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Abstract

The deep operator network (DeepONet), a popular neural operator architecture, has demon-
strated significant promise in solving partial differential equations (PDEs) by leveraging deep
neural networks to map between infinite-dimensional function spaces. In scenarios without
labeled datasets, we utilize the PDE residual loss to learn the physical system. This ap-
proach, referred to as physics-informed DeepONet, encounters substantial computational
challenges, particularly due to curse of dimensionality the computational cost grows expo-
nentially with increasing discretization density. In this paper, we introduce the separable
DeepONet (Sep-DeepONet) framework to overcome these challenges and enhance scalabil-
ity for high-dimensional PDEs. Our approach presents a factorization technique, wherein
sub-networks handle individual one-dimensional coordinates, thereby reducing the number
of forward passes and the size of the Jacobian matrix. By employing forward-mode au-
tomatic differentiation (AD), we further optimize the computational cost associated with
the Jacobian matrix. Consequently, our modifications result in a linear scaling of computa-
tional cost with discretization density, making the Sep-DeepONet highly suitable for high-
dimensional PDEs. We validate the effectiveness of the separable architecture through three
benchmark PDE models: the viscous Burgers equation, Biot’s consolidation theory, and a
parametrized heat equation. In all cases, our proposed framework achieves comparable or
improved accuracy while significantly reducing computational time compared to the conven-
tional DeepONet. These findings demonstrate the potential of Sep-DeepONet in efficiently
solving complex, high-dimensional PDEs, thereby advancing the field of physics-informed
machine learning.

1. Introduction

Neural operator learning, which employs deep neural networks (DNNs) to learn mappings
between infinite-dimensional function spaces, has recently gained significant attention, par-
ticularly for its applications in learning partial differential equations (PDEs). A classical
solution operator learning task involves the learning of mapping across a range of scenar-
ios, e.g., different domain geometries, input parameters, and initial and boundary conditions
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(IBCs) to the solution of the underlying PDE system. At the moment, there are a plethora of
different neural operators, among which we can distinguish meta-architectures, e.g., deep op-
erator networks (DeepONet)[21] and operators based on integral transforms, e.g., the Fourier
neural operator (FNO) [20], wavelet neural operator (WNO) [27], the graph kernel network
(GKN) [1] and the Laplace neural operator (LNO) [6], to name a few. In this work, we
will concentrate on DeepONet, which comprises two DNNs, one DNN, known as the branch
network, encodes the input functions at fixed sensor points, while another DNN, the trunk
network, encodes the information related to the spatio-temporal coordinates of the output
function. The solution operator is defined as the element-wise product of the embeddings of
the branch network (coefficients) and the trunk network (basis functions) summed over the
total number of output embeddings. The design of DeepONet is inspired by the universal
approximation theorem for operators proposed by Chen & Chen [7]. The generalized theo-
rem for DeepONet [21] replaces shallow networks used for the branch and trunk net in [7]
with DNNs to gain expressivity.

The typical workflow of DeepONet involves two stages: the collection of paired labeled
datasets either through running multiple experiments or through solving the governing equa-
tion multiple times using the classical solution method; followed by the second stage (learning
phase) where a gradient descent-based optimizer is used to find the optimal parameters of
the networks. Although the efforts associated with data generation are labeled as offline
costs, the computational expenses associated with generating extensive and diverse exper-
imental or high-fidelity simulation training data constitute the most significant investment
in the entire training process. An alternative to data-driven versions is the physics-informed
DeepONet (PI-DeepONet), introduced in [30] and [14]. PI-DeepONet aims to constrain the
solution operator by embedding the physics into the loss function of the ML model or as
constraints on the optimizer. Drawing motivation from physics-informed neural networks
(PINNs), we recognize that the outputs of the DeepONet are differentiable with respect
to their input coordinates. Hence, one can leverage the automatic differentiation (AD)
algorithm to compute the derivatives terms present in the governing PDE. In the prior ef-
forts on PI-DeepONet, the authors have acknowledged an exceptionally high computational
cost which is attributed to the computing the derivatives. Some works have focused on
optimizing the computational effort in the calculating these derivatives. This includes the
investigation of the zero-coordinate shift to optimize the calculation in reverse-mode AD [19],
as well as the use of factorizable coordinates in PINNs to allow for forward-mode AD [8].
Following the seminal work for separable PINNs in [8], we extend this concept to separa-
ble physics-informed DeepONet (PI-Sep-DeepONet) alongside the introduction of separable
DeepONet (Sep-DeepONet) themselves in this work. Conventionally, the reverse mode AD
algorithm is employed to compute the derivative terms. To understand the challenges of the
conventional DeepONet framework, we consider the example of a nd discretization of a d-
dimensional domain, with n one-dimensional coordinates on each axis and k input functions
for the branch network. For each sample evaluated through the branch net, the trunk net
evaluates nd forward passes of a single multi-layer perceptron (MLP). Furthermore, while
computing the derivatives using the reverse mode AD, the Jacobian matrix has a size nd×nd.
The computational cost of evaluating this matrix increases exponentially with the increase in
discretization density n of the domain; restricting the scalability of the approach for solving
high-dimensional PDEs.
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The driving idea in our work is to gain efficiency by reducing the size of the Jacobian
matrix, and the number of forward passes through trunk and branch networks. To that end,
we propose the following modifications:

• Instead of using a single MLP as the trunk network for all multidimensional coor-
dinates, we employ factorized coordinates and separate sub-networks for each one-
dimensional coordinate. Each sub-network processes its respective coordinate, and the
final output is produced through an outer product and element-wise summation in
the sense of a tensor rank approximation with rank r. This architecture reduces the
number of trunk network propagations from O(nd) to O(nd).

• To compute the PDE derivative terms, we use forward mode AD, significantly reduc-
ing the computational cost of the Jacobian matrix. In this separated approach, the
Jacobian matrix is of size nd× nd and requires O(nd) evaluations with forward-mode
AD, compared to the conventional O(nd) evaluations with reverse mode AD.

• The total number of passes through the branch network, which encodes the input
function, and the trunk network, which defines the evaluation parameters, is decreased
by combining all branch outputs and trunk outputs in each batch. This is done by using
an outer product followed by a summation over the hidden dimension (denoted as p),
effectively acting as factorized inputs over the trunk and branch network. This method
further reduces the computational cost for forward passes from being proportional to
O(knd) to being proportional to O(k + nd).

These modifications will allow the PI-Sep-DeepONet framework to scale linearly with n
and hence, is amenable to high-dimensional PDEs. The proposed framework for separable
physics-informed DeepONet is presented in Figure 1. The network structure with batch
tracing is shown in Figure S1 in the Supplementary Materials.

2. Results

To demonstrate the advantages and efficiency of the PI-Sep-DeepONet, we learn the op-
erator for three diverse PDE models of increasing complexity and dimensionality. First, we
consider the viscous Burgers equation to highlight the framework’s ability to handle non-
linearity. Our goal is to learn the solution operator that maps initial conditions to the full
spatio-temporal solution of the 1D Burgers’ equation. Second, we examine a PDE describ-
ing the consolidation of a fluid-saturated body using Biot’s theory. Here, we aim to learn
the solution operator that maps any loading function at the drained surface to the full spa-
tiotemporal solution of a 1D column with a permeable top and impermeable bottom. This
represents a coupled problem with two field variables. Finally, we explore the parameterized
heat equation for a 2D plate. In this case, we learn the solution operator for the temporal
evolution of the temperature field given an initial temperature field and thermal diffusivity.
In all three examples, we obtain the results without using any labeled training data.

Figure 2 illustrates the performance of the proposed PI-Sep-DeepONet in comparison to
vanilla PI-DeepONet after a fixed training period, for all the examples. Figure 2a, presents
the results for the Burgers example using networks with approximately 130,000 trainable
parameters for both types. Meanwhile, Figure 2b, displays the comparison for consolida-
tion based on Biot’s theory, with 141,802 parameters for vanilla architecture and 170,022
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Figure 1: The framework of physics-informed separable DeepONet demonstrated for the parametrized heat
equation example. Its central component is the outer product over the individual batches in the inputs
followed by the summations indicated by

⊗∑
. This is done over the tensor rank r in the trunk and

the output over the hidden dimension p. Input to the trunk network are factorizable coordinates and
parameters. A detailed representation of the network structure including the batches is shown in Figure
S1 in the Supplementary Materials. The computation of derivatives in the physics-informed part is done
utilizing forward-mode automatic differentiation.

parameters for separable architecture. Furthermore, the application of PI-Sep-DeepONet to
the parameterized heat equation in two spatial dimensions, shown in Figure 2c, showcases
the enhanced performance of this approach. The separable architecture was simulated for
2.5 hours, while the vanilla architecture approximated a completion time of 2110 hours. All
computations were performed on an NVIDIA A40 graphics processing unit (GPU) architec-
ture. The code was written in Python around the packages JAX [5] and Flax [15] as well as
the Deepmind Ecosystem [10].

2.1. Burgers’ equation

To provide an introductory example, we consider the viscous Burgers equation, which was
also used in [30] as a benchmark example to introduce idea of PI-DeepONet, among others.
The PDE reads as:

∂s(x, t)

∂t
+ s

∂s(x, t)

∂x
− ν

∂2s(x, t)

∂x2
= 0, (x, t) ∈ [0, 1]× [0, 1], (1)

where x and t denote spatiotemporal coordinates, ν = 0.01 is the kinematic viscosity, and s
is the fluid velocity. The periodic boundary conditions and the initial conditions are written
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Problem Model Relative L2 error Run-time (ms/iter.)

Burgers (d = 2)
Vanilla 5.1e-2 136.6
Separable 6.2e-2 3.64

Consolidation (d = 2)
Vanilla 7.7e-2 169.43
Separable 7.9e-2 3.68

Parameterized heat (d = 4)
Vanilla - 10,416.7
Separable 7.7e-2 91.73

Table 1: Comparison of relative L2 error and run-time for all applications. In this table, Vanilla refers to
the conventional PI-DeepONet [30] and Separable refers to our approach. Note that we could not carry
out the full training of vanilla PI-DeepONet for the parameterized heat equation due to exceptionally high
computational demands.

as:

s(0, t) = s(1, t), (2)

∂s(0, t)

∂x
=

∂s(1, t)

∂x
, (3)

s(x, 0) = u(x), x ∈ [0, 1], (4)

where the initial condition u(x) is generated from a Gaussian random process. Our goal
is to learn the nonlinear solution operator, Gθ that maps initial condition, u(x) to the full
spatio-temporal solution, s(x, t) of the 1D Burgers’ equation. The code provided in [30] for
PI-DeepONet was used as a benchmark. Additionally, the script provided in [30] was used
to generate the numerical reference solution. We sampled 2,000 initial conditions u(x) from
a Gaussian process with spectral density S(k) = σ2(τ 2 + (2πk)2)−γ, where σ = 25, τ = 5,
and γ = 4, with u(x) being periodic on x ∈ [0, 1]. Using the inverse Fourier transform, the
kernel is expressed as K(x,x′) =

∫∞
−∞ S(k) exp(2πik(x−x′)) dk. The spectral discretization

was evaluated with 2,048 Fourier modes in spectral form using the chebfun package [11].
Half of the sampled initial conditions (Ntrain = 1, 000) were used for training, while the

other half were reserved for testing. Note that only the initial conditions were used in
the training process, without utilizing the generated labeled dataset of the solution. The
initial condition were discretized uniformly at NIC = 101 points and considered as inputs to
the branch network evaluated at n = 101 sensors. Boundary conditions were evaluated at
NBC = 200 locations, with 100 equidistant points on each side, i.e., at x = 0 and x = 1. The
PDE solution was evaluated at NF = 2, 500 coordinate pairs of (x, t) defined on a uniform
lattice grid.

Training was conducted over 50,000 epochs using the Adam optimizer [17], with a batch
size of 100,000. The loss function is defined as the sum of the PDE residual loss, the boundary
condition loss, and the initial condition loss, where the initial condition loss is weighted with
factor λ = 20 compared to boundary condition loss and PDE residual loss. The initial
learning rate was set to 1 × 10−3 and decayed exponentially at a rate of 0.95 every 1,000
epochs. Both the branch and trunk networks were designed as 7-layer networks (6 hidden
layers and one output layer) with tanh activation functions and 100 neurons per layer,
resulting in a hidden dimension of p = 100 for the vanilla DeepONet, including the output
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(c) Parameterized heat example along y = 0.5 after convergence

Figure 2: Results comparing the PI-Sep-DeepONet with vanilla PI-DeepONet, for all the applications pre-
sented in this work, evaluated after a fixed training time. (a) For the Burgers example, the architectures are
evaluated after 83.69s of training time. The vanilla architecture completed 600 iterations and had a relative
L2 error of 3.82e-1, while the separable architecture completed 21,500 iterations with a relative L2 error of
8.98e-2. (b) For the consolidation, the architectures are evaluated after 380.39s of training time. The vanilla
architecture completed 2,200 iterations and had a relative L2 error of 4.11e-1 in displacement and 9.36e-1 in
pressure, while the separable architecture completed 95,500 iterations with a relative L2 error of 2.63e-2 in
displacement and 1.35e-1 for pressure. The networks for the respective problems have a similar number of
trainable parameters. (c) For the parametrized heat equation, the separable architecture is evaluated after
convergence, with a total training time of approximately 2.5h.

bias term. This configuration amounted to 131,701 parameters. For the Sep-DeepONet,
the governing PDE was sampled using 50 random values of x and t, independently, forming
the basis for 2,500 factorized pairs, similar to the vanilla DeepONet. We compared three
instances of Sep-DeepONet, all with identical hidden layer structures in both the trunk and
branch networks, consisting of 6 hidden layers with 100 neurons each. We evaluated two
different ranks and hidden sizes, p = r = 20 and p = r = 50. Given that there are two
separate networks in the trunk and each output layer has r ×m neurons, this configuration
amounted to 244,921 and 672,151 parameters, respectively. Additionally, we considered a
version with 6 hidden layers of 50 neurons and r = p = 20.
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The final relative L2 error achieved on the test data for the PI-Sep-DeepONet, the train-
ing time, and comparison to the vanilla PI-DeepONet are presented in Table 2. All models
achieved comparable test results, with slightly lower test errors for the separable architec-
ture. However, the training time and computational cost were significantly reduced for the
separable architecture. The Sep-DeepONet with same parameterization as its vanilla coun-
terpart required roughly 2.5% of the reference runtime (see Table 2). Here, reference runtime
refers to the computational time requires by vanilla DeepONet to get to a similar accuracy.
Figure 3 shows the loss and error curves for all variants over epochs and time, while Figure 4
compares the results on a test example for separable and vanilla DeepONet with comparable
parameter counts. As seen from the loss and error curves, further improvements could be
made by adjusting the learning rate settings to smoothen the curves. Some inconsistency
between parameters and runtime for the Sep-DeepONet (182 s runtime for 672,151 param-
eters compared to roughly 197 s for 244,921 and 129,221 parameters) suggests that further
improvement could be achieved through better data handling on the GPU.
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Figure 3: For the Burgers equation: The top row shows the loss trajectory, and the bottom row presents the
relative L2 error over epochs for all network architecture variants listed in Table 2. The plots on the right
display the computational time. Comparing both the models with same parameterization, the separable ar-
chitecture trains considerably faster and also exhibits significantly smoother convergence behavior compared
to the reference model.

During experiments with different architecture settings, we observed that the Sep-DeepONet
tends to be more prone to finding trivial solutions, such as zero solutions that satisfy the
PDE and symmetry boundary conditions, compared to the classical DeepONet. Some of
this behavior was mitigated by adjusting the learning rate scheduling. Nonetheless, this
tendency is evident in the loss and error plots (see Figure 3).

2.2. Consolidation using Biot’s theory

The consolidation of a fluid-saturated solid body may be described using Biot’s theory [4].
This theory elucidates the interaction between solid and fluid under load, portraying a
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Figure 4: For the Burgers equation: Comparison of the reference vanilla DeepONet and a separable Deep-
ONet with 6 hidden layers of 50 neurons and p = r = 20 for a representative example from the test data.
Additionally, the squared difference between the prediction after 50,000 epochs and the reference solution is
provided.

Branch Trunk p r Parameters L2 rel. err. Runtime [s] Runtime improv.

6×[100] 6×[100] 100 - 131,701 5.14e-2 6,829.2 -
6×[100] 6×[100] 50 50 672,151 6.24e-2 182.1 -97,33%
6×[100] 6×[100] 20 20 244,921 6.04e-2 197.8 -97,10%
6×[100] 6×[50] 20 20 129,221 6.46e-2 197.0 -97,12%

Table 2: Results for the Burgers equation comparing training time and relative L2 error on the full test data
after training the frameworks for 50,000 epochs. The first row contains the results from vanilla PI-DeepONet
and provides the reference values, while the remaining three rows are with the separable architecture. The
last column shows the improvement in runtime relative to the reference.

quasi-static yet transient process that provides insights into displacement u and fluid or
pore pressure p. Biot’s theory describes a heuristic approximation, but is not based on
balance equations and the associated thermodynamically consistent derivation [3]. Never-
theless, we can use these simplified equations for a study as a coupled problem as a guide
to later applications. More sophisticated equations of this type can be used effectively to
model advection-diffusion transport in porous media [24] as well active biological tissue [26]).
Specifically, a one-dimensional column with a permeable top and impermeable bottom, sub-
jected to a general load at the drained surface, can be mathematically represented by the
PDE as:

(λ+ 2µ)
∂2u(z, t)

∂z2
− ∂p(z, t)

∂z
= 0 ∀ (z, t) ∈ [0, 1]× [0, 1], (5)

∂2u(z, t)

∂t∂z
− k

ρg

∂2p(z, t)

∂z2
= 0, (6)
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where λ and µ are the Lamé constants, z and t are the spatiotemporal dimensions, k is
Darcy’s permeability, ρ is fluid density, and g is acceleration due to gravitation. All param-
eters are set to 1. The initial and boundary conditions are as follows:

u(z, 0) = 0, (7)

p(z, 0) = f(0), (8)

σ(0, t) = −f(t), (9)

p(0, t) = 0, (10)

u(L, t) = 0, (11)

∂p(L, t)

∂z
= 0, (12)

with a general load function f(t) that is sampled using a Gaussian process and the column
length is denotes with L. The derivation of those equations, the underlying assumptions, and
the procedure to obtain an analytical solution is given in [25]. To facilitate the construction
of the problem, we modify the boundary condition in equation 9 as u(0, t) = g(t) to obtain
a Dirichlet boundary condition for the displacement field. Note that this does not introduce
any additional information into the system, but merely simplifies the analysis and the use of
the reference solution. The load function can be taken as input from the calculated system
response similar to the initial condition for pore pressure in equation 8 but does not change
the underlying problem. In this problem, we aim to learn the non-linear solution operator Gθ

that maps the loading function to the displacement field and the pressure field. This coupled
problem has two output fields, namely displacement and pressure, which can be achieved
either by defining two independent DeepONet frameworks or by splitting the last layer of
the branch and the trunk networks into two groups and writing out the solution operator
for each of the output [13, 22]. A preliminary examination indicated superior performance
with the trunk splitting framework. The neural network was trained for 150,000 epochs
using the Adam optimizer [17], employing an exponential learning rate decay starting at
1×10−3 with a decay rate of 0.8 every 10,000 epochs. We sampled 2,000 load functions from
a Gaussian process with a radial basis function kernel K(x,x′) = 0.2 · exp((∥x− x′∥2)/0.1),
with half (Ntrain = 1, 000) used for training and the rest for testing. The displacement field
and the pressure were computed using the analytical step-wise solution from [25], and those
corresponding to the boundary condition and initial condition were employed during the
training process. For modeling the physical system, we have used 101 equidistant points for
both top and bottom boundaries, as well as for the initial condition, along with 101 fixed
sensors on the top boundary to monitor the arying load function. The reference network
(vanilla framework) comprised 6 hidden layers of 100 neurons in the trunks and branch, with
a last layer dimension of p = 100 split into 2 outputs, totaling 141,802 parameters. This was
compared against two Sep-DeepONet architectures with identical branch network (6 hidden
layers of 100 neurons), but with only 50 neurons in each of the 6 hidden trunk layers. One
network had tensor rank and hidden dimension set to r = p = 20, totaling 170,022 param-
eters, while the other had r = p = 100, totaling 2,136,502 parameters. Figure 5 presents
the training loss and error for all three networks. The separable architecture significantly
outperformed the vanilla architecture in terms of computational efficiency. Despite more
rugged convergence curves suggesting potential for improved learning rate scheduling, the
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Sep-DeepONet achieved comparable results in terms of relative L2 error, as shown in Fig-
ure 6. Notably, discrepancies between network results and the reference solution primarily
occurred near the initial condition, indicating potential for improvement through adjusted
loss weighting strategies such as self-adaptive weights [18]. All the loss terms were equally
weighted. The challenge of accurately approximating the pressure field, particularly evident
in the early training stages (figure 2b), has been studied previously [23]. Strategies to balance
convergence behavior among different loss terms have shown partial mitigation, and further
improvement might be achievable through methods like neural tangent kernel approaches
[31]. The observed alignment of main directional field components with coordinate axes
supports the hypothesis that a separable coordinate approach in the trunk aids in learning
such structures. However, deeper analysis is required to definitively conclude whether Sep-
DeepONet outperforms standard DeepONet with identical parameters, and thus, we refrain
from making such claims at this stage. Training times differed significantly, with the vanilla
DeepONet requiring 25,415 seconds, while the Sep-DeepONet was trained in 552 seconds (a
reduction of 97.83%) and 997 seconds (a reduction of 96.08%), respectively.
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Figure 5: For consolidation problem with Biot’s theory: The top row shows the loss trajectory, and the
bottom row presents the relative L2 error over epochs for all network architectures discussed above. The
plots on the right display the computational time.

2.3. Parameterized heat equation

As a final example, let us consider a parameterized heat equation in a two-dimensional
domain. The corresponding PDE reads as:

∂T (x, y, t)

∂t
= α

(
∂2T (x, y, t)

∂x2
+

∂2T (x, y, t)

∂y2

)
∀ (x, y, t) ∈ [0, 1]× [0, 1]× [0, 1], (13)

where T denotes temperature, x, y, and t denote the spatiotemporal coordinates, and α
denotes the parameterized thermal diffusivity. We consider a two-dimensional plate with the
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Figure 6: For consolidation problem with Biot’s theory: Comparison of the reference solution obtained using
the vanilla architecture with the Sep-DeepONet. The results are demonstrated for the case with the lowest
number of parameters for a representative test sample showing the convergence of the coupled output of the
displacement field u and the pressure field p. Additionally, the difference between the ground truth and the
predicted solution is also shown. In terms of relative L2 error, PI-Sep-DeepONet and the vanilla architecture
achieve similar values.

edges set to temperature T = 0 and within the domain the temperature is set to randomly
chosen constant temperature. Accordingly, the initial and boundary conditions are expressed
as:

T (x, y, 0) = T0, 0 < x < 1, 0 < y < 1, (14)

T (0, y, t) = T (1, y, t) = 0, 0 < y < 1, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, (15)

T (x, 0, t) = T (x, 1, t) = 0, 0 < x < 1, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, (16)

where T0 is a predefined constant temperature. The PI-Sep-DeepONet takes the initial
temperature field T0 as input to the branch network, while the spatiotemporal coordinates
and thermal diffusivity α are inputs to the respective trunk networks. The initial temperature
T0 is considered in the range [0, 1], while the thermal diffusivity spans several magnitudes
within [10−2, 100]. To incorporate this into our model, we used a parameter c =

√
α and

squared this factor in the residual calculation.
We trained the Sep-DeepONet for 50,000 epochs using the Adam optimizer [17] with an

initial learning rate of 1×10−3 and an exponential decay rate of 0.9 every 2,000 steps. During
training, 25 initial temperatures were sampled uniformly from the range [0, 1]. The initial
condition was evaluated at a 51 × 51 grid of spatial points, while the boundary conditions
at x = 0, x = 1, y = 0, and y = 1 were sampled with 51 × 51 equidistant points in the
remaining spatial dimension and time. The values of α were sampled at 51 points uniformly
between [10−2, 100]. Furthermore, the residual was evaluated at factorized coordinates with
a uniform spacing of 31 points in x, y, t, and α.

The network was evaluated using 200 test examples, where each example had a unique
combination of T0 and α sampled uniformly from their respective domains. The solutions to
these inputs were obtained analytically by separation of variables and Fourier series analysis
[12]. The network architecture consisted of 6 hidden layers with 50 neurons each in the
trunk and branch networks, with hidden dimension and tensor rank set to p = r = 50. This
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configuration resulted in a total of 576,801 parameters with 4 separable trunk networks.
The trained network successfully solved the parameterized heat equation for the given

initial temperature and thermal diffusivity throughout the domain, as shown in Figure 7.
Training the Sep-DeepONet took 9173 seconds, resulting in a final relative L2 error of 7.74×
10−2 over all test examples. An individual test example is depicted in Figure 8, where it
is evident that the main source of error is at the outer boundary, especially for the initial
condition. The prediction for this initial time step shows a spatial expression of the Gibbs
phenomenon [16], caused by the jump from 0 directly at the boundary to T0, as well as
the finite superposition of trigonometric functions for approximation. Increasing the hidden
dimension and extending the training duration would likely reduce or eliminate this behavior.

In summary, we constructed a predictor on a five-dimensional domain (T0, x, y, t, α)
employing Sep-DeepONet and trained it for just over an hour on our in-house hardware. This
demonstrates the potential of using Sep-DeepONet to significantly reduce training effort, as
the dimensions can be sampled independently, thus overcoming the curse of dimensionality
inherent in traditional PI-DeepONet training.

The Sep-DeepONet was trained for 100,000 epochs at a rate of 10.90 iterations per second,
resulting in a total training time of approximately 2.5 hours. In contrast, a normal DeepONet
required to split the training data, i.e., trunk and branch input as well as boundary and
initial condition targets, into 100 batches on our GPU. This necessitated the use of mini-
batches and increased the training epochs to 10,000,000, while training speed was reduced
to 0.96 iterations per second, leading to a significantly extended overall training duration of
approximately 2893.5 hours. With the aforementioned factor of 100, although this represents
a strong reduction in complexity, a theoretical iteration time of 0.0096 iterations per second
can be estimated for a full-batch. This comparison highlights the substantial impact of Sep-
DeepONet on efficient training in high dimensions as Sep-DeepONet in this setup show an
empirical speedup factor over 1000.

3. Discussion

Finally, we review the capabilities and limitations of physics-informed Sep-DeepONet,
focusing on its efficiency and performance. A key question is whether Sep-DeepONet con-
sistently outperforms standard DeepONet or if its main advantage is improved efficiency.
Our findings suggest that while Sep-DeepONet is more computationally efficient, this does
not always result in better generalization performance. The main benefit is the efficiency
gained through factorizing inputs, which reduces computational cost. This efficiency can
make longer training and hyperparameter tuning faster, potentially leading to better results
with less computational effort. Analytical solution strategies, such as separation of vari-
ables and subsequent superposition of partial solutions (as in the heat equation), indicate
that calculating solutions as a function of the trunk inputs forms the basis of the solution
methodology. Thus, it can be assumed for such examples that the method of calculation via
independent trunk networks and subsequent combination by outer products and summation
is closer to the analytical solution strategy than the calculation in only one network for trunk
and branch each.

It is also important to note that only a subset of DeepONet architectures were evaluated
in this study. We primarily focused on unstacked DeepONet. However, there are indications
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Figure 7: Predictions using the trained PI-Sep-DeepONet for the two-dimensional heat-equation along the
middle plane (y = 0.5) of the domain with several input temperatures and heat. This demonstrates the
capabilities of Sep-DeepONet to make predictions over the whole training domain even for values not included
during training.

that both stacked and unstacked configurations can be effective in their respective settings
regarding performance and generalization capabilities [21, 22]. Along with the strategy
for handling multiple outputs, this opens up exciting potential for further exploration and
optimization. Although only classical feed-forward neural networks were used in this study,
the concept is directly applicable to other architectures such as convolution or recurrent
neural networks, as well as architectures with residual connections [29]. Similarly, for PI-
Sep-DeepONet, all changes to the physics-informed part can be modified in the same way
as for standard PI-DeepONet, similar to PINNs. This includes causality-respecting [28] or
variational formulations of the loss [14], as well as hard constraint boundary conditions [22].

Despite the theoretical advantages, practical implementation has shown that Sep-DeepONet
do not achieve the expected speedup. This discrepancy may be attributed to issues related
to data handling on the GPU. This will be handled in our future work. Efficient handling of
the data on the GPU and thus addressing this issue is critical for fully realizing the potential
of PI-Sep-DeepONet.

The Sep-DeepONet requires factorized inputs, encompassing parameters, coordinates, and
load functions. This requirement can be both a strength and a limitation. On one hand, it
allows the model to efficiently handle high-dimensional data. On the other hand, it imposes
constraints on the types of data arrangements in the domain that can be processed without
additional pre-processing steps or more elaborate setups. While PINNs and PI-DeepONet
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Figure 8: Comparison of the predictions of a PI-Sep-DeepONet with the analytical solution for α = 0.159
and T0 = 0.2 (figure 8a). While only the central plane at y = 0.5 and the initial time frame t = 0 are
depicted, the overall relative L2 error for this example is 7.74e-2. Training loss and test error during training
are depicted in figure 8b.

are meshless methods, the separable framework requires the solution to be defined on a grid
in data handling. In particular, when using real measurement data, which may have been
obtained at different points on the spatiotemporal domain and under various conditions, it
cannot be included without pre-processing. In addition to using interpolation methods (as
long as applicable), one remedy is that spatiotemporal locations for every sample have to be
considered as inputs to the trunk network independently; the trunk network inputs will have
a batch dimension beyond just the discretization on each axis. More precisely, in Figure S1,
the input dimensions of the trunk network would be modified as [Nk, Ni], where Nk denotes
the number of samples and Ni denotes the discretization in the i − th dimensionality and
i = 1, d. Although the separable architecture is still usable, one cannot leverage the full
computational benefits. Another scenario where the computational benefits of the separable
framework cannot be fully leveraged is if specific location-specific parametric values of the
PDE have to be assigned. In such a case, one cannot separate the dimensions and hence has
to use the trunk network from the vanilla framework.

One drawback of the separable framework is the increase in network size (output layer)
driven by the tensor decomposition of rank r. However, the latent dimension of the network
outputs in the trunk includes the hidden dimension p in the output size p×r. This enables a
resizing of the latent dimension by reducing the vanilla hidden dimension p while simultane-
ously increasing r as done in our examples. This can alleviate the problem, but network size
is a relevant topic for Sep-DeepONet. Nevertheless, the number of parameters also scales
with the number of trunk inputs and thus networks. In this context, though, it is also true
that potentially smaller networks, as in the examples, may yield equal or better results and

14



expressivity when compared to the vanilla architecture. Furthermore, we note that even net-
works with a significantly higher number of trainable parameters (because of multiple trunk
networks) do not require a significant increase in computing time. This may be due to the
potential for improvement in memory management and the resulting increase in computing
time, which exceeds the computing time required for the vanilla network. A deeper investi-
gation of the capacity and (empirical) approximation properties of Sep-DeepONet compared
to vanilla DeepONet is desirable in this regard. Another possibility is that all these networks
could be trained parallely, therrby further improving efficiency.

In addition to the potentially higher memory consumption due to larger network archi-
tectures, consideration must also be given to the memory consumption due to factorized
coordinates. At this point, the curse of dimensionality comes back into the calculation, as
the sampling in a grid scales with the dimension of the input data. Nonetheless, a mini-
batch-based calculation can be used to create a compromise between efficiency and memory
consumption. It’s important to mention that comparable sampling with vanilla DeepONet
suffers more severely under the curse of dimensionality in terms of memory requirements
when creating the input and ground truth for the data part. Another beneficial point is
the use of random inputs, which are resampled in the domain in each iteration. This can
reduce the number of data points required per iteration, as in subsequent iterations the
domain is covered in different constellations instead of relying on predefined, equidistant
points [9, 32]. Additionally, Sep-DeepONet inherently offers potential for parallelization. By
decomposing the input data into separable components, computations can be distributed,
potentially reducing computation time. This parallelization could be a key advantage in
practical applications where computational resources are a limiting factor.

Lastly, the framework of Sep-DeepONet can be extended to include more parameters,
enabling the exploitation of this architecture in even higher-dimensional spaces. Additionally,
there is potential to factorize branch inputs, which could further optimize performance and
efficiency. For instance, input signals or functions can be decomposed here and each network
has a part of the signal or function as input. Inputs that have different components are also
conceivable, as in the consolidation example. Here, different load functions could be linked
with different fluid pressures or displacements in the branch input.

4. Materials and Methods

The goal of data-driven operator learning is to learn a mapping between two infinite-
dimensional spaces on a bounded open set Ω ⊂ RD, given a finite number of input-output
pairs. Let U and S be Banach spaces of vector-valued functions defined as:

U = {Ω;u : X → Rdu}, X ⊆ Rdx (17)

S = {Ω; s : Y → Rds}, Y ⊆ Rdy , (18)

where U and S denote the set of input functions and the corresponding output functions,
respectively. The operator learning task is defined as G : U → S. The objective is to
approximate the nonlinear operator, G, via the following parametric mapping:

G : U ×Θ → S or Gθ : U → S, θ ∈ Θ, (19)
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where Θ is a finite-dimensional parameter space. In the standard setting, the optimal
parameters θ∗ are learned by training DeepONet with a set of labeled observations D ={
(u(i), s(i))

}N
i=1

, which contains N pairs of input and output functions. When a physical
system is described by PDEs, it involves multiple functions, such as the PDE solution, the
forcing term, the initial condition, and the boundary conditions. We are typically interested
in predicting one of these functions, which is the output of the solution operator (defined on
the space S), based on the varied forms of the other functions, i.e., the input functions in
the space U .

DeepONet is inspired by the universal approximation theorem of operators [7]. The ar-
chitecture of vanilla DeepONet consists of two deep neural networks: the branch network,
which encodes the input functions U at m fixed sensor points {x1, x2, . . . , xm}, and the
trunk network, which encodes the information related to the spatio-temporal coordinates
ζ = {xi, yi, zi, ti} where the solution operator is evaluated. The trunk network takes as
input the spatial and temporal coordinates ζ = {xi, yi, zi, ti}, where i = 1, 2, . . . , dy and
dy = nx×ny×nz×nt obtained using meshgrid operation carried out on the discretization of
each dimensional axis. For the purpose of simplicity, let us consider nx = ny = nz = nt = n,
therefore dy = n4. Therefore, the loss function is computed by simulating the solution oper-
ator on n4 locations for all the N samples. The solution operator for an input realization u1

can be expressed as:

Gθ(u1)(ζ) =

p∑
i=1

bi · tri =
p∑

i=1

bi(u1(x1), u1(x2), . . . , u1(xm)) · tri(ζ), (20)

where {b1, b2, . . . , bp} are the output embeddings of the branch network and {tr1, tr2, . . . , trp}
are the output embeddings of the trunk network. In Eq. (20), θ = (W,b) includes the
trainable parameters (weights, W, and biases, b) of the networks. The optimized parameters
of the network, θ∗, are obtained by minimizing a standard loss function (L1 or L2) using a
standard optimizer.

The training architecture of DeepONet, as proposed in the original work by Lu et al. [21],
was computationally intensive. This method required repeating the branch network entries
n4 times for each sample to perform the dot product operation, thereby obtaining the solution
operator as shown in Equation 20. Later, Lu et al. [22] introduced a more efficient training
approach that evaluated the trunk network only once for all n4 coordinates, utilizing the
einsum operation for computing the dot product. While this approach significantly reduced
computational costs, it is less effective in scenarios with limited data availability where the
governing PDE of the system must be used to learn the solution operator; PI-DeepONet.

For PI-DeepONet, computing the solution operator involves calculating the gradients of
the solution using reverse mode automatic differentiation. A crucial requirement of this
method is that the sizes of the output (the solution operator) and the input (the coordinates
in the trunk network) must be the same. Consequently, this necessitates evaluating the trunk
network N × n4 times for constructing the Jacobian matrix of size [N × n4, N × n4]. In this
work, our aim is to significantly reduce the computational cost for training data-driven
and PI-DeepONet. To that end, we introduce a separable DeepONet architecture. For more
clarity on the architecture and to understand the advantages of the separable framework, we
have considered a 4D problem; which is 3D in space and 1D in time.

16



4.1. Separable DeepONet

Separable DeepONet (Sep-DeepONet) is inspired by the separable PINNs framework intro-
duced in [8], which leverages the concept of factorizable coordinates. For a 4D problem, the
Sep-DeepONet consists of 4 trunk networks, each of which takes an individual 1-dimensional
coordinate component as input. Each trunk network tri : R → Rp×r transforms the i-th input
coordinate into a feature representation, where r denotes the low-rank tensor decomposition
and p denotes the conventional latent representation of DeepONet.

For each dimension, we first sample n one-dimensional coordinates, which are considered
as input to the corresponding trunk networks to output embeddings trj,1, trj,2, . . . , trj,p×r of
size [n, p × r]. These embeddings are then reshaped to [n, p, r] before performing the outer
product operation, where j = {1, 2, 3, 4}. We define the trunk output as a product of the 4
trunk networks written as:

trk(ζ) =
r∑

i=1

(
4∏

j=1

trj,k,i(ζ)

)
, ∀ k = {1, 2, . . . , p},

and employ the einsum operation to carry this out, resulting in an output of size [nx, ny, nz, nt, p].
The outer product operation merges the features, enabling the trunk network to produce
outputs on a lattice grid with only 4n forward passes instead of nd in the vanilla DeepONet.
Hence, the curse of dimensionality in sampling locations can be avoided using the separable
framework. The branch network outputs embeddings of size [N, p]. The solution operator is
constructed using the einsum operation, where the summation is carried out over the last
dimension of the matrix on p, therefore resulting in a size of [N, nx, ny, nz, nt].

4.2. Physics-Informed Separable DeepONet

For both vanilla and separable DeepONet, a physics-informed variant can be achieved by
combining data loss (from the initial conditions and the boundary conditions) and a residual
loss stemming from governing physical equations. The loss function in a PI-DeepONet is
written as:

L(θ) = λLphysics(θ) + Ldata(θ), (21)

where λ is a weighting factor to penalize the physics loss higher than the data loss. λ could
be manually modulated through trials or could be adaptively obtained during the training
process [18]. Let us consider a differential operator, N (u, s) = g with parameters u ∈ U ,
e.g., input functions, and the unknown solutions s ∈ S with U and S representing Banach
spaces. Under approximation of a DeepONet with G(u, ζ) = s(u(ζ)). The two loss terms of
Equation 21 are defined as:

Lphysics =
1

Ntrain × n4

Ntrain∑
i=1

n4∑
j=1

∣∣N (u(i),Gθ(u
(i), ζj))− g

∣∣2 ,
Ldata =

1

NtrainNdata

Ntrain∑
i=1

Ndata∑
j=1

∣∣Gθ(u
(i))(ζdata,j)− G(u(i))(ζdata,j)

∣∣2 , (22)

where Ndata denotes the total number of points on which the initial and the boundary
conditions are defined.
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Now, while writing out the Lphysics loss, one needs to compute the gradients of the solution
with respect to the inputs of the trunk network employing the concept of automatic differen-
tiation [2]. The outer project shown in Equation 22 allows the merging of all the coordinate
axes to define the solution on a lattice grid. However, while sampling of trunk locations
with 4 coordinate axis, with n points per axis scales with O(n4) in vanilla DeepONet, the
separable approach scales with O(n4). Since the sizes of the inputs to the trunk and the
final solution are different, we cannot employ the reverse-mode AD to compute the gradients
efficiently. Instead we employ the forward-mode AD to compute the Jacobian of size [4n, 4n].

Now for N input functions, the branch network considers N forward passes. The computa-
tional effort for evaluating a vanilla PI-DeepONet of O(Nn4), which is reduced to O(4t+N)
in the separable architecture. Note that this calculation only considers network calculation
and not the subsequent outer products and summations, which are non-significant. Further-
more, computational memory can be saved as each trunk and branch input needs only to be
stored once, instead of several instances to compute all computations (due to forward-mode
AD). In the PI-Sep-DeepONet, for the Burgers’ example, 1,000 input functions are passed
as a single batch. This requires only 1,000 branch computations and a total of 100 trunk
computations (50 each for t and x) for the residual loss, 102 trunk computations (100 for t
and 2 for x) for the boundary conditions, and 102 trunk computations (1 for t and 101 for
x) for the initial conditions. The total computation cost is therefore O(1300). In contrast, a
vanilla PI-DeepONet requires a total of 2,500,000 residual computations, 100,000 boundary
computations, and 101,000 initial computations for both the trunk and branch networks,
resulting in a total computation cost of O(2701000). This is 2,078 times more computa-
tionally expensive compared to the separable architecture. Furthermore, it is important to
note that computing gradients using forward mode AD has a lower memory footprint and
is significantly faster than reverse-mode AD for problems with higher output dimensionality
than input dimensionality.

Note that this framework can be further improved by sampling random locations in the
trunk network for every iteration compared to using equidistant grid points. This will be
addressed in our future work.
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Supplementary Materials

Theoretical details of DeepONet

Let Ω ⊂ RD be a bounded open set and X = X (Ω;Rdx) and Y = Y(Ω;Rdy) two separable
Banach spaces. Furthermore, assume that G : X → Y is a non-linear map arising from the
solution of a time-dependent PDE. The objective is to approximate the nonlinear operator
via the following parametric mapping

G : X ×Θ → Y or, Gθ : X → Y , θ ∈ Θ (23)

where Θ is a finite dimensional parameter space. The optimal parameters θ∗ are learned
via the training of a neural operator with backpropagation based on a dataset {xj,yj}Nj=1

generated on a discretized domain Ωm = {x1, . . . , xm} ⊂ Ω where {xj}mj=1 represent the
sensor locations, thus xj|Ωm ∈ RDx and yj|Ωm ∈ RDy where Dx = dx ×m and Dy = dy ×m.

The Deep Operator Network (DeepONet) [21] aims to learn operators between infinite-
dimensional Banach spaces. Learning is performed in a general setting in the sense that the
sensor locations {xi}mi=1 at which the input functions are evaluated need not be equispaced,
however they need to be consistent across all input function evaluations. Instead of blindly
concatenating the input data (input functions [x(x1),x(x2), . . . ,x(xm)]

T and locations ζ) as
one input, i.e., [x(x1),x(x2), . . . ,x(xm), ζ]

T , DeepONet employs two subnetworks and treats
the two inputs equally. Thus, DeepONet can be applied for high-dimensional problems,
where the dimension of x(xi) and ζ no longer match since the latter is a vector of d compo-
nents in total. A trunk network f(·), takes as input ζ and outputs [tr1, tr2, . . . , trp]

T ∈ Rp

while a second network, the branch net g(·), takes as input [x(x1),x(x2), . . . ,x(xm)]
T and

outputs [b1, b2, . . . , bp]
T ∈ Rp. Both subnetwork outputs are merged through a dot product

to generate the quantity of interest. A bias b0 ∈ R is added in the last stage to increase ex-
pressivity, i.e., G(x)(ζ) ≈∑p

i=k bktk + b0. The generalized universal approximation theorem
for operators, inspired by the original theorem introduced by [7], is presented below. The
generalized theorem essentially replaces shallow networks used for the branch and trunk net
in the original work with deep neural networks to gain expressivity.

Theorem S0.1 (Generalized Universal Approximation Theorem for Operators.). Suppose
that X is a Banach space, K1 ⊂ X, K2 ⊂ Rd are two compact sets in X and Rd, respectively,
V is a compact set in C(K1). Assume that: G : V → C(K2) is a nonlinear continuous
operator. Then, for any ϵ > 0, there exist positive integers m, p, continuous vector functions
g : Rm → Rp, f : Rd → Rp, and x1, x2, . . . , xm ∈ K1 such that∣∣∣∣∣G(x)(ζ)− ⟨g(x(x1),x(x2), . . . ,x(xm))︸ ︷︷ ︸

branch

, f(ζ)︸︷︷︸
trunk

⟩
∣∣∣∣∣ < ϵ

holds for all x ∈ V and ζ ∈ K2, where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the dot product in Rp. For the two
functions g, f classical deep neural network models and architectures can be chosen that
satisfy the universal approximation theorem of functions, such as fully-connected networks
or convolutional neural networks.

The interested reader can find more information and details regarding the proof of the
theorem in [21].
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Batching details of separable physics-informed DeepONet

Figure S1: Separable DeepONet use batch-based forward passes with Nb input functions sampled at m
sensors and d input coordinates for y as factorized pairs, with a unique network per trunk input dimension.
The branch network, identical to classical DeepONet, outputs hidden dimension p, while each of the t trunk
networks outputs a tensor of length p · r. The first outer product

⊗
in the trunk is done over batches in

each network, followed by a summation
⊕

over tensor rank r. The second outer product combines branch
and trunk batches, and the final summation is over hidden dimension p. Branch networks can be stacked
or unstacked, with splits in trunks and branches allowing for multiple outputs [22] as well as output biases
after the final summation over p.

2


	Introduction
	Results
	Burgers' equation
	Consolidation using Biot's theory
	Parameterized heat equation

	Discussion
	Materials and Methods
	Separable DeepONet
	Physics-Informed Separable DeepONet

	Funding
	Data and code availability
	Author contributions

