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Abstract. We present the partial evolutionary tensor neural networks (pETNNs), a
novel framework for solving time-dependent partial differential equations with high ac-
curacy and capable of handling high-dimensional problems. Our architecture incorpo-
rates tensor neural networks and evolutionary parametric approximation. A posterior
error bounded is proposed to support the extrapolation capabilities. In the numerical
implementations, we adopt a partial update strategy to achieve a significant reduc-
tion in computational cost while maintaining precision and robustness. Notably, as
a low-rank approximation method of complex dynamical systems, pETNNs enhance
the accuracy of evolutionary deep neural networks and empower computational abil-
ities to address high-dimensional problems. Numerical experiments demonstrate the
superior performance of the pETNNSs in solving time-dependent complex equations, in-
cluding the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations, high-dimensional heat equations,
high-dimensional transport equations, and dispersive equations of higher-order deriva-
tives.
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1 Introduction

Partial differential equations (PDEs) are ubiquitous in modeling phenomena across scien-
tific and engineering disciplines. They serve as indispensable tools in modeling continuum
mechanics, electromagnetic theory, quantum mechanics, and a myriad of other fields where
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the evolution of systems across space and time is of interest. Traditional numerical ap-
proaches for solving PDEs, such as finite difference [32], finite element [8], and spectral
methods [42], have been widely used. However, the computational burden imposed by
these methods grows exponentially with the increase in the problem dimensionality, often
rendering them impractical for high-dimensional systems. This phenomenon, known as
the “curse of dimensionality”, has been a persistent impediment to progress in various
scientific domains.

The emergence of machine learning has introduced a novel set of tools to the scientific
community, offering a potential panacea to the curse of dimensionality. Deep learning, a
class of machine learning characterized by deep neural networks (DNNs), has been par-
ticularly successful in areas where traditional algorithms falter due to the complexity and
volume of the data involved, such as [10,17,25,31,36,53]. The universal approximation
theorem underpins this capability, suggesting that a neural network can approximate any
continuous function to a desired degree of accuracy [9,22]. Leveraging this, researchers
have proposed various frameworks where DNNs are trained to satisfy the differential op-
erators, initial conditions, and boundary conditions of PDEs.

A notable advancement in the field is the emergence of deep Galerkin method [44],
deep Ritz method [12], and physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) [40]. They embed
the governing physical laws, encapsulated by PDEs, into the architecture of deep learning
models. By incorporating the PDEs directly into the loss function, PINNs ensure that the
learned solutions are not merely data-driven but also conform to the underlying physical
principles. This integration of physical laws into the learning process imbues PINNs with
the ability to generalize beyond the data they were trained on, making them particularly
adept at handling scenarios where data is scarce or expensive to acquire.

However, the efficacy of PINNs is predominantly confined to the temporal domain
for which they have been trained, typically within the interval [0,7]. Their ability to
extrapolate beyond this training window is limited, which is a manifestation of neural
networks’ inherent weakness in out-of-distribution generalization. This limitation hinders
their predictive capacity, rendering them less effective for forecasting future states of the
system under study.

The evolutionary deep neural networks (EDNNs) [11], which can address this chal-
lenge, have been developed as an innovative approach to solving time-dependent PDEs.
The EDNNs are designed to evolve in tandem with the temporal dynamics they model,
thus possessing an enhanced capability for prediction. This is achieved by structuring the
neural network in a way that intrinsically accounts for the temporal evolution, allowing for
a more robust extrapolation into future times. The methodology derived by the EDNNs
has attracted significant attention. Hao et al. in [19] proposed a neural energy descent
method, which identifies steady-state solutions of evolutionary equations to optimize neu-
ral networks. The work in [15] formulated deep neural network parameters as an optimal
control problem to approximate solution operators of evolutionary PDEs. The authors
in [5] employed this to build upon the foundational results established in [1]. Specifically,
they move away from the traditional method of training DNNs for PDEs and adopt a
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new strategy that uses the Dirac-Frenkel variational principle to evolve the network pa-
rameters through a system of ordinary differential equations (ODESs). Subsequently, they
have enhanced the computational efficiency by randomized sparse neural Galerkin schemes
in [4]. Furthermore, the authors in [26] conducted a comprehensive investigation into the
boundary treatment of EDNNs, leading to significant improvements.

Despite the method that the EDNNs can effectively compute the time-dependent PDEs
and reasonably predict the related solutions, it seems unable to yield high precision due
to its reliance on the Monte-Carlo approach in the process of computing integrals. On
the other hand, many works that delve into various techniques aimed at improving the
accuracy and efficiency of deep learning-based solvers for PDEs, such as [16,23,37,38,47].
Among them, the tensor neural networks (TNNs) emerge as a methodological innova-
tion [35,48,49], characterized by a restructured network architecture that can employ the
Gaussian quadrature formula as an alternative to Monte Carlo integration, thus substan-
tially enhance the accuracy of solutions. Nonetheless, the current implementation of this
approach is exclusively tailored to stationary partial differential equations, and its utiliza-
tion in the context of time-dependent differential equations has not been studied in the
existing scholarly discourse.

This paper presents the partial evolutionary tensor neural networks (pETNNSs, pro-
nounced “Peten”), enhancing the TNNs framework to robustly compute time-dependent
equations with exceptional accuracy. Our contributions can be delineated as follows:

e Enhanced Computational Framework: We have enhanced the TNNs framework to
effectively handle time-dependent equations while maintaining high accuracy.

o Innovative Update Strategies: Novel parameter update strategies have been intro-
duced, where only partial parameters are updated. This strategic limitation opti-
mizes the allocation of computational resources, maintaining the system’s efficiency.

e Posterior Error Estimation: We formulate the posterior error bound for pETNNs
based on the dynamical parametric approximation theory, which holds for various
spatial discretization schemes.

o Empirical Validation: Numerical experiments with pETNNs reveal significant reduc-
tions in computational costs without compromising accuracy. The enhanced models
not only achieve higher fidelity in numerical solutions than conventional EDNNs
but also demonstrate superior capability in resolving complex equations such as the
Navier-Stokes equations, simplified Korteweg-de Vries equations, high-dimensional
heat equations, and high-dimensional transport equations.

This paper is organized as follows. We propose the main results of the pETNNs in
Section 2, including the derivation process, and the corresponding algorithms. Extensive
numerical experiments are carried out to validate the efficiency of the proposed pETNNs
in Section 3. We finally present our conclusion and discussion in Section 4.
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2 Partial Evolutionary Tensor Neural Networks

In this section, we will show the structure and derivation of pETNNs. We first review the
architecture of TNNs, which have been used for solving stationary PDEs [49].

2.1 Tensor Neural Networks

For simplicity, we primarily discuss the method of approximating a scalar function using
the TNNs, and it should be noted that the approach can be extended to high-dimensional
cases straightforwardly. The function u(x) is approximated by the TNNs as follows:

)4 p d
u(x;0) Z xl,Hl)uzj(xz,Gz) udj xz,60? Zl—[u,] x,,@’ (2.1)

j=1 j=1li=1

Fig. 1 shows the details about the TNNs with d sub-networks. Here §={6",---,6} denotes
all parameters of the whole architecture, d is the dimension, the positive integer p is
a hyper-parameter, which is related to the canonical polyadic (CP) decomposition [28]
structure approximating to u(x), and u; j(x;6') is the j-th output of the i-th sub-network.

Input Hidden Layers Output Layer Product Layer Output

Figure 1: Schematic diagram of the tensor neural networks (TNNs). If the hidden layers of each sub-
network is of width M and depth N, then the scale of the total free parameters is O(Msz +Mpd), which
grows linearly in terms of the problem dimension d.

The introduction of TNNs drew inspiration from the MIONet [24], leveraging its unique
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structure to enable highly precise and efficient numerical integration for solving high-
dimensional PDEs. Specifically, one of the most advantages of TNNs is that the high-
dimensional integration of functions represented by TNNs can be decomposed into the
product of a series of one-dimensional integration, which can be calculated using the
conventional Gaussian quadrature schemes and offers higher precision compared to the
Monte Carlo methods. This approach can be effectively incorporated into the formulation
of loss functions, especially those based on the Mean Squared Error (MSE) criterion,
thereby improving the precision of solutions to PDEs obtained via deep neural network
frameworks. Furthermore, representing a function with the TNNs leads to a remarkable
decrease in computational complexity for its numerical integration, which overcomes the
curse of dimensionality in some sense (see Theorem 3 in [49]). For the comprehensive
discussion and the capabilities of the TNNs, we refer the readers to [48,49].

2.2 Partial Evolutionary Tensor Neural Networks

We now provide a detailed introduction to the pETNNs for solving time-dependent PDEs,
which is inspired by [11]. Consider a time-dependent nonlinear partial differential equation

of the form,

LNw=0,  (xne0x[oT],

u(x,t=0)=up(x)

(2.2)

where QCIR? denotes the spatial domain of the computation, T represents the termination
time for the simulation, u=u(x,r) is the scalar state function on both space and time and N
is a nonlinear differential operator. Fig. 2 shows the schematic diagram of the pETNNs.
We add an embedding layer [45] to the original TNN architecture. In this paper, the
embedding for periodic boundary conditions is adopted as

x; —a[cos(bx;),sin(bx;)],

where we use a and b to adjust the computational domain and the periodic frequency,
respectively.

It is widely recognized that several prominent techniques for solving time-dependent
PDEs with DNNs, such as PINNs [40], the deep Galerkin method [44], and the deep
Ritz method [12], incorporate both time and spatial variables as inputs and have yielded
impressive results. However, the structure of these methods makes it hard to make pre-
dictions beyond the training horizon. To forecast solutions without further training and
achieve high accuracy, we propose the following pETNNs.

As depicted in Fig. 2 and referred back to (2.1), the parameters are divided into two
parts, time-invariant (thin black lines) and time-variant variables (thick red lines), i.e.,
6=1{6(t),8}, and pETNNs propose to approximate the solution to the PDE (2.2) by

Ijti,j(xi,{éi(l),éi}). (2-3)

d
=1

u(x,t) ~iu(x,0(t)) :Z |

j=1i
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Figure 2: Schematic diagram of the partial evolutionary tensor neural networks (pETNNs). The thick red
line represents the updated parameters and other parameters remain unchanged. The embedding layer is
used to ensure the boundary conditions.

In (2.3), the set {#(¢),6'} constitutes the collection of parameters associated with the i-th
sub-network, where #(¢) is designated as a function of time, and &' is fixed over time.

Since we consider the case where we do not have access to the training data to infer the
parameter 6(¢) in (2.3) to approximate the PDE solution directly, we propose to develop
the governing equation for 6(¢) so that the error is low. Assuming () is differentiable,
the time derivative of solution #& in (2.3) can be calculated by

on _ ondd

ot o dt
Inserting the ansatz & in the PDE (2.2), we follow the Dirac-Frenkel variational principle,
e.g., [11], which leads to the following ODE system for time-variant parameters 6(z)

N

dé
— =argminJ(6(1),y), (2.4)
dt ¥
1 (|0 2
here J(6(t),y)== —y=-N ()| dx.
where J(6(0.) =3 [ |Z2v-n(a)

According to first-order optimality condition, the optimal solution y,,; to the minimization
problem in (2.4) satisfies the following linear system

(2 (o= [ (2 M s
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where the entries of the coefficient matrix are given by

an\" (i on on
f(—”) (—Lf)dx = | =2 (2.6)
a\do 00 ij O 5W,‘ ow j
Here, w;,w;€0(t) are two specific neural network weights. Followed by the (2.3), consider
all wed* their derivatives in (2.6) can be calculated by

ai‘t_ P 6ﬁk,g1(xk,{9"(t),9k}) d

m_y - [T e (xet62(0).6%),

f1=1 O=1,0#k

which suggests that the coefficient matrix in (2.5) has a block form. Moreover, similar
to [49], we can efficiently compute the numerical integration involved in the first-order
optimality conditions (2.5) due to the variable separation structure of TNN. We take
advantage of the block form of the coefficient matrix and the efficient numerical integra-
tion of TNNs to compute the coefficients in (2.5), which is crucial for high-dimensional
problems. We report the details in Appendix A. In practice, the linear system (2.5) is
underdetermined, and we use “linalg.lstsq” in NumPy [20] to identify vy,,:, which solves
(2.5) in the least squares sense with a cut-off ratio for small singular values.

Let ¥op:(f) denote the least squares solution to (2.5) subject to 8(¢) =@, and, in this
paper, we consider the predictor-corrector method (also known as the modified-Euler
method) to numerically integrate the ODE system (2.4), which consists of a predictive
step and a corrective step.

e Predictive Step (explicit Euler method):

95 = 9n + At’)’opt (én ) 5
e Corrective Step (implicit Euler method):

N ~ At N N
Op1=0,+ _(Vopt(gn) "'yom(‘gg))-

2
Here 6, =0(nAt) with At the time step size and n the index of time step. In general, the
ODE system (2.4) can be numerically integrated using other standard methods.

In the initial phase of the procedure, to generate an initial value for the ODE system
(2.4) and the value of time-invariant parameters #, we train the TNN, #(x,6), to approx-
imate the initial condition u(x,t=0)=u(x). The implementation, including embedded
constraints and Dirichlet boundary conditions, follows the methodology outlined in [11].
Specifically, we train the tensor neural network with sufficient accuracy by

meinllﬁ(x,e)—uo(x)ll. (2.7)
Here (so as in Section 3) ||-|| represents Ly-norm, which can be directly calculated by the

conventional Gaussian quadrature schemes in the TNNs architecture. We summarize the
entire procedure into Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 pETNNs with Fixed Parameter Update for Solving PDEs
Input: PDE (2.2) with boundary conditions and initial values, Gauss points and quadra-
ture weights, tolerance for the least squares method, time step size At
Output: Approximated solutions to the PDE (2.2) represented by the TNNs over [0,7]
1: Train the TNNs to approximate u(x,t=0)=uo(x) and obtain 6
Partition 6 into time-dependent 8y and time-independent 8
while nAt<T do
Apply Automatic Differentiation (AD) to 8, and integrate (2.6) using the TNNs
structure
Solve for Yopt(8,) in (2.5) by the least squares method
Predictive step: 8} < 8,+Atyopt (9,)
Apply AD to 8% and integrate (2.6)
Solve for yopt (@) in (2.5) by the least squares method

A

Corrective step: G410, + %A()/Opt (6,) +Yopt )
10: Update and save parameters 6,
11: end while

12: return The updated TNNs with parameters {6,}

We want to note that in numerically solving the ODE system (2.4), the iterative com-
putation unfolds across a series of discrete temporal intervals. Within each interval, we
can partition the parameter 6 into time-dependent & and time-independent §. Therefore,
we present the corresponding Algorithm 2. We will examine the performance of these two
algorithms and compare them with baseline methods in Section 3.1. It is noteworthy that
Algorithm 1 may be regarded as a particular instantiation of Algorithm 2, characterized
by the constancy of parameters across successive time steps. In general, such a charac-
terization relies on prior knowledge of the PDE system, which may not be available. We
close the section with the following remarks.

Remark 2.1. It is widely acknowledged that DNNs exhibit inherent parameter redun-
dancy. The redundancy not only bolsters robustness but also enables us to attain results
that match or surpass those of full updates through updating partial parameters, either
randomly or with careful selection. However, considering that different parameters indeed
play distinct roles within the neural network, manually specifying sampling criteria can
still provide us with additional benefits, such as enhancing the algorithm’s stability over
extended periods. In general, the optimal partition of parameter into time-dependent
and time-independent is hard to achieve and case-by-case. We test several strategies in
Section 3.

2.3 Relations to the existing methods

In Section 2.2, we have proposed the pETNNs for solving time-dependent PDEs and
introduced the corresponding algorithms. It is essential to clarify how our approach differs
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Algorithm 2 pETNNs with Randomized Parameter Update for Solving PDEs

Input: A PDE (2.2) with boundary conditions and initial values, Gauss points and
quadrature weights, tolerance for the least squares method, time step size At,

Output: Approximated solutions to the PDE (2.2) represented by the TNNs over [0,7]
1: Train the TNNs to approximate u(x,t=0)=uo(x) and obtain 6
2: while nAt<T do
3: Partition 6, randomly into time-dependent , and time-independent 8,

Apply AD to 8, and integrate (2.6) using the TNNs structure

Solve for yopt(8,) in (2.5) by the least squares method

Predictive step: 6 « 8,4 Atyopt (6,)

Apply AD to 8% and integrate (2.6)

Solve for yopt (@) in (2.5) by the least squares method

Corrective step: G110+ 5 (yopt (9,1) +Yopt (B9))

10: Update and save parameters 8,+1 ={0,+1,6,}

11: end while

12: return The updated TNNs with parameters {6,}

from existing methods and highlight the specific improvements achieved by pETNNs.
The TNN-based methods for PDEs The TNN architecture used in pETNNS is identical to a
number of existing TNN-based methods for PDEs, e.g., [49]. The evolutionary parametric
approximation distinguishes pETNNs from others by using ODE systems derived from
the variational principle to drive the parameters, rather than discretizing the spatial-
temporal domain and minimizing specific loss functions for each mesh. Leveraging the
representation capabilities of TNN, pETNNs also offer physical interpretations for the
parameters, helping to prevent potential training failures.

Hierarchical tensor methods for PDEs The use of TNNs in our parametrization links
pETNNSs to the hierarchical tensor method employed for solving high-dimensional PDEs,
as evidenced in [2,3]. This approach addresses the notorious challenge of the curse of di-
mensionality encountered in the numerical resolution of high-dimensional PDEs. Inspired
by the classical technique of variable separation and tensor decompositions, hierarchical
tensor methods strive for low-rank approximations of the solution tensor of the PDE sys-
tem, depending largely on the choices of spatial discretization and tensor decomposition
format. Further details can be found in the review papers [3,13]. Distinctly, the TNNs
described in (2.1) offer a continuous representation of general rank-p tensors, not limited
to any specific tensor decomposition format. As a consequence, pETNNs’ implementation
is independent of tensor decomposition algorithms, enhancing its storage efficiency and
facilitating compatibility with high-dimensional PDEs with minimal prior knowledge of
the solution structure. Moreover, in pETNNs, low-rank structures are integrated not only
into the network architecture of the TNNs parameterization but also into the updating
strategy.

The evolutionary deep neural network In the field of Al for PDEs, there exist a variety of
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methodologies that make use of evolutionary parametric approximation techniques as in
pETNNs. We want to clarify that using the Dirac-Frenkel variational principle to develop
nonlinear evolutionary parametrization is a conventional method in molecular dynamics
and computational chemistry. Recent works e.g., [5], have leveraged the variational princi-
ple to derive systems of nonlinear evolution equations for the parameters of the parametric
representation like DNN. We refer the readers to [5,11] and references therein for the de-
tails. We adapt these frameworks to TNNs for solving high-dimensional time-dependent
PDEs. The main innovation of pETNNSs lies in their low-rank parameterization and nu-
merical implementations, such as the integration of the coefficient matrix, enabling them
to tackle high-dimensional challenges.

The efficacy of this approach will be demonstrated through numerical tests in Section 3.
At a more advanced level, our method can be classified within the realm of low-rank
approximation strategies for dynamical systems.

2.4 A Posterior Error Estimation of pETNNs

In this section, we discuss a posterior error bound of pETNNs subject to spatial dis-
cretization. Although pETNNs belong to the class of regularized dynamical parametric
approximation [14], we cannot directly adopt the error estimation result in [14] since N (u)
in (2.2), in general, does not satisfy the Lipschitz-continuous condition. To resolve the
issue, we will further assume N (u) is linear and (2.2) can be transformed into a system of
tensor-valued ODEs J
d—l::Nu, u(0) =uy, (2.8)
where u: [0,T] - R"*™>">"d g a multi-dimensional array of real numbers (the solution
tensor), N is a finite-dimensional linear operator (the discrete form of N). In general, the
structure of N depends on the spatial discretization of u in (2.2), as well as on the tensor
format utilized for u [41]. For example, when the spatial domain is a d-dimensional box,
the solution tensor u can be defined by approximating u(x,t) using a finite-dimensional
Galerkin basis with N degrees of freedom in each direction yields a total number of N¢
degrees of freedom, and ug in (2.8) is the projection of the initial condition uy in (2.2).

Another motivation for considering spatial discretization comes from the numerical
implementations of pETNNs. Notice that we propose to solve the governing equation of
6(t) (2.4) via the linear system (2.5) whose coefficients are determined by direct numerical
integrations of & and its partial derivatives on () (See Appendix A for the details). There-
fore, even though the formulation of pETNNs is mesh-free and does not rely on a specific
spatial discretization, numerically, the dynamics of 8(t) governed by (2.4) is determined
by the information &(x,0(¢)) over grid points.

Subject to the same spatial discretization in (2.8), let & be the solution tensor of the
approximated solution #i(x,0(t)) generated by pETNNs. Then, @ is governed by

dn

=Natr, a(0)=o, (2.9)
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where @1 is the projection of the pETNNSs initialization #(x,0y) obtained from the TNN
training in (2.7) and r denotes the defect introduced by pETNNs. We assume the defect
satisfies ||r(7)||p<6(z), where ||-||p is some norm corresponding to the spatial discretization.
Consequently, we reduce the problem to a perturbation analysis between two linear ODE
systems (2.8) and (2.9). While §(¢) can be monitored during the computation and is thus
available in a posterior manner. We propose the following posterior error estimation of
pETNNs.

Proposition 2.1. Consider the linear ODE system (2.8) and its approximation (2.9) satis-
fying

1. (bounded linear operator) ||[N(u—v)|lp<L|lu—vl|p, and
2. (defect bound) ||d(1)llp<6(1),

We have the error bound
!
lle (£) =2 (1)1 < ™ lleo—taollp + f 95 (s)ds.
0

Proof. At t=0, we have |u(0)-a(0)||p = llup—dollp, and the perturbation introduced by
pETNNSs is bounded by

d
Ha““‘”

DSIIN(u—ﬁ)IID+IIrIIDSLIIu—ftIID+5(I)-

The standard Growwall’s inequality yields the error bound. O

We want to remark on the assumptions and constants in Prop. 2.1. To begin with,
we can take the Lipschitz constant L as the spectral radius of N. The relation between
L and the dimension d is known as the stiffness in high-dimensional PDEs. For further
discussion, we refer the reader to [41] and references therein. In [14], the defect bound
is characterized by the regularized least squares loss of the linear system (2.5). Here,
we consider a different regularization approach by truncating the small singular values of
the coefficient matrix in (2.5), and introduce the defect bound posteriorly. Lastly, notice
that ug and @1 are projections of the initial condition uy and &(x,6)), respectively, and we
have |lug—aollp S|li(x,00)—uo(x)|l, which is controlled by the approximation error of TNNs
thanks to the universal approximation theory of TNNs [49].

3 Numerical Experiments

We present numerous numerical examples designed to demonstrate the efficacy of the
pETNNs. We commence by examining the performance of various parameter update
strategies within the pETNNs, including whole parameters update, and partial parame-
ters update (Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2). To illustrate the superiority of the pETNNs in
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accuracy, comparative experiments delineating their performance relative to the EDNNs
are conducted. The long-term stability of the pETNNs is also demonstrated by an exper-
iment with an ultra-long time. Additionally, we intend to employ the pETNNs for the
approximate solutions of time-dependent complex PDEs with periodic and homogeneous
Dirichlet boundary conditions, such as the 2D incompressible Navier-Stokes equations, the
10D heat equation, the 10D transport equation, and the 10D and 20D simplified Korteweg-
de Vries (KdV) equation. All experiments were performed on an NVIDIA A100 GPU
(80GB) and an Intel Xeon Gold 6326 CPU (2.90GHz).

3.1 Comparisons and parameter update strategies

In the first experiment, we use the following transport equation

d
u u

%f %:0, xeQ=[-1,1]

i=1
to compare our method with baselines, including the finite difference methods, PINNs,
EDNNs and ETNNs. We also test Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 with partial and full up-
dates to demonstrate the parameter update strategies. The considered transport equation
reads as with the initial values

d
u(x,t=0)=] [sin(nx;)
i=1

and periodic boundary conditions. The analytical solutions are

d
u(x,t)= nsin(ﬂ(xi_t))’
i=1

where d=2,3. The absolute error &, and relative error g, are respectively defined as

g = () —u(o)ll &ZW'

As for the network architecture, we fix the hyperbolic tangent, tanh, as the activation
function for all models. For the PINNs in the 2D case, we use a 6-layer fully-connected
neural network with 20 neurons per layer. To impose the periodic boundary condition, the
network input x; is replaced with {cos(7x;),sin(7x;)}. We use a time-marching strategy [30]
to split the time domain into intervals of length 2, and in each spatial-temporal domain of
the form [~1,1]2X[t,to+2], we create a uniform mesh of size 322x400. The PINNs model
is trained via full-batch gradient descent using the Adam optimizer [27] for 10° iterations
and followed by L-BFGS [6] for 5x10* iterations.

For the EDNNs, the architecture in the 2D case includes three hidden layers with 20
neurons per layer, whereas in the 3D case, it has four hidden layers with 32 neurons per
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layer. In contrast, the ETNNs maintain a consistent structure across 2D and 3D cases,
with each sub-network containing two hidden layers of 20 neurons each and a fixed time
step le—3.

In the 2D case, we also consider the finite difference method as a baseline. In the
spatial domain, we implement the fifth-order weighted essentially non-oscillatory (WENO)
scheme [21,46] with a uniform mesh of size 480x480, corresponding to the 480 Gaussian
quadrature points used in the numerical integration in pETNNs. In the time evolution,
we use the predictor-corrector (modified-Euler) method with a time step le—3. Thus,
the CFL number is 0.24. For detailed discussions on WENO scheme and finite difference
methods for transport equations, we refer to [18,43].

Table 1 shows the relative errors of the finite difference method, PINNS, pEDNNs
(EDNNs with partial update strategy, referred to as the randomized sparse Neural Galerkin
schemes [4]) and pETNNs for solving the 2D transport equation, and Table 2 enumerates
the relative errors for their 3D counterparts. As suggested by the error statistics, pETNNs
have a relatively higher accuracy due to the special structure of the tensor neural networks.
The accuracy of pETNNs suggests that the evolutionary TNNs (2.3), under the selected
architecture, is a reasonable hypothesis space for 2D transport equations, which inspires us
to apply time-marching strategy to TNNs. By treating the time variable as the (d+1)th
input, we formulate the space-time TNNs and train in the same way as the PINNs. The
performance is considerably lower than that of pETNNs, with numerical results for space-
time TNNs provided in Appendix C.

relative error g,
t=0 t=2 t=4 t=6 t=8 t=10

WENO5 0 5.85E-05 1.17E-04 1.75E-04 2.34E-04 2.92E-04

PINNs 3.67E-05 2.10e-04 3.28E-04 3.14E-04 3.89E-04 6.87E-04
EDNNs(1/3) 1.14E-04 1.15E-04 1.18E-04 1.23E-04 1.30E-04 1.39E-04
EDNNs(1/2) 1.14E-04 1.15E-04 1.16E-04 1.20E-04 1.30E-04 1.25E-04
EDNNs(all) 1.14E-04 1.15E-04 1.16E-04 1.17E-04 1.20E-04 1.23E-04
ETNNs(1/3) 1.79E-05 1.91E-05 2.20E-05 2.64E-05 3.07E-05 3.83E-05
ETNNs(1/2) 1.79E-05 1.89E-05 2.00E-05 2.13E-05 2.36E-05 2.66E-05
ETNNs(all) 1.79E-05 1.96E-05 2.36E-05 2.66E-05 3.24E-05 3.56E-05

Table 1: Relative errors of the fifth order WENO scheme finite difference method (WENO5), PINNS,
pEDNNs and pETNNs with different parameter update strategies for solving the 2D transport equation,
(*) denotes that only # of parameters are updated.

We also compare the results of different parameter update strategies. It shows that
the efficacy of randomly updating a subset of TNN parameters is comparable to that of
updating the entire set of parameters, and even randomly updating 1/6 of parameters can
achieve excellent results, including numerical accuracy and stability. In contrast, as for the
performance of pEDNNSs, even though we reported the best relative error we obtained over
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various hyperparameter values in Table 2, the partial update strategy is still suboptimal.

relative error &,
t=0 t=1 t=2 t=3 t=4 t=5

EDNNs(1/2) 2.87E-04 9.11E-03 1.22E-02 1.72E-02 2.03E-02 2.32E-02
EDNNs(all) 2.87E-04 2.88E-04 2.87E-04 2.89E-04 2.89E-04 2.91E-04

ETNNs(1/6) 3.23E-05 4.53E-05 5.87E-05 7.52E-05 8.95E-05 1.04E-04
ETNNs(1/3) 3.23E-05 3.31E-05 3.47E-05 3.70E-05 3.85E-05 4.02E-05
ETNNs(1/2) 3.23E-05 3.26E-05 3.33E-05 3.42E-05 3.54E-05 3.73E-05
ETNNs(2/3) 3.23E-05 3.26E-05 3.30E-05 3.38E-05 3.45E-05 3.57E-05
ETNNs(5/6) 3.23E-05 3.26E-05 3.31E-05 3.39E-05 3.44E-05 3.56E-05

ETNNs(all) 3.23E-05 3.27E-05 3.32E-05 3.38E-05 3.49E-05 3.61E-05

Table 2: Relative errors of pEDNNs and pETNNs with different parameter update strategies for solving
the 3D transport equation, (*) denotes that only = of parameters are updated.

We further test the robustness of Algorithm 2 under different initial parameters 6
obtained by independent training procedures of TNNs to approximate the initial condition.
Starting with different satisfactory initial parameters, 6y, we update 1/3 of the parameters
randomly at each iteration. The averaged absolute errors, calculated as the mean of results
from three independent runs of Algorithm 2, (to reduce the uncertainty introduced by
randomly selecting parameters) are illustrated in Fig. 3. The narrow error band (about
2.5%107%) indicates a high degree of methodological stability with respect to the initial
parameters.

25
0

Figure 3: The averaged absolute errors of 3D transport equations over independent runs of Algorithm 2.
We updated 1/3 of the parameters randomly per iteration. The four error curves correspond to four
different initial 6y configurations.

To assess the long-time stability of Algorithm 2 and the cumulative numerical errors
over extended periods, we extend the time interval to [0,50], and consider the fourth order
Runge-Kutta method (RK4) as the control group for comparison in our study. We still
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update 1/3 of the parameters per iteration, where the averaged absolute error is calculated
as mean values from three independent runs. Our parameter update strategy employs two
distinct approaches: the first consistently incorporates the first layer in update (denoted
by “w/ first layer”), which involves all the weights that connect the embedding layer and
hidden layer in Fig. 2, while the second imposes no mandatory inclusion of any specific
layer (denoted by “vanilla”). We draw the results in Fig. 4(left), and even by time =50, the
averaged absolute error of RK4 remains on the order of 107>, demonstrating the method’s
sustained stability over a long time. Furthermore, recognizing the potential superiority
of the “with first layer” strategy for parameter updates, we replicate the experimental
framework to conduct an additional experiment over an ultra-long time, [0,500]. The
results of this experiment, which are depicted in Fig. 4(right), underscore our algorithm’s
exceptional accuracy and remarkable stability over an extensively prolonged period.

x10* 6 x10°
w/ first layer, modified Euler

vanilla, modified Euler
- - - -w/first layer, RK4

10

- = = -vanilla, RK4
P wi first layer, modified Euler
e wi first layer, RK4

<10°

P.71E-04

.06E-03

#.06E-05

i ’
2 4.68E-04

Figure 4: Averaged absolute errors of updating 1/3 of the parameters randomly per iteration: 50 (left)
and 500 (right) time units. “vanilla” represents random update in every time step; “w/ first layer” rep-
resents that the inclusion of the update parameters in the first layer is mandatory; “modified Euler”
represents predictor-corrector (modified-Euler) method, and “RK4” represents explicit fourth-order Runge-

Kutta method.

The main difference between Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 is that Algorithm 2 resam-
ples the parameters to be evolved at each time step. In Fig. 5, we plot the absolute errors
of both algorithms with different parameter update strategies. We find that resampling
the parameters to be evolved at each step always outperforms constantly updating a fixed
subset of parameters. Thus, we adopt Algorithm 2 in the following numerical experiments.

3.2 The Navier-Stokes Equations

The incompressible Navier-Stokes (NS) equations are a set of nonlinear PDEs that describe
the motion of fluid substances such as liquids and gases. Following [34], we consider
the two-dimensional Kolmogorov flow for a viscous, incompressible fluid with periodic

boundary condition

aq 1
—+(q:V)g=-Vp+ EquﬂLf, V-g=0, (x))e[0,2]% (3.1)

ot
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x10°

s Alg1, w/ first layer, 1/3
Ig2, w first layer, 1/3

............. Alg1, wi first layer, 1/2

651 —ememes Alg2, W first layer, 1/2 L
l”
L .
Ry
.

Figure 5: Averaged absolute errors of different update strategies. “w/ first layer” represents that the
inclusion of the update parameters in the first layer is mandatory, and 1/3(1/2) represents that only
1/3(1/2) of parameters are updated at each time step.

where ¢ = (u(x,y.t),v(x,y,t)) denotes the velocity, p is the pressure, Re>0 is the Reynolds
number, and f = (sin(4y),0)" is the source term. Unlike the other equations tested in
the paper, e.g., transport and heat equations, the explicit form of the exact solution
is unavailable. In [34], the exact solution data' is obtained by solving the equation in
vorticity form using the pseudo-spectral split-step method [7], and we adopt their exact
solution data for Re=40 in our test.

To preserve the divergence-free condition in the NS equation, we assume that u=y,,v=
—, for some function ¥ (x,y,r), and we are trying to solve for (x,y,t) in this experiment.
In particular, by substituting (u,v) in (3.1) with (¥y,—y), the PDE (3.1) transforms into
a PDE system for ¢ of the form

0

—¥Uy=N (lﬁx,'ﬁy)’

9
o — Y =No (), (3.2)

ot

where
1
N1 (esthy) ==Px=(07) x+ (Wathy )y + = Ay, and
1
No(Yatby) = py+ (wi)y—(th//y)ﬁR—eAw

Introduce a TNN parameterization to ¢, ¥ ~(x,y,0(¢)), and we apply pETNNs to the
two time-dependent PDEs in (3.2) and couple the resulting ODE systems of 6(¢). Such
auxiliary function ¢ can be derived by the vorticity of the flow, w=v,—u,, which satisfies
w=-Ay, that is, ¥ is a solution to the Poisson equation with the vorticity as the source
term. We use the relation to generate the initial conditions (x,y,f) for pETNNs. Instead
of training the TNN to fit an explicit initial condition like (2.7), we identify 6y by solving
the Poisson equation based on the TNN parameterization of . As for the vorticity data,

TThe dataset is available at https://zenodo.org/records/7495555.



Kao T. et. al. / CSIAM Trans. Appl. Math., x (20xx), pp. 1-30 17

2 2
10 77 01 8 04
. ¢ 008 6 - 03
6 302 v/ >, 008 4 3nl2 -~ 02
. ’ 4 [Hoos 2 - 01
2 002 0 - .
0 iz - |10 2 i - 01
- - - > 02
N 2 X 004 6 w2 » 03
: N |- s 1
¢ o /o 10 o hd . 05
o w2 = a2 2 ) 12 = 32 or

(a) pETNNs, t=0, p=20 (b) Error, t=0, p=20 (c) pETNNs, t=10, p= (d) Error, r=10, p=20
20

2r - 21 |y . , 2npp -
w T 2 w70
8 . A 6
. o 003 02
32 6 3r/2 ’ 002 3n/2 4 0145
2 . ' 001 - .
- 0 005
- . . ~ 2 0
x 0 ™ : 7 x
» z . 2 o
w12 * =2(ar g 002 w2 6 01
) /
J - L o 3 &
0 w2 ™ 3ni2 2r 4 w2 ™ 3m2 2r 4 w2 ™ 3n2 21

(e) pETNNSs, =0, p=30 (f) Error, t=0, p=30 (g) pETNNs, =10, p= (h) Error, r=10, p=30
30

Figure 6: The pETNNs solution and error profiles to the Navier-Stokes equations and the error at time =0
and t=10. Figs. (a)-(d) correspond to the pETNN solution of rank p =20, while Figs. (e)-(h) correspond
to the pETNN solution of rank p=30. The error profile is defined as the difference between the pETNNs
solution (J/y,—z,/A/x) and the reference solution generated by the Fourier-Galerkin approach.

the dataset in [34] consists of realizations of vorticity trajectories on the time interval
[0,500] based on random initialization. We use the vorticity information at r=10 to

formulate the Poisson equation, and solve the PDE by PINNs via energy natural gradient
descent [38].

In this experiment, for the two sub-networks in the TNNs, we adopt tanh activation
and set two hidden layers with 30 neurons in each layer. We apply Algorithm 2 with RK4
scheme and update 1/2 of the parameters in each iteration with a fixed time step 5e-3.
Fig. 6 reports the solution and error profiles at r=0 and =10 of pETNNs for two rank
setups p=20 and p=30. The runtime of pETNNs to reach the 10 time units are 14,730s
and 58,758s for p=20 and p =30, respectively.

The solution derived from the pETNNs closely approximates the high-fidelity numerical
solution. In Fig. 7, we plot the error curves in terms of the vorticity of the flow. Our

method reaches competitive accuracy compared with other deep learning methods, e.g.,
[33,34], under the same Reynolds number.

3.3 High-dimensional Heat Equation

The heat equation is a fundamental PDE in mathematics, physics, and engineering that
describes the heat distribution in a given region over time. As a parabolic PDE, it is
the cornerstone of Fourier theory and heat conduction analysis. Here we consider the
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Figure 7: The relative L2-error of the vorticity w up to 10 time unites: pETNN with rank p=20 (solid)
and p=30 (dash). The step size is one time unit due to the exact solution data from [34].

10-dimensional (d=10) heat equation,

ou d -l
E:‘}AM’ xeQ=1[-1,1] ,v:((d+3)7r) ,
with the initial values y
u(x,t=0)= Zsin(ank) -l_lsin(zrxi), (3.3)
k=1 i#k

and the Dirichlet boundary conditions and its analytical solution is

d d
u(x,1) :Zsin(27rxk)-l_[sin(nxi)exp(—t). (3.4)
k=1 i#k

In this experiment, each sub-network has three hidden layers with 20 neurons in each layer.
We use an RK4 scheme with a fixed time step size of 5¢—3. The runtime of pETNNs
to reach three times units are 4,225s, 6,088s, 7,580s, and 11,183s for p=35, 10, 15, and 20,
respectively. Fig. 8 illustrates the error curves of the numerical solutions obtained from
pETNNSs, indicating their high accuracy and demonstrating the effectiveness of pETNNs.
In particular, notice that when p =135 the rank of TNN is less than the dimension d =
10, but pETNNSs still produce decent approximations. Such a phenomenon suggests the
exact solution (3.4) may yield a low-rank structure. We further estimate the rank of the
solution tensor and compute its CP decomposition. The corresponding numerical results
are reported in Appendix B, which support the existence of a low-rank approximation to
the exact solution.

3.4 High-dimensional Transport Equation

We have used 2D and 3D transport equations with isotropic velocities to validate our
pETNNs in Section 3.1. Here, we will adopt the pETNNs to solve the 10D transport
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x10*

25

Figure 8: The absolute (left) and relative (right) errors of pETNNs for solving 10D heat equation. Here,
p denotes the rank of TNNs (2.1) used in pETNNs. We report the error curves in which only 1/3 of the
TNN parameters are updated at each time step.

equation to demonstrate the efficacy of our method for solving high-dimensional transport
PDE with anisotropic velocities. Besides the increase in dimension, we will also consider
more complex wave speeds and initial conditions

d d d
0 0
6_Lt£+;ci6_)l:,~:0’ xeQ=[-1,1]9, u(x,tzO):;cos(nxk)gsin(ﬂxi),

with periodic boundary conditions. The analytical solutions are

d
u(x,t) = cos(r(xe—ct)) | [sin(n(xi—ci)),
k=1 i+k

with d =10 and the wave speed ¢, =0.2xk. We set that each sub-network consists of two
hidden layers and each layer has 20 neurons. We use an RK4 scheme with a fixed time step
size of 1e=3. The runtime to reach five time units of pETNNs with updating 1/4,1/3
and 1/2 of the parameters are 10,853s, 20,295s, and 59,729s, respectively. Fig. 9 shows
the results of employing Algorithm 2 to the 10D transport equation. The small relative
errors demonstrate that our pETNNs perform well in solving high-dimensional transport
equations.

Additionally, we have also investigated the impact of parameter selection on numerical
accuracy and stability. Within each sub-network, we update 1/3 of the parameters. Var-
ious strategies were employed, including random updates, mandatory updates of the first
layer’s parameters with each iteration, deliberately excluding the first layer’s parameters
from the update, and omitting bias from the updating process. The numerical results of
these strategies are illustrated in Fig.9. The experimental results indicate little difference
in the precision of the results obtained by these update methods, which underscores the
efficiency of Algorithm 2 in the short-time regime.
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Figure 9: Relative errors of pETNNs with randomized parameter update strategy for solving the 10D
transport equation: changing the size of evolutionary parameters (left) and changing the selecting strategy
of evolutionary parameters (right). In the left figure, 1/4, 1/3, and 1/2 denote that 1/4, 1/3, and 1/2 of
parameters are updated at each time step. In the right figure, “vanilla” denotes that the update parameters
are randomly chosen in every time step; “w/ firstlayer” denotes that the inclusion of the update parameters
in the first layer is mandatory, whereas “w/o firstlayer” signifies precisely the opposite, indicating the

exclusion; and “w/obias” denotes the update parameters without the TNNs bias parameter in every time
step.

3.5 A High-dimensional Simplified KdV Equation

Our last experiment aims to highlight the ability of pETNNs to handle high-dimensional
PDEs involving higher-order derivatives. We will consider the following linear dispersive
equation, which can be interpreted as a simplification of the KdV equation,

ot 6xl.3_

i=1

/s er:[—l,l]d,c:l/ﬂ3.

We propose the exact solution

d
u(x,t)= 1—[ sin (7x;) exp(—?)

i=1

with the corresponding source term

d d d
f= _l_lsin(ﬂx,-)exp(—t) —ZCOS(]T)C,') 1_[ sin(7x;j)exp(—1).
i=1 i=1 j:13j¢i

Here we choose d=10 and 20, and for all cases, the sub-network has two hidden layers with
30 neurons in each layer. The absolute and relative errors are depicted in Figs. 10 and
11. All results support pETNNs’ excellent performances for high-dimensional simplified
KdV-type equations with high accuracy.
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Figure 10: Absolute (left) and relative (right) errors of pETNNs for solving the 10D KdV-type equation.
Here 200, 400, and 600 parameters are sampled from all of the 1330 parameters in each sub-network and
updated in every time step.
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Figure 11: Absolute (left) and relative (right) errors of pETNNs for solving the 20D KdV-type equation.
Here 200, 400, and 600 parameters are sampled from all of the 1640 parameters in each sub-network and
updated in every time step.

4 Conclusions and Discussions

The paper introduces the pETNNs framework as a mesh-free deep learning method for
solving time-dependent PDEs. The pETNNs blend the structural advantages of TNNs
for high-dimensional problems with evolutionary parameters, yielding not only superior
accuracy compared to EDNNs but also exceptional extrapolation capabilities. By em-
ploying partial parameter updating strategies, the proposed pETNNs can reduce compu-
tational costs significantly. We demonstrate their computational efficiency in addressing
high-dimensional time-dependent problems, expanding the utility of deep learning beyond
traditional applications in PDEs.

Numerical experiments conducted on various challenging equations, such as the in-
compressible Navier-Stokes equations, high-dimensional heat equations, high-dimensional
transport equations, and dispersive equations of higher-order derivatives, highlight the su-
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perior performance of pETNNs in accurately solving these complex problems. Although,
except for the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations, the PDEs considered yield exact
solutions that are separable in space, which can be approximated by TNNs of relatively
small size, the separable structure does not alleviate the challenges, e.g., dimensional-
ity, in the numerical implementations. Since pETNNs provides evolutionary parametric
approximations by solving the ODE systems derived by the Dirac-Frenkel variational prin-
ciple, instead of directly fitting the exact solution. Therefore, such test examples allow us
to explore the computational efficiency of pETNNs in addressing high-dimensional time-
dependent problems based on shallow TNNs, ensuring that computational costs remain
manageable. The findings indicate that pETNNs make a noteworthy contribution to the
field of computational methods for time-dependent equations and could play a significant
role in advancing scientific research across various disciplines.

The numerical experiments also reveal several computational challenges. For example,
the linear system in (2.5) is often singular, and we have to solve it in the least-squares
sense. In general, the singularity of the system is closed related to the PDE formulations,
e.g., the variational form and the network structures to parameterize the solution, which
will be addressed in future work. In addition, to use the efficient Gaussian quadrature
formula, all test problems share rectangular domains, which limits the applicability of
pETNNs. As for computational complexity, while the parameter size of a TNN increases
linearly with dimension and rank (see the caption of Fig. 1 for details), the runtime for a
single iteration increases superlinearly as the time-variant parameter grows.

To summarize, although the implementation of pETNNs has demonstrated success,
future research will aim to comprehensively investigate the scalability and applicability
of the method. This investigation of scalability will include the adaptation of pETNNs
to accommodate irregular domains and more complex boundary conditions, a systematic
examination of parameter update methodologies and an evaluation of long-term stability.
In terms of applicability, efforts will be directed towards employing this method to specific
physical models, notably in addressing challenges raised in Bose-Einstein condensates [50],
quasicrystals [51], and liquid crystals [52], etc.

Code and Data Availability

Data and code are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request for
research purposes.
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A The numerical integration of the coefficient matrix

In Section 2.2, we introduced the governing equation (2.4) of the TNN parameters, where
the velocity corresponds to the solution to the following least squares problem

minJ(y) = - f

(Here, we have removed the “hat” notation for simplicity) To obtain the first-order op-
timality condition in Eq. (2.5), previous works, e.g., [4,11,26], selected a set of spatial
points, x1,...,x,€(), and then assemble the observation matrix of the gradients,

2
a—uv N (u)

dx.
06

J= [Vou(x1:0).....Vou(x,:0)]",

.
where Vgl/t:(%) is a column vector. When n is large enough, the ensemble average %JTJ

is a good approximation of the integral fﬂ(%)T(g—g)dx.

In comparison, thanks to the tensor expansion structure of TNN, the coefficients in
the optimality condition can be directly calculated via a numerical integration scheme and
this computation is highly parallelizable [49]. For example, suppose we have two rank-p
TNNs

p d p d
=3[ Tt =3[ Tt
j=1li=1 j=1li=1

with input x=(x1,...,x4) €Q2=[0,1]¢. In each one-dimensional domain, we choose K Gauss
points {zk}f: , and the corresponding weights {wk}f: |» then the integration of the product
of u and v can be calculated via

1 1
fuvdx— Z fﬂuljlv,hdx Z (f(; ul,j,vl,jzdxl)---(‘fo ud,j,vd,hdxd)

1<j1,j2<p 1<j1,j25p
K
~ Z [wal i (z) v, (ze) ] [Zwkudjl (26) v jo (Zk)]
1<j1,j2<p\k k=1

As for the coefficients in the first-order optimality conditions (2.5), note that the param-
eters @ of TNN can be divided into disjoint components 6',...,6¢ as in (2.1), where &
corresponds to the parameters of the sub-network associated with the i-th dimension of
the input. As a result, u in (2.5) is of the form

X 9 = Znui,j(x,-,ei)

j=1li=1

For any two parameters 65 and 6, in 6, we have the following two cases.
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Case I: (diagonal blocks) 65 and 6, are located in the same sub-network. Without loss of

. T
generality, we assume that 6,,0,€6", then the (s,7)-component of the matrix fﬂ(g—Z) (‘;—Z)dx
can be calculated by

ou Ou

1<j1.2<pLitio

K K

6”1' J1\& Ou,- i \Z
witti j, (k) i, j, (Zk)”[Zwk Oajé (zk) Ouiy é/;t( k)}
1 s

k=1

k=
where the factor [T;x;, (Zlewku,-,jl (zk) i j (zk)) is shared by all 6,6, 6.

Case II: (off-diagonal blocks) 65 and 6, are located in different sub-networks. We assume
that 6,€6" and 6,€62, then we have

fog_gxg_gtdm Z {1—[[Zwk“im(zk)”i,jz(a)]]

1Sj1,j2§p i#i1,ip \k=1

K K

Zwkaui.,j. (a) o (@) |[ D wias .(Zk)a”iz,jz(zk)
=1 06, e =1 > 00, '

where the factor [Tz, (Z,Ilewkui,jl (z) ui,j, (zk)) is shared by all ;€6 and 6,€6".

T
In practice, we treat the coefficient matrix fﬂ(%) (%)dx as a block matrix of dxd
blocks, and each block can be parallelly computed in a matrix-wise manner, e.g., using
the “einsum” function in NumPy.

B Tensor rank of the solution to the Heat Equation

In Section 3.3, Fig. 8 suggests a low-rank TNN (p=15) can decently approximate the
solution of the heat equation, which reveals the possible existence of a low-rank structure of
the solution. In this appendix, we review the basic concept of tensor rank and numerically
estimate the rank of the solution to the heat equation in Section 3.3. For the details of
the tensor theory and tensor decompositions, we refer the readers to [3,28]. We used the
MATLAB package Tensorlab [39] to perform the tensor computations within the appendix.
A PDF version of the user guide can be found here?.

An N-way tensor X = (x;,1,..iy ) ERI2XXIV ig rank one if it can be written as the outer
product of N vectors, i.e.,

X=aV oa(z)o---oa(N), akE]RIk, k=1,2,...,N.
In other words, each element of X is the product of the corresponding vector elements:

1) (2 N .
xi,iz...iN:al(])afz)---aEN), 1<ip<l, k=1,2,...,N.

*https://www.tensorlab.net /userguide3.pdf
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The CP decomposition factorizes a tensor into a sum of rank-one tensors. For example,
given a 3-way tensor ¥ e R™>*/*K we wish to write Y as

R
YzZa,ob,oc,,

r=1

where a, € R!,b, € R’, and ¢, e RK for r=1,2,...,R, and R stands for the rank of the
decomposition. In general, the rank of a tensor X, denoted rank(X), is defined as the
smallest number of rank-one tensors in an exact CP decomposition. The definition of
tensor rank is analogous to the definition of a matrix rank, but their properties are quite
different, and there is no straightforward algorithm to determine the rank of a given
tensor [28].

Consider the heat equation discussed in Section 3.3, and introduce its d-way solution
tensor u(t):[0,T] = R™™>" based on a homogeneous Cartesian grid over the box [0,1]¢.
The spatial discretization is homogeneous in the sense that the sets of grid points are
identical in each direction. As a side note, any straightforward spacial discretization of
high-dimensional PDEs inevitably leads to the curse of dimensionality. To address the
exponential growth of the computational cost and the storage requirement, a series of
techniques have been proposed, e.g., the hierarchical Tucker tensor format. We refer the
readers to [41] and the references therein for the details. Here, since our main interest
is the rank of the solution, we consider a Cartesian grid as the spacial discretization for
simplicity.

Due to the variable separation form of the explicit solution in (3.4), we know that
rank (u (1)) is independent of 7. Set t=0, we rewrite the initial condition in (3.3) as

d d

u(x,t=0)= 22005(271)%) . l—[sin(ﬂxi),

k=1 i=1

which suggests rank(#(0)) <d. In particular, we implemented “rankest” and “cpd” in
Tensorlab [39] to estimate the lower bound of rank(x(0)) and the residual error of its CP
decomposition, respectively. Fig. 12 shows the corresponding numerical results. Due to
the storage issue, we set d=6 and n=10, and we added a 0.5% random noise tensor to the
solution tensor u(0) to improve the numerical stability. Although we cannot confirm the
tensor rank of u(0), Fig. 12 supports the existence of a low-rank approximation toward
the solution, which partially explains the performance of pETNN in Fig. 8 when p is less
than the dimension of the problem.

C Solve 2D Transport Equations using space-time TNNs

In Section 3.1, we compare pETNNs with various baselines based on 2D transport equa-
tions. The accuracy of pETNNs suggests that evolutionary TNNs (2.3) form a suitable
hypothesis space for 2D transport equations. Thus, a natural question is whether we
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Figure 12: The rank estimation of the solution tensor u(0) (left) suggests the lower bound of the rank is 2.
The relative error of CP decompositions (right) reproduces the “L-curve” as the rank of the decomposition
increases. The relative error is defined based on the Frobenius norm.

can mimic the time-marching strategy [30] for PINNs to split the time domain and train
space-time TNNs using the loss functions.

By treating the time variable as another input, the space-time TNNs propose to ap-
proximate the solution to a time-dependent PDE by

P d
u(x,t) ~i(x,5,0) Zd+1]t9d ﬂ,]x,ﬂ‘

i=1

where @i(x,1;6) is a rank-p TNN with d+1 sub-networks, and the (d+1)-th sub-network
representing the solution’s dependence on the time variable . Here, # denotes the param-
eter of the i-th sub-network, i=1,2,...,d+1.

The space-time TNNs for the 2D transport equation consists of two hidden layers, each
with 30 neurons, and is trained in the same way as the PINNs model in Section 3.1. For
simplicity, we consider the time window [0,1], and test the space-time TNNs over different
uniform mesh sizes. None of the outcome outperforms the evolutionary TNNs. Table 3
lists the relative error of space-time TNNs under two extreme time steps. Although the
parameters of evolutionary TNNs are functions of time, there are identified by numerically
solving the governing ODE systems, which has a step size At=5e¢-3. Thus, in terms of the
mathematical formulation, the solution obtained by evolutionary TNNs share the same
structure as space-time TNNs under the same time step. Thus, similar to PINNs [29], the
failure of space-time TNNSs is caused by training rather than the representational ability
of TNNss.
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