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An adaptive RKHS regularization for Fredholm integral equations
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Abstract

Regularization is a long-standing challenge for ill-posed linear inverse problems, and a
prototype is the Fredholm integral equation of the first kind. We introduce a practical
RKHS regularization algorithm adaptive to the discrete noisy measurement data and the
underlying linear operator. This RKHS arises naturally in a variational approach, and its
closure is the function space in which we can identify the true solution. We prove that the
RKHS-regularized estimator has a mean-square error converging linearly as the noise scale
decreases, with a multiplicative factor smaller than the commonly-used L?-regularized esti-
mator. Furthermore, numerical results demonstrate that the RKHS-regularizer significantly
outperforms L?-regularizer when either the noise level decays or when the observation mesh
refines.

1 Introduction

We consider the inverse problem of recovering the input function in the Fredholm integral equa-
tion from discrete noisy output. Specifically, let S € R and 7 < R be two compact sets. We
aim to recover the function ¢ : § — R in the Fredholm integral equation

y(t) = L K(t, 5)6(s)0(ds) + oW () = Lo(t) + oW (1), (1.1)

from a discrete noisy data 'y = {y(t;),to < t1 < --- < t;,} with T = {¢;}",. Here v is a finite
measure on S, and it is suitable for both continuous and discrete models: it is the Lebesgue
measure when § is an interval and an atom measure when S has finitely many elements. Similarly,
we define p to be an atomic measure with u(t;) = t;11 — t;, which can be viewed as the discrete
approximation of the Lebesgue measure. The operator L : L%(S) — Li(T) is the integral
operator corresponding to K. The integral kernel K : 7 x § — R is continuous and given. A

typical example is
K(t,s) = s % *

with § < [a,b] and T < [0,T] for some b > a > 0 and T > 0, which arises from the magnetic
resonance relaxometry (MRR) [2], see Section 4 for more details.

The measurement noise aW(t) is the white noise; that is, the noise at ¢; has a Gaussian
distribution N (0, 0%(¢;41 — t;)) for each 7. Such a noise is integrable when the observation mesh
refines, i.e., max;(t;11 — t;) vanishes.

Eq.(1.1) is a prototype of ill-posed inverse problems, dating back from Hadamard [8] and
it remains a testbed for new regularization methods [9,12,19]. It is ill-posed in L2(S) in the
sense that the least squares solution with mini-norm is sensitive to small measurement noise in
data [15]. In other words, in the variational formulation of the inverse problem, the minimizer
of a loss functional

E(¢) ==Ly — YHig(T) = (Lo, Loprz(m) — 2€Ld, y)rz(m) + HYHig(T) (1.2)
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with minimal norm is sensitive to the data y. Such an ill-posedness roots in the fact that the
operator L : L2(S) — L2(T) is compact with eigenvalues converging to zero.

Regularization, necessary to avoid amplifying the measurement noise, is a long-standing
challenge for ill-posed linear inverse problems, and there are numerous regularization methods.
Roughly speaking, in the variational formulation, a regularization method restricts the subset
or subspace of search either by constraints on ¢ or the loss functional (e.g., minimizing £(¢)
subject to |¢[« < 0 or minimizing [|¢[. subject to £(¢) < «) or by adding a penalty to the loss
functional; e.g., the well-known Tikhonov regulation:

@ = angmin £,(6) := E(¢) + 9|2 . (1.3)

Here ||+ is a regularization norm and §, o, A are the hyper-parameters. There is tremendous
effort in selecting the norm and the hyper-parameter. Once the norm is chosen, the minimization
can be solved by either direct or iterative methods. The direct methods solve the linear equations
by canonical decompositions, and the selection of A\ has been thoroughly studied in [9,20]. We
will use the L-curve method in [10]. The iterative methods are flexible for high-dimensional
problems, and we refer to [4,7,21] for recent developments.

We focus on selecting the regularization norm in (1.3). Inspired by the data-adaptive RKHS
regularization for learning kernels in operators [3,11,13,14|, we introduce a practical reproducing
kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) norm that arises naturally in the variational approach. The closure
of this RKHS is the function space in which we can identify the true solution. Specifically, we
introduce another measure p on S that reflects the exploration of the data to the function ¢, and
consider the variational inverse problem in LZ(S). The RKHS is then the image of the square
root of the operator Lz = L*L : L2(S) — L2(S) (see Eq.(2.6)), and it has a reproducing kernel
(see Eq.(2.5))

Kl

T LK(t, Kt $)u(dt), ¥(s,)eS xS,

o (s)g

The RKHS norm will lead to a penalty term |¢[2 = (L5 ¢, ¢) rz- This norm restricts the search
to be inside the RKHS; hence the regularized solution is robust to measurement noise.

We prove that when the eigenvalue of £z converges exponentially to zero, the RKHS-
regularized estimator has a mean-square error converging linearly as the noise level decreases,
with a multiplicative factor smaller than the commonly-used L2-regularized estimator. Fur-
thermore, numerical results demonstrate that the RKHS-regularizer significantly outperforms
L?-regularizer when either the noise level decays or when the observation mesh max;(t;y1 — t;)
refines. As far as we know, this is the first result on the convergence of the regularized estimator
in the small noise limit, and the convergence rate agrees with the optimal rate in [12,20] when
the kernel is smooth.

There are various regularization norms, including the Euclidean norms (e.g., [9,18]), the total
variation norm [¢'|;1 in Rudin-Osher—Fatemi method in [16] or the L' norm |¢|;: in LASSO
(e.g., [17]). However, these norms are based on pre-assumed properties of the solution and are
generic without considering the specific inverse problem. In contrast, our RKHS norm is adaptive
to the operator and the observation mesh. The norm close to our study is the norm [¢|% of an
RKHS with a user-specified reproducing kernel R (e.g., [1,5,20]). However, the Lf)(S)—closure
of our RKHS is the function space of identifiability (FSOI). Also, from a statistics point of
view, when Lz(S ) is infinite-dimensional, the kernel R must be equivalent to our G in the sense
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that its integral operator £z must have the same image as Lg, because otherwise, these two
Gaussian prior distributions will be singular by the Feldman—-Hajek theorem (e.g., [6, Theorem
2.25]). Thus, our RKHS is a proper function space of regularization when there is no additional
information about the solution.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We introduce the adaptive RKHS in Section
2, with a characterization between the RKHS and the function space of identifiability. Section 3
proves the convergence of the RKHS-regularized estimator, and Section 4 presents the algorithm
and numerically demonstrates the robust convergence of the estimator when either the noise
decays or the observation mesh refines. We conclude with a discussion on future developments
of the adaptive RKHS regularization strategy in Section 5.

2 An adaptive RKHS for the inverse problem

In this section, we introduce the RKHS based on the variational formulation of the inverse
problem. A core element is an identifiability theory that specifies the function space in which the
loss functional has a unique minimizer, so that the variational inverse problem is well-defined.
Importantly, when the true solution is in this space, the minimizer of the loss function recovers
the solution when there is no measurement noise in the data. Thus, we call this function space
of identifiability (FSOI). Then, we introduce the RKHS, whose norm is used for regularization.
This ensures that the search in minimizing the penalized functional takes place inside this FSOI.

2.1 The function space of identifiability

We first introduce an ambient function space Lf,(S ), where the measure p is defined as

Z—i(s) - %L\K(t, 9)lu(dt), Vs € S, (2.1)
where Z = {4 |K(t,s)|u(dt)v(ds) is the normalizing constant. This measure quantifies the
exploration of the integral kernel K to the unknown input function at the output set 7, and
hence is referred to as an exploration measure.

The major advantage of the space L%(S ) over the original space L2(S) is that it is adaptive to
the specific setting of the inverse problem. In particular, this weighted space takes into account
the structure of the integral kernel and the data points in 7. It can provide better scaling and
reduce the ill-conditioning in computation (see [11]). Thus, while the following identifiability
theory can be carried out for both L2(S) and L2(S), we will focus only on L(S).

We define the function space of identifiability by the loss functional.

Definition 2.1 The function space of identifiability (FSOI) is the largest linear subspace of
L2(S) where the loss functional € in (1.2) has a unique minimizer.

The FSOI is the space in which the Fréchet derivative of the quadratic loss functional has a
unique zero. This motivates us to study the Fréchet derivative of the loss function £ in L2(S)
and define an integral operator which is the operator of inversion in the variational approach.

We start with writing the quadratic term (L¢, Lg)rz(r) in the loss function (1.2) into a
bilinear form

Lo L)z = || )G s dsw(as), (22)
where the integral kernel G : § x § — R is defined as
(s, o) i J K(t, s)K (¢, ) u(dt). (2.3)
T
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Note that d d
G(s,s) < HKHOOZmin{d—p(s) p( N, ¥(s, 8) €S x S. (2.4)
v
Then, we can weigh it by the exploration measure and define

ey Gl )
G S,S = W.
S TR

dv dv

(2.5)

The next lemma follows directly from the continuity of the kernel K € C(T x S).
Lemma 2.2 Assume that K € C(T x S). Then, the following statements hold.
(a) The function G in (2.5) is a Mercer kernel. With p in (2.1), the operator Lg : L3(S) —
L2(S) defined by
aotr) = [ oI )olas (26)
1s compact, self-adjoint and positive, and for ¢, € LZ(S) it satisfies
(L, Lp)ra ) = {Lgd, ¥orzes) = {0 LG¥)ra(s)- (2.7)

(b) Let {\i}i>1 denote the positive eigenvalues of Lg arranged in a descending order and
{1, w?}i,j be the orthonormal eigenfunctions of Lg with v; and w? corresponding to eigen-
values \; and zero (if any), respectively. Then, {\;}i>1 is either finite or \; — 0 as i — o0,
and these eigenfunctions form a complete basis of L%(S).

(c) The operator Lg is a trace-class operator in the sense that Y . \; < o0, and
SA = | Gls.shotds) < K. 20(S). 28)
: S

where v(S) denote the measure of S and Z is the normalizing constant in (2.1).
Proof. Since the kernel K is continuous, so is p and G in (2.3), thus G is also continuous. Note

that G is symmetric, i.e., G(s,s') = G(s',s) for any 5,5 € S. Also, it is positive semi-definite,
ie.,

3 e Gl 55) = L (Zcilg(si)K(t,si)/Z—i(si)> u(dt) (2.9)

for any {cJ}J 1 c R, {s;}j_; © S and n € N. Also, we have G is positive semidefinite and
Ss Gl ds)p(ds') < |K||%Z? < oo by (2.4). Thus, Lz is compact and positive self-adjoint
(e.g., [5 Proposmon 4.6]).
Part (b) follows directly from that L is compact and positive self-adjoint ( [5, Theorem 4.7]).
To prove Part (c), recall that from the Mercer’s Theorem, we have

s') = Z Abi(s)i(s'),
where the convergence is uniform on § x §. Then,

ZA —f G(s,8)p(ds) J Gj—g(s)) s < | K| Zv(S),




where the inequality follows from (2.4). m

The next theorem characterizes the function space of identifiability through the Fréchet
derivative of the loss functional, and highlights the role of Lz as the operator of inversion in
the variational approach.

Theorem 2.3 (Function space of identifiability) Assume that K € C(T x S). Then,

(a) For each data'y generated with ¢, by (1.1), there exists a unique ¢¥ € L3(S) such that

(& Wz = L, Yzm, Ve L(S), (2.10)

and it has a decomposition
¢¥ = Lgd« + ¢, (2.11)
where ¢° has a distribution N'(0,0°Lg), i.e., ¢7 =, 05,-)\3/21/),- with {&;} being independent

identically distributed standard Gaussian random variables and E [ngﬁ"”%z(s)] =03, N
3
(b) The Fréchet derivative of the loss functional in L) is VE(¢) = 2(Lgd — ¢Y).
(¢) The FSOI of € is H := span{1;}i.,~0 with closure in Li(S).
(d) Assume that the data is noisy. When 3., _, M\t < o, the unique minimizer of € in H is

ng5= L& 'Y ; but when Zi:)\i>0 A\t = o, the solution Lg @Y is ill-defined in Li(S) in the
sense that E [||£§_1¢YH%2(8)] = 0.

(e) When the observation is noiseless, we have qg = Lz '¢Y = Py, where Py is the projection
operator of H.

Proof. The existence and uniqueness of ¢¥ in Part (a) follow from the Riesz representation the-
orem. Denote the observation by y = Lo, + cAW with AW = (W(t;) = W(t;—1) : 1 <i<m).
Then, the decomposition of ¢¥ follows from (2.10):

(@Y, ¥)12(5) = (LY, Lowyrz (1) + {Lp, cAW 27y = (LGbx, Y)r2(s) + ¥, 67 r2(s),

where the first term in the last equation comes from the definitions of the operator L in (2.6),
and the second term comes from the Riesz representation. The distribution of ¢7 is N'(0, 0%Lg)
because the random variable (1), ¢”>L3(3) = (L, JAW>L3 (1) is Gaussian with mean zero and

variance 02<¢7£§¢>Lg(5) for each ¢» € L2(S). Therefore, we can write ¢7 = 3, 062-)\2-1/ *1; with
{&:} being i.i.d. standard Gaussian, and E [H¢U||2Lg(5)] = 02 Y, \i, where the sum is finite by (2.8).

Part (b) follows directly from the definition of the Fréchet derivative. In fact, by (2.7) and
(2.10), we can write the loss functional as

E(9) = (Lgd. dyrzcs) + <@, Draes) + [¥]127)- (2.12)
Then, the Fréchet derivative VE(¢) in L2(S) is

6+ ) — E(9)
h—0 h

(VE(D), Y)ras) = = 2(Lgp — ¢¥), V1zs), Y € L(S).



For Part (c¢), first, note that the quadratic loss functional has a unique minimizer in H because
its derivative has a unique zero. Meanwhile, note that H is the orthogonal complement of the
null space of Lg, and E(dx + ¢°) = E(ds) for any ¢ such that L5¢° = 0. Thus, H is the largest
such linear subspace of L%(S ), and we conclude that H is the FSOL

For Part (d), note that

Lg'e” = > A Poga.

’i:/\i>0
Then, when } A>0 A\t < oo (which happens only when there are finitely many non-zero eigen-
-1 o —1 1o —1 o
values), we have L5 ¢7 € L>(S) because E [Hﬁg ) H%,?)(S)] =0°Yins0N <o Thus, ¢7 in

Lz(L2), so is ¢¥, and the estimator ¢ = Lz '¢¥ is well-defined in L2. By Part (b), this esti-
mator is the unique zero of the loss functional’s Fréchet derivative in H. Hence it is the unique
minimizer of £(¢) in H.

On the other hand, when Y., A\;' = o0, we have E [\\£§’1¢”\|ig(s)] = >\ to? = o, and
hence L5 '¢¥ is ill-defined.

For Part (e), when the data is noiseless, i.e., y = Loy, we have ¢¥ = Lg¢, from Part (a).
Hence ngﬁ = Eg_lgby = Pyo,. m

Theorem 2.3 reveals the nature of the ill-posedness of this inverse problem, and provides
insights on regularization:

e The variational inverse problem is ill-defined beyond the FSOI H. Its ill-posedness in H
depends on the smallest eigenvalue of the operator L.

e When the data is noiseless, the minimizer of the loss function is the H-projection of the
true input function. In other words, the inverse problem can only recover the H-projection
of the true input function.

Nt = o,

e When data is noisy, its minimizer £@_1¢y can be ill-defined in Li when . N>0 N

but it is well-defined when Y3, _, A" < 0.

As a result, when regularizing the ill-posed problem, it is important to ensure the solution lies
in the FSOI and either remove the non-integrable components related to small eigenvalues or
reduce the bias caused by the noise.

2.2 An adaptive RKHS regularization

We introduce an adaptive RKHS Tikhonov regularization. This RKHS is defined based on the
operator of inversion Lg; thus, it is adaptive to the original integral operator L and the data
settings. It ensures that the solution lies in the FSOI because its L?, closure is the FSOI. It removes
the non-integrable small eigenvalue component because of the smoothness of its functions.

The next lemma characterizes this RKHS. Its proof is straightforward (e.g., [5, Section 4.4]
or [14]).

Lemma 2.4 (Characterization of the adaptive RKHS) Assume K € C(TxS). The RKHS
Hg with G as its reproducing kernel satisfies the following properties.

(a) Hg := E@é(LZ(S)) and its inner product satisfies

(6 Vg = (L5 20, 567%@@(5)-
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The operator Lg is self-adjoint in Hg. Moreover, we have (¢, ¢>Lg(5) = (Lgp, V), for
any ¢ € L2(S) and ¢ € Hg.

(b) {VAti}2, is an orthonormal basis of Hg, where {1, ¥3};; are the orthonormal eigen-
functions of Lg in L2(S) corresponding to eigenvalues {X;, 0}; ;.

(c) For any ¢ = >~ citi, with ¢; € R, we have

a0 e 0]

e}
Lo, Loy = 2 Nick, 872 = Dot 6lh, = DN ifde Hao  (213)
=1

i=1 =1

Moreover, the Hg norm is stronger than the L2-norm: HQZ)H?LIG > A 93,
P

(d) H = Hg with inclosure in L2(S), where H = span{t;}ix,>o is the FSOL

Proof. The first part is from the standard characterization theorem of RKHS, e.g., [5, Section
4.4] or [14]. When ¢ € L2(S), we have Lg¢ € Hg. Then, by the definition of the inner product
and the symmetry of L5 /2, we have (Lz¢, ¥ p,. = (Lg%, 55_1/2¢>L§(3) = (&, ¥)13(5)-

Part (b) follows directly from the characterization of the inner product in Part I. Part (c)
follows directly from (2.7), the orthonormality of the eigenfunctions and the characterization
of the inner product. Part (d) is obvious because both function spaces have the same basis
functions. m

Now we propose to use the RKHS norm to regularize the problem. Note that by using the
RKHS norm, the loss functional is minimized over Hg, not H < L%(S), because elements in H
may have unbounded Hg norm.

Proposition 2.5 (Regularized estimators) The Li and RHKS reqularized estimators, 1i.e.,
the minimizers of the regularized loss functional by the Li and the RKHS norms, are

/\LZ . _
6y = argmin £(¢) + A 6|75 = (Lg + A1) '¢, (2.14)
¢eL2(S) ’
N = argmin £(¢) + A |61, = (£5° + A7 LY. (2.15)
EHG

Let the true function be ¢, = >, cih; + Zj djw? and recall the eigen-decomposition of Lz in
Lemma 2.2. Then, for any A > 0, the biases of these two regularized estimators satisfy the
following estimates:

X ; = D10+ A A+ Y (2.16)
e o, = 2+ NN 6 - de)? + ;di (2.17)

where & are i.i.d. standard Gaussian random variables in Theorem 2.3.

Proof. The uniqueness of the minimizers and their explicit form follow from the Fréchet deriva-
tives of the regularized loss functionals. In fact, by Theorem 2.3(b), the Fréchet derivative of
Ex=E&(0) + A Hqﬁﬂig(a in L2(S) is

VEN() = 2[(Lg + M)o — ¢7].
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AT 2
It has a unique zero, qbfp = (Lg + M)~ '¢¥, which is the unique minimizer of &, in L?), and thus
we have (2.14). Similarly, first note that by Lemma 2.4 (a) and (2.12), for any ¢ € Hg,

5(¢) = <£§2¢> ¢>HG + <£§¢y7 ¢>HG + HYH%‘%(T)'
Then, the Fréchet derivative of £ = E(¢) + A Hng?{G in Hg is
VEN®) = 2[(Lg” + Mg — L]

Its unique zero, gng = (Lg* + M) "1 L5¢Y, is the minimizer of &y in Hg as in (2.15).
The eigenvalue characterizations of the biases in (2.16) and (2.17) follow from the decompo-
sition of ¢¥ = Lgg. + ¢7 with ¢7 = 3, a)\;/zfi in (2.11). In fact, note that

By = (Lo + AD) 7 (Lgds + b — Abs + 67) = 6u + (L + M) (=Ads + 6°),
0N = (L5 + M) THLG Gs + L)) = bu + (L5 + )T (=D + Ld").

Then, we obtain (2.16) and (2.17). =

Proposition 2.5 demonstrates the complexity of choosing an optimal hyper-parameter A\. An
optimal A aims to balance the error caused by the noise and the shift from the true solution
caused by the regularization, and it depends on the spectrum of the operator, each realization of
the noise, and the true solution. Thus, it is important to select an optimal A adaptive to these
factors, and the L-curve method does so.

Also, Proposition 2.5 shows that the true solution’s components outside the FSOI remain a
bias for both estimators, because there is no information about these components in the data.
Thus, in analyzing the error of the estimators, we focus only on the error inside the FSOL.

3 Convergence of the regularized estimators as the noise decays

We show that both the RKHS- and Li—regularized estimators converge in mean-squares at order
1 as o | 0 under the assumption that the spectrum of £z converges exponentially. The RKHS-
regularizer slightly outperforms the L%—regularizer by a smaller multiplicative factor. The spectral
assumption and the convergence are observed in the numerical tests in Section 4.

Let ¢, = >, ¢;¢; € H. Recall that by Proposition 2.5, the mean-square error of the regularized
estimators in (2.14) and (2.15) are

2

2 ~L2 _
) =B |57 — o = M+ 20N + D),
P

(3.1)
5 (\) =E |35 — ¢

2
= DT+ NN + X%).

Theorem 3.1 (Convergence of regularized estimators as noise decays) Assume that the
spectrum of the operator Lg in (2.6) satisfies \; = e™% for alli > 1 with 0 > 0. Let ¢ = Y, citl;.
Then, the mean-square errors (MSE) of the regularized estimators in (3.1) converge as o — 0.
Specifically,

(a) Assume c? = )\;. Then, the optimal hyper-parameters and the MSEs satisfy

A\ = argmin e¢()\) = 0%, and "¢ (),) = T O(c?);

A>0 40 (3 2)
- - 9 :
X. = argmin e"*(\) = o + O(0?),  and " (X,) = id O(c?),

A>0



where O(0?) is the big-O notation.
(b) Assume >, \;'c? < oo. Then,
min e?¢(\) < ef¢(0?) < (1 + sup ML) Cro + O(a?). (3.3)

A>0

To prove the theorem, we first introduce some notations and two technical lemmas. We
rewrite the MSEs in (3.1) as

e (N) = a?AN) + N2B(A): e (A) = a2A(N) + N2B(N). (3.4)
where A and B are defined by

AN =2+ 072N, BO) = Y12+ A) 2

i 7

ﬁ()\) = Z()‘l + )\)72/\1-, E()\) — Z()‘l + )\)72 2

) 7

(3.5)

Then, since a minimizer must be a critical point, we have that A\, must satisfy

d Hg 24 )‘ /
0= e\ = ®A' () + 2A[BOY) + 5B/ (V)]

and similarly for \,. With By(\) := B(\) + 2B'()) and Bi(\) := B(\) + %E’(A), we obtain the
following lemma providing equations for the minimizers of the MSEs.

Lemma 3.2 The minimizers of e'¢ and ekt in (3.1), denoted by s and X*, respectively, satisfy
B A’()\ ) v A’()\ )
AT N0 W LY NS
where the functions A'(\) and A'(\) Bi(\), A(\) and Bi(\) are given by
‘N ==2X N+ NN By = D7+ )TN

(3.6)

’L7,7

N i (3.7)
‘(A = =2> N+ AN Bi(A) = Y (N + )ik
The next lemma estimates these series by Riemann sum when A is small.

Lemma 3.3 Assume that \; = e=% for all i > 1 with @ > 0. Then, for small A\ > 0, we have

AN) = ;(/\z2 + ) 72N = Q\f[arctan \/1> - Hﬂ/\] + O(1),
Z(Af +A) 72N = %/\3/2[arctan\% + H—ﬁ)\] + O(1),
A = ;(Ai )2 = m L o), (3.8)

ON2(1 + \)?
b
20\ (1 4+ \)?

‘() ==2) N+ NN = —d+2Y 0(1),

DI+ NN =

7

+ O(1).
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Proof. The proof is based on the Riemann sum approximation of integrals. Note that for
k € {1,3}, the function f(z) = (72" + X\)~2e~"* satisfies § f(z)dz = Y,_, f(i) + O(1). Thus,

A2 4 02N — * e A 2607k 4 4 O(1 1 botklge o(1
Z(ﬂr) i_0<€ +A) " x+()_§0m+()7

7

where we applied a change of variables t = ¢~ to obtain the second equality Then, the first

two equatlons in (3.8) follow directly from the facts that So (tidf =3 \F [arctan — 5 1%\] and
py
So (t2+/\)2 =i\ B/Q[arctanﬁ + I\JC\]

Similarly, we obtain the last three equations in (3.8) by using the integrals So o /\ 5 dt, So o /\ sdt

and §, aopdt. =

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Part (a): Substituting ¢ = ); into the equation for By(\) in (3.7),
we have Bi(A) = (A2 + A)7?A3 = SEA'(N). Hence, Eq. (3.6) implies that A\, = . Also,
substituting ¢? = ); into the equation for B()) in (3.5), we obtain

VA

/\ 32[arctan L + ——]+0(1).

VI 1T+ A

where the second equality follows from the second equation in (3.8) when A is small (since we
will set it to be ¢2). This equation, together with the first equation in (3.8) and (3.4), implies

min e”’%(A) = e”9(0?) = [0*A(N) + N’B(N)] 120

A>0

o2 et 1 vV

arctan ——
204/ X

20226\f arctan — \f Ireo2 +O(0?) = 0T O(c?). (3.9)

Similarly, to find the minimizer of % (\), We substitute ¢2 = ); into the equation for By (\)
n (3.7), we have By(\) = Y, (A + A)73\2 = smnary? + O(1). Consequently, by the equation for

B(A) = > (A4 M) =

7

20

1 1
—+/A(arctan — VA

7 ESUET 7T [ O

29,\(1+ )
A’()) in (3.8), the minimizer )\, satisfies A = —¢ ;;1(?/\)) and it can be solved from
2AB1(\) = —a2A'())
1 142X
— — +20(1) =0 —— 20(1
= g PO = T oW
= N = 0% +2\0% + O(\?0” + \?).

The positive solution to A2 = 62+ 2X0? is 02+ 0+/1 + 02. Thus, the minimizer is A, = o +O(02).
Together with the fact that B(A) = >,(A; + A) 72X = A()), we obtain

.2 L2 A 2 2
min e P(A) = e (A) = AN (07 + A )|>\:>\*
1

=m(0 + A%+ O(o

1 20% + O(0?))
6 (c+0(0?)(1+ 0+ O(c?))

|)\)\
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where we used Eq.(3.8) to obtain the third equality.
The upper bound in Part (b) is straightforward. In fact, note that My := sup; A,
since >, A7 'c? < 0. Then,

12 < o

B(A) = > (A7 + N 72NN < Mo ) (A + )72

Mo 1 WA
< 203327 arctan — + Y21+ 0(1
50 [arcan\/x+1+>\]+0( )

where the last inequality follows from the second equation in (3.8). Thus,

min e”%(A) < e”9(0?) = [0?A(N) + N’B(N)] [r=o2< (1 + My)Cro + O(c?)

A>0
by the same argument as in (3.9). =

4 Algorithm and numerical examples

We demonstrate the RKHS regularization on the following Fredholm integral equation with the
goal of estimating ¢ : [a,b] — R:

b
y(t) = J s2e7(s)ds + oW (t) =: Lo(t) + oW (t),t € [c,d] (4.1)

where from datay = (y(t1),...,y(tm)) € R™ where t; = c+iAt for 0 < i < mand At = (d—c)/m.
This equation arises from the T2 problem in magnetic resonance relaxometry [2|, where ¢ is the
distribution of transverse nuclear relaxation times, and it characterizes the material composition
of a sample.

Numerical settings. We aim to recover ¢ = (¢(s1),...,¢(s,)) € R", where S := {s}}_;
being a given discrete set. This discrete vector provides a piecewise-constant approximation to
the function ¢: ¢(s) = 237 _; (k) 1s, 5] (s) With 0(sy), where 14(s) is the indicator function
of the set A and we set sg = a. Let 0 := sp — sx_1 for k > 1, we discretize (4.1) via Riemann
sum approximation of the integral:

where w € R™ ~ N(0,02At1,,) and
g(ti,s1)01  g(tr,s2)02  g(ti,s3)05 -+ g(t, s)0n
ta, $1)0 ta, S2)0 ta, S3)03 - to, Sn)0n
L= 9(t: ‘ o gtz , )02 gtz , )% _ glta _ ) with g(t,s) := s %e™*.  (4.3)
g(tm,81)51 g<tm>$2)52 g(tm733)53 T g(tmvsn)én

We set (a,b,c,d) = (1,5,0,5). For simplicity, we set the mesh points to be s = a + kd
with 0 = (b —a)/n (hence ¢, = ) and n = 100. We set the standard deviation of the noise to
be 0 = |L¢| x nsr, where the noise-to-signal ratio nsr is set to be nsr = 1 unless otherwise
specified. Also, we set At = 0.01 hence m = 500 unless otherwise specified.
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The space L2(S). The exploration measure of (4.2) can be computed analytically:

d
p(s) ocf s 2etdt = 573 (e — 7). (4.4)
We then evaluate p(sy) for each s; in S. For general cases of (1.1), the analytical expression of
p is not available, but an empirical approximation can be used, i.e., p(s;) = %Z:Zl S;QG*Sktiék
for k =1,...,n, with 2z being the normalizing constant.
Our goal is to estimate ¢ € L*(S,p) = R™, which is equipped with the norm HfH%Q(S) =
P

Sy fp(s) (and we consider only the values on the support of p). The support of p is where
the operator explores the vector ¢, for which we have information for an estimation. Thus, Lf)(S )
is a proper space with a metric for estimating ¢ € R".

The discrete ¢ uses the Cartesian basis {e;};; of R” such that (ey, ey, ...,e,) = I,. In L2(S),
these basis vectors have a (diagonal) basis matrix

B = ({ei, ej)12(5)) = diag(p(s))- (4.5)
and its inner product is
(), = ¢"Bip, ¢, cR".

4.1 Ill-posedness and regulariztation

We estimate the vector ¢ in (4.2) by least squares, which minimizes the loss function

¢peR™

¢ —argmin £(¢),  E(¢) = |y —Lop|* = D |y — (L)il” (4.6)
=1

With AT denoting the pseudo-inverse of A, we compute a minimizer as
é=A'b, where A=L'L b=LTy. (4.7)

However, this inverse problem is ill-posed. The ill-posedness is rooted in the integral equation
(4.1), as its solution involves the inversion of a compact operator with eigenvalues converging
to zero [15]. Computationally, the ill-posedness is seen in the ill-conditionedness of the matrix
A. Figure 1 shows that most eigenvalues of A are near zero. Similarly, the eigenvalues of the
inversion operator L : LZ(S) — L%(S ) are mostly zero, and they are slightly larger than those
of A because the scaling effects of the basis matrix B. Here the eigenvalue of L is solved by
the generalized eigenvalue problem (see [14, Theorem 4.1] or |3, Proposition 5.6])

AV =BAV, st,V'BV =1, A=Diag(\y,...,\). (4.8)

Note that those positive eigenvalues decay exponentially in i, providing an example of the as-
sumption on J); in Theorem 3.1.

10° - -
—%—Eigenvalue A
—O—Eigenvalue (A,B)
10°| )
< 10-10 L
1015
10-20 L L L L L
0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Figure 1: Eigenvalues of A and generalized eigenvalues of (A, B).
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As a result, regularization is necessary to reduce the effect of the observation noise. We
consider Tikhonov regularization that adds a quadratic penalty term A|@|% = A¢p' Co to the
loss function, and solves the minimizer by least squares

b, = (A +AC)"'b = argmin E(¢) + A| ||~ (4.9)
peR™

The hyper-parameter A controls the strength of the regularization, and its selection has been
thoroughly studied in [9,10,20]. We will select it by the L-curve method in [10]. The L-curve is
a log-log plot of the curve [(\) = (y(\), z(\)) with y(A\)? = ||¢,|% and z(\)? = E(¢,) with ¢, in
(4.9). The L-curve method maximizes the curvature to reach a balance between the minimization
of the likelihood and the control of the regularization:

X/y// _ X/y”

A = argmax,\mmgg,\mxH(l()\))7 K(1(A)) = (x'2 + y'2)3/2’

where \,,;, and A\, are the smallest and the largest eigenvalues of A.

The main task left is to select the norm |- |c. We consider the norm of the RKHS H¢ (which
we explain in details below), and we compare it with two commonly used norms: the Euclidean
norm with C = I and the L2(S) norm with C = B in (4.5). We refer them as as the RKHS, /?
and L%(S) regularization, respectively. They are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Three regularizers using the norms of I?, L2(S) and RKHS.

Regularizer name C Regularized estimator
12 I F— (A+)D)"'b

L2 B ¥ — (A+AB)'b
RKHS Crins D39 = (A + ACppps)~'b

The RKHS regularization. Let {(\;,%,)}, be the eigenvalue and eigen-function of L& over
L2(S), and recall that {+,} form an orthonormal basis of L2(S). Here they are solved by the
generalized eigenvalue problem in (4.8), thus, 9, = >, Vjie; and ¥ = (¢4,...,,) = IV. Then,
¢ =1¢p = ¥V 1¢. Thus, the Hz norm of ¢ is

| b3, =(®, 5671¢>L3(3) = <lIJV_1¢:['§71\I'V_1¢>Lg(S)
=(VT) (W, Ly Wypa)V o= (V) TAV g
:HQSH%JTMLS with Crkhs = (V_I)TATV_I.

In particular, if p is a uniform measure and the basis matrix is B = I,,, we have C,,; = A'.
In computation, we improve numerical stability by avoiding the pseudo-inverse of a singular
matrix. The procedure is as follows. Note that for C, := VAY2 we have C]C,,,C, =
I. 0
0 0
A. Then, the linear equation (A + AC,xs)cx = b, the equation (4.9) with regularization matrix
C,khs, 18 equivalent to

:= I, where [, is the identity matrix with rank r, the number of positive eigenvalues in

(CLAC, + AL)g, = C,b (4.10)
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with gwb,\ = C;'¢,. We compute (Nb,\ in the above equation by least squares with minimal norm,
then we obtain ¢, = C*qwbx These treatments avoid the inversions of ill-conditioned or singular
matrices and lead to more robust estimators.

The RKHS regularization is summarized in the following algorithm.

Input: The regression triplet (A, b, B) consisting of normal matrix A, vector b in (4.7) and basis matrix
B asin (4.5). R R
Output: An RKHS regularized estimator ¢,, and its loss value £(g,,).
1: Solve the generalized eigenvalue problem AV = BVA, VBV = I.
2: Compute A = CJAC, and b = C,b with C, = VAY2,
3: Use the L-curve method to find an optimal estimator ¢, :

e Set the range for A to be the range of the eigenvalues in A.
e Lor each A, solve é, from (A + A)$, = b by least squares with minimal norm and set

Py = Ci0,.
e Select Ao maximizing the curvature of the A-curve (log 5(&/\), log(&\bICrkhS&\bA)).

Algorithm 1: Inversion for the discrete model with an RKHS Regularization.

Function space of identifiability (FSOI). Recall that the FSOI H is the linear subspace
of Li(S) spanned by the eigenvectors of Lz with nonzero eigenvalues. In computation, the
FSOI is the eigenspace of Lz spanned by the eigenvectors with eigenvalues greater than the
numerical precision. Figure 1 suggests that the FSOI is low-dimensional and contains only a few
eigenvectors.

Also, we access the performance of an estimator by its accuracy in estimating the projection
of the true solution in the FSOI, since the data provides no information for estimating the
components outside the FSOI. That is, we compute the error of an estimator ¢ as

Err = |Py¢ — PH¢*H§,23(S), (4.11)

where Py is the projection to H.
4.2 Convergence as noise decays

We test the convergence of the regularized estimators with decaying noise, in which we set the
noise-to-signal ratio to be nsr € {0.125,0.25,0.5, 1,2} and At = 0.01. Recall that o = ||L¢| xnsr,
so the noise-to-signal ratio is linear in o.

We consider two scenarios: (i) the true solution is the second eigenvector, thus it is inside
the FSOI; and (ii) the true solution is ¢(z) = %, which has significant components outside the
FSOI. We note that the later is relatively challenging to recover because the large values of the
¢ are explored little by the measure p in (4.4).

Figure 2 shows the typical regularized estimators in the two scenarios, as well as their de-
noised output § = L¢. Part (a) shows that when the true solution is inside the FSOI, the RKHS
regularizer significantly outperforms the other two. However, all the regularized estimators can
recover the true signal (or de-noise the data) accurately, despite the fact that theses estimators
may have a large bias. Part (b) shows that when the true solution has components outside
the FSOI, the RKHS regularizer can be less accurate than the L2(S) regularizer, while both
significantly outperform the [? regularizer. Yet again, all regularized estimators can de-noise
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the data accurately even when they have large errors. Thus, this inverse problem is severely
ill-defined, and one must restrict the inverse to be in the FSOI.

Figure 3 demonstrates the convergence of the regularized estimators and their loss values as
the noise-to-signal-ratio decreases, with nsr € {0.125,0.25,0.5,1,2}. It presents the mean and
standard deviations (SD) of the regularized estimators’ L>(S) errors as well as the loss values in
100 noise realizations. The errors are computed for the estimators’ projection inside the FSOI as
in (4.11). When the true solution is inside the FSOI, the RKHS regularized estimator has errors
significantly smaller than those of the other two regularizers, while having the largest loss values.
When the true solution is outside the FSOI, the RKHS regularized estimator has slightly smaller
errors than the L2(S) regularizer, and both outperform the I? regularizer. Importantly, when the
true solution is inside FOSI, the RKHS-regularized estimator shows a clear linear error decay in
noise for nsr € {0.25,0.5,1,2}, while the Li—regularized estimator has an error remaining at a
constant level. Both patterns of convergence agree with Theorem 3.1.

Estimated y Estimated y

0.02

Observed

1 2 3 4 5 0 2 4
u t u t

(a) True solution inside the FSOI (b) True solution Outside the FSOI

Figure 2: Typical regularized estimators when nsr = 2 and their recovery of the signal. All
estimators recover the true signal accurately. The RKHS regularizer significantly outperforms
the other two regularizers in (a), but it slightly underperforms the L2(S) regularizer in (b).

T 1 I_- ,% _ % 2 T A
AT it B 3 4 15 L2 05 P
S D 325 _Z =) —§ RKHS = e
S 9 /{51/ = _ =1 K
= = _ A = . =) e
o o = o - o
2 =3 pas 2 I i 2 4 ¥
515 o B =7 5 1~ o i
S _ - El /@« z - <) = <§, z
2 2 -7 S aslg 271 o 1 g 23
3 I - g 351&~ 2 | A--% g-151§27 *
- 25 - ) 3 TR 05 pid 3 T
L2 “ L2 & L2
-3 —§ RKHS —& RKHS 6--o" 2 —3 RKHS
45

0.125 0.25

0.5 1 2
nsr

0.125 0.25

0.5 1 2
nsr

(a) True solution inside the FSOI.

0.125 0.25

0.5
nsr

1 2

0.125 0.25

0.5 1 2
nsr

(b) True solution outside the FSOL.

Figure 3: Mean and standard deviations of the regularized estimators’ L2(S) errors in the FSOI
and loss function values in 100 noise realizations. The RKHS regularizer significantly outperforms
the other two regularizers in (a), but it slightly outperforms the L?(S) regularizer in (b). In both
cases, the RKHS regularized estimator has errors decaying with the noise.

4.3 Convergence as observation mesh refines

Next, we test the convergence of the regularized estimator as the observation mesh refines. We
set At € 0.005 x {1,2,4,8,16} and nsr = 1.

We continue to consider two scenarios as in the previous section: (i) the true solution is the
second eigenvector; thus it is inside the FSOI; and (ii) the true solution is ¢(z) = x?, which has
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significant components outside the FSOI. We compute the FSOI using a finer observation mesh
At = 0.0005.

Figure 4 demonstrates the convergence of the regularized estimators and their loss values
as the observation mesh increases. It presents the mean and standard deviations (SD) of the
regularized estimators’ L%(S ) errors and the loss values in 100 noise realizations. Similar to the
case of noise decay in the previous section, the RKHS regularized estimator has errors significantly
smaller than those of the other two regularizers when the true solution is inside the FSOI, but it
slightly underperforms the L? regularizer when the true solution is outside the FSOI, and both
outperforms the [? regularizer. Importantly, in both cases, the RKHS regularized estimator has
errors consistently decaying with the time mesh At.

o
N

0

] f 2 e ‘
i /,e—~—%’/% 25 L2
05 g — — %~ —§ RKHS P

(=}

] 25 ,:f% 2 A-Olz A o
g T4 P . g R
%-1.5 ,f% S 3 %;5; T §1.5 3 __ §°-6 //:«"/’i
s -7 g Y 5 VRS S T €081 .7 1L
s 2 -4 8 L2 S 0 8
oL %/, S35 —3 RKHS b | %/,/ S 1
25 e o //<}——~®-“ 12 =y
L2 -4 : - 1.4 L2
-3 —% RKHS % —% RKHS
0.005 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.005 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.005 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.005 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.08
At At At At
(a) True solution inside the FSOI. (b) True solution outside the FSOI.

Figure 4: Mean and standard deviations of the regularized estimators’ Lf)(S ) errors in the FSOI
and loss function values in 100 noise realizations. The RKHS regularizer significantly outperforms
the other two regularizers in (a), but it slightly outperforms the L2(S) regularizer in (b). In both
cases, the RKHS regularized estimator has errors consistently decaying with the time mesh At.

5 Conclusion and future work

We have introduced an adaptive RKHS-regularization for ill-posed linear inverse problems. The
new element is an RKHS that arises in the variational formulation of the inverse problem. Its clo-
sure is the function space of identifiability determined by the linear operator and the observation
mesh. The RKHS-regularization uses the L-curve method to select the optimal hyper-parameter;
thus, it is adaptive to discrete noisy measurement data and the underlying linear operator.

We have proved that the RKHS-regularized estimator has a mean-square error converging
linearly in the noise scale, with a multiplicative factor smaller than the commonly-used L?2-
regularized estimator. Furthermore, numerical tests confirm the robust convergence of the esti-
mator when either the noise decays or the observation mesh refines.

This study focuses on the direct regularization approach that solves linear inversion by matrix
decomposition. A future direction is the iterative methods that minimize the penalized loss
functional via iterations, which is suitable for solving high-dimension problems.
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