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Abstract

Radiation heat transfer in a graded-index medium often suffers accuracy problems due to the
gradual changes in the refractive index. The finite element method, meshfree, and other numerical
methods often struggle to maintain accuracy when applied to this medium. To address this issue,
we apply physics-informed neural networks (PINNs)-based machine learning algorithms to simulate
forward and inverse problems for this medium. We also provide the theoretical upper bounds. This
theoretical framework is validated through numerical experiments of predefined and newly developed
models that demonstrate the accuracy and robustness of the algorithms in solving radiation transport
problems in the medium. The simulations show that the novel algorithm goes on with numerical
stability and effectively mitigates oscillatory errors, even in cases with more pronounced variations in
the refractive index.

Keywords: Radiation transfer, Graded-index, Forward Problems, Inverse Problems, Total Error.

1 Introduction

Radiation heat transfer in graded index materials involves the transmission of thermal energy through electromag-
netic waves within a material exhibiting varying refractive index. Typically, this index changes gradually from the
center to the material’s surface, impacting radiation propagation and heat transfer mechanisms. Understanding
the complexities of heat transfer in the materials is paramount. Unlike homogeneous materials, which maintain a
constant refractive index, graded index materials undergo gradual changes, significantly affecting thermal radiation
propagation. The pivotal role of radiation across various applications justifies this focus, ranging from interpreting
spectroscopic emissions in celestial bodies [16], nuclear engineering [23], biological tissues [36], thermal insulation [3],
gas turbines [38], combustion systems [12] and radiotherapy dose simulation [34]. Numerous researchers have
focused on analyzing radiation heat transmission in such media. Various numerical methods, including the Monte
Carlo Method [44], Least-Squares Finite Element Method (LSFEM) [26], Discontinuous Finite Element Method
(DFEM) [14], Finite Volume Method (FVM) [24], Petrov-Galerkin Method (MLPG) [25], Least-Squares Spectral
Element Method (LSSEM) [49], and Spectral Element Method (SEM) [42], have been employed to simulate
radiation transport in these complex systems. However, traditional methods like LSFEM, the Galerkin Finite
Element Method (GFEM) [49], and specific mesh-free methods [50] suffer from various deficiencies. These methods
often exhibit noticeable high-frequency errors or unwanted fluctuations, despite generally providing results that
are close to the true solution. Additionally, the Lattice Boltzmann Method (LBM) [27], [46], and Multi-Relaxation
Time (MRT) Lattice Boltzmann Method [15], have been applied, but challenges persist in achieving robust solutions.

In recent years, deep learning is an alternative way to avoid the curse of dimensionality. Due to this reason, deep
learning has recently been an essential tool in modern technology and advanced research in the last few years. This
learning contains many layers of transformations and scalar nonlinearities. Deep learning techniques demonstrate
strong capabilities in approximating highly nonlinear functions. Their computational framework, which employs
statistical learning and large-scale optimization methods in conjunction with contemporary hardware and software,
enhances their capacity to address nonlinear and high-dimensional partial differential equations (PDEs).
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Nomenclature

𝑐𝑜 speed of light 𝜎 activation function
𝑛 refractive index 𝑇 temperature distribution [K]
𝑠 position vector 1[.] unit step function

𝑘𝑒 extinction coefficient 𝜌 diffuse reflectivity
Ω direction vector 𝜀𝜔̄ emissivity
Φ scattering phase function Θ dimensionless temperature
𝑘𝑎 absorption coefficient 𝐿 length
𝑘𝑠 scattering coefficient 𝜇 directional cosine
𝑇𝑔 medium temperature [K] 𝜌𝑚 saterial density
Ω′ incoming direction 𝜎𝐵 Stefan-Boltzmann constant
𝒏𝝎 normal vector to surface 𝐼𝑐 collimated intensity from laser
Ω𝑟𝑠 incident direction of specular reflection 𝐼𝑑 diffuse intensity
𝐼𝑏𝑤 black body intensity 𝝎 scattering albedo
𝐼 radiative intensity 𝑏 black-body state
𝑆 source term of differential equation 0, 𝐿 left and right boundaries
𝐺(𝑠, 𝑡) incident radiation i, j, k unit vectors
𝑞(𝑠, 𝑡) heat flux [W m−2] 𝜆 learning rate
𝜌𝑠𝑝𝑐𝑒 specular reflectivity 𝜆𝑟𝑒𝑔 regularization parameters
𝐾 − 1 number of hidden layers Ω outgoing direction
𝑛𝜃 number of times model retrained in

parallel
𝑡𝑎𝑛ℎ hyperbolic tangent(activation func-

tion)
𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡 number of interior points 𝑁𝑠𝑏 number of Sobol points
𝑁𝑡𝑏 number of temporal points 𝑁𝑑 number of data points
𝑁 number of collocations or training

points

Deep neural networks (DNNs) are well known for their ability to universally approximate functions, a property that
holds under certain conditions, as demonstrated by Cybenko [7], Hornik et al. [18], Barron [4], and Yarotsky [45].
This property makes them suitable as trial functions for solving PDEs, often by minimizing the residual of the PDE
at selected collocation points within the domain. The application of deep learning using DNNs has revolutionized
numerous domains, including image and text categorization, machine vision, computational linguistics, voice
recognition, self-governing systems, robotics, artificial intelligence in gaming, medical analysis, pharmaceutical
research, climate simulation, financial prediction, and protein structure determination. These advancements
highlight the versatility and effectiveness of DNNs in tackling complex problems across diverse domains. A
technique involves utilizing DNNs founded on explicit or partially explicit representation formulas applicable to
parabolic and elliptic partial differential equations (PDEs). Researchers leverage this compositional structure
to enhance the approximation capabilities of DNNs. Researchers such as [18], [13], and [5], among others, have
introduced and examined this technique for a range of parametric elliptic and parabolic PDEs. In [22], authors
discussed a similar approach for approximating linear transport equations with DNNs. A key deep learning
algorithm, Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) [35] is a mesh-free method. PINNs has been successfully
applied in supervised, semi-supervised, and unsupervised learning frameworks. PINNs provide solutions for both
forward and inverse modeling problems within a unified optimization framework. This algorithm is remarkably
adaptable to both continuous and discrete forms of PDEs. For continuous time modeling, PINNs approximate
solutions by estimating spatio-temporal functions. For discrete time modeling, PINNs utilize implicit Runge-Kutta
time-stepping techniques, allowing for an arbitrary number of time steps. This flexibility has led to the development
of extensions such as XPINN [20], cPINN [21], Parallel PINN [39], and Gradient-Enhanced PINN [48]. In addition,
the Deepxde library [28] facilitates solving PDEs using PINNs. Recent studies, such as those by Dolean et al. [11]
and Moseley et al. [32], have applied domain decomposition approaches to modify PINN, and theoretical error
bounds for XPINN have been established for the Navier-Stokes equations [9] and Kolmogorov PDEs [8]. However,
there is still limited understanding of why these models occasionally fail to train effectively. Wang et al. [43] explore
this issue through the framework of the neural tangent kernel. A recent study by Mishra and Molinaro examines
the generalization error of addressing forward problems [31] and inverse problems [30] across various linear and
nonlinear partial differential equations (PDEs). The authors have also estimated generalized error bounds for
the problems. The authors also worked on nonlinear dispersive PDEs [2], where they derived generalized error
bounds for forward problems. The study investigates the stability characteristics of the underlying PDE, utilizing
these features to assess generalization errors in connection with training errors. Furthermore, [10] introduces an
innovative modification of PINNs called weak PINNs (wPINNs).
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PINNs have been used to simulate both forward and inverse problems in the context of radiation transport.
Mishra et al. [29] developed a PINN-based algorithm for simulating radiation transport, establishing generalized
error bounds for forward problems. Other studies, such as those by Huhn et al. [19] and Riganti et al. [37], have
further applied PINNs to solve radiation transport problems in various configurations. The present work simulates
both new and existing models for radiation heat transfer in graded-index media. We employ unsupervised PINN
algorithms to simulate both predefined and newly developed models, demonstrating improved performance over
traditional methods such as finite element methods (e.g., GFEM, LSFEM, DFEM), mesh-free methods, and MRT
lattice Boltzmann methods. The results show that our PINN-based approach mitigates the challenges of oscillatory
errors and achieves stable, accurate results even with complex variations in the refractive index.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 outlines the mathematical model and methodology, including
the problem statement, PINN approximation, and key components such as the model, domain, quadrature rules,
neural networks, residuals, loss functions, and optimization. Section 3 presents numerical simulations and accuracy
verification of the proposed method, while Section 4 discusses the conclusion. An appendix is provided to estimate
generalization errors and analyze the impact of optical parameters on radiometric quantities.

2 Problem statement and PINN approximation

Precise prediction of radiative transfer in these circumstances relies on resolving the Radiative Transfer Equation
(RTE), an intricate integro -differential equation encompassing seven variables: three spatial coordinates, polar
and azimuthal angles, time, and spectral dimensions. The complexity increases in graded-index media, where the
curved radiation path, described by the Fermat principle, introduces an additional layer of intricacy, rendering
analytical solutions unattainable except in specific limiting cases. Therefore, developing accurate, simple, and
efficient tools to solve the RTE in these scenarios becomes imperative for advancing understanding and practical
applications. Traditional methods, such as mesh-free or finite-element approaches, struggle with these complexities
due to the difficulty of accurately capturing the light’s curved path in graded-index media, which often leads to
numerical instability and high computational cost. Snell’s Law and the Fermat principle [25] are closely related
concepts that describe different aspects of light propagation but are fundamentally connected. Snell’s Law [1]
quantitatively describes how light bends or refracts when transitioning between different optical mediums with
varying refractive indices. It defines a mathematical connection between the angles of incidence and refraction. In
the context of Snell’s Law, the light path between two points is the one that reduces the time needed for light to
travel from the source to the observer, considering the changes in the refractive index along the way. Therefore,
while Snell’s Law quantifies the angle of refraction at the boundary between two mediums, the Fermat principle
explains why light follows this particular path by minimizing the time it takes to travel between two points. In
media with graded indices, where the refractive index changes spatially, the Fermat principle affects the path of
light rays, resulting in curved trajectories explained by Snell’s Law.

Figure 1 illustrates the fundamental concept of Snell’s law [41]. In graded-index media, the light path bends
or refracts by Snell’s law. This problem leads to a more complex radiative transfer solution than uniform-index
media. Typically, in such instances, the refractive index varies from the center of the material to its surface.

2.1 The model

Radiation transport equation in graded index media

The radiation transport equation for graded-index media, which describes the distribution of radiative intensity
𝐼(𝑠,Ω, 𝑡) at position 𝑠 and time 𝑡 in the direction Ω(𝜃, 𝜑), is given as [47].

𝑛

𝑐0

𝜕

𝜕𝑡
𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) + (𝑘𝑒 + Ω.∇)𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) + 1

𝑛 sin 𝜃
.𝐼𝜃 +

1

𝑛 sin 𝜃
.𝐼𝜑 = 𝒮(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω), (2.1)

Where 𝐼𝜃 = 𝜕
𝜕𝜃

{
𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)(Ω cos 𝜃 − 𝑘).∇𝑛

}
and 𝐼𝜑 = 𝜕

𝜕𝜑

{
(𝑠1.∇𝑛)𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)

}
. Here, 𝑛, 𝑠, and 𝑘𝑒 are the refractive

index, position vector, and extinction coefficient. Ω = 𝑖 sin 𝜃𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜑+ 𝑗 sin 𝜃 sin 𝜑+ 𝑘 cos 𝜃 is the direction vector, and
𝑠1 = 𝑘 × Ω

|𝑘×Ω | = −𝑖 sin 𝜑 + 𝑗 cos 𝜑, where 𝑖, 𝑗 , and 𝑘 signify the unit vectors in the coordinate system. The sum of

coefficients 𝑘𝑎(absorption) and 𝑘𝑠(scattering) represent extinctions coefficients. The sum of 𝑘𝑎 and 𝑘𝑠 equals the

extinction coefficients 𝑘𝑒. The single scattering albedo can be expressed as 𝝎 = 𝑘𝑠
𝑘𝑒
. The source term 𝒮(𝑠,Ω, 𝑡) is
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Figure 1: An illustration of a Snell’s law.

provided as [47], [44]

𝒮(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) = 𝑛2𝑘𝑎 𝐼𝑏(𝑇𝑔) +
𝑘𝑠

4𝜋

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω′ → Ω)𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω′)𝑑Ω′,

where 𝑇𝑔 denote medium temperature. Scattering phase function Φ(Ω′ → Ω) describes the energy redistribution
from the incoming direction Ω′(𝜃′, 𝜑′) to the outgoing direction Ω(𝜃, 𝜑).

Boundary conditions of the model are Ω · 𝒏𝝎 < 0 and Ω𝑟𝑠 · 𝒏𝝎 < 0. In this context, 𝒏𝝎 is the normal vector
that points outward from the surface. The direction Ω𝑟𝑠 = Ω − 2(Ω · 𝒏𝝎)𝒏𝝎 represents the incident direction for
specular reflection. The boundary intensity for Ω𝑟𝑠 .𝒏𝝎 < 0 is

𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠𝝎 ,Ω) = 𝑄𝑒𝑥𝑡 + 𝜌
𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑐
𝝎 𝐼(𝑠𝑡 ,𝝎 ,Ω𝑠) + 𝑛2𝝎𝜀𝝎 𝐼𝑏𝝎 +

𝜌𝑑𝝎

𝜋

∫
Ω′ .𝒏𝝎>0

|Ω′ .𝒏𝝎 |𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠𝝎 ,Ω′)𝑑Ω′,

Where 𝐼𝑏𝝎 represents the black-body intensity at the boundary, while 𝜌𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑐 and 𝜌𝑑 denote the specular and
diffuse reflectivities of the boundary, respectively, with emissivity 𝜀𝝎 . The external driving force 𝑄𝑒𝑥𝑡 is incoming
from the external side of the boundary at a direction Ω0 as described by Snell’s law. From the RTE, the radiative
flux vector 𝑞(𝑡, 𝑠) and the incident radiation 𝐺(𝑡, 𝑠) at any point 𝑀(𝑥, 𝑦) can be computed as follows:

𝑞(𝑡, 𝑠) =

∫
4𝜋

Ω𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω, 𝐺(𝑡, 𝑠) =

∫
4𝜋

𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω.

Laser irradiation’s collimated intensity 𝐼𝑐 experiences attenuation as it travels through the medium. This problem
can be solved analytically within the medium, with the boundary condition 𝐼𝑐(𝑡, 𝑠𝜔 ,Ω) = 𝑄𝑒𝑥𝑡 . The reduction in
collimated intensity 𝐼𝑐 in the medium results in the generation of diffuse intensity 𝐼𝑑(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω). Consequently, the
total intensity 𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) comprises both collimated and diffuse components, expressed as:

𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) = 𝐼𝑐(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) + 𝐼𝑑(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω).

This equation represents the transport equation for graded-index media and is a fundamental framework for
modeling radiation transport in such materials.

2.2 The underlying model and domain

Here, Ω ∈ 𝑆, 𝑆 ⊆ S𝑑−1(sphere), 𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑇], position variable 𝑠 ∈ D ⊂ R𝑑 , D𝑇 = [0, 𝑇 ] × D, 𝐼 : [0, 𝑇 ] × D × 𝑆 → R,
𝑘𝑒 = 𝑘(𝑠) : D → R+, 𝑘𝑎 = 𝑘(𝑠) : D → R+, 𝑘𝑠 = 𝑘(𝑠) : D → R+, Φ : 𝑆 × 𝑆 → R.

Here, the above-defined model will be applied to two approaches: the data-driven approach, also known as
the forward problem, and the data-driven discovery approach, commonly referred to as data assimilation or the
inverse problem.
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2.2.1 The underlying model for forward problem

Here, we will define the radiation transport equation with supplemented initial conditions(I.C.) and boundary
conditions(B.C.). The defined partial integrodifferential supplied the I.C. and B.C., which are the following:

I.C.

𝐼(0, 𝑠,Ω) = 𝐼0(𝑠,Ω) where (𝑠,Ω) ∈ D × 𝑆, (2.2)

And 𝐼0 : D × 𝑆 → R,

B.C.

𝛽 =
{
(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) ∈ [0, 𝑇 ] × 𝜕D × 𝑆 : Ω.𝒏𝝎 < 0

}
. (2.3)

We can wrote 𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) = 𝐼𝑏(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) for some B.C, we can wrote 𝐼𝑏 : 𝛽 → R.

2.2.2 The underlying model for inverse problem

The underlying equation with solution 𝐼 is considered within the subdomain D′
𝑇
× 𝑆. This assumption holds that

the operator ℒ applied to 𝐼 in this region equals a given data 𝑔. Mathematically, it can be denoted as:

ℒ(𝐼) = 𝑔, ∀(𝑠,Ω) ∈ D′
𝑇 × 𝑆,

Where D′ ⊂ D, D′
𝑇
= [0, 𝑇 ] ×D′ and g is a source term.

2.3 Quadrature rules

Following the approaches outlined in [29–31], let 𝑫 represent a domain and 𝜚 be an integrable function defined as
𝜚 : 𝑫 → R. Consider the space-time domain D𝑇 = [0, 𝑇 ] ×D ⊂ R𝑑 , where 𝑑 = 2𝑑 + 1 ⩾ 1. We define a mapping
𝜚 : 𝑫 → R, where

𝜚 =

∫
𝑫
𝜚(𝑧) 𝑑𝑧, (2.4)

with 𝑑𝑧 representing the 𝑑-dimensional Lebesgue measure. To approximate this integral, we utilize quadrature
points 𝑧𝑖 ∈ 𝑫 for 1 ⩽ 𝑖 ⩽ 𝑁, along with their corresponding weights 𝑤𝑖 The quadrature approximation of 𝜚 is
expressed as:

𝜚𝑁 =
𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑤𝑖 𝜚(𝑧𝑖), (2.5)

Here, 𝑧𝑖 represents the quadrature points. For cases where 𝑑 ⩽ 4, standard composite Gauss quadrature rules
can be applied using an underlying grid. The selection of quadrature points and weights depends on the order of
the quadrature rule, as outlined in [40]. However, Gauss quadrature becomes inefficient for higher-dimensional
domains. In cases of moderate dimensionality (4 ⩽ 𝑑 ⩽ 20), low-discrepancy sequences, such as Sobol and Halton
sequences, are effective for selecting quadrature points, assuming that the function 𝜚 has a bounded Hardy-Krause
variation [6]. In cases of high dimensionality (when 𝑑 ≫ 20), Monte Carlo quadrature is the favored approach,
exacting randomly chosen quadrature points that are independent and identically distributed(i.i.d.) [6]. Let 𝑺
represent a training dataset, and define the space-time domain as D𝑇 = [0, 𝑇 ] ×D. The selection of training set
𝑺 ⊆ [0, 𝑇 ] × D will be depend on appropriate quadrature points. For the PINN algorithms, we choose random
points 𝑧𝑎

𝑖
= (Ω𝑺

𝑖
) for 1 ⩽ 𝑖 ⩽ 𝑁𝑺 , where 𝑤

𝑺
𝑖
represents the corresponding quadrature weights, and 𝑎 ⩾ 1. The

Quasi-Monte Carlo (QMC) quadrature method remains unaffected by the curse of dimensionality. In situations
where the geometry of the domain is particularly intricate, random points can be chosen as training samples,
which, i.i.d. according to the underlying uniform distribution.

2.4 Training points

Physics informed neural networks require four types of training points as described in [29, 30]: interior points
𝜁int, temporal boundary points 𝜁tb, spatial boundary points 𝜁sb, and data points 𝜁𝒅. Figs.2 and 3 illustrate the
training points used in forward and inverse problems (steady state). In Fig. 3 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 represent spatial position
respectively.
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Figure 2: Training points (forward problem): A depiction of the training set 𝑺 with randomly selected training points.
Yellow dots represent interior points, while green and blue dots indicate the temporal and spatial boundary points.

2.4.1 Interior training points

The interior training points are denoted by 𝜁int =
{
𝑧int
𝑗

}
for 1 ⩽ 𝑗 ⩽ 𝑁int, where 𝑧

int
𝑗

=
(
𝑡int
𝑗
, 𝑠int
𝑗
,Ωint

𝑗

)
. Here,

𝑡int
𝑗

∈ [0, 𝑇], 𝑠int
𝑗

∈ 𝐷, and Ωint
𝑗

∈ 𝑆, for all 𝑗 . These points correspond to quadrature points with weights 𝑤int
𝑗

based on a suitable quadrature rule. In domains D that are logically rectangular, one can either use Sobol points
or randomly select points to create the training set.

2.4.2 Temporal boundary training points

The temporal boundary points are represented as 𝜁tb =
{
𝑧tb
𝑗

}
, for 1 ⩽ 𝑗 ⩽ 𝑁tb, with 𝑧tb

𝑗
=

(
𝑠tb
𝑗
,Ωtb

𝑗

)
. Here,

𝑠tb
𝑗

∈ 𝐷, and Ωtb
𝑗

∈ 𝑆, ∀ 𝑗 . The designated points function as quadrature points within an appropriate quadrature

rule, accompanied by weights denoted as 𝑤tb
𝑗
. For logically rectangular domains D, Sobol points can be chosen, or

alternatively, random points can be employed to construct the training dataset, similar to the above method.

2.4.3 Spatial boundary training points

The spatial boundary points are denoted as 𝜁sb =
{
𝑧sb
𝑗

}
, for 1 ⩽ 𝑗 ⩽ 𝑁sb, where 𝑧

sb
𝑗

=
(
𝑡tb
𝑗
, 𝑠tb
𝑗
,Ωtb

𝑗

)
. In this

case, 𝑡tb
𝑗

∈ [0, 𝑇], 𝑠tb
𝑗

∈ 𝜕D, and Ωtb
𝑗

∈ 𝑆. For logically rectangular domains D, Sobol points can be chosen, or

alternatively, random points can be employed to construct the training dataset, similar to the above method.

2.4.4 Data training points

The data training set is defined as 𝜁𝒅 =
{
𝑧𝒅
𝑗

}
for 1 ⩽ 𝑗 ⩽ 𝑁𝒅 , where 𝑧

𝒅
𝑗
∈ D′ ⊂ D.

2.5 Neural networks

The PINN functions as a feed-forward neural network, as illustrated in Fig. 4. A neural network without an
activation function behaves as a simple multiple regression model. However, the activation function adds non-
linearity, allowing the network to learn and execute more complex tasks. The sigmoid, hyperbolic tangent (tanh),
and ReLU functions are some examples of activation functions [17].

The input to the network is 𝑦 = (𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) ∈ 𝑫 = [0, 𝑇 ] ×D × 𝑆. The neural network can be expressed as an affine
map:

𝐼Θ(𝑦) = 𝐶𝐾 ◦ 𝜎 ◦ 𝐶𝐾−1 ◦ . . . ◦ . . . 𝜎 ◦ 𝐶1(𝑦). (2.6)
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Figure 3: Training points (inverse problem): A representation of the training set 𝑺 with randomly selected training points.
Yellow dots indicate interior points, and grey dots represent Sobol points.
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Figure 4: In this diagram, input layer neurons are depicted in red, hidden layer neurons in yellow, and output layer neurons
in green.
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Where ◦ and 𝜎 are a composition of functions and activation functions, respectively. For any layer 𝑘 such that
1 ⩽ 𝑘 ⩽ 𝐾, the transformation at the 𝑘-th layer is defined as follows:

𝐶𝑘 𝑧𝑘 = 𝑊𝑘 𝑧𝑘 + 𝑏𝑘 where 𝑊𝑘 ∈ R𝑑𝑘+1×𝑑𝑘 , 𝑧𝑘 ∈ R𝑑𝑘 , and 𝑏𝑘 ∈ R𝑑𝑘+1 . (2.7)

To ensure consistency, we establish 𝑑1 = 𝑑 = 2𝑑 + 1, where 𝑑 represents the spatial dimension, and we define
𝑑𝐾 = 1 for the output layer. In the context of machine learning, this neural network consists of an input layer, an
output layer, and 𝐾 − 1 hidden layers, with the condition that 1 < 𝐾 < N. Each hidden layer 𝑘, which consists of
𝑑𝑘 neurons, takes an input vector 𝑧𝑘 ∈ R𝑑𝑘 . Initially, this input vector is transformed using the linear mapping 𝐶𝑘 ,
after which it is processed by a non-linear activation function represented as 𝜎. The overall count of neurons in the
network can be expressed as 2𝑑+2+

∑𝐾−1
𝑘=2

𝑑𝑘 . We define the parameter set for the network, which includes weights
and biases, as Θ = {𝑊𝑘 , 𝑏𝑘}. Furthermore, we denote the set of weights as Θ𝑤 = {𝑊𝑘} for all 1 ⩽ 𝑘 ⩽ 𝐾 [29,30].
The parameters Θ lie in the space Θ′ ⊂ R𝑃 , and 𝑃 denote total number of parameters:

𝑃 =
𝐾−1∑︁
𝑘=1

(𝑑𝑘 + 1) 𝑑𝑘+1. (2.8)

2.6 Residuals

This section outlines the residuals associated with the divided training sets, including interior, temporal, data
(for inverse), and spatial training points. The focus is on minimizing these residuals. Optimization techniques
will involve stochastic gradient descent methods, such as ADAM for first-order optimization, and higher-order
approaches like variations of the BFGS algorithm. The PINN 𝐼Θ depends on tuning parameters Θ ∈ Θ′, which
represent the weights and biases within the network. In a typical deep learning setup, the network is trained by
optimizing these parameters Θ to ensure that the neural network approximation 𝐼Θ accurately aligns with the
exact solution 𝐼. The interior residual can be written as:

Rint,Θ = Rint,Θ(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω), ∀(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) ∈ [0, 𝑇 ] ×D × 𝑆, (2.9)

We can express the interior residual Rint,Θ as:

Rint,Θ =
𝑛

𝑐0

𝜕

𝜕𝑡
𝐼Θ + (𝑘𝑒 + Ω · ∇)𝐼Θ +

1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜃

{
𝐼Θ(Ω cos 𝜃 − 𝑘) · ∇𝑛

}
+

1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜑

{
(𝑠1 · ∇𝑛)𝐼Θ

}
− 𝑛2𝑘𝑎 𝐼𝑏Θ(𝑇𝑔) −

𝑘𝑠

4𝜋

𝑁𝑺∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑤𝑺
𝑖 Φ(Ω,Ω

𝑺
𝑖 )𝐼Θ,

(2.10)

In this equation, (Ω𝑺
𝑖
) represent the Gauss-Legendre quadrature points, while 𝑤𝑖 signify the corresponding

quadrature weights of order 𝑺. The residuals for the initial, boundary, and data points are defined as follows:

Rtb = Rtb,Θ = 𝐼Θ − 𝐼0, ∀(𝑠,Ω) ∈ D × 𝑆,
Rsb = Rsb,Θ = 𝐼Θ − 𝐼𝑏 , ∀(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) ∈ 𝛽.

(2.11)

And
R𝒅 = ℒ(𝐼Θ) − 𝑔, ∀(𝑠,Ω) ∈ D′

𝑇 × 𝑆. (2.12)

We aim to find the optimal set of tuning parameters Θ ∈ Θ′ that minimizes the residual specified in the forward
problem equation,

Θ∗ ∈ Θ′ : Θ∗ = arg min
Θ∈Θ′

(
∥Rint,Θ∥2

𝐿2([0,𝑇]×D×𝑆)+∥Rsb,Θ∥2
𝐿2(𝛽)

+∥Rtb,Θ∥2
𝐿2(D×𝑆)

)
. (2.13)

For the inverse problem, we add the term corresponding to the data residual R𝒅 to Eq.(2.13). This results in the
following minimization problem:

Θ∗ ∈ Θ′ : Θ∗ = arg min
Θ∈Θ′

(
∥Rint,Θ∥2

𝐿2(D𝑇×𝑆)+∥Rsb,Θ∥2
𝐿2(𝛽)

+∥R𝒅,Θ∥2
𝐿2(D′

𝑇
×𝑆)

)
. (2.14)

The integrals in Eqs.(2.13) and (2.14) cannot be calculated exactly due to the use of the 𝐿2 norm, necessitating
approximation through an appropriate quadrature method.
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2.7 Loss functions and optimization

We approximate the above integral with the following loss functions for forward and inverse problems, respectively

𝒥1(Θ) =
𝑁𝑠𝑏∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑠𝑏𝑗 |Rsb,Θ(𝑧𝑠𝑏𝑗 )|2+
𝑁𝑡𝑏∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑡𝑏𝑗 |Rtb,Θ(𝑧𝑡𝑏𝑗 )|
2+𝜆

𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑗 |Rint,Θ(𝑧𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑗 )|2, (2.15)

𝒥2(Θ) =
𝑁𝑑∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑑𝑗 |R𝒅,Θ(𝑧𝑑𝑗 )|
2+

𝑁𝑠𝑏∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑠𝑏𝑗 |Rsb,Θ(𝑧𝑠𝑏𝑗 )|2+𝜆
𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑗 |Rint,Θ(𝑧𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑗 )|2, (2.16)

Regularize the minimization problems for the loss function, i.e

Θ∗ = arg min
Θ∈Θ′

(𝒥𝑖(Θ) + 𝜆𝑟𝑒𝑔𝒥𝑟𝑒𝑔(Θ)), (2.17)

Where 𝑖 = 1, 2. In machine learning, it is common to incorporate a regularization term to mitigate overfitting. A
widely used form of the regularization function is 𝒥reg(Θ) = ∥Θ∥𝑞𝑞 , where 𝑞 is typically 1 (for 𝐿1 regularization) or

2 (for 𝐿2 regularization). The parameter 𝜆reg controls the balance between the regularization term and the actual
loss function 𝒥, with 0 ⩽ 𝜆reg ≪ 1. Stochastic gradient descent methods, including ADAM, will be applied due to
their popularity in first-order optimization. Additionally, advanced optimization techniques, including various
forms of the BFGS algorithm, may be employed. Our aim is to identity the optimal solution 𝐼∗ = 𝐼Θ∗ using the
training sets. We begin with an initial value Θ̄ ∈ Θ′ and calculate the network output 𝐼Θ̄, PDE residual, boundary
residual, loss function, and its gradients. Ultimately, the optimal solution is 𝐼∗ = 𝐼Θ∗ , which is determined by the
PINN.

We approximate local minimum in (2.17) as Θ∗. The resulting DNNs 𝐼∗ = 𝐼Θ∗ will solution 𝐼 of (2.1). The
Table1 contains a hyperparameter of numerical experiments. We summarize the PINN algorithms for approximating
RTE in a graded index medium. The algorithms are described in [29], [30], [2], and [31]. Below, Algorithm 2.1 is
presented for forward problems, while Algorithm 2.2 addresses inverse problems:

Table 1: The configurations of hyperparameters and the frequency of retraining utilized in ensemble training for physics-
informed neural networks (PINN).

Examples 𝐾 − 1 𝑑 𝜆 𝜆reg 𝑛Θ

Example 1a,b,c 4, 8 20, 24 0.1, 1, 10 0 4
Example 2a,b,c,d 4, 8 24, 28 0.1, 1, 10 0 10,10,4,4
Example 3a,b,c 4, 8 24, 28 0.1, 1, 10 0 4
Example 4a, b 4, 8 20, 24 0.1, 1, 10 0 4
Example 5a,b,c 4, 8 20, 24 0.1, 1, 10 0 4
Example 6a, b 4, 8 20, 24 0.1, 1, 10 0 4,5

Algorithm 2.1. Algorithm for developing a PINN to estimate radiative intensity in forward problems.

Inputs: Underlying domain, data, and coefficients for the RTE with graded index Eq.(2.1); quadrature points and
weights for the underlying quadrature rules; non-convex gradient-based optimization algorithms.

Aim: To approximate the solution of the model, using a PINN 𝐼∗ = 𝐼Θ∗ .

Step 1: Select the training sets as outlined in section 2.4.

Step 2: Initialize with a weight vector Θ̄ ∈ Θ′ and calculate: neural network 𝐼Θ̄ Eq.(2.6),PDE residual Eq.(2.10),
boundary residuals Eq.(2.11), loss function Eq.(2.15), Eq.(2.17), and gradients for optimization algorithm
initiation.

Step 3: Execute the optimization algorithm until reaching an approximate local minimum Θ∗ of Eq.(2.17). The
resulting function 𝐼∗ = 𝐼Θ∗ is the desired PINN for approximating the radiative transfer equation solution 𝐼.

2.8 Estimation on generalization error

Let the spatial domain be D = [0, 1]𝑑 , where 𝑑 denote the spatial dimension. This section focuses on obtaining an
accurate estimation of the generalization error or so-called total error for the trained neural network, 𝐼∗ = 𝐼Θ∗ .
This result arises from the application of the PINNs algorithms 2.1 and 2.2. The error can be expressed as follows:
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E𝐺 = E𝐺(𝜃
∗) = ©­«

∫
𝑫

|𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) − 𝐼∗(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)|2𝑑𝑋ª®¬
1
2

(2.18)

Where 𝑑𝑋 = 𝑑𝑡 𝑑𝑠 𝑑Ω denotes the volume measure on 𝑫. This approach outlined in [29], [2], [30], and [31]. This
section provides an estimation of the generalization error, as defined in equation (2.18), based on the training error.

E𝑁sb

𝑇
=

(
𝑁𝑠𝑏∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑠𝑏𝑗

���Rsb,Θ∗(𝑧𝑠𝑏𝑗 )
���2) 1

2

,E𝑁tb

𝑇
=

(
𝑁𝑡𝑏∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑡𝑏𝑗

���Rtb,Θ∗(𝑧𝑡𝑏𝑗 )
���2) 1

2

,

E𝑁int

𝑇
=

(
𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑗

���Rint,Θ∗(𝑧𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑗 )
���2) 1

2

,E𝑁𝒅
𝑇

=

(
𝑁𝒅∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝒅
𝑗

���R𝒅,Θ∗(𝑧𝒅𝑗 )
���2) 1

2

.

(2.19)

The generalized error is similar to the form presented in [29] and is expressed as:

(E𝐺)
2 ⩽ 𝑉

(
(E𝑡𝑏𝑇 )2 + 𝑣(E𝑠𝑏𝑇 )2 + 𝑐(E𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑇 )2

)
+𝑉𝑉2

(
(log(𝑁𝑡𝑏))

2𝑑

𝑁𝑡𝑏
+ 𝑐

(log(𝑁𝑠𝑏))
2𝑑

𝑁𝑠𝑏
+ 𝑐

(log(𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡 ))
2𝑑+1

𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡
+ 𝑐𝑁−2𝑎

𝑺

)
.

(2.20)

Where 𝑉2, 𝑣, and 𝑉 are constants as defined in Appendix D.1.
Consider Φ is symmetric such that

Φ(Ω,Ω′) = Φ(Ω′,Ω),

And let

Σ𝑔(Ω) =

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω,Ω′)𝑑Ω′

Where 𝑆 ∈ Ω′ and Σ𝑔 is essentially bounded i.e Σ𝑔 ∈ 𝐿∞(𝑆).

Algorithm 2.2. Algorithm for developing a PINN to estimate radiative intensity in inverse problems.

Inputs: Underlying domain, data, and coefficients for the RTE with graded index Eq.(2.1); appropriate quadrature
points and weights for the underlying quadrature rules; and non-convex gradient-based optimization algorithms.

Aim: To approximate the solution 𝐼of Eq.(2.1) for inverse problems, using a PINN 𝐼∗ = 𝐼Θ∗ .

Step 1: Select the training sets outline in Section 2.4.

Step 2: Initialize with a weight vector Θ̄ ∈ Θ′ and calculate: neural network 𝐼Θ̄ Eq.(2.6),PDE residual Eq.(2.10), data
residuals Eq.(2.12), loss function Eq. (2.16), Eq.(2.17) and gradients for optimization algorithm initiation.

Step 3: Execute the optimization algorithm until reaching an approximate local minimum Θ∗ of Eq.(2.17). The
resulting function 𝐼∗ = 𝐼Θ∗ is the desired PINN for approximating the radiative transfer equation solution 𝐼.

2.9 Steady case

If 𝑐0 → ∞, Eq.(2.1) becomes

(𝑘𝑒 + Ω.∇)𝐼 + 1

𝑛 sin 𝜃
.𝐼𝜃 +

1

𝑛 sin 𝜃
.𝐼𝜑 = 𝒮, (2.21)

B.C.

𝛽𝑜 =
{
(𝑠,Ω) ∈ 𝜕D × 𝑆 : Ω.𝒏𝝎 < 0

}
, (2.22)

We can write 𝐼(𝑠,Ω) = 𝐼𝑏(𝑠,Ω, 𝜉) for some B.C., we can wrote 𝐼𝑏 : 𝛽𝑜 → R. Let D = [0, 1]𝑑 , where d denotes spatial
dimension. This section aims to derive a precise generalization error estimate for the trained neural network
𝐼∗ = 𝐼Θ∗ . This network is the result of the PINNs algorithms described in algorithms 2.1 and 2.2.

E𝐺𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑦
= E𝐺(𝜃

∗) = ©­«
∫

D×𝑆

|𝐼(𝑠,Ω) − 𝐼∗(𝑠,Ω)|2𝑑𝑋ª®¬
1
2

, (2.23)
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Where 𝑑𝑋 = 𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω,

E𝑁sb

𝑇
=

(
𝑁𝑠𝑏∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑠𝑏𝑗

���Rsb,Θ∗(𝑧𝑠𝑏𝑗 )
���2) 1

2

,E𝑁int

𝑇
=

(
𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑗

���Rint,Θ∗(𝑧𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑗 )
���2) 1

2

,

E𝑁𝒅
𝑇

=

(
𝑁𝒅∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝒅
𝑗

���R𝒅,Θ∗(𝑧𝒅𝑗 )
���2) 1

2

.

(2.24)

The generalized error is similar to the form presented in [29] and is expressed as:

(E𝐺𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑦 𝑓
)2 ⩽ 𝑉

(
𝜈(E𝑠𝑏𝑇 )2 + 𝜈(E𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑇 )2

)
+𝑉

(
(log(𝑁𝑠𝑏))

2𝑑

𝑁𝑠𝑏
+ 𝜈

(log(𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡 ))
2𝑑

𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡
+ 𝜈𝑁−2𝑎

𝑺

)
, (2.25)

Where 𝑣 and 𝑉 are constants as defined in Appendix D.2.
The generalization error bound expresses that the approximation error for the underlying problems using a trained
PINN will remain small if certain conditions are satisfied:

Remark 2.3. The PINN should be effectively trained, as evidenced by a sufficiently small training error. Although
the training error cannot be controlled a priori, it can be computed a posteriori. Sufficient training (collocation)
points are required to ensure accurate learning. The quadrature error, which depends on the number of collocation
points 𝑁 and the quadrature constants, can be reduced by selecting a large enough 𝑁. This finding underscores
that the generalization error estimate sets an upper bound on the total error, encompassing both training errors
(from equations 2.19 and 2.24) and the number of training data points 𝑁int, 𝑁sb, 𝑁tb, as well as the quadrature
points 𝑁𝑆 utilized to approximate the scattering integral (from equation 2.1). Although no a priori estimate is
available for the training errors, they can be computed after complete training. Therefore, the theorems suggest
that the model will provide less relative error if the involved constants remain finite and the PINN is trained
adequately. This theory aligns with general machine learning theory, where a well-trained and regularized PINN
𝐼∗ ensures stability and bounded generalization error. Here 𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡 > 128, and 𝑁𝑠𝑏,𝑡𝑏 > 64. ■

Remark 2.4. We address the following inverse problem: suppose that the boundary conditions in equations (2.1)
and (2.21), which may also include initial conditions, are unknown. This problem is linked to the PDE being an
ill-posed problem. However, we assume noiseless measurements of the underlying solution 𝐼 are available within a
subdomain D′ ⊂ D. In most cases, PINNs achieve minimal errors with less than one minute of training time. Due
to their simplicity and efficiency, PINNs provide an attractive alternative to current data assimilation methods,
particularly in high-dimensional problems. ■

The error estimate primarily relates the overall generalization error to the training error. It uses the stability
of the PDE to establish an upper bound based on the PDE residual, which is influenced by both training and
quadrature errors. As long as the training errors remain independent of the underlying dimensionality, the
above estimate implies that the PINNs described in Algorithms 2.1 and 2.2 will not be impacted by the curse of
dimensionality.

3 Numerical experiments

The PINN algorithms 2.1 and 2.2 were implemented using the PyTorch framework [33]. All numerical experiments
were performed on an Apple MacBook with an M3 chip and 24 GB of RAM. Several key hyperparameters are
essential to the PINNs framework, including the quantity of hidden layers 𝐾 − 1, layer width, selected activation
function 𝜎, parameter 𝜆 in the loss function, regularization parameter 𝜆reg in the cumulative loss, and the
specific gradient descent optimization algorithm. For the activation function 𝜎, we select the hyperbolic tangent
(tanh), which ensures the smoothness properties required by theoretical guarantees for the neural networks are
obtained. We employ the second-order LBFGS optimizer to improve convergence. For fine-tuning the remaining
hyperparameters, we adopt the ensemble training method described in [2], [29], [30] and [31]. This method involves
evaluating different values for the number of hidden layers, layer depth, parameter 𝜆, and regularization term
𝜆reg, as illustrated in Table 1. Each hyperparameter set is used to retrain the model 𝑛𝜃 times in parallel with
different random weight initializations. The configuration yielding the lowest training loss is then selected as the
best model.
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3.1 Forward problem: data driven

3.1.1 Radiation distribution of 1D infinite wall with Gaussian source

This model is based on a non-scattering medium situated between 1D infinite parallel black walls. The model
contains Gaussian source term. We assume a constant extinction coefficient for the medium. The following
radiative transfer equation describes this problem [24]:

𝜇
𝑑𝐼

𝑑𝑥
+ 𝑘𝑒 𝐼 = exp

(
−(𝑥 − 𝑐)2/𝛼2

)
, 𝑥, 𝑐 ∈ [0, 1] (3.1)

The boundary conditions are:

𝐼(0, 𝜇) = 𝑘−1𝑒 exp
(
−𝑐2/𝛼2

)
, 𝜇 > 0 (3.2a)

𝐼(1, 𝜇) = 𝑘−1𝑒 exp
(
−(1 − 𝑐)2/𝛼2

)
, 𝜇 < 0 (3.2b)

The analytical solution (for 𝜇 > 0) is provided as:

𝐼(𝑥, 𝜇) = 𝐼(0, 𝜇) exp

(
− 𝑘𝑒𝑥
𝜇

)
− 𝛼

√
𝜋

2𝜇
exp

{
− 𝑘𝑒
𝜇

[
𝑥 −

(
𝛼2𝑘𝑒

4𝜇
+ 𝑐

)]}
×

[
erf

(
− 𝑘𝑒𝛼

2𝜇
+
𝑐 − 𝑥
𝛼

)
− erf

(
− 𝑘𝑒𝛼

2𝜇
+
𝑐

𝛼

)]
.

(3.3)

In this scenario, 𝛼 = 0.02, 𝑐 = 0.5, and 𝜇 = 0.5. We compare the radiation intensity distributions calculated for
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Figure 5: Source term of Eq.3.1.

the direction 𝜇 = 0.5 across media with varying extinction coefficients: 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1, 𝑘𝑒 = 1, and 𝑘𝑒 = 10𝑚−1. Figure
5 represents the source term of the model. The predicted and exact solutions of the RTE for 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1, 𝑘𝑒 = 1, and
𝑘𝑒 = 10𝑚−1 are presented in Figures 6, 7, and 8, respectively.
The PINN solution is consistent and closely aligned with the exact solutions for all three scenarios. Table 2
demonstrates that the errors remain minimal, further highlighting the PINN’s capability to approximate the
PDE with low computational cost accurately. The authors simulated the model’s relative error for parameters
𝜇 = 0.5, 𝛼 = 0.02, and 𝑐 = 0.5. For the meshfree method by Zhao et al. [50], the relative error at 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1, 1, and
10𝑚−1, with meshes ranging from 10 to 400, decreases from 21.77 to 1.95 × 10−3, 6.35 to 0.36 × 10−2, and 2.29 to
0.49 × 10−2, respectively. For the DFEM [14], the relative error at 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1, 1, and 10𝑚−1, with meshes ranging
from 10 to 400, reduces from 1.95 to 3.49 × 10−4, 2.05 to 5.09 × 10−4, and 1.74 to 0.15 × 10−2, respectively. For the
generalized lattice Boltzmann method, with meshes between 20 and 200, the relative error at 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1, 1, and
10𝑚−1 decreases from 1.6 × 10−2 to 8.9 × 10−5, 7.4 × 10−2 to 5.3 × 10−4, and 1.86 to 0.32 × 10−4, respectively. In
contrast, the PINN method achieves a relative 𝐿2 error of 6.4 × 10−4 at 𝑘𝑒 = 10𝑚−1.
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Figure 6: Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source at an extinction coefficients 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1𝑚−1.
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Figure 7: Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source at an extinction coefficients 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1.
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Figure 8: Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source at an extinction coefficients 𝑘𝑒 = 10𝑚−1.

Case 𝑁int 𝑁sb 𝐾 − 1 𝑑 𝜆 E𝑇 ∥𝐼 − 𝐼∗∥𝐿2 Training Time (sec.)

1 8192 4096 4 20 0.1 0.0001 4.24e-05 23
2 8192 4096 4 20 1 0.0002 3.77e-05 16
3 8192 4096 4 20 0.1 0.0008 4.09e-05 30

Table 2: Results for the 1D infinite wall with a Gaussian source term.

3.1.2 Infinite wall with discontinuous source term

In this section, we have presented a new model for the radiation transfer equation in graded-index media. Several
types of deficiencies arise with traditional methods like the LSFEM and generalized GFEM, as noted in [49]. This
model investigates heat transfer through radiation in an infinite slab with discontinuous source term. For this
scenario, the exact analytical solution is provided as

𝐼(𝑥, 𝜇) = 1(𝑥−0.5𝐿) exp
(
−𝑘𝑒(𝑥 − 0.5𝐿)

)
+ 1(0.5𝐿−𝑥). (3.4)

In this equation, the constant parameter 𝑘𝑒 indicates the strength of extinction, while 𝐿 represents the thickness
of the slab. The unit step function is denoted by 1[.]. The medium is homogeneous, and the walls are considered
black. The source term can easily be derived from an exact solution.

The radiation intensity distributions solved for the direction 𝜇 = 1 and 𝐿 = 10 are compared across media with
varying extinction coefficients: 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1𝑚−1, 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1, 𝑘𝑒 = 2𝑚−1, and 𝑘𝑒 = 10𝑚−1. The boundary conditions
of walls are unity. The predicted and exact solutions of the RTE are illustrated in Figures 9, 10, 11, and 12
for 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1𝑚−1, 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1, 𝑘𝑒 = 2𝑚−1, and 𝑘𝑒 = 10𝑚−1, respectively. The results obtained from the PINN
demonstrate stability and agreement with the exact solutions across all four scenarios. Table 3 shows that errors
remain low at both boundaries, demonstrating the PINN’s capability to approximate the PDE with minimal
computational effort accurately.

Case 𝑁int 𝑁sb 𝐾 − 1 𝑑 𝜆 E𝑇 ∥𝐼 − 𝐼∗∥𝐿2 Training Time (sec.)

1 8192 4096 8 24 0.1 0.0005 0.00010 22
2 8192 4096 8 24 0.1 0.0012 0.0004 18
3 8192 4096 8 24 0.1 0.0020 0.0005 19
4 8192 4096 8 24 1 0.009 0.0009 26

Table 3: Results for the radiation transport equation with an infinite wall with discontinuous source.
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Figure 9: Radiation intensity distributions for an infinite wall with a discontinuous source, comparing results from the exact
solution and the PINN method at 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1𝑚−1.
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Figure 10: Radiation intensity distributions for an infinite wall with a discontinuous source, comparing results from the
exact solution and the PINN method at an extinction coefficient of 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1.
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Figure 11: Radiation intensity distributions for an infinite wall with a discontinuous source, comparing results from the
exact solution and the PINN method at an extinction coefficient of 𝑘𝑒 = 2𝑚−1.
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Figure 12: Radiation intensity distributions for an infinite wall with a discontinuous source, comparing results from the
exact solution and the PINN method at an extinction coefficient of 𝑘𝑒 = 10𝑚−1.
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3.1.3 Square enclosure radiative distribution with discontinuous source along the diagonal

This section presents a new model for the radiation transfer equation in a square enclosure. A 2D RTE problem is
analyzed in this scenario. Figure 13 shows the layout of the square medium. An exact solution exists for this
configuration is

𝐼(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝜇) = 1(𝑥+𝑦−𝐿) exp
[
−𝑘𝑒

𝑥 + 𝑦 − 𝐿
√
2

]
+ 1(𝐿−𝑥−𝑦), 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ [0, 𝐿]2 (3.5)

In this equation, 𝑘𝑒 denotes the extinction strength, 1[.] represents the unit step function. Let the direction Ω be[
1√
2
, 1√

2

]
for an enclosure with a side length of 𝐿 = 1. The left and bottom walls have boundary conditions with an

intensity of one. The source term can easily be derived from an exact solution. Figures 14, 15, and 16 present the
predicted and exact solutions of the RTE for 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1, 𝑘𝑒 = 5𝑚−1, and 𝑘𝑒 = 10𝑚−1, respectively. As illustrated
in Table 4, the errors remain negligible at both boundaries, further showcasing the PINN’s ability to accurately
model the PDE while maintaining low computational expenses. We also present 3D plots in Figures 17, 18, and
19, which display the exact and predicted solutions of the RTE for 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1, 𝑘𝑒 = 5𝑚−1, and 𝑘𝑒 = 10𝑚−1,
respectively.

Case 𝑁int 𝑁sb 𝐾 − 1 𝑑 𝜆 E𝑇 ∥𝐼 − 𝐼∗∥𝐿2 Training Time (sec.)

1 8192 4096 8 28 1 0.007 0.00056 18
2 8192 4096 8 28 1 0.0098 0.00048 19
3 8192 4096 8 28 1 0.020 0.00059 20

Table 4: Results for square medium radiative transfer along the diagonal.

Figure 13: Schematic of the square solution domain.

3.1.4 2D radiation distribution with Gaussian source term

This model is based on an exponential square enclosure. This test represents the 2D form of Eq. (3.1). The
radiation transport equation can be modeled as

𝜇
𝑑𝐼

𝑑𝑥
+ 𝜂

𝑑𝐼

𝑑𝑦
+ 𝑘𝑒 𝐼 = exp

©­­«−
(
𝑥+𝑦√

2
− 𝑐

)2
𝛼2

ª®®¬ , 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ [0, 1] (3.6)
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Figure 14: Radiation distribution along the diagonal at extinction coefficients 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1.
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Figure 15: Radiation distribution along the diagonal at extinction coefficients 𝑘𝑒 = 5𝑚−1.
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Figure 16: Radiation distribution along the diagonal at extinction coefficients 𝑘𝑒 = 10𝑚−1.
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Figure 17: 3D plot for radiation distribution along the diagonal at extinction coefficients 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1.
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Figure 18: 3D plot for radiation distribution along the diagonal at extinction coefficients 𝑘𝑒 = 5𝑚−1.
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Figure 19: 3D plot for radiation distribution along the diagonal at extinction coefficients 𝑘𝑒 = 10𝑚−1.
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Let the incident direction be defined as 𝜇 =
√
2
2 , 𝜂 =

√
2
2 and 𝑐 =

√
2
2 . The analytical solution [50] is

𝐼(𝑥, 𝑦) =
𝛼
√
𝜋

2
exp

{
−𝑘𝑒

[
|𝑥 + 𝑦 |−|𝑥 − 𝑦 |

√
2

− 1 − |𝑥 − 𝑦 |
√
2

− 𝛼2𝑘𝑒

4

]}
×

erf
(
𝛼𝑘𝑒

2
+

1 − |𝑥 − 𝑦 |
√
2𝛼

)
− erf

©­­«
𝛼𝑘𝑒

2
+

|𝑥+𝑦 |− |𝑥−𝑦 |√
2

− 1−|𝑥−𝑦 |√
2

𝛼

ª®®¬


(3.7)

Fig. 20 illustrates the source term in Eq.(3.6). Figs. 21, and 22 depict both the exact and predicted solutions of
the RTE for 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1𝑚−1 and 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1 respectively. The errors, as presented in Table 5, are minimal, further
highlighting the ability of the PINN with minimal computational effort accurately. At 𝑘𝑒 = 1m−1, the relative
average error of the meshfree method [50] is 0.7. The relative error of the MRT lattice Boltzmann method [15] at
𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1 is 2.5%. [46] simulated the same model using the lattice Boltzmann method and compared the results
with the GFEM. Both [46] and [50] showed that for small values of 𝑘𝑒, the GFEM and the meshfree method,
respectively, performed poorly.
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Figure 20: Source term at 𝑥 is not equal to 𝑦.

Case 𝑁int 𝑁sb 𝐾 − 1 𝑑 𝜆 E𝑇 ∥𝐼 − 𝐼∗∥𝐿2 Training Time (sec)

1 8192 4096 4 20 0.1 0.0008 0.04 31
2 8192 4096 4 20 0.1 0.0009 0.05 27

Table 5: Results for 2D Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source(forword).
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Figure 21: 2D Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source, solved by PINN and exact at 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1𝑚−1.
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Figure 22: 2D Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source, solved by PINN and exact at 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1.
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3.1.5 Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source field along diagonal

The numerical experiment discussed in Section (3.1.4) is conducted under the condition 𝑥 = 𝑦 with black and cold
boundary conditions. A PINN determines the radiation distribution along the square enclosure’s diagonal (𝑦 = 𝑥).
Figure 23 represents the source term. Figures 24, 25, and 26 illustrate exact and predicted solutions of the RTE
for 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1𝑚−1, 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1, and 𝑘𝑒 = 2𝑚−1, respectively. As shown in Table 6, the errors are minimal at both
boundaries, further demonstrating the PINN’s capability to approximate the PDE with low computational cost
accurately.
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Figure 23: Source term at 𝑥 = 𝑦.
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Figure 24: Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source, solved by PINN and exact at 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1𝑚−1 for 𝑥 = 𝑦.
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Figure 25: Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source, solved by PINN and exact at 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1 for 𝑥 = 𝑦.
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Figure 26: Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source, solved by PINN and exact at 𝑘𝑒 = 2𝑚−1 for 𝑥 = 𝑦.
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Case 𝑁int 𝑁sb 𝐾 − 1 𝑑 𝜆 E𝑇 ∥𝐼 − 𝐼∗∥𝐿2 Training Time (sec.)

1 8192 4096 4 20 0.1 0.00029 0.0002 9
2 8192 4096 4 20 0.1 0.0008 0.0012 10
3 8192 4096 4 20 0.1 0.0002 0.003 17

Table 6: Results of the radiation transport equation for Gaussian-shaped emissive field along the diagonal.

3.2 Inverse problems

3.2.1 2D radiation distribution with Gaussian source term

The numerical experiment of section (3.1.4) is performed as an inverse problem using Algorithm 2.2. In this
experiment, we excluded the boundary conditions. Figs.27 and 28 show the exact and predicted solutions of the
RTE for 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1𝑚−1 and 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1, respectively. The errors, shown in Table 7, are minimal for different 𝑘𝑒
values, demonstrating that the PINN is with high accuracy and at a meager computational cost. At 𝑘𝑒 = 1m−1,
the relative average error of the mass-free method [50] is 0.7. At 𝑘𝑒 = 1m−1, the relative average error of the
mass-free method(MSORTE form) [50] is 0.04. At 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1, the relative error of the MRT lattice Boltzmann
algorithm, as simulated by Feng et al. [15], is 2.5%. The PINN method demonstrates a relative error of 0.3% at
𝑘𝑒 = 1, notably lower than that of other methods.
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Figure 27: 2D Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source, solved by inverse PINN and exact at 𝑘𝑒 = 0.1𝑚−1.

Case 𝑁int 𝑁d 𝐾 − 1 𝑑 𝜆 E𝑇 ∥𝐼 − 𝐼∗∥𝐿2 Training Time (sec.)

1 16384 8192 4 20 0.1 0.003 0.0008 36
2 16384 8192 4 20 0.1 0.003 0.0005 76

Table 7: Results for the 2D Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source(inverse).

4 Conclusion

Solving the RTE with graded index (2.1) presents a formidable challenge due to their inherent high-dimensional
nature, especially when considering the most general scenario with high dimensions. Furthermore, incorporating
diverse physical phenomena such as emission, absorption, and scattering, alongside the variability in optical
parameters across the medium, adds complexity to devising efficient numerical algorithms. As highlighted earlier,
existing methodologies often grapple with the curse of dimensionality, necessitating substantial computational
resources to attain the desired level of precision. In our study, we propose an innovative solution to this challenge.
Our approach, outlined in Algorithms 2.1 and 2.2, harnesses PINNs and sophisticated neural network architectures
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Figure 28: 2D Radiation distribution with a Gaussian source, solved by inverse PINN and exact at 𝑘𝑒 = 1𝑚−1.

tailored specifically for approximating the radiative intensity outlined in the equation. Through iterative training
using gradient descent, our network endeavors to minimize comprehensive loss function (2.15) and (2.16), respec-
tively. This loss function encapsulates the residual error from integrating the neural network representation into
the RTE (2.1). The residual errors are strategically positioned at training points, aligning with quadrature points
based on a predefined quadrature rule. To alleviate the computational burden associated with high dimension-
ality, we employ Sobol low-discrepancy sequences as training points, optimizing efficiency while preserving accuracy.

Traditional numerical methods often encounter limitations when solving first-order equations, particularly in
singular boundary conditions. To address these challenges, these methods typically convert the equations into
second-order form to eliminate singularities at the boundaries before initiating the simulation. However, this
reformulation can introduce inaccuracies, especially in scenarios with steep gradients or discontinuities. In their
original first-order form, traditional methods are prone to numerical instabilities, often resulting in oscillations
or wiggles in the solution. PINNs provide a robust alternative to overcome these challenges. PINNs embed the
governing physics into the loss function by directly solving the first-order equations without requiring reformulation.
This approach allows them to naturally handle boundary conditions and produce smooth, stable solutions, even in
cases where traditional methods fail. Therefore, we posit that PINN algorithms 2.1 and 2.2 serve as a versatile,
straightforward-to-implement, swift, and precise simulator for RTE phenomena. We demonstrate that this
algorithm excels in speed and accuracy through numerical experiments. In essence, we contribute novel machine
learning methodologies that offer a swift, user-friendly, and precise means of simulating various facets of radiation
heat transfer in graded index phenomena. Our results showed that this approach worked well to reduce numerical
errors, as there were no strange bumps in the results.
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Appendix

An estimate of the generalization error for equation (2.1) is provided for the forward in Appendix D.1. An estimate
of the generalization error for steady state equation (2.21) is provided for forward problems in Appendix D.2.
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Appendix D.1. Assume 𝐼 ∈ 𝐿2(𝑫) is the unique weak solution to the RTE in graded-index media, where the
coefficients 0 ⩽ 𝑘𝑒, 𝑘𝑠 ∈ 𝐿∞(D), and phase function Φ(Ω,Ω′) ∈ 𝐶 𝑝(𝑆 × 𝑆) for some 𝑝 > 0. Let 𝐼∗ = 𝐼Θ ∈ 𝐶 𝑝(𝑫)
be the solution generated by Algorithm 2.1 (forward PINN applied to the equation). Assume the condition
max

{
𝐻𝐾𝑉 (𝐼

∗), 𝐻𝐾𝑉 (R𝑖𝑛𝑡 ,Θ∗)
}
< ∞, where 𝐻𝐾𝑉 represents the Hardy-Krause variation. Further, assume that

Sobol points are used as training points 𝜁𝑖𝑛𝑡 , 𝜁𝑠𝑏 , 𝜁𝑡𝑏, and a Gauss-quadrature rule of order 𝑎 = 𝑎(𝑝) is applied
to approximate the scattering term in residual. Additionally, we assume that a refractive index 𝑛 = 𝑓 (𝑠) ∈ D are
arbitrarily chosen in a manner consistent with the general model structure of the radiative transport equation.
Under these assumptions:

𝑛2𝑘𝑎 𝐼𝑏(𝑇𝑔) ⩽ 𝑛
2𝑘𝑎𝑀𝐼 + 𝑓 (𝑠),

(Ω · ∇)𝐼 + 1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜑

(
(𝑠1 · ∇𝑛)𝐼

)
+

1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜃

(
𝐼(Ω cos 𝜃 − 𝑘) · ∇𝑛

)
⩽ 𝑛𝑀𝐼 + (Ω · ∇𝑠)𝐼, 𝑀 > 0.

The estimation of the generalized error for the forward problem is

(E𝐺)
2 ⩽ 𝑉

(
(E𝑡𝑏𝑇 )2 + 𝜈(E𝑠𝑏𝑇 )2 + 𝜈(E𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑇 )2

)
+𝑉𝑉2

(
(log(𝑁𝑡𝑏))

2𝑑

𝑁𝑡𝑏
+ 𝜈

(log(𝑁𝑠𝑏))
2𝑑

𝑁𝑠𝑏
+ 𝜈

(log(𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡 ))
2𝑑+1

𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡
+ 𝜈𝑁−2𝑎

𝑺

)
,

(4.1 )

where:
𝑉 = (∥𝑫∥, ∥Φ∥𝐶𝑝 , ∥𝐼 ∥),

𝑉 =
(
𝑇 + 𝜈𝑉1𝑇

2 exp(𝜈𝑉1𝑇)
)
,

𝑉1 =
2𝜈(∥𝑘𝑠 ∥𝐿∞+∥Σ𝑔 ∥𝐿∞)

4𝜋
,

𝑉2 = max
{
𝐻𝐾𝑉 (R

∗
𝑡𝑏
)2, 𝐻𝐾𝑉 (R

∗
𝑠𝑏
)2, 𝐻𝐾𝑉 (R

∗
𝑖𝑛𝑡 )

2, 𝑉
}
.

Proof. We are following [29]

(4.2)ℰ(𝐼∗,Φ) =
𝑁𝑺∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑤𝑺
𝑖 Φ(Ω,Ω

𝑺
𝑖 )𝐼

∗(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω𝑺
𝑖 ) −

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω,Ω′)𝐼∗(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω′,

𝐼 = 𝐼∗ − 𝐼,

(4.3)

𝑛

𝑐0

𝜕

𝜕𝑡
𝐼 + (𝑘𝑒 + Ω · ∇)𝐼 + 1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜃

{
𝐼(Ω cos 𝜃 − 𝑘) · ∇𝑛

}
+

1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜑

{
(𝑠1 · ∇𝑛)𝐼

}
= 𝑛2𝑘𝑎 𝐼𝑏(𝑇𝑔) +

𝑘𝑠

4𝜋

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω,Ω′)𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω′ +ℰ(𝐼∗),

We define

𝐼(0, 𝑠,Ω) = R∗
𝑡𝑏
, (𝑠,Ω) ∈ D × 𝑆

𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) = R∗
𝑠𝑏
, (𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) ∈ 𝛽 (A)

Multiplying Eq.(4.3) by 𝐼 on both side,

(4.4)

𝑛

2𝑐0

𝑑𝐼2

𝑑𝑡
= −𝑘𝑒 𝐼2 − (Ω · ∇𝑠)

(
𝐼2

2

)
− 1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜃

{
𝐼(Ω cos 𝜃 − 𝑘) · ∇𝑛

}
𝐼 − 1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜑

{
(𝑠1 · ∇𝑛)𝐼

}
𝐼

+ 𝑛2𝑘𝑎 𝐼𝑏 𝐼(𝑇𝑔) −
𝑘𝑠

4𝜋

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω,Ω′)𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝐼((𝑡, 𝑠,Ω′)𝑑Ω′ +ℰ(𝐼∗,Φ)𝐼 .

We can observe that (Ω · ∇)𝐼 + 1
𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕
𝜕𝜑

{
(𝑠1 · ∇𝑛)𝐼

}
+ 1
𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕
𝜕𝜃

{
𝐼(Ω cos 𝜃 − 𝑘) · ∇𝑛

}
⩽ 𝑀𝐼 + (Ω · ∇𝑠)𝐼,

𝑛2𝑘𝑎 𝐼𝑏(𝑇𝑔) ⩽ 𝑛
2𝑘𝑎𝑛𝑀𝐼 + 𝑓 (𝑠),

And ∫
D×𝑆

| 𝑓 (𝑠)𝐼 |𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω ⩽
∫

D×𝑆

| 𝑓 |2𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω+

∫
D×𝑆

|𝐼 |2𝑑𝑠Ω. (4.5)
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We substitute the values into Eq.(4.4), integrate the result over D × 𝑆, and apply integration by part and Cauchy
sequence and 𝑘𝑒, 𝑘𝑠 > 0, and 𝑡 ∈ (0, 𝑇 ]

(4.6)

𝑛

2𝑐0

𝑑

𝑑𝑡

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω ⩽

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω −
∫

(𝜕D×𝑆)−

(Ω · 𝑘(𝑠)) 𝐼
2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)

2
𝑑𝑘(𝑠)𝑑Ω

+

∫
D×𝑆

𝑘𝑠

4𝜋

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω,Ω′)𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω′)𝑑Ω′𝑑Ω𝑑𝑠

+

∫
D×𝑆

| 𝑓 |2𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω+

∫
D×𝑆

(ℰ(𝐼∗,Φ)(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω))2

2
𝑑Ω𝑑𝑠.

In this case, 𝑑𝑘(𝑠) signifies the surface measure on 𝜕D, and it can defined as

𝛽 = (𝜕D × 𝑆)− =
{
(𝑠,Ω) ∈ 𝜕D × 𝑆 : Ω.𝑘(𝑠) ⩽ 0

}
,

And with 𝑘(𝑠) unit normal at 𝑠 ∈ 𝜕D. Select a 𝑇 ∈ (0, 𝑇 ] and integrate Eq.(4.6) over (0, 𝑇),

(4.7)

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑇, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω ⩽

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(0, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑𝑥𝑑Ω+ 2𝜈

𝑇∫
0

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑𝑡𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω

+ 𝜈

∫
𝛽

|Ω.𝑘 |𝐼2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑𝑡𝑑𝑘(𝑠)𝑑Ω+𝑈 +

∫
D×𝑆

| 𝑓 |2𝑑Ω𝑑𝑠 + 𝜈

∫
𝑫

(ℰ(𝐼∗,Φ))2

2
𝑑𝑋.

Let

(4.8)𝑈 = 2𝜈

𝑇∫
0

∫
D×𝑆

𝑘𝑠

4𝜋

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω,Ω′)𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝐼((𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω𝑑Ω′𝑑𝑠𝑑𝑡.

The value of 𝑈 in Eq.(4.7) can be determined through repeated application of the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality as
follows:

(4.9)

𝑈 ⩽ 2𝜈

𝑇∫
0

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω𝑑Ω′𝑑𝑠𝑑𝑡 =
2𝜈(∥𝑘𝑠 ∥𝐿∞ + ∥Σ𝑔 ∥𝐿∞)

4𝜋

𝑇∫
0

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω𝑑Ω′𝑑𝑠𝑑𝑡

= 𝑉1

𝑇∫
0

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω𝑑Ω′𝑑𝑠𝑑𝑡.

We get after identifying the constant from

(4.10)

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω ⩽

∫
D×𝑆

(R∗
𝑡𝑏
)2𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω+ 𝜈

∫
𝛽

(R∗
𝑠𝑏
)2𝑑𝑡𝑑𝑘(𝑠)𝑑Ω

+ 𝑐∥(R∗
𝑖𝑛𝑡 )∥

2
𝐿2(D𝑇×𝑆)+𝜈

∫
𝑫

(ℰ(𝐼∗,Φ))2𝑑𝑋 + 𝜈𝑉1

𝑇∫
0

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω𝑑Ω′𝑑𝑠𝑑𝑡,

We apply the integral in Gronwall inequality form to Eq.(4.10) to obtain:

(4.11)

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω)𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω ⩽
(
1 + 𝜈𝑉1𝑇

2 exp𝜈𝑉1𝑇
)

×
©­­«

∫
D×𝑆

(R∗
𝑡𝑏
)2𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω+ 𝜈

∫
𝛽

(𝑅∗
𝑠𝑏
)2𝑑𝑡𝑑𝑘(𝑠)𝑑Ω

ª®®¬
+

(
1 + 𝜈𝑉1𝑇

2 exp𝜈𝑉1𝑇
)

×
(
𝑣∥(R∗

𝑖𝑛𝑡 )∥
2
𝐿2(D𝑇×𝑆)+(ℰ(𝐼∗,Φ))2𝑑𝑋

)
,
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Integrating Eq.(4.11) over (0, 𝑇)

(4.12)
(E𝐺)

2 =

∫
𝑫

𝐼2(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) 𝑑𝑠 𝑑Ω ⩽
(
𝑇 + 𝜈𝑉1𝑇

2 exp𝜈𝑉1𝑇
) ©­­«

∫
D×𝑆

(R∗
𝑡𝑏
)2 𝑑𝑠 𝑑Ω+ 𝜈

∫
𝛽

(R∗
𝑠𝑏
)2 𝑑𝑡 𝑑𝑘(𝑠) 𝑑Ω

ª®®¬
+

(
𝑇 + 𝜈𝑉1𝑇

2 exp𝜈𝑉1𝑇
) (
𝑣∥R∗

𝑖𝑛𝑡 ∥
2
𝐿2(D𝑇×𝑆)+ℰ(𝐼∗,Φ)2 𝑑𝑋

)
.

The points used for training in 𝜁 are Sobol quadrature points, therefore the training error 𝐸𝑇 represents the quasi-
Monte Carlo quadrature of the integral Eq.(4.12). Consequently, this aligns with the Koksma-Hlawaka inequality [6],

(4.13)

∫
D×𝑆

(R∗
𝑡𝑏
)2𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω ⩽ (E𝑡𝑏𝑇 )2 + 𝐻𝐾𝑉 (R

∗
𝑡𝑏
)2))

(log(𝑁𝑡𝑏))
2𝑑

𝑁𝑡𝑏
,

Similarly

(4.14)

∫
𝛽

(R∗
𝑠𝑏
)2 𝑑𝑡 𝑑𝑘(𝑠) 𝑑Ω ⩽ (E𝑠𝑏𝑇 )2 + 𝐻𝐾𝑉 ((R

∗
𝑠𝑏
)2)

(log(𝑁𝑠𝑏))
2𝑑

𝑁𝑠𝑏
,

(4.15)𝑐∥(R∗
𝑖𝑛𝑡 )∥

2
𝐿2(D𝑇×𝑆) ⩽ (E𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑇 )2 + 𝐻𝐾𝑉 (R

∗
𝑖𝑛𝑡 )

2)
(log(𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡 ))

2𝑑+1

𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡
,

In this context, (Ω𝑺) for 1 ⩽ 𝑖 ⩽ 𝑁𝑺 represent points and weights of the Gauss quadrature rule 𝑎 = 𝑎(𝑝) as

(4.16)

∫
𝑫

(ℰ(𝐼∗,Φ))2𝑑𝑋 ⩽ 𝑉𝑁−2𝑎
𝑺

where 𝑉 = (∥𝑫∥, ∥Φ∥𝐶𝑝 , ∥𝐼 ∥).
□

Appendix D.2. Let 𝐼 ∈ 𝐿2(D×𝑆). Consider that 𝐼 is a unique weak solution of the RTE Eq.(2.21) with coefficients
𝑘𝑒, 𝑘𝑠 ∈ 𝐿∞(D), where 0 ⩽ 𝑘𝑒, 𝑘𝑠, and the bounds min(𝑘𝑒),max(𝑘𝑒) and min(𝑘𝑠),max(𝑘𝑠) correspond to the lower
and upper limits of these coefficients. The phase function Φ(Ω,Ω′) is assumed to lie in the space 𝐶 𝑝(𝑆× 𝑆) for some
𝑝 > 0. Let 𝐼∗ = 𝐼Θ ∈ 𝐶 𝑝(D × 𝑆) represent the output of Algorithm 2.1, which addresses the forward problem for the
RTE with a graded index medium. Suppose that both the Hardy-Krause variation 𝑉𝐻𝐾 (𝐼

∗) and 𝑉𝐻𝐾 (R𝑖𝑛𝑡 ,Θ∗) are
finite, and that Sobol points 𝜁𝑖𝑛𝑡 , 𝜁𝑠𝑏 are used as training points as previously defined. Furthermore, assume that a
Gauss-quadrature rule of order 𝑎 = 𝑎(𝑝) is applied to approximate the scattering term in residual. Now, assume
𝑀 > 0, refractive index 𝑛 = 𝑓 (𝑠) ∈ 𝐷 and that the following inequalities hold:

𝑛2𝑘𝑎 𝐼𝑏(𝑇𝑔) ⩽ 𝑛
2𝑘𝑎𝑀𝐼 + 𝑓 (𝑠),

and

(Ω · ∇)𝐼 + 1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜑

(
(𝑠1 · ∇𝑛)𝐼

)
+

1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜃

(
𝐼(Ω cos 𝜃 − 𝑘) · ∇𝑛

)
⩽ 𝑛𝑀𝐼 + (Ω · ∇𝑠)𝐼, 𝑀 > 0.

Under the assumption 𝑙 > 0:(
min(𝑘𝑒) + min(𝑀) −min(𝑘𝑠) − 1

)
−
2𝜈(max(𝑘𝑠) + ∥Σ𝑔 ∥𝐿∞)

4𝜋
> 𝑙, (4.17)

In the above inequalities for 𝑀 > 0, the generalization error for forward problems is estimated by:

(E𝐺𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑦 𝑓
)2 ⩽ 𝑉

(
𝜈(E𝑠𝑏𝑇 )2 + 𝜈(E𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑇 )2

)
+𝑉

(
(log(𝑁𝑠𝑏))

2𝑑

𝑁𝑠𝑏
+ 𝜈

(log(𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡 ))
2𝑑

𝑁𝑖𝑛𝑡
+ 𝜈𝑁−2𝑎

𝑺

)
, (4.18)

Where 𝑉 = (∥𝑫∥, ∥Φ∥𝐶𝑝 , ∥𝐼 ∥), 𝐶 𝜀 is a constant dependent on 𝑙 And

𝑉 = max

(
2

𝑙
,
2

𝑙
𝑉𝐻𝐾

(
𝑅∗
𝑠𝑏

)2
,
2𝐶 𝜀

𝑙

(
𝑅∗𝑖𝑛𝑡

)2
,
2𝐶 𝜀

𝑙
𝑉𝑁−2𝑎

𝑺

)
.
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Proof. We are following [29]

(4.19)ℰ𝑆 𝑓
(𝐼∗,Φ) =

𝑁𝑺∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑤𝑺
𝑖 Φ(Ω,Ω

𝑺
𝑖 )𝐼

∗(𝑠,Ω𝑺
𝑖 ) −

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω,Ω′)𝐼∗(𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω′,

𝐼 = 𝐼∗ − 𝐼,

(4.20)

(𝑘𝑒 + Ω · ∇)𝐼 + 1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜃

{
𝐼(Ω cos 𝜃 − 𝑘) · ∇𝑛

}
+

1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜑

{
(𝑠1 · ∇𝑛)𝐼

}
= 𝑛2𝑘𝑎 𝐼𝑏(𝑇𝑔) +

𝑘𝑠

4𝜋

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω,Ω′)𝐼(𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω′ +ℰ𝑆 𝑓
(𝐼∗,Φ),

𝐼(𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) = R∗
𝑠𝑏
, (𝑡, 𝑠,Ω) ∈ 𝛽𝑜, (A)

Multiplying Eq.(4.20) by 𝐼 on both side.

(4.21)

𝑘𝑒 𝐼
2 +

1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜃

{
𝐼(Ω cos 𝜃 − 𝑘) · ∇𝑛

}
𝐼 − 1

𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕

𝜕𝜑

{
(𝑠1 · ∇𝑛)𝐼

}
𝐼

= −(Ω · ∇𝑠)
(
𝐼2

2

)
+ 𝑛2𝑘𝑎 𝐼𝑏(𝑇𝑔)𝐼 +

𝑘𝑠

4𝜋

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω,Ω′)𝐼(𝑠,Ω)𝐼(𝑠,Ω′)𝑑Ω′ +ℰ𝑆 𝑓
(𝐼∗,Φ)𝐼,

We can observe that 1
𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕
𝜕𝜑

{
(𝑠1 · ∇𝑛)𝐼

}
+ 1
𝑛 sin 𝜃

𝜕
𝜕𝜃

{
𝐼(Ω cos 𝜃 − 𝑘) · ∇𝑛

}
⩽ 𝑀𝐼,

and 𝑛2𝑘𝑎 𝐼𝑏(𝑇𝑔) ⩽ 𝑛
2𝑘𝑎𝑀𝐼 + 𝑓 (𝑠).

Integrating over D × 𝑆 and using Cauchy inequality for 𝑘𝑒, 𝑘𝑠 > 0,

(4.22)

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑠,Ω)𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω ⩽ −
∫

(𝜕D×𝑆)−

(Ω · 𝑘(𝑥)) 𝐼
2(𝑠,Ω)

2
𝑑𝑘(𝑠)𝑑Ω

+

∫
D×𝑆

𝑘𝑠

4𝜋

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω,Ω′)𝐼(𝑠,Ω)𝐼(𝑠,Ω′)𝑑Ω′𝑑Ω𝑑𝑠

+

∫
D×𝑆

𝑓 (𝑠)𝐼(𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω𝑑𝑠

+

∫
D×𝑆

(ℰ𝑆 𝑓
(𝐼∗,Φ)𝐼(𝑠,Ω))𝑑Ω𝑑𝑠,

In this case, 𝑑𝑘(𝑠) signifies the surface measure on 𝜕𝐷, and it can defined as

𝛽𝑜 = (𝜕D × 𝑆)− =
{
(𝑠,Ω) ∈ 𝜕𝐷 × 𝑆 : Ω.𝑘(𝑠) ⩽ 0

}
and with 𝑘(𝑠) unit normal at 𝑠 ∈ 𝜕D,
Let

(4.23)𝑈 = 2𝜈

∫
D×𝑆

𝑘𝑠

4𝜋

∫
4𝜋

Φ(Ω,Ω′)𝐼(𝑠,Ω)𝐼((𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω𝑑Ω′𝑑𝑠,

Now 𝑈 in Eq.(4.22) can be estimated by successive application of Cauchy-Schwartz inequality as

(4.24)

𝑈 ⩽ 2𝜈

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω𝑑Ω′𝑑𝑠 =
2𝜈(∥𝑘𝑠 ∥𝐿∞ + ∥Σ𝑔 ∥𝐿∞)

4𝜋

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω𝑑Ω′𝑑𝑠

= 𝑉1

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω𝑑Ω′𝑑𝑠,
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Utilizing integration by parts, and applying the presumed limits on 𝑘𝑒, 𝑘𝑠, and 𝑀, we derive:

(4.25)

(
min(𝑘𝑒) + min(𝑀) −min(𝑘𝑠) − 1

) ∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑠,Ω)𝑑𝑠𝑑Ω ⩽ 𝜈

∫
𝛽𝑜

(R∗
𝑠𝑏
)2𝑑𝑘(𝑠)𝑑Ω

+

∫
D×𝑆

(R∗
𝑖𝑛𝑡 )𝐼𝑑Ω𝑑𝑠 + 𝜈

∫
D×𝑆

(ℰ𝑆 𝑓
(𝐼∗,Φ))𝐼𝑑𝑋

+ 𝜈𝑉1

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑠,Ω)𝑑Ω𝑑Ω′𝑑𝑠,

Given assumption 4.17, ∃ an 𝜀 > 0 such that(
min(𝑘𝑒) + min(𝑀) −min(𝑘𝑠) − 1

)
−
2𝜈(max(𝑘𝑠) + ∥Σ𝑔 ∥𝐿∞)

4𝜋
− 2𝜀 >

𝑙

2
,

We apply the 𝜀-version of Cauchy’s inequality.

(4.26)

∫
D×𝑆

𝐼2(𝑠,Ω) 𝑑𝑠 𝑑Ω ⩽
2

𝑙

∫
𝛽𝑜

(
R∗
𝑠𝑏

)2
𝑑𝑘(𝑠) 𝑑Ω+

2𝐶 𝜀

𝑙

∫
D×𝑆

(
R∗
𝑖𝑛𝑡

)2
𝑑Ω+ℰ𝑆 𝑓

(𝐼∗,Φ)2 𝑑𝑋.

□
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