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Abstract

Multi-component polymer mixtures are ubiquitous in biological self-organization but are
notoriously difficult to study computationally. Plagued by both slow single molecule relaxation
times and slow equilibration within dense mixtures, molecular dynamics simulations are typically
infeasible at the spatial scales required to study the stability of mesophase structure. Polymer
field theories offer an attractive alternative, but analytical calculations are only tractable for
mean-field theories and nearby perturbations, constraints that become especially problematic
for fluctuation-induced effects such as coacervation. Here, we show that a recently developed
technique for obtaining numerical solutions to partial differential equations based on operator
learning, neural operators, lends itself to a highly scalable training strategy by parallelizing per-
species operator maps. We illustrate the efficacy of our approach on six-component mixtures
with randomly selected compositions and that it significantly outperforms the state-of-the-art
pseudospectral integrators for field-theoretic simulations, especially as polymer lengths become
long.

1 Introduction

Field-theoretic simulation (FTS) of a polymer field theory is a versatile [6, 10], computationally
efficient [34], and accurate [20] method for predicting the mesostructure of dense polymer blends.
This simulation technique scales to systems larger than those in particle-based molecular dynamics
by employing a highly coarse-grained representation of the constituent polymers. The acceleration
is achieved by representing each polymer as a free Gaussian chain and subsequently numerically
solving for the density in an inhomogeneous chemical potential, representing each polymer species
involved not by particles, but by their density fields. This approach avoids explicitly computing
quadratically scaling pairwise particle-particle interactions and sidesteps the slow relaxation dy-
namics inherent to long polymers. Despite the computational advantages of FTS, multi-component
polymer mixtures remain difficult to simulate efficiently because each polymer species must be prop-
agated separately, requiring expensive and repetitive numerical solutions of the “modified diffusion
equation” (MDE), from which the polymer density fields can be computed. Of course, complex
mixtures are emblematic of some of the most important open questions in biophysics, as we still
seek design principles to explain the self-organization and selectivity of membrane-less organelles
[30, 1] and liquid-liquid phase separation, more generally [3, 22].

Decades of work has been devoted to improving the numerical algorithms for solving the MDE
[34, 27, 28] because it is the most computationally costly part of polymer FTS. Because this partial
differential equation is solved repeatedly with similar chemical potential fields, it is a natural target
for acceleration using machine learning. In this work, we show that an appropriate formulation
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of this problem using neural operators [15] takes advantage of the repetitive nature of this com-
putation, allowing a substantive acceleration of simulation times for complex polymer mixtures.
Machine learning has, of course, already been explored as a means of accelerating field-theoretic
simulations (FTS) with generative adversarial networks [35]. However, this approach does not
utilize the specific structure of the field-theoretic sampling formalism.

Our approach to accelerating FTS with machine learning builds on recent work developing
scalable strategies to obtain numerical solutions to partial differential equations (PDEs). The
observation that neural networks can serve as powerful ansätze for the solutions of PDEs has led
to a family of algorithms collectively termed physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) [26, 4, 18].
PINNs directly represent the solution of a PDE using a neural network ansatz, and typically rely
on a variational formulation of the underlying equation. While PINNs have shown tremendous
utility for a variety of problems [19, 9, 21], the ability of the models to generalize beyond their
direct training data continues to be debated [16]. An alternative approach that focuses on building
a mapping purely in the function space, i.e., a neural operator, has shown tremendous promise
for a variety of problems in physics and beyond [15, 2, 29]. Throughout this work, we assess the
efficacy of the neural operator approach for field-theoretic simulation, carefully comparing it with
the explicit solution of the MDE using traditional operator splitting methods [8, 24].

Ensuring that symmetries and invariances are conserved is a generic challenge that arises when
using neural network ansätze in computational workflows for physical systems [32]. In the neural
operator formalism, this issue can be addressed directly by defining an operator that carries out the
mapping in Fourier space, akin to the pseudospectral algorithms already widely used to propagate
the MDE. Indeed, the Fourier Neural Operator (FNO), which we describe in detail below, is well-
adapted to the problem of solving the MDE in a field-theoretic simulation workflow, for example,
natively satisfying periodic boundary conditions. FNOs also have the unique advantage of being
invariant to grid density and grid size, making them a natural match for our model, which is also
grid invariant. We show that FNOs accurately represent the ground truth solution of the MDE at
significantly lower computational expense. We give a short introduction to field-theoretic simulation
in Sec. 2, and subsequently introduce the basics of neural operators in Sec. 3. We illustrate both the
successes and apparent failure modes of this approach in Sec. 4 and show evidence that suggests that
large variations in local density weakly predict error accumulation. Overall, the neural operator
approach yields strong agreement across all conditions for non-trivial multi-component mixtures,
potentially expanding the set of systems for which FTS is feasible. All code and input scripts for
this work are available on Github at https://github.com/rotskoff-group/polycomp.git.

2 Numerical Approach to Field-theoretic Simulation for Polymer
Systems

Statistical field theories have been used to study self-organization in dense polymer melts for decades
[11, 33], both using analytical perturbation theories and numerical simulation. While early polymer
field-theoretic simulations were mostly limited to single-component systems with simple solvents [5],
the scope of applicability continues to expand to ever more realistic models, including models of
biopolymers [23] and industrial synthetic polymers [10]. To simplify the presentation of both the
theory and the numerical results in the present work, we restrict the discussion to uncharged linear
polymers, albeit with nontrivial monomer sequences. To demonstrate the utility of neural operators
in the context of field-theoretic simulation, we focus on mixtures of multiple polymers.

The field-theoretic representation of a mixture of polymers relies on a mapping between each
species’ density and its corresponding spatially inhomogeneous chemical potential field. To fix
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notation, we walk through the standard development of a field-theoretic representation of a system
of free Gaussian chains with repulsive interactions. Consider a system of P uncharged polymer
types, with nj polymers per type and Nj monomers each, where j = 1, . . . , P ; here a reference
polymer length is denoted by N monomers, and the total number of monomer types is M . We
assume that the polymer is a continuous free Gaussian chain and the bonded interactions along a
chain of monomers are given by,

Ub[r(s)] =
3β−1

2b2

∫ Nj

0

∣∣∣∣drds
∣∣∣∣2 ds, (1)

where b is an effective bond length and β = 1
kBT

. We rescale all lengths relative to the reference N

and the bond stretching parameter b, leading to an effective radius of gyration Rg = b/
√

N/6. That
is, all coordinates are rescaled such that x in V becomes r := x/Rg. The non-bonded interactions
are purely repulsive and are specified by the interaction energy

Unb(r) =
u0

2πa2
e−

r2

4a2 , (2)

where a has units of length and u0 sets the interaction strength. In the Hamiltonian for a ho-
mopolymer system consisting only of species j the non-bonded interaction energy is

Hnb[ρj ] =
1

2

∫
V
ρj(r)U

(j,j)
nb (∥r − r′∥)ρj(r′)drdr′ − U

(j)
self , (3)

where

ρj(r) =

nj∑
α=1

Nj∑
l=1

δ(r − rα,l) (4)

and U
(j)
self =

1
2njNjunb(0).

To make progress, we follow the general computational strategy for polymer field theories [12],
i.e., we decouple the non-bonded interactions by introducing auxiliary fields wj via a Hubbard
Stratonovich transformation of the partition function. First, we view Hnb as a functional that acts
on a continuous density field ρj and write the underlying δ-functions in (4) as an integral over the
inhomogeneous chemical potential field wj . This transformation leads to a representation in which
the partition function for the system can be written as a functional integral,

Z(nj , V, T ) = Z0

∫
D[ρj ]D[wj ] exp (−H[ρj , wj ]) (5)

where

H[ρj , wj ] =
1

2

∫
V
ρj(r)U

(j,j)
nb (∥r − r′∥)ρj(r′)drdr′ − i

∫
V
wj(r)ρ(r)dr − n logQj [iwj ], (6)

and Z0 is the ideal gas partition function for the polymer degrees of freedom. In this expression,
Qj denotes the single-chain partition function associated with the polymer species j.

The single-chain partition function can be determined numerically due to the Gaussian chain
representation, but the solution depends on the chemical potential field wj . In particular, Qj is
given by

Qj =
1

V

∫
V
dr qj

(
Nj

N
, r

)
, (7)
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where qj solves the modified diffusion equation

∂qj(s, r)

∂s
= ∇2qj(s, r)− Γ ∗ wj(s, r)qj(s, r); qj(0, r) = 1. (8)

and wj(s, r) is the position-dependent chemical potential field corresponding to the monomer type
j parametrically at position s along the curve of the polymer; here, Γ is a Gaussian smearing kernel

Γ(r) =
(
2πa2

)−1
exp

(
−rTr

2a2

)
. (9)

Generalizing this field theory to a system of interacting polymers is straightforward, though it does
require care around orthogonalizing the fields [8]. Now writing the field theory for the complete
set of polymers and evaluating the Gaussian functional integral over ρ in (10), we arrive at a field
theory purely in the auxiliary fields {wj}nj=1, which, for notational compactness, we denote as {wj},

Z({nj}, V, T ) = Z0

∫
D[{wj}] exp (−H[{wj}]) . (10)

After integrating out {ρj}, the Hamilton takes the form,

H[{wi}] =
M∑
i=1

γ2i
2Bi

∫
V
w2
i (r) dr −

P∑
j=1

nj logQj [{wi}], (11)

where {Bi} are the rescaled and diagonalized Flory-Huggins parameters, {γi} are Wick rotations
that makes all fields real-valued, and {wi} are the chemical potential fields. For further reference,
we follow the conventions and notation of [24] with additional simplifications for uncharged systems.

The density of each monomer type from the single-chain partition function is given by

ρm(r) =
Cj

Qj

∫ Nj/N

0
ds qj(s, r)q

†
j(s, r)δ(m−m(s)), (12)

where Cj is a reduced concentration, and q†j(s, r) is the adjoint. The adjoint is obtained by solving

−
∂q†j(s, r)

∂s
= ∇2q†j(s, r)− wj(s, r)q

†
j(s, r); q†j(

Nj

N
, r) = 1. (13)

Note that after orthogonalization, the fields {wj} must be redefined as linear combinations of
the chemical potential fields corresponding to the pure monomer types [24]. To limit notational
complexity, we take {wj} to be the set of orthogonal fields.

Computing the functional integral (10) remains nontrivial even after the Hubbard-Stratonovich
transformation. Although approximate techniques based on saddle point optimization of the
model Hamiltonian have been widely used, these mean-field approaches fail to capture important
fluctuation-induced effects, such as coacervation [6]. While perturbative techniques mitigate these
shortcomings to an extent [31], field-theoretic simulations that directly sample the integrand have
proved more robust for modeling fluctuation-induced effects [25] because they sample the complete
field theory. We use the complex Langevin algorithm, which has been widely used for both polymer
and quantum field theories [10].

Equilibrating and sampling a field theory requires iteratively updating the density using the
complex Langevin algorithm. As the name suggests, this algorithm carries out a Langevin-type
dynamics on the complex-valued field-theoretic Hamiltonian via,

F(w(t, r)) =
∂H[w(r)]

∂w(t, r)
=

(
γ2

B

)
⊙w(t, r)− bTρ(t, r). (14)
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To illustrate the algorithm, we write the scheme using the Euler-Maruyama discretization, and the
inhomogeneous chemical potential fields are updated as,

∂w(t,k)

∂t
= −λwF(w(t,k)) + γ ⊙ η(t,k). (15)

Here η is a Gaussian random variable with

⟨ηiµ(t, r)⟩ = 0 (16)

⟨ηiµ(t, r)ηi′µ(t′, r′)⟩ =
2λiµβiµ
∆V

δ(i− i′)δ(t− t′)δ(r − r′). (17)

In practice, numerical stiffness in the equation requires that we use more stable numerical schemes,
and our numerical experiments integrate (15) in Fourier space with an exponential time differencing
method, the exact description of which can be found in [24].

Computing the density is by far the most expensive step in conducting field-theoretic simu-
lations. As a “ground-truth” we solve the MDEs ((8) & (13)) pseudospectrally, so the repeated
FFTs scale as O(N logN) in the number of grid points and linearly in the number of polymer
segments. In our benchmarks, ¿85% of total computation time is typically allocated to solving
the MDE with a pseudospectral integrator. We note here that (12) takes as inputs only wj(s, r).
The field wj(s, r), in turn, only depends on the set of chemical potential fields and information
about the polymer architecture. Because the density is a function of the input fields, we can bypass
solving (8) and (13) explicitly, and instead use a neural operator to directly replace (12). If using
the neural operator lowers the computational cost of repeatedly solving the MDE, after accounting
for training cost, the use of this technique leads to a substantive boost in efficiency. The complex
Langevin update step only takes in the current fields and densities, so using a neural operator
ansatz to avoid solving the MDE explicitly is an acceptable solution.

3 Solving the Modified Diffusion Equation with Neural Operators

While a variety of techniques for accelerating the numerical solution of PDEs with machine learning
have been developed in recent years [13, 15], neural operators are uniquely well-suited to applications
in polymer field theory because they can be recombined for distinct mixtures without any additional
optimization. A neural operator represents the solution of a parametric PDE by learning a mapping
between the infinite-dimensional function spaces that represent the input conditions and the output
function. This mapping is learned directly from input-output pairs and is both discretization
invariant and highly expressive [17]. Different representations for the neural operator have been
proposed, but here, we use the Fourier neural operator (FNO) because of its close connection to
pseudospectral integration schemes already widely used for polymer field theories as well as its
empirical success on other parabolic PDEs. The neural operator representation we use here follows
directly from [17]; in this section, we describe the approach pedagogically for clarity.

Constructing the operator necessitates defining a learnable (i.e., parameterizable) sequence of
functions that can be composed to represent the transformation between the input data and the
output solution. To accelerate the MDE solve, we seek to obtain the species density ρ directly from
its associated chemical potential field w, effectively bypassing the explicit solve of (8). That is, we
seek to learn the map,

G† : A(Rd,Rda) → U(Rd,Rdu); G†w(r) 7→ ρ(r), (18)

which is defined on the separable Banach spaces A and U ; schematically, the application of this
operator yields the solution of the PDE from input data specified through a function in A. The
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main idea of the neural operator approach is to represent this transformation by learning a sequence
of functions vt in a lifted space with coordinates x and composing them to transform the input
function. Pointwise, these transformations are defined recursively as,

vt(x) = σ
(
Wt−1vt−1(x) +Kt−1[vt−1](x) + bt−1(x)

)
, (19)

where W ∈ Rdvt×dvt−1 is a linear weight matrix, b : Rdvt−1 → Rdvt is a bias function, σ is a
nonlinear activation function applied entrywise, and t ranges from 1, . . . , T which sets the “depth”
of the neural operator. In this expression, a key ingredient is the integral operator,

(Kt[vt]) (·) =
∫
Dt

κ
(t)
θ (·,y)vt(y)dy, (20)

where κ
(t)
θ : Rdvt × Dt → Rdvt+1 is a parametric function playing the role of an integral kernel.

These transformations operate in a lifted space; that is, we first use a standard feed-forward neural
network such as a multilayer perceptron to “lift” the input function to produce v1. Mathematically,
we define an operator P : Rd → Rdv1 such that P : w(r) 7→ v1(r). Similarly, to recover the output
density function, we project using Q : RdvT → Rd. The projector is also represented by a feed-
forward neural network. With the above definitions, we then seek to approximate G† with the
neural operator,

Gθ := Q ◦ σ (WT +KT + bT ) ◦ ... ◦ σ (W1 +K1 + b1) ◦ P. (21)

The overall architecture of this approach is illustrated in Fig. 1 (a).
To build an efficient and flexible transformation using the integral kernel K, it is convenient

to work with the transformation in Fourier space, just as is done with pseudospectral integration
schemes because it allows computationally efficient evaluation of the integral (20). Indeed, because
the convolution with the kernel κt can be expressed as a product in Fourier space due to the
convolution theorem, the Fourier Neural Operator employs the representation,

vt+1(x) = F−1 (Rϕ · F(vt)) (x), (22)

where F is the Fourier transform and Rϕ is simply a matrix of parameters learned by the model.
Though this choice of Rϕ appears simple, previous benchmarks have established that it provides
the most efficacious integral kernel for a variety of PDEs [17].

Throughout, we assume that κ(t) is a periodic function and hence admits an expansion into
discrete Fourier modes. For each transformation v mapping to a space of dimension dv, the dimen-
sions of Rϕ ∈ Ckmax×dv×dv set an effective truncation at mode kmax, which we choose to balance
performance and error. Hence, the kernel integration can be expressed in Fourier space by the
contraction

(Rϕ · (Fvt))k,l =

dvt∑
j=1

R
(ϕ)
k,l,j(Fv)k,j , k = 1, . . . , kmax, l = 1, . . . , dvt+1 , (23)

where dvt and dvt+1 are the dimensionalities of the lifted layers vt and vt+1, respectively.
Training the Fourier Neural Operator follows the standard workflow supervised learning with

gradient-based optimization. Given a collection of n ground truth pairs, {(w(i), ρ(i))}ni=1 define an
empirical loss function,

L(θ) = 1

n

n∑
i=1

∥ρ(i) − Gθ(w
(i))∥2, (24)
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where θ denotes the full set of parameters in the FNO model. We optimize this objective using
stochastic gradient descent-based algorithms, such as adam [14]. Losses including higher-order
derivative terms such as Sobolev losses can also be used for optimization. In our numerical experi-
ments, we employ the H1 Sobolev loss.

We carry out field-theoretic simulations using the trained FNOs using complex Langevin simu-
lation via (15). Each update to the fields {wj} then yields a new corresponding density field {ρj}
which we compute directly via a forward pass using G(j)

θ . We emphasize that each species has a dis-
tinct neural operator but that these operators are trained only on independent simulations of each
species in isolation. This fact has important implications for the cost associated with computing,
e.g., phase diagrams in which the concentrations of various species are varied.
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Figure 1: (a) Flowchart diagram illustrating how the neural operator converts chemical potentials
(top) and converts them to densities (bottom) that can be used to update the chemical potential
through the time integrator. (b) The wall-clock time using the neural operator increases when
compared against longer and more complex polymers because these require solving more steps of
the MDE. (c) Error for the entire data set and separated by dominant component.

7



4 Results

(a) (c) (e)

(b) (d) (f)

ABC
BC ABC

AC BC ABC
AC

A

B

C

Figure 2: Three of the ten best-performing structures (a,b,c) with their corresponding numerical-
solved densities (e,d,f). The average errors are (a) 0.22%, (b) 0.35%, (c) 0.38%, these were selected
to show some of the best-performing examples that had varied morphologies. The top color bars
represent the system composition, with the highest concentration species labeled explicitly.

Multi-component polymer mixtures constitute an important, but still largely intractable, prob-
lem domain for polymer field-theoretic simulation. We narrow our focus on this setting and study
the performance of the FNO approach on a six-component mixture of block copolymers. The six
components we consider are polymers composed of three distinct monomer types, denoted A, B,
and C. Denoting a block of fixed length by a single letter, we simulated mixtures of six block
copolymers with structure ABC, ABCCBA, CAABBC, AB, AC, and BC, as shown in Fig. 4. We
constructed the Flory-Huggins matrix so that all polymers microphase separate in isolation and
all interactions would yield a symmetric Flory-Huggins interaction matrix, B. We set the diagonal
Bii = 130 and the cross terms Bij = 151, because it leads to microphase separation while also
robustly maintaining numerical stability. To mitigate problem selection bias, we chose all param-
eters before any training was conducted, and they were not modified thereafter. A collection of
configurations representative of the morphological diversity of these mixtures which also illustrates
the accuracy of the neural operator approach is shown in Fig. 2. In these examples, the neural
operator result is qualitatively indistinguishable from solutions obtained via the pseudospectral
method, even when integrated over thousands of steps of dynamics. For computational details of
the neural operator and the field-theoretic simulations, see Sec. 6.1.

8



To compose the training set, we began by running several trajectories of a single polymer type
and saving uniform random samples of the chemical potential along these trajectories, with further
details in Sec. 6.1. For each polymer type, the final training set included all the chemical potentials
and the density corresponding to the polymer type of interest conditioned on the given chemical
potential, which had to be computed. Crucially, the training data did not include structures
containing mixed blends of multiple polymers—FNOs for each independent species were trained on
simulations conducted with a single polymer type. We note here that any set of chemical potentials
for which the density can be calculated is a valid training set, so there may be more efficient ways
to generate training data. Indeed, we believe that it may be possible to find collections of training
configurations that span the set of densities that are physically accessible within a class of systems
of interest.

In our case, a separate neural operator was trained for each polymer, which then was used to
replace the modified diffusion equation as previously described. The training was conducted with
a cosine annealing rate schedule using a Sobolev loss, implemented from the FNO code base [17,
15]. The test loss was computed by reserving 12.5% of the data to evaluate for unseen chemical
potentials. Training was run for a fixed time and test results were examined to determine whether
the data was sufficiently converged. We have included training curves for all six of the polymers
in Fig. 6, with the diblocks achieving a lower loss due to having a density of zero in the absent
component which is included in the average.

To test the model accuracy, we generated 5000 random mixtures of the six polymer types
uniformly distributed on the simplex of allowable compositions [7] and ran dynamics to equilibrium
with the neural operator. The error was calculated by computing the density from direct numerical
solution of the modified diffusion equation as a ground truth. We quantified the relative error

errrel =
1

3V

∑
M

∫
V

|ρN,M (r)− ρM (r)|
ρ(r)M

dr. (25)

in the densities of each of the three monomer types and then averaged over the monomer types
to obtain the relative error, where ρN,M and ρM are the monomer densities of type M obtained
from the numerical solution and neural operator, respectively. The reported errors are obtained
by averaging over the last third of the simulations with a stride of 50 time points. Figure 1 (c)
shows the distribution of errrel across all mixtures, indicating a high degree of accuracy in the
density, excepting some rare outliers that sustain large errors. While the test losses obtained for
each component are variable and, indeed, are highest for the three component polymers, as shown
in Fig. 6, the contribution to the overall error is not predicted by the relative error in practice. In
fact, in simulations in which the ABC polymer is the dominant component, the fewest outliers with
high error are observed. We show morphologies of the mixtures that perform the worst in Fig. 3,
where we plot the dominant component in the mixture at each point.

The morphology of the samples was highly variable and showed many distinct phases, which
we do not exhaustively catalog here. We have included a random sample of some of the phases
in the supplement to indicate that the model is not limited only to one particular phase, but
is robust across a wide variety of structures Fig. 5. Qualitatively, the best-performing examples
shown in Fig. 2 have relatively low complexity compared with a typical or high error sample. The
anomalously erroneous examples in Fig. 3 have one or two species that are highly over-represented
or evince significant spatial dislocations. Some of these simulations also show visible aliasing in
the density field, which represents a failure of the model to predict the density accurately. The
aliasing generally arises due to insufficient kmax when truncating a Fourier basis, which could also
be the origin of the error for the FNO. Indeed, the FNO uses a cutoff frequency, but we found that

9



(a) (c) (e)

(b) (d) (f)

AC ABCCBA

AB CAABBC

BC

A

B

C

Figure 3: Three of the four worst performing structures (a,c,e) with their corresponding ground-
truth pseudospectral MDE densities (b,d,f). The average errors are (a) 41.7%, (b) 24.2%, and (c)
22.5%, these were selected to show the worst performers that had different morphologies.

increasing that parameter beyond the value used here did not lead to stable training. Additionally,
while it is not visible in the static images, some configurations demonstrate a linear drift instability
which can also rise in pseudospectral FTS near the limit of stability. More generally, “out-of-
distribution” generalization for the FNO ansatz appears to be somewhat weak, though this can be
mitigated with inexpensive single-polymer training over larger chemical potential ranges. The single
worst example, Fig. 3(a), is one in which the model aggregates a single species into a highly localized
region of space producing densities not seen during training, yielding a large error compared to the
typical examples.

We realize a significant computational advantage for the neural operator formalism when amor-
tizing the cost of training, as illustrated in Fig. 1 (b). The cost of running inference does not depend
on the length or complexity of the polymer structure, unlike pseudospectral methods, which have
a linear dependence on polymer length. We see that the wall-clock time required to run eight
segments of pseudospectral integration coincides with neural operator evaluation for polymers of
arbitrary length. Because polymers that are not fully symmetric have to be integrated in both
directions, this is equivalent to a polymer with four integration blocks if it is asymmetric, which is
far shorter than most polymers of interest. While this analysis amortizes training cost, in systems
where we are interested in many different compositions, this fixed cost is insignificant compared to
repeated inference.
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5 Conclusions

We have demonstrated that Fourier neural operators provide an efficient, composable alternative to
numerically solving the modified diffusion equation. This approach yields substantial computational
advantages, particularly for systems consisting of mixtures of polymers, where the training cost can
be effectively amortized due to the high degree of transferability between systems. This operator
approach robustly represents the full spectrum of different mixtures and efficiently scales to large
systems. The agreement between the learned transformation and the numerical one is, in large
part, excellent, though conditions that push the dynamics far from the training domain can lead
to anomalous poor performance.

An intuitive scaling analysis demonstrates that the advantage of our approach arises for long
and complex polymers, which require dense discretization for numerical stability and accuracy.
The neural operator MDE solve is independent of the polymer length, whereas the pseudo-spectral
integrator scales linearly with the length. In addition to the computational advantages for long
polymers, the model is highly transferable. Because the propagator for each polymer is only a
function of the chemical potential and is thus independent of other species in the mixture, neural
operators are particularly well-suited to multi-component mixtures. Because we independently
train one neural operator per polymer type, the representations are reusable in arbitrary mixtures.
We observe a high degree of transferability, i.e., we see that this approach generalizes well to new
mixtures, massively reducing the cost of studying mixtures as a function of concentration.

Learned representations of function space mappings carry with them an inherent error, just
like other neural representations. While we find strong agreement throughout, we characterize two
rare failure modes: out-of-domain error associated with strong concentration of density of a single
species and aliasing errors related to high-frequency Fourier components. The out-of-domain error
can be corrected by refining the training data generation procedure, either by active learning or
some other method of generating expressive data inputs. The aliasing issue appears most severe in
cases where we are in unusual configurations but appears to be linked to the underlying operator
basis. Additionally, it is straightforward to detect deviations from exact numerical results by using
intermittent evaluations of the density per (12), allowing increased trust in the results at minimal
additional expense.

We expect that with limited issues, successful implementation with relatively little tuning, and
substantial performance improvements, the methodology should be widely applicable to many poly-
mer systems. Applications to biological systems such as membraneless organelles appear promising
because this approach enables modeling protein aggregation while mitigating the cost of simulating
many different biopolymer species. This method for efficiently calculating polymer densities may
enable a new computational paradigm for studying these systems at scale.

A number of extensions of the framework laid out here remain important for future applications.
Generalizing the approach to charged systems will be an important aspect of capturing coacervation.
Scaling data generation will also be crucial because the training cost requires explicit solutions to
the MDE: an active learning strategy to select the chemical potential fields for exact solution could
bring this cost down substantially. Generalizing the model to be “transferable” across polymer
species would compound this acceleration.
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6 Supplementary Information

6.1 Computational Details

The Fourier Neural Operator was used as implemented by the FNO package [17]. The TFNO
model was built in 2d with kmax of (32,32), 32 hidden channels, 64 projection channels, Tucker
factorization, and rank of 0.42. The training was conducted with a learning rate of 0.002, weight
decay of 0.0001 and cosine annealing with a Tmax of 30 for 4530 epochs - enough time to show test
loss (H1 Sobolev norm) leveling off. We did not conduct extensive hyperparameter tuning, so we
expect that there may be some gains to be made in improving these parameters.

For all field-theoretic simulations, we used a relaxation rate of 2.25 and a temperature of 0.001.
All same-species FH parameters were 130 and all different species interactions were 151 and grid
smearing coefficient α = 0.2. The polymer had an integration width of 1/20, indicating that a
polymer of length 1 would be broken into 20 integration points. For all polymer species, a single
letter in the name corresponds to a block of size 1/3, so for instance the ABC polymer has 3 1/3
blocks - one for each polymer and a total length of 1.

To generate the training data, we ran 200 simulations of length 3000 (a time selected to allow
equilibration) for each polymer, with grids randomly sized between 8x8 and 18x18 and initialized
at a homogeneous state. From these trajectories each chemical potential was randomly saved
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Figure 4: Schematic of the six polymer structures included in the mixed system. Each segment is
partitioned into more than two blocks in simulation

with probability 1/600. These chemical potentials were combined into a single dataset and the
corresponding density was computed for each polymer type for every saved chemical potential.

The actual production simulations were run with a box size of 16x16 with 128x128 grid points for
6000 steps with a relaxation rate of 1.5. All of the parameters are equivalent for the generation of the
training data unless otherwise specified. Proposed densities for each species were sampled uniformly
on the simplex by generating 5 random numbers between 0 and 1, and making the concentration
of each species equal to the difference between the numbers when ordered in increasing value.
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Figure 5: 3 randomly selected plots to help illustrate the diversity of morphologies correctly pre-
dicted by the model. Errors are (a) 6.8%, (b) 2.5%, (c) 7.8%
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Figure 6: Test loss for each of the 6 species. Exact losses with cosine annealing in partial trans-
parency with moving average in the foreground. The test loss is computed by reserving 12.5% of
the dataset for validation, with the loss being computed by an average of the H1 norm over each
species. Note that the diblock loss is lower due to having an absent density that is still present in
the average.
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