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On inertial Levenberg-Marquardt type methods for solving
nonlinear ill-posed operator equations
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Abstract

In these notes we propose and analyze an inertial type method for obtaining stable
approximate solutions to nonlinear ill-posed operator equations. The method is based on
the Levenberg-Marquardt (LM) iteration. The main obtained results are: monotonicity
and convergence for exact data, stability and semi-convergence for noisy data. Regarding
numerical experiments we consider: i) a parameter identification problem in elliptic PDEs,
ii) a parameter identification problem in machine learning; the computational efficiency of
the proposed method is compared with canonical implementations of the LM method.
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1 Introduction

In a standard inverse problem scenario [4, 10, 17], consider Hilbert spaces X and Y and
contemplate the challenge of deducing an unknown quantity z € X from provided data y € Y.
In other words, the task is to identify an unknown quantity of interest z (which cannot be
directly accessed) relying on information derived from a set of measured data y.

An essential aspect to note is that, in real-world applications, the precise data y € Y is not
accessible. Instead, only approximate measured data y°® € Y is at our disposal, meeting the
criteria of

Iy’ =yl < 4. (1)

Here, 0 > 0 represents the level of noise and we assume that § (or an estimate thereof) is
known. The available noisy data y° € Y are obtained by indirect measurements of z € X, this
process being represented by the model

F(x) = ¢, (2)

where F': X — Y, is a nonlinear, Fréchet differentiable, ill-posed operator.
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1.1 State of the art

The Levenberg-Marquardt (LM) method We recall a family of implicit iterative type
methods for obtaining stable approximate solutions to nonlinear ill-posed type operator equa-
tions as in (2). The Levenberg-Marquardt (LM) type methods are defined by

af = argming, {||F(z)) + F'(z))(x — 20) — ¥°|I* + Mellz — 221}, k=0,1,..., (3a)
what corresponds to defining xi 41 as the solution of the optimality condition
(Aj A+ M) (w —2d) = A} (v° — F(2))), k=0,1,... (3b)

where Ay := F'(29) : X — Y is the Fréchet derivative of F' evaluated at 2§ and A} : Y — X is
the adjoint operator to Aj. Additionally, (\x) is a positive sequence of Lagrange multipliers.
The iteration starts at a given initial guess zg € X.

In the case of linear ill-posed operator equations (i.e. F'(x) = Az; notice that (2) becomes
Az = y?) the LM method reduces to the iterated Tikhonov method [13, 6] (or proximal point
method [19, 27]), which correspond to defining 2, | := argmin,, {||Az — y°||* + Al — 2}
The parameters A, are appropriately chosen Lagrange multipliers [6].

The literature on LM type methods for inverse problems is extensive, exploring various
aspects, including regularization properties [9, 12, 16, 15], convergence rates [13, 28], a poste-
riori strategies for choosing the Lagrange multipliers [6], a cyclic version of the LM method
[8], among others.

Inertial iterative methods Inertial iterative methods have been introduced by Polyak
in [23] for the minimization of a smooth convex function f. The algorithm is written as a two
step method

wi = Tp + ap(Tp — Tp—1)
Tpr1 = wg — M\ V f(zg)

where oy, is an extrapolation between 0 and 1 and Ay is a stepsize. The method is called the
heavy-ball method as the extrapolation can be motivated by a discretization of the dynamical
system Z(t) + vi(t) = —V f(x(t)) which models the dynamics of a mass with friction driven
by a potential f. The method has also been extended to monotone operators, e.g. by Alvarez
and Attouch in [1] for the proximal point method and by Moudafi and Oliny in [20] for the
forward-backward method.

The heavy ball method achieves the optimal lower complexity bounds for first order meth-
ods for smooth strongly convex functions [22]. For merely smooth function, a simple modifica-
tion proposed by Nesterov in [21] achieves the lower complexity bounds also in this case. The
method reads as

w = xf + ap(Tr — Tp—1)

Tpy1 = wi — AV f(wg)

and the only difference to the heavy ball method is that the gradient is also evaluated at the
extrapolated point. The performance relies on a clever choice of the extrapolation sequence
aj such that it approaches 1 not too fast and not too slow. The method has been extended
to the forward backward case for convex optimization by Beck and Teboulle [5] and further to
monotone inclusions by Lorenz and Pock [18]. Su, Boyd and Candés [29] related Nesterov’s
method to the dynamical system #(t)+ ¢&(t) = —V f(x(t)) which is is similar to the heavy ball
method but the damping «/t vanishes asymptotically. The viewpoint of continuous dynamics



was further elaborated by Alvarez, Attouch, Bolte and Redont [2] where the authors proposed
to analyze

#(t) + (ol + BV2F(2(1))i(t) = —V f(w(t))

which they called dynamic inertial Newton system (DIN). After time disretization, this leads
to an inertial Levenberg-Marquardt method similar to the one we consider in this paper, but [2]
only analyzed the continuous time system. Attouch, Peypoquet and Redont [3] combined the
DIN method with vanishing damping

#(t) + (ST + BV f(2(1)))i(t) = —V f(2(1)).

1.2 Contribution

In these notes, we introduce and analyze an implicit inertial iteration, here called inertial
Levenberg-Marquardt method (inLM), which can be construed as an extension of the LM
method. Our approach is connected to the inertial method put forth in 2001 by Alvarez
and Attouch [1]. In the case of linear ill-posed operator equations an approch analog to the
one addressed in this manuscript (namely the inertial iterated Tikhonov method) is treated in
[24].

We suggest this implicit inertial method as a practical alternative for computing robust
approximate solutions to the ill-posed operator equation (2) and explore its numerical effec-
tiveness.

The method under consideration consists in choosing appropriate non-negative sequences
(ak), () and defining (at each iterative step) the extrapolation wl := 2 + ay(z§ — 25 _,);
the next iterate xyy; is than defined by

2y = argmin, {[F(w)) + F'(wd)(@ - wf) — |2+ Mz —wfl?}, k=0,1,... (&)

where z_1 = g € X are given. For obvious reasons we refer to this implicit two-point method
as inertial Levenberg-Marquardt method (inLM).

1.3 Outline

The outline of the manuscript is as follows: In Section 2 we introduce and analyze the inLM
method. We prove a monotonicity result as well as convergence for exact data in Section 2.2,
and discuss stability and semi-convergence results in Section 2.3. In Section 3 the inLM method
is tested for two ill-posed problems: i) a parameter identification problem in elliptic PDEs, ii)
a parameter identification problem in machine learning. Section 4 is devoted to final remarks
and conclusions.

2 The inertial Levenberg-Marquardt method

In this section we introduce and analyze the inLM method considered in these notes. In
Section 2.1 the inLM method is presented and preliminary results are derived. A convergence
result (in the exact data case) is proven in Section 2.2. Stability and semi-convergence results
(in the noisy data case) are proven in Section 2.3.

This is the set of main assumptions that we impose on the operator F' and the data y:

(A1) The operator F' : X — Y is continuously Fréchet differentiable. Moreover, there exist
constants C' > 0 and p > 0 such that ||F'(z)|| < C, for all z € B,(xo).



(A2) The operator F' satisfies the weak Tangential Cone Condition (wTCC) at B,(zg) for
some 7 € [0,1), i.e.

[1F(2') = F(z) = Fl(z)(«' — )| < nl|F@') = F@)|, Y 2" e By()
(A3) There exists x* € B,/5(z0) such that F'(z*) =y, where y € Rg(F) is the exact data.
(A4) There exists ¢ € (1,1) such that Ay, > qC? (1 —¢)~ !, for k=0,1,...

2.1 Description of method

To emphasize the fundamental principles that underlie the definition of our method, we com-
mence the discussion by examining the scenario with exact data y° =y, i.e. § = 0. Denoting
the current iterate by xj € X, for k£ > 0, the step of the proposed inLM method consists in
two parts: (i) compute wy € X, according to

wg = T+ ag (T — Th-1) (5a)
(ii) define the subsequent iterate zj; € X as the solution of
(AfAr + M) (2 —wi) = Af (y — Fwy)), (5b)

for k = 0,1,..., were Ay := F'(wg) : X — Y is the Fréchet derivative of F' at wy and
A7 1Y — X is the adjoint operator to Aj. Here xo € X plays the role of an initial guess and
x_1 := x9. Moreover, (o) € [0,a) for some a € (0,1), and (\z) € R are given sequences.
Notice that, if o = 0 then wy = zy in (5a); thus, (5b) reduces to the standard LM iteration
for exact data, i.e. )11 is defined as the solution of (A} Ay + A1) (z —ax) = A} (y— F(ay)),
for k=0,1,....

The careful reader observes that (5b) is essentially the LM iterative step (3) starting from
the extrapolation point wy, instead of xj. Notice that (5b) is equivalent to computing

st = (AfAr+AI) AL (y — F(wy)  and setting o =wi+si (6)

(s is the iterative step of the inLM method). It is straightforward to see that the first equation
in (6) is equivalent to Gy s, = A} (y— F(wy)), where Gy, := (A A+ 1) : X — X is a positive
definite operator with spectrum contained in the interval [\, Ay, + [|A]|?]. Consequently, since
Ar > 0, the iterate zxy1 is uniquely defined by (5b).

We present the inLM method in algorithmic form in Algorithm 1.

Remark 2.1 (Comments on Algorithm 1). This algorithm generates infinite sequences (ry)keN
and (wg)ken if and only if F(wy) # vy, for all k € N. Indeed, if F(wy,) =y for some kg € N in
Algorithm 1, the iteration stops at Step [2.4] after computing xo, ..., Tr+1 and wo,. .., Wy, .

The operators Ay, := F'(wy) € L(X,Y) and A}, € L(Y,X) do not have to be explicitely
known (see the inverse problem in Section 3.2). The linear system in Step [2.1] can be solved,
e.g., using the Conjugate Gradient (CG) mehthod; in this case it is enough to know only the
action of Ay, and Aj.

In the remaining of this subsection we establish preliminary properties of the sequences
(zk), (wy) generated by Algorithm 1. The first result, stated in Lemma 2.2, follows directly
from the definition of wy in (5a) (see also Step [2.4] of Algorithm 1), while in Lemma 2.3 some
useful inequalities are derived.

Lemma 2.2. Let (A1) hold and (xy), (wg) be sequences generated by Algorithm 1. Thus
lwp —2)? = (1 + ap)llan — zl* = apllan— — 2| + ax(1 + ap)ag —apa|* k=1 (7)

forx e X.



[0] choose an initial guess xg € X; wg = xg; k := 0;
[1] choose v € [0,1) and (Ag)k>0 € RT;
[2] for £k=0,1,... do
if (|F(wg) —y| >0) then
[2.1] A := F'(wy); compute s € X as the solution of
(AZAk + )\kI) s, = Af (y - F(wk));
[2.2] Tpt1 := Wi + Sg;
[2.3] choose aki1 € [0,a); wii1 = g1 + Qg1 (Tpr1 — Tk);
else
[2.4] sk :=0; zpy1 := wyg; break;
end if;

end for;

Algorithm 1: Inertial Levenberg-Marquardt method in the exact data case.

Proof. See [24, Lemma 2.2] for a complete proof. O

Lemma 2.3. Let (A1) hold and (zy), (wy) be sequences generated by Algorithm 1. Define
Ay = F'(wg) and Dy := F(wy) + Ag(zre1 — wi) —y. The following assertions hold true:

a) Dy, = Ne(ApAf + NeI) ™ (F(wi) — );
b) wi — w1 = N AL [F(wg) + Ag(zhg1 — wi) — y);
c¢) Additionally, if (A4) holds, we have q||F(wg) —y|| < ||Dkll < ||F(wk) —yl|;
d) Additionally, if (A2) holds and wy, xy+1 € By(xo), we have
(L =)F(zpr1) —yll < A4l F(wk) =yl
Proof. Assertions (a) and (b): From Steps [2.1] and [2.2] of Algorithm 1 follow
Ap [F(wg) + Ap(z1 — wi) — y) + Me(Tpp1 —wr) = 0 (8)

(see also (4)). Consequently, Ay A} Dy + ApAg(xr41 — wy) = 0, from where we obtain

ApAg Dy + MpAp (@41 — wi) + Ak (F(wg) —y) — Ap(F(wg) —y) = 0.

Thus, (A A} + A1) Dy, = M\ (F(wy) — y) and Assertion (a) follows.
Assertion (b) is an immediate consequence of (8).
Assertion (c): If (Al) and (A4) hold, we conclude from Assertion (a) together with the fact
U(AkA;; + Ael) C [ Mg, Ae + 02] that
Ak N _
o ez ) =yl < IDell = 1A (Ard + M) HE(we) =)l < 1 (we) =yl
From this inequality Assertion (c) follows.
Assertion (d): From the definition of Dy, follows

1E@rn) =yl < [[1F(@r) = Fwr) = Ap(@rn — w) | + 1Dl -
Thus, it follows from (A2) and Assertion (c)

(
[E (@) =yl < 0l F(@r) = Flwg) || + [ F(wr) = yll
< nlF(@ei) =yl + A+ n)[F(wr) = yl),



proving Assertion (d). O

Assumption 2.4. Given o € [0,1) and a convergent series Y, 0y of nonnegative terms, let

0 min{6d — |z —
mln{ u 2 { b P H u Ol}aa} , if ||$k_xk—1|| >0
Qg = lzr — zp—1]l |l — zp—1]|

0 , otherwise

CE>1.

For simplicity of the presentation we assume, for the rest of this section, that 6 = 1/k.

Remark 2.5. Should the sequence (ay) of inertial parameters be chosen in accordance with
Assumption 2.4, two immediate consequences ensue, namely:

a) If xp—1, xx € By(xo), then wy € B,(xo) as well. Indeed, from (5a) follows

p — llzx — o]

lwe = 2ol < [k — 2ol + crllze — zp-1ll < [lzk — zol| +
@) — T

(if xp—1 = x), holds, then (5a) implies wy, = x1, € By(x0)).

b) > s akllze — z_1||? is summable since by o, < O4/||v — xp_1]|? it holds that ayllxy —
i 1|? < 0 and Ekzo Oy is summable by assumption.

In the next proposition we compare the squared distances ||wy — 2*||? and ||z 1 — 2|2,

where z* is any solution of F'(x) = y inside the ball B,(xo).

Proposition 2.6. Let (A1) — (A4) hold and (x1), (wg) be sequences generated by Algorithm 1
(with (A\) and (ay) chosen as in Steps [1] and [2.3] respectively). If wy, € B,(xo) then

lwr, = 2™ = zper — 2?2 Jlwg — zpal® +2(g — )AL DRI F (wr) =yl k>0
for any x* € B,(xg) solution of F(z) =y,
Proof. From Lemma 2.3 (b) follows
lwp — 2> = llagn — 2 = fwk = 2 l” + 20wp — 210, 24400 — )
lwk =z |1” + 27, (AL (k) + Ag(zeg1 — wi) — Y], Tpgr — )
= Jlwk — x|+ 220 Dy, Ap(@p1 — 2))

= ||wk — l‘k+1”2 + 2)\];1<Dk;7 Ap ($k+1 —x =+ wk) + F(wk) + y)
= Jwk — ppa || + 27, {1 Drll® + (Dg, Ak (wie — ) — F(wi) +9))]

for z € X and k > 0. From this equation with z = z*, (A2) and Lemma 2.3 (c) follows

lwg = x)|* = [leppr — 2]|* = lwy, = @12+ 20 [ Dxl? + (D, F(2™) = F(wy,) — Ag (z* — wy))]
> [fwk = w112 + 205 1D 1Dl = mlly = Pl
> [Jwg = zp1 |+ 20 Dxll (g =) ly = F(wg)]l

completing the proof. O

In the following proposition, we examine the boundedness of the sequences (z) and (wy)
generated by Algorithm 1.

Proposition 2.7. Let (A1) — (A4) hold and (z1), (wy) be sequences generated by Algorithm 1
(with (\) and (cy) chosen as in Steps [1] and [2.3] respectively). If (ay) satisfies Assump-
tion 2.4 then (x) and (wy) are contained in B,(xo).



Proof. We present here a proof by induction, with inductive step stated as follows:

Assume that (wg)i_h, (5)%_y € By(20), and conclude that wy, 141 € B,(wp).
For [ =1, it holds wyg = x¢ € B,(xo) and z1 := wo+sg, where (ASAO—i—/\OI)sO = Af[y—F(wo)].
Thus, from Proposition 2.6, (A3), (A4) follows ||wo—x*|| > [|x1 —*]|, hence x; € B,(xg). Now,
the fact xg,x1 € B,(x0) together with Assumption 2.4 imply wi € B,(xo) (see Remark 2.5)).

For [ > 1, the inductive assumption ensures x;_1, x; € B,(x0). Consequently, Assumption 2.4
implies w; € By(zg). Thus, arguing with Proposition 2.6, (A3), (A4) and the inductive as-
sumption we obtain ||w; — 2*|| > |Jxj41 — «*|. Therefore, z;41 € B,(z¢), concluding the
proof. O

In the upcoming proposition we discuss the summability of three series related to inLM, a
crucial element for proving a convergence theorem (see Theorem 2.9).

Proposition 2.8. Assume that oy fulfills Assumption 2.4, that (A1)-(A4) are fulfilled and
that (xy) and (wg) are generated by Algorithm 1. Then it holds that the limit ||z — x*|| exist
for all solutions x* and that

o oo oo
Dol = wil? < ooy Y ONTF(wr) —yl? <oo and Y N F(xx) - yl* < oo
k=0 k=0 k=0

Proof. From (7) with z = 2* and Proposition 2.6 we conclude that!

(1+ ap)loy — 2*|* — ollwp—1 — 2*|° + (L + o) g — 21| = lapsr — ¥ =
= |lwy — 2*|1? = |lzepr — 2*|* = (we — zpaa]|® + 27, (@ — 0) |1 Dill | F(wr) — yll, k>0.

Thus, defining ¢y = ||z — 2*||?> and ng = ai||zr — 7x_1]|%, we obtain

ap(pr — er—1) = (Pr41 — or) + (L + o) >
> l@prr — wil]* + 20, (¢ — 0) | Dell [|1F(wi) —yll, k>0. (9)

Since ap < 1 we get from there that

2(g—
Pr1 — ok — or(or — Pro1) < (1+ )i — [lwg — za > — 242 | Dy||F (wi) — v
2n.

IN

We abbreviate ( := ¢ — pr—1 and write [(x]+ for the positive part and get

Crer1 < agfCrly + 2m

and hence with o, < a <1

k—1
[Cra)s < olCels +2mk < -+ <[] +2) oIy
j=0
We sum this inequality from k£ =0, ..., 00 and get

oo k—1

D el < 25lGle +2) 0> oy (10)

k=0 k=0 j=0

'Notice that in Algorithm 1 we define x;, for k > 0 and ay for k > 1. For this proof we additionally define
z—1:= zo and ap := 0; thus, (7) holds trivially for £ = 0.



The latter sum can be calculated by swapping the order and substitution:

oo k-1 ) o0

§ § J L E E J )
A TNg—5 = QT —j

k=0 j=0 7=0 k=j+1

o0 o0

oo
2> m=E ) m
7=0 =1

=1

Thus (10) turns into

D lenls < 5 ([C1]+ + 22771> :

k=0 =1

The series on the right hand side is convergent by assumption and hence Y 32 [Ci]+ < oo.
Now we define v, = @5 — Zle[gj]+ which is bounded from below since ¢ > 0 and the
series is convergent. Moreover we have (recalling the definition of ()

K
Vha = Pra1 — [Grals — DG+
j=1
K
< Orr1 — Php1 + ok — > _Gl =%
=1

We see that v is non-increasing and bounded from below, hence convergent. This implies that
the limits

o0
li — i -
Jim = lim 7, + ;[C]]Jr

all exist and since ), = ||z — 2*||?> we get that limy_,o || — 2*|| exists.
Now we start at (9) again and write it as

22 (= MIDkIIF (w) = yll + ks — will® < 20 + o — @rer + awlCrl+ -

Using Lemma 2.3 ¢) we get

2X; Ya(q — )| F(wi) — ylI* + |2k — well® < 20k + o — @rgr + oGl -

Summing from k£ =0, ..., 00 gives

o0

(27 Yalg = IF (wi) = ylI* + llzker — will?) < o1+ > (awlCl s + 2mk)
k=0 k=0

and since the right hand side of this inequality is bounded, we get that Y, |21 — wi||? < 0o
and ) )\lleF(wk) —y|? < co. Lemma 2.3 d) implies that the last series is convergent as
well. 0

2.2 A strong convergence result

In what follows we prove a (strong) convergence result for the inLM method (Algorithm 1) in
the exact data case. To prove this result we use two additional assumptions:

(A5) There exists Mgz > 0 8.t. A < Mg, for k > 0;
(A6) (ag) is monotone non-increasing (see Step [2.3] of Algorithm 1).



Theorem 2.9 (Convergence). Let (A1) — (A6) hold and (z1), (wy) be sequences generated by
Algorithm 1 (with (M) and (ay) chosen as in Steps [1] and [2.3] respectively). Additionally,
assume that (o) complies with Assumption 2.4. Then, either the sequences (xy), (wg) stop
after a finite number ko € N of steps (in this case it holds xy,+1 = wi, and F(wy,) =y), or
there exists T € By(xo), solution of F(x) =y, s.t. limy x; = limg wy, = Z.

Proof. We consider two cases.

Case I: F(wyg,) =y for some ko € N.
In this case, the sequences (zy), (wg) read o, ..., xg,+1 and w, ..., wy,. Moreover, it holds
Tho+1 = Wi, and F(wy,) =y (see Remark 2.1).

Case II: F(wy) # y, for every k > 0.

Notice that, in this case, the real sequence (|| F(xx)—yl|) is strictly positive. Moreover, it follows
from (A5) and Proposition 2.8 (see second series) that limy | F'(wg) — y|| = 0. Therefore, there
exists a strictly monotone increasing sequence (l;) € N satisfying

[ F(wy,) —yll < [|[F(wg) —yll, for k=0,...,l;. (11)
Notice that, given k > 0 and z € B,(zo), it holds
lwre = 2% = Nzker = 21* = —llekrr — wgll® = 2(zp1 — wi, wy — 2)
< 2(wg — Try1, Wi — 2)

<)\_1AZ( (wi) + Ag(zp1 — wg) — y), w — 2)
= 20 (= F(zp41) + F(wg) + Ap(Tp1 — wi) + F(zg41) — Y, Ap(wg — 2))

Y-
207 Dl (@) = Fw)ll + 1F @) = yll] [ AcCwr = 2)]
a
S+

IN

IN

22 (14 m) [l F(@ri1) = Fluwg) £ yll + 1 F(@gin) = yll | 1F(wr) = F(z) £y
02 [IF (@ 11) =yl F(we) = yll + | F(@rsa) = yllIlF(=) = ]

L0 (L ) [ () =yl + 1P (i) = gllIF () il

| /\

(in the second inequality we used (A2); in the third inequality we used [10, Eq.(11.7)]). Taking
z = wy; in the last inequality and arguing with Lemma 2.3 (d) and (11) it follows

1+
k= w1, 2 s — w2 < 2014 22 ’;’7)

o N F ) — ol = e (12)

for k=0,...,l;. Next we estimate the second term on the left-hand-side of (12). Lemma 2.2
(with = w;;) implies

w1 — wi||? = (1 + ) [ @per — wi |? = g |on — w12+ apgr (1 + qpsr) |@pg1 — 2|,
for k=0,1,...; from where we conclude that

0 < [lzgrr —wi||? < Nwpsr = wil® + apgr (g — wy[I” = ok —wy?), k>0, (13)
Now, combining (12) with (13), and arguing with (A6), we obtain

agr1 (zr — wi |1* = llzepr — wy, II?) +

agllzr — wy|? — arpalloes — w1 + e, (14)

[wg — w |[* = Jwgsr —wy ||* <
<



for k=0,...,l;. Let 0 <m <. Adding up (14) for k =m,...,l; — 1 follows

-1
||wm - wlj||2 - ||wlj - wle2 < OémHJ?m — Wi, ||2 — Gy, ||$lj — Wi, H2 + kz K
=m

from where we derive that, for any € > 0 it holds

;-1
Jwn —wp,[|> < amllzm —wy, Fwml®+ S

k=m

L
< am((M+8)|m — wall + (1 + D) lwm — wi, |1?) + 32w
k=m

Lj lj
< (+e) 3 apllar —wrl® + (1+ Dewmllwm —wi 1P+ 3 -
k=m k=m

Consequently, whenever m < [; — 1, it holds

l; L
(1= =Hap)fwm —wy,|* < (1+e) 3 opllze —wpl® + 32 -

k=m k=m

Now we choose ¢ > 0 such that £ag < 1, define 8 := (1 — £tlqg) 71, it follows from (A6)
and (Ha)

o0 o0
[wm —wi, > < 28 Y apllar —wpl>+ 8 Y
k=m k=m

IN

o0 o
2,8043 Z ||$1C - xk_1||2 + ,3 Z e, m < lj (15)
k=m k=m
(notice that > 0 and o < a due to (A6)).

Notice that (A2) together with Proposition 2.8 guarantee the summability of both series
>tk and Yoy ||lzg — 1 ||*. Thus, defining sp, := 280 Yo 126 — 21| + 8 X jspn i, for
m € N, follows s, — 0 as m — oo.

Let n > m be given. Choosing l; > n, it follows from (15)

|wn — wi|| < fJwn —wi || + lwy; —wnll < Vs +Vsm < 2¢/5m,

from where we conclude that (wy) is a Cauchy sequence. Consequently, (wy) converges to some
Z € X. From Proposition 2.8 (see first series) it follows limy xp = limy wy, = Z.

It remais to prove that Z is a solution of F'(z) = y. It suffices to verify that || F(wg)—y| — 0
as k — oo. This fact, however, is a consequence of Proposition 2.8 (see second series) together
with Assumption (A5). O

2.3 Regularization properties

In this section we address the noisy data case, i.e. § > 0, and investigate regularization
properties of the inertial Levenberg-Marquardt method. For noisy data the inLM method
reads is stated in Algorithm 2.

Remark 2.10 (Comments regarding Algorithm 2).

The discrepancy principle is used as stopping criterion in Algorithm 2. i.e. the loop in Step [2]

terminates at step k* = k*(8,y°) s.t. k* := min{k € N; |[F(wl) — 3°|| < 76}, where 7 > 1.
Note that Algorithm 2 generate sequences (wi)],z:gl and (w2)X_ . The finiteness of the

stopping index k* in Step [2.5] is addressed in Proposition 2.13.
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[0] choose an initial guess zg € X; set w) := zo; k:=0; flag := FALSE’;
[1] choose 7> (n+1)(g—n)~1, a€0,1) and (Ar)k>o € RT;
[2] repeat
if (||F(w))—y°| > 70) then
[2.1] A2 := F'(w)); compute s{ € X as the solution of
(A7 AL+ 30 o] = (AD" (o - F(u);

[2.2] xiﬂ = w) + s¢;
23] k:=k+ 1,
2.4

[2.4] choose ai € [0, al; wi = xi + ai(xi — azg_l);
else

[2.5] 59 :=0; xi_H = w); k*:=k; flag:= "TRUE;
end if

until (ﬂag = ’TRUE’)

Algorithm 2: Inertial Levenberg-Marquardt method in the noisy data case.

For each 0 < k < k*, define D,‘z = F(w,‘i) + Ai(xiﬂ — w,‘i) — 0. It is straightforward to
verify that the results stated in Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.3 remain valid in the noisy data case
(the corresponding proofs are analogous and will be omitted).

Additionally, if the sequence of inertial paramenters (ai) in Algorithm 2 is chosen in ac-

cordance with

. 0, min {0, p— ||z} — zol|} g0
5 min o oo 1l =2 > 0
of = {Hxi Y A P S R G S 16)

0 , otherwise

(where (0y) is chosen as in Assumption 2.4), then Remark 2.5 (a) holds true fork =1,...,k*.
In the sequel we extend the “gain estimate” in Proposition 2.6 to the noisy data case.

Proposition 2.11. Let (A1) - (A4) hold and (z3), (wl) be sequences generated by Algorithm 2
(with (\;) and (o) chosen as in Steps [1] and [2.4] respectively). If wl € B,(xzg) for some
0 <k <Ek* then

g = a*|* = lla gy — 21 2w — 2R gal® + 20 DRI [(a = )y’ — F(w)ll — (1 + 1)6],
for any x* € B,(xg) solution of F(x) =y.

Proof. Since Lemma 2.3 remains valid in the noise data case (see Remark 2.10), we make a

11



similar argument as in the proof of Proposition 2.6 to establish that

lwpy — z*|* = |2hyy — 2| = [w) — 2y |? + 2(w) — 2y, 251 — 7)
s .5 - 5\* 5 5.8 5 51 .8 «
= |Jlwp — xk+1H2 + 22X, 1<(Ak) [F(wy) + Ap (241 — wp) —y°], 2y — @)
) 1/ N6 A8 (.5
= |lwg — $k+1H2 +2A, 1<Dk,Ak($k+1 - *)>
= |lwp — 2| + 22, (DR, Af(zhq — %) £ AQu) + F(w}) £1°)
_ I ) 2 2A—1 D5 2 D5 Aé . ) )
= JJwp —xp 4 1° + 275 [IIDe)” + ¢ pwy —a*) — F(wp) +y )
) - 5 5 5 5
Jwp — 21 I + 22 [IDRIP + (DY, F(z*) — F(wy) — A)(z* — w)) +¢° — y)]

> fwg = 21?20 (1D = nll Dilllly — F(wp)|l = 1DR10]
> lwg = 2 [P+ 22 DRI (IR = nlly® — F ()l — (7 +1)4]
> fwp = 211+ 22 DR [(a = iy = F(w)]| = (n+ 1)é],
completing the proof. O

Corollary 2.12. Due to the choice 7 > (n+1)(qg—n)~1 in Step [1] of Algorithm 2, it follows
from Proposition 2.11

P = llafy = 2P > ) = 2P+ 20 DRI (g = m)7d = (0 +1)d] > 0,

lwg —

for k = 0,...k*. Consequently, under the assumptions of Proposition 2.11, if (ozg) satisfies
(16) then xi, wz € By(xo) for k =0,...k* (the proof of this assertion follows the lines of the
proof of Proposition 2.7 and is omitted).

In the sequel we address the finiteness of the stopping index k* as defined in Step [2.5] of
Algorithm 2.

Proposition 2.13. Let (A1) — (A4) hold and (%), (w) be sequences generated by Algorithm 2
(with (\g) and (o) chosen as in Steps [1] and [2.4] respectively). Assume that (o) satisfies
(16). If > )\;1 = oo the stopping index k* defined in Step [2.5] is finite. Additionaly, if
A < Amax then

B < Amax (2070%[(a = )7 — (0 + 1)])71 [0 +25,64].

Proof. Recall that Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.3 remain valid in the noisy data case (see Re-
mark 2.10). We claim that, if £* is not finite the sequence of partial sums (o) defined by
= Y oon(llzg_; — a*|> — [|2f — 2*[|*) is bounded (here z°, := zj). Indeed, from
Lemma 2.2 (with x = 2*) and Proposition 2.11 follow
(L +a)llzg — 2*|* = agllagoy — «*I* + R (L + a)llaf — 2y |I* — s —2"|* =
= Jlw} — 2" ~ Jajyr — "> 2 0, k>0.

Thus, of ([l — 22 — llef_, —2*|?) + [l — 2*2 + 202 — o 12 — llad,, — 2| > 0.

Consequently, o ([|z)_; —a*||* ||z — 2*|]*) < [laf — 2*|* — |2}, — 2*[|* + 202}, — 2 _, |,
for k > 0. Adding the last inequality for k£ = 0,...n, and using (16) we obtain

n [e.°]
on < g — 2P = llagyy —*|* + 2kzoaiumi —a) | < P QkZO O (17)

The boundedness of sequence (o) follows from the summability of (), proving our claim.
For each 0 < k < k* we derive from Proposition 2.11 and Lemma 2.3 (c)

22 qrd?((q —m7 = (n+ )] < 2 DRI (@ = )y’ — Fwp)ll — (9 +1)d]
O S
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This inequality, Lemma 2.2 (with = z*), (16) and Corollary 2.12 allow us to conclude that

20 lqr (g —mm — (n+ 1] < lag — 2| = [Jadyy — 2*)° + adflag — 27|
5.0 5 N
— apllag_y — 2|+ ag (1 + ap) [l —2p 4 |?
< g = 2P = oy — )P+ ad (llaf — 2% = llagoy — 2*]?) + 264

for 0 < k < k*. Summing up the last inequality for kK = 0,...,n with n < k* gives us

n n
2q78*[(q—n)T— (n+ )] A < flwo— 2P +on+2 3 0. (18)
k=0 k=0
If k* is not finite, it follows from the boundedness of (o,,) and the summability of (6x) that
the right hand side of (18) is bounded. However, this contradicts the assumption >, A1 =
oo. Thus, k* has to be finite. To prove last assertion, note that the additional assumption
M < Amax together with (18) and (17) imply 2¢76% (¢ —n)7 — (n+1)| Aphe k* < 202 +4 3, Ok,

concluding the proof. O

In the sequel we present the main results of this section, namely a stability result (see
Theorem 2.14) and a semi-convergence result (see Theorem 2.15).

Theorem 2.14 (Stability). Let (A1) hold, (67) be a sequence of positive numbers converging
to zero and (y*') be a sequence of noisy data satisfying ||y® — y|| < 67, where y € Rg(F). For
each j € N, let (m?j)i;rl and (wfj);zo be the corresponding sequences generated by Algorithm 2,
with (A\g) and (2') chosen as in Steps [1] and [2.4] respectively (here k} represent the stopping
indices defined in Step [2.5]). Additionaly, assume that (a3 ) complies with (16).

Let (zx) and (wg) be the sequences generated by Algorithm 1 with (o) satisfying Assump-
tion 2.4. For each k > 0 it holds

lim :cij =z, and lim w,‘ij = wg (19)
j—o0 j—ro0
(in view of Remark 2.1, if (xx) and (wg) are finite then the first limit in (19) holds for k =
0,...,ko+ 1, while the second limit holds for k =0, ..., ky).2

Proof. We give an inductive proof. In what follows we adopt the simplifying notation A{C =
F’(w,‘ij). Notice that w)’ = wg = 2o = ' for all j € N. Thus, (19) holds for k = 0. Next,
assume the existence of (x7);<r and (w;);<i generated by Algorithm 1 (and corresponding
(oq)i<k, satisfying Assumption 2.4) such that lim; a:?] = ; and lim; w?] =uw, forl =0,...,k.

If F(wg) =y then ko := k, xp,4+1 = wg, and (19) holds only for a finite number of indexes
(i.e. (zx) and (wy) are finite). If F'(wg) # y, it follows from Algorithms 1 and 2 that

sk = (A Ap + M) AL (y — Fwg)) and s§ = [(AL)* AL + M) "1 (A (v — F(wl)).

Thus (A1), the assumption lim; y‘sj =y, the inductive assumption lim; w,‘ij = wg, and the fact

min {|| A} Ax + AcI||, min; ||(Af€)*Af~C + MeI||} = A > 0 allow us to conclude that lim sij = 5p.
Consequently, _ _ _

fim, T = Jim, (W +s7) = wp+sp = Thoa (20)
At this point, two distinct cases must be considered: _
Case I: 7341 # 1. Choose aj4q according to Assumption 2.4. From lim; a:ij = x, (20)

2In this case Tho+1 = Wi, and F(wi,) = y.

13



and (16) it follows that lim; agﬁrl = aj41. Defining w41 as in Step [2.3] of Algorithm 1, we
conclude that
lim w),, = lim (23} + o) (@ —20)) = @kt + Qg1 (Ths1 — Tk) = Wy -
j—o0 j—00

Case II: x;1; = x,. Assumption 2.4 implies a1 = 0. Define wy41 as in Step [2.1] of

Algorithm 1 (in this case w41 = @g41). From lim; a:ij = T, sup, aiil < a, (20), and
Step [2.4] of Algorithm 2, it follows that
. o . o5 & 8 &
]lﬂf)lo Wgy1 = Jlggo (i1 + Qo (T — 2%)] = Tep1 = wip
Thus, in either case it holds lim; wi{H = w41, concluding the inductive proof. O

Theorem 2.15 (Semi-convergence). Let (A1) - (A6) hold, (67) be a sequence of positive num-

bers converging to zero, and (y*) be a sequence of noisy data satisfying ||y® — y|| < 67, where
N k*

y € Rg(F). For each j € N, let (x?J)ligl and (w"),’, be sequences generated by Algorithm 2,

with (\) and (of') chosen as in Steps [1] and [2.4] respectively, and (of'),’, complying with

(16) (here, k} = k*(87,y7) is the stopping index defined in Step [2.5]).

Y

The sequence (x9+); converges strongly to some T € B,(xo), such that F(z) = y.

i
Proof. Let (xy), (wg) be sequences generated by Algorithm 1 with exact data y and (ay)
satisfying Assumption 2.4. Since (Al) - (A6) hold, it follows from Theorem 2.9 the existence
of Z € B,(xg), solution of F(z) = y, s.t. limyx, = limpw, = . We aim to prove that
lim;; :172} = Z. It suffices to prove that every subsequence of (:Ez]; ); has itself a subsequence
converging strongly to . , ,

Denote an arbitrary subsequence of (xi; ); again by (:L’ij );j, and represent by (k:;‘) j € N the
corresponding subsequence of indices. Two cases are considered:

Case 1. (k}); has a finite accumulation point.

In this case, we can extract a subsequence (k] ) of (k) such that £} = n, for some n € N and
all indices j,,,. Applying Theorem 2.14 to (6’m) and (y°"™"), we conclude that wl." = wd™ —
X X Jm
wy and 29" | = @87 = Tny1, as jm — 00. We claim that F(wy,) = y. Indeed, ||F(w,)—y| =

m . . . .
limj,, [|F(wd™) — y|| <limy, (|Fwd™) =™ |+ [ly®™ —y||) < limy,, (7 +1) 6™ = 0. Le. in
this case, the second assertion of Theorem 2.9 holds with kg = n. Thus, z,+1 = w, = Z.
Case 2. (k}); has no finite accumulation point.
In this case we can extract a monotone strictly increasing subsequence, again denoted by (k;‘) j
Take € > 0. From Theorem 2.9 follows the existence of K7 = Kj(¢) € N such that

|zp — 2| < 3e, k> K. (21)
Since ), 0y is finite (see Assumption 2.4), there exists Ko = Ks(e) € N such that

> O < ge. (22)
k>Ko
Define K = K (g) := max{K7y, K2}. Due to the monotonicity of (k7);, there exists Ji € N such
that k:;‘ > K for j > Ji.
Theorem 2.14 applied to the subsequences (67); and (y*") j» corresponding to (k7);, implies
the existence of Jy € N s.t. _
l2% —akll < 3, 5> . (23)
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Set J = maX{Jl, Jo}. From Proposition 2.11 (with x* = z) and Step [2.4] of Algorithm 2

follow || 7| < Jwd —z| < |2 —Z|| + |2 — 2t forj>Jand k=0,...,k¥—1
ConseciLekIﬁy, I <) —z| < llaf =zl +af |2 | ke 1.|| 'J J
25y — 2l — [l =2 < of 2 — 2341, (24)

forj > Jand k=0,...,k7 — 1. Adding (24) for k=K,...,kj —1 we obtain

‘ A ki—1

l2s =2 < 2% -2 + X o o —af Il 5> J.

I k=K

Thus, arguing with (16), together with (21), (22) and (23), we obtain
g — 2l <l —$H+§:9k_!M%—$M%HMK—QH+g%ﬂkS 3¢ + 36 + 36,

for j > J. Repeating the above argument for e=1,1 3 3, ... we generate a sequence of indices
j1 < j2 < jg3 < ... such that Hx‘s]m z| <L -, for m € N. This concludes Case 2, and completes
the proof of the theorem. O

3 Numerical experiments

In this section two distinct ill-posed problems are used to investigate the numerical efficiency
of the inLM method.

3.1 Parameter identification in an elliptic PDE

We aim to identify the coefficient ¢ > 0 in the elliptic PDE on the unit square Q = (0, 1)? with
Dirichlet boundary condition

—Au+cu=g, in§ u=1u on 0f) (25)

from the knowledge of u on the full domain S C €. Here the right-hand side g € L?(Q) and
boundary conditions @ € H?/ 2(Q) are known. This is a typical benchmark inverse problem,
see [14, Example 4.2]. If u has no zeroes in 2, then ¢ can be recovered explicitly by

c=(g+ Au)/u. (26)

However, for u given with noise, this operation is expected to be unstable as the application
of the Laplacian is ill-conditioned. We rearrange and discretize (25) with a uniform grid of
size n X n and use the standard five-point stencil A,, with fineness 1/n in both dimensions
as a discretization of the Laplacian A. We associate functions on €2 with column vectors by
assembling its values on the grid and traversing row-wise. We state the discretized inverse
problem as asking for a reconstruction of ¢ € R"™ from a given noisy solution ud € R™ and a
vector z € ]R”2, which contains the discretized right-hand side g as well as boundary conditions
@ from (25), such that

F(P) = (= A, + diag(?)) ' (2) = o, (27)

where diag(c®) denotes the diagonal matrix with entries from ¢’. The mapping F from (27) is
known to fulfill assumption (A2) locally. For g and u we set

oey) = 200 ¢~ 10(-4) 1005 )
u(z,y) =0, (,y) € 90

)
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and ¢ = cg * ¢ with

0, otherwise,

(z,y) 1 *’“'2238’2 € (0,1)
x = -e x
()0 7y 20\/77_ ) 7?/ b

T {10, if min ( /(2 —0.25)2 + (y — 0.5)%, \/(x — 0.75)2 + (y — 0.5)2 ) < &,
colx,y) =

and compute u’ by a forward evaluation of the operator F from (27). We choose n = 100,
which means that all vectors have size 10*. We approximate the linear solve in step [2.1] of
Algorithm 2 by two steps of the conjugate gradient method with initial value zero for the
s-variable.

We first examine the noiseless case. We depict our chosen ¢/ and the corresponding solu-
tion u' of the forward problem in Figure 1. The vector u! is everywhere nonzero and hence we
could recover ¢ exactly by division as in (26). The rightmost subfigure in Figure 1 shows that
this is perfectly possible in our case. Nevertheless, we test how well the iterates w”* of Algo-
rithm 1 are able to approximate the coefficient ¢f. We choose wg = 0 and consider o = k/10
for K = 0,2,...,10, where @ = 0 corresponds to the non-accelerated Levenberg-Marquardt
method and @ = 1 is not covered by our theory. To investigate convergence, we keep track
of the residuals ||F(wy) — uf| and the distances ||cx — cf||. The corresponding results can be
seen in Figure 2. We observe that all methods converge, where convergence is faster for larger
acceleration parameters a except for « = 1. In Figure 3 we see that after 10 iterations, larger
values of a proceed much faster in reconstruction and o = 1 gives the best guess. Figure 4
shows that after 500 iterations the reconstructions look decent for o < 1, but the peak shape
is not fit for a = 1.

Next, we add 1% of relative noise to the forward solution !, which yields a noisy vector u
with no visible difference from u' (left subfigures in Figure 1 and Figure 5). Here, the naive
calculation of ¢® by (26) fails drastically, as one sees from the right subfigure in Figure 5. We
compute reconstructions using Algorithm 2, where we again initialize by wg = 0 and choose
a = k/10 for k = 0,2,...,10. Figure 6 shows the typical semi-convergence phenomenon. As
one can see, the closest distance to the true coefficient is achieved earlier for larger values of «,
which even includes o = 1. We illustrate stopping by Morozov’s discrepancy principle with the
horizontal line in the right subfigure of Figure 6 and with bullet points on the graphs, where
we set 7 = 1. From both Figure 6 (left subfigure) and from Figure 7 one can see that stopping
happens too early even though we set 7 = 1. Indeed, we see that for a@ < 1 the residuals decay
even slightly below the absolute noise level, where the approached residual value does not
depend of the concrete value of @ < 1. After 100 iterations, the reconstruction looks decent for
a < 0.8, but breaks down for o = 1, see Figure 8. In Figure 9 we see that the reconstruction
at the respective iterations where wy, is closest to ¢! in Euclidean norm do not look different
for varying « (cf. Figure 6).

)
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c from simple division

exactu exact ¢

A A I

FNWROo o

Figure 1: Left to right: exact PDE solution u! (exact solution to the forward problem), cf
(exact solution to the inverse problem), reconstruction of ¢! by (26)

Log distance to exact ¢ Log residuals

102
— alpha =0.0 10t 4 — alpha=0.0
—— alpha =0.2 —— alpha =0.2
—— alpha=0.4 —— alpha=0.4
—— alpha =0.6 —— alpha =0.6
—— alpha =0.8 — alpha =0.8
—— alpha =1.0 —— alpha =1.0
100 4
107" 4
10t
1072 4
0 150 300 450 600 750 900 [ 150 300 450 600 750 900

iterations k iterations k

Figure 2: Results without noise: errors for ay = o € {0,0.2,...,1} from red to blue color. Left:
distances ||c, — cf||2, right: residuals ||F(cx) — ul||2

last c-iterate with alpha = 1.0

last c-iterate with alpha = 0.0 last c-iterate with alpha = 0.6

175
1.50
1.25
1.00
0.75
0.50
0.25

Figure 3: Results without noise, left to right: iterates wiy for @ = 0 (non-accelerated
Levenberg-Marquardt method), a = 0.6 and ao = 1
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last c-iterate with alpha = 1.0

A

last c-iterate with alpha = 0.6

last c-iterate with alpha = 0.0

|
y I
|

Figure 4: Results without noise, left to right: iterates wsgp for @ = 0 (non-accelerated
Levenberg-Marquardt method), a = 0.6 and aw = 1

noisy u c from simple division

FNWa 0oy

Figure 5: Left: noisy PDE solution u’, right: naive approximation of ¢! by (26)

Log distance to exact ¢ Log residuals

2x102] — alpha=0.0 —— alpha = 0.0
—— alpha = 0.2
—— alpha =04 10! 4
—— alpha = 0.6 .
—— alpha = 0.8 —— alpha =0.8
— alpha=1.0 — alpha =1.0
10? 6x10°
4x10°
6x10"
3x10°
4x10t
T T T T T T T 2x10° 1~ T T T T T T
0 15 30 45 60 75 90 [ 15 30 45 60 75 90
iterations k iterations k

Figure 6: Results with 1% of relative noise, errors for oy = a € {0,0.2, ..., 1} from red to blue
color. Left: distances |, — cf||2, right: residuals ||F(cx) — u'|]2. Dots indicate stopping by

Morozov’s discrepancy principle with 7 =1
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c-iterate after Morozov stopping with alpha = 0.0 c-iterate after Morozov stopping with alpha = 0.6 c-iterate after Morozov stopping with alpha = 1.0

Figure 7: Results with 1% of relative noise, left to right: iterates w,‘z stopped by Morozov’s

discrepancy principle with 7 = 1 for @ = 0 (non-accelerated Levenberg-Marquardt method),
a=0.6and a=1.0

last c-iterate with alpha = 0.0 last c-iterate with alpha = 0.2 last c-iterate with alpha = 0.4

Figure 8: Results with 1% of relative noise, left to right: iterates wigg for o = k/10 for
k=0,2,...,10
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closest c-iterate with alpha = 0.0 closest c-iterate with alpha = 0.2 closest c-iterate with alpha = 0.4

closest c-iterate with alpha = 0.6 closest c-iterate with alpha = 0.8 closest c-iterate with alpha = 1.0

° r N W

Figure 9: Results with 1% of relative noise, left to right: iterates wy«(q) for a = k/10 for
k=0,2,...,10, where k*(«) is the index where wy, is closest to ¢ in Euclidean norm

3.2 An inverse problem in neural network training

In this section, the problem of forecasting the concentration of CO in a gas sensor array is
considered. Since we already used this model problem for numerical experiments in [25, 26],
we are here brief in the description.

We utilize a dataset obtained from a gas delivery platform facility at the ChemoSignals
Laboratory in the BioCircuits Institute at the University of California, San Diego (the ac-
tual data utilized here can be accessed on the UC Irvine Machine Learning Repository at
https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/index.php, specifically under the dataset titled Gas sensor ar-
ray under dynamic gas miztures).

Formulation of the inverse problem. This dataset comprises readings from 16 different
chemical sensors exposed to varying concentrations of a mixture of Ethylene and CO in the
air. The measurements were obtained through continuous acquisition of signals from the 16-
sensor array over approximately 12 hours without interruption; each sensor data consists of
N = 4,188,262 scalar measurements (for a comprehensive description of the experiment, please
see [11, 25]).

We address the inverse problem proposed in [25, 26] namely, to predict the reading from
sensor #16, the last sensor, by leveraging the readings from the preceding sensors (see [25,
Figure 3] for scatter plots of sensor #i readings against sensor #16 readings, for ¢ < 15). As
in [26], we employ a neural network (NN) in this context, which takes the readings from the
first sensors as input and produces a scalar value as output, predicting the reading of the last
sensor. Following [26], the structure of the NN used in our experiments reads:

— Input: z € R, readings of the first 14 sensors;>

3Sensor #2 readings are excluded due to significant lack of accuracy; see [25].
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— Output: NN(z;W,b) =c(Wz+1b) € R.
Here W € R™ is a matrix of weights, b € R is a scalar bias, and ¢ : R — R is the activation
function defined by
ct+a(t—c) ,t>c
o(t) = t , —c<t<ec , (28)
—c+a(t+c¢) ,t<—c

where 0 < @ < 1 and ¢ > 0. This is a variation of the saturated linear activation function [7]
(the constants a and ¢ should be chosen s.t. the range of ¢ contains all possible readings of
sensor #16).

This is a shallow NN with only one layer (the output layer); the dimention of the cor-
responding parameter space is 15, the dimention of (W,b). For linear o, this NN approach
simplifies to the multiple linear regression approach considered in [25]. The inverse problem
under consideration is a NN training problem, i.e. one aims to find an approximate solution
to the nonlinear system

FEW,b) =y, i=0,...,N, —1,

where F;(W,b) :== NN (z;; W,b) = 0(Wz; +b). Here N; < N is the size of the training set and
z; € R contains the readings of sensors (#1, #3, #4,...,#15), for i = 0,..., N; — 1. To suit
our objectives, it is advantageous to express the preceding system in the form

F(W,0) =y°, (29)

Ni—1

N¢—1

where F(W,b) := [F;(W,b)]." " and y° = [y

Remark 3.1 (On the choice of the activation function). The real function o(t) in (28) is not
differentiable at t = —c and t = c¢. Consequently, the theoretical findings discussed in Section 2
cannot be applied to the inverse problem in (29) (indeed, the operator F does not satisfy (A1),
(A2)). However, one observes that:

Defining s(t) := 040(t), the right derivative of o att € R, a direct calculation shows that

lo(®) —o(t) = s =) < Allo®t) —o@)| for all t,t' €R (30)

with 77 = (1 — a)a™*. Therefore, for each 0 < i < Ny the operator F; : (W,b) — o(Wz; +b),

with o as in (28), satisfies (A2) in R x R with F/(W,b) replaced by F/(W,b) : R x
R > (Wh,bp) — s(Wz; + b)(Wrz; + by) € R; the corresponding constant in (A2) reads

ni = (1 —a)a ! max{||z]|,1}. An immediate consequence of these facts is that F : (W,b)
[Fy(W, b)]ﬁo_l in (29) satisfies (A2) in R x R, with F/ replaced by F', for n = max;{n;}.

It is well known that convergence proofs of nonlinear Landweber and LM methods can be
derived under assumption (A2) where F' does not necessarily have to be the derivative of F
(see [15]); it only needs to be a linear operator that is uniformly bounded in a neighborhood of
the initial guess xo. We conjecture that the results obtained in Section 2 can be extended to
the framework described above. This is part of our ongoing work.

For a given pair of parameters (W,b), the performance P of the corresponding neural
network NN (-; W,b) is defined by

1 NetNr=L{|NN (253 W, b) — |
P(NN(5W.0)) = 1— = 3 0 ’ o
T =N 21l

were N7 € N is the size of the test set. The sum in the above definition gives the average
misfit betwen the predicted value NN (z;; W,b) and yf , evaluated over the test set {z;, Ny <
i < Ny + Nr —1}. Notice that 0 < P(NN(-; W,b)) < 1 for all (W,b), while P(NN(-; W, b)) =1
is the best possible performance.
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Remark 3.2 (The training set and test set). The ’training set’ and ’test set’ are comprised
of samples with sizes of Ny and Nt respectively. In our numerical experiments we use Ny =
4,000,000 and Ny = 100,000 (notice that Nt + Ny < N ).

Numerical implementations. In what follows the inLLM method is implemented for solving
the NN training problem (29). In view of Remark 3.1 we choose @ = 2 and ¢ = 8 in (28).
Consequently, we generate an activation function & of the form (28), satisfying (30) for n = 0.5.

The sensor readings (2;,y?) € R xR on the training set are scaled by the factor max;<, ||z
An analogous procedure is performed on the test set. Consequently, after scaling, it holds
|zi|| <1, fori=0,..., Nt+ Nr. From Remark 3.1 it follows that, for & as above, all operators
F;(W,b) satisfy (A2) (with F] replaced by ﬁi’ ) for the same constant 7 = 0.5; the same holds
for the operator F in (29).

In our experiments the initial guess (Wy,bp) is a random vector with coordinate values
ranging in (—1,1). We approximate the linear solve in step [2.1] of Algorithm 2 by three
steps of the conjugate gradient method with zero initial value. Three different runs of the
inLM method are presented, each one for a different choice of (constant) inertial parameter
oy, namely {0.05,0,10,0.20}.

Evolution of relative residual (Training set)
T T T T T

Levenberg-Marquardt (LM)
----- inertial LM, @, =0.05

inertial LM, ak=0.10
----- inertial LM, ak=0.20

Number of Epochs

Prediction error (Test set) Prediction error (Test set)

0.09 f [ f f f 0.09 f f f
||Predicted - Target|| / | Target||
Average

||Predicted - Target|| / || Target||
Average

0.08 ‘

o
o
i

Levenberg-Marquardt Method
=
w

. | . 0 \ h 1
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000

Figure 10: Neural Network training problem. (TOP) Evolution of relative residual for different meth-
ods; (BOTTOM) Prediction error of the trained NN for the test-set: LM method (left) and inLM
method (right).

For comparison purposes the classical LM method (a; = 0) was also implemented. Since

22



the noise level § is not known, all methods are computed for ten steps;* after the tenth step the
residual evolution stagnates for all methods. The obtained results are summarized in Figure 10:

.. )
e (TOP) Evolution of relative residual >~ “I‘]]\\%Ezgizz))_zgsllll

methods.

on the training set — all

e (BOTTOM-RIGHT) inLM method: relative prediction error || NN (z;; Wi, b+ ) =92 || /]|92 |
is plotted for the test set {z;, Ny <i < N+ Np — 1} (BLUE); the average value (RED)
is 0.026. The performance of the trained Neural Network amounts to 97%.

e (BOTTOM-LEFT): For comparison, the prediction accuracy of the NN trained by the
LM method is plotted for the same test set (BLUE), the average value is 0.037 (RED).
The performance of the trained Neural Network amounts to 96%.

Here are a few observations from our numerical experiments:

e For constant choices of ay, small values yield the best results (in our experiments oy =
0.05 and 0.10). For even smaller constant values, such as o = 0.01, the performance of
the inLM method becomes very similar to that of the LM method (which corresponds to
. = O).

e For larger constant values of ay, e.g. ag = 0.20, the inLM method becomes unstable and
its performance deteriorates compared to that of the LM method.

e The Neural Network trained using the inLM method outperforms the one trained with
the LM method. Additionally, the inLM method converges faster. The residual decay for
the inLM method stagnates after 6 steps, whereas it takes 10 steps for the LM method
(see Figure 10).

4 Final remarks and conclusions

In this manuscript we propose and analyze an implicit inertial type iteration, namely the iner-
tial Levenberg Marquardt (inLM) method, as an alternative for obtaining stable approximate
solutions to nonlinear ill-posed operator equations. This new method can be considered as an
extension of the classical Levenberg Marquardt (LM) method (indeed, if the inertial parameters
oy, are set to zero the inLM reduces to the LM method).

The main results discussed in this notes are: boundedness of the sequences (zy) and (wy)
generated by the inLM method (Propositions 2.6 and 2.7), strong convergence for exact data
(Theorem 2.9), stability and semi-convergence for noisy data (Theorems 2.14 and 2.15 respec-
tively). We also provide a bound for the stopping index in the noisy data case (Proposi-
tion 2.13).

In Section 3 two distinct ill-posed problems are used to investigate the numerical efficiency
of the proposed inLM method: A parameter identification problem in an elliptic PDE and an
inverse problem in neural network training.

The preliminary results obtained in our numerical experiments indicate a better perfor-
mance (faster convergence) of the inLM method when compared to the LM method. The
inLM method not only converges faster than the LM method (as shown in Figures 6 and 10),
but it also attains an approximate solution with a significantly smaller residual in the second
inverse problem.

4Each step corresponds to an epoch.
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