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Abstract

Numerically solving high-dimensional partial differential equations (PDEs) is a
major challenge. Conventional methods, such as finite difference methods, are
unable to solve high-dimensional PDEs due to the curse-of-dimensionality. A
variety of deep learning methods have been recently developed to try and solve
high-dimensional PDEs by approximating the solution using a neural network. In
this paper, we prove global convergence for one of the commonly-used deep learn-
ing algorithms for solving PDEs, the Deep Galerkin Method (DGM). DGM trains
a neural network approximator to solve the PDE using stochastic gradient descent.
We prove that, as the number of hidden units in the single-layer network goes to
infinity (i.e., in the “wide network limit"), the trained neural network converges to
the solution of an infinite-dimensional linear ordinary differential equation (ODE).
The PDE residual of the limiting approximator converges to zero as the training
time — oco. Under mild assumptions, this convergence also implies that the neu-
ral network approximator converges to the solution of the PDE. A closely related
class of deep learning methods for PDEs is Physics Informed Neural Networks
(PINNS). Using the same mathematical techniques, we can prove a similar global
convergence result for the PINN neural network approximators. Both proofs re-
quire analyzing a kernel function in the limit ODE governing the evolution of the
limit neural network approximator. A key technical challenge is that the kernel
function, which is a composition of the PDE operator and the neural tangent ker-
nel (NTK) operator, lacks a spectral gap, therefore requiring a careful analysis of
its properties.

1 Introduction

Deep learning methods have become widely-used for solving high-dimensional PDEs and modeling
physics data governed by PDEs. Although low-dimensional PDEs can be efficiently solved with
existing numerical techniques, such as finite difference methods, high-dimensional PDEs are com-
putationally intractable due to the curse-of-dimensionality. An alternative approach that has been
widely employed is to approximate the PDE solution with a neural network and then train the neural
network with stochastic gradient descent to satisfy the PDE and its boundary conditions — e.g., the
deep Galerkin method (DGM) in |Sirignano and Spiliopoulos [2018]. A similar method — physics-
informed neural networks (PINNs) inRaissi et all [2019] — was developed to model physics data by
training a neural network to both satisfy the corresponding governing PDE and match a sparse set
of experimental observations. Both methods share a common feature of training a neural network
with (stochastic) gradient descent to satisfy an objective function with PDE. Numerous other arti-
cles in the literature have also explored solving PDEs with neural networks (see [Beck et al. [2020]
for an overview). Solving PDEs with neural network approximators is a natural idea that has been
considered in different forms for decades, for instance, [Lee and Kang [1990], [Lagaris et al [1998],
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Malek and Beidokhti [2006] and[Rudd [2013]. These papers propose to use neural networks to solve
differential equations by estimating neural-network solutions on an a priori fixed mesh. However,
in this paper, the algorithm we mainly discuss (DGM) is mesh-free and hence it can be applied to
solve high-dimensional PDE problems.

Although it is clear — due to the universal approximation properties of neural networks [Hornik,
1991] — that there exists a neural network which can approximate the solution to a given PDE (in-
terpreting the PDE solution as a function in the Sobolev space H?), the convergence of the neural
network when trained with gradient descent to the PDE solution has not been previously proven.

Convergence analysis for the optimization of neural network approximators to PDEs must address
several mathematical challenges. First, the neural network is non-convex in its parameters, which
is further exacerbated by applying a PDE operator to the neural network in the objective function.
Consequently, as the number of hidden units — oo, the standard neural tangent kernel (NTK) does
not arise [Jacot et al),2018]. Instead, the kernel function involves the PDE operator, requiring the
development of new mathematical analysis. Finally, as is also true for the standard NTK setting, the
kernel lacks a spectral gap, which makes analysis of infinite-dimensional systems (such as approxi-
mators to PDEs) challenging. Our proof leverages a careful analysis of the eigendecomposition of
the limit ODE and its kernel function.

For both the DGM and PINN algorithms, we prove that, as the number of hidden units in the single-
layer network goes to infinity (i.e., in the “wide network limit"), the trained neural network converges
to the solution of an infinite-dimensional linear ODE. The PDE residual of the limiting approximator
converges to zero as the training time — oo. Under mild assumptions, this convergence also implies
that the neural network approximator converges to the solution of the PDE. Wang et al! [2022] prove
that, under some assumptions, as the number of neurons goes to infinity, the training process of
PINNs will converge to a process characterized by a kernel matrix. However, [Wang et all [2022]
does not prove global convergence of the neural network approximator.

Our paper provides a rigorous mathematical analysis of the DGM and PINN training process for
solving PDEs with neural networks. In summary, the key contributions of this paper are:

1. We prove that as the number of hidden units in the neural network — oo (i.e., in the “wide
network limit), the training process of the neural approximator trained to minimize the
PDE residual converges to an infinite-dimensional linear ODE characterized by a kernel
function.

2. The kernel function is different than the standard NTK kernel and involves the PDE opera-
tor.

3. We prove that even though the kernel is only positive semi-definite and there is no spectral
gap, the objective function (i.e., the PDE residual of the wide-limit neural network) con-
verges to zero as the training time ¢ — oo. This result establishes global convergence. Fur-
thermore, under an additional mild assumption, the wide-limit neural network converges to
the PDE solution.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we introduce the class of PDEs that will be consid-
ered. Section [3| describes the neural network training algorithm for solving PDEs and then proves
that the neural network approximator converges to the limit ODE as the number of hidden units
— oo. Section[3j]studies the properties of the kernel function that characterizes the limit ODE. Then,
we prove that the PDE residual converges to zero as the training time — oo. Then, it is proven that
— with an additional mild assumption on the PDE — the wide-limit neural network also converges
to the PDE solution. In Section[6] we prove global convergence for the PINN algorithm. Lemmas,
corollaries, and theorems are presented in the main part of the paper. All mathematical proofs are in
the Appendix[Al

2 Mathematical Framework

We will study the convergence of neural network algorithms — such as DGM and PINNs — for solving
PDEs. In particular, we will analyze the convergence of such algorithms for the following class of



second-order linear PDEs with Dirichlet boundary conditions:

{Av =h, inQ

v = f, on0f, M

where 2 € R? is a compact set with a smooth boundary. We will study strong Sobolev solutions to
the PDE (3); that is, we are interested in solutions v € H?, where for a finite measure won £,

WP = {feff(n,m Nl = (3 1Dafle) <oo}, @
lal<p
where Du is the weak derivative of u (see [Evans [2010]). We assume p is equivalent to Lebesgue

measure, and the logarithm of its Radon—Nikodym derivative is bounded (which ensures it generates
the same H? space as Lebesgue measure). For notational convenience, we will write 7—[(20) =H*N

H}, representing the H? functions with zero value on the boundary, equipped with the H? norm.

We make the following (standard) assumptions on our problem:

Assumption 2.1 (Smoothness of the boundary Q). The boundary 9) is C>* for some a € (0,1);
i.e., three times continuously differentiable with a-Holder continuous derivatives of order 3.

Assumption 2.2 (Auxiliary function 7). There exists a (known) function n € C3(R™), which satis-
fiesn > 01in Q, andn = 0 on 0. Furthermore, its first order derivative does not vanish at the
boundary (that is, for x € 9 and n,, an outward unit normal vector at x, we have Vn(x) -n, # 0).
Assumption 2.3 (Interpolation of the boundary condition function). There exists a (known) function

f € H? such that f|oq = f. In the rest of this paper; we identify f with its extension f defined on
for notational simplicity.

We can reformulate the PDE as

{Au =g, in{) 3)

v =0, ondf,
where u := v — f and g := h — Af. Finally, we assume that the PDE operator satisfies a certain
type of Lipschitz condition:

Assumption 2.4 (Lipschitz condition). There exists a constant k > 0 such that for any f1, fo € H?
and any x € S, the linear operator A satisfies

|Af1<x>—Af2<x>|Sk[ S Dufi(x) - Dafole)l]- @

0<o|<2

3 Deep Learning Algorithms for Solving Partial Differential Equations

Deep learning PDE algorithms — such as DGM and PINNs — train a neural network approximator
to satisfy the PDE and its boundary conditions using either gradient descent or stochastic gradient
descent.

Consider the following single-layer neural network with N hidden units S™:

N
1 i (i i
SN(x;eN):WZCU(w$+b), ©)
i=1
where ﬁ is a normalization factor and % < 3 < 1. We train a neural network Q*V to approximate
the solution u to the PDE where

N
1 . . .
QYN (x;0N) == n(x)SN (2;0N) = n(x) - NB Z c'o(w'x +b"). (6)
i=1
n(z) is a fixed function which vanishes on the boundary x € 99Q; therefore @V automatically

satisfies the boundary conditions of the PDE (3). This method, which was first introduced by
McFall and Mahan [2009], simplifies the training of the neural network model. The parameters



0N = (c!,w', b")¥ | must be trained using gradient descent to satisfy the PDE in the interior of the
domain. Specifically, we will minimize the PDE residual error for the neural network by minimizing
the following objective function:

J(ON) = [|AQN = gll72(y) = /[AQN(:E;HN) — g(x)Pdp(z), @)
Q

where p is a sampling measure (satisfying the regularity assumptions stated after (2) above). If the
residual term AQYN (z;0V) — g(z) equals zero for all z € Q, then QY = w is the solution of the
PDE. We will minimize the objective function (Z) using gradient descent with clipping. The gradient

of (@) is:
Ve (0V) = / [AQN (z;6N) — g(2)] Vo AQN (5 0™ )dpu(x). (8)
Q
Gradient clipping is widely used in deep learning, see for instanceZhang et all [2019], [Pascanu et al.

[2013] and chapters 10 and 11 of [Goodfellow et all [2016]. The continuous-time gradient descent
training with clipping is given by:

aoyN
—r = earen), ©)
where the learning rate is oY = N2~1 and
GN(O) =~ | OV(AQY (:0))) — g(2)) 2N (Vo AQ™ (w;01)) dps(x). (10)
Q

Here &Y is a vector function that applies elementwise clipping with the function ¢*V. For each entry
of vector Vo AQY, we clip its value with the scalar function ¢* .

In practice, (9) can be approximated by discretizing in time and, at each time step, generating Monte
Carlo samples from the measure p to approximate the integral, which is highly computationally
efficient even for high-dimensional PDEs. This is also equivalent to the stochastic gradient descent
version of ([@). Although not investigated in this paper, standard methods can be used to prove that
stochastic gradient — using the correct learning rate — will converge to the continuous-time gradient
flow (9); for example, weak convergence analysis such as inSirignano and Spiliopoulos [2001] and
Sirignano and Spiliopoulos [2020] could be used.

Let QN (x) = QY (z;0}) be the neural network at training time ¢ with N hidden units. We will
analyze the trained neural network Q¥ as the number of hidden units N — oo and the training
time t — oo. First, we prove that the trained neural network QY will converge to the solution of
an infinite-dimensional ODE as N — oo. That is, in the “wide limit" where the number of hidden
units — oo, QY converges to the solution of an ODE. Then, we prove that the wide-limit neural
network converges to the global minimizer of the objective function (with zero PDE residual) as the
training time ¢ — oo. Under additional mild assumptions, this global minimizer is also a solution to
the PDE. These convergence results can also be proven for the PINNs algorithm for solving PDEs;
see Section

Our convergence results will be proven under the following assumptions on the neural network
architecture:

Assumption 3.1 (Activation function). The activation function o € Cy}(R) is non-constant.
Assumption 3.2 (Neural network initialization). The initialization of the parameters 6}, for all
i €{1,2,..., N}, satisfies:

* The parameters cé, wé, bé are i.i.d. random variables.

ci| < Ko, and E[c}] = 0.

e The random variables 06 are bounded,

e The distribution of the random variables wh, by has full support. That is, for any open set
D C R, we have P((w}, b)) € D) > 0.

o The moments E[|(w})|] and E[|b|] are bounded where (w}))y. is the k-element of wy.



Definition 3.3 (Smooth clipping function). A function class {h™ } yen+ forms a family of smooth
clipping functions with parameter v > 0 if for any N € NT

o hN € C2(R) is increasing on R.
o |hN] is bounded by 2N".

o WN(x) = forx € [-N",N7].
« [(WN)]<1onR.

Assumption 3.4. Functions {y™ } yen+ and {¢N } yen+ are families of smooth clipping functions
with parameter § and € — 3 where e > § >0, 8 € (%, Dande+ 6 < #

Lemma 3.5. There exists a constant k independent of N such that the change of each component of
¢, w', bt from its initial condition (e.g. |ci — cb|) is bounded by kt N?A—11+0+e=8 — fp NF+ote—1,

3.1 Convergence of the trained neural network as the number of hidden units N — oo

In this section, we analyze the evolution of the neural network Q¥ as it is trained to minimize the
PDE residual in the objective function J(6”). We can prove that, as the number of hidden units
N — oo, the neural network Q2 (y) will converges to the solution Q;(y) of an infinite-dimensonal
linear ODE. By the chain rule, the dynamics of Q" satisfy

doN deN
flgtt (y) = VoQ; (y) - e

_ /Q PV AQN (2) — g()) [0 BV (Vo AQY (2))] - Vo@¥ (y)du(x).

(1)

We are interested in studying the limit of the dynamics of the neural network QY as N — oo.
Specifically, we will prove that Q% will converge to Q; as N — oo where () satisfies

Q.

) = = [ 14Qu(e) = gV @ 9)duta). Qo =0, (12)

where the function U is
U((E, y) = IEc,w,b [Vc,w,bA[ﬁ(UC)CU(ZE; w, b)] . vc,w,b[n(y)ca(y; w, b)] ) (13)

where the random variable (¢, w, b) has the same distribution as (cf, wj, bY).

The ODE is an infinite-dimensional linear ODE governing the evolution of the wide-limit neural
network (i.e., a neural network with an “infinite" number of hidden units) during training. The right-
hand side (RHS) of the ODE involves integral over the PDE residual [AQ;(z) — g(z)] weighted by
a kernel U (x,y). It is important to notice that the kernel U (x, y) is not the standard NTK kernel: it
involves the PDE operator .A, which significantly complicates its analysis.

One of the consequences of the presence of the PDE operator A in the kernel U (x, y) is that U (z, y)
is asymmetric. This is a key difference from the standard NTK kernel, which is symmetric.

Define the integral operator U/ : L? — 17, C L* by

Uf = /Q @)U, y)duz). (14)

Note that it is straightforward to check that U(z,y) = 0 for y € 9 and that U is C? with respect
to y, which ensures that I/ f takes values in H%o)- Using this notation, the limit ODE (12) can be

rewritten as a linear equation in ’H,?O):
dQ+

dt
Lemma 3.6. The ODE (13) admits a unique solution in 7{(20).

=-U[AQ: —g], Qo=0. 5)



Now we present one of this paper’s main results. The trajectory of Q¥ during training, in the limit
N — o0, can be characterized by the wide-limit network @)y which satisfies the infinite-dimensional

ODE (13).

Theorem 3.7. For anyt > 0, the neural network in converges to Q¢ in H2:

Jim E[|QF — Qellse] = 0. (16)

4 Analysis of the kernel function

In order to prove global convergence as ¢ — oo for the limit ODE (I3), we first must prove some
key properties for the integral operator. Specifically, we will study the properties of the operator

S =AU.
Definition 4.1 (Operator S). The operator S : L?> — L? is defined by

§f = Auf = A( | f@)U G, du(a))

Definition 4.2 (Kernel S). The kernel S is defined by
5(2,9) = Ecvup [vc,w,m[nmw(x; 0,8)] - Ve pAln(y)eo(y; w, b)]} S an

By symmetry of second derivatives (Clairaut—=Schwarz—Young theorem) we know S(z, ) :== AU (x, -)
and hence Sf = [, f(x)S(x,-)du(x).

While U(x,y) is asymmetric, S(z,y) is symmetric. The symmetric kernel S depends upon the
interaction of PDE operator A applied to the activation function . It will next be proven ( Lemma
that the operator S is discriminatory in the image set of .4. This is an important property that
will later be leveraged in the global convergence proof.

Lemma 4.3. The kernel S is uniformly bounded. That is, there exists a constant k > 0 such that for
any (z,y) € Q2 we know |S(x,y)| < k.

Lemma 4.4. The integral operator S is Hilbert—Schmidt. In addition, S is self-adjoint and positive
semi-definite.

Lemma 4.5 (Spectral decomposition). The integral operator S is compact, in particular, there exists
an orthogonal basis of L?, {&;}ien+ U {Vi}ien+ such that

Se; = Mgy, Sy =0, (18)
where A1 > Ao > ... > 0.
Lemma 4.6 (Projection on ker(S)). For h € L2, if Sh = 0 then (h, Af) = 0 for any f € 7—[(20).
Remark 4.7. If u is a solution to the PDE @), LemmaMd.8limplies that for any t > 0, the residual of

our approximator AQ: — g = A|Q+ — u] has zero projection on the eigenfunction family {v;} since
SVZ' =0.

Corollary 4.8. Assuming the PDE () admits a solution u € 7—[(20), any stationary point Q* € 7—[(20)

of the limit ODE ({12)) is a solution of the PDE @). That is, any stationary point of the limit training
algorithm is a global minimizer and a solution of (3.

Remark 4.9. The existence of solutions is needed in this result, for example, consider the trivial
case where Au = 0 and g # 0. Then %Qt =0, but Q¢ = Qg does not solve the PDE.

5 Global convergence of the limit ODE as ¢t — oo

By analyzing the PDE residual term’s projection on the eigenfunctions of S, we can prove that the
PDE residual (which is the objective function that is being minimized) converges to zero as the
training time £ — co.

Applying A with respect to y on both sides of the limit ODE (13) yields

dAQ: o d[AQ: — g] _
o i = —S[AQ: — gl. (19)




Theorem 5.1 (Convergence of PDE residual under DGM). Assuming the PDE Q) admits a solution
in 7{(20), the PDE residual for the wide-limit neural network QQ; converges to zero:

th& ||.AQt - gHLz(u) =0. (20)

This result establishes global convergence of the (wide-limit) training algorithm since the objective
function is the PDE residual. However, the convergence of the PDE residual to zero does not neces-
sarily guarantee that [|Q; —ul|12(,,) as t — co where u is the solution of the PDE (3). We show that,
under a mild additional assumption on the PDE operator A, we can guarantee that (); converges to
the solution of the PDE w.

Assumption 5.2 (Bounded inverse of A). The inverse of A is a bounded operator on L*> — L.
That is, there exists a constant k > 0, such that for any g € L?, the PDE (@) has a unique solution
u € 7—[(20) satisfying
l[ulls < Kllgll 2()-

Remark 5.3. Second-order uniformly elliptic PDEs naturally have this property. For reference, see
Theorem 6, Chapter 6 of|[Evans [2010].
Theorem 5.4 (Convergence of Q; under DGM). If A has a bounded inverse, QQ; converges to the
solution u of the PDE:

Q= ul| L2¢u) = 0.

6 Global Convergence of the PINN Algorithm

In many real-world physics and engineering applications, the PDE solution can be observed at a
sparse set of points in the interior of the domain 2. The PINN algorithm trains a neural network
model to predict the solution u(z) for all 2 € Q by minimizing (via gradient descent) both the PDE
residual sampled by p on a random set of points in each epoch as well as the distance between the
neural network and the observations at the finite set of sparse points. Introducing the measurement
data of PDE solutions on these sparse points may help recover the PDE solution globally.

Here, this setting is slightly different from the original PINNs formulation, as we sample points
at random using the measure p. We discuss this setting because if the PDE residual is minimized
only on a fixed sparse set of points, then there is no guarantee that the approximator is learning the
solution — given any function, it is possible to perturb the function locally around each measurement
point to construct functions which will have zero residual at these points; such functions will gener-
ally have no relation to the solution of the PDE. For similar reasons, we assume that the boundary
value of the PDE is perfectly known.

Let us denote these extra observation points in  as x := {x;};=1,2... ;s Where the observations are
u(x;) = u; for 1 <4 < M. Define the measure px = ﬁ Zﬁl 0, and the kernel function

B(:3) = Bea| Veonln@)o o] Vessslen)n (] e
and the corresponding ‘integral” operator B : L?(yx) = RM — L2(u) by
L M
Bv(y) := Y ; v; B(zi,y). (22)

For any operator C, we define C to be the evaluation of C on each of our training points,
Cv = [Cv(z1),--- ,CV(IM)}T e RM,

in particular

B 1 M 1 M T
Bv = [M;viB(xi,m),---W;viB(xi,xm , 23)



and for generic g € L?(u) and v € RM | direct calculation shows that
- 1
UG, V) L2() = i Z(Ug)(fi)vi

= % Z/EC,w,b [Uig(x)VC,w,bA[cn(x)Uw,b(I)] : Vc.,w,b[cn(xi)gw,b(xi)] .U(dx)
= <97-ABV>L2(;L)7

in other words, U : L?(11) — RM is the adjoint of AB : RM — L2(p), so we write AB = U*.
The PINN objective function is

J(ON) = AQ — 9”%2(@ + QY - U||2L2(Mx)

(24)
:/(AQiV —9)2du+/(in — u)*dpix.
Q Q

Informally, the wide-limit ODE (as N — oo) for the neural network trained with continuous-time
gradient descent is:

dQ.

7 —U[AQ: — g] — B[Q¢ — u]. (25)

Applying the operator A and recalling .AB is the adjoint of I/ : L?(i) — RM, we derive that

d [AQ:—g| _ [S U] [AQ:i—g
alar ) =-a B @)

where, on the left-hand side of the equation, the first term AQ; — g € L?(u) and the second term
Qi —ueRMis

Q¢(71) — u(x1)
Qi(z2) — u(x2))
Qi —u= : . (27)

Qi(xnr) - u(xnr)

In light of this, we define the operator V : L?(p) x RM — L?(u) x RM
s u
Vf .= {u B] f (28)

Given the properties of S (Lemma[£.4), it is easy to verify that V' is Hilbert-Schmidt, self-adjoint
and positive semi-definite. It will not generally be strictly positive definite. However, using the
representation properties of neural networks, we can prove that (AQ; — g, Q¢ — u) " in @26) has
zero projection on the kernel set of V.

Lemma 6.1 (Projection on ker(V)). For h € L?(u) x R™, if Vh = 0 then (h,Vm) = 0 for any
m = [Af — g, f(z1) —u(z1), -, flzm) — U(»’CM)]T where f € H?O)-

Theorem 6.2 (Global convergence of PINNs objective). Assume that the PDE (@) admits a solution.

The objective function || AQ: — g||2L2(u) + Q¢ — UH%Q(HX) then converges to zero:

Jm (HAQt — 972, + 11Q: — U||%2(#x)) =0. (29)

Theorem 6.3 (Global convergence of PINNS). If A has a bounded inverse, then QQ; converges to the
solution of of the PDE,

Jim (||Qt —ullZay + 1Q: — “H%wx)) =0.



7 Conclusion

In this paper, we develop a convergence theory for neural network approximators of PDEs trained
with gradient descent (such as DGM and PINNs). It is proven that a neural network trained to
minimize the PDE residual will converge to an infinite-dimensional linear ODE as the number of
hidden units — co. The limit ODE’s dynamics are characterized by a novel kernel function involving
the PDE operator and the neural network activation function. The kernel lacks a spectral gap, making
the analysis of the limit ODE challenging. Using an eigendecomposition approach, we are able to
prove that the PDE residual of the limit neural network converges to zero. Furthermore, under mild
assumptions, the limit neural network converges to the solution of the PDE.



A Appendix

A.1 Proof of Lemma

Proof. Notice that in (), three terms oY, ™V (AQ™N —g) and & (V. AQY) are bounded by N2A~1,
N? and N7 respectively. o

A.2  Proof of Lemma[3.6

Proof. By Assumptions 2.4 3.1] and the operator U is Lipschitz in H? norm. Therefore it
admits a unique solution in 2. It is easy to verify that, as its initial condition is in ’H,?O), and U has
codomain H%O), the solution lives in the Hilbert subspace H%o)' O

A.3 Proof of Theorem[3.7]

Proof. The main idea of the proof is the split the difference into multiple residual terms and provide
a bound for each of them. Then we apply Gronwall’s inequality to provide an estimate of the
difference between Q” and Q. In this proof, constant C' may vary from line to line, but it remains
invariant of N and ¢t.

To simplify our notations, we set L@ := AQ — g. In the integral form, we have

QN () = / / BN (LQY (2)aV O (Vo AQY (1)) - VoQY (y)dpu(a)ds.  (30)

Similarly, at the same time

t
@) = Qo) = [ [ £Q@U G )dn(oyis a1
0
Subtracting (3T from (B0) and taking partial derivative with respect to y with indices o give

1Da (@7 = Q1))

//

1D (@Y - Qo))
< / / wNwQéV(:c))aN@N(veAQ?(x))-m(m?—w@%(y)}dumds
0 Q

+/0 /Q PN (LQY (2)aN (BN (Vo AQY () — N (Vo AQ] (7)) - DaveQéV(y)’d,u(:v)ds

(£QY ()0 BV (V5 AQY () - DaVoQ N (y) — £QY (2)DLU (e, y)‘du(x)ds

o ] o e e @ 9040 @) - 0G5 @) - DT ) du(oras
0 JQ

] o e @) e v0AQs () DaToQ (1) = DL | dua)ds
0 JQ

[ [di(EQiV(J?))—1/1N(£Qs(:r))]DZU(%y))‘du(x)dS
0 Q

+ [ ]|~ equan - caue) Dzw:c,y))\du(x)ds 1Da(QY — Qo))
0 Q (32)

10



Now by the fact that |V | < N°, |DYU(z,y)| < C we have
1Da(QF — Q1) ()]

< / / NZH-1oN (Vo AQN (2)) - Do (VoQY —VeQéVMy)'du(w)ds
0 Q

+/t/N2B+5—1
//N2B+5 !
e
+c//9
+c//9

Let us denote V,V (y) := > laj<2 [Pa (QN —Q¢)(y)|. Then by summing inequality (33) with respect
to all indices and integrating with respect to p(y)

v wran < ([ vtN<y>2du<y>)%[c / | [ verdue)tasear| @

where M := My + My + M3 + M4 + M5 + Mg denotes the residual terms

(@ (Vo AQY (2)) — @V (Vo AQY (2)) - DaVeQ{ (y)‘du(w)ds

@ (V0AQ) () - VoAQE (@) DaVoQY | dua)ds g

N1, 4Q) (1) DaveQéV@)—Dzm,y)'du(x)ds

EQN — YN (LQs())|dp(z)ds

(£LQs(2)) — LQs(2))|du(z)ds + |Da(Q) — Qo) (y)l.

/ N2B+5— 1( [N (Vo AQN (2) ZD (VoQN — VoQN)( )|2d,u(x)d,u(y)>§ds,
02
M : = / N”*“( (@Y (Vo AQY (2)) — @ (Vo AQY (a ZD VoQ0 (v |2du(x)du(y)> ds,
0 02

T
M;: = /O N2ﬁ+51( QQ|(<I>N(V9AQ{JV(:1:)) Vo AQY (x ZD VoQ{ (y |2du(x)du(y>> ds,

Nl=

T
M4::/ N‘S(/ |N#7IV AQY (x ZD VoQo (y ZDyU T,y \ dp(z)du(y )> ds
02

M; / / [N (£Qs (1)) — L@ ()| dpu()ds

1
2

Mg : = (/Q [ZQ:IDa(QéV —Qo)(y)lfdu(y)> -

(35)
Then by Gronwall’s inequality, since from (34) we have
1 1
([wwraw) <o [ ([ vieraw) aa 66)
we derive that i
/ t ( / V;N(x>2du(x>>%ds e (37)
0 Q C

Taking expectation on both sides, by Lemmas [A.T] A3 A4 we can control each of
the terms in M. Hence
t 3
lim E [/ (/ VN (x)2du(x)) ds] =0. (38)
N—oo 0 Q
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By (B8) we have forany 0 < s < T

ngnmEK /Q VSN(:c)Qdu(:v)> 1 =0. (39)

Notice that [, VN (2)?dp(z) > || QY — Qsll3:2. we conclude that for any 0 < s < T

Jim E[10Y - Qulhe | 0. (40)

A4 Lemmas[A.Tto

Lemma A.1. Residual term My satisfies

T :
Jim | [Cse (] 2|<I>N(V9Ain(w))-ZajDa(Vein—VeQéV)(y)\2du(w)du(y)) ) =0,
41)

Proof. By Jensen’s inequality, it suffices to prove that

T ) 3
/O N25+51</QZIED<I>N(V9AQ§(36D~;DQ(V9Q§ - VoQ)(v)| ]du(x)du(y)> ds — 0.
(42)

It suffices to show that for any indices «

1

T 2 2
/ N2f3+5—1</ E{\@N(WAQﬁv(:c))-Da(WQiV - VoQ0 ) (v)] ]du(a?)du(y)) ds — 0.
0 o2 (43)

Notice that |®V] is bounded elementwise by N<~#. We also notice that by the mean value theorem
and the fact that 7, o, and their derivatives are up to polynomial growth

D200 = VoQ )0l < o D (= wl + 18k = 851+ Ik = eI o)
=1
(44)

where f is a polynomial up to 3rd order. We notice that ||wi — wi|| + ||b}, — by || + [|ct, — ci|| <
uCNe<tO+8-1 Therefore

E[!@N(ww (£)) - Da(VoQY — VQY ><y>ﬂ < ON22et-5), (45)

Therefore, the left-hand side of @3) is smaller than C N20T2¢+5-1 which goestoOas N — oo. [

Lemma A.2. Residual term My satisfies

M

T 2
Jim | [ @ (75402 @)~ #9040 (@) - 3 D700} ) dn(aiuty)) ds| 0.
(46)

Proof. 1t suffices to show that for any «

2

T
/ N?W—l( / E[}(@N(VgAQév(x))—@N(VQAQ(J)V(:E)))-DaveQév(y)’2]dM(fC)dM(y)> ds — 0.
0 Q2 47

12



As, elementwise, |¢Y (x) — ¢V (y)| < |z — y|, we have

(@Y (Vo AQY (z)) — @Y (Vo AQY (7)) - DaVeQq (v)| < [VeAQY () — Vo AQY (2)] - |DaVeQq (v)]
(48)
Then, since
c X _ . S S S
(V0AQ2 (@) ~ V0AQ (@) | D2Vo@F )] < 5z 2 (= wl + 18k = 851+ Ik = et b))

=1

(49)

where g is a polynomial up to 3rd order. Since ||w?, —w} || +[|b%, — b || + ||, — cb|| < uCNH+A=L,
we have

E[|(<1>N(VOAQ§ (2)) — ®N (Vo AQY (2))) - DaVe QY (y)f] < ON2eH=8) (50

The left-hand side of [#7)) is bounded by C N<9+5~1 which goes to 0 as N goes to infinity. [

Lemma A.3. Residual term M3 satisfies

=

T
i 5 [ ([ @ (9040 0) - e} (o IDILAL] duta)int))

ds} =0.
N —o00
(51)

Proof. By Jensen’s inequality, it suffices to show that
T }

| ([ el @¥ (9040 (@) — V4@ @) - Da¥oQ8 )| autwanta)) s 0

0 Q2 52)
for any indices « where || < 2.
Let us denote the k-th unit of the initial approximator Q}\ as ¢*, where ¢* = ckN -8 N0k - Then

]
N 2
= 5| (L0 (Vedet(2) - Vode @) VoDt ) |

k=1

- H (@N (Vo AQY () — Vo AQY (x)) - DaVeQo ()

= NE [(fDN(VeAq(w)) — Vo Ag(z)] - VeDaq(y))2] +N(N -1)E [<I>N(Ve«4q(w)) — Vo Aq(z)] - VoDaq(y)

(53)
Then by definition
N (Vodq(z)) — VoAq(z)] - VoDaa(y)
= [0™ (AN nowp)(x)) — AN Pnowp)(@)] - Da[N " nows)(y)]
(54)

d
Z (AN Pexina, ,)(x)) = AN Pexmol, ) (@)] - DalN~Peyimoal, 1](y)]

¢ (AIN~Fenol, ,)(x)) — AN Penal, ()] - Da[N~Penal, .1 ().

We introduce a uniform bound for | Dy, [0y 5 ()], | Dacxinowb(2)]| and | Dy [cnow,»(2)]| for any
indices « and any x. By the fact that A is Lipschitz

Alows)@)] <k S |Dalnows)(@)): 55)

0<o|<2

13



Notice that

|Da[now ()] = Z Da,n+ Doy 0w ()

ajtas=a

Z Da20w7b(,@)

a1 tas=«

Z Dazow)b(.%')

0<]a2|<2

d d
< o1 3wl + Y Jwhtw!).

i=1 i,j=1

<k,

(56)
< ky

Therefore

d d
Aowsl @] <k 3 |Da[naw,b1<x>|Sk(1+z|<w>i|+Z|<w>i<w>j|). 57)

0<|a|<2 i,j=1

Similar results hold for | Dy, [cx;now ]| and | Dy [cnoy, p]|. We define f(w) := k(1 + Zle [(w);| +
d

2 j=1 [(w)i(w);]). Now

0™ (AN now p)(x)) = AN oy ) (x)| < N7 [IA[naw,b](x)l - NE] L{jAmow b)) >N} ()

< NP[f(w) = N1 sz ney (@).
(58)

Subsequently,
|2N (VoAq(z)) — VoAq(x)] - VoDaq(y)| < N72P(d + 2)[f(w) = N|L{puysnet (). (59)

Therefore

NE| (07 (Vada(w) ~ VoAe)] - VoDaa(n))’] < N80+ 2L )] < b, (60)
Meanwhile

E[0Y (Vada(x) - VaAato)] VoDaa()| < BIN(d+2)[(0) ~ NJ10p2v ()

< N722(d + 2)E[f (w)1{p(w)> ne} (2)]
< kNP E[f(w)?] < kN72P7¢,

(61)
Therefore
2
N(N — D)E|®Y (Ve Aq(x)) — VoAq(x)] - VoDaq(y)| < EN?—4572¢ (62)
Combining (60) and (62)), we conclude that
My < E(NY?27° £ NO=¢) 50 (63)
as N — oo. O

Lemma A.4. Residual term M, satisfies

T 2
ngnooE[ /0 N5< /myN?"1veAQéV(w)-;Davaczév@)—ZD&U(sc,y)fdm:c)du(y)) ds] =0.
(64)

[0}
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Proof. 1t suffices to prove that for any «

1
2

[ v ( [ B[l p.vied o) - e auwan) ds o
0 Q2 65)
By the strong law of large numbers:
Jim NIV AQY (x) - DaVeQq' (y) = DEU (. y). (66)

Therefore

E [\NQWVQAQ{JV(;E) - DoVoQY (y) — DYU (x, y)’2] = Var[N**7'Vy AQ{ () - DaVeQY (y)]

1
= NVM[D(ZUQM*b(I’ y)] .

(67)
Consequently, the left-hand side of (63)) is bounded by C'N°~! which vanishes as N goes to infinity.
(]
Lemma A.5. Residual term My satisfies
T
tin [ [ [0 (£Qu@) - £Qu(w)|du(e)ds = 0 (68)
N —o0 0 Q
Proof. Notice that
WM (£Qs(2)) = LQs(2)] < 1£Qs(2) {120, 1> N0} (@)- (69)
By the dominated convergence theorem, we conclude our proof. O
Lemma A.6. Residual term Mg satisfies
1
. N 2 2
Jim B[ ([ 12 1Pa@) o)) | =0 (70)

Proof. By Jensen’s inequality, it suffices to show that for any «
| E[Da(@¥ = @o)w))duts) = 0. )

Since E[Q)'] = Qo = 0 holds for all y we have
E[Da(Q) — Qo)(y)?] = Var[Da QY (y)] = N'"*Var[Dyco(wy +b)] < CN'™2. (72)
Integrating with respect to x(y), and letting N go to infinity finish the proof. O

A.5 Proof of Lemmad.3|

Proof. By definition

d
S(2,y) = Eewp [An(2) 0w () Aln(y)ows(y)] + Z Alen(x)wio, () Alen(y)yioy, ,(y)]
+ Ale@)o o (D Aln(0) s )]
(73)

By the fact that A is Lipschitz, and that 7, ., and their partial derivatives are all bounded, there
exists constant k1 > 0, ko > 0 such that

|A(z)ows (@) < kY IDan(@)ows(@)] <k > |wi] + [wiw;| + 1. (74)
a 1<i,j<d
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Similarly, since ¢ is bounded and {2 is bounded

[Alen(z)o), ,(@)]] Sk Y wi| + [wiwy| + 1
1<i,j<d

(75)
[Alen(@)ziol, ()] <k Y Jwil + [wiw;| + 1.
1<i,j<d
Therefore,
1S(@,9)] < Eews[(d+2)k7( D |wil + [wiw;| +1)?] < ko (76)
1<i,j<d
O

A.6 Proof of Lemma 4.4

Proof. Since S(z,y) is uniformly bounded, [[,. [S(z,y)[*du(x)du(y) < oco. Therefore S is
Hilbert-Schmidt. And since S(x,y) is symmetric, the operator S is self-adjoint with respect to
the L? inner product. Now it remains to prove that S is positive semi-definite. For f € L?

150 = [[ 1861 wanau)

= ] @B Ve Aln@)ear(as 0] - T Ao s )] £ ()dua) )
(77)

By Tonelli’s theorem, swapping the order of expectation and the integral gives

(f;Sf) =Eewb / o T @V ewpAn(@)eo(@;w,b)] - VewpAln(y)eoly; w,b)]f (y)du(w)du(y)]
2 Eewp / e (2)VeAln(z)eo(z;w,b)] - VeAn(y)eo(y; w, b)lf (y)du(:v)du(y)}
= Beowo J[L 5@ Ant)0 001 A0 510,02t

= Eeup | ( Qf(x)A[n(x)a(:r;w,b)]du(af))2 > 0.

(78)

A.7 Proof of Lemma[d.3]
Proof. As S is a Hilbert—Schmidt integral operator, S is compact. Since S is self-adjoint, the spec-
tral theorem applies. From LemmalL.4] we see that S is positive semi-definite. Thus, its eigenvalues

are real, non-negative, and concentrate only at zero. We use {v; } to represent the eigenfunctions of
the zero eigenvalue, and {e;} for eigenfunctions of positive eigenvalues. O

A.8 Proof of Lemma

We recall without proof the following technical result.
Lemma A.7 (Lemma 5 in|Cohen et all [2022]). Given Assumptions2.1and 2.2}

1. The set of functions C3(Q) N Co(Q) is dense in 7—[(20) = H? NH} (under the H? topology).
2. For any function u € C3(Q) N Co(Q), the function i = u/n is in CZ () C H>

We now proceed to the proof of Lemma 4.6

16



Proof. By (Z8), we have

<h,8h>—EC,wyb[( / h(z)A[n(z)a(x;w,b)]du(sc)) ]—o. 79)
Therefore
/Q () Aln()o (2w, b) dja(z) = 0 (80)

for any (¢, w, b) by the continuity of the objective with respect to parameters ¢, w, b.

Since g is a finite measure, from Theorem 4 in [Hornik [1991] we have that the linear span of
{o(w - x + b) }w.per is dense in H2. For a general f € C3(Q) N Cp(Q2), by Lemma [A7(ii), we
can approximate the function f /7 within the linear span of {o(w - & + b) }., per. Multiplying by 7,
by Lemma[A7(i) it follows that the function class {n(z)o(x;w,b)} is dense in the function space
'H,?O) (£2), which consists of H? function with boundary value zero. For any f € 7—[(20), there exists a

function sequence {Fiy : 7 Zfil CiOw,b} N>1 such that

lim [|[Fy — fll%z = 0. 81)
N—00
Therefore,
(h, Af) = / h(z)Afdu(z) = lim (h, AFYN) = 0. (82)
Q N—00
O
A.9 Proof of Corollary 4.8
Proof. Suppose that ). is a stationary point. Then we have
UAQ™ —g] =0. (83)
Then
SA[Q" — u] = S[AQ" — g] = AU[AQ" — g] = 0. (84)

By Lemma [£.6] the inner product term (A[Q* — u], Af) = O for any f € ’H,%O). Therefore, by

taking f = Q* — u, we have || AQ* — ¢||3 = (A[Q* — u], A[Q* — u]) = 0. At the same time, since
Q* € ’H,?O) satisfies the zero boundary condition, we conclude that (). = w is the solution of the
PDE. O

A.10 Proof of Theorem

Proof. In (19), multiplying AQ; — g on both sides and integrating with respect to u(dy):

d|| A[Q: — u][|3
dt
with strict inequality unless ||.AQ; — g||2 = 0 which corresponds to PDE’s solution.

Consider AQ; — g = A[Q+ — u] projected on {&; };en+ U {Vi bien+. By Lemmald6] we have
AQr—g=>> hig;+ Y 0vj = his. (86)
i j i

— —2(A[Q: — u], SAIQ: — u]) < 0 (85)

2 L -
Therefore | AQ; — g||3 = >_, hi . Now consider its projection on each ¢;

d dAQ, —
S0AQ —g.e) = (PEI ) (-S1AQu — gl = (AQu — g~ =) = ~MAQu -~ g.)
(87
Therefore
dA »—dhi—xhi 88
E< Qt_9751>—£[ t]__lt' (88)
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Consequently k¢ = hie~*i* whose absolute value decays exponentially, and |hi| < |h| for any
t > 0 and any .

Now, by the dominated convergence theorem

3 2 1 112 __ : 112 __
Jim [AQ — gll3 = Jim > 7 [hif* =3 lim |Aif* = 0. (89)

A.11 Proof of Theorem[5.4]

Proof. Writing A~ for the inverse operator of .4, we have

Q¢ — ull2 = AT [A[Qe — ullll2 < K[ A[Q¢ — ulll2 = kIl AQ: — gll2 — 0. 0)

A.12 Proof of Lemmal6.1]

d

Proof. Denote by o = [f)p

} an eigenfunction of V which has an eigenvalue zero:

d S L_{* d
GRS |

(o]0

forany f € H%o)' This is because, similar to (78), we have

‘We now show that

(V) 2 Boona| ([ 2@ Aot w0t + [ omt@lotas Dine(a)) | 20
(93)

Therefore, Vo = 0 implies that for any (w, b) pairs

/Q o' (@) Aln(x)o(w; w, b)ldp(x) +/ e (@)n(x)o(x;w, b)dpx () = 0. (94)

Q

Now, since for any f —u € 'H,?O), there exists a function sequence {Fy : 7 sz\il CiOw, b} N>1 Such
that

Jim [ Fy = (f = w)ll3z =0, (95)
and simultaneously
M
: 2 1 2
J [ Ey = (f = w)llz2ue0) = 77 > [Fn(@i) = (f(@:) — u(:))]> =0, (96)
i=1
we have
d N D N _
[ F@APY @) + | 2@ @ine(o) 0. ©7)
This implies that
| @Al —ul@uta) + [ @@ @)dnta) =0, ©8)
and hence (92) is proven. o
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A.13 Proof of Theorem

Proof. From ([26) we see that

— T —
AQ: = gl + 101 = | =~ [ G| V]G] <0 o9

and that the equality holds iff ¢); = u. Therefore, the optimization objective is decreasing.

Consider Q¢ = [AQ; — g, Q¢ — u|T projected on {9} ;en+ U {0; }ien+. By Lemma[6.1l we have
Qc=> hivi+ > 0g; =Y hid;. (100)
i j i

Therefore [ AQ: — gl[72(,) + Q¢ — ulliz(,,, = >, hi®. Now consider its projection on each 1;

a1,
dt

d, « dQ - - -
(@) = (B 0y = (V@0 = (@ Vo) = —A(@ud). (oD
Therefore
d, s d i X
E<Qtﬂgi> = E[ht] = —Aihy. (102)

—Ait

Consequently hi = hje~i' whose absolute value decays exponentially, and |hi| < |h}| for any

t > 0 and any <.

Now, by the dominated convergence theorem
. 2 2 N P2 __ : P2 _
Jim [AQe — gllz2() + 1Qr — ull72(,,y = tli)fgoz |hil” = Ztliglo |hi|” = 0. (103)
O

A.14 Proof of Theorem|[6.3]

Proof. As the existence of an inverse guarantees that the PDE (3)) admits a (unique) solution, it is
clear from Theorem [6.2 that ||Q; — u/|£2(,,) — 0 and [ AQ; — g||%2(#) — 0. As in the proof of

Theorem [5.4] the convergence of the residual implies the convergence of @Q; to u, given A~! is a
bounded operator. O
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