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Abstract
Partial differential equations (PDEs) are among the most universal and parsimonious descriptions of natural

physical laws, capturing a rich variety of phenomenology and multi-scale physics in a compact and symbolic repre-
sentation. This review will examine several promising avenues of PDE research that are being advanced by machine
learning, including: 1) the discovery of new governing PDEs and coarse-grained approximations for complex natu-
ral and engineered systems, 2) learning effective coordinate systems and reduced-order models to make PDEs more
amenable to analysis, and 3) representing solution operators and improving traditional numerical algorithms. In
each of these fields, we summarize key advances, ongoing challenges, and opportunities for further development.

1 Introduction

Partial differential equations (PDEs) have been a cornerstone of mathematical physics and engineering design for
over 250 years, since the introduction of the one-dimensional wave equation by d’Alembert in 1752 [20]. PDEs
provide a formal mathematical infrastructure for relating how quantities of interest change in several variables,
typically space and time. As such, PDEs provide a foundational description of the governing equations of many
canonical spatio-temporal physical systems, including electrodynamics, quantum mechanics, fluid mechanics, heat
transfer, etc. Today, nearly every aspect of our engineered world is based in some way on the predictive capability
of PDEs, from structural modeling of buildings and bridges, to the design of aircraft and other vehicles, to the
thermal and electromagnetic management systems in modern portable electronics. In general, we will consider a
PDE for u(x, t)

ut +N(u, ux, uxx, · · · , x, t;µ) = f(x) (1)

on a spatial domain x ∈ [0, L],for time t ∈ [0, T ], and where the parameter µ denotes a parametric dependency. The
initial and boundary conditions are given by

IC: u(x, 0) = u0(x) (2a)
BC: α1u(0, t) + β1ux(0, t) = g1(t) and α2u(L, t) + β2ux(L, t) = g2(t). (2b)

This may be generalized to systems of several spatial variables, or a system with no time dependence.
In the past half-century, the advent of computing has produced two revolutions in our capability to analyze and

solve PDEs. In the first, closed-form analytic solution techniques, which typically rely on linearity and superposition
principles, have given way to diverse computational approximations based upon finite difference, finite element,
and spectral techniques. These computational approaches significantly expand the complexity of behaviors and
solutions that can be analyzed. Importantly, scientific computing has allowed for the study of nonlinear systems
for which our analytic techniques typically fail. Additionally, complex boundary conditions, difficult geometries,
and multiscale interactions can all be characterized within this framework. Thus, the combination of analytic and
computational methods for solving PDEs has driven critical technological advancements in many industries since
the 1960s. However, modern PDE systems are often nonlinear, complex, and high-dimensional, rendering analytic
techniques ineffective and computational methods intractable. More recently, the ongoing machine learning rev-
olution is providing an entirely new approach for solving PDEs, based on the increasing wealth of high-quality
data generated from both simulations and experiments. Indeed, the emergence of machine learning methods in
the last decade have allowed the community a significantly different approach to modeling the dynamics of PDEs,
allowing for the learning and construction of proxy, reduced-order models which are faithful representations of the
full, high-dimensional complex dynamics. Although machine learning has been applied to study PDEs for nearly
three decades [47], several key advances in computational capabilities and algorithms are dramatically accelerating
these efforts in the past decade.

In this review, we explore several avenues of PDE research that are being advanced by machine learning:
∗ Corresponding author: sbrunton@uw.edu
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• Governing equations and coarse-grained closures: Emerging techniques in symbolic regression and new
high-fidelity measurements are making it possible to learn new PDEs for systems that are not amenable to
first-principles and by-hand derivations. Systems in neuroscience and epidemiology, as well as systems from
traditional physics, such as plasma dynamics, non-Newtonian fluids, and active matter, are all candidates for
improved PDE descriptions. Moreover, there are many systems where we have accurate governing equations,
but they are too computationally expensive to resolve at all scales of the physics. Thus, one must resort to
coarse-grained PDEs. Machine learning is enabling tremendous progress in this traditionally challenging
field, for example in turbulence modeling and the modeling of geophysical fluids. Several other fields stand
to benefit, including material science and biology.

• Coordinate systems and reduced representations: Solution techniques for PDEs are intimately tied to a co-
ordinate system. For example, the Fourier transform is the coordinate system that diagonalized Laplace’s
equation. However, for nonlinear PDEs there is generically no coordinate system that simplify the equations.
Advances in modern Koopman operator theory are providing a powerful new perspective for finding effec-
tive coordinates even for nonlinear systems. Similarly, reduced-order models provide a reduction of a PDE to
a much simpler ODE system that is tailored to the specific configuration and parameters of interest. Machine
learning has rapidly been adopted as a new technique for ROMs, as it shares a significant overlap and his-
tory with this field of applied mathematics. For many iterative design optimization and control applications,
ROMs are critical, as there is a tradeoff between the accuracy of a solution and the cost of computing it.

• Numerical solutions and operator learning: Another major avenue of research is focused on learning the
solution operator of complex PDEs, trained from limited amounts of high-fidelity data. These approaches are
quite flexible and offer many advantages, including the ability to re-mesh solutions flexibly. In related work,
researchers are currently using machine learning to improve traditional scientific computing workflows, for
example to improve pre-conditioning and to learn improved stencils for shocks and discontinuities.

Our goal with this review is to provide a brief summary and organization of the rapid progress in this field,
along with a high-level perspective on the ongoing challenges and avenues of future opportunity. Although ma-
chine learning is changing how we learn, represent, and solve PDEs, many things haven’t changed. We still seek
interpretable and generalizable representations of the governing equations and their solutions. We still use tech-
niques from scientific computing to integrate many of these models and propagate their uncertainty. And we still
use the same iterative design optimization and control algorithms, now wrapped around machine learned models
and solutions. The importance of embedding physics into machine learning has also become increasingly clear in
recent years [17–19, 21, 23, 39, 42, 67, 82, 133, 134]. Incorporating physics into the learning process makes it possible
to achieve more accurate solutions, with more compact architectures, and from less and noisier training data.

2 Learning Governing Equations and Coarse-Grained Closures

Despite the significant progress over the past half century in the computational solution to PDEs, the fundamental
process of how we derive PDEs has remained largely unchanged since the 1700s: equations are typically derived
from governing conservations laws and symmetries using control volume techniques, with the pill box derivation
remaining the standard in university classrooms. The current availability of vast quantities of measurement data
from both familiar and exotic new fields of science and engineering are providing entirely new opportunities to
learn PDEs, and thus perhaps underlying laws, principles, invariances and symmetries. This is one of the most
promising avenues of modern scientific discovery, as we are on the cusp of the automatic and data-driven discovery
of entirely new physics for systems that have alluded researchers for decades, if not centuries. Moreover, learning
PDEs from data has several advantages over alternative approaches of using deep learning to “mimic” the behavior
of a complex system. First, PDEs are inherently interpretable, in the sense that they can be tied directly to geometry,
conservation laws, symmetries, constraints, etc. Second, PDEs are highly generalizable, in that by changing the
boundary conditions and parameters, a wide variety of phenomena and bifurcations may emerge.

Machine learning is ideal for representing arbitrarily complex input–output relationships from data. However,
many techniques result in opaque models that are not interpretable. In contrast, symbolic regression techniques [16,
22, 122] is a class of machine learning that results in highly interpretable symbolic models by design. Recently, the
sparse identification of nonlinear dynamics (SINDy) algorithm [22] has been extended to learn partial differential
equations from data [115, 117]. The resulting algorithm, called PDE-FIND, provides new opportunities for scientific
discovery by enabling the learning of new PDEs for unknown physics as well as coarse-grained closure models.
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Figure 1: Sparse regression procedure to discover PDEs from data, demonstrated on the Navier–Stokes equations.
A. Data is collected as snapshots of a solution to a PDE. B. Numerical derivatives are taken and data is compiled
into a large matrix Θ, incorporating candidate terms for the PDE. C. Sparse regression is used to identify active
terms in the PDE. D. Active terms in ξ are synthesized into a PDE. Modified from Rudy et al. [115].

The basic idea behind SINDy and PDE-FIND is to approximate the time derivative of the state of a dynamical
system as a sparse linear combination of candidate terms that can describe the dynamics:

ut ≈ Θ(u, ux, uxx, uux, · · · )ξ (3)

where Θ is the library of candidate terms and ξ is a sparse vector that selects the relevant terms needed to describe
the dynamics. There are several algorithms to learn these sparse dynamics, typically based on sparse optimization.
Figure 1 illustrates this approach to learn the Navier-Stokes equations for a fluid flow.

In a relatively short time, PDE-FIND has been used to rediscover several models from classical physics, as well
as to discover entirely new models of modern interest. Rediscovery, or the process of recapitulating existing theories
with modern techniques, is a reasonable first step when testing out a new method. If the algorithm doesn’t work
on problems where we know the answer, it is unreasonable to expect it to yield new insights for more challenging
systems. In addition, testing an algorithm on a known system may provide considerable insights. In early papers,
PDE-FIND was applied to rediscover several canonical PDEs from physics, including the Navier-Stokes equation
for fluid flows, and the Schrodinger equation for quantum mechanics.

More recently, PDE-FIND is being applied to entirely new fields of physics and natural sciences with promising
results. Many of these advances have come in the field of fluid dynamics [5, 11, 12, 60, 111, 112, 120, 127, 140],
where there are many open problems related to constituative modeling and turbulence closure modeling [4, 23, 48,
80, 107]. PDE-FIND has become a powerful tool for closure modeling of fluids, enabling both Reynolds averaged
Navier-Stokes (RANS) closures [11, 12, 120] and large eddy simulation (LES) closures [140]. Figure 2 shows an
approach based on a sparse Bayesian formulation of the problem that discovers LES closure models for large-
scale atmospheric simulations that preserve underlying symmetries and structure [140]. In addition to closure
modeling for known PDEs, such as the Navier-Stokes equations, there are also efforts to learn additional physics
terms corresponding to currently unmodeled mechanisms, for example in plasma physics [5], viscoelastic flows,
granular materials, and active matter [126]. And while the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations are a remarkably
accurate model for incompressible fluid flows, the magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) equations are much more of an
approximation to plasma physics. Researchers are currently leveraging PDE-FIND to learn additional correction
and closure terms for the MHD equations to more accurately match high-fidelity particle in cell simulations [5].

To model new physical and biological processes, several methodological innovations have been introduced
into the PDE discovery framework. Perhaps the most fundamental advance is the introduction of the weak form
PDE-FIND optimization by Messenger and Bortz [92, 93]. This approach solves the sparse regression problem after
integrating the data over random control volumes, providing a dramatic improvement to the noise robustness of the
algorithm. Weak form optimization may be thought of as a generalization of the integral SINDy [118] to PDE-FIND.
Further improvements to noise robustness and limited data may be obtained through ensembling techniques [51],
which use robust bagging to learn inclusion probabilities for the sparse terms ξ in Eq. (3) from limited and noisy
data. These methodological innovations, and more, have been assembled into the open-source PySINDy software
library [65], reducing the barrier to entry when applying these methods to new problems.

In addition to PDE-FIND, additional techniques for learning PDEs from data include PDE-NET [84, 85] and
the Bayesian PDE discovery from data [6]. An earlier approach by Schaeffer et al. [119] importantly recognized
that many PDE solutions are sparse in a suitably transformed solution space, introducing one of the first notions of

3



Figure 1. (a) Illustration of the RVM procedure; (b) schematic of the architecture of the physics‐constrained fully
convolutional neural network (FCNN); (c) offline validation of the subgrid momentum forcing from the barotropic
simulations for three parameterizations, denoted as Ŝ —the physics‐driven ŜAZ , ŜBT revealed by the RVM algorithm
(Equation 5), and the FCNN—against the diagnosed forcing from high‐resolution data, S. Top row shows the mean
(ms−2), middle row the standard deviation (ms−2), and the bottom row the Pearson correlation of the zonal component
of the eddy momentum forcing,Sx and Ŝx (the meridional component is shown in Supporting Information S1). The x‐ and
y‐axes are longitude and latitude, respectively; the extent is 3,840 km in each direction.
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Figure 2: Illustration of sparse Bayesian PDE discovery applied to LES closure modeling in large-scale geophysical
fluid simulations. Modified from Zanna and Bolton [140].

sparsity in the field of PDEs. Other symbolic learning techniques are also promising, including symbolic learning
on graph neural networks [40, 41, 116].

In addition to discovering new PDEs and closure models, recent work by Callaham et al. [28] has shown that
it is possible to cluster spatiotemporal data by which subset of the terms in a PDE are active in what regions of
space and time. The resulting algorithm uncovers different regimes where a subset of the physics is active and in a
dominant balance, providing a data-driven clustering based on the active terms in the PDE. In related work, Bakarji
et al. [8] leveraged sparse model learning to automate the Buckingham Pi procedure for learning nondimensional
quantities that mediate the transition across these dominant balance regimes and control bifurcations in system
behavior. For example, these methods were applied to study boundary layers, where the classic boundary layer
regions and Blasius scaling laws were recapitulated.

There are many exciting open problems in physical, engineered, and biological systems where PDE discovery
may play an important role. In addition to discovering new mechanistic models and closures for problems in fluids
and plasmas, granular materials, non-Newtonian and active matter, there are significant opportunities to learn
coarse-grained models of biological systems, such as collective dynamics of many biological agents, the dynamics
of bacterial colonies, spatiotemporal models in neuroscience and organized biological matter such as muscles. New
methodological innovations will likely be required for these systems, for example to model non-stationarity and
non-local interactions, as well as spatial heterogeneity. However, there is a large and active community working on
addressing these issues, and the quality and quantity of measurement data is increasing every day.

3 Learning Coordinates and Reduced Representations

In the history of science, many breakthroughs in learning governing equations have been preceded by learning an
effective coordinate system. In recent decades, there are two dominant perspectives on effective coordinates related
to PDEs, which we will explore here. First, advances in Koopman operator theory [25, 26, 70, 72, 94–96, 114] are
making it possible to learn coordinate systems in which nonlinear dynamics appear linear. Second, it is often pos-
sible to reduce the dimension of a high-dimensional spatiotemporal system through a coordinate transformation to
obtain a reduced-order model, which balances accuracy and efficiency. Both of these fields are rapidly progressing
with advances in machine learning.

Linearizing coordinate transformations

By construction, the Koopman operator [70] is a linear, infinite-dimensional operator that acts on the Hilbert space
H of all scalar measurement functions g. The Koopman operator acts on functions of the state space of the dy-
namical system, trading nonlinear finite-dimensional dynamics for linear infinite-dimensional dynamics. It can
be further generalized to map infinite-dimensional nonlinear dynamics to infinite-dimensional linear dynamics by
appropriate choice of observables. The advantage of the Koopman representation is obvious: the linear problem
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can be solved using a standard spectral decomposition (12). Thus the inversion of the operator is achieved by con-
struction of the Koopman operator and by projecting into its eigenfunction space. Cover’s theorem [38] represents
a corresponding theory for how the projection to infinite-dimensions allows for linear separability of data, and thus
the underlying success of kernel methods and support vector machines.

The Koopman operator is defined for discrete-time dynamical systems. A continuous dynamical system will
induce a discrete-time dynamical system given by the flow map Ft : M → M, which maps the state x(t0) to a
future time x(t0 + t):

Ft(x(t0)) = x(t0 + t) = x(t0) +

∫ t0+t

t0

f(x(τ)) dτ . (4)

This induces the discrete-time dynamical system

xk+1 = Ft(xk), (5)

where xk = x(kt). The analogous discrete-time Koopman operator is given by Kt such that Ktg = g ◦ Ft. Thus, the
Koopman operator sets up a discrete-time dynamical system on the observable function g:

Ktg(xk) = g(Ft(xk)) = g(xk+1). (6)

The Koopman operator can be constructed using deep learning methods in order to enforce the above constraint
on observables. The result is a spectral decomposition capable of representing the dynamical solutions of interest.
Specifically, the eigenfunctions and eigenvalues of the Koopman operator K give a complete characterization of
the dynamics Kϕk = λkϕk. The functions ϕk(x) are Koopman eigenfunctions, and they define a set of intrinsic
measurement coordinates, on which it is possible to advance these measurements with a linear dynamical system.
A reduced-order linear model can be constructed by retaining the dominant Koopman eigenfunctions ϕk.

Such linearizing transforms for PDEs are not new. Indeed, the Cole-Hopf transformation [36, 63] for solving dif-
fusively regularized Burgers’ equation was the first successful demonstration of such a technique, and the Inverse
Scattering Transform (IST) [1, 2] generalized this framework for a class of completely integrable PDEs. But recent
data-driven modeling paradigms have given Koopman theory a modern interpretation in terms of dynamical sys-
tems theory [94, 96]. And even more recently, deep learning approaches have provided Koopman embeddings for
dynamics using neural networks [75, 89, 90, 100, 131, 135, 138]. This is in addition to enriching the observables of
the dynamic mode decomposition [68, 73, 98, 99, 101, 136, 137]. Importantly, Koopman theory attempts to approximate
the dynamics with a linear operator while the work of Lu et al [86, 87] and Kovachki et al [71] directly construct a
nonlinear operator using neural networks.

As an example deep learning architecture (see Fig. 3), consider a neural network f(u) that advances the state
variable forward in time uk+1 = f(uk), and can be expressed by the formula

f(u) = ϕd(K(ϕe(u))). (7)

The input of the the network uk is the state vector at time tk and the output is the state vector at time tk+1. The
network consists of three parts: (i) the encoder ϕe, (ii) the linear dynamics K, and (iii) the decoder ϕd. In this
example, both the encoder and decoder are split into two parts where the outer encoder is χ + I and the inner
encoder ψe where ϕe(u) = ψe((χ+ I)(u)). The outer encoder performs a coordinate transformation into a space in
which the dynamics are linear. The inner encoder either (i) diagonalizes the system, (ii) reduces the dimensionality,
or (iii) both. The decoder consists of the inner decoder ψd and the outer decoder ζ + I. The inner and outer
decoder are approximate inverses of the inner and outer encoder, respectively. The loss function used to train the
network accounts for the autoencoder loss, the outer autoencoder loss, the inner autoencoder loss, the prediction
loss, the linearity loss and regularization of the weights [56]. The diversity of methods used to build a Koopman
representation [56, 68, 73, 75, 89, 90, 98–101, 131, 135–138] highlights the significant efforts by the community to
leverage the eigenfunction expansion of the Koopman operator in order to construct the inverse operator. Koopman
theory has also been recently combined with recurrent neural networks to predict turbulence time series [49].

Reduced-order models

There is a rich history of constructing reduced-order models for PDEs [13–15, 62, 88, 105, 106, 108, 128, 129] by
representing the dynamics in a lower-dimensional subspace or submanifold. The bulk of these methods are based
on classical dynamical systems theory [61] and symmetry reduction and manifold arguments [3, 91, 113]. The
most common and classical approach to reduced-order modeling of fluids involves identifying a low-dimensional
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Figure 3: A schematic of a neural network architecture used to discover a Koopman linearizing coordinate transfor-
mation. In this example, the nonlinear Burgers’ equation is transformed into the linear heat equation.

subspace, typically through proper orthogonal decomposition (POD), and then projecting the governing equations
onto this subspace through Galerkin projection. In this approach, the field variable u(x, t) is approximated in a
finite Galerkin expansion

u(x, t) ≈ ū(x) +

r∑
k=1

ak(t)ϕk(x) (8)

where ū(x) is the average field, ϕk(x) are spatial POD modes and ak(t) are the amplitudes of these modes in time.
This space-time separation of variables is usually computed through a singular value decomposition (SVD) [21], and
represents a data-driven generalization of the Fourier transform. Galerkin projection of the governing equations (1)
onto the orthogonal basis in (8) then yields an ordinary differential equation in the POD mode amplitudes a(t):

d

dt
a(t) = f(a(t)). (9)

The resulting ODE is typically much more tractable to simulate rapidly for iterative design optimization and real-
time feedback control, but it comes at the cost of only approximately capturing the dynamics of the system. There
are a number of well-known issues, such as stability issues of the reduced ODE, and limitations of this approach
when applied to turbulence or other multiscale phenomena.

There are several major advances to this reduced-order modeling pipeline with the advent of machine learning.
First, it is possible to dramatically improve the dimensionality reduction in Eq. (8) by replacing the linear subspace
approximation with a nonlinear manifold approximation using a deep neural network autoencoder [23]. This is
the approach taken by Lee and Carlberg [74]. It is also possible to learn the dynamics in Eq. (9) by data-driven
regression, instead of projection based methods, for example using dynamic mode decomposition (DMD) for linear
models [72, 114, 121], SINDy for nonlinear models [29–31, 45, 46, 58, 64, 66, 81–83], or other techniques such as
reservoir computing [103, 104]. When SINDy is used to learn the reduced-order model in Eq. eq:ROM, this is
referred to as Galerkin regression [82], and this approach has been applied to a wide variety of problems in fluid
dynamics [29–31, 45, 46, 81–83], electroconvection [58], and plasmas [64, 66]. It is also possible to combine SINDy
for reduced-order modeling with autoencoders for dimensionality reduction, as in Champion et al. [33]. Further,
implicit kernel learning can be used to identify interpretable models when the state dimension is larger [7]. Another
important avenue of research, called lift and learn [105, 108], discovers lifting transformations so that more complex
nonlinearities may be written as quadratic dynamics in a higher-dimensional coordinate system. Transformers have
recently been used for operator learning in PDEs [32, 79].

4 Numerical Methods and Learning Solution Operators

The previous sections have focused on learning new PDEs from data or learning better coordinate systems in which
to represent the PDEs. A third major avenue of research, discussed here, involves improving existing numerical
methods for solving PDEs with machine learning, including learning the solution operator directly.

Operator inversion: Green’s functions and eigenfunction expansions

For PDEs that are linear in u(x, t) and its derivatives, i.e N → L, there are number of analytic techniques that
have been historically developed in order to represent the solution. For nonlinear operators N(·), one typically
relies on numerical methods to approximate the solution. Many modern deep learning methods are inspired by
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analytic techniques developed for linear operators for learning nonlinear operators. To be more specific, consider
the time-independent linear operator

Lu = f(x). (10)

This problem has a rich and significant history in mathematical physics as quantum mechanics, electrodynamics
and elasticity, for instance, all rely on understanding linear operators L [110]. Indeed, Sturm-Liouville theory was a
unifying and foundational theoretical advancement for understanding the underlying description of many physics-
based problems of mathematical physics described by special functions (Bessel, Leguerre, Legendre, Hermite, etc).

The mathematical foundations for solving linear PDEs is to determine the inverse of L. Two methods, which are
intimately connected, have traditionally been developed to represent the inverse operator L−1: Green’s functions
and eigenfunction expansions. For the Green’s function, one considers the associated problem L†G(x, ξ) = δ(ξ)
where L† is the adjoint of L, δ(·) is the Dirac delta function and ξ ∈ [0, L]. Taking the inner product of both sides of
(10) with respect to G(ξ, x) results in the solution

u(x, t) = L−1f = 〈G|f〉 =

∫
D

G(ξ, x)f(ξ)dξ. (11)

Thus the inverse of the differential operator L is, not surprisingly, an integration over the Green’s function which
acts as kernel function. Alternatively, eigenfunction expansions are based upon the associated spectral (eigenvalue)
problem Lφn = λnφn where φn and λn are the eigenfunctions and eigenvalues respectively. The success of the
Sturm-Liouville theory is based upon a linear operator for which linear superposition holds, thus any solution can
be represented by a sum of its eigenfunctions u(x, t) =

∑
bnφn. Inserting this solution form into (10) and taking

inner products yields the solution form

u(x, t) = L−1f =
∑ 〈φn|f〉

λn
φn. (12)

Thus the solution is represented as a projection into the orthonormal coordinate space of the eigenfunctions.
The representations (11) and (12) can be shown to be equivalent [37]. As noted, the difference in their represen-

tations of the solution have been used in deep learning to motivate learning for nonlinear operators. Specifically, the
Green’s function representation has led to neural operators [71, 76–78], DeepGreen [57] and DeepOnet [86, 87] archi-
tectures, while the eigenfunction expansion solution is the basis of learning Koopman operators and their spectral
representation [24, 94, 96]. Like the Green’s function and eigenfunction representations, they are alternative ap-
proaches for learning the inverse of an operator, in this case the inversion of the nonlinear operator N−1(·). The
significant difficulty encountered for this inversion is that linear superposition no longer holds, thus undermining
the creation of an underlying theoretical construct and guarantee for representation of the solution. However, deep
learning architectures can leverage training data to build accurate representations of the operator inversion. The
universal approximation capabilities of neural networks is well known which make them ideal for approximating
the continuous functions associated with solutions of the PDE.

Operator learning and kernel methods

In the original paper advocating the construction of Neural Operators, the Green’s function representation of the
solution motivates the proposed mappings between function spaces, thus allowing for the approximation of op-
erators N(·) which encode governing equations and physics [71, 76–78]. Thus neural operators leverage integral
kernel representation in their approximation of the operator. For instance, neural operators can make explicit use
of multi-pole [77] and Fourier [76] kernels in order to construct operator representations. Thus nonlocal representa-
tions of the solution are parametrized by the integral operator. Recall that learning a nonlinear operator G(·) will be
equivalent to learning the inverse of the PDE evolution (1). Thus kernel operators are intuitively appealing for the
construction of the nonlinear operator based upon their connection to the linear kernel inversion (11). The overall
representation of the operator is a trained neural network G = fθ where individual layers of the neural network
are constructed from a learned integral representations that are updated according to the following kernel-based
representation

vk+1(x) = σk+1

(
Wtvk +

∫
Dk

K(k)(x, y)vk(y)dνk(y) + bk(x)

)
(13)

where νk is a Lebesgue measure on Rdt . The kernelK(k)(x, y) is typically chosen to leverage advantageous represen-
tations, such as the multi-pole or Fourier kernels. Thus each layer of the network is trained using a physics-inspired
concept of an integral (inverse) representation of the PDE dynamics. Thus instead of constructing a Green’s func-
tion kernel, which can technically only be done with a linear operator L, the kernel representation is used to train a
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Figure 4: Zero-shot super-resolution: Vorticity field of the solution to the two-dimensional Navier-Stokes equation
with viscosity 104 (Re = O(200)); Ground truth on top and prediction on bottom. The model is trained on data that
is discretized on a uniform 64 × 64 spatial grid and on a 20-point uniform temporal grid. The model is evaluated
with a different initial condition that is discretized on a uniform 256 × 256 spatial grid and a 80-point uniform
temporal grid (From Kovachki et al [71] ).

representation of the inverse operator N−1(·). Rigorous estimates of the convergence rates and computational costs
for learning such linear operators can now be derived rigorously [43, 44, 97].

More broadly, neural operators generalize standard feed-forward neural networks to learn mappings between
infinite-dimensional spaces of functions defined on bounded domains of Rd. The non-local component of the ar-
chitecture is instantiated through either a parameterized integral operator or through multiplication in the spectral
domain (which is a specific form of the kernel in the integral operator). Once trained, neural operators have the
property of being discretization invariant: sharing the same network parameters between different discretizations
of the underlying functional data. Thus it is a mesh free method, as shown in Fig. 4 on the Navier-Stokes equation.

On a more foundational level, Chen and Chen [35] developed a proof that neural networks with a single hidden
layer can approximate accurately any nonlinear continuous operator. Thus a nonlinear operator is learned mapping
from functions to functions. In practice, this is a highly impactful theory as it provides guarantees on the construc-
tion of an operator which contains information about the physics and dynamics of the system. The theorem of
Chen and Chen is the basis of the DeepOnet method of Lu et al [86, 87] (DeepOnet) as well as the neural operators
of Kovachki et al [71]. The original work of Chen and Chen [35] construct a universal approximation proof. The
theorem provides a theoretical bounds on the ability of a neural network to approximate the operator G(·). It also
highlights the construction of two neural networks so that it can be more compactly represented as∣∣∣G(u)(y)− fθ1(u) · f̃θ2(y)

∣∣∣ < ε (14)

when considering the discretized representation of u(x)→ u and new measurement (function evaluation) locations
y → y. The two simultaneously trained networks are the branch network fθ1(u) and the trunk network f̃θ2(y).

Mathematically, the concept is quite simple. Given a number of measurement (sensor) locations xk (usually
selected from a computational grid) which prescribes the input function uk = u(xk), a vector of training input data
can be constructed u. The input data has a corresponding output data G(u). In addition, training data mapping
selections of random measurement points y to the output G(u(y) is required. Thus the input functions u are en-
coded in a separate network than the location variables y. These are merged at the end as shown in the universal
approximation proof of Chen and Chen [35]. Figure 5 shows the results of training from the original DeepOnet
paper of Lu et al [76, 86, 87] on reaction-diffusion system. DeepOnets also can achieve small generalization errors
by employing inductive biases. Remarkably, exponential convergence is observed in the deep learning algorithm.

So although both neural operators and DeepOnets accomplish the same goal, they do so with significantly
different architectures. Neural operators exploit the kernel structure of generic operators while DeepOnets train by
separating the input function from the spatial locations. Both have achieved promising results, highlighting the fact
that the learning of operators can potentially allow for mesh-free models of physics systems. Of course, in order
for this to actually be viable in practice, exceptional training data that resolves all scales should be employed in
training. Figure 4 highlights the results from Kovachki et al [71] where neural operators are used to model fluid
flows.

8



Figure 5: Learning a reaction-diffusion with DeepOnet. (A) (left) An example of a random sample of the input
function u(x). (middle) The corresponding output function s(x, t) at P different (x, t) locations. (right) Pairing of
inputs and outputs at the training data points. The total number of training data points is the product of P times the
number of samples of u. (B) Training error (blue) and test error (red) for different values of the number of random
points P when 100 random u samples are used. (C) Training error (blue) and test error (red) for different number of
u samples when P = 100. The shaded regions denote one-standard-derivation (From Lu et al [86] ).

Accelerating numerical solutions

Finally, there are several emerging approaches to directly accelerate the numerical computation of the solutions to
PDEs. For example, the Navier-Stokes equations for fluid flows are notoriously challenging to simulate at all res-
olutions because of the large degree of scale-separation in space and time. Improving the comptutational scaling,
accuracy, and efficiency of numerical schemes is an important topic of modern machine-learning-enabled scientific
computing [132]. For example, Bar-Sinai et al. [9] developed a deep learning approach to improve the estimation of
spatial derivatives on coarse grids, outperforming traditional finite-difference methods. Stevens and Colonius [124]
developed a related approach that improved upon fifth-order finite-difference schemes for shock-capturing simu-
lations. These approaches solve a similar task as the neural operator approaches discussed earlier [76–78], which
seek to improve simulations on coarser meshes. More classically, data-driven methods based on the ROMs devel-
oped earlier make it possible to learn more effective collocation points, resulting in discrete empirical interpolation
methods for PDEs [10, 34]. Other approaches, such as FiniteNet [125] leverage long-short term memory (LSTM)
networks to improve the simulation efficiency of PDEs. Machine learning is also improving the conditioning of
flow solvers and the computation of inflow boundary conditions, for example with transformers [139].

Recently, Kochkov et al. [69] developed a deep learning correction for the two-dimensional Kolmogorov flow,
showing that it is possible to simulate on a much coarser grid than is traditionally possible (e.g., approximately
10 times coarser in each dimension). Figure 6 shows the performance and architecture. This approach is morally
similar to super-resolution efforts, which have gained considerable attention in fluid dynamics applications [53–55].
Extending these various approaches to three dimensions and more complex flows is necessary for these methods to
gain wide adoption, and this represents an important and active area of current research.
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Fig. 1. Overview of our approach and results. (A) Accuracy versus computational cost with our baseline (direct simulation) and ML-accelerated [learned
interpolation (LI)] solvers. The x axis corresponds to pointwise accuracy, showing how long the simulation is highly correlated with the ground truth,
whereas the y axis shows the computational time needed to carry out one simulation time unit on a single Tensor Processing Unit (TPU) core. Each
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to fit closures to classical turbulence models based on agreement
with high-resolution DNSs (21–24). While potentially more accu-
rate than traditional turbulence models, these new models have
not achieved reduced computational expense. Another major
thrust uses “pure” ML, aiming to replace the entire Navier–
Stokes simulation with approximations based on deep neural
networks (25–30). A pure ML approach can be extremely effi-
cient, avoiding the severe time-step constraints required for
stability with traditional approaches. Because these models do
not include the underlying physics, they often cannot enforce
hard constraints, such as conservation of momentum and incom-
pressibility. While these models often perform well on data from
the training distribution, they often struggle with generalization.
For example, they perform worse when exposed to novel forcing
terms. We believe “hybrid” approaches that combine the best of
ML and traditional numerical methods are more promising. For
example, ML can replace (31) or accelerate (32) iterative solves
used inside some simulation methods without reducing accuracy.
Here we focus on hybrid models that use ML to correct errors in
cheap, underresolved simulations (33–35). These models borrow
strength from the coarse-grained simulations and are potentially

much faster than pure numerical simulations due to the reduced
grid size.

In this work we design algorithms that accurately solve the
equations on coarser grids by replacing the components most
affected by the resolution loss with better-performing learned
alternatives. We use data-driven discretizations (36, 37) to inter-
polate differential operators onto a coarse mesh with high
accuracy (Fig. 1C). We train the model inside a standard numer-
ical method for solving the underlying PDEs as a differentiable
program, with the neural networks and the numerical method
written in a framework [JAX (38)] supporting reverse-mode
automatic differentiation. This allows for end-to-end gradient-
based optimization of the entire algorithm, similar to prior work
on density functional theory (39), molecular dynamics (40), and
fluids (33, 34). The methods we derive are equation-specific
and require high-resolution ground-truth simulations for training
data. Since the dynamics of a PDE are local, the high-resolution
simulations can be carried out on a small domain. The models
remain stable during long simulations and have robust and pre-
dictable generalization properties, with models trained on small
domains producing accurate simulations on larger domains, with
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Figure 6: Machine learned interpolation from coarse-grained to high-resolution flow fields, reproduced from
Kochkov et al. [69].

5 Discussion

In this perspective, we have explored how emerging techniques in machine learning are enabling major advances
in the field of partial differential equations. In particular, we have summarized efforts to 1) discover new PDEs and
coarse-grained closure models from data, 2) to uncover new coordinate systems in which the PDE and its solution
become simpler, and 3) to directly learn solution operators and other techniques to accelerate numerics. In every
case, despite significant progress, there are several ongoing challenges and opportunities for development.

In the field of discovery and coarse-graining, there are several avenues of ongoing research. Preliminary results
show that it is possible to learn new physical mechanisms and closure models, mainly in fluid systems. There is
a tremendous opportunity to refine and leverage these new closure models to accelerate simulations of turbulent
fluid systems to enable their use in a diverse range of applications and technologies. Moreover, there are many new
fields where this approach might be applied: neuroscience, epidemiology, active matter, non-Newtonian fluids,
among others. In addition, there is an opportunity to incorporate partial knowledge of the physics, including
symmetries and invariances. The dual of this, is that given a new discovered PDE, it may be possible to relate
this to a new conservation or invariance. In any of these situations, when a PDE is uncovered, it is possible to
automatically cluster the dynamics in space and time by what terms in the PDE are in a dominant balance with
eachother. Similarly, it may be possible to identify the controlling nondimensional parameters that determine the
bifurcation structure of the system.

Even when a PDE is known, from first principles or from data-driven learning algorithms, the presence of
nonlinearity makes it so that there are no generic solution techniques. We have seen that advances in Koopman
operator theory are making it possible to learn new coordinate systems in which nonlinear systems become linear.
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For example, the Cole-Hopf transformation may be seen as a Koopman coordinate transformation in which case the
nonlinear Burgers’ equation maps into the linear heat equation. There are many opportunities to discovery similar
coordinate transformations for more complex systems, such as the Navier-Stokes equations. In addition to learning
linearizing transformations, it may be possible to relax this stringent constraint, and instead learn transformations
into a coordinate system where the dynamics are simplified, with asymptotic or perturbative nonlinearities. This
is related to normal form theory, where it may be possible to dramatically simplify the dynamics with a much less
complex coordinate transfomrmation.

Finally, there are several efforts underway to accelerate numerics associated with solving PDEs, as well as to
approximate the solution operators directly. The universal approximation capabilities of neural networks make
them particularly useful for representing the solutions to PDEs, which may be arbitrarily complex. Understand-
ing how these solution operators vary with system parameters is an important avenue of ongoing research [102].
Similarly, machine learning may be used to accelerate traditional scientific computing workflows, for example by
flexible super-resolution or learning of improved solution stencils. However, here are several challenges with these
approaches, foremost the fact that traditional numerical algorithms are extremely mature and scaleable, so that
machine learning solutions are expected to compete with decades of progress.

In all of the cases explored in this perspective, progress will be accelerated by a diverse and robust set of
benchmark problems with which to assess new solutions [130]. In addition, we must stress that these techniques
are primarily tools to be used by human experts for scientific discovery. In the past, many advances have been
driven in the field of fluid mechanics [23], and this is likely to continue. For example, understanding sensitivities
with resolvent analysis [123], using physics informed neural networks (PINNs) [109] for RANS modeling [50], and
using wall measurements to estimate turbulent flow fields [59] are all exciting avenues of research. Interestingly,
there are also efforts to understand neural networks using techniques from PDEs [27].

Although there is a desire for automated machine learning algorithms, when applied to science and engineering
applications, this is still primarily a human endeavor. However, progress in the field of PDEs, enabled by machine
learning, is undeniable. Despite this progress, there is still much we don’t know about PDEs. For example, it is
unknown whether or not all solutions of the incompressible fluid flow equations even remain bounded in finite
time, making it one of the “Millennium Prize” problems. Our limitations in our understanding of PDEs is nicely
summarized by Richard Feynman [52]:

“The next great era of awakening of human intellect may well produce a method of understanding the
qualitative content of equations. Today we cannot. Today we cannot see that the water flow equations
contain such things as the barber pole structure of turbulence that one sees between rotating cylinders.
Today we cannot see whether Schrodinger’s equation contains frogs, musical composers, or morality–or
whether it does not. We cannot say whether something beyond it like God is needed, or not. And so we
can all hold strong opinions either way.”
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