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Abstract

We consider linear ill-conditioned operator equations in a Hilbert space
setting. Motivated by the aggregation method, we consider approximate
solutions constructed from linear combinations of Tikhonov regulariza-
tion, which amounts to finding solutions in a rational Krylov space. By
mixing these with usual Krylov spaces, we consider least-squares prob-
lem in these mixed rational spaces. Applying the Arnoldi method leads
to a sparse, pentadiagonal representation of the forward operator, and
we introduce the Lanczos method for solving the least-squares problem
by factorizing this matrix. Finally, we present an equivalent conjugate-
gradient-type method that does not rely on explicit orthogonalization but
uses short-term recursions and Tikhonov regularization in each second
step. We illustrate the convergence and regularization properties by some
numerical examples.

1 Introduction

The setting of this article are linear ill-posed problems stated in Hilbert spaces.
That is, given a compact forward operator A : X — Y between Hilbert spaces
X,Y and datay € Y, a standard idea to find (generalized) solutions x of Ax =y
is the least-squares approach:

in || Az — y]|.
min [ Az —y|

In this work, we are particular interested in the case that A represents an
ill-posed or ill-conditioned forward operator such that direct method usually
lead to useless solutions, but regularization has to be employed. One of the
most popular regularization methods in this case is Tikhonov regularization
that calculates approximate solution to the forward problem by

To = (A*A +al) T A%y, (1)

with a > 0 being a regularization parameter that has to be chosen appropri-
ately. Since this involves solving a linear system, especially in high-dimensional
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cases, iterative methods are the state-of-the-art, for instance, highly popular
are Krylov-space methods (see, e.g., [4]), which in this case lead to applying
the conjugate gradient (CG) method [II] to the normal equations (CGNE)
A*Ax = A*y [3,8]. By using a discrepancy principle as stopping criterion, this
CGNE method acts as a regularization method.

There are two main sources of inspiration for our work. The first one is the
so-called aggregation method [2], which improves Tikhonov regularization by
constructing linear combinations of several z,, in (Il) and minimizing the least-
squares functional over such combinations. This has, e.g., been successfully used
in combination with heuristic parameter choice rules [I2], inverse problems in
geophysics [21], and in particular in domain adaption in learning [5], [16].

It is not difficult to rephrase this approach as least-squares minimization
over a rational Krylov space. We discuss this method in Section We show
below that the resulting residual is always smaller than that for each individual
Tikhonov regularization and also smaller than that of the CGNE method with
the same number of steps. However, the aggregation method is non-iterative,
and by adding new z,,, one cannot make efficient use of the previous solutions.
The main point of this article is to state a similar (but not equivalent) iterative
method that also uses rational Krylov spaces and is practically as efficient as
the aggregation method.

To do so, we employ the second source of inspiration, namely the use of mixed
rational Krylov spaces that have been investigated by Prani¢ and Reichel [17].
It has been shown there that by mixing the rational spaces of the aggregation
method and the usual Krylov spaces of the CGNE method, one finds short
recurrences of the residuals. We introduce the corresponding spaces in Section[2]
and prove a pentadiagonal representation of the forward operator in the mixed
rational space in Section [3

As a consequence of the sparse representation, one can find an iterative
solution method for the least-squares problem in the mixed rational space by
using Arnoldi orthogonalization and essentially an LU-factorization of the sparse
matrix. This leads to the Lanczos method defined in Section[dl The drawback of
this method is the corresponding memory requirement since all orthogonal basis
vectors have to be saved. We therefore propose an equivalent iterative method
that does not need this but is based on short recurrence relations and Tikhonov
regularization. The corresponding algorithm, called rational CG method, is
described in Section [Bland is considered the main contribution of this work. We
prove that the method computes the same sequence of approximate solutions as
the Lanczos method, which are minimizers of the least-squares problem in the
mixed rational Krylov spaces.

Let us remark that we do not prove regularization properties of the Lanczos
and rational CG algorithms but leave this for future work. Note that the proof
that the CGNE method is a regularization method when combined with the
discrepancy principle (see, e.g., the classical monograph [§] or [I5] [14]) is quite
involved, and we expect the same to be true for the rational counterpart.

Finally, let us mention some related work. As far as the authors know,
the proposed rational CG method is original, however, there exist some related
methods in the literature. Ruhe [19] has introduced rational Krylov spaces for
eigenvalues computations [I9]. Giittel [7] has used a quite similar methods as our
Lanczos algorithms for solving (not necessarily symmetric) linear problems, but
without mixing the spaces. Grimm [6] has studied regularization properties of



such rational CG method, but he uses only constant regularization parameters,
whereas we allow varying ones. Compared to Grimm, this makes the algorithm
more complicated (we get a three-term recursion in the odd steps), but our
method is more flexible and is comparable to the aggregation method. However,
the derivation and analysis is also more involved. Prani¢ et al. [I8] proposed
a Lanczos-type method for non-symmetric linear equation that is essentially
identical to the Lanczos method in this article, which can thus be considered a
specialization of that in [I8] to the symmetric case.

What is the main novelty in our work compared to [I8] [7, 6] is the rational
CG method in Section Bl which we regard as a nontrivial extension of the cited
work. It is simpler to implement than the Lanczos method and seems to be
more robust numerically.

2 The aggregation method and rational Krylov
spaces

For notational reasons we introduce the system matrix (or operator) for the
normal equations and the corresponding right-hand side:

A:=A"A y = A"y, A= AA*. (2)

In the sequel we denote the Hilbert-space inner products in X or Y by (.,.). We
consider a sequence of pairwise disjoint nonnegative regularization parameter

Q1yee Qe a; >0, a; # oy fori # 7.

For any such «;, we define the associated Tikhonov regularization z,, defined
by (). The method of aggregation by a linear functional strategy of Chen
and Pereveryzev [2] is based on improving the approximate solutions x,, by
building finite linear combination of the already computed solutions (7, )N,
and minimizing || vazl CiTa, — || x over the coefficients ¢; and where x* is an
approximation of the true solution z' using a linear functional strategy. Since
this requires an approximation of 2t, which is not available, another variant of
this idea is to minimize the residual instead. This has been proposed in [13],
[16, Section 4.4] in learning theory. It amounts to minimizing the least-squares
functional || A Zf;l CiTao; — Yyl over the coefficients ¢; yielding an approximation
Zf.vzl Ci%o,; With minimal residual under all such linear combinations. A similar
idea is used in Anderson acceleration [I] but with convex combinations of z,,
instead of linear ones.

The motivation for this article is the simple observation that the linear com-
bination of x4, is an element of a rational Krylov space, and thus the aggregation
strategy is a generalization of classical Krylov-space minimization. Let us define
the usual Krylov space of dimension n for the above least-squares problem as it
is used in the CGNE method (using the notation (2])):

K" := span{y, Ay, A%y, ..., A" 1y}
We define

T, = argmin || Az — y||. (3)
zeEK™



It is well known [8 [3] that zx , can be calculated recursively by the nth step
of the CGNE method.
In contrast, the acceleration method uses elements in the following rational

Krylov space: Define
1
w(A) = .
fa¥) A«

Then, the rational Krylov space of dimension n is given as

Rn = Span{fﬂq (A)Y7 faz (A)Y5 e 7fan (A>Y}

The acceleration method of [2] computes

TR, := argmin | Az — y||. (4)
TER™

In contrast to the case for K and the CGNE method, the solutions here cannot
be calculated recursively, but the full Gramian matrix G has to be set up and
inverted [I6]: Formally, the method computes

G:= <Az0¢i7A‘ra]‘>i7j:17N g = <y7 A:Cai>i:1,N7
N
5
c=Gy, TR = Y Cilla,- )
i=1

Here, neither the invertibility of the Gramian G nor its well-conditioning is au-
tomatically guaranteed but has to be monitored and algorithmically controlled.
Although, the computational complexity of the method is mainly dominated
by the calculation of the Tikhonov-regularized solutions x,,, compared to the
CGNE method, it has the drawback that whenever we increase the Krylov space
by adding new elements x,,, the full Gramian matrix has to be recalculated and
inverted. It does not seem possible to design an equivalent iterative method that
computes zr , from previous solutions.

The main contribution of this article is to show that such an iterative al-
gorithm with a short-term recursion for the acceleration method is, however,
possible if we modify the rational Krylov space R™ slightly. For this we em-
ploy a fruitful theorem of Prani¢ and Reichel [17, [I8], according to which short
recursions are obtained by alternately mixing the Krylov spaces R™ and K™ .
Thus, we define the following mixed rational Krylov space:

KR = span{y, fa, (A)y, Ay, fas (A), A%y, ...,

fau( )Y}

KR! = span{y, fa, (A)y, Ay, fa, (A), A%y, ...,
A)

for (A)y, Ayl

Hence,

RFUKF =2k
KR" = k k " 7
UKFHL n =2k +1.
Therefore, the spaces KR" are build by adding alternately an element of the

usual Krylov space K and the rational Krylov space R. In the following we
refer to the even iteration numbers n = 2k as rational steps (where a term



(A + axI)~ly is added) and to the odd iterations n = 2k + 1 as Krylov steps
(where a term A*y is added).
In analogy to the above, we define

TiR.n i= argmin ||Az — y||. (7)
TEKLR™

Algorithm [B] below provides a recursive method, called rational CG, that com-
putes these minimizers recursively.

2.1 Rational representation

Before we develop the method, we study a representation of the Krylov spaces
by rational functions: Denote by P™ the space of all polynomials of degree less
than n. (We denote by |.]| the floor function, i.e., the rounding to the next
smaller integer).

Proposition 1. The Krylov spaces defined above have the following represen-
tation:

ICn = pnfl(A>Y7 Pn—-1 S Pnila
pn—l(m)
7 (z + i)

n ])n—1($)
IC n—1\v k Y, n— - AN
s 1( ) 5 1($) Hf 1(.’L‘ + (Jéi)

R" =rp—1(A)y, r(z)= , Pn_1 € P"L, (8)

_ n
e ePLE=(2] )

Proof. The case for K™ is obvious as is the case R'. By induction, let the
statement be true for R™"~!. Then, by construction, R™ has a representation
R"™ =7, (A)y with

() Pr—2(x) e Pr—2(x)(x + an) + an?;f (x4 «;) (10)

= +
H?;ll (ZL' + O[Z') T+ oy H?:1($ + ai)

and p,_s € P"~1. The denominator represents an element in P"~!, and, given
an arbitrary polynomial p,_1(z) in P"~!, take ¢, = —mp(—an).
Then p,_1(x)— an?:_f (x4 ;) has a root at —ay, and thus can be factorized as
(2 + ) pn_2(x) with p,_o € P"~2. This allows one to represent p,, _1(z) in the
form of the numerator of (I0). Thus the representation of R™ is shown. From
these results, it follows that the rational function s,,—1(x) for LR" is given by

Qk—l(ﬂﬁ)
H?:1($ + a;)

(Pm—1 (@), (& + i) + qr—1(2))

sn—1() = pm—1(x) +
_ 1
a H?:l(x + o)

where m = k if n = 2k and m = k+ 1 if n = 2k + 1. Thus, in any case
the numerator is an element in P"~!'. Conversely, given a polynomial p,_1, a
factorization by II¥_, (z + «;) yields

Po—1(z) = I, (2 + aq)q(x) +r(2),



where r has degree at most kK — 1 and ¢ has degree at most n — 1 — k = m —
1. Dividing by II¥_,(z + «;), the representation of s,_; via H,f"’(i;(f;)

i=1 z
be written as a sum of elements of the Krylov space and the rational Krylov
space. ([l

can

In a similar way, we may define the residual spaces of the normal equations
(note that this means A* Az — A*y) for the mentioned method. For each of the
above Krylov spaces, we define

Qx = span{ Az — y|z € X'} X e {Kk",R",KR"}. (11)
Let P be the space of polynomials p,,(z) of degree at most n that satisfy
pn(0) = 1.
Proposition 2. Let Qxn. Qprn, Qirn be the residual spaces in (). Then

Okn = Pn(-A);Ya pn € PT,

pn(l‘) n
n =1Tp , n N n ’ 12
Or rn(A)y rn(x) H?:1(a%+1) Pn € Py (12)
B _ Pn n g _ I
QICR”’ — SH(A)Ya Sn(l'> - Hle(o% + 1)5 Pn S Pl 7k LQJ . (13)

Proof. The case for Q- is obvious as is the case Q1. The residual space Orn
consists of functions 7, (A)y with 7, = zr,—1(z) — 1 and r,—1 as in (§). By
dividing with ¢ := I, o, 7, can be written as in (I2) with numerator

Pn(r) = 0 'po—i(@)a — 1L, (E +1). (14)

Clearly this is an element in Pj*. Conversely given any polynomial p,(z) € P}
it follows that II}"_; (- + 1) — pn(7) has a root at 0 and dividing by = yields a

polynomial p,,—1(x) as in (I4)). This verifies the representation. The result for
Qp~ is obtained in a similar way by replacing II'; (£ +1) by IT*_, (£ +1). O

A consequence is the following useful result: Let n = 2k, i.e., a rational step.
Then

(A+ o) ' Quprn-1 C KR™, (A4 ap) ' KR c KR™ (15)
For a Krylov step n = 2k 4+ 1 we have
AQirn1 CKR™,  AKR"™!'c KR™ (16)

Note that the same representation holds for the least-squares residual Az —y
but with A replaced by A and y replaced by y. This follows since

Af(A)y —y = (Af(A) —1)y.

As a further consequence, we can estimate the residual for the rational various
Krylov methods by that of the standard Krylov methods:



Theorem 1. Let zicn, TR, and Tkr,, be defined as in @), @), and (),
respectively. Then,

[AzR,n = yll < | Azkrn — yll < [[Azc.n =y,

and

5

| Az — yll < T, (4
I

+1) [ Azxrn — yl

2l £

<1y (B + 1) | dam, — gl
Proof. We have with the notation in Proposition [2, and by the definition of
:C’C,nv

[AzR.n —yll = inf [T (Z + 1) pa(A)y]
pnEPY

n

SIS + D7 inf (lpn (A)yl

< inf lpa(A)yl = [Azkn -yl
nEPJ
The result for xxr ., is obtained in a similar way and so are the opposite direc-
tions of the estimates. |

As an immediate consequence, it follows that n-dimensional linear systems,
A*A € R™™ can be solved by rational Krylov method in at most n steps,
assuming exact arithmetic. In fact, since ||Azx , — y|| vanishes after at most n
steps, we obtain:

Corollary 1. Let A € R™*"™ y € R" be such that Ax =y has a unique solution
x € R™. Then in at most n steps we have v, = ¢ and Txr,n = T.

Remark 1. In a similar way we can prove that the least-squares residual for
the rational methods tr ., T, are always smaller than that any of the ap-
pearing Tikhonov reqularization x., and the corresponding iterative Tikhonov
regularization (cf. [9]).

3 An Arnoldi relation

As mentioned above, the pure rational Krylov spaces R™ do not allow for a
simple iterative computation of the minimizers xx ,. This is in contrast to the
mixed space KR, as we will show below. The central observation to obtain this
result is a theorem of Pranié¢ and Reichel [I7, Theorem 1, 2], according to which
the orthonormalized residuals in KR allow for a short recurrence relation. In
fact, the results [I7] deal with more general rational functions and also general
“mixing” method; the main point is that the length of the recurrence is dom-
inated by the length between polynomial powers A* occurring. Since in our
definition we have an interlacing of such powers, we can find simple recursive
methods for computing minimizers in R. Let us note that the Prani¢-Reichel
theorem has been employed in [I8] for finding a Hessenberg-type representation
with few off-diagonals via the Arnoldi process of a (not necessarily symmetric)
matrix. In the first part we reproduce these results for the (simpler) symmetric



case, and we obtain a similar Arnoldi relation as in [I8], which in our case is
pentadiagonal by symmetry. In the next section we illustrate the associated
Lanczos method. As for the Krylov methods, we have to take care of the (rare)
occasion of a breakdown:

Definition 1. Let X be any of the Krylov spaces X € {K",R",KR"}. We say
that the respective space X does not break down at step n if

dim X = n.

The criterion for breakdown is well-known in the Krylov space case and can
be extend to the rational cases:

Proposition 3. Let npg be the smallest iteration number where one of the
Krylov spaces X € {K™,R",KR"} breaks down, i.e., npg —1 = dim X < npq.
Then n = npq if and only if y can be written as a linear combination of n — 1
eigenvectors of A.

Proof. If a breakdown occurs, then there must be a linear dependent combina-
tion of elements in A and hence there exist a polynomial p,_; of degree P™
such that

7 (A + agl) ™ pa-1(A)y = 0,

where m = 0 for K, m = [§] for KR and m = n for R. Since the operator
I (A + axI) does not have a nullspace, in any case we end up with the
condition p,_1(A)y = 0. By [20, Prop. 6-1, 6.2] this means that K™ is an
n — 1-dimensional invariant subspace, thus any element can be written as a
linear combination of n — 1 eigenvectors, in particular y can be. Conversely if y
can be expressed in this way, we may easily find a polynomial, e.g., p,—1(A\) =
I, (A= X\;), where \; are the eigenvalues of the corresponding eigenvectors. [

3.1 Arnoldi method and Arnoldi relation

We now construct an orthonormal basis for CR™ by orthonormalizing the basis
elements in the definition by a (modified) Gram-Schmidt method. For the usual
case IC™ this is exactly the Arnoldi method. We will show that in the symmetric
case this yields a pentadiagonal representation of the operator A. We discuss
Algorithm [I1

Algorithm 1 Arnoldi method for CR.

. — Y
Lqu =y
2: fori=1...N do

P =

B {(.A—i—akl)_lqi_l n =2k

Agi—1 n=2k-+1
4 G = v — Z;;}(Ui, 4;)4; # Gram-Schmidt step
5 g = Hg_%l\ # normalization step
6: end for

Let us stress that in this method, the next element in the Krylov space LR is
given by either (A+axI) tg;_1 or Ag;_1 and not as suggested by the definition



by (A 4+ apl)~'y or A*y. This is motivated by the analogous construction
for the usual Krylov space I and an analogous suggestion in [19] (4.13)]. We
have written the algorithm with an usual Gram-Schmidt orthgonalization but
the modified Gram-Schmidt method is suited as well (and recommended) since
they are mathematically equivalent but the latter is numerically more stable.

Furthermore note that the algorithm is well-defined as long as ||G;|| # 0
such that the normalization step can be performed. We have the following
proposition:

Proposition 4. The iterations in Algorithm [l are well defined as long as the
Krylov space KR does not break down up to dimension n < N. Moreover, in
this case, the vectors (¢;)1_q build an orthonormal basis for KR".

Proof. By ([H), (I0), the vectors v; are in KR' if the (¢;)'_% € KR If v; ¢

j=
KR!, then §; will be nonzero and the normalization step can be performed,
and the iteration is well defined at i = n. If, however, v; € KR!, that is,
gi = 0, we may find a rational function as (@) such that s;_1(A)y = 0, and
hence as in the proof of Proposition Bl a polynomial p;—; with p;_1(A)y = 0,
which contradicts the assumption of non-breakdown. Hence, by induction, the
(qj)z-:l span KR" and they are orthonormal by construction. O

Theorem 2. Assume that the Arnoldi method in Algorithm [ does not break
down up to index N. Then the matrix

T;,5 = (¢, Agj)i j=1,N
is pentadiagonal and satisfies
Tmoe=0 form=2k+2,...,N,
Tmok+1 =0 form=2k+3,...,N.

Proof. Let n be a Krylov step, i.e., n = 2k + 1. By definition, we have

n—1

ldnllgn = Agn—1 = > _(Agn_1,4)g;-

j=1

Taking the inner product with g, first with m > n and then with m = n yields,
by the orthogonality on the left-hand side, d,, m||Gn||. Thus,

<Q’ma-AQn—1> - 0; m Z n+ 1; and <Q715Aqn—1> - |‘Qn|‘

In case of a rational step, i.e., n = 2k, we multiply the equation for v; by A+ a1
to get

n—1

lGnll(Agn + akn) = gn-1 = > _(A+ anD) gn-1, ;) (A+ axl)g;.  (17)

j=1
Now take the inner product with g, for m > n+1. We prove by induction that
(qm, Aqn) =0, form >n—+2n=2k.

Assume that it holds up to all previous rational steps for n = 25, j = 1,k — 1.
Let m = n+ 2. By (1) it follows from the orthogonality and the fact that



(gm,Ag;) on the right-hand side vanishes by the induction assumption for all
rational steps and for the Krylov steps as well by the proof in the first step.
Thus T has at most two nonzero lower subdiagonals. Since T is symmetric, the
matrix is pentadiagonal with the stated structure. O

As an illustration, the matrix T has the following form. Denote by @, :
R™ — X the following operator that takes linear combinations of the vectors g;
given by the Arnoldi method:

Qn=lq1 - anl- (18)

Then the resulting matrix 7" has the following structure:

(k1 B2 s
B2 K2 B3
73 B3 K3 Ba s
T Bs ks PBs
T'=QnAQn = v5 Bs ks Be V7 ' (19)
Be ke Br
v Br ke

That is, a pentadiagonal matrix with zeros in the second diagonal at even in-
dices. One may as well view this as a block-tridiagonal matrix consisting of 2 x 2
blocks with with rank-1 off-diagonal blocks.

We note that a corresponding representation has been established in [I§]
for the non-symmetric case, where the matrix 7" has generalized Hessenberg
form with several subdiagonals; see, e.g., equation (18) ibid. Clearly, in case
of symmetric operators, such Hessenberg structure becomes our multi-diagonal
form.

4 A Lanczos method

Based on the Arnoldi relations, we can now solve the least-squares problem
by exploiting the structure of 7. This is analogous to the usual Krylov space
methods, where a tridiagonal structure appears, which can be inverted itera-
tively yielding the Lanczos method. Similar to, e.g., [20, Chpt. 6.7], we extend
this idea to our pentadiagonal case.

For simplicity of notation we assume now a finite-dimensional case with A
given by a symmetric N x N matrix and y a given vector in R, Assume that
the Arnoldi method does not break down up to index N.

We define the matrix (respectively operators)

Tn = QEAQ, = (T; ;)i j=1,m,
with @, from ([8), and we set @ = Qn. It follows that
QTy = /3615

where e; is the first unit vector e; = (1,0,...,0)7 and 8 € R. By orthogonality,
the normal equation Az =y translates to T'c = Se; where x = Qc. Finding the

10



least-squares minimizer z,, in the Krylov space KR" translates to QL Az, =
Iy or

T,c, = Bey with Ty = Qncn. (20)

Thus, by the sparse structure of T', we can iteratively solve for x,, which is

the objective of the next section. The result is essentially a generalization of

the D-Lanczos method in [20, Section 6.7.1], and we follow a similar analysis as
there.

4.1 Solving the pentadiagonal system

Recall that we have shown the following structure: In case of a rational step
n = 2k:

0
T, = | Tt 5. (21)
0 Bn kn
In case of a Krylov step n = 2k + 1 we have
. 0 T, , ; 0 0
Tn — n—1 Tn — n—1 Tn (22)
ﬂn 0 ﬁn—l Rnp—1 ﬂn
0 Y Bn En 0 T Bn Kn
Define the vector d,, € R™ by
Thd, := ey, (23)
where e,, € R™ is the nth unit vector e, = (0,...,0,1)T. In the following, we

denote the last entry of d,, by 7, i.e.,

o[i]

Tn

We show that with some &, € R, we have the recursion

Indeed, at first assume that n is a rational step, i.e., n = 2k. Then plug-
ging in (23] into 20Q)), noting that T;,—1¢,—1 = Ber and T,d,, = e,, yields the
condition

ﬁncn—l;n—l

|: 0 :| + gnen = Oa
where we denote by ¢,,—1;; the k-th entry of the vector ¢, ;. This gives

T
gn = _Bncn—l;n—l = _Bncnflen—l-

Next, we derive a recursion for d,,. Let o, be a real number in the ansatz

i *
d, = on [ "0_1] + Thén, ie., dp = |onTn-1l|, (26)
Tn

11



with 7,,0, € R. The defining equation for d,,, (23), yields the condition for
Tn, 0 (noting that T;,_1d,—1 = e,—1 and (21]))

0 0
On + T | Bn| = eén,
Unﬂndn—l;n—l Rn

which can be resolved, noting that d,,—1,,—1 = T,—1 by definition, to
Onp = *Tnﬂn O—nﬂnTnfl + Tpkn = 1.

This yields the recursion

. 8
T = On = —TnfBn.
n Ko — ﬂ%Tn—l n nMn
Thus, both ¢,, and d,, can be calculated by a 1-step recursion via (26]) and (25]).
Next, consider the Krylov step n = 2k 4+ 1 (with n > 1). Again we show a
recursion (28]). Plugging this identity into the equation Tj,¢, = fSe, and noting
Tnd, = e, yields the condition

T T
£n = —YnCn—1;n—-2 — ﬂncn—l;n—l = —TYnCp_1€n—-2 — Bncnflen—l-

The recursion for d,, is now more involved as we need a 2-step recursion. Indeed,
we make the ansatz

d dn72
d, = op, |: n1:| + Thén + Mn 0 s (27)
0 0

with parameter o, 1, T, and plug this into ([23]). The last three rows yield a
linear equation for the coefficients o, 7, 7y

0 Y 1 0
On 1 + Tn Bn + n dn—2;n—26n—1 = 1|0
ﬂndnfl;nfl + 'Yndnfl;n72 Kn dn72;n727n 1

Note the identities
dn—l;n—l = Tn—1, dn—l;n—Q = 0n—-1Tn-2, dn—2;n—2 = Tp—2-

The recursion for ¢, and d,, is now given by (21) and (25).
Let us now rewrite this recursion in terms of x,. Define z,, = Q,c,, and

Pn = Qnd,. Then (25) reads

Tp = Tp-1 + &nbn, (28)
where
& = _Bn‘mZ—lqn—l n = 2k,
n=
7’}/"1'5—1(]”72 - ﬂnzz_lqnfl n=2k+1,

whereas the recursion for p,, is in the rational case n = 2k:

Pn = OnPn—1 + TnQn- (29)
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In the Krylov case n = 2k + 1, we have

Pn = OnPn—-1 + TmPn—2 + Tndn- (30)

where &,, 0y, T, N, are calculated by the recursions above. The recursion starts
at n = 1 by a direct calculation of

T = . y) ¥, o= T = . ¥) , P1=Tiq1-
(Ay,y) Iyl (Ay,y)

We note that the rational step above for p,, is valid for n = 2. The full method
for calculating least-squares solutions in LR is now presented in Algorithm 2] as
a pseudo-Matlab code. The routine GramSchmid(v, Q)) there means a orthgo-
nalization and normalization step as in the calculation of ¢; via §; in the Arnoldi
method in Algorithm [1

This algorithm is the implementation of the formulas defined above, and
it is well-defined as long as the Krylov space KR does not break down. The
involved divisions, e.g., 7 = 1/(k — 78?) or matrix inversion (e.g., M 1) are
well-defined in case of non-breakdown in exact arithmetic because T3, is then
always invertible, and the formulas are derived from solving (23).

As in the standard case for IC, the iterations of Algorithm [ satisfy certain
orthogonality relations:

Proposition 5. Define p,, := p in Algorithm [ at iteration n. Then

(Apn,pr) =0 forn # k.

Proof. Note that by construction p, = Q.71 'e,. Since T, = QLAQ,, we
have that QL AQ,d, = e, and hence QT Ap,, = e,. As a consequence, Ap,, =
qn +span{q;,j > n}. Thus, for k < n,

<Apn7pk> = <Qn + Span{‘]jvj > n}apk> =0

since pr € span{qi,...,qr} and the orthogonality of ¢;. By symmetry, the
results holds also for k& > n. O

This means that the matrix (Ap;,p;), 4,5 =1..., N, is diagonal.
Proposition 6. Consider the residual for the normal equations
rp = Ar, —y

for the iterations x, = x in Algorithm [@ at iteration n. The Gramian matriz
for the residual vectors has the following nonzero entries:

i.e., it is tridiagonal with additional zeros in the lower off-diagonals for even
and in the upper off-diagonal for odd indices. Moreover, we have

(rn,pi) =0, foralli=1,... n. (31)
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Algorithm 2 Lanczos Algorithm for R.

1: A=A*A, y= A%y

e ) . _ _ . _ vy
2 T= <Xy}:y>a Q(.,l) = ﬁ,prQ(.,l), T = (Xy},,y)y
3: forn=2... MAXIT do

4: if n is even then # Rational step
5: k= %

6: v=(A+arl)7tQ(:,n—1)

7: ¢ = GramSchmid(v, Q)

8: Q(:a n) =q

9: k=q Aq, B=Q(,n—1)T Aq

10: Told = T

11: T=1/(k—75%)

12: o=—-70

13: Pold =P

14: p=op+T1q

15: E=—-B2TQ(:;n—1)

16: r=x+&p

17 else # Krylov step
18: v=AQ(,n—1)

19: q = GramSchmid(v, Q)
20: Q(,n)=gq
21: Botd =
22: k=q'Aq, B=Q(n—-1)TAq, v=0Q(,n—-2)TAq

0 ol 1
23: M = 1 B ToldBoid
BT +Y0Told K ToldY
24: Told = T
o 0
25: | =M"1]0
n 1

26: Prew = 0P + NPolid + TQ(:a n)
27 Pold = P
28: P = Pnew
29: €= —y2TQ(,n—2) - prTQ(:;n — 1)
30: r=x+&p
31:  end if
32: end for
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Proof. Let &, € RY be a vector with values ¢, at position 1,...,n and 0 at the
rest. By the structure (I9), 22)), 2I)) it follows for a rational step that

Tn =T, — Pe1 = Bnt1€nt1 for n = 2k (32)
while in a Krylov step
Tr :=T¢n — Ber = Bni1€ni1 + Yni2enil for n =2k + 1. (33)

Thus in case of n = 2k, 7 7,1 = 0, which verifies the 0 in the first offdiagonals.
In any case we have Fffmrk = 0 for k > 2. The claimed matrix structure is now
verified by the observation that r, = @7, and the orthogonality of Q.

Identity [BI)) follows since d; is a vector of length 4, hence p; € KR!, while
7 has zero entries in the first n components. Thus r, is orthogonal to LR"
and hence to all p;. O

5 The rational CG method

The disadvantage of the previous Lanczos method in Algorithm 2] is that the
orthogonal vectors g; has to be saved, and thus the memory requirement might
get large. In this section we state an equivalent algorithm that avoids saving
the ¢;, and it is directly based on one- and two-step recurrence relations for the
vectors p, and x,, which have the same meaning as in the previous section. This
is analogous to the derivation of the CG method from the D-Lanczos method
from the orthogonality relations; cf. [20, Section 6.7].

We consider the iteration 28)), (29), and [B0): First consider (28): Assume
that p, has been computed, and denote by r, the residual Az, —y. Then

Ty = Tp—1+ gnpn = Tp =Tn-1+ gn-Apn
We require that r,, is orthogonal to p,,, hence

<rn—1apn>
&y = —~—— 2000 34
(Apn.pa) (34
Next we consider the iterations for p,. Rewriting it without usage of the g¢; is
not so difficult for a Krylov step: Let n = 2k + 1 and consider [30). It follows
from (B2) (after multiplying with Q) that r,,_1 ~ ¢,. Thus, the recursion (30)
can be replaced by

Pn = OnPn—1+ TnPn—2 + 7‘7/17’”717 (35)

where r,,_1 is the residual of the previous step and 7, is some constant (possibly
different from 7,,). To fix the constants, we observe from (34]) that p, may be
rescaled by a multiplicative constant without changing the method. Thus we
set 77 = 1. The other constants are obtained by forcing the orthogonality
relations (Ap;, p;) ~ d;; to hold. This yields the iteration for a Krylov step, i.e.,
n=2k+ 1:

<7"n—1,-/4pn—1> (Tn—l, Apn—2>
Ppp=—FF———Pn-1— 57— Pn-2+Tn_1. 36
A1, pnr) (A, pn_2) (36)
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The recursion for a rational step n = 2k is more involved. Considering (29)),
the problem is that ¢, does not have a simple expression in terms of residuals.
However, by @B3), (82), it may be written as a linear combination of r, and
rn—1. From (28)) it follows that r, = rp—1 — £n Apn. Thus p, can be written as
linear combination of p,_1, r,—1, and an implicit term Ap,,. Keeping in mind
(@A) and that p,, should represent an element in R™ leads to idea that the
factor in front of Ap,, should be an 704,;1. Thus, the form of the rational step
should be (again using on rescaling degree of freedom for the factor in front of
Tn—l)

pn = (A4 D)™ [pnpn—1 + a1l
It remains to fix the factor p,, which is obtained through the orthogonality
relations as before. Putting the operator (A + axI) on the right-hand side
yields
<(A + akl)pnapn—1> - pn<pn—1apn—1> + <Tn—1;pn—1>- (37)

Thus, requiring (Apy, pn—1) = 0 and (r,—1,pn—1) = 0 yields
Qg <pnapn71> - ak<(¢4 + Ofkl)il[pnpnfl + Tnfl]apn71>

n - ?

<pn—1apn—1> <pn—1apn—1>

which gives

ar((A+ D) pp_1,mn_1)

P Bamrpam) — on{(A+ aul) pact.pa)

ap{(A+apD) o1, 1) (38)
(Apn—1, (A+ D) 1pp_1)
Another equivalent formula for p,, is as follows:
o = <[.A + o — A]pnfl, (.A + Oékf)flTn,ﬁ
! (Apn—1, (A + arl) " pn_1)
— <pn71; rn71> - <Apn71; (A + O‘kl)ilrn71>
(Apn—1, (A + arxl) " 'pp_1)
—1

- _ <Apn—la (-A + akl) Tn—l) (39)

(Apn-1, (A+ axI) " pp-_1)’

exploiting the orthogonality (p,—1,7r,—-1) = 0.
Thus, the formula for p,, can be computed from ([B8]) by the steps

Sp 1= (A + akl)ilpn_l,
tn = (A4 o D) r,_1,
_ ak<5narn—1>

b= <Apn717 Sn>

Remark 2. The computation of p, in a rational step thus requires solving for
Sn and t,, i.e., two linear solves with Tikhonov matriz (A + axI), which is an
overhead compared to the Lanczos method above that needs only one. However,
we did not find a step that requires only one linear solve. Note, however, that the

Sy +tn.

system matriz (Tikhonov matriz) is in both cases that same, only the right-hand
sides differ. In Matlab, this can be computed by the statement

[sn tn] = (A+ axD\[pn—1 Tn-1], (40)
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and we found that it does not require much more additional computation time.
Observe that for a direct solver, the main work is in the matriz decomposition
of the system matriz, which has to be performed only once per step. Using this
for two right-hand sides is then negligible overhead work.

Interestingly, if one insists on using only one linear system solve with one
right-hand side per step, then this can be achieved by a formula that uses complex
variables. Indeed, p, and the formula for p, can be rewritten by ([B9)

1
bn = <Apn71; 5n>

1 - |
= mz |:<Apn—1a Sn + Ztn)(sn + Ztn)] .

Here s, + it,, denotes the convex conjugate, I is the imaginary part, and i the
m can be ignored
since a multiplicative factor of p, does not change the iteration. Moreover, in
this formula we only require to calculate (A+agl) ™ [pn_1+irn_1], i-e., one lin-
ear solves with only one complex right-hand side. In the numerical calculations,

however, we did not find much of a benefit of using this formula.

[ = (A1, tadsn + (A1, 5n)ta]

imaginary unit. In this formula, the common factor

Finally, we are in the position to present the full rational CG algorithm.
The only thing remaining open is the initial value for the p-variables, i.e., p;.
Setting x_1 = 0 and by (28], gives p1 = z, noting the scaling freedom for the
p-variables. Together, we obtain Algorithm [l for solving the normal equations
Az =y.

Let us comment about the well-definedness of the algorithm. As long as
the failure criterion Ap,, = 0 is not satisfied, the fractions in the calculations
are all well-defined: This is obvious for the terms (Apn,Pn), (APold,Pold). The
denominator (Ap,, s,) is well-defined under the non-failure condition since

(Ap, 5,) = (A(A + apD)sn, 55) = || Asnl|* + ar(Asn, s,),

which is 0 if and only if 0 = As, = (A + axl) ' Ap. Since A + axl has no
nullspace, this can only happen if Ap,, = 0, which is excluded by the non-failure
condition.

Finally, we show that the rational CG method does what it is supposed to
do.

Theorem 3. Denote by x,, pn,n the respective variables x,p,r at iteration n
in Algorithm[3. Then, they satisfy the orthogonality conditions

(Apn,pj) =0, j=1,...,n—1, and (rn,p;) =0, j=1,...,n.
(41)
As a result, Algorithm[3 computes at iteration n the solution to the least-squares
problem in the mized Krylov space KR"™ ().

Proof. With the notation in the theorem, at the initialization, we obviously have
that z1,p; € KR, and 71 € Qxr:r € KR?. Suppose that ,_1,p,_1 € KR!
and 1,1 € Qprn-1 C KR™. In a Krylov step, it follows immediately that
pn € KR™. In a rational step we have by () that p, € KR". Thus, in any
case T, € KR" and r, € Qs C KR™!. By induction we have proven that

Ty P € KR Ty € QxRn.
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Algorithm 3 Rational CG method for CR.

1: A=A*A, y= A%y

o= YY)
B U= Tay
3 r=Ar—y.
4: p=u. # x1,p1,71 are defined

5. forn =2... MAXIT do

6: if n is even then
T k= %
8 s:=(A+ax])"'p
9: t:=(A+arl) r # Implementation as in (@0)
10: (= ns

(Ap,s)
11: Dold = P # Pold = Pn—1
12: p:=C(s+t #p=npn
13:  else y )
o p= =l - s+
15:  end if
16:  if Ap =0 then
17: Terminate algorithm # Failure by Breakdown
18: else
20: T=x—np # Solution z,, at step n
21: r=r—nAp # Step n finished
22:  end if
23: end for

Next, we verify the orthogonality conditions ([@I)) by induction. Assume that
(1) holds with n replaced by n — 1.
In a Krylov step, n = 2k 4 1. it follows by construction of the coefficients,

cf. (B4)), that

For 7 < n — 2 we find by the induction hypothesis that, with some coefficients
b1, be from (B4,

<Apnap]> = <b1pn—1 + b2pn—1 + rn—1, Ap]) = <7"n_1,.Apj>-

j=n—1n-—2.

However, Ap; € KR"™ !, thus the right-hand side vanishes by induction hypoth-
esis. Thus (Apy,,p;j) ~ dn,; is shown. The orthogonality of the residuals and p;
in ({1 follows by 7, = r,—1 —nAp, and by construction: Taking the inner prod-
uct with p,, leads to (r,,p,) = 0 by the definition of 5, while (r,,p;) = 0, for
7 =1,...,n—1, by the induction hypothesis and the just proven orthogonality.
This settles the Krylov step case.

For a rational step n = 2k, it follows by construction, cf. (7)), and the
induction hypothesis for n — 1 that

<Apnapn—1> = 0.
Consider the equation for p,:

Apn + OkPn = PnPn—1 + Tn—1.
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Taking the inner product with Ap;, for any 1 < j <n — 2, leads to
(Apn, Ap;) + ak{pn, Ap;) = 0. (42)

Indeed, this follows since (pn,—_1,Ap;) = 0 by induction hypothesis, and, since
Ap; € KR"! by Theorem Bl and (I9), it follows that

(rn—1,Ap;) = (rn—1,span{p1,...,pn—1}) =0

again by the induction hypothesis. Thus, ([#2]) holds.
Define the matrix/operator

P, = [pl "'pn—l];

which maps R"*~! to KR" 2. It follows from (@) that for any coefficient vector
e R2
<Apn—la APn—Qa + ag <Apna Pn—QE) =0. (43)

By Theorem Pland (M) again it follows that AP, o € KR™ !, thus there exists
a vector § € R"2,and ¢,,_1 € R with

APn72E: Pn72§+ In—1Pn—-1 (44)

since the p;, i = 1,...,n — 1, span KR™'. Hence, inserting this in (@3] and
noting (Apy,, pn—1) = 0 gives

<Apna Pn—2g+ OékPn—2E> =0. (45)
Taking the inner product with AP,_o, we get from (@4
Py " AAP, _2¢= P,_2" AP, 57, (46)

where we again used the induction hypothesis (Ap;, p,—1) = 0 and where P,,_;”
denotes the transposed operator. The matrix on the right-hand side is invertible
(in fact it is diagonal by the induction hypothesis) and nonsingular since A has
no nullspace on KR" 2. Thus, we can invert to find

G=(Pr2" AP, ) ' Py_sT AAP, ¢,
and inserting this into (@3] gives
(Apn, [Pu—o(Pu—oT AP, _2) " Py_o T AAP, & + i Py—2]) = 0. (47)
Now for any j € {1,...,n — 2} we find a vector ¢ € R"~2 such that
[(Po2T APy 2) P, 2T AAP, 5 + aiI]E = ¢,
Indeed, this identity can be rewritten as
P 2T AAP, 5+ ap(Py_om AP, _5)]¢ = (Pu_2" APy _2)e;.

The matrix on the left-hand side is a sum of positive semidefinite and positive
define matrices, hence invertible, and such a vector € exits. Inserting that into

D) yields
<Apn; Pn72ej> = 07
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and thus (Ap,,p;) = 0 by the definition of P,_5. Hence the orthogonality for p,
is proven. The orthogonality for r,, in (@) follows by the induction hypothesis,
the update formula for r,, the definition of 1 and the just proven orthogonality
relation for p,,. Together, (@] is proven.

The statement that x,, is a least-squares solution in KR™ is a now a simple
consequence of the facts that z,, € KR", that p; span KR", and the orthogonal-
ity relations for the residual, which together implies (r,,, CR"™) = 0. The latter
is just the least-squares optimality condition in XR"™. We also note that in case
of a breakdown the same conclusion is valid as well, except that the sequence
of optimal z,, saturates at the breakdown-index. If we extend the definition
of the solution sequence z,, in Algorithm [J] as the last one computed x before
breakdown, this still yields the least-squares solution even in this case. O

Remark 3. Since the Lanczos iteration Algorithm [2 also computes a least-
squares solution in KKR™ and since by out assumptions the x, are uniquely de-
fined, it follows that the sequences x, from Algorithm [4 and Algorithm [3 are
identical in exact arithmetic. (The corresponding p, might differ, though.)

5.1 Regularization and stopping rule

The derived Algorithms [Pl and [3] and also the aggregation method above shares
some conceptional similarities with the CGNE method as they are (generalized)
Krylov-space methods. In particular, all are nonlinear methods in the data .
Note that the CGNE method without stopping rule is even discontinuous in y [3],
and we expect the same to be true for the stated method (including the aggre-
gation method). However, it has been shown by Nemirovskii [I5] [14] that the
CGNE method with the discrepancy principle is a regularization method in
the classical sense [3, [8]. Thus, showing that the algorithms are regularization
methods is most probably impossible without including a stopping criterion.

Therefore, by analogy, we include in the algorithms a discrepancy stopping
rule and terminate the method for the first iteration index n, where

Az — yl| < 76, (48)

where § is the known noise level and 7 > 1 is a tuning parameter, e.g., 7 = 1.1.
This residual can be easily calculated after x, is known, and the for-loop in
the algorithms has to be terminated if the stopping criterion is satisfied. As
mentioned above, a proof that this provides a regularization method is outside
the scope of this work.

6 Numerical Results

We test the rational CG algorithm, Algorithm [B] the rational Lanczos method,
Algorithm 2 the aggregation method, (@) (referred to as “rational methods”)
and compare them with the classical conjugate gradient method for the normal
equation CGNE as given, e.g., in [3]. As simple test cases we used ten prob-
lems from the well-known Hansen Regularization Toolbox [10]: baart(2000),
blur(60), deriv2(1000), gravity(1000), heat(1000), phillips(1000), shaw(1000),
spikes(1000), wing(1000), tomo(35) and their default exact solutions. In case
of no noise we use the default data, in case of a nonzero noiselevel, we added
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Figure 1: Logarithm of the error ||z, — Zezact|| and the residual || Az, —y|| versus
the iteration number for the rational CG method (Alg. B the Lanczos method
(Alg. ), the aggregation method (@), and the conjugate gradient method for
the normal equation (CGNE). The circles represent values for the aggregation
method, plotted at the index n = 2k, where k is the dimension of the aggregation
space (number of Tikhonov solutions). The noiselevel is 0.

standard normal distributed random noise to the data (by Matlab’s randn com-
mand). In the latter case, all algorithms were stopped using a discrepancy
principle with 7 = 1.01. All problems have matrices with sizes of the order of
102 x 10%. The “blur” and “tomo” examples have sparse matrices.

At first we test the performance for the noise-free case using the exact toolbox
data. The sequence of regularization parameters a; was for all problems set as

exponentially decreasing: _
a; =10""1 (49)

In Figure [ we display the least-squares residual ||Az, — y|| and the error
|2 — Tegact| for the “tomo” problem and for the three proposed methods
and the CGNE method. In the figure, the circles correspond to the values of
the aggregation method with the same «;, i.e., the results for the aggregation
method with a number of £ Tikhonov regularizations x,, are plotted at n = 2k,
which is the index, where the rational CG and the rational Lanczos method
need the same number of Tikhonov solves as the aggregation method.

The general observation that seems to be true throughout is that the results
for the rational CG method and the rational Lanczos method are in general
identical (as predicted by the theory) as long as the «; are not too small, but
the method differ when we are in the realm of ill-conditioning (for a too small).
Note that the theory assumes exact arithmetic, which is no longer true when
rounding error play a significant role. However, the difference of the two methods
usually occurs beyond a reasonable stopping rule. We also note that for all tested
examples, the residual is smaller than that of the CGNE as long as we are not
in the ill-conditioning region. In many cases, the error for rational CG/Lanczos
method agree with the corresponding ones of the aggregation method in the
“reasonable” region. Note that the decay of the residual for CGNE is much
slower, but of course, one has to take into account that each iteration of the
method is of different complexity.

In Table[I] we present the result of the error ||z, — Zezact||, the computation
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Table 1: Error ||z, — Zegact|, computation time (Time (s)), and number of
iterations for various problems form the Regularization Toolbox for the aggre-
gation method (B, the Lanczos method (Alg. ), the aggregation method, the
rational CG method (Alg. Bl), and the CGNE method. 5000 i8 7,4, for CGNE.

ay, chosen by ([@9).

Problem Aggreg. Lanczos RationalCG CGNE
baart  Error || 5.85E-02 6.58E-02 6.06E-02 2.47E-02
Time || 2.57 0.33 0.86 0.47
Iter. || 1 6 15 125
blur Error || 3.13E-07 2.81E-12 2.88E-12 1.15E-13
Time || 4.84 2.49 2.32 0.11
Tter. || 1 13 13 575
deriv2 Error || 7.41E-04 6.97E-04 9.17E-05 8.43E-03
Time || 0.71 0.50 0.27 1.24
Tter. || 1 77 34 5000
gravity Error || 7.50E-03 4.48E-03 5.33E-03 3.70E-05
Time || 0.29 0.11 0.15 1.13
Tter. || 1 18 18 5000
heat Error || 1.41E-02 1.18E-02 1.20E-02 1.40E-02
Time || 0.46 0.14 0.18 1.11
Tter. || 1 25 25 5000
phillips Error || 1.89E-04 4.61E-05 5.71E-05 2.40E-05
Time || 0.28 0.11 0.13 1.12
Tter. || 1 17 16 5000
shaw Error || 2.33E-01 2.31E-01 2.22E-01 2.86E-03
Time || 0.36 0.07 0.16 1.11
Tter. || 1 13 21 5000
spikes  Error || 2.60E4+01 2.60E401 2.60E401 2.59E+401
Time || 0.24 0.10 0.14 1.01
Tter. || 1 17 17 5000
wing Error || 1.90E-01 2.57E-01 1.90E-01 1.80E-01
Time || 0.32 0.04 0.06 0.03
Iter. || 1 5 7 83
tomo  Error || 8.39E-01 8.39E-01 8.39E-01 1.18E+00
Time || 0.63 0.22 0.29 0.74
Tter. || 1 13 12 5000

time in seconds, and the number of iteration for the various methods and for
the noise-free case. In order to find an appropriate n in this case we first run
the problem each up to a given maximal number of iteration and then choose
that index n where the error is the smallest (a kind of “oracle” stopping rule).
The results are given in Table [I] together with the total running time (using
Matlab’s tic/toc command). The value of 5000 for the CGNE method is the
maximal number of used iteration.

We observe that the rational CG and the Lanczos method perform roughly
the same and outperform the aggregation method both in terms of error and
time. The CGNE method has a smaller error in 7 cases but requires less time
in only 3 cases.

The next experiments concerns the case of nonzero noiselevel. The results
for two noiselevels 6 = 1%, 0.1% (using the discrepancy stopping rule) are given
in Table[2l It can be seen that the Lanczos and rational CG method are about
similar in behaviour. The running time of the CGNE method cannot be beaten
by any of the rational methods. The rational method need about 10 times
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Table 2: Error ||, — Zezact||, computation time (Time (s)), and number of iter-
ations for various problems form the Regularization Toolbox for the aggregation
method (@), the Lanczos method (Alg. ), the rational CG method (Alg.B)), and
the CGNE method and for two noiselevels 6 = 1% and 0.1%. Stopping rule by
the discrepancy principle with 7 = 1.01.

Problem Aggreg. Lanczos Rat.CG CG
baart 6 =1% Error [[3.23E-01 3.20E-01 3.20E-01 2.09E-01
Time || 0.176 0.160 0.174 0.020
Iter. || 1 2 2 3
6 =0.1% Error || 2.06E-01 2.08E-01 2.08E-01 2.08E-01
Time || 0.353 0.165 0.181 0.020
Iter. || 1 3 3 3
blur 6 =1% Error || 2.39E+00 4.63E4+00 4.63E+00 5.23E+400
Time || 0.733 0.327 0.342 0.004
Iter. || 1 2 2 9
6 =0.1% Error || 1.16E400 1.09E4+00 1.09E400 1.36E400
Time || 0.745 0.713 0.785 0.010
Tter. || 1 4 4 36
deriv2 6 =1% Error [[1.66E-01 1.88E-01 1.88E-01 1.88E-01
Time || 0.115 0.036 0.037 0.005
Iter. || 1 4 4 4
6 =0.1% Error || 1.22E-01 1.20E-01 1.20E-01 1.22E-01
Time ([ 0.187 0.070 0.076 0.007
Iter. || 1 8 8 9
gravity | § =1% Error || 7.19E-01 7.18E-01 7.18E-01 1.75E+00
Time || 0.037 0.030 0.031 0.003
Iter. || 1 2 2 4
6 =0.1% Error || 5.23E-01 5.22E-01 5.22E-01 8.06E-01
Time [ 0.040 0.027 0.026 0.003
Iter. || 1 2 2 6
heat 6 =1% Error || 1.11E400 9.92E-01 9.92E-01 1.30E+00
Time || 0.075 0.059 0.056 0.005
Iter. || 1 6 6 9
6 =0.1% Error || 4.16E-01 4.02E-01 4.02E-01 5.02E-01
Time ([ 0.150 0.068 0.074 0.008
Iter. || 1 8 8 18
phillips] 6 = 1% Error || 3.96E-02 3.94E-02 3.94E-02 7.98E-02
Time || 0.028 0.024 0.024 0.002
Iter. || 1 2 2 4
6 =0.1% Error || 3.77E-02 3.76E-02 3.76E-02 7.30E-02
Time ([ 0.027 0.025 0.024 0.002
Iter. || 1 2 2 4
shaw 6 =1% Error || 4.16E4+00 4.15E4+00 4.15E4+00 5.25E400
Time || 0.038 0.024 0.024 0.002
Iter. || 1 2 2 4
6 =0.1% Error || 1.63E400 1.89E+00 1.89E+400 1.67E+00
Time ([ 0.110 0.038 0.041 0.003
Iter. || 1 5 5 6
spikes 6 =1% Error || 2.68E4+01 2.68E+01 2.68E+01 2.67E+01
Time || 0.039 0.025 0.024 0.003
Tter. || 1 2 2 7
6 =0.1% Error || 2.62E4+01 2.62E+01 2.62E+401 2.63E+401
Time ([ 0.047 0.025 0.025 0.004
Iter. || 1 2 2 13
wing 6 =1% Error || 3.48E-01 3.48E-01 3.48E-01 3.48E-01
Time || 0.062 0.028 0.027 0.002
Iter. || 1 2 2 2
6 =0.1% Error || 3.48E-01 3.48E-01 3.48E-01 3.48E-01
Time || 0.056 0.024 0.024 0.001
Iter. || 1 2 2 2
tomo 6 =1% Error |[[|6.31E400 6.31E4+00 6.31E+00 8.78E+00
Time || 0.105 0.078 0.083 0.006
Iter. || 1 2 2 16
6 =0.1% Error || 3.10E400 3.10E+00 3.10E+400 5.03E+00
Time || 0.105 0.075 0.091 0.018
Tter. || 1 2 2 76
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Figure 2: Convergence rates for the the aggregation method (fl), the Lanczos
method (Alg. 2]), the rational CG method (Alg. [)), and the CGNE method for
the “deriv2“ (left) and the “tomo” (right) problems (overlayed plots). Displayed
is the error ||, — Zezact| vs. the noiselevel in a log-log plot for two smoothness
cases for each problem. (The steeper slopes correspond to the case of a smoother
solution.) The error for CGNE is plotted by a thicker line as reference.

more running time than CGNE. However, compared to CGNE, we observe that
in a majority of cases the proposed methods outperform the CGNE method
in terms of the error. One reason for this is that the CGNE does not allow
for fine-tuning of the regularization parameter (which is the iteration index in
this case). An optimal stopping index for CGNE would be “in between” two
iterations, whatever that should mean.

The next figures concern the convergence rates of the discussed rational
methods, i.e., aggregation, rational Lanczos, and the rational CG method, which
are compares with the rates of the classical CGNE method. In Figure 2] we dis-
play the error ||z, — x7| against various noiselevel § on a log-log plot for all
methods for four cases: First for the problem “deriv2” with the default true so-
lution Zezqc+ and then again with a smoother solution, which is simply calculated
by Tsmooth = A" AZezqct- This automatically implies a higher convergence rates
for the later case because a higher source condition is satisfied. We do the same
for the problem “tomo”, i.e., default solution and smooth solution. The noise
is generated again by samples from a standard normal random distribution.

The results for the two test cases for “deriv2” are displayed together on
the left plot and that for “tomo” on the right. (The steeper slope corresponds
to smoother solution). The reason for using smoother solution is to investigate
whether the methods show a saturation in the convergence rates, which is known
to happen for Tikhonov regularization. For the “deriv2” problem, all methods
perform equally well, for the tomo problem this is true except for the CG method
for the smooth solution, which has a slightly smaller slope (and thus a worse
convergence rate). This figures should illustrate that all proposed methods show
a similar (or even slightly better) rate than CGNE, which is known to achive
the theoretically optimal-order rates. We observe that no saturation seems
to happen, and we conjecture from the results that the rational methods are
optimal-order method for all classical smoothness classes [3].

Finally, we tested the performance of the methods with respect to the choice
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of the sequence of regularization parameters. That is, we choose a geometrically
decaying sequence of the form a3 = 0.1¢°~*, for various ¢ € 2,4,6,8,10 and
various starting values s = —12, —10,...,8,10. Thus, in the extreme cases, we
start with a very large « or a very small one, and the ¢ controls the speed of
the decay. We tested this for the “tomo” problem with 0.01% noise. Without
details, we made the following observations:

e For most cases, the results were good, the speed of decay (choice of ¢) did
not have much of an influence.

e The number of iterations is high (and the methods are slow) if we start
with a very large «, i.e., far away from a reasonable good regularization
parameter.

e Starting with a too-small @ (much below an “optimal” value) yields com-
parably bad results (large error). In this case, the aggregation, the rational
CG, and the Lanczos method become unstable. However, such a failure
only happened for the extreme case oy, = 107127F,

e Starting with a too-large regularization parameter « leads to stability
problems with the Lanczos method, for instance, when oy = 10'9~%. This
can be explained by the fact that in such a case the Tikhonov inverse
(A*A+al) 'A*y ~ L A*y+ O(Z), is almost a scaled multiple of the first
element in the Krylov space, and thus the mixed Krylov space is close
to breakdown. The rational CG method behaved more robust in that
respect.

e As to be expected, if we start with an « that is already a good choice
for classical Tikhonov regularization, then the methods terminate after 2
iteration (i.e., after the first rational step) with good results.

Further comments

In terms of error we have verified an excellent performance of the rational meth-
ods, often even better than the CGNE method. The downside is, however, the
additional computation time required. This, however, should not lead to an
a-priori refusal of these new methods. As soon as one admit Tikhonov regu-
larization with a parameter choice search as useful methods, then the rational
CG methods should be considered equally admissible, since it requires the same
effort, has always a smaller residual, and, what is important, shows little sensi-
tivity to the actually choice of regularization parameter, as long as we treat it
as iterative method coupled with a stopping rule.

There is plenty of room for generalizing the methods and further investi-
gations. We did not focus on tuning the rational methods; for instance, one
can ease the Tikhonov inversions by invoking an a-priori factorization of the
system matrix (for which even the rational Lanczos method could be used). A
stimulating piece of research would be to investigate the effect of an incom-
plete computation of the Tikhonov solutions. A extension of the method to the
nonlinear case is highly interesting, but the modality is not obvious.
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7 Conclusion

We derived the rational Lanczos and rational CG method for iteratively min-
imizing linear least-squares problems over mixed rational Krylov spaces. We
illustrate that these methods and the associated aggregation method perform
equally well or better than the conjugate gradient method for the normal equa-
tions in terms of the error. In terms of runtime, the CGNE method cannot be
beaten but we did not attempt to improve this by further tuning. The main
novelty is the rational CG method that requires only short recursions, with
Tikhonov regularization in each second step, and nearly no additional memory
requirements.
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