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Abstract

Deep learning methods have gained considerable interest in the numerical solution of various partial differential
equations (PDEs). One particular focus is physics-informed neural networks (PINN), which integrate physical
principles into neural networks. This transforms the process of solving PDEs into optimization problems for
neural networks. To address a collection of advection-diffusion equations (ADE) in a range of difficult circum-
stances, this paper proposes a novel network structure. This architecture integrates the solver, a multi-scale
deep neural networks (MscaleDNN) utilized in the PINN method, with a hard constraint technique known as
HCPINN. This method introduces a revised formulation of the desired solution for ADE by utilizing a loss func-
tion that incorporates the residuals of the governing equation and penalizes any deviations from the specified
boundary and initial constraints. By surpassing the boundary constraints automatically, this method improves
the accuracy and efficiency of the PINN technique. To address the “spectral bias” phenomenon in neural net-
works, a subnetwork structure of MscaleDNN and a Fourier-induced activation function are incorporated into
the HCPINN, resulting in a hybrid approach called SFHCPINN. The effectiveness of SFHCPINN is demon-
strated through various numerical experiments involving ADE in different dimensions. The numerical results
indicate that SFHCPINN outperforms both standard PINN and its subnetwork version with Fourier feature em-
bedding. It achieves remarkable accuracy and efficiency while effectively handling complex boundary conditions
and high-frequency scenarios in ADE.
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1. Introduction

The ADE is a fundamental equation with widespread applications in various scientific and engineering field.
It finds relevance in fields such as physical biology [1], marine science [2], earth and atmospheric sciences [3],
as well as mantle dynamics [4]. This article primarily focuses on investigating the dynamics of the unsteady
advection-diffusion equation (ADE) under various boundary constraints. The following equation mathematically
describes the ADE:

∂u

∂t
= div

(
p · ∇u

)
− q · ∇u+ f. (1)

This equation captures the interaction between convection and diffusion at different temporal and spatial scales.
It involves a scalar variable denoted as u, which is transported through advection and diffusion. The constant
or vector parameters p and q represent the advection field’s speed and the diffusion coefficient in different
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directions, respectively. The term f signifies the internal source or sink’s capacity, while the concentration
gradient is represented by ∇u, where ∇ denotes the gradient operator and div denotes the divergence operator.
Similar to other types of partial differential equations(PDEs), the analytical solutions for ADE are generally
seldom available, so solving these PDEs numerically using approximation methods is necessary. Numerical
methods such as finite element method (FEM) [5–9], finite difference method (FDM) [10–12] and finite volume
method (FVM) [13] are commonly used to solve ADE. In these approaches, the computational domain of
interest is divided into a set of simple regular mesh, and the solution is computed in these mesh patches.
Generally, to reduce the numerical error, the size of the mesh is required to be small when solving PDEs by
these mesh-dependent methods, it will yield significant computational and storage challenges [14]. Given a
specific mesh size, several numerical techniques have been developed to reduce the errors of mesh methods [15],
such as the upwind scheme [16] and Galerkin least squares strategy [17]. However, mesh-dependent methods
can be challenging, time-consuming, and computationally expensive when dealing with complex domains of
interest and boundary constraints. In contrast, meshless methods that use a set of configuration points without
grids have been developed to approximate the solution of ADE, such as Radial Basis Function [18, 19], Monte
Carlo methods [20], and B-spline collocation approaches [21]. While these methods are easy to implement and
straightforward, their accuracy may deteriorate compared to grid-based methods.

In the past few years, deep neural networks (DNN) have demonstrated significant potential in solving ordinary
and partial differential equations as well as inverse problems. This is due to their ability to handle strong
nonlinearity and high-dimensional problems, as highlighted in various studies [22–29]. This methodology is
preferable because it transforms a PDE problem into an optimization problem, and then approximates the PDE
solution through gradient backpropagation and automatic differentiation of the DNN. Furthermore, they are
inherently mesh-free and can address high-dimensional and geometrically complex problems more efficiently
than mesh-based methods.

Physics Informed Neural Networks (PINN) were first proposed by Raissi et al. [24] in 2019 that derived
from the concept of physics-constrained learning applied to solve conventional differential equations in the early
1990s [30–32], which incorporates physical laws into neural networks by adding the residuals of both the PDEs
and the boundary conditions (BCs) as multiple terms in the loss function. After that, lots of efforts have
been made to further enhance the performance of PINN, such as Parallel PINN [33], APINN [34] and Unified
scalable PINN [35]. And the PINN is widely applied to address various types of PDEs including material
identification [36], the optimal location of sensors [37] and flows problems [38, 39]. Some theory of convergence
and the analysis of generalization error for PINN are also made by Mishra and Molinaro [40], De Ryck et al.
[41], Hu et al. [42]. In addition, the Deep Ritz Method was proposed by Yu et al. [22] for numerically solving
variational problems, and various PINN methods have been proposed for solving PDEs with complex boundaries
by researchers such as Wang and Zhang [43], Gao et al. [44], Sheng and Yang [45]. Some researchers have also
investigated using physical constraints to train PINN [46–49]. Despite some impressive developments in the field,
including DPM [50], PINN still faces significant challenges, as pointed out in the study [51]. Several theoretical
papers [52, 53] have highlighted an imbalanced competition between the terms of PDEs and BCs in the loss
function, limiting PINN’s applicability in complex geometric domains. To address this problem, researchers
such as Berg and Nyström [23], Sun et al. [54], Lu et al. [55] have proposed incorporating BCs into the ansatz
such that any instance from the ansatz automatically satisfies the BCs, resulting in so-called hard-constraint
methods. By satisfying the BCs precisely, the PDE solution becomes an unconstrained problem, which can be
more effectively trained in a neural network.

In addition, the standard PINN method may not perform well on problems with high-frequency components
because of the low-frequency bias of DNN, which has been documented by Xu et al. [56] and Rahaman et al. [57].
For instance, when using a DNN to fit the function y = sin(x)+ sin(2x), the DNN output initially approximates
sin(x) and then gradually converges to sin(x) + sin(2x). This phenomenon is called the Frequency Principle
(F-Principle) or spectral bias, which stems from the inherent divergence in the gradient-based DNN training
process. To address this issue, researchers have explored the relationship between DNN and Fourier analysis,
which was inspired by the F-Principle [58–60]. Recent experimental studies by Zhong et al. [61], Mildenhall et al.
[62] have suggested that a heuristic sinusoidal encoding of input coordinates, termed “positional encoding”, can
enable PINN to capture higher frequency content. To enhance the computational efficiency of the aforementioned
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PINN, we construct a separate subnetwork for each frequency to capture signals at different frequencies.
Despite many researchers having discovered the F-Principle phenomenon and the unbalanced rivalry between

the terms of PDEs and BCs, there is still no universal solution for both issues, which presents an opportunity
for further research. Additionally, there is an opportunity to explore the Neumann boundary in more depth, as
the majority of research on ADE has focused on the Dirichlet boundary, while the Neumann boundary is less
studied and more intricate.

This paper introduces a novel approach called sub-Fourier Hard-constraint PINN (SFHCPINN) to solve
a class of ADEs using Fourier analysis and the hard constraint technique. The SFHCPINN approach uses
hard-constraint PINN to enforce initial and boundary conditions and incorporates the residual of the governed
equation for ADE into the cost function to guide the training process. This transforms the solution of ADE
into an unconstrained optimization problem that can be efficiently solved using gradient-based optimization
techniques. To further reduce the approximation error of the DNN, a subnetworks framework of DNN with
sine and cosine as the activation function is introduced by the F-Principle and Fourier theory. While previous
studies primarily focused on simulated data using mean squared error (MSE) loss, the primary contributions of
this paper are:

a. Our proposed method involves a PINN with a subnetwork architecture and a Fourier-based activation
function. This approach aims to address the issue of gradient leakage in DNN parameters by leveraging
the F-principle and Fourier theorem.

b. Our approach involves the use of a structured PINN with hard constraints, which allows for the automatic
satisfaction of initial and boundary conditions. This approach enables the accurate resolution of ADEs
with complex boundary conditions, including the Dirichlet boundary, Neumann boundary, and mixed form.

c. We provide compelling evidence for the efficacy of the proposed method by demonstrating the superiority
of hard-constraint PINN over soft-constraint PINN in solving a class of ADEs under both Dirichlet and
Neumann boundaries.

The structure of this paper is outlined as follows. Section 2 presents an overview of deep neural networks
and the standard PINN framework for PDEs. In Section 3, we introduce a novel approach to solving ADE using
PINN with hard constraints, as well as an activation function based on Fourier analysis. Section 4 details the
SFHCPINN algorithm for approximating the solution of ADE. In Section 5, we provide numerical examples to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed method for ADE. Finally, we present the conclusions of the paper
in Section 6.

2. Preliminaries

This section has presented a detailed exposition of the relevant mathematical principles and formulae about
DNN and PINN.

2.1. Deep Neural Networks

Initially, we present the standard neural cell of Deep Neural Networks (DNN) and the mapping relationship
between input x ∈ Rd and an output y ∈ Rm, as expressed by (2):

y = σ(Wx+ b). (2)

Here, the activation function σ(·) is an element-wise non-linear model, W = (wij) ∈ Rm×d and b ∈ Rm are the
weight matrix and bias vector, respectively. The standard unit (2) is usually known as a hidden layer, and its
output is fed into another activation function after modification with a new weight and bias. Hence, a DNN
is constructed with stacked linear and nonlinear activation functions. The mathematical expression for a DNN
with input data x ∈ Rd can be formulated as:{

y[0] = x

y[ℓ] = σ ◦ (W [ℓ]y[ℓ−1] + b[ℓ]), for ℓ = 1, 2, 3, · · · · · · , L
. (3)
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Here, W [ℓ] ∈ Rnℓ+1×nℓ and b[ℓ] ∈ Rnℓ+1 denote the weights and biases of the ℓ-th hidden layer, respectively.
n0 = d and nL+1 is the dimension of output. The notation “◦” indicates an element-wise operation. The
parameter set of W [1], · · ·W [L], b[1], · · · b[L] is represented by θ, and the DNN output is denoted by y(x;θ).

2.2. Physics Informed Neural Networks

Let us consider a system of parametrized PDEs given by:

Nλ[û(x, t)] = f̂(x, t), x ∈ Ω, t ∈ [t0, T ]

Bû (x, t) = ĝ(x, t), x ∈ ∂Ω, t ∈ [t0, T ]

û(x, t0) = ĥ(x, t0), x ∈ Ω,

(4)

in which Nλ stands for the linear or nonlinear differential operator with parameters λ, B is the boundary
operators. Ω and ∂Ω respectively illustrate the domain of interest and its boundary. In general PINN, one
can substitute a DNN model for the solution of PDEs (4), then obtain the optimal solution by minimizing the
following loss function:

L = LossPDE + ω1LossIC + ω2LossBC (5)

with

LossPDE =
1

NP

NP∑
i=1

∣∣∣Nλ[ûNN (xi, ti)]− f̂(xi, ti)
∣∣∣2

LossBC =
1

NB

NB∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣BûNN

(
xi, ti

)
− ĝ(xi, ti)

∣∣∣∣2

LossIC =
1

NI

NI∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ûNN (xi, t0)− ĥ(xi, t0)

∣∣∣∣2
(6)

where ω1 and ω2 are the loss weighting coefficients on distinct boundaries. LossPDE , LossIC , and LossBC

depict the residual of governing equations, the loss of the given initial condition, and the loss of the prescribed
BC, respectively. In addition, if some data are available inside the domain, an extra loss term indicating the
mismatch between the predictions and the data can be taken into account

LossD =
1

ND

ND∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣uNN (xi, ti)− ui
Data

∣∣∣∣2. (7)

The structure of PINN for solving parametrized PDEs (4) is depicted in the following Figure 1.

3. Fourier induced Subnetworks Hard Constraint PINN to Advection-Diffusion Equation

3.1. Unified architecture of Hard Constraint PINN to Advection-Diffusion Equation

In this section, we now consider the following advection-diffusion equation with prescribed boundary and
initial conditions, it is

∂u(x, t)

∂t
= div

(
p · ∇u(x, t)

)
− q · ∇u(x, t) + f(x, t), x ∈ Ω, t ∈ [t0, T ]

Bu(x, t) = g(x, t), x ∈ ∂Ω, t ∈ [t0, T ]

u(x, t0) = h(x, t0), x ∈ Ω

(8)

where Ω is a bounded subset of Rd with piecewise Lipschitz boundary which satisfies the interior cone condition
and ∂Ω represents the boundary of the interested domain. Generally, the boundary is a complicated geometry
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Figure 1: Schematic diagram of physical information neural network (PINN).

and composed of essential and natural boundaries, i.e., ∂Ω = ΓD ∪ ΓN and ΓD ∩ ΓN = ∅. The operational item
B indicates the BC, such as the Dirichlet, Neumann, or Robin boundary.

When a standard PINN trial function uNN is used to approximate the solution of ADE (8), it will be firstly
differential concerning variable x and t, respectively, then embed into the residual of the governed equation
and constructed the main part of loss function of neural networks. Under the imposed boundary and initial
conditions, the neural network solution with parameter θ can be obtained by minimizing

Loss(SR, SB , SI ;θ) = LossR(SR;θ) +
γ

NB

NB∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣BuNN (xi
B , t

i
B)− g(xi

B , t
i
B)

∣∣∣∣2 + ω

NI

NI∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣IuNN (xi
I , t0)− h(xi

I)

∣∣∣∣2
(9)

for (xi
B , t

i
B) ∈ SB and (xi

I , t0) ∈ SI , as well as

LossR(SR;θ) =
1

NR

NR∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∂uNN (xi
R, t

i
R)

∂t
− div

(
p · ∇uNN (xi

R, t
i
R)

)
+ q · ∇uNN (xi

R, t
i
R)− f(xi

R, t
i
R)

∣∣∣∣2 (10)

for (xR
i , t

R
i ) ∈ SR. Here and hereinafter, SR = {(xR

i , t
R
i )}

NR
i=1, SB = {(xB

i , t
B
i )}

NB
i=1 and SI = {(xi

I , t0)}
NI
i=1 stand

for the sets of distributed sample points on Ω× T , ∂Ω× T and Ω× {t0}, respectively. In addition, two penalty
parameters γ and ω are introduced to control the contributions of boundary and initial for loss function.

Many scholars have studied carefully the choice of the residual term in loss function, for example, Mixed
PINN [27], XPINN [29], cPINN [28], two-stage PINN [63] and gPINN [64]. Another problem to be addressed
is how to enforce the initial and boundary conditions (I/BCs). The imposition of I/BCs is crucial for solving
PDEs because it allows a unique solution. Considering the optimization nature of the PINN, the primitive way
of applying I/BCs is to penalize the discrepancy of initial and boundary constraints for PDEs in a soft manner.

In PINN-based deep collocation methods, the performance of optimization depends on the relevance of each
term. However, assigning the weights of each term may be difficult, then the approximations of I/BCs may not
be favorable, resulting in an unsatisfactory solution. Consequently, we may apply the boundary constraint in a
“hard” manner by including particular solutions that satisfy the I/BCs. Consequently, the constraints on the
boundaries are gently met. It will improve the capacity of neural networks for dealing with complex geometry
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issues [23, 54, 55]. The boundary operator B in (8) will be used in the following to investigate PDEs with
Dirichlet BCs. In this instance, our proposed theory for the solution is

uNN (x, t) = G(x, t) +D(x, t)NNL(x, t;θ) (11)

where NNL is a fully-connected deep neural network, G(x, t) is an extension function meeting the I/BCs
constraints Bu(x, t) and Iu(x, t0), and D(x, t) is a smooth distance function giving the distance from (x, t) ∈
Ω× T to ∂Ω× {t0}. The objective of this concept is to compel the approximate solution to conform to a set of
restrictions, notably the Dirichlet BCs. In other words, while x is on the ∂Ω × {t0} boundary, D(x, t) equals
zero, and the value increases as points depart from the I/BCs.

It is worth noting that uNN (x, t)reaches its I/BCs value at the hypothesis equation’s boundary point (11).
For those ADE problems with simple IC/BC and an easy form of ∂Ω, D(x, t) could be defined analytically.
Nevertheless, assuming the geometry is too complicated for an analytic formulation, both the extension boundary
function G(x, t) and the smooth function D(x, t) may be parameterized using small-scale NNs according to the
given I/BCs constraints and a small of configuration points sampled from the interested domain with boundary.
Therefore, it will not add any more complexity when optimizing the loss of hard-constraint PINN (HCPINN):

LossHCPINN (SR, SB , SI ;θ) = LossR(SR;θ). (12)

with LossR(SR;θ) being defiend as in (10).
Considering ∂Ω as the Neumann-boundary and B as the differential operator. In contrast to Dirichlet BC,

which is stored inside a particular solution, Neumann BC is included throughout the equation loss. The ansatz
solution for the Neumann BCs is the same as (11) and G(x, t) now is an extension meeting the IC constraints
Iu(x, t0) and D(x, t) is a smooth distance function giving the distance from (x, t) ∈ Ω × T to Ω × {t0}. The
Neumann BCs are encoded into the loss function:

LossHCPINN (SR, SB , SI ;θ) = LossR(SR;θ) +
γ

NB

NB∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣BuNN (xB
i , t

B
i )− g(xB

i , t
B
i )

∣∣∣∣2. (13)

We then conclude the unified loss function of the HCPINN as follows:

θ∗ = argmin
θ

LossHCPINN (θ). (14)

To obtain the θ∗, one can update the parameters θ using gradient descent method overall training samples or
a few training samples at each iteration. In particular, Stochastic gradient descent (SGD) and its improved
versions, such as Adam [65], Adagrad [66] and RMSprop [67], are the common optimization technique for deep
learning. In the implementation, the SGD method requires only one of n function evaluations at each iteration
compared with the gradient descent method. Additionally, instead of picking one term, one can also choose a
“mini-batch” of terms at each step. In this context, the update scheme of parameters of DNN for vanilla SGD
is given by:

θk+1 = θk − αk∇θkLossHCPINN (x;θk), x ∈ SR or x ∈ SR ∪ SB ,

where the “learning rate” αk decreases with k increasing.

Remark 1. To compute the smooth distance function D(x, t) in the Dirichlet condition, we first calculate the
non-smooth distance function d and estimate it using a low-capacity NN. At each point (x, t), we define d as
the shortest distance to a boundary point at which a BC must be applied. Indeed,

d(x, t) = min
(x,t)∗∈∂Ω×{t0}

∥(x, t)− (x, t)∗∥ . (15)
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The exact form of d (and D) is not important other than that D is smooth and

|D(x, t)| < ϵ, ∀(x, t) ∈ ∂Ω× {t0}. (16)

We can use a small subset from ∂Ω× {t0} to compute d.

Remark 2. Instead of computing the actual distance function, we could use the more extreme version

d(x, t) =

{
0, (x, t) ∈ ∂Ω× {t0}
1, otherwise

. (17)

Moreover, for issues where the I/BCs are enforced in simple geometry, D(x, t) and G(x, t) may be derived
analytically [31, 68–70]. For instance, we can define D(x, t) = t/T when there is simply initial boundary
enforcement on t = 0, and we can choose D(x, t) = (x− a)(b− x) or (1− ea−x)(1− ex−b) in Ω = [a, b] when the
BCs are only imposed on ∂Ω. For complex cases, it is difficult to identify an analytical formula for D(x, t), but
it is possible to approximate it using spline functions [45].

Remark 3. The ansatz (11) demands that G be globally defined and smooth, as well as that

|G(x, t)− g(x, t)| < ϵ, ∀(x, t) ∈ ∂Ω× {t0} (18)

where g(x, t) is the function satisfying I/BCs of given PDEs. To compute G we simply train an NN to fit
G(x, t), ∀(x, t) ∈ ∂Ω× {t0}. The loss function used is given by

LossG =
1

NG

NG∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣G(xi, ti)− g(xi, ti)

∣∣∣∣2, (xi, ti) ∈ Ω× [t0, T ] (19)

and apply SGD as the optimization technique as well.

Remark 4. In some given BCs, G(x, t) could be defined directly utilizing the I/BCs. For example, if (8)
Bu(x, t) = 0 and Iu(x, t0) = 0, then we could directly define G(x, t) = 0.

3.2. Sub-Fourier PINN and its activation function

The activation function is one of the critical issues for designing the architecture of DNN. As a non-linear
transformation that bounds the value for given input data, it directly affects the performance of DNN models in
practical applications. Several different types of activation functions have been used in DNN, such as ReLU(z) =
max{0, z} and tanh(z).

From the viewpoint of function approximation, the first layer with activation functions for the DNN frame-
work can be regarded as a series of basis functions and its output is the (nonlinear) combination of those basis
functions. Recent works found the phenomenon of spectral bias or frequency preference for DNN, that is, DNN
will first capture the low-frequency components of input data [56] [57]. After that, some corresponding mecha-
nisms are made using Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK) [60, 71]. Under these mechanisms, many efforts are made to
improve the performance of DNN, such as the structures and the activation functions. By introducing some scale
factors Λ = (k1,k2,k3 · · · ,kQ−1,kQ)

T ( ki is a vector or matrix), a variety of multi-scale DNN (MscaleDNN)
frameworks are proposed which will use the radial scale factors Λ to shift the high-frequency component into
the low ones, then accelerate the convergence and improve the accuracy of DNN [60, 72, 73]. Figure 2 presents
the schematic diagram of the MscaleDNN with N subnetworks.

Recent works have shown that the adaptive activation function is able to improve the performance of DNN
for solving nonlinear discontinuous problems and image processing [74–77]. In addition, using Fourier feature
mapping as an activation function for the first hidden layer of each subnetwork can remarkably improve the
capacity of MscaleDNN, it can mitigate the pathology of spectral bias for DNN, and enable networks to learn
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Figure 2: A schematic diagram of MscaleDNN with N subnetworks.

well the target function [56, 57, 59, 60, 78]. It is expressed as follows:

ζ(x) =

[
cos(κx)
sin(κx)

]
, (20)

where κ is a user-specified vector or matrix (trainable or untrainable) which is consistent with the number of
neural units in the first hidden layer for DNN. By performing the Fourier feature mapping for the input data, the
input points in Rd can be mapped to the range [−1, 1]. After that, the subsequent layers of the neural network
can process the feature information efficiently. For convenience, we denote the PINN model with a MscaleDNN
performed by Fourier feature mapping being its solver as Sub-Fourier PINN(called SFPINN).

According to the above description, we denote the proper Fourier feature information of the nth subnetwork
by ζn(x̃) with x̃ = (x, t) and obtain its output by performing this information through the remainder block of
SFPINN model with general activation functions, such as sigmoid, tanh, and ReLU, etc. Finally, the overall
output of the SFPINN model is the linear combination of all subnetwork outputs, denoted by NN(x̃). In sum,
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the detailed procedure is concluded as follows:

x̂ = knx̃, n = 1, 2, . . . , N,

ζn(x̃) =
[
cos

(
W

[n]
1 x̂

)
, sin

(
W

[n]
1 x̂

)]T
, n = 1, 2, . . . , N,

Fn(x̃) = F̃CNn (ζn(x̃)) , n = 1, 2, . . . , N,

NN(x̃) = WO · [F1,F2, · · · ,FN ] + bO,

(21)

where W
[n]
1 represents the weight matrix of the first hidden layer for the nth subnetwork in the SFPINN model

and F̃CNn stands for the remaining blocks of the nth subnetwork. WO and bO represent the weights and bias of
the last linear layer, respectively (see Figure 2). Notably, all subnetworks in SFPINN are standalone and their
sizes can be adjusted independently.

4. The process of SFHCPINN algorithm

Our proposed SFHCPINN is the combination of HCPINN and SFPINN that imposes “hard” constraints on
the I/BCs and employs a subnetwork structure shown in Figure 2. The solution for ADE (8) is expressed as

uNN (x, t) = G(x, t) +D(x, t)NN(x, t;θ) (22)

where the parameter definitions are identical to Section 3. To start with, the smooth extension function G(x, t)
satisfying the I/BCs and smooth distance function D(x, t) in the distance between interior points to the I/BCs
∂Ω×{t0} are constructed (see Section 3). Thus before the training procedure of the neural network, our proposed
solution has already satisfied the I/BCs. For the SFPINN consisting of N subnetworks (see Section 3.2), the
input data for each subnetwork will be transformed by the following operation

x̂ = an ∗ (x, t), n = 1, 2, · · · , N,

where an > 0 is a scalar factor. Denoting the output of each subnetwork as Fn(n = 1, 2, . . . , N), then the overall
output of the SFPINN model is obtained by

NN(x, t) =
1

N

N∑
n=1

Fn

an
.

In the SFHCPINN algorithm, we let u0
NN (x, t) = G(x, t) +D(x, t)NN0(x, t;θ) be its initial stage. In this

stage, our proposed solution u0
NN (x, t) satisfied the I/BCs in (8) automatically and we can focus on the loss of

the interior points. Then in the kth iteration step, a set of randomly sampled collocation points Sk is provided,
and then the kth loss can be obtained by (12) or (13). The loss function for the Dirichlet boundary is expressed
as follows

LossDir
SFHCPINN (Sk;θ) = Lossin(Sk

R;θ) (23)

with

Lossin =
1

|Sk
R|

|Sk
R|∑

i=1

∣∣∣∣∂uNN (xi, ti)

∂t
− div

(
p · ∇uNN (xi, ti)

)
+ q · ∇uNN (xi, ti)− f(xi, ti)

∣∣∣∣2 .
for (xi, ti) ∈ Sk

R, where |Sk
R| stands for the number of set. The loss function for the Neumann boundary is

formulated as

LossNeu
SFHCPINN (Sk;θ) = Lossin(Sk

R;θ) +
γ

|Sk
B |

Sk
B∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣BuNN (xi
B , t

i
B)− g(xi

B , t
i
B)

∣∣∣∣2. (24)
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To sum up, the SFHCPINN method for solving ADE with Dirichlet and/or Neumman boundaries is briefly
described in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 SFHCPINN algorithm for ADEs with Dirichlet and/or Neumman boundaries

1: Construct the extension function G(x, t) and distance function D(x, t) according to I/BCs;
2: Generate a train set Sk ⊂ Ω× T ;
3: Calculate the fitting part of loss function L (·;θk) for training set Sk:

L (Sk;θk) = LossDir
SFHCPINN (Sk

R;θ
k) or L (Sk;θk) = LossNeu

SFHCPINN (Sk;θk)

4: Take a suitable optimization method to update the internal parameters of DNN, such as SGD method
expressed as follows:

θk+1 = θk − αk∇θkL (x, t;θk) with (x, t) ∈ Sk

where the “learning rate” αk decreases as k increases.
5: Repeat steps 2-4 until the convergence criterion is satisfied or the loss function tends to be stable.

5. Numerical experiments

In this section, we test the performance of the SFHCPINN method for advection-diffusion equations with
different boundaries in one to three-dimensional spaces. For comparison, a standard PINN and a sub-Fourier
PINN with soft constraints are introduced to validate the effectiveness and feasibility of our SFHCPINN model.

5.1. Model and training setup

5.1.1. Model setup

The details of all the models in the numerical experiments are elaborated in the following and summarized
in Table 1.

• SFHCPINN : A solution approach for solving the ADE with different boundary constraints is presented in
this article. The approach employs a composite PINN model composed of a distance function D(x, t), a
smooth extension function G(x, t), and a subnetwork deep neural network (DNN). The distance function
D(x, t) and smooth extension function G(x, t) are obtained through small-scale DNN training or defined
analytically based on boundary conditions. The SFHCPINN model is composed of 20 subnetworks accord-
ing to the manually defined frequencies Λ = (1, 2, 3, . . . , 20), and each subnetwork has 5 hidden layers with
sizes (10, 25, 20, 20, 15). The activation function of the first hidden layer for each subnetwork is set as
Fourier feature mapping ζ(x̂), and the other activation functions (except for the output layer) are set as
sin. The final output of the composite PINN model is a weighted sum of the outputs of all subnetworks.
The overall structure of the sub-Fourier PINN model is depicted in Figure 2.

• SFPINN : The PINN model we consider here uses a subnetwork DNN as the solver, with the activation
function of the first hidden layer in each subnetwork set as a Fourier feature mapping and the other
activation functions (except for the output layer) set as sin. The I/B constraints in this model are applied
in a soft manner, which is the classical approach.

• PINN : The solver for the vanilla PINN model is a normal DNN, where all activation functions except for
the output layer are set to tanh. The type of I/B constraints used in this model is a soft manner.
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Table 1: Comparisons for the above models

Model Subnetwork Numbers of subnetwork Activation Constraint Size of the network

SFHCPINN DNN 20 sin hard (10,25,20,20,10)
SFPINN DNN 20 sin soft (10,25,20,20,10)
PINN - - tanh soft (100,150,80,80,50)

5.1.2. Training setup

We use the following mean square error and square relative L2 error to evaluate the accuracy of different
models:

MSE =
1

N ′

N ′∑
i=1

(
ũ(xi, ti)− u∗(xi, ti)

)2
and REL =

∑N ′

i=1

(
ũ(xi, ti)− u∗(xi, ti)

)2∑N ′

i=1 (u
∗(xi, ti))

2

where ũ(xi, ti) is the approximate DNN solution, u∗(xi, ti) is the exact/reference solution, {(xi, ti)}N ′

i=1 is the set
of testing points, and N ′ is the number of testing points.

In our numerical experiments, we uniformly sample all training and testing data within Ω (or ∂Ω) and use
the Adam optimizer [65] to train all networks. A step learning rate with an initial learning rate of 0.01 and a
decay rate of 2.5% every 100 training epochs is utilized. For visualization purposes, we evaluate our models every
1000 epochs during training and record the final results. The penalty parameter γ for the boundary constraint
in (9), (13), and (24) is specified as:

γ =



γ0, if iepoch < 0.1Tmax

10γ0, if 0.1Tmax <= iepoch < 0.2Tmax

50γ0, if 0.2Tmax <= iepoch < 0.25Tmax

100γ0, if 0.25Tmax <= iepoch < 0.5Tmax

200γ0, if 0.5Tmax <= iepoch < 0.75Tmax

500γ0, otherwise

(25)

where γ0 = 20 in all our tests and Tmax represents the total epoch number. We implement our code in Pytorch
(version 1.12.1) on a workstation (256 GB RAM, single NVIDIA GeForce GTX 2080Ti 12-GB).

5.2. Performance of SFHCPINN for solving ADEs

This section demonstrates the feasibility of SFHCPINN in solving the ADE with Dirichlet and/or Neumann
BCs in one-dimensional to three-dimensional Euclidean space. These examples are common in engineering and
reality, and four of them involve multi-frequency scenarios to illustrate the ability of SFHCPINN to handle
high-frequency problems.

5.2.1. One-dimensional ADE

We first consider the one-dimension ADE problem expressed as follows:

∂u(x, t)

∂t
= p̃

∂2u(x, t)

∂x2
− q̃

∂u(x, t)

∂x
+ f(x, t), for x ∈ [a, b] and t ∈ [t0, T ] , (26)

where f(x, t) is the source term, p̃ is coefficient of diffusivity and q̃ is the coefficient of advection rate. The IC
can be formulated as:

u(x, t0) = A0(x). (27)

The Dirichlet BCs are denoted as:
u(a, t) = A1(t),

u(b, t) = A2(t),
(28)
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and the Neumann BCs could be formulated as follows:

∂u(a, t)

∂x
= N1(t), (29)

∂u(b, t)

∂x
= N2(t). (30)

Example 5.1. To emphasize the capability of the proposed SFHCPINN framework, we first consider the one-
dimensional ADE (26) with Dirichlet boundary and a high-frequency component. In this case, the (26) with
p̃ = 0.02 and q̃ = 0.01 is solved by aforementioned models in the spatio-temporal range Ω × T = [0, 2] × [0, 5].
The source term f(x, t), I/BCs are given by the following known solution:

u(x, t) = e−αt[sin(πx) + 0.1 sin(βπx)] (31)

with α = 0.1 and β = 30.

When employing the proposed SFHCPINN model to solve one-dimensional ADE (26) with Dirichlet bound-

ary, we determine the distance function D(x, t) = x(x−2)t
5×22 and the smooth function G(x, t) = sin(πx) +

0.1 sin(βπx) according to the boundary and initial conditions.
To compare with the SFHCPINN model, we use two simple neural networks with only one hidden layer of 20

neurons each to fit the distance function D(x, t) and the extension function G(x, t) before starting the training
process. This model is called SFHCPINNNN . Both SFHCPINN models are the same except for the distance
and extension functions.

(a) Exact Solution of Example 5.1 (b) Point-wise error for PINN (c) Point-wise error for SFPINN

(d) Point-wise error for SFHCPINN (e) Point-wise error for SFHCPINNNN
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epoch/1000

10-6

10-4

10-2

100

102

R
E
L

PINN SFPINN
SFHCPINN SFHCPINN

NN

(f) REL of PINN, SFPINN and
SFHCPINNs

Figure 3: Testing results for Example 5.1.

The models have comparable network sizes and parameter numbers, which are listed in Table 1. All models are
trained for 50000 epochs, and in each epoch, PINN and SFPINN are trained with NR = 8, 000 collocation points,
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NB = 4, 000 boundary points, and NI = 3, 000 initial points, while SFHCPINN is trained with NR = 8, 000
collocation points. To assess the accuracy of the neural network approximations, we uniformly sample 10,000
test points from Ω × T and make them be the testing set. We present the results of the four models in Fig. 3
and Table 2.

Table 2: MSE and REL of SFHCPINNs, SFPINN, and PINN for Example 5.1

constraint MSE REL

PINN soft 0.0421 0.226
SFPINN soft 4.37× 10−5 2.34× 10−4

SFHCPINNNN hard 4.06× 10−4 2.18× 10−3

SFHCPINN hard 1.14× 10−6 6.16× 10−6

First, the heatmaps in Figs. 3(b) – 3(d) and the error curves in Fig. 3(f) show that SFHCPINN has a higher
level of accuracy than PINN and SFPINN, with testing REL decreasing at a faster rate. This suggests that
SFHCPINN is effective in addressing the issue of gradient oscillation in DNN parameters, thanks to its use of
Fourier expansion and subnetwork framework.

The second observation is that the SFHCPINN exhibits a smaller initial error and a faster convergence rate
compared to both the standard PINN and the SFPINN, as shown in Fig. 3(f). This suggests that the hard
constraint included in the SFHCPINN allows for better adherence to the boundary conditions, leading to a
significant improvement in the performance of SFHCPINN.

Lastly, we can observe from the experimental results that SFHCPINN, using numerically determined distance
and extension functions, outperforms SFHCPINNNN in terms of both accuracy and training speed. This is
because the numerically determined distance and extension functions provide a more precise expression of the
I/BCs and simple NNs cannot capture functions that vary frequently on the boundaries. Therefore, we use the
numerically determined distance and extension function in all following experiments. In summary, SFHCPINN
proves to be superior to PINN and SFPINN in one-dimensional problems with Dirichlet BCs.

Influence of the choice for activation function: We study the influence of activation function for PINN
and SFHCPINN models. In the test, we set the activation function as sin, tanh, enhance tangent function
tanh(0.5πx) , sigmoid, elu, gelu, relu, and leaky relu, all other setups are identical to the above experiments.
Based on the results in Table 3, we observe that the performance of gelu is slightly superior to that of sin
and tanh for our SFHCPINN model, and sin outperforms tanh. Then, the sin activation function is an ideal
candidate for our SFHCPINN model.

Table 3: REL of different activation functions for PINN and SFHCPINN models used to solve Example 5.1.

sin tanh enhance tanh sigmoid elu gelu relu leaky relu
PINN 0.215 0.226 0.224 0.912 0.302 0.0686 0.362 0.713
SFHCPINN 6.16× 10−6 1.19× 10−4 0.916 0.015 0.319 9.74× 10−7 186.13 20.46

Influence of the hidden units: We study the influence of hidden units including width and depth for our
SFHCPINN model. In the test, the hidden units are set as (10, 25, 10), (20, 25, 10),(10, 25, 20), (20, 25, 20) and
(10, 25, 20, 20), respectively, besides the original configuration of hidden units. All other setups are identical
to the aforementioned experiments. Based on the results in Table 4, the performance of SFHCPINN will be
improved with the depth and width of hidden units increasing.
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Table 4: REL of different depth and width for hidden units when SFHCPINN is used to solve Example 5.1.

(10, 25, 10) (20, 25, 10) (10, 25, 20) (20, 25, 20) (10, 25, 20, 20) (10, 25, 20, 20, 10)
3.24× 10−4 2.03× 10−3 4.05× 10−5 3.91× 10−5 2.93× 10−5 6.16× 10−6

Influence of the learning rate: We study the influence of learning rate for our SFHCPINN model. In the
test, the SFHCPINN models with fixed learning rates 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, and 0.0005 are introduced to compare
with the one with adjustable learning rate. Their other setups are identical to the above experiments. Based on
the results in Table 5, the adjustable learning rate is the optimal strategy for the SFHCPINN model.

Table 5: REL of the different learning rates for SFHCPINN used to solve Example 5.1.

0.01 0.005 0.001 0.005 0.001 Adjustable
2.12× 10−3 9.59× 10−4 2.56× 10−4 3.04× 10−4 0.0299 6.16× 10−6

Example 5.2. We consider the multiscale case of the one-dimensional ADE (26) with Neumann boundaries
in spatial domain Ω = [0, 1] and time range T = [0, 1], the source term f(x, t) and the I/BCs are specified
by the following prescribed solution: u(x, t) = e−αt[sin(πx) + 0.1 sin(10πx)] with α = 0.25. In this example
and next one, p̃ = 0.002 and q̃ = 0.001 for equation (26). The details of the SFHCPINN with the Neumann
BCs are outlined in Algorithm 1. At first, the distance function D(x, t) = x(1 − x)t and extension function
G(x, t) = sin(x) are well-defined according to the given boundary to specify the distance between the interior
and the boundary and the evaluation on the boundary, respectively. All settings for SFHCPINN, SFPINN,
and PINN are the same as in Example 5.1. In each epoch, we randomly collect 8000 points from the interior
of the defined domain and 3000 points from the Neumann boundary. The sampling procedures of PINN and
SFPINN are identical to those in Example 5.1. We train all models for 50,000 epochs and use Adam with default
parameters as the optimizer. The testing data are uniformly generated from Ω× T .

Table 6: MSE and REL of SFHCPINN, SFPINN, and PINN for Example 5.2

constraint MSE REL

PINN soft 1.204 2.921
SFPINN soft 0.745 1.806
SFHCPINN hard 6.399× 10−5 1.551× 10−4

The following conclusions can be drawn as follows: First, the diminishing color depth of the thermal maps
in Figs. 4(b) – 4(d) indicates that the accuracy of the SFHCPINN model improves steadily, but the PINN and
SFPINN fail to be converged. In addition, by comparing the point-wise absolute error, MSE and REL tracks of
PINN, SFPINN and SFHCPINN in Figs. 4(e) and 4(f), it is possible to conclude that by adopting a subnetwork
architecture performed by Fourier activation function and hard-constraint technique, the performance of the
DNN has been enhanced with a faster training rate and higher precision under Neumann BCs. In addition, the
accuracy of the SFHCPINN is significantly higher than PINN and SFPINN almost all the time, especially at
the initial stage. This is because the ansatz of the hard-constraint PNNN always satisfies the BCs throughout
training, preventing the approximations from breaching physical restrictions at the boundaries. Table 6 further
reveals that SFHCPINN with hard constraints and subnet topology outperforms PINN and SFPINN by multiple
orders of magnitude when Neumann BCs are present under one-dimensional settings.

Example 5.3. The one-dimensional low-frequency ADE (26) with the left boundary being Dirichlet and the
right boundary being Neumann is considered in spatial domain Ω = [0, 1] and time range T = [0, 1], the source
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(a) Exact Solution of Example 5.2 (b) Point-wise error for PINN (c) Point-wise error for SFPINN

(d) Point-wise error for SFHCPINN
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(f) REL of PINN, SFPINN and SFHCPINN

Figure 4: Testing results for Example 5.2.

term f(x, t) and the I/BCs are specified by the known solution: u(x, t) = e−αt sin(2πx) with α = 0.25. At first,
the distance function D(x, t) = x(1 − x)t and extension function G(x, t) = sin(x) are well-defined according to
the prescribed boundary and initial conditions, respectively. All settings for SFHCPINN, SFPINN, and PINN
are the same as in Example 5.1. In each epoch, we randomly collect 8000 points from the interior of the defined
domain and 3000 points from the Neumann boundary. The sampling procedures of PINN and SFPINN are
identical to those in Example 5.1. We train all models for 50,000 epochs and test our models on a uniform mesh
grid generated from Ω× T . The results are plotted in Fig. 5 and listed in Table 7.

Table 7: MSE and REL of SFHCPINN, SFPINN, and PINN for Example 5.3

constraint MSE REL

PINN soft 7.99× 10−4 2.02× 10−3

SFPINN soft 2.25× 10−5 5.68× 10−5

SFHCPINN hard 2.62× 10−9 6.63× 10−9

Fig. 5 shows that the SFHCPINN model still is well able to capture the solution for the mixed boundaries
problem, and its performance outperforms PINN and SFPINN. Figs. 5(b) – 5(d) not only show the point-wise
errors of SFHCPINN for major points that are close to zero but also reveal the point-wise error of SFHCPINN
is very smaller than that of the PINN and the SFPINN models. Additionally, Figs. 5(e) and 5(f) and Table 7
illustrate that the errors of SFHCPINN are superior to that of PINN and SFPINN by more than four orders of
magnitude.
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(a) Exact Solution of Example 5.3 (b) Point-wise error for PINN (c) Point-wise error for SFPINN

(d) Point-wise error for SFHCPINN
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Figure 5: Testing results for Example 5.3.

From the above results, we conclude that the SFHCPINN model is remarkable in addressing the ADE (26)
with different boundaries in one-dimensional space, it generally outperforms the PINN and SFPINN models.

5.2.2. Two-dimensional ADE

Considering the following two-dimensional ADE with Dirichlet and Neumann boundaries, it is

∂u

∂t
+ p̂

∂u

∂x
+ q̂

∂u

∂y
−
(
∂2u

∂x2
+

∂2u

∂y2

)
= f(x, y, t) (x, y, z, t) ∈ Ω× (t0, T ] (32)

where p̂ > 0 and q̂ > 0 are the corresponding diffusion coefficients for different directions. Ω is the interested
domain, t0 ⩾ 0 is the initial time and T > 0 is the end time, and u is the function to be solved. Please refer
Nazir et al. [79] to see more details.

Example 5.4. Let us approximate the solution of (32) with Dirichlet boundary in time interval [0, 5] and a
porous domain Ω when p̂ = 4 and q̂ = 4, the Ω is inserted in a square domain [0, 4] × [0, 4]. To address this
problem, we perform our model in this regular domain and then obtain their approximations on an interested
domain. An precise solution is given by u(x, y, t) = e−0.25txy(4−x)(4−y) and it specifies the initial and Dirichlet

conditions. For SFHCPINN model, we set the distance function as D(x, y, t) =
t

5
sin(0.25x) sin(0.25y) which

will be vanish on the boundary of Ω. The extension function can be chosen as G(x, y, t) = (4x − x2)(4y − y2)
according to the boundary and initial conditions. The above three models for solving (32) with Dirichlet
boundary mentioned in Section 5.1.1 are identical to the ones described in Examples 5.1 and 5.2 in that they
share the same optimizer, learning rate, and decay rate. In the training stage, we randomly sample 8,000 interior
points as training points for SFHCPINN, and we sample an additional 3,000 initial points and 3,000 boundary
points for PINN and SFPINN in every epoch. In addition, 17706 random collocations sampled from porous
domian Ω at t = 2.5 are used as the testing set. The results are plotted in Fig. 6 and listed in Table 8.
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(a) Exact Solution of Example 5.4 (b) Point-wise error for PINN (c) Point-wise error for SFPINN

(d) Point-wise error for SFHCPINN
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Figure 6: Testing results for Example 5.4.

Table 8: MSE and REL of three models for Example 5.4 at t = 2.5

constraint MSE REL

PINN soft 6.82× 10−5 3.46× 10−6

SFPINN soft 1.55× 10−4 7.88× 10−6

SFHCPINN hard 4.83× 10−10 2.45× 10−11

The decreasing colors of the point-wise absolute error heatmap of three models in Figs. 6(b) – 6(d) and the
data in Table 8 suggest that the accuracy of SFHCPINN is higher than that of the PINN and SFPINN models.
After training using the sub-Fourier and hard boundary technique, the MSE of the model drops from 10−5 to
10−10, as compared to the normal PINN techniques. This is consistent with our study that utilizing a sub-Fourier
structure during training may be more effective in addressing the spectrum bias induced by frequency items in
the issue. In addition, by incorporating a hard-constraint architecture, the model’s accuracy jumps from 10−4

to 10−10 and has a faster convergence rate compared to SFPINN. This is owing to the hard-constraint model
meeting the BCs before the training process. In conclusion, SFHCPINN may outperform the baseline models
under the two-dimensional ADE problem with Dirichlet BCs.

Example 5.5. In this example, we aim to approximate the solution of (32) with Neumann boundary for given
regular domain Ω = [0, 1]× [0, 1] and time range [0, 1]. An exact solution is given by

u(x, t) = e−0.25t[sin(πx) sin(πy) + 0.1 sin(10πx) sin(10πy)]. (33)
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then the boundary and initial functions can be easily obtained from the exact solution, we will omit them here.
By performing careful calculations, one can determine the expression for the force side

The exact solution contains two frequency elements in which we are interested. We first defineD(x, y, t) = 1−t
and G(x, y, t) = sin(πx) sin(πy)+0.1 sin(10πx) sin(10πy) according to the BCs. All the model setups are identical
to those in Example 5.4. We train 50000 epochs for each model and in each epoch, we randomly generate 8000
initial points and 3000 boundary points from the interior of the defined domain Ω and Neumann boundary. In
addition, we uniformly sample 16384 points in [0, 1]× [0, 1] at t = 0.5 as the testing set to validate the feasibility
of three models.

(a) Exact Solution of Example 5.5 (b) Point-wise error for PINN (c) Point-wise error for SFPINN

(d) Point-wise error for SFHCPINN
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Figure 7: Testing results for Example 5.5.

Table 9: MSE and REL of SFHCPINN, SFPINN, and PINN for Example 5.5 at t = 0.5

constraint MSE REL

PINN soft 1.06× 10−3 5.31× 10−3

SFPINN soft 6.43× 10−5 3.22× 10−4

SFHCPINN hard 1.81× 10−6 9.05× 10−6

The results in Fig. 7 show that employing the subnetwork structure and the Fourier expansion on the
multi-scaled input the SFHCPINN has lower MSE and relative errors as well as a faster convergence rate than
the standard PINN. The accuracy of PINN, SFPINN, and SFHCPINN rises in that order. In addition, by
decomposing the solution, the solution automatically meets the IC, enabling the SFHCPINN to be tuned to
achieve greater precision regarding the two-dimensional issues with Neumann boundaries. This example exhibits
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the feasibility and excellent accuracy of SFHCPINN in solving the two-dimensional ADE under the Neumann
BCs, whereas the performance of PINN and SFPINN is only ordinary.

5.2.3. Three-dimensional ADE

We consider the following spatio-temporal ADE (1) with Dirichlet boundary, then obtain their numerical
solutions on given three-dimensional regular and irregular domain, respectively. It is

∂u

∂t
−∆u+ p̂

∂u

∂x
+ q̂

∂u

∂y
+ r̂

∂u

∂z
= f, (x, y, z, t) ∈ Ω× (t0, T ] (34)

where ∆ is the Laplace operator and p̂ > 0, q̂ > 0, r̂ > 0 are the corresponding diffusion coefficients for different
directions. Ω is the interested domain, t0 ⩾ 0 is the initial time and T > 0 is the end time, and u is the function
to be solved.

Example 5.6. Let us now approximate the solution of (34) with p̂ = 1, q̂ = 1 and r̂ = 1 in time interval [0, 5]
and a unit cubic domain Ω = [0, 1]× [0, 1]× [0, 1] with 1 big hole (cyan) and 8 smaller holes (red and black), see
Fig. 8.

(a) Unit cubic domain with some holes (b) An xoy cutting plane of domain at z = 0.5.

Figure 8: The interested domain and its cutting plane for Example 5.6.

A homogeneous solution is given by u = e−0.25t sin(πx) sin(πy) sin(πz), which prescribes the corresponding
boundary and initial conditions and right-side f(x, y, z, t) of (34). To solve this problem, we define the distance

function D(x, y, z, t) =
1

5
xyz(1− x)(1− y)(1− z)t on the interested domain and the smooth extension function

G(x, y, z, t) = sin(πx) sin(πy) sin(πz) according to prescribed boundary and initial conditions. The network
setup, optimizer, the hyperparameters of three models are unified with that in Section 5.1.2. In each training
epoch, PINN and SFPINN are trained with NR = 15, 000 collocation points, NB = 4, 000 boundary points, and
NI = 3, 000 initial points while the SFHCPINN is trained with NR = 15, 000 collocation points. We train the
above models for 50,000 epochs and test them on 80000 random points sampled from [0, 1] × [0, 1] at z = 0.5
and t = 0.5.

Based on the data in Table 10 and the heatmap of three models, it is evident that the normal PINN is
less accurate than the other two models with hard constraints and/or sub-Fourier architecture when solving 3D
Dirichlet problem in a porous domain. In addition, we can deduce from Figs. 9(e) and 9(f) that SFHCPINN
with hard-constraint design has lower initial errors, faster convergence rate, and higher precision. This is also
consistent with our analysis that models with hard constraints may enhance the performance of PINN because
they naturally satisfy the BCs and transform the problem into a simpler optimization problem without additional
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(a) Exact Solution of Example 5.6 (b) Point-wise error for PINN (c) Point-wise error for SFPINN

(d) Point-wise error for SFHCPINN
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Figure 9: Testing results for Example 5.6 at z = 0.5 and t = 0.5.

Table 10: MSE and REL of SFHCPINN, SFPINN, and PINN for Example 5.6 at z = 0.5 and t = 0.5

constraint MSE REL

PINN soft 2.21× 10−6 1.51× 10−5

SFPINN soft 2.21× 10−7 3.18× 10−6

SFHCPINN hard 1.96× 10−9 1.96× 10−8

physics constraints. In conclusion, SFHCPINN retains its high precision, convergence rate, and robust stability
in solving three-dimensional ADE problems for irregular domains.

Example 5.7. We obtain the numerical approximation of (34) with p̂ = 1, q̂ = 1 and r̂ = 1 in time interval
[0, 5] and a closed domain Ω restrained by two spherical surfaces with radius r1 = 0.1 and r2 = 1.0, respectively.
Fig. 10 depicts a cutting plane parallel to xoz for our interested domain. An exact solution with two frequencies
component is given by

u(x, y, z, t) = e−0.25t[sin(πx) sin(πy) sin(πz) + 0.1 sin(10πx) sin(10πy) sin(10πz)], (x, y, z, t) ∈ Ω× [0, 1], (35)

it will naturally lead to the determination of the boundary condition and initial condition. By careful calculations,
one can obtain the force side f(x, y, z, t).

According to the BCs, we define the distance function D(x, y, z, t) = (r−r1)(r2−r)
(r2−r1)2

t with r =
√
x2 + y2 + z2

and the extension function G(x, y, z, t) = sin(πx) sin(πy) sin(πz) + 0.1 sin(10πx) sin(10πy) sin(10πz). The net-
work setup, optimizer, the hyperparameters of three models are unified with that in Section 5.1.2. In each
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Figure 10: A xoz cutting plane of interested domain.

epoch, PINN and SFPINN are trained with NR = 15, 000 collocation points, NB = 4, 000 boundary points, and
NI = 3, 000 initial points while the SFHCPINN is trained with NR = 15, 000 collocation points. We train the
above models for 50,000 epochs and test them on 8000 mesh grid points on the spherical surface with radius
r = 0.45 and t = 0.5.

(a) Exact Solution of Example 5.7 (b) Point-wise error for PINN (c) Point-wise error for SFPINN

(d) Point-wise error for SFHCPINN
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Figure 11: Testing results for Example 5.7.

Based on the data in Table 11 and the heatmap of three models, the performance of the normal PINN
competes against that of SFPINN model, and they are inferior to the hard constraints sub-Fourier architecture
when dealing with 3D issues. In addition, we can deduce from Figs. 11(e) and 11(f) that SFHCPINN has lower
initial errors, faster convergence rate, and higher precision. Additionally, Figs. 11(b) – 11(d) and Table 11
illustrate that the point-wise errors of SFHCPINN are superior to that of PINN and SFPINN by more than two
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Table 11: MSE and REL of SFHCPINN, SFPINN, and PINN for Example 5.7 at t = 0.5

constraint MSE REL

PINN soft 7.73× 10−4 1.69× 10−2

SFPINN soft 5.98× 10−4 1.31× 10−2

SFHCPINN hard 5.44× 10−5 1.19× 10−3

times. In conclusion, SFHCPINN retains its high precision, convergence rate, and robust stability in solving
three-dimensional ADE problems.

6. Conclusion

This study introduces SFHCPINN, a novel neural network approach that combines hard-constraint PINN
with sub-networks featuring Fourier feature embedding. The purpose is to solve a specific class of advection-
diffusion equations with Dirichlet and/or Neumann boundary conditions. The methodology transforms the
original problem into an unconstrained optimization problem by utilizing a well-trained PINN, a distance function
denoted as D(x, t), and a smooth function denoted as G(x, t).

To handle high-frequency modes, a Fourier activation function is employed for inputs with different frequen-
cies, and a sub-network is designed to match the target function. The computational results demonstrate that
this novel method is highly effective and efficient for solving advection-diffusion equations with Dirichlet or
Neumann boundaries in one-dimensional (1D), two-dimensional (2D), and three-dimensional (3D) domains.

Importantly, SFHCPINN maintains high precision even as the dimension and/or frequency of the problem
increases, unlike the soft-constraint PINN approach, which becomes degenerate in such scenarios. However, the
selection of the distance function D(x, t) and extension function G(x, t) significantly impacts SFHCPINN’s per-
formance and may not be accurately determined in real-world engineering problems. Consequently, appropriate
modifications such as employing a robust deep neural network (DNN) to fit the boundary conditions might be
necessary, presenting an opportunity for future research. In addition, it shall be noted that “the selection of
the proper activation function is crucial for better accuracy and faster convergence of the network” [77], and we
acknowledge the potential advantages of adaptive activation functions that outperform their classical counter-
parts for smooth and rough functions and problems [74, 75], such as Deep Kronecker neural networks [76]. In
the future, we will attempt to explore the effectiveness of these adaptive activation functions for solving ADE
problems.
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[11] Francisco Ureña Prieto, Juan José Benito Muñoz, and Luis Gavete Corvinos. Application of the generalized
finite difference method to solve the advection–diffusion equation. Journal of Computational and Applied
Mathematics, 235(7):1849–1855, 2011.

[12] Varun Shankar and Aaron L Fogelson. Hyperviscosity-based stabilization for radial basis function-finite
difference (rbf-fd) discretizations of advection–diffusion equations. Journal of computational physics, 372:
616–639, 2018.

[13] Carl Ollivier-Gooch and Michael Van Altena. A high-order-accurate unstructured mesh finite-volume scheme
for the advection–diffusion equation. Journal of Computational Physics, 181(2):729–752, 2002.

[14] I. Boztosun and A. Charafi. An analysis of the linear advection–diffusion equation using mesh-free and
mesh-dependent methods. Engineering Analysis with Boundary Elements, 26(10):889–895, 2002.

[15] Richard E Ewing and Hong Wang. A summary of numerical methods for time-dependent advection-
dominated partial differential equations. Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics, 128(1-2):
423–445, 2001.

[16] Alexander N Brooks and Thomas JR Hughes. Streamline upwind/Petrov-Galerkin formulations for convec-
tion dominated flows with particular emphasis on the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations. Computer
Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 32(1-3):199–259, 1982.

23



[17] Thomas JR Hughes, Leopoldo P Franca, and Gregory M Hulbert. A new finite element formulation for
computational fluid dynamics: VIII. The Galerkin/least-squares method for advective-diffusive equations.
Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 73(2):173–189, 1989.

[18] Maysam Askari and Hojatollah Adibi. Numerical solution of advection–diffusion equation using meshless
method of lines. Iranian Journal of Science and Technology, Transactions A: Science, 41:457–464, 2017.

[19] Juan Zhang, Fuzhang Wang, Sohail Nadeem, and Mei Sun. Simulation of linear and nonlinear advection-
diffusion problems by the direct radial basis function collocation method. International Communications
in Heat and Mass Transfer, 130:105775, 2022.

[20] Jocelyne Erhel, Zoubida Mghazli, and Mestapha Oumouni. A combined collocation and Monte Carlo
method for advection-diffusion equation of a solute in random porous media. ESAIM: Proceedings and
Surveys, 45:328–337, 2014.

[21] Saumya Ranjan Jena and Guesh Simretab Gebremedhin. Computational technique for heat and advection–
diffusion equations. Soft Computing, 25(16):11139–11150, 2021.

[22] Bing Yu et al. The deep Ritz method: a deep learning-based numerical algorithm for solving variational
problems. Communications in Mathematics and Statistics, 6(1):1–12, 2018.

[23] Jens Berg and Kaj Nyström. A unified deep artificial neural network approach to partial differential
equations in complex geometries. Neurocomputing, 317:28–41, 2018.

[24] Maziar Raissi, Paris Perdikaris, and George E Karniadakis. Physics-informed neural networks: A deep learn-
ing framework for solving forward and inverse problems involving nonlinear partial differential equations.
Journal of Computational Physics, 378:686–707, 2019.

[25] Justin Sirignano and Konstantinos Spiliopoulos. DGM: A deep learning algorithm for solving partial dif-
ferential equations. Journal of Computational Physics, 375:1339–1364, 2018.

[26] Yuehaw Khoo and Lexing Ying. SwitchNet: a neural network model for forward and inverse scattering
problems. SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 41(5):A3182–A3201, 2019.

[27] Liyao Lyu, Zhen Zhang, Minxin Chen, and Jingrun Chen. MIM: A deep mixed residual method for solving
high-order partial differential equations. Journal of Computational Physics, 452:110930, 2022.

[28] Ameya D Jagtap, Ehsan Kharazmi, and George Em Karniadakis. Conservative physics-informed neural net-
works on discrete domains for conservation laws: Applications to forward and inverse problems. Computer
Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 365:113028, 2020.

[29] Ameya D. Jagtap and George Em Karniadakis. Extended Physics-informed Neural Networks (XPINNs):
A Generalized Space-Time Domain Decomposition based Deep Learning Framework for Nonlinear Partial
Differential Equations. In AAAI Spring Symposium: MLPS, pages 2002–2041, 2021.

[30] Hyuk Lee and In Seok Kang. Neural algorithm for solving differential equations. Journal of Computational
Physics, 91(1):110–131, 1990.

[31] Isaac E Lagaris, Aristidis Likas, and Dimitrios I Fotiadis. Artificial neural networks for solving ordinary
and partial differential equations. IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks, 9(5):987–1000, 1998.

[32] Isaac E Lagaris, Aristidis C Likas, and Dimitris G Papageorgiou. Neural-network methods for boundary
value problems with irregular boundaries. IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks, 11(5):1041–1049, 2000.

[33] Khemraj Shukla, Ameya D Jagtap, and George Em Karniadakis. Parallel physics-informed neural networks
via domain decomposition. Journal of Computational Physics, 447:110683, 2021.

24



[34] Zheyuan Hu, Ameya D Jagtap, George Em Karniadakis, and Kenji Kawaguchi. Augmented physics-informed
neural networks (apinns): A gating network-based soft domain decomposition methodology. Engineering
Applications of Artificial Intelligence, 126:107183, 2023.

[35] Michael Penwarden, Ameya D Jagtap, Shandian Zhe, George Em Karniadakis, and Robert M Kirby. A
unified scalable framework for causal sweeping strategies for physics-informed neural networks (pinns) and
their temporal decompositions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.14227, 2023.

[36] Khemraj Shukla, Ameya D Jagtap, James L Blackshire, Daniel Sparkman, and George Em Karniadakis. A
physics-informed neural network for quantifying the microstructural properties of polycrystalline nickel using
ultrasound data: A promising approach for solving inverse problems. IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, 39
(1):68–77, 2021.

[37] Ameya D Jagtap, Dimitrios Mitsotakis, and George Em Karniadakis. Deep learning of inverse water waves
problems using multi-fidelity data: Application to serre–green–naghdi equations. Ocean Engineering, 248:
110775, 2022.

[38] Ameya D Jagtap, Zhiping Mao, Nikolaus Adams, and George Em Karniadakis. Physics-informed neural
networks for inverse problems in supersonic flows. Journal of Computational Physics, 466:111402, 2022.

[39] Zhiping Mao, Ameya D Jagtap, and George Em Karniadakis. Physics-informed neural networks for high-
speed flows. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 360:112789, 2020.

[40] Siddhartha Mishra and Roberto Molinaro. Estimates on the generalization error of physics-informed neural
networks for approximating a class of inverse problems for pdes. IMA Journal of Numerical Analysis, 42
(2):981–1022, 2022.

[41] Tim De Ryck, Ameya D Jagtap, and Siddhartha Mishra. Error estimates for physics-informed neural
networks approximating the navier–stokes equations. IMA Journal of Numerical Analysis, page drac085,
2023.

[42] Zheyuan Hu, Ameya D Jagtap, George Em Karniadakis, and Kenji Kawaguchi. When do extended physics-
informed neural networks (xpinns) improve generalization? SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 44(5):
A3158–A3182, 2022.

[43] Zhongjian Wang and Zhiwen Zhang. A mesh-free method for interface problems using the deep learning
approach. Journal of Computational Physics, 400:108963, 2020.

[44] Han Gao, Luning Sun, and Jian-XunWang. PhyGeoNet: Physics-informed geometry-adaptive convolutional
neural networks for solving parameterized steady-state PDEs on irregular domain. Journal of Computational
Physics, 428:110079, 2021.

[45] Hailong Sheng and Chao Yang. PFNN: A penalty-free neural network method for solving a class of second-
order boundary-value problems on complex geometries. Journal of Computational Physics, 428:110085,
2021.

[46] Rishi Sharma, Amir Barati Farimani, Joe Gomes, Peter Eastman, and Vijay Pande. Weakly-supervised
deep learning of heat transport via physics informed loss. arXiv preprint arXiv:1807.11374, 2018.

[47] Mohammad Amin Nabian and Hadi Meidani. Physics-informed regularization of deep neural networks.
arXiv preprint arXiv:1810.05547, 2018.

[48] Kailai Xu and Eric Darve. The neural network approach to inverse problems in differential equations. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1901.07758, 2019.

25



[49] Jonathan R Holland, James D Baeder, and Karthik Duraisamy. Towards integrated field inversion and
machine learning with embedded neural networks for RANS modeling. In AIAA Scitech 2019 Forum, page
1884, 2019.

[50] Jungeun Kim, Kookjin Lee, Dongeun Lee, Sheo Yon Jhin, and Noseong Park. DPM: a novel training
method for physics-informed neural networks in extrapolation. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on
Artificial Intelligence, volume 35, pages 8146–8154, 2021.

[51] Aditi Krishnapriyan, Amir Gholami, Shandian Zhe, Robert Kirby, and Michael W Mahoney. Characterizing
possible failure modes in physics-informed neural networks. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 34:26548–26560, 2021.

[52] Sifan Wang, Yujun Teng, and Paris Perdikaris. Understanding and mitigating gradient flow pathologies in
physics-informed neural networks. SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 43(5):A3055–A3081, 2021.

[53] Sifan Wang, Xinling Yu, and Paris Perdikaris. When and why PINNs fail to train: A neural tangent kernel
perspective. Journal of Computational Physics, 449:110768, 2022.

[54] Luning Sun, Han Gao, Shaowu Pan, and Jian-Xun Wang. Surrogate modeling for fluid flows based on
physics-constrained deep learning without simulation data. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and
Engineering, 361:112732, 2020.

[55] Lu Lu, Raphael Pestourie, Wenjie Yao, Zhicheng Wang, Francesc Verdugo, and Steven G Johnson. Physics-
informed neural networks with hard constraints for inverse design. SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing,
43(6):B1105–B1132, 2021.

[56] Zhi-Qin John Xu, Yaoyu Zhang, Tao Luo, Yanyang Xiao, and Zheng Ma. Frequency principle: Fourier
analysis sheds light on deep neural networks. Communications in Computational Physics, 28(5):1746–1767,
2020.

[57] Nasim Rahaman, Devansh Arpit, Aristide Baratin, Felix Draxler, Min Lin, Fred A Hamprecht, Yoshua
Bengio, and Aaron Courville. On the Spectral Bias of Deep Neural Networks. International Conference on
Machine Learning, 2019.

[58] Zhi-Qin John Xu, Yaoyu Zhang, and Yanyang Xiao. Training behavior of deep neural network in frequency
domain. International Conference on Neural Information Processing, pages 264–274, 2019.

[59] Matthew Tancik, Pratul Srinivasan, Ben Mildenhall, Sara Fridovich-Keil, Nithin Raghavan, Utkarsh Sing-
hal, Ravi Ramamoorthi, Jonathan Barron, and Ren Ng. Fourier features let networks learn high frequency
functions in low dimensional domains. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:7537–7547,
2020.

[60] Sifan Wang, Hanwen Wang, and Paris Perdikaris. On the eigenvector bias of Fourier feature networks:
From regression to solving multi-scale PDEs with physics-informed neural networks. Computer Methods in
Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 384:113938, 2021.

[61] Ellen D Zhong, Tristan Bepler, Joseph H Davis, and Bonnie Berger. Reconstructing continuous distributions
of 3d protein structure from cryo-em images. In International Conference on Learning Representations.

[62] Ben Mildenhall, Pratul P Srinivasan, Matthew Tancik, Jonathan T Barron, Ravi Ramamoorthi, and Ren
Ng. Nerf: Representing scenes as neural radiance fields for view synthesis. Communications of the ACM,
65(1):99–106, 2021.

[63] Shuning Lin and Yong Chen. A two-stage physics-informed neural network method based on conserved
quantities and applications in localized wave solutions. Journal of Computational Physics, 457:111053,
2022.

26



[64] Jeremy Yu, Lu Lu, Xuhui Meng, and George Em Karniadakis. Gradient-enhanced physics-informed neural
networks for forward and inverse PDE problems. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering,
393:114823, 2022.

[65] Diederik Kingma and Jimmy Ba. Adam: A Method for Stochastic Optimization. International Conference
on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2015.

[66] John Duchi, Elad Hazan, and Yoram Singer. Adaptive subgradient methods for online learning and stochas-
tic optimization. Journal of machine learning research, 12(7), 2011.

[67] Geoffrey Hinton, Nitish Srivastava, and Kevin Swersky. Neural networks for machine learning lecture 6a
overview of mini-batch gradient descent. Dept. Comput. Sci., 14(8):2, 2012.

[68] Guofei Pang, Lu Lu, and George Em Karniadakis. fpinns: Fractional physics-informed neural networks.
SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 41(4):A2603–A2626, 2019.

[69] N Sukumar and Ankit Srivastava. Exact imposition of boundary conditions with distance functions in
physics-informed deep neural networks. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 389:
114333, 2022.

[70] Enrico Schiassi, Roberto Furfaro, Carl Leake, Mario De Florio, Hunter Johnston, and Daniele Mortari.
Extreme theory of functional connections: A fast physics-informed neural network method for solving
ordinary and partial differential equations. Neurocomputing, 457:334–356, 2021.

[71] Arthur Jacot, Franck Gabriel, and Clément Hongler. Neural tangent kernel: Convergence and generalization
in neural networks. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 31, 2018.

[72] Ziqi Liu, Wei Cai, and Zhi-Qin John Xu. Multi-scale Deep Neural Network (MscaleDNN) for Solving
Poisson-Boltzmann Equation in Complex Domains. Communications in Computational Physics, 28(5):
1970–2001, 2020.

[73] Xi-An Li, Zhi-Qin John Xu, and Lei Zhang. A multi-scale DNN algorithm for nonlinear elliptic equations
with multiple scales. Communications in Computational Physics, 28(5):1886–1906, 2020.

[74] Ameya D Jagtap, Kenji Kawaguchi, and George Em Karniadakis. Adaptive activation functions accelerate
convergence in deep and physics-informed neural networks. Journal of Computational Physics, 404:109136,
2020.

[75] Ameya D Jagtap, Kenji Kawaguchi, and George Em Karniadakis. Locally adaptive activation functions
with slope recovery for deep and physics-informed neural networks. Proceedings of the Royal Society A, 476
(2239):20200334, 2020.

[76] Ameya D Jagtap, Yeonjong Shin, Kenji Kawaguchi, and George Em Karniadakis. Deep kronecker neural
networks: A general framework for neural networks with adaptive activation functions. Neurocomputing,
468:165–180, 2022.

[77] Ameya D Jagtap and George Em Karniadakis. How important are activation functions in regression and
classification? a survey, performance comparison, and future directions. Journal of Machine Learning for
Modeling and Computing, 4(1), 2023.

[78] Sen Li, Yingzhi Xia, Yu Liu, and Qifeng Liao. A deep domain decomposition method based on Fourier
features. Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics, 423:114963, 2023.

[79] Tahir Nazir, Muhammad Abbas, Ahmad Izani Md Ismail, Ahmad Abd Majid, and Abdur Rashid. The nu-
merical solution of advection–diffusion problems using new cubic trigonometric b-splines approach. Applied
Mathematical Modelling, 40(7-8):4586–4611, 2016.

27


	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Deep Neural Networks
	Physics Informed Neural Networks

	Fourier induced Subnetworks Hard Constraint PINN to Advection-Diffusion Equation
	Unified architecture of Hard Constraint PINN to Advection-Diffusion Equation
	Sub-Fourier PINN and its activation function

	The process of SFHCPINN algorithm
	Numerical experiments
	Model and training setup
	Model setup
	Training setup

	Performance of SFHCPINN for solving ADEs
	One-dimensional ADE
	Two-dimensional ADE
	Three-dimensional ADE


	Conclusion

