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Towards Understanding the Benefits of Neural
Network Parameterizations in Geophysical
Inversions: A Study With Neural Fields

Anran Xu

Abstract—Recent research in test-time machine learning meth-
ods has shown that some machine learning models, without any
prior learning, can improve the results of geophysical inversions.
Some examples include the Deep Image Prior Inversions (DIP-
Inv) and the Neural Fields Inversions (NFs-Inv), where the inverse
problems are reparametrized by the weights of the machine
learning models. In this work, we employ neural fields, which
use neural networks to map a coordinate to the corresponding
physical property value at that coordinate, in a test-time learning
manner. For a test-time learning method, the weights are learned
during the inversion, as compared to traditional approaches
which require a network to be trained using a training data
set. Results for synthetic examples in seismic tomography and
direct current resistivity inversions are shown first. We then
perform a singular value decomposition analysis on the Jacobian
of the weights of the neural network (SVD analysis) for both
cases to explore the effects of neural networks on the recovered
model. The results show that the test-time learning approach
can eliminate unwanted artifacts in the recovered subsurface
physical property model caused by the sensitivity of the survey
and physics. Therefore, NFs-Inv improves the inversion results
compared to the conventional inversion in some cases such as
the recovery of the dip angle or the prediction of the boundaries
of the main target. In the SVD analysis, we observe similar
patterns in the left-singular vectors as were observed in some
diffusion models, trained in a supervised manner, for generative
tasks in computer vision. This observation provides evidence that
there is an implicit bias, which is inherent in neural network
structures, that is useful in supervised learning and test-time
learning models. This implicit bias has the potential to be useful
for recovering models in geophysical inversions.

Index Terms—Deep neural networks (DNN), neural fields
(NFs), deep learning (DL), test-time learning (TTL), implicit
bias, inductive bias, direct-current resistivity (DCR) inversion,
and cross-hole seismic tomography inversion.

I. INTRODUCTION

EOPHYSICAL inversion is an important step for in-

terpreting observed geophysical measurements [1]], [2].
In an inversion, a physical property model of the subsurface
is estimated from measurements obtained on the surface,
in boreholes or from airborne systems. The quality of the
inversion results depends on robust forward modelling, reliable
prior information, and well-designed regularization techniques.
Due to the inherent ill-posed nature of geophysical inverse
problems, developing a suitable regularization is challenging.
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Conventional regularization typically penalizes spatial vari-
ations and/or explicitly promotes proximity to a reference
model [3], but with advances in machine learning, there are
opportunities to explore more advanced regularization.

Recently, machine learning methods have been demon-
strated to be successful in many geophysical applications.
Alyousuf et al. [4] trained ML models to identify unexpected
COg4 migration. Zhang et al. [5]] improved the reconstructions
of subsurface seismic velocities by mapping velocity models
to raw seismic waveforms using trained conditional adversarial
networks. Liu et al. [|6] predicted anomalous bodies in the sub-
surface by matching apparent resistivity data to the resistivity
model using trained conventional neural networks.

Neural fields are advanced ML methods that can solve
problems in 3D rendering, point cloud reconstruction, biomed-
ical image recovery, etc [7], [8], [9], [10]. Neural fields use
coordinate-based neural networks to map spatial, temporal,
or other coordinates to the corresponding quantity at those
coordinates. Neural fields are also called coordinate-based
signal representations, or neural implicit representations in
certain contexts. Unlike the previously described data-driven
methods, which map input-output pairs, neural fields use, and
view, neural networks as a continuous representation of the
target’s properties in the coordinate space. Many applications
of neural fields are not data-driven, instead, they are physics-
informed or test-time learning.

A significant and successful application of neural fields is in
3D rendering, which aims to generate new views of complex
scenes using a set of input views [8[]. The output values (colors
and opacity) of the neural fields are fed into a forward map,
that is based on a volume rendering algorithm, to generate the
predicted observations (pixel values). The objective function,
which measures the difference between the predicted measure-
ments and real measurements, is used to update the weights
of the neural network so that the loss value is expected to
decrease iteratively. This training process is very similar to the
process of solving inverse problems, so neural fields have been
adapted to many inverse problems since then. The benefits of
utilizing neural fields come from the following factors: (1)
There is no need for pre-training, namely, the performance of
these methods is not limited by the quality and quantity of the
training dataset. (2) In principle, neural fields are mesh-free
methods, namely, we can employ an adaptive grid scheme
during inversion, which may bring benefits in terms of the
accuracy of the reconstruction and the computational costs.
(3) Parameterizing the inverse problems in a continuous setting


https://orcid.org/0009-0001-9731-377X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1551-5926

naturally introduces smoothing regularization effects. (4) We
can leverage the implicit regularization/bias from the neural
network’s structure and optimization method.

The performance of neural fields methods in 3D rendering
has been shown to be much better than that of conventional
methods in terms of distinguishing the boundaries between
objects, predicting the pixel values of the main objects, etc
[8]. The sources of the benefits of utilizing the neural fields
are still controversial. For example, Yu et al. [11]] argue
that the neural network is not the source of these benefits
by showing that when the neural network in the NeRF, a
typical NFs method in 3D rendering, is replaced with spherical
harmonics, the performance in the 3D rendering tasks is not
affected. Many other works do not explicitly discuss the
sources of benefits by employing the neural fields methods
in 3D rendering [{8]], [12]. A key consideration when assessing
and designing a model is its performance in representation
tasks. For example, in the context of 3D rendering, researchers
want to find a model that can reconstruct the 2D image better
by learning self-similarity. The main strategies for improving
model performance include: selecting a positional encoding
function tailored to the problem [13|], [14], improving the
activation function [15], and employing different bases [16]],
[11]. Notably, the majority of the works still utilize neural
networks as a component in the neural field methods partly
thanks to the well-established programming frameworks, such
as Tensorflow [17]] and PyTorch [18], that simplify the imple-
mentation of the neural networks.

Neural fields methods have also garnered significant at-
tention from researchers outside of the domain of computer
vision and computer graphics. A main domain for testing the
usage of neural field methods is biomedical imaging [19],
[20], [10], [21], [22]. In CT and MRI imaging reconstruction
tasks, Shen et al. [21]] showed that learning the implicit
neural representation of the reconstructed images by adapting
a prior embedding can significantly improve the resolution of
the reconstruction results. Liu et al. [22]] used neural fields
with a pre-trained denoising regularizer and showed that this
approach could improve the recovery of 3D refractive index
images from discrete measurements. Sun et al. [10] improve
reconstruction performance in CT tomographic imaging with
a coordinate-based neural network by generating new mea-
surements from existing data and incorporating these new
measurements during training.

In the geosciences, Rasht-Behesht er al. [23|] proposed
physics-informed neural networks for seismic inversions by
parameterizing two physical quantities in the wave equation
with two coordinate-based neural networks. The results show
that this method can provide a good recovery of the subsurface
model without the need for an explicit regularization term. Sun
et al. [24] tested the performance of parameterizing the seismic
velocity directly with a coordinate-based neural network in
the full-waveform inversion. Both works argue that neural
fields methods can improve the reconstruction performance
in scenarios lacking accurate starting models. Neural fields
have also been applied to the joint inversion of seismic
and electrical data. Liu ef al. [25] used a Bayesian neural
network to parameterize the global model properties and a

convolutional neural network to parameterize the reservoir
properties. The numerical results show that the proposed
pipeline provides a more accurate recovery of the reservoir
model. Notably, some advanced techniques in computer vision
and computer graphics were adapted to some of the scientific
inverse problems mentioned above and proved to be useful.
For example, both Rasht-Behesht et al. [23]] and Sun et al.
[24] mentioned the importance of using an adaptive sinusoidal
activation function. Liu et al. [22] showed the benefits of
adopting a task-specific positional encoding function. There
are only a limited number of works in geophysical inverse
problems that use neural fields methods, and a majority of
them focus on seismic. Thus, there is substantial potential to
further explore this new area.

It is well-known that learning alone is insufficient to explain
the good performance of deep networks in terms of general-
izability. The fact that deep neural networks can describe the
underlying distribution of a dataset, even in high dimensional
spaces that suffer from the curse of dimensionality, suggests
that there is a prior, or implicit bias, that has been imposed
in the training process [26]. However, the underlying mecha-
nism of this implicit bias has not been fully explained. For
example, some researchers have found that certain modern
ML models’ structures (e.g. Transformers, CNNs, DNNs)
have an implicit regularization or bias that is beneficial for
some inverse problems [27], [28], [29], [30]. Some of them
suggested that the benefits come from the high dimensionality
of the neural network [31], [32], [33]], [30]. Others analyze this
generalizability using probabilistic theory [34], [35]]. Although
some of these works have taken a mathematical point of view
and have aimed to prove rigorous theorems, they have been
limited to overly simplified settings. Other works used the
empirical-based method (or the so-called “scientific method”),
which forms hypotheses and designs controlled experiments
to test them [36]. Specifically, it highlights the importance
of empirical analyses of deep neural networks to validate
or refute existing theories and assumptions, as well as to
address fundamental questions regarding the mechanisms be-
hind their successes. Although relatively under-explored, these
empirical approaches offer significant potential to strengthen
our understanding of deep learning and to drive substantial
advancements in both theoretical and practical domains. Some
well-known works that emphasize empirical-based methods
include: Physics of Large Language Models [36], where Zhu et
al. used synthetic data and built an idealized environment for
the training of LLMs to find the “laws of all LLMs”. A scaling
law for LLMs states that the performance of LLMs scales
with model size, dataset size, and the amount of compute
power [37]. Kadkhodaie et al. [26] find that in the training
of diffusion models (a class of generative models), the model
tends to learn a basis that is adapted to geometric features
in the underlying images, and they name these bases as
“geometry-adaptive harmonic bases”.

Kadkhodaie er al. [26] attribute the implicit bias to the
model structure and optimization method, not the training data.
Therefore, we can utilize the analysis of that work to take
one step further to examine the performance of the implicit
bias and test-time learning methods in the geophysical inverse



problems. Previous works have demonstrated the benefits of
test-time learning methods to geophysical inversions and have
attributed these benefits to the implicit bias provided by the
machine learning model structures [38]], [39]. However, these
works do not provide an analysis of what prior(s) this implicit
bias imposes during the inversion. In this work, we will
show that test-time machine learning methods can improve
the geophysical inversion result by finding weights that can
capture geometric structures in the physical property model.

In this work, we will first introduce our NFs-Inv method
and its applications in seismic tomography and direct current
resistivity (DCR) inversions. To avoid ambiguity, we use the
same structure of the Neural Network (NN) for both cases.
However, we use different positional encoding functions in
different cases since some positional encoding functions are
helpful in terms of learning high-frequency variations of the
subsurface model. The comparisons between the conventional
Tikhonov-style inversion results and the NFs-Inv inversion
results clearly show that our NFs-Inv method can improve the
recovery of the subsurface model in some cases. We will then
present our analysis of these inversion results. Our analysis,
which uses a singular value decomposition (SVD) analysis
on the Jacobian of the weights of the neural network, will
partly explain why searching over the NN-weights space will
improve the inversion results. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first study that applies neural field methods to
seismic tomography inversions and direct current resistivity
inversions and gives evidence to show that the benefits of the
TTL method are from the implicit bias inherited from the NN’s
structure.

The main contributions of our work include:

1) Developing a methodology for using Neural Fields in
geophysical inversions (NFs-Inv) in a test-time learning
manner that does not require any pre-training or a
training dataset. We also demonstrate the effect/influence
of choosing different positional encodings in NFs-Inv.

2) Presenting its application on linear/non-linear geophysi-
cal inversions with homogeneous/inhomogeneous back-
ground. We compare the NFs-Inv and conventional in-
version results when no explicit regularization is used.
These results demonstrate that the implicit bias from the
NFs-Inv is appropriate for some geophysical inversion
scenarios.

3) Providing an empirically-based explanation of the bene-
fits of employing NFs-Inv. Our analysis of the Jacobian
shows similar structures to the “geometry-adaptive har-
monic representations” described by Kadkhodaie et al.
[26]]. These structures enable the inversion to overcome
the problems of predicting unwanted artifacts due to
sensitivity, such as near-electrode artifacts or the con-
centration along the ray path. This result suggests that
the implicit bias in the NFs-Inv could be similar to the
implicit bias found in certain dataset-trained machine
learning models, such as diffusion models.

II. METHODOLOGY

Many geophysical inversion methods can be categorized
into a physics-driven approach or a data-driven approach.
The physics-driven approach imposes explicit regularization to
the objective function or uses a problem-specific constrained
algorithm during the inversion process. The advantage is
that it is a white-boxed approach—namely, the regularization
and constraints have well-established geological, mathematical
and/or statistical theories as a foundation. The physics-driven
approach can be utilized when there is only limited knowledge
of the survey domain, but it sometimes can be very time-
consuming since it needs to run a forward simulation in
each epoch during the test time. The data-driven approach
typically requires more prior knowledge of the geological
structures in the subsurface within the survey domain. This
prior knowledge can be used to build a dataset of plausible
subsurface geophysical models and then can be learned by an
ML model trained using this dataset. The trained ML models
can give fast predictions for new observations. This approach
is black-boxed—namely, it is not guaranteed that the trained
ML model can return a plausible subsurface model that fits the
observations for any test data. Our work will combine elements
of the two approaches: The proposed method is physics-
informed since it includes a forward numerical simulation,
which will make the method more robust and guarantee that
the inversion results can fit the observations to a desired level.
The proposed method also directly utilizes the implicit reg-
ularization from the coordinate-based representations without
the need for a training dataset.

A. Background and conventional inversion approach

This study focuses on cross-hole seismic tomography inver-
sion and 2D Direct Current (DC) resistivity inversion, which
are widely used in mining, environmental, and engineering
applications [40], [41], [42].

For cross-hole seismic tomography, the goal of the inversion
is to recover the subsurface velocity model by analyzing
the travel times of seismic waves between boreholes. In this
survey, a seismic source is placed in one borehole, and seismic
receivers (geophones) are positioned in another borehole. The
seismic source generates waves that travel through the subsur-
face and are detected by the receivers in the neighbouring
borehole. By moving the sources and receivers to various
depths within their respective boreholes, multiple ray paths
are recorded. The travel times of these waves are then used
to create a seismic velocity model of the subsurface, which is
related to the lithology and elastic properties of the subsurface.
Using the straight-ray assumption, we can calculate the arrival
time at each receiver for a given source using equation

t; = /ray, %(x,z)dﬁ (D

where t is the first arrival time and v is the velocity of the
seismic wave through the subsurface material. ray; is the ¢th
ray path from the given seismic source to a corresponding
receiver.



In a typical DC resistivity survey, transmitters inject a
steady-state electrical current into the ground, and receivers
measure the resulting distribution of potentials (voltages). The
governing equation for the DC resistivity experiment is

V- UV¢ =-V 'jsource (2)

where o is the electrical conductivity (which is the reciprocal
of electrical resistivity p = 1/0), ¢ is the electric potential,
and jsource 18 the source current density. We solve this
equation using a finite volume method where we discretize
the subsurface. For the examples we will show, we use a 2D
tensor mesh. The mesh consists of a core region, with uniform
cells, and padding regions on the lateral boundaries and the
bottom of the mesh with expanding cells to ensure boundary
conditions are satisfied. The forward modelling is implemented
using SimPEG [43].

In the conventional method, we use a tensor mesh for both
surveys and denote the core domain as m € R"W*H. We
initialize m € M as the reference model m,.. , a uniform half-
space, and then iteratively update m to reduce the output of
the objective function. At each iteration, we input the current
subsurface model m into a forward numerical simulation F,
whose output F'(m) = dP"*? is then used to compute the data
misfit term:

1
¢d(m,d0bs) _ §|Wd(dobs _ dpred)‘2' (3)

The objective function is a summation of the data misfit term
baq(m, d°®®) and the regularization term ¢,,(m) with a trade-
off parameter that weights the relative combination of each
term. We assume that the noise is Gaussian and depends on
the magnitude of the voltage measurements in the DCR survey,
so an uncertainties matrix W, has been used to quantify the
noise [2]]. For the cross-hole seismic tomography survey, we
assume that the noise is Gaussian but is independent of the
magnitude of the arrival time, so we adapt an identity matrix
for Wy.

For the Tikhonov-style geophysical inversions, the regular-
ization term ¢,,(m) generally includes a smallness term and
a smoothness term:

om om
— _ Ds Pa pz_ 4
Om(m) = aslm — myer|P* + oyl 6‘x| + o] 32' “)
Often the norms applied are p, .. = 2, however, norms

of less than 2 can also be employed to promote sparse or
compact structures [3|]. Regularization terms are commonly
employed for the cases where we have no or limited geological
prior knowledge. More advanced regularization can also be
employed. For example, Astic and Oldenburg [44] proposed
an inversion framework for integrating the petrophysical and
geological prior into the direct current resistivity inversion.
Laloy et al. [45] and Lopez-Alvis et al. [46] integrated the
prior of distribution of the spatial patterns of the subsurface
materials into the inverse process using a trained Variational
Autoencoders. In this work, we will perform conventional
inversions using the regularization in equation [ as our “bench-
mark” scenarios.

B. Proposed NFs-Inv Method

A schematic diagram of the proposed methods is shown
in Fig. [T The key component of the proposed method is to
re-parameterize the model m by the weights of a multilayer
perceptron f. In the 2D setting, the input of f is the 2D spatial
coordinates of the mesh cell centers (x, z), and the output
is the scalar value of the corresponding physical properties
that we are inverting for (slowness or log-conductivity) on the
coordinate.

The positional encoding is a transform function that maps
(X, y) to a higher-dimension space before feeding the input
vector into the neural network to overcome spectral bias.
Spectral bias is a well-known experimental finding stating that
neural networks are biased towards learning lower-frequency
variations [47]]. This is the reason why a direct mapping
from the coordinates space to the physical property space
using a neural network has a poor performance in the image
representation task—the high-frequency variation has not been
learned at the time of convergence, so the reconstructed images
are blurred and lacking details [47]. The positional encoding
was first proposed in the work of NeRF [8]] and then explained
by modelling the neural network using a kernel regression with
a neural tangent kernel [13]]. For context, we will introduce
the positional encodings that are relevant to our work. Let
x € R¥*! denote a vector in the coordinate space, and the
output of the encoding function is y(x) € R"*!. The common
positional encoding functions include [13], [8[], [10], [48]]:

v(x) = [cos(27x), sin(2mx)]T.

S

Basic encoding

Linear positional encoding (firstly adopted by ColL [48])

v(x) = [cos(2mk'x), sin(27k'X), ..., cos(2mk™X), sin(2mk™x)] T,

where k' = 3.
2

(6)

Gaussian positional encoding

~(x) = [cos(2n Bx), sin(2mrBx)], where B € Rﬁxw(h = 2h).
(7

Some other positional encodings, such as the radial gaussian
encoding [22], are not widely used, so we do not conduct
experiments on them. The choice of positional encoding
functions depends on the problems.

Let us denote this transform function as vy : R?— > R".
To obtain the subsurface model from our neural network, we
require a W x H number of inputs, which is the same size as
the number of active mesh cells in our inversion domain. To
simplify the computation, we construct a matrix Z € RW*H"
whose rows are the transformed spatial coordinates:

Zij = [v(xi,yi)l- 8®)

where ¢ is the index for the coordinates and j is the index
of the output of the transform function. Then W x H can be
considered as the batch size. Namely, the inversion results are
gained by solving the optimization problem:



f: Neural Network (NN)

Coordinates

b}
D;
Q
)
)
)

Update the weights of NN

loss

Physical properties

Predicted subsurface model

Predicted measurements

F: Forward simulation

Physics Law (PDE)
PDE Solver

Real measurements

Fig. 1. Proposed inversion pipeline. We reparametrize the subsurface model m by the weights of a NN. Considering a 2D DCR inversion, the input of NN
f is the 2D spatial coordinates (x, y), and the output is the scalar value of the corresponding physical properties (in this case, conductivity value) on the
coordinate. After obtaining physical properties on all coordinates, we have a 2D m that is the predicted subsurface model at the current epoch. This 2D m
is then fed into the forward simulation to generate corresponding predicted measurements. After that, the loss function value is computed. During the inverse

process, the weights of NN are updated until the loss value is small enough.

min (1= B)6alm, ™) + Ao (m) =

: ©)
min (1= B)ga(fu(2),d*") + Bom(fu(2)).

There are several strategies for defining the trade-off pa-
rameter 3. In many cases, a beta-cooling strategy is adopted
where the inversion starts with a large value for beta and beta
is gradually decreased as the inversion progresses in order to
fit the data. In the proposed method, we choose to use the same
cooling schedule that is employed by the DIP-Inv method [39],
where a test-time learning method has been applied to the DCR
inversion. The trade-off parameter § in the proposed method
for the 2D DCR inversion is an exponential decay function
shown in equation

(10)

where t is the index for the epochs and 7 is a constant decay
rate. Namely, 5 = e~ 7 in the i-th iteration. For the cross-hole
seismic tomography inversion, we don’t employ any explicit
regularization term in the objective function in the proposed
method, so B = 0 for these inversions.

The approach we take for solving this optimization problem
is described in Algorithm [T}

Algorithm 1 NFs-Inv algorithm.

Input:
(: the trade-off parameter for DCR inversion,
Z: encoded input of dimension R *H:",
d°bs: observed data (travel time, voltages, etc.),
myes: the reference subsurface model,
f: the multilayer perceptron,
w?: the initial weights of f,
fort=1to..kdo
Update the trade-off parameter 3
Predict subsurface model m! = f,:(2)
Calculate the data misfit value ¢4(mt, d°%®)
Calculate the gradient w.r.t. the physical property J, =
Vot ¢d(mt7 dobs)
Compute £ = (1 — ) (JImt) + Bt (m?)
Update w; using £’ .backward() and optimizer.step()*
end for
Return final surface model mF
*See DIP-inv ( [39]) for explanation

C. Architecture of Neural Networks and Optimization

The number of fully connected layers should be adapted to
the complexity of the subsurface model and physics (e.g. it is
a function both of the resolution of the forward problem and
the complexity of the model). The input dimension of the first
hidden layer should depend on the ~ function we choose. For
example, if we choose the basic encoding |§] in 2D, then the
input should have dimension 4. For both the cross-hole seismic



tomography inversion and DCR inversion examples shown
below, the results are obtained using a neural network, f, with
six hidden layers with the LeakyReLU activation function. The
first and last hidden layers have 128 neurons and all other
hidden layers have 256 neurons. For the DCR inversions, the
activation function for the last layer is a Sigmoid function. For
the cross-hole seismic tomography inversions, the activation
function for the last layer is a Tanh function to remove the
positive constraint provided by the Sigmoid function as a fair
comparison to the conventional method. The output in both
cases is multiplied by a constant scaler to fit the possible
ranges of slowness/conductivity. The details of choosing the
v function will be discussed later.

Compared to the conventional method, the proposed method
is searching for a solution in a higher-dimension space, so
the number of iterations needed to fit the data is larger.
The proposed method employs the Adam optimizer, which is
a first-order optimization method. The conventional method
in the cross-hole seismic tomography inversion employs a
gradient descent optimizer, which is also a first-order optimiza-
tion method. The conventional method in the direct current
resistivity inversion employs the Inexact Gaussian Newton
method, which is a second-order optimization method. The
reason why we do not use a first-order optimization method
in the direct current resistivity inversion is that the forward
modelling, which is implemented using SimPEG, is much
more time-consuming than the cross-hole seismic tomography
inversion, so we want to adapt a second-order optimizer that
can take fewer iterations to converge. We choose Adam for
the proposed method since the adaptive learning rate scheme
of Adam is beneficial when updating the weights in the neural
networks [49]. A second-order optimization method with an
adaptive learning rate has been proposed but is limited by
the computational cost of estimating the Hessian when the
dimension of the parameter is high [50].

III. TRIALS ON THE SYNTHETIC EXAMPLES

In this section, we will consider two geophysical inversion
methods: the cross-hole seismic tomography inversion, a linear
problem, and the direct current resistivity (DCR) inversion, a
non-linear problem. We present the experiment results on 2D
synthetic models to show the benefits of the proposed method.
The proposed method can be readily adapted to 3D cases by
changing the dimension of the input coordinate from two to
three. In the cross-hole seismic tomography inversion, the data
have sufficient resolution to recover a model even without
a regularization, so we do not use an explicit regularization
term in the proposed NF-Inv method. We will compare this
result to the conventional method both with and without a L2
smoothness term. In the direct current resistivity inversion, the
data has less resolution, so in our proposed method, we use
an L1 smallness term. For the conventional method, we will
show results that utilize sparse norms on the smallness and
smoothness and include sensitivity weighting.

A. Trials on the Cross-hole Seismic Tomography Inversions

We will consider two models: the first is a simple model
of a block in a uniform background, and the second is an

elliptical target in a non-homogeneous background. For both
cases, the tensor mesh has size W x H = 64 x 128, and each
cell has a size 1 meter by 1 meter. The two boreholes are
separated by 64 meters. The receivers are evenly spaced on
one borehole with a separation of 1 meter. The transmitters
are evenly spaced on the other borehole with a separation of
1 meter. The physical property model is the slowness (i.e. the
reciprocal of velocity).

In the forward simulation, we calculate arrival times (in
units of milliseconds), and these are regarded as our geophys-
ical observations. Gaussian noise with a mean of 0 ms and
standard deviation of 20 ms has been added to the observations
for both cases before inversion. The PDE solver block in Fig.
[T] refers to the same forward modelling algorithm.

Fig.2Ja) shows Case 1, a uniform background with a square
target. The square target has a velocity of 200 m/s and the
background has a velocity of 1000 m/s. In the conventional
method, the initial model is chosen to be a uniform background
with a value of 1000 m/s. We performed two inversions.
Fig. 2[b) shows the case where no explicit regularization was
employed during the inverse process, and the recovered model
tends to predict structures along the ray path. Fig. 2(c) shows
the conventional inversion result with only a smoothness term
(as =0, ay = a, = 0.5, and p, = p, = 2). By adapting a
smoothness term, the unwanted along-ray artifacts have been
eliminated, but we can still see some along ray-path artifacts
remaining.
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Fig. 2. The inversion results using the conventional method for Case 1.
a) is the true subsurface model. b) is the conventional result without a
smoothness term. ¢) is the conventional result with a L2 smoothness term. The
starting/initial model is a uniform half-space for the conventional methods.
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In the proposed method, the input coordinate space is scaled
to [0, 1] in both the x and z dimensions, and the initial model
is randomly generated since the m! = f,1(Z) and w' is
randomly generated using the Kaiming Gaussian initialization
method [51]. We choose the basic encoding, so the input
dimension of f is 4. For the Adam optimizer, the learning rate
is 0.001. In Fig. 3] we show that the proposed method improves
the reconstruction by eliminating the unwanted prediction
along the ray path; therefore, the proposed inversion result
provides a better recovery of the boundary of the main squared
body.

The second case we consider (Case 2) has a heterogeneous
background, which was generated using the GeoStatTools
package [52]], with an elliptical target [Fig. f{a)]. The conven-
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Fig. 3. The inversion results using the proposed NFs-Inv method for Case
1. a) is the true subsurface model, b) is the starting model, and c) is the
recovered subsurface model from the proposed NFs-Inv method without any
explicit regularization term.
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Fig. 4. The inversion results using the conventional method for Case 2.
a) is the true subsurface model. b) is the conventional result without any
regularization. c) is the conventional result with a smoothness term. The
starting/initial model is a uniform half-space for the conventional methods.
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Fig. 5. The inversion results using the proposed NFs-Inv method for Case
2. a) is the true subsurface model, b) is the starting model, and c) is the
recovered subsurface model from the proposed NFs-Inv method without any
explicit regularization term.
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Similar to Case 1, we performed two inversions. Fig. d{b)
shows the case where no explicit regularization was employed
during the inverse process, and the recovered model tends to
predict structures along the ray path. Due to the sensitivity
and the lack of the positive constraint, the recovered model
has unrealistic negative value in some regions. Fig. dc) shows
the conventional inversion result with only a smoothness term
(as =0, ap = a, = 0.5, and p, = p, = 2). By adding a
smoothness term, the unwanted along-ray artifacts have been

eliminated, but the edges of the target are blurred and we can
see some along ray-path artifacts remaining.

In the proposed method, the input coordinate space is scaled
to [-1, 1] in both the x and z dimensions, and the starting model
is randomly initialized [Fig. [5|b)]. To have a better resolution
on the inhomogeneous background where the high-frequency
variations exist, we choose the Gaussian positional encoding
with B € R28%2 sampled from a Gaussian distribution with
variance 0.5, so the input dimension of f is 256. The impact
of the positional encoding will be discussed in Section [[V-B}
For the Adam optimizer, the learning rate is 0.001. Compared
to the recovered models in the conventional method [Fig. Ekb),
(c)], the unwanted along-path structures have been eliminated.
The heterogeneous background prediction has more details,
and the boundaries of the main target are much better re-
solved [Fig. Ekc)]. Although we can have a better recovery
by imposing a positive constraint (e.g. setting the activation
function for the last layer to be ReLU), we employ hyperbolic
tangent as the activation function in the last layer to have a fair
comparison with the conventional method where no positive
constraint is imposed. Although there is no positive constraint
in both methods, the proposed method performs better than
the conventional method in terms of having less prediction of
negative values.

B. Trials on the Direct Current Resistivity Inversions

We again consider two cases, Cases 3 and 4. In both cases,
there is a dipping target, but in Case 3, the background
is homogeneous, whereas in Case 4, the resistivity of the
background increases with depth. For both cases, we choose
a dipole-dipole survey geometry with a station separation of
25 meters and a maximum of 24 receivers per transmitter. The
survey line is 700 meters long, so the total number of potential
difference measurements is 348.

For the forward simulation, we use a mesh that has core
cells of 5Sm x 5m, with 200 core-mesh cells in the x-direction
and 45 cells in the z-direction. We add 7 padding cells that
extend by a factor of 1.5 to the sides and bottom of the mesh.
In total, the mesh has W x H = 9000 active cells. In the
proposed method, the input coordinate space is scaled to [-1,
1] in both the x and z dimensions in both cases. The input
coordinate space only contains the core domain (active cells),
and the padding domain values are set to be the background
conductivity and frozen during the inversion process. We use
the same positional encoding function (identity ~ function)
and network structure for both cases, and the total number of
trainable weights in the neural network in f is 263809, so we
over-parameterize the problem.

For Case 3, the top layer has a conductivity of 0.02 S/m.
The dike, with three different dip angles, has a conductivity
of 0.1 S/m and extends to a depth of 125 meters [Fig. [f[a)].
The background has a conductivity of 0.01 S/m. For the
conventional method, we tried a range of parameter choices for
the regularization. The best results we obtained used 55 = le2,
ps =0, pp = p. =1, ay = 0.005, and o, = a, = 0.5 [Fig.
o).

For the Adam optimizer, the learning rate is 0.001. For the
[-cooling strategy in equation we choose 7 = 800. The
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method.

results are shown in [Fig. |§kd)]. Considering another test-time
learning method (DIP-Inv [39]) has been developed and tested
on the DCR inversion tasks, we also present the inversion
result from DIP-Inv for comparison [Fig. [f[c)].

Compared to the conventional methods, both DIP-Inv and
the proposed method improve the dip angle predictions. Com-
pared to the results of the DIP-Inv method, the predicted dike
structures have sharper boundaries and thinner structures.

To further test the proposed method in a more complicated
scenario, we conduct inversion with the proposed method in
a synthetic case with a heterogeneous background [Fig. [/(a)].
The heterogeneous background has a conductivity value that
decreases linearly from 0.02 to 0.001 S/m with depth.

Since we assume that we do not have knowledge about the
heterogeneous background, we don’t have a reference model
for Case 4. For the conventional inversion, the smallness term
is not applied due to the lack of the reference model, but the
smoothness term with p,, = p, = 2 is applied in the inversion
process. The starting model is a uniform half-space with a
conductivity value of 0.001 S/m. The recovered model from
the conventional method can be found in Fig. [7[b).

The recovered model from the proposed method can be
found in Fig.[7(c). For the Adam optimizer, the learning rate is
0.001. Although the boundary of the dike structure cannot be
recovered as compactly as in Case 3, the location of the main
dike is correctly predicted. The conductivity values for the het-
erogeneous background are predicted approximately correctly
except for the region near the dike structure. Compared to the
result from the conventional method, the inversion result from
the proposed method has a better depth extent of the dike
structure.

IV. IMPLICIT BIAS FROM THE NEURAL FIELDS

In this section, we will explore the implicit regularization
effect observed in the results from the proposed method.
In Section [[V-A] we illustrate that by searching in a high-
dimensional space and leveraging the implicit bias from the
neural network, we are able to overcome unwanted artifacts
caused by the sensitivity. In Section [[V-B] we elaborate on the
choice of positional encoding in different scenarios.
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Fig. 7. a) is the true model for Case 4. b) is the recovered model
from the conventional method for Case 4 (with L2 smoothness). c) is the
recovered model from the NFs-Inv method for Case 4 (without any explicit
regularization).

A. Benefits of Changing the Searching Space

In Section[[lI-A] the results demonstrate that when searching
in the space of the NN-weights for a solution, the inversion
results are less influenced by sensitivity artifacts. This is
especially noticeable when comparing the conventional and
NFs-Inv results when no explicit regularization is used [Fig.[§].
Unlike the seismic inversions, the conventional DCR inversion
results are not very meaningful if no regularization is included
[Fig. [§(b)]. Namely, searching for the solution in the original
mesh space is largely affected by the sensitivity, so the results
have unrealistic artifacts near the electrodes [Fig. @b)] and
therefore the conventional approach cannot correctly predict
the structures at depth, such as the dike in Case 3. However,
even if we do not apply any regularization to the proposed
method (i.e. 5 = 0), we are able to recover the main features,
for example, the dike and layered structures in Case 3 [§[c)].
Considering that the only regularization is from the implicit
bias of the proposed method, it is fair to conclude that the neu-
ral field methods have a useful implicit regularization effect on



the geophysical inverse problem. The challenge of overcoming
artifacts due to the sensitivities of a given survey is common
across many geophysical experiments (e.g., it iS common to
see structures cluster around ground electromagnetic stations).
This also indicates the potential application of the NFs-Inv
method to other geophysical data types.
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Fig. 8. a) is the true model for Case 3. b) is the recovered model from
the conventional method without any explicit regularization for Case 3. c) is
the recovered model from the proposed NFs-Inv method without any explicit
regularization for Case 3.

B. Apply Positional Encoding to Recovery the Higher-
frequency Variances

To further test the usage of the positional encoding (), we
conduct an ablation study on Cases 2 & 4 where we apply
the proposed method with/without positional encoding. We
observe that the choice of positional encoding is problem-
dependent. For the results presented in this subsection, we use
a gaussian positional encoding for Case 2 (seismic tomogra-
phy) and a linear positional encoding for Case 4 (DCR).

From Fig.[9] we observe that without a positional encoding,
the recovered model is smoother and details in the background
are lost [Fig. 0[b)]. By using a positional encoding [Fig.[9(c)],
we recover a sharper edge to the boundary of the main target
and find details in the background slowness model. In contrast,
adding positional encoding will give unwanted disturbances
to the prediction of the main structures in Case 4 [Fig. [I0].
Notice that the inversion results in Fig. |10 fit the observations
at the same level, but the recovered models differ a lot. This
evidence shows that the ~ function also introduces an implicit
bias to the geophysical inverse problems.

As mentioned before, mapping the inputs to a higher dimen-
sional space using high-frequency functions before passing
them to the network enables better fitting of high-frequency
variation data. That is why we observe a better recovery of the
heterogeneous object in the seismic tomographic example. The
fact that we observe the deteriorated recovery of the model in
Case 4 reflects that the choice of positional encoding should
align with the ability of the geophysical survey to resolve the
subsurface model. The resolution of a survey depends upon
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Fig. 9. a) is the true model for Case 2. b) is the proposed NFs-Inv inversion
result with an identity . c¢) is the proposed NFs-Inv inversion result with a
Gaussian positional encoding where B € R'2%%2 in eqn.
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Fig. 10. a) is the true model for Case 4. b) is the proposed NFs-Inv result
with a linear positional encoding where m = 8 in eqn. EI c) is the proposed
NFs-Inv result with an identity .

the underlying physics of the problem, survey geometry, field
complexity, etc. For example, a DCR survey typically has less
resolution than a borehole seismic survey. A more practical
guide for choosing positional encodings is an area for future
research and will be informed by conducting more trials on
different subsurface models and survey methods.

V. ANALYSIS USING THE SINGULAR VALUE
DECOMPOSITION ANALYSIS OF THE JACOBIAN OF THE
NEURAL NETWORK

In this section, we perform an empirical analysis to examine
the implicit bias that is utilized in the NFs-Inv approach. We
hypothesize that this bias is similar to the implicit bias that
is utilized in the supervised learning models and which helps
generalizability.

While deep learning has demonstrated remarkable success
across a growing range of tasks, a comprehensive understand-
ing of the underlying principles driving these achievements
remains limited. Many empirical-based methods (‘“scientific
method”) have been developed for studying the underlying
mechanism [36]], [37], [26]. For example, Kadkhodaie er al.
find that deep denoisers have inductive biases toward
learning a geometry adaptive harmonic basis, and it could



potentially lead to solving the generalization puzzle in many
large ML models. The authors acknowledge that there must be
priors from NN structures and the optimization methods, and
the authors refer to it as inductive bias. For clarification, we use
implicit bias instead of inductive bias in our context to avoid
potential ambiguity since there are some papers that refer to
inductive bias in CNN specifically as translational invariance
[53]]. Basically, Kadkhodaie et al. [26] state that since a DNN
can be considered as a locally linear function, conducting an
eigendecomposition analysis (SVD analysis) of the Jacobian
of the neural network concerning the input can reveal what
has been learned by the generative models. Namely, since
these left-singular vectors form the basis of the output, the
features of the basis can indicate what has been imposed by
the implicit bias during the training process. They find that
the learned bases have oscillating harmonic structures along
contours and in homogeneous regions. They name these bases
as geometry-adaptive harmonic bases (GAHBSs).

In our work, we also find that the Jacobian has a geometry-
adaptive harmonic basis after inversion. Note that Kadkhodaie
et al. [26] conducted an SVD analysis of the Jacobian of the
output w.r.t. the input. In their supervised learning setting, the
inputs of the model are different for different input images.
However, in our case, since the inputs are always the fixed
values of the coordinates of each cell, we conduct an SVD
analysis of the Jacobian of the output w.r.t. the weights of
the NN f. Since the choice of the positional encoding may
introduce an additional bias (See Section [[V-B)), we do not
employ positional encoding for the models presented in this
subsection (i.e., 7y is an identity function.) to avoid potential
ambiguity. The SVD of the Jacobian is

7= _payr

- Ow (1n

The left-singular vectors (the columns of U) have the di-
mensionality of the geophysical model and the right-singular
vectors (the columns of V') have the dimensionality of the
number of weights in the neural network. A is a diagonal
matrix whose elements are the singular values \;. We focus
our analysis on the left-singular vectors as these can be thought
of as the learned basis for our geophysical model

Fig. shows the first ten left-singular vectors for Case
1. As observed in Kadkhodaie et al. [26], the first few left-
singular vectors strongly highlight the edges of the main target,
while the background is relatively homogeneous (or smooth
in cases where there is structure). Fig. [I2] shows the first
ten left-singular vectors for Case 2. We can observe that
the left-singular vectors capture the main geometric structures
related to the elliptical target. The first three left-singular
vectors highlight the main elliptical target and are relatively
homogeneous in the background. Starting from the fourth left-
singular vector, we then see more structures associated with
details and higher frequency variation in the background.

Fig. [13] and Fig. [T4] show the first ten left-singular vectors
for the DCR inversion cases. Similarly, we observe harmonic
features along the contour of the main dike target in the DCR
case. The first two left-singular vectors highlight the dike

1200
1000 A
~< 800
[
=3
I
> 600
)
>
2 400
()
200
o T—
0 20 40 60 80 100
index i
A =12e+03  A;=1.1e+03  A3=9.1e+02  A;=6.0e+02  As=3.7e+02
— — r ——
Ae=3.1e4+02 A;=2.4e+02  Ag=18e+02  Ag=17e+02  Ayp=1.2e+02
P - -
| 4 |
| — - - - -

Fig. 11. First 100 singular values and first ten left-singular vectors for the
Jacobian in Case 1.

structure. Starting from the third left-singular vector, we also
see the influence of the near-surface layer.

From the plots of the eigenvalues for all 4 examples,
we find that the eigenvalues are sparse. Namely, the first
few eigenvalues are significantly larger than the remaining
eigenvalues. In Case 1 and Case 3, which are both relatively
simple, there is a reduction of nearly a factor of 10 between
the first and tenth singular values. For Case 2, which is more
complex, there is a reduction of a factor of around 3 between
the first and tenth singular values. This observation agrees with
the finding in the analysis of Jacobian in the diffusion models
[26] where they also find this shrinkage of the eigenvalues.

These examples are evidence that there exists an implicit
bias, which has been illustrated in supervised learning models
and may also be utilized in the test-time learning models as
well. Moreover, this analysis can partly explain the reason why
we can observe a better recovery of the subsurface physical
properties when we re-parameterize the subsurface model
using the weights of a DNN. By forming these adaptive bases,
we have the chance to overcome the problems of predicting
unwanted artifacts due to sensitivity, such as near-electrode
artifacts or the concentration along the ray path.
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VI. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE WORK

Further work, such as the applications in the field data
and other theoretical analyses of the implicit bias is still in
progress. It has been shown that using the adaptive grids can
improve the performance of the neural fields methods [|54]], [8]],
so testing the adaptive grid scheme for geophysical inversions
is a possible future research direction.

The run-time needed for convergence of the NFs-Inv algo-
rithm heavily depends on the time required to run the forward
simulation. This is a limitation of the current implementation
of DC resistivity forward modelling, which runs on CPUs. As
a result, improving the efficiency of the forward simulation
would decrease the time cost of the proposed method.

The results shown in Section [[II] are state-of-the-art which
we established by testing the performance of different posi-
tional encoding functions. We found that in the cases where
the subsurface model is relatively simple such as Cases 1
& 3, adding a positional encoding function where A is large
will deteriorate the inversion results. However, the results of
Case 2 show that when the model is more complex and we
use a geophysical method with sufficient sensitivity, adding
positional encoding can help us to recover sharper boundaries
and finer details in the model. There is still some work left
on exploring the effect of the choice of « function on the
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Fig. 13. First 50 singular values and first ten left-singular vectors for the
Jacobian in Case 3.

proposed method.

We have tested employing a sine function [S5] as the
activation function in Cases 2 & 4, and the results are not
ideal since it decreased the sharpness of the boundaries of
the main target. Kadkhodaie ef al. [26] found that ReLUs are
key for observing geometric adaptivity in the SVD analysis
on diffusion models. We hypothesize that the Leaky Rectified
Linear Unit activation layer (LeakyReLU) is potentially a
critical component of the implicit bias we observed. More
tests on the performance of the adaptive activation function
should be done in the future.

VII. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the application of neural fields in geophysical
inverse problems, as explored in this work, demonstrates
significant advantages over conventional inversion methods.
By framing the inverse problem in terms of neural network
(NN) weights, we leverage the high-dimensional search space
of the weights. Using a coordinate-based network allows us
to take advantage of the built-in smoothing effects that come
from parameterizing the inverse problem in a continuous
setting. The results we showed, using seismic tomography
and direct current resistivity, highlight the ability of neural
fields to reduce unwanted artifacts and improve the accuracy
of subsurface models, particularly in capturing the boundaries
and dip angles of key targets. This test-time learning approach,
driven by the implicit bias of neural fields, proves to be a
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promising direction for enhancing inversion results in geo-
physical problems.

Moreover, using an empirical approach, we provided ev-
idence that there exists an implicit bias, which has been
illustrated in supervised learning, that can also be utilized in
test-time learning models. By forming an adaptive basis during
the inversion, we have the chance to overcome the problems of
predicting unwanted artifacts due to sensitivity, such as near-
electrode artifacts (DCR) or the concentration along the ray
path (seismic). This analysis can partly explain the reason
why we can observe a better recovery of the subsurface
physical properties when we re-parameterize the subsurface
model using the weights of a DNN. By showing that the
implicit bias brought by the DNNs can benefit geophysical
inversions, we also give insights into other machine learning
methods in geophysical problems.
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