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Machine learning techniques for the solution of inverse problems have be-
come an attractive approach in the last decade, while their theoretical foun-
dations are still in their infancy. In this chapter we want to pursue the study
of regularization properties, robustness, convergence rates, and structure of
regularizers for inverse problems obtained from different learning paradigms.
For this sake we study simple architectures that are explainable in the sense
that they allow for a theoretical analysis also in the infinite-dimensional limit.
In particular we will advance the study of spectral architectures with new
results on convergence rates highlighting the role of the smoothness in the
training data set, and a study of adversarial robustness. We can show that
adversarial training is actually a convergent regularization method. More-
over, we discuss extensions to frame systems and CNN-type architectures for
variational regularizers, where we obtain some results on their structure by
carefully designed numerical experiments.

1 Introduction

Data-driven methods for the solution of inverse problems have gained strong
attention in recent years due to the vast advances made in (deep) machine
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learning (cf. e.g. [1]). Compared to other fields, inverse problems pose par-
ticular challenges due to their ill-posedness, complexity, and the absence of
ground truth data for measurements and inverse solutions. For these reasons,
the straightforward application of supervised learning techniques seems still
out of reach for most practical applications. Semi-supervised learning ap-
proaches have emerged to an attractive alternative approach, which typically
learn a regularizer or some related features reminiscent of a proximal map
of regularizers. Those are based either solely on suitable inverse solutions or
non-favorable inverse solutions, e.g. obtained from unstable reconstructions.

Despite some practical success of these approaches, theoretical insights
such as explanations of results achieved, an analysis of their robustness, or
a thorough convergence analysis in terms of statistical regularization are
hardly available. In this chapter we want to further discuss these theoret-
ical issues by studying simple explainable architectures, which allow for a
detailed analysis and also for some comparison with classical approaches in
the regularization of inverse problems. In particular we shall review some
results on spectral architectures related to the classical technique of singular
value decomposition (cf. [2, 3]) and augment them by novel results such as
convergence rates of learned regularizations. We also discuss how the spec-
tral architectures and the theoretical insights can be generalized to frame
systems. As we shall see, these architectures allow to derive deep theoretical
insights into the regularization properties of learned methods, their robust-
ness, and effects arising in the infinite-dimensional limit relevant in inverse
problems.

In addition we will also study adversarial examples in the framework of
spectral architectures, which we understand in the sense of adversarial data
(distributions) for the inverse problems. As mentioned above one has to deal
with the issue of distribution shifts in these data in particular for supervised
learning techniques and hence it is of particular importance to study the
most severe effects on robustness stemming from single or population data
drawn from a perturbed distribution.

As a step towards practically used convolutional neural network (CNN)
architectures, we finally study a CNN type approach mimicking multiresolu-
tion or total variation type regularization. We construct some computational
studies that tackle the questions whether nonlocality of convolutional kernels
is favorable and with which types of CNN kernels we genuinely end up in a
more conventional setting of local kernels. While this chapter focuses on ex-
plainability through simple architectures, we refer to the open source python
library Deeplnverse [4] for advanced deep neural network architectures for
solving imaging inverse problems.

Before proceeding to the study of explainable architectures we shall give
a short introduction to different learning paradigms for inverse problems in
the next section.



2 Learning paradigms for regularization methods
in inverse problems

Inverse problems are of central importance in many fields of science and tech-
nology, with image reconstruction in different modalities being a prominent
example. In general we are interested in abstract equations of the form

A(z) =y, (1)

with A being a forward operator whose inverse does not exist or is not contin-
uous. The latter causes obvious difficulties in the solution process in particu-
lar when noisy data y? are available instead of y (the superscript § denoting a
typical magnitude of the noise). The classical approach consists in construct-
ing handcrafted regularization methods based on mathematical principles (cf.
[5, 6]). Recently a data driven construction of such methods received strong
attention due to the increasing availability of potential training data and
advances in deep learning implementations allowing to tackle larger scale
problems. Due to the ill-posedness in the solution of inverse problems and
the need to introduce a-priori knowledge anyway, such approaches appear
rather natural and promising. In the following we give a high level overview
of the different approaches, which we group into three different groups ac-
cording to the paradigm of what to learn rather than by specific architectures
how to do it.

2.1 Supervised learning

The basis of supervised learning approaches is the availability of data pairs
(24, yf )i=1,....N, from which the inverse solution is to be generalized. Since the
training data ideally involves noisy sample this can be conceived as learning a
regularization method, in particular if the learning is performed conditional
on the noise strength 6. With appropriate architectures Ry(y) depending
on learnable parameters 6 one tries to parametrize the regularized inverse
solution. As usual in supervised learning in arbitrary applications this is
achieved by minimizing an overall loss of the form

1 N
=~ Z (Ro(y?), 2)

Here ¢ denotes a suitable distance between the computed solution Rg(y? ) and
the corresponding training data z;.

Different architectures have been investigated for the regularization method
Ry. The most straightforward approach is to try standard architectures for
deep neural networks such as U-nets directly approximating a regularized in-
verse Ry. Such approaches encounter limitations in many inverse problems in



practice due to the complexity of the forward operator (and thus the approx-
imation of the full inversion). Moreover, the generalization properties are
doubtful in case of ill-posed problems, since the networks necessarily need to
have a large Lipschitz constant, for which the usual machine learning theory
would predict an unreasonable generalization error.

In order to cure the issues in direct end-to-end learning mentioned above,
several approaches that include information about the forward operator in
the architecture have been considered. An early and frequently used ap-
proach in this direction is to use some approximate inverse B of A and
choose the architecture Ry of the form

Ro(y) = Np(B(y)), (3)

where Ny is an appropriate deep neural network. In this way one transfers
the inversion problem to a learning problem in the domain of the inverse
solutions. Then the neural network merely functions as post processing,
learning to denoise and correct the rough reconstruction B(y) for artifacts. A
typical example is (undersampled or limited angle) X-ray tomography, where
B can be chosen as a filtered backprojection operator and the subsequent
learning arises between images, where a variety of highly developed CNN-
type architectures are available (cf. [7, 8]).

An alternative approach is guided by well-understood iterative methods
for inverse problems such as proximal algorithms, which are then augmented
by learnable parameters in order to achieve a reasonable convergence and
regularization in a fixed number of iterations (corresponding to layers in deep
networks). This approach is typically called unrolling and comprises several
different iterative techniques as well as different types of parametrization,
e.g. with fixed or with changing parameters in the different iterations. From
a deep learning perspective unrolling can be interpreted as residual networks
involving A, the adjoint of its derivative and a skip connection to the input
layer (the data y) (cf. [9]).

2.2 Unsupervised learning with adversarial data

The second learning paradigm arises from data sets where both data (z;)i=1,.. n
about the favorable solutions as well as noisy measurement data (y?) j=1,..M
are available, but not in the form of corresponding pairs. Given some ap-
proximate inverse B as before, one can generate adversarial data x? = B(y?),
i.e. unfavorable inverse solutions.

The most prominent example is the learning of adversarial regularizers
in a variational setting (cf. [10]). The key idea is to learn a parametrized
regularization functional Jy for a variational regularization method, i.e.,

Ry(y) = argmin (D(A(z),y) + oy (), (4)



with D being an appropriate distance in the measurement domain and o« > 0
a regularization parameter. Adversarial regularizers are obtained by mini-
mizing the loss

N
%Z xl——ZJg )+ S(VJy), (5)

with S being an appropriate functional penalizing large gradients. Note that
the different signs in front of the first two terms favors optimal solutions
for Jy to take small values on the favorable data x; and large ones on the
adversarial data X ]‘5 . The penalization of gradients is necessary to obtain
meaningful regularization functionals. By analogy to the dual definition of
the 1-Wasserstein metric between the favorable and adversarial data popu-
lations a hard constraint for the gradient has been proposed in [10], i.e

0 if ||VJy(z)]] <1 almost everywhere,
+oo else.

sevan ={ ©
However, it has been shown later that a good approximation of the Wasser-
stein metric is not desirable anyway (cf. [11]), hence other standard pe-
nalization functionals can be used, which might increase interpretability of
solutions (cf. [12, 13]). Similar adversarial learning techniques can also be
coupled with unrolling of iterative algorithms (cf. [14])

2.3 Unsupervised generative learning

The third class of approaches does not use any kind of measurement data
for training, but solely data (z;);=1,..n that correspond to typical or de-
sired solutions for the inverse problem, e.g. just typical images in the case
of image reconstruction. What is to be learned from this type of data is
somehow a projection to the manifold of favorable solution or some vector
field pointing to it (or in a stochastic interpretation maps or velocities to-
wards higher probability density). Alternatively, these approaches can be
understood as generative models, since via projections or velocity fields one
is able to generate favorable solutions from arbitrary inputs.

A canonical and thus frequent choice are denoising models (cf. [15, 16]),
which learn a denoising scheme Dy(x). The simplest version to learn a denois-
ing scheme is supervised learning from artificially generated noisy samples,
e.g. by adding random noise to the given samples x;. A more recent ap-
proach are denoising diffusion models, which learn a network approximating
the score of a diffusion process (related to adding Gaussian noise of increas-
ing strength) instead (cf. [17]). These networks can be used as velocity
fields towards the manifold of favorable solutions and different — stochastic
or deterministic — flows back to this manifold can be constructed from it.



In order to employ denoising diffusion models for inverse problems several
methods have been proposed, often under the umbrella of so-called plug-and-
play methods (cf. [18-20]). Again, the most straight-forward approach is to
use denoising as a postprocessing after a preliminary inversion, i.e.

Ro(y) = Do(B(y)), (7)

where Dy is a parametrized denoiser. A more advanced approach consists
of including the denoiser in an iterative scheme. Particularly attractive are
schemes resembling proximal splitting in variational regularization (cf. [21,
22]). With a distance measure D as above, the most prominent example is
of the form Ry(y) = Xk, with

Lh+1 :De(xk —TvxD(A(ZE‘>,y)), k=1,...,K -1 (8)

In approaches providing a velocity field such as diffusion models, several
different approaches have been proposed, which combine the velocity with the
gradient of the distance D(A(x),y), or use variational inference techniques
to locally approximate a related Bayesian posterior (cf. e.g. [23-26]). The
theoretical justification of these approaches is however widely open.

While diffusion models rely on the formalism of a stochastic differential
equation to transform a simple to sample distribution P;, e.g. a normal
distribution, into the hard to sample distribution Ps of typical solutions , this
can be also be done via the deterministic continuity equation. The velocity
field corresponding to the continuity equation can be parametrize by a neural
network and samples from distributions P; can be pushed onto samples from
P; by solving an ODE. This approach has been utilized in Flow Matching and
Continuous Normalizing Flows (cf. [27]), which provide different tractable
loss functions to learn such a velocity field. In the context of Bayesian inverse
problems Flow Matching on conditional Wasserstein spaces has been propose
to sample from the posterior (cf. [28]).

3 Learning-based spectral regularizations

We are interested in inverse problems of the form
Yo = Az +e, 9)

where y° is a measurement, that is obtained from an unknown quantity z
with a linear, compact forward operator between Hilbert spaces A : X — Y
and corrupted by unknown noise €. The severeness of the noise is measured
by the so-called noise level, denoted by the superscript , and is assumed to
be controllable.
Since A is compact and linear, it admits a singular value expansion (uy, Uy, 0y )neN,
such that
Az = Z On (T, Up ) Up. (10)

neN



A possible solution operator for uncorrupted data is the pseudo-inverse A' :
R(A) ® R(A)*T — N(A)*,

AT?/ = Z i<y> Un>un- (11)

neN "

While using A as a reconstruction operator circumvents the problems of
non-existence and non-uniqueness, it might be an instable reconstruction
operator. This means, that error the reconstruction error can not be con-
trolled by the measurement error caused by the noise. The aim of regulariza-
tion is to reconstruct noisy measurements with smoothened versions of the
pseudo-inverse (or any other desirable but instable solution operator) while
still approaching the pseudo-inverse as the noise vanishes.

3.1 Classical regularization theory

Classical regularization theory considers reconstruction operators R, parametrized
by a regularization parameter o € Rsg. The choice of this parameter de-
pends on the, to reconstruct, measurement y° and/or the noise level 6. In the
following, we recapitulate some foundations of the classical theory presented

in [5].

Definition 1 (Regularization). Given ag € R we call the family { Ro}ae(0,a0)
a regularization if Ry : Y — X is continuous for any « € (0, ap).

Definition 2 (Convergence). A regularization {Ra}ae(0,00) 5 called con-

vergent if for any y € D(AT) C Y there exists a parameter choice rule
a:RsgxY — (0,a0) such that

. 5 + 5 5 _
tim sup {[| Rugs9° — ATyl |47 € Villy = o’ <o} =0 (12)

We note that for a fixed y € D(AT) Equation (12) implies uniform conver-
gence over all admissible y°. However this convergence is not uniform over
all y € D(AT), but merely point wise. It is shown in [5, Proposition 3.11] that
for forward operators A with an unbounded pseudo-inverse Af there cannot
exist a linear regularization method such that (12) converges uniformly for
y € D(A"), |lyl| < 1. This can be explained with the modulus of continuity
of the operator A. It is defined for 6 > 0 on a set M C X as

Q0, M) := sup{||z[| | € M, [|Az[| < 6}

and is a lower bound for the error in (12) (see [5, Proposition 3.10]) in the
sense that

sup { IRy — ]l | = € M,y €Y, || Az — | < 6} > (5, ).



Choosing M = N(A)*NT~1(B1(0)) we obtain that for any z € M, 3% € Y
that fulfill || Az—y°|| < 4, it holds that y := Az € D(AT)NB;(0) and ATy = .
Therefore

sup { | Rugsny” — ATyl | y € D(AT) N B1(0), 5 € Y, |ly — o’ < 8}
> Q8N (A)F N T (Bi(0)),

where the right-hand side is infinity if AT is unbounded. Since regularization
of a bounded pseudo-inverse is not of major interest, convergence rates are
usually stated for measurements generated from ground truth data contained
in a smaller set M. These sets are then called source sets and a popular choice
are the sets

xup = {7 € X |2 = (A w, ul < p},

for which it holds that (see [5, Proposition 3.14])
2u 1
Q(0, xp,p) < 6701 p2aiT,

It is further shown in [5, Proposition 3.15] that this bound is sharp. An
example for a regularization that obtains convergence rate of optimal order § 5
on the source sets x1,, is Tikhonov regularization (see [5, Chapter 5.1]). For
a regularization parameter o > 0, the Tikhonov regularizer can be defined
implicitly by a variational problem,

1 a4
Roy® = argmin —|| Az — y6H2 + = llzl?,
zeX 2 2

or explicitly via the singular value expansion of A,

ag
,Rozy(S = Z = <y67'vn>un7

This is a special case of regularization by spectral filtering of the pseudo-
inverse Af,
Ry’ = 9a(0)(y’, vn)un,
neN
where g, : R>g — R>g is a filter function. In the following, we investigate
different ways to obtain such spectral regularizers in data-driven settings.

3.2 Data-driven spectral regularization

In the setting of data-driven reconstruction, we are interested in the statisti-
cal version of the inverse problem (9). Thus, we assume our unknown ground
truth data = ~ P, to be sampled from a data distribution and noise £ ~ D,
that is distributed independent of x and sampled from a noise distribution.



Based on the singular value decomposition of AT (11), the works [2, 3]
study linear spectral reconstruction operators of the form

R[g](yls) = Zgn<y671}n>uny (13)

neN

with regularization coefficients g = (gn),,cy that emerge from a data-driven
optimization approach. In particular, [2] focuses on the supervised learning
approach

g¥SE € argminE, p, oop. ||R(Az + ¢, g) — 2| (14)
g

that was also studied in [29] and optimizes the mean-squared error (MSE)
between the input-output pairs (Az + ¢, x) following the distributional laws
P, and P.. Throughout this chapter, we assume that

E.p, [||x|]2] < 00 and Eep. [e] = 0.

With some further mild assumptions on the distributions with respect to the
forward operator A (see, e.g., [2]) the minimizer of (14) is unique and given

by
MSE onlly )
p— —_— 9 15
9F.. . (Hna,%JrAn heN (15)

where
I, = Eyop, [\<x,un>|2} and A, =E,p [\<g,un>|2} .

Here and in the following, the dependence of 1I,, and A,, on P, and P. is
omitted in the notation to improve readability. The possibility to explicitly
compute optimal parameters g stems mainly from the orthogonality of the
bases (un)nen and (v, )nen and allows for the rigorous study of stability and
convergence in different learning paradigms [3]. To assess these properties,
we use the definitions of data-driven regularizations introduced in [3] that
are based on the definitions proposed in [6, 5]. For the sake of simplicity,
in this chapter we only consider single-valued reconstruction operators R
and consider the pseudo inverse (11) to be desired solution operator for un-
corrupted data. We further restrict ourselves to the metric induced by the
squared Hilbert-space norm that already appears in the formulation of the
supervised approach (14).

Importantly, the understanding of parameters differs between the defini-
tions of classic and data-driven regularizations. The regularization coeffi-
cients g that appear in the definition of the spectral reconstruction opera-
tor R (13) are called regularization parameters in the classic formulation of
regularization. In a data-driven setting these parameters are obtained au-
tomatically by an optimization process. Moreover, a data-driven approach



relies on training examples drawn from training distributions. For example in
(14), the optimal parameters gMSF are automatically obtained by minimizing
the MSE with respect to the training distributions P, and P.. Taking this
into account, the definition of data-driven regularization treats these training
distributions as what is called parameters in the classic setting. Moreover,
unless stated otherwise, we keep the data distribution P, fixed and denote
by
RSE = g5 ]

the data-driven reconstruction operator obtained by optimizing (14) for train-
ing distributions P, and F-.

Definition 3 (Data-driven regularization). Given a family of noise dis-
tributions U we call the family {Rp.}p.cy a data-driven regularization if
Rp 1Y — X is continuous for any choice of P. € V.

The definition of convergence further requires a notion of the noise level
§ € RT of a noise distribution P.. In many cases, it can be defined via the
function

8(P.) = \/Eevr. ||l

In [2, 3], the noise level is defined via

5(P.) = \/sup E..r, [|(e.va)l?]. (16)

neN

to allow for white noise. Unless stated otherwise, we use the latter defintion.

Definition 4 ( Convergence). A data-driven regularization {Rp.}p.cy s
called convergent if for any y € D(AY) C Y there exists a parameter choice
rule (9, P.) — P- such that

lim Sup{ E..p [HATy—RPE(yH)m ‘ P.eW, §(P)<é }: 0.

6—0

We call the regularization convergent over the fized data distribution P if
there exists a parameter choice rule (0, P-) — P such that

lim sup{ Eynp, e~p. [HATAx - Rpg(Ax +5)H1 ‘ P.eV §(P.)<$ } =0.

6—0

3.3 Self-supervised regularization with spectral
plug-and-play priors

In [3, Section 4.2] it is pointed out that the reconstruction operator R%IESE can
also be obtained with a self-supervised learning approach. More precisely, it
is considered to optimize a linear denoiser of the form

DN@) =Y — () un (17)

10



with respect to the self-supervised denoising objective
minByep, op [N +8) — 2] (18)

As before, z ~ P, is drawn from a data distribution and £ ~ Pr is drawn from
a noise distribution, but in contrast to (14), the noise is directly added to
the data, with no measurement operator in between. For a data distribution
that fulfills II,, > n for all n € N the optimal denoiser (17) with respect to
(18) is given by

E~~ g ~> mn 2
Dp.:=D[Ap.p ],  withXp p = ( E~P: 1[I<5 Un) ]) '
" neN

Furthermore, if \,, > 0 for all n, the denoiser of the form (17) can be written
as the proximal operator

: 1
prox (z) = argmin ey o [lz — 2|* + JA|(2)

of the quadratic regularization functional
1
TN (@) = 5 > Al un)?.

Therefore, it can be used as a so-called plug-and-play prior [18] in order to
minimize the variational problem

Sz — o + TN() (19)

that corresponds to the inverse problem (9). Since J[A], D[\] and A are all
diagonal with respect to the same basis, it turns out that the minimizer of

(19) is given by
o
R[5 g
&), o

which is equivalent to RS if A, = A, /IL,,, which holds true for Dj_if
Eewp. [(E,un)?] =A,  forallneN. (20)

In other words, if the noise used to train the denoiser behaves in the same
way as the noise that appears in the inverse problem, 11211\.@/[681311‘S is the minimizer
of (19) with A = AL p . In practice however, the variational problem (19)
is not solved directly,’ but iteratively. In [18] for example, it is proposed to
integrate the denoiser into ADMM [30-32]. Hence, the proximal operator
required to solve (19) needs to correspond to an appropriate step-size 7 for
the chosen iterative method. In general, this means to find A, such that

DAr] = proxeypy, - (21)

11



In our setting, it is straight-forward to compute A, = TAp. p, = TA, /1,
which corresponds to scaling the noise distribution by 7. In particular, if P:
satisfies (20) then the denoiser D p. is the “correct” choice for an iterative
scheme with step-size 7. We further note that for general linear denoisers,
it was shown in [33] that the scaling by 7 performed in (21) is equivalent to
spectral filtering of the denoiser by the filter function A, : R — R,

S

hr(s) = m

In our case, this would mean to filter the eigenvalues of D[)] that are given
by 1/(1+ Ap). Inserting these into the filter function, we obtain

) 1\ 1
T\14+XN,) 147N\,

which is exactly the scaling we would expect from the derivations above.

4 Convergence rates of data-driven spectral
regularizations

In [2, 3] we showed that RI}{SE is a convergent data-driven regularization over
fixed training data distributions for mild assumptions on the family ¥. We
summarize this result in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. For any P. € U, let there exist a constant ¢ > 0 such that
A, > conll, (22)

for n large enough and IL,, > 0 for all n € N. Then, the family {R%SE}P cw

is a convergent data-driven reqularization on D(AY)NY and over the fized
distribution Py. In particular it holds for any y € D(A) NY that

SE 2
lim sup { E..p [HATy — RMSB(y + a)H ] ‘ P.eW, 8P) < 5} —0, (23)
—
and that

lim sup { Eyp, cup, [HATA:C — RMSB(Az + E)HQ] ( P.ev, 8(P) < 5} ~0.
(24)

Proof. Making use of (22), the continuity of RI}D/IESE for any P. € W follows
from [3, Lemma 1]. It further follows from [2, Theorem 3] and the correspond-
ing proof that (23) and (24) hold. This corresponds to the parameter-choice
rule (4, P:) — P. and is thus sufficient to show the convergence on DNY and
over the distribution P,. ]

12



We now want to study the rate of convergence in (24). Writing out the
MSE in (24) as it was done in [2], we derive that

IRg)(Ax + ) + AT Az = Z (1 = ongn) (@, un) = gnle, va)))
= Z — 0ngn) (T, un)? + g2 (e, vp)? (25)
—2(1 — ongn)gn(z, un) (e, vy).
Inserting g = gMSE and taking the expected value over P, and P. we obtain
Eompy enp. U\A*Am ~ RYSE (4 +¢) HZ]

—Eop, [HATAw — RYSE(4x) m 4 Eeop, [HR}{SE(S) \ﬂ (26)

_ZHHU 21N,

where from the first to the second line, the mixed terms vanish since ¢ has
zero mean and is not correlated to z. Given that all coefficients that appear
on the right-hand side are non-negative, we directly get the two estimates

S st <y, )

neN neN
and
II, A, JANS
_nBn N Sn (28)
% IM,o2 + A, % o2

While (27) is finite, it does not depend on ¢ and therefore does not vanish
except the data distribution is already concentrated on zero. On the other
hand although each summand of (28) can be bounded by §2/02, the case that
the whole series is finite corresponds to very well-posed inverse problems and
is thus not of major interest. Thus, the convergence proof in [2] instead
considers the mixed estimate

I, A,
20314, = Y& 3w, (29)
n=1 n=N-+1

where N € N can be chosen freely. To find N that minimizes the upper
bound, we first make assumptions on the decay behavior of A, /o2 and II,,.

Assumption 1. We assume that I1,, = O(n™%) with a > 1 and A, /o2 =
O(8%nb) with b € R.

13



Generalizing the above assumption to an entire set of noise distributions
W, we can show the following convergence rate.

Theorem 2. Let Assumption 1 hold for constants a > 1, b € R for the fixed
data distribution P, and uniformly for all noise distributions P. € V¥, i.e.,
there exists a constant C, such that

A, (P.

Aol  cg(pynt

2
On

for all P. € ¥. Then it holds that

1

sup { Eynp, enp. |:HATA$ - R%SE(Ax + 8)”2] ’ P. eV, §(F.) < (5} < 527,

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix A. O

The regularity of II,, and A, /o, can be interpreted as the probabilistic
version of source conditions known from classical regularization theory. The
connection becomes clear with the next Theorem, in which we consider a
more general long-time behavior, analogous to the conditions fulfilled in the
source sets X p-

Assumption 2. We assume that I1,, = ok B and A, = 8%, with Bn, Y >
0 for all n € N such that

1 2
> B <, (30)
neN

with ¢ < co.

Assumption (2) relates to the source sets x,,, in the following way: Again,
we assume that x = (A*A)*w, but this time, w is a random variable with

Ey [(w,un)z] = Bn.

Then it follows that II,, = o 3,. The condition (30) is in particular a stronger
condition than E, [[|w]?] = ¥,cnBn < p°. The latter would be a more
direct generalization of the classical requirement that |w| < p, but since
we do not pose any assumptions on the decay of ~,, it is not applicable in
our setting. We further note that since we consider quadratic errors, the
decay rates we state in the following should be compared to the square of

. . 921
the classical bounds, i.e., to §“1+2.

Theorem 3. Let Assumption 2 hold for constants yp > 0, ¢ < oo for the fized
data distribution P, and all noise distributions P. € U. Then it holds that

sup { Eyop, cop. [HATAQC — RMSE(Ap + s)Hz] ] P.eV,§(P) < 5} < 527

14



Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix B. O

Remark 1. If Assumption 1 is fulfilled with b > —1, Assumption 2 follows
for any p < 2(b+1) and the decay rate obtained by Theorem 3 with u — 2(b+1)
coincides with the rate obtained by Theorem 2. The same arguments close
the gap for b = —1, since in this case we can send p — 0o and obtain a rate

of order 6.

Remark 2. For deterministic data x € X, we can bound the error by

ARz, un)? + 2on A,y

U\Amw—Rmem\ﬂ -3

= (Mo +Ay)?
o ol I, A,
o
<.73, un>2 } Hn An
< max< 1,sup ——— P ——
{ neN II, % Hno'% + An

Therefore, the convergence rates stated in the theorems above also hold for
fized x with (x,u,)? = O(IL,).

{zun)® Un) Ap+o2Il,
H o2+A,
above, we see how the relative smoothness of the special solution x (decay of
(x,un)?) and the training data set impacts the convergence. Clearly, if the

Let us mention that from the additional factor in the sum

quotient <’Hi"> is tending to infinity, we obtain a slower convergence for the
reqularization. If x is much smoother than the training data set, we shall
obtain an improved convergence rate. Indeed, under the natural condition
UAH" — 0, we then obtain
A+ 02 (2, up)?
M2 +A, I,

2
%L") decays as fast or even faster than UZ ~  which is then the

unless
correct asymptotic of the full quotient. The latter represents a saturation
effect inherent in many regularization methods for ill-posed inverse problems
(cf. [5, 34]), which is now depending on the underlying properties of the

training data.

5 Unsupervised data-driven regularization based
on diagonal frame decompositions

One shortcoming of the spectral parametrization R described before is that it
is tied to the singular system of A which might not fit the expected properties
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of samples from P, and P.. In [35, 36] it is proposed to instead use a diagonal
decomposition based on frames (see e.g., [37, Chapter 3]). In this section we
want to generalize our findings from the previous section to this setting.
Motivated by the supervised learning objective (14), we derive unsupervised,
data-driven regularization based on so-called diagonal frame decompositions.
For a more general view on frame-based regularizations, including non-linear
filters and learning approaches, we refer the reader to [38].

We start by stating some basic definitions and properties on frames from
[37]. Frames can be seen as a generalization of orthonormal bases, where the
orthogonality condition is weakened.

Definition 5 (Frame). A sequence (pn)neny C Z for a linear subspace Z of
X is called a frame if there exist constants 0 < a < b < 0o such that for any
<A

allz)? <> (@, 0n)* < bl (31)
neN

Frames can be used to decompose data into coeflicients and to reassemble
coefficients to data, just like orthonormal bases. Given a frame (¢, )neny We
call F: X — (2(N)

Fz:= ((z,¢n))nen
the analysis operator, and its adjoint F* : £2(N) — X, which is given for
c = {cn}nen € 2(N) by
F*c=>cnn,

neN

the synthesis operator. In general, it does not hold that F*F = Id, but the
frame bounds described by (31) ensure that F*F is invertible on Z (see [37,
Lemma 3.2.2]). Therefore, we can define the so-called dual frame (@, )nen

Pn = (F*F)il‘%’m

as well as the corresponding analysis operator F and synthesis operator F*.
It is shown in [37, Proposition 3.2.3] that ¢ is indeed a frame (with constants
1/a and 1/b) and that

F*F‘T = Z<-’E,(ﬂn>¢n =,
neN

as well as
F*Fr = Z(m, On)pn = X,
neN
for any x € Z. To minimize confusion caused by the possible non-orthogonality
of ¢ in the series expression, we use the notation with the analysis and syn-
thesis operators as often as possible. Thus, we state a practical implication
of (31) for F* and F* in the following Lemma.
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Lemma 4. Let F* be the synthesis operator corresponding to a frame @ for
Z C X fulfilling (31) with constants 0 < a < b < oco. Further F* be the
synthesis operator corresponding to the dual frame @. Then it holds that

_ 1
IFel® <blellz  and  [F7ell* < = el

for any c € (2.

Proof. 1t follows directly from (31) and the definition of F' that [|F' |2 < b.
Since ||F|| = ||F*|| this proves the inequality for F*. For F"* we can use the
same arguments since ¢ is a frame with upper frame bound constant 1/a. [

The idea of diagonal frame decomposition is now to write the forward
operator A as a diagonal operation on frame coefficients encoding data in X
and Y, similar as the singular value expansion (10).

Definition 6 (Diagonal Frame Decomposition, [35, Definition 2.4]). A sys-
tem (o, 0, k) = (Pn, ¥n, Kn)nen is called a diagonal frame decomposition of

A if
(1) ¢ = (¢n)nen is a frame for N(A)*+
(2) 1 = (Yp)nen is a frame for R(A) CY
(3) and the quasi-singular values k = (kp)nen C Rso fulfill

cX

)
)

Ay = Enon for all n € N.

Remark 3. The last condition in Definition 6 can be rewritten in terms of
F, and Fy, i.e., the analysis operators corresponding to ¢ and 1, as

Fy(Ax) = k- Fy(a),
for any x € X.

It is shown in [35, Theorem 2.9] that a diagonal frame decomposition
(¢, %, k) of A decomposes the pseudo-inverse Al analogously to (11),

1 _
Aly =" — (Y, ¥n) on = F5(1/k - Fyy’)

for any y € D(AT). The essential generalization with respect to (11) is that
neither ¢ nor ¢ are required to be orthonormal, and therefore, the coefficients
have to be reassembled with the synthesis operator corresponding to the dual
frame @. Together with Remark 3 this decomposition of AT further yields
that

ATA =F;F, (32)
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for any x € X, which means that F_’;Fw performs the orthogonal projection
onto N(A)*+. Tt is now natural to consider the frame generalization of the
spectral reconstruction operators (13),

= Z 9n (y(sa ¢n> Pn = 7;(9 : Fwy(s), (33)
neN

where we omit the dependence of R on ¢ and v for the sake of readability.
With such reconstruction operators we can again consider the supervised
learning problem which aims to solve (14). Since R still maps to N(A)L,
solving (14) is equivalent to minimizing

2
Bavcn, |[ATA2 ~ R0 + )|
% % 2
= B, ||| FpFon = B35 g+ Fo@)|[*] + Eonr. [||F3(g - Fuo)|?]
where, as in (26), we use that ¢ has zero mean and is not correlated to x
to decompose the error, and the identities derived in (32) and Remark 3

to rewrite the operators. The above form allows the direct application of
Lemma 4 that yields

2
ap Egop, oop, [HATA:): — Rlg)(Az +¢) H ]

< Eovr, (1= k- 9) Fpal}] + Ecnr [llg- Focl?] (34)
= Z(l - Hngn)Q Ezvp, [<x790n>2] +gn e~ P [(5 V) ] )
neN

where a, denotes the constant for the lower bound of ¢.
Assuming that E,wp, [(z,¢,)%] > 0 for any n > 0 and E,p, [||z]|?] < oo,
this upper bound has a unique minimizer g* given by

. Rn ExNPz [< Qpn> ]
P T\ R Eanr, (@ 0n)] + Eenr [E00)7)

This turns out to be the generalization of gf\.flsg in (15) if we expand the

definition of II,,, A, to

Uy =Eonr, [[(moa)f]  and  Ay=Eeep |[Eva)f]  (39)

for any choice of frames ¢, 1 that belong to a diagonal frame decomposition
(p,1, k) of A. We note that using this generalized definition, we still obtain
summability of the II,,, as

ZH’H = ExNPI [Z<J;’¢n>2] : bso ]EmNPz [||$H2] < 00,

neN neN

18



where we use the upper frame bound (31) for the frame ¢ with constant
b, < oo. Further, inserting (35) into (34), we derive that

. 2

) IEQCNPDENPE |:HATAJJ — R%IESE (A.T + E)H :|

<Z(1_ ( MSE*))QH +( MSE*)2A _ZH”iA”

= kn\9p..P, n T 9P, P, Jn 2n = R2IL, + A,

neN neN

Combining this estimate with the summability of II,,, we can generalize most
of the results from Section 4 to the case of frame-based reconstruction op-
erators. Therefore, we transfer the noise level defined by (16) to a given
diagonal frame decomposition (¢, 1, k) as

8(P.) = fsup B, e, 40

Definition 7. Let (¢,v,k) be a diagonal frame decomposition of A and
consider the corresponding generalized definitions (33) of R and (35) of I1,,,
A,. Then we define

REPY = Rlgplr ),

JMSE .:< ki I, >
b= B &) e

Theorem 5. For any P. € VU, let there exist a constant ¢ > 0 such that
Ay > ckpll, (36)

where

for n large enough. Then, the family {R%SE*}P cy 8 a convergent data-
driven regularization over the fized distribution P,.. In particular it holds
that

lim sup { Eyop, oup, [HATAx — RMSF (Ax + e)HQ] ( P. e, §(P.) < 5} —0.

If there exist constants a > 1 and b € R, such that P, fulfills 11, = O(n~%)
and A, /k2 = O(5%nb) holds uniformly for all P. € U, the speed of conver-

gence s of order 52%’1}. If there exist constants p > 0 and ¢ < oo, such that
P, fulfills 11,, = K,#Lﬁn and for all P. € V there exist v, such that A, = 52%

2
and (30) holds, the speed of convergence is of order 52T

Proof. The proof of convergence follows analogously to Theorem 1. The de-
cay rates follow directly from Lemmas 16 and 17 by substituting the singular
values o, by the quasi-singular values . O

At this point we would like to stress that, although it is clearly data-
driven by the coefficients II,, and A,, the regularizer RI\P/[ESE* is in general
not obtained by the supervised learning approach. In fact, the only case
where we know that R%IESE* minimizes the learning objective (14) is when
the inequality (34) becomes an equation.
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6 Regularization aspects of adversarial training

To motivate the use of adversarial training as a regularization let us consider
the following setting. In the context of Chapter 3.1 we consider a yet undeter-
mined spectral regularizer R, := R[g(«)] (13) with coefficients g,, depending
on the parameter a € Rsg. Let us further fix the parameter choice rule to
simply be a(6,°) = 8. Since R, := R[g(c)] the Definition 2 is equivalent to

lim sup |Rs(Az+e)— ATAz|?> =0
6—0 86?5(0)

or

lim sup |Rs(Az +¢) —z|* — ||zo]|* = 0,
5—)086§6(0)

where zg € N(A) is the unique projection of x onto the null space of the
operator A.

Remark 4. Choosing the term || R[g](Az+e)+x||? in the following minimiza-
tion objective is more in line with the classical machine learning approach but
we have the equivalence

IR[g)(Az + €) + zl|* = | Rlg)(Az + €) + ATAz||? + ||z

where xg € N(A) is the unique projection of x onto the null space of the
operator. Since ||zo||? is a g independent constant we can always switch
between the two terms in the minimization objectives.

Given a data distribution P, if we aim to have a minimal regularization
error over all = it seems natural to choose the parameters g, () such that

g2%2 ¢ arg HglinEprz sup ||Rp(Az +¢) + x| (37)
" llell<s

In machine learning this training objective is also called adversarial training
(cf. [39-41] ). A priori it is unknown if the infimum in the above problem is
attained by a minimizer. But as we will see shortly this is indeed the case.

Lemma 6. The term

sup [|R[g)(Az +¢€) +
Jell<s

is finite if and only if R[g] is a bounded linear operator, i.e. g = (gn)neN €
0. In this case it can be bounded by 2||R[g](Az) — z|? + 2||g]|2 62
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Proof. If g € £>°, then by (25), Cauch—Schwartz and Young’s inequality we
can estimate

IR[g](Az + &) + ][> < [lzol* +2 ) (1 = ongn)*(z,un)® + g7 (e, 0n)?

< ||330H2 +2 Z(l - Ungn)2<x7un>2 + ||gn”%°°52'

n

On the other hand if g ¢ [*° then g,, — oo and thus choosing €,, = sign(—2(1—
OnGn)gn T, Un))0v, the sequence ||R[g](Ax + &,,) + z||? — +oc. O

Due to Lemma 6 minimizers of (37) have to lie in £*° and thus we can
restrict ourselves to the case g € £°°. Since unlike in the MSE case we have
no closed form for the minimizer g2#2. We have to rely on the the direct
method of calculus of variations to show the existence of minimizers. The
two essential ingredients for this method are the weak* lower semicontinuity
and the compactness of sublevels for the functional

f:g— Euop, sup |R[g](Az +¢) — ATAmHQ.
el <o

The proofs of the following two lemmas can be found in Appendix C.

Lemma 7. The function
fi(g,me) €l x X xY — ||R[g](Ax +¢) — ATA:CHZ

is weakly * lower semi continuous in g and jointly continuous in x and €.
Further for a § > 0 the functional

f: (g,x) € £° x X — sup ||R[g](Ax +¢) — ATA.%'HQ
llell<é

is Borel measurable in x and weakly* lower semi continuous in g. Lastly the
functional

f:g€ > Eyup, sup |R[g](Az +¢) — AJ‘AasH2
llell<é

is weak™ lower semi continuous.

Lemma 8. (Compactness of Sublevels) Given a fized § > 0 we have that the
functional f has weakly* compact sublevels.

As an immediate consequence of Lemma 7 and 8 we can apply the direct
method in the calculus of variations and obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 9. The minimum in (37) is attained.
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We define the regularization procedure given by adversarial training Rgdv? =
R[g®™2] where g?@2 are the parameters obtained for the problem (37) with
adversarial budget . By Lemma 6 R‘gd” is a continuous operator. To show
that Rgdw is a valid regularization scheme we need to study its behavior as
0 — 0. Indeed adversarial training of spectral regularizers yields a convergent
regularization scheme in the following sense.

Lemma 10. If the training data distribution fulfills E,p, [||z]?] < +oo,
then

lim E,p, sup ||RI™2(Az +¢) — ATAz| = 0.
00 llell<é

Proof. We estimate

Z(l - Ungn)2<x7 un>2 + 9721<5a Un>2 —2(1 = 0ngn)gn{x, un) (e, vn)

n

< QZO - Ungn)2<$aun>2 + 92(€,vn>2-

n

Thus
min E,p, sup ||R,, (Az +¢) — AT Az|?
n llell<é
<2 nrgnn E.p, Z(l — 0ngn)*(x, up)? + sup Zgi(s,vnf
" n llell<é 5

=2 H!;in Z(l — Ungn)2Hn + 52”9”%‘”
n

= 2mi{)1 (1 — o, min(r, 1/0,))II, + 6%r?
r>

n
<2) (1 - onmin(1/Vs,1/0n)IL, + V3,
n
where in the last step we simply inserted r = %. The first term converges

to 0 since II,, € ' and 0, — 0 as n — oo and for the second term the
convergence is obvious. O

Remark 5. If we define the noise level 6(P.) := \/E.p.||x|/?, then

Eyup, e~p.  SUD HRgva(Ax +e)— AT Az|?
Po:5(P)<d

<Eyop, sup |RI™2(Az+e)— ATAz|.
e:le||<o

This can easily be observed if we use (25) . The mized term vanishes on
the left hand side since x and € are considered to be independent and x has
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zero mean. For right hand side the mized term can be assumed to only make
positive contributions due to supremum over €. Thus by Lemma 10 we obtain

}in%) sup{ Eymp, cnp. |:HATA$ Rava(Ax—i-e H } ) d(P.)<$é }
%
which corresponds to convergence in the sense of Definition 4 .

6.1 oco-Type adversaries

Unfortunately it seems that solutions to the optimization problem (37) have
no closed form like for the MSE-problem. To maintain a closed form we
slightly modified the problem. Instead of of the d-ball we take the supremum
with respect to the set

Ss={ee X :|(e,un)| <0 Vn}

Although this set is not a d-ball in the infinite dimensional case in finite
dimension this set is the d-ball of a rotated co-norm. The set Ss can be
interpreted as the vicinity corresponding to a deterministic version of a white
noise level §.

Lemma 11. The term

sup || Rlg)(Az +¢) — a
e€Ss

is finite if and only if g € 2.

Proof. If g = (gn)nen € £2, take the sequence &, = Zﬁ:15sign(—2(1 —
OnGn)gn{T, Uy ))v,. and estimate

IRlg)(Az +er) — 2] =|lol* + D (1 = ongn)* (@, un)? + ga(en, va)

n

— 2(1 — Ungn)gn<:13, un><€k7 UTL>
> gnlenva)? = +oo

n

for k — +o0o0. On the other hand if (g,)neny € £? then we can look at the
functional f : X x £*° — R mapping

33 w = Z Ungn fE Un>2 *2(1 O'ngn)gn<33 un>wn+972:, 121

Finiteness of the functional can be guaranteed by a combination of Cauchy-
Schwartz and Young’s inequality. For a fixed £ € X the maximum of this
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functional under the restriction ||wl[s~ < § is clearly obtained by w'* =

sign(—2(1 — 0pgn)gn {x, un))o. Then
IR[g)(Az + &) — z[|* — f(z,w™*) + [|lzo|?

for k — 4o00. In particular

sup | Rlg)(Az +¢) —z|® = max f(z,w) + ||zol*
Ss wEL®:||w]| oo <&
O
Due to the previous considerations we can solve
minE,. max z,w) + ||zo]|* = minE, z, W) + [|zo |2
minEop,  max f@w) + ol = minEop (e, uZ) + o]
(38)
instead of
m;nIEgngx sup | R[g](Az + ¢) — x| (39)
Ss
The subscripts g and x denote the dependencies of f and w™** on ¢ and =,

respectively.

Lemma 12. A minimizer m of problem (38) fulfills m,, € [0, é}

Proof. We start by observing that E,p, (u, z,)? = 0 if and only if Epp, |(u, z,,)| =
0. Using representation (25), the n-th summand of E,p, fo(x, w;**") is given

in this case by g26% and m,, has to be 0.

Let us now consider the case E,p, (u, 7,)% # 0 # Epp, | (u, 7,)|. If m, <0

for some n, we can set m, = —m,, to obtain the contradiction

Eonpy fin (2, w5 ) + [|20]|* > Eonp, fin (, W) + [l2o]*.

max

max)
T .

To see this compare the n-th summand of E,...p, fi (z, w]**) and E,p, fi (z, w]

Since oy, > 0, |1 — opmy| > |1 — opiy|, clearly
(1 = 00y * By p, (2, tn)? + 26](1 = 0mn )| [mn| B, [ (u, 20)| + (M) 282

> (1= ontitn)*Eonp, (2, un)” + 20| (1 = 0niitg) | [0 [Eam p, | (1, 20) | + (172) %67
On the other hand if m,, > Ui" we can set m,, = é, then again observe

(1 = 0nmn ) Bonp, (2, un)? + 26|(1 = 0my)|[mn[Eenp, [(u, 20)| + (my,)?67

> (1y,)202

= (1= ouiin)® Egp, (@, un)? + 26 |(1 = 0iin)| [ [Ban p, | (w, 20) | + (172,)82
=0 =0

and m,, is a strict improvement over m,,. ]
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With those insights we are now able to calculate the minimizers precisely.
The proof of the following theorem can be found in Appendix D.

Theorem 13. A minimizer of problem (38) is given by g®¥>= € (% with the
choice

E.p, <x,un>2 )

adves __ : < — E.. =0
9n U Een ] =gy O el el =0
and else
1 : 4 Eorpy (@5un)?
d 5 Ty py (i) 3 if Borp, {2, un)| < 50 < %’
Z Voo — On— onEyn py, (@un)2—0E; p, [(z,un)]
- )
é Zf?ﬂ < EINPI‘<$)UN>|‘

Remark 6. In in the case that (Eymp, |z, un)])? = Epop, (x, un)? and % =
Epp, |(z,un)| the term S(gn) = Epmp, (x,u,)? is constant and every choice
of gn € |0, é is a minimizer. We simply set g, = 0 in the definition of

advse

gldves In any other case the choice for g% is unique.

We denote the regularization obtain by the solving problem (39) with
an ¢ budget of J by Rgd”“’ = R[g*¥=]. To study the convergence of this
regularizer we introduce the set of distributions with a white noise level
smaller then §

55 = {Pg : EENPS <€,Un>2 < 52)vn} .

Theorem 14. Let P, be the training data distribution satisfying Ey~p, [[|z]|?] <

+00. Then for any fized data distribution P, with E. 5, [lz]?] < +o0 we
have

IimE A Radve (4 — ATAz|]? =0,
lim xwprélgll 5 2 (Az +e) z||

as well as

lim sup E Rgdv“’(Ax +¢e)— AT Az|?> = 0.

550 156685 mNPx,ENPE ”

Proof. For r > 0 we define g(r) as the sequence

1 i 1 2
= if =<7
g(r); = {"i 2i=n on =

0 else
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such that by definition ||g(r)|| < r. Let now P, be the trainings distribution,
then

Z(l - Unggdvoo)QEx~Pm (z, Un>2

+20(1 = g™ ga?~ Eonp, (@, un)| + 6* (g57=)?
=minE,p, sup | R[g](Az + ) — AT Az||?
g Ss
<minE,.p,2 <HR[g] (Az) — AT Az|? + sup Z g2 (e, vn>2>
g S5 <
= minE,p,2 (|| Rlgl(Az) - ATAz|? + 6% g%
<E.p.2 (IRlg(1/V3)|(Az) - ATAz|* +5) = 0

as 0 — 0. This implies that in particular > (gdv=)2§% — 0. Then for a
general distribution P,

E,.p, Sup || Ry (5)(Az +€) — AT Az|)?
Ss
<2 (1~ gtV E, p, (2, un)® + (g5)*0"

<2 > E, . p, (T, un)® +2 (g:7)*6"
602E, 5, {z,un)|on n
The first term in the last line clearly vanishes as § — Osince 3, E__ 5 (, Up)?

is finite and the second term vanishes due to previous considerations. O

7 Sparse Frame Architectures

In order to obtain further insights into more realistic architectures used in
deep learning, we construct an example of a network-based regularizer that
resembles sparsity in frame systems, such as analysis-based formulations of
wavelet regularization or the heavily used total variation regularization. In
order to learn a regularizer we follow the setup of adversarial regularizers
proposed in [10] with a data set of random ellipses, the forward operator
A being the identity, which is augmented by additive Gaussian noise. The
adversarial examples are thus noisy images as illustrated in 1.

7.1 Sparse CNN Architectures

In order to mimic sparse multiresolution analysis such as in wavelets, we use
three convolutional kernels k = (k', k2, k?) of different sizes. As a regularizer
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Figure 1: Illustration of typical data (clean images on the left) and adversarial data

(noisy images on the right).
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Figure 2: Learned kernels kl, k2, k3 in a multiresolution CNN architecture..

=]

we choose 5
Rz, k) = [[k* i1 =Y |k« (40)
=1

The three kernels are of size 6 x 6, 16 x 16, 36 x 36, and stride 2,4 and 8,
respectively, i.e. they represent different resolutions from fine to coarse.

The results after training as an adversarial regularizer (using a random
initialization) are shown in Figure 2. Surprisingly, all kernels rather have an
effective scale of 626 after removing approximately vanishing entries. This
indicates that a local CNN architecture is more suitable than multiple res-
olutions. Let us also mention that resulting kernels we obtained depend a
lot on the initialization used for training, e.g. they look different when using
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Figure 3: Learned kernels k', k%, k3, k* in a local CNN architecture.

only constant kernels initially. However, the main effect of all kernels having
local support appears to be consistent also with other initializations

7.2 Do local CNNs result in Total Variation ?

In order to further understand the behavior of local kernels in convolutional
neural networks, we investigate a network architecture consisting of four
convolutional kernels k = (k', k2, k3, k*) of size 2x 2 and define the regularizer
as

R(z, k) = ||k *z|2,;. (41)

This regularizer architecture resembles isotropic total variation in the sense
that first the Euclidean norm of the four convolutions with the image at each
point is computed (similar to the Euclidean norm of derivatives) and then
summed up over all pixels.

Figure 3 displays the four kernels obtained after training. Indeed, we see
that the regularizer resembles a total variation type functional. The two
kernels on the left can be interpreted exactly as realizations of derivatives
along the coordinate axis. The kernels on the right can also be interpreted
very well: The lower one is almost constant (note the color bar) and hence
penalizes the mean value. The top one resembles the approximation of a
mixed second derivative, which can be seen easily from a Taylor expansion.
The comparison of absolute values in all kernels, which are of similar range,
implies that indeed the mean value part is effectively weighted stronger than
the first derivatives (effectively divided by the number of pixels in one direc-
tion) and much stronger than the mixed second derivative (effectively divided
by the total number of pixels) .
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Appendix A

To prove Theorem 2, we are mainly interested in the decay of Y > n

and the growth of Zivzl n® as N grows. We summarize the estimates we
need in the following lemma.

Lemma 15. Let N > 0. For a > 1, it holds that

oo
> ont s (N4 (42)
n=N+1 a=

For 0>b> —1, we have

1
b NL+b 4
;” ~ 140 ’ (43a)
and, for b >0,
N
> b < N (43b)
n=1

Proof. We start with the proof of (42). For a > 1, the function R 5 =+ 27¢
is decreasing in x and therefore

oo

= 1
—a < =@ Jr — N ll—a
>t [ et

n=N+2 N+1

for any N € N. Additionally, we use that (N + 1)@ < (N + 1)}~ for any
N € N to show that

S ot (V) S (Hail)mfﬂ)”: (N1

a—1
n=N-+1 n=N+2

The claim (43a) with 0 > b > —1 follows from the analogue integral bound
using that R 3 # — z® is not increasing in « and therefore

N N 1

nbg/ wbzi(NHb—l).
2 ) 1+0b
n=2

Since further 1/(1 + b) > 1 this yields

N N 1
b __ b 1+b
n=1 n=2

The bound (43b) is a direct consequence of n® < N® foralln =1,...,N. [
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With Lemma 15 we can show the decay rate for fixed noise distributions,
which directly implies Theorem 2.

Lemma 16. Let Assumption 1 hold, i.e., II,, = O(n™%) with a > 1 and
A, /o2 = 0(8%n®) with b € R. If b > —1, it holds that

T ERUT VR TS
neN HnG% T An - ’

where the constant depends on a and b. If b < —1, we have

> o 7
neN Hno-% T An o

where the constant depends on b.

Proof. We start with the case b > —1. Inserting Assumption 1 into (29), we
get

< 52 —a < 62 N1+b N 1 1—a
LD M o v
neN n=N+1

where the last bound follows from Lemma 15. Since the first summand is
decreasing in N and the second summand is increasing in IV, we can estimate

SN L (N 4+ 1)1 < §2 210 4 gle

for any x € [N, N + 1], N € N. For ¢ small enough we can choose N > 1
such that )
5~ € [N,N +1]

and therefore
1+b a—1 a—1
Z H +A < 62 52k 4 g2 = 2.6%eT.
no2
Absorbing the factor 2 into the proportionality constant, this proves the

claim for b > —1. For b < —1, Assumption 1 yields that >, .y An/02 S 62,
thus the decay rate follows directly from (28). O

Appendix B

The proof of Theorem 3 is a direct consequence of the following Lemma.

Lemma 17. Let Assumption 2 hold. Then it holds that

where the constant is given by (30).

34



Proof. For n € N and v = 2 we can write

ooy + An (Lo + An)ﬁ—i_l% - (Hna%)ﬁ Aﬁ%’

Inserting the assumption on II,, and A, this yields

2v 1 2 v 1 v
nYn n O,TQLV ’r%-ﬁ—u A711+U 5 ml_yﬁ-ku
The claim now follows from inserting v = 2u and (30). O

Appendix C

This sections give a short proof of Lemma 7 and Lemma 8 . For this we need
the following observation.

Lemma 18. Let d € I*. Then

f:gelengLdnE]R

is weak™ lower semicontinuous.

Proof. The function x — 2 is convex and thus there exist sequences a; and
b; in R such that z2 = sup, a;x + b; for all x € R. We denote by I' the set
of all sequences m,, with values in N such that ||m|/ < C for some C € N.
Then clearly

f(g) > sup Z(amngn + bmn)dnu

mel 7

but in particular equality holds. To see this we can choose a N such that
YonsN gid, < 5. Then we choose the first N components of the sequence m
such that ElgngN 92dn — (am, gn + bm, )dn < 5. Then

0< f(g) - Z(amngn + bmn)dn <e.

n

Since for any m € I'" we have ||m|«, the sequence a,,, is bounded as well
and

fm(g) = Z(amngn + bmn)dn

n

is weak* lower semi continuous. The weak* lower semicontinuity of f then
follows from the fact that taking the supremum preserves weak* lower semi-
continuity. 0
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Proof of Lemuma 7. The continuity in = and ¢ follows from the fact that AT A
, A and R[g| are continuous Operators. For the weak™ lower semi continuity
we write

IR[g)(Az + &) — ATAz|?
= Z(l - Ungn)2<xvun>2 + 972L<57vn>2 - 2(1 - Ungn)gn<xa Un><57vn>

n

= Z <xiun>2 +9n (_20'71(1:’ un>2 - 2(%, un><5> Un>)

n

an =:bn

+ g2 (02 (, un)® + 200 (2, un) (e, vy) + (€, v0)?) .

Vv
=icn

Since the sequences (an)nen, (bn)nen, (Cn)nen are in I we immediately obtain
weak™ continuity for the constant and linear part. For the squared part we use
Lemma 18 to obtain weak™ lower semicontinouity continuity. Since is defined
as a supremum over functions the lower semicontinuity f is immediately
transferred to f implying that f is weak™ lower semicontinuous in g and
lower semicontinuous in x. The lower semicontinuous in z yields the Borel
measurability in 2. Lastly for a sequence (g, )neny C [°° weakly™® converging
to g € [°° we obtain by Fatou’s lemma

lim inf By p, sup || R[gm](Az + ) — AT Az||?
m—00 ES(S

> E,p, liminf sup || R[g,](Az + &) — AT Az||?
m—r0o0 ES(S

> Eyop, sup | Rlg)(Az + ¢) — A A2,
e<d

Proof of Lemma 8. We estimate

sup ||R[g](Az +¢) — ATAIL’HQ

llell<o
= Ssup Z (1 - Ungn)2<x> un>2 _2(1 - O'ngn)gn<$> un><57 Un> +9721<57 Un>2
leli<s % ~ ~
(%)
2 aup 3 g2 e un)? = gl
llell <6

To see (*) we simply observe that in order to approximate the first supremum
the sign of (g, v,) should be chosen such that the term r,, is non negative.
Therefore

Esp, sup ||R[g)(Az +¢) — ATAz|* > 6||gl3,
llell<é

and sublevels are by Banach-Alaoglu theorem sequentially weakly™ compact.
O
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Appendix D

Proof of Theorem 13. Inserting for each x € X the corresponding w™** into

f(z,w), the g?¥= have to minimize the term

ZESCNPx(l — 0ngn) (@, un)? + 26|1 — opgnllgnll(z, un)| + 972152 :
" =:5n(gn) 20

Each summand Sy, (gy) is is non-negative and can thus be optimized indepen-
dently. We observe that E,p.|(x,u,)| = 0 if and only if E,p, (z,u,)? = 0.
In this case the optimal g, is given by 0 and we exclude this case in the
following considerations.

Keeping Lemma 12 in mind, the g, of minimizers have to lie in the interval
[0, i] . We thus need to check the two boundary points 0 and a% as well as
possible critical points in the interior of the interval itself. The summand S,
is differentiable in the open interval (O, i) and by differentiation we obtain

the optimality conditions

as,

@ =—20,(1 — ongn)Esnp, (z, un>2 — 200, 9nEpmp, |{(x, up)]|
n

+ 20(1 — 00 gn)Epmp, | {z, un)| + 20,62 = 0.

Then a possible extreme point is given by

_ UnExNPI <x; un>2 - 5Ex~Pz ’ <3§', Un>‘
= 2R, b (2 )2 — 2000Egp, (@, un)| + 02
1

O'nEz~Pz |<$7un> ‘_5
UH]E:L'NPI <xaun>27§]E:L'~Pz ‘(Ivun”

Op —

For a better understanding of this critical point we have to study the denom-
inator

D B 5 onEop, (@, un)| — 0
= In E |<$ u >’ Eznpy <J:,un)2
bV L OnE, o] 0

=B

and use the flowing estimates. By Cauchy—Schwartz inequality

EINPI <$7 un>2

Epop, |{z,up)| < =—2—
eepll@m )l < g ]

and thus

ExNPI <$a Un>2

Eqn BRI e
Onlly Pm‘<x7un>| _O-n]EszszaunH

5. (44)
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We now have to distinguish three cases:

Case % < Egzp, |{z,uy)|: It immediately follows that 0 < A < o, and that
the enumerator of B is non-negative. Then by (44) it follows 0 < B < 1 and
thus % > é We conclude that a minimizer has to lie on the boundary. We
observe that we can estimate

Snlgn) = (1 - Ungn)QE:v~Pz (z, un>2 +0(1 — ongn) gnEa~p, [(z, un)| + 912152

>(1- Ungn)2 (Eznp, |(, Un>|)2 +0(1 — ongn)gnEanp, [(T, un)| + 912152
52 ) 1
> (1 - Un.gn)2§ + 6(1 - Ungn)?n + 529721 = 62?'

n

1

This minimal bound is obtained if g% = —— is chosen.

Epn JUn)?
Case E,p, |(z,u,)| < % < 71&;2@13”’

enumerator of B is negative and its denominator positive, thus B < 0. Since
A > 0 it follows that % € (0, é) To see that this critical point is truly a
minimum we calculate the second derivative with respect to g, and estimate

It immediately follows that the

d?s,
Hq%n(gn) = 20-3L]E1'NPI <«737 Un>2 - 460nEx~PI‘<$’ u”>| + 252

Thus the critical point is the true minimum.

Egzn e \T,Un 2 [ . .
Case E,.p,|(z,u,)| < % < o It immediately follows that A >

o, and that the denominator of B is non-positive. Then by (44) it follows
B > 1 and thus % < 0. We conclude that a minimizer has to lie on the
boundary. We observe that we can estimate

Snlgn) =(1 — Ungn)zE:vNPz (z, Un>2 +0(1 — ongn)gnEenp, [(z, un)| + 972152
>(1— Ungn)QExNPz (z, un>2 + (1 = 0ngn)ongnEep, (7, un>2

2
+ 9202 E;vp, <93> Un>2
e Eqnp, [(7, un)|

ZE:):NPI <377 Un>2-

This minimal bound is obtained if g?¥= = 0 is chosen. O
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