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ABSTRACT

This paper describes an adaptation of the Optimal Localized Averaging (OLA) inversion technique,
originally developed for geo- and helioseismological applications, to the interpretation of solar spectro-
scopic data. It focuses on inverting the thermodynamical properties of the solar atmosphere assuming
that the atmosphere and radiation field are in Local Thermodynamic Equilibrium (LTE). We leave
inversions of magnetic field and non-LTE inversions for future work. The advantage with the OLA
method is that it computes solutions that are optimally resolved (in depth) with minimal cross-talk
error between variables. Additionally, the method allows for direct assessment of the vertical resolution
of the inverted solutions. The primary challenges faced when adapting the method to spectroscopic
inversions originate with the possible large amplitude differences between the atmospheric model used
to initiate the inversion and the underlying atmosphere it aims to recover, necessitating the develop-
ment of an iterative scheme. Here we describe the iterative OLA method we have developed for both
single and multivariable inversions and demonstrate its performance on simulated data and synthe-
sized spectra. We note that when carrying out multivariable inversions, employing response function
amplification factors can address the inherent spectral-sensitivity bias that makes it hard to invert
for less spectrally-sensitive variables. The OLA method can, in most cases, reliably invert as well as
or better than the frequently employed Stokes Inversion based on Response functions (SIR) scheme,
however some difficulties remain. In particular, the method struggles to recover large-scale offsets in

the atmospheric stratification. We propose future strategies to improve this aspect.

Keywords: Radiative transfer, Helioseismology, Geoseismology, Spectopolarimetric inversions

1. INTRODUCTION

Solar physicists often rely on inversion methods to
infer the physical properties of the solar atmosphere
from spectroscopic (or spectropolarimetric) measure-
ments. Photon interactions with the plasma alter their
intensity and polarization state, allowing recovery of the
properties of the atmosphere through which they have
traveled. Depth dependent inference of the physical
properties is possible because the opacity changes with
wavelength, dramatically across spectral lines, provid-
ing varying sensitivity to different regions of the atmo-
sphere.

Over the years, robust methods have been developed
to model the spectral output of the solar plasma (the for-
ward problem) or invert for the atmospheric properties
from observed spectrum (the inverse problem). These

employ a range of approximations (Mihalas 1978; Del
Toro Iniesta & Ruiz Cobo 1996; Socas-Navarro 2001; del
Toro Iniesta 2003; Bellot Rubio 2006; Ramos et al. 2012;
del Toro Iniesta & Ruiz Cobo 2016; de la Cruz Rodriguez
& van Noort 2017): Milne-Eddington (e.g. Unno (1956);
Harvey et al. (1972); Auer et al. (1977); Landolfi et al.
(1984); Skumanich & Lites (1985, 1987); Orozco Sudrez
& Del Toro Iniesta (2007); Borrero & Kobel (2011); Cen-
teno et al. (2014); Yadav et al. (2017)), Local Thermo-
dynamic Equilibrium (LTE, e.g. Mihalas (1978); Ruiz
Cobo & del Toro Iniesta (1992); Solanki et al. (1992);
Frutiger & Solanki (1998); Frutiger et al. (2000); Socas-
Navarro (2001); Gray (2005)), Non-local Thermody-
namic Equilibrium (e.g. Mihalas (1978); Socas-Navarro
et al. (2000); Asensio Ramos et al. (2008); Socas-Navarro
et al. (2015); de la Cruz Rodriguez et al. (2016); Mili¢
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& van Noort (2017, 2018); de la Cruz Rodriguez et al.
(2019); Ruiz Cobo et al. (2022)). In general, inver-
sion problems are underdetermined and one must care-
fully consider uniqueness, but within the model assump-
tions, solar inversions have yielded valuable information
about the morphology of sunspots (e.g. Collados et al.
(1994); Solanki (2003); Orozco Suarez et al. (2005); Bor-
rero & Ichimoto (2011); Borrero et al. (2011); Borrero
et al. (2019, 2021), properties of quiet-sun magnetism
(e.g. Stenflo (1982); Trujillo Bueno et al. (2004); Lites
et al. (2008); Martinez Gonzélez et al. (2008); Orozco
Sudrez et al. (2007); Stenflo (2010); Bellot Rubio &
Orozco Sudrez (2019); Trelles Arjona et al. (2021)), and
multi-thermal structure of the solar chromosphere (e.g.
Asensio Ramos et al. (2008); Casini et al. (2009); Bueno
(2010); Priest et al. (2018); Yadav et al. (2020); Anan
et al. (2021); Morosin et al. (2022)), as examples.

In this paper, we examine an inversion approach that
has not previously been applied to the spectroscopic
data. We invert synthetic spectra for the physical prop-
erties of a simulated solar atmosphere using the Optimal
Localized Averaging (OLA) technique. OLA was orig-
inally developed in the geoseismological context to in-
vert for the Earth’s interior structure (Backus & Gilbert
1967; Backus & Gilbert 1968, 1970) and has been used
with great success in helioseismology to infer the inte-
rior structure and dynamics of the Sun based on its
acoustic oscillations (Gough 1982, 1985; Jeffrey 1988;
Christensen-Dalsgaard et al. 1990; Pijpers & Thomp-
son 1992; Christensen-Dalsgaard & Thompson 1993; Pi-
jpers & Thompson 1994; Basu 2016). The primary ad-
vantage of the OLA method lies in its ability to care-
fully constrain, given an observed spectrum, the depth
dependance of the inverted solution and selectively in-
vert where optimally localized depth averaged solutions
can be obtained. Along with the inverted solution,
the method provides a clear measure of the resolution
achievable using a given spectrum and an assessment of
the minimal smoothing required for a reliable solution
at that depth.

As a first step, this paper focuses on the use of OLA
for the inversion of spectroscopic data (Stokes I) to de-
termine the thermodynamic properties of the solar pho-
tosphere, temperature T, electronic pressure Pe, and
the line-of-sight velocity Vies as functions of depth, as-
suming that the spectrum is formed under conditions
for which the LTE approximation is valid. Note that
throughout this paper bold letters correspond to vectors
(or matrices), so that I indicates a vector of the inten-
sity at wavelengths A, while T, P, and Vo5 represent
vectors of the atmospheric properties as a function of
optical depth log 7. Note that throughout this article,

optical depth is evaluated in the continuum at 500nm.
For spectroscopic inversions, adaptations of the OLA
method are required to allow inversion for non-linear
perturbations (the initial guess atmospheric model on
which the inversion is based, may not be close to the
underlying atmosphere it aims to recover). We dis-
cuss those adaptations and compare the inversion re-
sults we achieve to those obtained using the Stokes
Inversion based on Response functions (SIR) inversion
method (Ruiz Cobo & del Toro Iniesta 1992; Del Toro
Iniesta & Ruiz Cobo 1996; del Toro Iniesta 2003; del
Toro Iniesta & Ruiz Cobo 2016).

In Section 2, we provide a brief introduction to spec-
troscopic inversions, discuss the problems faced and
some limitations of current inversion approaches. In
Sections 3 and 4, we describe the OLA method we have
developed and its application to single and multivari-
able inversions. We compare the OLA inversion output
directly to the simulated atmospheres used to construct
the synthetic spectrum and assess the method’s reliabil-
ity. Finally, we summarize and discuss future prospects
in Section 5.

2. BRIEF INTRODUCTION TO SPECTROSCOPIC
INVERSIONS

To begin, we briefly review spectroscopic inversion
strategy, defining the notational scheme we employ and
focusing on those aspects of inversion which are critical
to the development of both the single and multivariable
OLA inversions we develop in Sections 3 and 4 respec-
tively.

As an illustrative example, consider the single vari-
able inversion of spectroscopic data (Stokes I) for the
plasma temperature T. In general, spectroscopic inver-
sions are carried out by starting with an initial guess for
T and then solving for the difference AT between it and
the actual (or underlying, observed) T that accounts for
the spectral difference AI between the observed spectra
and that of the guess model. When the inversion is
complete, if the difference between the spectra derived
from the inverted model and that observed falls within
some specified tolerance, the inverted model is taken to
approximate the underlying atmosphere. However, due
to the underdetermined nature of the problem, a good
spectral fit doesn’t guarantee recovery of the underly-
ing atmosphere. Most fundamentally this is because the
radiative transfer equation is an integral equation, the
observed intensity is a weighted integral of the physical
properties of the atmosphere over a range of depths, and
thus different atmospheric stratifications are consistent
with a given observed spectra (and spectral differences
AT).
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Figure 1. (Top-left) An example test case where underlying T (gray-dashed) is constructed by adding a Gaussian-shaped
perturbation AT (red-solid, plotted with a different scaling) peaked at log 7 = —0.50 (width = 0.40 Alog 7, perturbation
amplitude = 10%) to the mean MURaM guess T (red-dashed). (Top-right) Corresponding spectrum I (dashed curves)
and spectral-differences AI (red-solid curve) for spectral lines mentioned in Table 1, synthesized using SIR forward solver.
Intensities are normalized using the HSRA model (Gingerich et al. 1971). Overplotted in yellow are the higher order
errors, given by = AI — Ry '« AT:I‘. (Bottom-left) Fractional temperature response functions as a function of optical depth
(log 7 at 500nm) for individual wavelengths that make up the observed spectrum, computed for mean MURaM guess
model using SIR. (Bottom-right) Singular values of the Rt matrix, normalized using the largest singular value s;. Ver-
tical grey-dashed line corresponds to index ¢ = 12 for which dominant singular values cumulatively add to 99.9% of the total sum.

A schematic of the canonical spectral inversion prob- relationship can be written as a 1st order linear system
lem is shown in Figure 1. In the top-left panel, the un- of equations,
derlying T profile is shown with the gray-dashed curve
and the guess T with the red-dashed curve. The dif- Al = Rll:r ‘AT + e (1)

ference AT is overplotted (with a different scaling) as
red-solid curve. Neither the underlying T (gray-dashed
curve) or the difference AT (red-solid curve) are known
ahead of the inversion, and it is the AT profile that the
inversion aims to capture. The corresponding spectra
and spectral differences (for the spectral lines used in
this work, see Table 1), as synthesized using the SIR
forward solver, are shown in the top-right plot of the
figure. The gray-dashed spectrum is what would be ob-
served if the true underlying atmosphere were to be ob-
served and the red-dashed spectrum is the spectrum of
the guess model atmosphere. The inversion itself aims
to account for their difference (red-solid curve).

One way to proceed is to linearize the relationship
between AI and AT (e.g., del Toro Iniesta 2003)). This

When discretized in wavelength and optical depth,
R/, is a matrix containing the linear temperature re-
sponse function at all optical depths and wavelengths
under consideration (Landi Degl'Innocenti & Landi
Degl’'Innocenti 1977; Ruiz Cobo & del Toro Iniesta
1992). This is computed for the guess model, and Rl; in
Equation 1 denotes its transpose. The temperature re-
sponse function captures the spectral sensitivity dly, at
a given wavelength, to an infinitesimal change in temper-
ature 9T, at each optical depth, R/p(7,\) = 91, /9T.,.
In Equation 1, € captures both observational and in-
strumental errors and contributions from higher order
terms in the relationship between AI and AT (those
not included in the linear response function R/p(7, \)).
When the guess model is far from the observed atmo-
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sphere, AT is not small, and the relationship between
AT and AT is no longer linear. Under these condi-
tions, the missing higher order terms (order (AT)? and
higher) contribute significantly to e. The contribution
of higher order terms is indicated, for our example prob-
lem, by the yellow curve in top-right plot in Figure 1.
In this work, we do not include any observational or
instrumental noise, but their effect on the inversion so-
lution is discussed in Section 2.2.7 of Agrawal (2021).
We also ignore error due to discretization or numerical
round-off, as these are typically smaller than observa-
tional/instrumental noise.

We note that, in this paper, unlike in most previous
applications, we employ fractional response functions,
R, equal to the ratio of change in intensity at a given
wavelength to the fractional change in temperature at a
given depth. Thus Equation 1 becomes,

AI:R%-AT

+ e. (2)

This removes the dimensional dependency of the spec-
tral sensitivity to change in a given variable, facilitating
comparison between the magnitudes of the response to
different variables (see multivariable inversions in Sec-
tion 4). For the test case shown, the fractional temper-
ature response functions are plotted in the bottom-left
panel of Figure 1. Each curve plots temperature re-
sponse function for a different A as a function of log 7,
as computed using the SIR solver.

Solving Equation 2 for AT /T requires computing the
inverse of the Rt matrix. This is challenging given that
the system is ill-posed, as evident from the sharp decay
of the singular values of the Rt matrix (bottom-right
plot in Figure 1) which reflects the limited independence
of the response functions and thus the limited number of
orthogonal modes available to represent Rr. A full-rank
matrix inverse (or pseudo-inverse) for an ill-posed sys-
tem has large amplitude components which can amplify
non-zero error € and result in an error dominated solu-
tion (Hansen (1990, 1994, 1998); Press et al. (2007)). It
is critical to minimize € contributions so that the inverse
solution largely reflects the underlying AT /T difference
rather than € in Equation 2. To prevent € dominated so-
lutions, we rely on a lower rank pseudo-inverse (Rr*) ™!,
for which [Rp + (R7*)~!]T is not strictly an identity ma-
trix. This yields an inversion solution that at each depth
has contributions from other depths (cross-talk error)
and from other variables in multivariable inversions (see
Section 4).

We note that this is true of all inversions, not par-
ticular to the OLA method we discuss in this paper.
It is in general not possible to minimize cross-talk er-
ror without amplifying the error due to non-linearity or

the observations, as eliminating cross-talk requires em-
ploying a larger rank pseudo-inverse matrix while mini-
mizating € requires a smaller rank pseudo-inverse. The
goal is to regularize the solution so that it ’optimally
balances’ these error contributions. Regularization, ir-
respective of the inversion scheme employed, effectively
removes the smaller magnitude singular-value contribu-
tions to the pseudo-inverse matrix (Golub & Van Loan
1996; Hansen 1990, 1994, 1998; Press et al. 2007). A
regularized solution is typically one that is a smoother
version of the underlying AT/T, one that is cross-talk
dominated and can thus fail to recover sharp gradients
that may be present. On the other hand, a more weakly
regularized solution, obtained by keeping smaller singu-
lar values, is able to recover sharper gradients present,
but is also more likely to be € dominated and highly
oscillatory with depth. Determining the appropriate de-
gree of regularization (what rank inverse to employ) to
optimally balance resolution (minimize cross-talk) and
€ amplification is one of the most challenging aspects of
inversions. This is because the spectral difference met-
ric by which we assess how close the inverted solution
is to the actual perturbation is degenerate. Different
degrees of regularization can lead to significantly differ-
ent solutions all with similarly good fits to the observed
spectrum.

Current state of the art spectropolarimetric inversion
codes, such as SIR, obtain a smooth solution by solving
for the underlying perturbations at a limited number of
user-defined depth locations called 'nodes.” The solu-
tion for other depth points are interpolated using the
inverted nodal values. Inverting at limited depths in-
directly reduces the pseudo-inverse matrix rank when
solving Equation 2, and thus minimizes € contributions.
The resulting solutions are therefore typically cross-talk
error dominated, especially in the shallower and deeper
regions where response function sensitivities are less or-
thogonal. Importantly, the solutions do not typically
correspond to the 'most vertically resolved solution pos-
sible’ given the set of spectral response functions avail-
able. It is very hard, using this approach, to know a pri-
ori what gradients are recoverable and how many nodes
to employ, given the observed spectrum.

The OLA method was developed in the geo- and helio-
seismic communities to address these difficulties. Over
the remainder of this paper, we adapt and apply the
method to spectropolarimetric inversions, ’optimally’
minimizing cross-talk and e error contributions to the
inverted solution at each depth. This allows solutions at
the vertical-resolution limit, given observations of spe-
cific spectral content.
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Figure 2. Gaussian target function G with peak at log 7
= —0.5, and width = 0.4 A log 7 plotted as pink curve.
Blue curve plots the averaging kernel At obtained by
solving Equation 3 using a rank k& = 5 pseudo-inverse of R
(comprised of the response functions plotted in the lower
left panel of Figure 1).

3. OLA SINGLE VARIABLE INVERSION

In this section we describe the OLA methology for
single variable, AT/T, inversions using an artificially
constructed test case. The test case, adds a depth de-
pendent temperature perturbation AT to the horizon-
tal mean state of a MURaM simulation (Végler et al.
(2005); Rempel (2014)) to construct the underlying T
model. Starting with the mean MURaM model as the
initial guess, we conduct a OLA inversion for AT/T
and compare the deduced AT with that imposed. This
allows an assessment of the capabilities and limitations
of the OLA method and illustrates the implementation
changes necessary in the spectropolarimetric context.
Since we focus on inverting the spectral data for temper-
ature perturbations in the absence of other variables, no
perturbations are added to P of the underlying mean
MURaM model and V¢ is taken to be zero.

Development of the OLA spectral inversion technique
proceeds as follows: using the forward spectral synthesis
capabilities of SIR, we compute the synthetic spectrum
of the observed and the guess models (Figure 1, top-right
plot) and the fractional spectral response function ma-
trix R using the initial guess model (Figure 1, bottom-
left plot). The computed response functions, along with
the spectral difference AI between observed and guess
spectra, define the 1st order linear system of Equations 2
which must be solved for AT /T. Once obtained, this in-
verted AT/T profile can be compared to the underlying
AT/T for accuracy and reliability.

3.1. Aweraging kernels

The OLA method is fundamentally different from SIR
which aims to find an overall smooth solution that best
fits the observed spectra by simultaneously solving for

the underlying perturbation at all nodal depths. With
OLA, inversion for the underlying perturbation proceeds
one depth at a time, with the goal of finding the "best
possible’ solution at that depth, the solution that op-
timally minimizes contributions from both e and from
other depths (cross-talk). This is the optimally localized
solution.

To obtain an OLA inversion at a target depth 7, we
first determine the coefficients C = [cy,, Cx,, Crgy ] |
whose inner product with the response function matrix
results in an averaging kernel that best mimics a user de-
fined target function. This coefficient vector, C is then
used with AI to obtain the inverted solution at depth ;.
In other words, the averaging kernel Ar(r;) = Rr+C,
is obtained by solving the linear system of equations:

Rr - C = G(r,0), (3)

for C, where G is a user-defined target function, lo-
calized at the target depth 7;. The target function is
usually taken to be a normalized Gaussian centered at
7;. An example is shown in Figure 2. Plotted in pink is a
Gaussian target function with peak at log 7 = —0.5 and
width = 0.4 (in A log 7 units), and in blue the recovered
A when solving Equation 3 with pseudo-inverse matrix
rank k£ = 5. The rank was chosen based on dominant
singular values of R, those that add up to 95% of the
total sum.

Once computed, the coefficients C can be used to ob-
tain the inverted solution at depth 7;. Taking the dot
product of Equation 2 with CT and recognizing R« C
as the averaging kernel Ar(7;) yields

C' - AI = Af(r)- + C.e (4)

T

Here, CT « Al is the inversion solution at 7;, which, if
the error contribution C ' € is small, corresponds to an
optical depth averaged value of the underlying AT/T,
defined as (32X (7;)) = AL (7;) - 5F. The inverse solution
for AT(7;) is the product, guess T(r;) x (CT « AI) ~
guess T(r;) x (2% ()). The narrower the averaging
kernel, the closer (%L (7;)) lies to the local £ (r;); if a -
function averaging kernel could be constructed <% (TZ)>
— AT

= T(Ti).

The minimum kernel width is, however, determined
by the response function set available and the pseudo-
inverse matrix rank employed. Equations 3, like Equa-
tions 2, represents an ill-posed system. Constructing a
narrower AT requires employing larger rank k, which
typically results in larger amplitude terms in C. These
larger amplitude terms can then amplify e through C -
in Equation 4 and lead to an inverted solution C' « AI
that is € dominated. While there is an upper-limit to
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Figure 3. Blue-shaded region corresponds to the depth
range over which OLA temperature inversion can be
achieved (OLA inversion window), when using rank k = 5
pseudo-inverse of Rt (computed for mean MURaM guess
model, bottom-left plot in Figure 1). The corresponding
minimum kernel widths o, that satisfy the target function
fitting constraints of Section 3.2 are shown in pink. Example
averaging kernels at the edges of the inversion window are
plotted in blue and blue-dashed.

the magnitude of Ar(r;)"+ %, which depends on the

magnitude of underlying AT /T, no such limit exists for
C'.e.

In summary, when inverting at depth 7;, the goal is
to construct as narrow an averaging kernel as possible
while preventing the error due to non-linearity and ob-
servational error (e in Equation 4) from dominating the
solution. The kernel width is limited by orthogonality of
the response functions included in Ry and the pseudo-
inverse matrix rank k£ employed. While the orthogonal
sensitivities depend on both the guess model and the
spectrum observed, rank is user-defined and determines
the amount of regularization. As previously mentioned,
a larger k allows for narrower AT construction but typ-
ically results in € dominated solutions. A smaller rank
only allows wider A construction, which then produces
a cross-talk error dominated solution, and the challenge
is to optimally balances these error regimes.

In Section 3.3, we discuss an iterative scheme for OLA
recovery of non-linear perturbations which includes a
method for determination of rank for each iteration. In
the next section, we discuss how the OLA inversions are
carried out over multiple optical depths once the rank &
has been chosen.

3.2. OLA inversion at multiple depth locations

To obtain the optimally vertically-resolved inversion
at 7;, we need to determine the narrowest averaging ker-
nel At that can be constructed at that depth. For this,
we define a range of target function widths spanning
from 0.05 to 0.5, in steps of 0.05 (model grid spacing in
log 7 units). Starting with the minimum-width target

function G, normalized to have area one and centered
on the target depth 7;, we solve for coefficients C given
the pseudo-inverse rank. We then compare the averag-
ing kernel (R + C) achieved to the target function for
goodness-of-fit. We chose a fit measure based on the
L1 norm of the difference between G and AT, the sum
of absolute-difference between the two, as it approxi-
mately corresponds to a % difference. A goodness-of-fit
criterion that is stringent (smaller tolerance to the dif-
ference) makes it harder to construct averaging kernels
(for a given rank k), while a relaxed criterion (larger
tolerance) can result in averaging kernels that only very
poorly resemble the target function. Empirically, we
find that a L1 norm goodness-of-fit value of 0.2 (mean
20% difference) works well. If the difference lies within
this specified upper-limit, we conclude that the averag-
ing kernel approximately represents the target function,
and use the coefficients to compute the inverted solu-
tion (2% (r;)) = CT - AL Taking the inverted AT(r;)
to be guess T(Ti)x<%(n)>, the inversion is complete
at location 7;, and the width of the target function ap-
proximates the vertical resolution of the inverted solu-
tion. The process is then repeated to invert at ’all possi-
ble’ depths using the same rank pseudo-inverse matrix.
When iterating (Section 3.3), we call this a single ’in-
version cycle.” We note that, it is the averaging kernel
width achieved at each depth, not the target function
goal, that determines the depth sensitivity of the solu-
tion.

For some depths, it is possible that an averaging ker-
nel can not be constructed to fit even the widest target
function with the specified fit tolerance. In such cases
we set the inverted AT/T to zero and conclude that
an OLA inversion cannot be achieved at that location,
given the rank k& employed and response function set
available. This failure often occurs above and below
a limit range of depths, as the orthogonal sensitivities
of the response functions are non-uniformly distributed
with depth. The depth range over which kernels can be
constructed, which we termed the "OLA inversion win-
dow,’ is depicted by the blue-shaded region in Figure 3
for Kk = 5 over the first inversion-cycle. The narrow-
est kernels that can be constructed at the either end of
the window are shown with blue-solid and blue-dashed
curves, and the averaging kernel widths achieved at all
depths, which approximates the resolution achieved, are
shown in pink.

As with all inversions based on a limited spectrum, the
inverted values at each depth are not independent (the
averaging kernels are not J—functions). With OLA that
dependance is made explicit via the depth-dependent av-
eraging kernel profiles. While it is possible to compute
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minimum kernel width achievable at each depth.

the effective averaging kernels of a SIR inversion post
hoc (see Appendix B), the key difference between OLA
and SIR is its ability to determine the minimum aver-
aging kernel width possible at each depth and thus to
invert only at depths where a localized kernel can be con-
structed. The latter is both a strength and a weakness.
While providing a clear indication of where a solution
is possible, the non-invertible regions pose a particular
challenge when unknown perturbations exist outside the
inversion window and iteration is required for the final
solution (Section 3.3). We discuss this ’edge-effect issue’
in detail in Section 3.4.

None-the-less, we note that the advantage of the OLA
averaging kernel approach extends beyond the inversion
itself. Even before performing an inversion, kernel con-
struction allows direct quantitative assessment of spec-
tral line combinations and their potential utility in in-
versions for a given variable at a given depth (reference
in preparation). While that assessment also depends
in detail on the starting guess model (via the response
functions) and the pseudo-inverse rank k ultimately em-
ployed, it can serve as a useful starting point for spectral
line-combination determination best suited for a partic-
ular scientific inquiry.

3.3. Iterative scheme

When inverting spectropolarimetric data, the atmo-
spheric profiles deduced after a single inversion cy-
cle likely do not match the underlying solar profiles,
and some spectral differences between the observed and
model spectra persist. This is because the underlying
perturbation magnitudes are usually large; the actual
solar atmosphere is often quite far from the initial guess.

The neglected higher order terms captured by € in Equa-
tion 2 are not insignificant as the relationship between
AI and AT/T is not linear. Using linear system of
equations to recover non-linear perturbations in a single
inversion cycle is typically not possible. Employing a
larger rank in the inversion results in € dominated so-
lution, while a smaller rank is unable to recover steep
gradients (if present). This is illustrated by Figure 4
in which an OLA inversion results is shown for the test
case (Figure 1, top-left plot) after one inversion cycle
and for two different rank choices: £k =5 and k = 10.
Multiple inversion cycles are needed to arrive at an op-
timal solution. After each inversion cycle, the inverted
model from the previous cycle is used as the starting
guess for the next. Since the guess model changes with
each cycle, the response functions must be recalculated
at the start of each. If the iteration is convergent (the
underlying AT/T gets smaller with successive cycles),
the non-linear contributions to € also decrease, and a
higher rank pseudo-inverse matrix can be employed to
refine the solution. This is similar to what is done with
SIR inversions when the number of nodes is increased
as the inversion proceeds. Here, we employ a smaller
rank pseudo-inverse matrix during early cycles, to ob-
tain a lower resolution solution which is less likely to be
€ dominated, and increase the rank as the inversion pro-
ceeds. The resolution of the iterative inversion increases
as the system approaches the linear approximation, with
consequent lower total error and thus increased toler-
ance for larger-magnitude coefficients in CT+ €. While
using a lower rank pseudo-inverse matrix during early
cycles likely results in cross-talk error dominated solu-
tions, when these errors are made at depths where more
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localized kernels can be constructed, finer resolution so-
lutions can be achieved with subsequent iterations. The
OLA scheme preserves, to some degree, the underlying
AT/T during early iterations and recovers it at higher
resolution, where that is attainable in subsequent itera-
tions, rather than losing it in a global best spectral-fit
solution.

The goal is thus to determine the maximum rank &
to be used at the end of the full inversion-cycle series,
which ultimately sets the best resolution achieved, and
to formulate an algorithm that facilitates scaling up to
it from the lower rank solutions earlier in the iteration
cycle. Note that the relative error after successive inver-
sion cycles, both from cross-talk and CT+ ¢, compared
to the underlying perturbation magnitude remaining at
each depth, determines both whether subsequent up-
dates are convergent (underlying AT/T gets smaller
with cycle) and the maximum rank beyond which in-
versions are likely to be error dominated. While there
is an upper limit to the cross-talk error in A '« ATT,
which depends on the magnitude of underlying AT/T,
error from C' « e is unbounded as it depends on the
magnitude of the coefficients C, which gets larger with
increasing rank.

The aim is to develop an iterative algorithm which it-
self determines the maximum rank that can be tolerated
without knowing the actual solution to be achieved. The
hope is that, as the system gets closer to the largest tol-
erable rank and the inversions become error dominated,
this will be reflected in the spectral difference measure
(how close the observed I is to that obtained from the
inverted model). If that is the case, one can conclude
that the best solution has been achieved when the fit
to the spectrum begins to worsen and that any further
inversion cycles would lead to poorer result. The error
from CT- ¢ is typically unbounded. The magnitude of
terms in C increase with the increasing pseudo-inverse
rank over the iterative scheme we describe below. If
the non-linear contribution to &, which depend on the
magnitude of AT/T, decrease slower than the rate at
which coefficient magnitudes increase, the solution will
become error dominated. Ideally, if solutions in a given
iteration cycle become error dominated, that should be
promptly reflected by a worsening of the inverted model
spectral fits. The iterative OLA inversion scheme would
then have converged on the optimal solution, and itera-
tion could be terminated without difficulty. But, due to
the underdetermined nature of the inverse problems, it
is possible that there is a lag between when the inverted
model fit gets worse and when the error amplification is
reflected in the spectral difference.

In practice, we have developed the following scheme
to minimize this possibility. We initiate the inversion
by employing mean MURaM model atmosphere as the
starting guess model; we compute I, AI = observed —
guess I, and the temperature response function matrix
Rt using it. A smaller rank helps prevent € amplifi-
cation, and we have empirically determined that a safe
starting value can be based on dominant singular values
that add to 95% of the total singular-value sum. For our
set of initial response functions, this yields a starting
rank k£ = 5. Using this rank, and the method described
in Section 3.2 above, we obtain an OLA inversion esti-
mate of AT/T. This first inversion cycle solution, for
the test case perturbation we are examining (red curves
in Figures 1 and 4), is shown with a green-dashed curve
in the left panel of Figure 4.

While this first inversion cycle solution approximates
a running average of the underlying perturbation, it is
irregular in shape and has sharp edges at the OLA inver-
sion window boundary. Unlike SIR, OLA doesn’t aim to
obtain a globally smooth solution, and since the inver-
sions are computed independently at each depth, at each
depth they feel different CT+ e and cross-talk error con-
tributions. Using the outcome of the iteration directly
in the next inversion cycle iteration proves problematic.
Since the starting model for the next iteration is ob-
tained by updating the guess T profile with result from
the current iteration cycle, it will reflect the irregulari-
ties of the solution, and importantly, since the response
functions must be recalculated with each new iteration,
they too will not be smooth. This makes it hard to
construct, in subsequent cycles, averaging kernels that
match smooth target function profiles. Thus, we employ
a smoothed version of the inverted AT in the next it-
eration. The smoothing is done via convolution with a
Gaussian kernel of width equal to that of the narrowest
averaging kernel achieved in the previous inversion cy-
cle. Note that smoothing smears the inverted solution
outside of the inversion window which helps with the
‘edge-effect’ issue (see Section 3.4). The result for the
first inversion cycle is plotted as the green-solid curve
in the left panel of Figure 4. It is this solution that is
added to initial guess to obtain the inverted T.

Before moving on to the next iteration cycle, a deci-
sion is required on whether to continue inverting using
the same pseudo-inverse rank, increase the rank, or stop
the iteration altogether. This decision is based on a
comparison between the L1 norm of AI calculated from
the inverted atmosphere and that of AI obtained with
the guess model. If the spectral fit improved, the next
inversion cycle employs the same pseudo-inverse rank.
When using the same rank in successive iterations, the
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Figure 5. Lefthand plot: Temperature perturbation to be inverted, replotted from the top-left panel in Figure 1 in red.
Iterative OLA inversion result is shown in green, that obtained using SIR is shown in blue (using the typical SIR parameters, as
stated in Appendix C). The minimum kernel widths achievable in the final iteration cycle which also approximate the vertical
resolution of OLA solutions, are shown in pink (plotted with a different scaling). Righthand plot: The corresponding spectral
differences AI for the starting guess model spectra (red), OLA inverted model spectra (green), and SIR inverted model spectra
(blue). Note that the L1 norm of observed — guess I is 57.4, while those for iterative OLA inverted model and SIR inverted

model are 0.03 and 0.947, respectively.

magnitude of iterative updates get smaller, along with
the improvement in the spectral fit. The magnitude of
AT/T decreases with iteration. Additionally, with con-
stant k iteration, AT/T becomes more oscillatory, as
each successive cycle refines the previous approximation.
Moreover, while the response functions are recalculated
in each cycle, the kernel widths that are achievable at
each depth do not change significantly when the same
rank pseudo-inverse is employed. They are unable to
resolve the oscillatory residual, and a larger rank is re-
quired to construct narrower kernels and make further
improvements. We determine that the iterative updates
at fixed rank have 'stagnated’ if the difference between
the L1 norm of guess AI and that of inverted model
AT (in a cycle) are within 0.5% of one another. When
this is the case, we increase rank by two (an iteration
acceleration arrived at by trial-and-error) and proceed
with the next cycle. Inversion iteration thus proceeds
in successive stages of rank increase and stagnancy, un-
til the rank can not be further increase without error
amplification.

In Figure 5 (left plot), the green curve shows the in-
version result after employing iterative OLA method
(barely distinguishable from the underlying perturba-
tion shown in red, which it overlies). A SIR inversion
for the same perturbation is plotted in blue. While itera-
tive OLA recovers the underlying perturbation well, SIR
struggles to recover it. This is largely because SIR, by
design, inverts at all depths. This includes regions well
outside of the OLA inversion window where the solu-

tion is poorly constrained by the response functions and
can be dominated by contributions from other depths.
While poorly constrained, these regions none-the-less
contribute to the global spectrum and, as illustrated by
the right-hand panel of Figure 5. Both the SIR and iter-
ative OLA inversions yield comparably good fits to the
observed spectrum.

To ensure that the final inverted solution is close to
the underlying atmosphere, it is critical to minimize
the both cross-talk error and contributions from g, es-
pecially early in the iterative process when AI is the
largest. With successive updates AI gets smaller and
it gets increasingly harder to make significant changes
to solution already at hand. The SIR solution allows
more cross-talk error from regions that are poorly con-
strained. The iterative OLA approach, on the other
hand, can optimally minimize cross-talk contributions,
but struggles when non-zero perturbations exist outside
the reliably invertible region, regions that are not up-
dated during the inversion iteration. When iteration is
required, the limiting inversion window introduces an
‘edge-effect.” This is the subject of the next section.

3.4. Iterative OLA method: the "edge-effect” issue

The Gaussian-shaped perturbation employed in the
last section to illustrate the application of the OLA
method (left plot in Figure 5), while of sufficiently large
amplitude to require an iterative solution, was placed
in a region of the domain where averaging kernels could
readily be constructed. This favored a successful OLA
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Figure 6. Lefthand plot: Inversion results for Gaussian shaped localized perturbation (same as red curve in the left panel in
Figure 5) combined with a constant 300 K offset (in red). Inverse solution obtained using iterative OLA method is shown in
green-dashed and that obtained using iterative OLA combined with flat large-scale kernel updates (Section 3.4) is shown in
green-solid. Solution obtained using SIR is shown in blue. Pink curve corresponds to the minimum kernel width of the final
localized Gaussian kernel when employing it along with the flat kernel large-scale updates. Righthand plot: The flat target
function (pink, area normalized to 1) employed to capture the mean offset, and the large-scale averaging kernel achieved (blue),
when constructed using rank k = 5 pseudo-inverse of the mean MURaM Rr.

inversion. Other perturbations present greater chal-
lenge. Somewhat surprisingly, a simple large-scale offset
between the underlying and guess models is particularly
difficult for OLA to uncover. An example is shown in
red in the left panel in Figure 6, where in addition to
the localized Gaussian of last section, a constant offset of
300 K is added to the atmosphere. In this case, the iter-
ative OLA method struggles to recover the perturbation
(inversion result shown with a green-dashed curve).
The failure of the OLA method in this case has two
underlying and intertwined causes: iterative updates
are confined to a limited depth range outside of which
updates are not made (localized kernels can’t be con-
structed in those regions), and the averaging kernels
have finite widths, they are not §—functions. With suc-
cessive updates, the underlying AT /T within the inver-
sion window gets smaller but outside of that window it
does not change much (smoothing inverted AT at the
end of an iteration cycle to remove irregularities in the
solution smears them outside the window). Thus, with
iteration, the averaging kernels on which the inversion
solutions are based on, if they admit contributions from
outside of the inversion window, increasingly weigh the
uncorrected perturbations with iteration. There is con-
sequently leakage of information from the outside of the
inversion window into it (the solution becomes cross-talk
error dominated), which degrades the overall inversion
quality. While smoothing inversion solutions, increasing
the rank and allowing the inversion window to grow with
iteration help and were shown in the example illustrated
by the green-dashed curve in Figure 6, updates cannot

typically be made at all depths and the problem can not
be entirely avoided.

One solution is to extend the inversion updates to out-
side of the OLA inversion window, and thus to minimize
its negative influence. This can be done by including an
averaging kernel that captures the large scale pertur-
bations that extend into those regions. For example,
to capture a constant offset, one can define a flat (con-
stant) normalized target functions (pink curve in the
right panel in Figure 6) and use the OLA framework to
construct flat averaging kernels that are equally sensitive
at all depth locations, and interleave inversions based
on this kernel with the those using localized Gaussian
kernels during iteration. If such a flat kernel can be con-
structed, an inversion solution based on it C T+ AT would

correspond to the large-scale average fractional contri-

bution, <%> =A]- ATT = NL, > %(T), where N, is

the total number of optical deptTh points. In practice,
the flat averaging kernel only approximates a constant
with optical depth (blue curve in the right panel in Fig-
ure 6). The average is also an approximation.

The final inversion solution from this combined it-
erative effort is shown with the green-solid curve in
the left panel of Figure 6. While the solution is im-
proved, some difficulties remain. Since the large-scale
inversion is for the fractional average <%> (from which
AT(r;) at each depth is computed via AT(r;) = (5F)
x guess T(7;)) and since T(7;) in the deeper regions is
about 3-5 times larger than those in the shallower region,
the method tends to overcorrect in the deeper regions
and under-correct in the shallower regions. Employing
non-fractional response functions and directly comput-
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ing constant inverted AT (and not AT/T) yields, in
this case, a more robust solution, but induces similar is-
sues for cases in which underlying perturbation is not a
constant offset. Given that we do not know a priori the
behavior of the underlying large-scale perturbation, it is
hard to determine the target function that best captures
it.

Another possible solution to the edge-effect problem,
is to employ non-symmetrical target functions that have
low amplitudes outside of the inversion window. Unfor-
tunately, just as the response functions typically avail-
able do not allow §—function averaging-kernel construc-
tion, they do not allow construction of an infinitely sharp
cutoff. Since the magnitude of the perturbation inside
the inversion window decreases with iteration, the im-
portance of any residual kernel amplitude outside the
inversion window increases if the underlying targeted
perturbation has any magnitude in that region.

Finally, since the nodal approach of SIR is adept at
recovering large-scale constant or linear trends, we de-
veloped a hybrid SIR/iterative OLA scheme. This ap-
proach met with some success (see Section 4 of Agrawal
(2021)), and is the subject of ongoing research efforts.

4. MULTIVARIABLE INVERSION USING
ITERATIVE OLA METHOD

The OLA method can be extended to include spectral
sensitivity to more than one variable. Here, we examine
multivariable inversions for the thermodynamic param-
eters temperature, electronic pressure, and line-of-sight
velocity, T, Pe and Vs, under the simplifying assump-
tion that these completely define the atmosphere.

The 1st order equation for a multivariable system can
be written as

AT A
AI = R] - + Ry, - Vios
S 5)
AP (
+ ]R,Te * Pee + 67

where, Ry, ., and Rp, represent the response function
matrices for Vios and Pe (Figure 7), and Ry is that
for T, as previously. Note the use of adiabatic sound
speed cg when computing the fractional response func-
tion Ry, . to avoid difficulties where Vios is close to
zero. Further note, that € now collectively represents
the missing higher order error terms from all variables,
plus observational noise (if present).

4.1. Averaging and cross-talk kernels

The underlying strategy for multivariate OLA inver-
sions is similar to the single variable counterpart; in-
dividually invert for each variable at each depth loca-
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Figure 7. (Top panel) Fractional line-of-sight velocity re-
sponse functions as a function of optical depth for individual
wavelengths that make up the observed spectrum. Note,
adiabatic sound speed cs is used to non-dimensionalize the
response functions, as terms in Vies can be 0. (Bottom
panel) Fractional response functions for electronic pressure.
Both sets of response functions were computed using SIR
for mean MURaM model.

tion, with the goal of computing solutions that opti-
mally balance € and cross-talk errors. In multivariate
inversions, there are cross-talk error contributions from
other depths, as previously in single variable inversions,
and from other variables. The optimally error balanced
solution is achieved by computing a set of coefficients
C that can be used to linearly combine the response
functions of the target variable to form a narrow Gaus-
sian averaging kernel, while at the same time (using the
same coefficients), can be used to combine the response
functions for the cross-talk variables so that their sum
is nearly zero at all depths. For example, if the target is
to invert T at depth 7;, and the cross-talk variables are
Vies and P, then the coefficients C are determined by
solving the linear system of equations,

Rt G (7;,0)
RV].;,S * C = O N (6)
Rp 0

e

The coefficients C yield the averaging kernel Ar(7;) =
R » C which approximates G(7;,0), while minimizing
cross-term sensitivities with averaging kernels Ay, . =
Ry, .- C and Ap, = Rp,- C which are approximately
zero. The kernels Ay, and Ap, capture the 7 depen-
dence of the residual cross-talk. Once coefficients are
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computed, the dot product of CT with Equation 5 yields
the inverse solution

AT AV os
C' - Al = A%(Ti)'? + AQOS(E‘)'TI
S
AP (7)
+ A (1) ——= + C'-e.

P,

If Equation 6 had an exact solution, Ay, and Ap,
would be exactly zero at all depths, and CT+ AI would
correspond to the At weighted average, <%(n)> (as-
suming also negligible error contribution C'+ €). Im-
portantly, such an exact solution would not only recover
<%(n)> uncontaminated by cross-talk variable contri-
butions, but the spectral contributions of the cross-talk
variables to AI (Equation 5) would be zero and would
thus be preserved for cross-talk variable inversion.

However, Equation 6 can only be approximately
solved. The solution based on a lower rank pseudo-
inverse of the response function matrix does not com-
pletely suppress Ay, and Ap_, and the contributions
of AVjes/cs and AP, /P, to the inversion solution are
additional error sources. Further, in a multivariable sys-
tem, there is a trade-off between the minimum averaging
kernel width that can be constructed for the target vari-
able and the suppression of cross-talk sensitivity to other
variables. This trade-off is influenced by the underlying
spectral-sensitivity differences between the variables to
atmospheric properties.

4.2. Variable spectral sensitivity bias and its correction

Spectral sensitivity varies with atmospheric variable.
Typically, the spectral response to temperature pertur-
bations is greater than that due to electronic pressure
or line-of-sight velocity perturbations. This is reflected
in the magnitudes of the fractional response functions
(compare the magnitudes of the response functions mak-
ing up R in Figure 1 to those of Ry, , Rp, in Fig-
ure 7). The peak amplitude of Ry is about 30 times
larger than that of Rp_and about 3 times larger than
that of Ry, .. Thus the spectral sensitivity (in Equa-
tion 5) and the determination of the kernel coefficients
(e.g. in Equation 6) are biased toward temperature. The
OLA coefficients satisfy R « C = G more closely than
Rp, - C =0 or Ry, + C = 0, making it is easier to
construct A than minimize Ap_ or Ay, .. This is true
also when the target is a variable other than T, in which
case the zero amplitude kernel At for the suppression
of T contributions is favored over the Gaussian kernel
for the target variable.

This is illustrated by red curves in Figure 8 which
show that, for a given rank pseudo-inverse matrix, nar-
rower kernels can be constructed in the multivariable
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Figure 8. (Top panel) Minimum temperature kernel widths
achievable at each depth, in a multivariable system, with
(green) and without (red) response function amplification
factors (see Section 4.2). Similarly, middle and bottom
panels corresponds to minimum widths achievable at each
depth for line-of-sight velocity and electronic pressure. Note,
in all cases, pseudo-inverse matrix is computed using rank
k such that the dominant singular values add up to 95% of
the total sum. This corresponds to k = 10 (with) and k=7
(without) amplification factors.

system (i.e., while suppressing the non-target variables
with zero amplitude target functions) over a wider depth
range for temperature (top plot) than they can for
line-of-sight velocity (middle plot) or electronic pressure
(bottom plot). The variation in response function sen-
sitivities leads to the larger singular values being as-
sociated with the modes that capture Rt sensitivities,
while those which capture Rp, and Ry, correspond
to smaller singular values. When a lower rank pseudo-
inverse matrix is employed to prevent € dominated so-
lutions, the Rp, and Ry, sensitivities are truncated
more severely than Ry, and the computed coefficients
are biased towards satisfying the temperature related
portions of the linear system.

The biased sensitivity of the reduced rank pseudo-
inverse matrix is particularly critical when constructing
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Figure 9. Multivariable inversion of localized perturbations are shown here. Red curve in each panel (except bottom-right)
corresponds to the Gaussian perturbation (peak location at log 7 = —0.5, width = 0.40 A log 7 and perturbation amplitude
= 10%) added to the corresponding variable in the mean MURaM model, to construct underlying model. The final solution
obtained using iterative OLA method (without large-scale flat kernel updates) and SIR are shown in green and blue, respectively.
Pink curve, plotted with a different scaling, corresponds to the minimum kernel widths achievable for each variable in the final
OLA iteration cycle. Bottom-right panel shows corresponding spectral differences AI for the OLA inverted model spectra
(green) and SIR inverted model spectra (blue), and starting guess model spectra (red, plotted with a different scaling).

Ap,_ for a AP¢/P, inversion which requires the simul-
taneous suppression of the AT /T and AVes/cs contri-
butions. In the solution of

Rt 0
vaos -C = 0 s (8)
Rp, G(Ti,0)

the smaller Rp_ sensitivity prevents construction of even
a very wide averaging kernel at any depth, when employ-
ing the 95% criterion on the pseudo-inverse rank (no red
curve in the lower panel of Figure 8). The coefficients
computed largely ensure that Ry -« C = 0, with little
sensitivity to Rp, « C = G. The constructed Ap_ do
not fit any allowed width target function (at any depth)
with at least 80% accuracy (see Section 3.2). While it
is possible to construct Ap, by employing larger rank,
computed solutions are then more likely to become &
dominated.

One way to address the differential spectral sensitivity
is to artificially amplify /de-amplify the spectral response
functions so that sensitivities to all variables are similar.

For example, in place of Equation 8, a modified system
of equations

g - RT 0
as Ry, |+ C = 0 9)
Rp, G(7i,0)

is solved, where a;; and ap are the response function am-
plification factors used to amplify/de-amplify cross-talk
variable sensitivities. While this mathematical opera-
tion is equivalent to multiplying both sides of the equa-
tion by a constant factor and thus does not change the
meaning of the original equation, it does change the sin-
gular values and pseudo-inverse matrix employed, man-
ually forcing the underlying eigenvectors to carry similar
sensitivities across all variables.

It is critical to choose the amplification factor judi-
ciously. If too large, the lower rank pseudo-inverse ma-
trix carries enhanced cross-talk variable sensitivity re-
sulting in a solution that primarily minimize cross-talk
at the expense of target variable kernel construction, and
narrowing the averaging kernel width achievable remains
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difficult. If too small, the lower rank pseudo-inverse ma-
trix carries insufficient cross-talk sensitivity, and cross-
talk is not actively suppressed. Empirically, we have
found that the ratio of the maximum of the absolute
value of response functions works well i.e. in Equa-

. _ maz(|Rp.|) _ maz(|Rp.|)
tion 9, o] = W and Qo = m. For the

response function matrices obtained from the mean MU-
RaM model, these ratios are a; =~ 0.03 and as =~ 0.08.
These factors are less than 1 because the magnitude of
terms in Rt and Ry, is larger than Rp,. We have
chosen, independent of the target variable, to apply the
amplification factors to the cross-talk variable response
functions. This avoids the need to factor out the ampli-
fication factors from the coefficients before computing
the inverse solution C T+ AL

When the amplification factors are employed, the
dominant modes of the pseudo-inverse matrices retain
sensitivity to the variables with intrinsically lower am-
plitude spectral response functions. This is shown with
the green curves in Figure 8. In the particular case of
AP, /P, inversions, averaging kernels Ap_ can be con-
structed in the presence of both T and V),s maintaining
that 95% criterion determine the pseudo-inverse rank.
Notably, a broader range of depths become accessible
to Vies inversions, and Ap_ construction and APg/Pe
inversion becomes possible (bottom panel).

4.3. Multivariable Iterative OLA inversion: Example
Implementation

We have carried out multivariable iterative OLA in-
versions (without large-scale offset correction) for ide-
alized perturbations of the mean MURaM atmosphere.
Equations like that of Equation 9 were used to invert
for each variable at each depth, employing a minimum
width Gaussian target function for the target variable
while simultaneously preserving the spectral contribu-
tions of the cross-talk variable via null target functions,
as described above. OLA, by design, inverts for only
one variable at a time, and thus each inversion cycle in-
cludes successive iteration over each variable. The order
we have chosen to invert for each variables (at all depths
for which a kernel can be constructed) is in decreasing
order of their spectral sensitivity, first for AT /T, then
for AVyes/cs, and subsequently for APo/Pe. This or-
der was chosen because it is easier to construct narrow
kernels for the spectrally more influential variables and
suppress sensitivities of the less dominant ones than vice
versa.

In implementation, within a given cycle, we update
the guess T with inverted T, if inverted AT /T results
in a better spectral fit and then repeat the inversion
process for the next dominant variable AV s /cs, and fi-

nally AP. /P, each with the same spectral fit criterion.
Thus the final inverted model (after any full cycle) is
updated only with those variables that help improve the
spectral fit measure and only at those depths at which
a kernel can be constructed (combined with smoothing
that smears inversion updates outside the inversion win-
dow). This approach helps reduce the corresponding
perturbation magnitudes, which lessens overall € magni-
tude. A smaller € implies larger rank &k can be employed
in subsequent cycles, improving the OLA inversion res-
olution and depth range, and thus the inversion quality
achievable. Similar to its single variable counterpart, we
compare guess spectral fit with that obtained from all
variable updated inverted model to determine what rank
to use for the next cycle or to stop iteration altogether.

In Figure 9 we show a test case perturbation (red) ob-
tained by adding Gaussian perturbations to the mean
MURaM profile of each variable (peak location at log 7
= —0.5, width = 0.40 A log 7), with perturbation am-
plitudes equal to 10% of the variable value at the peak
location depth. The final inverted solution obtained us-
ing iterative OLA and SIR are shown in green and blue.
OLA and SIR are both able to recover the Gaussian
perturbations. Iterative OLA localizes it quite robustly,
while the SIR solution shows strong oscillatory wings in
deeper and shallower regions. It is important to note
however, that success by iterative OLA solver is favored
by this particular case. The underlying perturbation
we have chosen for illustration does not have a large-
scale offset and thus the edge-effect issue discussed in
Section 3.4 has been avoided. SIR inversions are much
more successful at recovering such large-scale offsets be-
tween the model and observed atmosphere, and we are
pursuing, among other possibilities, a hybrid approach
that can robustly capture both large-scale and localized
perturbations and yield quantitative assessment of the
depth resolution achieved.

5. SUMMARY AND FUTURE WORK

In this work, we applied the OLA method to synthetic
spectra to invert for the thermodynamic properties (T,
Pe and Vo) of a simulated solar atmosphere, assum-
ing that the atmosphere and radiation field are in LTE.
These inversions, as previous, solve a 1st order linear
system of equations for difference between the guess
model and that for which the spectrum is observed.
The spectral sensitivities are captured by the spectral
response functions and an iterative scheme is employed
to relax the model to a state in which the observed spec-
trum and that from inverted model agree. In our case,
as the observed atmosphere is synthetic, the final atmo-
spheric properties can be compared for agreement.
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Inverted solutions have two intrinsic error contri-
butions: error € from the higher order terms trun-
cated by the linear response function formalism plus
observational /instrumental noise, if present, and error
from cross-talk, the erroneous contributions from other
depths and other variables in a multi-depth multivari-
able solution. It is generally not possible to mini-
mize cross-talk error without amplifying e, and vice
versa. The goal of inversions is to regularize and balance
these error contributions by employing a truncated rank
pseudo-inverse matrix. Employing a smaller rank results
in cross-talk error dominated solutions, while larger rank
solutions are dominated by €. Additionally, due to the
non-local nature of the radiative transfer, different at-
mospheric solutions are consistent with a given spectral
difference. This makes it hard to determine the rank
that optimally balances the two errors. Current state-
of-the-art spectral-inversion methods such as SIR, com-
pute globally smooth solutions that minimizes €, but
these solutions are likely cross-talk error dominated. It
is hard for these approaches to recover steep gradients,
or a priori know what gradients are recoverable given
the spectral response function set on hand. Addressing
these issues is the key motive behind OLA.

OLA independently inverts for each variable at each
depth location, to obtain solutions that optimally bal-
ances € and cross-talk contributions. This is achieved
by solving for the coefficients which can be used to con-
struct, as a linear combination of the response functions,
a localized averaging kernels that mimics prescribed tar-
get functions, those that both localize depth sensitivity
to the target variable and zero-out sensitivity to other
variables. The inverted solution at a given depth, given
by the inner product of the coefficients with the spectral
difference approximates the kernel averaged underlying
field. The width of the kernel thus represents the spa-
tial resolution of the inverted solution. The process is
repeated to invert at all possible depths. Given the lim-
ited orthogonal sensitivity of the response functions, lo-
calized kernels cannot be constructed at all depths. Fail-
ure usually occurs above and below a limit range of op-
tical depths, defining the ’OLA inversion window.” The
rank of the pseudo-inverse matrix dictates the size of
this window, the kernel width achievable at each depth,
and the error regime the inverted solution falls into. We
developed an iterative OLA that relaxes the solution,
with increasing rank with iteration, from the likely non-
linear differences between the initial model and the ob-
served atmosphere to the final model which matches the
spectral observations.

We have applied the iterative OLA method we have
developed to inversions for large amplitude perturba-

tions using linear response functions that are iteratively
updated, significantly extending the inversion capabil-
ity of traditional OLA methods used in helioseismol-
ogy. The inversion results we achieve are promising and
competitive with other state-of-the-art spectral inver-
sion techniques. None-the-less, some issues remain. Iter-
ative OLA struggles to recover large-scale offsets due to
non-zero perturbations outside the OLA inversion win-
dow. This is a direct consequence of the inability to con-
struct strictly localized d-function kernels. Iteratively
updating regions inside the inversion window eventually
causes a leakage of the uncorrected perturbation infor-
mation from the outside of the inversion window to the
inside of it. In the worst cases this can corrupt the en-
tire solution, and in doing so defeats the very strength
of the OLA method, which fundamentally aims to mini-
mize leakage by minimizing cross-talk and thus preserve
the locality of the underlying perturbations.

We have shown, that the edge-effect issue can be min-
imized by making updates outside of the OLA inver-
sion window. For this, we developed a scheme within
the OLA framework where we construct 'flat’ averaging
kernels (instead of Gaussian-shaped localized kernels)
to obtain a large-scale averaged solution. We interleaved
large-scale averaged solution with the high-resolution lo-
calized OLA inversion during iteration. While the inver-
sion quality is significantly improved, some difficulties
remain, and finding a more robust solution this problem
is a future endeavor.

We have also shown that the inherent spectral sen-
sitivity bias in multivariable inversions can be over-
come using response function amplification, which al-
lows dominant modes of the pseudo-inverse matrix to
be equally sensitive to all variable. We expect that this
idea would benefit other inversion methods as well, and
have shown that its implementation can allow for inver-
sions of electronic pressure, which is typically difficult
to achieve.
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APPENDIX

A. SPECTRAL LINES LIST

Mo [A] Blends (if any)

Fe II (6147.743)  Fe I (6147.835)
Fe II (6149.241) -
Ti I (6149.725) -
Fe II (6150.113) VI (6150.167)
Fe I (6301.499)  Fe I (6302.493)
Fe I (15648.515) Fe I (15647.423)
Fe I (15652.882) -

Table 1. List of spectral lines used in this work.

B. SIR AVERAGING KERNELS

When solving, say Equation 2, SIR inverts an overdetermined version of Ry, to prevent € amplification. The goal
is first to compute AT/T solutions at a limited [ node locations, and finally interpolate nodal values to compute
solutions at all m depth points. Overdetermined Ry, computed with the help of interpolation coefficient matrix F, is
given by F+ R, and contains ’equivalent’ response function sensitvity to node locations (del Toro Iniesta 2003, page
209).

Nodal AT/T solutions, using the inverse of equivalent response functions, are given by

AT
[(F- Rr)']'-AL = [(F- Ry)"] '+ [Ry - + €. (B1)
From these | nodal values, SIR inversion solution at all m depths is given by
T T1-1 T T1-1 T AT
F :[(F-Rp) | -AIl =F -[(F- Rp)'] -[RT-? + €. (B2)

Here, individual rows of matrix F ' «[(F+ Rt) "]~ R] correspond to SIR averaging kernels at each depth locations.

C. SIR INVERSION PARAMETERS

Inverting T nodes Vies nodes Pe nodes Number of cycles
T 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,11¢ 0 1® 8
T, Vigs and Pe  1,2,3,4,5,6,8,11 1,2,3,4,5,6,811 1,2,3,4,5° 8

Table 2. SIR node values

Notes.
¢ Each comma separated values correspond to the node used in a given cycle.

b If nodes for P, inversion is set to 0, then SIR inverts for T assuming hydrostatic equilibrium. To be consistent with single variable T
inversion, SIR inverted APge is manually set to 0.

¢ SIR inverted P. solutions (generally) deviate drastically from underlying P. model for larger node values.
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