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Abstract

Fractional Differential Equations (FDEs) are essential tools for modelling complex systems in science and
engineering. They extend the traditional concepts of differentiation and integration to non-integer orders,
enabling a more precise representation of processes characterised by non-local and memory-dependent
behaviours. This property is useful in systems where variables do not respond to changes instantaneously,
but instead exhibit a strong memory of past interactions. Having this in mind, and drawing inspiration
from Neural Ordinary Differential Equations (Neural ODEs), we propose the Neural FDE, a novel deep
neural network framework that adjusts a FDE to the dynamics of data. This work provides a comprehen-
sive overview of the numerical method employed in Neural FDEs and the Neural FDE architecture. The
numerical outcomes suggest that, despite being more computationally demanding, the Neural FDE may
outperform the Neural ODE in modelling systems with memory or dependencies on past states, and it can
effectively be applied to learn more complex dynamical systems.

Keywords: Neural Fractional Differential Equations, Neural Ordinary Differential Equations, Neural Networks,
Time-Series, Numerical Methods.

1 Introduction

Real systems in science and engineering, exhibit complex behaviours, often characterised by complicated
dynamics and non-linear interactions. These complexities arise in various contexts, such as the interactions
of molecules within a cell, the chaotic movement of turbulent flows, and the challenging task of predicting
financial markets.

To predict and understand these system’s behaviour efficiently, mathematical models, particularly Differ-
ential Equations (DEs), are often used, avoiding the need for costly or time-consuming experiments.

With the emergence of Neural Networks (NNs) and their impressive performance in fitting mathematical
models to data, numerous studies have focused on modelling real-world systems. However, conventional NNs
are designed to model functions in a discrete way and may not be able to accurately capture the continuous
dynamics observed in several systems. To overcome this limitation, Chen et al. [1] introduced the Neural Ordi-
nary Differential Equations (Neural ODEs), a NN architecture that adjusts an Ordinary Differential Equation
(ODE) to the dynamics of a system.

ODEs are simple and effective for describing instantaneous rates of change, but may fail to model systems
with strong dependence on past states, which FDEs address by using fractional derivatives to account for
memory and non-local interactions [2].

Inspired by Neural ODEs and by the inherent memory of FDEs, in a preliminary work (a conference
proceedings), we briefly proposed a novel deep learning architecture that models a FDE to the hidden dynamics
of given discrete data [3]. To the best of our knowledge, this was the first time that a NN framework was
proposed to fully fit a FDE to the dynamics of data, including the order of the fractional derivative.

In this work, we build upon [3] by introducing new and significant contributions. We provide: essential
context on Neural ODEs and FDEs to better understand the proposed Neural FDE; explain the mecha-
nisms and theoretical advantages of Neural FDEs, analyze the time and memory complexity of Neural FDEs,
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offering insights into the method’s computational efficiency; enhance previous experiments by introducing addi-
tional systems; assess the experimental convergence properties and stability of Neural FDEs through various
experiments, providing insights into the method’s reliability.

It should be remarked that Neural ODEs and Neural FDEs are often confused with other methods in the
literature that use NNs to approximate solutions of ODEs or FDEs [4, 5], where the ODE or FDE modelling the
data dynamics is already known. In contrast, the Neural FDE (or the Neural ODE) aims to find (under some
restrictions) the FDE (or ODE) that captures the dynamics of a certain given data, representing a completely
different paradigm. Note also that in this work we focus on time-series/sequential data, although Neural ODEs
and Neural FDEs can used in other fields, such as, for example, image processing [6].

This paper is organised as follows. Section 2 presents a brief review of essential concepts such as Neural
ODEs, fractional calculus and FDEs. Section 3 presents the Neural FDE architecture along with its mathe-
matical formulation and algorithm. In Section 4 we evaluate the performance of the newly proposed Neural
FDE. We use synthetic datasets describing two real-world systems and one real dataset to compare the per-
formance of Neural FDE with a Neural ODE baseline. The paper ends with the summary of the findings and
future directions in Section 5.

2 Background

In this section, we provide the details needed to make this work more self-contained and bridge the gap between
computer scientists and the mathematics of ODEs and FDEs.

2.1 Neural Ordinary Differential Equations

Inspired by Residual Neural Networks [7], in 2018 the Neural ODE architecture tailored for modelling time-
series and sequential data characterised by continuous-time dynamics was proposed [1] (see also [8]). These
Neural ODEs can also be used in various applications, such as, for example, image classification, but the focus
of this work is time-series and sequential data.

The idea behind Neural ODEs is simple, and illustrated in Fig. (1). Assume we have a collection of ordered
data (N + 1 ordered observations) x = {x0,x1, . . . ,xN}, which represent the state of some dynamical system
at discrete instants ti over the time interval [t0, T ] (with tN = T ). Each xi = (x1

i , x
2
i , . . . , x

d
i ) ∈ Rd, i = 0, . . . , N

is associated with instant ti. In Fig. (1) we consider N = 4 and d = 2 for illustrative purposes.

𝒙0 = (𝑥0
1, 𝑥0

2)

𝑥1

𝑥2

𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 (𝑡)

𝒙1 = (𝑥1
1, 𝑥1

2) 𝒙2 = (𝑥2
1, 𝑥2

2)

𝒙3 𝒙4

𝑡0 𝑡1 𝑡2 𝑡3                   𝑡4 𝑇

Data obtained experimentally or a priori

from a certain dynamical system

𝑑𝒙(𝑡)

𝑑𝑡
= 𝒇 𝑡, 𝒙(𝑡)

𝒙 𝑡0 = 𝒙0,  𝑡 ∈ [𝑡0, 𝑇]

Fit to the data obtained by solving the

initial value problem:

Fig. 1: Fit of an ODE to data {x0,x1,x2,x3,x4} obtained experimentally or provided by a dynamical system.
The blue symbols represent the data points, while the orange line represents the fit obtained from the initial
value problem shown on the right. Each vector xi corresponds to a specific instant ti. The initial value problem
allows us to determine the behaviour of the dynamical system at any instant within the interval [t0, T ].

We assume that the given data can be modelled by the initial value problem in Eq. (2.1). This allows us to
determine the behaviour of the dynamical system at any instant within the interval [t0, T ].

dx(t)

dt
= f(t,x(t))

x(t0) = x0, t ∈ [t0, T ].
(1)

The problem is that neither the solution x(t) ∈ Rd nor the function f(t,x(t)) : R× Rd → Rd are known (the
ODE may be linear, nonlinear, etc). Furthermore, it may seem presumptuous to assume that the given data
can be modelled by this specific initial value problem. However, the rationale for selecting this particular type
of differential equation will be provided in subsection (2.1.1).
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Neural ODEs provide a viable solution to approximate the initial value problem (2.1) using only the data
x = {x0,x1, . . . ,xN} (the ground truth in our Neural ODE).

Let h(t) be an approximation of x(t). In the Neural ODE framework (Eq. (2.1)) the left-hand side remains

a derivative operator dh(t)
dt , but the right-hand side’s analytical expression (f(t,x(t))) is replaced by a NN

(denoted by fθ(t,h(t))), where θ represents the weights and biases of the network that will learn the function
f(t,h(t)) based only on the observations x (Fig. (3)),

dh(t)

dt
= fθ(t,h(t)),

h(t0) = x0 t ∈ [t0, T ].
(2)

We can say that the Neural ODE consists of two main components: a numerical ODE solver that provides
the numerical solution to Eq. (2.1), and the neural network fθ(t,h(t)), which is supplied to the numerical
solver at each evaluation within the solver. Since the output of the Neural ODE model at time t is not an exact
value but a numerical approximation, we denote this solution as ĥ(t) (Fig. (3)).

To illustrate the Neural ODE, we assume that the numerical method used to solve the initial value problem
(2.1) is the explicit Euler method [9]. Here we follow the idea adopted in [1] where a mesh is defined for
each interval [ti, ti+1], i = 0, . . . , N − 1. Therefore, given the initial condition h(t0) = x0, a (uniform) mesh
{tim = m∆ti : m = 0, 1, ...,Mi} on an interval [ti, ti+1] with some integer Mi and ∆t := (ti+1 − ti)/Mi, we
compute the numerical solution as (for the interval [t0, t1]),

ĥ(t01) = x0 +∆tfθ(t
0
0,x0)

ĥ(t02) = ĥ(t01) + ∆tfθ(t
0
1, ĥ(t

0
1))

...

ĥ(t0M0
) = ĥ(tM−1) + ∆tfθ(tM−1, ĥ(tM−1).

Note that t00 = t0 and t0M0
= t1, as illustrated in Fig. (2). For the interval [t1, t2], we have the mesh points

t10, t
1
1, t

1
2, t

1
3, . . . , t

1
M1

, and this process is repeated for all intervals of observations until we reach the last interval
[tN−1, tN ]. Note that Mi may vary from one interval to another, especially when we have irregular data as in
Fig. (1).

𝑡0 𝑡1 𝑡2                           

𝑡0
0 𝑡4

0𝑡1
0 𝑡2

0 𝑡3
0

Fig. 2: Example of a typical mesh used in the numerical solution of Eq. (2.1) for each interval [ti, ti+1],
i = 0, . . . , N − 1, where ti is the time of observation xi.

Fig. (3) illustrates an iteration of the Neural ODE model. For each interval [ti, ti+1], we employ the Euler
method to compute the numerical solution at the mesh points within that interval. This computation is only
possible because a NN (fθ) is fed to the solver giving information about the unknown function f(t,x(t)).

To compute the optimal parameters θ of the NN, fθ(t,h(t)), one must backpropagate and minimise the loss
function L(θ) (which in this case is based on the Mean Squared Error (MSE)) over the dataset of observations
{xi}Ni=1:

L(θ) = 1

N

N∑
i=1

||ĥ(ti)− xi||22.
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Fig. 3: Schematic of a Neural ODE iteration. Note that along the sequence of figures (left to right) the NN
fθ(t,h(t)) doesn’t change.

In the backpropagation (done through automatic differentiation) we obtain the variation of the loss with
respect to the weights and biases, represented as ∂L

∂θ . This derivative, ∂L
∂θ , is then used in the minimisation

process to update θ with optimal values and begin a new Neural ODE iteration. After achieving the desired
accuracy in minimising the loss function, the model can be used to make predictions for any t ∈ [t0, T ] or even
go beyond T (extrapolation). To make these predictions, we only need to use the ODE solver once.

Note that in [1], a different but well-known technique is used to backpropagate. The authors also use both
adaptive and fixed-step ODE solvers. When the step size is explicitly specified ∆t, the discretization takes place
for each sub-interval of observations [ti, ti+1] with the specified step size yielding (ti+1− ti)/∆t time steps (the
case illustrated in Fig. (2)). On the other hand, when using an adaptive-step step solver, the discretization also
occurs for each sub-interval [ti, ti+1], but the step size is not predetermined, instead it is dynamically adjusted
based on the local solution behaviour (local gradient) [10]. The refinement of the mesh inside each sub-interval
allows for the solver to compute the solution with higher accuracy at an increased computational cost.

Different numerical solvers can be used to obtain the numerical solution of (2.1) [9], for the time being, we
will refer to a numerical solver as ODESolve. Assuming i = 1, . . . , N and that that tN corresponds to T , each
state h(ti) is then numerically given by,

ĥ(ti) = ODESolve(fθ,x0, {t1, . . . , tN}).
Later in this work, when presenting the Neural FDE model (see Subsection (3.1)), it will become clear that
the mesh points used in the ODE solver do not need to coincide with the observation times associated with
xi, as illustrated in Fig. (2).

It is important to note that, as shown in [8, 11], the approach used for Neural ODEs in [1] has some
limitations and hybrid approaches can be used [12]. Additionally, the concept of fitting a differential equation
to the dynamics of data using the adjoint method is not entirely new.

Remark: Neural ODEs can be used in various applications, such as, for example, image classification. In this
scenario, an image is fed into a neural network (e.g., a convolutional neural network), which transforms the
data before passing it to the NN fθ (see Fig. (3)). When solving numerically the ODE, we are only interested in
the solution ĥ(tN ) (solutions at intermediate instants are not needed). This solution is then processed through
a softmax layer to predict whether the image contains, for example, a dog or a cat.

2.1.1 Neural ODEs and Residual Neural Networks

Neural ODEs can be viewed as a continuous version of the (discrete) Residual Networks (ResNet) [7, 8, 11, 13–
17]. In Residual Networks, we consider the following transformation of a hidden state from layer t to layer
t+ 1:

ht+1 = ht + f t(ht,θt), (3)
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where ht ∈ Rd is the hidden state at layer t, θt represents the parameters of the network determined by the
learning process (the weights and biases), and f t : Rd → Rd is a differentiable function.

Assuming we have a finite number of layers, for the residual forward problem presented in (2.1.1) to be
stable, it is recommended to control the variation of f t(ht,θt) across iterations. Therefore, in [13, 14] (see
also [16]), the authors proposed an improved version of (2.1.1) by introducing a positive constant δ, enabling
control over the variation of f t. The smaller the δ, the more control we have over the variation of f t:

ht+1 = ht + δf t(ht,θt). (4)

This equation can be rewritten as:

ht+1 − ht

δ
= f t(ht,θt),

and taking the limit δ → 0, we obtain the following ODE,

dh(t)

dt
= f(t,h(t),θ(t)). (5)

defined over a certain time interval t ∈ [t0, T ] with T > t0. Note that while it is indeed true that the parameter
δ provides a means to regulate the stability of the forward problem (2.1.1), the stability is not solely determined
by δ but also influenced by the variations in the weights – refer to [13, 14] for a comprehensive explanation.

Eq. (2.1.1) extends the discrete nature of the Residual Network, Eq. (2.1.1), to a continuous model with
the capability to derive the solution or state for any given moment within the specified time interval. We now
have an infinite number of layers represented by the continuity of h(t), and we also have weights and biases
(θ(t)) that may or may not depend on time. For a rigorous discussion on this generalisation from discrete to
continuous, see also [8, 11]. For other architectures involving differential equations and NN please consult [17].

2.2 Fractional Calculus

Fractional calculus deals with differential and integral operators of non-integer orders, despite the name frac-
tional, and its origin can be traced back to the 17th century [2, 18–21]. Several definitions of fractional
derivatives have been proposed in the literature by different authors, however, in this subsection we will restrict
ourselves to the Riemann-Liouville and Caputo definitions, which are often used in applications to physics and
engineering.

It all starst with the Fundamental Theorem of Calculus stating that:
Theorem 1. Let f : [a, b]→ R be a continuous function, and let F : [a, b]→ R be defined by

F (t) =

t∫
a

f(s)ds.

Then, F is differentiable and F ′ = dF
dt = f.

Let D represent the differential operator that maps a function f to its derivative, denoted as Df(t) = f ′(t).
Similarly, let Ja be the integral operator that maps a function f(t) to its antiderivative, provided the integration
is feasible over the compact interval [a, b]:

Jaf(t) =

∫ t

a

f(s) ds, x ∈ [a, b].

These operators can be extended to n-fold iterations:

Dnf(t) =
d

dt
· · · d

dt

df

dt
= D1Dn−1f(t),

Jn
a f(t) =

∫ t

a

· · ·
∫ t

a

∫ t

a

f(s) ds = J1
aJ

n−1
a f(t).

The following lemma provides a method to express the n-fold integral using a single integral symbol:
Lemma 2. Let f be Riemann integrable on [a, b]. Then, for a ≤ x ≤ b and n ∈ N, we have,

Jn
a f(t) =

1

(n− 1)!

t∫
a

(t− s)n−1f(s) ds.

5



To extend the previous integral to non-integer orders, one simply replaces (n − 1)! with an operator that
generalises the factorial to non-integer values. This can be done using the Gamma function,

Γ(z) =

∫ ∞

0

tz−1e−t dt,

noting that Γ(n) = (n− 1)! for n ∈ N. The Riemann-Liouville fractional integral is then defined as follows:
Definition 1. Let n ∈ R+ and Jn

a be the operator defined on L1[a, b] by,

Jn
a f(t) =

1

Γ(n)

t∫
a

(t− s)n−1f(s) ds, x ∈ [a, b],

then Jn
a is called the Riemann-Liouville fractional integral operator of order n.

The fractional derivative is obtained by differentiating the fractional integral defined above. In the classical
case (integer orders), we have the following lemma:
Lemma 3. Let m, n ∈ N with m > n, and let f be a function with a continuous nth derivative on the interval
[a, b]. Then,

Dnf = DmJn−n
a f.

This lemma can be generalised to define the Riemann-Liouville fractional derivative [20]:
Definition 2. Let α ∈ R+ and m = ⌈α⌉. The Riemann-Liouville fractional derivative of order α (Ra D

α
t f) is

given by,

R
a D

α
t f(t) = DmJm−α

a f(t) =
Dm

Γ(m− α)

t∫
a

(t− s)m−α−1f(s) ds,

where for the case n = 0 we have R
a D

0
t := I.

This definition of the fractional derivative may exhibit properties that are less desirable. For example, the
Riemann-Liouville derivative of a constant is not zero. By rearranging the order of integration and differentia-
tion, this less desirable characteristic can be eliminated, leading to a new definition of the fractional derivative
proposed by M. Caputo [22]:
Definition 3. Let α ∈ R+, m = ⌈α⌉, and Dmf(t) ∈ L1([a, b]). The Caputo fractional derivative of order α
(Ca D

α
t f) is given by

C
a D

α
t f(t) = Jm−α

a Dmf(t) =
1

Γ(m− α)

t∫
a

(t− s)m−α−1Dmf(s) ds.

This definition is more suited for modelling physical processes, since the initial conditions are based on
integer-order derivatives. Therefore, in this work, we focus only on Caputo fractional derivatives of order
0 < α < 1, and, for simplicity, we set a = 0, resulting in the following expression:

C
0D

α
t f(t) =

1

Γ(1− α)

∫ t

0

(t− s)−αf ′(s) ds.

To illustrate the non-locality of this fractional derivative, we consider the following initial value problem,{
C
0D

α
t z(t) = f(t, z(t)), t ∈ [0, T ]

z(0) = z0

where T is an arbitrary positive constant. Under certain hypotheses on the solution z(t) and the function
f(t, z(t)), this initial value problem is equivalent to [18]:

z(t) = z(0) +
1

Γ(α)

∫ t

0

(t− s)α−1f(s, z(s)) ds. (6)

When α = 1, we recover the classical case:

z(t) = z(0) +

∫ t

0

f(s, z(s)) ds.

In this classical case, consider two instants t1 and t2 with t2 > t1 and t1, t2 ∈ [0, T ]. We can easily compute
z(t1) if we know the initial condition and the function f(s, z(s)):

6



z(t1) = z(0) +

∫ t1

0

f(s, z(s)) ds.

For t = t2, we have:

z(t2) = z(0) +

∫ t2

0

f(s, z(s)) ds = z(0) +

∫ t1

0

f(s, z(s)) ds+

∫ t2

t1

f(s, z(s)) ds = z(t1) +

∫ t2

t1

f(s, z(s)) ds.

This means that we can compute the solution at t2 knowing only the solution at t1 and the variation of
f(s, z(s)) in the interval [t1, t2]. Thus, the solution at t2 does not require information from the interval [0, t1),
making D1z(t) a local derivative operator.

When 0 < α < 1, following similar ideas as in the classical case, we have:

z(t2) = z(t1) +
1

Γ(α)

∫ t1

0

(
(t2 − s)α−1 − (t1 − s)α−1

)
f(s, z(s)) ds+

1

Γ(α)

∫ t2

t1

(t2 − s)α−1f(s, z(s)) ds. (7)

This indicates that the operator is non-local since, to compute the solution at any instant t, we always use
the full information from the past (see the underlined term in Eq. (2.2)) [18, 23].

3 Neural Fractional Differential Equations

Having in mind the concepts of Neural ODEs [1] and the role of fractional calculus in Neural systems [24],
we extend Neural ODEs to Neural FDEs, where the classical derivative is replaced by a Caputo fractional
derivative of order α with 0 < α < 1 (when α = 1 we recover the Neural ODE). This means that our discrete set
of ordered data x = {x0,x1, . . . ,xN} (N+1 observations), may be continuously approximated by a dynamical
system of the form, {

C
0D

α
t x(t) = f(t,x(t)),

x(t0) = x0, t ∈ [t0, T ],
(8)

where, once again, x(t) and f(t,x(t)) are not known. As in Neural ODEs, we will approximate this initial
value problem by a Neural FDE: {

C
0D

αout
t h(t) = fθ(t,h(t)),

x(t0) = x0, t ∈ [t0, T ].
(9)

The idea is to take advantage of the inherent ability of fractional derivatives to capture long-term memory
(schematically illustrated in Fig. 4), and improve the modelling of time-series and sequential data characterised
by continuous-time dynamics [3] (note that Neural FDEs are not restricted to time-series and may be also used
in different applications).
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FDE (memory)

𝑡 0

𝑑𝒙 𝑡

𝑑𝑡
= 𝒇𝜽 𝑡, 𝒙 𝑡

𝑡𝑇 𝑇

ODE (“no memory”)

0

𝑡∗
𝐶
𝐷𝑡
𝛼𝒙 𝑡 = 𝒇𝜽 𝑡, 𝒙 𝑡

FDE (short memory) – not considered in this work

𝑡 𝑇𝑡∗

Fig. 4: Memory in FDEs (left) and ODEs (right). Schematic of the computation of the derivative (fractional
or classical) at instant t. The case of short memory (center) is presented for illustrative purposes, aiming to
facilitate a clear understanding of this phenomenon.

Comparing Eq. (2.1) (Neural ODE) with Eq. (3) (Neural FDE), we realise that, besides the different
derivative operator, there is an extra parameter, α, which is the order of the derivative. When modelling
physical processes with FDEs, α is always a parameter that raises some concerns. This is because it is often
difficult to transition from molecular physics to the macro scale and obtain a correct physical value for α.
Therefore, in Neural FDEs, the parameter α is learned by another neural network, αϕ, with parameters ϕ
(this is why in Eq. (3) we see the output of the NN αout instead of α). This approach makes the process of
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Compute the Loss function

Fig. 5: Schematic of a Neural ODE iteration. Note that along the sequence of figures (left to right) the NNs
fθ(t,h(t)) and αϕ don’t change. Note also that in the next iteration, the output αout will be used as the input
for αϕ throughout the entire new iteration.

adjusting Eq. (3) to the training data completely independent of any user intervention, giving the Neural FDE
the freedom to find the best possible fit.

Fig. (5) shows a schematic of an iteration of the Neural FDE model. In this model, two distinct neural
networks pass information to the FDE solver. The NN fθ learns the behaviour of the analytical expression
f(t,h(t)) using as inputs x0 and ĥ(ti) (a different input for each time interval considered in the numerical
solver). The neural network αϕ learns α using an αin value provided by the user as input and outputs a single
α value to be used in the numerical solver (αϕ).

To compute the optimal parameters θ and ϕ of the two NNs, one must minimise the loss function L(θ, ϕ),
over the dataset {xi}N−1

i=1 , that is,

minimize
θ ∈ Rnθ ,ϕ ∈ Rnϕ

L(θ,ϕ) = 1

N

N∑
i=1

||ĥ(ti)− xi||22

subject to ĥ(ti) = FDESolve(αϕ,fθ,x0, {t0, t1, . . . , tN}), i = 1, . . . , N

where FDESolve(fθ,x0, {t0, t1, . . . , tN}) represents the numerical solver used to obtain the numerical solution
ĥ(t) for each instant ti.

Note that, as with Neural ODEs, we can obtain the numerical solution for any instant t ∈ [t0, tN ], and
not just at the discrete points {t0, t1, . . . , tN} (see subsection 3.1 for more details). However, it is important to
highlight a significant difference in the numerical solver for FDEs when compared to the one used for Neural
ODEs. To compute the solution at any instant ti, one must always use the information from the entire interval
[t0, ti], which increases the computational burden (see subsection 3.1 and Fig. 5).

As in the case of Neural ODEs, in each iteration, we proceed from left to right (Fig. (5)) to compute the
approximations {ĥ(ti)}Ni=1. Then, we backpropagate to obtain the variation of the loss with respect to the
weights and biases, for both NNs, leading to ∂L

∂θ and ∂L
∂ϕ . These derivatives are then used to update θ and ϕ

with optimal values, and begin a new iteration. Details about the optimizer used in this work can be found in
Section 4, Numerical Experiments.

The algorithms for training (Algorithm 1) and testing (Algorithm 2) a Neural FDE are now presented:
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Algorithm 1 Neural FDE training process.

Input: start time t0, end time tN = T , initial condition x(t0) = x0, mesh, maximum number of iterations
MAXITER;
Choose Optimiser;
fθ = DynamicsNN();
αϕ = AlphaNN();
Initialise θ,ϕ;
for k = 1 :MAXITER do

αout ← αϕ;

{ĥ(ti)}i=1...,N ← FDESolve(α,fθ,x0, {t0, t1, . . . , tN});
Evaluate loss L;
∇L ← Compute gradients of L(θ,ϕ);
θ,ϕ← Optimiser.Step(∇L);

end for
Return: θ, αout;

Algorithm 2 Neural FDE prediction process.

Input: start time t0, end time tf , initial condition x(t0) = x0, parameters θ, order α;
Load fθ;
{ĥ(ti)}i=1...,f ← FDESolve(α,fθ,x0, {t0, t1, . . . , tf});
Return: {ĥ(ti)}i=1...,f ;

In summary, the Neural FDE is composed of three main components, as shown in Figure 5:

• A NN that adjusts the FDE dynamics, fθ. Any arbitrary NN architecture can be used, from the simpler
multi-layer perceptron to the more complex residual network (ResNet [7]).

• A NN that adjusts the order of the derivative, αϕ
1. Similar to fθ, the choice of architecture for this NN

is flexible. However, since the objective is to adjust a single value, a straightforward multi-layer perceptron
suffices. It is important to note that, since α ∈ (0, 1), the value generated by αϕ must remain within this
interval. To achieve this, a bounded activation function in the output layer is necessary. In the experiments
detailed in this paper, a sigmoid activation function was used.

• A FDE numerical solver: several numerical methods have been introduced in the literature to solve FDEs,
and in this work we implemented the Predictor-Corrector (PC) algorithm for FDEs, as outlined in [25]. We
chose this algorithm for being general, making it suitable for both linear and nonlinear problems, as well as
for single and multi-term equations. Note that any FDE numerical solver can be used with Neural FDEs.

3.1 The Predictor-Corrector numerical method for Neural FDEs

The Predictor-Corrector numerical method used here for solving the Neural FDE, is based on the
Adams–Bashforth–Moulton integrator [26]. As shown in Eq. (2.2), the Neural FDE can be written as (for ease
of understanding, we consider t0 = 0 and a scalar solution h(t)),

h(t) = h(0) +
1

Γ(α)

∫ t

0

(t− s)αout−1fθ(s, h(s))ds. (10)

Consider a uniform mesh {tm = m∆t : m = 0, 1, ...,Mi} on an interval [0, ti] with some integer Mi and
∆t := ti/Mi. Following the methodology used in Neural ODEs, a new mesh {tm = m∆t : m = 0, 1, . . . ,Mi} is
defined for each interval [0, ti], where ti is the time associated with observation xi. Consequently, the number
of mesh elements (Mi + 1) increases with increasing ti.

Let ĥ(tj) be a numerical approximation to the exact solution h(tj) (exact in the sense that the error that
comes from evaluating fθ and αϕ is not taken into account), and that we already know the numerical solutions

ĥ(tj), j = 0, 1, . . . , n. We then want to calculte the solution at time step tn+1, by means of the equation,

h(tn+1) = h(0) +
1

Γ(α)

∫ tn+1

0

(tn+1 − s)αout−1fθ(s, h(s))ds.

1Instead of using a second NN, one may define α as a trainable variable.
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To approximate the integral
∫ tn+1

0
(tn+1 − s)αout−1fθ(s, h(s)) ds, we use a piecewise linear interpolation

for fθ(s, h(s)) at the mesh points tj , j = 0, 1, 2, . . . , n + 1, with the interpolation denoted by fθ(s, h(s)).
Consequently, we obtain a first approximation for h(tn+1):

ĥ(tn+1) ≈ h(0) +
1

Γ(α)

∫ tn+1

0

(tn+1 − s)αout−1fθ(s, h(s)) ds.

Using some algebra, we find that [26]:

ĥ(tn+1) = h(0)+
(∆t)α

Γ(α+ 2)

n+1∑
j=0

aj,n+1fθ(tj , ĥ(tj)) = h(0)+
(∆t)α

Γ(α+ 2)

(
n∑

j=0

aj,n+1fθ(tj , ĥ(tj)) + fθ(tn+1, ĥ(tn+1))

)
(11)

where

aj,n+1 =


nα+1 − (n− α)(n+ 1)α, if j = 0

(n− j + 2)α+1 + (n− j)α+1 − 2(n− j + 1)α+1, if 1 ≤ j ≤ n

1, if j = n+ 1.

Eq. (3.1) is known as the Corrector phase of the Predictor-Corrector algorithm, since we do not know

fθ(tn+1, ĥ(tn+1)) (in practice, this is only true for Eq. (3) when the analytical expression on the right-hand
side is known. In the Neural FDE, we can evaluate this function through the NN, but we should expect a poor
approximation, therefore, we stick to the Predictor-Corrector scheme).

The Predictor step is obtained by applying a quadrature rule to the integral in (3.1), without requiring
information from the time-step tn+1:

ĥ(tn+1) = h(0) +

n∑
j=0

bj,n+1fθ(tj , h(tj)), (12)

where

bj,n+1 =
(∆t)α

α
((n+ 1− j)α − (n− j)α) .

The numerical method involves computing Eqs. (3.1) and (3.1) in sequence. The error behaves as follows:

max
j=1,...,Mi

∣∣∣ĥ(tj)− h(tj)
∣∣∣ = O((∆t)1+α).

In the Neural FDE framework, errors can also come from using two neural networks and the minimisation
process. These errors should be included in an overall error analysis. Additionally, other numerical procedures
could have been employed, but they were not tested in this study.

As with Neural ODEs [10], when employing a fixed-step solver without explicitly specifying the step size
∆t (default case), the time interval discretization occurs solely based on the time steps dictated by the time-
series training data (as shown in Figure (6) - case 1). However, when the step size is explicitly specified, the
discretization takes place for the new mesh, which may (Figure (6) - case 2) or may not (Figure (6) - case 3)
coincide with the observation instants ti of the data x. If the mesh points do not match the training data,
interpolation is used. This is illustrated in Figure (6) - case 3.
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∆𝑡 
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Fig. 6: Mesh refinement process employed in the numerical solver, along with an illustration of linear inter-
polation. For ease of understanding we consider a small number of observations. Case 1: the time mesh nodes
(dash) used in the numerical method aligns with the input data series (symbols); Case 2: the time mesh used
in the numerical method is now more refined, but for specific mesh nodes it aligns with the input data series;
Case 3: the time mesh nodes used in the numerical method can be more refined or not, but they do not align
with the input data series. The numerical solution is obtained for all mesh nodes considered, but for train-
ing purposes only the solutions at t1, t2, . . . are considered, being these obtained by linear interpolation (this
methodology can also be used for irregularly sampled data).

It’s important to note that, in most cases, solving FDEs of this nature results in solutions with a singularity
at the origin. To tackle this issue, certain solvers incorporate a mesh refinement specifically in the vicinity of
the origin [27–29]. It’s worth mentioning that, in the future, we plan to implement this graded mesh approach
as a standard practice.

3.2 Computational Cost: Neural ODE vs Neural FDE

The most significant factor contributing to the computational cost in Neural FDEs is the memory allocation
and time cost associated with the FDE solver due to the non-local nature of FDEs. Unlike ODE solvers, which
rely on information from the immediate past time step, FDE solvers must retain and use values of the function
at all preceding time steps to accurately compute subsequent ones [25].

Since the primary difference between Neural ODEs and Neural FDEs lies in the solver used, we will focus
our computational analysis on comparing the computational costs of the ODE and FDE solvers. Although
Neural FDEs also learn the order of the derivative α, the additional computational cost is insignificant. This is
because α can be learnt using a simple perceptron or by adding α as a trainable variable, rather than employing
a more complex approach involving a second NN.

In the following analysis we will consider a mesh as the one shown in Fig. (6)-case 1.
In Neural ODEs, the computation of the next step ĥ(ti+1) at each ODE solver iteration is O(1), as only

the immediate previous step ĥ(ti) is needed for this computation. Let N be the number of time steps used for
solving the ODE, then the total computational cost is O(N). The storage requirement for the computed time
steps is also O(N).

In Neural FDEs, the computation of the next step ĥ(ti+1) at each FDE solver iteration requires the full
history of past time steps {ĥ(t0), . . . , ĥ(ti)}. As i increases, the computational cost grows due to the need to
perform a summation over all previous time steps, and for t = tN the total computation is O(1)+O(2)+ · · ·+
O (N(N + 1)/2) = O(N2). The storage requirement for the computed time steps remains O(N).

To provide a practical comparison of the computational time differences between the ODE and FDE solvers
used in Neural ODE and Neural FDE, respectively, we solved an FDE and an ODE using the default Torchdiffeq
[10] solver and the implemented PC solver:

C
0D

0.6
t y(t) + y(t) = 0, and

dy(t)

dt
+ y(t) = 0, t ∈ (0, 20], with y(0) = 1.

Each solver was run three times independently, computing 100 equally spaced time steps. The average
elapsed execution time, in seconds, and the average memory used, in gigabytes (GB), is presented in Table 1.

From Table 1, the execution time for the FDE solver is significantly higher than that of the ODE solver.
Specifically, the FDE solver takes roughly 6.34 times longer on average than the ODE solver to compute the
states ĥ(t) for the desired time steps. Thus, the experimental results are consistent with the expected scaling
behaviour. The FDE solver’s execution time being an order of magnitude larger aligns qualitatively with the
quadratic complexity O(N2), whereas the ODE solver’s time is consistent with the linear complexity O(N).
Furthermore, the memory usage for both solvers is similar which corroborates with the theoretical value O(N).
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Table 1: Averages of execution time and memory used
for the ODE solver, default provided by Torchdiffeq, and
the implemented PC solver over three independent runs.

ODE Solver FDE Solver

Elapsed Time (s) 6.23E-2 ± 1.91E-3 3.95E-1 ± 1.13E-2
Memory Used (GB) 4.22E-1 ± 5.39E-3 4.22E-1 ± 8.25E-5

Therefore, in this particular case, one iteration of Neural FDE will, on average, take approximately 6 times
longer than that of Neural ODE 2.

The characteristics of Neural ODEs make them a more efficient choice for modelling systems with simple
dynamics where memory is not a critical factor. However, despite the higher computational cost being a
disadvantage, it is important to consider the advantages of using Neural FDEs. These include the ability to
learn more complex patterns from data and potentially achieve faster convergence.

4 Numerical Experiments

To evaluate the performance of the architectural framework proposed in this study, we conducted a compre-
hensive series of experiments on three different datasets. These included two synthetically generated datasets
and one real-world dataset. For all experiments, the Mean Squared Error (MSE) was used to compute the loss
function, denoted as L.

The synthetic toy datasets were generated by numerically solving their corresponding governing differen-
tial equations: Relaxation Oscillation Process (RO) and Population Growth (PG). For each dataset, three
experiments were conducted to comprehensively evaluate the performance of the models:

• Reconstruction: assesses the models’ capability to learn the dynamics of the training set. The evaluation
is carried out using the same set for training and testing, consisting of 200 points within the time interval
t = [0, 200]. This scenario provides insights into how well the models can reproduce the observed dynamics
within the specified temporal range;

• Extrapolation: evaluates the performance of the models in predicting unseen time horizons to simulate a
future prediction scenario. The training set encompasses 200 points in the time interval t = [0, 200], while
the test set includes 200 points within the extended time interval t = [0, 300]. This experiment represents a
challenging task, examining the models’ generalisation capability and the ability to extrapolate beyond the
observed temporal range;

• Completion: evaluates the effectiveness of the models in missing data imputation, simulating a scenario
where data are missing and need to be estimated. The training set comprises 200 points in the time interval
t = [0, 200], and the test set includes 400 points within the time interval t = [0, 200].

Furthermore, four different fractional derivative orders, specifically 0.3, 0.5, 0.8, 0.99, were used to generate
four FDE datasets for each system. This selection of fractional derivative orders was made to systematically
examine the capabilities and limitations of the Neural FDE in diverse scenarios. In addition, one ODE dataset
was also generated to evaluate the performance of Neural FDE in modelling ODE generated data. The Neural
ODE was used as a baseline in all experiments and its performance was also tested using the ODE’s and FDE’s
datasets.

To accommodate the randomness of the optimisation process, three independent runs were conducted for
each architecture. Model assessment relied on the average Mean Squared Error (MSEavg) and its standard
deviation (std).

In all experiments we used the same architecture fθ for the Neural ODE and Neural FDE with: an input
layer with a neuron and hyperbolic tangent (tanh) activation function; 2 hidden layers with 64 neurons and
tanh activation function; and an output layer with a neuron. Since the Neural FDE has another NN, αϕ, we
use a one neuron input layer with tanh activation function, a hidden layer with 32 neurons with tanh activation
function, and an output layer with a neuron and a sigmoid activation function. We always initialise the α
value at 0.99, in the iterative procedure. Adam optimiser [30] was used with a learning rate of 1e− 3 and 200
iterations on the full data sequence were performed.

All implementations were done in Pytorch and the Neural ODE was used through Torchdiffeq [10], with the
default adaptive-step solver and corresponding options. The Predictor-Corrector FDE solver [25] was intention-
ally developed for this work. These solver were adapted to ensure compatibility with NNs and backpropagation
through autograd, and it is CUDA-enabled for efficient GPU use. This tailored implementation allows for the
seamless integration of FDE solvers into the PyTorch framework. Additionally, the implementation of the PC
solver can be used solely for solving FDEs without using NNs and with CUDA acceleration. To the best of our

2Note that our implementation of an FDE solver, the PC solver, has room for improvement regarding code and algorithm optimisation.
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knowledge, this is the first publicly available implementation of the PC solver for FDEs in Pytorch and being
CUDA-enabled.

It is worth noting that the Neural ODE defaults to using an adaptive-step solver, whereas the solver
implemented for the Neural FDE is a fixed-step solver that defaults to step-sizes equal to the sampling of the
time points.

All computations were performed in a Google Cloud machine type g2-standard-32 with an Intel Cascade
Lake 32 vCPU, 128GB RAM and a NVIDIA L4 GPU. The implementations can be found at [LINK]3.

Remark: Please note that the main purpose of this section on numerical experiments is not to establish
superiority between the different neural network architectures. Each architecture has its own distinct advantages
and disadvantages, which depend on the dynamics of the system. Overall, we will see that the Neural FDE
outperforms the Neural ODE, but it’s important to recognise that the mesh refinement employed during
training and testing significantly impacts the final results, making a fully equitable comparison challenging.

Consequently, the results presented here should be viewed as a parametric examination of the behaviour of
both Neural ODEs and Neural FDEs using various datasets. This serves as a means to assess and explore the
methodologies outlined in the preceding sections.

4.1 Relaxation Oscillation Process

Relaxation oscillations are observed in various natural and engineered systems, where the dynamics alternate
between periods of slow relaxation and rapid oscillations. Consider a system governed by the fractional-order
relaxation oscillation equation:

C
0D

α
t x(t) + x(t) = 1, x(0) = x0,

where C
0D

α
t represents a fractional derivative operator of order α and x(t) represents the variable that undergoes

relaxation oscillations. The initial condition x0 sets the initial value of x at t = 0, determining the starting point
of the oscillatory behaviour (we consider x(t0) = 0.3). In this fractional-order relaxation oscillation process,
the variable x(t) evolves over time. The system’s behaviour alternates between periods of slow relaxation and
rapid oscillation as it approaches the equilibrium solution x(t) = 1.

Considering the well known limitations in the convergence of numerical methods for fractional differential
equations [25] for low α values, in this first case study we focused solely on datasets corresponding to fractional-
order values of α = 0.8, 0.99, and 1 (ODE).

The results are organised in Table 2 and Table 3 for the Neural ODE and the Neural FDE, respectively.
Additionally, the learnt α values by the Neural FDE, for the three runs, are presented in Table 4. The datasets
Pα=0.8, Pα=0.99, and PODE are constructed with their respective α values. For PODE , α is set to 1.

Table 2: Performance of Neural ODE when modelling the RO
regularly-sampled system (MSEavg ± std).

DATASET RECONSTRUCTION EXTRAPOLATION COMPLETION

Pα=0.8 2.69E-2 ± 3.63E-2 6.40E-2 ± 6.42E-2 2.51E-2 ± 3.42E-2
Pα=0.99 9.52E-2 ± 1.05E-1 8.40E-2 ± 9.50E-2 1.13E-1 ± 1.19E-1
PODE 3.47E-1 ± 3.65E-1 3.50E-1 ± 3.68E-1 3.47E-1 ± 3.65E-1

Table 3: Performance of Neural FDE when modelling the RO
regularly-sampled system (MSEavg ± std).

DATASET RECONSTRUCTION EXTRAPOLATION COMPLETION

Pα=0.8 3.72E-4 ± 1.31E-4 1.43E-2 ± 6.32E-4 3.85E-4 ± 1.26E-4
Pα=0.99 3.95E-4 ± 1.44E-5 6.36E-4 ± 6.14E-5 1.12E-3 ± 3.64E-5
PODE 8.80E-5 ± 1.47E-5 2.36E-4 ± 1.10E-4 1.06E-4 ± 2.90E-5

Table 2 and Table 3 illustrate that the proposed Neural FDE exhibits significantly superior performance,
for all datasets, compared to Neural ODE, with MSEavg being lower by at least two orders of magnitude. It is
noteworthy that Neural FDE achieved a reduction of at least three orders of magnitude in error when fitting to
the dataset generated by the ODE, in contrast to Neural ODE. This evidences the performance improvement
over Neural ODEs. Although, it should be mentioned that this results were obtained with no mesh refinement
in both training and testing. This justifies the fact that the Neural ODE is presenting a higher error when
predicting results with a model trained with its own dataset, PODE . For a more refined mesh, we would expect
for the Neural ODE to perform better than the Neural FDE, when considering the dataset PODE . The disparity
in the errors obtained will be reduced in the upcoming case studies.

3available after acceptance

13



Moreover, Figure 7 highlights the notably faster convergence speed of Neural FDEs compared to Neural
ODEs, underscoring the superiority of our proposed Neural FDE as the preferred choice. It is important to
note that the 200 iterations mentioned are unrelated to the 200 data points used in constructing some datasets.

Table 4: Adjusted α at each run for
each dataset of the RO system.

α = 0.8 α = 0.99 ODE

1 0.3885 0.3451 0.3015
2 0.5477 0.3923 0.4431
3 0.4472 0.4684 0.3692

The α values learnt by the Neural FDE, Table 4, show no significant patterns beyond staying relatively
low, i.e. lower than 0.5.
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Fig. 7: Evolution of the loss during training for the three datasets Pα = 0.8, 0.99, 1 of the RO system (loss
(vertical axis) vs. iterations (horizontal axis)).

4.2 Population Growth

Consider a population of organisms that follows a fractional-order logistic growth. The population size P (t) at
time t is governed by the following fractional-order differential equation:

C
0D

α
t P (t) = rP (t)

(
1− P (t)

K

)
, P (t0) = 100,

where C
0D

α
t represents the fractional derivative of order α, r = 0.1 is the growth rate, and K = 1000 is

the carrying capacity of the environment. Consider the initial condition P (t0) = 100. Please note that when
employing fractional derivatives, the model parameters no longer have classical dimensions, as is the case when
α = 1. These modified parameters are commonly referred to as quasiproperties.

This equation encapsulates the intricate dynamics of the population’s growth, incorporating both fractional-

order derivatives and the logistic growth model. The term rP (t)
(
1− P (t)

K

)
characterises the population’s net

reproduction rate as a function of its current size relative to the environment’s carrying capacity. The fractional
derivative Dα

t P (t) introduces a nuanced temporal aspect, accounting for non-integer-order rates of change in
population size over time.

The results are organised in Table 5 and Table 6 for the Neural ODE and the Neural FDE, respectively.
Additionally, the learnt α values by the Neural FDE, for the three runs, are shown in Table 7. To analyse
and compare the convergence of Neural ODE and Neural FDE, the loss values during training were plotted in
Figure 8.

Table 5: Performance of Neural ODE when modelling the PG
regularly-sampled system (MSEavg ± std).

DATASET RECONSTRUCTION EXTRAPOLATION COMPLETION

Pα=0.3 7.70E-3 ± 2.15E-5 1.04E-2 ± 1.54E-5 7.67E-3 ± 2.15E-5
Pα=0.4 3.90E-2 ± 2.45E-2 4.17E-2 ± 1.91E-2 3.90E-2 ± 2.45E-2
Pα=0.5 4.91E-2 ± 6.26E-3 5.57E-2 ± 5.85E-3 4.92E-2 ± 6.23E-3
Pα=0.8 6.95E-2 ± 7.11E-3 6.74E-2 ± 1.37E-2 6.94E-2 ± 7.19E-3
Pα=0.99 4.58E-2 ± 1.50E-3 3.45E-2 ± 4.44E-4 4.58E-2 ± 1.50E-3
PODE 8.33E-2 ± 5.19E-2 7.91E-2 ± 6.29E-2 8.34E-2 ± 5.19E-2
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Table 6: Performance of Neural FDE when modelling the PG
regularly-sampled system (MSEavg ± std).

DATASET RECONSTRUCTION EXTRAPOLATION COMPLETION

Pα=0.3 1.58E-3 ± 7.34E-4 2.97E-3 ± 9.06E-4 1.96E-3 ± 7.33E-4
Pα=0.4 4.03E-3 ± 7.78E-4 7.36E-3 ± 1.25E-3 5.01E-3 ± 6.51E-4
Pα=0.5 1.99E-2 ± 1.29E-3 2.45E-2 ± 1.61E-3 2.06E-2 ± 1.30E-3
Pα=0.8 1.69E-2 ± 9.29E-3 1.62E-2 ± 4.83E-3 1.77E-2 ± 9.55E-3
Pα=0.99 1.32E-2 ± 2.05E-3 8.97E-3 ± 9.89E-4 1.45E-2 ± 1.91E-3
PODE 1.15E-2 ± 1.49E-3 7.84E-3 ± 9.49E-4 1.30E-2 ± 1.37E-3

Table 5 and Table 6 illustrate that the performance of both the Neural ODE and the Neural FDE is
comparable in the tasks of reconstruction and completion. However, Neural FDE outperforms Neural ODE
in the extrapolation task, exhibiting a lower MSEavg, being similar for Pα=0.5 and Pα=0.8. This superiority
underscores the significance of the memory mechanism employed by Neural FDEs, which allows models to
leverage the entire historical context of the time series for making predictions. Furthermore, this memory
scheme empowers Neural FDEs to capture more intricate relationships within the data, consequently achieving
enhanced performance, particularly in challenging tasks involving predictions for unseen time horizons.

From Figure 8, it is evident that Neural FDE exhibits significantly faster convergence compared to Neural
ODE, achieving lower loss values in considerably less time. This rapid convergence, coupled with its superior
performance, positions Neural FDE as a highly competitive network.

Table 7: Adjusted α at each run for each dataset of the
PG regularly-sampled system.

α = 0.3 α = 0.4 α = 0.5 α = 0.8 α = 0.99 ODE

1 0.2792 0.214 0.3582 0.4383 0.3061 0.2824
2 0.367 0.2369 0.3268 0.2581 0.306 0.2847
3 0.2849 0.2363 0.3917 0.411 0.3631 0.3374

Once again, the α values learnt by Neural FDE, Table 7, show no significant patterns beyond staying
relatively low, i.e. lower than 0.4.
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Fig. 8: Evolution of the loss during training for the four datasets of the PG system using a regularly sampled
dataset (loss (vertical axis) vs. iterations (horizontal axis)).

At first glance, one might expect that the α values learnt by Neural FDEs would closely approximate the
ground-truth α values used to generate the datasets. However, numerical experiments reveal that this is not
the case. A more careful consideration of the underlying mechanisms provides insight into the reasons for this
discrepancy.

Neural FDEs employ a NN fθ with parameters θ to model the right-hand side of the FDE. These parameters,
along with those that determine α, are adjusted during the training process to minimise the loss function. The
critical point is that, following the universal approximation theorem [31], the NN fθ is highly adaptable and
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can find parameter configurations that minimise the error of the fit to the data, regardless of the specific α
value. Consequently, there is not a unique α that will minimise the error, leading to multiple valid α values
that achieve similar performance in fitting the data.

4.2.1 Mesh refinement

To demonstrate how the choice of step size influences the results, we used the PG system to generate four
datasets, each covering a smaller time domain t = [0, 10] with 50 data points. These datasets were created in
two variations: two were derived by solving an ODE (α = 1) with step sizes of 1 and 0.1, while the other two
were obtained by solving an FDE with α = 0.8 using step sizes of 1 and 0.1. Subsequently, we employed both
a Neural ODE to learn the ODE generated datasets and a Neural FDE to fit the FDE generated datasets. We
then performed an analysis of the plots depicting the ground truth and predicted curves, as illustrated in Figs
(9).

From Fig. (9), it can be seen that smaller ∆t results in a more accurate approximation of the system’s
behaviour, as expected. This finer granularity also improves the fitting by both the Neural ODE and Neural
FDE models.

ODE dataset ∆𝑡 = 1 ODE dataset ∆𝑡 = 0.1

FDE dataset ∆𝑡 = 1 FDE dataset ∆𝑡 = 0.1

𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 (𝑡)

𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 (𝑡)

𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 (𝑡)

𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 (𝑡)

𝑃(𝑡)

𝑃(𝑡)

𝑃(𝑡)

𝑃(𝑡)

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 9: Mesh refinement for the PG case. (a) and (b) show the fit obtained for a ODE dataset with ∆t = 1
and ∆t = 0.1, respectively. (c) and (d) show the fit obtained for a FDE dataset with ∆t = 1 and ∆t = 0.1,
respectively.

For more refined meshes, the computational cost of the Neural FDE becomes more pronounced. Although
the Neural FDE continues to provide better results, a fair comparison between the two models is only possible
with a real-world dataset, as shown next.

4.3 Real-world Dataset

The DJIA 30 Stock Time Series is a very popular irregularly sampled dataset available on Kaggle [32]. This
dataset encapsulates the trajectory of the stock market across 13 years for multiple companies, offering four
distinct categories of daily information: the opening market price of the stock, its highest and lowest recorded
prices, and the volume of shares traded.

To conduct a comprehensive evaluation, we executed three distinct experiments to assess and compare the
performance of the models:

• Reconstruction: the evaluation is carried out using the same set for training and testing, consisting of the
first 365 data points within the date range of t = [2006/01/03, 2007/06/15] (Data1).

• Extrapolation: the training set encompasses the first 365 data points within the date range of t =
[2006/01/03, 2007/06/15] (Data1), while the test set includes 30 data points within the extended time interval
t = [2007/06/18, 2007/07/30].
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• Completion: the training set consists of 2717 data points, comprising the first 2415 within the date range
of t = [2006/01/03, 2015/08/07] and 302 taken in the range of t = [2015/08/10, 2017/12/29] by omitting a
data point between each triple of data (Data2). The omitted data point is used to construct the test set,
evaluating the imputation of missing data. The test set comprises of 39 data points.

A Neural ODE was employed as a baseline to demonstrate the performance of the Neural FDE. The
evaluation was carried out through three independent runs, and the MSEavg along with the corresponding
standard deviation were computed. The architectures and training details of NNs remain consistent with those
used in Section 4.3 with the exception of the usage of Euler with a step-size of 0.1 for training Neural ODE
and an equal step-size for Neural FDE.

4.3.1 DJIA 30 Stock Time Series

In this study, we conducted an initial experiment to contrast the performance of the proposed Neural FDE
against Neural ODEs using a real-world dataset.

The experiments were conducted using data from the first company in the dataset, Altaba. The results are
organised in Table 8 for both the Neural ODE and Neural FDE models. Additionally, the learnt α values by
the Neural FDE in the three independent runs are presented in Table 9. The experiments were conducted using
data from the first company in the dataset, Altaba. The results for both the Neural ODE and Neural FDE
models are organised in Table 8. Additionally, the learnt α values by the Neural FDE in the three independent
runs are presented in Table 9. Note that although the reconstruction and extrapolation experiments were
performed on networks trained using Data1, and completion was performed on networks trained using Data2,
the training loss is similar, resembling the performance in the reconstruction tasks.

Table 8: Performance of Neural ODE and Neural FDE when modelling
the DJIA irregularly-sampled dataset (MSEavg ± std).

MODEL RECONSTRUCTION EXTRAPOLATION COMPLETION

Neural ODE 2.97E-3 ± 3.32E-4 7.93E-2 ± 4.28E-3 3.29E-2 ± 4.27E-3
Neural FDE 2.76E-3 ± 4.56E-5 5.42E-2 ± 1.62E-3 1.97E-2 ± 3.35E-4

Table 8 shows that the performance of Neural FDE is comparable to the Neural ODE baseline across all
three experiments. However, the loss evolution depicted in Figure 10 indicates that Neural FDE achieves faster
convergence, reaching lower loss values much earlier than Neural ODE.

Note that these are preliminary results aimed at showcasing the applicability of Neural FDE to real-world
datasets as well as comparing the performance with a Neural ODE baseline. As future work, decreasing the
step size, increasing the number of training iterations, and using more complex NN schemes are expected to
improve performance.

Fig. 10: Evolution of the loss during training (loss (vertical axis) vs. iterations (horizontal axis)) for Data1
(on the left) and Data2 (on the right).

The α values learnt during training for the two datasets, Table 9, are consistent between runs. However,
this consistency does not carry significant meaning since fθ is a universal approximator capable of adapting
to any α.
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Table 9: Adjusted α at each run for
each training dataset of the DJIA
irregularly-sampled dataset.

Data1 Data2

1 0.3264 0.3282
2 0.3335 0.2933
3 0.2985 0.3458

5 Discussion and Conclusions

Having in mind the concepts of Neural ODEs [1] and the role of fractional calculus in Neural systems [24], we
extend Neural ODEs to Neural FDEs. These feature a Caputo fractional derivative of order α (with 0 < α < 1)
on the left-hand side, representing the variation of the state of a dynamical system, and a neural network (fθ)
on the right-hand side. When α = 1, we recover the Neural ODE. The parameter α is learned by another
neural network, αϕ, with parameters ϕ. This approach allows the Neural FDE to adjust to the training data
independently, enabling it to find the best possible fit without user intervention.

During the Neural FDE training, we employ a specialised numerical solver for FDEs to compute the
numerical solution. Subsequently, a loss function is used to compare the numerically predicted outcomes with
the ground truth. Using autograd for backpropagation, we adjust the weights and biases within the neural
networks fθ and αϕ to minimise the loss.

To assess the performance of the architectural framework proposed in this study, a comprehensive series
of experiments was carried out on a variety of datasets. First, two synthetic toy datasets were generated by
numerically solving their corresponding differential equations. These datasets were specifically designed to
model well-established systems governed by differential equations: Relaxation Oscillation Process (RO) and
Population Growth (PG).

The experiments demonstrate that Neural FDE exhibits either significantly better or similar performance,
as measured by MSEavg, compared to Neural ODE. However, even in cases where the produced models
demonstrate similar performance, Neural FDE showcases substantially faster convergence, achieving lower loss
values in significantly fewer iterations than Neural ODE. Although, it should be mentioned that this results
were obtained with no mesh refinement in both training and testing (only one mesh refinement case was
considered). This justifies the fact that in some cases the Neural ODE presents a higher error when predicting
results with a model trained with its own generated dataset. For a more refined mesh, we would expect for
the Neural ODE to perform better than the Neural FDE in this particular case. Note also that in some cases
the computational times of the Neural FDE are prohibitive, and therefore, in the future, these computations
should be optimised.

Although the Neural FDE presented in this work behaves well for the different case studies considered,
there is plenty of room for improvements:

• The use of FDEs needs the computation of the entire history of the dynamical system at every time step,
requiring the storage of all variables. Additionally, we employed autograd for backpropagation. This results
in a significantly higher computational cost compared to Neural ODEs.

• When computing the loss function, we consider the weights and biases for the NN fθ, as well as weights and
biases for the NN αϕ, optimising the order of the fractional derivative. Our numerical results indicate that
this loss function does not yield optimal orders for the fractional derivative. Therefore, in future work, we
should explore a different loss function that prioritises minimising the error while also optimising the order
of the fractional derivative.

• While the study by Chen et al. [1] does not explicitly address it, Neural ODEs exhibit stability issues. These
problems are likewise present in Neural FDEs and stem from significant variations in weight matrices as they
evolve in time. In the future, it is advisable to enhance the model’s stability by incorporating constraints
within the loss function. These constraints would enable better control over the smoothness of the weight
matrix evolution.

• The Predictor-Corrector numerical method, employed to solve the FDE [25], exhibits a convergence order of
O((∆t)p), where ∆t denotes the time-step and p = min(2, 1 + α). In simpler terms, this implies that lower
values of α can yield convergence orders of 1. It’s worth noting that the dependence of the convergence order
on α is a common characteristic. To address this, one potential solution is the use of more robust numerical
methods or the implementation of graded meshes, especially in the vicinity of the singularity at t = 0.
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