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Abstract

We propose a methodology that combines generative latent diffusion models with physics-informed
machine learning to generate solutions of parametric partial differential equations (PDEs) conditioned
on partial observations, which includes, in particular, forward and inverse PDE problems. We learn
the joint distribution of PDE parameters and solutions via a diffusion process in a latent space
of scaled spectral representations, where Gaussian noise corresponds to functions with controlled
regularity. This spectral formulation enables significant dimensionality reduction compared to
grid-based diffusion models and ensures that the induced process in function space remains within
a class of functions for which the PDE operators are well defined. Building on diffusion posterior
sampling, we enforce physics-informed constraints and measurement conditions during inference,
applying Adam-based updates at each diffusion step. We evaluate the proposed approach on Poisson,
Helmholtz, and incompressible Navier–Stokes equations, demonstrating improved accuracy and
computational efficiency compared with existing diffusion-based PDE solvers, which are state of the
art for sparse observations. Code is available at https://github.com/deeplearningmethods/PISD.
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1 Introduction

Deep learning approaches for PDEs have progressed toward increasingly general representations of
solution spaces: from physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) [29, 33], which approximate individual
PDE instances via residual-based objectives, to neural operators [1, 16,18,19,22], which learn solution
maps for families of parametric PDEs, and more recently to generative models that learn distributions
over PDE parameters and solutions [4, 10]. Through conditional sampling, the generative perspec-
tive naturally supports forward and inverse problems as well as reconstruction from sparse or noisy
measurements, which are settings that are often ill-posed for classical solvers.

In this work, we develop such a generative framework, which we term physics-informed spectral
diffusion (PISD). Our approach represents functions via scaled spectral coefficients and trains a diffusion
model [8, 12,34] in the resulting finite-dimensional latent space [30,35]. The scaling is obtained from
the data distribution and ensures that the diffusion process induced in function space remains within a
class of functions for which the underlying PDE operators are well defined. In particular, we show that
if the data distribution satisfies a Sobolev regularity condition, then the induced diffusion process in
function space preserves this regularity. At inference time, we enforce physics-informed constraints and
measurement conditions using a variant of diffusion posterior sampling (DPS) [3] with Adam-based
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Figure 1: Overview of physics-informed spectral diffusion (PISD): The model learns to generate
function valued solutions by performing a diffusion process in a latent space of scaled spectral function
representations. At inference, PDE and observation constraints are enforced via Adam-based guidance.

updates [14]. We present a schematic of the PISD method in Figure 1 and describe it in detail in
Section 3.

Contributions.

1. We introduce PISD, a generative framework that learns joint distributions of PDE parameters and
solutions using diffusion models in a scaled spectral latent space with physics-informed guidance
at inference.

2. We establish that appropriate scaling of spectral coefficients induces a diffusion process in function
space with controlled Sobolev regularity, ensuring that PDE operators are well defined throughout
the generative process.

3. We demonstrate that the spectral formulation enables substantial dimensionality reduction
compared to grid-based diffusion models, leading to significant computational speedups.

4. We extend DPS with Adam-based inference-time updates and show improvements over standard
gradient-based guidance.

We test our method on Poisson, Helmholtz, and incompressible Navier–Stokes equations. In our
experiments, the PISD method reduces inference time by a factor of 3 to 15 relative to state-of-the-art
baselines, while matching or improving accuracy by up to a factor of 10.

2 Related Work

Physics-informed diffusion models. Several recent works combine diffusion models with physics-
informed constraints. DiffusionPDE [10] and CoCoGen [11] enforce PDE constraints via residual
gradients during sampling, but operate on grid-based discretizations with finite differences. In the
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infinite-resolution limit, the PDE residual becomes ill-defined since the Gaussian noise considered in the
diffusion process converges to spatial white noise. Consequently, these methods apply PDE guidance
only near the end of the reverse process when the function is already somewhat regular. We compare
against DiffusionPDE in Section 4 and show that PISD achieves significantly lower PDE residuals.
Physics-informed diffusion models in [2] similarly use grid-based finite differences but enforce PDE
constraints during training rather than inference. Physics-informed diffusion models in [31] address
flow field reconstruction with a method closely related to DiffusionPDE. Pi-Fusion [28] also uses a
physics-informed guidance term during inference, but only considers forward problems. FunDiff [36]
operates in a learned latent space with a continuous vision transformer (CViT) decoder that can
be differentiated at arbitrary locations. However, PDE constraints are enforced only during encoder
training, not at inference.

Diffusion models for PDEs. Other approaches use diffusion models to generate PDE solutions
without physics-informed losses. FunDPS [23, 38] extends DPS to function-space-valued diffusion
processes, providing a rigorous theoretical foundation for the solution of inverse problems with diffusion
models in function spaces. Several methods incorporate neural operators into the denoiser architecture [9,
25,37]. The wavelet diffusion neural operator of Hu et al. [9] considers diffusions in the space of wavelet
coefficients and is thus related to our spectral approach but targets functions with abrupt changes
rather than ensuring smoothness. Additional diffusion-based PDE methods that do not employ
physics-informed losses or function-space formulations include [17,32].

Diffusion models in infinite-dimensional function spaces. A growing body of work extends
diffusion models to infinite-dimensional function spaces. Spectral diffusion processes [26] formulate
diffusions in the space of spectral coefficients, similar to our approach, however without the data-
dependent scaling that ensures regularity throughout the diffusion process. [13] generalizes discrete-time
diffusion models [8] to infinite-dimensional function spaces, explicitly considering diffusion processes over
functions with prescribed Sobolev regularity. [6, 7, 20,21,27] develop continuous-time diffusion models
in infinite-dimensional function spaces, with particular attention to consistency across discretization
levels. [24] generalizes the probability-flow ODE to infinite-dimensional function spaces.

3 Method

3.1 Problem setting

We consider an abstract PDE problem given by a PDE residual functional LPDE : F → [0,∞) defined on
a Hilbert space F . Our goal is to generate samples f ∈ F satisfying LPDE(f) = 0, typically conditioned
on additional constraints such as boundary conditions or sparse measurements. To this end, we assume
a prior distribution ν : B(F)→ [0, 1] supported on PDE solutions, meaning that

ν({f ∈ F : LPDE(f) = 0}) = 1. (1)

In addition, we denote by Xdata ∈ F a random variable which is distributed according to ν.
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Example 3.1 (Poisson equation). To fix ideas, we briefly specify the problem setting in the case of a
2-dimensional Poisson equation. For this, let U = H2

0 ([0, 1]
2), A = L2([0, 1]2), let O : A → U be the

solution operator which assigns to all a ∈ A the solution u ∈ U of the Poisson equation

∆u = a on [0, 1]2 (2)

with zero boundary conditions, and let Adata ∈ A be a random variable. We then choose F = U ×A,
Xdata = (O(Adata), Adata) and define for all (u, a) ∈ F that

LPDE((u, a)) = ∥∆u− a∥2L2 . (3)

3.2 Diffusion model in spectral space

To approximately generate function samples from ν, we suggest to use a diffusion model over a finite-
dimensional spectral encoding E : F → Rl of functions in F . In all our experiments, the function E
will correspond to a suitably truncated and normalized Fourier transform (cf. Section 3.4 below). We
denote by I : Rl → F the inverse transform of E for which we have for all f ∈ F that

I(E(f)) ≈ f. (4)

Following [12], we train a denoiser D : Rd × Rl × (0, σmax] → Rl with d trainable parameters to
approximate for all noise levels σ ∈ (0, σmax] that

Dθ∗(X̂data + σN, σ) ≈ X̂data, (5)

where X̂data = E(Xdata) is the spectral encoding of the data Xdata and N ∼ N (0, Il) is a Gaussian
random variable independent of Xdata. For a suitable noise schedule σ : [0, T ] → (0, σmax], we then
expect reverse-time solutions of the ODE

dx̂t = −σ̇t(σt)−1(Dθ∗(x̂t, σt)− x̂t) dt (6)

for t ∈ [0, T ] with x̂T ∼ N (0, σ2
maxIl) to gradually remove noise so that the initial value x̂0

d
≈ X̂data is

approximately distributed like the spectral encoding of the data X̂data. With (4) it thus follows that
I(x̂0) is approximately distributed according to ν.

3.3 Physics-informed and measurement guidance

In the next step, we add two guidance terms to the ODE in (6) to, first, help the model enforce the
PDE conditions, and, second, generate samples conditioned on partial measurements. More specifically,
for a measurement operatorM : F → Rm and a given measurement y ∈ Rm, we want to ensure that

M(I(x̂0)) = y and LPDE(I(x̂0)) = 0. (7)

For this we use the DPS technique developed in [3, 10] which enables weak enforcement of guidance
conditions in diffusion models by adding forcing terms to the backward diffusion process in the direction
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of the gradient of the target quantities. Applying this to the reverse-time ODE in (6) with the conditions
in (7), and introducing guidance weights λobs, λPDE ∈ [0,∞), we obtain the guided reverse-time ODE:

dx̂t =

(
−σ̇t(σt)−1(Dθ∗(x̂t, σt)− x̂t) + λobs∇x̂t

[
∥y −M(I(Dθ∗(x̂t, σt)))∥2

]
+ λPDE∇x̂t

[
LPDE(I(Dθ∗(x̂t, σt)))

])
dt

(8)

for t ∈ [0, T ] with x̂T ∼ N (0, σ2
maxIl). To obtain a concrete algorithm from (8), it remains to discretize

the ODE in reverse time. We observe that, under a reverse-time Euler discretization of the ODE in (8),
the contributions of the guidance terms correspond to gradient descent steps. Motivated by this, we
suggest to replace these gradient descent updates by a more advanced gradient-based optimizer such as
Adam [14]. We show empirically that this leads to significantly better results than standard gradient
descent (see Section C). We present the resulting PISD method in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Physics-informed diffusion model in spectral space
Training Phase
Require: PDE loss functional LPDE : F → [0,∞), data set X1, . . . , XM ∈ F with ∀ i ∈
{1, . . . ,M} : LPDE(Xi) = 0

Choose E : F → Rl, I : Rl → F based on X1, . . . , XM (cf. Section 3.4)
Choose denoiser D : Rd × Rl × (0, σmax]→ Rl

θ∗ ← argmin
θ∈Rd

E
[
∥Dθ(E(Xi) + σN, σ)− E(Xi)∥2

]
with (i, σ,N) ∼ U{1,...,M} × U[0,σmax] ×N (0, Il)

Inference/Sampling Phase
Require: Number of steps N ∈ N, noise schedule (σn)n∈{0,...,N} ⊆ (0, σmax], measurement operator
M : F → Rm, measurement y ∈ Rm, guidance weights λobs, λPDE ∈ [0,∞)

ADAM← initialize Adam optimizer on Rl

x̂ ∼ N (0, σ2
maxIl)

for n = 1 to N do
Gobs ← ∇x̂

[
∥y −M(I(Dθ∗(x̂, σn)))∥2

]
Gpde ← ∇x̂

[
LPDE(I(Dθ∗(x̂, σn)))

]
x̂← x̂− (σn)

−1(Dθ∗(x̂, σn)− x̂)(σn−1 − σn)
x̂← x̂−ADAM(λobsGobs + λPDEGpde)

end for
Return I(x̂)

3.4 Spectral encoding

In this section we specify the encoding E introduced in Section 3.2. Our approach is based on truncated
spectral representations of functions in F , combined with a frequency-wise normalization determined
from the data distribution. Spectral representations are natural in the PDE context, as they allow for
explicit evaluation of differential operators.
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Figure 2: Forward process in a standard grid-based diffusion model (top) and in PISD (bottom).

The normalization plays a central role in our method and is therefore treated as part of the
encoding rather than as a standard preprocessing step. Unlike conventional data normalization, our
scaling is applied in latent space rather than in physical space, is performed independently for each
spectral coefficient, and, because the latent variables correspond to Fourier modes, induces a form of
regularization in function space. As we show below, this scaling ensures that Gaussian noise in the
latent space corresponds to functions with controlled regularity, which is essential to ensure that PDE
operators are well defined throughout the diffusion process.

For concreteness, we present an encoding for the case F = L2(Td), where T = R/Z denotes the
torus. When F consists of tuples of functions, as in Theorem 3.1, we apply our encoding approach
component-wise and concatenate the results. We consider complex-valued functions and Fourier series
here for ease of presentation; in our experiments we sometimes also work with real-valued functions
using sine or cosine series.

Let (ϕn)n∈Zd ⊆ L2(Td) be the Fourier basis on Td, given for all n ∈ Zd by

∀x ∈ Td : ϕn(x) = e2πi⟨n,x⟩ (9)

and for all f ∈ L2(Td), n ∈ Zd let f̂(n) = ⟨f, ϕn⟩L2(Td) denote the n-th Fourier coefficient of f . To
normalize the spectral representation, we define for each n ∈ Zd the standard deviation

(sn)
2 = Var

(
X̂data(n)

)
. (10)

Given a truncation set K ⊂ Zd with |K| = l, we define the encoding E : F → CK ∼= Cl and its inverse
I : CK → F for all f ∈ F , k ∈ K, α ∈ CK by

E(f)(k) = f̂(k)
sk

and I(α) =
∑

n∈K snα(n)ϕn. (11)

The following lemma shows that this scaling ensures that Gaussian noise in the latent space corresponds
to a suitably regular function in F , provided the data exhibits the same regularity.

Lemma 3.2. Let k ∈ N, assume E
[
∥Xdata∥2Hk(Td)

]
<∞, let (Zn)n∈Zd be i.i.d. N (0, 1) random variables,

and let N ∈ L2(Td) be the random function given by

N =
∑

n∈Zd snZnϕn. (12)

Then E
[
∥N∥2

Hk(Td)

]
<∞.
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Theorem 3.2 is proven in Section A. Theorem 3.2 implies that if the data distribution has finite
second moments in the Sobolev space Hk(Td), then Gaussian noise in the latent space induces a random
function with the same Sobolev regularity. Consequently, the forward process in PISD, obtained by
gradually adding Gaussian noise in latent space, remains within Hk(Td). This ensures that the PDE
operators used in the PISD guidance are well defined throughout the generative process.

In contrast, the forward process of grid-based diffusion models in physical space converges, in
the limit of infinite resolution, to spatial white noise, which is not differentiable. As a result, the
methods proposed in [10, 31] apply PDE guidance only after or during the final 10% of the reverse
process, whereas PISD enforces PDE constraints throughout. Figure 2 illustrates this difference, and
our numerical results show that enforcing PDE constraints throughout enables PISD to achieve much
lower PDE residuals than DiffusionPDE (cf. Section 4.2).

Remark 3.3 (Choice of truncation set). The truncation set K determines the dimension of the latent space
and hence strongly influences inference time. The canonical choice is a cube K = {n ∈ Zd : ∥n∥∞ ≤ c}
(cf. Figure 4) for some constant c ∈ (0,∞). To reduce dimensionality, we also experiment with
approximate hyperbolic truncation K = {n ∈ Zd : |n1 · · ·nd| ≤ c} (cf. Figure 3).

4 Numerical results

In this section we showcase the performance of PISD on the Poisson, Helmholtz, and Navier–Stokes
equations and compare it to the state-of-the-art methods DiffusionPDE [10] and FunDPS [38].

4.1 Implementation details

Dataset and training. All datasets consist of solutions and coefficients generated from the target
PDEs at a resolution of 128× 128. As denoiser architecture we use a Vision Transformer (ViT) [15]
that we train based on (5). We have experimented with other architectures which all yield comparable
performance.

Adam guidance. During inference, we enforce PDE and observation constraints using DPS [3],
replacing the standard gradient descent updates with Adam [14] (cf. Section 3.3). We find that
maintaining optimizer state across diffusion steps is critical for stable and accurate PDE-constrained
generation; a comparison with standard DPS in Section C shows that Adam-based guidance yields
significantly better results, particularly for inverse problems.

Comparison with other methods. We compare PISD to the state-of-the-art diffusion-based
methods DiffusionPDE [10] and FunDPS [38]. Neural-operator-based methods (e.g., PINO, FNO,
DeepONet) are not included in the quantitative comparisons, as prior studies, cf. [10, 38], have shown
that they perform poorly in sparse observation regimes and are not designed to handle the settings
considered here.
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4.2 Poisson and Helmholtz equations

Following [10, 38], we first consider partial differential equations posed on a bounded domain with
homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions. Let Ω = (0, 1)2 and denote by ∂Ω its boundary. We
consider the Poisson equation

∆u(x) = a(x), x ∈ Ω, u(x) = 0, x ∈ ∂Ω (13)

and the Helmholtz equation

∆u(x) + u(x) = a(x), x ∈ Ω, u(x) = 0, x ∈ ∂Ω. (14)

As in Theorem 3.1, we want to generate functions from the space F = H2
0 (Ω)×L2(Ω). As PDE residual

for the Poisson equation we consider for all (u, a) ∈ F that

LPDE(u, a) = ∥∆u− a∥2L2(Ω). (15)

and for the Helmholtz equation we consider for all (u, a) ∈ F that

LPDE(u, a) = ∥∆u+ u− a∥2L2(Ω). (16)

To automatically enforce the Dirichlet boundary conditions, we base our encodings of u ∈ H2
0 (Ω) for

the PISD method on the sine transform given for all f : Ω→ R, k = (k1, k2) ∈ N2 by

f̂(k) =

∫
Ω
f(x) sin(πk1x1) sin(πk2x2)d(x1, x2) (17)

with the corresponding inverse transform I based on the sine series given for all α ∈ RN2 by∑
k∈N2

α(k) sin(πk1x1) sin(πk2x2). (18)

The encoding for a ∈ L2(Ω) is also based on a sine transform. Since a does not satisfy zero boundary
conditions, we first extend it smoothly to a larger domain on which the extended function vanishes at
the boundary, then apply the sine transform. The inverse transform is obtained by evaluating the sine
series and restricting to Ω. To compute the PDE residual at inference time, we use the formula

∀ k ∈ N2 : ∆̂u(k) = −π2∥k∥22û(k) (19)

which can be conveniently computed in terms of the latent coefficients corresponding to u.

Results. The trained models are applied to three problem classes. Table 1 reports results for forward
problems, where the solution is inferred from sparse or full observations of the coefficient a. Table 2
reports results for inverse problems, where the coefficient is inferred from sparse or full observations
of the solution u. Table 3 addresses joint reconstruction, where both the coefficient and solution are
recovered from sparse observations on both the solution and the coefficient. The results for the forward
and inverse problem are averaged over 100 independent runs and the results for the joint reconstruction

9



Table 1: Forward problem, sparse observations on a.
PDE Obs. PISD (ours) DiffusionPDE FunDPS

Rel. err PDE res. Rel. err PDE res. Rel. err PDE res.

Poisson
500 3.08 ± 1.71 % 0.87 4.06 ± 1.51 % 237.49 2.23 ± 1.50 % 4619.34
1000 1.47 ± 0.90 % 2.31 3.35 ± 0.99 % 207.28 1.54 ± 1.05 % 3807.58
Full 0.05 ± 0.03 % 3.78 4.04 ± 1.50 % 190.70 0.87 ± 0.44 % 3338.32

Helmholtz
500 3.47 ± 1.70 % 0.37 9.55 ± 4.16 % 4852.36 2.08 ± 0.98 % 3316.68
1000 1.59 ± 0.77 % 0.52 7.46 ± 2.76 % 4690.36 1.53 ± 0.88 % 3307.42
Full 0.04 ± 0.01 % 3.97 8.25 ± 3.65 % 5600.25 1.14 ± 0.81 % 2714.46

Table 2: Inverse problem, sparse observations on u.
PDE Obs. PISD (ours) DiffusionPDE FunDPS

Rel. err PDE res. Rel. err PDE res. Rel. err PDE res.

Poisson
500 13.81 ± 3.11 % 0.45 22.17 ± 6.61 % 178.46 21.09 ± 7.10 % 587.99
1000 12.09 ± 2.68 % 0.44 18.14 ± 6.04 % 203.62 20.47 ± 6.79 % 460.62
Full 7.95 ± 1.71 % 1.33 14.03 ± 4.31 % 190.10 19.84 ± 0.65 % 429.90

Helmholtz
500 12.76 ± 2.42 % 0.21 19.33 ± 5.82 % 8916.58 16.26 ± 4.46 % 1933.61
1000 11.19 ± 1.97 % 0.20 17.03 ± 5.08 % 13303.46 14.93 ± 3.90 % 2036.62
Full 9.03 ± 2.11 % 0.84 15.23 ± 4.73 % 19010.48 13.97 ± 3.60 % 664.21

problem are averaged over 50 independent runs. In the forward problem, PISD achieves performance
comparable to DiffusionPDE and FunDPS across all observation levels, and becomes more accurate as
the number of observations increases. In the inverse problem and joint reconstruction problem, PISD
consistently outperforms DiffusionPDE and FunDPS across all observation regimes.

Beyond matching or improving accuracy, PISD has a significantly faster inference time compared to
DiffusionPDE and FunDPS due to the reduced dimensionality of the spectral latent space. From a
spatial resolution of 128× 128, we retain only 44× 44 modes, reducing inference time on a GeForce
RTX 2080 Ti from 802 seconds (DiffusionPDE) and 152 seconds (FunDPS) to approximately 52 seconds
(Table 7).

Across all tasks, PISD yields significantly lower PDE residuals than the baselines (cf. Figure 5 for
an illustration of the PDE residuals). This suggests that the remaining error in PISD is dominated by
the inherent uncertainty of the ill-posed problem under sparse observations, rather than by its inability
to satisfy the PDE. This interpretation is supported by the observation that PISD’s accuracy advantage
over the baselines is most pronounced when more observations are available and the problem becomes
less ill-posed.

4.3 Navier–Stokes equations (Unbounded Domain)

We consider the incompressible Navier–Stokes equations in vorticity form on Ω = T2 = R2/Z2 with
periodic boundary conditions:

∂tw(x, τ) + v(x, τ) · ∇w(x, τ) = ν∆w(x, τ) + q(x), ∇ · v(x, τ) = 0, x ∈ Ω, τ ∈ (0, T ]. (20)
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Table 3: Sparse observations on both a and u.
PDE Obs. PISD (ours) DiffusionPDE FunDPS

Rel. err PDE res. Rel. err PDE res. Rel. err PDE res.

Poisson
100 a 18.10 ± 4.57 % 1.87 18.27 ± 5.25 % 227.30 23.04 ± 8.64 % 4684.91

u 1.19 ± 0.58 % 1.28 ± 0.62 % 2.36 ± 1.35 %

200 a 13.35 ± 3.61 % 2.03 13.96 ± 4.27 % 249.15 16.00 ± 5.41 % 4085.06
u 0.46 ± 0.22 % 0.62 ± 0.28 % 1.23 ± 0.63 %

Helmholtz
100 a 20.07 ± 4.33 % 0.55 18.30 ± 5.65 % 12570.00 22.69 ± 7.62 % 4850.78

u 1.18 ± 0.47 % 1.48 ± 0.61 % 2.33 ± 0.94 %

200 a 16.05 ± 3.27 % 0.56 14.20 ± 4.08 % 11470.51 16.37 ± 4.64 % 4596.16
u 0.50 ± 0.20 % 1.07 ± 0.30 % 1.50 ± 0.56 %

Here v = (v1, v2) : Ω→ R2 denotes the velocity field, w = ∇× v : Ω→ R the vorticity, ν ∈ (0, 1) the
kinematic viscosity, and q : Ω → R, q(x1, x2) = 0.1(sin(2π(x1 + x2)) + cos(2π(x1 + x2))), is a fixed
source term.

We discretize the time domain into N = 10 steps 0 = t1 < t2 < · · · < tN = T and aim to
generate the vorticity field w on those time steps. As generation space for the PISD method we choose
F = (H2(T2))N , representing the vorticity at each time step. The encoding E and its inverse I are
based on the complex Fourier transform applied to each time step separately as described in Section 3.4
(see in particular (9) to (11)).

The Biot–Savart law relates the velocity and vorticity fields via their Fourier coefficients: for all
τ ∈ (0, T ], k ∈ Z2 \ {0} we have that

v̂1(·, τ)(k) = i
k2
∥k∥2

ŵ(·, τ)(k), v̂2(·, τ)(k) = −i
k1
∥k∥2

ŵ(·, τ)(k). (21)

We denote by V : H2(T2)→ H3(T2) the corresponding operator mapping vorticity to velocity.
The PDE residual is formulated using finite differences in time. For all w = (w1, . . . , wN ) ∈ F we

define that

LPDE(w) =
N−1∑
i=2

∥∥∥wi+1−wi−1

ti+1−ti−1
− V(wi) · ∇wi − ν∆wi − q

∥∥∥2
L2(T2)

=
N−1∑
i=2

∑
k∈Z2\{0}

∣∣ ŵi+1(k)−ŵi−1(k)
ti+1−ti−1

− ̂V(wi) · ∇wi(k)− ν∥k∥22ŵi(k)− q̂(k)
∣∣2. (22)

During inference, we evaluate the PDE residual using the latter equation which is again conveniently
expressed in terms of the latent coefficients, except for the nonlinear advection terms ̂V(wi) · ∇wi(k)
which are computed via a pseudo-spectral method: the spatial derivative of ∇wi is computed in
explicitly in Fourier space and the Fourier coefficients of V(wi) are computed using the Biot–Savart law
in (21), both V(wi) and ∇wi are transformed to physical space for pointwise multiplication, and the
result is then transformed back to Fourier space.

Results. We apply the trained model to generate the full spatio-temporal evolution of the vorticity
field at time steps t1, . . . , t10, conditioned on sparse observations at various times. Results are reported
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in Table 4 and averaged over 50 independent runs. Unlike DiffusionPDE and FunDPS, which generate
only initial or terminal states, our formulation naturally supports interpolation and conditioning on
initial, final, or intermediate observations within a single unified framework. PISD is particularly well
suited for such temporal conditioning due to its fast inference: from a spatial resolution of 128× 128,
we retain only 32× 32 modes per time step.

Table 4: Navier–Stokes with sparse-in-time observations.
Obs. Time Data PISD (ours) DiffusionPDE FunDPS

Rel. err PDE res. Rel. err Rel. err

500

t1 ✓ 4.76 ± 0.65 % – 5.31 ± 0.61 % 5.88 ± 1.09 %
t2 – 3.78 ± 0.53 % 0.21 – –
t3 – 3.29 ± 0.37 % 0.11 – –
t4 – 3.21 ± 0.40 % 0.08 – –
t5 – 3.20 ± 0.47 % 0.06 – –
t6 – 3.11 ± 0.52 % 0.07 – –
t7 – 2.59 ± 0.44 % 0.09 – –
t8 – 2.09 ± 0.31 % 0.12 – –
t9 – 1.53 ± 0.30 % 0.26 – –
t10 ✓ 0.24 ± 0.07 % – 0.51 ± 0.05 % 0.30 ± 0.07 %

500

t1 – 4.03 ± 0.39 % – – –
t2 – 2.46 ± 0.31 % 0.13 – –
t3 – 1.99 ± 0.26 % 0.10 – –
t4 ✓ 0.84 ± 0.24 % 0.09 – –
t5 – 1.22 ± 0.25 % 0.09 – –
t6 – 1.07 ± 0.20 % 0.09 – –
t7 ✓ 0.38 ± 0.12 % 0.11 – –
t8 – 1.64 ± 0.33 % 0.10 – –
t9 – 1.55 ± 0.31 % 0.13 – –
t10 – 2.39 ± 0.62 % – – –

200

t1 ✓ 8.82 ± 1.36 % – 10.09 ± 1.57 % 10.83 ± 1.83 %
t2 – 7.13 ± 1.07 % 0.12 – –
t3 – 6.06 ± 0.89 % 0.20 – –
t4 – 5.24 ± 0.80 % 0.14 – –
t5 – 4.57 ± 0.69 % 0.10 – –
t6 – 4.02 ± 0.66 % 0.11 – –
t7 – 3.38 ± 0.58 % 0.15 – –
t8 – 2.70 ± 0.52 % 0.18 – –
t9 – 2.16 ± 0.45 % 0.10 – –
t10 ✓ 1.63 ± 0.45 % – 1.77 ± 0.45 % 2.51 ± 0.57 %

5 Conclusion

We introduced physics-informed spectral diffusion (PISD), a generative framework for parametric PDEs
that operates in a latent space of scaled spectral coefficients and enforces physics-informed constraints
during inference using Adam-based updates. By normalizing spectral coefficients according to the data
distribution, PISD ensures that the diffusion process remains within a class of functions with controlled
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Sobolev regularity, allowing PDE guidance throughout the sampling process and yielding significantly
lower PDE residuals than existing methods.

Across forward and inverse problems for Poisson, Helmholtz, and Navier–Stokes equations, PISD
matches or outperforms existing diffusion-based PDE solvers in reconstruction accuracy while signif-
icantly reducing inference time, achieving roughly a 3× speedup compared to FunDPS and a 15×
speedup compared to DiffusionPDE.

Overall, PISD provides a physically grounded and computationally efficient approach for generative
PDE modeling.

6 Limitations and future work

PISD relies on a spectral representation that must be specified for each PDE, and is naturally suited to
regular domains with periodic, homogeneous Dirichlet, or Neumann boundary conditions. Extending
the approach to irregular geometries or more general boundary conditions would require techniques
such as domain decomposition or alternative function bases. A promising direction for future work is to
replace hand-crafted spectral encodings with learned encoder-decoder pairs, for instance using neural
operators as in FunDiff [36], which could enable automatic adaptation to diverse problem settings.
Additionally, the current framework requires a dataset of solution fields for training. Extending to
low-data regimes is an important direction for future work.
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A Proof of Theorem 3.2

Proof. The proof of Theorem 3.2 relies on the following elementary connection between Sobolev spaces
and Fourier coefficients (cf., e.g., Lemma 5.4 in [5]). We have that

Hk(Td) =

f ∈ L2(Td) :
∑
n∈Zd

|f̂(n)|2∥n∥2k2 <∞

 (23)

and for all f ∈ Hk(Td) the Sobolev norm is equivalent to

∥f∥2Hk(Td) ≃
∑
n∈Zd

|f̂(n)|2∥n∥2k2 . (24)

Note that (12) and the fact that (ϕn)n∈Zd is an orthonormal basis of L2(Td) implies that for all n ∈ Zd

we have that

N̂(n) = snZn. (25)

The assumption that E
[
∥Xdata∥2Hk(Td)

]
<∞, (10), and (24) therefore imply that

E
[
∥N∥2Hk(Td)

]
≃ E

∑
n∈Zd

|N̂(n)|2∥n∥2k2


= E

∑
n∈Zd

|snZn|2∥n∥2k2


=
∑
n∈Zd

(sn)
2∥n∥2k2 E

[
|Zn|2

]
=
∑
n∈Zd

Var
(
X̂data(n)

)
∥n∥2k2

≤
∑
n∈Zd

E
[
|X̂data(n)|2

]
∥n∥2k2

= E

∑
n∈Zd

|X̂data(n)|2∥n∥2k2


≃ E

[
∥Xdata∥2Hk(Td)

]
<∞.

(26)

B Experiment description.

Dataset and spectral transform preprocessing. All experiments are conducted using the same
datasets introduced in the DiffusionPDE work [10]. The datasets consist of pairs of PDE coefficients

17



and corresponding solutions generated numerically for the target equations at a spatial resolution of
128× 128. For the Navier–Stokes equations, we consider trajectories consisting of 10 consecutive time
steps, which correspond to one second of physical time in the underlying simulation. Each training
sample therefore contains the full spatio-temporal evolution of the vorticity field over this interval. We
use the original training and test splits provided in that work to ensure a fair and direct comparison
with existing diffusion-based PDE solvers. Prior to training, all fields are transformed into the spectral
domain. For the Poisson and Helmholtz equations, we employ a discrete sine transform, while for the
Navier–Stokes equations we use a standard Fourier transform appropriate for the periodic boundary
condition.

To reduce the effective dimensionality and focus learning on the dominant modes, we truncate the
spectral coefficients. For Poisson and Helmholtz, we retain 44× 44 modes using a hyperbolic truncation
strategy (see Figure 3), which prioritizes low-frequency modes while gradually reducing high-frequency
components.

Figure 3: Truncation of sine coefficients for the Poisson and Helmholtz equations. Left: the solution u
and corresponding coefficient a for a Poisson problem. Center: a clipped heatmap of the sine coefficients.
Right: the mask used for truncating the sine coefficients, with the hyperbolic truncation boundary
highlighted in red.

For Navier–Stokes, we retain the inner 32 × 32 square of Fourier modes, after applying fftshift,
which, after inverting the shift, results in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Truncation of Fourier coefficients for the Navier–Stokes problem. Left: initial solution u1.
Center: a clipped heatmap of the Fourier coefficients. Right: the mask used for truncating the Fourier
series.
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All subsequent training and inference operations are performed in this truncated spectral space. The
training objective is a standard denoising diffusion loss applied to the truncated coefficients, ensuring
that the model captures the dominant physical structures while remaining computationally efficient.

The truncation of spectral coefficients is motivated by two considerations. First, retaining only
the dominant modes results in negligible reconstruction error: even when reducing the full 128× 128
resolution to a 44× 44 coefficient grid for Poisson and Helmholtz, or 32× 32 for Navier–Stokes, the
reconstructed fields closely match the original solutions. This ensures that the diffusion model can learn
and generate high-fidelity solutions while operating in a lower-dimensional space.

Note that for the Poisson and Helmholtz equations, the sine transform requires that the input
satisfies homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions. When transforming the coefficients, we no longer
satisfy this constraint. To address this, we pad the coefficients a by adding four external layers which
gradually decreased boundary to 0, enforcing consistency with the sine transform. This step allows the
truncated 44× 44 coefficient grid to encode the essential information of the solution while remaining
compatible with the sine transform, ensuring accurate training and inference.

Training details. All trainings were performed on 4 NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 GPUs. Training
time for the Poisson and Helmholtz datasets was approximately 3 hours, while training for the Navier–
Stokes dataset required about 10 hours as we consider solutions during all the time steps, even though
the truncated spectral representation is larger.

The network architecture is based on a Vision Transformer (ViT), with adaptations for Navier–Stokes
to handle the larger input size. We also experimented with a U-Net architecture, which provided
comparable results in terms of accuracy. In all cases, our model has 2M parameters compared to the
54M in the DiffusionPDE and FunDPS’s networks.

Inference details. For the Poisson and Helmholtz equations, we perform 100 independent simulations
in each experimental setting to estimate variability, while for Navier–Stokes we use 50 simulations. The
principal metric we report is the relative error, while we also evaluate the PDE residual to quantify
how well the generated solutions satisfy the underlying differential equations.

Our method consistently produces lower PDE residuals compared to baseline approaches, thanks
to the accurate computation of derivatives in Fourier space. For example, in Figure 5 we compare
the Laplacian of the solution u computed with our Fourier-based derivatives versus finite-difference
approximations obtained in other methods. The figure illustrates that our approach captures the
differential structure more accurately, which directly contributes to improved PDE consistency.
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u

Figure 5: Inverse problem with 500 observations on u. Comparison between our method, DiffusionPDE,
and FunDPS. The bottom row shows the Laplacian associated with each reconstructed solution.

The guidance coefficients used during inference vary slightly depending on the task and number of
observations. We report the values for the Poisson and Helmholtz equations in Table 5 and for the
Navier–Stokes equations in Table 6, providing a complete reference for reproducibility. Additionally,
Table 7 reports the time required to generate a single solution on a GeForce RTX 2080 Ti for Poisson
and Helmholtz problems. A direct comparison of generation time for Navier–Stokes is not possible, as
our method generates the full temporal trajectory rather than only the initial and final states, as done
by the other approaches; generating one full solution trajectory requires approximately 7 minutes.

Table 5: Guidance coefficients used for Poisson and Helmholtz problems under different tasks and
observations.

Case Obs. ζu ζa ζPDE

Forward
500 0 0.05 0.0005
1000 0 0.05 0.0005
Full 0 0.05 0.0001

Inverse
500 20 0 0.00005
1000 20 0 0.00005
Full 40 0 0.000005

Double 100 40 0.05 0.0002
200 40 0.05 0.0002
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Table 6: Guidance coefficients used for the Navier–Stokes equations with sparse observations.
Obs. ζobs ζPDE

200 0.0001 0.5
500 0.0001 0.5

Table 7: Time (in seconds) to generate one solution on a Geforce RTX 2080 Ti.
PDE PISD (ours) DiffusionPDE FunDPS

Poisson 52 802 153

Helmholtz 52 802 171

Frequency-aware Adam guidance. During inference, PDE and observation constraints are enforced
via gradient-based guidance. Unlike standard diffusion guidance, which typically uses plain gradient
descent, we employ a frequency-aware variant of the Adam optimizer. The first- and second-moment
estimates are maintained across diffusion steps, and updates are modulated by frequency-dependent
weights to prioritize physically meaningful low-frequency modes.

Specifically, let X̂k denote the Fourier coefficient at mode k, gk the gradient, and wk the frequency
weight. The update at step t is computed as:

m
(t)
k = β1m

(t−1)
k + (1− β1)gk, (27)

v
(t)
k = β2 v

(t−1)
k + (1− β2)g

2
k, (28)

X̂
(t+1)
k = X̂

(t)
k − ηk

m
(t)
k√

v
(t)
k + ϵ

, (29)

where the effective learning rate ηk depends on the frequency mode:

ηk =

{
lrlow · wk, for low frequencies
lrhigh · wk, for high frequencies.

(30)

The parameters used in our experiments are:

• β1 = 0.985 and β2 = 0.98 for all sparse or partial observation cases

• β1 = 0.97 and β2 = 0.98 for fully observed scenarios

• lrlow = 0.2, lrhigh = 0.01.

This formulation allows the low-frequency modes to be updated aggressively, capturing the main
structure of the solution, while high-frequency modes are updated conservatively to reduce noise
amplification. This design is important for stabilizing PDE-constrained diffusion and achieving low
PDE residuals in all tested scenarios.
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C Additional results.

Comparison between gradient descent and Adam guidance. We compare standard gradient
descent guidance with Adam-based guidance for the Poisson equation under forward and inverse problem
settings, using different numbers of observations. The results are summarized in Table 8. Across all
configurations, Adam consistently achieves lower relative error and reduced PDE residuals compared to
gradient descent. In addition, Adam exhibits substantially lower variance indicating improved stability
during inference.

The advantages of Adam guidance are particularly pronounced in the inverse problem, where
gradient descent guidance often fails to converge to meaningful solutions, leading to large reconstruction
errors and high variability. In contrast, Adam effectively balances the competing guidance terms and
seems to act as a regularizer. These results support the use of adaptive optimization methods for
diffusion guidance, rather than standard gradient descent, especially when enforcing PDE constraints.

Table 8: Comparison Adam and SGD with Poisson PDE.
Case Obs. Adam SGD

Rel. err. PDE res. Obs. rel. err. Rel. err. PDE res. Obs. rel. err.

Forward
500 3.08 ± 1.71 % 0.87 0.11 % 3.60 ± 3.04 % 12.35 10.99 %
1000 1.47 ± 0.90 % 2.31 0.10 % 2.12 ± 1.34 % 12.66 12.30 %
Full 0.05 ± 0.03 % 3.78 2.38 % 0.90 ± 0.43 % 13.26 13.55 %

Inverse
500 13.81 ± 3.11 % 0.45 0.12 % 49.25 ± 15.42 % 7.73 5.85 %
1000 12.09 ± 2.68 % 0.44 0.12 % 50.52 ± 15.56 % 19.65 6.28 %
Full 7.95 ± 1.71 % 1.33 0.10 % 50.41 ± 15.59 % 22.23 6.02 %

Inference process figures. Here we provide a comparison in the inference process between our
method and the DiffusionPDE paper.
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Figure 6: Backward diffusion process for the Poisson problem. Top: DiffusionPDE. Bottom: our
Physics Informed Spectral Diffusion. In each block, the first row shows the solution field u, while
the second row shows the coefficient field a. Columns correspond to successive steps of the backward
diffusion process, from high noise (left) to the final reconstruction (right).

Qualitative results. We present qualitative examples of solutions generated by PISD, DiffusionPDE,
and FunDPS under sparse observation regimes. Figures 7 and 8 illustrate forward and inverse problems
for Poisson and Helmholtz equations with 500 observations, showing reconstructions of both the solution
u and the coefficient a, together with the corresponding pointwise error maps.
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Figure 7: Poisson forward (top) and inverse (bottom) problems with 500 sparse observations.
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Figure 8: Helmholtz forward (top) and inverse (bottom) problems with 500 sparse observations.

Figure 9 shows a Navier–Stokes example conditioned only on sparse observations at the first and
last time steps. The model successfully reconstructs the full spatio-temporal evolution of the flow,
producing coherent intermediate dynamics that satisfy the governing equations. These qualitative
results complement the quantitative comparisons and highlight the ability of PISD to enforce PDE
constraints while maintaining global consistency under sparse supervision.
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Figure 9: Navier–Stokes solution generated from 500 sparse observations on first and last time step.
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