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Abstract

This paper develops a novel deep learning approach for solving evolutionary
equations, which integrates sequential learning strategies with an enhanced hard
constraint strategy featuring trainable parameters, addressing the low compu-
tational accuracy of standard Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) in
large temporal domains. Sequential learning strategies divide a large temporal
domain into multiple subintervals and solve them one by one in a chronologi-
cal order, which naturally respects the principle of causality and improves the
stability of the PINN solution. The improved hard constraint strategy strictly
ensures the continuity and smoothness of the PINN solution at time interval
nodes, and at the same time passes the information from the previous interval
to the next interval, which avoids the incorrect/trivial solution at the position far
from the initial time. Furthermore, by investigating the requirements of differ-
ent types of equations on hard constraints, we design a novel influence function
with trainable parameters for hard constraints, which provides theoretical and
technical support for the effective implementations of hard constraint strategies,
and significantly improves the universality and computational accuracy of our
method. In addition, an adaptive time-domain partitioning algorithm is pro-
posed, which plays an important role in the application of the proposed method
as well as in the improvement of computational efficiency and accuracy. Nu-
merical experiments verify the performance of the method. The data and code
accompanying this paper are available at https://github.com/zhizhi4452/HCS.
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1. Introduction

Evolutionary equations are a class of partial differential equations (PDEs)
that formulate the evolution of physical phenomena over time and are widely
used in many fields. In electromagnetism and hydrodynamics, the wave equa-
tion can reflect the dynamic behavior of electromagnetic and water waves. In
thermodynamics, the heat conduction equation describes the law of heat prop-
agation in different media. In quantum mechanics, the Schrodinger equation
describes the evolution of quantum states. All of the above are time-dependent
equations.

Physics-Informed Neural Networks(PINNs) [1, 2] are completely new tools
for solving PDEs that combine deep learning and the laws of physics. PINNs
show the advantages in solving PDEs, especially when dealing with nonlinear
and high-dimensional problems [3]. However, when solving evolutionary equa-
tions over large time domain, standard PINNs face the following two challenges:

1. In the case where the boundary conditions do not provide labeled data,
e.g. Symmetric or Neumann boundary conditions do not explicitly provide
the exact solution at the boundaries of the domain, PINNs tends to give
low accuracy, even incorrect predictions, as the temporal domain becomes
large [4, 5]. The main reason lies in the fact that the labeled data provided
by the governing equations are merely the initial conditions. For the
computational domain far from the initial time, since the optimization
algorithm does not adhere the temporal causality during the optimization
process, the neural network may shed the influence of the initial conditions
during training and be solely constrained by the PDEs. Theoretically, the
solutions that merely satisfy the PDEs are not unique, which in turn leads
to inaccurate predictions of the neural network over long temporal domain.

2. Over a long temporal domain, evolutionary equations often exhibit mul-
tiscale characteristics, with physical quantities or their rates of change
varying significantly at different times. To accurately capture such multi-
scale phenomena, it is necessary to enhance the depth or width of neural
networks. This not only significantly increases computational load but,
more importantly, makes training extremely challenging due to the signif-
icant increase in the problem’s inherent complexity. Consequently, higher
demands are placed on the arrangement of training points, the selection
of neural network architectures, and the types of optimization algorithms
and hyperparameter settings employed [6, 7].

In response to the two aforementioned challenges faced by standard PINNs
when solving evolutionary equations over large temporal domains, researchers
have proposed various methods. Wang et al. [8] constructed an modified
loss function that ensures the training of neural network respects the principle
of causality, with the optimization process proceeding sequentially over time.
This method significantly enhances the computational accuracy of evolution-
ary equations and prevents the emergence of trivial solutions. However, the
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authors also noted that this method entails excessive computational overhead.
Wang et al. [9], leveraging the extrapolation capabilities of PINNs, designed
an extrapolation-driven neural network architecture, providing an effective ap-
proach for solving evolutionary equations. Researchers have extensively studied
sequential learning strategies to address the aforementioned two challenges. Se-
quential learning is a strategy that enables PINNs’ training process to naturally
adhere to temporal causality by partitioning the time domain into multiple
intervals and training them sequentially to obtain solutions over the entire tem-
poral domain. Wight and Zhao [10] applied this strategy to solve the phase-
field model. Mattey and Ghosh [11] improved the sequential learning strategy
by using the training results from the previous time interval as extra super-
vised learning points, further ensuring the enforcement of temporal causality.
Guo et al. [12], based on pre-training strategy and incorporating extra super-
vised learning points, provided an efficient and highly accurate PINN version
for evolutionary equations. Penwarden et al. [5] summarized various sequen-
tial learning methods and proposed causal sweeping strategies that adheres to
causality. Jung et al. [13] constructed integral loss functions on each interval
and trained sequentially from the initial time, thereby seamlessly integrating
temporal causality into the training process. All of the above sequential learn-
ing methods have significantly improved the computational accuracy of standard
PINNs for evolutionary equations.

It needs to be emphasized that existing sequential learning strategies em-
ploying multiple neural networks mostly fail to strictly satisfy the continuity
and smoothness of the exact solution with respect to the time variable at par-
tition nodes. To address this shortcoming, Roy and Castonguay [14] proposed
an ingenious method called HCS-PINN (Hard Constrained Sequential PINN),
which ensures the smoothness of PINN solutions at partition nodes during the
sequential learning process. However, to achieve higher accuracy, they had to
employ some specialized techniques, such as hard periodic boundary conditions
and empirical causal weights, which are often problem-specific and lack gener-
ality.

To address the stability and accuracy issues of PINNs when solving evolu-
tionary equations over a large temporal domain, we construct constraint in-
fluence functions with trainable parameters at interval nodes and design
a rich set of hard constraint formulations. By integrating these with sequen-
tial learning strategies, we propose a robust and high accuracy PINN method
for solving evolutionary equations over a large time domain. Interestingly, the
HCS-PINN proposed in [14] derived formulas approximately similar to ours from
a different perspective. However, our analytical approach and derivation differ
from theirs. The design of our method fully considers the properties of the
governing equations, making the proposed method more general and capable of
adaptively solving different types of governing equations. Our method can be
considered an extended version of HCS-PINN, with HCS-PINN being a special
case of our method.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:
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• By dividing the entire time domain into multiple subintervals and training
them sequentially, this method naturally satisfies the temporal causality
during the training process, transforming the challenging problem over a
large temporal domain into multiple simpler sub-problems, and ensuring
the efficient acquisition of accurate predictive functions across the entire
temporal domain.

• By employing hard constraint techniques, the predictive results of the neu-
ral network are able to strictly maintain the continuity and smoothness
inherent in the exact solution at interval nodes. This approach also in-
geniously passes information from the previous time interval to the next,
avoiding incorrect or trivial solutions in regions far from the initial values
due to the loss of influence from initial conditions.

• By setting constraint influence functions, a practical strategy is provided
for the effective implementation of hard constraint techniques. This en-
hances the mechanistic understanding of hard constraint techniques and
develops its usage methods. This strategy not only enhances the under-
standing of the generalization ability of PINNs but also effectively im-
proves prediction accuracy over a long time domain.

• By constructing a posteriori approximations of the L2 relative error, an
adaptive partitioning algorithm is provided for dividing the entire tem-
poral domain into multiple intervals, addressing the issue of reasonable
partitioning of time domain. This not only benefits the improvement of
PINN solution accuracy across the entire domain but also enhances com-
putational efficiency. To our knowledge, this is the first adaptive temporal
domain partitioning algorithm presented in sequential learning strategies.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, a sequen-
tial PINN method is discussed based on an improved hard constraint strategy.
This section first presents a hard constraint method for evolutionary equations
to strictly satisfy the initial conditions, then introduces an improved hard con-
straint strategy by incorporating constraint influence functions, and finally ap-
plies the advanced hard constraint strategy to sequential learning, to design a
novel PINN method for evolutionary equations. In Section 3, an algorithm for
reasonable partitioning of the entire time domain is proposed. In Section 4,
numerical examples are provided to validate the performance of the proposed
method. Finally, a conclusion of the work is given in Section 5.
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2. A novel hard constraint strategy-based PINN method for solving
evolutionary equations

2.1. Preliminaries

2.1.1. Standard PINN method

Consider the general form of evolutionary equations as follows
∂u
∂t

+ P(u) = 0, x ∈ Ω ⊂ Rd, t ∈ (T0, T ],

u(x, T0) = I(x), x ∈ Ω,

B(u, x, t) = 0, x ∈ ∂Ω, t ∈ (T0, T ],

(2.1)

where u = u(x, t) is the solution on the spatio-temporal domain Ω × (T0, T ],
P denotes the differential operator with respect to the spatial variable x, I(x)
is the initial condition and B(u, x, t) = 0 represents the general form of the
boundary conditions, and the types of boundary conditions can include Dirich-
let, Neumann, Robin, Periodic, and Mixed types, among others.

Following the PINN framework proposed in [15], the solution to (2.1) is
given by a prediction function uθ(x, t) expressed by a neural network, obtained
by optimizing the following loss function:

L(θ) = wiLi(θ; τi) + wbLb(θ; τb) + wrLr(θ; τr),

Li(θ; τi) =
1
N0

∑N0

i=1 |uθ (xi, T0)− I(xi)|2 ,
Lb(θ; τb) =

1
Nb

∑Nb

i=1 |B(uθ(xi, ti), xi, ti)|2 ,

Lr(θ; τr) =
1
Nr

∑Nr

i=1

∣∣∣∂uθ
∂t

(xi, ti) + P(uθ(xi, ti))
∣∣∣2 .

(2.2)

Here, θ represents a set of neural network parameters to be optimized, wi, wr

and wr are the weights for the initial loss term Li, boundary loss term Lb and
residual loss term Lr, respectively, where Li and Lb are collectively referred to
as supervised loss terms, τi, τb and τr represent the sets of initial sample points,
boundary sample points, and residual sample points, respectively, N0, Nb and
Nr denote the size of τi, τb and τr, respectively.

Assuming the optimization of the loss function L(θ), we obtain a set of
network parameters

θ̂ = argmin
θ

L(θ), (2.3)

Then, the distribution function uθ̂(x, t) defined by the optimized neural network
serves as a potential solution to (2.1), which we refer to as the PINN solution.

(2.1) only includes the first-order time derivative ut. The method discussed
in this paper is also applicable to equations with higher-order time derivatives,
such as the wave equation.

2.1.2. A hard-constrained PINN method that strictly satisfies the initial condi-
tions

The hard constraint technique enforces PINN solutions to strictly satisfy the
definite conditions. Compared to soft constraints, hard constraints eliminate the
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need to consider supervised terms in the loss function, avoiding the competition
between supervised and residual terms. There is extensive research on hard
constraints, see [1, 16, 17, 14, 18]. They incorporate the definite conditions into
the solution expressions of the equations, ensuring that the solutions strictly
satisfy the definite conditions.

For boundary conditions, due to their diverse types and the complex shapes
of boundaries in high-dimensional spaces, it is challenging to establish a unified
paradigm for hard constraints to boundary conditions, making their implemen-
tation difficult.

For initial conditions, it is straightforward to provide a general hard con-
straint formulation. A simple one is as follows

uH(x, t) = I(x) + (t− T0) · uθ(x, t), t ∈ [T0, T ], x ∈ Ω̄. (2.4)

Clearly, if t = T0, then uH = I(x), which is precisely the initial condition
required by (2.1). Using the hard constraint above, the loss function is trans-
formed into

LH(θ) = wbLb(θ; τb) + wrLr(θ; τr),

Lb(θ; τb) =
1
Nb

∑Nb

i=1 |B(uH(xi, ti), xi, ti)|2 ,

Lr(θ; τr) =
1
Nr

∑Nr

i=1

∣∣∣∂uH
∂t

(xi, ti) + P(uH(xi, ti))
∣∣∣2 . (2.5)

Here, the loss function LH(θ) compared to L(θ) in (2.2), omits the initial loss
term.

Assuming the optimization of the loss function LH(θ) yields the network
parameters

θ̂ = argmin
θ

LH(θ), (2.6)

we can obtain the PINN solution with the initial conditions serving as hard
constraints

ûH(x, t) = I(x) + (t− T0) · uθ̂(x, t), t ∈ [T0, T ]. (2.7)

This paper denotes variables or functions after training by placing the symbol
ˆabove their names.

2.2. Hard constraint formulation for initial conditions with influence functions

The hard constraint (2.4) ensures that the PINN solution strictly satisfies
the initial conditions at t = T0. However, in practice, we find that this hard
constraint often leads to exceptionally difficult training of network parameters,
sometimes even preventing the acquisition of effective PINN solutions.

Through analysis, we summarize the reasons for the poor practical perfor-
mance of the hard constraint (2.4) as follows:

• In (2.4), the influence of the initial function I(x) on the PINN solution
always persists in a constant manner across the entire time domain. How-
ever, this constraint lacks a mechanism to modulate the importance be-
tween the initial function and the function to be determined. We know
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that the energy norm and maximum norm of the equation’s solution are
not only related to the initial condition but also to the source terms and
boundary conditions. The influence degree of the initial condition on the
solution is not constant over time.

• In many practical applications, the initial function I(x) and the solution
function u(x, t) differ in smoothness, potentially belonging to different
function spaces. For instance, in the heat conduction equation, the ini-
tial function can be I(x) ∈ C0(Ω), while the solution function within the
computational domain is u(x, t) ∈ C2,1(Ω, t > T0). When I(x) and u(x, t)
have different smoothness, (2.4) is equivalent to expressing a smooth func-
tion with a non-smooth one.

Based on the first reason mentioned above, we make the following improve-
ments to the hard constraint (2.4):

uH(x, t) = λ(t) · I(x) + η(t) · uθ(x, t), t ∈ [T0, T ], (2.8)

where λ(t) is used to characterize the influence degree of the initial function
on the PINN solution at different times, which we refer to as the influence
function of the initial condition. η(t) is a monitor function set to facilitate the
implementation of hard constraint condition, which we refer to as the adjoint
function of λ(t). These two functions are required to satisfy the following
conditions:

1. 0 ≤ λ(t) ≤ 1, λ(T0) = 1, 0 ≤ η(t) ≤ 1, η(T0) = 0.
This condition ensures that the PINN solution strictly satisfies the initial
condition at T = T0.

2. λ
′
(t) < 0, η

′
(t) > 0, t ∈ [T0, T ].

This condition implies that the influence of the initial function on the
PINN solution gradually decreases as time progresses.

Based on the first condition, we typically choose λ(t) = 1− η(t).

Remark 1. As mentioned above, if the initial function I(x) and the solution
function u(x, t) differ in smoothness, then using hard constraints often makes
training difficult. We believe that, for this scenario, a soft constraint method
that optimizes the traditional loss function (2.2) should be employed.

2.3. Temporal domain segmentation learning strategy based on novel hard con-
straint

Addressing the issue of low computational accuracy of standard PINN meth-
ods over a long temporal domain, this subsection presents a new sequential deep
learning method. The method decomposes the entire temporal domain into
several small intervals and then solves the governing equations on each interval
using PINNs in conjunction with an novel hard constraint strategy.
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2.3.1. Hard constraint learning strategy for partitioning the temporal domain
into two intervals

First, we consider the case of dividing the entire temporal domain [T0, T ]
into two intervals, i.e.,

[T0, T ] = [T0, T1]
⋃

[T1, T2], T2 = T.

In the first interval [T0, T1], to avoid the issue of differing smoothness between
the initial function and the solution function mentioned in Remark 1, we obtain
the PINN solution for this interval using the traditional soft constraint PINN
method, denoted as uθ̂1

(x, t). Compared to larger domains, available PINN
solution can be relatively easily obtained on smaller time domains [19].

Now, we investigate the method for the second interval [T1, T2]. In fact, we
simply take the value of uθ̂1

(x, t) at t = T1, which is uθ̂1
(x, T1), as the initial

condition, and then apply the traditional soft constraint PINN method to obtain
the PINN solution on the interval [T1, T2]. This is the approach adopted by
many sequential methods [5, 10, 13]. A notable drawback of this approach is
that at the interval nodes, the PINN solution expressed by two separate neural
networks fail to maintain the original continuity and smoothness of the exact
solution of the equation.

Since uθ̂1
(x, t) and the solution over the interval [T1, T2] are solutions of the

same governing equation on two intervals, they possess identical smoothness
properties. Therefore, we can fully adopt a hard constraint strategy to solve for
this interval. For the interval [T1, T2], we construct the following hard constraint
formula

uH2
(x, t) = λ2(t) · uθ̂1

(x, t) + ·η2(t) · uθ2(x, t), t ∈ [T1, T2], (2.9)

where the subscript 2 denotes the hard constraint for the second interval.
It is important to note that in (2.9), only uθ2(x, t) requires training, while

uθ̂1
(x, t) is known.
Considering that at the interval node T1, the PINN solution across the two

intervals should satisfy the required continuity and smoothness with respect to
the time variable, i.e.,

uH2
(x, T1) = uθ̂1

(x, T1), (2.10)

∂uH2(x, t)

∂t

∣∣∣∣
t=T1

=
∂uθ̂1

(x, t)

∂t

∣∣∣∣
t=T1

. (2.11)

To this end, we require that λ2(t) and η2(t) have sufficient smoothness and
satisfy the following conditions

1. λ2(T1) = 1, η2(T1) = 0.
This condition ensures the continuity of the PINN solution from the two
intervals at the interval node T1.

2. λ′
2(T1) = 0, η′2(T1) = 0.

This condition ensures the smoothness of the PINN solution from the two
intervals at the interval node T1.
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3. λ2(T2) = 0, η2(T2) = 1.
This condition indicates that the PINN solution of the preceding interval
directly affects only the current interval, thereby facilitating the extension
of the method from two intervals to multiple intervals. In fact, a more
stringent condition should be

λ2(t) = 0, η2(t) = 1, t ∈ [T2,+∞). (2.12)

4. λ′
2(T2) = 0, η′2(T2) = 0.

This condition facilitates the applicability of the method to multiple in-
tervals. A more stringent condition should be

λ′
2(t) = 0, η′2(t) = 0, t ∈ [T2,+∞). (2.13)

5. λ′
2(t) ≤ 0, η′2(t) ≥ 0, t ∈ (T1, T2).

This condition is not essential, and it indicates that the influence of the
initial condition uθ̂1

(x, T1) gradually decreases over time, while the weight
of the part uθ2(x, t) gradually increases.

On the interval [T1, T2], there are many functions that satisfy conditions 1-4,
such as trigonometric functions

λ2(t) = cos2
(
π

2
· t− T1

T2 − T1

)
, t ∈ [T1, T2], (2.14)

η2(t) = sin2
(
π

2
· t− T1

T2 − T1

)
, t ∈ [T1, T2]. (2.15)

Nevertheless, given that conditions 1-4 readily allow for the determination of a
unique cubic polynomial on the interval [T1, T2], we are inclined to select the
following cubic polynomial as our influence and adjoint functions

λ2(t) = 2

(
t− T1

T2 − T1

)3

− 3

(
t− T1

T2 − T1

)2

+ 1, t ∈ [T1, T2], (2.16)

η2(t) = −2

(
t− T1

T2 − T1

)3

+ 3

(
t− T1

T2 − T1

)2

, t ∈ [T1, T2]. (2.17)

In order to improve the method’s scalability, based on (2.12) and (2.13), we
broaden the domain of definition of λ2(t) and η2(t) as follows

λ2(t) =

2
(

t−T1

T2−T1

)3

− 3
(

t−T1

T2−T1

)2

+ 1, t ∈ [T1, T2],

0, t ∈ (T2,+∞),
(2.18)

η2(t) =

−2
(

t−T1

T2−T1

)3

+ 3
(

t−T1

T2−T1

)2

, t ∈ [T1, T2],

1, t ∈ (T2,+∞).
(2.19)
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Figure 2.1: type 1:trigonometric function, type 2:polynomial function

In fact, the polynomial can be viewed as an approximation of any function that
satisfies conditions 1-4. Figure 2.1 shows the graphs of the influence function
and its adjoint function when trigonometric functions and polynomials are used,
respectively.

If we further require that the second derivative be continuous at the inter-
val node, then condition λ

′′

2 (T1) = 0, λ
′′

2 (T2) = 0 must be satisfied, and the
corresponding quintic polynomial is given by

λ2(t) = −6

(
t− T1

T2 − T1

)5

+ 15

(
t− T1

T2 − T1

)4

− 10

(
t− T1

T2 − T1

)3

+ 1.

Sample training points in the spatio-temporal domain Ω× [T1, T2], optimize
the loss function (2.5), where uH is replaced by uH2

, obtain the optimized value
ûθ2 of uθ2 , thereby the PINN solution on the interval [T1, T2] are obtained

ûH2
(x, t) = λ2(t) · uθ̂1

(x, t) + η2(t) · ûθ2(x, t), t ∈ [T1, T2]. (2.20)

The hard constraint formulation (2.9) not only provides a reason-
able initial data for the current interval by incorporating information
from the previous interval, ensuring that the training process adheres
to causality, but also strictly maintains the continuity and smooth-
ness that the exact solution of the equation has at time interval nodes.
Furthermore, our method does not affect the PINN solution of the
previous interval at all during the training of the current interval.
While the method in [12] can also maintain the overall continuity
and smoothness of the solution, it loses the solutions on the previous
interval obtained through pre-training.

2.3.2. Hard constraint learning strategy for partitioning the temporal domain
into multiple intervals

We now aim to extend the method to accommodate three intervals instead
of two. Given that the temporal domain [T0, T ] is divided into three intervals,
i.e.，

[T0, T ] = [T0, T1]
⋃

[T1, T2]
⋃

[T2, T3], T3 = T,
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and using the method from the previous subsection, we have successfully ob-
tained the PINN solution (2.20) for the interval [T1, T2]. Next, we derive the
PINN solution for the third interval. By adopting the same hard constraint
strategy employed for the second interval, we can establish the hard constraint
format for the interval [T2, T3] as follows

uH3
(x, t) = λ3(t) · ûH2

(x, t) + η3(t) · uθ3(x, t), t ∈ [T2, T3]. (2.21)

Noting (2.12), when extending (2.20) to the interval [T2, T3], we have

ûH2
(x, t) = λ2(t) · uθ̂1

(x, t) + η2(t) · ûθ2(x, t)

= ûθ2(x, t), t ∈ [T2, T3].
(2.22)

Thus, (2.21) is transformed into

uH3
(x, t) = λ3(t) · ûθ2(x, t) + η3(t) · uθ3(x, t), t ∈ [T2, T3]. (2.23)

For λ3(t) and η3(t), we require them to satisfy conditions 1-4 in Section
2.3.1, with a temporal shift where T1 is replaced by T2 and T2 by T3.

Sample training points in the spatio-temporal domain Ω× [T2, T3], following
the same training procedure as the second interval, obtain the optimized value
ûθ3 of uθ3 , thereby obtaining the PINN solution on the interval [T2, T3]

ûH3
(x, t) = λ3(t) · ûθ2(x, t) + η3(t) · ûθ3(x, t), t ∈ [T2, T3]. (2.24)

(2.13) ensures that the first-order derivatives of the PINN solutions (2.20) and
(2.24) over the two intervals are strictly equal at T2 with respect to the time
variable t. By extension, using the same method, we can obtain the PINN
solution for the subsequent intervals.

From the above analysis and (2.24), it is evident that for the third
interval, only the training results ûθ2(x, t) on the second interval are
required, without needing the training results uθ̂1

(x, t) on the first in-
terval. This makes our method easily extensible. When the temporal
domain needs to be extended, only the training results on the last
interval are needed, making the algorithm concise and efficient.

2.3.3. Adjustable influence and adjoint functions

From the hard constraints (2.9) and (2.23), it is evident that their essence is
to incorporate the PINN solution from the previous interval as a crucial com-
ponent into the PINN solution of the current interval. This approach, however,
leads to a problem: if the solution of the equation has a weak extrapolation
ability in the time direction, that is, there is a significant difference in the form
of the solution between two adjacent intervals, then this combination mecha-
nism will make the training of the current interval particularly difficult. The
reason is that the influence function acts as a weight, determining the
importance of the current interval in the training process. When the
PINN solution of the previous and current intervals differ signifi-
cantly, and the weight of the current interval is small, the resulting
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PINN solution for the current interval becomes very inaccurate. To
address this, we introduce parameters into the influence function and its adjoint
function, making the influence interval adjustable. Below, taking the influence
function λi(t) and adjoint function ηi(t) for the interval [Ti−1, Ti], i ≥ 2, where
i ≥ 2, as examples, we provide the computational formulas for modifying them
into adjustable influence and adjoint functions.

Introducing the parameter pi ∈ (Ti−1, Ti], the adjustable influence and ad-
joint functions are set as follows, with the adjustable trigonometric functions
being

λi(t, pi) =

{
cos2

(
π
2 · t−Ti−1

pi−Ti−1

)
, t ∈ [Ti−1, pi],

0, t ∈ (pi,+∞),
(2.25)

ηi(t, pi) =

{
sin2

(
π
2 · t−Ti−1

pi−Ti−1

)
, t ∈ [Ti−1, pi],

1, t ∈ (pi,+∞).
(2.26)

with the adjustable polynomial functions being

λi(t, pi) =

2
(

t−Ti−1

pi−Ti−1

)3

− 3
(

t−Ti−1

pi−Ti−1

)2

+ 1, t ∈ [Ti−1, pi],

0, t ∈ (pi,+∞),
(2.27)

ηi(t, pi) =

−2
(

t−Ti−1

pi−Ti−1

)3

+ 3
(

t−Ti−1

pi−Ti−1

)2

, t ∈ [Ti−1, pi],

1, t ∈ (pi,+∞).
(2.28)

Figure 2.2 presents the graphs of the influence function and the adjoint
function for different values of pi. The magnitude of pi is related to the property
of the specific governing equation. If the solution of the equation has weak
extrapolation ability in the time direction, its value should be close to Ti−1.
This implies that the solution in the current interval is only influenced by the
previous interval near Ti−1.

Since it is generally impossible to determine in advance the extrapolation
ability of the equation’s solution in the time direction, we need to treat this pa-
rameter as a trainable hyperparameter so that it can adapt to specific problems.

Remark 2. In practical examples, we set the initial value of pi to the midpoint
of the interval [Ti−1, Ti]. Numerical experiments show that for the problems with
weak extrapolation, pi will move towards Ti−1 during the training process.

Integrating all the aforementioned techniques, we name this hard
constraint sequential learning method with trainable influence func-
tions as THC-PINNs (Trainable Hard Constraint PINNs), and the
method with fixed parameter in the influence functions as FHC-PINNs
(Fixed-parameter Hard Constraint PINNs).
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Figure 2.2: Influence functions and adjoint functions with different pi.

3. Adaptive temporal domain partitioning algorithm

For sequential learning methods, choosing the appropriate interval length to
partition the entire temporal domain into a suitable number of intervals is a
crucial task. If the intervals are too large, PINNs may fail to train effectively
on the first interval. Even if a usable predictive function can be obtained,
low accuracy will affect the training accuracy of subsequent intervals and may
even lead to training failure. Conversely, if the intervals are too small, the
total number of intervals increases, leading to many training sessions. This will
not only significantly reduce computational efficiency but also result in severe
cumulative errors, affecting the overall computational accuracy.

Although numerous researchers have been dedicated to developing efficient
and high accuracy sequential deep learning methods for evolutionary equations,
to our knowledge, there has been no effective algorithm for the reasonable par-
titioning of the temporal domain. To address this issue, we design a domain
partitioning algorithm based on a posterior error, providing an effective tech-
nical means for the rational partitioning of the overall temporal domain. The
core idea of this algorithm is that if the PINN solution trained on
the interval [0, T ] is valid, it should yield consistent predictive results
on the interval [0, T

2 ] compared to the PINN solution trained on the

interval [0, T
2 ]. The specific algorithm for determining the time interval length

is given below.

1. Preparation

• Set the initial length of the interval to T = Tinit, which can be any
predicted value. It can be taken as the total duration or its half,

• Set the threshold δ = 5.0× 10−3 or δ = 1.0× 10−3 for measuring the
approximate error,

• Set the initial value of the parameter Dlast as Dlast = 1.0× 1015,

• Obtain the PINN solution over the interval [0, T ] by using the stan-
dard PINN method, denote as uT

θ (x, t).

2. Solve the equation by halving the interval length
Use the standard PINN method, obtain the PINN solution on the interval

[0, T
2 ], denoted as u

T
2

θ (x, t).
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3. Select collocation points
Select M collocation points in the corresponding spatio-temporal domain
to form a set

τtest =

{
(xi, ti)

∣∣M
i=1

(
xi, ti) ∈ Ω×

[
0,

T

2

]}
.

4. Calculate the approximate L2 relative error
Calculate the posterior error using the collocation points with the following
relative L2 error formula

D =

√∑M
i=1

∣∣∣uT
θ (xi, ti)− u

T
2

θ (xi, ti)
∣∣∣2√∑M

i=1

∣∣∣uT
2

θ (xi, ti)
∣∣∣2 . (3.1)

5. Determine interval length

• If D > δ and D ≤ Dlast, then update the criteria. Let

T =
T

2
, (3.2)

uT
θ (x, t) = u

T
2

θ (x, t), (3.3)

Dlast = D, (3.4)

Then proceed to step 2 to perform the next iteration.

• If D ≤ δ or D > Dlast, this indicates that an approximately identical
PINN solution has been obtained on the common region of the two

intervals. The prediction result of u
T
2

θ (x, t) on the interval [0, T
2 ] has

tended towards convergence. The reasonable length of the interval is
set to T

2 , and the selection of interval length is concluded.

In the aforementioned algorithm, the reason for setting the parameter Dlast

is as follows: when the interval length is relatively small, the computational
accuracy has already tended to stabilize. Further reducing the interval length
may not only fail to decrease the approximate L2 error but could also result in
a slight increase.

4. Numerical experiments

In this section, we validate the effectiveness of the newly proposed hard con-
straint strategy by computing several typical evolutionary equations, including
the one-dimensional convection equation, the Allen-Cahn equation, and the Ko-
rteweg–de Vries equation, which are widely used as benchmarks in studying the
characteristics of PINNs [2, 20, 21, 5, 22, 8, 13].
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We conduct the experiments using the PyTorch framework (version 2.5.1),
with data types set to float32 and the activation function set to tanh. The op-
timization process initially employs the Adam optimizer [23] for 5000 iterations,
followed by the L-BFGS optimization algorithm [24] until convergence. For the
parameters and stopping criteria of the L-BFGS optimization algorithm, we
follows the settings from [24]. The network architectures and hyperparameters
used in the examples are detailed in Table 4.1.

Equation Architecture Depth Width wi, wb, wr

Convection Fourier feature NN 4 40 1,1,1
Allen-Cahn Fourier feature NN 4 40 100,1,1

KdV Fully connected NN 3 50 1,1,1

Table 4.1: Network hyperparameter settings in numerical experiments.

We evaluate the predictive accuracy of the method using the L2 relative
error, L1 error, and L∞ error, which are defined as follows.

∥ϵ∥2 =

√∑N
i=1 |uθ(xi, ti)− u(xi, ti)|2√∑N

i=1 |u(xi, ti)|2
, (4.1)

∥e∥1 =
1

N

N∑
i=1

|uθ(Xi, ti)− u(Xi, ti)| , (4.2)

∥e∥∞ = max
1≤i≤N

|uθ(Xi, ti)− u(Xi, ti)| . (4.3)

Here, u(xi, ti) represents the analytical or reference solution at the sample point
(xi, ti), while uθ(xi, ti) denotes the PINN solution at that point. N is the
number of sample points.

Based on Remark 1, in all examples, for the first time interval [0, T1], training
is carried out using a soft constraint method.

4.1. Convection equation

The convection equation is one of the fundamental equations in hydrody-
namics and thermodynamics, and it has widespread applications in fields such
as meteorology, oceanography, environmental science, and engineering. These
equations are used to describe the process of physical quantities (such as mass,
momentum, energy, etc.) being transported by the movement of a fluid.

We consider the following one-dimensional convection equation
ut − βux = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, 2π)× (0, T ],

u(x, 0) = sinx, x ∈ [0, 2π],

u(0, t) = u(2π, t), t ∈ (0, T ],

(4.4)

where β is the convection coefficient, and here we set β = 40. The exact solution
of (4.4) is given by

u(x, t) = sin (x− βt).
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First, we examine the relationship between pi in the adjustable influence
function λ(t, pi) determined by (2.27) and the accuracy. Let T = 2.0, which
means we aim to obtain the PINN solution over the temporal domain [0, 2].
The domain is divided into two intervals:

[0, 2] = [0, 1] ∪ (1, 2].

We employ a sequential learning approach to train and obtain the corresponding
PINN solutions on each interval. For the interval [0, 1], we use the standard
PINN method to obtain its predictive function. For the second interval [1, 2],
we solve it using the hard constraint method, where the adjustable parameter
pi ranges within

pi ∈ (1, 2].

Table 4.2 and Figure 4.1 present the computational accuracy over the entire
temporal domain [0, 2] obtained with different values of the adjustable parameter
pi. It can be observed that, for this example, the closer the position of pi is to
the left endpoint of the interval (1, 2], the higher the accuracy of the obtained
PINN solution. The last row in Table 4.2 shows the PINN solution
obtained by training pi as a hyperparameter together with the network
parameters, which achieves the optimal accuracy.

pi ∥ϵ∥2 ∥e∥1 ∥e∥∞
2.0 1.7603× 10−1 7.2193× 10−2 3.7676× 10−1

1.9 1.1424× 10−1 4.7571× 10−2 2.3697× 10−1

1.8 1.2781× 10−1 5.3010× 10−2 2.5071× 10−1

1.7 1.1808× 10−1 4.8673× 10−2 2.2814× 10−1

1.6 1.1295× 10−1 4.6196× 10−2 2.1811× 10−1

1.5 3.6290× 10−2 1.4753× 10−2 8.5906× 10−2

1.4 5.1759× 10−3 2.3466× 10−3 1.1470× 10−2

1.3 3.1714× 10−3 1.4725× 10−3 7.4459× 10−3

1.2 1.7148× 10−3 8.5310× 10−4 4.1729× 10−3

1.1 1.3865× 10−3 7.3174× 10−4 2.9633× 10−3

1.185(Training) 1.3258× 10−3 7.0547× 10−4 2.8410× 10−3

Table 4.2: The computational errors with different pi for the convection equation (T = 2).

Figure 4.2 presents a comparison between the PINN solutions obtained with
pi = 2, pi = 1.5 and trainable pi and the exact solution. It is evident that the
PINN solution with pi = 2 significantly deviates from the exact solution, ren-
dering it an invalid prediction. In contrast, the PINN solution obtained through
training pi closely approximates the exact solution. For specific problems, it is
challenging to manually set an appropriate value for pi. Therefore, training it
as a trainable parameter is not only necessary but also feasible.

Figure 4.3 displays the graph of the influence function λ(t, pi)|pi=1.185 ob-
tained through training. It can be observed that within the interval [1,2], it
rapidly decreases from 1 to 0. This indicates that the PINN solution for the
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Figure 4.1: The L2 relative errors with different pi for the convection equation.

Figure 4.2: Comparison of the PINN solutions obtained with different pi and the exact
solution (T = 2).
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interval [0, 1] is not suitable for representing the solution in the interval [1, 2],
meaning that the PINN solution of (4.4) has very weak extrapolation ability.
Actually，，， the convection equation is a hyperbolic type equation and
does not have a smoothing effect, which is also the reason for its weak
extrapolation ability.

Figure 4.3: The influence function λ(t, pi)|pi=1.185.

To investigate the capability of our method in handling large temporal do-
main, we set T = 5. Table 4.3 lists the computational accuracy of the PINN
solution over the entire temporal domain [0, 5] using different number of inter-
vals. It can be seen that when the number of intervals exceeds 6, the compu-
tational accuracy tends to stabilize. It should be emphasized that these results
are obtained by training pi as a trainable parameter. If pi is fixed at the right
endpoint of the interval, the training will completely fail when the number of
intervals is large.

Number of intervals ∥ϵ∥2 ∥e∥1 ∥e∥∞
1（Standard PINNs） 1.0084× 100 6.2818× 10−1 1.1525× 100

2 3.2501× 10−1 1.8549× 10−1 4.3035× 10−1

3 9.0707× 10−3 4.8846× 10−3 1.4975× 10−2

4 7.6671× 10−3 3.9253× 10−3 1.5699× 10−2

5 7.8902× 10−3 4.1556× 10−3 1.5276× 10−2

6 6.0261× 10−3 3.1697× 10−3 1.1848× 10−2

7 5.5845× 10−3 2.9423× 10−3 1.0881× 10−2

8 6.6414× 10−3 3.2404× 10−3 1.5897× 10−2

9 6.2175× 10−3 3.1028× 10−3 1.5483× 10−2

10 6.6994× 10−3 3.3523× 10−3 1.5185× 10−2

Table 4.3: Solving the convection equation using THC-PINNs with different number of inter-
vals (T = 5).

Table 4.4 provides the approximate L2 relative error D calculated according
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to (3.1). If the threshold in the algorithm is set to δ = 1.0 × 10−2, 4 intervals
should be used for the calculation of the overall domain. If δ = 1.0×10−3, then 8
intervals should be used for the calculation of the overall domain. Combining the
results in Table 4.3, it can be seen that this adaptive time domain partitioning
strategy is feasible.

T T
2 Initial interval D Number of intervals

5.000 2.5000 [0, 2.5000] 9.9493× 10−1 2
2.500 1.2500 [0, 1.2500] 1.5895× 10−3 4
1.250 0.6250 [0, 0.6250] 8.0895× 10−4 8
0.625 0.3125 [0, 0.3125] 3.9079× 10−4 16

Table 4.4: Adaptive time domain partitioning for the convection equation.

Figures 4.4 and 4.5 show the comparison between the THC-PINN solution
and the exact solution. It is evident that we have obtained an effective PINN
solution over the long temporal domain [0, 5]. Notably, the THC-PINN solution
here uses 8 intervals, indicating that our method does not exhibit significant
error accumulation when the number of intervals is large.

Figure 4.4: Comparison of different PINN solutions and the exact solution for the convection
equation (T = 5).

4.2. Allen-Cahn equation

The Allen-Cahn (AC) equation is a class of important partial differential
equations that find extensive applications in materials science, physical chem-
istry, and image processing, among other fields. It is used to describe the evo-
lution of phase transition interfaces and changes in material properties, which
is of significant importance for the preparation and performance improvement
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Figure 4.5: Comparison of the THC-PINN solution (using 8 intervals) and the exact solution
of the convection equation at different times.

of materials. In PINN benchmark tests, a commonly used form is shown by
ut − 0.0001uxx + 5u3 − 5u = 0, (x, t) ∈ (−1, 1)× (0, T ],

u(x, 0) = x2 cosπx, x ∈ [−1, 1],

u(−1, t) = u(1, t), ux(−1, t) = ux(1, t), t ∈ (0, T ].

(4.5)

Similar to the previous example, we first examine the relationship between
t pi in the adjustable influence function λ(t, pi) determined by (2.27) and the
accuracy. Here, we set T = 0.5. We divide the temporal domain into two
intervals and then employ a sequential learning approach to train and obtain
the corresponding PINN solutions on each interval.

For the first interval [0, 0.25], we use the standard PINN method to obtain
its predictive function. For the second interval [0.25, 0.5], we solve it using the
hard constraint method, where the adjustable parameter pi ranges within

pi ∈ (0.25, 0.5].

Table 4.5 and Figure 4.6 present the computational accuracy over the entire
temporal domain [0, 0.5] obtained with different values of the adjustable pa-
rameter pi. Contrary to the previous example, the position of pi has almost no
impact on the accuracy of the PINN solution for this case. The last row in Table
4.5 shows the results obtained by training pi as a hyperparameter together with
the network parameters, noting that pi is trained to the right endpoint of the
interval.

pi ∥ϵ∥2 ∥e∥1 ∥e∥∞
0.30 1.0509× 10−3 3.6181× 10−4 5.3887× 10−3

0.35 1.0924× 10−3 3.7311× 10−4 5.3526× 10−3

0.40 1.0500× 10−3 3.6229× 10−4 5.3230× 10−3

0.45 1.0489× 10−3 3.5777× 10−4 5.3325× 10−3

0.5(Training) 1.0372× 10−3 3.5572× 10−4 5.2209× 10−3

Table 4.5: The computational errors with different pi for the AC equation (T = 0.5).

Figure 4.7 displays the influence function λ(t, pi)|pi=0.5 obtained through
training. It can be seen that within the interval [0.25, 0.5], it gently decreases
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Figure 4.6: The L2 relative errors with different pi for the AC equation.

from 1 to 0. This indicates that for this example, the PINN solution for the
interval [0, 0.25] can well represent the solution for the interval [0.25, 0.5], mean-
ing that the PINN solution of (4.5) has strong extrapolation ability. The AC
equation, being a parabolic type equation with good smoothness, is the
main reason for its strong extrapolation ability. For equations with
strong extrapolation ability, the accuracy of the PINN solution is not
sensitive to the position of pi, and high computational accuracy can
be achieved.

Figure 4.7: The influence function λ(t, pi)|pi=0.5.

We extend the temporal domain by setting T = 1. Table 4.6 lists the
computational accuracy of the PINN solution over the entire temporal domain
[0, 1] obtained using different numbers of intervals with the training of pi. For
this example, if pi is fixed at the right endpoint of the interval, the computational
accuracy is basically the same as when pi is involved in the training, as shown
in Table 4.7.

Table 4.8 provides the approximate L2 relative error D used for adaptive
partitioning. If the threshold in the algorithm is set to δ = 1.0 × 10−2, 4
intervals should be used for the overall calculation. If δ = 1.0 × 10−3 , then 8

21



Number of intervals ∥ϵ∥2 ∥e∥1 ∥e∥∞
1(Standard PINNs) 6.3621× 10−2 1.3272× 10−2 5.7280× 10−1

2 3.5347× 10−3 9.4887× 10−4 3.6919× 10−2

3 3.5269× 10−3 8.7828× 10−4 4.1569× 10−2

4 3.6812× 10−3 1.0197× 10−3 4.2303× 10−2

5 3.9502× 10−3 1.0007× 10−3 4.5792× 10−2

Table 4.6: Solving the AC equation using THC-PINNs with different number of intervals
(T = 1).

Number of intervals ∥ϵ∥2 ∥e∥1 ∥e∥∞
1(Standard PINNs) 6.3622× 10−2 1.3272× 10−2 5.7280× 10−1

2 4.6311× 10−3 1.1498× 10−3 5.2558× 10−2

3 3.7752× 10−3 9.0799× 10−4 4.6615× 10−2

4 3.6201× 10−3 8.5046× 10−4 4.5536× 10−2

5 3.2316× 10−3 8.9031× 10−4 3.3212× 10−2

Table 4.7: Solving the AC equation with different number of intervals where pi is fixed at
the right endpoint (T = 1).

intervals should be used for the overall calculation.

T T
2 Initial interval D Number of intervals

1.0000 0.5000 [0, 0.5000] 1.8612× 10−2 2
0.5000 0.2500 [0, 0.2500] 1.2713× 10−3 4
0.2500 0.1250 [0, 0.1250] 6.4375× 10−4 8
0.1250 0.0625 [0, 0.0625] 7.0378× 10−4 16

Table 4.8: Adaptive time domain partitioning for the AC equation.

Figures 4.8 and 4.9 show a comparison between the THC-PINN solution and
the reference solution. We obtain effective predictions on the temporal domain
[0, 1]. Here, the THC-PINN solution uses 4 intervals.

4.3. Korteweg-de Vries equation

The Korteweg-de Vries (KdV) equation is a significant nonlinear partial
differential equation originally used to describe the propagation of long waves in
shallow water, and it can well exhibit the nonlinear and dispersive characteristics
of waves. This equation is widely applied in hydrodynamics, plasma physics,
nonlinear optics, and other fields, holding significant importance for the study
of nonlinear wave phenomena.

The KdV equation is a commonly used benchmark problem in the literature
on PINNs, and a special form of this equation is as follows

ut + uux + 0.0025uxxx = 0, (x, t) ∈ (−1, 1)× (0, 1],

u(x, 0) = cosπx, x ∈ [−1, 1],

u(−1, t) = u(1, t), ux(−1, t) = ux(1, t), t ∈ (0, 1].

(4.6)
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Figure 4.8: Comparison of THC-PINN solution and the reference solution for the AC equation
(T = 1).

Figure 4.9: Comparison of the THC-PINN solution (using 4 intervals) and the reference
solution of the AC equation at different times.

Table 4.9 lists the approximate L2 relative error D used for adaptive par-
titioning. Based on this data, we solve the KdV equation using 4 intervals.

T T
2 Initial interval D Number of intervals

1.0000 0.5000 [0, 0.5000] 3.3025× 10−2 2
0.5000 0.2500 [0, 0.2500] 5.4692× 10−3 4
0.2500 0.1250 [0, 0.1250] 2.2238× 10−3 8
0.1250 0.0625 [0, 0.0625] 1.3416× 10−3 16

Table 4.9: Adaptive time interval partitioning for the KdV equation.

Figure 4.10 shows the comparison between the THC-PINN solution and
the reference solution. The predictive solution obtained by our method closely
approximates the reference solution. Figure 4.11 and Table 4.10 list the training
results obtained with pi set at different positions using 4 intervals, which implies
that THC-PINNs outperform FHC-PINNs.

For the KdV equation, since it is neither a hyperbolic equation
nor a parabolic equation, an interesting phenomenon occurs when
training the parameter pi in the influence function: pi does not move
towards the left endpoint of the interval like the wave equation, nor
does it move towards the right endpoint like the AC equation, and
the direction of movement is uncertain. In addition, we also find that for
this equation, when the number of intervals is large, there is a accumulation of
errors, and how to solve this issue is the work we need to study next.
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Figure 4.10: Comparison of the THC-PINN solution (using 4 intervals) and the reference
solution of the KdV equation at different times.

Figure 4.11: Comparison of the PINN solutions with different pi and the reference solution
(T = 1).

pi ∥ϵ∥2 ∥e∥1 ∥e∥∞
Ti−1+Ti

2 1.0602× 10−2 2.9438× 10−3 7.1882× 10−2

Ti 8.5167× 10−3 2.4790× 10−3 5.4590× 10−2

Training 5.6210× 10−3 2.2025× 10−3 2.9257× 10−2

Table 4.10: The computational errors with different pi for the KdV equation (T = 1).
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5. Conclusions

This paper introduces a deep learning method for evolutionary equations
based on a novel hard constraint strategy. First, we utilize sequential learning
strategies to divide the large temporal domain into multiple intervals and train
them sequentially, ensuring that the optimization process naturally respects the
principle of causality. Secondly, by designing a hard constraint strategy that in-
cludes influence functions, we ensure the continuity and smoothness of the PINN
solution at interval nodes, while passing information from the previous time in-
terval to the next, thereby avoiding incorrect or trivial solutions that deviate
from the initial interval. Furthermore, by introducing trainable parameters into
the influence functions, we significantly enhance the method’s generality across
different types of equations, enabling it to adaptively solve various governing
equations. This technique is particularly crucial for hyperbolic equations, as it
plays an important role in improving the computational accuracy for solving
such equations. Additionally, we provide an adaptive temporal domain parti-
tioning strategy, offering an effective approach to the reasonable selection of
time domain partitioning. This strategy enhances the computational efficiency
and accuracy of the overall problem by automatically selecting appropriate in-
terval lengths, thereby avoiding issues such as training failure, reduced precision,
or significantly increased training times due to intervals being too large or too
small. Numerical experiments have validated the superior performance of the
proposed method on several typical evolutionary equations.
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