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• Advanced ML technique is developed based on DeepONet to replicate FEM responses
for civil structures.

• Various DeepONets are investigated to predict multiple degrees of freedom response
of the structure.

• Novel physics incorporation methods based on structural stiffness are introduced.
• Achieved over 95% accuracy in predictions with extreme efficiency for various loading

combinations.
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Abstract

Finite element modeling is a well-established tool for structural analysis, yet modeling
complex structures often requires extensive pre-processing, significant analysis effort, and
considerable time. This study addresses this challenge by introducing an innovative
method for real-time prediction of structural static responses using DeepOnet which relies
on a novel approach to physics-informed networks driven by structural balance laws.
This approach offers the flexibility to accurately predict responses under various load
classes and magnitudes. The trained DeepONet can generate solutions for the entire
domain, within a fraction of a second. This capability effectively eliminates the need for
extensive remodeling and analysis typically required for each new case in FE modeling.
We apply the proposed method to two structures: a simple 2D beam structure and a
comprehensive 3D model of a real bridge. To predict multiple variables with DeepONet,
we utilize two strategies: a split branch/trunk and multiple DeepONets combined into
a single DeepONet. In addition to data-driven training, we introduce a novel physics-
informed training approaches. This method leverages structural stiffness matrices to
enforce fundamental equilibrium and energy conservation principles, resulting in two novel
physics-informed loss functions: energy conservation and static equilibrium using the
Schur complement. We use various combinations of loss functions to achieve an error rate
of less than 5% with significantly reduced training time. This study shows that DeepONet,
enhanced with hybrid loss functions, can accurately and efficiently predict displacements
and rotations at each mesh point, with reduced training time.

Keywords: DeepONet, Physics-informed neural operators (PINOs), Finite element
modeling, Static loading, Elastic response.

1. Introduction

1.1. Overview
Over the past few decades, the finite element method (FEM) [1, 2] has become

the practical standard tool for simulating and understanding the complex behaviors of
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many engineering structures and mechanical systems. FEM is particularly effective for
solving partial differential equations (PDEs) in scenarios where analytical solutions are
unattainable, providing accurate approximations of structural deformation grounded in
strong mathematical principles. However, as problem complexity increases, developing the
FEM model requires significant time, and even slight changes in loads, material properties,
and boundary conditions necessitate reprocessing and reanalysis of the model. To address
this challenge, our work introduces DeepONet enhanced with physics information to
efficiently predict the elastic deformation of structures. This method accurately predicts
structural behavior across the entire domain within a fraction of a second. We focus on
predicting multiple variables (displacement and rotations) at each mesh point of real-life
structures under variable static load classes and magnitudes, ensuring that the predictions
adhere to fundamental equilibrium and energy conservation principles.

1.2. Literature review and research gaps
With the increase in computational power, machine learning (ML) methods such as

artificial neural networks (ANNs) have been extensively used to forecast the behavior of
various systems. Among ANNs, multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) were commonly applied for
damage detection in civil structures [3, 4]. The general applications of ANNs in predicting
the dynamic behavior of diverse structures, such as buildings, marine constructions, and
bridges, can be found in [5–8]. Significant research was conducted on damage detection,
fatigue life prediction, fault diagnosis, and seismic damage prediction [9–13]. Additionally,
substantial work on spalling, cracking, rebar exposure, and buckling in reinforced concrete
members can be found in [14–16]. Xu et al. [17] presented a review of recent developments
in AI applications in civil structures, focusing on structural health monitoring, automation,
and reliability analysis. Moreover, ML models addressed various challenges in additive
manufacturing [18], bio-inspired structures [19, 20], damage detection in civil structures
[21–24], nonlinear material responses [25–27], and other applications. Despite these
advancements, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, no work in the literature focuses
on replicating FEM responses using ML techniques with physics-based constraints to
efficiently predict deformations in civil structures.

Most of the specified studies solely relied on a data-driven approach, training the ML
network based only on the available data, which may lead to incorrect predictions when the
testing data lies beyond the training domain. To address this issue, researchers integrated
physics into neural networks (NNs), resulting in the development of physics-informed
neural networks (PINNs) [28, 29]. Physics-informed models incorporate physical laws and
governing equations into the loss function, ensuring that predictions are based on both
the training data and the underlying physics. Recent studies demonstrated the potential
of integrating PINNs with FEM [30, 31]. One way to incorporate physics into the network
is by formulating the loss function based on the residual of PDEs or governing equations
[32–34]. Another method involves variational and energy-based approaches [35–39]. In
this study, we use a different approach: instead of relying on PDEs or governing equations,
we leverage structural stiffness matrices and enforce the principles of static equilibrium
(SE) and energy conservation (EC) to develop the physics-informed loss functions. We
employ various combinations of loss function types; more details can be found in Section
2.

Most existing approaches (NNs and PINNs) require retraining or transfer learning for
any change in input parameters, such as loads or discretization, similar to traditional
numerical methods that require new simulations for each new set of parameters. To
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address this, Lu et al. [40] developed DeepONet. DeepONet contains a branch network
that encodes the input functions and a trunk network that encodes the input domain
geometry, allowing it to solve entire families of PDEs for specific problems and learn
operators like integrals or differentials. DeepONet was extended to incorporate traditional
physical laws (PDE-based) in the learning process, improving prediction accuracy and
data handling efficiency at the expense of higher computing costs [41]. Significant accuracy
was achieved in various applications of continuum mechanics [42–45]. So far, DeepONet
was primarily used for continuum 2D problems, solving PDEs such as advection, Burgers,
diffusion, wave propagation, Darcy flow, and flow in porous media [41, 46, 47]. However,
it had not been tested for practical structural modeling involving assemblies of discrete
structural elements (beams, shells) and multiple output variables at each mesh point. In
this work, we develop DeepONet to simultaneously predict the displacements and rotations
of discrete real-life structures under static loading, ensuring adherence to physical laws.

DeepONet was designed to handle both single and multiple output functions simulta-
neously [40]. Most applications found in the literature focus on a single output function
from DeepONet [19, 41]. In our work, we need to predict multiple output functions across
the entire domain. To address this, we adopt the strategies specified by Lu et al. [48]
to handle multiple output functions. The first strategy involves using N -independent
DeepONets, each outputting one function. The second strategy is the split branch and
trunk network approach, which splits the outputs of both the branch/trunk networks into
N groups, with each group outputting a single function.

1.3. Contributions and Paper Structure
In the field of structural engineering, most ML applications focus on damage detection,

concrete spalling, cracking, seismic response, and fatigue life predictions [9–12, 14–16].
However, to the author’s knowledge, no previous work has attempted to replicate the
FEM resolution of structural response, i.e. at every material point in each structural
member. The purpose of this work is to avoid the extensive remodeling effort associated
with FEM for every new case and to predict the governing variables (displacements and
rotations) across the entire domain of the structure. To achieve this goal, we present
an operator-learning solution using DeepONet. To ensure maximum accuracy and avoid
underfitting or overfitting, we perform a detailed parametric study by varying the number
of layers in the network, the number of neurons in each layer, batch size, and aspect
ratio of the network. Additionally, we test various architectures of DeepONet to manage
multiple outputs from a single main network, including the split branch/trunk strategy
and the N -independent DeepONet strategy. To ensure that predictions adhere to the
underlying physics of the structure, we leverage a pre-calculated stiffness matrix to develop
novel physics-informed loss functions based on energy conservation and static equilibrium
principles, avoiding the cumbersome and expensive use of governing PDEs. To further
enhance the efficiency of DeepONet and reduce training time, we use the Schur complement
to reduce the problem size. Finally, to verify the applicability of the proposed model, we
test it on two structures: a 2D beam structure and a 3D model of a real bridge, KW-51,
in Leuven, Belgium.

The structure of the paper is as follows: Section 2 provides a detailed methodology,
including the development of DeepONet and the formulation of loss functions. Section 3
discusses the application of DeepONet to a 2D beam structure, covering FEM modeling,
data generation, a parametric study, results, and discussions. Section 4 extends the
application to the real-life KW-51 structure, detailing FEM modeling, validation, data
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generation, and training with different combinations of loss functions. Finally, Section 5
presents the conclusions of the study.

2. Proposed Method

This section details the methodology used for the proposed work, which includes the
overall methodology of the work, the proposed DeepONet, and the development of novel
loss functions.

2.1. Overall Methodology
The steps involved in the proposed framework (Figure 1) are outlined as follows:

1. Data Generation and Processing:

• FEM model development: Build and validate a FEM model to simulate
structural responses.

• Dataset generation: Produce datasets under specified loading and boundary
conditions.

• Data formatting: Extract and format data for network training.

2. DeepONet Design:

• Output strategy: Choose between split branch/trunk network or multiple
DeepONets (N -independent DeepONets) to manage multiple outputs.

• Network configuration: Perform a parametric study to optimize the network
design.

3. Training and Testing:

• Physics-informed training: Select and apply a suitable physics princi-
ple—energy conservation (EC) or static equilibrium with Schur complement
(SE-S)—based on the problem type.

• Model evaluation: Train the network on known cases and test on unseen
scenarios to assess generalization.

4. Post-Processing:

• Domain computation: Perform post-processing based on the physical prin-
ciple (SE-S) and/or the FEM model constraints (e.g., master-to-slave node
relationships).

5. Visualization:

• Visual output: Directly visualize DeepONet results or prepare them for
software-based visualization (e.g., 3D scatter plots, ODB file rewriting).

4



Data Generation & Processing:

FEM model Data Generation

Training & Testing:

Data Driven
loss function

Data + Physics
informed loss

function

Energy
Conser-
vation

Static
Equilibrium

Visualization
In any suitable software or rewrite ODB file

Post-processing:
Predict variables at

remaining nodes

Data processing

DeepONet Design:
Type of network:

Split Branch/Trunk       N-DeepONets

Parametric study:
Number of layers/neurons
Batch size, Learning rate

DeepONET-1

DeepONET-2

DeepONET-3

Branch

Trunk

Figure 1: Flowchart of the proposed methodology

2.2. Deep Operator Neural Network (DeepONet)
Recently, Lu et al. [40] introduced a groundbreaking operator learning architecture

called DeepONet, inspired by the universal approximation theorem for operators [49, 50].
DeepONet offers a straightforward and intuitive model architecture that trains quickly and
provides a continuous representation of target output functions independent of resolution.
A DeepONet comprises two sub-networks: a branch network that encodes the input
function u(xi) at fixed points xi, i = 1, . . . ,m, and a trunk network that encodes the
locations a for the real value output function G(u)(a), where G is an operator acting
on the input function u, producing the output function G(u). In our case, the branch
network takes the loading function as input and outputs a feature embedding [b1, b2, . . . , bn].
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The trunk network takes the coordinates a as input and outputs a feature embedding
[t1, t2, . . . , tn]. The final output is obtained by the dot product of the outputs of the
branch and trunk networks, followed by the addition of a bias term (Figure 2C.). Multiple
architectures of the branch and trunk networks can be used such as MLP (Multi-Layer
Perceptron), Convolutional Neural Networks (CNN), or Recurrent Neural Networks
(RNN)[40]. As in this work, our input (coordinates and load values) and output data
(displacements and rotations at each coordinate) are in the Cartesian coordinate system,
we choose MLP as the base structure for both the branch and trunk networks (Figure
2C.).

There are a few variations of DeepONet architectures. One variation features multiple
branch networks and a single trunk network to predict the output function, known as
stacked DeepONet (Figure 2A.), typically used when multiple functions combine to form
one output. The other type uses a single branch network and a single trunk network,
known as unstacked DeepONet (Figure 2B.). In our work, we focus on mapping a single
function (load) to output functions (displacements and rotations). Therefore, we adopt
the unstacked DeepONet architecture. Additionally, we aim to predict multiple variables
across the entire domain. To achieve this, we utilize strategies outlined by Lu et al. [48]
for handling multiple output functions:

• N-independent DeepONets: This method involves using N -independent Deep-
ONets, each responsible for outputting one function (Figure 3A.). For example, to
predict six functions, we use six separate DeepONets. The weight updates during
training for one output function do not impact the weights of the other outputs, as
each output is managed by a separate DeepONet.

• Split branch/trunk network: This method divides the outputs of both the
branch and trunk networks into N groups, with each group predicting one function
(Figure 3B.). For instance, to predict three variables (N = 3), if both networks
have 48 neurons in the output layer, the dot product of the first 16 neurons of
both networks produces the first function, the next 16 neurons produce the second
function, and the remaining 16 neurons produce the third function. In this approach,
the neurons’ weights are shared, so changes to one neuron’s weight can affect the
outputs of other groups.

The choice of the optimal strategy depends on the specific problem [48]. In our work,
we employ both strategies to manage multiple outputs.

2.3. Loss functions
The choice of loss function significantly impacts the performance of the ML network,

as it is a critical component that influences training. The calculated loss value propagates
back through the network to update the weights of the neurons, with the specific goal
of minimizing the loss. In this work, we use a combination of data-driven and physics-
informed losses, expressed as:

LTotal = Ldata + Lphysics (1)

In this work, two novel physics-informed loss functions are developed based on a
pre-calculated stiffness matrix, thus avoiding the use of PDE-based loss functions.

6



u(x1)
u(x2)

...
u(xm)

Input
function: u

DeepONet

x1,y1,z1
x2,y2,z2

...
x3,y3,z3

Input domain
coordinates: 

a:(x,y,z)

Output
function: 
G(u)(a)

Branch
Net

Trunk 
Net

u(x1)
u(x2)

...
u(xm)

Input
function: u

DeepONet
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Net
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X
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MLP Branch/Trunk 

b1/t1

b2/t2

bn/tn

G(u)(a)Input

A. Stacked DeepONet

B. Unstacked DeepONet

C. Architecture of Branch/Trunk Network

Figure 2: Illustration of DeepONet structure and types. A. Stacked DeepONet, B. Unstacked DeepONet,
C. Multilayer Perceptrons(MLP) architecture of Branch/Trunk Network

2.3.1. Data-Driven loss function
Data-Driven (DD) loss functions are commonly used to ensure that the ML network

learns based on the provided data [9, 10, 16, 21]. These functions ensure that the ML
network’s training adheres strictly to the available data, with the quality of predictions
being dependent on the data used during training. In this work, the DD loss function
chosen is the mean relative L2 loss, defined as:

Ldata =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥GTrue(ui)(a)−G(ui)(a)∥
∥GTrue(ui)(a)∥

(2)

Here, G(ui)(a) represents the predicted output function value at point a (coordinate),
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...
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u(x2)
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x2,y2,z2
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Branch Network

Trunk Network
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A. N-independent DeepONet Strategy

B. Split Branch/Trunk Strategy

Figure 3: Illustration to handle multiple outputs using DeepONet: A. 6 Independent DeepONets to
handle 6 outputs, B. 1 DeepONet to handle 3 outputs.

and GTrue(ui)(a) is the true function value (from FEM) at the same point a. The parameter
N denotes the total number of functions processed by the branch network. This loss
function aims to minimize the error between predicted values and actual values.

While this DD approach ensures the network learns from the data, it is also crucial to
incorporate the underlying physical principles of the system to produce realistic predictions.
Purely DD loss functions may sometimes fail to ensure that predictions adhere to the
governing physics, especially when the training data is of insufficient quality or quantity.
To address this, we propose two novel physics-informed loss functions.
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2.3.2. Physics-Informed loss functions
Researchers have integrated physics into DD approaches, leading to the development

of PINNs ([28, 29]). Physics-informed models ensure that predictions from machine
learning do not rely solely on available training data but also adhere to the underlying
physics of the problem, resulting in more realistic and accurate predictions. Generally,
the incorporation of physics in training is achieved by formulating the loss function as
the residual of PDEs at designated collocation points within the physical domain and its
boundary and initial conditions [32–34]. An alternative approach is based on variational
and energy methods, where the loss function is constructed using a variational form
[35–37]. However, for real-life complex structures consisting of multiple types of members
(beams and shells) in a discrete domain, the development and incorporation of PDE-based
or energy method-based approaches for the entire problem is computationally expensive
and challenging. Therefore, we introduce a new approach that leverages the structural
stiffness matrix for the development of a physics-informed loss function. Physics can be
enforced using two approaches: 1) the energy conservation principle and 2) the static
equilibrium equation.

The energy conservation principle is a fundamental concept in physics, ensuring the
system’s equilibrium by balancing external work with internal work. In the case of
elasticity, the principle ensures energy conservation under isothermal conditions where no
dissipative processes occur (e.g., plasticity, damage, fracture). The balance of internal
work to external work can be expressed as follows:

Winternal −Wexternal = 0 (3)

In the context of FEM, energy conservation in quasi-static loading can be expressed
as:

U TKU − U TF = 0 (4)

where U represents the degrees of freedom (DOFs: displacements and rotations),
which are also the predicted output function values G(ui)(a) from DeepONet at given
coordinates; K is the global stiffness matrix; and F is the global force acting on the
system. The rationale for using the energy conservation principle as a loss function lies in
the straightforward accessibility of the global stiffness matrix from the FEM model of the
system. With the global stiffness matrix, we can easily compute the external and internal
work done during network training. The objective is to minimize the difference between
the external work done and the internal work done, represented by the EC loss function
(LEC):

LEC =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥G(ui)(a)
T ·Ki ·G(ui)(a)−G(ui)(a)

T · Fi∥ (5)

The developed LEC ensures energy conservation across the entire system, but this
adds computational complexity, as matrix multiplication involving thousands of DOFs
can be challenging and lead to prolonged training times. To overcome this, we introduce
the Schur complement in the static equilibrium equation, reducing the problem domain
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for DeepONet training. This aims to reduce training time and enhance accuracy while
preserving the characteristics of the stiffness relationships.

The Schur complement [51] is a mathematical approach in linear algebra used to
reduce the dimensionality of systems of equations, making them easier to solve. It is
particularly valuable in the Finite Element Tearing and Interconnecting (FETI) method,
where it reduces the problem size by dividing the computational domain into subdomains,
solving them independently, and managing interface conditions [52, 53]. In the Boundary
Element Method (BEM), the Schur complement simplifies boundary integral equations
by expressing them in block matrix form [54, 55]. In this work, we utilize the Schur
complement to reduce the dimensionality of the equilibrium equation and use it as a
novel loss function. Typically, the static equilibrium equation for a structural system is
expressed as:

KU = F (6)

Our goal is to reduce the size of the system using the Schur complement. First, we
partition the matrix into blocks as follows:

K =

KII KIN

KNI KNN

 , U =

UI

UN

 , F =

FI

FN

 (7)

UI are selected DOFs, for which we are interested in obtaining results using DeepONet,
UN are remaining DOFs, which can be obtained from post-processing analysis. By
expanding and reorganizing the above system of equations, we get:

KIIUI +KINUN = FI (8)

UN = K−1
NN(FN −KNIUI) (9)

Substituting the Eq. 9 in Eq. 8, we obtain the reduced order equation:

KIIUI +KINK
−1
NNKNIUI = FI −KINK

−1
NNFN (10)

This can be simplified as SUI = Fc. Where, S is the Schur complement matrix defined
as S = KII +KINK

−1
NNKNI , a combination of sub-matrices (KII , KIN , KNI , KNN) from

the original stiffness matrix (K). Fc is the reduced order global force defined as Fc =
FI − KINK

−1
NNFN , FI represents the global forces associated with picked DOFs, and

FN represents the global forces associated with picked DOFs. Here, the objective is to
minimize the difference between the reduced order global force (Fc) and the product of
the Schur complement matrix (S) with selected DOFs UI , which is represented by the
SE-S loss function (LSE-S):

LSE-S =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥Si ·G(ui)(a)− Fc,i∥ (11)
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Adopting the LSE-S offers significant advantages. By reducing a large complex system
of equations into a much smaller system, we can incorporate physical constraints into the
DeepONet training process more efficiently. This reduction significantly decreases the
number of domain points (mesh), allowing the network to learn faster and more effectively.
The illustration of the reduced structural domain points using the Schur complement can
be found in Figure 4. Using the Schur complement, we can train the network on a smaller
domain and obtain the solution for the entire domain through post-processing (Eq. 9).
Instead of applying the LEC to the entire system, we can achieve the same results with a
smaller system, ensuring that the network learns the underlying physics even with fewer
domain points.

Post-processing

A. Nodes in whole domain

B. Nodes picked using Schur Complement C. Remaining nodes in domain

Figure 4: Illustration of the Schur Complement to reduce the size of the system: A. Total nodes in the
structural domain, B. Picked nodes by applying Schur complement, C. The remaining nodes solution
obtained by using post-processing (Eq. 9)

2.3.3. Combinations of loss functions
This section outlines the loss function combinations used in Sections 3 and 4. Eq.

12 integrates the mean L2 relative error with the EC loss function, ensuring energy
conservation throughout the entire domain. Eq. 13 combines the mean L2 relative error
with the SE-S loss function, ensuring the network satisfies the equilibrium equation even
with a reduced number of domain points. The full-domain solution is then obtained
through post-processing using Eq. 9.

LDD+EC =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(
∥GTrue(ui)(a)−G(ui)(a)∥

∥GTrue(ui)(a)∥
+

∥G(ui)(a)
T ·Ki ·G(ui)(a)−G(ui)(a)

T · Fi∥
) (12)

LDD+SE-S =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(
∥GTrue(ui)(a)−G(ui)(a)∥

∥GTrue(ui)(a)∥
+ ∥Si ·G(ui)(a)− Fc,i∥

)
(13)
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3. 2d beam structure

3.1. FEM Model & Data Generation
To evaluate the proposed method for response prediction, a 2D beam structure is

modeled using Abaqus with 2D Timoshenko beam elements configured to resemble a truss
structure. The structure’s dimensions are 20 meters horizontally and 5 meters vertically,
with boundary conditions applied as hinge (bottom left) and roller supports (bottom right)
(Figure 5A.). The model consists of 56 nodes, each providing outputs for displacement
in the x and y directions and rotation about the z direction (Ux, Uy, and Rz). The steel
material properties used in the model are as follows: Young’s modulus of 210 GPa, a
Poisson’s ratio of 0.3, and a density of 7850 kg/m³. The beam section is rectangular,
measuring 400 mm by 250 mm.

20 m

5 m

A. Structure's dimensions B. UDL on half base

D. UDL on full baseC. UVL on half base

Figure 5: Illustration of the 2D beam structure and loading scenarios: A. FEM nodes, B. 1st loading
scenario: UDL on half base, C. 2nd loading scenario: UVL on half base, D. 3rd loading scenario: UDL
on full base

Three loading scenarios are applied vertically downward as depicted in Figure 5. The
first scenario involves a uniformly distributed load (UDL) applied to half of the base, the
second scenario features a uniformly varying load (UVL) over half of the base, and the
third scenario applies a UDL across the entire base. Each scenario includes 1016 random
loadings ranging from 0.1 kN/m to 15 kN/m, resulting in a total of 3048 cases. The
resulting displacements and rotations at each node were extracted from the ODB files
and formatted for compatibility with DeepONet. The DeepONet dataset consists of three
components: branch input (3048× 21), trunk input (56× 2), and output (3048× 168× 3).
Here, 3048 represents the total number of samples, 21 denotes the load values at the nodes,
56 × 2 corresponds to the x and y coordinates for each node, and the output contains
three variables (Ux, Uy, Rz) for each node within each sample.

3.2. DeepONet Training
We train the unstacked DeepONet (Figure 6) using Eq. 2 (DD) and Eq. 12 (DD+EC).

The EC loss function, which incorporates the principle of energy conservation, requires
the use of the structure’s stiffness matrix. For the 2D beam structure with 56 nodes
and 3 degrees of freedom per node, this results in a 168 × 168 global stiffness matrix.
Utilizing the EC loss function, which aims to minimize the discrepancy between external
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and internal work, introduces additional complexity and necessitates more epochs for
training compared to using the DD loss function alone. However, to facilitate a fair
comparison between the DD and DD + EC approaches, we maintained a consistent
number of epochs. The network is trained using the ADAM optimizer with a learning
rate of 0.001, a default initializer, and an activation function of DeepXDE [56]. Prior to
training, a comprehensive parametric study was conducted to ensure optimal accuracy
and mitigate issues of underfitting or overfitting.

Output
layerInner layersInput

layer

X

X

X

G1(u)(a): Ux
(3048 x 56)

G2(u)(a): Uy
(3048 x 56)

G3(u)(a): Rz
(3048 x 56)

48 48 48 48 48 48

48 48 48 48 48 4821

2

Input load: u
(3048 x 21)

Input domain
coordinates: 

a (56 x 2)

Figure 6: DeepONet architecture for the 2D beam structure

3.3. Parametric Study of Network Design
To handle multiple output variables from DeepONet, we employ the split branch/trunk

network strategy (Figure 3B.). Since there are three output functions (Ux, Uy, and Rz),
the output layers in both networks must contain a multiple of three neurons. A parametric
study is performed to identify the optimal configuration of layers, neurons, and batch size
while keeping the dataset and training/testing ratio constant. This study utilizes the DD
loss function. The summarized findings of the parametric study are given in Table 1.

3.3.1. Selection of Number of Neurons
Initially, both the branch and trunk networks are set to six layers. The network’s

performance is then assessed by varying the number of neurons in the output layer [6, 12,
18, 24, 30, 36, 42, 48] and adjusting the neurons in the inner layers [6, 12, 18, 24, 30, 36,
42, 48] correspondingly. For each fixed number of output layer neurons, the inner layer
neurons are varied from 6 to 48 to evaluate their impact on performance. Figures 7A.
and 7B. display results for output layer neurons ranging from 36 to 48. Based on these
findings, we choose 48 neurons for both the inner and output layers (Figure 6).

3.3.2. Number of Layers
Next, the total number of layers in both the branch and trunk networks is varied

from 2 to 8, while maintaining 48 neurons per layer. As shown in Figure 7C., the best
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performance is observed with 6 or 7 layers. Based on these findings, we select a network
configuration with 6 layers for both the branch and trunk networks.

3.3.3. Final Selection Based on Aspect Ratio
The aspect ratio, defined as the ratio of a network’s width (number of neurons per

layer) to its depth (number of layers), plays a critical role in model performance. A
wider network can capture more complex features, while a deeper network excels at
learning hierarchical features. Striking a balance is essential to avoid underfitting (too
narrow/shallow) or overfitting (too wide/deep) [57]. In this study, we fixed the number of
neurons in the inner layers at 240 and varied the number of layers [24, 20, 16, 12, 8, 6,
5, 4, 3] and neurons per layer [10, 12, 15, 20, 30, 40, 48, 60, 80] to achieve aspect ratios
ranging from [0.416, 0.6, 0.937, 1.667, 3.75, 6.667, 9.60, 15.0, 26.67]. Based on the results
(Figure 7D.), we selected an aspect ratio of 9.6, leading to the final network configuration
(Figure 6) with a branch network [21, 48, 48, 48, 48, 48, 48] and a trunk network [2, 48,
48, 48, 48, 48, 48], where bold indicates the input and output layers and italics denote
the 5 inner layers.

3.3.4. Batch Size Selection
With the final network configuration, we tested batch sizes of [4, 8, 16, 20, 32, 64],

while keeping the number of epochs fixed at 2,500. As shown in Figures 7E., batch sizes of
8, 16, and 20 yielded the best accuracy, whereas batch sizes of 16, 20, 32, and 64 resulted
in less training times (Figure 7F.). To maintain a balance between accuracy and training
efficiency, we selected a batch size of 20 for this study.

Table 1: Summary of parametric study on network design

Parameters Tested values Optimal
selection Key findings

Neurons
per layer

[6, 12, 18, 24, 30,
36, 42, 48]

48 neurons in
each output and

inner layers

48 neurons for both
inner and output

layers provide the best
performance.

Number of
layers

[2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
8]

6 layers in both
branch and

trunk networks

Optimal performance
with 6 layers,

balancing model
complexity and

accuracy.

Aspect
ratio

[0.416, 0.6,
0.937, 1.667,

3.75, 6.667, 9.60,
15.0, 26.67]

9.6

Aspect ratio of 9.6
yields the best results,
providing a balanced
network width and

depth.

Batch size [4, 8, 16, 20, 32,
64] 20

Batch size of 20
effectively balance

accuracy and training
time.
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Figure 7: Parametric study: A. & B. Relative error for neurons per layer, C. Relative error vs. number
of layers in the network, D. Relative error based on the network’s aspect ratio, E. Relative error based
on batch sizes, F. Training time for 1000 epochs with different batch sizes
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3.4. Results
To validate the proposed method, we used training ratios of 20%, 40%, 60%, and

80% of the total dataset. DeepONet performed well even with a 20% training ratio,
demonstrating its capability to learn effectively from smaller datasets. Figure 8 displays
the mean error of output variables (Ux, Uy, and Rz). Error histograms for the 80% training
data are provided in Figure 9. Incorporating the EC loss improved network performance
across most cases, except for the 20% training ratio. The primary reason is that adding
the EC loss makes the training process more challenging. When combined with a lower
number of epochs and a reduced training ratio, this hinders the network’s ability to fully
learn. More epochs are needed when using a lower training ratio. Conversely, higher
training ratios reduce the relative error, indicating that incorporating EC loss enhances
network performance by ensuring predictions adhere to the energy conservation principle.
Figures 9A. and B. show that errors for Ux are up to 6% with DD loss, while DD+EC loss
errors are under 2.5%. The maximum mean error for DD+EC loss is 1.6%, compared to
4.5% for DD loss (Figure 9C.). This improvement highlights the effectiveness of the novel
EC loss function. The predicted values of a random sample (Ux, Uy, and Rz) plotted on
the mesh points (Figure 10) indicate minimal prediction error, demonstrating the promise
of the proposed method.

3.5. Discussion
The results demonstrate that DeepONet is highly effective in predicting structural

responses. The split branch/trunk strategy successfully managed multiple outputs while
maintaining accuracy, even with a 20% training ratio. Increasing the training ratio to
40%, 60%, and 80% further enhances prediction accuracy.
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Figure 8: Error comparison of DD (Eq. 2) and DD+EC (Eq. 12) loss: A. Relative error for Ux, B.
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4. KW-51 bridge

4.1. Descriptions
To evaluate the performance of the proposed method for real-life structures, the KW-51

railway bridge in Leuven, Belgium, is considered (Figure 11). The KW-51 is a steel arch
railway bridge of the bow-string type, with a length of 115 meters and a width of 12.4
meters. Located between Leuven and Brussels, it features two ballasted electrified tracks,
both of which are curved with radii of 1125 meters and 1121 meters, respectively.

The bridge was monitored for 15 months, from October 2018 to January 2020 [58].
During this period, 12 accelerometers were installed on the arches and deck, 12 strain
gauges on the deck and diagonal members (connecting the arch and deck), 4 strain gauges
on the rails, and 2 displacement sensors on the roller supports. Further details on the
bridge specifications can be found in [58].

Figure 11: KW-51 railway bridge ([59]) in Leuven, Belgium

4.2. FEM modeling and validation
The KW-51 bridge comprises various structural components, including two arches,

thirty-two diagonals, four pipe connectors, two main girders, thirty-three transverse beams,
twelve stiffeners, one deck plate, one ballast layer, and two rails. In the FEM, the deck plate
and ballast layer are modeled using four-node shell elements (S4R), while the remaining
members are modeled with two-node Timoshenko beam elements (B31). Specifically, the
arches and diagonals are modeled as box sections, the girders and transverse beams as
inverted T beams, and the stiffeners as U-shaped members. The section and material
properties of all members are detailed in Table 2.

All these components are interconnected with tie constraints: the deck plate is tied to
the main girders, transverse beams, and U-shaped stiffeners; the ballast layer is tied to
the deck plate; and the rail is tied to the ballast layer. Since the focus is on the elastic
response, nonlinear effects such as friction or slip between the ballast and the deck are
not considered. The actual bridge is supported by four-pot bearings; in the FEM model,
boundary conditions are applied as pin and roller supports (Figure 12). The FEM model
includes a total of 1882 nodes, each with six degrees of freedom (DOFs), leading to a total
of 11,292 DOFs.

The FEM model is validated based on the natural frequency of the bridge obtained
from operational modal analysis (OMA) [58, 60]. Six accelerometers were installed on the
bridge deck and six on the arches. By collecting long-term data from these accelerometers
and performing OMA analysis, the natural frequencies of the structure were measured [61].
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A. 3D FEM model in Abaqus B. Applied boundary conditions

Figure 12: KW-51 modeling A. 3D FEM model in Abaqus, B. Applied boundary conditions in xz plane

During the monitoring period, 14 natural frequencies of the structure were tracked, based
on nearly 3000 OMA analyses. Table 3 presents a comparison between the tracked natural
frequencies and those obtained from the FEM model. As shown in Table 3, the FEM
frequencies achieve over 90% accuracy compared to the measured frequencies, except for
the 4th and 5th modes. This discrepancy might be due to the lack of specific structural
details, such as the thickness of the web, the thickness of the arch box section, and the
width of the arch box section, which were unavailable in the open literature. These values
are present in the structure’s blueprints, but the authors did not have access to them.
Using design code guidelines, we assumed some values (highlighted in bold in Table 2) for
the simulation. Despite these assumptions, the FEM frequencies average 93% accuracy,
which is considered sufficient for further analysis.

4.3. Data generation
After validating the model, 15 different loading cases are considered for data generation.

These loading cases involve a uniformly distributed load (UDL) applied to the rails. The
combinations of loading cases include: [1, 2, 3, 4, 12, 13, 14, 23, 24, 34, 123, 124, 134,
234, and 1234]. For example, "124" indicates that a UDL load is applied simultaneously
on the rails in areas 1, 2, and 4 (Figure 13). For each loading case, 600 random samples
were generated with loadings ranging from 5 kN/m to 15 kN/m, resulting in a total of
9000 load cases for the entire structure. FEM simulations were performed for these 9000
cases. The results were extracted from the ODB files and processed to make the inputs
and outputs compatible with DeepONet. The total data for DeepONet consists of three
parts: branch input (9000× 156), trunk input (1882× 3), and output (9000× 1882× 6).
Here, 9000 represents the total number of samples, 156 is the number of load values acting
on the nodes of the structure, and 1882× 3 denotes the x, y, and z coordinates for each
node. In the output, we have 9000 samples, and for each of the 1882 nodes, there are six
output variables representing displacement and rotation in all directions (Ux, Uy, Uz, Rx,
Ry, and Rz). In the next section, these inputs and outputs will be adjusted depending on
the specific approach we follow.

4.4. DeepONet
To handle multiple outputs, two strategies are considered, as detailed in Section 2.2.

The first strategy uses a split branch/trunk network, similar to the method applied to
the 2D beam structure. The second strategy involves a single main network with six
independent DeepONet architectures, each dedicated to one of the six output variables.
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Table 2: Sectional and material properties used in FEM (Assumed values in bold)

Description Dimensions

Length 115m

Width 12.4m

Box arch 0.86m×1.3m×0.045m

Box diagonal 0.345m×0.35m×0.016m

Pipe connector 0.2m×0.002m

Deck thickness 0.015m

Ballast thickness 0.6m

U-shape stiffener 0.25m×0.25m×0.008m

T-shape girder 0.6m×1.235m×0.08m

Description Material properties

Steel ρ = 7750kg/m3, E = 210GPa, v = 0.3

Ballast ρ = 1900kg/m3 , E = 550MPa, v=0.3

Table 3: Comparison of natural frequency between the FEM and measured [58] values

Description FEM Measured Accuracy

1st lateral mode of the arches 0.55 0.51 92.1%

2nd lateral mode of the arches 1.22 1.23 99.2%

1st lateral mode of the bridge deck 1.73 1.87 92.5%

1st global vertical mode 2.07 2.43 85.1%

3rd lateral mode of the arches 2.02 2.53 79.8%

2nd global vertical mode 2.78 2.92 95.2%

4th lateral mode of the arches 3.21 3.55 90.4%

1st global torsion 3.53 3.90 90.5%

3rd global vertical mode 4.04 3.97 98.2%

2nd global torsion 4.10 4.29 95.5%

2nd lateral mode of the bridge deck 4.52 4.81 93.9%

4th global vertical mode 5.28 5.31 99.4%

3rd global torsion 6.11 6.30 96.9%

5th global vertical mode 6.34 6.83 92.8%

22



2
4

1
3

Figure 13: Illustration of the loading areas on the KW-51 railway bridge

4.4.1. Split Branch/Trunk
Initially, we use the split branch/trunk strategy to handle multiple outputs. This

network requires an output layer with neurons in multiples of six. Given the complexity
and size of the dataset, which includes 9000 samples, 1882 mesh points, and six output
variables per mesh point, we increase the number of neurons in the network. The branch
network architecture is [156, 150, 150, 150, 150, 150, 150], and the trunk network
architecture is [3, 150, 150, 150, 150, 150, 150]. Each output has 25 neurons, totaling
150 neurons. We train the network for 1000 epochs with a batch size of 60, using the
ADAM optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001, based solely on DD loss (Eq. 2). We use a
default initializer and the DeepONet activation function described by DeepXDE [56].

The prediction errors for each variable are as follows: Ux=29%, Uy=46%, Uz=47%,
Rx=41%, Ry=23%, and Rz=34%. The training time is approximately 15 hours. These
results indicate that this technique is unsuitable for complex structures with intricate
relationships between applied loading and resulting displacements/rotations.

A major issue is that training a single network, which shares information across all
outputs, leads to large errors. Additionally, there is a substantial difference in the scale of
each output: Ry is nearly ten times smaller than Rx, thirty times smaller than Rz, and
about five hundred times smaller than Ux. During weight updates, even slight adjustments
in one neuron of any layer cause significant changes in the values of all other output
variables, complicating the network’s training. It was also specified by Lu et al. [48], that
dealing with multiple outputs depends on the problem type, and the strategy may vary
from case to case. A comprehensive study is needed to determine the best strategy for
managing multiple outputs [48]. Additionally, as the structure’s complexity increases,
even a relatively small number of epochs (1000) results in considerable training time (15
hours). Based on these findings, we conclude that the split branch/trunk strategy is not
suitable for the presented case.

4.4.2. N Independent DeepONet for N Outputs
In this section, we implement one main network containing six independent DeepONets

for the six output functions (Ux, Uy, Uz, Rx, Ry, and Rz) as illustrated in Figure 3A.. Each
DeepONet has its own branch and trunk network. The architectures of all DeepONets
are identical, with branch networks structured as [156, 75, 75, 75, 75, 75, 75] and trunk
networks as [3, 75, 75, 75, 75, 75, 75]. The key advantage of this technique over the split
branch/trunk strategy is that the weight updates for one output function do not affect the
weights of the other outputs, as each output is handled by a separate DeepONet. The total
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loss is calculated based on the outcomes of each DeepONet and is then propagated back
to all DeepONets to update weights independently based on the target output function.

Considering these aspects of the training, we proceed with four different approaches for
the combination of loss functions. 1st approach is purely DD, in which the loss function
consists of the mean relative L2 error (Eq. 2), with each mesh point considered for
training, resulting in 1882 mesh points. 2nd approach is a combination of DD & EC,
in which the loss function consists of the mean relative L2 error with the loss function
derived by following the energy conservation principle (Eq. 12) in which each mesh point
is considered for training, resulting in 1882 mesh points. 3rd approach is the same as 2nd
approach, however, instead of using all mesh points, only the master nodes are considered
for training, resulting in 998 mesh points. After predictions, post-processing based on the
FEM model constraints are involved to obtain results for the slave nodes. Finally, the
4th approach is a combination of DD & SE-S, in which the loss function consists of mean
relative L2 error with the loss function derived based on the static equilibrium principle
using Schur complement (Eq. 13). In this approach, instead of selecting all master nodes,
a few master nodes are selected from the structure (mostly on girders and arches) for
training the network. Once the network is trained and predictions are made on these
nodes, the outputs at the remaining master nodes are determined using Eq. 9. After
obtaining all master node outputs, the predicted outputs for all mesh points are obtained
using the relationship between master nodes and slave nodes.

Table 4 provides an overview of the different approaches used, detailing the DeepONet
structure, inputs, outputs, and postprocessing steps. We examine seven cases based on
four approaches: Case 1 uses the DD loss function to predict five outputs, excluding Ry;
Case 2 also uses the DD loss function but predicts all six outputs; Case 3 employs the DD
& EC loss function across the full domain, predicting five outputs; Case 4 applies the DD
& EC loss function only to master nodes and uses postprocessing to extend predictions to
the entire domain, also for five outputs; and Cases 5, 6, and 7 use the DD & SE-S loss
function with 201 and 100 nodes for training, predicting five and six outputs, respectively.
Predictions in these cases are initially valid only for the selected nodes, with postprocessing
used to extend results to the remaining nodes and the full domain. Given that Ry is very
small and its effect is minimal (Section 4.4.1), it is excluded from most networks (Cases 1,
3, 4, and 5). However, Approach 4 (Cases 6 and 7) demonstrates promising results even
for Ry. Therefore, Case 2 is included to compare predictions for all six variables using the
SE-S loss approach with those obtained using the DD loss approach.

For training DeepONet, we select 20,000 epochs with a batch size of 60, utilizing
the ADAM optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001. The increased number of epochs is
required due to the 20% training ratio, which necessitates more epochs to effectively learn
from the smaller training dataset.

4.4.3. Results
Figure 14 displays scatter plots of mesh points along the x, y, and z axes for all

considered approaches. For the 1st and 2nd approaches, the entire set of 1,882 mesh
points is used for training (Figures 14A. & B.). In contrast, the 3rd approach (Figures
14C. & D.) trains only on master nodes and uses post-processing (Master to Slave node
constraints) to predict the remaining nodes (Figure 14E.). The 4th approach includes
two cases. In the first case, 201 master nodes are selected for training (Figures 14F. &
G.). Predictions for the remaining master nodes (Figures 14H. & I.) are made using
Equation 9, followed by applying Master to Slave node constraints to determine the slave
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Table 4: Summarized approaches, structure, inputs, output, and loss functions

Approaches Case No. of
DeepONet Structure Input Output Loss Postprocess

1st

(DD)

1 5
Branch:

[156,75,75,

75,75,75,75]

Trunk:

[3,75,75,75

,75,75,75]

1882×3

(Mesh)

9000×156

(Load)

9000×1882×5

(Ux,Uy,Uz

,Rx,Rz)
Eq.2 NA

2 6

9000×1882×6

(Ux,Uy,Uz,

Rx,Ry,Rz)

2nd

(DD

& EC)

3 5

9000×1882×5

(Ux,Uy,Uz,

Rx,Rz)

Eq.12 NA

3rd

(DD

& Mast. EC)

4 5

998×3

(Mesh)

9000×156

(Load)

9000×998×5

(Ux,Uy,Uz,

Rx,Rz)

Eq.12
Master to

Slave

4th

(DD

& SE-S)

5 5

201×3

(Mesh)

9000×156

(Load)

9000×201×5

(Ux,Uy,Uz,

Rx,Rz) Eq.13

Eq. 9 and

Master to

Slave

6 6

201×3

(Mesh)

9000×156

(Load)

9000×201×6

(Ux,Uy,Uz,

Rx,Ry,Rz)

7 6

100×3

(Mesh)

9000×156

(Load)

9000×100×6

(Ux,Uy,Uz,

Rx,Ry,Rz)
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nodes (Figures 14J. & K.). In the second case, 100 master nodes are chosen for training,
with predictions made for the remaining master nodes using Eq. 9, and then Master to
Slave node constraints are applied to the slave nodes. This significant reduction from
1,882 to 100 nodes in the training dataset markedly improves the network’s accuracy,
performance, and computational efficiency. Figure 15 illustrates the training domain
DOFs for each approach and case outlined in Table 4. It is evident from Figure 15 that the
SE-S approach (4th approach) substantially reduces the number of DOFs to be learned
by the network—from 11,292 DOFs in Case 2 to 600 DOFs in Case 7—resulting in more
accurate and efficient learning.

Table 5 presents the mean, minimum, and maximum errors for each output variable
across all cases. Figures 16 and 17 show the error histograms for all cases obtained from
DeepONet. Figure 18 compares the training time and final mean error for each case, with
post-processing results compared to the true values. These results demonstrate that while
all approaches provide acceptable outcomes, the 100-node DD & SE-S approach (Case 7)
performs the best by significantly reducing training time compared to the other methods.
From Figure 18, it is clear that Case 2 (purely DD) results in an error for Ry of up to
15%, whereas Case 7 (using DD & SE-S with post-processing) reduces the Ry error to
within 8%. This notable improvement highlights the effectiveness of the SE-S approach in
achieving precise predictions. Additionally, Case 7 has the lowest training time among all
cases, further highlighting the efficiency of the SE-S loss function in integrating physics
into the training process while minimizing training time. Figures 19 and 20 illustrate the
predicted values (Ux, Uy, Uz, Rx, Ry, Rz) for a random sample, demonstrating minimal
prediction error. Overall, the DD & SE-S loss approach offers the best performance in
terms of accuracy and training time.

Table 5: Summarized mean, minimum, and maximum prediction error for all cases

Approaches Case
Error (%)

Ux Uy Uz Rx Ry Rz

1st

(DD)

1
0.36

(0.25∼0.64)

0.24

(0.15∼0.38)

0.71

(0.26∼1.90)

2.46

(1.27∼5.28)
NA

5.84

(2.40∼8.36)

2
0.36

(0.25∼0.64)

0.22

(0.16∼0.32)

0.64

(0.21∼1.72)

2.20

(0.68∼5.30)

15.3

(13.3∼19.3)

3.00

(1.73∼4.23)

2nd

(DD

& EC)

3
0.37

(0.26∼0.66)

0.28

(0.21∼0.41)

0.70

(0.23∼1.86)

2.77

(1.04∼6.60)
NA

5.94

(2.31∼8.88)

3rd

(DD

& Mast. EC)

4
0.39

(0.27∼0.70)

0.26

(0.17∼0.41)

0.61

(0.22∼1.50)

2.98

(1.14∼7.03)
NA

3.86

(2.00∼5.73)

4th

(DD

& SE-S)

5
0.18

(0.11∼0.39)

0.78

(0.55∼1.16)

0.16

(0.06∼0.36)

0.65

(0.28∼1.42)
NA

0.98

(0.05∼1.78)

6
0.16

(0.08∼0.35)

0.51

(0.34∼0.74)

0.12

(0.04∼0.30)

0.98

(0.28∼2.22)

1.75

(1.21∼2.50)

1.25

(0.86∼2.07)

7
0.22

(0.10∼0.57)

0.28

(0.13∼0.47)

0.07

(0.02∼0.19)

0.08

(0.05∼0.14)

1.12

(0.75∼1.75)

1.70

(0.79∼3.10)

4.4.4. Discussions
Based on the results, it is evident that the split branch/trunk strategy does not perform

well for complex structures. The primary reason is that, in its network structure, each
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neuron in the preceding layer connects to every neuron in the subsequent layer. The loss
propagates back to all neurons, updating their weights simultaneously for all variables.
This makes optimizing the weights challenging because even the smallest change in one
neuron’s weight affects all outputs, complicating the search for an optimized solution. In
contrast, using multiple DeepONets (N-DeepONets) for each variable, linked by a common
loss function, changes the weight update strategy. Changes in the weight of one neuron’s
independent DeepONet do not affect the outputs of other DeepONets. This demonstrates
that multiple DeepONets are better suited for handling complex outputs and structures.
For the 2D beam problem, the split branch/trunk strategy performs well because the
difference between output variables is not significant. Thus, it can be effective for smaller
and more compact analyses. However, multiple DeepONets are more appropriate for
larger and more complex analyses.

The results also show that the DD loss can provide good predictions, even for large and
complex structures. However, relying solely on data can sometimes lead to unpredictable
errors, especially when dealing with out-of-distribution data. Incorporating physics into
the network training is therefore crucial. In this study, we shift from traditional physics
incorporation methods to a novel approach by adopting a pre-calculated stiffness matrix
for elastic and static cases. The results indicate that both the energy conservation principle
and static equilibrium using the Schur complement effectively incorporate physics into the
training. The choice of physics incorporation during training varies by case. For complex
structures, the SE-S loss function proves efficient and accurate, while for simpler problems,
the EC loss function suffices. The EC loss function ensures that the ML network predicts
outputs at all domain points. In contrast, the SE-S loss function limits predictions to a
few domain points, with remaining outputs obtained through post-processing.

The best-performing network in this study uses the DD & SE-S loss function. The
Schur complement reduces the model size to be trained using DeepONet. By reducing the
model size, we decrease the complexity of the data to be learned and reduce the number
of domain points, enabling the network to learn faster and more efficiently than the DD
approach. It is crucial to understand that reducing the number of training DOFs (UI) can
sometimes lead to significant errors, which may propagate through the remaining DOFs
(UN) during post-processing. For instance, if too few points are chosen for training using
DeepONet, the accuracy of the post-processing results could be compromised. Therefore,
we must find a balance between the number of points chosen for prediction using DeepONet
and the accuracy of post-processing results.
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Figure 14: Domain points for all approaches: A. & B. Side and top view of training nodes for 1st and
2nd approach C. & D. Side and top view of training master nodes for 3rd approach E.: Top view of
slave nodes (The solution obtained from the post-processing results from C. & D. nodes) F. & G. Side
and top view of picked master nodes using Schur complement for 4th approach H. & I. Side and top
view of remaining master nodes (The solution obtained from the post-processing results from F. & G.
nodes using Equation 9) and J. & K. All nodes of FEM model, Green: Picked nodes for the network
training using Schur complement, Purple: Remaining master nodes of the domain (The solution obtained
from the post-processing of the results on green nodes using Equation 9), Orange: Slave nodes of the
domain (The solution obtained from the post-processing all results of master nodes (Green & Purple) to
obtain at slave nodes)
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Figure 16: Error Histogram for cases 1 to 4 A. DD (Eq. 2) with 5 output variables (1st Approach) B.
DD (Eq. 2) with 6 output variables (1st Approach) C. DD & EC (Eq. 12) with 5 output variables (2nd
Approach), D. DD & Master nodes EC (Eq. 12) with 5 output variables (3rd Approach)
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Figure 17: Error Histogram for cases 5 to 7 A. DD & SE-S (Eq. 13) with 5 output variables for 201
nodes (4th Approach) B. DD & SE-S (Eq. 13) with 6 output variables for 201 nodes (4th Approach) C.
DD & SE-S (Eq. 13) with 6 output variables for 100 nodes (4th Approach)
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Figure 18: Training time and Post-processed error A. Training time required for all cases, B. Error
comparison of Case 2 with post-processed error for Case 6 and Case 7
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Figure 19: For random sample A. Actual Ux, B. Predicted Ux, C. Error for Ux, D. Actual Uy, E.
Predicted Uy, F. Error for Uy, G. Actual Uz, H. Predicted Uz, I. Error for Uz
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Figure 20: For random sample A. Actual Rx, B. Predicted Rx, C. Error for Rx, D. Actual Ry, E.
Predicted Ry, F. Error for Ry, G. Actual Rz, H. Predicted Rz, I. Error for Rz
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5. Summary and Conclusions

This study introduces an innovative method for real-time prediction of structural static
responses using DeepONet. Our approach accurately predicts responses under various
load types and magnitudes, eliminating the need for extensive remodeling and analysis
typically required for each new scenario in FE modeling. We address the challenge of
predicting multiple output functions from a single network through two strategies: the
split branch/trunk method and the integration of multiple DeepONets (N-DeepONets)
into a unified framework.

To ensure predictions adhere to underlying physics, we introduce innovative physics-
informed loss functions. Instead of relying on traditional, computationally expensive
methods (PDE-based) to incorporate physics into training, we devise a novel strategy that
uses structural stiffness matrices to enforce essential equilibrium and energy conservation
principles. This approach results in the creation of two novel physics-informed loss
functions. The EC loss function ensures energy conservation for the entire system but
introduces computational complexity due to matrix multiplications involving thousands
of DOFs, resulting in extremely long training times. To address this, we introduce the
Schur complement in the static equilibrium equation, reducing the problem domain for
training DeepONet. This results in the SE-S loss function, drastically reducing training
time and enhancing prediction accuracy while ensuring that the network training follows
the static equilibrium relationship. The development of loss functions that leverage the
system’s stiffness matrix is, to our knowledge, novel and unprecedented in applying ML
to incorporate physics. By utilizing various combinations of these losses, we achieve an
error rate of less than 5% while significantly reducing training time. However, the SE-S
approach proves to be the best candidate for complex structures involving thousands of
DOFs, offering more efficient and accurate solutions than DD training. Additionally, using
multiple DeepONets (N -independent DeepONets) for each output variable outperforms
the split branch/trunk strategy, offering more stable and accurate predictions.

The current model showcases robust performance by training on just 20% of the dataset
and testing on the remaining 80%, which consists of cases not seen during training. These
test cases span a wide range of real-life loading conditions, emphasizing the model’s strong
generalization capabilities for static and elastic scenarios. Additionally, the model holds
significant potential for extension to more complex structures under nonlinear dynamic
loading. This advancement can be achieved by refining the DeepONet architecture and
adapting the proposed physics-informed approaches to incorporate time-dependent effects,
which will be explored in future work.

Overall, our method achieves over 95% accuracy, effectively eliminating the need for
remodeling FE models under new loading cases and significantly reducing pre-processing
and FE analysis time. This makes the approach a strong candidate for predicting structural
responses under various types of loading.
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