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Estimation of System Parameters Including
Repeated Cross-Sectional Data through

Emulator-Informed Deep Generative Model
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Abstract—Differential equations (DEs) are crucial for modeling
the evolution of natural or engineered systems. Traditionally,
the parameters in DEs are adjusted to fit data from system
observations. However, in fields such as politics, economics,
and biology, available data are often independently collected at
distinct time points from different subjects (i.e., repeated cross-
sectional (RCS) data). Conventional optimization techniques
struggle to accurately estimate DE parameters when RCS data
exhibit various heterogeneities, leading to a significant loss of
information. To address this issue, we propose a new estimation
method called the emulator-informed deep-generative model
(EIDGM), designed to handle RCS data. Specifically, EIDGM
integrates a physics-informed neural network-based emulator
that immediately generates DE solutions and a Wasserstein
generative adversarial network-based parameter generator that
can effectively mimic the RCS data. We evaluated EIDGM on
exponential growth, logistic population models, and the Lorenz
system, demonstrating its superior ability to accurately capture
parameter distributions. Additionally, we applied EIDGM to an
experimental dataset of Amyloid beta 40 and beta 42, successfully
capturing diverse parameter distribution shapes. This shows that
EIDGM can be applied to model a wide range of systems and
extended to uncover the operating principles of systems based
on limited data.

Index Terms—Repeated cross-sectional data, Dynamical sys-
tem, Parameter estimation, Physics-informed neural networks,
Generative models

I. INTRODUCTION

A system of differential equations (DE) is essential for
modeling the dynamics of various systems, offering scientific
and mechanistic insights into physical and biological phenom-
ena. The solutions to a DE largely depend on its parameters
and determining these parameters is crucial for fitting the
solutions to observed data. Specifically, the distribution of
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the estimates provides additional insights, such as uncertainty
quantification of data or heterogeneity of underlying dynamics
[1], leading to a more comprehensive understanding of the
phenomena. These estimation tasks are typically performed
using optimization methods that update parameters to make
the corresponding solutions of the system more closely match
the observational data, especially when the data are obtained
by observing individual samples (subjects) over time (i.e., time
series data). Different from time series data, in various fields,
such as biology, economics, and political science, data are
often collected from different samples or groups of individuals
at multiple points in time (i.e., repeated cross-sectional (RCS)
data [2, 3, 4, 5, 6]). For instance, [7] analyzed sequential data
on PER protein levels in fruit flies to study the dependence
of molecular characteristics on neurons. However, obtaining
PER levels at different time points entailed the death of the
flies, limiting continuous data collection over time. In another
study, [8] used an exponential growth model to investigate how
drugs affected tumor sizes in mice over time. As the study
progressed, mice were sacrificed, complicating the association
of observational data and resulting in RCS data. Furthermore,
RCS data can be obtained from community surveys reflecting
the change of opinions from different people over time (e.g.,
opinion polls by Gallup, the Michigan Consumer Sentiment
Index, records of Congressional votes, Supreme Court deci-
sions, and presidential statements [9, 10, 11, 12, 13]).

While fitting parameters with time-series data is feasible
with classical optimization methods, handling RCS data poses
a challenge. Specifically, [14] demonstrated that estimating
parameters using the mean value of RCS data (e.g., [7])
or a Gaussian process (GP)-based model calibration (e.g.,
[15, 16, 17, 18]) yields significant mismatches, resulting in
incorrect interpretation of a given phenomenon. As GP-based
model calibration only depends on the mean and covariance
of data at each time point, it fails to capture the complete in-
formation contained within RCS data, yielding only unimodal
distribution estimates. Bayesian methods, including approxi-
mate Bayesian computation (ABC) [19, 20] and Metropolis-
Hastings (MH) algorithms [21, 22], also struggle to accurately
estimate parameter distributions, due to their sensitivity to
the prior distribution [23]. To improve their applicability, [14]
developed a method to estimate parameters while preserving
the information contained in RCS data. However, this method
is efficient only when the number of observations in the RCS
data is small because this method requires large computational
costs for many artificial trajectories.
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In this paper, we introduce a novel approach for infer-
ring the system parameters from large RCS data, called the
emulator-informed deep generative model (EIDGM), which
integrates both a hyper physics-informed neural networks
(HyperPINN, [24]), and Wasserstein generative adversarial
network (WGAN, [25]) (Fig. 1) in the following manner:
1) HyperPINN generates solutions across varying parameters,
while 2) WGAN selects solutions that best fit the given
RCS data. We then conducted validation tasks to estimate the
true parameter distributions with the following mathematical
models: 1) exponential growth, 2) logistic population models
[26], and 3) the Lorenz system [16]. Through this validation,
we show that EIDGM can accurately estimate the shape of the
parameter distribution. Next, we also applied EIDGM to a real-
world dataset (biomarkers for diagnosing dementia), showing
that implicit patterns of biomarkers over time can be grouped
per individual. These results suggest that EIDGM enables a
more comprehensive, deeper, and improved understanding of
the RCS data. By analyzing the shape of these parameter dis-
tributions, we expect that EIDGM can provide an opportunity
to better understand dynamical systems.

A. Contribution

• We highlight the significance of incorporating deep learn-
ing methods into the traditional analysis of dynamics
in natural or engineered systems. By leveraging the
efficiency of deep learning in both emulating numer-
ical solvers (HyperPINN) and estimating distributions
(WGAN), this study demonstrates how complex param-
eter estimation tasks can be performed more efficiently
and accurately.

• EIDGM overcomes the limitations of traditional estima-
tion methods for RCS data, such as a GP-based model
calibration. These conventional approaches often result
in significant mismatches and inaccurate parameter in-
terpretations. In contrast, EIDGM provides more precise
and reliable parameter estimation.

• Through the precise estimation of parameters, EIDGM
provides a more comprehensive, deeper understanding of
dynamical systems. This contribution is significant for
research in various fields such as economics, political sci-
ence, and biology, where RCS data are prevalent. In other
words, EIDGM offers new insights and opportunities
for future research in understanding complex dynamical
systems.

B. Related works

Development of DE solver using neural networks Deep
learning algorithms have been applied to solving DEs. [27]
utilized neural networks with a variational formulation in the
loss function to solve high-dimensional DEs. However, this ap-
proach yields a complicated loss landscape, causing the neural
networks to converge to a local minimum. To overcome this,
[28] introduced Physics-informed neural networks (PINN) by
minimizing a residual loss function that directly measures
how well the neural networks satisfy DE. Through PINN, the

neural networks can fit the given data while satisfying DEs as
constraints.

While PINN can be utilized when the set of parameters is
specifically given, it requires a high computational cost for
training with different sets of parameters. Thus, PINN is not
efficient for constructing an emulator that immediately gener-
ates a DE solution. To reduce such computational costs, PINN
incorporating the embedding method has been developed by
adding parameters as input to the neural network [29, 30, 31].
Similarly, a lot of variations of the emulator for a DE solver
have been proposed (e.g., DeepONet [32, 33, 34]). However,
these methods still require large neural networks and more
training time.

More recently, PINN incorporating hypernetworks [35] has
been developed [24]. Specifically, given a set of parameters,
the hypernetworks generate the weights for the main neural
network. The main network can immediately calculate DE
solutions for various sets of parameters. Later, theoretical evi-
dence showed that hypernetworks have greater expressivity in
spanning the solution space compared to embedding methods
[36, 37]. Therefore, we use the hypernetwork structure for the
emulator, efficiently generating DE solutions with various sets
of parameters.

Estimation of probability distribution using GAN GANs
have been proposed to create fake data that are indistinguish-
able from real data [38]. Due to their applicability, GANs
are widely used to estimate complex probability distributions
in various areas, including uncertainty quantification for pa-
rameters or initial conditions of DEs. Specifically, [39, 40]
utilized a GAN to find the relationship between parameters and
solutions of a given DE. Later, [39] modified the conditional
GAN (cGAN) architecture [41] to infer parameters from each
real data sample. While this approach is feasible for given
time-series data, it is not applicable to handling RCS data,
as two consecutive observation points in the RCS cannot
be connected. Therefore, we modified the Wasserstein GAN
(WGAN) with a HyperPINN-based emulator.

Statistical inference of parameters over simulations The
development of parameter estimation methods that integrate
(numerical) simulators and generative models has advanced
significantly, particularly within the domain of simulation-
based inference (SBI). SBI involves performing statistical
inference on probabilistic models using simulation samples x
derived from underlying parameters p, where the likelihood
p(x|p) is not explicitly given. For example, Ramesh et al.
combined both GAN and a numerical solver [42]. These two
parts were used for simulating samples and approximating the
posterior distribution of underlying parameters, respectively.
More recently, approaches that incorporate transformers ([43])
and probabilistic diffusion models ([44]) have been proposed
to handle missing or unstructured data [45]. However, these
models lack a specific design for RCS data, leaving uncertainty
about their ability to accurately approximate posterior distri-
butions p(p|x) in the presence of significant heterogeneity.
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II. METHODS

A. Description of problems in estimating parameters of DEs
with RCS data

We propose a method for estimating the distribution of
parameters within a time-evolutionary ordinary differential
equation (ODE), represented as

y′(t) = f [y(t),p], (1)

where y(t;p) ∈ Rny denotes the solution with dimension
ny at time t. The set of parameters p ∈ Rnp represents
biological or physical properties (such as growth rate or
carrying capacity). Here, we aim to estimate the posterior
distribution of the parameter p that can fit the corresponding
solution y(t;p) to the RCS data Y . Specifically, Y consists
of the data points (tr,yjr ), where {tr}Tr=1 denotes the T
observation time points and jr ∈ {1, 2, . . . , Jr} is an index
with varying maximum Jr depending on r for the given RCS
data.

B. HyperPINN as an emulator for DE solver

In this section, we build an emulator that can immediately
provide the solution y(t) of Eq. (1) given p. The structure of
the emulator is motivated by HyperPINN ([24]), which uses
two fully connected neural networks: a hypernetwork h ([35,
36, 37]) and fully connected neural network m (main network).
Specifically, the structure of h, with weights and biases θh,
is designed to map the set of parameters p to the weights
and biases of the main network m, θm (detailed nodes and
activation functions are provided in Table. V):

θm(p) = h(p; θh). (2)

Once θm(p) is obtained by training the hypernetwork, these
values are used as the weights and biases of the main network
m. That is, the output of the main network m is directly
determined by the outputs of the hypernetwork. As a result, the
main network immediately produces a function m(t; θm(p))
that closely approximates the solution of Eq. (1), y(t;p):

y(t;p) ≈ m(t; θm(p)). (3)

To train the HyperPINN for the task described above,
we first define the probability distribution of parameters p,
denoted by D, as well as the time interval [t1, tT ], which
encompasses the period covered by the experimental data.
Next, we construct two loss functions based on [24]: 1) data
loss Ldata and 2) physics loss Lphysics. First, Ldata is used to fit
the output of the main network m to the solution y(t;p) by
minimizing their differences:

Ldata(θh) =

Tobs∑
i=1

Ep∼D |m(toi ; θm(p))− y(toi ;p)|
2
, (4)

where {toi }
Tobs
i=1 denotes the Tobs observation time points from

the experimental data. Next, we introduce physics loss, which
measures how well the output of the main network m satisfies
the DE of Eq. (1), where E represents the expectation over the
probability distribution D. The measurement can be quantified
by substituting the output of the main network into the DE:

Lphysics(θh) =

Tcol∑
i=1

Ep∼D

∣∣∣∣∣ ddtm(tci ; θm(p))

− f
[
m(tci ; θm(p)),pj , t

c
i

]∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (5)

where {tci}
Tcol
i=1 represents the collocation time points within

the time interval [t1, tT ]. By minimizing Eqs. (4,5), we expect
that the output of the main network m(t; θm(p)) will not
only closely approximate y(t;p) but also accurately describe
the underlying dynamics of the system. We also provide a
detailed mathematical analysis for the training framework
in the Supplemental materials. While the loss functions of
Eq. (4-5) are useful for understanding the training frameworks
theoretically, they are not efficient for implementation on
computational devices. Hence, in this study, we employed
discretized versions of the two loss functions of Eq. (4-5) as
follows:

Ldata(disc)(θh) =

Tobs∑
i=1

Np∑
j=1

|m(toi ; θm(pj))− y(toi ;pj)|2 , (6)

Lphysics(disc)(θh) =

Tcol∑
i=1

Np∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣ ddtm(tci ; θm(pj))

− f [m(tci ; θm(pj)),pj , t
c
i ]

∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (7)

where {pj}
Np

j=1 denotes the set of Np parameters sampled
from the probability distribution D. y(t;p) of Eq. (1) with
different p can be obtained through a DE solver (e.g., LSODA
in Scipy package). The choice of Np depends on the number
of time points T , number of nodes, and type of activation
function in the HyperPINN. We refer the reader to Theorems
A.2 and A.3 in the supplemental materials, where detailed
analyses, including error analysis, are provided. Finally, we
assign weights α, β to the two discretized loss functions,
Eq. (6-7), to prevent biases arising from the initial values of
the loss functions. The units of the two loss functions are not
equal in general. Therefore, the training can be conducted by
minimizing the total loss function, L(θh), which is defined as
the sum of the two loss functions with positive weights α and
β:

L(θh) = αLdata(θh) + βLphysics(disc)(θh).

C. WGAN framework for estimating parameter distribution

In this section, we aim to find the parameter distribution p
that generates the given RCS data Y . For this task, we obatin
an initial guess of π(p) and sample N parameters {pi}Ni=1.
For each pi, we can simultaneously obtain approximations for
solutions of Eq. (1) through HyperPINN as follows:

Ỹ = {{(tr, ỹi,r)}Tr=1}Ni=1 = {{(tr,m(tr;pi))}Tr=1}Ni=1.
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Next, we adjust the parameter distribution π(p) so that the
distribution of Ỹ is sufficiently close to that of the given RCS
dataset Y = {(tr,yjr )}Tr=1. This adjustment involves measur-
ing the difference between Ỹ and Y and then modifying the
parameter set {pi}Ni=1 to minimize this difference.

For this task, we employ WGAN with gradient penalty,
providing a correct parameter distribution through a generator
[25, 46]. Using WGAN, we aim to reduce the following
Wasserstein distance (with Kantorovich–Rubinstein duality
[47]) between the distributions of Ỹ and Y , denoted as µỸ

and µY , respectively:

d(µỸ , µY ) = sup
{f∈Lip(Rd,R):∥f∥Lip≤1}

E(t̃,ỹ)∼µỸ
[f(t̃, ỹ)]

− E(t,y)∼µY
[f(t,y)], (8)

where E denotes the expectation, and Lip(Rd,R) represents
the set of all real-valued 1-Lipschitz functions on Rd (i.e.,
Lip(Rd,R) = {f : Rd → R|∥f∥Lip = supx̸=y

|f(x)−f(y)|
|x−y| <

∞}).
For each iteration stage of WGAN, we first sample a

set of latent variables {zi}Ni=1 from the standard normal
distribution, N (0, 1). The generator G(·; θG) in WGAN, with
weights and biases θG, maps {zi}Ni=1 to a set of parameters
{pi}Ni=1 = {G(zi; θG)}Ni=1. Then, we immediately obtain Ỹ
corresponding to {pi}Ni=1 through the emulator in Eq. (2-3).
Then, the discriminator D(·; θD) in WGAN, with weights and
biases θD, calculates the loss LD(θG, θD) (i.e., the difference
between Ỹ and Y ) to minimize

LD(θG, θD) = − 1

N

|Ỹ |∑
k=1

D(tk,yk; θD)

+
1

N

|Y |∑
k=1

D(t̃k, ỹk; θD)

+
λ

N

|Y |∑
k=1

(||∇(t̂k,ŷk)
D(t̂k, ŷk; θD)||2 − 1)2,

where the augmented data (t̂k, ŷk) for calculating the gradient
penalty (in the last term of LD(θG, θD)) are defined as

(t̂k, ŷk) = ϵk(t̃k, ỹk) + (1− ϵk)(tk,yk)

with uniform random coefficient ϵk ∼ U [0, 1] for each
k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , |Y |}. Note that when |Ỹ | > |Y |, the subset
of Ỹ with size |Y | for calculating the gradient penalty is
chosen randomly for each iteration. The gradient penalty term
enforces the discriminator D to be a 1-Lipschitz function,
ensuring that minimizing the loss is equivalent to finding f
in Eq. (8)([46]). Following the recommendations in [46], we
set the coefficient λ to 10.

For each generator and discriminator in WGAN, we em-
ployed fully connected neural networks with hyperbolic tan-
gent functions as the non-linear activation functions (also
see the hyperparameters for WGAN in Table V). Given the
scarcity of data, especially when the underlying parameter
distribution is multi-modal, mini-batch training can introduce

TABLE I
Accuracy of parameter estimates from three different models. WE
QUANTIFIED THE ACCURACY OF THE ESTIMATES USING THE SUM OF

ONE-DIMENSIONAL WASSERSTEIN DISTANCES BETWEEN THE PARAMETER
DISTRIBUTIONS FOR EACH PROJECTION. BOLD FONT INDICATES THE

LOWEST VALUE AMONG THE THREE MODELS.

Experiments
Models

GP DeepONet+WGAN EIDGM

Exponential
uni-modal 5.60e-01 1.72e-02 4.00e-03
bi-modal 9.32e-01 4.07e-02 3.69e-02
tri-modal 7.35e-01 4.01e-02 5.31e-02

Logistic
uni-modal 4.9e-01 5.63e-01 3.01e-02
bi-modal 1.56e00 1.01e00 2.09e-01
tri-modal 1.44e00 5.69e-01 1.14e-01

Lorenz
uni-modal 6.51e-01 3.76e-01 1.36e-01
bi-modal 4.53e00 6.41e-01 3.91e-01
tri-modal 3.82e00 4.43e-01 3.43e-01

significant instability. Therefore, we utilized full-batch train-
ing, generating the same volume of fake data as real data to
enhance stability.

III. RESULTS

A. Development of Emulator-Informed Deep Generative Mo-
del (EIDGM)

The EIDGM operates in the following stages: 1) We build an
emulator using HyperPINN that immediately produces the so-
lution of the DEs corresponding to the given set of parameters.
2) Next, we randomly sample N sets of parameters through
a generator of WGAN and produce corresponding solutions
through the emulator (Fig. 1, Generator, Hyper-PINN). 3)
Then, we measure the difference between the solutions and
given RCS data via a discriminator in WGAN (Fig. 1, Discrim-
inator). 4) By minimizing the difference and updating both the
discriminator and generator, we show that EIDGM accurately
captures true parameter distributions. To evaluate the efficacy
of EIDGM in estimating parameter distributions, we used four
different time-evolutionary DEs: an exponential growth model,
a logistic population model [26], and the Lorenz system. These
problems demonstrate that EIDGM can accurately estimate
true parameter distributions and predict system behaviors even
in the presence of data heterogeneity. Next, we compared
estimation performance using different types of emulators with
GP [16], DeepONet [48], and EIDGM. Among the emulators,
HyperPINN generally provides accurate and precise parameter
estimates (Table. I). Detailed test procedures are provided
below.

B. Exponential growth model

The exponential growth model describes changes in popu-
lation size y(t) over time t:

y′ = ry,

where r represents the population growth rate. We first obtain
a distribution of parameters with a single peak at r = 2
(Fig. 2(a), True). After sampling 36 parameter values from
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Fig. 1. Schematic of Emulator-Informed Deep-Generative Model (EIDGM) A generator in WGAN is trained to produce a possible set of parameters.
These parameters are used as inputs of HyperPINN, immediately producing solutions corresponding to the set of parameters. We then calculate the loss through
the discriminator in WGAN by measuring the difference (distribution) between solutions and RCS data. By minimizing the loss, the generator produces the
precise parameter distributions of the DE.

the underlying distribution, we generate snapshots for each
time t = 0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1, which are from the trajectories
generated with 36 sampled parameters as the RCS dataset (Fig.
2(a), Observation) (also see Simulation dataset generation
in the Supplemental materials for details). We next estimate
parameter distributions corresponding to the RCS dataset using
three different emulators: GP, DeepONet (with WGAN), and
EIDGM (Fig. 2(a), Estimation, red). In this case, all three
methods can accurately estimate the underlying distribution.
Unlike with a single peak, only DeepONet and EIDGM
can accurately estimate the parameter distributions when the
underlying distributions have different peaks (Fig. 2(b-c)). We
also provide quantified results using the Wasserstein distance,
which measures the distance between true and estimated
distributions, in Table. I.

C. Logistic population model

The logistic population model represents the changes in
population size y(t) over time t with the maximum population
size K:

y′ = ry(1− y/K).

We begin by constructing distributions for r and K with a
single peak, respectively (Fig. 3(a), True). Note that the peak
values are derived from ranges that were estimated in previous
studies ([26, 49, 50]) (also see Table I for detailed parameter
values). We then sample six parameters from the two distri-
butions. Using these parameters, we generate snapshots of the
time-series for t = 0, 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0 with an initial value
y(0) = 0.1 (Fig. 3(a), Observation). Similar to the exponential
growth model, the estimates through EIDGM were close to
each peak (Fig. 3, Estimation, yellow).

D. Lorenz system

The below Lorenz system describes a simple atmospheric
circulation using three key variables: the rate of convective
motion in the system X , the temperature difference between
the ascending and descending flows within the convection cell

Fig. 2. Visualization of parameter estimates for exponential growth model
with three different emulators: Gaussian Process (GP), DeepONet (with
WGAN), and EIDGM (HyperPINN with WGAN).(a) If data are obtained
from an exponential model with one parameter peak (RCS Data), all methods
accurately estimate the underlying parameters (Right, Estimation). (b), (c)
When data are obtained with multiple parameter peaks, GP fails to estimate
the underlying parameter distribution, while the Emulator+WGAN models
accurately estimate the parameters.

Y , and the deviation of the system from thermal equilibrium
or the vertical temperature distribution in the convection Z:

dX

dt
= σ(Y −X),

Y

dt
= X(ρ− Z)− Y,

Z

dt
= XY − βZ,

where Prandtl number σ controls the ratio of fluid viscosity to
thermal diffusivity, Reyleigh number ρ drives convection based
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Fig. 3. Visualization of estimation results for logistic population model
with three different emulators: GP, DeepONet, and HyperPINN+WGAN
(EIDGM).(a) If data are obtained from a logistic model with one parameter
peak (Left, Observation), all methods accurately estimate the underlying
parameters (Right, Estimation). (b) (c) Only EIDGM accurately estimates the
parameters when there are two or three parameter peaks.

on temperature differences, and β is related to the damping
of convection. To evaluate the performance of EIDGM, we
first generate three cases of RCS datasets (Fig. 4, left dots)
based on three underlying parameter distributions (Fig. 4, right
red/blue/green distributions). We then apply EIDGM to obtain
parameter estimates (Fig. 4, right yellow distributions). The
results demonstrate that EIDGM can accurately estimate the
underlying parameter distributions. For exceptional cases, we
draw the trajectories corresponding to the distributions ob-
tained from EIDGM (Fig. 4, True-yellow lines). Surprisingly,
these trajectories can penetrate the RCS dataset, suggesting
potential identifiability issues in parameter estimation.

Fig. 4. Estimation of parameter distribution for the Lorenz system
using EIDGM. This model describes the temporal concentration profiles
of three components: X , Y , and Z (left three images in each row). Three
types of parameter distributions are considered: unimodal (a), bimodal (b),
and trimodal (c). For each type, we employed RCS data for three different
populations (left three images) and presented the estimation results for each
parameter, σ, ρ, and β (rightmost image) among the six parameters included
in the model.

IV. APPLICATION TO REAL-WORLD RCS DATA

A. Amyloid-β 40 and 42

We estimated the growth rates and maximum population
sizes for a logistic model using the amyloid-β 40 (Aβ40)

and amyloid-β 42 (Aβ42) datasets (Fig. 5(a-b), left red dots).
These datasets include concentrations of Aβ40 and Aβ42
measured at four different time points (4, 8, 12, and 18
months), with each having 12 and 13 independent observa-
tions, respectively (see [26, 49, 50] for details). The collection
of all observations is RCS data because mice with high
amyloid levels were sacrificed after the observation of Aβ40
and Aβ42. We drew parameter distributions of the logistic
model with the RCS dataset (Fig. 5(a-b), right).

We first validate the accuracy of parameter estimates. Unlike
the simulation dataset, we cannot find the underlying distri-
butions. Hence, we directly draw 1,000 solution trajectories
of the logistic model with the parameter estimates (Fig. 5(a-
b), left black lines). This shows that the model solutions
with estimated parameters closely match the given RCS data.
Therefore, we expect that the estimated distributions are suf-
ficiently close to the underlying parameter distributions.

Through this estimation, we found at least two patterns in
the growth rate r within both the Aβ40 and Aβ42 datasets.
Unlike the growth rate, the maximum capacity K indicates
different patterns within two datasets. Specifically, Aβ40 con-
verged towards a consistent maximum level of approximately
0.6 across all test subjects, whereas Aβ42 displayed relatively
variable maximum levels that depend on the individual test
subject.

Fig. 5. Estimation results for amyloid beta accumulation in real exper-
imental datasets using a logistic model with EIDGM. (a-b) We utilized
EIDGM with two distinct datasets (left): Aβ40 and Aβ42 (left red dots). The
parameter estimates revealed different patterns (right black histograms), and
the corresponding trajectories accurately matched the experimental data (left
translucent black lines) (a). Similar patterns were observed with the other
dataset (b).

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced the EIDGM to address the
challenges of parameter estimation from RCS data in dynamic
system modeling. EIDGM effectively combines the strengths
of deep learning in both emulating numerical solvers and es-
timating complex distributions by integrating HyperPINN and
WGAN. The experimental results demonstrate that EIDGM
significantly improves the accuracy and reliability of parameter
estimation compared to traditional methods.
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In EIDGM, we adopted the WGAN with gradient penalty
[25, 46]. A typical vanilla GAN framework often suffers from
mode collapse and gradient vanishing issues [25], which can
result in critical flaws when estimating the shape of the param-
eter distribution. Unlike a vanilla GAN, WGAN stabilizes the
training by addressing the gradient vanishing problem using
the Wasserstein distance, rather than the Jensen–Shannon
divergence. Thus, we applied the Wasserstein distance to
improve the quality of the generated distributions.

Traditional methods, such as using mean values of trajecto-
ries or Gaussian process-based model calibration, often fail to
handle the heterogeneities present in RCS data. These methods
tend to produce mismatches, leading to significant incorrect
parameter interpretations. EIDGM addresses these limitations
by generating more precise parameter distributions, thereby
providing a more accurate understanding of the dynamics in
natural or engineered systems.

We validated the efficacy of EIDGM across various models,
including exponential growth, logistic population models, and
the Lorenz system. Our approach successfully captured the
parameter distributions for these models. In the case of real-
world datasets, where true parameter values are generally
unknown, we used EIDGM to calculate the solution corre-
sponding to the estimated parameters and evaluate how well
it could reproduce the original RCS dataset.

Our study has several limitations. First, the accuracy of the
parameters estimated using EIDGM may depend on the DE
solving performance of the emulator. Although we selected
hypernetworks as the emulator in this study, the choice of
network type may vary depending on the specific differential
equations involved. In our simulation results with a tri-modal
distribution in the exponential model, DeepONet achieved
better prediction performance than HyperPINN. Thus, the
choice of emulator may depend entirely on the type of
equation. Second, we did not introduce any noise into the
RCS dataset during the simulation, as there was no clear way
to distinguish whether the variations in parameter estimates
were due to noise or inherent heterogeneity in the data. This
issue, known as the identifiability problem, emerged due to
the complexities in managing RCS data. Therefore, more
comprehensive analyses of RCS data are required in future
research.

Applying EIDGM to real-world datasets further showcased
its ability to handle diverse shapes of parameter distributions,
highlighting its broad application potential in fields, such as
economics, political science, and biology. This demonstrates
that EIDGM’s ability to provide precise parameter estima-
tions opens up new opportunities for scientific research in
understanding complex dynamical systems with limited data
availability.
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APPENDIX

A. Mathematical analysis

This section presents a mathematical analysis of the EIDGM
and it can accurately estimate parameter distributions that fit
the model (Eq. (1)) to RCS data. There are three steps as
follows: 1) We first establish that HyperPINN can accurately
generate a solution to Eq. (1) for a given parameter set p
by training with both data and physics loss functions, as
defined in Eq. (5). As it cannot be realized on a computational
device, we use discretized versions of the data and physics
loss functions. 2) We next show that the discretization does not
significantly affect the accuracy of the HyperPINN framework
up to a specific error bound. 3) Finally, we demonstrate that
the discretized version of the physics loss function can be
minimized with sufficiently many weights and biases in Hy-
perPINN. In summary, HyperPINN can effectively operate as
a DE emulator, calculating the solutions for a given parameter
set p by minimizing the discretized losses.

1) Training HyperPINN by minimizing both data and
physics losses: Raissi et al. introduced the original physics
loss [28], ℓ(nn(t), θnn), which measures how well an artificial
neural network nn(t) with weights and biases θnn satisfies the
given dynamical system of Eq. (1):

ℓ(nn(t), θnn) =

(
d

dt
nn(t; θnn)− f [nn(t; θnn),p, t]

)2

.

(9)
For a given fixed p, previous studies have shown that neural
networks nn(t) = nn(t; θnn) closely approximate the solution
y(t;p) of Eq. (1) when ℓ(nn(t), θnn) becomes small over
every t [51, 28, 52, 53, 54]. Specifically, we refer to the
following theorem in [55], which can be derived by Grönwall’s
and Hölder’s inequalities.

Theorem A.1. Suppose that f [y(t),p, t] is Lipschitz contin-
uous in y with Lipschitz constant L > 0. Assume that the the
neural network nn(t) satisfies |y (t1;p)− nn (t1; θnn)| ≤ δ
for some δ ≥ 0, where y(t;p) is the solution of Eq. (1). Then,
the following inequality holds:

|y(t;p)− nn(t; θnn)|

≤

(
δ +

[
(t− t1)

∫ tT

t1

ℓ(nn(t), θnn) dt
] 1

2

)
× eL(t−t1), for ∀t ≥ t1.

As we use hyperPINN to calculate the solutions for various
sets of parameters p simultaneously, the original physics loss
can be modified. More specifically, weights and biases θm(p)
in the main network m(t) in HyperPINN are determined by the
output of the other networks, i.e., θm(p) = h(p, θh). Hence,
we take an expectation E over the probability density function
of the parameter p, D, on the physics loss:

Lphysics(θh) = Ep∼Dℓ(m(t), θm(p)). (10)

By minimizing this loss function, we expect that the solutions
from the main network with a parameter p, sampled from D,
can accurately satisfy Eq. (1). To verify this, we first obtain

the lower bound on the probability that HyperPINN prediction
for given parameters p has a small value of ℓ(m(t), θm(p)):

P

(
1

Tcol

Tcol∑
i=1

ℓ(m(tci ), θm(p)) ≤ ε

)

≥
Tcol∏
i=1

P
(
ℓ(m(tci ); θm(p)) ≤ ε

)
≥

Tcol∏
i=1

(
1− Ep∼Dℓ(m(tci ), θm(p))

ε

)

≥ 1−
Tcol∑
i=1

Ep∼Dℓ(m(tci ), θm(p))

ε

= 1− Tcol

ε
Lphysics(θh).

where the second inequality is obtained using the standard
Markov’s inequality. Therefore, for a given parameter p sam-
pled from D, the original physics loss ℓ(m(t), θnn) in (9) can
be reduced within an error ε if Lphysics is sufficiently small.
Consequently by Theorem A.1, a small value of ℓ(m(t), θnn)
implies that the main network m(t; θm(p)) is close to the
solution y(t,p) of Eq. (1).

2) Difference of the two physics loss functions: In practice,
we cannot calculate the above definite integral and expectation
due to the lack of computational resources. Thus, we alterna-
tively use the discretized version of Lphysics defined in Eq. (7)
as follows:

Lphysics(disc)(θh) =
1

Tcol

Tcol∑
i=1

1

Np

Np∑
j=1

ℓ(m(ti), θm(pj)),

where Np denotes the number of trajectories used in the
discretized physics-informed loss Lphysics(disc)(θh). The set of
Np parameters {pj}

Np

j=1 are sampled from the probability
distribution D. Sequentially, a set of solutions {y(t;pj)}

Np

j=1

is obtained through the DE solver (e.g., LSODA in Scipy
package).

Despite the discretization, we first show that the value of
Lphysics(disc)(θh) can be close to Lphysics(θh) up to specific error
bounds. To show this, we briefly introduce some definitions
required for the proof. Let M be a class of main networks,
where each main network is associated with a hypernetwork.
Hypernetworks in each main network, h, consist of fully
connected neural networks with different weights and biases
of the i-th layer, [W, b] = {W i ∈ Rgi+1×gi , bi ∈ Rgi+1}ni=1,
and map p to the weights and biases of the main networks.
For convenience, we denote a single element of M as
m(t) = m(t;h(p, [W, b])) = m(t;h(p; θh)), where θh refers
the weights W and biases b.

Using M, we first prove that there exists a subset of M
with a finite number of elements such that every element in
M is close to at least one element in this subset up to distance
ε > 0. The distance dD between two elements m(t) and m(t)
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in M with hypernetworks h(·, θh) and h̄(·, θh̄) is defined by

dD(m,m) :=
1

Tcol

Tcol∑
i=1

Ep∼D

∣∣ℓ(m(tci ), h(p; θh))

− ℓ(m(tci ), h̄(p; θh̄))
∣∣.

The subset is called an ε-cover of (M, dD). The rigorous
definition of an ε-cover is as follows:

Definition A.1. A set {m1,m2, · · · ,mc} in M is called an
ε-cover of (M, dD) if for every main network in m ∈ M,
we can always find an index i ∈ {1, 2, ..., c} such that
dD(mi,m) < ε.

In Definition A.1, we denote an integer N (ε,M, dD) as
the smallest number of ε-covers of (M, dD). Sequentially,
we define the covering number that indicates the number of
candidates in the class as follows:

C(ε,M) := sup
D∈D

N (ε,M, dD), (11)

where D denotes the set of probability distributions of parame-
ter p that share the same compact support. In a previous study,
when time interval [t1, tT ] is just a point (i.e., t1 = tT ), Baxter
et al. showed that the absolute difference between Lphysics(θh)
and Lphysics(disc)(θh) has an upper bound, depending only on
the covering number [56].

Theorem A.2. (Theorem 3, [56]) Given ε > 0 and 1 > δ > 0,
suppose that Tcol = 1 and the number of trajectories in Eq. (5)
for training, Np, satisfies the following inequality:

Np ≥ max

{
64

ε2
log

4C( ε
16 ,M)

δ
,
16

ε2

}
.

Then, the following inequality holds with probability at least
1− δ:

|Lphysics(disc)(θh)− Lphysics(θh)| ≤ ε. (12)

Note that Theorem A.2 is available only when Tcol = 1.
In general, the number of collocation time points Tcol can be
recorded multiple times. Hence, we extend the same results in
the case when Tcol > 1 through the following corollary:

Corollary 1. If Np satisfies

Np ≥ max

{
64

ε2
log

4C( ε
16 ,M)

δ/Tcol
,
16

ε2

}
,

then, the same inequality of Eq. (12) in Theorem A.2 also
holds.

Proof. Suppose that we derive the Np trajectories as above.
Then, for any m ∈ M, we can guarantee that P (Ai) ≥ 1 −
δ/Tcol for each i by using Theorem A.2, where

Ai =

{∣∣∣∣∣ 1

Np

Np∑
j=1

ℓ(m(tci ), θj(pj))

−
∫
P
ℓ(m(tci ), θ(p)) dD(p)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ

}
.

Because P (
⋂Tcol

i=1 Ai) ≥ 1 −
∑Tcol

i=1 P (AC
i ) ≥ 1 − Tcol ·

(δ/Tcol) = 1 − δ, where AC
i is the complement of Ai, we

can derive the corollary by using the triangle inequality.∣∣∣∣∣ 1

Tcol

Tcol∑
i=1

1

Np

Np∑
j=1

ℓ(m(tci ), θj(pj))

− 1

Tcol

Tcol∑
i=1

∫
P
ℓ(m(tci ), θ(p)) dD(p)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

Tcol

Tcol∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

Np

Np∑
j=1

ℓ(m(tci ), θj(pj))

−
∫
P
ℓ(m(tci ), θ(p)) dD(p)

∣∣∣∣∣.

According to Theorem A.2 and Corollary 1, the number of
parameters Np depends on the covering number C. However, C
is generally not finite when the set of probability distributions
of the parameter p, D, does not share a common compact sup-
port. To address this, we added an assumption in the definition
of the covering number (11) that requires a shared compact
support. This assumption is practically reasonable because,
in real-world scenarios, parameter estimation in differential
equations typically involves bounded parameter ranges that
are verified through experiments. Moreover, the set of all main
networks M yields the same issue; hence, we assume that the
weights and biases in main networks are bounded.

Under this assumption, we demonstrate that C( ε
16 ,Nℓ) is

indeed finite when parameter distributions in D share the
same compact support. Without loss of generality, the compact
support is contained in the finite interval [pmin, pmax]

np ,
where np is the dimension of the parameters p. For this proof,
we first verify that our hypernetwork and loss function exhibit
Lipschitz continuity. We also assume that all the components
in the weights and biases of neural networks are contained in
[−R,R]. With this assumption, we can obtain the following
lemma:

Lemma 1. Let h(p; θh) := W k(σ(W k−1 · · ·σ(W 1p+ b1) +
bk−1) + bk, where W i ∈ [−R,R]gi+1×gi and bk ∈ [−R,R]gi .
σ is a Lipschitz continuous activation function with Lipschitz
constant Lσ . Suppose that f [m(t; θm),p, t] has some constant
Lf such that the following holds:

∥f [m(t; θm),p, t]− f [m(t; θ′m),p, t]∥1 ≤ Lf∥θm − θ′m∥1

Then, there exist constants Lp, Lh, Lℓ depending on
Lσ, R, {gi}k+1

i=1 such that the following holds:

∥h(p1; θh)− h(p2; θh)∥1 ≤ Lp∥p1 − p2∥1,
∥h(p; θ1h)− h(p; θ2h)∥1 ≤ Lh∥θ1h − θ2h∥1,
∥ℓ(m(t), h(p1; θ

1
h))− ℓ(m(t), h(p2; θ

2
h))∥1

≤ Lℓ∥h(p1; θ
1
h)− h(p2; θ

2
h)∥1.
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Proof. We derive the first Lipschitz continuity using the tri-
angle inequality and the following inductive step:

∥h(p1; θh)− h(p2; θh)∥

=
∥∥∥W k

(
σ(W k−1 · · ·σ(W 1p1 + b1) + bk−1)

− σ(W k−1 · · ·σ(W 1p2 + b1) + bk−1)
)∥∥∥

≤ ∥W k∥ · Lσ ·
∥∥∥(W k−1 · · ·σ(W 1p1 + b1) + bk−1)

− (W k−1 · · ·σ(W 1p2 + b1) + bk−1)
∥∥∥
1

≤ · · ·

≤ Lk−1
σ ∥W k∥ · · · ∥W 2∥

∥∥∥(W 1p1 + b1)− (W 1p2 + b1)
∥∥∥

≤ Lk−1
σ ∥W k∥ · · · ∥W 1∥∥p1 − p2∥

≤ Lk−1
σ (Rgk+1gk) · · · (Rg2g1)∥p1 − p2∥

= Lk−1
σ Rk (g1 · · · gk+1)

2

g1gk+1
∥p1 − p2∥.

To compute the left-hand side of the second inequality,
we define the hypernetwork h(p; θ′h) with weights and biases
different from those of h(p, θh) (but same depth and width)
as follows:

h(p; θ
′

h) = V kσ(V k−1 · · ·σ(V 1(p) + c1) + ck−1) + ck.

Using the triangle inequality, we derive the following relation-
ship between the k−th and (k − 1)−th layers:

∥h(p; θh)− h(p; θ′h)∥

≤
∥∥∥W kσ

(
W k−1 · · ·σ(W 1(p) + b1) + bk−1

)
− V kσ

(
V k−1 · · ·σ(V 1(p) + c1) + ck−1

)∥∥∥+ ∥bk − ck∥

≤
∥∥∥W k

(
σ(W k−1 · · ·σ(W 1(p) + b1) + bk−1)

− σ(V k−1 · · ·σ(V 1(p) + c1) + ck−1)
)∥∥∥

+ ∥W k − V k∥ · σ
(
V k−1 · · ·σ(V 1(p) + c1) + ck−1

)
+ ∥bk − ck∥

≤ ∥W k∥ · Lσ ·
∥∥∥W k−1 · · ·σ(W 1(p) + b1) + bk−1

−
(
V k−1 · · ·σ(V 1(p) + c1) + ck−1

)∥∥∥
+Rgk∥θh − θ′h∥+ ∥θh − θ′h∥.

Finally, we observe that the first layer should be Lipschitz
continuous:

∥(W 1(p) + b1)− (V 1(p) + c1)∥
≤ ∥W 1 − V 1∥∥p∥+ ∥b1 − c1∥
≤ ∥θh − θ

′

h∥Rg1 + ∥θh − θ
′

h∥.

Therefore, we derive the second inequality using the inductive
step.

For the last inequality, note that θm(p) = h(p; θh) is
bounded by the first inequality. This implies that m(ti; θm)
and f(m(ti; θm)) should be bounded because f is Lipschitz

continuous. Letting m(t; θm) = Ukσ(Uk−1 · · ·σ(U1(t) +
b1) + bk−1) + bk, its derivative can be obtained by

(Πk
i=2(U

iσ′(U i−1 · · ·σ(U1(t) + a1) + ai−1)))U1,

where σ′(x) denotes a diagonal gi×gi matrix with its diagonal
component equal to the derivative of σ(x) when x ∈ Rgi .
By the first inequality proved above, U iσ′(U i−1 · · ·σ(U1(t)+
a1) + ai−1) are bounded and Lipschitz. Because the product
of bounded Lipschitz functions is also bounded, we conclude
that dm(ti; θm)/dt is bounded and Lipschitz. Finally, in the
same way,

∑T
i=1(

d
dtm(ti; θm) − f(m(ti; θm))2) is Lipschitz

with its constant depending on R,Lσ, {gi}k+1
i=1

From Lemma 1, we can derive the finite upper bound of
the covering number as follows:

Lemma 2. Suppose that the same assumption holds for the
parameter in Lemma 1. For a given ε > 0, the following
inequality holds:

C
( ε

16
,Nℓ

)
≤

(
ϵ

16LℓLh

∑k
i=1 gigi+1 + gi+1

)∑k
i=1 gigi+1+gi+1

Proof. We first calculate the distance between two classes
of neural networks. Assuming that the main network and
hypernetwork architectures are identical, with differences only
in the weights and biases of the hypernetwork, the distance can
be computed as follows:

dD
(
m(t;h(·; θ1h)),m(t;h(·; θ2h)

)
=

1

Tcol

Tcol∑
i=1

∫
P
ℓ(m(tci ), h(p; θ

1
h))− ℓ(m(tci ), h(p; θ

2
h))dD(p)

Using Lemma 1, we obtain the following inequality:∫
P
ℓ(m(t), h(p; θ1h))− ℓ(m(t), h(p; θ2h))dD(p)

≤
∫
P
Lℓ∥m(t;h(·; θ1h))−m(t;h(·; θ2h))∥dD(p)

≤
∫
P
LℓLh∥θ1h − θ2h∥dD(P) = LℓLh∥θ1h − θ2h∥

Now, if we select a covering of the weight and bias
space such that each θ1h has a close weight θ2h at a dis-
tance of ϵ/16LℓLh, then we get an ϵ

16 -covering in the
dD
(
m(t;h(·; θ1h),m(t;h(·; θ2h)

)
metric. Because the total

number of weights and biases is
∑k

i=1(gigi+1 + gi+1), ∥θ1h −
θ2h∥1 ≤ ϵ/16LℓLh if each component of θ1h and θ2h lies within
ϵ/16LℓLh

∑k
i=1(gigi+1 + gi+1). Given that all weights and

biases lie within [−R,R], we can conclude that the desired
result holds.

By combining the results of Corollary 1 and Lemma 2,
we derive Theorem A.3. This theorem implies that by ap-
propriately sampling the parameters {pj}

Np

j=1 and minimizing
the discretized physics loss function Lphysics(disc)(θh), we can
effectively minimize the physics loss function Lphysics.
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Theorem A.3. Suppose that the same assumption holds for
the parameter in Lemma 1. The number Np of sampled
trajectories for training satisfies the following:

Np ≥ max

{
64

ε2

k∑
i=1

(
gigi+1 + gi+1

)
×

log

(
ε

4LLhδ
∑k

i=1

(
gigi+1 + gi+1

)
/Tcol

)
,
16

ε2

}
.

Then, the following inequality holds with probability at least
1− δ:

|Lphysics(disc)(θh)− Lphysics(θh)| ≤ ε

3) Minimizing the discretized loss function using synthetic
RCS data: The previous section guarantees that the physics
loss can be discretized up to a small error when we train
it with a sufficient number of parameters. In this section,
we demonstrate that hyperPINN can effectively minimize
Lphysics(disc) by applying the universal approximation theorem
for neural networks. According to this theorem, a neural
network can approximate any differentiable function given a
sufficient number of weights and biases.

Theorem A.4 (Theorem 2.1 in [57]). Let K be a compact
subset of Rd. Suppose that all of the first partial derivatives
of f lie in Cm(Ω) for some open set Ω containing K. If the
activation function σ belongs to C1(R), then for any ε > 0,
there exists a 2-layer fully connected neural network unn(x) =∑h

i=1 ciσ(wix+ bi) such that

||Dα(unn)−Dα(f)||L∞(K) < ε,∀α ∈ Zd
+ with |α| ≤ m.

By applying the above theorem, we derive Proposition
A.5, which guarantees the existence of hyperPINN with an
arbitrarily low value of the loss function Lphysics. Consequently,
Theorem A.3, in conjunction with the proposition below,
implies that with sufficiently large sample size, hyperPINN
can ensure a low value of Lphysics for all parameters p.

Proposition A.5. Suppose that Eq. (1) has a unique solution
yj for each parameter {pj}

Np

j=1. Further, assume that the
conditions of Lemma 1 hold and that R is sufficiently large.
Then, for any given ε > 0, there exists θh such that the
following inequality holds:

Lphysics(disc)(θh) ≤ ε.

Proof. By Theorem A.4, for a given ϵ > 0 and parameters
{pj}

Np

j=1, there exists a fully connected neural network mj

with weights and biases θmj
such that

|m(tci , θmj
)− yj(t

c
i )|+

∣∣∣∣dmdt (tci , θmj
)− dyj

dt
(tci )

∣∣∣∣
≤

√
ε√

2 + 2L2
f

,

where Lf is the Lipschitz constant of f , as defined in Lemma
1.

Consider a function h̄ : [pmin, pmax]
np → R|θmj

| in which
|θmj | denotes the total number of weights and biases in mj .
We can assume that |θmj

| is identical for all j by considering

the largest neural network among {mj}j . For any j with |θmj
|

smaller than that of the largest network, we may extend it to a
fully connected neural network by adding zero-valued weights
and biases.

Set h̄(pj) = θmj
. Then, we can find the neural network h

with weights and biases θh such that

|h(pj , θh)− h̄(pj)| ≤
ε

2Lℓ
,∀j ∈ {1, · · · , Np},

where Lℓ is the Lipschitz constant from Lemma 1.
Using the triangle inequality and the Lipschitz continuity of

f , we derive the following inequality:

|ℓ(mj(t
c
i ), θmj

(pj))|

=

(
d

dt
mj(t

c
i ; θmj )− f [m(tci ; θm),pj , t

c
i ]

)2

≤

(
dm

dt
(tci , θmj

)− dyj

dt
(tci )

)2

+
(
f [yj(t

c
i ),pj , t

c
i ]− f [m(tci ; θmj ),pj , t

c
i ]
)2

+

(
dyj

dt
(tci )− f [yj(t

c
i ),pj , t

c
i ]

)2

≤

(
dm

dt
(tci , θmj )−

dyj

dt
(tci )

)2

+ L2
f

(
yj(t

c
i )−m(tci ; θmj

)
)2

+ 0

≤ ε

2(1 + L2
f )

+
L2
fε

2(1 + L2
f )

=
ε

2
.

By using the third inequality from Lemma 1 and the above
inequality, we can conclude the following:

Lphysics(disc)(θh) =
1

Tcol

Tcol∑
i=1

1

Np

Np∑
j=1

|ℓ(mj(t
c
i ), h(pj ; θh))|

≤ 1

Tcol

Tcol∑
i=1

1

Np

Np∑
j=1

(
|ℓ(mj(t

c
i ), h(pj ; θh))

− ℓ(mj(t
c
i ), θmj

(pj))|

+ |ℓ(mj(t
c
i ), θmj

(pj))|
)

≤ 1

Tcol

Tcol∑
i=1

1

Np

Np∑
j=1

(
ε

2Lℓ
· Lℓ +

ε

2

)
= ε.

B. Simulation dataset generation
For a given DE, we generated a synthetic RCS dataset.

Specifically, we first designed underlying distributions of pa-
rameters that have H different numbers of peaks as follows.
For each peak ppeak

h with index h = 1, . . . ,H , S different
parameters {ph(S−1)+i}Si=1 are sampled from uniform distri-
butions U((pLow)h, (pHigh)h) with lower and upper bounds
(pLow)h and (pHigh)h, respectively:

ph(S−1)+i ∼ U((pLow)h, (pHigh)h).
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With the HS different values of parameters {pj}HS
j=1, we

generate solutions of Eq. (1) through the DE solver with the
same initial value y0. We refer to Table VII for the specific
parameter values corresponding to each DE. Thus, we have
the training dataset (ti, {y(ti;pj)}T,HS

i,j=1 , which contains the
snapshots for each parameter pj . These datasets are used as
observation datasets for training the WGAN.

C. Supplemental tables

TABLE II
Settings for generating synthetic RCS data of the exponential growth

model.

Experiment Distribution
Type

Initial
Condition

Parameter
Range

Peaks

r

Exponential

uni-modal

Y = 1 r ∈ [0.5, 3.5]

1

bi-modal
1
3

tri-modal
1
2
3

TABLE III
Settings for generating synthetic RCS data of the logistic population

model.

Experiment Distribution
Type

Initial
Condition

Parameter
Range

Peaks

r K

Logistic

uni-modal

Y = 10−5
r ∈ [1, 5]

K ∈ [0.2, 1.5]

2.8 1.0

bi-modal
1.6 0.6
4.0 1.4

tri-modal
1.6 0.6
4.0 0.9
2.0 1.3
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TABLE IV
Settings for generating synthetic RCS data of the Lorenz system.

Experiment Distribution
Type

Initial
Condition

Parameter
Range

Peaks

σ ρ β

Lorenz

uni-modal
X = 4.67

Y = 5.49

Z = 9.06

σ ∈ [9, 11]

ρ ∈ [0, 28]

β ∈ [2/3, 8/3]

9.50 27.0 5/3

bi-modal
10.5 18.0 1
10.0 24.75 7/3

tri-modal
10.5 18.0 1
9.50 27.0 5/3
11 24.75 7/3

TABLE V
Settings for network structures. WE PROVIDE INFORMATION ON THE

HYPERPARAMETERS (NUMBER OF HIDDEN LAYERS AND NODES) FOR THE
MAIN AND HYPER NETWORKS IN HYPERPINN, AS WELL AS THE

HYPERPARAMETERS FOR THE GENERATOR AND DISCRIMINATOR IN
WGAN THAT WE USED TO DEVELOP EIDGM. ADDITIONALLY, THE

HYPERPARAMETERS FOR DEEPONET, WHICH WAS COMPARED TO
EIDGM, ARE ALSO PROVIDED.

Experiment Setting
DeepONet HyperPINN WGAN

branch trunk hyper trunk generator discriminator

Exponential

architecture fully-connected

width 128 128 64 32 64 64

depth 3 3 4 4 4 4

activation tanh

Logistic

architecture fully-connected

width 128 128 64 32 64 64

depth 3 3 4 4 4 4

activation tanh

Lorenz

architecture fully-connected

width 128 128 64 64 128 128

depth 3 3 4 4 4 4

activation tanh
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TABLE VI
Settings for training DeepONet and HyperPINN. WE PROVIDE

INFORMATION ON THE SETTINGS RELATED TO THE OPTIMIZER AND
DATASET FOR TRAINING BOTH DEEPONET AND HYPERPINN.

Experiment Setting DeepONet HyperPINN

Exponential

optimizer Adam

learning rate 10−4 5× 10−5

batch size 104

Np 102

Tobs, Tcol 102, 102

α, β 1, 10−2

training epochs 104

Logistic

optimizer Adam

learning rate 10−4 5× 10−5

batch size 104

Np 2× 102

Tobs, Tcol 102, 102

α, β 1, 10−2

training epochs 104

Lorenz

optimizer Adam

learning rate 5× 10−4 5× 10−5

batch size 104

Np 103

Tobs, Tcol 102, 102

α, β 1, 0

training epochs 104

TABLE VII
Settings for training WGAN. WE PROVIDE INFORMATION ON THE

SETTINGS RELATED TO THE OPTIMIZER AND DATASET FOR TRAINING
WGAN.

Setting
Exponential Logistic Lorenz

uni bi tri uni bi tri uni bi tri

Optimizer Adam(β1 = 0.0, β2 = 0.9)

Learning rate 10−4

Batch size Full-batch

|Y | 60 120 180 60 120 180 108 216 324

|Ỹ | 60 120 180 60 120 180 324 648 972

Noise dimension 16 16 32

Training epochs 5× 104 5× 104 105
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