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Abstract

This paper introduces Residual-based Smote (RSmote), an innovative local
adaptive sampling technique tailored to improve the performance of Physics-
Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) through imbalanced learning strategies.
Traditional residual-based adaptive sampling methods, while effective in en-
hancing PINN accuracy, often struggle with efficiency and high memory
consumption, particularly in high-dimensional problems. RSmote addresses
these challenges by targeting regions with high residuals and employing over-
sampling techniques from imbalanced learning to refine the sampling process.
Our approach is underpinned by a rigorous theoretical analysis that supports
the effectiveness of RSmote in managing computational resources more effi-
ciently. Through extensive evaluations, we benchmark RSmote against the
state-of-the-art Residual-based Adaptive Distribution (RAD) method across
a variety of dimensions and differential equations. The results demonstrate
that RSmote not only achieves or exceeds the accuracy of RAD but also
significantly reduces memory usage, making it particularly advantageous in
high-dimensional scenarios. These contributions position RSmote as a robust
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and resource-efficient solution for solving complex partial differential equa-
tions, especially when computational constraints are a critical consideration.

Keywords: Sampling method, Imbalanced learning, Physics-informed
neural networks

1. Introduction

Partial differential equations (PDEs) are powerful modeling techniques
with numerous applications in materials, engineering, and physics. One of
the primary challenges in PDE research is finding numerical solutions. For-
tunately, several fantastic methods can achieve excellent performance while
benefiting from theoretical guarantees, such as the finite element method
[1], finite difference method [2], and spectral method [3]. However, some
bottlenecks limit their applications. First, traditional methods encounter
the ”curse of dimensionality” [4, 5], which poses significant challenges for
PDE solvers because the computational cost increases dramatically when
the dimensionality of the problem becomes very high, making the compu-
tation time of the problem unacceptable. Second, traditional solvers have
difficulties incorporating data from experiments and cannot handle situa-
tions where the governing equations are (partially) unknown. Further, these
methods struggle with handling complex geometry. These limitations restrict
the applicability and scalability of many existing numerical techniques.

With remarkable success in computer vision [6] and natural language
processing [7], deep learning [8] has been proven to be an efficient approach to
solving high-dimensional problems. Besides, deep learning is flexible, mesh-
free, and easy to incorporate data. As a result, deep learning approaches offer
an alternative for tackling PDE problems that are difficult for conventional
methods [9, 10, 11, 12, 13].

In deep learning for PDEs, neural networks are employed to learn and
approximate the solution to a given PDE. These neural networks, often re-
ferred to as ”PDE solvers”, are trained on available data or by leveraging
the known PDE equations. They take inputs, such as spatial coordinates
and initial/boundary conditions, and produce an approximation of the so-
lution. One of the most effective deep learning-based approaches is called
physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) [14, 15]. PINNs aim to learn the
underlying physics of a system by combining a neural network with the gov-
erning equations that describe that system. They have been applied to tackle
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diverse problems in computational science and engineering [16, 17, 18]. Ad-
ditionally, PINNs have been extended to solve other types of PDEs, such
as integro-differential equations [19], fractional PDEs [20], stochastic PDEs
[21], and nonlinear PDEs [22, 23].

Directly training a PINN to obtain accurate and convergent predictions
for a wide range of PDE problems with increasing levels of complexity can be
challenging due to the lack of theoretical guarantees [24, 25]. Residual-based
adaptive sampling methods in PINNs can accelerate convergence and improve
performance, playing an important role in training deep neural networks
[26]. The effect of residual points on PINNs is analogous to the effect of
mesh points on FEM, suggesting that the location and distribution of these
residual points are crucial to the performance of PINNs. However, existing
methods face challenges in efficiently handling high-dimensional problems.
Global methods that estimate the distribution over the entire domain often
require significant computational resources, particularly GPU memory, as
evidenced by the increasing memory usage of RAD methods with higher
dimensions and sample sizes in our results.

To address these issues, we propose an imbalanced learning-based local
adaptive sampling method called RSmote. This method is motivated by the
observation that regions with large residuals are typically localized and is
based on the theoretical findings that a less smooth part significantly re-
quires more samples. By focusing on these specific regions, we can enhance
efficiency while using fewer resources. Our results demonstrate that RSmote
consistently achieves better or comparable accuracy to RAD methods across
various dimensions, while significantly reducing memory usage.

Specifically, our method first categorizes residual points into two classes:
negative (small residuals) and positive (large residuals). We then apply over-
sampling techniques from imbalanced learning to generate new samples in the
positive class. Finally, we resample the dataset to further optimize memory
usage. This approach allows us to maintain high accuracy even in high-
dimensional problems (up to d=100 in our experiments) while keeping mem-
ory requirements low. The efficiency of RSmote is particularly evident in
higher dimensions, where it outperforms the state-of-the-art methods in both
accuracy and resource utilization, making it especially valuable for complex,
high-dimensional PDEs or scenarios with limited computational resources.

The main contributions are summarized as follows:

• Introduction of RSmote: A novel local adaptive sampling method
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specifically designed for PINNs, incorporating techniques from imbal-
anced learning to improve performance in high-dimensional problems.

• Efficiency Enhancement: RSmote addresses the inefficiencies of ex-
isting global adaptive sampling methods by focusing on localized re-
gions with high residuals, leading to significant improvements in re-
source utilization and memory efficiency.

• Theoretical Support: The paper provides a theoretical analysis to
validate the effectiveness of the local sampling method, adding a solid
foundation to the empirical observations.

• Empirical Validation: Extensive comparisons with the state-of-the-
art RAD method demonstrate that RSmote consistently achieves com-
parable or superior accuracy while significantly reducing memory usage,
particularly in high-dimensional cases.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Physics-informed neural networks

Let Ω ⊆ Rd be a spatial domain and x ∈ Ω be a spatial variable. The
PDE problem is to find a solution u(x) such that

Lu(x) = f(x), ∀x ∈ Ω

Bu(x) = g(x), ∀x ∈ ∂Ω,
(1)

where L is the partial differential operator, B is the boundary operator, f(x)
is the source function, and g(x) represents the boundary conditions.

We consider a general form of a PINN, where the neural network is used
to approximate a function that satisfies a PDE along with some observed
data.

Let û(x; Θ) be the neural network approximated solution with parameters
Θ. The PINN is trained to minimize the following loss function:

min
Θ

Ex∈Ω∥Lû(x; Θ) − f(x)∥ + γ Ex∈∂Ω∥Bû(x; Θ) − g(x)∥, (2)

where ∥ · ∥ is usually the L2-norm and γ is a parameter for weighting the
sum.
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2.2. Residual-based sampling method for PINNs

Residual point sampling methods can be divided into two main cate-
gories: uniform sampling and nonuniform sampling. Uniform sampling in-
volves placing points across the computational domain either on a uniform
grid or scattered randomly according to a continuous uniform distribution
[14, 20]. While effective for straightforward PDEs, this method may lack
efficiency when dealing with more complex equations [26].

To enhance accuracy, researchers have delved into nonuniform sampling
approaches. In 2019, Lu et al. [19] introduced the first adaptive nonuni-
form sampling method for PINNs, dubbed residual-based adaptive refinement
(RAR), inspired by adaptive mesh refinement in finite element methods. This
method identifies regions with significant PDE residuals and adds new points
accordingly. Another technique introduced in 2021 [27] resamples all resid-
ual points based on a probability density function (PDF) proportional to the
PDE residual.

In the pursuit of greater sampling efficiency and accuracy, recent studies
[26] propose two novel residual-based adaptive sampling methods: residual-
based adaptive distribution (RAD) and residual-based adaptive refinement
with distribution (RAR-D). These methods dynamically adjust the distribu-
tion of residual points during training based on PDE residuals. Additionally,
some researchers [28, 29] have introduced an effective failure probability de-
rived from the residual as a posterior error indicator to generate new training
points, similar to adaptive finite element methods, resulting in improved per-
formance.

Other methodologies also utilize residual points but do not estimate the
probability distribution. For instance, Gu et al. [30] introduced SelectNet, a
novel self-paced learning framework aimed at enhancing the convergence of
network-based least squares models. In DAS-PINNs [31], researchers model
the residual as a probability density function, approximating it with a deep
generative model. Gao et al. [32] leverage active learning to adaptively
select new points, while [33] proposes various adaptive training strategies,
including adaptive loss function, activation function, and sampling methods,
to improve accuracy. Moreover, [34] employs residual points and gradients
to address equations with sharp solutions.

2.3. Imbalanced Learning

Imbalanced learning [35] refers to a scenario in machine learning where the
distribution of classes in the training dataset is highly uneven, with one class
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significantly outnumbering the others. This imbalance can pose challenges
for models, as they may become biased toward the majority class and perform
poorly on minority classes.

To address this issue, various techniques have been developed, and one
such method is the Synthetic Minority Over-sampling Technique (SMOTE)
[36]. SMOTE is an algorithm designed to balance class distribution by gen-
erating synthetic samples for the minority class. It works by creating syn-
thetic instances along the line segments connecting existing minority class
instances. By doing so, SMOTE enhances the representation of the minority
class, enabling the model to better generalize and improve its performance
on underrepresented classes.

The SMOTE algorithm focuses on the minority class C. For each instance
xi in C, SMOTE generates synthetic instances by interpolating between xi

and its k-nearest neighbors in the feature space.
Step 1: Nearest Neighbors Use a distance metric (e.g., Euclidean

distance) to find the k nearest neighbors of xi in the feature space.

NearestNeighbors(xi, k) = {xi1,xi2, . . . ,xik}

Step 2: Synthetic Instance Generation For each neighbor xij, where
j = 1, 2, . . . , k, generate a synthetic instance x̂j using the following formula:

x̂j = xi + α(xij − xi)

where α is a random value between 0 and 1.
Step 3: Combine Original and Synthetic Instances Combine the

original instances with the newly generated synthetic instances. This in-
creases the size of the minority class C and balances the class distribution.

This approach is particularly beneficial in situations where the rarity of
certain classes can lead to suboptimal model performance and misclassifica-
tion.

3. Imbalanced learning-based sampling algorithm

3.1. Imbalanced phenomenon

When a deep neural network is trained to approximate the solution of a
PDE, a notable phenomenon occurs: the gradual reduction in the number of
large residual points. This trend is a key indicator of the network’s improving
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performance and its increasing ability to capture the underlying structure of
the PDE solution.

We use the following simple case to further explain this phenomenon.
Consider the 1-D elliptic equation:

−△ u = 200(tanh(10x))3 + 200 tanh(10x), x ∈ [−5, 5] (3)

Fig. 1 shows the changes of the PDE dynamic, PDE residuals, and his-
tograms of the residuals with the iteration increasing. In the early iterations
(as seen in iteration 100), the PINN struggles to capture the full dynamics
of the PDE, leading to noticeable discrepancies between the predicted and
numerical solutions, particularly near regions of steep gradients or disconti-
nuities.

As training progresses to iteration 500, the PINN begins to improve its
approximation of the PDE’s dynamics, but the residuals still indicate that
certain regions are being learned better than others. This imbalance is re-
flected in the residuals, where the heights of the two bars differ significantly.

By iteration 1000, the PINN’s prediction closely aligns with the numer-
ical solution across most of the domain. However, the residuals and their
distribution continue to show a non-uniform pattern, implying that while
the overall error is decreasing, certain parts of the solution space are still
not as well-learned as others. This persistence of imbalanced residuals, even
with more training, highlights the challenge of achieving uniform accuracy
across the entire domain, which is a key characteristic of the imbalanced
phenomenon in training PINNs.

This phenomenon underscores the difficulty of ensuring that the PINN
learns the PDE dynamics evenly across the domain, often requiring spe-
cialized techniques or loss functions to address the imbalance and achieve
a more uniform approximation. Therefore, we conclude that there are only
a few large residual points when the network convergences. The following
property gives a mathematical intuition of the imbalanced phenomenon:

Property 1 (Imbalanced residuals). Let r1, r2, ..., rn be non-negative resid-
uals. If

∑n
i=1 ri < ϵ, where ϵ is the total error tolerance, then for any given

threshold 0 < τ < ϵ, the number of residual ri, that is greater than or equal
to τ , denoted by kτ , always has kτ < ϵ

τ
.

Proof. Consider the sum of all ri that are greater than or equal to τ , we have:
n∑

i=1

ri ≥
∑
ri≥τ

ri ≥ kττ ≥ ϵ

τ
τ = ϵ (4)
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Figure 1: Evolution of the imbalanced phenomenon in PDE dynamics over iterations.
The figure displays the PDE dynamic, PDE residuals, and histograms of the residuals for
three different iterations (100, 500, and 1000). The left column shows the comparison
between the predicted solution from the PINN and the numerical solution. The middle
column visualizes the residuals of the PDE at each point, and the right column presents
the distribution of these residuals splited by a fixed threshold. The plots demonstrate how
the imbalanced phenomenon evolves as training progresses, with the residuals showing
different patterns at each stage. Here the split value is chosen as 0.1.

This contradicts our given condition. Thus, kτ < ϵ
τ
.

Since τ is chosen to be less than ϵ but not too small, ϵ
τ

is a small number.
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This completes the proof that there is a small number of ri that have big
values.

3.2. Adaptive sampling algorithm

Since there are only a few large residual points, according to the conti-
nuity of the solution, we can add new samples near these points. This can
be achieved through local interpolation, which aligns with the idea of the
SMOTE algorithm.

We describe the proposed method for data augmentation based on the
above discussion. The process involves iterative steps to enhance the training
dataset by focusing on instances with significant residuals.

Residual Classification. We begin by categorizing the residual points into
two classes: a) Negative class: Points with small residuals; b) Positive class:
Points with large residuals.

This classification is based on the observation that regions with large
residuals are typically localized, allowing us to focus our computational ef-
forts on these specific areas. A direct way is to use a threshold to split the
data. However, in practice, it is hard to determine the threshold. Instead, we
introduce a ratio and use the following simple and easy-to-implement method
to split the residual points:

Let x1,x2, ...,xn be the data points and r1, r2, ..., rn be the corresponding
residuals. We first sort the residuals in descending order and then select
the top λ×100% (λ ∈ (0, 0.5)) of residuals as the positive samples. The
remaining data points are selected as the negative samples. See Fig.2 for a
further explanation.

Define the label yi of xi as:

yi =

{
1, if ri is in the top λ× 100% of residuals,

0, otherwise.
(5)

and we get the training dataset D = {xi, yi}ni=1. Since ratio λ is less than
0.5, the binary classification dataset D is imbalanced.

Over-sampling. We then apply over-sampling techniques to generate new
samples in the positive class (yi = 1). Here, we use the vanilla SMOTE
algorithm [36], for more algorithms, we refer the readers to the survey [37].

Suppose we have n1 positive samples and n2 = n − n1 negative samples
(n1 < n2). The SMOTE algorithms generate n2 − n1 new samples and we
finally have n2 positive samples and n2 negative samples, respectively.
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Figure 2: (a) Compute the absolute residuals. (b) Sort the residuals in descending order
and use a ratio, λ, to split the dataset. The horizontal axis represents the ratio value,
while the vertical axis represents the residual values. (c) Select the positive and negative
samples based on the ratio. (d) Apply SMOTE to perform resampling and create a new
training dataset.

Dataset Resampling. We do not use all the 2n2 data to continue training.
Instead, we only employ n2 positive samples and sample n1 random points in
the space. By doing so, we enable the network to focus more on points with
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large residuals while preventing the samples from overly concentrating on
these points, thereby maintaining a balance in global errors. Moreover, since
the number of training data does not change, this step can also help us save
the GPU memory, ensuring a balance between accuracy and computational
efficiency.

Algorithm. The RSmote algorithm is implemented in Algorithm 1. Here,
the termination condition can be either a fixed number of iterations or the
achievement of a specified threshold.

Algorithm 1 Resample with SMOTE

1: Sample the initial training points;
2: Train the PINN for a certain number of iterations;
3: while Not meet the termination condition do
4: Calculate the absolute residuals (Fig. 2 (a));
5: Split the data according to the Eq.(5) (Fig. 2 (b-c));
6: Perform SMOTE to oversample the positive class (Fig. 2 (d));
7: Generate additional n1 random data points and combine them and

n2 positive samples to form a new dataset (Fig. 2 (d));
8: Train the PINN for a certain number of iterations;
9: end while

4. Theoretical analysis

4.1. Error in Solving PDEs

For simplicity, we first consider the Poisson equation for the theoretical
part, i.e., we consider the following Poisson equation:{

−∆u = f in Ω,

u = 0 on ∂Ω.
(6)

Using a neural network structure, the training loss function of PINNs [14]
is defined as:

RS(Θ) := LF(Θ)+γLB(Θ) =
|Ω|
M

M∑
i=1

|∆ϕ(xi; Θ)+f(x)|2+
γ

M

M̂∑
i=1

|ϕ(yi; Θ)|2.

(7)
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Here, LF(Θ) represents the residual on the PDE equations, while LB(Θ)
represents the boundary/initial condition. The variables xj ∈ Ω and yj ∈ ∂Ω
are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) uniform samples within
each domain, and γ is a constant used to balance the contributions from
the domain and boundary terms. The domain Ω ⊂ [0, 1]d has a smooth
boundary.

In the theoretical part, we consider γ = 0, i.e., we study only the interior
of the PDEs. This is because we observe that the residual error is primarily
in the interior of the domain rather than at the boundary. What we aim to
explain in this section is the advantage of sampling methods, therefore, we set
γ = 0. Consequently, we denote the continuous and discrete loss functions
as:

ΘD := arg inf
ϕ(x;Θ)∈F

RD(Θ) := arg inf
ϕ(x;Θ)∈F

∫
Ω

|f(x) + ∆ϕ(x; Θ)|2 dx, (8)

ΘS := arg inf
ϕ(x;Θ)∈F

RS(Θ) := arg inf
ϕ(x;Θ)∈F

|Ω|
M

M∑
i=1

|f(xi) + ∆ϕ(xi; Θ)|2. (9)

The overall inference error is denoted as ERD(ΘS), which can be decom-
posed into two components:

ERD(ΘS) =RD(ΘD) + ERS(ΘD) −RD(ΘD)

+ ERS(ΘS) − ERS(ΘD) + ERD(ΘS) − ERS(ΘS)

≤ RD(ΘD)︸ ︷︷ ︸
approximation error

+ERD(ΘS) − ERS(ΘS)︸ ︷︷ ︸
generalization error

. (10)

The last inequality arises from ERS(ΘS) ≤ ERS(ΘD) due to the definition
of ΘS and the properties of integration. The expectation E accounts for the
randomness in the sampling process.

4.2. Neural network spaces and hypothesis spaces

In this paper, we consider a resampling method where we first sample
across the entire domain and then identify regions where the neural network
is underperforming, followed by localized sampling. Consequently, we divide
the domain Ω into two parts, Ω = Ω1∪Ω2, where Ω1∩Ω2 = ∅, |Ω1| = |Ω2|, and
both have C2 smooth boundaries. In the first sampling process, the sample
points located in Ω1 are denoted as M1, while those in Ω2 are denoted as M2,
with M = 1

2
M1 = 1

2
M2.
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This setup is consistent with our experimental observations, where we
found that nearly half of the data points are learned well, while the other
half require additional data to achieve satisfactory learning. Our method can
be easily extended to more generalized cases where |Ω1| ≠ |Ω2|, which would
simply require introducing the ratio of the two regions in the analysis.

For the hypothesis space, we consider Ω1 as the region where learning
is challenging and Ω2 as the region where learning is successful under the
initial uniform sampling. The difference in learning difficulty between these
two regions can be attributed to the following reasons. First, the regularity
of the function in these two parts may differ; smoother regions are generally
easier to learn, as seen in cases like the Burgers’ equation or the Allen-Cahn
equation when ϵ = 0. Second, even if the regularity is the same, a significant
difference in norms—such as the Sobolev norm or Hölder norm—between the
two regions can also result in different learning difficulties, as in the Allen-
Cahn equation for ϵ > 0. Our method applies to both scenarios. Without loss
of generality, we will consider the case where the regularity differs between
the two regions in this section.

Furthermore, in this paper, the activation function we use is tanh(x).
The second-order derivative we use in solving PDEs is

d2

dx2
(tanh(x)) = −2 tanh(x) sech2(x), (11)

which is a highly localized function. Therefore, we assume that the neural
network is divided into two parts, ϕ1 and ϕ2, such that

ϕ(x; Θ) = ϕ1(x; Θ1) + ϕ2(x; Θ2),

where ϕ1 is used to approximate the solution in Ω1 and is close to zero outside
this region. Similarly, ϕ2 is used to approximate the solution in Ω2 and is
close to zero outside this region. We then define F1 as the set of neural
networks with support in Ω1, and F2 as the set of neural networks with
support in Ω2.

The overall loss function can be divided into two parts: For the continuous
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loss functions, they are expressed as

ΘD,1 := arg inf
ϕ(x;Θ1)∈F1

RD,1(Θ1) := arg inf
ϕ(x;Θ)∈F1

∫
Ω1

|f(x) + ∆ϕ1(x; Θ1)|2 dx,

(12)

ΘD,2 := arg inf
ϕ2(x;Θ2)∈F2

RD,2(Θ2) := arg inf
ϕ(x;Θ)∈F2

∫
Ω2

|f(x) + ∆ϕ2(x; Θ2)|2 dx.

(13)

For the discrete loss functions, they are expressed as

ΘS,1 := arg inf
ϕ1(x;Θ1)∈F1

RS,1(Θ1) := arg inf
ϕ1(x;Θ1)∈F1

1

2M1

M1∑
i=1

|f(xi) + ∆ϕ1(xi; Θ1)|2,

(14)

ΘS,2 := arg inf
ϕ2(x;Θ2)∈F2

RS,2(Θ2) := arg inf
ϕ2(x;Θ2)∈F2

1

2M2

M∑
i=M1+1

|f(xi) + ∆ϕ2(xi; Θ2)|2.

(15)

Similarly, we can divide the overall error into two parts: the approxima-
tion error and the generalization error. Specifically, for i = 1, 2, we have

ERD,i(ΘS,i) ≤ RD,i(ΘD,i) + ERD,i(ΘS,i) − ERS,i(ΘS,i). (16)

For the approximation error, due to the smoothness of each boundary,
based on [38], we know that

RD,i(ΘD,i) ≤ inf
ϕi(x;Θi)∈Fi

∥ϕi(x; Θi) − ui(x)∥2W 2,∞(Ωi)
,

where u∗ is the exact solution of Eq. (6), u1(x) := u∗(x) for x ∈ Ω1, and
u2(x) := u∗(x) for x ∈ Ω2. The approximation error arises from the con-
struction of the neural networks and depends on the richness and complexity
of the neural network spaces. To describe the richness of the neural network
spaces Fi, we use a concept called the Vapnik-Chervonenkis (VC) dimension:

Definition 1 (VC-dimension [39]). Let H denote a class of functions from
X to {0, 1}. For any non-negative integer m, define the growth function of
H as

ΠH(m) := max
x1,x2,...,xm∈X

|{(h(x1), h(x2), . . . , h(xm)) : h ∈ H}| .
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The VC-dimension of H, denoted by VCdim(H), is the largest m such that
ΠH(m) = 2m. For a class G of real-valued functions, define VCdim(G) :=
VCdim(sgn(G)), where sgn(G) := {sgn(f) : f ∈ G} and sgn(x) = 1[x > 0].

The following proposition establishes a link between the approximation
ability and the VC dimension. Without loss of generality, we consider the
domain to be [0, 1]d. For other domains, the difference will only introduce a
constant coefficient.

Proposition 1. Given any s, d ∈ N+, there exists a (small) positive constant
Cs,d determined by s and d such that the following holds: For any ε > 0 and
a function set H with all elements defined on [0, 1]d, if VCDim(H) ≥ 1 and

inf
ϕ∈H

∥ϕ− f∥W 2,∞([0,1]d) ≤ ε for any ∥f∥W s,∞([0,1]d) ≤ 1 (17)

then VCDim(H2) ≥ Cs,dε
− d

s−2 , where

H2 :=

{
p :=

∂2h

∂xi∂xj

| h ∈ H, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d

}
.

Proof. The proof can be divided into two parts. First, we construct a set of
functions denoted as{

λβ, β ∈ B | λβ =
∂2g

∂x2
1

, ∥g∥W s,∞([0,1]d) ≤ 1

}
,

which can shatter O
(
ε−

d
s−2

)
points, where B will be defined later. Next,

we will demonstrate that we can also find functions in H2 that can shat-

ter O
(
ε−

d
s−2

)
points. Based on the definition of VC-dimension, this will

complete the proof.
For the first step, fix i = 1, . . . , d, and there exists g̃ ∈ C∞ (0, 1)d such

that ∂2g̃(0)

∂x2
1

= 1 and g̃(x) = 0 for ∥x∥2 ≥ 1/3. And we can find a constant

C̄s,d > 0 such that g := g̃/C̄s,d with ∥g∥W s,∞([0,1]d) ≤ 1.

For any ε, denote M = O
(
ε−

1
s−2

)
as an integer determined later. Divide

[0, 1]d into Md non-overlapping sub-cubes {Qθ}θ as follows:

Qθ :=

{
x = [x1, x2, · · · , xd]

T ∈ [0, 1]d | xi ∈
[
θi − 1

M
,
θi
M

]
, i = 1, 2, · · · , d

}
,
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for any index vector θ = [θ1, θ2, · · · , θd]T ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,M}d. Denote the center
of Qθ by xθ for all θ ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,M}d. Define

B :=
{
β : β is a map from {1, 2, · · · ,M}d to {−1, 1}

}
.

For each β ∈ B, we define, for any x ∈ Rd,

hβ(x) :=
∑

θ∈{1,2,··· ,M}d
M−sβ(θ)gθ(x), where gθ(x) = g (M · (x− xθ)) .

Due to |supp g̃(x)| ≤ 2
3

and |Dαhβ(x)| ≤ M−s+|α|∥g∥Wn,∞ ≤ 1, we obtain
that

|Dαhβ(x)| ≤ 1

for any |α| ≤ n Therefore, ∥hβ∥W s,∞([0,1]d) ≤ 1. And it is easy to check

{∂2hβ

∂x2
1

= λβ | β ∈ B} can scatters Md points since ∂2g̃(0)

∂x2
1

= 1 and g̃(x) = 0

for ∥x∥2 ≥ 1/3.
For the second step, due to (17), we have that there exists pβ ∈ H2 such

that

∥pβ − λβ∥L∞([0,1]d) <
3

2
ε. (18)

For simplicity in notation, we set

|pβ(xβ) − λβ(xβ)| < 3

2
ε, (19)

otherwise, we simply remove a zero-measure set. Therefore, we have

|λβ(xθ)| ≥
M−s+2

C̄s,d

≥ 2ε ≥ |pβ(xθ) − λβ(xθ)|, (20)

where the penultimate inequality is obtained by setting M = ⌊(2C̄s,dε)
− 1

s−2 ⌋.
Therefore, the set {pβ | β ∈ B} ∈ H2 can shatter Md points since pβ(xθ) and
λβ(xθ) have the same sign at Md points. Therefore, we have VCDim(H2) ≥
Cs,dε

− d
s−2 , where Cs,d = (2C̄s,d)

− d
s−2 − 1.

The above proposition shows that the VC-dimension can represent the
approximation capability of neural networks in the W 2,∞-norm. However, it
is important to note that the corresponding result for the W 2,p-norm remains
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an open question. In [40], the authors prove the case for the Lp-norm in the
context of translation-invariant classes of functions. For more general cases,
this question is still unresolved.

This proposition provides the optimal approximation rate for neural net-
works, and achieving this rate has been demonstrated in various works, in-
cluding those on smooth functions [41], Sobolev spaces [42, 43], and Korobov
spaces [44]. In this paper, we focus on the sampling process, and thus, we
assume that our network can achieve this optimal approximation rate.

Assumption 1. Set u∗ is the exact solution of Eq. (6), u1(x) := u∗(x) for
x ∈ Ω1 belongs to W s1,∞(Ω1), and u2(x) := u∗(x) for x ∈ Ω2 belongs to
W s2,∞(Ω2), and 2 < s1 < s2. For any ε > 0, we can find F1 and F2, and
constant C∗ such that

RD,i(ΘD,i) ≤ ε2,

for i = 1, 2 with VCDim(F1,2) = C∗ε
− d

s1−2 and VCDim(F2,2) = C∗ε
− d

s2−2 ,
where

Fi,2 :=

{
p :=

∂2h

∂xi∂xj

| h ∈ Fi, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d

}
.

Based on the above proof in Proposition 1, we understand that if the
norm of the target function ∥f∥W s,∞([0,1]d) is large, it will cause C̄s,d to be

small, which in turn makes Cs,d large. Therefore, even when the regularity
is the same, if the norms are significantly different, this will also affect the
lower bound of the VC dimension. Our subsequent analysis remains valid for
this scenario as well.

4.3. Sampling

In this section, we will explain why the training difficulties differ between
Ω1 and Ω2 and why local sampling is effective in addressing these challenges.

For the generalization error, the pseudo-dimension [45] or uniform cover-
ing numbers (which can be used to bound the generalization error) are often
employed, as discussed in [42, 43, 46, 47, 48, 49]. In most cases, the pseudo-
dimension differs from the covering number. However, in [48] and [50], it has
been shown that they are in the same order with respect to the width and
depth of neural networks, particularly in deep neural networks. Based on
these facts and the results in [43], the following proposition is presented:
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Proposition 2. For fully connected deep neural network sets F1 and F2, for
any Mi > 0, there exists a constant c such that

ERD,i(ΘS,i) − ERS,i(ΘS,i) ≤
√

c · VCDim(Fi,2)√
Mi

, (21)

where the result is valid up to a logarithmic term with respect to VCDim(Fi,2)
and Mi.

In [51] and [49], smaller generalization rates with respect to the number
of sample points are obtained, but these results come at the cost of a worse
order with respect to the VC-dimension. These results are not used here
for two reasons. First, both types of errors have the same ratio of order
between the VC dimension and the number of sample points, which does
not affect our subsequent analysis. Second, the error in those theorems is
not straightforward. To achieve a better order for the sampling error, the
approximation error must be used to correct it, which complicates the right-
hand side of (21) and makes the analysis more difficult.

Theorem 1. For fully connected deep neural network sets F1 and F2, suppose
Assumption 1 holds. Then, for any ε > 0, if RD,i(ΘD,i) ≤ ε2, we have:

ERD,1(ΘS,1) − ERS,1(ΘS,1) ≤ ε2 when M1 ≥ ηM̄,

ERD,2(ΘS,2) − ERS,2(ΘS,2) ≤ ε2 when M2 ≥ M̄, (22)

where M̄ = cC∗ε
− d

s2−2
−4

and η = ε
d(s1−s2)

(s1−2)(s2−2) > 1, with c and C∗ defined in
Proposition 2 and Assumption 1.

The proof can be directly obtained from Proposition 2 and Assumption
1. Based on this theorem, we understand that when the regularity differs be-
tween regions, the less smooth part requires significantly more sample points
to reduce the generalization error, especially when the dimensionality d is
large and the required error ε is small. This explains why, after performing
uniform sampling, the smoother part is learned well while the less smooth
part is far from being adequately learned.

To address this issue, more sample points are needed in Ω1, the less
smooth region, to increase the number of samples to ηM̄ . In this step,
sampling should be done locally rather than globally, as η is typically large.
If we were to sample globally, we would end up sampling an additional ηM̄
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points in Ω2, which is unnecessary since this region has already been learned
well. In other words, this theorem shows that without applying the RSmote
technique, achieving the same sampling error requires a significantly larger
number of sampling points. Alternatively, if the total number of sampling
points is fixed, the RSmote technique enables us to achieve a smaller sampling
error.

In the analysis, we choose the residual division ratio λ to be 1
2
. Our

analysis can be generalized to any λ, and the results in Eqs. (22) will be
M1 ≤ 2ηλM̄ and M1 ≤ 2(1 − λ)M̄ . Therefore, when λ is smaller, fewer
sampling points are required in the low-regularity region. However, λ cannot
be too small in the RSmote calculation. The reason is that during resampling,
we need to sample more points to match the number of points in the small
residual part and the large residual parts. For very small values of λ, this
requires sampling many points in a small region, which can be challenging and
may even lead to training failure. Furthermore, in many cases, the solutions
of PDEs exhibit low-dimensional structures in small localized regions, such
as the solutions of the Allen-Cahn equation, Burgers’ equation, and Green’s
functions [52]. However, due to the continuum of neural networks, they
struggle to accurately approximate these structures in a region larger than the
exact low-regularity regions. To mitigate this issue, a larger region is needed
to effectively cover the low-regularity parts, which necessitates selecting a
larger λ. Thus, in the experiments, we choose λ = 0.45, which is close to 1

2
.

More simulation results can be found in Section 5.7.

5. Experiments

5.1. Setup

We make comparisons with the method Residual-based adaptive distri-
bution (RAD) proposed in [26] and use the term RAD-N to denote the RAD
method that uses extra N points to estimate the distribution. We test our
method on four PDE examples: the first two are low-dimensional and the
rest are high-dimensional. We use two metrics to evaluate the performance,
including L2 relative error, which is defined as ∥û−u∥2

∥u∥2 , and GPU memory

(MB) requirements for each method at different data sizes.
We train all neural network models with Adam optimizer and L-BFGS

optimizer with a learning rate 0.001. In each sampling iteration, we first use
the Adam optimizer for 1000 steps and then switch to the L-BFGS optimizer
for another 1000 steps to train the model. Each experiment is run 5 times
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with different random seeds, and the mean and standard deviation of the
errors are computed. All methods are trained for 100 sampling iterations,
which also serves as the termination condition. In all examples, the hyper-
bolic tangent (tanh) is selected as the activation function. The ratio λ is set
to 0.45. Table 1 summarizes the network architecture used for each exam-
ple. All the experiments are conducted on a workstation equipped with an
NVIDIA-3090 GPU.

Table 1: Summary of the experimental setup.

Problems Depth Width Dimension (d)

Laplace Equation 3 20 2
Burgers’ Equation 3 64 2
Allen-Cahn Equation 3 64 2
Elliptic Equation 3 2d 10, 20, 100
Reaction-Diffusion Equation 3 2d 20, 30, 50

5.2. Laplace equation

The Laplace equation is defined as:

r
dy

dr
+ r2

dy2

dr2
+

dy2

dθ2
= 0,

y(1, θ) = cos(θ),

y(r, θ + 2π) = y(r, θ),

r ∈ [0, 1], θ ∈ [0, 2π].

(23)

The reference solution is y = r cos(θ).
The experimental results presented in Table 2 showcase the performance

of three different methods, namely RAD-50000, RAD-100000, and RSmote,
under varying amounts of training data (2000, 5000, and 10000 samples).
Fig. 3 shows the loss curves of different methods with three different amounts
of training data, and Fig. 4 presents the field and absolute difference maps
for the best results.

In general, increased sampling tends to reduce errors. RAD performs
best with smaller datasets, achieving the lowest error with 2000 training
points. However, this advantage diminishes as the dataset size grows. For
5000 and 10000 points, RSmote outperforms the other methods in terms of
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accuracy. Memory usage remains consistent across different dataset sizes,
with RSmote using the least memory, followed by RAD-50000, and RAD-
100000 using the most. The loss curves of RSmote show more fluctuating
compared to those of RAD method. This is because the solution y = r cos(θ)
is smooth, and the error distribution is not concentrated (see Fig. 4 (d)(e)).
As a result, RSmote may misjudge which regions need refinement, leading
to fluctuations in errors during the data updating process. While for the
fields and absolute differences, the RSmote also achieves lower difference.
As dataset size increases, all methods show improved accuracy. However,
RSmote’s relative advantage becomes more pronounced, while RAD methods
benefit more from smaller datasets.

Table 2: Performance (Mean ± Std.) comparisons for different training data sizes on
the Laplace equation using RAD-50000, RAD-100000, and RSmote methods. The table
presents the evaluation scores (lower is better) and memory consumption (in MB) for
models trained with 2000, 5000, and 10000 data points (#Sampling). The bold indicates
the best result.
Training data #Sampling=2000 #Sampling=5000 #Sampling=10000

Evaluation Score Memory Score Memory Score Memory

RAD-50000 6.59e-5 ± 2.63e-5 1284 6.52e-5 ± 1.51e-5 1292 6.44e-5 ± 8.73e-5 1320

RAD-100000 5.83e-5 ± 2.84e-5 1558 5.30e-5 ± 2.19e-5 1562 4.56e-5 ± 1.22e-5 1580

RSmote 5.98e-5 ± 3.15e-5 1100 4.92e-5 ± 1.67e-5 1112 4.16e-5 ± 1.83e-5 1140

5.3. Burgers’ equation

The Burgers’ equation is defined as:

ut + uux =
1

100π
uxx,

u(x, 0) = − sin(πx),

u(−1, t) = u(1, t) = 0,

x ∈ [−1, 1], t ∈ [0, 1].

(24)

The experimental results presented in Table 3 highlight the performance
of three methods, namely RAD-50000, RAD-100000, and RSmote, under
varying amounts of training data (2000, 5000, and 10000 samples). Fig. 5
illustrates the loss curves for different methods across the three data sizes,
while Fig. 6 shows the field and absolute difference maps for the best results.
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Figure 3: Loss curves for Laplace Equation. Red line: Mean values of RAD-50000
method; Blue line: Mean values of RAD-100000 method; Green line: Mean values of
RSmote method. The shaded areas represent the corresponding standard deviations.

Overall, increased sampling reduces errors. RSmote demonstrates supe-
rior performance across all datasets, although its improvement is modest
for 2000 and 10000 data points. RAD-50000 shows limited benefit from
increased data size, while the other two methods exhibit more significant
improvements. Memory usage remains consistent across dataset sizes, with
RSmote being the most efficient, followed by RAD-50000, and RAD-100000
consuming the most. In the field maps, RSmote also achieves smaller ab-
solute differences. The loss curves show similar convergence patterns, with
RSmote exhibiting greater fluctuations at 2000 points, RAD displaying more
at 5000 points, and both methods experiencing some variability at 10000
points. These fluctuations will be further discussed in 5.8.

5.4. Allen-Cahn Equation

The Allen-Cahn equation is defined as:
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Figure 4: Solution fields for Laplace Equation. (a)-(c): ground truth, RAD
solution and RSmote solution; (d)-(e): Absolute differences.

Table 3: Performance (Mean ± Std.) comparisons for different training data sizes on
the Burgers’ equation using RAD-50000, RAD-100000, and RSmote methods. The table
presents the evaluation scores and memory consumption (in MB) for models trained with
2000, 5000, and 10000 data points. The lower the score, the better the performance. The
bold indicates the best result.
Training data #Sampling=2000 #Sampling=5000 #Sampling=10000

Evaluation Score Memory Score Memory Score Memory

RAD-50000 8.32e-4 ± 2.78e-4 1518 5.48e-4 ± 2.77e-4 1522 4.07e-4 ± 1.10e-4 1552

RAD-100000 7.86e-4 ± 2.84e-4 1882 5.01e-4 ± 5.63e-5 1888 3.90e-4 ± 1.01e-4 1928

RSmote 7.83e-4 ± 2.48e-4 1154 4.11e-4 ± 6.31e-5 1160 3.87e-4 ± 7.63e-5 1180

ut = 0.001uxx + 5(u− u3),

u(x, 0) = x2 cos(πx),

u(−1, t) = u(1, t) = −1,

x ∈ [−1, 1], t ∈ [0, 1].

(25)

Table 4 presents the results obtained from different methods applied to
solve the Allen-Cahn equation, with varying amounts of training data. The
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Figure 5: Loss curves for Burgers’ Equation. Red line: Mean values of RAD-50000
method; Blue line: Mean values of RAD-100000 method; Green line: Mean values of
RSmote method. The shaded areas represent the corresponding standard deviations.

error is calculated on 20000 test points, Fig. 7 gives the loss curves and Fig. 8
shows the field maps.

For the RAD method, we observe that as the training data increases from
2000 to 10000, there is a consistent improvement in the score, indicating
better performance in solving the Allen-Cahn equation. Also, the trend in
scores aligns with the increase in the number of points used in probability
estimation (residual points), showing improved performance. However, the
memory requirements also exhibit a proportional increase.

In contrast, the RSmote method outperforms the other approaches in
terms of both score and memory usage. It achieves significantly lower scores
across all data sizes, highlighting its superior accuracy in solving the Allen-
Cahn equation. Moreover, it maintains relatively low memory requirements,
showcasing efficiency in computational resources.
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Figure 6: Solution fields for Burgers’ Equation. (a)-(c): ground truth, RAD
solution and RSmote solution; (d)-(e): Absolute differences.

Table 4: Performance (Mean ± Std.) comparisons for different training data sizes on the
Allen-Cahn equation using RAD-50000, RAD-100000, and RSmote methods. The table
shows the scores and memory consumption for models trained with 2000, 5000, and 10000
data points. The lower the score, the better the performance. The bold indicates the best
result.
Training data #Sampling=2000 #Sampling=5000 #Sampling=10000

Evaluation Score Memory Score Memory Score Memory

RAD-50000 0.0115 ± 0.0022 1498 0.0070 ± 0.0017 1504 0.0061 ± 0.0019 1518

RAD-100000 0.0101 ± 0.0027 1860 0.0069 ± 0.0013 1897 0.0051 ± 0.0023 1920

RSmote 0.0039 ± 0.0009 1120 0.0037 ± 0.0005 1132 0.0029 ± 0.0002 1174

5.5. Elliptic Equation {
−△ u = f, x ∈ Ω
u = g, x ∈ ∂Ω,

(26)

where Ω = [−1, 1]d, f(x) = 1
d
(sin(1

d

d∑
i=1

xi)−2), which admit the exact solution
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Figure 7: Loss curves for Allen-cahn Equation. Red line: Mean values of RAD-
50000 method; Blue line: Mean values of RAD-100000 method; Green line: Mean values
of RSmote method. The shaded areas represent the corresponding standard deviations.

u(x) = (1
d

d∑
i=1

xi)
2 + sin(1

d

d∑
i=1

xi).

In this experiment, we evaluated the performance of three different meth-
ods, namely RAD-100000, RAD-200000, and RSmote, for an Elliptic equa-
tion with different dimensions. The results are presented in Table 5 and
Fig. 9. The dimensions of the problem are d=10, d=20, and d=100.

The experimental results demonstrate the superiority of the proposed
RSmote method over the RAD-100000 and RAD-200000 techniques across
various dimensions and evaluation metrics. In the low-dimensional case of
d=10, RSmote achieved the lowest mean score of 5.9e-4, outperforming both
RAD-100000 (1.1e-3) and RAD-200000 (1.0e-3). Moreover, RSmote exhib-
ited a significantly lower memory usage of 1874, compared to 3676 and 4310
for RAD-100000 and RAD-200000, respectively. This trend continued in the

26



1.00 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
x

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

t

Numerical Solution

1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

Fie
ld

 V
al

ue
 (y

)
(a) Exact solution

1.00 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
x

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

t

RAD allen-cahn

1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

Fie
ld

 V
al

ue
 (y

)

(b) RAD solution
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(c) RSmote solution
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(d) RAD difference
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Figure 8: Solution fields for Allen-Cahn Equation. (a)-(c): ground truth, RAD
solution and RSmote solution; (d)-(e): Absolute differences.

higher-dimensional case of d=20, where RSmote attained the best score of
4.5e-3 while requiring substantially less memory (5334) than RAD-100000
(13088) and RAD-200000 (15834). Remarkably, in the high-dimensional sce-
nario of d=100, RSmote was the only method capable of producing a solu-
tion, achieving a score of 3.9e-3 with a memory usage of 23018. These results
highlight the computational efficiency and scalability of RSmote, making it
a superior choice for high-dimensional problems where existing techniques
struggle or fail to find solutions.

5.6. Reaction-Diffusion Equation{
ut = △u− 0.2u− de−0.2t, x ∈ Ω
u(x, 0) = ∥x∥2/2,

(27)

where d is the dimension, Ω = [−1, 1]d and t ∈ [0, 1]. The analytical solution
is u(x, t) = 1

2
∥x∥2e−0.2t.

In this experiment, we evaluated the performance of two methods, namely
RAD-100000 and RSmote, for the Reaction-Diffusion equations with different
dimensions. We want to show more samples can lead to better results but
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Table 5: Results for a Elliptic equation using RAD-100000, RAD-200000, and RSmote
methods. The table gives the L2 relative errors and memory cost for models trained with
dimensions d=10, 20, and 100. - represents there exists GPU overflow. The bold indicates
the best result.

Dimension Metric RAD-100000 RAD-200000 RSmote

d=10
Score 1.1e-3± 2.9e-4 1.0e-3± 3.1e-4 5.9e-4± 1.5e-4

Memory 3676 4310 1874

d=20
Score 6.8e-3± 2.4e-3 5.9e-3± 2.8e-3 4.5e-3± 1.7e-3

Memory 13088 15834 5334

d=100
Score - - 3.9e-3±1.2e-3

Memory - - 18790
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Figure 9: Loss curves for Elliptic Equation. Red line: Mean values of RAD-100000
method; Blue line: Mean values of RAD-200000 method; Green line: Mean values of
RSmote method. The shaded areas represent the corresponding standard deviations.

require more memory. RSmote will have more advantages because it uses
fewer resources and can be applied for higher dimensional PDEs. The results
are presented in Table 6 and Fig. 10.

In the 20-dimensional case, RAD achieves a score of 7.4e-3 using 7286 MB
of memory and 10000 training data points. Increasing the number of points
to 50000 and 80000 improves the score to 7.2e-3 and 7.1e-3, but memory
usage rises to 10028 MB and 15476 MB, respectively. In contrast, RSmote
outperforms RAD by achieving the best score of 5.2e-3 while using less mem-
ory (6374 MB). This pattern persists in the 30-dimensional case. RAD with
10000 samples scores 1.7e-2 (15182 MB), improving to 1.4e-2 (20710 MB)
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with 50000 samples. However, RSmote with 80000 points delivers the best
score of 8.1e-3 while RAD meets GPU overflow. For the 50-dimensional case,
only RSmote results are available, showing scores of 0.16 and 0.13 for 10000
and 50000 samples, respectively.

The results demonstrate that increased sampling generally improves ac-
curacy, as evidenced by RAD with 80000 samples consistently outperforming
RAD with 10000 points in score. However, this improvement comes at the
cost of significantly higher memory usage. RSmote stands out by consistently
achieving the best scores while using the least memory across all dimensions
and sample sizes, showcasing superior efficiency.

As the dimension increases, the scores (errors) generally decrease, indi-
cating that the problem becomes more challenging. Memory requirements
also increase substantially with dimension for all methods. The absence of
data for RAD methods at d=50 limits full comparison across all dimensions.

In conclusion, while increasing samples in RAD methods does improve re-
sults, it incurs a substantial memory cost. RSmote demonstrates remarkable
efficiency, consistently achieving the best accuracy with the lowest memory
usage across all tested scenarios. This suggests RSmote may be particularly
valuable for high-dimensional problems or when computational resources are
limited.

Table 6: Results of Reaction-Diffusion equation. The table introduces the scores and
memory cost for models trained with different dimensions and diverse data points. -
represents there exists GPU overflow. #Sampling refers to the number of training points.
The bold indicates the best result.

Dimension Metric
#Sampling=10000 #Sampling=50000 #Sampling=80000

RAD-100000 RSmote RAD-100000 RSmote RAD-100000 RSmote

d=20
Score 7.4e-3±1.9e-4 5.4e-3±2.1e-4 7.2e-3±3.7e-4 5.3e-3±3.0e-4 7.1e-3±2.8e-4 5.2e-3±4.4e-4

Memory 7286 1858 10228 4856 15476 6374

d=30
Score 1.7e-2±2.8e-3 1.2e-2±1.5e-3 1.4e-2±2.7e-3 9.0e-3±1.5e-3 - 8.1e-3±5.2e-4

Memory 15182 2700 20710 8228 - 12222

d=50
Score - 0.16±5.9e-3 - 0.13±3.2e-3 - -

Memory - 5692 - 20010 - -

5.7. Hyper-parameter selection

In this subsection, we conduct additional experiments to examine the
impact of the ratio λ on the Allen-Cahn equation. The results are pre-
sented in Table 7 and Fig. 11. The findings indicate that increasing the ratio
significantly improves the model’s performance, with the best performance
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Figure 10: Loss curves for Reaction-Diffusion equation. Red line: Mean values
of RAD-100000 with 10000 training points; Blue line: Mean values of RAD-100000 with
50000 training points; Green line: Mean values of RAD-100000 with 80000 training points;
Purple line: Mean values of RSmote with 10000 training points; Orange line: Mean values
of RSmote with 50000 training points; Black line: Mean values of RSmote with 80000
training points. The shaded areas represent the corresponding standard deviations.

observed at a ratio of 0.45 for both dataset sizes. Additionally, the sensitivity
of the ratio decreases as the total number of sampling points increases.

For a smaller dataset size (#Sampling = 2000), the mean error decreases
significantly as the ratio increases. At a ratio of 0.15, the error is 0.2861 ±
0.2128, whereas at a ratio of 0.45, the error is drastically reduced to 0.0039
± 0.0009. For a larger dataset size (#Sampling = 10000), the error also
decreases with higher ratios, but at a slower rate. This indicates that higher
ratios consistently improve performance, with more pronounced benefits for
smaller datasets. The loss curves further illustrate the convergence behavior
of RSmote for different ratios. For both dataset sizes, higher ratios (e.g., 0.45)
achieve rapid and stable convergence with smaller error values. Conversely,
lower ratios (e.g., 0.15) exhibit slower convergence and higher variability
across iterations.

The results consistently demonstrate that larger sampling ratios enhance
the model’s stability and accuracy. This improvement arises because smaller
ratios lead to highly imbalanced sampling, causing the data to concentrate
excessively around large residuals while undersampling other regions. This
imbalance ultimately results in diminished performance. However, the per-
formance gain becomes less pronounced with larger datasets. For example,
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the difference in errors between ratios of 0.35 and 0.45 for #Sampling =
10000 is relatively small. This suggests that while the RSmote method signif-
icantly benefits from higher sampling ratios, the impact is more pronounced
for smaller datasets.

Table 7: Performance (Mean ± Std.) comparisons for different training data sizes on the
Allen-Cahn equation using the RSmote method with different ratios. The table shows the
scores for models trained with 2000 and 10000 data points. The lower the score, the better
the performance. The bold indicates the best result.

Ratio #Sampling=2000 #Sampling=10000

0.15 0.2861 ± 0.2128 0.0051 ± 0.0013

0.25 0.2927 ± 0.0944 0.0033 ± 0.0015

0.35 0.0048 ± 0.0027 0.0030 ± 0.0004

0.45 0.0039 ± 0.0009 0.0029 ± 0.0002
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Figure 11: Loss curves for Allen-cahn Equation with different ratios. Blue line:
Mean values of RSmote with a ratio of 0.15; Orange line: Mean values of RSmote with
a ratio of 0.25; Green line: Mean values of RSmote with a ratio of 0.35; Red line: Mean
values of RSmote with a ratio of 0.45. The shaded areas represent the corresponding
standard deviations.

5.8. Discussion of Fluctuations in Loss Curves

We now discuss the factors contributing to the fluctuations observed in the
RSmote method. These factors can be broadly categorized into two aspects:
the number of training data points and the nature of the PDE solution.
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Regarding the number of training data points, the loss curves of RSmote
exhibit greater fluctuations compared to those of the RAD method when the
sample size is 2000. This behavior arises because a small dataset limits the
model’s ability to approximate the solution accurately and identify regions
with large residuals. Additionally, RSmote, being a local algorithm, lacks
a mechanism for computing the global residual distribution, as RAD does.
Consequently, RSmote requires more iterations to identify regions needing
refinement, resulting in fluctuations during the data update process, as shown
in Fig.3(a), Fig.5(a), and Fig. 7(a). However, as the sample size increases,
these fluctuations diminish because a larger dataset enables the network to
better approximate the solution and more accurately locate regions with large
residuals.

The second factor relates to the characteristics of the PDE itself. For
PDEs with smooth solutions, such as the Laplace equation, the residual dis-
tribution is less concentrated (see Fig.4(d)(e)), making it more challenging
for RSmote to correctly identify regions requiring refinement. In contrast,
RAD employs a global estimation approach, enabling it to precisely locate
regions with large residuals, resulting in smaller fluctuations. However, when
the dimensionality increases (see Fig. 9), both RSmote and RAD exhibit fluc-
tuations. For RSmote, the training data is insufficient to quickly capture the
imbalanced properties of the solution, while for RAD, even with a large num-
ber of additional data points (100000 and 200000), the sample size remains
inadequate to accurately estimate the residual distribution. When the PDE
is particularly challenging, such as the Burgers’ equation and Allen-Cahn
equation, it includes terms (convection or small diffusion) that can result
in sharp gradients or shock formations. These features make it difficult for
the PINN to approximate the sharp transitions uniformly across the domain,
leading to oscillations in the loss. RSmote can efficiently localize the large
error region and demonstrates more robust performance with reduced oscil-
lations.

6. Conclusions

In this study, we presented RSmote, an innovative approach to adaptive
sampling in Physics-Informed Neural Networks. Our method leverages in-
sights from imbalanced learning to address the limitations of global sampling
techniques, particularly in high-dimensional spaces.

32



The results consistently show that RSmote achieves comparable or bet-
ter accuracy than the RAD method while using substantially less memory.
This efficiency becomes increasingly pronounced as the problem dimension
increases, with RSmote maintaining its performance up to 100 dimensions
where traditional methods struggle or become computationally prohibitive.

The theoretical analysis and the success of RSmote highlight the potential
of local, targeted sampling strategies in PINNs. By focusing computational
resources on regions of high residuals, we can achieve high accuracy without
the need for exhaustive global sampling. This approach not only improves
efficiency but also opens up new possibilities for tackling complex, high-
dimensional PDEs that were previously challenging due to computational
constraints.

Future work could explore the application of RSmote to a broader range
of PDEs and investigate its performance in even higher-dimensional spaces.
Additionally, further refinement of the over-sampling and resampling tech-
niques could potentially yield even greater improvements in efficiency and
accuracy.
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