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Abstract. We extend the classical deconvolution framework in Rn to the
case with a pseudodifferential-like solution operator with a symbol depending
on both the base and cotangent variable. Our framework enables deconvolu-
tion with spatially varying resolution while maintaining a set global stability,
and it additionally allows rather general distributional convolution kernels.
We provide consistency, convergence and stability results, as well as conver-
gence rates. Finally, we include numerical examples supporting our results
and demonstrating advantages of the generalized framework.

1. Introduction

The deconvolution problem is at the heart of a wide variety of problems in applied
sciences, ranging from signal and image processing to statistics. This is an ill-posed
inverse problem, the regularization of which has been the subject of numerous
works. In this article, we are interested in the so-called mollification approach,
with the aim of giving a variable resolution version of this approach. Throughout
our work, ’resolution’ means the amount of accurate spectral content recovered
by an inversion method. We generally think of resolution as a local quality of a
solution of the inverse problem.

There are basically three forms of mollification: the first one consists in mollifying
the data before applying the theoretical inverse (see [9] and the references therein).
The second, introduced in the seminal article [8], uses the Hilbertian duality to
replace the initial problem by the adjoint equation, which sometimes admits an
explicit solution. This approach was subsequently referred to as the method of
approximate inverses and was further developed in [10]. The third form of mol-
lification is said to be variational, because it is primarily formulated in terms of
optimization, just as Tikhonov regularization. To the best of our knowledge, it
originates in [7]. It has been explored subsequently in [1, 2, 4].

It should be noted that, as expressed in [4], the first two forms of mollification lead
to the same solution when dealing with the deconvolution problem. We mostly
focus on variational mollification, which turns out to be more flexible and at the
same time reaches order optimal convergence rates [4].

We consider the equation Tγf = g, in which Tγ : L2(Rn) → L2(Rn) is the convo-
lution operator by γ: Tγf = γ ∗ f , f is the unknown function, and g is the data.
Here, n ∈ N∗ = {1, 2, . . . }, and the convolution kernel γ is (temporarily) taken in
L1(Rn), with γ̂(0) 6= 0, γ̂ being the Fourier transform of γ. Throughout we shall
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use the following convention for the Fourier transform and its inverse:

Fu(ξ) = û(ξ) =
∫

x∈Rn

e−2πixξu(x) dx, F −1u(x) =
∫

ξ∈Rn

e2πixξu(ξ) dξ.

Here, xξ denotes the Euclidean scalar product of x and ξ in Rn.

For the deconvolution problem of finding f given g = Tγf = γ ∗ f , we here assume
the standard setup f, g ∈ L1(Rn) ∩ L2(Rn) [4]. Given a linear ill-posed operator
equation Tf = g, a family of operators (Rα)α∈(0,1] is said to be a regularization of
the pseudo-inverse T † if, for all g in the domain D(T †) of T †, there is a parameter
choice rule α(δ, g(δ)) such that

(i) sup
{∣∣α(δ, g(δ))

∣∣ ∣∣ g(δ) ∈ G,
∥∥g(δ) − g

∥∥ ≤ δ
}

→ 0 as δ ↘ 0;
(ii) sup

{∥∥Rα(δ,g(δ))g
(δ) − T †g

∥∥ ∣∣ g(δ) ∈ G,
∥∥g(δ) − g

∥∥ ≤ δ
}

→ 0 as δ ↘ 0.

See [3], Definition 3.1. Recall that if the family (Rα) converges pointwise to T † on
D(T †), a property that we call consistency, then it is a regularization of T †. See
again [3], Proposition 3.4.

Mollification consists in aiming for the reconstruction of ϕβ ∗ f , where (ϕβ)β∈(0,1]
is a mollifier, which we now specify. Given an integrable function ϕ and such that
ϕ̂(ξ) = 1 if and only if ξ = 0, we let

ϕβ(x) := 1
βn

ϕ

(
x

β

)
.

Recall that ϕ̂β(ξ) = ϕ̂(βξ), so that β acts as a dilation parameter in the Fourier
domain. We sometimes call ϕβ a deconvolution kernel. Its choice is essentially
guided by the interpretability of the solution, which leaves a certain flexibility.
Assumptions such as isotropy, smoothness, compactness of the support, are usual
(but non-mandatory) assumptions.

The solution obtained via both the original form of mollification and the approxi-
mate inverses reads, in the Fourier domain,

(1) ϕ̂β

γ̂
ĝ,

(see [4, Appendix B]) while a variational form of mollification gives the solution

(2) f̂β = γ̂ϕ̂β

|γ̂|2 +
∣∣∣1 − ϕ̂β

∣∣∣2 ĝ.

The inverse Fourier transform of the latter function is, indeed, the unique minimizer
of the functional

f 7→ ‖Tγf − Cβg‖2 + ‖(I − Cβ)f‖2
,

in which I denotes the identity and Cβ denotes the operator of convolution by ϕβ .
We here note that the alternative formulation

f 7→ ‖Tγf − g‖2 + ‖(I − Cβ)f‖2

was also considered [4], in which case (2) does not have the factor ϕ̂β in the nu-
merator. In both cases, the regularization parameter β can be interpreted as the
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resolution level of the proposed reconstruction formula. The closer β to zero, the
finer the target resolution, and also the more unstable the solution.

A definite advantage of (2) over (1) is that little assumption on the mollifier ϕ is
required for its definition and well-posedness. Obviously, zeros of γ̂ impose taking
cutoff functions in the numerator of the filter in (1), and subsequent limitations in
the choice of the regularization parameter. Moreover, the desired well-posedness
imposes a rate of decay of the Fourier transform of the mollifier that guarantees
boundedness of the filter. None of these limitations are necessary in the variational
form of mollification since, by construction, the denominator remains bounded away
from zero.

Formally, we may regard the filter in (2) as the symbol of some pseudo-differential
operator1 applied to g for reconstructing a mollified version of f , that shows no
dependence on the space variable x. Due to the quasi local nature of convolution
operators, it is only natural to consider extensions of this symbol that would en-
code spatial variations of the resolution level. We therefore consider reconstruction
formulæ of the general form

(3) Rα,βg(x) =
∫

ξ∈Rn

e2πixξ γ̂(ξ)ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)

|γ̂(ξ)|2 +
∣∣∣1 − ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)

∣∣∣2 Fg(ξ) dξ, x ∈ Rn.

The above reconstruction formula is a variable resolution version of the one consid-
ered in [4], namely

(4) Rα,βg(x) = F −1

 γ̂(ξ)ϕ̂(ξ)

|γ̂(ξ)|2 +
∣∣∣1 − ϕ̂(ξ)

∣∣∣2
Fg.

By doing so, we hope to improve the resolution in certain regions of high interest,
even if it means reducing the resolution in regions of lesser interest, without losing
overall stability. The intuition behind this approach is based on the observation that
stability depends not only on the size of the domain where the Fourier transform of
the unknown object is synthesized but also on the size of the support of the object
(a variation on a Heisenberg theme): reaching high frequencies should therefore be
possible on regions of interest of limited size.

Notice that the regularization parameter β has been replaced by a function β(x),
an infinite-dimensional object. For the purpose of consistency and convergence
analysis, we further replace β(x) by αβ(x) with α ∈ (0, 1]. We are now back to the
familiar framework of regularization with 1-dimensional parameter, and we define
our candidate regularization of the pseudo-inverse T † as the family (Rα,β)α∈(0,1]
given by

Rα,β :=
∫

ξ∈Rn

e2πixξ γ̂(ξ)ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)

|γ̂(ξ)|2 +
∣∣∣1 − ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)

∣∣∣2 F (·)(ξ) dξ.

1Strictly speaking, the filter p(ξ) does not have to be smooth, and even if smooth, its derivatives
need not satisfy bounds of the form |∂αp(ξ)| ≤ Cα(1 + |ξ|)|α|, ξ ∈ Rn, α ∈ Nn

0 , so the resulting
operator is not necessarily a classical pseudo-differential operator in the sense of Hörmander [5].



4 KARAMEHMEDOVIĆ, MARÉCHAL, CARØE, AND BAALBAKI

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we establish that, under
suitable assumptions, the reconstruction formula (3) is a regularization method.
Specifically, we show that the formula (3) is well-defined pointwise (Theorem 1),
that the reconstruction Rα,βg from (3) converges pointwise to the correct f as α ↘ 0
(Theorem 2), and we furthermore find the associated pointwise and Lp convergence
rates for sufficiently regular (but rather general) f and for noisy data g (Theorem 3).
We round up the theoretical analysis by proving an explicit link between the L2-
norm stability vs. resolution trade-off (Theorem 4) in our reconstruction formula.
Then, in Section 3 we illustrate our methodology using numerical simulations, and
we discuss parameter selection rules. Finally, we provide conclusions and outlook
in Section 4.

2. Essential properties of the reconstruction formula

Assumption 1. Throughout the section, we assume that the function β(x) is
bounded from above and bounded away from zero, c ≤ β(x) ≤ C for some posi-
tive constants c and C, and for all x ∈ Rn. We furthermore assume that ϕ̂(ξ) = 1
iff ξ = 0, and that γ̂(0) 6= 0. Finally, our standing assumption is that both the
target function f and the data function g are in L1(Rn) ∩ L2(Rn).

By the Riemann-Lebesgue Lemma, f̂ and ĝ are bounded and hence well-defined
pointwise in Rn. Also, we see that the denominator of the filter in (3) remains
bounded away from zero. As a matter of fact, |γ̂(ξ)|2 can only reach zero at points
ξ of norm bounded away from zero, points at which |1 − ϕ̂(ξ)|2 itself is bounded
away from zero.

The formal definition

(5) Rα,βg(x) :=
∫

ξ∈Rn

e2πixξ γ̂(ξ)ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)
|γ̂(ξ)|2 + |1 − ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)|2

ĝ(ξ) dξ, x ∈ Rn,

of the reconstruction formula, given in Section 1, is meaningful pointwise in a rather
general regularity setting for the convolution kernel and the mollifier.

Theorem 1 (Pointwise well-definedness of (3)). If

(1) γ ∈ L2(Rn) and ϕ ∈ L1(Rn), or if
(2) γ̂(ξ) is well-defined a.e. in Rn and ϕ ∈ L2(Rn),

then Rα,βg(x) in (5) is well-defined for all α > 0 and x ∈ Rn.

Proof. If γ̂(ξ) and ϕ̂(ξ) are well-defined a.e. in Rn then, for each x ∈ Rn, and for
j = 1, 2, there are positive constants Cj satisfying

|γ̂(ξ)|j

|γ̂(ξ)|2 + |1 − ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)|2
≤ Cj , ξ ∈ Rn.

In case (1), the Riemann-Lebesgue lemma implies that ϕ̂ ∈ L∞(Rn), and then
by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, for every x ∈ Rn, we have |Rα,βg(x)| ≤
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C1‖ϕ̂‖L∞(Rn)‖γ̂‖L2(Rn)‖f̂‖L2(Rn). In case (2), the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality gives
|Rα,βg(x)| ≤ C2‖ϕ̂‖2‖f̂‖2 for each x ∈ Rn. □
Remark 1. Special cases satisfying the assumptions of Theorem 1 include mol-
lifiers in C∞

0 (Rn), which is often the case in practice, and convolution kernels
γ ∈ E ′(Rn) (which by the Paley-Wiener-Schwartz theorem [6, Theorem 7.3.1, p.
181] implies γ̂ ∈ C∞(Rn)), as well as γ ∈ Lp(Rn) with p ∈ [1, 2] (which by the
Hausdorff-Young theorem [6, Theorem 7.1.13, p. 165] implies γ̂ ∈ Lq(Rn) with
1/p + 1/q = 1).

In fact, the operator Rα,β provides a pointwise reconstruction of f :

Theorem 2 (Pointwise convergence of (3)). Under the assumptions on γ, ϕ
from Theorem 1, and for pointwise well-defined f , we have

lim
α↘0

Rα,βg(x) = f(x), x ∈ Rn.

Proof. We have already shown in Theorem 1 that the modulus of the integrand
in (5) is bounded by an integrable function. The Theorem now follows from
Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem once we note that, for each ξ ∈ Rn,

lim
α↘0

|γ̂(ξ)|2ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)f̂(ξ)
|γ̂(ξ)|2 + |1 − ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)|2

= f̂(ξ),

as well as that

|f(x) − Rα,βg(x)| ≤
∫

ξ∈Rn

∣∣∣∣∣ |γ̂(ξ)|2ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)f̂(ξ)
|γ̂(ξ)|2 + |1 − ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)|2

− f̂(ξ)

∣∣∣∣∣ dξ, x ∈ Rn. □

In the following we write 〈ξ〉 = 1+ |ξ| for ξ ∈ Rn, and we write As(Rn), with s ∈ R,
for the space of functions u for which |ξ|sû ∈ L1(Rn).

Remark 2. Recall that, when σ < −n,∫
ξ∈Rn

〈ξ〉σ dξ =
∫

ω∈Sn−1 dω
∫∞

r=0 rn−1(1 + r)σdr ≤ Area(Sn−1)
∫∞

r=0(1 + r)σ+n−1dr

= 2πn/2/(Γ(n/2)|σ + n|) < ∞,

where we use the expression [11, Eq. (A.4), p. 306] for the area of Sn−1.

We now note that Hs′(Rn) ⊂ As(Rn) when s′ > s + n/2, since then∫
Rn

|ξ|s|f̂(ξ)| dξ ≤
∫
Rn

〈ξ〉s′
|f̂(ξ)|〈ξ〉s−s′

dξ

≤ ‖〈ξ〉s′
f̂‖L2(Rn)

√∫
〈ξ〉∈Rn

〈ξ〉2(s−s′) dξ < ∞.

Specifically, we have

• C∞
0 (Rn) ⊂ S(Rn) ⊂ H∞(Rn) ⊂ As(Rn) for all real s,

• L2(Rn) = H0(Rn) ⊂ A−n/2−ε(Rn) for all ε > 0,
• Hs′(Rn) ⊂ As(Rn) ∩ C(Rn) for s′ > s + n/2 and any s > 0,
• As(Rn) ⊂ L∞(Rn) for any s ≥ 0.
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We are now ready to state and prove our main convergence rate results. These are
valid also in the presence of suitable spectrally bounded noise in the data. Our
proof of the convergence rates uses deterministic integrals to deal with the noise
terms, i.e., we are treating the noise on a realization-to-realization basis.

Theorem 3 (Pointwise and Lp convergence rates of (3)). If γ and ϕ satisfy
the assumptions of Theorem 1, and if constants a ≥ 1, b, c, d > 0 satisfy a−1〈ξ〉−b ≤
|γ̂(ξ)| and |1 − ϕ̂(ξ)| ≤ c|ξ|d for ξ ∈ Rn, then for all f ∈ A2(b+d)(Rn) and all noise
terms δ with |δ̂(ξ)| ≤ E〈ξ〉σ for some σ < −n − b − d, we have

(1) |f(x) − f
(δ)
α,β(x)| = O((αβ(x))d) as α → 0, uniformly in x ∈ Rn, and

(2) ‖f − f
(δ)
α,β‖p

Lp(Rn) ≲ ‖(αβ)d‖p
Lp(Rn) for α ∈ (0, 1) and p ∈ [1, ∞].

Proof. For all α ∈ (0, 1) and x ∈ Rn, we have

|f(x) − f
(δ)
α,β(x)| =

∣∣∣∣∣
∫

ξ∈Rn

e2πixξ f̂(ξ)

(
1 − |γ̂(ξ)|2ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)

|γ̂(ξ)|2 + |1 − ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)|2

)
dξ

+
∫

ξ∈Rn

e2πixξ γ̂(ξ)ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)
|γ̂(ξ)|2 + |1 − ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)|2

δ̂(ξ) dξ

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∫
ξ∈Rn

|f̂(ξ)||1 − ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)|

(
1 + |1 − ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)|

|γ̂(ξ)|2

)
dξ

+
∫

ξ∈Rn

|ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ)|
|γ̂(ξ)|

|δ̂(ξ)| dξ

≤ c(αβ(x))d

∫
ξ∈Rn

|ξ|d|f̂(ξ)|
(
1 + a2c(αβ(x))d|ξ|d〈ξ〉2b

)
dξ

+ acE(αβ(x))d

∫
ξ∈Rn

〈ξ〉b+d+σ dξ

≤ (αβ(x))d
(

c
(

1 + a2c‖β‖d
L∞(Rn)

)∫
ξ∈Rn

〈ξ〉2(b+d)|f̂(ξ)| dξ

+ acE
2πn/2

Γ(n/2)|n + b + d + σ|

)
.

□

We next investigate the trade-off between the highest chosen local resolution and
the resulting global L2-norm stability of the solution of the deconvolution problem,
under mild assumptions on the convolution kernel γ and the mollifier ϕ. Thus,
let the Fourier transform of the mollifier ϕ be a radial function, ϕ̂(ξ) = Φ(|ξ|) for
ξ ∈ Rn, and furthermore such that

Φ(t) ≤ c(1 + t)−d, t ≥ 0,

for some positive constants c and d. We also assume that the Fourier transform of
the convolution kernel γ satisfies

a−1〈ξ〉−b ≤ |γ̂(ξ)| ≤ a〈ξ〉b, ξ ∈ Rn,
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for some constants a ≥ 1 and b > 0. From (3) it follows that the mapping g 7→ fα,β

can be written

fα,β(x) =
∫

ξ∈Rn

e2πixξpα,β(x, ξ)ĝ(ξ) dξ, x ∈ Rn,

with the ’symbol’

pα,β(x, ξ) = γ̂(ξ)Φ(αβ(x)|ξ|)
|γ̂(ξ)|2 + (1 − Φ(αβ(x)|ξ|))2 , x ∈ Rn, ξ ∈ Rn,

and with the corresponding Schwartz kernel

kα,β(x, y) =
∫

ξ∈Rn

e2πiξ(x−y)pα,β(x, ξ) dξ, x, y ∈ Rn.

Assume in the following that the data g are supported in a subset Ω ⊆ Rn, and that
we restrict the solution fα,β to Ω; then the Schwartz kernel kα,β of the mapping
g 7→ fα,β is defined for (x, y) ∈ Ω2. Write fα,β,j for the reconstructions of f from
the data g1 and g2, respectively.

Theorem 4 (Resolution vs. stability trade-off). There is a positive constant C
that depends precisely on a, b, c, d, n, and the size µ(Ω) =

∫
Ω dx of the domain Ω,

such that

‖fα,β,1 − fα,β,2‖Lp(Ω) ≤ C

(
α inf

x∈Ω
β(x)

)−n−b

‖g1 − g2‖Lp(Ω), p ∈ [1, ∞],

as α infx∈Ω β(x) ↘ 0.

Proof. For brevity, write B = α infx∈Ω β(x). We first note that

1
Area(Sn−1)

∫
ξ∈Rn

〈ξ〉b(1 + B|ξ|)−d dξ =
∫ ∞

r=0
rn−1(1 + r)b(1 + Br)−ddr

= Γ(d − b − n)Γ(n − d)
Γ(−b)

B−d
2F1(d, d − b − n; 1 − n + d; B−1)

+(n − 1)!Γ(d − n)
Γ(d)

B−n
2F1(n, −b; 1 + n − d; B−1),

and then recall the well-known fact that

2F1(a, b; c; z) ∼ Γ(b − a)Γ(c)
Γ(b)Γ(c − a)

(−z)−a + Γ(a − b)Γ(c)
Γ(a)Γ(c − b)

(−z)−b
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as z → ∞. There is thus a constant C ′ dependent only on b, d, and n, and satisfying∫
ξ∈Rn

〈ξ〉b(1 + B|ξ|)−d dξ

≤ C ′Area(Sn−1)

×
(

(−1)−d Γ(n − d)Γ(−b − n)Γ(1 − n + d)
Γ(−b)Γ(1 − n)

+ B−n−b(−1)b+n−d Γ(d − b − n)Γ(n − d)Γ(b + n)Γ(1 − n + d)
Γ(−b)Γ(d)Γ(1 + b)

+ (−1)n (n − 1)!Γ(d − n)Γ(−b − n)Γ(1 + n − d)
Γ(−b)Γ(d)Γ(1 − d)

+ B−n−b(−1)b Γ(d − n)Γ(b + n)Γ(1 + n − d)
Γ(d)Γ(1 + n − d + b)

)
= O(B−n−b) as B ↘ 0.

Next, for all α > 0 and y ∈ Ω, we have∫
x∈Ω

|kα,β(x, y)| dx ≤
∫

x∈Ω

∫
ξ∈Rn

|γ̂(ξ)|Φ(αβ(x)|ξ|)
|γ̂(ξ)|2 + (1 − Φ(αβ(x)|ξ|))2 dξ dx

≤ µ(Ω)a3c

∫
ξ∈Rn

〈ξ〉b(1 + B|ξ|)−d dξ,

and similarly, for all α > 0 and x ∈ Ω,∫
y∈Ω

|kα,β(x, y)|dy ≤ µ(Ω)a3c

∫
ξ∈Rn

〈ξ〉b(1 + B|ξ|)−d dξ.

Consequently, by [11, Proposition 5.1, p. 573],
‖g 7→ fα,β‖Lτ (Ω)→Lτ (Ω) ≤ C ′µ(Ω)a3c(α inf

z∈Ω
β(z))−n−b

for all τ ∈ [1, ∞] and for sufficiently small positive α infx∈Ω β(x). □

3. Numerical examples, numerical stability analysis, additional
constraints

3.1. Parameter selection. A central issue in inverse problems is stability, which
refers to the sensitivity of the solution with respect to perturbations in the data.
In the linear setting, stability can be assessed in different but complementary ways.
One classical approach is to examine the norm of the reconstruction operator, which
quantifies the amplification of absolute errors from the data to the solution. Alter-
natively, the condition number of the operator governs the propagation of relative
errors. A large condition number indicates that small relative perturbations in the
data can lead to significant relative errors in the solution. These notions of sta-
bility are key when choosing an appropriate regularization strategy, particularly in
the determination of regularization parameters, which must balance stability with
fidelity to the observed data.

In this work, we adopt a stability-driven approach to regularization. Rather than
selecting the regularization parameter based solely on fidelity or resolution criteria,
we begin by fixing a prescribed upper bound on the instability level, quantified
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either by the norm of the reconstruction operator or by the condition number,
depending on the context. Within this constraint, we then seek the best achievable
average resolution compatible with the desired stability. Once this global balance is
established, we explore the possibility of enhancing the local resolution in a specific
region of interest. The underlying idea is that, by allowing a controlled degradation
of resolution in less critical areas, one can improve the reconstruction quality where
it matters most, without violating the global stability constraint.

In the next subsections, we address deblurring problems and rely on standard tools
from numerical analysis to assess the stability of our reconstruction formula. As a
first step, we consider a uniform resolution across the entire domain, and determine
a suitable average level of resolution by fixing an admissible threshold for the sta-
bility measure. Building on this global analysis, we then manually identify a small
region of interest and allow β to vary spatially across the image. By concentrat-
ing resolution in this selected area and reducing it elsewhere, we demonstrate that
localized enhancement can be achieved without exceeding the predefined global
stability bound.

For a given reconstruction, starting with uniform β, we should be able to improve
local resolution with same global stability.

Figure 1. The ground truth f(x) and the noiseless data g(x) =
γ ∗ f(x).

3.2. Deconvolution in dimension one. We now give numerical examples of
constant-resolution and variable-resolution deconvolution in dimension one. Fig-
ure 1 shows the graphs of our chosen target (ground truth) piecewise constant
function with ’pulses’ of 1/64 width and 1/32 apart edge-to-edge, and of the noise-
less data g(x) = γ ∗ f(x), x ∈ R, where we use the Gaussian convolution kernel
γ(x) = 0.1 exp(−x2/0.052), x ∈ R. Figure 2 shows the results of the application of
our reconstruction formula (3) to noiseless and noisy data g(x) for various choices
of α and β(x).
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Figure 2. Deconvolution using α = 10−3 and constant-valued
β (left column) vs. using α = 0.262 and single-dip β (right col-
umn). Estimated condition number is approximately 7.6 in all
cases. Noise level in data 10−4 (top row) and 5 · 10−2 (bottom
row).

Our variable-resolution deconvolution reconstructs the localized high-frequency fea-
tures of the target function f better than the classical deconvolution, while main-
taining the global stability.

3.3. Deconvolution in dimension two. Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the recon-
struction of a modified 601 × 601 blurred and noisy Shepp-Logan phantom with a
piecewise constant β. A region of interest with a low value of β was chosen around
2 blobs with high intensity. The numerical example was set up in MATLAB. The
ground truth image was blurred with a Gaussian filter

γ(x, y) = 1
2πσ2 exp

(
− x2 + y2

2σ2

)
with σ = 7 and Gaussian i.i.d. noise was added to the blurred image. The recon-
struction was carried out using a discretization of formula (5). Fourier transforms
of the functions g, γ and ϕ were computed using the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT).
Let g ∈ R601×601 be the values of the function g evaluated on a pixel grid. Let
ĝ be the FFT of g. We calculate the Fourier transforms of the functions ϕ and γ
analytically. The Fourier transform of γ can be evaluated on the same grid as ĝ
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giving us γ̂. For each value of β(x), we can evaluate ϕ̂(αβ(x)ξ) on that same grid,
giving us ϕ̂(αβ(x)).

The reconstruction formula (5) is discretized using the low order scheme

(Rα,βg)(x1, x2) =
601∑

j,k=1

e2πi(x1ξ1j+x2ξ2k) γ̂jkϕ̂(αβ(x))jk

|γ̂jk|2 + |1 − ϕ̂(αβ(x))jk|2
1

(∆ξ)2

Using the right choice of grids, we can evaluate this sum using a partial inverse
FFT. Letting β be piecewise constant with L different values, β1, . . . , βL, we get
exactly L arrays ϕ̂(αβl), l = 1, . . . , L. Thus the reconstruction can be computed
L different partial inverse FFTs. In the figure below, we consider

β(x) =

{
β1, x ∈ Ω1,

β2, x ∈ Ω2,

where Ω1 is the region of interest. Let gn = g + ε, where ε ∼ N (0, σ2) with
σ = 10−2, and let δg = gn − g denote the (small) perturbation in the data. We
compute

c1 = ‖δg‖
‖g‖

.

Using our reconstruction operator, let frec0 be the reconstruction from g and frec
the reconstruction from gn. Define δf = frec − frec0, and compute

c2 = ‖δf‖
‖frec0‖

.

An approximate lower bound on the condition number κ (the global stability indi-
cator) is then

κ ≈ c2

c1
.

We run the code twice: once with constant β, obtaining κ ≈ 0.06, and once with
variable β, also obtaining κ ≈ 0.06.

(a) Ground truth f . (b) Noisy blurred data gnoisy = γ ∗ f + ε.

Figure 3. Ground truth image and corresponding noisy blurred
data.
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(a) (b)

Figure 4. (A) Reconstruction fα,β with β(x) = β1 = 2.5 in Ω1
and β(x) = β2 = 2.5 in Ω2, having global stability κ ≈ 0.06.
(B) Reconstruction fα,β with β(x) = β1 = 0.8 in Ω1 and β(x) =
β2 = 6.4 in Ω2, having global stability κ ≈ 0.06.

Figure 5 shows six panels illustrating the reconstructions fα,β for various placements
of the circular ROI "Ω1" in the image domain. Inside Ω1 we use β(x) = βlow, while
in the complement Ω2 we use β(x) = βhigh, so that moving the circle changes where
the weaker/stronger regularisation is applied. Each image shows the reconstructed
solution together with the current location of Ω1 (red circle) and the corresponding
global stability constant κ, computed as the ratio between the relative perturbations
in the reconstruction and in the data. This allows us to visualise how the spatial
position of the ROI affects the overall stability of the inverse problem.

It is natural to ask whether our ’scanning’ of the image using multi-resolution
deconvolution, as illustrated in Figure 5, can instead be effected simply by a series
of constant-resolution reconstructions of the image within the moving small disk.
We submit that the latter approach would be disadvantageous, in that the stability
of the reconstruction is generally reduced when the size of the support of the object
under reconstruction is reduced. Thus, maintaining the same stability κ would
result in a comparatively poorer resolution of the reconstruction within the small
disk, see Fig. 6. In this figure, the small disk is for simplicity exchanged with an
equal-area rectangle.

4. Conclusions and outlook

We have developed and analyzed a variational mollification framework for decon-
volution that admits spatially varying resolution through a pseudodifferentiallike
reconstruction operator. Our framework allows for local variation of resolution
while keeping the global stability of the deconvolution problem constant. Under
mild assumptions on the convolution kernel γ and the mollifier ϕ, we established
pointwise convergence, norm convergence, and convergence rate results, allowing
for noise in the data. We also obtained an explicit stabilityversusresolution trade-
off that ties the global L2 stability to the smallest local resolution level. Numerical
experiments in one and two dimensions corroborate the theory. Specifically, we
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Figure 5. Reconstructions fα,β with different positions of the
ROI and corresponding global stability estimate κ.

demonstrate selective sharpening without degrading global stability. Further work
includes a generalization of the allowed regularities of the convolution kernel γ, the
mollifier ϕ, and the target function f , as well as a generalization of the noise sta-
tistics, in particular the inclusion of spatially variable noise and a treatment of the
contribution of noise in the reconstruction formula in terms of a stochastic integral.
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Figure 6. A reconstruction that keeps the stability estimate at
κ ≈ 0.06 but only takes into account a small piece of the data.
Compare the quality with our reconstructions in the small disks in
Figure 5.
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