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ABSTRACT

Using neural networks to solve partial differential equations (PDEs) is gaining popularity as an
alternative approach in the scientific computing community. Neural networks can integrate different
types of information into the loss function. These include observation data, governing equations, and
variational forms, etc. These loss functions can be broadly categorized into two types: observation data
loss directly constrains and measures the model output, while other loss functions indirectly model the
performance of the network, which can be classified as model loss. However, this alternative approach
lacks a thorough understanding of its underlying mechanisms, including theoretical foundations and
rigorous characterization of various phenomena. This work focuses on investigating how different loss
functions impact the training of neural networks for solving PDEs. We discover a stable loss-jump
phenomenon: when switching the loss function from the data loss to the model loss, which includes
different orders of derivative information, the neural network solution significantly deviates from the
exact solution immediately. Further experiments reveal that this phenomenon arises from the different
frequency preferences of neural networks under different loss functions. We theoretically analyze the
frequency preference of neural networks under model loss. This loss-jump phenomenon provides a
valuable perspective for examining the underlying mechanisms of neural networks in solving PDEs.

Keywords loss jump, frequency bias, neural network, loss switch.
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1 Introduction

The use of neural networks for solving partial differential equations (PDEs) has emerged as a promising alternative to
traditional numerical methods in the scientific computing community. By incorporating various types of information
into the loss function, such as observation data, governing equations, and variational forms, neural networks offer a
flexible and powerful framework for approximating the solution of PDEs. These loss functions can be broadly classified
into two categories: data loss, which directly constrains and measures the model output using observation data, and
model loss, which indirectly models the performance of the network using equations and variational forms.

Despite the growing interest in this approach, a comprehensive understanding of the underlying mechanisms governing
the behavior of neural networks in solving PDEs is still lacking. While several works have explored the capabilities and
limitations of physics-informed learning [1, 2, 3, 4, 5] and the challenges in training physics-informed neural networks
(PINNs) [1, 6], the impact of different loss functions on the training dynamics and convergence properties of neural
networks remains an open question.

Recent studies have shown that the derivatives of the target functions in the loss function play a crucial role in the
convergence of frequencies [1, 7, 8]. A key observation is that neural networks often exhibit a frequency principle,
learning from low to high frequencies [1, 9, 10, 8]. This phenomenon has inspired a series of theoretical works aimed at
understanding the convergence properties of neural networks [11, 12, 13, 14, 15].

Moreover, the development of deep learning theory and algorithms has greatly benefited from the accurate description
of stable phenomena. For instance, it has been observed that heavily over-parameterized neural networks usually do not
overfit [16, 17], neurons in the same layer tend to condense in the same direction [18, 19, 20], and stochastic gradient
descent or dropout tends to find flat minima [21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 20]. Additionally, a series of multiscale neural networks
have been developed for solving differential equations [26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31] and fitting functions [32, 33].

Motivated by these findings, we aim to investigate the impact of different loss functions on the training dynamics
and convergence properties of neural networks for solving PDEs. We focus on the interplay between data loss and
model loss, which incorporate different orders of derivative information. We discover a stable loss-jump phenomenon:
when switching the loss function from the data loss to the model loss, which includes different orders of derivative
information, the neural network solution significantly deviates from the exact solution immediately.

In this work, we analyze the training process and the dynamics induced by different loss functions from a frequency-
space perspective. We identify a multi-stage descent phenomenon, where the neural network’s ability to constrain
low-frequency information is weak when using model loss functions. Furthermore, we model the training process of
two-layer neural networks with two-order derivative loss and quantitatively prove that within a certain frequency range,
neural networks with high-order derivative loss functions are more inclined to fit high-frequency information in the
target function.

The insights gained from this study shed light on the complex interplay between loss functions, frequency preference,
and convergence properties of neural networks in solving PDEs. By understanding these mechanisms, we aim to
contribute to the development of more robust and efficient neural network-based PDE solvers and to advance the
theoretical foundations of this rapidly evolving field.

2 Fitting Target Function with Different Loss Functions

Given an objective function u(x, t), an appropriate loss function can be selected based on the available data to train a
neural network uθ(x, t) that approximates the target function.

2.1 Data loss

Assuming a set of N observation points and corresponding values ((xi
f , t

i
f ), u(x

i
f , t

i
f ))

N

i=1
, the mean squared error

between the target function and the neural network output can be used as a loss function to train the network. This data
loss is represented as

Ldata(θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥uθ(xi
f , t

i
f )− u(xi

f , t
i
f )∥2. (1)

The data loss serves not only as a loss function for supervised learning but also as a direct measure of the distance
between the model’s output and the true target function. Consequently, it is the most important metric for evaluating the
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performance of the algorithm. By minimizing the data loss, the optimal set of parameters θ is sought, enabling the
neural network uθ to closely approximate the target function u.

2.2 Model loss

Model loss refers to the use of the governing equations of the target function as a supervised learning metric. By
calculating the mean squared loss between the model’s predictions and the target function’s governing equations, the
model loss function is obtained. The governing equations can take various forms, such as combinations of multi-order
derivatives, PDE control equations, or variational formulations. Here are a few examples:

If the first-order derivatives of the function are available at several observation points, they can be used in conjunction
with boundary and initial conditions to construct a loss function for training the neural network. Similarly, higher-order
derivative information can also be incorporated into the loss function. Such a model loss can be represented as

Lmodel(θ) =

n∑
k=0

λk
Nk

Nk∑
i=1

∥u(k)θ (xi
f , t

i
f )− u(k)(xi

f , t
i
f )∥2 (2)

where Nk is the number of sampled k-order derivative values of the objective function, and λk is the weight assigned to
the corresponding loss term.

If the governing equation of the objective function is known, for example, if the function satisfies a PDE of the form

Lu(x, t) = f(x, t), x ∈ Ω, t ∈ [0, T ], (3)
u(x, 0) = h(x),

u(x, t) = g(x, t), x ∈ ∂Ω,

where Ω ⊂ Rd denotes the spatial domain, [0, T ] is the time interval, u : Ω̄ × [0, T ] → Rn is the exact solution,
f : Ω × [0, T ] → Rn is the source term, and h : Ω → Rn and g : Ω × [0, T ] → Rn are the initial and boundary
conditions, respectively, the governing equation can be directly incorporated into the loss function. Specifically, the
model loss can include the residual of the governing equation, initial value loss, boundary value loss, and optional
supervised learning point loss:

Lmodel(θ) =
λf
Nf

Nf∑
i=1

∥Luθ(xi
f , t

i
f )− f(xi

f , t
i
f )∥2

+
λh
Nh

Nh∑
i=1

∥uθ(xi
h, 0)− h(xi

h)∥2

+
λg
Ng

Ng∑
i=1

∥uθ(xi
g, t

i
g)− g(xi

g, t
i
g)∥2

+
λs
Ns

Ns∑
i=1

∥uθ(xi
s, t

i
s)− u(xi

s, t
i
s)∥2, (4)

where Nf , Nh, Ng, and Ns are the numbers of collocation points, training points sampled from the initial condition,
training points on the boundary, and supervised learning points, respectively. λf , λh, λg , and λs are the corresponding
weight hyperparameters used to balance the contributions of each loss term. It should be noted that the supervised
learning point loss is not always necessary, as in most cases, the initial and boundary conditions along with the PDE
form are sufficient to determine the solution.

Another approach is to use the variational form of the governing function as the loss function, which is known as the
deep Ritz method. Suppose the variational form satisfied by u is

I(u) =

∫
Ω

(
1

2
|∇u(x)|2 − f(x)u(x)) dx (5)

Then the loss function can be designed as
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L(θ) =
1

N

N∑
k=1

1

2
|∇uθ(x)| − f(x)uθ(x) (6)

Model loss provides a variety of choices for training neural networks and, when used appropriately, can accelerate
convergence. However, it cannot directly measure the gap between the model’s output and the target function. In
some cases, even when the model loss is small, the model’s error can be extremely large. For example, in the interval
[−1/ϵ, 1/ϵ], if sin(ϵx) is trained using the first-order derivative, where ϵ is sufficiently small, the model loss is O(ϵ)
when the model output is 0, but the data loss is O(1). Therefore, model loss serves as an indirect evaluation metric
rather than a direct one.

3 Rapid Increase in Error When Switching Loss

In this work, we discover a loss-jump phenomenon: when switching the loss function from low-order to high-order
derivatives, such as switching from data loss to model loss, the neural network solution significantly deviates from the
exact solution immediately.

To illustrate this phenomenon, we begin with a simple Poisson problem:

∆u(x) = − sin(x)− 100 sin(10x), x ∈ [0, 2π], (7)
u(0) = u(2π) = 0.

The exact solution to this problem is u(x) = sin(x) + sin(10x). We selected 5120 equidistant points as training data
and employed a neural network with 3 hidden layers, each containing 320 neurons. The commonly used tanh and
cubic ( 16ReLU

3) activation functions were utilized, along with the Adam optimizer [34]. The data loss was trained
for 100,000 epochs, and the model loss was introduced at different epochs to observe changes in both data and model
losses. The model loss weights (λf , λh, λg, λs) were set to (1, 10, 10, 0), indicating that no additional supervised data
points were used for model loss training. During pre-training, the learning rate was set to 1e-3, decaying to 92% of its
original value every 1000 epochs. Different learning rates were employed after switching the loss function. As shown
in Fig. 1, the results demonstrate that the increase in data loss after switching the loss function is consistent across
different learning rates, indicating that this phenomenon is not caused by an excessively high learning rate.

Figure 1: Training process under different learning rate with tanh (left) and ReLU (right) activation function. The gray
line indicates pre-training using the data loss function. The asterisk points the error when switching loss. The colored
lines are different learning rates used.

The same experimental phenomenon can also be observed in other PDE equations. We examine several types of
equations, including the Burgers equation, heat equation, diffusion equation, and wave equation.

4
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The results are listed below. The neural network structure used is a fully connected network with 5 hidden layers,
each containing 40 neurons. The tanh activation function is employed, and the network is initialized using Glorot
normal initialization [35]. The Adam optimizer is used for training. The first 50,000 epochs utilize model loss, with a
learning rate of 1e-3 that decays to 92% of its original value every 1000 epochs. Both the training and test sets are
Cartesian products of 500 equidistant space grid points and 11 equidistant time grid points. After switching to the
model loss function, training continues for an additional 50,000 epochs. At each epoch, Monte Carlo sampling is
used to select 8192 points within the region as the training dataset. The learning rate after switching the loss function
is 1e-5 for the Burgers problem and 1e-4 for the others, decaying to 95% of its original value every 1000 epochs.
Additionally, 100 points are selected at both the boundary and initial area for supervised learning. The test set remains
the previously defined 5500 equidistant grid points. The weights for each component of the model loss are set to
(λf , λh, λg) = (1, 1, 1).

3.1 Burgers equation

The Burgers equation, proposed by Dutch mathematician Johannes Martinus Burgers in 1948, is often used to study fluid
mechanics, turbulence, and shock waves. The equation captures the key physical processes of fluid motion, including
nonlinear convective effects and viscous dissipation. It serves as a simple yet important model for understanding and
studying complex fluid problems. The Burgers equation has the following form:

ut + uux − 0.01

π
uxx = 0, x ∈ [−1, 1], t ∈ [0, 1], (8)

u(x, 0) = − sin(x),

u(x, t) = 0, x = −1, 1.

Figure 2: Burgers equation training process. The second and third rows are the changes of the network prediction value
with the training process at time t = 0 and time t = 1 respectively after switching the loss.

Fig. 2 shows the results after switching to model loss following 50,000 epochs of data loss training. It can be observed
that the predictions initially deviate as a whole and then converge to another minimum point.

5
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3.2 Heat equation

The heat equation is a differential equation that describes heat conduction and diffusion. Here, we consider a classic
example of the equation, which describes a purely conductive process without a heat source, following the assumption
of local thermodynamic equilibrium:

ut − uxx = 0, x ∈ [0, 1], t ∈ [0, 1], (9)
u(x, 0) = sin(πx),

u(x, t) = 0, x = 0, 1.

And the analytical solution is u(x, t) = e−π2t sin(πx).

Figure 3: Heat equation training process. Upper left: data loss and model loss as the training progresses. Upper right:
error heatmaps at 50,000 and 100,000 epochs. Bottom: Frequency error at different training epochs. The 4 sub-figures
are the results from different training stage.

From the loss plot in the upper left corner of Fig.3, we can see that when switching to model loss after 50,000 epochs,
the data loss rises sharply, indicating that the solution has jumped out of the local optimum. It is important to note that
the model loss drops after switching, suggesting that this phenomenon is not caused by the shock of an excessively
large learning rate. In fact, the learning rate of 1e-4 used in this experiment is much smaller than the learning rates
typically used in physics-informed neural networks (PINNs). The two error heatmaps on the right illustrate that the
minimum points obtained after switching the loss function differ from the original ones. We believe this may be due to
the fact that the dynamical behaviors induced by the two loss functions exhibit different frequency preferences. The
bottom row of Fig.3 shows the variation of frequency error at different training stages and time slices. In the first 50,000
epochs of training, it can be clearly seen that low-frequency information is fitted first. However, when the loss function

6
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is switched, the error shows a decreasing trend with frequency. This may be the main reason for the sudden increase in
errors.

Figure 4: Diffusion equation (left) and wave equation (right) training process. Top: data loss and model loss as the
training progresses. Middle: Heatmap of the analytical solution and the DNN-predicted solution. Bottom: Absolute
error between analytical solution and DNN prediction.

3.3 Diffusion equation and wave equation

We also tested the diffusion equation and the wave equation and obtained similar results.

For the diffusion equation, we fabricated an analytical solution with decreasing frequency magnitudes. The PDE
formulation of the diffusion equation is defined as:

ut − uxx = e−t(
3

2
sin(2x) +

8

3
sin(3x) +

15

4
sin(4x) +

63

8
sin(8x)), x ∈ [−π, π], t ∈ [0, 1], (10)

u(x, 0) = sin(x) +
1

2
sin(2x) +

1

3
sin(3x) +

1

4
sin(4x) +

1

8
sin(8x),

u(x, t) = 0, x = −π, π.

The exact solution is u(x, t) = e−t(sin(x) + 1
2 sin(2x) +

1
3 sin(3x) +

1
4 sin(4x) +

1
8 sin(8x)).

For the wave equation, we used an analytical solution with only a single frequency. The wave equation is defined as:

utt − uxx = 0, x ∈ [−π, π], t ∈ [0, 10], (11)
u(x, 0) = sin(x),

u(x, t) = sin(t), x = −π, π.

7
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Figure 5: Frequency error of diffusion equation (top) and wave equation (bottom).

The exact solution is u(x, t) = sin(x− t).

From the frequency diagram, because the frequency amplitude of the function used for the diffusion equation decreases
with frequency, the error at each frequency does not exhibit a significant decrease. However, it can still be observed that
the fitting preference of the neural network for each frequency has changed before and after switching the loss function.

4 Multi-stage Descent Phenomenon

We further observe the subsequent training process of the neural network for Equation 7 after switching to model loss.
The difference from the previous experiment is that here we add a supervised learning point at x = 2

3π. In Fig. 6, we plot
the training error for 80,000 epochs after switching to model loss at 20,000 epochs and the prediction errors of the neural
network at different stages. Since we previously noticed that the error increase is always accompanied by an overall shift
in the predicted values, we suspect that the low-frequency error cannot be well-constrained during model loss training.
We plot the Fourier transform of the error in the last row of Fig. 6. We find that during the continuous decline of model
loss, data loss exhibits a multi-stage descent. When training reaches a maximum value, the error is relatively smooth,
and the Fourier transform shows that the error decreases with frequency, with the low-frequency error at a relatively
large level. When reaching a minimum value point, the low-frequency error decreases. However, subsequent training
causes the low-frequency error to change sign, returning to another maximum value. This phenomenon demonstrates
that model loss makes it difficult to constrain the low-frequency error.

5 Frequency Bias for NN with model loss

Numerous studies have established that under the data loss setting, neural networks with common activation functions
such as ReLU and tanh exhibit a frequency principle, fitting low frequencies first and then progressively capturing higher
frequencies [1, 9, 10, 8]. This frequency principle has been considered crucial for understanding the good generalization
properties of neural networks. However, in our model loss setting, we discover that the frequency preference of neural
networks differs from that observed under the data loss setting. This difference in frequency preference provides an
explanation for the sudden jump in data loss when switching from data loss to model loss during training.

To better understand the frequency preference during model loss training, we model the dynamic behavior of using
model loss to train the Poisson problem. The one-dimensional Poisson problem can be described as:

8
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Figure 6: Multi-stage descent. We consider Eq. 7 and use a fully connected network with 2 layers of 40 neurons in
each layer for training. First, the data loss function is used to train for 20,000 epochs, then switched to the model loss
function. An additional supervised learning point is added at 2/3π. The weights of each part in the model loss are
(λf , λh, λg, λs) = (1, 10, 10, 10). In the epoch-loss curve (top), we mark the 7 maximum or minimum points of the
data loss curve. The 7 subgraphs in each subsequent row correspond to the states at these 7 points. The second row
shows the predicted values of the neural network (red dotted line) and the exact solution (blue solid line). The third row
is the curve of u− uθ. The fourth row is the Fourier transform of u− uθ.

∆u(x) = f(x),x ∈ Ω, (12)
(13)

where u : Ω → R is the unknown function to be solved, f : Ω → R is a given source term, and Ω ⊂ R is the problem
domain. The boundary conditions are not specified here, as they can be incorporated into the supervised learning points.
Denoting u0(x) and u(x,θ) as the exact solution and the neural network approximation, respectively, the loss function
can be simplified as:

RS(θ) =
1

2

∑
i∈S1

(∆u(xi,θ)−∆u0(xi))
2 + γ · 1

2

∑
i∈S2

(u(xi,θ)− u0(xi))
2, (14)

where γ is a weight used to balance the two error terms, S1 and S2 are the sets of collocation points for the governing
equation and the supervised learning points, respectively.

We consider a two-layer DNN structure u(x,θ) = aσ(wTx + b) and use the GD algorithm to train it. Thus the
parameters follow the following dynamics:

{
θ̇ = −∇θRS(θ),

θ(0) = θ0,
(15)

For a 2-layer infinite-width neural network that conforms to the linear frequency principle, by defining v(x,θ) =

u(x,θ)− u0(x), κ = Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π(d+1)/2σb

and
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h(rα, gi, gj) = Ea,r[r
αF [gi](

∥ξ∥
r

)]F [gj ](−
∥ξ∥
r

)],

where the Fourier transform operator F is defined by

F [g](ξ) = Fx→ξ[ξ] =

∫
R
g(x)e−2πiξx dx.

Here we define 5 functions gi(x) to simplify the representation of neural network derivation,

g1(z) =

(
∂a[aσ(z)]
∂b[aσ(z)]

)
g2(z) = aσ′(z)

g3(z) =

(
∂a[aσ

′′(z)]
∂b[aσ

′′(z)]

)
g4(z) = 2aσ′′(z)

g5(z) = aσ′′′(z)

we can prove the following theorem:
Theorem 1 (Dynamics for NN with model loss). The dynamics have the following expression in the frequency domain
for all ϕ ∈ S(Rd):

⟨∂tF [∆v], ϕ⟩ = −⟨L∆[F [vρ]], ϕ⟩, (16)
⟨∂tF [v], ϕ⟩ = −⟨L[F [vρ]], ϕ⟩, (17)

Where vρ(x) = v(x)ρ(x) = v(x)ρ1(x) + v(x)ρ2(x) with empirical density ρj(x) =
∑

i∈Sj
δ(x− xi) and

L∆[F [vρ]] =
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r3, g3, g3)F [v′′ρ1

](ξ) +
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r, g4, g4)F [v′′ρ1

](ξ)

+∇ · ( κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r2, g5, g4))F [v′′ρ1

](ξ)− κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r2, g4, g5)∇F [v′′ρ1

](ξ)

−∇ · ( κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r3, g5, g5)∇F [v′′ρ1

](ξ))

+ γ
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r, g3, g1)F [vρ2

](ξ)− γ
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(1, g4, g2)∇F [vρ2

](ξ)

− γ∇ · ( κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r2, g5, g2)∇F [vρ2 ](ξ)), (18)

L[F [vρ]] =
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r, g1, g3)F [v′′ρ1

](ξ)− κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(1, g2, g4)∇F [v′′ρ1

](ξ)

−∇ · ( κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r2, g2, g5)∇F [v′′ρ1

](ξ))

+ γ
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(

1

r
, g1, g1)F [vρ2

](ξ)− γ∇ · ( κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(

1

r
, g2, g2)∇F [vρ2

](ξ)) (19)

For the tanh activation function, we have

F [g1](ξ) =

(
−iπcsch(π2ξ)
2π2aξcsch(π2ξ)

)
F [g2](ξ) = 2π2aξcsch(π2ξ)

F [g3](ξ) =

(
4π3iξ2csch(π2ξ)
−8π4aξ3csch(π2ξ)

)
F [g4](ξ) = 8π3iaξ2csch(π2ξ)

F [g5](ξ) = −8π4aξ3csch(π2ξ)

10
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If we temporarily ignore all derivative terms, we can get

L∆[F [vρ]] =
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
Ea,r[(

64π8a2∥ξ∥6

r3
+

16π6∥ξ∥4

r
+

64π6a2∥ξ∥4

r5
)]csch2(

π2∥ξ∥
r

)F [v′′ρ1
](ξ)

+ γ
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
Ea,r[(−

16π6a2∥ξ∥4

r3
− 4π4∥ξ∥2

r
)csch2(

π2∥ξ∥
r

)]F [vρ2
](ξ) (20)

L[F [vρ]] =
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
Ea,r[(

64π8a2∥ξ∥6

r3
+

16π6∥ξ∥4

r
)csch2(

π2∥ξ∥
r

)]F [vρ1
](ξ)

+ γ
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
Ea,r[(

4π4a2∥ξ∥2

r3
+
π2

r
)csch2(

π2∥ξ∥
r

)]F [vρ2
](ξ) (21)

For one-dimensional problems, the convergence rate of frequency is governed by the function ξncsch2(ξ). As shown in
Fig. 7, when the polynomial degree n is large, ξncsch2(ξ) increases with frequency within a certain range. Consequently,
high frequencies exhibit faster convergence rates in this regime. However, once the frequency surpasses a certain
threshold, ξncsch2(ξ) rapidly decays with increasing frequency. From the perspective of a broader frequency spectrum,
this behavior suggests that model loss tends to prioritize the learning of low and medium frequencies.

Figure 7: Values of ξncsch2(ξ) for different polynomial degrees n.

These findings highlight the complex interplay between frequency components and the convergence dynamics of neural
networks under the model loss setting. The preferential learning of low and medium frequencies by model loss may have
implications for the overall performance and generalization ability of the trained networks. Further research is needed
to fully understand the impact of this frequency bias on the effectiveness of model loss-based training approaches for
solving partial differential equations and other related problems.

6 Discussion

The loss jump phenomenon observed when switching from data loss to model loss highlights the complex interplay
between loss functions, frequency bias, and convergence behavior in neural networks for solving partial differential
equations. The sudden increase in data loss suggests that the solutions obtained using data loss may not provide a
suitable starting point for model loss optimization, challenging the conventional wisdom of pre-training with data loss.

The multi-stage descent phenomenon suggests that model loss imposes weak constraints on low-frequency errors, which
could have implications for the accuracy and reliability of the trained networks. Furthermore, our theoretical analysis
reveals that model loss exhibits a frequency bias that differs from the well-established frequency principle observed in
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networks trained with data loss. Within a certain frequency range, high frequencies converge faster under model loss,
while low and medium frequencies are prioritized when considering the entire spectrum. This difference in frequency
preference provides a plausible explanation for the loss jump phenomenon.

Future research directions could include the development of adaptive training strategies, frequency-dependent weighting
schemes, and regularization techniques to mitigate the impact of the loss jump and improve the performance of model
loss-based approaches in scientific computing and engineering applications.
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A Proof of Theorem 1

Consider the following gradient descent dynamics of the empirical risk RS of a network function f(·,θ) parameterized
by θ: {

θ̇ = −∇θRS(θ),

θ(0) = θ0,
(22)

where
RS(θ) =

1

2

∑
i∈S1

(u′′(xi,θ)− u′′(xi))
2 + γ · 1

2

∑
i∈S2

(u(xi,θ)− u(xi))
2 (23)
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Thus the training dynamics of residual function v′′(·,θ) = u′′(·,θ)− u′′(·) is
d

dt
v′′(x,θ) = ∇θv

′′(x,θ)θ̇ = −∇θv
′′(x,θ) · ∇θRS(θ) (24)

= −
∑
i∈S1

∇θv
′′(x,θ)∇θv

′′(xi,θ)v
′′(xi,θ) (25)

− γ
∑
j∈S2

∇θv
′′(x,θ)∇θv(xj ,θ)v(xj ,θ) (26)

= −
∑
i∈S1

K1(x,xi)v
′′(xi,θ)− γ

∑
j∈S2

K2(x,xj)v(xj ,θ) (27)

where
K1(x,xi) = ∇θv

′′(x,θ)∇θv
′′(xi,θ) (28)

K2(x,xj) = ∇θv
′′(x,θ)∇θv(xj ,θ) (29)

Let ρ1(x) =
∑

i∈S1
δ(x− xi), ρ2(x) =

∑
j∈S2

δ(x− xj), then we have

d

dt
v′′(x,θ) = −

∫
Rd

K1(x,x
′)(t)v′′ρ1

(x′, t) dx′ − γ

∫
Rd

K2(x,x
′′)(t)v′′ρ2

(x′′, t) dx′′ (30)

And the training dynamics of residual function v(·,θ) = u(·,θ)− u(·) is
d

dt
v(x,θ) = ∇θv(x,θ)θ̇ = −∇θv(x,θ) · ∇θRS(θ) (31)

= −
∑
i∈S1

∇θv(x,θ)∇θv
′′(xi,θ)v

′′(xi,θ) (32)

− γ
∑
j∈S2

∇θv(x,θ)∇θv(xj ,θ)v(xj ,θ) (33)

= −
∑
i∈S1

K3(x,xi)v
′′(xi,θ)− γ

∑
j∈S2

K4(x,xj)v(xj ,θ) (34)

where
K3(x,xi) = ∇θv(x,θ)∇θv

′′(xi,θ) (35)
K4(x,xj) = ∇θv(x,θ)∇θv(xj ,θ) (36)

Therefore,

d

dt
v(x,θ) = −

∫
Rd

K3(x,x
′)(t)v′′ρ1

(x′, t) dx′ − γ

∫
Rd

K4(x,x
′′)(t)vρ2

(x′′, t) dx′′ (37)

By mean field assumption,

d

dt
v′′(x,θ) = −

∫
Rd

K1(x,x
′)v′′ρ1

(x′, t) dx′ − γ

∫
Rd

K2(x,x
′′)vρ2

(x′′, t) dx′′ (38)

d

dt
v(x,θ) = −

∫
Rd

K3(x,x
′)v′′ρ1

(x′, t) dx′ − γ

∫
Rd

K4(x,x
′′)vρ2(x

′′, t) dx′′ (39)

and
K1(x,x

′) = Eq[∇qσ
∗′′(x, q) · ∇qσ

∗′′(x′, q)] (40)

K2(x,x
′) = Eq[∇qσ

∗′′(x, q) · ∇qσ
∗(x′, q)] (41)

K3(x,x
′) = Eq[∇qσ

∗(x, q) · ∇qσ
∗′′(x′, q)] (42)

K4(x,x
′) = Eq[∇qσ

∗(x, q) · ∇qσ
∗(x′, q)] (43)

where σ∗(x′, q) = aσ(wTx+ b).
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Lemma 1 (Dynamics for v′′). The dynamics has the following expression in the frequency domain for all ϕ ∈ S(Rd):

⟨∂tF [v′′], ϕ⟩ = −⟨L∆[F [vρ]], ϕ⟩, (44)

where L∆[·] is given by

L∆[F [vρ]] =

∫
Rd

K̂1(ξ, ξ
′)F [v′′ρ1

](ξ′) dξ′ + γ

∫
Rd

K̂2(ξ, ξ
′′)F [vρ2

](ξ′′) dξ′′ (45)

and

K̂1(ξ, ξ
′) = Eq[Fx→ξ[∇qσ

∗′′(x, q)]Fx′→ξ′ [∇qσ∗′′(x′, q)]] ≜ Eq[K̂1,q(ξ, ξ
′)] (46)

K̂2(ξ, ξ
′′) = Eq[Fx→ξ[∇qσ

∗′′(x, q)]Fx′′→ξ′′ [∇qσ∗(x′′, q)]] ≜ Eq[K̂2,q(ξ, ξ
′)] (47)

Define κ = Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π(d+1)/2σb

and h(rα, gi, gj) = Ea,r[r
αF [gi](

∥ξ∥
r )]F [gj ](−∥ξ∥

r )]

Proof. For any ϕ ∈ S
(
Rd

)
. since ∂tv′′ is in S ′ (Rd

)
and locally integrable, we have

⟨∂tF [v′′], ϕ⟩ = ⟨∂tv′′,F [ϕ]⟩

=

∫
Rd

∂tv
′′(x, t)

∫
Rd

ϕ(ξ)e−i2πx·ξ dξ dx

= −
∫
Rd

[

∫
Rd

K1 (x,x
′) v′′ρ1

(x′) dx′ +

∫
Rd

K2 (x,x
′′) vρ2

(x′′) dx′′]

∫
Rd

ϕ(ξ)e−i2πx·ξ dξ dx

= −
∫
R3d

K1 (x,x
′) v′′ρ1

(x′) dx′ϕ(ξ)e−i2πx·ξ dξ dx

−
∫
R3d

K2 (x,x
′′) vρ2

(x′′) dx′′ϕ(ξ)e−i2πx·ξ dξ dx

= −
∫
R3d

Eq[∇qσ
∗′′(x, q) · ∇qσ

∗′′ (x′, q)]v′′ρ1
(x′) dx′ϕ(ξ)e−i2πx·ξ dξ dx

−
∫
R3d

Eq[∇qσ
∗′′(x, q) · ∇qσ

∗ (x′′, q)]vρ2 (x
′′) dx′′ϕ(ξ)e−i2πx·ξ dξ dx

= −Eq

∫
Rd

∇qσ
∗′′ (x′, q) v′′ρ1

(x′) dx′ ·
∫
R2d

∇qσ
∗′′(x, q)e−i2πx·ξϕ(ξ) dξ dx

− Eq

∫
Rd

∇qσ
∗ (x′′, q) vρ2 (x

′′) dx′′ ·
∫
R2d

∇qσ
∗′′(x, q)e−i2πx·ξϕ(ξ) dξ dx

= −Eq

∫
Rd

∇qσ
∗′′ (x′, q) v′′ρ1

(x′) dx′ · ⟨Fx→· [∇qσ
∗′′(x, q)] (·), ϕ(·)⟩

− Eq

∫
Rd

∇qσ
∗ (x′′, q) vρ2

(x′′) dx′′ · ⟨Fx→· [∇qσ
∗′′(x, q)] (·), ϕ(·)⟩ . (48)

Since ∫
Rd

∇qσ
∗′′ (x′, q) v′′ρ1

(x′) dx′ =

∫
Rd

Fx′→ξ′ [∇qσ∗′′ (x′, q)] (ξ′)Fx′→ξ′
[
v′′ρ1

]
(ξ′) dξ′∫

Rd

∇qσ
∗ (x′′, q) vρ2 (x

′′) dx′′ =

∫
Rd

Fx′′→ξ′′ [∇qσ∗ (x′′, q)] (ξ′′)Fx′′→ξ′′ [vρ2
] (ξ′′) dξ′′,
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we have

⟨∂tF [v′′], ϕ⟩ = −Eq

∫
Rd

Fx′→ξ′ [∇qσ∗′′ (x′, q)] (ξ′)Fx′→ξ′
[
v′′ρ1

]
(ξ′) dξ′ · ⟨Fx→· [∇qσ

∗′′(x, q)] (·), ϕ(·)⟩

− Eq

∫
Rd

Fx′′→ξ′′ [∇qσ∗ (x′′, q)] (ξ′′)Fx′′→ξ′′ [vρ2
] (ξ′′) dξ′′ · ⟨Fx→· [∇qσ

∗′′(x, q)] (·), ϕ(·)⟩

= −Eq

∫
R2d

Fx′→ξ′ [∇qσ∗′′ (x′, q)] (ξ′) · Fx→ξ [∇qσ
∗′′(x, q)] (ξ)Fx′→ξ′

[
v′′ρ1

]
(ξ′) dξ′ϕ(ξ) dξ

− Eq

∫
R2d

Fx′′→ξ′′ [∇qσ∗ (x′′, q)] (ξ′′) · Fx→ξ [∇qσ
∗′′(x, q)] (ξ)Fx′′→ξ′′ [vρ2 ] (ξ

′′) dξ′′ϕ(ξ) dξ

= −
∫
R2d

K̂1 (ξ, ξ
′)F

[
v′′ρ1

]
(ξ′) dξ′ϕ(ξ) dξ −−

∫
R2d

K̂2 (ξ, ξ
′′)F [vρ2

] (ξ′′) dξ′′ϕ(ξ) dξ

= −⟨L∆ [F [vρ]] , ϕ⟩ . (49)

In the same way as the proof of Lemma 1, we can get

Lemma 2 (Dynamics for v). The dynamics has the following expression in the frequency domain for all ϕ ∈ S(Rd):

⟨∂tF [v], ϕ⟩ = −⟨L[F [vρ]], ϕ⟩, (50)

where L[·] is given by

L[F [vρ]] =

∫
Rd

K̂3(ξ, ξ
′)F [v′′ρ1

](ξ′) dξ′ + γ

∫
Rd

K̂4(ξ, ξ
′′)F [vρ2 ](ξ

′′) dξ′′ (51)

and
K̂3(ξ, ξ

′) = Eq[Fx→ξ[∇qσ
∗(x, q)]Fx′→ξ′ [∇qσ∗′′(x′, q)]] ≜ Eq[K̂3,q(ξ, ξ

′)] (52)

K̂4(ξ, ξ
′′) = Eq[Fx→ξ[∇qσ

∗(x, q)]Fx′′→ξ′′ [∇qσ∗(x′′, q)]] ≜ Eq[K̂4,q(ξ, ξ
′)] (53)

The kernel function can be divided into 2 parts K̂1,q(ξ, ξ
′) = K̂1,ab(ξ, ξ

′) + K̂1,w(ξ, ξ′) and K̂2,q(ξ, ξ
′) =

K̂2,ab(ξ, ξ
′) + K̂2,w(ξ, ξ′), where

K̂1,ab(ξ, ξ
′) = Fx→ξ[w

Twg3(w
Tx+ b)]Fx′→ξ′ [wTwg3(wTx′ + b)] (54)

K̂1,w(ξ, ξ′) = Fx→ξ[wg4(w
Tx+ b) +wTwxg5(w

Tx+ b)]Fx′→ξ′ [wg4(wTx′ + b) +wTwx′g5(wTx′ + b)]
(55)

K̂2,ab(ξ, ξ
′) = Fx→ξ[w

Twg3(w
Tx+ b)]Fx′→ξ′ [g1(wTx′ + b)] (56)

K̂2,w(ξ, ξ′) = Fx→ξ[wg4(w
Tx+ b) +wTwxg5(w

Tx+ b)]Fx′→ξ′ [xg2(wTx′ + b)] (57)

With the method proposed in [12], we have:

Ew,b[⟨K̂1,ab, ϕ× ψ⟩] = E[
1√
2πσb

∫
R
(wTw)2ϕ(ηw)ψ(ηw)F [g3](η)F [g3](η) dη] (58)

=
1√
2πσb

∫
Rd+1

(wTw)2ϕ(ηw)ψ(ηw)F [g3](η)F [g3](η)ρw(w) dw dη (59)

=
Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb

∫
Rd

ϕ(ξ)ψ(ξ)

∫
R+

r4

r∥ξ∥d−1
F [g3](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g3](
∥ξ∥
r

)ρr(r) dr dξ (60)

Let ψ = F [v′′ρ ], we have,

L1,ab[F [v′′ρ1
]](ξ) =

Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb∥ξ∥d−1

Ea,r[r
3F [g3](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g3](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]F [v′′ρ1
](ξ)
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In the same way, we can get

L1,w[F [v′′ρ1
]](ξ) =

Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb∥ξ∥d−1

Ea,r[rF [g4](
∥ξ∥
r

)F [g4](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]F [v′′ρ1
](ξ)

+
Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb

∇ · (Ea,r[
r2

∥ξ∥d−1
F [g5](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g4](−
∥ξ∥
r

)])F [v′′ρ1
](ξ)

− Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb

Ea,r[
r2

∥ξ∥d−1
F [g4](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g5](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]∇F [v′′ρ1
](ξ)

− Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb

∇ · (Ea,r[
r3

∥ξ∥d−1
F [g5](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g5](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]∇F [v′′ρ1
](ξ))

L2,ab[F [vρ2 ]](ξ) =
Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb∥ξ∥d−1

Ea,r[r
3F [g3](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g1](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]F [vρ2 ](ξ)

L2,w[F [vρ2 ]](ξ) =
Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb

Ea,r[
1

∥ξ∥d−1
F [g4](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g2](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]∇F [vρ2 ](ξ)

− Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb

∇ · (Ea,r[
r2

∥ξ∥d−1
F [g5](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g2](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]∇F [vρ2 ](ξ))

L3,ab[F [v′′ρ1
]](ξ) =

Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb∥ξ∥d−1

Ea,r[rF [g1](
∥ξ∥
r

)F [g3](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]F [v′′ρ1
](ξ)

L3,w[F [v′′ρ1
]](ξ) =

Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb

Ea,r[
1

∥ξ∥d−1
F [g2](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g4](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]∇F [v′′ρ1
](ξ)

− Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb

∇ · (Ea,r[
r2

∥ξ∥d−1
F [g2](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g5](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]∇F [v′′ρ1
](ξ))

L4,ab[F [vρ2
]](ξ) =

Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb∥ξ∥d−1

Ea,r[
1

r
F [g1](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g1](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]F [vρ2
](ξ)

L4,w[F [vρ2 ]](ξ) =
Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π

d+1
2 σb

∇ · (Ea,r[
1

r∥ξ∥d−1
F [g2](

∥ξ∥
r

)F [g2](−
∥ξ∥
r

)]∇F [vρ2 ](ξ))

By defining Γ(d/2)

2
√
2π(d+1)/2σb

and h(rα, gi, gj) = Ea,r[r
αF [gi](

∥ξ∥
r )]F [gj ](−∥ξ∥

r )], finally we have

L∆[F [vρ]] = L1,ab[F [v′′ρ1
]] + L1,w[F [v′′ρ1

]] + L2,ab[F [vρ2
]] + L2,w[F [vρ2

]] (61)

=
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r3, g3, g3)F [v′′ρ1

](ξ) +
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r, g4, g4)F [v′′ρ1

](ξ)

+∇ · ( κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r2, g5, g4))F [v′′ρ1

](ξ)− κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r2, g4, g5)∇F [v′′ρ1

](ξ)

−∇ · ( κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r3, g5, g5)∇F [v′′ρ1

](ξ))

+ γ
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r, g3, g1)F [vρ2

](ξ)− γ
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(1, g4, g2)∇F [vρ2

](ξ)

− γ∇ · ( κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r2, g5, g2)∇F [vρ2 ](ξ)), (62)

L[F [vρ]] = L3,ab[F [v′′ρ1
]] + L3,w[F [v′′ρ1

]] + L4,ab[F [vρ2
]] + L4,w[F [vρ2

]] (63)

=
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r, g1, g3)F [v′′ρ1

](ξ)− κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(1, g2, g4)∇F [v′′ρ1

](ξ)

−∇ · ( κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(r2, g2, g5)∇F [v′′ρ1

](ξ))

+ γ
κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(

1

r
, g1, g1)F [vρ2

](ξ)− γ∇ · ( κ

∥ξ∥d−1
h(

1

r
, g2, g2)∇F [vρ2

](ξ)) (64)
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