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Abstract. In this work, we describe a new data-driven approach for inverse problems that
exploits technologies from machine learning, in particular autoencoder network structures. We con-
sider a paired autoencoder framework, where two autoencoders are used to efficiently represent the
input and target spaces separately and optimal mappings are learned between latent spaces, thus
enabling forward and inverse surrogate mappings. We focus on interpretations using Bayes risk and
empirical Bayes risk minimization, and we provide various theoretical results and connections to
existing works on low-rank matrix approximations. Similar to end-to-end approaches, our paired
approach creates a surrogate model for forward propagation and regularized inversion. However, our
approach outperforms existing approaches in scenarios where training data for unsupervised learning
are readily available but training pairs for supervised learning are scarce. Furthermore, we show
that cheaply computable evaluation metrics are available through this framework and can be used
to predict whether the solution for a new sample should be predicted well.
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1. Introduction. Inverse problems are ubiquitous, with scientific applications
in biomedical and geophysical imaging [26], atmospheric modeling [17], and data
assimilation [39], to name a few. Let us consider the following problem,

(1.1) b = A(x) + ε,

where b ∈ Rq contains observations, A : Rn → Rq represents a forward parameter-to-
observation process, x ∈ Rn contains parameters of interest, and ε ∈ Rq represents
noise. The inverse problem aims to determine the parameters x, given the observed
measurements b and knowledge of A.

There are a multitude of computational challenges that arise when solving in-
verse problems, especially those with large-dimensional parameters and observation
sets (i.e., q and/or n are large). First, it is often the case that an accurate math-
ematical model A is needed to represent the forward model, but only a surrogate
model or approximation is available for computation. Second, regularization or prior
knowledge is needed to compute reliable solutions due to ill-posedness of the un-
derlying problem, but selecting appropriate priors and regularization parameters is
often a heuristic process that requires expert knowledge and application expertise.
Third, sophisticated computational methods are needed to compute solutions, and
these are often iterative optimization procedures that require multiple forward and
adjoint solves. Another layer of complexity (but also opportunity) when solving in-
verse problems is determining how to incorporate any available data (e.g., training
data or large scientific datasets) to improve or support the inversion process.
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2 E. HART, J. CHUNG, AND M. CHUNG

In this work, we describe a new computational framework for inverse problems in
which we couple machine learning tools for dimensionality reduction with surrogate
models in a reduced space for the forward and inverse mappings. More specifically,
consider an inverse mapping sΦ : b → x that maps observations b to parameters x.
Our approach can learn the inverse mapping sΦ (as well as the forward mapping A)
by training autoencoders on inputs b and targets x, while also discovering a mapping
between the reduced latent spaces. The proposed framework is rooted in theory for
Bayes risk and empirical Bayes risk minimization, making the approach versatile and
optimal under certain assumptions. Moreover, the paired autoencoder framework can
be used to address various challenges related to both the forward and the inverse
problem.

Previous works in this field have used neural networks for full inversion (surro-
gate modeling) [29], regularization [1, 32], uncertainty quantification [22, 30], and
more [5, 33]. Similar to ideas in operator learning [28] and reduced order modeling
[31], where surrogate operators and reduced models are learned in a latent space, we
aim to utilize latent structures to learn mappings between input and target spaces
for inverse problems. We propose to use autoencoders to learn latent representations,
and then pair the autoencoders by learning mappings between their latent spaces.
If one considers a fully linear approach for the autoencoders and mappings between
latent spaces, our proposed approach reduces to inversions based on principal com-
ponent analysis (PCA) [8, 2]. Our proposed framework has an inherent regularizing
property, which is beneficial since there is no need to select regularization parameters
or utilize expensive algorithms to solve because we can efficiently represent the entire
regularized inverse map.

This work carries similarities to methods that have been developed for image-to-
image translation to predict, for instance, geophysical properties from measurements
[18, 19, 15, 42, 20, 35]. For example, an approach has been developed in [18] that
learns only the decoder from input/target sample pairs, where the encoder is prede-
fined with a fixed kernel (e.g., sine, Fourier, or Gaussian). A linear mapping is estab-
lished and fixed between the transformed input/target spaces, allowing the decoder to
be optimized via stochastic gradient descent. Another method leverages masked au-
toencoders independently in the input and target spaces, which are subsequently fixed
and connected by a linear mapping between their latent spaces [19]. A likelihood-free
inverse surrogate is considered in [15], where two coupled autoencoders are trained
jointly using a combined loss function that incorporates both inversion and autoen-
coder losses, thereby facilitating a shared latent space. Two metrics – the relative
residual estimate and the recovered model autoencoder – were used to assess whether
a new sample aligns with the network’s training distribution. A similar framework was
also used for image generation, where two autoencoders are trained and a joint dif-
fusion process is used in the latent space to generate high-quality input/target pairs
that satisfy physical constraints imposed by the wave equation [42]. Interestingly,
even in high-dimensional nonlinear problems, the mappings between latent spaces are
empirically found to be linear [18, 20].

Our work builds on these papers in some key ways; we introduce and explore
the paired autoencoder methodology as a general framework for inverse problems.
We train the autoencoders in parallel and learn a linear map between their latent
spaces, like [19] and unlike [15]. Contrary to previous works, we investigate the
paired autoencoder framework via a Bayes risk and empirical Bayes risk minimization
perspective, thereby enabling theoretical results for simplified cases, as well as drawing
connections to traditional techniques from scientific computing.
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PAIRED AUTOENCODERS 3

Overview of contributions. In this work, we describe a new data-driven frame-
work for inverse problems called Paired Autoencoders for Inference and Regularization
(PAIR). The PAIR framework exploits autoencoder networks for both the input and
target spaces separately and uses an optimal mapping between latent spaces. This
approach confers several advantages:

• Compared to end-to-end approaches, i.e., networks mapping b 7→ x, the PAIR
network is superior for problems with many training samples but few input-
target pairs. Moreover, since the PAIR approach decouples the model and
the dimension reduction processes, autoencoders can have latent spaces with
different dimensions, input and target datasets can be of different sizes, and
training via self-supervised learning techniques can be done independently
and in parallel. The different dimensions of the latent spaces provide flexibil-
ity in representation (e.g., so that compression can be done at different levels),
and the propagation of uncertainty associated with model uncertainties, noise
in the data, and data compression can also be separated.

• By building on connections to Bayes risk and empirical Bayes risk minimiza-
tion problems, we provide new theoretical results for linear autoencoders and
linear latent space mappings. In addition to providing theory for linear au-
toencoders related to optimal low-rank matrix approximation, we provide
theory for optimal linear mappings between latent spaces. These provide in-
terpretations for the PAIR forward and inverse surrogates and are relevant
for both linear and nonlinear autoencoders.

• The PAIR framework can be applied to general inverse problems and can
appeal to a broad scientific computing audience. Although we focus on the
Bayes risk minimization interpretation resulting in a minimization of the ex-
pected loss in the 2-norm, other error metrics could be used. Moreover, the
PAIR framework provides new insights into reduced-order and surrogate mod-
eling by using the perspective of coupled autoencoders and neural networks
in general.

An overview of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we provide background on
regularization for solving problems such as Equation (1.1), encoder/decoder networks,
and autoencoders in particular. Then in Section 3, we present the PAIR framework,
focusing on the theory for linear inverse problems with linear autoencoders and lin-
ear mappings between latent spaces. Numerical experiments provided in Section 4
illustrate the benefits of our approach for various imaging examples. We remark that
although we focus on examples from imaging, the work is broadly applicable since sim-
ilar problems arise in different scientific applications. Conclusions and future work
are provided in Section 5.

2. Background. Solving inverse problems such as Equation (1.1) requires a
method that can approximate parameters x from noisy data b. This is a difficult and
often ill-posed problem in applications; the solution may not be unique, and it may
not depend continuously on observed data [25]. The direct computation of an inverse
(or pseudo-inverse) solution can be computationally burdensome, and such solutions
may be highly susceptible to noise corruption [26].

Regularization. Usually, regularization stabilizes the inversion process, creating a
solution that is not so sensitive to errors in the observations. Standard forms of regu-
larization for large-scale inverse problems include variational and iterative regulariza-
tion [12], which confer different advantages and disadvantages. Variational approaches
can easily accommodate constraints and priors, but choosing a suitable regularization

This manuscript is for review purposes only.



4 E. HART, J. CHUNG, AND M. CHUNG

parameter is often computationally expensive. Iterative regularization approaches re-
quire no such parameter, but a good stopping criterion is essential and priors and
constraints are not as easy to incorporate. A shared disadvantage is that both require
full model evaluations (and adjoints) during optimization. Data-driven regulariza-
tion approaches address these weaknesses by leveraging available data, models, and
domain-specific knowledge. Examples include dictionary learning, bilevel learning,
Markov random field-type regularizers, and, increasingly, deep neural networks [3,
Section 5].

Encoder-Decoder networks. One popular choice is to implement deep neural net-
works with Encoder-Decoder (ED) architectures, which consist of two parts (the en-
coder and the decoder) with a hidden layer with z ∈ Rr that describes a represen-
tation of the encoded/decoded signal. Typically, the encoder network is comprised
of layers that successively reduce the dimension of the input vector, to construct a
low-dimensional vector z referred to as the latent vector. Then, the decoder network
increases the dimension through the network to match the output dimension. More
specifically, the two main parts can be defined using parametric mappings.

• The encoder network e : Rq × Rpe → Rr with network parameters θe ∈ Rpe

maps an input b to the hidden layer or latent variables z, i.e.,

(2.1) z = e(b; θe).

• The decoder network d : Rr × Rpd → Rn with network parameters θd ∈ Rpd

maps the latent variables to the output x, i.e.,

(2.2) x = d(z; θd).

The entire ED network then takes the form Φed(b; θ
e,θd) := d(e(b; θe) ; θd). See

Figure 1 for a visual representation of an ED network for mapping b to x.

b
encoder

e
z

decoder
d

x

Fig. 1. End-to-end encoder-decoder network for inversion. The network is mapping input
vector b to output vector x. The encoder maps the input vector b to the latent variable z and the
decoder maps this latent variable z to the output x.

These parameterized ED networks can be surrogates to unidentified or computa-
tionally demanding mappings sΦ : b → x. To construct a direct end-to-end inversion
network requires network parameters θe and θd that approximate such a mapping,
i.e., Φed(b; θ

e,θd) ≈ sΦ(b). In a data-driven approach, the network parameters are
calibrated by minimizing some loss function, given a sufficient amount of representa-
tive and labeled input-target pairs {(bj ,xj)}Jj=1, e.g.,

(2.3) min
θe,θd

1
J

J∑
j=1

L(Φed(bj ;θ
e,θd);xj),
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where L( · ; · ) measures the discrepancy between xj and Φed(bj ; θ
e,θd) for a particu-

lar set of parameters θe,θd. Depending on the data at hand and the selected network
architecture, regularization on the network weights may be imposed in Equation (2.3).

Autoencoder networks. An autoencoder is a special type of ED network that maps
an input to itself, for example, Φb

ae : Rq → Rq with Φb
ae(b; θ

e
b,θ

d
b) ≈ b, [24]. The en-

coder represents the input in a lower dimensional space while the decoder attempts to
reconstruct the input from the low dimensional representation z = eb(b;θ

e
b). In the

training of autoencoders, the flow of data through the low-dimensional latent space
forces the autoencoder to find a low-dimensional representation for a set of data, dur-
ing which redundant data is eliminated. Hence, such networks are classically used in
dimensionality and noise reduction, as well as data compression applications, see e.g.,
[27, 38, 40, 43, 14]. The network parameters θe

b,θ
d
b of an autoencoder Φb

ae are found

by minimizing a loss function given unlabeled data {bj}Qj=1, which is considered an
unsupervised or self-supervised learning task. In an identical fashion an autoencoder
for x can be considered Φx

ae : Rn → Rn with Φx
ae(x; θ

e
x,θ

d
x) ≈ x. The reduced or-

der modeling community has embraced autoencoders as a tool for model reduction,
especially as a nonlinear generalization within the proper orthogonal decomposition
framework [23, 34, 31, 8, 2].

3. PAIR framework. Our proposed PAIR approach utilizes a reduced-order
network architecture that combines two separate autoencoders for the inputs and the
targets with optimal mappings between their respective latent spaces. See Figure 2 for
an illustration. The autoencoders Φx

ae = dx ◦ ex and Φb
ae = db ◦ eb provide dimension-

ality reduction for the input and target parameter spaces that when combined with
the mappings between latent spaces, m : Rrx → Rrb and m† : Rrb → Rrx , provide a
data-driven surrogate for the forward simulation and the inversion of the system via
the PAIR surrogates

(3.1) P = db ◦m ◦ ex and P † = dx ◦m† ◦ eb.

The autoencoders Φx
ae and Φb

ae are learned independently on x and b, correspondingly,
and then optimal mappings m,m† between the reduced latent spaces Rrx and Rrb are
obtained.

In Subsection 3.1, we develop theory for autoencoders where the encoder and de-
coder are both linear mappings. We show that finding the linear autoencoder reduces
to a rank-constrained optimization problem in a Bayes risk minimization interpreta-
tion. In an empirical Bayes risk minimization framework, where training data are
given, we provide closed-form solutions to the optimization problem, since the above
framework reduces to classical approaches based on the singular value decomposi-
tion (SVD). The connection between linear autoencoder and SVD/PCA has been
discussed in various works, for instance, [9, 6, 36, 7]. However, these works do not
target the more general Bayes risk minimization interpretation as we do here. Then,
in Subsection 3.2 we focus on linear problems where A ∈ Rq×n. We assume that
both autoencoders (for x and b) are linear mappings, and we develop theory for lin-
ear mappings m and m† between latent spaces in both the Bayes risk and empirical
Bayes risk settings. We conclude the section by discussing surrogates provided by the
fully linear PAIR framework, with connections to classical linear algebra results.

3.1. Theory for linear autoencoders. Let us consider the case of a (single)
linear autoencoder network, in which we map an input x ∈ Rn to itself, by first
encoding the signal x with an encoder e : Rn → Rr to a latent space with z =

This manuscript is for review purposes only.
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x
encoder

ex
zx

decoder
dx

x

b
encoder

eb
zb

decoder
db

b

Φx
ae

Φb
ae

m m†

Fig. 2. PAIR network mapping. Two autoencoders are used to compress vectors x and b (on the
top and bottom respectively), where the corresponding latent spaces are represented using variables
zx and zb. Mappings between latent spaces are denoted as m and m†. The PAIR network provides
both a data-driven inverse mapping dx ◦m† ◦ eb and a data-driven forward surrogate approximation
db ◦m ◦ ex.

e(x; vec(E)) = Ex and E ∈ Rr×n, and then decoding z with a decoder d : Rr → Rn

back to itself with d(z; vec(D)) = Dz and D ∈ Rn×r. Subscripts on the encoder and
decoder are omitted for clarity in this section. We assume the latent space dimension
r to be arbitrary but fixed with 0 < r < n. With these assumptions, the autoencoder
is given by

(3.2) Φx
ae(x; vec(E), vec(D)) = DEx ≡ Yx,

whereY = DE and vec(E) is the vectorization of matrix E. Thus, linear autoencoders
aim to find matrices E and D such that the mapping DEx is close to x.

We assume x is a realization of a random variable X with some underlying prob-
ability distribution. We use a Bayes risk minimization interpretation to show that
the problem of estimating linear autoencoders reduces to a low-rank minimization
problem with an expected value loss function. Then, we describe an empirical Bayes
risk minimization approach that uses sampled data.

3.1.1. A Bayes risk minimization interpretation. Let X be a random vari-
able with a given probability distribution, and consider a linear autoencoder (3.2).

The goal is to determine matrices Ẽ and D̃ such that a predefined distance measure
between DEX and X is minimized. One possibility is to minimize the expected loss,

(3.3) (Ẽ, D̃) = argmin
E,D

E ∥DEX −X∥22 .

We can simplify this to

(3.4) Ỹ = argmin
rank(Y)≤r

E ∥YX −X∥22 = E ∥(Y − I)X∥22 .

This manuscript is for review purposes only.
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We remark that the use of the 2-norm is a design choice and other metrics could
be used to provide different designs. For example, an alternative is to consider the
Kulback-Leibner divergence between the two probability distributions of X and YX,
where rank (Y) ≤ r. Another option would be to consider a Wasserstein distance
[35]. Various design problems can be considered with different design criteria e.g.,
A-design, D-design [4, 37, 41].

Let us assume we are given the second moment of the random variable X,

Γ = LL⊤ = EXX⊤

which is assumed to be symmetric and positive definite (SPD). Then the objective
function in Equation (3.4) can be written as

E ∥(Y − I)X∥22 = E tr
(
X⊤(Y − I)⊤(Y − I)X

)
= E tr

(
(Y − I)⊤(Y − I)XX⊤)

= tr
(
(Y − I)⊤(Y − I)Γ

)
= ∥(Y − I)L∥2F ,

where ∥ · ∥F denotes the Frobenius norm and the optimization problem reduces to

(3.5) min
rank(Y)≤r

∥YL− L∥2F .

We have the following result.

Theorem 3.1. Let matrix L ∈ Rn×n have full rank. Additionally, let L =
ULΣLV

⊤
L be the SVD of L, where ΣL is a diagonal matrix containing the nonzero

singular values σ1 ≥ · · · ≥ σn, and the orthogonal matrices UL = [u1,u2, . . . ,un]
and VL = [v1,v2, . . . ,vn] contain the left and right singular vectors ui,vj ∈ Rn for
i, j = 1, . . . , n. For positive integer r ≤ n we define the truncated SVD,
(3.6)

Lr = UL,rΣL,rV
⊤
L,r =

u1 u2 · · · ur



σ1

σ2

. . .

σr




v⊤
1

v⊤
2
...
v⊤
r

 .

Then
Ỹ = UL,rU

⊤
L,r

is the solution to the minimization problem

min
rank(Y)≤r

∥YL− L∥2F,

having minimal Frobenius norm ∥Y∥F. This solution is unique if and only if either
r ≥ n or 1 ≤ r < n and σr(L) > σr+1(L).

The proof follows directly from Theorem 3.1 in [11]. Notice that the theorem
states that for r < n, the low-rank solution is unique if σr(L) > σr+1(L), but the

decomposition of Ỹ into encoder Ẽ and decoder D̃ is not unique since one could define
for any invertible r × r matrix K,

(3.7) Ỹ = UL,rK︸ ︷︷ ︸
D̃

K−1U⊤
L,r︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ẽ

.

The Bayes risk minimization approach requires the second moment of a random vari-
able X, i.e., Γ. However, for problems where only samples or training data are avail-
able, we must consider an empirical Bayes risk minimization approach or a hybrid
approach.
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8 E. HART, J. CHUNG, AND M. CHUNG

3.1.2. An empirical Bayes risk minimization approach. Suppose we are
given realizations x1, . . . ,xN of X. Let X = [x1, . . . ,xN ] ∈ Rn×N and define the
sample second moment matrix,

sΓ = 1
N−1

N∑
j=1

xjx
⊤
j = 1

N−1XX⊤.(3.8)

We describe two approaches to exploit the samples. One approach would be to use sΓ
in the Bayes risk minimization approach described in Subsection 3.1.1. That is, the
optimal linear autoencoder is given by

Ŷ = U
sL,rU

⊤
sL,r,

where sΓ = sLsL⊤ with potentially added SPD matrix to ensure that sΓ is positive
definite.

Another approach is to work directly with the samples, using them to approximate
the Bayes risk minimization problem (3.4) with an empirical Bayes risk minimization
problem,

(3.9) min
rank(Y)≤r

1
N

N∑
j=1

∥(Y − I)xj∥22 .

Thus, obtaining an optimal linear autoencoder using an empirical Bayes risk mini-
mization approach corresponds to solving

(3.10) Ŷ = argmin
rank(Y)≤r

||(Y − In)X||2F.

If X has full row rank, Theorem 3.1 provides the optimal low-rank matrix. However,
this may not be the case, so we derive the results starting from Theorem 3.1 in [11].

Let k = rank (X) and X = UXΣXV⊤
X be the SVD of X, where ΣX ∈ Rn×N is

a diagonal matrix containing the singular values of X, and the orthogonal matrices
UX = [u1,u2, . . . ,un] ∈ Rn×n and VX = [v1,v2, . . . ,vN ] ∈ RN×N contain the
left and right singular vectors ui ∈ Rn and vj ∈ RN for i = 1, . . . , n and j =
1, . . . , N , respectively. We will continue to use the truncated SVD notation introduced
in Equation (3.6). From [11], for positive integer r ≤ k, the minimizer Ŷ is given by

Ŷ =
(
XVX,kV

⊤
X,k

)
r
VXΣ†

XU⊤
X =

(
UXΣX

[
Ik
0

]
V⊤

X,k

)
r

VXΣ†
XU⊤

X

= UX,rΣX,rV
⊤
X,rVXΣ†

XU⊤
X = UX,rΣX,r

[
Ir 0

]
Σ†

XU⊤
X = UX,rU

⊤
X,r.

Thus, one optimal choice of the linear encoder and decoder in an empirical Bayes risk
sense is Ê = U⊤

X,r and D̂ = UX,r, respectively. Again, the decomposition Ŷ = D̂Ê
is not unique since

(3.11) Ê = K−1U⊤
X,r and D̂ = UX,rK

satisfies Equation (3.10) for any invertible r × r matrix K.
Next, we discuss how both the Bayes risk and empirical Bayes risk interpretations

of linear autoencoders can be integrated within the PAIR framework.
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3.2. Theoretical investigations for fully linear PAIR. In this section, we
consider the special case where the autoencoder mappings Φx

ae and Φb
ae and the latent

space mappings m and m† are all linear. We describe how the resulting Bayes risk
and empirical Bayes risk minimization problems lead to interesting numerical linear
algebra problems, and we provide closed-form solutions to the low-rank approximation
problems.

3.2.1. Bayes risk minimization. For random variable X with finite first mo-
ment and SPD second moment Γx = LxL

⊤
x , let us assume we have a linear autoen-

coder with encoder Ex ∈ Rrx×n and decoder Dx ∈ Rn×rx with rx ≤ n. This defines
a latent variable Zx = ExX. In the PAIR framework, this autoencoder for the tar-
get space is paired with another autoencoder for the input space, where an optimal
mapping connects their latent spaces.

Let random variable B be related to X by B = AX + ε, from Equation (1.1)
with linear forward model. Assume that the noise ε is independent of X with mean
E(ε) = 0 and SPD covariance E(εε⊤) = Γε = LεL

⊤
ε , then B has SPD second moment

Γb = AΓxA
⊤+Γε, and factorization Γb = LbL

⊤
b . Assume that we also have a linear

autoencoder for B, with encoder Eb ∈ Rrb×q and decoder Db ∈ Rq×rq with rb ≤ q,
and define the latent input variable Zb = EbB = Eb(AX + ε).

Theorem 3.2. Let X and B be the random variables defined at the beginning of
this section with linear autoencoders DxEx and DbEb.

If Ex has full row-rank, then the optimal linear forward mapping between latent
spaces with minimal norm is given by

(3.12) M̃ = EbAΓxE
⊤
x

(
ExΓxE

⊤
x

)−1 ∈ argmin
M

E ∥MZx −EbAX∥22 .

If Eb has full row-rank, then the optimal linear inverse map between latent spaces
with minimal norm is given by

(3.13) M̃† = ExΓ
⊤
xA

⊤E⊤
b

(
EbΓbE

⊤
b

)−1 ∈ argmin
M†

E
∥∥M†Zb − Zx

∥∥2
2
.

Proof. For M̃, we can use properties of the two-norm, trace, and expectation to
rewrite the objective function in Equation (3.12) as ∥(MEx −EbA)Lx∥2F, following
similar steps used to reformulate Equation (3.4) as (3.5). The solution to this least

squares problem with minimal norm is M̃ = EbALx(ExLx)
†. Note that Ex has full

row rank, so by the definition of the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse,

M̃ = EbALxL
⊤
xE

⊤
x (ExLxL

⊤
xE

⊤
x )

−1 = EbAΓxE
⊤
x (ExΓxE

⊤
x )

−1.

For M̃†, we can use properties of the two-norm, expectation, and trace to rewrite
the objective function in Equation (3.13) as

tr
(
M†EbE(BB⊤)E⊤

b (M
†)⊤

)
− 2tr

(
M†EbE(BX⊤)E⊤

x

)
+ tr

(
ExE(XX⊤)E⊤

x

)
.

Note that X and ε are independent, with E(ε) = 0 and finite first moment of X, so

E(BX⊤) = E((AX + ε)X⊤) = AE(XX⊤) + E(ε)E(X⊤) = AΓx.

Substituting this, and the other second moments defined in the beginning of this
subsection, the objective function becomes∥∥M†EbALx −ExLx

∥∥2
F
+
∥∥M†EbLε

∥∥2
F
=

∥∥M† [EbALx EbLε

]
−
[
ExLx 0

]∥∥2
F
.
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10 E. HART, J. CHUNG, AND M. CHUNG

The optimal solution to this least squares problem with minimal norm is given

by M† =
[
ExLx 0

] [
EbALx EbLε

]†
. Note that even when A is rank-deficient,[

EbALx EbLε

]
has full row rank because EbLε is necessarily full rank, and thus

we can further simplify using the definition of the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse,

M̃† =
[
ExLx 0

] [L⊤
xA

⊤E⊤
b

L⊤
ε E

⊤
b

]([
EbALx EbLε

] [L⊤
xA

⊤E⊤
b

L⊤
ε E

⊤
b

])−1

= ExΓxA
⊤E⊤

b

(
EbAΓ⊤

xA
⊤E⊤

b +EbΓ
⊤
ε E

⊤
b

)−1

= ExΓxA
⊤E⊤

b

(
EbΓbE

⊤
b

)−1
.

We next describe the full PAIR framework with optimal linear autoencoders and
optimal linear latent maps. For optimal linear autoencoders for X and B, we have
encoders Ẽx, Ẽb and decoders D̃x, D̃b according to Equation (3.7), i.e.,

(3.14)
Ẽx = K−1

x U⊤
Lx,rx , Ẽb = K−1

b U⊤
Lb,rb

,

D̃x = ULx,rxKx, D̃b = ULb,rbKb,

where the first subscript denotes which matrix an SVD factor belongs to and the
second denotes where it is truncated (e.g., ULx,rx denotes the first rx left singular
vectors of Lx). We provide the following for the fully linear PAIR surrogates.

Theorem 3.3. Consider the linear autoencoders given in Equation (3.14) and
the linear mappings between latent spaces given in Theorem 3.2 (Equations 3.12 and
3.13), that are optimal in the Bayes risk minimization sense. Let the linear PAIR

forward surrogate be defined as P̃ = D̃bM̃Ẽx. Then

(3.15) P̃ = ULb,rbU
⊤
Lb,rb

AULx,rxU
⊤
Lx,rx .

Let the linear PAIR inverse surrogate be defined as P̃† = D̃xM̃
†Ẽb. Then

(3.16) P̃† = ULx,rxΣ
2
Lx,rxU

⊤
Lrx

A⊤ULb,rbΣ
−2
Lb,rb

U⊤
Lb,rb

.

Before proving this result, we make a few remarks. First, note that although each
component of P̃ and P̃† is optimal in a Bayes risk minimization sense, P̃ and P̃†

themselves do not necessarily minimize E∥PX−B∥22 and E∥P†B−X∥22, respectively.
Second, we can interpret the mappings in Theorem 3.3 as fully data-driven, since
within Equations (3.15) and (3.16) the operator A remains untouched, i.e., no rank
constraint is imposed directly on A. The matrices ULx,rx and ULb,rb , on the other
hand, provide projections from and onto relevant lower-dimensional subspaces defined
through the distributions of the random variables X and B.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Using Equation (3.12), through substitution of our opti-

mal encoder and decoder choices and the SVD Γx = ULxΣ
2
Lx

U⊤
Lx

, we find P̃ is
equivalently

ULb,rbKbK
−1
b U⊤

Lb,rb
AΓxULx,rxK

−⊤
x

(
K−1

x U⊤
Lx,rxΓxULx,rxK

−⊤
x

)−1
K−1

x U⊤
Lx,rx

= ULb,rbU
⊤
Lb,rb

AULxΣ
2
Lx

[
Irx
0

]([
Irx 0

]
Σ2

Lx

[
Irx
0

])−1

U⊤
Lx,rx

= ULb,rbU
⊤
Lb,rb

AULx,rxΣ
2
Lx,rxΣ

−2
Lx,rx

U⊤
Lx,rx = ULb,rbU

⊤
Lb,rb

AULx,rxU
⊤
Lx,rx .
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Using Equation (3.13), through substitution of our encoder and decoder choices, we
find

P̃† = ULx,rxU
⊤
Lx,rxΓxA

⊤ULb,rb

(
U⊤

Lb,rb
ΓbULb,rb

)−1
U⊤

Lb,rb
.

Next, we substitute the SVDs of Γx and Γb, and obtain(
U⊤

Lb,rb
ΓbULb,rb

)−1
=

(
U⊤

Lb,rb
ULb

Σ2
Lb

U⊤
Lb

ULb,rb

)−1
= Σ−2

Lb,rb
,

P̃† = ULx,rxΣ
2
Lx,rxU

⊤
Lx,rxA

⊤ULb,rbΣ
−2
Lb,rb

U⊤
Lb,rb

.

One feature of the PAIR method defined in the Bayes risk sense is that, without
compression, it exactly recovers the forward mapA. That is, when rx = n and rb = q,
Equation (3.15) yields

P̃ = ULb
U⊤

Lb
AULxU

⊤
Lx

= A,

because both ULx and ULb
are orthogonal. When A is invertible and B is noiseless,

this follows analogously with P̃† = A−1. In general, when B is defined with noise, we
do not recover A−1, even when A is invertible. From Equation (3.16), when rx = n,
and rb = q,

P̃† = ULxΣ
2
Lx

U⊤
Lx

A⊤ULb
Σ−2

Lb
U⊤

Lb
= ΓxA

⊤Γ−1
b .

Next, we turn to the case where we are given samples or training data. Using an
empirical Bayes risk minimization approach, we obtain approximations of the optimal
linear latent space mappings and PAIR surrogate forward and inverse approximations.

3.2.2. Empirical Bayes risk minimization. When working with samples,
one approach to construct linear latent maps is to calculate sample second moment
matrices sΓb = sLb

sL⊤
b and sΓx = sLx

sL⊤
x and to use these approximations to form M

and M† following the definitions in Equation (3.12). However, this approach has some
disadvantages; to define M, the full-scale forward map A is assumed to be linear and
to define M† requires linear A with access to A⊤. Another disadvantage is that the
sample second moment matrix is typically hard to approximate in higher dimensions
and may not be SPD with only a small number of samples.

Thus, we consider an alternative approach to form mappings that does not require
an explicit or linear forward mapping A. Let us assume we are given realizations
x1, . . . ,xN ∈ Rn of random variable X, and realizations b1, . . . ,bQ ∈ Rq of random
variable B. Let X = [x1, . . . ,xN ] ∈ Rn×N and B = [b1, . . . ,bQ] ∈ Rq×Q.

Consider a PAIR network with linear autoencoders, with encoders Ex ∈ Rrx×n

and Eb ∈ Rrb×q and decoders Dx ∈ Rn×rx and Db ∈ Rn×rb with rb ≤ q, rx ≤ n.
Matrices Zx = ExX and Zb = EbB contain latent representations of the real-

izations (for X and B respectively). To find optimal linear mappings M̂ and M̂†

between latent spaces, we consider the following optimization problems,

M̂ ∈ argmin
M

∥MZx − Zb∥F and M̂† ∈ argmin
M†

∥∥M†Zb − Zx

∥∥
F
.

The solution with minimal norm is given by the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse,

(3.17) M̂ = ZbZ
†
x and M̂† = ZxZ

†
b.

Assuming Zx and Zb have full row rank, equivalently, M̂ = ZbZ
⊤
x (ZxZ

⊤
x )

−1 and

M̂† = ZxZ
⊤
b (ZbZ

⊤
b )

−1.
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Proposition 3.4. In the empirical Bayes risk minimization sense, if optimal
linear autoencoders with Êx, Êb, D̂x, and D̂b as defined by Equation (3.11) are used

with σrx(X) > 0, then the PAIR forward surrogate P̂ = D̂bM̂Êx is given by

(3.18) P̂ = UB,rbΣB,rbV
⊤
B,rb

VX,rxΣ
−1
X,rx

U⊤
X,rx = BrbX

†
rx .

Proof. From Equation (3.17), we have

P̂ = D̂bZbZ
⊤
x (ZxZ

⊤
x )

−1Êx = D̂bÊbBX⊤Ê⊤
x

(
ÊxXX⊤Ê⊤

x

)−1

Êx.

Using Equation (3.11) to define the optimal encoders and the SVD of X, we find(
ÊxXX⊤Ê⊤

x

)−1

=

(
K−1

x

[
Irx 0

]
ΣXΣ⊤

X

[
Irx
0

]
K−⊤

x

)−1

= K⊤
xΣ

−2
X,rx

Kx

P̂ = UB,rbKbK
−1
b U⊤

B,rb
BX⊤UX,rxK

−⊤
x K⊤

xΣ
−2
X,rx

KxK
−1
x U⊤

X,rx

= UB,rb

[
Irb 0

]
ΣBV

⊤
BVXΣ⊤

X

[
Irx
0

]
Σ−2

X,rx
U⊤

X,rx = BrbX
†
rx .

With σrb(B) > 0, the PAIR inverse surrogate P̂ = D̂xM̂
†Êb = XrxB

†
rb

follows
analogously.

When B = AX (linear, noiseless), and we consider the PAIR forward surrogate
without compression (rb = q and rx = n) defined with optimal empirical Bayes risk
choices, we make a note of the following connections to classic linear algebra problems
from Equation (3.18):

• If X has full row rank, then

P̂ = BX† = AXX⊤(XX⊤)−1 = A.

• If rank (X) = k < n, then

P̂ = AUX

[
ΣX,k 0
0 0

] [
Σ−1

X,k 0

0 0

]
U⊤

X = A

[
UX,kU

⊤
X,k 0

0 0

]
.

That is, when X is full rank, we exactly recover P̂ = A, but when X is not full rank,
we can only exactly recover P̂X = B.

Moreover, when B = AX and A is invertible, and we consider the PAIR inverse
surrogate without compression (rb = q and rx = n) defined with optimal empirical
Bayes risk choices:

• If X has full row rank, then

P̂† = XB† = XX⊤A⊤ (
AXX⊤A⊤)−1

= A−1.

• If rank (X) = k < n, then

P̂† = A−1BB† = A−1

[
UB,kU

⊤
B,k 0

0 0

]
.

Intuitively, these results show that the PAIR forward and inverse surrogates pro-
vide approximations that are data-specific, in that the autoencoders provide com-
pression using data-informed projections and the mapping between latent spaces is
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learned from data. Thus, we would expect that another sample x that is within the
distribution of the samples used to create the PAIR network would be mapped well
with P̂. More specifically, if x is in the column space of UX,k, then Ax = P̂x. We

only expect P̂ = A when the column space of UX is Rn. Otherwise, P̂ approximates a
matrix with the same action as A for vectors in the span of what we used to construct
the PAIR network.

4. Numerical results. In this section, we present numerical results and illus-
trations of the theory provided above.

It is common in applications to work only with data pairs, {(bj ,xj)}Jj=1 (related

by Equation (1.1)). However, obtaining good surrogates can be challenging if the
number of paired samples is small. One of the benefits of the PAIR framework is that
learning the autoencoders and mapping between latent spaces may be considered
independent processes. Thus, each autoencoder, Φx

ae and Φb
ae, can be constructed in

parallel, as a self-supervised learning task and different sizes and types of the datasets
can be used. That is if unpaired samples of the data and/or parameters are available

(i.e., as {xj}Nj=1 and {bj}Qj=1) they can be added and used to construct both Φx
ae and

Φx
ae.

In Subsection 4.1, we describe a PAIR network with linear autoencoders for an
application in computed tomography (CT) imaging, illustrating the theory described
in Subsection 3.1. In particular, we use the empirical Bayes risk minimization inter-
pretation and define

ex(x) = Êxx = U⊤
X,rxx, eb(b) = Êbb = U⊤

B,rb
b,

dx(x) = D̂xx = UX,rxx, db(b) = D̂bb = UB,rbb,

where X = [x1, . . . ,xJ ] ∈ Rn×J , B = [b1, . . . ,bJ ] ∈ Rq×J , and rx and rb are the
dimensions of the latent spaces of Φx

ae and Φb
ae, respectively.

Then, in Subsection 4.2, we discuss a PAIR network with nonlinear convolutional
neural networks (CNNs) for an application in image deblurring. Here, Φx

ae and Φb
ae

are parameterized by θe
x, θ

d
x, θ

e
b, and θd

b (superscripts denote belonging to an encoder
or decoder, while subscripts denote belonging to the x or b autoencoders). To learn
the parameters of the autoencoders, we solve the following optimization problems,

min
θe
x,θ

d
x

1
J

J∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣dx(ex(xj ;θ
e
x);θ

d
x)− xj

∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2

and min
θe
b,θ

d
b

1
J

J∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣db(eb(bj ;θ
e
b);θ

d
b)− bj

∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2
.

Similar to the linear case, the autoencoders define the latent spaces Zx and Zb with
compressed representations of x and b. These representations are given by

Zx =

 | |
ex(x1) · · · ex(xN )

| |

 and Zb =

 | |
eb(b1) · · · eb(bN )

| |

 .

For both the linear and nonlinear autoencoder examples, we use linear mappings
between the latent spaces to connect the autoencoders, given by

M̂ = ZbZ
†
x and M̂† = ZxZ

†
b,

as discussed in Subsection 3.2.2 (Equation (3.17)). This task is supervised, requiring
{(bj ,xj)}Jj=1 pairs. Code will be provided at github.com/emmahart2000/PAIR.
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4.1. Linear PAIR for computed tomography. In CT reconstruction, the
objective is to obtain images that contain information regarding the internal structure
or anatomy of an object, based on projections or measurements collected from the
object’s exterior. In the following, we use a dataset consisting of phantom images x
and sinograms b, where the forward model A relates the sinogram and phantom by
Ax+ε = b. The forward model corresponds to rotating a source that sends radiation
through the object to a detector located on the opposite side of the object.

Each target image x ∈ R64·64 is a randomized Shepp-Logan phantom, represent-
ing a brain [13]. Each sinogram b ∈ R90·36 is made from x by simulating the forward
model of an X-ray CT and adding 5% white noise [21]. We randomly generate 10,000
phantoms and simulate the forward process to create 10,000 corresponding sinograms,
adding white noise and using these for the self-supervised task of constructing the
sinogram autoencoder (excluding the corresponding phantoms from any other use).
We generate another 8,000 phantoms for the self-supervised task of constructing the
phantom autoencoder, then we generate another 8,000 phantoms and simulate the
forward process to create 8,000 phantom-sinogram pairs that are used for the super-
vised task of constructing latent mappings. An additional 2,000 phantom-sinogram
pairs were generated for testing and comparing methods.

To construct the autoencoders, we begin by vectorizing the input and target
images and storing them in columns of B ∈ R3,240×10,000 and X ∈ R4,096×8,000, re-
spectively. This PAIR network is fully linear, so the encoder and decoder for x with
latent dimension rx is given by Êx = U⊤

X,rx
and D̂x = UX,rx , following Subsec-

tion 3.1.2 (Equation (3.11) with K = I). Analogously, for b and latent dimension rb,

Êb = U⊤
B,rb

and D̂b = UB,rb .
As we increase the dimension of the latent space, we expect to attain more ac-

curate autoencoders, and hence more accurate inversion and forward propagation
through the PAIR network. In Figure 3, we provide relative error norms, averaged
over 2,000 testing images, for various ranks. Note that both the input and target
autoencoders perform better for larger ranks, as expected. We observe that as the
rank increases, the forward PAIR surrogate provides better approximations of the
forward model. For a fixed rank r, the PAIR approximation is even better than the
traditional truncated SVD (TSVD) approximation Ar, thus demonstrating the ben-
efits of leveraging data for improved surrogate modeling. For the inverse mapping,
we first note that due to ill-posedness of the problem, TSVD reconstructions exhibit
a well-known phenomenon called semiconvergence, whereby the reconstruction errors
initially decrease as the rank is increased, but as smaller singular values are included
in the reconstruction, the reconstruction errors increase [26]. We expect and ob-
serve similar behavior for the PAIR inverse surrogate. However, compared to TSVD
reconstructions, the PAIR inverse surrogate reconstructions achieve smaller average
reconstruction errors for all ranks, with the smallest reconstruction errors attained
around rank 2,600.

To provide better intuition about the compression and reconstruction process, we
provide in Figure 4 reconstructions corresponding to one of the testing images. The
true phantom and observed sinogram are provided in the top right corner. The top
two rows of images contain image representations for autoencoders of different ranks
for b and x, respectively. The bottom two rows of images contain reconstructions for
both the PAIR forward surrogate and the PAIR inverse surrogate for different sizes
of the latent space. Notice that the quality of the surrogates appears to be limited by
the quality of the autoencoders.
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Fig. 3. Linear PAIR results for CT. Relative error is averaged over the 2,000 testing im-
ages according to the following: X autoencoder, ||D̂xÊxx− x||2/||x||2; B autoencoder, ||D̂bÊbb−
b||2/||b||2; PAIR Forward, ||P̂x − b||2/||b||2; PAIR Inverse, ||P̂†b − x||2/||x||2; TSVD Forward,

||UA,rΣA,rV
⊤
A,rx− b||2/||b||2; and TSVD Inverse, ||VA,rΣ

−⊤
A,rU

⊤
A,rb− x||2/||x||2.

4.2. Nonlinear PAIR for image deblurring. In this example, we illustrate
PAIR with nonlinear CNN autoencoders and linear mappings between latent spaces.
We use the MNIST dataset [16] of 28-by-28 pixel handwritten digits and consider
Ax + ε = b where A represents blurring with a Gaussian kernel (8 × 8 blur kernel
with σ = 10, so it resembles a box-car blur), ε is a realization of Gaussian white
noise (with variance 0.01), x is a sample from the original MNIST images, and b is a
corrupted observation of x.

4.2.1. Model architecture, results, and comparisons. We begin with the
self-supervised learning task of creating two nonlinear autoencoders, Φb

ae and Φx
ae.

The first autoencoder is used for the input blurred MNIST images, b, and the second
autoencoder is used to represent the clear target images x. We split the data set into
50,000 training images, 10,000 validation images, and 10,000 testing images. We use
the same architecture and methodologies for both the input and target autoencoders.

For the autoencoder Φx
ae, we consider learning approaches to approximate the

mapping xj → xj for j = 1, 2, . . . , 50,000, designed with an hour-glass shape to
learn some compressed representation of our original images. For this application, we
use a CNN consisting of five convolutional layers, with 2, 3, 3, 2, and 1 channel(s),
respectively. The first two convolutional layers make up the encoder, ex, and the
last three make up the decoder, dx. Each layer is padded and uses a 3 × 3 kernel
with a stride length equal to 1. To create a reduced dimension latent space, we use
max pooling in the encoder with a 2 × 2 pooling window. In the decoder, we use
upsampling with an upsampling factor of 2 for both the rows and columns. Each
layer uses a ReLU activation function, save the last layer of the decoder, which uses
a sigmoid activation function. The encoder includes 77 parameters and the decoder
includes 159 for a total of 236 learnable parameters defining the autoencoder. This
architecture is intentionally kept simple to highlight the core concepts and facilitate
understanding. More sophisticated architectures could be used and may allow for
even more compression and expressivity in the input/target latent spaces.
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Fig. 4. An illustration for one example image pair from the testing set for the CT example
(true image shown in the top right corner). The top two rows contain reconstructed sinograms
and phantoms from the autoencoders for b and x respectively, for different latent dimensions. The
bottom two rows contain reconstructions for the PAIR forward surrogate and the PAIR inverse
surrogate respectively, for different latent dimensions.

To learn the parameters, we utilize the ADAM optimizer with a piecewise constant
learning rate scheduler. Both the input and target autoencoders use 400 epochs to
train. The first hundred epochs use a learning rate of 10−3, the second hundred
use 10−4, the third hundred use 10−3, and the last hundred use 10−4. We learn in
batches of 256 and use mean squared error to define the loss function. The linear

latent forward map M̂ and inverse map M̂† are obtained following Subsection 3.2.2
(Equation (3.17)).

Figure 5 shows results for 10 reconstructions from inversion through the PAIR

network, where the reconstruction of x from b is given as xpred = dx(M̂
†eb(b)).

For comparison, the target/true image is provided along with the absolute pixel-wise
error image. Although some finer details are lost and, in certain cases, ambiguous
digits appear transformed, the PAIR inverse reconstructions demonstrate an ability
to produce plausible solutions that effectively denoise and deblur the corrupted input
images. For each test example, we compute the relative reconstruction error norm
as rel = ||xpred − x||2/||x||2, where xpred is the predicted reconstruction and x is the
true image. Over the test set, the average relative reconstruction error is 0.3783.

Next, we provide a comparison of our PAIR inversion approach with an end-to-
end approach, for different numbers of paired training samples. We use the same
architecture of the encoder/decoder network to directly learn the input-output map-
ping sΦ : bj 7→ xj for all j = 1, 2, . . . , J . For the nonlinear PAIR, the self-supervised
learning task is conducted with all training images. The (linear) supervised learning
task is conducted independently for each restricted number of supervised training
samples. For the direct inversion network, a first network is trained with 1,000 super-
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Fig. 5. Example images inverted through the PAIR network. For each sample from the test
set, the top row shows a blurred input digit, the second row shows the predicted reconstruction, the
third row shows the true original target image and the fourth row shows the absolute pixel-wise error
between the true and predicted.

vised samples for 400 epochs (100 with learning rate 10−3, 100 with 10−4. For each
500 more supervised training samples allowed, the network is allowed to refine for 35
epochs (15 epochs with learning rate 10−3, 10 with 10−4).

In Figure 6, we provide the average relative reconstruction errors for the PAIR
inverse reconstruction and the encoder-decoder inversion for varying J . We can see
that for large datasets (e.g., using all 60,000 training pairs), the end-to-end network
slightly outperforms the PAIR network. However, in the case that we have limited
paired data available for the supervised learning task, the PAIR network can outper-
form the direct end-to-end approach by exploiting the abundance of unpaired samples
for the self-supervised learning task.

Fig. 6. Average relative reconstruction error norms for the testing data for the nonlinear PAIR
reconstruction and the direct encoder/decoder inversion network, for various numbers of supervised
training pairs.

4.2.2. Evaluation metrics from PAIR. In the previous examples, we used
the relative reconstruction error norm to evaluate the quality of a reconstruction, but
since the true solution is not available in practice, other metrics are needed. For
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example, a standard approach to determine if a reconstruction xpred is a plausible
solution is to compute the residual,

(4.1) r = A(xpred)− b.

If the norm of r is sufficiently small, then the data is fitted well. However, in practice,
the forward model may not be available, or it may be prohibitively expensive to apply,
making the residual norm impractical and/or impossible to compute.

The PAIR framework can address this limitation by providing several cheaply
computable metrics that can indicate the quality of a solution. We consider five
PAIR evaluation metrics:

• the relative difference between the original and autoencoded observation,

||(db ◦ eb)(b)− b||2
||b||2

• the relative difference between the original and autoencoded prediction,

||(dx ◦ ex)(xpred)||2
||xpred||2

• the relative residual estimate,

||db(M̂ex(xpred))− b||2
||b||2

• the relative difference in the latent data space,

||M̂†eb(b)− ex(xpred)||2
||ex(xpred)||2

• the relative difference in the latent parameter space,

||M̂ex(xpred)− eb(b)||2
||eb(b)||2

All of these PAIR metrics can be computed for the training data, providing a baseline
distribution for comparison. Similar to [15], we note that PAIR does not yield a
probability density. However, for a new observation b and predicted reconstruction
xpred, we can use the PAIR metrics for out-of-distribution (OOD) detection. If the
PAIR metrics for the new sample lie within high-probability regions, we have some
indication we can trust the prediction from the PAIR network. If the metrics for the
new sample lie in a low probability region, further investigation is required.

Next, we provide an empirical investigation of the PAIR metrics for the MNIST
PAIR described above, where we consider PAIR reconstructions for in-distribution
and out-of-distribution data. The MNIST PAIR network we have trained is small,
which may mean that it has limited generalizability (i.e., for “similar enough” images,
it may be sufficient). We will use the notMNIST [10] dataset of typed letters for
illustration. The MNIST and notMNIST images share many structural similarities:
they are the same size, they are greyscale, and they contain a single contiguous white
shape. Further, we use the same blurring operator and noise level.

In Figure 7, we provide some examples of original, blurred, and recovered images
from both the in-distribution MNIST images and the OOD notMNIST images. Here
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Fig. 7. Examples of original, blurred, and recovered images for in-distribution samples (top
row, from MNIST test set) and out-of-distribution samples (bottom row, from notMNIST dataset).
Images are recovered with the MNIST PAIR described in Subsection 4.2.1.

it is clear that PAIR does not provide good reconstructions for the OOD images,
and this is further confirmed by the PAIR metrics presented in Figure 8, where the
distributions of each of the five metrics for in- and out-of-distribution samples are
overlayed. For each of the PAIR metrics, the in-distribution samples (dark blue)
come from the training set of MNIST, while out-of-distribution samples (light orange)
come from notMNIST. The last two metrics, where the difference is calculated in the
autoencoder latent spaces, provide a clear separation between the two distributions.
This is further confirmed in Figure 9 where the two latent space metrics (that seem
the most helpful for our exploration) are displayed as two separated densities for
the in-distribution MNIST samples (dark blue) and OOD notMNIST samples. In
summary, the PAIR metrics can help us to decide if a new image is “similar enough”
to the distribution on which the network was trained, thereby indicating whether it
can be expected to have a good reconstruction.
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Fig. 8. PAIR metrics for indicating out-of-distribution. In-distribution samples from the
MNIST test set are shown in dark blue, while OOD notMNIST samples are shown in light orange
(5000 samples each).

5. Conclusions. In this work, we describe a paired autoencoder framework for
inverse problems, where forward and inverse surrogates are obtained by combining
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Fig. 9. Scatterplot of samples from within distribution (MNIST) and outside of distribution
(notMNIST) with the two most informative metrics explored earlier: the relative differences in the
latent data and parameter spaces.

two separate autoencoders for the input and target spaces with an optimal mapping
between latent spaces. By exploiting Bayes risk and empirical Bayes risk minimiza-
tion interpretations, theoretical results for PAIR are provided, with connections to
existing works on low-rank matrix approximations and possible extensions to include
other error metrics. Compared to end-to-end networks for inverse problems, the PAIR
framework has the following potential benefits. First, PAIR uses self-supervised train-
ing for the autoencoders, so these can be done in parallel. Moreover, the number of
training data for the input and the target space can be different (e.g., in medical imag-
ing, datasets corresponding to observed sinograms may be significantly larger than
datasets of true images/phantoms). This allows the network to take full advantage of
all available data. Second, supervised training of the forward/inverse model is only
performed between the latent spaces. Thus, for different forward models or a new ap-
plication, the same target images (e.g., outputs) and the corresponding autoencoder
can be reused. Third, PAIR provides cheap metrics that can indicate whether or not
a new sample is within the distribution on which the networks were trained.

There are many potential applications and extensions of this work. By separat-
ing dimension reduction and inversion/forward propagation, we may independently
address uncertainties arising from model imperfections, data noise, and data com-
pression. Future work includes using the PAIR framework to approximate adjoints
for problems where the adjoint is too computationally intensive or impossible to com-
pute (e.g., in the context of inexact Krylov methods). The PAIR framework can also
be used to define new data-driven priors (e.g., to approximate the mean and prior
covariance matrix) and to investigate the uncertainty in solutions.
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