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Abstract

We propose a stochastic projection-based gradient free physics-informed neural network.
The proposed approach, referred to as the stochastic projection based physics informed
neural network (SP-PINN), blends upscaled stochastic projection theory with the recently
proposed physics-informed neural network. This results in a framework that is robust and
can solve problems involving complex solution domain and discontinuities. SP-PINN is a
gradient-free approach which addresses the computational bottleneck associated with auto-
matic differentiation in conventional PINN. Efficacy of the proposed approach is illustrated
by a number of examples involving regular domain, complex domain, complex response and
phase field based fracture mechanics problems. Case studies by varying network architecture
(activation function) and number of collocation points have also been presented.

Keywords Stochastic Projection · Physics informed neural network · Partial differential equations ·
Automatic differentiation · loss function

1 Introduction

Physical and real world phenomenons are often represented by Partial Differential Equations (PDEs). Un-
fortunately, solving PDEs employing analytical methods is possible only for a limited class of problems and
hence, development of numerical methods/schemes for solving PDEs have gained wide attention over the
past few decades. Popular numerical methods for solving PDEs include finite element method (FEM) [1],
finite difference method (FDM) [2], finite volume methods (FVM) [3] and spectral methods [4]. However,
the existing numerical methods are often computationally prohibitive, especially for solving problems in-
volving design and optimization, and parameter estimation, uncertainty quantification and propagation, and
reliability analysis. Therefore, development of efficient methods for solving PDEs is still a relevant area of
research in computational science and engineering.
Advancements in machine learning (ML) [5, 6] and Deep Learning (DL) [7]-based approaches have started
revolutionizing various engineering fields, and computational mechanics is no exception. A plethora of
machine learning based algorithms including operator learning [8–11] and physics-informed neural network
(PINN) [12–16] have been developed over the past few years. While operator learning attempts to learn the
solution of parametric PDE from data, PINN aims at training a neural network model by directly satisfying
the governing physics. In this paper, our aim is to devise a novel physics-informing learning framework, and
hence, the discussion hereafter is confined to PINN only. Readers interested in exploring operator learning
can refer [8, 11,17].
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Although the term PINN was coined in the seminal work by Raissi et al. [13], the concept was originally
proposed in early 1990s [18]. Over the past few years, PINN has emerged as a viable alternative for solving
PDEs. Training deep neural network is computationally intensive and can easily lead to memory constraints,
and physics-informed neural network is no exception. In order to surmount the hurdle, Amabathiran et al.
proposed a Sparse PINN (SPINN) [19]. The fundamental idea here is to employ a sparse Deep Neural
Network (DNN), which reinterprets the traditional meshless representation of PDE. Similarly, [20] presented
Galerkin projection-based meshless deep neural network framework [20] capable of solving high-dimensional
PDEs. Apart from the memory limitation, one of the other major drawbacks of the PINN is inefficient
training and low accuracy. Upon identification of the shortcoming, Chiu et al. [21] proposed Coupled-
Automatic-Numerical PINN (CAN-PINN) which couples the automatic differentiation with the numerical
differentiation. [22] proposed a hp adaptive variational PINN (hp-VPINN) and illustrated its efficacy in
solving PDEs. Other significant work in this area includes [23–29].
Despite the fact that PINN models have proven to be a potential solution for a broad variety of physical
phenomena, the model accuracy and training efficiency often remain challenging. For instance, a large
number of collocation point might be needed for solving PDEs with nonsmooth solutions [30, 31]. This
inherently results in increased computational cost. On the other hand, PINN is over-parameterized and
hence, training with insufficient collocation points leads to unreliable solutions. Researchers [21, 32] have
attempted to address this by combining numerical differentiation with automatic differentiation; however,
selection of suitable numerical differentiation schemes remains an open-problem in this regards.
Another major hurdle is associated with the choice of network architecture. PINN generally utilizes a fully
connected network that constrains the physics through residual loss calculated at the collocation points.
Since the training loss is computed through Automatic Differentiation (AD) [33], the network must be
differentiable in accordance with the requirements of the governing PDE. This can potentially restrict our
choice and prohibit using some of the most popular activation functions including ReLU and LeakyReLU [34].
In this paper, we present a gradient-free PINN, referred to as the Stochastic Projection based PINN or
SP-PINN, for solving PDEs. The proposed approach blends stochastic projection theory with PINN and
eliminates the need for gradient computation. Specifically, we employ filtering within the scope of stochastic
projection theory to compute the gradients. The proposed framework is mesh-free and falls under the broad
umbrella of particle based methods. The proposed SP-PINN is robust and is ideally placed for solving
problems involving non-smooth solution, non-trivial domains and discontinuities. Moreover, the proposed
approach strives to deliver accurate predictions efficiently, even with limited collocation points.
The remaining sections are organized as follows. In Section 2, the technical context of the problem is
described. Detailed description of the proposed SP-PINN is discussed in Section 3. In Section 4, numerical
examples illustrating the proposed methodology are provided. Lastly, Section 5 provides the concluding
remarks.

2 Technical context of the problem

The general aim of this work is to develop SP-PINN and illustrate its utility in solving PDEs. For that, we
consider a residual form of a general parameterised non-linear partial differential equation;

N
(
x, t, u, ∂tu, ∂

2
tu . . . , ∂xu, ∂

n
t u, . . . , ∂

n
xu,α

)
= 0, x ∈ Ω, t ∈ [0, T ] (1)

with initial conditions and boundary conditions respectively of the forms,
u (x, 0) = g0(x) x ∈ Ω,
B[u(x, t)] = gΓ(t), x ∈ ∂Ω, t ∈ [0, T ]. (2)

Here, t represents the time, while bmx ∈ Rd represents the spacial coordinate. N in Eq. (1) represents a
nonlinear operator and is parameterized by α. In theory, it is possible to solve Eq. (1) by using PINN [13];
however, in practice this is not straightforward specifically for problems involving complex domain, discon-
tinuities and non-smooth solution. Additionally, AD used within vanilla PINN is a major computational
bottleneck. The objective here is to develop a variant of PINN that addresses the aforementioned challenges.

3 Proposed methodology

In this section, we present the proposed framework. However, before delving into the details of the proposed
approach, we briefly discuss the stochastic projection method.
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3.1 Derivative through stochastic projection method

Stochastic projection method is inspired by the modelling of continuum-atomistic kinematics. The notion of a
directional derivative is achieved by employing a probabilistic projection method exploiting microstructural
information in a multi-scale formulation of a continuum body. Thus, the stochastic projection principle
can be regarded as an up-scaling of atomistic information that yields non-trivial directional information to
evolve the state variables. As the theory implies, the stochastic projection principle extends the definition of
directional derivative and can be regarded as a discrete Cauchy-Born map forming a classical deformation
gradient in the infinitesimal limit [35]. Similarly, the work [36] discusses the preservation of micro-scale
information when a continuum body undergoes deformation as a multi-scale process namely macro-micro
scales.
To discuss the stochastic projection in perspective of physics-informed learning, we consider a domain with
finite number of collocation points. The field over the domain varies according to the boundary condition.
Now, for every collocation point, there exists a neighborhood specified by the distance. Variation of the field
variable is distinctively measured till certain characteristic distance, and can be considered as macroscopic-
scale. On the other hand, variation of the field variable less than the characteristic length can be considered
to be microscopic scale. Similarly, the field variables can be differentiated into those which evolve slowly
with time and those which evolve on faster time scales based on the characteristic time interval. When an
observer measures the variation in the the macroscopic level, the fluctuations in the microscopic levels may
be treated to be a stochastic process, as otherwise it remains unaccounted. Now, suppose u(x) to be a
macroscopic field variable, prior to conditioning based on any microscopically inspired information, then a
zero mean noise term is added to the u(x) to obtain u(z), which can be expressed as:

u(z) = u(x) + ∆η (3)

where z 6= x, and u(z) is the field measurement at z. Here, ∆η accommodates the unaccounted fluctuations
in the microscopic level (noise). Thus, the problem statement deduce to an attempt of characterizing
macroscopic field variable u(x) by means of neighborhood information. After conditioning based on the
information from the micro scale, sampled at time t, the noisy observation at the macroscopic level can be
written in the following form;

dZt = h(xt, zt)dt+ σdWt. (4)
In the above expression, h(·, ·) returns the difference in the field variable at points located at a distance
which can be measured on macroscopic scale. The term σdWt represents the noise which depends on its
microscopic counter part and microscopically sampled function Zt. Further a conditional expectation of u
is utilised to obtain the microscopically informed spacial variation in the field variable, which is given by:

Πt(u) = EP [u(x)|Ft]. (5)

Here Ft represents the sequence formed by adding up Zt at each time till t, and Wt is the Brownian motion
independent of ηt. Also, note that the time t is restricted to a given characteristic microscopic time interval
δt̂. Hence, the problem can be further considered to be an analogy of stochastic filtering, having a process
measurable in the probability space (Ω,F ,P). Now to describe the conditional distribution under a different
probability measure Q, where Z(t) behaves as drift removed Brownian motion, we utilize Kallianpur-Stribel
formula [37], where Q is continuous with respect to P. According to the formulation of change of probability
measure [38], conditional distribution of a continuous and twice differentiable function, φ can be expressed
as

πt(φ) = σ(φ)
σ(1) := EQ [φtΛt | Ft]

EQ [1Λt | Ft]
, (6)

with Λt as the Radon-Nikodym [39] derivative used in the change of measure. The expression of Λt is given
by

Λt = dP
dQ

= exp
(∑

i

(∫ t

0
ht (xs) dzis −

∫ t

0
hi (xs)2

ds

))
. (7)

The stochastic differential equation (SDE) pertaining the evolution of Λt can be expressed as:

dΛt = ΛthTt dZt. (8)

Further, time evolution equation for the normalized conditional law πtφ takes the following form:

dπt(φ) =
(
πt
(
φhT

)
− πt(h)Tπt(φ)

) (
σσT

)−1 (dzt − πt(h)dt) . (9)
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Replacing φ = z − x in Eq. (9) leads to the equation:

dπt(z − x) =
(
πt
(
(z − x)hT

)
− πt(h)Tπt(z − x)

)
·
(
σσT

)−1 (dzt − πt(h)dt) (10)
We assume that initially, the field variable over the domain remains the same for all collocation points. As
previously stated, the macroscopic field variable cannot be resolved into a vector having length less than the
characteristic length, |∆|; therefore, Eq. (10) takes the following form for zt0 − xt0 = ∆ with t0 being the
initial time:

(zt − xt) = (zt0 − xt0) +
∫ t̂

t̂0

(
πs
(
(z − x)hT

)
− πs(h)Tπt(z − x)

)
·
(
σσT

)−1 (dzt) (11)

Here, h(x, z) is chosen such that it is smooth enough and satisfies

h(x, z) =
{

0, if |z − x|≤ 0
Nonzero, otherwise (12)

It is worthwhile to note that in Eq. (11), Zt represents the specific observation: Zt = Zt′ +
∫
δt̂

∆dŝ with t
′

as the previously sampled macroscopic time. From the Eq. (4). variance of the macroscopic observation is
obtained empirically as σσT = πt(hhT )δt̂.
Macroscopic level temporal fluctuations in the integrand are not solvable since the integration is performed
within the least microscopically resolvable time period t and hence, zt−xt is drift less. Hence the expression
of zt − xt can be approximated as:

(zt − xt) ∼ ∆ + G∆ (13)
where the expression of G is given by

G =
(
πt
(
(z − x)hT

)
− πt(z − x)

)
πt(h)T )((V ar(h))−1. (14)

It is imperative to note here that G utilizes the non-infinitesimal neighborhood information to compute the
gradient. The key feature of the gradient-free approach includes

• The gradient is achievable even when there are discontinuities in the field.
• Though the measure of G is problematically founded, the integral expression of G at a given point

(X̄) can be quantitatively assessed by employing the Monte-Carlo approach from the Nt number of
neighborhood points

G(X = X̄) = ∂u

∂X
=

1
Nt

∑Nb

i=1(u− ū)(Xi − X̄)T
1
Nt

∑Nb

i=1(Xi − X̄)(Xi − X̄)T
(15)

3.2 Gradient Free Physics informed Neural network

While in the previous section we have discussed the stochastic projection-based gradient in detail, in this
section, we explain the integration of the gradient-free approach with the neural network to obtain a Stochas-
tic Projection-based Physics Informed Neural Network (SP-PINN) . Before going into the details of the
proposed approach, we briefly review the commonly employed PINN [13]. To that end, we consider a gov-
erning equation of the form; N

(
x, t, u, ∂tu, ∂

2
tu . . . , ∂xu, ∂

n
t u, . . . , ∂

n
xu,α

)
= 0 = 0 with u as field variable

as given in the Eq. (1) . Now to represent the PINN, a fully connected feed-forward network is utilised,
i.e U(x, t,w). The residual form can be rewritten in terms of the differential operators, N§ and N§, such
that Nt[u(x, t)], Nx[u(x, t)] are the terms composed of derivatives with respect to the temporal and spatial
variables respectively:

Nt[U(x, t)] +Nx[U(x, t)] = 0. (16)
Here, the initial condition is given by U(x, 0) = u0(x), x ∈ Ω and boundary condition is given by B[U(x, t)] =
g0(x, t), x ∈ ∂Ω, t ∈ (0, T ]. The boundary operator, B, represents either Dirichlet boundary, Neumann
boundary condition g(x, t) or mixed form. Additionally, in order to train the network, an appropriate loss
function is required. Typically, the total loss function to train the PINN is defined as the sum of the three loss
components namely PDE loss (LPDE), boundary loss LBC and initial condition loss LIC . The components
of the loss functions are mathematically expressed as

LPDE = ‖Nt[U ](·;w) +Nx[U(·;w)]‖2Ω×(0,T ] ,

LBC = ‖B[U(·;w)]− g(·)‖2∂Ω×(0,T ]

LIC = ‖U(·, 0;w)− u0‖2Ω

(17)

4
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𝜕Ω𝑟𝑛
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𝒰(.;w)

Δ𝑥
Δ𝑦

Figure 1

Thus the total loss function is given by:

LTotal = λPDELPDE + λBCLBC + λICLIC (18)

The coefficients λs are chosen such that a better convergence of the total loss is achieved. For com-
puting the PDE loss (LPDE), a finite set of collocation points (n) are generated in the domain such
that DPDE = {(xi, ti)}ni=1 ∈ Ω × (0, T ] , where the sampling of points can be either uniformly
or non-uniformly distributed. Once the collocation points are generated, derivatives of the network,
∂xU(x, t;w), ∂2

tU(x, t;w) . . . ∂xU(x, t;w), ∂2
t U(x, t;w), . . . , ∂2

xU(x, t;w) are evaluated at each of these points
and employing the residual form LPDE is computed. The loss components corresponding to boundary
loss and initial condition loss are evaluated by matching the PINN output U against target u over m
labeled samples od initial conditions, DIC = {(xj , 0)}mj=1 ∈ Ω, and n samples of boundary conditions,
DBC = {(x∂Ω, ti)}ni=1 ∈ ∂Ω × (0, T ]. Gradient evaluation of the network is essential to obtain the resid-
ual component of the loss function. As we stated earlier, the vanilla PINNs [13] utilizes AD to obtain the
derivatives field output. On the contrary, the proposed SP-PINN replaces the AD-based gradients with the
stochastic projection-based gradients.
To illustrate gradient evaluation of the SP-PINN further, we consider irregular domain, Ω as shown in Fig. 1,
where the boundary is defined by ∂Ω. Now to compute the gradients at a given point x̄ = {xp, yp} in the
domain, a neighbourhood is specified in terms of the radius rn. Once the neighborhood is defined, one may
choose Nt number of collocation points inside the neighborhood. Subsequently, gradient of network with the
input variable at x̄ is computed by Eq. (19), where xi = {xi, yi} is considered to be a generic neighborhood
point. The details of the procedure for implementing SP-PINN is given in Algorithm 1.

Ĝ(x = x̄) = ∂U(x̄,w)
∂x

=
1
Nt

∑Nb

i=1(U(xi,w)− U(x̄,w))(xi − x̄)T
1
Nt

∑Nb

i=1(xi − x̄)(xi − x̄)T
(19)

4 Examples

This section presents numerical illustrations, where we exemplify the proposed method. The examined
numerical examples include heat conduction equation, Burgers equation and Poisson’s equation. We start
by illustrating the performance of the proposed SP-PINN in solving problems involving regular domain,
and subsequently proceeds to problems involving non-smooth response, irregular domain, and discontinuity
(in form of fracture). For each of these problems, we compare the predictions of SP-PINN with actual
solution. Robustness of the proposed approach is evaluated by varying the number of collocation points,

5
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Algorithm 1 Stochastic Projection based physics Informed Neural Network
Requirements: Boundary conditions, initial conditions, and PDE describing the physics constrain
Output: Prediction of the field variable/solution of PDE
1: Initialize: Network parameters, w = {wis, bis} of the PINN N (x, y, t; θ).
2: Generate the collocation points in the domain {xif , yif} ∈ Ω and tif ∈ (0, T ]
3: Sample the adequate boundary points in the domain {xib, yib} ∈ ∂Ω
4: Define the neighbourhood of the collocation points in terms of distance ∆x and ∆y
5: Obtain the first order gradients at all the collocation points using Eq. (19) and store the gradients
6: From the first order gradients, using the same formulation Eq. (19) the second order gradients can be

achieved.
7: Define the PDE loss LPDE in terms of components of the gradients
8: Define the Boundary loss LBC , Sum the all losses to get the total loss Ltotal
9: while L > ε do

10: Train the network: {wis, bis} ← {wis, bis} − δ∇w,bL(w, b)
11: epoch= epoch + 1
12: Return the optimum parameters for the PINN
13: Obtain Predictions/solutions

number of neighbourhood points, and employing three different activation functions namely ELU, ReLU
and tanh. Apart from the aforementioned examples, comparative studies are carried out to evaluate the
performance of the SP-PINN and the AD-PINN for the problems with non-smooth solution and problems
defined over nontrivial geometries. Lastlty, we demonstrate an example where the solution over the domain
has discontinuity in form of a fracture. In all the above stated examples, implementations of our framework
are carried out in python utilising the library PyTorch. All the codes will be made publicly available on
acceptance of this paper.

4.1 Heat conduction Problem

As the first example, we consider heat conduction equation. The corresponding PDE in the one dimensional
space is given as:

ut = a2uxx + f(x, t), x ∈ [0, l], t ∈ [0, T ], (20)
with boundary conditions, u(0, t) = u(l, t) = 0 and initial conditions, u(x, 0) = 0. In Eq. (20) we assign
a = l = T = 1 and f(x, t) = Asin(πxl ), where the value of A is set to be 100. Now, in regards to the
implementation of the proposed framework, we choose a simple the network architecture with 3 hidden layer
withs 40, 80, and 40 neurons. L-BFGS optimizer with learning rate (lr) of 0.1 is used. For training the neural
network, a randomly generated set of boundary and initial points (Nb = 400) and equidistant collocation
points are utilised. The PDE loss (LPDE) at the collocation points is computed through the stochastic
projection method described in Algorithm ??.
As mentioned earlier (Section 3), stochastic projection method utilizes the neighbourhood information of
a given point in evaluating the gradient. We studied the effect on number of neighborhood point on the
proposed approach and the results obtained are shown in Table 1. For this study, the number of collocation
points is fixed at 2601. The results indicate that the stochastic projection method obtains the gradients
accurately with fewer neighboring points. This can be justified as the inclusion of relatively farther neigh-
boring points in the formulation causes the local variation of the function to diminish. In addition, we also
investigated the influence of the the number of collocation points on the performance of the SP-PINN, and
the same is illustrated in Fig. 2. As expected, performance of the proposed SP-PINN improves with increase
in the number of collocation points. Another study on the effect of activation functions on performance of
PINN is presented in the Table 2. From the results, it can be infered that while SP-PINN with tanh and
ELU activation functions yield accurate predictions, ReLU predicts the solution with significant prediction
error (4.71%). The study is carried out by keeping the number of neighboring points (4) and the number
of collocation points (2601) constants. Here, we note that using ReLU activation with PINN for the heat
conduction problem is not feasible with AD-PINN because of the differentiability requirement. SP-PINN,
on the other hand, can achieve reasonable accuracy regardless of the activation functions.
Based on the case studies presented above, we selected ELU activation function and four neighboring points.
The contou plot of the result are presented in Figs. 3 and 4. While Fig. 3 corresponds to SP-PINN with
2601 collocation points, Fig. 4 corresponds to SP-PINN trained with 4225 collocation points. For both the

6
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Table 1: Variation of prediction error with number of neighbouring collation points for the case of 1-D heat
conduction example

Number of neighbours points Max. absolute error Average error
4 0.1241 0.01328 -
12 0.2125 0.03656
24 0.3709 0.04063
36 0.2780 0.05418

Table 2: Prediction error with architectures utilising activation functions ELU, Tanh and RelU for the case
of 1-D heat conduction example

activation functions Max. absolute error Average error
ELU 0.2227 0.02751
Tanh 0.10621 0.02548
ReLU 4.71098 1.5616
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Max. absolute error

Avg. absolute error

Figure 2: Variation of prediction error with total number of collocation points for for the case of 1-D heat
conduction example

cases, the contours matches almost exactly with the ground truth with maximum prediction errors of 0.138
and 0.0746, respectively.
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Figure 3: Results of the 1-D heat conduction example with 2601 collocation points; (a) Solution predicted
by the SP-PINN, (b) Actual results, (c) Absolute error of predicted solution with the actual solution
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Figure 4: Results of the 1-D heat conduction example with 4225 collocation points; (a) Solution predicted
by the SP-PINN, (b) Actual results, (c) Absolute error of predicted solution with the actual solution

4.2 Viscous Burger’s Equation

To further illustrate the efficacy of the proposed framework, we consider a nonlinear advection equation
widely used in fluid dynamics and gas dynamics to describe shock wave propagation. Through this example,
we validate the performance of the SP-PINN in solving nonlinear time-dependent problems. The governing
PDE of the system is expressed as follows:

ut + uux − uxx = 0, x ∈ [0, l], t ∈ [0, T ] (21)

with boundary condition: u(0, t) = u(l, t) = 0 and initial condition: u(x, 0) = sin(πx/l). Here the length
parameter and time period are set such that; l = 1 and T = 1. For predicting the solution, we employ the
identical architecture employed in the first example along with the L-BFGS optimizer keeping the learning
rate, lr = 0.1. The generated points, Nb = 400 at x = 0, x = 1 and T = 0 are utilised to enforce the
boundary and initial conditions. Similar to the previous example, the influence of the number of collocation
points, number of neighborhood points, and activation functions are studied. The results are provided in
the Table 3, Table 4 and Fig. 5. Table 3 shows the variation of the prediction error with the number of
neighboring points, which reinforces the fact that with less number of neighborhood points yields a more
accurate result. Moreover, according to Fig. 5, the convergence of the results with the number of collocation
points is seen in this case as well.

Table 3: Variation of prediction error with number of neighbouring collocation points for the case of 1-D
Burger example

Number of neighbours points Max. absolute error Average error
4 0.007592 0.00126
12 0.011054 0.002026
24 0.0106553 0.002680
36 0.0132238 0.003235

Table 4: Prediction error with architectures utilising activation functions ELU, Tanh and RelU for the case
of 1-D Burger example

Activation functions Max. absolute error Average error
ELU 0.0105647 0.001538
Tanh 0.00964 0.001186
ReLU 0.06807 0.01715

Figs. 6 and 4 depict the pictorial depiction of results for 2601 and 4225 collocation points, respectively. The
results obtained using SP-PINN shows excellent agreement with the actual solution, with a prediction error
of less than 0.006.
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Figure 5: Variation of prediction error with number of neighbouring collocation points for the case of 1-D
Burger example
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Figure 6: Results of the 1-D Burger example with 2601 collocation points; (a) Solution predicted by the
SP-PINN, (b) Actual results, (c) Absolute error of predicted solution with the actual solution
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Figure 7: Results of the 1-D Burger example with 4225 collocation points; (a) Solution predicted by the
SP-PINN, (b) Actual results, (c) Absolute error of predicted solution with the actual solution

4.3 Poisson’s equation

As the third example, we elucidate the application of the proposed SP-PINN in solving the Poisson’s equation.
This equation describes the governing PDE for the case of steady state heat conduction with source function
and is mathematically represented as:

uxx + uyy = f(x, y), x ∈ [−1, 1], y ∈ [−1, 1] (22)
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We consider homogeneous Poisson’s equation and hence, f(x, y) = 0. A two-dimensional domain is described
by x and y coordinates. Since the problem is time-independent, other than the collocation points, only
randomly generated boundary points are used for training the network. The network architecture, optimizer,
and learning rate are considered to be the same as in the previous two examples. The studies on the impact
of the number of neighboring points and activation functions are presented in the Tables 5 and 6, while
the results depicting the convergence of prediction error with the number of collocation points are provided
in the Fig. 8. It is apparent from the results that, contrary to the first and second numerical examples,
the results listed in the Table 5 show no substantial increment in the prediction error with the number of
neighborhood points with eight neighboring points yielding slightly better results. On the other hand, Fig. 8
provides a clear indication of the convergence of the prediction error with a number of collocation points.

Table 5: Variation of prediction error with number of neighbouring collocation points for th case of 2-D
Poisson’s equation example

Number of neighbours points Max. absolute error Average error
8 0.001235 0.000248
20 0.001170 0.000263
28 0.0013006 0.000273
36 0.0015151 0.0003038

Table 6: Prediction error with architectures utilising activation functions ELU, Tanh and RelU for the case
of 2-D Poisson’s equation example

Activation functions Max. absolute error Average error
ELU 0.00353 0.00048
Tanh 0.00355 0.000699
ReLU 0.12952 0.02604

0 1000 2000 3000 4000

No. of collocation points

0

0.005

0.01

0.015

0.02

0.025

P
re

d
ic

ti
o

n
 e

rr
o

r

Max. absolute error
Avg. absolute error

Figure 8: Variation of prediction error with total number of collocation points for for the case of 2-D Poisson’s
equation example

The contours obtained using SP-PINN are shown in Figs. 9 (2601 collocation points) and 10 (4335 collocation
points). The plots apparently showcase the close agreement of the SP-PINN predicted results with the actual
solution with prediction error less than 0.006.

4.4 Comparison AD-PINN and SP-PINN for problems involving irregular geometry and
non-smooth solution

Till now, we focused on application of SP-PINN to problems defined on regular domain. However, on
regular domains, AD-PINN already yields accurate results. In this section, we present some standard bench-
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Figure 9: Results of the 2-D Poisson’s equation with 2601 collocation points; (a) Solution predicted by the
SP-PINN, (b) Actual results, (c) Absolute error of predicted solution with the actual solution
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Figure 10: Results of the 2-D Poisson’s equation with 4225 collocation points; (a) Solution predicted by the
SP-PINN, (b) Actual results, (c) Absolute error of predicted solution with the actual solution

mark problems involving irregular domain and non-smooth solution. The objective here is to compare the
performance of the proposed SP-PINN and vanilla PINN (aka AD-PINN).

4.4.1 Non-homogeneous Poisson’s equation

We start by considering the non-homogeneous Poisson’s equation. The governing equation in this case
remains same as Eq. (22); however, we now have f(x, y) = sin(2πy)[20 tanh(10x)(10 tanh2(10x) − 10) −
2π2 sin(2πx/5) − 4π2 sin(2πy)(tanh(10x) + sin(2πx/10)] For a fair comparison, we utilize same number of
collocation points for training both SP-PINN and AD-PINN. The architecture of the neural networks em-
ployed in both the cases consist of 3 hidden layers with 40, 80 and 40 neurons, and tanh activation function
is used. We use a learning rate of lr = 0.1. We emphasize here that only the gradient computation differs
between the AD-PINN and SP-PINN models. The results of the predictions of the models are illustrated
here. We studied two cases; in the first case the number of collocation points used for training the model
are 2601, whereas in the second case 4225 collocation points are used. The contours of the response are
presented in Figs. 11 and 12. Prediction error for SP-PINN and AD-PINN are also listed in the Table 7.
The results indicate that as the solution over the domain becomes complex, the SP-PINN outperforms the
AD-PINN, even with less number of collocation points.

Table 7: Variation of prediction error with number of collocation points for for the case of 2-D Poisson’s
example with non zero source function

Number of collocation points Max. absolute error Average error
SP-PINN AD-PINN SP-PINN AD-PINN

2601 0.0727 0.1368 0.0145 0.0219
4225 0.0457 0.213 0.0104 0.0199
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Figure 11: Results of the non-homogeneous Poisson’s example with non zero source function with 2601
collocation points; (a) Solution predicted by the SP-PINN, (b) AD-PINN, (c) Actual solution
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Figure 12: Prediction error of the non-homogeneous Poisson’s example with non zero source function with
2601 collocation points; (a) The absolute error of SP-PINN. (b) The absolute error of AD-PINN
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Figure 13: Results of the non-homogeneous Poisson’s example with non zero source function with 4225
collocation points; (a) Solution predicted by the SP-PINN, (b) AD-PINN, (c) Actual solution

4.4.2 Poisson equation over L-shaped domain

Next, we consider Poisson’s equation over an L-shaped domain [40]. The governing equation again remains
same as in Eq. (22). For this example, we have considered

f(x) = 1
The objective here is to solve the Poisson’s equation over the L-shaped domain. The network architecture
used for this problem is identical to Subsection 4.4 with the only difference residing in the fact that ELU
activation function has been used here. Optimizer setup is same as Subsection 4.4, and 1935 collocation
points have been used Fig. 15 depicts the results obtained using SP-PINN, AD-PINN, and the actual solution
(ground truth). We observe that SP-PINN yields superior result as compared to AD-PINN. More specifically,

12



Koopman operator for time-dependent reliability analysis A Preprint

1 0 1
x

1

0

1

y

Error (SP-PINN)

0.000

0.035

0.070

0.105

0.140

(a)

1 0 1
x

1

0

1

y

Error (AD-PINN)

0.000

0.035

0.070

0.105

0.140

(b)

Figure 14: Prediction error of non-homogeneous Poisson’s example with non zero source function with 4225
collocation points; (a) The absolute error of SP-PINN. (b) The absolute error of AD-PINN

AD-PINN underestimates the peak response and fails to capture the response near the x = y = 0. This is
also evident from the error plot shown in Fig. 16. For quantitative assessment, maximum absolute error and
average error are shown in table Table 8.
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Figure 15: Results of Poisson equation on L-shaped domain; a) Solution predicted by the SP-PINN, (b)
AD-PINN, (c) Actual solution
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Figure 16: Prediction error of Poisson equation on L-shaped domain; (a) The absolute error of SP-PINN.
(b) The absolute error of AD-PINN
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Table 8: Comparison of prediction error for Poisson’s example on L-shaped domain
Method Number of collocation points Max. absolute error Average error
SP-PINN 1935 0.03 0.002
AD-PINN 1935 0.04 0.003

4.4.3 Poisson’s equation over star-shaped domain

We next considered the Poisson’s example on the star-shaped domain [32]. This problem has an analytical
solution that takes the following form:

u(x, y) = exp(−(2x2 + 4y2)) + 1
2 (23)

The objective here is to investigate performance of SP-PINN in solving this problem. The challenge in this
case also resides in the irregular problem domain.
We generate 4595 collocation points inside the geometry for training the framework. A deep fully connected
network architecture with the learning rate and the training setup identical to Subsection 4.4 is employed
here to obtain the solution. Results obtained using SP-PINN, AD-PINN, and the reference solutions are
presented in Fig. 17, while the error plots are showcased in Fig. 18. The maximum absolute errors and the
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Figure 17: Poisson equation on L-shaped domain; a) Solution predicted by the SP-PINN, (b) AD-PINN, (c)
Actual solution
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Figure 18: Poisson equation on L-shaped domain; (a) The absolute error of SP-PINN. (b) The absolute error
of AD-PINN

average absolute errors for SP-PINN and AD-PINN are listed in the Table 9. Overall, the proposed SP-PINN
yields superior result as indicated by the average error. However, for this problem, SP-PINN is less accurate
in capturing the peak response and this is reflected in the maximum absolute error reported in Table Table 9
The noteworthy observation here is that although the maximum absolute error of the SP-PINN is slightly
more than that of the AD-PINN, the average error of the SP-PINN is less than that of the AD-PINN.
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Table 9: Comparison of prediction error for Poisson’s example on star -shaped domain
Method Number of collocation points Max. absolute error Average error
SP-PINN 4595 0.02483 0.00763
AD-PINN 4595 0.02233 0.00793

4.5 Fourth-order phase field fracture problem

As the last example, we consider the fracture of a square plate with a horizontal crack spanning from the
midpoint to the outer left edge. For solving a fracture problem, the phase field modeling [41] approach is
utilized. The geometry and boundary conditions for the problem are depicted in the Fig. 19. Moreover,
the material parameters are considered to be λ = 121.15kN/mm, µ = 80.77kN/mm2 and Gc = 2.7 ×
10−3KN/mm. A step-wise increment in displacement, δu = 1 × 10−3mm is applied to simulate the crack
propagation.
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Figure 19: The geometry and boundary conditions for single notched plate specimen. The units of the
dimensions are in mm

An energy-based approach is employed to obtain the numerical solution for the problem. Since the method
is based on the concept of energy conservation, it is necessary to compute the total energy of the system.
The system under consideration is a linear elastic system here. Thus, the total elastic strain energy of a
linear elastic body is computed as the sum of the elastic strain energy stored in the system Ψe(ε) and the
work done by external forces. the total energy, mathcalE can be expressed as:

E = Ψe(ε)−Wext. (24)
While Ψe(∈) is expressed in terms of components of linearized strain tensor, ∈ (u), the external work done,
Wext formulated in terms of surface traction, tN and the body forces, f and displacement u. From the total
energy of the linear elastic system, equilibrium equations can be achieved based on the variational energy.
The displacement field, u that minimizes the energy function E obtains the equilibrium equation in terms of
Cauchy stress (σ) as:

−∇ · σ = f on Ω (25)
Eq. (25) satisfies the following Neumann and Dirichlet boundary conditions:

σ · n = tN on ∂ΩN
u = u on ∂ΩD,

(26)
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We couple the phase field approach in the energy based formulations. The phase field method is a com-
monly employed in continuum modelling techniques [41,42] to solve both the displacement field and fracture
region simultaneously by minimizing energy. The approach generalizes Griffith’s theory necessitating no
assumptions for the growth of cracks [43]. One of the noteworthy works which employ Griffith’s theory is
presented in [44]. The work illustrates a variational method to fracture, formulated numerically, in which
the sharp crack surface topology in a solid is represented by a diffusive crack zone guided by the length
scale parameter l0. In the phase field modeling approach, the propagation of the crack is measured using a
continuous scalar-valued phase-field parameter function φ(x) ∈ [0, 1]. The phase field parameter is incorpo-
rated into the equilibrium equation of elasticity in terms of a stress-degradation function, g(x), in order to
show the weakening of the material in the neighborhood area of the crack. In practice, a commonly used
stress-degradation function for isotropic materials is given by [41]:

g(φ) = (1− φ)2. (27)
With the incorporation of the degradation function, the equilibrium equation can be rewritten as:

−∇g(φ(x)) · σ = f, on Ω. (28)
Correspondingly, the elastic field is constrained by Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions:

g(φ)σ · n = tN on ∂ΩN
u = u on ∂ΩD,

(29)

where tN is the prescribed boundary forces and u is the prescribed displacement for each load step. The
Dirichlet and Neumann boundaries are represented by ∂ΩD and ∂ΩN , respectively. The governing equation
for the phase-field, on the other hand, is denoted by:

Gc
2

[
φ

l0
+ l0

2 |∇φ|
2+ l30

16(∆φ)2
]

= −g(φ)H(x, t) on Ω (30)

where H(x, t) is the strain-history function and Gc denotes the critical energy release rate which depends
on the material. Here, it should be noted that only the tensile component of the major stress degrades as a
result of the crack growth, whereas the compressive component does not degrade [41]. Therefore, the total
strain energy functional (Ψ0) is divided into the strain energy functional due to tensile component (Ψ0+)
and that of compressive component (Ψ0−) as follows:

Ψ0(ε) = Ψ+
0 (ε)+Ψ−0 (ε) (31)

Eq. (30), governing propagation of the phase field, has a local strain-history functional, H(x, t), which
couples the elastic equation with the phase field equation. H(x, t) is evaluated as the maximum positive
tensile energy, Ψ+

0 and is mathematically expressed as
H(x, t) = max

s∈[0,t]
Ψ+

0 (∈ (x, s)), (32)

where x is the integration point. The local strain-history functional approach is used here to define initial
cracks in the system [41]; this guarantees monotonically increasing values φ and thus hinder the crack from
healing [42]. The initial strain-history function H(x, 0) can be expressed as a function of the closest distance
between any point x on the domain and the line l representing discrete crack [45]. The expression of the
initial history function can be represented by:

H(x, 0) =
{

BGc

2l0

(
1− 2d(x,l)

l0

)
d(x, l) 6 l0

2 ,

0 d(x, l) > l0
2

, (33)

In Eq. (33), B is a scalar parameter that influences the magnitude of the scalar history field, and is given
as:

B = 1
1− φ for φ < 1. (34)

For the fourth-order phase field model, the crack density functional is defined as:

Γ4(φ) = 1
2l0

∫
Ω

(
φ2 + l20

2 |∇φ|
2+ l40

16(∆φ)2
)
dΩ. (35)

The surface energy of a newly developed crack is given by [46]:

Ψc =
∫

Ω
[GcΓn(φ) + g(φ)H(x, t)] dΩ. (36)
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The incorporation of the Eq. (35) in Eq. (36) results in the expression of the surface energy,

Ψc =
∫

Ω

(
Gc
2

[
φ

l0
+ l0

2 |∇φ|
2+ l30

16(∆φ)2
]

+ g(φ)H(x, t)
)
dΩ. (37)

The presumption made here for the phase field is that it satisfies homogeneous Neumann-type boundary
conditions on the boundary:

∆φ = 0 on ∂Ω,
∇
(
l40∆φ− 2l20φ

)
· n = 0 on ∂Ω. (38)

The total elastic strain energy due to the fracture is formulated as:

Ψe =
∫

Ω

(
g(φ)Ψ+

0 (ε) + Ψ−0 (ε)
)
dΩ (39)

The problem statement for the phase field fracture employing a variational energy approach can be stated
as:

Minimize: E = Ψe + Ψc,
subject to: u = ū on ∂ΩD (40)

It is noteworthy that in the variational energy form, the homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions are
implicitly satisfied.
Now, to obtain SP-PINN-based solution, we use a fully connected network architecture with 4 hidden layers
having 50 neurons in each. tanh activation function is used in the first, second, and fourth hidden layers. For
the third hidden layer, we have used the SELU activation function. The output layer has a linear activation
function. In addition, the length-scale parameter in Eq. (33) is chosen to be, l0 = 0.125. The displacement
boundary conditions are given by:

u(0, y) = v(x, 0) = 0, v(x, 1) = ∆u, (41)
where u and v are the solutions displacement fields in x1 and x2-axis. On the other hand, the neural
network outputs (û, v̂) for the elastic field are modified as follows to incorporate the exact Dirichlet boundary
conditions,

u = [x(1− x)]û,
v = [y(y − 1)]v̂ + y∆u, (42)

We begin with a 20× 20 coarse mesh with each element having 16 quadrature points. As to initiate the
crack, the strain-history functional, Eq. (33) is used. Fracture simulations are computationally costly as it
requires a very fine mesh to determine the damage zone. Adaptive refinement of the mesh [47] is done in each
step with the growth of the crack. The progression of the crack in three different predefined displacement
steps is shown in the Fig. 21, while the evaluation of the phase field in the corresponding steps is shown in
Fig. 20. It is observed that the proposed SP-PINN is able to solve the fracture propagation problems quite
accurately.
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Figure 20: Variation of Phase field Φ a) crack length 2× 10−3, (b) crack length 4× 10−3 (c) 6× 10−3
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 21: Evolution of the crack; a) Solution predicted by the SP-PINN, (b) AD-PINN, (c) Actual solution

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we have proposed stochastic projection-based physics-informed neural networks (SP-PINN)
and illustrated its application in computational mechanics. The proposed approach blends the stochastic
projection theory with the traditional physics-informed neural network, and this eliminates the computational
bottleneck of automatic differentiation associated with vanilla PINN. The key observations and the salient
features of the proposed approach are highlighted below:

• Stochastic projection enables SP-PINN to be flexible with the choice of architecture. For example,
one need not worry about differentiability of activation function before selecting it.

• Unlike the conventional PINN, SP-PINN is flexible with overall network architecture. For example,
non-differentiable (in space and time) neural network architecture like convolutional neural network
can also be used with the proposed framework.

• In general, SP-PINN solves the PDEs reasonably well. Nevertheless, the approach is advantageous
over the state-of-the-art methods for the cases when the governing physics has non-smooth solutions
and the problem has a non-trivial domain.

Despite the fact that SP-PINN has proven to be a promising framework for solving PDEs, it has some
limitations which need further attention. For example, stochastic projection relies on the distribution of the
neighborhood points; this can have an effect on the optimal number of neighboring points and hence, needs
further investigation. Generally speaking, network architecture in PINN and in SP-PINN are selected based
on trial and error. There is a need to automate this. Future research will be conducted to address these
limitations
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