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Abstract
This paper presents a novel approach for con-
structing graph neural networks equivariant to
2D rotations and translations and leveraging
them as PDE surrogates on non-gridded do-
mains. We show that aligning the representa-
tions with the principal axis allows us to sidestep
many constraints while preserving SE(2) equiv-
ariance. By applying our model as a surro-
gate for fluid flow simulations and conducting
thorough benchmarks against non-equivariant
models, we demonstrate significant gains in
terms of both data efficiency and accuracy.
Code is available at https://github.com/
mariabankestad/SE2-GNN.

1. Introduction
Accurate and efficient numerical simulations of partial dif-
ferential equations (PDEs) are important across various sci-
entific disciplines, such as chemistry (Van Gunsteren &
Berendsen, 1990), physics (Ferziger et al., 2019), and envi-
ronmental sciences (Palmer, 2019). Over the years, exten-
sive research has produced diverse numerical methods for
simulating PDEs, including finite difference, element, and
volume methods (Peiró & Sherwin, 2005). However, con-
ducting high-fidelity simulations requires substantial compu-
tational resources and time, especially for complex systems
or large-scale problems. As a result, there has been a grow-
ing interest in leveraging machine learning (ML) techniques
to approximate these simulations more efficiently (Lavin
et al., 2021). Surrogate ML models aim to approximate the
behavior of PDE simulations with significantly lower com-
putational costs while maintaining reasonable accuracy (Li
et al., 2020; Gupta & Brandstetter, 2022; Gladstone et al.,
2024).

Our focus is on problems in two spatial dimensions. Fluid
simulations are frequently conducted in two dimensions
since reducing problems from three to two dimensions sim-
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Figure 1. A snapshot from two simulations (with an upwards facing
force) of smoke flowing around an obstacle, where the location of
the smoke inflow differs.

plifies the PDE and reduces computational costs. Moreover,
many natural phenomena exhibit inherent two-dimensional
symmetries, so limiting the simulation to two dimensions is
natural. Moreover, PDEs often encode physical principles
reflecting the fundamental symmetries of the systems they
describe. For instance, the 2D Navier-Stokes equations (see
Section 2.3), essential in fluid dynamics simulations, ex-
hibit inherent equivariance under the SE(2) group, meaning
they retain their structure under rotations and translations in
two-dimensional space.

Irregular grids are commonly used in real-world fluid
simulations to capture complex flows, such as flows around
complex geometries. Therefore, developing models that
work well on these grids is crucial for accurately represent-
ing real-world phenomena. Graph neural networks (GNNs),
representing the computational domain as a graph, excel in
such scenarios. GNNs can also adapt to different grid reso-
lution levels, making it possible to, for example, have higher
resolutions in regions with high flow complexity and lower
resolution where the complexity is low. This makes GNNs
suitable as PDE surrogates for many real-world scenarios.

We present a 2D equivariant GNN tailored for fluid flow
simulations on irregular grids, which leverages equivariance
to improve accuracy and efficiency. Our GNN is specifically
tailored to address 2D problems equivariant to the SE(2)
group. Focusing on SE(2) and two dimensions offers dis-
tinct advantages since we can simplify the model compared
to alternatives that accommodate higher dimensions or more
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complex symmetry groups, thereby ensuring scalability. By
leveraging the projection of 2D data onto a specific axis
within the plane, we reduce the equivariance requirement
from SE(2) to SE(1), thereby allowing for arbitrary nonlin-
ear functions and message-passing convolutions. This, in
turn, enables the incorporation of arbitrary message-passing
layers, which enhances model flexibility. Experiments (Sec-
tion 4) on fluid flow simulations show a clear performance
boost in terms of data efficiency and accuracy compared to
the model’s non-equivariant counterpart.

2. Background
This section summarizes the essentials for understanding
subsequent sections. We first define equivariance and then
introduce the graph neural network (GNN) model. Follow-
ing this, we also describe the fundamentals of the Navier-
Stokes equation, a cornerstone in many of our experiments.
Finally, we describe the concept of ML surrogate models.

2.1. Equivariance

Leveraging equivariance has the potential to improve data
efficiency in machine learning. It ensures that a model’s
predictions remain consistent under transformations of the
input data so that the model does not have to learn separate
representations for each transformation. The equivariance
property is particularly important in tasks where the data
exhibits symmetries, such as rotation or translation.

A function f : X → X is considered equivariant with
respect to a group G if it satisfies the following condition:

f(g · x) = g · f(x) for all g ∈ G.

In simpler terms, we can transform the data by g ∈ G before
or after we apply the function f(x), and the outcome will
be the same.

2.2. Graph neural networks

A graph G = (V, E) consists of nodes i ∈ V and edges
(i, j) ∈ E ⊆ V × V , which define the relationships between
the nodes i and j. A graph neural network (GNN) com-
prises multiple message-passing layers. At each layer k,
given a node feature xk

i at node i, its neighboring nodes
{xk

j : j ∈ N (i)} and edge features ekij between node i and
its neighbors, the message-passing procedure is defined as
follows:

mk
ij = fm(xk

i ,x
k
j , e

k
ij),

x
k+1/2
i = f a

j∈N (i)(m
k
ij), (1)

xk+1
i = f u(xk

i ,x
k+1/2
i ),

where fm is the message function, determining the message
from node j to node i, and f a

j∈N (i) aggregates messages

from the neighbors of node i, denoted N (i). The aggre-
gation function f a often involves a simple summation or
averaging. Finally, f u is the update function that modifies
the features for each node. These message-passing layers
are stacked in a GNN, where the output from one layer
serves as the input to the next.

2.3. Navier-Stokes equations

The Navier-Stokes equations, a fundamental PDE, are a
cornerstone of fluid dynamics. The equations describe fluid
flow behaviors in various physical systems and are derived
from fundamental principles such as mass and momentum
conservation. Due to their versatility, they serve as a power-
ful tool for understanding complex fluid phenomena across a
wide range of disciplines, from engineering to meteorology.

The incompressible Navier-Stokes equations (Chung, 2002)
are given by:

∂v

∂t
= −

Convection︷ ︸︸ ︷
v · ∇v +

Viscosity︷ ︸︸ ︷
ν∇2v −

Internal
pressure︷ ︸︸ ︷
1

ρ
∇p +

External
force︷︸︸︷

f ,

∇ · v = 0. (2)

Here, v is the velocity vector field of the fluid, ρ is the
density of the fluid, µ is its viscosity (a measure of a fluid’s
resistance to flow), and f represents any external forces
acting on the fluid (e.g. gravity).

The Navier-Stokes equations are nonlinear, meaning tra-
ditional linear techniques are insufficient to solve them;
instead, more advanced methods are used, which approxi-
mate the solution using numerical methods (Griebel et al.,
1998). When limiting the problem to 2D, the equations are
inherently SE(2) equivariant. In other words, if we rotate or
translate the coordinate system, the equations remain valid
in the new coordinate system, and the solution will rotate or
translate accordingly.

2.4. PDE surrogate models

We focus on time-dependent PDEs, where we want to ap-
proximate the solution at the next timestep, given the current
one – thus, we are looking for a surrogate for a traditional
numerical solver. For example, consider the Navier-Stokes
equations (2) with some domain parameters d. Then, we
seek an ML model that can approximate the velocity field
at the next timestep vt+1, knowing the current one vt. We
can express this as:

vt+1 = fη(v
t;d), (3)

where fη with parameters η is our surrogate model.
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For simplicity, the domain is typically discretized into a grid
or mesh. This grid consists of discrete points indexed by i
and located at ri and their connections to their neighbors.
This discretization naturally lends itself to a graphical repre-
sentation, where nodes correspond to grid points and edges
their connections. Leveraging this graph structure, we can
employ GNNs as our surrogate model.

3. SE(2) graph neural network
This section outlines the main components of our SE(2)
graph neural network (GNN), designed to be equivariant
to the SE(2) group and capable of handling both scalars
and vectors as inputs and outputs. Our model operates on a
data structure represented as a graph, which includes node
features xi, edges (i, j), and node locations ri, all situated
in a 2D plane. This graph could represent various scenarios,
such as a snapshot of a fluid flow simulation.

SO(2) equivariance. To simplify the model’s requirements
to only being equivariant under SO(2), we conduct two
actions: First, we change the center of mass for the nodes to
zero, ensuring the graph’s global translation equivariance.
Second, we exclusively consider relative distances r̂ij =
rj − ri between nodes and their neighbors rather than the
absolute coordinates in the message-passing modules. This
adjustment ensures local translation equivariance. Now, the
requirement for the different modules is reduced to only
SO(2) equivariance. In the remainder of this section, we
assume that the center of mass of the nodes in the graph is
zero, and we will frequently utilize the concept of SO(2)
equivariance instead of SE(2) equivariance.

The most basic component of our model is the rotation ma-
trix Rθ, a transformation matrix used to perform a rotation
in 2D space (Equation 4).

Rθ =

[
cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

]
(4)

The rotation matrix rotates vectors v ∈ R2 by the angle θ
into vθ, i.e. vθ = Rθv. Throughout this section, we use θ
for local rotation angles (around neighboring nodes) and α
for global rotation angles. Assume that we want to apply
a function f on a node feature xi with position ri in the
2D plane and that this function is equivariant, such that
f(Rxi,Rri) = Rf(xi, ri) for all R ∈ SO(2). We aim
to lessen the equivariance constraint on f by aligning all
nodes along a shared axis, as doing so reduces the problem’s
symmetry to SO(1), which is nothing but the identity. We
can, therefore, align the nodes to the x-axis, apply any

nonlinear function, and then rotate the nodes back, and
the equivariance criteria will still hold. We thus have the
following proposition.

Proposition 3.1. If Rαi is a rotation to align xi, ri to the
x-axis, where αi is the rotation angle, and R−αi is the
rotation matrix inverse. Then, for a function

f = R−αi
◦ g ◦Rαi

, (5)

where g is any nonlinear function, it holds that

Rf (xi, ri) = f (Rxi,Rri) , ∀R ∈ SO(2). (6)

Thus, f is equivariant under the SO(2) group.

Proof. See Appendix A.1 for proof of this proposition.

Rotational features. We want our model to use scalar and
vectors as inputs and outputs. We therefore separate the
node features into scalar features x̃i and rotational features
x̂i. Rotational features represent all features that have a
direction in space and are composed of Nr vectors in R2

stacked together:

x̂i = x̂1
i ⊕ . . .⊕ x̂Nr

i . (7)

Here ⊕ stands for concatenating. When we apply a rotation
Rαi to x̂i we individually apply the rotation to each x̂n

i ,
which results in:

Rαi
x̂i = Rαi

x̂1
i ⊕ . . .⊕Rαi

x̂Nr
i . (8)

To simplify the notation, we henceforth use Rαi x̂i to de-
scribe a rotation.

Rotational MLP. Using Proposition 3.1, we define an SO(2)
equivariant multi-layer perceptron (MLP), denoted SO2-
MLP:

x̃i ⊕ x̂r,in
i = x̃in

i ⊕Rαi
x̂in
i ,

x̃out
i ⊕ x̂r,out

i = MLP(x̃i ⊕ x̂r,in
i ), (9)

x̃out
i ⊕ x̂out

i = x̃out
i ⊕R−αi

x̂r,out
i .

Here, the input to the MLP is x̃i and x̂r,in
i to enhance

flexibility. It is worth noting that the dimensions of the
inputs x̃in

i , x̂
in
i and outputs x̃out

i , x̂out
i can differ. The only

requirement is that the dimension of the rotational features
must be a multiple of two since that is the dimension of
vector (or representation) in two dimensions.

We will next describe the key components of our GNN. As a
first step, we embed the input so that the model can process
it. We assume that the input comprises scalar node features
x̃0
i , which could represent scalar fields, masses, and so on;

vector-valued node features x̂0
i , such as velocities, forces,

boundary vectors, and so on; and coordinate positions ri.

3
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1. Derive angles 2. Rotate 3. Derive messages in SE(1) 4. Rotate and aggregate

Figure 2. The message-passing procedure. We rotate the node features by the angles θi so that they all align with the x-coordinate axis.
The scalar features x̃i and the rotation feature x̂i can now be concatenated and inputted to any arbitrary message-passing function fm.
The messages are then rotated back and aggregated by arbitrary aggregation function fa.

Edge embedding. To obtain a representation of the position
ri of node i, we first consider the relative position between
node i and its neighbors j ∈ N (i):

r⃗ij = rj − ri, rij = ∥r⃗ij∥2 , r̂ij =
r⃗ij
rij

,

where rij is the scalar distance and r̂ij is the orientation
vector between the nodes. To obtain a more expressive
representation of the scalar distance rij , we embed it as a
projection onto a radial basis:

b(rij) = b1(rij)⊕ . . .⊕ bNbase(rij), (10)

where Nbase is the number of basis functions. We use the
Bessel basis function among the various available options.
The orientation information is encoded, using (4), in the
relative rotation matrix between neighboring nodes,

θij = − atan2(r̂ij), Rθij =

[
cos θij − sin θij
sin θij cos θij .

]
. (11)

This orientation matrix Rθij ensures equivariance locally in
the message-passing layer between neighbors. We must also
ensure equivariance globally, so we also derive the nodes’
global orientation matrix:

αi = − atan2 (r̂i) , Rαi
=

[
cosαi − sinαi

sinαi cosαi

]
. (12)

Here the angle αi is the global angle between the position
vectors r̂i and the global positive x-axis

Node embedding. The node input to the network consists
of scalar node features x̃0

i and vector-valued node features
x̂0
i . We get the node representation by using:

x̃1
i = MLP(x̃0

i ), x̂1
i = SO2-MLP(x̂0

i , αi), (13)

where the rotational embedding x̂1
i is obtained using (9),

without any scalar features.

Message-passing layer. We are now prepared to construct
the message-passing layer, which serves as the central build-
ing block of a GNN, facilitating interactions between nodes
through the message-passing function fm. An overview
of the message-passing steps is illustrated in Figure 2.

The inputs to the message-passing layer include the node
features xk

i , the features of neighboring nodes xk
j , the edge

distance embedding bij , and the local rotational matrix Rθij

(refer to (11)). The message-passing layer proceeds through
the following steps:

m̃k
ij ⊕ m̂r,k

ij = x̃i ⊕ x̃j ⊕ bij ⊕Rθij x̂i ⊕Rθij x̂j ,

m̃k+1
ij ⊕ m̂r,k+1

ij = fm(m̃k
ij ⊕ m̂r,k

ij ),

m̃k+1
ij ⊕ m̂k+1

ij = m̃k+1
ij ⊕R−θijm̂

r,k+1
ij ,

x̃k+1
ij ⊕ x̂k+1

ij = fa
j∈N (i)

(
m̃k+1

ij ⊕ m̂k+1
ij

)
. (14)

Here, we concatenate the node features i with its neigh-
boring features j ∈ N (i) before passing them through the
message-passing function fm. We can employ arbitrary
message-passing due to Proposition 3.1. Additionally, fa

represents any permutation-invariant aggregation function,
with fa a summation in our case.

Even though we could potentially apply an arbitrary
message-passing layer, we limit ourselves to investigat-
ing two: one inspired by a graph Transformer, using self-
attention, and one using MLPs in the message function,
similar to the one used in (Brandstetter et al., 2022b). These
are respectively defined next.

SE2Conv-MLP. This operation is given simply by:

fm = MLP(mij) (15)

SE2Conv-Trans. This operation is defined by the following
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Input 2D graph

Node 
embedding

Distance 
emb.      

Layer norm

Output layer

Rot feed forward

Message passing
Layer 

Layer norm

Layer norm

Figure 3. An outline of our model. The top green blocks denote
the input embedding of the data, followed by the main block that
comprises a message-passing and a feed-forward layer. Finally,
the output layer aligns with what we aim to predict.

sub-operations:

fm = Linear (LeakyReLU (zij)) ,where

αij = softmax
(

Linear (LeakyReLU (LN (zij)))√
d

)
zij = Linear (mij) , (16)

where LN stands for layer normalization (Ba et al., 2016).
Feed-forward block. A feed-forward layer is applied be-
tween the message-passing layer. To do this, we use the
SO2-MLP in (9), where the input and output dimensions of
the node features are equal.

Layer norm. For layer normalization, we ensure equiv-
ariance by employing the separable layer norm detailed in
(Liao et al., 2023), adapted to two dimensions, with the
maximum degree set to one, similar to Lmax in (Liao et al.,
2023). Essentially, this means that we independently nor-
malize scalar features x̃k

i and rotation features x̂k
i . For

scalar features, the normalization is defined as:

x̃out
i = γs ◦

(
x̃in
i − µs

σs

)
. (17)

Here, γs (subscript s for scalars) is a vector with the same
dimension as x̃i, ◦ is the element-wise multiplication, µs =

1
C

∑C
c=1 x̃

in
i,c is the mean, and σs =

1
C

∑C
c=1

(
x̃in
i,c − µs

)2
the standard deviation calculated across channels C. On
the other hand, for rotational features, the normalization is
performed as:

x̂out
i =

γ1
r x̂

in,1
i

σr
⊕ . . .⊕ γNr

r x̂in,Nr

i

σr
. (18)

Here, γi
r (subscript r for rotation) are scalars and σr =√

1
C

∑C
c=1

1
2

∑2
m=1

(
x̂in
m,c,i

)2
, where we also average over

the two parts of the rotation representation. This ensures
equivariance since sum and scalar multiplication are equiv-
ariant operations in SO(2).

Output layer. Our model provides a straightforward ap-
proach to predicting either a scalar feature, such as the value
of a scalar field or energy, or a rotational feature, such as
velocity, force, or movement in space. We again utilize the
SO2-MLP (cf. (9)) for this purpose. For predicting a scalar
output, if x̃K

i ⊕ x̂K,r
i represents the output after K layers

of message-passing, the scalar output is computed as:

x̃K
i ⊕ x̂K,r

i = x̃K
i ⊕Rαi x̂

K
i ,

xs,out
i = MLP(x̃K

i ⊕ x̂K,r
i ). (19)

For the rotational output, the process is:

x̃K
i ⊕ x̂K,r

i = x̃K
i ⊕Rαi

x̂K
i ,

x̂out,r
i = MLP(x̃K

i ⊕ x̂K,r
i ), (20)

x̂out
i = R−αi

x̂out,r
i .

Here, xr,out
i represents the network’s rotational output, such

as a vector. A pooling layer can be applied if graph predic-
tion is the objective.

We construct a deep SE(2) GNN, outlined in Figure 3, in-
spired by the block structure of the Transformer model
(Vaswani et al., 2017). Each block in our model consists
of an SE(2) message-passing, an SE(2) feed-forward layer,
and SE(2) layer norms. Additional details of our method
are in Appendix A.

4. Experiments
In this section, we leverage the SE(2) GNN outlined in Sec-
tion 3 across different experiments. While our primary focus
is on developing surrogate models for 2D fluid simulation,
we start with a preliminary experiment to demonstrate the
equivariance of our model and illustrate the significance of
this property. Subsequently, we delve into experiments that
revolve around the fluid simulation problem. Additionally,
in Appendix B.3.3, we include a small experiment compar-
ing our model to another type of SO(2) message passing
that does not use projection.
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Figure 4. The seven shapes in the Tetris training dataset. The tests
will of these shapes rotated at random angles θ (see Figure 13 in
the appendix).

0 2 4 6 8 10 12
Log likelihood

1 × 2

2 ×

4 × /2

8 × /4 SE2Conv-MLP
Conv-MLP

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Accuracy

1 × 2

2 ×

4 × /2

8 × /4

1.00
0.37

0.36

0.61

0.91

SE2Conv-MLP
Conv-MLP

Figure 5. Our SE(2) model obtains perfect accuracy despite being
trained only a single copy of each Tetris shape, whereas the regular
message-passing network obtains similar results only after being
exposed to eight copies of each shape.

4.1. Equivariance evaluation using 2D Tetris
classification

To showcase the SE2-network’s capabilities, we consider
the task of classifying the seven shapes in 2D Tetris, as
depicted in Figure 4. The goal is to classify these shapes
when they undergo random rotations by an angle β from
their initial orientation. Each Tetris shape is described by
its coordinates ri. To learn to classify these shapes, we
generate four distinct training datasets outlined in Table 1.

Except for the original dataset with the seven shapes, we
employ data augmentation techniques by rotating the Tetris
shapes at varying angles, including π, π/2, and π/4. We
also create a test set with the seven shapes, randomly rotated
100 times each, resulting in a test set of 700 shapes.

Our model consists of a two-layer SE(2) message-passing
neural network (as detailed in Section 3), which utilizes
the message-passing layer (15). Creating an input node
embedding poses a slight challenge since we only have node

Table 1. The four different datasets for learning to classify the
rotated Tetris shapes.

DATASET ROTATION ANG. # PER SHAPE # TOT

1× 2π 2π 1 7
2× π π 2 14
4× π/2 π/2 4 28
8× π/4 π/4 8 56

positions and aim to maintain translational equivariance.
Therefore, we create an embedding of the nodes using the
relative distance vector r̂ij , expressed as:

x̃1
i ⊕ x̂1

i =
∑

j∈N (i)

SO2-MLP(r̂ij , θij). (21)

The network’s output is mapped to a single scalar using
the output layer (19), with an output dimension of one.
Subsequently, a pooling layer sums the node outputs of
the graph. We also develop an invariant model version,
which mirrors the SE(2) model but excludes rotations. Both
models are trained by minimizing the cross entropy loss
during 100 epochs using the Adam optimizer (Kingma &
Ba, 2015b), with a learning rate of 10−3. Additional details
are found in Appendix B.2.

The results in Figure 5 demonstrate that our SE(2) model
achieves perfect accuracy even when trained on the small-
est dataset with only the seven original shapes. In con-
trast, when augmented with eight rotations, which means 56
shapes in the training dataset, the non-rotational message-
passing model achieves an accuracy of 0.96. Although the
test accuracy eventually becomes high, the log-likelihood
remains lower than that of our SE(2) model. Additional
plots of the Tetris experiment are found in Appendix B.2.

4.2. Navier-Stokes simulation

We now shift attention to training simulation surrogates us-
ing our SE(2) GNN, specifically, solving the Navier-Stokes
equations (2) of fluid dynamics. Alongside the velocity
field, we introduce a scalar field representing smoke, which
moves with the velocity field – a process known as advec-
tion. However, the scalar field only influences the velocity
field through an external buoyancy force term; this is called
weak coupling. Our training data, akin to (Brandstetter et al.,
2022a), is generated on a grid with a spatial resolution of
128 × 128, and a timestep of ∆t = 1.5 seconds, utilizing
ΦFLOW for simulations (Holl et al., 2020).

Following a similar approach to (Brandstetter et al., 2022a),
we incorporate a buoyancy force of f = [0, 0.5]. However,
we also create a new dataset by introducing variations in the
buoyancy force. In particular, for each simulation trajectory,
we randomly draw fx and fy from a continuous uniform

6



Flexible SE(2) graph neural networks with applications to PDE surrogates

0.000 0.005 0.010 0.015 0.020 0.025 0.030
SMSE

256

512

1024

2048

N
br

 o
f t

ra
in

in
g 

tra
je

ct
or

ie
s

One step error, constant buoyancy force

SE2Conv-Trans
SE2Conv-MLP
Conv-Trans
Conv-MLP

0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.07
SMSE

256

512

1024

2048

N
br

 o
f t

ra
in

in
g 

tra
je

ct
or

ie
s

One step, varying buoyancy force

Figure 6. Our proposed approach is vastly more data-efficient than
alternatives – e.g. already at only 256 training trajectories, it
matches the one-step error of TransConv at 2048 trajectories.

distribution fx ∼ U(−0.7, 7), defining the buoyancy force
as f = [fx, fy]. For more on how the data is generated, we
refer to (Brandstetter et al., 2022a).

We aim to develop simulation surrogates for irregular do-
mains, with accuracy obtained from a denser domain. We
randomly sample 1024 nodes from the regular grid for each
simulated trajectory to create an irregular domain and then
create the edges using Delaunay triangulation (Preparata
& Shamos, 2012). Success in this endeavor would yield a
model capable of operating on a sparse, irregular domain
while maintaining the accuracy achieved by simulations on
a dense square grid.

The objective is to forecast the scalar and vector fields at
the next timestep based on a history of three timesteps.
The number of timesteps is arbitrary and could be changed.
The input data comprises node positions ri, scalar field
values ui, and velocity field values vi for the previous three
timesteps. It also includes boundary normal vectors n̂i,
which are zero for nodes not situated at the boundary, and a
constant buoyancy force vector fi applied uniformly across
the grid.

For this task, we develop two distinct seven-layer SE(2)
GNN models: one utilizing SE2Conv-MLP, cf. (15) and
the other employing SE2Conv-Trans, cf. (16). Additionally,
we create two non-equivariant counterparts that are iden-
tical to the SE(2) models, except that they lack rotational
feature processing (model details are found in Appendix
B.3). We train each model by minimizing the summed mean
square error, used in (Brandstetter et al., 2022a) between
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Figure 7. The improvements with respect to rollout errors are even
more pronounced for our approach (cf. one-step errors in Figure 8),
again showcasing the superior data efficiency of our approach.

the predicted fields and the actual ones as

LSMSE =
1

Nb

Nb∑
i=1

(ui−ut
i)

2+(vi,x−vti,x)
2+(vi,y−vti,y)

2

(22)
where Nb is the number of nodes in the batch, and super-
script t are the target values.

The experimental results, depicted in Figures 6 and 7,
demonstrate the superiority of the SE(2) models over the
naive non-equivariant counterpart across all scenarios. This
performance gap widens notably when considering the roll-
out error (the accumulated prediction error over multiple
timesteps). Notably, the advantages of employing SE(2) be-
come even more pronounced in scenarios involving varying
forces.

4.3. Navier-Stokes simulation with obstacle

In this experiment, we investigate how well our proposed
approach predicts the trajectory of incoming smoke that
encounters an obstacle. The lineup of the simulations is sim-
ilar to that in Section 4.2, but instead of utilizing a random
initial smoke, we have a smoke inlet where smoke seeps in
at a constant rate. We also add an obstacle in the shape of a
ball to complicate the simulation further – see Figure 1.

We use the SE(2) message-passing model with the SE2Conv-
Trans convolutional layer and its invariant counterpart
(cf. Section 4.2), with the addition that we add a scalar
feature representing the incoming smoke. We train the mod-
els similarly, using the SMSE loss (22). For additional
information on the simulation, see Appendix C.
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Figure 8. Our approach (red) obtains significantly lower one-step
as well as rollout errors compared to the non-invariant counterpart
(blue). The rollout error is, however, even more reduced, which
showcases the ability of our model to maintain accurate prediction
accuracy even over longer time horizons.

The results in Figures 8 and 9 clearly show that our approach
is well-suited for predicting the flows even in this more
challenging setup. In particular, Figure 8 showcases our
approach’s superior one-step and rollout prediction perfor-
mance compared to the non-equivariant alternative (particu-
larly for the rollout prediction). Figure 9, in turn, provides
a qualitative example where it is clear that our approach
can maintain significantly more accurate predictions even at
longer time horizons.

5. Related work
We divide the related work into two sections: first, we dis-
cuss surrogate models for fluid simulations, then 2D equiv-
ariant models and their counterparts in 3D.

PDE surrogates. Surrogate models can, roughly, be divided
into three distinct categories: Physics-informed neural net-
works (PINNs) (Raissi et al., 2019; Cai et al., 2021) are
neural network models designed to incorporate physical
laws and constraints into the training process; Neural op-
erators (Li et al., 2020), such as Fourier neural operators
(Li et al., 2021; Kovachki et al., 2023) and Deep Operator
Networks (Goswami et al., 2022), extend the ML framework
to learn mappings between infinite-dimensional spaces; and
ML/neural PDE surrogates (Zhu & Zabaras, 2018; Iakovlev
et al., 2021; Belbute-Peres et al., 2020; Gladstone et al.,
2024; Li et al., 2023; Hemmasian & Farimani, 2024) that
focus on approximating solutions to specific partial differ-
ential equations using neural networks, sometimes a GNN
(Sanchez-Gonzalez et al., 2020; Brandstetter et al., 2022b),
trained on data generated from PDE simulations or exper-
iments. Our models fit best into the last category, even
though it can adapt to variations in the input domain.

Equivariant graph neural networks. Several efforts have
been undertaken to develop PDE surrogates using equivari-
ant models. Horie & Mitsume (2022) introduced a model
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Figure 9. Projected evolution of a smoke encountering an obsta-
cle. The models are fed with the first three simulated timesteps
(first four seconds). We show the actual simulation (top row) and
the respective model predictions at 18 seconds and 33 seconds.
Our approach (middle) obtains significantly more accurate pre-
dictions even at longer time horizons. For a live visualization of
this figure, see https://github.com/mariabankestad/
SE2-GNN.

equivariant to isometric transformations. Brandstetter et al.
(2022a) employed geometric algebra to create CNN-based
PDE surrogates. Lino et al. (2022) implemented a multi-
level GNN for unsteady Eulerian fluid dynamics, exploiting
equivariance by projecting velocities onto edge directions.
Other endeavors have explored equivariant models, such
as networks equivariant to rotation within the SO(3) group
(Weiler et al., 2018; Geiger & Smidt, 2022; Bånkestad et al.,
2023) and CNNs equivariant to the SO(2) group (Worrall
et al., 2017; Weiler & Cesa, 2019; Passaro & Zitnick, 2023).
Passaro & Zitnick (2023), notably, introduced a faster SO(3)
GNN by integrating SO(2) message-passing layers.

6. Conclusions
In this paper, we introduce a novel SE(2)-equivariant graph
neural network (GNN) that exhibits very strong data ef-
ficiency and seamlessly operates in non-gridded domains.
This was showcased on a proof-of-concept test bed of 2D
Tetris shapes and real-world simulations of the Navier-
Stokes equations. Our model, both scalable and flexible,
significantly outperforms non-equivariant counterparts.
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Code availability. Code is available at https://
github.com/mariabankestad/SE2-GNN.
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A. Method: Additional details
In this section, we provide some additional information on the method section of the main paper. Figure 10 shows an
overview of the message-passing and feed-forward layers in Section 3.

A.1. An equivariance proof

We prove Proposition 3.1, which states that if if R−αi
is a rotation to align xi, ri to the x-axis, and Rαi

is its inverse, then
for a function f = Rαi

◦ g ◦R−αi
, where g is any nonlinear function, it holds that

Rf (xi, ri) = f (Rxi,Rri) , ∀R ∈ SO(2). (23)

Thus, f is equivariant under the SO(2) group.

Proof. A function f is equivariant to the rotation if R−αi is a rotation to align xi, ri to the x-axis, and Rαi is its inverse.
Then, for a function f = Rαi

◦ g ◦R−αi
, where g is any nonlinear function, it holds that

Rf (xi, ri) = f (Rxi,Rri) , ∀R ∈ SO(2), (24)

Rβf(xi; ri, γi) = f(Rβxi; ri, γi + β), ∀Rβ ∈ SO(2), (25)

where β is the angle that R rotates with. We represent the node by its attribute xi and its position in polar coordinates
ri = (ri, γi), with ri its distance from the origin and γi the angle to the x-axis. We express the position in polar coordinates
to track where the node i is located easily. If we rotate xi by β degrees, the node position changes to (ri, γi + β).

We define the function f as a composition of three functions: a rotation R−αi
to align with the x-axis, followed by a

nonlinear function g, and finally a rotation Rαi
back to the original position, i.e.

f = Rαi
◦ g ◦R−αi

, (26)

where αi is the angle to the x-axis that Rαi
acts on.

To prove that (25) holds, we write down the equation and then verify that the left and right sides are equal:

(Rβ ◦Rαi
◦ g ◦R−αi

)xi : ri, γi = (Rαi
◦ g ◦R−αi

◦Rβ)xi; ri, γi. (27)

For the left-hand side of (27), we have:

(Rβ ◦Rαi
◦ g ◦R−αi

)xi; ri, γi = (Rβ ◦Rαi
◦ g)R−αi

xi; ri, γi − αi (but αi = γi)

= (Rβ ◦Rγi
) g (R−γi

xi; ri, 0)

= (Rβ+γi
) g (R−γi

xi; ri, 0) .

For the right-hand side of (27), we have:

(Rαi
◦ g ◦R−αx

◦Rβ)xi; ri, αi = (Rαi
◦ g ◦R−αi

)Rβxi; ri, γi + β

= (Rαi
◦ g)R−αi

Rβxi; ri, γi + β − αi (but αi = γi + β)

= (Rγi+β ◦ g)R−γi
xi; ri, 0

= (Rγi+β) g(R−αi
xi; ri, 0).

Note that αi = γi + β, since Rαi
acts on Rβxi.

Since the left and right sides of (27) are equal for all β ∈ (0, 2π), this concludes the proof that the function f is equivariant
under rotations.

A.2. SE(2) activation function

We do not only have to use the relationship in Proposal 3.1 to create an MLP; we can also use it to construct an SE(2)
activation function as:

x̂i ⊕ x̂∗
i = Activation (x̃i ⊕Rαi x̂i) , (28)

xi = x̃i ⊕R−αi x̂
∗
i .

We can use any activation function, and the equivariance criteria still hold.
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Figure 10. On overview of the message-passing layer (left) and the feed-forward layer (right).

A.3. Linear layer

In the same way as for the activation function above, we can create a SO(2) equivariant linear layer:

x̃out
i ⊕ x̂r,out

i = Linear
(
x̃in
i ⊕Rαi x̂

in
i

)
, (29)

x̂out
i ⊕ x̂out

i = x̃i ⊕R−αi
x̂r,out
i . (30)

Figure 11 illustrates how this procedure remains equivariant to rotation in the 2D plane. This is because the linear
transformation is performed after the features have been aligned to the x-axis, making it invariant to the shape’s original
rotation.

Input Align to x-axis Linear trans Rotate back Rotate shape

Input Rotate shape Align to x-axis Linear trans Rotate back

Figure 11. Illustration of how the linear layer acts on the rotation input features. The input is rotated before the linear layer in the top row,
while in the button row, the shape is rotated after the linear layer. Since the features always align with the x-axis before the linear layers,
the input to the linear layer is independent of the rotation of the feature, i.e., it is equivariant.
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B. Additional experiments
In this section we conduct two additional experiments. The first experiment compares the equivariance error of our version
of an activation function in (28) to using point-wise sampled nonlinearity (de Haan et al., 2021; Passaro & Zitnick, 2023;
Liao et al., 2023). The second experiment compares our projected SO(2) procedure to achieve equivariance to one that does
not use projection on the Navier-Stokes data. We also give implementation details on the Navier-Stokes experiments and
some additional results for the experiments in the main paper.
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Figure 12. The equivariance error of the model using the pointwise Fourier nonlinearity with different numbers of samples and the
rotational nonlinearity proposed in this paper. We used a two-layer message-passing model for this test. The curve is the mean from 50
forward passes of the model.

B.1. Comparing rotation activation to point-wise sampled non-linearity

A common way of creating an equivariant activation function is using point-wise sampled nonlinearities (de Haan et al.,
2021; Passaro & Zitnick, 2023; Liao et al., 2023). The activation first converts vectors of all degrees to point samples on a
sphere, applies unconstrained functions f (such as an activation function) to those samples, and finally converts them back
to vectors. Specifically, given an input of rotation features x̂i, then,

x̂i = G−1 (f(G(x̂i))) (31)

where G denotes the conversion from vectors to point samples on a sphere. The equivariance error of this activation function
depends on the number ns of sampled points on the sphere; the equivariance error decreases when we increase the number
of samples.

The equivariance error of our proposed rotation activation function (28) only depends on the numerical accuracy when
deriving the rotation matrix Rθi . Figure 12 compares the equivariance error between our approach and a Fourier sample-
based method (with Leaky ReLU as activation function) proposed by de Haan et al. (2021). We see that the sample-based
method reaches the equivariance error of our SE(2)-activation when the number of samples increases, but at a memory cost.

B.2. Additional results from the Tetris experiment

Figure 13 shows some rotated shapes in the Tetris test dataset. In Figure 14, the model’s test error at different epochs
is plotted, comparing the different training datasets. We can see that SE2Conv-MLP quickly converges to a perfect test
accuracy of 1.
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Figure 13. Examples from the test dataset in the Tetris classification experiment.
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Figure 14. The test accuracy per epoch for the Tetris experiment.

B.3. Navier-Stokes simulations

B.3.1. IMPLEMENTATION AND TRAINING DETAILS

All models are implemented using Pytorch (Paszke et al., 2017) and Pytorch Geometric (Fey & Lenssen, 2019), and the
experiments were conducted using four NVIDIA A100 GPUs. The models were trained using the Adam optimizer (Kingma
& Ba, 2015a). We used a batch size of 32 (8 per GPU node) and trained for 500 epochs. We started with a learning rate of
1× 10−3, which was decreased during training using cosine annealing. A validation set consisting of 5% of the training
dataset is used for this purpose. Our final model uses the model with the lowest validation error.

We present additional details of our models used in all the Navier-Stokes experiments in Table 2. We can see that the time
it takes to do a forward pass for the SE(2) models is two to three times longer than for their invariant counterparts. This
additional time overhead is mainly due to the derivation of the rotation matrix. Although, for being an equivariant model,
the timing of our SE2-Conv-models is low, as we will illustrate in Section B.3.3.

Table 2. Data of the respective model describing their model size, simulation time, and memory consumption. The scalar hidden dimension
of the invariant models has been scaled up compared to the equivariant model to match their model size.

SE2CONV-TRANS CONV-TRANS SE2CONV-MLP CONV-MLP

NBR MODEL PARAMETERS 6.0E6 7.6E6 6.0E6 7.6E6
TIME (SECONDS), FORWARD PASS 0.020 0.013 0.018 0.006
NUM LAYERS 7 7 7 7
HIDDEN DIM SCALAR 64 256 64 256
HIDDEN DIM VECTOR (NBR IRREPS WITH m = 1) 64 0 64 0
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B.3.2. VALIDATION METRICS

The one-step error is defined as:

LSMSE =
1

Nb

1

Nt − 3

Nt∑
k=4

Nb∑
i=1

(uk
i − ut,k

i )2 + (vki,x − vt,ki,x)
2 + (vki,y − vt,ki,y )

2. (32)

Here, Nb is the number of nodes in the graph/mesh, and Nt is the number of timesteps in the trajectory. We use three
timesteps as an input to our model, which means we do not get a prediction for the three first steps in our trajectory.

The rollout error is calculated similarly, but with a key difference: the ”true” values are only used to predict the first timestep
at k = 4. After that, we use the predicted outputs as inputs. For example, to predict u5

i , the model takes as input the true
fields at u2,t

i and u3,t
i , along with the predicted output from the previous timestep, u4

i . This process continues for subsequent
timesteps.

B.3.3. ADDITIONAL NAVIER-STOKES EXPERIMENTS

Beyond the results presented in the main article, we conducted an experiment to investigate the expressivity of our specific
method in the feed-forward and message-passing layer for achieving SO(2) equivariance. Our method involves projecting
the node to a principal axis and concatenating the rotational and scalar features before the MLP. To assess this, we compared
our approach to an SO(2) MLP that does not project the rotational features and cannot easily combine rotational and scalar
features, namely, the SO(2) MLP, proposed in escnn https://github.com/QUVA-Lab/escnn (Cesa et al., 2022),
which we call MLP-escnn.

The idea for their MLP is that if the rotational input x̂ = x̂1
i ⊕ . . .⊕ x̂Nr consist of Nr representations (2-dim vectors),

then, we can linearly combine these, using learned rotational matrices such that

x̂i
out =

Nr∑
j=1

Rδij x̂
j , (33)

where

Rδij =

[
w1

ij −w2
ij

w2
ij w1

ij

]
. (34)

and w1
ij , w

2
ij are the learnable weights. This linear transformation is equivariant since it only consists of rotations. We

can create many arbitrary output representations N out
r , such that x̂out = x̂1

out ⊕ . . .⊕ x̂
N out

r
out . Using the point-wise sampled

nonlinearity in (31), we avoid projections. For the scalar part, we use a regular MLP.

Compared to ours, a downside of this approach is that we never mix the rotational and scalar features. To overcome
this, we let the parameters of the rotation matrix in the message passing layer depend on the scalar features, such that
[w1

ij , w
2
ij ] = MLP(x̃).

We construct an experiment where the projected MLP with these MLP-escnn modules in the feed-forward blocks and the
message passing layers, and compare these to an SO2-MLP All models have three layers, 32 scalar features, and 16 rotational
features. All MLPs, also the rotational ones, have a hidden dimension three times the output dimension. We train the models
on the Navier-Stokes dataset with varying force and 512 samples. 5% of these samples are selected as validation data.

Table 3. The time it takes to train one epoch with the different models.

model Time (seconds)

Our SO2-MLP 1.93
Our SO2-MLP with MLP-escnn convolution 19.3
Our SO2-MLP with MLP-escnn feed-forward 1.92
MLP-escnn convolution and MLP-escnn feed-forward 19.7
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Figure 15. We conducted experiments comparing the train and validation errors of our projected SO(2) MLP to a non-projected SO(2)
MLP, specifically MLP-escnn. We replaced the MLPs in both the feed-forward and message-passing layers in these experiments. We
compared the training and validation errors to understand the models’ expressivity.

Table 3 shows the duration of each epoch for each model type. Notably, the training times for MLP-escnn-based message-
passing layers are significantly longer. Figure 15 plots the training and validation errors. Our projected method fits the
training dataset better and generalizes the validation dataset more effectively. Implementation details can be found at
https://github.com/mariabankestad/SE2-GNN.
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B.3.4. ROLLOUT PLOTS

We include additional rollout results for both constant buoyancy force (see Figure 16) and varying buoyancy force (see
Figures 17 and 18). The predictions are made using the SE2Conv-Trans model, which was trained on a dataset of 2048
samples and compared to its non-equivariant counterpart, Conv-Trans. Unlike in the training and validation datasets, the
nodes are not sampled randomly in these plots. Instead, we have (from trajectories in the test dataset) sampled 1024 nodes
using furthest point sampling (FSP) to get more equally spaced nodes for a better visual appearance.
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Figure 16. Top: Results using time-consuming simulation (here considered ground truth). Middle: Results for the corresponding timesteps
for our approach. Bottom: Corresponding results for the baseline approach. Note how our approach maintains many of the main
structures seen in the ground truth, even at longer time horizons, compared to the baseline. For a live visualization of this figure, see
https://github.com/mariabankestad/SE2-GNN.

C. Simulation details
The Navier-Stokes simulation was created using ΦFLOW (Holl et al., 2020), a Python open-source simulation toolkit built for
optimization and machine learning applications.

Simulations with an obstacle. In the smoke simulation around an obstacle, we used a grid with a size of 200× 200 grid
points, with ∆x,∆y = 0.5 (see Figure 19). We use a buoyancy force f = (0, 0.5), and the obstacle has the shape of a circle
with a radius of 15 (the domain is 100× 100). The y-central coordinate of the obstacle yobs = 50, while the x-coordinate
is discreetly uniformly sampled as xobs = U{20, 80}. We also add a smoke inlet with an intensity of 0.5 and a radius 7.
The inlet is located y-location yinlet = 9.5, while the x-location is discreetly uniformly sampled as xinlet = U{10, 90}. We
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Figure 17. Rollout scalar field (smoke) results from the Navier-Stokes surrogate models with varying buoyancy forces in the simulated
data.

simulate the smoke for 150 timesets, using MacCormack advection(Holl et al., 2020), where ∆t = 0.5 seconds. After that,
we downsample the time by one using every other timestep, resulting in a time trajectory of 75 timesteps with ∆t = 1. We
create 512 of these trajectories for training and 16 for testing.

We randomly sampled 1024 nodes per grid to create our training data and used Delaunay triangulation to establish the node
connections. Figure 20 shows an example grid in the training data, with the smoke inlet also marked.
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Figure 18. Rollout vector field results from the Navier-Stokes surrogate models with varying buoyancy forces in the simulated data.
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Figure 19. The regular grid with an obstacle that we use to simulate the Navier-Stokes equation.

Figure 20. Example of the irregular grid with an obstacle, used for the machine learning model. The nodes where smoke is coming in are
also marked.
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