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Abstract—This work presents an algorithm for training Neural
Networks where the loss function can be decomposed into two
non-negative terms to be minimized. The proposed method is
an adaptation of Inexact Restoration algorithms, constituting
a two-phase method that imposes descent conditions. Some
performance tests are carried out in PINN training.

I. INTRODUCTION

Neural Networks are increasingly being used for various
purposes. It is natural, therefore, that the loss functions used
in training are constantly evolving. In particular, more and
more problems are emerging in which the network is trained to
model two or more different characteristics or objectives, each
represented by distinct terms in the loss functions. A notable
example of this is multitask learning [1], widely employed in
natural language processing problems [2], speech recognition
[3], and computer vision [4], such as in semantic segmentation
[5] [6].

Another field where this happens is in Neural Networks
which estimate solutions of differential problems. These are
known as Physics Informed Neural Networks (PINN). Here,
the solution (network output) is expected to satisfy not
only the associated Partial Differential Equation (PDE) but
also the initial and boundary conditions. Traditionally, a
loss term is associated with each of these objectives. Thus,
the network’s goal of estimating solutions to differential
problems is generally associated with two or three terms to
be minimized.

A natural solution to these problems is considering the sum
of the involved terms as the loss function. This is because, by
minimizing the sum of non-negative functions, it is implicitly
expected to minimize each one of them.

The most popular methods for training networks with these
characteristics consider weighted sums as the loss function,
using traditional optimization methods to minimize it. Most
of these methods do not impose descent conditions. By not
imposing descent conditions for the acceptance, or not, of
a step in the optimization algorithm, we risk accepting new
parameters for the network that do not improve its performance
in relation to the previous ones. Thus, it is common that
during the training of PINN using traditional methods, the
loss functions suffer an increase in some iterations.

Our proposed method imposes descent conditions,
improving the effectiveness of the training process.
Additionally, it aims to simultaneously minimize two
functions, enhancing the training of PINN and multiobjective
networks.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Network Training

In problems where the objective of the Neural Network
(NN) can be represented by two or more terms that must be
minimized, it is common to consider the weighted sum of these
terms as the loss function. However, determining the ideal
weights constitutes a new problem, often solved by training
multiple models with different weight choices and selecting
the best according to some criterion. However, this process
is not efficient. An approximation to solve this problem is to
train the model only once, considering a distribution of loss
functions instead of training multiple times with a single loss
function [7].

A wide range of networks, whose objectives are described
by two or more terms, are Physics Informed Neural Networks
(PINN), initially proposed in [8]. In these networks, the choice
of loss function weights can be optimally made, as studied
in [9]. However, this method requires a broad qualitative
knowledge of the solutions, which is only sometimes possible
or convenient. It is also possible to use a heuristic to make
this choice [9]. For the case of PINN, more specific studies
on weight choice have been conducted (see [10]).

Once the loss function is well defined, an optimization
algorithm is used for training the NN, with Adam [11] being
one of the most commonly used in PINN training.

On the other hand, the weighted sum of loss functions is
not limited to PINN. In multitask learning, specific methods
are also used to determine a good choice of weights [12].

Existing weight determination strategies are often tailored
to specific networks and problems. In light of this, our
contribution is a general method that tackles this limitation
by minimizing two different loss functions in the same
algorithm, thereby enabling the training of any network with
this characteristics.

B. Inexact Restoration

Training a Neural Network is essentially an optimization
process in which we minimize the loss function and
adjust the network’s weights. For this purpose, any suitable
optimization algorithm can be used. However, many popular
methods for training Neural Networks do not impose any
condition to accept or reject the step taken. This strategy of
imposing descent conditions is widely used in more elaborate
optimization algorithms [13]–[21] and allows demonstrating
convergence to local or global minima. This also intends to
guarantee that the behavior of the function decreases over the
optimization process. However, these methods are not the most
popular in machine learning.
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A broad spectrum of methods allows imposing descent
conditions throughout the optimization process. However, we
will focus on a set of methods that, in addition to imposing
descent conditions, involve minimizing two functions in their
development. We believe that by not always using the gradient
information of the same function as the descent direction, these
methods have less tendency to converge to local minima of
the sum function. We are referring to the Inexact Restoration
methods [20]–[23].

Originally, Inexact Restoration was conceived to solve
constrained optimization problems, such as (1):

Minimize f(x)
Subject to ∥h(x)∥ = 0,

x ∈ Ω,
(1)

where Ω is a box constraint, limiting the parameter x from
tending to infinity. A point x is said to be feasible when,
besides satisfying x ∈ Ω, it satisfies ∥h(x)∥ = 0. This latter
function is used to measure the feasibility of a point, so
we say, for example, that x is more feasible than y when
∥h(x)∥ ≤ ∥h(y)∥. In the optimization context, the function f
to be minimized is called the objective function.

According to [18], the main characteristics of Inexact
Restoration methods can be synthesized with the following
two steps:

• An arbitrary method calculates a point that is sufficiently
more feasible given the current iterate. This step is called
the restoration phase.

• In the optimization phase, a function associated with
the objective function is minimized, and the result is
compared with the current iterate regarding feasibility and
optimality. If the point is accepted, it will be set as the
new iterate; otherwise, a new point is found in a region
closer to the point obtained in the restoration phase.

This is a two-phase method in which the strategy aims
to minimize f(x), allowing points where h(x) ̸= 0 in the
optimization process, but expecting the convergence to a
feasible point (h(x⋆) = 0). It is known that the minimum
of ∥h(x)∥ is achieved when this function is zero. If this is
not possible, we will be faced with an infeasible problem, one
that has no solution.

Although not designed with this view, Inexact Restoration
methods essentially minimize two functions jointly. Therefore,
in this work, we will present an adaptation, strongly inspired
by Inexact Restoration methods, to be used in training
networks with multiple (two) loss functions.

III. PROPOSED TECHNIQUE

In this work proposal, we aim to minimize two functions,
L1 and L2. Drawing an analogy with the original Inexact
Restoration (IR) methods, the function L2 will assume the
role of ∥h(x)∥ within the algorithm, and L1 will represent
f(x). Thus, following the spirit of IR, the method will consist
of two phases:

• First phase: Given an iterate x, search, through some
method, for a new iterate y such that L2(y) is sufficiently

smaller than L2(x), or equal if the minimum has been
reached.

• Second phase: Minimize the function L1, but the new step
will only be accepted when criteria aimed at measuring
the quality of the new iterate in terms of not only the
decrease of L1 but also the non-increase of L2 are
satisfied.

In this second phase, the descent criterion will be associated
with the decrease of the penalty function:

Φ(x, θ) = θL1(x) + (1− θ)L2(x) (2)

proposed in [20], where the penalty parameter θ is a real value
in (0, 1).

This penalty function will establish the quality of a point x,
considering the values of the functions L1 and L2. According
to [24], the penalty parameter can decrease along the iterations
if necessary but should be maintained whenever possible.

Finally, we present Algorithm 1. This algorithm summarizes
the ideas of the proposed method and is an almost direct
adaptation of Algorithm 2 (“IR with globalization tests”) in
[17].

Algorithm 1: Two-phase algorithm to minimize L1

and L2.
Step 0: Initialization.
The parameters of the algorithm are defined as r ∈ (0, 1),
θ0 ∈ (0, 1), and an initial estimate for the network weights
(x0). The iteration counter k is reset to zero.
Step 1: First Phase.
If L2(x

k) = 0, set yk = xk. Otherwise, find a yk that
satisfies:

L2(y
k) ≤ rL2(x

k) (3)

Step 2: Penalty parameter.
If

Φ(yk, θk) ≤ Φ(xk, θk)−
1

2
(1− r)2L2(x

k), (4)

do θk+1 = θk.
Else, calculate:

θk+1 =
1
2 (1− r2)L2(x

k) + rL2(x
k)− L2(y

k)

L1(yk)− L1(xk) + L2(xk)− L2(yk)
. (5)

Step 3: Second Phase.
Calculate dk ∈ Rn such that yk + dk satisfies:

L1(y
k + dk) ≤ L1(y

k) (6)

and

Φ(yk + dk, θk+1) ≤ Φ(xk, θk+1)−
1

2
(1− r)2L2(x

k). (7)

Step 4: Actualization
Set xk+1 := yk + dk. If a stopping criterion is not
satisfied, increment k and return to Step 1.

In Step 2, a specific algorithm introduced and discussed in
[17], is used to determine θk. By defining θk in this way, we



can ensure that {θk}k will be a non-increasing sequence in
(0, 1), which is crucial for the discussion of the algorithm’s
convergence. This also allows us to show that there exists some
dk satisfying the conditions (6) and (7), i.e., that the second
phase of the algorithm is well defined.

Unlike its predecessor, Algorithm 1 presented here does
not consider the step size ∥dk∥ in the descent condition (6).
We made this choice because implementing this condition
would imply a higher computational effort at each algorithm
step. This adaptation is equivalent to fixing the parameter
σ = 0 in the original algorithm, making the descent condition
(6) presented here weaker than its predecessor. Therefore,
the theoretical convergence guarantee results presented in
[17] are not maintained. However, more general versions of
this algorithm have already been explored (see [16] for the
study of RI methods with non-monotonic descent conditions)
with theoretical guarantees, which makes this version of
the algorithm, even without a well-established theoretical
guarantee, a viable option to be explored.

Note that the proposed method is a general-purpose
algorithm since it does not specify which method should
be used to estimate the new iterate satisfying the descent
conditions in each phase. The ideal strategy, as happens in
IR, is an entire research area.

Another critical factor in the performance of Algorithm 1 is
the choice of parameters θ0 and r. As in IR, the parameter r
determines the requirement level of the first phase. The smaller
r is, the greater the expected decrease of the function L2

value already in the first phase, and the descent condition
(7) becomes more demanding. The ideal choice of these
parameters is linked to the problem to be solved; however,
according to the numerical tests carried out in [16] and [17],
it is expected that values of r and θ0 close to 1 will generate
good results.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

As discussed earlier, the optimization algorithm proposed
in this work was developed for training networks whose
performance depends on two objectives represented by
different terms in the loss function. And, as outlined in [8],
this is the case sometimes when using a PINN to estimate the
solution of a differential equation.

For this reason, we will consider testing the performance
of Algorithm 1 on Physics Informed Neural Networks. In
particular, in this work, we will test the performance of
Algorithm 1 in training PINN to solve two different problems:

A. PINN to solve Burgers’ equation

First we will train a PINN aimed at solving the Burgers’
differential equation with viscosity, sinusoidal initial condition,
and Dirichlet boundary conditions, namely:

ut + uux − (0.01/π)uxx = 0, x ∈ [−1, 1], t ∈ [0, 1],

u(0, x) = − sin(πx),

u(t,−1) = u(t, 1) = 0.

This problem has become a standard benchmark in testing
Physics Informed Neural Networks because the solution
exhibits a discontinuity, making it a critical case for study.

To train a Neural Network that approximates the solution
to the above problem, we have two loss terms involved:
one is responsible for ensuring that the initial and boundary
conditions are satisfied, and the other is related to satisfying
the differential equation. The function responsible for
satisfying the boundary and initial conditions is traditionally
an MSE evaluated over a set of fixed points on the domain
boundary, called data points. Following the notation used in
[8], we denote this function by MSEu. Similarly, to assess
the satisfaction of the differential equation, collocation points
are generated in the domain, and we estimate the differential
equation at those points. The loss function associated with this
objective is also traditionally an MSE, denoted by MSEf .
Thus, in this case, the aim is to minimize these two functions
together.

In the following section, we will compare the performance
of a Neural Network trained using the simple sum loss function
MSEu + MSEf , as proposed in [8], with another network
with the same architecture trained using Algorithm 1.

In all cases, we used a fully connected deep Neural Network
with nine layers of 20 neurons each, with a hyperbolic
tangent activation function and an output layer with one
neuron without activation function. We randomly generated
100 training points on the boundary to ensure that the initial
and boundary conditions are satisfied and 10.000 collocation
points using Latin Hypercube Sampling (LHS) as in [8].

1) Reference example: We consider as a reference example
the network trained using the code available at https://github.
com/314arhaam/burger-pinn. In this case, training is carried
out using the Adam optimizer. We consider this because it is
one of the most commonly used optimizers in PINN training
to date. This will serve as a baseline example for making
comparisons with the implementation of Algorithm 1, which
was also developed using this code as a base with some
modifications.

In the original code, network training is done using a
constant learning rate of 0.0005, with the loss function
MSEu+MSEf . In Figure 1a and 1b, we show the behavior
of L1, L2 and L1+L2 during training with 20.000 epochs and
the results obtained by the network. In Figure 1c, we show the
predicted solutions at specific time instances t = 0.25, t = 0.5,
and t = 0.75 in contrast to the real solution, which is available
in https://github.com/maziarraissi/PINNs.

To better understand the convergence speed, in Figures 2a
and 2b, we display the predicted solutions at three specific
times for the same network trained with 3000 and 5000
epochs, respectively.

Sudden oscillations are observed in the loss functions during
the training process. This means that increasing the number
of epochs does not necessarily result in better loss function
values or improved network performance. For example, the
approximation made by the network trained after the 1980

https://github.com/314arhaam/burger-pinn
https://github.com/314arhaam/burger-pinn
https://github.com/maziarraissi/PINNs


(a) Loss functions. (b) Estimated solution u(t, x).

(c) Estimated solution u(t, x) vs real solution.

Fig. 1. Results for the Neural Network trained to solve Burgers’ equation
with the Adam optimizer. Left: History of the functions L1 = MSEf ,
L2 = MSEu and L1+L2. Right: Solution u(t, x) estimated by the Neural
Network. Bottom: Solution obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution
of the Burgers’ equation for specific times.

(a) 3000 epochs.

(b) 5000 epochs.

Fig. 2. Solution obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution of the
Burgers’ equation for a Neural Network trained with the Adam optimizer
with 3000 and 5000 epochs.

epochs shows better results than the same network after the
2000 epochs during the same training process (Figure 3).

In Algorithm 1, we expect to control this phenomenon by
imposing descent conditions.

Although the oscillatory behavior of the loss function is
undesirable, the method ends up converging reasonably well.
This is evident in the results presented in Figure 1 for the
network trained after 20.000 epochs.

2) The Proposed Method: We used the reference code as
a base for implementing Algorithm 1, with the necessary
modifications.

One of the main characteristics of Algorithm 1 is the
imposition of descent conditions in each phase. The objective
in each phase is to find a new iterate that satisfies these
conditions. This work does not extensively discuss the method
used to find these new iterates. However, while the descent

(a) 1980 epochs.

(b) 2000 epochs.

Fig. 3. Solution obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution of Burgers’
equation for Neural Network trained with the Adam optimizer after 1980 and
2000 epochs.

conditions are designed to be theoretically feasible, meaning
that it should always be possible to find an iterate that satisfies
them, in practice, many attempts may be required. Therefore,
it is evident that each complete iteration of Algorithm 1 may
require more time and computational effort than an iteration
of a simpler optimization algorithm, such as Adam.

For this reason, for a fair comparison with other search
algorithms, we count the number of partial iterations and
the number of epochs. Each search attempt in a direction is
considered a partial iteration. On the other hand, we consider
that an epoch has occurred once all phases of the algorithm
have been completed. Specifically, the number of epochs refers
to the counter k in Algorithm 1.

To limit the computational effort in each phase, we
introduce a crucial element, the hyperparameter itmax. This
parameter, which will be fixed in each case, limits the number
of internal iterations within each phase of the algorithm.

In the following tests, we consider the Adam optimizer with
the same learning rate as the original code as a helper to
determine the descent directions within each phase.

The choice of parameters θ0 = 0.8 and r = 0.99 was made
following the notions discussed in [16].

• First set of tests: For this set of tests, we will train the
Neural Network using Algorithm 1, fixing L1 = MSEf

and L2 = MSEu.
The number of internal iterations in each phase is limited
to itmax = 150. To minimize the function L2 in the first
phase, we apply the Adam optimizer using the gradient
information of L2. However, in the second phase, we aim
to minimize not only L1 but also the penalty function
Φ. Therefore, we apply the optimizer with the gradient
information of the linear combination αL1+βL2, where
α and β are hyperparameters that have been determined
empirically in this work. For this set of tests, we fix them
at α = 0.5 and β = 4.
In Figure 4, we show the behavior of the loss
functions (L1, L2 and L1 + L2) during training with



(a) Loss functions. (b) Estimated solution u(t, x).

(c) Estimated solution u(t, x) vs real solution.

Fig. 4. Results for the Neural Network trained following the Algorithm 1
considering L1 = MSEf and L2 = MSEu. Left: History of functions L1,
L2 and L1 + L2. Right: Solution u(t, x) estimated by the Neural Network.
Bottom: Solution obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution of Burgers’
equation for specific moments of time.

(a) 3000 Internal iterations.

(b) 5000 Internal iterations.

Fig. 5. Solution obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution of Burgers’
equation for Neural Networks trained with the Algorithm 1 where L1 =
MSEf and L2 = MSEu with 3000 and 5000 internal iterations.

20.000 internal iterations, resulting in 982 epochs, along
with the estimated solution by the Neural Network
for Burgers’ equation in the established domain after
complete training, and at three particular time instances
(t). Notably, the behavior of the loss function is more
stable, as expected from the imposed descent conditions.
Furthermore, after 20.000 partial iterations, the solution
estimated by the network overlaps (at least at the studied
time instances t) with the real solution.
To better understand the convergence behavior, in Figure
5, we show the comparison of the real solution of
Burgers’ equation for different time values with the
solution estimated by the Neural Network at different
stages of training.
Comparing Figures 2 and 5, which show the evolution of
the network’s estimates at two different epochs in contrast

to the real solution, we notice that in the studied epochs,
the proposed method showed a faster convergence than
the one trained with Adam. However, as is evident when
studying the results of the fully trained networks (Figures
1c and 4c), both methods converge.

• Second set of tests: To show that the convergence of
Algorithm 1 is independent of the choice of which term
of the loss function is associated with which function, we
consider, contrary to the previous test set, L1 = MSEu

and L2 = MSEf .
We set the maximum number of internal iterations to
itmax = 250. And, as in the previous case, in the
second phase, we use the Adam optimizer with gradient
information of αL1 + βL2, where now α = 2 and
β = 1.5.
In Figure 6a, we show the behavior of the loss functions
after 20.000 internal iterations, which represents only 492
epochs, or in other words, 492 complete iterations of
Algorithm 1. In Figure 6b, we show Burgers’ equation
solution prediction made by the same network across the
domain. In contrast, in Figure 6c, this same solution is
observed compared to the real solution at three specific
times.
Notice that the values of the loss functions may show
some oscillations but not as intense as in the reference
example. This occurs because within the phases of
Algorithm 1, an adequate method is not used. Adequate
methods use region of trust strategies, as is commonly
used in IR algorithms ( [25], [26], [27], [28]), which allow
ensuring a non-increasing behavior of the function to
be minimized throughout the optimization process. Thus,
the maximum number of iterations within the phases
(itmax) is often reached, allowing for this oscillatory
behavior of the loss functions. However, the method
shows convergence at the end of training, as the estimate
made by the network overlaps with the real solution.
In Figure 7, we show the network’s estimate of Burgers’
equation solution at three times for the network trained
with 3000 and 5000 partial iterations.
Comparing the evolution of the results obtained by
Algorithm 1 at two moments of training (Figures 6 and
7) with the results obtained by the reference example
at these same moments (Figures 1 and 2), we conclude
that the convergence of the method proposed here was,
at least, comparable to that of the reference algorithm.

We will develop another example in the next section to
demonstrate the competence of the proposed method in various
scenarios.

B. PINN to solve Heat equation

Here, our objective will be to solve the one-dimensional
heat equation with a constant thermal coefficient and without
a heat source, namely:



(a) Loss functions. (b) Estimated solution u(t, x).

(c) Estimated solution u(t, x) vs real solution.

Fig. 6. Results for the Neural Network trained following the Algorithm 1
considering L1 = MSEu and L2 = MSEf . Left: History of functions L1,
L2 and L1 + L2. Right: Solution u(t, x) estimated by the Neural Network.
Bottom: Solution obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution of the
Burgers’ equation for specific times.

(a) 3000 Internal iterations.

(b) 5000 Internal iterations.

Fig. 7. Solution obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution of Burgers’
equation for a Neural Network trained with the Algorithm 1 where L1 =
MSEu and L2 = MSEf with 3000 and 5000 internal iterations.

ut = kuxx, x ∈ [0, L], t ∈ [0, 5],

u(0, x) = sin(πx/L) + sin(3πx/L),

u(t, 0) = u(t, L) = 0.

To solve this problem, we will use the parameters and
network structure suggested in [29]. Thus, we set k = 1 and
L = 10 in the equations above. We also consider an MLP
with four hidden layers and 50 neurons each, and tanh as the
activation function. The collocation points are generated as in
the previous example.

Following a strategy similar to the previous section, we
will first present the results obtained for the network trained
using traditional methods and then compare them with those
obtained using the Algorithm 1.

(a) Loss functions. (b) Estimated solution u(t, x).

(c) Estimated solution u(t, x) vs real solution.

Fig. 8. Results for the Neural Network trained with the Adam optimizer.
Left: History of the functions L1 = MSEf , L2 = MSEu and L1 + L2.
Right: Solution u(t, x) estimated by the Neural Network. Bottom: Solution
obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution of the Heat equation for
specific times.

(a) 2320 epochs.

(b) 2340 epochs.

Fig. 9. Solution obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution of Heat
equation for Neural Network trained with the Adam optimizer after 2320 and
2340 epochs.

1) Reference example: We trained the network using the
Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.0005.

Again, we consider the loss function to be the sum of MSE
functions associated with the satisfaction of the PDE (MSEf )
and the satisfaction of the initial and boundary conditions
(MSEu).

In Figure 8, we show the results obtained after 3000 epochs.
In this experiment, the phenomenon observed in the

previous example repeats: the loss function shows strong
oscillations. This phenomenon causes the results to vary
depending on the epoch at which the training is stopped,
potentially leading to worse results. This is evident when we
observe, for example, the network’s estimated result after 2320
and 2340 epochs (Figure 9). In this case, after achieving a
reasonable result in epoch 2320, 20 epochs later the network’s
estimation significantly deteriorates in quality.



(a) Loss functions. (b) Estimated solution u(t, x).

(c) Estimated solution u(t, x) vs real solution.

Fig. 10. Results for the Neural Network trained following the Algorithm 1
considering L1 = MSEf and L2 = MSEu. Left: History of functions L1,
L2 and L1 + L2. Right: Solution u(t, x) estimated by the Neural Network.
Bottom: Solution obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution of Heat
equation for specific moments of time.

The following section presents the results obtained with
Algorithm 1.

2) The Proposed Method: We will use a strategy similar
to the one discussed for the proposed method in the previous
experiments. We will use the Adam optimizer as an auxiliary
and limit the number of internal iterations in each phase.

• First set of tests: The maximum number of iterations
within each phase is itmax = 100. On the other hand,
the Adam optimizer within phase 2 uses information from
the gradient of αL1 + βL2 where α = 4 and β = 1.
In Figure 10 we show the loss function behaviour and
the estimated solution.
We observe that the loss functions still show some
oscillations in the last epochs. However, they are less
abrupt and frequent.

• Second set of tests: The maximum number of internal
iterations is set itmax = 150, and the parameters α and
β used are α = 1.5 and β = 1. Results are shown in
Figure 11.

Finally, to show the speed of convergence, in Figure 12 we
show the solution estimate made by the network for each of
the methods after reaching 1000 epochs (or internal iterations).

From here, it is clear that the convergence speed did not
suffer significant losses; on the contrary, in Figure 12b, we
have a better fit with the solution.

The code used to generate all the examples discussed in this
work is available at https://colab.research.google.com/drive/
1-8JPbKXQxttt9WtHzYRJtD4kAHcj2Hlf?usp=sharing.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

Algorithm 1 consistently demonstrated performance at least
on par with traditional training methods in all our tests.
The imposition of descent conditions reduces the quantity
and intensity of oscillations of the loss functions, preventing

(a) Loss functions. (b) Estimated solution u(t, x).

(c) Estimated solution u(t, x) vs real solution.

Fig. 11. Results for the Neural Network trained following the Algorithm 1
considering L1 = MSEu and L2 = MSEf . Left: History of functions L1,
L2 and L1 + L2. Right: Solution u(t, x) estimated by the Neural Network.
Bottom: Solution obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution of the Heat
equation for specific times.

(a) Adam.

(b) L1 = MSEf , L2 = MSEu.

(c) L1 = MSEu, L2 = MSEf .

Fig. 12. Solution obtained by the Neural Network vs real solution of Heat
equation for a Neural Network trained with each method after 1000 epochs
(or internal iterations).

the loss of solution quality during training. This implies
a more stable optimization process, which is one of the
proposed method’s main advantages and one of its principal
contributions.

We observed that the choice of collocation points
significantly influences the behavior of the loss function during
training. However, convergence was achieved in all cases. This
behavior piques our curiosity and invites further exploration.

https://colab.research.google.com/drive/1-8JPbKXQxttt9WtHzYRJtD4kAHcj2Hlf?usp=sharing
https://colab.research.google.com/drive/1-8JPbKXQxttt9WtHzYRJtD4kAHcj2Hlf?usp=sharing


More tests are necessary to establish a solid conclusion.
However, this work sets a precedent that opens up various
avenues for exploration in future research.

The auxiliary optimization methods used within the phases
of Algorithm 1 in this work’s tests were chosen due to
their similarity to the optimization methods currently used
in network training. However, this approach implies the
emergence of two extra hyperparameters (α and β) that
must be determined. Besides, there is no guarantee that
these methods are ideal. Therefore, we consider Algorithm
1 promising, and its performance may improve significantly
using appropriate methods. Thus, developing appropriate
optimization techniques for each phase constitutes a fertile
field for future research. In particular, since trust-region
methods are widely used and successful in RI algorithms,
which inspired this work, trust-region methods must be
studied. Future work could also explore methods relevant to
Neural Networks or more specific loss functions.

In the tests presented in this work, the stopping criterion of
Algorithm 1 is the maximum number of iterations. However,
in IR algorithms, which inspired this work, it is expected to use
stopping criteria related to the gradient norm of the functions
involved or the step size. The study and implementation of
more appropriate stopping criteria can be explored in future
works.

On the other hand, Algorithm 1 is not limited to training
Physics Informed Neural Networks and can be used in any
network whose objective can be represented by two term loss
functions. In particular, it could be used in training networks
for multitask learning problems. Thus, future research could
test the performance of Algorithm 1 in training networks with
other objectives.
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