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Abstract

In differential equation discovery algorithms, a priori expert knowledge is
mainly used implicitly to constrain the form of the expected equation, making
it impossible for the algorithm to truly discover equations. Instead, most
differential equation discovery algorithms try to recover the coefficients for
a known structure. In this paper, we describe an algorithm that allows the
discovery of unknown equations using automatically or manually extracted
background knowledge. Instead of imposing rigid constraints, we modify the
structure space so that certain terms are likely to appear within the crossover
and mutation operators. In this way, we mimic expertly chosen terms while
preserving the possibility of obtaining any equation form. The paper shows
that the extraction and use of knowledge allows it to outperform the SINDy
algorithm in terms of search stability and robustness. Synthetic examples
are given for Burgers, wave, and Korteweg–De Vries equations.

Keywords: equation discovery, SINDy, EPDE, SymNet, knowledge
extraction, knowledge-aware algorithm, evolutionary optimization,
physics-informed machine learning

1. Introduction

Knowledge extraction [1] and further use is a topic of many publications.
Knowledge is extracted and used in the form of knowledge graphs [2] and
other forms [3], which are further used to improve the quality of the predic-
tions from machine learning [4, 5] and other models [6].
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Differential equation discovery also may be considered a knowledge ex-
traction tool in the form of a physical model, which in most cases is repre-
sented by a differential equation. The discovery of equations has deep roots
[7] with a significant breakthrough made by SINDy [8] and PDE-FIND [9].
The group of equation discovery methods allows one to extract interpretable
models for physical data. In this pursuit, a variety of techniques have been
developed, including SINDy add-ons such as weak [10] and ensemble meth-
ods [11], as well as other frameworks such as PDE-Net [12], DLGA-PDE [13],
SGA-PDE, PDE-READ, EPDE [14] for ordinary (ODE) and partial differ-
ential equations (PDE). In addition, many methods of symbolic regression
allow one to restore an expression without differentials [15].

Although we can extract knowledge in the form of an equation, there is a
limited possibility to embed the background knowledge into the optimization
algorithm to increase the quality of a resulting model. If we move to the
algebraic (meaning that no differentials are considered within the expression),
there is a lot of effort to embed the background knowledge in various forms.

First attempts were made with expertly done grammatics [16, 17, 18].
The former also uses the first derivative as an expression language element
for some cases. There is also a method for automated knowledge extraction
using the Bayesian approach [19]. One could argue that for the differential
equation it might be harder to extract grammatical rules due to the specificity
of the model. That is, we cannot extract the function (a solution) directly
from the equation without a solver. Moreover, we could not evaluate the
importance of each term in the equation, since we also need to solve the
reduced equations. Such arguments also apply to the Bayesian approach.
The approach to extract the joint distribution of the differential equation
terms with a Bayesian network and a differential equation solver is described
in [20].

Moving to the differential equation, we are not just adding differentiation
operations to the expression. The differential equation determines an implicit
function that could only be extracted with a solver. Therefore, we could not
compute the function directly at the given grid point. Classical differential
equation discovery algorithms use LASSO regression based on gradient opti-
mization. The only way to use background knowledge in the regression-based
equation discovery algorithm (including neural networks) is to constrain the
form of the equation [8]. Such an approach reduces the possibility of extract-
ing new knowledge by reducing the problem to recovering the coefficients in a
known equation. Evolutionary optimization methods have more parameters
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to control the discovery process.
Recent advances in replacing symbolic regression with reinforcement learn-

ing for differential equation discovery DISCOVER [21] and [22] could also
benefit from reinforcement learning methods with automated symbloc gram-
mar extraction [23] or with prior distribution [24]. We note that it also
includes an automatically extracted distribution process described in the pa-
per.

Previously, we introduced a version of the EPDE algorithm [25] that could
be guided by the probability of selecting terms of the equation in the mutation
and cross-over operators. We manually make the probability distribution in
the reference based on the form of the equation.

The current paper is devoted to the following questions:

• What is the best form of background knowledge representation for dif-
ferential equation discovery?

• Could we automatically extract background knowledge for differential
equation discovery from data?

As a positive answer, the paper describes the complete process of back-
ground knowledge extraction in the form of a term importance distribution
using an initial guess obtained by a simpler algorithm. In terms of noise
robustness, overall quality, and possible equation forms, the algorithm out-
performs existing methods such as different versions of SINDy (pySINDy [26]
is used for comparison). As mentioned above, the disadvantage of all evolu-
tionary methods is the speed of optimization. However, the set of possible
equations is much larger, which is important for the discovery of unknown
equations.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains the statement of
the equation discovery problem from a knowledge extraction point of view.
Section 3 contains the main contribution of the paper, a knowledge-aware
version of the EPDE algorithm, and a method for autonomous knowledge
extraction. Section 4 contains an experimental comparison with pySINDy
and the classical EPDE algorithm. Section 5 concludes the paper.

2. Equation discovery background

In what follows, we will discuss only differential equation discovery, and
equation discovery means differential equation discovery for brevity.
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In all cases for the equation discovery problem, it is assumed that the
data is placed on a discrete grid X = {x(i) = (x

(i)
1 , ...x

(i)
dim)}i=N

i=1 , where N is
the number of observations and dim is the dimensionality of the problem. We
mention a particular case of time series, for which dim = 1 and X = {tj}i=N

i=1 .
It is also assumed that for each point on the grid, there is an associated

set of observations U = {u(i) = (u
(i)
1 , ..., u

(i)
L )}Ni=1 to define a grid map u :

X ⊂ Rdim → U ⊂ RL. It is assumed that u is defined by the model M which
has the form:

M(S, P, x) → u(x) : M(S, P, x(i)) → u(xi) ∼ u(i) (1)

As discussed before, the differntial equation defines implicit function. We
show it in Eq. 1 with → sign. In Eq.1, we define two parts of the model in
the form of the equation: the structure S and the parameters P . We note
that we do not expect either interpolation (case M(S, P, x(i)) → u(xi) = u(i))
or approximation case (case M(S, P, x(i)) → u(xi) ≈ u(i)). It is assumed that
the model M(S, P, x) by itself may be interpreted by an expert and used,
for example, to predict the behavior of the system in states that have not
yet been observed x̃(j). In an ideal scenario, the discovery of differential
equations enables the extraction of the complete set of underlying equations
based on observational data. Unfortunately, in practical situations, we can
only approximate the system and obtain a rough estimate.

The relation between grid X and observation U is defined by the problem
statement. The structure S is a computational graph of a model; it could
be either a classical computational graph or a simple parametrized symbolic
string-like expression. It is convenient to separate numerical characteristics
such as the coefficient of the term, the power of the term, and the order of
the derivative into a set of parameters P , i.e., make every node or element
in the structure parametrized. The optimization process may be separated
for structure S, and parameter set P .

In most cases, the search space of all possible structures Σ cannot be
fully explored due to its size, and apart from the extraction of knowledge
from the model, we have to use a priori background knowledge (application
area, modeling expertise) to reduce the set of possible structures to Σ′ ⊂ Σ
and set of the possible parameters to P ′ ⊂ P . As a result, all methods of
equation discovery differ not only with the model type (ODE, PDE, other
types of expressions) but also with how the background knowledge could be
incorporated into the discovery process.
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There are two limiting cases of differential equation discovery methods
that use background knowledge:

(I) The application of gradient optimization to a fixed number of terms in
a fixed structure (ut = F (u, ux, uxx, ...)). In this case, Σ′ is a known
fixed structure; it could be a weighted sum, pre-defined terms, or a
neural network, as done in PDE-Net or NeuralODE. The parameter
set P ′ is reduced to the weights in a LASSO regression or a neural
network. In this group of methods, the optimization is performed only
in a parameter space P ′.

(II) The application of genetic programming to construct a computation
graph using basic operations: differentiation, sum, multiplication, and
power. In this case, Σ′ is a subset of Σ of all models that could be
expressed with a defined basic operation, and the space of parameters
is empty, i.e., P ′ = {∅}.

In case (I), new information is generated in form of the coefficients P ′,
which could be the material or geometry parameters. Note that in this case
we significantly reduce the ability to get new equations. In most applica-
tions, it is a coefficient restoration rather than the equation discovery. As an
advantage, the search space is numeric, and thus, the optimization process is
faster than in any other type of equation discovery algorithm. To make the
search faster and more stable, we add background knowledge to reduce the
pre-defined structure Σ′ and restrict the parameter values in P ′ using expert
knowledge of the process and presumably material or geometry parameters.
We note that adding expert background knowledge to the algorithm further
reduces the possibility of discovering principally new equations; for example,
other process scales are left out of the scope.

We note that an approach such as PDE-READ [27] extracts new infor-
mation in form of the compact equation from the obtained within the sparse
regression. It is a generalization of sequential reduction in the size of the
term library.

Case (II), on contrary, allows one to get as many equation structures
as possible, making the optimization process a combinatorial search that
significantly increases the optimization time. In its pure form, such methods
are inapplicable to practical tasks. Thus, we must use background knowledge
in the form of restrictions to a possible set of structures Σ′ and, in some cases,
make the nodes parametric to exchange part of the structural set Σ′ to the
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set of parameters P ′. Returning to the new information, we note that we can
obtain any form of the equation possible to reach as a combination of basic
operations.

Whereas case (I) appears in methods origin from SINDy [10, 28, 26] that
have LASSO regression as an optimization base and others such as PDE-Net
[12], it is hard to find pure case (II) and most of the alternative algorithms
(from SINDy) contain a combination of structural and parametric search.
We note the PySR framework [29] as a pure (II) case for algebraic equations
(by algebraic we mean that differentials are not included).

As an example of not pure case (II), we may mention SGA-PDE and
DLGA-PDE, where nodes-terms in the computational graph are represented
by another graph in the SGA-PDE case or with a neural network in the
DLGA-PDE case. Instead of pure structural optimization in SGA-PDE, we
factor structure subspace Σ′ = Σ′

equation × Σ′
term, and thus the optimiza-

tion process into equation structure optimization in space Σ′
equation and term

structure optimization Σ′
term. Both spaces Σ′

equation and Σ′
term have a smaller

dimension than Σ′, and thus the optimization process is more computation-
ally effective. The main difference in the DLGA-PDE approach is that Σ′

term

uses a neural network and is mapped in a pure numerical optimization of
neural network training to P ′

term.
We mention that the backgorund knowledge is mainly used to organize the

search space, i.e., the model representation. A priori area knowledge, as in
case (I), could only restrict the set of possible structures in this case. Namely,
we expect a specific equation and try to restrain the search space such that
it is obtained in most of the runs. As an advantage in case based on (II), the
expert gets more tuning parameters so that the structure restrictions could
be softened and a theoretically broader class of equations may be obtained
even if the possible structure set Σ′ is reduced such that a specific equation
is expected.

In both cases, data-driven information extraction procedure loops up. We
must expect a particular equation and convey it to the equation discovery
algorithm to restore it – we cannot get a new equation. Therefore, we require
a tool to retrieve and convey background knowledge to an algorithm with
fewer structural and parametric restrictions.

2.1. Classical evolutionary equation discovery algorithm

As a ground, we select the EPDE differential discovery algorithm based
on evolutionary optimization. As an optimization ground, it uses rather
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memetic algorithm. This section briefly describes the chromosome and op-
erators used within the optimization.

Model definition. Evolutionary algorithms use elementary operations to build
a model structure. To reduce the amount of structural optimization, EPDE
operates with building blocks – tokens – that are parametrized families of
functions and operators. The token generally has the form shown in Eq. 2.

t = t(π1, ...πn) (2)

In Eq. 2 π1, ...πn are the token parameters, explained below. In order to
distinguish between a single token and a token product (term), we use the
notation T = t1 · ... · tTlength

, where 0 < Tlength ≤ Tmax, and Tmax is considered
an algorithm hyperparameter. However, it is essential to note that while Tmax

affects the model’s final form, a reasonable value of tokens in a term (usually
2 or 3) is sufficient to capture most of the actual differential equations.

Tokens ti are grouped into token families Φj to aid in fine-tuning the
model form. Tokens in each family have fixed parameters set π1, ...πn. For ex-
ample, we could define the differential operators family Φder = { ∂πn+1u

∂π1x1...∂πnxn
}

to find linear or nonlinear equations with constant coefficients. We could also
consider the trigonometric token family Φtrig = {sin (π1x1 + ...+ πnxn),
cos (π1x1 + ...+ πnxn)} to search for forcing functions or variable coefficients.

The parameters in tokens may be optimizable and non-optimizable. For
example, it is convenient to fix the differential operator parameters every
time they appear; therefore, they are considered one family but different
tokens and may appear multiple times in the term to reflect nonlinearity.
Trigonometric tokens are optimized and appear (if required) only once per
term. The algorithm takes as input the set Φ =

⋃
j

Φj of chosen or user-

defined token families.
For simplicity, we assume the tokens are pre-computed on a discrete grid,

but the grid choice does not impact the algorithm’s description. Therefore,
the structure and parameters are only essential for the differential equation
model learning, and the model has the form Eq. 3.

M(S, {C,P}) =
j≤Nterms∑

j=1

CjTj (3)

In Eq. 3 with the structure S we denote terms set {Tj}j=Nterms

j=1 consisting

7



of different tokens, the set of parameters is divided into terms coefficients C =
{Cj}j=Nterms

j=1 with Cj and set of the optimizeable parameters P = {π1, ...}
without fixed length. Every model could have a different set of optimizeable
parameters and the evolutionary operators could also change this number.

The maximum number of terms Nterms is the hyperparameter of the al-
gorithm. We note that the hyperparameter Nterms also has not a directive
but a restrictive function. The number of terms in the resulting model may
be lower than Nterms and is eventually reduced with the fitness calculation
procedure described below.

We use the simplified individual to visualize the following evolutionary
operator schemes, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Each individual corresponds to an
instance of the model shown in Eq. 1.

Figure 1: Model visualization: Ti are the token products from Eq. 1 and ti are the tokens
from Eq. 2.

The optimization is separated into two steps: structural and parametric.
The population is initialized with the models with a separate structure. After
the initialization, the parametric optimization step calculates each individ-
ual’s fitness.

Fitness evaluation. Fitness evaluation has two purposes. First, it allows de-
termining the parameters {C,P} for every model – individual. Second, it
serves as a standard measure of individual fitness. To evaluate the fitness
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function, a term is randomly chosen as a ”target” for a given model with the
structure S. Namely, the model–individ before fitness computation trans-
ferred to the form Eq. 4.

Ttarget =

j=target+1,...,Nterms∑
j=1,...target−1

CjTj (4)

In Eq. 4 target is a randomly chosen index. The randomly chosen target
allows one to avoid a trivial solution ∀j Cj = 0. It is assumed that for
the fitness computation, the terms Tj are fixed and the coefficients C =
C1, ...Ctarget, ...CNterms} and optimizable parameters P = {P1, ...Ptarget,
...PNterms} (if any) should be determined. We note that Ctarget ≡ −1 and the
values in the set of term parameters Ptarget are always fixed.

The term coefficients Copt and the parameter sets Popt are found using
LASSO regression as shown in Eq. 5.

Copt, Popt = argmin
C,P

∣∣∣∣∣∣Ttarget −
j=target+1,...,Nterms∑

j=1,...target−1

CjTj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
+

+ λ(||C||1 + ||P ||1)} (5)

In Eq. 5, with || · ||p corresponding lp norm is designated. After apply-
ing the LASSO regression operator, the coefficients are compared with the
minimal coefficient value threshold of the term. If the absolute value of co-
efficient Cj is lower than the threshold, then the term is removed from the
current model. Thus, the model is refined to reduce the excessive growth of
unnecessary terms.

After finding the final set of optimal coefficients for Eq. 5 is found, the
fitness function F is calculated as shown in Eq. 6.

F =
1∣∣∣∣∣∣M(S, {Popt, Copt})

∣∣∣
X

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

(6)

In Eq. 6 denominator is basically an average discrepancy over a compu-
tation grid X.

Evolutionary operators. Population initialization, cross-over, and mutation
operators use a set of expert rules for generation and exchange. The rules
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are used to avoid situations 0 = 0 (for example, two terms obtained using the
commutative multiplication property are restricted to appear) or to appear
of two equal terms during the mutation and cross-over steps. The rules do
not change the set of obtainable equations, but they serve to avoid non-
correct equations. Every structure Sind in model M(Sind, {Pind, Cind}) has
its own set of restricted tokens that could not be added to the model during
cross-over and mutation operations.

Apart from the rules restrictions, all tokens in the classical algorithm may
appear equiprobably during the mutation, and every term may be equiprob-
ably exchanged during the cross-over.

The cross-over operator is defined as an exchange of terms between in-
dividuals, as shown in Fig. 2. We note that the terms for exchange are
chosen using a uniform distribution, i.e., all terms have the same possibility
of participating in the exchange.

Figure 2: The classical algorithm cross-over. All terms have the same probability of
participating in the cross-over.

The mutation operator has two forms – term exchange and token ex-
change – that could be applied with a given pre-defined probability, as shown
in Fig. 3.

The token exchange shown in Fig. 3a) is simply replacing one token
with another using the homogeneous pool of tokens. For the term exchange
(Fig. 3b), the new term is generated using the homogeneous pool of tokens:
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Figure 3: The classical algorithm mutation. New tokens a) and new term b) are generated
using a uniform distribution.

first, the length of the token is chosen randomly, and second, the tokens are
chosen from the pool.

In summary, as input set of observations U in the grid X and set of
token families Φ are used. As a result, we get an expression in the form
of differential operator Lu = f . The result could be ODE, PDE, and their
system depending on a dimensionality of U and X.

The classical algorithm is realized as an evolutionary optimization frame-
work [30, 31], and the following modifications are also performed as part of
a framework modification.
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3. Directed evolutionary search. Usage and extraction of back-
ground knowledge.

In this section, we finalize the algorithm described first in [25]. It is an
evolutionary differential equation discovery algorithm based on both EPDE
and directed evolutionary serach. The algorithm is briefly outlined in Sec-
tion. 3.1.

The main actor in the algorithm is the term preference distribution. It is
the form in which background knowledge is expressed. Instead of parametric
fixed equation form, we set the term preference that is likely to appear in
equation, retaining the possibility to obtain all possible equations. Such
preference distribution may be chosen expertly and automatically.

In Section 3.2 we describe the automated term preference distribution
extraction process. It consists of initial guess generation and following dis-
tribution forming algorithm.

3.1. Modified evolutionary operators

The distribution of “preferred” tokens obtained automatically or imposed
manually is then used to generate new tokens for the model in mutation and
cross-over operators.

The modified cross-over operator uses two model structures to generate
new ones, for every model the distribution of ”preferred” tokens is generated
separately. After that, tokens of every model are sorted with respect to
complement model preferences using the probabilities as weights. Terms with
higher weight have a higher chance of participating in cross-over exchange,
as shown in Fig. 4.

The mutation operator takes all terms in the model structure as subject
to mutation uniformly, but for a replacement token choice (Fig.5 a)), its
generated importance distribution is taken into account. Furthermore, for
term mutation, a new term is generated using the importance distribution
as shown in Fig. 5 b).

In summary, the classical and modified algorithms have nearly the same
structure as shown in Fig. 6. The most substantial difference being that the
modified algorithm has several extra steps for terms importance distribution
calculation.

We note again that the main changes are done to avoid the rigid re-
strictions on a structure optimization space Σ′. Instead, the applied expert
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Figure 4: Modified cross-over. Terms have a different probability of participating in the
cross-over; for illustration, the most probable terms win.

Figure 5: Modified mutation. New token a) is chosen using the importance distribution
(for illustration, the most probable token is taken), and new term b) is generated using
the importance distribution.
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Figure 6: General scheme of classical and modified algorithms.

background knowledge is used to change the geometry of the space Σ′, which
in the case described in the paper is defined by the terms probability measure.

Proposed approach may be considered as the change in the geometry of
the space Σ′ itself. Since the evolutionary algorithm is stochastic, chang-
ing the probability measure within the space is natural. The probability
space (Σ,Σ′, p) introduced in a classical EPDE algorithm has a convention-
ally (rules make it shifted) uniform measure p. However, using a priori knowl-
edge, we may introduce the ’importance’ factor of the term to be added to
the model.
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3.2. Probability distribution generation

We used a modified SymNet architecture as an educated initial guess of
the structure of the equation. We describe the modifications in Appendix
D. We note that the initial guess may be obtained by various means, the
described approach works with an arbitrary initial guess in form of the dif-
ferential equation. There are several discussion points on this choice. The
first is if the bad initial guess makes the end result worse. Second, is there
are any other choices available.

There are overall two incomes of bad choice – initial guess that contains
wrong parts and initial guess that contains significant number of the possible
terms within the guessing algorithm. As part of the answer to the first
question, in the following, we show that SymNet does not always give a good
guess (see Appendix F). However, the quality of the search (robustness and
number of iterations) was still improved. Second, if the guessing algorithm is
not able to find any structure, the answer tends to be the overfitted equation
that contains excessive number of terms. In this case, the uniform term
distribution will be extracted, and thus the algorithm is not affected, i.e.
works in a classical uni-direction mode.

Symnet was chosen since it is relatively fast and gives the initial guess
and could generate a structure space Σ′ larger than that of SINDy and other
regression methods, without an explicit definition of the terms. However, any
equation discovery method could be taken instead, the described method in
general does not depend on a guessing algorithm choice. We note that the
quality of the initial guess undoubtedly affects the end result. However, as we
show below, we could achieve quality increase when only part of the equation
is guessed correctly.

The first step is done within the initial population generation stage.
Firstly, all possible terms with a given EDPE hyper-parameters are gen-
erated. Secondly, if the term space of the initial guess does not coincide with
the EPDE model term space, the mapping of the initial guess to the model
term space is performed.

Due to the rules that allow one to avoid equalities of type 0 ≡ 0, every
model has its own set of restricted terms. Therefore, the following steps
are conducted separately within each individual’s mutation and cross-over
phases. The steps are illustrated in Fig. 7. First, depending on the structure
of an individual undergoing a mutation process, the term space is adjusted so
that the structural elements of an individual are excluded from the space. In
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this manner, every individual acquires its own term space and, consequently,
a term importance distribution.

Figure 7: The scheme of the algorithm for probability distribution calculation.

Once the individual term space is defined, the relation of a maximum
value of term coefficients to the coefficients minimum is checked. If it exceeds
a specific value, the resulting distribution might have low probabilities for
terms with coefficients close to a minimum value. Then, the evolutionary
algorithm may take a long time to converge due to the lack of variance in
the population. One possible solution for the problem mentioned above is to
smooth the coefficients’ values so that they are closer to the average of all
coefficients. This way, the probability distribution computed after coefficients
normalization will be more similar to the uniform distribution.
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The algorithm 1 describes the smoothing procedure in detail. The main
idea is to mix the coefficients with the vector, consisting of coefficients aver-
age, where the vector size is equal to that of the coefficients. In this manner,
the new relation of maximum value to minimum is equal to 2.4 when the
original coefficients relation is bigger than it; otherwise, the smoothing step
is skipped, and the normalization based on coefficients weight is conducted.

In the previous work [25], it was discovered that if the relation of coef-
ficients is too large, the advantages of guided optimization disappear. To
prevent this problem, the ratio of maximum to minimum is limited by a
constant, which will be referred to as a mixing factor (mf). Another reason
for introducing this parameter is that the initial guess can rarely coincide
with the actual equation (refer to Sec. 4.2) and thus can only provide a guess
about the equation. Therefore the mixing factor may also be interpreted as
a measure of ’trust’ that we assign to the initial guess.

The value of a mixing factor can be any number in [1.0, 5.0] with default
value of 2.4. It reflects the ability of the meta-algorithm to discover the initial
guess and can be corrected in accordance with its performance - the poorer
it performs the lower the mixing factor should be. The upper bound is set to
be 5.0 due to the reason that higher relative differences in coefficients may
obstruct the evolutionary optimization process as it can be seen in [25].

Data: Set of allowable terms - terms allowed; their initial
coefficients - coefs; mixing factor mf (default: 2.4)

Result: probability distribution
coefs = abs(coefs);
if max(coefs)/min(coefs) > mf then

min max f = mf ·min(coefs)−max(coefs);
smooth f = min max f/(min max f−(mf−1)·average(coefs));
vec average = average(coefs);
smoothed coefs = (1−smooth f)·coefs+smooth f ·vec average;
probabilities = smoothed coefs/

∑
smoothed coefs;

else
probabilities = coefs/

∑
coefs;

end
Algorithm 1: The pseudo-code of probability distribution calculation

The importance of the smoothing procedure is explained in Fig. 8. The
example is given for a set of coefficients with 25 values, where the maximum
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is equal to 0.52 and the minimum is 4 · 10−7. In Fig. 8, the left distribution
results from the direct normalization of the coefficients, while the distribu-
tion on the right is obtained after applying the smoothing step. From the
graphs, it can be concluded that the smoothing procedure reduces large co-
efficients and increases small values, where the processes of reduction and
increasing are limited by coefficients average as the bottom and the upper
bound correspondingly. In addition, the relative relations between the coef-
ficients are preserved. Hence, in the provided example, columns 0 and 2 still
have the largest values, while 2 is smaller than 0; simultaneously, the fourth
and eighth columns are slightly larger than the others.

Figure 8: Example of distributions with and without smoothing procedure.

An example of calculating the probability distribution of an individual in
the problem of finding wave equations is given in Fig. 9. The initial guess
contains 71 non-zero terms with the precision of 16 digits after the decimal
point, while the evolutionary algorithm terms space only has 5. Therefore,
the mapping of terms is conducted. Given a term space, an individual al-
ready had three out of five terms during the mutation process. In order to
obtain a new, unique term, the term space is reduced. The maximum value
of coefficients after reducing the terms space is 0.3; at the same time, the
minimum is only 0.021; because their relation is too significant, the smooth-
ing procedure is applied. The values are normalized to ensure the probability
distribution property. Namely, the sum of all probabilities must be equal to
1.
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Figure 9: Example of distribution calculation for one individual, wave equation.

4. Experimental results

The goal of the experiments is to determine whether the knowledge guid-
ance mechanism in the form of the initial guess of term distribution can lead
to better optimization in terms of stability, accuracy, and speed. The ex-
periments are conducted for three classes of equations: Burgers’, wave, and
Korteweg–de Vries. The data for experiments was obtained either analyti-
cally or numerically, the initial-boundary problem statements and solution
methods are placed in Appendix E.

If possible, the results are compared with that of the PySINDY [26] frame-
work (ver. 1.7.5); if not, only two algorithms are considered: classical and
modified.

4.1. Experimental setup

For every experiment, we run the classical and modified algorithms fifty
times. We use the PySINDY package on the same data.

The performance of the algorithms is measured with different noise levels
in the data. Equation 7 describes adding noise of a certain magnitude to
the data. Magnitudes differ in scale depending on the input data. For this
reason, every type of equation has its limit magnitude, under which the
classical algorithm cannot discover the desired equation in any of fifty runs.
Namely, as stated above, the observational data have the form U = {u(i) =

(u
(i)
1 , ..., u

(i)
L )}Ni=1. The noise levels are relative to the limit case and therefore

are equal to 0%, 25%, 50%, 75% and 100% of the limit noise level.

u
(i)
noised = u(i) + ϵL, ϵ ∼ N(0,magnitude · |u(i)

j |)
ϵL = ϵ× ϵ× ...× ϵ

(7)
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The quality metrics used to measure algorithm performance are mean
absolute error (MAE) between coefficients of the obtained equations and
’ground truth’ coefficients of the theoretical model and algorithms’ conver-
gence time. If several solutions are available, the structure of the equations
is first checked. If the structure is correct, then MAE is computed. Among
the computed MAEs, the minimum is selected as the final metric of the run.

Initially, with the double precision, there were around 100 different MAE
values; after grouping them with the precision of 3-5 digits past the decimal
point, we are left with approximately 3-25 clusters, each represented with
some shade of green on the plotted figures. Clusters are placed in ascending
order on the vertical axis by the MAE value around which they are clustered.

In addition, hyper-parameters for all experiments are presented in sup-
plementary material in Tab. C.9 and C.10.

4.2. Initial guess: SymNet performance

In the proposed approach the SymNet architecture is used in order to
provide an educated guess to EPDE. Although one might be tempted to use
SymNet directly to discover the equations, in reality, some difficulties might
be faced while doing so. This subsection is dedicated to these challenges and
explains the reasoning behind SymNet’ role in overall approach. The detailed
equation and analysis placed in Appendix F. Integral results are places in
Tab. 1 for MAE (coefficient error).

Table 1: Statistical MAE, SymNet results for all experiments

Burgers’
eq. with
viscosity

Burgers’
equation

Wave
equation

KdV
equation

Inhomogeneous
KdV

equation
0.0058
±0.0008

0.0239
±0.0194

0.0435
±0.0545

0.1118
±0.0001

0.1497
±0.0214

In Tab. 2 for structural Hamming distance (SHD) results are shown, i.e.
how many terms we should add or remove to reach ground truth equations.

Overall, the SymNet algorithm provided adequate results in cases of sim-
ple equations, but was inaccurate for more complex cases due to low coeffi-
cient error, but high SHD.

The experiment with wave equation deserves particular attention. We
note that if the balancing term is represented by the second space derivative,
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Table 2: Statistical SHD, SymNet results for all experiments (with the precision of 6
digits)

Burgers’
eq. with
viscosity

Burgers’
equation

Wave
equation

KdV
equation

Inhomogeneous
KdV

equation
26± 4 19± 4 52± 9 29± 5 103± 30

the equation is obtained without fail. This leads us to the conclusion that if
in the ground truth equation the coefficients have small absolute values, the
accuracy of the algorithm might not be high.

Considering all of the above, SymNet might be used as a starting point
for another equation discovery algorithm, and although it is able to provide
the solution by itself, its quality may be severely lacking.

4.3. Parameter sensitivity: mixing factor

In order to capture the dependency of the modified algorithm efficiency
on the changes in term importance distribution, experiments with different
mixing factors are performed. The results of these experiments are com-
pared with the results of the algorithm with optimal distribution. Optimal
distribution referrers to a distribution that is the most close to the ideal one,
where the importance of the desired terms is 3.0 to 3.5 times higher than the
other terms. Optimal distribution Q(mf) is obtained by SymNet and then
processed with a mixing factor, acquired by Eq. 8.

mfopt = argmin
mf

|DKL(P ||Q(mf))| (8)

From the MAE results depicted in the following sections we can conclude
that depending on the value of a mixing factor, the modified algorithm may
yield different results. Therefore, the purpose of this section is to study this
dependency.

The modified algorithm was run with several mixing factors - 3.0, 3.6, 4.5
and 2.4 by default. The mixing factors defined by Kullback-Leibler generally
slightly differ by the noise level in the data. In Appendix G detailed tables
for mixing coefficient sensitivity analysis are provided. With the data on
considered types of equations we can conclude, that the tuning of mixing
factor may provide extra benefits, specifically, the mixing factors derived
from proximity of ideal and found distributions, are mainly the most optimal.
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In all experiments below, we use two different mixing factors when pos-
sible – 2.4 by default and the optimal one.

4.4. SINDy comparison

We ran a classical algorithm for experiments and modified it with the
setup described in Sec. 3. For these experiments PySINDy framework was
used as well.

In Fig. 10 - inviscid Burgers equation case, it can be seen that the bars of
the modified algorithm tend to have more runs with darker green colors. We
can conclude that the modified algorithm performs better than the classical
one regarding precision. Considering the number of runs with gray outcomes,
we can conclude that the modified algorithm is comparatively more stable.

We note that although PySINDy framework was able to obtain a correct
equation, the accuracy of the algorithm was relatively low considering the
complexity of the Burger’s equation.

Figure 10: Mean absolute error distributions for fifty runs for different noise magnitude
values, inviscid Burgers’ equation. The columns with no hatch represent the classical
algorithm, ”\” hatch - modified with mf equal to 2.4, ”x” hatch - modified with tuned mf,
”–” hatch - PySINDY. Runs where the equation was not obtained are depicted in gray.

The experimental results of the MAE measured coefficients in case of
Burgers’ equation with viscosity term are shown in Fig. 11. Comparing the
classical algorithm to the modified one, we can surmise that the modified
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algorithm outperforms the classical one in terms of stability and accuracy.
The tuning of mixing factor further increases the stability of the modified
algorithm with the exception of no noise level. PySINDy algorithm shows
excellent stability and accuracy in the case of zero noise magnitude but dras-
tically loses its advantages once the noise magnitude is raised.

Figure 11: Mean absolute error distributions for fifty runs for different noise magnitude
values, Burgers’ equation with viscosity. The columns with no hatch represent the classical
algorithm, ”\” hatch - modified with mf equal to 2.4, ”x” hatch - modified with tuned mf,
”–” hatch - PySINDY. Runs where the equation was not obtained are depicted in gray.

The homogeneous Korteweg – de Vries equation was chosen as a more
challenging case. The results for algorithms’ MAE in coefficients are illus-
trated in Fig. 12. Unlike in viscous Burgers’ equation, we can observe a
decrease in the modified algorithm’s stability, however, the tuning proce-
dure could aid in its improvement. The modified algorithm might be slightly
better in extreme cases than classical one. In addition, the PySINDY algo-
rithm remains robust with the increasing noise magnitude. The precision of
both the classical and modified algorithms is relatively similar, whereas the
PySINDY algorithm abruptly loses accuracy with increase in noise.

In conclusion, the modified algorithm often presents better stability and
accuracy of the results, especially, if tuning procedure is carried out. How-
ever, the time consumption of the approach is generally greater. The stabil-
ity of PySINDY in comparison with the mentioned algorithms is still being
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Figure 12: Mean absolute error distributions for fifty runs for different noise magnitude
values, Korteweg – de Vries equation. The columns with no hatch represent the classical
algorithm, ”\” hatch - modified with mf equal to 2.4, ”x” hatch - modified with tuned mf,
”–” hatch - PySINDY. Runs where the equation was not obtained are depicted in gray.

determined; more experiments are needed to draw any conclusions, whereas
the accuracy of the PySINDY package is mostly compromised when the noise
magnitude rises.

4.5. Additional tests

Wave equation. Due to the hyperbolic nature of wave equations, it is rarely
used to test equation discovery frameworks. However, the proposed approach
can find time derivatives of any order. We note that this type of equation
cannot be obtained with PySINDy because the algorithm restricts the equa-
tion’s form: ut = F (x, ux, uxx, ...).

Nevertheless, the running time (Fig. H.19) of the modified algorithm is
significantly higher, apparently due to the reason that the SymNet module is
run several times to compare losses of equations with ut and utt terms, that
are used to balance the right side of the equation.

The MAE distributions are shown on Fig. 13. Given the outcomes of the
runs, it becomes clear that both classical and modified algorithms have simi-
lar coefficient error levels, although the modified algorithms might be slightly
more stable. We note that the modified algorithm with tuned mixing factor

24



does not have any significant difference in MAE with modified algorithm that
has a mixing factor of 2.4.

Figure 13: Mean absolute error distributions for fifty runs for different noise magnitude
values, wave equation. The columns with no hatch represent the classical algorithm, ”\”
hatch - modified with mf equal to 2.4, ”x” hatch - modified with tuned mf. Runs where
the equation was not obtained are depicted in gray.

Inhomogeneous Korteweg – de Vries equation. The proposed approach was
also tested on a more complex case in the equation discovery area - the
inhomogenous Korteweg-de Vries equation.

In this experiment, two algorithms were compared: classical and modified.
The results in the form of plots are shown in Fig. 14. Unlike in the experiment
with the homogeneous Korteweg – de Vries equation, the modified algorithm
was more precise, stable, and considerably faster than the classical one.

The benefits of tuning the mixing factor can also be seen on Fig. 14.
For the Korteweg – de Vries equation, the tuning procedure yielded roughly
30% increase in discovery rate averaged on all noise levels compared to the
modified algorithm with a mixing factor of 2.4. This fact encourages us to
further develop this idea, as currently it only serves the purpose of showing
the potential of the modified algorithm.
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Figure 14: Mean absolute error distributions for fifty runs for different noise magnitude
values, Korteweg – de Vries equation. The columns with no hatch represent the classical
algorithm, ”\” hatch - modified with mf equal to 2.4, ”x” hatch - modified with tuned mf.
Runs where the equation was not obtained are depicted in gray.

4.6. Algorithms time consumption

During all experiments execution time was recorded. Detailed reports
may be found in Appendix H.

To sum up – the modified algorithm is generally slower than the classical
one (reference time 5 s for classical EPDE and 15 s for modified algorithm).
We note that the PySINDY algorithm’s average running time is around 0.01 s,
which outperforms both the classical and the modified algorithms. However,
the equation structure’s restrictions may outweigh its benefits.

5. Discussion and conclusion

The paper proposes a new way to introduce a priori applied area knowl-
edge into the equation discovery algorithm without strict structure restric-
tions. It is done by introducing the geometry change in the model structure
space by changing the probability measure used in the classical cross-over
and mutation operators of the EPDE algorithm. We improve the algorithm’s
ability to converge towards a given equation more frequently. The distribu-
tion could be extracted in an automated manner using the proposed SymNet
architecture training.
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The main paper findings are:

• Evolutionary algorithms could be used to incorporate knowledge more
softly;

• Knowledge incorporation in the form of a term preference distribution
leads to a more stable convergence;

• Knowledge in the form of distribution could be extracted manually;

• Evolutionary algorithms work better for high noise magnitudes.

Compared to the classical gradient-based sparse regression approach, our
proposed evolutionary approach offers more flexibility and produces restored
equation quality of at least the same level. In addition, it can restore an
equation that gradient algorithms might have found incorrectly in complex
cases. However, one downside of the evolutionary approach is that the opti-
mization time is typically longer. As the main advantage of gradient-based
algorithms, one may name optimization speed.

Despite this, we observe that domain knowledge incorporation may in-
crease the success rate of the algorithm by more than 40% (Tab. A.4) in the
case of an unbiased solution in the task of complex equation discovery (in-
homogeneous Korteweg–de Vries equation); on the other hand, in the task
of simple equations discovery there was no room for improvement, as the
success rate reached the score of 1.0 in the classical algorithm. The noise
introduction shows that the difference is more apparent for complex cases of
differential equations. The proposed algorithm allows one to restore known
equations with higher noise levels, increasing robustness on the average of
12.5%, ranging from 2% up to 32%.

The proposed methodology may be further improved by tuning of mixing
factor. In this case the increase in discovery rate (Tab. A.3) in complex
differential equation types may be enlarged to as far as 70% for noise-free
data and by 21.3% on average, ranging from 2% to 58%, when the noise is
added to the data.

The accuracy of all algorithms is presented in Tabs. B.5, B.6, B.7, B.8.
As it may be noted the evolutionary approaches are generally more accurate
than PySINDy framework. Whereas the accuracy of evolutionary algorithms
is on par with one another with tuned modified algorithm having a slight
advantage.
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Nevertheless, we note that the modified algorithms do not always perform
better than their classical form even when the tuning procedure is performed,
which motivates us to conduct further research.

6. Code and data availability

The code and data to reproduce the experimental results are openly avail-
able in the repository https://github.com/ITMO-NSS-team/EPDE_automated_
knowledge
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Table A.3: Increase (%) in equation discovery rate of modified algorithm compared to
classical one, mixing parameters defined by KL

Noise
level

Wave
equation

Burgers’
equation

Burgers’
equation
with

viscosity

Homogeneous
KdV

equation

Inhomogeneous
KdV

equation

0% 0 0 12 6 72
25% 0 4 24 -8 46
50% 0 10 28 20 58
75% 0 0 10 10 48
100% 6 16 2 6 12

Table A.4: Increase (%) in equation discovery rate of modified algorithm compared to
classical one, default mixing parameters

Noise
level

Wave
equation

Burgers’
equation

Burgers’
equation
with

viscosity

Homogeneous
KdV

equation

Inhomogeneous
KdV

equation

0% 0 0 18 -12 42
25% 0 6 22 -4 32
50% 0 -6 26 0 30
75% 0 14 2 6 20
100% 10 10 0 6 10

Appendix A. Success rates of equation discovery

The increase in success rate is calculated as follows: first, an average (on
50 runs) equation discovery rate is computed separately for each evolution-
ary algorithm and noise levels, after which the efficiency of the proposed
methodology can be evaluated as the difference in success rate between the
modified and classical algorithms.

Appendix B. MAE relative rates

For each type of equation a maximum MAE of all algorithms - PySINDy
framework, modified and classical algorithms, is obtained. Then a mean
value of each algorithm’ MAE is normalized by the maximum value. The
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Table B.5: Relative MAE for different noise levels (%) - PySINDy framework. Green color
represents the least relative error among all algorithms - PySINDy framework, modified
algorithm with mf = 2.4, with tuned mixing factors and classical algorithm. Grey color
denotes noise levels, where the algorithm could not obtain any equation.

Noise
level

Burgers’
equation

Burgers’
equation
with

viscosity

Homogeneous
KdV

equation

0% 99.95 0.01 0.44
25% 99.96 33.63 1.15
50% 99.96 n/a 73.93
75% 99.96 n/a 91.96
100% 99.96 n/a 99.39

result can be considered as a relative mean absolute error, which allows us
to compare the algorithms.

Appendix C. Algorithms hyper-parameters

We note that both EPDE algorithms - classic and modified, share the
same hyper-parameters in regards to the same type of input data and irre-
spective of the noise levels.
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Table B.6: Relative MAE for different noise levels (%) - modified algorithm (mf = 2.4).
Green color represents the least relative error among all algorithms - PySINDy framework,
modified algorithm with mf = 2.4, with tuned mixing factors and classical algorithm. Grey
color denotes noise levels, where the algorithm could not obtain any equation.

Noise
level

Burgers’
equation

Burgers’
equation
with

viscosity

Homogeneous
KdV

equation

0% 0.25 0.67 0.11
25% 0.64 0.69 0.11
50% 0.97 1.95 0.1
75% 0.89 1.8 0.12
100% 1.3 n/a 0.43

Table B.7: Relative MAE for different noise levels (%) - modified algorithm with tuned
mixing factors. Green color represents the least relative error among all algorithms -
PySINDy framework, modified algorithm with mf = 2.4, with tuned mixing factors and
classical algorithm.

Noise
level

Burgers’
equation

Burgers’
equation
with

viscosity

Homogeneous
KdV

equation

0% 0.32 0.66 0.10
25% 0.68 0.68 0.10
50% 1.56 1.32 0.10
75% 1.16 1.7 0.10
100% 1.32 2.92 0.34
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Table B.8: Relative MAE for different noise levels (%) - classical algorithm. Green color
represents the least relative error among all algorithms - PySINDy framework, modified
algorithm with mf = 2.4, with tuned mixing factors and classical algorithm. Grey color
denotes noise levels, where the algorithm could not obtain any equation.

Noise
level

Burgers’
equation

Burgers’
equation
with

viscosity

Homogeneous
KdV

equation

0% 0.43 0.67 0.11
25% 1.16 0.68 0.12
50% 0.93 2.4 0.1
75% 1.15 1.71 0.1
100% n/a n/a n/a

Table C.9: Hyper-parameter values, EPDE algorithms

Hyper-parameter
Burgers’
equation

Wave
equation

Burgers’
equation

with viscosity

Korteweg-de
Vries

equations
Population size 5 5 8 8
Training epochs 5 5 7 90
Max number of
terms in equation

3 3 3 4

Max number of
factors in a term

2 1 2 2

Max derivative
order:

(by time, by space)
(1, 1) (2, 2) (1, 2) (1, 3)

Appendix D. SymNet modifications for initial guess generation

A knowledge extraction approach is inspired by PDE-Net 2.01 [32, 12].
In particular, it is also an equation discovery algorithm used to obtain the
equations with a fixed structure, as shown in Eq. D.1. The authors proposed
defining the structure Σ′ of the equation as a symbolic neural network, which
in [12] is called SymNet.

1https://github.com/ZichaoLong/PDE-Net/tree/PDE-Net-2.0
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Table C.10: Hyper-parameter values, PySINDy package

Hyper-parameter

Burgers’
equation
with

viscosity

Korteweg-de
Vries

equation

Burgers’
equation

Library functions u, u2 u, u2 u, u2

Derivative order 3 3 2
Optimizer STLSQ SR3 SSR

Max number of
iterations

20 10000 20

Threshold
(in coefficients
thresholding)

2 7 -

Ut = F (U,∇U,∇2U, ...), x ∈ Ω ⊂ R2, t ∈ [0, T ]. (D.1)

However, to retain possible structures Σ′ variety of the evolutionary al-
gorithm, the initial SymNet architecture requires significant changes. After
that, the initial guess of the equation is converted into the term importance,
which is, in turn, used to guide structural optimization.

As was mentioned, Eq. D.1 imposes certain restrictions onto the form of
the equation. Therefore, the original algorithm was modified in such a way
that the response function F is dependent on temporal and spatial grids, as
well as the time derivative, which does not act as a balance term on the left
side of the equation (Eq. D.2).

Ut = F (t, x, U, Ux, Uxx, Utt, Uttt, ...),
Utt = F (t, x, U, Ux, Ut, Uxx, Uttt, ...),
Uttt = F (t, x, U, Ux, Ut, Uxx, Utt, ...),

...

(D.2)

SymNet architecture. The schematic modified SymNet architecture is shown
in Fig. D.15. For simplicity of understanding, only one hidden layer is illus-
trated. However, we note that there could be a multi-layer SymNet.

The input of SymNet is a set of tokens (Eq. 2) pre-computed on an
observation grid. The output is a response function F value computed on
an observation grid. The main modification is the possibility of working in
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a multi-layer mode with arbitrary tokens (apart from spatial derivatives as
in classical SymNet). The maximum order of the resulting polynomials is
equal to the number of hidden layers incremented by one. For example, the
maximum order of polynomials computed with the model on Fig. D.15 is 2.

When the model is trained, the layers’ parameters can be used to obtain
the symbolic representation of the equation. For this goal, symbolic token
labels are inputted into the SymNet structure with weights identified within
the training procedure.

Figure D.15: The schematic diagram of SymNet - example with one hidden layer.

Loss function and regularization. Afterward, every generated architecture
from Eq. D.2 is trained using gradient methods with the loss function based
on the regularized loss function proposed in [12] in the form shown in Eq. D.3.

L = Ldata + λLSymNet, (D.3)

In Eq. D.3 hyper-parameter λ is chosen to be either 0.001 or 10−7, Ldata

is a loss part that depends on the initial observation data: it measures the
discrepancy of the SymNet right-hand side output F̃ from the left-hand side
temporal derivative Ũ computed at the entire observational data grid X.
The exact formulation of Ldata is given in Eq. D.4.

Ldata =
[
||Ũ − F̃ ||22

]
X

(D.4)
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The term LSymNet is a regularization loss term for SymNet. It is based
on Huber’s loss function ls1, where the threshold is equal to 0.001. The term
LSymNet has the form Eq. D.5.

LSymNet =
∑

w∈parameters of SymNet

ls1(w);

ls1(w) =

{
|w| − s

2
if |w| > s,

1
2s
w2 else.

(D.5)

SymNet training procedure is done for every equation of the system D.2
for two possible values of λ. The equation with the minimal loss function
Eq. D.3 is chosen to construct the term importance distribution.
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Appendix E. Initial-boundary value problem statements

Appendix E.1. Wave equation

The initial-boundary value problem for the wave equation is given in
Eq. E.1.

∂2u
∂t2

− 1
25

∂2u
∂x2 = 0

u(0, t) = u(1, t) = 0
u(x, 0) = 104 sin2 1

10
x(x− 1)

u′(x, 0) = 103 sin2 1
10
x(x− 1)

(x, t) ∈ [0, 1]× [0, 1]

(E.1)

The solution of Eq. E.1 was obtained with the Wolfram Mathematica
software interpolation method on the grid of 101× 101 discretization points
in the domain (x, t) ∈ [0, 1]× [0, 1].

Appendix E.2. Korteweg-de Vries equation

The initial-boundary value problem is given in Eq. E.2. The solution
of the equation was obtained in the same manner as in the case of a wave
equation - with the aid of Wolfram Mathematica software. The grid consists
of 101 × 101 discretization points in the domain (x, t) ∈ [0, 1] × [0, 1]. The
derivatives were obtained by differentiating the interpolated solution within
Wolfram Mathematica software.

ut + 6uux + uxxx = cos t sinx
u(x, 0) = 0

[uxx + 2ux + u]
∣∣∣
x=0

= 0

[2uxx + ux + 3u]
∣∣∣
x=1

= 0

[5ux + 5u]
∣∣∣
x=1

= 0

(x, t) ∈ [0, 1]× [0, 1]

(E.2)

Appendix E.3. Inviscid Burger’s equation

The initial-boundary value problem for Burger’s equation is represented
with Eq. E.3.
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∂u
∂t

+ u∂u
∂x

= 0

u(0, t) =

{
1000, t ≥ 2

0, t < 2

u(x, 0) =


1000, x ≤ −2000

−x/2,−2000 < x < 0

0, otherwise

(x, t) ∈ [−4000, 4000]× [0, 4]

(E.3)

The analytical solution to the problem presented in Eq. E.3 is given in
[9]. Data for the experiment were obtained with the discretization of the
solution in the domain (x, t) ∈ [−4000, 4000]× [0, 4] using 101× 101 points.

Appendix E.4. Burger’s equation with viscosity

The problem and data were provided by the authors of PySINDY2 [26, 28].
The problem can be formulated in Eq. E.4, where the boundary conditions
were not reported. The solution was provided for the domain (x, t) ∈ [−8, 8]×
[0, 10] using 256× 101 discretization points.

∂u
∂t

+ u∂u
∂x

− 0.1∂2u
∂x2 = 0

(x, t) ∈ [−8, 8]× [0, 10]
(E.4)

Appendix E.5. PYSINDy Korteweg – de Vries equation

As in the case of Burgers’ equation, the data and the problem (Eq. E.5)
were provided by the authors of PySINDY 3 [26, 28] for the domain (x, t) ∈
[−30, 30]× [0, 20] using 512× 201 discretization points.

∂u
∂t

+ 6u∂u
∂x

+ ∂3u
∂x3 = 0

(x, t) ∈ [−30, 30]× [0, 20]
(E.5)

Appendix F. Resulting Symnet equations

Burgers’ equation. The setup of the experiment follows the one from Ap-
pendix E.3. The performance metrics are presented in Tab. 1 and Tab.
2. Although the MAE value is not high, the SHD value is fairly large. An

2https://github.com/dynamicslab/pysindy
3https://github.com/dynamicslab/pysindy
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example of discovered equation is given in Eq. F.1. The total number of
terms in this equation is equal to 34 with the precision of 16 digits.

∂u

∂t
= −1.025u · ∂u

∂x
+ 0.188

∂u

∂x
− 0.111u · ∂

2u

∂x2
+ 0.089

∂2u

∂x2
+

+ 0.033− 0.022(
∂u

∂x
)2 − 0.015(

∂u

∂x
)2 · u+ ... (total 34 terms)

(F.1)

Burgers’ equation with viscosity term. The problem for this type of experi-
ment is formulated in Appendix E.4. Similarly to the previous experiment,
the SHD and MAE metrics are given in Tab. 2, 1; and the example of
discovered equation is presented below (Eq. F.2). The algorithm was able
to find both terms that compose the Burgers’ equation with viscosity term,
however, there are several extra terms, the value of which is comparable to
that of the viscosity term, although, overall MAE metric is relatively small.

∂u

∂t
= −0.971u

∂u

∂x
+ 0.096

∂2u

∂x2
− 0.035u

∂2u

∂x2
+

+0.034u2∂u

∂x
− 0.031

∂u

∂x
· ∂

2u

∂x2
− 0.028u2 − 0.019u3+

+0.016u2∂
2u

∂x2
+ 0.009u− 0.005

∂u

∂x
+ 0.003u

∂u

∂x
· ∂

2u

∂x2
+

+... (total 35 terms)

(F.2)

Wave equation. The problem of wave equation is defined in Appendix E.1.
The metrics in tables 1 and 2 does not differ much from the previous exper-
iments. On the other hand, the form of the discovered equations (example
in Eq.F.3) does not correspond to the desired structure. We note that with
the noise increase in the data the form of found equation changes drastically,
due to the fact that the algorithm is attempting to balance the first time
derivative and not the second one.

∂2u

∂t2
= 1.351

∂u

∂t
− 1.037 + 0.516(u)2 − 0.407(

∂u

∂t
)2 − 0.331u · ∂u

∂t
− 0.324u

−0.104(u)3 + 0.076(
∂u

∂t
)2 · u+ 0.029(

∂u

∂t
)3 + 0.024u · ∂

2u

∂x2
− 0.021(u)2 · ∂u

∂t

+0.017
∂2u

∂x2
+ ... (total 70 terms)

(F.3)
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Inhomogeneous Korteweg – de Vries equation. Experimental setup is given
in Appendix E.2. With the results presented in Tab. 1, 2 and Eq. F.4
we can conclude that more complex cases of partial differential equations are
fairly challenging for the SymNet algorithm alone. Apparently, the difference
in coefficients with the ground truth equation is reasonably high; the number
of terms, where the coefficient values are larger than 10−6 is also often over
100.

∂u

∂t
= −2.115u · ∂u

∂x
+ 1.045(u)2 + 1.03cos(t)sin(x)− 0.988

∂3u

∂x3
+

+0.905(
∂u

∂x
)2 + 0.867u · ∂u

∂x
· ∂

2u

∂x2
− 0.834(

∂u

∂x
)2 · u+ ... (total 126 terms)

(F.4)

Korteweg – de Vries equation. The problem was formulated in Appendix
E.5. The results in tables 1, 2 and Eq. F.5 indicate that the algorithm can
not obtain the desired equation and the coefficients error of the discovered
equation is significantly high.

∂u

∂t
= −0.891

∂u

∂x
+ 0.035

∂3u

∂x3
− 0.004

∂u

∂x
· ∂

2u

∂x2
+ 0.004u · ∂

2u

∂x2
−

−0.002(
∂2u

∂x2
)2 − 0.002

∂3u

∂x3
· ∂

2u

∂x2
− 0.001

∂2u

∂x2
+ ... (total 70 terms)

(F.5)
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Appendix G. Mixing factor sensitivity tables

Table G.11: Number of successful runs of modified algorithm (with classical as a bench-
mark) for different noise levels and mixing factors. Mixing factors by KL are 1.4 for all
noise levels.

Inhomogeneous KdV equation
mixing
factor

0%
noise

25%
noise

50%
noise

75%
noise

100%
noise

2.4 26 27 26 28 3
3.0 24 34 25 24 3
3.6 30 30 26 28 4
4.5 25 27 27 22 9

by KL 35 25 36 30 3
classical
alg.

30 29 26 25 0

Table G.12: Number of successful runs of modified algorithm (with classical as a bench-
mark) for different noise levels and mixing factors. Mixing factors by KL: 3.5, 3.4, 3.4,
3.5, 3.5.

Burgers’ equation
mixing
factor

0%
noise

25%
noise

50%
noise

75%
noise

100%
noise

2.4 50 49 9 18 5
3.0 50 48 14 13 7
3.6 50 46 17 16 9

by KL 50 48 17 11 8
classical
alg.

50 46 12 11 0
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Table G.13: Number of successful runs of modified algorithm (with classical as a bench-
mark) for different noise levels and mixing factors. Mixing factors by KL are 3.2, 3.2, 3.1,
2.8, 2.8.

Burgers’ equation with viscosity
mixing
factor

0%
noise

25%
noise

50%
noise

75%
noise

100%
noise

2.4 49 48 19 3 0
3.0 48 48 27 4 0
3.6 49 50 20 4 2

by KL 46 49 20 7 1
classical
alg.

40 37 6 2 0

Table G.14: Number of successful runs of modified algorithm (with classical as a bench-
mark) for different noise levels and mixing factors. Mixing factors by KL are 4.7, 4.6, 4.5,
4.5, 4.1.

Homogeneous KdV equation
mixing
factor

0%
noise

25%
noise

50%
noise

75%
noise

100%
noise

2.4 34 35 28 20 5
3.0 48 34 26 29 5

by KL 49 42 42 34 6
classical
alg.

13 19 13 10 0

Table G.15: Number of successful runs of modified algorithm (with classical as a bench-
mark) for different noise levels and mixing factors. Mixing factors by KL:

Wave equation
mixing
factor

0%
noise

25%
noise

50%
noise

75%
noise

100%
noise

2.4 50 50 50 50 5
by KL 50 50 50 50 3
classical
alg.

50 50 50 50 0

Appendix H. Time consumption experiments

44



Figure H.16: Algorithms running time for different noise magnitude values, Burgers’ equa-
tion. The average running time of the PySINDY algorithm through all magnitudes is
around 0.021 s.

Figure H.17: Algorithms running time for different noise magnitude values, Burgers’ equa-
tion. The average running time of the PySINDY algorithm through all magnitudes is
around 0.01 s.
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Figure H.18: Algorithms running time for different noise magnitude values, Korteweg
– de Vries equation. The average running time of the PySINDY algorithm through all
magnitudes is around 0.08 s.

Figure H.19: Algorithms running time for different noise magnitude values, Wave equation.
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Figure H.20: Algorithms running time for different noise magnitude values, Korteweg –
de Vries equation.
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