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Abstract

The neural ordinary differential equation (ODE) framework has shown considerable promise in
recent years in developing highly accelerated surrogate models for complex physical systems
characterized by partial differential equations (PDEs). For PDE-based systems, state-of-the-art
neural ODE strategies leverage a two-step procedure to achieve this acceleration: a nonlinear
dimensionality reduction step provided by an autoencoder, and a time integration step pro-
vided by a neural-network based model for the resultant latent space dynamics (the neural
ODE). This work explores the applicability of such autoencoder-based neural ODE strategies
for PDEs in which advection terms play a critical role. More specifically, alongside predictive
demonstrations, physical insight into the sources of model acceleration (i.e., how the neural
ODE achieves its acceleration) is the scope of the current study. Such investigations are per-
formed by quantifying the effects of both autoencoder and neural ODE components on latent
system time-scales using eigenvalue analysis of dynamical system Jacobians. To this end, the
sensitivity of various critical training parameters – de-coupled versus end-to-end training, la-
tent space dimensionality, and the role of training trajectory length, for example – to both model
accuracy and the discovered latent system timescales is quantified. This work specifically un-
covers the key role played by the training trajectory length (the number of rollout steps in the
loss function during training) on the latent system timescales: larger trajectory lengths corre-
late with an increase in limiting neural ODE time-scales, and optimal neural ODEs are found
to recover the largest time-scales of the full-order (ground-truth) system. Demonstrations are
performed across two fundamentally different unsteady fluid dynamics configurations influ-
enced by advection: (1) the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equations, and (2) Hydrogen-Air channel
detonations (the compressible reacting Navier-Stokes equations with detailed chemistry).

1. Introduction

Numerical solutions of partial differential equations (PDEs), if available, can be used by domain
scientists to not only probe complex physical behavior at unprecedented levels of accuracy and
detail, but also to accelerate design optimization workflows for engineering devices. Simulat-
ing fluid dynamics, for example, requires numerically solving the Navier-Stokes PDEs [1]. At
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industrial operating conditions of interest – those that characterize flows over aircraft wings,
in scramjets, and in gas turbine combustion chambers, for instance – these equations admit
multi-scale and multi-physics behavior stemming from interactions between turbulence, shock
waves, and potential chemical reactions. As a result, to generate reliable simulations of such
devices, PDE solution procedures need to resolve all length-scales and time-scales that char-
acterize these physical phenomena. These spatiotemporal resolution requirements render (a)
long-time direct numerical simulation (DNS) of the aforementioned systems infeasible, and (b)
real-time simulation-based actuation or control strategies impractical, despite recent advances
in supercomputing technology and physics simulation hardware [2, 3].

Reduced-order models (ROMs) are a class of modeling approaches that seek to eliminate in-
trinsic costs associated with physics-based simulations [4], with the goal of enabling long-time
simulation capability. The general ROM objective is to achieve drastic reduction in the PDE-
derived dynamical system, which is the high-dimensional nonlinear set of ordinary differential
equations (ODEs) produced from PDE discretization. In the context of fluid flows, this dy-
namical system describes the evolution of a so-called state vector described by turbulent fluid
density, momentum, and species concentration fields on a grid, and can readily reach on the
order of hundreds of millions (and even billions) of degrees-of-freedom. As such, to achieve
model-based reduction, ROMs typically leverage a two-step approach: an offline projection
step which generates the reduced representation of the state vector, and an online forecasting
step which generates the time-evolution of the reduced state. Within this scope, both physics-
based and data-based ROMs can be constructed.

Physics-based ROMs for fluid flows typically leverage linear projection operations to resolve
only the large scales, which are assumed to contain a majority of the system energy; the effect
of the unresolved (small) scales on the resolved dynamics is then modeled. A classic example is
large-eddy simulation (LES) [5, 6], where the projection operation (the mechanism for dimen-
sionality reduction) is a non-invertible spatial filter [7], and the forecasting step requires solving
a filtered version of the Navier-Stokes equations. The LES closure model – which captures the
effects of the unresolved (small) scales on the resolved dynamics – can come from either phe-
nomenological algebraic relations [8] or statistical closures [7, 9]. Other physics-based ROMs
achieve dimensionality reduction in different ways, such as through inertial manifold assump-
tions [10, 11], Koopman operator theory [12], and more intrusive alterations to the governing
PDEs (e.g., flamelet models used in combustion modeling [13] and two-dimensional turbulence
used in climate modeling [14]).

Data-based ROMs, on the other hand, rely on samples of the full-dimensional state vector (i.e.,
fluid flow snapshots) to produce projection operators in an optimization (or training) step. Al-
though this incurs a large offline computational cost not present in physics-based counterparts,
these methods have been shown in recent years to produce significantly larger levels of di-
mensionality reduction, such that this training cost can be offset by immense levels of speedup
achieved during the forecasting stage [15, 16, 2]. In the context of data-based ROMs, the re-
duced space is termed the latent space. The initial projection step produces the (reduced) latent
variables, and the forecasting step requires modeling the dynamics of these latent variables.

Data-based ROMs have a history spanning several decades, and their ability to capture complex
physics contained in training datasets has led to their increased adoption. Methods rooted in
modal decomposition – including proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) [17], dynamic mode
decomposition (DMD) [18], resolvent analysis [19], and cluster-based methods [20], among
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others – derive basis functions directly from data, which translates to latent spaces generated
by linear projection operations. The properties of the resultant latent variables naturally vary
based on the method used to produce the basis. In POD, a basis is produced from eigenvectors
of the covariance matrix of the data, resulting in latent variables that are disentangled and op-
timally preserve the system energy [17]. In DMD and resolvent analysis, the linear projection
generates latent variables described by characteristic frequencies, similar to traditional Fourier-
based methods [18]. Cluster-based methods use data partitioning strategies to produce latent
variables that are symbolic encodings of the system state [21, 22]. The evolution of latent vari-
ables in all of these methods can be modeled in a physics-derived manner through Galerkin
projection of the basis onto the underlying PDEs [23], or in a data-based manner through the
utilization of machine learning methods [24].

All of the methods discussed above leverage linear projection operations to achieve reduction.
These methods have been successfully used to produce ROMs for diffusion-dominated prob-
lems, such as turbulent flows in canonical configurations and simpler PDEs without advec-
tion terms, but face difficulites for advection-dominated problems (e.g., high Reynolds number
turbulent flows and shock-containing flows) characterized by slow decaying Kolmogorov n-
width [25, 26].

The utilization of data-based ROMs relying on nonlinear projection operations have been shown
to overcome these limitations, extending both compression and forecasting capabilities of linear
approaches [27, 28, 29]. The backbone of these methods is the autoencoder, a compression ap-
proach that leverages the expressive power of neural networks to generate robust latent space
representations [30]. Autoencoders rely on two components: the encoder, which serves as the
nonlinear projection that moves the high-dimensional state into its latent representation, and
the decoder, which seeks to undo the action of the encoder by recovering the full state from
the latent variables. Due to the generalizable nature of neural networks, autoencoders can take
many forms tailored to the application at hand: for example, architectures can leverage multi-
layer perceptrons [31], convolutional neural networks [27, 28], graph neural networks [32, 33],
and transformers [34].

The success of neural network based autoencoders has driven efforts to create purely data-
based predictive models in latent space that offer unprecedented levels of speedup over physics-
based counterparts [35]. A core advantage is that such models can leverage real-world obser-
vations (e.g., from experimental diagnostics and operational sensor streams), which is critical
for applications that are too expensive to simulate directly or do not have a solidified set of
governing equations [36, 37, 38, 39, 40]. The goal of these forecasting models is to operate
in concert with the autoencoder by using data to learn the dynamics of the latent variables.
The latent dynamical systems can be modeled using nonlinear [41, 42] or linear [31, 21] surro-
gate forecasting models; such models have been used to accelerate advection dominated fluid
flow [27], chaotic dynamical systems [31], and stiff chemical kinetic simulations [43]. These
methods, however – e.g., those based on strategies like recurrent neural networks (RNNs) [27],
residual networks (ResNets) [44], and latent Koopman representations [45] – typically learn the
latent dynamics in the context of discrete and explicit temporal discretization, which can limit
predictive capability.

The goal of this study is to develop surrogate models for advection-dominated systems in the
neural ODE framework [46], which offers unique advantages over the above mentioned ap-
proaches. More specifically, the objective here is twofold: (1) to develop a neural ODE based la-
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tent dynamics model for advection-dominated problems in a purely data-based setting, and (2)
to conduct a detailed analysis of the discovered dynamics in latent space using timescale char-
acterizations. Before outlining the specific contributions of this work, the neural ODE strategy
as it relates to these objectives is first summarized.

Since its introduction in Ref. [46], the neural ODE strategy has been cemented as a power-
ful scientific machine learning tool to model the evolution of dynamical systems using neu-
ral networks. Instead of directly enforcing discrete temporal representations (e.g., as used in
residual networks [44] or recurrent neural networks [42]), neural ODEs learn a continuous rep-
resentation of nonlinear system dynamics. In other words, the instantaneous right-hand-side
is modeled as a nonlinear function via a neural network, allowing the framework to leverage
existing, vetted time-integration schemes to execute the forecasting step (the time integration
scheme is separated from the dynamics model) [47, 48, 49, 50]. With autoencoder-provided
latent spaces, the neural ODE conveniently outputs a functional form for the instantaneous
rate-of-change of the latent variables, which is useful for reduced-order modeling applications.
This autoencoder-based neural ODE strategy been used to develop accelerated surrogate mod-
els in a variety of physical applications, including chaotic fluid flows [51], advection-dominated
PDEs [52, 53], and stiff chemical kinetics [54, 55].

Ultimately, previous work has shown how the combination of autoencoders with neural ODEs
can be used to generate highly accelerated reduced-order models of physical systems. Despite
this, the source of acceleration in the overall modeling strategy remains unclear: the goal of
achieving model accuracy from both forecasting and autoencoding perspectives often over-
shadows the need to identify the contribution of each of these components to the empirically
observed model acceleration. Insights into the sources of acceleration provided by the neural
ODE based ROM can lead to valuable physical and model-oriented insights, and is the scope
of the current study. Recent work has observed the effect of smoothed latent trajectories for
advection-dominated systems produced by neural ODE simulations, pointing to a relationship
between model acceleration and instrinsic timescale elimination [53]. Similar trends have been
shown for neural ODE based surrogate models for stiff chemical kinetics [54, 55]. As such,
a more rigorous and quantitative analysis of timescale elimination produced by both autoen-
coder and neural ODE components is warranted. Additionally, the effect of critical neural ODE
training parameters – such as the overall integration time used to evaluate model errors – on
the accuracy and degree of timescale elimination produced in the latent space has been largely
unexplored in the literature. Lastly, although previous work has demonstrated application of
neural ODE based surrogate models for simplified advection-dominated PDEs (e.g., Burger’s
equation), extension of this strategy to more complex shock-containing flows remains sparsely
explored. To this end, the main contributions of this work are as follows:

• Using eigenvalue analysis to quantify the fastest and slowest time-scales in the latent
space.

• Evaluate the effects of training methodologies, network architecture hyperparameters,
and training trajectory length (nt) on accuracy and time-scale reduction in the latent space,
highlighting that nt is a critical controlling parameter to determine the extent of time-scale
reduction in the latent space.

• Extend the proposed framework to a challenging and highly advection-dominated test
case, specifically 1D detonation wave propagation (considering stiff chemical kinetics), to
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validate and affirm the observed trends.

This remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a description of the
general autoencoder+neural ODE framework applied to a surrogate modeling task, including
a distinction between different training methodologies and the proposed framework for time-
scale analysis. The application of this framework to the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky (KS) equations
is demonstrated in Section 3.1, with an analysis of the effect of network hyperparameters pre-
sented in Section 3.1.1. Section 3.2 showcases the application of the framework to a highly
advection-dominated test case of 1D detonation wave propgation.

2. Methodology

2.1. Surrogate Modeling Task
The application scope of this work is tied to accelerating simulation of physical systems influ-
enced by advection – particularly those governed by fluid dynamics – using data-based surro-
gate models. Such systems can be mathematically described by partial differential equations
(PDEs), where a general-form PDE is given by

∂U
∂t

= ∇ · F(U) +∇ ·GU + S(U). (1)

The above equation describes the evolution of a vector of state variables, denoted U = (u1, u2, ....uNe),
where Ne is the number of space- and time-dependent transport variables. The functions F , G,
and S represent non-linear, linear, and volumetric source term operators respectively. Demon-
strations in this work leverage data produced by one-dimensional numerical solutions of two
model PDEs for fluid dynamics in which advection, through the nonlinear operator F , plays
a critical role. The first is the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky (KS) equations (Sec. 3.1), where the state
vector is interpreted as a velocity magnitude (Ne = 1). Here, the operator F represents an ad-
vection term, G a diffusive term, and the volumetric source term S is omitted. The second is the
compressible reacting Navier-Stokes (NS) equations (Sec. 3.2), where the state vector is higher
dimensional, consisting of fluid density, velocity, chemical energy, and species mass fractions.
The operators F and G are physically comparable with those used in the KS equations (i.e.,
they capture effects of advection and diffusion, respectively), and the volumetric source term S
is retained, as it represents the effect of chemical reactions on the flow field.

Regardless of the configuration, numerical solutions of Equation 1 are obtained through a
method-of-lines approach, which relies on spatial discretization onto a finite-dimensional grid.
Here, the time-evolution of U sampled at all spatial discretization points – denoted as u ∈ RNu ,
where Nu is the full-system dimensionality computed as number of grid points multiplied by
the number of transport variables Ne – is provided by the solution to a deterministic and high-
dimensional ordinary differential equation (ODE)

du(t)

dt
= F(u(t)), u(t = 0) = u0. (2)

In Eq. 2, F(u) captures the instantaneous discretized system dynamics (a discrete representation
of the operators in Eq. (1), and for the PDEs described above, represents complex interactions
between advection, diffusion, and (if present) reaction contributions. Given an initial condition
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Figure 1: Combined autoencoder and neural ODE framework. Latent dynamics are modeled by a neural
ODE, with movement between latent and physical spaces facilitated by an autoencoder. Neural ODE
details are provided in Sec. 2.2, and autoencoder details are provided in Sec. 2.3

u0, Eq. (2) can be solved to some final integration time as a system of ODEs using a proper time-
integration scheme. Solution of the ODE for a given initial condition generates a trajectory
of time-ordered snapshots of the high-dimensional system state variable, which serve as the
training data for the data-driven modeling strategies described in the sections below. Note that
this data can be produced either from explicit solutions of Eq. 2 if the analytic PDE form is
known (using time-integration schemes), or through real-world observations of the system in
question if the PDEs are unknown or intractable to solve accurately (e.g., using high-speed or
laser-based imaging tools).

The ODE in Eq. 2 is interpreted here as a ”ground-truth” representation of the continuous PDE
counterpart, meaning the grid is assumed to be resolved enough to properly capture the con-
tribution of all spatiotemporal scales in the physical operators, resulting in a high-dimensional
state vector u that corresponds to a physical space representation of the state. The motivation
for surrogate modeling is that the ground-truth ODE in Eq. 2 is computationally expensive to
solve for realistic applications that require fast (near real-time) flow field predictions, such as
full-scale design optimization [56, 57, 58] or model-predictive control [59, 60].

As such, the modeling goal is to identify an alternative surrogate ODE representation that ex-
pedites the solution to the ground-truth ODE without sacrificing predictive accuracy. The sur-
rogate ODE is denoted

dw(t)

dt
= G(w(t)), w(t0) = ϕ(u(t0)). (3)

Instead of the full state variable u, the surrogate ODE in Eq. 3 models the dynamics of a so-
called latent state vector w ∈ Rnw , where Nw ≪ Nu. The formulation of Eq. 3 highlights two
key ingredients required to construct a data-based surrogate model, as outlined in Sec. 1: (1)
the function ϕ, which is an instantaneous mapping function that transforms the original (phys-
ical space) state variable at a given time instant to its corresponding latent representation in a
reduced space, and (2) the function G, which is the latent dynamical system (it provides the
dynamics in latent space). In this study, neural networks are used to provide functional forms
for both components, the parameters of which are recovered in a training stage using an en-
semble of trajectories from pre-computed solutions of the ground-truth ODE. More specifically,
a neural ODE strategy is used to model the latent dynamics (described in Sec. 2.2), while a con-
volutional autoencoder strategy is used to generate mappings to and from the reduced latent
space (described in Sec. 2.3). The overall approach is shown in Fig. 1
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It should be noted that accelerated evaluations over the full system using a combined autoen-
coder and neural ODE strategy can be achieved through both a reduction in system dimension-
ality through the latent variables (the surrogate ODE operates on a lower-dimensional repre-
sentation, which facilitates faster evaluations of instantaneous rates), and also an increase in
minimum system timescales in the latent space inherent to the functional form of G [55] (larger
limiting timescales in G imply elimination of prohibitive timescales in F, which in turn allows
for larger time steps to be utilized in the simulation procedure). More specifically, previous
work has empirically observed how employing a convolutional autoencoder yields smooth tra-
jectories in the latent space for chaotic PDE-based systems [53]. To this end, within the scope of
data-based surrogate modeling, the primary emphasis of this work is to (a) provide a rigorous
quantitative analysis on how timescale elimination is achieved in the latent space, (b) identify
the role played by key neural ODE training parameters on this timescale elimination, and (c)
understand the manner in which coupling between autoencoder and neural ODE components
contributes to forecasting accuracy and latent timescale sensitivity.

Methodology for the components that facilitate this study is provided below. This includes
details on neural ODE based modeling (Sec. 2.2), integrating autoencoders into the neural
ODE framework (Sec. 2.3), description of training strategies (Sec. 2.4), model evaluation metrics
(Sec. 2.5), and the extraction procedure for dynamical system timescales (Sec. 2.6).

2.2. Neural ODEs for Latent Dynamics
It is assumed that ”ground-truth” data represented by an ensemble of latent space trajectories
– generated by application of an autoencoder to a corresponding set of full-order system trajec-
tories (to be described in Sec. 2.4) – are available. These trajectories are assumed to be sampled
at a fixed discrete time interval ∆t. As a result, one such ground-truth latent trajectory is given
by the time-ordered set

Tw,i = [w(t0),w(t0 + 1∆t),w(t0 + 2∆t), . . . ,w(t0 + nt∆t)], i = 1, . . . , NT , (4)

where nt corresponds to the so-called training trajectory length, andNT represents the total num-
ber of ground-truth latent trajectories obtained at a respective nt. In this work, the ground-
truth latent trajectories in Eq. 4 are obtained from an the action of a convolutional neural net-
work (CNN) based encoder on the corresponding full-order trajectory (i.e., Tw,i ← Encode(Tu,i),
where Tu,i contains the full-order snapshots).

Neural ODEs leverage the above trajectory data to learn a continuous-time model for the un-
known latent dynamical system that governs the evolution of w [46]. The starting point is to
cast the functional form for the latent dynamics (the right-hand-side of Eq. 2) as a neural net-
work, resulting in the neural ODE

dw̃(t)

dt
= N (w̃(t); θN ), w̃(t0) = w(t0). (5)

In Eq. 5, N is a neural network characterized by parameter set θN . Figure 2 (left) provides a
description for the architecture of N used in this work. Given an initial condition w0, a black
box time integrator can be used to find the latent state w̃(t) at any time t. In this work, an
explicit Euler time-integration scheme with a constant time-step (∆t) is used. As such, given
the above neural ODE, a predicted latent trajectory analogous to the ground-truth trajectory of
Eq. 4, starting at the same initial condition, can be represented as

T̃w,i = [w̃(t0), w̃(t0 + 1∆t), w̃(t0 + 2∆t), . . . , w̃(t0 + nt∆t)], i = 1, . . . , NT . (6)
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Figure 2: (a) Schematic of neural ODE operation. The architecture ofN is a feed-forward neural network
with four hidden layers and an ELU activation functions. The number of hidden units is 120 neurons.
(b) Schematic of encoder operation. Encoder contains a sequence of 1D convolutional layers with batch
normalization and an ELU activation function, in which the physical space input u(t) is progressively
down-sampled in space. The spatial component is down-sampled by a factor of two while doubling
the number of channels, upon encountering a flattening operation and linear layer to produce the latent
space projection w(t). Although not shown, the decoder ψ is a mirrored version of the encoder, with
transpose convolution layers replacing convolution layers. Both architectures are implemented in Py-
Torch [61].

To optimize the parameters θN of the neural network N , an objective function representing
a mean-squared error between the Tw,i ground-truth latent trajectories and the T̃w,i predicted
latent trajectories is minimized in a training stage. This objective function is given by

LNODE =

〈
1

nt

nt∑

j=1

∥∥w(t0 + j∆t)− w̃(t0 + j∆t)
∥∥2

2

〉
, (7)

where the angled brackets ⟨.⟩ represent an average over a batch of training set trajectories. The
formulation in Eq. 7 reveals the primary advantage of the neural ODE formulation, in that
the training approach is dynamics-informed: the latent dynamical system is trained to minimize
accumulated error in the latent trajectory over all nt time steps. As such, it must be emphasized
that nt – the training trajectory length – is a critical training parameter that captures the amount
of dynamical information used to construct the latent dynamical system, and is typically chosen
and fixed a-priori. The implication is that the training procedure can be executed with different
nt values from the same time-ordered data, resulting in neural ODEs with different predictive
capabilities and stability properties. To illustrate this concept, the schematic in Fig. 3 shows
how a single large ground-truth latent trajectory can be split into NT training trajectories, each
of length nt. A primary goal of this work is to rigorously study the effect of nt on both predictive
accuracy and latent time-scales, in addition to proposing a pathway to choose an optimal value
of nt based on the underlying physics of the problem.

It should be noted that in the training stage, in order to calculate the derivatives necessary
for optimization ( ∂Lnode

∂θ
) two approaches can be used: one involves storing the entire rollout

graph of the integrated ODE trajectory and propagating gradients backward through it, while
the other entails solving a system of ODEs known as the adjoint equations backward in time.
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Figure 3: Schematic illustrating the interpretation of training trajectory length nt, which controls how
long a NODE prediction is rolled-out during training. Higher nt values during training allow for more
dynamical information to be included in the training objective.

In this study, the latter method is used to ensure memory efficiency when dealing with long
training trajectory lengths. This work leverages the torchdiffeq library [62] for neural ODE
training routines.

2.3. Dimensionality Reduction with Autoencoders
Autoencoders are a class of neural networks used for unsupervised learning, primarily in the
domain of data compression and feature extraction. An autoencoder consists of an encoder
and a decoder, working in concert to both achieve dimensionality reduction in the input high-
dimensional data while preserving all of its salient information.

As mentioned in Sec. 2.2, to generate ground-truth latent trajectories in Eq. 3, and to facili-
tate neural ODE inference in latent space, a neural network based encoder ϕ is used to project
instantaneous full-order state samples u(t) ∈ RNu to corresponding lower-dimensional latent
representations w(t) ∈ RNw such that Nw ≪ Nu. The latent trajectories described in Eq. 4 are
then recovered by applying the trained encoder ϕ to the corresponding high-fidelity ground-
truth trajectories.

The objective of the decoder ψ is to then reconstruct the original state from this latent repre-
sentation with minimal loss of information, i.e. u(t) ≈ ũ(t) = ψ(ϕ(u(t))). Inspired by recent
work in data-based reduced order modeling [27, 53, 28], this work leverages convolutional neu-
ral networks as the backbone for encoder and decoder architectures. Figure 2(right) illustrates
the encoder architecture; the decoder is a mirrored version of the encoder, which transpose
convolution layers replacing convolution layers. Alongside the architectural configuration, the
critical parameter in any autoencoder is the latent space dimensionality Nw, which effectively
controls the trade-off between dimensionality reduction and reconstruction accuracy.

The encoder and decoder are trained by minimizing the loss function

LAE =
〈∥∥u(t)− ψ(ϕ(u(t))

∥∥2

2

〉
(8)

that characterizes the mismatch between the reconstructed and original states. The angled
brackets in the above equation denote an average over all u(t) instantaneous target snapshots in
the training set. Note that the time-ordered quality of the data is crucial when training the neu-
ral ODE in latent space, but is unimportant when training the autoencoder, since both encoder
and decoder are instantaneous mapping functions.
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2.4. Coupled versus Decoupled Training
There are two distinct ways of training the combined autoencoder and neural ODE based model
in Fig. 1. The first approach, termed decoupled training, entails training the autoencoder and neu-
ral ODE separately, treating them as two distinct optimization problems. The second approach,
termed coupled training, involves simultaneous training of the autoencoder and the neural ODE.
The details of the differences between the two is explained below. The effect of these training
methodologies on both predictive accuracy and latent time-scales is explored in Sec. 3.

Decoupled Training: The initial step involves training the autoencoder with snapshots of
the state vector at various parameter instances, optimizing the autoencoder loss LAE using
full-order trajectory data Tu,i. Subsequently, the trained encoder is employed to produce the
ground-truth latent trajectories Tw,i. Following this, the neural ODE is trained by minimizing
the neural ODE loss LNODE within the latent space, as described in Eq. 7.

Coupled Training: In this approach, the autoencoder and neural ODE are trained concurrently
using a single optimization problem in the full state-space. The loss that is minimized is given
by,

Lcoupled = L1 + L2, (9)

where L1 and L2 are defined as

L1 =

〈
1

nt

nt∑

j=1

∥∥ψ(w̃(t+ j∆t))− u(t+ j∆t)
∥∥2

2

〉
and L2 = LAE (10)

respectively. The quantity L1 represents the error due to the neural ODE-predicted trajectory
in physical space, and L2 is added to improve the instantaneous projection capabilities of the
autoencoder. The implication of the coupled approach is that the autoencoder parameters are
also informed of the intrinsic system dynamics in the training stage, which is not the case in the
de-coupled approach.

2.5. Evaluation Metrics
To compare the predictive accuracy of different combined autoencoder neural ODE models,
two testing metrics are used. The first metric, called the single-step prediction error (LSS) is
defined as

LSS =
〈
||ψ(w̃(t+∆t))− u(t+∆t)||22

〉
, (11)

where the angled brackets represent an average over all (t, t + ∆t) testing snapshot pairs. The
single-step prediction error LSS can therefore be used to provide a a-priori measure of neural
ODE predictive accuracy along a trajectory, in that the effect of error accumulation through
time is discarded.

The second metric is the rollout error, and is given by

LRO =

〈
1

nRO

nRO∑

j=1

∥∥ψ(w̃(t+ j∆t))− u(t+ j∆t)
∥∥2

2

〉
. (12)

The rollout error metric in Eq. 12 represents an a-posteriori evaluation of the neural ODE in
physical space, and is nearly identical to L1 in Eq. 10. The difference is that the trajectory error
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in Eq. 12 above is computed for an evaluation trajectory of size nRO instead of a training trajectory
of size nt. In other words, a neural ODE trained using trajectory lengths nt can be evaluated
in inference to produce trajectory lengths of different sizes. In the formulation above, nRO = 1
recovers the single-step prediction error in Eq. 11. The corresponding Relative Absolute Error
(RAE) version of LSS is given by,

RSS =

〈
|ψ(w̃(t+∆t))− u(t+∆t)|

|u(t+∆t)|

〉
, (13)

and the same for LRO is given by,

RRO =

〈
nRO∑

j=1

|ψ(w̃(t+∆t))− u(t+ j∆t)|
|u(t+ j∆t)|

〉
. (14)

As such, in the demonstrations in Sec. 3, one of the objectives is to isolate the effect of various
neural ODEs produced with different training trajectory lengths nt on the above evaluation
metrics.

2.6. Dynamical System Timescales
Eigenvalue analysis has been used to analyse the time-scales of dynamical systems [63, 64, 65].
Training neural ODEs on long trajectories is a challenging problem which requires a lot of fine-
tuning. The choice of the training trajectory length nt is often based on heuristics and does not
have any theoretical justification. The complexity of the training loss function grows with the
increase in nt, and a neural ODE trained on a small nt may not capture the relevant dynamics
of the system. Thus, choosing an optimal nt is an open research problem. In this work, we
employ an eigenvalue based time-scale analysis framework to rigorously study the effect of nt

on accuracy and time-scale reduction in the latent space. We employ the same framework to
study the effect of certain network architecture based hyperparamaters on time-scale reduction
in the latent space. For a dynamical system that is governed by an ODE given by Eq. (2), the
inverse of the largest eigenvalue of the right-hand side Jacobian,

tlim(F, t) =
1

max(|eig(∂F(U,t)
∂U

)|)
, (15)

gives a measure of the fastest evolving time-scales and can give an indication of the largest
time-step that can be used to evolve the system using an explicit time-integration scheme. A
higher value of tlim in the latent space indicates smoother latent space trajectories and in-turn
larger possible time-steps. The inverse of the smallest eigenvalue on the other hand,

tmax(F, t) =
1

min(|eig(∂F(U,t)
∂U

)|)
, (16)

gives a measure of the slowest evolving time-scales of the system. In this work, we use this
metric to find a correlation between nt and the predictive accuracy of the combined autoencoder
neural ODE framework.
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3. Numerical Experiments

The combined autoencoder neural ODE framework is tested in two numerical experiments:
the Kuramoto–Sivashinsky (KSE) equations and a one-dimensional detonation problem. The
KS equation serves as a test bed to discern the impact of various training hyperparameters
on time-scale reduction in the latent space. Eigenvalue analysis, as explained in the previous
section, quantifies the fastest and slowest time scales in the latent space. For a latent dynamics
model approximated by a neural ODE, described by Eq.(5), the fastest and slowest evolving
time-scales in the latent space are given by,

tlim(t) =
1

max(|eig(∂N (w̃(t);θN )
∂w̃

)|)
and tmax(t) =

1

min(|eig(∂N (w̃(t);θN )
∂w̃

)|)
, (17)

To assess the impact of the number of convolutional layers, latent dimensions in the autoen-
coder, and the training methodology, networks with varied configurations for each parameter
(while keeping the other two fixed) are trained. The resulting tmax(nODE, t) profiles are then
compared to the full system time-scales provided by Eq.(15). Furthermore, the influence of the
training trajectory length nt on both time-scale reduction and predictive accuracy is considered
for both numerical experiments.

3.1. KS Equation
The KS equation is solved using jax-cfd [66], which allows differentiation through the full-
order (physical space) dynamical system du/dt = F(u) , which facilitates Jacobian computation
∂F
∂u

for extracting the corresponding true physical space time-scales facilitating comparison with
the time-scales in the latent space. The KS equation is defined by the partial differential equa-
tion,

∂u

∂t
+ u

∂u

∂x
+ ν

∂2u

∂x2
− ν ∂

4u

∂x4
= 0 in [0, L]× R+, (18)

with periodic boundary conditions, where L = 64. The initial conditions are specified as,

u0(x) =
3∑

k=1

nc∑

j=1

aj sin(ωj · x+ ϕj), (19)

where ωj is randomly chosen from {π/L, 2π/L, 3π/L}, aj is sampled from a uniform distribu-
tion in [−0.5, 0.5], and the phase ϕj follows a uniform distribution in [0, 2π]. The parameter
nc = 30 governs the number of modes in the initial conditions. ν = 0.01 and other mentioned
parameters are chosen to match previous work [53, 67, 68].

The KS equation is solved on a uniform domain of size 1024 using a pseudospectral discretiza-
tion. A pseudospectral solver equations utilizes spectral methods for solving partial differential
equations (PDEs). The spatial domain is discretized using Chebyshev collocation points, which
provide accurate approximations for functions with minimal numerical dispersion. The solver
employs a Fourier transform to represent the temporal derivatives in the KS equation, con-
verting the PDE into a system of ordinary differential equations (ODEs) in the spectral domain.
Time integration is performed using an explicit Euler method and the integrated trajectories are
converted back to physical space using an inverse Fourier transform. This pseudospectral ap-
proach allows for efficient and accurate simulation of the spatiotemporal dynamics governed
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Figure 4: (Left) Comparison of the ground truth and rollout predicted fields (latent dimension of 25 and
4 convolutional layers and nt = 500) for an unseen initial condition. (Right) Corresponding latent space
trajectories for nt = 500 (dashed) and nt = 4000 (dotted), compared to ground truth (solid). A subset of
the 25 latent trajectories are shown here for visual clarity.

by the KS equation. The psuedospectral solver implemented jax-cfd is used to generate the
data. The training samples are generated by assembling 25 trajectories, from different initial
conditions, each comprising of 1500 time-steps (∆t = 1.95e−3) and the trained autoencoder
neural ODE framework is tested on unseen initial conditions.

Figure 4 compares the ground truth field for u, with the rollout field (nRO = 500) predicted by
the autoencoder neural ODE framework trained in a decoupled manned using nt = 500, for an
unseen initial condition. The predictions closely match the ground truth data. The figure also
illustrates the corresponding latent space trajectories for nt = 500 and nt = 4000, both of which
appear smoother compared to the state space fields. Although the presence of smooth latent
space trajectories has been empirically observed [53], it has not been quantitatively studied. It
can be seen that the latent space trajectories predicted by the neural ODE with nt = 500 more
closely matches the ground truth trajectories as compared to the neural ODE with nt = 4000.
These noticeable differences in accuracy suggest that the relationship between increasing nt

and predictive strength is not straightforward, as discussed later. Additionally, latent space
trajectories are smoother than state space fields, with nt = 4000 trajectories being smoother
than nt = 500.

3.1.1. Effect of network hyperparameters
In most applications of the combined autoencoder and neural ODE approach for dynamical
systems, hyperparameters related to the network architecture are often chosen heuristically. In
this section, the effect of two hyperparameters on the time-scale reduction is quantified.

Number of convolutional layers: The convolution operation is conceptualized as a localized
filtering operation, suggesting that incorporating more convolutional layers between the state
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Figure 5: Limiting time-scale in the latent space tlim (Eq. 17) as a function of time for neural ODEs trained
with varying (left) different number of autoencoder convolutional layers (using nt = 500 and latent
dimension of 25) and (right) latent dimensionality Nw (using 4 convolution layers and nt = 500).

space and the latent space should ideally yield smoother latent space trajectories and, conse-
quently, greater time-scale reduction in the latent space.

However, Fig. 5 illustrates the limiting time-scale in the latent space, denoted as tlim(nODE, t),
as a function of time for autoencoders with varying numbers of convolutional layers. Contrary
to expectations, the number of convolutional layers does not exert a significant influence on
the time-scales of the latent dimensions. In Fig. 5, the line corresponding to the ’full-system’
is generated by plotting the inverse of the largest eigenvalue of the full KSE-equations right-
hand side Jacobian as a function of time. It can be seen that all the autoencoders in general
significantly reduce the limiting time-scales of the system, by roughly six orders of magnitude.

Latent dimension: Figure 5 also depicts the limiting time-scale in the latent space, denoted
as tlim(nODE, t), as a function of time for autoencoders with different numbers of latent di-
mensions. The observation from the figure is that the size of the latent space does not have a
substantial impact on the limiting time-scales in the latent space.

3.1.2. Effect of training methodology
Literature on the application of the combined autoencoder neural ODE for surrogate modeling
lacks a rigorous comparison between the coupled and decoupled training approaches described
in Section 2.4. This section studies the effect of the training methodology on predictive accuracy
along with the effect of adding the L2 loss term on the accuracy of the autoencoder.

Loss Terms: The effect of addingL2 loss term to the coupled training approach described in Sec-
tion 2.4, is studied by comparing autencoder reconstruction loss LA of coupled autoencoders
trained with and without the L2 loss term added during training.

Figure 6 illustrates LA for coupled autoencoders, comparing those trained with and without
the L2 loss term, across different training trajectory lengths (nt).

In both scenarios, it is noted that LA increases with higher values of nt. The relationship is
attributed to the fact that increasing nt lengthens the trajectory predicted by the neural ODE,
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Figure 7: LAE (Eq. 8) as a function of nt using the (Left) de-coupled and (Right) coupled training ap-
proach.

consequently enhancing the complexity of the L1 loss term in the coupled training loss (Eq.
(10)), which could account for the observed trend in Fig. 6. Notably, throughout the range
of nt values, coupled autoencoders trained with the L2 loss term exhibit lower instantaneous
projection errors. Consequently, for subsequent comparative studies, a coupled autoencoder
trained with the L2 loss term is utilized.

Projection error: Figure 7 presents a comparison of the autoencoder reconstruction error LA,
between autoencoders trained using decoupled and coupled approaches. This analysis consid-
ers various sample sizes (rollout-length) over a range of nt values. In the decoupled approach,
a single autoencoder is trained, while different neural ODEs are trained with varying values of
nt. Consequently, the autoencoder projection errors remain independent of nt in this scenario.
Conversely, in the coupled training approach discussed in the previous section, the instanta-
neous projection error increases with nt. When examining the magnitudes of the projection
error for autoencoders trained using decoupled and coupled approaches, it becomes apparent
that the decoupled approach yields lower projection errors. This outcome aligns with expec-
tations, considering that the coupled approach optimizes parameters for both the autoencoder
and neural ODE simultaneously, posing a more challenging optimization problem in general.
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Figure 8: Limiting time-scale in the latent space (tlim) as a function of time for neural ODEs with different
training trajectory lengths (nt) for the de-coupled (left) and coupled (right) training approaches. All
models utilize latent dimensionality of 25 and four convolution layers.

3.1.3. Training trajectory length
The significance of another crucial hyperparameter, namely the training trajectory length nt,
was analyzed here. This parameter is chosen a priori and has a substantial impact on the pre-
dictive accuracy of the system. Given that the focus of this work is on time-scale analysis in the
latent space, the influence of both nt and certain hyperparameters related to network architec-
ture of the autoencoder, on the latent time-scales, are isolated.

Figure 8 displays the limiting time-scale (tlim) as a function of time for neural ODEs trained with
different training trajectory lengths (nt) in both the decoupled and coupled training approaches.
The plot reveals that increasing nt results in an augmented limiting time-scale in the latent
space, indicating smoother latent space trajectories that allow for larger time-steps. Specifically,
transitioning from an nt value of 100 to 4000 leads to an increase in the limiting time-scale in
the latent space by approximately two orders of magnitude.

When comparing the corresponding limiting time-scales for the coupled and decoupled train-
ing approaches, it becomes apparent that tlim exhibits similar magnitudes for a given nt value
in both approaches. Consequently, the training methodology does not significantly impact the
time-scale reduction in the latent space.

Summarizing the findings from previous sections, it is evident that among all the studied hy-
perparameters affecting time-scale reduction, the training trajectory length (nt) is the sole pa-
rameter with a substantial impact on tlim. Increasing nt results in smoother latent space trajec-
tories, allowing for larger time-steps in the latent space. However, for predictions at unseen
parameter instances, the relationship between increasing nt and accuracy is not straightfor-
ward, as discussed later. Consequently, there exists an optimal value for nt that strikes the best
trade-off between predictive accuracy and time-scale reduction.

Single step rollouts: To assess the predictive accuracy of the combined autoencoder neural
ODE framework while excluding the impact of error accumulation from extended rollouts, we
calculate the Mean Squared Error (MSE) loss LSSR (given by Eq. (11)) and Relative Absolute
Error (RAE) (Eq. 13)following a single-step prediction in time, considering an unseen initial
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condition.

providing a measure of the relative error in the predicted solution. Figure 9 illustrates the LSSR

andRSSR, comparing the decoupled and coupled training approaches across various nt values.

Across the entire range of nt values, the decoupled training approach exhibits lower MSE and
RAE values. In the decoupled approach, both losses increase with nt as expected since the
single-step prediction loss is optimized for nt = 1. For the coupled approach, the losses initially
rise with nt and then decrease for nt values exceeding 200.

Rollouts: To compare the predictive accuracy of different models over longer rollout trajec-
tory lengths, the Mean Squared Error LRO (given by Eq. (12))and Relative Absolute Error RRO

(Eq. 13) are used.

Figure 10 depicts a comparison of LRO and RRO for a rollout trajectory length nRO = 500
timesteps in both the coupled and decoupled approaches across a range of nt values. Notably,
for the extended rollout trajectory, the decoupled approach demonstrates significantly lower
error levels, nearly two orders of magnitude less, in comparison to the coupled approach.

In the case of the coupled approach, there is no discernible dependence of the rollout errors
on nt, except that lower nt values correspond to lower rollout errors. This observation can be
explained by noting that the predictive accuracy of the autoencoder and neural ODEs, trained
using the coupled approach, appears to be diminishing as more samples are utilized for training
(higher values of nt).

Conversely, for the decoupled approach, the rollout losses initially increase with nt and then
reach their minimum at an optimal nt of 500. This implies that the combined decoupled neural
ODE is most adept at representing the underlying physics of the system at this specific value
of nt. Although this may seem expected, the identification of this ’optimal’ nt holds substantial
significance for achieving the best predictive accuracy. Subsequent sections explore a method
to determine this optimal nt a priori, providing insights into achieving the highest predictive
accuracy.
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3.1.4. Largest time-scales
In addition to investigating the limiting time-scales in the latent space, we also explore the
largest time scales, represented by the inverse of the smallest eigenvalues of the right-hand side
Jacobian and denoted as tmax (defined in Section 2.6). The largest time-scales of a dynamical
system typically contain the majority of the system’s energy, and ideally, a neural ODE that
captures these large time-scales should yield better predictive accuracy.

Figure 11 (left) shows LRO as a function of nt for different rollout trajectory lengths nRO. It can
be seen that for nRO = 500 and lower, the lowest LRO is seen near nt = 500. As nRO is increased
beyond 500, the minimum shifts to nt = 1000 and this trend remains consistent for all higher nRO

values, suggesting that neural ODEs with nt = 500 and nt = 1000 have the highest predictive
accuracy for rollout predictions.

To understand why this is the case, Fig. 11 (right) illustrates tmax as a function of time for neural
ODEs with different training trajectory lengths. The plot reveals that the neural ODEs trained
with nt = 500 and nt = 1000 have tmax values closely aligning with those of the full system, in
contrast to higher (4000) and lower (8) nt values. As observed in Fig. 10 and 11, since nt = 500
and nt = 1000 yield the lowest rollout errors for unseen parameter instances, this observation
suggests that neural ODEs with the best predictive accuracy have tmax values closely aligned
with those of the full system, and therefore effectively capture the slowest evolving physics.

While the precise determination of an optimal value for nt remains unclear, the results shown
here suggest that examining neural ODE behavior on the basis of tmax can offer insights into
the range of nt values that would likely result in the best predictive accuracy.

3.2. Extension to Channel Detonations
In this section, to further demonstrate the generality of the timescale relationships described in
the context of the KS equations in the previous sections, additional studies of the neural ODE
strategy are performed on the compressible reacting Navier-Stokes equations. More specifi-
cally, surrogate models are constructed for unsteady gaseous detonations in a one-dimensional
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channel configuration, constituting a more realistic and highly advection-dominated demon-
stration case that incorporates multiple transported variables. In broad terms, an unsteady
detonation can be interpreted as a propagating shockwave coupled with a chemical reaction
zone [69]. Accelerated simulations of detonation-containing flows are of significant interest to
the high-speed propulsion community, where emerging concepts reliant on detonation-based
combustion offer pathways for higher efficiency and robust designs [69, 70]. In this context,
similar to the KS demonstration studies in the previous sections, numerical solutions of the
compressible NS equations with detailed chemical kinetics are used to generate ground-truth
trajectory data describing the propagation of self-sustained detonation waves, from which the
combined autoencoder-neural ODE models are trained. The objective is to not only showcase
the capability of neural-ODE based approaches in modeling detonation dynamics, but also to
illustrate consistency in neural ODE timescale trends (namely, the relationship between nt and
the latent timescales) across fundamentally different PDEs.

The detonation configuration and initiation strategy is shown in Fig. 12. More specifically, un-
steady Hydrogen-Air detonations are initialized in the manner of Ref. [71], where a driver gas
at elevated pressure and temperature near the left wall is used to establish a self-sustained
Chapman-Jouguet detonation wave that propagates through the channel. To generate ground-
truth detonation data to train the data-based models, the compressible reacting NS equations
are solved using an in-house flow solver developed at the University of Michigan based on
the AMReX framework [72]. The solver is a block-structured adaptive mesh refinement (AMR)
extension of the extensively verified UMReactingFlow [73] (note that although an AMR-based
solver is employed here, grid refinement is not used in this study). A globally second-order
finite-volume strategy is utilized, where advection terms are treated with slope-limited Harten-
Lax-van Leer-Contact approximate Riemann solver [74] and diffusion terms are treated using
standard central schemes. Detailed chemistry kinetics routines (species production rate and
transport coefficient evaluations) are handled by Cantera [75]. In this work, hydrogen-air chem-
istry is modeled using the 9 species, 21 reaction detailed mechanism of Mueller et al. (1999)
[76]. Global time integration is handled using a Strang splitting strategy; chemical time inte-
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Figure 12: Schematic of channel detonation configuration and initial condition, where a high-energy
driver gas is used to initialize a self-sustained detonation wave that propagates left-to-right through the
channel. Ambient and driver pressures for the trajectories considered are provided in Table 1. Driver
gas compositions (not shown in schematic) come from Chapman-Jouguet conditions obtained from the
Shock and Detonation toolbox [77]. Initial fluid velocity is zero throughout entire domain.

gration is performed using an adaptive explicit method, and the advection-diffusion temporal
advance uses a stability-preserving second-order Runge-Kutta method. The reader is directed
to Ref. [73] for additional detail on the solver numerics and discretization approach.

Detonation dynamics are parameterized by both ambient gas and driver gas properties. In
particular, the ambient gas is known to control detonation wave speeds, peak pressures, and
chemical timescales in the wave structure (i.e., higher ambient gas pressures result in smaller
chemical timescales and more chemically stiff wave structures), and the driver gas has addi-
tional, albeit more minor, effects on detonation coupling and observed wave speeds. As a
result, parameters of the the trajectories used to train the models are described by two distinct
driver pressure ratios and ambient pressures, and are provided in Table 1. For both the decou-
pled autoencoder and neural ODE, only half of the total time snapshots from each trajectory are
utilized for training purposes. In each snapshot, each spatial discretization point stores fluid
density, pressure, temperature, velocity, and all species mass fractions, resulting in an input
snapshot channel depth of 13 (in contrast to the unity depth used in the KS equation).

Trajectory Pamb Tamb Pd/Pamb Td/Tamb Training Snapshots Testing Snapshots

1 0.5 atm 300 K 40 10 7500 7500
2 1 atm 300 K 20 10 7500 7500

Table 1: Detonation dataset description.

For all ground-truth simulation trajectories, the detonation channel length was set to 0.3 m, the
grid resolution was fixed to 50 µm. This resolution was sufficient enough to allow for proper
formation of a self-sustained detonation, allowing all complex reacting flow dynamics to be
captured. The simulation time step was fixed to 5 ns, and snapshots were written at intervals
of ∆t = 10−8 for neural ODE training and inference. Examples of detonation wave evolution,
along with the corresponding smooth latent space trajectories are shown in Figure 13. Figure 14
shows the peak pressure traces for both the considered trajectories.

3.2.1. Extrapolation in time
The predictive accuracy of the trained autoencoder neural ODE framework trained using the
decoupled approach and with nt = 250, nû = 10 and four convolutional layers in the au-
toencoder (see Figure 2), is evaluated by extrapolating in time beyond the training dataset,
extending until the shock and flame exit the domain. In Fig. 15 and Fig. 16, the predicted and
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Figure 14: Peak pressure traces for Trajectory 1 and 2 (left and right, respectively). See Table 1 for trajec-
tory descriptions.
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Figure 15: Comparison of the ground truth and predicted fields for Trajectory 1 within the training set
(left) and outside the training set (right). Results shown for nt = 250, Nw = 10, and four convolutional
layers, with extrapolation time of 37.5 µs) (7500 time-steps)

ground truth normalized pressure, temperature, and mass fractions for H202 and H20 profiles
are presented at time instances within and outside the training set. The results indicate that
the neural ODE autoencoder framework closely aligns with the ground truth data within the
training dataset and effectively extrapolates in time for both driver pressure ratios and ambient
pressures.

3.2.2. Effect of network hyperparameters
Figure 17 displays the Mean Squared Error (MSE) of predicted trajectories beyond the training
set, calculated over 1250 samples, as a function of nt. The graph reveals that the error is mini-
mized at an optimal value of nt, similar to what is observed in Figure 10 for the KS equations.

Figure 18 illustrates the limiting time-scale in the latent space, denoted as tlim, over time for
neural ODEs trained with different values of nt. The graph indicates that increasing nt leads
to higher values for tlim, resulting in smoother latent space trajectories. This trend aligns with
the observations for the KS equations shown in Fig. 8. Comparing the latent space’s limiting
(tlim(t)) and largest (tmax(t)) time-scales to their physical space counterparts, as in the KS equa-
tion, poses a challenge because the code generating the data prevents differentiation through
the full-order dynamical system, essential for calculating Jacobians (∂F

∂u
) required to determine

the full-system time-scales.

4. Conclusions

This work explores the applicability of autoencoder-based neural ODE surrogate models for ac-
celerated simulation of PDE-based systems in which advection terms play a critical role. Over-
all, the strategy was found to produce effective models for challenging unsteady advection-
dominated dynamics in the context of both the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky and compressible react-
ing Navier-Stokes equations (a detonation configuration described by detailed chemical kinet-
ics).

Alongside predictive demonstrations, however, the key thrust of this work was to uncover
physical insight into the sources of model acceleration (i.e., how the neural ODE achieves its

22



0

20

P
(a

tm
)

Truth

Recon

1000
2000

T
(K

)

0.0000
0.0001

Y
H

2
O

2

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3
x[m]

0.00

0.25

Y
H

2
O

0

20

P
(a

tm
)

1000
2000

T
(K

)

0.0000
0.0001

Y
H

2
O

2

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3
x[m]

0.00

0.25

Y
H

2
O

Figure 16: Comparison of the ground truth and predicted fields for Trajectory 2 within the training set
(left) and outside the training set (right). Results shown for nt = 125, Nw = 10, and four convolutional
layers, with extrapolation time of 37.5 µs) (7500 time-steps))
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Figure 17: LRO (Eq. 12) for a rollout trajectory length nRO = 1250, as a function of nt (Nw = 10 and four
convolutional layers).
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.

acceleration). Since acceleration in such surrogate models is intrinsically tied to the elimination
of prohibitive time-scales, the conceptual framework to facilitate this portion of the study came
from the quantification, and in-depth analysis, of neural ODE time-scales.

More specifically, through eigenvalue analysis of dynamical system Jacobians, the effects of
both autoencoder and neural ODE components on latent system time-scales in the surrogate
model was quantified and analyzed in this work. To this end, the sensitivity of various critical
training parameters – de-coupled versus end-to-end training, latent space dimensionality, and
the role of training trajectory length, for example – to both model accuracy and the discovered
latent system timescales was investigated in detail.

Conducting eigenvalue-based timescale analysis on the KS equations proved instrumental in
isolating the impact of individual training hyperparameters on timescale elimination in the
latent space. Notably, the number of convolutional layers in the autoencoder and the latent
dimensionality exhibited little discernible effect on latent space timescales. Interestingly, the
training methodology — in terms of coupled versus de-coupled optimization of the autoen-
coder and neural ODE components — also did not have any effect on the time-scale reduction,
although, as reported in recent work [53], the decoupled training approach had lower single-
step and rollout errors for both PDE systems tested here.

On the other hand, the training trajectory length, denoted as nt, emerged as a crucial param-
eter governing latent timescales. More specifically, it was found that increasing nt generally
increases the limiting (smallest) timescales (tlim) in latent space, resulting in smoother latent
trajectories which in turn translates to greater levels of achievable acceleration. Exceeding a
certain nt threshold, however, diminished predictive accuracy. Consequently, an optimal nt

value, striking a balance between timescale elimination and predictive accuracy, was identified
for both the KS equation and the detonation test case.

Efforts to establish a framework for a priori identification of this optimal nt value based on
the problem’s physics involved analyzing the largest timescales (tmax) in the latent space for
various nt values. For the KS results observed here, the largest time-scales of the neural ODE
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exhibiting the best predictive accuracy were found to align closely with those of the full-order
system, pointing to the role of capturing slow-moving dynamics in the surrogate latent space
for enhanced accuracy. For the unsteady detonation, a similar general trend was seen in that
the rollout error was shown to be minimized at an particular value of nt. Although promising,
further studies need to be done to investigate both the generality of time-scale relationships
observed here and neural ODE feasibility in modeling the compressible reacting Navier-Stokes
equations. Such aspects will be explored in future work.
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