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Abstract

The concept of generalized cross-validation (GCV) is applied to modified to-

tal generalized variation (MTGV) regularization. Current implementations

of the MTGV regularization rely on manual (or semi-manual) hyperparam-

eter optimization, which is both time-consuming and subject to bias. The

combination of MTGV-regularization and GCV allows for a straightforward

hyperparameter search during regularization. This significantly increases the

efficiency of the MTGV-method, because it limits the number of hyperpa-

rameters, which have to be tested and, improves the practicality of MTGV

regularization as a standard technique for inversion of NMR signals. The

combined method is applied to simulated and experimental NMR data and

the resulting reconstructed distributions are presented. It is shown that for

all data sets studied the proposed combination of MTGV and GCVminimizes

the GCV score allowing an optimal hyperparameter choice.
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1. Introduction

The ability to measure spin lattice relaxation T1, spin spin relaxation T2

and diffusionD makes NMR experiments an indispensable tool across a wide-

ranging area of disciplines. For instance, in the field of medical imaging T1, T2

or D are used to generate contrast between different types of tissue[1–6]. But

also in the chemical industry, estimation of the latter physical parameters

is used to study surface interactions or exchange in a multitude of different

systems such as oil bearing rocks or process chemicals imbibed in catalytic

pellets.[7–13] Despite the richness of information, which can be inferred already

from a one-dimensional T1-, T2- or D-experiment, the physical interpretation

of those measurements can be ambiguous due to the complexity of the ac-

quired signal especially in multi-component systems. One solution to tackle

this issue is to correlate T1-, T2- or D-measurements with each other. In

a NMR experiment, this can be easily done in a consecutive manner. For

instance, a correlation between spin lattice and spin spin relaxation can be

simply achieved by adding a one-shot CPMG acquire to a saturation or in-

version recovery sequence.[14,15] In this example, the saturation or inversion

recovery sequence encodes the T1-dimension, whereas the CPMG acquire is

responsible for the T2-encoding, which finally provides the experimentalist

with the data which after inversion yields a T1-T2-correlation map. This

procedure can be used for any possible two-dimensional combination of T1-,

T2- or D-encodings, but can also be expanded to three or even more di-

mensions. This leads to a plethora of possible correlation experiments and

consequently, a wide range of applications across different disciplines is found.

For example, T1-T2-experiments[14,15] are used to study surface interactions

at liquid-solid interfaces, while D-D-[16–19] and T2-T2-experiments[20,21] are

employed in probing exchange between different chemical or physical envi-

ronments. Although, the experimental implementation of those experiments

is straightforward, there is a major theoretical challenge to overcome, while

processing the experimental data. In more detail, the signal acquired in the
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NMR experiment is considered to be a Laplace transform of the sought-after

distribution.[22] Due to the ill-conditioned nature of the Laplace transform no

well-defined analytical inverse transform exists unlike the case for the Fourier

transform, which means that so-called inversion methods have to be employed

to obtain the distribution from the NMR signal.[23] This problem has drawn a

lot of attention across a multitude of different disciplines ranging from statis-

tics[24,25] up to image processing.[26] Currently, the most prominent approach

to tackle this issue is the application of Tikhonov regularization.[27–32] The

main benefit of Tikhonov regularization lies in its stability regarding noise

but at the same time, it suffers from the condition that the sought-after dis-

tribution has to be smooth.[33–35] Therefore, Tikhonov regularization can only

differentiate between features which differ at least by a factor of three in relax-

ation time or diffusion coefficient and furthermore, the experimentalist has to

know a priori that the investigated distribution is expected to be smooth.[22,23]

Both issues were already addressed in earlier work. For instance, Reci et al.

showed that L1-regularization can be successfully used to reconstruct sparse

distributions, but at the same time, L1-regularization suffers from poor per-

formance with smooth distributions.[36] In contrast, a compromise between

sparsity and smoothness could be achieved with modified total generalized

variation (MTGV), which has the further advantage that no prior knowledge

regarding the sparsity or smoothness of the distribution is necessary.[36] De-

spite the promising results achieved using the MTGV method a challenge

remains regarding the estimation of suitable hyperparameters. Specifically,

the cost function of MTGV regularization employs two penalty terms. The

first one ensures sufficient sparsity, whereas the second term enforces smooth

features. The trade-off between fidelity, sparsity and smoothness is con-

trolled by the choice of the hyperparameters α and β.[36] In its current form,

the MTGV algorithm relies on the experimentalist to choose appropriate hy-

perparameters, which can be very time consuming and presumably allows

for bias and potentially incorrect results and thus, limits the practicality
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of the method for routine usage significantly. Therefore, this paper aims

for the implementation of an automated hyperparameter search for MTGV

regularization. For Tikhonov regularization, a considerable number of meth-

ods for automated hyperparameter searches are employed in the literature

including different scoring metrics such as leave-one-out cross-validation, gen-

eralized cross-validation, the L-curve method and the Butler-Reeds-Dawson

method.[23,37,38] In practice, generalized cross-validation (GCV) is used pre-

dominantly due to its benefits regarding robustness, ease of implementation

and convergence speed.[39–41] Those advantages are also the reason, that GCV

was chosen as one the scoring metrics in this paper. However, the combi-

nation of MTGV regularization with GCV is not straightforward, because

no closed-form expression of the GCV score can be inferred from the cost

function of the MTGV minimisation problem.[26,37] Recently, similar issues

started to draw more attention in the mathematical community and Wen et

al. were able to prove that for the example of total variation regularization

the cost function can be rearranged to a Tikhonov regularization problem for

which a GCV score is easily computable.[26] Hence, in this paper, it will be

shown that this approach is also valid for MTGV regularization and in con-

sequence, a method to calculate a GCV score for the MTGV regularization

problem will be derived. Finally, the GCV score can be minimized and the

best regularization parameters can be chosen automatically.

2. Theoretical Background

In the field of NMR, the signal of a correlation or exchange experiment is

given by the Laplace transform of some physical distribution. Consequently,

in mathematical terms the NMR signal acquired is given as follows:[22,23,36,42]

S(x1, x2, ...) =

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

F (X1, X2, ...)K1(x1, X1)K2(x2, X2)... dX1 dX2...

+ E(x1, x2, ...),

(1)
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where F is the distribution of some variables X1,2,..., K1,2,... the kernel func-

tions, E the inherent noise in the signal and x1,2,... are the variables used to

encode for X1,2,... in the NMR pulse sequence. Common examples for X1,2,...

are the diffusion coefficientD and relaxation time constants T1,2, which means

that x1,2,... usually coincides with a magnetic field gradient g or a time delay

τ .[22,23] The kernel functions K1,2,... are given in the most cases as some sort

of exponential decay, where the exact form depends on the pulse sequence

used for encoding.[22,23] Equation 1 can be re-written into a discrete form,

which reads as follows:

S = KF+ E, (2)

whereK is the kernel matrix, S is the discretized vector of S and analogously,

the same holds true for F and E. Hence, the inversion problem which has to

be solved is to estimate the distribution F, while the kernel K and the NMR

signal S are known. In the case of the MTGV regularization this leads to

the following minimisation problem:[36]

F = arg min F≥ 0,W

(α
2
||KF− S||22 + ||F−W||1 + β||D2W||∗1

)
, (3)

where W is an auxiliary vector, D2 is the matrix which performs a second

derivative of the vector it is applied on. The norm ||...||p refers to the Lp-

norm, which is given as follows:[36]

Lp (A) = ||A||p =

(
n∑

i=1

|ai|p
) 1

p

, (4)

where A refers to any real and finite vector with a1 to an entries and p is

a real number. The definition of ||...||∗1 differs slightly, because the second

derivative of a matrix can be calculated in several directions. The exact

definitions of D2 and ||...||∗1 can be found in the original work of Reci and

co-workers.[36] In reference to equation 3, it can be seen that the MTGV cost

function consist of two penalty terms. The first one ensures sufficient sparsity,
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whereas the second enforces smooth features and the balance between both is

determined via the hyperparameter β. Thus, MTGV can offer a compromise

between sparsity and smoothness, which cannot be achieved with Tikhonov-

or L1-regularization on their own.[36] Additionally, the trade-off between fi-

delity and regularization can be controlled via the hyperparameter α. Hence,

the selection of both hyperparameters strongly influences the result of the

minimisation problem, which is given by equation 3 and subsequently, the

distributions which are finally reconstructed. Thus, the choice of hyper-

parameters is crucial for obtaining distributions, which actually represent

physical reality.

3. Proposed Method

From Reci et al., it is known, that the minimization problem in equation 3

can be reformulated to a minimax problem, which reads as follows:[36,43,44]

(F,W,Y1,Y2) = arg min F≥ 0,W maxY1,Y2

(α
2
||KF− S||22

+YT
1 (F−W) +YT

2 D2W

−h (Y1)− h (Y2/β)
)
,

(5)

where Y1,2 are auxiliary vectors and h is the indicator function defined as:

h (Y1) =

0, ||Y1||∞ ≤ 1

∞, ||Y1||∞ > 1
, (6)

where ||...||∞ relates to lim p→∞ Lp. Equation 5 describes a primal-dual prob-

lem, which was tackled in Reci’s work by the primal-dual hybrid gradient

method. The full iteration scheme of the MTGV algorihtm can be found in

the original MTGV paper of Reci et al.,[36] but at this point only the up-

date formula of the distribution F is needed, which is given by the following

6



expression:[36,44]

Fk+1 =
(
I+ ταKT K

)−1 (
Fk − τ Yk+1

1 + ταKT S
)
, (7)

where k is an integer, which counts the number of iterations, I is the identity

matrix and τ refers to a constant controlling the convergence of the algorithm.

Equation 7 can be rearranged into:[26]

Fk+1 = Uk+1 + Fk − τ Yk+1
1 , (8)

with

Uk+1 =arg minU≥ τ Yk
1−Fk

(
1

2τα
||U||22

+
1

2
||KU−

(
S−K

(
Fk − τ Yk+1

1

))
||22
)
.

(9)

Equation 9 describes a Tikhonov-regularization problem, which can be solved

in Matlab with standard optimisation functions such as fminunc and a GCV

score for this can be easily calculated. The GCV equation is defined as

follows:[23,26,37]

GCV (α) = Tr (I)

× ||

(
I−K

(
KT K+

1

τα
I

)−1

KT

)(
S−K

(
Fk − τ Yk+1

1

))
||22

×

(
Tr

(
I−K

(
KT K+

1

τα
I

)−1

KT

))−2

,

(10)

where Tr refers to the trace of a matrix. Consequently, α should be chosen

to minimize the latter equation. However, from equation 10 it is possible to

derive an update formula for α, which can be used in an iterative manner to

estimate an optimal value for α. The update formula is given by the following
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expression:[37]

αk+1 =

(
τ GCV

(
αk
)
Tr

(
I−K

(
KT K+

1

τα(k)
I

)−1

KT

)

×Tr

((
KT K+

1

ταk
I

)−1

− 1

ταk

(
KT K+

1

ταk
I

)−2
))−1

×U(k+1),T

(
KT K+

1

ταk
I

)−1

U(k+1).

(11)

After an initial α is chosen, equation 10 and 11 can be used to calculate a

GCV score and subsequently, to update α iteratively until a convergence cri-

terion is met. This means that the primal dual algorithm has to be employed

twice. Firstly, to estimate α and in a second instance, to reconstruct the dis-

tribution F with the obtained α. The latter procedure provides a rational for

choosing α, but to my knowledge, it is not possible to employ a similar GCV

method for the selection of β. Conceptually the simplest way to select β

would be looping through a list of β’s and selecting the one, which minimizes

the scoring-metric in use. However, with this method it is often necessary to

explore a vast number of β’s rendering the overall inversion algorithm inef-

ficient and it further imposes an additional bias due to the pre-selection of

the β-list. Clearly, a more efficient way is to use another selection method,

which chooses β based on mathematical or statistical principles. Due to

the non-availability of GCV or similar methods, the Butler-Reeds-Dawson

(BRD) method was used to optimise β. In this case, the benefits of BRD

are its ease of implementation, its computational efficiency and that no fur-

ther time-consuming calculations of additional quantities are necessary. The

BRD score is given through the following expression:[23,38]

BRD =
||KF− S||2

σ
, (12)
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where σ is the noise of the signal vector S. The update formula is defined as

follows:[23,38]

βk+1 =

√
Tr (I) βk

||KF− S||2
(13)

Hence, the final method employs the following iteration scheme. After initial

values for α and β are chosen, α is optimised as outlined in this section and

subsequently, a distribution is reconstructed, but it should be remembered

that at this stage, the initial β is used for reconstruction. Consequently, in

the next step β is updated via the BRD method, which marks the end of

one iteration cycle. The latter sequence is repeated until the BRD stopping

criterion is fulfilled and the final distribution reconstructed.

4. Simulations and Experiments

This publication employs 2D-NMR signals derived from simulation as well

as experiments. The benefit of simulated data is that the real distribution

is known, which allows the real distribution to be compared with the recon-

structed one. Furthermore, the signal-to-noise ratio can be freely adjusted

in a simulation and consequently, the robustness of the developed method

to noise can be tested. However, emulating experimental inaccuracies and

signal imperfections are difficult to include in a simulation and therefore,

their effect on the reconstruction can only be validated if experimental data

is included. To simulate the NMR signal, equation 2 is used, where F is as-

sumed to be a superposition of log-normal distributions with unconstrained

mean and variance, whereas E is chosen to achieve a certain signal-to-noise

ratio. Overall, three type of experiments were simulated: T1-D, D-T2 and

T1-T2. Each data set spans 32 times 32 data points and the signal-to-noise

ratio was set to 1000. The same type of experimental data was generated

from standard T1-D-, D-T2- and T1-T2-experiments. The size of the experi-

mental data sets varies between 16 times 255 data points for the D-T2- or the

T1-T2-experiments and 16 times 16 data points for the T1-D-experiment. The
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signal-to-noise ratio varied depending on the type of experiment, but overall

a minimum signal-to-noise ratio of 150 was ensured. Prior to regularization,

all data sets were truncated with the standard technique as described by

Venkataramanan et al..[27,28] In order to reduce, the time required to find an

optimal α, an initial α was chosen via the following equation:[23]

α =
Tr (I)

Tr
(
KT K

) (14)

The rational behind this initialisation method, which is set to underestimate

the optimal α but not drastically, is to reduce the number of inversions with

very small values for α and consequently, to improve the hyperparameter

search efficiency.[23] On the contrary, an initial β was chosen empirically.

Within the scope of this study, 10−10 as an initial β provides a compromise

between range and speed of the hyperparameter search. In more detail,

starting at 10−10 resulted in fewer than twelve explored β-values for every

data set tested in this paper. Further, including small values for β in the

hyperparameter search also ensures, that possible sparse solutions to the

regularization problem are not missed. In terms of hyperparameter selection,

the following procedures were employed. In the case of the α-search, the α

which fulfilled the convergence criterion was chosen, whereas for the choice

of β a more elaborated scheme based on the heel-criterion was used.[27,28]

This selects β at the heel of the BRD-curve, which allows for multiple sets

of hyperparameters, because the exact position of the heel is usually not

clearly defined. Consequently, this method can incorporate different level of

smoothness and sparsity depending on the requirements for the reconstructed

distribution.

5. Results and Discussion

For every data set, two distributions have been reconstructed differing in

the level of smoothness and sparsity. The rational behind this is that the de-
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gree of sparsity as well as smoothness depends on the choice of β as it will be

shown later in this paper. This means that despite the usage of the proposed

hyperparameter search more than a single pair of hyperparameters can be

validly employed for MTGV regularization depending whether a smooth or

sparse solution is preferred. In more detail, the proposed method chooses a

β close to the heel of the BRD curve, but the exact position of the heel is

not clearly defined which gives the possibility for choosing a beta which is

closer to the lower or the higher end of the heel allowing for different levels

of smoothness and sparsity in the reconstructed distribution. For ease of

discussion, to the solution with larger β it will be referred as smooth and the

solution with smaller β will be described as sparse. In alignment with this,

a full α-search was conducted for the sparse as well as smooth solution, but

for the purpose of computational efficiency only the values of α, which ful-

filled the convergence criterion were used to reconstruct a distribution. The

original simulated distributions as well as both types of reconstructions are

given in figure 1. The numerical values obtained for α and β as a result of

the proposed hyperparameter search are given in the figure captions of the

reconstructed distributions. Comparing the simulated distributions with the

results obtained from regularization, it becomes evident that for all investi-

gated data sets the distribution was successfully reconstructed. Focusing on

the smooth solutions, figure 1 shows that the choice of a larger β provides

a good reconstruction of the peak form especially if the underlying distribu-

tion is smooth and a small proneness to artifacts, but it suffers from poor

resolution in the case of closely aligned peaks and from ”over-smoothing” of

sparse contributions. Comparing those results with the sparse reconstruc-

tions significant differences between both solutions become apparent. The

sparse results show that selecting a smaller value for β allows for a clearer

separation of closely aligned components as well as a better reconstruction

of sparse peaks with the cost that smooth sections are distorted and that

regularization artefacts can be imposed. Overall, the smooth reconstructions
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(h) D-T2 reconstruction (α = 1.6 ·
104, β = 5.5 · 10−5)

10
-12

10
-11

10
-10

10
-9

10
-8

D [m
2
/s]

10
-4

10
-3

10
-2

10
-1

10
0

T
2
 [

s
]

(i) D-T2 reconstruction (α = 1.7 ·
104, β = 7.5 · 10−7)

Figure 1: Simulated (left), smoothly reconstructed (middle) and sparsely reconstructed
(right) distributions.

can be considered closer to the original distribution but at the same time

those solutions suffer from a poorer resolution of closely aligned or sparse

peaks. Comparing the numerical values of β for sparse as well as smooth

reconstructions, it becomes further evident, that with declining sparsity and

consequently growing smoothness of the distributions, β increases for both

the sparse and the smooth solution. Those findings are in agreement with

the theory outlined in section 2 and 3. To recap briefly, β controls the ratio
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(f) D-T2 reconstruction (α =
5.5 · 100, β = 3.1 · 10−6)

Figure 2: Smooth (top) and sparse (bottom) reconstructions obtained from experimental
NMR signals.

between sparsity and smoothness of the reconstructed distributions, which

means that smaller values of β provide better solutions for sparse distribu-

tions and vice versa, which is exactly the observation made for the investi-

gated data sets. Focusing on the experimental data sets, it becomes evident

that for all experiments a distribution could be successfully reconstructed

independently of whether a smooth or sparse selection of β was employed.

The resulting reconstructions are given in figure 2. The differences between

the sparse and smooth solution follow the same trends as it was discussed for

the simulated data sets. Those results further show that in the case of ex-

perimental data, which means that usually the true distribution is unknown,

an optimal hyperparameter selection cannot always be achieved on a pure

numerical basis. For instance, the BRD scores of the smooth and sparse solu-

tion of the T1-T2-experiment differ only slightly, but represent very different

distributions in terms of smoothness, sparsity and peak separation. This
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Figure 3: BRD score (top) and GCV score (bottom) of the simulated (left) and experi-
mental (right) data sets.

means, that in this or in similar cases, the optimal distribution can only be

identified if further physical or chemical information, which allows differen-

tiation between the distributions, is available. Consequently, the possibility

to identify more than one set of optimal hyperparameters can be considered

as a further advantage of the proposed method. To analyse the proposed

hyperparameter search method in more detail, the BRD score was plotted

against β. The resulting figures for simulated as well as experimental data

sets are depicted in figure 3. In the case of the α-search, a plot of the GCV

score against α is provided, but only the results obtained from the smooth

and sparse solution of the β-search are shown. From figure 3, it becomes
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evident that in the numerical range studied, the BRD score converges to

a lower bound or minimum with decreasing β independent whether experi-

mental or simulated data is used. In contrast, the inverse trend holds true

for GCV. With increasing α the GCV score converges to a lower bound for

experimental as well as simulated data sets. However, convergence alone

does not ensure an efficient hyperparemter search, especially if a vast num-

ber of hyperparameters has to be explored before convergence is reached. In

the case of the proposed method, only five to eleven different values for α

or β had to be tested until the convergence or stopping criterion was met.

This can be considered as a very significant efficiency gain compared to the

brute-force solution of looping through lists of hyperparameters, which in

practice can easily contain hundreds of different entries. In addition, the

method architecture itself can be considered as another efficiency advantage.

As outlined in section 3, the primal-dual algorithm is used twice during a full

iteration cycle. Firstly, to obtain an optimal α and in a second instance to

reconstruct the distribution. In agreement with Reci’s initial work, the full

reconstruction of a distribution requires between 103 and 104 iterations,[36]

whereas for all data sets tested in this paper, the estimation of α took ten

or less iterations until the convergence criterion was met. From a viewpoint

of computational efficiency, this means that the computational time used

for the α-search is negligible compared to the actual reconstruction of the

distribution rendering the proposed method even more efficient. Overall, on

a Windows 10 desktop computer with 32 GB of RAM and an AMD Ryzen

7 5800X CPU the complete hyperparameter search including the full recon-

struction of the distributions took less than three minutes independent of the

data set used. In comparison, the brute-force method of looping through a

list of hyperparameters can be easily one order of magnitude slower due to

the necessity that for every α-β-pair a full reconstruction has to be calcu-

lated. This further highlights the proposed method’s efficiency gains as well

as its high practicality for routine usage.
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6. Conclusion

In this paper, the concept of generalized cross-validation was applied to

find an optimal α for the outlined MTGV regularization problem. It was fur-

ther shown, that the MTGV cost function can be rearranged to a Tikhonov

regularization problem for which a GCV score can be easily calculated and

based on this an α-update formula can be derived. This was combined with

the Butler-Reeds-Dawson method, which was used to determine the second

hyperparameter β. It was further shown, that in the investigated range of

values both scores converge to a lower bound or a minimum, which allows to

choose the hyperparameters accordingly. Overall, the proposed hyperparam-

eter search allows to select α and β efficiently, because only a small number of

hyperparemeters have to be explored and therefore, it significantly increases

the practicality for using MTGV regularization as a standard method for the

inversion of NMR signals.
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