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Abstract

Parametric partial differential equations (PDEs) are fundamental for modeling
a wide range of physical and engineering systems influenced by uncertain or vary-
ing parameters. Traditional neural network-based solvers, such as Physics-Informed
Neural Networks (PINNs) and Deep Galerkin Methods, often face challenges in
generalization and long-time prediction efficiency due to their dependence on full
space-time approximations. To address these issues, we propose a novel and scal-
able framework that significantly enhances the Neural Galerkin Method (NGM) by
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incorporating the Meta-Auto-Decoder (MAD) paradigm. Our approach leverages
space-time decoupling to enable more stable and efficient time integration, while
meta-learning-driven adaptation allows rapid generalization to unseen parameter
configurations with minimal retraining. Furthermore, randomized sparse updates
effectively reduce computational costs without compromising accuracy. Together,
these advancements enable our method to achieve physically consistent, long-horizon
predictions for complex parameterized evolution equations with significantly lower
computational overhead. Numerical experiments on benchmark problems demon-
strate that our methods performs comparatively well in terms of accuracy, robust-
ness, and adaptability.

Keywords: Parametric partial differential equations, Deep learning, Neural Galerkin method,
Meta-Auto-Decoder

1 Introduction

In engineering, physics, biology, and other fields, parameterized dynamical systems are widely
used to characterize the evolution of system behavior with parameter variations. Typical ex-
amples include magnetic field changes in electromagnetism, fluid motion in turbulent flow, and
disease spread in epidemiological models. The state of such systems is often affected by uncer-
tain factors, such as initial conditions and system parameters. These uncertain factors can be
quantified and represented using random variables. In this context, a parameterized dynamical
system can be modeled as a parametric partial differential equation, where the parameters act
as one or more independent variables of the system. The ability to efficiently solve parametric
PDEs has become increasingly critical as industries demand faster and more accurate solutions
for real-time decision-making and optimization.

Traditional numerical methods, such as Finite Element Method (FEM), Finite Difference
Method (FDM), and Finite Volume Method (FVM), are well-established. However, when ap-
plied to parameterized dynamical systems, these methods often require extensive domain dis-
cretization and repeated solving for different parameter values to accurately estimate unknown
parameters and quantify their effects, leading to high computational costs. Therefore, developing
efficient approaches to quantify uncertainty in parameterized dynamical systems has become an
important research topic. In the past decade, with the rapid development of deep learning tech-
niques, many deep learning–based approaches have emerged. By incorporating physical prior
knowledge into deep neural network models and leveraging the mesh-free nature of neural net-
works, these methods have overcome the computational bottlenecks of traditional approaches
in high-dimensional spaces, offering new solutions for solving high-dimensional and complex
nonlinear dynamical systems.

A series of early universal approximation theorems demonstrate that when the number of
hidden neurons is sufficiently large, a neural network is capable of approximating any Borel-
measurable function to an arbitrary degree of accuracy [1, 2]. The past decade has witnessed a
significant proliferation of neural network-based methods to solve PDEs. Prominent examples
include PINNs [3], Deep Galerkin Methods [4] and Deep Ritz Methods [5], as well as their ex-
tensions and other influential techniques [6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11]. These contemporary approaches
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build upon foundational concepts explored in pioneering early works such as [12]. These ap-
proaches typically employ neural networks to approximate the full space-time solution, which
can lead to a loss of temporal causality and reduced generalization performance over long time
horizons. However, the solutions learned by global-in-time methods can violate causality, which
can become an issue for complex problems that rely on preserving physics [13].

Due to the Dirac-Frenkel variational principle [14], many approaches achieve the decoupling
of time and space by training the network parameters solely at the initial time [15, 16, 17,
18]. The two works [16, 18] introduce the NGM, which decouples space and time. It uses
a neural network to approximate the solution at each time step, updates network parameters
sequentially, adopts an active training data acquisition strategy, leverages the inherent properties
of the current solution to achieve adaptive sampling, and constructs a dynamic loss estimation
method to solve high-dimensional problems with general nonlinear parameterization. Reference
[19] proposed that the sparsity of the update can reduce the computational cost of training
without sacrificing expressiveness, as many network parameters are locally redundant at each
time step. In 2023, Mariella and Jans extended the paradigm of evolutionary deep neural
networks (EDNNs) to the solution of parametric time-dependent partial differential equations
(PDEs) on domains with geometric structures. By introducing positional embedding based on
the eigenfunctions of the Laplace-Beltrami operator, they further proposed a fully training-
free method, which can automatically enforce initial conditions and only requires temporal
integration [20]. Additionally, Filtered Neural Galerkin model reduction schemes [21] have been
proposed for the efficient propagation of uncertainties in the initial conditions and the approach
advances the mean and covariance of the solution distribution in a reduced subspace over time,
achieving more than one order of magnitude speedup compared to ensemble-based uncertainty
propagation.

Despite its advantages, NGM requires retraining the initial network parameters for each
new parameter instance, which can be computationally expensive, particularly in the presence
of stochastic or high-dimensional parameters. It is well-known that recent advances in deep
learning for PDEs have shifted the focus from traditional numerical approaches to learning
solution operators. These modern methods are designed to model the mapping from input func-
tions—such as initial conditions or parameters—directly to the entire solution space. Notable
examples include Deep Operator Networks (DeepONets) [22], Fourier Neural Operators (FNOs)
[23], Convolutional Neural Operators (CNOs) [24], and PDE-NET [25, 26], as well as other
related frameworks [27, 28, 29, 30, 31]. Moreover, a substantial body of recent research has
sought to refine these operator-learning architectures for the efficient treatment of parametrized
PDEs [32, 33, 34, 35]. These approaches facilitate efficient generalization across diverse input
configurations. In parallel, meta-learning has emerged as a potent tool within the realm of sci-
entific machine learning [36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41]. It empowers models to swiftly adapt to novel
PDE instances or parameter regimes with minimal retraining. This transition from pointwise
solution approximation to operator-based and meta-learned frameworks substantially enhances
the applicability of deep learning in scientific computing. The MAD exemplifies this approach
by leveraging meta-learning concepts to efficiently adapt to new PDE instances characterized
by varying parameters, boundary conditions, and computational domain shapes [41].

We propose the Meta-Auto-Decoder Neural Galerkin Method (MAD-NGM), an enhanced
Neural Galerkin framework that incorporates the MAD paradigm. The framework is specifically
designed for parameterized evolution equations with initial conditions or computational domains
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influenced by stochastic parameters. The key contributions of this work are:

• Two-stage MAD-NGM framework for parametric PDEs. We propose a novel two-
stage MAD-NGM framework for the efficient solution of parametric PDEs, in which both
the initial conditions and computational domains are influenced by stochastic uncertain-
ties. From a methodological perspective, the proposed approach comprises two principal
stages: (1) Initial approximation stage: Within the Meta-Auto-Decoder (MAD) frame-
work, multiple sample data are utilized to construct a nonlinear trial manifold, allowing
the algorithm to rapidly infer the model parameters corresponding to the initial time. (2)
Time evolution stage: Starting from the obtained initial parameters, the Neural Galerkin
Method (NGM) is employed to advance the temporal evolution of the approximate solution
and to predict the system state at arbitrary time instances. Detailed parameter formu-
lations and mathematical derivations are provided to establish the theoretical foundation
of the proposed method.

• Randomized sparse updating strategy under the MAD-NGM framework. When
solving parametric PDEs, the MAD-NGM framework requires solving the problems and
updating all network parameters at each time step, which is accompanied by temporal
local overfitting and high computational costs. To address these issues, we develop the
Meta-Auto-Decoder Randomized Sparse Neural Galerkin Schemes (MAD-RSNGS), which
incorporate a randomized sparse update strategy that randomly updates a sparse subset
of network parameters at each time step during the time evolution stage. This reduces
redundant computations and significantly improves overall computational efficiency.

• Comparative analysis and generalization enhancement through MAD inte-
gration. Compared with the traditional NGM, by integrating the MAD mechanism,
our method eliminates the need to retrain the network from scratch for each new pa-
rameter instance. After pretraining, the model efficiently adapts to unseen parameter
configurations with only a few additional training steps. Moreover, compared with the
Meta-Auto-Decoder Physics-Informed Neural Network (MAD-PINN), the proposed solu-
tion framework enables physically consistent, long-term sequential predictions, demon-
strating enhanced adaptability and robustness across diverse parameter regimes.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the problem set-up and the theo-
retical framework of the MAD-NGM and MAD-RSNGS. Section 3 presents the technical and
algorithmic implementation of the proposed methods. In section 4, we present numerical results
on four different examples. Section 5 contains our concluding remarks.

2 Mathematical Formulation of Meta-Auto-Decoder

Neural Galerkin Method

In this section, we introduce the class of parameterized partial differential equations (PDEs)
that are of primary interest in this study and establish the theoretical framework and parameter
representations underlying the proposed methods.
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Figure 1: Architecture of the MAD-NGM framework

2.1 Evolution equations

When solving a given partial differential equation (PDE), one typically fixes certain parameters,
such as the shape of the physical domain, the diffusion or velocity field, the source term, and the
flux. A PDE that depends on such parameters is referred to as a parametric PDE. When these
parameters are allowed to vary over a certain range, we aim to find the solutions corresponding
to all the parameter values within that range [42].

Given a spatial domain X ⊆ Rd, we consider the time evolution of a field u : X × [0,∞)→ R,
which, at any time t, belongs to a fixed function space U , and satisfies the following system:{

∂tu(t,x) = f(t,x, u), (t,x) ∈ [0,∞)×X ,
u(0,x) = uα(x), x ∈ X .

By appropriately choosing f(t,x, u), this equation can represent different equations, such
as the diffusion-dominated equations. We assume that appropriate boundary conditions are
imposed so that for any t ∈ [0,∞), the solution to the equation not only exists and is unique,
but also depends continuously on the initial condition uα ∈ U(α,X ;RdU ) = Uω, Uω ⊆ U denotes a
parameterized subspace of the function space U defined by the random variable ω = (α,X ) ∈ Ω.
We assume that Uω is a Banach space, then we can obtain a solution map u : ω → u(ω) acting
from Ω to U . We also determine the solution manifold M = u(Ω) = {u(ω), ω ∈ Ω}, which
gathers together all solutions as the parameter varies within its range.
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2.2 Approximation of Random Initial Conditions

To effectively approximate random initial conditions, our approach employs the MAD framework
to construct a nonlinear trial manifold that represents the solution space. In this formulation,
the flexibility and optimality of the trial manifold are governed by the expressive capacity of the
decoder, which is primarily determined by its network width.

The set of initial conditions {uα(x)} can be regarded as a compact subset K = G(A) =
{G(ω) | ω ∈ A} ⊆ Uω. The MAD method can construct a low-dimensional trial manifold
containing K by training an auto-decoder model. Let Z ⊆ Rn be a fixed n-dimensional latent
space. We denote by E : U → Z andD : Z → U the encoder and decoder mappings, respectively,
both of which are assumed to be l-Lipschitz continuous. For an arbitrary n-dimensional linear
subspace Un ⊆ Uω, the approximation quality of Un with respect to the target set K can be
quantified by the following metric:

sup
u∈K
∥u−D(E(u))∥U = sup

ω∈A
∥uω −D(E(uω))∥U .

By taking the infimum over all admissible pairs of encoder and decoder mappings (E,D),
one can define a form of manifold width, as introduced in [43], as follows:

dn,l(K) = inf
E,D
l−Lip

sup
ω∈A
∥uω −D(E(uω))∥U .

Fundamentally, the proposed approach seeks to approximate the target function set K by char-
acterizing the width of the manifold and constructing a trial manifold D(Z) = {D(z) | z ∈ Rn}
through a continuous decoder mapping D, rather than relying explicitly on an encoder mapping
E : U → Z. Accordingly, we define the decoder-based manifold width as

dDeco
n,l (K) = inf

D
l−Lip

sup
u∈K

dU
(
u, {D(z) | ∥z∥ ≤ 1}

)
= inf

D
l−Lip

sup
ω∈A

inf
z∈ZB

∥uω −D(z)∥U ,

where ZB = {z ∈ Z | ∥z∥ ≤ 1} denotes the closed unit ball in the latent space Z. The
constraint ∥z∥ ≤ 1, together with the l−Lipschitz continuity imposed on the decoder mapping
D, effectively mitigates the risk of irregular or highly oscillatory mappings, thereby ensuring
enhanced stability and regularity of the resulting trial manifold.

To account for randomness in the computational domain X , we assume the existence of
a reference domain XRef such that for any realization of X , there exists a bijective mapping
TX : XRef → X . For any parameter ω = (α,X ) ∈ A, the initial condition uω defined on X can
thus be pulled back to the reference domain as

ûω(x̂) = uω(TX (x̂)), x̂ ∈ XRef , ûω ∈ U(XRef ;RdU ).

Accordingly, we define the set of transformed initial conditions as

K = {ûω(x̂) | ω ∈ A} ⊂ U .
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To accommodate possible topological variations among computational domains, we further
assume the existence of a master domain Xmast such that every domain X corresponding to
(α,X ) ∈ A satisfies X ⊆ Xmast. Under this framework, we can define a revised notion of
decoder width based on mappings defined over the master domain:

dDeco
n,l (K) = inf

D
l−Lip

sup
ω∈A

inf
z∈ZB

∥∥uω −D(z)
∣∣
X
∥∥
U(X ;RdU )

. (2.1)

In this setting, we consider all l − Lipschitz continuous mappings

D : Z → U(Xmast;RdU ),

where the decoder D maps the latent space Z into functions defined over the master domain
Xmast.

2.3 Neural Galerkin Schemes

In this section, we introduce the Neural Galerkin Schemes [16]. For clarity and convenience, let
uα(t,x) denote the true solution to the evolution equation corresponding to the initial condition
uα(x). We posit the existence of a time-dependent family of neural network parameters θ(t) ∈ Θ,
which varies smoothly with time t. This allows the solution uα(t, ·) ∈ U at any given time t to
be approximated by a neural network representation.

The approximate solution, denoted by ûα(t,x), is thus formulated as follows:

ûα(t,x) = U(θ(t), z,x), for (t,x) ∈ [0,∞)×X . (2.2)

In this formulation, z ∈ Rn represents a latent vector that encodes or is associated with the
specific initial condition uα(x). The function U : Θ × Rn × X → R defines the mapping of
the neural network. It takes as input the time-dependent parameters θ(t) ∈ Θ ⊆ Rp (where p
is the dimensionality of the parameter space), the latent vector z, and the spatial coordinate
x ∈ X , and outputs the approximated solution value. The parameters θ(t) are assumed to be
differentiable with respect to t.

Consequently, ûα(t,x) serves as the model’s approximation to the true solution uα(t,x).
Structurally, it is a nonlinear function realized by the neural network U , conditioned on the
time-evolving parameters θ(t) and the initial-condition-specific latent vector z.

In order to estimate θ̇(t), we apply the chain rule to the neural network output: ∂Ut =
∇θU(θ,z,x)θ̇(t) where ∇θU denotes the Jacobian of U with respect to θ. We define the residual
function at time t:

rt(x, θ(t), z, η) = ∇θ(t)U(θ(t),z,x)η − f
(
t,x, U(θ(t), z,x)

)
,

where η ∈ Θ̇ denotes a candidate value for the time derivative θ̇(t), and Θ̇ is the set of all admis-
sible time derivatives of θ(t). Following the Dirac-Frenkel variational principle, the estimation
of θ̇(t) at time t can be formulated as a least-squares problem: we seek η that minimizes the
residual in the norm, leading to the following minimization problem:

θ̇(t) ∈ argmin
η∈Θ̇

Jt(θ(t),z, η), (2.3)
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here Jt : Θ × Rn × Θ̇ → R denotes the objective function, defined in terms of the L2(X ) norm
over the spatial domain X :

Jt(θ(t),z, η) = ||rt(x; θ(t), z, η)||2L2(X ) = ||∇θ(t)U(θ(t),z,x)η − f(t,x;U(θ(t), z,x))||2L2(X ).

The residual η is orthogonal to the tangent space of the manifoldMθ = {U(θ(t), z, ·) | θ ∈
Θ}. If we consider the solution η of the least-squares problem as an approximation to the desired
θ̇(t), we realize that the minimizers of Jt(θ(t),z, θ̇(t)) satisfy the Euler-Lagrange equation:

∇ηJt(θ(t),z, η) = 0.

Finally, we obtain an ODE system for the network parameters θ(t):

M(θ(t), z) ˙θ(t) = F (t, θ(t),z), θ(0) = θ0, (2.4)

here

M(θ(t),z) =

∫
X
∇θ(t)U(θ(t),z,x)⊗∇θ(t)U(θ(t),z,x)dx,

F (t, θ(t), z) =

∫
X
∇θ(t)U(θ(t),z,x)f(t,x, U(θ(t), z,x))dx.

The initial values of the network parameters θ0 and the initial latent vector z can be determined
by training based on the initial conditions.

2.4 Randomized Sparse Neural Galerkin Schemes

In solving parameterized PDEs, the model is required not only to capture the temporal dynam-
ics of the system but also to exhibit strong generalization and adaptability across the parameter
space. To this end, the MAD-NGM framework updates all network parameters at each time
step, enabling the construction of a nonlinear trial manifold that accurately represents the tem-
poral evolution of the solution. This approach achieves high accuracy and strong generalization
performance for a wide range of parameter configurations.

However, such a full-parameter update strategy inevitably leads to a substantial increase
in computational cost. In particular, when the dimensionality of the parameter space or the
number of time steps is large, each iteration involves solving a high-dimensional least-squares
problem, resulting in rapidly growing training costs and potential temporal overfitting.

To strike a balance between computational efficiency and solution accuracy, we propose
an improved approach—the Meta-Auto-Decoder Randomized Sparse Neural Galerkin Schemes
(MAD-RSNGS). Built upon the MAD-NGM framework, this approach incorporates a random-
ized sparse update strategy and establishes a dynamic system governing the evolution of neural
network parameters. By introducing a sparse update mechanism for the neural network param-
eters θ(t), the proposed method performs random updates only on a sparse subset of parameters
at each time step, thus achieving a more efficient trade-off between precision and computational
complexity.

Firstly, we propose the random mapping residual. Let e1, . . . , ep denote the standard basis
vectors in Rp, where each vector ei has the value 1 in the i-th entry and 0 elsewhere. Based
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on this notation, we define s independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables
ξ1(t), . . . , ξs(t), each depending on time t. Furthermore, we assume that for any i ∈ {1, . . . , s},
the random variables ξi(t) are mutually independent, and each ξi(t) takes values in the index
set {1, . . . , p} according to the distribution π.

The random mapping matrix St ∈ Rp×s is then given by

St = (eξ1(t), . . . , eξs(t)),

where parentheses indicate column concatenation. We define the corresponding random mapping
residual as

rst (x, θ(t), z, θ̇s(t)) = ∇θ(t)U(θ(t),z,x)Stθ̇s(t)− f
(
t,x;U(θ(t), z,x)

)
,

where θ̇s(t) ∈ Rs with s ≪ p. Here, ∇θ(t)U(θ(t),z,x) represents the gradient of U(θ(t),z,x)
with respect to the parameter θ(t).

Secondly, using the random mapping matrix St, we generate a sparse random projection set
from the collection of component functions {∇θiU(θ(t),z,x)}pi=1. The matrix St enables the
extraction of a sparse subset containing only s elements:

{∂θξi(t) û(·, θ(t), z)}
s
i=1.

Here, s ≪ p, so this subset is significantly smaller than the complete set but still effectively
approximates the tangent space of û(·, θ(t), z) on the parameter manifoldMθ.

Finally, to compute a suitable θ̇s(t) ∈ Rs, we formulate a least-squares problem based on the
sparse generating set {∂θξi(t) û(·, θ(t), z)}

s
i=1:

min
θ̇s(t)∈Rs

∥∥∥∇θû(·; θ(t), z)Stθ̇s(t)− f(·; û(·, θ(t), z))
∥∥∥2
L2(X )

.

It is important to note that the choice of the distribution π is critical, as its properties
should be tailored to those of the Jacobian matrix J(θ(t),z). Since the specific distribution over
the column indices can provide rigorous bounds on the sampled columns required to achieve an
efficient approximation of the optimal low-rank representation of the full matrix, we adopt a
uniform distribution over the index set {1, . . . , p} in our problem. This choice is justified by the
fact that the Jacobian matrices involved exhibit sufficient independence among their columns.

3 Computational Framework and Implementation

Having established the theoretical framework in the preceding sections, we now turn to a sys-
tematic elaboration of the technical implementation of this model. Using parameter evolution
laws and algorithmic mapping, a complete computational framework is constructed, enabling
the effective translation of theoretical derivations into engineering practice.

3.1 Treatment of Boundary Conditions

In the initial condition approximation phase of the model, the primary task is to address the en-
forcement of the boundary condition constraints [15, 20]. So, we employ a neural network–based
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positional embedding approach to enforce the boundary conditions. The principle of positional
embedding is to introduce an embedding layer between the model inputs and the neural net-
work, which performs a functional mapping of the independent variables of the equation. The
mapped representations are subsequently employed as inputs to the network, ensuring that the
approximate solution satisfies the prescribed boundary conditions.

For periodic boundary conditions, we suppose that the computational domain is given by
[−L,L]. To embed the periodic information into the neural network inputs, we adopt the
following representation:

[sin
(π
L
x
)
, cos

(π
L
x
)
, z],

where x represents the spatial coordinate, providing explicit information about the location
in space; L denotes the domain size, which defines the scale of the periodic embedding and
determines how the periodicity is reflected in the input. The vector z is the latent code from the
auto-decoder, which carries the underlying feature information of the data. Through this input
construction, periodic features can be clearly and explicitly expressed, ensuring that the model
strictly satisfies the periodic boundary conditions during the solution process, thus improving
the accuracy and reliability of the model.

3.2 Approximation of Random Initial Conditions

To enable supervised learning for the initial condition u0, we define a loss function L̂ : U → [0,∞)
as:

L̂ = ∥u0(x)− U(θ0, z, x)∥L2(Ω),

where U(θ0, z, x) denotes the prediction of the model given the initial network parameters θ0
and the latent vector z. In practice, this loss can be approximated by:

L̂ ≈ 1

N

N−1∑
j=0

|u0(xj)− U(θ0, z, xj)|2, (3.1)

where {xj}N−1
j=0 is a set of sampling points in the domain Ω and z is the corresponding latent

vector.
Next, we present the pretraining process. Let uα1(x), . . . , uαN (x) denote the initial conditions

N , and let the corresponding solutions be uα1(x, t), . . . , uαN (x, t). During the pretraining phase,
the model aims to extract implicit information from these N samples. To this end, we refer
to the previously introduced formula for decoder width (see equation (2.1)), and design the
following loss function:

L(θ, {zi}Ni=1) =
N∑
i=1

(
L̂[uαi(x)− U(θ0, zi, x)] +

1

σ
∥zi∥2

)
, (3.2)

where θ denotes the neural network parameters, and zi represents the latent vector associated
with the i-th sample. Here, L̂ quantifies the discrepancy between the predicted and true initial
conditions for each sample, while the term 1

σ∥zi∥
2 serves as a regularization of the latent vectors.

The pretraining process begins with the initialization of the latent vectors N and the network
parameters, providing an initial state for model training. Thereafter, based on the specified
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loss function, the latent vectors and network parameters are iteratively optimized. At each
iteration, model parameters are updated in response to the loss function, enabling the model
to progressively capture the meta-information inherent in the initial conditions, that is, the
underlying patterns and shared features among the sample set.

The fine-tuning optimization phase follows. For a new computational task involving an
unseen sample with initial condition uα, the model employs a fine-tuning optimization strategy
to rapidly adapt to this sample. During this process, the neural network parameters θ remain
fixed at their pretraining values, while adaptation is achieved solely by updating the model’s
latent vector. Specifically, we update the latent vector by minimizing the following loss function:

L(θ, z) = L̂ [uα(x)− U(θ, z;x)] +
1

σ
∥z∥2, (3.3)

where z denotes the latent vector associated with the new sample, and L̂ is the loss function
defined previously.

At this stage, we identify the training sample from the pretraining phase that is most similar
to the current task and use its corresponding latent vector on the manifold as the initial latent
vector for iteration. Meanwhile, the similarity between initial conditions is quantified through
a norm-based metric to locate the index of the most similar sample. This strategy enables the
model to rapidly converge to the optimal solution with only a few iterations, thereby reducing
the computational cost of training for new samples.

Algorithm 1 Training Algorithm for MAD-NGM

Require:
1: Initial conditions {uαi

(x)}1⩽i⩽N , learning rates αθ, αz.
2: A new initial condition uα(x), learning rate α∗

z.
Ensure: Optimal parameters at the initial time θ∗new, latent vector z

∗
new.

Pre-training Stage
3: Initialize parameters θ, latent vector {zi}1⩽i⩽N ;
4: for i = 1, 2, . . . , N do
5: Compute the loss function on the basis of (3.2);
6: θ ← θ − αθ∇θL(θ, {zi});
7: zi ← zi − αz∇ziL(θ, {zi});
8: end for

Fine-tuning Stage
9: i← argmini ||uαi

(x)− uα(x)||, z ← z∗i , θ ← θ∗;
10: Compute the loss function on the basis of (3.3);
11: z ← z − α∗

z∇zL(θ, z);
12: return θ∗new, z

∗
new.

3.3 Time Discretization

Time discretization can be achieved using a variety of numerical schemes. In this work, we
adopt the forward Euler method for illustrative purposes. Let the time domain be partitioned
as 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tK = T , where the time interval is δt = tk+1 − tk.
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3.3.1 For the Neural Galerkin Schemes

At each discrete time point tk, let θ
(k) ∈ Rp denote the discretized approximation of the continu-

ous parameter vector θ(tk). The initial parameter θ(0), is obtained by fitting the initial condition
u0. The evolution of parameters in time is governed by the recursive update:

θ(k+1) = θ(k) + δt θ̇(tk).

Here, θ̇(tk) is estimated by solving the following linear system, as established in equation (2.4):

M(θ(tk), z) θ̇(tk) = F (tk, θ(tk), z),

where M(θ(tk), z) and F (tk, θ(tk), z) are typically defined by integrals involving ∇θU . In prac-
tice, these terms can be efficiently approximated using the Monte Carlo method:

M(θ(tk), z) ≈
1

n

n∑
j=1

∇θ(k)U(θ(k), z, xj)⊗∇θ(k)U(θ(k), z, xj),

F (tk, θ(tk), z) ≈
1

n

n∑
j=1

∇θ(k)U(θ(k), z, xj) f(tk, z, xj , U(θ(k))),

where {xj}nj=1 denote the integral sampling points over the domain Ω, and z represents the
latent vector associated with the sample. For terms involving partial derivatives, we leverage
JAX’s automatic differentiation to efficiently compute the required derivatives.

In subsequent numerical experiments, we construct the Jacobian matrix using the sampling
points {xj}nj=1:

J(θ(t), z) =
[
∇θ(t)U(θ(t), z, x1), · · · ,∇θ(t)U(θ(t), z, xn)

]T ∈ Rn×p,

which is then used to solve the following least-squares problem:

min
θ̇(t)∈Rp

∥∥∥J(θ(t), z)θ̇(t)− f(θ(t),z))
∥∥∥2
2
. (3.4)

Algorithm 2 Time Evolution Algorithm for MAD-NGM

Require:
1: Set the initial values: θ(0) = θ∗new, z = z∗new.

Ensure: Parameters for each time level {θ(k)}0⩽k⩽K , latent vector z.
2: for k = 1, 2, . . . , K do
3: Obtain {U(θ(k−1), z, xj)}1⩽j⩽n and {f(t, xj, U(θ(k−1), z, xj))}1⩽j⩽n;
4: Solve for sparse update θ̇(k−1) with least-squares problem(3.4);
5: Update θ(k) = θ(k−1) + δt θ̇(k−1);
6: end for
7: return {θ(k)}0⩽k⩽K , z.
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3.3.2 For the Randomized Sparse Neural Galerkin Schemes

For the randomized sparse variant, at each time step tk, the parameter vector θ(k) provides
a discrete approximation to θ(tk). The sparse selection matrix Sk := Stk identifies a low-
dimensional subspace in which updates are performed. The function û(z, θ(tk), ·) serves as an
approximation to u(·, tk).

At each time step, the sparse update θ̇
(k−1)
s serves as an estimate for the restricted time

derivative θ̇s(tk−1), and can be calculated by solving the following least-squares problem:

min
θ̇
(k−1)
s

∥∥∥J(θ(k−1), z)Skθ̇
(k−1)
s − f(θ(k−1), z)

∥∥∥2
2
, (3.5)

where Js(θ
(k−1), z) = J(θ(k−1), z)Sk denotes the sparse Jacobian matrix at time tk−1. The

full parameter update is then recovered by mapping the sparse direction back to the original
parameter space:

θ̇(k−1) = Sk θ̇
(k−1)
s .

In practice, at each time step, the random mapping matrix is first computed, and then several
columns are extracted from the Jacobian matrix to form the randomly projected Jacobian ma-
trix. Only a selected subset of parameter directions is adapted at each step, thereby improving
computational efficiency while potentially providing regularization.

Algorithm 3 Time Evolution Algorithm for MAD-RSNGS

Require:
1: Set the initial values: θ(0) = θ∗new, z = z∗new.

Ensure: Parameters for each time level {θ(k)}0⩽k⩽K , latent vector z.
2: for k = 1, 2, . . . , K do
3: Obtain {U(θ(k−1), z, xj)}1⩽j⩽n and {f(t, xj, U(θ(k−1), z, xj))}1⩽j⩽n;
4: Get the random mapping matrix Sk at the current time step;
5: Solve for sparse update θ̇

(k−1)
s with least-squares problem(3.5);

6: The full parameter update θ̇(k−1) = Sk θ̇
(k−1)
s ;

7: Update θ(k) = θ(k−1) + δt θ̇(k−1);
8: end for
9: return {θ(k)}0⩽k⩽K , z.

4 Numerical Experiments

We demonstrate our methods on several numerical examples. We first consider the low-dimensional
benchmark problems in Section 4.1 and Section 4.2 to demonstrate the learning and generaliza-
tion capabilities of the models. Subsequently, we perform a comparative analysis between our
methods and the meta-learning-based PINN approach. In Section 4.3, we progressively extend
our method to problems where both the solution domain and initial conditions involve uncer-
tainties. Finally, we further extend the framework to high-dimensional spatial domains. In the
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entire experimental section, the mean squared error (MSE) is adopted as the evaluation metric
for error calculation at specific time tj :

MSE =
1

Ntest

1

N

Ntest∑
i=1

N∑
i=1

(uji − u∗,ji )2,

where Ntest is the size of the testing set, N is the number of spatial grid points.

4.1 Korteweg-de Vries Equation:

We consider a Korteweg-de Vries (KdV) equation [44] defined in the spatial domain Ω = [−1, 1]
and in the temporal interval T = [0, 1]:

ut + uux +
1

400
uxxx = 0,

The solution is subject to the following initial and boundary conditions:

(BC) Periodic boundary condition: u(−1, t) = u(1, t), t ∈ [0, 1];

(IC) Initial condition: u(x, 0) = α1 sin(πx) + α2 cos(πx), where α1, α2 ∈ [−0.5, 0.5].

To make the model naturally satisfy the periodic boundary conditions, the boundary embed-
ding layer we choose [sin(πx), cos(πx),z]. In this experiment, 200 initial condition samples are
generated. We adopt a single-layer neural network architecture comprising 20 neurons with the
tanh activation function, and set the dimension of the latent vector to 5. We choose to adopt
the pseudospectral method from the Chebfun library to generate the reference solution, which
serves as a reliable accuracy benchmark for the model’s calculation results. During pretraining,
the model is trained on the training set for 1,000 iterations with the L-BFGS optimizer to jointly
optimize the network parameters and latent representations, thus establishing the initial model
weights as well as the experimental manifold context. Temporal evolution is simulated using
the classical fourth-order Runge–Kutta method [45] over 1,000 time steps, up to the final time
t = 1.

4.1.1 Results of the Training Set Samples

Here, a sample is selected from the training set, and 400 fine-tuning iterations are performed
based on the proposed algorithm to obtain the initial latent vector. During the subsequent time
evolution, a full update approach is used to update the network parameters. The related results
can be seen in Figure 2 and 3.
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Figure 2: Comparison of predicted and reference solutions for the KdV equation on the
training set, showing that the proposed approach effectively captures both the nonlinear
and dispersive characteristics of the wave evolution.
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Figure 3: Temporal evolution of the reference and predicted solutions for the KdV equa-
tion on the training sample at t = 0.0 , 0.5 , 1.0, illustrating the high reconstruction
accuracy of the MAD-NGM method for nonlinear dispersive wave dynamics.

4.1.2 Results of the Test Set Samples

For a new computational task, fine-tuning is performed based on the closest pre-trained network
parameters. The model is trained for 400 iterations, followed by time evolution to obtain the
approximate solution. The corresponding results can be seen in Figure 4 and 5.
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Figure 4: Comparison of predicted and reference solutions for the KdV equation on
the testing set, demonstrating the strong generalization and predictive capability of the
proposed MAD-NGM framework.
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Figure 5: Comparison of predicted and reference one-dimensional profiles of the KdV
equation at t = 0.0 , 0.5 , 1.0 on the testing sample. The results confirm the reliability of
the proposed MAD-NGM framework in reproducing the testing dynamics.

To ensure fair comparison, both experimental groups use identical pre-trained training and
testing samples. Each model is fine-tuned for 100, 400, and 4000 iterations, respectively. The
approximation error measured by mean squared error (MSE) is assessed at the start and end
of the fine-tuning and at selected time points (t = 0.2, t = 0.5, and t = 1.0) during temporal
evolution.

Based on the preceding experiments and Table 1, the following conclusions can be drawn:
(1) The model exhibits rapid convergence on new samples, demonstrating strong generalization
capability; (2) The accuracy of the numerical solution during temporal updates is closely related
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Table 1: MSE obtained at different fine-tuning iterations and time instances for both
the training and test datasets. The fine-tuning stage significantly improves accuracy, and
the error remains within the same order of magnitude for unseen samples, confirming the
model’s generalization performance.

Dataset Iterations Pre-trained Fine-tuned t = 0.2 t = 0.5 t = 1.0

Training set
100 6.46× 10−7 6.28× 10−7 1.47× 10−6 1.05× 10−5 1.25× 10−4

600 6.46× 10−7 6.24× 10−7 1.47× 10−6 1.04× 10−5 6.27× 10−5

4000 6.46× 10−7 5.74× 10−7 1.56× 10−6 1.19× 10−5 3.69× 10−5

Test set
100 4.95× 10−4 2.71× 10−7 2.84× 10−7 6.88× 10−7 1.04× 10−5

600 4.95× 10−4 2.63× 10−7 2.75× 10−7 6.71× 10−6 1.02× 10−5

4000 4.95× 10−4 1.17× 10−6 1.22× 10−6 1.72× 10−6 9.02× 10−6

to the accuracy at the initial time step. In general, higher initial accuracy leads to improved
performance in subsequent steps, and this correlation holds within a certain range; (3) The meta-
learning approach is capable of capturing the implicit distribution of samples in the manifold.
During fine-tuning, only the latent vector needs to be adjusted, enabling the model to achieve
satisfactory performance in both fine-tuning and subsequent temporal updates.

4.2 Burgers Equation:

We consider a Burgers equation [46] defined over the spatial domain Ω = [0, 1] and the temporal
interval T = [0, 1]:

∂u

∂t
+ u

∂u

∂x
=

1

100π

∂2u

∂x2
,

The solution is subject to the following initial and boundary condition:

(BC) Periodic boundary condition: u(0, t) = u(1, t), t ∈ [0, 1];

(IC) Initial condition: u(x, 0) ∼ N
(
0, 72

(
−∆+ 72I

)−3
)
, where the random field satisfies the

periodic boundary condition.

In this experiment, the model employs the MAD-RSNGS framework, with pre-training per-
formed on 100 samples. The latent vector dimension is set to 80 and the neural network consists
of four layers, each comprising 30 neurons. During the pre-training phase, the L-BFGS optimizer
is used to optimize the initial network parameters and latent vectors over 17,000 iterations. In
the fine-tuning phase, for each specific sample, the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.01
is applied for 1,800 iterations to determine its corresponding initial latent vector. During the
sparse update process, the time step is set to 0.001, and the simulation proceeds until the final
time t = 1.0. At each time step, 450 network parameters are randomly selected for update.
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Figure 6: Comparison between the predicted and reference solutions of the Burgers equa-
tion obtained by the proposed MAD-RSNGS. The prediction accurately captures the
amplitude and spatial features without artifacts.
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Figure 7: Numerical solutions of Burgers equation obtained through MAD-RSNGS. Plots
show spatial profiles at t = 0.0 , 0.5 , 1.0. The randomized sparse update strategy preserves
solution accuracy while reducing computational overhead.

To evaluate the accuracy of the proposed method, we compare the approximate solution with
the reference solution at different time points: t = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0. As depicted in Figure 6, 7, the
solutions generated by MAD-RSNGS exhibit excellent agreement with the reference solutions
in the spatial domain [0, 1]. Specifically, leveraging a randomized sparse update strategy, the
proposed method not only accurately captures the shock formation and propagation dynamics
but also successfully resolves the nonlinear wave steepening and shock structure inherent to the
Burgers equation, thereby yielding high-precision approximations.
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4.2.1 Comparative Evaluation of Different Methods

This section highlights the differences among the MAD-NGM, MAD-RSNGS, and MAD-PINN.
The experiments are conducted on 100 samples generated under the same parameter settings as
in the previous example, from which 80 samples are selected to form the training dataset. For
MAD-RSNGS and MAD-PINN, they also follow the same network architecture and optimization
procedures as MAD-NGM mentioned above.

In the inference phase of MAD-RSNGS, 514 sample points are selected to approximate
the initial condition. The temporal integration is carried out with an effective time-step size
corresponding to 1,100 optimization iterations, advancing the solution to t = 1.1, At each
integration step, a subset of 450 network parameters is randomly selected. In contrast, the
MAD-PINN constructs its loss function using 13,029 sample points distributed throughout the
entire space-time solution domain.

Figure 8 compares the numerical solutions obtained by the three methods in representative
test samples. The three-dimensional plots, along with their projections onto the x − t plane,
illustrate the discrepancies between the predicted and reference solutions. It is evident that our
methods produce solutions that are in closer agreement with the reference solutions, demon-
strating improved accuracy and stronger generalization capability on unseen test data when
compared with the MAD-PINN.

Table 2: Accuracy comparison of different methods at various time instants

s t = 0.2 t = 0.5 t = 1.0 t = 1.1

MAD-NGM 3811 1.18× 10−6 3.91× 10−6 4.11× 10−6 4.33× 10−6

MAD-RSNGS

600 1.92× 10−6 2.62× 10−5 1.62× 10−4 1.74× 10−4

1000 1.93× 10−6 2.72× 10−5 1.61× 10−4 1.70× 10−4

1500 1.91× 10−6 8.11× 10−6 1.45× 10−5 2.54× 10−5

3000 1.51× 10−6 6.34× 10−6 1.21× 10−5 1.41× 10−5

MAD-PINN − 2.75× 10−4 5.76× 10−4 5.89× 10−4 5.94× 10−4

Table 3: Average time cost (in minutes) of each method in the pre-training, fine-tuning,
and time-evolution phases.

s Pre-trained Fine-tuned Time-evolution

MAD-NGM 3811 44.16 7.21 46.47

MAD-RSNGS

600

44.16 7.21

3.50
1000 5.01
1500 5.24
3000 5.76

MAD-PINN − 141.32 4.03 −
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Figure 8: Burgers equation: (a) analytic solution; (b) result of the MAD-PINN, which
requires the full set of sampling points; (c) approximation obtained through MAD-NGM;
(d) result of MAD-RSNGS, where only a subset of parameters are randomly updated.
From the comparison of projections on the x− t plane in Plots (a) and (b), discrepancies
in projection patterns between the predictions of MAD-PINN and the true values are
observed in the intervals x ∈ [0.1, 0.3] and x ∈ [0.7, 0.9], implying that the model still
exhibits deficiencies in capturing dynamic changes within regions of strong gradients.
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Figure 9: MSE of the approximation over the time interval [0, 1.1], comparing the MAD-
NGM, MAD-PINN and MAD-RSNGS. The MAD-PINN neglects temporal causality in
the prediction process, resulting in severe error accumulation (around 10−4). In contrast,
our method (particularly MAD-NGM) can correctly predict the results at all sampling
points over a long-time domain, with the error reduced by 2 orders of magnitude (around
10−6).

Based on the results presented in Figure 9, Table 2 and Table 3, the following observations
can be made:

(1) As the number of randomly selected parameters s per time step increases, the MAD-
RSNGS exhibits a notable improvement in solution accuracy; however, its final accuracy remains
approximately one order of magnitude lower than that achieved by the MAD-NGM method. In
the context of parameterized PDEs, MAD-NGM consistently exhibits greater robustness and
higher predictive accuracy than both MAD-RSNGS and MAD-PINN.

(2) A comparison of computational costs in Table 3 further reveals that MAD-RSNGS sub-
stantially reduces the time-evolution cost compared with MAD-NGM, while maintaining a com-
parable level of accuracy. MAD-PINN requires dense sampling over the entire spatiotemporal
domain, which leads to large GPU memory consumption and a prolonged pre-training stage.
Although its fine-tuning stage is relatively short, this efficiency is often achieved at the expense
of accuracy, particularly for high-dimensional or strongly nonlinear parametric problems. In
solving this problem, despite extensive optimization iterations and careful tuning of other hy-
perparameters, the accuracy achieved by MAD-PINN remains lower than that of the proposed
methods.

The differences among the experimental results mainly come from the different methods
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used. Specifically:
(1) The PINN approach solves differential equations by embedding the governing physical

constraints directly into the loss function, with the residuals evaluated at sampling points dis-
tributed throughout the entire space–time domain. However, this end-to-end training framework
tends to accumulate systematic errors along the temporal direction, resulting in a noticeable
degradation of accuracy for long-term predictions.

(2) The MAD-PINN inherits the aforementioned challenge of approximating the solution
over the entire domain, while additionally requiring the model to learn diverse solution behaviors
across a wide range of initial conditions. This substantially increases the burden on the model’s
representational capacity. Consequently, improving its performance often necessitates either
higher-dimensional latent vectors or finely tuned network parameters, both of which lead to
greater computational complexity.

(3) In contrast, the proposed methods decouple the approximation of the initial condition
from the time discretization, which allows efficient prediction beyond the training time range.
With the same latent dimension and network structure, the MAD-RSNGS updates only a ran-
domly selected subset of parameters at each time step, which significantly reduces the compu-
tational cost. However, since the MAD-NGM method updates all parameters at every step, it
requires more computation time than MAD-RSNGS but achieves smaller errors at each time
point, resulting in higher overall accuracy than the other two methods.

4.3 Allen-Cahn Equations

In this section, we investigate the generalization capability of the proposed method for solving
parameterized partial differential equations, using the Allen–Cahn equation [47] as a represen-
tative example. This nonlinear PDE models phase separation phenomena and is widely used in
materials science to describe the evolution of phase boundaries.

The section is organized into two subsections, each addressing a different class of parame-
terized problems. The first subsection considers a one-dimensional Allen–Cahn equation, where
both the initial condition and the spatial domain are influenced by random parameters. Numer-
ical experiments are conducted under this setting to assess performance. The second subsection
focuses on the solution of the two-dimensional Allen–Cahn equation, with an emphasis on ana-
lyzing the model’s behavior and accuracy in higher-dimensional scenarios.

4.3.1 One-dimensional Allen-Cahn Equation

This subsection focuses on the case where both the solution domain and the initial condition
are dependent on random parameters. Two sets of experiments are designed based on the same
initial condition: one with time-independent parameters and another with time- and space-
dependent parameters. These experiments aim to test the validity of the time-stepping approach.

Consider the example defined on the domain Ω = [0 − δ, 1 + δ], δ ∈ [−0.2, 0.2] and time
interval T = [0, 2]:

∂u

∂t
− 0.001

∂2u

∂x2
+ a(t, x)(u3 − u) = 0, (4.1)

which is subject to the following boundary and initial conditions:
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(BC) Periodic boundary conditions: u(−δ, t) = u(1 + δ, t), t ∈ [0, 2], δ ∈ [−0.2, 0.2];

(IC) Initial condition: u(x, 0) ∼ N(0; 72(−∆+ 72I)−3), where this random field satisfies the
periodic boundary conditions.

To ensure that the approximate solution naturally satisfies the boundary conditions, the
model input is chosen as:

[sin(π
x+ δ

1 + 2δ
), cos(π

x+ δ

1 + 2δ
), z].

In this experiment, the latent vector dimension is set to 30, and a two-layer neural network
with 30 neurons per layer is used for approximation. In the pre-training phase, the model is
trained on 80 samples, and the L-BFGS optimizer is employed for 50,000 iterations. During
the time update process, a sparse update scheme is adopted, where 1500 network parameters
are randomly selected for each calculation. The reference solution is computed using a Fourier
spectral discretization in space together with a fourth-order explicit Runge–Kutta scheme for
time integration.

Time-independent Parameters Consider a more general form of the equation, where the
parameter a(t, x) = 2. Then the equation (4.1) becomes:

∂u

∂t
− 0.001

∂2u

∂x2
+ 2(u3 − u) = 0.

A new sample from the test set was selected for fine-tuning, with 6,630 iterations performed
using a time step of 0.001 until the terminal time t = 2. The computational results, presented
in Figure 10 11, indicate that for this new sample—whose solution domain approximately spans
[−0.128, 1.128].
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Figure 10: Comparison of predicted and reference solutions for the one-dimensional AC
equation. The striking visual concordance between the two panels highlights the method’s
efficacy in faithfully reproducing the solution structure of the AC equation.
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Figure 11: Temporal evolution of the reference and predicted solutions for the AC equation
on the testing sample at t = 0.0 , 1.0 , 2.0. The predicted solutions accurately reproduce
the characteristic phase separation and interface formation dynamics of the AC equation.

Time-dependent Parameters Consider the general form of the equation (4.1), where the
parameter term a(x, t) is related to both time and space:

∂u

∂t
− 0.001

∂2u

∂x2
+ 2[1 + t sin(2π

x+ δ

1 + 2δ
)] · (u3 − u) = 0.

The same model parameters and initial conditions are employed in this setting. The calculation
results are shown in Figure12 and 13, which approximately span [−0.128, 1.128]. This change
makes the parameter term a(x, t) vary with time t and spatial position x, thus introducing a
more complex spatiotemporal dependence.
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Figure 12: Comparison of predicted and reference solutions for the one-dimensional AC
equation in the time-dependent parameter case. Despite time-dependent parameters caus-
ing dynamic changes in the phase-separation process, the predicted solution highlights the
method’s effectiveness in capturing the transient solution structure of the AC equation.
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Figure 13: Temporal evolution of the reference and predicted solutions for the AC equation
with Time-Varying Parameters at t = 0.0 , 1.0 , 2.0.

In order to further analyze the evolution process and the behavior of the solution of the
equation in different time steps, compare the approximate errors of the solution at different
time points in the two cases of parameter terms, and the detailed calculation results are shown
in Table 4:

Table 4: Approximate errors of the MAD-RSNGS in the two cases of parameter terms at
t = 0.4, 1.0, 2.0.

Parameter term setting t = 0.4 t = 1.0 t = 2.0

Time-independent 2.68× 10−5 5.18× 10−5 7.35× 10−5

Time-dependent 5.35× 10−5 6.98× 10−5 6.78× 10−5

The experimental results show that: (1) By constructing the network input structure of the
meta-learning self-decoder, the model can also be applied to relevant problems in the random
solution region; (2) For this example, regardless of whether the parameter terms in the equation
are related to time and space, the adopted method can achieve a good approximation of the
reference solution.

4.3.2 Two-dimensional Allen-Cahn Equation

Consider the equation with the solution region Ω = [0, 1]2 and time interval T = [0, 2] in the
two-dimensional case:

∂u

∂t
− 0.001∆u+ 2(u3 − u) = 0,

which satisfies the following boundary and initial conditions:

(BC) Periodic boundary conditions: u(0, y, t) = u(1, y, t), u(x, 0, t) = u(x, 1, t), t ∈ [0, 2];

(IC) Initial condition: The initial value condition is considered as a combination of trigono-
metric functions with random coefficients, such as:
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u(x, y, 0) = 0.001
1∑

i=−1

1∑
j=−1

[αi,j sin(2πix+ 2πiy) + βi,j cos(2πix+ 2πjy)].

Here, by introducing random coefficients αi,j ∈ [0, 1] and βi,j ∈ [0, 1], we can simulate the
evolution of the system under different initial states. For example, when studying problems
such as phase transition processes in materials and morphogenesis in biological tissues, the initial
state of the system may have a spatial distribution characteristic similar to that described by
the combination of trigonometric functions, or there may be certain random perturbations.
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Figure 14: Approximate and reference solutions of the two-dimensional Allen-Cahn equa-
tion at the time points t = 0.0, 1.0, 2.0. This result substantiates that our method retains
robust efficacy in solving high-dimensional partial differential PDE problems, transcend-
ing the constraints of low-dimensional scenarios.

In this experiment, the dimension of the hidden vector is 60, and an eight-layer neural
network is used, with 30 neurons in each layer. Pre-training is carried out based on 180 samples.
The L-BFGS optimizer is used for 100,000 iterations. In the fine-tuning optimization stage,
the Adam optimizer is used for 8,000 training iterations. In the time update process of the
sparse scheme, the time step is set to 0.001, and the iteration is updated until the termination
time t = 2.0. At each time step, 1500 parameters are randomly selected to participate in the
calculation. The approximate results at the time points t = 0.0, 1.0, 2.0 are taken and plotted
in Figure 14.
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Figure 15: MSE of the approximate solution over the time interval [0, 2]. Notably, at
t = 2.0 , the prediction error remains as low as 0.0026. This result demonstrates the MAD-
RSNGS’s efficacy in sustaining accuracy over extended time horizons, thereby evidencing
its potential for addressing high-dimensional, long-time dynamical problems.

As shown in Figure 15, the computational complexity tends to increase significantly when
addressing higher-dimensional problems. In this complex environment, the method proposed in
this paper can accurately and efficiently capture the key features of the solution of the equation
by virtue of its internal mechanism. Whether it is the slight fluctuations of the solution or
its overall distribution trend, it can be keenly observed by this method. This shows that the
MAD-RSNGS has good adaptability and can more accurately capture the characteristics of the
solution of the equation in the high-dimensional space. This result further proves the potential
of the MAD-RSNGS for high-dimensional problems.

5 Conclusions

This paper addresses the challenge of efficiently solving parametric, time-dependent PDEs, where
a major difficulty lies in managing the uncertainty arising from varying initial conditions, of-
ten resulting in high computational costs. To overcome this, we propose an enhanced Neural
Galerkin framework that incorporates the MAD paradigm. This framework can model the en-
countered uncertainty and quickly generate appropriate initial neural network parameters, then
leverage space-time decoupling and introduce a randomized sparse update strategy to achieve
accurate and efficient approximation of PDE solutions.

We validated the effectiveness and strong generalization ability of the proposed method
through several numerical examples, including the Korteweg–de Vries equation, the Burgers
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equation, and the one- and two-dimensional Allen–Cahn equations. In all cases, under the
same network architecture and parameter settings, the MAD-NGM algorithm and its extended
version MAD-RSNGS, produced approximate solutions that successfully preserved the physical
properties of the partial differential equations.

With the continuous growth of computational resources and the advancement of deep learn-
ing techniques, we expect to extend this approach to high-dimensional and complex problems,
particularly in real-time simulations and large-scale data processing, to further verify its gen-
eralization performance in more challenging scenarios. In addition, considering the current
sensitivity of the method to network architecture and hyperparameter choices, future work will
focus on developing adaptive network designs and multi-level optimization strategies to further
improve the robustness and practical applicability of the method.
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