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Abstract

AI for partial differential equations (PDEs) has garnered significant attention, particularly with the emer-
gence of Physics-informed neural networks (PINNs). The recent advent of Kolmogorov-Arnold Network (KAN)
indicates that there is potential to revisit and enhance the previously MLP-based PINNs. Compared to MLPs,
KANs offer interpretability and require fewer parameters. PDEs can be described in various forms, such as
strong form, energy form, and inverse form. While mathematically equivalent, these forms are not computa-
tionally equivalent, making the exploration of different PDE formulations significant in computational physics.
Thus, we propose different PDE forms based on KAN instead of MLP, termed Kolmogorov-Arnold-Informed
Neural Network (KINN) for solving forward and inverse problems. We systematically compare MLP and KAN
in various numerical examples of PDEs, including multi-scale, singularity, stress concentration, nonlinear hy-
perelasticity, heterogeneous, and complex geometry problems. Our results demonstrate that KINN significantly
outperforms MLP regarding accuracy and convergence speed for numerous PDEs in computational solid me-
chanics, except for the complex geometry problem. This highlights KINN’s potential for more efficient and
accurate PDE solutions in AI for PDEs.

Keywords: PINNs, Kolmogorov–Arnold Networks, Computational mechanics, AI for PDEs, AI for science

Nomenclature

BINN Boundary-integral type neural networks (in-
verse form of PDEs)

BINN_MLP Use MLP in BINN

CENN Deep Energy Method with subdomains

CPINNs The strong form of PINNs with subdo-
mains

CPINNs_MLP Use MLP in CPINNs

DEM Deep Energy Method (energy form of PDEs)

DEM_MLP Use MLP in DEM

FEM Finite Element Method

FNO Fourier Neural Operator

IGA Isogeometric Analysis

KAN Kolmogorov-Arnold Network

KINN_BINN Use KAN in BINN
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KINN_CPINNs Use KAN in CPINNs

KINN_DEM Use KAN in DEM

KINN_PINNs Use KAN in PINNs

MLP Fully connected neural network

Mont Monte Carlo integration

NURBS Non-Uniform Rational B-Splines

NTK Neural Tangent Kernel

PDEs Partial differential equations

PINO Physics-Informed Neural Operator

PINNs Physics-Informed Neural Networks (strong
form of PDEs)

PINNs_MLP Use MLP in PINNs

RBF Radial Basis Function

Simp Simpson’s rule

Trap Trapezoidal rule

_penalty Use penalty function to satisfy boundary
conditions

_rbf Use RBF as distance function to satisfy bound-
ary conditions in advance

1. Introduction

A multitude of physical phenomena rely on partial differential equations (PDEs) for modeling. Thus, solving
PDEs is essential for gaining an understanding of the behavior of both natural and engineered systems. However,
once the boundary and initial conditions become complex, the exact solution of PDEs is often difficult to obtain
[1]. At this point, various numerical methods are employed to solve PDEs for achieving approximate solutions,
such as commonly used finite element methods [2, 3, 4, 5], mesh-free methods [6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11], finite difference
methods [12], finite volume methods [13], and boundary element methods [14].

Recently, AI for PDEs, an important direction of AI for science, refers to a class of algorithms that use
deep learning to solve PDEs. There are three important approaches to AI for PDEs: Physics-Informed Neural
Networks (PINNs) [15], operator learning [16], and Physics-Informed Neural Operator (PINO) [17]. We will
review these three approaches. The first approach in AI for PDEs is PINNs [15]. Since the same PDE can have
different forms of expression, each with varying accuracy and efficiency, different forms of PINNs have been
developed based on these expressions. These forms include PINNs in strong form [15], PINNs in weak form
(hp-VPINNs) [18], PINNs in energy form (DEM: Deep Energy Method) [1], and PINNs in inverse form (BINN:
Boundary Element Method) [19]. It is important to emphasize that although these different mathematical
descriptions of PDEs are equivalent, they are not computationally equivalent. Therefore, exploring different
PDE descriptions is significant in computational physics. The second approach in AI for PDEs is operator
learning, represented by DeepONet [16] and FNO (Fourier Neural Operator) [20]. Initially, proposed operator
learning methods are purely data-driven, making them well-suited for problems with big data [21], especially
weather prediction [22]. Notably, unlike the initially proposed PINNs, which can only solve specific problems and
require re-solving when boundary conditions, geometries, or materials change, operator learning methods learn
a series of mappings, i.e., a family of PDEs [20]. Operator learning can quickly provide solutions even when the
above conditions change [23]. However, recent theories suggest that some operator learning algorithms exhibit
aliasing errors between the discrete representations and the continuous operators [24]. The third approach is
PINO [17], which combines physical equations with operator learning. By incorporating physical equations
during the training of operator learning, traditional operator learning can achieve higher accuracy [25, 26].
Additionally, PINO can utilize operator learning to first obtain a good approximate solution and then refine it
using PDEs, greatly accelerating the computation of PDEs [27]. So why AI for PDEs can be successful?

AI for PDEs has succeeded mainly due to the neural network’s strong approximation capability. The
universal approximation theorem shows that a fully connected neural network (MLP), given enough hidden
neurons and appropriate weight configurations, can approximate any continuous function with arbitrary preci-
sion [28, 29]. The universal approximation theorem is the cornerstone of MLP’s application in AI for PDEs.
However, another important theory, the Kolmogorov-Arnold representation theorem, also approximates any
multivariate continuous function [30]. This theorem tells us that any multivariate function can be decomposed
into a finite combination of univariate functions [31]. Based on the Kolmogorov-Arnold representation theorem,
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Hecht-Nielsen proposed the Kolmogorov network as approximate functions [32], but with only two layers. How-
ever, the nature of the univariate functions in the original Kolmogorov-Arnold representation theorem is often
poor, making the Kolmogorov network with shallow layers nearly ineffective in practical applications [33].

Recently, Liu et al. proposed KAN (Kolmogorov-Arnold Network) [34], which deepens the shallow Kol-
mogorov network to create univariate functions with good properties. KAN is very similar to MLP, with the
main difference being that KAN’s activation functions need to be learned. In the original KAN, B-splines are
used for activation function construction due to their excellent fitting ability [34]. Later, some studies modified
the B-splines used as activation functions in KAN, replacing B-splines with Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials
[35, 36], radial basis functions [37], and wavelet transforms [38]. Function approximation theory in numerical
analysis tells us that different weight functions form different orthogonal polynomials with various advantages,
such as Legendre polynomials, Laguerre polynomials, Hermite orthogonal polynomials, and Chebyshev polyno-
mials [39]. In theory, these orthogonal polynomials can all replace B-splines in KAN. Similarly, other traditional
approximation functions can also replace B-splines, such as radial basis functions, wavelet transforms, and the
renowned NURBS (Non-Uniform Rational B-Splines) in IGA (Isogeometric Analysis) [40]. Therefore, theo-
retically, almost all traditional approximation functions can replace B-splines in KAN, making this work very
extensive. However, the core of KAN is the introduction of a framework for composite functions that can learn
activation functions.

As a result, we propose KINN for solving forward and inverse problems, which is the KAN version of different
forms of PDEs (strong form, energy form, and inverse form) in this work. Due to the extensive work on using
different approximation functions instead of B-splines, we use the original B-spline version of KAN to directly
compare it with MLP in different forms of PDEs. We systematically compare whether accuracy and efficiency
are improved. Our motivation is simple: MLP has many parameters and lacks interpretability, with spectral
bias problems [26], making it less accurate and interpretable when used as the approximate function for different
forms of PINNs. However, KAN has fewer parameters than MLP, and because KAN’s activation functions are
B-splines, KAN’s function construction is more aligned with the essence of numerical algorithms for solving
PDEs. Therefore, it makes sense to believe that combining KAN with various forms of PINNs to replace MLP
will have better results.

The outline of the paper is as follows. Section 2 introduces the mathematical descriptions of different PDEs,
divided into strong form, energy form, and inverse form. Section 3 introduces the traditional KAN and our
proposed KINN. Section 4 is numerical experiments and divided into three parts:

1. Problems that MLP cannot solve but KAN can: multi-scale problems, i.e., high and low-frequency mixed
problems.

2. Problems where KAN is more accurate than MLP: crack singularity, stress concentration (plate with a
circular hole), nonlinear hyperelastic problems, and heterogeneous problems. Furthermore, for extreme
heterogeneous inverse problems, KAN exhibits higher accuracy compared to MLP.

3. Problems where KAN performs worse than MLP: complex boundary problems.

Finally, in Section 5, we summarize the current advantages and limitations of KINN and provide suggestions
for the future research direction of KAN in solving PDEs.

2. Preparatory knowledge

In this section, we provide an overview of the different forms of AI for PDEs. Although the same PDEs
can have different formulations, they all aim to solve the same underlying PDEs. The reason for researching
these different formulations is that each form offers distinct advantages regarding computational efficiency and
accuracy. Therefore, we introduce several different approaches to solving PDEs, including the strong form
(PINNs: Physics-Informed Neural Networks), the energy form (DEM: Deep Energy Method), and the inverse
form (BINNs: Boundary-Integral Neural Networks).
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2.1. Introduction to the strong form of PDEs

We begin our discussion from the PDEs of boundary value problems, considering the following equations:{
P (u(x)) = f(x) x ∈ Ω

B(u(x)) = g(x) x ∈ Γ
, (1)

where P and B (they could be nonlinear) are the domain operator and boundary operator of the differential
equations, respectively, and Ω and Γ represent the domain and boundary, respectively. We use the weighted
residual method to transform these equations into their weighted residual form:{´

Ω
[P (u(x))− f(x)] ·w(x)dΩ = 0 x ∈ Ω´

Γ
[B(u(x))− g(x)] ·w(x)dΓ = 0 x ∈ Γ

, (2)

where w(x) is the weight function. The equations in their original form and weighted residual form are equivalent
if w(x) is arbitrary. For numerical convenience, we often predefine the form of w(x) and get the residual form
of the PDEs:

w(x) =

{
P (u(x))− f(x) x ∈ Ω

B(u(x))− g(x) x ∈ Γ
. (3)

Eq. (2) is transformed into the integration form:{´
Ω
[P (u(x))− f(x)] · [P (u(x))− f(x)]dΩ = 0 x ∈ Ω´

Γ
[B(u(x))− g(x)] · [B(u(x))− g(x)]dΓ = 0 x ∈ Γ

. (4)

Next, we approximate these integrals in Eq. (4) numerically, leading to the strong form of PINNs:

LPINNs =
λr

Nr
ΣNr

i=1|P (u(xi;θ))− f(xi)|2 +
λb

Nb
ΣNb

i=1|B(u(xi;θ))− g(xi)|2. (5)

We optimize the above loss function to obtain the neural network approximation of the field variable u(x;θ):

u(x;θ) = argmin
θ

LPINNs. (6)

Thus, mathematically, the strong form of PINNs [15] essentially involves choosing the specific weight function
w(x) as Eq. (3) as the residual form of the PDEs.

2.2. Introduction to the energy form of PDEs

In this chapter, we introduce the energy form of PDEs [1]. We consider the weight function w(x) in Eq. (2)
as δu, which leads to the Garlerkin form. Eq. (2) can be written as:

ˆ
Ω

[P (u(x))− f(x)] · δudΩ = 0,x ∈ Ω. (7)

Boundary conditions have not been introduced, because we will introduce Neumann boundary conditions and
eliminate Dirichlet boundary conditions in the subsequent Gaussian integration formula. For simplicity, we
consider a specific Poisson equation to illustrate the energy form:

−△(u(x)) = f(x) x ∈ Ω

u(x) = ū(x) x ∈ Γu

∂u(x)
∂n = t̄(x) x ∈ Γt

, (8)
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where Γu and Γt are the Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions, respectively. For the Poisson equation,
the Garlerkin form of Eq. (8) can be expressed as:

ˆ
Ω

[−△(u(x))− f(x)] · δudΩ = 0,x ∈ Ω. (9)

Using the Gaussian integration formula, we can transform the above equation to:
ˆ
Ω

(−u,ii − f)δudΩ =

ˆ
Ω

u,iδu,idΩ−
ˆ
Γ

u,iniδudΓ−
ˆ
Ω

fδudΩ = 0. (10)

By incorporating the boundary conditions from Eq. (8) into Eq. (10), we obtain the Garlerkin weak form:
ˆ
Ω

(−u,ii − f)δudΩ =

ˆ
Ω

u,iδu,idΩ−
ˆ
Γt

t̄δudΓ−
ˆ
Ω

fδudΩ = 0. (11)

Since u(x) is given on Γu, the corresponding variation δu = 0 on Γu. Here, we observe an interesting
phenomenon: we must satisfy u(x) = ū(x) on Γu in advance, which involves constructing an admissible function.
This is crucial for DEM (Deep energy form), and DEM essentially refers to a numerical algorithm that utilizes
neural networks to solve the energy form of PDEs. Additionally, Eq. (11) includes the domain PDEs and the
boundary conditions on Γt. Therefore, solving Eq. (11) is equivalent to solving Eq. (8).

We can further use the variational principle to write Eq. (11) as:

δL =

ˆ
Ω

u,iδu,idΩ−
ˆ
Γt

t̄δudΓ−
ˆ
Ω

fδudΩ (12)

L =
1

2

ˆ
Ω

u,iu,idΩ−
ˆ
Γt

t̄udΓ−
ˆ
Ω

fudΩ (13)

L represents the potential energy. Eq. (12) is equivalent to Eq. (8), and we can observe that δ2L > 0 (excluding
zero solutions), indicating that we can solve for u(x) by minimizing the energy:

u(x) = argmin
u

L. (14)

The essence of DEM is to approximate u(x) using a neural network u(x;θ), and then optimize Eq. (14):

u(x;θ) = argmin
θ

LDEM = argmin
u

{1
2

ˆ
Ω

u(x;θ),iu(x;θ),idΩ−
ˆ
Γt

t̄u(x;θ)dΓ−
ˆ
Ω

fu(x;θ)dΩ}. (15)

Therefore, the core of DEM lies in the integration of the domain energy and boundary energy, as well as the
construction of the admissible function. Integration strategies can use numerical analysis methods, such as
simple Monte Carlo integration, or more accurate methods like Gaussian integration or Simpson’s Rule.

Here, we emphasize the construction of the admissible function. We use the concept of a distance network
for the construction of the admissible function:

u(x) = up(x;θp) +D(x) ∗ ug(x;θg), (16)

where up(x;θp) is the particular solution network that fits the Dirichlet boundary condition, such that it outputs
ū(x) when the input points are on Γu, and outputs any value elsewhere. The parameters θp are optimized by:

θp = argmin
θp

MSE(up(x;θp), ū(x)),x ∈ Γu, (17)

where D(x) is the distance network, which we approximate using radial basis functions [41, 42]. Other fitting
functions can also be used. The effect is to output the minimum distance to the Dirichlet boundary:

D(x) = min
y∈Γu

√
(x− y) · (x− y), (18)
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where ug(x;θg) is a standard neural network. When using the minimum potential energy principle, we only
optimize θg:

u(x;θp,θg) = argmin
θg

LDEM . (19)

Please note that not all PDEs have an energy form, but most have a corresponding weak form. The
requirement that PDEs have the energy form is that PDEs need to satisfy the linear self-adjoint operator with
δ2L > 0 (where L is the functional) mathematically. The proof is provided in Appendix A.

2.3. Introduction to the inverse form of PDEs

BINN (Boundary-Integral Type Neural Networks) essentially refers to a numerical algorithm that utilizes
neural networks to solve the inverse form of PDEs. The inverse form of PDEs is often represented by boundary
integral equations. Mathematically, boundary integral equations are derived from the weighted residual method
shown in Eq. (2) using Gaussian integration. This process transforms differential operators from the trial
function to the test function and uses the fundamental solution of the differential equation to convert all
unknowns to the boundary.

To illustrate boundary integral equations, we start from Eq. (8) and transform the strong form into a
weighted residual form: ˆ

Ω

[−∆u(x) · w(x)− f(x) · w(x)] dΩ = 0. (20)

Using Gaussian integration twice, we can transfer the Laplacian operator ∆ to the weight function w(x),
incorporating the boundary conditions to obtain the inverse form:

ˆ
Ω

[−u · (△w)− f · w]dΩ+

ˆ
Γu

ū
∂w

∂n
dΓ +

ˆ
Γt

u
∂w

∂n
dΓ−

ˆ
Γu

∂u

∂n
wdΓ−

ˆ
Γt

t̄wdΓ = 0, (21)

where n is the outer normal vector of the boundary. If we choose the weight function as the fundamental
solution of the differential equation:

∆w(x;y) = δ(x− y), (22)

where δ(x−y) is the Dirac delta function, the solution to the above equation is denoted as w(x;y) = uf (x;y) =
− ln(r)/(2π), with r =

√
(x− y) · (x− y). Substituting Eq. (22) into Eq. (21), we get:

c(y)u(y) +

ˆ
Γu

∂u(x)

∂n
uf (x;y)dΓ−

ˆ
Γt

u(x)
∂uf (x;y)

∂n
Γ =

−
ˆ
Ω

f(x) · uf (x;y)dΩ+

ˆ
Γu

ū(x)
∂uf (x;y)

∂n
Γ−
ˆ
Γt

t̄(x)uf (x;y)dΓ

(23)

where c(y) is determined by boundary continuity, being 0.5 on a smooth boundary, 1 inside the domain, and 0
outside the domain. It is evident that, when y on the boundary, all unknowns in Eq. (23) are located on the
boundary:

∂u(x)

∂n
, x ∈ Γu

u(x), x ∈ Γt.
(24)

We use a neural network ϕ(x;θ) to approximate these unknowns u(x) on Γt and ∂u(x)/∂n on Γu. Note that
c(y)u(y) is chosen as: {

c(y)u(y) = c(y)ū(y) y ∈ Γu,

c(y)u(y) = c(y)ϕ(y;θ) y ∈ Γt.
(25)
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The essence of BINN is to solve Eq. (23), and the loss function for BINN is:

LBINN =
1

N

Ns∑
i=1

|R(yi;θ)|, yi ∈ Γ

R(y;θ) =c(y)u(y) +

ˆ
Γu

∂ϕ(x;θ)

∂n
uf (x;y) dΓ−

ˆ
Γt

ϕ(x;θ)
∂uf (x;y)

∂n
dΓ

+

ˆ
Ω

f(x) · uf (x;y) dΩ−
ˆ
Γu

ū(x)
∂uf (x;y)

∂n
dΓ +

ˆ
Γt

t̄(x)uf (x;y) dΓ,

(26)

where Ns is the number of source points, i.e., the points at which the loss function is evaluated. If the interior
source term f(x) = 0, Eq. (26) will be more concise and only involve boundary integrals. Note that the uf (x,y)
and ∂uf (x; y)/∂n will be singular when x → y. To be specific, integrals related to uf (x,y) are weakly singular
integrals, while integrals related to ∂uf (x; y)/∂n are Cauchy-principle integrals [43]. Thus, singular integrals
must be treated carefully to ensure accuracy. In the present work, a piece-wise integration strategy same as
[19] is adopted, where regularization techniques are involved to remove the singularity. A brief demonstration
is presented in Appendix B.

3. Method

The purpose of the previous chapter was to gain a better understanding of the different numerical formats
for solving PDEs. With the basic concepts established, our idea is quite simple: we propose replacing the
traditional MLP used in AI for PDEs with KAN (Kolmogorov–Arnold Networks) [34] in different PDEs forms
(strong, energy, and inverse form), subsequently named KINN. In the following sections, we introduce the KAN
network and KINN.

3.1. Kolmogorov–Arnold Networks
In KAN, the weights to be optimized depend on the number of input neurons li and output neurons lo in

each layer of KAN. We denote the activation function for the layer of KAN as ϕij , where i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , lo} and
j ∈ {1, 2, · · · , li}. Each element of the spline activation function ϕij is determined by the number of grids size
G and the order of the B-splines r. The specific expression is given by:

ϕij(X) =


∑G1+r1

m=1 c
(1,1)
m Bm(x1)

∑G2+r2
m=1 c

(1,2)
m Bm(x2) · · ·

∑Gli
+rli

m=1 c
(1,li)
m Bm(xli)∑G1+r1

m=1 c
(2,1)
m Bm(x1)

∑G2+r2
m=1 c

(2,2)
m Bm(x2) · · ·

∑Gli
+rli

m=1 c
(2,li)
m Bm(xli)

...
...

. . .
...∑G1+r1

m=1 c
(lo,1)
m Bm(x1)

∑G2+r2
m=1 c

(lo,2)
m Bm(x2) · · ·

∑Gli
+rli

m=1 c
(lo,li)
m Bm(xli)

 (27)

where Gj is the number of grids in the j-th input direction, and rj is the order of the B-splines in the j-th input
direction, with j ∈ {1, 2, · · · , li}. The coefficients c(i,j)m are the B-spline coefficients, whose number is determined
by the grid Gj and the order rj , totaling Gj + rj . Note that the grid division and order in each input direction
are independent and can be selected individually. Bm is the basis function of the B-spline.

To enhance the fitting ability of the activation function, we introduce Sij , a matrix of the same size as ϕij ,
given by:

Sij =


s11 s12 · · · s1li
s21 s22 · · · s2li
...

...
. . .

...
slo1 slo2 · · · sloli

 . (28)

The role of S is to adjust the magnitude of the activation function ϕ, i.e., ϕ = ϕ⊙S, where ⊙ denotes element-
wise multiplication. Additionally, we have nonlinear activation and linear matrix multiplication operations, and
the final output is given by:

Y = [
∑

column

ϕ(X)⊙ S] +W · σ(X), (29)
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Table 1
The trainable parameter in KAN

Trainable parameters Variable Number Description
c
(i,j)
m spline_weight lo ∗ li ∗ (G+ r) Coefficients of B-spline in activation function ϕ(X)
Wij base_weight li ∗ lo Linear transformation for nonlinear activation function σ(X)
Sij spline_scaler li ∗ lo Scaling factors of activation function ϕ(X)

where W is the linear matrix operation, and σ is the nonlinear activation function. The inclusion of σ ensures
smooth function fitting; without it, relying solely on B-splines could lead to a rough approximation. S and W
act as scaling factors, similar to normalization in machine learning. The term W ·σ(X) is a residual term, akin to
the ResNet approach [44]. The code of KAN is adapted from https://github.com/Blealtan/efficient-kan
and https://github.com/KindXiaoming/pykan

Assuming that the grid division and B-spline order in each input neuron direction are consistent, the number
of c(i,j)m are all G+ r. The trainable parameters are shown in Table 1.

3.2. KINN

Fig. 1 illustrates the core idea of KINN 1, which uses KAN instead of MLP in the different forms of PDEs
(strong, energy, and inverse form). Notably, as the output range can easily exceed the grid range in B-splines
after a single KAN layer (we must set the grid range in advance), we apply a tanh activation function to the
output of the KAN layer to constrain it within [−1, 1] and better utilize the capabilities of the B-splines in this
range. Thus, the output of each KAN layer undergoes an additional tanh activation:

Y new = tanh(Y ) = tanh

{
[
∑

column

ϕ(X)⊙ S] +W · σ(X)

}
. (30)

However, we do not apply tanh to the final layer since the output does not necessarily lie within [−1, 1]. If the
simulation domain is outside the [−1, 1] grid range, we perform a scale normalization for input X. For instance,
we can find the smallest bounding box enclosing the geometry to be simulated, denoted as [L,W,Xc, Yc] as
shown in Fig. 1, and then normalize the input as follows:

xs =
x−Xc

L/2
; ys =

y − Yc

W/2
. (31)

Once the grid size, grid range, and order of the B-splines are determined, the KAN approximation function
is fixed, forming a virtual grid approximation function as shown in Fig. 1. Next, we select the appropriate form
of PDEs, such as strong form, energy form, or inverse form, as detailed in Section 2. After determining the
PDE form, we randomly sample points within the domain and on the boundary to compute the corresponding
loss functions, as the meshless random sampling in the strong form of PINNs. Finally, we optimize the trainable
parameters in KAN, as shown in Table 1.

KINN shares similarities with finite element methods (FEM) and isogeometric analysis (IGA). The approx-
imation function of KAN is like composition of functions based on NURBS in IGA or shape functions in FEM,
as proven in Appendix C. Additionally, the highest derivative order of the PDEs that KINN can solve depends
on the selected activation function, the number of layers, and the order of B-splines, as analyzed in Appendix D.
Below, we present numerical results of solving PDEs using KINN. We compare the results of PDEs in strong
form, energy form, and inverse form between MLP and the corresponding KINN. All computations are carried
out on a single Nvidia RTX 4060 Ti GPU with 16GB memory.

1KINN refers to various PDEs forms (strong: PINNs, energy: DEM, and inverse: BINN) for solving PDEs based on KAN, so
sometimes we use KAN directly to represent the various PDEs forms.

https://github.com/Blealtan/efficient-kan
https://github.com/KindXiaoming/pykan
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Fig. 1. Schematic of KINN: The idea of KINN is to replace MLP with Kolmogorov–Arnold Networks (KAN) in different PDEs
forms (strong, energy, and inverse forms). In KAN, the main training parameters are the undetermined coefficients ci of the B-
splines in the activation function. KINN establishes the loss function based on different numerical formats of PDEs and optimizes
the ci. The virtual Grid is determined by the grid size in KAN.
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4. Result

In this chapter, we demonstrate the performance of KINN in solving different PDE formats, including the
strong, energy, and inverse forms. To compare the performance of MLP and KAN in solving PDEs, we ensure
that all methods use the same optimization method and learning rate for both KAN and MLP unless otherwise
specified. The only difference is the type of neural network used.

4.1. KAN can, MLP cannot
To demonstrate the advantages of KAN, we present a function-fitting example that MLP fails to achieve.

Wang et al. [45] found that MLPs perform poorly on multi-scale PDE problems. According to the Neural
Tangent Kernel (NTK) theory [46], MLPs are ineffective in fitting high-frequency components of functions.
This is because the eigenvalues of the NTK matrix for high-frequency components are smaller than those for
low-frequency components. To illustrate this point, we first introduce the NTK matrix:

Kntk(x,x
′
) = − lim

η→0

f(x;θ − η ∂f
∂θ |x′ )− f(x;θ)

η

= − lim
η→0

f(x;θ)− η(∂f∂θ |x′ ) ◦ (∂f∂θ |x) +O(η ∂f
∂θ |x′ )− f(x;θ)

η
= (

∂f

∂θ
|x) · (

∂f

∂θ
|x′ )

(32)

where f is the function to be fitted, such as the displacement field in mechanics. The elements of the NTK matrix
are computed for all training points. If there are N points, the NTK matrix Kntk is an N × N non-negative
definite matrix. The NTK matrix is calculated using the last term in Eq. (32), by computing the gradients at
points x and x

′
and then taking their dot product. The limit form in Eq. (32) describes the NTK matrix, which

measures the change at point x when performing gradient descent at point x
′
. As neural network parameters

are interdependent, the NTK matrix can be used to measure the convergence of neural network algorithms (a
larger change implies faster convergence).

Next, we consider the least squares loss function:

L =
1

2n

n∑
i=1

[f(xi;θ)− yi]
2 =

1

n

n∑
i=1

li

li =
1

2
[f(xi;θ)− yi]

2

(33)

The gradient of Eq. (33) with respect to the parameters is:

∂L
∂θ

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

{[f(xi;θ)− yi]
∂f(xi;θ)

∂θ
} =

1

n

n∑
i=1

∂li
2∂θ

∂li
∂θ

= [f(xi;θ)− yi]
∂f(xi;θ)

∂θ

(34)

Considering the dynamic gradient and substituting Eq. (34):

df(xi;θ)

dt
= lim

η→0

f(xi;θ − η ∂li
∂θ |xi

)− f(xi;θ)

η
= −∂li

∂θ
|xi

· ∂f
∂θ

|xi

= −(
∂f

∂θ
|xi ·

∂f

∂θ
|xi)[f(xi;θ)− yi]

(35)

Comparing Eq. (35) and Eq. (32), we obtain the vector form of Eq. (35):

df(X;θ)

dt
= −Kntk · [f(X;θ)− Y ]

f(X;θ) = [f(x1;θ), f(x2;θ), · · · , f(xn;θ)]
T (36)

Y = [y1, y2, · · · , yn]T
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Since a first-order linear ordinary differential equation system has an analytical solution, we obtain the particular
solution of Eq. (36):

f(X;θ) = (I − e−tKntk) · Y (37)

Next, we perform an eigenvalue decomposition on e−Kntkt. Since Kntk is a real symmetric matrix, it can be
diagonalized as Kntk = Q · λ ·QT , where Q = [q1, q2, · · · , qn]. qi are the eigenvectors of Kntk. Therefore:

e−tKntk = e−Q·λ·QT t = Q · e−λt ·QT (38)

Substituting Eq. (38) into Eq. (37), we get:

f(X;θ) = (I −Q · e−λt ·QT ) · Y
QT [f(X;θ)− Y ] = e−λt ·QT · Y

(39)


qT
1

qT
2
...
qT
n




f(x1;θ)− y1
f(x2;θ)− y2

...
f(xn;θ)− yn

 =


e−λ1t

e−λ2t

. . .
e−λnt

 ·QT · Y (40)

From Eq. (40), we observe that the residual f(xi;θ) − yi is inversely proportional to the eigenvalues of Kntk.
The more evenly distributed the eigenvalues of Kntk, the better the neural network’s fitting ability. However,
the eigenvalues of fully connected MLPs are generally concentrated, and the large eigenvalue eigenvectors are
usually low-frequency. This causes MLPs to prefer low frequencies. Although Fourier feature embeddings can
partially mitigate the low-frequency preference, they introduce an additional hyperparameter σ. The above
derivations and analyses are largely based on [45].

Naturally, we ask whether KAN can fundamentally solve the "spectral bias" of MLP.
To validate our hypothesis, we consider the following 1D Poisson problem and its analytical solution:

∂2u(x)
∂x2 = −4π2 sin(2πx)− 250π2 sin(50πx), x ∈ [0, 1]

u(0) = u(1) = 0

u = sin(2πx) + 0.1 sin(50πx)

(41)

To simplify, we first consider function fitting. If function fitting fails, solving PDEs will certainly fail. To
objectively validate, we solve the same problem as in [45], referencing the code at https://github.com/Pre
dictiveIntelligenceLab/MultiscalePINNs. We fit u = sin(2πx) + 0.1 sin(50πx) using MLP and KAN.
As shown in Fig. 2a, we uniformly distribute 100 points in [0, 1]. The structure of KAN is [1,5,5,5,1] with
grid size=10 while the structure of MLP is [1,100,100,100,100,1]. We set the same learning rate (0.001) and
optimizer (Adam) for objective comparison. Fig. 2b demonstrates that KAN has a more evenly distributed
eigenvalue spectrum compared to MLP. Additionally, Fig. 2c shows the eigenvectors of KAN contain both high
and low frequencies. The eigenvalues of the NTK matrix represent the convergence rate under the corresponding
eigenvectors, as shown in Eq. (40). Specifically, the eigenvalues indicate the convergence speed of the residual
in the eigenvalue space. The eigenvectors in Fig. 2c represent the basis modes fitted by the neural network.
In summary, the eigenvalues and eigenvectors inform us of the convergence speed in the corresponding basis
modes. KAN converges faster and with higher accuracy for problems with both low and high frequencies.
Fig. 2c shows that in the feature vector space, KAN exhibits similar patterns to MLP in the low-frequency
range. However, KAN simultaneously carries high-frequency information within the low-frequency range. The
fact that the eigenvector of KAN under the largest eigenvalue includes both high and low frequencies indicates
that KAN can rapidly converge on a mix of high and low frequencies, unlike MLP, which tends to favor low
frequencies. This is because KAN’s structure, utilizing B-splines, is more suitable for the multi-scale function
approximation.

https://github.com/PredictiveIntelligenceLab/MultiscalePINNs
https://github.com/PredictiveIntelligenceLab/MultiscalePINNs
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(a)

(b) (c) (d)

Fig. 2. Validation of the "spectral bias" of MLP and KAN in fitting u = sin(2πx) + 0.1 sin(50πx). (a) Exact solutions, MLP
predictions, and KAN predictions at epochs 100, 1000, and 10000, (b) Eigenvalue distributions of MLP and KAN, (c) The First
row is the eigenvectors of the largest eigenvalue sorted from largest to smallest, and the second row is the eigenvectors of the three
smallest eigenvalues, (d) Evolution of the loss functions of MLP and KAN.
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Thus, our results show that compared to MLP, KAN almost does not have the problem of "spectral bias"
and can solve some problems that MLP cannot. The following numerical examples demonstrate the advantage
of KAN in solving high and low-frequency mixed PDEs.

Since the above is a purely data-driven example, it is to demonstrate KAN’s fitting ability for high and
low-frequency problems. If MLP cannot fit a function approximation problem, it is unlikely to fit PDE-solving
problems. As this work emphasizes the capabilities of KINN for solving PDEs, we solve the same heat conduction
problem in [45]:

ut =
1

(Fπ)2
uxx, x ∈ [0, 1], t ∈ [0, 1]

u(x, 0) = sin(Fπx), x ∈ [0, 1]

u(0, t) = u(1, t) = 0, t ∈ [0, 1],

(42)

where F is the frequency. The analytical solution we set for high and low-frequency mix is:

u(x, t) = e−t sin(Fπx) (43)

The structure of MLP is [2,30,30,30,30,1], and the structure of KAN is [2,5,5,1]. Apart from the different
network structures, all other settings are the same. Note that the grid size of KAN is 100 and the order is 3.
Fig. 3 shows the performance of MLP and KAN in solving Eq. (42) (with F = 50). The results are after 3000
epochs, where we can see that MLP completely fails to solve this problem, but KAN achieves good results. This
further highlights that KAN’s "spectral bias" is far less severe than that of MLP.

However, during our numerical experiments, we found that if KAN’s grid size is too small, it also fails to
solve the problem with high frequency F . Therefore, Fig. 3(f) shows the relative error L2 of KAN under different
frequencies F and grid sizes, with 3000 iterations and a network structure of [2,5,1]. The results indicate that
KAN’s "spectral bias" is related to the grid size. Nevertheless, compared to MLP, KAN’s "spectral bias" is far
less severe.

Due to the less severe "spectral bias" of KAN compared to MLP, KAN has greater potential for addressing
multi-scale and multi-frequency issues, such as turbulence in fluid mechanics, than MLP-based approaches. This
is a promising research direction for the future: using KAN to solve turbulence issues in fluid mechanics could
achieve higher accuracy than MLP-based methods.

4.2. KAN are more accurate than MLP in solving PDEs

4.2.1. Problems with singularities
Mode III crack as shown in Fig. 4a is a benchmark problem used to verify algorithms for solving singular

problems [41]. The PDEs for the mode III crack are as follows:{
∆(u(x)) = 0 x ∈ Ω

ū(x) = r
1
2 sin( 12θ) x ∈ Γ

. (44)

where ∆ is the Laplacian operator, x is the coordinate point, and Ω and Γ represent the square domain ([−1, 1]2)
and the boundary, respectively. The analytical solution r

1
2 sin(θ/2) is applied as the boundary condition. Here,

r is the distance of x from the origin point (0,0), and θ is the angle in the polar coordinate system, with
x > 0, y = 0 as the reference. Counterclockwise is considered a positive angle. The range of θ is [−π,+π], which
causes two different values of u to appear at the same coordinate at the crack (x < 0, y = 0). Therefore, this
problem is strongly discontinuous, shown in Fig. 4b.

To demonstrate the performance of KINN, we compare the results of KINN with different solving formats,
including traditional strong form by PINNs, energy form by DEM, and inverse form by BINN. The comparison
is made based on the accuracy and efficiency of solving the same problem. Since the displacement field is
discontinuous at the crack, we use CPINNs [47] for the strong form of PINNs. Displacement continuity and
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(a)

(f)

(b) (c)

(d) (e)

MLP

KAN

Fig. 3. MLP and KAN fitting the high and low-frequency mixed heat conduction problem. (a) Exact solution for frequency
F = 50. (b) MLP prediction for frequency F = 50 after 3000 iterations. (c) The absolute error of MLP for frequency F = 50
after 3000 iterations. (d) KAN prediction for frequency F = 50 after 3000 iterations. (e) The absolute error of KAN for frequency
F = 50 after 3000 iterations. (f) Relative error of KAN under different grid sizes and frequencies, with 3000 iterations and network
structure [2,5,1].
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displacement derivative continuity conditions are incorporated into CPINN. The loss function for CPINNs is
given by:

Lcpinns = λ1

Npde+∑
i=1

|∆(u+(xi))|2 + λ2

Npde−∑
i=1

|∆(u−(xi))|2 + λ3

Nb+∑
i=1

|u+(xi)− ū(xi)|2 + λ4

Nb−∑
i=1

|u−(xi)− ū(xi)|2

+ λ5

NI∑
i=1

|u−(xi)− u+(xi)|2 + λ6

NI∑
i=1

|n · (∇u+(xi)−∇u−(xi))|2

(45)

where {λi}6i=1 = {1, 1, 50, 50, 10, 10} are the hyperparameters for CPINN. Npde+ and Npde− are the total number
of sampled points in the upper and lower domains, respectively. Nb+ and Nb− are the total number of sampled
points on the upper and lower boundaries, respectively. NI is the total number of interface points (x > 0, y = 0).
Fig. 4d shows the sampling method for CPINNs and DEM is the same, with 4096 points in the domain (upper
and lower domains combined), 256 points on each boundary, and 1000 points on the interface. We use an MLP
fully connected neural network with a structure of [2,30,30,30,30,1], optimized with Adam and a learning rate of
0.001. CPINN divides the region into two areas along the crack: y ≥ 0 and y ≤ 0. u+ and u− represent different
neural networks for the upper and lower regions, respectively, as shown in Fig. 4. Each neural network has 2911
trainable parameters, and both regions use the same neural network structure and optimization method.

The loss function for DEM is:
LDEM =

ˆ
Ω

1

2
(∇u) · (∇u)dΩ. (46)

Since DEM is based on the principle of minimum potential energy, u must satisfy the essential boundary
condition in advance:

u(x) = up(x;θp) +RBF (x) · ug(x;θg), (47)

where up represents the particular network, and θp denotes its parameters. The term RBF refers to the radial
basis function, while ug signifies the generalized network, with θg being its parameters. The RBF points are
uniformly distributed with an 11x11 grid, using Gaussian kernels:

RBF (x) =

121∑
i=1

wi exp(−γ|x− xi|) (48)

where γ is a hyperparameter, set to 0.5, |x − xi| is the distance between x and xi, and wi is the trainable
parameters of RBF. During the training process, we keep the parameters of the particular network and RBF
fixed and only train the generalized neural network. It is important to highlight that the RBF equals zero at
the essential boundary, and only the particular network is active at the essential boundary. The details of DEM
are in Section 2.2. All network configurations and optimization methods are the same as CPINNs, with 2911
trainable parameters.

The crack problem involving a strong discontinuity across the crack surface is not feasible for BINN without
using multiple networks. For simplicity, the upper-half crack plane (y > 0) is considered with full Dirichlet
boundary conditions in BINN. To calculate the boundary integrals, a strategy demonstrated in our previous
work [19] is employed in BINN. In this approach, the Gauss quadrature rule is adopted piecewise for the integrals
without singularity, while regularization techniques are implemented to calculate the singular integrals. In this
example, 80 source points with 800 integration points are allocated uniformly along the boundary. Then BINN
is applied to solve the problem using MLP and KAN, respectively. The structures of MLP and KAN in KINN
are [2,30,30,30,1] and [2,5,5,5, 1] respectively. The details of BINN are in Section 2.2.

The structure of KAN in KINN is [2,5,5,1], with only 600 parameters. We replace the MLP neural network
in the above PINNs, DEM with KAN, forming the corresponding KINN versions (KAN in BINN is [2,5,5,5,1]).
Fig. 5 shows the absolute error contour plots for CPINN, DEM, BINN, and KINN. The results indicate that
KINN improves accuracy in terms of error distribution and maximum absolute error compared to various MLP-
based numerical algorithms. Additionally, we quantify the accuracy and efficiency of KINN and traditional
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Table 2
The comparison between different PINNs, DEM, and BINN algorithms based on MLP or KAN. Parameters mean the trained
parameters in the architecture of NNs. Relative error represents the L2 error at convergence. Grid size is the number of grids in
the KAN network. Grid range is the initial range of the KAN grid. Order is the order of the B-splines in KAN. The architecture of
NNs is the structure of the corresponding neural network. Parameters are the trainable parameters of the corresponding network.
The time is the duration for 1000 epochs of the corresponding algorithms.

Algorithms Relative error Grid size Grid range Order Architecture of NNs Parameters Time (Second, 1000 Epoch)

CPINNs_MLP 0.062535 [2, 30,30,30,30,1] 2911 11.15
KINN_CPINNs 0.029879 10 [-1,1] 3 [2, 5,5, 1] 600 39.94

DEM_MLP 0.024292 [2, 30,30,30,30,1] 2911 8.77
KINN_DEM 0.011166 10 [-1,1] 3 [2, 5,5, 1] 600 17.04
BINN_MLP 0.000872 [2, 30,30,30,30,1] 2911 3.23
KINN_BINN 0.000828 10 [-1,1] 3 [2, 5,5, 5,1] 975 14.17

MLP algorithms. Table 2 shows that with fewer trainable parameters, KINN achieves lower relative L2 error:

ϕL2 =

´
Ω
|ϕpred − ϕexact|2dΩ´

Ω
|ϕexact|2dΩ

. (49)

The error for BINN is the lowest, primarily because BINN directly uses the fundamental solution of the
problem as the weight function, which is quite close to the analytical solution of the crack. Additionally, BINN
directly imposes Dirichlet boundary conditions at the interface (x > 0, y = 0), and uses some technology for the
numerical integration in Eq. (26). DEM and PINN, compared to BINN, implicitly contain more information
about the equations. Although KINN has fewer trainable parameters, its computation time is currently about
three times longer than the corresponding MLP version over 1000 epochs. This is because KAN is implemented
by ourselves and does not have the optimized AI libraries like MLP, which have undergone extensive optimiza-
tion. This indicates that there is still room for optimization in KAN within KINN, but it also highlights the
great potential of KAN in solving PDE problems. This is because solving PDE problems essentially does not
require an excessive number of parameters for simulation. Unlike fields such as computer vision and natural
language processing, which require complex neural networks, solving PDEs is more akin to function fitting. The
difference is that PDE solving does not provide the function directly but implicitly gives the function to be sim-
ulated through the mathematical equations of PDEs. Most function-fitting problems are not as complex as AI
tasks in computer vision, so overly complex neural networks are not necessary. Therefore, the final convergence
accuracy of KINN is higher than that of the MLP.

To more clearly show the training process of KINN and the corresponding algorithms, Fig. 6a shows the
evolution of the relative L2 error with the number of iterations. We can see that KINN converges faster and
has higher accuracy compared to the corresponding MLP versions. The singularity at the crack tip is the most
important characteristic of the crack problem. Considering the strain:

εzθ|interface =
1

r

∂u

∂θ
=

1

2
√
r
cos(

θ

2
)|θ=0 =

1

2
√
r
, (50)

where the interface is the line x > 0, y = 0. θ is from [−π, π] shown in Fig. 6a. We compared PINNs, DEM,
BINN, and the corresponding KINN versions. Fig. 6b shows that KINN-DEM performs the best, but there is
a jump in the result at x = 0.5. Note that the results of the six algorithms are all uniformly sampled.

Since the numerical integration scheme can affect the accuracy of DEM [48], we changed the integration
scheme from Monte Carlo integration to triangular numerical integration, using 79,202 triangular integration
points. Note that the previous results were all uniformly sampled and used Monte Carlo integration to approxi-
mate the loss function in DEM. Triangular integration involves dividing the domain into triangular grids, finding
the centroid of each triangle, and calculating the numerical integration based on the area of the triangles:

ˆ
Ω

f(x)dΩ =

N∑
i=1

f(xi)Si, (51)
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Fig. 4. Introduction to mode III crack: (a) The structure of the mode III crack, with a size of [-1,1]2 in a square region. θ
is from [−π, π]. The blue and yellow regions represent two neural networks since the displacement is discontinuous at the crack
(x < 0, y = 0). Therefore, two neural networks are needed to fit the displacement above and below the crack. (b) The analytical
solution for this problem: u = r

1
2 sin(θ/2), where r is the distance from the coordinate x to the origin x=y=0, and θ is the angle

in the polar coordinate system, with x > 0, y = 0 as the reference. Counterclockwise is considered a positive angle. (c) The grid
distribution in KINN, with order=3 and grid size=10, is uniformly distributed in both the x and y directions. (d) The meshless
random sampling points for PINN, DEM, and KINN. The red points are essential boundary displacement points (256 points), the
blue points are for the upper region neural network (2048 points), the green points are for the lower region neural network (2048
points), and the yellow points are the interface sampling points (1000 points).
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(a) CPINN_MLP

(d) KINN_CPINNs

(b) DEM_MLP

(e) KINN_DEM

(c) BINN_MLP

(f) KINN_BINN

Fig. 5. The absolute error by CPINN, DEM, BINN, and KINN in mode III crack: CPINN_MLP, DEM_MLP, BINN_MLP
respectively (first row), KINN_CPINN, KINN_DEM, KINN_BINN respectively (second row).

(a) (b)

Fig. 6. The error evolution and singular displacement derivative at the interface for KINN and corresponding MLP algorithms
in mode III crack: (a) Evolution of the relative L2 error. (b) Comparison of the singular displacement derivative ∂u/∂y (εzθ) at
x > 0, y = 0. Penalty refers to the boundary conditions of the PDEs applied through the penalty function, as shown in the terms
corresponding to λ3, λ4, λ5, λ6 in Eq. (45).
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(a) DEM_MLP_rbf: Triangle

(b) KINN_DEM_rbf: Triangle

(c)

(d)

Fig. 7. Comparison of uniform Monte Carlo integration and triangular integration in KINN-DEM and KINN for mode III crack:
(a) Absolute error contour plot for DEM with uniform Monte Carlo integration. (b) Absolute error contour plot for KINN-DEM
with triangular grid integration. (c) Evolution of relative L2 error for DEM with Monte Carlo and triangular integration. (d)
Singular displacement derivative with Monte Carlo and triangular integration at the interface.

where N is the total number of triangular grids, xi is the centroid of the i-th triangular grid, and Si is the
area of the corresponding triangular grid. Note that dividing the grid causes DEM to lose some meshless
advantages, but the adaptability to complex geometries and simplicity of triangular grids make them easy to
implement in DEM. Fig. 7 compares the triangular grid and uniform Monte Carlo integration. We can see that
the absolute error contour plot for the triangular grid has smaller errors compared to Monte Carlo integration.
Most importantly, we find that the triangular grid in DEM fits the singularity problem very well, especially in
the KINN-DEM form, where the triangular grid almost perfectly matches the analytical solution.

Considering that KINN has some hyperparameters, such as grid size, B-spline order, and the depth and
width of the KAN network, we study the impact of these hyperparameters on KINN. We use KINN-CPINNs
here because the strong form by PINNs can solve almost any PDEs, making them more versatile than the
energy form by DEM and the inverse form by BINN. Fig. 8 shows that with different grid sizes, the relative
L2 error in KINN-CPINNs reaches a minimum and then increases as the grid size continues to increase. This
is consistent with the conclusions in the original KAN paper [34]. Excessive grid size leads to overfitting and
an unsmooth fitted function. The grid size should be proportional to the complexity of the fitting function in
PDE problems, meaning that the grid size should increase with the complexity of the function. Additionally,
we fixed the grid size at 10 and adjusted the order of the B-spline. We found that increasing the spline order
reaches a plateau, where further increases do not improve model accuracy. This is similar to the element order
in FEM. Unfortunately, KINN does not currently exhibit grid convergence like FEM, where the grid size can be
increased indefinitely. We believe that exploring this aspect further is an important direction for future research
on KINN.
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(a) Grid size (b) Spline order

Fig. 8. Relative L2 error for KINN-CPINNs in mode III crack in different architectures of KAN with different grid sizes (a) and
different B-spline orders (b).

4.2.2. Stress concentration
The plate with a central hole is a commonly used benchmark in solid mechanics, as shown in Fig. 9. This

problem is not only common in engineering but also features stress concentration near the hole. The geometry
of the plate with a central hole has an original size of 40x40 mm, with a hole at the center and a radius of 5
mm. The left and right sides are subjected to a force of tx = 100N/mm, with an elastic modulus E = 1000MPa
and a Poisson’s ratio ν = 0.3. Due to symmetry, we simulate only the upper right quarter, with an edge length
L = 20mm. The boundary conditions are ux = 0 at x = 0 and uy = 0 at y = 0, with other boundaries subjected
to force boundary conditions (free boundary conditions). We use a plane stress model, as shown in Fig. 9a.

As in the previous example, we use the strong form by PINNs, energy form by DEM, and inverse form by
BINN to solve this problem, and then compare the results by MLP with the corresponding versions of KINN.
For PINNs and DEM, we use the same collocation scheme (uniform distribution) with 75,298 points in the
domain and 1,000 points on each boundary (a total of 5 boundaries). The loss function for PINNs is:

Lpinns = λ1

Npde∑
i=1

[
|σ(xi)xx,x + σ(xi)xy,y|2 + |σ(xi)yx,x + σ(xi)yy,y|2

]
+ λ2

Nleft∑
i=1

|ux(xi)|2 + λ3

Nleft∑
i=1

|σxy(xi)|2

+ λ4

Ndown∑
i=1

|uy(xi)|2 + λ5

Ndown∑
i=1

|σxy(xi)|2

+ λ6

Nup∑
i=1

[
|σyy(xi)|2 + |σxy(xi)|2

]
+ λ7

Nright∑
i=1

[
|σxx(xi)− tx|2 + |σxy(xi)|2

]
+ λ8

Ncircle∑
i=1

[
|σxx(xi)nx + σxy(xi)ny|2 + |σyx(xi)nx + σyy(xi)ny|2

]
,

(52)
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(a) (b)

Fig. 9. The introduction of plate with central hole: (a) The geometry of the plate with a central hole, with a hole radius of 5
mm and a square plate with an edge length of 20 mm. The right side is subjected to a uniform load of 100 N/mm. (b) The grid
distribution in KINN, with order=3 and grid size=10, is uniformly distributed in both the x and y directions.

σij =
E

1 + υ
εij +

Eυ

(1 + υ)(1− 2υ)
εkkδij (53)

εij =
1

2
(ui,j + uj,i) (54)

We can observe that the loss function of PINNs in the strong form is very complex and has numerous
hyperparameters. Although there are some techniques for adjusting hyperparameters [49, 45, 50], it is a
challenge to get the optimal hyperparameters. Therefore, we manually set the hyperparameters {λi}8i=1 =
{10, 2000, 1, 1, 2000, 1, 1, 1}. We use a neural network to approximate the displacement field:

u(x) ≈ u
(x
L
;θ

)
, (55)

where θ are the neural network parameters.
For DEM, the loss function is:

LDEM =

ˆ
Ω

Ψ dΩ−
ˆ
Γright

txux dΓ,

Ψ =
1

2
σijεij ,

ux = x · ux

(x
L
;θ

)
,

uy = y · uy

(x
L
;θ

)
,

(56)

We can see that DEM has no hyperparameters in the loss function and involves lower-order derivatives than
strong form by PINNs, but it requires the displacement field to satisfy essential boundary conditions in advance.
Here, we construct the admissible displacement field by multiplying the coordinates. Additionally, DEM requires
the integration of internal energy and external work. As shown in Fig. 7, triangular integration is more accurate
for DEM than Monte Carlo integration, so we use triangular grid integration for this example instead of Monte
Carlo integration in DEM.
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(b) PINNs

(a) FEM: reference solution (e) KINN-PINNs

(c) DEM

(f) KINN-DEM

(d) BINN

(g) KINN-BINN

Fig. 10. Predicted displacement solutions for PINNs, DEM, BINN, and their corresponding KINN versions: (a) FEM reference
solution, (b) PINNs, (c) DEM, (d) BINN, (e) KINN-PINNs, (f) KINN-DEM, (g) KINN-BINN.

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 11. Displacement and Mises stress along x = 0 and y = 0 for PINNs, DEM, BINN, and their corresponding KINN versions:
(a) uy along x = 0, (b) Mises stress along x = 0, (c) ux along y = 0.

Fig. 10 shows the predicted absolute displacement (umag =
√
u2
x + u2

y) for PINNs, DEM, BINN, and the
corresponding KINN versions. FEM is used as the reference solution. The FEM mesh is shown in Fig. 10a. It
uses 15,300 eight-node quadratic elements with reduced integration (CPS8R). We performed a mesh convergence
analysis for the FEM solution, so it is reliable. The FEM computation time is 30.64s. Our numerical experiments
demonstrated that using scale normalization techniques in Appendix E allows us to solve problems with a scale
significantly greater than 1 (e.g., a plate with a hole having a characteristic size of 20).

Due to the stress concentration near the hole, traditional FEM requires a denser mesh near the stress
concentration to ensure simulation accuracy. Traditionally, PINNs and DEM with MLP often perform poorly
near the stress concentration in Monte Carlo integration. Therefore, we replace the MLP in PINNs and DEM
with KAN to see if there is any improvement. The plate with a central hole exhibits the maximum uy and the
most significant stress concentration along the line x = 0, while the maximum ux occurs along the line y = 0.
Thus, we compare the different algorithms in terms of uy and Mises stress shown in Eq. (57) along x = 0 and
ux along y = 0. Fig. 11 shows that KINN-DEM achieves the highest accuracy, perfectly matching the reference
solution. Fig. 12 shows the relative errors in displacement and Mises stress, indicating that KINN-DEM achieves
almost the same accuracy as FEM. The most surprising thing is that the convergence speed of KINN-DEM is
extremely fast.

In terms of efficiency, Table 3 shows the accuracy and efficiency of various algorithms.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 12. Evolution of the relative L2 and H1 errors for PINNs, DEM, BINN, and their corresponding KINN versions: (a) Evolution
of the relative L2 displacement error, (b) Evolution of the relative H1 error in Mises stress.

Table 3
Comparison of accuracy and errors for various algorithms in the plate with a central hole

Algrithms Dis relative error (L2) Mise relative error (H1) Grid size grid_range order Architecture of NNs Parameters Time (Second, 1000 Epoch)

PINNs_MLP 0.00858 0.00649 [2, 30,30,30,30,2] 2942 70.65
KINN-PINNs 0.00629 0.00481 15 [0,1] 3 [2, 5,5,5 2] 1400 1622
DEM_MLP 0.00154 0.0115 [2, 30,30,30,30,2] 2942 14.57
KINN-DEM 0.000919 0.00517 15 [0,1] 3 [2, 5,5,5 2] 1400 310
BINN-MLP 0.000545 0.00434 [2, 30,30,30,30,2] 2942 5.4

KINN- BINN 0.000226 0.00211 10 [0,20] 3 [2, 5,5,5 2] 1400 21.3

Mises =

√
3

2
(σij −

1

3
σkkδij)(σij −

1

3
σmmδij) (57)

4.2.3. Nonlinear PDEs
This example aims to verify the effectiveness of KINN in solving nonlinear problems. We consider a hyper-

elasticity problem [48]. Hyperelasticity problems are nonlinear due to the nonlinearity of both constitutive law
and geometric equations. We consider the Neo-Hookean constitutive model for the hyperelasticity problem:

Ψ =
1

2
λ(ln J)2 − µ ln J +

1

2
µ(I1 − 3)

J = det(F )

I1 = trace(C)

C = F TF

(58)

where Ψ is the Neo-Hookean strain energy density function, and λ and µ are the Lamé parameters:{
λ = νE

(1+ν)(1−2ν)

µ = E
2(1+ν)

(59)

where E and ν are the elastic modulus and Poisson’s ratio, respectively. C is the Green tensor, and F is the
deformation gradient:

F =
∂x

∂X
(60)
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5t =H=1.0

L=4.0

Neo-Hookean

...

...

(a) (b)

Fig. 13. Description of the Neo-Hookean hyperelastic cantilever beam problem: (a) Dimensions of the cantilever beam, height
H = 1.0, length L = 4.0, E = 1000, and ν = 0.3. The Neo-Hookean hyperelastic constitutive model is used. The left end x = 0.0
is fixed, and a uniformly distributed downward load t̄ = 5 is applied at the right end. (b) DEM point distribution: blue points are
domain points, red points are essential boundary condition points, and green points are surface traction points.

where x is the spatial coordinate, and X is the material coordinate. The relationship between the spatial and
material coordinates is x = X + u, where u is the displacement field. Since this problem has an energy form,
it can be solved using DEM. Notably, solving this problem in the strong form using PINNs is complex and less
efficient than DEM, as the solution order of PINNs is higher than that of DEM. For detailed proof, refer to [41].
Therefore, we only consider the energy form by DEM for this problem. The loss function of DEM is:

L =

ˆ
Ω

(Ψ − f · u)dΩ−
ˆ
Γt

t̄ · udΓ (61)

where f is the body force, and t̄ is the surface traction on the boundary Γt.
We use MLP and KAN networks to solve the benchmark 2D cantilever beam plane stress problem, as shown

in Fig. 13. Since solving this problem in the strong form using PINNs is inconvenient, and BINN does not have
a fundamental solution, we only use DEM to solve this problem.

For DEM, we adopt different integration methods, including Monte Carlo, trapezoidal rule, and Simpson’s
rule. We compare these integration schemes using KINN and DEM_MLP. We uniformly distribute 200 points
in the length direction and 50 points in the width direction, resulting in 10,000 points in total.

We use the same MLP and KAN configurations as in the previous numerical examples, except for the
network types. We use the LBFGS second-order optimization algorithm. Table 4 shows the accuracy and
efficiency between MLP and KAN. Our reference solution is obtained using FEM. Due to stress singularities
at the corners (0, 0) and (0, 1), we only compare the L2 displacement error without considering the H1 stress
error. We find that KINN improves accuracy under different integration schemes, and DEM requires higher
precision in numerical integration. The error of Monte Carlo integration is larger than that of Simpson’s and
trapezoidal rule. Although Simpson’s rule has higher polynomial accuracy than the trapezoidal rule, it does
not significantly improve DEM accuracy. Therefore, DEM mainly requires two things: replacing MLP with
KAN and using low-order numerical integration such as triangular integration or the trapezoidal rule, without
necessarily using higher-order schemes like Simpson’s or Gaussian integration. Importantly, DEM should not
use Monte Carlo integration due to its low convergence. KAN in DEM does not need higher-order integration
because KAN can adapt the local compact space shape to fit the target function, reducing the need for precise
numerical integration. Empirically, DEM with Monte Carlo integration performs poorly. Although KAN has
fewer trainable parameters than MLP, KAN takes longer to train for 100 epochs.

The y-direction displacement uy is the most critical field function under the loading condition in the cantilever
beam problem. Fig. 14 shows the absolute error contour plots of uy for MLP and KAN in DEM. In any numerical
integration method, KINN significantly reduces the maximum error and error distribution compared to MLP.
Fig. 15 shows the evolution of the L2 relative error, considering the absolute displacement umag =

√
u2
x + u2

y.
Despite the stress singularity at the corners, we compare the absolute displacement and Von Mises stress

along x = 2 and y = 0.5. Fig. 16 shows the predictions of absolute displacement and Von Mises stress for KINN
and DEM_MLP under the three numerical integration methods. We observe that replacing MLP with KAN
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Table 4
Accuracy and error comparison of various algorithms for the hyperelastic problem

Algorithms Displacement Relative Error (L2) Grid Size Grid Range Order NN Architecture Parameters Time (Seconds, 100 Epochs)

DEM_MLP_Mont 0.04756 [2, 30,30,30,30,2] 2942 37.34
KINN-DEM_Mont 0.03334 15 [0,1] 3 [2, 5,5,5,2] 1400 96.44
DEM_MLP_Trap 0.01524 [2, 30,30,30,30,2] 2942 35.76
KINN-DEM_Trap 0.002536 15 [0,1] 3 [2, 5,5,5,2] 1400 99.01
DEM_MLP_Simp 0.01753 [2, 30,30,30,30,2] 2942 39.87
KINN-DEM_Simp 0.002181 15 [0,1] 3 [2, 5,5,5,2] 1400 104.4

DEM KINN_DEM

Mont

Trip

Simp

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Fig. 14. Absolute error contours of the Neo-Hookean hyperelastic cantilever beam: (a,c,e) Absolute error contours for DEM with
MLP, (b,d,f) Absolute error contours for DEM with KAN. (a, b), (c,d), and (e,f) correspond to Monte Carlo, trapezoidal, and
Simpson’s numerical integrations, respectively.
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Fig. 15. Evolution of the L2 relative error for the Neo-Hookean hyperelastic cantilever beam.

improves accuracy significantly for all numerical integrations.

4.2.4. Heterogeneous problem
Heterogeneous problems are commonly encountered in computational mechanics, characterized by the com-

bination of materials with different properties, as shown in Fig. 17a. The section demonstrates whether KAN
has an advantage over MLP in solving problems with materials of different properties.

The motivation for using KAN to solve heterogeneous materials is that KAN is based on spline interpolation,
and splines are piecewise functions. On the other hand, since the heterogeneous problem is mathematically
continuous in the original function but discontinuous in the derivative, KAN’s piecewise function property
theoretically has a natural advantage in solving such problems. Therefore, in this section, we experiment with
KAN to solve heterogeneous material problems.

First, we consider a fitting problem to see if KAN has higher accuracy and convergence speed compared to
MLP. We consider:

u(x) =

{
r4

a1
r < r0

r4

a2
+ r40

(
1
a1

− 1
a2

)
r ≥ r0

(62)

where r is the distance from point x to the origin (0,0), a1 = 1/15 and a2 = 1, r0 = 0.5, and the solution domain
is the square region [−1, 1]2. Our approach is simple: fit this piecewise function using KAN and MLP to observe
whether KAN has a stronger fitting ability for piecewise functions. Fig. 18 shows the fitting capabilities of KAN
and MLP for this piecewise function at different epochs, clearly demonstrating that KAN has a stronger fitting
ability for piecewise functions compared to MLP (The relative error of KAN: 1.95 × 10−6; MLP: 1.1 × 10−4).
Here, the network structures for both KAN and MLP are: MLP is structured as [2,100,100,1], and using the
tanh activation function, KAN’s structure is [2,5,5,1], with a grid size of 20, grid range within the function
interval, i.e., [-1,1], and spline order of 3. Except for the neural network structure, all other parameters are
the same, such as learning rate and optimizer. It is worth noting that considering the target function’s C0

continuity, we changed the MLP activation function from tanh to ReLU, which is more suited to the target
function, but the accuracy still did not surpass KAN.

It is evident that KAN has the potential to be more accurate and faster for heterogeneous problems compared
to MLP. Therefore, we explore its potential in solving heterogeneous PDE problems. We consider a simple
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L=4.0

H=1.0
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Fig. 16. Absolute displacement and Von Mises stress at x = 2 and y = 0.5 for the Neo-Hookean hyperelastic cantilever beam. The
first row compares the absolute displacement (a) and Von Mises stress (b) along y = 0.5. The second row compares the absolute
displacement (d) and Von Mises stress (e) along x = 2.0.

(a) (b)

Material 1

Material 2

...

Fig. 17. Illustration of the heterogeneous problem: (a) Two different materials, with continuous displacement but discontinuous
strain at the interface. (b) Point sampling illustration, with blue and green points in different regions and red points at the Dirichlet
boundary condition.
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

(g) (h) (i)

Fig. 18. Fitting curves for the heterogeneous problem at x = 0: MLP and KAN fitting the original function u at epoch=1000
(a), 10000 (b), and 30000 (c). MLP and KAN fitting the original function u near the interface at epoch=1000 (d), 10000 (e), and
30000 (f). MLP and KAN fitting the derivative du/dy at epoch=1000 (g), 10000 (h), and 30000 (i). Analyzing du

dy
is because of

the strain discontinuity.
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Poisson problem for validation:
a1△u(x) = 16r2 r < r0

a2△u(x) = 16r2 r ≥ r0

u(x) = r4

a2
+ r40

(
1
a1

− 1
a2

)
Boundary: x = ±1, y = ±1

(63)

The boundary condition is a pure Dirichlet boundary condition on the four edges of the square (x = ±1, y = ±1),
with parameters the same as in Eq. (62). However, here we solve the function using PDEs instead of data-driven
methods. The point sampling method is shown in Fig. 17b.

It is worth noting that subdomain forms of PINNs, such as CPINNs [47] and the energy form of DEM, CENN
[41], require subdomain division. Traditional PINNs and DEM without subdomain division often perform poorly
in solving heterogeneous problems based on MLP, as we will demonstrate in the following numerical examples.
In the subdomain form, different regions are approximated by different neural networks, allowing interface
information to be added to the training process, and aiding neural network training. In the subdomain form, if
we divide the subdomains along the material interface, we need to consider the following equations:

a1△u+(x) = 16r2 r < r0

a2△u−(x) = 16r2 r ≥ r0

ū(x) = r4

a2
+ r40

(
1
a1

− 1
a2

)
Boundary: x = ±1, y = ±1

n · (a1∇u+(x)) = n · (a2∇u−(x)) r = r0

u+(x) = u−(x) r = r0

(64)

This is the strong form of the PDE. In CPINNs, the u+(x) in the region r < r0 is approximated by one neural
network, and the u−(x) in the region r ≥ r0 by another. CPINNs require two additional interface equations:
the flux continuity condition n · (a1∇u+(x)) = n · (a2∇u−(x)) and the original function continuity condition
u+(x) = u−(x), introducing extra hyperparameters. In CENN, if we use the distance function from Eq. (16)
to construct the admissible function that satisfies the essential boundary conditions, we only need to consider:

LCENN =
1

2

ˆ
Ω+

a1(∇u+(x)) · (∇u+(x))dΩ+
1

2

ˆ
Ω−

a2(∇u−(x)) · (∇u−(x))dΩ

+ β

ˆ
Γinter

[u+(x)− u−(x)]2dΓ

(65)

where Γinter is the interface, i.e., r = r0. Compared to the strong form, the interface flux continuity equation
is not needed, only the original function continuity condition, as proven in [41].

Both CPINNs and CENN require subdomain division. The advantage of subdomain division is improved
accuracy in solving heterogeneous problems by adding inductive bias. The disadvantage is increased compu-
tational cost due to additional interface information and more hyperparameters. We note that KAN has the
nature of piecewise functions and theoretically is more suitable for solving heterogeneous problems, as the func-
tion in heterogeneous problems is piecewise, as shown in Fig. 18. Thus, we naturally propose whether using
KAN instead of MLP can achieve good results without subdomains.

If no subdomain division is used, it is an advantage that approximating the entire region with one neural
network does not require interface equations. Here we only verify the energy form of PINNs. When using one
neural network to approximate the entire region, we only need to consider the following optimization function:

L =
1

2

ˆ
Ω+

a1(∇u) · (∇u)dΩ+
1

2

ˆ
Ω−

a2(∇u) · (∇u)dΩ+ β

ˆ
Γu

[u(x)− ū(x)]2dΓ (66)

Here we use a penalty function to satisfy the boundary conditions Γu. We conduct numerical experiments to
verify, using DEM to solve this problem with both MLP and KAN, exploring whether KAN can achieve good
results for heterogeneous problems without subdomain division. In DEM, we use the triangular integration.
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Fig. 19. PDEs solving for heterogeneous problems, comparing DEM with MLP and KAN without subdomains. (a) Absolute error
contour of DEM using MLP. (b) Absolute error contour of DEM using KAN. (c) Comparison of the relative error L2 evolution
trends between DEM using MLP and KAN. (d) Comparison of the predicted u and exact solution at x = 0 between DEM using
MLP and KAN. (e) Zoomed comparison of the predicted u and exact solution near the interface x = 0, y = 0.5 between DEM using
MLP and KAN. (f) Comparison of the predicted du/dy and exact solution at x = 0 between DEM using MLP and KAN.

Fig. 19 compares DEM using KAN and MLP, clearly showing that KAN achieves good results without subdomain
division for heterogeneous problems, whereas MLP does not. MLP struggles to bend the function at the interface
r = 0.5. Note that KAN is a smooth function, so it still cannot perfectly fit near the interface, as shown in
Fig. 19e. However, compared to MLP, Fig. 19f clearly shows that KAN can better capture the interface
information.

In conclusion, the numerical experiments show that KAN has better potential than MLP for solving hetero-
geneous problems without subdomain division. Of course, we can still use CENN or CPINNs with subdomain
division to solve this problem, and we believe the accuracy and convergence speed will be even better.

We now test the performance of KINN on heterogeneous inverse problems. We consider the steady-state
heat conduction equation in a two-dimensional non-uniform medium:

−k(x, y)∆T (x, y) = f(x, y), {x, y} ∈ [0, 1]2,

T (x, y) = cos(15πxy), {x, y} ∈ Γ,
(67)

where k(x, y) is the non-uniform thermal conductivity coefficient, T (x, y) is the temperature field, and f(x, y) is
the heat source term. The two-dimensional area is a square [0, 1]× [0, 1], and Γ represents the boundary of the
square. We employ a full inverse method, imposing boundary conditions and determining f using a pre-assumed
analytical solution. We assume the analytical solution for the temperature field is T (x, y) = cos(15πxy). It can
be verified that f = cos(15πxy)[(15πx)2 + (15πy)2]k(x, y).

Science is an art. Here, we employ Picasso’s "The Weeping Woman", Caspar’s "Wanderer above the Sea
of Fog", and Van Gogh’s "The Starry Night" as non-uniform k(x, y), as shown in Fig. 20a, b, and c. Note
that actual steady-state heat conduction equation is −∇ · [k(x, y)∇T (x, y))] = f(x, y). Given the significant
variability in k(x, y) when using images as the thermal conductivities, the gradient of k(x, y) can be excessively
large, leading to a substantial approximation error of gradient for k(x, y). Thus, the significant variability in
k(x, y) will distort the PINNs algorithm. Therefore, we simplify Eq. (69) to Eq. (67) when using images as
k(x, y). However, we still consider the inverse problem about Eq. (69) when k(x, y) has greater smoothness and
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(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 20. Three famous paintings as coefficients of thermal conductivity: (a) Picasso’s "The Weeping Woman", (b) Caspar’s
"Wanderer above the Sea of Fog", (c) Van Gogh’s "The Starry Night".

continuity as shown in Fig. 23.
First, we process these paintings from RGB to 256x256 pixel grayscale values, then scale these values

between 0 and 1, where the maximum is 1 and the minimum is 0. These grayscale values represent the thermal
conductivity coefficients k(x, y). In the inverse problem, we assume that k(x, y) is unknown but must pre-
determine the temperature field T (x, y) and f(x, y), then solve for k(x, y) using Eq. (67).

Our approach follows the methods in [51, 52]. We first establish a neural network mapping from coordinates
to the k(x, y) field, NNk(x, y;θk). Using existing temperature data points {xi, yi, Ti, Fi}Ni=1, NNk(x, y;θk)
outputs the thermal conductivity at these locations {xi, yi,Ki}Ni=1. As the thermal conductivity coefficient is
determined by the neural network parameters θk, the neural network initially does not satisfy the physical
equation Eq. (67), requiring iterative adjustment of θk according to the loss function:

θk = argmin
θk

N∑
i=1

|Ki(θk)∆Ti + Fi|2, (68)

We use finite differences to construct the differential operator since we are only given discrete points. If we
were to use the AD algorithm to build the loss, it would necessitate a new neural network to approximate the
temperature field T , potentially increasing the approximation error. Hence, we apply finite differences directly
to the raw data to construct the differential operator. Subsequently, the loss values for all data points are
calculated, and the parameters in NNk(x, y;θk) are optimized based on Eq. (68).

To compare the performance of KAN and MLP in solving inverse problems, we first conduct a data-driven
test to observe how MLP and KAN fit this type of highly heterogeneous problem. The network structures for
KAN and MLP are shown in Table 5, and due to high heterogeneity, we use a larger grid size (100) for KAN
to enhance its fitting capability. Initially, we set the grid size of KAN to 15. Although the model showed
some preliminary capability in image fitting, the performance is not optimal. Considering the nature of high
heterogeneity, increasing the grid size (from 15 to 100) improves KAN’s accuracy in fitting famous paintings.
This demonstrates that the grid size for KAN needs to be matched with the complexity of the fitting problem.

Fig. 21 shows the fitting results for MLP and KAN on this highly heterogeneous problem. We find that KAN
significantly outperforms MLP, especially in target functions with strong discontinuities (poor smoothness).
MLP almost completely fails. This demonstrates KAN’s greater potential for handling highly heterogeneous
problems compared to MLP.

The aforementioned results are data-driven. We now consider the inverse problem for PDEs as shown
in Eq. (67). Due to MLP’s poor performance in handling highly heterogeneous problems, we only focus on
the performance of KAN in solving PDE inverse problems and exclude MLP. The optimization process of the
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Table 5
Performance of MLP and KAN on heterogeneous materials. P denotes Picasso’s The Weeping Woman, C denotes Caspar’s Wanderer
above the Sea of Fog, and V denotes Van Gogh’s The Starry Night.

Algorithms Data-driven Relative Error (L2) PDEs Relative Error (L2) Grid Size Grid Range Order Architecture of NNs Parameters

MLP P: 48.6%; C: 21.5%; V: 35.0% [2, 200, 200, 1] 41001
KAN P: 21.1%; C: 3.37%; V: 12.9% P: 31.2%; C: 5.53%; V: 20.2% 100 [0, 1] 3 [2, 15, 15, 1] 28350

Fig. 21. Data-driven fitting results of MLP and KAN for heterogeneous materials: The first row is Picasso’s The Weeping Woman
(a1,2,3,4); the second row is Caspar’s Wanderer above the Sea of Fog (b1,2,3,4); the third row is Van Gogh’s The Starry Night
(c1,2,3,4). The first column shows the reference solutions of thermal conductivity; the second column shows the MLP predictions
at 1500 epochs; the third column shows the KAN predictions at 1500 epochs; the fourth column shows the evolution of the MISE
loss function for MLP and KAN with iterations. Predictions are provided for 100 and 300 epochs.
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Fig. 22. KINN’s performance in solving PDEs for heterogeneous materials: (a) Relative error L2 for Picasso’s The Weeping
Woman; (b) Relative error L2 for Caspar’s Wanderer above the Sea of Fog; (c) Relative error L2 for Van Gogh’s The Starry Night.
The numbers 100, 300, 500, 1000, 1500, and 3000 represent the KINN prediction results at these iteration counts.

algorithm is as shown in Eq. (68). Fig. 22 shows the relative error L2 of KINN in solving the thermal conductivity
inverse problem for the three famous paintings. We also present the prediction results of KINN at different
iteration numbers. Table 5 displays the absolute errors of KINN. Since the thermal conductivity represented
by famous paintings is very non-smooth, there is considerable noise. Surprisingly, KAN fits the data very well.
This not only indicates that KAN has a stronger fitting capability than MLP but also suggests that careful
denoising is crucial when using KAN. In real-world inverse problems, experimental data often contain noise, and
KAN might overfit this noise, reducing its performance. Thus, exploring methods to detect noise in advance
and automatically adjust the size of the KAN network is essential for its application in inverse problems.

Next, we consider a more physically realistic PDE with a relatively smoother heterogeneous field k(x, y):

−∇ · [k(x, y)∇T (x, y)] = f(x, y), {x, y} ∈ [0, 1]2

T (x, y) = 0, {x, y} ∈ Γ
(69)

where f(x, y) = 1, which is the well-known Darcy Flow equation. We generate the heterogeneous field k(x, y)
using a Gaussian random field and obtain T using a traditional finite difference method. Note that Eq. (69) is
different from Eq. (67) because in Eq. (69), we need to consider the derivative of k(x, y):

−∇ · [k(x, y)∇T (x, y)] = f(x, y)

−(k,iT,i + kT,ii) = f(x, y)
(70)

The approach to solving the Darcy flow inverse problem is similar to that for Eq. (67), with the loss function
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Fig. 23. Performance of KINN in the heterogeneous Darcy Flow inverse problem: (a) Reference solution for the heterogeneous
field k(x, y); (b) Prediction solution of the inverse problem by KINN at 3000 epochs; (c) Absolute error of KINN; (d) Evolution of
the KINN loss function with iterations, showing results for 100, 300, 500, 1000, 1500, and 3000 epochs.

given by:

θk = argmin
θk

N∑
i=1

|Ki(θk)T,i +Ki(θk)△Ti + Fi|2. (71)

We construct the differential operator using finite differences. Fig. 23 shows the performance of KINN in
the Darcy Flow inverse problem, with KINN achieving convergence at 1000 epochs and a relative error L2 of
1.69%.

In summary, in inverse problems, KAN significantly outperforms MLP in terms of accuracy for highly
complex inverse problem fields due to its superior fitting capability.

Please note that we solve inverse problems solely using the strong form of PDEs and do not employ the
energy form. This is because the energy form encounters mathematical issues when solving inverse problems, as
proved in Appendix F. For the inverse form by BINN, due to the limitations imposed by fundamental solutions
as shown in Eq. (22), the range of solvable PDEs using BINN is not as general as the strong form PINNs.
Therefore, we do not delve further into solving inverse problems with BINN here. However, exploring BINN for
solving inverse problems remains a promising research direction for the future.
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Fig. 24. The introduction of complex geometry problem: (a) Koch: Blue points are interior points, red points are Dirichlet
boundary conditions. (b) Flower: Red points are source points in BINN, and blue points are integration points. Because there are
too many blue points, they are presented like blue lines. The radius of each flower petal is 1.

4.3. KAN does not work well on complex geometries

In this example, we demonstrate the performance of KINN on complex geometries, as shown in Fig. 24. We
solve the Laplace equation, with all boundary conditions being Dirichlet boundary conditions:

△u(x) = 0, x ∈ Ω

u(x) = ū(x), x ∈ Γ
(72)

The analytical solution is:
u(x) = sin(x) sinh(y) + cos(x) cosh(y) (73)

Note that the boundary condition ū(x) is derived from the analytical solution. We solve the Koch snowflake
and flower problems, as shown in Fig. 24. The analytical solutions in Eq. (73) and PDEs for the Koch and
flower are consistent.

In the Koch problem, we use the strong form of PINNs and the energy form DEM. In DEM, we use Monte
Carlo integration for energy. The u(x) in PINNs and DEM is constructed using the distance function from
Eq. (16):

u(x) = up(x) +D(x) ∗ ug(x). (74)

In the flower problem, we use the boundary element method (BINN). Note that we solve all forms using both
MLP and KAN. Fig. 25 shows the relative error contour plots, indicating that KAN does not perform well
in solving complex geometric problems. Fig. 26 shows the relative error evolution trends for PINNs, DEM,
and BINN. The results indicate that KAN performs similarly or even worse than MLP in complex boundaries,
particularly in BINN. Table 6 summarizes the network structure, error, and time for each algorithm.

In conclusion, KINN does not show a significant improvement over MLP in solving complex geometries
compared to regular geometries. The reason is that the grid range of KAN is rectangular in high dimensions,
making it inherently more suitable for regular geometries. Additionally, there is a correlation between grid size
and geometric complexity; the more complex the geometry, the larger the grid size should be. This is similar
to the complexity of the fitted function, as shown in Fig. 3, where higher frequencies require larger grid sizes.
However, increasing the grid size beyond a certain point can suddenly increase errors, as demonstrated in the
original KAN paper [34] and our results in Fig. 8. Therefore, the grid size cannot be increased indefinitely and
must correspond to the complexity of the fitted function to select an optimal grid size to prevent overfitting.
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Fig. 25. The absolute error by PINN, DEM, BINN with MLP and KINN in complex geometry problem: PINN, DEM, BINN with
all MLP (first row), PINN, DEM, BINN with all KAN (second row).

Table 6
The comparison between different PINNs, DEM, and BINN algorithms based on MLP or KAN in complex geometry.

Algorithms Relative error Grid size grid_range order Architecture of NNs Parameters Time (Second, 1000 Epoch)

PINNs_MLP 0.01939 [2, 30,30,30,30,1] 2911 13.32
KINN: PINNs 0.01188 10 [-1,1] 2 [2, 5,5,5,1] 910 30.18
DEM_MLP 0.01563 [2, 30,30,30,30,1] 2911 11.46
KINN: DEM 0.01565 3 [-1,1] 2 [2, 5,5,1] 280 11.38
BINN_MLP 0.0002061 [2, 30,30,30,30,1] 2911 3.99
KINN: BINN 0.004729 10 [-1,1] 3 [2, 5,5,5,1] 975 14.95

Thus, in complex geometries there is a conflict between the simplicity of the function and the complexity of
the geometry, making it difficult to find a balance between grid size and the complexity of the geometries. This
is a potential area for future exploration to improve KAN’s accuracy in solving PDEs in complex geometries.

To increase the performance of KINN in complex geometries, mesh adaptation techniques from finite element
methods, such as h-p-refinements [53], especially h-refinement, can be incorporated into KINN. H-refinement
can be applied to modify the grid size in KAN. Another approach is to use the concept of isoparametric
transformation from finite element methods [54] to transform complex geometries into a simpler reference
domain. Alternatively, the idea of conformal transformations from mathematics can be used to handle complex
geometries by mapping them into another easier-to-manage spatial domain to leverage the capabilities of KAN.

5. Conclusion

We compared KAN and MLP in strong, energy, and inverse forms of PDEs, proposing the KINN algorithm
for solving forward and inverse problems. In forward problems, we conducted systematic numerical experiments
and validations on common benchmarks in engineering mechanics. The results show that KAN has higher
accuracy and convergence speed than MLP in most PDE problems, particularly in singularity problems, stress
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(b)(a)

Fig. 26. Error evolution of KINN and corresponding MLP algorithms in complex geometry: (a) PINNs and DEM L2 relative
error evolution trend. (b) BINN L2 relative error evolution trend.

concentration problems, nonlinear hyperelastic problems, and heterogeneous problems. However, KAN’s ef-
ficiency is currently lower than MLP under the same epoch due to the lack of specific optimizations for the
KAN algorithm. With optimization, the efficiency of KINN can be significantly improved. Additionally, we
systematically analyzed KAN from the NTK perspective and found that it has a much smaller spectral bias
than MLP, making it more suitable for solving high and low-frequency mixed problems. Finally, we discovered
that KAN does not perform as well on complex geometric PDE problems, primarily due to the conflict between
grid size and geometric complexity. In inverse problems, validation on heterogeneous problems reveals that
KAN has a stronger fitting capability compared to MLP, demonstrating significant advantages for very complex
inverse problems.

Nevertheless, KINN currently has limitations and areas for expansion. During our experiments, we found
that an overly large grid size can cause KAN to fail, i.e., the error increases due to overfitting. Therefore,
when using KINN, it is important to determine the grid size according to the problem’s complexity. In the
future, incorporating mesh adjustment techniques and concepts from traditional FEM can help KAN adjust the
appropriate grid size. Furthermore, pure data can be used to analyze function fields obtained from traditional
algorithms, and we can employ KAN to obtain simple symbolic representations of functions. Moreover, mesh
adjustment methods from FEM can also be integrated into KINN, such as h-p-refinements [53], particularly
h-refinement. The concept of h-refinement can be used to adjust the grid size in KAN. Alternatively, the idea
of isoparametric transformation in finite element methods [54] can be used to map complex geometries to a
simple reference domain. The mesh generation techniques in finite element analysis (h-p-refinements) and the
concept of isoparametric transformation could both potentially address the issue of low accuracy in solving
complex geometries with KINN in the future. Additionally, we have not yet explored the weak form. This is
because the weak form requires consideration of different weight functions, making the research more complex
compared to other forms. Moreover, the energy form is a special case of the weak form. Nonetheless, it is
undeniable that studying the performance of KINN in the weak form will be an important direction for future
research. Interested readers can refer to [18, 55] on the weak form. As for efficiency, although KINN has fewer
trainable parameters, its computation time per epoch is longer than that of the corresponding MLP. This is
because KAN is self-implemented and lacks the optimized AI libraries available for MLP. This suggests that
there is potential for future optimization of KAN within KINN. The majority of the computation time in KAN
is spent on calculating B-spline parameters. In the future, more efficient basis functions instead of B-splines or
optimized B-splines calculation methods could be used in KINN to increase the efficiency of KINN. For example,
Shukla et al. [36] proposed using Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials to significantly improve the speed of KAN
in solving PDEs.

In conclusion, we believe that KAN will become the cornerstone of AI for PDEs in the future, replacing
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MLP, because KAN is more in line with the essence of solving PDEs compared to MLP. KAN will be the
"engine" in AI for PDEs.
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Appendix A. The requirement of PINNs to DEM

Consider a general form of PDEs as in Eq. (1), written in the Galerkin form:
ˆ
Ω

[P (u)− f ] · δudΩ−
ˆ
Γ

[B(u)− g] · δudΓ = 0 (A.1)

If the differential operator P is linear and self-adjoint, the linear operator is:

P (

N∑
i=1

αiui) =

N∑
i=1

αiP (ui) (A.2)

The self-adjoint operator must satisfy:
ˆ
Ω

P (u) · vdΩ =

ˆ
Ω

u · P ∗(v)dΩ+ b(u,v)

where, after integration by parts, P = P ∗ and b(u,v) refers to the boundary integral term regarding u and v.
If the operator P in Eq. (A.1) is linear and self-adjoint, we use the self-adjoint property of P :

ˆ
Ω

P (u) · δudΩ =

ˆ
Ω

1

2
P (u) · δudΩ+

ˆ
Ω

1

2
P (u) · δudΩ

=

ˆ
Ω

1

2
P (u) · δudΩ+

ˆ
Ω

1

2
u · P (δu)dΩ+ b(u, δu)

(A.3)

Then, using the linear property of P :
ˆ
Ω

P (u) · δudΩ =

ˆ
Ω

1

2
P (u) · δudΩ+

ˆ
Ω

1

2
u · δP (u)dΩ+ b(u, δu)

= δ

(ˆ
Ω

1

2
P (u) · udΩ

)
+ b(u, δu)

(A.4)

Substituting Eq. (A.4) into Eq. (A.1):
ˆ
Ω

[P (u)−f ] ·δudΩ−
ˆ
Γ

[B(u)−g] ·δudΓ = δ

(ˆ
Ω

[
1

2
P (u)− f ] · udΩ

)
+b(u, δu)−

ˆ
Γ

[B(u)−g] ·δudΓ (A.5)

Usually, the two distribution integral terms can be written as a boundary integral functional, i.e.,

δ(Γ(u)) = b(u, δu)−
ˆ
Γ

[B(u)− g] · δudΓ (A.6)
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Therefore, Eq. (A.5) can be transformed into a variational form of a functional,

δΠ =

ˆ
Ω

[P (u)− f ] · δudΩ−
ˆ
Γ

[B(u)− g] · δudΓ

Π =

ˆ
Ω

[
1

2
P (u)− f ] · udΩ+ Γ(u)

(A.7)

Thus, solving the strong form of PDEs (PINNs) is equivalent to solving the stationary value problem of the
functional. If the operator P is of 2m even order and is linear and self-adjoint, the stationary value problem
can be further transformed into an extremum problem (DEM), which means δ2Π > 0 to guarantee a positive
definite matrix.

Appendix B. Integration strategies in BINN

To evaluate the residuals in Eq. (26), we should determine how to allocate the source points yi on the
boundary and evaluate the integrals with singularity. Following [19], a piece-wise integration strategy with

regularization techniques is applied: The whole boundary Γ will be divided into Ns segments: Γ =
Ns⋃
i=1

Γi, with

Ns source points located on the center of each segment. Let yi denote the source point on Γi, then integrals
will be evaluated piece-wisely on each Γi.

For source point yi, the integrals on Γj(i ̸= j) are always regular. In the present work, those integrals are
computed with the Gaussian quadrature rule.

Weakly-singular integrals that involve uf (x,yi) in Eq. (22) on Γi can be written into the following form
(Note that the source point yi is located exactly at the center of Γi):

ˆ a

−a

ln |t|f(t)dt (B.1)

where t is the parametric coordinate on Γi, f(t) is a regular term containing boundary conditions (ū(x) or t̄(x)),
neural networks ϕ(x;θ), Jacobians. a is the half-length of the segment Γi, and the length is in the parametric
coordinate system.

We use integration by parts to transform Eq. (B.1) into:
ˆ a

−a

ln |t|f(t) dt =
ˆ a

−a

ln(|t|)[f(t)− f(0)] dt+ f(0)

ˆ a

−a

ln(|t|) dt

=

ˆ a

−a

ln(|t|)[f(t)− f(0)] dt+ 2f(0)

ˆ a

0

ln(t) dt

=

ˆ a

−a

ln(|t|)[f(t)− f(0)] dt+ 2f(0)[a ln(a)− a]

(B.2)

Considering the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (B.2), we expand f(t)−f(0) using the Taylor series:
ˆ a

−a

ln(|t|)[f(t)− f(0)] dt =

ˆ a

−a

ln(|t|)[f ′(0)t+
f ′′(0)

2
t2 +O(t3)] dt

=

ˆ a

−a

ln(|t|)t
[
f ′(0) +

f ′′(0)

2
t+O(t2)

]
dt

(B.3)

where O(t3) includes the higher-order terms of t3 and above. We can see that ln(|t|)t approaches zero as
t approaches zero. Clearly, this eliminates the singularity in the integral ln |t|f(t) in Eq. (B.2). Therefore, we
only need to use Gaussian quadrature to handle Eq. (B.2).

Next, we analyze the Cauchy-principal integrals. Using the substitution t = −s, we get:
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ˆ a

−a

1

t
f(t) dt =

ˆ 0

−a

1

t
f(t) dt+

ˆ a

0

1

t
f(t) dt

=

ˆ 0

a

1

−s
f(−s)(−ds) +

ˆ a

0

1

t
f(t) dt

= −
ˆ a

0

1

s
f(−s) ds+

ˆ a

0

1

t
f(t) dt

=

ˆ a

0

1

t
[f(t)− f(−t)] dt

(B.4)

We can see that Eq. (B.4) eliminates the strong singularity. Using the Taylor expansion, we get:

ˆ a

−a

1

t
f(t) dt =

ˆ a

0

1

t
[f(t)− f(−t)] dt

=

ˆ a

0

1

t
[2f ′(0)t+ t2f ′′(0) +O(t3)] dt

=

ˆ a

0

[2f ′(0) + tf ′′(0) +O(t2)] dt

(B.5)

Therefore, we only need to apply Gaussian quadrature to the right-hand term in Eq. (B.4).
In summary, Eq. (B.2) and Eq. (B.4) are mathematical transformations for handling weakly-singular integrals

and Cauchy-principal integrals, respectively in BINN to address singularities.

Appendix C. Similarities between KAN and Finite Elements Method

For simplicity, let’s first consider a 1D linear finite element, with N elements. The approximation function
is

ufem(x) =

N+1∑
i=1

Ni(x)ui (C.1)

where N(x) is the shape function in finite elements, and ui is the nodal displacement. On the other hand,
consider KAN with structure [1, 1] and grid size=N. The mathematical structure of KAN is:

ukan(x) = K(x) =

N+k∑
i=1

Bi(x)ci (C.2)

where Bi(x) is the basis function of B-splines. For simplicity, we first disregard the additional residual function
W · σ(X) and the scaling factors S for B-splines, as shown in Eq. (29). If we choose first-order splines, i.e.,
k = 1, then we find that

Bi(x) = Ni(x) (C.3)

This means that KAN, in this special structure, is equivalent to a linear 1D finite element. In higher orders,
KAN and FEM differ. For example, consider a quadratic element with shape functions:

N1 =
x(x− 1)

2
N2 = (x+ 1)(1− x)

N3 =
(x+ 1)x

2

(C.4)
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On the other hand, if we consider k = 2 quadratic B-splines, and control the number of nodes to be the same
(grid size is 2), for −1 ≤ x < 0:

B1 =
x2

2

B2 = −x2 − x+
1

2

B3 =
1

2
x2 + x+

1

2
B4 = 0

(C.5)

and for 0 ≤ x < 1:
B1 = 0

B2 =
1

2
x2 − x+

1

2

B3 = −x2 + x+
1

2

B4 =
x2

2

(C.6)

Although it seems that KAN and quadratic FEM differ because order=2, grid size=2 KAN has four
coefficients to determine while FEM has only three, we prove that KAN can degenerate to FEM. Setting
ufem(x) = ukan(x) for −1 ≤ x < 0:

3∑
i=1

Ni(x)ui =

4∑
i=1

Bi(x)ci

x(x− 1)

2
u1 + (x+ 1)(1− x)u2 +

(x+ 1)x

2
u3 =

x2

2
c1 + (−x2 − x+

1

2
)c2 + (

1

2
x2 + x+

1

2
)c3

(
1

2
u1 − u2 +

1

2
u3)x

2 + (−1

2
u1 +

1

2
u3)x+ u2 = (

1

2
c1 − c2 +

1

2
c3)x

2 + (−c2 + c3)x+
1

2
c2 +

1

2
c3

(C.7)

We obtain the relationship:  1
2 −1 1

2
0 −1 1
0 1

2
1
2

 c1
c2
c3

 =

 1
2 −1 1

2
− 1

2 0 1
2

0 1 0

 u1

u2

u3

 (C.8)

 c1
c2
c3

 =

 1
2 −1 1

2
0 −1 1
0 1

2
1
2

−1  1
2 −1 1

2
− 1

2 0 1
2

0 1 0

 u1

u2

u3

 =

 1.75 −1 0.25
0.25 1 −0.25
−0.25 1 0.25

 u1

u2

u3

 (C.9)

Similarly, for 0 ≤ x < 1:

3∑
i=1

Ni(x)ui =

4∑
i=1

Bi(x)ci

x(x− 1)

2
u1 + (x+ 1)(1− x)u2 +

(x+ 1)x

2
u3 = (

1

2
x2 − x+

1

2
)c2 + (−x2 + x+

1

2
)c3 + (

x2

2
)c4

(
1

2
u1 − u2 +

1

2
u3)x

2 + (−1

2
u1 +

1

2
u3)x+ u2 = (

1

2
c2 − c3 +

1

2
c4)x

2 + (−c2 + c3)x+
1

2
c2 +

1

2
c3

(C.10)

We obtain the relationship:  1
2 −1 1

2
−1 1 0
1
2

1
2 0

 c2
c3
c4

 =

 1
2 −1 1

2
− 1

2 0 1
2

0 1 0

 u1

u2

u3

 (C.11)
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c3
c4

 =

 0.25 1 −0.25
−0.25 1 0.25
0.25 −1 1.75

 u1

u2

u3

 (C.12)

Comparing Eq. (C.9) and Eq. (C.12), we find that {c1, c2, c3, c4} can be completely determined by {u1, u2, u3},
i.e., 

c1
c2
c3
c4

 =


1.75 −1 0.25
0.25 1 −0.25
−0.25 1 0.25
0.25 −1 1.75


 u1

u2

u3

 (C.13)

This demonstrates that KAN can completely encompass quadratic finite elements when order=2, and grid
size=2. For higher dimensions instead of 1D, this conclusion holds to some extent. For example, consider a
simple 2D linear element. With uniform N grids in both x and y directions, the FEM approximation is:

u(x) =

(N+1)2∑
i=1

Ni(x)ui (C.14)

where Ni(x) is the shape function:
Ni(x) = Nx

i (x) ·N
y
i (y) (C.15)

For KAN with structure [2, 1], grid size=N, order=1, the KAN function is:

K(x) =

N+1∑
i=1

Bi(x)c
x
i +

N+1∑
i=1

Bi(y)c
y
i =

N+1∑
i=1

Nx
i (x)c

x
i +

N+1∑
i=1

Ny
i (x)c

y
i (C.16)

Comparing Eq. (C.14) and Eq. (C.16), we find significant differences in the forms of FEM and KAN. However, if
we replace the additive combination of KAN activation functions in Eq. (C.16) with a multiplicative combination,
it would exactly match the 2D function representation of FEM:

Kmodified(x) =

N+1∑
i=1

Bi(x)c
x
i ∗

N+1∑
i=1

Bi(y)c
y
i =

N+1∑
i=1

Nx
i (x)c

x
i ∗

N+1∑
i=1

Ny
i (x)c

y
i =

(N+1)2∑
i=1

Ni(x)c
x
i c

y
i . (C.17)

This suggests that KAN could be transformed into a Deep Finite Element Method by adjusting the activation
functions from additive to multiplicative combinations. Note that the above proof is based on the very shallow
layers of KAN. With deeper KAN structures, we believe KAN will exhibit much stronger fitting capabilities
compared to FEM. This proof mainly illustrates the similarity between FEM and KAN, with the fundamental
reason being that FEM’s fitting functions are spline interpolations. For example, linear elements correspond to
first-order splines, making FEM and KAN similar. Since KAN is composed of nested B-spline functions, KAN
is mathematically a nested shape function in FEM:

S(S(· · ·S(x))) (C.18)

where S is the shape function in FEM.
Considering that B-splines are essentially a degenerate form of NURBS in IGA, where B-splines are modified

to be non-uniform and combined with weight functions to form NURBS, mathematically, KAN is quite similar
to nested NURBS in IGA. Currently, KAN still uses B-splines, but in the future, it could be replaced by NURBS
instead of B-splines.

As a result, KAN is similar to nested functions of shape functions in FEM and NURBS in IGA.
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Appendix D. The highest order of PDEs that KINN can solve

The key to solving high-order PDEs using neural networks is ensuring that higher-order derivatives are
non-zero. We analyze the applicability conditions of KINN for high-order PDEs based on the structure of KAN.

The highest order of PDEs that KINN can solve is related to the order of the B-splines and the activation
function. We consider the following single-layer KINN computation structure:

X(new) = K(X(old)) = tanh

{
[
∑

column

ϕ(X(old))⊙ S] +W · σ(X(old))

}
. (D.1)

If KINN has an N + 1 layer network structure [n0, n1, n2, · · · , nN ], then the overall computation is

X(N) = K(N) ◦ · · · ◦K(2) ◦K(1)(X(0)). (D.2)

Using the chain rule, we can derive the derivative of the output with respect to the input, which approximates
the differential operator of PDEs:

∂X(N)

∂X(0)
=

∂K(N)(X(N−1))

∂X(N−1)

∂K(N−1)(X(N−2))

∂X(N−2)
· · · ∂K

(2)(X(1))

∂X(1)

∂K(1)(X(0))

∂X(0)
. (D.3)

It is clear from Eq. (D.3) that it involves the multiplication of similar tensors. We analyze one term:

∂K(I+1)(X(I))

∂X(I)
=

∂ tanh(Y (I))

∂Y (I)

∂Y (I)

∂X(I)
(D.4)

Y (I) = [
∑

column

ϕ(X(I))⊙ S] +W · σ(X(I))

For convenience, we use tensor operations, obtaining:

∂Y (I)

∂X(I)
=

∂[Si∗jϕij(X
(I)) +Wijσ(X

(I)
j )]

∂X(I)
= Si∗j

∂ϕij(X
(I))

∂X(I)
+Wij ·

∂σ(X
(I)
j )

∂X(I)
(D.5)

where the * denotes terms not included in the summation. Substituting the B-spline formula into Eq. (D.5):

∂Y (I)

∂X(I)
= Si∗j

∂c
(i,j)
m Bm(Xj∗)

∂X(I)
+Wij ·

∂σ(X
(I)
j )

∂X(I)
= Si∗j [c

(i,j)
m

∂Bm(Xj∗)

∂X(I)
] +Wij

∂σ(X
(I)
j )

∂X(I)

∂Y
(I)
i

∂X
(I)
j

= Si∗k[c
(i,k)
m

∂Bm(Xk∗)

∂X
(I)
j

] +Wik
∂σ(X

(I)
k )

∂X
(I)
j

(D.6)

Substituting Eq. (D.6) into Eq. (D.4), we find:

∂K
(I+1)
i (X(I))

∂X
(I)
j

=
∂ tanh(Y

(I)
i )

∂Y
(I)
m

∂Y
(I)
m

∂X
(I)
j

=
∂ tanh(Y

(I)
i )

∂Y
(I)
m

Sm∗k[c
(m,k)
q

∂Bq(Xk∗)

∂X
(I)
j

] +
∂ tanh(Y

(I)
i )

∂Y
(I)
m

Wmk
∂σ(X

(I)
k )

∂X
(I)
j

(D.7)

From Eq. (D.7), we see that the activation function tanh ensures that the first-order derivative of the single-
layer KINN chain rule is non-zero. Since Eq. (D.3) involves multiple tensor multiplications from Eq. (D.7), the
product rule of differentiation ensures that higher-order derivatives remain non-zero if each term in Eq. (D.7)
is non-zero. The smoothness of tanh guarantees that the higher-order tensor derivatives are non-zero.

If we remove the tanh activation function, we get:

∂K
(I+1)
i (X(I))

∂X
(I)
j

= δimSm∗k[c
(m,k)
q

∂Bq(Xk∗)

∂X
(I)
j

] + δimWmk
∂σ(X

(I)
k )

∂X
(I)
j

(D.8)
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Table D.7
The role of each function in KINN: X(new) = K(X(old)) = tanh{

∑
column[ϕ(X(old))⊙ S] +W · σ(X(old))}

Function in KINN Description

ϕ Enhances KAN’s ability to fit the activation function by adding B-splines
σ Residual term in KAN, similar to the ResNet
S Scaling factor for ϕ
W Scaling factor for σ
tanh Improves function smoothness, scales output within the grid size, enhancing the effectiveness of B-splines

We find that Eq. (D.8) can still be non-zero due to ∂σ(X
(I)
k )/∂X

(I)
j if σ(X(I)

k ) is infinitely smooth. However,
this might compromise the fitting ability of the B-splines because ∂Bq(Xk∗)/∂X

(I)
j could be zero, depending

on the B-spline order, the number of KAN layers, and the highest order of the PDEs.
If we use only B-spline functions to construct KAN, such as:

X(new) = K(X(old)) =
∑

column

[ϕ(X(old))⊙ S], (D.9)

we might easily get zero for higher-order derivatives. For example, if the B-spline order is 3 and the KAN
network structure is [2, 5, 1], the maximum order of KAN is 3∗ (3−1) = 6. Therefore, solving derivatives higher
than the 6th order would result in zero derivatives, rendering the algorithm ineffective. Hence, each layer’s tanh
activation function not only pulls the output back within the grid size [−1, 1] to better utilize the B-splines but
also ensures there is no limit to the order of PDEs that can be solved.

Based on the above analysis, Table D.7 summarizes the core functions of each component in KINN.
To verify our theory, we solve a one-dimensional fourth-order PDE problem:

∇4ϕ = 0 θ ∈ [0, π]

σθ = ∂2ϕ
∂r2 = −q θ = 0

σθ = ∂2ϕ
∂r2 = 0 θ = π

τrθ = − ∂
∂r

(
1
r
∂ϕ
∂θ

)
= 0 θ = 0

τrθ = − ∂
∂r

(
1
r
∂ϕ
∂θ

)
= 0 θ = π

(D.10)

This is the problem of an infinite wedge [27], as shown in Fig. D.27m, where ϕ is the Airy stress function. The
analytical solution to this problem is

ϕ = cr2
[
α− θ + sin(θ) cos(θ)− cos2(θ) tan(α)

]
(D.11)

where c = q
2(tan(α)−α) , α is the angle of the infinite wedge, here α = π, q = 5, E = 1000, and µ = 0.3.

We solve this problem using KINN-PINNs. Fig. D.27 shows the comparison between the KINN-PINNs
predictions and the analytical solution. From the absolute error, we can see that KINN can solve this problem
well. However, if we modify the structure of KAN by removing the activation function tanh and the residual
term W · σ(X):

Y new = tanh(Y ) =
∑

column

[ϕ(X)⊙ S] (D.12)

and set the structure of KAN to [1,1] with a spline order of 3, we find that KINN cannot compute the fourth-
order derivative. This result is consistent with our theoretical derivation. Therefore, when using KAN to
solve PDEs, it is crucial to include the activation function tanh and the residual term W · σ(X) to ensure the
feasibility of solving high-order PDEs.
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Fig. D.27. The infinite wedge problem and the performance of the KINN algorithm: (m) Schematic of the infinite wedge problem.
(a,b,c) Analytical solution, KINN prediction, and absolute error of σr. (d,e,f) Analytical solution, KINN prediction, and absolute
error of σθ. (g,h,i) Analytical solution, KINN prediction, and absolute error of τrθ.
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Appendix E. Scale normalization in Deep Energy Method

Scale normalization is a crucial operation in KINN because it ensures that the input remains within the
range of the B-spline basis functions, while we keep the grid size of the B-splines fixed at [−1, 1]. However,
special attention needs to be given to DEM. When the characteristic size is particularly large, we consider Fig. 9
to illustrate this issue. Without scale normalization, this problem often uses the following admissible functions:

ux = xϕx(x;θ) (E.1)
uy = yϕy(x;θ) (E.2)

Without scale normalization, large coordinate gradients may arise during differentiation. For instance, consider
the normal strain εxx obtained by differentiating Eq. (E.1) with respect to x:

εxx =
∂ux

∂x
= ϕx(x;θ) + x

∂ϕx(x;θ)

∂x
(E.3)

In Eq. (E.3), the term x∂ϕx(x;θ)
∂x can cause the normal strain εxx to become excessively large. Note that ϕx(x;θ)

and ∂ϕx(x;θ)
∂x do not typically increase significantly with size. This is because ϕx(x;θ) often includes a tanh

activation function in the hidden layers, which scales the output to [−1, 1]. The derivative ∂ϕx(x;θ)
∂x is related

to the weights of the initial linear transformation in a simple fully connected neural network:

∂ϕx(x;θ)

∂x
=

∂y(N)(a(N−1))

∂a(N−1)

∂a(N−1)(y(N−1))

∂y(N−1)

∂y(N−1)(a(N−2))

∂a(N−2)
· · · ∂a

(1)(y(1))

∂y(1)

∂y(1)(x)

∂x

= W (N)σ
′
(y(N−1))W (N−1) · · ·σ

′
(y(1))W (1)

(E.4)

where σ
′
(y(N−1)) is the derivative of the activation function with respect to y(N−1). If the activation function

is tanh, this term will not exceed 1. Hence, the range of Eq. (E.4) is:∣∣∣∣∂ϕx(x;θ)

∂x

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣W (N)W (N−1) · · ·W (1)
∣∣∣ (E.5)

The derivative ∂ϕx(x;θ)
∂x is related to the weights of the linear transformation and does not exhibit a size effect.

Therefore, the magnitude of Eq. (E.3) is mainly influenced by the term x∂ϕx(x;θ)
∂x , which depends on the size of

x. To address this issue, we introduce scale normalization, modifying Eq. (E.1) and Eq. (E.2) as follows:

ux = xϕx

(x
L
;θ

)
(E.6)

uy = yϕy

(x
L
;θ

)
(E.7)

where L is the characteristic size of the object being simulated. Differentiating these expressions yields:

εxx =
∂ux

∂x
= ϕx

(x
L
;θ

)
+

x

L

∂ϕx

(
x
L ;θ

)
∂x

(E.8)

The benefit of scale normalization is that it eliminates the size effect on coordinate derivatives and maps the
input to x

L (within [−1, 1]), enhancing the fitting ability of the neural network. This is applicable not only in
MLP but also in KAN, where scale normalization is even more essential than MLP.

In this section, we mathematically explain why scale normalization is a critical trick in DEM. Furthermore,
Eq. (E.6) and Eq. (E.7) have another advantage: the linear scaling of the solution is directly related to the size.
If the size of the PDE simulation increases by a factor of L, the solution will scale by the same factor. The
involvement of the coordinate x in Eq. (E.6) and Eq. (E.7) ensures that the solution scales appropriately with
size, maintaining the scale relationship.
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Appendix F. The Challenge to Solve Inverse Problems in Deep Energy Methods

We consider the DEM loss function for elastic mechanics problems:

LDEM =

ˆ
Ω

Ψ dΩ−
ˆ
Γt

t̄ · u dΓ−
ˆ
Ω

f · u dΩ

Ψ =
1

2
σijεij

σij = 2Gεij + λεkkδij

εij =
1

2
(ui,j + uj,i)

G =
E

2(1 + υ)

λ =
Eυ

(1 + υ)(1− 2υ)

s.t. u = ū(x), x ∈ Γu

, (F.1)

where E and υ are the elastic modulus and Poisson’s ratio of interest in the inverse problem. ū(x) represents
the prescribed displacement field on the boundary Γu.

Assuming that the displacement field u, the force field f , and the boundary force condition t̄ are known in
advance, the mathematical form of the inverse problem is:

{E, υ} = argmin
E,υ

LDEM (F.2)

We now analyze the DEM loss function and expand it as follows:

LDEM =

ˆ
Ω

1

2
[2Gεij + λεkkδij ]εij dΩ−

ˆ
Γt

t̄iui dΓ−
ˆ
Ω

fiui dΩ (F.3)

Considering that u, f , and t̄ are pre-fitted, the last two terms in Eq. (F.3) are constants and do not affect the
optimization process. Thus, Eq. (F.2) is equivalent to:

{E, υ} = argmin
E,υ

{
ˆ
Ω

1

2
[2Gεij + λεkkδij ]εijdΩ}

= argmin
E,υ

{
ˆ
Ω

(ΨV + ΨS)dΩ}

ΨV =
1

2
(
2

3
G+ λ)εkkεkk

ΨS = Gε
′

ijε
′

ij

ε
′

ij = εij −
1

3
εkkδij

(F.4)

Since the displacement field is pre-fitted, the strain εij is fixed during optimization. Given that the strain
energy density Ψ ≥ 0, i.e., the strain energy consists of the volumetric strain energy ΨV and the shear strain
energy ΨS , both of which must be non-negative, the optimal solution is necessarily E = 0 and any Poisson’s
ratio υ, which results in the minimum strain energy of zero.

However, it is evident that the elastic modulus in the inverse problem cannot be zero. Therefore, this
analysis reveals that solving inverse problems using the DEM energy form involves a mathematical optimization
error. The core issue is that the work of external forces is ignored in the optimization process of the variational
principle. Fortunately, strong-form PINNs do not encounter this problem, which will not be proven here.
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If we want to use DEM for inverse problems, we can adopt the idea from FEM instead of minimizing the
energy functional directly as described in Eq. (F.4). For example, we can set the inverse variables E and
υ as initial guesses and use DEM to solve the PDEs to obtain the displacement. The computed and given
displacements can be compared to measure the difference error. Based on the error, we can optimize the initial
guesses for E and υ. This approach is very similar to the method used in topology optimization problems.

Appendix G. Supplementary code

The code of this work will be available at https://github.com/yizheng-wang/Research-on-Solving-P
artial-Differential-Equations-of-Solid-Mechanics-Based-on-PINN after accepted.
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