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Abstract

This paper proposes a semi-supervised methodology for training physics-informed machine learn-
ing methods. This includes self-training of physics-informed neural networks and physics-informed
Gaussian processes in isolation, and the integration of the two via co-training. We demonstrate via
extensive numerical experiments how these methods can ameliorate the issue of propagating infor-
mation forward in time, which is a common failure mode of physics-informed machine learning.
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1 Introduction

Typical data-driven Machine Learning methodologies do not incorporate physical understanding of the problem
domain. Furthermore, in many scientific domains, high-fidelity data are expensive or time-consuming to obtain.
Physics-informed machine learning is an emerging area that addresses both of these problems by introducing
regularizing constraints obtained from physical laws, allowing prediction of future performance of complex systems
using sparse data (Cai, Wang, Lu, Zaki, & Karniadakis, 2021; Chen, Hosseini, Owhadi, & Stuart, 2021; Jin, Cai, Li,
& Karniadakis, 2021; Liu & Wang, 2019, 2021; Rad, Viardin, Schmitz, & Apel, 2020; Raissi & Karniadakis, 2018;
Raissi, Perdikaris, & Karniadakis, 2019; Yang, Barajas-Solano, Tartakovsky, & Tartakovsky, 2019; Q. Zhu, Liu,
& Yan, 2021). However, successfully training of physics-informed machine learning models is difficult (Coutinho
et al., 2023; McClenny & Braga-Neto, 2020; Wang, Teng, & Perdikaris, 2020; Wang, Yu, & Perdikaris, 2020).
One of the basic issue is the difficulty in propagating information away from data in order to make extrapolating
predictions, especially in the case of stiff PDEs.

In the literature of semi-supervised regression, self-training consists of progressively attributing labels to
unlabeled points with high confidence of prediction during training (Rosenberg, Hebert, & Schneiderman, 2005;
Yarowsky, 1995). Similarly, the co-training paradigm in semi-supervised learning is based on the observation that
the disagreement among independent predictors bounds their individual prediction errors (Kunselman, Attari,
McClenny, Braga-Neto, & Arroyave, 2020). In co-training, one classifier or regressor makes predictions on the
unlabeled data used by another classifier or regressor, respectively, and the process is iterated to convergence
(Brefeld, Gértner, Scheffer, & Wrobel, 2006; Zhou, Li, et al., 2005).

In this paper, we follow these ideas and develop semi-supervised self-training and co-training algorithms
to train physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) and physics-informed Gaussian processes (PIGPs). That is,
PINNs and PIGPs can be trained in isolation (self-training) or simultaneously (co-training either in an alternating
manner or simultaneously) to achieve a PINN-PIGP hybrid. In particular, this allows uncertainty quantification
in the predictions made by the PINN, via the posterior variance of its co-trained PIGP.

Our key insight is that collocation-based machine learning solvers used to train PINNs and PIGPs are a
form of specialized semi-supervised regression, where the initial, boundary (namely Dirichlet boundary), and data
points play the role of labeled data, and collocation points play the role of unlabeled data. Self-training can
be thus applied by establishing a criterion of fidelity for predictions on the collocation points and adding them
progressively to the set of “labeled” data points. This can be done on a floating basis, where points can be
added and removed from the labeled set as training progresses. In the case of PIGPs, the criterion of fidelity is
readily available, consisting of the variance of the posterior distribution. In the case of PINNs, the criterion can
be proximity to currently labeled data and the value of the PDE residue on the collocation point. Self-adaptive
weights can also be used and updated based on this self-training scheme. In addition to self-training, PINNs and



PIGPs can be co-trained by having one make reliable predictions on the unlabeled points used by the other. As
in self-training, this requires a criterion of prediction fidelity to decide when a point should be labeled. As such,
we are able to use the fidelity metrics developed in self-training in co-training. Co-training has the added benefit
of having the PIGP provide reliable uncertainty quantification metrics for the predictions made by the co-trained
PINN.

1.0.1 Related Work

The baseline PINN algorithm, though remarkably successful in many applications, can produce inaccurate approx-
imations, or fail to converge entirely, in the solution of certain “stiff” PDEs. There is a growing body of evidence
that this occurs due to an imbalance between the data-fitting and residual components of the PINN loss function
(Shin, Darbon, & Karniadakis, 2020; Wang, Teng, & Perdikaris, 2020; Wang, Yu, & Perdikaris, 2020; Wight &
Zhao, 2020). Gradient descent will drive the residual loss to zero faster than the data-fitting component, which
prevents convergence to the correct solution. In forward problems, this problem may be especially acute, since
all the data are confined to initial and boundary conditions, and there may not be any data inside the domain
of the PDE. For example, in time-evolution problems, it may be difficult for neural network training to advance
the information in the initial condition to later times, as has been observed by several authors, e.g. Haitsiukevich
and Ilin (2022); Krishnapriyan, Gholami, Zhe, Kirby, and Mahoney (2021); McClenny and Braga-Neto (2020);
Wang, Sankaran, and Perdikaris (2022); Wight and Zhao (2020). In Wight and Zhao (2020), an approach to
propagate the information forward in time was proposed, whereby the time axis is divided into several smaller
intervals, and PINNs are trained separately on them, sequentially, beginning with the interval closes to the initial
condition; this approach is time-consuming due to the need to train multiple PINNs. It was pointed out in both
Wight and Zhao (2020) and McClenny and Braga-Neto (2020) that it is necessary to weight the initial condition
data and residual points near ¢t = 0 in order to propagate the information forward in a well-known nonlinear
Allen-Cahn PDE benchmark. In the case of the self-adaptive PINNs in McClenny and Braga-Neto (2020), this
fact is automatically discovered during training, and again in a Wave equation benchmark with a complex initial
condition. The same theme appears in Krishnapriyan et al. (2021), where a “sequence-to-sequence” approach is
proposed, a time-marching scheme where the PINN learns each time step sequentially. In Wang et al. (2022),
the authors attribute the problem to a lack of “causality” in standard PINN training, and propose to correct
this by a weighting scheme that progressively weights the data from early to later times, using the information
from the PDE residue itself, in a manner that is reminiscent of the self-adaptive weighting in McClenny and
Braga-Neto (2020). Finally, a pseudo-label approach for training PINNs, which is essentially identical to our
PINN self-training approach, has been proposed recently, and independently, in Haitsiukevich and Ilin (2022).

In semi-supervised learning, a predictor is trained using both labeled and unlabeled data (X. J. Zhu, 2005).
Self-training is a semi-supervised learning technique that fits a predictor progressively, by assigning “pseudo-
labels” to data that is initially unlabeled, and adding these data to the labeled data; unlabeled data points
receive a pseudo-label once the prediction of their label becomes sufficiently confident (Rosenberg et al., 2005).
Some pseudo-labeled points could later in training become unlabeled again, if their confidence drops below a
certain threshold. How to attribute confidence to a pseudo-labeled point is therefore critical to the performance
of the final trained predictor; criteria used for this includes proximity to already labeled data by means of a
distance function or graph neighborhood structure. On the other hand, co-training is a semi-supervised technique
where two or more predictors are trained simultaneously, and their combined decisions are used to assign pseudo-
labels, which are used to train all predictors (Blum & Mitchell, 1998). For example, the feature set may be
partitioned into two a classifier may be trained make predictions on the unlabeled data used by another classifier
or regressor, respectively, and iterating the process until convergence Brefeld et al. (2006); Zhou et al. (2005).

1.0.2 Contributions of this Work

In this paper, we proposed self-training and co-training algorithms for training PINNs and PIGPs separately or
simultaneously. Our contributions can be detailed as follows.

e We develop self-trained and co-trained PINN and PIGP algorithms, and investigate their stability, training
speed, and prediction accuracy. The self-trained PINN is similar to the method proposed independently in
Haitsiukevich and Ilin (2022).

e We investigate how self-training and co-training ameliorates the issue of propagating information forward
in time, which is a common failure mode of PINNs.

e We propose the first PINN-PIGP hybrid method in the literature, by co-training PINNs and PIGPs. As
in self-training, this requires a criterion of prediction fidelity to decide when a point should be labeled. As
such, we will be able to use the fidelity metrics developed in self-training in co-training. Co-training has the
added benefit of having the PIGP provide reliable UQ metrics for the predictions made by the co-trained
PINN.



2 Methodology

We consider the following setup for family of PDEs. Let u be an unknown function defined on Q € R?* (d > 2

and we consider a space/time unity) with Lipschitz boundary 9. Let P be a partial differential operator, i.e.

for the heat equation ut — Az, = 0, P = % - )\%. Moreover P can be nonlinear. Let B be another partial

differential operator on the boundary, i.e. for Dirichlet boundary condition u(t,z) = g(¢,x) for (t,z) € 9Q, B=T
(the identity). Then we say that u is a solution of an PDE, then u satisfies the following

Pu)(x) =f(x), xe9, 1)
B(u)(x) =g(x), x€99Q,
Here the two functions f, g are user-input and are assumed to satisfy desired regularity so that the existence and
uniqueness of solutions for such a PDE is guaranteed.

Traditional numerical methods use either Finite Difference Method (point approximation of the derivatives on
point mesh), Finite Element Method (basis approximation on triangular mesh with weak formulation), Spectral
Method (periodic basis approximation), etc. The recent scientific machine learning approaches combines the
physics informed components (in this case, the knowledge of PDE) into the training of the machine learning
methods. Depending on the choice of ansatz, one can use either the Physics Informed Neural Networks (PINNs)
or Physics Informed Gaussian Processes (PIGPs) to solve for u.

In the case of using PINNSs, one tries to find an approximate solution from a space of deep neural networks
(of the same depth, same number of neurons on each hidden layer, and same activation functions on each layer)
HnN, which is a minimizer of the following loss functional

Ner Npc
1 1
Loss(unn) = 5= > [Punw) (o) = FOEP) + 57— D 1Blunn) (7) = 9P P,
i=1 i=1

for an arbitrary un, € Hxn. Here x§% € Q are called collocation poitns, whereas xZ€ € 9Q are boundary points.
The minimizer, denoted as unn, will an be approximate solution to (1).

Similarly, for the PIGP problem, one finds a GP solution from the space of possible GP solutions Hgp such
that it minimizes the following loss functional

N
Loss = |ng‘§-tc,p + /\Z lyi — O(ugp)(xi)|2v ugp € GP.
=1
Here the data vector y is given as
yi = f(x:), ifx; €Q, yi=g(xi), ifx;e€ N

Similarly for the operator O on u

O(ugp)(xi) = Plugp)(xi), if x; € Q,  O(ugp)(x:) = Blugp)(xi), if x; € Q.

2.1 Propagation of Labels

Algorithm 1 Self Training
Require: P, B, Q, 09, f, g, Imax and o
Ensure: P(u) = f on Q and B(u) = g on 052
Initialize ¢ = 0, SCL; 830, STesh and SPD = @ >
while ¢ < I,,.« do
Train upyox for a fixed number of epochs on S¢r, Spc and Spp
Find the i such that |P(uprox)(x7t) — f(x75!)| < o, then we label them as x'? and put them in
Spp, and use upmx(xfD D) as the approximated function values.
When uprox is generated by PIGP, we use one more condition: Var(upmx)(xiTeSt) < o.
if Spp = 0 then
Break
end if
end while

The difficulty of the training process (i.e. finding the minimizer) of PINN or PGIP is caused by the fact that
the collocation points within the domain are not associated with a direct (or noisy) function value. Hence they
are considered unlabeled points. If we can find those labeled points (associated with function values) in an
approximate sense, it can help us to train better and converge faster for PINN and/or PIGP.



We present two different algorithms in training the physics informed machine learning approximations, one
is about self training for propagating the labels presented in algorithm 1, and the other one is using co-training
for propagating the labels in algorithm 2. We assume that uprox is an approximation from either the PINN or
the PIGP, Scr = {xFEYNGE Spe = {xPOYNBC | Speqy = {xIe**}NTest (test points for pseudo labels), and
Spp = {xI'P }ZN:PID (pseudo-label points). Furthermore, for the co-training algorithm, we present it in algorithm
2, we need two approximations, unyy from PINN and ugp from PIGP. We use the same notation for the set of
training points, however we use two different psedo-label sets, one SY2 for PINN, and the other S§5 for PIGP.

Algorithm 2 Co-Training
Require: P, B, Q, 09, f, g, Imax and o
Ensure: P(u) = f on Q and B(u) = g on 09
Initialize ¢ = 0, SCL, SBC, STesta and Sgg = Sgg = >
while ¢ < I,,.« do
Train uyn /ugp for a fixed number of epochs on S¢p,, Spe and Sgg/Sgg respectively
Find the i such that |P(uny)(x7¢t) — f(x7¢!)| < o, then we label them as fo’GP
in S§F. and use uny (XfD’GP) as the approximated function values.
Find the i such that |P(ugp)(x7¢) — f(x7¢!)| < o and Var(ugp)(x2¢*") < o, then we label them

K2 7

and put them

as fo’NN and put them in SY7, and use ug p(fo’NN) as the approximated function values.
if Either SN =0 or S§F = 0 then
Break
end if
end while

3 Numerical Experiments

We test the self-training and co-training schemes of PINN and PIGP on two important class of PDEs, namely
parabolic PDEs and Elliptical PDEs. One way to combine PINN and PIGP methods is the co-training described
above. However, it is also possible to combine Neural Networks (NNs) and Gaussian Processes (GPs) based
machine learning methods within the same models which leads to hybrid PINN-PIGP methods. For certain
classes of models (especially linear models), GPs provide an exact solution which is extremely computationally
efficient (because it might have closed-form solutions). However, NNs can be used learn and approximate models
which have significant non-linearities. Our aim is also to develop methods that handle the tractable parts of the
model with the closed-form GPs (similarly to Rao-Blackwellization in state-space context Sarkka (2013)) and the
non-linear parts with approximate GPs or fully non-linear NNs. This way we can combine the advantages of the
GP and NN methods in solving general physics-informed machine learning problems.

3.1 PINN Self Trains

We test the self training scheme of using PINN on solving parabolic PDEs for a basic proof of concept, which is to
show that it helps with improving the solution accuracy by simply adding pseudo-labeled points. More complicated
examples are possible. We look at an important class of parabolic PDEs, namely the Viscous Burgers (vBurgers)
equation, as follows,

u2

Ut + (f(u))1 = VlUgz, f(u) = ?v (tvx) € (OvT) X (avb)v
uw(0,2) = uo(z), @ € [a,)], @)
u(t,a) = uq, wu(t,b)=up, te€0,7T),
where v > 0,T > 0,a < b, uq, up are prescribed constants. Here v is also known as the viscosity constant, and the
smaller v gets, the sharper transitions a solution can have. Vanilla PINN can handle v = % without further
modification. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our self training scheme by testing on a vBurgers PDE with a
small v on a series of small training epochs.

up(z) =sin(rzx), ue =0, up=0, T=1, a=-1, b=1, v=—.
We train a PINN solution using the following parameters in table 1.

# Co. Points ‘ # 1C Points ‘ # L/R BC Points ‘ # Layers ‘ # Neurons
10 | 100 | 100 7 20

Table 1: PINN Params



It trains with 5k Adam steps with learning rate at 5 - 10~% and the fixed loss weights are (0.1,1,0.5,0.5) for
PDE residual loss, IC, loss, left boundary, right boundary loss, respectively; when there are pseud-labeled points,
the corresponding loss weight will be set at 0.1. We set the thresholds for total loss at 107°, residual loss at 1075,
and the distance (close to any true data points) at 107°. Figure 1 shows the propagation of labels in co-training
points.
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Figure 1: Points Setup for vBurgers for PINN.

Test Results: We perform 5 self training iterations for PINN on solving viscous Burgers PDE. Figure 2
shows the result from PINN before the self training
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Figure 2: No self training, Ly-Err = 3.8 - 1073 and Lo.-Err = 1.9-1072.

Figure 3 shows the result from PINN after 5 self training.
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Figure 3: 5 Self training, Lo-Err = 1.6 - 1072 and L..-Err = 9.5- 1073,

Figure 4 shows the propagation of labels in co-training points.
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Figure 4: Propagation of Labeled Points in self train PINN on solving vBurgers.

Conclusion: By repeatedly feeding reliable pseudo data points from an PINN approximation to itself, one
can improve the results from PINN significantly. Another interesting observation is that the points show a certain
degree of the direction of the time evolution (from the IC/BC points inwards and points on IC/BC are labeled),
which the original PINN training scheme has not included.

3.2 PIGP Self Trains

We test the self training scheme of using PIGP on solving vBurgers given in (2) with ¥ = 0.02 and the same
IC/BCs as in the PINN self training case. It is used as a proof of concept as well as a comparison to the PINN
self training scheme. The advantages of using GP regressor for Physics Informed Machine Learning come from
multiple aspects, including using fewer number of collocation points and providing uncertainty quantification on
predictions. However, it is a challenge to use PIGP for solving vBurgers PDE with v < 0.02 without a proper
kernel. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our self training scheme for PIGP using the following following
parameters in table 2.

# Co. Points | # IC Points | # L/R BC Points
1600 | 200 | 100

Table 2: PIGP Parameters

The kernel is chosen as a heterogeneous Gaussian, i.e.

d

K(x,x') = exp(z

i=1

.y
LZ zi| ), x,x € R4,
g;



Here z;, x, are the i*"-component of x,x’ respectively. Then define o = (o1, ,04). We choose the parametric
Gaussian kernel with o = (ﬁ, ﬁ) Such parameter is shown to be able to handle v = 0.02 in Chen et al.
(2021). We use n = le — 5 (for the nugget term in inverting the kernel matrix), 8 = le — 5 for the regularization
parameter on the PDE constraints and tol = le—12 for stopping the optimization routine for finding the minimizer.
Figure 5 shows the propagation of labels in co-training points.
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Figure 5: Points Setup for vBurgers for PIGP.

Test Results: We perform 5 self training iterations for PIGP on solving viscous Burgers PDE. Figure 2
shows the result from PIGP before the co-training
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Figure 6: No slef training, Lo-Err = 2.0 - 1072 and L.-Err = 1.3 - 1072

Figure 3 shows the result from PINN after 5 self training.
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Figure 7: After slef training, Lo-Err = 1.8 - 1073 and Lo-Err = 1.2-1072.

Figure 8 shows the propagation of labels in co-training points.
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Figure 8: Propagation of Labels in self train PIGP on solving vBurgers.

Conclusion: The improvement from using self-training scheme on PIGP for solving a simple vBurgers is
not significant, we are getting below the numerical accuracy from solving the matrix as well as the optimization
scheme. Again we observe the propagation of labels from the IC/BC (labeled region) into the computational
domain (unlabeled region).

3.3 Co-train: PINN trains with GP

There are many different ways of co-train two different regressors together. We start out with the simplest case
where a PINN regressor receives information of pseudo-labeled points from a simple GP regressor (without physics
informed). We test our co-training scheme on the following Allen-Cahn PDE, which is known to be a “stiff” PDE
requiring additional training scheme(s) added to the vanilla PINN Haitsiukevich and Ilin (2022); Krishnapriyan
et al. (2021); McClenny and Braga-Neto (2020); Wang et al. (2022); Wight and Zhao (2020),

we =10 gy — 5(u® —u), (t,z) € (0,1] x (—1,1),
u(0,z) = z° cos(rz), x € [-1,1],
u(t’ _1) = ’Lt(t, 1)7 te [O>t]
We train a PINN solution using the following parameters in table 3.

# Co. Points | # 1C Points | # L/R BC Points | # Layers | # Neurons
10% | 250 | 200 | 4 | 50

Table 3: PINN Params



The PINN regressor is trained using Adam with a learning rate set at 102 over 100K iterations, with an error
threshold set at 10~ for the stopping criteria. We choose the points close to the boundary as well as having small
PDE resiual (below certain tolerance) and put a Gaussian Process regressor on these points and turn them into
pseudo-labeled points, and then use them are noisy observation data and feed them back to the PINN regressor,
and the results are the following

Test Results: We show the following results by comparing the PINN solution to a simulated solution
(obtained from a high-resolution spetral method solver) in Figure 9.
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Figure 9: PINN Solution of Allen-Cahn after GP Training.

In Figure 10, we show the pseudo-labeled points added to the PINN regressor at the final epoch.

v AR ’
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Figure 10: Propagation of Pseudo-labeled points at final epoch.

Conclusion: By simply adding pseudo-labeled points from a GP regressor, the PINN regressor without any
help of additional training protocols is able to capture some of the sharp transitioning of the Allen-Cahn solution.
Although the solution from the PINN regressor at the final time still need refinement, the solution accuracy is
enhanced significantly by our co-training scheme.

3.4 Co-train: PINN Trains PIGP

We test the co-training scheme of using PINN to train PIGP on vBurgers, given in (2) with v = 0.01 and the
same setup as in PINN/PIGP self training scheme. As mentioned in the PIGP self traing scheme section, one
of the strength and drawback of using PIGP is the choice of a suitable kernel. We use the same kernel as in the
PIGP self training scheme (originally intended for nu = 0.02 Chen et al. (2021)) and demonstrate the advantages
of using pseudo labeled points from PINN to train PIGP.

We obtain a PINN solution using the following parameters in table 1. It trains with 50K Adam steps with
learning rate at 5- 1073 and the fixed loss weights are (0.1, 10,0.5,0.5). The resulting PINN solution will behave
like a trainer for PIGP. Next we set up PIGP using the parameters given by table 2.

Test Results: We perform 5 co-training by using a PINN solution as a trainer for PIGP. Figure 11 shows
the result from PIGP before the co-training
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Figure 11: No Co-training, Lo-Err = 3.2-1072 and L.-Err = 1.3- 1071,
Figure 12 shows the result from PIGP after 5 co-training
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Figure 12: 5 Co-training, Lo-Err = 2.6 - 1072 and Le-Err = 8.4- 1072
Figure 13 shows the propagation of labels in co-training points.
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Figure 13: Propagation of Labels in PINN-PIGP solving vBurgers.

Conclusion: We feed the solution from a PINN regressor to PIGP as pseudo-labeled points in improve the

10



training of PIGP regressor. These points are considered noisy function values and PIGP can handle these noisy
data points at ease. With the help of these pseudo-labeled points, PIGP is able to handle a vBurgers with v = 0.01
(the viscosity) with the same kernel designed for v = 0.02. Notice the propgagion of pseudo-labeled points, it
starts from the initial boundary (where t = 0) as well as the in-flow boundary (where x = —1), incidating the
importance of information when determining the solution of a PDE.

3.5 Co-Train: PIGP Trains PINN

We notice that one of the many possible failure modes for vanilla PINN is the inability to capture high frequency
components of a solution. Hence, we test the co-training scheme of using PIGP to train PINN on solving elliptical
PDEs in order to overcome the spectral bias a PINN solution can have (tendency of picking up the low-frequency
components of a PDE earlier than high-frequency components in training). We look at an example of a linear
elliptical PDE (non-linear cases can be considered too), namely the Helmholtz equation, as follows

Au(z,y) + kK u(z,y) = f(z,y), (2,y) € (a,b) x (¢, d),
u(a,y) =ua(y), yE€lcd,
u(b,y) =w(y), yE€led],
u(z,c) = uc(z), = € la,b,
u(z,d) = uq(z), = € la,b],

We choose the true solution as u.(x,y) = sin(wz) sin(47y), and obtain the forcing f and the 4 BC accordingly.
We train a PIGP solution with the parameters given by table 4.

# Co. Points ‘ # BC Points
1024 \ 132

Table 4: PIGP Params

The kernel is chosen as a homogeneous Gaussian, i.e.

!
LZ mZ|), x,x'ERd.

d
K(x,x') = exp(z

=1

g

We choose the parametric Gaussian kernel with ¢ = M %25 where M is the total number of points (collocation
points and BC points). Such parameter is shown to be able to handle various kinds of elliptical PDEs (including
non-linear) in Chen et al. (2021). Then we set up a PINN training using the parameters given by table 5.

# Co. Points ‘ Each BC Points ‘ # Layers ‘ # Neurons
10% ‘ 00 ‘ 7 ‘ 20

—_

Table 5: PINN Params

It trains with 40K Adam steps with learning rate at 10~% and the fixed loss weights are (1,1,1,1,1), if there
is pseudo-labeled data, it will have a loss weight at 0.5. Test Results: We perform 5 co-training by using a PIGP
solution as a trainer for PINN for solving the Helmholtz PDE. Figure 14 shows the result from PINN before the
co-training

True Sol x107% PINN Sol 128 PINN Err
— | — o8 - | —-—
075 72 075 0.96
| — E ’ — —
050 4.8050 0.64
B | - — —
0.25 24025 032
| — | — — _-—
x 000 0.00.00 0.00
—0.25 —2@825 —-0.32 025
—0.50 4850 —064
E. 3 | — ; — -
—0.75 “87s —0.96
o8 -128

Figure 14: No Co-training, Lo-Err = 1.6 - 107! and L.-Err = 6.2 - 1071,

Figure 15 shows the result from PIGP after 5 co-training
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Figure 15: 5 Co-training, Lo-Err = 3.8 - 1072 and Lo-Err = 2.8 - 1071
Figure 16 shows the propagation of labels in co-training points.

Label Propagation
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X

Figure 16: Propagation of Labels in PIGP-PINN solving Helmholtz.

Conclusion: By feeding the pseudo-labeled points from a solution obtained from the PIGP regression,
the PINN regressor is able to capture some of the high-frequency components in its solution. One interesting
observation is that only the left/right/bottom boundary points are considered as suitable pseudo-labeled points
from the PIGP regressor.
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