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Model Consistency of Iterative Regularization for
Low-Complexity Regularization

Jie Gao* Cesare Molinari ' Silvia Villaf Jingwei Liang*

Abstract. Regularization is a core component of modern inverse problems as it allows to establish
well-posedness to the solution of interests. Popular regularization approaches include variational regular-
ization and iterative regularization. The former one can be tackled by solving a variational optimization
problem, which is the sum of a regularization term and a data-fidelity term balanced by a proper weight,
while the latter one chooses a proper stopping time to avoid overfitting to the noise. In the study of
regularization, an important topic is the relation between the solution obtained by regularization and
the original ground truth. When the ground truth has low-complexity structure which is encoded as
the “model”, a sensitivity property shows that the solution obtained from proper regularization that
promotes the same structure is robust to small perturbations, this is called “model consistency”. For
variational regularization, model consistency of linear inverse problem is studied in [1]. While, for iter-
ative regularization, the existence of model consistency is an open problem. In this paper, based on a
recent development of partial smoothness which is also considered in [1], we show that if the noise level
is sufficiently small and a proper stopping time is chosen, the solution by iterative regularization also
achieves model consistency and more exhibit local linear convergence behavior. Numerical simulations
are provided to verify our theoretical findings.
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ness, model consistency, local linear convergence.
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1 Introduction

Linear inverse problems are widely encountered in many fields through science and engineering,
such as signal processing, compressed sensing, (medical) image processing, remote sensing, etc.
In (linear) inverse problems, the target of interests, say w, is not directly available, and one can
only observe it indirectly which eventually can be modelled by a linear operator. In the finite
dimensional setting, let X € R™ P represent the linear mapping and y' € R” the observation
without noise perturbation, then

yJr =X wT,
Retrieving ' is called the forward problem, due to the imperfect of the observation procedure,
the observation very often is degraded by noise which leads to the following form
y, = Xw' +¢, (1.1)
where ¢ is additive white Gaussian noise with noise level J.

Inverse problems mean recovering or approximating w’ from the observation data. In the
noiseless case, the problem can be described as

find w € RP such that Xw =yl (1.2)

*School of Mathematical Sciences and Institute of Natural Sciences, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai,
China. E-mail: {zjgaojie, jingwei.liang}@sjtu.edu.cn

fMaLGa, DIMA, Dipartimento di Eccellenza 2023-2027, Universita degli Studi di Genova, Genoa, Italy. E-
mail: cecio.molinari@gmail.com; silvia.villaQunige.it



However, the above problem in general is ill-posed mostly due to the bad condition or degeneracy
of the forward operator X. The problem becomes even more difficult if the observation is noisy.

1.1 Regularization

However, the ground truth often poses certain low-complexity prior property, also called the
“model”, which can be captured explicitly by some functions R(w) named regularization term
or regularizer. Popular priors include sparsity (¢1-norm |[2]), group sparsity (¢ 2-norm [3]),
gradient sparsity (total variation [4]) and low rank (nuclear norm [5]), we also refer to [6] for
more discussion on regularization. Combine with regularization, problem (1.2) turns into
min R(w) such that Xw = yi. (P)
weRP
More generally, one may consider a data-fit function £ : R” x R" — R U {400},

m}l& R(w) such that w € argmin {E(Xw,y*)}. (Po)
we

Problem (F) recovers (P) when ¢ is the indicator function of the set {w € RP | Xw = y'}.
Similar to (F)), in the noisy setting, one can consider the following new constraint

m%lp R(w) such that ¢(Xw,y,) <, (Ps)
we

where ¢ is the noise strength. Problem (135) is more difficult to tackle as the constraint requires
knowing/estimating 0, a simpler approach is putting the constraint into the objective with a
weight A > 0, this leads to the following variational regularization model
min {p&(g(w) = R(w) + lf(Xw, yé)} (Pys)
weRP A
The optimal choice As can be determined through validation criterion such as discrepancy princi-
ples [7], cross-validation [8] and SURE |9, 10]. Recently, data-driven approaches have also been
designed to determine the proper regularization parameter [11]. The above formulations are
referred as wvariational regularization, once the formulation is chosen, proper numerical scheme
will be chosen and ran until convergence.
In parallel, another popular regularization approach is called iterative regularization, which
is realized by properly choosing the stopping time. More precisely, for the noisy observation y;,
instead of considering (P 5), one can directly consider () by replacing y' with y, which leads
to the following problem
wmg% R(w) such that w € argmin {{(Xw,y,)}. (Py)
Given that the constraint is nonempty, one can solve the problem with certain numerical scheme

that generates a sequence {wgk)}keN. Apparently, as the constraint contains noise, the limiting

point of {wgk)}keN overfits to the noise, hence a proper stopping time, denoted as ks, should be
chosen to avoid the overfitting. Therefore, in iterative regularization, stopping time is used to
control the regularization.

In practice, the selection of the stopping time in iterative regularization is based on validation
criteria similar to those used for variational regularization. However, notable differences still
exist between them. On the one side, the choice of As in the variational regularization approach
is generally computationally expensive while ks controls at the same time the accuracy of the
solution and the computational cost. For large scale problems, iterative regularization performs
more efficiently because it avoids solving various optimization problems. On the other hand,
the conditions for obtaining convergence and convergence rate results are more complex than
the ones needed in the analysis of variational regularization. Because iterative regularization
requires a specific algorithm and the obtained solution is not an exact solution of an optimization
problem.



1.2 Model consistency

The premise of regularization is that the ground truth w' has low-complexity structure, which is
also called the “model” of it. Such a structure can often be captured by certain smooth manifold
M+, that is w! € M. This includes the popular low-complexity structures, such as (group)
sparsity, low-rank and analysis sparsity (e.g. piecewise constant). In the same time, the outcome
of the regularization approaches above enforces the solution to have similar low-complexity
structure. Denote the outcome of the variational regularization or iterative regularization as

Ag/k(;) ()‘6/]"”‘5)

U)((S . Then, a natural question to ask is whether w; has the same structure as w', or if
As/ks)

wg € M,,+ also holds? This is referred as “model consistency”.

Model consistency reflects the robustness of the problem to perturbations. For linear inverse
problems and variational regularization, model consistency property is studied in [1, 12, 13|,
where it is shown that £(Xw,y,) = 1| Xw — y,||* takes the least-square form, then if the noise
in y, is small enough, with properly chosen regularization parameter A, the solution of (P s)
has model consistency property. However, the model consistency of iterative regularization is
not considered in the literature.

1.3 Related work

Iterative regularization The study of iterative regularization properties of gradient descent, or
the Landweber iteration, dates back to the 1950s. The classical result shows that gradient descent
applied to least squares and initialized at zero converges to the minimal norm solution and early
stopping leads to Tikhonov regularization [14, Chapter 6]. Results in the stochastic setting
is also considered [15]. For strongly convex regularization functions, iterative regularization
of dual gradient descent, linearized Bregman iterations and mirror descent are studied in [16,
17, 18], with corresponding stability and convergence estimates available. For merely convex
regularization, Bregman operator splitting, linearized/preconditioned ADMM, and primal-dual
method and its data-driven version are studied in [19, 20, 21].

If other data fit functions, rather than the least-square, are used, the above approach neglects
them. One approach is to employ a diagonal strategy [16, 22|, which combines an optimization
algorithm with a sequence of approximations A of the original problem that changes at each
iteration. For only convex regularization, a technique known as exact regularization [23, 24|
exists. This involves solving

min {Ra(w) = R(w) + g||w|\2} subject to Xw =y, (1.3)
weRP 2
where there exists small enough o > 0 such that the minimizer of the new problem coincides
with the minimizer of the original problem (P). Therefore, one can consider strongly convex R,
by adding a quadratic term.

Model consistency Using the tool of partial smoothness [25, 26], it can be proven that in
variational regularization the model can be identified when 4 is sufficiently small and proper As
is chosen [1, 12, 13|, which implies the model consistency property. A related problem is the
local linear convergence analysis, see for instance |27, 28, 29, 30, 31| and the references therein
for results on first-order optimization algorithms.

1.4 Contribution of this work

In this paper, motivated by a recent development of partial smoothness [32], we study the model
consistency property of iterative regularization. Under the assumption that the low-complexity
regularization function is partly smooth and strongly convex, we show that if the problem (Fy)
solved by dual gradient descent (DGD) method as studied in [16], we are able to show the
following results:



e We show that if the noise level is sufficiently small and proper early stopping time is
chosen, the obtained point from iterative regularization has model consistency property;
See Theorem 4.2 (i). Moreover, we also show that with a fixed sufficiently small noise level,
there exists an interval of stopping time such that model consistency occurs; See Theorem
4.2 (ii). We also give a similar result for the accelerated dual gradient descent.
e We discuss that the optimization method can be viewed as a a special setting of continuous
dynamic system and the model consistency property remains.
e With a given small enough noise level such that model consistency occurs, we further prove
local linear convergence if the underlying manifold M+ is linear.
Finally, we present numerical results on ¢;-norm, one dimensional total variation (1d-TV), £1 -
norm, and nuclear norm, both model consistency and local linear convergence are verified.

Paper organization The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides
some mathematical background, including basic concepts and assertions from convex analysis
and the definition of partial smoothness. We present the details of the specific problem and
the dual gradient descent (DGD) and accelerated dual gradient descent (ADGD) in Section 3.
A comprehensive analysis of the main theoretical results of model consistency of iterative reg-
ularization is then performed in Section 4. Section 5 provides the results for the local linear
convergence rate. Finally, Section 6 presents numerical examples that demonstrate the model
consistency and local linear convergence.

2 Mathematical background

In this section, we collect some necessary background materials, which are frequently used in
our subsequent theoretical analysis.

2.1 Notations and definitions

We refer to [33, 34] for more details of the contents below. Let RP be a Euclidean space with
inner product (-,-) and norms|| - ||. Id denotes the identity matrix. Given w € RP,e > 0, let
B(w, €) be the open ball of center w and radius e.

Let S be a non-empty closed convex set of RP, denote int(-), bdy(-) the interior and boundary
of a set, respectively. The relative interior of S is defined by

ri(S) = {w € S| B(w,e) NaffS C S for some e > 0}.
Given a point w € R, the distance of w to .S and the projection of w to S are defined by

dist(w, S) = infS lw—w| and Pg(w)=argmingcg |w—w'|.
w’'e

We denote by I'g(RP) the set of proper, convex, and lower semicontinuous functions from RP
to RU{+o0}. We say R is o-strongly convex if R — §| - ||* is convex and R is L-smooth if it is
differentiable and VR is L-Lipschitz continuous. The subdifferential of R € T'o(RP) at point w
is defined as

OR(w) = {u € R? | R(w') — R(w) — (u,w' —w) >0,V € RP}.
Any element in OR(w) is called a subgradient of R at w. The conjugate function R* of R €

I'o(RP) is defined by
R*(u) = sup {(u,w) — R(w)}.

weRP
If R € T'y(RP), then R* € I'o(RP). Moreover, if R € I'g(RP) is o-strongly convex, o > 0, the
conjugate function R* is £-smooth. Given 4 > 0, the proximity operator of R is defined by

o

. 1
pros p(w) = argming e { R(w') + 5-[lof —w]}.
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and is firmly nonexpansive.

2.2 Partial smoothness

Given S C R? a closed convex set, the smallest linear subspace of RP that contains S is denoted
by span(S). Let M C RP be a C2-manifold around w € R?, denote Tr4(w) the tangent space of
M at w. For any vector w € RP with OR(w) # 0, denote

i
T = (span(0R(w))) ™.
The following definition of partial smoothness is adapted from [25] to the convex scenario.

Definition 2.1 (Partly smooth functions). Let R € T'o(RP) and w! € R? such that OR(w') #
(. R is said to be partly smooth at w' relative to a set M+ CRPif
¢ (Smoothness) M, is a manifold about w’ and Rlm,; isa C? function near wf;

e (Sharpness) The tangent space Ta (w') is the model tangent subspace T,+;

;
e (Continuity) OR restricted to M, is continuous at wf.

Remark 2.2. If R is non-convex, proper regularity is needed [25]. When R is partly smooth,
R, = R(w) 4+ %|w||?,a > 0 is also partly smooth relative to the same manifold, according to
the smooth perturbation rule of partial smoothness [25].

In Table 1 below, we summarize several popular examples of partly smooth functions that are
widely used in inverse problems.
Table 1: Examples of partly smooth function: supp(w) := {i : w; # 0}; D, stands for the
finite differences operator; for /1 2-norm, w, is the restriction of w to the entries indexed in Z,

Ul-Glei ={1,---,p}, suppz(w) ={i: wy, # 0}.

Function Expression Partial smooth manifold
(1-norm > |wil Myt = Tyt = {w € R? | supp(w) C supp(wl)}
TV semi-norm | [|[Dyowl1 | Myt = Tt = {w € RP | supp(Dyw) C supp(Dppw’)}
fomorm | 30T [lwy | Myt = Tyt = {w € R? [ supp, (w) C supp_ (w')}
Nuclear norm | > 7, o;(w) Mt = {w € R™P | rank(w) = rank(w’)}

Remark: The first three partly smooth functions are with linear manifold, while for nuclear norm is not. Moreover,
the first two are polyhedra functions, the subdifferential is locally constant around w along w’ + T,

A crucial property of partial smoothness is the identifiability of the smooth manifold, which
means if there exists a sequence w®) and z*) € GR(w™) and dist(zf,0R(w®)) — 0 for
2t € ri(OR(w')), then w®) € M, s for all large k. This property is called “finite identification”
[35]. Below, we provide a recent generalization of this result in [32] which does not require the
convergence of the sequence.

Lemma 2.3 (|32, Proposition 4.1, Theorem 4.3]). Let function R € T'o(RP) be a partly
smooth at w' relative to a C*-manifold M+ C RP. For small enough ¢ > 0, define the local
union as

Ue = UwGMwTﬁB(wT,e) (w + 8R(U)))
Then there holds span(U) = RP, and
1. If 27 € ri(OR(w')), then w' + 2T € int ().
2. If there is a sequence ({w®, 2(F)}en such that 2% € OR(w®) and

limsup || (w® 42 — (Wl + 21| < dist (w' + 27, bdy(U)),

k—o0

then fore all k large enough there holds w®) e Mt



3 Iterative Regularization

In this part, we briefly recall the iteration regularization of dual gradient descent method and ac-
celerated dual gradient descent method studied in [16, 36]. For problem (Ps), suppose y; belongs
to the range of X, then we can specify the constraint as Xw = y,. Regarding the regularization,
strongly convex functions is considered as in (1.3), leading to the following optimization problem

Tuin Ry(w) subject to Xw =y,. (Ps)
Dual problem By the Fenchel-Rockafellar duality, the dual problem of (Fj) is
min {6(v) := Ri(=XT0) + (5. 0) }, (Ds)

where R’ (—X ") is the conjugate of R, and reads
sy L 2 _ - @ 2
() = 5o+ |2 = inf { R(w) + 5 |lw = -/al2}.

Note that inf,, { R(w) + §|lw — -/a||*} is the Moreau envelope of R, hence differentiable [34]
with

1 1
VR (-XT0) = —(-XTv) — — <a(é(—XTv) — prox, 1 R(ofl(—XTv))))
a a
= proxaqR(—oleTv),
Moreover, we have Vp(v) = —Xprox,-1z(—a ' X "v) +y, is %—Lipschitz continuous. Hence

we can apply gradient descent method to solve (Ds), as considered in [16, 36].

Dual gradient descent The dual gradient descent (DGD) method for solving (F) is described
below.

Algorithm 1 Dual gradient descent (DGD)

Input: 1)((;0) =0cR",y= QHXH*Q,X, ys, R, o
Output: {wgk)}
: for k=0,1,2,--- do

—_

2 B xTy
3: w((;k) = proxa_1R(a_12§k))

k k k
4: ”((s +1):fu§ )+7(Xw§)—y5)
5. end for

(k)

The iterate z((;k) is a subgradient of R, at wy ’, as from the optimality condition of proximal
operator we have
1 (k k) 1 k k k
azé ) w((S ) € EaR(wé )) — zg ) € 3Ra(w§ )).

(k)

The iteration can be written only in terms of vy~ as
k+1 k k
o = ol — Ve, (3.1)

which is a gradient descent step for the dual problem (Dj). According to [34, 37], we have the
following convergence result.

Lemma 3.1. For the DGD Algorithm 1, there exists an v' € argmin(¢) such that v((sk) — vg as
k — o0o. Moreover, there exists a constant e > 0 such that

k k—
0§ — oV < <

Vk



In iteration regularization, we are interested in the relation between the early stopping point
of wgk) and the ground truth wf. We impose the following assumption and notion
e The ground truth w' is the unique solution of (Ps) for § = 0.
e The early stopping time is denoted as ks, and the corresponding point is w((;ké).

From [16, 36|, we have the following result.

Lemma 3.2 ([36, Theorem 4.1]). Let § €]0,1[, and consider the DGD Algorithm 1. Suppose
there exists v € R™ such that —X 79 € ORy(w'). Set a = 2| X||7" and b = | X |||[vf||a™t. Then
there exists ks € {[c67 1], ,2[cd7'|} and some ¢ > 0 such that

lw™ — wh| < (a(c? + 1) + be™1/2) 822,
Denote c5 > 0 such that ks = cs0~ L.

The above stability result implies that the early stopping point w((;k‘;) converges to w! at the

rate of §/2. Moreover, we have ks — oo as § — 0.
In [16, 36|, they also consider an accelerate version of DGD, denoted as ADGD, which is
applying the Nesterov’s accelerated gradient method [38] to DGD; see the algorithm below.

Algorithm 2 Accelerated dual gradient descent (ADGD)

Input: vgo) = ug_l) = ugo) =0eR",y=al|X||? X,y,, R,a and § > 2
Output: {wgk)}

1: for k=0,1,2,--- do

2: r((;k) = proxaflR(—aleTvgk))

3 ug) = e -y

k+1 k _ k k—1
4: v§+):ug)+—]]§+é(ug)—ug ))
5: w((;k) = proxaqR(—a*lXTugk))
6: end for

The above iteration is slightly different from the scheme considered in [36] in terms of the

144 /144¢2 _
inertial parameter ]]z;é, while in [36], they use t’“tgl,tk = 3 "1 The reason of choosing
this new choice is that it not only maintains the O(1/k?) convergence rate on the dual objective,
but also allows to prove convergence of the sequence. For the original choice, one can also

consider the modified accelerated scheme in [39].

Lemma 3.3. For the ADGD Algorithm 2, let 6 > 2, then there exists an v’ € arg min(¢) such

that ugk) — vg as k — oco. Moreover, there holds

Z k:||u((5k) - IL((511671)||2 < +o0.
k=1

The above result implies that Hu((sk) — u((;kfl)H = o(1/k). Different from DGD, ADGD is not a
monotone scheme in the sense Hu((;k) —of|| < H“((s b v'| no longer holds. Also note that the
result holds for any 6 > 2.

Lemma 3.4 (|36, Theorem 4.2]). Let 6 €]0,1[. Let {w((;k)} be the sequence generated by
Algorithm 2. Suppose there exists v € R such that —X "0 € ORs(w'). Set a = 4| X||~! and
b=2||X||[vt|a"t, where vT is a solution of the dual problem. Then

lw — wh|| < aks + bk~



In particular, choosing ks = [05_1/2], then for some ¢ > 0 there holds
||w((§k‘5) —w'|| < (a(c+ 1) +be )52

4 Model Consistency of Iterative Regularization

In this section, we present our main result, the model consistency of iterative regularization.
From the results above, for small enough § > 0, the early stopping point wéké) will be sufficiently
close to w!. If we can further control the dual variable, then Lemma 2.3 can be applied to show
that wgké) is model consistent.

In terms of the dual variable, similar to the work [1], we also rely on the following nonde-
generate source condition of w. As we have imposed that w' is the unique solution of (Pj) for
0 = 0. For the DGD Algorithm 1, denote the iterates as w(()k) and U(()k). The dual solution is

then denoted as v'.

Definition 4.1 (Nondegenerate source condition). For the ground truth wt, let vt be a
dual solution such that the following relative inclusion holds

Jd.=_—XxTof e ri(@Ra(wT)). (SCyut)

When R is partly smooth at w' relative to M+, so is Re. According to Lemma 2.3, for small

enough € > 0, define

MK

u‘f = LJwE/\/ler NB(wt,e) (w + aROé (w)) .

There holds w' + 2" € int (). Denote r := dist (w' + 2T, bdy(4)) the distance of w' + 2T to the
boundary of U.. Back to the iterates of DGD, if we have the distance bound

1w 4+ 25y — ('l + 2h)| < r, (4.1)

holds for all large enough k, then we can conclude that wgké) € M. This is the main idea
behind the model consistency of iterative regularization. For the rest of the section, we shall
elaborate the details of the proof.

4.1 Model consistency of iterative regularization

As discussed above, the key of showing model consistency of iterative regularization is to bound
the distance in (4.1). Directly handling the distance in (4.1) is rather difficult, mostly due to

the subgradient zék) (or the dual variable v((;k)). Follow the idea of [16, 36|, and we need an

intermediate point. For § = 0, denote the iterates of DGD Algorithm 1 as z(()k),w(()k) and U(()k),
then
k k k k k k
'™ + 2) = @l + 2 < Juof™ = wl + 12§ = o)+ 167 =21 (42)
The first term on the right hand side (rhs) can be directly handled by Lemma 3.2, while the
later two terms need some technicality which is left to the proof.
As long as we bound the rhs of (4.2), we obtain the model consistency of iterative regular-

ization with dual gradient descent.

Theorem 4.2 (Model consistency of DGD). Consider the problems (Ps) and (Ds). Suppose
the following assumptions hold
o w' is the unique solution of (Ps) for 6 =0, and v(()k) — vt with v' being a dual solution.
e The nondegeneracy source condition (SC,1) holds for wi and v'.

e R is partly smooth at w' relative to M.



o The strong convexity o is small enough such that
acs| X[ 7 <r = dis‘c(wJr + ZT,bdy(UE)), (4.3)
where cs refers to the constant in Lemma 3.2.

Let ks be the optimal early stopping time of DGD, and denote the corresponding point as wgk‘;),

then when 6 > 0 is small enough, there holds
’wgké) S wa.

Moreover, there exists 0 < k < ks < k such that wgk) € M, holds for all k € [k, k.

Proof. Our proof is motivated by the proofs in [16, 36]. From the updates of DGD, the opti-
mality condition of

(k)

wy ' = proxa_1R(fa_1XTv§k)),
yields
A=l T k) (k)
= Xavjl Yo — —XTU((;k) - awgk) € 6R(w((5k)).

which can be further written as
z((;k) = —XTU((;k) € aR(wgk)) + ozw((;k) = GRa(wgk)).
Recall that z(k) = —XT’U((;k) and z(()k) = —XTv(()k), then from (4.2)
w5 + 257) = (ot 4+ 2Dl < oy = w4+ 11757 = 271+ N2 = 1]
< g = w4 1% e = o1+ 1XT oG — 1.

Let k = ks the early stopping time of iterative regularization. From the previous convergence
result, we have

(4.4)

e From Lemma 3.2, we directly have
lwl — wl| < (a(c'/? + 1) + be™1/2) 612,

Denote f = a(c'/? + 1) + be~ /2.
e For the term ||v§k) — v(()k)H. Since R (—X "v) is convex differentiable with Lipschitz con-
tinuous gradient, we have from [34] that the operator

F=1d+~yXVRi(-X"")
(k))

is nonexpansive (i.e. 1-Lipschitz), and F (v ( ) 4 v X w((S ) Asa result, we get

k k k— k— k— k
10§ — u§ ) = (v} ”+wa§”—yaww% Dy (Xwl ™ =yt

k—1 k—1 k—1
< @8+ X W) = 0 4 Xl Ay, - o)
k—1 k 1
< || F (0 b—f( N+ llys — |

k—1 k—l
< o —of

(4.5)

|| + 0.
Tracing back to k = 0 yields
k k
lo§? = o < ko,

Letting k = ks leads to
i) — || < yksd = | X || 2ks6 = cucs|| X)) 2
(k)

e Lastly for Hv(()k) —vf||, as we impose v; ' — v, then Hv(()k) —of|| = 0. Now for k = kj, since

. k
ks increases as § decreases, we have {5 = Hv((S 8) _ vf| = 0asd—0.



Assemble the above cases, we arrive at
ks) k k k k
5™+ ) = w0 + 2Dl < ™ = ]+ 1™ = w7+ 12X =1,
< f3'2 + acs| X| 7 + 1 X5

Apparently, if
acs| X||7H < r = dist (wh + 27, bdy (Ue))

holds, then for small enough § > 0, we have
™ + 2 = wl + 2Dl <7
(ks)

which in turn implies w;™®" € M,,+, and we obtain model consistency.
Next we show that there exists an interval [k, k] with ks € [k, k] such that w((;k) € My
holds for all k € [k, k]. Consider
k k
(w5 + 2") = (wl + 2]
k k
< I +z§ ) = (' 2 ™ + 2 — @f 42
Apparently, the second term above is already discussed, and suppose
(g™ + ) = (wh + D) <
holds. For the first term, we have
(w5 +27) = (™ + 2]
k ks) k
SHwé)—wé‘S!HHz(s —zf;“u
= [[proxy-1p(a'z") = proxgipla )| 4 125" — =)
< 1+ Dl ==
k
< (L+ DX o)L
From Lemma 3.1, when k = ks — 1, we have for some constant e > 0,

k k
lof? — vl < T

As a result, for small enough § such that ks is large enough and

ks) k
(14 D)X 7 + g™ + 25 = (@ +2H)] < r

also holds, we have wék € M, for k = ks — 1. Similarly we can show that wélC € My
for k = ks + 1. We can continue with & = ks + 2,3, ... until the above inequality fails. As a
result, there exists k < ks < k such that w(k) € Mt holds for all k € [k, k]. We conclude the
proof. O

Remark 4.3. Our result is similar to that of [1| for variational regularization in the sense that
the model consistency holds for small enough noise level 9.

For the ADGD algorithm, we can also obtain its model consistency property.

Corollary 4.4 (Model consistency of ADGD). Consider the problems (Ps) and (Ds).
Suppose the assumptions of Theorem /.2 hold. Let ks be the optimal early stopping time of
ADGD, and denote the corresponding point as w((sk‘;), then when 6 > 0 is small enough and 0 is

large enough, there holds
’wgké) S wa.

Moreover, there exists 0 < k < ks < k such that w ) € Mt holds for all k € [k, k.
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Below we provide a brief proof mainly highlighting the difference compared to the proof of
Theorem 4.2, the main difficult part in this case is that the sequence generated by ADGD is not
monotonic.

Proof. From the updates of ADGD, denote ng) = —XTu((sk), then

Again from (4.2) we have

k
(i

k k k
257 = (2] < g =l + 1257~ 2
k k
= g = wh + 1 X] " — o] (4.7)
k k k k
< Ny — w4 1 ug? = ug? + 12X ug” — o]
The first and third terms of the last line above can be handled as in the proof of Theorem
4.2: term ||w((5k) — w'| is bounded by Lemma 3.4, while ||uék) — vf| converges to 0 due to the

convergence Next we discuss term ||u((5k) - u(()k)H. Follow the derivation of (4.5), we have

k
ltg? =g | = 0§ + A Cer = y)) = @ (X = )l
k
<Hf(”) Fg )+ llys = ol
< Jlog®” =gl 47
k=1) | k=1, 01 k—2 k— E—1 k—2
= I(u$ ( k:+0(u( )—ug )))—(u(() )+k+9(u( )_u( )))||+75
(k—1 (k—1 k (k—1 k—2
< [lug*? H+k+AM/ a4 g = w2 440
k
i—1 —2 i—1) i—2
<> (g = P g = w2 ) + ko
i=1
Denote
k
1. (i—1 i—2 i—1 i—2
Be= > e (luf ™ = uf P+l = w7,
i=1
From the convergence result Lemma 3.4, 5; < 400 for any & € N. When 6 is large enough, we
can control S to be small enough. As a consequence, we can bound H(wéké) + z((;k‘;)) — (w421
and obtain the model consistency of ADGD. O

Remark 4.5. Though we can obtain model consistency for ADGD, the result somehow is
counter intuitive, in the sense that
e When 0 is very small, ks is very large. In turn, 8, will be large.
e To bound ||(wy (ko) 4 zéké)) — (w' + 21|, we need 6 to be even large, which makes ADGD
behaves more hke DGD despite it still converges at O(1/k?) rate.
The main reason, as we emphasized above, is that the sequence generated by ADGD is not

(k)

monotonic, and the inertial term introduces the composition of the current point u;~ and its
(k-1)

history us;" 7. While in practice, model consistency of ADGD are observed for small value of
0; see Section 6 for more details.

4.2 Model consistency of continuous time dynamics

In [22], the authors considered the continuous time dynamics of DGD and its accelerated ver-
sion, and demonstrate their iterative regularization property. We can also extend our model
consistency result to continuous time dynamics. In this part, for simplicity we only consider the

11



continuous time dynamics of DGD. For the DGD iteration, it can be reformulated as
wf? = VR (-X o),
U((Sk-i-l) _ k)

i = Xw((sk) -y = —ng)(vék)).

Suppose let v be time step and t; = kv, then v((;k) and w((;k) are the samples of the continuous

time dynamics. Let v — 0 we get the following continuous time dynamics of DGD

v5(0) = vy = ws(t) = VRL(—X Tvs(t))
5(0) = vo =0, {@5(1&) = —Vo(vs(t)).

~y

(4.8)

Corollary 4.6 (Model consistency of continuous time DGD). Consider the problems (Ps)
and (Dg). Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 4.2 hold. Let ts be the optimal early stopping
time of (4.8), and denote the corresponding point as ws(ts), then when § > 0 is small enough,
there holds

ws(ts) € Myt.
Moreover, there exists 0 < t < t5 <t such that ws(t) € M holds for all t € [t, 1].

In Figure 4 we provide a numerical demonstration between the comparison of DGD and
continuous time DGD.

5 Local linear convergence

In Theorem 4.2 we have an interval [&, ﬂ where model consistency holds. Since along the
manifold M+ the R(zx) is smooth differentiable, plus that M+ has low dimension, these imply
that the problem becomes better conditioned along M+ and the algorithm DGD could achieve
faster convergence speed, which turns out to be linear.

As local linear convergence is a byproduct of model consistency, for the sake of simplicity, we
only discuss the case that M+ is linear, which includes ¢1-norm, TV semi-norm and ¢; 2-norm
in Table 1. For linear M, , it can be represented as

My = wh + T+,

where T+ is the tangent space of M,,; at wf. Moreover, for any w € M

IME

', there holds
w—w! = Pr (w— w'),

where PTw . 1s the projection matrix onto 7,,;. For X, we need the following “restricted injectiv-
ity” condition.
Definition 5.1 (Restricted injectivity). Let T, be the tangent space of M, at w'. The
restricted injectivity condition is defined as

ker(X)NT,: = {0}, (INJTwT)
where ker(X) is the null space of X.

Let XTwJr = XPTwT’ condition (INJT,“,-i-) implies X{N Xwa is positive definite along T,.

Remark 5.2. Condition (INJ7 ) is also considered in [28] where the authors study the local
linear convergence of the proximal gradient method type methods.

Since M, is linear, we have the Riemannian gradient and Hessian of R at w[(;k) as

Vo, Rw) = Pr 0R(w) and V3, R(w{®)=Pr V2R(w{)Pr .

12



Along T,t, that Pp . + 1v2, TR(w(g@) is invertible, and define the following matrix

-1
Mpgp = Pr . — (Pr , + Vi TR(w((;@)) X;wf Xr ;-

IIX X172
Denote Pripan the spectral radius of Mpgp, we have the following local linear convergence rate
result.

Theorem 5.3 (Local linear convergence). Let R(w) be partly smooth at w' relative to M
such that M.+ is linear. Let the assumptions in Theorem 4.2 and condition (INJ7 . ) hold, then

Prpep < L.

If [k, k] contains more than three points, then for all k €]k, k[ and any p €]p(Mpcp), 1] we
have ol i
w1 = < O(FE).

Remark 5.4. Local linear convergence of first-order method along the identified manifold is
well studied in the literature, see for instance [27, 28, 29, 31, 40] and the references therein.

Proof. Denote W = Pr . + éV%wTR(wgk))j then along 7+ it is invertible, and all the eigen-

values of W~ are real and less than or equal to 1. Moreover, as W is symmetric, then
WX . Xr, = Ww—1/2 (W—l/QXT Xz W—l/Q)Wl/Q

which means W~ 1X—r XT 't is similar to W~ 1/2XT X W /2 Note that XT XT b is pos-

itive definite along T wioand [ Xr | < X Let 01 > 0 i = 1,...,d be the elgenvalues of

W= 1/2XTwT Xr W™ 1/2 Where d= dlm( wi) is the dimension of wa. Then the eigenvalues of

Mpgp along T+ are 1 —

||X |
Denote ggk) = —éXTv((S ), then from the update of w

X 0i,1 =1,...,d which are strictly less than 1.

(k)
J

g((;k) - wgk) € oz_laR(w((;k)).
For k €]k, k[, we have wgk),wng) € M, and
Pri (95" = wi) = a”'Pr, (OR(w]")
Pr (g8 ) = 0Py (0Rw)).
Take the difference of the above two equations, we get
Pr (wi —w{) + o tPr  (OR(w{™)) — a7 Pp  (OR(w(M))
— PTwT (wng) — w((sk))
a7 (Vi Rlog?) (™ = wi) 4+ ofug™ Y — i)
—a ! (Vi Bl g — i)+ o(ug? —wi]))

k k k k k k k
= (Pr,; + 290, ROof) @f ) = 0f) + ofuf™ = wf) + o uf - wi])

= Pr . (ngﬂ) - gc(sk))

1
= ——Pp X (oY — o)
k
= _%PTMXT(XU’ES ) Ys)-
Similarly, we have

k k— k k k— k Y k—
Wi — i ™) oy — i) + ol ™ —wfl) = —TPr XT(Xuf™ —y,).
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The difference of the above two equations gives
Wi —wly — W — V) = = Lpp XTX () — i) 4,

- 7PTTXTXP (Wi — w1y
k k—1
~1X7 Xr (g —wi ™)+,
where

k+1 k
e = ooy — i
Since v = /|| X||?, we have

wgk'i‘l) _ ’U)g—k) — W—l (W _

k k— 1 k
)+ o(ws® — w1 + o(wl® — wi® ) + owf — wi)).

k k— _
T X, (w5 —wf ™)+ W,

k k-1 _
:MDGD(W((; ) —w((s N+ i,
with 7 = W~ 1y;,. Tracking back to ks, we have

wf ™~ = Mpap(w? - wé’“”) "

(k+1) k
- MDGD( Z MDGD%
i=k+1

from which we get
k+1 k—k k+l k) Mk e
o — i) < MBI D = wf )+ 3 MEGHL
The spectral radius theorem there exists ¢ > 0 such that
k—k k—k
”MDGD” Scept v

for any p €]p(Mpap), 1[. Since k < k is finite, || Z MEZE 7| is also finite, then

i=k+1
k = kfk k: =
” Zz k+1 MDGDnz” =p - k ” Zl k+1 Gz])nz”
Let
d=max{e, S| YLy Mbghl
we have
k+1 k _
g™ — ) < otk

which concludes the proof. ]

Remark 5.5. As Theorem 5.3 requires the manifold M, to be linear, it does not hold for
nuclear norm whose manifold is curved. By incorporating more Riemannian manifold arguments
(such as parallel transportation [28]), we can extend Theorem 5.3 to more general M, that
includes nuclear norm. However, for the sake of simplicity, we decide to omit the discussion here
and only provide numerical illustration in the next section.

6 Numerical Experiments

In this section we provide numerical experiments to support our theoretical findings. We first
demonstrate the model consistency result, and then the local linear convergence behavior. Four
low-complexity regularization functions R are considered: 1, {1 2-norms, one dimensional total
variation (1d-TV) and nuclear norm.
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6.1 Model consistency

Problem settings Recall that in the forward model (1.1), X € R™*? is the forward operator,
e ~ N(0,62) is the noise, For each choice of R, the corresponding problem settings are
e (1,01 5-norms (n,p) = (100,500), w! € RP has 5 non-zero elements, X € R™P with
element sampled from standard normal distribution normalized by \/n. For ¢; o-norm, the
group size is 5, without overlapping.
e 1d-TV (n,p) = (20,50), w' € R? and || D, wi|; = 1. X € R™P with element sampled
from standard normal distribution normalized by /n.
e Nuclear norm w' € R?*?0 is a square matrix with rank(w’) = 1, X € R2*20 is a 0-1
projection mask with only 50% entries equal 1.
For noise €, the strength of the noise determined by signal-to-noise-ratio (SNR), which is defined

by
SNR = 20 log (Hy||> .
]l

In our experiment, SNR = 40 is considered.

In the model (Fj), we fix @ = 0.01. For both DGD and ADGD methods, the step-size is
v = a/| X|* and the parameter § for ADGD is set as 5. The starting point of both algorithms
is set as 0, as indicated in the algorithms.

Case /1-norm We first report the results on f1-norm, which is shown in Figure 1: the left
column is for DGD, while the right one is for ADGD. In each figure, the blue line stands for the

(k) _ .+
normalized error Hw‘suwifnwu, and the red line represents the support size of wgk). We obtain the

following observations:
e Support size |supp(w((5k))\: As the initial point is 0, the support of w((;k) increases from

0. For certain range of k, we have \supp(wgk))] = 5 which corresponds to the model
consistency. As iteration continues, |supp(w§k))| increases.
(k) _ ot
e Iterative regularization: For the error Hw‘s‘le”w H , it can be seen that the minimal value

is obtained when model consistency occurs. Note that the error is flat inside the model
consistency interval, we can use model consistency as guide to find stopping time.

10° . . : 7 10° : . : . 20
16
= 1s = 15
S 101 Y — 210! =
S 14 = S gr@
- E— 3
3 = 3 110 =
| 3 5 | a
Z 102 T .
10 1, 510
= = £ J —1s
RE! '\
103 | | | 0 10 | | | | 0
0 5000 10000 15000 0 200 400 600 800 1000
k k
(a) DGD (b) ADGD

Figure 1: Model consistency result of £1-norm.

For this problem, we also conduct experiment to test the smallest possible SNR value such
that model consistency occurs. To this end, we let SNR € [10, 60], for each value we run DGD

and record the support size of the optimal wék‘g) in terms of the distance to wf. The value

15



(ks)

|supp(ws °”)| over SNR value is plotted in Figure 2, from which we observe that model consistency
holds for SNR greater than about 21.

7 T T T T

6.5 1

ja

|[supp(w

551 1

10 20 30 40 50 60
SNR

Figure 2: Model consistency of DGD over different SNR values.

Other cases In Figure 3 we provide the model consistency result for £; o-norm (1st row), 1d-TV
(2nd row) and nuclear norm (3rd row). The observations are quite similar to those of ¢;-norm.
Moreover,
e For /1 2-norm, the non-zero groups of wgk) in the model consistency interval are also iden-
tical to those of w'.
e The 1d-TV is more sensitive to noise, though for the present example model consistency
holds, there are also cases where it fails under same SNR value. We refer to [1| for more

discussion on the structure dependency of noise.

Model consistency of the continuous dynamics We also verify the model consistency of
the continuous dynamical system (4.8) using ¢1-norm with SNR = 40. The 4-order Runge-Kutta
method is used to solve the system (4.8). The result is provided in Figure 4, accompanied with
DGD method. It can be observed that model consistency is also obtained by the continuous
dynamical system.

6.2 Local linear convergence

From the above illustration, model consistency indeed occurs in an interval. In this part, we
show that ||w((5k+l) - wgk)H converges linearly.
Due to the numerical precision problem, the problem size considered in this part is smaller
than the above. In particular, the following settings are considered
e (1, l12-norms (n,p) = (20,100), w’ € RP has 2 non-zero elements, X € R™P with
element sampled from standard normal distribution normalized by \/n. For ¢; o-norm, the
group size is 2, without overlapping.
e Nuclear norm w' € R0*19 is a square matrix with rank(w’) = 1, X € R1%*10 is a 0-1
projection mask with only 10% entries equal 1.
For noise &, SNR = 40 is considered. In the model (Ps), same as before we fix o = 0.01. The
step-size is 7 = a/|| X||* and the starting point of both algorithms is set as 0, as indicated in the
algorithms.

In Figure 5 we provide the observations of local linear convergence for ¢1-norm and ¢; 2-norm,

k+1)

the left column shows the global behavior of ||w((S - wgk) |, and the right column displays the

zoom-in region of model consistency interval.

16



10 ‘ ‘ . 15 10
ol 10— =10t} —
= .= =,
= s = 3
S — 3 —
| ? i &
107 15— Trwty 2
10 ‘ ‘ ‘ 0 10 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 0
0 5000 10000 15000 0 200 400 600 800 1000
k k
(a) £1,2-norm: DGD (b) £1,2-norm: ADGD
10° T T T T T T n 2 10° T T T T 5
= {15 =
ERTR - Bt
E ¥ =
3 1 1 = 3
| =N |
Zq02 5 2.2
Sr10?} 2 =107
= los =
0
10-3 L L L L L L o 10-3 L L L L 0
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 0 200 400 600 800 1000
k k
(¢) 1d-TV: DGD (d) 1d-TV: ADGD
10° . . . . . : : 3 10° : : . : 10
125 Ig
ERTE 12 B0t} N
= =, = 16 =,
= s = E)
: Beg 3 5
= g = 14
= -2 — = 2 L =
§ 10 1 i 10
r_,— 0.5 12
|
107 ‘ : : : : : : 0 10 ‘ ‘ : ‘ 0
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 0 100 200 300 400 500
k k
(e) Nuclear norm: DGD (f) Nuclear norm: ADGD

Figure 3: Model consistency result of ¢1 o-norm, 1d-TV and nuclear norm.
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Figure 4: Model consistency of the dynamical system (4.8).
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Figure 5: Local linear convergence of DGD in terms of ng —w((;k) || for £1-norm and ¢; g-norm.

We also provide an example for the nuclear norm in Figure 6, thought our theory does not
cover this case, local linear convergence is observed.
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Figure 6: Numerical results for Nuclear norm

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we study the model consistency and local linear convergence of the iterative regu-
larization methods including dual gradient descent (DGD) and its accelerated scheme. Relying
on a recent development of the partial smoothness, we show that the output of iterative regu-
larization can identify the model of the ground truth in the small noise regime. We also show
that the model consistency holds for an interval of stopping time, in which the residual error of
the DGD scheme converges linearly. Numerical results are provided to validate our theoretical
findings.
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