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Abstract

In this preprint we deal with convergence rates for a Tikhonov-like regularization
approach for linear and non-linear ill-posed problems in Banach spaces. Therefore
we deal with so-called distance functions which quantify the violation of a (non-
linear) reference source condition. Under validity of this reference source condition
we derive convergence rates which are optimal in a Hilbert space situation. In the
linear case we additionally present error bounds and convergence rates which base
on the decay rate of the distance functions when the reference source condition is
violated.
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1 Introduction

Let X and )Y denote reflexive Banach spaces. Introducing, let A : X — ) describes a
linear and bounded operator with non-closed range, i.e. R(A) # R(A). We consider the
linear ill-posed equation

Az =vy°, zeX, (1)

with noisy data y° € ). Here, only the estimate ||y — ¢°|| < 6, § > 0, is known, when the
exact data is denoted by y € V. We assume that there exists a solution z € X of (1) for
given exact data, i.e. the equation Az' = y holds.

For a stable approximate solution of (1) we deal with modified Tikhonov regularization
1
“|JAz —4°||P + a P(z) — min subject to z € D(P), (2)
p

where P : D(P) C X — ) defines a nonnegative convex stabilizing functional and p > 1
is a given parameter. The problem is well-studied if p = 2, X and ) are Hilbert spaces



and P(r) := L||z||?, see e.g. [4] and the references therein. Let us — as usual — denote a

2
solution of (2) with #°, if it exists. In order to prove convergence rates 22 — ' for an
parameter choice & = «(d) — 0 and 6 — 0 an additional smoothness condition has to be

satisfied, for example
2t = p(A*A)w, wedkX, (3)

with strictly increasing function (t), 0 < ¢ < ||A]|%, and ¢(0) = 0, see also [8, 12, 14]
and [18] for some newer results. It is also well-established, that ¢(t) =t, ¢ > 0, and a
parameter choice strategy a(8) ~ 07 lead to the optimal convergence rate ||2° — || ~ &3
for Tikhonov regularization. On the other hand, for function ¢(t), ¢ > 0, with t p(t) — 0
for t — 0, the condition (3) can be interpreted as weakening of the condition zf € R(A*A)
leading to lower convergence rates. However, the convergence rates theory essentially
bases on spectral calculus of selfadjoint operators in Hilbert spaces, see e.g. [4, section
2.3]. Since we now deal with non-Hilbert spaces this theory cannot be applied in our
situation.

In [7] an alternative concept for proving convergence rates in Hilbert spaces were pre-
sented. Here, the violation of a reference source condition (3) with fixed function ¢(t),
t > 0, is measured by so-called distance functions d = d(R), R > 0. Based on the decay
rate of these distance functions for R — oo, convergence rates can be proved in a similar
way as with source condition (3) and arbitrary function ¢(t), ¢ > 0. It turns out, that the
idea of distance function can be generalized to Banach spaces by replacing condition (3)
by an appropriate reference source condition in Banach spaces. This is the main purpose
of the present paper. We also refer to [6] for some first results where a reference source
condition was assumed, which do not propose optimal convergence rate.

We also want to mention the papers [15] and [16] which deal with convergence rates
for regularizing linear and nonlinear operator equations with operators mapping from a
Banach space into a Hilbert space. Convergence rates for regularizing operator equations
with operator mapping between two Banach spaces were recently presented in [9].

The paper is organized as follows: in section 2 basic notations and assumptions were
introduced. In section 3 we present error bounds in terms of Bregman distances for
regularized solutions of (2) under additional (nonlinear) smoothness conditions on the
exact solution 27 € X of (1). Introducing distance functions in section 4 we formulate first
convergence rates based on an a-priori choice of the regularization parameter . Under
an additional convexity condition on the penalty functional P(z) improved convergence
rates were derived in section 5. Since the results of section 4 and 5 depend on the choice of
the parameter p > 1 we present conditions under which we obtain an unified convergence
rate result for arbitrary p > 1. Sections 7 shows that the derived convergence rates are
of optimal order if the spaces X and ) are Hilbert spaces. Afterwards, an a-posteriori
parameter choice is presented leading to optimal convergence rates. Finally, in section
9, convergence rates for nonlinear operator equations were shown under validity of the
proposed smoothness condition.



2 Basic Assumptions and Notations

Throughout the paper the spaces X and ) are assumed to be reflexive Banach spaces
with dual spaces X* and YV*, respectively. For a linear operator A : X — ) we denote
with A* : Y* — X* the dual operator of A, i.e.

<’U,A5L’>y*’y = <A*U,$>X*7x, Vee X, Vve)y*

hold. Here, (-, -)x+x and (-, )y« y stay for the duality products in X and Y, respectively.

Since we also deal with nonlinear problems, we replace (1) by the nonlinear equation
F(z)=y’,  x€D(F), (4)

where F' : D(F) C X — ) describes a nonlinear operator with domain D(F'). For
solving (4) approximately in a stable manner we consider the minimization problem

Ju(z) = %HF(:U) _ P+ aP(x) — min  subject to € D(F)ND(P),  (5)

with stabilizing functional P : D(P) C X — R. In our context, we need the following
assumptions:

(A1) For any sequence {z,} C D(F) with weak convergence x, — x € D(F) and {F(x,)}
bounded we have x € D(F') and weak convergence F(z,) — F(x).

(A2) The nonnegative functional P is convex and weakly lower semi-continuous.
(A3) The set D(F)ND(P) # () is weakly closed.

(A4) The level sets
So(M):={z € D(F)ND(P) : Jo(z) < M}

are bounded for each « > 0 and each M > 0.

(A5) We have 0 € [0, 0ynaz] and « € (0, maq)-

We additional make use of a further assumption. In particular, the existence of a solution
of equation (4) is supposed for given exact data y € ). We recall, that a P-minimizing
solution z' of equation (4) with § = 0 satisfies

P(z") ;== min {P(z) : F(z)=y}. (6)

Note, that if (4) has a solution then it has also a P-minimizing solution, see e.g. |9,
Theorem 3.4]. Under the conditions stated above there exists a solution #° € D(F)ND(P)
of (5). Moreover, the solution x° depends stable on the given data in the weak sense:
assume, that the solution ! of (4) with § = 0 is unique. Then, for y° — 3 and solutions
2° of (6) with a = a(8) chosen such that

P
a—0, ——0 for 6d—0
a



we can conclude 22, — 7, see e.g. |9, Theorem 3.5]. Under the assumptions stated

above we cannot conclude strong convergence 22 — ', see e.g. [17] for further conditions

ensuring strong convergence. On the other hand,

1
g_9||F(936a) —IP+aP(x)) = Ja(a))
< Ja(xT)
1
= LIPGh) I+ ap()
P

< hu g P() =5 M = M(Gaes ).
p

Hence, 22, 2" € S,(M) for each § € [0, 6nee] and a € (0, Qinaz). By (A4), there exists a

(e}

constant K > 0 such that
lag =2l S K 98 € [0, 6maa], Yo € (0, tmaal, (7)
holds. Without further assumptions, this is the only known estimate in the norm-topology.

Additionally we define Bregman distances which has been well-established for presenting
convergence rates for general stabilizing functionals P(x), see e.g. [2].

Definition 2.1 Let P : D(P) C X — [0,00) denotes a convex functional with sub-
differential OP(x) for x € D(P). The Bregman distance of two elements T,z € D(P) and
¢ € OP(x) is defined as

Dp(%,2) = P(I) = P(x) = (% — &)x-x 2 0.
Then we can state the following assumption.

(A6) There exist a P-minimizing element 2 € D(F) N D(P) and an element 0 # £ €
oP(z1).
In particular, the sub-differential P (") should be non-empty.

We need some further assumptions. With Jy : ) — Y* we denote the duality map in
the space ), i.e.

1 /
wio)= (hlF) . wed
Then the following properties are supposed.
(A7) There exists a constant C; > 0 such that
Dp(x,2") < Oy]jx — 27||?, Va € B,(zh),
with ball B,(z") around ', p > K > 0 chosen sufficiently large.

(A8) The duality map Jy is differentiable in y and there exists a constant Cy > 0 such
that
1Ty ()l < Gy Yy € By(0),

with radius p > 0 sufficiently large.

Note, that e.g. in L?-spaces for ¢ > 2 the term ||.J3-(y)|| is uniformly bounded, i.e. (A8)
holds with p = oo for some constant Cy > 0.
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3 Some preliminary estimates

Let us now return the linear equation (1). For deriving error bounds and convergence
rates the element &7 € OP(z') of (A6) has to fulfill an additional smoothness condition.
In [16], e.g., a source condition

é"T = A*w> w € y*a ||w|| < Rv (8)

for some R > 0 is supposed. However, this condition does not provides optimal conver-
gence rates in Hilbert spaces. For improved convergence rates we introduce the stronger
condition

=AUh(Aw), wed |u|<R (9)

Note, that (9) is in general a nonlinear source condition. Moreover, we follow a more
general strategy. We weaken condition (9) by assuming an approximative source condition

=AJ(Av)+v, weX ved |w|<R, [ <d (10)

for some R,d > 0. Of course, the representation elements w and v of the approximative
source condition (10) are not unique for given £ € X*. On the other hand, this observation
will be used later in section 4 for deriving convergence rates. For presenting a unified
framework we introduce the sets

MR, d) ={£ec X" : E=A"Jy(Aw)+v, we X, ve X", |w|| <R, |v| <d}.

for each R,d > 0. The interpretation is quite simple: for given £ € X* the number d > 0
describes the maximal violation of the (reference) source condition (9) which is allowed,
when the norm of the source element w € X is bounded by some constant R > (0. Clearly,
¢ € M(R,0) is equivalent to the availability of the source condition (9).

Now we can prove a first estimate for the case p > 1.

Lemma 3.1 Assume (A1)-(A6) and ' € X* satisfies (10) for some w € X and v € X*.
2—p
Ifp>1, ~v:= aﬁHAprTl, then

1
Dp(a, @) < Dp(a’ —yw, ah)+ =Dy (Dy (y° = Az’ —qw), yAw)+[ol] (K +~[lwl)), (11)
where K > 0 is the constant of (7).

PROOF. By assumption, the approximative source condition (10) holds. For v > 0 we
have

P(x)) — P(a" —yw) = P(a) — P(a") + P(a") — P(a’ — yw)
= ("2}, — ") + Dp(ad, 2") — (T, —yw) — Dp(a’ — yw, z7)
(Jy(Aw), A(z), +w—x)>+DP($‘37$T)—DP(xT—w,xT)
+(v, 20, +yw — z)
= (J(Aw), A(z}, — 21)) + Dp(zl,2") — Dp(z" — qw,z)
A+ (v, 28, + yw — aT).



Moreover, we obtain

1 p
5||A($T —w) =y’I? = 7?HI‘WH”+“Vp_lHAw||p_2<~7y(z4w)7y‘s—Aﬂ
+Dy(3° — A(z' — yw), yAw).

We set 4771 := al|Aw||*P. We conclude by the minimizing property of z°

1 1
Z—)IIA zo = ¥ I + o (P(z7) — Pz’ —qw)) < Z—)IIA(CET —yw) = y°IIP.

Hence we can conclude
1
]—)HAﬂfi —°|IP + aDp(ad,2") < aDp(z’ —qw,2") + Dy ()’ — Az’ — yw), 7Aw)

P
+%||Aw||” F AP Aw]P Iy (Aw), 3 — Az

—ay||Aw|? + alJy(Aw), Azl — Axd)

+allvll||zd + yw — 2|
= aDp(z" —yw,2") + Dy (1’ — A(z" — yw),yAw)

[0}
+7;||Aw||2 — o[|Aw|? + alJy (Aw),y’ — Azd)
+al|v| (Yllw| + K)
aDp(z' — qw, z') + Dy (y° — A(z" — qw),7Aw)
(af[Aw]])?

q

IN

Yo 1
ﬂL?IIAwH2 — ayll[Aw|® + ]3||Axi — I+
+alvl] (vlwll + K)

withpt+q¢gt=1orq= p%l. Since

0l = a7 T = yJAw|FT and [Aw[*? = [|Aw||r

we obtain
aAw||? = af| Aw|Pa [ Aw||"? = ay||Aw]?

and hence

1
—|Aa}, = IP + aDp(a,27) < aDp(a’ —qw,27) + Dy (y° — A" —qw),vAw)
p

1 1 1
LAz — 1 el Aw)? (— L 1)

D D q
alloll Glwl + ). ®

For deriving error bounds we have to find bounds for the residuals Dp(z' — yw, z') and
Dy (y° — A(x" — qw),y Aw). Here, we have to distinguish between the cases p > 2 and
p < 2: depending on p # 2 a lower or an upper bound on ||[Aw|| is needed. The correct
statements we present in the following two lemmas. We start with estimates for the term
Dp(zt —yw,xh).



Lemma 3.2 Assume (A7), 0 # & € X* satisfies (10) for some w € X and v € X* and
2—p
v = o | Aw]| s

(i) If 1 < p <2 then
2 2
Dp(z" — qw, 2") < Czar-1|jw| T,

where C5 > 0 is a constant which does not depend on w,v,d and .
(i) If p> 2 and ||v|| < ¢||€T|| for some constant 0 < ¢ < 1, then
Dp(z! — qw, ") < C’gozp%leHz.
where C~’3 > 0 is a constant which does not depend on w,v,d and .

PROOF. From (A7) we conclude

4—2p

_2
Dp(at —qw,2") < O1?||w|? = CrarT|Aw| 71 Jw]?

If 1 < p <2 we estimate ||Aw| < ||A|||lw| which provides

4—2p
p—1

Dp(a — qw,2) < Col| A7 T |Jw|2 5t = Cy||All»tar T |w]|7 1.

Hence (i) holds with C5 := C'1||AH?)%11). For p > 2 and the additional assumption we
conclude by the inverse triangle inequality

o *
I < s (awl < 14 1 (Al = AT 4w

which implies [|Aw]| > [[€M[|[(1 — c) [ A[l]~*. Hence

: oy
D xT—vw,xT < Char-T w2< S ) ,

2-p
which proves (if) with C3 := C} <(1J§||||A“> .

For the second residual Dy (y° — A(z" — qw), vy Aw) we can find the following estimates.

Lemma 3.3 Assume (A8) and 0 # &1 € X* satisfies (10) for some w € X and v € X*

and v = aﬁHAng. Moreover, if p # 2, there exists a constant 0 < ¢ < 1 such that
d <ev||Awl.

(i) If 1 < p <2 and ||v| < c||€T|| for some constant 0 < ¢ < 1, then
Dy(y’ — A(x" —yw),yAw) < Cyo%a s,
where C~’4 > 0 is a constant which does not depend on w,v,d and .
(i) If p > 2 then
Dy(y’ = Ala —qw),y Aw) < Cid%a 75 w3,

where Cy > is a constant which does not depend on w,v,d and «.
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PROOF. For f(y) := 2||y|[’ and 0 # y € Y we have

) =lylP2Jv(y) and  f(y) = (0 = 2"~ [Ty (W) [y ()] + NyllP=* T (y).-

Hence, since |[Jy (y)[| = [y,

LF" @< 1p = 2[lly P~ A W)IIF + CallyllP™* = (Ip — 21 + Ca) [yl

Moreover for 7 € (0,1) we have (1 —&)v||Aw|| < ||[7(y° — AzT) +~vAw|| < (1+6)y[|Aw].
Since

Dy(y’ — A(z" — yw), v Aw) = f"(r(y* — Az®) + v Aw)(y’ — Aal,y’ — Ax)
for some 7 € (0,1) we conclude
Dy(y’ — A(z" —qw),yAw) < C &P Aw|®
= Co T Awlr

= C8aTTR | Aw|.

where C' = (|p — 2| + Cy)(1 +¢)P~2 for p > 2 and C := (|p — 2| + Cy)(1 — ¢)P2 for
1 < p < 2. The continuation with the same arguments as in the previous lemma yields
the assertions. W

The application of the estimate for Dy (y° — A(z" — yw),y Aw) is the more sensitive one.
Proposing a parameter choice strategy o = «(d) we have first to ensure that the conditions
of Lemma 3.3 are not injured. Based on the results above we are now able to present our
first error bound result.

Lemma 3.4 Assume (A1)-(A8) and 0 # £ € M(R,d) for some R,d > 0. Moreover, if
p # 2, there exist two constants 0 < ¢,é < 1 such that d < c||€T|| and the regularization
parameter o is chosen such that 6°~1 < éa||T]|[(1 — ¢)||A|] L.

(i) If 1 < p < 2, then
5ot g Lt

Dp(2%,27) < Coam T |w|7T + Cu2a™7 +d <K+C5ap TR7 ) .

(ii) If p =2, then
52
Dp(2?, 2") < Csa®R* + C’4E +d(K+aR).
(i5i) If p > 2, then
~ 2 1 p—2 ~ 1
Dp(2®, 21 < Cyart |w|? + Cio%am |w| =t +d (K n csarl) .

PRrROOF. First, for p # 2, we note,

1

e o s (€ P
MAw] = a7 [Aw]FFH = a7 | Aw]T > o (7
(1 ol4]
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This allows us the application of Lemma 3.3. Then the proof is an immediate consequence
of the previous lemmas by noticing

1 2-p _2-p
1 - ar—1||Al|P-t Re-1, . p <2,
vimarTlAlE S0 et
o ()T e
(1=l ’

27
, . C HANER o G o (L N7
and introducing Cs := || Al and Cs : (I—0)||A] - B

We present a first convergence rate result, provided the element ¢ € X* satisfies the
source condition (9).

Theorem 3.1 Assume (A1)-(A8) and T € X* satisfies the source condition (9) for some
2(p=1)
3

R > 0. Then, an a-priori choice o := 9 provides an error estimate

Dp(2, 21y < C o5 (12)
for some constant C' > 0 which does not depend on ¢ and .

PRrROOF. We set v := (. Balancing

1 2

3
atr =ar1 & 2 =qr1

we choose o := §° %5 which proves (12). &

We now deal with the case p = 1, which plays a singular role. Here, we have
1

|Azg — 3’| + aDp(ag,a') < AAw] + mUﬂAW),y‘S — Aaf)
+Dy (y° — A(z" — yw), yAw) + aDp(a’ — yw, x")
+alJy(Aw), Azt — Azd) — ay||Aw|?
+al[u]] (K 4 7lw])
WAwl(1 = alAw]l) + Dy (y° — A’ —yw),7Aw)
+aDp(a! —yw,al) + ol Aw|[|Azg — |
(4wl = a) (Jy(Aw).y’ — Aat)
+allol| (K + 7wl

IA

We present the following convergence rate result.

Theorem 3.2 Assume (A1)-(A8) and ' € X* satisfies the source condition (9). If the
regularization parameter o > 0 is chosen such that 0 < 1 — a||Aw|| < 63, then

Dp(z?,2") ~ O (5%> .
PROOF. We assume & to be sufficiently small, i.e. § < min{l,|[Aw|?}. We set v := §3.
Then \
Dp(a" —qw,a’) < C167 w|?

9



holds. Moreover, since § < ||Awl|* we have § < §3|[Aw| = v||Aw|| which allows us to
apply Lemma 3.3 . Hence, we derive

52 C 1

D 5_A T A < = 2 3,

V(" = Al =)y Aw) < G = T

This gives
Aw|(1 — al|lAw 4 C
De(atoat) < ISR 50 —apavy) + ol + s

4 A C 51
< ot (1Al opopp+ — 2 52 d,
a allAwl| a

which proves the lemma. We note by the smallness of 8, that a > (1 — 3)||Aw||™* > 0
and 1> al|Aw||>1—-65>0. W

Note, that the choice of the regularization parameter o depends essentially on ||Aw||
which might be rather unusual. However, the same effect was already observed in 2]
for deriving a weaker convergence rate. Moreover, this dependency is the reason, that
presenting convergence rates in terms of approximate source conditions does not seems to
be promising for the case p = 1. For a given choice R = R(«), |w|| < R we have to ensure
the condition 0 < 1 — af|Aw| < 63 which does not seem to be possible under general
conditions.

4 Convergence rates

For presenting convergence rates in terms of approximative source conditions we apply
the idea of distance functions, see e.g. |7].

Definition 4.1 For given £ € X* the distance function d(-;€) : [0,00) — R is defined
as

d(R; &) == inf{|| - A"y (Aw)|| : we V", [w]| <R},  R=>0.
Additionally, we introduce the set
M={ecXx”: {=A"Jy(Aw), w e X}

of all element satisfying the source condition (9) for some w € X. Note, that the nonneg-
ative function d(R, &) is well-defined for each £ € X*. Moreover, by |20, Theorem 38.A],
for each R > 0 there exists an element w = w(R) with d(R;¢) = ||€¢ — A*Jy(Aw)]|| and
lw|| < R. The distance functions are non-increasing with d(R;¢) — 0 for R — oo if
£ € M. We have d(R;¢) > 0 for all R > 0if £ ¢ M and d(R;¢) = 0 for all R > ||w||
if ¢ = A*Jy(Aw) and ||w|| = R. Altogether, the distance functions d(R;¢) gives us a
quantity for measuring the violation of the source condition (9).

We now are able to present convergence rates, if the source condition (9) is not satisfied,
but 7 € M. This additional assumption seems to be very restrictive at first view. On
the other hand, the following statement yields.
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Lemma 4.1 Assume the operators A and A* to be injective. Then M = X*.

PROOF. By [19, Satz II1.4.5] we have R(A*) = X* and R(A) = Y. Assume £ € M. On
the other hand, for each ¢ > 0 there exists an element g. € Y* with || — A*y.|| < . Since
Jy is bijective, there exists y. € ) with Jy(y.) = J.. Finally, there exists w. € X with
|lye — Aw.|| < €. Hence,

1€ = A"y (Aw)l < [€ = Ay (y)l| + [[AT] 1y (Awe) = Ty ()
< e+ [|A Iy (Awe) = Iy (ye)
Since Jy is continuously we conclude ||Jy (Aw.) — Jy(y:)|| — 0 for ¢ — 0 which implies
A*Jy (w.) — & for € — 0. Consequently, & € M yields. B

We now present convergence rates results proposing an appropriate a-priori parameter
choice of the regularization parameter a = a(d). We start with the case p = 2.

~—

Theorem 4.1 Assume (A1)-(AS8), &1 € M\ M has distance function d(R) = d(R;&V).
1

Let p = 2, Uy(R) := d(R)2R™", Os(a) = (ad(¥3'(a)))? and ®(R) := d(R):

Then, the a-priori choice o := ©5(8) yields the convergence rate

Dp(d,2") ~ O (d (271(5))) -

[SIE

PROOF. By definition, £ € M(R,d(R)) for all R > 0. Hence, there exist w = w(R) and
v = v(R) with |[|w| < R and ||v(R)|| < d(R) such that £" = A*w(R)+v(R). In particular,
Lemma 3.1 holds for all R > 0. We consider only the first three terms, since the term
~vd(R)R decays faster to zero than d(R). By balancing

Moreover,
1
’a =d(R) & 5= (ad(¥;'(a)))? = Oz(a).
Hence o := ©,'(9) is the optimal parameter choice. Finally

3
R__ s _dB)

d(R) = 6*a ! = 4° - -
d(R)z R2

=: ®(R)

which provides the convergence rate Dp(z,z7) ~ O (d (®~1(5))). R

o)

For p # 2 we need an additional restriction to the decay of the distance function d(R).
In particular, in order to apply Lemma 3.3, we have to suppose, that the decay d(R) — 0
for R — oo is sufficiently fast. We first consider the case 1 < p < 2.

Theorem 4.2 Assume (A1)-(AS), 0 # & € M\ M has distance function d(R) :
d(R; € with d(R)RFT — 0 for R — oco. Let 1 < p < 2, U,(R) := d(R)*= R,
O,(a) = (aﬁd (\111;1(04)))§ and ®,(R) := d(R)%R_%Pl*U. Then, the a-priori choice

o = 0,1(0) yields the convergence rate

Dp(zd,z") ~ O (d (2,'(9))) -

p
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PRrROOF. First, we assume that the condition on the choice of the parameter o of Lemma
3.3 is satisfied. Then we choose R = R(«a) such that

d(R) = a7 TRFT & a= — U,(R)

or R:= W '(a). Moreover,

which gives

5= (d (U () aﬁ)% = 0,(a).
Hence a := ©,"(0) is the optimal parameter choice. Moreover,
d(R)w
CRET
— §*Rri1d(R)"?

d(R) = a1 = §°

which provides

0= ;
R26-D

Hence d (<I>; 1(5)) describes the convergence rate. Finally we note, that

=: ®y(R)

§  dR)F  d(R)i:

= d(R)%RTplfl)’ -0

1 1 1 - 1 1
opr-1 ar—1 R20-1) R26-D " p-1
for 6 — 0 which allows us the application of Lemma 3.3 if ¢ is sufficiently small. B

For p > 2 we can achieve the following result by similar calculations.

Theorem 4.3 Assume (A1)-(A8), 0 # & € M\ M has distance function d(R) :=

d(R; &) with d(R)R7T — 0 for R — co. Let p > 2, U,(R) := d(R)*Z R'"?, ©,(a) :=
2p—3 P p—

202 d (U Ha)) ™0 and ®,(R) := d(R)%R_;(P*%. Then, the a-priori choice o =

©,'(0) yields the convergence rate

Dp(zd,z") ~ O (d(®,'(5))) -

PROOF. Here, by the same arguments as above, we have

- d(R)"= _
dR)=ar R & a= T U, (R) & R=V"(a).
Moreover,
1 p=2 1 d % 2:1
SaTr R = §aTr (Rl)
ap—1
= 52d(R)Jp;fnaﬁ_(pp:1)2

2 p—2 _ _2p—3
= 9 d(R)Z(pfl)a (p—1)2

12



which implies

5= (cz<R>1‘2f’p—2noAi’Hi”z)é - (d(R)ﬁoz(;p1$2>é =1 0,(a)

which provides the parameter choice o := ©1(4). Hence

p
d(R) = 82aT 7 Rr1 = 6*— - _Ri1 = §2d(R)"ER s
d(R)>
or 3
d(R)}
5= LB _ o)
R20-1)

5 d(R)? d(R)i2 A
i 1 ( )2173 = (2;2: : = d(R)iRQ(ptl) —0
av 1 @ TRIM-U R !

for 6 — 0 which allows us again the application of Lemma 3.3 if § is sufficiently small. H

Note, that the achieved convergence rates depend on the choice of the parameter p. In
particular, for p = 2 the fastest rate of convergence could be achieved. However, this seems
to have technical reasons. We can find an upper bound for the term ||Aw|| depending on
lw|| > 0 but there is no lower bound for ||Aw|| which depends on the choice of w. As
we will see in further considerations, an additional lower bound on || A w|| with respect to
||w|| will lead to convergence rates which do not depend on the parameter p anymore.

5 Improved convergence rates

For violated source condition (9) the bounds seems to be not of optimal order. Assume X
to be a Hilbert space and P(z) := 3||z||%. Then &' = 22" and Dp (22, 27) = |25 — 27|

2 a
Hence, e.g. for p = 2, the estimate

1 52
§||x‘; — ' < C30°R* + CA‘E +d||2° — zf|| +da R
1 6 d?
< (C3+ 2 ) @®R?*+ Cy— + — +d||2d — 27|
2 o 2
holds. By the implication

a,b,c>0,a><b+ac = a<b+c (13)

we conclude

1 ) 1
St < :
|zl — 2t < \/§< C'3—|—2aR—l—\/C'4\/a—l—d(\/§+—\/§)>
= 203+106R+\/2C4%—|—3d_

The improved result will provide better convergence rates. For applying the idea we need
an additional convexity condition on the stabilizing functional P(x).

13



(A9) The functional P(z) is strongly convex in 27, i.e. there exists a constant 7 > 0 such
that
Dp(w,2") = P(z) — P(a') = (¢!, — aT) > plz - 27|

for all z € B,(z") with radius p > K > 0 sufficiently large.

First we present an error bound result.

Lemma 5.1 Assume (A1)-(A7) and (A9) and &' satisfies (10) for some w € X and
2—p
veX* Ifp>1,vy:= ap%lHAwHﬁ then

Dy (3 — Azt — A
||xi—x*||scm|w||+\/ e el

for two positive constants Cg, C7 > 0.

PrROOF. From Lemma 3.1 we conclude
|z —af||> < Dp(a), =)
1 1
(€t 3) 7ol + 200 = Ala! = 20 740)

lv]?
2

IA

+o5 -+ ol llag — 2.

By the implication (13) we conclude

1 Dy (y% — Azt — yw),7Aw) 1 1
b —af < /O + = +\/Y : + —+—=),
Villeh = alll < 41+ 5l - ol ( 75+

which shows the lemma with Cg := /p~1(C; + 2-1) and C7 := (2n)" 2 +7~-. W

We present the improved error bounds.

Lemma 5.2 Assume (A1)-(A9) and 0 # £ € M(R,d) for some R,d > 0. Moreover, if
p # 2, there exist two constants 0 < ¢,é < 1 such that d < c||€T|| and the regularization
parameter « is chosen such that 6*~* < éal|T||[(1 — )| A||] 7!,

(i) If 1 < p < 2, then

1

|2° — 21| < Cyar T |w||7T + Cydais
o S Cgaep HWHP _'_08505 p —|—C7HU||

(i1) If p =2, then
o
lzg — 27| < Csallwll + Co—= + Cr|lv].

Va
(iii) If p > 2, then

b _ 2t < Gy Coba 209 ||| =D + C
[zg — 2'|| < Csar= ||w|| + Codar®0 [|w]|2=1) 4 Crllv]].

14



Here, the constants Cy, C~'8, Cy and C~’9 do not depend on R,d,a and 9.

The proof is essentially the same as in the previous section.

We now present improved convergence rates. Again, we have to distinguish between the
cases p < 2, p =2 and p > 2. We first deal with p = 2.

Theorem 5.1 Assume (A1)-(A9), & € R(A*) \ R(A*) has distance function d(R) :
~ 3

d(R; €Y. Let p =2, Us(R) := d(R)R™, Os(a) := a2d (U3 (a)) and ®(R) :==d(R):R">.
Then, the a-priori choice a := ©5(8) yields the convergence rate

|28 — 2t ~ O (d (é—l(a))) .

[SIE

PROOF. By balancing the estimate of Lemma 5.1

aR=d(R) & a= @:: Uy(R) & R=T;'(a).

Moreover,

Ja~t =d(R) & 0=aid ((13;1(a)> —: 0,(a).

Hence « := 0, '(d) is the optimal parameter choice. Finally
Rt 3
g
d(R)z Rz

d(R) =602 =4 —: &(R)

which provides the convergence rate |22, — 27| ~ O (d (é_l((S))) |

For p # 2 we obtain similar results by assuming a sufficient decay rate of the distance
function d(R). We present the corresponding rates in the following two statements.

Theorem 5.2 Assume (A1)-(A9), 0 # & € M\ M has distance function d(R) :
d(R; &) with d(R)R7T — 0 for R — co. Let 1 < p < 2, U,(R) := d(R)P"'R, ©,(q) :

a®d (T, () and d,(R) = d(R)2R™ 2= . Then, the a-priori choice o := 0,"(9)
yields the convergence rate

28 — 2| ~ O (d (é;l(a))) .

PROOF. Here,

dR) = ar Rt o o= M 5 By o R ().

Moreover

§=a®nd (@;1(04)) = 8,(a) & a:

Il
@
L
—
>
N~—

is the optimal parameter choice. On the other hand

d(R)?»

— = §d(R) :RTT
RIT—»

d(R) = (50[2(11*17) = (5

15



which gives the improved convergence rate

3
0= d(Rl) —=: ®,(R).
R

or |20 —aT|| ~d <<i>g1(5)>. In order to apply Lemma 3.3 we consider

5 dR: d(R)%‘ll _ dR)RS

1 1 - 1
o p—1 ar—1 R2-1) R2-10) " p-1

which provides us the decay of the left hand side. B

Theorem 5.3 Assume (A1)-(A9), 0 # & € M\ M has distance function d(R) :=
d(R; € with d(R)R7T — 0 for R — co. Let p > 2, U,(R) := d(R)*"'R"?, ©,(a) :=

2p—3 ~ STy ~ p—
a2e-H7 (W;l(a)) 7V and $,(R) = d(R)%R_;(P*%. Then, the a-priori choice « :

©,'(0) yields the convergence rate
lof = afll ~ 0 (d(3;*))).

PROOF. First,

d(R)»!

1
d(R)=ar 'R & a= P

= U, (R) & R:=T,'(a).

Then,

1 p—2 . 2&121)
d(R) = da20-») R2-1) = J20-p) <d(?))

apr-1

p—2 1 _ _p—2
= §d(R)2e-D 207 2-1?

2 2p—3

= §d(R)®va -7
which implies with
5= d(R)" 0 a7 = d(R)T a7 = 6,(0)

the parameter choice o := (:)gl(a). On the other hand,

1
2

d(R) = 5aﬁR2(p})7:21) =9 Rz&ifl) — 5d(R)—%R%

d(R)?
implies |
d(R): -
0= (ZPL =: ®,(R).
R20-1)
Here we have , .
) d(R)2 d(R)z—1 N
_1 = L( )2])73 = (21)23 1 - d(R)RP*l
opr—1 ar—1 R2—1) R2—D

which describes the necessary decay rate of the distance function d(R). Bl
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6 Optimal rates

In the following section we will show that we can achieve convergence rates which do not
depend on the parameter p provided we find upper and lower bounds for the term ||Awl||
depending on [|w|| > 0. Therefore, we need a further assumption.

(A10) There exists a reflexive Banach space Z D X such that

(i) The space X is continuously embedded in Z.

(ii) It holds
<Z,LL’>X*7X = <Z,SL’>Z*’Z, Ve Z* Ve e X.

(iii) There exist two positive constants c;, co such that

allwlz < Aw| < efwllz,  Vwed,

(iv) Assumption (A7) holds with || - ||x replaced by || - || z.
(v) The element &' belongs to (the smaller space) Z*.

Condition (iii) implies that a solution of equation (1) depends continuously on the given
data in the (weaker) Z-norm. Analogously to the previous calculations we introduce the
sets

Mz(Rod):={§ € 2' : € = A'Jy(Aw)+v, w € X, v e Z°, |wllz < R, ||v]>- < d}.

and
Mz = {f S AR R A*Jy(A(U), w e X}

Then we can achieve convergence rates which do not depend on p anymore, when we
define the distance function in the space Z*. Hence, for £ € Z* we introduce

dz(R;€) := nf {[|€ — A"y (Aw)]

z« tweX, |w||lz <R}

First we present an error bound result which is an immediate consequence of the previous
calculations.

Lemma 6.1 Assume (A1)-(A6), (A8), (A10) and 0 # £ € Z* satisfies (10) for some
weX andv e X*. Then

Dp(ah,at) < Croar T [l0]l3 7+ Codarsllwl5! + Cuallllz-.
If - additionally - (A9) holds, then

g — 2| < éloaﬁllwllf + C~11150éﬁ||uf||§z£’7:21) + Cualv] -
Here, the constants Cy, Cy, do not depend on w, v, and 9.

Now we present convergence rates.
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Theorem 6.1 Assume (A1)-(A6), (A8), (A10), 0 # &7 € Mz \ Mz has distance func-
1 ~ 4-p P

tion dz(R) := dz(R; &), Up(R) = dz(R)"= R7Y, ©,(a) := dz (¥;'(a)) * 2D and

®(R) :=dz(R)1R™2. Then, the a-priori choice o := (;)];1(5) yields the convergence rate

PROOF. We have £ € Mz(R,dz(R) + ¢) for each R > 0 and ¢ — 0. Taking the limit
e — 0 we can apply the above error bounds. The same calculations as in the previous
sections lead to

a=dz(R)T R = V,(R) & R=1;'(a).

Moreover,

1\ P2
dz(R)ZCSQQﬁR% - 52aﬁ (dz({%) )

which gives
4—p P
d=dz(R) T a2e-D =: 0,(a)

and the parameter choice a := (:); (). Moroeover

dz(R) = *a™7 Ri1 = §2Ri1 :
dz(R)?

= %dz(R)%R,

which implies § = R_%dg(R)% and the corresponding convergence rate. ll

Under the additional convexity condition (A9) we can present the following improved
convergence rate.

Theorem 6.2 Assume (A1)-(A6), (A8)-(A10),0 # T € Mz\Mz has distance function

a-p

d2(R) = d=(R:€1), $,(R) = d=(RP R, 6,(a) = dz (T;'()) * a and B(R) =
dz(R)2R™2. Then, the a-priori choice a := (;);1(5) yields the convergence rate

|25, — 2| ~ O (dz (71(9))) -
PROOF. Here we have
dz(R)=ar 1Rv1 & a=dz(R)P 'R =V,(R) & R=1V"(a)

and

1 p—2
dz(R) = Ja20-p) R20p-1) = 5a2<1 P)

18



or

§=dz(R) 5 az = 0,(a).
Finally
1 p=2 _p=2 Rz(Plfl) 1 1
dz(R) = 002D R2-1 = § R2-D — =6 R2dz(R)"2
dz(R)2

or & = dz(R)2 R~z =: ®(R) which implies the improved convergence rate. B

Here, we also do not need a restriction to the decay rate of the distance function dz(R)
because we have

_ 1
YAw]| = a7 T Aw|FTH = aF T Aw|7T > CarT |||}

Hence we need 5
—— — 0 for 6§ —0.

arilRE
In Lemma 3.3 we have
0 _ dz(R)7

1 1 1 1 :dZ(R)iR_%HO
ar1R—1  Rzdz(R)2

for R — oo. In the second case we derive

5 dz(R)? _
1 i 1Z(R> :dZ(R)iR_i — 0
ap-1 Rp-T1 REdZ(R)

for R — oo again. Hence, Lemma 3.3 holds, provided ¢ is sufficiently small.

7 Application in Hilbert spaces

We will show that presenting convergence rates in terms of distance functions in Banach
spaces describes a natural generalization of formulating convergence rates for elements
satisfying a general source condition in Hilbert spaces. In fact, there seems to be a close
relation between the distance function and general source conditions in Hilbert spaces.
The following result can be found in [10, Theorem 3.2].

Proposition 7.1 Let X and Y be Hilbert spaces and A € L(X,)Y) be injective and com-
pact. For given y € R(A), let 27 ¢ R(A*A) be the solution of Ax = y with distance
function d(R). If 27 € R ((A*A)"), 0 < v < 1, then the estimate

d(R) < kRv1, R>0, (14)
holds for some constant k > 0.

A careful reading of the proof shows, that the estimate (14) is of optimal order. Let
us therefore assume, that the distance function is given by d(R) := xk Rv-1 for some
k> 0and 0 < v < 1. Moreover, we assume P(z) := ||z||?, which implies £ = 2z and

2
Dp(z,2') = |z — z||? for z € X.

19



Let us consider the case p = 2. We have for the function Wo(R) in Theorem 4.1

1

Uy(R) = d(R)*R™" = kRT T ' = g3RTT = a

which implies

Hence

2(2-v)
which provieds a parameter choice o ~ § 2+ . Moreover

3

P(R) = d(R) R__ = ZR4(3Z1)_% — K%RJV—JZQU

and
v 4w-1)

d(071(8)) ~ 67T v = gtz

hold. This yields a convergence rate |25 — zf|| ~ & 72 which is not the optimal one. On
the other hand, in Theorem 5.1 we introduced

or R = k"o~ !. Hence

é2(0é) = Oz%d (\i];l(a)) ~ a2+ T (v=1) _ Oé%
which implies the known optimal parameter choice av ~ 9 T Finally

~ 3v 3 2v+1

@(R) et d(R)%R_% — K,%RQ(;}*U 2 — K2R2(V 1) — 6

which provides
2(v—1)

R= <i) - T)

K2

Then we derive the convergence rate

_2v
e~ ~ a (820)) = () o (15)
K2

The rate (15) is known to be the optimal one for linear regularization methods such as
Tikhonov regularization if T € R ((A*A)") for 0 < v < 1, see e.g. [4, Section 5.1]. Hence,
generalized source conditions and distance functions provide the same (optimal) conver-
gence rates. The example shows that by dealing with approximative source conditions we
can extend classical convergence rate results to linear (and nonlinear) operators mapping
between reflexive Banach spaces.
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8 On an a-posteriori parameter choice

If the stabilizing functional P(z) is strongly convex in z', i.e. P(z) satisfies (A9), and
the choice p = 2 we can apply an a-posteriori parameter strategy for the regularization
parameter «, which is also known as Lepskij- or balancing principle, see e.g. [11], [13]
and [1|. This strategy has been well-established in the recent years since it is easy to
implement and applicable under relatively weak technical assumptions. In particular, it
can also be applied in Banach spaces.

For given (sufficiently small) ag > 0, a real number ¢ > 1 and maximal index j,4, > 0
we define the (finite) sequence

{aj =¢day : 0< 7 < Jomas}- (16)

The maximal index j,q, is chosen such that o, ., < opee. Then we can present the
following a-posteriori choice of the regularization parameter o.

Definition 8.1 (Lepskij-Principle) Let the sequence {c;} be defined by (16). We cal-
culate solutions {xij} of (2) and choose the reqularization parameter oy = «;, such

that
Cy 6
i = < Jmas ¢ 20, — 20 || < 442 Vi< 17
JL max {] > ||$ai xajH = n \/OTZ" V>0 0 ( )

where Cs is the constant of (A8) and n is the constant of (A9). Then a?, := x5 is chosen
as reqularized solution of (1).

We summarize the most important facts. The main idea of the balancing principle is
based on the decomposition of the approximation error of regularized solutions into two
parts which both depend on the regularization parameter a. We state the assumption in
detail below.

Assumption 8.1 Foreach0 < a < ||A|? and given data y° let 2% denotes any reqularized
solution of (1) satisfying

) (18)

for a known non-increasing function ¢ («), which can depend on § and an unknown non-
decreasing (index) function ¢(a).

Now we can establish the theoretical main results of the balancing principle, see also [13,
Proposition 2 and Corollary 1].

Proposition 8.1 Let ay > 0 be chosen such that ¢(ag) < Y(ap), {a;} is given by (16)
and the index j;, satisfies (17) when the bound 4 6’27)—1% is replaced by 2¢(a;). More-
over, define j := max{j : ¢(a;) < ()} andj := max{j : 20, —at|| < (o), Vi < 5}
Then, under Assumption 8.1,

ju>7>720 and |25, —a¥|| < 349(a) < 3¢(a).
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If — in addition — there exists a constant 1 < D < oo such that ¥ (a;) < D(ajtr),
0 < J < Jmaa, then

||xiL - $T|| S 6D mln{w(az) + ¢(ai)a 0 S] S jmax}-

Assume, £ € X* satisfies the source condition (9) for some w € X with ||w|| = R. Then,

by Lemma 3.4
2

J
||z — z'||? < Dp(22, z") < Cy— + C30*R?
a

2|28 — x| <2 Cz\j_ 2\/aRa::¢(a)+¢(a)

holds. Hence, Assumption 8.1 is satisfied. On the other hand, for £&f € M \ M we have
forall R>0

respectively

Gy 0

222 — 2| < 2 Csa R+
\/_

+ C7d(R))

Cs = .
— 2 —7+2<o7+08>d(\1f2 (@) =t (@) + 6(a),

which Wy(R) := d(R)R~" which is the first balancing step in the proof of Theorem 5.1.
Hence, in both cases (18) holds and we can apply Proposition 8.1. Of main interest is the
following consequence.

Corollary 8.1 Assume all conditions of Proposition 8.1 to be satisfied and ay, is chosen
by (17). Moreover, assume j < Jmaz-

(i) If € = A*Jy (Aw) for some w € X with |w| < R, then
I — ]| < 6v/gn" max { /O, /Gy R } 6%,
(ii) If & € M\ M with distance function d(R) = d(R;&T), then
|5, — ' < 6y/gmax {V/Con 7. Cr + G }d (87(9))
where ®(R) := d(R)2R"=.

PROOF. We can apply Proposition 8.1 with ¢(«) := 2 6’27]—1 and ¢(«) := 24/Csn 'R«

in the first and ¢(a) := 2(C7 + Cs)d(¥; () in the second case. We 1ntroduce the no-
tation & > 0 which satisfies (@) = ¢(@). Obviously & < a;,; < je. holds. Hence, by
monotonicity

20, — ']l < 34(6) < 3D ¢(az,,) < 3D (@) = 3D ¢(a).
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Moreover, since

Gy 5 S
Y(oy) = 2 NG \/@—\/&D( it1)

the additional condition of Proposition 8.1 is satisfied with D := ,/q. We now consider

the first case. Let a, > 0 satisfy \/%_* =, & a, = §%. Assume Cy < C3R. Then

(o) < ¢(ay) which implies a,, > &. Hence

|25, — 'l < 3vG6(a) < 3v/ad(a) = 63/q Can " Raw, = 61/q Can TR 55

On the other hand, if Cy > C3R then ¢(an) > ¢(a.) and hence . < & holds. This
provides

) 2
22, — '] < 3yay(a) < 3y/qp(e) = 6\/qun‘1\/OT = 64/qCon~ta, = 64/q Con195.

The second case can be treated analogously when the constant /Csn~!'R is replaced by
Cr;+Cs. 1

Cy
2 _“
nﬁz

9 Nonlinear equations

We now deal with the nonlinear equation (4). In order to restrict the nonlinearity of the
operator F' by the following assumption

(A11) There exists a linear operator G € L(X,)) such that
|F(x) — F(2") — G(x — 2")|| < L Dp(, 2", Va € B,(z")ND(F) (19)

with ball B,(z') around z', p > K > 0 chosen sufficiently large, and a constant
L>0.

This restriction is a modification of the original condition introduced in [3] for deriving
convergence rates for Tikhonov regularization of nonlinear ill-posed problems in Hilbert
spaces. In particular, if F' is Fréchet-differentiable in 27 € intD(F'), we choose G = F'(z1).
For v > 0 we define the residuals

R :=F() - F(a") =G (2% —2") and Ry:= F(2' —yw) — F(2") +yGw.
Hence, the estimates
IR:|| < LDp(ag.at) and [|Re|| < LDp(a’ —vyw,at) < LCW|w|?

hold. We present the convergence rate result.

Theorem 9.1 Assume p > 1, (A1)-(A8), & € X* satisfies the source condition (9) for
somew € X. Moreover, (A11) holds for some L € R with L ||Gw|| < 1. Then, an a-priori

2(p—1)

choice av ~ O leads to the convergence rate

Dp(2°,2%) ~ O (5%> .
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PROOF. Here, we estimate
1 T J||p 1 1 S||p
]—DIIF(x —w) =yIP = gllF(fv)—vaJrRz—yll

P
- %newup + PG| (Gw), ¥’ — Ry — F(ah)

+Dy (y° — F(z' —yw),7Gw)
- %nawn? +alJy(Gw),y’ — Ry — F(a'))

+Dy(y’ — F(z' —yw),7Gw),

by setting 7771 := a||Gw||*"P. Moreover,

%HF(xi) —°|IP + aDp(a?,2") < aDp(a’ —yw,2") + Dy (y° — F(a" — ),y Gw)
+a(Jy(Gw), G (a' — %)) — ay||Gw]?
+%!|Gwll2 +a(Jy(Gw),y’ — Ry — F(a1))

= aDp(x’ —qw,z) + Dy(y5 — F(z" — yw),yGuw)
+%||Gw||2 — ar||Gul?

+a(fy(Gw),y’ — F(a') — G (2% — 2') — Ry)
aDp(z' — yw, ") + Dy (y° — F(a' — yw),yGw)

Yo 1
+ | Gul® = arl|Gwl? + = [ F(ag) — y°|I”
p p
o||Gwl|)?
L (alGol)
q

IA

+al|Gw| ([[Ra]l + [| R2]]) -

Same calculations as above leads to
1
DP(ZEia xT) S l)P(ZE]L — vw,:ﬂ) + —Dy(y6 — [7(1’]L — 'YCU),’}/GW)

«

+|Gw|| (L Dp(zl,2") + L Dp(z" — yw, 2)

1
= (1+L HGWH)DP(ZE]L — W, xT) + aDy(yé — F(a?]L —w),vGw)
+L HGWHDP(SL’(;,LUT).

In order to apply Lemma 3.3 we consider

1y’ — F(a! — yw) =y Gu|| 1y’ — F(z) + Ry
< 0+ LCy 72||cu||2

5+ LCyyart |Gl w2,

which leads to the condition

5+ L w|)? < e[| Gwl| = carT |Gl
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for some constant 0 < ¢ < 1. Hence, Lemma 3.3 can be applied if *~'a~! and « are
sufficiently small. Then

Dy(y’ — F(a' —qw),7Gw) < Cb (54 LDp(a’ —yw,2h))* 17~ GuP~?
Cs (8 + LC||w]?)’ 172G w]~
20,82 7T || G w| T
4 2(2=p) 1 p=2
+L2C20rT||Gw| 7 [|w]|*a! T |G w7
p—2
20,0%a 71 ||G w]|F-!

VANVAN

IA

FL2C2MET (|G w|) o ||w]|.
Hence 52
(1= LIG w]) Dp(af, o1) < 265]|G w]|77T = + Cais
ar-1
with

C = RCRM T Gulr wll + (1 + LGl Crllwl?

which leads to the desired convergence rate result. Note, that the suggested parameter
choice provides 6 'a~! — 0 for § — 0 which holds the validy of Lemma 3.3. B

On the other hand, smallness conditions contradicts the idea of distance functions. So we
cannot derive convergence rates for nonlinear problems under condition (A11) for violated
source condition (9). On the other hand, other nonlinearity restrictions, which might
allow the application of distance functions turned to be not appropriated for proofing
convergence rates in this specific situation.

Finally, the case p = 1 is considered. Here we can present the following result.
Theorem 9.2 Assume p = 1, (A1)-(A8), &' € X* satisfies the source condition (9)

for some w € X. Moreover, (A11) holds for some L € R with L||Gwl| < 1. If the
reqularization parameter o chosen such that 0 < 1 — a||Gw| < 63, then

Dp(z',2%) ~ O (5%> .

e’

PROOF. By the calculations above,

IF(z3) =yl + aDp(za,2") < aDp(a" —yw,a') + Dy (y* = F(z" —qw),yGw)
+a(Jy(Gw),G (z' —a7)) — ar[|Gwl?

TS (G = Ry = FT)

aDp(z" —yw,a') + Dy (y* — F(z' —qw),7Gw)

+a(ly(Gw), G (a! = 27)) + a L||w|| Dp(z7, «")
—a||Gw|* + LDp(acT —yw,zh)

(Jy(Gw),y’ = F(a'))

Gl +

IA

NG w|| +
G« ||G i

(a+ L)Dp( — yw,xT) + Dy(y‘s — F(:L’T —yw),yGw)
+a||Gwll[ly° — F(a)ll + o L||Gw| Dp(xd, ")
HGw|[(1 = al|Gw|)) +[1 = a||Gwl||d

IA
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By Lemma 3.3 we have

(6 + L Dp(azt — qw, xT))2 < (6 + L Cy42||w]?)?

D y‘S—FxT—vw, Gw) <C! <
vy’ — Flel —qw), 7 Gw) < G NP G|

Setting v := 9 3 again, we derive

1 2
C (1 +L015§||w]|2>
|G w]|

(1 - L|Gwl|) Dp(zd,2") < 63(a+ L)Cy|jw|? + 63
+63.

This proves the assertion.

A Duality maps in LP-spaces

In order to get a bit more familiar we consider the duality maps in the spaces X = L*(0, 1),
1 <p<oo. Weset

1 P
1 1
P(a)i=sllalp =5 | [lewpPat] . wero,
0

and Jx(x) := P'(z). Straightforward calculations shows

i 2@ =Pl L /|(m+ah)(t)+|pdt - /|x(t)|7’dt

e—0 € e—0 2¢
0

= ||56H§‘p/\w(t)\p‘lsgn(w(t))h(t) dt,

i.e. Jx(z) = [lz[>7P|z["~'sgn(x). Note, with ¢ := L5 for p > 1 we have
1 7
@l = lal? | [ 1a10-0 a
0
2 Php
= lzll; " ll=ll"
= |zl

which shows Jx(z) € LP(0,1)* = L9(0,1) and ||Jx(z)||; = ||z||,- Moreover, for p > 2 (the
case p = 2 is clear),

Te(x) = (lzl;7") |2l 'sgn(z) + lll; ™ (p — )]~
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holds. Here we have

| —
~~
8
=N
SN—"
V)
v |
S
| IS

(llz37)"
= 2 - p)lall;PIx ()

1

Je(@)hahe) = (2 p)llal> / 2(t)[P sgn(x(6) hu (1) dt / ()P sgn(x(t) ha () dt

0
1
o= DIl [ o0 ha(0)ha(e)
0
=: M;(hy, he) + Ms(hy, ho).
Since ||[z[P~ ||y = [|lz[|5~" we conclude by Hélder’s inequality

[Mi(ha,ho)l < (p = 2l [l o lAallp P~ g1 B2l

= ()P llpll 2]l

and
(Mo, )| < (p = Dl el 2171
with
p2
prqg  p»—1 P
r= = — = 5
Finally,
] e )
ot = | [l ) = g
0

which shows |May(hy, ha)| < (p—1)||h1]|p]|h2]], and finally || J%(x)]| < 2p—3, i.e. the norm
of the second derivative of P(x) does not depend on the element = anymore if p > 2.
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