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Abstract

Learning underlying dynamics from data is important and challenging in many real-world scenarios. Incorporating
differential equations (DEs) to design continuous networks has drawn much attention recently, however, most
prior works make specific assumptions on the type of DEs, making the model specialized for particular problems.
This work presents a partial differential equation (PDE) based framework which improves the dynamics modeling
capability. Building upon the recent Fourier neural operator, we propose a neural operator that can handle time
continuously without requiring iterative operations or specific grids of temporal discretization. A theoretical result
demonstrating its universality is provided. We also uncover an intrinsic property of neural operators that improves
data efficiency and model generalization by ensuring stability. Our model achieves superior accuracy in dealing
with time-dependent PDEs compared to existing models. Furthermore, several numerical pieces of evidence
validate that our method better represents a wide range of dynamics and outperforms state-of-the-art DE-based
models in real-time-series applications. Our framework opens up a new way for a continuous representation of
neural networks that can be readily adopted for real-world applications.

1. Introduction

The modeling of time-evolving data plays an important role in various applications in our everyday lives, including climate
forecasting (Schneider, 2001; Mudelsee, 2019), medical sciences (Stoffer & Ombao, 2012; Jensen et al., 2014), and finance
(Chatigny et al., 2020; Andersen et al., 2005). Numerous deep learning architectures (Connor et al., 1994; Hochreiter &
Schmidhuber, 1997; Cho et al., 2014) have been developed to learn sequential patterns from time-series data. In recent
years, leveraging differential equations (DEs) to design continuous networks has attracted increasing attention, first sparked
by neural ordinary differential equations (Neural ODEs; Chen et al. 2018). DEs that characterize the rates of change
and interaction of continuously varying quantities have become the indispensable mathematical language to describe
time-evolving real-world phenomena (Cannon & Dostrovsky, 2012; Sundén & Fu, 2016; Black & Scholes, 2019). By virtue
of their ability to represent and predict the world around us, incorporating DEs into neural networks has reinvigorated
research in continuous deep learning, offering the ability to handle irregular time-series (Rubanova et al., 2019; De Brouwer
et al., 2019; Schirmer et al., 2022).

Despite their eminent success, Neural ODEs have yet to be successfully applied to complex and large-scale tasks due to the
limitation of expressiveness of ODEs. To respond to this drawback, several works have enhanced the expressiveness of
Neural ODEs (Gholami et al., 2019; Gu et al., 2021). Another line of work attempts to introduce more diverse differential
equations, such as controlled DEs (Kidger et al., 2020), delay DEs (Zhu et al., 2020; Anumasa & PK, 2021), and integro DEs
(Zappala et al., 2022). However, in real-world applications, we usually know very little about the underlying dynamics of
time-evolving systems, such as how their states evolve in general and which differential equations they obey, how variables
depend on each other, and how high derivatives it contains. Therefore, it is necessary to develop a model that can learn an
extended class of differential equations that is able to cover more diverse applications (Holt et al., 2022).

In this work, we propose a partial differential equation (PDE) based novel framework that can learn a broad range of
time-evolving systems without prior knowledge of governing equations. PDEs that enjoy relations between the various
partial derivatives of multivariable states represent much general dynamics, including ODEs as a special case. As the
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underlying dynamics are unknown in real-world data, it should be oblivious to the knowledge of the underlying PDE
structure and needs to be learned from the data. To this end, we adopt Fourier neural operator (FNO; (Li et al., 2021)) that
automatically learns PDE solution operators in a completely data-driven way without prior information on the governing
PDE. Because FNO handles time in discrete representation, however, FNO is difficult to directly transfer to irregularly-
sampled time-series commonly arising in real-world problems. To render it more suitable for continuous time-series, we
propose a continuous-time FNO, termed CTFNO, that can treat time continuously without requiring a specific temporal grid.
We also demonstrate the representational power of CTFNO via rigorous theoretical proof of the universal approximation
theorem. Moreover, we present a property of neural operator that guarantees stability. As it leads to well-posed learning
problems, the stabilization makes to model better at generalization. A wide array of numerical evidence validates that
CTFNO can flexibly capture diverse time-dependent systems, outperforming baseline models not only for PDEs but also for
various dynamics. Furthermore, our model provides superior performance on a wide array of real-world time-series data.

2. Background

Fourier Neural Operator Let  C R" be a bounded domain. For a given input a :  — R, which could be any of
source or initial functions, neural operators learn the corresponding solution u : Q — R% to a governing PDE. The solution
to fairly general PDEs is represented as a convolution operator with a kernel G' : R™ — R%*9a called by a Green’s function
(Evans, 2010) as follows:

u(m):G*a(x):/QG(x—y)a(y)dy, Vo € Q. (1)

Due to the shift-invariant nature of the Green’s function, this solution operator can be efficiently computed through the
Fourier transform, known as the convolution theorem (Bracewell & Bracewell, 1986). This elucidates a way to design
Fourier neural operator (FNO; Li et al. 2021). The overall computational flow of FNO for approximating the convolution
operator (1) is given as
P L4 Lo Lr Q

a— V9 —>V1 —> ' ——>V —U
for a given depth L. To increase expressiveness, the input function a is lifted to a higher dimensional representation by
v = P(a)(z) = Pa(z) with a matrix P € R% >4« Q is a projection operator of the form Q(v)(z) = Qu(z) for
Q € R%*dv_Fourier layers £, are defined as follows:
Definition 2.1. (Fourier layers (Li et al., 2021)) For a convolution kernel x, : R" — R4 *dv 3 linear transform
Wy, : R% — R% and an activation function ¢ : R — R, the ¢-th Fourier layer L, is defined as follows:

Lo (v) (z) =0 (W () + ke x v (2)) 2
=0 (W (z)+F (R (Fv))(2)), Vo : Q= R" zeQ, 3)

where R, = F (k) is directly learned, F is Fourier transform, of which the inverse operator is denoted by F~!.

Both F and F~! are implemented by fast Fourier transform (Nussbaumer, 1981) with truncated frequencies.

Treatment of time-varying problems When applied to time-dependent PDEs, the original FNO can only learn an
operator that maps the initial function to a solution for a single fixed time. To deal with time-varying problems, two methods
are suggested in (Li et al., 2021): FNO-RNN poses the time-dependent problem as a sequence-to-sequence task. But
autoregressive training is often hard to train. Alternatively, FNO-2D treats it as an (n + 1)—dimensional problem by adding
one more dimension and applying FNO layers to convolve in the space-time domain. In this case, the model can only predict
solutions at times on a fixed equispaced temporal mesh. In addition, it requires quite a few parameters because, for example,
a one-dimensional problem is treated as a two-dimensional problem.

3. Continuous-Time PDE Solution Operator
3.1. Continuous-Time FNO

FNO has shown a promising ability to learn complex PDEs, however, it deals with time-evolving systems with iterative
rollouts or on specific temporal grids as we discussed in the previous section. This notion of discrete time of FNO hinders
its wider applicability to time-varying systems. To ameliorate this limitation, we introduce a continuous-in-time Fourier
neural operator (CTFNO). The design of CTFNO is inspired by the Green’s function formula for time-dependent PDEs,
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Figure 1. The visualization of CTFNO architecture. Two time embedding networks specify the time ¢ into hidden representations ¢(t)
and v (t). Then (¢) and () incorporate the temporal information into each Fourier layer through time modulation operators A, and
By. See Appendix C.2 for details.

which says that there exists a Green’s function G : [0, 00) x R™ — R *da guch that the solution for an initial condition
a () is represented by follows:

u (t, ) /Gt:z:— a(y)dy, ¥ (t,z) € [0,00) x 2. €]

For example, Green’s function of the heat equation u; — vu,, = 0, describing the temperature on a surface as a function of

time, is G (t,z —y) = ———exp ( — l2=v* ) This shows that the weights of an FNO layer should be conditioned on
Varvt vt

time, to learn an operator (¢, a (z)) — w (¢, z) for an arbitrary time ¢ and initial condition a (x). To this end, we propose a
time-aware Fourier layer that updates the solution based on (4) as follows:

Definition 3.1. (Continuous-time Fourier layers) For ¢ € [0, 00), a convolution kernel ky () : R® — R%*dv R, () =
F (k¢ (t)), alinear transform W, (¢) : R% — R, o, (t) : R® — C, and ¥y (t) € R% <% the (-th continuous-time Fourier
layer is defined as follows: Vv : Q — R%, 2 € Q,

Ly (v) (t, x)—O(We(t)v(ar)+ke() v (z))
o (We(t)v(x)+ ( o (t) - (Fv)) () (5)
=0 (Wetbe(t)v (z) + F " (¢ (t) Re - (F)) (2)) .

Time Modulation To equip the FNO network with the ability to capture information on the time of observations, a
time-dependent layer (5) is constructed as the following temporal modulation: For each time ¢ and frequency &,

We(t) = Wibe(t),
Ry (t,€) = e (t,6) Re(§),

where we use notational shortcuts ¢y (t,£) = @y (t) () and similar for R(t, £). We design ¢, and 1)y as follows:

(6)

1. Two sharing networks, parameterized by two-layer fully connected networks together with sinusoidal embedding
(Vaswani et al., 2017), first convert the input time ¢ into multi-dimensional representations ¢ (t), ¢ (t) € R for a
hidden dimension c.

2. For each Fourier layer £, and frequency &, learnable A, : R* — C¢ and B, € R% *¢ produce time information
0o (t,€) = o ()" Ay (&) € Cand oy (t) = diag (Bt (t)) € R% X% (the diagonal matrix with the elements of vector
Byt (t) on the main diagonal).

See Figure 1 for a schematic diagram.

3.2. Universal Approximation

In this section, we prove the universality of the proposed CTFNO, which is condensed in the following informal statement.
A formal statement and details of the proof are provided in Appendix A.

Theorem 3.2. (Informal) CTFNO can approximate any time-dependent continuous operator, of arbitrary accuracy.
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3.3. Stability

When we learn a model for the time evolution of dynamical systems, the learned dynamics should be guaranteed to be
well-posed. It is important because the learned system can be unstable when using a generic neural network (Szegedy
et al., 2013; Moosavi-Dezfooli et al., 2017). Such unstable networks are vulnerable to adversarial attacks, overfitting, and
unauthorized exploitation, which may render the network useless in practice. Therefore, stability is a necessary condition in
real-world applications. The stability is measured by the sensitivity of the prediction with respect to small perturbations of
the inputs (Hadamard, 1902). A formal definition is given as follows.

Definition 3.3. (Stability) A time-dependent PDE is said to be stable if for any solution u (¢, ) with initial condition ug ()
and € > 0, there exists § > 0 such that for all new initial function g (z) satisfying ||ig — ug|| < 4, the corresponding
solution 1 (¢, z) satisfies ||& — u|| < e forall ¢ > 0.

The stability is a hard constraint imposed upon the model. While some studies have addressed the stability of network
architectures, it has typically been used as a soft constraint by adding an extra regularization loss (Moosavi-Dezfooli et al.,
2019), or required computation of the eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix (Ross & Doshi-Velez, 2018; Hoffman et al., 2019).
Besides, the stability of Neural ODE:s is elicited by stable discretization techniques of the ODEs (Haber & Ruthotto, 2017;
Yan et al., 2020). The stability of CTFNO is connected to the well-posedness of the learned solution operator. The kernel
formulation (4) sheds light on a way to ensure stability. Proof is deferred to Appendix B.

Proposition 3.4. (Stability of CTFNO) If | R (t,£)||, and ||W (t)||, are bounded for every t > 0, then the corresponding
CTFNO with a Lipschitz continuous activation function is stable.

Gershgorin discs normalization As given in proposition 3.4, the global stability of CTFNO is guaranteed if the Fourier
kernel and weight have bounded L? norms. Because of the expensive computational cost of L? norm, however, we
suggest a practical method for enforcing stability conditions. Gershgorin’s circle theorem (Varga, 2010) allows us to
make fast deductions on the bound of eigenvalues. It states that every eigenvalue X of a square matrix A = (a;;) satisfies
|X — a;i| < Xjx|a,;| for each i. Therefore, as we regulating the L' norm of each row r;, we can impose the requisite
stability. In implementation, we normalize || r; || < M for each ¢ with a pre-defined M > 0.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experiments for learning time-dependent PDEs

In this section, we empirically validate the performance of the proposed model as a continuous-time neural PDE surrogate.
Given an initial function g, we train models to learn (¢, ug (x)) — u (¢, ) for t € (0,7 with mean squared error (MSE)
loss. Throughout all experiments, we run models three times with different random seeds and report the averaged value.

Datasets We choose four PDEs for numerical experiments. We consider heat (Baron Fourier, 1878) and Burgers’
equations (Bateman, 1915), which are canonical time-dependent linear and nonlinear PDEs, respectively. They take the
form

ou ou 0%u

E”‘“%:”@’ z € (0,1), t€(0,T], 7
with the corner cases: heat @ = 0 and Burgers’ equation o = 1. Here, v is a positive constant. We also apply our model for
two examples provided by PDEBENCH (Takamoto et al., 2022): compressible Navier-Stokes equations equations, which
describes the motion of fluid dynamics, and diffusion-sorption equation. Diffusion-sorption equation is a diffusion process
influenced by a retardation factor, which is is a variable stands for the degree to which the diffusion process is hindered by
the sorption interactions. Detailed descriptions are provided in Appendix C.1.

Baselines We compare the performance of the proposed model with representative PDE surrogates. DeepONet (DON;
Lu et al. 2019a) is an alternative operator learning method that represents the solution operator by a basis expansion.
POD-DeepONet (PDN; Lu et al. 2022), a model based on a proper orthogonal decomposition of function spaces, is
also considered. FNO-2D (Li et al., 2021) is a Fourier neural operator with spatio-temporal inputs and FNO-RNN is an
autoregressivly trained FNO.
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Table 1. RMSE (x10~2) results and the number of parameters of each model on PDE problems.

Model Heat Burgers Diffusion-Sorption Navier-Stokes # Params
FNO-RNN 9.506 73.100 5.187 36.791 2.02M
FNO-2D 0.033 3.136 0.053 4.486 7.00M
DON 0.473 6.022 0.234 4.207 1.58M
PDN 0.323 5.796 0.314 3.781 1.78M
CTFNO 0.026 1.952 0.042 2.947 2.38M
Results Results of the test root MSE (RMSE) are reported in Table 1. We Table 2. Training and inference time (sec-

can see that CTFNO significantly outperforms all baselines. Comparing the
results of CTFNO with the original FNOs, the core strengths of the proposed

ond/epoch) on heat equation.

model stand out more. The results show that the autoregressive learning-based Model Training _Inference
FNO-RNN is difficult to capture the dynamics of PDEs accurately. Also, it FNO-RNN 6.34 0.74
requires several autoregressive rollouts to predict the solution after a long time, FNO-2D 2.06 0.30
which is rather time-consuming. On the other hand, CTFNO can predict the CTFNO 0.79 0.05

solution with a single call. Besides, unlike FNO-2D, which can only predict
solutions at times on a fixed uniform grid, CTFNO can predict a solution at any desired time, retaining the number of
parameters regardless of the length of prediction time. Table 1 shows that our model uses five times fewer parameters than
FNO-2D. The results demonstrate that the use of the proposed time-dependent structure significantly improves the capacity
of the model to treat time. Furthermore, we obtain 2-8 x and 6-15 x speed-ups for training and inference time, respectively
(See Table 2). Moreover, our model is superior to existing benchmark PDE models. The results confirm that our model
describes the diffusion phenomenon quite well. Furthermore, CTFNO outperforms other models even in the dissipative
nonlinear system with shock formation (Burgers), and complex fluid dynamics (Navier-Stokes). We also include additional
heatmaps of the learned solution compared with the exact solution over the entire time in Appendix D.3. The overall results
confirm the superiority of CTFNO over existing PDE surrogates for learning time-dependent PDEs.

Ablation study on where to assign time The rationale of the way of im- 110 3 RMSE (x10~2) errors of ablation

posing temporal information on CTFNO is based on Green’s formula of time-  gdies.
dependent PDEs (4). Here, we examine how useful the weight modulating
structure of CTFNO is for learning time-dependent PDEs. Rather than weights, Model Heat  Burgers
there are three more places in the FINO network where temporal information Baseline 1 1.538 5.654
can be mounted. We study these three alternative ways as follows: Baseline 2 0.370 5.305
Baseline 3 0.794 4.426
* Baseline I: concatenate ¢ with an input function ug (z). CTENO 0.026 1.952

* Baseline 2: concatenate encoded time ¢ (t) with a lifted input function vg ().

* Baseline 3: concatenate encoded times g (t), . . ., ¢ (¢) with intermediate features vy(z), ..., vr(x), respectively.
See Appendix C.2 for more details. We test the ability of these models to learn heat and Burgers’ equations. Results in
Table 3 show that, in both examples, the ablation models result in significantly lower performance than CTFNO. A method
of concatenating time into the input allows us a simple way to put time information into the network, but the results confirm
that it is not effective at all. Despite the structure being capable of handling arbitrary times consecutively, the three ablation
study models perform similarly or worse than FNO-2D, which can only evaluate solution values over time on a specific grid.
The results validate that the time modulating structure of CTFNO designed based on the time-dependent Green’s formula is
much more expressive in learning the PDE.

4.2. Capability to represent diverse dynamics

In this section, we further harness the proposed CTFNO for modeling a variety of time-evolving dynamics, not confining to
physical PDE problems. In all experiments, every model was trained with MSE loss.

Why do we consider PDEs for time-series modeling? Starting with Neural ODEs, leveraging DEs has been found to
be effective in modeling time-series data. They have shown promising results, however, their model architectures and
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Figure 2. Visualization of learned solutions to synthetic datasets, which shows the superiority of our CTFNO.

inference schemes are specialized to the specific DEs on which they are based. These bespoke model structures rule out
their generalization ability to other classes of DEs, which is further exacerbated in real-world applications. The necessity for
a model capable of learning a wide range of dynamics has also been discussed by Holt et al. (2022). However, these existing
studies consider the target state only as a function of a single time variable, not a multivariate function of other variables as
well as time. This makes the models difficult to understand which variables the dynamics depend on and how they relate to
each other. It will be even more limited in real applications that approximate dynamics in latent space where how states
evolve and what kinds of differential equations they follow are unknown. On the other hand, time-dependent PDEs describe
the evolution of a physical quantity, not only with time but also according to other variables such as spatial variables. Due to
their heavy expressivity, PDEs are widely used to describe complex continuous processes (Temam, 2001; Kulov & Gordeev,
2014; Joshi, 2002). In what follows, we show that our PDE-based model can better represent a diverse class of dynamics
than existing DE-based models.

Datasets We use several illustrative examples to demonstrate the outstanding capacity of the proposed method in learning
diverse classes of dynamics. A mathematical formulation of these dynamics can be found in Appendix C.1.

* Square and Sawtooth (Bilos et al., 2021) generate piecewise differentiable trajectories having cusps. We consider
these to evaluate the capability on modeling waveform signals.

« Stiff ODE (Holt et al., 2022) is a second-order ODE which exhibits regions of high stiffness. This is a typical example
that Neural ODEs fail to learn.

» Spiral ODE (Bilos et al., 2021) is a two-dimensional system of nonlinear ODEs, commonly arising in biological
systems. The dynamics describe spiral shaped trajectories.

* Reaction ODE is commonly used to model chemical reactions and is of the form du/0t = 6u (1 — u). Unlike to
aforementioned ODEs, a solution to Reaction ODE is regarded as a function.

Baselines We evaluate the performance of CTFNO in comparison with several DE-based continuous time models: the
standard Neural ODE (NODE; Chen et al. 2018), ANODE (Dupont et al., 2019), and Neural Flow (NF; Bilos et al. 2021),
which directly parametrizes the solution operator of an ODE, are adopted for ODE-based models. We also consider Neural
Laplace (NL; Holt et al. 2022) which can represent diverse classes of equations by modeling them in the Laplace domain.

Results The overall results of RMSE are reported in Table 4 and Figure 2 provides qualitative results of the learned
solutions. Note that all models have a comparable number of parameters (See Table 7). We can see that the performance of
NODE and ANODE on different datasets varies a lot. They perform well on certain data and fail to learn the dynamics
of another one. Unlike these two, NF, NL, and our model directly learn the solution operator without using the numerical
ODE solver. Neural Flow parameterizes the ODE solution operator in the time domain. On the other hand, NL can describe
more diverse dynamics by modeling them in the Laplace domain instead of the time domain. The results, which show the
superiority of NL over NF, confirm that the range of dynamics that the model can describe is crucial. For one-dimensional
problems, CTFNO is similar but slightly better than NL. Qualitative comparisons in Figure 2 show that CTFNO approximates
the discontinuity more accurately than NL without spurious oscillations. The advantage of CTFNO is evident in the spiral
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Table 4. RMSE (x 1072) results on synthetic data.

Model Square Sawtooth Stiff Spiral Reaction
NODE 97.50 28.09 44.23 3.26 5.109
ANODE 80.95 9.92 37.18 3.26 4.241
Neural Flow 20.40 7.93 26.39 3.26 10.300
Neural Laplace 17.06 4.84 20.83 4.25 2.804
CTFNO 11.69 3.90 16.53 1.87 0.239

and reaction ODEs. Spiral is a system of ODEs, and reaction ODE describes the time-dependent evolution of a function
defined in a spatial domain. NL can cover a wide range of dynamics, however, it only considers univariate DEs that depend
on only a single time variable. The same goes for other models. On the other hand, our model can represent time-varying
dynamics by considering other correlations. In Table 4, RMSE of CTFNO on reaction ODE is more than ten times better
than other models and more than two times better for the spiral. It confirms that the structure of CTFNO is helpful in
approximating systems or high-dimensional dynamics. In addition, the results in Table 15 show that PDE surrogates learn
PDE solution operators much better than NF and NL (both cannot represent spatial relations). Moreover, results that show
the superiority of CTFNO in extrapolating the spiral trajectories are provided in Figure 9. The overall results demonstrate
how important the range of expressible dynamics of the model is, validating the suitability of CTFNO for learning a wide
array of dynamics.

4.3. Real Time-Series Applications

This section is devoted to investigating the performance of our model on interpolation and prediction tasks on real-world
time-series datasets, including partially observed, multi-variate sequences.

Time-Series Modeling in Latent Space To represent sporadically observed real time-series data, we follow the encoder-
decoder framework of Latent ODEs (Rubanova et al., 2019) that leverage a VAE (Kingma & Welling, 2014; Szegedy et al.,
2013) architecture to represent incomplete time-series data as a continuous-time model. To focus on the model representation
of inherent dynamics in the latent space, we employ a simple RNN encoder. By passing a given input time-series through
the RNN encoder, a latent vector zg is sampled using the last feature vector as the mean 4 and standard deviation o, which is
the same as VAE. Now, assuming implicit dynamics in the latent space with zg as the initial point, CTFNO returns an output
vector at the desired time steps. Finally, after passing through a decoder with a fully connected layer, the difference between
the output and the target becomes the loss function for training. Precise implementation details can be found in Appendix C.

Datasets We evaluate our model on three real time-series data. For more details, see Appendix C.1.

* MuJoCo (Tassa et al., 2018) hopper environment from the Deepmind Control Suite records 14-dimensional attributes,
including state and action, with 100 timestamps. To deal with partial observations, we conduct interpolation and
prediction tasks, in which we reveal either 10%, 20%, 30%, or 50% of the ground truth.

* PhysioNet 2012 (Silva et al., 2012) is an irregularly sampled real-world clinical dataset, which is investigated to
evaluate our model on sparsely observed time-series. The goal is to interpolate and predict 41 biomedical features,
such as heart rate and glucose, of intensive care unit (ICU) patients.

* Human Activity (Kaluza et al., 2010) consists of sporadically observed sensor data collected from five individuals
performing several activities (i.e. walking, standing, etc). We use pre-processing steps as they were provided by
Rubanova et al. (2019), resulting in 6554 sequences of 211 time points. We train the models to classify the type of
human activities from sequential data.

Baselines DE-based models applied to real time-series data are chosen for the comparisons: RNN-VAE is a variational
autoencoder (VAE; Kingma & Welling 2014; Rezende et al. 2014) model whose encoder and decoder are recurrent neural
networks (RNNs). ODE-RNN (Rubanova et al., 2019) is a RNN model which uses Neural ODEs to model hidden state
dynamics. Two Latent ODE (LODE) models with RNN (Chen et al., 2018) and ODE-RNN (Rubanova et al., 2019) encoders
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Table 5. Interpolation and prediction MSE (x10~2) on the MuJoCo dataset.

Model Interpolation (% Observed Points) Prediction (% Observed Points)
10% 20% 30% 50% 10% 20% 30% 50%
RNN-VAE 65.14 64.08 63.05 61.00 23.78 21.35 20.21 17.82
ODE-RNN 16.47 12.09 9.86 6.65 135.08 319.5 154.65 264.63
LODE (RNN enc) 24.77 5.78 27.68 4.47 16.63 16.53 14.85 13.77
LODE (ODE enc) 3.60 2.95 3.00 2.85 14.41 14.00 11.75 12.58
Neural Flow 7.15 5.58 4.96 4.60 17.99 16.10 15.48 15.29
CTFNO 1.53 1.18 1.12 1.15 9.26 8.93 8.42 8.70

are also considered. Finally, Coupling Flow in Neural Flow (Bilos et al., 2021), an ODE solution operator which directly
models the solution curves of an ODE, is compared.

Results  In all .experiments, we .build models with compa- Table 6. MSE (x10™3) on PhysioNet and per-time-point classifi-
rable network sizes to make a fair comparison. Results on cation accuracies (%) on Human Activity.
MulJoCo reported in Table 5 show that CTFNO consistently

outperforms the baseline models to a large extent on all tasks Model PhysioNet Activity
of both interpolation and prediction across all kinds of ob- Interpolation  Prediction  Accuracy
served time points. Another observation is that the perfor- RNN-VAE 503 305 343
mance difference between the cases with many and few ob- ODE-RNN 236 ) 82.9
servation points is the smallest. These imply that our model LODE (RNN enc) 3.16 578 835
approximates the time evolution of latent variables well, even LODE (ODE enc) 223 2.95 84.6
with a small number of observations. The results in Table 5 Neural Flow 2.94 _ 65.7
suggest that CTFNO can be leveraged as a relevant model CTFNO 1.80 2.10 85.0

for real applications on time-series with missing time steps.
Table 6 summarizes interpolative and predictive performance
on PhysioNet and per-time-point classification accuracy on Activity. CTFNO is superior to all of the benchmark models on
both PhysioNet and Activity, which indicate that our model provides a useful utilization of sparsely observed time-series
data and a meaningful representation for classification. Moreover, the numerical integration used in ODE-based models
is computationally expensive and sometimes shows numerical instability (See Table 14). On the other hand, Neural Flow
and our method efficiently predict the latent trajectories without the need for costly numerical schemes. The overall results
demonstrate that our proposed model consistently improves the performance of baseline models in real applications and is a
novel approach that can handle a wide range of real-world problems.

4.4. Stability and Generalization

Data Efficiency One of the main drawbacks of neural operators is
that they require a wealth of available data. A large corpus of input- -3 BN None
output pairs of numerical PDE solutions is costly to generate. Even if [ Stabilized
the data is obtained from observations of the physical phenomena, they
could be scarce. Therefore, successfully training neural operators with
small data is very important to make them useful in real applications. %
In Figure 3, we investigate that the stabilization scheme proposed in é]

==
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=

Section 3.3 improves the data efficiency capability. Boxplots report
test MSEs of CTFNOs with and without stabilization per varying
percentages of training data. We can see that the error of the non-
stabilized CTFNO increases a lot when the training data is of limited
quantity. Meanwhile, the stabilized CTFNO retains a consistently  Fjgure 3. Evaluation loss of CTFNO on heat equation.
smaller test error with lower variance in all scenarios. These show Stabilization improves the data efficiency.

that the stabilization scheme allows the model to make better use of

the data, resulting in efficient learning without a lot of expensive data. Moreover, since the training cost is proportional to
the size of the training dataset, stabilization provides an effective way to reduce the training cost. The stabilization that can

|
N
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achieve these benefits brings our PDE surrogates one step closer to practical applications.

Model Generalization Plane Vibration (PV; Noél & Schoukens
2017) is a multi-variate data, consisting of five features; force, voltage, 3.0
and accelerations measured in three spots. We comply with the ex-

perimental setup as provided in HBNODEs (Xia et al., 2021), whose 25 -. ---------- ./ 1

task is to forecast the next eight time steps from the previous 64 con- S0 \A/

secutive time observations. PV dataset is considered to elucidate how = * - Neural ODEs
the stabilization scheme works in practical time-series data. MSE = L5 \. — CTFNO(Train)
(x1072) of second-order Neural ODEs, containing SONODE (Nor- =10 \ Lo
cliffe et al., 2020) and HBNODE (Xia et al., 2021), reported in (Xia '\
et al., 2021) is > 2.5, and it is annotated by a green dashed line in 0.5 .
Figure 4. Our CTFNO achieves much lower MSE of 1.96. Figure 4 05 1o 5 0
also presents a positive effect of stabilization; a tendency of CTFNO ' ’ M

to be less prone to overfitting. We investigate the variability of the

performance of CTFNO with respect to the Gershgorin’s disc stabiliza-  Figure 4. Effect of stabilization on the model general-
tion parameter M. The ability to generalize well outside the training ization, tested on the Plane Vibration dataset.

dataset is essential for models to be practically useful. We observe

that increasing the M leads to overfitting, and too small M produces a degenerated system, dropping the performance.
Besides, the model with congenial stabilization does not suffer from overfitting or degradation of accuracy, which validates
the effect of stabilization. Moreover, it is notable that Neural ODEs require tremendous computational burdens due to their
use of numerical ODE solvers. By obviating the need for the ODE solver, the computational time of CTFNO is merely
about 10% of Neural ODEs.

Remark 4.1. Our stabilization controls the amplification of output changes in response to input perturbations. In addition to
the results discussed here, there are more effects of the stabilization; it prevents overfitting and enhances the robustness
against noisy observations and adversarial attacks. We refer to Appendices D.1 and D.3 for further investigation of the
effects of stabilization over model generalization.

5. Related Work

Neural PDE Surrogates Pioneering works (Raissi et al., 2019; Sirignano & Spiliopoulos, 2018) have incorporated
physical principles into neural networks directly into loss functional. But, they have a challenging optimization landscape
(Wang et al., 2021; Krishnapriyan et al., 2021) and require training a new network for a new PDE instance. An orthogonal
class of methods is autoregressive approaches (Brandstetter et al., 2022; Horie & Mitsume, 2022), which solve PDEs
iteratively. They have been well-suited to irregular boundaries and integrated with existing numerical PDE schemes and
benefit from that. But, repetitively applying rollouts, even using numerical ODE solvers (Bar-Sinai et al., 2019; Lienen &
Gilinnemann, 2022), requires high computational costs and often makes the model hard to train. Recently, a new line of work
on operator learning (Kovachki et al., 2021b) has learnt a mapping from initial/boundary conditions to solutions. Some
(Lu et al., 2019a) learns a basis expansion of operators, others (Li et al., 2020; Gin et al., 2021; You et al., 2022; Salvi &
Lemercier, 2021) use a neural network as the ansatz of the solution integral operator. In this work, we focus on Fourier
neural operator (FNO; Li et al. 2021), which has delivered success in learning various PDEs and vision representation
(Guibas et al., 2021).

Dynamics-based Time-Series Models The interpretation of a residual network (He et al., 2016) as a discretization of an
ODE (Chen et al., 2018; Haber & Ruthotto, 2017; Lu et al., 2018) provided an interface between deep learning and ODEs.
Subsequently, extensive work has been conducted on parametrizing the continuous dynamics of hidden states using an ODE
(Greydanus et al., 2019; Lu et al., 2019b; Liu et al., 2021). Owing to the continuous representation of neural networks,
Neural ODEs are particularly attractive for irregularly-sampled time-series data (Rubanova et al., 2019; De Brouwer et al.,
2019; Chang et al., 2019; Kidger et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2020). A recent work (Bilos et al., 2021) circumvents the usage of
an expensive numerical integration by directly parametrize the solution trajectory of an ODE. However, they employ over
simplistic ODEs, leading to constraints on the transformation of data, which limit expressivity of the models. To tackle this
limitation, there have been several parallel attempts to introduce more diverse differential equation, including controlled DEs
(Kidger et al., 2020), delay DEs (Zhu et al., 2020; Anumasa & PK, 2021), integro DEs (Zappala et al., 2022), and Laplace
transform-based method (Holt et al., 2022). Also, some studies have integrated PDEs into the design of neural networks
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(Eliasof et al., 2021; Ruthotto & Haber, 2020; Ben-Yair et al., 2021; Sun et al., 2020; Kim et al., 2020). But, all of these
works assign author-defined specific PDEs to neural networks and all these are not applied to real time-series applications.

6. Conclusion & Limitations

In this paper, we presented a novel approach for modeling time-series in terms of PDEs. As time is intrinsically continuous,
we proposed a neural operator CTFNO that learns the underlying PDE by equipping FNO with the ability to represent time
in a continuous manner. We also provided theoretical guarantees for the universal approximation and the stability of CTFNO.
Our comprehensive experiments demonstrated that CTFNO outperforms existing differential equation-based models on
synthetic and real-world datasets, and the proposed stabilization method effectively improves model generalization and
robustness.

We note that FNO is hard to embody discontinuous features because Fourier transform only captures global information. We
expect that extending our approach to a model that can extract local features, such as (Gupta et al., 2021), provides interesting
avenues for future work. Although stabilization increases the generalization of the model, the optimal M for the given
data is unknown, and strongly granted stabilization for some problems, such as ill-posed PDEs, may cause performance
degradation.
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A. Universal Approximation
A.1. Mathematical Notation

We introduce the symbols and mathematical notations that are frequently used in this paper.

Symbol Description
o activation function
d spatial dimension of domain
T¢ periodic torus, identified with [0, 27]¢
dg dimension of the input a (z)
dy, dimension of the output solution u ()
dy dimension of the augmented representation v ()
T terminal time
L the number of layers
QCRe spatial domain
x point in the the spatial domain
¢ frequency variable in the Fourier domain
A(Q; Rda) input function space consists of a :  — R
U(Q; Rw) output function space consists of u :  — R
Fx, .7-}1 Fourier transform and inverse Fourier transform with respect to X
Fn, F ;,1 discrete Fourier transform and inverse
Kn set of discrete Fourier wavenumbers K = {E czs | [€]loc < N }
P lifting operator
Ly neural operator layer
Q projection operator
L2 space of square-integrable functions
L%, L3, C L? trigonometric polynomials of degree < N
H*® Sobolev space of smoothness s, with norm || - || s
Py L?-orthogonal Fourier projection Py : L? — L3,
C([0,T] x X) space of continuous functions w : [0,7] — X satisfying [lullc( 7<)
max |lu(t)]] < oo
0<t<T
D, space of n x n diagonal matrices
1, n X n identity matrix
© component-wise matrix multiplication

A.2. Proof of universal approximation

A neural operator
N A(QRY) — € ([0,T] x U (4 R™))

a— N(a) ®

is defined as the following form
N(a)=QoLpo---L10P(a) 9

with a lifting operator
P:A(QR™) = C([0,7] x U (R™))
P(a)(t,z) = Pa(z), P € R¥vxda

forall a € A (;R%), z € Q, and a projection operator

Q:C([0,T) xU (UR™)) — C ([0,T) x U (R™))
Qu)(t, x) = Qu(t, x), Q € RAwxdv,
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Moreover, as introduced in Section 3.1 the time-dependent neural operator layer is defined by

(v)(t,x)
(We(t )U( z) +be(t,z) + (K (a;00) v) (t, 2))
o (We(tyu(t, =) + be(t, z) + Fx' (Re (£,€) - Fx (v) (€)) (x))
(Wﬂ/)w/z vt @) + e ()be(x) + Fx ' (e(t, ) Re(€) - Fx (t,0)(€)) (¢, 2)) -

g

(10)

=0

Before we establish a proof of the universality of CTFNO, let us start by recalling the following Lemma provided in
(Kovachki et al., 2021a).

Lemma A.1 ((Kovachki et al., 2021a)). For FNO introduced in Section 2, the following holds.

(a) LetG : H® (Td; ]Rda) — HY (’JI‘d; Rd“) be continuous operator with s,s' > 0 and K C H*® be a compact subset.
Then for any € > 0 there exists N € N, such that for all a € K

16(a) — Gn(a)llp <e,
where G : H® (Td) — L? (Td) is defined by Gn (a) = PnG (Pya).
(b) Let B > 0 and € > 0 be given. Then there exists a FNO Npr such that for all v € L* with ||v|| ;. < B

|Fn o Pyv — Nprv| o, <€
(c) Let B > 0and € > 0 be given. Then there eixsts a FNO Nipr such that for all {0(€) : § € Kn} with ||0]| e i) < B
175" ({8(©)}) = Nipr (O] 2 < e
(d) Let B > 0 and € > 0 be given. Then there exists a FNO N such that for any {0(&)} € C*N with ”ﬁHLOO(ch) <B

such that
[ (oen - T oo <

o0

In what follows, we prove our main theorem showing that the proposed CTFNO is a universal approximator of continuous
operators. The formal statement of the Theorem 3.2 is given as follows:

Theorem A.2 (Universal approximation of CTFNO). Let s,s' > 0. Suppose G : H*(T%R%) —
C ([0, T] x H (Td; ]Rd")> is a continuous operator and K C H? (Td; Rda) is a compact subset. Then for any e > 0,

there exists a CTFNO N : H*® (']I‘d; Rda) - C ([O7 T] x H (Td; Rdu)), of the form (9), continuous as an operator
H* (T4 R%) — € ([0,7] x H* (T R) ), such that

s 1G(a) = N(@llc(o,ryx e (ramany) <€

The proof is essentially split into two parts. The first part states that the Fourier projection can approximate continuous
operators. To simplify notation, we use shorthand H* = H* (T%;R%) , H* = H* (T%R%) and a;(x) := a(t, z) in the
remainder of the paper.

LemmaA.3. LetG : C' ([0,T] x H®) — C ([07 T] x HS/) be a continuous operator and K C C ([0,T] x H*®) a compact
subset. Then for any € > 0 there exists N € N, such that for all a € K and t € [0, T

1G(a): — Gn(a)illge <e.
Proof. Since G is uniformly continuous on a compact domain G(K), for any € > 0 there exists § > 0 such that

Hg(a)tl - g(a)tgHHs’ < €, Ya € K7
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provided [t; — ta] < 6. Let0 =tg < t; < ... < tpy = T be a partition of [0, T] with ¢t;1; —t; < dand G; : H® — H* be
defined by a — G(a),, for each 4. Then, (a) in Lemma A.1 furnishes that there exists N; € N such that

19(a), — Gn, (@)l < € Va€ K.
Combining all, for N > max {N; : i =0, ..., M}, we have
1G(a)e — Gn(a)ell o

<[|G(a); — G(a)t,
< 3,

o+ 19(a)t, = Gn (@)l o + G (@)r, = G (@)ill o

forany a € K and t € [0, T]. This proves the lemma. O

The second part is to prove that any time-dependent continuous function can be approximated by a three-layered feed
forward network combined with the proposed time-module.

Lemma A4. Let f : [0,T] x R% — R% be a continuous function and K C R% a compact subset. Then for any ¢ > 0,
there exists a three-layered feed forward network with time

N = Q o ‘CQ © £17
Lo(t,z) = (t,0 (Vw, ()W + tp0(t)be))
Q(t,r) = Qu,

satisfying
IN(tz) = f(t, @)l <€, V(tz)€[0,T]x K,

where o is an activation function, 1y, ¢ : [0, T] — Da, and 1y ¢ : [0,T] — R% are continuous, Q is a projection matrix,
and Wy, by are weight matrix and bias vector for each ¢, respectively.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume d,, = 1. Construct W; € R(%=+1xds and p; € R%+1 as
_ (L, dy
wi= ()= (%),

Withwwl()—od +1’wbl()_t1d +1. Then, El(t 3?) (t ( ) )E
theorem of Cybenko (1989), for any € > 0 there exists Wo € R% X(d +1)

‘Qa <W2 (f) +b2> — f(t,z)

By setting ¥y, 2 = 14, , ¥y,2 = 14, , we have the desired N. O

[0, T] x R4=+1, By the universal approximation
, by € R%, and Q € R'*% such that

<e, Y(t,z)e0,T]x K.

With these lemmas out of the way, we are ready to provide a proof of Theorem 3.2.

For given continuous operator G : C ([0,T] x H*) — C ([0,T] x L?), compact subset K C C ([0,7] x H*) and small
€ > 0, Lemma A.3 gives an integer N € N such that

sup [|G(a)r — Gn(a)ill L2 <,

acK

for each time ¢ € [0, 7). Since K is compact, there exists B > 0 satisfying ||v;|| ;. < B forallv € K and t € [0, T]. For
given small § € (0,1), let Ny be a CTFNO such that for all function w with ||w|| . < B

||fN o PNU} —NFT’IUHOO <0

In fact, § is chosen according to the Lipschitz constant of N, which will be constructed. As claimed by (c) in Lemma A.1,
there exists a CTFNO N pr such that for all {@(€) : § € Kn} with [@(€)] < supyejo ) SUPgek [N © Pr(ar)llo +1 <
B’ = C(N) supyc(o,1)SWPaex llatll, +1

|75 {@(6)}) = Nirr (@O} o < e
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The continuity of F ;,1 and N7 p7 leads to the existence of B” > 0 that satisfies
[Fvt o@D < B, INrr {0 < B,

for all {w(¢) : € € Ky} with [i6(€)| < B”. By (d) in Lemma A.1 and Lemma A 4, we can construct a CTFNO A/ such that
for any {w(¢)} € C* with ||| .. < B”,

sup |G (¢ {w(©)) — N (¢ {2} <«

t€[0,T] %)

Note that the construction of A/ is independent on § and M. Now we set § > 0 so small that

Lip (J\A/) sup ||Fn o Py(ar) — Npr(ad)| o <,
t€[0,T]

for all @ € K, which implies that

sup H/\A/OJ-'NOPN(at)—J\A/ONFT (at) < €.
a€EK L2
Finally, for each t € [0, T] we can deduce the following inequality:
sup [|G(a): — N(a)¢]l
acK
<e+sup [Gn(a)e — N(a)el 12
a€EK
=e+sup ||[Fylo Gy o Fn o Py (a) — Nipr o N o Nprp (%)HL2
aceK

< €+ sup fﬁloé\NofNOPN(at)—fﬁlofvoNFT(at) Lo
acK

+ sup ‘]—']\_,1 o N o Npr (ar) — Nipr o N o Npr (a,g)HL2

aceK

< e+ sup ||Gn o Fi o Py (ar) — N o Ner (ay)
aceK

+  sup[|F ({@(€)}) — Nier (@)D
R ab

< 2€ + sup HQAN OfNOPN(at)_NOfNOPN(at)"

acK )

+ sup H./VO]:N o Py (at) —./VONFT (at)

acK L2
<2+ swp O ({@(©)) - N {0}
{w(§)yeC™N *
@)l <B’
[0 7o Py ) = N o Npr e,

< 3€ + sup H./\A/'O}'N o Py (a) f./\AfoN'FT (at)
acK L2

< 4e.

Since ¢ € [0, T is arbitrary, the above inequalities bring us to the desired result

sup Hg (a) 7N(a)||C([O,T]><HS/) <€
acK
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B. Stability

Proof of stability Suppose o is a Lipschitz continuous activation function with Lipschitz constant C, and both
supg || R (t, §)||§ and |WW (t)||§ are bounded by M for every ¢. Let © be a perturbed initial condition with |0 — v||, < e.
Then by Plancherel theorem and Fourier convolution theorem, we have

1L¢ (8,5) — Lo (8,0)]1 3

= |lo (We ()% () + (Ko (2) % 0) (2)) — o (We () v () + (K (£) % 0) (2))]7
< CWe (t) (5 — ) (2) + (Ke (8) * (3 —0)) ()3

:c/\We (1) (7 — ) (z) + (K¢ () % (7 - v)) ()] dz

SC/\WZ (t) (5 - v) (f)\2d$+c/\Rz (1,€) - F (5 —v) () d
< C/nwe I - v) (w)\2d$+0/||Rz (1,)21F (5 — v) () de
<CM/| |dx+CM/|]-'v—v)()| de

— 20 |5 - ol
< 2CMe.

C. Experimental Details

In this section, we present our experimental settings in detail. All experiments were conducted on a single NVIDIA RTX
3090 GPU.

C.1. Datasets

Heat equation The one-dimensional heat equation used in Section 4.2 takes the form

Qu — ug;;, z€(0,1), t € (0,2.5] (12)
u(0,z) =ug (), «€(0,1),

with periodic boundary conditions. It describes how a quantity such as heat diffuses through a given region over time. The
initial function ug(z) is generated from the Gaussian random field A/ (0, 202 (—A 4 3.5%) 72'5), where A refers to the

Laplacian. The diffusivity constant v is set to be 0.001 and the solution data is generated by exactly solving (12) in Fourier
space on a uniform spatial grid with resolution 1024 along time step size At = 0.05.

Burgers’ equation The one-dimensional Burgers’ equation with diffusive regularization is a canonical non-linear PDE,
taking the form

2
{%%ugr v2% 3 e(0,1), te (0,1 )

w(0,2) =ug (), x€(0,1),

with periodic boundary condition. It is a dissipative nonlinear system with shock formation and has various applications
including the flow of viscous fluid dynamics. The viscosity is set to v = 0.001. Starting from initial functions sampled from
N (0, (=N + 49)72'5), numerical ground truth is generated separately where the linear diffusion component is exactly

solved and the remaining nonlinear part is solved in Fourier space using forward Euler method as in (Li et al., 2021). The
spatial domain is discretized with resolution 1024. The training set consists of 400 periodic trajectories and each trajectory
has regularly-sampled time points with At = 0.005 and we test the trained models for 100 trajectories.
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Diffusion-Sorption equation Diffusion-sorption equation is an example taken from PDEBENCH. It represents a diffusion
process influenced by sorption interactions and is wirtten as

Ou(t,x) = D/R(w)Opzu(t,x), =€ (0,1), (14)

where D is the diffusion coefficient, R(u) regulates constitutive relationship. The spatial domain is discretized to 1024, and
we train models to predict solution at 50 future times from the initial function. We compose the training and test sets by 400
and 100 trajectories, respectively.

Compressible Navier-Stokes equations The motion of viscous fluid fields is described by the following compressible
Navier-Stokes equations:

8t/) + V- (pV) = 07
POV +v-VVv) ==Vp+nAv+ (C+n/3)V(V-v), (15)
@{e+%q +V-Ke+p+3§)v—v-d]=&

where p denotes the density, v the velocity field, p the pressure, o’ the viscous stress tensor, 7 the shear viscosity, and ¢ the
bulk viscosity. From PDEBENCH (Takamoto et al., 2022), we take a one-dimensional example generated with periodic
boundary conditions, and n = { = 0.1. We use the data consisting of 1024 spatial resolutions and 50 time steps, 700 for
training and 200 for validation.

Spiral Data generation of Spiral, Stiff, Sawtooth, and Square follows the implementation of Holt et al. (2022) unless
stated. We generate the Spiral dataset by following governing equation:

u(t) = Atanhu(t), (16)
“1/8 1

-1 -1/8
number of timesteps follow the implementation of Holt et al. (2022).

where A = ) . The other settings such as the number of training and test samples, initial value «(0), and the

Stiff Van der Pol Oscillator We generate data by following the instructions of (Van der Pol & Van Der Mark, 1927),
which exhibits regions of high stiffness. The governing equation is

i=y, (17)
g=p(l—2?)y—uz, (18)

where . = 1000. We sample initial conditions from z(0) € [0.1, 2], ¥(0) = 0.

Sawtooth & Square We also explore the benchmarks on a periodic discontinuous function u(t). We sample two datasets,

namely sawtooth and square, and these are sampled by the equation u(t) = o= — =], andu(t) =2 (1 — [2 (& — [ £ ])]).
respectively. We sample initial values (¢o, u(tg)) by sampling ¢y in uniformly at random on the interval [0, 27]. Each

trajectories are generated from intervals of [to, to + 20].

Reaction equation The semi-linear ODE presented in Section 4.2 has an analytic solution

f(z)e
f@)ert +1— f(x)

u(t,z) = 19)

for an initial condition f (z). The reaction coefficient p is chosen to be 6 and the domain is unit interval. Initial conditions
randomly generated as 1 (z; sin (2mk1 @) + 2o sin (27kox)) + z3e = +2, where z; ~ N (0, 1) and k; is a uniformly sampled
integer. Analytic solutions are attained up to t = 1. The solution data is generated by solving (19). The spatial grid is
discretized with resolution of 100 along time step size of At = 0.02.
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MuJoCo We use a trajectory of physical simulation for the hopper with three joints and four body parts. Each time
series is 14-dimensional, consisting of a five-dimensional position, six-dimensional velocity, and three-dimensional action.
Rubanova et al. (2019) generated 10,000 sequences of 200 timesteps and used 80% of the data for training and the rest
20% for evaluation. For the interpolation task, they randomly sampled 100 consecutive observation timesteps. For the
prediction task, they use all 200 observation timesteps and divide them into two parts: the first 1/3 as an input for the model
and the latter 2/3 as an output to be forecasted. For all the tasks, they randomly sampled a portion of the input timesteps at a
specified rate and masked the rest of them. Note that the values used for the subsampling ratio are 10%, 20%, 30%, and
50%.

PhysioNet This is a publicly available dataset of 8000 time series describing the stay of patients within an ICU over
48 hours. For each patient, 41 biomedical features are irregularly observed and converted to one minutely resolution. In
(Rubanova et al., 2019), they used 80% of the data for training, and the rest 20% for evaluation, as in MuJoCo. For the
interpolation task, they did not subsample the data because the measurements were already sparse. For the prediction task,
they halved the data so that the first 1/2 timesteps were used for inputs, and the latter 1/2 timesteps were used for outputs
to be forecasted. Note that Rubanova et al. (2019) also performed per-sequence classification experiments on PhysioNet.
Since Latent ODEs with RNN or ODE-RNN encoders compress the whole input data to a single latent vector 2y and an
MLP classifier receives only 2 as its input, such a per-sequence classification does not depend on all the other latent vectors
21, ..., zr. This is inconsistent with the goal of CTFNO, which focuses on learning representations of the inherent dynamics
for all timesteps. Hence we excluded per-sequence classification experiments in this paper.

Activity This dataset consists of time series from five individuals performing serveral activities (i.e. walking, standing,
laying, etc). Each time series includes 12 features indicating tags attached to their belt, chest and ankles. We used the same
pre-processing as (Rubanova et al., 2019), resulting in 6554 sequences of 211 time points. The task is to classify each time
point into one of seven types of activities and we performed per-time-point classification experiments as in (Rubanova et al.,
2019).

Plane Vibration The dataset is consisted of time 0 to 73627, with five attributes recorded per timestamp. We randomly
take out 10% of data to make the time series irregularly sampled. Following the implementation of (Xia et al., 2021), we
use the first 50% of data as our train set, the next 25% as a validation set, and the rest as a test set. We divide each set into
partitions of consecutive 64 timestamps of the irregularly-sampled time series, and our goal is to forecast 8 consecutive
timestamps starting from the last timestamp of the segment.

C.2. Network Structure

Time Embedding 1In order to obtain ¢(t) and ¢(¢), we first adopt a positional embedding of transformer (Vaswani et al.,
2017). A time encoding function converts an one-dimensional time into a multi-dimensional input by passing the time ¢
through trigonometric functions of varying frequencies:

t — (sin (w;t) , cos (w;t)) , w; = 107,

where ¢ runs over a range of integers {0, ..., m — 1} with encoding dimension m. Then, we pass MLP layers with the
number of hidden dimension c. The contextual visualization of sharing net (t) can be found in Figure 5.

Fourier kernel Time modulation multiples a single value @y (t,£) € R to a d,, X d,, Fourier kernel Ry (&), that is,

Ry (tf) = $u (taf) - Ry (é) :

However, often there are multiple different aspects channel elements attend to, and scalar multiplication may not be a good
option for it. To attempt to lift this restriction, we employ parallel heads. Specifically, we divide the Fourier kernel R,

into h kernel blocks Rgi) ) e R4 *dv for ; = 1..., h, where h is the number of heads and d;, = d, /h. Afterward, we
concatenate the heads and combine them with a final kernel matrix. (See Figure 5.) This operation can be expressed as:

Ry (t,§) = Concat (Rgl)’ , .,Réh)) ’

B (1,6) = ¢) (1.6) - B (€), i=1,....h.

The multi-head kernel allows the model to share different representations at different channels.
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Figure 5. The architecture of multi-head CTFNO.

Model architecture for 2D data While the Fourier kernel R plays a key role in FNO models for learning the solution
operator of PDEs, it requires quite many parameters (d2 for each frequency). This parameter redundancy worsens for
two-dimensional data; images in Appendix D.1. To overcome parameter inefficiency, we modify the Fourier kernel as
follows. One modification is the use of block-diagonal structure of R, as proposed in (Guibas et al., 2021). This reduces the
number of parameters, however, the diagonal structure does not fully mix the information between channels, which may
lessen the expressive power of the model. To compensate for this, we additionally introduce a local 1 x 1 convolution layer
V' in Fourier space. The overall architecture can be written as

Lo (v) (x) =0 (Wev () + F (R (€) - F (v) () + VeF (v) (€)) () - (20)

We empirically show that this improves the training ability of FNO with significantly less parameters.

Lifting Layers for Real Application Fourier transform may be hard to embody discontinuous functions because Fourier
filters are global sinusoidal functions. As a consequence, FNO has difficulty in learning sharp features (Lu et al., 2022).
In many applications, data is discontinuous, such as images. Hence, the performance of FNO models is plagued by the
discontinuous nature of such input data. Contrary to regular PDE problems where the pointwise lifting is adequate, we
hereby propose an alternative lifting layer to provide a smoother form of the data. A low pass filter is the standard way of
smoothing out the data; it tends to retain the low frequency modes while truncating out the high frequency information.
To cutoff high spatial frequency, we additionally introduce a low pass filter after the original lifting layer. For parameter
efficiency, the low pass filter is implemented by an 1 x 1 convolution layer in Fourier space, as we introduced in the
preceding paragraph. In this way, input data is smoothed by decreasing the disparity between neighboring values without
loss of information.

Ablation Models In Section 3.1, we construct three baselines injecting time ¢ into the network for comparative analysis of
CTFNO. This section includes implementation details. Since CTFNO puts ¢ into weights of the Fourier layers, the other
way to inject ¢ is to join it in the input function ug(z) or intermediate features vo(x), v1(x), ..., v (z). To cover variants of
such cases, we constructed three other baselines adding ¢ into the input or feature space as discussed in Section 3.1. The
architecture of these three scenarios is pictorized in Figure 6. We choose the hyperparameters and other experimental details
that delivered the best performance for the baseline models. Note that each model has different optimal optimizer settings,
so we carefully choose the learning rate and its decay rate that show the best performance.

C.2.1. SYNTHETIC

Low dimensional data Low dimensional data includes Spiral, Stiff, Sawtooth, and Square. All the experiments on these
datasets are trained for 1000 epochs with a batch size of 120. We do not normalize data since all data are properly bounded.
Implementation of NODE, ANODE, Latent ODE, Neural Flow, and Neural Laplace follow (Holt et al., 2022), other than
the data normalization. For CTFNO, a single data point is linearly transformed into a 16-dimensional vector. Then, we
regard the temporal dimension of 100 as a channel size and convert it to 16 by a lifting layer. We use the learning rate of
le-3 with no decay. We do not use the stabilization constant and use Gaussian error Linear Units (GeLU) (Hendrycks &
Gimpel, 2016) activation in all FNO-based experiments. In the time-embedding layer, we employ Sigmoid Linear Units
(SiLU) (Elfwing et al., 2018) activation function. Note that all experiments for CTFNO use the same activation function.
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(a) Scenario 1 @—>|:|:| |:|—>—> |:|—>—> |:|—> |:|—-@—> u(t, x)
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Figure 6. The visualization of architecture of three baselines: (a) Concatenates the input time ¢ to an input function. (b) Concatenates the
encoded time ¢(t) to the lifted input function. (c) Concatenates the encoded time to the lifted input function and intermediate features.

Here, all denotes a learnable affine transform.

Table 7. The number of parameters of each model in synthetic experiments. Low indicates the experiments on Spiral, Stiff, Sawtooth, and
Square. High denotes the high dimensional experiments, including Heat and Burgers’ equations. LODE, NF, NL, DON, and PDN stand
for Latent ODE, Neural Flow, Neural Laplace, DeepONet, and POD-DeepONet, respectively.

Data NODE ANODE LODE NF NL DON PDN CTENO

Low 17025 17282 18565 18307 17194 - - 17858
High 5.24M 5.45M - 16.57TM 451M 1.58M 1.78M  2.38M

High-dimensional data In Reaction ODE and PDE experiments, which are high dimensional datasets, we set comparison
models to have a large number of parameters, at least IM. In NODE and ANODE experiments, we set an ODE function
f(t,u(t)) to a five layer Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP), of 1024 units. For ANODE, we set the augmented dimension of
zeros to 100. We employ the learning rate of 1e-5, and the number of epochs of 2000. Other hyperparameters follow the
NODE implementation of Holt et al. (2022). Moreover, in the implementation of Neural Laplace, we set the latent dimension
and the number of hidden units to 64. Other hyperparameters are set the same as low-dimensional data experiments. In the
implementation of Neural Flow, we use a 32-layered coupling flow. Each coupling flow has two hidden layers with 128
hidden dimensions. Timesteps are embedded into 32 sinusoidal features. We set the learning rate of 1e-3 with the decay
rate of 0.8 for every 200 epochs. Other hyperparameters for Neural Flow follow the synthetic experiments in (Bilos et al.,
2021). In DON and PDN experiments, we use the number of channels of 256 with six residual layers for each branch and
trunk net. We use SiLLU activation, the training epochs of 20000, the batch size of 50, and the learning rate of 1e-3. The
hyperparameters of FNO-based models, including CTFNO, are summarized in Table 8. We train FNO-based models with a
batch size of 20, the training epochs of 2000, and the learning rate of le-3 with a decay rate of 0.8 for every 100 epochs.



Learning PDE Solution Operator for Continuous Modeling of Time-Series

Table 8. Hyperparameter settings of CTFNO, FNO-2D, and FNO-RNN on synthetic data. Low indicates the experiments on Spiral, Stiff,
Sawtooth, and Square data. Layers, Modes, and Channels are the number of Fourier layers, Fourier modes, and channels, respectively.
The first value in Time channels is the dimension used for time embedding and the second value is the dimension of sinusoidal embedding
of time. Params denotes the size of model parameters.

Model Data Layers Modes Channels Time channels Params
CTFNO Low 3 4 16 (32, 16) 17858
Reaction 2 32 64 (512, 128) 1.82M

PDEs 2 64 64 (512, 128) 2.38M

FNO-2D  Reaction 3 (32, 16) 32 - 7.00M
PDEs 3 (64, 16) 32 - 12.00M

FNO-RNN  PDEs 4 64 64 - 2.02M

Table 9. Hyperparameter settings of CTFNO on real-world time-series data. Layers, Modes, and Channels are the number of Fourier
layers, Fourier modes, and channels, respectively. The first value in Time channels is the dimension used for time embedding and the
second value is the dimension of sinusoidal embedding of time. M stands for the stabilization constant. Params denotes the number of
model parameters.

Data Layers Modes Channels Time channels M Params
MuJoCo 3 10 32 (64, 32) 10 150K
PhysioNet 1 10 32 (64,8) - 68K
Activity 2 10 32 (64, 32) 10 124K
Plane Vibration 2 10 8 (16, 8) 1.2 6K

C.2.2. REAL TIME-SERIES

Our implementation builds on open-source codes (MIT License). For all real time-series datasets, we refer to the results of
RNN-VAE, ODE-RNN and Latent ODEs reported in (Rubanova et al., 2019). For CTFNO, we commonly use the number
of heads of one and two padding dimensions. Note that all layers are equipped with GeLU activation, except for only
time-embedding layers with SiLLU activation. Other model hyperparameters for CTFNO are shown in Table 9. Moreover,
we use the batch size of 50, and the Adamax optimizer (Kingma & Ba, 2014) with the learning rate le-2.

MuJoCo Overall experimental settings follow (Rubanova et al., 2019), unless stated. We use the latent dimension of 20,
the hidden state dimension of 100 for the RNN encoder, and the training epochs of 300. Since Bilos et al. (2021) did not
contain the results of interpolation and prediction tasks with different subsampling ratios, we carefully trained Neural Flow,
following the official implementation. Following (Rubanova et al., 2019), we employ the importance weighted likelihood
loss (Burda et al., 2015).

PhysioNet Overall experimental settings follow (Rubanova et al., 2019), unless stated. We use the latent dimension of 20
and the hidden state dimension of 40 for the RNN encoder. The training epochs are 200 and 50 for the interpolation task and
the prediction task, respectively. As in (Rubanova et al., 2019), we employ the importance weighted likelihood loss (Burda
et al., 2015) without leveraging classification loss.

Activity Overall experimental settings follow (Rubanova et al., 2019), unless stated. We use the latent dimension of 20,
the hidden state dimension of 100 for the RNN encoder, and the training epochs of 200. For classification, the cross entropy
loss was used, as in (Rubanova et al., 2019).

https://github.com/rtgichen/torchdiffeq
https://github.com/YuliaRubanova/latent_ode
https://github.com/mbilos/stribor
https://github.com/hedixia/HeavyBallNODE
https://github.com/mbilos/neural-flows—experiments
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https://github.com/mbilos/neural-flows-experiments
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Plane Vibration In this experiment, we follow the settings of Xia et al. (2021). For CTFNO, five-dimensional attributes
are concatenated with input time and then embedded into 20-dimensional space by a linear transformation. We regard
temporal dimension 64 as a channel size and convert it to eight by a lifting layer. We train the model for 500 epochs and use
the learning rate of le-2 with decay rate 0.5 per 100 epochs. We trained and evaluated with MSE loss.

D. Further Results
D.1. Stability on Image Classification

We perform experiments on image classification, which is one of the benchmark applications of Neural ODEs. Although
this is not a time-dependent problem, we include classification to validate the effect of the proposed stabilization scheme.
Images could be considered as functions a : [0, 1]2 — IR3 of light defined on a continuous region of pixel locations, instead
of 32 x 32 pixel vectors of RGB values. Classification requires us to learn a dynamics that simultaneously drives each input
a (x) to the corresponding final feature u (x), allocated depending on its label. Therefore, posing the problem as learning an
operator that maps the image a (x) to u (x), we can apply FNO to image classification.

We compare the results with those of CNN and ANODE as a baselines using two benchmark image classification problems:
MNIST (LeCun et al., 1998) and CIFAR10 (Krizhevsky et al., 2009). All models are fit to share the similar number of
parameters.

Table 10. Classification accuracy (%) and robustness of different models on MNIST.

Clean Gaussian noise Adversarial attack
Model o =50 o =100 FGSM-30/255 FGSM-50/255 PGD-30/255 PGD-50/255
CNN 99.0 29.7 10.4 27.3 15.3 10.8 4.6
ANODE 97.9 91.8 56.4 26.9 1.5 62.5 9.7
FNO 98.6 90.2 45.6 36.9 25.8 8.1 4.1
FNO (WD) 98.9 90.0 43.6 57.6 35.6 22.1 11.7
FNO (Stab) 98.8 97.8 88.2 36.2 343 62.6 47.1

Table 11. Classification accuracy (%) and robustness of different models on CIFAR10.

Clean Gaussian noise Adversarial attack
Model oc=15 oc=20 FGSM-2/255 FGSM-5/255 PGD-2/255 PGD-5/255
CNN 75.5 60.0 51.1 23.0 4.7 16.7 0.43
ANODE 59.4 40.9 34.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
FNO 64.0 57.9 52.2 34 1.4 1.5 0.0
FNO (WD) 66.9 54.9 46.2 5.8 0.6 2.0 0.0
FNO (Stab) 65.5 64.3 63.3 38.6 11.1 38.1 9.1

Robustness on Adversarial Attack By ensuring the stability of the learned PDE in Section 3.3, we may expect that the
resulting solution for input with a small perturbation converges to the same label as the unperturbed one. To investigate this
stabilization effect on FNO, we test the trained model in defending against Gaussian noise, fast gradient signed method
(FGSM) (Goodfellow et al., 2014), and projected gradient descent (PGD) (Madry et al., 2017) attack. Weight decay (WD)
is a standard practical technique to regularize the L? norm of weights of models. Because WD has a similar intention to
our stabilization scheme, these two are also compared. For a fair comparison, CNN and ANODE are trained with WD.
Tables 10 and 11 show that for both datasets, our stabilization significantly enhances the robustness of the model. Our model
achieves better results in both accuracy and robustness than ANODE. Although CNN produces around 10% higher accuracy
in CIFAR10, our model outperforms CNN for perturbed images. Moreover, the results indicate that FNO trained with
WD is prone to mislead by adversarial attacks. This demonstrates that it is much more accurate to apply a model-suitable
stabilization based on the PDE theory, rather than naively regularizing the L? norm of the weights.

Effect of M As we discussed in Section 3.3, the upper bound M on the ||R (¢, -)||, and ||W (¢, -)||, emanates from the
necessity of stabilizing the proposed model. M is a user-defined hyperparameter. Here, we analyze the performance of
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FNO to illustrate how increasing stabilization parameter M leads to a more robust model. Experiments are carried out on
CIFAR10 and we perturb images by PGD-5/255 attack. The left panel of Figure 7 shows the accuracy and robustness of the
learned models for several values of M. We can see that imposing stability does come with trade-offs between test accuracy
and robustness on the attack. The accuracy is higher at low M and it becomes decreasing as M increases, which makes the
model more robust on various attacks. Moreover, the models with weak stabilization show brittle training procedures. Also,
the model degrades the overall performance as stabilization effects become dominant. Results certify that small corruptions
or extra noise in the input are not likely to change the output of the network with proper stabilization.

Moreover, the stability of the model is related to how well the model generalizes on the data on which it has not trained,
which in turn is related to overfitting. This can be confirmed in Figure 7 (right). It presents the evolution of the loss function
of models with and without stabilization. As one can see, after some iterations, the test accuracy of the model without
stabilization has started to decrease. This means that the longer we train the model, the more specialized the weights will
become to the training data. It is evidence of overfitting. On the other hand, the model with stabilization keeps increasing its
test accuracy. This confirms that the stabilization prevents overfitting and helps the model to work better on unseen data.
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Figure 7. The Trade-off between the accuracy and robustness on PGD-5/255 attack (left) and observation for overfitting (right). Tests are
conducted on CIFAR10 (Section 4.4).

The relation between the stabilization and overfitting was also discussed in Section 4.4 on the Plane Vibration dataset. By
increasing M, the training MSE loss gradually decreases, while the test MSE eventually goes up (see Figure 4). Figure 8
plots the distribution of the L? norm of weights of trained CTFNO with M = 1.2 and 10 on the plane vibration data. The
weights of the model trained with M = 10 have larger L? norms. As we analyzed in Theorem 3.4, the weights that have a
large spectrum make the network unstable. More precisely, the spectrum of the weights grows in size to handle the specifics
of the training data. As the weights become specialized to the training data, overfitting occurs. On the other hand, the trained
model with M = 1.2 learned weights with a spectrum smaller than 1. It forces the network to have small changes in output
for small changes in the inputs, which gives more ability to generalize better.

Generalization to resolution Classical neural networks that map
between finite-dimensional Euclidean spaces are grid-dependent and
thus cannot be generalized over image resolution. By viewing images Dataset Original ~ Resolution
as functions, FNO is not tied to a specific discretization and can be

Table 12. Resolution invariance of FNO.

applied to arbitrary discretization of @ (x). To validate the resolution X2 x4 x8
invariance of FNO, we classify high-resolution images using FNO MNIST  98.83 98.6 98.6 98.6
trained on the original low-resolution images. Table 12 validates that CIFARIO  65.5 64.8 64.6 64.7
FNO is able to learn from coarse images and generalize to higher

resolutions.

Experimental Details All of the experiments use gradient clipping of 10 and cross-entropy loss. We use a learning rate
of 1e-3 and weight decay of le-4 for ANODE and CNN. Other implementation details of ANODE follow Dupont et al.
(2019). We use five convolutional layers in CNN experiments. For MNIST, we apply a kernel size of seven for the first two
convolutional layers and 32 channels. For CIFAR10, we use a kernel size of seven for the first convolutional layers and 64
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Figure 8. Plot of the singular values of weights of CTFNO with (left) and without (right) stabilization on the plane vibration dataset
(Section 4.4).

Table 13. The number of parameters for each models for image classification.

Data CNN ANODE FNO

MNIST 78K 83K 66K
CIFARIO 154K 168K 153K

channels. Other convolutional layers have a kernel size of three. We train CNN for 30 epochs. Note that the accuracy of
both ANODE and CNN tends to decrease after the designated number of epochs.

In FNO experiments, FNO with weight decay (WD) and FNO with normalization (Stab), we train models for 100 epochs
with the learning rate of 5e-3. We used three Fourier layers with six Fourier modes. For MNIST, we employ the number
of channel of 32, and three-dimensional zero padding. For CIFARI10, we employ the number of channel of 64, and
four-dimensional zero padding. For the experiments with decay, we choose the decay rates le-6 and 1e-4 for MNIST and
CIFARI10, respectively. For the experiments with normalization, we employ the spectral norm of 1.2 for the normalization
bounds. Note that the GeLU activation function was used for both CNN and FNO experiments.

To estimate the robustness of the trained model, we consider three commonly-used perturbation schemes, namely random
Gaussian perturbations, FGSM, and PGD attacks. For random Gaussian attack, we use zero mean Gaussian noise with a
standard deviation of 50/255, 100/255 for MNIST, and 15/255, 20/255 for CIFAR10. For adversarial attacks, we use 30/255,
50/255 attacks for MNIST, and 2/255, 5/255 for CIFAR10. The number of steps of PGD attack is 10.

D.2. Speed improvements

We showed the average wall clock time measured on heat equation in Table 2. Compared to FNO-RNN, which autoregres-
sively predicts solutions, CTFNO takes only 12% of the training time. Also, CTFNO takes only 1/3 of the training time
and 1/6 of inference time of FNO-2D. In addition, to investigate how much our model reduced computational time in real
application, We carefully measured average execution time on the MuJoCo experiment (Section 4.3) and results are reported
in Table 5. The main reason for this difference is that numerical integration used in LODE is computationally expensive, and
Neural Flow and CTFNO are neural operators that directly represent the solution trajectory of ODE and PDE, respectively.
In other words, the neural operator’s replacement of the role of ODE solvers has contributed significantly to overcoming the
increased complexity of PDEs compared to ODEs and reducing time costs.
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Table 14. Measured training and inference time on MuJoCo dataset

Model Training (second/epoch) Inference (second/epoch)
LODE 23.6 2.20
Neural Flow 4.38 0.62
CTFNO 7.39 0.89

D.3. Additional Synthetic Results

DE-based models for learning spatial-dependencies In Section 4.2, we inves-

tigated the expressivity of DE-based models on various temporal-evolving systems.  Table 15. Additional RMSE (x107?) re-
Here, we additionally show that conventional DE-based models that do not con-  sults on function valued data.

sider the relation between spatial variables result in degraded performance when Model
learning reaction ODE and heat equation. In this case, we only consider operator
learning models: Neural Flow and Neural Laplace. Compared with FNO-2D and Neural Flow ~ 10.300 ~ 3.038
our CTFNO, it can be seen that the PDE surrogates approximate the solution Neural Laplace  2.804  2.205
operator of the heat equation much better than the ODE solution operator (Neural FNO-2D 0.326  0.0330
Flow) and Laplace-transform based approach (Neural Laplace). In addition, we CTFNO 0.239  0.0269
test FNO-2D on reaction ODE. Contrary to the degraded performance of Neural

Flow and Neural Laplace on PDEs, FNO-2D learns the reaction ODE fairly well.

Reaction Heat

Results on Extrapolation We investigate the generalization ability of our method to time points beyond those that were
used for training on the two-dimensional spiral data in Section 4.2. Predicted and extrapolated trajectories are depicted in
Figure 9 together with the ground truth. Each model is trained to predict spiral trajectories at 100-time points (blue lines in
Figure 9). And we run trained models to forecast 500 future time steps (red lines in Figure 9). We can observe that our
CTFNO is better at generalizing for extrapolation compared to baseline models. Our CTFNO correctly extrapolates the
spiral trajectory beyond the training time interval, converging to the equilibrium of the spiral. From Table 4, we have seen
that CTFNO best approximates the spiral compared to the benchmarks, achieving the lowest RMSE, The results depicted
in Figure 9 confirm that CTFNO accurately captures the dynamics of the spiral during training and predicts well even for
non-training times, based on memories analyzed in the past.

Robust to noisy observations We examine the ability of our CTFNO to handle noisy observation. For experiments,
the vanilla and the stabilized CTFNOs with M = 1 are both trained on sine trajectories and sawtooth data. To test the
robustness of the models against noise, we deploy the trained models on noisy test data, which is corrupted by additional
standard Gaussian noise N (0, I'). Figures 10 and 11 illustrate the predicted trajectories of both models. The sine trajectory
considered here has a decreasing amplitude over time. Compared to the vanilla model, the perturbation of the test data set
does not cause a huge change in the prediction of the stabilized CTFNO. We can see that the stabilized model recovers the
original trajectory much more closely. Similar to the true sine trajectory, the amplitude decreases over time, and the period
is constant in Figure 10.

Additional Heatmaps We also include additional heatmaps for reaction (Section 4.2), heat, Burgers’, diffusion-sorption,
and compressible Navier-Stokes equations (Section 4.1). See Figures 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16.

E. Broader Impact

We introduced a new framework for modeling temporal dynamics of observed data. It has a wide range of potential
applications, some of which we investigated in this paper. We explored a healthcare dataset and here we hope to bring
affirmative impact in medical applications. We also examined the modeling the vibration of an airplane and we expect it
to contribute to the advancement of airplane designs and civil engineering. Furthermore, as many problems have arisen
in sciences and engineering tied with complex PDE systems, we expect that our work has potential applicability in the
enormous area such as climate forecasting, epidemics, molecular simulations, micro-mechanics, and modeling turbulent
flows. PDEs can also be applied in the development of military equipment. As with all numerical methods, however, it is
not a work of developing a technique to go to warfare, and we hope and encourage users of our model to concenter on the
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LODE

Neural Laplace Neural Laplace (Zoomed)

Neural Flow Neural Flow (Zoomed)

CTFNO CTENO (Zoomed)

— Groud Truth —— Prediction =~ e Extrapolation

Figure 9. (Left) Prediction and extrapolation for beyond the training time points of the two-dimensional spiral (Section 4.2), and (Right)
the zoomed extrapolation trajectories with a comparison to ground truth. CTFNO performs best not only for prediction but also for
extrapolation.
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Figure 11. Predicted sawtooth trajectories for CTFNOs w/ and w/o stabilization over noisy observations.

positive impact of this work.
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Figure 12. Heatmap of exact and predicted solution for reaction ODE (Section 4.2). This shows that our model can exactly represent the
dynamics of the reaction ODE.
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Figure 13. Heatmap of exact and predicted solution for heat equation (Section 4.1).
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Figure 14. Heatmap of exact and predicted solution for Burgers’ equation (Section 4.1).
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Figure 15. Heatmap of exact and predicted solution for diffusion-sorption equation (Section 4.1).
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Figure 16. Heatmap of exact and predicted solution for compressible Navier-Stokes equations (Section 4.1).



