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Abstract

The recently developed data-driven eigenmatrix method shows very promising reconstruction
accuracy in sparse recovery for a wide range of kernel functions and random sample locations.
However, its current implementation can lead to numerical instability if the threshold tol-
erance is not appropriately chosen. To incorporate regularization techniques, we propose to
regularize the eigenmatrix method by replacing the computation of an ill-conditioned pseudo-
inverse by the solution of an ill-conditioned least square system, which can be efficiently treated
by Tikhonov regularization. Extensive numerical examples confirmed the improved effective-
ness of our proposed method, especially when the noise levels are relatively high.
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1. Background

Let X be the parameter space and S be the sampling space. Assume g(s,x) is a given kernel
function on S x X that is analytic in x. Suppose the unknown sparse signal f is given by

f(x) =2 wid(x—xp), (1)

with 6 being the Dirac delta function, and n, spikes with distinct locations {x;} and weights
{wi}. The observable for any given sampling point s € S is given by the following summation

u(s) = [ 8(s,x) f(x) dx = X3 wig (s,x8). )

Let {s;} be a chosen set of ny (unstructured) sample locations in S and u; = u(s;) be the unknown
exact values of observations. In practice, we can only obtain noisy observations, which are

assumed to have the following multiplicative form (with an unknown noise magnitude o > 0)
itvj:Mj(1+O'.Zj) 3)

with Z; being independently identically distributed (i.i.d.) standard Gaussian random vari-
ables with zero mean and unit variance. Our task is to recover the unknown spike locations
x = [x15X2;- - 1x,, | and weights w := [wi;wo;- -+ ;w, ]| from the observation {u;}. Obviously, this

leads to a highly nonlinear inverse problem that is difficult to treat numerically. The stan-
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dard nonlinear least square formulation will lead to a nonconvex unconstrained optimization
problem that can be better solved with a good initial guess estimated by the proposed methods.

Depending on the definition of kernel function g, the sparse recovery problem in the above
general form (2) covers a list of well-known sparse recovery problems, such as rational approx-
imation [5], spectral function estimation [22, 23], Fourier inversion [18, 19], Laplace inversion
[6, 7, 17, 21], and sparse deconvolution, for which many specially designed numerical algo-
rithms [3, 16] were established with sounding theoretical support in the past few decades;
see references in [24]. Nevertheless, these tailored algorithms rely heavily on the underlying
structure of each problem, which are not directly applicable to general kernel function with
unstructured sampling grid. The developed data-driven eigenmatrix method in [24] does not
assume any structures in the kernel function and sampling grid and hence it has a wider ap-
plicability that specialized or structured sparse recovery algorithms. Nevertheless, it requires
the computation of the psedudo-inverse of a highly ill-conditioned rectangle matrix, which can
lead to numerical instability when the threshold tolerance does not match with the underly-
ing noise levels in the measurement data. Our major contribution is to propose a regularized
eigenmatrix method that can handle noisy measurement data through modern Tikhonov reg-
ularization techniques, which demonstrates significantly improved recovery accuracy in tested
numerical examples with high noise levels.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we briefly review the original eigenmatrix
method and point out its drawbacks. In Section 3 we introduce a new regularized eigenmatrix
method based on Tikhonov regularization techniques. A few numerical examples are presented

in Section 4. Finally, some remarks are concluded in Section 5.

2. Review of the eigenmatrix method

Inspired by the shifting operator defined in the Prony’s method and the ESPRIT algorithm
[20], the recently developed eigenmatrix method [24] for unstructured sparse recovery prob-
lems shows very appealing reconstruction accuracy for different kernels and unstructured
sampling locations. Its key idea is to find an ny-by-ng; eigenmatrix M such that for all x € X

there approximately holds eigensytem
Mg(x) = xg(x), 4)

where g(x) = [g(sj,x)]i<j<n, is an ng-by-1 vector of functions on X. In numerical implementa-
tions, we can enforce this approximate relation over a set of collocation nodes {a,}}, selected
in X. More specifically, if X is the unit disk D on complex plane, one can select a uniform
grid of collocation nodes on the boundary of unit disk, which can be justified by invoking the
exponential convergence of trapezoidal rule and the application of Cauchy integral theorem
for analytic functions. If X is the real interval [-1,1], one can choose a Chebyshev grid of
collocation nodes on [—1,1], which can be explained by the Chebyshev quadrature for analytic

functions. A general connected domain X can be treated by introducing a smooth one-to-one

2



map between X and D or [-1,1]. At this point, there is no error estimates on the accuracy of
the approximation (4) in various settings.

Following the notation and methodology introduced in [24], the original eigenmatrix method
based on the ESPRIT method mainly consists of the following 4 major steps (not including the

postprocessing step for simplicity):

The original eigenmatrix method [ ]

(1) Compute the matrix G = [g(s;,a,)] € C"*"« based on the n; sampling locations
{s; }?;1 and 7, collocation nodes {a,}},. Normalize G column-wisely to get G.

(2) Compute the n; xn, eigenmatrix M = GAG', where A = diag(a,) and G' is the pseudo-
inverse of G by thresholding singular values smaller than a given tolerance tol.

(3) Given the vector of noisy observations u, choose / > n, and then compute rank-n,
truncated SVD of the following matrix

A=|w, Mu, ---, Mua |=USV" (5)

Define V; and V* be the sub-matrix of V* by deleting the first column and the last
column, respectively. The n, eigenvalues {x;} of the matrix V;(V*)" yield the esti-
mated spike locations. Here, we expect (V*) to be well-conditioned.

(4) With computed {x;}, the weights w = [w;w2;---;w,_] can be estimated via a least

square problem defined by Gw = @, where G = [g(s;,Xxk)] is of size ny X ny.

As a data-driven approach, it involves the key procedure of (approximately) finding the
pseudo-inverse G' of a highly ill-conditioned rectangular matrix G, which was not carefully
treated from the perspective of regularization. To alleviate the issue of large condition number,
in [24] the author suggested to choose (a small) n, = 32 such that G is of full column rank and
its condition number is bounded below by 10’. Moreover, the selected thresholding tolerance
tol was such that ||M]| is bounded by a small constant such as 3. In their implementations
1 however, the author used tol = 1074||G||r or tol = 1078||G||r as the thresholding tolerance in
different examples. Hence, the strategy of selecting a small n, and rol, essentially points to
some heuristic regularization treatment, which cannot take into account the actual noise level
in the measurements. Therefore, the current version of the eigenmatrix method is less robust

in handling a wide range of unknown noise levels.

3. A regularized eigenmatrix method

To make use of modern regularization techniques in the above eigenmatrix method, we

need to avoid explicitly computing the ill-conditioned pseudo-inverse matrix G'. In view of the
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matrix A in (5), we only need the matrix-vector products M*@ for k > 1, which implies that the
explicit construction of matrix M is unnecessary. By the theory of pseudo-inverses, if G has
linearly independent columns, then there holds GG = I, which leads to

M*u=(GAG")*u=GAG'GAG'---GAGTa=GA*G'a.

k times

Let v = G\Tﬂ, then we can rewrite the matrix A in (5) in the form
A=| @ GAv, ---, GAlw |. (6)

The vector v = G'@ can then be obtained from the following ill-conditioned linear system

—

Gv=u @))

since then we obtain v = I, v = G'(Gv) = G . From the above it follows, that there is not even
a need to approximately compute the pseudo-inverse G' or construct the matrix M.
In summary, we propose the following regularized eigenmatrix method without M:

Our proposed regularized eigenmatrix method

(1) Unchanged.

(2) Solve the system (7) for v by Tikhonov regularization method (see below).
(3) Construct A using (6), and leave the remaining parts unchanged.

(4) Unchanged.

We reiterate here, that the significant improvement from the original eigenmatrix method
is to avoid explicitly computing the eigenmatrix M that requires the computation of the pseudo-
inverse G'. Moreover, the noisy observation u will influence the computation of v through the
Tikhonov regularization techniques, which do not rely on any manual adjustments of algorith-
mic parameters.

To demonstrate the role of vector v in the above method, we consider & = Gv, and we let

ak = diag(A¥) := [all‘;alz‘; .. ;a],ja] be a column vector. We then obtain the factorization

A=G| v, Av, -, Ao |=G dig(v) [La,--.al], (8)
which closely fits the desired factorization structure of the eigenmatrix method, that is
A~G diag(w) [1,x,---,2']. 9)

Hence, the entries of the vector v act as the weights’ for the corresponding collocation nodes
{a;}. This connection may be helpful to choose better sampling points {s;} and collocation
nodes {a;}. For instance, if n, = n, such that collocation nodes are identical to the unknown

spike locations, we would expect to obtain very accurate reconstruction.



3.1. Tikhonov regularization for solving (7)

We are now ready to employ modern regularization techniques [4, 10, 13, 15] to solve (7).
The standard Tikhonov regularization approximates the solution v of (7) by v,,, which is given
as the minimizer of the following Tikhonov regularized objective functional

v, 1= argmin (||§v—17||2+y2||v||2), (10)
v

where y > 0is a regularization parameter to be determined. The above Tikhonov minimization
problem (10) is mathematically equivalent to solving the regularized normal equation

(6*5+y21)'vy =G*a. 11

There are many different a priori or a posteriori methods of choosing a good regularization
parameter y > 0, such as the Morozov’s discrepancy principle [8] that requires the knowledge
of noise level. In our numerical experiments, we will apply and compare the established IMPC
[2] and L-curve [9, 12] technique? for estimating the regularization parameter vy, since both
methods do not require a priori knowledge of the (unknown) noise level in the measured data
u. Both methods yield regularization parameters that are very close to each other, and hence
deliver similar reconstruction accuracy. For large-scale problems, computationally more effi-
cient iterative regularization techniques [11, 14] may also be used. Our major contribution
is not to develop a new regularization method, but to reformulate the original eigenmatrix
method such that the modern regularization techniques can be seamlessly employed.

4. Numerical results

In this section, we will numerically compare the original eigenmatrix method based on
pseudo-inverse (denoted by pinv) and our proposed regularized eigenmatrix method based on
IMPC and L-curve techniques. All simulations are implemented using MATLAB R2024a. To
better illustrate the influence of our proposed regularization techniques on the reconstruc-
tion accuracy, we will only compare the recovered spike locations and weights based on the
ESPRIT algorithm, without the extra postprocessing step of nonlinear optimization that may
further improve the accuracy. To measure the reconstruction accuracy, we report the abso-
lute difference of the spike locations and weights separately in Euclidean norm as the overall
reconstruction errors, that is

errors = (||l — ||z, [|w —wl|2).

We would expect the obtained errors to get smaller as the noise level ¢ is decreased. We will test
the same examples and sampling locations as described in [24], except that the used noise levels
are increased by 10 times to better demonstrate the robustness of our proposed regularization
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techniques. In particular, the spike weights {w,} are set to be one and the noisy observation
u; is constructed by adding different levels of Gaussian noise to the exact observation u; =
u(sj). The obtained errors are affected by both the used algorithms and the measurement
noise, which may show some variance in numerical simulations. To minimize the influence of

randomness, we compare all algorithms with the same random noise for a given noise level 6.

4.1. Example 1 (Rational approximation,)

In this problem, we have X =D, g(s,x) = ——, and true spike locations

s—x’

= 0.9¢2710.20.50.81]

We generated ny = 40 random sampling points {s;} outside the unit disk, each with a mod-
ulus between 1.2 and 2.2. We then build the matrix G = [g(s;,a,;)] with n, = 32 uniformly
spaced collocation nodes on the unit circle. Figure 1 shows the reconstructed spike locations
and weights in comparison with the exact ones by 3 different methods (from top to bottom:
pinv, IMPC, and L-curve) with 3 different noise levels. Clearly, our regularized eigenmatrix
methods (both IMPC and L-curve) deliver improved recovery (with smaller errors in each col-
umn), especially when the noise level gets higher. Both IMPC and L-curve technique yields
comparable regularization parameter y. Notice the threshold tolerance tol = 10™* G|l used in
the original eigenmatrix method is independent of the noise level, which may cause degraded

reconstruction accuracy if not appropriately chosen.

pinv: tol=5.66e-04, errors=(1.222,2.435) pinv: tol=5.66e-04, errors=(0.794,1.738) pinv: tol=5.66e-04, errors=(0.054,0.133)

Loonw
-0 =N

IMPC: y=3.08e-01, errors=(0.285,0.356) IMPC: v=3.22¢-02, errors=(0.091,0.255) IMPC: y=2.60e-03, errors=(0.016,0.043)

0 0

L-curve: y=2.56e-01, errors=(0.255,0.466) L-curve: y=4.13e-02, errors=(0.090,0.256)  L-curve: y=2.60e-03, errors=(0.017,0.044)

0 0
1

Figure 1: Rational approximation (Columns from left to right: o = 10~!,1072,1073). The exact spikes in solid line
and the recovered spikes in dashed line. The errors measure the 2-norm difference in spike locations and weights,
respectively.



4.2. Example 2 (Spectral function approximation)

In this problem, we have X = [-1,1], g(s,x) = ——

s—x

and true spike locations
x =[-0.9;-0.2;0.2;0.9].

We use ng =256 uniformly distributed sampling points s; =+(2j - 1)7i/B,j =1,2,---,128 from the
Matsubara grid on the imaginary axis, and then build the matrix G = [g(s;,a;)] with n, =32
Chebyshev collocation nodes on [-1,1]. Figure 2 shows the reconstructed spike locations and
weights in comparison with the exact ones by 3 different methods (denoted by pinv, IMPC,
and L-curve) with 3 different noise levels. Clearly, our regularized eigenmatrix method (both
IMPC and L-curve) delivers more accurate recovery, especially when the noise levels are high.

2pinv: tol=5.74e-04, errors=(0.468,1.301) ; pinv: tol=>5.74e-04, errors=(0.157,0.672) pinv: tol=>5.74e-04, errors=(0.027,0.129)
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Figure 2: Spectral function approximation (Columns from left to right:o- = 10~!,1072,1073). The exact spikes in
solid line and the recovered spikes in dashed line. The errors measure the 2-norm difference in spike locations and
weights, respectively.

4.3. Example 3 (Fourier inversion)

In this problem, we have X = [-1,1], g(s,x) = ¢/™*, and true spike locations
x =[-0.9;0;0.5;0.9].

We generated n, = 128 random sampling points {s;} in [-5,5], and then build the matrix
G =[g(sj,a;)] with n, = 32 Chebyshev collocation nodes on [-1, 1]. Figure 3 presents the recon-
structed spike locations and weights in comparison with the exact ones by 3 different methods



(denoted by pinv, IMPC, and L-curve) with 3 different noise levels. Again, our regularized
eigenmatrix method (both IMPC and L-curve) delivers more accurate recovery. It is worth-
while to point out that the original eigenmatrix method also works very well for this problem
with small noise levels, likely due to the relatively smaller condition number cond(G) ~ 107.

pinv: tol=>5.74e-04, errors=(0.227,1.375) pinv: tol=>5.74e-04, errors=(0.012,0.070) pinv: tol=>5.74e-04, errors=(0.004,0.010)
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Figure 3: Fourier inversion (Columns from left to right:o- = 107!,1072,1073). The exact spikes in solid line and
the recovered spikes in dashed line. The errors measure the 2-norm difference in spike locations and weights,
respectively.

4.4. Example 4 (Laplace inversion)

In this problem, we have X =[0.1,2.1], g(s,x) =xe™**, and true spike locations
x=1[0.2;1.1;1.6;2.0].

We generated n, = 100 random sampling points {s;} in [0,10] and then build the matrix G =
[g(s;,a;)] with n, =32 shifted Chebyshev collocation nodes on [0.1,2.1]. Notice here G is not
of full column rank with rank(G) = 17 and a large condition number cond(G) ~ 10'7. In [24]
the author only tested very low noise levels (o = 107°,107%,1077) with a very small threshold
tolerance tol = 1078||G ||, which may conceal the essential difficulty of highly ill-conditioned G.
Hence, we will test with higher noise levels (o =5x1072,5x1073,5x 10~*), where we found the
moderate threshold tolerance rol = 10‘4||§|| r works better in treating higher noise levels.
Figure 4 shows the reconstructed spike locations and weights in comparison with the exact
ones by 3 different methods (denoted by pinv, IMPC, and L-curve) with 3 different noise lev-
els. Again, our Tikhonov regularized eigenmatrix method (both IMPC and L-curve) delivers



pinv: tol=>5.74e-04, errors=(0.768,2.085) pinv: tol=>5.74e-04, errors=(0.301,1.178) pinv: tol=>5.74e-04, errors=(0.057,0.296)
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Figure 4: Laplace inversion (Columns from left to right: 20- = 10~!,1072,10~3). The exact spikes in solid line and
the recovered spikes in dashed line. The errors measure the 2-norm difference in spike locations and weights,
respectively.

more accurate recovery, which is expected since the most appropriate choice of an threshold
tolerance ol requires carefully tuning by hands.

4.5. Example 5 (Sparse deconvolution)

In this problem, we have X =[-1,1], g(s,x) = and true spike locations

S S
1+4(s—x)2?

x =[-0.9;0;0.5;0.9].

We generated n, = 128 random sampling points {s;} in [-5,5], and then build the matrix
G =[g(sj,a,)] with n, =32 Chebyshev collocation nodes on [-1,1]. Figure 5 displays the recon-
structed spike locations and weights in comparison with the exact ones by 3 different methods
(denoted by pinv, IMPC, and L-curve) with 3 different noise levels. Again, our Tikhonov regu-
larized eigenmatrix method (both IMPC and L-curve) delivers more accurate recovery.

5. Conclusion

The original eigenmatrix method requires the computation of a pseudo-inverse matrix
based on a chosen threshold tolerance, which can not take into account the noise in data.
Our proposed regularized eigenmatrix method addressed this shortcoming by incorporating
modern regularization techniques, which provide improved recovery as consistently verified
by the numerical examples presented above.. The generalization of our approach to multidi-
mensional data recovery [1, 25] is straightforward. For future work, we will be investigating

ways to optimize sampling locations.



2pinv: tol=5.74e-04, errors=(0.532,1.306) pinv: tol=>5.74e-04, errors=(0.299,0.890)
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Figure 5: Sparse deconvolution (Columns from left to right:o- = 1071,1072,1073). The exact spikes in solid line and
the recovered spikes in dashed line. The errors measure the 2-norm difference in spike locations and weights,
respectively.
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