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ContrasInver: Ultra-Sparse Label Semi-supervised
Regression for Multi-dimensional Seismic Inversion

Yimin Dou, Kewen Li, Wenjun Lv, Timing Li, Zhifeng Xu

Abstract—The automated interpretation and inversion of seis-
mic data have advanced significantly with the development of
Deep Learning (DL) methods. However, these methods often
require numerous costly well logs, limiting their application only
to mature or synthetic data. This paper presents ContrasInver,
a method that achieves seismic inversion using as few as two
or three well logs, significantly reducing current requirements.
In ContrasInver, we propose three key innovations to address
the challenges of applying semi-supervised learning to regression
tasks with ultra-sparse labels. The Multi-dimensional Sample
Generation (MSG) technique pioneers a paradigm for sample
generation in multi-dimensional inversion. It produces a large
number of diverse samples from a single well, while establish-
ing lateral continuity in seismic data. MSG yields substantial
improvements over current techniques, even without the use of
semi-supervised learning. The Region-Growing Training (RGT)
strategy leverages the inherent continuity of seismic data, effec-
tively propagating accuracy from closer to more distant regions
based on the proximity of well logs. The Impedance Vectorization
Projection (IVP) vectorizes impedance values and performs semi-
supervised learning in a compressed space. We demonstrated
that the Jacobian matrix derived from this space can filter
out some outlier components in pseudo-label vectors, thereby
solving the value confusion issue in semi-supervised regression
learning. In the experiments, ContrasInver achieved state-of-the-
art performance in the synthetic data SEAM I. In the field
data with two or three well logs, only the methods based on
the components proposed in this paper were able to achieve
reasonable results. It’s the first data-driven approach yielding
reliable results on the Netherlands F3 and Delft, using only three
and two well logs respectively.

Index Terms—Seismic inversion, Semi-supervised learning,
Regression task, Sparse labels, Few labels.

I. INTRODUCTION

Oil is called the blood of the industry, recent studies have
shown that learning theories have been very successful in
hydrocarbon exploration [1]–[5]. Impedance estimation is a
critical step in characterizing hydrocarbon reservoirs from
exploration data (seismic data) [6]. Current Deep Learning
(DL) methods require geologically similar pre-trained models
or dozens to even more logs to achieve promising results [7]–
[14]. In fact, most new and special oil and gas fields cannot
meet this requirement. Furthermore, logging is very expensive,
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Fig. 1. This paper examines the data-driven impedance inversion task, uti-
lizing the Netherlands F3 as an illustrative example. The figure demonstrates
a complete seismic volume along with four well logs. The seismic data is
denoted as D ∈ Rt×li×lx , where t is the seismic trace length, li is the inline
length, and lx is the crossline length. The well log data (labels) are represented
as yi ∈ Rϕit×1×1, where yi is a vector of continuous values, ϕi is the ratio
of well log to seismic traces. Each yi corresponds to a seismic trace xi

within the seismic volume. As depicted in the figure, impedance inversion
is a regression task where a 3D seismic volume learns from 1D continuous
value labels.

often costing millions to tens millions dollars for a single
logged well. Therefore, the use of fewer well logs to accurately
estimate impedance is of high engineering and economic value
to exploration efforts.

Theory-driven inversion is the common means of impedance
estimation in traditional hydrocarbon exploration, which in-
cludes sparse-based [15], [16], model-based [17], [18] and
other methods [19], [20]. These approaches are more depen-
dent on the initial model and the hyperparameter settings, and
here we focus on the learning task of data-driven impedance
estimation. Through Fig. 1, we simplify the inversion problem
into a task that data scientists can easily understand, that is,
the regression learning task between 3D data and 1D labels.
In the case of few labels, this task is also very attractive and
challenging in the field of machine learning.

A. Recent DL-based Inversion methods

In the beginning, researchers tried to find mapping rela-
tionships between seismic traces that matched the logging
dimension. Hampson demonstrated that impedance can be pre-
dicted by combining multiple seismic traces and corresponding
attributes using a simple neural network [21]. Recently an
increasing amount of work has starting use DL to estimate
impedance [7]–[14]. However, it is well known that DL relies
on significant amounts of data, so some of these works use
semi-supervised methods. Wu et al. used a semi-supervised
method based on adversarial learning [22], [23], a prototype
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of which was first proposed by Wei [24], who trained the
discriminator to distinguish between confidence maps from
labeled and unlabeled data predictions. The method depends
on having enough labels to ensure the stability of the Gen-
erative Adversarial Networks (GAN), so the inversion of the
SEAM I still requires 34 logging labels, and its predictions
have significant discontinuities in the horizontal direction,
the same drawback is also reflected in other semi-supervised
impedance inversion methods [25]–[27]. The discontinuity in
the horizontal direction is due to the fact that these methods try
to match the dimensionality of the logs by downscaling the 3D
or 2D seismic data, which is avoided by the multidimensional
inversion proposed by Wu et al [8], the idea of this method
originates from medical image segmentation [28], where the
model is trained using labels of the same dimensionality as
the seismic and the weights of the unlabeled regions are
set to zero. The method achieved a significant performance
improvement with the use of 40 logs in SEAM.

In conclusion, the inversion task presents a completely new
context for machine learning or deep learning. Data-driven
inversion has not yet received widespread attention, and there
are many important challenges in this field that have not been
deeply researched or mentioned.

B. Motivation and Contributions

1) The challenge of data driven inversion: The current
data-driven methods for seismic inversion suffer from several
challenges.

The scarcity of labels: Well logging demand, high for both
traditional and recent methods, often limits techniques to
mature or synthetic data. Applying these to new or special
oil fields is hard. With only three or four logs, classic F3 and
Delft surveys have had no successful inversions.

The inconsistency of geological structures: Many 1D meth-
ods predict seismic traces individually, causing inconsistency
in geological structures and lateral discontinuity [7], [10].
Wu’s 2D method [8], despite its strict sampling and well log
support needs, only ensures one-direction continuity for 3D or
higher-dimensional data.

2) The challenge of semi-supervised inversion: In response
to the aforementioned challenges, one plausible approach
is semi-supervised learning. However, currently, there is no
existing framework that can directly address these challenges
and be applied to seismic data inversion. To apply the most
advanced machine learning methods to seismic data inversion,
the following issues need to be resolved.

Ultra-sparse labeling in geophysical scenarios: Dense semi-
supervised methods require around 3.33% (Cityscapes) or
6.25% (VOC) labeled samples for effective pre-training [29],
[30]. However, geophysical scenarios often present less than
0.01% labeled well log data. The key challenge is maximizing
the sparse well log data use for sample construction for semi-
supervised learning. How samples are constructed impacts the
learning process and framework design.

Insufficient semi-supervised methods for sparse regression
labels: Most semi-supervised research focuses on classifi-
cation or segmentation, with a gap in regression. Common

methods include pseudo-labeling [31], consistency [32], [33],
adversarial learning (GAN) [24], and contrastive [34], typ-
ically studied for discrete and complete labeling. However,
they’re not often applied for regression tasks with continuous,
sparse labels, where their direct use may yield subpar results
due to ambiguous labels or features.

Lack of precedent tasks as benchmark: Multi-dimensional
semi-supervised impedance inversion provides a fresh con-
text for machine learning, but remains unexplored. Existing
semi-supervised methods can’t be easily applied or tweaked
for this task. Creating a learning framework that can glean
impedance information from ultra-sparse 1D well logging in
3D seismic data is unique and challenging. This approach,
due to its reliance on well log-derived labels, could have wide
application in geophysical exploration tasks like impedance
inversion, velocity, density, and lithology assessment.

3) Contributions: We’ve developed ContrasInver, a semi-
supervised inversion framework requiring only two or three
well logs for reliable inversion—about a tenth of existing
methods. Applicable to any dimensional data without strict
preprocessing or low-frequency impedance constraints, Con-
trasInver follows two stages: pre-training and semi-supervised
training. It utilizes a classic dual-network structure (Mean
Teacher [35]), and supported by our three main innovations,
addressing the outlined challenges.

Multi-dimensional Sample Generation: In pre-training,
we introduced a novel Multi-dimensional Sample Generation
(MSG) for seismic inversion. MSG enables tens of thousands
of training samples from each well log without data augmen-
tation, reducing overfitting risk in sparse well log scenarios.
Even without semi-supervised process, data-driven inversion
with MSG significantly outperforms existing methods.

Region-Growing Training Strategy: Given seismic data’s
continuity, the accuracy of impedance inversion in a pre-
trained model is inversely proportional to its distance from
well logs—the closer to well log coordinates, the higher the
accuracy. Hence, we introduce a Region-Growing Training
(RGT) strategy. Centered on well logs, inner rings super-
vise outer rings through overlapping areas, facilitating semi-
supervision. The outer rings thereby learn more accurate
information, spreading globally from near to far. We’ve also
devised an efficient method to calculate overlapping areas of
random samples, enhancing training speed and allowing real-
time performance even for high-resolution 3D cubes.

Impedance Vectorization Projection: To address the value
confusion issue (inability to evaluate the quality of pseudo-
labels or features) in semi-supervised learning for regression
tasks, we introduce Impedance Vectorization Projection (IVP).
IVP transforms the model’s output into impedance vectors
in a base vector-defined space, projecting these vectors to a
lower-dimensional space. A contrastive loss in this compressed
space minimizes feature distance discrepancies between two
networks, with vector directions constrained by well logging.
We demonstrated that the Jacobian matrix derived from the
projection space can filter out some gradients caused by
outliers. Our semi-supervised ContrasInver framework, par-
ticularly effective in regression tasks, leverages vectorized
projection to mitigate learning value confusion, offering an
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alternative to direct pseudo-label or EMA model-generated
feature learning. This can extend to other semi-supervised re-
gression tasks like counting, pose estimation, target regression,
etc.

Our unsupervised learning process is based on a contrastive
proxy task (RGT+IVP), making it a form of contrastive semi-
supervised learning [34], [36]–[38]. Therefore, this framework
is referred to as ContrasInver.

II. RELATED WORKS

Multi-dimensional impedance inversion presents a com-
pletely new context for the machine learning community. In
the introduction, we have analyzed some data-driven methods
that have already been applied in this field, and these meth-
ods have various shortcomings. In this chapter, we analyze
some of the more advanced semi-supervised or self-supervised
methods, attempting to identify which methods can be directly
applied or potentially applied in this field.

A. Semi-supervised Learning

1) Pseudo label: Semi-supervision relies on creating
pseudo-labels, typically through high confidence predictions
[31], [39], [40]. However, this approach often discards unre-
liable unlabeled data, and recent studies have explored using
lower confidence values [30]. Yet, these methods are designed
for discrete labels in classification and segmentation tasks,
making it challenging to apply them to regression tasks that
involve continuous values. Blindly using unfiltered pseudo-
labels can degrade model performance [41]. Thus, finding a
reasonable way to evaluate network output quality is crucial
for impedance estimation tasks.

2) Consistency regularization: Consistency regularization
ensures that a model produces consistent outputs with dif-
ferent data augmentations. Approaches like [32], [33] use
mean square error for consistency measurement, while Mean
Teacher was introduced by Tarvainen et al. [42]. VAT replaces
traditional transformations with adversarial transformations
[43], and MixMatch improves stability by averaging predic-
tions from multiple augmented samples [44]. UDA, ReMix-
Match, and FixMatch adopt cross-entropy loss and robust
augmentations [45]–[47]. CCT incorporates data perturbation
based on semantic segmentation clustering [48]. The DM2T-
Net encourages multiple predictions at different CNN layers
for consistency while computing multi-scale loss [35].

Consistency regularization in semi-supervised learning does
not require output discretization. Instead, it focuses on learning
the network’s output probabilities directly. In regression tasks
like impedance inversion, continuous network outputs serve
as the final results without discretization. However, predictions
from weakly augmented samples may lack accuracy, introduc-
ing value confusion that can hinder the learning process.

3) Generative Adversarial Network (GAN): GAN has
shown promise in semi-supervised learning for regression
tasks, particularly in image matting [49]. Scholars have applied
GAN to semi-supervised impedance inversion [22], [23] and
natural/medical image segmentation [24], [50]–[55]. Hung et

al. introduced discriminators to differentiate between confi-
dence maps of labeled and unlabeled data [24]. Mittal et
al. employed a two-branch approach with GAN for low
entropy predictions and false positive elimination [50]. Similar
approaches were followed by Feng et al. [52], [53]. Pseudo-
labels in these methods are generated by GAN, not based
on confidence. SDA-GAN by Dong et al. used a domain
alignment module to reduce distribution gaps [56]. AALLI by
Chang and Lv focused on domain adaptation for well logging
lithology identification [5]. However, stable GAN training still
requires sufficient labeled data [24]. The main limitation is
that GAN training requires complete labeling for each sample,
limiting its use to 1D network training and resulting in lateral
discontinuity.

4) Contrastive semi-supervised learning: Contrastive semi-
supervised learning focuses on the distinguishability of pixel-
level features for better class separation [34], [36]–[38], its
unsupervised process is conducted through a contrastive proxy
task. It differs from pseudo-labeling and consistency methods
by emphasizing consistency across feature domains and using
contrastive losses. It can be seen as a fusion of consistency
regularization and contrastive learning [37]. However, it faces
a similar challenge as consistency regularization in identifying
feature vectors corresponding to high-quality labels. Currently,
confidence-based approaches are predominantly used to ad-
dress this challenge [37], [38].

B. Contrastive Learning

Self-supervised and unsupervised representation learning
have made significant progress by leveraging contrastive
learning. These methods utilize large-scale datasets to train
pre-trained models, enabling the transfer of information to
downstream tasks [57]–[59]. Recently, there has been ex-
tensive exploration of pixel-level contrastive learning, which
is particularly well-suited for tasks such as object detection
and semantic segmentation [60]–[62]. In this paper, we aim
to investigate the potential benefits of semi-supervision for
models, moving beyond the scope of solely building pre-
trained models. Therefore, this work specifically focuses on
the fusion of contrastive thinking with semi-supervised learn-
ing to address seismic inversion problems.

III. APPROACH

A. Semi-supervised inversion problem definition

For a 3D seismic data D ∈ Rt×li×lx . All the seismic
traces are represented as Z = {(zi) : i ∈ (1, ...B)}, where
B = li × lx. The labeled seismic traces are denoted as
X = {(xi, yi) : i ∈ (1, ...µB)}, where xi represents the ith

seismic trace and yi corresponds to the corresponding well
log data, yi is a continuous value. Here, µ denotes the ratio
of the number of labeled seismic traces B to the number of
all seismic traces. In most open-source data, this ratio is less
than 1e-4. In geophysics, scarce datasets like the F3, with a
well log ratio of µ at 2.5e-5, pose overfitting risks in training,
even in typically less demanding pre-training stages. Seismic
traces, however, unlike isolated computer vision samples, are
interconnected, bound laterally and constrained by the seismic
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Fig. 2. The complete framework of ContrasInver, and the roles assumed by the individual innovations (red boxes or letters). In the supervised component,
samples are generated by MSG, and the network outputs a vector that is projected onto basis vectors to obtain impedance (IVP). The supervised part is
responsible for guiding and constraining the direction of the impedance vector. In the unsupervised component, RGT is utilized to gradually diffuse well
log information and perform unsupervised learning based on IVP. One of the functions of IVP is to filter out certain abnormal components from the labels,
preventing the issue of value confusion in semi-supervised learning where the regression task learns from the teacher network.

reflection axis, enabling inversions despite sparse well logging.
Concurrently, well logs are tied down by low-frequency limi-
tations, as expressed by equation (1):

yi = yh
i + ti (1)

Where yi is the ground truth, yhi signifies the well logging’s
high-frequency information relating solely to seismic reflec-
tion axis characteristics (texture), and ti indicates the depth-
dependent low-frequency trend. Impedance values in two
seismic data regions with identical characteristics but varying
depths can differ due to the combined influence of feature
and position constraints. These unique aspects of well-seismic
data necessitate the design of a semi-supervised inversion
framework that is sensitive to and accommodating of these
factors.

B. Preliminary

Viewed temporally, ContrasInver consists of two stages: pre-
training and semi-supervised training. Spatially, ContrasInver
encompasses two components: supervised and unsupervised
training. During the pre-training phase, only supervised train-
ing is conducted. In the semi-supervised phase, both super-
vised and unsupervised training are executed concurrently.
Fig. 2 illustrates the supervised and unsupervised processes
of ContrasInver.

ContrasInver has some common components, as follows:
Mean Teacher: This is a common form of semi-supervised

learning, where the student network is updated using gradients,
and the teacher network is updated using Exponential Moving
Average (EMA), equation (2).

Vema
t = λVema

t−1 + (1− λ)Vt (2)

Where Vema
t and Vema

t−1 are current and previous teacher param-
eters respectively, and Vt is the current student parameter.

Loss function: Supervised learning uses L1 loss, equation
(3).

LReg =

t∑
d=1

n∑
h=1

n∑
w=1

∥ ŷd,h,w − yd,h,w ∥ (3)

Unsupervised (Contrastive) loss uses cosine loss, equation (4).

Lcosim(v1, v
ema
2 ) =

v1 · vema
2

max(∥ v1 ∥ · ∥ vema
2 ∥, ϵ)

(4)

where ϵ is a small value to avoid dividing by 0, v1 and vema
2

are the feature vectors.
Data augmentation: It involves strong and weak augmen-

tations. Weak ones include coordinate transformations like
mirroring, rotation, and interpolation. Strong augmentation
adds Gaussian noise (equation (5)) and gamma transformation
(equation (6)) specific to seismic data.

Augns(X ) = X + G, G ∼ N (0, σ), σ ∼ U(0.0, 0.2) (5)

Auggm(X ) = X γ , γ ∼ N (1, 0.1) (6)

The distributions of variables G and γ are determined by the
distribution of seismic data.

The following contents of this section are the innovations
of this work.
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C. Multi-dimensional Sample Generation (MSG):

MSG is a simple and practical method that was first
proposed by us in this paper. It takes into consideration the
characteristics of seismic data and effectively establishes the
lateral continuity and vertical low-frequency constraints of
seismic features. Additionally, it is easily scalable to higher
or lower dimensions. MSG is not only suitable for semi-
supervised learning but also applicable to supervised learning
in densely well logs. It has the potential to become a sample
construction paradigm for multi-dimensional inversion.

1D sample construction is simple, only requiring one-to-one
regression learning on seismic traces at well log locations. 2D
methods necessitate building planes that include well logs,
with weights set to zero in areas without logs, typically
needing at least five logs. While there aren’t specific 3D
inversion methods, other works can offer insight into 3D
seismic data analysis. Given GPU limits, current 3D methods,
like fault segmentation and seismic reconstruction [3], [63],
divide seismic data into smaller n×n×n blocks. Considering
the imaging resolution of seismic, it is common to set n = 128.
As expressed in equation (1), although this approach can learn
yh
i , the ti are hidden in the well logs.

Though position embedding might seem promising, its
application differs significantly in the context of ViT [64]
or Transformers [65]. Unlike the absolute positions related
to image patches or words, the depth of each seismic trace in
seismic data correlates to geological time, rendering it relative.
This results in a varying spatial resolution of depth across
different seismic traces. Therefore, implementing position em-
bedding would require assigning a unique embedding to each
seismic trace, a process which is clearly impractical.

Sample construction is pivotal for specific tasks, shaping the
learning process and framework design. In multi-dimensional
inversion, it necessitates considering low-frequency constraints
and maximizing data diversity in ultra-sparse scenarios, lead-
ing to the proposed MSG method.

When constructing sample cubes, a simple approach to
address the low-frequency constraint issue is to only crop
the crossline and inline axes while preserving the entire
timeline. This preserves the complete depth position informa-
tion, enabling the network to learn vertical correlations and
constraints.

Let the original samples extracted by MSG from seismic
data be denoted as Xk ∈ Rt×si×sx . It is ensured that Xk

contains at least one well log to facilitate supervised learning.
Suppose the well coordinates are praw

i , praw
x , and the height

and width of the sample are si, sx, respectively, then the
starting coordinates (upper left coordinates) of the sample are
praw

si , praw
sx , and the range of praw

si , praw
sx is expressed as equation

(7).

praw
si ∼ U(praw

i − si + τ, praw
i + si − τ)

praw
sx ∼ U(praw

x − sx + τ, praw
x + sx − τ)

(7)

where τ is the sample random bound set to ensure that subse-
quent semi-supervised training can have sufficient overlapping
volume.

Moreover, each cropped sample needs to be interpolated to
the same size. Each X inp

k ∈ Rt×n×n, with n as the resized
inline and crossline length, and t as the original seismic
data timeline size. To prevent severe distortion of interpolated
seismic voxels,let si, sx ∼ U(ωn, n/ω). The ω parameter,
typically 0.5, controls the data amplification or reduction
range.

Since the samples have been interpolated, the relative posi-
tions of the well logs also need to be adjusted accordingly.
The adjustment of the interpolated well-log coordinates is
expressed by the equation 8.

pi = praw
i n/si

px = praw
x n/sx

(8)

where pi, px are the adjusted logging coordinates and praw
i , praw

x
are the coordinates before sampling. The sample labels con-
structed using this method are incomplete (sparse), and in the
dense regression, the weights of the regions without logs are
set to 0.

The theoretical number of different samples that can be
generated from each well log can be expressed by the equation
(9).

n/ω∑
si=nω

n/ω∑
sx=nω

si · sx (9)

Therefore, MSG greatly enriches the diversity of samples,
laying a solid foundation for subsequent supervised and unsu-
pervised learning tasks.

D. Region-Growing Training Strategy (RGT)

Fig. 1 shows the notable lateral correlations in seismic data.
Hence, we designed a semi-supervised proxy task using a
region-growing strategy. After pretraining with MSG, closer
locations to a well log predict impedance more accurately. The
aim is to extend well log information throughout the seismic
volume via iterative growth, using overlapping areas between
inner and outer circles as the semi-supervised medium.

1) RGT Growth Process: The RGT growth process uses
randomly generated virtual well locations. These are achieved
by randomly offsetting real well locations, with the offset
expanding with training, enabling gradual outward diffusion
of the crop location. The random offset is denoted by αi, αx,
growing linearly with training steps, as defined in equation
(10).

αi ∼ U(−φIcu/Iall × li/2, φIcu/Iall × li/2)

αx ∼ U(−φIcu/Iall × lx/2, φIcu/Iall × lx/2)
(10)

Where Iall is the total training steps, Icu the current step,
li and lx are inline and crossline lengths, and αi and αx
are the offset ranges on the inline and crossline. φ controls
the growth process termination. When training reaches Iall/φ,
growth ceases, virtual wells are randomly set throughout the
seismic volume, and samples are generated. The virtual well
coordinates (pivirt, pvirt

x ) are defined in equation (11).

pvirt
i = praw

i + αi

pvirt
x = praw

x + αx
(11)
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Each well is randomly generated by two views (samples) in
the manner described by MSG. This method of generating
samples ensures that the twos have at least the overlapping
volume of (2τω)2t.

In RGT, the Euclidean distance between the center coor-
dinates of two views and well coordinates is calculated. The
greater distance, X1, undergoes strong augmentation to get
X inp

1 , and the shorter distance, X2, undergoes weak augmen-
tation to get X inp

2 .
X inp

1 is fed into the student and X inp
2 into the teacher to get

Y1 and Yema
2 .

Including at least one sample with real wells per batch
ensures the learning process stays on course. Hence, the final
loss function for each batch can be expressed as equation (12).

LLID = η1Lsup + η2Luns (12)

where η1 and η2 are weight parameters.
2) Distance TopK Sampling: In the preceding section, we

recognized the challenges in determining the correspondence
between overlapping regions in augmented views, mainly due
to coordinate transformations such as interpolation, mirroring,
and rotation. Notably, interpolation can dramatically alter
coordinates, thereby disrupting the one-to-one correspondence
between the views.

While methods like PixPro have proposed a strategy for
calculating the overlap area [60], it is only applicable to highly
downsampled features (by 32x). When applied to images at
the original resolution, it significantly consumes memory and
slows down the training speed, making the training infeasible.

We propose Top-K distance sampling to alleviate this
problem, which enables real-time calculation of overlapping
regions between two cubes, X1 and X2, using just the CPU.
Since there’s no cropping or coordinate transformation aug-
mentation along the timeline direction, we only compute the
distance matrix of the two cubes in their original, unsampled
forms, based on the coordinate matrices comprising the inline
and crossline axes. These flattened matrices are referred to as
P1 and P2, respectively. We calculate the distance matrix and
sort it to obtain coordinates of the smallest K values, as shown
in equation (13).

FTKS(P1,P2) = arg(Fsort(Fdist(P1,P2))1:K) = c1, c2 (13)

Where c1 and c2 are the sets of coordinates of the over-
lapping regions of X1 and X2, respectively, |c1| = |c2|,
K ∈ [1, (2τω)2]. The Fdist(·, ·) expression is as follows
equation(14).

Fdist(P1,P2) = ((P1,w − P2,w)
2 + (P1,h − P2,h)

2)
1
2 (14)

The loss calculation process can be expressed as equation (15).

Auns = Funs(Fsmp(F1, c1),Fsmp(F2, c2)) (15)

The function Fsmp(·, ·) extracts the coordinate vectors of
specific positions from the feature map based on a set of coor-
dinates. equation (13) is executed on the CPU, while equation
(15) is executed on the GPU. The computational complexity of
equation (15) is only K/n2 compared to methods like PixPro.

Top-K Distance Sampling efficiently computes only the
necessary portions of overlapping regions, resulting in reduced

computational demands without the need for GPU involve-
ment. This enables the training process to accommodate larger
batch sizes and increase training speed.

E. Impedance Vectorization Projection (IVP)

Unlike classification or segmentation tasks, regression tasks
output continuous values and do not need label discretization.
This can complicate traditional semi-supervised learning ap-
proaches, as it may be challenging for the student network to
evaluate label quality, potentially undermining performance.
This section introduces the IVP and discusses its application
in both supervised and unsupervised processes, along with
potential contributing factors to its effectiveness.

In the process of supervised learning, the network’s output
is no longer the final ŷ, but a vectorized representation v̂
obtained through projection. The relationship between the two
can be expressed by the equation 16.

ŷ = Fcosim(v̂,vbase) (16)

Among them, vbase is a differentiable base vector, and its initial
value is set to a vector of all ones, Fcosim(·) is cosine similarity.
The overall loss for vector v̂ in supervised learning can be
expressed as equation (17).

Lsup =

t∑
d=1

n∑
h=1

n∑
w=1

1{p} ∥ Fcosim(v̂d,h,w,vbase)− yd,h,w ∥

(17)
The function 1{p} is an indicator function where the value is 1
for locations corresponding to well log data and 0 for non-log
locations. It is used to eliminate the influence of regions in
the label where well log data is not available.

Although it is a composite loss function, its derivative form
still remains as cosine loss. The L1 loss only controls the
vector direction in equation (18).

∂Lsup(v̂,vbase, y)

∂v̂
=

∂Lsup(v̂,vbase, y)

∂Fcosim(v̂,vbase)
· ∂Fcosim(v̂,vbase)

∂v̂

= 1{Fcosim(v̂,vbase)>y} ·
∂Fcosim(v̂,vbase)

∂v̂
(18)

By following this approach, during the supervised process, the
vectors representing impedance are not only supervised but
also constrained using well logging data. Consequently, these
constraints are subsequently transferred and applied to the
unsupervised process, ensuring consistent guidance throughout
the learning process.

In the unsupervised process, these vectorized impedances
are non-linearly projected to a lower-dimensional space using
an MLP. In this space, the distance between the student
network and the teacher network is minimized. This process
can be represented by the equation (19).

Luns = Fcosim(MLPW1,W2
(v̂),vEMA) (19)

Where W1 and W2 are the differentiable parameters of the
first and second layers of the MLP, and vEMA represents the
impedance vector of the teacher network after projection.
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The MLP consists of two fully connected layers, a
ReLU activation function, and a normalization layer. Let
MLPW1,W2(v̂) = v̂p. The gradient expression for the vector-
ized impedance in equation (19) can be represented as equation
(20).

∂Luns(v̂,vEMA)

∂v̂
=

∂Fcosim(v̂p,vEMA)

∂v̂p
·
∂v̂p

∂v̂
(20)

Where ∂Fcosim(v̂p,vEMA)
∂v̂p represents the gradient due to the

cosine similarity, and ∂v̂p

∂v̂ represents the gradient generated
by the MLP, expanding it results in equation (21).

∂v̂p

∂v̂
=

∂v̂p

∂FReLU(h)
· ∂FReLU(h)

∂h
· ∂h
∂v̂

= JW2
(1{h>0} ⊙ JW1

)

(21)

Where h is the hidden variable representing the output of the
first layer of the perceptron, and the indicator function 1{h>0}
is derived from the differentiation of the ReLU activation
function. JW1

and JW2
are the Jacobian matrices with respect

to W2 and W2, respectively.
By combining equations (18), (20) and (21), the gradient

expression of the loss function with respect to the predicted
impedance vector for a single batch is given by equation (22).

∇v̂ =η1 · 1{Fcosim(v̂,vbase)>y} ·
∂Fcosim(v̂,vbase)

∂v̂

+η2 · JW2
(1{h>0} ⊙ JW1

) ·
∂Fcosim(v̂p,vEMA)

∂v̂p

(22)

We theorize that the Jacobian matrix JW2(1{h>0} ⊙ JW1)
in equation (22) plays a key role in the effectiveness of IVP.
We hypothesize that during gradient propagation through the
Jacobian matrix, outlier components get filtered out before
they reach the impedance vector.

To verify this, we trained two models on the 16-well dataset
from SEAM I, one using the full ContrasInver architecture and
the other without the MLP component. The backbone network
was HRNet, and the impedance vector length was set to 24.
We conducted three tests: set 1, neither the student nor the
teacher network was perturbed; set 2, the teacher network was
perturbed; set 3, the student network was perturbed. Through
these tests, we observed the effective mechanism of IVP. Next,
we disable parameter updates in the networks and continuously
record the gradients ∇v̂uns,1 and ∇v̂uns,2 of both models with
respect to v̂uns,1, v̂uns,2 for 50 steps. This process results in a
visualized gradient matrix plot, which is referred to as Fig. 3.

In Fig. 3, set 2 is designed to observe the gradients
backpropagated to the student network when there are a large
number of outliers in the teacher network’s outputs. In (b)
and (e), the teacher network’s outputs are perturbed by noise
G1. In (e), we can observe significant fluctuations in the
gradients of the loss with respect to the outputs, while in (b),
under the same perturbation, the magnitude of the gradients is
significantly lower than in (e). The backpropagated gradients
in (b) are sparse, with many components filtered out. Set 3
aims to observe the gradients backpropagated when the student
network’s outputs deviate from the ground truth. We modify
the input of the student network to be a normal distribution

Fig. 3. Each subfigure has a horizontal axis representing the number of steps.
The vertical axis represents the feature dimensions of the impedance vector.
All visualizations are performed using min-max normalization.

noise, resulting in (c) and (f). It can be observed that both (c)
and (f) benefit significantly from the more accurate teacher
network. This suggests that IVP does not blindly transmit
sparse gradients in all cases. The stronger gradient intensity in
(c) compared to (b) indicates that the IVP process considers
the teacher network to be more accurate and thus retains more
gradient components.

From this, we can draw the following conclusion: In IVP,
a well-trained MLP adaptively selects the optimal subspace
and applies the loss function, enabling the filtering of some
incorrect gradient components transmitted to the impedance
vector. This filtering process aims to retain as many valid
components as possible, forming the basis for the effectiveness
of IVP.

IVP provides an elegant solution for semi-supervised learn-
ing in regression tasks. A cornerstone of IVP is its adeptness
in adaptively filtering out the confusing information emanating
from the teacher (EMA) network, thus preserving the crucial
and effective feature for the learning process. This adaptive
filtration is instrumental in enhancing the fidelity and robust-
ness of the model. Furthermore, by vectorizing impedance
and employing cosine similarity as a consistent optimization
objective, IVP ensures a harmonious fusion of supervised
and unsupervised learning phases. IVP is not only applicable
to seismic inversion tasks but it a potential paradigm for
regression-based semi-supervised learning tasks across various
domains.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Settings

1) Synthetic data: We employ the synthetic SEAM Phase
I dataset in our experiments. Synthetic data offers the ben-
efit of having complete 3D ground truth, enabling thorough
validation of various methods. The data includes a complex
salt body with significant impedance variations, both laterally
and vertically [8]. Originally sized 600× 501× 502 (timeline,
inline, crossline), it’s resized to 400 × 501 × 502 for ease of
training and inference. The denoised data is depicted in Fig
4. For SEAM Phase I, conventional methods typically employ
30 or more logs [8], [9]. In contrast, we have successfully
reduced this number to 4, 9, and 16 logs, resulting in improved
performance.
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Fig. 4. (a) SEAM Phase I profile in grayscale. (b) GT. (c) Training and
validation well locations with 4 logging wells. (d) Training and validation
well locations with 9 logging wells. (e) Training and validation well locations
with 16 logging wells. The red markings are for training logs and the blue
are for validation logs.

2) Field data: Netherlands F3: The F3 survey is a classic
study widely used in various geophysical and imaging re-
searches, including fault detection, salt body detection, seismic
facies classification, seismic denoising, and seismic data re-
construction [2], [3], [63], [66]–[70]. However, its application
to machine learning-based impedance inversion is limited due
to the availability of only four impedance logs in the original
OpendTect project. Our ContrasInver method overcomes this
limitation as it requires few logs to produce reasonable results.
Fig. 1 presents the F3 survey and the four impedance logs.

Delft: The Delft survey, located in the West-Netherlands
Basin (WNB) and provided by OpendTect [71], offers only
three well logs containing impedance as depicted in Fig. 5
[72]. Despite its limited data, this survey was successfully
subjected to our initial data-driven inversion efforts.

Fig. 5. The figure shows the Delft seismic data along with its three impedance
well logs, all three of which are inclined wells. This is a typical example of
extreme label less.

3) Comparison methods: Despite the availability of vari-
ous 1D CNN-based methods and semi-supervised adversarial
learning techniques, most are not open-source. We imple-
mented three notable models from the literature. Vishal’s work
[7], which is open-source, was reimplemented in PyTorch with

the addition of a residual structure, referred to as ResNet-AE.
We also used this model to implement Wu’s method [10],
incorporating an attention structure and naming it ResANet-
AE. Additionally, a GAN-based semi-supervised method was
implemented, named Semi-GAN, by referencing Wu [22] and
Wei’s [24] work.

Regarding multidimensional methods, we currently only
have access to Xinming’s 2D work. Due to the lack of source
code and the complexity of data processing requirements, it’s
difficult to reproduce. Thus, for multidimensional approaches,
we modify Mean Teacher (MT) [42] using MSG to create a
3D inversion method (MT+MSG). MSG alone can serve as a
supervised multi-dimensional method (MSG). By combining
MT with the two components we propose, we can develop two
additional 3D methods (MT+MSG+RGT, MT+MSG+IVP),
which can be viewed as an ablation study.

Due to the specificity of the inversion task, we were only
able to implement a limited number of methods. This is in line
with the reasons mentioned in the related work. The reason is
that regression tasks cannot be easily assigned pseudo-labels,
making pseudo-labeling methods difficult to reproduce. GANs
require complete 3D labels, which are not available for sparse
well logging data. Contrastive semi-supervised learning also
relies on confidence scores for corresponding feature positions
to identify high-quality features. Even if consistency regular-
ization is applicable, it is still subject to various limitations.
For example, many data augmentation techniques used in
methods like UDA [45] cannot be directly applied to seismic
data, and methods like CCT [48] rely on the assumption of
semantic segmentation clustering. Overall, these methods are
primarily developed to improve baseline models (e.g., MT) for
semantic segmentation in natural images, and their innovations
are not directly applicable to our task.

4) Implementation Details: The experiments are conducted
on two 3090Ti GPUs. The batch size for 3D methods such
as ContrasInver and MT is set to 6, while the batch size
for parameter experiments of 1D methods is set to 256. The
AdamW optimizer is used with a learning rate of 0.001.
In the semi-supervised approach, pre-training is performed
for 5000 steps, followed by a semi-supervised process for
50000 steps. The non-semi-supervised method is trained for
55000 steps. Training ContrasInver for 55,000 iterations using
PyTorch 2.0 with mixed precision and compile mode would
take approximately 6 hours.

We set n = 48, η2/η1 = 10, ω = 0.5, and φ = 2. Among
these parameters, ω = 0.5 and φ = 2 have a mutual influence
on seismic data types. We conduct parameter sensitivity study
to demonstrate that the combination of n and η2/η1 we have
chosen is relatively optimal.

Because no semi-supervised scheme for regression learning
using MT directly has been found. In this work, the semi-
supervised process of the method without IPV utilizes the L1

loss.
5) Evaluation metric: In the synthetic data, we have access

to the complete impedance ground truth, so we use two
metrics: Mean Absolute Error (MAE) and Structural Similarity
Index (SSIM). MAE represents voxel-level accuracy, and its
expression is well-known and requires no additional parameter
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settings. Additionally, it is the only evaluation metric used
during the validation process. SSIM measures patch-level
accuracy, and its expression is as equation (23).

FSSIM(I′g, Ig) =
(2µI′gµIg + c1)(2σI′gIg + c2)

(µ2
I′g
+ µ2

Ig + c1)(σ2
I′g
+ σ2

Ig + c2)
(23)

Where µI′g is the mean of I′g , µIg is the mean of Ig , µ2
I′g

is the
variance of I′g , µ2

Ig is the variance of Ig , σI′gIg is the covariance
of I′g and Ig , c1 and c2 two variables to stabilize the division
with weak denominator, see literature [73] for details. The
calculation of the equation (23) is performed within a sliding
window. We set the window size to be 7× 7× 7.

Considering that complete ground truth data cannot be ob-
tained from the field data, and thus SSIM cannot be calculated,
we replace it with Mean Absolute Percentage Error (MAPE),
which measures the percentage difference between predicted
values and ground truth. Its expression is as equation (24).

FMAPE =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∥ yi − ŷi
yi

∥ ×100% (24)

Here, yi represents the true values, ŷi represents the predicted
values, and n is the number of samples or instances in the
dataset.

TABLE I
COMPARATIVE EXPERIMENTS ON SYNTHETIC DATA

4 well-log 9 well-log 16 well-log

MAE SSIM MAE SSIM MAE SSIM

ResNet-AE 0.3251 0.6133 0.2285 0.6949 0.1890 0.7550
ResANet-AE 0.3207 0.6218 0.1695 0.7802 0.1422 0.7838
Semi-GAN 0.3509 0.5956 0.1696 0.7320 0.1138 0.8522

MSG 0.1511 0.8865 0.1146 0.9041 0.0800 0.9375
MT+MSG 0.5651 0.6579 0.1456 0.8944 0.1159 0.9121

MT+MSG+RGT 0.5582 0.6725 0.1423 0.9079 0.1176 0.9111
MT+MSG+IVP 0.1325 0.9007 0.0559 0.9308 0.0208 0.9514

ContrasInver 0.1105 0.9133 0.0269 0.9406 0.0153 0.9589

TABLE II
COMPARATIVE EXPERIMENTS ON FIELD DATA

F3 Delft

MAE MAPE MAE MAPE

ResNet-AE 1235 29.68% - -
ResANet-AE 1149 28.13% - -
Semi-GAN Nan Nan - -

MSG 467.3 10.70% 1.353E+06 19.41%
MT+MSG 523.8 12.54% 1.874E+06 28.45%

MT+MSG+RGT 519.7 12.10% 1.738E+06 26.97%
MT+MSG+IVP 296.1 6.447% 7.726E+05 11.21%

ContrasInver 217.6 5.080% 7.158E+05 9.801%

B. Experiments on synthetic data

We divided the wells into test wells and validation wells
in Fig. 4. The test set encompasses the entire seismic volume.
Table I presents the quantitative results on synthetic data, while
Fig. 7 illustrates the corresponding qualitative results.

1) 4 well logs: The extreme case of having only four well
logs can better evaluate the performance of semi-supervised
methods. The three 1D methods exhibit significant lateral
discontinuity. Due to the limited availability of only four
wells, there is a high risk of overfitting. Both ResNet-AE
and ResANet-AE consistently reach their peak performance at
5000 training steps, after which the metrics on the validation
set start to decline. The GAN-based method, on the other
hand, reaches its peak at 8000 steps, but then the GAN
starts to exhibit mode collapse. Next is the multi-dimensional
method. In general, the multi-dimensional method tends to
reach the peak performance on the validation set around
30,000-40,000 steps. Using MSG as the baseline for the
3D method, ContrasInver shows significant improvements in
both metrics (SSIM: +3.02%, MAE: -26.9%). MT+MSG+IVP
also shows improvement (SSIM: +1.60%, MAE: -12.3%). On
the other hand, the method without using IVP experiences
a significant drop in performance, indicating that directly
learning regression pseudo-labels without processing them can
lead to severe performance loss. In Fig. 7, the qualitative
results of (I-e) and (I-f) demonstrate a substantial loss of
salt bodies, which can be attributed to the non-salt regions
forcing the salt regions to learn their features in conventional
regression semi-supervised learning. However, (I-g) and (I-
h) successfully address this issue through IVP, highlighting
the indispensability of IVP in semi-supervised learning for
regression tasks.

2) 9 well logs: The 1D methods still exhibit significant
lateral discontinuity. In the multi-dimensional methods with
MSG as the baseline, ContrasInver shows improvements of
SSIM +4.03% and MAE -76.5%. MT+MSG+IPV shows im-
provements of SSIM +2.95% and MAE -51.2%. Comparing
(II-g) and (II-h) in Fig. 7, we can see that while they have
similar inversion accuracy in the medium to low impedance
regions, ContrasInver outperforms other methods significantly
in describing high impedance regions. This is the benefit
brought by RGT, which spreads the information from localized
high-precision regions to the entire seismic volume. Instead of
randomly generating samples throughout the seismic volume,
which may lead to higher-precision samples learning from
lower-precision samples, RGT helps maintain a more coherent
learning process.

3) 16 well logs: In the 1D methods, Semi-GAN starts
to demonstrate the potential of semi-supervised learning and
appears to exhibit similar potential as the multi-dimensional
methods. However, due to the inherent limitations of the 1D
methods, they still struggle to maintain lateral consistency.
ContrasInver, trained on the 16-well dataset, is approaching
the Ground Truth and shows significant improvements over
the baseline model MSG, particularly in terms of voxel-
level accuracy (MAE). The improvements relative to MSG
are SSIM +2.2% and MAE -80.9%. MT+MSG+IPV shows
improvements of SSIM +1.48% and MAE -74.0%.

4) Conclusion from synthetic data: (1) Lateral discontinuity
is an inherent limitation of 1D methods. (2) Even without
involving semi-supervised learning, MSG performs better than
1D methods. (3) The semi-supervised framework can only
work effectively when coupled with IVP. (4) RGT offers a
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more reasonable training strategy and further enhances the
performance beyond MT+MSG+IVP.

C. Experiments on field data

The main difference between field data and synthetic data
lies in the increased diversity of noise. Field data not only
contains additive noise but also includes coherent noise. Ad-
ditionally, the accuracy of the labels (well logs) in field data
is more ambiguous. The well data obtained in the early stages
and the seismic data are not aligned, requiring manual well-
seismic calibration. The accuracy of calibration depends on
the precision of time-depth conversion and the expertise of the
interpreter. In most cases, calibration can only be performed on
a few clearly identifiable points, and interpolation is required
between these points. This poses greater challenges for data-
driven inversion. Table II presents the quantitative results,
while Fig. 8 and 9 shows the qualitative results.

Given the field data, which lacks a comprehensive ground
truth, we are constrained in our evaluation methods. Quan-
titative metrics are assessed exclusively through well logs,
while qualitative metrics are inherently dependent on empirical
knowledge. Nevertheless, we can leverage our understanding
of geological priors to develop a framework for qualitative
assessment. We propose three guiding principles:
• Significant lateral correlation: The inversion results

should exhibit significant lateral correlation, where each
seismic trace is correlated and continuous with its neigh-
boring traces.

• Clear delineation of layers: The inversion results should
be able to distinguish different geological layers, such
as salt bodies, sandstones, etc. The boundaries of these
regions should be clear or gradual.

• Clean inversion results: The inversion results should have
minimal noise in different regions.

1) Netherland F3: The OpendTect original project did not
provide impedance logs directly, and the impedance used
for training was obtained from AI = Vp × Density, where
’Vp’ and ’Density’ were provided by the original project. For
training, we limited the range of impedance to [3500, 6000].
We chose a shorter log F02-1 as the validation well-log, and
the other three participated in the training.

In Table II, the results of the 1D methods show relatively
poor performance, and the 1D methods based on GAN fail to
converge when faced with very few and low-quality labels. In
Fig. 8, we only visualize the results of ResANet-AE, and it
can be observed that it exhibits extremely chaotic results. Not
only does it fail to maintain lateral continuity, but most of the
predicted results also do not align with geological priors.

In terms of quantitative analysis, ContrasInver shows a sig-
nificant improvement compared to the baseline model (MAE
-53.4%). However, when dealing with field data, it is important
to focus more on qualitative results. In Fig. 8, the (f) nicely
divides F3 into four well-bounded impedance regions. Among
them, ConstraInver accurately predicts the salt-body region
with high impedance at the bottom. The middle and lower
middle are sands, sand-stones, and claystones from Paleocene
to Miocene, showing impedance values second only to the

saltbody region. By setting a threshold on impedance, it is
possible to predict salt bodies with clear boundaries using only
three wells. In comparison, some salt body segmentation meth-
ods require complete manual annotations to obtain accurate
results [67], [74]. MT+MSG+IVP also exhibits a significant
improvement in quantitative results (MAE -36.6%). However,
it is evident that its qualitative results are not as clear and
boundary-defined as ContrasInver. ContrasInver demonstrates
a better alignment with geological priors in terms of qualitative
interpretation.

2) Delft: We used the ’AI final’ provided in the original
project as the impedance for training and validation, with a
range of [3.7e6, 1.5e7]. In Fig. 5, we chose a shorter log PNA-
13 as the validation well-log, and the other two participated
in the training. Because the two wells involved in training
are deviated wells, it is not feasible to apply 1D methods.
However, multi-dimensional methods are not constrained by
this limitation.

In Fig. 9, ContrasInver demonstrates a more continuous
result on the Delft dataset compared to other methods. The
boundaries of the salt body region align perfectly with the
corresponding seismic reflection axes. On the other hand,
the result of MT+MSG+IVP shows the salt body crossing
the boundaries, which may be attributed to the accumulation
of errors during the semi-supervised learning process. Both
ContrasInver (MAE -47.1%) and MT+MSG+IVP (MAE -
42.9%) show significant performance improvements. While
the quantitative analysis does not reveal a substantial differ-
ence between the two methods, the qualitative interpretation
highlights the superior performance of ContrasInver. It should
be noted that this difference may be influenced by the use
of a single short well for validation, potentially limiting the
generalizability of the metric calculations.

D. Parameter Sensitivity Study

The main hyperparameters we need to determine are η2/η1
and n. We can obtain an approximate range for η2/η1 by
calculating the ratio of gradients caused by supervised and
unsupervised components in equation (22). However, manually
computing this equation is not wise. By using the autograd tool
in PyTorch, we found that the gradients caused by supervised
learning are approximately 8 − 20 times larger than those
caused by unsupervised learning. We will consider the range
[2, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25] for η2/η1 in our parameter sensitivity
study. We set the range for n as [16, 32, 48, 64, 80], due to
GPU memory limitations, the batch sizes corresponding to
these parameters are [32, 16, 6, 4, 2]. Training was conducted
on SEAM I with 9 well logs. We conducted a Cross-variable
test and the results are shown in Fig. 6.

The optimal hyperparameters for the SSIM metric are
η2/η1 = 10 and n = 48, while for the MAE metric, the op-
timal combination is η2/η1 = 10 and n = 64. The difference
between these two optimal parameter combinations in terms
of the SSIM and MAE evaluations is not significant. However,
considering training speed, we choose the combination of
η2/η1 = 10 and n = 48.
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Fig. 6. The results of the cross-variable study for parameter sensitivity study.
(a) SSIM metric, (b) MAE metric.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we delve into the specific challenges en-
countered in multi-dimensional impedance inversion of seis-
mic data using semi-supervised learning. To address these
challenges, we introduce ContrasInver, which encompasses
three pivotal innovations: MSG, IVP, and RGT. The MSG
technique shows great promise as a paradigm for generating
samples in multi-dimensional inversion. RGT creatively har-
nesses seismic lateral correlations to progressively propagate
well log information. IVP tackles the critical issue of value
confusion in semi-supervised regression tasks and has the
potential to become a key component in such frameworks. Our
experimental results demonstrate the remarkable superiority of
our method, surpassing existing approaches in both qualita-
tive and quantitative aspects on synthetic data. Furthermore,
our method showcases groundbreaking advancements when
applied to real-world field data.
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[28] Ö. Çiçek, A. Abdulkadir, S. S. Lienkamp, T. Brox, and O. Ronneberger,
“3d u-net: learning dense volumetric segmentation from sparse anno-
tation,” in International conference on medical image computing and
computer-assisted intervention. Springer, 2016, pp. 424–432.



12

Fig. 7. Inversion results for synthetic data. I-j, II-j, and III-j represent 4, 9, and 16 wells, respectively. k-a, b, c, d, e, f, g, and h correspond to ResNet-AE,
ResANet-AE, Semi-GAN, MSG, MT+MSG, MT+MSG+RGT, MT+MSG+IVP, and ContrasInver, respectively. The GT corresponding to the synthetic data is
Fig. 4.

[29] X. Chen, Y. Yuan, G. Zeng, and J. Wang, “Semi-supervised semantic
segmentation with cross pseudo supervision,” in Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
2021, pp. 2613–2622.

[30] Y. Wang, H. Wang, Y. Shen, J. Fei, W. Li, G. Jin, L. Wu, R. Zhao, and
X. Le, “Semi-supervised semantic segmentation using unreliable pseudo-
labels,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition, 2022, pp. 4248–4257.

[31] D.-H. Lee et al., “Pseudo-label: The simple and efficient semi-supervised
learning method for deep neural networks,” in Workshop on challenges
in representation learning, ICML, vol. 3, no. 2, 2013, p. 896.

[32] M. Sajjadi, M. Javanmardi, and T. Tasdizen, “Regularization with
stochastic transformations and perturbations for deep semi-supervised

learning,” Advances in neural information processing systems, vol. 29,
2016.

[33] S. Laine and T. Aila, “Temporal ensembling for semi-supervised learn-
ing,” in International Conference on Learning Representations, 2016.

[34] Y. Zhong, B. Yuan, H. Wu, Z. Yuan, J. Peng, and Y.-X. Wang,
“Pixel contrastive-consistent semi-supervised semantic segmentation,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer
Vision, 2021, pp. 7273–7282.

[35] L. Wang, J. Wang, L. Zhu, H. Fu, P. Li, G. Cheng, Z. Feng, S. Li,
and P.-A. Heng, “Dual multiscale mean teacher network for semi-
supervised infection segmentation in chest ct volume for covid-19,”
IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics, 2022.

[36] F. Yang, K. Wu, S. Zhang, G. Jiang, Y. Liu, F. Zheng, W. Zhang,



13

Fig. 8. Netherlands F3 using inversion results from wells F03-4, F03-2 and F06-1. (a) ResANet-AE, (b) MSG, (c) MT+MSG, (d) MT+MSG+RGT, (e)
MT+MSG+IVP, (f) ContrasInver. Given the lack of comprehensive ground truth in field data, we offer a qualitative assessment approach based on a set of
principles outlined in Checklist IV-C.

Fig. 9. DelftF3 using inversion results from two wells DEL-08 and PNA-15. (a) MSG, (b) MT+MSG, (c) MT+MSG+RGT, (d) MT+MSG+IVP, (e) ContrasInver.
Given the lack of comprehensive ground truth in field data, we offer a qualitative assessment approach based on a set of principles outlined in Checklist IV-C.

C. Wang, and L. Zeng, “Class-aware contrastive semi-supervised learn-
ing,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition, 2022, pp. 14 421–14 430.

[37] D. Lee, S. Kim, I. Kim, Y. Cheon, M. Cho, and W.-S. Han, “Contrastive
regularization for semi-supervised learning,” in Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
2022, pp. 3911–3920.

[38] I. Alonso, A. Sabater, D. Ferstl, L. Montesano, and A. C. Murillo, “Semi-
supervised semantic segmentation with pixel-level contrastive learning
from a class-wise memory bank,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
International Conference on Computer Vision, 2021, pp. 8219–8228.

[39] L.-Z. Guo and Y.-F. Li, “Class-imbalanced semi-supervised learning
with adaptive thresholding,” in International Conference on Machine
Learning. PMLR, 2022, pp. 8082–8094.

[40] L. Yang, W. Zhuo, L. Qi, Y. Shi, and Y. Gao, “St++: Make self-
training work better for semi-supervised semantic segmentation,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, 2022, pp. 4268–4277.

[41] E. Arazo, D. Ortego, P. Albert, N. E. O’Connor, and K. McGuin-
ness, “Pseudo-labeling and confirmation bias in deep semi-supervised
learning,” in 2020 International Joint Conference on Neural Networks
(IJCNN). IEEE, 2020, pp. 1–8.

[42] A. Tarvainen and H. Valpola, “Mean teachers are better role mod-
els: Weight-averaged consistency targets improve semi-supervised deep
learning results,” Advances in neural information processing systems,
vol. 30, 2017.

[43] T. Miyato, S.-i. Maeda, M. Koyama, and S. Ishii, “Virtual adversarial
training: a regularization method for supervised and semi-supervised
learning,” IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelli-
gence, vol. 41, no. 8, pp. 1979–1993, 2018.

[44] D. Berthelot, N. Carlini, I. Goodfellow, N. Papernot, A. Oliver, and C. A.
Raffel, “Mixmatch: A holistic approach to semi-supervised learning,”

Advances in neural information processing systems, vol. 32, 2019.
[45] Q. Xie, Z. Dai, E. Hovy, T. Luong, and Q. Le, “Unsupervised data

augmentation for consistency training,” Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, vol. 33, pp. 6256–6268, 2020.

[46] D. Berthelot, N. Carlini, E. D. Cubuk, A. Kurakin, K. Sohn, H. Zhang,
and C. Raffel, “Remixmatch: Semi-supervised learning with distribution
matching and augmentation anchoring,” in International Conference on
Learning Representations, 2019.

[47] K. Sohn, D. Berthelot, N. Carlini, Z. Zhang, H. Zhang, C. A. Raffel,
E. D. Cubuk, A. Kurakin, and C.-L. Li, “Fixmatch: Simplifying semi-
supervised learning with consistency and confidence,” Advances in
neural information processing systems, vol. 33, pp. 596–608, 2020.

[48] Y. Ouali, C. Hudelot, and M. Tami, “Semi-supervised semantic segmen-
tation with cross-consistency training,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2020, pp.
12 674–12 684.

[49] Z. Ke, D. Qiu, K. Li, Q. Yan, and R. W. Lau, “Guided collaborative
training for pixel-wise semi-supervised learning,” in Computer Vision–
ECCV 2020: 16th European Conference, Glasgow, UK, August 23–28,
2020, Proceedings, Part XIII 16. Springer, 2020, pp. 429–445.

[50] S. Mittal, M. Tatarchenko, and T. Brox, “Semi-supervised semantic
segmentation with high-and low-level consistency,” IEEE transactions
on pattern analysis and machine intelligence, vol. 43, no. 4, pp. 1369–
1379, 2019.

[51] C. S. Perone and J. Cohen-Adad, “Deep semi-supervised segmentation
with weight-averaged consistency targets,” in Deep learning in medical
image analysis and multimodal learning for clinical decision support.
Springer, 2018, pp. 12–19.

[52] Z. Feng, Q. Zhou, Q. Gu, X. Tan, G. Cheng, X. Lu, J. Shi, and L. Ma,
“Dmt: Dynamic mutual training for semi-supervised learning,” Pattern
Recognition, p. 108777, 2022.

[53] Z. Feng, Q. Zhou, G. Cheng, X. Tan, J. Shi, and L. Ma, “Semi-supervised



14

semantic segmentation via dynamic self-training and classbalanced
curriculum,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2004.08514, vol. 1, no. 2, p. 5, 2020.

[54] D. Zhai, B. Hu, X. Gong, H. Zou, and J. Luo, “Ass-gan: Asymmetric
semi-supervised gan for breast ultrasound image segmentation,” Neuro-
computing, vol. 493, pp. 204–216, 2022.

[55] Y. Xie, Q. Wan, G. Chen, Y. Xu, and B. Lei, “Retinopathy diagnosis
using semi-supervised multi-channel generative adversarial network,”
in International Workshop on Ophthalmic Medical Image Analysis.
Springer, 2019, pp. 182–190.

[56] Y. Dong, Y. Li, Q. Dong, H. Zhang, and S. Chen, “Semi-supervised do-
main alignment learning for single image dehazing,” IEEE Transactions
on Cybernetics, 2022.

[57] T. Chen, S. Kornblith, M. Norouzi, and G. Hinton, “A simple framework
for contrastive learning of visual representations,” in International
conference on machine learning. PMLR, 2020, pp. 1597–1607.

[58] K. He, H. Fan, Y. Wu, S. Xie, and R. Girshick, “Momentum contrast
for unsupervised visual representation learning,” in Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2020,
pp. 9729–9738.
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