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Abstract

The main challenge of nonconvex optimization is to find a global optimum, or at
least to avoid “bad” local minima and meaningless stationary points. We study here
the extent to which algorithms, as opposed to optimization models and regularization,
can be tuned to accomplish this goal. The model we consider is a nonconvex, inconsis-
tent feasibility problem with many local minima, where these are points at which the
gaps between the sets are smallest on neighborhoods of these points. The algorithms
that we compare are all projection-based algorithms, specifically cyclic projections, the
cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford algorithm, and relaxed Douglas-Rachford splitting on
the product space. The local convergence and fixed points of these algorithms have
already been characterized in pervious theoretical studies. We demonstrate the theory
for these algorithms in the context of orbital tomographic imaging from angle-resolved
photon emission spectroscopy (ARPES) measurements, both synthetically generated
and experimental. Our results show that, while the cyclic projections and cyclic re-
laxed Douglas-Rachford algorithms generally converge the fastest, the method of re-
laxed Douglas-Rachford splitting on the product space does move away from bad local
minima of the other two algorithms, settling eventually on clusters of local minima
corresponding to globally optimal critical points.

Keywords: nonconvex optimization, projection algorithm, Douglas-Rachford splitting,
inconsistent feasibility, phase retrieval
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1 Introduction

The Douglas-Rachford algorithm is frequently used in the optics community as an alternative
to cyclic projections in order to avoid undesirable local minima. There is good reason for
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this: the Douglas-Rachford mapping does not have fixed points when applied to inconsistent
feasibility problems [14], so it cannot get stuck in bad local minima. This advantage comes
at the cost of not converging at all. The standard practice in the optics community is to run
a few iterations of a Douglas-Rachford-type algorithm, and then to run several iterations of
cyclic projections to arrive at a satisfactory fixed point [15]. We show in this paper that this
practice, while not unreasonable, has things the wrong way around: one should start with
cyclic projections and then run a relaxed Douglas-Rachford algorithm in order to move out
of undesirable local domains of attraction.

Relaxations of the Douglas-Rachford algorithm have been extensively studied primarily
with the goal of stabilizing the original Douglas-Rachford mapping [5,[11}|14} 21} 24] but
also with an eye toward obtaining/preserving linear convergence for nonconvex feasibility
[6,12,/13,/17]. Beyond not converging for inconsistent feasibility problems, another drawback
of the Douglas-Rachford algorithm is that there is not a unique way to extend it to splitting
with more than two operators. For multi-set feasibility, one possibility is to formulate the
problem as two-set feasibility between the sets on the product space and the diagonal of
the product space [22]. Another approach, first studied in [5], is to apply the two-operator
Douglas-Rachford mappings pairwise in a cyclic manner. Obviously these two different
approaches lead to different algorithms with different convergence properties. A cyclic version
of the relaxed Douglas-Rachford mapping studied in [14] was first proposed in the convex
setting in [18], and more recently the nonconvex setting is developed in [§], where the fixed
points are characterized and local convergence of the algorithm is established under the
weakest assumptions to date.

In this work we present numerical results showing the relative merits of all of the above
strategies, leading to the observation that the relaxed Douglas-Rachford algorithm is a rea-
sonable candidate for avoiding bad fixed points of the cyclic projections algorithm. While
this observation was not unexpected, based on the known characterization of the fixed points,
it was surprising to see that the product-space, relaxed Douglas-Rachford algorithm could
be used to “clean up” the bad cyclic projections fixed points. Our numerical demonstration
focuses on the problem of tomographic reconstruction of molecular electronic structures from
angle-resolved photoemission spectroscopy (ARPES) data studied in [9]. We refer to this as
the photoemission orbital tomography problem. While this problem is quite specific, it has
features that are common in many applications, and therefore serves as a good test case. All
of these algorithms have been compared on a number of different related problem classes 19|,
but our results for the orbital tomography problem provide a more complete picture than
the conclusions resulting from [19]. In particular, our results show that the cyclic relaxed
Douglas-Rachford algorithm which appeared to be the best performer in most of the tests
in [19], is not a good candidate for many-set feasibility problems like the orbital tomography
problem.

In Section [2] we recall the mathematical definitions necessary for the convergence state-
ments in this study. In Section [3] we review the physical ARPES orbital tomography problem
and reformulate this as a feasibility problem, outline the numerical methods used for its so-
lution (Section . Since all of the algorithms in this comparison are built from projection
operators, we derive the formulas for the projectors onto the sets in the ARPES orbital
tomography problem in Section and verify the main assumption for local linear con-
vergence of the three algorithms for the ARPES orbital tomography problem, with explicit



formulations of the parameters involved in the rate constant (Section [3.4). In Section [4]
we present numerical results using the dataset from [9]. Compared to the current state-of-
the-art cyclic projection method, CDRA achieves a higher success rate. Additionally, DRA
demonstrates superior performance in avoiding bad local minima. The code and data for
the laboratory data is available from [3].

2 Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, E is a finite-dimensional Euclidean space. In particular, set E = CV.
We recall definitions of almost nonexpansive/almost a-firmly nonexpensive (see [4, Definition
1]). Let D be a nonempty subset of E and let T' be a (set-valued) mapping from D to E,
ie,T:D =3 E.

(a) T is said to be pointwise almost nonexpansive on D at y € D if there exists a constant
e € [0,1) such that

lz" ="l < Vitellz —yl, (1)

VyT €TyandV z* € Tx whenever z € D.

(b) T is pointwise almost a-firmly nonexpensive (abbreviated pointwise aa-fne) at y € D
whenever there exists a € (0,1) and € € [0,1):

Voee D, Vo~ eTx, Yy €Ty, (2)
l—«
la* =y P < 1+ e)flz —yl* - Tw(fc,y,:ﬁ,y*), (3)
where
V(x,y, 2t yt) = —2) = (" —y)? (4)

denotes transport discrepency. When ¢ = 0, T' is said to be pointwise nonexpansive on
D aty € D (abbreviated pointwise a-fne)

The projector of a point x onto the set A C [E, is the mapping of = to the set of points where
the distance to the set A is attained,

Pyz = argmin, 4 ||a — z]|.

When A is closed and non-empty this set is nonempty. If y € Pjx, then y is called a
projection of x on A. The reflector is defined by R¢ := 2Pc — Id. If y € Rex, then vy is
called reflection of x across C.

We say that a closed set A is prox-regular at = € A if the projector P, is single-valued
near Z, as stated in [23, Theorem 1.3]. Any closed convex set, for example, is prox-regular
at any point in that set since the projector is everywhere single-valued.

Given set-value mapping T : E = E. Inverse operator T ! is defined by T !(a) := {z €
E | a € Tx} and the graph of the mapping T is the set gph(7T) := {(z,y) :x € E, y € Tz}
which is a subset of E x E.



A prozimal normal cone of a set 2 C E at a € ) is defined by
N{ (@) == cone (Py'a —a) .
The limiting (proximal) normal cone of C' at a is defined by

Nq(a) := limsup N§ (),

T—a

where the limit superior is taken in the sense of Painlevé-Kuratowski outer limit. When
a ¢ 2, all normal cones at a are empty (by definition). A set 2 C E is called e-super-reqular
at a distance relative to A C E at ¥ with constant € whenever

dU, C E open : x e U, and
W= —yhy—12) <eolv— & — )y -l 5)
vy e U.NA, Yy e Poy),
V(z,v) € {(x,v) € gphNJ'™* | v 4+v e U, x € Py(x +v)}.

The set € is called super-reqular at a distance relative to A at x if it is e-super-regular at a
distance relative to A at = for all ¢ > 0.
By [20, Proposition 3.1] we have the following implications:

convexity = prox-regularity = e-super-regularity at a distance.
For a subset A C E, the image of A under 7', denoted by T'A, is defined by

TA := UTa.

a€A

When the mapping T : E = E is single-valued at y € E, that isif Ty = {z} is a singleton,then
we simply write z = Ty. The mapping T is single-valued on U C FE if it is single-valued at
all points y € U. With T, () : E = E being set-value mappings, the composite T'Q) or T o ()
from E to E is defined by

TQu=(ToQ)x:= ] Ty. (6)

yeQz

The set of fixed points of T is defined by Fix T':= {z € E |z € Tz }.

3 The 3D Photoemission orbital tomography problem

3.1 Problem statement

We now specialize the theory in [§] to the very concrete problem of orbital tomography
with angle-resolved photoemission spectroscopy (ARPES) data. The physical domain of
the objects which are to be recovered from ARPES data is represented by D C R3. A
point in D corresponding to an index (4, j,) is denoted (x;,y;,2), where (i,7,1) € I :=
{1,.. ., N} x{1,..., N, } x{1,...,N,}. Here, N, represents the number of voxels in the z, v,
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and z directions, respectively. The total number of voxels |I] is denoted by N = N, x N, x N.
The “object” in question is the spatial representation of a molecular orbital, modeled for
convenience as a complex-valued vector u € CV, each element of which, U(i 4,1y, Tepresenting
the “value” (yielding the probability density by Born’s rule) of the electronic orbital at the
points (x;,y;,%) € D. The only complex values that the orbital u ;) takes are either
UG g0 = +ug gl or wesy = —|ue,| corresponding to the charge.

The data domain (image space of the model), where the ARPES data is observed, is de-
noted by D C R3. This is discretized in a similar manner to the discretization of the domain,
but potentially with different numbers of pixels/voxels. The point in D corresponding to the
index (i,7,0) € T:={1,...,N,} x {1,. Ay} {1 ,N.} is denoted (Zi,Y;,z1). Here, N.
represents the number of voxels in the 7,7y, and 2 dlrectlons in the image space. The total
number of voxels ]]I| is denoted by N = N, x N x N..

The mathematical model for 3D photoemlssmn orbital tomography is described in detail
in [9]. Since our primary interest is the mathematical structure of the problem, we will
not derive the mathematical model for the data. In principle, the image u of the object
u to be recovered, is also a complex-valued vector @ € CV, each element of which, Ui j1)s
representing the “value” of the electronic orbital upon transformation to the image domain
at the points (Z;,¥;, %) € D. The model for the mapping to the image domain is simply a
Fourier transform of the electronic orbitals, that is Fu = @ where ¥ : CV — CV denotes
the discrete Fourier transform.

__ The physical measurements are the element-wise amplitudes of u on discrete spheres in
D. In other words, the data, denoted b(; ;;) € Ry, specifies the amplitudes [t(; ;)| only for
indexes (i,7,1) € S C T. The set of all possible vectors u satisfying the data measurements
is defined by

M:={u e C"| [l = bajy, (i,4,1) € S}. (7)

The fact that the indexes S correspond to several spheres in D is of no consequence to our
present analysis; for our purposes it is only relevant that S is a subset of all the indexes I.
In [9] the authors find that four measurements are enough for reasonable reconstructions.
However, the challenge lies in the significant number of local solutions that appear in the
reconstructions. The numerical results reported in Section 4] show that the CDRA algorithm
can produce fewer bad local reconstructions than the cyclic projections algorithm used in [9].

We will use the same feasibility model as in [9]. To recall, we formulate orbital tomogra-
phy reconstruction problem as a multi-set feasibility model:

Find v € SYMNSRNSUPPNLFNM, (8)
where
e M is the measurement constraint set defined in .

e LF is the set of points in the object domain that satisfy a support constraint in the
image domain:

LF :={uecCV| uGinl =0, (@i ¥, 21) & Brl 9)

where By is a ball in D.



e SUPP is the set of points that satisfy a support constraint in the object domain:
SUPP = {u € C" | uQ) = u} (10)
for some symmetric binary mask Q € {0, 1}".

e SR is the set of points that satisfy a sparse real constraint:
SR :={uc C"| |lulo < s and Im(u) = 0}, (11)

where, s > 0 is given, Im(u) is the imaginary part of the complex vector u, and || - ||
denotes the counting function that counts all non-zero elements.

e SYM is the symmetry and anti-symmetry constraint set:

SYM := {u € CV | wiji) = Un,—it150) = —UGN,—j+10) = —UGjN.—i41) 5 (6,5,1) €T} .
(12)

The sets M and SR are nonconvex, so, without additional assumptions, convergence to a
solution of can only be guaranteed locally. Note, however, that the sets SUPP and LF,
though convex, do not in general have points in common: any vector in SUPP that is not
periodic will not belong to LF. The feasibility model is therefore inconsistent and there
do not exist solutions to . We therefore must be content with finding points that come as
close as possible to satisfying all of the constraints.

3.2 Projection methods

We compare the performance of three different algorithms, all of which can be written as the
following general fixed point iteration. The three algorithms represent different instantiations

Algorithm 1 General fixed point iteration

Initialization: Set tol > 0, n = 0, monitor® > tol, u(® e CV.
while monitor™ > tol do
Set n =n + 1. Compute

u™ € Tunb (13)
and update monitor™.
end while
of the mapping 7', namely cyclic projections, TSh: ap, cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford TSPRY

and relaxed Douglas-Rachford on the product space, TR, Note that the exit criterion is

based on the difference in the shadows of the iterates u(™ onto the set SYM, i.e.,

monitor™ := monitorgn) = | Psymu™ — Psymu™™Y|. (14)

For the cyclic projection mapping TSF, o1, the shadows are just the iterates themselves. For
the relaxed Douglas-Rachford algorithm below, this will not be the case.



We recall the cyclic projection algorithm in [9] to numerically solve problem . Define

ngmD := Psym © Psr o Psupp © Pur o Pur. (15)

In what follows T' E%)‘ denotes the relaxed Douglas-Rachford operator with respect to the
sets A, B for a fixed relaxation parameter A € [0.1], i.e.,

A
TR = §(RARB +1d) + (1 — \) Pg. (16)

This method has been studied in |18] where quantitative convergence guarantees and char-
acterization of the fixed points set were established. When there are more than two sets,
as here, there are a number of different options for applying relaxed Douglas-Rachford-type
splitting. Two options that we compare here are cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford and relaxed
Douglas-Rachford on the product space. The cyclic version takes the form

TCDR)\ . DRA DRA o TDR)\ o TDR)\ DRA (17)

orbit3D = 4SYM,SR © 1SR,SUPP SUPP,LF © L1LFM © L M,SYM-

To derive the product space formulation, let u = (uy, ug, uz, uy, us), C' = SYM X SR x SUPP x
LF x M and denote by D the diagonal set of C°, which is defined by {u = (u,u,u,u,u) €
CN"}. The operator TPRY, ) is given by

A
PR = §(RDRC +1d) + (1 — N\ Pe, (18)

where

Pcu = (Psymuy, Pspua, Psuppus, Purug, Paus), (19)
and
Psynmur + Psrug + Psuppus + Prrug + Pyus

5

The volume of the solutions to the problem is quintupled, but the computation of projections
can be done in parallel. In the consistent case, this algorithm would be used to solve the
problem

[Ppul; = Vi=1,2,3,4,5. (20)

Find u e C N D. (21)

In this case, it is easy to see that each entry of the solution u is a point in SYM N SR N
SUPP N LF N M. In the inconsistent case, the fixed points of are given abstractly
by [17, Theorem 3.13] where the characterization is in the product space. The fixed points
of TSPRA were characterized in [8, Theorem 3.2).

To evaluate the quality of (approximate) fixed points, we calculate the gap. The gap at a
point is defined as the sum of the distances between the sets at that point. An (approximate)

fixed point that achieves a smaller gap is considered better. Let u(™ be the n-th iterate of
algorithm [I] Set

u™ if 7T = Tocrll;it?,D
™ = ¢ Payyu™ i T = T5bisd (22)

Psynul™ if T = TDBA



The gap at n-th iteration is computed as follows:

(n) (n) (n) (n) (n)
_ gapgyn—m T &Py rr T €aPrr_supp T 8aPsypp_sr T 8aPSR_syMm

gap(”) — gap(”) (ﬁ(”)) :

Il ’
where
gapsyya = [[A™ = Pya™],
gapl(ﬁ?)—SUPP .= || PLp Pyti™ — Pgupp PLp Pua™ ||
gapsupp_sp = || Poupp PrrPati™ — Psg Psupp Por Put™||
gapsh_sym = || Psr Psupp PurPut™ — Py Psg Psupp PLe Putit™]).

For the relaxed Douglas-Rachford operator, we also suggest using the gap for monitoring,
i.e. we use the monitor as in ({14 and the different gap defined by
monitor™ := monitor{™ := |gap™ — gap™ V|, (23)
The projection formulas onto the sets will be computed explicitly in the next section.
For simulated data, the error between the iterate «(™ and the ground truth is given by

*

(n)
u u
_t 24
Tl Hu<”>HH} 29

1
EM — §min{‘

where u(™ denotes the preferred shadow of the reconstructed orbital at the n-the iteration
and u* is the ground truth. The error is the minimum of either the sum or the difference
of the reconstruction and the reference “truth” to account for the unavoidable global phase
ambiguity.

3.3 Projection formulas

We now present the explicit formulations for the projectors onto the sets in . A projection
of u onto the set M with infinite precision arithmetic is computed by |16, Theorem 4.2]

b esn ) e
Pyu = ¢ F v | vay € { D) T if [ug ;| 7 (25)
{bu;ne? |0 €0,2r] and i* = =1}  else

where F~! is the discrete inverse Fourier transform. Note that Pyu is in general a set; any
element from this set will do. This formula, since it involves division by a possibly small
number, is not recommended numerically [16, Corollary 4.3]. Since our primary interest
here is the convergence theory under the assumption of ezact arithmetic, we will ignore this
important detail and just caution readers against using this formula in practice.

The projector Prp is given by

ai‘ lf /x\i7/\'72 GBF
Prpu = ]:_1(1)), where V(40 = {0( Y oth<erW?iJSJe l)
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The projector Psypp is similar, and can be computed simply by applying the binary mask
Q. More precisely, the projection uSUFY of a point u € CV onto the set SUPP (i.e., uSUFF €
Psyppu) is given by
U?ZI;F;;D — ( 7]7l) ( 7]7l‘) % (27)
” 0 otherwise.
Both P g and Psypp are single-valued mappings since LF and SUPP are convex.
Now for the sparse-real constraint set SR. We present the formulation derived in |1,
Proposition 3.6]. Define J := 2{1:2-2N} and 7, := {J € J | J has s elements}. The sparse

set
Ay = {z e CV | [|lz[|o < s} (28)

can be written as the union of all subspaces indexed by J € J; |1, Equation (27d)],

A = U Ayj, (29)

where A := span{e; | i € J} and ¢; is the i—th standard unit vector in C¥ ~ (R?)" where
i €{1,2,...,2N} with the odd indexes being the real parts and the even indexes being
the imaginary parts of the points. For € CV we define the set of s largest coordinates in
absolute value

Cs(x) == {J € Js

min |x;| > max |;| ¢ . 30
nin o] > max o (30)
The projection of a point € CV onto the sparsity constraint A, is then given by

PASSL’ = U PAJI (31)

Next, denote the real subspace of CV by #ZV. Clearly (Pgpnu); = (Re(y;),0) for j =
1,2,...,N. Now, putting this together with the real-valued constraint, it can easily be
shown that the projector onto the set SR is given by

PSRU = PASR@NU. (32)
Indeed, we have

Pspu = argmin,ccn {[lv—ull* | [[v]o < s, Im(v) = 0}
= argmin,een {[|[Re(v) — Re(u)* + [[Tm(v)[|* | [jv]lo < s}
= argmin,c 4, {|[Re(v) — Re(Pgn (w))[|* + [[Im(v) — Im(Pyv (u)) [}
argmin,e 4, {|[v — P (u)[|*}
= PaPan(u).

There are two things to note about the formula : firstly, this projector is set-valued
reflecting the fact that the set A (and hence SR) is not convex; secondly, if the order of the
operations Py, Pyn (-) is changed, the resulting operator is not the projection onto the set

SR.



Finally, we derive the projector onto the symmetry constraint. Let Il , sym,, Heym, :
CN1xN2xNs _y CNixN2xNs he Jinear operators defined by

N & T o T — . .
Hgym, u :=u™ = [U(i,j,z)](w,l)EH where Ui gy = U(N1—i+1,4) 5
—— TQ S T2 L. 1 T2 —_ . .
Hgym,u = u' = [u(i,j,z)](m,l)eﬂ with Ui ) = U N2—j+10) (33)

Hsym3u = UT3 = [U%;ZJ)](Z‘JJ)E]I with uz;?:jvl) = u(i7j7N3—l+1)7 (i,j, l) € I.

These operators are simply transposition operators in the respective coordinate axes of the
tensors.

Lemma 1. The symmetry set SYM can be expressed as:

SYM = SYM?> N SYM? N SYM,, (34)
where ) N
SYM; ={ueC"| Ui gl = U(Nl—i+1,j,l)}7
SYM? :={u € CN | ug = —u@No—jt1,0)}+ (35)
SYM? = {u € CN | ug i = —U(ijNe—i+1)]}-
Moreover,
Psym = Psyrp © Psyae © Psyar, (36a)
where
Id + gy,
Psya, = 2 — (36b)
Id — gym,
Psyip = Ty (36¢)
Id — Iy,
Poyrp = Tyg (36d)

Proof. The representation follows immediately from the definition of the set SYM .

It is easy to see that SYMfL, SYM?2,SYM? are subspaces of the Hilbert space CV. The
formulas for the projections onto these subspaces, — follow from |7, Section 9.7,
exercise 2|. Now, by [25], from any starting point u, the cyclic projections algorithm applied
to subspaces converges to the projection of u onto the intersection of the subspaces. A
routine calculation shows that u) := Psyvs © Pgynz © PSYMl+ u satisfies uM) = Pyyys ©
Pyy\p2 © PSYMiu(l), in other words, u(!) is a fixed point of the cyclic projections algorithm.
By [25] ") is therefore the projection of u onto SYM. Hence, since u is arbitrary, Psyn =

<PSYMPL e} PSYM2_ ) PSYM_IF) as C].aimed. D

3.4 Convergence and Fixed Point Characterizations

In this section, we prove locally linear convergence of all of the methods in our comparison,
namely Algorithm [I| when the fixed point mapping 7' is either cyclic projections , cyclic
replaxed Douglas-Rachford , or relaxed Douglas-Rachford on the product space
applied to the 3D orbital tomography problem . The convergence follows from e-super-
regularity of the sets M, LF, SUPP, SYM in section [3.1, The convergence proof for general
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sets is provided in our paper [8]. Similar to that, the linear convergence of cyclic projection
for the 3D orbital tomography problem is obtained, see [9]. We finish this section with a
brief statement of the characterizations of the fixed point sets.

3.4.1 Convergence with Rates

The following lemma states the prox-regularity of the above sets.
Lemma 2. The following statements hold:
1. The set M defined by 15 closed and proz-reqular.
2. The sets SYM, SUPP, and LF defined respectively as in , , and @ are convex.

8. For each u € SR\{0} with SR being defined as in , there exist a meighborhood
UcCV ofu and a set A C CV such that Psy is pointwise a-fne with a = 1/2 and the
reflector Rgg is pointwise nonexpansive at each §' € A (violation 0) on U.

Proof. Part . Since M is determined by the equalities of continuous functions, it is closed.
Prox regularity of sets of the form (7)) was first used in [14] and follows from uniqueness of
the projector Py on small enough neighborhoods of M.

Part . It is a simple exercise to show that SYM, SUPP, and LF are convex.

Part . Before we prove the third statement, we explain a little about the logic and
technical difficulties. The theory developed in [20] determines the regularity of projectors
and reflectors from the regularity of the sets. To this point, we have not characterized
the regularity of the set SR, but we know that this is inherited by the regularity of the
sets A, defined in (28)) and the real subspace Z" since SR = A, N Z". Our proof of the
regularity of Psg and Rggr goes via the regularity of P4, and Py~ rather than using an
explicit characterization of the regularity of the set SR.

While A, is a subset of CV, this can be transformed isometrically to a subset of R?V,
where such sparsity sets have already been analyzed [12]. Let u € SR\{0}. Then we have
u € A,\{0} with A, being defined in (28)). By [12, Theorem I11.4], A, is (0, d)-subregular
at u for 0 € (0, min{|u;| : © € I(w)}), where I(u) = {i € {1,...,2N} : u; # 0} with the
odd elements indexing the real part of the vector v € C and the even elements indexing
the imaginary part. Using [20, Proposition 3.1 (ii)] this implies that Ay is e-subregular at
u for all normal vectors v € N4 (w) where w € Bs(u) N A with violation € = 0, and hence
e-superregular at u with violation € = 0 |20, Proposition 3.1 (v)]. By [18, Proposition 3.4(ii)],
there are a set A C CV and a neighborhood U C C¥ of u such that the projector Py, is
pointwise a-fne at each ¢y’ € A with a = 1/2 and violation 0 on U; that is,

o —yl? + I« —2) — (v =) |I” < [l = /|7 (37)
V' e U,y € A, x € Py 2’ y € Pay'. (38)

Let A = PG;,{,(A) and U = P%%](U) Let / € A and &/ € U. Then Py~ € A and Pyni’ € U.
By we have Psg = Py, Pyn, soforall & € Pspri’ = Py Pyni' and § € Pspy = Py, Pypny/,
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we have

17 = glI* + (@ — &) — (7" = D)I?
= [lZ = gII” + ([[(Re(&" — 2)) — (Re(5’ — §))[|* + [[Tm(z") — Im(y")|*)
= ([l = g1 + [I(Pa~d — &) — (Pany’ — §)|I*) + [Im(2") — Im(y')[]”
< | Pand’ — Py |I* + [Tm(a') — Im(7)[I*  (by (7))
< |Re(#') = Re()[1* + [[Im(2) — Im(y")||?

= & - 7"

(39)

This establishes that the projector Psg is pointwise a-fne at each 7' € A (o = 1/2 and
violation 0) on U. By [20, Proposition 2.3(ii)], the reflector Rsg is therefore pointwise
nonexpansive at each ' € A (violation 0) on U. This establishes the third statement and
completes the proof. O

The following theorem establishes one of two central assumptions for quantitative con-
vergence of the cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford algorithm for the orbital tomography recon-
struction problem (8)). For this we will need additional technical assumptions.

Assumption 1. For ease of notation, let Ay := SYM, Ay := SR, A3 := SUPP, Ay := LF
and As := M. Consider the following conditions with Ag := Ay, Us =Uy =Us = Uy = Ag =
A1 == A3 == A4 == (CN.'

(a) On the neighborhood Us of Ty € Ag, the projector Pa, is pointwise a-fne with o = 1/2
at each point in Ny := PA (A2 NUsz) NUs,, and the set Ay is e-super-reqular at x5 € As
relative to the set A5 := PA (A5 N Us) N Us with constant ey, on the neighborhood Us of
Ts.

(b) The neighborhood Uy and the set Ao satisfy Ra,Us C Uy and Ra,A5 C Ny. Similarly, the
neighborhood Us and the set A5 satisfy Ra,Us C Us and Ra,A¢ C As.

(c) TosAg € Ny, Th3Us C Uy, Ts60M6 C A5, and T56Us C Us, for T} 41 = TERQ i1 defined

by (16)).
(d) ey, €[0,4v2/7 —5/7).
(¢) Py,Us C Uy and Py,As C As.
(f) ev, €10,2v/3/3 —1).

Lemma 3. Let A € [0,1] be fived, and for j = 1,2, let B; be a subset of E such that Rp,
is pointwise almost nonexpansive with violation €; at all points in A; on U;. Suppose that
Rp,A2 C Ay and Rp,Uy C Uy. Then the two-set relaxed Douglas-Rachford mapping defined
by
A
T = E(R&RBQ +1d) + (1 — \)Pg, (40)

is pointwise ac-fne at all y € Ay with constant o = 1/2 and violation € on Us where
{()\\/1+61+1— ) 1+62)—1] (41)
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Proof. Let y € Ay and x € U,. By [8, Lemma 2.3], it is sufficient to prove that T := 27 —Id
is pointwise almost nonexpensive at y with violation 2¢ on Us. Starting with we derive
an equivalent representation for 7"

T=2 (%(RBIRBz +1d) + (1 — )\)PB2) —1d (
= MRp,Rp, +1d) +2(1 — \)Pg, — 1d (
= ARp,Rp, +2(1 — \)Pg, + (A —1)Id (
= ARp, R, + (1 — \)(2Pp, — 1d) (4
= ARp,Rp, + (1 — \)Rp, (
= (ARp, + (1 — N)Id) Rp,. (

ot
N e e N N S—

Let yt € Ty and 2™ € Tz. We claim that
ly*™ = =¥ < V1 +2€)|z —y]|. (48)
Indeed, let u € Rp,y, 2 € Rp,x, v € Rp,u, 2z’ € Rp,z so that by
Ty = (ARp, + (1 = N)Id) Rp,y > M/ + (1 — N,
Tz = (ARp, + (1 — MId) Rg,z > X2’ + (1 — \)z.

By assumption, ©v € Rg,Ay C A; and z € Rp,Us C U;. Since Rp, is pointwise almost
nonexpansive with violation €; at each point in Ay on Us, Rp, is also single-valued at every
point in As so we can write u = Rp,y, and

Iz = ull < V14 &z —yl| (49a)

By the same argument, Rp, is pointwise almost nonexpansive (and hence single-valued) with
violation €; at all points in A; on U;. We can therefore write v’ = Rp,u, and

12" — || < 1+ 6z —ul. (49Db)
Let u” = M/ + (1 — M)u and 2 = X2’ + (1 — \)z. Then v” € Ty and 2" € Tx. We have

12" = "] = [[Az" + (1 = A)z — A — (1 = A)u|
<AZ =+ (1= Nz — ul
<MI+alz—ul+ 1 =N|z—ul
= (\WITa+1-2)lz—ul
< (WITE+1-3) Vi@l
= V1+2é|z -y

The first inequality follows from the triangle inequality. The other inequalities are a conse-
quence of . Since y € Ay and z € U, are arbitrary, the result follows. O

13



Lemma 4. (Pointwise almost nonexpansiveness of projectors/reflectors)

(i) Let Assumption @, @ hold. For j =1,...,5, Ra; is pointwise almost nonexpansive
with violation €; at each point in Aj on U; with €, = € = €5 = €4 = 0 and & =
8€U5(1 + EUS)/(]‘ - EU5)2'

(ii) Let Assumption @, @) hold. For j =1,...,5, P, is pointwise aa-fne with violation
¢ and constant a; = 3 at each point in Aj on U; with é = é& = é5 = é4 = 0 and
€5 = 4€U5(1 + 6U5)/(1 - €U5)2'

Proof. By Lemma , the sets SYM, SUPP and LF are convex, so they are everywhere
e-superregular at a distance with € = 0. In other words, for j = 1,3,4, A, is e-super-regular
at a distance at any w; relative to A; on any neighborhood U; with constant ey, = 0.

By Lemma , the set M is prox regular and hence there is a neighborhood where it
is super-regular at a distance; by assumption, Us is such a neighborhood.

For j = 1,3,4,5, set € := 8¢y, (1 + €y,) /(1 — ey,)? and &; := 4ey, (1 + e,) /(1 — €u,)*.
Then, ¢, = é3 =¢;, =0 and & = é3 = & = 0 since ey; = 0 for j = 1,3,4. The result follows
from [8, Lemma 2.5] since A;’s are e-super-regularity at a distance of at z; relative to A; on
the neighborhood Uj; with constant ey, for j = 1,3,4,5.

For 7 =2, A, = SR and by Lemma , there is a neighborhood on which the reflector
R4, is pointwise almost nonexpansive (with violation €; = 0), and projector Py, is pointwise
a-fne with o = 1/2, and U, together with A, are by assumption the sets where this holds. ]

Lemma 5. Let A\ € (0,1) and let Fix TSPRY £ (). Under Assumption @, @, , @,

TEPEY is pointwise aa-fne at all u € Fix TSR with

a=5/6 and €= (14¢€5)(1+e5)—1€]0,1), (50)
where
%~5 Zf] = 47 (51)
€t 1=
MR WTFE 1= =] =,

for é&5 = ey, (1 + ey,) /(1 — €y, )? with ey, the constant of e-superreqularity at a distance of
the set M on Us in the range given by Assumption @

Proof. The proof is very similar to the proof of [8, Proposition 4.2]. The difference here is
that the regularity of the set SR has not been explicitly determined, so the statement of the
theorem in the present setting relies on slightly different assumptions than the statement
of |8, Proposition 4.2]. The logic is as follows: we first establish that the reflectors R; are

almost nonexpansive for j = 1,2,...,5; next we show that each 7Tj ;1 in Assumption is
aa-fne with o ;11 = 1/2 and a specified violation €; ;1. We then use the calculus of aa-fne

mappings to conclude that the composition of the T} ;,; mappings, namely TSPRY Vs aa-fne

with the claimed violation € and constant a.

By Lemma (which requires Assumption @ and @), for j = 1,...,5, Ry, is
pointwise almost nonexpansive with violation €; at each point in A; on Uj.

We claim that for j = 1,...,5, the neighborhood U; and the set A; satisfy R4, U1 C U
and Ra,  Aj1 € Aj. By Assumption (), this holds for j = 2,5. For j € {1,3,4}, the
claim also holds since U; = A; = CV in this case.

14



For j = 1,...,5, set €41 = %[(A,/1+gj+1—A)2(1+gj+1)—1]. If j = 4, then

€15 = 4, and if j = 5, then e = 5 [(AWTF G+ 13 =1]. 1fj = 1,2,3, then
€jj+1 = 0. By Lemma , the two-set relaxed Douglas-Rachford mapping 77 ;41 defined
in Assumption for j = 1,2,...,5 is pointwise aa-fne at all y € A;; with constant
ajj+1 = 1/2 and violation €; ;41 on Ujyy. This finishes the second stage of the proof.

For the final step of the proof, note that by , the cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford

mapping TSPRY is the composition of the Tj ., mappings, i.e.,

CDRA
Tomisp = T120T230T340T50Tsg,

where T} ;11 is pointwise ac-fne at all y € A, with constant «; ;41 = 1/2 and violation
€j,j+1 On Uj_|_1. With m = 57 ASSUII’IptiOIl 1mphes that fOI‘j = 1, ey 5, 7}'J+1Aj+1 - Aj
and Tj;+1U;41 C U;, which allows application of [8, Lemma 2.4] to conclude that TSPRY is
pointwise aa-fne at all y € A; = CV on U; = CV with

a= mL%—l =5 and violation €= H(l +€41)—1=1+es) (1+e6) —1. (52)
This completes the proof. O

Lemma 6. Let Fix TS,,.p # 0. Under Assumption |1 (), (&), (), T.Shusp s pointwise

ac-fne at all u € Fix TG4 o with

a=5/6 and e=¢é€0,1), (53)
where é5 = dey, (1 + ep,) /(1 — ev )2

Proof. By Lemma (which requires Assumption @ and (), for j = 1,...,5, Py, is
pointwise aa-fne with violation €; and constant a; = % at each point in A; on U; with
€G=¢ =é& =¢ =0and & = 4ep, (1 + er,) /(1 — €r,)* where €p, is in the range given by
Assumption @
By , the cyclic projection mapping T.SF. . is the composition of the P4, mappings,
ie.,
Toitsp = Pa, © Pay © Pag 0 Pa, 0 Pa,.

With m = 5, Assumption@ implies that for j = 1,2,3,4, Pa,, Uj;1 C Ujand Py, Aji1 C
A;, which allows application of [8, Lemma 2.4] to conclude that TSP, . is pointwise aa-fne
at all y € A5 on Us with

m

5
a= mLH =5 and violation €= Jl_Il(l +é)—1=(1+¢&)—1=6. (54)
This completes the proof. O
Lemma 7. Let A; be subset of E (j = 1,...,m) such that Ra, is pointwise almost non-
expansive with violation €; at all points in A; on Uj. Set A = Ay x - x Ay, and U =
Uy x - x Up,. Then Ra,x...xa,, is pointwise almost nonexpansive with violation € = max €;

7j=1,....m

at all points in A on U.

15



Proof. Let x = (x1,...,2,) € E™. We have
PA1><~--><AmX = PA1><~~><Am(J717 . ,ZL‘m) = PAlfL‘l X - X PAmJZm. (55)
It implies that

RA1><-~~><AmX = 2PA1><~~-><AmX — X
=2Pq,xy X -+ X Py wp — (T1,...,Tp)
= (2P4, 21 — 1) X -+ X (2Pa, Ty — Ty)
= Raxy X - X Ra, Tpy.

(56)

By assumption, we have

|z} =y | <1+ &l —yill,  Va; €Uy, o) € Rayxy, Yy; €Ay, y; € Rayy;. (57)

Let x = (x1,...,2p) €U =U; X -+ x Uy andy = (y1,...,Ym) € A = Ay X -+ X Ay,
Let x* € Ra,x..xa,,X and y© € Ra,x..xa,y. Then, by , xt = (zf,...,2}) and
y© =1, y5) with 2] € Ry;z; and y) € Ray;. We have

It =y Hl =/ ey =12
< VIl —yl by GD)

< jmax (L+&) 205 oy — 52

=L,..,m _ _ (58)
= \/(1 + max &) 50 fla; —yl®
= VI /37 ey — w2
=1 +x -yl
This concludes the statement. O

The following general linear convergence result relies on two properties of the fixed point
mapping 71, generally described as almost quasi-contractivity and stability.

Assumption 2 (regularity). Let T : A = A for ACE. Let U C E with UNA # (. The
following assumptions hold.

(a) (Existence) There is at least one T € Fix T N A.

(b) (Stability) There exists a k > 0 such that

dist(z, Fix TN A) < kdist(x,Tz) Ve e UNA. (59)

(c) (Almost quasi-contractivity) T is pointwise ac-fne at all y € Fix TNA, that is, T satisfies

Jee[0,1),a € (0,1): VexeUVyeFixTNA (60)
1Tz —ylI* < (1+&)llz —y||* = 152 |z — Tz
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Assumption 3.

0<y:= 1_1_6_1&/{2a<1 = ﬁgng,/lg—j. (61)

The lower bound on x in is easily satisfied; it is the upper bound that could be
difficult.

The next result is a restatement of convergence rates [10, Theorem 2.6] for the setting
of multi-valued mappings in Euclidean spaces. The statement of |10, Theorem 2.6] concerns
random selections from collections of single-valued mappings, but the extension to multi-
valued mappings presents no difficulty here since we are in the deterministic case, and logic
of the proof, specialized to a single mapping, works here as well.

Proposition 1. Let T : A = A for A C E satisfy Assumption @ For any ™ € UNA close
enough to Fix T N A, the iterates z*+D € Ta®) satisfy

dist (" Fix TN A) < ydist (z®, Fix TN A) (62)

ak?”
and €, then for all 29 € U close enough to Fix TNA, 2 — 7 € Fix TN A R-linearly with
rate constant §y = /(1 +€) — =2 < 1.

ar

where v = /(1 + €) — =% If in addition AssumptionH 18 satisfied with parameter values &

We apply this to the present problem.

Theorem 1. For the cyclic relazed Douglas-Rachford mapping TSYRY defined by (17). Let

Assumption @-@, and Assumption @@—@ hold. Additionally, let Assumption @ hold
with parameter values @ = 5/6 and € given by , where these are the constants charac-
terizing the regularity of the ac-fne mapping TSP, Define the sequence (x®)) by x*-+1) ¢

o

TEPEY ) Then for all %) close enough to Fix TSPEA N A, %) — 7 € Fix TSPEY N A
R-linearly with rate constant ¥ = /(1 4+€) — =% < 1.

Proof. By Lemma [5| under Assumption [I] and Assumption ffa) the mapping TSDR is
pointwise ac-fne at all y € Fix TSR # 0 with @ = 5/6 and € given by (50), hence
Assumption is satisfied which yields . Convergence with the claimed rate follows
from Assumption [3] and Proposition [T} O

Theorem 2. For the cyclic projection mapping T.S}.,sp defined by (15). Let Assumption
@, @, @ and Assumption @—@ hold. Additionally, let Assumption@ hold with param-
eter values @ = 5/6 and € given by , where these are the constants characterizing the
regularity of the aa-fne mapping TSY. .. Define the sequence (x®)) by -1 ¢ Tocrfithzz:(k).

Then for all 2 close enough to Fix TSP ., N A, 2% — T € Fix TSh ., N A R-linearly with
1—a
7 < 1.

ar

rate constant y = /(1 +€) —

Proof. The proof is similar to the one of Theorem [} using Lemma [6] O
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In the following, we provide a convergence guarantee for the relaxed Douglas-Rachford
algorithm on the product space for the problem at hand. A general convergence proof for
this algorithm is provided in |17]. However, it is quite complicated to follow all the details.
Therefore, we present a simpler approach, similar to the one used for cyclic projection and
cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford above.

Theorem 3. For the relaxed Douglas-Rachford mapping TPE) - defined by . Let As-
sumption @, @, and Assumption @@-@ hold for T replaced by X and E replaced by
E™. Additionally, let Assumption @ hold with parameter values @ = 1/2 and € given by

E:z%{()\\/rénLl—/\)Q—l], (63)

where é5 = 8ey, (1 + ep,) /(1 — ey, )?, and @, € are the constants characterizing the regularity

of the aa-fne mapping TPR) . Define the sequence (x®)) by x*¥+1 € TPRA )~ Then for

all x© close enough to Fix TPEY N A, x* — x € Fix TPEA N A R-linearly with rate

constant ¥ = /(1 +€) — =5 < 1.

Proof. By Lemma (which requires Assumption @ and @), for j = 1,...,5, Ra; is
pointwise almost nonexpansive with violation €; at each point in A; on U;. From Lemma ,
it follows that R with C = A; x --- x A,, is pointwise almost nonexpansive with violation
€c = max §€; at all points in A¢ = Ay X --- x A, on Us = Uy X --- x U,,. Note that

7j=1,....m
€c = €5 since for j =1,2,3,4, ¢; = 0.

Since the diagonal set D is convex, it is everywhere e-superregular at a distance with
¢ = 0. In other words, D is e-super-regular at a distance at any z relative to Ap = C¥
on any neighborhood Up = CV with constant €y, = 0. Thus Rp is pointwise almost
nonexpansive with violation €, = 0 at all points in Ap on Up.

By Lemma [3| T2RA . defined by (18), is pointwise aa-fne at all y € Ap with constant
@ = 1/2 and violation € given by

E:z%{(Aerl—)\)Q(lJr'éD)—l}, (64)

on Up, hence Assumption is satisfied which yields . Convergence with the claimed
rate follows from Assumption [3] and Proposition O

3.4.2 Characterization of Fixed points

For reference, we provide the characterizations of the fixed point sets of the three algorithms.
These have been established in earlier work. We simply state the results here.

Based on our work in [8], the characterization of the fixed points of the cyclic relaxed
Douglas-Rachford operator for the reconstruction of the 3D orbital problem is given by [8],
Corollary 3.4]

A€l0,1]
) =SYMNSRNSUPPNLFNM C  Fix TSRS
Ae0,3]

C  conv(SYMUSRUSUPPULFUM), (65)
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and [8, Eq(3.40)]

Psym(Fix Toaisn NU) C Fixe Toin = {y € CV + y € Togiopy + B, (66)

T

where U is a subset of CV intersecting Fix TSPRY to which the iterates are automatically

confined, and B is the closed unit ball in CV.
The following characterizations of the fixed points of the relaxed Douglas-Rachford oper-
ator on the product space for the 3D orbital reconstruction problem are obtained from [17]:

FingﬁéDﬂU
C {f-5(—-¢: fePlf-25(f—e),ecP(f)}NT,

where 2 = SYM x SR x SUPP x LF x M, D is the diagonal set in (C")® U is an open set
in (CV)5, and

(67)

Po(Fix TOR2) C Py (Fix TORAL)  whenever Ay < Ay (68)

The main message of these characterizations is that the fixed point sets for Po(Fix TORA)
are monotonically decreasing as X increases. The fixed points of TSP are in the convex hull
of the union of the constraint sets, and remain “near” the fixed points of the cyclic projections

mapping. The significance of this is demonstrated in the numerical demonstrations below.

4 Numerical experiments

This section presents numerical results for the algorithms applied to a simulated and labo-
ratory photoemission orbital tomography experiments. The data and scripts for running the
simulated experiment are available at [9]. The experimental data is available from [3].

4.1 Simulated Data

We used the simulated dataset with 13 spheres to evaluate the reliability of the output with
this amount of input. The dataset contains 9.9% non-zero voxels. The remaining 90.1% of
the voxels need to be interpolated, see Figurdl|(a).

We collect the behavior of the algorithms from 100 random starting points. The sparsity
parameter is s = 2400. The support areas in the physical domain and the Fourier domain
are set the same as in [9)].

In Figure[I[(b)-(e), we compare the best approximated fixed point to the exact solution in
both the Fourier domain and the physical domain using the cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford
with A = 0.7. As expected, they appear nearly identical. In Figure [2(a), we present five ex-
amples of convergence plots for the cyclic projection and the cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford
methods (A = 0.3 and A = 0.7) starting from the same initializations. Once a local region
of convergence has been found, the algorithm converges linearly to a tolerance tol = 1078,
The theory behind these methods, whether cyclic projections or Douglas-Rachford, does not
state how long one has to wait before a local region of convergence is found (i.e. there is no
global theory). The slopes of the convergence plots for cyclic projections are always steeper
than those of the cyclic Douglas-Rachford, indicating that the former has a better rate of
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(d) (e)

Figure 1: a) Data obtained from ARPES; b) Fourier amplitude of the exact solution; c)
Fourier amplitude of reconstruction at smallest gap of the CDRA with A = 0.7; d) The exact
solution; e) Reconstruction at smallest gap of the CDRA with A = 0.7.
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Figure 2: (a) Five “typical” convergence plots of the cyclic relaxed Douglash-Rachford and
cyclic projection algorithms. (b) The relationship between gap and error at (approximate)
fixed points of the two algorithms.

linear convergence. Over 100 trials, the cyclic projection method reaches the tolerance in an
average of 169 iterations, while the cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford method requires more
time, averaging 336 iterations. If we reduce A to 0.3, the average number of iterations is
reduced to 280. This can be explained based on the operator: as A — 0, the relaxation term
is smaller, and the cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford operator approaches the cyclic projection
operator. In Figure (b), we illustrate the relationship between the gap and the error
at final iterates for the two algorithms, where the error represents the difference between
the approximate fixed point and the exact solution (see [9]). We observe that: 1) a smaller
gap indicates better reconstruction, and 2) the approximate fixed points of the cyclic relaxed
Douglas-Rachford have gaps and errors that are roughly the same as those of the fixed points
of the cyclic projection. These observations further support the statement that the gap is
reliable and that the shadow of the fixed points of the cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford on
the set SYM is close to the fixed points of the cyclic projection, as stated in Section [3.4.2
We now compare the efficiency of the two methods. Figure (a) shows the median, mean,
variance, maximum and minimum of the gaps of the final iterates of the cyclic projections
and cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford algorithms (A = 0.3 and A = 0.7). The minimum
achieved gap for all three numerical experiments is the same, but the mean, variance and
maximum gaps are slightly different, indicating that CDRA with A = 0.7 achieves (slightly)
better results on average. This is also shown in the histogram Figure (b) of gap values
obtained by the three. We divide the approximate fixed points into 8 clusters and see
that the cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford achieves a higher frequency of small gap values
compared to the cyclic projection for each value of A. In the cluster with the smallest gap
values, while the cyclic projection algorithm finds this cluster only 34% of the time, the
cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford finds this cluster for both values of A, reaching up to 50%
at A = 0.7. These results demonstrate that the cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford algorithm
has a greater ability to achieve a higher success rate than the cyclic projection, which is
considered state-of-the-art in [9). This capability depends on the relaxation parameter A,
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Figure 3: CP and CDRA, A = 0.7,0.3 with 100 trials for each method. (a) Boxplots showing
gap variation. (b) Histogram of the gap.

which can be fine-tuned.

We have already seen that adjusting the value of the parameter A € [0, 1] increases the
likelihood of obtaining good reconstructions for cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford. However,
the ability to avoid poor local minima remains unremarkable. We compare both CP and
CDRA to the relaxed Douglas-Rachford on the product space . We begin by discussing
the convergence since the convergence behavior of DR on the product space is qualitatively
different than CP or CDRA.

Starting from a fixed, randomly selected initial point and examining the behavior of DRA
for different values of A € (0,1), we observe that the convergence of this algorithm depends,
as expected, on the value of A\. When A < 0.5, the iterate difference, mom’tor&"), converges
linearly, as expected. However, significantly more iterations are required to observe this
convergence: on the order of 20000 iterations compared to less than 500 iterations for all of
the cyclic methods.

When 0.5 < A < 0.8, we observe that mom’torgn) lies on spheres centered at 0, with a
constant radius r ~ HPSYMu(“) — PSYMu(”_l)H as n approaches infinity. Despite that, we
see the convergence of the difference gap, i.e., momtorén) in both situations. To confirm
these behaviors, we run the algorithm with two values, A = 0.5 and A = 0.7. Each \ is
tested with 50 trials, using the same starting points for both values. Figure |4] confirms the
initial observations more definitively. For A = 0.5, the changes in all the trials converge
linearly, whereas with A = 0.7, only one of them converges, see Figures[da) and (c). On the
contrary, the gaps converge well, see [{(b) and (d). Note that in these two experiments, we
set a tolerance of 5 x 107 and nyax = 35000 for A = 0.5 and 1 x 10~ and ny. = 10000 for
A = 0.7, as this tolerance and maximum iteration are sufficient to observe linear convergence.

Figure [5| presents the results of the cyclic projection and relaxed Douglas-Rachford meth-
ods with the two different values of A for 50 trials. The (approximate) fixed points of CP
and DRA on the product space with A = 0.5 seem distributed across many clusters. With
this value of A, the results of the two algorithms appear to be similar, but the latter algo-
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Figure 4: DRA. Convergence plots of changes (monitory, left column) and gaps (monitors,

right column) for the algorithm with two values of A. Each A was run with 50 different
starting points.
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rithm still excels at finding smaller gaps. With A = 0.7, however, DR on the product space
is much more robust, with most (approximate) fixed points moving to the lowest cluster,
where the gap and error are smaller. In addition to the above experiments, we conducted 50
more trials for the relaxed Douglas-Rachford method, but now the starting points are the
50 (approximate) fixed points of the algorithm with A = 0.5. Figure [5b) shows the results.
Despite different initial starting points, the algorithm tends to converge to good clusters,
i.e., it returns good reconstructions. This demonstrates the stability of the algorithm. These
findings conclude that DRA on the product space reliably avoids poor local minima when an
appropriate value of the parameter \ is chosen. As characterized in Section the set of
fixed points of DR on the product space is monotone decreasing as A increases. Though the
characterization of the fixed points does not imply that the smaller fixed point set necessarily
corresponds to better local minima, Figure |5 demonstrates this dramatically, showing that
the smaller fixed point set for A = 0.7 corresponds to points with smaller gaps, and errors.
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Figure 5: (a) Comparison of the efficiency between cyclic projection and relaxed Douglas-
Rachford with A = 0.5 and A = 0.7. (b) Stabilization of approximate fixed points of relaxed
Douglas-Rachford, with A = 0.7, starting from random initialization, and the approximate
fixed points of the relaxed Douglas-Rachford with A = 0.5.

4.2 Experimental Data

We perform numerical comparisons on the experimental dataset presented in [2]. All sets
and parameters from [3] are retained here. Since the ground truth is unknown, we compare
the gap sizes for fixed points of the cyclic projection algorithm with the gaps achieved by
the product space formulation of the relaxed Douglas-Rachford method, initialized from the
fixed points of CP.
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Figure 6: Comparison of the quality of fixed points between cyclic projections and product
space formulation of the relaxed Douglas-Rachford algorithm with A = 0.53. The points
show the gap sizes achieved by DRA (y-axis) when initialized from the fixed points of CP
(gap size shown on the x-axis).

Figure [6] shows the correspondence of the gapsizes for the two methods using 4, 7 and
10 data spheres, denoted as m. We run the CP algorithm with 100 initializations and
subsequently start the product space DR algorithm from the corresponding 100 fixed points
of the CP algorithm, with A = 0.53 in each case. This parameter was found by trial and
error and yielded the best results for the method. If a point lies on the red diagonal lines, it
indicates that the DRA algorithm did not improve the gap over what was already achieved
by the CP algorithm. In all three plots, however, we observe that all 100 points lie below the
diagonal, indicating that the relaxed Douglas-Rachford method always achieves a smaller
gap than the cyclic projection. Furthermore, the DR gap tends to decrease more sharply
as the CP gap increases, suggesting that applying DR after CP will have a more significant
impact for problems with a relatively broad distribution of fixed points. Interestingly, and
quite unexpected, the experimental data appears to lead to a feasibility problem with a
comparatively small range of fixed point gaps relative to the simulated data in the previous
section. In other words, the experimental data set is more regular than our simulated data
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Figure 7: Examples of reconstructions using 10 data spheres. (a) A reconstruction with a
small gap corresponding to a physically expected structure. (b) Reconstruction at a fixed
point of CP with a large gap. (c) Reconstruction at the fixed point of DRA (A = 0.53)
initialized from the CP fixed point shown in (b). (d) Reconstruction at a fixed point of CP
with a large gap (gap=0.00212). (e) Reconstruction at the fixed point of DR (gap=0.00127)
initialized from the CP fixed point shown in (d).

set. This apparent regularity of the experimental data can be understood as, perhaps, an
averaging due to noise which eliminates regions with a large gap, understood as extreme
local minima. This makes intuitive sense in light of the characterization of the fixed points
of the DR algorithm given in (67): fixed points associated with large gaps should be
less stable. The difference between the structures reconstructed from the CP fixed points
and those reconstructed from the subsequent DRA fixed points are most of the time not
distinguishable physically for this data (see Figure [7[b)-(c)). As shown in Figure [6(b)-(c),
however, in a small number of instances, the DRA algorithm can shift the CP fixed point to
a significantly different structure. This is demonstrated in [7j(d)-(e).
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5 Conclusion

The cyclic relaxed Douglas-Rachford method was first proposed in [18] as an alternative
to the classical cyclic projections and the more recent cyclic Douglas-Rachford algorithms.
The hope for this algorithm was that it would more reliably find “higher quality” fixed
points than the other methods. We characterized the fixed points in [8], but the potential of
this algorithm for filtering out bad local minima was not tested until this numerical study.
The results do confirm the initial motivation for this algorithm, but not dramatically. Quite
surprisingly, however, we found that the relaxed Douglas-Rachford algorithm on the product
space, while exhibiting quite poor convergence rates, does an excellent job of filtering out bad
local minima from all cyclic algorithms. Both the product space and cyclic implementations
of the Douglas-Rachford algorithm require significantly more iterations to find fixed points
than the cyclic projections algorithm. This is to be expected, since the iterates of the relaxed
Douglas-Rachford algorithm, for a large enough relaxation parameter, will be dispersed
across a broader region of the domain than cyclic projections. Our numerical experiments
therefore lead to the following recommendation: run cyclic projections to find some fixed
point, and from this fixed point run DRA on the product space formulation of the problem
with as large a value of A\ as is numerically stable, in order to move toward a fixed point
with smaller gaps between the constraint sets. This advice is counter to the current practice
for phase retrieval, where the Douglas-Rachford algorithm (known in the physics community
as the Fienup Hybrid-Input-Output algorithm) is run for several iterations, and then cyclic
projections (known as Gerchberg-Saxton or error reduction methods) is used to “clean up”
the images [15].
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