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Abstract

Radiative heat transfer is a fundamental process in high energy density physics
and inertial fusion. Accurately predicting the behavior of Marshak waves across
a wide range of material properties and drive conditions is crucial for design
and analysis of these systems. Conventional numerical solvers and analytical
approximations often face challenges in terms of accuracy and computational
efficiency. In this work, we propose a novel approach to model Marshak waves
using Fourier Neural Operators (FNO). We develop two FNO-based models: (1)
a base model that learns the mapping between the drive condition and material
properties to a solution approximation based on the widely used analytic model
by Hammer & Rosen (2003), and (2) a model that corrects the inaccuracies of
the analytic approximation by learning the mapping to a more accurate numeri-
cal solution. Our results demonstrate the strong generalization capabilities of the
FNOs and show significant improvements in prediction accuracy compared to the
base analytic model.

Keywords: Scientific machine learning, Neural network, Fourier neural operator,
Radiative transfer, Inertial confinement fusion, Marshak waves, High energy density
physics
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1 Introduction

Marshak waves, a common type of driven supersonic radiative heat waves, play a
key part in the physics of internal confinement fusion (ICF) [1–4], astrophysics [5–7]
and other high energy density phenomena [8]. In most cases, a full description of the
radiative transfer process is not required. Therefore, approximations are in order. The
diffusion approximation is one of these and is considered the simplest [9].

In some cases, analytic solutions to the radiation diffusion equation can be useful
in understanding experiments [10–16]. These analytic or semi-analytic models can be
thought of as a reduced order approximation of the full system, which is itself a simpli-
fication. As examples, [10] reduces a two dimensional diffusion system via asymptotic
expansion. The diffusion system is an approximation to higher order radiation trans-
port equations. Marshak, the namesake of these waves, reduced a partial differential
equation (PDE) into an ordinary differential equation (ODE) [13, 14].

Reduced order solutions have the benefit of simpler calculation, as solving an ODE
is usually preferable to solving a PDE, and they can be interrogated to clarify physical
relationships between parameters. However, coming to a semi-analytic or analytic
solution often involves invoking simplifications which may debase the accuracy of the
prediction. Thus, the motive for this inquiry is to take a widely used and appreciated
semi-analytic diffusion model, the Hammer and Rosen Marshak wave model (HR) [11],
and provide a correction to the model’s limiting assumptions in a computationally
efficient manner.

Classical numerical solvers such as finite difference, finite element, or finite volume
methods discretize continuous equations into a finite set of algebraic equations [17–
22]. These numerical solvers can be computationally expensive for high dimensional
problems and for domains with complex geometries. In recent years, approaches that
leverage ML have garnered support to alleviate these challenges [23–25].

In particular, neural operators, a class of ML models, have emerged as a
promising solution to these challenges. These operators learn mappings between
infinite-dimensional function spaces, effectively approximating differential or integral
operators that govern PDEs in a data driven manner [26, 27]. One of the key advan-
tages of neural operators is that they only need to be trained once to learn a family
of PDEs, and obtaining a solution for a new instance of a PDE parameter requires
only a forward pass of the network. Furthermore, neural operators are discretization-
invariant as they share network parameters across discretizations, allowing for the
transfer of solutions between meshes.

The Fourier neural operator (FNO) [28] is a seminal neural operator that learns
network parameters in Fourier space. The FNO uses fast Fourier transform (FFT)
for spectral decomposition of the input and computation of the convolution integral
kernel in the Fourier space. This approach has shown promising results in learning
the underlying physics of various PDEs including Burgers, Darcy, and Navier-Stokes
equations.

In this work, we propose to use FNO to learn the physics of Marshak waves for
various input-output pairs. We develop two models: a base model which takes the
physical parameters of the Marshak wave problem as input and outputs the time
dependent wavefront position and temperature distribution as given by the HR model,
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and a hybrid approach which corrects the analytic HR solution to output the numerical
solution to the full flux-limited diffusion equation.

The structure of this paper is as follows. The diffusion model for Marshak waves is
introduced in Section 2. Hammer and Rosen’s approximation is summarized in Section
3. The neural network that is employed to correct the HR model is discussed in Section
4. Finally, results and conclusions are offered in Sections 5 and 6.

2 Marshak wave problem

We study radiation diffusion in planar geometry, which assumes variation of the depen-
dent variables only in a single direction, x. The evolutions of the radiation and material
energy density are governed by [29],

∂er
∂t

=
∂

∂x

c

3κ(ρ, T )

∂er
∂x

+ cκ(aT 4 − er), (1)

∂e

∂t
= cκ(e− aT 4) (2)

where, er is the energy density of the radiation and e is the energy density of the
material. c is the speed of light, κ is the opacity with units of inverse length, a is the
radiation constant, defined a ≡ 4σ

c where σ is the Stefan-Boltzmann constant. T is
the material temperature and ρ is the material density.

A Marshak boundary condition will specify the incoming radiation flux [29],

er(x = 0, t)−
(

2

3κ

∂er
∂x

) ∣∣∣∣
x=0

=
4

c
Finc. (3)

where Finc is the incident flux on the surface at x = 0. The material energy density is
found via integration of the specific heat,

e =

∫ T

0

dT ′ Cv(T
′). (4)

Solutions to Eq. (1) in the optically thick limit are recognizable by sharp drops in
temperature near the wavefront and gradual temperature variation behind the front.
This is because the radiation temperature and material temperature are in equilibrium
behind the wavefront. Thus, is often valid to assume equilibrium between the radiation
temperature and and material temperature, i.e. er = aT 4. This assumption simplifies
Eqs. (1) and (2) to a single equation for the material temperature,

∂e

∂t
=

4

3

∂

∂x

1

κ(ρ, T )

(
∂

∂x
σT 4

)
(5)

with the boundary condition at the surface,

T (x = 0, t) = Ts(t). (6)
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Furthermore, the equation of state is specified so that,

e = fT βρ−µ, (7)

This is the formulation given in [11]. The parameters f, β, µ are found by fitting
experimental data, as in [30].

3 Hammer and Rosen approximation

The Hammer and Rosen model for supersonic thermal radiation diffusion is a per-
turbative, semi-analytic, one dimensional solution to the diffusion equation under
mild limiting assumptions. In particular, this model assumes planar geometry, power
law representations for the opacity, 1

K = gTαρ−λ, and material internal energy,
e = fT βρ−µ, and a constant density. These assumptions transform Eq. (5) into,

ρ
∂e

∂t
=

4

3

∂

∂x

(
1

Kρ

∂

∂x
σT 4

)
, (8)

where ρ is the material density, e is the internal energy, σ is the Stefan-Boltzmann
constant, and T is the radiation temperature. The application of these assumptions
and some simplification leads to the expression

∂T β

∂t
= C

∂2

∂x2
T 4+α (9)

where our constants are collected into the term

C =
4

4 + α

4

3

1

f
gρµ−2−λ (10)

This model predicts the position of the wave front as a function of time as the
solution to an integral expression, then provides an explicit expression for the tem-
perature profile in the material. The model can accommodate an arbitrary radiation
temperature boundary condition. The Hammer and Rosen model gives the position of
the wavefront, xf , as

x2
f (t) =

2 + ϵ

1− ϵ
CT−β

s

∫ t

0

T 4+α
s dt̂ (11)

where Ts is the boundary temperature, ϵ = β
4+α is a combination of terms from the

power laws, and xf is the heat front position as a function of time, t. With knowledge
of the wavefront position a simple expression can be evaluated for the temperature
profile:

T 4+α

T 4+α
s

(x, t) =

[(
1− x

xf

)(
1 +

ϵ

2

(
1− x2

f

CH2−ϵ

dH

dt

)
x

xf

)]1/(1−ϵ)

. (12)

Here H = T 4+α
s . One hallmark of this approximate solution is that it is very inexpen-

sive to evaluate. In practice, and when compared to computing a numerical solution,
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this method is effectively immediate. For this reason, it has proven to be particularly
helpful for rapid iteration during the design process.

4 Fourier neural operator model

We now turn to the consideration of producing a machine learning model to compute
Marshak wave solutions. For this task we turn to the Fourier Neural Operator. In this
section we use standard notation from the ML literature; regrettably, this overlaps
with the standard notation for Marshak waves at times.
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Fig. 1: Fourier neural operator architecture for solving the Marshak wave problem.
The input function a(x) is projected to a higher representation v0(x) by the projec-
tion layer P . This is then processed through l iterations of Fourier layers. Each Fourier
layer consists of a Fourier transform F that maps vi(x) to the Fourier domain, mul-
tiplication with the weight tensor R and filtering of higher Fourier modes, and an
inverse Fourier transform F−1 to return to the spatial domain. The output is linearly
transformed by W and passed through a nonlinear activation function σ. This is added
to the previous Fourier layer’s output to produce the updated representation vi+1(x).
After l layers, the final representation vl(x) is mapped to the output solution u(x).
The boundary temperature drive (top left) and parameters (bottom left) represent
the input functions and the front position (top right) and temperature distribution
(bottom right) represent the output functions for the Marshak wave problem

The primary goal of an operator G is to establish a mapping between infinite-
dimensional spaces from a finite collection of input-output pairs, denoted as A =
A(Rda) ⊂ Rda and U = U(Rdu) ⊂ Rdu , respectively. Following from [28, 31], consider
a partial differential equation (PDE) which maps input function spaces to an output
solution space. For a given domainD ⊂ Rd with boundary ∂D, and x ∈ D, an operator
would map source terms, f(x, t) : D → R, boundary conditions, u(∂D, t) : D → R,
and initial conditions u(x, 0) : D → R, to the solution space u(x, t) : D → R, where
t is time. In the present work, we aim to learn the nonlinear differential operator
G : A → U for various sets of input parameters a ∈ A in the Marshak wave problem.
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By constructing a parametric map G : A×Θ → U , the optimal parameter θ ∈ Θ can
be approximated with data-driven methods to adjust θ such that G(·, θ) approaches
the target map G. Classical numerical solvers, be it finite elements, finite differences,
or many modern data-driven and physics-informed neural networks attempt to learn
the output function u(x, t) which satisfies G for a single instance of input parameter
a and can be computationally prohibitive, especially when the solution for the PDE
is required for many instances of the parameter. On the other hand, Fourier neural
operators (FNO) have been developed to approximate G directly so that solutions to
a family of PDEs are realized for different sets of a, thereby enhancing computational
efficiency and practical utility.

In general, input and output functions a and u are continuous, however, we assume
to know only point-wise evaluations. To that end, the problem at hand can be described
using the n-point discretization of D, Dj = {x1, . . . , xn} ⊂ D with observations of

input-output pairs indexed by j
{
aj ∈ Rn×da , uj ∈ Rn×du

}N

j=1
, and uj = G(aj). The

neural operator to learn the input-output mapping is an iterative architecture. First,
the input a(x, t) is transformed to a higher dimensional representation by v0(x) =
P (a(x)) where the transformation P (a(x)) : Rda 7→ Rdv . In this framework, a shallow
fully connected network can achieve this desired transformation. Next a series of l
updates vi 7→ vi+1 are performed

vi+1(x) := σ (Wvi(x) + (K(a;ϕ)vi) (x)) , ∀x ∈ D. (13)

with nonlinear activation function σ(·) : R 7→ R and a linear transformation
W : Rdv 7→ Rdv . Each vi is a dv-dimensional real vector in Rdv . For a vec-
tor input x = [x1, x2, . . . , xdv

]T ∈ Rdv , σ(x) is applied element-wise, resulting in
[σ(x1), σ(x2), . . . , σ(xdv

)]T . The integral kernel operator K : A × θ → L(U ,U) is
parameterized by ϕ ∈ ΘK

(K(a;ϕ)vi) (x) :=

∫
D

κϕ(x, y, a(x), a(y);ϕ)vi(y)dy, ∀x ∈ D. (14)

where κϕ : R2(d+da) → Rdv×dv is a neural network parameterized by ϕ ∈ ΘK. After
all iterations, a transformation function u(x) = Q (vl(x)) moves vl(x) into the solu-
tion space Q (vl(x)) : Rdv 7→ Rdu . This approach extends the idea of neural networks
to operate on infinite-dimensional function spaces, enabling the learning of mappings
between such spaces from finite data samples. By leveraging neural operators, it
becomes possible to approximate the nonlinear operators that govern the relationships
between infinite-dimensional input and output function spaces, such as those arising
in the context of partial differential equations.

The FNO is a specific neural operator architecture designed for such nonlinear
mappings. It replaces the kernel integral operator in by a Fourier convolution operator
F−1 (F (κϕ) · F (vi)) (x), and applying the convolution theorem. The Fourier kernel
integral operator becomes

(K(ϕ)vi) (x) = F−1 (Rϕ · (Fvi)) (x), ∀x ∈ D,
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where F is the Fourier transform of a function and F−1 is its inverse transform, Rϕ is
the Fourier transform of a periodic function κ parameterized by ϕ ∈ ΘK. Given that κ
is periodic and can be represented by a Fourier series expansion, only discrete modes
are considered k ∈ Zd. To create a finite dimensional representation, the Fourier series
is truncated at a maximum number of modes kmax = |{k ∈ Zd : |kj | ≤ kmax,j for j =
1, . . . , d}|.

In a discretized domain D with n ∈ N points, vi ∈ Rn×dv and F(vi) ∈ Cn×dv is
obtained, here C represents the complex space. A convolution of vi with a function
that has kmax Fourier modes gives F(vi) ∈ Ckmax×dv . Then the multiplication with
the weight tensor R ∈ Ckmax×dv×dv is

(R · (Fvi))k,l =
∑
j=1

Rk,l,j (Fvi)k,j , k = 1, . . . , kmax, j = 1, . . . , dv (15)

With uniform discretization and resolution s1 × · · · × sd = n, Fast Fourier Transform
(FFT) can replace F . For f ∈ Rn×dv , k = (k1, . . . , kd) ∈ Zs1 × · · · × Zsd , and x =
(x1, . . . , xd) ∈ D, the FFT F̂ and its inverse F̂−1 are defined as

(F̂f)l(k) =

s1−1∑
x1=0

· · ·
sd−1∑
xd=0

fl (x1, . . . , xd) e
−2iπ

∑d
j=1

xjkj
sj , (16)

(
F̂−1f

)
l
(x) =

s1−1∑
k1=0

· · ·
sd−1∑
kd=0

fl (k1, . . . , kd) e
2iπ

∑d
j=1

xjkj
sj . (17)

Finally, since Eq. (13) follows standard neural network structures training a
network training is done with an appropriate loss function L = U × U

Θ = argmin
Θ

(L(G(a), G(a,Θ)). (18)

A schematic representation of the Fourier Neural Operator model for the Marshak
wave problem is provided in Figure 1.

5 Results

5.1 Problem description and parameter space

The Marshak waves we consider concern the propagation of heat waves through low-
density foam cylinders or other materials driven by a hohlraum similar to those
described in [30, 32]. Key parameters in these experiments include density, drive
energy and radiation temperature, which typically can range from 100 to 300 eV. X-
ray imaging is used to track the heat wave, while diagnostic tools measure the flux
breaking through the foam edge. The experiments cover a wide range of temperatures,
materials, and densities.
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Table 1, adapted from [30], presents material properties used in various Marshak
wave experiments. The first ten rows contain parameters for the foams, while the last
two rows provide parameters for coating materials. For each material, the numerical
parameters were fitted in relevant experimental regimes. Further details about the
experiments can be found in [30] and references cited therein.

Table 1: Material properties for various Marshak wave experiments

Experiment Foam g
(
g/cm2

)
f (MJ) α β λ µ ρ

(
g/cm3

)
Massen C11H16Pb0.3852 1/3200 10.17 1.57 1.2 0.1 0 0.080
Xu pure C6H12 1/3926.6 12.27 2.98 1 0.95 0.04 0.05
Xu with copper C6H12Cu0.394 1/7692.9 8.13 3.44 1.1 0.67 0.07 0.05
Back, Moore SiO2 1/9175 8.77 3.53 1.1 0.75 0.09 0.05
Back Ta2O5 1/8433.3 4.78 1.78 1.37 0.24 0.12 0.04
Back low energy SiO2 1/9652 8.4 2.0 1.23 0.61 0.1 0.01
Moore C8H7Cl 1/24466 14.47 5.7 0.96 0.72 0.04 0.105
Keiter Pure C15H20O6 1/26549 11.54 5.29 0.94 0.95 0.038 0.065
Keiter with Gold C15H20O6Au0.172 1/4760 9.81 2.5 1.04 0.35 0.06 0.0625
Ji-Yan C8H8 1/2818.1 21.17 2.79 1.06 0.81 0.06 0.160

Au 1/7200 3.4 1.5 1.6 0.2 0.14 0.160
Be 1/402.8 8.81 4.89 1.09 0.67 0.07 0.160

Numerical approximations for solving the Marshak wave problem can be compu-
tationally expensive, especially when exploring a wide range of material properties.
To overcome this challenge, we propose using the Fourier Neural Operator (FNO)
to learn the mapping between material properties and their corresponding Marshak
wave solutions. FNOs have shown success in solving partial differential equations by
learning the solution operator from a dataset of input-output pairs.

To train the FNO model, we generate a dataset that spans the parameter space
defined by the material properties in Table 1. The input consists of a set of mate-
rial properties, (g, f, α, β, λ, µ, ρ), while the output corresponds to the solution of the
Marshak wave problem in terms of the temperature profile and wave front position at
a given time. We create a uniformly spaced grid of values for each material property,
covering the range of values found in the experiments: In Table 2, N is the number

Table 2: Parameter ranges for generating training
data

Parameter Range Number of grid points

g [min(g),max(g)] N (log-spaced)
f [min(f),max(f)] N
α [min(α),max(α)] N
β [min(β),max(β)] N
λ [min(λ),max(λ)] N
µ [min(µ),max(µ)] N
ρ [min(ρ),max(ρ)] N

8



of grid points for each parameter. For the g parameter, we use logarithmically spaced
values to better capture its wide range, while the other parameters are linearly spaced.

In addition to the material properties, the Marshak wave problem also depends on
the boundary temperature (i.e., the drive temperature). We parameterize the drive
with a function Tb(t, a, b, c, d), measured in HeV, defined as follows

Tb(t, a, b, c, d) = a+ (b(t ≥ c)(t− c))(t < d) + (t ≥ d)(b(d− c)). (19)

Here t is time (in ns), and a ∈ [1, 3], b ∈ [0, 1], c ∈ [0.1, 2], and d ∈ [2, 5]. The function
consists of a constant term a, and a piecewise function that takes different values based
on the conditions involving t, c, and d. We generate a set of boundary temperature
functions by sampling the parameters a, b, c, and d from their respective ranges.

To create the training set, we take the Cartesian product of the material property
values and the boundary temperature function parameters and obtain a set of input
parameter combinations that cover the entire parameter space. For each input com-
bination, we solve the Marshak wave problem using a numerical solver to obtain the
corresponding output solution. These input-output pairs form our training dataset,
which we use to train the FNO model.

As will be seen, by learning from this diverse set of input-output pairs, the FNO
can effectively capture the underlying physics of the Marshak wave problem across
the entire parameter space, including the dependence on the boundary temperature
function. This allows the trained model to quickly and accurately predict solutions for
new, unseen combinations of material properties and boundary temperature functions
within the specified ranges.

5.2 Base model

As a starting point, we introduce a base model that takes all material properties and
boundary temperature function parameters as inputs and uses the Hammer and Rosen
approximation as the output. The Hammer and Rosen approximation provides an
analytical solution to the Marshak wave problem, which serves as a useful benchmark
for evaluating the performance of our FNO model.

Figure 2 compares the temperature solutions of the Marshak wave in space for
three different boundary temperature functions. The boundary temperature functions,
shown in Figure 2a, are generated by varying the parameters a, b, c, and d in Equation
19. The corresponding temperature solutions, obtained using both the Hammer and
Rosen approximation and the FNO model, are presented in Figure 2b.

The results demonstrate good agreement between the FNO model and the Hammer
and Rosen approximation for all three boundary temperature functions. This indicates
that the FNO model is capable of accurately capturing the physics of the Marshak
wave problem and reproducing the analytical solutions provided by the Hammer and
Rosen approximation.

5.3 Hammer and Rosen Correction model

While the Hammer and Rosen approximation provides an analytical solution to the
Marshak wave problem, it suffers from inaccuracies due to the assumptions made in
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Fig. 2: Comparison of the Hammer and Rosen approximation and the FNO model
for a representative material under different boundary temperature drives (a) are
characterized by a constant temperature followed by a linear ramp at different times
and rates. The corresponding temperature solutions (b) obtained from the Hammer
and Rosen approximation (solid lines) and the FNO model (dashed lines) show close
agreement.

its derivation, Section 3. These inaccuracies become apparent when comparing the
Hammer and Rosen solution to more accurate numerical solvers, such as diffusion
based methods, and experimental results. To address this issue, we introduce the
Hammer and Rosen Correction model, which aims to improve the accuracy of the
Hammer and Rosen approximation using FNO.

The Hammer and Rosen Correction model is built similarly to the base model but
takes the Hammer and Rosen solution for the temperature and the front position as
additional inputs. The outputs are generated using a more accurate diffusion solution,
and the FNO learns to map the Hammer and Rosen solution to the diffusion solu-
tion. By doing so, the Hammer and Rosen Correction model effectively corrects the
inaccuracies of the Hammer and Rosen approximation and provides a more accurate
prediction of the Marshak wave behavior.

Figure 3 illustrates in a parallel axis plot the input parameter values for four
different test cases used to evaluate the Hammer and Rosen Correction model. Each
line represents a specific test case, with the values of the parameters plotted along
the y-axis for each parameter on the x-axis. The boundary temperature drive is given
with parameters a = 1.2, b = 0.8, c = 1, and d = 2 for Eq. (19).

The output values are produced by a numerical solver we developed to solve
radiation diffusion in planar geometry. The solver assumes equilibrium between the
radiation temperature and material temperature, reducing Eq. (1) and Eq. (2) to a
single equation for the material temperature Eq. (5). The solver employs finite differ-
ence method to discretize the spatial domain into a uniform grid. Time integration
is performed by the backward differentiation formula, an implicit multi-step method.
The spatial derivatives in Eq. (5) are approximated using a second order central dif-
ference scheme. The left boundary at the surface (x = 0), Eq. (3), is prescribed as a
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Fig. 3: Parameter values from the test set for four different cases to evaluate the
performance of the Hammer and Rosen Correction model

function of time and the solver assumes equation of state given by Eq. (7). At each
time step, the solver computes the temperature profile across a one-dimensional spatial
grid consisting of 100 spatial cells and tracks the position of the wavefront.

The Hammer and Rosen correction model is trained and tested using the dataset
generated by the numerical solver and the Hammer and solution, paired with the input
parameter values. The dataset is split into standard training and testing sets. It is
important to note that the testing set contains parameter combinations that may not
represent physically realistic scenarios, as they are generated by uniformly sampling
the parameter space defined in Table 2. The model is trained using 1.05M input-output
pairs, with 58k trainable parameters and is trained over 30 epochs.

Figure 4 presents a comparison of the front position solutions over time for the
Hammer and Rosen approximation, the Hammer and Rosen Correction model, and
the diffusion solution. The subfigures 4a, 4b, 4c, and 4d show the results for differ-
ent sets of input parameters. It is evident from the figures that the Hammer and
Rosen approximation deviates noticeable from the diffusion solution over time. In
contrast, the Hammer and Rosen Correction model accurately predicts the diffusion
solution, demonstrating its ability to correct the inaccuracies of the Hammer and
Rosen approximation.

Figure 5 provides a comparison of the temperature solutions for the same three
models. Subfigures 5a, 5b, 5c, and 5d show the temperature profiles at the same time
instance. Once again, the Hammer and Rosen Correction model closely matches the
diffusion solution, while the Hammer and Rosen approximation exhibits discrepancies.

The Hammer and Rosen Correction model both improves the accuracy of the
Marshak wave Hammer and Rosen solution and provides a framework for integrating
analytical approximations with data-driven approaches. This hybrid approach com-
bines benefits of both analytical and machine learning methods by giving a physical
solution to simplify the inference.
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Fig. 4: Comparison of the front position solutions over time for the Hammer and Rosen
approximation, the Hammer and Rosen Correction model, and the diffusion solution
for different sets of input parameters. The Hammer and Rosen approximation (orange
lines), deviates from the diffusion solution (blue lines) over time, while the Hammer
and Rosen Correction (dashed green lines) accurately predicts the diffusion solution.

5.4 Model generalization and performance

In the previous sections, we demonstrated the effectiveness of the Hammer and Rosen
Correction model in accurately predicting the Marshak wave behavior for unseen data.
It is important to note that these tests were performed on collocation points of the
spacing grid shown in Table 2. To validate generalization capabilities of FNO, we
present additional tests on specific physical materials from Table 1.

Figure 6 compares the front position solutions obtained from the diffusion
solver and the Hammer and Rosen Correction model for four different materials:
C15H20O6Au0.172, Be, C15H20O6, and C6H12 with properties as specified in [30]. These
materials were not explicitly included in the training data grid but represent realistic
physical scenarios. The subfigures 6a, 6b, 6c, and 6d show excellent agreement between
diffusion solutions and the Hammer and Rosen Correction model predictions for all
four materials. This demonstrates that the FNO has successfully learned the mapping
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Fig. 5: Comparison of the temperature profiles for the Hammer and Rosen approxima-
tion, the Hammer and Rosen Correction model, and the diffusion solution at the same
time instance for different sets of input parameters. The Hammer and Rosen approx-
imation (orange line) exhibits discrepancies compared to the diffusion solution (blue
line), while the Hammer and Rosen Correction (dashed green lines) closely match the
diffusion solution.

in the entire parameter space and can accurately predict the Marshak wave behavior
for arbitrary material properties within the considered ranges.

To quantitatively asses the performance and computational efficiency of the Ham-
mer and Rosen Correction model, we compare it with the base model in Table 3. Both
models are trained with the same number of trainable parameters, training data, and
epochs to ensure a fair comparison. The mean squared error (MSE) is used as the
evaluation metric for both temperature and front position predictions.

The results in Table 3 show that the Hammer and Rosen Correction model signifi-
cantly outperforms the base model in terms of prediction accuracy. The Hammer and
Rosen Correction model achieves a 56.16% improvement in temperature MSE and a
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Fig. 6: Comparison of the front positions obtained from the Hammer and Rosen
approximation (orange lines), diffusion solver (blue lines), and the Hammer and Rosen
Correction model (dashed green lines) for four different materials from the Table 1.

Table 3: Prediction performance and computational costs of deep
learning models (MSE is the mean squared error)

Parameter HR Correction Base model % Improvement

Temperature MSE 0.00081 0.00185 56.16

Front position MSE 0.00807 0.01220 33.93

Train data 1.05M 1.05M
Trainable parameters 58k 58k
Epochs 30 30
Inference time (s) 0.0032 0.0016

33.93% improvement in front position MSE compared to the base model. This supe-
rior performance can be attributed to the hybrid-nature approach of the Hammer and
Rosen Correction model.
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In terms of computational efficiency, the Hammer and Rosen Correction model has
slightly slower inference time as compared to the base model. This is expected due to
the additional complexity introduced by the correction step. However, it is important
to note that both models have extremely fast inference times, with the Hammer and
Rosen Correction model requiring only 0.0032 seconds per prediction and the base
model requiring 0.0016 seconds. These fast inference time highlight the efficiency of the
FNO-based approach, enabling real-time predictions of the Marshak wave behavior.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we presented a novel approach for modeling Marshak wave experiments
using Fourier Neural Operators (FNO). The primary objective was to develop an
efficient and accurate method for predicting Marshak wave behavior across a wide
range of material properties and boundary temperature functions. We introduced two
FNO-based models: a base model and a Hammer and Rosen Correction model. The
base model takes material properties and boundary temperature function parameters
as inputs and uses a numerical approximation as the output. This model served as a
foundation for exploring the capabilities of learning the underlying physics. To address
innaccuracies of the Hammer and Rosen approximation, we developed a hybrid data-
driven Hammer and Rosen Correction model. This model maps the Hammer and Rosen
solution to a more accurate diffusion solution. The performance of these models were
evaluated over a wide range of the parameter space. The results demonstrated strong
generalization capabilities on unseen data. The Hammer and Rosen Correction model
achieved 56.16% improvement in temperature MSE and a 33.93% improvement in
front position MSE compared to the base model. These results pave the way for further
exploration of more complex models and application to multidimensional problems in
high energy density physics.
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