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Abstract. We compare traditional finite volume and Physics Informed Neural 

Network (PINN) solvers for elliptic (Poisson), hyperbolic (advection), and 

parabolic (diffusion) equations in 2d settings. We describe the challenges of using 

traditional and PINN solvers for electron kinetic equations in collisional plasmas.   

The advantages and drawbacks of PINNs over state-of-the-art traditional solvers 

are discussed. We also consider angular moments in spherical velocity space and 

the potential use of ML algorithms for reduced kinetic models in the coordinate-
energy phase space based on adaptive closure relations.  

1. Introduction 

Inspired by the explosive growth in publications devoted to Physics Informed Neural Networks 

(PINNs), we have explored their potential to solve kinetic equations for electrons in collisional 

plasma. We have previously developed grid-based solvers for the kinetic equations that 

are attractive for hybrid kinetic-fluid plasma solvers [1]. They provide a noise-free alternative to 

the commonly used particle-based (PIC) methods. Expected potential challenges are due to the 

non-locality of the collision operators in velocity space and the multi-scale nature of the kinetic 

equations (the presence of a diffusion kinetic scale between the fully kinetic and fluid limits). An 

integral operator in velocity space describes the large-angle elastic scattering of electrons on 

atoms (rather than the Fokker Planck differential model for small-angle scattering). Inelastic 

collisions associated with an energy loss quantum larger than electron temperature are described 

by a non-local term with a shifted argument (in energy) rather than a continuum loss model 

associated with quasi-elastic collisions. The dominance of elastic scattering over inelastic 

collisions with energy loss results in an intermediate (diffusion) time scale in a phase space of 

reduced dimensions [2]. The closure of angular moments is a potential use of ML [3]. 

 

We first compare PINNs with Finite Volume (FV) solvers with adaptive Cartesian mesh (ACM) for 

elliptic (Poisson), hyperbolic (advection), and parabolic (diffusion) solvers. Then, we explore 

PINNs to solve kinetic equations with non-local scattering operators and inelastic collisions. We 

discuss the advantages and drawbacks of PINNs to state-of-the-art traditional solvers using 

adaptive mesh in phase space. 

2. Kinetic equations for collisional plasmas  

2.1 Kinetic equation for electrons  

 

Using spherical coordinates in velocity space, the kinetic equation for the electron velocity 
distribution function (EVDF) f can be written in the form [4]: 
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Here 𝜇 = 𝑐𝑜𝑠 𝜃, is the cosine of the pitch angle 𝜃 between axial direction, 𝑣 > 0 is the velocity 

amplitude, e and m are the electron charge and mass, and S is a collision term.  

 

Collisions of electrons with atoms can be divided into three types. The first type is elastic 

scattering, described by a Lorentz model [5]. For isotropic scattering: 

 

𝑆𝑒𝑙 =  𝜈(𝑣) [∫ 𝑓(𝜇′)𝑑𝜇′1

−1
− 𝑓(𝑣, 𝜇)] = 𝜈(𝑣)(𝑓0(𝑣) − 𝑓(𝑣, 𝜇)) ,  (2) 

 

where 𝜈(𝑣) is the elastic collision frequency. The operator (2) conserves the electron energy and 

the number of electrons. Small-angle elastic scattering (grazing collision limit) is described by the 

Fokker-Planck-Lorentz model [6]: 
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The collision operators (2) and (3) modify only the direction of particle motion and conserve 

the modulus of the particle velocity or its kinetic energy. They are also used in the radiation 
transport of photons, which move at a constant speed (constant 𝑣).   

 

The second type of electron-atom collision is an inelastic collision associated with the 

excitation of atoms. For example, the excitation of the first atomic level with energy 𝜀1 is described 

by [7]: 

𝑆𝑒𝑥𝑐 = 𝜈𝑒𝑥(𝑣∗)𝑓0(𝑣∗)
𝑣∗

𝑣
− 𝜈𝑒𝑥(𝑣)𝑓(𝑣) ,    (4) 

 

where 𝜈𝑒𝑥(𝑣) is the corresponding inelastic collision frequency, and 𝑣∗ = √𝑣2 + 2𝜀1/𝑚. This 

operator conserves the number of particles, 

 

𝑛𝑒 = ∫ 𝑓0(𝑣)
∞

0
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2.2 Angular moments and quasi-diffusion models 

 

A common approach for reducing the dimensionality of transport problems is using angular 

moments,  𝑓0 = ∫ 𝑓(𝜇)𝑑𝜇
1

−1
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 , etc. We obtain from (1) two 

coupled equations for 𝑓0(𝑥, 𝑣) and 𝑓1(𝑥, 𝑣):  
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where 𝜈 is the transport collision frequency and 𝜒 =
𝑓2

𝑓0
  is an Eddington factor [3].  For 𝜒 = 1/3 , 

one obtains a Lorentz model, 𝑓 = 𝑓0 + 𝜇𝑓1 , with the equation for 𝑓1: 
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The case of 𝜒 = 1 corresponds to a mono-directed electron beam, when 𝑓 = 𝑓0(𝑥, 𝑣)𝛿(𝜇 − 1).  

Returning to the general case. Neglecting the time derivative in (7) and using the electron 

kinetic energy u  expressed in eV as an independent variable, we obtain the system [8]: 
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This system describes quasi-diffusion in phase space (𝑥, 𝑢) with a broader applicability range 

[9] than the two-term spherical harmonics expansion (SHE) described below. 

 

Two stream model 
The half-moment model, aka two-stream approximation or Shockley model in semiconductor 

transport, uses two velocity directions [4,10]: 

 

𝑓(𝑥, 𝑣, 𝜇) = 𝑓+(𝑥, 𝑣) 𝛿(𝜇 − 1) − 𝑓−(𝑥, 𝑣) 𝛿(𝜇 + 1) .   (11) 

 

For isotropic scattering, we obtain [10]: 
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The particle number density in the two-stream model is defined as: 

 

𝑛𝑒 = ∫ 𝑓(𝑣)
∞

−∞
𝑑𝑣   .    (13) 

 

Lorentz model  

The two-term SHE results in two coupled equations for 𝑓0(𝑥, 𝑣) and 𝑓1(𝑥, 𝑣) , which evolve on 

different time scales [8]: 
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As the characteristic time scale of the time-variation 𝑓0 is larger than 𝜈−1, a diffusion-type Fokker-

Planck (FP) kinetic equation can be obtained for 𝑓0(𝑥, 𝑣): 
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where 𝐷𝑟 = 𝑣2/(3𝜈) is the spatial diffusion coefficient. This equation has been used to analyze 

the axial and radial structure of DC discharges and plasma stratification [11]. For weakly ionized 

plasmas, the gas pressure p defines the amplitude of electron collision frequencies, which are 

proportional to p.  

3. Grid-based and PINN solvers for PDEs 

3.1 Elliptic equations 

 

PINN predictivity, or the interpolative property of PINNs, is the ability of PINNs to interpolate 

in regions outside their training domain. Such behavior can be observed in closed areas inside 

and outside the training domain. In part, they are a consequence of the neural network’s 

theoretical domain having no true limit, i.e., a neural network with input dimension 𝑛 may be 

evaluated at any point in 𝑛-space up to the scalar hardware limit. The neural network’s 

convergence on the training domain degrades gradually, not suddenly, along with the distance 

from the training domain. Other authors have observed and commented on similar phenomena 

[12]. Figure 1 demonstrates PINN predictivity using a solution of the two-dimensional Poisson 

equation in a unit cube with Dirichlet boundary conditions (𝑓(𝑥 = 1) = 1 − 𝑦2, 𝑓(𝑦 = 1) = 𝑥2 − 1, 

𝑓(𝑦 = 0) = 𝑥2, 𝑓(𝑥 = 0) = −𝑦2). 

 

 

Figure 1. Illustration of PINN Predictivity for a Poisson equation with Dirichlet boundary conditions. 

Unlike traditional solvers, a PINN can effectively interpolate in regions outside its training domain. (Left) 

sample sets for two cases. (Middle) solution plots for the same two cases. (Right) the 𝐿2 error compared to 

the exact solution 𝑓(𝑥, 𝑦) = 𝑥2 − 𝑦2. For each case, training stopped after the training error fell below 

10−7. There are training and validation errors; the plot shows the validation error. 

 

PINN produces a smooth interpolation between collocation points in regions of low density. 

Traditional FV solvers find values at neighboring cells, whereas PINN optimization generates 

values much further away.  



3.2 Hyperbolic equations 

 

Our investigations found that properly tuned PINNs perform well on 1D-3D advection 

problems. An example shown in Figure 2 illustrates a PINN solution for a simple 1D advection 

problem with periodic boundary conditions [13]: 

 

𝑢𝑡 + β𝑢𝑥 = 0 

𝑢(𝑥𝑚𝑖𝑛 , 𝑡) = 𝑢(𝑥𝑚𝑎𝑥, 𝑡) 

𝑢(𝑥, 0) = 𝑠𝑖𝑛(π𝑥) 

 

When β is large, the optimizer can fail to make progress toward the proper solution, and instead, 

the optimizer opts for the best solution it can find, namely, 𝑢(𝑥, 𝑡) = 0, a divergent solution known 

as a zero failure [13]. Here, we used a small value of β to demonstrate moving time windows (PINN 

time stepping) and PINN predictivity in the context of time-dependent training.  

 Moving time windows (PINN time stepping), as shown in the example of Figure 2, is the 

strategy of breaking up the time axis [𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙 , 𝑡𝑓𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙] into 𝑁 subdomains 𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙 − 𝑡0 < 𝑡1 < ⋯ <

𝑡𝑖 < ⋯ < 𝑡𝑁 = 𝑡𝑡𝑓𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 and solving the PINN separately on each subdomain [𝑡𝑖 , 𝑡𝑖+1]. In a time-

marching problem, moving from 𝑡 = 𝑡𝑖 to 𝑡 = 𝑡𝑖+1 can be achieved by evaluating the model after 

the 𝑖th timestep on the time slice 𝑡 = 𝑡𝑖+1, obtaining a dataset 𝒟𝑖, and updating the ICs 𝐼𝐶 ← 𝒟𝑖 to 

reflect the new base values. This way, the PINN can naturally advance in steps, like a traditional 

FV solver using discrete time steps. The most significant differences are (1) the potential 

difference in magnitude of the delta between the timesteps of a traditional solver and PINN and 

(2) the continuous nature of the solution obtained by the PINN through each of its timesteps 

compared to the discrete solution of the traditional solver. This indicates how, for instance, the 

PINN’s zero failure and other failures due to causality are broadly like a grid-solver CFL violation. 

While the PINN solver overcomes the strict CFL timestep limitation of the explicit FV solver, the 

greater freedom (in selecting the timestep) comes at a much higher computational cost for each 

timestep, and this cost (and risk of failure to converge) generally increases along with the 

timestep size. Although the resulting trade-off for time-stepping PINNs can be optimized for the 

lowest computational cost, the result is typically much higher than for grid-based traditional 

solvers, e.g., Ref. [14].  

 Figure 2 also shows how PINN predictivity can extend beyond the convex hull of the 

training domain. This allows the PINN to converge to an approximate solution in the following 

(and previous) timestep. In other words, it can “anticipate” features of the next step. Other tests 

(not shown) indicate that this property holds even when the training domain is very thin (even as 

thin as a single time slice), and we exploited this observation in PINN problems for kinetic models.  

 The second timestep requires fewer iterations to converge than the first due to the “burn-

in” effect of already solving for the earlier timestep on the same model parameters. The model 

output in the first timestep (top row) is still working to converge after 2100 iterations (middle 
column), while in the second timestep (bottom row), the model output has converged well after 

2100 iterations (right column). This can be regarded as a form of transfer learning [15].  

Finally, we note that in obtaining this solution, we find it helpful to rely on the time-

adaptive weighting of the simple and efficient type proposed in Ref. [16].  

 



 
Figure 2. PINN solver iterations of training illustrating PINN predictivity. Timesteps can occur at problem 

scale—in this case, there are two timesteps divided by a dashed line, with 𝑡 depicted on the x-axis (first 

timestep on top row, second timestep on bottom row). In the top row, the PINN is trained only on the left 

rectangular subdomain (the first timestep), but by the end of training (at right). The traveling wave 

extends into the right rectangular subdomain (the next timestep). The periodicity constraint 𝑢(𝑥𝑚𝑎𝑥 , 𝑡) =

𝑢(𝑥𝑚𝑖𝑛 , 𝑡) is violated in the second timestep until training commences (bottom row), and after that, the 

next period of the sine wave is inferred from the PINN’s constraints by the optimizer, while the solution in 

the first timestep (being no longer targeted) begins to degrade gradually. 

3.3 Parabolic equations 

 

Figure 3 compares FV solver results with PINN results for a 3D diffusion over a sphere. A 

similar problem for a 2d diffusion over a ring was described in [11]. For the PINN simulation, a 

fully connected architecture with seven layers and 512 neurons per layer was trained using the 

Adam optimizer, with adaptive activations and the tf-exponential learning rate (γ = 0.9). The 

Modulus PINN solver package (formerly called SimNet) [13] was used for this simulation. 

 



  
 

Figure 3. Comparison of FV and PINN results for diffusion over a sphere. 

With PINN training on marching problems, maintaining accuracy with increasing time or training 

over long time intervals can be challenging. Temporal loss weighting improved performance 

somewhat. However, we were motivated to pursue a more robust solution for the time-marching 

PINN problems described in the previous section. 

4. Kinetic solvers 

4.1Two-stream model (1d1v) 

 

Figure 4 compares FV and PINN results for the two-stream model, with E = 0.4 and elastic 

scattering only. Particles injected at the cathode (𝑥 = 0) with positive speed 𝑣. White lines show 

characteristics (particle trajectories) in (𝑥, 𝑣) phase space. For the PINN solution, 60 iterations of 
high-intensity LBFGS training were used, with an exponentially decreasing weight on the IC 

(decreasing from 100 to 1 as training progresses). Additional collocation points were stacked near 

the origin (𝑥 = 0, 𝑣 = 0) to improve the PINN solution there, suggesting that a more refined 

adaptive algorithm for collocation points could be used to avoid problem-dependent adjustments.  

  
Figure 4. Comparison of PINN with FV solver for the two-stream model 



A comparison of low vs. high-intensity LBFGS optimizer and the effect of spatial resolution 

indicated that tuning/configuring PINNs is problem-dependent. There is a lack of general 

methods for the PINN’s underlying multi-objective optimization problem. 

4.2 Radiation transport (1d1𝜇) 

 

For |𝑣|  = 1, Eq. (1) with the Lorentz scattering model (2) or the Fokker-Planck-Lorentz model (3) 

becomes two-dimensional. Let’s consider photons injected at the left boundary 𝑥 = 0 with an 
angular distribution 𝑔(𝜇) and absorbed at the right boundary 𝑥 = 𝐿. The boundary conditions 

are: 

 

𝑓(0, 𝜇 > 0) = 𝑔(𝜇)   𝑓(𝐿, 𝜇 < 0) = 0    (17) 
 

The angular distribution of the particles formed within the slab depends on the Knudsen number 

𝐾𝑛 = 1/(𝜈𝐿). We have compared results for the isotropic scattering (Lorentz) and small-angle 

scattering (FPL) models, as was done in [6] for the angular distribution of injected particles in the 

form:  

𝑔(𝜇) =
1

𝜋∆
𝑒𝑥𝑝 {−

𝜃2

∆
}      (18) 

 

Figure 5 shows the particle density profile and the flux density in a steady state for ∆ = 0.1. The 

FV code approximately conserves the flux density, and the results are in good agreement with the 

results of [6]. 

  
Figure 5: Particle density for isotropic scattering (left) and small angle scattering (right) at different 

𝐾𝑛 numbers computed with FV solver. 

 

Figure 6 compares VDFs for isotropic scattering and small-angle scattering. 

 



  
Figure 6: Steady state VDFs for isotropic scattering (left) and small angle scattering (right) at 𝐾𝑛 = 1. 

 

Figure 7 shows PINN results for a similar 1d1 case to illustrate PINN's ability to compute the 

integral scattering term for radiation transport. The only significant error between the FV solver 

and PINNs is around the point (𝑥, 𝑣) = (0,0). Using time slices allows the integral scattering term 

to be computed only 𝑁 times (the number of time slices). These values are estimated on a mesh 

and interpolated for final values at collocation points. Because the values are kept in computer 

memory, the integral scattering term can be recalculated only for a subset of optimizer iterations. 

This results in a very efficient, flexible computation without significantly impacting the PINN 

solution.  

 

 
Figure 7: PINN results for the 1d1 scattering problem at Kn = 0.5. Time-dependent PDE training is 

performed using two steps with five slices, each separated by four gaps (∆𝑡 = 0.125, 𝑡𝑓𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 1). Including 

more than five slices per step does not significantly change the PINN solution (top row). Results from an FV 

solver at 𝑡 = 1 are shown in the bottom row. Right: validation error comparing the PINN to the reference 

solver: mean 𝜇 = 0.029, max 𝑚 = 0.35 is isolated in the region nearby (0,0). 

5. Conclusions and outlook 

We have compared traditional finite volume solvers with PINN solvers for elliptic (Poisson), 

hyperbolic (advection), and parabolic (diffusion) equations in 2d settings and evaluated their 

potential applications for solving kinetic equations for electrons in collisional plasmas. Our 

investigations found that even after several PINN solver improvements, PINNs do not compete 



with traditional FV solvers in terms of accuracy and efficiency. The PINN methods that showed 

the most promise in our investigations were PINN time-stepping, exploiting PINN predictivity for 

time-dependent problems, and adaptive sampling for generating solution-refining collocation 

points.  Some additional conclusions can be drawn: 

• Special efforts are required to ensure conservation laws (MC-PINNs) and long-time 

accuracy for transient simulations (LSTM or moving time window). 

• The predictivity of PINNs suggests they may be usefully combined with traditional 

methods by balancing performance tradeoffs.  

In future work,  

• We plan to integrate ML algorithms with traditional hybrid (kinetic-fluid) plasma solvers 

• Use ML to help select different models at different scales and best closures of reduced 

models for efficient simulations 

• Use PINNs to improve numerical algorithms for PDE with traditional methods 

• Use PINNs to find parametric solutions and solve inverse problems 
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