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Abstract

This work proposes a Variational Physics-Informed Neural Network (VPINN)
framework that integrates the Petrov-Galerkin formulation with deep neural net-
works (DNNs) for solving one-dimensional singularly perturbed boundary value
problems (BVPs) and parabolic partial differential equations (PDEs) involving
one or two small parameters. The method adopts a nonlinear approximation in
which the trial space is defined by neural network functions, while the test space is
constructed from hat functions. The weak formulation is constructed using local-
ized test functions, with interface penalty terms introduced to enhance numerical
stability and accurately capture boundary layers. Dirichlet boundary conditions
are imposed via hard constraints, and source terms are computed using automatic
differentiation. Numerical experiments on benchmark problems demonstrate the
effectiveness of the proposed method, showing significantly improved accuracy in
both the L2 and maximum norms compared to the standard VPINN approach
for one-dimensional singularly perturbed differential equations (SPDEs).
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1 Introduction

Singular perturbation problems (SPPs) arise in a wide range of scientific and engineer-
ing disciplines, including chemical and nuclear engineering [1], control theory [12], fluid
flow modeling [13], water pollution studies [20], and fluid dynamics [24]. In SPPs, the
presence of small parameters multiplying the highest-order derivatives leads to bound-
ary layer behavior, characterized by sharp variations near the boundaries or within
the interior of the domain. This makes solving such problems particularly challenging.

Many numerical techniques have been developed over the years to solve one- and
two-parameter second-order singularly perturbed BVPs, particularly using the finite
element method (FEM) [3, 16, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31]. Among these, the Discontinuous
Galerkin (DG) method introduced by Reed and Hill in 1973 to address neutron trans-
port problems [21] has emerged as a highly flexible and powerful technique for solving
various classes of PDEs. To address the challenges posed by singular perturbations,
several DG variants have been proposed, such as the Interior Penalty Discontinuous
Galerkin (IPDG) method [2], the Symmetric Interior Penalty Galerkin (SIPG) method
[8], and the Non-Symmetric Interior Penalty Galerkin (NIPG) method [26]. For further
details on the DG method, readers may refer to book [22]. These methods are par-
ticularly effective in handling discontinuities and capturing steep solution gradients,
making them well-suited for problems exhibiting boundary or interior layers.

In parallel, Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) have emerged as powerful func-
tion approximators capable of learning continuous solutions directly from governing
equations. This paradigm shift led to the development of Physics-Informed Neural
Networks (PINNs), introduced by Raissi et al. [19], where neural networks are trained
to satisfy the differential equations and associated boundary or initial conditions by
minimizing a physics-informed loss function. As a mesh-free approach, PINNs can nat-
urally accommodate irregular domains and high-dimensional problems, making them
appealing for many applications in scientific computing.

The Finite Basis Physics-Informed Neural Network (FB-PINN) framework [17]
incorporates finite element methodology by approximating the solution as a sum of
finite basis functions. This structure enhances PINN performance, particularly for
multiscale problems, and was extended by Raina et al. [18] to handle complex two-
parameter convection-dominated systems. In parallel, to address the limitations of
standard PINNSs in capturing sharp boundary layers in SPPs, Cao et al. [5] introduced
the Parameter Asymptotic PINN (PA-PINN) for one-parameter cases. This approach
was later generalized by Boro et al. [4] to effectively solve two-parameter convection-
dominated problems, demonstrating improved accuracy through the incorporation of
asymptotic information.

Moreover, for problems involving non-smooth solutions, several PINN variants
based on the variational (weak) formulation have been proposed. These include a
Petrov—Galerkin method that employs DNNs as nonlinear trial functions and uses Leg-
endre polynomials or trigonometric functions as test functions [10]. The hp-VPINN
framework [11] introduces hp-refinement by decomposing the computational domain
and employing projections onto high-order Legendre polynomial spaces. It constructs
the trial space using a globally defined neural network, while the test space consists
of locally supported piecewise polynomial functions on each subdomain.



Yadav and Ganesan [30] proposed an artificial neural network (ANNs) augmented
stabilization strategy for the Streamline Upwind /Petrov—Galerkin FEM to effectively
solve SPPs. Chen et al. [7] introduced a Discontinuous Galerkin-induced Neural Net-
work (DGNN). However, to the best of our knowledge, no article has been published
on solving SPPs using the VPINN framework with the Petrov-Galerkin method

In this paper, we develop a VPINN with the Petrov-Galerkin framework to solve
one-parameter and two-parameter singularly perturbed BVPs, as well as parabolic
PDEs involving small perturbation parameters. The method employs a nonlinear
approximation by selecting the trial space as the space of neural networks and the test
space as the space of hat functions. Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed via
hard constraints, and source terms are computed through automatic differentiation.
For time-dependent parabolic problems, temporal discretization is performed using
the backward Euler scheme.

The structure of the paper is as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of ANNs,
PINNs, VPINNs, and the dataset associated with the problem under study. Section 3
introduces the model problems, the proposed algorithm, and numerical experiments.
Finally, Section 4 concludes the paper.

2 Basics of neural network frameworks

2.1 Artificial neural networks (ANNSs)

Let F: R™ — R™°% denotes a feed-forward neural network with s — 1 hidden layers
and nL neurons in the L-th layer. Usually, the first and last layers are referred to
as the input and output layers, respectively, while all intermediate layers are known
as hidden layers. When a network has more than one hidden layer, it is commonly
referred to as a DNN. ANNs are widely recognized for their capacity to approximate
multivariate functions and are often employed as universal function approximators.
In a typical fully connected feedforward network, an input z € R¢ is mapped to an
output ugp(z) € R via a sequence of affine transformations and nonlinear activation
functions. For a network with L layers, the forward pass is defined as:

ug(z) =Npo®oNp j0---0doNi(x),

Ni(z) = W@ (Ny—1(x)) + b, for 2< L <s with Ny(z) ==,
where W, € RV¥:XNe—1 and b, € RM denote the trainable weight matrix and bias
vector corresponding to layer k. The activation function ® is a nonlinear map, such
as ReLU, sigmoid, hyperbolic tangent (tanh), or leaky ReLU. The collection of all
trainable parameters is denoted by 6 = {Wj, by }£_,.

In traditional supervised learning, the neural network parameters are optimized
by minimizing a loss function over a dataset of labeled examples. However, in the
context of scientific machine learning where labeled data may be limited an alternative
approach is to encode known physical laws directly into the loss function. A Multilayer
Perceptron (MLP) is a feedforward neural network that connects every neuron in one
layer to all neurons in the next layer.



ANNSs have been widely recognized as powerful tools for addressing complex and
unresolved challenges in scientific computing, owing to their universal approximation
capabilities and the flexibility offered by their hyper-parameter tuning. ANNs have
been effectively employed for solving PDEs [14, 28]. Recent studies have also investi-
gated hybrid approaches that integrate ANNs with classical numerical techniques [9)].
For instance, one study proposed the Proper orthogonal decomposition neural net-
work (POD-NN) method, where ANNs are utilized during the interpolation stage to
develop a non-intrusive Radial Basis (RB) method based on proper orthogonal decom-
position. Similarly, [6] introduced a smart FEM that learns a direct mapping between
element-level inputs and outputs to alleviate the computational burden of large-scale
problems. However, in both approaches, FEM is not directly embedded within the
deep learning framework, but rather employed for data generation or as a means of
accelerating specific numerical operations. A visualization of an ANNs is provided in
Figure 1.
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Fig. 1: Visualization of artificial neural network.

2.2 Physics-informed neural networks (PINNs)

PINNS, as introduced in [19], provide a robust approach for addressing both forward
and inverse problems involving differential and integro-differential equations. They are
particularly effective in scenarios where data is limited, uncertain, or derived from
multiple sources of varying fidelity. One of the defining advantages of PINNs is their
ability to integrate diverse sources of information such as governing equations, bound-
ary and initial conditions, and empirical observations directly into the model’s loss
function. This integration constrains the solution space, ensuring that the learned solu-
tion adheres to the underlying physical laws. Since PINNs are mesh-free, they recast
the task of solving PDEs as an optimization problem over a loss function, rather than
relying on traditional discretization techniques. As a result, they can achieve strong
generalization with fewer data points compared to conventional purely data-driven
neural networks.



Despite their effectiveness, applying PINNs to SPPs remains challenging. This
is due to the nature of SPPs, where the solution typically exhibits rapid variations
near boundary or interior layers, while varying more smoothly elsewhere. Captur-
ing such multi-scale behavior with a single deep neural network can be difficult. A
practical approach in such cases is to divide the computational domain into multiple
regions, with each region modeled independently based on its specific characteris-
tics. This strategy can improve the solution’s accuracy and efficiency. Nevertheless,
domain decomposition techniques, such as those proposed in [15], often depend on
prior knowledge of the layer structure or singularity locations information that is not
always available in practical applications.

PINNs incorporate prior knowledge of physical laws such as partial differential
equations (PDEs) into the neural network training. Consider a PDE of the form:

D(u(z)) = r(z), zelcCRY B(u(z)) =0, =z€dl,

where D is a differential operator and B denotes the boundary conditions. The neural
network wug(x) is used to approximate the solution. The residual is defined by:

v(z) := D(ug(x)) — r(x).

The total PINN loss function includes two components:

Losspinn(0) = N; Z ‘v(m{)

where {CEzf }fﬁ‘l C I are the interior collocation points at which the differential equation
is enforced, and {z¥}N* C I are the boundary points where the Dirichlet boundary
condition u(z) = g(x) is imposed. Here, Ny and N, denote the total number of interior
and boundary points, respectively.

To improve accuracy at the boundary, one may enforce hard constraints by mod-
ifying the neural network architecture so that the boundary conditions are exactly
satisfied, i.e., by constructing ug(z) such that ug|sr = g(z). This eliminates the need to
include a penalty term for boundary conditions in the loss and can improve convergence
and accuracy.

2.3 Variational physics-informed neural networks (VPINNS)

VPINNs extend the PINN framework by enforcing the residual in a variational or
weak form. Instead of minimizing u(x) pointwise, VPINNSs require that the residual

be orthogonal to a set of test functions {vj(x)}jM:l, leading to:

/u(m)vj(x)dm:O Vi=1,...,M,
I



that is,

/ (D(up()) — r(x)) v () da = 0.

I
The corresponding VPINN loss function is:

M
LOSSVPINN (9) = Z

j=1

2

/I (D(ug(2)) — r(2)) v;(x) dz| + MSE,.

As in PINNS, the boundary loss term is:

N
1 ~ u u
MSE, = N Z Jug (') — g(z})]*.
=1

Alternatively, using hard constraint boundary conditions can be implemented in
VPINNS as well by ensuring the network structure satisfies ug(z) = g(z) on 91 exactly.

The test functions v; are typically selected from a piecewise polynomial basis, such
as linear hat functions or higher-order finite element bases. All integrals are evaluated
using suitable numerical quadrature schemes.

2.4 Dataset

This subsection focuses on data generated from one-dimensional singularly perturbed
differential equations. In contrast to other methods, our VPINN framework employs
36 test functions and 1000 quadrature points. A hard boundary constraint is applied to
enforce Dirichlet conditions. For every neural network architecture featuring 4 hidden
layers with 20 neurons each and the tanh activation function. For the convection-
diffusion problem, the model is trained using the Adam optimizer with a learning
rate of 1073 and is then fine-tuned using the L-BFGS optimizer for 1500 epochs. In
contrast, for the reaction-diffusion and two-parameter singularly perturbed problems,
only the L-BFGS optimizer is used for 1500 epochs.

For time-dependent problems, the framework employs 18 test functions and incor-
porates 100 quadrature points in both space and time. Training begins with the
Adam optimizer employing a learning rate of 1072 and is then fine-tuned using the
L-BFGS optimizer for 1000 epochs, while maintaining the same network architecture
and dataset structure as in the static case.

3 Model problems and numerical experiments
3.1 The convection-diffusion BVPs
We examine the following one-parameter singularly perturbed BVPs:
—eu (z) + b(x)u' (x) + c(z)u(z) = r(z), x € I = (0, 1),
u(0) = u(1) =0. (1)



Here, 0 < ¢ < 1 is a small parameter, and the function b(z),c(z) and r(z) are
sufficiently smooth and satisfy the conditions b(z) > o > 0, ¢(z)— @ >0,Vr €l
for constant a.. Therefore, the solution u(x) of (1) features a boundary layer at x = 1.
The finite element formulation of the BVPs (1) seeks a function u € H}(I) such
that, V v € H}(I),
a(u,v) = (r,v), (2)
where the bilinear form a(-, ) is given by

a(u,v) = /eu/(x) V' (x) dz + / b(z) ' (z) v(x) dz + / c(z) u(z)v(x) de,

I I I

and the linear functional on the right-hand side is defined as

We denote by I, a mesh that subdivides the domain I into a finite number
of elements. Corresponding to this mesh, we define a finite-dimensional subspace
Vi, C H(I). We also define the neural network-based trial space as Uyy =
{up(z) = DNN(x;0) |0 € O} , where DNN(x; 0) denotes a deep neural network formed
by sequential layers of linear mappings combined with nonlinear activation functions,
and © represents the collection of all trainable parameters.

The discrete variational problem associated with equation (2) is then stated as
follows:

Find up € Uypn such that, V v € Vp,,

ap(up,v) = (r,v),

where the notation ay(-, ) implies that integration is performed element-wise over the
partition Ij,.

The VPINN algorithm for one-parameter convection-diffusion problem is illus-
trated in Algorithm 1. Figure 2 provides a visual representation of the Algorithm
1.

Example 1. Consider the problem in (1) with b(x) = —(1 4+ z) and ¢(z) = 1, where
the source function r(x) is computed from the exact solution

uw(z)=1—2—e */ fxe @/

We executed the code for 1500 iterations and the Maximum error, Relative maxi-
mum error, Lo error, Relative Lo error and Loss at 1500 epoch obtained are presented
in Table 1. Figure 3 presents a comparison between the exact solution and VPINN
approximation for different parameter values. Figure 4 illustrates the absolute error
plots for the same example, while Figure 5 shows the loss versus epoch curves,
corresponding to the final iteration of our algorithm.
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Fig. 2: VPINN algorithm flowchart.
Table 1: Loss and Error for Example 1.
€ Loss maximum Rel-maximum Lo Rel-Lo

10~1  4.64323e-08  3.74317e-05  5.39757e-05 2.11394e-05  4.58645e-06
1072 3.82179e-07 2.89887e-04  3.07275e-04 1.43689e-04  2.55847e-05
1073 4.27739e-06  5.31852e-04  5.37301e-04 1.45876e-04  2.55877e-05
1074 1.64225e-05 1.77413e-03  1.79224e-03 9.12843e-04  1.60119e-04
1072 1.80347e-05  2.38985e-03  2.41423e-03 1.16507e-03  2.04361e-04
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Fig. 3: Comparison between Exact and VPINN solution for Example 1 with different
value of perturbation parameter ¢ = 107*,1073, and 10~°, corresponding to subfig-

ures (a), (b), and (c), respectively.



Algorithm 1 VPINN Algorithm for Solving —eu” (x) + b(x)u'(x) + c(z)u(z) = r(zx)
in (0,1) with w(0) = u(1) =0

1: Input: Small parameter ¢ > 0, number of collocation points N, number of test
functions M
Define: Trial function 7g(z) := x(1 — x) - NNg(x) to satisfy boundary conditions
Generate: Uniformly spaced collocation points {z; }é\le C (0,1)

Construct: Piecewise linear hat test functions {v;(z)}*; on a mesh {xk}kMzgl

Compute: Exact solution Uexact(z) and source term r(x) = —eul ,.(x) +
B(X)Ulyper () + €(X)Uexact () using automatic differentiation

FAN S

6: for i =1to M do
7 Define weak residual for each test function v;(x):
1
R;(0) := / (—627;”(95) +b(x) Ty (z) + c(x)To(z) — r(:c)) vi(x) dz
0
8: end for

9: Define: VPINN loss function as:
1
. . 2
L(9) := i ;:1 (R;(0))

10: Initialize: Neural network weights 6 randomly

11: Train: Minimize £(6) first using Adam and then fine-tuned using the L-BFGS
optimizer with closure-based backpropagation

12: Return: Trained network 7p(z) approximating the solution u(zx)

1e-5 Absolute Error Absolute Error Absolute Error
0.0025

— - Exac — -Exa — - Exc
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Fig. 4: Error vs x for Example 1 with different value of perturbation parameter
e =10"1,1073, and 10~?, corresponding to subfigures (a), (b), and (c), respectively.
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Fig. 5: Loss vs Epoch for Example 1 with different value of perturbation parameter
e=10"1,1073, 1075, corresponding to subfigures (a), (b), and (c), respectively.

3.2 Initial boundary-value problem (IBVP)

Consider the following singularly perturbed parabolic PDEs with one-parameters in
the domain G = I x (0,7, where I = (0,1) :

Ut — €Ugy + b(X)uy + c(z)u(z,t) = r(x,t), z€I=(0,1),
w(0,t) =u(l,t) =0, 0<t<T, (3)
u(z,0) —¢p(z) =0, for z€]0,1],

Here, 0 < ¢ < 1 is a small parameter, and the function b(z), c(z) and r(x,t) are
sufficiently smooth and satisfy the conditions b(z) > a >0, c¢(z)— @ >0,Vx e 1,
for constant «.. Therefore solution u(z,t) of (3) exhibits boundary layers of at x = 1.
The finite element formulation of the BVPs (3) is given by. Find u € H}(I), such

that Vv € H}(I)
a(u,v) = (r,v), (4)

where the bilinear form a(.,.) is defined by

Ju Jv Ju
/—Uda:—&—/ea—%dx /Ib(x)%vdl‘—i—/lc(x)uvdx—/Ir(x)vdx,

At each time step t = t,,, (1 <m < M), we have the following

a(u™,v) = (r",v), (5)

ou™ Qv m m
/ o vdm—i—/ a—a—xd —|—/b vda:—l—/ (x)u vdm-/jr vdx,

u™h) Bu 61) ou™ moa o m
/ITvdx+ 90 52 0% /Ib( x) o vda:+/lc(x)u vdx—/lr vdz,

b(u™,v) = (9" v)

10



moy ou™ v ou™ 1\ ..
b(u ,U)—/Iea—x£dx+/lb(m) 5 vd:v—&—/l <c(m)+At>u vdx

(g™, v) = /1 <rm+ “Zl)v(x)dx.

We denote by I, a mesh that subdivides the domain I into a finite number of
elements. The discrete variational problem associated with equation (5) is stated as
follows:

Find up € Uyn such that, V v € Vp,

bu(ug; v) = (g™ v).

where the notation by (-, -) implies that integration is performed element-wise over the
partition Ij,.

The VPINN algorithm for Parabolic convection-diffusion IBVP is illustrated in
Algorithm 2.
Example 2. Consider the parabolic one-parameter IBVP (3) with b(x) = 1 and
c(x) = 1. The source term r(x,t) and initial condition ¢(x) are chosen from the exact
solution

u(z,t) =e"(1- e_(l_r)/e) sin z.

We executed the code for 1000 iterations, and the computed errors at the final time
T =1 are reported in Table 2. Figure 6 illustrates the comparison between the exact
solution and the VPINN approximation for various parameter values at T' = 1. The
corresponding absolute error distributions are shown in Figure 7. Figure 8 displays the
loss versus epoch curves, which represent the convergence behavior during the final
iteration of the algorithm. Additionally, Figure 9 provides a surface plot comparison
between the exact solution and the VPINN approximation for various values of the
perturbation parameter.

Table 2: Loss and Error for Example 2 at the final time T = 1.

€ Loss maximum Rel-maximum Lo Rel-Lo
10~T  3.79781e-07  4.73222e-04  2.05343e-03 2.63204e-04  1.68000e-03

1072 8.91816e-06 4.82719¢-03  1.62415e-02 1.33777e-03  7.13798e-03
1073 3.38240e-06  2.65777e-03  8.64250e-03 1.30504e-03  6.87290e-03
107%  1.31400e-04  8.27751e-03  2.69155e-02 2.06461e-03  1.08731e-02
1073 3.39702e-05  2.12925e¢-02  6.92356e-02 2.31294e-03  1.21809e-02

11
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Fig. 6: Comparison between Exact and VPINN solution for Example 2 with different
value of perturbation parameter ¢ = 10~1,1072, and 1073, corresponding to subfig-

ures (a), (b), and (c), respectively.
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Fig. 7: Error vs x for Example 2 with different value of perturbation parameter
e =1071,10"2, and 1073, corresponding to subfigures (a), (b), and (c), respectively.
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Fig. 8: Loss vs Epoch for Example 2 with different value of perturbation parameter
e =10"1,10"2,and 1073, corresponding to subfigures (a), (b), and (c), respectively.
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Fig. 9: Comparison between exact solution vs approximate solution for Example 2
with different value of perturbation paramé@er € =1071,1072,and 1073, corresponding
to subfigures (a), (b), and (c), respectively.



Algorithm 2 VPINN for Solving u; — ety + b(x)uy + c(x)u = r(x, t) with Dirichlet
Boundary Conditions
1: Given: PDE w; — eugy + b(2)uy + c(x)u = r(z,t) on (z,t) € (0,1) x (0,1]
2: Inputs: Diffusion parameter € > 0, spatial nodes IV, time steps NV, test functions
M
Discretize: z; € [0,1], t, = nAt, with At = N%
Initialize solution u%(z) = Uexact (, 0)
for n =1 to N; do
Define neural network trial solution ug(x) = x(1 — z) - NN(z) to boundary
condition.
Compute source term r(x,t,) using autograd from exact(,1t)
Construct residual:

@ g B w

@ 3

ug(z) —u™ 1z
R(z) = %t() — EU o + b(X)ug 5 + c(x)ug(x) — 7(2,ts)

9: Define weak loss using hat test functions {¢;(z)}M;:

M

Mean Squared Error (MSE):
MSE(g(z)) = (9(x7))”

10: Train the neural network by minimizing £(6) first using Adam and then fine-
tuned using the L-BFGS optimizer

11 Set u™(x) < ug(x)

12: end for

13: Return: VPINN predictions ug(x,t,) forn=1,..., Ny

14: Postprocess: Compute relative L? and L> errors, visualize solution surfaces

3.3 The reaction-diffusion BVP

We examine the following one-parameter singularly perturbed BVPs:

—e2u’ (z) + c(z)u(z) = r(z), z € I = (0, 1),

w(0) = u(1) = 0. (6)

Here, 0 < € < 1 is a small parameter, and the function ¢(x) and r(x) are sufficiently
smooth and satisfy the conditions c(x) > 3% > 0, Vo € I, for constant 3. Therefore
solution u(x) of (6) exhibits boundary layers at x = 0 and = = 1.

14



The finite element formulation and algorithm will be similar to the model problem
(1).
Example 3. Consider the problem in (6) with c(x) = 1, where the source function
r(x) is computed from the exact solution

u(z) = (14 exp(—1/€) — exp(—x/€) — exp(—(1 — z)/e)).

We executed the code for 1500 iterations and the Maximum error, Relative maxi-
mum error, Lo error, Relative Ly error and Loss at 1500 epoch obtained are presented
in Table 3. Figure 10 presents a comparison between the exact and VPINN solutions
for different parameter values. Figure 11 illustrates the absolute error plots for the
same example, while Figure 12 shows the loss versus epoch curves, corresponding to
the final iteration of our algorithm.

Table 3: Loss and Error for Example 3.

€ Loss maximum Rel-maximum Lo Rel-Lo
10— 1 2.97115e-08  4.52220e-04  4.58385e-04 2.16551e-04 2.60098e-05
10—2 1.66846e-06 4.05634e-02 4.05634e-02 7.09868e-03 7.24451e-04
10—3 2.29249e-06 2.59871e-02 2.59871e-02 4.08781e-03  4.12932¢-04
10—4 5.23947e-06 3.31051e-02 3.31051e-02 6.11351e-03  6.17558e-04
10—° 2.53564e-06 2.41746e-02 2.41746e-02 6.53846e-03  6.60484e-04
VPINN vs Exact Solution VPINN vs Exact Solution VPINN vs Exact Solution
Wi ——— ~ 109 ;= rem e e s e — 1.0 e s e 9
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o8 / \ 18 f | 031 :
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0 0 0 ) 0 10 ) 02 0 06 08 10 00 0 04 2% 08 1
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Fig. 10: Comparison between Exact and VPINN solution for Example 3 with dif-
ferent value of perturbation parameter e

subfigures (a), (b), and (c), respectively.
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Fig. 11: Error vs x for Example 3 with different value of perturbation parametere =
1071,1073, and 10~°, corresponding tosubfigures (a), (b), and (c), respectively.
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Fig. 12: Loss vs Epoch for Example 3 with different value of perturbation parameter
e =10"1,1073, and 10~°, corresponding to subfigures (a), (b), and (c), respectively.

3.4 Two-parameter SPPs

We examine the following two-parameter singularly perturbed BVPs:

—eu(x) + pb(x)u' (z) + c(z)u(x) =r(z), z € I = (0, 1),

w(0) = u(1) = 0. (™)

Here, 0 < e < 1 and 0 < p < 1 are small perturbation parameter, and the function
b(x),c(x) and r(z) are sufficiently smooth and satisfy the conditions b(z) > a > 0,
c(z) — w > 0, Vo € I, for constant «. Therefore solution u(z) of (7) exhibits
boundary layers both the ends of domain i.e, at x =0 and = = 1.

Lemma 1. Let zg and z1 be the solution of the characteristic equation.

—e2%(x) + pb(x)z(z) + c(x) = 0.
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Here, zo(x) <0, z1(x) > 0 the boundary layers at x =0 and x = 1, respectively.

)\ = — )\ = 1
0= g @, = min ao),

—ub(x) + /1202 (x) + dec(z)

)\ =
0 ;L-rél[%ﬁ] 2¢ ’
272 4
py i P@) 4 VPP + decla)
z€[0,1] 2¢

Depending on the relationship between € and i , we can classify (7) into the three
regimes:

e Ife < p=1, then \g = O(1) and A\; = O(1/¢). In this case is similar to convection-
diffusion type.

o If e < p? < 1, then \g = O(p™!) and Ay = O(pe1). In this case is similar to
diffusion-convection-reaction type.

o If 4 < e < 1, then \g = O(p~'/2) and A\; = O(e~'/2). In this case is similar to
reaction-diffusion type.

Example 4. Consider the problem in (7) with b(x) = 1 and c(x) = 1. The source
function r(x) is chosen from the exact solution

u(x) = %

em1 (el—ml _ 1) e—MmaT _ (el—mg _ 1) eml(l—m) B 61795

D )

\/ 2 +4e
where my o = WFTZ

, D=1—exp Vi s E=e—pn—1

€ )

We executed the code for 1500 iterations and the Maximum error, Relative maxi-
mum error, Lo error, Relative Ly error and Loss at 1500 epoch obtained are presented
in Table 4. Figure 13 presents a comparison between the exact and VPINN solutions
for different parameter values. Figure 14 illustrates the absolute error plots for the
same example, while Figure 15 shows the loss versus epoch curves, corresponding to
the final iteration of our algorithm.

Table 4: Loss and Error for Example 4.

€, o Loss maximum Rel-maximum Lo Rel-Lo
10-1,1072  3.06321e-07 3.80754e-04  3.66852e-04 2.03801e-04  8.37204e-06

1072,1073  2.61157e-08  2.89321e-04  1.51199e-04 1.27626e-04  2.79353e-06
103,104  5.32722¢-07  2.85333e-03  1.21211e-03 8.97248e-04  5.37536e-04
104,1075  9.44896e-07  2.15509e-02  8.39448e-03 4.27543e-03  2.45244e-03

17



VPINN vs Exact Solution VPINN vs Exact Solution VPINN vs Exact Solution

2.00
— Exact — Exact 25
175 —— VPINN —= VAINK
20
150 20
1251 15
15
51001 3 g
5 e 5
0751 10 10
050
05 05
0251
0.0 10 00
00 02 04 06 08 10 0 02 04 05 08 10 0w 02 04 05 08 10
X X X
(a) (e, ) = (107%,107%) (b) (e, 1) = (107%,107%) (©) (&) = (107%,107)

Fig. 13: Comparison between Exact and VPINN solution for Example 4 with different
value of perturbation parameter.
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Fig. 14: Error vs x for Example 4 with different value of perturbation parameter.
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Fig. 15: Loss vs Epoch for Example 4 with different value of perturbation parameter.
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3.5 Parabolic two-parameter IBVP
Consider the following singularly perturbed parabolic PDEs with two-parameters in
the domain G = I x (0,T], where I = (0,1) :
Ut — €Ugy + ub(X) Uy + c(z)u(z,t) = r(z,t), z € I =(0, 1),
u(0,t) =u(l,t) =0, 0<t<T, (8)
w(x,0) — ¢(z) =0, for xe€]0,1].

Here, 0 < e < 1 and 0 < p < 1 are small perturbation parameter, and the function
b(x),c(x) and r(x,t) are sufficiently smooth and satisfy the conditions b(z) > « > 0,
c(x) — w > 0, Vz € I, for constant «. Therefore solution u(z,t) of (8) exhibits
boundary layers of both the ends of domain i.e, at x =0 and =z = 1.

Example 5. Consider the parabolic two-parameter IBVP (8) with b(z) = 1 and c¢(z) =
1. The source term r(x,t) and initial condition ¢(x) are chosen from the exact solution

u(z,t) =e* (a cos(mz) + bsin(rz) + Aexp(—wz) + Bexp ( — u, (1 — x))>7

where @ = Dy o ey, = GV Dy
= WPt (en2+41)27 = Zr2f(em?+1)2’ Lr — %€ ’ -
g Mtemw) g Uterp(u)

P T E—

We executed the code for 1000 iterations, and the computed errors at the final time
T =1 are reported in Table 5. Figure 16 illustrates the comparison between the exact
solution and the VPINN approximation for various parameter values at 7" = 1. The
corresponding absolute error distributions are shown in Figure 17. Figure 18 displays
the loss versus epoch curves, which represent the convergence behavior during the final
iteration of the algorithm. Additionally, Figure 19 provides a surface plot comparison
between the exact solution and the VPINN approximation for various values of the
perturbation parameter.

Table 5: Loss and Error for Example 5 at the final time T = 1.

€, o Loss maximum Rel-maximum Lo Rel-Lo
10-1,1072 2.11662e-08  9.28079e-05  1.47207e-03 4.98550e-05  1.11424e-03

1072,1073  6.82480e-06  1.59839¢-03  7.02785¢-03 8.08532e-04  4.99766e-03
1073,107%  2.49291e-05 5.49714e-03  1.65834e-02 1.62604e-03  7.03748e-03
1074,107°  3.25968e-05  2.22948e-02  6.18356e-02 3.18900e-03  1.27222e-02

19



VPINN vs Exact &t t=1.0

\PINN vs Exact at t=1.0

VPINN vs Exact &t t=1.0

1 - Bt - B ~ - Bt
0o 7 ¢ 0 ! 3 S
/ VPV NN { N VAN
104+ \ » \
01 .
- -
F 3 F
x 000 X 00 x 00 \
H 3 H |
00~ 0 |
a1 f
004 -02
2 / ,
006 - y, 03
w0 w0 18 1 W0 04 % B 10 w1 w0 0 L

() (e;p) = (1071,107%) (b) (e, 1) = (1072,107%) (c) (e,m) = (107%,1077)

Fig. 16: Comparison between Exact and VPINN solution for Example 5 with different

value of perturbation parameter.
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Fig. 18: Loss vs Epoch for Example 5 with different value of perturbation parameter.
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Fig. 19: Comparison between exact solution vs approximate solution for Example 5
with perturbation parameter. 21



4 Conclusion

In this article, we presented a VPINN framework based on the Petrov-Galerkin method
for solving SPPs. The solution was approximated using DNNs for the trial space,
while the test space consisted of localized hat functions. This setup allowed for effec-
tive handling of sharp boundary layers without relying on dense mesh discretizations.
For time-dependent problems, we employed the backward Euler scheme for temporal
discretization. The training process combined the strengths of both ADAM and L-
BFGS optimizers starting with ADAM for faster initial progress and then refining with
L-BFGS. Source terms were evaluated through automatic differentiation, enhancing
accuracy within the weak formulation. The proposed VPINN method demonstrated
strong performance, offering a stable, accurate, and mesh-free solution technique for
both steady and time-dependent SPPs.
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