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ABSTRACT

Hamilton’s equations are fundamental for modeling complex physical systems, where preserving key
properties such as energy and momentum is crucial for reliable long-term simulations. Geometric
integrators are widely used for this purpose, but neural network-based methods that incorporate these
principles remain underexplored. This work introduces SympFlow, a time-dependent symplectic
neural network designed using parameterized Hamiltonian flow maps. This design allows for
backward error analysis and ensures the preservation of the symplectic structure. SympFlow allows
for two key applications: (i) providing a time-continuous symplectic approximation of the exact flow
of a Hamiltonian system—purely based on the differential equations it satisfies, and (ii) approximating
the flow map of an unknown Hamiltonian system relying on trajectory data. We demonstrate
the effectiveness of SympFlow on diverse problems, including chaotic and dissipative systems,
showing improved energy conservation compared to general-purpose numerical methods and accurate
approximations from sparse irregular data.

Keywords Deep learning · Physics-informed · Dynamical systems · Hamiltonian systems · Symplectic maps ·
Symplectic integrators · Neural Flows

1 Introduction

Recent advances have demonstrated the ability of machine learning models to predict dynamics from time series data
[47, 25], solve differential equations in an unsupervised manner [36, 46], learn Hamiltonian or Lagrangian structures
from data [26, 19, 16, 33], and symbolically discover underlying differential equations [5, 15, 17]. While promising,
the applicability of these methods is often hindered by challenges related to trainability [35], scalability [27], and the
specific complexities of the systems under consideration [42].

A key challenge in numerically solving differential equations is preserving critical physical quantities of interest, such
as energy or momentum. Numerically reproducing a solution’s qualitative behavior is often essential for obtaining
reliable long-term predictions. General-purpose numerical solvers frequently fail in doing so.

To address this problem, there is a thorough study of geometric integrators [28], specifically designed to preserve first
integrals of motion or other properties of the underlying system. Similar geometric extensions for neural network-based
integrators remain underdeveloped. This, coupled with the inherent errors in learned models, leads to error propagation
that becomes increasingly severe over time. As a result, effectively training such models becomes a significant challenge
[30, 35], hindering the feasibility of long-term simulations [58, 41, 43].

This work introduces SympFlow, a neural flow constrained to be symplectic by construction. The symplectic constraint
enables it to provide accurate and reliable long-term solutions for Hamiltonian systems. SympFlow is a universal
approximator in the space of Hamiltonian flows (Theorem 1) and its architecture permits the extraction of the exact
“shadow” Hamiltonian corresponding to the neural flow (Equation (6)). This facilitates backward analysis through
Hamiltonian matching and allows for error-free switching between the Hamiltonian and flow representations. This
flexibility makes our approach adaptable to diverse tasks, including unsupervised learning scenarios where the objective
is to solve a given Hamiltonian differential equation, and supervised settings where the network learns to evolve a
system solely based on observed trajectories. In essence, SympFlow acts as both: (i) a Hamiltonian neural network [26]
capable of error-free evolution, and (ii) a neural flow [4] from which the underlying Hamiltonian can be extracted. We
demonstrate the efficacy of SympFlow across a range of supervised and unsupervised tasks, including those involving
noise and dissipation.
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1.1 Outline of the paper

This paper is structured as follows: Section 1.2 provides an overview of related work. Section 2 introduces SympFlow1,
detailing its architecture, discussing the various training approaches and in Section 3 we prove various theoretical
properties related to SympFlow. Finally, Section 4 presents the numerous experimental results demonstrating its
effectiveness and usefulness for long-term stable integration, both in the supervised and unsupervised settings. We
conclude with Section 5 summarizing our findings and expanding on future research directions.

1.2 Related Work

Deep Learning Integrators The deep learning revolution has profoundly impacted scientific computing, particularly
in simulating physical systems governed by differential equations.

Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) [36, 46, 57] have emerged as a prominent approach, integrating domain
knowledge, physical laws, and constraints directly into the learning process. PINNs have been demonstrated effective
in solving forward and inverse problems for partial differential equations (PDEs) [46, 52, 64, 34, 49] and regularizing
learning [60].

Among the efforts in using PINNs to solve differential equations, we mention in particular the works [29, 40], where
the authors focus on applying these techniques to Hamiltonian systems. Both of these papers focus on solving a single
initial value problem, i.e., they fix an initial condition, and do not constrain their neural networks to reproduce the
expected qualitative behavior of the Hamiltonian flow, such as being symplectic.

The surge in interest in PINNs stems from the limitations of traditional numerical solvers, which often struggle with
computationally demanding scenarios, such as high-dimensional problems, non-linear and non-smooth PDEs requiring
expensive fine grid discretization, and the need for repeated simulations across varying domain geometries, parameters,
and different initial and boundary conditions [31].

Incorporating physical constraints, such as energy conservation, within PINNs has led to the development of structured
neural networks [8, 22, 32, 10], for example enforcing point symmetry equivariance into the network architectures
[2, 37, 48]. It is crucial to note that while PINNs leverage physical constraints for regularization, they do not typically
enforce these constraints explicitly within their architecture. This contrasts with our work, which does not follow a
PINN-based strategy but focuses on constructing neural networks that intrinsically preserve the symplectic structure of
the phase space.

Symplecticity in Neural Networks In recent years, there has been a surge of research dedicated to integrating
symplectic structures into neural networks modeling Hamiltonian systems. These efforts can be broadly classified into
two categories: fixed-step and variable-step methods, with significant variations in how the symplectic structure is used.

Fixed-step methods explicitly construct a symplectic mapping between consecutive time steps. Examples include
SympNet [32], and HénonNet [6], which can interface with separable and non-separable Hamiltonian systems. Despite
the symplectic constraint, these networks are universal approximators within the space of symplectic maps [32, 53] and
lead to controlled prediction errors [11].

Variable-step methods predominantly utilize a Hamiltonian Neural Network (HNN) [26] or Neural ODE [13] framework.
HNNs directly learn the Hamiltonian function, ensuring the recovery of conservative dynamics. Conversely, Neural
ODEs recover continuous dynamics by integrating neural network-based differential equations. Both approaches often
rely on general-purpose numerical methods, which can disrupt the symplectic structure and the conservative nature of
the system.

To address this, several works embed symplectic integrators within the network architecture. Notable examples include
SRNN [14], TaylorNet [54], SSINN [20], and NSSNN [59]. SymODEN [63] further extends this framework by
incorporating an external control term into the Hamiltonian dynamics. These methods aim to predict continuous system
trajectories while preserving the symplectic structure of the phase space.

However, in the broader literature, recent research in neural flows [4] has demonstrated significant improvements in
long-time integration compared to Neural ODE counterparts, without the use of numerical solvers. This motivates
our extension of fixed-step methods, particularly SympNets [32], to the flow framework. By directly learning the
Hamiltonian flow-map and being able to associate it with an exact analytical Hamiltonian function, the analysis is
considerably simplified, circumventing the need for intricate procedures, for example, through discrete gradients [39].

1Code will be made public upon acceptance.
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In a similar fashion to SympFlow, also the TSympOCNet network architecture in [61] is a time-dependent symplectic
neural network. Both these two architecture take inspiration from SympNets, and introduce a time-dependency
modifying its architecture. Our work departs from [61] in how the time-dependency is introduced and also in the focus
of the research. While our work aims to theoretically analyse the properties of the proposed model, and experimentally
evaluate its effectiveness compared to unconstrained networks, the focus of [61] is on developing a model to be used in
the context of path planning problems.

While this review is not exhaustive, it is worth noting the existence of alternative approaches such as learning modified
generating functions as symplectic map representations [12], or directly addressing constrained Hamiltonian systems
[21, 9].

Non-conservative systems Real-world dynamical systems often exhibit energy dissipation due to irreversible pro-
cesses such as heat transfer, friction, and radiation. Accurately capturing such dynamics necessitates incorporating
these effects into the equations of motion.

While neural networks have shown promise in modeling conservative Hamiltonian systems, extending these approaches
to non-conservative dynamics presents significant challenges. Existing efforts primarily focus on augmenting the
Hamiltonian framework. Within the context of HNNs and NODEs, one approach involves the separate parameterization
of the Hamiltonian and the dissipative term [50]. Another more prevalent approach leverages the framework of
port-Hamiltonian dynamics. For instance, [18] extends Hamiltonian Neural Networks (HNNs) to port-Hamiltonian
systems, while [62] adapts SymODEN to this framework.

However, to the best of our knowledge, no prior work addresses non-conservative dynamics within the context of
symplectic flows.

This work adopts a distinct and simpler strategy based on the formulation proposed by [23, 24]. This formulation
recasts non-conservative dynamics within a classical Hamiltonian framework by doubling the phase-space variables and
computing the evolution equations in the corresponding doubled space. The counterparts of the phase-space variables
follow a time-reversed trajectory, thus keeping the total energy of the augmented system constant. The final form of
the solution is obtained by projecting back onto the original system, that is, taking the physical limit, recovering the
original non-conservative dynamics (see Appendix A for a description of the procedure). This method allows for a
unified treatment of conservative and non-conservative systems, enabling direct application of existing neural network
architectures and techniques developed for Hamiltonian systems, without explicit modeling of dissipative forces. We
have adapted this technique to recast non-conservative dynamics in a symplectic form and seamlessly model dissipation
within SympFlow.

1.3 Main contributions

The main contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We introduce a novel time-dependent symplectic neural flow, SympFlow, designed using parameterized
Hamiltonian flow maps. This network can be used both for approximating the flow of a Hamiltonian system,
given the governing equations, and learning the underlying Hamiltonian directly from observed trajectory data.

• Theoretically, we show that SympFlow is a universal approximator in the space of Hamiltonian flows in
Theorem 1. Furthermore, the ability to extract the underlying Hamiltonian from a trained SympFlow enables
a-posteriori backward analysis of the approximated system in Theorem 2.

• Practically, we demonstrate that SympFlow can effectively model and learn both conservative and non-
conservative dynamics, preserving the symplectic structure even in the presence of dissipation. This is
demonstrated for three systems: a Simple Harmonic Oscillator (Section 4.1), Henon-Heiles (Section 4.3) and
Damped Harmonic Oscillator (Section 4.2).

• Numerical examples highlight that SympFlow exhibits improved long-term energy behavior compared to
unstructured neural networks and is more data efficient in supervised learning tasks.

2 Methodology

In this work we focus on canonical Hamiltonian systems, that is systems of ordinary differential equations (ODEs) of
the form:

dx

dt
= J∇H(x), with J =

(
0 Id

−Id 0

)
, (1)
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for a state variable x ∈ R2d and a twice-continuously differentiable Hamiltonian function H : R2d → R. In
Equation (1), the matrices Id, 0 ∈ Rd×d are the identity and zero matrices respectively. The phase space variable
is typically partitioned into a position q ∈ Rd and momentum p ∈ Rd, x = (q, p). Under standard, non-restrictive,
assumptions on H , the corresponding initial value problem has a unique solution for any initial condition and initial
time [1], which can be used to define the corresponding time-t flow map ϕH,t : R2d → R2d:

d

dt
ϕH,t(x0) = J∇H(ϕH,t(x0)) and ϕH,0(x0) = x0. (2)

Time-independent Hamiltonian systems as in Equation (2) conserve the Hamiltonian energy function, i.e.,
H(ϕH,t(x0)) = H(x0) for every t ≥ 0.

The exact flow map in Equation (2) is generally not accessible, and we have to approximate it. For Hamiltonian systems,
the time-t flow is symplectic since the Jacobian matrix DϕH,t(x) satisfies the identity [DϕH,t(x)]

⊤J[DϕH,t(x)] =
J. Consequently, the flow ϕH,t preserves the canonical phase space volume [28]. It is thus desirable that, when
approximating ϕH,t, such qualitative properties are reproduced by the approximate map.

2.1 The SympFlow architecture

Figure 1: One layer of the SympFlow

SympFlow generalizes the gradient modules of SympNets [32] to
accommodate time dependence. Each of its layers is the exact time-t
flow of a suitable time-dependent Hamiltonian system. This de-
sign ensures the approximated Hamiltonian flow retains the essential
symplectic structure across layers. More specifically, SympFlow is
defined by composing exact flow maps of time-dependent Hamiltoni-
ans, each of which depends either on position or momentum, but not
both. Hence, given an arbitrary continuously differentiable function
Vq : R× Rd → R, we can consider the flow map (starting from time
0):

ϕq,t(q, p) =

(
q

p− (∇qVq (t, q)−∇qVq (0, q))

)
, (3)

which corresponds to the Hamiltonian Hq,t(q, p) = V̇q(t, q), where
V̇q stands for ∂tVq and the subscript q indicates that the Hamiltonian
depends on position, but not momentum. Similarly, for a continuously
differentiable function Vp : R× Rd → R, we can consider the flow map (starting from time 0):

ϕp,t(q, p) =

(
q + (∇pVp (t, p)−∇pVp (0, p))

p

)
, (4)

which corresponds to the Hamiltonian Hp,t(q, p) = V̇p(t, p). As above, the subscript p indicates that the Hamiltonian
depends on momentum but not position.

Although the Hamiltonians above take a very particular form, they naturally arise when applying splitting integration
methods to separable Hamiltonians. This work capitalizes on these methods, which have previously been used to
good effect in designing neural networks with desirable structural properties [10]. This connection with separable
Hamiltonian systems only provides an intuitive way to interpret the network layers. However, there is no inherent
limitation in applying SympFlow to non-separable systems; see Theorem 1. By parameterizing Vq and Vp as multi-layer
perceptrons (MLPs) and composing such steps, we obtain a time-dependent symplectic map, the parameters of which
can be optimized to perform different tasks such as fitting data and, more generally, minimizing an objective function.
A SympFlow ψ̄ : R× R2d → R2d with L ∈ N layers is a map of the form:

ψ̄(t, ·) = ϕLp,t ◦ ϕLq,t ◦ . . . ◦ ϕ1p,t ◦ ϕ1q,t. (5)
We represent one layer of the architecture in Figure 1. We remark that since SympFlow is obtained by composing exact
flow maps, it satisfies ψ̄(0, x) = x for every point x ∈ R2d.

In Equation (5), ϕiq,t denotes the map in Equation (3) where Vq is replaced by a V i
q , and similarly for ϕip,t. We will

interchangeably use the notation ψ̄(t, x) = ψ̄t(x) to denote the action of a SympFlow.

2.2 The Hamiltonian of the SympFlow

One of the key properties of our architecture is that it is the composition of Hamiltonian flows. This implies that it is
also a Hamiltonian flow, as described by the next proposition.
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Proposition 1 (Proposition 1.4.D [45]). Let H1, H2 : R × R2d → R be continuously differentiable functions, and
ϕH1,t, ϕH2,t : R2d → R2d the exact time-t flows (starting from time 0) of the Hamiltonian systems they define. Then,
the map ψt = ϕH2,t ◦ϕH1,t : R2d → R2d is the exact time-t flow of the Hamiltonian system defined by the Hamiltonian
function

H3(t, x) = H2(t, x) +H1
(
t, ϕ−1

H2,t(x)
)
.

Thanks to Proposition 1, we can associate a SympFlow with a time-dependent Hamiltonian function. To assemble such
a Hamiltonian function, we can group the pairs of alternated momentum and position flows, finding the Hamiltonian
associated with ϕip,t ◦ ϕiq,t, which is

Hi
t(q, p) = V̇ i

p(t, p) + V̇ i
q (t, q − (∇pV

i
p(t, p)−∇pV

i
p(0, p))).

The Hamiltonian of the SympFlow in Equation (5) can then be expressed iteratively, aggregating from the last layer to
the first as

HL:i
t (x) = H

L:(i+1)
t (x) +Hi

t

(
ϕ−1

H
L:(i+1)
t ,t

(x)

)
, i = 1, . . . , L− 1, (6)

where HL:L
t = HL

t , and

ϕ−1
HL:i

t ,t
=

(
ϕ
H

L:(i+1)
t ,t

◦ ϕHi
t ,t

)−1

= ϕ−1
Hi

t ,t
◦ ϕ−1

H
L:(i+1)
t ,t

.

To lighten the notation, we introduce the operator H sending a SympFlow ψ̄ into one of its generating Hamiltonian
functions H(ψ̄) : R× R2d → R2d, all of which differ by a function of the time variable t. In this way, the Hamiltonian
of the network H(ψ̄) corresponds to HL:1

t defined as in Equation (6).

2.3 Training the SympFlow

In Section 4 we apply SympFlow to approximate the flow map of an autonomous Hamiltonian system of the form
ẋ(t) = J∇H(x(t)) ∈ R2d in both supervised and unsupervised settings. In what follows we describe the relevant
training objectives for both of these. In all the experiments below, we assume there exists a forward invariant compact
subset Ω ⊂ R2d, meaning that if x0 ∈ Ω also ϕH,t(x0) ∈ Ω for every t ≥ 0. This forward-invariance assumption allows
us to make predictions for any time t ≥ 0, once we are able to make them sufficiently accurate for initial conditions in Ω,
and time instants in a compact interval [0,∆t]. More explicitly, let us consider a function ψ̄ : [0,∆t]×Ω → Ω providing
an accurate approximation of the exact flow ϕH,t for t ∈ [0,∆t]. We can extend ψ̄ to [0,+∞) via ψ : [0,+∞)×Ω → Ω
defined as

ψ(t, x0) := ψ̄t−∆t⌊t/∆t⌋ ◦
(
ψ̄∆t

)⌊t/∆t⌋
(x0), (7)

where we recall that ψ̄t(x0) = ψ̄(t, x0), (
ψ̄1

)⌊t/∆t⌋
= ψ̄1 ◦ · · · ◦ ψ̄1︸ ︷︷ ︸

⌊t/∆t⌋ times

,

and ⌊t/∆t⌋ is the largest integer smaller or equal than t/∆t ∈ [0,+∞). The map ψ(t, x0) provides an approximation
of ϕH,t(x0) for every t ≥ 0 and x0 ∈ Ω.

Regression loss term In the supervised setting, we aim to approximate the flow map ϕH,t : Ω → Ω of an unknown
Hamiltonian system with Hamiltonian function H . For this supervised problem, we suppose to have access to observed
trajectories, all collected in the set{

ynm = ϕH,tnm
(xn0 ) + εnm : n = 1, ..., N, m = 1, ...,M

}
,

where εnm is a perturbation due to noise or discretization errors, xn0 ∈ Ω ⊂ R2d, and tnm ∈ [0,∆t]. The training process
is thus purely based on data, and we minimize the mean squared error

L(ψ̄) = 1

NM

N∑
n=1

M∑
m=1

∥ψ(tnm, xn0 )− ynm∥22 , (8)

where ψ̄ : [0,∆t]× R2d → R2d can be a SympFlow or an MLP. Both networks take time as an input, allowing us to
deal with non-uniformly sampled trajectory data. An example dataset for the simple harmonic oscillator can be seen in
Figure 2.

In the unsupervised setting, based on the analysis in Section 2.2, we consider a loss function composed of two terms,
namely a residual loss term and a Hamiltonian matching term, to find the weights of a SympFlow.

5



Symplectic Neural Flows

−1 0 1

q

−1.5

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

p

Training data

Figure 2: Training data with N = 100 initial conditions, M = 50 sampling times for each of them, and no noise, i.e.,
εnm = 0 for every n and m.

Residual loss term The first term is typical for operator learning tasks, see [58, e.g.], and is defined as

L1(ψ̄) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥∥ d

dt
ψ̄(t, xi0)

∣∣∣∣
t=ti

− J∇H
(
ψ̄(ti, x

i
0)
)∥∥∥∥∥

2

2

, (9)

where xi0 ∈ Ω and ti ∈ [0,∆t] for every i = 1, ..., N . For this, ψ̄ : [0,∆t] × R2d → R2d can be a SympFlow or an
MLP.

Hamiltonian Matching term The Hamiltonian structure of the SympFlow gives us a natural way to regularize the
training phase. To that end, we use a Hamiltonian matching approach [7] that introduces an additional term in the loss
function, defined as

L2(ψ̄) =
1

M

M∑
i=1

(
H(ψ̄)(ti, x

i)−H(xi)
)2
, (10)

where xi ∈ Ω and ti ∈ [0,∆t] for every i = 1, ..., N .

In the experimental analysis, we will compare SympFlow to an unconstrained multi-layer perceptron (MLP). To have
an unbiased comparison, the MLP is trained with the residual loss function to which we add the alternative energy
regularization term

L̃2(ψ̄) =
1

M

m∑
i=1

(
H(ψ̄(ti, xi))−H(xi)

)2
, (11)

where ti ∈ [0,∆t], xi ∈ Ω, and ψ̄ : [0,∆t]× Ω → Ω is the MLP. This regularization term informs this unconstrained
network that the Hamiltonian energy should be conserved. We remark that Equation (11) differs from Equation (10) in
that we do not have a modified Hamiltonian H(ψ̄) in the MLP case, and hence we only promote the conservation of the
actual Hamiltonian energy H .

The loss function is then given by
L(ψ̄) = L1(ψ̄) + L2(ψ̄), (12)

with L1 and L2 defined as in Equation (9) and Equation (10). For the MLP, we replace L2 with L̃2. Notice that H(ψ̄)
is the exact Hamiltonian behind the SympFlow ψ̄, and the loss L2(ψ̄) provides a comparison between the exact flow
ϕH,t and the SympFlow via zeroth-order information, i.e., based on the exact energies behind those maps. Importantly,
the L2 term allows us to perform a backward error analysis—while SympFlow does not generally solve the ODE under
consideration, it solves a time-dependent Hamiltonian ODE, for a Hamiltonian which is driven towards H during the
training process. The fact that H(ψ̄) is time-dependent implies that the flow ψ̄ does not conserve H, as it is expected for
non-autonomous Hamiltonian systems. However, if (10) is small enough, the Hamiltonian H(ψ̄) will not be strongly
dependent on time, hence leading to an almost conservation of H by the SympFlow. We further expand on this aspect
below.
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3 Theoretical analysis of the SympFlow

This section provides a theoretical a-posteriori analysis of a SympFlow approximating the target map ϕH,t. This result
relies on the assumption that the map ϕH,t can be accurately approximated for t ∈ [0,∆t] by a SympFlow. This
is possible since SympFlows are universal approximators in the space of Hamiltonian flows. We state this result in
Theorem 1, and prove it in Appendix D.
Theorem 1 (Universal approximation theorem for SympFlow). Let H : R × Ω → R, Ω ⊂ R2d compact, be a
continuously differentiable function. For any ε > 0, there is a SympFlow ψ̄t such that

sup
t∈[0,∆t]
x∈Ω

∥∥ψ̄t(x)− ϕH,t(x)
∥∥
∞ < ε.

Outline of the proof of Theorem 1. The proof is based on the following steps:

1. Approximate the flow ϕH,t with the flow ϕH̃,t of a polynomial Hamiltonian system with Hamiltonian H̃ :

R× Ω → R.

2. Split the exact polynomial flow ϕH̃,t into sufficiently many N substeps of size t/N .

3. Approximate to O(1/N2) each of the flows defining the N substeps with flows of separable Hamiltonian systems.

4. Approximate the flows of separable Hamiltonian systems of the previous point with SympFlows.

5. Combine the approximations and use the fact that the composition of SympFlows is again a SympFlow.

The details can be found in Appendix D.

Remark 1. For the a-posteriori analysis, we assume that there is a compact subset Ω ⊂ R2d which is forward invariant
both for the flow ϕH,t we are approximating and for the network ψ̄t. More explicitly, we assume that ψ̄t(x0) ∈ Ω for
every x0 ∈ Ω and t ∈ [0,∆t], and ϕH,t(x0) ∈ Ω for every x0 ∈ Ω and t ≥ 0.

Based on the time extension provided in Equation (7) and Remark 1, one can obtain a function which accurately
approximates a target flow map ϕH,t : Ω → Ω for every time t ≥ 0. This time extension is again the composition of
Hamiltonian flows, hence possessing an underlying time-dependent Hamiltonian. For a fixed time, t ≥ 0, the function
in Equation (7) satisfies

d

dt
ψ(t, x0) =

d

dt

(
ψ̄t−∆t⌊t/∆t⌋ ◦

(
ψ̄∆t

)⌊t/∆t⌋)
(x0) (13)

= J∇
(
H(ψ̄)

)
(t−∆t⌊t/∆t⌋, ψ(t, x0)) ,

almost everywhere. We provide details about the derivation of Equation (13) in Appendix B. From Equation (13), we
see that the long-time extension of a SympFlow is again the solution of a non-autonomous Hamiltonian system with
time-dependent Hamiltonian function H(ψ) : [0,+∞)× R2d → R2d defined as

H(ψ)(t, x) = H(ψ̄)(t−∆t⌊t/∆t⌋, x). (14)

Therefore, the Hamiltonian in Equation (14) is piecewise continuous, and this is because ψ is not differentiable at the
time instants tk = k∆t, k ∈ N.
Theorem 2 (A-posteriori error estimate). Let ψ̄ : [0,∆t]×Ω → Ω be a SympFlow. Let us assume that for every x ∈ Ω
and t ∈ [0,∆t] ∣∣H(ψ̄)(t, x)−H(x)

∣∣ ≤ ε1, (15)

and also ∥∥∥∥ d

dt
ψ̄t(x)− J∇H(ψ̄t(x))

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ε2 (16)

for a pair of values ε1, ε2 > 0. Then there exist c1, c2 > 0 such that for every t ≥ 0 and x ∈ Ω

|H(ψ)(0, x)−H(ψ)(t, ψt(x))| ≤ c1ε1t, (17)
|H(x)−H(ψt(x))| ≤ c2(ε1 + ε2t), (18)

where ψ is defined as in Equation (7), and H(ψ) as in Equation (14).

7



Symplectic Neural Flows

We prove Theorem 2 in Appendix C. We remark that Equation (18) can be obtained with similar techniques for any
neural network satisfying Equation (16), while Equation (17) only in the case one has a SympFlow and some a-posteriori
bound as in Equation (15). Furthermore, we also point out that the assumptions in Equation (15) and Equation (16)
correspond to saying that the loss function in Equation (12) is smaller than a specific constant, hence why this is an
a-posteriori error estimate.

4 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed architecture, SympFlow, in two tasks: (i) solving the
equations of motion of a given time-independent Hamiltonian system, and (ii) approximating the solution map of an
unknown Hamiltonian system based on data.

The proposed experimental analysis compares the results obtained with SympFlow and an unconstrained neural network,
which we will refer to as MLP. We provide some details on the network architectures in Appendix E.

We consider three test problems: the simple harmonic oscillator, the damped harmonic oscillator, and the Hénon–Heiles
system. Details on these Hamiltonian systems are provided in Section 4.1, Section 4.2, and Section 4.3. For each test
problem, we first consider the unsupervised task of solving the equations of motion. We then move on to consider the
supervised task of estimating the flow based on irregular trajectory samples. The training process for these experiments
follows the steps presented in Section 2.3.

For the three systems, we show the effectiveness of the proposed methodology by presenting quantitative and qualitative
comparisons between the various models. For the simple harmonic oscillator, we also analyze the impact of noise,
the value of N , and the value of M on the approximation accuracy. In this case, we will model the noise affecting
trajectories with random normal variables of zero mean and standard deviation ε, where ε is used to quantify the
noise intensity. Our trajectory data is synthetically generated with a Runge–Kutta (5, 4) integrator with tight tolerance.
Consequently, the trajectories are also affected by discretization error.

As we will see across all the simulations, SympFlow leads to considerably improved long-time energy behavior
compared to MLP.

4.1 One dimensional Simple Harmonic Oscillator

The one-dimensional simple harmonic oscillator is a foundational problem in both physics and engineering. Studying
its dynamics offers valuable insights into the behavior of classical mechanical systems as well as quantum systems. The
simple harmonic oscillator equations of motion are analytically solvable, making it an ideal benchmark for evaluating
the accuracy and performance of both classical and neural network-based solvers.

Without loss of generality, we consider a spring with a spring constant k, where one end is attached to a point mass m
and the other end is fixed in place. The Hamiltonian of this system is given by

H(q, p) =
1

2m
p2 +

k

2
q2, (19)

where q, p are the position and momentum of the point mass. In our experiments, we fix the recovery constant to k = 1
and the mass to m = 1. The equations of motion of this system write

q̇ =
∂H

∂p
=

p

m
, ṗ = −∂H

∂q
= −kq . (20)

We now move to the two experimental settings we consider for this system. All the experiments fix ∆t = 1 and
Ω = [−1.2, 1.2]2 ⊂ R2.

4.1.1 Unsupervised experiments

In this section, we compare the SympFlow architecture with an unconstrained MLP on solving the equations of motion
in Equation (20). We train the SympFlow in three different ways, aiming to identify the impact of the two terms in the
loss function, see Equation (12). The MLP is instead always trained with the regularization term in Equation (11). In
the figures, the term regularization refers to the addition of the Hamiltonian matching term in Equation (10). When
a SympFlow is trained with Hamiltonian regularization, it means it is trained to minimize the loss in Equation (12).
If there is no such regularization, it means that we only train with the residual-based loss function in Equation (9).
We also consider a mixed training procedure, which consists of a first training phase with Hamiltonian regularization,
and a later fine-tuning of the weights by training the model for a few more epochs without Hamiltonian matching.
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Figure 3 reports the results obtained with these four training configurations. We see that the SympFlow architecture
consistently outperforms the unconstrained MLP in predicting the correct qualitative behavior of the solution. This
is evident both looking at the reproduced orbit, which are all associated to the initial condition (q0, p0) = (1, 0), but
also in the long-time energy behavior. We remark that the orbit of (1, 0) is wholly contained in Ω, so the networks
are expected to approximate it reliably. The second column in Figure 3 shows the variation of the true Hamiltonian
energy in Equation (19) along the network-produced solutions. Even though we extrapolate over the long integration
time [0, 1000], the SympFlow outperforms the MLP regardless of how it has been trained. This is a consequence of
the symplectic nature of the network. In this experiment, it is unclear whether the three different considered training
procedures for the SympFlow have a significant impact. We explore this further in the other two test problems.
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Figure 3: Unsupervised experiment — Simple Harmonic Oscillator: Comparison of the results obtained with
predictions up to time T = 1000 and ∆t = 1.

4.1.2 Supervised experiments

We now move to the supervised experiments, where we recall that the models are trained based on the mean squared
error loss function in Equation (8). We first show in Figure 4 the obtained results with N = 100 initial conditions, each
sampled at possibly different M = 50 time instants. In this case, we assume there is no noise, i.e., ε = 0. The results
in Figure 4 show a similar pattern to the unsupervised experiments, where the SympFlow outperforms the MLP over
long time simulations. Comparing this figure with Figure 3, we notice that the unsupervised case leads to a smaller
energy variation than the supervised one for SympFlow predictions. This difference is expected since the unsupervised
experiment, even though it does not rely on trajectory data, relies on the knowledge of the Hamiltonian system one is
trying to solve, hence having access to the true Hamiltonian function while training the network.
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Figure 4: Supervised experiment — Simple Harmonic Oscillator: Comparison of the MLP and the SympFlow
trained with a dataset of parameters N = 100, M = 50, and ε = 0.

We now evaluate the impact of the three parameters N , M , and ε on the performance of SympFlow and MLP. We
denote with ψ : R × R2d → R2d the extension of the network ψ̄ over the real line, defined as in Equation (7). To
quantitatively evaluate the results and compare the models, we consider the average relative error

1

I

I∑
i=1

∥∥ψ(k∆t, x0i )− ϕH,k∆t(x
0
i )
∥∥
2

∥ϕH,k∆t(x0i )∥2
, k = 1, 10, 100

9
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over I = 100 randomly sampled initial conditions in Ω. We remark that even though the quantity above is expressed
using the exact flow map ϕH,t, in practice, we replace it with a reference numerical solution obtained using a Runge–
Kutta (5, 4) integrator with tight tolerance. We also test the average relative Hamiltonian energy variation

1

I

I∑
i=1

∣∣H(ψ(k∆t, x0i ))−H(x0i )
∣∣

|H(x0i )|
, k = 1, 10, 100.

We collect the values of these two metrics in Figure 5. Each of the three subfigures lets one of the three parameters vary
and fixes the other two. We now discuss some outcomes from this experimental analysis:

• The energy variation for SympFlow is always smaller than for MLP. Furthermore, this gap widens as time
progresses.

• The relative error at 100∆t for the two models is comparable in all of the configurations. This is expected for
two reasons:

1. The simple harmonic oscillator does not have complicated dynamics, so we get accurate results with both
models. We will later demonstrate how the more complex dynamics of the Hénon–Heiles system posed a
significant challenge for the MLP, further highlighting the strengths of SympFlow.

2. The fact that SympFlow is symplectic does not ensure improved quantitative long-time behavior, but
qualitative. This is also why one would not expect a symplectic time integrator to be more accurate than
a classical one. However, as for the energy behavior above, the qualitative properties of the produced
solutions are considerably improved.

• Even in the presence of noise, the SympFlow outperforms MLP. This can be seen by looking at the error at time
∆t for different values of ε in Figure 5c. The symplectic constraint on SympFlow prevents it from overfitting
the data and learning the noise.

• The MLP looks to benefit from additional data much more than SympFlow. This can be seen in the relative
errors and energy variations as N and M increase. This can be interpreted as a consequence of the fact that
MLP has no encoded structure, and to infer the correct behavior, it needs a considerable amount of data.

4.2 Modelling Dissipation: Damped Harmonic Oscillator

Real-world dynamical systems often dissipate energy to their surroundings through mechanisms such as heat, friction,
or radiative losses. These processes reduce the energy of the system until it reaches equilibrium. To accurately capture
the dynamics of dissipative physical systems, it is critical to account for those effects within their equations of motion.
To apply our approach to non-conservative systems, we adopt the formulation introduced in [23], which allows to
express their dynamics as conservative systems in a phase space having doubled dimension compared to the physical
space. This formalism enables to accommodate dissipation while retaining key features of the Hamiltonian dynamics,
such as symplecticity, and hence apply SympFlow in a meaningful way. For more details on this formalism, see
Appendix A. In this formulation, the degrees of freedom are doubled, and a point in this augmented space is given by
za,b := (qa, qb, πa, πb) ∈ R4d, where πa and πb are the so-called non-conservative momenta. The Hamiltonian of the
augmented system is given by the function

A(qa, qb, πa, πb) = H(qa, πa)−H(qb, πb)−K(qa, qb, πa, πb) , (21)

where H : R2d → R is the Hamiltonian of the system, and K : R4d → R is an interaction term modeling the action of
the non-conservative forces. In our experiments, the function K takes the form [55, 24]

K(qa, qb, πa, πb) = −λ
2
(q̇a + q̇b)(qa − qb),

giving rise to a damped harmonic oscillator. Although a trajectory described by the original phase-space variables,
(q(t), p(t)), does not follow a conservative dynamics, the trajectory described in the augmented space, is indeed
conservative. Hence, in the augmented space, the map (t, za,b(0)) 7→ za,b(t) is symplectic and the equations of motion
can be recast in a symplectic form:

ża,b(t) = J∇A(za,b(t)) , (22)
with the corresponding equations of motion given by:

q̇ =
∂H

∂p
−

[
∂K

∂q̇I

]
PL

(23)

ṗ = −∂H
∂q

+

[
∂K

∂q̇I

]
PL
,
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Figure 5: Supervised experiment — Simple Harmonic Oscillator: Impact of the parameters N , M , and ε on the
training procedure.

where PL stands for physical limit and corresponds to the restriction to the linear subspace

{(qa, qb, πa, πb) ∈ R4d : qa = qb, and πa = −πb},
see Appendix A.

4.2.1 Unsupervised experiments

Similarly to the harmonic oscillator example in Section 4.1, we solve the system’s equations of motion with the
SympFlow architecture and with an unconstrained MLP. The MLP is again regularized by the additional loss term in
Equation (11). In this section, we experiment training SympFlow with: i) Hamiltonian regularization Equation (12)
and b) residual-based loss function Equation (9). We train both networks for 50, 000 epochs, setting ∆t = 1. Figure 6
show the damped harmonic oscillator solutions for both MLP and SympFlow, and for increasing values of the damping
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constant λ. We can see that both networks are able to capture the dissipative dynamics of the system for the different
values of λ. This result is further supported by the left subfigure of Figure 9, where we also notice that adding an energy
regularization term does not seem to improve SympFlow’s overall performance.
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Figure 6: Damped harmonic oscillator solutions, where qx is the 1D position and px is the (conservative) 1D momentum
of the oscillator’s mass for different values of the damping constant λ, Appendix A. Top: λ = 0.1, middle: λ = 0.5,
and bottom: λ = 1.

4.2.2 Supervised experiments

In this section we compare the performance of the MLP network and SympFlow, trained with N = 50 initial conditions
andM = 10 time samples for each of them. Figure 7, Figure 8, and Figure 9 show that SympFlow outperforms the MLP
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network when the dynamics of the system is more complex (case λ = 0.1) and presents oscillations with decreasing
amplitude, whereas for solutions with less complex behavior both methods seem to perform similarly well.
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Figure 7: MLP Supervised experiment — Damped Harmonic Oscillator: Trained with N = 50, M = 10, and no
noise, ε = 0.

4.3 Hénon–Heiles system

The Hénon–Heiles system is a model for studying non-linear dynamics, chaos, and the transition from regular to chaotic
motion in physics. Initially developed to understand the motion of a star in a galactic potential, the system has since
become a paradigmatic example in the study of chaos theory. The Hénon–Heiles system is a Hamiltonian system based
on the Hamiltonian function [28, Section I.3]

H(q, p) =
1

2
(p2x + p2y) +

1

2
(q2x + q2y) + q2xqy −

q3y
3
, q = (qx, qy), p = (px, py) ∈ R2. (24)

The equations of motion for this system write
q̇x = px, q̇y = py, ṗx = −qx − 2qxqy, ṗy = −qy − (q2x − q2y). (25)

The equations of motion in Equation (25) provide a considerable challenge to numerical integrators and network-based
simulations since they exhibit chaotic behavior corresponding to specific energy levels. Due to the chaotic nature of the
system, it is unreasonable to expect a long-term agreement of the approximation with the exact solution. However, for
chaotic systems, one would like to capture the correct global behavior of the trajectories. A common strategy to test this
is to consider a two-dimensional Poincaré section and compare the obtained results for different methods. We proceed
in this way to compare SympFlow with an MLP. To that end, we start by considering the Poincaré section corresponding
to the linear subspace

S = {(0, qy, px, py) : qy, px, py ∈ R} , (26)
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Figure 8: SympFlow supervised experiment without regularization — Damped Harmonic Oscillator: Trained with
N = 50, M = 10, and no noise, ε = 0. procedure.
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Figure 9: Comparison of the damped harmonic oscillator relative energy, normalised over the integration time, for
unsupervised (left) and supervised (right) experiments. In the unsupervised case, both the MLP and SympFlow. In the
supervised case, the solutions have been computed with N = 50 initial conditions and M = 10 sampling points. In this
setting, with fewer initial conditions, SympFlow outperforms MLP.

and we will provide a planar representation, in the variables (qy, py), of the intersection of the trajectories with the
section S. For a definition of the notion of attractor, and Poincaré sections, see [51].
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We now move to the two experimental settings we consider for this system. All the experiments fix ∆t = 1 and
Ω = [−1, 1]4 ⊂ R4. Some of these initial conditions correspond to energy levels leading to chaotic dynamics. However,
since the training process only relies on the short integration interval [0, 1], this does not seem to negatively affect the
quality of the recovered models.

4.3.1 Unsupervised experiments

As for the previous two test problems, we consider the unsupervised problem of solving the differential equations
in Equation (25) for arbitrary initial conditions in Ω ⊂ R4, and for time instants in [0,∆t]. The plots consider the
initial condition (0.3,−0.3, 0.3, 0), leading to initial energy H0 = 0.13, corresponding to chaotic dynamics. We collect
in Figure 10 the experiments with the three training regimes for SympFlow and with an MLP, again regularized by
Equation (11). We see that SympFlow leads to better long-term energy behavior, and that the mixed training regime
leads to slightly improved results. We also plot the Poincaré cuts associated with the section in Equation (26). A
reference cut obtained with Runge–Kutta (5, 4) can be found in Appendix F. The SympFlows lead to much more
qualitatively accurate solutions, given that the obtained cuts resemble the expected behavior. Appendix F also collects
the plots of the solution curves obtained with this initial condition for the four trained models.
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Figure 10: Unsupervised experiment — Hénon–Heiles: Comparison of the Poincaré sections and the energy behavior
up to time T = 1000.

4.3.2 Supervised experiments

For the supervised experiment, we notice a pretty similar situation as in the unsupervised one, as can be seen in
Figure 11. In this setup, it is also very hard to train the MLP model, as can be seen from the produced solution curves
in Figure 13 of Appendix F. Once more, SympFlow demonstrates the ability to capture the correct global qualitative
behavior of the solutions as we can see in both the energy plot and the Poincaré cuts in Figure 11.
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Figure 11: Supervised experiment — Hénon–Heiles: Comparison of the MLP and the SympFlow trained with a
dataset of parameters N = 100, M = 50, and ε = 0. We show the energy plots for the time interval [0, 1000], and also
the Poincaré sections obtained with the two different networks.
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5 Conclusions and further work

In this work we presented SympFlow, a symplectic neural flow able to provide accurate and reliable long-term solutions
for generic Hamiltonian systems. We have shown that SympFlow is a universal approximator and it can be applied to (i)
approximately solve the equations of motion of Hamiltonian systems and (ii) approximate the flow map of unknown
Hamiltonian system based on trajectory data. Because of its structure, SympFlow admits an underlying Hamiltonian
which could also be used to study an approximated physical model, a task which has previously been studied in the
scientific machine learning literature [3, 26]. Potentially, both SympFlow functionalities, (i)-(ii), can be combined to
model complex physical systems. We have have also demonstrated the advantages of SympFlow over an unconstrained
MLP in several experimental tasks, including a chaotic system and a non-conservative system.

The numerical experiments, show that the performance of the SympFlow is equal or superior to an MLP network for
unsupervised tasks. For supervised tasks, however, SympFlow outperforms MLP to approximate complex solution, in
particular when the number of initial conditions and time samples are significantly reduced, hence, highlighting the data
efficiency of SympFlow.

There are several natural ways to extend this research. From the theoretical point of view, it would be interesting to
further explore the energy behavior of the SympFlow since we experimentally observe a better error growth than the
one in Theorem 2. We will also expand the applicability of SympFlow to higher-dimensional dynamical systems, such
as spatially semi-discretized PDEs. To do so, the main effort will be in improving the computational efficiency of
the SympFlow layers, which currently rely on automatic differentiation which can be costly for higher dimensional
problems.
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A The classical mechanics of non-conservative systems: Damped Harmonic Oscillator

In this section, we summarize the non-conservative Hamiltonian formulation used to extend SympFlow to dissipative
systems [23, 24, 55]. This approach enables the modeling of dissipative dynamics as a canonical Hamiltonian system but
does not inherently preserve symplecticity. We outline the key aspects of this formulation and detail the modifications
required to ensure symplecticity, allowing its integration into SympFlow.

The starting point of the non-conservative Hamiltonian formulation [23] is to move from the system’s phase space to an
augmented one, which is obtained by doubling the degrees of freedom, and back to the original space. The main idea is
to capture the dissipative evolution in this augmented phase-space, ensuring that the global dynamics of the system
is conservative. Hence, the configuration variable q, and the momentum p are doubled giving rise to two different
curves each: q → (qa, qb) and p→ (pa, pb). In this framework, a new non-conservative Lagrangian is derived from the
augmented action with doubled variables:

S =

∫
Λ(qa,b, q̇a,b, t) dt (27)

where the (non-conservative) Lagrangian is defined by:

Λ(qa,b, q̇a,b, t)=L(qa, q̇a, t)−L(qb, q̇b, t)+K(qa,b, q̇a,b, t) ,
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where L describes the conservative contribution to the full non-conservative Lagrangian Λ, and K is an antisymmetric
function under exchange a→ b, that couples the variables together and accounts for all the non-conservative contribution
to the system dynamics. Notice that, in conservative Hamiltonian systems, the function K would vanish. Although, K
also vanishes in the physical limit (PL) [23], that is, in the linear subspace {(qa, qb, pa, pb) ∈ R4d : qa = qb, and pa =
pb}, its derivatives do not necessarily vanish in the physical limit. This is important, since the derivatives of K model
the dissipative behavior of the system, as we will see below.

The stationarity of the action in Equation (27) under the variations qI(t, ϵ) = qI(t, 0)+ϵηI(t) , that is [dS[qI ]/dϵ]ϵ=0 =
0 for all ηI(ti) = ηI(tf ) = 0, I = {a, b}, corresponds to the conditions

0 =

∫ tf

ti

{[
∂Λ

∂qa

∂qa
∂ϵ

+
∂Λ

∂q̇a

∂q̇a
∂ϵ

+
∂Λ

∂qb

∂qb
∂ϵ

+
∂Λ

∂q̇b

∂q̇b
∂ϵ

]
ϵ=0

}
dt

=

∫ tf

ti

{
ηa ·

[
∂Λ

∂qa
− dπa

dt

]
ϵ=0

+ ηb ·
[
∂Λ

∂qb
+

dπb
dt

]
ϵ=0

}
dt

+

[
ηa(t) · πb(t)− ηb(t) · πa(t)

]tf
t=ti

(28)

where the quantities πI are the (non-conservative) conjugate momenta, defined by:

πa(qI , q̇I , t) =
∂Λ(qI ,q̇I ,t)

∂q̇a(t)
= ∂L(qa,q̇a,t)

∂q̇a
+ ∂K(qI ,q̇I ,t)

∂q̇a
(29)

πb(qI , q̇I , t) =
∂Λ(qI ,q̇I ,t)

∂q̇b
= −∂L(qb,q̇b,t)

∂q̇b
+ ∂K(qI ,q̇I ,t)

∂q̇b
(30)

In [23], the authors choose a different sign convention for the momenta hence working with Hamiltonian equations
associated to a non-canonical symplectic structure over R4d. Our choice for the sign of p is due to the fact that
SympFlow preserves the canonical symplectic form of R4d. With this sign convention, the physical limit expressed with
respect to the momenta corresponds to the subspace given by:

{(qa, qb, πa, πb) ∈ R4d : qa = qb, and πa = −πb}. (31)
We remark that πa = −πb can be inferred e.g. in the case of a damped harmonic oscillator below by noticing that
πa + πb = pa − pb − λ(qa − qb) = 0, where pa and pb are the conservative momenta derived from the conservative
Lagrangian as pI = ∂q̇IL(qI , q̇I), I ∈ {a, b}.

In the damped harmonic oscillator example, we consider a dissipative potential of the form K = −λ
2 (q̇a + q̇b)(qa − qb)

[55] (see [24] for other choices). The corresponding (non-conservative) Lagrangian is, then, given by:

Λ(qI , q̇I) =

(
m

2
q̇2a −

k

2
q2a

)
−
(
m

2
q̇2b −

k

2
q2b

)
− λ

2
(q̇a + q̇b) (qa − qb) , (32)

where k is the oscillator’s recovery constant, and λ is the dissipation factor. The corresponding (non-conservative)
conjugate momenta for each double variable are then given by:

πa =
∂Λ(qI , q̇I)

∂q̇a
= mq̇a −

λ

2
(qa − qb) = pa −

λ

2
(qa − qb) (33)

πb =
∂Λ(qI , q̇I)

∂q̇b
= −mq̇b −

λ

2
(qa − qb) = −pb −

λ

2
(qa − qb). (34)

That is, the non-conservative momenta are given by the conservative ones pa, pb, plus an extra term due to the dissipative
contribution. We also remark that, in the physical limit, πa = pa and πb = −pb.

The non-conservative (augmented) Hamiltonian is obtained by applying the Legendre transform to the non-conservative
Lagrangian Λ:

A(t, qa, qb, πa, πb) =
1

2m
(π2

a − π2
b ) +

λ

2m
(qa − qb)(πa − πb)

+
k

2
(qa − qb)(qa + qb) .

Hence, the final Hamiltonian equations for the damped harmonic oscillator in the augmented space are given by:q̇a(t)q̇b(t)
ṗ1(t)
ṗ2(t)

 =


πa(t)
m + λ

2m (qa(t)− qb(t))

−πb(t)
m − λ

2m (qa(t)− qb(t))
− λ

2m (πa(t)− πb(t))− kqa(t)
λ
2m (πa(t)− πb(t)) + kqb(t)

 . (35)
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Notice that the physical limit in Equation (31) is an invariant submanifold of R4d with respect to the dynamics, since
π̇a + π̇b = 0 whenever qa = qb, and also q̇a − q̇b = 0. To ensure that our neural networks preserve this subspace as
well, we apply a projection step at the end of the network, which projects over the subspace in Equation (31) and is
defined as

[qa qb πa πb] 7→
[
qa+qb

2
qa+qb

2
πa−πb

2 −πa−πb

2

]
.

We remark that this projection turns the SympFlow into a non-symplectic map in this context, but it is not important
since the actual physical system we are integrating is not a conservative Hamiltonian system. The symplectic structure
encoded in the network still seems to improve the approximation accuracy, as we show in the numerical experiments
Section 4.

Similarly, the equations of motion for the double variables (qa, qb, pa, pb) are given by:

ṗa = π̇a +
λ
2 (q̇a − q̇b) = − λ

mp2 − kqa (36)

ṗb = −π̇b + λ
2 (q̇a − q̇b) = − λ

mpb − kqb. (37)

q̇a = λ
2m (qa − qb) +

pa

m − λ
2m (qa − qb) =

pa

m (38)

q̇b = − λ
2m (qa − qb) +

pb

m + λ
2m (qa − qb) =

pb

m . (39)

Notice that in the figures in this paper the letters pa and pb denote the momenta. We emphasize that these momenta
are the non-conservative ones, since they are the result of solving the augmented system. However, because of the
projection, they coincide with the conservative ones, i.e., πa = pa and −πb = pb, hence why we use this convention as
discussed above.

B Derivation of the long-time Hamiltonian system

Let us consider the function
ψ(t, x0) := ψ̄t−∆t⌊t/∆t⌋ ◦

(
ψ̄∆t

)⌊t/∆t⌋
(x0),

and evaluate its derivative in time. We evaluate the following limit

ψ̇(t, x0) = lim
h→0

ψ(t+ h, x0)− ψ(t, x0)

h

where we notice that if t ̸= k∆t, k ∈ N, one has that ⌊(t + h)/∆t⌋ = ⌊t/∆t⌋ as long as h is small enough. Thus,
setting c = ⌊t/∆t⌋, we get

ψ̇(t, x0) = lim
h→0

ψ̄t+h−c∆t((ψ̄∆t)
c(x0))− ψ̄t−c∆t((ψ̄∆t)

c(x0))

h

= J∇H(ψ̄)(t− c∆t, ψ(t, x0))

as written in Equation (13).

C Proof of the a-posteriori result

Proof of Theorem 2. To start, we notice that

H(ψ)(t, x) = H(ψ̄)(t−∆t⌊t/∆t⌋, x)
= H(x) + δ(t−∆t⌊t/∆t⌋, x)

for some function δ : [0,∆t]×R2d → R with |δ(t, x)| ≤ ε1 for every t ∈ [0,∆t], x ∈ Ω. In this proof, when using the
symbol ∇ we always refer to the gradient with respect to the second input. By the second assumption, on the smallness
of the residual, we know that

∥J∇H(ψ)(t, ψt(x))− J∇H(ψt(x))∥2 ≤ ε2,

and since J preserves the ℓ2 norm, we get that ∥∇δ(t, x)∥2 ≤ ε2 too. This allows us to conclude that

d

dt
H(ψt(x)) = ∇H(ψt(x)) · J∇δ(t−∆t⌊t/∆t⌋, ψt(x)) ≤ Cε2,

where C is an upper bound of the Lipschitz constant of H over Ω. Thus,

|H(ψt(x))−H(x)| ≤ c2ε2t.
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Moving to the variation of H(ψ), we notice that

H(ψ)(t, ψt(x))−H(ψ)(0, x) = H(ψ)(t, ψt(x))−H(ψt(x))

+H(ψt(x))−H(x)

+H(x)−H(ψ)(0, x),

which allows us to conclude

|H(ψ)(t, ψt(x))−H(ψ)(0, x)| ≤ 2ε1 + c2ε2t ≤ max{2, c2}(ε1 + ε2t) =: c1(ε1 + ε2t).

D Proof of Theorem 1

This appendix provides a proof of Theorem 1, i.e., that any Hamiltonian flow can be approximated to arbitrary accuracy,
uniformly on a compact time interval [0,∆t], by a suitable SympFlow. Our proof builds on the derivations in [56].

Step 1: Approximation with polynomials

Lemma 1 (Approximation with polynomial Hamiltonian). LetH : R×Ω → R be a C1 function, for Ω ⊂ R2d compact
representing the phase space, while the first parameter denotes time. For any ε > 0, there is a function H̃ : R×Ω → R
polynomial in the phase-space variable x ∈ Ω and with coefficients continuously depending on time, whose exact flow
ϕH̃,t approximates ϕH,t to accuracy ε on Ω× [0,∆t].

Proof. The function H is a continuous function of the 2d + 1 variables (x, t) ∈ Ω × [0,∆t]. Hence, it can be
approximated to arbitrary accuracy on the compact set Ω × [0,∆t] by a polynomial in (x, t). The approximating
polynomial can be chosen to also approximate the gradient of H with the same accuracy. For a proof of this result see
[38, Proposition 4.2].

Let us consider now a polynomial function H̃ giving

sup
t∈[0,∆t]
x∈Ω

∥∥∥∇H(t, x)−∇H̃(t, x)
∥∥∥
∞
< ε̃.

Then, we have that∥∥∥ϕH,t(x)− ϕH̃,t(x)
∥∥∥
∞

=

∥∥∥∥J ∫ t

0

(
∇H(s, ϕH,s(x))−∇H̃(s, ϕH̃,s(x))

)
ds

∥∥∥∥
∞

=

=

∥∥∥∥J∫ t

0

(
∇H(s, ϕH,s(x))−∇H(s, ϕH̃,s(x)) +∇H(s, ϕH̃,s(x))−∇H̃(s, ϕH̃,s(x))

)
ds

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤

 sup
s∈[0,∆t]

x∈Ω

∥∥∇2H(s, x)
∥∥
∞

∫ t

0

∥∥∥ϕH,t(x)− ϕH̃,t(x)
∥∥∥
∞

ds+ ε̃∆t.

Grownall’s inequality allows us to conclude that

∥∥∥ϕH,t(x)− ϕH̃,t(x)
∥∥∥
∞

≤ ε̃∆t exp

t sup
s∈[0,∆t]

x∈Ω

∥∥∇2H(s, x)
∥∥
∞


≤ ε̃∆t exp

∆t sup
s∈[0,∆t]

x∈Ω

∥∥∇2H(s, x)
∥∥
∞

 =: ε̃∆t exp (∆tL) .

The lemma is proven by taking ε̃ = ε/(∆t exp(∆t L)), where L is a bound for the Lipschitz constant of ∇H(s, ·)
uniform in s ∈ [0,∆t].
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Step 2: Splitting of the exact flow in N substeps

Thanks to Lemma 1, we can now assume to work with H̃ : R × Ω → R which is a polynomial in the phase-space
variable x and with coefficients continuously depending on time. We can then split the flow ϕH̃,t into N substeps of
size t/N as follows:

ϕH̃,t = ϕ̃(N−1)t/N ◦ · · · ◦ ϕ̃nt/N ◦ · · · ◦ ϕ̃0, n = 0, . . . , N − 1. (40)

In Equation (40), we denote with ϕ̃nt/N (x0) the exact solution at time (n+ 1)t/N of the initial value problem{
dx(s)
ds = J∇xH̃(s, x)

x(nt/N) = x0.

Step 3: Approximation via a separable Hamiltonian system

The goal is now getting closer to the form of differential equations defining the layers of the SympFlow. To do so, we
work with [56, Lemma 1], which we now state adapting the notation to ours.

Lemma 2 (Lemma 1 in [56]). Let H̃ : R× Ω → R be polynomial in the phase-space variable x ∈ Ω and depending
continuously on the first variable. There exists a function V : R× Rd → R polynomial in the second variable and with
coefficients depending continuously on the first variable and a set of d integers ω1, . . . , ωd, such that the Hamiltonian

Ĥ(s, x) =
1

2

(
∥p∥22 + 2πq⊤ diag(ω2

1 , . . . , ω
2
d)q

)
+

t

N
V (s, q), x = (q, p) ∈ R2d, (41)

whose exact time-1 flow ϕĤ,1 is O(t2/N2) close to ϕ̃nt/N .

We do not specify it in the notation since it is already quite heavy, but this approximation depends on the time instant
nt/N , so Ĥ would be Ĥn. We remark that the differential equation defined by Ĥ in Equation (41) is a second-order
differential equation of the form

d2

ds2
q(s) = −2π diag(ω2

1 , . . . , ω
2
d)q(s)−

t

N
∇qV (s, q(s)). (42)

For this reason, the proof in [56] is based on a perturbative argument studying Equation (42) as a perturbation of the
linear oscillator obtained by removing the non-linear potential V .

An equivalent way to write Equation (42) is with the first-order differential equation[
q̇(s)
ṗ(s)

]
=

[
p(s)

−2π diag(ω2
1 , . . . , ω

2
d)q(s)− t

N∇qV (s, q(s))

]
. (43)

Corollary 1. Let H̃ : R× Ω → R be polynomial in the phase-space variable x ∈ Ω and depending continuously on
the first variable. For every ε > 0, there exists a pair of functions V̄q, V̄p ∈ F , with

F =
{
R× Rd ∋ (s, q) 7→ w⊤σ (Aq + bs+ c) ∈ R : A ∈ Rh×d, b, c, w,∈ Rh, h ∈ N

}
,

σ : R → R continuously differentiable and not a polynomial, such that defined the Hamiltonian

H̄(s, x) = V̄p(s, p) + V̄q(s, q), x = (q, p) ∈ R2d, (44)

the exact time-1 flow ϕH̄,1 is ε close to ϕ̃nt/N .

Lemma 2 is fundamental to prove Corollary 1 since we need to get a separable Hamiltonian, so that we can relate these
maps with a SympFlow. Jumping over Lemma 2 would have required a significantly new analysis to directly obtain
Corollary 1.

Proof. By [44, Theorem 4.1], for any ε̃ > 0 there are two functions V̄q = V̄q(s, q) and V̄p = V̄p(s, p) that belong to F
and such that

sup
s∈[0,1]
x∈Ω

∥∥∥∇Ĥ(s, x)−∇H̄(s, x)
∥∥∥
∞
< ε̃,

where H̄ is defined as in Equation (44), and Ĥ as in Equation (41). This is a consequence of the fact that polynomials
are continuous functions, and F is dense in the space of continuously differentiable scalar valued functions with respect
to the C1−topology. The proof can then be concluded by Gronwall’s inequality as in the proof of Lemma 1

We remark that in particular one can take ε = t2/N2 and get the same approximation accuracy as in Lemma 2.
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Step 4: Approximation of ϕH̄,1 with a SympFlow

To conclude, we need to show that the flow map ϕH̄,1 with H̄ defined as in Equation (44) can be approximated by a
suitable SympFlow. To do so, we apply the decomposition in Equation (40) to ϕH̄,1. We split the time interval [0, 1] into
K substeps, leading to substeps that we denote as ϕ̄k/K associated to the integration interval [k/K, (k + 1)/K], with
k = 0, . . . ,K − 1. We can then approximate ϕ̄k/K up to O(1/K2) with a 1−layer SympFlow obtained by applying a
Lie-Trotter splitting strategy to Equation (43). More explicitly, we can write

ϕ̄k/K = ϕH̄1,1/K ◦ ϕH̄2,1/K +O
(

1

K2

)
, (45)

with H̄1(s, x) = V̄p(s, p) and H̄2(s, x) = V̄q(s, q), see Corollary 1. HavingK of these sub-steps, we can thus conclude
that there exists a SympFlow of at most K layers able to approximate within O(1/K) the time-1 flow ϕH̄,1. This error
accumulation is due to the fact that we compose K maps O(1/K2) close to the reference one. Thus, we have a global
error growing like 1/K. The O notation hides the multiplicative constants, which depend on the Lipschitz regularity of
the flow maps.

Step 5: Combining all the approximations to conclude the proof

We can now conclude the proof by combining the various approximations done in the previous steps and using the fact
that the composition of SympFlows is again a SympFlow. We first recall the decomposition

ϕH̃,t = ϕ̃(N−1)t/N ◦ · · · ◦ ϕ̃nt/N ◦ · · · ◦ ϕ̃0, n = 0, . . . , N − 1.

In steps 3 and 4 we showed that for each n = 0, . . . , N − 1 there is a SympFlow of at most K layers approximating
within O(1/K) the exact flow ϕĤ,1, which is known to be O(∆t2/N2) close to ϕ̃nt/N , see Corollary 1. If we set
K = N2, we can thus conclude that the map ϕH̃,t, and hence also ϕH,t, can be approximated within O(∆t2/N) by
a SympFlow of at most N3 layers. N can then be selected based on the desired accuracy ε. This reasoning works
assuming that ∆t is of moderate size, like ∆t = 1 we use in our experiments. Otherwise, one would have to slightly
modify the reasoning.

E Description of the network architectures

In what follows, we provide details on the network architectures considered in Section 4. All the networks we compare
have the same number of layers, where each layer is defined as a transformation acting on both parts, q and p, which
partition the phase-space variable x ∈ R2d. The number of layers chosen in the numerical experiments in Section 4 is
based on SympFlow’s performance. Thus, in the unsupervised experiments, the number of layers is set to three, whereas
in the supervised experiments is set to five. Additionally, in all experiments the activation function is σ = tanh.

Although we have set the MLP to have the same numer of layers than SympFlow, the highly constrained architecture of
SympFlow results in a greater number of network parameters compared to the MLP. Nevertheless, we consider this
comparison fair because, in all numerical experiments, the MLP accurately approximates the target map just as well as
SympFlow over Ω × [0,∆t]. This demonstrates that the poor long-term behavior of the MLP is not due to a lack of
expressive power but rather to its lack of a symplectic structure.

E.1 SympFlow

Given a SympFlow, the i−th layer of ψ̄t is given by the composition map ϕip ◦ ϕiq. Each of these two composed maps
depends on network weights only via a potential function, which is denoted as V i

q and V i
p . We model both potential

functions with a one-hidden layer feedforward neural network. We explicit it for V i
q , and the same applies to V i

p ,
possibly with different weights:

Vq(t, q) = ℓ3 ◦ σ ◦ ℓ2 ◦ σ ◦ ℓ1
([
q
t

])
,

where
ℓ1 : Rd+1 → Rh, ℓ2 : Rh → Rh, ℓ3 : Rh → R,

h = 10, are three parametrized affine maps of the form ℓj(x) = Ajx+ bj for suitably shaped weight Aj and bias bj ,
j = 1, 2, 3. For the case of the simple harmonic oscillator, where d = 1, we thus have 30 parameters modeling ℓ1, 110
modeling ℓ2, and 11 modeling ℓ3. A SympFlow of 5 layers will hence have 5 · 2 · (30 + 110 + 11) = 1510 parameters.
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Figure 12: Unsupervised experiment — Hénon–Heiles: Comparison of the solutions obtained with the different
methods, with integration time [0, T = 100].

E.2 MLP

An MLP with L ∈ N layers is based on a parametric maps of the form

φi : Rci → Rci+1 , φi(z) = σ ◦ ℓi(z), i = 1, ..., L, (46)

for an affine map parametrized as ℓi(z) = Aiz + bi, Ai ∈ Rci+1×ci and bi ∈ Rci+1 . For the first layer we have
ci = 2d+ 1, since

z =

[
x
t

]
,

whereas for the last layer cL+1 = 2d. All the intermediate dimensions are fixed to c2 = ... = cL = 10. For the simple
harmonic oscillator, considering an MLP of 5 layers, we thus have that the first layer is parametrized by 40 parameters,
the intermediate three by 110 each, and the last by 22. This leads to a network with 40 + 330 + 22 = 392 parameters.

Since composing maps as in Equation (46) does not allow to enforce the initial condition, we modify the composition
and define the MLP network as

ψ̄(t, x) = x+ tanh (t) · φL ◦ ... ◦ φ1

([
x
t

])
,

so that ψ̄(0, x) = x for every x ∈ R2d since tanh (0) = 0.

F Additional experiments for Hénon–Heiles
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Figure 13: Supervised experiment — Hénon–Heiles: Comparison of the solutions obtained with the different methods,
with integration time [0, T = 100].
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Figure 14: Poincarè section for Hénon–Heiles obtained with Runge–Kutta (5,4) time integration.
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