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Abstract. Semi-Lagrangian (SL) schemes are highly efficient for simulating transport equations
and are widely used across various applications. Despite their success, designing genuinely multi-
dimensional and conservative SL schemes remains a significant challenge. Building on our previous
work [Chen et al., J. Comput. Phys., V490 112329, (2023)], we introduce a conservative machine-
learning-based SL finite difference (FD) method that allows for extra-large time step evolution. At the
core of our approach is a novel dynamical graph neural network designed to handle the complexities
associated with tracking accurately upstream points along characteristics. This proposed neural
transport solver learns the conservative SL FD discretization directly from data, improving accuracy
and efficiency compared to traditional numerical schemes, while significantly simplifying algorithm
implementation. We validate the method’s effectiveness and efficiency through numerical tests on
benchmark transport equations in both one and two dimensions, as well as the nonlinear Vlasov-
Poisson system.
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1. Introduction. Transport equations are prevalent in various scientific and en-
gineering disciplines, including numerical weather prediction [50, 3], climate modeling
[67, 52], and plasma physics [71], among many others. The last several decades have
witnessed tremendous development of effective computational tools for simulating
transport equations, while several challenges remain in approximating nonsmooth or
multi-scale structures with high order accuracy and robustness, in simulating large-
scale problems efficiently with manageable resources, and in preserving inherent struc-
tures of the underlying equations.

Semi-Lagrangian (SL) schemes [75, 70, 69] are a popular numerical tool for simu-
lating transport equations, offering numerous computational advantages. As a mesh-
based approach, SL schemes are able to support various spatial discretization frame-
work, including finite difference (FD) methods [10, 58, 59, 40], finite volume (FV)
methods [23, 36, 81], and discontinuous Galerkin finite element methods [60, 65, 27,
9, 19]. Furthermore, SL schemes evolve grid-based numerical solutions by following
the characteristics, enjoying the beneficial properties of both Eulerian and Lagrangian
approaches. Hence, such schemes may avoid the statistical noise and time step re-
strictions simultaneously, resulting in significant efficiency. Moreover, due to their
distinctive unconditional stability, SL schemes are capable of conveniently bridging
the disparate time scales in the problem [45], which is highly desirable for multi-scale
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transport simulations. However, designing genuinely multi-dimensional and conserva-
tive SL schemes remains a significant challenge. Hence, a splitting approach is often
incorporated to circumvent the difficulty at the cost of introducing splitting errors
[16]. Meanwhile, similar to other conventional grid-based schemes, the accuracy of SL
solvers is typically constrained by the resolution of the simulation mesh. Therefore,
high-resolution grids are necessary to accurately capture the fine-scale solution struc-
tures of interest, resulting in significant computational costs, especially for large-scale
simulations.

With the rapid development in machine learning (ML) and computing power over
recent decades, the integration of ML tools with the simulation of partial differential
equations (PDEs) has emerged as a thriving field. Various ML-based PDE solvers are
developed to address inherent shortcomings of traditional numerical schemes, lever-
aging the expressive power of neural networks (NNs) and advancements in automatic
differentiation technology [46]. These neural PDE solvers have achieved tremen-
dous success across numerous applications, demonstrating improved efficiency and
accuracy compared to traditional solvers. Among these developments, one notable
example is the physics informed neural networks (PINNs) [63, 62], where the solu-
tions are parameterized with NNs and trained using a physics-informed loss func-
tion. PINNs are extensively employed to solve complex problems in various fields
[48, 49, 51, 54, 61, 80, 31], and a comprehensive review of the literature on PINNs
was provided in [18]. Another category of NN-based PDE solvers, known as neu-
ral operators, focuses on learning the mapping from initial conditions to solutions
at later time t. Some related works include [47, 43, 33, 5, 44]. In addition, au-
toregressive methods [1, 29, 6, 15] offer a different approach specifically designed for
time-dependent problems. These methods simulate the PDEs iteratively, resembling
conventional numerical methods that employ time marching.

Recently, graph neural networks (GNNs) have gained significant research atten-
tion as a powerful approach for simulating complex physical systems due to their
superior learning capabilities, flexibility, and generalizability. They excel particu-
larly in adapting to unstructured grids and high-dimensional problems. In particular,
existing GNN-based PDE solvers can be roughly classified into two groups. The
first group focuses on learning the continuous graph representation of the computa-
tional domain. Related works include utilizing GNNs to learn a continuous mapping
[44, 79], learning the solutions of different resolutions [42], developing a continuous
time differential model for the dynamical systems [30], and integrating the GNN with
differential PDE solvers [4]. In such representation, the architecture is invariant to
data resolution, and the interactions between nodes are enhanced, which is desired for
simulating complex physical systems. The second group explores the capabilities of
GNNs in learning mesh-based simulations. A notable example is the MeshGraphNet
[57, 24], which encodes the mesh information and the corresponding physical parame-
ters into a graph. Other GNN related works include the particle-based approach [66],
novel GNN architectures [25] designed to facilitate long-range information exchange,
and a message-passing framework [6] for PDE simulations. These graph-based ap-
proaches can accurately simulate complex physical systems and exhibit remarkable
generalization properties.

In this paper, we develop an ML-based conservative SL FD scheme which improves
traditional SL schemes as well as existing ML-based transport solvers. Our method
belongs to the category of autoregressive methods and aims to learn the optimal SL
discretization through a data-driven approach. To achieve this, we propose an end-
to-end neural PDE solver that consists of three classic network blocks: the encoder,
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CONSERVATIVE SL FD SCHEME USING GNN 3

the processor, and the decoder, inspired by the works developed in [66, 2, 6, 20]. The
encoder, constructed as a convolutional neural network (CNN) [37, 39], is designed
to learn the embedding of node features. It incorporates the normalized shifts as
part of the input of the NN, observing the fact that such quantities contribute to
computing the traditional SL FD discretization but in a rather complex manner. For
the processor, a dynamical graph is generated based on the normalized shifts, allow-
ing us to effectively handle the geometries associated with upstream points tracking.
Subsequently, we construct a GNN which is composed of several graph convolutional
layers to process and propagates the information. Through message passing, each
node can yield a latent feature vector. The decoder, consisting of a multilayer per-
ceptron (MLP) and a constraint layer, utilizes these feature vectors to predict the
SL discretization and guarantee exact mass conservation. Note that we replace the
most expensive and complex component of the SL formulation with an end-to-end
data-driven approach. This eliminates the need for explicit implementation of tracing
upstream points, resulting in improved efficiency and significantly reducing the hu-
man effort required for implementation. Meanwhile, the proposed dynamical graph
approach enables a local interpolation procedure, thereby allowing for large time
steps for evolution, in contrast to our previous work [13]. As with other ML-based
discretization methods [1, 82, 34, 13], the learned SL discretization with a coarse
grid can accurately capture fine-scale features of the solution, which often demands
much finer grid resolution for a traditional polynomial-based discretization, leading
to significant computational savings. Furthermore, we extend this method for solv-
ing the nonlinear Vlasov-Poisson (VP) system. The inherent nonlinearity of the VP
system presents an additional challenge in accurately tracking the underlying charac-
teristics. To overcome this difficulty, we integrate the high-order Runge-Kutta (RK)
exponential integrators (RKEIs), introduced in [11, 8]. By employing the RKEI, the
VP system can be decomposed into a sequence of linearized transport equations, each
with a constant frozen velocity field [8, 81]. This decomposition allows us to apply
the proposed GNN-based SL scheme, resulting in a novel data-driven conservative SL
FD VP solver without operator splitting.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide back-
ground and brief reviews of related works, including a traditional SL FD scheme for
one-dimensional (1D) transport equations, along with recent developments in neural
solvers for time dependent PDEs. In Section 3, we introduce the proposed GNN-
based conservative SL FD scheme with application to the VP system. In Section 4,
the numerical results are presented to demonstrate the performance of the proposed
method. The conclusion and future works are discussed in Section 5.

2. Background and related work.

2.1. Semi-Lagrangian finite difference scheme. In this section, we review
the SL FD scheme for linear transport equations proposed in [59]. We start with the
following 1D equation in the conservative form

(2.1) ut + (a(x, t)u)x = 0, x ∈ Ω,

where a(x, t) is the velocity function. For simplicity, consider a uniform partition of
the domain Ω with N grid points, denoted as {Ii}Ni=1, where each grid point Ii has
a coordinate xi. Denote the mesh size as h = xi − xi−1. The numerical solution
{Um

i }Ni=1 approximates the solution value u(xi, t
m) at node Ii and time step tm. The
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4 Y. CHEN, W. GUO, AND X. ZHONG

information of the equation (2.1) propagates according to the characteristic equation

(2.2)
dx(t)

dt
= a(x(t), t).

To update the solution in the SL setting, we evolve (2.2) backwards from tm+1 to

tm at each grid point Ii, and obtain the corresponding upstream point Ĩi with the
coordinate x̃i, as shown in Figure 1. Define the normalized shift as

(2.3) ξi =
x̃i − xi
h

, i = 1, . . . , N,

which plays a key role in the algorithm development.
While conservative SL FV schemes are well-developed in the literature, the SL

FD counterparts received considerably less research attention. In the seminal work
[59], a flux difference SL formulation was proposed

(2.4) Um+1
i = Um

i − 1

h
(F̂i+ 1

2
− F̂i− 1

2
), i = 1, . . . , N,

where the numerical flux F̂i+ 1
2
relies on a two-step reconstruction procedure. Inter-

ested readers are referred to [59] for a comprehensive algorithmic description. More-
over, the desired mass conservation property is automatically attained due to the flux
difference form. Note that F̂i+ 1

2
is fully determined by the reconstruction stencil,

the normalized shifts {ξmi }Ni=1, and the point values {Um
i }Ni=1. For example, assume

−1 ≤ ξi−1, ξi ≤ 0, the numerical fluxes can be approximated by

F̂i− 1
2
= −hξi−1U

m
i−1, F̂i+ 1

2
= −hξiUm

i

with first order accuracy. Then, the solution is updated by

(2.5) Um+1
i = Um

i − (−ξiUm
i + ξi−1U

m
i−1) = −ξi−1U

m
i−1 + (1 + ξi)U

m
i ,

using the stencil {Ii−1, Ii}. It is important to highlight that such an SL FD formu-
lation allows for large time step evolution, resulting in considerable computational
efficiency. This is achieved by utilizing the stencils centered around the positions of
the upstream points to update solutions at grid points, which is known as local recon-
struction or interpolation. In addition, the high order accuracy can be achieved by
employing a wider stencil for reconstruction. Similar to the first order scheme (2.5),
we can express a high order SL FD scheme as follows

(2.6) Um+1
i =

∑
j∈Nin(i)

dmjiU
m
j ,

where Nin(i) denotes the stencil used to update the solution Um+1
i . If the coefficients

{dmji} depend solely on the normalized shifts as well as the used stencils, without
reliance on the numerical approximations {Um

i }, then the scheme (2.6) is linear. It
is possible to incorporate the nonlinear WENO mechanism in the reconstruction [32],
as outlined in [59], where the coefficients {dmji} also depend on {Um

i }. The resulting
SL FD WENO scheme enjoys improved stability and robustness when approximating
discontinuous solutions.
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CONSERVATIVE SL FD SCHEME USING GNN 5

It is shown in [13] that an SL scheme expressed in the form of (2.6) for solving

(2.1) is mass conservative, i.e.,
∑N

i=1 U
m+1
i =

∑N
i=1 U

m
i , if

(2.7)
∑

i∈Nout(j)

dmji = 1, ∀j,

where Nout(j) denotes a collection of grip points {Ii} for which Um
j contributes to the

update of {Um+1
i }, i.e., the region of influence of Um

j . Furthermore, if the scheme is
linear, then (2.7) is also a necessary condition. Interestingly, it can be verified that the
SL FD WENO scheme proposed in [59], though conservative due to its flux difference
form, does not satisfy the condition (2.7). Nevertheless, (2.7) provides a means to
ensure mass conservation for a transport scheme. It was utilized in [40] to design a
first order conservative SL FD scheme.

A significant limitation of the SL FD formulation is that its genuine extension to
multi-dimensional equations is highly challenging. To circumvent this difficulty, one
can perform dimensional splitting which decouples the underlying multi-dimensional
equation into a series of 1D equations, with the trade-off of incurring splitting errors
[16, 59]. Furthermore, to the authors’ best knowledge, there does not exist a con-
servative non-splitting multi-dimensional SL FD scheme with accuracy higher than
first order in the literature. On the other hand, the SL FV architecture is capable
of overcoming such a limitation and being non-splitting, conservative, and uncon-
ditionally stable simultaneously, see, e.g., [36]. However, this approach necessitates
accurate tracking of deformed upstream cells, which is notably intricate and demands
substantial human effort to implement. Moreover, extending such a non-splitting
SL FV method to three-dimensional or higher dimensional problems is not directly
achievable. Below, we will leverage cutting-edge ML techniques and develop a genuine
multi-dimensional conservative SL FD scheme.

tm

tm+1

Ii−1 Ii

Ĩi−1 Ĩi

ξi−1 · h ξi · h

Fig. 1. Schematic illustration of the 1D SL FD scheme.

2.2. Autoregressive neural transport solvers. Recently, the rapid develop-
ment of deep NNs and their superior ability to approximate complex functions have
inspired researchers to design innovative numerical methods for solving PDEs, of-
ten referred as neural solvers in the literature. These approaches leverage the data
(e.g., from classical numerical solvers or experiments), to train the underlying neural
solver, aiming for improved accuracy and efficiency when generalized to new con-
text. In particular, for time-dependent problems, an autoregressive neural method
iteratively updates the approximate solution in a manner similar to conventional nu-
merical methods with time marching, see [6]. By contrast, neural operator methods
aim to learn the mapping from initial conditions to solutions at later time, see, e.g
[47, 43, 33].

This manuscript is for review purposes only.



6 Y. CHEN, W. GUO, AND X. ZHONG

A noteworthy development in autoregressive neural methods is the ML-based dis-
cretization approach, see [56, 53, 68, 72, 73]. This approach replaces the polynomial-
based interpolation/reconstruction typically employed by traditional numerical meth-
ods with approximations by deep NNs. By training on high-quality data, the NN
learns the optimal numerical discretization specific for the underlying PDE, leading
to significant computational efficiency. For time-dependent PDEs, the ML-based dis-
cretization updates the solution approximations iteratively using the method of lines.
Moreover, the ML-based discretization inherits its structure from the classical solver.
Hence, it facilitates the convenient enforcement of inherent physical constraints, such
as conservation of mass, momentum, and energy, at the discrete level, which is cru-
cial for generalization and reliability of the neural solver [82, 34, 1]. Recently, we
developed a conservative ML-based SL FV scheme, which is able to take larger time
steps for evolution by incorporating information of characteristics as inductive bias
[13]. Meanwhile, this method employs a set of fixed stencils to update the solution,
and thus is constrained by a CFL condition.

Another group of autoregressive neural solvers is the message-passing neural PDE
methods [6, 20]. Such an approach is based on message-passing GNN architecture,
which offers considerable flexibility, and employs the Encode-Process-Decode frame-
work developed in [66, 2]. In particular, the method models the mesh as a graph.
To update the solution, it begins by encoding the state and PDE parameters into
the graph structure using an encoder. During the message-passing phase, it incorpo-
rates the relative positions of nodes together with the solution differences, allowing
the model to exploit the translational symmetry of the underlying solution struc-
tures. This process also represents an analogy to traditional numerical differential
operators. Finally, it employs a decoder to extract the node information and update
the solutions based on the learned representations. Such a message-passing neural
solver, employing GNN, presents an effective end-to-end data-driven framework for
simulating PDEs and enjoys enhanced flexibility for generalization. However, unlike
the ML-based discretization approach, this method does not explicitly account for
physical constraints, such as mass conservation. In addition, for solving transport
equations, the time step is also restricted by an CFL condition.

In this study, we focus on first-order transport equations and introduce a novel au-
toregressive neural solver. Specifically, we aim for an ML-based discretization method
that achieves higher efficiency than existing autoregressive neural solvers. The pro-
posed method adheres to the fundamental principle of transport equations, namely
propagating information along characteristics. In particular, it incorporates the SL
mechanism to update solutions, building upon our previous work [13]. Furthermore,
we develop a novel Encode-Process-Decode architecture and employ a message-passing
GNN to handle the complexities associated with tracking upstream points. In addition
to the computational efficacy by existing autoregressive neural solvers, our approach
enables large time step evolution while ensuring exact local mass conservation. In
[35], an ML-based SL approach was developed in the context of the level-set method,
which employs a NN to correct the local error incurred by the standard SL FD method.
While this approach is able to avoid the CFL time step restriction, it does not conserve
mass.

3. GNN-based conservative SL FD scheme. In this section, we formulate a
novel GNN-based SL FD scheme, which achieves exact mass conservation and uncon-
ditional stability simultaneously. As mentioned above, for an SL scheme to achieve
unconditional stability, the underlying interpolation/reconstruction process must be
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CONSERVATIVE SL FD SCHEME USING GNN 7

localized concerning the positions of upstream points. The primary challenge for
designing the algorithm stems from potential irregular geometry and distant posi-
tioning of upstream points with respect to the original grid points, especially when
employing significantly large time steps. To tackle these complexities, we propose a
Encode-Process-Decode framework. This framework centers around a novel dynami-
cal GNN processor that captures the geometric relationships between the background
and upstream grid points, thus effectively facilitating the propagation of information
following characteristics.

3.1. Architecture. For simplicity, we illustrate the main architecture of the pro-
posed method for the 1D case and briefly discuss the extension to the two-dimensional
(2D) case at the end of this subsection. We denote by Um, ξm, and dm the collec-
tions of {Um

i }, {ξmi }, and {dmji}, respectively. We adopt the effective Encode-Process-
Decode framework [66, 2], with crucial adjustments tailored for transport equations.
The proposed GNN-based SL FD method is schematically illustrated in Figure 2.

Fig. 2. Illustration of the proposed GNN-based SL FD method.

Encoder. The encoder, constructed as a CNN, is employed to compute the embed-
ding of node features with input Um and ξm. It is proposed in our previous work [13],
which is motivated by the observation that the coefficients dm are fully determined by
Um and ξm, see e.g., (2.5). In particular, the encoder maps node features (Um, ξm)
to embedding vectors hm,(0):

hm,(0) = Enc(Um, ξm),

where the CNN encoder Enc takes Um and ξm as a two-channel input and is con-
structed as a stack of 1D convolutional layers and nonlinear activation functions, such
as ReLU. The employed CNN can effectively capture hierarchical features of the so-
lution [38, 37], which are highly desirable for transport modelling. Note that other
NN architectures for embedding, such as U-Net [64] and Vision Transformer [28], can
also be utilized for improved performance. Furthermore, when working with an un-
structured mesh, a GNN can be employed as the encoder to embed the node features,
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8 Y. CHEN, W. GUO, AND X. ZHONG

similar to the message-passing neural PDE solver [6].

Processor. Although CNNs can efficiently extract features from solution structures,
the flexibility is limited by the fixed size of their convolution kernels. In particular,
with CNN, only fixed stencils are allowed to design the SL discretization, resulting in
the undesired CFL time step restriction, see [13]. Hence, for large time step evolution,
we must employ very wide stencils to encompass the domain of dependence, leading
to increased computational cost. Compared to CNNs, a GNN offers significantly more
flexibility by enabling direct information propagation between nodes through the cre-
ation of corresponding edges, regardless of their geometric locations. Thus, the GNN
architecture is well-suited for efficiently processing possible irregular geometric infor-
mation among upstream points and grid points, enabling local interpolation required
for large time step evolution.

In this paper, we develop a dynamical graph architecture G = (V, E), with node
embedding features hm,(0) from the encoder, to capture the relationship between the
upstream points and grid points. Here, a node Ii ∈ V represents a grid point, and
an edge eji ∈ E represents a directed connection from node Ij to node Ii. The
graph construction process consists of two steps. First, for each node Ii ∈ V, the
corresponding upstream point Ĩi is identified through characteristic tracing during
the computation of ξmi . Subsequently, we select a local stencil for interpolation. For

instance, if the upstream point Ĩi falls in the interval (xj−1, xj ], then a local two-point
stencil {Ij−1, Ij} is chosen to update the solution, and we can create two directed
edges ej−1,i and ej,i in the edge set E . Figure 3 illustrates a specific scenario where

the upstream point Ĩi is located within (xi−1, xi], and with the stencil {Ii−1, Ii}, we
create two edges ei−1,i and ei,i. The latter, ei,i, denotes a self-directed edge from
node Ii pointing to itself. Hence, unlike the case in [6], the edges are not mesh edges.
Instead, they represent the connections between upstream points and grid points
in the stencil. Choosing a wider stencil can enhance the processor’s generalization
capability, but it increases costs due to the creation of more edges in the graph. Let
Nin(i) and Nout(i) denote the sets of nodes that have directed edges pointing directly
towards and from the node Ii, respectively. Let N (i) = Nin(i)

⋃
Nout(i) denote the

neighboring nodes of the node Ii.

Fig. 3. Schematic illustration of the process of constructing the edges in 1D case. With local
stencil Nin(i) = {Ii−1, Ii} to update Um+1

i , two edges ei−1,i and ei,i are created in the edge set E.

Noteworthy, for the variable-coefficient or nonlinear transport equations, the lo-
cations of the upstream points may vary over time. Consequently, the corresponding
graph G must be reconstructed at every time step, making it dynamical. In addition,
the size of Nin(i) is identical to the size of the interpolation stencil and remains fixed.
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CONSERVATIVE SL FD SCHEME USING GNN 9

For instance, in the case of Figure 3, the size is two. On the other hand, the size
of Nout(i) may vary among nodes and change over time. In Figure 4, we present an
example of Nout(i).

Fig. 4. Schematic illustration of Nout(i) = {Ii−1, Ii, Ii+1}, indicating that Um
i will contribute

to the computation of Um+1
i−1 , Um+1

i , and Um+1
i+1 . For mass conservation, we need di,i−1 + di,i +

di,i+1 = 1.

Once the directed graph G is constructed, a GNN processor is employed to handle
and propagate the information. In particular, a GNN exploits the graph structure to
learn expressive node features. It iteratively updates a node’s feature by aggregating
and transforming messages from its neighbors. The utilized GNN processor is com-
posed of K graph convolutional layers, with each layer executing one step of message
passing. Each step is defined as follows:

f
m,(k+1)
ij = ϕ(h

m,(k)
i , h

m,(k)
j ), eij ∈ E ,(3.1a)

h
m,(k+1)
i = φ

(
h
m,(k)
i , ρ

({
f
m,(k+1)
ij , j ∈ N (i)

}))
,(3.1b)

for k = 0, 1, . . . ,K−1, where ϕ is the message function, ρ is the aggregation function,
and ψ is the update function. Here, we adopt graph attention network (GAT) [74, 7] to
perform the updates, while other GNN architectures with various designs for message-
passing functions are also applicable, such as graph convolutional network [12, 76],
graph isomorphism network [78]. For GAT, the message function ϕ is an MLP, which
generates messages on an edge by combining the features of the nodes it connects.
The aggregation function ρ is an attention layer that aggregates the message received
by a node, taking into account the relative importance of each message determined
by the attention mechanism. The update function φ is a linear transformation. It is
worth emphasizing that the processor does not incorporate edge features. While we
recreate the graph at each time step, we only need to update the edge set E . All other
components, including NNs ϕ, ρ, and φ, remain unchanged. Therefore, the associated
cost is negligible.

We can consider augmenting the latent node feature h
m,(0)
i with the local coor-

dinate of the upstream point Ii, relative to the underlying stencil, as an additional
inductive bias, inspired by the traditional SL FD methodology, e.g., [59]. However,
numerical evidence suggests that such an inductive bias does not qualitatively alter
the performance of the proposed scheme.

Decoder. After message passing, we obtain the latent feature vector h
m,(K)
i for each

node Ii. Then we concatenate the feature vectors of two adjacent nodes connected by
an edge, and obtain the feature vector wm

ij for edge eij as

wm
ij = [h

m,(K)
i ;h

m,(K)
j ], eij ∈ E .
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10 Y. CHEN, W. GUO, AND X. ZHONG

The decoder Dec consists of two components. The first component is an MLP g that
takes the edge features wm

ij as input and compute the pre-processed coefficients d̃mij :

d̃mij = g(wm
ij ). Denote by d̃m = {d̃mij |eij ∈ E} and wm = {wm

ij |eij ∈ E}. With a slight

abuse of notations, we write d̃m = g(wm), meaning that the MLP g is applied to each
component of wm.

To ensure mass conservation at the discrete level, which is critical for accurate
and stable long term transport simulations, we further propose to post-process the
coefficients d̃m and make sure that the sum of contributions of node Ii that are
employed to update the solutions is 1, see (2.7) and Figure 4. In the employed
GNN architecture, such a condition can be conveniently enforced by integrating an
additional linear constraint layer ℓ, which was developed in our previous work [13].

Note that ℓ does not have trainable parameters. It takes {d̃mij |j ∈ Nout(i)} as its input
and outputs {dmij |j ∈ Nout(i)} satisfying the conservation constraint (2.7). We denote

by dm = {dmij |eij ∈ E}, and again, with a slight abuse of notations, write dm = ℓ(d̃m).
In summary, the decoder Dec is defined as

(3.2) dm = Dec(wm) := ℓ ◦ g(wm)

After obtaining dm, we can update the solution Um+1 with (2.6), similar as the
standard SL formulation using local interpolation with a prescribed stencil. Note that
the stencil to update Um+1

i is given by Nin(i).
We remark that, within our proposed GNN-based SL framework, we favor FD

discretization over the FV counterpart. Such preference stems from the complexity
encountered in the high-dimensional FV setting, where determining an appropriate
local stencil for updating cell averages becomes challenging due to possible severe
deformation of upstream cells.

It is worthy mentioning that for the generation of the training data, we only need
to collect the coarsened solution trajectories Um and the normalized shifts ξm. Hence,
we are allowed to employ any effective numerical schemes to generate data, such as the
RK FD WENO method, SL FV WENO method, among many others. The proposed
end-to-end GNN-based solver can effectively learn the optimal SL FD discretization,
represented by dm, aiming to replace the most expensive component of the traditional
SL methods with a data-driven approach. The advantages of the proposed solver
become even more pronounced in multi-dimensional cases, since it is challenging to
design a high order conservative and genuinely multi-dimensional SL FD method.
The primary goal of our method is to simplify algorithm implementation and enhance
efficiency and accuracy, while ensuring mass conservation and unconditional stability.

The proposed method can be generalized to the following 2D transport equation

(3.3) ut +∇ · (v(x, y, t)u) = 0, (x, y) ∈ Ω,

where v denotes the velocity field v(x, y, t) = (a(x, y, t), b(x, y, t)). The associated
characteristic system is given by

(3.4)

{
dx(t)
dt = a(x(t), y(t), t),

dy(t)
dt = b(x(t), y(t), t).

The rectangular domain Ω is discretized using a set of uniformly spaced tensor product
grid points

⋃
ij Iij . Denote by Um

ij the approximate point value of the solution u at
the grid point Iij and time step tm. Similar as the 1D case (2.3), by solving the
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Fig. 5. Schematic illustration of the process of constructing the edges in a 2D case.

characteristic system (3.4), we define the normalized shifts ξmij and ηmij at each grid
point Iij and time step tm in x- and y- directions, respectively.

In the 2D case, we still employ the Encode-Process-Decode framework, with slight
modifications in the encoder. Specifically, the encoder Enc is defined as

(3.5) hm,(0) = Enc(Um, ξm,ηm),

where the inputs Um, ξm, and ηm denote the collections {Um
ij }, {ξmij }, and {ηmij }, re-

spectively. Enc takes 3-channel node features as input and computes node embedding
vectors. In particular, Enc is constructed by staking a sequence of 2D convolutional
layers together with nonlinear activation functions. Meanwhile, the structure of the
GNN used in the processor is exactly the same as that in the 1D case. In particular,
we model the grid as a graph G = (V, E), where the node set V comprises all the grid
points Iij , and ei1j1,i2j2 ∈ E represents the directed edge that connects the node Ii1j1
to the node Ii2j2 . To construct the edge set E , we first locate the upstream point Ĩij
for each node Iij ∈ V. Next, we select a local stencil centered at the upstream point

Ĩij , such as the four-point stencil composed of the four nearest grid points Ii1j1 , Ii2j2 ,
Ii3j3 , and Ii4j4 . We then create four directed edges from these nodes to the node Iij ,
as illustrated in Figure 5. Lastly, the decoder is identical to that is used in the 1D
case, including an MLP and a constraint layer to enforce mass conservation. Once
the coefficients dm are determined, the solution is updated to the next time step as
in the 1D case (2.6).

Computational Complexity. We provide the forward computational complexity
of each block in the proposed Encode-Process-Decode framework. |V| denotes the
number of grid points or nodes, and |E| denotes the number of edges in the graph.
For the CNN encoder, the computational complexity is O(|V|cKcincout) for each con-
volutional layer, where cK , cin, and cout are the kernel size, the number of input
channels, and the number of output channels, respectively. In the 2D case, the com-
putational complexity becomes O(|V|c2Kcincout) with the kernel size being cK × cK .
For the GNN processor, the computational complexity of one graph attention layer
is O(|V|FF ′ + |E|F ′), where F and F ′ denote the number of input features and the
number of output features of the graph node, respectively. For the two components
of the decoder, the complexity of each linear layer in the MLP is O(F ′|E|), and the
complexity of the constraint layer is O(|E|). Note that the size of the stencil Nin(i)
is fixed for each node Ii, implying that |E| = O(|V|).
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3.2. The Vlasov-Poisson system. In this subsection, we extend the proposed
algorithm to the nonlinear VP system, addressing the challenges posed by its inherent
nonlinearity.

The VP system is a fundamental model in plasma physics that describes inter-
actions between charged particles through self-consistent electrostatic fields, modeled
by Poisson’s equation. The dimensionless VP equation under 1D in space and 1D in
velocity (1D1V) setting is given by

ft + vfx + E(x, t)fv = 0, (x, v) ∈ Ωx × Ωv,(3.6)

Ex = ρ− 1, ρ(x, t) =

∫
Ωv

f(x, v, t)dv,(3.7)

where f(x, v, t) is the probability distribution function of electrons at position x with
velocity v at time t, and ρ denotes the macroscopic density. Ωx denotes the physical
domain, while Ωv represents the velocity domain. In addition, we assume a uniform
background of fixed ions and consider periodic boundary conditions in the x-direction
and zero boundary conditions in the v-direction. It is worth mentioning that in
practice Ωv is truncated to be finite and is taken large enough so that the solution
f ≈ 0 at ∂Ωv.

Unlike (2.1), the Vlasov equation (3.6) is a nonlinear transport equation. The
nonlinearity introduces additional challenges in accurately approximating its charac-
teristic equations:

(3.8)


dx(t)

dt
= v(t),

dv(t)

dt
= E(x(t), t).

To circumvent the difficulty, the splitting approach was introduced in [16, 69], which
decouples the nonlinear Vlasov equation into several linear equations in lower di-
mensions. However, the inherent splitting error may greatly compromise the overall
accuracy of the approximation. Recently, a non-splitting SL methodology has been
introduced in [11] for the VP system, utilizing the commutator-free RKEI. By em-
ploying the RKEI method, the VP system is decomposed into a series of linearized
transport equations with frozen coefficients [81, 8], which can be effectively solved
using the proposed GNN-based SL FD scheme. With RKEI, our GNN-based SL FD
VP solver eliminates splitting errors while maintaining all the advantages in the linear
case.

To introduce the algorithm, we begin by considering a uniform partition of the
domain Ωx×Ωv with Nx×Nv grid points, i.e., Ωx×Ωv =

⋃
ij Iij , where the grid point

Iij has coordinate (xi, vj). The mesh sizes in the x- and v- directions are represented
by hx and hv, respectively. Let fmij denote the numerical approximation of f at the
grid point Iij at time level tm and Em

i be the numerical solution of E at the grid
point Ii in the x- direction. The collections {Em

i } and {fmij } are denoted by Em and
Fm, respectively. The electric field Em is solved from Poisson’s equation (3.7).

Our approach employs the RKEI technique to circumvent the difficulties asso-
ciated with accurately tracking the characteristics for the VP system. The RKEI
method is represented by a Butcher tableau, which specifies the coefficients for the
integration steps. The accuracy of the method is determined by order conditions. The
simplest RKEI method is given by the Butcher tableau 1, which is first order accurate
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Table 1
First-order RKEI

0 0
1

Table 2
Second-order RKEI

0
1
2

1
2 0
0 1

[11]. With the first-order RKEI, we can develop a GNN-based SL FD scheme for the
VP system as follows:

(1) Compute Em from Poisson equation.
(2) Linearize the Vlasov equation with the fixed electric field Em and solve the

characteristic equations (3.8) to obtain the normalized shifts.
(3) Use the GNN-based SL FD method, together with Fm and the normalized

shifts, to predict Fm+1, as with the linear case.
The procedure can be summarized as

(3.9) Fm+1 = GNNSL(Em,∆t)Fm,

where GNNSL(Em,∆t) denotes the proposed GNN-based SL FD evolution operator
for the Vlasov equation with the fixed electric field Em and time step ∆t. However,
the low order temporal accuracy of the first order RKEI can severely limit its gener-
alization capability, as observed in [14]. Meanwhile, we may enhance the performance
by employing a second order RKEI [11], represented by the Butcher tableau 2. The
corresponding GNN-based SL FD algorithm for the VP system can be summarized
as

(3.10)

{
Fm,∗ = GNNSL(Em, 12∆t)F

m,

Fm+1 = GNNSL(Em,∗,∆t)Fm,

where Em and Em,∗ are determined from Fm and Fm,∗, respectively. The second
order scheme involves an intermediate stage Fm,∗ and requires two applications of
the proposed GNN-based SL FD evolution operator. Note that in the process of
Fm → Fm+1, the dynamical graph is updated twice. In particular, the edge set is
first determined by Em, and then updated by Em,∗. As with the linear case, we are
allowed to take extra large time step evolution for simulating the nonlinear VP system
due to the proposed dynamical GNN architecture. Furthermore, it is numerically
demonstrated that the second order method (3.10) exhibits improved generalization
capabilities and achieves higher accuracy compared to the first counterpart (3.9).
Hence, we only present the numerical results obtained by the second order RKEI in
the next section. Such a neural VP solver achieves a level of accuracy that surpasses
traditional numerical algorithms, such as the popular SL FV WENO scheme and the
Eulerian RK WENO scheme, with comparable mesh resolution.

It is worth mentioning that one-step training, as described above, may suffer
slightly weaker generalization. One the other hand, unrolling the training process
over multiple time steps can improve the accuracy and stability at the cost of in-
creased training difficulty, as discussed in [6]. One-step training is sufficient for linear
transport equations, while the training is unrolled with eight time steps for the non-
linear VP system.

4. Numerical results. In this section, we carry out a series of numerical exam-
ples to demonstrate the performance of the proposed GNN-based SL FD scheme for
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simulating various benchmark 1D and 2D linear transport equations together with the
nonlinear 1D1V VP system. Noteworthy, the performance of the proposed method
depends on the structure of each block within the Encoder-Processor-Decoder frame-
work, as illustrated in Figure 2. It includes the choice of hyperparameters. For
simplicity, the numerical results are presented using default settings. For the linear
transport equations, the CNN encoder is configured with six convolutional layers,
each equipped with 32 filters, and a kernel size of five for both the 1D and 2D cases.
For the GNN processor, we utilize two graph attention layers, each with an output
feature dimension of 32 and four attention heads. Lastly, the MLP used in the de-
coder features one hidden layer with 256 neurons. For the nonlinear VP system, the
CNN encoder is configured with nine convolutional layers, each containing 32 filters,
and a kernel size of five. The configurations of the processor and decoder are identical
to those used in the linear case. We employ ELU [17] as the activation function and
Adam [46] as the optimizer in the implementation.

As discussed in Section 3, we can employ any accurate and reliable numerical
scheme to generate the training data. In this paper, for the linear transport equations,
we use the fifth-order WENO (WENO5) FD method [32], combined with the third
order strong-stability-preserving RK (SSPRK3) time integrator [26]. For the nonlinear
VP system, we employ the conservative fifth-order SL FV WENO scheme coupled
with a fourth-order RKEI [81]. The training data is generated by coarsening high-
resolution solution trajectories onto a low resolution mesh. For all the test examples,
we mainly report the results by the proposed GNN-based SL FD method and the
WENO5 method with the same mesh resolution, together with the reference solutions
for comparison. In all the plots reported below, “GNN” denotes the proposed method.

4.1. One-dimensional transport equations. In this subsection, we present
numerical results for simulating 1D transport equations.

Example 4.1. In this example, we consider the following advection equation
with a constant coefficient

(4.1) ut + ux = 0, x ∈ [0, 1],

and periodic boundary conditions are imposed.

The training data is generated by coarsening 30 high-resolution solution trajec-
tories on a 256-cell grid by a factor of 8. The initial condition for each trajectory is
a square wave with height randomly sampled from [0.1, 1] and width from [0.2, 0.4].
Each trajectory contains 20 sequential time steps, and the CFL numbers are chosen
within the range of [6, 10.2]. To test, we randomly generate square functions with
heights and widths within the same range as initial conditions. For comparison, the
reference solution is produced using WENO5 method on a high-resolution 256-cell
grid and then down-sampled to a coarse grid of 32 cells, the procedure of which is the
same as generating the training data.

Figure 6 displays plots of three test samples during forward integration at different
time instances, using a CFL number of 10.2, which significantly exceeds the CFL
limit for the WENO5 scheme as well as our previous ML-based SL FV method [13].
It is observed that the proposed GNN-based approach demonstrates superior shock
resolution, with sharp shock transitions and no spurious oscillations, and the results
stay close to the reference solution. In Figure 7 (a), we presents the time evolution
of the total mass deviation of the three test solution trajectories generated by our
method. Clearly, the total mass is conserved to the machine precision.
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We investigate the performance of the proposed method with different CFL num-
bers used in the training data, i.e., different time step sizes, and display the result in
Figure 7 (b). We can observe that the errors by our method with different CFLs are
almost of the same magnitude over time. Furthermore, in Figure 8, we also present
one test example obtained from forward integration at several instances of time with
CFL=9, which is not used in the training data. The performance is comparable to
that observed in Figure 6. We remark that the proposed method permits the use of
arbitrary CFL numbers within the range used to generate the training data. When
the CFL number exceeds this range, there is a deterioration in performance.

Fig. 6. Three test samples for square waves in Example 4.1. CFL=10.2.

(a) (b)

Fig. 7. Example 4.1. Time histories of the deviation of total mass for three test samples with
CFL = 10.2 (a), and time histories of errors with different CFLs (b).

Example 4.2. In this example, we consider the advection equation (4.1) with a
more complicated solution profile consisting of triangle and square waves.
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Fig. 8. One test example for square waves in Example 4.1. CFL=9.0. The CFL number is not
contained in the training data.

Similar to the previous example, we generate 30 high-resolution solution trajec-
tories, each consisting of one triangle and one square waves with heights randomly
sampled from [0.2, 0.8] and widths from [0.2, 0.3] over the 256-cell grid. By coarsening
these solution trajectories by a factor of 8, we obtain our training data. Each solution
trajectory in the training data set contains 20 time steps with the CFL numbers rang-
ing in [6, 10.2]. For testing, we generate initial conditions for test data within the same
ranges of width and height. To evaluate the performance of the proposed method, we
calculate the ground-truth reference solution using WENO5 on a high-resolution grid
with 256 cells and then reduce the resolution by a factor of 8 to a coarse grid of 32
cells.

In Figure 9, we present three test examples at several instances of time during
forward integration with CFL=10.2. Similar to the previous example, the proposed
GNN-based solver achieves superior shock resolution, and the simulation results stay
close to the reference solution over time. Our method is also mass conservative up to
machine precision as demonstrated in Figure 10 (a). We further validate our solver
with different CFL numbers, and plot the time histories of errors in Figure 10 (b). It
is observed that the method using a larger CFL number results in a smaller error.

Example 4.3. In this example, we simulate the following 1D advection equation
with a variable coefficient

(4.2) ut + (sin(x+ t)u)x = 0, x ∈ [0, 2π],

subject to periodic boundary conditions. This example is more challenging than
the previous two examples. In addition to pure shift, solution profiles also deform
gradually over time and exhibit more complex structures.

For this example, as time t increases, the solution will gradually concentrate
mass at a single point and converge towards a δ function. In particular, when t is
approximately greater than 3.5, the mesh cannot provide adequate resolution for such
a singular structure, resulting in irrelevant results. In addition, if we choose CFL=9,
then the time step size ∆t is 9π

16 ≈ 1.77. Given such large time step utilized, we have
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Fig. 9. Numerical solutions of three test samples for advection of triangle and square waves in
Example 4.2. CFL=10.2.

(a) (b)

Fig. 10. Example 4.2. Time histories of the deviation of total mass for three test samples with
CFL = 10.2 (a), and time histories of errors with different CFLs (b).

to limit the simulation to only one or two steps.

To generate the training data, we coarsen 90 solution trajectories on a 256-cell
grid by a factor of 8 with each trajectory consisting of 2 sequential time steps. The
CFL numbers are chosen within the range of [5, 9]. As in the first example, the initial
condition is a step function with heights randomly sampled from the range [0.1, 1]
and widths sampled from the range [2.5, 3.5]. In addition, the center of each square
function is randomly sampled from the whole domain [0, 2π]. Again, the reference
solution is generated by WENO5 over the 256-cell grid and down-sampled to the
coarse grid of 32 cells.

Figure 11 shows three test samples, each updated in a single step with CFL=9.
It is observed that our solver can accurately resolve singular solution structures with
sharp transitions, despite the use of a very large time step size ∆t ≈ 1.77. As demon-
strated in Figure 12 (a), the proposed method can conserve the total mass up to
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machine precision. We further report the time histories of errors for the method with
different CFL numbers in Figure 12 (b). We can observe that the errors are compa-
rable across different CFLs. Moreover, Figure 13 presents one test example during
forward integration in two steps with CFL=6, which is not used during training, yet
high quality numerical results are observed. This indicates that our method can utilize
arbitrary CFLs within the range used to generate the training data.

Fig. 11. Numerical solutions of three test samples for the transport equation with a variable
coefficient in Example 4.3. CFL=9.0.

4.2. Two-dimensional transport equations. In this subsection, we present
the numerical results for simulating several 2D benchmark advection problems.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 12. Example 4.3. Time histories of the deviation of total mass for three test samples with
CFL = 9.0 (a), and time histories of errors with different CFLs (b).

Fig. 13. One test example for the transport equation with a variable coefficient in Example 4.3.
CFL=6.0. The CFL number is not contained in the training data.

Example 4.4. In this example, we consider the following constant-coefficient 2D
transport equation

ut + ux + uy = 0, (x, y) ∈ [−1, 1]2,

with periodic boundary conditions.

We generate the training data by coarsening 30 high-resolution solution trajec-
tories over a 256 × 256-cell grid by a factor of 8 in each dimension. Each trajectory
contains 15 sequential time steps with CFL=10.2. The initial condition for each tra-
jectory is a square wave with height randomly sampled from [0.5, 1] and width from
[0.3, 0.5]. After training, we test the performance of the solver for the problem with
initial conditions sampled from the same ranges of width and height. The reference
solution is generated by WENO5 over the 256 × 256 cells and down-sampled to the
coarsen grid of 32× 32 cells.

In Figure 14, we present 1D cuts of solutions at y = x for three test examples
plotted at different time instances during forward integration with CFL=10.2. For
a more effective comparison, we also provide the 2D plots of the solutions at time
step 36 in Figure 15. It can be observed that our solver can resolve discontinuities
sharply without introducing spurious oscillations, despite the use of such a large CFL
number. Figure 16 shows the time evolution of the total mass deviation of three
solution trajectories generated by our solver. Evidently, the total mass is conservative
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up to the machine precision.

Fig. 14. 1D cuts at y = x of three test samples for 2D transport equation with constant
coefficients in Example 4.4. CFL=10.2.

Fig. 15. One test samples for the 2D transport equation with constant coefficients in Example
4.4. 2D plots of the solutions at time step 36. CFL=10.2.

Example 4.5. In this example, we simulate a 2D linear deformation flow prob-
lem proposed in [41], governed by the following transport equation

(4.3) ut + (a(x, y, t)u)x + (b(x, y, t)u)y = 0, (x, y) ∈ [0, 1]2.

The velocity field is a periodic swirling flow

(4.4)
a(x, y, t) = sin2(πx) sin(2πy) cos(πt/T ),

b(x, y, t) = − sin2(πy) sin(2πx) cos(πt/T ),

where T is a constant. It is a widely recognized benchmark test for numerical transport
solvers. It exhibits distinct dynamic properties in which the solution profile deforms
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Fig. 16. Time histories of the deviation of total mass of three test samples for the 2D transport
equation with a constant coefficient in Example 4.4. CFL=10.2.

over time in response to the flow. The direction of the flow reverses att t = T/2,
and the solution returns to its initial state at t = T , completing a full cycle of the
evolution.

We set T = 2 and choose the initial condition to be a cosine bell centered at
[cx, cy]

(4.5)

u(x, y) =
1

2
[1 + cos(πr)],

r(x, y) = min

[
1, r0

√
(x− cx)2 + (y − cy)2

]
,

where r0 determines the radius of the cosine bell. To generate the training data,
we initialize 90 trajectories with cx, cy randomly sampled from [0.25, 0.75] and r0
randomly sampled from [4, 6] using a high-resolution mesh of 256×256 cells. Then we
coarsen these trajectories by a factor of 8 in each dimension. Each solution trajectory
contains a sequence of time steps from t = 0 to t = T , with CFL=10.2. To test, we
choose initial conditions sampled from the same distribution as the training data. For
the purpose of comparison, the reference solution is generated with the same approach
used to generate the training data.

Figure 17 shows the contour plots of the numerical solutions computed by our
methods and WENO5 together with the reference solution for one test example with
r0 = 5, cx = 0.3, cy = 0.3, a configuration that is not included in the training set. The
CFL numbers are chosen as 10.2 and 0.6 for our method and WENO5, respectively.
It is observed that the solution is significantly deformed at t = T/2 and returns to its
initial state at t = T . Our solver can accurately capture deformations and restore the
initial profile. However, the solution obtained using WENO5 noticeably deviates from
the reference solution due to a large amount of numerical diffusion. As demonstrated
in Figure 18, our method can also conserve the total mass up to machine precision.

Despite the training data consists of solution trajectories featuring a single bell,
we demonstrate that the trained model can generalize to simulate problems with an
initial condition that contained two randomly placed bells centered at [c1,x, c1,y] and
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[c2,x, c2,y]:

(4.6)

u(x, y) =
1

2
[1 + cos(πr1) + cos(πr2)]

r1(x, y) = min

[
1, r0

√
(x− c1,x)2 + (y − c1,y)2

]
r2(x, y) = min

[
1, r0

√
(x− c2,x)2 + (y − c2,y)2

]
.

In Figure 19, we present the contour plots of numerical solutions of the initial condition
(4.6) with c1,x = 0.3, c1,y = 0.3, c2,x = 0.8, c2,y = 0.8, r0 = 6. The CFL numbers are
chosen as 10.2 and 0.6 for our method and WENO5, respectively. The reference
solution is generated in the same way as the training data. Note that the solver
can still capture deformations and accurately restore the initial profile at t = T . In
contrast, the solution computed using WENO5 exhibits severe smearing.

Lastly, we show the efficiency of the proposed method by providing the comparison
of the errors and run-time between the proposed GNN-based model and the WENO5
method. In Table 3, we provide the run-time for simulating three test samples up
to t = T using our model with a mesh resolution of 32 × 32 cells and CFL=10.2,
as well as the WENO5 with mesh resolutions of 32 × 32 cells and 128 × 128 cells,
both utilizing a CFL number of 0.6. Table 4 reports the corresponding mean square
errors. The computational time of the proposed GNN-based model is slightly smaller
than the RK WENO5 method with the same grid resolution 32 × 32 cells and much
smaller than the WENO5 method with a resolution of 128×128 cells. Meanwhile, our
method achieves significantly smaller errors compared to the WENO5 method with
the same mesh size, and only slightly larger errors than the WENO5 method using a
mesh with much higher resolution.

Table 3
Run-time comparison of Example 4.5. Run-time (seconds) measure for one period from t = 0

to t = T on a single GeForce RTX 3090 Ti GPU for the proposed GNN-based model, and on a CPU
for the traditional Eulerian RK WENO5 method using Python.

Samples\Method WENO5(128× 128) WENO5(32× 32) GNN(32× 32)

Sample = 0 76.1154 4.7250 1.0628

Sample = 1 79.1125 5.1799 1.0531

Sample = 2 78.2025 4.9729 1.0647

Table 4
Mean square errors of Example 4.5.

Samples\Method WENO5(128× 128) WENO5(32× 32) GNN(32× 32)

Sample = 0 3.1357E-6 1.5792E-3 2.7746E-5

Sample = 1 3.2170E-6 1.7188E-3 2.4379E-5

Sample = 2 2.9835E-6 1.6179E-3 2.8598E-5

4.3. Nonlinear Vlasov-Possion System. In this subsection, we present the
numerical results for simulating the nonlinear 1D1V VP system. We demonstrate the
efficiency and accuracy of the proposed GNN-based SL FD method coupled with the
second-order RKEI by comparing it to the traditional SL FV WENO5 scheme. The
training data and reference solutions are generated by the fourth-order conservative
SL FV WENO scheme.
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Fig. 17. Contour plots of the numerical solutions of the 2D deformational flow at t = 0, 1, 2 in
Example 4.5 for one test sample. CFL=10.2 for our method, CFL=0.6 for WENO5. r0 = 5, cx =
0.3, cy = 0.3. This configuration is not contained in the training data.

Fig. 18. Time evolution of the deviation of total mass for three test samples in Example 4.4.
CFL=10.2.

Example 4.6. In this example, we consider the Landau damping with the initial
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Fig. 19. Contour plots of the numerical solutions of the 2D deformational flow at t = 0, 1, 2 in
Example 4.5 for two cosine bells. CFL=10.2 for our method, CFL=0.6 for WENO5. r0 = 6, c1,x =
0.3, c1,y = 0.3, c2,x = 0.8, c2,y = 0.8. The solver is trained with a data set for which each trajectory
only contains a single cosine bell.

condition

(4.7) f(x, v, t = 0) =
1√
2π

(1 + α cos(kx)) exp

(
−v

2

2

)
, x ∈ [0, L], v ∈ [−Vc, Vc],

where k = 0.5, L = 4π, and Vc = 2π.

We generate the training data by coarsening 6 solution trajectories with a 256×
512-cell grid by a factor of 8 in each dimension. The initial conditions for the solution
trajectories are determined using (4.7), with α randomly selected from a uniform
distribution in the range of [0.05, 0.45]. Each solution trajectory contains a sequence
of time steps from t = 0 to t = 40, with CFL=10.8. The reference solution is generated
with the same approach used to create the training data.

After training, we test the performance of our solver for simulating the VP system
with initial condition (4.7) of α = 0.5, yielding the strong Landau damping, which
lies outside the range of the training data. Figure 20 presents contour plots of the
numerical solutions computed by our method and the traditional SL FV WENO
method, all implemented on the same mesh with 32×64 cells. It can be observed that
our method can accurately capture the filamentation structure, and the results are in
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good agreement with the reference solution. The traditional SL FV WENO scheme
produces reasonable results but exhibits smeared solution structures, mainly due to
the low mesh resolution. We also plot the time histories of the electric energy for each
approach in Figure 21. Our solver yields results that agree well with the reference
solution, even better than the results of SL FV WENO with the same resolution.

Fig. 20. Contour plots of numerical solutions of the strong Landau damping at t = 40 in
Example 4.6 with α = 0.5.

Fig. 21. Time histories of the electric energy of the strong Landau damping in Example 4.6
with α = 0.5.

Example 4.7. In this example, we simulate the symmetric two stream instability
with the initial condition
(4.8)

f(x, v, t = 0) =
1√
2π

(1 + α cos(kx))v2 exp

(
−v

2

2

)
, x ∈ [0, L], v ∈ [−Vc, Vc],

where k = 0.5, L = 4π, and Vc = 2π.

The training data is generated by coarsening 5 solution trajectories with a 256×
512 grid by a factor of 8 in each dimension. The initial conditions are determined using
(4.8), with α randomly sampled from a uniform distribution in the range [0.01, 0.05].
Each solution trajectory contains a sequence of time steps from t = 0 to t = 53. For
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the purpose of comparison, the reference is generated with the same approach used
to create the training data.

To test, we present the contour plots of the two-stream instability with α = 0.01
at T = 53 in Figure 22 for our method as well as the SL FV WENO scheme for
comparison. Our method produces numerical results that are in good agreement with
the reference solution, while the SL FV WENO scheme fails to capture fine-scale
structures of interest, such as the roll-up at the center of the solution. We also plot
the absolute error between the numerical solutions and the reference solution in Figure
23 to facilitate a more detailed comparison.

Furthermore, we demonstrate the efficiency of the proposed method by providing
the comparison of the run-time between the proposed GNN-based model and the SL
FV WENO method. In Table 5, we provide the run-time for simulating three test
samples up to t = 53 using the proposed model with a mesh resolution of 32×64 cells
and CFL number of 10.8, as well as the SL FVWENO with mesh resolutions of 32×64
cells and 128× 256 cells, both using the CFL number of 10.8. It is observed that the
computational time of the proposed multi-fidelity model is higher than that of the SL
FV WENO method with the same mesh resolution of 32 × 64 cells. However, it is
lower than the SL FV WENO over a finer mesh of 128× 256 cells. We also note that
implementing the SL FV WENO scheme requires substantial human efforts, whereas
our method benefits from a simpler code structure, thanks to the highly efficient ML
packages utilized, including Pytorch [55] and Pyg [21].

Table 5
Run-time comparison of Example 4.7. Run-time (seconds) measure for one period from t = 0

to t = 53 on a single GeForceRTX 3090 Ti GPU for the proposed GNN-based model, and on a CPU
for the SL FV WENO method using Fortran.

Samples\Method SL FV WENO(128 ×
256)

SL FVWENO(32×64) GNN(32× 64)

Sample = 0 194.0781 2.7969 16.9319

Sample = 1 194.3593 2.9844 16.6703

Sample = 2 193.5625 3.0000 16.6089

Fig. 22. Contour plots of numerical solutions of the two stream instability at t = 53 in Example
4.7 with α = 0.01. CFL = 10.8.

Example 4.8. In this example, we consider another two stream instability with
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Fig. 23. The error of numerical solutions of the two stream instability at t = 53 in Example
4.7 with α = 0.01. CFL = 10.8.

the following initial condition

(4.9)

f(x, v, t = 0)

=
2

7
√
2π

(1 + 5v2)(1 + α1 cos(kx) + α2 cos(2kx) + α3 cos(3kx)) exp

(
−v

2

2

)
,

x ∈ [0, L], v ∈ [−Vc, Vc],

where k = 0.5, L = 4π and Vc = 2π. This example is more challenging than the
previous two examples, as the initial conditions are defined by perturbing the first
three Fourier modes of the equilibrium, with amplitudes α1, α2, and α3, respectively.

We generate the training data by obtaining four solution trajectories on a 256×512
grid and then downsampling them by a factor of 8 in each dimension. The initial
conditions for each solution trajectory are given by (4.9), with α1, α2 and α3 randomly
sampled from a uniform distribution in the range [0.01, 0.02]. Each solution trajectory
contains a sequence of time steps from t = 0 to t = 53 with CFL=10.8. The reference
solution is generated with the same approach used to create the training data.

During testing, we consider the initial condition (4.9) with α1 = 0.01, α2 =
0.01/1.2, and α3 = 0.01/1.2, which is a widely used benchmark configuration in the
literature [22, 60, 77]. Note that such a parameter choice is outside the range of the
training data. Figure 24 shows the contour plots of the numerical solutions computed
by our method and the SL FV WENO scheme. It can be observed that the results
by our solver qualitatively agree with the reference solution, effectively capturing the
underlying fine-scale structures of interest. Meanwhile, the SL FV WENO scheme
can provide reasonable results, but tends to smear out the small-scale structures in
the solution. This demonstrates that the proposed model can produce results with
reasonable accuracy and possesses certain generalization capabilities. In Figure 25,
we plot the difference between the numerical solutions by our method as well as by
the SL FV WENO scheme and the reference solution. It can be observed that our
method achieves smaller errors.

5. Conclusions. Semi-Lagrangian (SL) schemes are known as efficient numeri-
cal tools for simulating transport equations and have been widely used across various
fields. Despite the effectiveness of the SL methodology, directly designing conservative
SL schemes for simulating multidimensional problems remains a significant challenge.
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Fig. 24. Contour plots of numerical solutions of the two stream instability at t = 53 in Example
4.8 with α1 = 0.01, α2 = 0.01/1.2, α3 = 0.01/1.2. CFL = 10.8.

Fig. 25. The error of numerical solutions of the two stream instability at t = 53 in Example
4.8 with α1 = 0.01, α2 = 0.01/1.2, α3 = 0.01/1.2. CFL = 10.8.

In this paper, we proposed a novel conservative ML-based SL finite difference scheme
that allows for extra-large time step evolution. Our method employs an end-to-end
neural architecture to learn the optimal SL discretization through message passing of
the GNN. The core of the solver is to construct a dynamical graph that can handle
the complexities associated with accurately tracking upstream points along charac-
teristics. By learning a conservative SL discretization via a data-driven approach,
our method can achieve improved accuracy and efficiency compared to traditional
numerical schemes. Meanwhile, it can simplify the implementation of SL algorithms.
Numerical examples conducted in this work, including benchmark transport equations
in both one and two dimensions and nonlinear Vlasov-Poisson system, demonstrate
the efficiency of the proposed method. Future work includes improving the general-
ization capabilities of the method, addressing the challenges related to adaptivity and
complex geometries, and exploring the possibility of applying the method to other
problems, including convection dominated equations.
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