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STOCHASTIC MIRROR DESCENT METHOD FOR LINEAR
ILL-POSED PROBLEMS IN BANACH SPACES

QINIAN JIN, XILIANG LU, AND LIUYING ZHANG

ABSTRACT. Consider linear ill-posed problems governed by the system A;z =
y; fori=1,--- ,p, where each A; is a bounded linear operator from a Banach
space X to a Hilbert space Y;. In case p is huge, solving the problem by an
iterative regularization method using the whole information at each iteration
step can be very expensive, due to the huge amount of memory and excessive
computational load per iteration. To solve such large-scale ill-posed systems
efficiently, we develop in this paper a stochastic mirror descent method which
uses only a small portion of equations randomly selected at each iteration
steps and incorporates convex regularization terms into the algorithm design.
Therefore, our method scales very well with the problem size and has the ca-
pability of capturing features of sought solutions. The convergence property of
the method depends crucially on the choice of step-sizes. We consider various
rules for choosing step-sizes and obtain convergence results under a priori early
stopping rules. In particular, by incorporating the spirit of the discrepancy
principle we propose a choice rule of step-sizes which can efficiently suppress
the oscillations in iterates and reduce the effect of semi-convergence. Further-
more, we establish an order optimal convergence rate result when the sought
solution satisfies a benchmark source condition. Various numerical simulations
are reported to test the performance of the method.

1. Introduction

Due to rapid growth of data sizes in practical applications, in recent years sto-
chastic optimization methods have received tremendous attention and have been
proved to be efficient in various applications of science and technology including in
particular the machine learning researches ([5l [I3]). In this paper we will develop
a stochastic mirror descent method for solving linear ill-posed inverse problems in
Banach spaces.

We will consider linear ill-posed inverse problems governed by the system

Az =y, i=1,---,p (1.1)

consisting of p linear equations, where, for each i = 1,--- ,p, 4; : X — Y; is
a bounded linear operator from a Banach space X to a Hilbert space Y;. Such
systems arise naturally in many practical applications. For instance, many linear
ill-posed inverse problems can be described by an integral equation of the first kind

(105 14])
(Ax)(s) :== /@ k(s,t)x(t)dt = y(s), se€ <,

where 9 and 2’ are bounded domains in Euclidean spaces and the kernel k is a

bounded continuous function on 2’ x 9. Clearly A is a bounded linear operator

from L"(2) to C(Z’) for any 1 < r < co. By taking p sample points s1,--- , S,

in 2, then the problem of determining a solution using only the knowledge of
1
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y; = y(s;) for i = 1,--+  p reduces to solving a linear system of the form (1.1)),
where A; : L"(2) — R is given by

A;x ::/@k(si,t)m(t)dt

for each i. Further examples of can be found in various tomographic techniques
using multiple measurements [27].

Throughout the paper we always assume has a solution. The system
may have many solutions. By taking into account of a priori information about
the sought solution, we may use a proper, lower semi-continuous, convex function
R : X — (—00,00] to select a solution z' of such that

R(z') = min {R(z): Ajz =y; fori=1,---,p} (1.2)
which, if exists, is called a R-minimizing solution of (1.1)). In practical applications,

the exact data y := (y1,--- ,yp) is in general not available, instead we only have
noisy data y° := (3, - - - ,yg) satisfying

where ¢; > 0 denotes the noise level corresponding to data in the space Y;. How
to use the noisy data 3 to construct an approximate solution of the R-minimizing
solution of is an important topic.

Let Y :=Y; x--- xY, and define A: X =Y by

Az = (Arz,- -, Apx), z€X.
Then (1.2)) can be equivalently stated as
R(z") = min {R(z) : Az = y}. (1.4)

which has been considered by various variational and iterative regularization meth-
ods, see [ [7, 211 23, B5] for instance. In particular, the Landweber iteration in
Hilbert spaces has been extended for solving (|1.4)), leading to the iterative method
of the form

§ _ : _/eb
xn - arggrc%l;(l {R($) <€n7x>} )
§2+1 = 52 - thA* (Aa:fl - yé)a

where A* : Y — X* denotes the adjoint of A and ¢ is the step-size. This method
can be derived as a special case of the mirror descent method; see Section [2| for a
brief account. The method has been investigated in a number of references,
see [4, 12, 21), 22| 23]. In particular, the convergence and convergence rates have
been derived in [21I] when the method is terminated by either an a priori stopping
rule or the discrepancy principle

(1.5)

||Al‘§16—y6H ST6< ||Ax§z_y5”7 OSTL<TL5,

§:=4/07 + 402

denotes the total noise level of the noisy data. We remark that the minimization
problem in (1.5)) for defining # can be solved easily in general as it does not depend
on A; in fact 9, can be given by an explicit formula in many interesting cases; even

where
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if 29 does not have an explicit formula, there exist fast algorithms for determining
20 efficiently. However, note that

P
A*(Azd, — %) = > Ar(Agad — o).
=1

Therefore, updating &2 to §;§+1 requires calculating A¥(A;x — y9) for all i =
1,---,p. In case p is huge, using the method to solve can be ineffi-
cient because it requires a huge amount of memory and excessive computational
work per iteration.

In order to relieve the drawback of the method , by extending the Kaczmarz-
type method [I5] in Hilbert spaces, a Landweber-Kaczmarz method in Banach
spaces has been proposed in [20, 23] to solve (|1.2) which cyclically considers each
equation in in a Gauss-Seidel manner and the iteration scheme takes the form

7y, = argmin {R(2) — (&, 2)},

§ § § A% § 1
n+1:§n_tnAin(A z _yzn)7

n*"n

(1.6)

where i, = (n mod p) + 1. The convergence of this method has been shown in
[23] in which the numerical results demonstrate its nice performance. However, it
should be pointed out that the efficiency of the method depends crucially on
the order of the equations and its convergence speed is difficult to be quantified.
In order to resolve these issues, in this paper we will consider a stochastic version
of , namely, instead of taking 4, cyclically, we will choose i,, from {1,---,p}
randomly at each iteration step. The corresponding method will be called the
stochastic mirror descent method and more details will be presented in Section
where we also propose the mini-batch version of the stochastic mirror descent
method.

The stochastic mirror descent method, that we will consider in this paper, in-
cludes the stochastic gradient descent as a special case. Indeed, when X is a Hilbert
space and R(x) = ||z||?/2, the method becomes

1) 1) § g 1) 8
Tpy1 =Ty — tnAin (Ain'rlj - yi”> (17)

n

which is exactly the stochastic gradient descent method studied in [I8] 19} 25] B3] for
solving linear ill-posed problems in Hilbert spaces. In many applications, however,
the sought solution may sit in a Banach space instead of a Hilbert space, and the
sought solution may have a priori known special features, such as nonnegativity,
sparsity and piecewise constancy. Unfortunately, the stochastic gradient descent
method does not have the capability to incorporate these information into the
algorithm. However, this can be handled by the stochastic mirror descent method
with careful choices of a suitable Banach space X and a strongly convex penalty
functional R.

In this paper we will use tools from convex analysis in Banach spaces to analyze
the stochastic mirror descent method. The choice of the step-size plays a crucial
role on the convergence of the method. We consider several rules for choosing the
step-sizes and provide criteria for terminating the iterations in order to guarantee
a convergence when the noise level tends to zero. The iterates produced by the
stochastic mirror descent method exhibit salient oscillations and, due to the ill-
posedness of the underlying problems, the method using noisy data demonstrates
the semi-convergence property, i.e. the iterate tends to the sought solution at the
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beginning and, after a critical number of iterations, the iterates diverges. The
oscillations and semi-convergence make it difficult to determine an output with
good approximation property, in particular when the noise level is relatively large.
When the information on noise level is available, by incorporating the spirit of the
discrepancy principle we propose a rule for choosing step-size. This rule enables us
to efficiently suppress the oscillations of iterates and remove the semi-convergence of
the method as indicated by the extensive numerical simulations. Furthermore, we
obtain an order optimal convergence rate result for the stochastic mirror descent
method with constant step-size when the sought solution satisfies a benchmark
source condition. We achieve this by interpreting the stochastic mirror descent
method equivalently as a randomized block gradient method applied to the dual
problem of . Even for the stochastic gradient descent method, our convergence
rate result supplements the existing results since only sub-optimal convergence rates
have been derived under diminishing step-sizes, see [I8] [25].

This paper is organized as follows. In Section [2]we first collect some basic facts on
convex analysis in Banach spaces and then give an account on the stochastic mirror
descent method. In Section [3| we prove some convergence results on the stochastic
mirror descent method under various choices of the step-sizes. When the sought
solution satisfies a benchmark source condition, in Section [] we establish an order
optimal convergence rate result. Finally, in Section[5] we present extensive numerical
simulations to test the performance of the stochastic mirror descent method.

2. The method

2.1. Preliminaries. In this section, we will collect some basic facts on convex
analysis in Banach spaces which will be used in the analysis of the stochastic mirror
descent method; for more details one may refer to [34) [38] for instance.

Let X be a Banach space whose norm is denoted by || - ||, we use X* to denote
its dual space. Given z € X and £ € X* we write (&, z) = &£(z) for the duality
pairing; in case X is a Hilbert space, we also use (-, -) to denote the inner product.
For a convex function f: X — (—o0, 00|, its effective domain is denoted by

dom(f):={zx e X : f(z) < oo}.

If dom(f) # 0, f is called proper. Given x € dom(f), an element £ € X* is called
a subgradient of f at x if
[(@) = f(z)+ (2 —2), VieX

The collection of all subgradients of f at x is denoted as df(x) and is called the
subdifferential of f at x. If 9f(x) # 0, then f is called subdifferentiable at x. Thus
x — Of(x) defines a set-valued mapping df whose domain of definition is defined
as

dom(9f) := {x € dom(f) : Of (z) # 0}.

Given z € dom(9f) and & € df(z), the Bregman distance induced by f at x in the
direction ¢ is defined by

D$(z,2) == f(z) — f(z) — ((,3—7), VieX

which is always nonnegative.
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A proper function f : X — (—o00,00] is called strongly convex if there exists a
constant o > 0 such that

ftz+ (1 —t)z) +ot(l —t)||z — | < tf(@) + (1 —t)f(z) (2.1)

for all Z,z € dom(f) and ¢ € [0,1]. The largest number o > 0 such that (2.1)) holds
true is called the modulus of convexity of f. It is easy to see that for a proper,
strongly convex function f: X — (—o0, 00] with modulus of convexity o > 0 there
holds

D$(z,2) > 0|z — 2| (2.2)

for all z € dom(f), z € dom(9f) and £ € 0f (x).
For a proper function f : X — (—o0,00], its Legendre-Fenchel conjugate is
defined by
fr(€) = sup{(§,x) — f(z)}, £eX”
reX
which is a convex function taking values in (—oo,00]. By definition we have the
Fenchel-Young inequality

1)+ flx) = (&) (2.3)

forall z € X and £ € X*. If f: X — (—00,00] is proper, lower semi-continuous
and convex, f* is also proper and

§€0f(x) ==z €df*(§) « f(x) + (&) = (§,2). (2.4)

The following important result gives further properties of f* which in particular
shows that the strong convexity of f implies the continuous differentiability of f*
with gradient V f* mapping X* to X; see [38, Corollary 3.5.11]

Proposition 2.1. Let X be a Banach space and let f : X — (—o0,00] be a proper,
lower semi-continuous, strongly convez function with modulus of convexity o > 0.
Then dom(f*) = X*, f* is Fréchet differentiable and its gradient V f* maps X*
into X satisfying

IVF(©) ~ Vi) < W

forall&,ne X*.

Given a proper strongly convex function f : X — (—o0, 00], we may consider for
each £ € X* the convex minimization problem

min {f(z) — (£, z)} (2.5)

rzeX

which is involved in the formulation of the stochastic mirror descent method below.
According to [38, Theorem 3.5.8], (2.4]) and Proposition we have

Proposition 2.2. If f : X — (—o00, 0] is a proper, lower semi-continuous, strongly
convex function, then for any £ € X* the minimization problem has a unique
minimizer given by V f*(€).
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2.2. Description of the method. In order to motivate our method, we first
briefly review how to extend the gradient method in Hilbert spaces to solve the
minimization problem
i 2.6
min f(z) (2.6)
in Banach spaces, where f : X — R is a Fréchet differentiable function defined on
a Banach space X. When X is a Hilbert space, the gradient method for solving
(2.6) takes the form x, 1 = x, — ¢,V f(2,) which can be equivalently stated as

. 1
puin = angmip { 3l (20 .V £}

- argmin {inm el 1 (V (), m>} , (2.7)

where (-,-) denotes the inner product on X and | - || denotes the induced norm.
When X is a general Banach space, inner product is no longer available and V f(x,)
is not necessarily an element in X; instead V f(z,) is an element in X*. There-
fore, in order to guarantee (V f(z,), z) to be meaningful, this expression should be
understood as the dual pairing between X* and X. On the other hand, since no
Hilbert space norm is available, %[z — z,[|* in should be replaced by other
suitable distance-like functionals. In order to capture the feature of the sought
solution, a suitable convex penalty function R : X — (—o00,00] is usually chosen
to enhance the feature. In such a situation, one may use the Bregman distance
induced by R to fulfill the purpose. To be more precise, if IR(z,) # 0, we may
take &, € OR(x,) suitably and then use the Bregman distance

D (2, 20) = R(x) = R(n) — (€n, & — n)
to replace ||z — z,? in (2.7). This leads to the new updating formula

Tnal € arg gél)r{l {D%‘ (@, ) + tn(V f(2n), 517>}

for x,11. By the expression of D% (z,x,), we have
Tn41 € arg Hél;(l {R(CE) - <£n - thf(l'n),l'>} .
Let &,11 =&, — t,V f(xy,), then
Tnt1 € argg&i)r{l {R(z) — (€n+1,2)} -

If 2,41 is well-defined, then by the optimality condition on z,1 we have £,11 €
OR(xp+1). Therefore, we can repeat the above procedure, leading to the algorithm

T, = arg ;%1}{1 {R(ﬂ?) - <£n>$>}>

£n+1 =&n — thf(il'n)

for solving in Banach spaces, which is called the mirror descent method in
optimization community; see [T, [6], B0} B1].

In order to apply the mirror descent method to solve (1.2) when only noisy data
y? are available, we may consider a problem of the form (2.6) with

(2.8)

1 - 6112
@) = 5 3 s = o P
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Note that Vf(z) = >F | Af(Aix — y?). Therefore, an application of (2.8)) gives
v = argmin {R(2) — (€, )},

P (2.9)

gn—i—l = gn —tn Z Ar (Alxn - yf)
i=1

This is exactly the method which has been considered in [4 211, [23]. Clearly,
the implementation of requires to calculate A¥(A;z,, —y?) foralli =1,--- ,p
at each iteration. In case p is huge, each iteration step in requires a huge
amount of computational work. In order to reduce the computational load per
iteration, one may randomly choose a subset I, from {1,---,p} with small size to
form the partial term

1
fr(@) = 5 3 s =
icl,
of f and use its gradient Vfr1, (v,) = > ;c; Aj(Aizn — y?) at x, as a replacement
of Vf(x,) in (2.9). This leads to the following mini-batch stochastic mirror descent
method for solving (|1.2) with noisy data.

Algorithm 1. Fiz a batch size b, pick the initial guess & = 0 in X* and set
£ == ¢&. Forn >0 do the following:

(i) Calculate x5 € X by solving
o _ : 4 .
Ty, = argmin {R(z) = (&, 2)}; (2.10)

(ii) Randomly select a subset I, C {1,--- ,p} with |I,| = b via the uniform distri-
bution;

(iii) Choose a step-size t° > 0;

(iv) Define €5, € X* by

S =8 -t > A (Ai) — ) . (2.11)
el

It should be pointed out that the choice of the step-size 2 plays a crucial role
on the convergence of Algorithm We will consider in Section [3| several rules
for choosing the step-size. Note also that, at each iteration step of Algorithm
2% is defined by a minimization problem . When R is proper, lower semi-
continuous and strongly convex, it follows from Proposition that z9 is well-
defined. Moreover, for many important choices of R, 2% can be given by an explicit
formula, see Section |5| for instance, and thus the calculation of z° does not take
much time.

There exist extensive studies on the mirror descent method and its stochastic
variants in optimization, see [0 [8, 28], 29, [39] for instance. The existing works either
depend crucially on the finite-dimensionality of the underlying spaces or establish
only error estimates in terms of objective function values, and therefore they are
not applicable to our Algorithm [1] for ill-posed problems. We need to develop new
analysis. Our analysis of Algorithm [1|is based on the following assumption which
is assumed throughout the paper.

Assumption 1. (i) X is a Banach space, Y; is a Hilbert space and A; : X —'Y;
s a bounded linear operator for eachi=1,--- ,p;
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(ii) R : X — (—o0,00] is a proper, lower semi-continuous, strongly convex func-
tion with modulus of convexity o > 0;
(iii) The system Ajx =vy;, it =1,--- ,p, has a solution in dom(R).

According to Assumption [1] (ii) and Proposition the Legendre-Fenchel con-
jugate R* of R is continuous differentiable with Lipschitz continuous gradient, i.e.

(VR () - VRl < M ve e x (212)

Moreover, by virtue of Assumption |1| and Proposition [2.2] the linear system (|1.1))
has a unique R-minimizing solution z' and Algorithm [1| is well-defined. By the
optimality condition on xfl and Proposition we have

€ cOR(x%) and 2l = VR*(&)) (2.13)

which is the starting point of our convergence analysis.

3. Convergence

In order to establish a convergence result on Algorithm [T} we need to specify a
probability space on which the analysis will be carried out. Let A, := {1,---,p}
and let S, denote the o-algebra consisting of all subsets of A,. Recall that, at
each iteration step, a subset of indices is randomly chosen from A, via the uniform
distribution. Therefore, for each n > 1, it is natural to consider 22 and ¢ on the
sample space

Ap =A< XA,
—_———
n copies
equipped with the o-algebra Sz‘?” and the uniform distributed probability, denoted
as P,,. According to the Kolmogorov extension theorem ([2]), there exists a unique
probability P defined on the measurable space (Q, F) := (A5, S9°°) such that each
P,, is consistent with P. Let E denote the expectation on the probability space
(2, F,P). Given a Banach space X, we use L?(£2, X) to denote the space consisting
of all random variables z with values in X such that E[||x||?] is finite; this is a
Banach space under the norm

Elll=)7) ">

Concerning Algorithm [I| we will use {F,,} to denote the natural filtration, where
Fn =0y, ,I,_1) for each n > 1. We will frequently use the identity

E[¢] = E[E[¢|F7]] (3.1)

for any random variable ¢ on (2, F,P). where E[¢|F,] denotes the expectation of
¢ conditioned on F,.

In this section we will prove some convergence results on Algorithm [I| under
suitable choices of the step-sizes. The convergence of Algorithm[I]will be established
by investigating the convergence property of its counterpart for exact data together
with its stability property. For simplicity of exposition, for each index set I =
{i1, -+ ,ip} C{1,--- ,p} of size b we set

Y= Yi, oo x Yy, ypi= o om,), 0 =0+ + 0,
and define A; : X — Y7 by
Arx = (4, x,--- Ay x), Ve X.
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Let A7 denote the adjoint of A;. Then the updating formula 1' of & 41 from
fz can be rephrased as

Enp1 =& — I A] (Ar,2h — ).
We start with the following result.

Lemma 3.1. Let Assumption[1] hold. Consider Algorithm[]] and assume that

| pollAra, — vy |1?
0 <t <min - n s [
" {HA? (A, 25, — 3 )II?

n=n

for alln > 0, where pg and py are two positive constants with co := 1—po/(4do) > 0.
Let & be any solution of in dom(R) and let

A% = D% (3,20), n=0,1,---.

Then

11b
B[al] ~E[af] < 05

Proof. Note that
Adpr =AY = (G200 — 2) = R(z0 1)) + (R(a) + (6,8 — 2,)) -
By using and we have
R(zp) +R* (&) = (&0, a0)
for all n > 0. Therefore
Ap = A = (R¥(E 1) — (G @) — (RT(E) — (€,2)) -
Using 20 = VR*(£2) in and the inequality on VR*, we can obtain
Anir = A% = (R (Gan) = R(E) = (G — &0, VRT(E)))
<fn+1 gfw xfz - )

512 4 5 .8 _ 4
||€n+1 f || < n+1 ns Ly — $>
According to the definition of £, and Ay, & = yr,, we can further obtain

1 2
) 1) 1) * ) § 1) 1 S
A’I’LJrl An < E ( n) ||AI (Alnxn yI”)”2 - tn<AInxn - yI,,L’AInxn - yIn>'

By the given condition on #° and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we then obtain

s 5 .~ Mo
AnJrl _An S E

< —coty |l Ar, x5 —yp II* + 301, | Ar, 25 — vy, |

Ol An,x) — o I* = t5(Ar, 20 — o, Ar,ad — yr,)

1
— 1052
4co "1"—4

I /\

51
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By taking the expectation and using rirj=p to denote a sum over all subsets
Ic{1,---,n} with [I| = b, we have

B 1
E[A] 1] - E[A]] < Mmmbiﬂq§jﬁzkw 2 20

b/ 1:|1)1=b 1 |I|=b il
P -1y p
—L*Z >, %= Z
e (7) t 4c0
b/ i=1I:|I|=b& i€l i=1
_ .u“lb 52
4eop
which shows the desired inequality. ([l

Next we consider Algorithm [If with exact data and drop the superscript § for
every quantity defined by the algorithm, Thus z,,&, denote the corresponding
iterative sequences and t,, denotes the step-size. We now show a convergence result
for Algorithm [1] with exact data by demonstrating that {x,} is a Cauchy sequence
in L2(Q, X).

Theorem 3.2. Let Assumption [l hold. Consider Algorithm[1] with exact data and
assume that

- mollAr, e — y1, |7
p2 < tp < min { 145 (A, ;n M when Ar,n # yr,, (3.2)

where po, p1 and pg are positive numbers with ¢o :==1— pg/(40) > 0. Then
Elllzn = 2|7 =0 and E D (at,2)] -0
as n — 0o, where xt denotes the unique R-minimizing solution of .
Proof. Let & be any solution of (L.1)) in dom(R) and define
A, = D% (&, ).

By the similar argument in the proof of Lemma [3.I] we can obtain

Ant1— An < —cotn||Ar, 0 — wa,||2 < —copz||Ar, xn — yln,H2~
Consequently

E[AH-H] - E[An]
—copoE [|Ar, 20 — yr, [I”] = —couE [E [ Ar, 20 — 1, [1?|Fn]]

1
= —cousE ® > A, —url?] - (3.3)
b/ 1:)11=b
This shows that {E[A,]} is monotonically decreasing and therefore
lim E[A,] exists and lim &, =0 (3.4)
n— o0 n—0o0

where

1
(bn =E o\ Z ||A1xn_y1”2
(b) I:|I|=b
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If ®,, = 0 for some n, we must have
S Az — i =
I:|I|=b

along any sample path (lo, - - , I,,—1) since there exist only finite many such sample
paths each with a positive probability; consequently &, = &, and z,, = x, and
hence ®,, = 0 for all m > n. Based on these properties of ®,,, it is possible to
choose a strictly increasing sequence {n;} of integers by setting ng := 0 and, for
each [ > 1, by letting n; be the first integer satisfying

n>n-1+1 and &, <o, ..

It is easy to see that for this sequence {n;} there holds

o, <P,, Y0<n<n. (3.5)
For the above chosen sequence {n;} of integers, we are now going to show that
supE [D%"k (@n;, Tny,)| =0 as k — oo. (3.6)

1>k

By the definition of the Bregman distance we have for any [ > k that
6’” A
DRk(xnz’xnk) = Ank - Anz + <€nz - gnmxnz - J:>

Taking the expectation gives
&n N
E D (s one)] = ElAn] — ElAn] + El(€n, — €no o =), (37)

By using the definition of {,,} we have
Tllfl
<§m - gnkaxm - j;> = Z <§n+1 - gnaxm - jj)
n=ng
n;— 1
= - Z AI (Ar,%n —¥y1,),Tn, — T)
n=ng
n;—1
- - Z AI Ln — ylnaAInxm - yIT,,>-
n=ng
Therefore, by taking the expectation and using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we
can obtain

nlfl

|IE Kgnz — Sy Tny — §:>H < Z ‘E [<A1nxn — Y1, A1, %0, — y1n>]|
n=ng
e 1/2 1/2
<m > (E[lAnzn =y, %) """ (B [lAr, 20 — 1, 1%]) "
n=nig

Since x,, is F,-measurable, we have
E[||Ar,zn — yr,|1?] = E[E [| A, 20 — y1, 1| Fa]] = @5

We can not treat the term E [|| Az, z,,, — yr, ||?] in the same way because zy, is not
necessarily JF,,-measurable. However, by noting that

1AL @0, —yr P < > [Arwn, —yill?,
I:|I|=b
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we have

p
B (Ao~ on ] <E | 3 Iran - unl?| < (}) 2,
=)

Therefore, with ¢, := (5)1/2’ we obtain

n;—1
B [(&n — &nior @y = D] < puacpp D 320002, (3.8)
n=ng
By virtue of (3.5) and (3.3)) we then have
n;—1
N H1Cp,b
|E [(&ns = &nir Tny — D)]| < pacpp Z ¢, < ;)TPQ (E[An,] — E[An,]). (3.9)
n=ny

Combining this with (3.7) yields
n c k)
E [ D (@ n)] < <1+ ELpb ””) (E[An,] — E[A,))
Coft2

which together with the first equation in (3.4)) shows (3.6)) immediately.
By using the strong convexity of R, we can obtain from (3.6) that

sup E[||xpn, — 2n, [|?] = 0 as k — oo
1>k
which means that {z,,} is a Cauchy sequence in L?*(, X). Thus there exists a
random vector z* € L?(Q, X) such that
E[|z,, —2z*|]?)] = 0 asl— oo. (3.10)

By taking a subsequence of {n;} if necessary, we can obtain from (3.10) and the
second equation in (3.4]) that

lgr?o |2n, — 2| =0 and llggo I.%:_b”AIxnl —yl>=0 (3.11)

almost surely. Consequently

Z |Arz* —y;||* = 0 almost surely,
I:|I|=b

i.e. x* is a solution of (1.1 almost surely.
We next show that z* € dom(R) almost surely. It suffices to show E[R(z*)] < oo.
Recall that &, € OR(zy,), we have

R(xn,) < R(z)+ (£nysxn, —x), Y e X. (3.12)

By using (3.12) with 2 = 2f, taking the expectation, and noting &,, = & = 0, we
can obtain from (3.9)) that

E[R(2n,)] < R(") +E [(&n, — ng» @n, — 7))
H1Cp,b o
< R(mT) + WE [DR (xT,mo)}

=:C < .
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Therefore, it follows from the first equation in (3.11}), the lower semi-continuity of
R and Fatou’s Lemma that

E[R(z*)] <E [lim inf 'R(mnl)} < 1ilr£1)(i>£1fE [R(xn,)] < C < . (3.13)

l—o0

We have thus shown that 2* € L?(€, X) is a solution of (1.1)) in dom(R) almost
surely.

In order to proceed further, we will show that, for any & € L?(Q2, X) that is a
solution of in dom(R) almost surely, there holds

llim E[(&n,, xn, — )] = 0. (3.14)
—00
To see this, for any k < | we write

E [<§maxm - j)] =E [<€nz - gnkaxm - j)] +E Kfnkaxm - ‘f)] .

Since 2 € L?(£2, X) is a solution of (1.1)) in dom(R) almost surely, by the definition
of {&,} and £ = 0 we can use the similar argument for deriving (3.8)) to obtain

neg—1
IE [{&npr @ny — )] < p1cpp (Z (1)71/2> (I)}L{Q'

n=0

This and the second equation in (3.4)) imply for any fixed & that E[(¢,, , zn, —Z)] — 0
as [ — oco. Hence

lim sup “E [<€m y Ty — j>]| < sup |IE [<§m - g"k’mnl - §;>H
1>k

=00

for all k. By virtue of (3.9) and letting &k — oo we thus obtain (3.14)).
Based on (3.12)) with z = * and (3.14)), we can obtain
limsup E[R(xy,)] < E[R(z")] + lim E [(&,,, zn, — ™)) = E[R(z™)]
l—o0 l—o0

which together with (3.13)) then implies
lim E[R(zy,)] = E[R(z")] (3.15)
=00

By using (3.15)), (3.12) with = 2, and (3.14) with & = 2, we have

E[R(a")] = lm E[R(z,,)] < R(a) + lim Bl(,,, 2y, — 1)] = R(z

—
~

Since z* is a solution of (1.1)) in dom(R) almost surely, we have R(z*) > R(x")
almost surely which implies E[R(z*)] > R(z'). Consequently E[R(z*)] = R
and thus it follows from (3.15]) that

lim E[R(z,,)] = R(z"). (3.16)

l—o0

Finally, from (3.16) and (3.14)) with & = = it follows that

l1—1>r<r>lo]E {D%l (mT7xnl)] lim (E[R(IT) - R(Inz) - <£maIT - xmﬂ) =0.

o l—o0

By the monotonicity of {E[D% (z7,2,)]} we can conclude
lim E [D%” (xT,xn)} =0

and hence lim,, o, E[||z,, — 2'||?] = 0 by the strong convexity of R. The proof is
therefore complete. O
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In order to use Theorem to establish the convergence of Algorithm [1| with
noisy data, we need to investigate the stability of the algorithm, i.e. the behavior
of 23 and & as 6 — 0 for each fixed n. In the following we will provide stability
results of Algorithm [I] under the following three choices of step-sizes:

(s1) ¢ depends only on I, i.e. t0 =t; and 0 < t; < 4o/||Af||? for all I C
{1,---,p} with |I| =b.
(s2) 9 is chosen according to the formula

U () VI e A
. : e
" 45, (Araf = o )P

where pg and ji; are two positive constants with 0 < pg < 4o.
(s3) In case the information of dy,---,d, is available, choose the step-size tJ
according to the rule

. pollAr z0 71/‘15 H2 ~ . 5 5
min PO W S i if || Ay, x0 —
{ ”AIn (Ajnxify?n)”27 1 || Intn yIn

0 otherwise,

t5 >7'5[n,

n

where 7 > 1, uop > 0 and fi; > 0 are preassigned numbers with 0 < pg < 4o.

The step-size chosen in (s1) is motivated by the Landweber iteration which uses
constant step-size. Along the iterations in Algorithm [I} when the same subset I
is repeatedly chosen, (s1) suggests to use the same step-size in computation. The
step-sizes chosen by (s1) could be small and thus slows down the computation.
The rules given in (s2) and (s3) use the adaptive strategy which may produce large
step-sizes. The step-size chosen by (s2) is motivated by the deterministic minimal
error method, see [24]. The step-size given in (s3) is motivated by the work on
deterministic Landweber-Kaczmarz method, see [15, [20], and it incorporates the
spirit of the discrepancy principle into the selection.

Let {z,,&,} be defined by Algorithm [1| with exact data, where the step-size ¢,
is chosen by (s1), (s2) or (s3) with the superscript § dropped and with ¢y, replaced
by 0. It is easy to see that t,, satisfies in Theorem [3.2] Therefore, Theorem
is applicable to {2, &, }-

The following result gives a stability property of Algorithm [1] with the step-sizes
chosen by (s1), (s2) or (s3).

Lemma 3.3. Let Assumption [1] hold. Consider Algorithm [1] with the step-size
chosen by (s1), (s2) or (s3). Then for each fized integer n > 0 there hold

Ellle) — zn)*] = 0 and E[|E) - &l°] =0
as 6 — 0.

Proof. We show the result by induction on n. The result is trivial for n = 0 because
€5 = &. Assuming the result holds for some n > 0, we will show it also holds for
n + 1. Since there are only finitely many sample paths of the form (I, -, I,_1)
each with positive probability, we can conclude from the induction hypothesis that

|20 — 2, =0 and € =&, =0 asd —0 (3.17)

along every sample path (Io,- -, I,_1). We now show that along each sample path
(I, -+ ,In—1, I,) there hold

2941 = Tngal| =0 and (€ — &upall 0 as 5 — 0. (3.18)
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To see this, we first show [|€J,, — &,11]| — 0 as 6 — 0 by considering two cases.
We first consider the case A, x, —ys, = 0. For this case we have §,41 =&, and
hence

£z+1 —&ny1 = 52 —&n — tsz?n (AIn (xfz —Tp) — (y(Isw - yIn)) .
Note that for all the choices of the step-sizes given in (s1), (s2) and (s3) we have

0 < t% < fiy, where ji; is a constant independent of n and J. Note also that §;, < .
Therefore

I€n+1 = Enrall < N6 — &all + Aall AL, || (1AL |25, — 2ol +6) -
Consequently, by using (3.17) we can obtain [|£5,; — &u41]| — 0 as § — 0.
Next we consider the case A, x, —y;, # 0. By using (3.17) we have ||A;, x% —
Y3 || > 767, when § > 0 is sufficiently small. Note that
(A7, (Ar,zn = y1,), 20 — 2") = | A, 20 — 1, |> > 0

which implies that A} (Ar,#, —yr,) # 0. Thus the step-size chosen by (s2) or (s3)
is given by

t) = min{ st~ sl ’ﬁl} .
147, (Ar, 25, — 7 )12
By using again we have
0 —=t, asd—0. (3.19)
For the step-size chosen by (s1) the equation holds trivially as t2 = t, =t .
Therefore, by noting that
Enir —&ntr =60 — & — 10 A7 (Ar, 2% — 1) + ta A, (A1, 20 — 1)
=& =&+ (ta — 1) AL (Ar, 20 — y1,)
+ 0 AL, (Ar, (o — ) + (u7, = yr))

we can use (3.17) and (3.19) to conclude again [|£J,; — &, q1| — 0 as 6 — 0.
Now by virtue of the formula 22 ,; = VR*(£3,,), Zpt1 = VR*(&,41) and the

continuity of VR*, we have ||z, — ,41]| — 0 as § — 0. We thus obtain (3.18).
Finally, since there are only finitely many sample paths of the form (Iy,--- , I,,),

we can use (3.18]) to conclude

E [l51 = 2nal?] =0 and E[Il6 41 = &nall’] =0
as  — 0. The proof is thus complete by the induction principle. O
Theorem 3.4. Let Assumption |1| hold. Consider Algorithm [1| with the step-size

chosen by (s1), (s2) or (s8). If the integer ns is chosen such that ng — oo and
5%ns — 0 as 6 — 0, then

5
E [||xi§ —2'?l =0 and E {ny (zf, 29 )] -0

' ¥ns
as 6 — 0.

Proof. Let A := D% (xf,2°) for all n > 0. By the strong convexity of R it suffices
to show E[A% ] — 0 as § — 0. According to Lemma [3.1| we have

u1b
B[al] ~E[a] < 202
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for all n > 0. Let n be any fixed integer. Since ng — oo as § — 0, we have ng > n
for small § > 0. Thus, we may repeatedly use the above inequality to obtain

w1b
E[A7,] SE[AY] 4+ 0 (ns —n)d”.

Since §%ns; — 0 as 6 — 0, we thus have

limsup E [Afw]

6—0
<limsupE [A?] = limsup (R(z") — E [R(29)] — E [(£3, 2" —22)])
6—0 6—0

for any n > 0. With the help of Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have
|E [(&0, 2" — 2)] —E [(6n, 2" — z)]|
< [E (&) — &nszt = aD)]| + [E [(6n, 2 — 27)]|
< (B[~ &l?)) " (& [Jlad - 2F2]) "
+ (I (E [len — 251%) .
Thus, we may use Lemma @ to conclude

lim E (€0, 2" — 28)] =E [(¢n, 2" — zn)] -

According to the proof of Lemma we have ||z, — z,,|| — 0 as § — 0 along each
sample path (Io,- -+, I,—1). Thus, from the lower semi-continuity of R and Fatou’s
lemma it follows

E[R(z,)] <E [ligrl)iélf R(mi)} <liminfE [R(z2)] .

Consequently
. 5 s s . s s
limsupE [A) ] < R(zt) — llgriléle [R(z2)] - (%ILI(IJE (€, 2t —20)]

5—0 '
< R(z") ~ E[R(z,)] — E [(€n, 2t — 2)]
= E[DR (a7, 2n)]

for all n > 0. Letting n — oo and using Theorem We therefore obtain E[AS s
0asd—0.

Theorem provides convergence results on Algorithm [I] under various choices
of the step-sizes. For the step-size chosen by (s3), if further conditions are imposed
and 7 and pg, we can show that the iteration error of Algorithm [Ijalways decreases.

Lemma 3.5. Let Assumption 1| hold. Consider Algorithm |1 with the step-size
chosen by (s3). If uo > 0 and 7 > 1 are chosen such that

L o
1—-—-—=—2=2>0 3.20
T 4o T ( )

then A2, < A% and consequently E [A ] <E[AS] for alln > 0, where AS :=
)
D% (zf,22).

) n
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Proof. According to the proof of Lemma we have

1 2
A =A< py ()" A7, (Ar,ad =y )P = t5(Ar, 20 —yo , Al — yr,)
1 2
< — ()7 N147 (A, 2% — ) )P = )| Ar, 20 — ) |I?

4o (
+or ol Az, —y3 |l

By the definition of 5 we have
tallA7, (Ar, 25 — v )I* < pollAr, 25 — vz, |17,
1
OntallAr, 2y = yn, | < —tallAr,an — v, 117

Therefore

1
S (- LA A D

Since g and 7 satisfy ([3.20)), this implies Ai+1 < A?. By taking the expectation
we then obtain E[AS ] < E[AJ]. O

Theorem 3.6. Let Assumption[d] hold. Consider Algorithm[1] with step-size chosen
by (s8), where T > 1 and po > 0 are chosen to satisfy . If the integer ng is
chosen such that ng — oo as § — 0, then
s
E [||J:f15 —a:T||2] —0 and E {D%‘; (xT,xfw)] -0

as 6 — 0.

Proof. Let n > 0 be any fixed integer. Since ns — co as § — 0, we have ng > n for
sufficiently small 6 > 0. It then follows from Lemma [3.5] that

E[A7,] <E[A7]
By using Lemma[3-3]and following the proof of Theorem[3.4]we can further conclude

limsup E [Afw} < E[A,]
6—0

for all integers n > 0. Finally, by letting n — oo, we can use Theorem [3.2] to obtain
E[AS] = 0as§ — 0. O

We remark that, unlike Theorem [3.4] the convergence result given in Theorem
3.6 requires only ng to satisfy ng — oo as 6 — 0. This is not surprising because
the discrepancy principle has been incorporated into the choice of the step-size
by (s3). Theorem can be viewed as a stochastic extension of the corresponding
result for the deterministic Landweber-Kaczmarz method ([20]) for solving ill-posed
problems. It should be pointed out that, due to , the application of Theorem
[3.6] requires either 7 to be sufficiently large or pg to be sufficiently small which may
lead the corresponding algorithm to lose accuracy or converge slowly. However,
our numerical simulations in Section [5| demonstrate that using step-sizes chosen by
(s3) without satisfying still has the effect of decreasing errors as the iteration
proceeds.
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4. Rate of convergence

In Section 3] we have proved the convergence of Algorithm [[junder various choices
of the step-sizes. In this section we will focus on deriving convergence rates. For
ill-posed problems, this requires the sought solution to satisfy suitable source con-
ditions. We will consider the benchmark source condition of the form ([7])

A*AT € OR(z1) (4.1)

for some A\ := O‘Tl’ e 7)‘3;7) €Y =Y x - xY,, where, here and below, for
any A € Y we use \; to denote its i-th component in Y;. Deriving convergence
rates under general choices of step-sizes can be very challenging. Therefore, in this
section we will restrict ourselves to the step-sizes chosen by (s1) that includes the
constant step-sizes. The corresponding algorithm can be reformulated as follows.

Algorithm 2. Fix a batch size b, pick the initial guess & = 0 in X* and step-sizes
tr for all I C {1,--- ,p} with |I| =b. Set & := &. Forn >0 do the following:
(i) Calculate x5 € X by solving ;
(ii) Randomly select a subset I, C {1,--- ,p} with |I,| = b via the uniform distri-
bution;

(iii) Define £3,, € X* by .

For Algorithm [2| we have the following convergence rate result.

Theorem 4.1. Let Assumption [1] hold and consider Algorithm [3 Assume that
0 <ty < 4o /|Af||? for all subsets I C {1,---,p} with |I| = b; furthermore t; =t
with a constant t for all such I in case b > 1. If the sought solution z' satisfies
the source condition and the integer ns is chosen such that 1 + %ng is of the
magnitude of 671, then

E (|25, — ='[”] < G,

where C' is a positive constant independent of 4, p and b.

When X is a Hilbert space and R(x) = ||z||?/2, the stochastic mirror descent
method becomes the stochastic gradient method. In the existing literature on
stochastic gradient method for solving ill-posed problems, sub-optimal convergence
rates have been derived for diminishing step-sizes under general source conditions
on the sought solution, see [I8] 25]. Our result given in Theorem supplements
these results by demonstrating that the stochastic gradient method can achieve the
order optimal convergence rate O(d) under constant step-sizes if the sought solution
satisfies the source condition .

The result in Theorem also demonstrates the role played by the batch size b:
to achieve the same convergence rate, less number of iterations is required if a larger
batch size b is used. However, this does not mean the corresponding algorithm with
larger batch size b is faster because the computational time at each iteration can
increase as b increases. How to determine a batch size with the best performance
is an outstanding challenging question.

The proof of Theorem is based on considering an equivalent formulation of
Algorithm [2] which we will derive in the following. The derivation is based on
applying the randomized block gradient method ([26, [32], B6]) to the dual problem
of (1.4) with y replaced by 3°. The associated Lagrangian function is

L(z;\) == R(z) — (A, Az — ),
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where x € X and A € Y. Thus the dual function is
inf L 3) = — sup {(A°X, ) = R(@)} + () = ~R* (A°N) + (0,7)
T zeX

which means the dual problem is

. L * * 1)
min {d,s(A) :=R*(A*X) — (A, %)} (4.2)
Note that R* is continuous differentiable and
p p
dys(\) =R* (Z A;.*A,z) = s yd).
i=1 i=1

Therefore we may solve by the randomized block gradient method which
iteratively selects partial components of A at random to be updated by a partial
gradient of d,s and leave other components unchanged. To be more precisely, for
any A € Y and any subset I C {1,---,p}, let A\; denote the group of components

Aiof Awithi € I. Assume XS := (XS, - - 7)\fl,p) € Y is a current iterate. We then
choose a subset of indices I, from {1,--- ,p} with |I,,| = b randomly with uniform
distribution and define A, = (A 1, 7)‘ft+1,p) by setting )\;Sl+17i = )‘i,i if
1 ¢ I, and

)‘(ZL—H,In = )‘fn,ln - tlnvfndy‘s (/\2)7 (43)

with step-sizes t;, > 0 depending only on I,,, where, for each I C {1,---,p}, Vrd,s
denotes the partial gradient of d s with respect to A;. Note that

Vidys(\) = A[VR* (A*X) — o).

Therefore, by setting z° := VR* (A*)\‘,SL), we can rewrite 1D as
)\2+171n = )‘fhln —tr, (Alnxfl - y(Isn) .
By using the definition of 3 and (2.4) we have A*)\® € OR(2?) which implies
0€d (R~ (X, 4)) (z7)

and thus

0 = arg min {R(z) — (N}, Az)} . (4.4)
Combining the above analysis we thus obtain the following mini-batch randomized
dual block gradient method for solving (|1.2)) with noisy data.

Algorithm 3. Fiz a batch size b, pick the initial guess Ag := (0,---,0) € Y :=
Yy x -+ x Y, and step-sizes t for all I C {1,--- ,p} with |I| =b. Set \) := \o. For
n > 0 do the following:
(i) Calculate x5 € X by using ;
(ii) Randomly select a subset I, C {1,--- ,p} with |I,| = b via the uniform distri-
bution;
(iii) Define A, = ()‘fw-l,lv e 7>\’§L+1,p) €Y by setting )\fl""]wl;‘; = /\2715 and

Mot = Mg, — b, (Ana, —u7,) (4.5)

where IS denotes the complement of I, in {1,--- ,p}.



20 QINIAN JIN, XILIANG LU, AND LIUYING ZHANG

Let us demonstrate the equivalence between Algorithm [2] and Algorithm If
{25, X2} is defined by Algorithm [3| by defining £ := A*\® we have

G =AN, = Al )‘2+1,I; + A7, )‘gﬂ,ln
= A;;XTSL,I; + A?n ()‘fz,ln —tr, (Aln,xi - y(lsn))
= (A Mg + A5 N ) — b AT (Ar el — o)
=& —tr, A7 (A, —u5,).

Therefore {z°,£2} can be produced by Algorithm Conversely, if {z2,£} is
defined by Algorithm [1} by using £} = 0 one can easily see that ¢ € Ran(A), the
range of A. By writing ) = A*XJ, for some A}, = (A ,,-+-, A} ) € Y, we have
i1 =& —tr, A7 (Ar,ay — 7 ) = AN, — tr, A} (A, — ug,)
= A?g )\fL,Ifb + A?n ()‘fz,ln -1, (Alnxfz - y(;n))

Define A\, € Y by setting /\i+1,15 = Afw,l;"; and )\fl+171n = )‘fuln —tr, (A, x5 —y5 ).
We can see that €5, = A*X_ | and {25,\]} can be generated by Algorithm
Therefore we obtain

Lemma 4.2. Algorithm[3 and Algorithm[3 are equivalent.

Based on Algorithm [3| we will derive the estimate on E[||z — x'||?] under the
benchmark source condition (4.1). Let

dy(A) =R (A"A) = (A y)
which is obtained from d,s () with y°® replaced by y. From 1) and 1) it follows
that »7 = VR*(A*AT). Thus, by using Az’ =y we have
Vdy(A\") = AVR* (A*A1) —y = AzT —y =0.
Since dy () is convex, this shows that AT is a global minimizer of d, on Y.

According to we have A*\? € OR(x2). Thus, we may consider the Bregman
distance
AS = Dg*xj‘ (zf,29).
By using (4.1), A*\3 € OR(«?), and (2.4) we have
R(zT) +R* (A*AT) = (A"AT,2T) . R(zl) + R* (A*N)) = (A*N),20).
Therefore
A) =R(a") = R(2p) — (A", 2" —a7)
=R* (A*A)) = R* (A*AT) — (A0, 2T) + (A*AT, z)
= (R* (A*X%) — (A2, 9)) — (R*(A*AT) — (AT, )
= d, () — d, (A1),
Consequently, by virtue of the strong convexity of R we have
ollzy, —af|? < A} < dy (X)) — dy (AT).
Taking the expectation gives
oE [||lz — 2"||?] < E [dy(X3) — d,(\T)]. (4.6)

This demonstrates that we can achieve our goal by bounding E[d, (\) — d,,(A1)].
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Note that the sequence {A\}} is defined via the function d,s()). Although AT is
a minimizer of d,, it may not be a minimizer of dys. In order to overcome this gap,
we will make use of the relation

dys(A) = dy(N) = (A y = 1°) (4.7)
between d,s () and dy(A) for all A € Y.

Lemma 4.3. Let Assumption[]] hold and consider Algorithm[3 Assume that 0 <
tr < 4o /||Af||? for all I C {1,...,p} with |I| =b. Then

t b c
E [d, () <E[d,(\0)] 4+ max"52 "L tE IV rd,s MO
[dy(A41)] < E[dy(X)] 2ep 20) I;_b [E([IVrdys (X517

for all n >0, where

. trllAr]®
tmax := max t; and c¢;:= min {1 — ——— 3% > 0.
I:|I|=b I:|I|=b 4o

Proof. For any A € Y and any I C {1,---,p} with |I| = b we may write A =
(A1, Aze) up to a permutation. Since the partial gradient of d,s with respect to Ar
is given by Vd,s(A) = A/ VR*(A*\) — yY, it follows from (2.12) that

HVIdya(/\j,)\Ic) - deya(/\j + h,)\]c)H < LIHhHa Vh € Y7,

where Ly := ||A;]|?/(20). Consequently, by recalling the relation between AJ ,; and
A8 we can obtain

Ly,
dy‘s ()‘fz+1) < dy5 ()\fl) + <v1ndy5 ()‘2)7 )‘fwrl,ln - A;SL,I”> + 2 2

= dys(\) — (1 - L’;I) t1, V1, dys (NI

By using and the definition of )\fH_l, we can see that
dy5 ()‘fz+1) - dy5 (Ai) = dy(>\2+1) - dy()‘fl) + <)‘§z+1,ln - )\’(ISL,In7yIn - y}sn)
= dy(An11) = dy(N) = t1,(V1,dys (X)), yr, — w1,).

Combining the above two equations and using the definition of ¢;, we thus have
dy(N41) — dy(A)

L[n tr,
< T,y O, = 08} = (1= E8 ) 0,1V, )P

) )
Ant11, — Anr,

< t1,01, V1, dys (NIl = extr, [ V1, dys (AD) |12
1 2 1 5 2
< Tcltl,ﬁfﬂ, - chtlnnvlndyé(/\n)” .

By taking the expectation, using 1) and noting that E[67 | = %62, we finally
obtain

tmax 1
E [dy (V1) — dy(N)] < 52E [0] = 5erB [B [, [Vr,dys W) P17]]

_ toaxb 1 1

2c1p §ClE @

> tlVids ()]

I:|1|=b

which completes the proof. O
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Lemma 4.4. Consider Algorithm @ in which 0 < t; < 4o/||Az||? for all I C

{1,-+-,p} with |I| = b, furthermore t; =t with a constant t for all such I in case
b> 1. Assume holds and let

L

SN = AL ifb=1,
P S 4

1

z||/\;§—ATH2 ifb>1

for alln > 0. Then

2% 22 b
E[rni1] < Efr,] + ;]E [dy (A1) — dy(\))] + Td (E[ra]) "/

+(pl) S HE [V idys (A1)

b/ I:|I|=b
for all integers n > 0.

Proof. We will only prove the result for b > 1; the result for b = 1 can be proved
similarly. By using the definition of A%, and ¢;, = ¢ we have

Lo\s Lo\s
Tn1 = <[ Apg1,re — A} 12+ %HAn-ﬁ-l,In - /\L”Q

t
1 1
= IV = AP+ LI, = AL — 19 dys D)1
1 1
= S INrg = AP+ SN L = AL P = 20V 1dys (0), X0 1, = AL)

+ |V, dys ()2
=1y — 2V, dys (X)), X0 1 = AL )+t V1, dys (A

Taking the expectation and using (3.1)), it gives

E[rni1] = E[r,] — 2E [E [<v1ndy5(/\i)7 sthfn N )‘RLHF"H
+E [E [V 1, dys (A2 ] ]

1
:E[Tn]—2E @ Z <v1dy5()‘i)’>‘i,1_)‘}>
b/ I:|I|=b
1
HIE | > [IVrdys (X))

&) I:|T|=b
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Noting that

Z (Vidys(AD), )‘fz,l - )‘D = Z Z<Vidy5(>\i)a )‘(rsz,i - )‘Tv>

I:|I|=b I:|T|=b i€l

p
=3 Y (Vs (M)A - AT

=1 1:|1|=b and eIl

p
= (12 1) s A = AL

=1

— (72: 1) (Vd,s(A)), A0 — Ay,

Therefore
2b
E[rp1] = E[ry] + ;E (Vs (M), AT = M) + == > E[[[Vidys (A1)

By the convexity of dys (), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the definition of r,,
we can obtain

(Vdys (A0), AT =A%) < dys (AT) = s (A7)
= dy(\") = dy(A}) + (A, = ATy — )
< dy(AT) = dy (X)) + 125, — AT
= dy(A") = dy (A)) + Vtor,/.
Therefore
2b 24/tb
Elrat1] < Efra] + —°E [dy(AT) — dy(X2)] + *p[(SE[r}/?}
t
iy 2 ElIVida 00
b/ I:|I|=b
Since E[r}/ %] < (E[rn])"/2, we thus obtain the desired inequality. O

Lemma 4.5. Consider Algorithm [3 with the step-sizes chosen as in Lemma
there holds

1 ber
B |dy(40) = dy) + G| + 2 STE[0,00) - 4,00
k=0

tmaxh 2 e &
< Mo+ 222 (4 1)82 + 22205\ (R ]) /2
2c1p P ;

(=)

Jor all n >0, where My := Fcirg + (dy(Xo) — dy(AT)).
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Proof. From Lemma [£.3] and Lemma [£.4] it follows that

1
E [dy(/\fwrl) —dy(\) + 2017"n+1]

< 2[00 — 4, 0) + gerra| - 2B [4,08) - 4,01

1/2
tmaxb 52 + m/axbcl S (E[’I’n])l/2 '
2c1p P
Recursively using this inequality then completes the proof. ([

+

In order to proceed further, we need an estimate on E[r,]. We will use the
following elementary result.

Lemma 4.6. Let {a,} and {b,} be two sequences of nonnegative numbers such
that

n—1
aigbiJcmaj, n=0,1,---,
Jj=0

where ¢ > 0 is a constant. If {b,} is non-decreasing, then
an <bp+cn, n=0,1,---.

Proof. We show the result by induction. The result is trivial for n = 0. Assume
that the result is valid for all 0 < n < k for some k > 0. We show it is also true for
n=*k+1. If agy1 < max{ag, - ,ax}, then a1 < a; for some 0 < 1 < k. Thus,
by the induction hypothesis and the monotonicity of {b,} we have

apr1 < ap < b+l <y +c(k+1).

If a1 > max{ag, - ,ax}, then
k
gy < by + Czaj < bipy +elk+ 1ag
§=0
which implies that

2
1 1
<ak+1 - ic(k + 1)) =az,q —c(k+agsr + 102(]6 +1)?

1
< B+ g+ 1)

2
1
< (bk—H + ek + 1)) :
Taking square roots shows ag41 < bry1 + c(k + 1) again. ]

Now we are ready to show the following result which together with Lemma [4.2]
implies Theorem immediately.

Theorem 4.7. Let Assumption[]] hold and consider Algorithm[3 with the step-sizes
chosen as in Theorem . If the sought solution x' satisfies the source condition
, then for all n > 0 there holds

2M, 5t maxh
E[d,(\) — d,(\D)] < 0 max” 62 4.8
[dy(Xp) — dy( )}_1+§Cm+ 2ep " (4.8)




STOCHASTIC MIRROR DESCENT METHOD 25

and consequently

1{ 2M, 5t
E (||, — "] < ( 0 4 Zma n(52>,

o\ 1+ Yen - 2e1p

where tmax and ¢y are defined in Lemma[].3

Proof. According to , it suffices to show Since AT is a minimizer of
dy(X\) over Y, we have d y(A2) —d,(\T) > 0 for all n > 0. Thus, by noting that
E[rol =19 < 2]\/[0/61, it follows from Lemma [4.5] that
2]\40 tmaxb 2 }n/azx — 1/2
—_— —
c1 + c%p Z

E[r,] <

for all n > 0. Applying Lemma and using the inequality va + b < v/a + v/b for
any a,b > 0, we can obtain

IMy  toaxh 22 oM, bn  2bn
(E[ra))"/? < \/ 04 g2 4 T8 < LR Y B R
C1 c1p p C1 cip p

Consequently

~ 2M, ~ 2
Y (® N2 < 2+ 1) + > —bzk 20k )
a1 —\\cp  »p

k=0
2M, 2p1/2 1)3/2 1
O(n+ 1)+ b2 (n+1) bn(n+1)
3c1pl/? D

/2 5.

max

<
1

Combining this with the estimate in Lemma we obtain

B [dy(X ) - Lha ZE dy(A)]

2tmaxcl MO

< My + ma”"b( +1)62+ (n+1)8
2¢c1p

203/2(n +1)%/2  b2ci(n+1)2 52
3p3/2 p2 max® -

By using the inequality

b/ 2t maxc1 M, b? 1)2
OV 2hmaxeiMo 4 gy5 g 4 Pl P17, s
p 2p
we can further obtain
bc
E [dy(A041) — — ZE dy(A1)]
tmaxh (1 2b1/2(n—|—1)1/2 3bcy(n +1)
< 2My 4+ 22— 1)8%. 4.9
<2Mo+ = (261 31/ R )(n+ ) (4.9)
According to Lemma [£.3] we have for any 0 < k < n that
tmaxb
E [d,(\)] > E [dy(X,1)] — (n+1—k)s>.

2¢e1p
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Therefore

M=

E [dy()‘z) - dy()\T)}
0

DE [dy (X} d,(Ahy] - fmnd
(n+1) [ y( A1) — dy( )} " dep
Combining this with (4.9) and noting that n +2 < 2(n + 1) and
201/ (n 4 1)1/2 <2 N bey(n 4+ 1)

3pt/2 T 18p

\VAR

(n+1)(n + 2)6%

we obtain

(1 N b<p+1>) E [dy(N41) — dy(A)]

tmaxb (1 20'/2(n+1)1/2 1 3¢\ b(n+1)
<OMy 4 2 — 4 - R ) [ 1)52
=2ty (261+ 3pt/? +(2+ 2) P >(n+ )

< 2M, + bz (a+ ﬂb(nJFl)) (n+ 1)6%,
p p

where 5 1 14
= — d = -4+ —a.
« 5, and 3 + 5 c1

Note that f/a < ¢; as ¢; < 1. Dividing the both sides of the above equation by
14 bep(n+ 1)/p shows
2My Stmaxb
E [dy (N 1) —dy(A\T)] < + = (n 4 1)67
[N = AN < gt e

which completes the proof. [

5. Numerical results

In this section we will present numerical simulations to test the performance of
the stochastic mirror descent method for solving linear ill-posed problems in which
the sought solutions have various special features that require to make particu-
lar choices of the regularization functional R and the solution space X. Except
Example all the numerical simulations are performed on the linear ill-posed
system

b
A’ix :/ k(slat)z(t)dt:yla i = 17 y P (51)
obtained from linear integral equations of first kind on [a, ] by sampling at s; €
[a,b] with ¢ = 1,--- ,p, where the kernel k(-,-) is continuous on [a,b] X [a,b] and

si=a+(@—1)0b—a)/(p—1)fori=1,--- p.

Example 5.1. Consider the linear system (l.1) where X and Y; are all Hilbert
spaces. In case the minimal norm solution is of interest, we may take R(z) = ||z||?/2
in Algorithm [1} then the definition of 2% shows 2’ = £J. Consequently, Algorithm
[ becomes the form
s & _ 48 px 5 _ 8
Tpy1 =Ty — tnAIn (AI'H,‘TTL - yln)7 (52)

where I, C {1,---,p} is a randomly selected subset with |I,,| = b via the uniform
distribution for a preassigned batch size b. This is exactly the mini-batch stochastic
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gradient descent method for solving linear ill-posed problems in Hilbert spaces
which has been studied recently in [I7, 18, 25]. In these works the convergence
analysis has been performed under diminishing step-sizes. Our work supplements
the existing results by providing convergence results under new choices of step-sizes,
in particular, for the method with batch size b = 1, we obtain convergence
and convergence rate results for the step-size

0= MO With 0 < po < 2 (5.3)
14,2
which obeys (s1) and (s2), where i, is the index chosen at the n-th iteration step.
We now test the performance of the method by considering the system
(5.1) with [a,b] = [—6,6], p = 1000 and k(s,t) := ¢(s — t), where ¢(s) = (1 +
cos(ms/3)) X |s|<3}- We assume the sought solution is

21 (t) = sin(nt/12) + sin(nt/3) + ﬁtQ(l —t).

Instead of the exact data y; := A;z', we use the noisy data
yf :yz+6r6l|yl|527 Z:17 2 (54)

where §,; is the relative noise level and ¢; are random noises obeying the standard
Gaussian distribution, i.e. &; ~ N(0,1). We execute the method with the
batch size b = 1 and the initial guess 2j = 0 together with the step-sizes given
by (5.3)); the integrals involved in the method are approximated by the trapezoidal
rule based on the partition of [—6,6] into p — 1 subintervals of equal length. To
illustrate the dependence of convergence on the magnitude of step-size, we consider
the three distinct values pg = 1.0,0.5 and 0.1. We also use noisy data with three
distinct relative noise levels d,.; = 1071,1072 and 1073, In Figure [1| we plot the
corresponding reconstruction errors; the first row plots the relative mean square
errors E[||z8 — z7||2,/||z7||2,] which are calculated approximately by the average of
100 independent runs and the second row plots ||z8 —27||2, /||zt||2. for a particular
individual run. From these plots we can observe that, for each individual run,
the iteration errors exhibit oscillations which are in particular dramatic when the
noisy data have relative large noise levels. We can also observe that the method
demonstrates the semi-convergence property, i.e. the iterates converges to
the sought solution at the beginning and, after a critical number of iterations, the
iterates begin to diverge. This is typical for any iterative methods for solving ill-
posed problems. Furthermore, for a fixed noise level, the semi-convergence occurs
earlier if a larger step-size is used. We also note that, for noisy data with relatively
large noise level, if a large step-size is used, the iterates can quickly produce a
reconstruction result with minimal error and then diverge quickly from the sought
solution; this makes it difficult to decide how to stop the iteration to produce
a good reconstruction result. The use of small step-sizes has the advantage of
suppressing oscillations and deferring semi-convergence. However, it slows down
the convergence and hence makes the method time-consuming.

In order to efficiently suppress the oscillations and reduce the effect of semi-
convergence, we next consider the method using the step-size chosen by (s3)
whose realization relies on the information of noise level. We now assume that the
noisy data have the form (5.4), where ¢; are noise uniformly distributed on [—1,1].
Note that &; := ,¢1|y;| are the noise levels with |y? — y;| < &;. Assuming the
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relative noise level 5, =0.1 relative noise level 5, =0.01 relative noise level 5, =0.001

relative noise level 6, =0.1 relative noise level 5,

,=0.01 relative noise level 5,

,=0.001
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FIGURE 1. Reconstruction errors of the stochastic gradient descent
(5.2) using step-size ([5.3]) with various values of 1.

information on ¢; is known, the step-size chosen by (s3) takes the form

o { po/llAi, 17 if [Ai, 2 —y) | > 78, (5.5)
" 0 otherwise ’
which incorporates the spirit of the discrepancy principle. To illustrate the advan-
tage of this choice of step-size, we compare the computed results with the ones
obtained by the step-size chosen by . In Figure [2[ we present the numerical
results of reconstruction errors by the method ([5.2)) with batch size b = 1 for various
noise levels using the step-sizes chosen by nd with g =1 and 7 = 1.
where “DP” and “No DP” represent the results corresponding to the step-sizes cho-
sen by and respectively. The first row in Figure [2| plots the mean square
errors which are calculate approximately by the average of 100 independent runs
and the second row plots the reconstruction errors for a typical individual run. The
results show clearly that using the step-size can significantly suppress the os-
cillations in reconstruction errors in particular when the data are corrupted by noise
with relatively large noise level. We have performed extensive simulations which
indicate that, due to the regularization effect of the discrepancy principle, using
the step-size has the tendency to decrease the iteration error as the number
of iterations increases and has the ability to reduce the effect of semi-convergence.

Example 5.2. We consider the linear system in which X and Y; are all
Hilbert spaces and the sought solution satisfies the constraint x € C, where C C X
is a closed convex set. Finding the unique solution x' of (1.1 in C with minimal
norm can be stated as with R(z) := %[|z||* + ic(z), where (¢ denotes the
indicator function of C. Let Pr denote the metric projection of X onto C. Then the

mini-batch stochastic mirror descent method for determining z! takes the form

ad = Pe(&)), & =& -4 (Ar,2) —y) ). (5.6)
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relative noise level 5, =0.1 relative noise level 5, =0.01 relative noise level 5, =0.001

1
10°
oP oP oP
——NooP ——NooP ——NooP

107

relative noise level 6, =0.1 relative noise level 5 =0.01 relative noise level 5,

,=0.001

FI1GURE 2. Comparison of reconstruction results by the stochastic

gradient descent (5.2)) using step-sizes (5.3]) and (5.5]).

In case X = L*(2) for some domain 2 C R? and C = {x € X : 2 > 0 a.e. on %},
the iteration scheme ([5.6)) becomes

) = max{¢), 0}, S =8 —thA] (A 2d —y),) (5.7)

with an initial guess fg = 0, where I,, is a randomly selected subset of {1,--- ,p}
via the uniform distribution with |I,,| = b for a preassigned batch size b.

As a testing example, we consider the computed tomography which consists
in determining the density of cross sections of a human body by measuring the
attenuation of X-rays as they propagate through the biological tissues [27]. Mathe-
matically, it requires to determine a function supported on a bounded domain from
its line integrals. We consider here only the standard 2D parallel-beam tomography;
tomography with other scan geometries can be considered similarly. We consider a
full angle problem using 90 projection angles evenly distributed between 1 and 180
degrees, with 367 lines per projection. Assuming the sought image is discretized
on a 256 x 256 pixel grid, we may use the function paralleltomo in the MATLAB
package AIR TOOLS [I6] to discretize the problem. After deleting those rows with
zero entries, it leads to a linear system Ax = y, where A is a matrix with size
29658 x 65536. This gives a problem of the form with p = 29658, where A;
corresponds to the i-th row of A and y; is the i-th component of y.

We assume that the true image is the Shepp-Logan phantom shown in figure
(a) discretized on a 256 x 256 pixel grid with nonnegative pixel values. This
phantom is widely used in evaluating tomographic reconstruction algorithms. Let
z' denote the vector formed by stacking all the columns of the true image and let
y = Az’ be the true data. By adding Gaussian noise to gy; we get the noisy data
y? of the form , where g; ~ N(0,1) and 6,; = 0.01. Since the sought solution
is nonnegative, we may reconstruct it by using the method . As a comparison,
we also consider reconstructing the sought phantom by the method for which
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(d) relative noise level =0.01

(a) True solution (b) Nonnegative constraint (c) No constraint

102
3 100 200 300 400 500 600

FIGURE 3. Reconstruction of the Shepp-Logan phantom by the
methods (5.7) and (5.2) with batch size b = 400 and step-size
chosen by (s2) with po = 1.

the nonnegative constraint is not incorporated. For the both methods, we use the
batch size b = 400 and the step-size chosen by (s2) with ug = 1. We execute the
methods for 600 iterations and plot the reconstruction results in Figure [3[ (b) and
(c). In Figure [3] (d) we also plot the squares of the relative errors |22 —21|2/||zt||
which indicate that incorporating the nonnegative constraint can produce more
accurate reconstruction results. This example demonstrates that available a priori
information on sought solutions should be incorporated into algorithm design to
assist with better reconstruction results.

Example 5.3. Let 2 C R? be a bounded domain. Consider the linear system
, where A; : L'(2) — Y; is a bounded linear operator and Y; is a Hilbert space
for each i. We assume the sought solution z' is a probability density function,
ie. zf > 0ae on 2 and f_@ 2t = 1. To determine such a solution, we take
R(z) := f(z) + ta(x), where ta denotes the indicator function of

A::{aseLfr(@):/@xT:l}

f(z) = f@xlogaﬂ, ifxEL}r(@) and xlogx € L1(2),
1 +oo, otherwise

and

is the negative of the Boltzmann-Shannon entropy. Here L} (2) := {z € L*(2) :
x > 0ae. on Z}. The Boltzmann-Shannon entropy has been used in Tikhonov
regularization as a regularization functional to determine nonnegative solutions, see
[9 [TT] for instance. According to [3,[], R is strongly convex on L (2) with modulus
of convexity o = 1/2. By the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker theory, for any £ € L*°(Z) the

unique minimizer of
. Riz) —
i (R - L&)

is given by & = ef/ f 9 ef. Therefore the corresponding stochastic mirror descent
method takes the form

1
20 = 65f

" [yt ;
where I,, C {1,---,p} is a randomly selected subset via the uniform distribution
with a preassigned batch size b and ¢5 > 0 is the step-size.

Q=8 —t0A; (Al —y)), (5.8)
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For numerical simulations we consider the linear system ({5.1]) with [a, b] = [0, 1],
p = 1000 and k(s,t) := 4e—(s=1)*/0.0064 e assume the sought solution is

af(t) = c (676O(t70,3)2 + O.3e’40(t*0-8)2) 7

where ¢ > 0 is a constant to ensure that fol zf(t)dt = 1 so that zT is a probability
density function. By adding random noise to the exact data y; := A;z7 we get the
noisy data y? ; we then use these noisy data and the method with batch size
b = 1 to reconstruct the sought solution z; the integrals involved in the method
are approximated by the trapezoidal rule based on the partition of [0, 1] into p — 1
subintervals of equal length.

relative noise level 6, , =0.5 relative noise level 5, =0.1 relative noise level 5, =0.01
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FIGURE 4. Relative errors for reconstructing a solution, that is a
probability density function, by the method (5.8)) using step-size
(s2) with various values of 1.

We ﬁrst test the performance of the method using the noisy data given
by (5.4) corrupted by Gaussian noise, where ¢; ~ N(0,1) and 4, > 0 is the
relatlve noise level. We execute the method (| . using the batch size b = 1, the
initial guess £ = 0 and the step-size tJ chosen by (s2) with three distinct values
po = 2.0,1.0 and 0.4. In Figure ] we plot the reconstruction errors for three distinct
relative noise levels §,.¢; = 0.5,0.1 and 0.01. The first row plots the mean square
errors E[||8 — z||2,] which are calculated approximately by the average of 100
independent runs. The second row plots [zd — zf||2, for a particular individual
run. These plots demonstrate that the method admits the semi-convergence
property and the iterates exhibit dramatic oscillations. Furthermore, using large
step-sizes can make convergence fast at the beginning but the iterates can diverge
quickly; while using small step-sizes can suppress the oscillations and delay the
occurrence of semi-convergence, it however makes the method converge slowly.

In order to efficiently remove oscillations and semi-convergence, we next consider
the method using the step-size chosen by (s3) whose realization relies on the
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FI1GURE 5. Comparison of reconstruction results for a solution that
is a probability density function by the method ([5.8) using step-
sizes chosen by (s2) and (s3).

information of noise level. We consider noisy data of the form , where €; are
uniform noise distributed on [—1,1]. Note that §; := d,¢|y;| are the noise levels
such that |y? — y;| < 6; for all 4; we assume the information on d; is known. To
illustrate the advantage of the step-size chosen by (s3), we compare the computed
results with the ones obtained by the step-size chosen by (s2). In Figure [5| we plot
the reconstruction errors by the method for various relative noise levels using
the step-sizes chosen by (s2) and (s3) with gg = 2 and 7 = 1, where “DP” and
“No DP” represent the results corresponding to the step-size chosen by (s3) and
(s2) respectively. The first row in Figure [5| plots the mean square errors calculated
approximately by the average of 100 independent runs and the second row plots
the reconstruction errors for a particular individual run. The results show clearly
that using step-size by (s3) can significantly suppress the oscillations in iterates and
relieve the method from semi-convergence.

Example 5.4. Let 2 C R? be a bounded domain. We consider reconstructing a
sparse solution in the linear system (1.1), where A; : L?*(2) — Y; is a bounded
linear operator and Y; is a Hilbert space for each ¢. To determine such a solution,
we take R(z) := B|z]|11(o) + %HxH%z(@), where 5 > 0 is a sufficiently large number
whose choice reflects the role of the term ||z|[1(%) in the reconstruction of sparse
solutions. Note that for any ¢ € L?(2) we have
arg min {R(z) — (£, z)} = sign(§) max{|¢| — 8,0}.
z€L2(9)

Therefore the corresponding stochastic mirror descent method takes the form

oy = sign(&y) max{|ey = 8,0}, &y =& — AL (Anan — 1), (5.9)
where I, C {1,---,p} is a randomly selected subset satisfying |I,| = b via the
uniform distribution with the preassigned batch size b and tfI > 0 is the step-size.



STOCHASTIC MIRROR DESCENT METHOD 33

We remark that, when |I,,| = 1 and I,, = n (mod p) 4 1, the corresponding method
is the sparse-Kaczmarz method which was first proposed in [23] to reconstruct
sparse solutions of ill-posed inverse problems. For finite-dimensional linear systems
with well-conditioned matrices, a randomized sparse-Kaczmarz method of the form
was introduced in [37] in which I, is chosen with a probability proportional
to || Az, ||* and a linear convergence rate is derived. The theoretical result in [37]
however is not applicable to ill-posed problems because the analysis depends heav-
ily on the finite-dimensionality of the underlying spaces and the well-conditioning
property of the matrices.

For numerical simulations we consider the linear system with [a, b] = [0, 1]
and k(s,t) := (0.12 4+ (s — t)2)~3/2. We assume the sought solution is

2T () == X{0.19<t<0.22) — X{0.50<t<0.52} + 0.5X{0.78<t<0.50}

which is sparse on [0, 1]. By adding random noise to the exact data y; := A;z" we get
the noisy data yf ; we then use these noisy data and the method with batch size
b = 1 to reconstruct the sought solution z'. In our numerical computation we take
p = 1000 and S = 80 and the integrals involved in the method are approximated by
the trapezoidal rule based on the partition of [0, 1] into p — 1 subintervals of equal
length.

relative noise level 3, =0.5 relative noise level 4, =0.1 relative noise level 4, =0.01

relative noise level 5, 0.5 relative noise level 5, =0.1 relative noise level 5, =0.01
0
. . : 10f . ) ;

=20

1y =10
1y= 04
\

FIGURE 6. Relative errors for reconstructing a sparse solution by
the method (5.9) using step-size (s2) with various values of 1.

We first test the performance of the method using the noisy data given by
(5.4) corrupted by Gaussian noise, where ; ~ N(0,1). We execute the method
(5.9) using the batch size b = 1, the initial guess £ = 0 and the step-size t°
chosen by (s2) with three distinct values pg = 2.0,1.0 and 0.4. In Figure@ we plot
the reconstruction errors for three distinct relative noise levels d,.; = 0.5,0.1 and
0.01. The first row plots the relative mean square errors E[||z — zT[|2,/||2T||2.]
calculated approximately by the average of 100 independent runs, and the second
row plots the relative errors |28 — 27||2,/||zt||2. for a particular individual run.
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From these plots we can observe the oscillations in iterates, the semi-convergence
of the method, and the influence of the magnitude of step-sizes.

relative noise level 6, =0.5 relative noise level 5, =0.1 relative noise level 5, =0.01
) . i . o
10 T

—op |1 | oP P
08 NoDP NoDP NoDP
071
06
05 1
04 1
03 1 \ ‘
|
|
02 1 I
\
| S \
A\ e 107
\ w L - N
" — — P
0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 40 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4
10° 10/ 10°
relative noise level 6, =0.5 relative noise level 5, =0.1 relative noise level 5 =0.01
100 . : ! ; . " ! T " 10° " : T
op
NoDP

FIGURE 7. Reconstruction of sparse solutions by the method
using step-sizes chosen by (s2) and (s3). The first row plots the
relative mean square errors calculated approximately by the aver-
age of 100 independent runs and the second row plots the relative
errors for a particular individual run.

We next consider the method using the step-size chosen by (s3). We use
noisy data of the form with ¢; being uniformly distributed over [—1,1] and
assume that the noise levels §; = d,¢|y;| are known. In Figure [7| we plot the
reconstruction errors of the method using the step-sizes chosen by (s3) with
po = 2 and 7 = 1.01 which are labelled as “DP”; as comparisons we also plot the
corresponding results using step-sizes chosen by (s2) with pg = 2 which are labelled
as “No DP”. Sharply contrast to (s2), these results illustrate that using step-size
by (s3) can significantly suppress the oscillations in iterates and reduce the effect
of semi-convergence.

Example 5.5. In this final example we consider using the stochastic mirror descent
method to reconstruct piecewise constant solutions. We consider again the linear
; _ _ Ap—(5—1)%/0.0064

system (5.1) with [a,b] = [0,1] and k(s,t) = 4e and assume that the
sought solution z' is piecewise constant. By dividing [0, 1] into p — 1 subintervals of
equal length and approximating integrals by the trapezoidal rule, we have a discrete
ill-posed system A;x = y;, where A; is a row vector for each i. To reconstruct a
piecewise constant solution, we use the model

. 1 1 .
win {R(x) = GIDx1 + DB + 5l Aix =i =1 . (510

where D denotes the discrete gradient operator and [ is a large positive number.
If we apply the stochastic mirror descent method to solve ([5.10) directly, we need
to solve a minimization problem related to R to obtain x% at each iteration step.
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This can make the algorithm time-consuming since those minimization problems
can not be solved explicitly. To circumvent this difficulty, we introduce z := Dx
and rephrase ([5.10) as

. 1 1 b vi\ .
win { glall -+ g + 53 B (5) = (4) i=1e o) Ga)
A; 0 . . . 5
where B; := D -1/ Assuming, instead of y;, we have the noisy data y;. By

applying the stochastic mirror descent method with batch size b = 1 to (5.11]) we
can obtain

x), . Lo 1y o 5 s
) = argomin { Bl + Sl + 3l — (€%) — (a2

8 & X6 1
) = gz -tB] |Bi, | ;|- ) ).
nn+1 nn Zn 0

By calculating x% , 2 and noting x5 = &2 we therefore obtain the following iteration

n? n
scheme

20, = sign(n}) max{|n}| — 3,0},

Xpy1 =X, — 1 (A] (As,x, — ;) + DT (Dx;, —2,)) , (5.12)
M =1 =t (2, — Dx;)
with the initial guess 7 = 0 and x} = 0, where i, € {1,---,p} is a randomly

selected index via the uniform distribution and ¢5 > 0 denotes the step-size.

relative noise level 5, =0.5 relative noise level 6, =0.1 relative noise level 5 =0.01
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FIGURE 8. Reconstruction results of a piecewise constant solution

by (5.12)) using step-sizes chosen by (5.13)) and (5.14) with pg =1

and 7 = 1 after 5 x 10° iterations.

Assuming the sought solution x! is piecewise constant whose graph is plotted in
Figure |8l By adding noise to the exact data y; := A;x!, we produce the noisy data
yf . We then use these noisy data in the method to reconstruct xf. In the
numerical computation we use p = 1000 and 5 = 400. For the method using
step-size chosen by (s2), i.e.

po(|As,x), =y} * + |Dx), — 2)[I3)

10 = n (5.13)
AT (Aq,x) —y? )3 + DT (Dx), — 253

Tn n

we have performed the numerical computation for several distinct values of g
and observed semi-convergence property, oscillations of iterates and the effect of
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the magnitude of the step-sizes. Since these observations are very similar to the
previous examples, we will not report them here. Instead we will focus on the
computational effect of the step-size chosen by (s3). As before, the noisy data are
generated by with €; being uniform noise on [—1, 1] and we assume the noise
levels &; := &yer|yi| are known. The step-size chosen by (s3) then takes the formula

o (| Ay, x5 —y) |I>+IIDx? -2 [13) . 5 5
n®n"Yiy, n n if |A, x% — 99 5.
— AT (Ai,x%—y? )3+IDT(Dx2—23)|3 A, X y’| > iy, (5.14)
0 otherwise.

In Figure |8 we plot the reconstruction results by the method after 5 x 10°
iterations using noise data for three distinct relative noise levels d,.; = 0.5,0.1 and
0.01, where “DP” and “No DP” represent the reconstruction results by the step-size
chosen by and respectively; we use pg = 1.0 and 7 = 1.0. These results
demonstrate that the method can capture the piecewise constant feature very
well. In order to give further comparison on the reconstruction results by the step-
sizes and (5.14), we present in Figure [J] the reconstruction errors, the first
row plots approximations of the relative mean square errors E[||x® — xT||2/[|x(]3]
by an average of 100 independent runs and the second row plots the reconstruction
errors [|x —xT||2/||x"||3 for a typical individual run. The results show clearly that
using the step-size (5.14)) can significantly suppress the oscillations in the iterates
and reduce the effect of semi-convergence of the method.

relative noise level 6, =0.5 relative noise level 5, =0.1 relative noise level 5 =0.01
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NoDP| |

oP
NoDP

oP
NoDP|

5 4 5
x10° x10°

relative noise level 6, =0.5 relative noise level 5, =0.1
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NoDP NoDP

5 e \ \ \
ok L SR

S ~— T

102 102 : 102 :
0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5
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FIGURE 9. Comparison of reconstruction results for a piecewise

constant solution by (5.12)) using step-sizes (5.13)) and (5.14)).
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