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Abstract

Inverse problems are fundamental in fields like medical imaging, geophysics, and
computerized tomography, aiming to recover unknown quantities from observed
data. However, these problems often lack stability due to noise and ill-conditioning,
leading to inaccurate reconstructions. To mitigate these issues, regularization meth-
ods are employed, introducing constraints to stabilize the inversion process and
achieve a meaningful solution. Recent research has shown that the application of
regularizing filters to diagonal frame decompositions (DFD) yields regularization
methods. These filters dampen some frame coefficients to prevent noise amplifi-
cation. This paper introduces a non-linear filtered DFD method combined with a
learning strategy for determining optimal non-linear filters from training data pairs.
In our experiments, we applied this approach to the inversion of the Radon transform
using 500 image-sinogram pairs from real CT scans. Although the learned filters
were found to be strictly increasing, they did not satisfy the non-expansiveness
condition required to link them with convex regularizers and prove stability and
convergence in the sense of regularization methods in previous works. Inspired by
this, the paper relaxes the non-expansiveness condition, resulting in weakly convex
regularization. Despite this relaxation, we managed to derive stability, convergence,
and convergence rates with respect to the absolute symmetric Bregman distance for
the learned non-linear regularizing filters. Extensive numerical results demonstrate
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the effectiveness of the proposed method in achieving stable and accurate recon-
structions.

Keywords: Inverse problems, image reconstruction, regularization method, weakly
convex regularization, data-driven regularization, convergence analysis, error esti-
mates, diagonal frame decomposition

1 Introduction

Let A : X → Y be a bounded linear operator mapping between two real Hilbert spaces
X and Y. Our focus is on the inverse problem of reconstructing x+ ∈ X from noisy data

yδ = Ax+ + z , (1)

where z denotes the data perturbation with ∥z∥ ≤ δ for a given noise level δ > 0. The
inversion of the operator A is frequently ill-posed, as evidenced by the discontinuity of
the Moore-Penrose inverse A+. Consequently, exact solution methods for Ax = y can
significantly amplify small measurement errors in the data. To tackle this challenge,
regularization methods have been devised with the goal of discovering approximate yet
stable solution strategies [4, 14, 30].

1.1 Filter-based Regularization

Recently, there has been significant research on diagonal frame decompositions (DFD)
combined with regularizing filters, presenting an efficient regularization approach for the
inverse problem (1). Suppose A has a diagonal frame decomposition (according to [13])
providing the representations:

A =
∑
λ∈Λ

κλ⟨·, uλ⟩vλ,

A+ =
∑
λ∈Λ

κ−1
λ ⟨·, vλ⟩uλ,

where (uλ)λ∈Λ and (vλ)λ∈Λ are frames of ker(A)⊥ and ran(A), respectively, with corre-
sponding dual frames (uλ)λ∈Λ and (vλ)λ∈Λ.

Frame decompositions, a more general concept than singular value decomposition (SVD),
were initially studied by Candés and Donoho [8, 10] in the context of statistical estima-
tion. Recent investigations, such as [15, 16, 13, 18, 29, 24], explore the utility of frame
decomposition for regularizing inverse problems. It has been established in [13] that if
(κλ)λ∈Λ converge to zero, then A+ becomes unbounded, necessitating the application of
regularization methods to address the solution of (1).
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Filtered DFD methods incorporate a regularizing filter (φα)α>0 to damp some frame
coefficient, resulting in the reconstruction method:

Fα(y
δ) :=

∑
λ∈Λ

κ−1
λ φα(κλ, ⟨yδ, vλ⟩)uλ. (2)

The reconstruction mappings are designed to reduce noise amplification by diminishing
coefficients with damping factors φα(κλ, ⟨yδ, vλ⟩) before inversion. Key theoretical ques-
tions concern the stability of Fα and its convergence to noiseless solutions as δ and α

approach zero.

The analysis of filter methods is well established for linear filters in the SVD case [14,
22]. Choosing φα(κλ, ⟨yδ, vλ⟩) = (fα(κλ)κλ) · ⟨yδ, vλ⟩ for a family (fα)α>0 reduces the
linear reconstruction operator Fα(y

δ) :=
∑

λ∈Λ fα(κλ)⟨yδ, vλ⟩uλ. For the convergence
analysis of the frame case, see [13]. Linear regularizing filters depend only on quasi-
singular values and are not data-dependent, which limits their performance. In practical
situations, filters that include non-linear dependencies on ⟨yδ, vλ⟩ typically offer better
noise-filtering abilities than linear approaches; see [2, 17, 26].

In the general case, (φα)α>0 is usually called a non-linear regularizing filter due to the
non-linear dependence of the data coefficients in the damping process, resulting in a
non-linear reconstruction method. For certain non-linear filters, it has been shown that
they yield a convergent regularization method, such as the soft thresholding filter in
[16]. In [11], filtered DFD methods were firstly studied for general non-linear filters,
see Definition 2 . A convergence analysis was provided under the conditions that the
functions φα : R2 → R in the second component are non-expansive, increasing, converge
monotonically to the identity as α→ 0, and for small quasi-singular values, the behavior
around zero can be controlled in a certain sense.

1.2 Learned Regularization

Recently, data-driven methods have become increasingly popular for solving ill-posed
inverse problems. In this context, learned spectral regularization techniques for linear
inverse problems have be studied [3, 25]. However, to the best of our knowledge, no work
has yet been done using learned non-linear regularizing filters φα for solving inverse prob-
lems. In [11], it was shown that under certain conditions on the filters, general non-linear
frame-based diagonal filtering is a convergent regularization method. This provided us
with the idea to check whether non-linear regularizing filters that are purely learned from
data meet the theoretical requirements necessary for convergent regularization.

In short, let A : X → Y be a bounded linear forward operator with DFD (u,v,κ) =
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Figure 1: Learned filters for for different noise levels (left), different quasi-singular values
(middle) and different noise types (right).

(uλ, vλ, κλ)λ∈Λ. Consider the learned reconstruction method

F(yδ) =
∑
λ∈Λ

κ−1
λ φθ̂(δ)(κλ, ⟨y

δ, vλ⟩)uλ,

where φθ : R+ × R → R is a neural network with learnable parameters θ ∈ Θ that
is taken as non-linear filter. On a training dataset consisting of multiple data pairs
of noisy measurements depending on δ and ground truth reconstructions, the neural
network (φθ)θ∈Θ is trained such that some reconstruction error is minimized, resulting
in the learned filters φθ̂(δ).

In our experiments shown in section 3, we learned non-linear regularizing filters for
inverting the Radon transform. Using a DFD based on Haar wavelets the filters were
learned from 400 image-sinogram pairs of real data CT scans [31], where the sinograms
were additionally corrupted with different types and levels of noise. Figure 1 shows
examples of learned filters for different noise levels δ, different quasi-singular values κ
and different noise types. One can clearly observe that although the filters are bijective
and strictly increasing, and move towards the identity for smaller and smaller noise
levels, they do not satisfy non-expansiveness, which is a precondition for convergence
in [11]. Inspired by this, in this paper, we will weaken the conditions of regularizing
filters, providing stability and convergence for our reconstruction map while meeting the
behavior of learned filter functions.

1.3 Outline

The paper is structured as follows: The background section clarifies notional details
and defines rigorously the non-linear filtered diagonal frame decomposition (DFD). For
proof-related reasons as well as for a better geometric understanding, its connection
to variational regularization is established, and further technical preparatory work is
conducted. The elaboration of the experimental results is presented in section 3, detailing
implementation specifics. The theoretical main section 4 investigates the stability and
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convergence of the method and derives quantitative estimates of the convergence. The
paper concludes with a brief summary discussing consistency of the experiments with
the theory and outlines future directions.

2 Auxiliary Results

In this section, we introduce some basic notation and rigorously define our concept of
the non-linear filtered diagonal frame decomposition (DFD), clarifying the conditions
the filters must meet in this work. We explain the connection between filter-based and
variational regularization and demonstrate that extending the conventional definition
of proximity operators to certain non-convex functionals allows us to reduce the non-
linear filtered DFD method, with relaxed conditions in contrast to [11], to a still convex
optimization problem. This not only has technical benefits but also provides a better
geometric understanding of learned filter methods.

2.1 Notation

Let X, Y be Hilbert spaces. For an operator B : dom(B) ⊆ X → Y we denote dom(B)

as the domain and ran(B) as the range of B. In case of linear bounded operators, the
domain is the entire space X and the Moore-Penrose inverse of B is denoted by B+ and
is defined as B+ : dom(B+) ⊆ Y → X, where dom(B+) := ran(B)⊕ ran(B)⊥.

Functionals on X will be written as R : X → R∪{∞} and we usually use r or s to denote a
functional when X = R. We define the domain of R by dom(R) := {x ∈ X | R(x) <∞}
and we call R proper if dom(R) ̸= ∅. R is convex if R(tx+(1−t)y) ≤ tR(x)+(1−t)R(y)

for all x, y ∈ X and t ∈ (0, 1) and strictly convex if the strict inequality holds. We call
R coercive if lim∥x∥→∞R(x) = ∞.

2.2 Non-Linear Frame Filtering

Consider a bounded linear operator A : X → Y and an index set Λ that is at most
countable. We assume that A has a diagonal frame decomposition (DFD) (u,v,κ) =

(uλ, vλ, κλ)λ∈Λ as defined in [13].

Definition 1 (Diagonal Frame Decomposition, DFD). We call the triple (u,v,κ) =

(uλ, vλ, κλ)λ∈Λ a diagonal frame decomposition (DFD) for A if the following holds:

(D1) (uλ)λ∈Λ is a frame for (kerA)⊥ ⊆ X.

(D2) (vλ)λ∈Λ is a frame for ranA ⊆ Y.
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(D3) (κλ)λ∈Λ ∈ (0,∞)Λ satisfies the quasi-singular relations ∀λ ∈ Λ: A∗ vλ = κλuλ.

We call (κλ)λ∈Λ the family of quasi-singular values and (uλ)λ∈Λ, (vλ)λ∈Λ the correspond-
ing quasi-singular systems.

DFDs are a broader concept than the singular value decomposition (SVD), essentially
reducing to the SVD when (uλ)λ∈Λ and (vλ)λ∈Λ are orthonormal bases. The key advan-
tage of DFDs over SVDs lies in their quasi-singular systems, which often provide better
approximation properties. For instance, when (uλ)λ∈Λ is chosen as the wavelet basis, as
seen in applications like the Radon transform [9, 13, 24]. We leverage this approach for
our numerical evaluation in Section 3.

For a frame u we define the synthesis and analysis operator of ū by

Tu : ℓ
2(Λ) → X : (cλ)λ 7→

∑
λ∈Λ

cλuλ

T∗
u : Y → ℓ2(Λ): y 7→ (⟨y, uλ⟩)λ∈Λ.

Let (u,v,κ) be a DFD for A, and let ū be a dual frame of u, defined by x = TūT
∗
u x

for all x ∈ X. Using the DFD, the Moore-Penrose inverse of A can be expressed as

∀y ∈ dom(A+) : A+(y) =
∑
λ∈Λ

1

κλ
⟨y, vλ⟩ ūλ = Tū ◦M+

κ ◦T∗
v(y) , (3)

where Mκ is the component-wise multiplication operator Mκ((xλ)λ∈Λ) = (κλxλ)λ∈Λ

and M+
κ its Moore-Penrose inverse. As the frame operators Tū and T∗

v are continuous
and invertible, diagonalizing A with a DFD basically reduces the inverse problem (1) to
an inverse problem with a diagonal forward operator from ℓ2(Λ) to ℓ2(Λ).

Because inverting A is ill-posed, the values of (κλ)λ∈Λ accumulate at zero, implying that
(1/κλ)λ becomes unbounded. Consequently, small errors in the data can be significantly
amplified using (3). To mitigate this error amplification, we employ regularizing filters
with the goal of dampening noisy coefficients. In [11], the following definition of a non-
linear regularizing filter was given:

Definition 2 (Non-linear Regularizing Filter). A family (φα : R+×R → R)α>0 is called
a non-linear regularizing filter if for all α, κ > 0, the following holds

• φα(κ, ·) is nonexpansive.

• φα(κ, ·) is monotonically increasing.

• φα(κ, 0) = 0.

• ∀c ∈ R : limα→0 φα(κ, c) = c.
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In this work, we use a slightly different definition of regularizing filters than Definition
2. Instead of assuming the function φα(κ, ·) to be nonexpansive, we are content with
requiring bijectivity. While this change seems minor, it has a major impact in practical
usage. Nonexpansiveness is a highly restrictive condition, and especially learned filters
usually do not meet this, while bijectivity and increasingness are satisfied without any
additional constraints. The new definition of regularizing filters correspond to variational
regularization with weakly convex penalty, illustrated in section 2.3. Therefore, we define
a weakly convex regularizing filter as follows:

Definition 3 (Weakly Convex Regularizing Filter). We call a family (φα : R+ × R →
R)α>0 a weakly convex regularizing filter if for all α, κ > 0, the following holds

(F1) φα(κ, ·) is bijective.

(F2) φα(κ, ·) is strictly increasing.

(F3) φα(κ, 0) = 0.

(F4) ∀c ∈ R : limα→0 φα(κ, c) = c.

In fact, the above requirements imply that φα(κ, ·) is a homeomorphism, being bijective,
continuous, and φα(κ, ·)−1 is continuous.

Let (φα)α>0 be a weakly convex regularizing filter, then we define by Fα the non-linear
filtered DFD

Fα(y
δ) :=

∑
λ∈Λ

1

κλ
φα(κλ, ⟨yδ, vλ⟩)ūλ = Tū ◦M+

κ ◦Φα,κ ◦T∗
v y

δ,

where Φα,κ : dom(Φα,κ) ⊆ ℓ2(Λ) → ℓ2(Λ): (cλ)λ∈Λ 7→ (φα(κλ, cλ))λ∈Λ is a non-linear
diagonal operator.

The aim of this paper is to acquire the filter functions φα from data, demonstrating the
stability and convergence of the method Fα under conditions that align with the learned
filter behavior. This demonstrates, in particular, that data-driven non-linear spectral
regularization is a convergent regularization method.

Given that the frame operators Tū and T∗
v are linear and bounded, the examination

of stability and convergence for the entire method is simplified to the analysis of the
diagonal operator M+

κ ◦Φα,κ.

2.3 Weakly Convex Regularization

An important ingredient of our analysis is the link of filter-based regularization methods
to variational regularization. Recall that the objective of standard variational regular-
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ization is to minimize Tα,y(x) = ∥Ax− y∥2/2+αR(x), called the generalized Tikhonov
functional, where the regularizing functional R is typically proper, convex, and lower
semi-continuous.

In [11], it has been demonstrated that if the filter functions φα(κ, ·) satisfy Definition 2
and (φα(κ, ·)−1− Id)/α is independent of α, then the non-linear filtered DFD essentially
simplifies to a specific variational regularization. Specifically, the evaluation of the diag-
onal part, M+

κ ◦Φα,κ, is equivalent to minimizing ∥Mκ x− y∥2/2+αR(x) with a proper,
convex, and lower semi-continuous but potentially operator-dependent regularizer.

Admitting the latter, supposing only that φα(κ, ·) is a non-linear regularizing filter by
Definition 2, also leads to a variational regularization with the regularization term Rα in-
stead of a so-called stationary regularizer αR. Nonetheless, Rα remains proper, convex,
and lower semi-continuous. In fact, their increasingness and nonexpansiveness are nec-
essary conditions for the filter functions to be transformed into a optimization problem
with convex penalty. These assumptions are not satisfied when learning filters from data.
In Figure 1, it is evident that the learned filters at least increase, but the slope exceeds
1, and at times, the filter surpasses the identity function. Still, we can turn the filtered
DFD into a variational problem, but these characteristics mean that the regularization
term might be non-convex or negative.

Reducing the filtered DFD method to variational regularization lies in the observation
that increasing and nonexpansive filter functions serve as proximity operators for con-
vex functions on R. A key observation in this work is that it is possible to relax the
nonexpansiveness assumption and use proximity operators with weakly convex penalties
instead.

Definition 4 (Weakly Strictly Convex, Weakly Coercive). A function s : R → R is
called weakly (or 1-weakly) strictly convex if s + 1/2 |·|2 is strictly convex, and s is
weakly coercive if s+ 1/2 |·|2 is coercive.

Definition 5 (Generalized Proximity Operator). Let s : R → R be weakly strictly convex
and weakly coercive. We define the single-valued proximity operator of s by

Proxs(x) := argmin
x̃∈R

{1
2
|x− x̃|2 + s(x̃)}.

The objective function of the generalized proximity operator is strictly convex and coer-
cive, guaranteeing the existence of a unique minimizer. For more details on generalized
proximity operators we refer to [21], where the authors investigate the use of proximity
operators with non-convex penalty, and [19], where learned weakly convex regularizers
were used for image reconstruction. It is worth noting that in some literature, the term
"semiconvex" is used interchangeably with "weakly convex".
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The following proposition demonstrate that a filter function is a proximity operator of a
weakly strictly convex and weakly coercive function s, and additionally, s is continuously
differentiable.

Proposition 6. The following assertions hold:

1. Let φ : R → R be bijective and strictly increasing function with φ(0) = 0. Then,
φ = (Id+s′)−1(x), where s : R → R is continuously differentiable, s(0) = 0,
weakly strictly convex and weakly coercive. Especially, we can calculate s by
s(x) =

∫ x
0 φ

−1(y) d y − x2

2 for x ∈ R. (Note that for negative x, we define∫ x
0 φ := −

∫ 0
x φ.)

2. Let s : R → R be continuously differentiable, s(0) = 0, weakly strictly convex and
weakly coercive. Then, (Id+s′)−1 is well defined and we have

Proxs(x) = (Id+s′)−1(x).

Proof. 1. Given that φ is bijective and strictly increasing, it is continuous.
Hence, φ−1 is bijective, strictly increasing and continuous as well. Define s(x) :=∫ x
0 φ

−1(y) d y − x2

2 for all x ∈ R. By the fundamental theorem of calculus, s is
continuously differentiable on R with s′(x) = φ−1(x)− x for all x ∈ R. It follows that
φ(x) = (Id+s′)−1(x) for all x ∈ R, and by definition, s(0) = 0. Now, observe that
φ−1 = s′ + Id which is strictly increasing and bijective. This shows that s+ |·|2 /2 is
strictly convex and coercive.

2. Given that s is weakly strictly convex and weakly coercive, Id+s′ is bijective.
Further, we have

Proxs(x) = argmin
x̃∈R

{1
2
|x− x̃|2 + s(x̃)} ⊆ {x̃ ∈ R | (x̃− x) + s′(x̃) = 0}

= {x̃ ∈ R | x̃+ s′(x̃) = x} = (Id+s′)−1(x).

Now we can show that the non-linear filtered DFD reduces to variational regularization
with a general type of regularizing term, a so-called κ-regularizer.

Definition 7 (κ-Regularizer). Let (φα)α>0 satisfy (F1)-(F3). For all α > 0 and λ ∈ Λ we
define sα,λ(x) :=

∫ x
0 φα(κλ, ·)−1(y) d y − x2/2. By Proposition 6 the proximity operator

of sα,λ is well defined and we have φα(κλ, ·) = Proxsα,λ
. We call (Rα)α>0 defined by

Rα(x) :=
∑

λ∈Λ sα,λ(κλxλ) the κ-regularizer defined by the filter (φα)α>0 and the weight
vector κ. Further, we call a κ-regularizer stationary if Rα = αR1 and non-stationary
otherwise.

9



Lemma 8. Let (φα)α>0 satisfy (F1)-(F3). Then, for all z ∈ dom(M+
κ ◦Φα,κ) we have

M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z) = argmin

x∈ℓ2
{1
2
∥Mκ x− z∥2 +Rα(x)}.

Proof. For all λ ∈ Λ, we have

argmin
x∈R

{1
2
|κλx− zλ|2 + sα,λ(κλx)} =

1

κλ
argmin

x∈R
{1
2
|x− zλ|2 + sα,λ(x)}

=
1

κλ
Proxsα,λ

(zλ) =
1

κλ
φα(κλ, zλ),

which is a unique minimizer. Since M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z) ∈ ℓ2(Λ), we have

M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z) =

(
1

κλ
φα(κλ, zλ)

)
λ∈Λ

=

(
argmin
xλ∈R

{1
2
|κλxλ − zλ|2 + sα,λ(κλxλ)}

)
λ∈Λ

= argmin
(xλ)λ∈Λ∈ℓ2(Λ)

{
∑
λ∈Λ

1

2
|κλxλ − zλ|2 + sα,λ(κλxλ)}

= argmin
x∈ℓ2

{1
2
∥Mκ x− z∥2 +Rα(x)}.

Note that, since the Rα involves the quasi-singular values κ, the regularizing term, unlike
classical variational regularization, depends on the operator A. However, this connection
gives us a better understanding of how damping of frame coefficients affects the regular-
ization process. Furthermore, κ-regularizers are separable functionals composed of an
infinite sum of weakly convex differentiable functions. As a result, we can demonstrate
that they are Gateaux differentiable, with the proof provided in the Appendix.

Proposition 9 (Differentiability of Rα). Let α > 0 and define dom(R′
α) := {x ∈ ℓ2(Λ) |

(κλs
′
α,λ(κλxλ))λ ∈ ℓ2(Λ)}. Then, Rα is Gateaux differentiable on dom(Rα)

◦ ∩ dom(R′
α)

with gradient ∇Rα(x) = (κλs
′
α,λ(κλxλ))λ.

Example 1 considers filter functions that are artificially constructed such that they align
with our experimental evaluation and investigates how they affect the one-dimensional
regularizing functions sα,λ.

Example 1. Let κλ be fixed. Consider the filter function

φα(κλ, x) =


1

3α2x
3 |x| ≤ α

α
3

(
3(1+α)

α x− (2 + 3α)
) 1

α+1 otherwise.
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x

φα(κλ, ·)

x

sα,λ

Figure 2: On the left filter functions of example 1 for different α and fixed κ are plotted,
along with their corresponding regularizing functions sα,λ on the right. These are inspired
by the learned filter functions in Figure 1.

This filter function fulfills the conditions (F1)-(F4). It is inspired by the learned filter
functions shown in Figure 1 and is plotted in Figure 2 on the left for different parameters
α. On the right, the corresponding regularizing function sα,λ is plotted. We observe that
the regularizing function does not have to be convex and it is possible for it to become
negative.

3 Learned Filters

3.1 DFD for the Radon Transform

We examine the behavior of learned regularizing filters using the example of the two
dimensional Radon transform R : L2(B1(0)) → L2(S1 × R), which is defined by

R f(ω, s) :=

∫
R
f(sω + tω⊥)dt, (ω, s) ∈ S1 × R,

where B1(0) = {x ∈ R2 : ∥x∥ ≤ 1} and S1 = {x ∈ R2 : ∥x∥ = 1}. Consider a two
dimensional wavelet orthonormal bases (wλ)λ∈Λ of L2(R) with compact support. The
index λ consists of three components (j, k, β), with scale index j ∈ Z, shift index k ∈ Z2

and β ∈ {1, 2, 3} indicating the three mother wavelets. By defining

uλ(x) :=

wλ(x) x ∈ B1(0)

0 otherwise,
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one gets a self dual tight frame for L2(B1(0)). Further, the standard filtered backpro-
jection formula (FBP) for inverting the Radon transform is given by

FBP(g) := (4π)−1(R∗ ◦I1)(g),

with Riesz potential I1(g) := F−1(| · |F g), where F denotes the Fourier transform. It
can be shown [9] that when defining

vλ := 2j/2(4π)−1I1Ruλ

κλ := 2j/2

(uλ, vλ, κλ)λ∈Λ forms a DFD for the two dimensional Radon transform. Making use of
the fact that

⟨g, vλ⟩ = κλ⟨FBP(g), uλ⟩,

for g ∈ L2(S1 × R) we get the reconstruction method

F(g) =
∑
λ∈Λ

1

κλ
φ(κλ, κλ⟨FBP(g), uλ⟩)uλ, (4)

where φ : R+ × R → R is a weakly convex regularizing filter. Our goal is now to learn
these filters in a data-driven way and thus to represent them using neural networks.

3.2 Training Details

In our experiments, we investigated data-driven frame-based image reconstruction of the
two dimensional Radon transform, meaning we learned the non linear regularizing filters
in equation (4) directly from data. For this purpose, we used a publicly available dataset
[31] of real patients CT scans which was originally built for SARS-CoV-2 identification.
From this dataset, we extracted a training data set of N = 400 CT images of healthy
patients. We chose equidistant discretizations ω1, . . . ω512, s1, . . . s363 and calculated the
sinograms yi = (Rxi(ωj , sk))

512,363
j,k=1 ∈ R512×363 of the training images xi ∈ R256×256.

Further, we corrupted them with noise of different noise levels δ, obtaining noisy sino-
grams yδi .

To get a DFD of the two dimensional Radon transform, we chose the Haar wavelets and
defined (uλ, vλ, κλ)λ∈Λ as explained in section 3.1. Now consider a neural network with
φθ : R+×R → R with learnable parameters θ ∈ Rm. Our goal is to find a reconstruction
method such that the mean squared reconstruction error is minimized on the training
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dataset. This means for a given noise level δ, we have to solve the minimization problem:

argmin
θ∈Rm

1

N

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥xi −Fθ(y
δ
i )
∥∥∥2
2
,

where

Fθ(y
δ) =

∑
λ∈Λ

1

κλ
φθ(κλ, κλ⟨FBP(yδ), uλ⟩)uλ.

Note that because of numerical considerations, we do not learn the weakly convex regu-
larizing filters directly as they appear in formula (4). More precisely we set

φθ(κλ, x) := κλψθ(κλ, x/κλ)

and for each noise level during training minimize

Eδ(θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥∥xi −∑
λ∈Λ

ψθ(κλ, ⟨FBP(yδi ), uλ⟩)uλ

∥∥∥∥∥
2

, (5)

where ψθ : R+ × R → R is a neural network consisting of five fully connected layers.
We trained the networks for 100 epochs and validated the performance of the models
after each epoch on a validation set of 100 images. The final network was chosen as the
network with the best validation loss over the 100 epochs. The deep learning framework
was implemented in Python using the PyTorch library. For optimization, we used the
AdamW optimizer with an exponentially decaying learning rate. After approximate
minimizers θ̂(δ) of (5) were found during training phase, the final regularization method
is given by

Fθ̂(δ)(y
δ) =

∑
λ∈Λ

1

κλ
φθ̂(δ)(κλ, κλ⟨FBP(y

δ), uλ⟩)uλ.

The full Python code for learning the weakly convex regularizing filters will be publicly
available at https://github.com/matthi99/learned-filters.git.

3.3 Results

In the numerical experiments, we tested different types of noise like Gaussian noise, Pois-
son noise, uniformly distributed noise, and salt and pepper noise. We also investigated
different noise levels δ := 1/

√
n
∥∥y − yδ

∥∥
2
, where n is the amount of sinogram pixels,

and δ ∈ {4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 28}. Figure 3 shows four examples of learned filter-based re-
constructions compared with normal FBP reconstructions and ground truth images x+.
The mean squared errors (MSE) achieved on a test set of 50 images for different types
of noise and noise levels are displayed in Table 1. It can be seen that for all noise types
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Figure 3: Comparison of ground truth images x+, filtered back projections FBP(yδ),
and learned reconstructions Fθ̂(δ)(y

δ). Sinograms yδ were corrupted with Gaussian noise
(top two rows) and Salt&Pepper noise (bottom two rows) with noise levels δ = 4 (rows
1 and 3) and δ = 12 (rows 2 and 4).
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and levels, the MSE is significantly lower for the learned filter-based reconstructions
compared to the normal FBP reconstructions.

4 Convergence Analysis

In this section, we analyze the stability and convergence of the learned non-linear filtered
DFD and provide quantitative estimates based on the absolute symmetric Bregman
distance. Let (φα)α>0 be a weakly convex regularizing filter (see Definition 3) and the
non-linear filtered DFD is given by:

Fα(y) :=
∑
λ∈Λ

1

κλ
φα(κλ, ⟨y, vλ⟩)ūλ = Tū ◦M+

κ ◦Φα,κ ◦T∗
v y. (6)

Our analysis focuses on the family of diagonal operators (M+
κ ◦Φα,κ)α>0, leveraging the

continuity of Tū and T∗
v. To establish stability and convergence, we introduce additional

assumptions on the weakly convex regularizing filter (φα)α>0, ensuring its smallness in
a neighborhood of zero relative to κ as α tends to zero. Additionally, for establishing a
convergence rate, we assume that the κ-regularizer Rα defined by (φα)α>0 lies within a
specific neighborhood of a stationary κ-regularizer αQ.

4.1 Convergent Regularization Method

We show that the non-linear filtered DFD is a convergent regularization method in
a weak sense. This means that for a fixed α > 0, the reconstruction process Fα is
weak continuous, and for yk → y ∈ ran(A) and a certain sequence αk → 0 we have
Fαk

(yk)⇀ A+ y.

Assumption 1. Let (φα)α>0 be weakly convex regularizing filter which satisfies the
following conditions:

Noise Gaussian Poisson Uniform Salt&Pepper
FBP Fθ̂(δ) FBP Fθ̂(δ) FBP Fθ̂(δ) FBP Fθ̂(δ)

δ = 4 0.008 0.004 0.009 0.004 0.008 0.004 0.007 0.005
δ = 8 0.039 0.008 0.044 0.008 0.039 0.007 0.037 0.008
δ = 12 0.095 0.011 0.107 0.012 0.095 0.011 0.092 0.012
δ = 16 0.175 0.015 0.198 0.016 0.175 0.014 0.169 0.015
δ = 20 0.279 0.017 0.316 0.018 0.280 0.017 0.270 0.018
δ = 24 0.408 0.020 0.461 0.021 0.408 0.020 0.394 0.020
δ = 28 0.560 0.022 0.634 0.023 0.561 0.022 0.541 0.023

Table 1: Mean MSE over a test dataset of 50 images for different noise types and noise
levels.
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(A1) ∃c, d > 0 ∀κ > 0 ∀α > 0 ∀x ∈ R : |x| ≤ cα/κ⇒ |φα(κ, x)| ≤ dκ/
√
α|x|.

(A2) ∃K > 0 ∀κ > 0 ∀α > 0 ∀x ∈ R : |φα(κ, x)| ≤ K|x|.

(A3) ∀κ > 0 ∃α̃ > 0 ∃gκ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) bicontinuous such that

∀α ∈ (0, α̃)∀x ∈ R : |φα(κ, x)| ≥ gκ(|x|).

Remark 1 (Impact of Assumption 1 to sα,λ). Suppose assumption (A1) holds. Then,
by the definition of the generalized proximity operator, applying (A1) to

∣∣φ(κλ, ·)−1(x)
∣∣

the following implication holds:

∣∣x+ s′α,λ(x)
∣∣ ≤ cα

κλ
⇒
∣∣x+ s′α,λ(x)

∣∣ ≥ √
α

dκλ
|x| .

Integration on both sides then results in

x2

2
+ sα,λ(x) ≤

cα

κλ
|x| ⇒ x2

2
+ sα,λ(x) ≥

√
α

dκλ

x2

2
.

At x = ±2cd
√
α, the two curves cα |x| /κλ and

√
αx2/(2dκλ) intersect, and therefore we

have that x2

2 + sα,λ(x) ≥
√
αx2

2dκλ
|x| < 2cd

√
α

x2

2 + sα,λ(x) ≥ cα
κλ

|x| |x| ≥ 2cd
√
α.

Note that while x2/2 + sα,λ(x) is non-negative and strictly convex, this is probable
not satisfied for sα,λ. If

√
α/(dκλ) < 1, then sα,λ can be non-positive everywhere. If

√
α/(dκλ) ≥ 1, then sα,λ(x) has to be non-negative for |x| ≤ 2cα/κλ, but can be negative

elsewhere. Assumption (A2) and (A3) essentially mean that (sα,λ(x))α,λ is bounded from
below by −(K − 1)x2/2 and for a fixed κλ the family (sα,λ(x))α∈(0,α̃) is bounded from
above for all x ∈ R.

Proposition 10 (Convergence of M+
κ ◦Φα,κ). Let (φα)α>0 be weakly convex regularizing

filter such that Assumption 1 is satisfied. Suppose αn, α > 0 and z, zn ∈ ℓ2(Λ) with
∥z − zn∥2 ≤ δn → 0.

• Existence: dom(M+
κ ◦Φα,κ) = ℓ2(Λ).

• Stability: M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z

n)⇀M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z).

• Convergence: Assume z ∈ ran(Mκ) ∩ ran(Φα,κ) for all α ∈ (0, α̃) and some α̃ > 0.
Let αn → 0 such that αn ≳ δ2n. Then M+

κ ◦Φαn,κ(z
n)⇀M+

κ z.

Proof. The proof can be found in the Appendix.
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By the continuity of the frame operators and the above convergence results we can formu-
late that under assumption 1 the non-linear filtered DFD is a convergent regularization
method.

Theorem 11 (Convergence of Fα). Let (φα)α>0 be a weakly convex regularizing filter
satisfying Assumption 1, (δk)k, (αk)k two null sequences such that αk ≳ δ2k and let
yk, y ∈ Y such that ∥yk − y∥ ≤ δk.

• Existence: dom(Fα) = ℓ2(Λ).

• Stability: Let α > 0 be fixed. Then, Fα(y
k)⇀ Fα.

• Convergence: Suppose y ∈ ran(A) such that T∗
v(y) ∈ ran(Φα,κ) for all α ∈ (0, α̃)

for some α̃ > 0. Then, Fαk
(yk)⇀ A+ y.

Proof. Existence and Stability follow directly from Proposition 10 and the continuity of
Tū and Tv∗ . For the convergence take x+ ∈ ker(A)⊥ such that Ax+ = y, then

∥∥T∗
v(yk)−MκT∗

u x
+
∥∥ =

∥∥T∗
v(yk)−T∗

v Ax+
∥∥ = ∥T∗

v(yk)−T∗
v(y)∥ ≤ ∥Tv∥δk.

Define zk = M+
κ ◦Φαk,κ ◦ T∗

v(y
k). By Proposition 10, we have zk ⇀ M+

κ MκT∗
u x

+ =

T∗
u x

+. For any e ∈ X, we have〈
e,Tū z

k − x+
〉
=
〈
e,Tū z

k −TūT
∗
u x

+
〉
=
〈
T∗

ū e, z
k −T∗

u x
+
〉
→ 0,

so xk = Tū z
k ⇀ x+.

4.2 Convergence Rate

In the following, we introduce the absolute symmetric Bregman distance and investigate
the rate of convergence of the non-linear DFD with respect to that measure. While these
estimates are rather abstract, in some cases, this leads directly to strong convergence
and rates in the norm topology.

4.2.1 Absolute Symmetric Bregman Distance

The next goal is to analyze the rate of convergence. When dealing with weak convergence,
a convenient strategy for obtaining qualitative estimates is to use Bregman distances.
These distances are widely employed to describe the quality of convergence in convex
optimization algorithms or regularization methods for inverse problems, as seen in, for
example, [6, 5, 1, 12].
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Originally the Bregman distance describes the distance between two points x and y with
respect to a proper, convex and lower semi-continuous function Q defined as

Dp
Q(x, y) = Q(x)−Q(y)− ⟨p, x− y⟩ ,

where p ∈ ∂Q(y). Note that if Q is additionally Gateaux differentiable, the only sub-
gradient is just p = ∇Q(y). However, this mapping is not a distance; it lacks symmetry,
and in the case of Gateaux differentiable non-convex functionals, it is well defined but
may be negative. Therefore, we rely on a generalized version of the Bregman distance,
known as the absolute symmetric Bregman distance, defined by

DQ(x, y) :=
∣∣∣D∇Q(y)

Q (x, y) +D
∇Q(x)
Q (y, x)

∣∣∣ = |⟨∇Q(x)−∇Q(y), x− y⟩|

for a differantiable but non-convex functional Q : dom(Q) ⊂ X → R. While this sym-
metrification of the Bregman distance is often used (first in [7]), the positivization was
introduced recently in [28, 27] to address the lack of positivity when using non-convex
functionals.

It’s important to note that there are other generalizations of the Bregman distance for
non-convex functionals; for example, in [20], the author extends the Bregman distance
to locally convex functionals.

4.2.2 Neighbouring Stationary Regularization

In classical variational regularization the regularizing term depends linear on the regular-
ization parameter, as a stationary κ-regularizer αQ, and rates are analysed with respect
to the regularizer Q. In our case the regularization parameter is given implicitly and
the convergence behaviour of Rα as α ↓ 0 is uncontrolled so far. However, if Rα lies in
certain bounded areas which can be described by stationary regularizing terms then we
obtain a similar behaviour.

The idea is to find a family of functions (qλ)λ such that sα,λ is close to αqλ for every
λ ∈ Λ. By close we mean that for every λ ∈ Λ and every x ∈ R holds

|sα,λ(x)− αqλ(x)| ≤
Lα

κλ
x2

for some fixed constant L > 0. Given such a family (qλ)λ one may define the functional
Q(x) : ℓ2(Λ) → R ∪ {∞} : (xλ)λ 7→

∑
λ∈Λ qλ(κλxλ). Then,

|Rα(x)− αQ(x)| ≤
∑
λ∈Λ

|sα,λ(κλxλ)− αqλ(κλxλ)| ≤ Lαmax
λ∈Λ

κλ∥x∥2

for all x = (xλ)λ ∈ ℓ2(Λ).
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Definition 12 (Neighbouring stationary κ-regularizer). For some L > 0 and some
α̃ > 0 small enough consider a family (qλ)λ∈Λ of functions qλ : R → R with the following
properties:

(Q1) qλ is continuously differentiable,

(Q2) q′λ(0) = 0,

(Q3) for x < y : (q′λ(y)− q′λ(x))/(y − x) ≥ 2L/κλ − 1/α̃.

Define Q : dom(Q) → ℓ2 : x 7→
∑

λ∈Λ qλ(κλxλ) where dom(Q) := {x ∈ ℓ2(Λ) |
((κλxλ)

2/(2α̃) + qλ(κλx))λ ∈ ℓ1(Λ)}. Let (φα)α>0 be a regularizing filter. We call αQ a
neighbouring stationary κ-regularizer to M+

κ ◦Φα,κ if

|φα(κλ, x)| ∈
[∣∣Proxα(qλ+L/κλ(·)2)(x)

∣∣ , ∣∣Proxα(qλ−L/κλ(·)2)(x)
∣∣] (7)

holds for all x ∈ R, λ ∈ Λ and α ∈ (0, α̃).

Assumption (Q3) implies that Id+α(q′λ ± 2L/κλ(·)) is bijective and increasing for all
α ∈ (0, α̃). Then, one can easily verify that α

(
qλ ± L/κλ(·)2

)
is weakly strictly convex

and weakly coercive, hence its proximity operator is well-defined. Note that, by Assump-
tion (Q3), q′λ has to be strictly increasing and hence qλ is convex if κλ ≤ 2Lα̃. Since
supλ∈Λ κλ <∞ this holds for all λ except for finitely many.

Proposition 13 (Differentiability of Q). Define

dom(Q′) := {x ∈ ℓ2(Λ) | (κλq′λ(κλxλ))λ ∈ ℓ2(Λ)}.

We have that Q is Gateaux differentiable on dom(Q)◦ ∩ dom(Q′) with gradient ∇Q(x) =

(κλq
′
λ(κλxλ))λ.

Proof. Fix L, α̃ > 0. Consider rλ(x) = (κλx)
2/(2α̃)+ qλ(κλx). Then the proof is similar

to the proof of Proposition 9. We only have to show that r′λ is increasing. Let x < y

then we have

r′λ(y)− r′λ(x) = yκ2λ/α̃+ κλq
′
λ(κλy)− xκ2λ/α̃− κλq

′
λ(κλx)

= (y − x)κ2λ/α̃+ κλ(q
′
λ(κλy)− q′λ(κλx))

≥ (y − x)(κ2λ/α̃+ κ2λ(2L/κλ − 1/α̃)) = (y − x)2Lκλ > 0.

We show rates of convergence in the symmetric Bregman-distance with respect to Q.
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Theorem 14 (Rates in Symmetric Bregman-distance). Let (φα)α>0 be a weakly convex
regularizing filter which satisfies Assumption 1 and assume that M+

κ ◦Φα,κ has a neigh-
bouring stationary κ-regularizer αQ. Suppose z ∈ ran(Mκ)∩ran(Φα,κ) for all α ∈ (0, α̃)

and zn ∈ ℓ2(Λ) with ∥z − zn∥2 ≤ δn → 0. Let αn → 0 and define xn := M+
κ ◦Φαn,κ(z

n).
Further, suppose that xn,M+

κ z ∈ dom(Q)◦ ∩ dom(Q′) for all n ∈ N and (q′λ(zλ))λ ∈ ℓ2.
Then, it holds

DQ(x
n,M+

κ z) ≤
1

2

δ2n
αn

+ Cδn + C2αn

for a constant C > 0.

Proof. First note that by Lemma 8 we have xn ∈ dom(Rαn)
◦ ∩ dom(R′

αn
) and hence

∇Rα(x
n) exists and is equal to (κλs

′
α,λ(κλx

n
λ))λ∈Λ. By Lemma 8 we have that

∇Rαn(x
n) = −Mκ(Mκ x

n − zn).

We consider

αn

∣∣〈∇Q(xn)−∇Q(M+
κ z), x

n −M+
κ z
〉∣∣ = αn

∣∣∣∣〈∇Q(xn)− ∇Rαn(x
n)

αn
, xn −M+

κ z

〉∣∣∣∣
+ αn

∣∣∣∣〈∇Rαn(x
n)

αn
, xn −M+

κ z

〉∣∣∣∣
+ αn

∣∣〈∇Q(M+
κ z),M

+
κ z − xn

〉∣∣
and examine every term separately.

We start with the second term, which can be estimated straight forward with the sub-
gradient ∇1

2∥Mκ(·)− zn∥2 = Mκ(Mκ(·)− zn).

αn

∣∣∣∣〈∇Rαn(x
n)

αn
, xn −M+

κ z

〉∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣〈Mκ(Mκ x
n − zn),M+

κ z − xn
〉∣∣

≤ 1

2

∥∥MκM+
κ z − zn

∥∥2 − 1

2
∥Mκ x

n − zn∥2

≤ 1

2
δ2n − 1

2
∥Mκ x

n − zn∥2.

In the third term, since ∇Q(M+
κ z) = (κλq

′
λ(zλ))λ ∈ im(Mκ), there exists an η ∈ ℓ2

such that ∇Q(M+
κ z) = Mκ η and we get

∣∣〈∇Q(M+
κ z),M

+
κ z − xn

〉∣∣ = ∣∣〈η,Mκ(M
+
κ z − xn)

〉∣∣
≤ ∥η∥ (∥z − zn∥+ ∥Mκ x

n − zn∥)

≤ ∥η∥ (δn + ∥Mκ x
n − zn∥) .
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In first term there is a bit more work to do. First we show that ∇Q(xn) is in the range
of Mκ. For every λ ∈ Λ define

ηnλ :=
1

κλ

(
sαn,λ(κλ·)′(xnλ)

αn
− qλ(κλ·)′(xnλ)

)
=
φαn(κλ, ·)−1(κλx

n
λ)− κλx

n
λ

αn
− q′λ(κλx

n
λ).

By (7) holds

φαn(κλ, ·)−1(x)− x

αn
∈
[
q′λ(x)−

2L

κλ
|x| , q′λ(x) +

2L

κλ
|x|
]

for all x ∈ R. Therefore, we have |ηnλ | ≤ 2L |xnλ| and as a consequence ∥(ηnλ)λ∈Λ∥ =

∥ηn∥ ≤ 2L∥xn∥. This shows that ηn ∈ ℓ2(Λ) for every n ∈ N and by Proposition 10 the
sequence (ηn)n∈N is bounded.

Thus, we have ∇Q(xn)− ∇Rαn (x
n)

αn
= −Mκ η

n and similar to above we get∣∣∣∣〈∇Q(xn)− ∇Rαn(x
n)

αn
, xn −M+

κ z

〉∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥ηn∥ (δn + ∥Mκ x
n − zn∥) .

Putting all together we have

αn

∣∣〈∇Q(xn)−∇Q(M+
κ z), x

n −M+
κ z
〉∣∣

≤ 1

2
δ2n − 1

2
∥Mκ x

n − zn∥2 + αn (∥η∥+ ∥ηn∥) (δn + ∥Mκ x
n − zn∥)

and by the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means follows

1

2
∥Mκ x

n − zn∥2 + αn

∣∣〈∇Q(xn)−∇Q(M+
κ z), x

n −M+
κ z
〉∣∣

≤ 1

2
δ2n + αn (∥η∥+ ∥ηn∥) (δn + ∥Mκ x

n − zn∥)

≤ 1

2
δ2n + αnCδn + C2α2

n +
1

4
∥Mκ x

n − zn∥2,

which shows the statement.

Remark 2 (Impact of the Neighbouring Condition (7) to sα,λ). Suppose Assumption 1
and condition (7) holds. Then, by the definition of the general proximity operator and
integration we can reduce (7) to

x2

2
+ sα,λ(x) ∈

[
αqλ(x) + (1− 2Lα

κλ
)
x2

2
, αqλ(x) + (1 +

2Lα

κλ
)
x2

2

]
.
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Combing this with Remark 1 we know that

α

(
qλ(x) +

Lx2

κλ

)
≥ sα,λ(x) ≥

max{
(√

α
dκλ

− 1
)

x2

2 , α
(
qλ(x)− Lx2

κλ

)
} |x| < 2cd

√
α

max{ cα
κλ

|x| − x2

2 , α
(
qλ(x)− Lx2

κλ

)
} |x| ≥ 2cd

√
α.

Example 2 (Smallest Q). For a fixed L > 0 and α̃ > 0 consider the functions qλ(x) =
(L/κλ − 1/(2α̃))x2 for all λ ∈ Λ, which is the smallest possible choice concerning Defi-
nition 12. Then, the filters have to satisfy

min{ 1
1−α/α̃ ,

dκλ√
α
} |x| |x| ≤ cα/κλ

|x|
1−α/α̃ |x| ≥ cα/κλ

 ≥ (signx)φα(κλ, x) ≥
|x|

1− α/α̃+ 2Lα/κλ

and in the following

α

(
2L

κλ
− 1

α̃

)
x2

2
≥ sα,λ(x) ≥

max{
(√

α
dκλ

− 1
)

x2

2 ,−
αx2

2α̃ } |x| < 2cd
√
α

max{ cα
κλ

|x| − x2

2 ,−
αx2

2α̃ } |x| ≥ 2cd
√
α.

In other words, qλ defines a region where φα(κλ, ·) and sα,λ should reside, respectively.
The upper part of Figure 4 graphically illustrates the constraints when assumption (A1)
partly dominates condition (7). In the lower part of Figure 4, the scenario where as-
sumption (A1) contributes nothing beyond condition (7) is depicted. This is primarily
observed in subsection 4.2.3, except for a negligible quantity. Note that for small κλ,
the region of the filter functions approaches zero, and for small α, it tends towards the
identity.

Theorem 15 (Convergence Rate with respect to the Symmetric Bregman Distance). Let
(φα)α>0 be a weakly convex regularizing filter which satisfies Assumption 1. Assume there
exists a neighbouring stationary κ-regularizer αQ to M+

κ ◦Φα,κ. Suppose y ∈ ran(A)

such that T∗
v(y) ∈ ran(Φα,κ) for all α ∈ (0, α̃). Let (δk)k, (αk)k be two null sequences

such that αk
∼= δk and let yk ∈ Y such that ∥yk − y∥ ≤ δk. Further, suppose that

T∗
u(Fαk

(yk)),T∗
uA

+ y ∈ dom(Q)◦ ∩ dom(Q′) for all k ∈ N and (q′λ(
〈
uλ,A

+ y
〉
))λ ∈

ℓ2(Λ). Then, it holds
DQ◦T∗

v
(Fαk

(yk),A+ y) ≤ Cδk

for a constant C > 0.

Proof. Note that the frame operators are linear and bounded, and therefore also Frechet
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x

φα(κλ, x)
IdProxq+

dκλ√
α
x

Proxq−

cα/κλ

x

sα,λ(x) q+

q−

2cd
√
α

x

φα(κλ, x)
Id

Proxq+

dκλ√
α
x

Proxq−

cα/κλ

x

sα,λ(x) q+

q−

2cd
√
α

Figure 4: This plot shows a graphically illustration of the neighbouring condition (7)
and assumption (A1). The red area is where φα(κλ, ·) should belong and the blue area is
for the corresponding functional sα,λ. Here Proxq+ refers to the right bound of condition
(7), namely the function Proxα(qλ−L(·)2)/κλ

, and Proxq− refers to the left bound. The
upper part of illustrates when assumption (A1) partly dominates condition (7). In the
lower part, the scenario where assumption (A1) contributes nothing beyond condition
(7) is depicted.

differentiable. Then, by the chain rule and Theorem 14, we have

〈
∇(Q ◦T∗

u)(Fαk
(yk))−∇(Q ◦T∗

u)(x
+),Fαk

(yk)−A+ y
〉

=
〈
∇Q(T∗

uFαk
(yk))−∇Q(T∗

uA
+ y),T∗

u(Fαk
(yk)−A+ y)

〉
≤ δ2n

2αn
+ Cδn + C2αn

∼= Cδn.

4.2.3 Estimates in the Norm Topology

Consider qλ(x) = (maxλ κλ)Lx
2/κ2λ. Then, dom(Q)◦ ∩ dom(Q′) = ℓ2(Λ) and ∇Q(x) =

(maxλ κλ)2Lx for all x ∈ ℓ2(Λ). By this, we get a square root rate of convergence of the
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normed error:

∥∥∥A+ y −Fαk
(yk)

∥∥∥2 ≤ ∥∥(T∗
v)

−1
∥∥2

(maxλ κλ)2L
DQ◦T∗

v
(Fαk

(yk),A+ y) ≤ Cδk.

The filters have to satisfy for |x| ≤ cα/κλ :

|φα(κλ, x)| ∈

 |x|

1 +
(
maxλ κλ

κλ
+ 1
)

2Lα
κλ

,min

 1

1 +
(
maxλ κλ

κλ
− 1
)

2Lα
κλ

,
dκλ√
α

 |x|

 ,
otherwise, for |x| ≥ cα/κλ :

|φα(κλ, x)| ∈

 |x|

1 +
(
maxλ κλ

κλ
+ 1
)

2Lα
κλ

,
|x|

1 +
(
maxλ κλ

κλ
− 1
)

2Lα
κλ


and in the following, for |x| < 2cd

√
α :

sα,λ(x) ∈
[
max{

(√
α

dκλ
− 1

)
x2

2
, α

(
maxλ κλ
κλ

− 1

)
Lx2

κλ
}, α

(
maxλ κλ
κλ

+ 1

)
Lx2

κλ

]
,

and for |x| ≥ 2cd
√
α :

sα,λ(x) ∈
[
max{cα

κλ
|x| − x2

2
, α

(
maxλ κλ
κλ

− 1

)
Lx2

κλ
}, α

(
maxλ κλ
κλ

+ 1

)
Lx2

κλ

]
.

Actually, Assumption (A1) in this case only plays a role for relative large α, depending
on the constants d, L and maxλ κλ, and large κλ.

Remark 3. It is important to note that condition (7) implies that

Q(x)− L∥M√
κ x∥2 ≤

Rα(x)

α
≤ Q(x) + L∥M√

κ x∥2,

which is reminiscent of the key condition in the work [23] for proving strong convergence
of their regularization method. The authors attribute the Plug-and-Play method with
a linear denoiser to variational regularization with a non-stationary regularizing term
Jα(x). Bounding this regularizing term between c∥x∥2/2 and C∥x∥2/2, where 0 < c ≤
C < ∞, appears to be a crucial argument for proving that the regularized solution
strongly converges to an exact solution. Defining Q as above leads to:

L
∑
λ∈Λ

(maxκλ − κλ)x
2
λ ≤ Rα(x)

α
≤ L

∑
λ∈Λ

(maxκλ + κλ)x
2
λ,

which also indicates strong convergence and provides qualitative estimates with respect
to the norm topology.
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Table 2: Theoretically derived properties that the learned filters must satisfy in order to
be a convergent regularization method checked numerically. All properties and assump-
tions are fulfilled with sufficient accuracy.

α = 24 α = 20 α = 16 α = 12 α = 8 α = 4

(F1) bijective
√ √ √ √ √ √

(F2) strictly increasing
√ √ √ √ √ √

(F3) max
λ

{|φα(κλ, 0)|} 0.021 0.023 0.017 0.008 0.021 0.051

(F4)
∑

λ ∥φα(κλ, ·)− Id∥L2 0.31 0.28 0.22 0.15 0.09 0.06

(A1) max
λ,0̸=|x|<α/κ

{
|φα(κλ,x)|

√
α

|x|κλ

}
28 25 22 20 21 16

(A2) max
λ,x ̸=0

{|φα(κλ, x)| − 2|x|} < 0
√ √ √ √ √ √

(A3) min
λ,x ̸=0

{
|φα(κλ,x)|
gκλ (|x|)

}
1.31 1.72 1.82 1.89 1.58 1.41

4.3 Discussion

For filters learned on sinograms with additive Gaussian noise, we numerically investigated
if they satisfy the theoretically derived properties to yield a convergent regularization
method. To this end, we set α := σ, where σ is the standard deviation of the Gaussian
distribution, and defined φα as the learned filters for the corresponding noise level.
Table 2 shows how well this learned filters satisfied the different assumption. It turned
out that the filters satisfied the properties of weakly convex regularizing filters given in
Definition 3 quite well. For all different noise levels, the filters were strictly increasing
(F2), and by construction, they are continuous, which further implies bijectivity (F1).
Also the values of φα(kλ, 0) were very close to zero for all λ and all noise levels (F3).
For smaller and smaller noise levels, the filters tend to converge toward the identity
as
∑

λ ∥φα(κλ, ·)− Id∥L2 gets smaller for α getting smaller (F4). Also, Assumption 1
was satisfied by the learned filters. We observed that max

λ,0̸=|x|<α/κ

{
|φα(κλ,x)|

√
α

|x|κλ

}
does not

grow for smaller α and hence stays bounded by a constant d (A1). |φα(κλ, x)| is easily
bounded by 2 |x| for all λ, α, and x (A2). Finally, choosing gκ(x) = κ2x, we got that
min
λ,x ̸=0

{
|φα(κλ,x)|
gκλ (|x|)

}
stayed bigger than one confirming (A3).

5 Conclusion

This paper investigated weakly convex frame-based image regularization. We established
the connection between non-linear filtered diagonal frame decomposition (DFD) with
learned filter functions and variational regularization with a weakly convex penalty term.

We presented experimental results by learning the so-called weakly convex regularizing
filters, highlighted implementation specifics, and demonstrated the practical applicability
of our method. The theoretical main section provided a comprehensive analysis of the
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stability and convergence of the filtered DFD with weakly convex regularizing filters,
offering quantitative estimates to validate our approach.

We also conducted important technical work to improve understanding of the generalized
proximity operator, separable sums of weakly convex functions, and their differentiability.

Finally, we concluded with a brief discussion of the consistency of our experimental
results with the theoretical findings.
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A Differentiability of Separable Functions

Lemma 16. Let x, y ∈ R and t > t′ > 0. Suppose φ : R → R increasing with φ(0) = 0.
Then, the following inequalities hold

φ(x)y ≤ 1

t

∫ x+ty

x
φ(z)dz ≤ φ(x+ ty)y (8)

φ(x)y ≤ φ(x+ t′y)y ≤ φ(x+ ty)y (9)

Proof. Suppose x, y ≥ 0, then x ≤ x+ ty and since φ is increasing the right and left rule
for Riemann sums show inequality (8). Inequality (9) also follows by the monotonicity
of φ and y being positive.

Now suppose x ≥ 0 and y ≤ 0, then x+ ty ≤ x. By convention we have
∫ x+ty
x φ(z)dz =

−
∫ x
x+ty φ(z)dz and even if x + ty ≤ 0 the right and left rule for Riemann sums imply

−φ(x + ty)ty ≤
∫ x
x+ty φ(z)dz ≤ −φ(x)ty, showing (8). Inequality (9) follows by the

monotonicity of φ and y being negative.

The cases x, y ≤ 0 and x ≤ 0, y ≥ 0 are analogous.
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Lemma 17 (Differentiability of Convex Separable Functions). Let (rλ)λ∈Λ be a family
of convex and continuously differentiable functions rλ : R → R. Suppose rλ(0) = 0 and
r′λ(0) = 0. Define R(x) :=

∑
λ rλ(xλ) ∈ [0,∞] and R′(x) :=

∑
λ r

′
λ(xλ) ∈ [−∞,∞] for

all x ∈ ℓ2(Λ). Recall, dom(R) = {x ∈ ℓ2(Λ) | (rλ(xλ))λ ∈ ℓ1} and dom(R′) = {x ∈
ℓ2(Λ) | (r′λ(xλ))λ ∈ ℓ2}. Then, R is Gateaux differentiable at x ∈ dom(R)◦ ∩ dom(R′)

with gradient ∇R(x) = (r′λ(xλ))λ.

Proof. By the fundamental theorem of calculus we have rλ(x) =
∫ x
0 r

′
λ(z)dz for all x ∈ R.

Let y ∈ ℓ2(Λ) and 0 < t′ < t. Then, by Lemma 16, we have

∑
λ

r′λ(xλ)yλ ≤
∑
λ

1

t

∫ xλ+tyλ

xλ

r′λ(z)dz ≤
∑
λ

r′λ(xλ + tyλ)yλ∑
λ

r′λ(xλ)yλ ≤
∑
λ

r′λ(xλ + t′yλ)yλ ≤
∑
λ

r′λ(xλ + tyλ)yλ.

By the monotone convergence theorem the limit limt↓0
∑

λ
1
t

∫ xλ+tyλ
xλ

r′λ(z)dz exists and
it holds

lim
t↓0

R(x+ ty)−R(x)

t
= lim

t↓0

∑
λ

1

t

∫ xλ+tyλ

xλ

r′λ(z)dz =
∑
λ

r′λ(xλ)yλ = ⟨∇R(x), y⟩ .

Proof of Proposition 9. Consider rλ(x) = (κλx)
2/2+sα,λ(κλx). Then, rλ is continuously

differentiable with rλ(0) = sα,λ(0) = 0 and r′λ(0) = κλs
′
α,λ(0) = 0. Furthermore,

r′λ(x) = κλ(Id+s
′
α,λ)(κλx) is increasing by Proposition 6 which implies that rλ is convex.

Define R(x) =
∑

λ rλ(xλ) and note that dom(R)◦ ∩ dom(R′) = dom(Rα)
◦ ∩ dom(R′

α).
By Lemma 17 we have that R is differentiable on dom(Rα)

◦ ∩ dom(R′
α). In addition,

note that Lemma 17 shows the differentiablility of ∥Mκ x∥22 on ℓ2(Λ). Then, Rα, as a
sum of differentiable functions, is differentiable on dom(Rα)

◦ ∩ dom(R′
α) and

∇Rα(x) = ∇
(
R(x)− 1/2∥Mκ x∥22

)
= (κλs

′
α,λ(κλxλ))λ.

Lemma 18. Let (φα)α>0 be a weakly convex regularizing filter and fix α > 0. Then for
all x = (xλ)λ ∈ ℓ2(Λ) the following identity holds:

Rα(x) =

∥∥∥∥(∫ κλxλ

0
φα(κλ, ·)−1(y)dy

)
λ

∥∥∥∥
1

− 1

2
∥Mκ x∥22.

In particular, x ∈ dom(Rα) if and only if
(∫ κλxλ

0 φα(κλ, ·)−1(y)dy
)
λ
∈ ℓ1(Λ).
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Proof. By Proposition 6 we can calculate

Rα(x) =
∑
λ∈Λ

sα,λ(κλxλ) =
∑
λ∈Λ

∫ κλxλ

0
φα(κλ, ·)−1(y)− y dy

=
∑
λ∈Λ

∫ κλxλ

0
φα(κλ, ·)−1(y) dy −

∑
λ∈Λ

1

2
(κλxλ)

2

=

∥∥∥∥∫ κλxλ

0
φα(κλ, ·)−1(y) dy

∥∥∥∥
1

− 1

2
∥Mκ x∥22.

B Proof of Proposition 10

Choose c, d > 0 such that (A1) holds. Denote z = (zλ)λ∈Λ ∈ ℓ2(Λ). Since supλ∈Λ κλ <∞
there are only finitely many λ such that |zλ| > cα/κλ. Therefore we have

∥∥M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z)

∥∥2 =∑
λ∈Λ

|φα(κλ, zλ)|2

κ2λ

=
∑

|zλ|≤cα/κλ

|φα(κλ, zλ)|2

κ2λ
+

∑
|zλ|>cα/κλ

|φα(κλ, zλ)|2

κ2λ

≤
∑

|zλ|≤cα/κλ

d2

α
|zλ|2 + C <∞.

This shows that M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z) ∈ ℓ2(Λ) for arbitrary z ∈ ℓ2(Λ). Now, for the sequence

∥z − zn∥ ≤ δn → 0 define the constant a := cα/ supλ κλ and the index sets Λ′ := {λ ∈
Λ | |zλ| > a/2}, Λn := {λ ∈ Λ | |znλ | > 3a/4} for n ∈ N. Choose N ∈ N such that
δn ≤ a/4 for all n ≥ N . Then, for all n ≥ N , we get Λn ⊂ Λ′ and

∥∥M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z

n)
∥∥2 = ∑

λ∈Λn

∣∣∣∣ 1κλφα(κλ, z
n
λ)

∣∣∣∣2 + ∑
λ/∈Λn

∣∣∣∣ 1κλφα(κλ, z
n
λ)

∣∣∣∣2
≤
∑
λ∈Λ′

∣∣∣∣ 1κλφα(κλ, z
n
λ)

∣∣∣∣2 + ∑
λ/∈Λn

d2

α
|znλ |

2

≤ C +
d2

α
(∥z∥+max

n
δn)

2,

where the first sum is bounded by the facts that Λ′ is finite and φα(κλ, ·) is increasing
together with the estimate zλ − max δn < znλ < zλ + max δn. Hence the sequence
(M+

κ ◦Φα,κ(z
n))n∈N is bounded. Let (eλ)λ∈Λ be the unit basis. By the continuity of
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φα,λ we have

∣∣〈M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z

n)−M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z), eλ

〉∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 1κλφα(κλ, zλ)−
1

κλ
φα(κλ, z

n
λ)

∣∣∣∣
=

1

κλ
|φα(κλ, zλ)− φα(κλ, z

n
λ)| → 0

Thus, M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z

n)⇀M+
κ ◦Φα,κ(z).

Now, we show convergence. Assume z ∈ ran(Mκ) ∩ ran(Φα,κ) for all α ∈ (0, α̃) and
some α̃ > 0. Define xn := M+

κ ◦Φαn,κ(z
n) and Λn := {λ ∈ Λ | |znλ | ≥ cαn/κλ} for all

n ∈ N. Then, we have for all λ ∈ Λn that
∥∥M+

κ z
∥∥
∞ + δn/κλ ≥ |zλ| /κλ + δn/κλ ≥

|znλ | /κλ ≥ cαn/κ
2
λ ≥ Cδ2n/κ

2
λ for a constant C > 0 (independent of n). Therefore∥∥M+

κ z
∥∥
∞ ≥ δn/κλ(δn/κλ − 1) which implies that the sequence (δn/ infλ∈Λn κλ)n∈N is

bounded, otherwise one can create a contradiction to z ∈ ran(Mκ). Therefore, for some
constant D > 0,

∥xn∥2 =
∑
λ∈Λn

∣∣∣∣ 1κλφαn(κλ, z
n
λ)

∣∣∣∣2 + ∑
λ/∈Λn

κλ>
√
αn

∣∣∣∣ 1κλφαn(κλ, z
n
λ)

∣∣∣∣2 + ∑
λ/∈Λn

κλ≤√
αn

∣∣∣∣ 1κλφαn(κλ, z
n
λ)

∣∣∣∣2

≤
∑
λ∈Λn

(
K|znλ |
κλ

)2

+
∑
λ/∈Λn

κλ>
√

αn

(
K |znλ |
κλ

)2

+ d
∑
λ/∈Λn

κλ≤√
αn

(
|znλ |√
αn

)2

≤ K2
∑
λ∈Λn

(
|zλ|+ |znλ − zλ|

κλ

)2

+ (K2 + d)
∑
λ/∈Λn

(
|zλ|
κλ

+
|znλ − zλ|√

αn

)2

≤ K2

(∥∥M+
κ z
∥∥+ δn

infλ∈Λn κλ

)2

+ (K2 + d)

(∥∥M+
κ z
∥∥+ δn√

αn

)2

≤ D.

Thus (xn)n is bounded and has a weakly convergent subsequence. Let (xnl)l be such
a weakly convergent subsequence with weak limit x+. Now we show for a fixed λ ∈ Λ

that sαnl
,λ(zλ) → 0 and sαnl

,λ(κλx
nl
λ ) → 0 as l → ∞. Recall that by Proposition 6

we have the representation sα,λ(x) =
∫ x
0 φα(κλ, ·)−1(y) − y dy. By Assumption (F4) it

holds limα→0 φα(κλ, x) = x and by bijectivity it holds also limα→0 φα(κλ, ·)−1(y) = y.
Furthermore, from Assumption (A3) there exists g : [0,∞) → [0,∞) bicontinuous such
that ∀α ∈ (0, α̃) : |φα(κλ, y)| ≥ g(|y|) and therefore

∣∣φα(κλ, ·)−1(y)
∣∣ ≤ g−1(|y|). By the

dominated convergence holds sα,λ(zλ) → 0 as α→ 0. Further, we have

∣∣∣sαnl
,λ(κλx

nl
λ )
∣∣∣ ≤ ∫ κλ|xnl

λ |

0

∣∣∣φαnl
(κλ, ·)−1(sign(xnl

λ )y)− sign(xnl
λ )y

∣∣∣ dy
≤
∫ κλmax

l∈N
|xnl

λ |

0

∣∣∣φαnl
(κλ, ·)−1(sign(xnl

λ )y)− sign(xnl
λ )y

∣∣∣ dy
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and therefore also by the dominated convergence sαnl
,λ(κλx

nl
λ ) → 0 as α→ 0.

By Lemma 8 , we have xnl
λ = argmin{1

2

∣∣κλx− znl
λ

∣∣2 + sαnl
,λ(κλx)}, thus

1

2

∣∣κλxnl
λ − znl

λ

∣∣2 + sαnl
,λ(κλx

nl
λ ) ≤ 1

2

∣∣zλ − znl
λ

∣∣2 + sαnl
,λ(zλ)

≤ 1

2
δ2nl

+ sαnl
,λ(zλ) → 0,

as l → ∞. Since sαnl
,λ(κλx

nl
λ ) → 0 it follows that

∣∣κλxnl
λ − znl

λ

∣∣ → 0. Therefore,
x+λ = zλ/κλ for every λ ∈ Λ. This holds for every weakly convergent subsequence, so we
can conclude that xn ⇀M+

κ z.
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