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Abstract

Scientific machine learning (SciML) has emerged as a versatile approach to address complex
computational science and engineering problems. Within this field, physics-informed neural net-
works (PINNs) and deep operator networks (DeepONets) stand out as the leading techniques for
solving partial differential equations by incorporating both physical equations and experimental
data. However, training PINNs and DeepONets requires significant computational resources,
including long computational times and large amounts of memory. In search of computational
efficiency, training neural networks using half precision (float16) rather than the conventional
single (float32) or double (float64) precision has gained substantial interest, given the inherent
benefits of reduced computational time and memory consumed. However, we find that float16
cannot be applied to SciML methods, because of gradient divergence at the start of training,
weight updates going to zero, and the inability to converge to a local minima. To overcome
these limitations, we explore mixed precision, which is an approach that combines the float16
and float32 numerical formats to reduce memory usage and increase computational speed. Our
experiments showcase that mixed precision training not only substantially decreases training
times and memory demands but also maintains model accuracy. We also reinforce our empiri-
cal observations with a theoretical analysis. The research has broad implications for SciML in
various computational applications.

Keywords: scientific machine learning; partial differential equations; physics-informed neural
networks; deep operator networks; mixed precision; computational efficiency

1 Introduction

In recent years, there has been an enormous increase in using deep learning and other scientific
machine learning (SciML) techniques as an alternative to traditional scientific computing meth-
ods [11, 1]. The two most common deep learning techniques are data-driven learning [17, 37,
36] and physics-informed learning [25, 38, 16]. Data-driven learning has proven effective in learn-
ing not only functions but also nonlinear operators of partial differential equations (PDEs) [11].
Unlike traditional deep learning methods, deep neural operators, such as deep operator networks
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(DeepONets) [17, 15] and Fourier neural operators [14], are designed to learn operators between
infinite-dimensional function spaces. Physics-informed learning, such as physics-informed neural
networks (PINNs) [25, 16] and their extensions [23, 32, 29, 34], have shown promising applications
in computational science and engineering [3, 18, 5, 31]. PINNs use knowledge of the underlying
PDEs, enabling them to reconstruct functions that satisfy these equations with less data. PINNs
have been used to effectively solve various inverse and forward problems in ultrasound testing of
materials [27], heat transfer problems [2], complex fluid modeling [19], and biomedicine [26].

Despite the aforementioned success, training PINNs and DeepONets has many challenges. One
significant challenge is that the network training usually requires long computational time and a
large amount of memory [32, 15, 10]. For example, training these networks can take several hours or
even days, depending on the complexity of the task and the available computational resources [15,
10]. In addition, its memory-intensive nature often requires high-performance computing facili-
ties [32, 15, 10]. Possible approaches to overcome these constraints include mixed precision [20],
quantization [6], pruning [7], and distillation [8].

For deep neural networks, network parameters are commonly processed with the IEEE standard
for 32-bit floating point representation, denoted float32. However, modern graphics processing units
(GPUs) possess the capability to support half-precision, which employs a 16-bit floating-point
format, denoted as float16. Compared to float32, float16 offers benefits such as 50% reduction
in memory and faster arithmetic calculations, which ultimately accelerate the overall computing
process [22]. Existing work applies float16 to machine learning models mostly in the domain of
computer vision [33, 9]. In particular, these studies have demonstrated substantial computational
advantages when using float16 representation, as highlighted in comprehensive reports [22, 33, 20].

However, directly replacing float32 with float16 in SciML could be problematic for the network
accuracy. We show the accuracy losses of using float16 for function regression and PINNs due
to difficulties in training. We then determine the causes of the failure of float16 by investigating
the values, gradients, and landscapes of training loss. There is a need to develop more effective
strategies that can harness the potential of float16 precision in the context of scientific machine
learning. To address this issue, we apply mixed precision methods to SciML by combining float32
and float16 to maintain the accuracy of float32 while reducing GPU memory and training time by
up to 50%. Finally, we provide a theoretical analysis for the use of mixed precision.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we introduce two SciML methods, including
PINNs and DeepONets. In Sec. 3, we investigate the failure of SciML with float16 by testing
function regression and PINNs. We introduce mixed precision methods in Sec. 4 and systematically
test them on seven problems of PINNs and DeepONets in Sec. 5. In Sec. 6, we theoritically
investigate the error of mixed precision. Finally, we conclude the paper in Sec. 7. We implement
the experiments using the DeepXDE library [16], and all the codes and data will be available on
GitHub at https://github.com/lu-group/mixed-precision-sciml.

2 Methods in scientific machine learning for PDEs

In this section, we briefly describe an overview of two impactful SciML methodologies: PINNs
and DeepONets. These techniques stand at the forefront of this study, and we will examine them
further with the mixed precision method.
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2.1 Physics-informed neural networks

We consider a general PDE (parameterized by λ) in a d-dimensional domain Ω ⊂ Rd defined by

F [u(x);λ] = 0, x ∈ Ω,

and subject to the initial and boundary conditions (IC and BC)

B[u(x)] = 0, x ∈ ∂Ω,

where u(x) is the solution to the PDE.
In a PINN, the solution u(x) is approximated by a neural network û(x; θ) with trainable pa-

rameters θ. The loss function L(θ) is a sum of the PDE loss LPDE(θ; TPDE) evaluated at points
TPDE, and initial/boundary condition loss LIC/BC(θ; TIC/BC) evaluated at initial/boundary points
TIC/BC. In particular, the loss is of the form

L(θ) = LPDE(θ; TPDE) + LIC/BC(θ; TIC/BC),

where

LPDE(θ; TPDE) =
1

|TPDE|
∑

x∈TPDE

∥F [û(x; θ);λ]∥22,

LIC/BC(θ; TIC/BC) =
1

|TIC/BC|
∑

x∈TIC/BC

∥B[û(x; θ)]∥22.

The partial derivatives in the PDE loss LPDE are computed using automatic differentiation. In
an inverse problem, the architecture is exactly the same, except that λ is unknown and is inferred
from some solution data by adding an additional loss function.

2.2 Operator learning with DeepONets

The DeepONet architecture is designed to effectively learn operators between function spaces based
on the universal approximation theorem of neural networks for operators [17]. To learn an operator
mapping from a function v to another function u, i.e.,

G : v 7→ u,

the DeepONet uses two subnets: a branch network and a trunk network. The branch net takes v as
the input and returns [b1(v), b2(v), . . . , bp(v)] as output, where p is the number of output neurons.
For some y in the domain of u, the trunk net takes y as input and outputs [t1(y), t2(y), . . . , tp(y)].
The combined DeepONet has output

G(v)(y) =
p∑

k=1

bk(v)tk(y) + b0

for some bias b0 ∈ R.
DeepONet can be trained from a dataset of many pairs of v and u generated by traditional

numerical methods. In addition to this data-driven training, the DeepONet can also be trained
using a physics-informed framework, which uses the same loss function as used in PINNs. This
adaptation is known as physics-informed DeepONet (PI-DeepONet).
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3 Failure of scientific machine learning with float16

Implementing low-precision data types in neural networks commonly involves using float16 for
both memory storage and computations. Although this method offers the full memory and speed
benefits of float16, there may be significant accuracy losses. In this section, we detail two numerical
experiments that compare the performance of float16 and float32 on a function regression problem
(Sec. 3.1) and a PINN problem for solving a one-dimensional heat equation (Sec. 3.2). We then
analyze the accuracy losses and training difficulties encountered in these experiments.

3.1 Function regression

We test a float16 network on a regression problem using a feedforward neural network (FNN). We
demonstrate the difficulty in training and the large optimization error for float16, the divergence
of the float16 and float32 gradients, and the emergence of the two distinct phases of training when
working with float16.

3.1.1 Problem setup and total error of float16

We consider the function
f(x) = x sin 5x

on the domain Ω = [−1, 1] for the network to learn.
We trained the networks of float32 or float16 with 16 equispaced training points (Fig. 1) and

assessed its performance using 100 random sampled test data points from Ω. The network is trained
for 10000 iterations, and we recorded the L2 relative error after each training run. To account for
individual runs being stochastic, we repeated this training procedure 10 times. Subsequently, we
calculated the mean and standard deviation of the L2 relative error across all runs. Following
this evaluation, we analyzed the reasons behind the superior performance of the float32 network
compared to the float16 models.

The float32 network outperforms the float16 network, and the difference in error between the two
network predictions is substantially large (Table 1). This discrepancy can be broken down into two
distinct error sources: the approximation error (Sec. 3.1.2) and the optimization error (Sec. 3.1.3).
The approximation error is derived from the limitations in representing values with lower precision,
which impacts the network’s ability to accurately capture all functions. Optimization error, on the
other hand, arises from network training due to reduced numerical precision. In the next subsection,
we aim to understand which of the errors contributes mainly to the low accuracy for float16.

Table 1: L2 relative errors for the two examples in Sec. 3.

Regression problem (Sec. 3.1) Heat equation (Sec. 3.2)

Float32 1.3± 0.3% 0.35± 0.44%
Float16 9.2± 4.8% 1.7± 0.6%

3.1.2 Low approximation error for float16

To understand whether a float16 network has the approximability for our target function, we first
trained a float32 network, and then we casted the network’s weights from float32 to float16. We
reveal that the predictions between the float16 and float32 networks overlap, and the difference in
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accuracy is negligible (Fig. 1). Thus, the large error of float16 in Table 1 is not due to approximation
error, and the source of the discrepancy between the float16 and float32 networks must arise from
optimization error during training.

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
x

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

u

Training data
Float16
Float32

Figure 1: Comparison of float32 and float16 for the function regression in Sec. 3.1. Train
a neural network using float32, and then cast the network weights and biases from float32 to float16
after training.

3.1.3 Training difficulty and large optimization error for float16

In this section, we look at the reasons behind the high optimization error and how it causes the low
accuracy of float16. First, we look at the network initialization step and then analyze the gradients
of the networks. We further investigate the loss trajectories of the networks during training from
the identical initialization of weights and biases.

Loss gradients at network initialization step. Although the outputs of the networks are the
same at the start of training when they are initialized with the same random seed, their gradients
are not. We used the cosine similarity metric to compute the similarity of their gradients at network
initialization. The cosine similarity is very small (0.16± 0.2). Also, the L2 distance and L2 relative
distances are large (Table 2). These three metrics all suggest that the loss gradients of the float16
and float32 networks are very different, even though they have almost identical weights. Thus, the
models diverge because the gradients are not pointing in the same direction at the beginning of
training.

Table 2: Metrics to evaluate the differences in loss gradients between float16 and float32
at the first training iteration for the regression problem (Sec. 3.1). The two networks of
float16 and float32 have the same values at initialization. We used 10 random trials to calculate
the mean and standard deviation.

Metric type Value

Cosine similarity 0.16± 0.20
L2 distance 2.0± 1.0

L2 relative distance 170± 110%
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Figure 2: Comparison of training the networks of float16, float32, and mixed precision.
Both networks are initialized with the same weights and biases. (A) The training losses for float16
and float32 networks. (B) L2 norm of the gradients of the training loss with respect to the network’s
parameters. The loss gradients achieve much smaller values for float32 than float16. (C) The
percentage of network weights that remain constant during training. The curves and shaded regions
represent the mean and one standard deviation of 10 runs. Almost all weights become constant
for the float16 network. (D) Loss landscapes at different iterations between float32, float16, and
mixed precision networks.
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Training loss, loss gradients, and network weights during network training. We trained
the float16 and float32 networks from the same network initialization. The float16 network under-
went an initial period (the first ∼2000 iterations) in which it outperformed the float32 network in
training loss (Fig. 2A). However, the float16 network begins to learn very slowly after around 2000
iterations, resulting in a significantly higher training loss (Fig. 2A). Comparing the loss gradients
during network training provides more information on the different behaviors. In particular, the
float16 network exhibits significantly larger gradients compared to float32 (Fig. 2B). The higher
initial gradient value of the float16 network leads to quick loss updates during the first ∼2000
iterations. Furthermore, we found that a large portion of weights for the float16 network stays
constant after some number of iterations (Fig. 2C). Although the gradients are not zero (Fig. 2B),
the optimizer multiplies the gradients by the learning rate, and the final weight update underflows
to zero due to the limited precision of float16 and the rounding error [20]. This disparity in the
magnitudes of the gradients and stagnant weight updates contribute to the observed differences in
training losses in Fig. 2A.

Loss landscape during network training. To further understand the source of the high op-
timization error during float16 network training, we analyzed the loss landscape of the float16 and
float32 networks. The loss landscape is the representation of the loss function as a function of
the network parameters. Analyzing the loss landscape for neural networks is important to un-
derstand how numerical precision affects the optimization process and the quality of the trained
network. Using the visualization method in Ref. [13], we show high-dimensional loss landscapes
in two dimensions at iterations 0, 1, 1500, and 5000 (Fig. 2D). Specifically, we plot a 2D function
f(x, y) = L(θ + xδ + yη), where δ and η are random vectors in the network weight space [13].

We observe that for the float16 network, the loss landscape changes significantly from the 0th
iteration to the 1st iteration compared to the float32 network, which barely changes. As network
training progresses, the float16 loss landscape completely diverges compared to the float32 network.
This is further supported by the magnitude of the weight gradients (Fig. 2B).

Two training phases for understanding the failure of float16. The analysis above in this
section emphasizes a two-phase training process for the float16 network.

• In the first phase, the loss gradients are large (Fig. 2B), and therefore the float16 network
learns faster and the training loss is below the float32 network (Fig. 2A).

• In the second phase, the float16 network weights barely updates (Fig. 2C) and the training
loss remains relatively constant.

3.2 PINNs

In addition to a function regression problem, we also tested a PINN using float16. We demonstrate
the low accuracy observed and an analysis of the loss landscape.

3.2.1 Heat equation

We solve the heat equation

∂u

∂t
= α

∂2u

∂x2
, x ∈ [0, 1], t ∈ [0, 1]
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with the boundary condition u(0, t) = u(1, t) = 0 and initial condition u(x, 0) = sin
(
πx
L

)
. Here,

α = 0.4 represents the thermal diffusivity constant. Similar to the function regression problem, the
float32 network outperforms the float16 network (Table 1).

3.2.2 Training difficulty and large optimization error for float16 with PINNs

In this section, we provide similar analyses of the two networks just as we did in function regression
(Sec. 3.1). The PINN example follows the same trend as the function regression problem; however,
the loss landscape of the PINN model further emphasizes the struggles of float16 during training.

We first confirm that both the networks of float32 and float16 can approximate the target
solution well by casting the float32 network to the float16 network (Fig. 3A). To visualize how
training evolves, we compared the loss landscapes of the first two iterations between float16 and
float32. A smooth loss landscape is desirable because it indicates that the optimization process is
stable and can converge to a good solution. We illustrate that the loss landscape of float32 remains
smooth at iteration 1, with a small change between iteration 0 and iteration 1 (Fig. 3B). The loss
landscape for float16 at iteration 0, on the other hand, exhibits roughness and diverges from the
ideal landscape (Fig. 3B). The empty white space represents numerical values that exploded to
NaN due to numerical instability. By iteration 1, the instability intensifies, leading to more NaN
values, and eventually does not converge to a good solution.

4 Scientific machine learning with mixed precision: Methods

In this section, we explain the mixed precision method and how we applied it to SciML.

4.1 Mixed precision methods

To enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of training deep neural networks, the utilization of mixed
precision techniques has emerged. Mixed precision is an approach that combines the half precision
(float16) presented in Sec. 3 and single precision (float32) numerical format to improve memory
efficiency and computational speed.

4.1.1 Generic mixed precision strategies

There are two main strategies to deal with the inaccuracy of low-precision representations: mixed
precision and loss scaling [22, 20]. During training, mixed precision approaches the performance of
the float32 network significantly better than that of the float16 network (Fig. 2).

With a mixed precision network, a copy of float32 weights is maintained, but calculations,
including forward and backward passes, are performed with float16 (Fig. 4). The network computes
the loss and gradients with float16 format, during which the bulk of the memory consumption and
the calculations arise. The gradients are then converted back to the more precise float32 copy.

The second strategy, known as loss scaling, serves to maximize the utilization of the float16 data
range when computing gradients (Fig. 4). In the float16 representation, values can be accurately
expressed within the range of [6.10 ·10−5, 6.55 ·104], but the actual values activated during training
are usually less than one [22]. When the gradients are scaled to larger values by multiplying with a
scale factor, the range of activated values effectively shifts upward, reducing the risk of underflow
in the backward pass. Note that the gradients are unscaled prior to their use in the stochastic
gradient descent (SGD) algorithm.

8
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NaN NaN

Figure 3: Comparison of PINN predictions and loss landscapes at different iterations
for the heat equation (Sec. 3.2). (A) Train a PINN using float32, and then cast the network
weights and biases from float32 to float16 after training. (B) The local loss landscapes of two
networks at different iterations. The change in loss landscape for float32 network from iteration 0
to iteration 1 is smooth, while the change in loss landscape for float16 network from iteration 0 to
iteration 1 is not smooth and the loss landscape has regions of NaNs.
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Weights (f32) Weights (f16)

Loss (f16)Gradients (f16)Gradients (f32)

Scaled loss (f16)Scaled gradients (f16)Scaled gradients (f32)

Apply optimizer

f32 → f16

f16 → f32 Backward pass
Forward pass

× Scale factor
Backward passf16 → f32

/ Scale factor

Figure 4: Flowchart of training networks with mixed precision. The dashed path represents
the optional loss scaling technique with a scale factor. Float32 and float16 are abbreviated as f32
and f16, respectively.

To implement mixed precision, for PyTorch, we used the PyTorch Automatic Mixed Precision
(AMP). The core characteristic in the PyTorch AMP is the autocast feature, which intelligently
manages the precision of various operations during network training. Under autocast, most cal-
culations were performed in float16 to optimize the speed and memory efficiency. However, to
maintain stability and accuracy, certain operations deemed prone to instability are performed in
float32 [24]. If PyTorch AMP is used, any network evaluations done, e.g., mid-training testing, must
be wrapped with autocast to avoid excess memory usage. For TensorFlow, we used the built-in
support for mixed precision layer policies [21] by setting the global policy and the policy of a layer
to mixed float16, which will cause the layer to store values in float32 and perform computations
in float16.

4.1.2 Additional techniques for SciML

To enable mixed precision to better work with SciML, we introduce a number of additional tech-
niques to mixed precision. We list them below.

1. During the network training, we increased the value of the ϵ parameter in the Adam opti-
mizer [12] from the default value of 10−7 to a larger value around 10−5. This adjustment was
necessary to maintain numerical stability during the training process.

2. For most DeepONet problems, we changed the loss function from the mean squared error
to the mean L2 relative error. We made this change because the mean squared error was
overflowing when using mixed precision.

3. In some cases, when the loss function was of the form A2/B, i.e., the squared error A2 nor-
malized by a factor B, it overflowed. We fixed this by transforming it into the mathematically
equivalent but less likely to overflow (A/

√
B)2.

4. In PINNs, when determining if a point is on a boundary/initial condition, we increased
the absolute tolerance for the closeness function (np.isclose) from 10−6 to 10−4 due to the
reduced precision of float16. The np.isclose function measures if two floating-point numbers
are functionally the same (close), since floating point numbers are usually not exactly equal
due to their representation in memory.

Additionally, although others have found that loss scaling is useful [20], we did not find it useful
for our work. Instead, we found that the only time an overflow occurred was in the loss function, and
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that the way to fix it was simply to change the loss function using the aforementioned techniques. In
Sec. 5, all values of training time and memory usage are based on a TensorFlow implementation of
mixed precision. During the preparation of this paper, a new paper [28] appeared, which proposed
to apply mixed precision to Fourier neural operators.

5 Scientific machine learning with mixed precision: Results

We apply mixed precision techniques to PINNs, DeepONets, and physics-informed DeepONets. To
evaluate the performance of the networks, we compute the L2 relative error, and for each case, we
record the training time and peak memory consumed and compare them. The hyperparameters of
all the problems solved are in Appendix A.

5.1 Mixed precision in PINNs

In this section, we demonstrate the effectiveness of mixed precision in forward and inverse PINN
problems.

5.1.1 Burgers’ equation

We solved the Burgers’ equation below:

∂u

∂t
+ u

∂u

∂x
= ν

∂2u

∂x2
, x ∈ [−1, 1], t ∈ [0, 1],

with the following boundary conditions,

u(−1, t) = u(1, t) = 0, u(x, 0) = − sin(πx).

The float16 network has a large L2 relative error, and there is no major discrepancy in L2 relative
error between the float32 baseline network and the mixed precision network (Table 3). The memory
required for float16 and mixed precision networks were approximately half of the memory required
for the float32 network. However, because we used a small network with a small number of training
points for this problem (Table 10), we did not discover any time benefits.

Table 3: Comparison of the L2 relative error, time, and memory among float32, float16,
and mixed precision networks for the Burgers’ equation (Sec. 5.1.1).

L2 relative error Time (s) Memory (MB)

Float32 3.21± 0.51% 14.21± 0.20 8.63± 0.07
Float16 19.8± 1.5% 15.49± 0.07 4.42± 0.02

Mixed precision 3.04± 0.22% 16.09± 0.78 4.45± 0.03

5.1.2 Kovasznay flow

We solved the 2-dimensional Kovasznay flow on Ω = [0, 1]2,

(u · ∇)u+∇p =
1

Re
∇2u,
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with the following boundary conditions on ∂Ω:

u(x, y) = 1− exp(lx) cos(2πy),

v(x, y) =
l

2π
exp(lx) sin(2πy).

For the pressure p(x, y), a Dirichlet boundary condition is imposed on the right boundary with an
outflow condition:

p(x, y) =
1

2
(1− exp(2lx)) for x = 1,

where l is defined as l = 1
2ν −

√
1

4ν2
+ 4π2 and Re = 20 is the Reynold’s number used for this

problem.
The L2 relative error for float16 is large for all variables, and the L2 relative errors for mixed

precision and float32 are lower and very similar (Table 4 and Fig. 5). The mixed precision model
uses around half as much memory as float32, and there is a 1.13x (≈ 245.70/216.74) speedup when
using mixed precision over float32. This example further validates our claim that mixed precision
is a viable alternative to float32.

Table 4: Comparison of the L2 relative error, time, and memory among float32, float16,
and mixed precision networks for the Kovasznay flow problem (Sec. 5.1.2).

L2 relative error Time (s) Memory (GB)

u v p

Float32 0.40± 0.15% 1.20± 0.78% 0.50± 0.13% 245.70± 3.44 1.51± 0.02
Float16 7.50± 0.41% 34.70± 24.37% 23.10± 1.24% 213.71± 1.79 0.76± 0.01

Mixed precision 0.60± 0.04% 1.20± 0.24% 0.60± 0.09% 216.74± 4.19 0.76± 0.01

5.1.3 Inverse problem of hemodynamics

To demonstrate the potential of mixed precision training to significantly reduce training time, we
solved a more computationally intensive problem. We simulate blood flow in the blood vessel
with PINN, particularly focusing on platelet dynamics and thrombus formation [30]. The flow is
constrained to satisfy the Navier-Stokes equations on the domain shown in Fig. 6A,

Momentum equation: (u · ∇)u+∇p =
1

Re
∇2u,

Continuity equation: ∇ · u = 0,

with no-slip boundary conditions applied on all solid faces. This problem is an inverse problem,
and we assume that the values for the inlet flow and the outlet pressure are unknown.

In terms of accuracy, the mixed precision network performed comparably to the standard float32
network (Table 5 and Fig. 6B). A significant reduction of 53% in training time and 50% in mem-
ory was observed, suggesting that, for computationally intensive problems, training with mixed
precision allows for improved performance without sacrificing accuracy (Table 5).
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flow problem. (First row) Reference solution. (Second row) The network prediction of float16
has large error. (Third and fourth rows) The network predictions of float32 and mixed precision
have low error.
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Figure 6: Setup and PINN results for the hemodynamic problem (Sec. 5.1.3). (A)
Computational domain. The inlet and outlet flow conditions are unknown. (B) The comparison
of the magnitude of velocity for float32 and mixed precision network predictions at the center of
the domain. The predicted solutions for float32 and mixed precision networks closely match the
reference solution.

Table 5: Comparison of the L2 relative error, time, and memory among float32, float16,
and mixed precision networks for the hemodynamics problem (Sec. 5.1.3).

L2 relative error of ||u|| Time (hours) Memory (GB)

Float32 2.23± 0.02% 10.92± 0.01 11.25± 0.01
Mixed precision 2.30± 0.01% 5.76± 0.01 5.61± 0.01

Ratio 1.03 0.53 0.50
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5.1.4 Inverse problem of flow in a rectangular domain

To demonstrate the efficacy of mixed precision techniques in inverse problems, we tackled another
inverse Navier-Stokes problem by focusing on incompressible flow in a rectangular domain Ω =
[1, 8]× [−2, 2] for a time period [0, 7]. The equation below describes the problem:

Momentum equation:
∂u

∂t
+ λ1(u · ∇)u = −∇p+ λ2∇2u,

Continuity equation: ∇ · u = 0,

where u is the velocity field and p is the pressure field. The true values of λ1 and λ2 are 1 and
0.01, respectively, and they denote the density and viscosity in the Navier-Stokes equation. Here,
we assume that λ1 and λ2 are unknown, and the goal is to infer the values of λ1 and λ2 from the
PDE solution data, i.e., the pressure field, the horizontal velocity, and the vertical velocity.

The L2 relative errors for velocity components u and v and the pressure field p are lowest for
the float32 network, indicating the highest accuracy (Table 6). The mixed precision network shows
slightly higher but comparable L2 relative errors, while the float16 network has significantly higher
L2 relative errors. The float32 network shows the lowest error when predicting λ1. Interestingly,
the mixed precision network performs slightly better than float32 when predicting λ2, although the
error margin is quite large. This trend suggests that the mixed precision network can maintain
a high level of accuracy, which is on par with the float32 network. The float16 network has the
highest error, which is consistent with the trends observed in other variables (Table 6). There is a
1.75x (≈ 616.03/351.57) speedup when using mixed precision over float32 while maintaining a 50%
(≈ (1028.12− 513.49)/1028.12) memory reduction consistent with the float16 network.

Table 6: Comparison among float32, mixed, and float16 precision networks for the
Navier-Stokes inverse problem (Sec 5.1.4).

Float32 Mixed precision Float16

L2 relative error
u 0.79± 0.04% 0.90± 0.05% 3.39± 0.25%
v 2.57± 0.05% 3.33± 0.14% 14.80± 1.42%
p 2.00± 0.07% 3.30± 0.34% 12.70± 0.62%

Relative error
λ1 0.03± 0.06% 1.10± 0.10% 3.70± 0.46%
λ2 7.00± 1.73% 5.00± 3.61% 15.70± 7.02%

Training time (s) 616.03± 0.15 351.57± 0.70 349.54± 0.31
Memory (MB) 1028.12± 1.03 513.49± 0.03 513.68± 0.33

5.2 Mixed precision in DeepONet

We apply mixed precision to DeepONet problems.

5.2.1 Advection equation

We consider the advection equation with a periodic boundary condition [15]:

∂u

∂t
+

∂u

∂x
= 0, Ω = [0, 1]2.
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We choose the initial condition as a square wave centered at x of width w and height h:

u0(x) = h · 1[c−w/2,c+w/2],

where (c, w, h) are randomly chosen from [0.3, 0.7]× [0.3, 0.6]× [1, 2]. We learn the mapping from
the initial condition u0(x) to the solution at t = 0.5.

We observe notable findings in the relative L2 error, the use of memory and the computation
time (Table 7). The prediction of mixed precision network demonstrates a comparable relative
L2 error of approximately 0.33%, with a slightly wider range of variation (±0.04%) compared to
float32 network. The mixed precision network shows a noticeable reduction in memory usage,
averaging approximately 34.63 MB (±0.0243 MB). Although it does not achieve an exact 50%
reduction in memory compared to float32, this reduction is still substantial. There is also a 1.11x
(≈ 635.08/567.97) speed-up when using mixed precision over float32. This result shows how well
the mixed precision framework works with the DeepONet architecture.

Table 7: Comparison of the L2 relative error, time, and memory among float32, float16,
and mixed precision networks for the advection problem (Sec. 5.2.1).

L2 relative error Training time (s) Memory (MB)

Float32 0.33± 0.01% 635.08± 3.85 53.47± 0.87
Float16 0.51± 0.02% 511.33± 31.75 31.46± 0.01

Mixed precision 0.33± 0.04% 567.97± 3.68 34.63± 0.02

5.2.2 Linear instability waves in high-speed boundary layers

We applied the mixed precision method to the linear instability wave problem [4, 15]. The aim
is to predict the evolution of linear instability waves in a compressible boundary layer. This
involves studying how the initial upstream instability wave behaves as it travels downstream within
a specific region. The focus is on instability waves with small amplitudes, which can be effectively
characterized using linear parabolized stability equations. These equations are derived from the
Navier–Stokes equations by dividing the flow into a base flow and a perturbation. Here we consider
air with Prandtl number = 0.72 and ratio of specific heats γ = 1.4. The free-stream Mach number
is Ma = 4.5 and the free-stream temperature is T0 = 65.15K. We set the inflow location of our
configuration slightly upstream at

√
Rex0 = 1800. When the perturbation frequency is ω, the

instability frequency is ω106/
√
Rex0. More details about this problem and the dataset can be

found in Ref. [4]. The output functions in the dataset differ by more than two orders of magnitude,
so we first normalized all functions so that the maximum value of each function is 1. We then
computed the POD modes and use this POD-DeepONet to solve this problem.

The float16 network fails in solving this problem, achieving an L2 relative error greater than
100%. The L2 relative errors for mixed precision and float32 are lower at 22.9% and 23.5%,
respectively (Table 8). We get a significant speedup of 1.48x (≈ 13.49/9.10) and a 50% (≈ (941.54−
471.81)/941.54) reduction in memory when training with mixed precision rather than float32, while
still maintaining comparable accuracy (Table 8).
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Table 8: Comparison of the L2 relative error, time, and memory among float32, float16,
and mixed precision networks for the linear instability wave (Sec. 5.2.2).

L2 relative error Training time (hours) Memory (MB)

Float32 22.9± 1.30% 13.49± 0.44 941.54± 0.02
Float16 102.1± 0.20% 8.43± 0.23 471.81± 0.01

Mixed precision 23.5± 0.70% 9.10± 0.05 471.71± 0.01

5.2.3 Physics-informed DeepONet for solving the diffusion reaction equation

In addition to data-driven DeepONets, we also tested a physics-informed DeepONet. We learn an
operator for a diffusion reaction system given an arbitrary source term v(x), satisfying

∂u

∂t
= D

∂2u

∂x2
− ku2 + v(x), Ω = [0, 1]2,

with D = 0.01 and k = 0.01. The boundary conditions are:

u(x, 0) = 0, u(0, t) = u(1, t) = 0.

A DeepONet was trained with a physics-informed loss function.
The mixed precision network achieves a L2 relative error (2.2±1.1%) comparable to the float32

network, indicating that it maintains high accuracy while benefiting from reduced precision in com-
putations. The float16 network exhibits a significantly higher L2 relative error (6.3±3.1%), which is
almost three times higher than the float32 network. The mixed precision network achieved almost
the same L2 relative error as the float32 model, while saving 50% (≈ (269.84 − 135.80)/269.84)
on memory and 43% (≈ (1198 − 682)/1198) on time (Table 9). This example further emphasizes
the advantage that mixed precision has with physics-informed models, even when combined with
a DeepONet architecture.

Table 9: Comparison of the L2 relative error, time, and memory among float32, float16,
and mixed precision networks for the diffusion reaction problem (Sec. 5.2.3).

L2 relative error Training time (s) Memory (MB)

Float32 2.2± 1.0% 1198 269.84
Float16 6.3± 3.1% 678 134.92

Mixed precision 2.2± 1.1% 682 135.80

6 Analysis of accuracy for mixed precision methods

In this section, we provide a theoretical basis for gradient descent with mixed precision in neural
networks that require high precision such as PINNs and DeepONets. We analyze the behavior of
gradient descent near a local minimum in the loss function.

6.1 Theoretical analysis of the gradient and value of training loss

We model the mixed precision gradient descent as follows. Suppose that θ is the vector containing
the weights and biases, L(θ) is the training loss function, and η is the learning rate. In a mixed
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precision network, the gradients are calculated with float16 and thus differ from the true gradients
∇L(θ), and the weights are updated via

θ ← θ − η∇L(θ + δθ).

Here, δθ is the rounding error of float16 that satisfies ∥δθ∥ ≤ 2−11∥θ∥.
In a neural network trained with forward/backward propagation in float16, inherent errors in

the gradient prevent the network from reaching its minimum. In order to analyze the accuracy of
the network, we consider that the loss function L has a minimum at θ∗ and assume the following:

1. L is convex.

2. ∇L is Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz constant L ≤ 1
η .

Then we show that, by using gradient descent, the gradient of the loss function can be small enough
(Theorem 1).

Theorem 1. The mixed precision loss function will reach some θ by gradient descent, such that

∥∇L(θ)∥ < 2 +
√
6

211
L∥θ∥. (6.1.1)

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix B.

If we further assume strong convexity, we can use Theorem 1 to derive the bound of the loss
function.

Corollary 1.1. Suppose that L is strongly convex with ∥∇L(x)−∇L(y)∥
∥x−y∥ ≥ µ for any x and y, and

some µ > 0. Then the mixed precision loss function will reach some θ by gradient descent, such
that

∥θ − θ∗∥ < 2 +
√
6

211
· L
µ
∥θ∥

and

L(θ)− L(θ∗) < 15 + 6
√
6

222
L2

µ
∥θ∥2.

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix C.

6.2 Experimental validation

We validated Theorem 1 on the following diffusion equation in one dimension

∂y

∂t
=

∂2y

∂x2
− e−t

(
sin(πx)− π2 sin(πx)

)
, x ∈ [−1, 1], t ∈ [0, 1],

with initial and boundary conditions

y(x, 0) = sin(πx), y(−1, t) = y(1, t) = 0.

In order to compute Eq. (6.1.1), we needed to determine the Lipschitz constant L of the loss
function gradient. As the exact computation of this Lipschitz constant is infeasible, we obtained
an estimate by computing ∥∇L(θt+1)−∇L(θt)∥

∥θt+1−θt∥ at each step t of the training process. This estimated

local Lipschitz constant of the loss function gradient ranged from around 100 to 102 (Fig. 7A).
Using the estimated Lipschitz constant, the model is indeed able to achieve a low gradient of the
loss function as predicted by Theorem 1 (Fig. 7B).

18



0 500 1000 1500 2000

No. of iterations

100

101

102
L

ip
sc

h
it

z
co

n
st

an
t

es
ti

m
at

e

A

0 500 1000 1500 2000

No. of iterations

10−2

10−1

100

101
‖∇L(θ)‖
2+
√

6
211 · L‖θ‖

B

Figure 7: Validation of Theorem 1 for the diffusion equation. (A) Estimate of the (local)
Lipschitz constant of the loss gradient, which is used in the theoretical upper bounds in Eq. (6.1.1).

(B) The norm of the loss gradient ∥∇L(θ)∥ and 2+
√
6

211
L∥θ∥ correspond to the left- and right-hand

sides of Eq. (6.1.1).

7 Conclusions

We analyze the failures and training difficulties associated with using float16 for SciML. Despite the
memory and computational speed benefits, the float16 network struggles with high optimization
error during training, as observed in function regression and PINN problems. The divergence of
gradients and the weight updates going to zero contribute substantially to the decreased accuracy
of the float16 network. The analysis of the loss landscapes further emphasizes the instability and
divergence issues inherent in float16 training.

We demonstrate that using mixed precision, which combines both float16 and float32 numerical
formats, improves memory efficiency and computational speed without sacrificing accuracy, when
training PINNs and DeepONets. The key strategy in mixed precision is to maintain a float32
copy of weights while performing network forward and backward propagations in float16. We also
performed extensive experiments with PINNs and DeepONets, and consistently demonstrated that
mixed precision not only matches the accuracy of float32, but also offers considerable improvements
in memory and computational speed. Finally, we show, with theoretical and empirical analysis, the
rounding error due to float16.

There are still limitations to mixed precision training of PINNs and DeepONets. We do not al-
ways obtain the theoretically optimal halving of memory and the training times are not consistently
sped up by the same amount. Additionally, although loss scaling can usually prevent overflow or
underflow in gradients, it does not prevent overflow in the intermediate calculations inside loss
functions. In this case, we manually change or modify the loss function. In the future, a tool that
automatically detects and mitigates overflows, similar to how loss scaling works, would be useful.
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A Hyperparamaters

For all the function regression, PINN and DeepONet problems, a consistent set of hyperparameters
were used, and are detailed in Tables 10 and 11. Across these problems, the Adam optimizer was
used for optimization. The two tables outline the depth, width, activation function, learning rate,
number of iterations, and training points for each problem. The GPU used for each problem is
listed in Table 12.

For the hemodynamics problem (Sec. 5.1.3), a specialized neural network architecture known
as a parallel feedforward neural network (PFNN), which consists of multiple independent sub-
networks, each with its own hidden layers and neurons, was implemented. In our implementation,
the PFNN is comprised of two sub-networks: one with a depth of 3 and width of 128 and another
sub-network with 4 hidden layers of width 64, 64, 64, and 16, respectively. The learning rate was
kept at 0.001 for the first 160000 iterations and lowered to 0.0001 for the last 50000 iterations.

Table 10: The hyperparameters used for the regression problems and PINNs.

Problem Depth Width Activation Learning rate Iterations Training points

Sec. 3.1 Regression problem 3 10 tanh 0.001 10000 16
Sec. 3.2 Heat equation 4 20 tanh 0.001 20000 2780
Sec. 5.1.1 Burgers’ equation 3 32 tanh 0.001 20000 2240
Sec. 5.1.3 Hemodynamics — — Swish — 210000 10000
Sec. 5.1.2 Kovasznay flow 5 100 tanh 0.001 30000 3000
Sec. 5.1.4 Navier-Stokes inverse 6 60 tanh 0.001 20000 8000
Sec. 6.2 Diffusion reaction equation 4 32 tanh 0.001 2000 260

Table 11: The hyperparameters used for the DeepONets. The trunk and branch network
sizes are expressed as depth × width.

Problem Trunk size Branch size Activation Learning rate Iterations

Sec. 5.2.2 Linear instability wave 6× 256 9 POD modes ELU 0.001 5000000
Sec. 5.2.1 Advection equation 4× 512 2× 512 ReLU 0.001 250000
Sec. 5.2.3 Diffusion reaction equation 3× 128 3× 128 tanh 0.0005 50000

Table 12: The GPU used for each problem.

Problem GPU

Sec. 3.1 Regression problem NVIDIA Tesla T4
Sec. 3.2 Heat equation NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090
Sec. 5.1.1 Burgers’ equation NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090
Sec. 5.1.3 Hemodynamics NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090
Sec. 5.1.2 Kovasznay flow NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090
Sec. 5.1.4 Navier-Stokes inverse NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090
Sec. 5.2.1 Advection equation NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090
Sec. 5.2.2 Linear instability wave NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090
Sec. 5.2.3 Diffusion reaction equation NVIDIA Tesla T4
Sec. 6.2 Diffusion equation NVIDIA Tesla T4
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B Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Since ∇L has Lipschitz constant L, we have ∥∇L(x)−∇L(y)∥
∥x−y∥ ≤ L for all x and y. We first

give two bounds regarding the error of the gradients. Note that

∇L(θ)T (∇L(θ + δθ)) = ∇L(θ)T∇L(θ) +∇L(θ)T (∇L(θ + δθ)−∇L(θ))
≥ ∥∇L(θ)∥2 − ∥∇L(θ)∥∥∇L(θ + δθ)−∇L(θ)∥
≥ ∥∇L(θ)∥2 − L∥∇L(θ)∥∥δθ∥ (B.1)

and

∥∇L(θ + δθ)∥2 ≤ (∥∇L(θ)∥+ L∥δθ∥)2 = ∥∇L(θ)∥2 + 2L∥∇L(θ)∥∥δθ∥+ L2∥δθ∥2. (B.2)

We now bound the updated loss after one iteration of gradient descent. The Lipschitz continuity
gives us [35] that for all y,

L(y) ≤ L(θ) +∇L(θ)T (y − θ) +
1

2
L∥y − θ∥2. (B.3)

Thus, taking y = θ′ = θ − η∇L(θ + δθ) and using Eqs. (B.1), (B.2) and (B.3), we have

L(θ′) ≤ L(θ) +∇L(θ)T (−η∇L(θ + δθ)) +
1

2
L∥η∇L(θ + δθ)∥2

≤ L(θ)− η∥∇L(θ)∥2 + Lη∥∇L(θ)∥∥δθ∥+ 1

2
Lη2(∥∇L(θ)∥2 + 2L∥∇L(θ)∥∥δθ∥+ L2∥δθ∥2)

= L(θ)−
(
η − 1

2
Lη2

)
∥∇L(θ)∥2 + 1

2
Lη2(2L∥∇L(θ)∥∥δθ∥+ L2∥δθ∥2).

From Lη ≤ 1, we have

L(θ′) ≤ L(θ)−
(
η − 1

2
η

)
∥∇L(θ)∥2 + 1

2
η(2L∥∇L(θ)∥∥δθ∥+ L2∥δθ∥2)

= L(θ)− 1

2
η∥∇L(θ)∥2 + ηL∥∇L(θ)∥∥δθ∥+ 1

2
ηL2∥δθ∥2

= L(θ)− 1

2
η∥∇L(θ)∥2 + η

(
L∥∇L(θ)∥∥δθ∥+ 1

2
L2∥δθ∥2

)
. (B.4)

If Eq. (6.1.1) holds, we will consider the model to be in a critical region. We now show that the
model always reaches the critical region, thereby proving Theorem 1. Suppose, for the sake of
contradiction, that the model never reaches the critical region. We have

∥∇L(θ)∥ ≥ 2 +
√
6

211
L∥θ∥ =⇒ ∥∇L(θ)∥ ≥ (2 +

√
6)L∥δθ∥

=⇒ ∥∇L(θ)∥2 − 4L∥δθ∥∥∇L(θ)∥ − 2L2∥δθ∥2 ≥ 0

=⇒ L∥δθ∥∥∇L(θ)∥+ 1

2
L2∥δθ∥2 ≤ 1

4
∥∇L(θ)∥2.

From Eq. (B.4), we have

L(θ′) ≤ L(θ)− 1

4
η∥∇L(θ)∥2. (B.4)
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Let θt be the model parameters at iteration t and define Et = L(θt)−L(θ∗). By convexity, we have

∥θt − θ∗∥∥∇L(θt)∥ ≥ L(θt)− L(θ∗) =⇒ ∥∇L(θt)∥ ≥
Et

∥θt − θ∗∥ ,

and Eq. (B.4) gives us

Et+1 ≤ Et −
1

4
η∥∇L(θt)∥2 ≤ Et −

1

4
η

E2
t

∥θt − θ∗∥2 ≤ Et −
1

4
η

E2
t

∥θ1 − θ∗∥2 . (B.6)

We now prove the following bound on the error with induction:

Et ≤
α

t
, where α = max

{
8∥θ1 − θ∗∥2

η
,E1

}
.

The base case is

E1 =
E1

1
≤ α

1
.

Now assume the inductive hypothesis holds for t. We have, by Eq. (B.6),

Et+1 ≤ Et −
1

4
η

E2
t

∥θ1 − θ∗∥2 ≤ Et −
2

α
E2

t .

If Et ≤ α
t+1 , then we are done, since Et+1 ≤ Et. Otherwise, we have

Et+1 ≤
α

t
− 2

α

α2

(t+ 1)2
=

α

t
− 2α

(t+ 1)2
= α

(
1

t
− 2

(t+ 1)2

)
.

Since
1

t
− 2

(t+ 1)2
=

t+1
t − 2

t+1

t+ 1
=

1 + 1
t − 2

t+1

t+ 1
≤ 1

t+ 1
,

the inductive step is proven. Hence, Et tends towards zero and the value of the loss function
approaches its minimum. But since L(θ) is convex, this means that ∇L(θ) goes to zero, and thus
the assumption that the model never reaches the critical region was incorrect.

C Proof of Corollary 1.1

Proof. If L is strongly convex with µ ≤ ∥∇L(x)−∇L(y)∥
∥x−y∥ , then using Theorem 1, we have that inside

the critical region,

∥θ − θ∗∥ ≤ 1

µ
∥∇L(θ)∥ ≤ 2 +

√
6

211
· L
µ
∥θ∥.

Hence, using Eq. (B.3),

L(θ) ≤ L(θ∗) + ∥∇L(θ)∥∥θ − θ∗∥+ 1

2
L∥θ − θ∗∥2 ≤ L(θ∗) + 3L2

2µ

(
2 +
√
6

211

)2

∥θ∥2,

and so

L(θ)− L(θ∗) ≤ 15 + 6
√
6

222
L2

µ
∥θ∥2.
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