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Abstract

In this paper, we present a Wachspress-based transfinite formulation on convex polygonal domains
for exact enforcement of Dirichlet boundary conditions in physics-informed neural networks. This
approach leverages prior advances in geometric design such as blending functions and transfinite
interpolation over convex domains. For prescribed Dirichlet boundary function B, the transfinite
interpolant of B, g : P̄ → C0(P̄ ), lifts functions from the boundary of a two-dimensional polygonal
domain to its interior. The trial function is expressed as the difference between the neural network’s
output and the extension of its boundary restriction into the interior of the domain, with g added
to it. This ensures kinematic admissibility of the trial function in the deep Ritz method. Wachs-
press coordinates for an n-gon are used in the transfinite formula, which generalizes bilinear Coons
transfinite interpolation on rectangles to convex polygons. The neural network trial function has a
bounded Laplacian, thereby overcoming a limitation in a previous contribution where approximate
distance functions were used to exactly enforce Dirichlet boundary conditions. For a point x ∈ P̄ ,
Wachspress coordinates, λ : P̄ → [0, 1]n, serve as a geometric feature map for the neural network:
λ encodes the boundary edges of the polygonal domain. This offers a framework for solving prob-
lems on parametrized convex geometries using neural networks. The accuracy of physics-informed
neural networks and deep Ritz is assessed on forward, inverse, and parametrized geometric Poisson
boundary-value problems.

Keywords: Dirichlet boundary conditions, Wachspress coordinates, lifting operator, transfinite
interpolation, parametrized geometry
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1 Introduction

As a computational paradigm, physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) [1] provide new pathways to

solve forward, inverse and parametric design problems. In addition, they not only allow the ability to

incorporate data and physics into the solution procedure, but also to solve for nonlinear differential

operators [2–4]. For the forward problem, the simplest view of PINNs is as a collocation-based mesh-

free computational method on the strong form [5, 6]. A neural network approximation is formed via

composition of nonlinear functions, with unknown parameters residing in the contribution of each neu-

ron, which renders the trial function (ansatz) to not be known a priori. To solve a partial differential

equation (PDE) over a bounded domain, a set of collocation points is chosen in its interior and another

set of collocation points on the boundary (soft imposition of boundary conditions). The objective (loss)

function is written as the sum of the mean squared error of the PDE in the interior of the domain (PDE

loss) and the mean squared error associated with the prescribed boundary conditions (boundary loss). In

addition, if the solution is also provided at specific collocation points in the interior of the domain, then

the mean squared error associated with this data (data loss) is also included in the loss function. The

resulting loss function is minimized via network training to determine the optimal set of parameters. An

overview of recent advances in scientific machine learning is presented in [7].

The minimization of the loss function is a highly nonlinear, nonconvex optimization problem. It has

been broadly appreciated that the presence of PDE loss and boundary loss terms in the objective function

adversely affects network training [8–11], and the know-how that this issue is related to finding pareto-

optimal solutions in multiobjective optimization [12]. For boundary-value problems, satisfying boundary

conditions exactly (hard imposition) through the neural network ansatz is desirable, as it simplifies the

optimization landscape by reducing the objective to a single PDE loss term. This paper’s contribution

is the construction of a neural network trial function that exactly satisfies Dirichlet boundary conditions

on convex polygonal domains. To this end, the Wachspress-based transfinite interpolant (identified by

the function g) of the Dirichlet boundary conditions on convex domains [13] is viewed through the

lens of a lifting operator—and the trial function in PINNs is expressed as the difference between the

neural network’s output and the extension of its boundary restriction into the interior of the polygonal

domain, with g added to it. This formulation ensures that the trial function has a bounded Laplacian,

thereby overcoming a limitation from previous work [14] in which the Laplacian of the trial function was

unbounded at the vertices of a polygonal domain. The Wachpress-based transfinite formulation that is

2



proposed is agnostic to the specific mathematical expressions of the Dirichlet functions that are imposed

on the boundary of the domain. Lastly, since Wachspress coordinates [15] are barycentric coordinates

on a convex polygon that encode the boundary edges, they serve as a geometric feature map, thereby

offering a framework for solving problems on parametrized convex geometries using neural networks.

1.1 Related work

Early attempts to strongly enforce Dirichlet boundary conditions in neural networks can be found in

the works of Dissanayake and Phan-Thien [5], Lagaris et al. [6] and McFall and Mahan [16], where sim-

ple univariate polynomials in one dimension and bivariate polynomials over two-dimensional Cartesian

domains were adequate. Let Ω̄ = [0, 1] be a closed set in one dimension and Nθ(x;θ) represents the neural

network’s output, where the unknown weights and biases reside in the vector θ. Assume that homoge-

neous Dirichlet boundary conditions are prescribed at x = 0 and x = 1. If so, we write the neural network

approximation as: uθ(x;θ) = x(1−x)Nθ(x;θ), which exactly satisfies the vanishing boundary conditions

at the two ends; similarly, the initial condition u(0) = u0 in an initial-value problem is met on using

the ansatz uθ(t;θ) = u0+ tNθ(t;θ). This approach has also been adopted over tensor-product Cartesian

geometries in the early papers on PINNs [4, 17, 18] and deep Ritz [19]. As a method for transfinite inter-

polation over Cartesian domains, the theory of functional connections (TFC) [20, 21] has been applied

in PINNs to solve PDEs with exact enforcement of Dirichlet boundary conditions [22, 23]. Over the rect-

angle, the method arising from TFC [21] is identical to bilinear Coons transfinite interpolation [24]. A

comprehensive and detailed discussion of Coons transfinite interpolation is presented in Provatidis [25].

For complex geometries, using an independent low-capacity neural network to approximate the Dirich-

let boundary conditions was proposed in Berg and Nyström [26], which has been adopted in many other

studies with PINNs. A more general framework for the hard imposition of Dirichlet and Robin bound-

ary conditions was introduced in Sukumar and Srivastava [14], utilizing approximate distance functions

(ADFs) based on the theory of R-functions [27, 28]. A limitation that was noted in [14] was that the

Laplacian of the ADF became unbounded at the vertices of a polygonal domain. Hence, to ensure accu-

rate network training, collocation points could not be chosen very close to these vertices. This is not a

restriction in deep Ritz [19] and variational PINN [29], since only first derivatives appear in the potential

energy functional and the Petrov–Galerkin weak form, respectively. The benefits in accuracy when using

hard imposition of Dirichlet boundary conditions over soft imposition of Dirichlet boundary condition

(penalizing terms in the loss function or using Nitsche’s method) have been demonstrated in [7, 30–35].
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It has been pointed out that accuracy is affected by the form of the ansatz to strongly enforce Dirichlet

boundary conditions. It has also been shown in [36] that imposing Dirichlet boundary conditions via

penalty methods (soft imposition) compromises the theoretical L2 error estimates. For approaches that

exactly enforce periodic boundary conditions in neural networks, see Dong and Ni [37].

1.2 Contribution

For representing complex objects, transfinite interpolation over boundary curves and smoothly connect-

ing surface patches are of fundamental importance and interest in computer-aided geometry design.

Gordon and Hall [38] introduced the concept of transfinite interpolation, which refers to interpolation

methods that match a given function on a nondenumerable set of points. The well-known bilinear and

bicubic Coons patch use Boolean sum to map a square to a curved quadrilateral with given boundary

curves [24]. The analogous scheme on triangles (triangular Coons interpolation) was proposed by Barnhill

et al. [39]. For n-sided polygons, Várady et al. [40] devised side blending and corner blending func-

tions that use distance functions to construct a transfinite interpolant. Related earlier work is due to

Kato [41], who used special side blending functions (identical to inverse-distance based Shepard approxi-

mation [42]). A different (topological) path is taken in Randrianarivony [13], where projection operations

over the faces of a convex polytope are used to develop the formula for a transfinite interpolant. Our

work adopts the construction in [13], which generalizes bilinear Coons interpolation over the rectangle to

convex polygons. A review on blending surfaces for polygonal patches is presented in Várady et al. [43].

In this work, Wachspress coordinates [15] (nonnegative generalized barycentric coordinates [44, 45])

are used in the formula proposed in [13] to construct a transfinite interpolant over convex domains. For

a polygonal domain P , the transfinite interpolant, g : P̄ → C0(P̄ ), lifts functions that are prescribed on

the boundary to its interior. Unlike the theory of functional connections that is restricted to rectangles,

the proposed approach is also valid for convex polygons and polyhedra. However, the polygonal trans-

finite interpolation does not reduce to bilinear Coons transfinite interpolation (identical to TFC) over

a rectangle. To form the trial function in PINNs, we take the difference between the neural network’s

output and the extension of its boundary restriction into the interior of the polygonal domain, and then

add g to it. This ensures that the trial function is kinematically admissible in the deep Ritz method

for second-order boundary-value problems. Since the Laplacian of the trial function is bounded, the

proposed approach is well-suited to solve PDEs with Dirichlet boundary conditions using PINNs, since

it overcomes the previously stated limitation of ADFs [14]. For a convex n-gon with vertices (nodes)
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{vi}ni=1 that are located at coordinates {xi}ni=1 := (xi, yi)
n
i=1, Wachspress coordinates are nonnegative,

form a partition of unity, and satisfy the linear reproducing conditions:

λi(x) ≥ 0,
n∑

i=1

λi(x) = 1,
n∑

i=1

λi(x)xi = x. (1)

Equation (1) reveals that Wachspress coordinates are a convex combination and possess affine invariance.

In addition, λi(xj) = δij (Kronecker-delta), and on any boundary edge only two basis functions are

nonzero (piecewise affine). These properties reveal that as barycentric coordinates on a polygon that

encode the boundary edges, it is appealing to use λ as a geometric feature map (a new contribution) in

a neural network. In doing so, we show that a framework emerges for solving problems on parametrized

convex geometries using neural networks.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the issue of the unbounded

Laplacian of the ADF at the vertices of a polygonal domain [14]. First, the use of projection operations

on the faces of a convex polygonal domain to form a transfinite interpolant [13] is described in Section 3.

Then, the construction of a kinematically admissible trial function using neural networks is presented. To

demonstrate the accuracy of the Wachspress-based transfinite formulation, Section 4 presents numerical

experiments to solve PDEs with PINNs and deep Ritz over polygonal domains (square, quadrilateral and

pentagon). Several Poisson (linear and one nonlinear) problems including one with oscillatory boundary

conditions, an inverse heat conduction problem to determine the heat source, and a parametric geometric

problem are considered to showcase the versatility and promise of the proposed transfinite formulation

to exactly enforce Dirichlet boundary conditions. Errors are assessed with respect to either the exact

solution (when available) or to reference finite element solutions on highly refined meshes using the

Abaqus™ finite element software package [46]. Section 5 summarizes the main findings from this study

and provides a few perspectives for future work.

2 Unbounded Laplacian of the ADF at a boundary vertex

Consider the open, bounded unit square domain, Ω = (0, 1)2. For a second-order Poisson problem

with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions on ∂Ω, the ansatz in PINNs is written as [14]:

uADF
θ (x;θ) = ϕ(x)Nθ(x;θ), where the approximate distance function to the square, ϕ(x), is zero on

∂Ω. The boundary ∂Ω consists of four line segments. The ADF is constructed using R-equivalence, with
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order of normalization m = 1 [14]. In Fig. 1, ϕ and its Laplacian over the unit square are presented

for m = 1. We note that ϕ is zero on the entire boundary and monotonic (concave) inside the domain.

From Fig. 1b, we observe that the Laplacian, ∇2ϕ, dramatically increases in magnitude proximal to the

vertices of the square. In fact, it is known that ∇2ϕ is singular at the vertices of a polygonal domain,

and therefore it is very large in magnitude near any of its vertices.

(a) (b)

Fig. 1: Computation of ϕ and ∇2ϕ over the unit square using R-equivalence with order of normalization
m = 1 (see Sukumar and Srivastava [14]). (a) ϕ; and (b) |∇2ϕ|. Note that |∇2ϕ| → ∞ at the vertices.

The pathology of ∇2ϕ near corners fundamentally emerges from the simultaneous requirement that

both ϕ = 0 and ∂ϕ/∂ν = 1 (ν is the inward normal vector) hold on a segment. Since two segments meet at

a boundary vertex, these requirements are inconsistent as one approaches the vertex from each segment.

The large values of the Laplacian near the corners in Fig. 1b lead to a large weighting of the contributions

to the loss function from the collocation points in the vicinity of the corners. This adversely affects

network training if collocation points are sampled very close to these corners. To avoid this negative

consequence, collocation points were chosen within a smaller square [δ, 1− δ]2, with δ = 10−2 [14].

3 Formulation

To fix ideas, we begin by presenting the construction of the trial function in one dimension. This is fol-

lowed by the derivation of the transfinite interpolant (identified by the function g)—viewed as a lifting

operator—for prescribing Dirichlet boundary conditions on convex polygonal domains [13]. Wachspress

coordinates [15] are chosen as the generalized barycentric coordinates in the transfinite formula. Numeri-

cal computations are performed to verify that transfinite interpolation on polygonal domains is satisfied.
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Triangle, square, quadrilateral, pentagon, and octagon shapes are considered. Let Nθ(x;θ) be the neural

network’s output. The trial function in PINNs is constructed by first subtracting from Nθ the extension

of the boundary restriction of Nθ into the interior of the polygonal domain, and then adding g to it.

For clarity, superscripts ADF and TFI are used to distinguish between the neural network trial function

based on ADFs [14] from that constructed with the transfinite interpolant in this work.

3.1 Univariate trial function

Let Nθ(x;θ) be the neural network’s output in one dimension. Consider the closed interval Ω̄ = [−1, 1]

shown in Fig. 2, and assume that Dirichlet boundary conditions u(−1) = ū1 and u(1) = ū2 are prescribed

from a function u(x). On using barycentric interpolation (convex combination), define the following

affine function g(x) that meets these boundary conditions:

g(x) := L [u] =

(
1− x

2

)
ū1 +

(
1 + x

2

)
ū2, (2)

where L is a lifting operator, and (2) extends boundary data to Ω̄. In one dimension, g is also the har-

monic extension—solution of the Laplace equation with boundary data as Dirichlet boundary conditions.

x = −1

u(−1) = ū1

x = 1

u(1) = ū2

x

Fig. 2: One-dimensional interval.

Since g(x) in (2) meets the Dirichlet boundary conditions, to form the ansatz we must add a con-

tribution that vanishes on the boundary. To this end, we subtract from Nθ(x;θ) its lifting from the

boundary of the interval [−1, 1] (affine interpolant), and then add g to it. On doing so, we can write the

trial function for PINNs and deep Ritz as:

uTFI
θ (x;θ) = g(x) + {Nθ(x;θ)− L [Nθ(x;θ)]}

= g(x) +Nθ(x;θ)−
(
1− x

2

)
Nθ(−1;θ)−

(
1 + x

2

)
Nθ(1;θ),

(3)

7



which is identical to the expression in TFC that is derived in Mortari [20]. If interpolation of both

value and derivative is desired (for example, in clamped Euler–Bernoulli beam problems), then C1 cubic

Hermite finite element shape functions are suitable to construct g(x).1 It is readily verified from (3) that

on the boundaries the Dirichlet boundary conditions are satisfied. The trial function in PINNs using

approximate distance functions with R-equivalence (order of normalization, m = 1) is [14]:

uADF
θ (x;θ) = g(x) + ϕ(x)Nθ(x;θ), ϕ(x) =

1− x2

2
, (4)

where ϕ(x) (ADF to the boundary) vanishes at x = ±1 to ensure that (4) matches the Dirichlet boundary

data. This shows that both trial functions in (3) and (4), though differing in form, exactly satisfy the

Dirichlet boundary conditions. On inspection, when compared to (4) that has a multiplicative structure,

the trial function uTFI
θ (x;θ) in (3) incorporates Nθ(x;θ) additively, which is simpler and it enhances the

properties of the trial space. If the exact solution is present in the span of functions that are contained

in the neural network space, then it is desirable that the form of the trial function chosen in PINNs is

able to represent the exact solution. The TFI trial function in (3) satisfies this property but it cannot be

met by the trial function with ADFs in (4). This is confirmed on observing that if Nθ(x; ·) := u(x) is set

in (3), then uTFI
θ (x; ·) = u(x) is obtained. Furthermore, the trial function with ADF in (4) couples the

behavior on the boundary and the interior due to the presence of the product term ϕNθ. For instance, ϕ

satisfies ϕ(−1) = 0 and ϕ′(−1) = 1. For simplicity, assume g = 0. Then, the spatial derivative of uADF
θ

in the vicinity of the left boundary (ϕ → 0, ϕ′ → 1) is ϕN′
θ +ϕ′Nθ ≈ Nθ (note that N′

θ does not appear)

and ∇θ(u
ADF
θ ) = ϕ∇θ(Nθ)—which can enhance stiffness and impede gradient flow (training) in residual

minimization (especially, if there is fine-scale physics near the Dirichlet boundary such as a boundary

layer), and also can lead to loss of coercivity with respect to θ in the vicinity of the boundary when deep

Ritz is used. On the other hand, the spatial derivative of uTFI
θ is N′

θ plus a constant (independent of x),

which is well-behaved in the entire domain like standard PINN and can lead to stable training. The con

of (3) is that complexity increases since for every point x, the points x = −1 and x = 1 must also be

provided in the forward pass during network training.

1To satisfy value-periodic boundary condition in one dimension (suffices for deep Ritz), one can set g = Nθ(−1; θ) in (3). Instead
of linear interpolation in (3), can adapt univariate C1 Hermite shape functions to enforce both value- and derivative-periodic
boundary conditions on [−1, 1]. Refer to [37] for alternative approaches to impose periodic boundary conditions in neural networks.

8



3.2 Transfinite interpolant and trial function over polygonal domains

The bilinear Coons surface patch [24] provides continuous blending of boundary curves that form a

curvilinear rectangle, or equivalently a transfinite interpolant to boundary functions on a rectangle.

This is achieved by using the Boolean sum operator that results in the convex combination of functions

that are prescribed on opposite edges of a rectangle and a correction term containing the vertex val-

ues of the four boundary functions. Randrianarivony [13] showed that bilinear Coons interpolation can

be seen from a topological perspective using blending functions that are generalized barycentric coordi-

nates, and a formula that involves a projection onto the faces of a polytope (faces, edges and vertices

for three-dimensional convex polyhedra, and edges and vertices for two-dimensional convex polygons).

The transfinite interpolant of the Dirichlet boundary conditions, g, lifts functions from the polygonal

boundary to its interior. We express the trial function in PINNs as the difference between the neural

network’s output and the extension of its boundary restriction into the interior of the domain, with g

added to it. In doing so, the restriction of the trial function to the boundary is precisely g.

3.2.1 Transfinite interpolant

We present the main elements of the derivation of the transfinite interpolant [13]. First, we revisit bilinear

Coons transfinite interpolant over the unit square using generalized barycentric coordinates. Then we

present the transfinite formula for a quadrilateral from which its extension to general convex polygons

becomes evident. As a particular choice of generalized barycentric corodinates, we adopt Wachspress

coordinates [15]. This choice is guided by the fact that Wachspress coordinates are efficient to compute

(closed-form expressions), are C1 at the vertices of a simple polytope [47], and have a bounded Laplacian;

a drawback is that they are restricted to convex polytopes. Mean value coordinates [48, 49] are well-

defined for convex and nonconvex planar polygons; however, they are C0 at the vertices of a polygon and

even on the square their Laplacian is unbounded at its vertices (see Fig. 10b in Section 3.2.3). Harmonic

coordinates [50] satisfy Laplace equation and have many positive attributes on arbitrary (convex and

nonconvex) planar polygons, but they are not known in closed form nor simple formulas are available to

compute them.

Wachspress coordinates on the unit square (identical to finite element shape functions), Q := □, are:

λ1(x) = (1− x)(1− y), λ2(x) = x(1− y), λ3(x) = xy, λ4(x) = y(1− x), (5)
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where x, y ∈ [0, 1]. Consider a piecewise continuous boundary function that is prescribed on the edges

of an n-gon, with the square being a particular case. Each boundary function is a bivariate function of

x and y over a convex polygon, with x and y being affinely related on each edge. Since x and y can be

expressed in terms of λ through (1), these boundary functions can be equivalently expressed in terms of

λ. Furthermore, since on the i-th edge only λi and λi+1 are nonzero with λi + λi+1 = 1, each boundary

function can be parametrized as a function of a single variable in [0, 1]. Hence, let the four parametric

functions α, β, γ, δ : [0, 1] → R (counterclockwise orientation starting at the bottom edge, see Fig. 3) be

prescribed on ∂Q. Consider a function B(·, ·, ·, ·) : ∂Q → R that is defined on the boundary such that [13]

λ1 λ2

λ3λ4

α(λ2)

β(λ3)

γ(λ4)

δ(λ1)

(a)

λ1

λ2

λ3

λ4

α(λ2)

β(λ3)

γ(λ4)

δ(λ1)

(b)

Fig. 3: Boundary functions for transfinite interpolation using Wachspress coordinates. (a) Square; and
(b) Quadrilateral.

B(λ1, λ2, 0, 0) = α(λ2), λ1 + λ2 = 1, (6a)

B(0, λ2, λ3, 0) = β(λ3), λ2 + λ3 = 1, (6b)

B(0, 0, λ3, λ4) = γ(λ4), λ3 + λ4 = 1, (6c)

B(λ1, 0, 0, λ4) = δ(λ1), λ1 + λ4 = 1. (6d)
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Due to continuity at the vertices, α, β, γ, δ must satisfy the following matching conditions:

α(1) = β(0), β(1) = γ(0), γ(1) = δ(0), δ(1) = α(0). (7)

Let P̄ be a closed, bounded polygonal domain with n vertices. Consider an arbitrary face Π and let

I be the set that contains the indices of the vertices that are incident upon Π. In addition, vq is any

vertex such that q ∈ I. Now, introduce a projection that depends on both Π and vq [13]:

P := PΠ,vq : P̄ → Π̄, (8)

where P takes the barycentric coordinates of a point in P̄ and projects it onto Π̄. If λ are the barycentric

coordinates for a point x ∈ P̄ . then the formula for transfinite interpolation over the polygonal domain

P̄ is [13]:

g(λ) := L [B] =
n∑

i=1

λi

∑
Π∈G(i)

(−1)dim(Π)+1 B ◦ PΠ,vi(λ), (9a)

where L (appeared earlier in Section 3.1) is a lifting operator that extends boundary functions to the

interior of the domain, ◦ is the composition operator, G(i) is the set of topological entities (edges and

vertices of the polygon) such that the vertex vi is incident upon them and P is a projection such that

for λ = (λ1, . . . , λn), the barycentric coordinates of the image µ := µ(λ) = (µ1, . . . , µn) are defined as:

µj :=



0 if vj ̸⊆ Π

λj if vj ⊆ Π and j ̸= i

1− ∑
j∈I\{i}

λj otherwise

. (9b)

Now, the expression for g in (9a) is obtained for the rectangle and quadrilateral shown in Figs. 3a and 3b,

respectively. Let i = 1. Then, G(1) := {Π1
1, Π

2
1, Π

3
1} = {e1, e4, v1} (e1 and e4 are edges; v1 is a vertex)

and dim
(
G(1)

)
= [1, 1, 0] are the dimensions of the entities in G(1). In addition, let Ij1 be the index set

for Πj
1 and µj

1 := PΠj
1,v1

. Then, we obtain I11 = {1, 2}, I21 = {1, 4}, I31 = {1}; and µ1
1 = (1−λ2, λ2, 0, 0),

µ2
1 = (1 − λ4, 0, 0, λ4), µ3

1 = (1, 0, 0, 0). Using these, we can write B ◦ Π1
1 = B(1 − λ2, λ2, 0, 0),
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B ◦Π2
1 = B(1−λ4, 0, 0, λ4) and B ◦Π3

1 = B(1, 0, 0, 0) for the terms that appear in (9a). The contribution

from i = 1 in (9a) is λ1[B(1− λ2, λ2, 0, 0) + B(1− λ4, 0, 0, λ4)− B(1, 0, 0, 0)]. On following similar steps

for i = 2, i = 3 and i = 4, we can express g(λ) for the square and quadrilateral domains shown in Fig. 3

as [13]:

g(λ) = λ1

[
B(1− λ2, λ2, 0, 0) + B(1− λ4, 0, 0, λ4)− B(1, 0, 0, 0)

]
+ λ2

[
B(0, 1− λ3, λ3, 0) + B(λ1, 1− λ1, 0, 0)− B(0, 1, 0, 0)

]
+ λ3

[
B(0, 0, 1− λ4, λ4) + B(0, λ2, 1− λ2, 0)− B(0, 0, 1, 0)

]
+ λ4

[
B(λ1, 0, 0, 1− λ1) + B(0, 0, λ3, 1− λ3)− B(0, 0, 0, 1)

]
.

(10)

The expression for g in (10) also holds on the convex quadrilateral in Fig. 3b, where the Wachspress

coordinates, λ, are rational functions in Cartesian coordinates [15]. On using (5) and (6), (10) becomes

g(λ) = λ1

[
α(λ2) + δ(1− λ4)− α(0)

]
+ λ2

[
β(λ3) + α(1− λ1)− α(1)

]
+ λ3

[
γ(λ4) + β(1− λ2)− γ(0)

]
+ λ4

[
δ(λ1) + γ(1− λ3)− γ(1)

]
.

(11)

Let α̃, β̃, γ̃, δ̃ be the boundary functions in Cartesian coordinates on the unit square shown in Fig. 3a.

If g(x, y) is the bilinear Coons transfinite interpolant on the unit square, then [13, 24]

g(x, y) = λ1(x, y)
[
α̃(x) + δ̃(1− y)− α̃(0)

]
+ λ2(x, y)

[
β̃(y) + α̃(x)− α̃(1)

]
+ λ3(x, y)

[
γ̃(1− x) + β̃(y)− γ̃(0)

]
+ λ4(x, y)

[
δ̃(1− y) + γ̃(1− x)− γ̃(1)

]
.

(12)

Note that the orientation of γ̃(·) and δ̃(·), based on the convention in Fig. 3a, is opposite to that which

is typically chosen for bilinear Coons interpolation, cf. [13]. Though similar in form—which in part

provided the motivation for the developments in [13]—the transfinite interpolants in (11) and (12) are

nonetheless in general distinct over the unit square. An illustrative example is presented in Section 3.2.3.

Bilinear Coons transfinite interpolation uses affine blending functions to form a convex combination of

the boundary Dirichlet functions, where the boundary functions remain unmodified, which is observable

in (12). In contrast, with the Wachspress-based transfinite interpolant given in (11), the argument of

the boundary functions α, β, γ, δ depend on the Wachspress coordinates, which are bilinear functions

on the square.
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Fig. 4: Boundary functions for transfinite interpolation using Wachspress coordinates on a pentagon.

On observing the pattern in (10), it can be generalized to any convex polygonal domain, such as a

triangular domain or a polygonal one with more than four edges. For example, the expression for g on

a triangular domain becomes

g(λ) = λ1

[
B(1− λ2, λ2, 0) + B(1− λ3, 0, λ3)− B(1, 0, 0)

]
+ λ2

[
B(0, 1− λ3, λ3) + B(λ1, 1− λ1, 0)− B(0, 1, 0)

]
+ λ3

[
B(λ1, 0, 1− λ1) + B(0, λ2, 1− λ2)− B(0, 0, 1)

]
,

(13)

which can be shown to agree with the Coons triangular transfinite interpolant [39].

Let {α̃i(x)}ni=1 represent the prescribed Dirichlet functions (boundary conditions) in Cartesian coor-

dinates on the edges of a polygonal domain. In terms of Wachspress coordinates, we let αi(λi+1) := α̃i(x).

The vertices and edges are in counterclockwise orientation and cyclic ordering is assumed. In Fig. 4, the

Dirichlet functions on a pentagon are shown. On a pentagonal domain, g is:
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g(λ) = λ1

[
B(1− λ2, λ2, 0, 0, 0) + B(1− λ5, 0, 0, 0, λ5)− B(1, 0, 0, 0, 0)

]
+ λ2

[
B(0, 1− λ3, λ3, 0, 0) + B(λ1, 1− λ1, 0, 0, 0)− B(0, 1, 0, 0, 0)

]
+ λ3

[
B(0, 0, 1− λ4, λ4, 0) + B(0, λ2, 1− λ2, 0, 0)− B(0, 0, 1, 0, 0)

]
+ λ4

[
B(0, 0, 0, 1− λ5, λ5) + B(0, 0, λ3, 1− λ3, 0)− B(0, 0, 0, 1, 0)

]
+ λ5

[
B(λ1, 0, 0, 0, 1− λ1) + B(0, 0, 0, λ4, 1− λ4)− B(0, 0, 0, 0, 1)

]
,

which in terms of {αi(·)}5i=1 is given by

g(λ) = λ1

[
α1(λ2) + α5(1− λ5)− α1(0)

]
+ λ2

[
α2(λ3) + α1(1− λ1)− α2(0)

]
+ λ3

[
α3(λ4) + α2(1− λ2)− α3(0)

]
+ λ4

[
α4(λ5) + α3(1− λ3)− α4(0)

]
+ λ5

[
α5(λ1) + α4(1− λ4)− α5(0)

]
.

(14)

For a domain that is bounded by a convex n-gon, g can be expressed in compact form as:

g(λ) := L [α(λ)] =
n∑

i=1

λi

[
αi(λi+1) + αi−1(1−λi−1)− αi(0)

]
. (15)

3.2.2 Trial function

We follow the rationale and steps described in one dimension (see Section 3.1) to construct the neural

network trial function. On using the lifting operator defined in (9a) and the formula for g in (10) for a

quadrilateral domain, the lifting operator applied to the neural network’s output yields

L [Nθ(λ;θ)] = λ1

[
Nθ(1− λ2, λ2, 0, 0;θ) +Nθ(1− λ4, 0, 0, λ4;θ)−Nθ(1, 0, 0, 0;θ)

]
+ λ2

[
Nθ(0, 1− λ3, λ3, 0;θ) +Nθ(λ1, 1− λ1, 0, 0;θ)−Nθ(0, 1, 0, 0;θ)

]
+ λ3

[
Nθ(0, 0, 1− λ4, λ4;θ) +Nθ(0, λ2, 1− λ2, 0;θ)−Nθ(0, 0, 1, 0;θ)

]
+ λ4

[
Nθ(λ1, 0, 0, 1− λ1;θ) +Nθ(0, 0, λ3, 1− λ3;θ)−Nθ(0, 0, 0, 1;θ)

]
.

(16)

Hence, the neural network trial function on a quadrilateral domain is written as:

uTFI
θ (λ;θ) = g(λ) +Nθ(λ;θ)− L [Nθ(λ;θ)], (17)
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and for the triangular and pentagonal domains, g is provided in (13) and (14), respectively, and the

corresponding L operator is used to compute L [Nθ]. If homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions are

prescribed on the boundary, then g(λ) = 0 and the trial function reduces to

uTFI
θ (λ;θ) = Nθ(λ;θ)− L [Nθ(λ;θ)]. (18)

The Laplacian of (17) and (18) are bounded at the vertices of a convex polygonal domain since each

Wachspress coordinate λi(x) is C
∞ at the vertices. Contrast this to the trial function with ADFs,

uADF
θ (x;θ) = ϕ(x)Nθ(x;θ), (19)

which appears in Section 2. On a square domain, the Laplacian of the ADF to the boundary of the

square, namely ∇2ϕ, diverges at the vertices (see Fig. 1b) and consequently the Laplacian of the trial

function in (19) is unbounded at the vertices. In this contribution, we use the trial function in (17) to

overcome this limitation of the trial function that is based on ADFs [14].

3.2.3 Numerical computations

Wachspress coordinates on a convex polygon. Consider the quadrilateral (n = 4) shown in Fig. 5.

For a convex polygon P , Wachspress coordinates [15] are rational functions whose numerator and denom-

inator are polynomials of degree n − 2 and n − 3, respectively. Meyer et al. [51] presented a simple

three-point formula for Wachspress coordinates:

wi(x) =
Bi

Ai−1(x)Ai(x)
, λi(x) =

wi(x)
n∑

j=1

wj(x)
, (i = 1, 2, . . . , n), (20)

where xi is the spatial coordinate of vertex vi, Bi = A(xi−1,xi,xi+1) is the area of the triangle with

vertices (vi−1, vi, vi+1), and Ai(x) := A(xi,xi+1,x). The vertices of the n-gon are in counterclockwise

orientation and cyclic ordering is assumed, i.e., xn+1 := x1 and x0 := xn. A stable and efficient means
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Fig. 5: Computation of Wachspress coordinates on a polygon (n = 4).

to compute these basis functions and their gradient on a convex polygon is [47]:

wi(x) := det(pi−1,pi), pi(x) :=
ni

hi(x)
, λi(x) =

wi(x)
n∑

j=1

wj(x)
(i = 1, 2, . . . , n), (21a)

∇λi(x) = λi(x)

Ri −
n∑

j=1

λjRj

 , Ri := pi−1 + pi. (21b)

Both (20) and (21) are not valid if the point x lies on the boundary. An expression for λ that is also

valid if the point x ∈ ∂P is available (global form) [44]:

wi(x) = Bi

n∏
j=1

j ̸=i−1,i

Aj(x) (22)

is the weight function associated with the i-th vertex, which when normalized yields λi(x). For the

numerical experiments in Section 4, we use the global form in (22) to compute Wachspress coordinates

for n = 5. On a quadrilateral, an exact solution for λ(x) is used, which is presented next.

On a convex quadrilateral, moment coordinates are introduced in Dieci et al. [52], which provide

an analytical formula for Wachspress coordinates [52]. They are also given in [52] for mean value
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coordinates [48] over convex or nonconvex quadrilaterals. Due to the availability of automatic differ-

entiation, such formulas become attractive for applications in scientific machine learning. Consider a

convex quadrilateral element. Define ρi(x) := ℓi−1ℓihi−1(x)hi(x), where ℓi := |ei| is the length of

the i-th edge and hi(x) is the distance from x to the i-th edge (see Fig. 5). Wachspress coordinates,

λ(x) := {λ1(x), λ2(x), λ3(x), λ4(x)}⊤ are the solution to the linear system [52]:



1 1 1 1

x1 x2 x3 x4

y1 y2 y3 y4

ρ1(x) −ρ2(x) ρ3(x) −ρ4(x)





λ1

λ2

λ3

λ4





1

x

y

0


. (23)

Computing the transfinite boundary interpolant g. Wachspress coordinates are used to compute

the transfinite interpolant over a triangle, quadrilateral, pentagon, and an octagon. The vertices of the

triangle are chosen as: (0, 0), (1, 0) and (0, 1). The Dirichlet boundary functions α̃, β̃, γ̃ on the boundary

edges of the triangle are:

α̃(x) = sin(πx), β̃(x) = y(1− y), γ̃(x) = 0.

On using (13), the transfinite interpolant over the triangle is determined:

g(x) = x sin[π(x+ y)]− (x+ y − 1) sin(πx)− xy(x+ y − 2).

The vertices of the quadrilateral are selected as: (0, 0), (2, 0), (1, 1) and (0, 1), and α̃, β̃, γ̃, δ̃ are:

α̃(x) = sin(πx), β̃(x) = (x− 1)(2− x), γ̃(x) = x
(
e− ex

)
, δ̃(x) = 0.

The exact formula for Wachspress coordinates on the quadrilateral is obtained by solving (23):

λ(x) =

{
(1− y)(2− x− y)

2− y
,

x(1− y)

2− y
,

xy

2− y
,

y(2− x− y)

2− y

}⊤

, (24)
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and plots of these Wachspress coordinates are presented in Fig. 6. Equation (10) is used to determine

the transfinite interpolant. The vertices of the pentagon are chosen as: (0, 0), (1, 0), (1, 1), (1/2, 2), (0, 1).

The Dirichlet boundary functions, {α̃i(x)}5i=1, are:

α̃1(x) = − sin(4πx), α̃2(x) = 4y(1− y), α̃3(x) = y − 1, α̃4(x) = 1, α̃5(x) = y2.

Lastly, we compute the transfinite interpolant for a regular octagon that is inscribed in a unit circle with

center at the origin. The function − sin[4π(x2 + y2)] is prescribed on the boundary. For the pentagon

and regular octagon, the Wachspress coordinates are computed using (21), and their plots are shown

in Figs. 7 and 8, respectively. On using (14) for the pentagon and (15) for the octagon, the transfinite

interpolants are computed. The transfinite interpolants over the triangle, quadrilateral, pentagon and

octagon are plotted in Fig. 9, and we observe that the Dirichlet boundary functions are captured.

The behavior of the transfinite interpolant with mean value coordinates over a quadrilateral is

assessed. On a quadrilateral, mean value coordinates are obtained by solving (23) with ρi(x) = hi(x) [52].

Plots of g over a square, a convex quadrilateral, and a nonconvex quadrilateral are presented in Fig. 10.

Mean value coordinates are C0 at the vertices of a planar polygon [44], and we find that their Laplacian

diverges at the vertices. The interpolant g is well-behaved in Fig. 10, but |∇2g| → ∞ at the vertices of the

edge with nonzero Dirichlet conditions (see Fig. 10b). Observe that the construction to form g is admis-

sible on a nonconvex quadrilateral (see Fig. 10d), even though the formulation in [13] was confined to

convex domains. Since the neural network trial function that is constructed with the Wachspress-based

transfinite formulation has a bounded Laplacian, it is used to solve PDEs in Section 4.

Fig. 6: Plots of Wachspress coordinates for a convex quadrilateral.
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Fig. 7: Plots of Wachspress coordinates for a convex pentagon.

Fig. 8: Plots of Wachspress coordinates for a regular octagon.

4 Numerical experiments

4.1 Network architecture and neural network training

In this paper, we use deep neural networks to solve linear and nonlinear Poisson problems over polygonal

domains. The network architecture is a fully connected feed-forward multilayer perceptron. The neural

network consists of an input layer, L hidden layers with Nℓ neurons in the ℓ-th hidden layer, and an

output layer with one neuron. For all the numerical experiments, we choose the tanh activation function,

σ(z) = tanh(z). For a polygonal domain Ω, a point x ∈ Ω̄ is mapped to Wachspress coordinates,

λ : Ω̄ → [0, 1]n, which serve as a geometric feature map and reside in the geometric feature (input) layer.

Then, λ is passed to the next (hidden) layer in the neural network. Let Nθ(λ;θ) be the neural network

output, with θ := {W , b} the unknown parameter vector that consists of weights Wℓ ∈ RNℓ×Nℓ−1 and

biases bℓ ∈ RNℓ . We express Nθ(λ;θ) via the composition of T (ℓ) (ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L) and a linear map G as:

Nθ(λ;θ) = G ◦ T (L) ◦ T (L−1) ◦ . . . ◦ T (1)(x 7→ λ), (25)
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 9: Plots of transfinite interpolant using Wachspress coordinates. (a) Triangle; (b) Quadrilateral;
(c) Pentagon; and (d) Octagon.

where G : RNL → R is the linear mapping for the output layer and in each hidden layer (ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L),

the nonlinear mapping is:

T (ℓ)(z) = σ(Wℓ · z + bℓ), (26)

where z ∈ RNℓ−1 . A schematic of the network architecture for a quadrilateral domain (n = 4) is shown

in Fig. 11.

The formulation to strongly enforce Dirichlet boundary conditions that is described in Section 3 has

been implemented for PINNs using PyTorch [53]. All simulations are executed on an NVIDIA H100 GPU.

For all problems, two to four hidden layers are used with either 20, 30 or 40 neurons in each hidden layer.

For improved accuracy in PINNs, use of self-adaptive weight training [54] has been adopted in many prior

studies using PINNs. However, very recently, algorithms have emerged (based on quasi-Newton methods

and natural gradient) that report significantly better accuracy in neural network training, cf. [55–59].

Most of these approaches advocate an initial training phase with the Adam optimizer, subsequent switch
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

Fig. 10: Plots of transfinite interpolant using mean value coordinates over a quadrilateral. (a), (b)
Interpolant and its Laplacian over the unit square; (c) Interpolant over a convex quadriateral; and (d)
Interpolant over a nonconvex quadrilateral. The zero function is prescribed on the third (starting from
the bottom) edge and sin(4πx) is imposed on the remaining edges. The interpolants are well-behaved,
but it is observed on the square domain in (b) that ∇2g diverges at two of the vertices that belong to
the edge on which nonzero Dirichlet boundary conditions are prescribed.

x ∈ R2

Input point

λ1

λ2

λ3

λ4

Geometric
feature

(input) layer

σ

σ

σ

σ

σ

Hidden layer

σ

σ

σ

σ

σ

Hidden layer

Nθ(λ;θ)

Output layer

uTFI
θ (λ;θ)

Trial function

Fig. 11: Schematic of neural network architecture 4–5–5–1 on a quadrilateral domain (n = 4). On
solving (23), an input point x ∈ Ω̄ is mapped to λ ∈ [0, 1]4, which are the Wachspress coordinates on a
quadrilateral. The basis functions λ appear in the geometric feature (map) layer of the neural network.
On using Nθ(λ;θ) and g(λ) in (17), the trial function uTFI

θ (λ;θ) is computed.

to L-BFGS, and finally the adoption of Nyström Newton conjugate gradient or self-scaled Broyden

(SSBroyden) algorithms to further decrease the loss. The rationale for this sequence stems from the

properties of stochastic gradient-based and Newton-based algorithms: the former is able to ‘escape’

poor local minima and saddle points in a complex landscape, whereas the latter can be attracted to

saddle points. Once the loss has attained sufficient decrease with Adam in the neighborhood of a good

local minima, L-BFGS and other quasi-Newton methods can enable (when Hessian of loss function is

well-conditioned) convergence to a much smaller loss. In this paper, we adopt the simple modification

proposed in [56] of using the log of the loss with L-BFGS, where it has been shown to deliver accuracies

that are comparable to that obtained using SSBroyden. In the computations that follow, a learning rate

of 10−3 is used for Adam. The strong Wolfe condition is used in the line search for L-BFGS. For the

highly oscillatory harmonic problem in Section 4.2, mini-batch training is used; single batch training is
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used for all other problems. Apart from selecting the number of epochs for Adam and L-BFGS, we do

not perform any hyperparameter tuning to produce the PINN and deep Ritz solutions.

4.2 Harmonic problems on the unit square

In [14], the ADF to the boundary of the square diverged at the vertices of the square, and therefore

collocation points in PINNs had to be chosen away from the boundary of the square. Here, we first

revisit a Laplace problem from [14] to compare PINN solutions using ADFs and the Wachspress-based

transfinite trial function that is proposed in this paper. We solve ∇2u = 0 in Ω = (0, 1)2 with the

Dirichlet boundary conditions [14]:

u(x) = 0 on Γ1, Γ2, Γ3, u(x) = sinπx on Γ4, (27)

where the boundaries edges are: Γ1 = {(x, y) : x = 0, 0 ≤ y ≤ 1}, Γ2 = {(x, y) : 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, y = 0},

Γ3 = {(x, y) : x = 1, 0 ≤ y ≤ 1}, and Γ4 = {(x, y) : 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, y = 1}. The exact solution for this

boundary-value problem is:

u(x) =
(eπy − e−πy) sinπx

eπ − e−π
. (28)

On noting that α1(λ2) = α2(λ3) = α4(λ1) = 0, α3(λ4) = sin[π(1−λ4)], and using (15), we can write g as:

g(λ) = λ3 sin[π(1− λ4)] + λ4 sin(πλ3) = λ3 sin(πλ4) + λ4 sin(πλ3), (29)

and then the trial function from (17) is given by

uTFI
θ (λ;θ) = λ3 sin(πλ4) + λ4 sin(πλ3) +Nθ(λ;θ)− L [Nθ(λ;θ)], (30)

where L [Nθ(λ;θ)] is given in (16). On using (5), g in (29) becomes xy sin[πy(1−x)]+y(1−x) sin(πxy),

whereas the Coons transfinite interpolant from (12) is y sin(πx). This shows that in general the

Wachspress-based transfinite interpolant and the Coons transfinite interpolant are distinct on a square.

The loss function for the Laplace equation with collocation-based PINNs is:

L(θ) = 1

M

M∑
k=1

[
∇2uTFI

θ (xk 7→ λk;θ)
]2

, (31)
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where M collocation points are chosen in the domain [δ, 1−δ]2, which is in the interior of the unit square.

The trial function, uTFI
θ (λ;θ) is given in (30). The loss function in (31) is used for training with the Adam

optimizer, whereas its log is adopted for training with the L-BFGS optimizer. We choose 100 collocation

points (10× 10 grid) for training and consider δ = 10−2 and δ = 10−4 in the numerical computations to

compare the solutions obtained with ADF and TFI. The network architecture 4–20–20–1 (two hidden

layers) is used. Network training is performed with Adam (1,000 epochs) + L-BFGS (4,000 epochs). The

numerical results are presented in Fig. 12. For the predictions, we used a refined set of 28, 812 testing

points. In Figs. 12a and 12b, we present the training loss curves for ADF and TFI. Training is conducted

for five initial seeds. The final training loss for ADF and TFI are O(10−6) and O(10−9), respectively.

Figures 12c and 12d depict contour plots of the exact solutions for u and |∇u|. For δ = 10−2, Figs. 12e–

12h show contour plots of the ADF solution, L2 norm of its gradient, along with the absolute error in u

and the L2 norm of the gradient of the error. The corresponding plots for TFI are shown in Figs. 12i–

12l. In alignment with the final training loss, we observe that the errors in u as well as in |∇u| are

markedly better for TFI when compared to ADF (see discussion in Section 3.1). For δ = 10−4, the plots

for ADF and TFI are depicted in Figs. 12m–12p and Figs. 12q–12t, respectively. Compared to δ = 10−2,

collocation points for δ = 10−4 are much closer to the boundary vertices, which adversely affects training

and accuracy with ADF: predictions by ADF dramatically worsen with maximum pointwise absolute

error increasing from 10−3 to 10−1. For TFI, however, the maximum pointwise absolute error and the

maximum pointwise L2 norm of the gradient of the error remain at O(10−6) and O(10−5), respectively.

In fact, the accuracy with TFI improves with decrease in δ (compare Figs. 12j and 12l to Figs. 12r

and 12t, respectively). This establishes that the Wachspress-based transfinite formulation overcomes one

of the main limitations of ADFs in PINNs [14] (see also the discussion in Section 2).

As a second benchmark on the unit square, we consider a test problem to exemplify the benefits of

exact imposition of oscillatory Dirichlet boundary conditions. To this end, we solve the Laplace equation

over the unit square with boundary conditions that contain high frequencies.2 It is known that for such

boundary conditions, a consequence of the smoothing properties of the Laplacian is that the solution

will dampen very quickly away from the boundary edges. For very high frequencies, the oscillations will

be confined to a thin boundary layer and smoothen out sharply to zero in the bulk of the domain. We

2The authors thank Dr. Joseph Bishop (Sandia National Laboratories) for suggesting this problem.
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Fig. 12: PINN solutions for the harmonic boundary-value problem in (27) using ADF and TFI. Network
architecture is 4–20–20–1. Training loss using ADF [14] and TFI for (a) δ = 10−2 and (b) δ = 10−4. (c),
(d) Exact solutions for u and |∇u|. Plots in (e)–(l) are for 100 equispaced training points in [0.01, 0.99]2

(δ = 10−2). Absolute error in u and L2 norm of the gradient of the error for (e)–(h) ADF and (i)–(l)
TFI. Plots in (m)–(t) are for 100 equispaced training points in [0.0001, 0.9999]2 (δ = 10−4). Absolute
error in u and L2 norm of the gradient of the error for (m)–(p) ADF and (q)–(t) TFI.
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solve ∇2u = 0 in Ω = (0, 1)2 and impose the following Dirichlet boundary conditions on the four edges:

u(x, 0) = u(x, 1) = sin(10πx), u(0, y) = u(1, y) = sin(10πy), (32)

which have 5 oscillations on each edge.

As the reference solution, we use a ‘lightning’ Laplace solver [60, 61]; Matlab™ code [62] is used to

compute the exact solution to 10-digits accuracy. Since the oscillatory solution is confined to a narrow

band in the vicinity of the boundaries, the vertices of a Delaunay mesh that is refined in the vicinity of

the boundary of the square are used as collocation points for training the neural network. A more highly

refined Delaunay mesh is used for the predictions. Figure 13c shows the 18, 000 collocation points used

for training. The refined Delaunay mesh consisting of 53,351 testing points is presented in Fig. 13d. Since

the exact solution has a high-frequency component with steep gradients that dampens very quickly with

distance from the boundary, the loss landscape is likely to be stiff, which is characterized by sharp, narrow

minima, the presence of saddle points, and large regions where the loss function changes rapidly. Hence,

to mitigate getting trapped at saddle points, network training is done with Adam for 75, 000 epochs and

then L-BFGS for 5, 000 epochs. The tanh activation function is used. A learning rate of 10−3 is used,

with exponential decay and a decay learning rate of 0.99999. The learning rate drops from 1× 10−3 to

1.1× 10−5 during training as shown in Fig. 13b. We use mini-batch training with 6 mini-batches, each

with a batch size of 3, 000 collocation points. Figure 13a displays the training loss as a function of the

number of epochs; use of mini-batch training leads to the observed large fluctuations in the training loss

curve. The loss at the end of training drops to 4.76, which in this instance is reasonably small given

that the Laplacian of the boundary functions are of magnitude 100π2. For this problem, the L-BFGS

optimizer is not effective in further reducing the loss. Figures 13e and 13f show contour plots of the exact

solution and the PINN solution; corresponding surface plots are depicted in Figs. 13h and 13i. Figure 13g

shows the contour plot of the absolute error, and the surface plot of the error appears in Fig. 13j. The

error in a narrow band of width 0.05 from the boundaries varies from −1.5 × 10−3 to 2 × 10−3, while

noting that the exact solution within the same band is in the range of ±0.4. At a distance of 0.1 or

greater from the boundaries, the maximum error is larger but in this region the exact solution is in the

range of ±0.04. In Figs. 13k–13n, the partial derivatives of the PINN solution and the errors in ∂u/∂x

and ∂u/∂y are presented. Steep gradients are observed near the boundaries, which sharply decrease as
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one moves away from the boundaries. The PINN solutions for the derivatives are fairly accurate (errors

are less than 0.1), on noting that near the boundaries the partial derivatives of u lie in (−32, 39). As the

surface plot in Fig. 13h reveals, the exact solution is highly oscillatory in the vicinity of the boundaries

and sharply dampens away from the boundaries—which underscores the importance of exactly imposing

Dirichlet boundary conditions and renders this problem to be particularly challenging for PINNs (more

so if soft imposition of Dirichlet boundary conditions is used) considering also the spectral bias of deep

neural network training to preferentially learn lower frequencies of a target function.

A potential means to ameliorate the spectral bias is to use Fourier features or the SIREN (Sinusoidal

Representation Network) [63] activation function that uses the sine function. For this oscillatory problem,

we adopt SIREN. For the same set of training points, testing points and training schedule as adopted

for tanh, the numerical results using SIREN are presented in Fig. 14. The loss at the end of training is

3.85. As Figs. 14b–14i reveal, the errors in u, ∂u/∂x and ∂u/∂y with SIREN are comparable to those

computed using tanh. This also confirms the robustness of the Wachspress-based transfinite formulation

across different activation functions.

4.3 Poisson problems on convex polygons

4.3.1 Quadrilateral domain

As the first problem, we consider a quadrilateral domain Q with vertices (0, 0), (1, 0), (1, 1/2) and (0, 1),

and solve the Poisson problem,

−∇2u = 2 in Q, (33)

and choose the exact solution u as

u(x) = (1− y)(−2 + 2x+ y). (34)

Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed on ∂Q that are consistent with the restriction of the exact

solution in (34) to the boundary edges. On solving (23), the exact solution for Wachspress coordinates

on the quadrilateral Q is:

λ(x) =

{
− (x− 1) (x+ 2 y − 2)

x− 2
,

x (x+ 2 y − 2)

x− 2
, − 2x y

x− 2
,

2 y (x− 1)

x− 2

}⊤

. (35)
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Fig. 13: PINN solution with tanh for the harmonic problem with oscillatory boundary conditions.
Reference solution is computed using a lightning Laplace solver [62]. Network architecture is 4–40–40–
40–40–1. (a) Training loss; (b) Learning rate; (c) Collocation points for training; and (d) Testing points
for prediction. (e)–(g) Contour plots of reference solution, PINN solution and absolute error of PINN
solution. (h)–(j) Surface plots of reference solution, PINN solution and error of PINN solution. (k)–(n)
Surface plots of the partial derivatives of the PINN solution and their errors.
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Fig. 14: PINN solution with SIREN for the harmonic problem with oscillatory boundary conditions.
Network architecture is 4–40–40–40–40–1. (a) Training loss; (b) PINN solution; (c) Absolute error of
PINN solution; (d), (e) Surface plot of PINN solution and the error in PINN; (f)–(i) Surface plots of the
partial derivatives of the PINN solution and their errors.

On using (1), the Dirichlet boundary conditions can be cast in terms of {αi}4i=1 as:

α1(λ2) = −2(1− λ2), α2(λ3) =
λ3(2− λ3)

4
, α3(λ4) =

(1− λ4)(1− 3λ4)

4
, α4(λ1) = −λ1(1 + λ1).

On substituting these in (15) we obtain g(x), and then on using (17), the trial function for PINNs or

deep Ritz is obtained:

uTFI
θ (λ;θ) = g(λ) +Nθ(λ;θ)− L [Nθ(λ;θ)], (36)

where L [Nθ(λ;θ)] is given in (16) for a quadrilateral domain. For training, the network architecture

4–20–20–1 is used. A uniform 10× 10 grid (100 collocation points) on the unit square is mapped to the

quadrilateral domain via isoparametric mapping. The testing points for predictions are obtained using a

Delaunay triangulation of the quadrilateral domain. Predictions are made on 21, 900 points (see Fig. 15c)

that are distinct from the training points (see Fig. 15b). Model training consists of 1, 000 epochs with

the Adam optimizer and 4, 000 epochs with the L-BFGS optimizer. The log of the loss is used during

the L-BFGS training phase. Numerical results are presented in Fig. 15. Figure 15a shows a sharp drop

in training loss after the L-BFGS optimizer; final loss after 5,000 epochs is 10−12. Comparisons of PINN

and exact solutions are provided in Figs. 15d–15i. Accuracy of PINN is O(10−9) in maximum pointwise

absolute error (see Fig. 15f) and O(10−7) in the maximum pointwise L2 norm of the gradient of the
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Fig. 15: PINN solution for the Poisson problem over a quadrilateral domain. Network architecture is
4–20–20–1. (a) Training loss; (b) Collocation points for training; (c) Testing points for predictions; (d)
Exact solution; (e) PINN solution; (f) Absolute error of PINN; (g) L2 norm of the exact gradient; (h)
L2 norm of the gradient of the PINN solution; and (i) L2 norm of the gradient of the error of PINN.

error (see Fig. 15i). The very high accuracy in this problem stems from the exact imposition of Dirichlet

boundary conditions, and in addition, the simple form (quadratic) of the exact solution in (34).

For the deep Ritz method, the loss function is set as the potential energy (PE) functional, Π[·]:

L(θ) := Π[uTFI
θ (θ)] =

1

2

∫
Ω

|∇uTFI
θ (x;θ)|2 dx−

∫
Ω

2uTFI
θ (x;θ) dx, (37)
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and the optimal θ∗ = argmin
θ

L(θ). Since the kinematically admissible neural network trial function (36)

is used in (37), the exact PE serves as a strict lower bound: Π[uTFI
θ ] ≥ Π[u], where u is the exact

solution. In the numerical computations, the quadrilateral is partitioned into 1,290 triangular cells and

a nq order quadrature rule [64] is used in each integration cell. For this problem, the potential energy of

the exact solution is 2.145833333333333. In the numerical computations, we use nq = 2, 3, 5, 6, 7. Model

training consisted of 500 epochs of Adam and 500 epochs of L-BFGS optimizers, respectively. Numerical

results are presented in Fig. 16. The starting training loss in Fig. 16a is relatively close to the exact

PE and switching to the L-BFGS optimizer at 500 epochs does not make a significant difference. The

final training losses (PE) are 2.145835, 2.145835, 2.145834, 2.145834 and 2.145835 for integration order

2, 3, 5, 6 and 7, respectively. Since the exact solution is quadratic and the heat source is a constant,

the integrand in the potential energy is also a quadratic function and so a cubature rule of order 2

(nq = 2) suffices. Since uTFI
θ is kinematically admissible, the PE (value of the loss) of the PINN solution

is variational (strictly above the exact PE). We halt the training at 1,000 epochs since running it longer

does not further reduce the loss. The model predictions are made at the same testing points that were

used for collocation-based PINNs. Even though the error in the PE is 5×10−5, we observe from Figs. 16e

and 16f that the maximum pointwise absolute error in the PINN solution and the maximum pointwise

L2 norm of the gradient of the error are O(10−4) and O(10−3), respectively. The solutions with the

deep Ritz are not as accurate as the collocation approach (see Figs. 15f and 15i), which is also well-

documented in the literature. In residual minimization with collocation-based PINNs, the minimization

of the sum of squares of the PDE residual at each collocation point is sought; however, when applying

deep Ritz on an overparametrized neural network, a global functional is minimized for which there

likely exist many solutions with potential energies that are proximal and bounded from below by the

exact PE, but yield differing accuracies in Sobolev norms. The potential energy of the collocation-based

PINN solution is 2.14583333333334, which has an accuracy of O(10−14). Instead of directly applying

the variational principle (deep Ritz), adopting the variational (weak) form in PINNs is known to deliver

better accuracy [65]. For all subsequent problems, we adopt the collocation approach.

4.3.2 Pentagonal domain

Consider a convex pentagonal domain P , with vertices (0, 0), (1, 0), (1, 1/2), (1/2, 1) and (0, 1/2). Let

{Γi}5i=1 denote the edges of P in counterclockwise orientation. We solve the following Poisson problem
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Fig. 16: Deep Ritz solution of the Poisson boundary-value problem in (33) over a quadrilateral domain.
Exact solution is given in (34). Network architecture is 4–20–20–1. (a) Training loss; (b) Training loss is
computed using cubature over the Delaunay triangulation; (c) PINN solution with sixth order (nq = 6)
cubature scheme; (d) L2 norm of the gradient of the PINN solution; (e) Absolute error of PINN; and (f)
L2 norm of the gradient of the error of PINN.

with Dirichlet boundary conditions:

−∇2u = 0 in P, (38a)

u = 0 on Γ1 ∪ Γ2 ∪ Γ3 ∪ Γ5, u = sin(πx) on Γ4. (38b)

The vertices of the Delaunay triangulation of the pentagon are used as collocation points. Figure 17b

shows the 1,791 collocation points used for training. The network architecture 5–20–20–20–20–1 is used.

Training consists of 5, 000 epochs of the Adam optimizer, followed by 15, 000 epochs of the L-BFGS

optimizer. Figure 17a shows a sharp decrease in the loss when the switch to L-BFGS occurs at 5,000

epochs; the loss at the end of training is 10−5. It should be pointed out that a standard PINN setup

will require the loss to be comprised of 5 additional contributions due to the boundary loss terms. In

contrast to standard PINN, in our formulation the PDE loss term is the sole contribution to the loss
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Fig. 17: PINN solution for the Poisson problem over a pentagonal domain. Network architecture is 5–
20–20–20–20–1. (a) Training loss; (b) Collocation points for training; (c) Testing points for predictions;
(d) FE solution, uh; (e) PINN solution, uTFI

θ ; and (f) Absolute error of PINN, |uh − uTFI
θ |.

function. The reference solution is computed using Abaqus™ [46]. The reference finite element solution

is computed on a Delaunay mesh that consists of 57,454 elements (6-noded DC2D6 and 8-noded DC2D8

quadratic heat transfer elements). For comparisons with the reference solution, predictions are made at

the 171, 465 nodal locations shown in Fig. 17c. Figures 17d and 17e show contour plots of the FE and

PINN solutions, respectively. The pointwise maximum absolute error of the PINN solution is O(10−4)

(see Fig. 17f).

4.4 Inverse heat conduction problem

We again consider the convex pentagonal domain P chosen in Section 4.3.2. As the forward problem, we

solve the following steady-state heat conduction problem:

∇2u+ f = 0 in P, (39a)

u = 0 on Γ1 ∪ Γ2 ∪ Γ3 ∪ Γ5, u = sin(πx) on Γ4. (39b)
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We choose the heat source

f(x) = 60(x+ y), (40)

and solve the forward problem on a highly refined finite element mesh consisting of 57,454 elements (6-

noded DC2D6 and 8-noded DC2D8 quadratic heat transfer elements in Abaqus™ [46]). The FE solution,

uh, is used as the reference solution. As a proof-of-concept, we manufacture a simple inverse problem

to further exemplify the benefits of exactly enforcing Dirichlet boundary conditions. For the inverse

problem, we sample the FE temperature at m = 4, 000 randomly sampled points (see Fig. 18a). These

points in the domain and the corresponding values of uh at these locations are used to construct the

data loss for PINNs. In the PINN model, the heat source fa is assumed to be a bivariate polynomial of

degree 1:

fa(x) = a0 + a1x+ a2y, (41)

where ai (i = 1, 2, 3) are unknown parameters. Now, our objective is to discover the unknown parameters

in (41) with PINNs, and to assess its accuracy against the exact heat source f in (40).

The PDE loss depends on fa, which is evolving with epochs. In addition, the given data (primal field

u) is the ground truth. Hence, it stands to reason that the data loss is of greater importance than the

PDE loss, and so for stronger enforcement of the data constraints, the data loss term is weighted by a

factor of 100 compared to the PDE loss in the loss function:

L(θ) = 1

M

M∑
k=1

[
∇2uTFI

θ (xk 7→ λk;θ) + fa(xk 7→ λk)
]2

+
100

m

m∑
ℓ=1

[
uh(xℓ 7→ λℓ)− uTFI

θ (xℓ 7→ λℓ;θ)
]2
.

The network architecture 5–20–20–20–20–1 is used. Figure 18b shows the 1,791 collocation points that

are used to compute the PDE loss for training. Training consists of 10, 000 epochs of the Adam optimizer,

followed by 40, 000 epochs of the L-BFGS optimizer. Figure 18d presents the PDE and data losses, which

are 2× 10−3 and 1× 10−6, respectively, at the end of the training. Again, we point out that a standard

PINN setup will require a total of 7 loss contributions with 5 of those contributions due to the boundary

losses. In contrast, our formulation has only 2 loss terms (one from the PDE and the other one from the

data). Figure 18e depicts the evolution of the 3 unknown heat source parameters during training. The

final values of the discovered parameters a0, a1 and a2 are 0.17, 59.68 and 59.97, respectively. Figure 18c

shows the 171, 465 nodal points in the FE mesh where PINN predictions are made. Figure 18h present

the contour plot of the absolute error of PINN. Figures 18i–18k show contour plots of the exact heat
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Fig. 18: PINN solution for the inverse heat conduction problem over a pentagonal domain. Network
architecture is 5–20–20–20–20–1. (a) Randomly sampled data points for data loss; (b) training points
for PDE loss; and (c) testing points for predictions. (d) Training loss and (e) evolution of heat source
parameters. Contour plots of (f) FE solution, uh; (g) PINN solution, uTFI

θ ; and (h) absolute error of
PINN, |uh − uTFI

θ |. Contour plots of (i) heat source in forward problem, f ; (j) discovered heat source
using PINN, fa; and (k) absolute error in heat source, |f − fa|.

source f , discovered heat source fa and the absolute error in the heat source prediction. The maximum

pointwise error of the predicted heat source over the polygonal domain is about 0.5%.

4.5 Poisson problem on a parametrized geometry

Consider a quadrilateral Qp that is parametrized by the y-coordinate of the third vertex. The vertices

of the quadrilateral are: (0, 0), (1, 0),
(
1, (1 + p)/2

)
and (0, 1) with p ∈ [0, 1] so that Qp is convex. We
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solve the following parametric (geometric) Poisson boundary-value problem:

−∇2u(x, p) = f(x, p) in Qp ⊂ R2, (42a)

u = 0 on ∂Qp, (42b)

and choose f so that the exact solution is:

u(x, p) = 15xy(1− x)(2 + px− x− 2y). (42c)

The exact solution is set so that its L2 norm is O(1). For p = 0, ||u||L2(Ω) = 0.525 and for p = 0,

||u||L2(Ω) = 1. On using (23), the exact solution for Wachspress coordinates on Qp is obtained:

λ(x, p) =

{
(1− x)(2 + px− x− 2y))

2 + px− x

x(2 + px− x− 2y))

2 + px− x

2xy

2 + px− x

2y(1− x)

2 + px− x

}⊤

. (43)

In the computations, the input to the neural network is λp := (λ, p) ∈ R5 and the extended convex

domain Ωp ⊂ R3 is bounded by the planes/surfaces given by x = 0, x = 1, y = 0, y = (2 + px − x)/2,

p = 0, and p = 1. We map each quadrilateral to the unit square (shown on the left in Fig. 19) via the

transformation:

x = ξ, y =
η(2 + px− x)

2
, J =

2− (1− p)ξ

2
, (44)

where J is the Jacobian of the transformation. The Laplacian of u can be expressed in terms of the

derivatives with respect to ξ and η as:

∇2u(x, y) = u,ξξ +
2(1− p))η

A(ξ, p)
u,ξη +

4 + η2(1− p)2

A2(ξ, p)
u,ηη +

2(1− p)2

A2(ξ, p)
u,η, A(ξ, p) = 2− (1− p)ξ, (45)

where a comma is used to denote the partial derivative with respect to the specified coordinate.
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For collocation-based PINNs, the loss function for the Poisson equation on the parametrized geometry

is:

L(θ) = 1

|Ωp|

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

∫ 2+px−x
2

0

(∇2u+ f)2 dy dx dp =
1

|Ωp|

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

(∇2u+ f)2|J | dξ dη dp

≈ 1

M

M∑
k=1

[
∇2uTFI

θ (ξ, η, p;θ) + f
]2
(ξk,ηk,pk)

|J(ξk, pk)|,
(46)

where uTFI
θ (ξ, η, p;θ) with (ξ, η) 7→ λ, is the neural network approximation, and the expression for the

Laplacian is provided in (45). For training with the Adam optimizer, the loss function in (46) is used,

whereas its log is adopted for training with the L-BFGS optimizer. The training points are chosen

within the unit cube shown in Fig. 19. Even though the cube can be discretized using randomly chosen

collocation points, for simplicity and computational efficiency, we discretize the ξη-plane once using a

set of points, P ∈ [0, 1]2, which are uniformly spaced (see Fig. 20b). This set of points is repeated

for different values of p ∈ [0, 1] with increments of 0.1 to fill the unit cube with collocation points

P × [0, 0.1, . . . , 1] (see the schematic shown on the right in Fig. 19). In all 5,346 collocation points are

used for training. This approach enables us to compute the Wachspress coordinates λ(ξ, η) (unit square)

just once and to reuse them for different values of p. Note that on using (44) in (43), λ(ξ, η) reduces to

bilinear finite element functions on a square. Training is performed just once to obtain a model that can

predict the solution for the family of quadrilateral geometries parametrized by p ∈ [0, 1]. Predictions are

made for different values of p with testing points that are not in the training set. The numerical results

are presented in Fig. 20. Figure 20a shows the training loss as a function of the number of epochs; the

final training loss is 1.4 × 10−7. Figures 20d through 20l provide comparisons of the predicted solution

with the analytical solution for p = 0.05, p = 0.55 and p = 0.75, which reveal excellent accuracy of the

PINN predictions with maximum pointwise absolute errors of O(10−6) for the chosen values of p.

4.6 Nonlinear Poisson problem

As the final numerical example, we consider the following nonlinear Poisson problem over the unit

square [56]:

∇2u− exp(u) + f = 0 in Ω = (0, 1)2, (47a)
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(0, 0) (1, 0)

(0, 1)

(1, 1+p
2 )

x

y

(0, 0) (1, 0)

(0, 1) (1, 1)

ξ

η

(0, 0, 0)

(1, 1, 1)

p=0.5

Fig. 19: Mapping for the parametrized geometry is from xy-space to ξη-space (shown on the left).
Training points are generated in the unit cube, where ξ, η, p ∈ [0, 1] (shown on the right).

and choose f so that the exact solution u is [56]:

u(x) = 1 + sin(4πx) cos(4πy). (47b)

The Dirichlet boundary conditions on ∂Ω are chosen to be consistent with the exact solution in (47b),

i.e., u = 1 + sin(4πx) on the bottom and top edges; and u = 1 on the left and right edges. Figure 21b

shows the 5, 046 collocation points used for training. A very dense grid of testing points, which is shown

in Fig. 21c, is used for predictions against the exact solution. The network architecture 4–30–30–1 is

used. Training was performed with Adam for 10, 000 epochs, and then with L-BFGS for 20, 000 epochs.

Figure 21a shows the training loss; the loss at the end of training is 10−4. Figure 21f depicts the absolute

error between the exact solution and the prediction by PINN, and Fig. 21i shows the plot of the L2

norm of the gradient of the error. The PINN solution is accurate: maximum pointwise absolute error

and maximum pointwise L2 norm of the gradient of the error are O(10−5) and O(10−3), respectively.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we proposed a Wachspress-based transfinite formulation for physics-informed neural net-

works to exactly enforce Dirichlet boundary conditions over convex polygonal domains. This overcomes

the primary limitation of approximate distance functions [14]—unbounded Laplacian at the vertices of

a polygonal domain—in physics-informed neural networks [1]. Boolean sum operation, which is used for

bilinear Coons transfinite interpolation on the square [24], cannot be directly extended to convex polyg-

onal domains with four (quadrilateral) or more sides. In this work, the transfinite interpolant was formed
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Fig. 20: PINN solution for the Poisson problem over family of parametrized quadrilaterals. Network
architecture is 4–20–20–20–20–1. (a) Training loss. (b) Points P ∈ [0, 1]2 are shown. Training points in
the cube are given by the Cartesian product P × [0, 0.1, . . . , 1] (see Fig. 19). (c) For a given p, testing
points within the quadrilateral for predictions. For p = 0.05: (d) u, (e) uTFI

θ , (f) |u−uTFI
θ |. For p = 0.55:

(g) u, (h) uTFI
θ , (i) |u− uTFI

θ |. For p = 0.75: (j) u, (k) uTFI
θ , (l) |u− uTFI

θ |.
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Fig. 21: PINN solution for the nonlinear Poisson problem over the unit square. Network architecture is
4–30–30–1. (a) Training loss; (b) Collocation points for training; (c) Testing points for predictions; (d)
Exact solution, u; (e) PINN solution, uTFI

θ ; and (f) Absolute error of PINN, |u− uTFI
θ |; (g) L2 norm of

the gradient of the exact solution, |∇u|; (h) L2 norm of the gradient of the PINN solution, |∇uTFI
θ |; and

(i) L2 norm of the gradient of the error of PINN, |∇(u− uTFI
θ )|.

by using Wachspress coordinates as the blending functions in the formula that is based on a projection

onto the faces of a convex domain [13]. This generalizes bilinear Coons interpolation from a rectangular

domain to a convex polygonal domain. For a polygonal domain P and prescribed boundary function B

on ∂P , the transfinite interpolant of B, g : P̄ → C0(P̄ ), was viewed as a lifting that extended boundary

functions to the interior of the domain. To construct the trial function, we formed the difference between
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the neural network’s output and the extension of its boundary restriction to the interior of the polygo-

nal domain, and then added g to it. Since the restriction of the trial function to the boundary yielded g,

exact satisfaction of Dirichlet boundary conditions was ensured. A key feature of the Wachpress-based

transfinite formulation was that it was agnostic to the specific Dirichlet boundary functions that were

imposed on the boundary of the domain.

On convex polygonal domains, Wachspress coordinates served as a geometric feature map that

encoded the boundary edges. The spatial coordinates of a point, x ∈ P̄ , was mapped to Wachspress coor-

dinates, x 7→ λ, which resided in the geometric feature (map) layer of the neural network architecture.

In doing so, we showed that a framework emerged for solving Poisson problems on parametrized convex

geometries using neural networks. In particular, the family of convex quadrilaterals with one vertex at(
1, (1+ p)/2

)
(p ∈ [0, 1]) was embedded in a curved hexahedron that was mapped to a cube. Besides the

utility of this capability to solve partial differential equations using physics-informed neural networks,

ideas emanting from this approach may also be valuable in the development of geometry-aware neural

operators [3, 4, 66].

The advance introduced in this paper permitted choosing collocation points in physics-informed neu-

ral networks that were located very close to the boundary vertices, thereby overcoming a limitation from

previous work [14]. Generalized barycentric coordinates are a natural choice as blending functions in

the transfinite formula proposed in [13]. On convex polygons, the Laplacian of Wachspress coordinates

are bounded, whereas they are unbounded for mean value coordinates. Hence, Wachspress coordinates

were adopted in this study. However, the transfinite formula [13] appears to be valid on nonconvex poly-

gons; we presented results on a nonconvex quadrilateral using mean value coordinates. The performance

of the Wachspress-based transfinite formulation was assessed on two-dimensional forward and inverse

problems, including a harmonic problem over the unit square with highly oscillatory boundary condi-

tions, a Poisson problem over a parametrized quadrilateral and a nonlinear Poisson problem over the

unit square. Comparisons of the PINN predictions (absolute error in u and L2 norm of the gradient of

the error) were made with the exact solution (when available) or with reference finite element solutions

that were computed using the Abaqus™ finite element software package [46]. We demonstrated the sound

performance of collocation-based PINNs and deep Ritz on convex polygonal domains, and showed that

network training over a square domain delivered accurate solutions even when interior training points

were arbitrarily close to the boundary vertices.
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The proposed approach to exactly enforce Dirichlet boundary conditions is also suitable for solv-

ing linear eigenvalue problems over non-Cartesian (convex polygonal) geometries with the deep Ritz

(Rayleigh quotient) method. In addition, for a convex polygon P , if w(x) := h(x)− L [h(x)] for x ∈ P̄

and 0 otherwise, we then observe that w(x) ∈ C0(R2) is compactly-supported and is a kinematically

admissible test function that is suitable in domain-decomposition based variational PINNs. Here, h(x)

can be chosen to be any bivariate function, including polynomials, sines and cosines, or even the neural

network’s output with assigned weights and biases. Furthermore, extensions of the proposed formulation

to convex polyhedra and hypercubes in Rn, and to nonconvex polygonal domains are also of interest. For

the former, transfinite formula for convex polyhedra are provided in [13] and Matlab™ code to compute

Wachspress coordinates in three dimensions is available [47]. For the latter, generalized barycentric coor-

dinates on nonconvex polygon such as metric coordinates [67, 68] and variational barycentric coordinates

(uses neural fields) [69] are worth exploring. Such topics offer potential directions for future research.
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