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OPEN PROBLEMS AND PERSPECTIVES ON SOLVING

FRIEDRICHS SYSTEMS BY KRYLOV APPROXIMATION

NOÈ ANGELO CARUSO AND ALESSANDRO MICHELANGELI

Abstract. We set up, at the abstract Hilbert space setting, the general ques-
tion on when an inverse linear problem induced by an operator of Friedrichs
type admits solutions belonging to (the closure of) the Krylov subspace asso-
ciated to such operator. Such Krylov solvability of abstract Friedrichs systems
allows to predict when, for concrete differential inverse problems, truncation
algorithms can or cannot reproduce the exact solutions in terms of approxi-

mants from the Krylov subspace.

1. Introduction

At the intersection of the two general fields of numerical solutions to partial
differential equations, and of iterative approximations of inverse linear problems,
an interesting class of questions has been recently emerging, with particularly rich
developments and impact both in an abstract setting and in concrete applications.
In this note we would like to briefly review this subject and, in a sense, to advocate
for it.

In abstract terms, an inverse linear problem in some linear space H consists of
the following: an element g ∈ H (the ‘datum’) and a linear map A on H are given,
and one is to find, if any, those element(s) f ∈ H such that Af = g.

This clearly encompasses a huge variety of concrete classes of inverse problems,
including those where A is a differential operator. On the one hand, it is customary
to study each such class developing ad hoc methods and tools. This falls within
the realm of numerical analysis, and includes the issue of reproducing the ‘exact’
solution(s) f to Af = g as a limit of approximants fn → f obtained by solving
(easier) truncated problems Anfn = gn, typically in an iterative way.

Another perspective is to disregard the specific features and setting of inverse
linear problems and to investigate them at a sufficiently high level of abstract
generality, namely to study the solvability of Af = g and the approximability
fn → f depending on: the finite or infinite dimensionality of the vector space
H, the additional analytic or topological structure of H (e.g., a Banach space, a
Hilbert space), the boundedness or unboundedness of the operator A on H and
further features of A such as its compactness or normality or self-adjointness and
the like, and the class of data g with respect to the given operator A.

Obviously, there is a natural interplay between the two perspectives above.
For instance, the actual convergence fn → f from solutions to suitably trun-
cated inverse problems obtained in a concrete setting, as well as the convergence
rate and the quantitative control (say, the norm) of the displacement f − fn,
are often established by means of abstract functional-analytic and operator the-
oretic methods. We mention, in this respect, excellent classical references such as
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[44, 49, 55, 39, 27, 23, 40, 45, 51, 32, 8, 53, 50], and also, to quickly grasp the flavour
of the abstract point of view, [17, Sections 1.1 and 1.2, and Appendix A].

Our interest here concerns the abstract analysis of a class of approximation
schemes for inverse linear problems known as Krylov subspace methods. Their ef-
ficiency and popularity places them among the ‘Top 10 Algorithms’ of the 20th
century [26, 24].

In a nutshell (Section 2 provides a concise and somewhat more detailed ‘crash
course’ on the subject), one assumes that H is a Hilbert space (clearly, the richest
scenario of problems and results occurs when dimH = ∞), and given the operator
A acting on H and the vector g ∈ ranA one suitably truncates the inverse linear
problem Af = g to the finite-dimensional subspaces span{g,Ag,A2g, . . . , An−1g}
for larger and larger integers n. If fn is a solution of the n-truncated problem, then
under favourable circumstances a solution f to Af = g is approximated in norm by
the fn’s, i.e., ‖f − fn‖H → 0 as n → ∞, which means, in particular, that f belongs
to the closure of the subspace generated by g,Ag,A2g, . . .

Thus, Krylov subspace methods are (typically iterative) algorithms where a so-
lution f to an inverse linear problem Af = g is obtained by closer and closer
approximants that are expressed by convenient finite linear combinations of the
vectors g,Ag,A2g, . . . . The subspace

(1.1) K(A, g) := span
{
g,Ag,A2g, . . .

}
⊂ H

is called in this context the Krylov subspace associated with A and g (in other
contexts it is also called the cyclic subspace for A and g). When the inverse problem

Af = g admits a solution f ∈ K(A, g), the problem is said to be Krylov-solvable.
In a sense, for inverse problems that are Krylov-solvable, the advantage is that

the trial space for the approximants is spanned by vectors (the Ang’s) that are
explicit and typically easy to calculate in the applications. This makes Krylov
subspace methods particularly versatile.

The study of the Krylov solvability of inverse linear problems at an abstract
Hilbert space setting, and of the asymptotic convergence of the Krylov approxi-
mants, is a fascinating subject that only very recently has been set up in a thor-
ough and systematic way. We refer on this to the monograph [17] and to the ‘crash
course’ of Section 2.

As a matter of fact, the theoretical apparatus developed so far in the subject of
Krylov solvability is sufficiently articulated to make it natural to specialise it for
distinguished classes of inverse problems. The one we consider here is the type of
inverse problems customarily referred to as Friedrichs systems.

Friedrichs systems are a wide class of differential linear inverse problems essen-
tially characterised by the fact that the sum of the differential operator A and its
formal adjoint is bounded and coercive. They have recently attained particular
relevance in numerical analysis [41, 42, 32, 33] as a convenient unified framework
for numerical solutions to partial differential equations of different types, including
elliptic, parabolic, and hyperbolic.

Starting from concrete, differential formulations of Friedrichs-type inverse prob-
lems, it is possible to re-formulate them in an abstract Hilbert space setting, so as
to exploit general operator-theoretic methods and then apply the results to con-
crete versions [32, 36, 1, 3, 7, 28, 29]. Section 3 revisits the basic aspects of this
construction.

This naturally leads to the notion of a joint pair of abstract Friedrichs operators

in a Hilbert space H, namely a pair (A0, Ã0) of two densely defined and closed
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linear operators A0 : W0 → H and Ã0 : W0 → H such that

A0 ⊂ (Ã0)
∗ =: A1 , Ã0 ⊂ (A0)

∗ =: Ã1 ,

A1 + Ã1 is a bounded self-adjoint operator in H

with strictly positive bottom .

(1.2)

At this abstract level, A0 and A1 model what in a typical concrete example of
inverse problem of Friedrichs type are, respectively, the minimal and the maximal
realisation of a differential operator on a bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rn. Any closed
operatorA with A0 ⊂ A ⊂ A1 models instead a specific realisation of the differential
operator, identified by specific boundary conditions at the boundary ∂Ω.

At the overlap of the two seemingly distant subjects of abstract Krylov solv-
ability and abstract Friedrichs systems we finally make the following observation:
investigating in the abstract Hilbert space setting the Krylov solvability of an inverse
problem Af = g governed by an operator A of Friedrichs type would yield extremely
valuable a priori information on the possibility of approximating numerically the
solution to a concrete differential inverse problem within the vast Friedrichs class.

This note is conceived to serve both as a self-contained introduction to the set of
problems we outlined above, including the current state of the art and the recent
achievements, and as a survey of relevant questions on top of the research agenda
in this subject.

As mentioned already, Sections 2 and 3 provide background materials. In Sec-
tion 4 we outline a few of the most relevant and natural questions that are worth
addressing.

2. A very short ‘crash course’ on Krylov solvability in abstract
Hilbert space

For the concise review materials of this Section we refer to the corpus of recent
works [21, 20, 18, 16, 19, 17, 22].

2.1. Krylov approximation methods as truncation algorithms.

We begin by presenting Krylov subspace methods as a family of approximation
methods based on suitable compressions, or ‘truncations’, of the operator A and
the vector g of the inverse linear problem. Certainly one may think of other ways
to represent various Krylov based methods, such as the more well-known itera-
tive or variational formulations, yet these viewpoints have the drawback that they
somewhat mask the relevance of the Krylov subspace and the concept of ‘Krylov
solvability’.

Let us recall from the Introduction that the inverse linear problem, in the com-
plex Hilbert space H,

(2.1) Af = g

in the unknown f ∈ H and for given densely defined (and possibly closed) linear
operator A, and g ∈ ranA ⊂ H – which ensures the existence of solution(s) – is
said to be Krylov-solvable if there is a solution f belonging to the closure in H of
the Krylov subspace

(2.2) K(A, g) := span
{
g,Ag,A2g, . . .

}
⊂ H

associated to A and g. This expresses the notion of Krylov solvability of (2.1) and
f in this case is referred to as a Krylov solution.

Krylov methods work by constructing a sequence of approximants (fn)n∈N of f
that are solutions to a truncated problem obtained by ‘projecting’ the original (2.1)
onto an n-dimensional subspace built with a finite amount of vectors of the type
Akg.



4 N. A. CARUSO AND A. MICHELANGELI

In practice one considers the subspace

(2.3) Kn(A, g) := span
{
g,Ag,A2g, . . . , An−1g

}
, dimKn(A, g) 6 n ,

as well as another, possibly distinct, n-dimensional subspace Jn(A, g) consisting of
finite linear combinations of an amount of the Akg’s. Correspondingly, consider the
orthogonal projections Pn : H → H and Qn : H → H, respectively, onto Kn(A, g)
and Jn(A, g). It is customary to refer to Kn(A, g) = ranPn and Jn(A, g) = ranQn

as, respectively, the solution subspace and the trial subspace.
The n-truncated inverse linear problem is then formulated as

Anfn = gn ,

where An := QnAPn , gn := Qng ,
(2.4)

and the n × n matrix An is the compression of A to the considered subspaces. It
need not happen that fn = Pnf , where f is a solution to the ‘full’ problem (2.1).
The finite-dimensional inverse linear problems (2.4) form the basis of many different
approximation schemes, in particular the famous Petrov-Galerkin methods.

As we increase the dimension of the subspaces, i.e., as n becomes large, ideally
an approximation scheme produces solutions to the truncated problem (fn)n∈N

that tend to an exact solution of the original inverse linear problem (2.1). The
convergence fn → f in the norm of H is tantamount of the Krylov solvability of
(2.1) defined above.

We remark that the choice of Qn (and hence of Jn(A, g)) may vary depending
on the precise method used. For example, the celebrated GMRES method uses the
choice of Qn as the orthogonal projection operator onto the subspace AKn(A, g).
On the other hand, for the class of problems for which A is positive self-adjoint,
the famous conjugate gradient (CG) method uses the choice Qn = Pn.

Beside the above-mentioned recent discussion [21], an excellent overview and
general results associated with the formulation and solution to (2.4) may be found
in several excellent articles and monographs such as [23, 44, 49, 55, 54, 56].

2.2. A glance at Krylov solvability for bounded inverse problems.

Interesting structural properties emerge in the discussion of Krylov solvability of
inverse problems (2.1) with A ∈ B(H) (for a more systematic discussion, see [20]).

Let us start with the notion of Krylov reducibility. The following inclusions are
easily seen:

AK(A, g) ⊂ K(A, g) ,

A∗K(A, g)⊥ ⊂ K(A, g)⊥ ,
(2.5)

which express the invariance of K(A, g), respectively, of K(A, g)⊥, under the action
of A, respectively, of A∗. One then says that A is K(A, g)-reduced if in addition
K(A, g)⊥ is invariant also under the action of A, i.e.,

(2.6) AK(A, g)⊥ ⊂ K(A, g)⊥ .

Here Krylov reducibility indicates that A is reduced (in the standard operator sense,
e.g., [52, Section 1.4]) into two blocks with respect to the Hilbert space direct sum
decomposition

(2.7) H = K(A, g) ⊕ K(A, g)⊥ .

An evident sufficient condition for Krylov reducibility is self-adjointness: a bounded
self-adjoint operator A is always K(A, g)-reduced for any g ∈ H. More generally,

bounded normal operators A are K(A, g)-reduced if and only if A∗g ∈ K(A, g) [20,
Proposition 2.1]. Thus, for unitary operators Krylov reducibility is equivalent to
Krylov solvability [20, Remark 3.6].
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It turns out that the Krylov reducibility of A is intimately connected to the
Krylov solvability of the associated inverse linear problem (2.1).

Proposition 2.1. [20, Proposition 3.9] Let A ∈ B(H) and let g ∈ ranA. If A
is K(A, g)-reduced, then there exists a Krylov solution to the problem Af = g.
For example, if f ∈ H satisfies Af = g and PK is the orthogonal projection onto
K(A, g), then f◦ := PKf is a Krylov solution

The immediate corollary of the above proposition is:

Corollary 2.2. Let A ∈ B(H) be self-adjoint and let g ∈ ranA. Then there exists

a solution to the inverse linear problem Af = g in the space K(A, g).

Therefore, the bounded-self adjoint inverse problems are always Krylov-solvable.
As discovered in [20], the following subspace is inherently linked to the Krylov

solvability of an inverse linear problem.

Definition 2.3. The Krylov intersection associated to given A ∈ B(H) and g ∈ H
is the subspace

(2.8) I(A, g) := K(A, g) ∩ A(K(A, g)⊥) .

The possible triviality of the Krylov intersection is another structural property
relevant for the Krylov solvability.

Proposition 2.4. [20, Proposition 3.4], [16, Proposition 2.4] Let A ∈ B(H) and let

g ∈ ranA. If I(A, g) = {0}, then there exists a Krylov solution f ∈ K(A, g) to the
inverse linear problem Af = g. If, additionally, A−1 ∈ B(H), then I(A, g) = {0}

if and only if the solution f to Af = g is in K(A, g).

Observe that, obviously, the K(A, g)-reducibility of an operator A is just a spe-
cial case of the triviality of the Krylov intersection I(A, g), which indicates that
the latter subspace is more informative concerning the possibility that an inverse
problem be Krylov-solvable.

We refer to [20] for an expanded discussion of classes of inverse linear problems
that are Krylov-reduced, or have trivial Krylov intersection, and in general are
Krylov-solvable, including when the Krylov solution is unique. To that, we add the
following interesting recent result:

Proposition 2.5. [22, Propositions 3.4 and 3.9] Let A ∈ B(H) be a compact normal
operator and let g ∈ H. Then A is K(A, g)-reduced. If, additionally, g ∈ ranA,
then Af = g has a unique Krylov solution that is also a minimal norm solution to
the inverse linear problem.

2.3. Krylov solvability and unbounded self-adjoint operators.

As a matter of fact, the notion of Krylov reducibility and Krylov intersection, in
connection to the Krylov solvability of an inverse linear problem, have a counterpart
in the case of unbounded A, with analogous results to those outlined above: this
has been discussed in [16].

The unavoidable domain issues that arise in the unbounded case require suitable
adaptations. For one thing, the very notion (2.2) of the Krylov subspace K(A, g)
only makes sense if g belongs to the domain of every power of A, an inescapable
minimal condition when A is unbounded. When this happens, the generalised
notion of Krylov intersection reads

(2.9) I(A, g) := K(A, g) ∩ A(K(A, g)⊥ ∩ domA) ,

and a discussion of its properties and relevance for the Krylov solvability of Af = g
may be found in [16, Sections 5 and 6].
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In fact, distinguished classes of data g turn out to play a role in the analysis of
the Krylov solvability of Af = g, and the following classical definition collects some
of them.

Definition 2.6. Let A be a closed operator acting in a complex Hilbert space H
and let g ∈ H.

(i) g belongs to the class C∞(A) of smooth vectors for A if

g ∈ domAn ∀n ∈ N .

(ii) g belongs to the class Db(A) of bounded vectors for A if g is smooth for A
and there is a constant Bg > 0 such that

‖Ang‖H 6 (Bg)
n ∀n ∈ N .

(iii) g belongs to the class Da(A) of analytic vectors for A if g is smooth for A
and there is a constant Cg > 0 such that

‖Ang‖H 6 (Cg)
n n! ∀n ∈ N .

(iv) g belongs to the class Dqa(A) of quasi-analytic vectors for A if g is smooth
for A and

∞∑

n=0

‖Ang‖
−

1

n

H
= +∞ .

Clearly,

(2.10) Db(A) ⊂ Da(A) ⊂ Dqa(A) ⊂ C∞(A) .

The self-adjoint case exhibits in this respect distinguished properties. For one
thing, as well known (see, e.g., [52, Lemma 7.13]), if A is self-adjoint, then Db(A)
is dense in H, and so too are, consequently, all the other classes above. Moreover,
a noticeable conclusion can be drawn concerning the Krylov solvability of possibly
unbounded self-adjoint inverse problems.

Theorem 2.7. [16, Theorems 4.1 and 4.2] Let A be a self-adjoint or skew-adjoint
operator on a Hilbert space H, and let g ∈ ranA ∩ Dqa(A). Then there exists a
unique Krylov solution to the inverse linear problem Af = g.

It is worth commenting that Theorem 2.7 relies on an ingenious and somewhat
laborious analysis carried out in the framework of the convergence of the conjugate
gradient algorithm on an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space. This was initially
developed in the bounded case [47, 48] and recently re-designed in the unbounded
setting [18, Theorem 2.4 and Corollary 2.5]. The full proof obtained in [18] in fact
reveals that the sequence of approximants from the conjugate-gradients algorithm
converges to the minimal norm solution of the inverse problem (2.1) when A is
positive self-adjoint and g ∈ Dqa(A)∩ranA. In other words: the truncation scheme
and truncated inverse problems (2.4) defined by setting the trial space Qn = Pn

for Pn the orthogonal projection onto Kn(A, g), produce a well-defined sequence

of approximants (fn)n∈N and fn
n→∞
−−−−→ f◦ in H, where f◦ is the minimal norm

solution to (2.1).

2.4. Krylov subspaces and solvability under perturbations.

A further approach to the question of determining the Krylov solvability (or
lack-of) of an inverse linear problem Af = g is to analyse possibly ‘easier’ perturbed

problems Ãf̃ = g̃, where in some suitable sense Ã ∼ A and g̃ ∼ g.
Even elementary toy problems show that the phenomenology may be pretty

diverse.
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Example 2.8. [19, Example 3.3] Let R : ℓ2(Z) → ℓ2(Z) be the right shift operator
en 7→ en+1 (where en is the n-th canonical vector of ℓ2(Z)). R is unitary with
R∗ = R−1 = L, the left-shift operator en 7→ en−1. R admits a dense set C ⊂ ℓ2(Z)
of cyclic vectors (i.e., vectors g ∈ H such that K(R, g) is dense in ℓ2(Z)) and a dense
subset N ⊂ ℓ2(Z) of all finite linear combinations of the canonical vectors. Clearly
all vectors in N are non-cyclic for the operator R, and moreover the solution f to
Rf = g for any g ∈ N does not belong to K(R, g).

(i) (Loss of Krylov solvability.) For a datum g ∈ N , the inverse problem Rf =

g admits a unique solution f that is not in K(R, g). Yet, by the density of C

in ℓ2(Z), there exists a sequence (gm)m∈N ⊂ C such that ‖g−gm‖ℓ2
m→∞
−−−−→ 0

and moreover for each m ∈ N the inverse linear problem Rfm = gm is
Krylov-solvable with the unique solution fm = R−1gm. Here we see that

Krylov solvability is lost in the limit m → ∞, although ‖fm−f‖ℓ2
m→∞
−−−−→ 0.

(ii) (Gain of Krylov solvability.) For a datum g ∈ C the inverse linear problem

Rf = g is Krylov-solvable as K(R, g) = ℓ2(Z). Yet, by density there exists a

sequence (gm)m∈N ⊂ N such that ‖gm− g‖ℓ2
m→∞
−−−−→ 0, and each perturbed

problem Rfm = gm is not Krylov-solvable. Therefore, Krylov solvability is
absent at the perturbed level but appears only in the limit, still with the

approximation ‖fm − f‖ℓ2
m→∞
−−−−→ 0.

In a perturbative perspective, it is relevant to compare the possibly “close”

Krylov subspaces K(A, g) and K(Ã, g̃). A promising tool is the weak gap met-
ric between subspaces of separable Hilbert space, inspired to the standard norm
gap distance (namely, the Hausdorff distance) between subspaces (see, e.g., [43,
Chapt. 4, §2]). Owing to the separability, and also reflexivity, of H, the Hilbert
space weak topology restricted to the (norm-closed) unit ball BH of H makes the
ball a compact and complete metric space (BH, ρw), and the metric ρw is induced
by a norm, namely ρw(x, y) = ‖x − y‖w for some explicitly constructed norm in
BH. This allows to define, for any pair of norm-closed linear subspaces U and V of
H,

(2.11)





dw(BU , BV ) := sup
u∈BU

inf
v∈BV

ρw(u, v) ,

d̂w(U, V ) := max{dw(BU , BV ), dw(BV , BU )} ,

where BU = BH ∩ U and BV = BH ∩ V . As a matter of fact [19, Lemmas 6.1 and

6.2], d̂w is indeed a metric for the norm-closed subspaces of H, albeit in general it
is not complete.

In the context of Krylov subspaces, the distance d̂w is effective in a multiplicity
of instances, for example in monitoring the convergence

(2.12) KN (A, g)
d̂w−−−−→

N→∞
K(A, g)

of the N -dimensional truncated Krylov subspace KN (A, g) to the (closure of the)
full Krylov subspace K(A, g). Such quite natural inner Krylov approximability is ac-
tually false when the standard Hausdorff distance is used for an infinite-dimensional
H [19, Lemma 7.1]. Another natural aspect of the inner Krylov approximability

that manifests in the d̂w-sense is the following [19, Lemma 7.6]:

(2.13)
(gn)n ⊂ K(A, g)

‖gn − g‖H
n→∞
−−−−→ 0

}
⇒ K(A, gn)

d̂w−−−−→
n→∞

K(A, g) .

Other natural approximations, instead, do not hold in general in the d̂w-sense,
which suggests that further conditions need be added to the perturbation picture.
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For example [19, Lemma 7.3, Examples 7.4 and 7.5],

(2.14) ‖gn − g‖H
n→∞
−−−−→ 0 ⇒





dw
(
K(A, g) , K(A, gn)

) n→∞
−−−−→ 0

but in general

K(A, gn)
d̂w−−−−−−−→/ K(A, g) .

The study of the behaviour of the Krylov solvability along d̂w-limits is at an
early stage. Let us conclude this concise overview with this type of results.

Proposition 2.9. [19, Proposition 7.7] Let H be a separable Hilbert space, and let
the following be given:

(i) an operator A ∈ B(H) with inverse A−1 ∈ B(H),
(ii) a sequence (gm)m∈N ⊂ H such that for each m ∈ N the unique solution

fm := A−1gm to the inverse linear problem Afm = gm is a Krylov solution,
(iii) a vector g ∈ H such that

K(A, gm)
d̂w−−→ K(A, g) as n → ∞ .

Then the unique solution f := A−1g to the inverse linear problem Af = g is a
Krylov solution. If additionally gm → g (resp. gm ⇀ g), then fm → f (resp.
fm ⇀ f).

3. Overview on abstract Friedrichs systems

Let us condense in this Section a short overview on Friedrichs systems from
their concrete formulation as differential problems to their lifting to abstract inverse
linear problems on Hilbert space.

Friedrichs systems were initially introduced by Friedrichs [37] in his research on
symmetric positive systems, and became relevant in numerical analysis [41, 42, 32,
33] as a unified and versatile scheme for solving partial differential equations of
different types, including elliptic, parabolic, and hyperbolic.

They are currently being investigated in a variety of directions, including well-
posedness [36, 1, 3, 7], homogenisation [12, 11], representations of boundary con-
ditions [1], connection with the classical theory [2, 3, 6, 4], applications to vari-
ous initial or boundary value problems of elliptic, hyperbolic, and parabolic type
[5, 13, 25, 33, 46], development of different numerical schemes [10, 9, 14, 33, 34, 35],
classification of abstract realisations of Friedrichs systems [7, 28, 29, 30, 31], the
Friedrichs system structure of contact interactions [28], and many others.

The classical Friedrichs operator on a bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rd with Lipschitz
boundary ∂Ω is the first-order differential operator A acting as the L2(Ω,Cr) →
D′(Ω)r map

(3.1) Af =

d∑

k=1

∂k(Bkf) +Cf

for given matrix functions Bk ∈ W 1,∞(Ω,Mr), k ∈ {1, . . . , d}, and C ∈ L∞(Ω,Mr)
satisfying, for some µ > 0,

(3.2) Bk = B∗
k and C+C∗ +

d∑

k=1

∂kBk > µ1 a.e. on Ω .

The inequality in (3.2) is in the sense of expectations on L2(Ω,Cr).
The solvability or also the well-posedness of the inverse problem Af = g induced

by the operator (3.1)-(3.2) and by a given g ∈ L2(Ω,Cr) depend on the kind of
realisations of A that are considered in terms of boundary conditions imposed at
∂Ω.



ON KRYLOV SOLVABILITY OF FRIEDRICHS SYSTEMS 9

Many other concrete differential problems may be cast in the form Af = g
with A of the type (3.1)-(3.2) [1, 2, 6, 5, 13, 33, 34]. In addition, it is possible to
reformulate all such concrete problems at an abstract Hilbert space setting: this
includes the classification of the distinct operator realisations of A (namely, the
counterpart of boundary conditions at ∂Ω), as well as the identification of certain
intrinsic abstract conditions ensuring the bijectivity of A and hence the solvability
of Af = g [36, 1, 3, 7, 28, 29, 30, 31].

This way one naturally comes to the definition of a joint pair of abstract Friedrichs

operators on a complex Hilbert space H as a pair (A0, Ã0) of two closed and densely
defined operators acting in H and satisfying the conditions

A0 ⊂ (Ã0)
∗ =: A1 , Ã0 ⊂ (A0)

∗ =: Ã1 ,

A1 + Ã1 is a bounded self-adjoint operator in H

with strictly positive bottom .

(3.3)

(The first condition in (3.3) is in the sense of operator inclusion.)
In the concrete case (3.1)-(3.2) A0 may be taken as a minimally defined version

of the operator A therein, and Ã0 is its formal adjoint.
In the abstract setting (3.3) it can be shown ([36, Section 2.1], [3, Theorem

7]) that the graph norms associated with A0 and Ã0 are equivalent, and as a

consequence A0 and Ã0 have a common (dense) domain

(3.4) domA0 = dom Ã0 =: W0

and so do A1 and Ã1, that is,

(3.5) domA1 = dom Ã1 =: W1 (with W0 ⊂ W1) ,

and moreover,

(3.6) A1 + Ã1 ⊂ A0 + Ã0 .

Furthermore, between the minimal and the maximal operators defined above one

is led to consider intermediate pairs (A, Ã) with

(3.7) A0 ⊂ A ⊂ A1 , Ã0 ⊂ Ã ⊂ Ã1,

equivalently, pairs (V, Ṽ ) of linear subspaces included between W0 and W1, and

the restrictions A := A1|V , Ã := Ã1|Ṽ . Each choice of V and Ṽ corresponds, in
this abstract setting, to a selection of certain boundary conditions for a concrete
differential operator such as (3.1)-(3.2).

In particular, a special status is attributed to those V ’s that are closed in (W1, ‖·
‖A1

) and correspondingly those realisationsA1|V ’s that are bijective as (V, ‖·‖A1
) →

H maps. Indeed, such operators that are closed and densely defined in H, are
also (V, ‖ · ‖A1

) → H bounded, and their inverse is H → (V, ‖ · ‖A1
) bounded,

implying that the inverse linear problem induced by each such A1|V is well-posed.
Incidentally, one can see that if A := A1|V is a closed bijective realisation of A0,

then its adjoint A∗ = (A1|V )∗ ≡ Ã1|Ṽ , with Ṽ := dom(A1|V )∗, is a closed bijective

realisation of Ã0.
The investigation and classification of mutually adjoint pairs (A,A∗) of closed

bijective realisations of a Friedrichs operator A0 (and of its partner Ã0) has been the
object of multiple recent studies [7, 28, 29, 30, 31]. Quite noticeably ([7, Theorem
13]):

(i) A pair of mutually adjoint closed bijective realisations of (A0, Ã0) always
exists.
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(ii) If both kerA1 and ker Ã1 are non-trivial, then there exist uncountably many

such pairs. If instead at least one among A1 and Ã1 is injective, then the

only mutually adjoint pair of closed bijective realisations is (A1, Ã0) when

kerA1 = {0}, or (A0, Ã1) when ker Ã1 = {0}.

Part (i) above expresses the fact that any differential operator of Friedrichs type
admits at least one set of boundary conditions for which the corresponding inverse
problem is well-posed. In abstract terms it provides the existence of a ‘reference’
pair (Ar, A

∗
r ) with A0 ⊂ Ar ⊂ A1 where Ar is closed and bijective.

4. Perspective on Krylov solvability of Friedrichs-type inverse
problems

As stated already, the study of the Krylov solvability of abstract inverse problems
Af = g in a Hilbert space, governed by operators A of Friedrichs type, provides
valuable a priori information on the possibility of approximating numerically the
solution to a concrete differential inverse problem within the vast class of Friedrichs
systems.

At this level of generality the main question is therefore:

QUESTION 1: under what conditions on the (closed) operator A and the vector

g ∈ ranA does the inverse problem Af = g admit solution(s) f ∈ K(A, g) ?

Obviously, Question 1 has a variety of variants, depending on what features of
A are considered, such as its general type (normal, self-adjoint, skew-adjoint, or
in some special class), or a priori estimates satisfied by A (including boundedness,
unboundedness, semi-boundedness, coercivity, etc.).

It is also relevant to investigate in Question 1 the issue of the uniqueness of the
Krylov solution, let alone the issue of convergence rate of the Krylov approximants
fn → f in one of the abstract algorithms considered.

Work in progress is showing an increasing understanding of the general Question
1 in concrete toy problems as well as special settings that retain a significant amount
of instructiveness.

In this spirit, consider for a moment a generic Hilbert space H and an operator
A acting in H and g ∈ H such that

A is densely defined and closed,

g ∈ ranA ∩ domA∗ ,

A∗g ∈ Dqa(A∗A)

(4.1)

(the latter condition meaning that A∗g is a quasi-analytic vector for A∗A, in the
sense of Definition 2.6). The assumption that g ∈ ranA ∩ domA∗ ensures that
g = Au for some u ∈ domA∗A, and A∗g = A∗Au ∈ ranA∗A. This leads to
consider, instead of the inverse problem Af = g, the auxiliary inverse problem

(4.2) A∗Af = A∗g .

Here A∗A is self-adjoint (see, e.g., [38, Theorem 12.11]), and A∗g ∈ ranA∗A ∩
Dqa(A∗A). These are precisely the conditions that allow to deduce, via Theorem
2.7, that there exists a unique solution

f ∈ K(A∗A,A∗g)

to the inverse problem (4.2).
On the other hand, one observes that the above solution f also satisfies Af = g.

Indeed, from A∗Af = A∗g one sees that Af − g ∈ kerA∗, whereas obviously
Af−g ∈ ranA ⊂ (kerA∗)⊥ because Af and g belongs to ranA. From the triviality
of kerA∗ ∩ (kerA∗)⊥ one thus deduces that Af = g.
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It then remains established that under the present conditions (4.1) there is a
unique solution f to Af = g belonging to the (closure of the) Krylov subspace

K(A∗A,A∗g).
This is not the actual Krylov subspace one would like to have in the ultimate

conclusion of Krylov solvability, namely K(A, g), and the very condition of quasi-
analiticity of A∗g with respect to A∗A differs from the standard quasi-analiticity
property g ∈ Dqa(A). The following meaningful question then arises naturally.

QUESTION 2: Assume that (A0, Ã0) is a joint pair of abstract Friedrichs
operators on H satisfying (4.1) and hence such that there is a unique solution f to

A0f = g belonging to K(A∗
0A0, A∗

0g). What assumptions need be added in order to
obtain the standard Krylov solvability of Af = g, where (A,A∗) is one of the closed

realisations of (A0, Ã0) ?

In particular, it is of interest to consider Question 2 for the maximal realisation

(A1, Ã1) of (A0, Ã0), in the sense of Section 3, or also for one of the mutually adjoint

pairs of closed bijective realisations of (A0, Ã0).
Current work in progress in collaboration with M. Erceg (Zagreb) [15] has al-

lowed us to produce instructive partial answers to Question 2. For instance, quite

noticeably, if A1 + Ã1 is a multiple of the identity, and if the smooth vectors of A
are also smooth vectors of A∗ (or vice versa), then indeed

K(A∗A,A∗g) ⊂ K(A, g) ,

thereby closing in the affirmative the issue of the Krylov solvability for this class of
Friedrichs systems.

This has naturally brought attention to those joint pairs (A0, Ã0) of abstract
Friedrichs operators such that

(4.3) A0 + Ã0 = α1 α ∈ R .

Consider for instance this very prototypical Friedrichs operator: the complex Hilbert
space H = L2(R), and

(4.4) domA := H1(R) , Af := −f ′ + f .

A is actually an unbounded Friedrichs operator, as it is closed and its adjoint acts
as d

dx
+ 1 on H1(R), thereby implying that A + A∗ = 21 is obviously bounded,

self-adjoint, and coercive (see (3.3) above).
More generally, one may consider variants where A acts as

A = −
d

dx
+ c(x)

for c : R → C such that c(x) + c(x) is a

positive bounded function separated from zero

(4.5)

(The second term in − d

dx
+ c(x) indicates the multiplication by the function c.)

QUESTION 3: To investigate the Krylov-solvability of the inverse problem
Af = g induced by (4.4) or (4.5) (or variants) under suitable conditions on g and
c.

It is not difficult to argue that the general arguments preceding Question 2, as
well as the above-mentioned partial answers to Question 2, may be made applicable
to Question 3.

For instance, we could show [15] that in the case (4.4) it suffices to assume further
that the ĝ ∈ C∞

c (R) (i.e., the Fourier transform of g is smooth and compactly
supported) in order to deduce that A∗g is a bounded (and hence quasi-analytic)
vector for A∗A, in the sense of Definition 2.6. This ensures that A∗g is in particular
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quasi-analytic for A∗A and as a consequence of the facts established before Question
2 and the partial results stated thereafter one deduces that the Friedrichs-type
inverse problem

−f ′ + f = g

admits a unique Krylov solution. Analogous partial result are currently being
produced for the variant (4.5).

In fact, the latter line of reasoning mirrors at the level of concrete differential
operators what Questions 1 and 2 deal with at an abstract setting, and could be
therefore continued by inquiring the following.

QUESTION 4: To investigate the Krylov-solvability of the inverse problem
Af = g induced by the classical Friedrichs operator (3.1) under suitable conditions
on the matrix functions matrix functions Bk ∈ W 1,∞(Ω,Mr), k ∈ {1, . . . , d}, and
C ∈ L∞(Ω,Mr).

Back to the abstract Hilbert space setting, a variety of additional meaningful
problems arise naturally. Among them, we find the following two particularly in-
triguing and promising.

QUESTION 5: To characterise the Krylov intersection I(A, g) relative to an
abstract Friedrichs operator A acting in a Hilbert space H and a vector g ∈ H (see
(2.8) and (2.9) above), as well as the Krylov reducibility of A (as in the spirit of
Proposition 2.1). Or, at the concrete level, to characterise the Krylov intersection
and the Krylov reducibility of the classical Friedrichs operator (3.1).

Question 5 is a ‘structural’ question, where the general goal is to investigate
when the Krylov intersection is trivial, which under suitable conditions is a suffi-
cient criterion for Krylov solvability, in the spirit of Propositions 2.4 above. It is
reasonable to expect that the special constraints (3.3) in the abstract Hilbert space
setting (or (3.1)-(3.2) in a concrete differential setting) on an operator of Friedrichs
type result in a special behaviour concerning its Krylov reducibility or the trivial-
ity of its Krylov intersection, which in turn determine the Krylov solvability of the
associated inverse problem.

QUESTION 6: Consider a perturbation Ãf̃ = g̃ of the inverse linear problem

Af = g induced by a Friedrichs operator A, where in some suitable sense Ã ∼ A and

g̃ ∼ g. When, in the d̂w-sense (Section 2.4), are the Krylov subspaces K(A, g) and

K(Ã, g̃) close ? When does the perturbation preserve or alter the Krylov solvability
of the problem ? What is the answer to the above questions when, in particular, the
perturbation preserves the Friedrichs character of the linear operator ?

Concerning Question 6, it was recalled in Section 2.4 that the sole vicinity Ã ∼ A
or g̃ ∼ g, even in some strong sense, does not guarantee the smallness of

d̂w

(
K(A, g) , K(Ã, g̃)

)
,

and, typically, it is the term dw
(
K(Ã, g̃) , K(A, g)

)
in (2.11) to be problematic. It

was also recalled (Proposition 2.9) that if the perturbation leaves the Krylov sub-

spaces K(A, g) and K(Ã, g̃) d̂w-close, then under favourable conditions the Krylov
solvability of the corresponding inverse problems is preserved, whereas in general
it may be gained or lost in a perturbation (Example 2.8). It is plausible to expect,
once again, that the constraints for A to be an operator of Friedrichs type select
distinguished results in this general scenario. It should be even more so for those
perturbations that actually preserve the status of Friedrichs system of the inverse
problem.
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The above selection of questions, be they formulated at an abstract or concrete
level, should convey the message, as we strongly believe, that this intriguing subject
is ready for very promising developments. For one more time we should like to
stress that general criteria of Krylov solvability in the context of inverse problems
of Friedrichs type are most valuable, in view of the wide popularity of Krylov
approximation methods in numerical analysis, as well as of the treatment of partial
differential equations cast in the form of Friedrichs systems.
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[4] N. Antonić, K. s. Burazin, and M. Vrdoljak, Connecting classical and abstract theory of
Friedrichs systems via trace operator, ISRN Math. Anal., (2011), pp. Art. ID 469795, 14.

[5] , Heat equation as a Friedrichs system, J. Math. Anal. Appl., 404 (2013), pp. 537–553.
[6] , Second-order equations as Friedrichs systems, Nonlinear Anal. Real World Appl., 15

(2014), pp. 290–305.
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University”, Via del Casale di San Pio V, 44, 00165 Rome (Italy)

Email address: n.caruso@unilink.it

(A. Michelangeli) Department of Mathematics and Natural Sciences, Prince Moham-
mad Bin Fahd University, Al Khobar 31952 (Saudi Arabia), and Hausdorff Center for
Mathematics, University of Bonn, Endenicher Allee 60, D-53115 Bonn (Germany), and
TQT Trieste Institute for Theoretical Quantum Technologies, Trieste (Italy)

Email address: amichelangeli@pmu.edu.sa


	1. Introduction
	2. A very short `crash course' on Krylov solvability in abstract Hilbert space
	2.1. Krylov approximation methods as truncation algorithms
	2.2. A glance at Krylov solvability for bounded inverse problems
	2.3. Krylov solvability and unbounded self-adjoint operators
	2.4. Krylov subspaces and solvability under perturbations

	3. Overview on abstract Friedrichs systems
	4. Perspective on Krylov solvability of Friedrichs-type inverse problems
	5. Acknowledgements
	References

