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Determining the nonlinearity in an acoustic wave equation

Barbara Kaltenbacher® William Rundell®

Abstract

We consider an undetermined coefficient inverse problem for a nonlinear partial differential equa-
tion describing high intensity ultrasound propagation as widely used in medical imaging and ther-
apy. The usual nonlinear term in the standard model using the Westervelt equation in pressure
formulation is of the form pp;. However, this should be considered as a low order approximation
to a more complex physical model where higher order terms will be required. Here we assume a
more general case where the form taken is f(p) p; and f is unknown and must be recovered from
data measurements. Corresponding to the typical measurement setup, the overposed data consists
of time trace observations of the acoustic pressure at a single point or on a one dimensional set
Y representing the receiving transducer array at a fixed time. Additionally to an analysis of well-
posedness of the resulting PDE, we show injectivity of the linearized forward map from f to the
overposed data and use this as motivation for several iterative schemes to recover f. Numerical
simulations will also be shown to illustrate the efficiency of the methods.

Keywords: Inverse problem, nonlinear acoustics, reconstruction algorithms
Ams classification: 35R30, 35L15, 35L71.

1 Introduction

The use of ultrasound is well established in the imaging of human tissue and the propagation of high
intensity ultrasound is modeled by nonlinear wave equations. Nonlinearity enters the model via the
state equation, which is a constitutive relation between acoustic pressure and mass density. This re-
sults in the typical situation of the nonlinear effect appearing as a product of a function of the state
variable and its time derivative. A common such model is the Westervelt equation in which the Taylor
expansion of this constitutive relation is truncated to its second degree terms and in this case a certain
ratio of quantities B/A governs the nonlinearity, cf [7, Chapter 2].

Uy — CZAM — bAI/lt = (KM2>” = (2](1/”/&)1‘ (1)

where c is the wave speed, b a damping coefficient and x(x) is proportional to B/A and may depend
on the spatial variable x € R?. Its recovery from overposed data was recently investigated in [12].

In this paper, our focus will be on using a general nonlinear state equation and on identifying this
nonlinearity from indirect measurements. In section 2The modelsection.?| we will give more details
on the above models which result from physical laws governing quantities such as the acoustic particle
velocity, the acoustic pressure and the mass density. Combining these laws while including succes-
sive higher order terms, (the Blackstock scheme) one arrives at a succession of more complex partial
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differential equations. In particular, instead of truncating the Taylor coefficients in the model we can
leave the nonlinearity as a function thus arriving at the equation

uy — > Au— b Au; = (fw(u)ut)t. 2)

Now the question is whether we can go beyond the finite Taylor series paradigm of recovering a limited
number of lower order coefficients and seek to recover the constitutive function fy in (2Introductionequation. 1.2)).

We will work in a finite domain Q C R¢ where Q is a simply connected domain with smooth boundary
dQ. It will turn out to be convenient as in [12] to rewrite (2Introductionequation.1.2)) as a parabolic
equation with a non-local memory term

t
ut—bAu—cz/ Au(t)dt = fiw(u)u, .
0

This was the method taken in [12] and relates the problem to be treated to the problem of the identi-
fication of an unknown nonlinear specific heat coefficient, see [[14]]. The traditional assumption that
damping is proportional to velocity used in (2Introductionequation.1.2) can also be modified to in-
clude so-called fractional damping where the time derivative is replaced by a subdiffusion operator of
order  as, e.g., in [2,13]] and the references therein. In this situation the integral form of the equation
is more convenient as the the standard integral is then replaced by one of Abel fractional type. We
assume that the operator —A on Q is equipped with boundary conditions on dQ and impose initial
conditions.

Typical observations available in such nonlinear acoustic experiments are measurements of the acous-
tic pressure at an array of transducers or hydrophones. Thus, there are two obvious types of overposed
data: one measuring in the spatial dimension and the other in the time domain. In the first case, for
some subdomain or curve @ lying in Q and for some fixed time 7" we measure

gx)=ux,T), xe0@CQ 3)
while in the second for some point xy € Q we measure
h(t) =u(xo,t), 0<t<T. (4)

As in all problems where the unknown coefficient depends on the state variable u, we must impose
range conditions in the above. Specifically, the values of u occurring in Q x [0, 7] must be as subset
of those on the measurement domain. This will naturally impose constraints on the type of initial and
boundary conditions possible.

The outline of the paper is as follows. We will provide more details on the physical background leading

to the equations in order to justify why the recovery of the term fy represents a significant advance-

ment over models relying on fixed Taylor expansions and (possibly) unknown coefficient terms. The
section following will provide an analysis of the forward operator. Section4Reconstruction Schemessection.4
will give the two main reconstruction tools we will use; a (quasi) Newton scheme to recover fy using

the map u(x,1; fr) where this is projected onto the overposed boundary; fixed point schemes based on

an iterative map of Picard type, where the latter will be sped up by Anderson acceleration [1, 4, [17].

We will provide an analysis of the forward problem and of well-definedness of the iteration schemes

as well as the results of numerical experiments to demonstrate the effectiveness (and limitations) of

these methods for the problem at hand.




2 The model

We first derive a generalized version of equation (IIntroductionequation.1.1)) that results from replac-
ing the second order Taylor expansion underlying the conventional state equation by a general model
function. Then following the usual elimination steps to obtain a nonlinear second order wave equation
(see, e.g., [7]), we arrive at a generalized version of the Westervelt equation. To this end, we start with
the fundamental quantities of acoustics, which are the following space and time dependent functions

* acoustic particle velocity V;
* acoustic pressure p;
* mass density p;

which can be decomposed into their constant mean and a fluctuating part

V=Vo+V., p=potp~, P=pPo+pP~,
where vy = 0 in the absence of a flow.

These quantities are interrelated by the following physical balance and material laws:

¢ balance of momentum
p (7 + V) +Vp = g AF; 5)

¢ balance of mass
V- (pV) = —pr; (6)

* state equation relating the acoustic pressure and density fluctuations p.. and p..:Only in special

b
Po
adiabatic index (also known as the ratio of specific heats). The commonly used substitute for

obtaining the classical Kuznetsov or Westervelt equations of nonlinear acoustics is

P~ 1 B K
P~=————pi—;p~r )

cases is this known explicitly, an example being perfect gases, with % = where 7 is the

The first two terms in (7The modelequation.2.7) are basically just a polynomial ansatz obtained from
a Taylor expansion. We only keep the linear terms, that is, the first term (as this needs to be there
to yield a wave type equation) and the last term (as this accounts for attenuation) and generalize the
nonlinearity to be an arbitrary function f in

1 I - K
= —Pm— 5 F(P) — Pt 8
p C2p C4f(p) C4p t ()

Subtracting the divergence of (5The modelequation.2.5)) from the time derivative of (6 The modelequation.2.6)
gives

pu—Ap=-V- <Pt‘7—PV|‘7|2+ﬁA‘7) .

Inserting (8The modelequation.2.8), and using po; = 0, Vpg =0, po; = 0, Vpg = 0 as well as the

approximations V - (o~ ;) — Vp. - V|¥|> 2 0, pu gt = 2 Dpe sy Poc?V - NV = —Apey, poc N|]? ~

po|V|Z ~ p2—1¢:2( p?);: that are usually applied in the derivation of the Westervelt equation, setting b =
0

K+ % we arrive at

1/1 N
Prost —CDpa—bApe; = — (—zpi +f (p~>)
C p() 1t



Now skipping the subscripts ~, and with the abbreviation f(p) = % p+ f'(p), we arrive at the follow-
0
ing generalisation of the Westervelt equation

1
pu—c*Ap—bAp, = S (f(P)po):- 9)

It is sometimes convenient (e.g., for computational purposes and extending the model to fractional
operators) to transform this to a parabolic equation with memory by applying time integration and
using homogeneous initial conditions as well as f(0) =0

! 1
pi—bisp=c [ Ap(x)dr= (P (10)
Combining the right hand term with the very first on the left hand side we can rewrite this as
t
(1= &£ p)pi—bop=2 [ Ap(r)dz=0 (11

and so the problem is related to the identification of an unknown nonlinear specific heat coefficient,
see [114]].

Here one might wish to keep track of ¢?, first of all because of its different order of magnitude as
compared to b and 1, and secondly in order to possibly consider simultaneous identification of ¢ and
f- In this paper, for simplicity of exposition we just merge it into f by replacing f < }2 f. Moreover,
similarly to [12], we will add a driving term r = r(x, ) on the right hand side of the PDE that is supposed
to model excitation and thus arrive at

pu—Dp—bAp = (f(p)p)i+r. (12)
and equivalently

(1= f(p))pr —bAp—c* /0; Ap(t)dt=F= /0 r(r)dt+ (1= f(po))p1—bApo.  (13)

Extension to fractional damping

In case of fractional damping (more precisely, the Caputo-Wismer model see, e.g., [2,13], we replace
(12The modelequation.2.12)) by

1 /1 -
pu—c*Ap —bADfp = 2 <p—3P2 +f(P>)tt +r (14)

or after time integration and using homogeneous initial conditions (so it does not matter whether DY is
the Djrbashian-Caputo or the Riemann-Liouville fractional derivative) as well as f(0) = 0 and again

using f(p) = Ciz(plngrf’(p))

t
(1= F(p))ps — bAL~%p — 2 /0 Ap(z)de =7 (15)
which can be rewritten as

(== [ (rtegt=0 =+ &) pleae =7 (16)

The inverse problem

The modeling task of reconstructing f in (12The modelequation.2.12) from overposed data (3Introductionequation. 1.3
or (4Introductionequation. I.4)) thus amounts to inverting the forward map F' = try o G which is a com-
position of the parameter-to-state-map G : f — p = p(x,t; f) of the initial boundary value problem for
(T12The modelequation.2.12) with the trace operator on £ = {xy} x (0,7) in the time trace and £ = @ x

4



{T} in the final time case. Before showing well-definedeness of F in section[3Analysis of the forward problemsection
and devising some reconstruction schemes in section 4Reconstruction Schem 1on.4l we briefly
comment on unique invertibility of its linearisation in the remainder of this section.

Linearised injectivity

Linearisation at f = 0 simplifies the equations to
2 =0~ AL = (df (P")p?)s, -
2(0)=0, 2(0)=0

where 0 2r0 0
pu—Cc Ap’—bAp; =,
P°(0)=po, p(0)=p1.
We can say more about injectivity as well as ill-posedness of the inverse problem linearised at f =0
for specially chosen driving and initial functions r(x,z) = &(x)n"(¢t) — bAE(x)N' (1) — cAE(X)N(2),
po(x) = E(x)N(0), p1(x) = E(x)n’(0) leading to p°(x,7) = E(x)n(¢). Indeed, in the time trace case,
setting & = 1, and choosing 7 such that n1(0) = 0 and 1’(0) = 0 we can explicitly write the (unique)
solution of (#F9Newton type schemesequation.4.49) as 7°(x,t) = df(n(t)) where df(s) = [ydf(t)dr,

which gives the explicit reconstruction df(s) = Hn_(s)) Ill-posedness therefore results from differ-

n'(n~"(s)"
entiation of the data and from 1'(0) = 0.

(18)

3 Analysis of the forward problem

The question of well-definedeness of the forward operator F' = try o G amounts to proving existence
of a unique solution G(f) = p to

(1= f(p))pdi+ A p+be pi =,
p(0)=po, p:i(0)=pi
that is regular enough to admit a trace on X = {xo} x (0,7) in the time trace and £ = @ x {T'} in
the final time case, respectively. Here, we denote by </ the negative Laplacian with homogeneous

Dirichlet boundary conditions. One could as well incorporate a potentially varying sound speed c(x)
and other boundary conditions <7 as we did in [12]],

(19)

Setting y(x,1) = [j p(x, ) d7 so that p(x,t) = y;(x, ) and integrating (T9Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.]
with respect to time we arrive at
(1= F () Wi + A Y + bty = T,
w(0) =0, w(0)=po

(20)

where
F(x,1) = /0 (e, ©)dT+ (1= £(po))p1 () + bt po (). @1)

This is a formulation that avoids differentiating f. We will see that this advantage can be preserved in
the well-posedness proof at least in the one space dimensional setting. Physically, y corresponds to the
acoustic velocity potential with the mass density scaled to unity. Division of (20Analysis of the forward problemequat

by (1— f(y;)) reveals the fact that we are in fact recovering a nonlinear effective wave speed W
- t




To analyse the nonlinear problem (20Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.20), we first of all
consider the linear one

(1— G)un+czsz%u+b,@fut —Nu, =7,
u(0) =ug, u(0)=uy

with given o(x,¢) bounded away from 1, 6(x,7) <& < 1 so that the coefficient of the second time
derivative does not degenerate. Later on, we will set 6 = f(y;), n =0, up =0, u; = po in order to
prove well-posedness of (20Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.20) by a fixed point argument,
as well as 0 = f(y;), n = f'(¥;) ¥ to investigate its linearization. Existence of a unique solution to
(22Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.22)) can be established by the usual Faedo-Galerkin ap-
proach of discretisation in space with eigenfunctions of <7, deriving energy estimates and taking weak
limits. We here only focus on the energy estimates for (22Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.22).
Some of these can be found scattered over in the cited literature for the special case f(p) = kp, how-
ever, they will here be tailored to minimize the regularity assumptions of f, which is why we provide
their derivation in the appendix. Here and below C,%Y denotes the norm of the embedding operator
X(Q) = Y(Q). ’

Lemma3.l.  « [fu; € H(Q), 7€ L*(0,T;L*(Q)), n € L*(0,T;L4(Q)) with
C( ): ( H1L°°) HTIHLZOTLZ )) lfdzl <b<1—6), (23)
( H1L6) ||n||L20TL3 Q) lfde{273} 4
and 6 € L*(Q x (0,T)) with 6 < C a.e., then

max { Ve || = (0,7.22(02)) V (1 =0)Cio(G) ||”tt||L2(07T;L2(Q))}

(22)

— o 5 ) o 1/2 (24)
< V/bCj,(G)e <||Vu1 ||L2(Q) + m”r”LZ(OJ;LZ(Q))) .
with
Cio(5) = — 21 =0) C(T) = Cp (G) <c2—|—C4—T)T 25)
lo _b(l—a)—4C(n)’ - lo b .
o If additionally u; € H*(Q), Vi € L*(0,T;L*(Q)), n € L*(0,T; H' (Q)) with
b(1-G
€M) = (€ 1 IVA o iy + (€I iy < g Ole 26)
and 6 € L*(0,T;W'3(Q)) with
1-G
C(0) := Ci1_,16lIVOlp=(0.7:13(0)) < — (27)
then
max { /2 - 0 7220y /(1= 0)Cu (@) Vit 20,102 §
— 2 } 1/2 (28)
< 4/ bChi(G) eC(T) (H,Q/Ml H%Z(Q) + m HV”HIZ}(QT;LZ(Q))) .
with

2(1-o0-2C(0))
b(1-0)—4C(n)’
We first of all consider the spatially 1-d case (which would be less relevant for imaging but is in

fact of interest for the problem of recovering the univariate function f) since it allows to work with
less regular f than the 2- and 3-dimensional setting. Indeed, in one space dimension it is enough to

Cyi(o) =

C(T) = C1(o) (c + 2T>T



use the low level energy estimate (24equation.3.24) and therefore avoid to assume differentiability
of f. Using continuity of the embedding H'(Q) — L*(Q) in one space dimension, the estimate on
IVitg|| =0, 7:12(02)) in (24equation.3.24) allows us to bound [|u/||1=(ax(0,r))- By [15, Lemma 3.3] we

even get u; € C,,([0,T);CP(Q)) for any B € [0, 1), where C,, denotes the space of weakly continuous
functions

[ue]|2(@x (0,7)) < H“t“cw([oj];cﬁ(g))
1

™ / (29)
m”r“ﬁmf;ﬁm»)

< Ke€T) <||Vu1 122+
for some constant K depending on the constants b, ¢?, G, K = K(b,c?, &) with K(b,c?,G) — o as
G " 1; the estimate likewise holds with CP replaced by W

Concerning the nonlinear problem, this estimate also tells us that it suffices to assume f < & and
consider f on the interval [—M,M| where M = M(G,0) is an upper bound on the right hand side in
(29Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.29), that is

KD (|| Vpoll (e +

1
mze) <M (30)

with
R=bVT| A poll20) + (1 + VT | pillpz i) + Il 0.r:22 () (€2))
where —o is a lower bound for f sothat 0 <1 -6 <1—f<1+40c. [l Fixingo <1, ¢ >0, we can
thus conclude from (24equation.3.24) that for any
feC([-MM]), -c <f<7T, (32)
the operator .7 : v — y where y solves (22Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.22) with o =

f(v),n =0, 7as in (2T Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.21)), is a self-mapping on the closed
convex set

M = {6 €HP(0,T:LX(Q) W' =(0,T:HY () : |94ll10.7:07() < M.

IVl = (0,7:02(0)) < M1, (190l 20, 7302(0)) < M2},

1 - m l-o M
o |y U M cmamd m 1= M
(I p°||L2(Q)+b(1—5)R>_maX{ bCo@) Vb K o

The set .# is weak* compact in the Banach space H?(0,T;L*(Q)) N\W'=(0,T;H} (Q)), which is the
dual of a separable space, so that Schauder’s Fixed Point Theorem in locally convex topological spaces
[5]] provides existence of a fixed point of .7 provided .7 is weak* continuous. To prove the latter, we
consider an arbitrary sequence (vy),cny C .# with weak* limit v, X y. Then, due to the above energy
estimates, the sequence defined by y,, = .7 (v, lies in .# and therefore has a weakly* convergent sub-
sequence. The limit y* of any weakly* convergent subsequence (;, )ken needs to coincide with the
unique weak solution y = .7 (v) of (22Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.22)) with o = f(v),
n =0, 7 as in (2T Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.21)). Indeed, for any ¢ € C*(0,7;C5(Q)

provided

IFor the standard example f(p) = kp we see that on the other hand we need to impose kM < G < 1, that is,
M must be small enough in order to generate a nonempty set of admissible nonlinearities f. In accordance with
(30Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.30), this can always be achieved by making the initial data pg, the driv-
ing term r, and/or the final time 7" small enough.




we have

T
| [ (vio+bv; -9 +EVy" Vo — f0)vi0 — 70 ) ducr
0 JQ (34)

T
= lim [ [ (Voar 0V V0 + VY0, -V = f (0,0 s = 79) vt =0,

k—roo
where the limit in the nonlinear term follows from Lebesgue’s Dominated Convergence Theorem,
together with the fact that by continuity of f and v,, ; — v; in C(Q x (0,7)) (by the above mentioned
continuous embedding) we have pointwise convergence f(vy, (x,7)) = f(v¢(x,t)) for all (x,7) € Q x
T =
(0,T) and [y Jolf (Vi) Wil dxdt < HWnklt||L2(O,T;L2(Q))G||¢||L°°(Q><(0,T)) < oo

To obtain uniqueness we also prove contractivity of .7, which requires more smoothness of f, more
precisely, Lipschitz continuity. For any v, ¥ € ., the difference ¥ = y — f = .7 (v) — 7 (¥) solves
(1= f ()W + A Y+ bd By = (f(vi) = (51)) s,
W(0)=0, %(0)=0
Thus, using (24equation.3.24)), (29Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.29) with o = f(v;), 1 =

0, 7= (f(v1) = f(%)) W, ur = 0, and the fact that || W ||;2(0 7,12(q)) < m2 due to the already shown
self-mapping property of .77, we obtain

1 Vi 1-0, . I, .
max WH Villz=(0,7:22(0))» T||‘I/tt||L2(0,T;L2(Q))7f||‘lft||Lm(o7T;Wﬁm(g))

2 m ;
< b(i—o) e Lmy||lve — V|| L= (0,7:07 ()
where L is a Lipschitz constant for f. Thus, provided
2K? C(T)
R LDy < 1, 35
bi-o) ¢ " )
the operator .7 is a contraction on .2 with respect to the norm [[|wl[| := [[w¢| ;oo 7.wB=(q))) +

[w(0)||z=(q) on L=(0,T;WP>=(Q)). The latter is the dual of a separable space and therefore by

Alaoglu’s Theorem, .2 is weak* closed with respect to L=(0,7;WF*(Q)). Banach’s Fixed Point
Theorem therefore implies existence of a unique fixed point of .7 in .Z .

Theorem 3.1. For Q C R!, any fixed G < 1, 6 >0, M > 0 and for any f € C([—~M,M)]) such

that —o < f <G on [-M,M), po € H}(Q)NH*(Q), p1 € L*(Q), r € (H'(0,T;L*(Q)))* satisfying

(33Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.33) with R as in (31Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.31)),
there exists a solution Y of ((20Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.20) with ((21Analysis of the forward problen
This solution satisfies the estimate

1 /1—C 1
—— ||V oo (0.7 — . — ,
max{ \/WH lI/l‘HL (0,T5L2(Q))> b ||Il/l‘l||L2(07T,L2(Q))’ K||%||Cw([07T],Cﬁ(Q))}
L_ R2> 12 .
b(1-0)
If additionally f is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant L such that the smallness condition

(35Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.35) on po and/or T holds, then this solution is unique.

From this we conclude that p = y; € L*(0,T; H} (Q)) NH'(0,T;L*(Q)) N C,([0, T];CP(Q)) and will
therefore infer well-definedness of the forward operator in Corollary [3.1corollary.3.1{below.

< £ (||Vp0||§2(m +




In higher space dimensions we need higher Sobolev regularity to guarantee y;(7) € L*(Q) and there-
with exclude degeneracy. Hence we will rely on (28equation.3.28)) to establish a self-mapping property
of the operator .7 on a set that in view of this estimate will be defined by

M = {p €H*(0,T;Hy(Q)) NW"(0,T;H*(Q)) : (94| 1=(02x(0,1) < M,

(36)
17 @1\l 1= (0. 7:22(0)) < s IV@uillr2(0.722(0)) < M2t

For this purpose we have to bound [|Vo|| ;= 7.13(q)) for 0 = f(v;) and |[VF|| 2 7.12(q)) for F as in

(21 Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.21)). To this end, we estimate

IVoll=orize) = I 00Vl 13y < I e=anmnCi 319 Vil =0 7:22(0)
VPl 2020 < DIV polla)y + IVl 0.7:02(0)))
+(1+)WVTIIVpillzi) + VT = man |21V Poll2@) = R (37)
and assume

1-0

LCIS_IZI_>L3C1€IZI*>L6mI < 4 (38)

to satisfy (27equation.3.27)) (note that with n = 0, (26equation.3.26) is anyway satisfied)

1 . m l1-o M
CT) (.o _ - p)< i3 W — =

with R as in (37Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.37).

Since (24equation.3.24) remains valid also in higher space dimensions for 1 = 0, contractivity with re-
spect to the ||| ||| norm for Lipschitz continuous f with Lipschitz constant satisfying (35Analysis of the forward probl
directly carries over to the spatially higher dimensional setting.

Theorem 3.2. For Q C RY, d € {1,2,3}, dQ € C>%, any fixed G < 1, 6 >0, M > 0 and for
any f € Wh(—M,M) = C®Y([—M,M)) such that —c < f <& on [-M,M), po € H} (Q) NH*(Q),

p1 € HY(Q), Vr € (HY(0,T;L*(Q)))* satisfying (35Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.33),
(08Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.38)), (39Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.39)
with R as in (37Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.37), there exists a unique solution W of
(20Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.20) with ((21Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.2 I)).
This solution satisfies the estimate

1 1-0 1
max \/T@||=Q7%||LW(O7T;L2(Q))a THVWNHLZ(OJ;B(Q))’ E||‘I’t||Lw(o,T;wﬁ,w(Q))

2 o\
e (o )

With p = y; we thus get
peU:=L>(0,T;H)(Q)NH*(Q)NH"(0,T;H}(Q))NC,([0,T];CP (Q)). (40)

Corollary 3.1. Let <1, 6 >0, M >0, L >0, 2 ={fc W (-M,M) : —6c < f <5, |f| <
L a.e. }, and either

(a) QCRL pye HY(Q)NH?*(Q), p1 € L2(Q), r € (H'(0,T;L*(Q)))* satisfying (33Analysis of the forward probler
(35Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.33) with R as in (31Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.3
or

(b) Q CRY, d e {2,3} po € H(Q)NH(Q), p1 € H(Q), Vr € (H'(0,T;L*(Q)))* satisfying




(88Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.38), (39Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.39),
(35Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.35) with R as in (37Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.3

Then the forward operator F : & — Y is well-defined, where
Y = LP(0,T) for time trace observations and Y = LP(w) for final time observations, 41)
respectively, for any p € [1,).

The following continuity result on F is useful for, e.g., proving that Tikhonov regularisation is well-
defined, but we will also use it to establish weak sequential convergence of our iterative reconstruction

schemes, cf. Remarks 4. Iremark.4.1l and 4.2remark.4.2| below.

Proposition 3.1. Under the conditions of CorollaryB3.Icorollary.3.1} the operator F : 9 CW'>=(—M,M) —

Y is weakly(*) continuous, that is, for any sequence ( f,)neny C 9 converging weakly* in W (—M, M)

1o f, we have G(f,) = G(f) inU and F(f,) = F(f) inY (see ([#0Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.40),
(4 1equation.3.41)) for the defitions of U and Y ).

Proof. Define U := WH=(0,T; H} (Q) NH?(Q))NH?(0,T; H} () N{y : v € C,([0,T];:CP(Q))}.

We proceed by proving that G : W!>(—M,M) — U is weakly(*) continuous. The result then follows

from linearity and boundedness of d; : U — U and trg : U — Y. Let (f,)eny € Z be an arbitrary

sequence with f, = f in W'*(—M,M). Then f € 2 and by Theorem 3.2theorem.3.2) (W )nen :=

(4(f,))nen is bounded in U (more precisely, contained in .#). Hence there exists a subsequence

(Wng> fur ke and an element (y*, f*) € U x W (=M, M) such that (W, , f,) — w* in U x Wh=(—M, M),
(W ts ) — (W', f*) in L2(0,T;L*(Q)) x C([—M, M) (by the Arzeld-Ascoli Theorem), where by

uniqueness of limits, f* = f. Thus, for any ¢ € C5’(0,7;Cy (), similarly to (34Analysis of the forward problemequat
we have

/OT /Q<I//t>(;¢ —i—bVI//t* Vo +C2Vl[/* -Vo —f(]ljt*)ll/;;d) _ f(l)) dxdt

(42)
T
— lim /0 /Q (Vo9 + DV Y-V + VYV — i, ()i s® — 79 ) it =0,

k—yoo
where for the convergence of the nonlinear term we argue as follows. We decompose

) Wi = Soie (W) W 11
= (f(¥) = F (Ve D Wi+ (F (W) = Fo (W) Wig + e (W) (Wit — W)
and consider the limit in each of the terms (integrated against ¢ over Q x (0, 7)) separately. For the first

term, we can conclude fOT Jo(fF(w") — f(Wn,.0)) Wi @ dxdt — O from Lebesgue’s Dominated Conver-
gence Theorem and continuity of f, similarly to the proof of (34 Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.34])

above. The second term can be estimated by | fOT JoUf (W) = fre (W) ) Wi @ dxdt| < || f = fu lc(—mpny | Wi @ ||L1(0,T;1
0. Finally, we have

T
/0 /Q Foe (W) (Vi — W)@ dcdlt

T
- ‘_/0 /Q(f’ik(w”k?’)w”kv”d) +fnk(‘l’nk7t)¢t> (W — W) dxdt

< (Lm2||¢ l2=(0,7:1~()) + max{—0,G}||¢ ||L2(O7T;L2(Q))> [N

From (42Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.42), together with a subsequence-subsequence
argument and the uniqueness part of Theorem [3.2theorem.3.2| we conclude convergence of the whole

sequence (W )qen to G(f). %

L2(07T;L2(Q)) — O .
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Remark 3.1. The fractional attenuation case (([4Extension to fractional dampingequation.2.14) can
be tackled similarly in principle. However, the resulting reformulation via the acoustic velocity po-
tential (that allowed us to minimize smoothness assumptions on f above) does not work any more for
o < 1. More precisely, the natural approach of multiplying the linearized equation

(1—0)uy -l—czsz%u-i-bxsztau —Nu =7,
u(0) =up, u;(0)=u,

with D{**u(t) = Dy (Du) (7)) — ri=gyu1 and integrating over (0,t) yields the energy identity

/0 (51, (100) () 5+ 2 IV OF )0 0
IV OF ) O) @y + [ (e (51D u(0)aay e+ [ e ((0), D () g
b /O | (Vi (0), Va(1)) (g d+ / (Vi (2), VDEU(T)) 3y T

— c2<Vu(t),VD;xu(t)>Lz(Q) +CZ<VM<O),VD;X L2 +/ Dl+a ))LZ(Q) art.

NI@‘

Here the first term on the left hand can be estimated from below by means of coercivity of the Abel
integral operator [16]

t
/0 (e (7), (Ilfa“tt)(T»LZ(Q)dT > cos((1— O‘)”/Z)||”tt||Hf<lfa>/2(o7t;L2(g)) :

the second term on the right hand side can be bounded from above by

t
1 1
/O (G“tt(f)aDt+a”(T)>L2(Q) dt < H”ttHH*(lfa)/2(o7t;L2(Q))||GDz+a”HH<1*0¢>/2(07t;L2(Q))

where the second factor can be estimated by means of the Kato-Ponce inequality
1 f&llwero,1) S 1f lwerio,r)ll&llLar0,7) + 1 20,7 18 llwea2 0,7 (43)
for0<p<p <1, 1<r<e, pyi, pa q1, q2 € (1,0, with % = ﬁ—l—%, i=1,2; see, e.g., [6] as follows

||GDtI+auHH(l*a)/z(O?t;LZ(Q)) Slollpo-arom=@) 1D+ “u(t) I22(0.1:22(02))
+ 11012012200 1P ull g-ar20 1220
where
HDtlJrau(T)||L2(O7t;L2(Q)) < Hull‘||H*<1*0‘>(O7t;L2(Q))
and
1D}l ya-wrzqo, 20y S N | g-0-a120 1202 -

It can thus be absorbed into the first left hand side term, provided o is small enough. However, the
fifth term on the right hand side yields a nonnegative term

¢? /Ot(Vut(T),VDf‘u(T»Lz(Q) dt =¢? /()t<Vu,(T),V(Ilau,)(r)>Lz(Q) dt

on the right hand side of the energy identity that cannot be dominated by any of the nonnegative left

hand side energy contributions. This difficulty has already been observed previously, see [9, Remark

1]. Therefore, one would have to work with the pressure formulation (I 9Analysis of the forward problemequation.3. 15
analogously to [l 1, Section 3.1]. However, this obviously requires higher differentiability of f.

11



4 Reconstruction Schemes

Now we turn to the inverse problem of identifying f in
[(1=F(p))pi)e + e p+bsl pr =,

(44)
p(0)=po, pi(0)=p1
from time trace
h(t) = p(xo,t), t€(0,T) (45)
or final time
gx)=px,T), xeoCQ (46)

observations.

4.1 Fixed point iterations

Fixed point formulations of the inverse problem can be obtained by projecting the PDE on the obser-
vation manifold and inserting the available measurement data where possible. From this we obtain an
iterative reconstruction scheme by applying Picard iteration.

In the case of time trace data (45Reconstruction Schemesequation.4.45)) using the fact that since p =
p(x,1; f) solves (I3The modelequation.2.13) we have the identity

(1= F)H0) =~ (p(osts )+ [ ploo. 7. d)
= (1= f(p(x0,25.1)))p:(x0, 1 f)

and we obtain the fixed point scheme

Jier1(h(t)) =1~

Pi(x0,1; fx)

0 (1= fi(p(x0,t5 fx)))) - 47)

For final time data (46Reconstruction Schemesequation.4.46)) using the identity
!
(1= £ e pu(eT:) = = (be(0)+* [ plx7:)d7)
= —bd/ (g(x) —p(x,T5 1)) + (1 = f(p(x, T3 1)) p: (x, T f)

we get the fixed point scheme

fer(8()) = flpe. T2 fi) + ——2

pl<x7 T;fk)

With fractional damping (16Extension to fractional dampingequation.2.16)), the time trace data itera-

tion scheme (47Fixed point iterationsequation.4.47) remains exactly the same as in the strong damping

case o = 1, just the PDE to be solved in between is modified. For final time data, the possibility of in-

serting observations becomes very limited, since except for the very first term in (16Extension to fractional dampingeq
p only appears under an integral over time; so we do not pursue the final time data case in the context

of (16Extension to fractional dampingequation.2.16).

o (8(x) = p(x, T fi)) - (48)

4.2 Newton type schemes

Recall that the forward operator F = try o G is a composition of the parameter-to-state map G : f —
p = p(x,t; f) where p solves ([@4Reconstruction Schemesequation.4.44)) with the trace operator on
Y ={xp} % (0,7T) in the time trace and £ = @ x {T'} in the final time case.

12



The linearisation z = G'(f)d f solves
(1= f ()l + Pl 24 bl 2 — [f(p) zpi)e = (df (P)Po)r

(49)
z2(0)=0, z(0)=0.
Newton’s method is therefore defined by the equations
2(x0,; fx) = h(t) — p(xo0,t; fr), t € (0,T) in the time trace case (50)

2, T; fi) = g(x) —p(x,T; fx), x € @ in the final time case

where p(-; fi) solves (d4Reconstruction Schemesequation.4.44) with f = f; and z(+; fi) solves (49Newton type schem
with = fi, df = fir1 — fe

We will also consider a frozen version of Newton’s method, where we linearize at a fixed initial guess,
that is, rely on z = G'(fo) (fx1 — fx) rather than z = G'(f%) (fxr1 — fx)- Therefore, in the frozen version
of (50Newton type schemesequation.4.50)), p(-; fi) still solves (44Reconstruction Schemesequation.4.44)
with f = f; but z(; f) now solves (d9Newton type schemesequation.4.49) with f = fo, df = fri1 — fx-

These Newton type methods extend to the case of fractional damping (14Extension to fractional dampingequation.2.1+
in a straightforward manner by replacing .oz, by b.oZ Dz in (49Newton type schemesequation.4.49).

4.3 Andersen acceleration

The fact that Picard iteration, namely finding a fixed point of the map .7, using x, 1 = 7 (x,), can be
extremely slow is legendary. The usual approach is to obtain a sufficiently small bound on .7 that the
contraction mapping can be used. Even here we are faced with linear convergence. There are a variety
of methods that have been used to speed up the convergence of the sequence of iterates and one that is
commonly taken is Anderson acceleration. See, for example, [1, 17].

The algorithm with depth m and damping factors { B} is as follows.
1. Initial approximation xq then compute ¥; = 7 (xp) and set x; = X].
2. Fork=1,2,...
* set my = min{k,m}.
* compute X1 = 7 (x¢)

* Solve the minimization problem for {a;} (where a; depends on k)

k k
mm{H Z aj()fjJrl —XJ')H : Z aj= 1}
J=k—my J=k—my
¢ Then set )
1= Y, a;((1=Bo)xj+ Bekjt1)
J=k—my

Some notes/remarks: The key is the minimization step. Since m is typically small (3 < m < 5) the
simplest approach is to use least squares in the sense of w(k) := % —x;_; and

w(k) T T 0
A= C=[11...1]  thenset B:[ACA % } r=

w(k—mk)

D)
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to obtain the weights {a;} as the solution of Ba = r. For larger values of m, methods based on QR
factorisation are advisable but the cost of any aspect of the acceleration step is a very small fraction of

the cost of a direct solve of the generalised Westervelt equation. The weights will typically be of mixed

sign but an equally simple algorithm allows the constraint a; > 0 to be imposed. For the examples in-

volving the fixed point schemes (47Fixed point iterationsequation.4.47)), (48Fixed point iterationsequation.4.48])
this constraint gave weights that were very close to the original Picard scheme, that is without any ef-

fective acceleration. As we will see shortly the unconstrained version gave considerable improvement

to the fixed point schemes (47Fixed point iterationsequation.4.47)), (48Fixed point iterationsequation.4.48)).

It has been shown that Anderson acceleration improves the convergence rate of contractive fixed-point
iterations in the vicinity of a fixed-point, [4]], but will actually slow the rate of quadratically convergent
schemes such as those based on Newton methods. The use of this acceleration method has so far been
quite rare in the inverse problems literature, but see [8]].

Based on the analysis in Section [3Analysis of the forward problemsection.3] we now investigate well-
definedness of these iterative schemes.

4.4 Well-definedness of projection based reconstruction schemes

In the time trace data iteration scheme
(0 =1 = PRSI 0 ot ) 652

we would need p, € L?(0,T;C(Q)) to obtain a well-defined L*(0, T) trace p; (xo, -). The final time data
iteration scheme
1

Jer1(@(x) = filp(, T3 fi) + ————< b (8(x) — p(x, T3 fi)) , (53)
Pt(X,T,fk)

also requires evaluation of space derivatives. To this end, we point out that by [15, Lemma 3.3] we
have p = p(-,; f) = G(f) € C,,([0,T]; H*(Q)). Therefore, evaluation of o7 p(T) € L*(Q) makes sense.
However, since we also need p; to be at least in C,,([0,7]; L= (€2)) in order for the term ﬁ to make
sense and be bounded, we would need a higher order estimate here, which, however, would require
higher differentiability of f.

Since we prefer to stay with only Lipschitz continuous f (bearing an mind that the inverse problem
is less ill-posed on weaker regularity spaces) we enforce well-definedness of the iteration schemes by
projecting

i (h(0)) = 7 [1 S L A —fk<p<xo,z,fk>>>] (54
() = 7 [T P | s ber s - p i) 59

Here &, is pointwise defined by &, ;(z) = max{a,max{b,z}} and . is a smoothing operator
mapping into & as defined in Corollary [3.1corollary.3.1|and leaving functions already contained in ¥
invariant, for example defining, for y € L?(X), its smoothed version .#[y] as a minimiser of

min||Z—y||%z(Z) suchthat —c < f <&, -L< f' <Lae.

Here P, P, Q,Q 0,0, L should be chosen such that the exact solution fuo € Z and P < p,(x0,1; fact) <

_ 1 _ ]
Pae.orQ< PRCNET) < Q a.e., respectively.

14



Corollary 4.1. Under the conditions of Corollary|3.1corollary.3. 1| the iteration schemes

* (54 Well-definedness of projection based reconstruction schemesequation.4.54) with h' € L*(Q),
|| >7>0 a.e., P<Pand

* (05 Well-definedness of projection based reconstruction schemesequation.4.55)) with g € H Z(a)),
(g0 &)'| > v > 0a.e., for some curve § contained in ®, Q < Q

are well-defined.

Remark 4.1. Assume that the inverse problem has a solution (fuer, Pact) such that foe € 9. Since 9 is
bounded in W17°°(—M ,M) we can conclude existence of a subsequnce fy, of the projected fixed point it-
erates according to (54Well-definedness of projection based reconstruction schemesequation.4.54) or
(55 Well-definedness of projection based reconstruction schemesequation.4.5))), respectively that con-
verges weakly* to some f* € &, which due to Proposition[3.1proposition.3.1| (and its proof) together
with p* = G(f) solves the inverse problem. In case the solution to the inverse problem is unique, a
subsequence-subsequence argument yields weak™ convergence in W17°°(—M ,M) (hence norm conver-
gence in C([—M,M]) and in WP (—M,M) for any s < 1, p € [1,0)) of the entire sequence of iterates.

4.5 Well-definedness of Newton’s method

The linearization of the forward operator F = try o G at some f is defined by F'(f) = trg o G'(f),
where G'(f)df = dp solves [@9Newton type schemesequation.4.49) that is, dp = u, where u solves
(22Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.22) with ¢ = f(p), N = f'(p)ps, ¥ = dfp:, ug = 0,
u; = 0. In order to obtain a well-defined LP trace on X, we need at least dp = u; € LP([0,T];C(Q))
in the time trace data and dp = u, € C,,([0,T];LP(€2)) in the final time data case, respectively. We

employ Lemma 3. Tlemma.3.T and the estimates

LCS.my withg =2 ifd =1
Iz orau@) < Elpdeorne) < LC2, oy with g =3 if d € {2,3}
IVnll20.r:020) < I le=mmllPe Vel 2070200 FLIVP 20, 7:02(0)
<" Nz =ty (C§17L4)2m1m2+Lm2

for f € ¥, and my, m; as in (36 Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.36), where in the latter case
we additionally have to assume f € W>*(—M,M). From this we deduce that the Newton iteration is
well-defined by a minimiser

Jir1 € argming g ||trs(p +dp) _y”iZ(z)

such that p solves (44Reconstruction Schemesequation.4.44) with f = fi, and dp solves (A9Newton type sch
(56)

where y = A in the time trace and y = g in the final time data case.

Corollary 4.2. Under the conditions of Corollary|3.1corollary.3. 1, Newton’s method is well-defined
by (56Well-definedness of Newton’s methodequation.4.56)) in the final time data case with d € {1,2,3}
and in the time trace data case with d = 1. The latter extends to d € {2,3} if 9 is replaced by
D :=9N{f EW>*(-M,M) : 1f" | 2=(—s .01y < N} for some N > 0.

A frozen version of (56Well-definedness of Newton’s methodequation.4.56) with fixed f € 2NW>*(—M, M),
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P = G(f°) can be defined by
Jir1 € argming ¢4 ||trs(p +dp) _J’Hiz(z)

such that p solves (44Reconstruction Schemesequation.4.44) with f' = f}, and dp solves (A49Newton type schy
(37

This simplifies both the numerical computations and the analysis.

Corollary 4.3. For ' ¢ 2nNW>(—M,M), p° = G(f°) a frozen Newton method is well-defined
by (57Well-definedness of Newton’s methodequation.4.57) in both data cases and space dimensions
de{1,2,3}.

Remark 4.2. Analogously to Remark we can conclude subsequential weak* conver-
gence of the (frozen) Newton sequence to a solution of the inverse problem.

Noisy data and regularisation

In realistic measurements scenarios, the measured data 4 or g will typically be contaminated by noise
and therefore only approximations & = h, § ~ g are available. Their distance from the exact data
can (if at all) only be estimated in some LP norm corresponding to our choice of the data space Y,
|h—hlly <8, |g§—glly <&, and they will typically lack differentiability. Still, the iteration schemes
(54Well-definedness of projection based reconstruction schemesequation.4.54)), (55Well-definedness of projection ba
are well-defined upon replacement of /, § by smoothed versions /4, g in such a way that the prerequi-
sites of Corollary . Tcorollary.4.T|are preserved, that is, = L>(Q), |fA/ | > 7> 0 ae., in the time trace

case and § € H?>(w), |(§0&)'| > 9> 0 a.e., for some curve & contained in @, in the final time case.
Indeed, if the exact data satisfies these conditions, the smoothed approximation can be chosen so that
its distance from the exact data in the LP norm is of the order of magnitude of the original noise level.
This can for example be achieved by definingd = hord = go & fromd = h or d = g o & according to

dec argminbeBn::Span{bl7“.7[,”} |b —d||z» such that s’ > )_//2

where s = sign(d’) and {by,...,b,} is a sufficiently large set of smooth (in the final time case at
least H?) basis functions that allow to approximate the exact data up to precision dist” (d,B,) <
)_// 2. Minimality of d and admissibility of d for the above optimization problem immediately yield

|d —d||z» < ||d —d||z». The optimization problem itself is well-posed and relatively simple to solve as a
minimization of a convex cost function over a finite dimensional set under linear inequality constraints.
Clearly, this involves a priori information on the exact data, more precisely on the lower bound y > 0
and the sign of d’, and additionally on the curve & in the final time case. -

The regularization strategy that we employ here and in the fixed point schemes (54 Well-definedness of projection base:
(55Well-definedness of projection based reconstruction schemesequation.4.55) themselves as well as

in the Newton type iterations (56 Well-definedness of Newton’s methodequation.4.56)), (57Well-definedness of Newto
is projection or restriction onto a (weakly) compact set. Indeed, considering a family of noisy data with

0 — 0 and stopping indices k(0) — oo, analogously to Remarks 4. Tremark.4.1l 4.2remark.4.2] we ob-

tain weak subsequential convergence of the iterates fi(s) to a solution of the inverse problem with

exact data. Thus the proposed schemes are regularization methods in the classical sense of, e.g., [3,

Section 3].
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5 Reconstructions

In this section we show reconstructions of f from either time trace or final time data. The spatial
set will be the interval [0, 1] and we will take the time trace measurement point to be the right-hand
endpoint x = 1.

Our numerical implementation uses (44Reconstruction Schemesequation.4.44)) in the integrated ver-
sion as in (13The modelequation.2.13)) and so treat it as a parabolic equation with nonlocal memory
term ¢? fé Ap(t)dt. A Crank-Nicolson integrator was used with an inner iteration loop to handle the
nonlinear term f(p) p;. A Neumann boundary condition was imposed at the right hand endpoint; the
left hand condition could be Dirichlet, Neumann or impedance type. Typically, in the physical model
one would have zero initial conditions but this isn’t necessary for the mathematical formulation.

Data consisted of the measurements A(t) = p(1,¢) or g(x) = p(x,T). As a practical matter we used
the above mentioned solver to obtain this data and collected a sample at 50 equally spaced points
on the interval [0,7] or [0, 1]. Uniformly distributed random noise was then added to these values to
obtain Ameas(f) Or gmeas(x). This was then pre-filtered by smoothing and up-resolving to the working
resolution of the number of points taken (~400 for the interval € [0,7] and ~200 for the interval
x € [0, 1]) for the direct solver used in the inversion routine.

For the Newton scheme, the unknown f was represented in terms of given basis functions. Since we
wish to make no constraints on the form of f, we do not choose a basis with in-built restrictions as
would be obtained from an eigenfunction expansion. Instead we used a sine basis that helped to realize
the condition f(0) = 0. In all cases the starting approximation for the iterative methods used was the
constant function f = 0.

We are going to show the results of the methods described in section4R

In particular, we will provide comparisons between frozen Newton and the fixed point iteration schemes
from sections and 4.2Newton type schemessubsection.4.2/and |4.1Fixed point iterationssubsection.4. 1]
respectively. In the latter case, we will also show the effect of Anderson acceleration cf. section
4.3 Andersen accelerationsubsection.4.3l As to the parameters in the Anderson scheme, we simply
fixed the depth to be m = 3 and the weights ; = 1, which corresponds to full acceleration.

It is well-known in undetermined coefficient problems that recovering a function of an independent
variable from data in an orthogonal variable direction leads to severe ill-posedness whereas data given
in a parallel direction often yields only mild ill-conditioning. In the case of the unknown depending on
the state variable, here u(x,), one might assume that little difference would be found provided both
data sets meet the range condition. However, previous work on such problems has shown that this is
not always the case. In particular, for a parabolic type equation time trace data frequently leads to
superior reconstructions over measurement data obtained in spatial manner see, e.g., [10]. As we will
see below, this is also the situation here. As a result, one is able to reconstruct more complex functions
using time trace data for a given level of accuracy. In selecting functions for testing we concentrated
on highlighting this difference rather than functions that might correspond to a known physical reality.

The chosen functions were
Sact(u) = 0.2sin(67u) (1 —exp(u)) (58)

for time trace and
fact() = 0.1(1 —exp(—3u)) cos(0.7u) (59)

for final time data.
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Figure 1: Reconstructions of f(u) from time trace (left) and final time (right) data with Picard (top row),
Anderson accelerated Picard (middle row), frozen Newton (bottom row); first (red), second (blue), third
(green), fourth (orange) iterate versus exact /' (back dashed)

In Figure|l Reconstructions of f(«) from time trace (left) and final time (right) data with Picard (top row), Anderson acc
we show reconstructions of the functions (58Reconstructionsequation.5.58)) and (S9Reconstructionsequation.5.59),
while Figure |2Relative error norms of the iterates for f(u) from time trace (left) and final time (right) data.F>(n) = log,
displays the convergence history of the three different methods we use.

The two examples shown above represent smooth functions and a reasonable question is what is
the ability to reconstruction a function lying at the boundary of the regularity theorems in section
[3Analysis of the forward problemsection.3} namely a function that is just Lipschitz continuous. In Fig-
ure 3Reconstructions of f(u) for piecewise linear example from time trace data with Picard (top left) and Anderson acce
we therefore show the results of the fixed point scheme and its Anderson accelerated version using time
trace data. For doing this with Newton, the optimal basis would probably have to be piecewise linear,
as for example in [11]]. To avoid a mismatch between the actual location of the non-differentiability
points and the nodes of the basis functions requires a large number of basis functions in general, un-
less these points are a priori known. Thus without this knowledge, the computational complexity of
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Figure 2: Relative error norms of the iterates for /(1) from time trace (left) and final time (right) data.
Fy(n) = logio (lfu = fact |12/ 1 fall2) (top) and Fiu(n) = log o (|| = fact |~/ | full1~) (bottom)

calculating the Jacobian would make (frozen) Newton much slower than the accelerated fixed point
schemes.

We also did reconstructions from time trace data in the fractional case (16Extension to fractional dampingequation.2.1

where as mentioned in section 4Reconstruction Schemessection.4!the time trace data iteration scheme
(47Fixed point iterationsequation.4.47) remains the same as in case o = 1, with the dependence on
o showing up only in the PDE to be solved. Provided o was not close to zero, the differences in the
reconstructions were very little.
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Figure 3: Reconstructions of f(u) for piecewise linear example from time trace data with Picard (top left)
and Anderson accelerated Picard (top right); first (red), second (blue), third (green), fourth (orange), fifth
(yellow), sixth (cyan), seventh (maroon) iterate versus exact f (back dashed); relative error norms of the
iterates for f(u) in L* (bottom left) and L (bottom right) norm

Appendix (Proof of Lemma [3.1)
Multiplying (22Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.22) with u,, and integrating over Q x (0,1)

yields

/

<

b
IV T= 0@ ()22 5 + 5 1V (1) 2y
b t
DIV gy ¢ [ 1V (%) 2y e — € (Vs (0), Valo)) ey
t
+ [ )+ M (@u(0). () 2 (60)
2 2 ! 2 b 2 AT 2
||VM1||L2(Q)+C /0 HVMI(T)||L2(Q)dT+ZHVut(t)HLZ(Q)+7/0 HVM;(T)CZTHLZ(Q)

+%/0tHmun(fﬂﬁz(g)dl-_;_ﬁ/of||f(17)+17(T)ut(f)||iz(s2)df,

N S
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where we have used 6 <6 < 1, u(0) =0, ||Vu(t)||i2(g) = || o Vue(7 )d’c|| ) < t Lol Vu(t )||i2(Q) dt
and Young’s inequality. From this we extract

1-o ! b
7 | () gy a4+ 2 V() g

b ) (R
§§||V“1||L2(g)+m/0 I7(7) +n(T)u (T )HLz dt

ATy [
+<c2+7)/0 V(1) 22 .

To estimate the term containing 1 we make use of continuity of the embeddings H'(Q) — L™(Q) in
one space dimension or H'(Q) — L*(Q) in two and three space dimensions, respectively, as well as
the Poincaré-Friedrichs inequality

p=ocoifd=1

<2
IVlr) p<6 ifdec{2,3}.

1ol VVl2(q) forall v € H}(Q), with {

to conclude [ [[17()us (7)[|72 ) 47 < C(n) | Viar|[]
b(1-0)

to be smaller than —=——. Gronwall s inequality for

b C
£ =max{ (5~ 1)1Vl sz

~(0.4:12(Q) where we assume C(1) as in (23equation.3.23)

-6,
5 lunlizr02(0)

satisfying

b ) | , T 4(1—-0) !
&) = 31Vl + 75170 ran + (945 ) 5 acm) y S

yields (24equation.3.24).

To prove (28equation.3.28)), we multiply (22Analysis of the forward problemequation.3.22) with <7 u;,
and integrate over Q X (0,7), which similarly to (60Appendix (Proof of Lemma 3.1)equation.5.60), but
taking into account

/Q(l — O')Ltndundx = /Q((l — 6)|V1/ltt|2 —uttVG-Vu,,dx
yields

LIV T=00@09u0 () By 7+ 3 |70l
t
= §||£fu1||iz(g)+62/o ||427”t(7)||i2(g) dT—C2<W”t(I>aV“(t)>L2(Q)
t
+/ <MIIVG+V(?+ nut)(’L'),Vun(T»Lz(Q) dT
b
5||m1||LZ +& [ (@l (6D
=2 ||Vun<r>||Lz<Q)dr+an(z)nizm)
N () de 2 ! v 2, 0.d
+5 [ Iu@ el + sqm [ IVEE 1)@l 0 7

1
+||VG||L°°(O7T;L3(Q))/O H“tt(T)HL6(Q)||V“tt(T)HL2(Q)dT
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Using continuity of the embeddings Hl (Q) — L5(Q) and H?*(Q) — L™(Q) in
t
L1902 0y 47 < C 0200

t t
HVGHL“'(O,T;D(Q))/O ||”tt(T)HL6(Q)HV”tr(T)HLZ(Q) dTSC(G)/O HVun(f)Hiz(Q)dT

and imposing the smallness conditions (26equation.3.26), (27equation.3.27) on 1, V7, and Vo anal-
ogously to above we obtain (28equation.3.28)).
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