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Abstract

Although Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) have been successfully applied to
various differential equations, accurately solving perturbed convection-diffusion-reaction
problems is still extremely challenging for PINNs. This paper investigates the source of
the learning difficulties and finds that the rapid transition of potential solution in the layer
region causes the failure of convergence. Based on this finding, we present a curriculum
learning method that encourages neural networks to “prioritize the learning on easier non-
layer regions”. The method helps PINNs to dynamically adjust the training data weights,
speed up the learning procedure, and ultimately significantly improve the accuracy of
the network approximation. Extensive evaluation on multiple typical model equations
shows that the proposed approach accurately captures the resolution of the layer regions,
and achieves multiple orders of magnitude lower root-mean-squared error than ordinary
PINNs. We provide our PyTorch code at https://github.com/WYu-Feng/CLPINN.

Keywords: Convection-diffusion-reaction; Curriculum Learning; Physics-informed
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1. Introduction

Deep learning has shown outstanding performance in various fields, including com-
puter vision [34, 36, 37], natural language processing [3, 8], recommender system [7, 33],
and so on. Recently, there has been a surge of interest in applying neural networks to
solve differential equations, which yields the so-called physics-informed neural networks
(PINNs) [1, 14, 20, 23, 25, 29]. The main idea of PINNs is to constrain the neural networks
to minimize the specific loss function of the governing physical equation at the training
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sample points. As an interesting alternative to traditional numerical methods, PINNs do
not require an underlying grid and can easily solve high-dimensional differential equations.
Moreover, well-trained PINNs have good generalization ability and can quickly find new
solutions outside the computational domain. However, there are still some differential
equations that are extremely challenging for the current PINNs-based approach.

Singular perturbation equations appear in the modeling of various modern complicated
processes, such as fluid flow at high Reynolds numbers [16], drift diffusion in semicon-
ductor device modeling [28], and chemical reactor theory [27]. Very often the size of
diffusion is smaller by several orders of magnitude compared to the size of convection
and/or reaction, leading to sharp boundary and interior layers whose width, depending
on the perturbation parameters, can be extremely small [30]. These layers are notoriously
hard to capture accurately by common numerical methods [2, 6, 21, 32, 40, 39, 41].

In this paper, we observe that the prediction results of PINNs for singularly perturbed
equations are far from satisfactory. The rapid change of latent solutions within the layer
regions imposes great difficulties for the optimization of the neural networks. Ordinary
PINNs, even using very dense sampling near the layer regions, cannot well capture the
singular behaviors of the solutions. The training process fails to converge, and the resulted
approximations show very large errors throughout the whole computational domain.

To address the difficulties encountered by PINNs, this paper presents a curriculum
learning method for accurately solving singularly perturbed convection-diffusion-reaction
equations. We believe that the large-scale variation in potential solutions makes it dif-
ficult for PINNs to manage the learning through layer and non-layer regions. To this
end, we design a toy experiment to test this conjecture, and it turns out that naively dis-
carding the training points near the boundary layer can enhance the performance of the
network. Inspired by such finding, a novel learning approach is designed to help PINN au-
tomatically adjust its learning emphasis, prioritize “learning in easier non-layer regions”,
and ultimately improve the accuracy of the neural network solution greatly. Extensive
evaluation on multiple benchmark model equations shows that the proposed approach
accurately captures the resolution of the layer regions, and achieves multiple orders of
magnitude lower mean squared error than ordinary PINNs.

Our work falls under the category of curriculum learning methods [4, 13], which mimic
human cognition and prioritize learning easier samples. Curriculum algorithms are often
task-related, and existing ones have been developed primarily for applications such as
computer vision [12, 18, 31] and natural language processing [22, 35]. The method in this
paper, on the other hand, is proposed for PDE simulation and is different from previous
methods in terms of algorithm design.

It is worth further emphasizing that the motivation of our approach is also significantly
different from those of existing adaptive PINNs. Most existing adaptive algorithms pri-
oritize the learning of harder regions, adding more sample points [9, 23, 38] or assigning
large weights for difficult samples [11]. However, this paper discovers that for singular
perturbation problems, learning should prioritize easier non-layer regions but downplay
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harder layer ones.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 gives the problem

under study and introduces the basic notation of PINNs. Section 3 shows the difficulties
encountered by ordinary PINNs in solving the singular perturbation equations and derives
the motivation for our research. In Section 4, we provide the details of the curriculum
learning algorithm developed in this paper. Section 5 gives comprehensive experimental
results to demonstrate the efficiency of the proposed method. Finally, the conclusion is
drawn in Section 5.

2. Problem Setup

Consider the following singularly perturbed convection-diffusion-reaction equation:

Lu := εL2u+ L1u+ L0u = f(x), x ∈ Ω, (2.1)

where Ω is a physical domain in Rd, Lk represents the differential operator of order k,
k = 0, 1, 2, f(x) denotes the source term, and the diffusion coefficient satisfies 0 < ε ≤ 1.
Further assume that the solution u(x) satisfies the following boundary condition

Bu = g(x), x ∈ ∂Ω. (2.2)

where B is a well-defined differential operator for determining the condition on the ad-
missible boundary ∂Ω. When the diffusion coefficient ε is very small, the latent solution
of the equation changes rapidly within some thin layers, posing a great challenge to the
numerical simulation [6, 26].

For PINNs, the solution u(x) is approximated by a neural network uθ(x), where θ
denotes the parameters of the network. Let

Lphys(θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

r2phys(xi; θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

[Luθ(xi)− f(xi)]
2 (2.3)

be the mean-squared physical residual loss of N training sample points in Ω, and

Lbc(θ) =
1

M

M∑
i=1

r2bc(xi; θ) =
1

M

M∑
i=1

[Buθ(xi)− g(xi)]
2 (2.4)

be the mean-squared boundary loss of M training sample points on ∂Ω. All the samples
constitute a training set Xtrain.

The neural network approximation uθ(x) can be determined by solving the following
optimization objective

min
θ
Lphys(θ) + λLbc(θ), (2.5)
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where λ is a hyperparameter to balance the weights of the two loss terms.
Although PINNs have been successfully applied in solving many types of differential

equations, we find the corresponding results for singularly perturbed equations are far
from satisfactory. Next, we are to utilize a one-dimensional convection-diffusion equation
to illustrate the dilemma encountered by ordinary PINNs.

3. Dilemma Encountered by PINNs

Consider the following one-dimensional convection-diffusion problem:

−εuxx + (x− 2)ux = f(x), x ∈ (0, 1),

u(0) = u(1) = 0.
(3.1)

where the diffusion coefficient ε is set as 10−3, and the source term f(x) is determined by
the exact solution u(x) = cos(πx/2)(1− exp(2x/ε)). This problem has a boundary layer
at x = 0.

3.1. Learning difficulties

Consider a four-layer fully connected neural network uθ(x), where each intermediate
layer has 20 neurons and Tanh is used as the activation function. The training set Xtrain

consists of 2500 points uniformly sampled from the domain (0, 1).
The network parameters are initialized by Normal Xaiver or Uniform Xaiver methods

[10]. Two mainstream optimizers, Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) [5] and Adam [19],
are utilized to solve the optimization objective (2.5), where the balance parameter λ is
set to 1.
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Figure 1: Predictions of PINN under two parameter initializations using SGD and Adam optimizers,
respectively.

It can be observed from Figure 1 that the prediction uθ(x) has very large errors
throughout the computational domain, regardless of the initial or training methods used.
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When we further plot the corresponding training loss curves (Figure 2), it is clear that
the training loss of PINN fails to converge even after very long iterations.
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Figure 2: Training loss curves of PINN under various parameter initializations using SGD and Adam
optimizations, respectively.

Let us further assume a very ideal case: the location of the layer is exactly know.
A widely accepted experience from traditional numerical methods tells that the model
performance might be improved by dense sampling near the layer. However, unfortunately,
deep learning sometimes fall far from traditional methods. As can be seen from Figure 3,
instead of improving PINN, encrypted sampling in the layer domain may lead to worse
results.
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Figure 3: Predictions of PINN using a dense sampling in the layer domain, where 2500 points are sampled
in the non-layer domain (0.1, 1), and 2500, 12500, 25000 points are sampled in (0, 0.1), respectively. For
standard PINN, we apply a random sampling in (0, 1).

3.2. The reason of the failure

The experiments in subsection 3.1 show that common PINNs cannot solve the singular
perturbation equations well, even with dense sampling in the layer domain. This leads to
a natural question what is the reason for such undesirable performance?
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Figure 4: Training loss distribution of equation (3.1) under Normal Xaiver or Uniform Xaiver initializa-
tions using the Adam optimizer.

Notice that compared with ordinary equations, the latent solutions of singular pertur-
bation equations exhibit sharp scale variations in different regions. In the narrow layer
region the solution transits very rapidly, while in the wide non-layer region the solution
varies more flatly and slowly. We argue that such large scale differences make PINNs diffi-
cult to balance the learning of data points from the layer and non-layer regions. The final
loss distribution in Figure 4 shows the training losses for samples close to the boundary
layer are much larger than those in the non-layer domain, which implies that the sharp
layer domain is very difficult for PINNs to learn.
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Figure 5: (a) Predictions of PINN after a rejection of the layer samples. (b) The corresponding training
loss curves.

In order to reduce the learning difficulty of PINN, we conduct the following experiment.
We only select samples from non-layer regions to build the training composed of samples
in (a, 1), where a is set to 0.05 and 0.1, respectively. It is surprising to see from Figure
5 that such a simple rejection of the layer samples leads to a significant improvement in
prediction. This test has inspired us that “less emphasis on layer regions” may help to
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raise the performance of PINNs in solving singularly perturbed problems.
Of course, naively rejecting samples from the layer regions will inevitably result in

the loss of important physical information, thus cannot guaranteeing the high accuracy
of the prediction. Moreover, the location of the layers is usually not known in practice.
Therefore, in the next section, we are to present a curriculum learning algorithm that
dynamically estimates the location of layers and adaptively adjusts the importance of the
samples close to the layers.

4. The Proposed Curriculum Learning

From our previous experiments, we find that ordinary PINNs cannot well capture
the complex characteristics of samples from different regions, thus leading to failure to
converge. We argue that an ideal learning approach should treat samples of different
regions differently, and imposes less importance to samples from difficult layer regions. In
this section, we provide a curriculum learning algorithm, which mimics human learning
and follows the principle of prioritizing easier samples, to raise the performance of PINNs
in solving singularly perturbed problems.
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...
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Training set ������

Subset ����

...

...

...

...

Update ��(�)

Trained ��(�)Network ��(�)

Reweight the feedforward 
loss using �(�) 

Update the 
threshold �(�)

Network inference flow Network update flow �(�) update flow

Calculate the
feedforward loss

Figure 6: Curriculum learning framwork. A fixed subset Xsub is used to update the threshold β(t) at
iteration step t. Then, the threshold β(t) is employed to redetermine the weight of each sample, reducing
the importance of the samples near the layers.

4.1. Proxy for layer location

Since the learning difficulty in layer and non-layer regions differs significantly, the first
key step is to estimate the location of the layers. According to Figure 4, it can be found
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that that the layer region usually corresponds to a larger training loss. Therefore, we can
take the feedforward training loss as a proxy to estimate the location of the layers. A
larger loss implies that the corresponding sample is closer to the layer.

4.2. Sample reweighting

Recall that the the optimization objective (2.3) is the average of the squared losses of
all samples:

Lphys(θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

r2phys(xi; θ),

which means that samples from different regions are of equal importance for learning.
In order to make PINN place less emphasis on the samples from the layer regions, we

modify the optimization objective as follows

Lphys(θ) =
1∑N

i=1w(xi)

N∑
i=1

w(xi)r
2
phys(xi; θ), (4.1)

where w(xi) represents the importance of the sample. The closer the sample is to the
layer, the less weight it has.

As discussed in Section 4.1, we do not known the exact locations of the layers and shall
estimate them using the training losses that vary dynamically with iterations. Therefore,
the weight of each sample should also be dynamically adjusted. To this end, we define

Lphys(θ) =
1∑N

i=1w(t,xi)

N∑
i=1

w(t,xi)r
2
phys(xi; θ), (4.2)

where t denotes the iteration step. The sample weights in (4.2) are determined by

w(t,xi) =


1, if r2phys(xi) ≤ β(t),

β(t)

r2phys(xi)
, if r2phys(xi) > β(t),

(4.3)

where β(t) is a loss threshold that changes adaptively with iterations.
Intuitively, the formula (4.3) indicates that if the training loss of a sample is greater

than β2(t), which implies that the point is close to the layer, then we give this sample a
weight β(t)/r2phys(x), which is less than 1. The larger the loss, the closer the sample is to
the layer, and the smaller the corresponding weight. In this way, we not only guarantee
the priority of samples from non-layer regions, but also preserve the necessary physical
information of the layer regions.
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4.3. Determine the threshold β(t) with a training subset

Since the training loss of a desirable network model will gradually descent with itera-
tions, then the threshold β(t) should not be predetermined, but updated adaptively with
the training process.

In order to reduce the computational cost, we will propose an algorithm to update
β(t) using a training subset. To this end, let Xsub be a randomly selected subset from the
training set, which will be fixed during the training process.

First, notice that even with the same network structure, the training losses of different
equations can vary greatly. Therefore, it is unlikely to directly determine a threshold that
applies to all equations. Fortunately, we can observe from Figure 4 that the gradients
of the training loss function are particularly steep near the layers. This could be true
for most singular perturbation equations. Therefore, to ensure a better generalizability,
we will use the gradient of the training loss for each sample in Xsub to determine the
threshold β(t).

Specifically, let G be a predefined constant. After the t-th iteration, for each x ∈ Xsub,
if |∇xr

2
phys(x; θ)| < G, which means that the sample is from non-layer regions, then we

store the corresponding training loss into a clean memory bank. Finally, the maximum
loss value in the memory bank is set as the threshold β(t).

In fact, β(t) can be regarded as an upper bound of the losses of non-layer samples
in the subset. If the training loss of a sample from the training set exceeds this upper
bound, then the corresponding sample is considered to belong to the layer regions.

Remark 1. Since the training loss usually does not descent fast, especially in the late
training period, to further reduce computational cost, one can update the threshold β(t)
every K iterations in practice. In our experments, K is set as 50.

Although weighted optimization algorithms have been extensively developed in the
field of deep curriculum learning, the dynamic weighted objective proposed in (4.2) con-
stitutes a novel function that is specifically designed for solving singular perturbation
problems. The pseudo-code of the proposed approach is summarized in Algorithm 1.

5. Experiments

5.1. Experimental setup

To evaluate the performance of the proposed method, six benchmark convection-
diffusion-reaction equations, including one 1-dimensional example, three 2-dimensional
examples, and one 3-dimensional example, are considered. We implement our approach
with PyTorch and run the experiments on a Intel Xeon CPU E5-2650 v3 platform with
14GB ROM and a RTX 3060 GPU. The balance weight λ in the optimization objective
(2.5) is set to 1, the update frequency K = 50, and the constant G is set to 10 in the
one-dimensional case and to 50 in the multidimensional cases. The subset Xsub is 1/5 of
the size of the entire training set.
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Algorithm 1 Pseudo-code of the curriculum learning for singularly perturbed problems

Require: Training set Xtrain, subset Xsub ⊂ Xtrain, predefined constant G, balance pa-
rameter λ, and update frequency K.

1: Initialize the iteration step t = 0.
2: for each training step t do
3: if t is divisible by K then
4: Clean the memory bank M .
5: for each x ∈ Xsub do
6: if |∇xr

2
phys(x; θ)| < G then

7: Store the corresponding training loss into M .

8: The threshold β(t) is updated to the maximum value in M .

9: Update the sample weights by (4.3).
10: Update the network parameters based on the loss functions (2.4) and (4.2).
11: t++.

We utilize six fully connected feedforward neural networks to solve different equations,
respectively. All networks employ the Tanh function as the activation unit. Training
process is performed using the Adam optimizer [19]. The specific network structures as
well as the training parameters are specified in Table 1.

Table 1: Structures of neural networks and learning parameters.

Equation Network depth Network width Optimizer Batch size Learning rate Iterations
5.1 3 20 Adam 50 0.001 1.5× 105

5.2 5 20 Adam 200 0.01 1.5× 106

5.3 3 20 Adam 200 0.01 1× 106

5.4 3 20 Adam 200 0.01 1× 106

5.5 3 20 Adam 200 0.005 1.5× 106

5.6 5 20 Adam 500 0.01 1× 106

For the one dimensional equation, we employ a uniform sampling to construct the
training set. For the multi-dimensional problems, In order to contain information within
the layers with a few samples, we adopt a non-uniform sampling. Specifically, we first
uniformly sample half of the training points, and then cryptographically sample around
the points whose feedforward losses exceed the threshold β(t), until the training set reaches
the predefined size. The size of the training set for each equation is listed in Table 2.

If the exact solution is known, we quantify the performance of the prediction by using
the Normalized Root-Mean-Squared Error (NRMSE):

NRMSE =

√∑n
i=1 |uθ(xi)− u(xi)|2√∑n

i=1 |u(xi)|2
,

10



Table 2: Number of training points for different equations.

Equation Interior samples Boundary samples
5.1 2.5× 103 2
5.2 2× 104 4× 102

5.3 2× 104 4× 102

5.4 2× 104 4× 102

5.5 2× 104 4× 102

5.6 3× 105 6× 104

where uθ(x) and u(x) represent the predicted and the exact solution, respectively, and
n denotes the number of uniformly sampled test points, which is set to 1000 for one-
dimensional equation, and 5000 for multi-dimensional equations.

5.2. 1d convection-diffusion equation

Consider the following two point problem:

−εuxx + (x− 2)ux = f(x), x ∈ (0, 1),

u(0) = u(1) = 0.
(5.1)

where the source term f(x) is chosen such that the exact solution u(x) = cos(πx/2)(1−
exp(−2x/ε)). The solution of (5.1) is characterized by a boundary layer at x = 0.

We first plot the training loss curves of our approach and the conventional PINN in
the case of ε = 1e−9. As demonstrated in Figure 7 (a), our method descends much faster
than PINN in the early stage of training, and the corresponding training loss approaches 0
after about 4000 iterations. In contrast, PINN fails to converge even after a long period of
iterations. It can be further observed from Figure 7 (b) and Figure 7 (c) that the prediction
of our approach captures the boundary layer well and fits the exact solution much better
over the entire computational domain, while the result of PINN differs significantly.

(a) Training loss curves (b) Predictions (ε = 1e− 9) (c) Absolute errors

Figure 7: Comparison between our approach and PINN for one dimensional equation (5.1) with ε = 1e−9.

Further, we compare the normalized root-mean-squared errors of the two methods with
more diffusion coefficients. It is obvious from Table 3 that for non-singularly perturbed
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case (ε = 1), both methods can produce satisfactory results of the same order of accuracy.
However, for singularly-perturbed cases, the errors of our method is 3 orders of magnitude
lower than those of PINN.

Table 3: Normalized root-mean-squared errors between the predicted and exact solutions of (5.1) under
various diffusion coefficients.

Diffusion coefficient Ours PINN
ε = 1 1.81× 10−4 1.83× 10−4

ε = 1e− 3 1.41× 10−4 4.45× 10−1

ε = 1e− 6 1.44× 10−4 4.54× 10−1

ε = 1e− 9 1.47× 10−4 4.47× 10−1

5.3. 2d convection-diffusion-reaction equation with boundary layers

Consider the following two-dimensional problem [41]:

−ε∆u+ (3− x1 − x2)ux1 + 1.5u = f, x ∈ Ω = (0, 1)2,

u = 0, x ∈ ∂Ω.
(5.2)

where f(x) is chosen such that the exact solution

u =

(
sin

πx1
2
− e−(1−x1)/ε − e−1/ε

1− e−1/ε

)
(1− e−x2/

√
ε)(1− e−(1−x2)/

√
ε)

1− e−1/
√
ε

.

The solution of (5.2) is characterized by the presence of three layers, one at x1 = 1, and
two at x2 = 0 and x2 = 1.

It can been observed from Table 4 and Figure 8 that our method still performs well in
capturing the behavior of the layers. The predictions only have a little oscillation at the
boundary layer location. In contrast, the common PINN shows a considerable deviation
from the truth.

Table 4: Normalized root-mean-squared errors between the predicted and exact solutions of (5.2) under
various diffusion coefficients.

Diffusion coefficient Ours PINN
ε = 1e− 3 4.67× 10−4 3.37× 10−2

ε = 1e− 6 5.38× 10−4 5.31× 10−1

ε = 1e− 9 5.35× 10−4 5.30× 10−1

12



(a) Exact solution (b) Our prediction (c) PINN prediction

(d) Training loss curves (e) Absolute errors of our approach (f) Absolute errors of PINN

Figure 8: Comparison between our approach and PINN for equation (5.2) with ε = 1e− 9.

5.4. 2d convection-diffusion equation with interior layers

This section is devoted to assessing the performance of the proposed approach in the
presence of interior layers. To this end, consider [2]

−ε∆u+ b · ∇u = 0, x ∈ Ω = (0, 1)2,

u =


1, if x2 = 0,
1, if x1 = 0, x2 ≤ 1/5,
0, elsewhere on ∂Ω,

(5.3)

where the convection coefficient b = (1/2,
√

3/2)T . The latent solution of equation 5.3
presents both internal and external boundary layers. For most traditional numerical
methods, non-physical oscillations are often observed near the interior layer caused by
the joints of the conflicting discontinuous boundary conditions.

As can be seen from Figure (9), the internal layers are sharply captured by our ap-
proach with almost no overshooting/undershooting. In contrast, common PINN performs
very poorly and its predictions are highly oscillatory. Moreover, in this example, our
method is stable with respect to various ε. When ε changes from 1e− 3 to 1e− 9, there
is no obvious oscillation appearing in the prediction results.
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(a) Our prediction (ε = 10−3) (b) Our prediction (ε = 10−6) (c) Our prediction (ε = 10−9)

(d) PINN prediction (ε = 10−3) (e) PINN prediction (ε = 10−6) (f) PINN prediction (ε = 10−9)

Figure 9: Comparison between our approach and PINN for equation (5.3) under various diffusion coeffi-
cients.

5.5. L-shaped domain

Consider the following convection-diffusion-reaction problem on a L-shaped domain
[24]:

−ε∆u+ b · ∇u+ (3 + sin(2πx1x2)u = 1− (x1 + x2)/2, x ∈ Ω = (−1, 1)2/(−1, 0)2,

u = 0, x ∈ ∂Ω.

(5.4)

where the convection coefficient b = −(1 + 1/2 sin(2πx1), 2 − cos(2πx2))
T , which results

in boundary layers occurring at x1 = 0, 1 and x2 = 0,−1 [24].
From Figure (10), we can find that the boundary layers of the solution are well captured

by our approach, with very slight overshooting/undershooting. In contrast, common
PINN performs very poorly and its predictions are highly oscillatory. It is also noticeable
that in this example, our method seems to degrade slightly in performance as ε gets
smaller.
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(a) Our prediction (ε = 10−3) (b) Our prediction (ε = 10−6) (c) Our prediction (ε = 10−9)

(d) PINN prediction (ε = 10−3) (e) PINN prediction (ε = 10−6) (f) PINN prediction (ε = 10−9)

Figure 10: Comparison between our approach and PINN for L-shaped domain equation (5.4) under
various diffusion coefficients.

5.6. Rotational flow

Consider the following problem [17]

−ε∆u+∇ · (bu) = 0, x ∈ Ω = (0, 1)2, (5.5)

where the convection coefficient b = (1/2− x2, x1 − 1/2)T , and the solution is prescribed
along the slit 1/2× [0, 1/2] as follows

u(1/2, x2) = sin2(2πx2), x2 ∈ [0, 1/2].

The above equation describes the convection of a single component in a rotating flow field,
where the axis of rotation passes through the center of the square domain.

Figure 11 shows that our method yields satisfactory predictions, while the results of
PINN have unreasonably negative values near the boundary corners.
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(a) Our prediction (ε = 10−3) (b) Our prediction (ε = 10−6) (c) Our prediction (ε = 10−9)

(d) PINN prediction (ε = 10−3) (e) PINN prediction(ε = 10−6) (f) PINN prediction(ε = 10−9)

Figure 11: Comparison between our approach and PINN for rotational flow (5.5) under various diffusion
coefficients.

5.7. 3d singularly perturbed convection-diffusion problem
For traditional numerical methods, the singular perturbation equations in three spatial

dimensions are difficult to solve due to the huge computational cost. On the contrary,
neural network are more powerful in dealing with high-dimensional problems. To this
end, consider the following three-dimensional convection-diffusion problem:

−ε∆u+ b · ∇u = f, x ∈ Ω,

u = 0, x ∈ ∂Ω.
(5.6)

where Ω = (0, 1)3, b = [1, 2, 1]T , and f(x) is chosen such that the exact solution is given
by

u = sin(x1)(1− e−(1−x1)/ε)(1− x2)2(1− e−x2/ε)(1− x3)(1− e−x3/ε)
The solution of (5.6) has three exponential layers at x1 = 1, x2 = 0 and x3 = 0, respec-
tively.

We give the errors and the corresponding computational time of our approach for
solving equation (5.6). As can be seen from Table 5, the errors and computational time
are very stable for various diffusion coefficients.
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Table 5: Normalized root mean squared error and computational time of our approach for equation (5.6).

Diffusion coefficient NRMSE Cpu time(Second)
ε = 1e− 3 4.37× 10−3 1.77× 104

ε = 1e− 6 4.46× 10−3 1.78× 104

ε = 1e− 9 4.43× 10−3 1.78× 104

5.8. Sensitivity analysis

In our approach, there is an important hyperparameter G, which is used to quantify
the magnitude of the gradients of the samples in the subset Xsub, and further helps to
determine the threshold β(t) for reweighting. In this subsection, we will study the effect
of this hyperparameter.

To this end, we take the equation (5.1) with ε = 1e− 9 as an example, and then apply
our approach using G = 1, 10, 20 and 30, respectively.

From Figure 12, we can find that the method is stable with respect to a large parameter
G. Whether G = 10, 20 or 30, the training process converges well, and the corresponding
predictions are almost identical. On the contrary, G = 1 leads to unstable training
and yields large prediction errors, which is mainly because a too small G cannot well
distinguish the gradients from layer or non-layer regions.
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Figure 12: Sensitivity studies for the hyperparameter G.

6. Conclusion

Singularly perturbed problems have a multi-scale nature in the sense that the solutions
have their own specific scales in different parts, and standard PINNs applied to such
problems produce unsatisfactory predictions. This paper presented a curriculum learning
approach to enhance the performance of PINNs in solving singularly perturbed convection-
diffusion-reaction equations. The feedforward training loss is taken as a surrogate to
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estimate whether a sample is close to layers or not. For those samples near layers, their
weights are adaptively adjusted in the optimization objective, i.e., the closer to layers, the
smaller the weights are. In this way, the network is able to automatically adjust its learning
emphasis and prioritize learning in easier non-layer domains. Numerical experiments on
typical convection-diffusion-reaction equations have demonstrated the efficiency of the
proposed method.

Although the paper is concerned with singularly perturbed convection-diffusion-reaction
problems, the proposed approach can be readily extended to other singular perturbation
problems with multiscale natures. In addition, our approach also suggests a general idea
for deep learning of singularly perturbed problems, and more powerful algorithms could
be explored along this direction.
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