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Abstract

Poisson distributed measurements in inverse problems often stem from Poisson
point processes that are observed through discretized or finite-resolution detectors, one
of the most prominent examples being positron emission tomography (PET). These in-
verse problems are typically reconstructed via Bayesian methods. A natural question
then is whether and how the reconstruction converges as the signal-to-noise ratio tends
to infinity and how this convergence interacts with other parameters such as the de-
tector size. In this article we carry out a corresponding variational analysis for the
exemplary Bayesian reconstruction functional from [1, 2], which considers dynamic
PET imaging (i.e. the object to be reconstructed changes over time) and uses an opti-
mal transport regularization.

1 Introduction

Inverse problems with Poisson distributed measurements collected from finitely many detec-
tors are often reconstructed using Bayesian methods. One of the most prominent examples
is positron emission tomography (PET) imaging.

In PET one tries to reconstruct a radionuclide distribution within an object (e.g. a patient
or a lab animal). A radioactive decay produces two photons to be emitted in opposite
directions from (more or less) the decay position. Detectors around the object recognize the
two simultaneous photons (a so-called coincidence) and thus the line segment along which the
decay happened. The Poisson distribution of these measurements derives from the Poisson
distribution of radioactive decay.

In static PET imaging, however, the Poisson noise is often negligible in practice: By
increasing the imaging time interval it can readily be reduced. This is not the case in
dynamic PET imaging, where the radionuclide distribution changes over time and which is
therefore much more interesting and complicated. There are several ways to overcome the
difficulties of dynamic inverse problems, and recently regularization of dynamically changing
measures via optimal transport became more prevalent [2, 3, 4].

A standard exercise in inverse problems is to prove convergence of the reconstruction
in the limit of vanishing noise or rather of infinite signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). If at the
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same time the measurement resolution increases and other regularizing parameters (like the
regularization weight) decrease, one can hope to converge to the ground truth. A priori,
however, it is not obvious how the resolution and other parameters need to be coupled to
the SNR – typically in inverse problems the regularization is not allowed to decrease too fast
in comparison to the noise. In the Poisson noise setting this is challenging since the noise is
not independent of the ground truth.

In this article we prove convergence of the reconstruction to the ground truth for an exem-
plary model of dynamic PET imaging [1, 2], which is particularly interesting due to several
involved factors: Poisson noise, temporal dependence, measure-valued reconstructions, and
optimal transport regularization. Essentially, we prove Γ-convergence of the reconstruction
functional. Though this convergence or stability result is the first step in analysing such an
inverse problem, it is already quite nontrivial. The next step would concern convergence
rates under source conditions, where in the case of measure-valued reconstructions already
the metric to be employed is unclear (potential metrics could be borrowed from the literature
on superresolution [5, 6, 7]).

In the considered dynamic PET reconstruction method from [1, 2], the ill-posed inverse
problem is regularized by means of optimal transport. This approach guarantees temporal
consistency between different measurement times and favours temporal evolutions with low
kinetic energy. In more detail, a maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate leads to minimizing
the functional

JEq(ρ, η) = ‖Aρ‖ − 1

q

∫

[0,T ]×∂D×∂D
log (Buρ) dEq + βS(ρ, η).

Here, ‖·‖ is the total variation norm on the space of measures, i.e. the total mass of a
nonnegative measure, D ⊂ R3 is the PET scanner interior on whose boundary ∂D the
detectors are located, and Eq =

∑Kq

k=1 δ(tk ,ak ,bk) is the PET measurement of all coincidences
in so-called listmode format, which is represented as a linear combination of Dirac measures
at time points tk and detector pairs (ak, bk) ⊂ ∂D × ∂D. The linear forward operator that
maps a radioactive radionuclide distribution ρ to an expected distribution of coincidences on
R× ∂D × ∂D is denoted A, and Bu is a modification that accounts for the discrete nature
of the measurements (it depends on the detectors Γj ⊂ ∂D and the temporal resolution)
and helps to reduce a certain bias of the MAP estimate via the parameter u. The auxiliary
variable η is an R3-valued Radon measure representing the physical momentum associated
with the motion of the mass ρ, thus both variables must satisfy the continuity equation

∂tρ+ div η = 0. (1)

Finally, q > 0 is a scaling factor proportional to the expected number of events (meaning
that on average we have ‖Eq‖ ≃ q), the parameter β > 0 is a regularization weight, and
S is the so-called Benamou–Brenier functional (a dynamic formulation of the Wasserstein-2
optimal transport cost),

S(ρ, η) =







∫ T

0

∫

D

(
dηt
dρt

)2

dρt dt if ρ ≥ 0 and (1) holds,

∞ else.
(2)
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In this article we use Γ-convergence to investigate the limit behaviour of the PET model for
a SNR tending to infinity (corresponding to q → ∞ and simultaneous weak-* convergence
of Eq/q). In general, a higher SNR should lead to better reconstructions which is indeed the
case for the above model as will be seen from the Γ-limit.

For an increasing SNR it makes sense to also vary other system parameters (e.g. to
simultaneously increase the detector resolution). In our variational analysis we also cover
the situation in which the detector sizes and smallest resolved time difference approach zero,
the unbiasing factor u may converge to any positive and the regularization weight β to any
nonnegative number. In the end this allows to prove stability of the reconstruction and
reconstruction of the ground truth in the vanishing noise limit.

Since PET measurements result from radioactive decay, they are of stochastic nature and
follow a Poisson distribution. This stochastic behaviour is incorporated into our analysis,
and we use Poisson point processes (PPP) to describe radioactive decay. Likewise, the PET
measurements are described by a PPP. The growing SNR is modelled by an increasing inten-
sity of the PPP (corresponding e.g. to a decreasing halflife of the considered radionuclide).
Therefore, we need to understand the convergence of Poisson point processes to be able to
compute the Γ-limit. More precisely: the measurements are realizations of a PPP Eq with
intensity measure qAρ† for a finite ground truth radionuclide distribution ρ†. With q → ∞
the average number of points being sampled from the measurement process Eq also tends to
infinity and we study the convergence properties of 1

q
Eq.

1.1 Contributions of the article

Our main contributions and the outline of this article are as follows:

• In section 2 we prove, based on [8], convergence results of PPP that are important for
the Γ-convergence, but also interesting in their own right. For a finite measure λ on
some measurable space X and a monotone sequence qn → ∞ we consider the PPP Eqn

with intensity measure qnλ. For a sequence of partitions (Ck
n)k=1,...,Nn of X we show

1

rn

Nn∑

k=1

∣
∣
∣
∣

1

qn
Eqn(C

k
n)− λ(Ck

n)

∣
∣
∣
∣

a.s.−−−→
n→∞

0

under suitable conditions on qn, Nn, and rn. We distinguish between two different ways
of defining the sequence Eqn, modelling different experimental settings: an arbitrary
sequence, corresponding to potentially independent measurements (of the same fixed
ground truth), and a coupled sequence, in which previous data is augmented by new
measurements. The latter results in slightly less restrictive conditions for convergence.

• In section 3 we approximate measures ρ = dt⊗ ρt on [0, T ]×D (with ρt(D) = const.
for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ] and D ⊂ D) by more regular ones, ρn = dt ⊗ ρn,t, such that
the curve t 7→ ρn,t is Hölder-1

2
continuous in the Wasserstein-2 space. Based on [9,

Thm. 5.14] we can also ensure that S(ρn, ηn) ≤ 1
δn

for any sequence δn → 0, where

the sequence of R3-valued measures ηn is constructed such that (ρn, ηn) satisfies the
continuity equation (1). Additionally, we give the approximation result W2(ρn,tn , ρt) →
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0 for the Wasserstein-2 distance W2 along a subsequence for almost every t and tn → t.
This approximation result will be needed in our Γ-convergence analysis, but is more
generally applicable whenever analysing optimal transport-based regularization.

• In section 4 we introduce the PET forward model based on [2, 1] and slightly adapt
and generalize it to our setting.

• Section 5 shows stochastic Γ-convergence of the discrete PET reconstruction model to
a (continuous) limit model for an increasing signal intensity qn → ∞ while allowing
for resolvable time differences, detector sizes, and regularization parameter to go to
zero. The Γ-limit (there remains no stochasticity of the PET measurements, and the
reconstruction is deterministic) is basically a continuous Kullback–Leibler divergence,
i.e. our convergence result motivates using a continuous Kullback–Leibler divergence
as data term for high resolution data.

Additionally, a classical convergence of minimizers result is shown. Specifically, we
show that if all sources of noise (discretization and measurement noise) vanish in the
limit, then any sequence of minimizers converges to the ground truth which is the
measure that generates the PET measurements.

For the convergence result to hold, either the regularization parameter β or the bin
size of time-binned measurements must decrease more slowly than the radioactivity q
increases. Such relation is expected for inverse problems, the interpretation here is as
follows: The measured coincidences all happen at different time points and only become
related to each other via time binning or via the temporal Benamou–Brenier regular-
ization. If this relation becomes too weak (e.g. due to too low regularization weight)
the radioactive material may have moved arbitrarily in between the coincidences so
that it can no longer be localized (since localization requires multiple coincidences).

1.2 Preliminaries and notation

We start with introducing some notation, part of which we actually already used above.
The Banach space of Radon measures on a compact domain X will be denoted M(X) with
norm ‖·‖, the subset of nonnegative measures by M+(X). On M(X) we have the weak-*

convergence µn
∗−⇀ µ. For two measures µ, α ∈ M(X) with µ absolutely continuous with

respect to α, the Radon–Nikodym derivative of µ with respect to α is denoted dµ
dα
. The

restriction of a measure µ to some µ-measurable set S is denoted µvS, and the pushforward
of µ under some µ-measurable map f is denoted f#µ. By Ld and Hd we denote the d-
dimensional Lebesgue and Hausdorff measure, where for d = 1 we may drop the exponent,
and δa denotes the Dirac measure at some point a. Sometimes we will for simplicity also
refer to the Lebesgue measure in time by dt. Furthermore, we will indicate random variables
by boldface letters such as E while their realizations have normal font, thus E = E(ω) for
ω a random element of the standard probability space (Ω,F , P ). Finally, given a measure
λ, by P(λ) we denote the Poisson point process with intensity λ. We will only consider
σ-finite and diffuse intensities on (metric) Borel spaces so that the corresponding Poisson
point processes are proper and simple and thus can be interpreted as random sets of points
(see [10, 11] for an introduction to Poisson point processes).
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Lp, p ≥ 1, denotes the standard Lebesgue Lp-space, fn
Lp

−⇀ f denotes weak convergence
in Lp, and C and C1 (C1

c ) denote continuous and continuously differentiable (and compactly
supported) functions.

We will further employ the notation a . b to indicate the existence of an independent
constant c > 0 such that a ≤ cb (analogously, b & a stands for a . b and a ≃ b for a . b
and b . a). We use C for a constant that may change its value in consecutive estimates.
Moreover, we use the little-o notation fn ∈ o(gn) meaning that limn

fn
gn

= 0.
The spatial setting of the PET reconstruction model is as follows: The sought radionuclide

distribution is confined to D ⊂ R3, the closure of a bounded, open and convex set with
0 ∈ int(D). The PET scanning tube D ⊃ D is compact and convex such that dist(D, ∂D) ≥
δ > 0 (the detectors are located in ∂D). For the reader’s convenience below we provide a
reference list of further model-specific symbols and quantities frequently used throughout
the article.

Aa, As, Ad Forward operators describing attenuation, scattering and normal de-
tection. They are either defined on time slices, i.e. on M(D), or on
M([0, T ]×D) via Aa/c/dρ = dt⊗ Aa/c/dρt.

A, Au Total (weighted) forward operator A = psAs+pdAd, Au = upsAs+pdAd.

Bu, Bu
n (Weighted) discrete forward operator where the subscript n denotes a

dependence on system quantities such as detector size, see (10).

D ⊂ R
3 Compact and convex set where the radioactive material stays.

D ⊂ R3, δ Compact and convex set such that D ⊂ D and dist(D, ∂D) ≥ δ for
some δ > 0. The detectors are located at the boundary ∂D.

Dδ/2 ⊂ R
3 It is Dδ/2 = D+Bδ/2(0). Tracer densities are supported on Dδ/2 after

smoothing with positron range kernel.

Eq, Eq, ‖Eq‖ Measurement Eq, realization of a Poisson point process Eq with inten-
sity measure 1

q
Aρ†. To be interpreted as either a set or equivalently

as a discrete empirical measure. ‖Eq‖ denotes the number of elements
in the set.

E[N ] Expectation of the random variable N .

G Smooth, compactly supported convolution kernel G : Bδ/2(0) → [0,∞)
describing the probability density of the annihilation location of a
positron emitted at the origin.

Γk ⊂ ∂D, M Discrete detectors and number of detectors. For k 6= l we have the
detector pairs Γk × Γl which register photon pairs.

Hd d-dimensional Hausdorff measure.

η, η†∈M([0, T ]×D)3 Measures describing the material flux corresponding to the temporal
variation of the mass distribution ρ, ρ†.

M(X), M(X)3 Space of (R3-valued) Radon measures on X .

M+(X), Mc(X) Nonnegative Radon measures and those with constant mass in time
(see lemma 3.3).

(Ω,F ,P) Standard probability space on which the random variables are defined.
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|·| Euclidean norm.

1C Characteristic function of the C, i.e. 1C(x) = 1 for x ∈ C and 0 else.

P X-ray transform, see section 4.

P(µ) Poisson point process with intensity measure µ.

pa, ps, pd Probabilities for attenuation, scattering and normal detection. It holds
pa + ps + pd = 1.

ν ν = dt ⊗ (H2v∂D) ⊗ (H2v∂D). The forward operator dt ⊗ Aρt is
absolutely continuous w.r.t. ν.

u Lagrange parameter u > 0 that weighs the influence of the scatter
part of the forward operator. It holds Au = upsAs + pdAd.

R R : Dδ/2 × S2 → ∂D × ∂D, R(x, v) = ∂D ∩ (x+Rv) , is the measure-
ment function that maps a point x (where an annihilation happened)
and a direction v onto the photon pair’s detection location. It is com-
parable to the classical Radon transform, see (8).

ρ, ρ†∈M+([0, T ]×D) Measures describing radionuclide distribution in spacetime. ρ† = dt⊗
ρ†t ∈ Mc([0, T ]×D) represents the ground truth tracer distribution.

S2 Sphere in R3, i.e. S2 = {x ∈ R3 | |x| = 1}.
[0, T ] Time interval during which the measurements are taking place.

τ i ⊂ [0, T ], N Discrete time intervals, i = 1, . . . , N .

V[N ] Variance of the random variable N .

Wp(µ, α) Wasserstein-p distance between the nonnegative measures µ and α
with equal mass.

2 Poisson Point Processes

In this section we provide convergence results for Poisson point processes (PPPs) with in-
tensities tending to infinity. More precisely: We investigate the limit behaviour of 1

qn
Eqn

for a PPP Eqn = P(qnλ) and qn → ∞. Radioactive decay can well be described by PPPs:
The points of the realization of a (suitably modelled) PPP can be seen as the locations in
spacetime of radioactive decays. We start by defining PPPs (see [10, 11] for more details).

Definition 2.1 (Poisson point process, [10]). Let (X,X ) be a measurable space and λ an
(s-)finite measure on X. A Poisson point process with intensity measure λ is a point process
N on X satisfying the following:

• For B ∈ X the distribution of N(B) is Poisson with parameter λ(B).

• For every m ∈ N and any pairwise disjoint sets B1, . . . , Bm ∈ X the random variables
N(B1), . . . ,N(Bm) are independent.

We now investigate the limit process. We assume that the intensity measure λ is finite.
For the processes Eqn we consider two different settings that correspond to two different
ways of defining the sequence of PPPs.
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In the first setting we choose an arbitrary (e.g. independent) sequence of PPPs Eqn with
intensity measure qnλ. This corresponds to the (theoretical or thought) experiment in which
for each n the PET measurement is repeated (with the only difference of a higher intensity,
e.g. realized by a shorter radionuclide halflife), discarding all previous measurements. In
case of an independent sequence of PPPs the points drawn in step n according to the law
of Eqn are therefore independent of the points drawn in step n − 1. The increasing SNR is
here achieved by higher radioactivity.

In the second setting we consider instead a strongly coupled sequence of processes: Points
from the previous step are not discarded, but new points are added in such a way that Eqn

is still a PPP with intensity measure qnλ. This corresponds to an experiment in which
for each n the PET measurement is repeated (with radionuclides of different or the same
halflife) and all measurements so far are combined. The increasing SNR is here achieved by
combining the repeated measurements. The random variables corresponding to this situation
are defined as follows using a so called stochastic coupling (see [12, Chp. 3, Sec. 2 and 3], [13,
Sec. 3.1]): For each realization of the random variables we start with an auxiliary infinite
point configuration and define our random variables roughly as a truncation of the infinite
point list. With less truncation the intensity of the PPPs grows. In detail, for a measurable
space (X,X ) we introduce

X = X × [0,∞) and Xq = X × [0, q].

We now define Y to be a PPP on X with intensity measure γ = λ⊗ L and let Yq = Y |Xq .
Then Yq is a PPP on Xq with intensity measure γq = (λ ⊗ L)vXq (note that γq is finite).
Finally, let πq

X : Xq → X be the projection onto X . Then we define our PPPs Eqn via
Eqn(ω)(C) := Yqn(ω)((π

qn
X )−1(C)), ω ∈ Ω, C ∈ X . By the mapping theorem [10, Thm. 5.1]

Eqn is a PPP on (X,X ) with intensity measure qnλ = πqn
X #γqn as desired.

For the convergence result we make use of the following theorem.

Theorem 2.2 (Concentration inequality [8, Cor. 2]). Let N be a Poisson point process on
some measurable space (X,X ) with finite intensity measure λ without atoms, and let {fi}i∈I
be a countable family of functions with values in [−b, b]. We define

Z := sup
i∈I

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

fi(dN − dλ)

∣
∣
∣
∣

and λ0 := sup
i∈I

∫

f 2
i dλ.

Then for all ε, x > 0 and with κ(ε) = 5/4 + 32/ε it holds

P

(

Z ≥ (1 + ε)E [Z] +
√

12λ0x+ κ(ε)bx
)

≤ exp(−x).

In our main convergence result, the following theorem 2.3, we used ideas from [14].

Theorem 2.3 (Convergence of PPP). Consider a measurable space (X,X ) with a finite
measure λ without atoms, and a sequence of finite disjoint partitions (Ck

n)k,n, i.e.
⋃Kn

k=1C
k
n =

X (the number of sets Kn grows monotonously, but may stay bounded), as well as monotone
sequences qn → ∞ and rn → r ∈ [0,∞) with

√

Kn/qn ∈ o(rn). Moreover, let Eqn be a PPP
on (X,X ) with finite intensity measure qnλ. We distinguish two settings:
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(a) Eqn is an arbitrary sequence of PPPs with intensity qnλ, and
√

log(n)/qn ∈ o(rn).

(b) Eqn is defined via stochastic coupling and
√

log log(qn)/qn ∈ o(rn). Moreover we
assume that the partitions are nested, i.e. for every k ∈ {1, . . . , Kn} there exists
k′ ∈ {1, . . .Kn−1} with Ck

n ⊂ Ck′

n−1.

If (a) or (b) holds, then
∑Kn

k=1

∣
∣
∣
1
qn
Eqn(C

k
n)− λ(Ck

n)
∣
∣
∣ almost surely tends to zero with rate rn,

1

rn

Kn∑

k=1

∣
∣
∣
∣

1

qn
Eqn(C

k
n)− λ(Ck

n)

∣
∣
∣
∣

a.s.−−−→
n→∞

0.

Remark 2.4 (Improvement with coupling). Case (b) only improves on (a) if qn has subex-
ponential growth, i.e. log qn ∈ o(n), because otherwise

√

log log(qn)/qn &
√

log(n)/qn.

Proof. We want to show that

Zn :=
1

rnqn

Kn∑

k=1

∣
∣Eqn(C

k
n)− qnλ(C

k
n)
∣
∣

converges to zero almost surely. We start with situation (a) and define the set of functions

An =
{
∑Kn

k=1 αk1Ck
n
| αk ∈ {±1}

}

. These functions can be used to rewrite the random

variable Zn in order to be able to apply theorem 2.2. We find

rnqnZn=

Kn∑

k=1

max
α∈{±1}

α
(
Eqn(C

k
n)−qnλ(Ck

n)
)
=max

φ∈An

∫

φ(dEqn−qndλ)=max
φ∈An

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

φ(dEqn−qndλ)
∣
∣
∣
∣
,

where the last equation is true by the definition of An. Next, we want to bound E [rnqnZn]
appropriately. First, E [rnqnZn] ≤

√

E [r2nq
2
nZ

2
n] by Jensen’s inequality. With Hölder’s in-

equality for sums we get

E
[
r2nq

2
nZ

2
n

]
≤ E

[(
∑Kn

k=1 |Eqn(C
k
n)− qnλ(C

k
n)|
)2
]

≤ Kn

Kn∑

k=1

E

[(
Eqn(C

k
n)− qnλ(C

k
n)
)2
]

= Kn

Kn∑

k=1

V[Eqn(C
k
n)] = Kn

Kn∑

k=1

qnλ(C
k
n) = Knqn‖λ‖.

Thus, we have E [rnqnZn] ≤
√

Knqn ‖λ‖. Next, theorem 2.2 (applied to ε = 1, λ0 = qn‖λ‖,
and b = 1) yields for x ≥ 1

exp (−x) ≥ P

(

rnqnZn ≥ 2E [rnqnZn] +
√

12xqn ‖λ‖+ κ(1)x
)

≥ P

(

rnqnZn ≥ C(
√

qnKn +
√
qnx+ x)

)

or equivalently

P

(

Zn ≥ C

(√
Kn

r2nqn
+
√

x
qnr2n

+ x
qnrn

))

≤ exp(−x)
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for some C > 0. Next, let 1 > ∆ > 0. Due to
√

Kn/qn ∈ o(rn) we can derive an expression

for P (Zn ≥ ∆). Consider n large such that C
√

Kn/(r2nqn) ≤ ∆/2, and pick x ≃ ∆2qnr
2
n such

that
√

x/(qnr2n) + x/(qnrn) ≤ ∆/(2C). Inserting this into the above inequality we arrive at

P (Zn ≥ ∆) ≤ exp
(
−C∆2qnr

2
n

)
.

If this expression is summable for every ∆, then Zn converges almost surely to zero [15,
Thm. 6.12]. Summability is guaranteed if for n large and for some δ > 0 it holds

exp
(
−C∆2qnr

2
n

)
≤
(
1
n

)1+δ ⇐⇒ C∆2

1 + δ
≥ log(n)

qnr2n
,

i.e. if
√

log(n)/qn ∈ o(rn).
Next, we prove the statement for (b). We only consider rn → 0 since in the other cases

rn can up to a bounded factor be treated like a constant, simplifying all estimates.
We proceed in a similar way as before, but make use of the special modelling of the

random variables via stochastic coupling. For m ≤ n we define the sets

C̃k
n,m =

{
(x, r) ∈ X | x ∈ Ck

n, r ≤ qm
}
,

i.e. the parameter m controls the size of the sets C̃k
n,m, which will correspond to controlling

the intensity of the PPPs. Next, we can write

rnqnZn =
Kn∑

k=1

∣
∣Eqn(C

k
n)− qnλ(C

k
n)
∣
∣ =

Kn∑

k=1

∣
∣Yqn(C̃

k
n,n)−

∫

C̃k
n,n

1 dγqn
∣
∣.

For y > 1 we consider the set of indices Qn = {m ∈ N | yn−1 < qm ≤ yn} and their maximum
l(n) = maxQn for every n with Qn 6= ∅. For every m ∈ Qn we find (using a similar
approach as in the proof of [15, Thm. 5.29]), due to the monotonicity of rn and the assumption
Ck

n ⊂ Ck′

n−1 (and hence C̃k
n,m ⊂ C̃k′

n−1,m),

Zm =
1

rmqm

Km∑

k=1

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
Yqm(C̃

k
m,m)−

∫

C̃k
m,m

1 dγqm

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ 1

rl(n)yn−1
max
l∈Qn

Kl∑

k=1

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
Yql(n)

(C̃k
l,l)−

∫

C̃k
l,l

1 dγql(n)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ 1

rl(n)yn−1

Kl(n)
∑

k=1

max
1≤l≤l(n)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
Yql(n)

(C̃k
l(n),l)−

∫

C̃k
l(n),l

1 dγql(n)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

=
1

rl(n)yn−1

Kl(n)
∑

k=1

max
1≤l≤l(n)

max
α∈{±1}

α

(

Yql(n)
(C̃k

l(n),l)−
∫

C̃k
l(n),l

1 dγql(n)

)

=
1

rl(n)yn−1
max

φ∈Al(n)

∫

φ
(

dYql(n)
− dγql(n)

)

=
1

rl(n)yn−1
max

φ∈Al(n)

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

φ
(

dYql(n)
− dγql(n)

)
∣
∣
∣
∣
=: Z̃n

for the set of functions

An =

{
Kn∑

k=1

αk1C̃k
n,m

| αk ∈ {±1}, m ≤ n

}

.
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We now show almost sure convergence of Z̃n to zero which gives us the desired convergence
of Zn to zero almost surely. Similar to situation (a), we estimate

E

[(

rl(n)y
n−1

Z̃n

)2
]

= E

[(

max
φ∈Al(n)

∫

φ
(

dYql(n)
− dγql(n)

))2
]

≤ Kl(n)

Kl(n)
∑

k=1

E



 max
1≤l≤l(n)

(

Yql(n)
(C̃k

l(n),l)−
∫

C̃k
l(n),l

1 dγql(n)

)2


 .

Notice that due to the definition of Y we can write Yql(n)
(C̃k

l(n),l) as a sum

Yql(n)
(C̃k

l(n),l) =
l∑

j=1

(

Y (C̃k
l(n),j \ C̃k

l(n),j−1)
)

,

whose summands are independent random variables since the sets (C̃k
l(n),j \ C̃k

l(n),j−1)j are
disjoint and Y is a PPP. This makes

B
k
l := Yql(n)

(C̃k
l(n),l)−

∫

C̃k
l(n),l

1 dγl(n) =
l∑

j=1

(

Y

(

C̃k
l(n),j \ C̃k

l(n),j−1

)

−
∫

1C̃k
l(n),j

\C̃k
l(n),j−1

dγ

)

,

l = 1, . . . , l(n), a martingale [15, Exm. 9.30] so that Doob’s Lp inequality [15, Thm. 11.2] is
applicable. Applying the inequality for p = 2 yields

E

[(

max
1≤l≤l(n)

∣
∣B

k
l

∣
∣

)2
]

≤
(

2
2−1

)2
E

[∣
∣B

k
l(n)

∣
∣
2
]

= 4V
[

Y (C̃k
l(n),l(n))

]

= 4ql(n)λ(C
k
l(n)).

This leads to the estimate E[(rl(n)y
n−1

Z̃n)
2] ≤ 4Kl(n)ql(n) ‖λ‖ and thus by Jensen’s inequality

to

E

[

rl(n)y
n−1

Z̃n

]

≤ 2
√

Kl(n)ql(n) ‖λ‖.

Theorem 2.2 (applied to ε = 1, λ0 = ql(n) ‖λ‖ and b = 1) yields for x ≥ 1 and some C > 0

exp(−x) ≥ P

(

rl(n)y
n−1

Z̃n ≥ 2E
[

rl(n)y
n−1

Z̃n

]

+
√

12xql(n) ‖λ‖+ xκ(1)
)

≥ P

(

rl(n)y
n−1

Z̃n ≥ C
(√

Kl(n)yn +
√
ynx+ x

))

= P

(

Z̃n ≥ Cy
rl(n)

(√
Kl(n)

yn
+
√

x
yn

+ x
yn

))

,

where we used ql(n) ≤ yn. Now let 1 > ∆ > 0 and note that the condition
√

Kn/qn ∈ o(rn)

implies
√
Kl(n)/yn/rl(n) → 0, which allows to establish a bound on P

(

Z̃n ≥ ∆
)

. Taking

n large enough such that Cy
√
Kl(n)/yn/rl(n) ≤ ∆/2 and picking x ≃ ∆2ynr2l(n) such that

Cy(
√

x/yn + x/yn)/rl(n) ≤ ∆/2, we get

P

(

Z̃n ≥ ∆
)

≤ exp
(
−∆2Cynr2l(n)

)
=

(
1

n log y

)
∆2Cynr2

l(n)
log log(yn)
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for some constant C > 0. If for every ∆ this expression is summable (over all n for which
Qn 6= ∅ and thus Z̃n is well-defined), then Zm ≤ Z̃n converges to zero almost surely. A
sufficient condition is that the exponent tends to infinity as n→ ∞ (if all Qn are nonempty,
this would also be necessary). Due to yn−1 < ql(n) ≤ yn, the exponent can, up to a con-
stant factor, be bounded above and below by ∆2ql(n)r

2
l(n)/ log log(ql(n)), so the condition

√

log log(qn)/qn ∈ o(rn) indeed suffices for the desired summability.

A direct consequence is a convergence rate in the flat norm of PPPs with increasing
intensity as stated in the remainder of this section. Recall that the Assouad dimension
dimA(X) of a bounded metric space X can be defined as the infimal number a ∈ [0,∞] such
that a (metric) ball of diameter r can be covered by no more than C(r/s)a many balls of
diameter s < r with C ≥ 1 a constant independent of r, s [16] (for many spaces, the Assouad
dimension simply coincides with the Hausdorff or the Minkowski dimension).

Corollary 2.5 (Convergence rate in flat distance). Let X be a bounded locally compact
metric space with Assouad dimension dimA(X) < a <∞, and let Eqn be a PPP on X with
finite intensity measure qnλ ∈ M+(X) without atoms. Then almost surely 1

qn
Eqn converges

weakly-* to λ. Moreover, the convergence rate in flat distance is any rate sn satisfying
max{q−1/(a+2)

n ,
√

logn/qn} ∈ o(sn). If Eqn is defined via stochastic coupling, the convergence

rate is even sn = q
−1/(a+2)
n .

Proof. Since λ is finite, Eqn is almost surely finite and we consider only those realizations of
the random variables. For ω ∈ Ω let Eqn = Eqn(ω) be such a realization. The flat distance
between λ and 1

qn
Eqn is computed by

dflat(λ,
1
qn
Eqn) = inf

µ∈M+(X)
µ(X)=λ(X)

(

W1(λ, µ) + ‖µ− 1
qn
Eqn‖

)

with W1 the Wasserstein-1 distance. Now consider the measures

µn =
Kn∑

k=1

λ(Ck
n)

Eqn(C
k
n)
EqnvCk

n

for some sequence of partitions (Ck
n)k,n of X into Kn disjoint subsets of diameter no larger

than sn. We have µn(X) = λ(X) as well as ‖µn− 1
qn
Eqn‖ =

∑Kn

k=1|λ(Ck
n)− 1

qn
Eqn(C

k
n)| so that

theorem 2.3 applies to this expression. To estimate W1(λ, µn) we construct an admissible
transport plan: Let γnk ∈ M+(C

k
n × Ck

n) be the optimal transport plan for the transport of
λvCk

n to µnvCk
n and define γn =

∑Kn

k=1 γ
n
k ∈ M+(X ×X) (we extend each γnk onto X ×X

by zero). Then the marginals of γn are λ and µn so that

W1(λ, µn) ≤
∫

X×X

dist(x, y) dγn(x, y) ≤
Kn∑

k=1

diam(Ck
n)λ(C

k
n) ≤ sn ‖λ‖ .

Invoking theorem 2.3 with rate rn, we get for almost every ω ∈ Ω, Eqn = Eqn(ω),

dflat(λ,
1
qn
Eqn) . sn +

Kn∑

k=1

|λ(Ck
n)− 1

qn
Eqn(C

k
n)| . sn + rn.
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For an optimal rate, we need to minimize this expression under the constraints imposed by
theorem 2.3. Since X has Assouad dimension dimA(X) < a, we can choose the sequence of
partitions (Ck

n)k,n such that Kn ∈ o(s−a
n ). The minimization now leads to the choice rn = sn

with sn satisfying the growth condition of the statement. It is straightforward to check that
this choice satisfies the conditions

√

Kn/qn ∈ o(rn) and
√

logn/qn ∈ o(rn) from theorem 2.3.
To cover the case of stochastic coupling we have to use nested partitions. Indeed (as

shown further below) one can even choose the partitions (Ck
n)k,n to satisfy Kn . s−b

n for
any b ∈ (dimA(X), a) and to be nested. Therefore, in the case of stochastic coupling we

can pick the rate rn = sn = q
−1/(a+2)
n , which can readily be seen to satisfy the conditions

√

Kn/qn ∈ o(rn) and
√

log log(qn)/qn ∈ o(rn) from theorem 2.3. As for the nestedness, for

any b̃ ∈ (dimA(X), b) let C ≥ 1 be such that any r-ball can be covered by no more than

C(r/s)b̃ s-balls and pick ℓ = C1/(b−b̃). Define s0 = ℓdiam(X) as well as the indices and radii

l(n) = min{l ∈ Z | 2ℓ−l ≤ sn} and Rn = ℓ−l(n) for n ∈ N0,

thus we have sn/ℓ ≤ 2Rn ≤ sn for all n. We next inductively define a sequence of coverings
(Bk

n)n,k=1,...,Kn of X by balls of radii Rn as follows: B1
0 = X is a covering of X consisting

of a single ball of radius R0, thus K0 = 1. Given (Bk
n)k, if Rn+1 = Rn, then we define

(Bk
n+1)k = (Bk

n)k so that Kn+1/Kn = 1. Otherwise we define (Bk
n+1)k as the union of

coverings of each ball Bk
n by at most C(Rn/Rn+1)

b̃ balls of radius Rn+1 so that Kn+1/Kn ≤
C(Rn/Rn+1)

b̃ = C(ℓl(n+1)−l(n))b̃ ≤ C l(n+1)−l(n)(ℓl(n+1)−l(n))b̃. Obviously, in both cases

Kn+1/Kn ≤ C l(n+1)−l(n)(ℓl(n+1)−l(n))b̃.

Therefore, by construction, the covering (Bk
n)k contains at most

Kn = K0 · K1

K0
· K2

K1
· . . . · Kn

Kn−1
≤ C l(n)−l(0)(ℓl(n)−l(0))b̃ = ℓ(l(n)−l(0))b = (R0

Rn
)b . s−b

n

balls of diameter no larger than sn. The partitions (Ck
n)k,n are inductively created from

the ball coverings such that Ck
n ⊂ Bk

n for all n, k: We first set C1
0 = B1

0 . Given (Ck
n)k, if

Rn+1 = Rn, then we define (Ck
n+1)k = (Ck

n)k. Otherwise, if Bk1
n+1, . . . , B

kj
n+1 are the covering

of Bk
n ⊃ Ck

n, then we set

Cki
n+1 =

(
Bki

n+1 ∩ Ck
n

)
\

i−1⋃

l=1

Ckl
n+1, i = 1, . . . , j.

Thus, by construction the partitions (Ck
n)k,n are nested and haveKn . s−b

n subsets as desired.
Finally, for a bounded sequence of measures flat implies weak-* convergence.

3 Benamou–Brenier regularization

Here we analyze the convergence properties of the Benamou–Brenier regularization (2). The
latter fits well to dynamic inverse problems in which a sought mass distribution (here the
radionuclide distribution) changes over time while the total mass is conserved.
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The involved continuity equation (1) is to be understood in the distributional sense, i.e.

∫

[0,T ]×D

∂tϕ dρ+

∫

[0,T ]×D

〈∇xϕ, dη〉 = 0 for all ϕ ∈ C1
c ((0, T )×D). (3)

Note that by [17, Lemma 1.1.2], since D is compact, any ρ satisfying (3) lies in

Mc = {ρ ∈ M+([0, T ]×D) | ρ disintegrates to ρ = dt⊗ρt, ρt(D) independent of t a.e.} (4)

(i.e. we have mass conservation in time). The Benamou–Brenier regularization (2) for ρ ∈
M+([0, T ]×D) and η ∈ M([0, T ]× R3)3 can now be more precisely expressed as

S(ρ, η) =







∫ T

0

∫

D

(
dηt
dρt

)2

dρt dt if ρ ≥ 0, η ≪ ρ and (3) holds,

∞ else.
(5)

Remark 3.1 (Properties of S). The following properties can e.g. be found in [18, 9, 17].

(a) S is nonnegative, convex, and lower semi-continuous w.r.t. weak-* convergence.

(b) If S(ρ, η) < ∞, then ρ ≥ 0, η ≪ ρ [9, Prop. 5.18], and ρ ∈ Mc [17, Lemma 1.1.2].
Furthermore, t 7→ ρt is weakly-* continuous [17, Prop. 1.1.3].

(c) S can be used to compute the Wasserstein-2 distance W2(µ, ν) between two nonnegative
measures µ and ν of same mass by

W
2
2(µ, ν) = min

{
∫ 1

0

∥
∥
∥
∥

dηt
dρt

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

L2(ρt)

dt

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∂tρ+ div η = 0, ρ0 = µ, ρ1 = ν

}

= min
{
TS(ρ, η)

∣
∣ ρ ∈ M+([0, T ]×D), η ∈ M([0, T ]× R

3)3, ρ0 = µ, ρT = ν
}
.

(d) For every absolutely continuous curve (ρt)t∈[0,T ] in the Wasserstein-2 space (the set of
constant mass measures with metric W2) there exists a vector field vt ∈ L2(ρt)

3 such
that ∂tρt + div (vtρt) = 0 and S(ρ, η) =

∫
‖vt‖2L2(ρt)

dt <∞ [9, Thm. 5.14] for η = vρ.

A direct consequence is the lower semi-continuity after minimizing for the momentum.

Lemma 3.2 (Lower semi-continuity of S). The function ρ 7→ minη S(ρ, η) ∈ [0,∞] is well-
defined, convex and weakly-* lower semi-continuous.

Proof. The convexity is a standard consequence of S being convex. Now take a sequence
ρn

∗−⇀ ρ and let ηn such that S(ρn, ηn) ≤ infη S(ρn, η)+
1
n
. Without loss of generality we may

assume lim infn→∞ infη S(ρn, η) = limn→∞ infη S(ρn, η) = limn→∞ S(ρn, ηn) (else we can pass
to a subsequence) as well as limn→∞ S(ρn, ηn) <∞ (else there is nothing to show). Jensen’s
inequality implies

‖ηn‖ =
∥
∥
∥
dηn
dρn

∥
∥
∥
L1(ρn)

≤ ‖ρn‖
1
2 S(ρn, ηn)

1
2 . 1
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so that we have a uniform bound on ‖ηn‖ and can thus extract a weakly-* converging subse-

quence (still indexed by n) ηn
∗−⇀ η∞. By weak-* lower semi-continuity of S (remark 3.1(a)),

lim inf
n

inf
η
S(ρn, η) = lim

n
S(ρn, ηn) ≥ S(ρ, η∞) ≥ inf

η
S(ρ, η),

thus the function is weakly-* lower semi-continuous. Repeating the above derivations for
ρn = ρ shows existence of minimizers (allowing the minimal value to be infinite) so that the
function is well-defined.

Also note for later use that Mc is weakly-* closed.

Lemma 3.3 (Weak-* closedness of mass conservation). Mc is closed under weak-* conver-

gence, and ‖ρn‖ → ‖ρ‖ for any ρn
∗
⇀ρ in Mc.

Proof. Let ρn
∗−⇀ ρ in M+([0, T ]×D) with ρn ∈ Mc for all n. Consider the projection

π1 : [0, T ]×D → [0, T ], (t, x) 7→ t. We have (π1)#ρn = cnL1v[0, T ] for some constant cn =

ρn,t(D) ≥ 0. Since π1 is continuous, (π1)#ρn
∗−⇀ (π1)#ρ and therefore (π1)#ρ = cL1v[0, T ] for

c = limn→∞ cn ≥ 0. By the disintegration theorem this implies ρ = dt⊗ρt and ρt(D) = c.

The following lemma is required in our variational analysis of the reconstruction func-
tional to define the recovery sequence of the Γ-convergence. More specifically, it is necessary
in case the ground truth has (infinite) Benamou–Brenier energy since one wants the ground
truth to be recovered in the limit despite the regularization discouraging it.

Lemma 3.4 (Bounded growth of S). Let ρ = dt⊗ ρt ∈ M+([0, T ]×D) and ρt(D) = const.
almost everywhere. For any sequence δn → 0 we can find a sequence of Radon measures
(ρn, ηn)n ⊂ M+([0, T ]×D)×M([0, T ]× R3)3 such that ρn

∗−⇀ ρ and S(ρn, ηn) ≤ 1/δn, and
we can additionally choose one of the following assertions to hold:

(a) W2(ρn, ρ) . (δn)
1/6.

(b) Given a nonnegative null sequence ∆Tn → 0 there exists a subsequence along which
W2(ρn,tn , ρt) → 0 for almost every t and any sequence tn ∈ [0, T ] with |tn − t| ≤ ∆Tn.

Proof. We mainly adapt the constructions from [9, Thm. 5.14] to our setting. We break
down the proof into multiple steps.

Step 1: Approximating ρ by regular measures ρn and constructing corresponding

momenta ηn. The curve t 7→ ρt might not be continuous w.r.t. the weak-* convergence
and hence might not admit any η with S(ρ, η) < ∞. Therefore we approximate ρ by more
regular measures that allow finite S.

Step 1a: Smoothing in time. Define the temporal mollifier

ξtime(t) =







c exp
(

1
t2−1

)
if |t| < 1,

0 if |t| ≥ 1
with c such that

∫

R

ξtime(t) dt = 1,
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and set ξtime
ε (t) = 1

ε
ξtime

(
t
ε

)
. We then extend ρ onto the time interval [−T, 2T ] by reflection

in time,

ρt = ρR(t) with R(t) = −t for t < 0, R(t) = 2T − t for t > T , and R(t) = t else,

and define ρε = dt⊗ ρε,t ∈ M+([0, T ]×D) as the temporal convolution of ρ with ξtime
ε ,

ρε,t =

∫ T+ε

−ε

ξtime
ε (t− s)ρs ds = (ξtime

ε ∗ ρs)(t).

This curve is Hölder continuous in the Wasserstein-2 space over D. Indeed, letting L(ε) ≃
1/ε2 be the Lipschitz constant of ξtime

ε and abbreviating partitions of D by P , for a, b ∈ [0, T ]
we have

W
2
2(ρε,a, ρε,b) . diam(D)2 ‖ρε,a − ρε,b‖ ≃ sup

P

∑

A∈P
|ρε,a(A)− ρε,b(A)|

≤ sup
P

∑

A∈P

∫ T+ε

−ε

∣
∣ξtime

ε (a− s)− ξtime
ε (b− s)

∣
∣ ρs(A) ds . |a− b| ‖ρ‖L(ε). (6)

Step 1b: Construct velocity fields to satisfy continuity equation. Now that we
have obtained a time continuous curve, the next step is to construct associated velocities to
satisfy the continuity equation. We use the construction from [9, Thm. 5.14] to prove the

existence of a measure ρkε and a function vkε ∈ L2
(
ρkε
)3

such that

∂tρ
k
ε + div(vkερ

k
ε) = 0 (and, as seen in the subsequent step, ‖vkε,t‖2L2(ρkε,t)

. k
ε2
).

For the construction, let k ∈ N. We set ρkε,T i/k = ξspacek ∗ ρε,T i/k for i = 0, . . . , k with ξspacek

an even mollifier supported on B1/k(0) ⊂ R
3. The support of ρkε,iT/k is therefore contained

in the compact and convex set Dk := {x ∈ R3 | dist(D, x) ≤ 1/k} ⊂ D̂ := D1. By absolute
continuity of ρkε,iT/k w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure, the Wasserstein-2 distance from ρkε,T i/k to

ρkε,T (i+1)/k induces optimal transport maps

T i,k : D̂ → D̂

for i ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1}. For t ∈ (T i
k
, T (i+1)

k
) we interpolate T i,k

t := 1
T
(((i+ 1)T − kt)id + (kt−

iT )T i,k) and set

ρkε,t := (T i,k
t )#ρ

k
ε,T i/k,

which describes a linear particle motion between any position x at time T i/k and position
T i,k(x) at time T (i+ 1)/k. The associated velocity reads

vi,kε :=
k

T
(T i,k − id).
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Since T i,k
t is injective for every t ∈ (T i

k
, T (i+1)

k
) [9, Lemma 4.23] we finally define

vkε,t := vi,kε ◦
(

T i,k
t

)−1

.

This construction yields a pair of measures (ρkε , v
k
ερ

k
ε) =: (ρkε , η

k
ε) satisfying the continuity

equation. To see this, consider for ψ ∈ C1(D̂) and t ∈
(

T i
k
, T (i+1)

k

)

d

dt

∫

D̂

ψ(x) dρkε,t(x) =
d

dt

∫

D̂

ψ(T i,k
t (x)) dρkε,T i/k(x)

=

∫

D̂

〈∇xψ(T
i,k
t (x)), vi,kε (x)〉 dρkε,T i/k(x) =

∫

D̂

〈∇xψ(x), v
k
ε,t(x)〉 dρkε,t(x),

where the order of integration and differentiation may be changed due to the boundedness of
t 7→ 〈∇xψ(T

i,k
t (x)), vi,kε (x)〉 and the finiteness of ρkε,T i/k. This means that (ρkε , v

k
ερ

k
ε) satisfies

the continuity equation in the weak sense which is equivalent to (3) [9, Prop. 4.2].

Step 1c: Bounding the norm of the velocity. For t ∈ (T i
k
, T (i+1)

k
) we also get

‖vkε,t‖2L2(ρkε,t)
=

∫

D̂

|vkε,t|2 dρkε,t =
∫

D̂

|vi,kε |2 ◦
(

T i,k
t

)−1

d(T i,k
t )#ρ

k
ε,T i/k =

∫

D̂

|vi,kε |2 dρkε,T i/k

=
k2

T 2
W

2
2(ρ

k
ε,T i/k, ρ

k
ε,T (i+1)/k) ≤

k2

T 2
W

2
2(ρε,T i/k, ρε,T (i+1)/k) . k

1

ε2
, (7)

where we used [9, Lemma 5.2] and (6) in the last two steps.

Step 1d: Getting the right support for the approximating measures. As a final
adjustment we need to reduce the potentially too large support of ρkε from [0, T ] × D̂ to
[0, T ]×D. For our convex domain D this is easiest via spatial rescaling. Hence let m :=
minx∈∂D |x| > 0 (recall that we assumed 0 ∈ int(D)) and set ck := 1

1+1/(mk)
, then ckDk ⊂ D:

Indeed, it suffices to show ck∂Dk ⊂ D, so let x ∈ ∂Dk and let z be its orthogonal projection
onto D, then q = ckx ∈ D since q = (1− ck)y + ckz is a convex combination of the points z

and y = z + q−z
1−ck

in D (that y ∈ D can be seen from |y| =
∣
∣
∣

ck
1−ck

(x− z)
∣
∣
∣ = mk |x− z| ≤ m).

We then define the desired approximating measures via their time slices,

ρkε,t = (x 7→ ckx)#(ρ
k
ε,t) and ηkε,t = (x 7→ ckx)#(ckv

k
ε,tρ

k
ε,t)

for every t. Note, that the factor ck in (ckv
k
ε,tρ

k
ε,t) is necessary in order for the final measures

to satisfy the continity equation [17, Prop. 1.1.6].
Finally we set ρn = ρknεn and ηn = ηknεn for sequences εn → 0 and kn → ∞. It remains to
specify those sequences such that the constructed measures possess the desired properties.

Step 2: Computing a bound on S(ρn, ηn). The Radon–Nikodym derivative of ηn,t w.r.t.
ρn,t is readily found as x 7→ cknv

kn
εn,t(x/ckn). Using this in (7) we get

S(ρn, ηn) =

∫ T

0

∫

D

(
dηn,t
dρn,t

)2

dρn,t dt = c2kn

∫ T

0

∫

D̂

|vknεn,t|2dρknεn,t dt .
kn
ε2n
.
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Step 3: Intermediate estimates of W2(ρn, ρ). Next we show W2(ρn, ρ) → 0 (even at

rate δ
1/6
n if desired), which is known to imply ρn

∗−⇀ ρ. The triangle inequality yields

W2(ρn, ρ) ≤ W2(ρn, ρ
kn
εn ) +W2(ρ

kn
εn , ρεn) +W2(ρεn, ρ).

Step 3a: Estimate of W2(ρn, ρ
kn
εn ). Since ρn,t = ρknεn,t is defined as a pushforward of ρknεn,t,

it is straightforward to provide the transport plan γkn = (x 7→ (x, cknx))#(ρ
kn
εn,t) from the

latter to the former. With this we obtain

W2(ρn,t, ρ
kn
εn,t)

2 ≤
∫

D̂×D̂

|x− y|2 dγkn(x, y) =

∫

D̂

|x− cknx|2 dρknεn,t . sup
x∈D̂

|x− cknx|2 .
1

k2n
,

which implies W2(ρn, ρ
kn
εn ) ≤

∫ T

0
W2(ρn,t, ρ

kn
εn,t) dt . 1/kn.

Step 3b: Estimate of W2(ρ
kn
εn , ρεn). Similar to [9, proof of Thm. 5.14] we get

W2(ρ
kn
εn,t, ρεn,t) ≤ W2(ρ

kn
εn,t, ρ

kn
εn,T i/kn

) +W2(ρ
kn
εn,T i/kn

, ρεn,T i/kn) +W2(ρεn,T i/kn, ρεn,t)

for t ∈ (T i
kn
, T (i+1)

kn
). The construction ρknεn,t = (T i,kn

t )#ρ
kn
εn,T i/kn

as a pushforward yields

W
2
2(ρ

kn
εn,t, ρ

kn
εn,T i/kn

) ≤
∫

D̂

|T i,kn
t (x)− x|2 dρknεn,T i/kn

≤
∫

D̂

|T i,kn(x)− x|2 dρknεn,T i/kn
=

T 2

kn
2‖vi,knεn ‖2

L2(ρkn
εn,Ti/kn

)
.

1

knε2n
,

where we used (7) in the last step. For the second summand we modify the proof of [9,
Lemma 5.2]. With the mollifiers ξspacekn

from above we define a transport plan γkn from

ρεn,T i/kn to ρknεn,T i/kn
by

∫

D̂×D̂

ϕ dγkn :=

∫

D

∫

B1/kn (0)

ϕ(x, x+ z)ξspacekn
(z) dz dρεn,T i/kn(x) for all ϕ ∈ C(D̂ × D̂).

This yields the estimate

W
2
2(ρ

kn
εn,T i/kn

, ρεn,T i/kn) ≤
∫

D̂×D̂

|x− y|2 dγkn(x, y) =

∫

D

∫

B1/kn (0)

|z|2 ξspacekn
(z) dz dρεn,T i/kn .

1

k2n
.

The last summand can be estimated via (6) by 1√
knεn

. Overall, assuming 1 . knε
2
n (to be

ensured later), we obtain

W2(ρ
kn
εn,t, ρεn,t) .

1√
knεn

for every t ∈ [0, T ] and thus the same estimate for W2(ρ
kn
εn , ρεn).
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Step 3c: Estimate of W2(ρεn, ρ). Since ρεn derives from ρ via a convolution, we can
readily construct a transport plan γεn from the latter to the former (using the mollifier ξtime

εn

and the time reflection R from above),
∫

[0,T ]×D×[0,T ]×D

ϕ dγεn :=

∫

[0,T ]×D

∫ εn

−εn

ξtime
εn (s)ϕ(t, x, R(t+ s), x) ds dρt(x) dt.

Indeed, the marginals of γεn are ρ and ρεn , where the latter can be seen from

∫

[0,T ]×D×[0,T ]×D

φ(s, y) dγεn(t, x, s, y) =

∫

[0,T ]×D

∫ εn

−εn

ξtime
εn (s)φ(R(t+ s), x) ds dρt(x) dt

=

∫

[0,T ]×D

∫ εn

−εn

ξtime
εn (s)φ(t, x) ds dρR(t−s)(x) dt =

∫

[0,T ]×D

φ(t, x) dρεn,t(x) dt

(the second equality exploits the evenness of ξtime
εn and

∫ T

0
g(R(t − s))f(t) dt +

∫ T

0
g(R(t +

s))f(t) dt =
∫ T

0
g(t)f(R(t − s)) dt +

∫ T

0
g(t)f(R(t + s)) dt for any functions f, g, which can

readily be checked by splitting [0, T ] into the subintervals [0, s], [s, T − s], [T − s, T ]). It
follows

W
2
2(ρεn , ρ) ≤

∫

[0,T ]×D×[0,T ]×D

|(t, x)− (s, y)|2 dγεn(t, x, s, y)

≤
∫

[0,T ]×D

∫ εn

−εn

ξtime
εn (s) |s|2 ds dρt(x) dt ≤ ‖ρ‖ ε2n.

Step 3d: Convergence rate for W2(ρn, ρ). Combining the previous steps we obtain
W2(ρn, ρ) . 1√

knεn
+ εn, which converges to zero as long as 1/kn ∈ o(ε2n). Since from

S(ρn, ηn) . kn/ε
2
n we require εn &

√
knδn to guarantee S(ρn, ηn) ≤ 1/δn, the optimal

parameter choice can be found as εn ≃
√
knδn and kn = ⌈δ−2/3

n ⌉, which yields the rate

W2(ρn, ρ) . δ
1/6
n .

Step 4: Convergence of W2(ρn,tn , ρt). By the triangle inequality we have

W2(ρn,tn , ρt) ≤ W2(ρn,tn , ρ
kn
εn,tn) +W2(ρ

kn
εn,tn , ρεn,tn) +W2(ρεn,tn , ρεn,t) +W2(ρεn,t, ρt)

.
1

kn
+

1√
knεn

+

√
∆Tn
εn

+W2(ρεn,t, ρt),

where the estimates of the first three summands stem from steps 3a and 3b as well as (6).

Hence, choosing for instance kn = ⌈δ−2/3
n ⌉ and εn = max{∆T 1/4

n ,
√
knδn} (for which from

step 3 we have ρn
∗−⇀ ρ and S(ρn, ηn) ≤ 1/δn), the first three summands vanish in the limit,

and it remains to show W2(ρεn,t, ρt) → 0 along a subsequence for almost every t. Since W2

metrizes weak-* convergence, it actually suffices to show, along a subsequence and for almost
every t, ρεn,t

∗−⇀ ρt as n→ ∞ or equivalently
∫

D
ϕ d(ρεn,t−ρt) → 0 for all ϕ from a countable

dense subset C ⊂ C(D). Now let C = {ϕ1, ϕ2, . . .} and define, for i ∈ N,

gi ∈ L∞(R) ∩ L1(R), gi(t) =

∫

D

ϕi dρt for t ∈ [−T, 2T ] and gi(t) = 0 else
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(recall that ρt was extended to t /∈ [0, T ] by time reflection). Then
∫

D
ϕi dρεn,t = gi ∗ ξtime

εn (t)
by definition of ρεn. We will inductively construct a Lebesgue-nullset N ⊂ [0, T ] and a
subsequence of (εn)n such that along this subsequence, for all i ∈ N we have gi∗ξtime

εn

n→∞−−−→ gi
pointwise on [0, T ] \N : We start with the full sequence. In the ith step we keep the first i
elements of the subsequence from the previous step and reduce its remainder to a subsequence
along which gi ∗ ξtime

εn → gi pointwise on [0, T ] \Ni for some nullset Ni. This is possible since
gi∗ξtime

εn → gi in L1(R). Finally we set N =
⋃

i∈NNi, which as a countable union of Lebesgue-
nullsets is again a nullset. By construction of the final subsequence, we have gi ∗ ξtime

εn → gi
pointwise on [0, T ] \ N for all i, thus

∫

D
ϕ d(ρεn,t − ρt) → 0 for all ϕ ∈ C and almost all

t ∈ [0, T ], as desired.

Remark 3.5 (Hölder versus absolute continuity). Our construction in the previous proof
would have simplified if we could have assumed t 7→ ρε,t to be absolutely instead of Hölder con-
tinuous (i.e. W2(ρε,t, ρε,s) ≤

∫ s

t
g(r) dr for some L1-function g). Indeed, then an appropriate

momentum would already have been provided by [9, Thm. 5.14]. However, in general we can-
not expect absolute continuity as the following example shows: Consider ρ ∈ M+([0, 2]×D)
with ρt = δ0 for t ≤ 1 and ρt = δx else for some 0 6= x ∈ D. Then the support of ρε is
contained in [0, 2]×{0, x}, but there cannot be any momentum ηε absolutely continuous w.r.t.
ρε (in particular with same support) satisfying the continuity equation (3). By [9, Thm. 5.14]
this excludes absolute continuity of t 7→ ρε,t.

Remark 3.6 (Application of lemma 3.4(b)). A direct consequence of lemma 3.4(b) is that
along the subsequence we have

sup
x∈X

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

D

f(x, y) dρn,tn(y)−
∫

D

f(x, y) dρt(y)

∣
∣
∣
∣

n→∞−−−→ 0

for almost every t ∈ [0, T ] and any Lipschitz function f : X × D → R with X a metric
space. Indeed, denoting by Lip(h) the Lipschitz constant of a function h, by the Kantorovich–
Rubinstein formula for W1 the supremum is bounded above by supΦ:D→R,Lip(Φ)≤Lip(f)

∫

D
Φd(ρn,tn−

ρt) = Lip(f)W1(ρn,tn , ρt) . W2(ρn,tn , ρt), which converges to zero.

4 PET forward operator

Here we briefly recapitulate the model for PET measurements from [2] and state some of
its properties. Recall that the radionuclide distribution ρ† = dt ⊗ ρ†t , the ground truth
tracer distribution that we seek to approximately recover from the PET measurements, is
located in some compact and convex domain D ⊂ R3. As in [2, 1] we assume that the
measurement times are much smaller than the radionuclide’s halflife so that the tracer mass
stays constant over the measurement time and hence we assume ρ†t(D) to be independent of
the time point t. The emitted photons are detected at the boundary of a convex set D ⊃ D
with dist(D, ∂D) ≥ δ and we will assume ∂D to be smooth.

Remark 4.1 (Generalization to piecewise smooth boundary). The results generalize to ∂D
having piecewise smooth boundary by generalizing lemma 4.2 below, assuming that the detec-
tors are contained in exactly one smooth component of ∂D, and making obvious adjustments
in the proofs relying on lemma 4.2.
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A measurement Eq consists of a list of photon pair detection times and locations. It is

a realization of the Poisson point process Eq = P(qdt⊗Aρ†t). The linear forward operator
A : M+(D) → M+(∂D × ∂D) describes transformation of radioactive decays into photon
detections. It is a weighted sum

A = paAa + psAs + pdAd,

where the superscripts stand for attenuation (the emitted photon pair is not detected,
for instance due to absorption), scattering (at least one of the photons is deflected), and
detection (the unscattered photons are registered by a pair of detectors). The parameters
ps, pa, pd = 1− ps − pa ∈ [0, 1] denote the corresponding probabilities. The forward operator
Aa simply discards all radioactive decays,

Aa : M+(D) → M+(∂D × ∂D), ρ†t 7→ 0.

Random scattering is assumed in [2] to lead to a homogeneous coincidence probability on
∂D × ∂D,

As : M+(D) → M+(∂D × ∂D), ρ†t 7→
ρ†t(D)

H2(∂D)2
· (H2 ⊗H2)v(∂D × ∂D),

but our analysis would also apply for alternative, spatially inhomogeneous scattering op-
erators As (as long as Asρ & ‖ρ‖). The forward operator of scatterless detection is the
composition

Ad = BdetectorsBlinesBpr.

Here, Bpr models the so-called positron range: The photon pair is emitted near, but not

exactly at the location of the radioactive decay. Therefore, the intensity Bprρ
†
t of photon

emissions equals the convolution of the radioactive decay intensity ρ†t with the (Lipschitz)
probability density G : Bδ/2(0) → [0,∞) of the location difference,

Bpr : M+(D) → M+(Dδ/2), ρ
†
t 7→ G ∗ ρ†t for Dδ/2 = D +Bδ/2(0).

The operator Blines maps the spatial intensity of photon pair emission to the intensity of
photon pair emission locations and directions (a location-direction pair (x, v) represents a
photon pair emitted at x ∈ Dδ/2 in directions v ∈ S2 = {x ∈ R3 | |x| = 1} and −v),

Blines : M+(Dδ/2) → M+(Dδ/2 × S2), µ 7→ µ⊗ volS2

with volS2 the uniform probability measure on the sphere. Finally, each unscattered photon
pair (x, v) ∈ Dδ/2 × S2 will be detected at the positions R(x, v) with

R : Dδ/2 × S2 → ∂D × ∂D, R(x, v) = ∂D ∩ (x+ Rv) (8)

(for simplicity, two-element subsets of ∂D are identified with points in ∂D × ∂D). This leads
to

Bdetectors : M+(Dδ/2 × S2) → M+(∂D × ∂D), µ 7→ R#µ.

20



For ρ = dt ⊗ ρt ∈ M+([0, T ]×D) and j ∈ {a, s, d} or j empty, we will denote by Ajρ
the measure

Ajρ ∈ M+([0, T ]× (∂D)2), Ajρ(τ × Γ) =

∫

τ

Ajρt(Γ) dt.

With a slight misuse of notation, we will use the same expression for the Radon–Nikodym
derivative w.r.t. ν = dt⊗ (H2v∂D)⊗ (H2v∂D) (which will exist by lemma 4.2(a)).

Given a ground truth radionuclide distribution ρ† ∈ M+([0, T ]×D) and a PET mea-
surement Eq drawn from the random variable P(qAρ†) (this means that on average we have
‖Eq‖ ≃ q detected events), [2] proposes to reconstruct ρ† by minimizing

JEq(ρ, η) = ‖Aρ‖ − 1

q

∫

log (Buρ) dEq + βS(ρ, η) (9)

where the radioactive intensity q corresponds to the inverse halflife of the considered ra-
dionuclide and the discrete forward operator

Buρ =

N∑

i=1

M∑

j,k=1

Auρ(τ i × Γj × Γk)

L1(τ i)H2(Γj)H2(Γk)
1τ i×Γj×Γk , Au = upsAs + pdAd. (10)

Above, 1S denotes the characteristic function of a set S, Γj ⊂ ∂D, j = 1, . . . ,M , denote the
discrete photon detectors, and τ i ⊂ [0, T ], i = 1, . . . , N , denote disjoint time intervals (i.e.
the operator models that the measurement can only be trusted up to the resolution of the
detectors and the time intervals into which detected photon pairs are typically binned). In
[2, 1] this reconstruction is derived as a maximum a posteriori estimate with some additional
unbiasing procedure that results in the extra factor u > 0. We also allow time intervals and
detector pairs to depend on an index n which will be indicated by Bu

n.
We next list some properties of the forward operator that were derived in [1]. One of

these is the relation of the detection part Ad to the X-ray transform

P : L1(Dδ/2) → L1(C), P f(θ, s) =

∫

{r∈R | s+rθ∈Dδ/2}
f(s+ rθ) dL(r),

where C = {(θ, s) ∈ S2 × R
3 | s ∈ πθ⊥(Dδ/2)}.

Here, θ⊥ = {s ∈ R3 | s · θ = 0} denotes the orthogonal complement of θ ∈ S2 and πθ⊥ : R3 →
θ⊥ the orthogonal projection onto θ⊥. Note that the X-ray transform satisfies the symmetry
Pf(θ, s) = Pf(−θ, s). On C we will use the Borel measure H2 ⊗L2, defined by dual pairing
with any continuous function f : C → R as

∫

C
f d(H2 ⊗ L2) =

∫

S2

∫

θ⊥
f(θ, s) dL2(s) dH2(θ).

Also, for (a, b) ∈ ∂D × ∂D we will abbreviate

θ(a, b) = b−a
|b−a| ∈ S2, s(a, b) = πθ(a,b)⊥(a).

Finally, since the convolution G ∗ λ of some λ ∈ M+(D) with the continuous positron range
kernel G is absolutely continous with respect to L3, we will identify it with its L3-density
and write P [G ∗ λ].

21



Lemma 4.2 (Scatterless detection, [1, Lemma 4.1-4.3]). For any λ ∈ M+(D) we have

(a) dAdλ
d(H2v∂D)⊗(H2v∂D)

(a, b) = g(a, b)P [G∗λ](θ(a, b), s(a, b)) for some bounded, smooth func-

tion g : ∂D × ∂D → (0,∞),

(b) dAdλ
d(H2v∂D)⊗(H2v∂D)

≤ C ‖λ‖ for some C > 0 independent of λ.

As a consequence of (b), for u > 0 there exists C > 0 such that for any ρ = dt ⊗ ρt ∈
M+([0, T ]×D) with ρt(D) = 1

T
‖ρ‖ for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ] we have

1
C
‖ρ‖ ≤ dAuρ

dν
≤ C ‖ρ‖ and 1

C
‖ρ‖ ≤ dBuρ

dν
≤ C ‖ρ‖ .

Lemma 4.3 (Continuity of forward operator). Let ρ = dt⊗ρt, ρn = dt⊗ρn,t ∈ M+([0, T ]×D)

such that ρn
∗
⇀ρ, then Auρn

∗
⇀Auρ. For any interval τ ⊂ [0, T ] and any measurable subsets

Γ1,Γ2 ⊂ ∂D it also holds Auρn(τ ×Γ1×Γ2) → Auρ(τ ×Γ1×Γ2). The same statements hold
with Au replaced by Bu.

Proof. We start with Auρn
∗
⇀Auρ. First, the results for the scatter part As are a direct

consequence of the weak-* convergence of ρn. As for A
d, for a continuous function ϕ we find

lim
n→∞

∫ T

0

∫

∂D×∂D
ϕ d(Adρn) = lim

n→∞

∫

S2

∫

Dδ/2

∫ T

0

∫

D

ϕ(t, R(x, v))G(x− y) dρn,t(y) dt dx dvolS2(v)

=

∫

S2

∫

Dδ/2

∫ T

0

∫

D

ϕ(t, R(x, v))G(x− y) dρt(y) dt dx dvolS2(v)

=

∫ T

0

∫

∂D×∂D
ϕ d(Adρ)

by compactness of the spaces, continuity of R and uniform boundedness of ‖ρn‖. The second
assertion follows in a similar way by considering

Adρn(τ × Γ1 × Γ2) =

∫

S2

∫

Dδ/2

1R−1(Γ1×Γ2)(x, v)

∫

τ

∫

D

G(x− y) dρn,t(y) dt dx dvolS2(v)

and convergence follows from the Portmanteau Theorem [15, Thm. 13.16] applied to (t, y) 7→
1τ (t)G(x− y) because the sets of discontinuities of these functions have measure zero with
respect to ρ. Finally, the transfer to Bu is immediate.

The final result in this section will be needed to study the effect of increasing detector
resolution.

Lemma 4.4 (Finer discretization). Let X be a compact metric space with its Borel σ-
algebra and consider the measure µ ∈ M+(X). Let X =

⋃Nn

k=1C
k
n, n ∈ N, be a sequence of

finite partitions with maxk diam(Ck
n)

n→∞−−−→ 0. For a sequence (gn)n ⊂ L2(X) of measurable
functions on X define

Gn ∈ L∞(X), x 7→
∑

k

∫

Ck
n
gn dµ

µ(Ck
n)

1Ck
n
(x),

where Gn is defined to be zero on sets Ck
n with µ(Ck

n) = 0. If gn → g weakly in L2(X), then
Gn → g weakly in L2(X).
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Proof. First note that Gn is well-defined, because every summand is finite by Jensen’s in-
equality, [

∫

Ck
n
gn dµ/µ(C

k
n)]

2 ≤
∫

Ck
n
g2n dµ/µ(C

k
n) ≤ ‖gn‖2L2 /µ(Ck

n).

We show limn→∞
∫

X
ϕGn dµ =

∫

X
ϕg dµ for all ϕ ∈ C(X). By density of C(X) in L2(X)

[19, Prop. 7.9] this implies the desired weak convergence. Let pkn ∈ Ck
n, then

∫

X

(Gn − g)ϕ dµ =

∫

X

(gn(y)− g(y))ϕ(y) dµ(y)

+
∑

k

∫

Ck
n

∫

Ck
n
gn dµ

µ(Ck
n)

(ϕ(x)− ϕ(pkn)) dµ(x)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=: error1

+
∑

k

∫

Ck
n

gn(y)(ϕ(p
k
n)− ϕ(y)) dµ(y)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=: error2

Since X is compact, ϕ is uniformly continuous. Thus, for every ε > 0 there exists a δ > 0
such that

|ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̃)| < ε whenever dist(x, x̃) < δ.

Now let N(δ) large enough so that diam(Ck
n) < δ for all n ≥ N(δ), then for those n

|error1|+ |error2| ≤ ε
∑

k

(
∫

Ck
n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Ck
n
gn dµ

µ(Ck
n)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
dµ+

∫

Ck
n

|gn| dµ
)

≤ 2ε

∫

X

|gn| dµ . ε

so that
∫
Gnϕ dµ→

∫
gϕ dµ and thus Gn

L2

−⇀ g.

5 Γ-convergence

In this section we analyze the stability of the PET reconstruction model (9) by means of
Γ-convergence as the SNR tends to infinity. This can mathematically be expressed by an
increasing measurement intensity q → ∞ (corresponding to a decreasing halflife T1/2 =
1
q
→ 0). We take the minimum over all possible momentum measures η in (9) as we are

mostly interested in the stability of the reconstructed density ρ. (Note that if we also send
the regularization parameter β to zero, as we typically would in the vanishing noise limit,
then stability of η cannot be expected since it is no longer regularized and no compactness
results can be obtained.) For a given measurement Eqn (i.e. a sum of Dirac measures on
[0, T ]× ∂D × ∂D) this leads to the functional

EEqn
n (ρ) = ‖Aρ‖ − 1

qn

∫

log (Bun
n ρ) dEqn + βn min

η
S(ρ, η)

= ‖Aρ‖ − 1

qn

Nn∑

i=1

Mn∑

j,k=1

log

(
Aunρ(τ in × Γj

n × Γk
n)

L1(τ in)H2(Γj
n)H2(Γk

n)

)

Eqn(τ
i
n × Γj

n × Γk
n) + βn min

η
S(ρ, η),

where all quantities that may vary with the intensities qn → ∞ are now indexed by n (we

drop the index if we do not refer to a sequence). Note that minimizing EEqn
n is equivalent to

minimizing (9).
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Theorem 5.1 (Existence of minimizers, [1, Thm. 4.7]). Let β, pd, ps, q, u > 0 and let the
measurement Eq be a realization of Eq = P(qAρ†) for some ground truth material distribu-

tion ρ† = dt⊗ ρ†t ∈ M+([0, T ]×D). Then almost surely (in particular if ‖Eq‖ <∞) the set

of minimizers of JEq and EEq
n is non-empty and compact with respect to weak-* convergence.

To prove convergence of our reconstruction to the ground truth in the vanishing noise
limit, we will need to infinitely refine the detectors and time bins at the same time. However,
from an application viewpoint it might also be of interest to keep the spatial and/or temporal
resolution finite. To more easily treat all these cases together (despite e.g. the limit forward
operators being different), we give labels to the different situations:

(A) τ in = τ i and Γk
n = Γk constant in n

(B) maxi L1(τ in) → 0 and Γk
n = Γk constant in n

(C) maxk diam(Γk
n) → 0 and τ in = τ i constant in n

(D) maxi L1(τ in) → 0 and maxk diam(Γk
n) → 0

The corresponding limit forward operators (which provide the intensity of photon pair de-
tection on [0, T ]×∂D×∂D as a density w.r.t. ν = dt⊗H2⊗H2) are expressed via the same
symbol as

Bu
∞ρ(t, x, y) =







Buρ(t, x, y) (A),
∑M

j,k=1

∫

Γj×Γk
dAuρ
dν

(t, a, b) dH2⊗H2(a,b)
H2(Γj)H2(Γk)

1Γj×Γk(x, y) (B),
∑N

i=1

∫

τ i
dAuρ
dν

(s, x, y) ds
L1(τ i)

1τ i(t) (C),

dAuρ
dν

(t, x, y) (D).

If one considers a limit in which the regularization stays active (which may for instance be
advisable to improve reconstruction quality if the detector or time interval sizes stay bounded
away from zero), then the corresponding Γ-convergence result is fairly straightforward.

Theorem 5.2 (Γ-convergence for active limit regularization). Let qn → ∞, un → u > 0,
and βn → β > 0 monotonically as n → ∞ for real positive sequences qn, un, βn. Further,
given 0 6= ρ† ∈ Mc (cf. (4)), let Eqn be a PPP with intensity measure qnAρ

† > 0 such that

(a) Eqn is an arbitrary sequence of PPP and log(n) ∈ o(qn), or

(b) Eqn is obtained from stochastic coupling.

Then almost surely, the Γ-limit of EEqn
n w.r.t. weak-* convergence is

Γ− lim
n→∞

EEqn
n = E∞ for E∞(ρ) = ‖Aρ‖ −

∫

log (Bu
∞ρ) dAρ

† + βmin
η
S(ρ, η) + ιMc(ρ),

where ιMc is the convex indicator function of Mc.
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Proof. We first show that if ρn
∗
⇀ρ with uniformly bounded S(ρn, ηn) ≤ C, then Bun

n ρn →
Bu

∞ρ uniformly. Indeed, by [1, Lemma 4.4] (this result requires ηn
∗
⇀η only to get the disin-

tegration ρ = dt ⊗ ρt, but the latter already follows from closedness of Mc by lemma 3.3)
we have Auρn ∈ C([0, T ]× ∂D × ∂D) and Auρn → Auρ uniformly by the uniform bound
on S. Due to ‖ρn‖ → ‖ρ‖ (lemma 3.3) this also implies Bun

n (ρn − ρ) → 0 uniformly. Since
Bun

n ρ→ Bu
∞ρ uniformly (recall that the uniform convergence Auρn → Auρ implies continuity

of Auρ), we obtain the desired uniform convergence Bun
n ρn → Bu

∞ρ.

Now consider the liminf inequality. Let ρn
∗
⇀ρ with lim infn EEqn

n (ρn) < ∞ (otherwise
there is nothing to show). We may even assume the liminf to be a limit (else we pass to
a subsequence). We have lim infn ‖Aρn‖ ≥ ‖Aρ‖ due to weak-* lower semi-continuity of
the norm. Likewise lim infn βn minη S(ρn, η) ≥ βminη S(ρ, η) by lemma 3.2. Finally, due
to the uniform convergence Bun

n ρn → Bu
∞ρ from above and almost sure weak-* convergence

Eqn/qn
∗
⇀Aρ† by corollary 2.5 we have

∫
log (Bun

n ρ) dEqn/qn →
∫
log (Bu

∞ρ) dAρ
†, as desired.

For the limsup inequality take the constant sequence ρn = ρ, then limn EEqn
n (ρn) = E∞(ρ)

follows again from the uniform convergence Bun
n ρn → Bu

∞ρ (as long as minη S(ρ, η) < ∞ –
otherwise there is nothing to show).

However, if SNR and spatiotemporal resolution tend to infinity, the regularization should
vanish in the limit not to artificially distort the reconstruction. This setting is more com-
plicated and requires some preparation. During the remainder of the article we will impose
the following uniformity and compatibility conditions on the detectors and time intervals.

Assumption 5.3 (Uniform and compatible refinement). For each level n we assume:

(i) The time intervals (τ in)i=1,...,Nn form a partition of [0, T ]. The partition is quasiuniform
in the sense that there exist c, c′ > 0 independent of n with c′ ≤ NnL1(τ in) ≤ c for all
i. Moreover, the partition is a refinement of the previous partition, i.e. each τ in lies
within one and only one τ jn−1.

(ii) The detectors (Γk
n)k=1,...,Mn are Borel and path connected and they form a partition of

∂D. The partition is quasiuniform in the sense that there exist c, c′ > 0 independent
of n with c′ ≤ Mndiam(Γk

n)
2 ≤ c for all k. Moreover, the partition is a refinement of

the previous partition, i.e. each Γk
n lies within one and only one Γl

n−1.

Obviously, the quasiuniformity assumptions are only relevant if the time interval or de-
tector sizes tend to zero.

For the Γ-convergence theorem 5.6 with vanishing regularization we need some prepara-
tory results. First, we note that mass preservation in time (which is implied by our regular-
ization S and which will be the only regularization in the limit functional for vanishing limit
regularization, see theorem 5.6) is conserved in the weak-* limit by lemma 3.3. Furthermore,
the next result will be used to prove the liminf inequality in the Γ-convergence.

Lemma 5.4 (Convergence of forward operator). Let ρn
∗−⇀ ρ 6= 0 in Mc ⊂ M+([0, T ]×D)

and un → u ≥ 0. Then for all cases (A)-(D)

Bun
n ρn → Bu

∞ρ weakly in L2([0, T ]× ∂D × ∂D) and
∫ T

0

∫

(∂D)2
log (Bu

∞ρ)
dAρ†

dν
dH2 ⊗H2 dt ≥ lim sup

n→∞

∫ T

0

∫

(∂D)2
log (Bun

n ρn)
dAρ†

dν
dH2 ⊗H2 dt.
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Proof. We only prove case (D), the other cases being simple modifications. By lemma 3.3 we
have ρ = dt⊗ ρt with ρt(D) independent of t (up to Lebesgue-nullsets). The weak-*-weak-*

continuity of As and Ad by lemma 4.3 implies Aunρn
∗−⇀ Auρ, and by density of continuous

functions in L2 we also obtain dAunρn/dν → dAuρ/dν weakly in L2. An application of
lemma 4.4 thus proves Bun

n ρn→Bu
∞ρ weakly in L2.

The inequality finally follows from the sequential weak lower semi-continuity of convex
integral functionals [20, Example 1.23], in particular of the functional

L2 ∋ u 7→ −
∫ T

0

∫

(∂D)2
log (u)

dAρ†

dν
dH2 ⊗H2 dt.

In case the regularization strength vanishes in the limit (see theorem 5.6) we cannot fully
make use of the time regularity implied by the regularizer S since minη S(ρn, η) may diverge.
Nevertheless, the regularizer still induces Hölder continuity in time along the sequence which
can be exploited to improve the results for cases (B) and (D) (see also remark 5.8). Indeed,
the following result is provided in the proof of [1, Lemma4.4].

Lemma 5.5 (Hölder continuity in time). Let ρ = dt ⊗ ρt ∈ M+([0, T ]×D) and η ∈
M([0, T ] × R

3)3 such that S(ρ, η) < ∞. Then for s, t ∈ [0, T ] and Γ,Γ′ ⊂ ∂D measurable
and path connected,

1
H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)

∣
∣Adρt(Γ× Γ′)−Adρs(Γ× Γ′)

∣
∣ . |t− s|

1
2 ‖ρ‖

1
2 S(ρ, η)

1
2 .

Theorem 5.6 (Γ-convergence for vanishing regularization). The Γ-convergence of theo-
rem 5.2 even holds for β = 0 if in cases (B) and (D) we additionally assume 1/βn+1 ∈ o(qn)
or Nn ∈ o(qn).

Remark 5.7 (Regularization strength). The Benamou–Brenier regularization in EEqn
n serves

to temporally connect the different measured coincidences: From a single coincidence one
cannot localize a mass particle (one only knows the line segment on which it approximately
lies), but if the mass particle did not move too fast, as encoded in the Benamou–Brenier
regularization, then two or more temporally close coincidences from the same particle allow
a good estimate of where it is. However, if the regularization weight decreases faster than
the number of coincidences increases, then the coincidences (which all happen at different
time points) no longer allow any localization of a mass particle: Between two coincidences
the particle might have moved arbitrarily far. Therefore, the condition 1/βn+1 ∈ o(qn) is ex-
pected and natural. If the Benamou–Brenier regularization is too weak (it cannot be omitted,
though), one can alternatively achieve the temporal connection of coincidences via binning
into time intervals τ i: Here, too, the time intervals may not shrink faster than the number
of coincidences increases, resulting in the alternative condition Nn ∈ o(qn) (which in cases
(A) and (C) is trivially satisfied).

Proof. Since
∥
∥ρ†
∥
∥ < ∞ we have ‖Eqn‖ < ∞ almost surely. Hence it suffices to restrict to

finite measurements in the following.
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liminf inequality. Let ρn
∗−⇀ ρ. First consider the case ρ = 0, thus E∞(ρ) = ∞. For a

contradiction, assume lim infn→∞ EEqn
n (ρn) <∞. By passing to a subsequence (still indexed

by n) we may also assume EEqn
n (ρn) < ∞ for all n. Due to EEqn

n (ρn) ≥ βnminη S(ρn, η) ≥
ιMc(ρn) by remark 3.1(b) we obtain ρn ∈ Mc for all n. Now lemma 4.2 yields

EEqn
n (ρn) ≥ − 1

qn

∫

log (Bun
n ρn) dEqn ≥ − 1

qn

∫

log (C ‖ρn‖) dEqn = − log (C ‖ρn‖)
‖Eqn‖
qn

.

Since ‖ρn‖ → 0 as n→ ∞ as well as ‖Eqn‖ /qn →
∥
∥Aρ†

∥
∥ > 0 almost surely by theorem 2.3,

we obtain the contradiction EEqn
n (ρn) → ∞, so the liminf inequality holds.

Now let ρn
∗−⇀ ρ 6= 0. Assume first E∞(ρ) = ∞, then necessarily ρ /∈ Mc, because B

u
∞ρ

is bounded away from zero for ρ 6= 0 by lemma 4.2 and thus the integral in E∞(ρ) is finite.
Due to the closedness of Mc by lemma 3.3 this means ρn ∈ Mc for finitely many n only
(otherwise there would exist a subsequence ρnj

∈ Mc, ρnj

∗−⇀ ρ, implying ρ ∈ Mc). By

remark 3.1(b) this implies lim infn EEqn
n (ρn) ≥ lim infnminη S(ρn, η) ≥ lim infn ιMc(ρn) = ∞.

Now consider E∞(ρ) <∞. Without loss of generality we may assume lim infn EEqn
n (ρn) <

∞ (else there is nothing to show) and even EEqn
n (ρn) < ∞ for every n ∈ N (else pass to

a subsequence). Consider the three summands of EEqn
n (ρn). From lemma 4.3, the weak-*

continuity of the forward operator, we get the convergence of the first summand,

‖Aρn‖ → ‖Aρ‖ .

For the last summand, remark 3.1(b) implies

βnmin
η
S(ρn, η) ≥ ιMc(ρn)

with the right-hand side being lower semi-continuous as n→ ∞ by the weak-* closedness of
Mc due to lemma 3.3. It remains to deal with the middle summand. We expand

− 1

qn

∫

log (Bun
n ρn) dEqn = −

∫

log (Bun
n ρn)

dAρ†

dν
dH2 ⊗H2 dt

+

(∫

log (Bun
n ρn)

dAρ†

dν
dH2 ⊗H2 dt− 1

qn

∫

log (Bun
n ρn) dEqn

)

. (11)

By lemma 5.4, the first term satisfies

lim inf
n→∞

−
∫

log (Bun
n ρn)

dAρ†

dν
dH2 ⊗H2 dt ≥ −

∫

log (Bu
∞ρ)

dAρ†

dν
dH2 ⊗H2 dt,

so it remains to show that the term in parentheses vanishes in the limit. To this end we
introduce larger artificial detectors and time intervals. For n large and ε ∈ (0, 1) we consider
the index shift functions I, J,K : N → N ∪ {∞},

K(n) = min {k ∈ N | qn−1/Nk ≤ (βnqn−1)
ε} ,

I(n) = n in case (A) or (C) or if Nn ∈ o(qn) and I(n) = min{n,K(n)} else,

J(n) = n in case (A) or (B) and J(n) = max
{
k ∈ N

∣
∣ k ≤ n, Mk ≤ (qn/NI(n))

1/4
}

else,

27



which satisfy I(n), J(n) ≤ n. Note thatK(n) is finite if Nn diverges. Furthermore, we always
have qn/NI(n) → ∞ (consequently J(n) is well-defined for n large enough): Indeed, this is
obvious in case (A) or (C) or if Nn ∈ o(qn) so that the only remaining case to check is when
1/βn+1 ∈ o(qn). Due to NK(n) ≥ NI(n) it suffices to show qn/NK(n) → ∞. For a contradiction,
assume there is a subsequence, still indexed by n, with qn/NK(n) bounded. Note that K(n)
diverges by definition, hence we can extract yet another subsequence, again still indexed by
n, such that K(n+1)−1 ≥ K(n) for all n. Therefore, qn/NK(n) ≥ qn/NK(n+1)−1 > (βn+1qn)

ε

by definition of K(n + 1), however, the right-hand side diverges, proving qn/NI(n) → ∞. It
is also readily checked that for n large enough we always have MJ(n) ≤ (qn/NI(n))

1/4. We
next define the sets

Sk
n,J(n) :=

{
Γl
n

∣
∣ l ∈ {1, . . . ,Mn}, Γl

n ⊂ Γk
J(n)

}
, T k

n,I(n) :=
{
τ ln
∣
∣ l ∈ {1, . . . , Nn}, τ ln ⊂ τkI(n)

}

that consist of all detectors Γ (time intervals τ) at level n that are subsets of a detector Γk
J(n)

(time interval τkI(n)) at level J(n) (or I(n)). We then write

∫

log (Bun
n ρn)

(
dAρ†

dν
dH2 ⊗H2 dt− d

Eqn

qn

)

=

Nn∑

i=1

Mn∑

j,k=1

log

(
Aunρn(τ

i
n × Γj

n × Γk
n)

L1(τ in)H2(Γj
n)H2(Γk

n)

)[

Aρ†(τ in × Γj
n × Γk

n)−
Eqn(τ

i
n × Γj

n × Γk
n)

qn

]

(12)

=

NI(n)
∑

i=1

MJ(n)
∑

j,k=1

∑

τ∈T i
n,I(n)

∑

Γ∈Sj
n,J(n)

∑

Γ′∈Sk
n,J(n)

[

log

(
Aunρn(τ × Γ× Γ′)

L1(τ)H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)

)

−log

(

Aunρn(τ
i

I(n)× Γj
J(n)× Γk

J(n))

L1(τ iI(n))H2(Γj
J(n))H2(Γk

J(n))

)]

·
[

Aρ†(τ × Γ× Γ′)− 1
qn
Eqn(τ × Γ× Γ′)

]

+

NI(n)
∑

i=1

MJ(n)
∑

j,k=1

log

(
Aunρn(τ

i
I(n) × Γj

J(n) × Γk
J(n))

L1(τ iI(n))H2(Γj
J(n))H2(Γk

J(n))

)

·
[

Aρ†(τ iI(n) × Γj
J(n) × Γk

J(n))− 1
qn
Eqn(τ

i
I(n) × Γj

J(n) × Γk
J(n))

]

. (13)

We first consider the last triple sum. By lemma 4.2 the logarithms in all summands are
bounded uniformly in n, and

NI(n)
∑

i=1

MJ(n)
∑

j,k=1

∣
∣
∣
∣
Aρ†(τ iI(n) × Γj

J(n) × Γk
J(n))−

1

qn
Eqn(τ

i
I(n) × Γj

J(n) × Γk
J(n))

∣
∣
∣
∣

(14)

converges to zero by theorem 2.3 (with rn = 1) because NI(n)M
2
J(n)/qn ≤ (NI(n)/qn)

1/2 → 0.

It remains to show that the first multi sum in (13) converges to zero. To this end, we prove
that

log

(
Aunρn(τ × Γ× Γ′)

L1(τ)H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)

)

− log

(
Aunρn(τ

i
I(n) × Γj

J(n) × Γk
J(n))

L1(τ iI(n))H2(Γj
J(n))H2(Γk

J(n))

)

(15)

converges to zero uniformly in spacetime such that the multi sum goes to zero by (almost
sure) boundedness of the measures Eqn/qn and Aρ†. We get (the scatter contributions cancel
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each other)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

Aunρn(τ × Γ× Γ′)

L1(τ)H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)
−
Aunρn(τ

i
I(n) × Γj

J(n) × Γk
J(n))

L1(τ iI(n))H2(Γj
J(n))H2(Γk

J(n))

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

Adρn(τ × Γ× Γ′)

L1(τ)H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)
−

Adρn(τ
i
I(n) × Γ× Γ′)

L1(τ iI(n))H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

+

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

Adρn(τ
i
I(n) × Γ× Γ′)

L1(τ iI(n))H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)
−

Adρn(τ
i
I(n) × Γj

J(n) × Γk
J(n))

L1(τ iI(n))H2(Γj
J(n))H2(Γk

J(n))

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
. (16)

Note that the first summand is zero whenever I(n) = n due to τ = τ iI(n) in that case, so

assume I(n) < n. Using the mean value theorem in time (which is allowed due to the
temporal continuity by lemma 5.5), lemma 5.5 and assumption 5.3(i) yield

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

Adρn(τ × Γ× Γ′)

L1(τ)H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)
−

Adρn(τ
i
I(n) × Γ× Γ′)

L1(τ iI(n))H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
=

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

Adρn,t(Γ× Γ′)

H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)
−
Adρn,t̂(Γ× Γ′)

H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

.

√

|t− t̂|min
η
S(ρn, η) .

1
√
NI(n)βn

≤ 1
√

(βnqn−1)1−ε
(17)

for some t ∈ τ ⊂ τ iI(n), t̂ ∈ τ iI(n), using the definition of I(n) in the last inequality. Thus,

as n→ ∞, (17) converges to zero uniformly in all time intervals and detectors. The second
term in (16) vanishes for J(n) = n, so assume J(n) < n. We apply lemma 4.2(a) and then
again the mean value theorem, this time on the detector pairs (which is admissible since any
detector pair is path connected by assumption 5.3), to obtain

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

Adρn(τ
i
I(n) × Γ× Γ′)

L1(τ iI(n))H2(Γ)H2(Γ′)
−

Adρn(τ
i
I(n) × Γj

J(n) × Γk
J(n))

L1(τ iI(n))H2(Γj
J(n))H2(Γk

J(n))

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ 1

L1(τ iI(n))

∫

τ i
I(n)

∣
∣g(at, bt)P [G ∗ ρn,t](θ(at, bt), s(at, bt))

− g(ât, b̂t)P [G ∗ ρn,t](θ(ât, b̂t), s(ât, b̂t))
∣
∣ dt (18)

for some (at, bt) ∈ Γ × Γ′ ⊂ Γj
J(n) × Γk

J(n) and (ât, b̂t) ∈ Γj
J(n) × Γk

J(n). Now, (a, b) 7→
g(a, b)P [G ∗ ρn,t](θ(a, b), s(a, b)) is Lipschitz by smootheness of g, Lipschitz continuity of
G, smoothness of θ and s (on the set of interest a − b is bounded away from zero), as
well as boundedness of ‖ρn,t‖ for a.e. t. Thus, up to a constant factor, (18) is bounded
by max{diam(Γj

J(n)), diam(Γk
J(n))} . 1/

√
MJ(n) (using assumption 5.3), which converges to

zero by definition of J(n) (recall that we are in the setting J(n) 6= n and that qn
NI(n)

→ ∞).

Overall, (16) uniformly converges to zero, and so does (15), as desired, since the arguments of
the logarithms are uniformly bounded and uniformly bounded away from zero by lemma 4.2.
Therefore, the lim inf-inequality also holds for ρ 6= 0.
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limsup inequality. Let ρ 6= 0 (otherwise E∞(ρ) = ∞ and the limsup inequality is trivially

fulfilled). We invoke lemma 3.4(b) and remark 3.6 to get measures (ρn, ηn) such that ρn
∗−⇀ ρ

and S(ρn, ηn) . βδ−1
n for any δ > 0 close to zero and such that

sup
x

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

D

G(x− y) dρn,tn(y)−
∫

D

G(x− y) dρt(y)

∣
∣
∣
∣

n→∞−−−→ 0.

This directly gives us βn minη S(ρn, η) . βδ
n → 0 as well as ‖Aρn‖ → ‖Aρ‖. We can also

deduce Bun
n ρn(t, x, y) → Bu

∞ρ(t, x, y) for almost every (t, x, y) ∈ [0, T ] × ∂D × ∂D: For the

scattering part this follows immediately from ρn
∗−⇀ ρ. For the detection part we show the

argument for case (D) and comment afterwards on the simple necessary modifications in the
other cases. Consider sequences in, jn, kn with (t, x, y) ∈ (τ inn ×Γjn

n ×Γkn
n ), then the detection

part is given by

Adρn(τ
in
n × Γjn

n × Γkn
n )

L1(τ in)H2(Γjn
n )H2(Γkn

n )
≤
∣
∣Adρn,tn(Γ

jn
n × Γkn

n )− Adρt(Γ
jn
n × Γkn

n )
∣
∣

H2(Γjn
n )H2(Γkn

n )
+
Adρt(Γ

jn
n × Γkn

n )

H2(Γjn
n )H2(Γkn

n )
(19)

for a sequence tn → t with |tn − t| . 1
Nn

obtained from the mean value theorem (exploiting

the temporal continuity from lemma 5.5). Denoting by ω the modulus of continuity of dAdρt
dH2⊗H2

at (x, y), the last term deviates from dAdρt
dH2⊗H2 (x, y) by at most

∫

Γjn
n ×Γkn

n

ω(|(a, b)− (x, y)|) d(a, b)/(H2(Γjn
n )H2(Γkn

n )) ≤ ω(max{diam(Γjn
n ), diam(Γkn

n )}),

which converges to zero as n → ∞ (recall that by lemma 4.2(a) dAdρt
dH2⊗H2 is continuous). For

the first term we use Lipschitz continuity of G and lemma 4.2(a) to obtain dAdρt
dH2⊗H2 (x, y) =

P [G ∗ ρt](θ(x, y), s(x, y))g(x, y) and get

1

H2(Γjn
n )H2(Γkn

n )

∣
∣Adρn,tn(Γ

jn
n × Γkn

n )− Adρt(Γ
jn
n × Γkn

n )
∣
∣

≤ 1

H2(Γjn
n )H2(Γkn

n )

∫

Γjn
n ×Γkn

n

∣
∣Adρn,tn −Adρt

∣
∣ dH2 ⊗H2

= 1

H2(Γjn
n )H2(Γkn

n )

∫

Γjn
n ×Γkn

n

|g(x, y)|
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

R

∫

D

G(s(x, y)+lθ(x, y)−z) d(ρn,tn−ρt)(z) dl
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
dH2⊗H2(x, y)

. sup
a

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

D

G(a− z) dρn,tn(z)−
∫

D

G(a− z) dρt(z)

∣
∣
∣
∣

n→∞−−−→ 0.

As for the other settings, in (A), the indices in, jn, kn are independent of n and convergence
of the left-hand side in (19) directly follows from the weak-* convergence of ρn; in setting
(B), the indices jn = j, kn = k are independent of n so that the last term of (19) converges to
Adρt(Γj×Γk)
H2(Γj)H2(Γk)

; in setting (C), finally, the indices in are independent of n and we simply replace

ρt by
∫

τ i
ρt dt/L1(τ i) and ρn,tn by

∫

τ i
ρn,t dt/L1(τ i) in the above argument. Hence, overall we

obtained Bun
n ρn(t, x, y) → Bu

∞ρ(t, x, y). Now applying Fatou’s lemma to (11) and the fact
that the term in parentheses vanishes in the limit (as proven in the liminf inequality), we
obtain

lim sup
n

− 1

qn

∫

log (Bun
n ρn) dEqn = lim sup

n
−
∫

log (Bun
n ρn) dAρ

† ≤ −
∫

log (Bu
∞ρ) dAρ

†.
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Altogether it follows lim supn E
Eqn
n (ρn) ≤ E∞(ρ) as desired.

Remark 5.8. (Improved convergence conditions) We could have estimated (12) by
∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

log (Bun
n ρn)

(
dAρ†

dν
dH2 ⊗H2 dt− d

Eqn

qn

)∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ ‖log (Bun
n ρn)‖∞

Nn∑

i=1

Mn∑

j,k=1

∣
∣
∣
∣

1

qn
Eqn(τ

i
n × Γj

n × Γk
n)− Aρ†(τ in × Γj

n × Γk
n)

∣
∣
∣
∣
,

which would converge to zero by theorem 2.3 if NnM
2
n ∈ o(qn) (recall that by lemma 4.2(b)

the factor ‖log (Bun
n ρn)‖∞ is uniformly bounded in n for ρn

∗
⇀ρ 6= 0). However, we could get

rid of any condition on the detector number Mn by exploiting the spatial regularity induced
by the forward operator, which allowed us to pass to artificially enlarged detectors Γk

J(n).
Similarly, we could trade in conditions on the time interval number Nn for conditions on the
regularization strength βn, which induce temporal regularity.

Said differently, the forward operator is smoothing in space and hence turns weak con-
vergence into strong convergence along the spatial dimensions. At the same time the mea-
surement converges weakly in space, resulting in a “weak times strong” structure so that no
conditions on the (spatial) detectors are necessary for Γ-convergence. However, the forward
operator is not smoothing in time, resulting in an insufficient “weak times weak” structure
in time (since the Kullback–Leibler divergence is not jointly convex, it is not lower semi-
continuous w.r.t. simultaneous weak convergence of the measurement and the reconstruction).
Therefore, additional smoothing in time becomes necessary, either on the reconstruction ρ
(via the Benamou–Brenier regularization) or on the measurement Eqn (by binning multiple
coincidences into time intervals), which results in the alternative conditions on regularization
strength βn or time interval number Nn.

Lemma 5.9 (Equicoercivity of energies). Let qn → ∞ and un → u > 0 as n → ∞ for
positive sequences qn, un, βn, and let Eqn be a PPP with intensity measure qnAρ

† > 0. Then

almost surely the sequence of functionals EEqn
n is equicoercive, i.e. EEqn

n (ρ) ≥ ‖ρ‖
κ
−κ for some

κ > 0 and n ≥ n, where n is a suitable almost surely integer valued stopping time.

Proof. It is sufficient to consider ρ such that minη S(ρ, η) < ∞ because otherwise there is
nothing to show. By ‖Aρ‖ ≥ ‖Asρ‖ & ‖ρ‖ and lemma 4.2 there exists some C > 0 such that

EEqn
n (ρ) ≥ ‖ρ‖

C
− 1

qn

∫

log(C ‖ρ‖) dEqn = ‖ρ‖
C

− log(C ‖ρ‖)
∥
∥
∥
Eqn

qn

∥
∥
∥

≥
∥
∥
∥
Eqn

qn

∥
∥
∥

(

1− log
(

2C2
∥
∥
∥
Eqn

qn

∥
∥
∥

))

+ 1
2C

‖ρ‖ ≥ −2C2
∥
∥
∥
Eqn

qn

∥
∥
∥

2

+ 1
2C

‖ρ‖ .

Due to corollary 2.5 we have ‖Eqn/qn‖ →
∥
∥Aρ†

∥
∥ almost surely so that for κ large enough

and n large enough (the latter depending on the realization) the right-hand side is bounded

below by ‖ρ‖
κ

− κ, as desired. The lower bound holds as soon as ‖Eqn/qn‖ <
√
κ/

√
2C, i.e.

for n ≥ n = sup{n ∈ N | ‖Eqn/qn‖ ≥ √
κ/

√
2C}. Since

{n = n} =
{

‖Eqn/qn‖ ≥
√
κ/

√
2C
}

∩
∞⋂

m=n+1

{

‖Eqm/qm‖ <
√
κ/

√
2C
}
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is measurable, n is a stopping time. By convergence of ‖Eqm/qm‖ it is almost surely integer
valued.

Corollary 5.10 (Convergence of minimizers). In the setting of theorem 5.2 or theorem 5.6,

let ρn be a sequence of minimizers of EEqn(ω)
n . For almost every ω ∈ Ω (i.e. almost surely) it

has a weakly-* converging subsequence, and any weak-* limit point ρ minimizes E∞ with

E∞(ρ) = min E∞ = lim
n→∞

EEqn (ω)
n (ρn) = lim

n→∞
min EEqn(ω)

n .

Proof. This standard implication follows from [20, Cor. 7.20, Thm. 7.8] and lemma 5.9.

In case (D) any source of noise (time and space discretization, Poisson measurement
noise) vanishes in the limit. Hence, for βn → 0, we expect the sequence of minimizers of

EEqn(ω)
n to converge to the ground truth material distribution ρ† that generates the (Poisson)

measurements. This is indeed the case: ρ† is the unique minimizer of E∞ as we will show in
the remainder of the section.

Lemma 5.11 (Injectivity of forward operator). The map

M+(D) ∋ λ 7→ dAdλ
dH2⊗H2 ∈ L1(∂D × ∂D)

is injective.

Proof. Lemma 4.2(a) implies that µ 7→ dAdµ
dH2⊗H2 is injective if µ 7→ P [G ∗ µ] is. Due to the

invertibility of the X-ray transform this is the case if and only if µ 7→ G ∗ µ is injective.
Hence, let λ, µ ∈ M+(D) with G ∗ λ = G ∗ µ. The convolution theorem for the Fourier
transform F of compactly supported distributions [21, Thm. 7.1.15] thus yields

F(G)F(λ) = F(G ∗ λ) = F(G ∗ µ) = F(G)F(µ) (20)

on R3. Since G has compact support, F(G) is analytic by Schwartz’s Paley–Wiener theorem
[22, Thm. 7.23] (even entire if extended to C3). It is folklore that therefore its zero-level set
S = {x ∈ R3 | F(G)(x) = 0} has measure zero (otherwise G would be zero), see e.g. [23].
Now (20) implies F(λ − µ) = 0 on R3 \ S. Since λ and µ also have compact support and
therefore F(λ− µ) is analytic, F(λ− µ) can only be zero on a nullset unless F(λ− µ) = 0.
Therefore λ = µ.

Corollary 5.12 (Convergence to ground truth). In the setting of theorem 5.6, case (D),

u = 1, the minimizers of EEqn
n almost surely converge weakly-* to the ground truth ρ† ∈ Mc.

Proof. By lemma 5.11, A is injective and thus the functional

E∞(ρ) =
∫

dAρ
dν

− dAρ†

dν
log
(
dAρ
dν

)
dν + ιMc(ρ)

is strictly convex. One readily finds its unique minimizer to be ρ†, which by corollary 5.10
is almost surely the unique limit of any subsequence of minimizers of EEqn

n .
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