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PHYSICS INFORMED NEURAL NETWORKS FOR LEARNING THE

HORIZON SIZE IN BOND-BASED PERIDYNAMIC MODELS

FABIO V. DIFONZO, LUCIANO LOPEZ, AND SABRINA F. PELLEGRINO

Abstract. This paper broaches the peridynamic inverse problem of determining the
horizon size of the kernel function in a one-dimensional model of a linear microelas-
tic material. We explore different kernel functions, including V-shaped, distributed,
and tent kernels. The paper presents numerical experiments using PINNs to learn
the horizon parameter for problems in one and two spatial dimensions. The results
demonstrate the effectiveness of PINNs in solving the peridynamic inverse problem,
even in the presence of challenging kernel functions. We observe and prove a one-
sided convergence behavior of the Stochastic Gradient Descent method towards a
global minimum of the loss function, suggesting that the true value of the horizon
parameter is an unstable equilibrium point for the PINN’s gradient flow dynamics.

1. Introduction to the peridynamic inverse problem

Peridynamics is an alternative theory of solid mechanics introduced by Silling in [23]
with the aim to reformulate the basic mathematical description of the motion of a
continuum in such a way that the identical equations hold either on or off of a jump
discontinuity such as a crack. The theory was developed to answer several engineering
problems such as the monitoring of the structural damage of an aircraft components and
several benchmark engineering problems can be found in literature, see for instance [20].

The theory accounts for the nonlocal interactions among particles located within a
region of finite distance, whose size is parametrized by a positive constant value δ.
This length-parameter is related to the characteristic length-scale of the material under
consideration. Damage is incorporated in the theory at the level of these interactions
by particles, so fractures occur as a natural outgrowth of the equation of motion. In
the bond-based peridynamic formulation, the nonlocal interaction between two mate-
rial particles is called bond and is modeled as a spring between the two points. This
represents the main fundamental difference between peridynamics and classical theory,
where interactions occur only in presence of direct contact forces.

From a mathematical point of view, partial derivatives are replaced by an integral
operator such that the acceleration of any particle x in the reference configuration at
any time t is given by

(1.1)
∂2u

∂t2
(x, t) =

∫
Bδ(x)

f (u(y, t) − u(x, t), y − x) dy,
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where u is the displacement field and f is a pairwise force function whose value is the
force per unit volume squared that the particle y exerts on the particle x. If we consider
microelastic materials, we can assume that the pairwise force function f takes the form

(1.2) f (u(y, t) − u(x, t), y − x) = C(|x− y|) (u(x, t) − u(y, t)) ,

where C is the material’s micromodulus function representing the kernel function gov-
erning the interaction’s strength.

In this paper, we consider the one-dimensional case model of the dynamic response
of an infinite bar composed of a linear microelastic material, described by the following
PDE in peridynamic formulation:

(1.3)
∂2u

∂t2
(x, t) =

∫
R
C(|x− y|)[u(x, t) − u(y, t)] dy,

where C : R → R represents the so-called kernel function. We further guarantee the
consistency with Newton’s third law by requiring that C be nonnegative and even:

C (ξ) = C (−ξ) , ξ ∈ R.

As a result of the assumption of long-range interactions, the motion is dispersive and
by examining the steady propagation of sinusoidal waves characterized by an angular
frequency ω, a wave number k and a phase speed c = ω

k , we find the following dispersive
relation

(1.4) ω = ω(k) =
√

M(k), where M(k) :=

∫
R

(1 − cos(kξ)C(ξ)) dξ.

Additionally, it is reasonable assume that interactions between two material particles
becomes negligible as the distance among them becomes large. Thus, we have

(1.5) lim
ξ→±∞

C(ξ) = 0.

If a material is characterized by a finite horizon, so that no interactions happen within
particles that have relative distance greater than δ, then we can assume that the support
of the kernel function is given by [−δ, δ] and in this case equation (1.5) is automatically
satisfied. Moreover, under such assumption, the model (1.3) writes as

(1.6)
∂2u

∂t2
(x, t) =

∫
Bδ(x)

C(|x− y|)[u(x, t) − u(y, t)] dy.

From a physical point of view, the function C characterizes the stiffness of a material in
presence of long-range forces and involves a length-scale parameter δ which represents a
measure of the nonlocality degree of the model able to capture of the dispersive effects of
the long-range interactions. We can, thus, assume that for linear microelastic material

C = C
(
|x− x′|; δ

)
.

In the limit case of short-range interactions, namely in the case δ → 0, the peridynamic
theory converges to the classic elasticity theory, see [28]. Hereafter, C will be always
assumed to be compactly supported.

We augment equation (1.6) by two initial conditions

(1.7) u(x, 0) = u0(x),
∂u

∂t
(x, 0) = v0(x), x ∈ Ω,
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Figure 1. Qualitative behaviors of kernel functions defined in (1.9)
with λ = 1, δ = 10, (1.10) with λ = 7, δ = 1 and (1.11) with δ = 8,
respectively.

then the initial-value problem (1.6)-(1.7) is well-posed (see [10]) with possible dispersive
behaviors of the solution as a consequence of long-range forces in the following functional
space.

Let X = C1
b (Ω) be the space of bounded continuous and differentiable functions or

X = W 1,p (Ω), with 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, then the following Theorem holds.

Theorem 1.1 (see [10]). Let the initial data in (1.7) be given in X and assume C ∈
L1(R). Then the initial-value problem associated with (1.6) is locally well-posed with
solution in C2(X; [0, T ]), for any T > 0.

It is clear that a different microelastic material corresponds to a different kernel
function and, as a consequence, the kernel function involved in the model provides
different constitutive models.

Among the numerous proposals of kernel functions in literature of peridynamic theory,
according to [28] we will particularly draw our attention on Gauss-type kernels of the
form

(1.8) C(ξ) = λe−µξ2 , λ, µ > 0,

or on V-shaped kernels of the type

(1.9) C(ξ) =

{
λ|ξ|, |ξ| ≤ δ,

0, |ξ| > δ,
λ > 0.

Moreover, we will consider a distributed kernels function with shape

(1.10) C(ξ) =

{
|ξ|−λ+δ

δ , |ξ| ≥ λ− δ,

0, |ξ| < λ− δ,
λ > δ,

proposed in [4] in nonlocal unsaturated soil model contexts.
Further, we consider tent kernel of the form

(1.11) C(ξ) = max{0, δ − |ξ|},

that are commonly considered in typical peridynamic applications, (see for instance [24]).
The kernel functions of interest are depicted in Figure 1.
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In this paper, we aim to solve the inverse problem described in (1.6) for determining
the support [−δ, δ] of the kernel function C, resorting to the learning process provided
by a standard Physics Informed Neural Network (PINN). More specifically, we focus on
determining the horizon size δ of the kernel function within a one-dimensional peridy-
namic model of a linear microelastic material, testing various kernel types (V-shaped,
distributed, and tent) across one- and two-dimensional problems. We provide novel
insights into the optimization process, demonstrating a one-sided convergence behavior
of the Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) optimizer, suggesting that the true horizon
value acts as an unstable equilibrium in the PINN gradient flow dynamics. It empha-
sizes PINN robustness in parameter learning and highlights optimization characteristics
unique to the horizon parameter, addressing convergence and stability in PINN opti-
mization for horizon size estimation.
As a consequence, we are not interested in solving the forward problem of determining
the solution u(x, t) to (1.3), even though such numerical approximation would be an
ancillary product of the proposed PINN. It is worth stressing that the current research
differs from [8] in that here we focus on learning the horizon parameter δ in a peri-
dynamic context using PINNs, rigorously proving through ad hoc theoretical results
the convergence behavior of the SGD method; on the other hand, in [8] we introduce
RBFs to enhance PINN performance for learning the peridynamic kernel function C(ξ),
emphasizing physically meaningful solutions, solely focusing on the architectural struc-
ture of the serialized PINN proposed to tackle the inverse problem learning the kernel
function.

The manuscript is organized as follows. Section 2 states the problem and describes
PINN’s architecture we proposed to learn the horizon size of the model. In Section 3
we analyze the relationship between the horizon and the learning process for the PINN
realization, proving that the convergence to the horizon limit value, which is a global
minimum provided the neural network is wide enough, occurs monotonically if the neural
network becomes more insensitive to the parameter change. Section 4 is devoted to
numerical experiments confirming the theoretical results and showing a good capability
of the proposed PINN to learn the horizon size for different choice of kernel functions
both for 1D and 2D inverse problems. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper.

2. Overview on PINNs

Physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) are a recent advancement that tackle
problems governed by partial differential equations (PDEs) (e.g., [32] for finite ele-
ment analysis). These architectures integrate physical laws directly into the machine
learning framework, offering a promising approach for complex systems. PINNs can be
employed for both direct problems (finding solutions with specified initial and boundary
conditions) and inverse problems (determining unknown parameters based on observa-
tions).

Traditional methods for direct problems, such as finite element analysis (e.g., [32, 1]),
finite difference methods with composite quadrature formulas (e.g., [18]), and spectral
methods (e.g., [17, 13, 19, 27]), often require significant computational resources and
may loose the sparsity property of the stiffness matrix when applied to nonlocal models.
Additionally, these methods might require knowledge of specific material properties



PINNs FOR THE LEARNING THE HORIZON SIZE IN BOND-BASED PERIDYNAMIC MODELS 5

(e.g., constitutive parameters, kernel functions) or struggle to enforce certain boundary
conditions (e.g., [25] proposes PINNs for complex geometries). An alternative approach
to traditional methods is given by PINNs, which represent a recent suitable tool to
address these issues, yet to be investigated and further deepened, both from a theoretical
and a numerical point of view.

Peridynamic theory can also benefit from PINNs. Peridynamic formulations involve
integral equations instead of traditional PDEs, and PINNs have been shown effective in
solving these integral equations for problems in material characterization [21, 31, 14].
This highlights the versatility of PINNs beyond classical PDE-based problems.

Inverse problems, frequently encountered in real-world applications like medical imag-
ing [6], geophysics [2], and material characterization [29, 1, 15, 8], are inherently chal-
lenging due to potential existence of multiple solutions or no solutions at all. PINNs
show promise in overcoming these difficulties, as seen in their application to various
inverse problems [33, 26, 21, 5].

In this paper we resort to a Feed-Forward fully connected Deep Neural Networks
(FF-DNNs or simply NNs), also known as Multi-Layer Perceptrons (MLPs) (see [3]
and references therein). These networks are the results of the concatenation and the
arrangement of artificial neurons into layers, and they approximate the solution space
through a combination of affine linear maps and nonlinear activation functions ρ : R →
R applied across hidden layers, with the independent variable feeding the network’s
input.

FF-DNNs employ a nested transformation approach where each layer’s output serves
as the input for the next.
Let L > 2 and let us denote by [L] := {1, . . . , L}. Mathematically, the realization
Φa(x, θ) of a deep NN with L layers and N0, NL and Nl, l ∈ [L−1], representing neurons

in the input, output and l-th hidden layer respectively, weight matrices W (l) ∈ RNl×Nl−1 ,
bias vectors b ∈ RNl and input x ∈ RN0 , can be expressed as

(2.1)

Φ(1)(x, θ) = W (1)x + b(1),

Φ(l+1)(x, θ) = W (l+1)ρ(Φ(l)(x, θ)) + b(l+1), l ∈ [L− 1]

Φa(x, θ) = Φ(L)(x, θ),

with the activation function ρ being applied componentwise (see Figure 2 for a graphical
representation of a deep NN). Let us stress that the set of free parameters is

θ = ((W (l), b(l)))Ll=1 ∈
L

×
l=1

RNl×Nl−1 × RNl ≡ RP (N),

where P (N) :=
∑L

l=1NlNl−1+Nl represents the total number of parameters of the NN.
Moreover, we define the width of the neural network Φ as

m := min
l∈[L]

Nl.

The final output can therefore be obtained by the composition:

Φa(x, θ) = W (L)ρ(W (L−1) · · · ρ(W (1)x + b(1)) + . . . + b(L−1)) + b(L), x ∈ RN0 .
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uNN (x, t; θ)

Figure 2. PINN structure used in this work, with L layers, Nl neurons
per layer, l = 0, . . . , L.

Sometimes, and provided it does not reduce readability, we will hide the dependence of
Φa on θ, and will simply write Φa(x).
Training PINNs (or, more generally, NNs) amounts to minimizing, with respect to
the network’s trainable parameters (weights and biases), a loss function that further
incorporates the physics of the problem and not only the training data through the
Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) method.

For a general PDE of the form P(u) = 0 (where P is the differential operator acting
on function u), the PINN loss function typically takes the form:

(2.2) L(u, θ) := Rs(u− u∗, θ) + Rd(P (u) − 0∗, θ),

where, u∗ represents the training data and 0∗ is the expected value for the differential
operation at any training point. The residual functions Rs,Rd, usually chosen as mean
squared error metrics [22], depend on the specific problem and functional space; in
case of inverse problems, the functions Rs,Rd typically depend on the parameter set θ
solely. The first term enforces data fitting, and is referred to as empirical risk, while the
second term, the differential residual loss, ensures the network adheres to the governing
physics. Further terms could be added to (2.2) and enforce other specific properties of
the sought solution. We refer to (3.1) below for the specific form of both empirical risk
and differential residual loss, as well as for the selection of Rs,Rd.

The operator P is often implemented using automatic differentiation (autodiff) tech-
niques. In the context of peridynamics, a recent work by [12] proposes a nonlocal alter-
native to autodiff, utilizing a Peridynamic Differential Operator (PDDO) for evaluating
u and its derivatives.

For a recent comprehensive review of PINNs and related theory, we refer to [7].
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3. One-sided convergence of the horizon learning process

In this section, we want to analyze how the horizon δ behaves over the learning pro-
cess of our PINN realization Φ ∈ F , being F a given class of NN predictors, whose
features will be specified later.

First, given the training dataset (x, t, u) ∈ RNx ×RNt ×RNx×Nt , let us rearrange the
data, by applying a suitable meshing on (x, t), so that, letting N := NxNt, the neural
network realization is the function

Φ : RN × RN × RP (N)+1 → RN ,

where P (N) represents the total number of PINN parameters θ =

[
θ̂
δ

]
∈ RP (N)+1,

with θP (N)+1 := δ ∈ R and θ̂ ∈ RP (N). We want to show that the peridynamic
model (1.3) presents a one-sided convergence for δ, as proved in Theorem 3.13, and as
exemplified by experiments in Section 4. This will in turn imply that the limit value
of the horizon parameter is an unstable equilibrium for the gradient flow process (see,
e.g., [11]) governing δ.
Let us then define the loss function (2.2) as

(3.1) L(θ) :=
1

2

(
N∑
i=1

|Φ(xi, ti; θ) − ui|2 +
N∑
i=1

|D(Φ(xi, ti; θ))|2
)
,

where, for each input (x, t) in the training dataset, we let the differential residual
D(Φ(x, t; θ)) be defined as

(3.2) D(Φ(x, t; θ)) :=
∂2Φ

∂t2
(x, t; θ) −

∫ x+δ

x−δ
C(x− y)(Φ(x, t; θ) − Φ(y, t; θ)) dy.

Thus, we want to solve the optimization problem

(3.3) min
θ∈RP (N)+1

L(θ),

with a specific interest for the (P (N)+1)-st component of the optimal solution, namely
the parameter δ, representing the peridynamic horizon which, as it will be proven later
in this section, is supposed to converge to the true value δ∗ > 0 we are seeking for. The
SGD method applied to the optimization problem (3.3) is the iterative process

(3.4) θ(n+1) = θ(n) − η

2

(
∇θ|Φ(xi, ti; θ

(n)) − ui|2 + ∇θ|D(Φ(xi, ti; θ
(n)))|2

)
,

where i is uniformly sampled from {1, . . . , N} at each iteration n ∈ N, n ≥ 0, while
η > 0 is the learning rate.
In order to perform our analysis, we need some assumptions on the neural network Φ
for which we want an optimal realization relative to (3.3). For sake of simplicity, we will
write Φ(θ) instead of Φ(x, t, θ) if not required by the context. If not otherwise specified,
the vector norm is meant to be the Euclidean norm; for matrices, we will make use of
the Frobenius norm ∥ · ∥F.
We first need some definitions.
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Definition 3.1. A function f : Rp → Rq is Lf -Lipschitz, if there exists Lf > 0 such
that for every θ, σ ∈ Rp

∥f(θ) − f(σ)∥ ≤ Lf∥θ − σ∥.

Definition 3.2. A function f : Rp → Rq is βf -smooth if it is differentiable and there
exists βf > 0 such that for every θ, σ ∈ Rp

∥f(θ) − f(σ) −∇f(θ)(θ − σ)∥ ≤
βf
2
∥θ − σ∥2.

If F is smooth enough, then we have an easy sufficient condition to check β-smoothness.

Lemma 3.3. If a function f : Rp → Rq is twice differentiable, then f is ∥Hf∥F-smooth,
where Hf is the Hessian of f .

Proof. Letting θ, σ ∈ Rp, there exists ξ ∈ Rp in the segment θ, σ such that

f(θ) − f(σ) = ∇f(ξ)(θ − σ).

Thus, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

∥f(θ) − f(σ) −∇f(θ)(θ − σ)∥ ≤ ∥∇f(ξ) −∇f(θ)∥∥θ − σ∥.
Hence, for some ξ ∈ Rp in the segment θ, ξ we have

∇f(ξ) −∇f(θ) =
1

2
(ξ − θ)⊤Hf (ξ)(ξ − θ),

from which

∥∇f(ξ) −∇f(θ)∥ ≤ 1

2
∥Hf∥F∥ξ − θ∥2 ≤ 1

2
∥Hf∥F∥θ − σ∥2.

Therefore

∥f(θ) − f(σ) −∇f(θ)(θ − σ)∥ ≤ 1

2
∥Hf∥F∥θ − σ∥2,

which proves the claim. □

Definition 3.4 (Local µ-Polyak- Lojasiewicz condition [16]). A nonnegative function
f : Rp → R satisfies the µ− PL∗ condition on a set S ⊆ Rp for µ > 0 if, for all θ ∈ S,

(3.5) ∥∇f(θ)∥2 ≥ µf(θ).

In order to carry our analysis, it is convenient to split the loss function into the
empirical risk

(3.6) Rs(θ) :=
1

2

N∑
i=1

|Φ(xi, ti; θ) − ui|2,

and the differential residual loss

(3.7) Rd(θ) :=
1

2

N∑
i=1

|D(Φ(xi, ti; θ))|2,

so that

(3.8) L(θ) = Rs(θ) + Rd(θ).

The empirical risk Rs measures the squared Euclidean norm of the difference between
the network prediction Φ(xi, ti; θ) and synthetic solution ui over the training mesh.
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Minimizing this term ensures that the neural network output is close to the given data;
moreover, we are enforcing here initial and boundary conditions in the so-called soft
way, with the same weight as the one used for the empirical risk over the training mesh.
However, this alone does not enforce any physical laws or differential constraints, which
is where the differential residual loss Rd comes into play. It is the squared Euclidean
norm of the differential operator applied on the training mesh, where all the derivatives
are computed using automatic differentiation. By minimizing this term, the neural
network is expected to produce outputs that satisfy the physical law D(Φ(x, t; θ)) = 0.

We are interested in studying the convergence behavior of the horizon δ(τ) to δ∗ in
(3.4). As it will turn out, for a bond-based peridynamic model (1.3) convergence oc-
curs under mild assumptions on the differential residual D(Φ(x, t; θ)), and it is, further,
one-sided.

We first focus on the empirical risk Rs(θ), whose convergence analysis is standard
(see [16]).

Proposition 3.5. Let us consider the neural network Φ(λ) as given by (2.1), with a

random parameter setting θ0 such that θ
(l)
0 ∼ N (0, INl×Nl−1

) for l ∈ [L]. Let, for i ∈ [N ],

li(θ) :=
1

2
|Φ(xi, ti; θ) − ui|2,

which is twice differentiable, let Hli ∈ R(P (N)+1)×(P (N)+1) be the Hessian of li and let
us set

βs := max
i∈[N ]

∥Hli∥F.

Let the width m of Φ(θ) be such that

m = Ω̃

(
NR6L+2

s

(λs − µ)2

)
,

where λs := λmin(K(θ0)) > 0, K(θ) := ∇θΦ(θ)∇θΦ(θ)⊤ ∈ RN×N is the tangent kernel

of Φ, µ ∈ (0, λs) is given, and Rs :=
2N

√
2βsRs(θ0)

µα , for some α ∈ (0, 1).

Then, with probability 1 − α, letting the step size η ≤ µ
N2β2

s
in (3.4), SGD relative to

Rs converges to a global solution in the ball B(θ0;Rs), with an exponential convergence
rate:

E[Rs(θ
(n))] ≤

(
1 − µη

N

)n
Rs(θ0).

Proof. From Lemma 3.3, li is βs-smooth for each i ∈ [N ] since they are twice differen-
tiable. Moreover, because of the hypothesis on the width m, Rs satisfies the µ − PL∗

condition in B(θ0;Rs) (see [16, Theorem 4]). Therefore, from [16, Theorem 7], the claim
follows. □

Next, we prove that also the differential residual Rd converges to zero, with high
probability, over the training phase.

Proposition 3.6. Let, for i ∈ [N ],

di(θ) :=
1

2
|D(Φ(xi, ti, θ))|2,
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which is twice differentiable, let Hdi ∈ R(P (N)+1)×(P (N)+1) be the Hessian of di and let
us set

βd := max
i∈[N ]

∥Hdi∥F.

Moreover, let Rd :=
2N

√
2βdRd(θ0)

µα , for some α ∈ (0, 1), where µ ∈ (0, λd) is given,

being λd := λmin

(
D(∇θΦ(θ0))D(∇θΦ(θ0))

⊤). For all θ ∈ B(θ0;Rd), let us assume the
following:

D
(
∂Φ

∂θ̂

)
∈ RN×N is full rank,(3.9)

D
(
∂Φ

∂δ

)⊤
Φ ≤ 1

2
∥Φ∥2.(3.10)

Then, with probability 1 − α, letting the step size η ≤ µ
N2β2

d
in (3.4), SGD relative to

Rd converges to a global solution in the ball B(θ0;Rd), with an exponential convergence
rate:

E[Rd(θ(n))] ≤
(

1 − µη

N

)n
Rd(θ0).

Proof. Let θ ∈ B(θ0;Rd) be given. From Lemma 3.3, the functions di are βd-smooth
for each i ∈ [N ] since they are twice differentiable.
Let us now observe that the matrix D(∇θΦ) can be partitioned as

D(∇θΦ) =
[
D
(
∂Φ

∂θ̂

)
D
(
∂Φ
∂δ

)]
,

so that

D(∇θΦ)D(∇θΦ)⊤ = D
(
∂Φ

∂θ̂

)
D
(
∂Φ

∂θ̂

)⊤
+ D

(
∂Φ

∂δ

)
D
(
∂Φ

∂δ

)⊤
.

Since D
(
∂Φ

∂θ̂

)
is full rank, D(∇θΦ)D(∇θΦ)⊤ is positive definite. Therefore

λmin(D(∇θΦ)D(∇θΦ)⊤) > 0.

Let us now compute ∂Rd
∂δ (θ). Letting

φΦ(y) := C(x− y)(Φ(x, t) − Φ(y, t)), y ∈ (x− δ, x + δ),

for any δ ̸= δ∗, δ > 0, we have

∂

∂δ

(∫ x+δ

x−δ
φΦ(y) dy

)
=

∂

∂δ

(∫ x+δ

x−δ
C(x− y)Φ(x) dy − (C ∗ Φ(·, t))(x)

)
=

∂

∂δ

(
Φ(x)

∫ x+δ

x−δ
C(x− y) dy − (C ∗ Φ(·, t))(x)

)
=

∂

∂δ
(δΦ(x) − (C ∗ Φ)(x))

= Φ(x, t) + δ
∂Φ

∂δ
(x) − (C ∗ Φ(·, t))(x)

= Φ(x) +

∫ x+δ

x−δ
C(x− y)

(
∂Φ

∂δ
(x, t) − ∂Φ

∂δ
(y, t)

)
dy,
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where the convolution product (C ∗ Φ(·, t))(x) is supported over [x − δ, x + δ]. Thus,
from (3.2) it follows that

∂Rd

∂δ
(θ) =

〈
∂D
∂δ

(Φ),D(Φ; δ)

〉
=

〈
∂

∂δ

∂2Φ

∂t2
− ∂

∂δ

(∫ x+δ

x−δ

∂φΦ

∂δ
(y) dy

)
,D(Φ)

〉
=

〈
∂

∂δ

∂2Φ

∂t2
− Φ −

∫ x+δ

x−δ
C(x− y)

(
∂Φ

∂δ
(x, t) − ∂Φ

∂δ
(y, t)

)
dy,D(Φ)

〉
=

〈
D
(
∂Φ

∂δ

)
− Φ,D(Φ)

〉
.

Therefore, letting Φi(θ) := Φ(xi, ti; θ) for i ∈ [N ], we have that

1

2
∥∇θRd(θ)∥2 =

1

2

N(P )∑
j=1

(
N∑
i=1

D(Φi)D
(
∂Φi

∂θj

))2

+

(
N∑
i=1

D(Φi)

(
D
(
∂Φi

∂δ

)
− Φi

))2


=
1

2

(
D(Φ)⊤D(∇θΦ)D(∇θΦ)⊤D(Φ) + D(Φ)⊤AD(Φ)

)
,

where

A := Â + Â⊤, Â := Φ

(
1

2
Φ −D

(
∂Φ

∂δ

))⊤
.

Now, Â is a rank 1 matrix, whose unique nonzero eigenvalue is equal to
(
1
2Φ −D

(
∂Φ
∂δ

))⊤
Φ,

that is nonnegative because of (3.10). Therefore Â is nonnegative definite, and so is A,
which is further symmetric. This implies that D(Φ)⊤AD(Φ) ≥ 0, and hence

1

2
∥∇θRd(θ)∥2 ≥ 1

2
D(Φ)⊤D(∇θΦ)D(∇θΦ)⊤D(Φ)

≥ λmin(D(∇θΦ)D(∇θΦ)⊤)
1

2
∥D(Φ)∥2

≥ µRd(θ),

saying that Rd satisfies the µ− PL∗ condition in B(θ0;Rd). Therefore, again from [16,
Theorem 7], the claim follows. □

Let us now observe that, under the hypothesis of Proposition 3.5 and Proposition
3.6, it is reasonable to expect that the realization Φ(θ) would be more and more insen-
sitive to the parameter δ as θ approaches the global minimum in some suitably small
neighborhood of θ0. Therefore, we will assume that

(3.11) lim
n→∞

∂Φ(θ(n))

∂δ
= 0,

where θ(n) is evolving according to the SGD method (3.4).

Lemma 3.7. Let Φ be given as in (2.1). Then

lim
n→∞

D

(
∂Φ(θ(n))

∂δ

)
= 0.
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Proof. The claim follows from the smoothness of Φ, since the activation function is
smooth, and the nature of the differential operator D. □

Now, let {θ(n)s }n∈N, {θ
(n)
d }n∈N be the two sequences arising from Proposition 3.5 and

Proposition 3.6, relative to Rs,Rd and convergent to θ∗s , θ
∗
d respectively, within the ball

B(θ0;R), where R := min{Rs, Rd}. Let us further assume that such global minima are
unique in B(θ0;R).

It is straightforward that, if θ∗s = θ∗d = θ∗, then such a common value θ∗ is a minimum
point for L(θ).
However, this is typically not the case and, in order to broach the optimization problem
(3.3), we propose to consider the following multi-objective problem:

(3.12) min
θ∈RP (N)+1

Lm(θ) =

[
Rs(θ)
Rd(θ)

]
.

This way, as a consequence of (3.8), problem (3.3) can be seen as a linear scalarization
version (we refer to [9] for a comprehensive review on the topic) of (3.12) with uniform
weights.
Before carrying out our analysis, let us recall some definitions.

Definition 3.8. Let x, y ∈ Rp. We say that x Pareto-dominates y and we write x ≺ y
if and only if xi ≤ yi for all i ∈ [p] and xi < yi for at least one i ∈ [p].

Definition 3.9. Let f : Rp → Rq and let us consider the multi-objective problem
minx∈Rp f(x). We say that a solution x ∈ Rp is Pareto optimal if and only if there does
not exist y ∈ Rp such that f(y) ≺ f(x).

It holds the following.

Proposition 3.10. The global minimum solutions θ∗s , θ
∗
d are Pareto optimal for Lm(θ)

in B(θ0;R).

Proof. Let θ ∈ RP (N)+1 and let us assume that Lm(θ) ≺ Lm(θ∗s). Therefore Rs(θ) ≤
Rs(θ

∗
s), Rd(θ) ≤ Rd(θ∗s) and at least one of them holds strictly. Since θ∗s is the unique

global minimum for Rs in B(θ0;R), then θ = θ∗s and Rd(θ) < Rd(θ∗s), which is a
contradiction. Therefore θ∗s is Pareto optimal and so is, with analogous computations,
θ∗d. □

We want to prove now that the SGD (3.4) relative to the linear scalarization problem
(3.3) indeed converges to a global minimum in a suitable neighborhood of θ0. Since, if
it exists, this minimum point will be Pareto optimal (see [9, Proposition 8]), then we
have to expect that ∇Rs,∇Rd would compete around the minimum. In fact, we are
going to prove that, if such a competition between gradients is bounded from below,
then L satisfies a µ− PL∗, and hence the convergence will follow.

Theorem 3.11. Let all the assumptions of Proposition 3.5 and Proposition 3.6 hold.
Moreover, let β := min{βs, βd} and R0 := min{Rs, Rd}. Let us further assume that

(3.13) ⟨∇Rs(θ),∇Rd(θ)⟩ > −µ

2
L(θ)

for all θ ∈ B(θ0;R0) and for some µ ∈ (0,min{λs, λd}).
Then there exist µ > 0 and R ∈ (0, R0) such that, for some α ∈ (0, 1), letting the step
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size η ≤ µ
N2β2 in (3.4), with probability 1−α the SGD relative to L converges to a global

solution in the ball B(θ0;R), with an exponential convergence rate:

E[L(θ(n))] ≤
(

1 − µη

N

)n

L(θ0).

Proof. From (3.13), defining

µ := µ + 2 min
θ∈B(θ0;R0)

⟨∇Rs(θ),∇Rd(θ)⟩
L(θ)

,

it follows that µ > 0. Now, let us set

R := min

{
R0,

2N
√

2βL(θ0)

µα

}
.

Because of (3.8), for θ ∈ B(θ0;R) we have that

∥∇L(θ)∥2 = ∥∇Rs(θ) + ∇Rd(θ)∥2

= ∥∇Rs(θ)∥2 + ∥∇Rd(θ)∥2 + 2⟨∇Rs(θ),∇Rd(θ)⟩
≥ µL(θ) + 2⟨∇Rs(θ),∇Rd(θ)⟩
≥ µL(θ),

implying that L(θ) satisfies the µ−PL∗ condition in B(θ0;R). Resorting to [16, Theorem
7] proves the claim. □

Corollary 3.12. The global solution to (3.3) is Pareto optimal for L(θ) on B(θ0;R).

Proof. Since (3.8) is a linear scalarization of Lm(θ), then from [9, Proposition 8] we
deduce that the global solution of Theorem 3.11 is Pareto optimal for L(θ) on B(θ0;R).

□

We can now prove the following result about one-sided convergence of {δ(n)}n∈N to
δ∗.

Theorem 3.13. Let all the assumptions of Theorem 3.11 hold, let α ∈ (0, 1), and let
ε > 0 be given. Then, there exists ν > 0 such that, for all n > ν:

• if E[Φi(θ
(n))D(Φi(θ

(n)))] > 2ε
3
2 , then with probability 1−α: E[δ(n+1)] > E[δ(n)];

• if E[Φi(θ
(n))D(Φi(θ

(n)))] < −2ε
3
2 , then with probability 1 − α: E[δ(n+1)] <

E[δ(n)].

Proof. Looking at the (n + 1)st component of (3.4) and performing analogous compu-
tations as in the proof of Proposition 3.6, we obtain that

δ(n+1) = δ(n) − η

2

(
∂

∂δ
|Φi(θ

(n)) − ui|2 +
∂

∂δ
|D(Φi(θ

(n)))|2
)

= δ(n) − η

2

(
(Φ

(n)
i − ui)

∂Φi(θ
(n))

∂δ
+ D(Φi(θ

(n)))

(
D

(
∂Φi(θ

(n))

∂δ

)
− Φi(θ

(n))

))
.

From Theorem 3.11 there exists ν > 0 such that, for all n > ν, and using Jensen’s
inequality,

E[|Φi(θ
(n)) − ui|]2 ≤ E[|Φi(θ

(n)) − ui|2] ≤ E[Rs(θ
(n))] ≤ E[L(θ(n))] ≤ ε,



14 F.V. DIFONZO, L. LOPEZ AND S.F. PELLEGRINO

and

E[|D(Φi(θ
(n)))|]2 ≤ E[D(Φi(θ

(n)))2] ≤ E[Rd(θ(n))] ≤ E[L(θ(n))] ≤ ε.

Therefore

E[|Φi(θ
(n)) − ui|] ≤ ε

1
2 ,

E[|D(Φi(θ
(n)))|] ≤ ε

1
2 .

Also, from (3.11) and Lemma 3.7, we have∣∣∣∣∣∂Φi(θ
(n))

∂δ

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε,∣∣∣∣∣D
(
∂Φi(θ

(n))

∂δ

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε.

Hence, it follows that

E[δ(n+1) − δ(n)] = η

(
E[Φi(θ

(n))D(Φi(θ
(n)))]

− (Φi(θ
(n)) − ui)

∂Φi(θ
(n))

∂δ
−D(Φi(θ

(n)))D

(
∂Φi(θ

(n))

∂δ

))
,

and thus

η
(
E[Φi(θ

(n))D(Φi(θ
(n)))] − 2ε

3
2

)
≤ E[δ(n+1)−δ(n)] ≤ η

(
E[Φi(θ

(n))D(Φi(θ
(n)))] + 2ε

3
2

)
,

from which the claim follows. □

Remark 3.14. Theorem 3.13 says that the convergence of {δ(n)} to the global mini-
mum, whose existence is guaranteed by Proposition 3.5 and Proposition 3.6, under the
condition in (3.11), must be monotonic. Such a behavior has been observed and reported
in Section 4. However, it seems that, in the 1D case, the convergence is monotonically
decreasing, while it is monotonically increasing in the 2D case. We are not able to say
anything about that this would always be the case or even why, and it will be further
investigated.

Remark 3.15. If we replace the means in the loss function (3.1) with norms and define

(3.14) L2(Φ, δ) :=

√√√√ Nx∑
i=1

Nt∑
j=1

|Φ(x∗i , t
∗
j ) − θ∗ij |2 +

√√√√ Nx∑
i=1

Nt∑
j=1

|D(Φ(x∗i , t
∗
j ); δ

∗)|2,

then the analysis above should be slightly modified, as we would have denominators when
taking derivatives with respect to the parameters, that would go to zero as δ approaches
δ∗. The analysis, in this case, seems more elusive, as reported in Section 4. In fact,
we can notice that the minimization process suffers from stagnation at some unreliably
high level either for the data loss, or for the residual loss, or for both. We surmise that,
in this case, the convergence in the minimization process of L2 could tend towards a
Pareto optimal solution, which is not a global minimum, still one-sided as in the case
of relative to L as loss function.
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Remark 3.16. If δ∗ is not known a priori and one has no hint on how to select a
suitable initial guess, there is no guarantee that δ would converge towards the true value
δ∗. In fact, Proposition 3.5, Proposition 3.6 and Theorem 3.13 provide local results,
and the attractivity region depends on quantities that are often hard to compute, so that
convergence could get stuck at some local minimum. This is an interesting and deep
aspect worth to be further investigated.

4. Numerical Experiments

In this section we present several experiments to show how PINNs behave in the
context of inverse problems in bond-based peridynamic models relative to the learning
process of the horizon parameter. It is interesting to notice that, with standard tun-
ing of loss functions, learning rate and PINN architecture, such problems are relatively
well-conditioned in some suitable convergence region. More specifically, we are going
to see that such regions are usually one-sided, possibly suggesting that the true sought
values are unstable equilibrium points for the PINN model gradient flow.
The PINN architecture used in the next examples has a representation with 8 hidden lay-
ers, each made up by 20 neurons; the activation function is tanh, and a glorot normal

kernel initializer acts on each layer (including the output layer); moreover, we imple-
mented ADAM optimizer for our experiments.

The machine used for the experiments is an Intel Core i7-8850H CPU at 2.60GHz
and 64 GB of RAM; the code has been written in Python 3.10, using TensorFlow 2.15.0
within the Keras 3.0.1.

In the next examples we show how convergence is attained, when solving (3.3), for
different kernel shapes, only if the training process is started from a superestimate of
δ∗. Moreover, we report the convergence issues reported in Remark 3.15 relative to the
L2.

Example 4.1. In Section 3 we proved that the horizon learning process is one-sided
convergent, in the sense that, for one-dimensional problems, the method can attain the
horizon size value only if we start the process with an initial value greater than the
expected one. This example aims to provide a numerical confirmation of the theoretical
result presented in the previous section.
Let us consider a kernel function of type (1.9), whose expression is given by

C(ξ) =

{
3
5 |ξ|, |ξ| ≥ δ∗,

0, |ξ| < δ∗,

with δ∗ = 10. Letting

c(ξ) :=
3

5
|ξ|,

we notice that we can globally rewrite C(ξ), for every ξ ∈ R, as

C(ξ) = cmin(ξ) + c(δ)sgn(cmin(ξ)), cmin(ξ) := min{c(ξ) − c(δ), 0}.

We perform two simulations with the same setting, but changing the initial guess. In
the first case, we start the process by an initial condition greater than δ∗ and we observe
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Figure 3. Parameter learning, loss and gradient evolution for Example
4.1 starting at δ = 10.1; the last graph is in logarithmic scale. The true
value for the parameter is δ∗ = 10. The loss function is the mean squared
empirical risk L in (3.1) with constant learning rate.

Figure 4. Parameter learning, loss and gradient evolution for Example
4.1 starting at δ = 9.9. The true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 10. The
loss function is the mean squared empirical risk L in (3.1) with constant
learning rate.

that the process converges to δ∗. While, for initial values belonging to a left neighbor-
hood of δ∗ the convergence of the process is not guaranteed. Figure 3 is obtained with
an initial guess δ = 10.1; as it can be seen from the leftmost graph, the gradient stays
positive and goes to zero, providing convergence.
We also performed an analogous simulation with a starting value δ = 9.9 < δ∗. In this
case, as shown in Figure 4, there is no evidence of convergence to some stable value
in 1000 epochs. In the rightmost graph, the gradient evolution stays positive after a
transient of sign changing.

Moreover, we report experimental results about convergence issues when the loss func-
tion is L2 as in (3.14). In Figure 5 we chose an initial superestimate δ = 11 for δ∗;
as it can be seen from the rightmost graph, the gradient stays positive and goes to zero,
providing convergence for the residual loss, while the empirical risk seems to be not min-
imized at δ∗, suggesting the process may have reached a Pareto optimal solution that is
not a global minimum.
We also performed an analogous simulation with a starting value δ = 9.8 < δ∗. In this
case, as shown in Figure 6, there is no evidence of convergence to some stable value
in 1000 epochs; again, the residual loss seems to stagnate, suggesting that some other
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equilibrium could exist, different from δ∗ and isolated.

For all the simulations relative to this example, the learning rate has been kept con-
stant to 1e− 2 over the 1000 epochs of the training process.

Figure 5. Parameter learning evolution, loss and gradient for Example
4.1 starting at δ = 11. The true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 10.
The loss function is the euclidean norm empirical risk L2 in (3.14) with
constant learning rate.

Figure 6. Parameter learning evolution for Example 4.1 starting at
δ = 9.8 < δ∗ = 10. The loss function is the euclidean norm empirical
risk L2 in (3.14) with constant learning rate.

Example 4.2. In this example, a kernel function of type (1.10) is considered, with
expression

C(ξ) =

{
|ξ|−10+δ∗

δ∗ , |ξ| ≥ 10 − δ∗,

0, |ξ| < 10 − δ∗,

with δ∗ = 1. Letting

c(ξ) :=

∣∣∣∣ξδ
∣∣∣∣+

δ − 10

δ
,

c0(ξ) := max{c(ξ), 0},

analogously as in Example 4.1, we can rewrite C(ξ), for every ξ ∈ R, as

C(ξ) = cmin(ξ) + c0(δ)sgn(cmin(ξ)), cmin(ξ) := min{c0(ξ) − c0(δ), 0}.
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In Figure 7 we show convergence of the horizon towards a good approximation of the
true value starting from δ = 1.5. We selected a constant learning rate set to 1e− 2 over
the 1000 epochs of the training process.

Figure 7. Parameter learning, loss and gradient evolution for Example
4.2 starting at δ = 1.5. The true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 1. The
loss function is L and the the learning rate is constant, set at 1e− 2.

For this case, we also experimented on different learning rate. More specifically, when
using a cyclical PolynomialDecay scheduler of degree 3, with an initial value of 1e− 2
decaying to a final value of 1e−4 every 100 epochs, over a total number of 1000 epochs,
we obtain the results shown in Figure 8.

Figure 8. Parameter learning, loss and gradient evolution for Example
4.2 starting at δ = 1.5. The true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 1. The
loss function is L and the the learning rate follows a polynomial decay.

For both previous cases, when starting at a subestimate δ = 0.9 < δ∗, we obtain
a monotone divergence from the true value, as depicted in Figures 9 and 10, where a
constant learning rate and a polynomial decay has been chosen, respectively, with the
same settings used for Figures 7 and 8.

Figure 11 is obtained with an initial guess δ = 1.5 when minimizing the loss function
L2 as in (3.14). Here, a cyclical PolynomialDecay scheduler of degree 5 has been used
for the learning rate, with an initial value of 1e − 2 decaying to a final value of 1e − 4
every 100 epochs, over a total number of 1000 epochs. As in previous example, the
residual loss seems to be not minimized at δ∗, suggesting the process may have reached
a Pareto optimal that is not a global minimum.
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Figure 9. Parameter learning, loss and gradient evolution for Example
4.2 starting at δ = 0.9. The true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 1. The
loss function is L as in (3.1) and the the learning rate is constant, set at
1e− 2.

Figure 10. Parameter learning, loss and gradient evolution for Exam-
ple 4.2 starting at δ = 1.5. The true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 1.
The loss function is L and the the learning rate follows a polynomial
decay.

Figure 11. Parameter learning evolution for Example 4.2 with an ini-
tial guess δ = 1.5; the true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 1. The
loss function is L2 as in (3.14), minimized using a polynomial decaying
learning rate.

Again, starting at δ = 0.9, below δ∗ = 1 ends up in divergence with an unreason-
ably high magnitude residual loss, as depicted in Figure 12, when the same polynomial
decaying learning rate has been used is previous simulations.
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Figure 12. Parameter learning evolution for Example 4.2 with an ini-
tial guess δ = 0.9; the true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 1. The loss
function is L2 as in (3.14) and the learning rate follows a polynomial
decay.

Example 4.3. In this example, a kernel function of type (1.11) is considered, with
expression

C(ξ) = max{0, δ∗ − |ξ|}
where δ∗ = 1.
Figure 13 shows the convergence of the horizon to δ∗ = 1 when starting at a superes-
timate δ = 1.1 and minimizing L as in (3.1); when minimizing L2 as in (3.14), we
get behaviors shown in Figure 14, where we can witness again what reported in Remark
3.15. For these results, a learning rate following a CosineDecay scheduler has been
selected, setting the initial value to 1e − 4, decay steps equal to the number of epochs
and no warm-up step.

Figure 13. Parameter learning evolution for Example 4.3 with an ini-
tial guess δ = 1.1; the true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 1. The loss
function is L as in (3.1) and the learning rate follows a cosine decay.

Within the same setting as above, starting from a subestimate δ = 0.9 provides di-
vergence, as depicted in Figure 15 for the minimization of L, and in Figure 16 for the
minimization of L2.

From previous example, we witness that convergence is attained starting from a
superestimate of the true parameter value δ∗. However, when x ∈ R2, while keeping a
one-sided stability region, the convergence is obtained starting from subestimate of δ∗,
as reported in the next experiments.
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Figure 14. Parameter learning evolution for Example 4.3 with an ini-
tial guess δ = 1.1; the true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 1. The loss
function is L2 as in (3.14) and the learning rate follows a cosine decay.

Figure 15. Parameter learning evolution for Example 4.3 with an ini-
tial guess δ = 0.9; the true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 1. The loss
function is L as in (3.1) and the learning rate follows a cosine decay.

Figure 16. Parameter learning evolution for Example 4.3 with an ini-
tial guess δ = 0.9; the true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 1. The loss
function is L2 as in (3.14) and the learning rate follows a cosine decay.

Example 4.4. Let us consider the classical peridynamic equation of motion [30]

∂2θ

∂t2
(x, y, t) =

6c2

πδ3

∫ 2π

0

∫ δ

0

θ(x + ξ cosφ, y + ξ sinφ, t) − θ(x, y, t)

ξ
ξ dξ dφ + f(x, y),

with

f(x, y) := −0.05 sin
πx

a
sin

πy

b
,
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and initial and boundary conditions given by

θ(−ξ, y) = −θ(ξ, y),

θ(a + ξ, y) = −θ(a− ξ, y),

θ(x,−ξ) = −θ(x, ξ),

θ(x, b + ξ) = −θ(x, b− ξ),

for ξ ∈ [0, δ]. The exact solution is, in this case,

θ(x, y, t) =
4

ab

1

c2
πδ3

6

∞∑
m=1

∞∑
n=1

[∫ b
0

∫ a
0 f(x, y) sin(mx) sin(ny) dx dy

]
sin(mx) sin(ny)∫ 2π

0

∫ δ
0

1−cos(mξ cosφ) cos(nξ sinφ)
ξ ξ dξ dφ

,

where m = πm
a and n = πn

b .
Assuming a = b = 1 m and c = 1 Nm/kg, we run experiments to learn the value of
δ > 0, whose true value has been chosen to be δ∗ = 0.1.

For the minimization of L in (3.1), the learning rate for the results shown in Figure
17 has been chosen of CosineDecay type, with an initial value of 1e − 3, a decay step
of 1000 and warm up step set to zero; the total number of epochs is 1000.
In this case, it can be seen that convergence to some value in a small neighborhood
of δ∗ is achieved in a monotonically increasing fashion, starting from a subestimate
δ = 0.1 − 0.005.
Starting from a superestimate δ = 0.1 + 0.005 results in a divergence behavior, as shown
in Figure 18.

Figure 17. Parameter learning for Example 4.4 when starting at δ =
0.095; the true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 0.1. The loss function is
L as in (3.1) and the learning rate follows a CosineDecay scheduler.

For the minimization of L2 in (3.14), the learning rate for the results shown in Figure
19 has been chosen of CosineDecay type, with an initial value of 1e − 4, a decay step
of 1000 and warm up step set to zero; the total number of epochs is 1000.
In this case, it can be seen that convergence to some value in a small neighborhood
of δ∗ is achieved in a monotonically increasing fashion, starting from a subestimate
δ = 0.1−0.005; however, we now notice stagnation for both residuals as δ∗ is approached,
as reported in Remark 3.15.
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Figure 18. Parameter learning for Example 4.4 when starting at δ =
0.105; the true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 0.1. The loss function is
L as in (3.1) and the learning rate follows a CosineDecay scheduler.

Starting from a superestimate δ = 0.1 + 0.005 results in a divergence behavior, as shown
in Figure 20.

Figure 19. Parameter learning for Example 4.4 when starting at δ =
0.095; the true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 0.1. The loss function is
L2 as in (3.14) and the learning rate follows a CosineDecay scheduler.

Figure 20. Parameter learning for Example 4.4 when starting at δ =
0.105; the true value for the parameter is δ∗ = 0.1. The loss function is
L2 as in (3.14) and the learning rate follows a CosineDecay scheduler.

From Example 4.4, it comes out that convergence occurs only when starting from a
subestimate of the true value, while SGD diverges otherwise. This behavior is analogous
but opposite than in the 1D case, where SGD provided convergence when starting from a
superestimate. It would be a natural outcome to further investigate along this direction,
and establish a general pattern for it.
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Remark 4.5. It is worth stressing that, as long as the learning rate satisfies the condi-
tions in Proposition 3.5 and Proposition 3.6, the learning process is expected to converge
independently on the specific learning rate chosen for the simulation. In fact, this is
what we have seen with our simulations, where different choices of the learning rate
have provided graphs with a qualitative comparable behaviors, retaining the same salient
properties relative to the convergence of the parameter δ.

5. Conclusions

In this work we have tackled the problem to compute the horizon size of the kernel
function in bond-based peridynamic 1D and 2D models. We have witnessed that there
needs a consistent choice of the initial guess for achieving convergence. In order to
explore this phenomenon, stemming from a multi-objective optimization analysis of
the PINN loss function, we have first proved that a sufficiently wide neural network,
under mild assumptions, is required to attain convergence to a global minimum in a
neighborhood of the parameter initialization; then, we provided a result showing that
the convergence is indeed monotone, and a bad choice of the initial guess results in a
divergence behavior from the exact solution. The proof relies on the assumption that the
neural network becomes more and more insensitive to the parameter as it approaches
its limit value.

The theoretical results focus on a specific PINN architecture (euclidean loss) and
might not hold true for other loss functions or network configurations. Exploring the
behavior of PINNs with different learning strategies for event horizon identification is
an important area for future research.

Overall, Theorem 3.13 provides insights into the challenges and limitations of using
PINNs to identify the event horizon size in peridynamic models. It highlights the im-
portance of careful parameter initialization and the need for further research to develop
more robust and generalizable approaches in this context.

Additionally, in order to perform a qualitative analysis of the PINN architecture with
respect to more classical FEM approach, we plan to address the comparisons of these
two methods in a future work.
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[9] Michael T. M. Emmerich and André H. Deutz. A tutorial on multiobjective optimization: funda-
mentals and evolutionary methods. Natural Computing, 17(3):585–609, Sep 2018.

[10] E. Emmrich and D. Puhst. Survey of existence results in nonlinear peridynamics in comparison
with local elastodynamics. Comput. Methods Appl. Math., 15(4):483–496, 2015.

[11] P. Grohs and G. Kutyniok. Mathematical Aspects of Deep Learning. Cambridge University Press,
2022.

[12] Ehsan Haghighat, Ali Can Bekar, Erdogan Madenci, and Ruben Juanes. A nonlocal physics-
informed deep learning framework using the peridynamic differential operator. Computer Methods
in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 385:114012, 2021.

[13] S. Jafarzadeh, A. Larios, and F. Bobaru. Efficient solutions for nonlocal diffusion problems via
boundary-adapted spectral methods. Journal of Peridynamics and Nonlocal Modeling, 2:85–110,
2020.

[14] Siavash Jafarzadeh, Stewart Silling, Ning Liu, Zhongqiang Zhang, and Yue Yu. Peridynamic neural
operators: A data-driven nonlocal constitutive model for complex material responses. Computer
Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 425:116914, 2024.

[15] Siavash Jafarzadeh, Stewart Silling, Lu Zhang, Colton Ross, Chung-Hao Lee, S. M. Rakibur Rah-
man, Shuodao Wang, and Yue Yu. Heterogeneous peridynamic neural operators: Discover biotissue
constitutive law and microstructure from digital image correlation measurements. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2403.18597v2, 2024.

[16] Chaoyue Liu, Libin Zhu, and Mikhail Belkin. Loss landscapes and optimization in over-
parameterized non-linear systems and neural networks. Applied and Computational Harmonic Anal-
ysis, 59:85–116, 2022. Special Issue on Harmonic Analysis and Machine Learning.

[17] L. Lopez and S. F. Pellegrino. A spectral method with volume penalization for a nonlinear peridy-
namic model. International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering, 122(3):707–725, 2021.

[18] L. Lopez and S. F. Pellegrino. A space-time discretization of a nonlinear peridynamic model on a
2D lamina. Computers and Mathematics with Applications, 116:161–175, 2022.

[19] Luciano Lopez and Sabrina Francesca Pellegrino. Computation of Eigenvalues for Nonlocal Models
by Spectral Methods. Journal of Peridynamics and Nonlocal Modeling, 5(2):133–154, 2023.

[20] E. Madenci and E. Oterkus. Peridynamic Theory and Its Applications. Springer New York, NY,
New York, NY, 2014.



26 F.V. DIFONZO, L. LOPEZ AND S.F. PELLEGRINO

[21] A. Mavi, A.C. Bekar, E. Haghighat, and E. Madenci. An unsupervised latent/output physics-
informed convolutional-LSTM network for solving partial differential equations using peridynamic
differential operator. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 407, 2023.

[22] M. Raissi, P. Perdikaris, and G.E. Karniadakis. Physics-informed neural networks: A deep learn-
ing framework for solving forward and inverse problems involving nonlinear partial differential
equations. Journal of Computational Physics, 378:686–707, 2019.

[23] S.A. Silling. Reformulation of elasticity theory for discontinuities and long-range forces. Journal of
the Mechanics and Physics of Solids, 48(1):175–209, 2000.

[24] S.A. Silling. A coarsening method for linear peridynamics. International Journal for Multiscale
Computational Engineering, 9(6):609–622, 2011.

[25] N. Sukumar and Ankit Srivastava. Exact imposition of boundary conditions with distance functions
in physics-informed deep neural networks. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineer-
ing, 389:114333, 2022.

[26] P. Vitullo, A. Colombo, N.R. Franco, A. Manzoni, and P. Zunino. Nonlinear model order reduction
for problems with microstructure using mesh informed neural networks. Finite Elements in Analysis
and Design, 229:104068, 2024.

[27] L. Wang, S. Jafarzadeh, F. Mousavi, and F. Bobaru. PeriFast/Corrosion: A 3D Pseudospectral
Peridynamic MATLAB Code for Corrosion. Journal of Peridynamics and Nonlocal Modeling, pages
1–25, 2023.

[28] O. Weckner and R. Abeyaratne. The effect of long-range forces on the dynamics of a bar. Journal
of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids, 53(3):705 – 728, 2005.

[29] Chen Xu, Ba Trung Cao, Yong Yuan, and Günther Meschke. Transfer learning based physics-
informed neural networks for solving inverse problems in engineering structures under different
loading scenarios. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 405:115852, 2023.

[30] Zhenghao Yang, Erkan Oterkus, and Selda Oterkus. Two-dimensional double horizon peridynamics
for membranes. Networks and Heterogeneous Media, 19(2):611–633, 2024.

[31] H. You, Y. Yu, S. Silling, and M. D’Elia. Nonlocal operator learning for homogenized models: From
high-fidelity simulations to constitutive laws. Journal of Peridynamics and Nonlocal Modeling, 2024.

[32] M. Zaccariotto, T. Mudric, D. Tomasi, A. Shojaei, and U. Galvanetto. Coupling of FEM meshes
with Peridynamic grids. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 330:471 – 497,
2018.

[33] Z. Zhou, L. Wang, and Z. Yan. Deep neural networks learning forward and inverse problems of
two-dimensional nonlinear wave equations with rational solitons. Computers and Mathematics with
Applications, 151:164–171, 2023.

Istituto per le Applicazioni del Calcolo “Mauro Picone”, Consiglio Nazionale delle
Ricerche, Via G. Amendola 122/I, 70126 Bari, Italy

Email address: fabiovito.difonzo@cnr.it

Departement of Engineering, LUM University Giuseppe Degennaro, S.S. 100 km 18, 70010
Casamassima (BA), Italy

Email address: difonzo@lum.it
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