Net

Figure 1: DeepONet architecture.

To work with the input function a numerically, DeepONet discretizes the input function a(·)
and evaluate a(·) at a set of fixed locations {xi}mi=1, which in turn gives the pointwise evaluation
(a(x1), a(x2), . . . , a(xm)). Let b : Rm → Rp and t : D2 → Rp represent the branch net and the trunk
net, respectively, and let {bk}pk=0 ∈ R, and {tk}pk=1 ∈ R the corresponding output, respectively.
The output of DeepONet is expressed by

Gθ(a)(y) = b(a)t(y)T + b0 =

p∑
k=1

bk(a)tk(y) + b0,

where y ∈ D2 and b0 ∈ R is a bias. For the framework of DeepONet illustrated in Figure 1, the fully
connected neural network (FNN) is commonly used as the trunk net while the network structure
of the branch net depends on specific applications. For example, when the discretization grids of a
is unstructured, the graph neural network (GNN) [39, 45, 46] as the branch net is preferred.

3. Proposed Architecture

In this section, we introduce a novel framework called resolution-invariant deep operator (RDO)
based on DeepONet and provide the corresponding universal approximation theorem. Subsequently,
we give a comprehensive overview of the parameterisation of RDO, including the parameterisation
of subnetworks.
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3.1. RDO

While DeepONet is a flexible framework, it lacks the ability to retain a consistent neural network
structure for input functions of differing resolutions. The primary reason is that the branch net
approximates a mapping from a finite-dimension linear space to another finite-dimension space.
Specifically, the input of the branch net is a discretization of the input function rather than the
function itself. This motivates us to design a novel neural network structure that constructs a
mapping from an infinite Banach space to a finite-dimension space to replace the branch net from
DeepONet.

We represent the proposed network for the branch net by G1 : A → Rp, and we construct
G1 by G1 := T ◦ G0. Here T refers to the integral operator, and G0 is a commonly used neural
operator in [47]. Denote ϕT (x) := G0(a)(x) ∈ Rp, and let ϕT,i(x) represent the i-th element of the
vector-valued mapping ϕT (x). The integral transformation T is given by

T (ϕT ) =

∫
D1

ϕT (x)dx =


∫
D1

ϕT,1(x)dx∫
D1

ϕT,2(x)dx
...∫

D1
ϕT,p(x)dx

 =


b1
b2
...
bp

 , (3)

which maps the function ϕT (x) to a real vector (b1, b2, . . . , bp)T . Then, the overall framework of
RDO can be defined by

G(a)(y) = f(y) ∗ G1(a),

where ∗ represents the inner product and f(·) : D2 → Rp is another parametric model. Subsequently,
the general computation flow of RDO is given by

a(x)
G0−→ ϕT (x)

T−→︸ ︷︷ ︸
G1

Rp f(y)∗−−−→ u(y).

Various neural operators referred in [47] could be chosen as the operator G0. The parameterisa-
tion of the operator G1 will be introduced in Section 3.3. In addition, the comparison of RDO with
DeepONet and FNO is introduced in Table 1.

Table 1: Comparison between DeepONet, FNO and RDO

RDO DeepONet FNO
Input domain D1 Arbitrary Arbitrary Regular

Output domain D2 Arbitrary Arbitrary Regular
The relation between D1 and D2 Arbitrary Arbitrary Identicl

Prediction location Arbitrary Arbitrary Grid points
Resolution Invariant Yes No Yes

Time Dependent Problems Yes Yes No

3.2. Approximation theorem

In this part, we introduce the generalized universal approximation of RDO. Let C(D) denote
a Banach space of all continuous functions defined on the bounded domain D with the norm
||f ||C(D) = maxx∈D |f(x)|.
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Lemma 1. Let f ∈ C(D) be a continuous function defined on the domain D and x1, . . . , xm be
m fixed points in D. The vector fm = (f(x1), . . . , f(xm))T ∈ Rm is obtained by evaluating the
function f at these fixed points. Then, the mapping Z : C(D) → Rm with Z(f) = fm is a bounded
and continuous linear operator.

Proof. ∀f1, f2 ∈ C(D), we have

Zf1 + Zf2 =


f1(x1) + f2(x1)
f1(x2) + f2(x2)

...
f1(xm) + f2(xm)

 = Z(f1 + f2).

And for any f ∈ C(D), it is easy to verify that

Z(αf) = αZ(f)

where α is a scalar. Therefore, Z is a linear operator. In addition,

||Z(f)||∞ = ||fm||∞ = max
i

|f(xi)| ≤ max
x∈D

|f(x)| = ||f ||C(D),

which implies the operator Z is bounded.
Suppose that ||Z|| ≤ M where M is a constant, for any ϵ > 0, there exists f1, f2 ∈ C(D) such

that ||f1 − f2|| ≤ ϵ
M . Then,

||Zf1 −Zf2|| ≤ ||Z||||f1 − f2|| ≤ M · ϵ

M
= ϵ,

which implies that the operator Z is also continuous.

Note that the operator Z is called “encoder” in [30]. Next, we first introduce the generalized
universal approximation theorem of DeepONet and then give the corresponding approximation
theorem of RDO.

Lemma 2. ([28]). Suppose that X is a Banach space, and D1 ⊂ X, D2 ⊂ Rd2 are two compact sets
in X and Rd2 , respectively. Let A be a compact set in C (D1), and assume that G : A → C (D2)
is a nonlinear continuous operator. Then, for any ϵ > 0, there exist positive integers m and p,
continuous vector functions b : Rm → Rp, f : Rd1 → Rp, and {xi ∈ D1}mi=1, such that∣∣∣∣∣∣G(a)(y) − ⟨b (a (x1) , a (x2) , · · · , a (xm))︸ ︷︷ ︸

branch

, f(y)︸︷︷︸
trunk

⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣ < ϵ

holds for all a ∈ A and y ∈ D2, where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the dot product in Rp.

Theorem 1. Suppose that X is a Banach space, D1 ⊂ X, D2 ⊂ Rd2 are two compact sets in X
and Rd2 , respectively. Let A be a compact set in C (D1), and assume that G : A → C (D2) is a
nonlinear continuous operator. Then, for any ϵ > 0, there exist a positive integer p, a continuous
operator G1 : A → Rp, and a continuous vector function f : Rdu → Rp, such that

|G(a)(y) − ⟨G1 (a) , f(y)⟩| < ϵ,

holds for all a ∈ A and y ∈ D2, where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the dot product in Rp.
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Proof. According to Lemma 2, there exist two continuous functions g : Rm → Rp, f : Rd1 → Rp

such that
|G(a)(y) − ⟨g(a(x1), a(x2), · · · , a(xm)), f(y)⟩| < ϵ,

where {xi ∈ D1}mi=1 represent the set of m points in D1. Let G1 = g◦Z, where Z is the discretization
operator introduced in Lemma 1. Thus, we obtain following inequality,

|G(a)(y) − ⟨g ◦ Z(a), f(y)⟩| = |G(a)(y) − ⟨G1(a), f(y)⟩| < ϵ.

Next, we introduce the universal approximation theorem of our RDO, where the key is that we
use a neural operator to approximate the continuous operator G1 of the branch net of RDO. We
follow the notations in [47], and let NOn denote a set of n-layered neural operators. For simplicity,
we denote NO as ∪+∞

i=2NOi. Next, we give the theorem on the universal approximation error of
neural operator.

Lemma 3. ([47]) Let G1 : C(D1) → C(D2) be a continuous operator, then for any compact set
A ⊂ C(D1) and 0 < ϵ ≤ 1, there exists a neural operator G ∈ NO such that

sup
a∈A

∥G1(a) − G(a)∥C(D2)
≤ ϵ.

Lemma 4. Let C(D, Rp) be a Banach space of all vector-valued continuous functions defined on the
bounded domain D with the norm ||f ||C(D,Rp) = maxx∈D ||f(x)||∞, where f : x ∈ D → Rp. Then,
the integral operator T defined in Equation (3) is a linear and bounded operator on C(D, Rp).

Proof. For any f, g ∈ C(D,Rp) and scalars α, β, we have

T (αf + βg) =


∫
D

(αf1(x) + βg1(x))dx∫
D

(αf2(x) + βg2(x))dx
...∫

D
(αfp(x) + βgp(x))dx

 = αT (f) + βT (g).

Thus, the operator T is a linear operator.
In addition, for any f ∈ C(D, Rp), we have

||T (f)||∞ = max
i

|
∫
D

fi(x)dx| ≤ max
i

∫
D

|fi(x)|dx ≤ max
i

max
x∈D

(|D| · |fi(x)|)

= |D|max
x∈D

max
i

|fi(x)|

= |D|max
x∈D

||f(x)||∞

= |D| · ||f ||C(D,Rp),

which implies that the operator T is a bounded linear operator.

Lemma 5. Let G1 : C(D1) → C(D2) be a continuous operator, then for any compact set A ⊂
C (D1) and 0 < ϵ ≤ min(4, 4||T ||), there exists a neural operator G0 ∈ NO such that

sup
a∈A

||T ◦ G0(a) −G1(a)|| ≤ ϵ,

where T is the integral operator defined by Equation (3) and ||T || is its corresponding norm on
C (D1).
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Proof. According to Lemma 3, there exists a neural operator G that satisfies

sup
a∈A

||G(a) −G1(a)|| ≤ ϵ

4
, (4)

with 0 < ϵ ≤ 4. Then,

||T ◦ G0(a) −G1(a)|| = ||T ◦ G0(a) − G(a) + G(a) −G1(a)||
≤ ||T ◦ G0(a) − G(a)|| + ||G(a) −G1(a)||.

We can thus obtain that

sup
a∈A

||T ◦ G0(a) −G1(a)|| ≤ ϵ

4
+ sup

a∈A
||T ◦ G0(a) − G(a)||.

Since T is a bounded linear operator, for the continuous operator G1, there exists an operator G
such that

||T ◦G(a) −G1(a)|| ≤ ϵ

4
,

and

||T ◦ G0(a) − G(a)|| = ||T ◦ G0(a) − T ◦G(a) + T ◦G(a) − G(a)||
≤ ||T ◦ G0(a) − T ◦G(a)|| + ||T ◦G(a) − G(a)||
≤ ||T ||||G0(a) −G(a)|| + ||T ◦G(a) − G(a)||

Therefore,

||T ◦G(a) − G(a)|| ≤ ||T ◦G(a) −G1(a)|| + ||G1(a) − G(a)|| ≤ ϵ

4
+

ϵ

4
=

ϵ

2
,

where the second inequality is obtained via Equation (4). Thus,

sup
a∈A

||T ◦ G0(a) −G1(a)|| ≤ 3ϵ

4
+ ||T ||||G0(a) −G(a)||.

According to Lemma 3, there exists a neural operator G0(a) with 0 < ϵ ≤ 4∥T ∥ such that

∥G0(a) −G(a)∥ ≤ ϵ

4||T ||
,

which in turn yields,
sup
a∈A

||T ◦ G0(a) −G1(a)|| ≤ ϵ.

As pointed out in [47], the results given by Lemma 3 can be straightforward generalized to
vector-valued settings. Therefore, our results in Lemma 5 also generalize straightforward to vector-
valued settings.
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Theorem 2. Let X be a Banach space, D1 ⊂ X and D2 ⊂ Rd2 be two compact sets in X and
Rd2 , respectively. Given a nonlinear continuous operator G : A → C (D2), where A is a compact
set in C (D1). For any 0 < ϵ ≤ min{4M, 4M∥T ∥}, there exists a positive integer p, a continuous
function f : Rd2 → Rp, and a continuous operator G0 ∈ NO such that we can construct a continuous
operator T ◦ G0 : A → Rp with

sup
a∈A

|G(a)(y) − ⟨T ◦ G0 (a) , f(y)⟩| < ϵ,

holds for all a ∈ A and y ∈ D2. Here M represents the upper bound of f in C(D2), T is the integral
operator in Equation (3), and ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the dot product in Rp.

Proof. According to Theorem 1, for any ϵ1 > 0, there exist a continuous operator G1 and a contin-
uous function f such that

|G(a)(y) − ⟨G1(a), f(y)⟩| ≤ ϵ1.

Then,

|G(a)(y) − ⟨T ◦ G0 (a) , f(y)⟩| ≤ |G(a)(y) − ⟨G1(a), f(y)⟩| + |⟨G1(a), f(y)⟩ − ⟨T ◦ G0 (a) , f(y)⟩|
≤ ϵ1 + |⟨G1(a) − T ◦ G0 (a) , f(y)⟩|
≤ ϵ1 + ||G1(a) − T ◦ G0 (a) ||||f ||.

Therefore,

sup
a∈A

|G(a)(y) − ⟨T ◦ G0 (a) , f(y)⟩| ≤ ϵ1 + ||f || · sup
a∈A

||G1(a) − T ◦ G0 (a) ||.

Let ||f || = maxy∈D2 |f(y)| be bounded by a constant M . According to Lemma 5, there exists a
continuous operator G0 ∈ NO such that

||G1(a) − T ◦ G0 (a) || ≤ (ϵ− ϵ1)

M
,

for ϵ1 < ϵ ≤ min{4M, 4M∥T ∥}. Finally, we obtain

|G(a)(y) − ⟨T ◦ G0 (a) , f(y)⟩| ≤ ϵ1 +
(ϵ− ϵ1)

M
M = ϵ.

3.3. Parameterization and implementation of RDO

In RDO, we construct parametric models to approximate the operator G0 and the vector-valued
function f . Denote their corresponding parametric models by G0,θ and fθ, respectively, where the
subscript θ represents the parameters. In this paper, fθ is simply parameterized by FNN and we
denote RDO by G := ⟨T ◦G0,θ (a) , fθ(y)⟩, where G0,θ is parameterized by multiple parametric kernel
integral transformation. Here, the kernel integral transformation Kθ is given by

z(x) = Kθ(ϕ)(x) =

∫
D
κθ(x, y)ϕ(y)dy, x ∈ D (5)

where κθ(·, ·) is the kernel function. Since it is intractable to compute the integral transformation
directly, there are various algorithms proposed to approximate this kernel integral transforma-
tion [47, 48]. Here, we introduce two widely used approaches, which are the keys of FNO and the
attention mechanisms [14, 49].
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3.3.1. Fourier integral operator

By rewriting κθ(x, y) as κθ(x− y), Equation (5) represents the convolution of ϕ(y) which could
be computed using the fast Fourier transformation (FFT) represented by F{·} and the inverse fast
Fourier transformation (iFFT) represented by F−1{·}. The process is given by

F{Kθ(ϕ)} = F{
∫
D
κθ(x− y)ϕ(y)dy} = F{κθ(x− y)} ⋄ F{ϕ(y)}, (6)

where ⋄ refers to the convolution operation. We can compute the result of Equation (5) by applying
the iFFT to Equation (6), which gives

Kθ(ϕ)(x) = F−1
{
F{κθ(x− y)} ⋄ F{ϕ(y)}

}
.

In FNO, the kernel function κθ is directly parameterized in the frequency domain and denote
F{κθ(x − y)} as Rθ. The complex-valued vector F{ϕ(y)}(k) ∈ Cdϕ refers to the k-th frequency
response mode of the input function ϕ(·). The complex-valued matrix Rθ(k) ∈ Cdϕ×dϕ represents
the k-th frequency of the kernel function F{κθ(·)}(k). For efficient computations, the frequencies
higher than k are truncated. To retain the high frequency information of the input function ϕ(·)
and the kernel function κθ(·), a residual term is added. Finally, the Fourier integral operator (FIO)
is given by

z(x) = F̂(ϕ)(x) := σ(Wθϕ(x) + Kθ(ϕ)(x)),

where σ(·) is a nonlinear activation function and F̂ represents the approximated transformation of
FIO. This procedure is illustrated by Figure 2.

+

Figure 2: FIO architecture.

3.3.2. Attention integral operator

The attention mechanism has demonstrated its advantage over other deep learning methods
in Natural Language Processing. Unlike the traditional sequence models which always lose the
information from a long time ago, such as RNN, LSTM etc., its scaled dot-product attention
mechanism can unearth the latent information of the total sequence. As pointed by [50], the
Attention mechanism is equivalent to a variant of neural operator. Furthermore, the attention
mechanism without softmax transformation has a resemblance with a Fourier-type kernel integral
transform [51]. Kovachki et al. [47] explained that the popular transformer architecture is a specific
kind of neural operator, named Attention Integral Operator (AIO) in this work.

Let qθ, kθ and vθ be the point-wise nonlinear transformations for three feature mappings q, k, v :
D → Rd, where q(x) := qθ(ϕ(x)), k(x) := kθ(ϕ(x)) and v(x) := vθ(ϕ(x)) for each x ∈ D and the
input function ϕ(x). The continuous version of the transformer is given by

z(x) =

∫
D exp{q(x) · k(y)}v(y)dy∫

D exp{q(x) · k(y)}dy
=

∫
D

exp{q(x) · k(y)}∫
D exp{q(x) · k(y)}dy

v(y)dy. (7)
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Let (ϕ(x1), ϕ(x2), . . . , ϕ(xm))T ⊂ Rm×dϕ be the input sequences where m is the number of grid
points in the domain D. Then, Equation (7) is approximated through the following summation (see
Figure 3),

z(xi) ≈
m∑
j=1

exp{qi · kj} · vj∑m
l=1 exp{qi · kl}

,

where qi, ki, vi are q(x), k(x) and v(x) being evaluated at x = xi, respectively.

 -th row

 
-th

 c
ol

um
n

 -th row

Figure 3: AIO architecture.

3.4. Architecture of RDO

In this subsection, we provide a feasible scheme of RDO where FIO and AIO are used to
approximate the nonlinear operator G0. The complete structure of RDO is shown in Figure 4.
Here, T1 is the number of FIO layers and T2 is the number of AIO layers. P0, P1, and P2 are
point-wise nonlinear transformations.

FIO AIO

FNN

Figure 4: RDO architecture.

Let dϕi
represent the dimension of the output function ϕi of the i-th layer where i ∈ {0, . . . , T1, T1+

1, . . . , T1 + T2 + 2}. Specifically, ϕ0 = P0(a(x)) ∈ Rdϕ0 , ϕT1
= F̂(ϕT1−1(x)) ∈ RdϕT1 , and

ϕT = G0(a(x)) = P2(ϕT1+T2+1) ∈ RdϕT1+T2+2 with T = T1 + T2 + 2. In practical implementa-
tions, dϕ0

= · · · = dϕT1+1
= · · · = dϕT1+T2+1

and p = dϕT1+T2+2
are the common choices. The

integral transformation T is approximated by

T (ϕT ) ≈ h

m∑
i

ϕT (xi),

11



where h is the size of the uniform discretization {xi}mi=1 ∈ D1. Finally, the corresponding loss
function is computed via

Ea∼π[C(G(a),G(a))] ≈ Ea∼π[
1

n

n∑
i=1

(G(a)(yi) − G(a)(yi))
2,

where the sequence {yi}ni=1 represents the discretized points in the solution domain D2.

4. Numerical experiments

In this section, we use three numerical examples to demonstrate the efficiency of RDO to approx-
imate the PDE solution operator and compare its performance with baseline models, i.e., DeepONet
and FNO. Specifically, the branch net and the trunk net of DeepONet are both FNNs. All the net-
works are constructed by PyTroch [52] and trained by the Adam optimizer [53] with an initial
learning rate of 10−3. In order to find the optimal parameters of the neural networks, the initial
learning rate is configured at 0.001 and decays by 0.5 each 100 epochs over all numerical examples.
For fairness, all the parametric models referred in this paper share the same training strategies.

To improve the generalization capability of parametric models, we use the early stopping tech-
nique introduced in [54] to train our models, which saves the parameters of neural networks which
perform best in the validation set rather than the parameters trained in the final epoch. Meanwhile,
the dataset is split into three disjoint subsets, i.e., a training dataset, a validation dataset, and a
test dataset. In this paper, the ratio of these datasets is 6 : 2 : 2.

We utilise the relative L2 norm error to evaluate the performance of different methods, which
is given by

RL2E =
||Z(û) −Z(u)||2

||Z(u)||2
.

Here û is the approximate solution, u is the groundtruth, and Z is the discretization operator in
Lemma 1.

4.1. Stochastic boundary value problem (SVBP)

We consider a 1-D elliptic stochastic boundary value problem (SBVP) used as a benchmark of
the uncertainty quantification problem [55, 56], which is given by

−∇ · (a(x, ω)∇u(x, ω)) + c · u(x, ω) = f, ∀x ∈ [0, 1] (8)

with c = 15, f = 10. The Dirichlet boundary conditions are given by

u(0, ω) = 1, u(1, ω) = 0.

The log-normal field is chosen as the input random field a(·, ·) given by

log(a(x, ω)) ∼ GP (µ(x), k (x, x′)) ,

with mean µ(x) = 0 and the exponential covariance function k (x, x′) given by

k (x, x′) = σ2 exp

{
−|x− x′|

ℓx

}
,

12



where ℓx is the correlation length. We set ℓx = 1 and ℓx = 0.3 to test the performance of our
method.

The goal of using neural operators for this problem is to learn the mapping from the spatial-
varing function a(·, ·) to the solution function u(·). Therefore, the input domain D1 and the output
domain D2 are the same, i.e., the interval [0, 1]. The Python package FEniCS [57] is applied to
compute 1000 numerical solutions for the input function a(·, ·) with resolution 129. Then, we split
these samples into three subsets, i.e., 600 training samples, 200 validation samples, and 200 test
samples. We use input functions with resolution 33 to train models and subsequently test them on
the dataset with resolutions 33, 65, and 129, respectively.

In RDO, we set T1 to 3 and T2 to 1. All the truncated frequencies of three FIOs are 16.
Moreover, the number of nodes in each layer of fθ in RDO are 1, 100, 100, 100, respectively. For
DeepONet, the number of nodes for each layer in the branch net is 33, 100, 100, 100, respectively.
The trunk net shares the same structure with fθ of RDO. For FNO, the modes and the width are
set to 16 and 128, respectively.
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Figure 5: Computational results for ℓx = 1. (a) gives the input function a(·, ·). (b), (c) and (d) shows the prediction
results for the resolution 33, 65, 129, respectively.

Figure 5 depicts that FNO gets the worst performance on the boundary and RDO could retain
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the accuracy on higher resolutions. We observe that when testing on higher resolutions, FNO loses
more boundary information. This is primarily due to the fact of the inhomogeneous boundary
condition of this problem while FFT relies on the homogenous boundary condition. For RDO, this
problem is mitigated by introducing the AIO after the FIO layers.

In Table 2, the results of all methods on the test dataset are summarized. For resolution 33,
RDO exhibits intermediate error when compared to other methods. For higher resolution data,
RDO gives the best performance. For further demonstration of the effectiveness of RDO, we repeat
the above experiment with ℓx = 0.3 which corresponds to a more stochastic problem and the results
are reported in Table 3. Computational results show that RDO performs best among all methods
for even more difficult problems.

Table 2: Relative L2 error for ℓx = 1 for different input resolutions. All models are trained with resolution 33.

Resolution FNO RDO DeepONet
33 1.13% 1.35% 2.68%
65 7.56% 1.42% −
129 8.60% 1.50% −

Table 3: Relative L2 error for ℓx = 0.3 for different input resolutions. All models are trained with resolution 33.

Resolution FNO RDO DeepONet
33 1.78% 2.44% 9.53%
65 6.00% 2.32% −
129 7.16% 2.40% −

4.2. Darcy flow

We test the performance of RDO using the 2D Darcy flow problem which is a benchmark in [36],

−∇ · (K(x, y)∇u(x, y)) = f(x, y), (x, y) ∈ Ω (9)

u(x, y) = b(x, y). (x, y) ∈ ∂Ω (10)

Here K(x, y) is the diffusion coefficient function. In this numerical example, we try to showcase the
capability of RDO for the problems where the input and output functions are defined on different
and irregular domains. Thus, we consider two different geometries of the domain mentioned in [42],
including a triangular domain in Section 4.2.1 (Case I) and a triangular domain with notch in
Section 4.2.2 (Case II). Furthermore, the resolutions of input functions vary, but the interested
points of the solution domain are fixed. The datasets are generated by the Partial Differential
Equation Toolbox in MATLAB1. It is noteworthy that FNO fails to resolve this problem since the
input domain is different from the output domain.

4.2.1. Darcy problem in a triangular domain

In this subsection, we set Ω as the triangular domain with three vertexes (0, 0), (0, 1), and
(0.5,

√
3/2). Set K(x, y) = 0.1 and f(x, y) = −1, and the target of this task is using the neural

1MATLAB is a proprietary multi-paradigm programming language and numeric computing environment developed
by MathWorks.
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operator to approximate the mapping from the boundary condition function b(x, y) to the pressure
field u(x, y), i.e.,

G : b(x, y) → u(x, y).

Here, we choose a 1-D Gaussian process to generate the boundary condition of the triangular
domain, which is given by

a(x) ∼ GP (0,K (x, x′)) ,

K (x, x′) = exp

[
− (x− x′)

2

2l2

]
, l = 0.2.

For RDO, we set T1 = 1, T2 = 1, and dϕ0 = p = 64. There are 4 layers in the trunk net of
RDO and the width are 2, 128, 128, and 64, respectively. The number of modes kept in FIO is
set to 26. In DeepONet, the structure of the branch net and the trunk net are [s, 128, 128, 100]
and [2, 128, 128, 128, 100], respectively. Here, s represents the resolution of the input function and
the numbers in the bracket represent the width of each layer. In this experiment, the number of
interested points of the solution function is 2295. To evaluate the performance of different methods
comprehensively, we train RDO on datasets with input resolutions of 51, 101, 201, 401, 801, and
1601, respectively. Then, we test these trained models on datasets of various resolutions. However,
DeepONet can only be trained and tested using the same resolution datasets.

A representative instance of the solution with the corresponding boundary condition is dis-
played in Figure 6. RDO and DeepONet are trained on the same datasets with resolution of 51,
however, RDO can be tested with different resolutions of boundary conditions, i.e., 51 and 101
while DeepONet fails. The corresponding results and error are shown in the two middle columns.
The right-most column shows the solution of DeepONet with the boundary condition of resolution
51. We can find that RDO and DeepONet achieve similar accuracy on the boundary function with
low resolution. Furthermore, when the resolution of the input function increases, RDO can also
maintain a low error level.
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Figure 6: One representative computational result for Case I.
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To assess the learning ability of different methods, we summarize the RL2E of different models
which are trained and tested on the same resolution dataset in Table 4. We can find that with the
increase of resolution, the error of DeepONet tends to rise. In contrast, RDO exhibits a consistent
error level.

Table 4: The relative L2 error on test data for Case I of the Darcy problem. All models are trained and test with
the same resolution.

Resolution RDO DeepONet
51 0.21% 0.17%
101 0.27% 0.22%
201 0.21% 0.28%
401 0.21% 0.31%
801 0.20% 0.38%
1601 0.19% 0.24%

Table 5 gives a comprehensive survey of RDO where RDO is trained on each resolution dataset
and tested on other resolution datasets. We can easily find that RDO trained on low-resolution
dataset achieves low error level for high target resolutions. Moreover, when the resolution of the
training data is sufficient high, RDO still can provide accurate predictions for test instances of low
resolution. For example, when the training resolution is 1601, RDO still can keep a comparable
low error level for coarser resolution 401.

Table 5: The relative L2 error on test data for Case I of the Darcy problem.

Test
Train

51 101 201 401 801 1601

51 0.21% 5.21% 6.29% 4.96% 3.57% 6.18%
101 1.67% 0.27% 0.91% 1.17% 1.38% 1.53%
201 2.31% 1.66% 0.21% 0.43% 0.59% 0.71%
401 2.64% 2.01% 0.42% 0.21% 0.28% 0.35%
801 2.81% 2.07% 0.58% 0.28% 0.20% 0.22%
1601 2.91% 2.12% 0.67% 0.35% 0.22% 0.19%

4.2.2. Darcy problem in a triangular domain with notch

We introduce an enhanced example by incorporating a notch into the triangular domain. Specif-
ically, the vertices of the notch are located at (0.49, 0), (0.51, 0), (0.49, 1), and (0.51, 1), respectively.
The boundary conditions are generated in the same manner with Section 4.2.1. A total of 2000
examples of resolution 201 are generated, and these data are divided into three distinct subsets
for training, validation, and testing with the corresponding ratio 6 : 2 : 2. We train RDO on the
resolution 51 dataset and test it on the resolution 51, 101, 201 datasets to evaluate the ability of
zero-shot super-resolution learning. DeepONet is trained and test on the resolution 51 dataset. The
structure of RDO and DeepONet are the same with Section 4.2.1.

Figure 7 depicts the computational results with a corresponding test boundary condition. The
predicted solutions and errors of RDO are shown in the two middle columns. The right-most
column shows the solution of DeepONet with the boundary condition of resolution 51. We can
find that RDO and DeepONet get similar accuracy for the same resolution of the input function.
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Furthermore, when the resolution of the boundary function increases to 101, RDO can still maintain
a low error level.

We summarize the RL2E of different methods in Table 6. The error of RDO exhibits an order of
magnitude smaller than that of DeepONet for the resolution 51 test dataset. We also find that for
super-resolution test datasets, RDO also maintains a low error level. However, DeepONet has no
prediction capability for super-resolution test data, since retraining is needed when the dimension
of the input changes.
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Figure 7: Computational results for Case II of the Darcy problem.

Table 6: Relative L2 error for Case II. All models are trained for input functions of resolution 51.

Resolution RDO DeepONet
51 0.31% 2.68%
101 2.99% −
201 3.82% −

4.3. Burgers’ equation

We consider a one-dimensional Burgers’ equation given by,

∂u

∂t
+ u

∂u

∂x
= v

∂2u

∂x2
, x ∈ (−1, 1), t ∈ (0, 1],

u(x, 0) = −sin(π · x) · ω,

where v = 0.1 represents the viscosity and ω ∼ N (1.2, 1). Here, we learn the mapping from the
initial condition u0(x) := u(x, 0) to the solution function u(x, t), i.e.,

G : u0(x) 7→ u(x, t),
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for t ∈ (0, 1].
The discretized resolution of the spatial domain is 161 and the step size for the temporal domain

is 0.01 for the backward Euler method. In this numerical example, we test RDO on different
resolutions of the spatial domain. We randomly generate 2000 periodic initial conditions and split
the datasets into three subsets with the ratio 0.6, 0.2, 0.2, respectively, for training, validation, and
testing. For RDO, we set T1 = 3, T2 = 1, dϕ0

= 64, and p = 512. The truncated frequency
k of FIOs in RDO is set to 8. Furthermore, the branch net and the trunk net in DeepONet are
[41, 512, 512, 512, 512] and [2, 512, 512, 512], respectively, where numbers inside the bracket represent
the width of each layer. All models are trained on datasets of resolution 41 and tested on the other
resolution datasets.

The results of one representative instance are plotted in Figure 8. The first row shows the
solution with the resolution of the input function being 41 and the corresponding absolute error are
plotted in the second row. We can find that the error of RDO is smaller than that of DeepONet.
In the remaining rows, the solutions and errors for resolution 81 and 161 are shown, respectively.
Moreover, RDO still maintains a low absolute error level.
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Figure 8: One representative example of the Burgers’ equation. For resolution 41, the RL2E of DeepONet is 0.6%
and while 0.05% for RDO. When the resolution increases to 81 and 161, the RL2E for RDO becomes 0.61% and
0.81%, respectively.
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The error rates are summarized in Table 7. Since the input dimension of the branch net is
fixed, DeepONet is unable to test on other resolutions datasets. In addition, RDO outperforms
DeepONet for the test resolution 41.

Table 7: The average relative L2 error on the test dataset for Burgers’ equation.

Test resolution RDO DeepONet
41 0.05% 0.07%
81 1.08% -
161 1.50% -

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we propose an extension of the DeepONet, i.e., the resolution-invariant deep
operator (RDO), together with the corresponding universal approximation theorem. RDO exhibits
the resolution invariant property which implies that it can be trained using low-resolution input
and predict for high-resolution without the need of network retraining in contrast with DeepONet.
Compared with FNO, our RDO framework can handle problems where the input domain and the
output domain are different. Numerical experiments demonstrate that RDO can solve the irregular
domain PDE problems and extend to time-dependent problems easily. Compared with existing
alternatives in literature, RDO achieves the best accuracy and has a more flexible framework.
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