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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we evaluate the effectiveness of deep operator networks (DeepONets) in solving
both forward and inverse problems of partial differential equations (PDEs) on unknown manifolds.
By unknown manifolds, we identify the manifold by a set of randomly sampled data point clouds
that are assumed to lie on or close to the manifold. When the loss function incorporates the
physics, resulting in the so-called physics-informed DeepONets (PI-DeepONets), we approximate
the differentiation terms in the PDE by an appropriate operator approximation scheme. For the
second-order elliptic PDE with a nontrivial diffusion coefficient, we approximate the differen-
tiation term with one of these methods: the Diffusion Maps (DM), the Radial Basis Functions
(RBF), and the Generalized Moving Least Squares (GMLS) methods. For the GMLS approximation,
which is more flexible for problems with boundary conditions, we derive the theoretical error
bound induced by the approximate differentiation. Numerically, we found that DeepONet is
accurate for various types of diffusion coefficients, including linear, exponential, piecewise linear,
and quadratic functions, for linear and semi-linear PDEs with/without boundaries. When the
number of observations is small, PI-DeepONet trained with sufficiently large samples of PDE
constraints produces more accurate approximations than DeepONet. For the inverse problem,
we incorporate PI-DeepONet in a Bayesian Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) framework to
estimate the diffusion coefficient from noisy solutions of the PDEs measured at a finite number
of point cloud data. Numerically, we found that PI-DeepONet provides accurate approximations
comparable to those obtained by a more expensive method that directly solves the PDE on the
proposed diffusion coefficient in each MCMC iteration.

K eywords Partial Differential Equation, Manifold, Deep Operator Network, Diffusion Map, Radial Basis Function,
Generalized Moving Least Squares method, Bayesian Inverse Problem

1 Introduction

Solving partial differential equations (PDEs) on manifolds is crucial across various fields including the natural
sciences and practical engineering. For example, in image processing, PDEs on surfaces have been used in image
segmentation [67], image inpainting [65], and restoration of damaged patterns [3, 49]. In computer graphics,
applications include flow field visualization [4], surface reconstruction [82], and brain imaging [53]. In physics,
such a problem arises in granular flow [61] and phase ordering [63] on surfaces, and liquid crystals on deformable
surfaces [56]. With such diverse applications, many numerical methods have been developed to solve PDEs on
manifolds. For example, the surface finite element method (FEM) [15, 16] is a robust and efficient method when a
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triangular mesh is given on surface. However, when the manifold is identified by randomly sampled data point
clouds, the triangular mesh can be difficult to obtain. To address such an issue, mesh-free approaches were
developed. For example, several collocation methods have been developed, including the global Radial Basis
Function methods [59, 19] and the RBF-generated finite difference (FD) methods [64, 36]. In these approaches,
they first employ a manifold parametrization scheme, such as local SVD, level set methods [4, 21, 74], closest point
methods [62, 58], and orthogonal gradient methods [59], and subsequently approximate the surface differentiation
along the approximate tangent bundle. Another class of mesh-free approach is to identify a regression solution
to the PDE by employing the Generalized Moving Least-Squares (GMLS) [40, 66, 22, 29] to approximate tangential
derivatives on the point cloud data. Alternatively, graph-based approaches, including Graph Laplacian, Diffusion
Maps, and Weighted Nonlocal Laplacian [38, 39, 20, 28, 75], do not require a parameterization of a point cloud
and can handle randomly sampled data on high-dimensional manifolds, although limited to a certain class of
differential operators.

While many mesh-free solvers are available on manifolds as listed above, the size of the resulting discrete approxima-
tion of the differential operator increases as a function of the size of the point cloud data. Beyond the storage issue,
it can become a computational bottleneck when applying these solvers in inverse problem algorithms for parameter
estimation in PDEs [26, 24]. Whether using a maximum likelihood or Bayesian approach in the inversion method,
the numerical algorithm typically requires an iterative procedure. In this procedure, the predicted observations
corresponding to the proposed parameter value at the current iteration are compared to the measured observations.
When the solution operator that maps the parameter to be determined to the PDE solution is not explicitly available,
the computational cost of each iteration is dominated by the complexity of the PDE solver.

Recently, deep learning techniques have been utilized for solving PDEs as a more efficient solver in the field of
scientific machine learning (SciML) [33]. Physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) have been developed by
embedding the PDE loss into the loss function of neural networks [60, 46, 48, 57, 80, 79, 69] and successfully applied
for solving forward as well as inverse problems of PDEs across various fields [8, 77, 12, 72, 73, 23, 17, 11]. In this
spirit, an algorithm based on neural networks along with Diffusion Maps was proposed to solve elliptic PDEs on
unknown manifolds with constraints on the PDE and boundary conditions [41]. Despite the advancements, this
class of approaches is not numerically suitable for solving parameter estimation problems since it requires one
to retrain the neural network model to find the PDE solution subjected to the new proposed parameter at each
iteration. Alternatively, recent developments of deep neural operators to learn PDE solution operators by using
neural networks overcome this limitation, such as deep operator network (DeepONet) [44, 70, 32, 47, 84, 54, 30],
Fourier neural operator [37, 45, 83], and other neural operator learning methods [5, 51, 68, 31, 43, 6, 78, 81]. This
approach accelerates the online prediction of PDE solutions under varying conditions, such as different coefficients
or boundary conditions [42, 14, 50], by an offline training of deep neural operators.

In this paper, we propose to learn a solution operator of elliptic PDEs on unknown manifolds using the Deep-
ONet and physics-informed DeepONet (PI-DeepONet). Furthermore, we integrate the learned PI-DeepONet
into a Bayesian Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) framework for solving inverse problems. Specifically, our
contributions are summarized below.

1. We employ DeepONets to learn the solution operator of an elliptic PDE on unknown manifolds from varying
diffusion coefficients to PDE solutions. The effectiveness of our methods is demonstrated on different
types of diffusion coefficients, linear/semi-linear PDEs, and torus/semi-torus manifolds with/without
boundary conditions.

2. We develop PI-DeepONets to further improve the performance, in which we incorporate physics and
approximate the differentiation term with one of these methods: the Diffusion Maps (DM), the Radial Basis
Functions (RBF), and the Generalized Moving Least Squares (GMLS) methods.

3. We discuss the error induced by numerical approximations of the PDE solution and differential operators
on unknown manifolds.

4. We integrate PI-DeepONet into a Bayesian MCMC framework to infer the diffusion coefficient from noisy
solutions of the PDEs for comparable accuracy and significant reduction of computational costs.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe the PDE problem setup and introduce DeepONet and
PI-DeepONet. Then we introduce the error induced by the approximate loss function and derive the error bounds
in Section 3. In Section 4, we present the numerical experiments for solving forward problems. Finally, we present
the Bayesian approach to inverse problems and the numerical performance in Section 5.
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2 Methodology

To simplify the discussion, we consider finding the solution operator, G : κ 7→ u, corresponding to a PDE problem,

−divg (κgradg u)+ cu = f on M ,

B(u) = 0, on ∂M .
(1)

Here, M is a d-dimensional compact submanifold of Euclidean space Rn with the boundary ∂M . The differential
operators are defined with respect to the Riemannian metric g , the parameter c : M → R is a positive function,
κ : M →R is a positive diffusion coefficient, and f is a known real-valued function defined on M . Here, B denotes
the operator corresponding to the boundary conditions, e.g., Dirichlet and Neumann conditions.

In our setup, we consider the manifold to be unknown in the sense that we have no access to either the Riemannian
metric or the embedding function that parameterizes the manifold M . All we have is a randomly sampled point
cloud data, X = {xi }N

i=1 ⊂ M . At the core of our approach, we need to approximate the differential operator from the
dataset X that is assumed to lie on the manifold M . We will consider several approaches, including the Diffusion
Maps [9] algorithm which can construct the specific differential operator in (1) as proposed in Refs. [20, 28, 75],
and more general operator approximators, including the Radial Basis Function (RBF) method [18, 19, 25] and
Generalized Moving Least-Squares (GMLS) method [40, 66, 22, 29], where the latter is more flexible to handle
manifolds with boundaries. Our goal in considering these estimators is to demonstrate the robustness of DeepONet
independent of the differential operator estimators. In Section SM1 of the supplementary material, we provide a
short overview of these differential operator estimators.

The remainder of this section will be organized as follows: In Section 2.1, we will give a short overview of DeepONet.
In Section 2.2, we will give a short overview of PI-DeepONet.

2.1 DeepONet

We first review the deep operator network (DeepONet) and its architecture. DeepONet was proposed to learn
nonlinear operator mappings between infinite-dimensional function spaces [44] based on the universal operator
approximation theorem [7]. Corresponding to the PDE problem in (1), we define the solution operator G(κ) = u(· ;κ).
While the discussion throughout this paper focuses on κ as input, one can extend the approximation to other
input parameters, such as c or other parameters in the boundary operators. In our context, DeepONet is a class of
neural-network models that approximates G.

Particularly, let Gθ denote the DeepONet approximation of G, where θ denotes the trainable parameters of the
network. A DeepONet consists of two subnetworks. The branch net takes a discrete representation of κ, the vector,
κ(Ξ) = {κ(ξ1),κ(ξ2), . . . ,κ(ξm)} , whose components consist of the input function evaluated at an arbitrary set of
sensors Ξ= {ξ1,ξ2, . . . ,ξm} as the input, where ξi ∈ M . Here, the sensor locations are not necessarily identical to any
element in the training dataset X . The trunk net takes the location x ∈ M as an input. While we are interested in
predicting the solution with κ that is also evaluated at the input location of the trunk net, x ∈ M , the fact that κ can
be represented by pointwise evaluations on arbitrary sensors gives more flexibility in the training as well as in the
prediction when the actual κ is only known up to its evaluation on the sensor locations. The DeepONet estimator
evaluated at x ∈ M is an inner product of the branch and trunk outputs:

Gθ(κ(Ξ))(x) =
p∑

k=1
bk (κ(ξ1),κ(ξ2), . . . ,κ(ξm))︸ ︷︷ ︸

branch

tk (x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
trunk

+b0, (2)

where b0 ∈R is a bias, {b1,b2, . . . ,bp } are the p outputs of the branch net, and {t1, t2, . . . , tp } are the p outputs of the
trunk net (Fig. 1A).

To train a DeepONet, we generate labeled data consisting of inputs
{
κ(k),Ξ, (x(k)

i )i=1,...N

}
k=1,...,NOBS

and outputs

{u(x(k)
i ;κ(k))}i=1,...,N ,k=1,...,NOBS . Since κ(k) are known, they can be represented by the vector κ(k)(Ξ), whose com-

ponents consist of κ(k) evaluated at sensor locations, Ξ = {ξ1, . . . ,ξm}. The output training data, G(κ(k))(x(k)
i ) :=

u(x(k)
i ;κ(k)), are generated by the solution of the PDE. In such a case, the network parameters θ are obtained by

minimizing the empirical loss function defined based on the mean square error between the true G(κ(k)) and the
network prediction Gθ(κ(k)):

LOBS(θ) = 1

NOBS N

NOBS∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣Gθ(κ(k)(Ξ))(x(k)
i )−G(κ(k))(x(k)

i )
∣∣∣2

, (3)

3
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where X (k) = {x(k)
1 , . . . ,x(k)

N } is the set of N locations in the domain of G(κ(k)). In general (as in our setting),
however, we do not have access to the analytical solution of the PDE. Instead, we only have the approximate
solution obtained from either the Diffusion Maps, RBF, or GMLS, as mentioned before, which we denote as
{û(x(k)

i ;κ(k))}i=1,...,N ,k=1,...,NOBS . Accounting for this practical issue, our training is performed on the approximate
loss function,

L̃OBS(θ) = 1

NOBS N

NOBS∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣Gθ(κ(k)(Ξ))(x(k)
i )− û(x(k)

i ;κ(k))
∣∣∣2

. (4)

We will discuss the error induced by this approximation in Section 3.

2.2 PI-DeepONet

Combining physics-informed idea with the DeepONet, the physics-informed DeepONet (PI-DeepONet) was intro-
duced in Ref. [70]. For the general case, we define a parametric PDE N (κ,u) = 0 subject to boundary conditions
B(κ,u) = 0 (Fig. 1B). The PDE problem in (1) is a concrete example, where N (κ,u) =−divg (κgradg u)+cu− f and B
is independent of κ.

Figure 1: The architecture of DeepONets. (A) DeepONet. (B) PI-DeepONet.

The PI-DeepONet constraints the observation loss function LOBS in (3) with an additional PDE residual loss term
LPDE and boundary conditions loss term LBC(θ), such that:

L(θ) = wOBSLOBS(θ)+wPDELPDE(θ)+wBCLBC(θ), (5)

where wOBS, wPDE, and wBC are the weights for each term. In the original PI-DeepONet settings, the PDE loss term
is given as,

LPDE(θ) = 1

NPDE N

NPDE∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣N (
κ(k)(x(k)

i ),Gθ
(
κ(k))(x(k)

i )
)∣∣∣2

. (6)

When the differential operator is defined on the Euclidean domain, it can be handled by the automatic differentiation
(AD). In this work, as we solve PDEs on the manifold, we cannot use AD for LPDE. Instead, the differential operator
is approximated by Diffusion Maps, RBF, or GMLS and then incorporated into PDE loss, such that,

LPDE(θ) ≈ L̃PDE(θ) = 1

NPDE N

NPDE∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣(L+ cI)Gθ
(
κ(k)(X (k))

)
(x(k)

i )− f (x(k)
i )

∣∣∣2
. (7)

We note that the numbers of inputs in the loss functions in (3) and (6), respectively, NOBS and NPDE , are not

necessarily equal. We denote the discrete approximation of Lκ =−divg (κgradg ) on X (k) =
{

x(k)
1 , . . . ,x(k)

N

}
by L that

4
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can be LDM , LRBF , or LGMLS depending on the discretization method being used, which details are shown in Section
SM1 of the supplementary material.

When there are boundary conditions, we may have an additional loss term LBC defined as:

LBC(θ) = 1

NPDE N

NPDE∑
k=1

Nb∑
i=1

∣∣∣B (
κ(k)(x(k)

i ),Gθ
(
κ(k)(X (k))

)
(x(k)

i )
)∣∣∣2

, (8)

where {x(k)
i ∈ ∂M }Nb

i=1 are Nb locations on the boundary of M if these points are available as in the Euclidean setting.
Since the boundary is a measure zero set, we may not have (or be able to) data points exactly on the boundary
since the manifold is unknown. To overcome this issue, we will impose the boundary conditions on points that are
sufficiently close to the boundary. Several methods to detect such points are available in the literature. For examples,
see [2] for a method that estimates the distance of the sample points to the boundary and [29] for a method that
does not estimate the distance to the boundary. In our numerical simulations, we will use the close-to-boundary
detection method proposed in [29]. For example, if the PDE satisfies a nonhomogeneous boundary condition, u = g
on ∂M , then we define g̃ : U ⊂ M →R as an extension of g : ∂M →R on a neighborhood of ∂M in M , that is, g̃ |∂M = g
(e.g., see p.380 of [35] for the validity of such an extension). Define the set of points whose (geodesic) distance from
the boundary is larger than ϵ> 0 as,

X (k)
ϵ =

{
xi ∈ X (k) : dg (xi ,∂M) > ϵ

}
,

and let N1(k) = |X (k)
ϵ | and N2(k) = |X (k)\X (k)

ϵ | such that N = N1(k)+N2(k), for every k = 1, . . . , NPDE . Then, the
approximate PDE loss in (7) is averaged over N1(k) points for each k in Xϵ rather than over N points in X ,

L̃PDE(θ) = 1

NPDE

NPDE∑
k=1

1

N1(k)

N1(k)∑
i=1

∣∣∣(L+ cI)Gθ
(
κ(k)(X (k))

)
(x(k)

i )− f (x(k)
i )

∣∣∣2
. (9)

and the approximate boundary condition loss function is given as,

L̃BC(θ) = 1

NPDE

NPDE∑
k=1

1

N2(k)

N2(k)∑
i=1

∣∣∣Gθ(κ(k)(X (k))
)
(x(k)

i )− g̃ (x(k)
i )

∣∣∣2
, (10)

where x(k)
i ∈ X (k)\X (k)

ϵ .

3 Error induced by the approximate loss function

While the ideal training procedure is to minimize the empirical loss function L(θ) defined in (5), this is practically
inaccessible since the exact solution operator G(κ(k)) is intractable and the differential operator can only be
approximated from the point cloud data when the manifold is unknown. With this practical constraint, the training
procedure is to minimize the following approximate loss function,

L̃(θ) = wOBSL̃OBS(θ)+wPDEL̃PDE(θ)+wBCL̃BC(θ), (11)

where L̃OBS(θ), L̃PDE(θ), and L̃BC(θ) are given by (4), (9), (10), respectively, for our example. For manifolds with no
boundary, one can set wBC = 0 and use the approximate loss function in (7).

Let us focus the discussion below for the case with boundary condition. In this case, the training procedure induces
an error, ∣∣L(θ)− L̃(θ)

∣∣ ≤ |wOBS |
∣∣LOBS (θ)− L̃OBS (θ)

∣∣+|wPDE |
∣∣LPDE (θ)− L̃PDE (θ)

∣∣
+|wBC |

∣∣LBC (θ)− L̃BC (θ)
∣∣ , (12)

where the first term is,∣∣LOBS (θ)− L̃OBS (θ)
∣∣≤ 1

NOBS N

NOBS∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣û(x(k)
i ;κ(k))−G(κ(k))(x(k)

i )
∣∣∣2

,

the second term is, ∣∣LPDE (θ)− L̃PDE (θ)
∣∣ ≤ 1

NPDE

NPDE∑
k=1

1

N1(k)

N1(k)∑
i=1

∣∣∣(−divg (κgradg )−L
)
Gθ

(
κ(k)(X (k))

)
(x(k)

i )
∣∣∣2

,

5
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and the third term is,∣∣LBC (θ)− L̃BC (θ)
∣∣≤ 1

NPDE

NPDE∑
k=1

1

N2(k)

N2(k)∑
i=1

∣∣∣Gθ(κ(k)(X (k))
)
(xb(k)

i )− g (xb(k)
i )−

(
Gθ

(
κ(k)(X (k))

)
(x(k)

i )− g̃ (x(k)
i )

)∣∣∣2
,

where xb(k)
i ∈ ∂M denotes the closest point on the boundary to the data point x(k)

i ∈ X (k)\X (k)
ϵ .

The three terms on the right-hand side above consist of the convergence of the PDE solver, the consistency of
the numerical approximation of the differential operator, and the error induced by the approximate boundary
conditions. The upper bounds for these three terms depend on the PDE solvers that are being used to generate
the approximate solution, û(· ; κ(k)), and to approximate L. For Diffusion Maps estimator, the error bound for the

case without boundary conditions is of order-N− 4
d+6 , which detailed analysis can be found in [20]. For the Diffusion

Maps estimator with boundary (where the sample points on the boundary are also available), the error bounds are
reported in [28] for various types of boundary conditions subject to appropriate regularity on the coefficients κ,
f , and boundary operator B. For the RBF approach, the consistency error bound in terms of randomly sampled
data can be deduced following the same argument of the proof of Lemma 3.14 in [76]. Since the RBF interpolator is
known to be unstable (see Chapter 12 of [71]), it is unclear how to bound the first term above, unless additional
regularization is being used in attaining the RBF solution û.

For the GMLS estimator, we have the following error bounds.

Lemma 3.1. Let X (k) = {x(k)
1 , . . . ,x(k)

N } be a set of uniformly i.i.d. samples of M. Let κ(k) ∈C 1(M) and the estimator,

Gθ
(
κ(k)(X (k))

) ∈C p+1(M∗) function, where M∗ =⋃
x∈M B(x,C2N−1/d ) is a union of geodesic ball with center x and

radius C2N−1/d and p ≥ 2. Let L be the GMLS estimator of −divg (κ(k)gradg ) with intrinsic polynomial of degree-p.

(a) Then, with probability higher than 1− 1
N ,∣∣∣(−divg (κgradg )−L

)
Gθ

(
κ(k)(X (k))

)
(x(k)

i )
∣∣∣=O(N− p−1

d ).

(b) Let G(κ(k)) ∈C p+1(M∗) be a classical solution of the PDE problem in (1) and û be the GMLS approximate solution
obtained by the algorithm discussed in Section SM1.3 of the supplementary material, then with probability
higher than 1− 2

N , ∣∣∣û(x(k)
i ;κ(k))−G(κ(k))(x(k)

i )
∣∣∣=O(N− p−1

d ).

The proof of this Lemma is identical to the discussion in Remark 3.1 and Theorem 4.1 of [29] which reported the
error bounds for the case κ(k) = 1.

With this lemma, we can immediately deduce the following result:

Proposition 3.2. Let the assumption in Lemma 3.1 be satisfied. In addition, let g : ∂M →R be a Lipschitz function.
Then, with probability higher than 1− 4

N ,∣∣L(θ)− L̃(θ)
∣∣≤C1(|wOBS |+ |wPDE |)N− 2(p−1)

d +C2|wBC |N− 2
d ,

for some constants C1,C2 > 0 that are independent of N .

Proof. The first term in the error bound above is immediately attained by inserting the upper bounds in Lemma 3.1
to the first two right-hand terms in (12). Since g is Lipschitz, we can extend it on an ϵ-neighbors of ∂M that contains
the set of points X \Xϵ. Particularly, let g̃ be the Lipschitz function such that g̃ |∂M = g . Define

h(x) :=Gθ
(
κ(k)(X (k))

)
(x)− g̃ (x).

Since Gθ(κ(k)(X (k))
) ∈ C p+1(M∗) for p ≥ 2, then it is clear that h is Lipschitz. Denoting xb(k)

i as the point at the

boundary whose geodesic distance is the closest to x(k)
i , we have:

|h(x(k)
i )−h(xb(k)

i )| ≤ Ldg (x(k)
i ,xb(k)

i ) ≤ LhX ,M , (13)

where hX ,M = supx∈M min j∈{1,...,N } dg (x,x j ) is the fill distance. Since the data are uniform i.i.d. samples, then with
probability higher than 1− 1

N , hX ,M ≤C (d)N−1/d (see Lemma B.2 in [25] for the proof of this statement). Inserting
(13) to the last term in (12), the proof is complete.

6
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Next, we discuss another error source: the approximation error of DeepONet. The theoretical foundation of
DeepONet stems from the universal approximation theorem of shallow neural networks for operators in [7], which is
further extended to deep neural networks [44, 32]. Specifically, it is demonstrated that for any specified tolerance ϵ,
there exists a DeepONet such that the resulting approximation error is smaller than this tolerance. Building on these
results, various works have studied approximation error estimates of DeepONet for specific PDEs. For example,
Ref. [34] presented explicit error bounds of DeepONet in terms of its network size for elliptic PDEs. Marcati et al. [52]
provided an upper bound on the exponential expression rate of DeepONet for elliptic isotropic diffusion problems.
Additionally, Deng et al. [13, 45] developed theoretical approximation rates of learning solution operators from both
linear and nonlinear advection-diffusion-reaction equations, and they found the approximation rates depend on
the architecture of branch networks as well as the smoothness of inputs and outputs of solution operators. Moreover,
it is proved that DeepONets can break the curse of dimensionality when approximating certain nonlinear operators
[34, 52].

4 Numerical experiments

In this section, we numerically demonstrate the capability and effectiveness of our proposed DeepONet and PI-
DeepONet for solving PDEs on manifolds. We consider solving forward problems including a linear PDE defined on
the 2D torus (Section 4.1) and the 2D semi-torus (Section 4.2), a nonlinear PDE on the 2D torus (Section 4.3).

To learn the solution operator of the PDE using DeepONet and PI-DeepONet, we first generate training dataset and
test dataset as described in Section 2.1 and Section 2.2. In this work, for a point x = (x, y, z) ∈ M , we consider κ as a
function of x and y , i.e., κ= κ(x, y) for simplicity. One can easily modify the network architecture to extend it to
more general cases. For vanilla DeepONet, the training takes randomly specified κ(Ξ) as the input for branch net,
where the sensors Ξ consists of equi-spaced (in intrinsic coordinates) sensors grid of 26×26 (i.e., m = 676). When
computing the loss LOBS, we use the NOBS discretized random functions κ(Ξ) during training.

For PI-DeepONet, similarly, the training takes NPDE and NOBS random κ for LPDE and LOBS, respectively. In both
cases, we can directly employ classical networks or other network architecture designs for the branch net and
trunk net. In our numerical simulations, we choose convolutional neural network (CNN) in the branch net, and
feedforward neural network (FNN) with a depth of 3 layers and a width of 32 nodes for the trunk net. We use rectified
linear units (ReLU, max(0, x)) [55] and Gaussian error linear units (GELU, x · 1

2

[
1+erf(x/

p
2)

]
) [27]) activation

functions for branch net and trunk net, respectively. The initial learning rate is set to be γ0 = 0.001, and we employ
the inverse time learning rate decay technique with the formula γn = γ0

1+r n/S , where n is the number of iterations,
γn is the learning rate after n iterations, r is the decay rate, and S is the decay step. In our experiments, we choose
r = 0.5 and S = 20000 and use Adam optimizer.

To evaluate the performance of different models, we generate a test dataset that consists of inputs{
κ( j ),Ξ, (x( j )

i )i=1,...N

}
j=1,...,Nt

and outputs {G(κ( j ))(x( j )
i ) = u(x( j )

i ;κ( j ))}i=1,...,N , j=1,...,Nt . Here,
{
κ( j )

}
j=1,...,Nt

represents

a distinct set of input functions differing from the training data, and the sensors Ξ= {ξ1,ξ2, . . . ,ξm} and locations
X = {xi }N

i=1 are the same as those used in the training dataset. We adopt the mean L2 relative error defined as,

E := 1

Nt

Nt∑
j=1

∥Gθ(κ( j )(Ξ))(X ( j ))−G(κ( j ))(X ( j )) ∥2

∥G(κ( j ))(X ( j )) ∥2
.

We run the test for three times and report the average value. The datasets are generated using MATLAB R2023a. For
all experiments, the Python library DeepXDE [46] is utilized to implement the neural networks. All the codes and
data will be available on GitHub at https://github.com/lu-group/manifold-deeponet.

4.1 Second-order linear elliptic PDE on torus

We first consider solving Eq. (1) with c = 1 on a torus which has the embedding function,

ι(θ,φ) =
 (R + r cosθ)cosφ

(R + r cosθ)sinφ
r sinθ

 , θ ∈ [0,2π), φ ∈ [0,2π), (14)

where R is the distance from the center of the tube to the center of torus and r is the distance from the center of the
tube to the surface of the tube with r < R. The induced Riemannian metric is

gx−1(θ,φ)(v, w) = v⊤
(

r 2 0
0 (R + r cosθ)2

)
w, ∀v, w ∈ Tx−1(θ,φ)M .

7
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In this example, we choose R = 2 and r = 1. We first demonstrate the performance of DeepONet on different types of
κ and the sensitivity of the method for several choices of NOBS . Subsequently, we employ Diffusion Maps and RBF
approaches to approximate surface differential operators in PI-DeepONet, and compare them with DeepONet. In
these experiments, we fix N = 2500 locations on the torus for the trunk net, and m = 676 sensors for the branch net.

4.1.1 Results from DeepONet

We test DeepONet with four different types of input function κ as followings (Fig. 2A):

1. Linear function: κ(x, y) = ax +by +6+ c.

2. Exponential function: κ(x, y) = aex +be y + c.

3. Piecewise linear function:

κ(x, y) =


a1x +b1 y +10 x ≤ 0, y ≤ 0

a1x +b1 y +10 x > 0, y ≤ 0

a1x +b2 y +10 x ≤ 0, y > 0

a2x +b2 y +10 x > 0, y > 0

.

4. Nonlinear function: κ(x, y) = a1x2 +b1 y2 +a2x +b2 y + c.

Notice that for points x = (x, y, z) on the torus, we have −3 ≤ x, y ≤ 3. And the coefficients a,b,c, a1,b1, a2,b2 are
random constants with constraints such that all κ are positive on M . Since the analytical solution operator for the
PDE problem in (1) is not available, the training data is generated by solving a linear problem where the differential
operator is approximated by the Diffusion Maps method.

We train DeepONet on datasets induced by each of these four types of κ and a mixed dataset of κ. Each dataset
consists of NOBS = 1000 randomly chosen κ, where the randomness is through the coefficients as discussed above.
For the mixed dataset, we use 250 for each type, culminating in 1000 randomly chosen κ. We use a set of Nt = 1000
randomly chosen κ that is independent to the training data for testing. To verify the sensitivity to NOBS , we also
generate 500 and 100 different linear κ for training.

Our experiments show that DeepONet demonstrates robust performance across all scenarios. The model achieves
L2 relative errors around 2.5% for all scenarios (Table 1). Notably, even in the most complex case involving mixed
types of κ, the model maintains an L2 relative error of 2.67%. For the simplest case with linear κ, DeepONet achieves
an L2 relative error of 2.07% when training is performed with NOBS = 1000 samples.

For the results of the linear case (Table 1), with more training data, the performance of the vanilla DeepONet is
better, as expected. Even if we reduce the size of training data NOBS to 100, the error is still small (about 3%). In
Fig. 2B, we show an example of one linear κ and the solution generated by Diffusion Maps is in Fig. 2C. We show the
corresponding predictions using NOBS = 1000,500, and 100 in Fig. 2D. It is observed that the absolute error of the
prediction is smaller when using a larger size training dataset.

Table 1: Learning the solution operator on torus using DeepONet. We report the L2 relative error (E) of our method
on four types of κ. For all cases, we use N = 2500 point locations.

Type of κ NOBS E

Linear
1000 2.07%
500 2.28%
100 3.03%

Exponential 1000 2.29%
Piecewise 1000 2.56%

Higher order 1000 2.58%
Mixed 1000 2.67%

4.1.2 Results from PI-DeepONet

In this subsection, we present results from PI-DeepONet. Similar to the previous subsection, we apply Diffusion
Maps and RBF approaches to approximate the surface differential operators. The corresponding true solutions for
the training and testing datasets are generated using the same approaches employed in computing LPDE . We set
the weights wOBS and wPDE at 1 and 0.0001 for the Diffusion Maps approach, and 1 and 0.001 for the RBF approach,

8
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Figure 2: DeepONet predictions for the linear κ in Section 4.1.1. (A) Examples of linear κ, exponential κ, piecewise
κ, and higher order κ.(B) 2D and 3D visualizations of one linear κ. (C) 2D and 3D visualizations of the solution u
generated by Diffusion Maps. (D) Predicted solutions and the absolute error with NOBS = 1000,500, and 100.

respectively. To demonstrate the efficacy of PI-DeepONet, we train it on several NOBS and compare its performance
with DeepONet, and we use Nt = 1000 samples of linear κ for testing.

We report the results of DeepONet and PI-DeepONet in Table 2. For both Diffusion Maps and RBF estimators,
incorporating NPDE = 100 randomly chosen κ into the loss function via PI-DeepONet significantly improves model
performance. Specifically, when NOBS = 10, the L2 relative errors reduce from approximately 25% to about 4%,
which is a multifold increase in accuracy. When NOBS = 25, the L2 relative errors decrease from around 5% and 7%
to below 3% for Diffusion Maps and RBF approaches. Notably, these errors are comparable to those obtained by
DeepONet with NOBS = 100. Additionally, we observed that an increase in NOBS results in lower L2 relative errors. In
Fig. 3B, we show examples of the solutions attained by Diffusion Maps and RBF, with a linear κ as depicted in Fig. 3A.
We show the predictions and absolute errors of DeepONet and PI-DeepONet for NOBS = 10 and 25 using Diffusion
Maps and RBF estimators in Fig. 3C and D. Notice the dramatic error reduction that can be observed qualitatively
across the domain when the physics are incorporated.

4.2 Second-order linear elliptic PDE on semi-torus with Dirichlet boundary conditions

In this section, we consider solving the equation (1) on a semi-torus with a Dirichlet boundary condition at φ= 0,π.
The embedding function is the same as (14), except that the range of φ is [0,π]. Here, we consider linear κ as defined
in Section 4.1.1. The boundary condition is enforced using the points that are sufficiently close to the boundary
as described in Section 2.2. We train both DeepONet and PI-DeepONet, where we used GMLS in the latter one
to approximate the differential operators since this approximation is simpler and robust for arbitrary boundary
conditions. Again, we use N = 2500 locations on the torus for the trunk net, and m = 676 sensors for the branch net
as before. The weights wOBS and wPDE are chosen to be 1 and 10−7, respectively.

9
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Table 2: Learning the solution operator on torus using DeepONet and PI-DeepONet with Diffusion Maps or RBF
estimator.

Estimator Method NPDE NOBS E

Diffusion Maps
DeepONet

0 100 3.03%
0 25 4.72%
0 10 26.54%

PI-DeepONet
100 25 2.87%
100 10 4.83%

RBF
DeepONet

0 100 2.89%
0 25 7.04%
0 10 25.69%

PI-DeepONet
100 25 2.66%
100 10 3.04%

Figure 3: An example of prediction of DeepONet and PI-DeepONet in Section 4.1.2. (A) The 2D and 3D visual-
izations of κ. (B) The 2D visualization of solutions generated by Diffusion Maps and RBF. (C) The prediction and
absolute error of the methods with NOBS = 10 and 25 for observation loss using Diffusion Maps approach. (D) The
prediction and absolute error of the methods with NOBS = 10 and 25 for observation loss using RBF approach.

10
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When using DeepONet, we observe that the L2 relative errors using NOBS = 25,10 are lower than 0.6% (Table 3),
which demonstrates satisfactory accuracy. With only NOBS = 2, the L2 relative error achieves around 6%. The
PI-DeepONet improves the accuracy. It’s L2 relative errors for NOBS = 25 and NOBS = 10 are smaller than those
obtained with vanilla DeepONet. Even with only NOBS = 2, PI-DeepONet outperforms DeepONet and achieves an
error less than 3%. Detailed qualitative comparisons of the numerical models are shown in Fig. 4.

Table 3: Learning the solution operator on the semi-torus example using DeepONet and PI-DeepONet with GMLS
estimator.

Method NPDE NOBS E

DeepONet
0 25 0.42%
0 10 0.57%
0 2 6.17%

PI-DeepONet
100 25 0.39%
100 10 0.48%
100 2 2.30%

Figure 4: Predictions of DeepONet and PI-DeepONet with GMLS approach in Section 4.2. (A) The 2D and 3D
visualizations of κ. (B) The 2D and 3D visualizations of solution generated by GMLS. (C) The prediction and absolute
error of the methods with NOBS = 2 and 10 for observation loss.

4.3 Nonlinear PDE on torus

In this section, we consider the following nonlinear (or semilinear) PDE defined on torus:

−divg (κgradg u)+u = f (u,κ), f (u,κ) = 3

2
u2 +u +2κu − 1

2
κ2.

The true solution is set to be κ = a(R + r cosθ), u = a cosθ, where a is a constant. We use Diffusion Maps to
approximate the surface differential operator. The embedding function and Riemannian metric of the torus is the
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same as that in Section 4.1. We use N = 2500 locations on the torus for the trunk net, and m = 676 sensors for the
branch net. We train both DeepONet and PI-DeepONet with NOBS = 2 and 10.

Both DeepONet and PI-DeepONet achieve L2 relative errors around 1% (Table 4). Similar to previous examples,
PI-DeepONet performs better on all the cases. A detail qualitative comparison is shown in Fig. 5, where dramatic
improvement of the prediction can be observed when the physics is incorporated in training for NOBS = 2.

Table 4: Learning the nonlinear solution operator on torus using DeepONet and PI-DeepONet with diffusion
map method.

Method NPDE NOBS E

DeepONet
0 10 0.89%
0 2 1.33%

PI-DeepONet
100 10 0.69%
100 2 0.71%

Figure 5: Predictions of DeepONet and PI-DeepONet with Diffusion Maps approach in Section 4.3. (A) The 2D and
the 3D visualizations of κ. (B) The 2D and the 3D visualizations of the solution generated by Diffusion Maps. (C)
The prediction and absolute error of the methods with NOBS = 2 and 10.

5 Application to solving Bayesian inverse problems

We consider studying the inverse problem of determining the diffusion coefficient κ in elliptic equation (1) on a torus
in Section 4.1 from noisy observations of the solution u. We adopt the Bayesian approach to the inverse problem
following the method in [26] and [24]. Instead of using the local kernel method to approximate the forward map as
in [26, 24], we propose to use the PI-DeepONet model. The advantages of this lies in the significant improvement of
computational time and flexibility of the neural network model. We will describe the Bayesian formulation of the
inverse problem with local kernel method and PI-DeepONet method in Section 5.1. Then we show the inference
results and computational time in Section 5.2.

5.1 Bayesian approach to the inverse problem

In this section, we consider an application to solve a Bayesian inverse problem involving the elliptic PDE in (1).
Particularly, our goal is to estimate the diffusion coefficient κ in (1) given noisy measurements of u of the form

v(X ) =Du +η, η∼N (0,Γ),
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at given locations X = {xi }N
i=1 ⊂ M , where the observation map D : L2 → RJ is defined as Du = u(X ) ∈ RN and

Γ ∈RN×N is a strictly symmetric positive definite covariance matrix.

Here we set κ= eα, whereα ∈ (−∞,∞). We then define a forward map F :α= log(κ) 7→ u, that takesα to the solution
of the PDE in (1). With these notations, the Bayesian inversion problem is to approximate the posterior distribution
πv that satisfies the Bayesian formula,

dπv

dπ
(α) ∝ exp(−1

2
|v(X )−D ◦F (α)|2Γ), (15)

where π denotes a prior distribution to be specified, and the right-hand term is the Gaussian likelihood function
induced by the distribution of the noise η. In the formula above, we denote |y |2Γ = y⊤Γ−1 y for any y ∈RN . To realize
this estimation problem, we will proceed with a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm to sample from the
posterior distribution πv . Subsequently, we will use the empirical mean statistics from these posterior samples to
estimate κ= eα and the empirical variance as a metric that quantifies the uncertainty of the mean estimator.

To realize this goal, we

1. Specify a prior distribution π for the unknown PDE input κ and discretize the prior distribution as πN on
the point cloud X .

2. Employ the PI-DeepONet model to approximate the forward map F .

3. Employ the graph preconditioned Crank–Nicolson (pCN), an MCMC algorithm to sample from the posterior
distribution.

Prior specification and discretization We consider the Matérn type prior from a two-parameter family of Gaussian
measures on L2 (following [26]). Particularly, given the point cloud data X = {xi }N

i=1 ⊂ M , we consider the discretized
prior distribution

π(α) ≈πN (α) =N (0,CN
τ,s ), CN

τ,s = cN (τ)(τI +∆N )−s , (16)

where ∆N ∈RN×N is a symmetric graph Laplacian matrix constructed as described in Eq. (2.13) of [26] on {xi }N
i=1,

cN (τ) is a normalizing constant, and τ > 0, s > d
2 are two free parameters. By the karhunen-Loéve expansion,

samples from πN can be represented as

αN = cN (τ)1/2
N∑

i=1
(τ+λN

i )−sξiϕ
(N )
i ∈RN , (17)

where {(λ(N )
i ,ϕ(N )

i )}N
i=1 are the eigenvalue-eigenvector pairs for∆N and ξi

i.i.d.∼ N (0,1). Intuitively, s is the rate of decay
of the coefficients and τ is a length-scale parameter that affects the amplitude of the samples. The normalizing
constant cN (τ) affects the amplitude of the samples and we choose cN (τ) = N∑N

i=1(τ+λN
i )−s so that αN has a unit

variance.

Approximation of the forward map The key point of this entire section is to evaluate the effectiveness and
accuracy of the PI-DeepOnet in this application. Particularly, in each MCMC step, for each proposal (i.e., sample)
drawn as prescribed in (17), we will evaluate the likelihood function in (15), which required us to compute F (αN ).
Here, we will consider the PI-DeepONet approximation Fθ to F as an alternative to directly solve the PDE in (1) for
the input κN := eαN . Computationally, while the PI-DeepONet requires an expensive training procedure that can be
done in an offline manner (once and for all), it is computationally attractive for the sequential evaluation of the
likelihood function on the proposed samples especially when the number of iterations in the MCMC is large as it is
typically encountered in applications. In our context, this computational gain is especially more attractive than
directly solving the PDE in (1) with κN = eαN on each iteration. If we use the local kernel method (as is done in [26]),
this requires solving an N ×N linear problem in each MCMC iteration. Specifically, the local kernel approximation
to F corresponding to the PDE problem in (1) is given by the discretized forward map Fε,N : αN 7→ uN , where
uN = (Lκε,N + cI )−1 fN and Lκε,N is defined in Eq. (2.1) of [26]. In the numerical results shown below, we will compare
the accuracy and efficiency of the PI-DeepONet approximation to those obtained from the local kernel method.

To train the PI-DeepONet model, Fθ :αN 7→ uN to approximate the forward map F , we generate the training dataset
with κN = eαN , where αN are sampled from the prior distribution (17). We utilize the Diffusion Maps approach
to approximate the differential operator and obtain the reference solution. In this numerical experiment, we set
NOBS = NPDE for both LOBS and LPDE , and set N = m locations for both branch net and trunk net, set the weights
wOBS = 1 and wPDE = 0.01, and use 20000 epochs.
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MCMC with pCN The graph pCN algorithm is used to obtain samples from the posterior πv
N . Each iterate of the

pCN (Algorithm 1 in [24]) proceeds as follows:

1. Suppose that α(m−1)
N is the parameter value at the previous iterate. Then (at the mth iterate), draw a

proposal as follow,
α̃N = (1−β2)1/2α(m−1)

N +βγN ,

whereβ ∈ (0,1) is a tuning parameter that controls the size of the proposed moves of the chain, and γN ∼πN
is drawn in accordance to (17).

2. Accept the proposal, i.e., set α(m)
N = α̃N with probability,

a
(
αm−1

N , α̃N
)= min

{
1,exp

(
1

2

∣∣v −D ◦Fθ(αm−1
N )

∣∣2
Γ−

1

2
|v −D ◦Fθ(α̃N )|2Γ

)}
.

If the proposal is rejected, then we set α(m)
N =α(m−1)

N . We note that if the local kernel is used, then we use
Fϵ,N in place of the pre-trained DeepONet estimator Fθ in the evaluation of the acceptance rate, a.

5.2 Numerical performance and computational time

Based on the posterior samples discussed in the previous section, we estimate κ with the empirical posterior mean
κ̄ obtained by averaging over 5000 samples, and subsequently compute the solution ū using the local kernel method
from κ̄ for different noise levels. We use L2 relative error as the metric to quantify the error of the inferred κ̄ and
the reconstruction error of ū. The graph Laplacian for the prior is constructed with 16 nearest neighbors and we
empirically set the parameters: τ = 0.08 and s = 6. The observation noise is assumed to be uncorrelated with a
diagonal covariance matrix, Γ=σ2I , where σ= 0.01,0.05, and 0.1. We present the L2 relative error of κ̄ and ū using
both the PI-DeepONet and local kernel methods and report the computational time per iteration of the pCN method
in Table 5.

Table 5: The inverse problem on a torus. We compare the results using local kernel method and PI-DeepONet
method.

Method NPDE , NOBS N σ β E of κ E of u Time (s)

Local kernel
- 20×20 0.01 0.02 7.10% 1.87% 0.0066
- 20×20 0.05 0.01 6.01% 3.57% 0.0066
- 20×20 0.1 0.02 11.18% 6.11% 0.0066
- 50×50 0.01 0.02 5.56% 1.49% 0.3008

PI-DeepONet
1000 20×20 0.01 0.02 8.67% 3.88% 0.0008
1000 20×20 0.05 0.01 7.18% 4.75% 0.0008
1000 20×20 0.1 0.02 12.04% 7.46% 0.0008
300 50×50 0.01 0.02 7.24% 2.93% 0.0160

PI-DeepONet demonstrates comparable results to the local kernel method with significantly reduced computational
time. Particularly when N = 60×60, the local kernel method’s iteration time is approximately 1.22 seconds, which is
impractical for large-scale applications. In contrast, the iteration time for PI-DeepONet is only about 0.03 seconds,
which is 40 times faster. In terms of accuracy, we suspect that the lack of accuracy of the PI-DeepONet in some
cases is due to the interpolation error of the estimator Gθ, which is possibly due to lack of tuning of the DeepONet
hyperparameters such as NOBS , NPDE , λ, wOBS ,WPDE .

In Fig. 6, we display the ground truth, prediction, and absolute error of κ and standard deviations of posteriors
for different noise levels σ. It shows the effectiveness of PI-DeepONet method in achieving reasonable accuracy
with fast computational speeds. We find that the wall clock time for each pCN iteration grows approximately
quadratically as a function of the number of point cloud data, N (Fig. 7). The computational cost with PI-DeepONet
is more than 8 times faster than that of the local kernel for N = 202, and about 40 times faster for N = 602. The
red and blue dashed lines in the figure represent the fitting of the wall-clock time versus N for PI-DeepONet and
the local kernel method, respectively. Our empirical results show that the proposed PI-DeepONet method has an
increase in wall-clock time of O(N 1.77) as the data size grows. It represents a substantial improvement over the local
kernel method, which exhibits a time complexity of O(N 2.25).

Here, we analyze the time complexity of the local kernel method and PI-DeepONet that differs in the pCN iteration.
The computational cost of the local kernel method is dominated by the inversion of the N ×N discrete operator
Lκε,N , which is a sparse matrix with N K nonzeros. In the experiments, we use K = 1.5

p
N nearest neighbors in
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Figure 6: The ground truth of κ, posterior mean of κ, and its standard deviation of the local kernel and PI-
DeepONet method for different noise level σ.

Figure 7: Wall-clock time of the local kernel and PI-DeepONet method per pCN iteration as functions of the
number of point cloud data, N .
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the diffusion maps approach. The inversion requires O(N K ) =O(N 3/2) operations. In our implementation, we
use scipy.sparse.linalg.spsolve function instead of pseudo-inverse or direct inversion in Python, which is
more efficient to ensure a fair comparison. For the one-time prediction of PI-DeepONet, the time complexity is
dominated by the time it takes to complete a forward pass through the neural network. The input of the branch
net is an N dimensional vector, and the input of the trunk net is a N ×3 dimensional vector for the collocation
points. For branch net, we use a CNN with two convolutional layers with the filter size F ×F and stride S for both
layers. The numbers of filters for the convolutional layers are K1 and K2, and we use two dense layers with K3 output
features for both. The input size of the first convolutional layer is

p
N ×p

N ×1, and the output shapes of two layers
are W ×W ×K1 and H ×H ×K2, where W = ⌊(

p
N −F )/S⌋+1 and H = ⌊(W −F )/S⌋+1. Hence, the time complexity

of this CNN is O(W 2K1F 2 +H 2K2F 2 +H 2K2K3 +K 2
3 ). In our experiment, F = 3,S = 2,K1 = 16,K2 = K3 = 32 are fixed

for different N . Hence, the complexity of CNN is O(N ). For trunk net, we use an FNN with L = 3 layers and depth
D = 32 for each layer, which requires O((2×3×D +2×L×D ×D)×N ) =O(N ) operations. The combination of the
branch net and trunk net is the dot product of two vectors, and the complexity is O(N × (D +D −1)) =O(N ). Hence
the total time complexity of DeepONet is approximately O(N )+O(N )+O(N ) =O(N ).

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we developed DeepONet and PI-DeepONet to solve elliptic PDEs on manifolds and learn the cor-
responding solution operators. We also integrated a PI-DeepONet model into a Bayesian framework for tackling
inverse problems.

We demonstrated the effectiveness of our method on numerical experiments across different scenarios including
linear and nonlinear problems, torus and semi-torus, and inverse problems. We have shown that DeepONet and
PI-DeepONet perform well on random point cloud with flexibility, and PI-DeepONet with physics incorporated
achieve better results than DeepONet. In the inverse problem, PI-DeepONet is able to reduce computational time
significantly while maintaining comparable accuracy. For the future work, we aim to utilize our method on more
complex PDEs and exploring their effectiveness in more irregular geometries.
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A Approximation of differential operators on manifolds

In this section, we provide a short overview of three differential operator estimators on manifolds: Diffusion Maps
methods, Radial Basis Function (RBF) method, and Generalized Moving Least-Squares (GMLS) method.

A.1 Review of Diffusion Map method

Here, we provide a short review of a kernel approximation to the differential operator Lκ :=−divg (κgradg ) with
a fixed-bandwidth Gaussian kernel [20, 26, 28] on a d-dimensional manifold M . For more accurate estimation
when the data is non-uniformly distributed, one can extend this graph-Laplacian approximation using the variable
bandwidth kernel as in [1].

Assume that we are given a set of point cloud data X = {xi }N
i=1 ⊂ M independent and identically distributed

according to π. Let h : [0,∞) → [0,∞) be defined as h(s) = e−s/4

(4π)d/2 and ϵ> 0 a fixed bandwidth parameter. Following

the pointwise estimation method in [41], one can first approximate the sampling density q = dπ/dV evaluated at xi ,

with Qi := ϵ−d/2N−1 ∑N
j=1 h

( ∥∥xi−x j
∥∥2

ϵ

)
and then construct W ∈RN×N as

Wi j := ϵ−d/2−1N−1h

(∥∥xi −x j
∥∥2

ϵ

)√
κ (xi )κ

(
x j

)
Q−1

j .
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Next, one can obtain the diffusion Maps (DM) estimator, LDM := D−W, where D ∈RN×N is a diagonal matrix with
diagonal entries Di i = ∑N

j=1 Wi j . Then LDM is a discrete estimator to the operator Lκ = −divg (κgradg ) in high
probability.

For accurate estimation, one has to specify the appropriate bandwidth parameter, ϵ. In our implementation, we
use the k−nearest neighbor (kNN) algorithm to avoid computing the distances between pairs of points that are
sufficiently far away. That is, for each xi , we only use its k−nearest neighbors, denoted by xir for r = 1, . . . ,k, to
construct the kernel in Wi j , which reduces the computational cost from O(N 2) to O(kN ) in the construction of Lϵ,
in addition to a one time cost of employing kNN algorithm.

Our choice of ϵ follows the method originally proposed in [10]. The idea relies on the following observation,

S(ϵ) := 1

V ol (M)2

∫
M

∫
Tx M

h

(∥∥x − y
∥∥2

ϵ

)
d y dV (x) = 1

V ol (M)2

∫
M

(4πϵ)d/2dV (x) = (4πϵ)d/2

V ol (M)
. (18)

Since S can be approximated by a Monte-Carlo integral, for a fixed k, we approximate,

S(ϵ) ≈ 1

N k

N∑
i=1

k∑
r=1

exp
(
− ∥xi −xir ∥2

4ϵ

)
,

where {xir }k
r=1 is the kNN of each xi . We choose ϵ from a domain (e.g., [2−14,10] in our numerical implementation)

such that d log(S)
d logϵ ≈ d

2 . Numerically, we found that the maximum slope of log(S) often coincides with d/2, which
allows one to use the maximum value as an estimate for the intrinsic dimension d when it is not available, and then
choose the corresponding ϵ. We should also point out that this bandwidth tuning may not necessarily give the most
accurate result (as noted in [1]); however, it gives a useful reference value for further tuning.

A.2 Review of RBF method

In this section, we review the global Radial Basis Function methods [59, 19] to approximate surface operators.
We first review the radial basis function interpolation over a set of point cloud data. Let M be a d-dimensional
smooth manifold of Rn . Given a set of (distinct) nodes X = {xi }N

i=1 ⊂ M and function values f := ( f (x1), . . . , f (xN ))⊤ at

X = {x j }N
j=1, where f : M → R is an arbitrary smooth function, a radial basis function (RBF) interpolant takes the

form

Iφs f(x) =
N∑

j=1
c jφs

(∥x−x j ∥
)
, x ∈ M , (19)

where c j are determined by requiring Iφs f|X = f. Here, we have defined the interpolating operator Iφs :RN →Cα(Rn),
where α denotes the smoothness of the radial kernel φs . In (19), the notation ∥ · ∥ corresponds to the standard
Euclidean norm in the ambient space Rn . The interpolation constraints can be expressed as the following linear
system  φs (∥x1 −x1∥) · · · φs (∥x1 −xN∥)

...
. . .

...
φs (∥xN −x1∥) · · · φs (∥xN −xN∥)


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Φ

 c1
...

cN


︸ ︷︷ ︸

c

=

 f (x1)
...

f (xN )


︸ ︷︷ ︸

f

, (20)

where [Φ]i , j =φs (∥ xi −x j ∥).

In literature, many types of radial functions have been proposed for the RBF interpolation. For example, the Gaussian

function φs (r ) = e−(sr )2
, Multiquadric function φs (r ) =

√
1+ (sr )2, Wendland function φs (r ) = (1− sr )m+ p(sr ) for

some polynomials p, and the Inverse quadratic function φs (r ) = 1/(1+ (sr )2). In our numerical examples, we will
implement the Inverse quadratic function. While this kernel yields a positive definite matrixΦ, the matrix tends
to have a high condition number, especially when the point cloud data is randomly sampled. To overcome this
issue, we solve the linear problem in (20) using the standard pseudo-inverse method with an appropriately specified
tolerance. Numerically, we use pinv(Φ,1e-6) in the MATLAB code.

Now, we review the RBF projection method proposed in [19] for a discrete approximation of surface differential
operators on manifolds. The projection method represents the surface differential operators as tangential gradients,
which are formulated as the projection of the appropriate derivatives in the ambient space. For any point x =
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(x1, ..., xn) ∈ M , we denote the tangent space of M at x as TxM and a set of orthonormal vectors that span this tangent
space as {ti }d

i=1. Then the projection matrix P which projects vectors in Rn to TxM could be written as P =∑d
i=1 ti t⊤i .

Subsequently, the surface gradient on a smooth function f : M →R evaluated at x ∈ M in the Cartesian coordinates
is given as,

gradg f (x) := PgradRn f (x) =
(

d∑
i=1

ti t⊤i

)
gradRn f (x),

where gradRn = [∂x1 , · · · ,∂xn ]⊤ is the usual gradient operator and the subscript g is to associate the differential
operator to the Riemannian metric g induced by M from Rn . Let eℓ,ℓ= 1, ...,n be the standard orthonormal vectors
in xℓ direction in Rn , we can rewrite above expression in component form as

gradg f (x) :=


(
e1 ·P

)
gradRn f (x)

...
(en ·P)gradRn f (x)

=


P1 ·gradRn f (x)

...
Pn ·gradRn f (x)

 :=

 G1 f (x)
...

Gn f (x)

 ,

where Pℓ is the ℓ−th row of the projection matrix P.

Then we can approximate any differential operators (related to gradient and divergence) of functions f by differenti-
ating the RBF interpolant. That is, for ℓ= 1, ...,n, and xi ∈ X ,

Gℓ f (xi ) ≈ (GℓIφs f)(xi ) =
N∑

j=1
c jGℓφs (∥xi −x j ∥),

which can be written in matrix form as, Gℓ f (x1)
...

Gℓ f (xN )


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Gℓf

≈ Bℓ

 c1
...

cN


︸ ︷︷ ︸

c

= BℓΦ
−1f, (21)

where [Bℓ]i , j = Gℓφs (∥xi −x j ∥) and we have usedΦ as defined in (20) in the last equality. Hence, the differential
matrix for the operator Gℓ is given by

Gℓ := BℓΦ
−1. (22)

Then the operator Lκ =−divg (κgradg ) could be approximated by

LRBF =−
n∑
ℓ=1

Gℓ(κGℓ). (23)

A.3 Review of GMLS approach

In this section, we review the Generalized Moving Least-Squares (GMLS) method for approximating the surface
operators. Indeed, there are two different ways to employ the GMLS approach to estimate operators on manifolds:
using intrinsic differential geometry as in [40, 22] and using extrinsic differential geometry as in [66, 29]. For conve-
nience of discussion, we briefly introduce the second one which will use the extrinsic formulation of differential
operators as in Section A.2.

For an arbitrary point x0 ∈ X ⊂ M , we denote its K−nearest neighbors in X by Sx0 = {x0,k }K
k=1 ⊂ X . Denote fx0 =

( f (x0,1), ..., f (x0,K ))⊤. First, let Pl ,d
x0

be the space of polynomials with degree up to l in d variables at the point x0, i.e.,

P
l ,d
x0

= span({px0,α}|α|≤l ), whereα= (α1, ..,αd ) is the multi-index notation and px0,α is the basis polynomial functions
defined as

px0,α(x) = zα =
d∏

i=1
(zi )αi =

d∏
i=1

[
tx0,i · (x−x0)

]αi , |α| ≤ l .

Here, tx0,i is the i th tangent vector at x0 for i = 1, ...,d . By definition, the dimension of the space Pl ,d
x0

is m =
(
l +d

d

)
.

For K > m, we can define an operator IP : fx0 ∈ RK → IPfx0 ∈ Pl ,d
x0

such that IPfx0 is the optimal solution of the
following least-squares problem:

min
q∈Pl ,d

x0

K∑
k=1

(
f (x0,k )−q(x0,k )

)2 . (24)

18



A PREPRINT - JULY 9, 2024

The solution to the least-squares problem (24) can be represented as IPfx0 =
∑

|α|≤l bαpx0,α, where the concatenated
coefficients b = (bα(1), ...,bα(m))⊤ satisfy the normal equation,

(Φ⊤Φ)b =Φ⊤fx0 , (25)

where

Φk j = px0,α( j )(x0,k ), 1 ≤ k ≤ K , 1 ≤ j ≤ m. (26)

Using the notations defined in Section A.2, we can approximate the differential operator,

Gℓ f (x0,k ) ≈ (GℓIPfx0 )(x0,k ) = ∑
|α|≤l

bαGℓpx0,α(x0,k ), ∀k = 1, ...,K , ℓ= 1, ...,n.

For each ℓ, the above relation can also be written in matrix form as, Gℓ f (x0,1)
...

Gℓ f (x0,K )

≈

 Gℓpx0,α(1)(x0,1) · · · Gℓpx0,α(m)(x0,1)
...

. . .
...

Gℓpx0,α(1)(x0,K ) · · · Gℓpx0,α(m)(x0,K )


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Bℓ

 bα(1)
...

bα(m)


︸ ︷︷ ︸

b

= Bℓ(Φ⊤Φ)−1Φ⊤fx0 , (27)

where Bℓ is a K by m matrix with [Bℓ]i j =Gℓpx0,α( j )(x0,i ) and we have usedΦ as defined in (26) in the last equality.
Hence, the differential matrix for the operator Gℓ over the stencil is approximated by the K by K matrix,

Gℓ := Bℓ(Φ⊤Φ)−1Φ⊤. (28)

Then the Laplace-Beltrami operator can be approximated at the base point x0 as,

∆M f (x0) =
n∑
ℓ=1

GℓGℓ f (x0) ≈
n∑
ℓ=1

GℓI(Gℓfx0 )(x0) ≈ ( n∑
ℓ=1

GℓGℓfx0

)
1, (29)

where subscript−1 is to denote the first element of the resulting K -dimensional vector. Denoting the elements of
the first row of the K by K matrix

∑n
ℓ=1 GℓGℓ by {wk }K

k=1, we obtain a finite difference type approximation, that is,

∆M f (x0) ≈
K∑

k=1
wk f (x0,k ). (30)

Arranging the weights at each point into each row of a sparse N by N matrix∆GMLS , we can approximate the operator
over all points by ∆GMLS f. This GMLS Laplacian can be stabilized by employing some optimization procedures
[66, 22, 29]. In particular, one can use the following linear optimization problem [29]:

min
C ,ŵ1,...,ŵk

C (31)

with constraints 

∑K
k=1 ŵk px0,α(x0,k ) =∑K

k=1 wk px0,α(x0,k ), |α| ≤ l ,

ŵ1 < 0,

ŵk +C ≥ 0,k = 2, ...,K ,

0 ≤C ≤ ∣∣ min
k=2,...,K

wk
∣∣, (32)

where the last constraint is added to guarantee an existence of the solution when w1 < 0. In this paper, we use the
same notation ∆GMLS to denote the stabilized discrete operator consisting of the weights {ŵk }K

k=1. Consequently,
Lκ =−divg (κgradg ) could be approximated by

LGMLS =−
n∑
ℓ=1

(Gℓκ)Gℓ−κ∆GMLS .
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