
Learning the Dynamical Response of Nonlinear

Non-Autonomous Dynamical Systems with Deep

Operator Learning Neural Networks

Guang Lina,b, Christian Moyab, Zecheng Zhangb

aDepartment of Mechanical Engineering, Purdue University, 610 Purdue Mall, West
Lafayette, 47907, IN, USA

bDepartment of Mathematics, Purdue University, 610 Purdue Mall, West
Lafayette, 47907, IN, USA

Abstract

We propose using operator learning to approximate the dynamical system
response with control, such as nonlinear control systems. Unlike classical
function learning, operator learning maps between two function spaces, does
not require discretization of the output function, and provides flexibility in
data preparation and solution prediction. Particularly, we apply and re-
design the Deep Operator Neural Network (DeepONet) to recursively learn
the solution trajectories of the dynamical systems. Our approach involves
constructing and training a DeepONet that approximates the system’s local
solution operator. We then develop a numerical scheme that recursively sim-
ulates the system’s long/medium-term dynamic response for given inputs and
initial conditions, using the trained DeepONet. We accompany the proposed
scheme with an estimate for the error bound of the associated cumulative er-
ror. Moreover, we propose a data-driven Runge-Kutta (RK) explicit scheme
that leverages the DeepONet’s forward pass and automatic differentiation
to better approximate the system’s response when the numerical scheme’s
step size is small. Numerical experiments on the predator-prey, pendulum,
and cart pole systems demonstrate that our proposed DeepONet framework
effectively learns to approximate the dynamical response of non-autonomous
systems with time-dependent inputs.
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1. Introduction

High-fidelity numerical schemes are the primary computational tools for
simulating and predicting complex dynamical systems, such as climate mod-
eling, robotics, or the modern power grid. However, these schemes may be
too expensive for control, optimization, and uncertainty quantification tasks,
which often require a large number of forward simulations and consume sig-
nificant computational resources. Therefore, there is a growing interest in
developing tools that can accelerate the numerical simulation of complex
dynamical systems without compromising accuracy.

By providing faster alternatives to traditional numerical schemes, ma-
chine learning-based computational tools hold the promise of accelerating
the rate of innovation for complex dynamical systems. Hence, a recent
wave of machine and deep learning-based tools has demonstrated the po-
tential of using observational data to construct fast surrogates of complex
systems Efendiev et al. (2021); Qin et al. (2021) and providing efficient solu-
tions to complex engineering tasks such as fault diagnosis Choudhary et al.
(2023); Mishra et al. (2022b,a) and power engineering Moya and Lin (2023);
Moya et al. (2023). These tools aim to (i) learn the governing equations of a
dynamical system or (ii) learn to predict the system’s response from data.

On the one hand, several works Brunton et al. (2016a,b); Schaeffer (2017);
Sun et al. (2020) use observational data to discover the unknown governing
equations of the underlying system. For example, Brunton et al. Brunton
et al. (2016a) proposed identifying nonlinear systems using sparse schemes
and a large set of dictionaries. They then extended their work in Brunton
et al. (2016b) to identify input/output mappings that describe control sys-
tems. In Sun et al. (2020), the authors used sparse approximation schemes to
recover the governing partial or ordinary differential equations of unknown
systems.

On the other hand, there is growing interest in predicting the future
response of a dynamical system using time-series data Qin et al. (2019); Raissi
et al. (2018); Qin et al. (2021); Proctor et al. (2018). For instance, the authors
of Efendiev et al. (2021); Chung et al. (2021) trained a transformer with
data from the early stages of time-dependent partial differential equations
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to recursively predict the solution of future stages. Qin et al. Qin et al.
(2019) used a recurrent residual neural network (ResNet) to approximate the
mapping from the current state to the next state of an unknown autonomous
system. Similarly, in Raissi et al. (2018), the authors used feed-forward neural
networks (FNN) as a building block of a multi-step scheme that predicts the
response of an autonomous system. In Qin et al. (2021), the authors extended
their previous work Qin et al. (2019) to non-autonomous systems with time-
dependent inputs. To this end, they parametrized the input locally within
small time intervals.

Many of the works mentioned above require large amounts of training
data to avoid overfitting. However, acquiring this data may be prohibitively
expensive for complex dynamical systems. Additionally, if one fails to avoid
overfitting when using traditional neural networks for next-state methods, the
predicted response may drift and accumulate errors over time. It is therefore
crucial to develop deep learning-based frameworks that can efficiently handle
the infinite-dimensional nature of predicting the response of non-autonomous
systems with time-dependent inputs for long time horizons, as studied in this
paper.

Operator Learning Chen and Chen (1995); Lu et al. (2019); Li et al.
(2020); Zhang et al. (2022) was first addressed by the seminal work of Chen
and Chen (1995). Unlike classical function learning, operator learning in-
volves approximating an operator between two function spaces. Recently,
the seminal paper Lu et al. (2021) extended the work of Chen and Chen
(1995) and proposed the Deep Operator Neural Network (DeepONet) frame-
work. DeepONet exhibits small generalization errors and learns with limited
training data Zhang et al. (2022). This has been demonstrated in many ap-
plication areas, such as power engineering Moya et al. (2023), multi-physics
problems Cai et al. (2021), and turbulent combustion problems Ranade et al.
(2021). Extensions to the original DeepONet Lu et al. (2021) have enabled
the incorporation of physics-informed models Wang et al. (2021b), handling
noisy data Lin et al. (2023), and designing novel optimization methods Lin
et al. (2023, 2021).

DeepONet is a prediction-free and domain-free tool Zhang et al. (2022).
Specifically, DeepONet can predict the target function value at any point in
its domain, and the input and output functions are not necessarily required
to share the same domain. This property allows for handling incomplete
datasets during the training phase. In Zhang et al. (2022), it was further re-
laxed the assumptions on input function discretization, improving flexibility
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in data preparation and prediction accuracy for operator learning.
In this paper, we focus on extending the This paper focuses on extend-

ing the original DeepONet framework to learn the solution operator of non-
autonomous systems with time-dependent inputs for long-time horizons. By
using such a data-driven operator framework, control policies can be designed
for continuous nonlinear systems, among other applications.

In particular, one of our motivations behind learning to approximate the
solution operator of a non-autonomous system is its application in control,
and Model-Based Reinforcement Learning (MBRL) Wang et al. (2019); Sut-
ton (1990). In MBRL, one learns to approximate the system to control (from
data) and then uses the learned model to seek an optimal policy without ex-
tensive interaction with the actual system. A common approach is to learn
a discrete-time forward model that predicts the next state using the current
state and selected control action. Such an MBRL framework has delivered
successful and efficient results in discrete-time problems such as games Kaiser
et al. (2019). However, most control systems in science and engineering (e.g.,
robotics Nagabandi et al. (2020), unmanned vehicles Hafner et al. (2019), or
laminar flows Fan et al. (2020)) are continuous. Of course, one can always
discretize the continuous dynamics and apply discrete-time MBRL using tra-
ditional neural networks (e.g., see Brockman et al. (2016)). However, if one
fails to handle the inherent epistemic uncertainty Deisenroth et al. (2013),
such a strategy may lead to error accumulation (due to model bias) and poor
asymptotic performance. To alleviate these drawbacks, we build on the orig-
inal DeepONet Lu et al. (2021) to design an effective and efficient framework
that can learn the solution operator of a nonlinear non-autonomous system
with time-dependent inputs, which one can then apply within the framework
of control or continuous MBRL Du et al. (2020).

Formally, the objectives of this paper are twofold.

1. Approximation of the local solution operator: Our goal is to create a
neural operator-based framework that can learn to map (i) the current
state of the dynamical system with control and (ii) a local approxima-
tion of the input to the next state of the non-autonomous dynamical
system.

2. Long/Medium-term simulation: We aim to design an efficient scheme
that uses the operator learning framework to simulate the dynamical
system’s response to a given input over a long or medium-term horizon.

The contributions that will achieve the above objectives are summarized
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below.

1. We model the non-autonomous/control dynamical system in the deep
operator learning framework and propose a DeepONet-based numerical
scheme that effectively and recursively simulates the solution of the
system.

2. We also propose a novel data-driven Runge-Kutta (RK) DeepONet-
based method that reduces the cumulative error and improves recursive
prediction accuracy in long-term simulations.

3. We provide an estimation of the cumulative error for the proposed
numerical scheme based on DeepONet. Our estimated error bounds
are tighter than those presented in Qin et al. (2021). Additionally, we
demonstrate that the novel data-driven RK DeepONet-based scheme
achieves better stability bounds than the DeepONet-based scheme.

4. We test the proposed frameworks on state-of-the-art models, such as
the predator-prey system, the pendulum, the cart-pole system, and a
power engineering task. The effectiveness of the methods is observed
in all experiments.

We organize the rest of this paper as follows. In Section 2, we review operator
learning and introduce the proposed DeepONet-based algorithms. Next, we
present the novel data-driven Runge-Kutta DeepONet-based scheme and es-
timate its corresponding error bound in Section 3. We present the numerical
experiments in Section 4. We provide a discussion of our results and future
work in Section 5, and conclude the paper in Section 6.

2. Problem Formulation

We consider the problem of learning from data the solution operator of
the following continuous-time non-autonomous system with time-dependent
inputs

d

dt
x(t) = f(x(t), u(t)), t ∈ [a, b]

x(a) = x0,
(1)

where x(t) ∈ X ⊆ Rn is the state vector, u(t) ∈ U ⊆ Rp the input vector, and
f : X × U → X an unknown function. Additional assumptions on the input
function u and the function f will be discussed later. Also, throughout this
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paper, we assume u(t) is a scalar input, i.e., p = 1. Extending the proposed
framework to the vector-valued case is straightforward.

Solution Operator. Let F denote the solution operator of (1). F takes as
input the initial condition x(a) = x0 ∈ X and the sequence of input function
values u[a,t) := {u(τ) ∈ U : τ ∈ [a, t)}, and outputs the state x(t) ∈ X at
time t ∈ [a, b]. We compute the solution operator via

F
(
x0, u[a,t)

)
(t) ≡ x(t) = x0 +

∫ t

a

f(x(s), u(s))ds. (2)

Approximate System. In practice, to learn the operator F , we only have
access to an approximate/discretized representation of the input function
u(t). Let um denote this approximate representation, which yields the fol-
lowing approximate system

d

dt
x̃(t) = f(x̃(t), um), t ∈ [a, b]

x̃(a) = x(a),
(3)

whose solution operator is

F (x0, um) (t) ≡ x̃(t) = x0 +

∫ t

a

f(x̃(s), um)ds. (4)

In the above, with a slight abuse of notation, we denoted um as the input
discretized using m ≥ 1 sensors or interpolation points within the interval
[a, b], and the approximate state function as x̃(t).

Remark. In practice, the approximate system (3) with the solution opera-
tor (4) can represent, for example, sampled-data control systems Wittenmark
et al. (2002) or semi-Markov Decision Processes Du et al. (2020). Therefore,
the methods introduced in this paper can be used to design optimal control
policies within the framework of model-based reinforcement learning Wang
et al. (2019).

2.1. Learning the Solution Operator

To learn the solution operator F , we use theDeep Operator Network (Deep-
ONet) framework introduced in Lu et al. (2021). In Lu et al. (2021), the
authors used a DeepONet Gθ to learn a simplified version of the solution
operator F (2) with x(a) = 0, i.e.,

G(u)(t) ≡ x(t) =

∫ t

a

f(x(s), u(s))ds, t ∈ [a, b].
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The DeepONet Gθ takes as inputs the (i) input u(t) discretized usingm inter-
polation points (known as sensors in Lu et al. (2019)) and (ii) time t ∈ [a, b],
and outputs the state x(t). Clearly, this DeepONet prediction is one-shot;
it requires knowledge of the input in the whole interval [a, b]. For small
values of b, the DeepONet’s Gθ∗ prediction is very accurate. However, as
we increase b, the accuracy deteriorates. To improve accuracy, one can in-
crease the number of interpolation points. This, however, makes DeepONet’s
training more challenging.

To alleviate this drawback, we take a different approach in this paper.
First, we train a DeepONet Fθ, with the vector of trainable parameters θ, to
learn the local solution operator of the system. Then, we design a DeepONet-
based numerical scheme that recursively uses the trained DeepONet Fθ∗ to
predict long/medium-term horizons, i.e., for large values of b.

Learning the Local Solution Operator. We let P denote the possibly ir-
regular and arbitrary time partition

P : a = t0 < t1 < . . . < tM = b,

where hn := tn+1 − tn for all n = 0, 1, . . . ,M − 1 and let h := maxn hn.
Then, within the local interval [tn, tn+1] ≡ [tn, tn + hn], the solution operator
is given by

F(x̃(tn), u
n
m)(hn) ≡ x̃(tn + hn)

= x̃(tn) +

∫ tn+hn

tn

f(x̃(s), un
m)ds.

(5)

In the above, with a slight abuse of notation, we use un
m to denote the lo-

cal discretized representation of the input function um, within the interval
[tn, tn+1], using ns ≥ 1 interpolation/sensor points or basis.

The DeepONet Fθ. Next, we design a Deep Operator Network (Deep-
ONet) Fθ, with the vector of trainable parameters θ, to approximate the
local solution operator (5). Figure 1 illustrates the proposed DeepONet Fθ

that has two neural networks: the Branch Net and the Trunk Net.
The Branch Net maps the vector that concatenates the (i) current state x̃(tn)

and (ii) input function un
m ∈ Rns , discretized using the mesh of local sensors

tn = dn0 < dn1 < ... < dnns−1 = tn+1, to the branch output feature vec-
tor β ∈ Rnq. Meanwhile, the Trunk Net maps the scalar step size hn ∈ (0, h]
to the trunk output feature vector τ ∈ Rnq. We compute the DeepONet’s
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Branch Net

β

Trunk Net

hn ∈ (0, h]
τ

F (1)
θ (x(tn), u

n
m)(hn)

tn

u(dn0 )

u(dn1 )

u(dn2 )

u(dnns−1)

tn+1

unm

dn1 dn2

x(tn)
F (2)

θ (x(tn), u
n
m)(hn)

F (n)
θ (x(tn), u

n
m)(hn)

=: x(tn+1)

Figure 1: The DeepONet architecture for learning the solution operator of non-autonomous
system with time-dependent inputs. The Branch Net takes as input a vector resulting from
concatenating (i) the current state x̃(tn) ∈ Rn, (ii) the discretized local input un

m ∈ Rns ,
and (iii) the relative/flexible sensor locations (tn − dn0 , . . . , tn − dnns−1)

⊤ ∈ Rns . Then, the
Branch Net outputs the vector of features β ∈ Rnq. The Trunk Net takes as the input
hn ∈ (0, h] and outputs the vector of features τ ∈ Rnq. Finally, we obtain the DeepONet
using the dot product between β and τ .

output for the ith component of the state vector x̃(tn+1) using the dot prod-
uct:

F (i)
θ (x̃(tn), u

n
m)(hn) =

q∑
k=1

β(i−1)q+kτ(i−1)q+k.

Remark. Sensor locations. One of the problems with the original Deep-
ONet Lu et al. (2019) is that the sensor locations, tn = dn0 < dn1 < ... <
dnns−1 = tn+1, are fixed. If we fix these sensor locations, then we cannot
predict the response of the system using the arbitrary and irregular parti-
tion P . To enable prediction with P , we let the input to the branch un

m

be the concatenation of the discretized input
(
u(dn0 ), . . . , u(d

n
ns−1)

)
with the

corresponding (flexible) relative sensor locations (tn − dn0 , . . . , tn − dnns−1).

Remark. The case of ns = 1 sensors, i.e., the piece-wise constant approxima-
tion of u. If we let ns = 1 sensor, then the discretized input function within
the interval [tn, tn+1] corresponds to the singleton un

m ≡ u(tn). Such a case
is the most challenging to learn because it introduces the largest error that
propagates over time. However, it also represents one of the target appli-
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cations: continuous model-based reinforcement learning with semi-Markov
decision processes. We will show (in Section 4) that the proposed DeepONet
can effectively handle having only ns = 1 sensor.

Training the DeepONet Fθ. We train the proposed DeepONet Fθ model
by minimizing the loss function

L(θ;D) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

||xi(tn + hi
n)−Fθ(x

i(tn), u
i,n
m )(hi

n)||22

over of N training data triplets

D = {(xi(tn), u
i,n
m ), hi

n, x
i(tn + hi

n)}Ni=1

generated by the unknown ground truth local solution operator F .

2.2. Predicting the System’s Response

We predict the response of the system (1) over a long/medium-term hori-
zon (i.e., within the interval [a, b], with b ≫ 1) using the DeepONet-based
numerical scheme detailed in Algorithm 1 and illustrated in Figure 2. Algo-
rithm 1 takes as inputs the (i) initial condition x(a) = x0, (ii) partition P ,
(iii) discretized representation of the input un

m, for n = 1, . . . ,M−1, and (iv)
trained DeepONet Fθ∗ . Then, Algorithm 1 outputs the predicted response of
the system over the partition P , i.e., {x̌n ≡ x̌(tn) : tn ∈ P}. Let us conclude
this section by estimating a bound for the cumulative error of the proposed
DeepONet-based numerical scheme described in Algorithm 1.

2.3. Error Bound for the DeepONet-based Numerical Scheme

Assumptions. We let the input function u ∈ V ⊂ C[a, b] where V is
compact. We also assume the unknown vector field f : X × U → X is
Lipschitz in x and u, i.e.,

∥f(x1, u)− f(x2, u)∥ ≤ C1∥x1 − x2∥,
∥f(x, u1)− f(x, u2)∥ ≤ C1∥u1 − u2∥,

where C1 > 0 is a constant, and x1, x2, u1, u2 are in some proper space. Such
an assumption is common in engineering, as f is often differentiable with
respect to x and u.

The following lemma, presented in Qin et al. (2021), provides us with an
alternative form of the local solution operator (4). Such a form will be used
later when estimating the error bound.
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Algorithm 1: DeepONet-based Numerical Scheme

1 Require: initial state vector x(a) = x0, partition P , input un
m, for

n = 1, . . . ,M − 1, and trained DeepONet Fθ∗ .
2 initialize x̌(t0) = x0

3 for n = 0, . . . ,M − 1 do
4 update the independent variable tn+1 = tn + hn

5 update the state vector using the DeepONet’s forward pass

x̌(tn+1) = Fθ∗(x̌(tn), u
n
m)(hn).

6 end
7 Return: predicted response {x̌n ≡ x̌(tn) : tn ∈ P}.

Trained recursive DeepONet

Fθ∗ (x̌(tn), u
n
m) (hn) x̌(tn + hn)

x̌(tn)

un
m

hn

Inputs

Predicted state

Figure 2: The trained DeepONet Fθ∗ recursively predicts the next state of a non-
autonomous system x̌(tn + hn) given the current state x̌(tn), the local approximation
of the input un

m, and the step-size hn.

Lemma 2.1. Consider the local solution operator F(x̃(tn), u
n
m)(hn). Then,

there exists a function Φ : Rn × Rns × R → Rn, which depends on f , such
that

x̃(tn+1) = F(x̃(tn), u
n
m)(hn) = Φ(x̃(tn), u

n
m, hn), (6)

for any tn ∈ P . In the above, un
m ∈ Rns locally characterizes um on the mesh

tn = dn0 < dn1 < . . . < dnns−1 = tn+1.

We now provide the error estimation of the proposed DeepONet predic-
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tion scheme detailed in Algorithm 1. For the ease of notation, we denote
xn = x(tn) and x̌n = x̌(tn) for all tn ∈ P .

Lemma 2.2. For any tn ∈ P , we have

∥xn − x̃n∥ ≤ 1− C̄n

1− C̄
ē(um) := C̃ēm, (7)

where C̄ = eC1h, ē(um) = maxn ēn(um), and ēn(um) = C1hnκn(m)eC1hn .

Proof. Let a = tn and s ∈ [tn, tn+1] in the solution operators (2) and (4).
Then, subtracting (4) from (2) gives

∥x(s)− x̃(s)∥ ≤ ∥xn − x̃n∥+
∫ s

tn

∥f(x(t), u(t))− f(x̃(t), um)∥dt

≤ ∥xn − x̃n∥+ C1

∫ s

tn

∥u(t)− um∥dt+ C1

∫ s

tn

∥x(t)− x̃(t)∥dt

≤ ∥xn − x̃n∥+ C1hnκn(m) + C1

∫ s

tn

∥x(t)− x̃(t)∥dt,

where κn(m) is the local approximation error of the input within the interval
[tn, tn+1]:

max
s∈[tn,tn+1]

|u(s)− um| ≤ κn(m),

such that

κn(m) → 0 when the number of sensors m → ∞.

We refer the interested reader to equation (4) of Lu et al. (2019) for details
of such an approximation for the input. Set s = tn+1 and apply Gronwall’s
inequality, we then have,

∥xn+1 − x̃n+1∥ ≤ ∥xn − x̃n∥eC1hn + C1hnκn(m)eC1hn︸ ︷︷ ︸
ēn(um)

. (8)

Taking ē(um) = maxn ēn(um) gives

∥xn+1 − x̃n+1∥ ≤ ∥xn − x̃n∥eC1hn + ē(um).

The bound then follows immediately due to x(t0) = x̃0.
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Before we estimate the cumulative error of the DeepONet-assisted solu-
tion x̌n, we review the universal approximation theorem of neural networks
for high-dimensional functions Cybenko (1989). To this end, given hn, we
define the following vector-valued continuous function φ : Rn × Rns → Rn

φ(yn, u
n
m) = F(yn, u

n
m)(hn) = Φ(yn, u

n
m, hn),

where yn ∈ Rn. Then, by the universal approximation theorem, for ē(um) >
0, there exist W1 ∈ RK×(n+ns), b1 ∈ RK , W2 ∈ Rn×K and b2 ∈ Rn such that∥∥∥∥φ(yn, un

m)−
(
W2σ(W1[yn, u

n
m]

⊤ + b1) + b2
) ∥∥∥∥ < ē(um). (9)

Here, the two-layer network represents the DeepONet for a given hn, i.e.,(
W2σ(W1[yn, u

n
m]

⊤ + b1) + b2
)
≡ Fθ∗(yn, u

n
m).

The following lemma estimates the cumulative error between the DeepONet-
assisted solution x̌ (obtained via Algorithm 1) and the solution x̃ of the
approximate system that satisfies (6).

Lemma 2.3. Assume Φ is Lipschitz in x with Lipschitz constant C2. Suppose
the DeepONet is well trained so that the network satisfies (9). Then, we have
the following estimate:

∥x̌n − x̃n∥ ≤ Čē(um), (10)

where Č =
1−Cn

2

1−C2
.

Proof. It follows from the universal approximation theorem of neural net-
works (9) and Φ being Lipschitz that,

∥x̌n+1 − x̃n+1)∥ = ∥Fθ∗(x̌n, u
n
m)− Φ(x̃n, u

n
m, hn)∥

= ∥Fθ∗(x̌n, u
n
m)− φ(x̌n, u

n
m)∥

+ ∥Φ(x̌n, u
n
m, hn)− Φ(x̃n, u

n
m, hn)∥

≤ ē(um) + C2∥x̌n − x̃n∥.

The result follows immediately from x̃0 = x̌0.

The following theorem summarizes the error of the proposed DeepONet
scheme.
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Theorem 2.4. For any tn ∈ P , we have

∥xn − x̌n∥ ≤ C̃ē(um) + Čē(um), (11)

where C̃, Č and ē(um) are, respectively, the constants defined in (7), (10),
and (7).

We conclude this section by observing that the error bound found in this
section is tighter than the error found in Qin et al. (2021), which behaves
like tect where c is a positive constant.

3. Data-Driven Runge-Kutta DeepONet Prediction Scheme

In this section, we propose a data-driven Runge-Kutta explicit DeepONet-
based scheme Iserles (2009) that predicts the new state vector x̂(tn+hn) using
the current state value x̂(tn), i.e.,

x̂(tn + hn) = x̂(tn) +
hn

2
(k1 + k2).

Here k1 and k2 are, respectively, the estimates of f at tn and tn+1. We
compute these estimates (see equation (13)) using (i) the forward pass of
trained DeepONet Fθ∗ and (ii) automatic differentiation. Note that in (13b),
we use the notation x̄(tn+1) for the estimate of the state at tn+1 obtained
using the DeepONet’s Fθ∗ forward pass.

We detail the proposed data-driven RK explicit DeepONet-based scheme
in Algorithm 2 and Figure 3. Two remarks about our algorithm are provided
next. (i) For simplicity, we only present our scheme for the improved Euler
method or RK-2 Iserles (2009). However, we remark that we can extend our
idea to any explicit Runge-Kutta scheme. (ii) If un+1

m is available at tn, then
we can compute k2 as follows:

k2 =
d

dt
(Fθ∗(x̌(tn), u

n+1
m )(hn)). (12)

Then, equations (13a) and (12) will work as a predictor-corrector scheme
with the updated input information. Other strategies can also be adopted
within the proposed RK scheme. However, we let the design of such strategies
for our future work.
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Algorithm 2: Data-Driven Runge-Kutta Scheme

1 Require: initial state vector x(a) = x0, partition P , input un
m, for

n = 1, . . . ,M − 1, and trained DeepONet Fθ∗ .
2 initialize x̌(t0) = x0

3 for n = 0, . . . ,M − 1 do
4 update the independent variable tn+1 = tn + hn

5 use the DeepONet’s forward pass to compute

x̄(tn+1) = Fθ∗(x̌(tn), u
n
m)(hn).

6 end7

8 use automatic differentiation to estimate the vector field f at t = tn
and t = tn+1

k1 =
d

dt
(Fθ∗(x̌(tn), u

n
m)(0)) = f(x̂(tn), u

n
m), (13a)

k2 =
d

dt
x̄(tn+1) = f(x̄(tn+1), u

n
m). (13b)

9 update the state vector with the improved Euler (RK-2) step

x̌(tn+1) = x̌(tn) +
hn

2
(k1 + k2). (14)

10 Return: predicted response {x̌(tn) : tn ∈ P}.

3.1. Error Bound for the Data-Driven Runge-Kutta Scheme

Here we derive an improved conditional error bound estimate for x̂(tn).
To that end, we start by rephrasing the universal approximation theorem
of neural network for high-dimensional functions Cybenko (1989), which we
introduced in Section 2.3. For ē(um)−C4h

2
n > 0, there exist W1 ∈ RK×(n+ns),

b1 ∈ RK , W2 ∈ Rn×K and b2 ∈ Rn such that∥∥∥∥φ(yn, un
m)−

(
W2σ(W1[yn, u

n
m]

⊤ + b1) + b2
) ∥∥∥∥ < ϵ, (15)

where ϵ := ē(um) − C4h
2 and C4 > 0 is constant. As before, the two-layer

network represents the DeepONet Fθ∗ for a given hn.
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Data-driven RK DeepONet

x(tn+1) = Fθ∗ (x̌(tn), u
n
m) (hn)

x̌(tn)

un
m

hn

Inputs

Predicted state

k1 = d
dt (Fθ∗ (x̌(tn), u

n
m) (0))

k2 = d
dtx(tn+1)

x̌(tn+1) = x̌(tn) +
hn

2 (k1 + k2)

Automatic differentiation

Figure 3: The data-driven RK DeepONet takes the current state x̌(tn), the local approx-
imation of the input un

m, and the step-size hn as inputs. It then recursively predicts the
next state of a non-autonomous system using a data-driven RK-2 method, which employs
the forward pass of the DeepONet and automatic differentiation to obtain the estimates
of the vector field k1 and k2.

The following lemma estimates the error between x̂, predicted using the
RK scheme (Algorithm 2), and x̃, obtained using the solution operator (4)
of the approximate system (3).

Lemma 3.1. Assume Φ is Lipschitz in x with Lipschitz constant C2. Suppose
the DeepONet is well trained so that (15) holds. Then, we have the estimate

∥x̂(tn)− x̃(tn)∥ ≤ Ĉē(um), (16)

where Ĉ = C1h
2

1−Cn
3

1−C3
, and C3 =

(
1 + (1 + C2)

C1h
2

)
.

Proof. We denote x̃n = x̃(tn), x̄n = x̄(tn), and x̂n = x̂(tn). Then, it follows
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from f being Lipschitz that,

∥x̃n+1 − x̂n+1∥ = ∥x̃n +

∫ tn+1

tn

f(x̃(s), un
m)ds− x̂n

− hn

2
(f(x̄n+1, u

n
m) + f(x̂n, u

n
m))∥

≤ ∥x̃n − x̂n∥+
hn

2
∥f(x̃n, u

n
m)− f(x̂n, u

n
m)

+ f(x̃n+1, u
n
m)− f(x̄n+1, u

n
m)∥+O(h3)

≤ ∥x̃n − x̂n∥+
C1hn

2
∥x̃n − x̂n∥

+
C1hn

2
∥x̃n+1 − x̄n+1∥+O(h3)

≤
(
1 +

C1hn

2

)
∥x̃n − x̂n∥

+
C1hn

2
∥x̃n+1 − x̄n+1∥+O(h3). (17)

An estimate of the above term ∥x̃n+1 − x̄n+1∥ is

∥x̃n+1 − x̄n+1∥ = ∥Φ(x̃n, u
n
m, hn)−Fθ∗(x̂n, u

n
m)∥

≤ ∥Φ(x̃n, u
n
m, hn)− Φ(x̂n, u

n
m, hn)

+ φ(x̂n, u
n
m)−Fθ∗(x̂n, u

n
m)∥

≤ C2∥x̃n − x̂n∥+ ē(um)−C4h
2, (18)

where C4 > 0 is a constant. Substituting (18) back into (17) yields

∥x̃n+1 − x̂n+1∥ ≤
(
1 + (1 + C2)

C1hn

2

)
∥x̃n − x̂n∥

+
C1hn

2
ē(um). (19)

Recursive estimation and x̂0 = x̃0 gives the desired error bound (16).

Two remarks about the error bound are as follows. (i) Note that the pro-
posed data-driven RK DeepONet-based scheme provides an improved error
bound (16) when compared to the bound obtained in (10). More specifically,
the growth factor C3 behaves like C2 in (10). However, when hn < 1

C1
· 2C2−2

C2+1
,

a smaller factor can be derived. (ii) We can extend the proof provided here
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for the RK-2 scheme to any other RK explicit scheme. We will analyze this
in our future work. Let us conclude this section with the following theorem
that summarizes the error of the proposed data-driven RK scheme.

Theorem 3.2. For any tn ∈ P , we have

∥x(tn)− x̂(tn)∥ ≤ C̃ē(um) + Ĉē(um), (20)

where C̃, Ĉ and ē(um) are, respectively, the constants defined in (7), (16),
and (7).

4. Numerical Experiments

To evaluate our framework, we tested the proposed DeepONets on five
tasks: the autonomous Lorentz 63 system (in Section 4.1), the predator-
prey dynamics with control (in Section 4.2), the pendulum swing-up (in
Section 4.3), the cart-pole system (in Section 4.4), and a power engineering
application (in Section 4.5). For the three control tasks, we used only ns = 1
sensor. The reasons for selecting only one sensor are twofold. First, we want
to show that DeepONet is effective even when the input signal is encoded
with minimal information. For reference, in Qin et al. (2021), the authors
encoded the input signals (used in their experiments) with at least ns = 3
interpolation points (sensors). Second, the ns = 1 sensor scenario resembles
the scenario of sampled-data control systems Wittenmark et al. (2002) or
reinforcement learning tasks Sutton and Barto (2018) with continuous action
space. Finally, for the power engineering application task, we used ns = 2
sensors.

Training dataset. For each of the three continuous control tasks (predator-
prey, pendulum, and cart-pole systems), we generate the training datasetDtrain

as follows. We use Runge-Kutta (RK-4) Iserles (2009) to simulate Ntrain tra-
jectories of size two. For each trajectory, the input to RK-4 is the initial con-
dition x(tn) uniformly sampled from X and the input u(tn) uniformly sampled
from the set U . The output from the RK-4 algorithm is the state x(tn + h),
where h is uniformly sampled from the interval [0, 0.25]. Such a procedure
gives the dataset:

Dtrain = {(xi(tn), ui(tn)), hi, xi(tn + hi)}Ntrain
i=1 .
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Training protocol and neural networks. We implemented our framework
using JAX Bradbury et al. (2018)1 The neural networks for the Branch and
Trunk Nets are the modified fully-connected networks proposed inWang et al.
(2021a) and used in our previous paper Moya et al. (2023). We trained the
parameters of the networks using Adam Kingma and Ba (2014). Moreover,
we selected (i) the default hyper-parameters for the Adam algorithm and (ii)
an initial learning rate of η = 0.001 that exponentially decays every 2000
epochs.

4.1. The Autonomous Lorentz 63 System

To evaluate the proposed framework, we first consider the autonomous
and chaotic Lorenz 63 system with the following dynamics:

ẋ = σ(y − x),

ẏ = x(ρ− z)− y,

ż = xy − βz,

(21)

with parameters σ = 10, ρ = 28, and β = 8/3. Notice that, compared to non-
autonomous systems, autonomous systems only require the previous state to
predict the next state, simplifying the learning problem. Nevertheless, we
do recognize that the chaotic nature of the Lorentz system can pose a chal-
lenge to error accumulation over time. To address this, we have arbitrarily
increased the size of the training dataset, which is described next.

The training dataset for this autonomous system is provided as a collec-
tion of 20000 scatter one-step responses, or trajectories of size two. Specifi-
cally, Dtrain = {xi(tn), hi, xi(tn + hi)}Ntrain

i=1 , where xi(tn) is sampled from the
state space X := [−17, 20] × [−23, 28] × [0, 50], and the step sizes hi are
sampled from the interval [0, 0.02]. Note that we keep the step size small to
track the error accumulation of the chaotic system, but this requires us to
increase the size of our training dataset and normalize the state space.

The trained DeepONet is used to predict the response of the autonomous
Lorentz 63 system over the time-domain [0, 20] seconds, for the initial con-
dition (x(0), y(0), z(0)) = (0, 1, 1), using a uniform partition P with a fixed
step size of h = 0.01. Figure 4 shows the comparison between the recursive
DeepONet prediction obtained from Algorithm 1 and the true response of the

1We will publish the code on GitHub after publication.
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Figure 4: Comparison of DeepONet prediction with the actual trajectory of the au-
tonomous Lorentz (21) system’s state x = (x(t), y(t))⊤ (left is x(t) and right is y(t))
for the initial condition (x(0), y(0), z(0)) = (0, 1, 1) within the partition P ⊂ [0, 20] (s) of
constant step size h = 0.01.

Lorentz system’s state variables x(t) and y(t). The results demonstrate ex-
cellent agreement between the proposed method and the true values, despite
the chaotic nature of the autonomous Lorentz system.

4.2. The Predator-Prey Dynamics with Control

To evaluate our framework, we now consider the following Lotka-Volterra
Predator-Prey system with input signal u(t):

ẋ1 = x1 − x1x2 + u(t)

ẋ2 = −x2 + x1x2.
(22)

The system (22) was also studied in Qin et al. (2021), where the authors
encoded u(t) using three interpolation points. To train our DeepONet, we
generated Ntrain = 2000 trajectories with the initial condition xi(tn) (resp.
input signal ui(tn)) sampled from the state space X := [0, 5]2 (resp. input
space U := [0, 5]).

We use the trained DeepONet to predict the response of the predator-prey
system (see equation (22)) to the input signal u(t) = sin(t/3) + cos(t) + 2
within a partition P ⊂ [0, 100] (s) with a constant step size h = 0.1 ≡
tn+1 − tn, where tn, tn+1 ∈ P . Figure 5 compares DeepONet’s long-term
prediction with the true trajectory. Note that the predicted trajectory agrees
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x1 x2

L2 relative error 2.42 % 0.93 %

Table 1: Relative errors of predator and prey dynamics with control.
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Figure 5: Comparison of DeepONet prediction with the actual trajectory of the predator-
prey (22) system’s state x = (x1(t), x2(t))

⊤ (left is x1(t) and right is x2(t)) response to the
input signal u(t) = sin(t/3) + cos(t) + 2 within the partition P ⊂ [0, 100] (s) of constant
step size h = 0.1.

very well with the true trajectory for both states, x = (x1, x2)
⊤. The L2-

relative errors for x1 and x2 are summarized in Table 1.

4.3. Pendulum Swing-Up

Let us now consider the following pendulum swing-up control system:

θ̈

(
1

4
ml2 + I

)
+

1

2
mlg sin θ = u(t)− bθ̇, (23)

where x = (θ, θ̇)⊤ ∈ X is the state vector, θ the pendulum’s angle, θ̇ the
angular velocity, and u(t) ∈ U the control torque. We set the parameters
to the following values. The pendulum’s mass is m = 1 (kg), the length
is l = 1 (m), the moment of inertia of the pendulum around the midpoint
is I = 1

12
ml2, and the friction coefficient is b = 0.01 (sNm/rad).

We trained the proposed framework using Ntrain = 5000 samples, each
consisting of a tuple {(x(tn), u(tn)), hn, x(tn + hn)}. The initial condition,
x(tn) (the state of the non-autonomous pendulum system), was sampled from
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Figure 6: Comparison of DeepONet prediction with the actual trajectories of the pen-
dulum (23) system’s state x = (θ(t), θ̇(t))⊤ (left is angle θ(t) and right is velocity θ̇(t))
response to the input signal u(t) = −0.8θ̇(t) within the partition P ⊂ [0, 10] (s) of constant
step size h = 0.1.

the uniform distribution X := [−π, π]×[−8, 8]. The step size hn was obtained
by uniformly sampling from the interval (0, 0.02]. The control torque, u(tn),
was constant on the interval [tn, tn+1] and was sampled from the uniform
distribution U := [−2, 2]. Finally, we obtained the terminal state, x(tn+hn),
by evolving according to the non-autonomous dynamics (see equation (23)).
It is worth noting that the the proposed operator learning setting allows us
to handle datasets with incomplete data, as hn = tn+1 − tn is not identical
for all 5000 training samples. Our methods thus have much more flexibility
in terms of data preparation.

Stable response. We begin by using the trained DeepONet to predict
the pendulum’s response to the input u1(t) = −0.8θ̇(t) within the partition
P ⊂ [0, 10] (s) with a step size of h = 0.1 (s). This input yields state
trajectories {(θ(tn), θ̇(tn)) : tn ∈ P} that settle to an asymptotic equilibrium
point. Figure 6 shows the excellent agreement between the predicted and
actual trajectories.

To test the predictive power of the proposed framework, we compute the
average and standard deviation (st. dev.) of the L2-relative error between
the predicted and actual response of the pendulum to the following: (i)
the control torque u1(t), and (ii) 100 initial conditions sampled from the
set Xo := {θ, θ̇ : θ ∈ [−π/2, π/2], θ̇ = 0}. Table 2 reports the results,
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angle θ(t) angular velocity θ̇(t)

mean L2 1.056 % 3.356 %
st.dev. L2 2.509 % 8.234%

Table 2: The average and standard deviation (st.dev.) of the L2− relative error between
the predicted and actual response trajectories of the pendulum system (23) to (i) the

control torque u1(t) = −0.8 ˙θ(t) and (ii) 100 initial conditions uniformly sampled from the
set Xo := {θ, θ̇ : θ ∈ [−π/2, π/2], θ̇ = 0}.
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Figure 7: Comparison of DeepONet prediction with the actual trajectories of the pen-
dulum (23) system’s state x = (θ(t), θ̇(t))⊤ (left is angle θ(t) and right is velocity θ̇(t))
response to the input signal u(t) = sin(t/2) within the partition P ⊂ [0, 10] (s) of constant
step size h = 0.1. The relative errors are presented in Table 4.

demonstrating that DeepONet consistently maintains an average L2-relative
error of below 1.1% and 3.4% for the angle θ(t) and the angular velocity θ̇(t)
trajectories, respectively. Please refer to Table 2 for a summary.

Oscillatory response. We now test the trained DeepONet for the control
torque u2(t) = sin(t/2) within the partition P ⊂ [0, 10] (s) with a constant
step size of h = 0.1. Figure 7 depicts the excellent agreement between the
predicted and actual oscillatory trajectory.

Let us now consider a different partition P ′ with a smaller step size
h = 0.00025. Figure 8 shows that the proposed DeepONet fails to keep
up with the oscillatory response. To improve our prediction, we employ the
proposed data-driven Runge-Kutta DeepONet method described in Algo-
rithm 2. Figure 8 depicts the agreement between the actual trajectory and
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Figure 8: Comparison of DeepONet prediction with the data-driven RK DeepONet pre-
diction, and the actual trajectories of the pendulum (23) system’s state x = (θ(t), θ̇(t))⊤

(left is angle θ(t) and right is velocity θ̇(t)) response to the input signal u(t) = sin(t/2)
within the partition P ′ ⊂ [0, 10] (s) of constant step size h = 0.00025.

the trajectory predicted using the data-driven RK DeepONet method. The
corresponding L2-relative errors are 7.73% and 11.34% for the angle θ(t) and
the angular velocity θ̇(t), respectively.

Comparison with other benchmarks. We compare the proposed DeepONet
numerical scheme (Algorithm 1) with other benchmarks. The authors are
only aware of the work developed in Qin et al. (2021), which can approximate
the dynamic response of continuous nonlinear non-autonomous systems over
an arbitrary time partition P ⊂ [0, T ] for arbitrary input functions. Below,
we will compare our method with the approach in Qin et al. (2021), which
we refer to as FNN.

Additionally, a related field that attempts to learn an environment model
of a discrete, non-linear, non-autonomous system is model-based reinforce-
ment learning (MBRL) Wang et al. (2019). However, since they can only
approximate the response over a uniform partition, a comparison of tradi-
tional MBRL benchmarks with the proposed work is not possible. To address
this problem, we transform the ensemble method Wang et al. (2019), a simple
but effective MBRL method to learn the environment dynamics in MBRL,
into a continuous approach using ideas from Qin et al. (2021). Thus, we also
compare the proposed method with this continuous ensemble approach.

We begin by comparing the average and standard deviation of the L2
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angle θ(t) angular velocity θ̇(t)

mean L2 (DeepONet) 0.833 % 1.061 %
st.dev. L2 (DeepONet) 0.604 % 0.756%

mean L2 (FNN) 10.076 % 13.318 %
st.dev. L2 (FNN) 7.626 % 9.817%

mean L2 (Ensemble) 5.820 % 7.055 %
st.dev. L2 (Ensemble) 3.817 % 4.654%

Table 3: The average and standard deviation (st.dev.) of the L2− relative error between
the predicted (DeepONet, FNN, and Ensemble) and actual response trajectories of the

pendulum system (23) to (i) the control torque u1(t) = −0.8 ˙θ(t) and (ii) 100 initial
conditions uniformly sampled from the set Xo := {θ, θ̇ : θ ∈ [−π/2, π/2], θ̇ = 0}.

relative error between the predicted response from DeepONet, FNN, and
Ensemble models. These models were all trained using Ntrain = 10000 one-
step responses, and compared with the actual response trajectories of the
pendulum system (23). The pendulum trajectories are the responses to (i)

the control torque u1(t) = −0.8 ˙θ(t) and (ii) 100 initial conditions uniformly
sampled from the set Xo := {θ, θ̇ : θ ∈ [−π/2, π/2], θ̇ = 0}. Table 3 shows
that DeepONet greatly improves generalization when compared with FNN
and the continuous ensemble.

In addition, we compared the predictions of DeepONet, FNN, and En-
semble with the actual trajectories of the pendulum (23) system’s state x =
(θ(t), θ̇(t))⊤. We analyzed the response to the input signal u(t) = sin(t/2)
within the partition P ⊂ [0, 10] (s) with a constant step size of h = 0.1.
Figure 9 (the left plot of Figure 9 shows the angle θ(t), and the right plot
shows the velocity θ̇(t)) illustrates that only DeepONet can accurately pre-
dict oscillatory behavior.

4.4. Cart-Pole

In this section, we consider the following cart-pole system Florian (2007)
with control:

θ̈ =
g sin θ + cos θ

(
−u(t)−mplθ̇2 sin θ

mc+mp

)
l
(

4
3
− mp cos2 θ

mc+mp

)
p̈ =

u(t)− bṗ+mpl(θ̇
2 sin θ − θ̈ cos θ)

mc +mp

.

(24)
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Figure 9: Comparison of DeepONet, FNN, and Ensemble prediction with the actual tra-
jectories of the pendulum (23) system’s state x = (θ(t), θ̇(t))⊤ (left is angle θ(t) and
right is velocity θ̇(t)) response to the input signal u(t) = sin(t/2) within the partition
P ⊂ [0, 10] (s) of constant step size h = 0.1.

In the above, the state of the cart-pole system is x = (θ, θ̇, p, ṗ)⊤ ∈ X , where
θ is the angle of the pendulum, θ̇ the angular velocity of the pendulum, p and
ṗ are, respectively, the position and the velocity of the cart. The input u ∈ U
is the horizontal force that makes the cart move to the left or the right. We
selected the parameters of the cart-pole system as follows. The pendulum’s
length is l = 0.5 (m), the pendulum’s mass is mp = 0.5 (kg), the cart’s mass
is mc = 0.5 (kg), and the friction coefficient is b = 0.01 (sNm/rad).

To train the DeepONet, we generated Ntrain = 20000 trajectories with
the initial condition xi(tn) (resp. input ui(tn)) sampled from the state space
X := [−2π, 2π]× [−π, π]× [−2, 2]× [−1, 1] (resp. U := [−5, 5]).

We used a trained DeepONet to predict the response of the cart-pole
system to a time-dependent input signal u(t) = t/100 within the partition
P ⊂ [0, 10] (s) with a constant step size of h = 0.1 (i.e., tn+1 − tn = h)
for all tn, tn+1 ∈ P . In Figure 10, we compare the predicted and true state
trajectories. We observe a high degree of agreement between the predicted
and true state trajectories, with L2-relative errors of 0.008%, 1.028%, 0.478%,
and 0.296% for θ, θ̇, p, and ṗ, respectively. Based on these results, we
conclude that the proposed DeepONet framework is effective in predicting
the response of a nonlinear control system, such as the cart-pole, to given
inputs and different initial conditions.
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Figure 10: Comparison of DeepONet prediction with the actual trajectory of the cart-
pole (24) system’s state x = (θ(t), θ̇(t), p(t), ṗ(t))⊤ (upper-left is angle θ(t), upper-right is
angular velocity θ̇(t), lower-left is position p(t), and lower-right is velocity ṗ(t)) response
to the input signal u(t) = t/100 within the partition P ⊂ [0, 10] (s) of constant step size
h = 0.1.

4.5. A Power Engineering Application

The dynamics of the future power grid will fundamentally differ from to-
day’s grid due to widespread installation of energy storage systems, offshore
wind power plants, and electric vehicle fast-charging sites. These devices will
connect to the power grid via power electronic devices. This scenario differs
greatly from the current paradigm where robust models of traditional power
systems exist. Thus, simulating future power grids for planning, optimiza-
tion, and control will require the interplay of legacy simulators and models
of power electronics-based devices (e.g., wind turbines) that can be learned
from data.

In this final experiment, we aim to demonstrate that the proposed method
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θ θ̇ p ṗ

L2 relative error 0.008 % 1.028% 0.478% 0.296%

Table 4: Relative errors of the cart-pole example. The solutions are plotted in Figure 10.

can potentially interact with a traditional power engineering simulator, such
as the Power System Toolbox. To achieve this, we begin with a simple
application of recursive DeepONet that uses Algorithm 1 to approximate the
dynamic response of a simple second order model of a generator. We use
data collected with the Power System Toolbox (PST) Chow et al. (2000) of
generator 1 within the classic two area system. Note that the response of the
generator can be modeled as a non-autonomous system (1) by assuming the
input function corresponds to the interface variables (stator currents) of the
bus where the target generator connects.

Training data. We generated training data DPST by simulating Nexp =
600 disturbance experiments on PST. Each experiment consisted of simulat-
ing the two area system system using a uniform partition P ⊂ [0.0, 5.0] (s),
with a constant step size of h = 0.005. The disturbances occur at tf = 0.01
(s) with a duration sampled from the interval [0.005, 0.02] (s). Trajectory
data was collected after each experiment, including the interacting input
trajectories {u(tn) : tn ∈ P} and state trajectory data {x(tn) : tn ∈ P}.

We constructed the training dataset by interpolating and sampling this
trajectory data (i.e., a time-series). In particular, we discretized the in-
puts using interpolation and m = 2 sensors, i.e., ũn

m := {u(tn + d0), u(tn +
d1))}, where d0 = 0.0 and d1 was uniformly sampled from the open inter-
val (0, h). The final training dataset of size Ntrain = 30000 is: DPST =
{(xi(tn), ũ

n
m,i), {0, dm,i}, hi, xi(tn + hi)}Ntrain

i=1 .
We tested the proposed DeepONet using a PST test trajectory that was

not included in the training dataset and which experienced a disturbance of
duration 0.01 (s). For these test trajectory, we used an uniform partition P
of size 100. As shown in Figure 11, DeepONet-based Algorithm 1 accurately
predicted the dynamic response of generator 1 in the classic two area system.

In our future work, we plan to (i) extend this approach to allow for the
full interaction of DeepONets and traditional numerical schemes, (ii) enable
transfer learning for approximating more than one generator, and (iii) design
learning protocols that can withstand error accumulation when predicting
more complex and severe discontinuous disturbances.
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Figure 11: Comparison of DeepONet prediction with the actual trajectory of a second-
order electromagnetic generator model state x = (δ(t), ω(t))⊤ (left is δ(t) angle and right is
ω(t) speed) for a disturbance of duration 0.01 (s) within a uniform partition P ⊂ [0, 5] (s)
size 100.

5. Discussion

This section discusses our main results and outlines our plans for future
work.

We have demonstrated through all five tasks outlined in Section 4 that
the proposed recursive and data-driven RK DeepONets can effectively ap-
proximate the dynamic response of nonlinear, non-autonomous systems for
varying inputs and initial conditions. Furthermore, in Section 4.3, we com-
pared the proposed recursive method with two other benchmarks. The first
is a neural network approach for approximating non-autonomous systems de-
veloped in Qin et al. (2021). The second is an ensemble method Wang et al.
(2019) that we extended to the continuous scenario for comparison purposes.
Table 3 shows that the proposed recursive DeepONet outperforms the other
two benchmarks when the training dataset size is small. In particular, the
recursive method keeps the mean L2-relative error for 100 test trajectories be-
low 1.1 %. Additionally, Figure 9 demonstrates that among all benchmarks,
the proposed recursive DeepONet is the only one that can effectively approx-
imate challenging oscillatory solution trajectories. In conclusion, when the
dataset is small, which often occurs in engineering systems, the proposed re-
cursive DeepONet provides the best method for approximating the dynamic
response of non-autonomous systems.
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In our future work, we aim to extend the proposed framework to include
(i) reduced-order, (ii) stochastic, and (iii) networked non-autonomous and
control systems. We also plan to apply the DeepONet framework to model-
based reinforcement learning and control design. Specifically, we aim to
use it for learning semi-Markov decision processes, which can be applied to
learn suboptimal offline policies. Moreover, we aim to apply the recursive
and data-driven RK DeepONets to complex engineering applications such as
fluid dynamics, materials engineering, and future power systems.

6. Conclusion

We introduced a Deep Operator Network (DeepONet) framework that
can learn (from data) the dynamic response of nonlinear, non-autonomous
systems with time-dependent inputs for long-term horizons. The proposed
framework approximates the system’s solution operator locally using the
DeepONet and then recursively predicts the system’s response for long/medium-
term horizons using the trained network. We also estimated the error bound
for this DeepONet-based numerical scheme. To improve the predictive accu-
racy of the scheme when the step size is small, we designed and theoretically
validated a data-driven Runge-Kutta DeepONet scheme. This scheme uses
estimates of the vector field computed with the DeepONet forward pass and
automatic differentiation. Finally, we validated the proposed framework us-
ing an autonomous and chaotic system, three continuous control tasks, and
a power engineering application.
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