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Abstract

In a landscape where scientific discovery is increasingly driven by data, the integration of

machine learning (ML) with traditional scientific methodologies has emerged as a trans-

formative approach. This paper introduces a novel, data-driven framework that syner-

gizes physics-based priors with advanced ML techniques to address the computational

and practical limitations inherent in first-principle-based methods and brute-force ma-

chine learning methods. Our framework showcases four algorithms, each embedding a

specific physics-based prior tailored to a particular class of nonlinear systems, including

separable and nonseparable Hamiltonian systems, hyperbolic partial differential equa-

tions, and incompressible fluid dynamics. The intrinsic incorporation of physical laws

preserves the system’s intrinsic symmetries and conservation laws, ensuring solutions are

physically plausible and computationally efficient. The integration of these priors also en-

hances the expressive power of neural networks, enabling them to capture complex pat-

terns typical in physical phenomena that conventional methods often miss. As a result,

our models outperform existing data-driven techniques in terms of prediction accuracy,

robustness, and predictive capability, particularly in recognizing features absent from the

training set, despite relying on small datasets, short training periods, and small sample

sizes.
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1 Introduction

From the time of Newton, two principal paradigms have shaped the methodologies of sci-

entific research: the Keplerian paradigm, or the data-driven approach, and the Newtonian

paradigm, or the first-principle-based approach [5]. The first-principle-based approach

is fundamental and elegant, but the dilemma we often face is its practicality. There are

many time-dependent problems in science, where the equations of motion are too com-

plex for full solution, either because the equations are not certain or because the compu-

tational cost is too high. Additionally, for a dynamic system governed by some unknown

mechanics, it is challenging to identify governing equations by directly observing the sys-

tem’s state, especially when such observation is partial and the sample data is sparse.

Now, the data-driven approach has become a very powerful tool with the advance-

ment of statistical methods and machine learning (ML). This approach enables us to han-

dle physical systems by statistically exploring their underlying structures. Data-driven ap-

proaches have proven their efficacy in uncovering the underlying governing equations of

a variety of physical systems, ranging from fluid mechanics [6] and wave physics [7] to

quantum physics [8], thermodynamics [9], and materials science [10]. Moreover, various

ML methods have significantly advanced the numerical simulation of complex and high-

dimensional dynamical systems. These methods integrate learning paradigms with sim-

ulation infrastructures, enhancing the modeling of ordinary differential equations [11],

linear and nonlinear partial differential equations [4, 12], high-dimensional partial differ-

ential equations [13], and inverse problems [14], among others.

Despite these advancements, data-driven methods like neural networks, which exhibit

remarkable generalization abilities across various fields, face significant challenges. These

methods require large, clean datasets and depend heavily on complex, black-box network

structures that are highly sensitive to input variations. Additionally, brute-force machine

learning with conventional toolkits such as deep neural networks often struggles with the

high dimensionality of input-output spaces, the cost of data acquisition, the production

of physically implausible results, and the inability to handle extrapolation robustly. These

factors make it difficult to predict long-term dynamical behaviors accurately.

To address these challenges, we introduce a novel, data-driven framework designed

to make accurate, long-term predictions in a computationally efficient manner. The key

innovation lies in incorporating physics-based priors into the learning algorithms so that

the physics structure of the underlying system is intrinsically preserved. As a result, our

models outperform other state-of-the-art data-driven methods in terms of prediction ac-
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curacy, robustness, and predictive capability, particularly in recognizing features absent

from the training set. This superior performance is achieved despite relying on smaller

datasets, shorter training periods, and limited sample sizes. At the same time, our mod-

els are significantly more computationally efficient than traditional first-principles-based

methods, while achieving a similar level of accuracy.

This thesis details four algorithms we have developed over time, each incorporating a

distinct physics-based prior relevant to a specific type of nonlinear system. The algorithm

names, the associated physics priors, and the systems they address are as follows:

1. Symplectic Taylor Neural Networks (Taylor-nets): The symplectic structure in sepa-

rable Hamiltonian systems [1],

2. Nonseparable Symplectic Neural Networks (NSSNNs): The symplectic structure in

nonseparable Hamiltonian systems [2],

3. Roe Neural Networks (RoeNet): Hyperbolic Conservation Law in hyperbolic partial

differential equations (PDEs) [4],

4. Neural Vortex Method (NVM): Helmholtz’s Theorems in incompressible fluid dy-

namics [3].

Overall, the key advantages and contributions of our methodologies are as follows:

• Preservation of Intrinsic Symmetries and Conservation Laws: Our methodologies

integrate physics-based priors within the learning algorithms, which significantly

narrows the solution space. This reduction not only streamlines the computational

demands but also preserves the mathematical symmetries and physical conserva-

tion laws inherent in the systems being modeled. Such an approach ensures that

the generated solutions are not only efficient but also robust and aligned with phys-

ical reality, enhancing both the reliability and validity of the predictions.

• Enhanced Expressive Power of Neural Networks: By embedding physics-based struc-

tures into our models, we expand the network’s capacity to capture and reproduce

complex patterns that are typical in solutions to physical phenomena. Conventional

deep neural networks often struggle to identify such patterns when they are not rep-

resented within the training dataset. Our approach supports generalized solutions

to PDEs and expands the solution space, allowing for a more comprehensive en-

capsulation of the potential physical behaviors, significantly improving the model’s

applicability and predictive accuracy.
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The thesis will be organized into several key sections: an introductory section and a

related work section that outline the research background; a methodology section that

elaborates on the mathematical foundations, including an introduction to the supervised

learning and numerical methods we used to develop our methodologies; an implemen-

tation section that details the algorithm design and proofs of four methodologies respec-

tively; and a results section that summarizes the key implementation and experimental

findings. The paper will conclude with a discussion on the implications of the results and

potential avenues for future research.

Table 1: Overview of the key concepts related to four methodologies.

Taylor-nets NSSNNs RoeNet NVM

Physics
System

Separable
Hamiltonians

Nonseparable
Hamiltonians

Hyperbolic
PDEs

Incompressible
Fluid Dynamics

Prior
Embedded

Symplectic
Structure

Symplectic
Structure

Hyperbolic
Conservation
Law

Helmholtz’s
Theorems

Solver Separable
Symplectic
Integrator

Nonseparable
Symplectic
Integrator

Roe Solver Lagrangian Vor-
tex Method

Key
Advantages

Accurately approximate the
continuous-time evolution
over a long term

Predict future
discontinuities
with short-term
continuous
data

Reconstruct
continuous vor-
tex dynamics
with a small
number of vor-
tex particles

Table 1 summarizes the key concepts related to the four methods, including the spe-

cific physics systems they model, the type of physical principles or priors they embed,

the integrative techniques they employ, and the primary advantages each method offers.

These comparative insights provide an at-a-glance understanding of the distinct capabil-

ities and applications of each method. The details will be addressed comprehensively in

Section 3.2 and Section 4.
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2 Related Work

Neural Networks for Hamiltonian Systems. Greydanus et al. introduce Hamiltonian

Neural Networks (HNNs) to preserve the Hamiltonian energy of systems by reformulat-

ing the loss function [15]. Inspired by HNNs, a series of methods that intrinsically embed

a symplectic integrator into the recurrent neural network architecture were proposed, in-

cluding SRNN [16], and SSINN [17]. Methods like HNN face two primary challenges: they

require the temporal derivatives of system momentum and position to compute the loss

function, which are hard to obtain from real-world systems, and they do not strictly pre-

serve the symplectic structure as their symplectomorphism is governed by the loss func-

tion. Our model, Taylor-net [1], addresses these limitations by integrating a solver into

the network architecture to avoid the need for time derivatives and by embedding a sym-

metrical structure directly within the neural networks, rather than adjusting the loss func-

tion. Moreover, these methods have been extended, via combination with graph networks

[18, 19], to address large-scale N-body problems where interactions are driven by forces

between particle pairs.

While the above methods are all designed to solve separable Hamiltonian systems,

Jin et al. proposed SympNet, which constructs symplectic mappings of system variables

across neighboring time steps to handle both separable and nonseparable Hamiltonian

systems [20]. However, the parameter scalability of SympNet, growing quadratically with

the system size O(N 2), poses challenges for application to high-dimensional N-body prob-

lems. Our model, NSSNN, addresses these issues with a novel network architecture tai-

lored for nonseparable systems, which significantly reduces the complexity of parame-

ter scaling [2]. Additionally, Hamiltonian-based neural networks have been adapted for

broader applications. Toth et al. developed the Hamiltonian Generative Network (HGN)

to infer Hamiltonian dynamics from high-dimensional observations, such as image data

[21]. Furthermore, Zhong et al. introduced Symplectic ODE-Net (SymODEN), which in-

corporates an external control term into the standard Hamiltonian framework, enhancing

the model’s applicability to controlled dynamical systems [22].

Neural Networks for Discontinuous Functions. The use of deep learning networks to

approximate discontinuous functions is well-supported theoretically, as highlighted in

various studies on Hölder spaces [23], piecewise smooth functions [24], linear estimators

[25], and highly adaptive, spatially anisotropic target functions [26]. Building on these

foundations, Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) were introduced by Raissi et al.
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as a data-driven approach to solving nonlinear problems [27], leveraging the well-kown

capability of deep neural networks to act as universal function approximators [28]. Among

their key attributes, PINNs ensure the preservation of symmetry, invariance, and conser-

vation principles that are inherent in the physical laws governing the observed data [29].

Michoski et al. demonstrated that PINNs could capture irregular solutions to PDEs with-

out the need for any regularization [30]. Additionally, Mao et al. utilized PINNs to approx-

imate solutions for high-speed flows by integrating the Euler equations with initial and

boundary conditions into the loss function [31]. However, while these studies demon-

strate the robust capabilities of PINNs, they often do not address extrapolation beyond

the training set, a critical aspect for ensuring the generalizability of the models to a wider

range of scenarios.

Neural Networks for Fluid Dynamics. Recent advancements in fluid dynamics anal-

ysis have increasingly leveraged data-driven approaches powered by machine learning

[32, 33, 34]. Recognizing the limitations in traditional brute-force machine learning meth-

ods, current research efforts are increasingly focused on integrating physical priors into

learning algorithms, aiming to equip neural networks with a foundational understanding

of physical laws, rather than approaching the data naively [35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40]. Signifi-

cant efforts have been made to encode these physical constraints efficiently, such as incor-

porating the Navier-Stokes (NS) equations [12], modeling incompressibility constraints

[41], and mapping dynamics of wave phenomena onto recurrent neural network compu-

tations [7]. Moreover, understanding complex fluid dynamics through machine learning

involves embedding the structure of partial differential equations (PDEs) within neural

network architectures [42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47]. Ideally, these machine learning models de-

signed to solve PDEs should be able to evolve the flow fields independently, obttaining

initial-condition invariance without the need for a specific solver. However, the high di-

mensionality of the problems and insufficient supervisory data continue to pose signifi-

cant challenges.

3 Methodology

3.1 Supervised learning

We used supervised learning for all of our models. Supervised learning is a subset of ma-

chine learning where an algorithm learns a function that maps an input to an output based

10



on example input-output pairs. It infers a function from labeled training data consisting

of a set of training examples. Each example is a pair consisting of an input object and a

desired output value. The supervised learning algorithm analyzes the training data and

produces an inferred function, which can be used for mapping new examples. Sequential

steps involved in developing a supervised learning model, from determining the type of

training dataset to evaluating the model’s accuracy are:

1. Determine the Type of Training Dataset: Identify whether the problem is a classifi-

cation or regression to select the appropriate type of training dataset.

2. Collect/Gather the Labelled Training Data: Assemble a dataset where each instance

is tagged with the correct answer or outcome.

3. Split the Training Dataset: Divide the dataset into three parts:

• Training dataset: used to train the model.

• Test dataset: used to test the model’s predictions.

• Validation dataset: used to tune the model’s hyperparameters.

4. Determine the Input Features: Select the features of the training dataset that con-

tain sufficient information for the model to accurately predict the output.

5. Determine the Suitable Algorithm: Choose an appropriate algorithm for the model

based on the problem type.

6. Execute the Algorithm on the Training Dataset: Train the model using the selected

algorithm on the training dataset. Utilize the validation set to adjust control param-

eters as needed.

7. Evaluate the Model’s Accuracy: Test the model using the test dataset to assess its

accuracy. A model that correctly predicts the output indicates high accuracy.

3.1.1 Optimizer

In the context of neural networks, optimizers are crucial for minimizing the loss function,

i.e., the difference between the actual and predicted outputs. One of the popular optimiz-

ers is the Adam optimizer [48], which combines the advantages of two other extensions of

stochastic gradient descent, namely Adaptive Gradient Algorithm and Root Mean Square

Propagation. The Adam optimizer’s update equations are given by:

11



mt =β1mt−1 + (1−β1)g t

vt =β2vt−1 + (1−β2)g 2
t

m̂t = mt

1−βt
1

v̂t = vt

1−βt
2

θt+1 = θt − αm̂t√
v̂t +ϵ

where θ represents the parameters of the model, g t is the gradient of the loss function

with respect to the parameters at timestep t , mt and vt are estimates of the first and the

second moments of the gradients, respectively. α is the learning rate, β1,β2, and ϵ are

hyperparameters.

3.1.2 Loss Functions

The choice of loss function is pivotal in guiding the training of the model towards its ob-

jective. In our methods, we use several common loss functions in supervised learning,

including:

L1 Loss (Absolute Loss) Defined as L(y, ŷ) = ∑ |y − ŷ |, where y is the true value and ŷ is

the predicted value.

L2 Loss (Squared Loss) Given by L(y, ŷ) = ∑
(y − ŷ)2. This loss function is sensitive to

outliers as it squares the differences, hence penalizing larger errors more.

Cross-Entropy Loss The Cross-Entropy Loss is widely used in classification tasks to mea-

sure the performance of a classification model whose output is a probability value be-

tween 0 and 1. The Cross-Entropy Loss formula is given by:

L(y, ŷ) =− 1

N

N∑
i=1

[
yi log(ŷi )+ (1− yi ) log(1− ŷi )

]
where L(y, ŷ) is the loss function, N is the number of samples, yi is the actual label of the

i -th sample, and ŷi is the predicted probability for the i -th sample.
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For multi-class classification, the generalized formula is:

L(y, ŷ) =− 1

N

N∑
i=1

M∑
c=1

yi c log(ŷi c )

where M is the number of classes, yi c indicates whether class c is the correct classification

for observation i , and ŷi c is the predicted probability that observation i is of class c.

Focal Loss Focal Loss is an adapted version of Cross-Entropy Loss, which addresses the

problem of class imbalance by focusing more on hard-to-classify examples. It is particu-

larly useful in scenarios where there is a large class imbalance. The formula for Focal Loss

is given by:

L(y, ŷ) =−αt (1− ŷt )γ log(ŷt )

where αt is a weighting factor for the class t to counteract class imbalance, γ is a focusing

parameter that adjusts the rate at which easy examples are down-weighted, ŷt is the pre-

dicted probability of the class with label t , and (1− ŷt )γ reduces the loss for well-classified

examples, putting more focus on hard, misclassified examples. Focal Loss is particularly

useful for training on datasets where some classes are much more frequent than others,

helping to improve the robustness and performance of classification models in imbal-

anced datasets.

3.1.3 Activation Functions

Activation functions are non-linear functions applied to the output of a neuron in a neural

network. They decide whether a neuron should be activated or not, helping the network

learn complex patterns in the data.

ReLU One of the most popular activation functions is the Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU).

It is defined as:

f (x) = max(0, x)

where x is the input to the neuron. ReLU is favored for its simplicity and efficiency, pro-

moting faster convergence in training due to its linear, non-saturating form.

Next, we will outline the various models that were employed in the development of our

model.

13



3.1.4 Residual Networks (ResNets) and Residual Blocks (ResBlocks)

ResNets are designed to enable training of very deep neural networks through the intro-

duction of Residual Blocks (ResBlocks), which use skip connections or shortcuts to jump

over some layers [49]. ResNets have been proven in numerous research studies to be a

neural network architecture highly suitable for deep learning and computer vision. It of-

fers distinctive advantages in mitigating problems like gradient vanishing during network

training.

ResBlocks A Residual Block allows the gradient to flow through the network directly,

without passing through non-linear activations, by using skip connections. This is math-

ematically represented as:

hout =F (hin, {θi })+hin

where hin is the input to the ResBlock, F (hin, {θi }) represents the residual mapping to be

learned by layers of the ResBlock, and hout is the output of the ResBlock. The addition op-

eration is element-wise, allowing the network to learn identity mappings efficiently, which

is crucial for training deep networks.

3.1.5 Neural Ordinary Differential Equations (Neural ODEs) and the Adjoint Method

Neural ODEs are a class of models that represent the continuous dynamics of hidden

states using differential equations [50]. Unlike traditional neural networks that apply a

discrete sequence of transformations, Neural ODEs model the derivative of the hidden

state as a continuous transformation:

dh(t )

d t
= f (h(t ), t ,θ) (1)

where h(t ) is the hidden state at time t , f is a neural network parameterized by θ defining

the time derivative of the hidden state, making the model capable of learning continuous-

time dynamics.

At the heart of the model is that under the perspective of viewing a neural network as

a dynamic system, we can treat the chain of residual blocks in a neural network as the so-

lution of an ordinary differential equation (ODE) with the Euler method. Given a residual

network that consists of sequence of transformations

ht+1 = ht + f (ht ,θt ), (2)
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the idea is to parameterize the continuous dynamics using an ODE specified by the neural

network specified in (1).

In a Neural ODE framework, the evolution of the hidden state z is governed by an ODE

parameterized by a neural network:

d z(t )

d t
= f (z(t ), t ,θ), (3)

where t is time, θ represents the parameters of the neural network, and f is a function

approximated by the neural network defining the dynamics of z.

To optimize Neural ODEs, the adjoint method is utilized, providing an efficient means

for calculating gradients with respect to the parameters θ during backpropagation [51].

Rather than differentiating through the ODE solver, we solve the adjoint ODE defined as:

da(t )

d t
=−a(t )⊤

∂ f

∂h(t )
, (4)

where a(t ) = dL
dh(t ) is the gradient of the loss function L with respect to the hidden state.

The gradient of the loss with respect to the parameters is then obtained by integrating:

dL

dθ
=

∫ t0

t1

a(t )⊤
∂ f

∂θ
d t , (5)

over the interval from t0 to t1, the duration of the forward pass. The adjoint state a(t ) is

initialized at the end of the forward pass and integrated backward in time to obtain the

necessary gradients for parameter updates.

3.2 Numerical Methods

First, we present four methods for solving ordinary differential equations (ODEs), which

include the Euler method, Runge-Kutta method, Symplectic Integrator, and Non-separable

Symplectic Integrator.

3.2.1 Euler Method

The Euler method represents one of the most straightforward numerical strategies for ap-

proximating solutions to ODEs. As a first-order numerical method, it provides an initial

approach for solving initial value problems defined by d y
d t = f (t , y) with the initial condi-

tion y(t0) = y0. Despite its simplicity, the Euler method is fundamental in the introduction
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to more sophisticated numerical methods for differential equations.

This method calculates the next state vector y by proceeding in the direction of the

derivative f (t , y), scaled by the timestep d t . The updated state y at time t +d t is given by:

y(t +d t ) = y(t )+ f (t , y(t )) ·d t

As a consequence of its first-order accuracy, the local truncation error for the Euler

method is of the order O(d t 2), while the global error is of the order O(d t ). This rela-

tively large error suggests that while the Euler method can be beneficial for straightfor-

ward problems and educational purposes, it may not be the best choice for scenarios that

demand high precision over extended durations.

3.2.2 Runge-Kutta Method

The Runge-Kutta methods are a prominent family of iterative techniques for the numerical

resolution of ODEs. The fourth-order Runge-Kutta method, commonly referred to as RK4,

is particularly renowned for its balance between computational efficiency and accuracy.

This method is applied to approximate the solution of an initial value problem defined by

the ODE d y
d t = f (t , y) with the initial condition y(t0) = y0.

RK4 progresses the solution by computing a weighted average of four increments, where

each increment evaluates the derivative f (t , y)at various points within the timestep d t .

The solution y at a subsequent time t +d t is determined using the formula:

y(t +d t ) = y(t )+ 1

6
(k1 +2k2 +2k3 +k4)

with the increments given by:

k1 = f (t , y) ·d t ,

k2 = f
(

t + d t

2
, y + k1

2

)
·d t ,

k3 = f
(

t + d t

2
, y + k2

2

)
·d t ,

k4 = f (t +d t , y +k3) ·d t .

As a fourth-order method, the RK4 achieves a local truncation error of the order O(d t 5)

and a global error of the order O(d t 4). This substantial accuracy renders the RK4 method

highly effective for a broad spectrum of applications, offering an excellent trade-off be-

tween the computational demands and the precision of the solution.
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3.2.3 Separable Symplectic Integrator

Symplectic integrators are a class of numerical integration schemes specifically designed

for simulating Hamiltonian systems.

A Hamiltonian system is characterized by N pairs of canonical coordinates, denoted by

generalized positions q = (q1, q2, · · · , qN ) and generalized momenta p = (p1, p2, ...pN ). The

evolution of these coordinates over time is governed by Hamilton’s equations, expressed

as 
dq

dt
= ∂H
∂p

,

dp

dt
=−∂H

∂q
,

(6)

with the initial condition

(q(t0), p(t0)) = (q0, p0). (7)

In a general setting, q = (q1, q2, · · · , qN ) represents the positions and p = (p1, p2, ...pN )

denotes their momentum. Function H =H(q , p) is the Hamiltonian, which corresponds

to the total energy of the system.

In a seperable Hamiltonian system, the Hamiltonian H can be split into a kinetic en-

ergy part T (p) and a potential energy part V (q). Consequently, the Hamiltonian of a sep-

arable Hamiltonian system can e expressed in this form:

H(q , p) = T (p)+V (q). (8)

The Symplectic integrators are distinguished by their ability to preserve the symplec-

tic structure of phase space, an essential property for ensuring the long-term stability and

accuracy of the simulation. By conserving quantities analogous to energy, these methods

avoid the numerical dissipation typical of other numerical schemes, making them partic-

ularly well-suited for simulating dynamical systems over extended periods.

The specific Symplectic integrators we use is the fourth-order symplectic integrator,

as described in the context of Hamiltonian systems and notably referenced in works by

Forest and Ruth [52] and Yoshida [53]. It operates by applying a sequence of operations

that integrate the system’s equations of motion over a timestep d t while preserving the

symplectic geometry of phase space. This preservation is crucial for accurately simulating

the long-term behavior of Hamiltonian systems. The integrator is specifically designed for
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separable Hamiltonian systems shown in eqaution (8). The fourth-order symplectic inte-

grator updates the system’s state over a time step d t by applying a sequence of operations

that preserve the symplectic structure. The procedure is as follows:

1. Initialize with (q0, p0) at t = t0.

2. For each time step d t , update (q , p) through the following sequence of operations:

1. For each step j from 1 to 4, execute the following updates:

• Update momentum p by a fraction of the time step:

p = p −d j∇V (q) ·d t . (9)

• Update position q by a fraction of the time step:

q = q + c j∇T (p) ·d t . (10)

The coefficients c j and d j are chosen to eliminate lower-order error terms, ensuring

fourth-order accuracy. These coefficients are typically defined as [52, 53, 54]:

c1 = c4 = 1

2(2−21/3)
, c2 = c3 = 1−21/3

2(2−21/3)
,

d1 = d3 = 1

2−21/3
, d2 =− 21/3

2−21/3
, d4 = 0.

(11)

Repeat these steps for each time step d t , iteratively advancing the system from (q0, p0)

at t0 to (qn , pn) at t0 +n ·d t , where n is the number of time steps.

The fourth-order symplectic integrator is characterized by its fourth-order accuracy in

the numerical simulation of Hamiltonian systems. This indicates that the local truncation

error of the method is of the order O(d t 5), implying that the error introduced in a single

timestep decreases as the fifth power of the timestep size. Consequently, the global error,

or the cumulative error over a fixed interval of time, is of the order O(d t 4). Such high-

order accuracy is especially beneficial for simulations requiring long-term stability and

precision, as it permits the use of relatively large timestep sizes while maintaining a low

overall numerical error.

3.2.4 Nonseparable Symplectic Integrator

Given a Hamiltonian system described in (6) with initial condition (7), we now consider

a more genral case, an arbitrary separable and nonseparable Hamiltonian system. In the
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original research of [55] in computational physics, a generic, high-order, explicit and sym-

plectic time integrator was proposed to solve (6) of an arbitrary separable and nonsepara-

ble Hamiltonian H. This is implemented by considering an augmented Hamiltonian

H(q , p , x , y) :=HA +HB +ωHC (12)

with

HA =H(q , y), HB =H(x , p), HC = 1

2

(∥q −x∥2
2 +∥p − y∥2

2

)
(13)

in an extended phase space with symplectic two form dq ∧ dp + dx ∧ dy , where ω is a

constant that controls the binding of the original system and the artificial restraint.

Notice that the Hamilton’s equations for H

dq

dt
= ∂H
∂p

= ∂H(x , p)

∂p
+ω(p − y),

dp

dt
=−∂H

∂q
=−∂H(q , y)

∂q
−ω(q −x),

dx

dt
= ∂H
∂y

= ∂H(q , y)

∂y
−ω(p − y),

dy

dt
=−∂H

∂x
=−∂H(x , p)

∂x
+ω(q −x),

(14)

with the initial condition (q , p , x , y)|t=t0 = (q0, p0, q0, p0) have the same exact solution as

(6) in the sense that (q , p , x , y) = (q , p , q , p). Hence, we can get the solution of (6) by solving

(14). The coefficient ω acts as a regularizer, which stabilizes the numerical results.

It is possible to construct high-order symplectic integrators forHwith explicit updates.

Denote respectively byφδ1(q , p , x , y),φδ2(q , p , x , y), andφδ3(q , p , x , y), which are the time-δ

flow of HA, HB, ωHC . φδ1 ,φδ2 , andφδ3 are given by


q

p −δ[∂Hθ(q , y)/∂q]

x +δ[∂Hθ(q , y)/∂p]

y

 ,


q +δ[∂Hθ(x , p)/∂p]

p

x

y −δ[∂Hθ(x , p)/∂q]

 , and
1

2


(

q +x

p + y

)
+Rδ

(
q −x

p − y

)
(

q +x

p + y

)
−Rδ

(
q −x

p − y

)
 , (15)
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respectively. Here

Rδ :=
[

cos(2ωδ)I sin(2ωδ)I

−sin(2ωδ)I cos(2ωδ)I

]
, where I is a identity matrix. (16)

We remark that x and y are just auxiliary variables, which are theoretically equal to q

and p .

Then we construct a numerical integrator that approximates H by composing these

maps: it is well known that

(qi , pi , xi , yi ) =φdt/2
1 ◦φdt/2

2 ◦φdt
3 ◦φdt/2

2 ◦φdt/2
1 ◦ (qi−1, pi−1, xi−1, yi−1) (17)

commonly named as Strang splitting, has a 3rd-order local error (thus a 2nd-order

method), and is a symmetric method.

Next, we introduce two methods for solving partial differential equations (PDEs), which

are the Roe solver and Lagrangian Vortex Method.

3.2.5 Roe Solver

In continuum mechanics, a one-dimensional hyperbolic conservation law is a first-order

quasilinear hyperbolic PDE
∂u

∂t
+ ∂F (u)

∂x
= 0, (18)

with an initial condition

u(t = t0, x) = u0(x), (19)

and a proper boundary condition. Here the Nc -component vector u = [u(1),u(2), · · · ,u(Nc )]T

is the conserved quantity, t ∈ T = [t0, t1] denotes the time variable, x denotes the spatial

coordinate in a computational domainΩ, and F = [F (1),F (2), · · · ,F (Nc )]T is a Nc -component

flux function. The conservation laws described by (18) are fundamental in continuum me-

chanics, such as mass conservation, momentum conservation, and energy conservation

in fluid mechanics [56].

Equation (18) can also be expressed in a weak form, which extends the class of admis-

sible solutions to include discontinuous solutions. Specifically, by defining an arbitrary

test function φ(t , x) that is continuously differentiable both in time and space with com-

pact support, and integrating (18)×φ in the space-time domain T ×Ω, the weak form of
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(18) is derived as ∫
T×Ω

(
u
∂φ

∂t
+F

∂φ

∂x

)
dtdx = 0. (20)

We remark that, with generalized Stokes theorem, all the partial derivatives of u and F in

(18) have been passed on to the test function φ in (20), which with the former hypothesis

is sufficiently smooth to admit these derivatives [57]. In the absence of ambiguity, we refer

to the solution of (18) below as a weak solution that satisfies (20).

In addition, (18) can be written in a high dimensional form

∂u

∂t
+

Nd∑
i=1

∂Fi (u)

∂xi
= 0, (21)

where x1, x2, · · · , xNd denote the Nd -dimensional spatial coordinates. Since every dimen-

sion in the second term of (21), namely ∂Fi (u)/∂xi , has the same form ∂F (u)/∂x as the

second term of (18), (21) can be easily solved if given the solution of (18). Thus, we will

only discuss the numerical method to solve (18).

Philip L. Roe proposed an approximated Riemann solver based on the Godunov scheme

[58] that constructs an estimation for the intercell numerical flux of F in (18) on the inter-

face of two neighboring computational cells in a discretized space-time computational

domain [58]. In particular, the Roe solver discretizes (18) as

un+1
j = un

j −λr

(
F̂ n

j+ 1
2
− F̂ n

j− 1
2

)
, (22)

where λr = ∆t/∆x is the ratio of the temporal step size ∆t to the spatial step size ∆x, j =
1, ..., Ng is the grid node index, and

F̂ n
j+ 1

2
= F̂ (un

j ,un
j+1) (23)

with

F̂ (u, v ) = 1

2

[
F (u)+F (v )−|Ã(u, v )|(v −u)

]
. (24)

Here, Roe matrix Ã that is assumed constant between two cells and must obey the follow-

ing Roe conditions:

1. Matrix Ã is a diagonalizable matrix with real eigenvalues, i.e., matrix Ã(u, v ) can be

diagonalized as

Ã = L−1ΛL (25)
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with an invertible matrix L and a diagonal matrixΛ= diag(Λ1, · · · ,ΛNc ).

2. Matrix Ã is consistent with an exact Jacobian, that is

lim
u j ,u j+1→u

Ã(u j ,u j+1) = ∂F (u)

∂u
. (26)

3. Physical quantity u is conserved on the interface between two computational cells

as

F j+1 −F j = Ã(u j+1 −u j ). (27)

We denote the absolute value of Ã(u, v ) as

|Ã| = L−1|Λ|L, (28)

where |Λ| = diag(|Λ1|, · · · , |ΛNc |) is the absolute value of Λ. Substituting (23), (24) and (28)

into (22) along with the third Roe condition (27) yields

un+1
j =un

j −
1

2
λr [(Ln

j+ 1
2

)−1(Λn
j+ 1

2
−|Λn

j+ 1
2
|)Ln

j+ 1
2

(un
j+1 −un

j )

+ (Ln
j− 1

2
)−1(Λn

j− 1
2
+|Λn

j− 1
2
|)Ln

j− 1
2

(un
j −un

j−1)],
(29)

with

Ln
j+ 1

2
= L(un

j ,un
j+1), Λn

j+ 1
2
=Λ(un

j ,un
j+1). (30)

Equation (29) serves as a template of evolution from un
j to un+1

j in Roe solver.

The key to design an effective Roe solver is to find the Roe matrix Ã that satisfies the

three Roe conditions. In order to construct a Roe matrix Ã in (25), Roe solver utilizes an an-

alytical approach to solve L andΛ based on F (u). The Roe matrix is then plugged into (29)

to ultimately solve for u in (18). The Roe solver linearizes Riemann problems, and such

linearization recognizes the problem’s nonlinear jumps, while remaining computationally

efficient.
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3.2.6 Lagrangian Vortex Method (LVM)

Given a fluid velocity field u(x , t ) with an incompressible constraint, its underlying dy-

namics can be described by the NS equations
Du

Dt
=− 1

ρ
∇∇∇p +ν∇2u + f ,

∇∇∇·u = 0,

(31)

where t denotes the time, D/Dt = ∂/∂t+u ·∇∇∇ is the material derivative, p is the pressure, ν

is the kinematic viscosity, ρ is the density, and f is the body accelerations (per unit mass)

acting on the continuum, for example, gravity, inertial accelerations, electric field acceler-

ation, and so on.

The alternative form of the NS equations could be obtained by defining the vorticity

fieldω=∇∇∇×××u, which leads to the following vorticity dynamical equation
Dω

Dt
= (ω ·∇∇∇)u +ν∇∇∇2ω+∇∇∇× f ,

∇2Ψ=−ω, u =∇∇∇×Ψ,
(32)

whereΨ is a vector potential whose curl is the velocity field. Although this form does not

seem to bring any simplification, the key illumination of doing this transformation stems

the Helmholtz’s theorems [59], which states that the dynamics of the vorticity field can be

described by vortex surfaces/lines, which are Lagrangian surfaces/lines flowing with the

velocity field in inviscid flows [60, 61].

The LVM discretizes the vorticity dynamical equation (32) with N particles resulting

in a set of ODEs for the particle strengths Γ = {Γi |i = 1, · · · , N } and the particle positions

X = {Xi |i = 1, · · · , N } as 
dΓi

dt
=γi ,

dXi

dt
= ui +vi .

(33)

Here, the particle strength Γi is the integral ofω over the i th computational element, ui is

the induced velocity calculated by BS law

ui = 1

2(nd −1)π

N∑
j ̸=i

Γ j × (Xi −X j )

|Xi −X j |nd +Rnd
, (34)

where nd is the dimension of the flow field. In addition, γi and vi are the change rate of
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the particle strength and the drift velocity [62], respectively. To avoid singularities in the

BS law, we introduce the numerical regularization parameter R in the LVM as R = 0.1.

The effect of the regularization parameter on the dynamics of the flow evolution of the

simulated vortex particles is rather small because of the large spacing between the vortex

particles.

In a two-dimensional ideal fluid flow, i.e., a strictly inviscid barotropic flow with con-

servative body forces, the movements of Lagrangian particles with conserved vorticity

strength are determined by the velocity field they create, thus allowing us to advance the

simulation temporally [63]. However, in the real three-dimensional flow, under the ac-

tion of vortex stretching, vortex distortion, viscous dissipation, external forces, etc., the

Lagrangian advection of vortex particles and their strength need to be corrected by γi and

vi in (33).

We remark that the NS equations can be accurately modeled by the LVM with a large

number of computational elements and a reasonable discrete distribution. However, the

implementation of the LVM faces a major challenge which is to model the right-hand sides

(r.h.s.) of the set of ordinary differential equations based on the NS equations. Firstly, the

assumption that the vortices are point-like largely limits the use of the continuous BS law.

Second, the drift velocity due to the external force cannot be obtained using the LVM with-

out knowing the function of the external force. Even given the function, the LVM still fails

to capture the drift velocity accurately in most cases [62]. Finally, when two particles are

close enough, the singularity of the discrete BS law leads to a significant numerical error.

The above problems make the LVM inaccurate and inapplicable in solving the underlying

fluid dynamics under many situations [63].

4 Implementation

4.1 Symplectic Taylor Neural Networks (Taylor-nets)

4.1.1 Symplectomorphism in Hamiltonian Mechanics

Given a separable Hamiltonian system described by (6), (7), and (8). Substituting (8) into

(6) yields

24




dq

dt
= ∂T (p)

∂p
,

dp

dt
=−∂V (q)

∂q
.

(35)

This set of equations is fundamental in designing our neural networks. Our model will

learn the r.h.s. of (35) under the framework of ODE-net.

One of the important features of the time evolution of Hamilton’s equations is sym-

plectomorphism, which represents a transformation of phase space that is volume-preserving.

In the setting of canonical coordinates, symplectomorphism means the transformation of

the phase flow of a Hamiltonian system conserves the symplectic two-form

dp ∧dq ≡
N∑

j=1

(
dp j ∧dq j

)
, (36)

where ∧ denotes the wedge product of two differential forms. Inspired by the symplec-

tomorphism feature, we aim to construct a neural network architecture that intrinsically

preserves Hamiltonian structure.

4.1.2 A symmetric network in Taylor expansion form

In order to learn the gradients of the Hamiltonian with respect to the generalized coor-

dinates, we propose the following underpinning mechanism, which is a set of symmetric

networks that learn the gradients of the Hamiltonian with respect to the generalized coor-

dinates. 
Tp (p ,θp ) → ∂T (p)

∂p
,

Vq (q ,θq ) → ∂V (q)

∂q
,

(37)

with parameters (θp ,θq ) that are designed to learn the r.h.s. of (35), respectively. Here, the

“→" represents our attempt to use the left-hand side (l.h.s) to learn the r.h.s. Substituting

(37) into (35) yields 
dq

dt
= Tp (p ,θp ),

dp

dt
=−Vq (q ,θq ).

(38)
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Therefore, under the initial condition (7), the trajectories of the canonical coordinates can

be integrated as 
q(t ) = q0 +

∫ t

t0

Tp (p ,θp )dt ,

p(t ) = p0 −
∫ t

t0

Vq (q ,θq )dt .

(39)

From (37), we obtain 
∂Tp (p ,θp )

∂p
→ ∂2T (p)

∂p2
,

∂Vq (q ,θq )

∂q
→ ∂2V (q)

∂q 2
.

(40)

The r.h.s. of (40) are the Hessian matrix of T and V respectively, so we can design Tp (p ,θp )

and Vq (q ,θq ) as symmetric mappings, that are

∂Tp (p ,θp )

∂p
=

[
∂Tp (p ,θp )

∂p

]T

, (41)

and

∂Vq (q ,θq )

∂q
=

[
∂Vq (q ,θq )

∂q

]T

. (42)

Due to the multiple nonlinear layers in the construction of traditional deep neural net-

works, it is impossible for these deep neural networks to fulfill (41) and (42). Therefore, we

can only use a three-layer network with the form of linear-activation-linear, where the

weights of the two linear layers are the transpose of each other, and in order to still main-

tain the expressive power of the networks, we construct symmetric nonlinear terms, as

same as the terms of a Taylor polynomial, and combine them linearly. Specifically, we

construct a symmetric network Tp (p ,θp ) as

Tp (p ,θp ) =
(

M∑
i=1

AT
i ◦ fi ◦ Ai −B T

i ◦ fi ◦Bi

)
◦p +b, (43)

where ‘◦’ denotes the function composition, Ai and Bi are fully connected layers with size

Nh×N , b is a N dimensional bias, M is the number of terms in the Taylor series expansion,

and fi is an element-wise function, representing the i th order term in the Taylor polyno-

mial
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Figure 1: The schematic diagram of Tp (p ,θp ) in Taylor-net. Source: [1].

fi (x) = 1

i !
xi . (44)

Figure 1 plots a schematic diagram of Tp (p ,θp ) in Taylor-net. The input of Tp (p ,θp ) is p ,

and θp = (Ai , Bi ,b). We construct a negative term B T
i ◦ fi ◦Bi following a positive term

AT
i ◦ fi ◦Ai , since two positive semidefinite matrices with opposite signs can represent any

symmetric matrix.

To prove (43) is symmetric, that is it fulfills (41), we introduce Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 4.1. The network (43) satisfies (41).

Proof. From (43), we have

∂Tp (p ,θp )

∂p
=

M∑
i=1

AT
i Λ

A
i Ai −B T

i Λ
B
i Bi , (45)

with

ΛA
i = diag

(
d f

dx

∣∣∣∣
x=Ai ◦p

)
, (46)

and

ΛB
i = diag

(
d f

dx

∣∣∣∣
x=Bi ◦p

)
. (47)

It’s easy to see that (45) is a symmetric matrix that satisfies (41).

In fact, Tp (p ,θp ) in (41) and Vq (q ,θq ) in (42) satisfy the same property, so we construct

Vq with the similar form as
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Vq (q ,θq ) =
(

M∑
i=1

C T
i ◦ fi ◦Ci −DT

i ◦ fi ◦Di

)
◦q +d . (48)

Here, Ci , Di , and d have the same structure as (43), and (Ci , Di ,d ) = θq .

4.1.3 Symplectic Taylor neural networks

Next, we substitute the constructed network (43) and (48) into (39) to learn the Hamil-

tonian system (35). We employ ODE-net [50] introduced in 3.1.5 as our computational

infrastructure. Inspired by the idea of ODE-net, we design neural networks that can learn

continuous time evolution. In Hamiltonian system (35), where the coordinates are inte-

grated as (39), we can implement a time integrator to solve for p and q . While ODE-net

uses fourth-order Runge–Kutta method to make the neural networks structure-preserving,

we need to implement an integrator that is symplectic. Therefore, we introduce Taylor-

net, in which we design the symmetric Taylor series expansion and utilize the fourth-order

symplectic integrator to construct neural networks that are symplectic to learn the gradi-

ents of the Hamiltonian with respect to the generalized coordinates and ultimately the

temporal integral of a Hamiltonian system.

Algorithm 1 Integrate (39) by using the fourth-order symplectic integrator. Source: [1].
Require: q0, p0, t0, t ,∆t ,

F j
t in (49) and F j

k in (50) with j = 1,2,3,4;
Ensure: q(t ), p(t )

n = floor[(t − t0)/∆t ];
for i = 1,n

(k0
p ,k0

q ) = (pi−1, qi−1);
for j = 1,4

(t j−1
p , t j−1

q ) = F j
t (k j−1

p ,k j−1
q ,∆t ),

(k j
p ,k j

q ) = F j
k (t j−1

p , t j−1
q ,∆t ),

end
(pi , qi ) = (k4

p ,k4
q );

end
q(t ) = qn , p(t ) = pn .

For the constructed networks (43) and (48), we integrate (39) by using the fourth-order

symplectic integrator introduced in 3.2.3. Specifically, we will have an input layer (q0, p0)

at t = t0 and an output layer (qn , pn) at t = t0 +ndt . The recursive relations of (qi , pi ), i =
1,2, · · · ,n, can be expressed by Algorithm 1. The input function in Algorithm 1 are
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Figure 2: The schematic diagram of Taylor-net. The input of Taylor-net is (q0, p0), and the
output is (qn , pn). Taylor-net consists of n iterations of fourth-order symplectic integrator.
The input of the integrator is (qi−1, pi−1), and the output is (qi , pi ). The four intermediate
variables t 0

p · · · t 4
p and k0

q · · ·k4
q show that the scheme is fourth-order. Source: [1].

F j
t (p , q ,dt ) = (

p , q + c j Tp (p ,θp )dt
)

, (49)

and

F j
k (p , q ,dt ) = (

p −d j Vq (q ,θq )dt , q
)

, (50)

with coefficients (11).

Relationships (49) and (50) are obtained by replacing ∂T (p)/∂p and ∂V (q)/∂q in the

fourth-order symplectic integrator with deliberately designed neural networks Tp (p ,θp )

and Vq (q ,θq ), respectively. Figure 2 plots a schematic diagram of Taylor-net which is

described by Algorithm 1. The input of Taylor-net is (q0, p0), and the output is (qn , pn).

Taylor-net consists of n iterations of fourth-order symplectic integrator. The input of the

integrator is (qi−1, pi−1), and the output is (qi , pi ). Within the integrator, the output of Tp

is used to calculate q , while the output of Vq is used to calculate p , which is signified by the

shoelace-like pattern in the diagram. The four intermediate variables t 0
p · · · t 4

p and k0
q · · ·k4

q

indicate that the scheme is fourth-order.

By constructing the network Tp (p ,θp ) in (43) that satisfies (41), we show that Theorem

4.2 holds, so the network (49) preserves the symplectic structure of the system.

Theorem 4.2. For a given dt, the mapping F j
t (:, :,dt ) : R2N → R2N in (49) is a symplecto-

morphism if and only if the Jacobian of Tp is a symmetric matrix, that is, it satisifies (41).

Proof. Let
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(tp , tq ) = F j
t (kp ,kq ,dt ). (51)

From (49), we have

dtp ∧dtq = dkp ∧dkq+
1

2

N∑
l ,m=1

c j dt

[
∂Tp (kp ,θp )

∂kp

∣∣∣∣
l ,m

− ∂Tp (kp ,θp )

∂kp

∣∣∣∣
m,l

]
dkp |l ∧dkq |m .

(52)

Here A|l ,m refers to the entry in the l -th row and m-th column of a matrix A, x |l refers to

the l-th component of vector x . From (55), we know that dtp∧dtq = dkp∧dkq is equivalent

to

∂Tp (kp ,θp )

∂kp

∣∣∣∣
l ,m

− ∂Tp (kp ,θp )

∂kp

∣∣∣∣
m,l

= 0, ∀l ,m = 1,2, · · · , N , (53)

which is (41).

Similar to Theorem 4.2, we can find the relationship between F j
k and the Jacobian of

Vq . The proof of 4.3 is omitted as it is similar to the proof of Theorem 4.2.

Theorem 4.3. For a given dt, the mapping F j
k (:, :,dt ) : R2N → R2N in (50) is a symplecto-

morphism if and only if the Jacobian of Vq is a symmetric matrix, that is, it satisifies (42).

Suppose that Φ1 and Φ2 are two symplectomorphisms. Then, it is easy to show that

their composite map Φ2 ◦Φ1 is also symplectomorphism due to the chain rule. Thus, the

symplectomorphism of Algorithm 1 can be guaranteed by the Theorems 4.2 and 4.3.

4.2 Nonseparable Symplectic Neural Networks (NSSNNs)

Our model aims to learn the dynamical evolution of (q , p) in (6) by embedding (14) into

the framework of NeuralODE [50]. We learn the nonseparable Hamiltonian dynamics (6)

by constructing an augmented system (14), from which we can obtain the energy function

H(q , p) by training the neural network Hθ(q , p) with parameter θ and calculate the gradi-

ent ∇∇∇Hθ(q , p) by taking the in-graph gradient. For the constructed network Hθ(q , p), we

integrate (14) by using the second-order symplectic integrator [55]. Specifically, we will

have an input layer (q , p , x , y) = (q0, p0, q0, p0) at t = t0 and an output layer (q , p , x , y) =
(qn , pn , xn , yn) at t = t0 +ndt .
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Algorithm 2 Integrate (14) by using the second-order symplectic integrator. Source: [2].

Require: q0, p0, t0, t ,dt ; φδ1 ,φδ2 , andφδ3 in (15);
Ensure: (q̂ , p̂, x̂, ŷ) = (qn , pn , xn , yn)

(q0, p0, x0, y0) = (q0, p0, q0, p0) ;
n = floor[(t − t0)/dt ] ;

for i = 1 → n
(qi , pi , xi , yi ) =φdt/2

1 ◦φdt/2
2 ◦φdt

3 ◦φdt/2
2 ◦φdt/2

1 ◦ (qi−1, pi−1, xi−1, yi−1);
end

Figure 3: (a) The forward pass of an NSSNN is composed of a forward pass through a
differentiable symplectic integrator as well as a backpropagation step through the model.
(b) The schematic diagram of NSSNN. Source: [2].

The recursive relations of (qi , pi , xi , yi ), i = 1,2, · · · ,n, can be expressed by Algorithm

2. Figure 3(a) shows the forward pass of NSSNN is composed of a forward pass through a

differentiable symplectic integrator as well as a backpropagation step through the model.

Figure 3(b) plots the schematic diagram of NSSNN. For the constructed network Hθ(q , p),

we integrate (14) by using the second-order symplectic integrator [55]. Specifically, The

input layer of the integrator is (q , p , x , y) = (q0, p0, q0, p0) at t = t0 and the output layer

is (q , p , x , y) = (qn , pn , xn , yn) at t = t0 +ndt . The recursive relations of (qi , pi , xi , yi ), i =
1,2, · · · ,n, are expressed by Algorithm 2. Moreover, given (15), since x and y are theoreti-

cally equal to q and p , we can use the data set of (q , p) to construct the data set containing

variables (q , p , x , y).

In addition, by constructing the network Hθ, we show that Theorem 4.4 holds, so the

networks φδ1 ,φδ2 , and φδ3 in (15) preserve the symplectic structure of the system. Suppose

thatΦ1 andΦ2 are two symplectomorphisms. Then, it is easy to show that their composite

map Φ2 ◦Φ1 is also symplectomorphism due to the chain rule. Thus, the symplectomor-

phism of Algorithm 2 can be guaranteed by Theorem 4.4.

Theorem 4.4. For a given δ, the mappingφδ1 ,φδ2 , andφδ3 in (15) are symplectomorphisms.
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Figure 4: Comparison between NSSNN and HNN regarding the network design and pre-
diction results of a vortex flow example. Source: [2].

.

Proof. Let

(t q
j , t p

j , t x
j , t y

j ) =φδj (q , p , x , y), j = 1,2,3. (54)

From the first equation of (15), we have

dt q
1 ∧dt p

1 +dt x
1 ∧dt y

1

=dq ∧d

[
p −δ∂Hθ(q , y)

∂q

]
+d

[
x +δ∂Hθ(q , y)

∂p

]
∧dy

=dq ∧dp +dx ∧dy +δ
[
∂Hθ(q , y)

∂q∂y
− ∂Hθ(q , y)

∂y∂q

]
dq ∧dy

=dq ∧dp +dx ∧dy .

(55)

Similarly, we can prove that dt q
2 ∧dt p

2 +dt x
2 ∧dt y

2 = dq∧dp+dx∧dy . In addition, from the

third equation of (15), we can directly deduce that dt q
3 ∧dt p

3 +dt x
3 ∧dt y

3 = dq ∧dp +dx ∧
dy .

We show a motivational example in Figure 4 by comparing our approach with a tra-
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ditional HNN method [15] regarding their structural designs and predicting abilities. We

refer the readers to Section 5.2.3 for a detailed discussion. As shown in Figure 4, the vor-

tices evolved using NSSNN are separated nicely as the ground truth, while the vortices

merge together using HNN due to the failure of conserving the symplectic structure of a

nonseparable system. The conservative capability of NSSNN springs from our design of

the auxiliary variables (red x and y) which converts the original nonseparable system into

a higher dimensional quasi-separable system where we can adopt a symplectic integrator.

4.3 Roe Neural Networks (RoeNet)

Figure 5: Schematic diagram of RoeNet to predict future discontinuity from smooth ob-
servations. The blue band shows the distribution of the training set with respect to time,
and the training set does not necessarily contain discontinuous solutions to the equations.
Meanwhile, the orange band represents the solutions predicted with RoeNet, which may
contain discontinuous solutions. Source: [4].

We introduce our design of the Roe template with pseudoinverse embedding, which

accommodates the data processing and training over the entire learning pipeline. In par-

ticular, we present our basic ideas in Section 4.3.1, a detailed description of our network

architecture in Section 4.3.2.

4.3.1 Roe template with Pseudoinverse Embedding

Recall the one-dimensional hyperbolic conservation law described in (18), without a given

F , we learn the weak solution of (18) using a neural network that incorporates the frame-

work of a Roe solver. For time integration of u in (29), we need to construct the matrix

functions L and Λ. Since learning a tiny parameter space is impractical, using neural

networks to approximate L and Λ directly in (30) is ineffective given that the number of
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learnable parameters is limited by the number of components Nc of u. To enhance the

expressiveness of our model, we use neural network Lθ and Λφ to replace L and Λ in (30)

respectively. Similar to (30), the inputs to Lθ andΛφ remains the same as (un
j ,un

j+1). How-

ever, the outputs of Lθ and Λφ are now a Nh ×Nc matrix and a Nh ×Nh diagonal matrix

respectively, where the positive integer Nh is a hidden dimension. Furthermore, we intro-

duce the concept of pseudoinverses by replacing L−1 with

L+
θ = (LT

θ Lθ)−1LT
θ . (56)

Here, the transpose and inverse operations are applied to the output matrix, that is

L+
θ (un

j ,un
j+1) = [Lθ(un

j ,un
j+1)T Lθ(un

j ,un
j+1)]−1LT

θ (un
j ,un

j+1). (57)

Substituting Lθ,Λφ, and (56) into (29) and (30) yields

un+1
j =un

j −
1

2
λr (Ln

j+ 1
2 ,θ

)+(Λn
j+ 1

2 ,φ
−|Λn

j+ 1
2 ,φ

|)Ln
j+ 1

2 ,θ
(un

j+1 −un
j )

− 1

2
λr (Ln

j− 1
2 ,θ

)+(Λn
j− 1

2 ,φ
+|Λn

j− 1
2 ,φ

|)Ln
j− 1

2 ,θ
(un

j −un
j−1),

(58)

with

Ln
j+ 1

2 ,θ
= Lθ(un

j ,un
j+1), Λn

j+ 1
2 ,φ

=Λφ(un
j ,un

j+1). (59)

Equation (58) serves as our template to evolve the system’s states from un
j to un+1

j in

RoeNet.

Figure 5 presents a schematic diagram of RoeNet, which predicts future discontinuities

from smooth observations. We note that for hyperbolic conservation laws with discontin-

uous solutions, RoeNet can accurately forecast long-term outcomes that are either fully

or partially discontinuous. This is achievable even when the training data provided cover

only a short window and contain limited information on discontinuities.

4.3.2 Neural network architecture

Figure 6 shows an overview of our neural network architecture. In summary, RoeNet con-

sists of Lθ and Λφ, two networks embedded in (58) to serve as our template to evolve the

system’s states from un
j to un+1

j .

Specifically, the network in Figure 6 contains two parts, each consists of a Lθ and aΛφ.

The first part takes un
j−1 and un

j as input of both Lθ andΛφ and outputs L j− 1
2 ,θ through Lθ
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Figure 6: The architecture of the neural network that evolves the system’s states from un
j

to un+1
j in RoeNet. This network takes the current conserved quantity un

j and its direct

neighbors, un
j−1 and un

j+1, as the inputs and outputs the conserved quantity un+1
j of the

next time step. The ResBlock has the same architecture as in [49], only with the 2D convo-
lution layers replaced by linear layers. The number in the parentheses is the dimension of
each Resblock output. Source: [4].

andΛ j− 1
2 ,φ throughΛφ. The input un

j−1 and un
j is a vector [un,(1)

j−1 , · · · ,un,(Nc )
j−1 ;un,(1)

j , · · · ,un,(Nc )
j ]

of length 2Nc with Nc components. The output matrix L j− 1
2 ,θ is of size (Nc ×Nh), and the

other output matrix Λ j− 1
2 ,φ is a diagonal matrix of size (Nh ×Nh). The second part takes

un
j and un

j+1 as the input for both Lθ and Λφ and outputs L j+ 1
2 ,θ through Lθ and Λ j+ 1

2 ,φ

throughΛφ. The input un
j and un

j+1 is a vector [un,(1)
j , · · · ,un,(Nc )

j ;un,(1)
j+1 , · · · ,un,(Nc )

j+1 ] of length

2Nc . The output matrices L j+ 1
2 ,θ andΛ j+ 1

2 ,φ take the same form as the output matrices in

the first part. Given the four output matrices L j− 1
2 ,θ, Λ j− 1

2 ,φ, L j+ 1
2 ,θ, and Λ j+ 1

2 ,φ, we com-

bine them through (58) and (59) to obtain un+1
j . Networks Lθ and Λφ both consist of a

chain of ResBlocks [49] with a linear layer of size Nh ×Nc and Nh at the end, respectively.

The ResBlock architecture comprises two convolutional layers and one ReLU layer. The

Nh learned parameters by Λφ is then transferred into a diagonal matrix of Nh × Nh with

the learned parameters as its diagonal. The ResBlock has the same architecture as in [49],

only with the 2D convolution layers replaced by linear layers. Note that the number in

the parentheses is the dimension of the output of each ResBlock, and the computation

procedure for grid cell j is applied to all grid cells. Since the computation of each node

is independent of other cells except the adjacent cells, we could train them in parallel to

achieve high efficiency.

In addition, we implement two ways of padding to address different boundary condi-

tions. For periodic boundary conditions, we use the periodic padding, e.g., if j = 0, then
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u j−1 = uNg , where Ng is the number of the grid node. For Neumann boundary conditions,

we use the replicate padding, e.g., if j = 0, then u j−1 = u0.

By introducing a hidden dimension Nh , we have increased the number of network pa-

rameters and enhanced the network’s expressive capacity. However, the expansion of the

parameter space could lead to multiple numerical optimal solutions during training. To

address this, we employ a regularized loss function, which helps ensure that the network

parameters converge to a local optimal solution. Importantly, our goal is to use the net-

work to accurately model the evolution of PDEs over time and space; achieving a unique

solution for the network parameters is not a requirement.

Algorithm 3 summarizes the recursive relation from the input layer

u(t = 0) = [u1(t = 0), · · · ,uNg (t = 0)] (60)

to the output layer

û(t = Tspan) = [û1(t = Tspan), · · · , ûNg (t = Tspan)], (61)

for each time step in RoeNet. Here Ng is the spatial grid size and Tspan is the time span

Ttr ai n or Tpr edi ct . As described in Algorithm 3, feeding u(t = 0), Tspan = Ttr ai n , temporal

step ∆t , spatial step ∆x, and the constructed networks Lθ and Λφ into RoeNet, we could

get predicted û(t = Ttr ai n). Then, we choose the MSE as our loss function

LRoeNet = ∥u(t = Ttr ai n)− û(t = Ttr ai n)∥MSE . (62)

Algorithm 3 Recursive relation from the input layer to the output layer in RoeNet. Here,
u j , j = 1,2, · · · , Ng represents discretized points u in spatial coordinate. Source: [4].

1: Inputs: u j (t = 0), j = 1,2, · · · , Ng , Tspan , ∆t , ∆x, Lθ,Λφ
2: Outputs: û j (t = Tspan) = uNt

j
3: Nt = floor(Tspan/∆t )
4: λr =∆t/∆x
5: u0

j = u j (t = 0), j = 1,2, · · · , Ng

6: for n = 0 to Nt−1 do
7: Calculate Ln

j± 1
2 ,θ

,Λn
j± 1

2 ,φ
by substituting un

j , j = 1,2, · · · , Ng , Lθ, andΛφ into (59)

8: Calculate un+1
j , j = 1,2, · · · , Ng by substituting un

j , Ln
j± 1

2 ,θ
,Λn

j± 1
2 ,φ

, and λr into (58)

9: end for

36



Figure 7: Schematic diagram of the NVM. Our system is constituted of two networks, the
detection network and the dynamics network, which are embedded with a vorticity-to-
velocity Poisson solver. Source: [3].

4.4 Neural Vortex Method (NVM)

To accurately and efficiently quantify fluid dynamics, we propose the novel NVM frame-

work. This framework utilizes physics-informed neural networks to extract and translate

information from the Eulerian specification of the flow field (or images of flow visualiza-

tions) into knowledge about the underlying fluid field. As detailed in Figure 7, we inte-

grate these networks with a vorticity-to-velocity Poisson solver to build a fully automated

toolchain that extracts high-resolution Eulerian flow fields from Lagrangian inductive pri-

ors. This design addresses the challenge of learning directly from high-dimensional ob-

servations, such as images, which traditional methods struggle to convert directly into

velocity and pressure fields.

We construct a vortex detection network in Section 4.4.1 to identify the positions and

the vorticity of Lagrangian vortices from a grid-based velocity field, which from a math-

ematical perspective connects (31) with (33). This approach simplifies the vorticity field

to include only the detected vortices. Given the detected vortices, we then use a vortex

dynamics network in Section 4.4.2 to learn the underlying governing dynamics of these

finite structures. Dynamics networks accurately model the r.h.s.of (33) under various con-

ditions, resolving the longstanding problem in LVM.

The training of the NVM involves two primary steps: training the detection and dy-

namics networks. We employ high-fidelity data from direct numerical simulation (DNS)

of interactions among 2 to 6 vortices, although the model can generalize to any vorticity

field with an arbitrary number of vortices. We initially train the detection network using

data from randomly generated vortices and their vorticity fields, then identify vortices’ po-

sitions and strengths using this trained network to facilitate the subsequent training of the
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Figure 8: The architecture of the detection network. It takes the vorticity field as input
and outputs the position and vortex particle strength for each vortex detected. The Conv
means the Conv2d-BatchNorm-ReLU combo, and the ResBlock is the same as in [49]. In
each ResBlock, we use stride 2 to downsample the feature map. The Resblock chain is six-
layer structured. The number in the parenthesis is the output dimension. Source: [3].

dynamics network.

4.4.1 Detection network

The input of the detection network is a vorticity field of size 200× 200× 1. As shown in

Figure 8, we first feed the vorticity field into a small one-stage detection network and get

the feature map of size 25×25×512 (we downsampled 3 times). The detection network

consists of a Conv2d-BatchNorm-ReLU combo and a 6-layer-structured ResBlock chain

whose size can be adjusted dynamically to the complexity of the problem. The primary

reason for downsampling is to avoid extremely unbalanced data and multiple predictions

for the same vortex. We then forward the feature map to 2 branches. In the first branch, we

conduct a 1×1 convolution to generate a probability score p̂ of the possibility that there

exists a vortex. If p̂ > 0.5, we believe there exists a vortex within the corresponding cells

of the original 200× 200× 1 vorticity field. In the second branch, we predict the relative

position to the left-up corner of the cell of the feature map if the cell contains a vortex.

Afterward, we set a bounding box of 10×10 around these predicted vortices and use the

weighted average of the positions of the cells of the original vorticity field to find the exact

position of the vortex. Finally, the vortex particle strength is calculated as the sum of the

value of the cells in the bounding box normalized by the cell area.
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Figure 9: A example of vorticity contour at (a) t = 0, (b) t = 0.2, and (c) superposition
of t = 0 and t = 0.2. The black circles indicate the location recognized by the detection
network. The evolution from (a) to (b) is calculated by DNS. Source: [3].

In the training process, we penalize the wrong position detection only if the cell con-

taining a vortex in the ground truth given by DNS is not detected. This idea is similar to

the real-time object detection in [64]. We do not use the weighted average method to find

the position in the training to ensure the detection network can produce detection results

as accurately as possible. We use the focal loss [65] to further relieve the unbalanced clas-

sification problem.

We mainly use the detection network to generate training data for the dynamics net-

work because we want to use the high-resolution data generated by the method men-

tioned in Section 5.4.1 instead of by the approximate particle method (BS law). Moreover,

there are many situations where BS law is inapplicable, as discussed previously in Section

3.2.6. The detection network enables us to find the positions of the vortices accurately

regardless of the situation.

The detection network is responsible for providing necessary information to the dy-

namics network. After the training, we use the well-trained detection network to detect

the vortices in the initial vorticity fields and the evolved vorticity field, both generated by

the method in Section 5.4.1. We then apply the nearest-neighbor method to pair the vor-

tices detected in these two fields. Figure 9 shows the case of two fields at t = 0 and t = 0.2.

The idea of nearest-neighbor pairing can be perceived from Figure 9 (c). The sample, or

these two fields, is dropped if different numbers of vortices are detected in the initial and

evolved fields or if a large difference exists in the vorticity of paired vortices. The success-

fully detected vortices in the initial and evolved vorticity fields are passed together into the

dynamics network for its training.
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Figure 10: The architecture of the dynamics network. It takes the particle’s attribution as
input and outputs each vortex’s position. The ResBlock has the same architecture as in [49]
with the convolution layers replaced by linear layers. The number in the parenthesis is the
output dimension. Source: [3].

4.4.2 Dynamics network

To learn the underlying dynamics of the vortices, we build a graph neural network similar

to [19]. We predict the velocity of one vortex due to influences exerted by the other vortices

and the external force. Then we use the fourth-order Runge–Kutta integrator to calculate

the position in the next timestamp. As shown in Figure 10, for each vortex, we use a neural

network A(θ1) to predict the influences exerted by the other vortices and add them up.

Specifically, for each i th vortex, we consider the vortex j ( j ̸= i ). The difference of their po-

sitions can be calculated by diffi j = posi −pos j , and their L2 distance is disti j = ∥diffi j∥2.

The input of the A(θ1) is the vector (diffi j ,disti j ,vort j ) of length 4. Here, pos and vort are

detected by the detection network. The output of A(θ1) is a vector with the same dimen-

sion of the flow field, characterizing the induced velocity of the j th vortex to the i th vortex.

In this way, we can calculate the induced velocity of each vortex j ( j ̸= i ) on the vortex i .

We sum up all the induced velocities on the vortex i and treat the result as the induced

velocity exerted by the other vortices.

In addition, we use another neural network A(θ2), to predict the influence caused by

the external force, which is determined by the local vorticity and the position of the vor-

tex. The input of A(θ2) is a vector of length 3. The output is the influence exerted by the

environment on the vortex i , i.e., the induced velocity of the external force to i th vortex.

The reason we separate the induced velocity into two parts, i.e., A(θ1) and A(θ2), is as

follows. On the one hand, the induced velocities between vortex particles are global, and

exhibit a certain symmetry, i.e., the vortex particles interact with each other following the
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same law. In contrast, the influence of external forces on vortex particles is usually local

and direct; thus, we do not need to consider the interaction between particles. The effect

of the vortex stretching term in three-dimensional vortex flows or diffusion term in viscous

flows is also local and should be included in network A(θ2). Note that both the outputs of

A(θ1) and A(θ2) are a vector with the same dimension of the flow field. Thus, we can add

the two kinds of influence together, whose result is defined as the velocity of the vortex i .

We feed the velocity into the fourth-order Runge–Kutta integrator to obtain the predicted

position of vortex i .

In addition, in predicting the evolution of the flow field, NVM replaces the discrete BS

method with a dynamics network composed of ResBlocks. We chose a 5-layer ResBloks

to improve the expressiveness of the dynamics network so that we can learn dynamics of

different complexity on the same network. Since the dynamics network with 5-layer Res-

Bloks is more complex than the discrete BS method, the computational cost of NVM is

higher than that of the Lagrangian vortex method. We remark that although the compu-

tational cost of ResBlocks itself is relatively large in NVM, the number of vortex particles

needed to predict the evolution of the flow field using NVM is much smaller. Therefore,

the overall computational cost of NVM can be greatly reduced.

5 Results

We present several experiments here to highlight the key advantages of our methodolo-

gies. For additional examples and ablation tests, please refer to [1, 2, 3, 4].

5.1 Taylor-nets

5.1.1 Dataset generation and training settings

To make a fair comparison with the ground truth, we generate our training and testing

datasets by using the same numerical integrator based on a given analytical Hamiltonian.

In the learning process, we generate Ntr ai n training samples, and for each training sam-

ple, we first pick a random initial point (q0, p0) (input), then use the symplectic integrator

discussed in Section 3.2.3 to calculate the value (qn , pn) (target) of the trajectory at the

end of the training period Ttr ai n . We do the same to generate a validation dataset with

Nval i d ati on = 100 samples and the same time span as Ttr ai n and calculate the validation

loss Lval i d ati on along the training loss Ltr ai n to evaluate the training process. In addi-
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tion, we generate a set of testing data with Ntest = 100 samples and predicting time span

Tpr edi ct that is around 6000 times larger and calculate the prediction error ϵp to evaluate

the predictive ability of the model. For simplicity, we use (p̂n , q̂n) to represent the pre-

dicted values using our trained model.

We remark that our training dataset is relatively smaller than that used by the other

methods. Most of the methods, e.g. ODE-net [50] and HNN [15], have to rely on interme-

diate data in their training data to train the model. That is the dataset is

[(q (s)
0 , p (s)

0 ), (q (s)
1 , p (s)

1 ), . . . , (q (s)
n−1, p (s)

n−1), (q (s)
n , p (s)

n )]Ntr ai n
s=1 ,

where (q (s)
1 , p (s)

1 ) . . . , (q (s)
n−1, p (s)

n−1) are n − 1 intermediate points collected within Ttr ai n in

between (q (s)
0 , p (s)

0 ) and (q (s)
n , p (s)

n ). On the other hand, we only use two data points per

sample, the initial data point and the end point, and our dataset looks like[
(q (s)

0 , p (s)
0 ), (q (s)

n , p (s)
n )

]Ntr ai n

s=1
,

which is n−1 times smaller the dataset of the other methods, if we do not count (q (s)
0 , p (s)

0 ).

Our predicting time span Tpr edi ct is around 6000 times the training period used in the

training dataset Ttr ai n (as compared to 10 times in HNN). This leads to a 600 times com-

pression of the training data, in the dimension of temporal evolution. Note that we fix

Ttr ai n and Tpr edi ct in practice so that we can train our network more efficiently on GPU.

One can also choose to generate training data with different Ttr ai n for each sample to ob-

tain more robust performance.

We use the Adam optimizer [48]. We choose the automatic differentiation method as

our backward propagation method. We have tried both the adjoint sensitivity method,

which is used in ODE-net [50] and the automatic differentiation method. Both methods

can be used to train the model well. However, we found that using the adjoint sensitivity

method is much slower than using the automatic differentiation method considering the

large parameter size of neural networks.

All Ai and Bi in (43) are initialized as Ai ,Bi ∼N (0,
√

2/[N ∗Nh ∗ (i +1)]), where N is

the dimension of the system and Nh is the size of the hidden layers. The loss function is

Ltr ai n = 1

Ntr ai n

Ntr ai n∑
s=1

∥p̂ (s)
n −p (s)

n ∥1 +∥q̂ (s)
n −q (s)

n ∥1. (63)

The validation loss Lval i d ati on is the same as (67) but with dataset different from the train-
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Figure 11: Prediction error ϵ(nt )
p at different t from t = 0 to t = 20π for the pendulum

problem (a) without noise, (b) with noise σ1,σ2 ∼ N (0,0.1), and (c) with noise σ1,σ2 ∼
N (0,0.5). In the figure, t = nt∆t , where ∆t = 0.01. ϵ(nt )

p is the prediction error at the nth
t

predicted point among the total NT = Tpr edi ct /∆t predicted points. We use Ttr ai n = 0.01,
Ttr ai n = 0.5 and Ttr ai n = 1 to train the model in (a), (b), and (c), respectively. Source: [1].

ing dataset. We choose L1 loss, instead of Mean Square Error (MSE) loss because of its

better performance.

We will introduce the experimental result for an ideal pendulum system, which is de-

fined

H(q, p) = 1

2
p2 −cos(q). (64)

We pick a random initial point for training (q0, p0) ∈ [−2,2]× [−2,2].

To show the predictive ability of our model, we pick Tpr edi ct = 20π. We pick 15 as the

sample size since we find that small Ntr ai n ’s are sufficient to generate excellent results. We

use 100 epochs for training, and 10 as the step_si ze (the period of learning rate decay),

and 0.8 as γ (the multiplicative factor of learning rate decay). The learning rate of each

parameter group is decayed by γ every step_si ze epochs, which prevents the model from

overshooting the local minimum. The dynamic learning rate can also make our model

converge faster. M indicates the number of terms of the Taylor polynomial introduced

in the construction of the neural networks (43). Through experimentation, we find that 8

terms can represent most functions well. We choose 16 as Nh , the dimension of hidden

layers.

5.1.2 Predictive ability and robustness

Now, to assess how well our method can predict the future flow, we compare the predictive

ability of Taylor-net with ODE-net and HNN. We apply all three methods on the pendulum

problem, and let Ttr ai n = 0.01 and Tpr edi ct = 20π. We evaluate the performance of the
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Figure 12: Prediction results of position q from t = 0 to t = 20π for the pendulum problem
using Taylor-net, HNN, and ODE-net (a) without noise, (b) with noise σ1,σ2 ∼N (0,0.1),
and (c) with noiseσ1,σ2 ∼N (0,0.5). For all the models, we set the initial point as (q0, p0) =
(1,1). We use Ttr ai n = 0.01, Ttr ai n = 0.5 and Ttr ai n = 1 to train the model in (a), (b), and
(c), respectively. All the methods are trained until the Lval i d ati on converges. Source: [1].
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Table 2: Comparison of ϵp for the pendulum problem without noise, with noise σ1,σ2 ∼
N (0,0.1), and with noise σ1,σ2 ∼N (0,0.5). Source: [1].

Methods Taylor-net HNN ODE-net
ϵp , without noise 0.213 0.377 1.416
ϵp , with noise σ1,σ2 ∼N (0,0.1) 1.667 2.433 3.301
ϵp , with noise σ1,σ2 ∼N (0,0.5) 1.293 2.416 27.114

models by calculating the average prediction error at each predicted points, defined by

ϵ
(nt )
p = 1

Ntest

Ntest∑
s=1

∥p̂ (s,nt )
n −p (s,nt )

n ∥1 +∥q̂ (s,nt )
n −q (s,nt )

n ∥1, (65)

and the average ϵ(nt )
p over Tpr edi ct is

ϵp = 1

NT

NT∑
nt=1

ϵ
(nt )
p , (66)

where Ntest represents the testing sample size specified in Section 5.1.1 and NT = Tpr edi ct /∆t

with∆t = 0.01. After experimentation, we find that Taylor-net has stronger predictive abil-

ity than the other two methods. The first row of Table 2 shows the average prediction error

of 100 testing samples using the three methods over Tpr edi ct when no noise is added. The

prediction error of HNN is almost double that of Taylor-net, while the prediction error of

ODE-net is about 7 times that of Taylor-net. To analyze the difference more quantitatively,

we made several plots to help us better compare the prediction results. Figure 11 shows

the plots of prediction error ϵ(nt )
p against t = nt∆t over Tpr edi ct for all three methods. In

Figure 12, we plot the prediction of position q against time period for all three methods as

well as the ground truth in order to see how well the prediction results match the ground

truth. From Figure 12 (a), we can already see that the prediction result of ODE-net gradu-

ally deviates from the ground truth as time progresses, while the prediction of Taylor-net

and HNN stays mostly consistent with the ground truth, with the former being slightly

closer to the ground truth. The difference between Taylor-net and HNN can be seen more

clearly in Figure 11 (a). Observe that the prediction error of Taylor-net is obviously smaller

than that of the other two methods, and the difference becomes more and more apparent

as time increases. The prediction error of ODE-net is larger than HNN and Taylor-net at

the beginning of Tpr edi ct and increases at a much faster rate than the other two methods.

Although the prediction error of HNN has no obvious difference from that of Taylor-net at

the beginning, it gradually diverges from the prediction error of Taylor-net.
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5.2 NSSNNs

5.2.1 Dataset generation and training settings

We use 6 linear layers with hidden size 64 to model Hθ, all of which are followed by a Sig-

moid activation function except the last one. The derivatives ∂Hθ/∂p , ∂Hθ/∂q , ∂Hθ/∂x ,

∂Hθ/∂y are all obtained by automatic differentiation in Pytorch [66]. The weights of the

linear layers are initialized by Xavier initializaiton [67].

We generate the dataset for training and validation using high-precision numerical

solver [55], where the ratio of training and validation datasets is 9 : 1. We set the dataset

(q j
0 , p j

0) as the start input and (q j , p j ) as the target with j = 1,2, · · · , Ns , and the time span

between (q j
0 , p j

0) and (q j , p j ) is Ttr ai n . Feeding (q0, p0) = (q j
0 , p j

0), t0 = 0, t = Ttr ai n , and

time step dt in Algorithm 1 to get the predicted variables (q̂ j , p̂ j , x̂ j , ŷ j ). Accordingly, the

loss function is defined as

LN SSN N = 1

Nb

Nb∑
j=1

∥q ( j ) − q̂ ( j )∥1 +∥p ( j ) − p̂ ( j )∥1 +∥q ( j ) − x̂ ( j )∥1 +∥p ( j ) − ŷ ( j )∥1, (67)

where Nb = 512 is the batch size of the training samples. We use the Adam optimizer [48]

with learning rate 0.05. The learning rate is multiplied by 0.8 for every 10 epoches.

Taking system H(q, p) = 0.5(q2 +1)(p2 +1) as an example, we carry out a series of ab-

lation tests based on our constructed networks to find the proper parameters. Normally,

we set the time span, time step and dateset size as T = 0.01, dt = 0.01 and Ns = 1280. The

choice ofω in (14) is largely flexible since NSSNN is not sensitive to the parameterωwhen

it is larger than a certain threshold. We pick the L1 loss function to train our network due

to its better performance. In addition, we already introduced a regularization term in the

symplectic integrator embedded in the network; thus, there is no need to add the regu-

larization term in the loss function. The integral time step in the sympletic integrator is a

vital parameter, and the choice of dt largely depends on the time span Ttr ai n . In general,

we should take relatively small dt for the dataset with larger time span Ttr ai n .

5.2.2 Spring system

We compare five implementations that learn and predict Hamiltonian systems. The first

one is NeuralODE [50], which trains the system by embedding the network fθ → (dq/dt ,dp/dt )

into the Runge-Kutta (RK) integrator. The other four, however, achieve the goal by fitting

the Hamiltonian Hθ →H based on (6). Specifically, HNN trains the network with the con-
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Figure 13: Comparison of prediction results of (q, p) for the spring system H= 0.5(q2+p2)
from t = 0 to t = 200 with (q0, p0) = (0,−3). The time span of the datasets are Ttr ai n =
0.4 (first row) and Ttr ai n = 1 (second row). The five columns are five different methods
NeuralODE, HNN, IHNN, HRK, and NSSNN, respectively. The red line denotes the ground
truth; the blue line denotes the prediction, which are perfectly overlapping in NSSNN.
The prediction ability of HNN and IHNN improves significantly with the decreasing of
Ttr ai n of the dataset which however may be hard to obtain in the actual experimental
measurements. Source: [2].

straints of the Hamiltonian symplectic gradient along with the time derivative of system

variables and then embeds the well-trained Hθ into the RK integrator for predicting the

system [15]. The third and fourth implementations are ablation tests. One of them is im-

proved HNN (IHNN), which embeds the well-trainedHθ into the nonseparable symplectic

integrator (Tao’s integrator) for predicting. The other is to directly embed Hθ into the RK

integrator for training, which we call HRK. The fifth method is NSSNN, which embeds Hθ

into the nonseparable symplectic integrator for training.

For fair comparison, we adopt the same network structure (except that the dimension

of output layer in NeuralODE is two times larger than that in the other four), the same

L1 loss function and same size of the dataset, and the precision of all integral schemes is

second order, and the other parameters keep consistent with the one in Section 5.2.1. The

time derivative in the dataset for training HNN and IHNN is obtained by the first difference

method
dq

dt
≈ q(Ttr ai n)−q(0)

Ttr ai n
and

dp

dt
≈ p(Ttr ai n)−q(0)

Ttr ai n
. (68)

Figure 13 demonstrates the differences between the five methods using a spring sys-

tem H= 0.5(q2 +p2) with different time span Ttr ai n = 0.4, 1 and same time step dt = 0.2.

We can see that by introducing the nonseparable symplectic integrator into the prediction

of the Hamiltonian system, NSSNN has a stronger long-term predicting ability than all the
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other methods. In addition, the prediction of HNN and IHNN lies in the dataset with time

derivative; consequently, it will lead to a larger error when the given time span Ttr ai n is

large.

5.2.3 Modeling vortex dynamics of multi-particle system

For two-dimensional vortex particle systems, the dynamical equations of particle posi-

tions (x j , y j ), j = 1,2, · · · , Nv with particle strengths Γ j can be written in the generalized

Hamiltonian form as

Γ j
dx j

dt
=−∂H

p

∂y j
, Γ j

dy j

dt
= ∂Hp

∂x j
, with Hp = 1

4π

Nv∑
j ,k=1

Γ jΓk log(|x j −xk |). (69)

By including the given particle strengthsΓ j in Algorithm 1, we can still adopt the method

mentioned above to learn the Hamiltonian in (69) when there are fewer particles. How-

ever, considering a system with Nv ≫ 2 particles, the cost to collect training data from all

Nv particles might be high, and the training process can be time-consuming. Thus, in-

stead of collecting information from all Nv particles to train our model, we only use data

collected from two bodies as training data to make predictions of the dynamics of Nv par-

ticles.

Specifically, we assume the interactive models between particle pairs with unit particle

strengths Γ j = 1 are the same, and their corresponding Hamiltonian can be represented as

network Ĥθ(x j , xk ), based on which the corresponding Hamiltonian of Nv particles can

be written as [19, 18]

Hp
θ
=

Nv∑
i , j=1

Γ jΓkĤθ(x j , xk ). (70)

We embed (70) into the symplectic integrator that includes Γ j to obtain the final network

architecture.

The setup of the multi-particle problem is similar to the previous problems. The train-

ing time span is Ttr ai n = 0.01 while the prediction period can be up to Tpr edi ct = 40. We

use 2048 clean data samples to train our model. The training process takes about 100

epochs for the loss to converge. In Figure 14, we use our trained model to predict the

dynamics of 6000-particle systems, including Taylor and Leapfrog vortices. We generate

results of Taylor vortex and Leapfrop vortex using NSSNN and HNN and compare them

with the ground truth. Vortex elements are used with corresponding initial vorticity con-

ditions of Taylor vortex and Leapfrop vortex [68]. The difficulty of the numerical modeling
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Figure 14: Taylor and Leapfrog vortex. We generate results of Taylor vortex and Leapfrop
vortex using NSSNN and HNN, and compare them with the ground truth. 6000 vortex
elements are used with corresponding initial vorticity conditions of Taylor vortex and
Leapfrop vortex. Source: [2].

of these two systems lies in the separation of different dynamical vortices instead of hav-

ing them merging into a bigger structure. In both cases, the vortices evolved using NSSNN

are separated nicely as the ground truth shows, while the vortices merge together using

HNN.

5.3 RoeNet

5.3.1 Dataset generation and training settings

For our experiments, we construct datasets using either analytical solutions or numerical

solutions calculated with a high-resolution finite difference method. These datasets are

then divided into training and validation sets in a 9 : 1 ratio. The physical quantities solved

in our experiments are of order O(1) and, consequently, do not require normalization.

We train the network over a time span defined as Ttr ai n and use it to predict target

values over a time span of Tpr edi ct , where Tpr edi ct > Ttr ai n and Tpr edi ct starts no earlier

than Ttr ai n .

In all experiments, the Adam optimizer [48] is employed, with a learning rate of γ as

listed in Table 3. The learning rate decays by a multiplicative factor of 0.9 every 5 to 20

epochs. This optimizer is chosen for its ability to adapt learning rates based on the gradi-
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Table 3: Experimental set-up for RoeNet. Source: [4].
1C Linear Sod Tube

Boundary condition Periodic Neumann
Time step ∆t 0.02 0.001
Space step ∆x 0.01 0.005
Training time span 0.04 0.06
Predicting time span > 2 0.1
Data set samples 500 2000
Data set generation Analytical Analytical
Components number Nc 1 3
Hidden dimension Nh 1 64

ent history of each parameter, which facilitates faster and more precise convergence com-

pared to methods with fixed learning rates. Training is conducted with batch sizes ranging

from 8 to 32, and all models undergo 100 epochs to ensure convergence. Notably, extend-

ing the number of training epochs can enhance training accuracy, reflecting a trade-off

between training time and accuracy.

5.3.2 A simple example

Taking a linear hyperbolic PDE with one component (1C Linear in Table 3)F = u,

u(t = 0, x) = e−300x2 (71)

in (18) as an example, we evaluate the performance of RoeNet. This hyperbolic PDE mod-

els a Gaussian wave traveling along a line at constant speed. Figure 15 illustrates the

propagation of this Gaussian wave over time, simulated using RoeNet with both clean and

noisy training data sets, alongside results from the Roe solver and the analytical solution.

RoeNet’s predictions, regardless of noise in the training data, align closely with the ana-

lytical results throughout the entire computational time domain. In contrast, simulations

using the Roe solver show rapid flattening and dissipation of the wave over time. Although

the prediction error of RoeNet does accumulate gradually, this increase in numerical error

is significantly slower than that observed with traditional numerical methods. As a result,

RoeNet demonstrates superior performance with its more accurate predictions.
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Figure 15: Comparison of RoeNet and Roe solver for solving a one component linear hy-
perbolic PDE (1C Linear in Table 3). (a) t = 0, (b) t = 0.4, (c) t = 0.8, (d) t = 1.2. The legend
“RoeNet” and “RoeNet (noise)” denote the networks are trained by the clean dataset and
the dataset with noise ϵ∼N (0,0.1), respectively. Source: [4].

5.3.3 Sod shock tube

We take the one-dimensional diatomic ideal gas problem to assess the performance of

our model on solving multi-component Riemann problems with nonlinear flux functions

(Sode Tube in Table 3). Specifically, the system is modeled by (18) withu = (ρ,ρv,e)T ,

F = [ρv,ρv2 +p, v(e +p)]T ,
(72)

where ρ is the density, p is the pressure, e is the energy, v is the velocity, and the pressure p

is related to the conserved quantities through the equation of state p = (γ−1)
(
e −0.5ρv2

)
with a heat capacity ratio γ≈ 1.4. We apply our model to the Sod shock tube problem [69],
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a one-dimensional Riemann problem in the form of (18) with (72). The time evolution

of this problem can be described by solving the mass, momentum, and energy conserva-

tion of ideal gas inside a slender tube, which leads to three characteristics, describing the

propagation speed of various regions in the system [69]. In Figure 16, we plot the three

components of the problem, at t = 0.1. Note that due to the dissipation effects incorpo-

rated in our model, there is no sign of sonic glitch. The result shows that RoeNet exhibits

higher accuracy in predicting the discontinuities of the nonlinear Riemann problem.
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Figure 16: Comparison of RoeNet and Roe solver for solving a Riemann problem with three
components and a nonlinear flux function (Sod Tube in Table 3). (a), (b), and (c) plot
the comparison of the prediction results using RoeNet, numerical results solved with Roe
solver, and the analytical solutions at t = 0.1 of the three components u(1), u(2), and u(3),
respectively. Source: [4].

5.3.4 Comparison with other methods

Current neural network methods, such as Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) [27],

typically require a pre-established PDE model and continuous interaction with this model

during training to adjust the loss, using complex Hessian-based optimizers like L-BFGS

that often result in extended training durations. In contrast, RoeNet operates indepen-

dently of any explicit equation knowledge, utilizing only the training datasets and relying

on more efficient gradient-based optimizers such as SGD.

Conventional neural networks struggle to predict the emergence and evolution of dis-

continuous solutions without a governing equation. Our model, RoeNet, showcases a

unique capability to handle tasks that traditional machine learning approaches cannot,

particularly in predicting dynamics for future times not included in the training data. This

is demonstrated in Figure 17, where RoeNet outperforms PINNs [70] in the simulation of

the 1C Linear problem described in Section 5.3.2, providing accurate predictions for future

states beyond the training scope.
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Figure 17: Comparion of the numerical results solved with Roe solver, prediction results
using RoeNet and PINNs [70] at (a) t = 0, (b) t = 0.4, (c) t = 0.8 of the problem 1C Linear in
Table 3. Source: [4].

RoeNet, as a data-driven solver, does not require prior knowledge of the system’s evolu-

tion equations, setting it apart from traditional numerical methods. It employs an optimization-

based approach to construct its numerical scheme, with an optimization space that fully

encompasses that of the Roe solver. This enables RoeNet to deliver more precise simula-

tions of PDE evolution compared to conventional numerical approaches.

5.4 NVM

5.4.1 Dataset generation and training settings

We randomly sample 2 to 6 vortices and create the initial vorticity field through convolu-

tion with a Gaussian kernel ∼N (0,0.01). This process is repeated 2000 times to generate

Ns = 2000 samples. DNS is performed to solve (31) in the periodic box using a standard

pseudo-spectral method [71]. Aliasing errors are removed using the two-thirds truncation

method with the maximum wavenumber kmax ≈ N /3. The Fourier coefficients of the ve-

locity are advanced in time using a second-order Adams–Bashforth method. The time step

is chosen to ensure that the Courant–Friedrichs–Lewy number is less than 0.5 for numer-

ical stability and accuracy. To obtain accurate DNS data samples, we set the grid size as

N = 1024. Regarding the kinematic viscosity, we set ν= 0 and ν= 0.001 for different cases.

The pseudo-spectral method used in this DNS is similar to that described in [61, 72, 73].

We use Ntr ai n = 0.9Ns = 1600 samples with the time span Ttr ai n for the training of the

dynamics network. The DNS dataset is generated with random initial conditions indepen-

dent of the predicted vortex evolution. The time step of vortex evolution is set as dt . For

the leapfrog example, we set the parameters as Ttr ai n = 1 and dt = 0.001. For the turbulent

flow example, we set the parameters as Ttr ai n = 0.001 and dt = 0.001. For other examples,
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Figure 18: Comparison of NVM and LVM for solving NS equations in the periodic box. (a)
NVM, (b) LVM, and (c) The relative error of velocity in flow simulation. The red dots indi-
cate the positions of 2 vortices at different time steps generated by DNS. The black circles
in (a) and (b) are the prediction and simulation results of the NVM and LVMs, respectively.
The black arrows indicate the directions of the motions of the 2 vortices. Source: [3].

the parameters are set as Ttr ai n = 0.2 and dt = 0.1. In general, the parameters are chosen

within a wide range, indicating the robustness of the network. We use the trained network

to predict the vortex dynamics at time Tpr edi ct . We show that the prediction time span

Tpr edi ct i on is larger than the training time span Ttr ai n in the results section, in some cases

up to tens of times of Ttr ai n .

For both the detection network and the dynamics network, we use Adam optimizer

[48] with a learning rate of 1e-3. The learning rate decays every 20 epochs by a multiplica-

tive factor of 0.8. For the detection network, we use a batch size of 32 and train it for 350

epochs. We use the cross entropy as the classification loss and L1 loss for position pre-

diction. To relieve the unbalanced data problem in the detection network, we implement

Focal loss [65] with α = 0.4 and γ = 2. It takes 15 minutes to converge on a single Nvidia

RTX 2080Ti GPU. For the dynamics network, we use a batch size of 64 and train it for 500

epochs. We use L1 loss for position prediction. It takes 25 minutes to converge on a single

Nvidia RTX 2080Ti GPU.

5.4.2 Comparison between NVM and LVM

To demonstrate that NVM is a better approach to capturing fluid dynamics than the tra-

ditional LVM, we compare the prediction results of the NVM and the LVM for solving

NS equations in the periodic box. In the prediction, we initialize two vortex particles at

X1 = (π−0.4,π−0.6) and X2 = (π+0.4,π+0.6), where the corresponding particle strength

are Γ1 = 0.75 and Γ2 = 0.75. We plot the results using the NVM and LVM and the relative er-
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Figure 19: Two-dimensional Lagrangian scalar fields at t = 1 with the initial condition
φ= x and resolution 20002. The evolution of the Lagrangian scalar fields is induced by (a)
O(10) and (b) O(100) random NVM vortex particles. Source: [3].

ror of velocity in the simulation in Figure 18 (a), (b), and (c), respectively. Here, the relative

error of velocity is defined as

ϵu = ∥upr edi ct −utr ue∥L2

∥utr ue∥L2
, (73)

where upr edi ct denotes the predicted or simulated solution and utr ue denote the ground

truth solution.

It is quite obvious that in Figure 18 (a), the predictions made by NVM match the po-

sitions of vortices generated by DNS almost perfectly, while the predictions made by BS

law in Figures 18 (b) contain a large error. The divergence of the relative error of velocity

is shown in Figure 18 (c), which shows that the NVM outperforms traditional methods by

increasing amounts as the predicting period becomes longer.

5.4.3 Turbulent flows

Besides simple systems, NVM is capable of predicting complicated turbulence systems.

This example’s primary purpose is to illustrate our network’s ability to handle more com-

plex problems.

Figure 19 depicts the two-dimensional Lagrangian scalar fields at t = 1 with the initial

condition φ = x and resolution 20002. The governing equation of the Lagrangian scalar
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fields is
∂φ

∂t
+u ·∇∇∇φ= 0. (74)

The evolution of the Lagrangian scalar fields is induced by O(10) and O(100) NVM vor-

tex particles at random positions ∽ U (0,4) with random strengths ∽ U (0,2). We remark

that the same trained model is used for both cases. There is no correlation between the

positions and vortex particle strengths of the two sets of vortex particles.

Based on the particle velocity field from the NVM, a backward-particle-tracking method

is applied to solve (74). Then the iso-contour of the Lagrangian field can be extracted as

material structures in the evolution [74, 75, 76, 77, 78]. In Figure 19 (a), the spiral struc-

ture [79, 80] of individual NVM vortex particles can be observed clearly due to the small

number of NVM vortex particles. In Figure 19 (b), the underlying field exhibits turbulent

behaviors since it is generated with a large number of NVM vortex particles.

Generally, the high-resolution results shown in Figure 19 can only be achieved by su-

percomputation using grid-based methods [74], while NVM allows these to be generated

on any laptop with GPU. We demonstrate that NVM is capable of generating an accurate

depiction of complex turbulence systems with low computational costs.

6 Conclusion

6.1 Summary

This thesis introduces a novel data-driven framework, which demonstrates a significant

advancement in predictive modeling for long-term forecasts by integrating physics-based

priors into learning algorithms. This integration ensures intrinsic preservation of the phys-

ical structures of the systems analyzed, thereby maintaining mathematical symmetries

and physical conservation laws. As a result, the models demonstrate superior perfor-

mance in terms of prediction accuracy, robustness, and predictive capability, particularly

in identifying patterns not present within the training dataset, despite the use of small

datasets, short training periods, and small sample sizes.

In particular, we have developed four distinct algorithms, each designed to incorporate

specific physics-based priors relevant to different types of nonlinear systems. These in-

clude the symplectic structure for both separable and nonseparable Hamiltonian systems,

Hyperbolic Conservation Law for hyperbolic partial differential equations, and Helmholtz’s

Theorem for incompressible fluid dynamics. The integration of physics-based priors not
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only narrows the solution space, thereby streamlining computational demands, but also

enhances the reliability and validity of the predictions. Moreover, embedding these struc-

tures within neural networks significantly expands their capacity to capture and repro-

duce complex patterns inherent in physical phenomena, which conventional networks

often fail to recognize. This expanded capability allows for a more comprehensive repre-

sentation of potential physical behaviors, substantially improving the models’ applicabil-

ity and predictive accuracy.

6.2 Limitations and Future Work

We also recognize our models have several limitations. Firstly, neural networks that in-

clude an embedded integrator often require a longer training period compared to those

trained on datasets with explicit time derivatives. Secondly, our method employs an ex-

plicit scheme for time evolution, which necessitates a small time step to ensure accuracy.

Although a smaller time step can lead to higher discretization accuracy, this advantage

must be weighed against increased training costs and the risk of gradient explosion. In

our future work, we are considering the adoption of implicit formats, such as leveraging

RNN structures, which may offer more stability and efficiency. In addition, our current

model is designed as an end-to-end system that does not account for environmental vari-

ability. To address this issue, we will explore online learning techniques to enhance the

model’s adaptability in changing conditions. Lastly, To enhance the applicability of our

model, a significant focus of our future research will be dedicated to developing scalable

methods that can be generalized to various PDEs, aiming to achieve a versatile and uni-

versally applicable framework for various systems.
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