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PROJECTED ITERATED TIKHONOV REGULARIZATION IN
LOW PRECISION

C. DRUM, J. G. NAGY, AND L. ONISK

ABSTRACT. We investigate the regularizing behavior of an iterative Krylov
subspace method for the solution of linear inverse problems in precisions lower
than double precision. Recent works have considered the projection of iter-
ated Tikhonov methods using Krylov subspaces for both computational effi-
ciency and an additional regularizing effect. To investigate the regularizing
behavior of this projected algorithm applied to problems that are naturally
severely ill-posed, we formulate the iterates as a filtered solution using the
preconditioned Landweber method with a Tikhonov-type preconditioner in a
Krylov subspace. Through numerical examples simulating multiple low pre-
cision choices, we showcase the filtering properties of the method and the
achievement of comparable working accuracy applied to discrete inverse prob-
lems (i.e., to within a few decimal places in relative error) compared to results
computed in traditional double precision.

1. INTRODUCTION

Herein, we are interested in computing approximate solutions to linear least-
squares problems of the form
(1) min [[Az — b,
in computing environments that support low precision and where data is often
stored with less significant digits, e.g., medical tomography [31], industrial appli-
cations [4], and training for deep learning [I4]. Here, and throughout we denote
the Euclidean norm by || - ||. For some of these applications the singular values of
the matrix A € R™*" can decay without significant gap and cluster at the origin
(i.e., the matrix is ill-conditioned). These types of problems are commonly referred
to as linear discrete ill-posed problems. Classically, they can arise through the dis-
cretization of Fredholm integral equations of the first kind [19, 27], but can also
arise in modern large scale data problems such as, for example, the training of the
random feature model in machine learning [38§].

In applications, the vector b € R™ in often represents observed measurements
that are corrupted by error arising through noise contamination or instrumentation
disturbances. Numerically, this error may also include truncation error or approx-
imation error. We denote this error by e so that

b= birue +e

where by is the unknown error-free vector associated with b. The goal when
considering linear discrete ill-posed problems is to determine the solution of minimal
Euclidean norm, z', of the unavailable least-squares problem

Ax—l}H.

2 t = i )
(2) z! = arg min
1
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In the linear discrete inverse problem literature it’s well understood that because b
is contaminated by error and the singular values of A cluster at the origin that the
solution of of minimal Euclidean norm is usually a poor approximation to z.
The common strategy is to regularize the problem - that is, to replace the problem
with a nearby problem that is less sensitive to the error in b.

Recent progress in GPU hardware that supports floating point computations
in mixed-to-low precision has enabled the numerical linear algebra community to
develop robust decomposition strategies as well as accelerated iterative methods;
see the surveys [T}, 29]. Iterative methods that utilize Krylov subspaces using one
or more precisions lower than fp64 (i.e., double precision) have recently been con-
sidered in the literature for well-posed problems, see e.g., [11], [12] [13]. While some
works including [2] and [23] have considered low or mixed precision in the inverse
problem community, comparatively less has been studied, especially for iterative
Krylov methods.

Recent work by Li in [33] considered LSQR in low precision for linear inverse
problems with the conclusion that ‘LSQR does not need to be solved in high pre-
cision’. However, the standard practice in many iterative Krylov methods today
is to utilize a hybrid approach whereby one both projects the problem into a sub-
space and then performs regularization through a variational approach, rather than
solely regularizing implicitly via subspace projection; see the review [I7]. In a sim-
ilar vein to the ‘project then regularize’ strategy just mentioned, methods based
on projected iterated Tikhonov regularization with a nonstationary regularization
parameter using a Krylov subspace have garnered recent attention; see [3} [0} 10, [15].

Classically, iterated Tikhonov regularization is used to approximate the solution
to and at its k*" iterate is given by

(3) g® = gkb=1) 4 (ATA + aQI)_l ATp(k=1)

with the residual denoted by r#~1 = — A=) see [8 B5]. Here, o > 0 is the
regularization parameter that balances the fidelity of the approximation (3) to (1)).
A major drawback to is that if A is large then a large system of equations
with the matrix ATA + o2 has to be solved at each iteration. In [I0] a low
rank approximation to A at each step k using the Arnoldi process was used as
an efficient alternative to the work by Donatelli and Hanke in [I8] which replaced
A with an approximation C' in whose structure allows for fast computation
(e.g., using the discrete Fourier transform where appropriate). To generalize the
work of [I0], the authors of [9] additionally considered the use of Golub-Kahan
bidiagonalization (GKB) when both A and AT are available and A is possibly non-
square. Additionally, they investigated use of a precomputed GKB subspace, which
was found to provide better accuracy in practice then the technique of iteratively
increasing the subspace in [10]. This method is referred to as the projected iterated
Tikhonov (PIT) method.

Herein, we investigate the regularizing behavior of the PIT method applied to
in low precision with a nonstationary regularization parameter scheme. To do so,
we formulate the iterates of PIT as a projected preconditioned Landweber method
with a Tikhonov-type preconditioner that may be computed in a precision lower
than fp64 using the GKB process. When considering a mixed precision approach to
the Tikhonov problem in [35], it was shown that the precision of the Tikhonov-type
preconditioner used in the Landweber method controlled the efficacy of the solution.
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Alternatively, here we demonstrate that the efficacy of the solution in R™ can be
strongly dependent on the quality of the Krylov basis vectors which, in turn can
depend on the working precision. Numerically, we illustrate that when computed
in sufficiently low precision that the GKB process requires reorthogonalization to
retain the same solution quality as compared to when the method is computed
entirely in fp64.

While works including [8, @, 10, 18] consider a nonstationary regularization
parameter scheme utilizing a modified Levenberg-Marquardt iteration to solve a
damped version of the discrepancy principle, we consider an alternative method
based on a secant-update method using the discrepancy principle which requires
fewer user chosen parameters and was first proposed in [21] for an iterative Krylov
subspace method for linear discrete inverse problems. To gain insight into the ef-
fect that the nonstationary regularization parameters have on the PIT method, we
derive both the stationary and nonstationary projected filter factors and confirm
numerically that the nonstationary filter factors match those that are experimen-
tally realized. We additionally demonstrate in our numerical results that PIT in
low precision can give comparable working accuracy (i.e., to within a few decimal
places in relative error) against results computed in fp64, which supports its use in
modern applications that natively support low precision floating-point arithmetic.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section [2| we provide necessary
background on topics including the Landweber iteration, its connection to iterated
Tikhonov regularization, and filtering methods. Section [3| introduces necessary
background for constructing the PIT method with a fixed regularization parameter
and its projected filtering properties before moving onto the nonstationary PIT
method in Section {4 and its filtering properties. Numerical results and relevant
preliminaries are provided in Section[5]and concluding remarks are given in Section
(§

2. BACKGROUND

This section provides necessary background and notation for representing the
regularized solution of a linear discrete ill-posed problem as a filtered solution.
Additionally, background on the Landweber method and its preconditoned variant
are provided, as well as its connection to iterated Tikhonov regularization.

2.1. Filtered Solution of Linear Discrete Ill-posed Problems. The approx-
imate solution of for inverse problems has been well studied using the singular
value decomposition (SVD) of A = USVT, where U € R™*™ and V € R"*" are
orthogonal matrices whose columns represent the left and right singular vectors of
A, respectively. The diagonal matrix ¥ € R™*" contains the singular values given
by o; for 7 = 1,2,...,n on its main diagonal ordered in non-increasing fashion.
Using the SVD, one can write the least-squares solution of as a linear combina-
tion of the right singular vectors with the j** coefficient given by uij/ 0. Because
the singular values of A cluster near numerical zero, the error e contaminating b
is propagated into the computed solution for high index values j corresponding to
high frequency information [27, [2§].

To prevent this propagation of error when approximating the solution of , the
conditioning of the problem can be improved by employing filtering methods which
can be formulated as a modified inverse solution [28]. A filtered solution is of the
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" uij
(4) Trae. = Y b i
j=1 I

where an intelligent selection of the filter factors ¢; € R can remove deleterious
components of the approximate solution corresponding to high frequency informa-
tion that is dominated by noise. This may be considered a form of regularization.
To achieve a meaningful solution, ¢; are chosen to be ~ 1 for small j and ~ 0 for
large j.

2.2. Iterated Tikhonov Regularization as Preconditioned Landweber. Here,
we provide an overview of the Landweber iteration and its preconditioned variant -
iterated iterated Tikhonov regularization for the solution of linear discrete ill-posed
problems.

2.2.1. The Landweber Iteration. An alternative strategy to obtain a regularized
solution of is to apply an iterative method and terminate the iterations before
error is propagated. The discrete Landweber iteration [32] is one such method
whose k" iterate is given by

(5) ) = b= AT (b - Ax(k71)>

where ¢ € (0,1/0%] is a relaxation term with oy the largest singular value of
A. Without loss of generality herein, we choose ¢ = 1 since A can be scaled
appropriately; see [19] for further discussion. In practice, Landweber is well known
to have slow convergence towards a meaningful solution. To understand this we
may consider the k" iterate viewed through the lens of its filter factors [26]:

n T
(6) w0 =3(1-a- af)k)“;;_bvj
J

j=1

where qb;-k) = (1—(1—-0})*) € R denotes the j** filter factor a the k" iteration.

When A is a scaled matrix whose largest singular value is one, only the first
filter factor of the k** iteration, ¢§’“>, will be 1, with subsequent filter factors of the
same iteration rapidly decaying to zero. When k increases, the early filter factors,
ie., ¢;k> for small j, cluster near 1. Because of this behavior, it can take many
iterations to fully capture the dominant right singular vectors that constitute a
meaningful approximate solution for inverse problems. Employing a preconditioner
is often utilized to alleviate this issue.

2.2.2. Preconditioning Landweber with a Tikhonov-type preconditioner. Here, we
consider preconditioning the Landweber iteration with a Tikhonov-type precon-
ditioner. We clarify that there are various possible preconditioning strategies other
than Tikhonov that could be used. It should be understood by our usage of the
wording ‘preconditioned Landweber’ in this work that we only consider Tikhonov-
type preconditioners; see [0l [37] for further discussions and other preconditioner
types that could be considered for the solution of linear discrete ill-posed problems.
We consider the right-preconditioned least-squares problem

(7) min || AM ™' Mz — b||
zER™
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with nonsingular preconditioner M € R™*". Denote A = AM~! and # = M.
Then, we may use Landweber with ¢ =1 to solve , which may be simplified
to

(8) ) =20 (M7 M) AT (b AxD).

We note that when MTM = (ATA + QQI), that the preconditioned Landweber
method is equivalent to iterated Tikhonov regularization . Using the SVD of A,
we may write

M™M= (ATA+?I) = (VIETSV 4+ 1) = VI DV
where D? = (324 a?I) and ¥? = £T% € R™™". Thus, one may consider the

preconditioning matrix M of as M = (22 + aQI) 1/2 VT = DVT: the product
of a diagonal matrix with the right singular matrix of A. We will use this general
formulation when considering the filtered solution of the PIT method.

3. PROJECTED ITERATED TIKHONOV VIA GOLUB-KAHAN BIDIAGONALIZATION

We begin this section with a brief review of the Golub-Kahan bidiagonalization
process for forming a Krylov subspace. We then construct the PIT method with a
fixed regularization parameter by preconditioning a projected Landweber method.
Where possible we reduce possible exposition where it may be inferred from the
same general process in Section 2:2.2] To better understand the regularizing be-
havior of PIT with a fixed regularization parameter, we derive its filter factors by
writing it as a filtering method.

3.1. The Golub-Kahan Bidiagonalization process. When matrix-vector prod-
ucts with both A and A7 are available, application of 1 < p < n iterations of GKB
to A with initial vector b # 0 generically gives the pair of decompositions

(9) AV, =U,B, & A'U,,=V,B!

p,p?

where the matrices U, € R™*®+1) and V, € R"*P have orthonormal columns,
Up—1 € R™*P consists of the first p columns of U,, and Upe; = b/||b||. Here,
and throughout this paper e; = [1,0,...,0]7 denotes the first principal axis vector
whose size should be apparent from context. The range of V,,, denoted by R(V},),
is the Krylov subspace

K, (AT A, ATb) = span {ATb, (AT A) ATb, ... (AT AP~ ATb} .

The matrix B, € R(®P+DxP ig Jower bidiagonal with positive subdiagonal entries
and the matrix B, , € RP*P denotes its leading p x p submatrix. We assume here
that p is small enough so that the decompositions @ with the stated properties
exist. This is the generic situation. The dominating computational effort required
to determine the decompositions @D is the sequential evaluation of p matrix-vector
products with the matrices A and AT see, e.g., [22] Section 10.4.4] for an algorithm.

We mention that for sufficiently large problems and when computations in low
enough floating point precision are done that issues relating to both loss of orthogo-
nality amongst the Krylov basis vectors and overflow or underflow of computations
can occur. To the former, in Section [5.3]we describe how reorthogonalization can be
necessary to retain orthonormality of the basis vectors V,, of GKB. For a discussion
on GKB and orthogonality considerations see [36]. While we did not experience
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any of the issues to the ladder, we point the interested reader to [0, [7] which con-
sider the solution of using iterative subspace methods that avoid using inner
products.

3.2. PIT with fixed a. After p steps of GKB we may write the projected least-
squares problem of using @D as

1o b

pr*l;H

where b = UpT b € RPTL. If we consider the right-preconditioned projected least-
squares problem in the same vein as @ by

11 i
- b

then we may again use Landweber to solve which may be simplified to

BPJ\;[flMy —b

)

_ -1 = _
(12) y®) = y* =0 4 (BTB, + o) BY (b — Byt 1>) .

We note that an approximate solution to can be projected back to R™ by
application of Vj, from GKB, i.e., z(*) = V,y*). As such, the k" iterate of PIT
may be represented by projecting each update step from projected preconditioned
Landweber back to R™ as follows

) 2 =20 v, (BT B, +a21) " BY (b= By D)
— o0 4V, (BTB, +o’1) " BL#kD),

In practice, the k' projected iterate, y*), is only projected back to R” when the
algorithm terminates since the projected residual retains the same norm value, i.e.,
|6 — Az®)|| = ||b — B,y™||, which is used for determination of the nonstationary
regularization parameter as well as the stopping criterion (see Sections and .
In what follows we minimize explicit reference to projection into the Krylov sub-
space using the GKB process, as this should be inferred throughout the remainder
of the work when referring to PIT.

3.3. Filtered Solution of PIT with fixed a. We now turn to the consideration
of the filtering behavior of PIT starting with a fixed regularization parameter.
Following from the previous section that M € RP*P is a nonsingular preconditioner
for the projected least-squares problem , we represent it by first defining the
SVD B, = USVT where U € RPHDX(®+1) and V € RP*? are orthogonal matrices,
and 3 € RPTD*? ig diagonal so that

(14) N[N = (BY B, +a®1) =V (524 o) VT = VD207

where 32 = 3T € RPXP diagonal. As such, we may represent our preconditioner
~ N 1/2 A A
as M = (22 + 042]) VT = DVT. We now present the PIT method with fixed a

as a filtering method.

Proposition 1. (Filtered Solution of Stationary PIT)
After p steps of GKB, the k" projected iterate, y**), of PIT given by with
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preconditioner M and fized reqularization parameter a > 0 may be written as

P maTh
(15) y® = sz( 12 2%,
i—1 ¢

o
. th - . . (k) 2 k .
with filter factors per k'" iterative step given by ;" = 1 — (ﬁ) for i =
1,2,...,p. '
Proof. We begin by writing the preconditioned least-squares problem as

min
yERP

A [h—
B,M~" My b‘ ynelﬁ%%

By — BH .
whose k" solution by application of Landweber is given by
§®) = g 4 BT (g _ Bpg(kfn)

where we have used that Bp = Bp]\;[_1 and § = My Using our definition M =

(22 + a2I) i VT = DVT e RP*? and the SVD of B,, we may rewrite Bp as
follows
B, = ByiI~' = B,V D\ = OSVTV D,
We may then write the following
TysuTusvIvD—t e RP*P

Sy
~
=
I
b‘>
<

so that
(16)

Under orthogonality, (16]) simplifies to
k—1 i .
§m =3 (I - D‘lEQD‘l) DTS,
j=0

. . PN J
Denoting DF~1 = Z?;& (I - D_122D_1) , we may write in terms of the k"

iterative solution, y*), by using that y* = M~1§®*) so that
y® = N1 ®) — VDL PE1HISTET
P19 (ad) o

2
1 dz

Il
.M“

K2

where a?i-“il € R denotes the it" diagonal entry of DF=1 and may be written as a

geometric series
k—1 o\ 7 1_(1_‘2‘2)1C
Cz:.clzz< J’:‘) -
' 2 52/

Jj=0
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With this we may write y®) as

p ~
(k) — k=198 (T 5
Y = Zdi 7 (ui b) Dy

i=1 i

With this result, we point out that Proposition [1|is the projected analog of the
filtered solution of iterated Tikhonov regularization; see [27, [35]. We comment here
that the filtering behavior of is improved versus the general behavior of (@
since for the same matrix B, and corresponding singular values ¢; we will have that

o? * A2\ k

() <0
for @« > 0. Depending on o and k, the filter factors of will be closer to
1 for smaller indices ¢ compared with the non-preconditioned variant @ which is
preferred as mentioned in Section [2.2.1] for Landweber style iterative methods. This
filtering process may be tuned not only through the iterate k, but also by iteratively
updating the regularization parameter at each step using the projected residual
and knowledge of the noise contaminating the right-hand side of the linear system
resulting in what is often referred to as an nonstationary iterative regularization
method.

4. NONSTATIONARY PIT IN LOwW PRECISION

We begin this section by introducing the secant-update method which deter-
mines our regularization parameters for the PIT method based on the discrepancy
principle. The PIT method with nonstationary regularization parameters is then
presented as well as our stopping criterion. We conclude by considering the filtering
of the nonstationary PIT method.

4.1. Nonstationary Regularization Parameter Determination. Here, we pro-
pose the strategy for determining the regularization parameters for the PIT method
which we will refer to as the secant-update method or just the secant method orig-
inally introduced by Gazzola and Novati in [2I]. Interpreted geometrically as a
zero finder, the approach is to enforce a nonlinear discrepancy condition at each
iteration and update the regularization parameter by a step of a secant method.
The formulation of the method in [21] is based on the Arnoldi process; see e.g., [40]
for more details. Here, we reformulate the scheme using the GKB process so as to
integrate with the PIT method with fixed p. In doing so, we discuss the discrepancy
principle as a means to determine the regularization parameter at each step of PIT.

We assume to know, or have a fairly accurate estimate of an upper bound for the
norm of the noise contaminating the available linear system given by [|b — byye|| =
llell < e. At the k" iterate of an iterative method, the discrepancy principle
prescribes that o > 0 be chosen so that

(17) HAx(k) —bH =ne
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where 1 > 1 is a user-specified constant that is independent of ¢ and whose value
may be interpreted as how much one ‘trusts’ the upper bound on the error contami-
nating b. Here, using we may interpret that z(¥) is a function of . We mention
that there are other strategies to determine « including the L-curve criterion and
generalized cross validation; see e.g., [I7, 28] [39] for further discussion.

As discussed in Section the k' projected iterate of PIT takes the form

_ -1 = _
y(k)(a) =yk 1)(04) + (BZ;BP + aQI) Bg (b — pr(k 1)(oz))

where the notation y(k)(a) is used to denote that the k** projected solution is a
function of . Recalling that (*) = pr(k), the discrepancy at each iteration is
defined by

6 (a) = b = 42 (@)|| = |[o - By @ (@)
and therefore the discrepancy principle is satisfied at the k iterate when
(18) 0™ (a) < ne.

The secant-update approach consists of finding o > 0 such that nonlinear equation
(18) with equality is satisfied. Following the same approach as in [21], we employ
a linear approximation of the discrepancy:

(19) 0" (a) =4 +ap®),
where
1) = 9(0) = |[b— By ™ (0)
is the norm of the residual corresponding to the unregularized solution, and where

(k)
g =~ alk=1) ’

is the discrepancy with corresponding a computed during the previous iteration.
Imposing with equality, i.e.,

o) (@) = e,

and using , we obtain the update

— ~(k)
ot = k 77€k 17 k ot
o) (=D — 4

This expression can be interpreted as a step of a secant method applied to ¢(*) (),
with the point (0,7*)) as the left interpolation node. The authors of [2I] noted
that when the size of the Krylov subspace is small (i.e., p is small) that 7 ) > pe
can occur, which can cause instability. In such situations we may instead use

ne =W
o) (=D — 4

k)

o) — (k=1)

(07

The secant-update method is provided in Algorithm [I] for completeness.
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Algorithm 1: Secant-update method

1 Input: b€ R™, 4y e R, o >0, n>1, ¢ > |le, and {U,, B,} from the
pt" step of GKB

2 Output: aFt1) e R

3 Compute 7;(()0) =i = Ul'b — B,y©® =b— B,y®

4 for k=0,1,2,... do

5 z = BI'F(k)

6 Compute y(()kH) = y(()k) + (Bng)_lBgFék)

-1
7 Compute y&kH) = y&k) + (BZBP + [a(’“)]z I) Bgf((f)

3 f(()kJrl) —i_ prékJrl)

(k+1 = k+1
9 r&+):b—pr((x+)
10 7(k+1) _ ,";ék‘f’l)
n o)

o n (RF1)

12 ) = ’¢<Z+1>v_w<k+1> a®
13 if p(**1 < ne then
14 break
15 end if
16 end for

4.2. Nonstationary PIT. We now turn our attention to the nonstationary PIT
method whose iterates are computed possibly in a precision other than double. We
first define our precision convention for computations and then unify Sections
and to formalize the nonstationary PIT method. We close with a derivation
and discussion of the nonstationary filter factors of PIT and comment on their
computation in a precision possibly other than double.

When considering the computation of PIT in a precision possibly other than
in fp64, we match the notational convention of the recent work [35] and parallel
the convention of recent works, e.g., [24, 29], by using Pr to denote the working
precision used. In Section [5| we define the precisions we consider for our numerical
experiments. We clarify that for a given precision used that all parts of the PIT
algorithm are computed in this precision; this includes the GKB process, the secant-
update method, and the PIT iterates themselves. That is, Pr is used uniformly in
the PIT method.

After computing p steps of the GKB process in precision Pr, the nonstationary
PIT method may be represented at the k" iterate by

2 \ ! _
(20) y® =yt 4 (BpTBp + [a®] I) Bl (b= By*D).

whose corresponding k** solution in R” may be computed by z*) = pr(k). In
our numerical experiments we assume that the initial solution, i.e., (%), is the zero
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vector so that the first projected iterate may be given by

2 \ ! .
y =y 4 (BpTBp + {a(l)} I) BT (b— pr<0>)

- (Bng+ [a(1>]21>_

Additionally, we assume «(®) = 1. This initial choice affects the number of iter-
ations required by the PIT method to terminate, with a larger initial a typically
requiring more iterations. We emphasize, however, that we have not experienced
any detrimental effects due to variety of this choice. As is noted in Section
the PIT method is terminated according to the discrepancy principle for the first

iterate k such thaté‘g— pr(k)H < ne. The nonstationary PIT method is pro-

vided in Algorithm [2| Henceforth, we drop explicit reference to the method being
nonstationary and simply refer to the algorithm as PIT.

1
T3
B, b.

Algorithm 2: Nonstationary PIT method
1 Input: A R™" beR™ 20 =0cR”, a® =1,9p>1,c €R, and Pr
2 Output: z(*) € R”
3 Compute p steps of GKB: AV, = U, B,
4 Compute 7#(0) = Ulb=1b
5 for k=1,2,... do
—1
Compute hk~Y) = (BB, + [a®]’ 1)~ BI#+-D

6

7 Compute y*) = y*k=1 4 p(k=1)
8 if Hi) — pr(k)H < ne then

10 break

11 end if

12 Compute 7*) = p — pr(k)
13 Compute o*) using Algorithm
14 end for

4.3. Filtered Solution of PIT. To understand the filtering behavior of PIT when
the regularization parameter is not fixed, we derive the filtered form of PIT re-
cursively in Proposition [2| so as to readily identify its filter factors. We note in
Corollary [1| that when o*) are fixed for all k, that the result is equivalent to that
of Proposition [I} We state this without proof since the result can also be shown
in a straightforward manner by induction; for a proof when M is a Tikhonov-type
preconditioner, but not necessarily a low rank approximation of A using a Krylov
method, see Proposition 3.1 of [35].

Proposition 2. (Nonstationary Filtered Solution of PIT)
After p steps of GKB, the k' projected iterate, y¥), of PIT given by may be
written as
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fori=1,2,....p.
Proof. We first note that the k** iterate of PIT may be represented by

—1
y®) = =1 4 (Bng + [a(k)r I) BT (13 - B,,y<k*1>)

— -1 ~(k—
=y + (M My,) B

(22)
PN 2 \1/2 . . N
where we have used the definition of M, = (ETZ + [a(k)] I) vT = pRyT ¢

RP*P and the SVD of B, = USVT as previously used. We proceed via induction
defining that y(®) = 0 € R so that there is nothing to show for the determination
ofwl(o) =0fori=1,...,p.

Base case (k=1):
Starting from the base relation given by we have that

YO = 4O ¢ (T ar) BT#0) = (M)~ BTh
A ~ 2 . - Yae T T
_ <v (Du)) VT> vETuTe.

_ R 2
For notational simplicity we generically define D*) = (D(k)> . Continuing, we

may write
yM) = (f/ _(1)177“)7 vsTUTh
=V (D) 07
~ [ _ -1 N
- (DU)) STES-107h

Here we define the diagonal matrix () = (D(l))71 $TY = (D(l))71 $2 whose ith
diagonal entry is given by %(1) =62/ (6? + [a(l)]g). With this we may continue
to write

N 2 AT
S\o2+ o] \o?+[aw]?) " ) 6
completing the base case.

Inductive step:
Assume the inductive hypothesis is true for £k = n for n > 1; that is

Y — U1

P A2 (n)12 T
_ . g; . + - [OZ ] , wz(n_l) ’LLA @l
o \07 + [a)] 7 + [a(™] i
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so that the i*" entry of the diagonal filtering matrix ¥(™) is given by 1/1§”). We
proceed as follows

gD =y 4 (ME Myen) ™ BE (b Byy™)
=y 4 (Mn+an+1)_1 Bzﬁ’ + (M$+1Mn+1)_1 BZpr(”)
n+1Mn+1) B BZB + (I - (MSHM"“)_I BI?B”) y™
VDo) ST (1 (vaHWT)‘lvaﬁTUzVT) g
v (D (n+1) ) $2y-107Th 4 1 (I _ (D(n—kl))*l 22) VT
_ gt 10TE 4 { (I _ \I/(”H)) VTV e-1Th
V

’ [\I,(n+1) n (I _ \I/(n+1)) \I,(n)} ST}

2 ~2 ~T7
- Z —— +(1- — % 2 sz(n) UA b@i'
— O' + a(nJrl)} 5—12 + [a(n+1)} o;

Since both the base case and the inductive step have been shown, by mathematical
induction the relation holds for every natural number k. O

Corollary 1. (Equivalence of Proposition and Proposition @ when « fized)

If %) > 0 is fized as o for all k = 1,2, ... then the recursively defined filter factors
of Proposition [ coincide with those of Proposition [1] when considering the same
GKB subspace of size p, i.e.,

P N 2 k
=3y iy, ® _ (a )
i=1 v o Vs 7% + a2
fori=1,2,....p

is small after k itera-

We comment that if the projected residual H?) — pr(k)‘

tions, then the discrepancy principle may be approximately satisfied. In this
situation the next regularization parameter produced by Algorithm [1| will at least
be as large as the previous one so that entry-wise change from the filter factors
WE=1) to W) js small. This can be understood by considering the it" filter factor

represented in :

~2
k) % L I IWACE S D
T e < N [a<k>]2> v

Here, we may observe that if, for example, «*) >> §;, then the change between
w(k) and wgkfl) fori=1,2,...,p is expected to be small.

K2

5. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND PRELIMINARIES

In this section we provide numerical experiments to illustrate the effectiveness of
PIT computed in low precision compared to fp64 on the least-squares problem
and provide an exposition of the nonstationary filter factor result from Section [£.3]
The section is organized as follows: Sections[5.1] and [5.2] provide the background for
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the determination of the experimentally derived filter factors of PIT which we will
term effective filter factors of PIT on the least-squares problem and an overview of
the simulation of low precision computations in MATLAB, respectively. In Section
we discuss our numerical results and their associated preliminaries.

5.1. Effective filter factors. To experimentally confirm our nonstationary filter
factor result from Proposition [2] we compare against the corresponding effective
filter factors. Using 7 the effective filter factors w'®) of the k" approximate

J
projected solution of PIT using Algorithm [2] may be computed as

o y®)

k
(23) Wy = Lt
J

j=12,....n

where we denote the vector containing the filter factors of the k" iterate by Q*) €
R?. We comment that when the k" iterate of PIT is compute using Algorithm
using precision Pr that we also compute Q) in precision Pr using the numerical
precision simulation software chop.

5.2. Low precision simulation in MATLAB. To consider the effectiveness of
PIT in low precision and the experimental validity of our derived filter factors pre-
sented in Proposition 2] we utilize the software package chop introduced by Higham
and Pranesh in [30]. The chop function simulates lower precision arithmetic by
rounding array entries given in a MATLAB native precision (e.g., single or double)
to a target precision which is stored in a higher precision with non-utilized repre-
sentation bits set to zero. The application of chop to structured discrete inverse
problems was considered in [16] with a focus on efficiency of use.

The chop software supports various common target precisions (e.g., single, half)
as well as user-customizable ones. The precision choices and summary information
we utilize in our numerical experiments in Section [5.3] are provided in Table [I]
We comment that when accounting for orthogonality sensitivity in our GKB it-
erations that we did not experience any significant experimental differences when
using precisions that did not support subnormal numbers, e.g., Google’s bfloat16,
compared to those based on the IEEE standard during our numerical investigations
and therefore do not include them in our results.

TABLE 1. Precision choices considered in the numerical results:
precision name, bits given for the mantissa and exponent, and the
approximate decimal round-off error.

Pr Exponent | Mantissa | Approx. Decimal
Name Bits Bits Round-off
fp64 11 52 1.11e-16
fp32 8 23 5.96¢-8
fp16 5 10 4.88¢-4

The reported numerical results of this work were carried out in MATLAB R2024b
64-bit on a MacBook Pro laptop running MacOS Ventura with an Apple M2 Pro
processor with @3.49 GHz and 16 GB of RAM. The computations other than those
utilizing chop were carried out with about 15 significant decimal digits. SVD
computations used for computing the theoretical filter factors from Proposition 2]
in fp16 were performed in Julia using the GenericLinearAlgebra package.
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5.3. Examples and Results. To effectively consider the filtering behavior of PIT
and the behavior of the secant method for determining the regularization parame-
ters at the k*" iterate, we consider the 1D signal restoration problem Spectra whose
matrix models a symmetric Gaussian blur and z is a simulated X-ray spectrum
[41]. The a; ; entries of A € R**% are given by

= e <W>
W o 202 )

with p = 2 which results in a Toeplitz matrix. To realistically simulate the inverse
problem, noise was added to the true right-hand side, I;, by forming the vector e
with normally distributed random entries with mean zero so that b = Az + e; the
vector e is scaled so as to correspond to a specific noise that we will refer to as p,

which is given by p = 100 (||e|\/||3H> The condition number of the matrix A as

determined by the MATLAB function cond( ) is &~ 10%; it can also be easily verified
that the singular values of this matrix decay without a significant gap.

(Spectra - filter factors and nonstationary regularization) - We first
consider the filtering behavior of the PIT method with the secant method on the
Spectra problem contaminated by 3% noise in fp64. For experimental focus, we
compute a fixed number of steps, p = 30, of GKB using full reorthogonalization
for all three precisions considered. We consider the consequences that can occur
from the loss of orthogonality of Krylov bases when computing in low precision in
the image reconstruction examples to follow. For this experiment we computed the
effective filter factors over 25 iterations and show these in Figure

We may notice first and foremost that the filter factors of each experiment behave
in a Tikhonov-type filtering manner - that is, early filter factors cluster near one
and decay towards zero with increasing index. Since the regularization parameter
is nonstationary for PIT, the secant method updates the regularization parameter
a®) at each iteration k. We may observe visually in Figure |I| that the rate of
change of the filter factors entry to entry (i.e., wl(k) to w§k+1)) is largest only for
the first few iterations. This indicates that the iteration to iteration improvement
in the solution becomes smaller as the iterations proceed. This occurs when the
regularization parameter at iteration k is computed to be larger than previous
iterations causing the update to be minimal, which is computed by the secant
method to coincide with the discrepancy principle being satisfied.

(Spectra - filter factor comparison) - To confirm our derived filter factors
of PIT from Proposition [2] we compare against the effective filter factors that come
from the same iteration k of PIT computed by . We again utilize a noise level
of 3% and 30 steps of GKB with full reorthogonalization. In Table 2| we provide
the summary statistics of the absolute difference between ®*) and Q) of the 64
entries computed. We may observe that the mean absolute differences between the
effective filter factors and those computed by Proposition [2] approximately match
the unit round off of the associated precision for the iterations listed (see Table
. We only show iterations 1, 5, and 25 for conciseness. For completeness we also
show the min, max, and standard deviations of the absolute differences. We close
by commenting that a finite precision error analysis is expected to support these
results and to help explain the impact of the nonstationary preconditioner on the
error; such an analysis is beyond the scope of this work.
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Index No. Iteration No.

FIGURE 1. Spectra example: effective filter factors for 25 iterations
of PIT in fp64 with a subspace of size p = 30 and with 3% noise.
Each iteration represents 64 filter factors whose values are denoted
by wgk) and whose values may be read by the colorbar to the right
or the value of the vertical axis.

TABLE 2. Spectra example: summary statistics of the absolute
difference between the effective filter factors defined in and
those computed by Proposition [2| given by |®*) — Q*)| for preci-
sions fp64, fp32, and fpl6 with a noise level of 3% and subspace
of size p = 30. We clarify that zero entries denoted by 0* denote
an absolute difference value that underflowed in the corresponding
precision to 0.

. Summary Stats. of |<I>(k) — Q<k)|
Pr Choice | Iter. Mean Error | Min Error | Max Error | Std. Dev.
1 1.4e-16 0* 6.7e-16 1.8e-16
fp64 10 4.4e-15 0* 2.3e-15 5.1e-16
25 5.1e-16 0* 2.1e-15 5.0e-16
1 9.1e-8 0* 5.7e-7 1.4e-7
fp32 10 4.9e-7 2.0e-10 3.4e-6 6.7e-7
25 5.7e-7 5.0e-10 3.6e-6 7.3e-7
1 7.1le-4 0* 1.3e-2 2.5e-3
fpl6 10 4.5e-3 0* 8.5e-2 1.6e-2
25 4.9e-3 0* 9.0e-2 1.6e-2

To evaluate the solution efficacy of PIT in low precision we consider two 2D image
reconstruction problems from the IR Tools [20] software package: one a Gaussian
blur and the other an out-of-focus blur. The point spread functions (PSFs) of
both blurring operators are spatially invariant; see [28] for more details. We will
refer to these test problems as Gauss and Defocus, respectively. For both blurring
operators, we use the Hubble space telescope image with a medium blur level and
impose zero boundary conditions. The true image, as shown in Figure 28] contains
256 x 256 pixels. The corresponding blurring operators are of size 2562 x 2562 for
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each problem. The PSFs for Gauss and Defocus problems are shown in Figures 25|
and [2d, respectively.

The massive size of the operators make dense storage and application of chop
to the full problems untenable. However, we may exploit the underlying Kronecker
structure of these operators. For the Gauss test problem, the PSF is rank-1 which
allows for the blurring matrix A to be written exactly as a single Kronecker product:

A=A, @A = (U V) @ ULV = (U @ Ue) (S @ 2e)(V, @ V)T,

where each factor is of a computationally manageable size (256 x 256) to compute
its SVD in the corresponding working precision. In contrast, the Defocus PSF is
not rank-1, so A cannot be expressed as a single Kronecker product. Instead, it is
approximated by a small sum of Kronecker products,

K
ArnAg =) AP ® AW,

i=1
with K = 6 terms providing an accurate representation for the 256 x 256 test
problem [34]. Each pair of Kronecker factors A,(f) and Ag) is again small enough
to allow for the efficient computation of their SVDs in the corresponding working
precision. This allows us to use the same low-precision workflow as in the Gauss
case, at the cost of a factor of K for additional storage and arithmetic. See [16]
for additional implementation details regarding the use of chop with Kronecker
structures.

Similarly to the Spectra example, we contaminate the blurred images by Gauss-
ian white noise with noise levels of 1%, 3%, and 5%. The noisy observed data for
the 1% case is shown in Figure [2d| and Figure 2¢| for Gauss and Defocus, respec-
tively. We implement PIT in precision Pr according to Algorithm [2] and employ the
discrepancy principle with 17 = 1.01 to determine the breakout iteration. To evalu-

ate the quality of the reconstructed images, we compute the relative reconstructive
error (RRE), which is defined by

_ 12 — <]

]

RRE (x(k)) ,
where z(®) denotes the computed approximate solution obtained when the break-
out criterion is satisfied and x represents the exact solution. In the numerical
experiments that follow, we use the Gauss test problem to investigate the effects of
low-precision arithmetic on the orthogonality of the vectors generated by the GKB
process during the PIT method. We then use the Defocus test problem to focus on
the choice of subspace size and efficacy of PIT in precisions lower than fp64.
(Gauss - orthogonality considerations for GKB) - We now consider the
Gauss test problem with 3% noise. To evaluate the effects of enabling reorthog-
onalization (full reorthogonalization at each GKB step) during the PIT method,
we present in Figure [3] the relative residuals and RREs obtained by PIT with and
without reorthogonalization for all three precisions considered. When reorthogo-
nalization is disabled, we observe a significant loss in accuracy in fpl6. However,
across all three precision levels when reorthogonalization is enabled we observe that
the RRE values for fp64, fp32, and fp16 are nearly indistinguishable, demonstrating
that the dominant source of error in PIT without reorthogonalization is not the loss
of precision within the projected iterations, but rather the stability of the Krylov
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(B) ()
(D) (®)

FIGURE 2. 2D image reconstruction examples: (A) true Hubble
image (256 x 256 pixels), (B) Gauss PSF, (C) Defocus PSF, (D)
Hubble image blurred by Gauss with 1% noise (256 x 256 pixels),
and (E) Hubble image blurred by Defocus with 1% noise (256 x 256
pixels).

basis used to form the projection. We observed similar results (not shown here)
for 1% and 5% noise, and thus note that the use of GKB with reorthogonalization
may be essential to achieve comparable accuracy when performing PIT in reduced
precision.

(Defocus - subspace size and solution efficacy) - For our final numerical
investigation we evaluate the behavior of PIT on the Defocus test problem for both
1% and 5% noise levels for all three precisions considered. For this example, we
enable reorthogonalization for all GKB steps. The numerical results are reported
in Table[3] Here, we consider both the number of GKB steps, p, and the iteration
count when the discrepancy principle is satisfied, or when the maximum allowed
iterations are computed; for the ladder we set this to be 20.

We remark that the resulting RREs are consistent across all precision levels for
every pairing of noise level and choice of subspace size p. This agrees with our
earlier observations that, once a sufficiently stable (with respect to orthonormality
of the basis vectors) Krylov subspace is formed, the projected iterations that PIT
is computed in, for example fpl6, do not appear to be negatively affected by the
computations in low precision. Thus, similarly to the Gauss example we observe
that the solution efficacy appears to be dominated by the quality of the GKB basis
rather than the arithmetic precision used within PIT. Furthermore, we comment
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(A) fp64 (B) fp32 (c) fpl6

FIGURE 3. Relative residual (top row) and relative error (bottom
row) against iteration number for the PIT method (with 30 steps
of GKB) applied to the Gauss test case with 3% noise, shown for
the three precision levels: fp64, fp32, and fp16. The PIT method
applied with reorthogonalization in the GKB process is represented
by the solid magenta line and magenta circles. The PIT method
without reorthogonalization is represented by the dashed blue line
and blue asterisks. In the relative residual plots, the black dashed
horizontal lines correspond to the discrepancy principle’s break-
out threshold. The red circles indicate the iteration at which the
breakout criterion is satisfied.

that our studies here in precisions lower than fp64 align with the findings from [9]
that a sufficiently large subspace is required to achieve breakout according to the
discrepancy principle after a few iterations. Lastly, we point out in Figure 4| that
the reconstructions using PIT in fp64, fp32, and fp16 look essentially indistinguish-
able to the naked eye which further supports the use of low precision for image
deconvolution applications.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we investigated the regularizing behavior of the PIT method in
low precision. To do so, we considered it through the lens of a filtering method,
writing it as a projected preconditioned Landweber method with a Tikhonov-type
preconditioner using the GKB process. In doing so we confirmed that the projected
filter factors behave in a Tikhonov-type manner in either low (i.e., fp16) or high
(i.e., fp64) precision and discussed their interaction with nonstationary regulariza-
tion parameters. We also considered a secant-update method in conjunction with
the discrepancy principle for the determination of the regularization parameters
at each step of PIT, which was observed to be robust for all precisions consid-
ered herein. Our numerical results suggest that the basis vectors of the formed
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TABLE 3. RRE results for the PIT method applied to the Defo-
cus example with 1% and 5% noise. The precision levels fp64,
fp32, and fpl6 are considered and the number of steps of GKB
allotted during PIT is varied (p = 25,30,35). The RRE values
presented correspond to the k' iterative solution when the dis-
crepancy principle is satisfied, or alternatively, when the specified
maximum number of iterations (k = 20) is achieved.

Noise GK]%p?teps Cli ‘e | RRE | Iter.
tp64 | 0.2186 | 20

25 fp32 0.2186 20

fp16 | 0.2206 | 20

fp64 0.2097 20

1% 30 fp32 0.2097 20
tpl6 | 0.2102 | 20

fp64 0.2038 2

35 fp32 0.2038 2

fp16 | 0.2084 | 2

fp64 | 0.2549 | 2

25 fp32 0.2549 2

fpl6 0.2600 2

fp64 0.2572 3

5% 30 fp32 0.2572 3
fpl6 0.2641 2

fp64 0.2553 3

35 fp32 0.2553 3

fp16 | 0.2548 | 3

(A) fp64 (B) fp32 (c) fpl6

FIGURE 4. 2D image reconstructions for the PIT method applied
to the Defocus example with 1% noise, 35 GKB steps, and precision
levels fp64, fp32, and fp16.

Krylov subspace can lose orthonormality when computed in sufficiently low pre-
cision, which we showed can lead to poor relative errors for image deconvolution
problems. However, we found in our experiments that performing reorthogonaliza-
tion can alleviate this issue and that PIT computed in low precision can deliver
comparable working accuracy (i.e., to within a few decimal places in relative error)



LOW PRECISION PROJECTED ITERATED TIKHONOV 21

for image deconvolution problems with a sufficiently large subspace compared to
computations carried out in double precision.
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