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Abstract

In this work we discuss the problem of identifying sound sources from pressure measurements
with a Bayesian approach. The acoustics are modelled by the Helmholtz equation and the goal
is to get information about the number, strength and position of the sound sources, under the
assumption that measurements of the acoustic pressure are noisy. We propose a problem specific
prior distribution of the number, the amplitudes and positions of the sound sources and algorithms
to compute an approximation of the associated posterior. We also discuss a finite element dis-
cretization of the Helmholtz equation for the practical computation and prove convergence rates
of the resulting discretized posterior to the true posterior. The theoretical results are illustrated
by numerical experiments, which indicate that the proven rates are sharp.

Keywords Uncertainty Quantification Bayesian Inverse Problem Sound Source Identification Fi-
nite Elements Non-Gaussian Sequential Monte Carlo

1 Introduction

Throughout the paper, unless noted otherwise, all functions and measures are complex valued. Let
D CR% d=2,3, be an bounded convex polygonal /polyhedral domain. Furthermore let the boundary
be in the form 0D =: T =T'y UT'z where I'y := U}]:1 1"7] can be written as the union of some faces of
I'and T'yz :=T'\I'y. We assume that I'z has positive d — 1-dimensional Hausdorff measure. We model

the acoustic pressure y,, as the solution of

2
_Ayu - (%) Yu = T(u) in D,
al/yu - Z%yu =0 on I'z, (1)
Ol =g on I'y.

The Helmholtz equation describes a stationary wave and is not elliptic, making some of the analysis
atypical. It appears in the modelling of acoustics or electromagnetism (see for example [18, Chapter
2, §8, Section 7] or [2I, Chapters VI, XXV] for a more physics based approach). To be more specific,
¢ denotes the angular frequency and ¢ the speed of sound. g € H %(F ~N) is a complex function which
models the amplitude of a outside sound source on a part of the boundary and 7(u) is a complex linear
combination, possibly even a series, of Dirac measures with support in D. The Dirac measures model
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sound sources, which we want to identify. p describes the density of the fluid and ¢ € C is the wall
impedance given by

Yo = B¢ + %Z (2)

The frequency-dependent material constants o > 0 and 5 > 0 are related to the viscous and elastic
response of the isolating material. However, in what follows, we will assume only that 3¢ # 0. The
boundary condition on I'z allows the modelling of an absorbing viscoelastic material covering the
boundary walls. The boundary conditions on I'y models external influence on the acoustic pressure.

Our aim is to deduce the distribution of the number, locations and amplitudes of the sound sources
7(u) from pressure measurements y := (y,(2;)); € C™ at finitely many distinct points (z;)jL, in D.
We define the observation operator

Gily = C" we (yulz))))sy ®)

where (L is a suitable subset chosen from a sequence space of amplitudes o and positions z. Later in
Section we analyse under which assumptions and restrictions G is actually well-defined.
We analyse the following inverse problem

y=G(u)+neCm, (4)

where the measurement noise is denoted by n € C™. In particular, we give precise meaning to 7, y
and u as random variables.

We study with a Bayesian approach which means that we are going to propose a problem
specific prior, i.e. a distribution, which models prior knowledge of the distribution of the number,
amplitudes and positions of the sound sources. We are then going to deduce the posterior distribution
of those quantities, which incorporates our prior knowledge and observations from measurements. For
the general principle we refer to [31] or [32] for example.

The inverse problem is challenging from various aspects. In particular we would like to note
that G will be non-linear thus making this problem delicate. Apart from the non-linearity of G an
additional problem will be that (ignoring boundary conditions) solutions to the Helmholtz equation
only depend on the distance to the source. (See the proof of Proposition ) Meaning: taking a
single measurement one can infer how far the sound source is away from the measurement point, not
necessarily where it is located.

This work is structured as follows. In Section [2| we give a precise meaning to and prove existence
and regularity of solutions to . We proceed to approximate by finite elements and prove a priori
estimates for the error between the exact acoustic pressure and its finite element approximation.

In Section[3] we specify the prior and posterior distribution of the number, amplitudes and positions
of the unknown sound sources and show that the posterior distribution is well defined. Based on the
theoretical stochastic framework we propose a Sequential Monte Carlo method (SMC) in Section
to solve (4). In particular, we propose an algorithm to approximate the posterior distribution of
the number, the amplitudes and the positions of the sources. We also present that the discretized
observation operator GG}, is well-defined and meaningful along with a priori error estimates introduced
by the finite element discretization.

Section [Bl is reserved for numerical results which illustrate the theoretical framework.

Before we continue we would like to put this work into perspective. In [4l, 27, B4], deterministic
models are considered to recover number, amplitude and positions of the sound sources from measure-
ments of the acoustic pressure. The papers rely on techniques of optimal control theory. While the
cost functional in [4] is smooth, non-smooth and sparsity promoting cost functionals are considered in
[27, 34]. Morover, [4] includes a discussion of finite element approximations.

Various other discretization techniques were also used in situations similar to ours. In the PDE
related work of [6], the authors considered an inverse problem, which is governed by the Navier-Stokes
equation. The conditions on the Navier-Stokes equation are considered in such a way, that the solution
of the PDE is representable by a Fourier series. Such a representation allows the authors to consider



a spectral Galerkin method for which exponential rates in the discretization error are obtained. In
case of the Helmholtz equation there exists a similar ansatz, which allows to use a spectral method as
well, i.e. the Sinc-Galerkin method. The authors in [20] discuss such a Sinc-Galerkin method for the
Helmholtz Equation, where exponential error rates can be shown in case of a smooth solution to the
Helmholtz equation. In case of point sound sources, i.e. the forcing function is a linear combination of
Dirac measures, the authors [20] can not show that an exponential error rate is obtainable. This is still
an open question. Furthermore, due to the structure of the Sinc-functions, a more complex geometry,
than a square or cube of the domain D, requires an overlapping-technique, which is complicated to
handle, see [8 9].

Concerning the Bayesian inverse problem, prior distributions with similar structures as in this
work can be found in computational statistics: The focus in [22] is to simulate distributions with state
spaces of differing dimensions. In particular, [22] considers a measure 7 on the measurable space (Q, )
where Q = Upcqik} X Qr, Qr C R*, & C N. Examples where such distributions can be observed are
Bayesian mixture modelling [23] or non-linear classification and regression [I9]. We will work with a
prior distribution which has its support in an appropriate sequence space £-. This has the benefit of
giving us a function space structure to work with.

In [24] and [25] the authors consider the finite dimensional problem

z(t) = As(t) € R™ (5)

for n € N, where x; represents the time dependent amplitude recorded by the microphone ¢. The
function s; models the time dependent amplitude of the source and the unknown square matrix A €
R™*™ ig called the mixing matrix. The authors assume that the emitted sound is directly detected
by the microphones without any delay and that the mixing is linear. The aim is to obtain an explicit
representation of the posterior distribution of the mixing matrix A. Using Bayes’ Theorem and several
assumptions, the authors are able to show that this problem is well posed and are able to approximate
the posterior distribution of the matrix A and also the distance of the sources from the microphones.
Comparing the our work and [24] 25] we allow that the number of detectors is arbitrary, the sound
source number is unknown and the prior w.r.t. the positions is more general. The authors in [24] [25]
use the whole R? as domain for the position of the sound sources and do not take reflections or
exterior influences of the pressure into account, which is possible using a PDE based approach. The
focus of [24] 25] is different and is concentrating on finding the mixing matrix, which does not need
the introduction of a PDE depending model.

Regarding the use of the SMC see the works of [6] [7, [I4]. The observation operator in [0] is
linear and the prior is a Gaussian measure on an infinite dimensional space. In this setting the authors
present a standard SMC algorithm, which is based on a previous work of [I4] and obtains a convergence
rate of O(1/N) with N as the number of particles that approximate the posterior measure [5]. This
SMC method is also used in [7] for an elliptic inverse problem, with a non-linear observation operator
and a non-Gaussian prior, which is based on a Fourier series formulation with deterministic basis
multiplied by randomized scalar valued random variables of certain kind. The authors want to identify
the diffusion coefficent in the elliptic partial differential equation, where fixed Dirac measures act as
forcing functions in the differential equation. These Dirac measures are approximated by smoother
functions.

Due to the constructed prior, the authors of [7], obtain a bounded likelihood function, which is
bounded from below by a C' > 0. This allows the authors to show that the SMC method converges in
a specific distance function, see [7, Theorem 3.1]. In our work, we considered a non-linear observation
operator as well as a prior which is not Gaussian. Furthermore, we can not directly use the proof of
[7, Theorem 3.1] to show convergence in our setting. This is due to the likelihood function, which can
obtain values that are arbitrarily near to 0 in our situation. However, we are still able to show that
the SMC method converges in the mean square error with the rate O(1/N).

More application-oriented research on the location of sound sources with a Bayesian approach can
be found in [3]. Here, the Gaussian prior and the finite dimensional observation operator are based on
a frequency decomposition of the signals. In particular, the authors use a Markov chain Monte Carlo
method and compare the simulated results to real experiments. Due to the different structure of the
observation operator in [3], the model does not consider the Helmholtz equation or its discretization.



Further practical results are the subject of [26], where a similar problem with a dynamically moving
robot is studied.

2 The Helmholtz Equation

2.1 Preliminaries

For convenience of the reader we recall some basic results on Sobolev spaces and auxiliary results. We
also introduce the notation for the rest of the work. Most definitions are not given in full generality,
but can be easily generalized. Moreover, we define several solution concepts to the Helmholtz equation
in this section.

The absolute value of a complex number is denoted by |- |. We write || - || for the Euclidean norm
in R¢. We define the distances for z € R% and Dy, D; C R¢

dist(z, D) := inf |z — yll and dist(Dy, Dy) := L. |z —yll.

For p € [1,00] and k € N we denote by W*?(D) complex valued Sobolev spaces, i.e. LP(D) function
whose derivatives of up to order k also lie in LP(D). They are equipped with the usual norms and
thus Banach spaces. Also note that H*(D) := W*2(D) is a Hilbert space. These statements and all
the following statements of Section [2.1] can be found for the real valued case in [1]. The statements for
complex valued functions follow by the decomposition into real and imaginary part.

For the next theorem we need the notion of a Lipschitz domain. A Lipschitz domain is a domain D
in R? such that locally the boundary of D can be written as the graph of a Lipschitz map. A precise
definition is given in [33, Definition 2.4]. We emphasize that any domain appearing in this paper, for
example D or D\ By (z) for € D,k > 0, are Lipschitz domains.

Theorem 2.1 (Sobolev Embedding Theorem). For each Lipschitz domain E C R% we have the
continuous embedding

H*(E) — C(E).
More precisely, there exists a C > 0 such that
Ifllcz) < Clfllazimy,  for all f € H*(E).

In general, functions in H*(D) are not well-defined on the boundary, but their boundary values
can still be defined in the sense of traces (see [I, Theorem 5.22]) for which we write -|p.

Definition 2.2. We define
HZ(Tw) = {flry : f € H'(D)}
and recall that for each f € H!(D) one has
110l 4.y < ClS e o) (6)

with a C independent of f.
In the following, we introduce different solution concepts for the Helmholtz equation.

Definition 2.3 (Weak solution). The function y € H!(D) is called weak solution to the Helmholtz
equation if it satisfies

D/ Ty Vo (i)z o da — fg”r / yTdS(z) = ! (u)dz + / g7dS () (7)

I'n

for all v € H(D).



Definition 2.4 (Very weak solution). The function y € L?(D) is called very weak solution to the
Helmholtz equation if it satisfies

/y(—A@) - <i>2yv do = /T(u)mx + /gﬁdS(z)
D D

I'n
for all v € H?(D) with d,v + i%v =0onTIy and 0,v =0o0n I'y.

Both notions of weak and very weak solutions are derived from testing with a test function
and using integration by parts. In case of a very weak solution of the Helmholtz equation with
7(u) = > poq dy, the first integral on the right has to be understood as

/T(u)ﬁdx = Z apv(xy).
=1

D

This expression is well-defined for v € H2(D) since H2(D) embeddeds into C(D) (see Theorem [2.1)).

The very weak solution to the Helmholtz equation has singularities at the sources x € D if
T(u) = > pe akdy, and ai # 0 (see the proof of Proposition in particular (10))). This makes it
complicated to estimate the norm of the very weak solution on the entire domain D. Therefore, we
restrict the possible source locations = to a source domain and the given measurement points z € D
to a measurement domain and demand a positive distance of the domains to each other.

Definition 2.5 (Source and measurement domain). For x > 0 the source domain D, C D is a set
satisfying dist(D,I') > k. The measurement domain is defined as

M, :={x € D| dist(z, D,) > r and dist(z,T') > k}.

With restriction to these domains we can derive estimates of the norms || - || g2 (az,), || - w20 (a1,.)
or point evaluations of the form y,(z) for z € M,, with sources in D,,. We further allow for an infinite
amount of sources.

Definition 2.6 (Source set). The space ¢}(C x R9) is the space of sequences (ay, )32, C C x RY
such that

oo

(e, z0) 2l exmay == D (lawe| + [le]) < oo
(=1

We denote this Banach space by £*. We define the set £. as the restriction of ¢! to the source domain
0L = {(ag,20)2, €01 |z € Dy, forall £ € N}

Moreover, we introduce the mapping 7 which maps intensities and sources to a series of dirac measures
o0
T((ae, w0)21) == ) b,
=1

The general assumption is now that D, and ¢. are non-empty. The definition of /. requires that
0 € D,;, otherwise £} is empty. This assumption can be bypassed by an appropriate shift of the domain.
Thus we assume w.l.o.g. that 0 € D,.

We now study the very weak solution y, of the Helmholtz equation. We proceed as in [4, Section
3.2] to prove existence, uniqueness and norm estimates with respect to the data. Furthermore, we
are interested in sensitivity properties of y, with respect to u. Later, we want u to follow some prior
probability distribution. This requires that all appearing constants in this section are independent of
u. After the results for the infinite dimensional problem have been established, we continue to prove
similar results for solutions y,, 5, of a discretized problem and show convergence rates.



2.2 Homogeneous Neumann Data and a Single Sound Source

We first consider the Helmholtz equation with a single source source and no outside noise, i.e.
7(u) = 0, and g = 0. Here z € D, and u = ((1,z), (0,0), (0,0),...) € £L.

In the following, we will repeat the main steps from [4l, section 3.2] to show existence and regularity
of the very weak solution. We prove both at the same time using a decomposition argument. The
main reasons why we not just refer to |4, section 3.2] are convienience of the reader and the fact that
we need to prove local Lipschitz continuity of the Helmholtz equation with respect to its forcing term
(e.g. in Section , which is not done in [4] section 3.2].

Proposition 2.7. Very weak solutions to the Helmholtz equation are unique.

Proof. Because the Helmholtz equation, and in particular its very weak formulation, are (affine) linear
in the right hand side, it is sufficient to prove that g = 0, 7(u) = 0 imply that any very weak solution
satisfies y = 0. Let y be such a solution. We will use the so-called transposition method. Consider the
following linear map

2
Dy: D — L*(D), v —Av — <<> v

C

with the vector space
D= {v GHQ(D) :&,v—i@v:Oon I'z and d,v =0 on FN}.
Y¢

By the continuity of the trace operator this is even a Banach space by virtue of being a closed subspace
of H?(D).
2

All functions in D are weak solutions of the Helmholtz equation with right hand side —Av — (%) v

and boundary data g = 0. Due to appropriate H?(D)-estimates for weak solutions of the Helmholtz
equation, see [4, Theorem 3.3, (3.4)], we can show that D, is a continuous and surjective operator.
The uniqueness of weak solutions to @), see [4, Theorem 3.3], implies that D, is an isomorphism.

By the definition of y we have for any v € D:

0= (y,Dav)r2(py = (Dsy,v)p*,D-
This entails D}y = 0 and, because adjoints of isomorphims are isomorphisms as well, finally y = 0. O

Proposition 2.8. The Helmholtz equation

2
—aGr - (4 6r = 6 D,
0,G* —i%G* = 0 only, (8)
0,G* = 0 onTy.

has a unique very weak solution G* € L?(D) for any x € D,. Additionally there exists a C,, > 0 such
that

1G“ N &2 a0y, |GF lwzeoe (ar,) < O for all x € Dy,
and
. 1
IG* = G| p2(ar) < Crllz —yl| for all z,y € D, with ||z —y| < 2h

Proof. The uniqueness follows from Proposition [2.7}
We introduce the fundamental solution of the Helmholtz equation in the whole space, i.e.

—ADT - (5)2 ®° =4, inRL



This equation has to be understood in the sense of (tempered) distributions in .7 (R%)*, i.e.
2
/ _BTAT - <C) ®"Tdr = o(z)  for all v € F(RY), )
R4 Cc

The space .7 (R?) is introduced in [35, pp. 1058-1061]. It is not particularly important for our purposes.
With this definition the solution of @[) is given by

£ (Sllz—2ll) ifd=2,
O(2) := (10)

47|z —z||

Here, Y denotes the zero-order second-kind Bessel function [I8, Chapter. 2, §8.6 Proposition 27].
We also refer to [I0, Chapter 1] for some background on Bessel functions. In particular, there holds
d* € C°(R4\ {z}) and ®*|p € L*(D).

We introduce p* as the weak solution of

2

—Ap® — (%) pr = 0 in D,
x _ 1Kp,x _ T iCp Fx

dup Ve P = —0,9% + > ®* on Iy,

o, p* = —-0,07 on I'y.

For the exact weak formulation see [4, (3.9)], which has additional terms compared to Definition
since the boundary condition for I'z is not zero. Its exact form is not important for our purposes.
According to [4, Theorem 3.3] and the remarks before and after [4, (3.10)] the solution p* exists, is
unique and p* € H2(D). Moreover, it satisfies

Y¢

7" 2y < € 10,27y o |- (11)

H2(Tz)

This implies that G* = p* + ®*|p is the very weak solution to (8). By this and @ we have for
any £ > 0

G| 2 (D\B.. () < IIP" | 22(D\B.. () + 127 |52(D\ B, (2)) < CI®” || 52(D\ B, (2))- (12)

Note that
Yo(r) ~log(r), Yg®(r) ~1/rF

for r >0, r — 0 and k € N by [10, Chapter 1, (1.13) et seq.]. Moreover, for any k € Ny we have

(k)
exp (— %r) 1

~ —

4dmr rk

for r > 0, 7 — 0. We can thus conclude that each derivative 9* of order k of ®* satisfies

Cllog(|lz —=|)] if2—-d—-k=0,
Cllz —z|>~9* else.

10482 (2)] < {
Finally, |z — z| > & for z € D\ B, (z) yields the estimate

197 || 712D\ By (1)) < CK ™4

for a constant C' > 0 which is independent of x and z. Because dist(z,T') > &, the right hand side
in can be bounded similarly using the same arguments. The estimate in the W2 (M, )-norm
follows from [4} Lemma 3.5] with Dy := M,,.



To see the Lipschitz continuity of G* let x,y € D,.. Observe that
1G* = GY | a2,y < 1P° = P 2D\ B () + 197 = Y| 2D\ B, () < CIP* — Y[ m2(D\ B (2)) (14)

by and @

Let z € M,,. Note that for each £ in the line [x,y] we have:
1
<z =zl <l =gl + e = &l < 5r+ =<
and thus £r < ||z — £||. Thus for for any k € Ny we have by the mean value theorem and

007 (2) — 0" @Y (2)| = [0 @*(2) — 0" *(y)| < Cucpellz — yll-

We conclude
97 — @¥|| g2 (D\B,.(2)) < Crllz —yll- (15)

This inserted into yields the claim. O

2.3 Inhomogeneous Neumann Data and Multiple Sound Sources

In this section we present an existence and uniqueness result for the very weak solution of the Helmholtz
equation in the general setting.

Theorem 2.9. Let u € (L and g € H%(FN) be given. Then the problem

2
_Ayu - (%) Yu = T(u) in D,
auyu - ’L%pru = 0 on F27 (16)
O Yu = g on 'y

has a unique very weak solution y, € H*(M,) N L?(D) which satisfies

lallzzasy < Co (el + 9l 1)
with a constant Cy, > 0 depending on k but not on u. For u,v € £} with |[u—v||n < 3k we find
1Y = yoll a2 (ar) < Cullluller + Dl = vler;

e Yoy (L — H?(M,) is a non-linear locally Lipschitz continuous function.

Proof. The uniqueness follows from Proposition
1
Let u = (ag,z0)32, € (L and g € H2(I'y) be arbitrary. First we show that the very weak
formulation of (16]) is well-defined. For a test function v € H?(D) this formulation is given by

/yu(—Aﬁ) - <i>2yuv dr = /T(u)@dwr /g@dS(x).
D D r

N

The only critical term is the one containing the series of Diracs. Since v € H?(D) C C(D) by Theorem
23] this term can be bounded by

/D 7(u)vdx ; ot (xy)

This shows well-definedness of the very weak formulation.

oo

ZaelmaX\v ) < lulle[vll o) < oo




The next step is to show existence, uniqueness and the norm bound of the very weak solution. We
use linearity of equation to split up the solution in the form v, = yu,0 + Yo,y Where .0 and yo 4
shall satisfy

2 2
~OYu0 — (%) Yu,0 = 7(u) in D, —AYo,g — (%) Yo,g =0 in D,
OvYu,0 — f—cpyu,o =0 onI'z, and Ovyo,g — f—gpyoﬂ =0 on Iy, (17)
8uyu,0 =0 on ]-—‘Na &,yo,g =g on FN.

The unique very weak solution of the first problem is given by y,0 = >0 G* according to
Proposition 2.8] We apply the bound in the same proposition and obtain a bound of the very weak
solution of the form

oo oo
Yu.olle2(as,) < Z || |G| 2 a1,y < C Z || < Ciglluller,
= =1

where the constant C,, > 0 does not depend on .
We apply [4, Theorem 3.3| to obtain existence and uniqueness of a weak solution yg 4 for the second
equation of 7 which satisfies

190,91l 20y = Cligll 3 1 -

Adding y,,0 and yo,4 concludes the existence proof.
Now let u = (g, w)32, € £} and v = (B, 20)32, € {1 be given with ||u—v| s < 3x. We decompose
Yy and y, as in to see that the difference of the solutions satisfies

Yu — Yo = Yu,0 — Yv,0-

This allows us to assume g = 0. Thus a straight forward computation shows

o0

lyu = vollzr2ar) <D leG™ = BeG* || r2(aa,)
=1

<

M8

(e = BelllG™ || 2 (ar,y + 1Bel [GT* = G|l 2] -

o~
I

1

We use the assumption ||u — v|[;n < 4 which implies that for any ¢ € N
1 1
|z¢ — 2|l < 3 and |Be| < o] +[Be — ae| < |C¥e|+§“-
Applying these inequalities and Proposition for every £ € N we further estimate

- 1
e vl < Co 3= [l =i+ (Jul + ) e |
o0

1
< 1 - _ _
_Cngle%{ 7|ae|+2/f} E (lee — Bel + Nlme — 2¢l])

(=1

<c, (%w + 1) = vl

which proves the claim. O

2.4 Finite Element Spaces

We follow [4] and discretize the Helmholtz equation by piecewise linear finite elements. To this we end
consider a family of triangulations (73),-, of D. More precisely, for each h > 0 the set 7T}, consists of



closed triangles/tetrahedrons 7' C R? such that

D= U T for all h > 0.
TETh

The corners of the triangles are called nodes of D. We assume that no hanging nodes or hanging edges
exist. More precisely, we suppose that for all h > 0 and any T, T’ € T, the intersection T NT" is either
empty, a single point, a common edge of T and T” or a common facet of T" and T”. The last case is
only relevant for d = 3. The domain D is polygonal /polyhedral which implies the existence of such a
triangulation. For each triangulation 7, we write hy for the diameter of a triangle T € 7;,. The mesh
size of Ty, is given by h := maxpc7;, hyr. We denote by pr the diameter of the largest ball contained in
T € Ty. We make the following assumption for the remaining part of the paper:

h h
301,02>0:—T§01, — < oy for all T € T;,,Vh > 0.
pr hr

This or similar conditions are called shape regularity and quasi-uniformity, as this for example prevents
our triangles from becoming too acute or too flat. We note that these conditions imply that

max pr > (18)

TeTh 0109

which is also sometimes called quasi-uniformity.
We associate with each triangulation 7; the finite element space V}, which consists of globally
continuous and piecewise linear funtions:

Vi, i= {vp € HY(D) N C(D) : vp|rT is affine linear for all T € T, } .

2.5 Galerkin Approximations

Definition 2.10 (Discrete solution). The function y, € Vj, is called discrete solution, or Galerkin
Approximaton, to the Helmholtz equation if it satisfies

2 .
E[Vyhvvh - (i) YpUp, dx — fjr/ ynUpdS () ZI[T(U)UhdJU+ /gﬁhds(l’) (19)

I'n

for all vy, € V3,. This is essentially the weak formulation (2.3) with a different test function space. We
prove existence and uniqueness of solutions to in Theorem m

The following proposition allows us to work with L?(D) functions instead of diracs in the discrete
setting. For such a construction also see [30, Theorem 1 and after Lemma 3].

Proposition 2.11. Let x € D. There is a Oz,n € Vi, such that
/ Oy nOpdx = vp(x),  for all vy, € V. (20)
D

Furthermore we have ||0, 1| 120y < C where C does not depend on x, but on h. The mapping x + 65
from D to Vy, is Lipschitz continuous.

Proof. Let x € D and define the functional j,: Vi, — C, j.(vs) = v (x). Because Vj, is finite dimen-
sional it is a Hilbert space together with the inner product (-,~) r2(p)- Thus the Riesz representation
theorem implies the existence of a 0, € V}, so that

@h(a:) = / 5m7h7"7h dx for all vy, € V.
D

10



By construction and the equivalence of norms on V}, we have

162 11Z2(py = 102,8(@)] < 162,nll (D) < Clldznllz2(p)-

Note that this C' depends on h, but not on z.

For the Lipschitz continuity let 1,22 € D. We have that Oz1 b, 0zy.n € Vi, and both are Lipschitz
continuous with constants ||Vdz, n||re(py and ||V, n|lL=(p), see for example [2, Proposition 2.13].
This yields

/ (5r1,h — Oy.1) (Oy b — 5zz,h)dx < |5z1,h(x1) - 5m1,h(x2)| + [0y n (1) — 5r2,h($2)|
D

< (IV8aynllLoe (D) + V0as.nllLe(p)) 121 — 22].

Again using the equivalency of norms we can use the bound from before: |dz, pllwioomm) <
Clléz,,nllz2(py < C, where C' does not depend on x, but on h. The same estimate holds for d., x
concluding the proof.

O
Proposition 2.12. There exists a hg > 0 such that for all h € (0,ho), f € L2(D) and g € H2(T'y
there exists a unique discrete solution yrp € Vi, of

2 .
/ VyrnVon — (<> Y,nUh dx — %p Yf,pUn dS = / fon dz +/ gUp, dS (21)
D c Y Jry D Iy

for all vy, € V},. Furthermore there holds

lL2(p) < C (||fHL2(D) + ”g”H%(FN))

lys.n
with C independent of f and g.

Proof. We introduce a sesquilinear form on H'(D)

2 .
a(y,v) ::/ VyVio — (C) yu dr — Zc—p/ yu dzx,
D c Y¢ Jry

which can be used to formulate Definitions [2.3] and a satisfies Garding’s inequality by [4, Lemma
3.2], which means that there exist constants Cy, Cy > 0 such that |a(g, q) +C'2||q||%2(D)| > Cl||q\|%,1(D)

holds for any ¢ € H'(D). Now one can simply use the same ideas used in the real case in [29]. O

Note that we have to use Garding’s inequality as the Helmholtz equation is non-elliptic.

Theorem 2.13. There exists a hg > 0 such that for all h € (0, ho] the following holds: Let g € H? (Tw)
and u = (ay,z)2, € CL be given. Then the Helmholtz equation has a unique discrete solution Yu,h €
Vi, that is for all vy, € Vj, it satisfies

2 .
i

/Vy%hV@h - (i) Yu,hUp AT — ’Z)/yu,hvhdS(x) = /T(u)@hdx—k /g@hdS(z). (22)

D Iz D

I'n

Furthermore, the solution is given by

o0
T
Yu,h = Z alGh[ + Yg,hs
=1

where yq.1 5 the discrete solution of the Helmholtz equation with zero forcing term and Neumann
data g. G} is the discrete version of the Green’s function and solves for g =0 and 7(v) = 0y -
Proof. By definition we have (05, vp,) = (0z,n,vp) for any v, € V3. Thus by Proposition we see
that

o0

Yu,h = ZQEG;ELZ + Yg,h

=1
exists and is well defined as the series converges in L?(D) by 3,2, |ay| < oo and ||G}||2(py < C with
a C independent of x. Linearity of the integral now shows that y,, s is indeed a solution to . O

11



2.6 Pointwise error estimates
The following proposition is proven in the appendix for clarity.

Proposition 2.14. There exist hg,C, > 0 such that the following holds: Let z € M. Then for any
h € (0, ho] we have

|G*(2) — G5 (2)] < Cy|Inh|h? for all x € D,,.

Theorem 2.15. There exist hy,C, > 0 such that the following holds: Let z € M,, u € (. and
gE H%(I‘N). Then for all h € (0, ho] the discrete solution y, n € Vi, satisfies

[90(2) = 9un(2)] < Cultnhlp® (Jfuller + gl 3 ) -

Proof. We are allowed to evaluate y,, and vy, at z because y,, € H?*(M,) C C(M,) and Yu,h € Vi
For the error estimate observe, with y4 solving and y, 1, being the solution to for 7(u) =0,

[9u(2) = yun(2)] < Y lacllG™ (2) = G ()| + lyg (2) = yg,n(2)]
{=1
< luller sup G (2) = GR(2)] + [y4(2) = yg.n(2)]-

We apply Lemma to bound the term under the supremum uniformly in x and obtain the desired
rate of |In h|h? for the first term. |4, Theorem 4.2| gives the estimate for the second term. It is stated
in such a way that the minimal mesh size may depend on g, but checking its proof and the reference
to [28, Theorem 5.1] in the proof of [4, Theorem 4.2] shows that it is independent of g. O

Corollary 2.16. There exist hy, C,; > 0 such that the following holds: Let z € M,,. Then for h € (0, hg]
and g € H%(FN) the solution mapping y) n(2) : 0L — C is continuous. More precisely there holds

Yu,n(2) = Yo,n(2)] < Cx (luflr + 1) lu— vl (23)
for u,v € L1 with ||u —v|[p < k.

Proof. Let hg > 0 be from Theorem and h € (0, ho]. For z1,29 € D, let G;* — G}* € V}, be the
discrete solution of the Helmholtz equation with right hand side f = 64, » — ds,,, and Neumann data
g = 0. We use Proposition 2.12] and Proposition [2.11] to get

1GR' — G2 |2 (D) < Clldzy . h — Oy mllL2(py < Cllzy — 22]|.

with C independent of x1 and .

Theorem shows that |G}' (2)| < C with C independent of x;. Hence a similar computation as
in the proof of Theorem replacing the Greens function with its discrete counterpart and replacing
|- |2 (ar,y With |- (2)] shows the result. O

3 The Inverse Problem

Up to this point all definitions and all the analysis was carried out in a deterministic setting. Now let
us recall problem . Our aim is to analyse the following inverse problem with a Bayesian approach:

y=G(u)+n
The observed data y C C™ is fixed. We also recall the definition of the observation operator, namely

G: fi — cm,
U= (aéaxi)?‘;1 — (yu(zj));nzl

12



Mind that G is non-linear as 7 is non-linear. G is well defined by Corollary 2.9] and the embedding
H?(M,) € O(M,). In the Bayesian setting we assume that u follows some prior distribution u°,
which we will introduce in Section We then want to incorporate the knowledge from the measured
data y € C™ to obtain the posterior distribution p¥. Let us assume that the measurement noise 7 is
multivariate complex normal distributed such that n has a probability density proportional to

1
pl)  exp (313 ) vseTn

Here, X € C?™*2™m is a Hermitian, positive definite complex matrix of the form

r c _ _
Y= (C F) and 2% := (z7, 2T =1 (;)

We denote such a random variable with mean m, covariance I' and relation C' as N(m, T, C).
In Section [3.3] we will introduce the posterior distribution as

(P = 5 Lo (<3l Gl ) @)

for F € F, where F is a Sigma algebra on £%. A is a normalization constant.

The term exp(—1|ly — G(u)||%) can be viewed as penalization for deviating too far away from the
observed data. Thus the posterior combines both prior knowledge of the solution and the measure-
ments favouring those u € £1 which closely match the observation.

Before we continue we recall some basic definitions and tools. If two measures p' and p? have
a Radon-Nikodym derivative with respect to a third measure v, then we are able to define a metric
between them, see [31], Section 6.7].

Definition 3.1 (Hellinger Distance). Let u!, u?, v be measures on X such that u!, 42 have a Radon-
Nikodym Derivative with respect to v. Then the Hellinger distance between u' and u? is defined

as .
1 1\ 2 2
1 dMl 2 d,u2 2
1 2\ __ - _ -
duen(p, p°) = /X 5 <( dz/) (du dv] . (24)

The Hellinger distance tells us how well two measures agree.

3.1 The Prior

Recall that the Bayesian approach needs prior knowledge in form of a probability distribution which
fits to problem . We want to recover the number of sound sources, their amplitudes, and their
positions in D,,. Let (£%, F) be the measurable set where F is the Borel o-algebra associated with the
open sets generated by the norm || - ||,1 on the open set £1. For k € Ny we define the sets

6,1675 = {(ap, )32, €L: |ag =0,z =0, forall £ >Fk}C¢
Using this notation we are able to construct a specific probability measure on (£L, F).

Theorem 3.2. Let q be a probability mass function on Ny and for every k € Nqg let ,ug be a probability
measure on (£, F) such that ug(ﬂ}m) =1. Then u° defined by

pO(F) =" q(k)ui(F),  for all F € F,
keNp

is a well-defined probability measure on ((L,F). Furthermore samples from p° have finitely many
non-zero entries, that is
pPuell|ue Ziw,{ for some k}) = 1. (25)
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We can verify the theorem by standard arguments. We now state a proposition from which we

can deduce whether u ~ u° has moments, which will later be important to show that the posterior is
well-defined.

Proposition 3.3. Assume that u° is constructed as in Theorem and that for any k € N the
measure pY has p-th moment. Let id denote the identity on (.. Then there holds

Ewollid|f] = a(k)Eullid 7],

keNy
and if the last series is finite, then u° has p-th moment.

Again, we can verify the proposition by standard arguments.

The motivation to choose such a measure follows from property . This ensures that the forcing
term for consists pu°-almost surely of a finite number of Diracs. A practical approach to construct
such a measure is to express u in terms of random variables k, a,  such that the Diracs on the right
hand side of the Helmholtz equation are given by

k
T(u) = Z aféxf. (26)
r=1
The function ¢ is the probability mass function of the random variable k, and given k& we are able to
define the probability measure u? for the intensities (af,...,a¥) € C*¥ and positions (z¥, ..., 2¥) € D¥.
Another reason is that we essentially consider a prior measure on (a subspace of) the Banach space
of finite Radon-Measures M (D), respectively a random variable 7(u) with values in M (D, ). However,
M(D,,) is a non-separable Banach space and thus does not posses a countable basis or a natural scalar
product. Therefore standard techniques based on orthogonal decomposition like the Karhunen-Loéve
expansion (KLE) for random fields in separable Hilbert spaces cannot be applied. Nevertheless a prior

satisfying Theorem with ¢ > 0 and supp(uf) = K =~ Ck x Ei satisfies

k
Tmage(7(u)) = {Z gy, | k€ Ny, (04@)2“:1 € Ck, (a:g)le € Df:}
i—1

Elements of this set are dense in M (D) w.r.t. the w*—topology of M(D,) (see for example [11]
Remark 2.1]). Therefore the random field 7(u) is a good substitute for a classical KLE on the non-
separable Banach space M (D,,).

Another desirable property of 7(u) is that samples can be easily generated and their support is
sparse in D,. As we already know from the field of optimal control, the use of sparse controls from
the measure space M (D,;) (i.e. the support of controls is a Lebesgue zero set, see [13]) is often desired
in application and practice. For example, in our inverse problem a point source is much more realistic
than a sound source represented by a regular function, which has a support that is not a Lebesgue
zero set.

3.2 Properties of the observation operator and potential

Now we investigate the non-linear observation operator G. It is important to see that the Helmholtz
equation only influences the posterior through the observation operator G. Therefore, we derive
suitable properties of G from the underlying PDE model.

Proposition 3.4. The observation operator G is pu°-measurable and satisfies

16z < € (lulla + gl ) -

H2(In)

If the prior u° has p-th moment then G € LP(£L; u0).

14



Proof. Because u° is a measure on (¢1, F) and F is the Borel o-Algebra we can apply Theorem
for every point z; € M, for j = 1,...,m to show that G : £, — C™ is continuous and in particular
uO-measurable. Again Theorem applied to every observation point z; € M, yields

16z < € (lulle +lgl,3,,,)
which shows the bound and G € LP(¢L; %) if 4% has p-th moment. O

Definition 3.5. We define the potential ¥ as follows:
1
Uil xC™ =R, ‘I’(u,y)=§lly—G(U)II§~ (27)

Given the regularity of the observation operator G we are able to deduce several essential properties
of the potential W.

Lemma 3.6. Assume that u° has second moment. Then the potential U and the prior measure u°
satisfy:

(i) ¥ >0.
(ii) There exists a u°-measurable set X C (% and constants K,C > 0 such that u°(X) > 0 and

U(u,y) < K +C|yl%, foralue X, yeC™

(iii) For every y € C™ the map ¥(-,y) : £L — R is u°-measurable.
(iv) If u° has p-th moment for p > 2 then for every y € C™ we have that ¥(-,y) € L%p(éi; u°).
(v) For every r > 0 there exists a C > 0 such that
W (u, 1) = ¥ (u, y2)| < C([Juller +1) ly1 — v2lln
for all w € L% and for all y1,y2 € B,.(0).

Proof. Property (i) follows directly from the definition of the potential ¥. To prove property (i%),
w.lo.g. assume E o - ||7.] > 0 and apply Markov’s inequality to | - [|7, to obtain

Epofll - I7:] _ 1

0 1 2 2 M 4
p{u e b lullin = 2Bpol| - 2]} < =5
“ S ol - 7] 2

Thus we are able to define X as the complementary set of events
X = {uelylullf < 2Euofl| - 170}

and conclude p°(X) >
obtain for u € X, y € C

%. Using the triangle inequality, Young’s inequality and Proposition we
m

U(u,y) < ylls + IG@IIE < Iyl + Cllulf + C < lylls + CEwlll - I[7:] + €,

which concludes (ii). Property (iii) follows because G is u’-measurable. Property (iv) can be deduced
from the definition of ¥ because G € LP(¢L; u%). Similarly (v) is satisfied because

W (u,51) = W(u, ya2)| = %I(m = Gu), 1 = G)s — (11 — Gu),y2 — G(uw)s
+ (= Gw), 42 = G(u))s = (y2 — G(u), y2 — G(u))s| (28)

1
< gl = w2lisliy +y2 = 2G ()]s,
which proves the claim using Proposition |3.4] to estimate ||G(u)||s. O

15



3.3 Posterior

In the following, we define the posterior by means of a Radon-Nikodym derivative:

Definition 3.7. Let the observation y € C™ be given. The posterior density with respect to the prior
measure is defined by

% — ﬁexp(im(uvy))’ A(y) = /el exp(—\Il(u,y))d/LO(u). (29)

For more detailed discussion on the posterior measure, we refer to [31, Section 2|. Next we prove
that the posterior measure p¥ is well-defined.

Theorem 3.8. Let y € C™. Assume that u° has second moment. Then the posterior defined by
is a well-defined probability measure on (L. Moreover there exist constants C1,Cy > 0 independent of
y such that the normalization constant satisfies

Crexp(—Callyll%) < A(y) < 1.

Proof. We follow [31, Theorem 4.1|. First notice that the potential ¥(-,y) is u°-measurable. To prove
the lower bound of A(y) we apply Lemma (ii) to get an appropriate set X C ¢L with u°(X) > 0
such that

/ exp(— W (u, 1)) du (u) > / exp(— W (u, 1)) (u) > / exp(—K — Clly|%)du° ()
o X X
— 1O(X) exp(~K) exp(~C|lyl[3) > Cr exp(~Calyl13).

This implies A(y) > 0. For the upper bound we use Lemma (i) and that u° is a probability measure
to immediately get

Aly) = /g exp(— (1, ))du® (1) < / 1dp®(u) = 1.

[59
This proves well-definedness of the posterior. O

Using Gaussian noise we obtain exponential terms in the Radon-Nikodym derivatives. In order to
estimate those, we require a simple lemma, which immediately follows from the mean value theorem.

Lemma 3.9. Let a,b,c > 0. Then the following bound holds: |exp (—ab) — exp (—ac)| < alb —¢|.

In the next theorem we show that the posterior measure is stable with respect to small variations
in y in the Hellinger distance dge;;.

Theorem 3.10. Assume that pu° has second moment. Then for all v > 0 there exists C > 0 such that
dgen(p, p*?) < Cllyy — yells,  for all yr,y2 € B,(0).
Proof. First let us define the function f(u,y) := exp (=3 ¥(u,y)). This function satisfies

17m) = S = [ (0 (=500000) —exp (<5000 w)) i "

<C | ((uyy1) = O(u,y2))dp’ (u) < C/ﬁ1 (lulle + 1) yr = y2015dn’ () < Cllyr — w23

o

Here we used Lemma for the first inequality, Lemma (v) for the second inequality and that u°
has second moment for the last inequality. The normalization constants as functions of y are Lipschitz
continuous. Applying the triangle inequality, Holder’s inequality and shows this:

[A(y1) — Aly2)| < 1 Coy) = FCoy) ooy < NFCu) — FEy)llzzenuey < Clly — wells. (31)
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By Theorem [3.§ we have
A(y) > Crexp(—Cy|yl|3) > C >0, forall y € B,(0).

1

Since x + x~ 2 is Lipschitz continuous on [C, c0) we find
1 1
[A(y1) "% = Aly2) 2| < C[A(y1) — Ay2)| < Cliya — g2l (32)
With this result in mind take a look at two times the square of the Hellinger distance:
\ 1 , 1 ?
(8 xp (=5 000) )~ ) xp (5000 ) ()
= [IA@1) "2 F(own) = Aly2) "2 £ w12 010

< C (M) H I Comn) = FC) o) + 17 Cop2) e A ) ™5 = M) 1)
(33)

2dHell(My1 ) /J'y2)2 = /

£

2

Now the desired estimate follows from the previous estimates together with f <1 and A(y) > C. O

Theorem has shown that the posterior is in fact well-defined. Often it is desirable to show
existence of moments of it.

Theorem 3.11. Assume that pu° has p-th moment with p > 2 and let (X, | - ||x) be a Banach space.

Furthermore, let f : £ — X be a p®-measurable function such that for p°-almost every u € (L there
holds

1f(Wlx < Cllullj
Then for any y € C™ there holds f € L*(¢L; u¥). Moreover, u¥ has p-th moment.

Proof. There holds
L 1) = A [l exp- ) )
< OM)™ [ ol exp(- () <€ [l
where we have used that ¥ > 0. This shows f € L*(¢L; u).

Observe that the posterior p¥ has p-th moment since we can choose f(u) = [[ul/}:. O

Theorem 3.12. Assume that u° has second moment and let (X, | -|/x) be a Banach space. Letr > 0.
Then there exists a C' > 0 such that the following holds: Let yi,y2 € B.(0) C C™. Let f : (L — X
satisfy f € L?(CL; u¥) and f € L?(¢L; u¥2). Then there holds

B [f] = Epz [flllx < Cllys = w2lls-

In particular, computing moments is stable under small perturbations in the measurements y.

Proof. |31, Lemma 6.37] delivers

1
B [f] = Bz [flllx < 2 (B (I FI15] +Ep2lll£1%])* duen(u', 1)
Applying Theorem yields the desired result. O

4 Sampling

In this section, we derive a method to sample from the posterior. First, we introduce a discretized
observation operator to obtain a computable discretized posterior measure and show several properties
of it. We proceed to apply a Sequential Monte Carlo method to generate samples from the discretized
posterior.
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4.1 Discrete Approximation of the Posterior Measure

In practice we are not able to compute the solution of the Helmholtz equation exactly. As a consequence
we have to replace the observation operator G by its discrete approximation G}, given by

Gr(u) == (Yu,n(25))jL1-
The next lemma states several properties of the discrete observation operator and its relation to G.

Lemma 4.1. There exist ho,C > 0 such that for every h € (0,ho] and every u € (. the discrete
observation operator satisfies

IGn@ls < € (lulle + Nl 3, ) (34)
|G = Gaw)ls < ClmAlA? (ulla + gl ., ) - (35)

Furthermore, Gy, is u°-measurable and if u° has p-th moment then Gy, € LP(£L; u°).
Proof. From Theorem [2.15 we have

9u(2) = yun(2)| < Clnhlh? (ulles + gl 3 )

with a constant C' > 0 independent of v and h. This estimate applied to the measurement points
(2;)72y € M shows (35). By the triangle inequality we have

[Gr(w)lls < |Gr(u) = G)]s + 1G(w)]=,

which implies using the a-priori estimate, h < hg and Proposition G}, is pl-measurable
because it is continuous by Corollary In particular,

1Gh () = Gr()lls < C D |yun(2) = von(2)] < Com (Juller + 1+ [ AE?) [lu = vl
j=1
An application of under the assumption that p° has p-th moment shows Gy, € LP(¢%; u°). O
We further have to work with a discretized potential Wy. Let us fix some arbitrary measurement

observation y € C™ in and define the discrete potential

1
Wn(u,9) = 5y - Ga(w) 3.
The next lemma states some essential properties of ¥y,.

Lemma 4.2. There exist C,hyg > 0 such that for every h € (0, ho] the discrete potential satisfies for
allu € (L, y e C™

(u9) = W) < Clmalnd (Ll + 11 + Lol )
N)

Furthermore, Lemma[53. is valid for Uy, instead of ¥ with constants and sets independent of h.
Proof. We compute similarly to
W (u,y) = Wn(u,y)| < CG(u) = Gr(w)ll=(lylls + |G(w)[s + [|Gh(u)])-

Now the a-priori error estimate in Lemma {4.1] together with |G(u)|| < C||ull;» and Young’s inequality
imply

() = Calu,y)] < Clilh? (llulles +llgll 3 ) (Il + )

< C|Inh|h? (IIUII?1 + llylls: + Hgnifimv)) '

Lemma 3.6 holds with W replaced by ¥), with constants and sets independent of h. This can be shown
by a straight forward computation following the proof of Lemma [3.6] which we omit for brevity. [
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We apply Lemma [£.1] and Lemma [£.2] to show that Lemma [3.6] holds if we replace G and ¥ by
their discrete counterparts Gy and ¥j,. We emphasize that all the estimates in Lemma [3.6] are valid
uniformly in h as long as h € (0, hg] for a suitably small hg. Then applying Theorem ensures
that the discrete posterior p} is well-defined, i.e. p} is defined by the Radon-Nikodym derivative with
respect to the prior

dup, 1
du® " An(y)

exp(—Tu(u.p) An(o) = [ exp(— () () (36)

We summarize this result in the next theorem.

Theorem 4.3. Let y € C™. Assume that ;° has a finite second moment. Then there exists hg > 0
such that for any h € (0, hg] the discrete posterior measure pj is well-defined. There exist constants
C1,Cs > 0 independent of h such that the normalization constants satisfy

Cyexp(—Colly||2) < An(y) <1, for ally € C™.
In particular yields the well-definedness of .

Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of Theorem using the fact that Lemma holds for
the discrete potential ¥;, with constants and sets independent of h by Lemma O

The next theorem states that under certain conditions the rate of convergence in h of the observation
operator carries over to the rate of convergence of p1f to p¥ in the Hellinger distance.

Theorem 4.4. Let y € C™. Assume that 1° has a finite fourth moment. Then there exists a hy > 0
such that for any h € (0, ho] we have

dpen(p?, p1j) < C|Inh|h?,
C' does not depend on h, but on y.

Proof. The proof of this theorem is similar to the proof of Theorem [3.10] The steps are in line with
[16, Theorem 4.9]. However, let us mention few different steps compared to Theorem Instead
of f(u,y1), f(u,y2) we have to consider f(u) :=exp(—3¥(u,y)) and fy,(u) := exp(—5 ¥, (u,y). Asin
we find

1) = ) <€ [ (W) = W) P ()

2
<o [ (Il + 10+ Tal, ) Pt < ClinnpPt
o (')

We used Lemma in the second inequality and the assumption that p° has a finite fourth moment
in the third inequality.
As in and we obtain the estimate

A(Y) "2 = An(®) 2] < 1F (W) — Fu@)ll 20y < C|Inh|h2.

Combining this and Theorem yields, with the analogous computations as in , the desired
estimate.

O

Theorem 4.5. Let y € C™. Assume that u° has a finite fourth moment. Let (X,] - ||x) be a Banach
space and let f : 1 — X have second moments with respect to both u¥ and . Then there holds

B [f] = Eur [f]llx < ClInh|h®.

Proof. As Theorem this follows from [31, Lemma 6.37] using Theorem O
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4.2 Sequential Monte Carlo Method

The discussions in Section are limited to the continuous case for comprehension’s sake. The
definitions and statements can be straightforwardly generalized to the discrete situation using the
previous results from Section [4]

Throughout Section [I.2]let y € C™ be a given observation. In the following section we will use the
Sequential Monte Carlo Method (SMC) from [17] to draw samples from the posterior measure. We
also derive an error estimate.

Let J € N and for j € {0,..., J} define a sequence of measures y; that are absolutely continuous
with respect to po by

%(m = Aljexp (=37 y),  Aji= / exp (=57 ¥ (w,y)) dpu° (). (37)

£

Note that g is equal to the prior u° and p; equal to the posterior measure p?. Our goal is to
approximate p; sequentially using information of each f; to construct the next approximation fu;1.
One idea behind the SMC is the approximation of each measure 11; by a weighted sum of Dirac measures

N
wi )= wgVe (38)
n=1
with ugn) € (1 and weights w§n) > 0 that sum up to 1. We define the sampling operator
SN P(L, F) = B(L, F),
1
il () ~
VHN;%W, u V.

Here P(¢1, F) denotes the space of probability measures on (%, F). We also define

L:P((L, F) — P(LL, F),
exp(=J "0 (u,y)) y
f% exp(—J 1 (u,y))

We remark that the operator L satisfies

pior = Lpg, =00 — 1.

We further choose P; : £ x F — [0,1] as a p;-invariant Markov kernel. (For the concrete choice
see Section [£.3]) That means

wi(A) = | Pj(u, A) du;(u) for all A e F.
o,

The idea of the kernel is to redraw samples in each iteration of the algorithm to better approximate
fit1. (See Step 4. in Algorithm ) This allows us to define the discrete measures according to |17}
Algorithm 4] as follows

py = SN,
iy = LSNPy, j=0,..,J -1

In Algorithm [If we see the SMC as described in [I7, Section 5.3.].
Remark 4.6. Under the assumption that the potential satisfies

U™ < W(u) <UT, foralluell
for constants ¥~ U™ € R convergence of this method is shown in [I7, Theorem 23|. In our setting we

do not have an upper bound ¥ for the potential and thus we prove a slight generalization.
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Algorithm 1: SMC-Algorithm
1. Let pY = SN pp and set j = 0.

2. Resample u§”) ~ ué\’, n=1,---,N.

3. Set w(") = n=1,---, N and define [L;»V according to .

N?

4. Apply Markov kernel ﬁgz_)l ~ P; (u§"), ).
5. Define w§1)1 = @51)1/ <~Z @(1)1,> with @3('1)1 = exp( J 1 (u (1)1,34)) w](") and
R N ()
Hor1 = n;l wjﬂéaﬁ)J

6. j < 7+ 1 and go to 2.

Theorem 4.7. For every measurable and bounded function f the measure MJJV satisfies

2

J ) 2
EsuclBy 1] - ol < [ Y0 (45" | =, (39)

where Egpo is the expectation with respect to the randomness in the SMC' algorithm.

Proof. We first prove a variant of [I7, Lemma 10] using similar techniques. Define g := exp(—J~1¥)
and let f with || f|lsc <1 be given. Then from the proof of [I7, Lemma 10] and defining 7; = S~ P;u®
we conclude

(L) [f1 = (Lmy)[f] = JE:.M

Em [fg] 1
]Enj [g] Eﬂj [g]

(Ey, [fg] — En;[fg]) + (En;[9] — Eu,lg])-

A quick calculation shows
E,, lg] =EL0 [exp(—jJ_llll)] > E,olexp(=¥)] = Ay
and from || f[|oc <1 we conclude |E,,[fg]/E,,[g]| < 1. Hence we obtain

(L) [f) = (L) [f]] < AT B, [fg] = En [fll + AT [En, [g] — Ep, [9]l- (40)

We define the distance d,, for probability measures v,n on (L, F) as follows

dop(v,1) == sup Esucl|E,[f] - Eq[f])*/
[flleo<1

and from ||g|lcc < 1, ||fllcc < 1 together with we conclude
dop(LS™ Py, Lity) < 205 dop(SV Py 1), (a1)

Now we show that [I7, Theorem 23| holds in our setting. First we use and the triangle inequality
to conclude

dop (1341, 1j+1) = dop (LS™ Pipag’, Lytj) < 2A7 dop (S Py, 1)
=207 dop (S™ Py, Piptj) < 207 (dop(S™ Pipg’ s Py} ) + dop (P13, Psey).

A straight forward continuation similar to the proof of [I7, Theorem 23] leads to the statement

J
dop NI y M Z ﬁ (42)

Jj=1
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Here we remark that both [I7, Lemma 8] and [I7, Lemma 9| needed for the proof of |17, Theorem
23] still hold. From we conclude that holds for ||f||oc < 1 and the statement for a general
measurable bounded function f follows by a scaling argument. O

We remark that it is possible to generalize this result if we replace the uniform tempering step J~!
in by non uniform steps. Therefore let 0 = 5y < 82 < ... < 87 = 1. We then define the tempered
measures as follows

Ho = ,UO,
fiv1 = Ljp; = Ajl eXP((ﬁj - ﬂjJrl)‘I’(ua y))/ij»

with a suitable normalization constant A;. The definition of L has to be changed accordingly. (In fact
one now requires multiple L;’s.)

4.3 Markov kernel

The SMC as presented in Algorithm |I| requires us to choose pj-invariant Markov kernels P;. This
choice is crucial for the performance of the SMC algorithm, see [I5], section 5.1.3] or [3T, Remark 5.14].
In this section we restrict ourselves to the temperature j = J, that is the posterior measure u¥, since
results for other temperatures can be obtain by scaling the potential W.

We use multiple steps of a standard Metropolis-Hastings algorithm to obtained a pY-invariant
Markov kernel P;. Algorithm |2| shows a single step of the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm found in
[17, Algorithm 1|. Under suitable conditions on the proposal distribution g(u,-) and for a particular

Algorithm 2: Metropolis-Hastings algorithm
1. Let u € L.

2. Propose v’ ~ q(u,-).

Draw A from U[0, 1] independently of (u,u').

LS

If A <a(u,u’) accept and set v = /.

5. Otherwise reject and set v = w.

choice of the acceptance probability a it is possible to show p¥-invariance of Algorithm [2] that is if
u ~ ¥ then v ~ p¥Y. We later prove such a statement in Theorem for a particular choice of ¢, for
a general statement see [I7, Theorem 21]. It is well known that the efficiency of Metropolis-Hastings
methods crucially depends on the choice of the proposal distribution g and the acceptance probability
a. Therefore we want to motivate the choices we make.

Every particle u ~ p¥ can be described in terms of the number of sources k, positions x and
amplitudes o, hence for v’ we propose k', ' and o’. Thus we examine proposals v’ of the form

K =k,

= Tg+ Yane, i g+ Yame € Dy,
¢ Ty, otherwise,

te{l,.., k}, (43)

O/ = (1 - ’72)1/2(0‘ - ma) + mq + ’Yaf'

where v, > 0, v, € [0,1] and m,, € C*. We later explain our choice of &' = k in Example
Moreover, £ ~ N(0,T',C) is a multivariate complex Gaussian random variable with covariance
matrix I’ and relation matrix C' and 1, ~ N(0, I) are standard multivariate Gaussians in R¢ for any .
We assume independence of these random variables w.r.t. each other and u. The proposal chooses the
identity proposal for the number of sources, a truncated Gaussian Random Walk for the positions such
that they remain in D, and a preconditioned Crank-Nicolson proposal for the amplitudes. The choice
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for such a proposal becomes apparent in the next theorem. U(DF) denotes the uniform distribution in
DE.

Theorem 4.8. Let the prior given k € Ny sources satisfy

1O(dulk) = 1°(dav, dak) = pl(dalk)ud(dalk),
WOCIR) = UDE),  p2.(1k) = N(ma,T,0).

Let q(u,-) be the proposal distribution associated with and define the acceptance probability as

follows
a(u,u") = min{1, exp(¥(u) — ¥(u'))}.

Then Algorithm [ is p¥-invariant.
Proof. The proof is given in the appendix. O

In the trivial case of ¥ = 0 such a proposal is always accepted and is therefore invariant with
respect to the prior.

Example 4.9. Our numerical experiments show that the acceptance probability is very small if k" # k.
Such a behaviour is often found for dimension crossing MCMC, see [23] or [I2]. We expect such
behaviour since the posterior measure given the number of sources p¥(-|k) may not be close to u¥(-|k’)
if k' # k. We illustrate this behaviour in the next example.

For the purpose of this example assume that the acceptance probability of the proposal which
removes one source is given by

a(u,u") = min{1, exp(¥(u) — ¥(u'))}.

Let us assume that we have a pair (a,z) € C x D, such that G(a,z,0,0,...) = y/3. We define
u = (a,z,a,2,0,2,0,0,...) and v = (a,z,,2,0,0,...) obtained by dropping the last two entries
from u. A short computation using the properties of the observation operator now shows that

a(u,u') = exp(||G(u) — y[|%/2) exp(—[|G(u') - yl[3/2)
~ exp(0) exp(—|y/3]1%/2) = exp(=|ly[%/18),

which may be very small. Such a result is visualized in Section [f] in Figure 2l We conclude that a
reasonable proposal for removing sources should modify the positions and amplitudes of the remaining
source such that the data misfit is not too large. Such a proposal is non-trivial and out of the scope
of this paper. The SMC algorithm [I| ensures sufficient mixing properties through the resampling step,
which allows the particles to change the number of sources k to some other k’. This of course requires
that the prior with respect to the number of sources is chosen such that there are enough samples
with k' sources. For the stated reasons we now only consider proposals where the number of sources
is fixed.

5 Numerical Experiments

5.1 Sharpness of the proven estimates

In this section, we present numerical results for our prior model. Let D = [0, 1]? be the physical domain.
We want to recover two sound sources placed in Zexact,1 = (0.25,0.75) and Zexact,2 = (0.75,0.75) with
amplitudes aexact,1 = 10 + 107 and exact,2 = 10 4 102. We also choose g = 0. The three measurement
points (z¢)3_, are located at the following positions

2= (0.1,05), 2 =(0.5,05), z=/(0.9,0.5).
We choose £ = 0.05 and thus as source domain D,, = [0.1,0.9] x [0.6,0.9]. We indeed have z1,..., 23 €
M,.
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Figure 1: (a) shows the function Peyp in [0,1]2. (b) shows Peyp(+|Q, k = 2) if one of the sources is in
the white quadrant @ = [0.2,0.3] x [0.7,0.8] and (c) for the quadrant @ = [0.7,0.8] x [0.7,0.8].
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()

For the parameters of the Helmholtz equation we consider the fluid density p = 1, frequency ¢ = 30,
sound speed ¢ = 5, and coefficients «(¢) = 1, 5(¢) = 1/30 for the isolating material on the boundary

r,=r.
We define
Uexact = (aexact,h Texact,1; Mexact,2) Lexact,25 0; 0, LR ) S g,li
and Yexact ‘= Gh(Uexact). We chose the prior number of sources k to be Poisson distributed with
expectation 2, that is k ~ Poi(2). Given the number of sources k, we choose the amplitudes a¥, ... ,a’,:
to be i.i.d. N(10+ 10i,2,0).
The prior source positions are i.i.d. uniformly distributed z%,... ,xﬁ ~ U(D,). We in particular

assume that the random variables ai? and xi? are independent. For the observational noise we consider
n = (ne)3_, with n1, n2, 3 all ii.d. N(0,0.1,0). We further define £ = (&1, ..., &) with & ~ N(0,2,0)
i.i.d. random variables and set 7, = 0.4 and 7y, = 0.1 for the proposal in . For the applicability of
Theoremwe have m,, = 10+ 10i. We use non uniform tempering steps 3 = (0,0.03,0.3,1)” and we
apply the p;-invariant Markov kernel from Algorithm EI ten times to every particle in each tempering
step. The parameters 74,7, for the random proposals are chosen such that the average acceptance
probability of the Markov kernel P, is approximately 0.30.
We triangulate the domain D uniformly with triangles of diameter h.

5.1.1 Source Separation Capabilities

We now present results on the source positions of samples from the posterior. We consider the SMC
as introduced in Section I;Ivvith N =107 samples. We choose a uniform mesh of size h = V2277 for
all experiments Section [5.1.1

Forn=1,...,N Algorithmdelivers the particles u(®) = (aﬁ"), x(ln), . ,ag(l,)l) , x](;(l,)” ,0,0,...) € (L
with weights w®, ... w®), The function Pemp is defined as approximation to the probability that a
source is located at « € D in the following sense

N
Panp() = 3w max K. (2 —)") }
n=1 - =

~ P,u(u has a source in B.(x)).

The function K. is a smooth cut-off function approximating the indicator function 1p_g) for € = 0.04
defined as

1, if [[z] <e,
K (z) := % + %cos (%T((”SC” - 5)) , e <z < %5,
0, otherwise.

In Figure [1| (a) we can see the function P, recovers the true source positions Zexact,1 and Zexact,2
quite well.
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Figure 2: (a) shows the function Peyp(-|k = 2) in [0,1]? and (b) shows Peyp(-|k = 3). We conclude
that p¥(-|k = 2) differs significantly from p¥(:|k = 3). C.f. the arguments in Example [1.9]

f Description for E,u[f]
fi(u) == JJulle First moment
J2(u) := 14y has exactly two sources} (1) Probability to have exactly two sources
f3() = |yu(2prediction) | Expected pressure amplitude at zprediction
fa(u) := Var(Jyu(2prediction) |) Variance of pressure amplitude at zprediction
f5(u) := 10log;y(max (1, | Re(yu(2prediction) exp(—ict))|)) Decibel function at zprediction

Table 1: List of functions used in the experiments in Figure [3] and Figure

We further want to analyse positions of pairs. In particular we would like to see if for a sample with
two sources the positions are close to the Zexact,1 and Zexact,2. Given that a sample has two sources,
i.e. k=2 and one is located in Q C D,;, we look for the probability that the second source is close to
some x € D but not in Q. Formally for the index set I(Q,k = 2) = {n € {1, ...,N}|x§") €Qor xgn) €
Q, k™ =2} we define

1 n
w™ max K, (x — :Ug )>

Ponp (210, k = 2) 1= _
Ener@i=n " erlghoy Vet

~ P, (u has a source in B.(x) \ @ |u has a source in Q, k = 2).

Figure [If (b) and (c) show results for different Q. We conclude that if one of the sources is located
NeAr Texact,1 then the other one is near Zexact,2 and vice versa. This shows that Algorithm [I] correctly
identifies pairs of sound sources.

5.1.2 Convergence in Mean Square Error for Functions

Theoremstates linear convergence in Mean Square Error (MSE) for bounded measurable functions
f such that

2
ESMC“EP‘I];][f] —Eulf]? < C%_

We are interested in testing the convergence of the functions fi,..., f5 listed in Table [I| to extract
information from the posterior measure.

We choose zprediction = (1/2,1/4) € D to predict the pressure at a point distinct from the mea-
surement points z1,...,z3. For f5 we choose the time ¢ = 1. We remark that Theorem [£.7] shows
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Figure 3: On the left figure we see the MSE for the functions in Table[l} The rate of O(1/N) (drawn
dashed) is proven only for fo. In the right figure we see the variance of the MSE averaged over 100
runs for each N on the x-axis.

convergence results only for fs. Nevertheless we observe convergence for the other functions in Figure
as well. For this experiment we fix the mesh size to hyef = V2 - 277 and only vary the number of
samples. The reference measure is computed using N,of = 107 samples and the other measures use
N =100-2* samples with k = 1,...,9. For the expectation integral "Egyic" we average the result over
100 SMC runs.

5.1.3 Convergence in the Hellinger Distance

We verify Theorem [I.4 numerically. It states convergence of the discretized to the true posterior with
respect to the mesh parameter h. More specifically

duen(p, 1¥) < C|In h|h?.

The definition of the Hellinger Distance requires us to evaluate the Radon-Nikodym derivatives du} /du°
and duY/du® for the same samples from the prior. Instead we use the equivalent formulation (see

Appendix |A))
, dut 1/2\ 2
4dzy, y,y:/ 1—(u) dp (u
et (1, 1Y) A duy( ) p (u)

" /z (1 - () W) o

which allows us to approximate the integrals using samples from the SMC method. In this experiment
we consider a fine mesh with hyer := v/2-277 and approximate pu¥ ~ “Zref' We compare this measure
with pf for h = V2-27% for k=2,....,6. We fix N = 5-10° and averaged the approximated Hellinger
Distance over 50 runs. Figure [4| shows that the convergence rate O(|In h|h?) holds sharply.

(44)

5.1.4 Convergence in h for functions

Finally, we want to verify Theorem [L.5] which states the convergence of the error
en(f) = |Euw[f] = Eu[fllx < C|nh|n? (45)

for functions f with second moments with respect to both p¥ and p). We use the functions fi, ..., f5
defined in Table [1} For all experiments we choose Nyt = 5 - 10° samples from the SMC sampler. We
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Figure 4: The curve of the left figure shows the Hellinger distance between the discretized measure /1]
and the approximation of p¥ averaged over 50 runs. The dashed line shows the reference O(|In h|h?).
The right figure shows the variance of the Hellinger Distance for different h computed from 50 runs.

approximate p¥ using hye = v/2-277. For the other measures we vary the mesh parameter h = y/2.27F
for k = 2,...,6 and average the values of Euz [f] and E,v[f] over 50 runs. Figure [5|shows the values of
ep and indicates that the proven convergence rates are sharp.

5.2 An example with more sources and the MAP estimator

In this section we want to demonstrate the feasibility of our method for more than two sources. Unless
mentioned otherwise, in this paragraph we choose the same parameters as described in section
For this experiment we assume 5 sources 1, ..., x5 and 9 measurement locations z1, ..., zg, see Figure
@ We change the prior location of the sources to be U(D,) with D, being U shaped as follows

DH = D1 UD2 Ul)g,7
Dy :=[0.1,0.9] x [0.1,0.6], D :=[0.1,0.35] x [0.6,0.9], Ds := [0.65,0.9] x [0.6,0.9].

The experiment is depicted in figure @ The prior for the number of sources is distributed as k ~ Poi(4)
and the observational noise 71, ...,m9 ~ N(0,0.1,0) i.i.d.. For the Markov Kernel we choose 7, = 0.4
and v, = 0.05 such that the acceptance ratio is roughly 0.25. We use N = 107 samples for the method
and fix the mesh size h = v/2-277.

Next we address the notion of a maximum a posteriori estimator (MAP). We define the empirical
MAP-index and the empirical MAP-index given k sources as follows

nyap = argmax  w(™, nkap = argmax w(™.
ne{l,..,N} ne{l,..,N}, (46)
kM =k

In our experiments both quantities are unique.

Some notable quantities are depicted in table 2] We neglect samples with £ < 3 and k > 7, since
their probability is negligible. For this experiment the MAP estimator has the correct number of
sources, but the weight wmirar) is close to w(™irar). Notice that the prior prefers 5 sources over 6
sources, which shows that the MAP estimator alone does not seem to be appropriate to infer the number
of sources. For this experiment the uncertainty in the number of sources gets reduced significantly.
Most notably, the posterior probability for k = 3 is less than one percent.
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Figure 5: The left figure shows the error e, (f;) from for the functions in Table The dashed line
is the reference convergence rate O(|Inh|h?). The right figure shows the variance of approximations

to E,v [f;] for h = +/2-27% with k = 2, ..., 7 computed using 50 runs. The value for k = 7 corresponds
to the reference measure.
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Figure 6: The setup for the experiment described in Section

The crosses denote the position
of the sources and circles the measurement positions. The area where the prior can have sources is
u-shaped.
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No. of

oomd k) [ Py (k) whrar)
k
3 0.195 0.004 7.53-10~"
4 0.195 0.281 1.09-107°
5 0.156 0.543 1.50-107°
6 0.104 0.156 1.48-107°
7 0.060 0.014 9.84-107F

Table 2:  The table shows the prior probability density P,o(k) with k& ~ Poi(4), the posterior proba-
bility for k sources P, (k) and the weights for the MAP estimator.

01s
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015
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005
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Figure 7: The top left image shows Pemp (), the top middle Peyp(-|k = 3) and the top right Pemp(-|k =
4). The bottom row shows Peyp(:|k) for k =5,6,7 from left to right.
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A Appendix

Proof of Proposition [2.14

The proofs in this part of the appendix follow the proofs in [4], Section 4]. The authors explicitly state
though that they to not analyse the dependence of the appearing constants with respect to ||z — z||,
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where x € D, denotes the position of a Dirac and z € M,; an arbitrary measurement point. First we
restate a slight variant of [28, Corollary 5.1]. In the following, let us consider the finite element space

Vi = {vp, € HY(D,R) N C(D,R) : vp|r is affine linear VT € Ty, } .

Proposition A.1. Let D; CC Dy CC D be given. Moreover, let f € C(Da,R) N H' (D3, R) and
fn € Vi, satisfy

(V(f - fh)vvvh)L2(D2) - <C

c

2
) (f - fhavh)L2(D2) =0 (47)

for allvy, € ‘7h with supp vy, C Dy. Then there exist constants C,C" > 0 such that if dist(Dy, D) > k,
C'h < k and dist(Ds,0D) > k, then for 0 <1 <2

If = fullee (o) <C (| InhlBY| fllwioe(py) + 67 = fullLrps)) -
The constants C,C’ do not depend on h, f, fr, D1 and Ds.

Proof. All the assumptions in [28, Theorem 5.1, Corollary 5.1] are satisfied by the remarks following
[28, A.4]. [28, Corollary 5.1] requires to hold on D. But inspecting the proof of [28, Corollary
5.1] and the application of [28, Theorem 5.1] therein shows that is sufficient. Finally, we choose
p=0, ¢ =1 and have r = 2 in the statement of [28] Corollary 5.1]. O

proof of Proposition[2.1]. Let z € M,, and let x € D,,. Theorem shows that there exists a hg
independent of # such that Gy exists for h € (0, ho]. We want to apply Proposition to the real
and imaginary part of G* — G¥ € C(Ds) N H'(Dx) to obtain

9 9
G*(2) = GR(2)| < [|G* — Gi”L‘”(B%K(z)) <C (\ 1nh|h2”Gm||W2v°°(B%K(z)) +G* = i”Ll(B%K(z)O :
(48)

Here C' does not depend on the used balls or on the particular z, but only on k. To proof this we
choose Dy = B%H(Z) and Dy = B1,(z) and apply Proposition [2.8 to obtain

Re(G"),Im(G") € C(B1,(2),R) N H' (By,(2), R).

Linearity of real part and imaginary part in the weak formulation yields, after short computation, that
for any v, € Vj, with supp vy, C Ds there holds

(VR(G” = GE)). Ver)yay — () (Re(G® = G2,y = 00(0) = onle) =0,

and

2
(V0n(G = G Ty = (£ ) (00(G = G2y =0~ 0=

This proves according to Proposition By Proposition we obtain
||Gm\|w2voo(3%m(z)) < Cy, (49)
with C,;, depending on k but not on x or z. This implies
G(2) = G3(2)] < C (1mhlh? + IG” = G s, o ) -

C does not depend on z or z. [|G* — G¥||L1(B, () is estimated as in the proof of [4, Theorem 4.4],
1o

which is based on the proof of [28, Theorem 6.1] and [4, Lemma 3.5]. Tracking the constants in both

proofs shows the independence of x and z.
O
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Proof of Theorem

For ease of notation we drop the dependence of the measures on the fixed k. We prove pY-invariance
by verifying the detailed balance condition
a(“a Ul)ﬁ(dua dul) - a’(ulv U)’?(dula du)a (50)

with n(du, du’) := q(u, du")p¥(du), see [I7), Section 5.2.]. We first show the reversibility of the proposal
with respect to the prior
a(u, e ) (du) = g, du)ye® (A, (51)

We use the independence of the positions and amplitudes in the proposal and the prior to obtain
q(u, du')p (du) = ga (@, da’) g, (dev) - g, (x, da’) iy (dz).

Here ¢, denotes the proposal associated with the positions and ¢, the proposal associated with « (see
(43)). For the positions we have

4o, A2 (d) = L, (a) N2,y ) (') w(d) + 6, (d2) /

i 1]R4\D,i (Z)N(LE, le)(z)dz :U’O(d‘r)'

The first term describes the probability of the proposal x + 7,7 lying in D,, and being chosen as z’.
The second refers to the situation that x + 7,7 does not lie in D, and thusly ' = z is chosen. The
second summand is clearly symmetric due to the Dirac measure. The first summand is symmetric by
using N(z,7,1)(a') = N(a/, 70, D)(w) and pO(dw) = | Do ~Mp, (x)da.

For the amplitudes observe that g, (a, da’)u (de) is a complex Gaussian measure on CF x C* = C?*
with mean (mgq, mg), covariance matrix I'y o, matrix and relation Cy o given by

O T ]
T\ =) r P\ =)o c
This measure is symmetric with respect to the first and last & amplitudes. Hence we conclude
da(a, da’) g, (der) = ga(o, dar) g (da)
Gu (2, da' ) (dz) = o (', da) iy (da”)
and thus we have shown . A straight forward computation now shows
dp? dp¥

n(du, du’) = q(u, du' ) (dw) = 3 75 (), du' i (du) = 3 T (wa(u', du) ()
Y 0
= %(U)%(u’)q(u’, du) ¥ (du') = exp(W (') — W (u))n(du, du).

Thus the detailed balance is satisfied with a defined as in Theorem

Derivation of
The square of the Hellinger Distance is defined as

1 1\ 2
1 dpv\ 2 du? \ 2
2 y oYY - _ h
dHell(l’L aIU/h) /)( 2 (( dl/) (dl/ dv

and both pf, u¥ are absolutely continuous w.r.t. the reference measure v. The measures pj and p?
are equivalent since

dp? (u) o< exp(—P(u))du’ o< exp(Pp(u) — ®(u)) exp(—Pp(u))du’ oc exp(®y(u) — B (u))duf.

Hence we conclude
AN du? \ 2 ’
uh) 2 Yy _ w2 y
L= =" dp?,  2dgen(p?, p —/ () — 1| du,.
X ( (duy ) tren ( ) « dM}IL h

2dI2rIell(My7/1’z) = /
We add these equations to obtain .

Nl=
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