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Abstract Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) have gained increasing attention for solving partial
differential equations, including the Helmholtz equation, due to their flexibility and mesh-free formulation.
However, their low-frequency bias limits their accuracy and convergence speed for high-frequency wavefield
simulations. To alleviate these problems, we propose a simplified PINN framework that incorporates Gabor
functions, designed to capture the oscillatory and localized nature of wavefields more effectively. Unlike
previous attempts that rely on auxiliary networks to learn Gabor parameters, we redefine the network’s task
to map input coordinates to a custom Gabor coordinate system, simplifying the training process without
increasing the number of trainable parameters compared to a simple PINN. We validate the proposed method
across multiple velocity models, including the complex Marmousi and Overthrust models, and demonstrate
its superior accuracy, faster convergence, and better robustness features compared to both traditional PINNs
and earlier Gabor-based PINNs. Additionally, we propose an efficient integration of a Perfectly Matched
Layer (PML) to enhance wavefield behavior near the boundaries. These results suggest that our approach
offers an efficient and accurate alternative for scattered wavefield modeling and lays the groundwork for
future improvements in PINN-based seismic applications.

1 Introduction

Wavefield simulations governed by the Helmholtz equation, the frequency-domain form of the wave equa-
tion, are critical for understanding wave propagation phenomena in geophysics and acoustics. The Helmholtz
equation is particularly relevant for seismic applications such as full waveform inversion (FWI) and imaging
(Pratt], [1999; Sirgue and Pratt] 2004), as well as for emerging fields like offshore wind farm site characteriza-
tion, where accurate subsurface imaging is essential for foundation design and geohazard assessment. How-
ever, solving it numerically poses significant challenges due to its highly oscillatory solutions, which require
high-resolution grids, leading to substantial computational costs (Marfurt, 1984} [Virieux, |1986]). Applica-
tions in wind farm site characterization typically require higher frequencies to resolve fine-scale near-surface
features, further increasing computational demands. Traditional numerical methods suffer from issues such
as numerical dispersion and the curse of dimensionality (Ainsworth) [2004; Hesthaven and Warburton, [2007).
Although dimensionality reduction offers more efficient computations, the inversion of the stiffness matrix
associated with the Helmholtz equation remains computationally prohibitive, particularly for high-frequency
applications or complex velocity models .

Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) have demonstrated the ability to learn functional solutions
to partial differential equations (Raissi et al., 2019), including the Helmholtz equation (Song et al., |2021]).
PINNSs learn a continuous function that satisfies the given partial differential equation (PDE), boundary
conditions, and any additional constraints. These methods use the governing conditions in the loss function,
enabling unsupervised training and flexible domain representation (Llanas and Sainz, 2006). They are
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advantageous for irregular geometries, high-dimensional problems, and can also solve PDEs with problem-
dependent parameters (Baharlouei et al., [2025; |[Lu et al., |2021)), making them adaptable for a wide range of
applications.

However, PINNs face limitations in training cost and accuracy for complex functions (Song and Wangj,
2023; |[Wu and Alkhalifahl 2018). High training costs stem from the inherent low-frequency bias of neural
networks, making high-frequency solutions challenging to achieve (Alkhalifah and Huang} 2024} Neal et al.,
2018; \Wang et al., [2021). To mitigate these issues, recent works have proposed enhancements to the PINN
framework, including modified activation functions (Al Safwan et al, 2021)), improved input representations
(Huang and Alkhalifahl 2024; |Tancik et al.l |2020), and improvements in the optimizers (Li et al., 2022).

A potential approach involves augmenting PINNs with so-called explicit basis functions suited to wavefield
characteristics. Gabor functions (Gabor, 1946), known for their efficacy in representing localized wave
phenomena (Pinto et al.l 2014, have been integrated into neural networks to improve their ability to capture
complex wavefield features. By incorporating Gabor basis functions into PINNs, researchers have achieved
significant gains in accuracy and efficiency (Alkhalifah and Huang, [2024; Huang and Alkhalifahl 2023).
Huang and Alkhalifah| (2023) used the Gabor function as a multiplicative activation function for all hidden
layers throughout the network and realized that proper initialization of its wavelength parameter is crucial to
its stability. |Alkhalifah and Huang) (2024]) used Gabor functions as explicit basis functions in the penultimate
layer, and found their magnitude and centers from two NNs. The performance and final accuracy of their
method highly depend on a proper selection of hyperparameters, including the number of neurons in their
auxiliary network, which requires a trial-and-error procedure.

In this study, we build upon this concept, proposing a PINN model augmented with simplified Gabor
basis functions. We show that the properties of Gabor functions allow the definition of a single parameter to
absorb the effects of original Gabor centers and magnitudes. By redefining the network’s task into learning
a mapping from the input to a custom Gabor coordinate system, the learned function becomes smoother,
as the oscillatory part of the wavefield solution is handled by the Gabor functions. Consequently, a smaller
neural network can be employed, and shown to be more robust to hyperparameter selection. In addition,
we suggest an efficient incorporation of Perfectly Matched Layers (PMLs) to mimic absorbing boundary
conditions.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the mathematical formulation
of the problem. In Section 3, we define the loss function, describe the incorporation of a Perfectly Matched
Layer (PML), and explain the implementation of our proposed integration of Gabor basis functions into
the PINN framework. In Section 4, we present numerical experiments on various velocity models and
frequencies, including comparisons with other PINN approaches, an analysis of robustness with respect
to weight initialization, and the effect of PML. Finally, we summarize our findings and suggest potential
directions for future work.

2 Mathematical Formulation

2.1 Helmholtz Equation for Wavefield Simulation

The wavefield simulation in this study focuses on solving the Helmholtz equation, which represents the wave
equation in the frequency domain. For an isotropic medium with wave velocity v(x), the Helmholtz equation
is given by:
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where V? is the Laplacian operator, w is the angular frequency, and f(x) represents the source function.

The solution u(x) = u"(x) + iu’(x) is a complex-valued wavefield, where x = {x, 2z} denotes the spatial
coordinates in a 2D domain. Since f(x) is modeled as a point source (Dirac’s delta function), this generates
a point singularity in the solution. To model the solution, the wavefield u(x) is decomposed into a back-
ground wavefield ug(x) and a scattered wavefield us(x) = u(x) — ug(x). The background wavefield ug(x)
is analytically calculated in a homogeneous medium with a constant background velocity vg, defined as the
velocity at the source location xy, i.e., vg = v(xy). The analytical background wavefield ug(x) satisfies the
Sommerfeld radiation condition.



Substituting this decomposition into equation equation [l| yields the Helmholtz PDE for the scattered
wavefield:
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where dm(x) = =@ U% represents the perturbation in slowness squared.
0

2.2 Perfectly Matched Layer

Absorbing boundary conditions, commonly used in classical numerical simulations to model wave propagation
in infinite media, allow us to limit the size of the computational domain without inducing reflections from
the boundary. The Perfectly Matched Layer (PML) technique achieves a similar effect by introducing an
artificial absorbing layer around the boundaries of the simulation domain. Within this layer, wave energy
is progressively damped as it propagates, effectively preventing reflections from the boundaries (Berenger,
1994)).

The scattered Helmholtz equation with PML reads (see Appendix A):
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where scaling factors for the complex coordinate stretching are defined as
e =1 —icl?,
e, =1 —icl?,
where the boundary distance profiles are:
l, = max(0,zy — ) + max(0,x — xp,),
1, = max(0, zpy, — 2) + max(0, 2 — zpq).

The decay condition we employ reads as
wo

: (6)

where Lpyy, is the PML thickness, ag is a constant, and y;, Ty, Zou, 24 are the positions of the left, right,
upper, and lower boundaries, respectively.

We derive an analytical approximation for the background wavefield with the PML implementation (see
Appendix A):
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where H, é2) (.) is the zero-order Hankel function of the second kind. This equation is exact within the domain
of interest, and an approximation in the PML region.

3 Methodology

3.1 Loss Function

The solution for us(x) is obtained using a PINN framework. The loss function combines the PDE loss (LppEg)
and a soft constraint term (L¢):

L = Lppr + BLc. (8)

Without the PML, and when the velocity model is real-valued (non-attenuative), Lppg is the loss en-
forcing the real and imaginary parts of the solution to satisfy the scattered Helmholtz equation (Alkhalifah



et al.l |2021)):
2

+

)
where N is the number of collocation points. Note that the two terms in the above equation share the
background wavefield ug, which links the real and imaginary components of the scattered field.

Our numerical experiments with PINNs show that classical boundary reflections do not appear even
without explicitly implementing an absorbing boundary condition. This aligns with observations reported
by other researchers (e.g., |Alkhalifah et al.| (2021); [Rasht-Behesht et al| (2022)); Wu et al| (2023))). We
believe this is related to the spectral bias of PINNs and the fact that reflections generate solutions with
higher oscillations. Nonetheless, in our applications, PMLs can be beneficial because they explicitly impose
the coupling of the real and imaginary parts of the scattered wavefield, and enforce physical boundary
conditions on the wavefield at the domain boundaries (Wu et al., 2023]).

Incorporating the PML in the scattered wavefield PDE (equation , and defining the Lppg as the mean
squared difference between the two sides of that equation, the loss function takes the form (see Appendix

A):
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where L, and L; represent the real and imaginary components of the loss, respectively, as functions of the
real (u”) and imaginary (u’) parts of the scattered field. For implementation efficiency, we explicitly calculate
the real and imaginary parts of the loss, as shown in Appendix A, to avoid using complex numbers during
training. With the addition of the PML, each term of the loss depends on both the real and imaginary
components of the neural network output.

To prevent the trivial solution us = —ug, the soft constraint term L¢ minimizes the solution close to the
source where ug has a large magnitude (Huang and Alkhalifahl |2023)). The term is calculated as:
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where xc ; are the Ng collocation points within the soft constraint radius, and y(x¢ ;) is a scaling factor
based on the distance from the source:

xe) = \/max (0.5 7). (12)

where 77 represents the distance from the source, and A is the wavelength.

3.2 Explicit Gabor Basis Functions

When the output layer of a neural network is linear, the resulting wavefield is a linear combination of the
outputs from the penultimate layer. By analogy, these outputs can be viewed as learned basis functions that
capture complex spatial patterns of the solution, and we will therefore employ the term basis functions in
this work. Notice, however, that they do not strictly meet the mathematical definition of basis functions, as
they can be linearly dependent.

Gabor Function: Gabor functions combine a Gaussian envelope with a sinusoidal carrier and present
both local and oscillatory behaviors of the solution (Pinto et al. 2014). Therefore, they are well-suited for
wavefield simulations if used as explicit basis functions.

A conventional two-dimensional Gabor function centered at (u,, p.) is given by (Gabor) [1946)):

12
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where (2, 2') are rotated coordinates defined as:

& = (@ — ia) cos(9) + (= — i) sin(6), (14)
2= —(x — pg)sin(0) + (2 — p.) cos(8). (15)
Here, o controls the spatial spread of the Gaussian envelope, 6 is the rotation angle of the Gabor function

in the spatial domain, A is its peak magnitude, and 1 is the phase offset. The sinusoidal carrier represents
the oscillatory behavior, while the Gaussian envelope ensures spatial localization.

Gabor Function
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Figure 1: Real part of a 10 Hz Gabor function displayed as a function of (d,,d.).

In |Alkhalifah and Huang (2024}), Gabor functions are used at the output of the penultimate layer in a
multiplicative form, which means their main network learns A4,(x), representing the magnitude of the p-th
basis function at a given input location. To allow each basis function to contribute differently across spatial
coordinates, the Gabor centers are also modeled as functions of the input coordinates, i.e., u(x). They train
an auxiliary network to output p(x) for given collocation points.

We propose defining

d(x) = x — p(x), (16)

where d, and d, represent the horizontal and vertical distances from the Gabor function center in a local
coordinate system (Figure [I)). Using the existing Gaussian envelope, d(x) contains the effects of both
Ap(x) and pp(x). Further simplifying the formulation by removing the phase offset, the real and imaginary
components of our Gabor basis functions are defined as:

w 1
Greal(dg, d,) = cos (Edgw) exp (_W (d?,:6 + d§9)> , (17)
s Lo 2
Gimag(dz,d;) = sin (Edzg) exp <—%‘2 (dze + dZe)) , (18)
where the transformed coordinates are given by:
dyy = dy cos(0) + d,, sin(0), (19)
d,, = —d, sin(0) + d, cos(0). (20)

Implementation of Gabor Basis Functions: A feed-forward neural network (NN) is trained to minimize
the loss function. The network’s task is to learn the mapping from the input collocation points (x,z) to
the corresponding (d,,d.) values for each Gabor basis function. To implement it, pairs of neurons from
the penultimate layer are used as d, and d,, as shown in Figure 2] The other parameters of the Gabor
functions are set as global parameters, meaning they do not vary with each input. This allows the network
to learn only the transformation from the input coordinates (z,z) to the appropriate (d.,d,) coordinates
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Figure 2: Schematic representation of the neural network architecture. Dashed connections have no asso-
ciated weight. The network learns a mapping from the input (z, z) to (d,,d.) in the Gabor functions that
produce the oscillatory behavior of the wave field ug.

corresponding to the required wavefield behavior. This method of adding Gabor basis functions does not
change the number of trainable parameters.

The angular frequency w is fixed to its value in the objective Helmholtz equation, as it dictates the
oscillatory behavior of the wavefield. We fix the standard deviation ¢ = 0.1, and constrain the range of d,
and d, to the interval [0, 1], to ensure that the Gabor function decays to zero within the possible range of
d, and d,.

Since the relationship between the (d,,d.) coordinates and the original spatial coordinates (z,z) is
nonlinear, there is no need for the parameters ¢ (the rotation angle) or ¢ (the wavelength) to directly match
those in the target wavefield solution. Instead, these parameters are treated as trainable variables, initialized
to the same values in all neurons. We initialize 6 to —7 /4, and v to vy.

When for a given input location (z, z), the Gabor function G is nonzero for the calculated (d,d.), that
basis function contributes to the solution at that point in the wavefield. Since the Gabor functions already
incorporate the oscillatory behavior of the wavefield, the mapping from (z,z) to (d;,d,) learned by the
network can be smooth and easily learned, allowing for efficient training and accurate representation of the
wavefield. Figure |3 illustrates the mapping between the physical coordinates (x,z) and the corresponding
Gabor function coordinates (d,,d), highlighting how the neural network utilizes the Gabor basis function
to represent the wavefield.

In Figure , the real part of a Gabor function is plotted as a function of (d,, d. ), with all other parameters
fixed. The surface represents the value of the Gabor function across different points in the (d,,d,) space.
Superimposed are two paths, which represent the (d,, d,) trajectories that the neural network produced for
two sets of input collocation points; one set corresponding to vertical points and the other to horizontal points
in the (z,2) domain. Figure shows the corresponding values produced by the Gabor basis function for
these two sets of input collocation points in the physical space. The network learns to map each input (z, 2)
to a specific trajectory in the (d,,d.) space, allowing the Gabor basis function to contribute appropriately
to the wavefield solution for each location point.

The activation function used in hidden layers of the NN is chosen as,

¢(h) = sin(h), (21)

which is well-suited for modeling oscillatory wavefields (Buzaev et al., |2024}; [Huang et al.| 2021; Song et al.l
[2022; [Wong et al., 2022).

To enhance the representation of the input spatial coordinates (x, z), we use positional encoding to map
the input into a higher-dimensional space, enabling the network to better capture oscillatory behaviors
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Figure 3: (a) Real part of the Gabor function plotted as a function of (d,,d.). The superimposed paths
represent the trajectories produced by the network for vertical and horizontal sets of input collocation points
(z,2). (b) Output values of this Gabor basis function, illustrating how the learned mapping from (z, z) to
(dz,d.) enables the Gabor basis function to contribute to the wavefield solution.
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Figure 4: A simple velocity model and the finite difference (FD) modeled 10Hz wave field using a fine grid
spacing. We use this simulation result to calculate the error of different PINN predictions.

(Huang et al.l [2021} [Vaswani et al) 2017). We use a simple sinusoidal encoding function:

E(x) = [z, 2,sin(2"2), cos(2¥z), sin(2"2), cos(2*2)] K

k=0 (22)

where E(x) € R2(K+1) and K is the maximum frequency used for the encoding. A schematic representation
of the encoder layer is shown in Figure

4 Numerical Results

We evaluate different aspects of the proposed method through five numerical experiments, using three velocity
models at various frequencies, and compare the results with other approaches.

4.1 Test 1: Convergence

The first test is performed using a simple velocity model, shown in Figure [} where we also present the 10
Hz scattered wavefield obtained from finite difference (FD) modeling. The source is located at a depth of
26 meters and it is positioned horizontally at the center of the model. This FD numerical solution will serve
as a reference data for comparing the outputs of different PINN approaches, and is provided on a 200 x 200
grid. The FD modeling is performed on a grid with four times finer spacing on each axis and a large perfectly
matched layer (PML) to minimize boundary reflections.
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Figure 5: Comparison of the convergence behavior of the simple PINN and the proposed Gabor-PINN for
simulating a 10 Hz wavefield (Test 1) in the simple velocity model shown in Figure [i] (a) Loss evolution
for the simple PINN, (b) loss evolution for the proposed Gabor-PINN, (c) evolution of prediction errors
on validation points (relative to the finite difference result) for both methods. The proposed Gabor-PINN
demonstrates faster convergence and higher accuracy.
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Figure 6: Real part of the predicted 10 Hz wavefield from the proposed simple PINN and the proposed
Gabor-PINN at different training epochs (500, 10,000, and 100,000) for Test 1. Both methods share the
same training settings, number of trainable parameters, and network architecture, except for the inclusion
of Gabor functions in the Gabor-PINN. The Gabor-PINN exhibits faster convergence. The reference finite
difference (FD) simulated wavefield is shown in Figure



Simple PINN: We first implement a deep neural network (DNN) with three hidden layers, each containing
64 neurons, and use the encoder layer (defined in equation with K = 3. During training, we randomly
select 2,601 varying collocation points from the computational domain at each epoch. The network is trained
using the loss function based on Equations and @D for 100,000 epochs using an exponentially decaying
learning rate (starting at 0.001 and decreasing to about 0.0003). The learning rate decay helps improve
stability, and has been shown to enhance training in PINNs (e.g., Bihlo| (2024); Xu et al.| (2024)).

The evolution of the training and validation losses is shown in Figure [Bh, where the validation loss is
computed over the same 200 x 200 grid used for the FD reference. The simple PINN starts to converge after
approximately 20,000 epochs.

Gabor-PINN: We then apply the proposed Gabor-PINN method, incorporating 32 explicit Gabor basis
functions in the NN, as schematically illustrated in Figure [2| The number of neurons and layers, collocation
points, learning rate, weight initialization, and other parameters remain the same as in the simple PINN
implementation. Note that our implementation of Gabor functions results in the same total number of
trainable parameters as the simple PINN. The loss evolution for this method is shown in Figure [5p, in
which the Gabor-PINN begins converging almost immediately and consistently achieves lower losses than
the simple PINN.

The validation errors for both methods are shown in Figure B, where the FD-simulated wavefield is used
as the reference. The lowest error achieved by the simple PINN after 100,000 epochs is reached in just 7,000
epochs using the proposed Gabor-PINN. This highlights the substantial speed-up and improved accuracy
gained by incorporating Gabor basis functions.

Figure [6] compares the predictions of both models at epochs 500, 10,000, and 100,000, illustrating the
evolution of their predictions as training progresses. The results show that the Gabor-PINN achieves signif-
icantly better predictions in far fewer epochs compared to the simple PINN.

4.2 Test 2: Comparison to |Alkhalifah and Huang| (2024)

In this test, we compare our proposed Gabor-PINN with the implementation of Gabor functions in PINNs
by |Alkhalifah and Huang| (2024), demonstrating the higher accuracy and robustness of our method with
respect to random initializations of the neural network weights. The test is conducted for a 4 Hz wavefield
using the simple velocity model shown in Figure

For the method of |[Alkhalifah and Huang| (2024), we use the architecture and hyperparameters they
optimized for this test. For our Gabor-PINN, we employ similar parameters, incorporating 16 Gabor basis
functions and a network with three hidden layers of 32 neurons each.

Figure [7] compares the training and validation losses, as well as the validation errors, for three different
random initializations of weights. The method of |Alkhalifah and Huang| (2024) exhibits higher sensitivity to
weight initialization, leading to varying loss and error curves. In contrast, our proposed Gabor-PINN demon-
strates greater resilience to random weight initialization, as reflected in the consistently converging graphs.
Furthermore, the proposed Gabor-PINN achieves more accurate results than the method of |Alkhalifah and
Huang| (2024)).

Figure —e further compares the real parts of wavefield predictions from Alkhalifah and Huang] (2024),
our proposed Gabor-PINN, and a reference wavefield obtained using finite difference (FD) modeling.

4.3 Test 3: Higher-frequency wavefield

In this experiment, we simulate a 20 Hz wavefield using the same velocity model from previous tests. The
higher frequency introduces greater oscillatory behavior, making this test more challenging, and the scattered
solution more complex. We design the neural network with three hidden layers, each containing 128 neurons.
In the proposed Gabor-PINN method, this results in 64 Gabor basis functions. Additionally, we employ an
encoder layer with K = 5 for positional encoding to better capture the high-frequency features of the
wavefield. During training, we use 90,601 randomly varying collocation points in each step.

Figure and b show the evolution of the training and validation losses for the simple PINN and the
proposed Gabor-PINN methods, using Equation [8] as the loss function. The Gabor-PINN demonstrates
superior performance, achieving the fastest convergence and consistently lower losses. The validation error
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Figure 7: Comparison of training losses, validation errors, and scattered wavefield predictions for Test 2 (4
Hz) using three different initializations of weights. Panels (a) and (b) show the loss curves for
[and Huang| (2024) and our proposed Gabor-PINN, respectively, (¢) presents the validation errors for both
methods. (d)-(f) display the wavefield predictions from |Alkhalifah and Huang] (2024)), our Gabor-PINN, and
the finite difference (FD) reference solution.

shown in Figure [8c further confirms its accuracy, with the Gabor-PINN achieving significantly lower errors
at an earlier stage of training.

To evaluate the quality of the modeled wavefield, Figures [d-e present the real part of the wavefield for
both PINN methods and the finite difference simulation (reference) on a 300 x 300 grid.

4.4 Test 4: Effect of PML in the Marmousi Model

In this test, we evaluate the effect of the perfectly matched layer (PML) implementation using a portion
of the benchmark Marmousi velocity model for a 10 Hz wavefield modeling. The relatively nonsmooth
Marmousi model introduces high-contrast velocity variations, providing a challenging scenario for wavefield
modeling. Figure E}a shows the velocity model, while Figure Elb presents the reference finite difference (FD)
wavefield, presented on a 100 by 150 grid (using four times finer grid spacing for computation). The neural
network architecture consists of 4 hidden layers, each with 128 neurons, and an encoder layer with K = 3.
The network is trained for 100,000 epochs with an exponentially decaying learning rate, starting at 0.002
and decaying to 0.0007.

We train both the simple PINN and our Gabor-PINN with and without the PML implementation. First,
the networks are trained using the loss function based on equations and @[), which do not include the
PML. During training, we use 15,251 randomly varying collocation points in each step. Figure [I0]shows the
evolution of training and validation losses, as well as the validation errors compared to the reference FD
wavefield. The simple PINN starts to converge after approximately 22,000 epochs, while the Gabor-PINN
converges almost immediately and achieves higher accuracy.

Next, we define the loss using equations and , incorporating the proposed definition for ug to
include the PML, using ag = 1. We add a PML with the thickness of 0.5 km, and to account for the
larger domain due to the PML region, we increase the number of collocation points proportionally, using
30,351 collocation points in each step. Our implementation does not increase the training time, except for
the additional time required due to the larger number of collocation points. With the inclusion of PML,
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Figure 8: Testing the proposed Gabor-PINN method and a simple PINN for simulating a 20 Hz scattered
wavefield (Test 3) in the velocity model shown in Figure

the convergence of the simple PINN is delayed until approximately 44,000 epochs (Figure , whereas the
Gabor-PINN’s convergence is hardly affected. Both methods, however, achieve higher final accuracies with
the PML included.

Figure [J also shows the Gabor-PINN predictions with and without the PML. The wavefield decays
successfully within the PML region, confirming the effectiveness of the PML implementation.

4.5 Test 5: Overthrust Velocity Model

In this test, we evaluate the performance of our Gabor-PINN on the complex Overthrust velocity model.
This model, depicted in Figure [[Th, has similarities to the subsurface in the Canadian foothills, featuring
two overthrust faults. It is larger and more challenging than the previous models.

We design a neural network with 4 hidden layers, each containing 128 neurons (resulting in 64 Gabor
basis functions for our Gabor-PINN) and positional encoding with K = 3. The loss function is defined based
on equations and (10), which include the PML. The network is trained using the same learning rate
schedule as in the previous test.

Figures and ¢ show the evolution of training loss and validation error for the simple PINN and the
proposed Gabor-PINN. The simple PINN becomes unstable during training, resulting in frequent jumps in
the loss and validation error. In contrast, the proposed Gabor-PINN demonstrates stable convergence.

Figures[TId and e show the wavefield predictions from the simple PINN and Gabor-PINN on the validation
grid points. Panels (f) and (g) present the difference between the predictions and the finite difference (FD)
reference wavefield. The proposed Gabor-PINN prediction is significantly more accurate than the simple
PINN. However, the prediction still misses several fine details due to the low-frequency bias of the learned
function. The sharpness of the solution may be improved by implementing a hybrid optimization scheme to
reduce the spectral bias, which will be the focus of our future studies.

Conclusion

We proposed a Physics-Informed Neural Network (PINN) framework that incorporates explicit Gabor basis
functions for simulating scattered wavefields governed by the Helmholtz equation. Unlike previous ap-
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Figure 9: The Marmousi velocity model (Test 4) shown in panel (a) and the reference finite difference (FD)
wavefield in panel (b). Panels (c) and (d) show the Gabor-PINN wavefield predictions without and with
PML, respectively.

Test Layers Neurons/Layer K Collocation Points

Test 1 (10 Hz) 3 64 3 2,601

Test 2 (4 Hz) 3 32 3 5,041

Test 3 (20 Hz) 3 128 5 90,601

Test 3 (Marmousi, 10 Hz) 4 128 3 15,251 (no PML)
30,351 (with PML)

Test 4 (Overthrust, 10 Hz) 4 128 3 108,741 (with PML)

Table 1: Summary of hyperparameters for each test, including the number of hidden layers, neurons per
layer, positional encoding parameter K, and collocation points. The number of Gabor basis functions is half
the number of neurons per layer.

proaches that used Gabor functions as multiplicative activation functions throughout the network or intro-
duced auxiliary networks to learn both the Gabor centers and magnitudes, our method significantly reduces
the complexity of the network architecture. We achieved this by redefining the task of the network to learn-
ing a mapping from input coordinates to a custom Gabor coordinate system. Since the Gabor functions
already incorporate the oscillatory behavior of the wavefield, the mapping learned by the network can be
smooth and easily learned. This approach allowed us to simplify the Gabor basis functions by eliminating
unnecessary parameters, absorbing the effects of both Gabor centers and magnitudes into a single coordinate
transformation.

As demonstrated by numerical experiments, our simplified Gabor-PINN offers several key advantages:
improved robustness with respect to hyperparameter selection, faster convergence, and enhanced accuracy
compared to previous Gabor-based PINN implementations and a simple PINN with the same architecture
and number of trainable parameters. Additionally, we derived the required equations and demonstrated
how the Perfectly Matched Layer (PML) can be effectively integrated into our framework, further improving
accuracy and boundary behavior without additional computational cost except the unavoidable cost added
due to the extra domain size.

The results across different velocity models and frequencies confirmed the superiority of our method,
particularly in terms of stability and accuracy in handling high-frequency and complex wavefield simulations.
Future work will explore hybrid optimization strategies to reduce the remaining low-frequency bias and
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Figure 10: Comparison of training and validation losses for the simple PINN and proposed Gabor-PINN
methods with and without PML (Test 4, related to Figure E[) The Gabor-PINN demonstrates superior
convergence and accuracy, while the simple PINN shows a significant delay in convergence. Validation errors
for both methods are shown, illustrating the improved final accuracy when PML is applied.

enhance the resolution of finer wavefield details.
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Code Availability

The implementation of the proposed Gabor-Enhanced Physics-Informed Neural Network (PINN) for solving
the Helmholtz equation is available as an open-source repository. The code, along with instructions for usage
and reproducibility, can be accessed at:

https://github.com/mahdiabedi/Gabor-Enhanced-PINN

Appendix A: Scattered Wave Equation with PML

For an isotropic medium with wave velocity v(x), the Helmholtz equation with PML is given by (Berengerl,
1994; |Chen et al.| [2013} [Song et al.| [2022):

i (gg) v 2 (8“) + eceawtm(x)u(x) = £(x), (A1)

e, 0z

where m(x) = U%(x) is the slowness squared. The terms e, and e, represent the complex stretching along the

z and z directions, respectively, in the PML regions, defined in Equation The solution u(x) = u" (x)+iu’(x)
is a complex-valued wavefield, where x = {x, z} denotes the spatial coordinates in a 2D domain.

To derive the scattered Helmholtz equation, we decompose the total wavefield into a background wavefield
up(x) and a scattered wavefield ug(x):

u(z) = uo(x) + us(x),
and substitute this into Equation (A.1}), to obtain:

0 (e, O(up+ us) 0 (ey O(up + us) 9
— (== s/ — (=T 78 = . A.
5z <6 )t le e +evesw m(z)(uo + us) = f(2) (A.2)
The background wavefield ug(z) should satisfy the Helmholtz equation with PML (A.1)) in a homogeneous
medium:
9 (e, Oug 0 [ ey dug 2
R — — —_— — = A.
Oz (ew Oz > * s (ez §z )t excatmotio /(). (A.3)

where mg = U% is the background slowness squared.

0
The amplitude decay inside the PML in x direction is given by:
wcli
o I vo(1+e2id) dx (A.4)

Using the analytical solution for the background wavefield in a homogeneous medium and approximating
the amplitude decay for small ¢, we find the analytical definition of uy(x) that satisfies (A.3)):

azi2) 472

T ) P (4.5)

where H(()Q) (.) is the zero-order Hankel function of the second kind.
Subtracting (A.3]) from the total wave equation (A.2) results in the scattered Helmholtz equation with
PML:

9 (e, Ous 0 (ey dus 9 . 2
32 (Gx o ) + 5 (ez o ) + eze.wm(x)us = —ezewdm(x)ug(x). (A.6)

Using the mean squared difference between the two sides of the above equation over N collocation points
to define loss function £, we obtain:

1
L= S o(Lr+1L3), (A.7)
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where L, and L; are the real and imaginary parts of the loss. For implementation efficiency, we explicitly
calculate the real and imaginary parts of the loss to avoid using complex numbers during training.
The terms L, and L; are calculated as:

L, = F] + Fy + (1 = A212) w? (mu} + ujom) + cw” (12 + 12) (mul + uhom) (A.8)
Li=F}+ Fj+ (1 - AL212) w? (mul 4+ ufom) — cw® (12 + 12) (mul, + ugdm) (A.9)

using the following definitions for the auxiliary terms,

1+ 21212 2 _ 2
Cl — + C lxlz7 02 — C(lfl/‘ ZZ)7
1+ 22 1422
o LHCEE ) (A.10)
5= 1+4c2ld7 4T 14 c2ld
and calculating the derivatives of these auxiliary terms,
0C, 2P, (=202 412 — 1312) 1,
or (1+021§)2 ox’
0Cs 2y (1 — PI2(12 —212)) 8,
or 1+ c214)? oz’
(14 ) (A.11)
0Cs 271 (— 22 +12 — IL2) ol
0z (l—i—ch‘Z*)Z 0z’
oCy 2cl. (1 — PI2(-212 +12)) 91,
0z (1 + 021‘21)2 0z’
we find: 0C, 0 0? 0Cy Ou’ 0%u!
r_ 001 du; us 05 duy o O,
Y TG Ox? Oz Ox C: Ox2’
»  0C30ul O%u”  9C, oul 0%u’
N = R P P ER
z 0z z z 0z z (A.12)

_0C, Oul, O%ut 90y Ou”, 0%u”

i

1™ 9z ox 18x2+E8x+C28x2’
i 2,1 r 2,,T
i 0C3 0u Cau5+%8u5+08us

2= 92 92 o2 T os e o

From the above equations, we can see that with the addition of PML, each term of the loss depends on
both the real and imaginary components of the NN output. The first-order derivatives of [ and one extra
hyper-parameter ag also contribute to the added complexity.
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