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Abstract

Neural networks are powerful function approximators, yet
their “black-box” nature often renders them opaque and dif-
ficult to interpret. While many post-hoc explanation methods
exist, they typically fail to capture the underlying reasoning
processes of the networks. A truly interpretable neural net-
work would be trained similarly to conventional models using
techniques such as backpropagation, but additionally provide
insights into the learned input-output relationships. In this
work, we introduce the concept of interpretability pipeline-
ing, to incorporate multiple interpretability techniques to out-
perform each individual technique. To this end, we first eval-
uate several architectures that promise such interpretability,
with a particular focus on two recent models selected for
their potential to incorporate interpretability into standard
neural network architectures while still leveraging backprop-
agation: the Growing Interpretable Neural Network (GINN)
and Kolmogorov Arnold Networks (KAN). We analyze the
limitations and strengths of each and introduce a novel in-
terpretable neural network GINN-KAN that synthesizes the
advantages of both models. When tested on the Feynman
symbolic regression benchmark datasets, GINN-KAN out-
performs both GINN and KAN. To highlight the capabilities
and the generalizability of this approach, we position GINN-
KAN as an alternative to conventional black-box networks in
Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs), which we pro-
pose as a challenging testbed for backpropagation-friendly
interpretable neural networks. By adding interpretability to
PINNSs, we allow far more transparent and trustworthy data-
driven solutions to differential equations. We expect this to
have far-reaching implications in the application of deep
learning pipelines in the natural sciences. Our experiments
with this interpretable PINN on 15 different partial differ-
ential equations demonstrate that GINN-KAN augmented
PINNs outperform PINNs with black-box networks in solv-
ing differential equations and surpass the capabilities of both
GINN and KAN.

Introduction

Neural networks have largely driven the advancement of
artificial intelligence (AI) over the last decade. They are
widely used in many domains including computer vision,
natural language processing and speech processing for real-
world applications. Such neural networks have already sur-
passed human performance in many applications. However,
neural networks generally consist of a large number of neu-

rons, which results in them learning a complex function that
maps the inputs to the outputs. Though this function may be
very accurate, their innate opaque nature prevents it from be-
ing adopted in many sensitive fields where critical decisions
have to be made using the output of the model, and the abil-
ity to describe and justify the decision becomes paramount.

The interpretability of neural networks is crucial to in-
creasing the trustworthiness of Al, thereby increasing its
adoption in real-world applications. Though explainability
of machine learning (ML) models including neural networks
have been studied in the past (Ribeiro, Singh, and Guestrin
2016; Lundberg and Lee 2017; Zhou et al. 2016; Selvaraju
et al. 2016), there is a subtle difference between explainabil-
ity and interpretability. Explainability focuses on explaining
the decisions made by a system and typically does not rep-
resent how the model actually made its decision (Ali et al.
2023). On the other hand, an interpretable model aims to
provide insights into the reasoning of the model.

In this work, we focus on interpretable neural networks,
which give insights into the learned representation of a
model. In particular, we are interested in networks that
can aid in scientific discovery, by learning functions which
follow a concise mathematical equation while still being
trained on input-output pairs similar to any other neural
network. The growing interpretable neural network (GINN)
(Ranasinghe et al. 2024) and the Kolmogorov Arnold Net-
work (KAN) (Liu et al. 2024) are two such networks that
have shown promise in this task, and have even been shown
to be able to discover the ground truth mathematical equa-
tions while still being trained using regular backpropagation.
The ability to learn equations is similar to symbolic regres-
sion (SR) but with a key difference. A SR algorithm searches
the equation space in an efficient manner until the best equa-
tion describing the dataset is found. In contrast, these meth-
ods can be trained on input-output pairs like any other neural
network, but in a way that allows the extraction of a math-
ematical equation upon inspection of the trained neural net-
work.

Leveraging this unique property exhibited by GINN and
KANSs, we introduce the concept of interpretability pipelin-
ing, which combines multiple interpretability methods to
enhance model transparency and performance. We present
GINN-KAN, the first such pipelined interpretable neural
network, that combines the strengths of the GINN and KAN



architectures, resulting in a far more robust network, while
retaining interpretability.

A promising application for such interpretable neural net-
works lies in the field of Physics Informed Neural Networks
(PINN) (Raissi, Perdikaris, and Karniadakis 2017). PINNs
make use of regularization and auto-differentiation to en-
force a neural network to fit the underlying partial differen-
tial equation. Although PINNs have shown great potential in
solving partial differential equations (PDEs), their reliance
on black-box neural networks results in black-box solutions
to these PDEs, significantly limiting the understanding of
these solutions. By incorporating GINN-KAN into the PINN
framework, we propose a new type of interpretable PINN
which can provide valuable insights into the analytical solu-
tion of a PDE. Although this has been briefly investigated in
(Liu et al. 2024), a comprehensive evaluation of such inter-
pretable PINNs has not been performed.

In this work, we investigate the strengths and weaknesses
of current backpropagation-friendly interpretable neural net-
works. We then use these insights to propose a new type of
interpretable network that combines the strengths of these
methods and use this to create an interpretable physics-
informed neural network. The main contributions of this
work are,

* An evaluation of interpretable neural networks, including
KANs on symbolic regression datasets

* GINN-KAN: A new type of interpretable neural network
that can aid in scientific discovery

* Integration of interpretability into PINNs allowing for
better inspection/extraction/interoperability of PINN so-
lutions

* An interpretable PINN using GINN-KAN and its evalu-
ation across multiple different PDEs

Neural Network Interpretability

Machine learning model explainability has garnered consid-
erable academic interest. This has resulted in many explain-
ability methods that can visually or quantitatively explain
a model’s output. Although these methods provide insights
into the decisions of the model, they may not reflect the un-
derlying decision-making process. Therefore, even with in-
corporated explainability methods, machine learning mod-
els, especially neural networks remain as black-boxes. On
the other hand, a fully interpretable model can be considered
a “white-box”, since its inner workings are fully transparent
and human-understandable. Some simple models like lin-
ear regressors and decision trees are inherently interpretable
since the inner workings of the learned model can be simply
interpreted using a mathematical equation (in linear regres-
sion) or a set of rules (in decision trees). However, these
simple models cannot fit datasets with complex underlying
functions.

Neural networks such as GINN (Ranasinghe et al. 2024),
KAN (Liu et al. 2024) and EQL (Sahoo, Lampert, and Mar-
tius 2018) can be considered interpretable since they provide
insights into the learned function, once trained. They have
also been shown to be able to discover mathematical equa-

tions that describe the inner workings of the model while
being trained using backpropagation.

Growing interpretable network (GINN). GINN is an
interpretable neural network that uses logarithmic and expo-
nential activations to discover a multivariate Laurent poly-
nomial (LP) equation mapping the input to the output. The
network is fast to train and has only a few parameters, and
has been shown to perform well in equation discovery when
compared to other symbolic regression methods. Though
GINN was created to discover equations with a Laurent
polynomial structure, it is still reasonably successful in ap-
proximating non-LP equations.

Kolmogorov Arnold Networks (KAN). The KAN (Liu
et al. 2024) is a new class of neural network architec-
ture that has emerged as a potential replacement for the
widely used multi-layer perceptrons (MLP). Unlike tradi-
tional MLPs, which use fixed activation functions on nodes,
KANSs have learnable activation functions on edges, replac-
ing linear weights with univariate B-spline functions. Other
types of functions like wavelet functions have also been
shown to be effective with this architecture (Bozorgasl and
Chen 2024). This design enhances interpretability, allowing
KAN:S to be intuitively visualized and easily interacted with,
making them potential tools for scientific discovery. While
KANSs have been extended for applications such as time se-
ries forecasting (Vaca-Rubio et al. 2024) and recommenda-
tion models (Xu et al. 2024), their capability on symbolic
regression datasets has not been comprehensively evaluated.

In this work, we focus on GINN and KANs since they
have been shown to perform well in learning interpretable
functions in the recent literature. Both of them can be trained
using backpropagation and output a mathematical equation
that describes the learned function.

Limitations of GINN and KAN

KANSs are built around the Kolmogorov-Arnold represen-
tation theorem, which states that any multivariate function
can be represented as the summation of univariate functions.
This allows KANSs to learn univariate functions as activa-
tions on the edges of the network, which are then summed
up at the nodes. KANs can perform equation discovery by
replacing each learned activation with a known symbolic
function (e.g., cos, log, x2, xg). However, due to the nature
of this formulation, KANs need multiple layers to learn a
simple multiplication x; * 2 of the inputs x1, x2. The KAN
would need to learn this as (“Z‘“)z + (3:1—43:2)2
KAN layers.

In contrast, GINN can very easily learn multiplications
using its power-term approximator blocks (PTA) but strug-
gles to learn trigonometric and exponential functions since it
does not explicitly include such functions in the network ar-
chitecture. However, they can reasonably approximate non-
LP functions using a polynomial-like approximation, and
can also be ensembled with other SR methods to perform
better with non-LP equations.

, requiring 2



Physics-informed Neural Networks

PINNs are a deep learning method for solving PDEs.
They ensure that the outputs comply with known physical
laws by integrating domain-specific knowledge as soft con-
straints into the loss function. This is achieved by including
“physics” loss terms which penalize the neural network from
deviating from the underlying governing differential equa-
tion. The physics loss is defined as follows:

1
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where (-) is the estimated solution of the PDE and N rep-
resents the linear or nonlinear operator. x and ¢ denote space
and time respectively, where z € Q C R?, ¢ € [0,T]. T is
the time horizon, and €2 is the spatial domain. N is the num-
ber of collocation points within the spatiotemporal domain.
This allows the network to be optimized using backpropa-
gation techniques. PINNs generally do not require labelled
datasets since the labels used for training the network can
be generated using the initial or boundary conditions of the
differential equation.

Ephysics =

Methodology
GINN-KAN

We introduce GINN-KAN, an improved interpretable neural
network that combines the strengths of GINNs and KANSs.
While GINNs excel when the underlying ground truth equa-
tion is a Laurent polynomial, their performance declines
with non-LP equations. Conversely, KANs have the theo-
retical capability to learn non-LP equations, but in practice
struggle with equations involving multiplications due to in-
herent assumptions.

We note many parallels between GINNs and KANs, en-
abling their seamless integration into a more robust network
that leverages their strengths while mitigating their individ-
ual limitations. Both these networks can be trained using
regular backpropagation algorithms on a dataset of input-
output pairs. Once trained both GINNs and KANSs are inter-
pretable, providing insights into the learned function. More-
over, both of these networks can also use the trained weights
of the network to discover a mathematical equation describ-
ing the learned function.

We make use of these parallels between GINNs and
KAN:Ss, to create GINN-KAN, an end-to-end differentiable
interpretable neural network, which can be trained using
backpropagation. Similar to GINN and KAN, once trained,
GINN-KAN can be inspected to gain insights into the net-
work.

The GINN-KAN architecture is shown in Fig. 1. Both
the GINN and KAN components of this network can be ex-
pressed in terms of a concise mathematical equation. For the
GINNSs part, this can be done by inspecting the weights and
constructing the equation of the network. Each power-term
approximator (PTA) block consists of logarithm activations,
a single linear activated neuron and an exponential activa-
tion. The equation of a PTA block reduces to,
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where p; is the output of the ith PTA block. Hence, the equa-
tion for a GINN with n power-term approximator (PTA)
blocks is given by,

y=> ai*pi 3)
i=1

where a; is the ith coefficient of the linear activated neuron,
and w;; are the coefficients of the PTAs.

The KAN can be expressed using an equation by mapping
each learned B-spline function to a symbolic function, by
comparing them against a set of pre-defined symbolic func-
tions from a library of univariate functions. Some example
functions include sin(z), e* and In(x).

GINN-KAN Augmented PINNs

PINNs are black-box in nature due to the fully connected
neural network neural network which is generally used as
the function approximator. Though some work attempts to
learn symbolic functions that approximate the learned func-
tion, this is done by training symbolic regression methods
using data generated by black-box surrogate models (Po-
dina, Eastman, and Kohandel 2023). Although this allows
the discovery of an interpretable model that approximates
the learned function, this may not accurately reflect the
decision-making process of the trained PINN.

In this paper, we propose replacing the black-box neural
networks within PINNs with GINN-KAN to create an in-
terpretable PINN. Since GINN-KAN can be trained using
backpropagation, it can be used within PINNs with mini-
mal change to the training strategy. Once trained, the in-
terpretable PINN will be able to provide insights into the
learned solution to the differential equation. The architec-
ture of GINN-KAN augmented PINNs is shown in Fig. 2.

Experiment Setup
GINN-KAN

Investigating the limitations of GINN and KANs. Earlier,
we noted that KANs cannot easily approximate multiplica-
tions, while GINN cannot easily approximate non-LP equa-
tions. To confirm these hypotheses, we construct datasets us-
ing eight ground truth equations. Two of these equations are
LP equations, two are non-LP equations without any multi-
plications and the remaining four are non-LP equations with
multiplications. We compare the performances of GINN,
KAN and GINN-KAN on datasets constructed using these
equations. We create these datasets by sampling 2000 points
randomly for each input variable and generating the outputs
using the ground truth equation.

Symbolic regression benchmark. We perform the eval-
uation of GINN-KAN on the popular Feynman symbolic
regression benchmark datasets using SRBench, a popu-
lar benchmark for symbolic regression methods (La Cava
et al. 2021). This dataset contains 114 datasets with known
ground truth equations and is often used for evaluating sym-
bolic regression methods (Udrescu and Tegmark 2020).

Implementation details. The performance of GINN-
KAN were compared with GINN, KAN and other contem-
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Figure 1: The architecture of GINN-KAN. It consists of two parallel GINN blocks, followed by a KAN block. Each GINN is
composed of multiple parallel power-term approximation (PTA) blocks, with each block aiming to discover a single multiplica-
tion term in the equation. The entire network is trained end-to-end using backpropagation, which trains the KAN and the PTA
blocks within the GINNs. The example shows how GINN-KAN could discover the equation y = sin(zixs) + €

porary symbolic regression methods on the Feynman sym-
bolic regression benchmark dataset. The architecture of each
model is as follows:

* GINN: It consists of parallel PTAs, starting with 1 block
and growing up to 4 during training. These parallel PTA
blocks are followed by a single linear output neuron that
combines their outputs.

* KAN: We use a 2-layer KAN with 5 nodes in the hid-
den layer. With this architecture, there are 15 B-Spline
activation functions that need to be estimated (10 func-
tions from the input layer to the hidden layer and 5 func-
tions from the hidden layer to the output layer). Two key
parameters of the activation function, the number of in-
tervals G and the order k of the piecewise polynomial,
are chosen as 5 and 3 respectively, which aligns with the
default choices of the KAN'’s authors. (Liu et al. 2024).

¢ GINN-KAN: The model consists of two parallel GINN
blocks, followed by a 2-layer KAN with 5 nodes in its
hidden layer. It’s important to note that the structures
of the GINN and KAN components used in this GINN-
KAN model are identical to their standalone counter-
parts. This makes the comparison of the performance of
GINN-KAN to that of a standalone KAN a fair evalua-
tion, as the number of parameters in GINN-KAN is only
marginally larger than in KAN alone. This is due to the
GINN component using very few parameters, making the
increase in total parameter count negligible.

* Existing symbolic regression methods: The parameters

and architecture of each symbolic regression method fol-
low the choices used in SR Bench (La Cava et al. 2021).

Evaluation metrics. After training the models on each
SR dataset, we measure the performance using the Mean
Squared Error (MSE) and the coefficient of determination
R? evaluated on the test set. The R? is aggregated by cal-
culating the percentage of datasets with R? > 0.99. This
metric is also used in SRBench, a widely used symbolic re-
gression benchmark (La Cava et al. 2021). We calculate the
MSE rank across GINN, KAN and GINN-KAN and aver-
age it to calculate the mean rank on the LP / Non-LP subsets
of datasets, allowing us to compare performance within this
subgroup of models.

GINN-KAN Augmented PINNs

Partial differential equations. The performance of GINN-
KAN is evaluated on 15 PDEs, which are shown in the Ap-
pendix. The first 7 equations, include both linear and non-
linear PDEs commonly used to model various physical phe-
nomena. These equations vary in complexity and involve
different operations (e.g., multiplication, division, addition)
and basis functions (e.g., sin, exp, z?). The last 5 equations
are designed with LP ground truth analytical equations.

Implementation details. The performance of GINN-
KAN was compared with GINN, KAN, and a fully con-
nected (FC) network. The FC network consists of 5 layers,
each containing 32 neurons. The hyperbolic tangent function
is used as the activation mechanism throughout the network.
For GINN, KAN, and GINN-KAN, the architecture is the
same as described above.

When training each model, we randomly sample 2500
collocation points (x,t) in the spatial-temporal domain as
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Figure 2: The architecture of GINN-KAN augmented PINNs. The proposed GINN-KAN module replaces the fully connected
networks in the conventional PINNs, converting the black-box PINN into an interpretable PINN, without making any changes
to the training strategy, since this interpretable PINN can still be trained using backpropagation

the input. All models are trained to minimize the loss func-
tion in Eq. 1 using the Adam optimizer with a learning
rate of 0.01. It is worth highlighting that one characteristic
of PINNS is their ability to perform unsupervised learning,
eliminating the need for labelled data (Raissi, Perdikaris,
and Karniadakis 2018). Similarly, in this paper, all models
operate in an unsupervised manner, relying solely on 2500
sampled points without prior knowledge of their output val-
ues.

Evaluation metrics. After training the models, the per-
formance is evaluated by measuring the MSE between the
prediction solution and the analytical solution among all ran-
domly sampled 2500 points (sampled during the training
stage). For all equations, each model will be run five times
with different preset random seeds. The median MSE and
mean rank across all equations of each model are then cal-
culated. These aggregate metrics provide an overall perfor-
mance assessment for each model across the various PDEs
tested.

All experiments were performed on a computing cluster
equipped with a 32-core, 2.90GHz Intel Xeon Gold 6326
CPU and a single NVIDIA A-100 GPU for each experiment.

Results and Discussion
GINN-KAN

We show the results on several synthetic datasets gener-
ated in Table 1. The first two equations are non-LP equa-
tions with no multiplicative terms. On these datasets, GINN
performs poorly but KANs and GINN-KAN both perform
well on these datasets. The next two equations are LP equa-

| Equation | GINN | KAN [ GINN-KAN |
sin(z1) + 22 T.O7E01 | 3.90E-04 | 1.70E-04
sin(x1) +sin(zz) | 1.97E-01 | 5.33E-04 | 5.66E-05
T * 13 3.55E-09 | 1.08E-02 5.70E-04
2x1 + 323 + x172 | 1.40E-03 | 4.05E-03 1.41E-02
sin(z1 * 2) 450E01 | 121E-01 | 1.30E-04
sin(zq * x2) + 1 | 448E-01 | 1.68E-01 9.38E-02
x1 * x5 +sin(z;) | 8.06E-02 | 1.18E-02 7.76E-03
In(zq * 29 + 1) 1.48E-05 | 2.90E-04 5.46E-07

Table 1: Performance comparison interpretable networks in
terms of MSE on datasets generated by LP and Non-LP
equations with and without multiplicative terms. This show-
cases the limitations of GINN in learning non-LP equations
and the limitation of KAN in learning equations with multi-
plicative terms.

tions, on which GINN performs well, but KANs do not per-
form well. The last 4 equations are non-LP equations with
multiplicative terms. On these datasets, GINN-KAN per-
forms more than an order of magnitude better than the next
best method. These results further confirm the limitations
of KANs when approximating multiplicative terms within
variables. Although theoretically possible, in practice KANs
seem to perform worse when the underlying function con-
tains a multiplication. Moreover, as expected due to the spe-
cialized nature of its architecture, GINN does not perform
well when the underlying ground truth equation does not
follow a LP form.



LP
2 1001 N
S on-LP
A LP + Non-LP
x
£ 75
2
2
[}
(%]
@©
© 50
©
G
Q
S
2 254
Q
o
&
0
3 3 < < Al Q & n3 hg & > < S > £ 2 o
© (2) & N & & N & & &« o S O O
g & & ¢ & 7 ¢ &5 g5 &8 8 & g8
S & & < N S & &
Q & N
Q) < (&)

Figure 3: Performance of GINN, KAN and GINN-KAN when compared to existing symbolic regression methods. GINN,
KAN and GINN-KAN are the only methods that can be trained using backpropagation. Experiments are performed on 114 SR
datasets from the Feynman symbolic regression benchmark. The percentage of datasets with R? > 0.99 is reported. The bold
labels show the methods that can be trained using backpropagation.

Fig. 3 presents the results of GINN-KAN, comparing
its performance against GINN, KAN, and other symbolic
regression methods on the Feynman symbolic regression
benchmark dataset. Here we show the R? > 0.99 accu-
racy, highlighting that GINN-KAN outperforms the major-
ity of the other symbolic regression methods against which it
was compared. Moreover, GINN-KAN performs better than
both GINN and KAN, which indicates that the ensemble per-
forms better than each of the individual models.

Since the architecture of GINN allows it to better approx-
imate datasets with LP ground truths, we further analyze
these results in the subgroups of datasets which have LP and
Non-LP ground truth equations. We compare the mean ranks
of GINN, KAN and GINN-KAN in terms of the MSE for the
two subsets and show them in Table 2. GINN performs the
best on the LP subset of data, and relatively worse on the
Non-LP subset. GINN-KAN clearly outperforms both the
other methods when the ground truth equation is a Non-LP
and shows the best overall performance across all types of
equations. This further indicates that the ensemble GINN-
KAN combines the strengths of these two methods, perform-
ing better than each of the individual models.

Although a few methods outperform GINN-KAN in terms
of the Ry > 0.99 accuracy, we note that none of these
methods can be trained using backpropagation, and there-
fore have limited applicability in developing more powerful
interpretable machine learning methods through pipelining.
Moreover, such methods cannot be seamlessly integrated
with existing machine learning pipelines.

GINN-KAN Augmented PINNs

The results of PINN performance, measured in MSE, with
different types of interpretable neural networks, are pre-
sented in Table 3. Both KAN, GINN and GINN-KAN out-

Method LP Non-LP LP + Non-LP
GINN 1.1875 2.0562 1.6814
KAN 2.8958  2.6154 2.7345
GINN-KAN 19167 1.3385 1.5840

Table 2: GINN, KAN and GINN-KAN on 114 SR datasets
from the Feynman symbolic regression benchmark. We
show the mean rank of each method when trained on the
subset datasets with LP/Non-LP ground truth equations.

perform the FC network in most PDEs. GINN performs rea-
sonably well in solving LPs, as evidenced by the LP equa-
tions 1 — 5. However, its performance varies when dealing
with non-LP PDEs. For instance, its performance is much
worse than the GINN-KAN and KAN when solving Con-
vection 2, Reaction, and Toy 1 and 2 equations, by orders of
magnitude.

KAN performs best in 7 out of 15 equations, demonstrat-
ing its capability in solving PDEs. However, compared to
GINN-KAN, it performs worse in recovering analytical so-
lutions involving multiplication (such as the Wave, Diffusion
and Toy 1 equations) due to the Kolmogorov-Arnold rep-
resentation theorem, which treats functions as the summa-
tion of multiple univariate functions. This approach makes
it challenging to learn multiplication (as discussed earlier).

In contrast, GINN-KAN combines the strengths of
GINNSs and KAN:Ss, resulting in the best overall performance
across all PDEs. GINN-KAN shows the most consistent per-
formance, with the lowest average MSE (1.41E—01) and
the second-best mean rank (2.20) for all equations and best
mean rank when excluding the LP equations. It performs
well in complex PDEs like Convection 1 and Wave equa-



PDE GINN-KAN  GINN KAN FC Network Operators
Inviscid Burgers’ 3.07E-03 5.59E-03 3.70E-04 9.35E-03 +/* [x/(1]x)
Convection 1 5.49E-01 5.05E-01  9.03E-01 9.11E-01 +/sin(x)
Convection 2 6.75E-04 5.15E-01  5.59E-04 3.74E-03 +/sin(z)
Diffusion 2.70E-01 1.09E-01 3.56E+00 5.23E-01 x/e® [sin(x)
Fokker-Planck 8.81E-01 4.15E-01 9.98E-01 9.75E-01 +/x [e*
Reaction 4.28E-02 1.98E-01  4.02E-02 4.17E-02 +/x /e*[(1]x)
Telegraph 2.84E-03 5.14E-02 3.35E-04 9.38E-01 +/e”
Wave 7.20E-02 9.02E-02  2.01E-01 1.54E-01 */ sin(x)
Toy 1 1.11E-03 1.09E-01  3.51E-03 1.05E-02 +/ % / cos(x)
Toy 2 1.54E-05 1.31E-04  6.07E-07 9.90E-05 +/e*/(1/x)
LP1 3.15E-02 2.06E-07 1.07E-03 5.77E-01 +/x/x?
LP2 9.61E-02 9.92E-02  9.10E-02 7.59E-02 +/x
LP3 1.29E-01 2.57E-02  6.90E-05 1.75E+02 +/2?
LP4 7.65E-03 1.10E-02  6.15E-05 1.49E+01 +/2?
LP5 2.83E-02 2.14E-04 2.56E-03 7.66E-02 +/x? 23 [27
Average (All) 1.41E-01 1.42E-01 3.87E-01 1.29E+01

Average (Excluding LP 1-5) 1.82E-01 2.00E-01  5.71E-01 3.57E-01

Mean Rank (All) 2.20 2.53 2.00 3.27

Mean Rank (Excluding LP 1-5) 1.90 2.70 2.20 3.20

Table 3: Comparison of PINN performance with different types of interpretable neural networks. The compared equations are
available in the supplementary material. The operators show the unique set of operators that are present in each equation. We
show the median MSE across 5 experiments with different random seeds. Results indicate that equations with multiplications
are more difficult for KANs, and equations which do not take an LP form are more difficult for GINN. The best performing
method is shown in bold blue colour while the second best method is shown in regular blue.

tions, while maintaining competitive performance in LP
problems. This demonstrates GINN-KAN'’s effectiveness in
handling a wide range of PDEs.

Notably, GINN-KAN successfully addresses KAN’s lim-
itations with multiplicative terms, as evidenced by its perfor-
mance in equations like Wave and Diffusion. Unlike GINN,
which shows proficiency in LP problems but struggles with
some non-LP equations, GINN-KAN maintains good per-
formance across both types of problems. This balanced and
robust performance across various PDE types further sup-
ports the claim that GINN-KAN is a powerful method for
solving a wide range of PDEs.

Conclusion

In this work, we first evaluate interpretable neural net-
works, specifically focusing on the recently introduced
GINN and KANs. While both methods have demonstrated
interpretability, they exhibit limitations in learning certain
types of functions. Our evaluation shows that GINNs do
not perform well on datasets governed by non-LP equa-
tions, while KANs do not perform well on datasets gov-
erned by equations with multiplications. To address these
limitations, we propose a novel interpretable neural net-
work, GINN-KAN, which combines the strengths of both
GINN and KANSs. Experiments conducted with this novel
network on the Feynman symbolic regression benchmark
datasets show that GINN-KAN outperforms both GINN and
KANSs on datasets with known ground truth equations. We
then apply GINN-KANSs to physics-informed neural net-

works, showing that they can add interpretability to PINNs.
By performing experiments on 15 differential equations, we
demonstrate that this interpretable PINN not only adds inter-
pretability but also improves the performance in solving dif-
ferential equations when compared with traditional PINNs.

Interpretability is a crucial aspect often overlooked in
favor of performance in neural networks. However, meth-
ods like GINN-KAN have the potential to be as effective
as black-box MLPs while also being interpretable. Since
GINN-KAN can be trained using backpropagation, it can
be seamlessly integrated into existing machine learning
pipelines with minimal adjustments to the training strategy.

Despite its advantages, GINN-KAN shares the limitation
of GINN in being restricted to inputs with positive values.
This can be mitigated by shifting all inputs to the positive
range. Future research should explore more robust archi-
tectures that maintain interpretability while overcoming this
limitation. Additionally, better regularization techniques are
needed to enable GINN-KAN to accurately discover concise
ground truth equations that describe the data.

In conclusion, GINN-KAN represents a significant step
forward in developing interpretable neural networks, offer-
ing a promising balance between interpretability and perfor-
mance. Its ability to integrate into existing machine learn-
ing frameworks and its potential applications in physics-
informed neural networks highlight its importance in ad-
vancing the field.
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