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ABSTRACT

Ordinary differential equations (ODEs) are fundamental in the natural sciences.
We introduce ODEFormer, the first transformer able to infer multivariate ODE
systems in symbolic form from the observation of a single solution trajectory. We
perform extensive evaluations on two datasets: (i) the existing ‘Strogatz’ dataset
featuring two-dimensional systems; (ii) ODEBench, a collection of one- to four-
dimensional systems that we carefully curated from the literature to provide a more
holistic benchmark. ODEFormer consistently outperforms exitsing methods while
displaying much higher robustness to noisy and irregularly sampled datasets than
existing methods. We release our code, model and benchmark publicly.

1 INTRODUCTION

Recent triumphs of machine learning (ML) induce growing enthusiasm for accelerating scientific
discovery (???). In particular, inferring dynamical laws governing an observed system from obser-
vational data is an extremely challenging and still mostly manual task that is anticipated to benefit
substantially from modern ML methods. Modeling and forecasting dynamics from essentially all sci-
entific domains has a long history in machine learning. However, the inherent black-box character of
most prominent approaches from recent years, such as neural ordinary differential equation (NODE)
based methods (see ? and the large body of follow-up work) limit the interpretability and scientific
insights to be gained from these models. While improved interpretability of highly overparameterized
models has been brought into the focus of the community recently, there is still a substantial gap in
fully analytical, directly human-readable representations of dynamical laws.

This is the main goal of symbolic regression (SR) techniques, which make predictions in the form of
explicit symbolic mathematical expressions directly from observations. Recent advances in symbolic
regression make it a promising alternative to infer natural laws from data and have catalyzed initial
successes in accelerating scientific discoveries (???). So far, SR has most commonly been used to
infer a function ¢g(z) from paired observations (z, g(x)) — we call this ‘functional SR’. However, in
many fields of science, understanding a system involves deciphering its dynamics, i.e., inferring a
function f(x) governing its evolution via an ODE & = f(x) — we call this setting ‘dynamical SR’.
The task is then to recover f from observed solution trajectories (¢, x(t)) for potentially different
initial conditions z(to) = x( and potentially noisy observations of z(t).

In principle, dynamical SR, inferring f from (¢, z(t)), can be framed as functional SR for (x(t), (t))
pairs. However, as we will show in this paper, this approach does not work well, for at least two
reasons: (i) it requires numerical estimates of & (t) from observed trajectories (typically via finite
differencing), a severe challenge for noisy and irregularly sampled observations (?), in particular for
higher-dimensional systems; (ii) it assumes the observations are independent, losing their sequential
nature. Hence, scalable and efficient methods specifically tailored to dynamical SR are an important
and difficult problem to address.

Contributions ODEFormer is the new state of the art in inferring dynamical laws in the form of
multi-variate ODE systems from observational (noisy, irregularly sampled) data in symbolic form. It
relies on large-scale training of a sequence-to-sequence transformer on diverse synthetic data, leading
to efficient and scalable inference for unseen trajectories — unlike most existing approaches, it does
not require separate training for each new observed system. ODEFormer infers unseen dynamical
systems with high accuracy even for challenging systems with up to 6 variables.

We take particular care in our empirical evaluation. To the best of our knowledge, there is only one
existing benchmark dataset, containing a small collection of 16 two-dimensional systems (?). In
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Figure 1: ODEFormer achieves excellent symbolic recovery for noisy and irregularly sampled
data. Ground truth trajectories (thick dim lines) are corrupted (5% noise) and unevenly sampled
(50% of the equally spaced points are dropped), yielding the observed trajectories (dots) from which
ODEFormer symbolically infers an ODE. We then integrate this ODE from the original initial
condition for the prediction (thin solid line). Noiseless, densely sampled versions of these two-
dimensional systems were studied by ?.

addition, the numerical trajectories in this “Strogatz dataset” have not been integrated with sufficient
precision, making symbolic recovery almost impossible for existing methods(?). While we evaluate
our model on this “Strogatz” dataset, we also curate ODEBench, a new, more extensive dataset
with [56] ODE systems that have been used in the literature to model real-world processes varying
in dimension from one to four. We provide carefully integrated solution trajectories for different
initial conditions for each system. Finally, proper evaluation of symbolic regression — in particular
dynamical SR — is notoriously elusive (??) and we provide detailed guidance for how to fairly
evaluate various nuances of what can be considered in- and out-of-distribution generalization.

Problem setting and overview We assume potentially noisy and irregularly sampled observations
{(ts, 2(t:)) }ie;ny> Where 2(t) solves the ODE

i = f(z), forsome f:R” - RP.

Our task is then to infer f in symbolic form from the data {(¢;, (t;))}ic;n].' We note that this
includes higher-order as well as non-autonomous ODE systems, because every d-dimensional, k-th
order ODE can be written equivalently as a (k - d)-dimensional first order ODE and every non-
autonomous d-dimensional first order ODE can be written equivalently as a (d + 1)-dimensional
autonomous first order ODE (?). ODEFormer is based on large-scale pre-training of a transformer
model on synthetic ‘labelled” examples that consist of randomly generated symbolic mathematical
expressions as the prediction target f and a discrete solution trajectory {(¢;, z(t;)) }ie[n7 as input,
which we get from integrating & = f(z) for a random initial condition.

We describe our data generation procedure in ??, our model choices and innovations in ??, our
benchmarks, baselines and evaluation methods in ??, and finally our results in ??.

2 RELATED WORK

Modelling dynamical systems. Modelling and discovering dynamical systems from data has a
long history in machine learning. We briefly discuss selected relevant cornerstones, each of which
has inspired a large body of follow-up work and extensions. SINDy (?) is a widely used algorithm
that performs sparse linear regression on a manually pre-defined set of basis functions. Thus it is
limited to ground truth functions that are a linear combination of these basis functions and only the

'We use the notation [N] := {1,..., N} and i for the temporal derivative.
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Figure 2: Sketch of our method to train ODEFormer. We generate random ODE systems, integrate
a solution trajectory on a grid of N points z € R”, and train ODEFormer to directly output the ODE
system in symbolic form, supervising the predicted expression via cross-entropy loss.

coefficients have to be inferred. Assuming a different kind of prior knowledge, physics-informed
neural networks (?) aim to model dynamical systems using neural networks regularized to satisfy a
set of physical constraints. Recently, this approach has been extended to uncover unknown terms
in differential equations (?). Finally, Neural ODEs (NODE) (?) parameterize the ODEs f by a
neural network and train it by backpropagating through ODE solvers (either directly or via the adjoint
sensitivity method). NODEs require no domain knowledge, but only represent the dynamics as a
generally overparameterized black-box model void of interpretability.

Approaches to symbolic regression. Symbolic regression aims to provide a mathematical function
in symbolic form that fits the observations while remaining interpretable and parsimonious — an
analytical expression may still be useless when it spans multiple pages. The latter aspect is typically
encapsulated in some complexity measure for symbolic expressions. Because the symbolic output of
SR methods has made it difficult to formulate differentiable losses, SR has traditionally benefitted
comparably little from advances in autodifferentiation and gradient-based optimization frameworks.
The dominant approach was thus based on evolutionary algorithms such as genetic programming

(???), e.g. by proposing good starting distributions over expressions (?). Conversely, evolutionary
algorithms have been used to interpret the latent space of neural networks (?). A divide-and-conquer
strategy power by hand-tuned heuristics inspired by ? has recently also been extended to inferring
dynamical systems (?). Most of these approaches require a separate (model) optimization for each
new observed system, severely limiting scalability.

Transformers for symbolic regression. With the advent of transformer models (?), efficient
learning of sequence-to-sequence tasks for essentially arbitrary objects became feasible. Paired
with large-scale pre-training on synthetic data, transformers have been used for symbolic tasks such
as integration (?), formal logic (?), and theorem proving (?). Few recent works applied them to

pre-training, inference is often orders of magnitude faster since no training is needed for previously
unseen systems. ? have recently proposed a hybrid system combining and leveraging the advantages
of most previous approaches for state of the art performance on functional SR tasks.

Symbolic regression for dynamical systems. All existing methods mentioned so far focus on
functional SR. ? introduces ProGED, which performs dynamical SR via random search of candidate
equations, constrained by probabilistic context-free grammars (PCFGs) — however, the parameters
of the PCFGs need to be carefully tailored to each problem, which assumes prior knowledge on the
ground truth. In the realm of transformers, ? infer one-dimensional recurrence relations in sequences
of numbers, which may be interpreted as discrete versions of differential equations. Most related
to our work, ?? explored a transformer-based approach to dynamical SR for ODEs. However, their
method is limited to scalar, non-autonomous ODEs. Such systems exhibit extremely limited behavior,
where solution trajectories can only either monotonically diverge or monotonically approach a fixed
value — not even inflections let alone oscillations are possible. In this study, we tackle the important
yet unsolved task of efficiently discovering arbitrary non-linear ODE systems in a symbolic form
directly from data in multiple dimensions, without assuming any prior knowledge on the ground
truth.
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3 DATA GENERATION

Generating functions. For a D-dimensional ODE, we independently sample the D component
functions f1,..., fp of the function f as random unary-binary trees following the method of (?),
where internal nodes represent mathematical operators and leaves represent constants or variables. In
our specific procedure, we first sample the system dimension D uniformly from [D,,,x] for a fixed
Diax € N and then perform the following steps for each component function:

Sample the number of binary operators b uniformly from [by,a] for a fixed by, € N.
Sample b times from the binary operators {+, x } with probabilities P(+) = 2 and P(x) =
Construct a binary tree with those b nodes using the procedure of ?.

For each leaf in the tree, sample one of the variables x; for ¢ € [D].

Sample the number of unary operators v uniformly from [ty ] for a fixed Upax € N.
Sample u times from the unary operators {z + sin(z),r — 2~ !,z + 22}, and insert them
above any node whose subtree has a depth smaller than 6.

7. Sample the constants in the equation from a log-uniform distribution on [¢in, Cmax)- To achieve
full generality, we ensure that each term is multiplied by a prefactor, and that the argument x of
each unary function is rescaled by an affine transformation x — a - = 4 b, with a, b sampled from
the same log-uniform distribution.

12
i

SNk =

In our experiments, we use Diax = 6, bmax = 5, Umax = 35 (Cmin, Cmax) = (0.05,20). Due to
random continuous constants (as well as initial conditions), we almost surely never generate the same
function twice during training.

Integrating the ODEs. Once the function f is generated, we sample an initial condition xy ~
N(0,0lp) for a fixed v € R~, and integrate the ODE from ¢ = 1 to ¢ = T using the numerical
solver scipy.integrate.solve_ivp provided by the SciPy (?) on a fixed homogeneous grid
of N points, where N is sampled uniformly in {50, 200}.

The solve_ivp function defaults to an adaptive Sth order explicit Runge Kutta method with 4th
order error control (?) as well as relative and absolute tolerances of 10~ and 10~ respectively.
When integration fails, i.e., when the solver throws an error, returns unsuccessfully, or takes longer
than one second, we simply discard the current example. ?? explains in detail that we can fix 7" and
~ during training without loss of generality, as we can rescale observations at inference time. Hence,
we fix vy = 1 and T" = 10 during training.

Data filtering. Under the distribution over functions f defined implicitly by our generator, a
substantial fraction of sampled ODEs (and initial conditions) lead to solutions where at least one
component diverges over time. This is typically deemed “unphysical”. Among the trajectories that
remain finite, we observe that again a substantial fraction swiftly converges towards a single constant
fixed point. Although these ODEs and their solutions may be realistic, their dominance hamper
diversity in our dataset. Hence, we deploy the following two heuristics to guide our generator towards
arich class of ODE:s.

« If any variable of the solution trajectory exceeds a fixed threshold (102 in our experiments), we
discard the example. This amounts to filtering out divergent systems.

« If the oscillation of all component functions over the last quarter of the integration range is below
a certain threshold (10~ in our experiments), we discard the example with a probability of 90%.*
This filters out a majority of rapidly converging systems.

Data corruption. We apply two forms of corruption to the clean, homogeneously integrated solution
trajectories during training:

* Noise: We sample a noise level ¢ uniformly in [0, 0.1] and corrupt each observation of each
component of the trajectory independently multiplicatively with Gaussian noise: x;(t;) —
(1+&)x;(t;) for j € [D],i € [N] and £ ~ N(0, o). This noise model has been used and argued
for in previous works (??).

2Subtractions and divisions are included via multiplication with negative numbers and the unary operator
x — x ! respectively. It has been argued that divisions appear less frequently than additions and multiplications
in ‘typical expressions’ (?).

3This condition aims to avoid deeply nested — and thus uninterpretable — expressions, which often occur in
genetic programming-based SR.

*The oscillation of a function A : [a, b] — R is given by SUP,e(q,0) P(T) — infrelap f(2).
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* Subsampling: For each trajectory, we sample a subsampling ratio p uniformly in [0, 0.5] and
drop a fraction p of the points along the trajectory uniformly at random. Since the equally spaced
original trajectories contained between 50 and 200 points, after subsampling inputs can vary in
length between 25 and 200.

Tokenizing numbers. Following ?, we represent numbers in base 10 floating-point notation, round
them to four significant digits, and encode them as sequences of 3 tokens: their sign, mantissa
(between 0 and 9999), and exponent (from E-100 to E100).

We also experimented with three alternative representations: (i) two-token encoding, where the
sign and mantissa are merged together, (ii) one-token encoding where sign, mantissa and exponent
are all merged together, (iii) a two-hot encoding inspired by ? and used in ?, which interpolates
linearly between fixed, pre-set values to represent continuous values. These representations have
the advantage of decreasing sequence length, and (iii) has the added benefit of increased numerical
precision for the inputs. Since all three alternatives led to worse overall performance, we used the 3
token representation (sign, mantissa, exponent) for ODEFormer.

Encoding functions. To represent mathematical functions as sequences, we enumerate the trees
in prefix order, i.e., direct Polish notation (?). Operators, variables, and integers are represented via
dedicated tokens. Constants are encoded as described in the previous paragraph. For example, the
ODE f(x) = cos(2.4242x) is encoded as the six token sequence [cos mul + 2424 E-3 x].
Note that the vocabulary of the decoder contains a mix of symbolic tokens (operators and variables)
and numeric tokens, whereas that of the encoder contains only numeric tokens. For full generality,
the embeddings of numeric tokens are not shared between the encoder and decoder.

For D-dimensional systems, we simply concatenate the encodings of the D component functions,
separated by a special token *“|”. With this simple method, the sequence length scales linearly with
the dimensionality of the system, i.e., the number of variables. While this is unproblematic for small
dimensions such as D < D, = 6, it may impair the scalability of our approach’.

4 MODEL TRAINING AND INFERENCE

ODEFormer is a transformer for end-to-end dynamical SR, which we illustrate in 2?.

Embedder. ODEFormer is provided N input points (¢;,x;) € RP*!, each of which is represented
by 3(D + 1) tokens of dimension demp. As D and N become large, this results in long input
sequences, which challenge the quadratic complexity of full attention in transformers. To reduce the
computational complexity, we introduce an embedder to map each input point to a single embedding.
The embedder pads the empty input dimensions to Dy, then feeds the 3(Dyyax+1)demp-dimensional
vector into a 2-layer fully-connected feedforward network (FFN) with Sigmoid-weighted linear unit
(SiLU) activations (?), which projects down to dimension d.p,. The resulting N embeddings of
dimension d.p, are then fed to the transformer.

Transformer. We use a sequence-to-sequence transformer architecture (?) with 16 attention heads
and an embedding dimension of 512, resulting in a total parameter count of 86M. Like ?, we observe
that an asymmetric architecture performs best for this problem: we use 4 layers in the encoder and 16
in the decoder. A notable property of our task is the permutation invariance of the NV input points. To
account for this invariance, we remove positional embeddings from the encoder.

Training. We optimize a cross-entropy loss with the Adam optimizer (with default parameters) (?),
warming up the learning rate from 107 to 2 x 10~* over the first 10,000 steps, then decaying it
using a cosine annealing schedule for the next 300,000 steps, then restarting the annealing cycle with
a damping factor of 3/2 (?), amounting to a total of around 800,000 optimization steps. We do not
use any regularization in the form of weight decay or dropout. To avoid wasteful padding for the
significantly varying input sequence lengths, we batch together examples of similar lengths, ensuring
that a full batch contains a minimum of 10,000 tokens. We train our model on around 50M examples
which we pre-generate using 80 CPU cores. On a single NVIDIA A100 GPU with 80GB memory
and 8 CPU cores, training ODEFormer takes about 3 days.

Rescaling. During training, the model only observes initial conditions from a standard normal, and
the integration range is fixed to [1, 10]. To accommodate for different scales of initial conditions and

5One possibility to alleviate this would be to treat the decoding of each component function as a separate
problem, adding a specifier to the BOS (beginning of sequence) token to identify which component is to be
decoded.
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time ranges, we apply the affine transformations ¢ — ¢ = at+b to rescale the time range to [1, 10] and

zi(t) = &;(t) = 2:(t) 1 rescale initial values to unity. The prediction f that ODEFormer provides

— zi(0)
on inputs (¢, Z) are then transformed as f; = dfti = az‘l(o) d{fg

_ 1 ‘”‘ - .
= 200 fi to recover original units.

Decoding strategy. At inference time, we use beam sampling (?) to decode candidate equations®.
The beam temperature is an important parameter to control this diversity — as the beam size increases,
it typically becomes useful to also increase the temperature to maintain diversity. Unless stated
otherwise, we perform our experiments with a beam size of 50 and a temperature of 0.1.

(Optional) parameter optimization. Most SR methods break the task into two subroutines (possibly
alternating between the two): predicting the optimal “skeleton”, i.e., equation structure, and fitting
the numerical values of the constants. Just like ?, our model is end-to-end, in the sense that it handles
both subroutines simultaneously. However, we also experimented with adding an extra parameter
optimization step, as performed in methods such as ProGED (?). We describe the details of the
parameter optimization procedure in ??. While we observe marginal gains in fitting power, this
method does not improve generalization, and can lead to overfitting when the data is noisy — see
the results in ??, where the model with additional constant optimization is denoted as “ODEFormer
(opt)”.

5 EVALUATION, BENCHMARKS AND BASELINES

Symbolic vs numerical evaluation. When evaluating SR methods, the desired metric is whether
the inferred ODE f perfectly agrees symbolically with the ground truth expression f. However,
such an evaluation is problematic in multiple ways: (i) The ambiguity in representing mathematical
expressions and non-determinism of ‘simplify’ operations in modern computer algebra systems
render comparisons on the symbolic level difficult; (ii) Expressions may differ symbolically, while
evaluating to essentially the same outputs on all possible inputs (e.g. in presence of a very small extra
term); Moreover, ? have shown that for generic non-linear systems it is impossible to fully identify an
ODEs f from a single solution trajectory, especially outside the domain covered by the observations.
Hence, comparing expressions numerically within a relevant input range, i.e., measuring the distance
between f () and f(z) for representative inputs z, is more reliable and meaningful”.

Evaluation types. For dynamical SR there is a spectrum of reasonable comparisons. We could
simply be interested in finding some ODE f whose solution approximates the single observed
trajectory x(t) on the observed time interval, even if f and f still differ on certain parts of the input
domain. A more ambitious goals, which is closer to full identification of f, include finding a f that
even approximates the correct trajectories for unobserved initial conditions. We highlight that these
evaluations, which in our view are most meaningful to assess dynamical SR, are often absent in the
literature, e.g., from ? who instead use manual symbolic heuristics. If an inferred f yields correct
solutions for all initial values and all time spans, it is equal to f and we would have achieved perfect
identification.

Accordingly, we evaluate the following aspects of performance in our experiments:

* Reconstruction: we compare the (noiseless, dense) ground truth trajectory with the one we get
from integrating the predicted ODE from the same initial condition.

* Generalization: we integrate both the ground truth and the inferred ODE for a new, different
initial condition over the same interval [0, 7'] and compare the obtained trajectories.

Metrics. Even having fixed the types of evaluation, the exact quantitative comparison metrics pose a
non-trivial problem in SR. In this paper, we consider the following four regression metrics.

» R? score: this is the coefficient of determination classically used for regression tasks, defined as

2 _ _ Z,(yz_&)z

over multiple examples via averaging may suffer from a few unusually bad outliers. Therefore,
we mostly report median R2-scores over the different datasets.

€ (—o0, 1]. Since R? is unbounded from below, aggregating R2-scores

8Beam search tends to produce candidates which all have the same skeleton, and only differ by small
variations of the constants, leading to a lack of diversity. Beam sampling ensures that randomness is added at
each step of decoding leading to a more diverse set of candidate expressions.

"Even modern computer algebra systems include numerical evaluations in their equality checks for symbolic
expression and note that such checks are generally error-prone (?).
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* Accuracy: following ?, we define our accuracy metric as 1 if the R? score is larger than a
threshold, and 0 otherwise. Given the difficulty of this dynamical SR task, we set the threshold to
0.9.

* Complexity: we define the complexity of a symbolic expression as the number of operators. We
acknowledge that this is a crude measure, for example, it would assign equal complexity to the
functions exp(tan(z)) and 1 + 2z. Yet, there is no agreed-upon meaning of the ‘complexity” of a
symbolic expression in this context, let alone a quantitative measure.

* Inference time: the average time to produce a prediction.

Corruptions. For all datasets, we also compare models on their robustness to two types of corruption:
(i) we add noise to the observations via z;(t;) — (14+&)z;(t;) for j € [D],i € [N]and £ ~ N (0, 0);
(ii) we drop a fraction p of the observations along the trajectory uniformly at random. For all datasets,
we report results for various noise levels o and subsampling fractions p.

Strogatz benchmark We first consider the “Strogatz dataset”, included in the Penn Machine
Learning Benchmark (PMLB) database (?). This dataset consists in 7 ODE systems, all of dimension
2, and has been used as a benchmark by various SR methods, in particular those specialized on
dynamical SR (?). However, it has several limitations: (i) it is small, (ii) it only contains 2-dimensional
systems, (iii) it is not integrated with sufficient precision (?), and, (iv) all existing methods typically
fail to recover the ground truth equations, hinting to a potential unidentifiability problem (?).

ODEBench Faced with these limitations, we curated a new extended benchmark dataset, which we
name ODEBench. We followed the original approach of Strogatz and manually went through the
book by ? copying out all ODE systems that are used in the book or by previously published work
cited in the book to model real-world phenomena. We omit the many more ODEs mentioned in the
book without a physical description or interpretation. We then chose fixed values for the parameters
of the ODE systems manually, aiming to observe the behavior in the solution trajectories the models
were developed for. Finally, we fix two different initial conditions for each equation, which we will
use to evaluate generalization. ODEBench consists of [23 one-dimensional, 28 two-dimensional,
4 three-dimensional, and 1 four-dimensional (making for a total of 56)] systems and contains all
equations in Strogatz (while using different parameter values and initial conditions). We publicly
release ODEBench with descriptions, the source of all equations, and carefully integrated solutions
trajectories, see ?? for details.

Baselines In our experiments, we extensively compare ODEFormer with (strong representatives
of) existing methods summarized in??. For each run of each baseline model, we perform a separate
hyperparameter optimization for maximal fairness. Apart from ProGED, all baselines were developed
for functional SR. We use them for dynamical SR as described in ??, by computing temporal
derivatives ;(t) via finite differences with hyperparameter search on the approximation order and
optional use of a Savgol filter for smoothing.

In symbolic regression, one typically faces a trade-off between accuracy (how well the func-
tion/trajectory is recovered) and complexity of the proposed expression. There are different strategies
in the literature to select a single, final equation from the accuracy-complexity Pareto front, which
may bias comparisons across methods along one or the other dimension. For a fair comparison, we
evaluate all equations of a model’s Pareto front and pick the final equation solely based on accuracy.

6 RESULTS

Results on synthetic data We first assess how the performance of ODEFormer is affected by the
dimensionality of the ODE system, the number of unary and binary operators, and the number of
points in the trajectory. The ablation results on 10,000 synthetic examples with a beam size of one are
shown in ??. While performance degrades with the first three parameters as expected, ODEFormer is
robust to the number of points in the trajectory.

While generalization accuracy is generally lower than reconstruction accuracy as expected, for low-
dimensional systems the difference is relatively small (e.g. from 85% reconstruction accuracy to 60%
generalization accuracy for 1D). This shows that our model is indeed capable of generalizing to new
initial conditions, suggesting that it actually correctly recovers the ground truth ODE.

We also investigate the robustness to irregularly sampled and noisy data by adding 5% noise (o =
0.05) and subsampling 10% of the data points (p = 0.1). While ODEFormer copes well with
subsampling, it suffers more from noisy inputs. However, the effect on generalization is much smaller
than that on fitting.
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Figure 3: Ablation detailing the performance of our model on synthetic data. We vary four
parameters governing the difficulty of an example (from left to right): the dimension of the system,
the total number of unary and binary operators, and the number of points in the trajectory. In each
panel, we average the results over a dataset of 10,000 examples. In all cases, we use a beam size of
50.

Results on benchmarks We display the results of ODEFormer on Strogatz and ODEBench in
Fig. ??. From tom to bottom, we ranked methods according to their average accuracy across all noise
and subsampling levels. We see that in both cases, ODEFormer achieves the state of the art. The gap
compared to existing methods is particularly exacerbated in presence of noise and subsampling.

In the two rightmost panels, we observe that our model achieves this performance in a much smaller
inference time (a few seconds, versus a few minutes for all other methods except Sindy), while
maintaining low equation complexity even at high noise levels.

7 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

We presented ODEFormer the first transformer capable of inferring multidimensional ODE systems
from observed solution trajectories. In extensive experiments, including on a new benchmark
which we introduce and release for easy future comparison, we show that our model consistently
outperforms existing methods while being more scalable and faster during inference time. We foresee
real-world applications of ODEFormer across the sciences, for hypothesis generation of dynamical
laws underlying noisy, irregularly sampled experimental observations. However, we also highlight
several limitations of the current method, opening up interesting directions for future work.

First, there is an inherent ambiguity and difficulty in crafting a prior over “relevant” or “expected”
ODE:s without focusing on a specific domain and specific prior knowledge. That said, ODEFormer
performs well on rather simple systems that are representative for ODEs found in textbooks without
any specific tuning of the generator.

Second, from the limited representatives in ODEBench (only the Lorenz system), ODEFormer
appears to struggle with chaotic systems, which have been argued to provide good benchmarks for
data driven modeling and forecasting (?). We note that for chaotic systems, understanding properties
of the attractor (or invariant measure) is often more desirable than precise forecasting. In particular,
long horizon forecasting is typically impossible, since exponential divergence of trajectories from
different initial conditions is part of the characterization of chaotic behavior. Hence, unlike our setting
here, chaotic systems are typically studied over long time spans, where observed trajectories trace
out the attractor (invariant measure) relatively densely. Exploring dynamical law learning from short
(transient) solution trajectories of chaotic systems remains an interesting question for future work.

Third, we only considered first order ODEs. As described in ??, any higher-order ODE can be
equivalently written as a system of first order ODEs. However, this does not immediately allow
ODEFormer to make predictions based only on a trajectory of a higher-order ODE. For instance, let
z(t) be the observed solution of a third-order scalar ODE, we would then still need to approximate & ()
and Z(t) from z(t) to use ODEFormer. While possible in principle via finite differencing schemes,
we would suffer similar robustness drawbacks as other methods that rely on finite differences from
noisy, irregularly sampled data.

Forth, our model can only infer ODEs for which all variables are observed. In real-world settings,
some relevant variables may be unknown or unobservable to the experimenter. For example, inferring
chemical kinematics may be challenged by the difficulty in measuring the concentration of reaction
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Figure 4: Our model achieves state-of-the art performance on both benchmarks considered,
while achieving much higher robustness to noise and irregular sampling. We compare ODE-
Former with and without additional parameter optimization with existing methods following the

protocol described

intermediates throughout the reactions ?.

in Sec. ??.

A potential technique to circumvent this issue is to

randomly mask variables during training (replacing their observations by a dedicated token), to
emulate unobserved variables. While this opens many questions around identifiability and robustness,

we plan to explore such directions in future work. In addition, this technique could handle higher-order
ODE:s by considering the derivatives to be unobserved.

Lastly, all existing methods for dynamical SR, including ours, perform inference based on a single
observed trajectory. In our opinion, the most promising and pressing direction for future work is to
enable inference from multiple different solution trajectories of the same ODE. Key benefits may
include averaging out possible noise sources as well as improving identifiability as we “explore
a wider range of f”. Initial experiments with various forms of logit aggregation in the decoder
during inference did not yield convincing results yet. In future work, we plan to exploit a cross-
attention encoder to combine the embeddings of the different trajectories to leverage the combined

information.
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Table 1: Overview of the baselines (f.d.: finite differences required, ode: method developed for
dynamical SR, MC: Monte Carlo, reg.: regression).

name type ode f.d. description reference
AFP GP no yes age-fitness Pareto optimization )]
FE-AFP  GP no yes AFP with co-evolved fitness estimates €3
EHC GP no yes AFP with epigenetic hillclimbing )]
EPLEX GP no yes epsilon-lexicase selection @
FEAT GP no yes learned differentiable features €9
PySR GP no yes AutoML-Zero + simulated annealing (€]
SINDy reg yes yes sparse linear regression ©))
FFX reg no yes pathwise regularized ElasticNet regression ?
ProGED MC yes no MC on probabilistic context free grammars ¢))

A EVALUATION OF BASELINE MODELS

Hyperparameter optimization All baseline models are fitted to each trajectory separately and
each fit involves a separate hyperparameter optimization. Hyperparameters that are searched over
are listed in Table 2?, all other hyperparameters are set to their respective default values. For each
combination of hyperparameters, the model is fitted on the first 70% and scored on the remaining
30% of a trajectory. To reduce runtime, we parallelize optimization according to GridSearchCv
from scikit—learn (?) and set the number of parallel jobs to min(# combinations, # cpu cores
(= 48)). After selecting the combination with highest R? score, the final model is fitted on the full
trajectory.

Finite difference approximations Except for ProGED, all baseline models require approxima-
tions of temporal derivatives of all state variables of an ODE system as regression targets. To
estimate temporal derivatives we use the central finite difference algorithm as implemented by
FiniteDifference inthe pysindy software package (?) and include the approximation order
in the hyperparameter search. For a fair comparison on noisy trajectories we extend the hyperparame-
ter search to also include optional smoothing of trajectories with a Savgol filter with a window length
of 15 as implemented by SmoothedFiniteDifference (?).

Vector-valued functions Some of the baseline implementations (AFP, FE-AFP, EPLEX, EHC,
FFX) do not readily support vector-valued functions (f : R” — RP) but only scalar-valued
functions (f : RP — R). To evaluate these baselines on systems of ODEs, we run them separately
for each component f; : RP? — R of the system and combine the predictions for all components
i € {1,..., D} via the Cartesian product { f1,. .., 1Kl}><. xS ng} where K; represents
the number of predictions, e.g., the length of the Pareto front, obtained for component .

B (OPTIONAL) PARAMETER OPTIMIZATION

In contrast to all baseline models, ODEFormer is a pretrained model and predicted ODEs are not
explicitly fit to the data observed at inference time. However, similar to ? we can post-hoc optimize
the parameters of a predicted ODE to improve the data fit. Although parameter estimation for
dynamical system is known to be a challenging inference problem, we use the Broyden-Fletcher-
Goldfarb-Shanno algorithm (BFGS) (?) as implemented in scipy.optimize.minimize (?)
and thus opt for a comparatively simple method in the hope that the parameter values predicted by
ODEFormer only need slight refinement. The optimizer solves the following problem

{arg min} loss((z(to), - .., x(tn)), solve_ivp(f(z;{p1,-.-,Pk}), To = x(to),t = (to,---,tn)))
P1---5Pk

ey
where {p1,...,px} denotes the set of parameters of the ODE f that was predicted by ODEFormer,
and where (x(to) ...,z (t,)) represents the (potentially noisy) observations. We use the negative

variance-weighted R? score as optimization loss.
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Table 2: Hyperparameter names and values for optimization of baseline models. For FFX and
PySR, we optimize over finite difference order and smoother window length but no additional hyper

parameters.
Model Hyperparameter Values # of Combinations | Comment
all models finite difference order 2,3,4
smoother window length None, 15
population size 100, 500, 1000
AFP generations 2500, 500, 250
[n,v,+,-,*,/,exp,log,2,3,sqrt],
operators [n,v,+,-,%,/, exp,lgg,Z%S,sqrt,qsin,cos]
population size 100, 500, 1000
EHC generations 1000, 200, 100
[n,v,+,-,*,/,exp,log,2,3,sqrt],
operators [n,v,+,-,%./, exp,lgg,flsqrt,qsin,cos]
population size 100, 500, 1000
EPLEX generations 2500, 500, 250
[n,v,+,-,*,/,exp,log,2,3,sqrt],
operators [n,v,+,-,*./, exp,lgg,f&sqrt?sin,cos]
population size 100, 500, 1000
FE-AFP generations 2500, 500, 250
[n,v,+,-,*,/,exp,log,2,3,sqrt],
operators [n,v,+,-,%./, exp,lgg,Z%S,sqrt,qsin,cos]
universal, rational
ProGED grammar simplerational, trigonometric
polynomial
polynomial degree 1,2,3
[polynomials],
sindy (full) | basis functions [polynomials,sin,cos,exp],
[polynomials,sin,cos,exp,log,sqrt,1/x]
optimizer threshold 0.05, 0.1, 0.15
optimizer alpha 0.025, 0.05, 0.075
optimizer max iterations 20, 100
polynomial degree {1,...,10}
basis functions polynomials
sindy (poly) | optimizer threshold 0.05,0.1,0.15
optimizer alpha 0.025, 0.05, 0.075
optimizer max iterations 20, 100

C VISUALIZATION

In Fig. 22, we plot the predictions of the ODEformer on the Strogatz datasets. As can be seen, the
model achieves excellent fitting capabilities, hence the high fitting R? score.

D ODEBENCH

[Niki: describe more details?]

E EFFECT OF BEAM SIZE

In ??, we study the impact of the beam size on reconstruction and generalization performance. While
reconstruction improves with the beam size, generalization hardly changes. This highlights the
importance of using both metrics: the two are not necessarily correlated, and the latter is a much
better proxy of symbolic recovery than the former.
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Figure 5: Predictions of the ODEFormer on the Strogatz dataset.
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Figure 6: Histogram of per equation R? scores for the interpolation task on Strogatz. Subfigures
correspond to different noise levels. The y-axis represents counts and is scaled per model for better
visibility of the distribution of scores. The x-axis annotations “invalid” and “<0” respectively denote
the number of invalid predictions as well as the number of predictions that yielded an R? score below
0. The red dashed line corresponds to the mean R? score across equations, the black dashed line
corresponds to the median R? score; mean and median are based on scores of valid predictions only.
Models are ranked per subfigure according to the median R? score.
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Figure 7: Histogram of per equation R? scores for the interpolation task on Strogatz where 50% of
the trajectory are dropped uniformly at random. Subfigures correspond to different noise levels. The
y-axis represents counts and is scaled per model for better visibility of the distribution of scores. The
x-axis annotations “invalid” and “<0” respectively denote the number of invalid predictions as well
as the number of predictions that yielded an R? score below 0. The red dashed line corresponds to
the mean R? score across equations, the black dashed line corresponds to the median R? score; mean
and median are based on scores of valid predictions only. Models are ranked per subfigure according
to the median R? score.
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Figure 8: Solution trajectories of all equations in ODEBench for one of the initial conditions.
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ous beam sizes and a temperature of 0.1.



