arXiv:2009.00490v3 [math.NA] 29 Mar 2021

VARIATIONAL REGULARIZATION THEORY BASED ON IMAGE SPACE APPROXIMATION RATES

PHILIP MILLER^∗

Abstract. We present a new approach to convergence rate results for variational regularization. Avoiding Bregman distances and using image space approximation rates as source conditions we prove a nearly minimax theorem showing that the modulus of continuity is an upper bound on the reconstruction error up to a constant. Applied to Besov space regularization we obtain convergence rate results for 0, 2, q- and 0, p, p-penalties without restrictions on p, q ∈ (1, ∞). Finally we prove equivalence of Hölder-type variational source conditions, bounds on the defect of the Tikhonov functional, and image space approximation rates.

Key words. regularization, convergence rates, real interpolation, source conditions, converse results

AMS subject classifications. 47A52, 65J20, 65J22

1. Introduction. The subject of this paper are ill-posed equations Ax = g with A a bounded linear operator mapping from a Banach space X to a Hilbert space Y. We analyze approximations of an unknown x ∈ X given noisy, indirect observations g^δ satisfying ‖g^δ − Ax‖_Y ≤ δ with a fixed noise level δ > 0.

In this context ill-posedness means that the unknown x does not depend continuously on the observations g^δ. As a naive application of the inverse of A may therefore amplify the noise indefinitely regularization is needed to compute stable approximations of the unknown. Here, we study variational regularization with a convex penalty R defined on X. More precisely, we consider the Tikhonov functional given by T_α(x, g) := 1 2α ‖g − Ax‖^2_Y + R(x) for α > 0, x ∈ dom(R) and g ∈ Y

and denote its set of minimizers by

R_α(g) := argmin_{x∈dom(R)} T_α(x, g) ⊆ dom(R).

A central aim of regularization theory are upper bounds on the distance L(x, x̂_α) between x and estimators x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ) with respect to some loss function L. For illposed problems the convergence of x̂_α to x for δ → 0 can be arbitrarily slow in general. Therefore, upper bounds on the error require regularity conditions on the true solution x, which are referred to as source conditions in regularization theory. The name comes from the first such conditions in a Hilbert space setting, x = (A^∗A)^{ν/2}ω, ν > 0, where ω is referred to as source generating x. This condition implies the convergence rate ‖x − x̂_α‖_X = O(δ^{νν+1} ) in the Hilbert space norm that defines the penalty. In [21] convergence rates in Hilbert scales are proven under source conditions of the form x = φ(A^∗A)ω for more general functions φ. Nevertheless, we restrict our attention to Hölder-type convergence rates in this paper. A generalization of the above source condition for ν = 1 to convex or Banach space penalties is given by source-wise representations A^∗ω ∈ ∂R(x) for some ω ∈ Y (1.1)

∗Institute for Numerical and Applied Mathematics, University of Göttingen (p.miller@math.uni-goettingen.de). 1

leading to the convergence rate O(δ) in the Bregman divergence of R (see [3]). Slower rates of convergence in Banach space settings can be shown under variational source conditions [23, 24] or under approximate source conditions [13, 14]. We refer to [6] for a comparison of the latter two concepts. Recently in [11] convergence rates are shown under the condition (A^∗A)^ν ω ∈ ∂R(x) for convex penalties defined on Hilbert spaces. In [16] upper bounds on T_α(x, Ax) − T_α(x_α, Ax) (defect of the Tikhonov functional) in terms of α are used as a source condition.

In this work we consider Hölder-type image space approximation rates, i.e. bounds of the form ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ cα^ν for all α > 0, x_α ∈ R_α(Ax) (1.2)

for some ν ∈ [0, ∞) and c ≥ 0. These will play the role of source conditions. In many situations these kind of bounds can be proven under source conditions. (see e.g. [18, Thm. 2.3], [16, Prop. 6]).

We first prove a bound on L(x, x̂_α) uniformly on the set of all x satisfying (1.2) in terms of the modulus of continuity. One main advantage of our analysis is the flexibility in the choice of the loss function L. Then for penalties given by Banach space norm powers we work out a characterization of condition (1.2) in terms of real interpolation spaces. This leads to convergence rate results with regularity conditions given by real interpolation spaces. As examples we consider weighted ℓ^p-regularization, Besov space 0, p, p- and 0, 2, q-regularization. Our approach seems to allow for the first time to obtain minimax optimal rates for all p resp. q in (1, ∞). Finally we compare condition (1.2) to source conditions used in the literature. We prove equivalence of (1.2), Hölder-type variational source conditions (used e.g. in [19, 7]) and Hölder-type bounds on the defect of the Tikhonov functional. In particular, this equivalence yields a characterization of (1.2) that does not directly depend on the minimizers x_α. The structure of the paper is as follows: In Section 2 we present our main results. Section 3,4 and 5 are devoted for the proofs of the main results and establish some new techniques which may be of some independent interest in variational regularization theory. We finish with an outlook where we also discuss limitations of the present work.

2. Main results. To give an overview over the main results of this paper, we present and discuss the theorems in their precise mathematical form and refer to the proofs given in the sections 3, 4 and 5.

2.1. Minimax convergence rates.

Assumption 2.1. Let τ be a topology such that (X, τ) is a locally convex Hausdorff space and R: X → (−∞, ∞] a proper, convex function. We assume that the sublevel set {x ∈ X: R(x) ≤ λ} is τ-compact for all λ ∈ R. Note that this implies that R is lower semi-continuous on (X, τ).

Let Y be a Hilbert space and A: X → Y a linear, τ-to-weak continuous operator. Assumption 2.1 implies τ-compactness of the sublevel sets of the Tikhonov functional. Using the finite intersection property of these sets one can show that R_α(g) is nonempty for all g ∈ Y. Furthermore, for every g ∈ im(A) there exist a (possibly not unique) R-minimal x ∈ X with Ax = g, i.e. R(x) ≤ R(z) for all z ∈ X with Az = g. Let ν ∈ [0, ∞) and ϱ > 0. We define

ϱ_ν : X →[0, ∞] by ϱ_ν (x) = sup { α^{−ν} ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y : α > 0, x_α ∈ R_α(Ax) } , (2.1) K^ϱ_ν = {x ∈ X: ϱ_ν (x) ≤ ϱ} and K_ν := {x ∈ X : ϱ_ν (x) < ∞} .

Note that x ∈ K_ν if and only if a bound (1.2) holds true and ϱ_ν (x) is the smallest possible constant c > 0.

Let L: X × X → [0, ∞] satisfy the triangle inequality. We use L to measure the reconstruction error.

The first and central result is a uniform bound in K^ϱ_ν on L(x, x̂_α) with x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ ) in terms of the modulus of continuity. Recall that the latter is given by

Ω(δ, K) := sup {L(x_1, x_2) : x_1, x_2 ∈ K with ‖Ax_1 − Ax_2‖_Y ≤ δ}

(2.2)

for a subset K ⊂ X.

We consider two parameter choice rules for the regularization parameter α. An apriori rule requiring prior knowledge of the parameter ν in (1.2) characterizing the regularity of the unknown x, and the discrepancy principle as most well-known a-posteriori rule.

Theorem 1. Let ν ∈ (0, 1] and ϱ, α > 0. Suppose x ∈ K^ϱ_ν . Let α > 0 and x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ).

1. (apriori rule) Let c_r ≥ c_l > 0. If c_lϱ^{− 1ν} δ^{1ν} ≤ α ≤ c_rϱ^{− 1ν} δ^{1ν} , then L(x, x̂_α) ≤ Ω(c_1δ, K^{c2ϱ}_ν ) with c_1 := 1 + c^ν_r and c_2 := 2 + c^{−ν}_l .

2. (discrepancy principle) Let C_D > c_D > 1. If c_Dδ ≤ ‖g^δ − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ C_Dδ, then L(x, x̂_α) ≤ Ω(d_1δ, K^{d2ϱ}_ν ) with d_1 := 1 + C_D and d_2 := 2 + (c_D − 1)^{−1}.

The proof of Theorem 1 can be found in Subsection 3.5. Under mild assumptions Theorem 1 gives rise to an almost minimax result in the following manner. Recall that the worst case error of a reconstruction map R : Y → X on a set K ⊂ X is given by Δ_R(δ, K) := sup { L ( x, R(g^δ) ) ): x ∈ K, g^δ ∈ Y with ‖g^δ − Ax‖_Y ≤ δ } . and satisfies the lower bound Δ_R(δ, K) ≥ 1 2 Ω(2δ, K) (2.3)

(see [5, Rem. 3.12], [28, Lemma 3.11] or [4, 4.3.1. Prop. 1]). Let R_α : Y → X satisfy R_α(g^δ) ∈ R_α(g^δ) for all g^δ ∈ Y with either α = α(δ) satisfying the apriori parameter choice given in Theorem 1.1. or α = α(δ, g^δ) satisfying the discrepancy principle in Theorem 1.2. In the case Ω(δ, K^ϱ_ν ) ∼ ϱ^eδ^f for some exponents e, f > 0 this yields a minimax result Δ_{Rα} (δ, K^ϱ_ν ) ≤ C inf_R Δ_R(δ, K^ϱ_ν ).

This shows that up to a constant C no method can achieve a better approximation uniformly on K^ϱ_ν .

Moreover, we would like to highlight the flexibility in the choice of the loss function L. Many recent works in Banach space or convex regularization theory are restricted to error bounds in the Bregman divergence (see e.g. [19], [16], [7], [29]). In some situations the meaning of the Bregman divergence is unclear and lower bounds on the Bregman distance are required to obtain more tangible statements. In [28] these lower bounds cause a restriction on the parameters s, p, q of the Besov scale. By applying Theorem 1 to Besov space regularization we can overcome these restrictions.

2.2. Convergence rate theory for Banach space regularization. Here we consider R: X → [0, ∞) given by R(x) =^1_u ‖x‖^u_X for fixed u ∈ [1, ∞). We assume X_A to be a Banach space with a continuous, dense embedding X ⊂ X_A such that A extends to a norm isomorphism A: X_A → Y, i.e. there exists a constant M ≥ 1 such that 1 M ‖x‖_{XA} ≤ ‖Ax‖_Y ≤ M‖x‖_{XA} for all x ∈ X_A. (2.4)

Note that injectivity is necessary for (2.4). On the other hand injectivity of A: X → Y suffices for the existence of a space X_A such that (2.4) holds with M = 1. (Take the Banach completion of X in the norm x → ‖Ax‖_Y).

For example, in Besov space settings we will assume X_A a space with negative smoothness index, and we consider spaces X with smoothness index 0.

Moreover we need the following assumption on K_1 and ϱ_1 defined in (2.1). Recall that a quasi-norm satisfies the properties of norm except that the triangle inequality is replaced by ‖x + y‖ ≤ c (‖x‖ + ‖y‖) for a constant c > 0. A complete and quasi-normed vector space is called a quasi-Banach space.

Assumption 2.2. Let u ∈ (0, ∞). Suppose K_1 is a vector space and that there is a quasi-norm ‖ · ‖_{lin} on K_1 such that (K_1, ‖ · ‖_{lin}) is a quasi-Banach space. Moreover assume 1 M ϱ_1(x) ≤ ‖x‖^{u−1}_{lin} ≤ Mϱ_1(x) for all x ∈ K_1.

This assumption is motivated by the computation of K_1 for the examples below. Recall that for a quasi-Banach space X_S with a continuous embedding X_S ⊂ X_A and θ ∈ (0, 1) the real interpolation space (X_A, X_S )_{θ,∞} consists of all x ∈ X_A such that ‖x‖_{(XA,XS)θ,∞} := sup_{t>0} t^{−θ}K(x, t) < ∞. Here the K-functional is given by K(x, t) := inf_{z∈XS} (‖x − z‖_{XA} + t‖z‖_{XS}) . For the definition of the real interpolation spaces (X_A, X_S )_{θ,q} for q ∈ (0, ∞) we refer to [2].

Theorem 2 (error bounds). Suppose (2.4) and Assumption 2.2 hold true. If X is not reflexive, suppose Assumption 2.1 holds true.

Let X_L be a Banach space with a continuous embedding X_L ⊂ X_A. Let 0 < ξ < θ < 1 and δ, ϱ, α > 0 and c_r ≥ c_l > 0, C_D > c_D > 1. Suppose there there is a continuous embedding (X_A, K_1)_{ξ,1} ⊂ X_L. Assume x ∈ (X_A, K_1)_{θ,∞} with ‖x‖_{(XA,K1)θ,∞} ≤ ϱ. Let x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ ). There exists a constant C > 0 independent of x, δ and ϱ such that whenever α satisfies either c_lϱ^{− u−1θ} δ^{(1−θ)(u−1)+θθ} ≤ α ≤ c_rϱ^{− u−1θ} δ^{(1−θ)(u−1)+θθ} or c_Dδ ≤ ‖g^δ − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ C_D δ the bound ‖x − x̂_α‖_{XL} ≤ Cϱ^{ξθ} δ^{1− ξθ} holds true.

We refer to Subsection 4.4 for the proof of Theorem 2.

Remark 2.3. The statement of the theorem remains valid in the limiting case θ = 1 where the source condition in terms of (X_A, K_1)_{θ,∞} has to be replaced by simply x ∈ K_1 with ‖x‖_{lin} ≤ ϱ. Here the apriori rule is α ∼ ϱ^{−(u−1)}δ. We illustrate the impact of this result by applying it to three more concrete Banach space regularization setups.

Example 1: Weighted p-Norm Penalization. Let Λ be a countable index set, p ∈ (0, ∞) and ω = (ω_j )_{j∈Λ} a sequence of positive reals. We consider weighted sequence spaces ℓ^p_ω defined by

ℓ^p_ω = { x ∈ R^Λ : ‖x‖_{ω,p} < ∞ } with ‖x‖^p_{ω,p} = ∑ j∈Λ ω^p_j |x_j |^p. We assume that the forward operator maps a weighted ℓ^2-space isomorphically to the image space Y. More precisely, we suppose that (2.4) holds true with X_A = ℓ^2_a for a = (a_j )_{j∈Λ} a sequence of positive real numbers.

Moreover let p ∈ (1, 2) and r = (r_j )_{j∈Λ} a sequence of weights such that ar^{−1} is bounded. We consider X = ℓ^p_r ⊂ ℓ^2_a (see [20, Prop. A.1.]) with R(x) =^1_p ‖x‖^p_{r,p}. Furthermore we introduce weighted weak ℓ^p-spaces. For μ = (μ_j )_{j∈Λ} and ν = (ν_j )_{j∈Λ} sequences of positive reals and t ∈ (0, ∞) those are defined by the following quasinorms ℓ^{t,∞}_{μ,ν} = {x ∈ R^Λ : ‖x‖_{μ,ν,t} < ∞} with ‖x‖^t_{μ,ν,t} = sup_{τ >0} ( τ^t ∑ j∈Λ ν_j 1_{{μj |xj |>τ }} ) . We apply Theorem 2 and obtain the following result.

Corollary 2.4 (error bounds for weighted p-norm penalties). Let p ∈ (1, 2), t ∈ (2p − 2, p) and δ, ϱ, α > 0 and c_r ≥ c_l > 0, C_D > c_D > 1 and μ := (a^2r^{−p})^{12−p} , ν := (a^{−1}r)^{2p2−p} . Assume x ∈ ℓ^{t,∞}_{μ,ν} with ‖x‖_{μ,ν,t} ≤ ϱ and x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ ). There is a constant C > 0 independent of x, δ and ϱ such that whenever α satisfies either c_lϱ^{− t(2−p)2−t} δ^{2(2−p)2−t} ≤ α ≤ c_rϱ^{− t(2−p)2−t} δ^{2(2−p)2−t} or c_Dδ ≤ ‖g^δ − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ C_D δ the bound ‖x − x̂_α‖_{r,p} ≤ Cϱ^{t(2−p)p(2−t)} δ^{2(p−t)p(2−t)} . holds true.

The proof of Corollary 2.4 can by found in Subsection 4.4.

Remark 2.5. In the limiting case t = 2p − 2 the statement remains valid if one replaces ℓ^{t,∞}_{μ,ν} by K_1 = ℓ^{2p−2}_s with s = a^{− 1p−1} r^{pp−1} . Here we obtain the rate ‖x − x̂_α‖_{r,p} ≤ Cϱ^{p−1p} δ^{1p} . In [10] the rate O(δ^{1p} ) is already proven under a condition similar to (1.1). Here we obtain intermediate convergences rates between O(δ^0) and O(δ^{1p} ). This has the advantage that we obtain statements on the speed of convergences on larger sets.

Remark 2.6. Corollary 2.4 remains valid word by word in the case p = 1 (see [20, Thm. 4.4]).

Example 2: Besov 0, p, p-Penalties. We introduce a scale of sequence spaces that allows to characterize Besov function spaces by decay properties of coefficients in wavelet expansions (see [26]).

Let (Λ_j )_{j∈N0} be a family of sets such that 2^{jd} ≤ |Λ_j | ≤ C_Λ2^{jd} for some constant C_Λ ≥ 1 and all j ∈ N_0 . We consider the index set Λ := {(j, k): j ∈ N_0 , k ∈ Λ_j }. For p, q ∈ (0, ∞) and s ∈ R we set b^s_{p,q} = { x ∈ R^Λ : ‖x‖_{s,p,q} < ∞ } with ‖x‖^q_{s,p,q} := ∑ j∈N_0 2^{jq(s+ d2 − dp )} (∑ k∈Λ_j |x_{j,k}|^p )_{q/p} . with the usual replacements for p = ∞ or q = ∞.

Let a > 0 and assume that the forward operator A: b^{−a}_{2,2} → Y satisfies (2.4) with X_A = b^{−a}_{2,2}. Let p ∈ (1, ∞) (for p = 1 we refer to [20] again) with^d_p −^d_2 ≤ a. Then we have a continuous embedding b^0_{p,p} ⊂ b^{−a}_{2,2} (see [27, 3.3.1.(6),(7), 3.2.4.(1)]). We use X = b^0_{p,p} with R(x) = 1 p ‖x‖^p_{0,p,p} = 1 p ∑ (j,k)∈Λ 2^{jp}(^{d2 − dp} )|x_{j,k}|^p for x ∈ b^0_{p,p}. Note that we have

b^s_{p,p} = ℓ^p_{ωs,p} with equal norm for (ω_{s,p})_{(j,k)} = 2^{j(s+ d2 − dp )}.

(2.5)

Hence for p < 2, this example is a special case of Example 1. Let s̃ =^a_{p−1} and t̃ = 2p − 2. For 0 < s < s̃ we set

k_s := ( b^{−a}_{2,2}, b^{s̃}_{t̃,t̃} ) θ,∞ with θ = p − 1 p s + a a . (2.6)

Here the application of Theorem 2 yields the following error bound.

Corollary 2.7 (error bounds for 0, p, p-penalties). Let 0 < s < s̃ and δ, ϱ, α > 0, c_r ≥ c_l > 0, C_D > c_D > 1. Assume x ∈ k_s with ‖x‖_{ks} ≤ ϱ and x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ ). There is a constant C > 0 independent of x, δ and ϱ such that whenever α satisfies either c_lϱ^{− pas+a} δ^{(2−p)s+2as+a} ≤ α ≤ c_rϱ^{− pas+a} δ^{(2−p)s+2as+a} or c_Dδ ≤ ‖g^δ − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ C_D δ the bound ‖x − x̂_α‖_{0,p,p} ≤ Cϱ^{as+a} δ^{ss+a} . holds true.

The proof of Corollary 2.7 can by found in Subsection 4.4.

Remark 2.8. In the limiting case s = s̃ the result remains valid if one replaces k_s by K_1 = b^{s̃}_{t̃,t̃} and we obtain the bound ‖x − x̂_α‖_{0,p,p} ≤ Cϱ^{p−1p} δ^{1p} . For p = 2 we have k_s = b^s_{2,∞} (see [27, 3.3.6.(9)]). The following proposition provides a nesting of k_s for p ≠ 2 by Besov sequence spaces.

Proposition 2.9. Let 0 < s < s̃ and t =^{2pa}_{(2−p)s+2a} .

1. For p < 2 we have continuous embeddings b^s_{t,t} ⊂ k_s ⊂ b^s_{t−ε,∞} for all 0 < ε < t.

2. For p > 2 we have continuous embeddings b^s_{t,t} ⊂ k_s ⊂ b^s_{2,∞}.

We refer to Subsection 5.4 for a proof of Proposition 2.9. For p < 2 the same argument as in [20, Ex.6.7.] shows that describing the regularity of functions with jumps or kinks via their wavelet expansion in terms of k_s allows for a higher value of s then using B^p_{s,∞}(Ω) as in [28]. Therefore we obtain a faster convergence rate for this class of functions.

For p > 2 we measure the error in a stronger norm than the ℓ^2-norm. On the other hand the set on which we obtain convergence rates is smaller than b^s_{2,∞}.

Example 3: Besov 0, 2, q-Penalties. Again we consider a > 0 and X_A = b^{−a}_{2,2} with A satisfying (2.4). Let q ∈ (1, ∞). Then there is a continuous embedding X := b^0_{2,q} ⊂ b^{−a}_{2,2} (see [27, 3.3.1.(7)]) and we choose

R(x) = 1 q ‖x‖^q_{0,2,q} = 1 q ∑ j∈N_0 (∑ k∈Λ_j |x_{j,k} |^2 )_{q/2} . For a convergence analysis in the case q = 1 we refer to [17]. The application of Theorem 2 provides:

Corollary 2.10 (error bounds for 0, 2, q-penalties). Let 0 < s <^a_{q−1} and δ, ϱ, α > 0, c_r ≥ c_l > 0, C_D > c_D > 1. Assume x ∈ b^s_{2,∞} with ‖x‖_{s,2,∞} ≤ ϱ and x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ). There is a constant C > 0 independent of x, δ and ϱ such that whenever α satisfies either c_lϱ^{− qas+a} δ^{(2−q)s+2as+a} ≤ α ≤ c_rϱ^{− qas+a} δ^{(2−q)s+2as+a} or c_Dδ ≤ ‖g^δ − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ C_D δ the bound ‖x − x̂_α‖_{0,2,2} ≤ Cϱ^{as+a} δ^{ss+a} . holds true.

The proof of Corollary 2.10 can by found in Subsection 4.4.

Remark 2.11. In the limiting case s =^a_{q−1} the result remains valid if one replaces

b^s_{2,∞} by K_1 = b^{s̃}_{2,q̃} with q̃ = 2q − 2. Here we obtain ‖x − x̂_α‖_{0,2,2} ≤ Cϱ^{q−1q} δ^{1q} .

In contrast to the analysis in [17] we measure the error in the ℓ^2-norm independent of the value of q, i.e. the error norm is not dictated by the penalty term. The smaller q the larger is the region 0 < s <^a_{q−1} of regularity parameters for which we guarantee upper bounds. Furthermore we see that changing the fine index q while keeping p = 2 does not change the set where convergence rates are guaranteed, but it influences the parameter choice rule.

Example 4: Radon Transform. To give a more concrete example we discuss the Radon transform which appears as forward operator in computed tomography (CT) and positron emission tomography (PET). This example also shows how our results apply to operators initially defined on function spaces.

Let d ∈ N with d ≥ 2, Ω := {x ∈ R^d : |x| ≤ 1}, S^{d−1} := {x ∈ R^d : |x| = 1} and Y := L^2(S^{d−1} × [−1, 1]). Then the Radon transform R : L^2(Ω) → L^2(S^{d−1} × R) is given by (Rf)(θ, t) := ∫ x·θ=t f(x) dx, θ ∈ S^{d−1}, t ∈ R.

With a =^{d−1}_2 it follows from [15, Thm. 3.1] that R is a norm isomorphism from B^{−a}_{2,2} (Ω) to Y. Here B^{−a}_{2,2} (Ω) denotes a Besov function space. We refer to the book [9] for an introduction to this scale of function spaces.

Furthermore, with Λ and the scale of spaces b^s_{p,q} as introduced in Example 2 and s_{max} > a we consider a s_{max}-regular wavelet system (ψ_λ)_{λ∈Λ} on Ω such that the synthesis operator S : b^s_{p,q} → B^s_{p,q}(Ω) given by x → ∑ λ∈Λ x_λψ_λ is well defined and a norm isomorphism for all s ∈ R and p, q ∈ (0, ∞] satisfing s ∈ (σ_p − s_{max}, s_{max}) with σ_p = max { d (_1 p − 1 ) , 0 } (see [26]). Now for R as in Example 2 or Example 3 we consider

S_α(g) = Sx̂_α with x̂_α ∈ argmin_{x∈dom(R)} ( 1 2α ‖g^{obs} − RSx‖^2_Y + R(x) ) (2.7)

and obtain the following convergence rate results.

Corollary 2.12 (Convergence rates for wavelet regularization of the Radon transform).

1. Let p ∈ (1, ∞). With the notation of Example 2 suppose 0 < s < min{s, s_{max}} and δ, ϱ, α > 0, c_r ≥ c_l > 0, C_D > c_D > 1. Assume f ∈ B^s_{t,t}(Ω) with ‖f‖_Bs_{t,t(Ω)} ≤ ϱ and f̂_α ∈ S_α(g^δ) with R as in Example 2. Then there is a constant C > 0 independent of f, δ and ϱ such that whenever α satisfies either c_lϱ^{− pas+a} δ^{(2−p)s+2as+a} ≤ α ≤ c_rϱ^{− pas+a} δ^{(2−p)s+2as+a} or c_Dδ ≤ ‖g^δ − Rf̂_α‖_Y ≤ C_Dδ the bound ‖f − f̂_α‖_B0_{p,p(Ω)} ≤ Cϱ^{as+a} δ^{ss+a} . holds true. If p ≤ 2 we also obtain the bound ‖f − f̂_α‖_Lp_{(Ω)} ≤ Cϱ^{as+a} δ^{ss+a} . 2. Let q ∈ (0, ∞). Suppose 0 < s < min {_a q−1 , s_{max} } and δ, ϱ, α > 0, c_r ≥ c_l > 0,

C_D > c_D > 1. Assume f ∈ B^s_{2,∞}(Ω) with ‖f‖_Bs_{2,∞(Ω)} ≤ ϱ and f̂_α ∈ S_α(g^δ ) with R as in Example 3. Then there is a constant C > 0 independent of f, δ and ϱ such that whenever α satisfies either c_lϱ^{− qas+a} δ^{(2−q)s+2as+a} ≤ α ≤ c_rϱ^{− qas+a} δ^{(2−q)s+2as+a} or c_Dδ ≤ ‖g^δ − Rf̂_α‖_Y ≤ C_Dδ the bound ‖f − f̂_α‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ Cϱ^{as+a} δ^{ss+a} . holds true.

The proof of Corollary 2.11 can be found in Subsection 4.4. In Corollary 2.12.1. it would also we sufficient to require f ∈ Sk_s instead of f ∈ B^s_{t,t}(Ω). Transfering the interpolation identity in (2.6) to function spaces shows that Sk_s is independant of the choosen wavelet system (see [20, Sec. 6.2] for a similar discussion). In the same manner the presented theory can be applied to other linear, finitly smoothing forward operators as inverses of elliptic differential operators with smooth, periodic coefficients or specific periodic convolution operators (see [17, Ex. 2.5] for more details).

2.3. Connections to source conditions. Assuming only Assumption 2.1 we compare (1.2) to source conditions used in the literature. For a concave and upper semi-continuous function ϕ: [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) we consider variational source conditions of the form R(x) − R(z) ≤ ϕ(‖Ax − Az‖^2_Y) for all z ∈ X. (2.8)

In [19] this condition is used to prove convergence rates with respect to the twisted Bregman distance of R and it is shown that the source condition (1.1) implies (2.8) with ϕ ∼ √ ·. In [7] necessity of (2.8) for convergence rates with respect to the twisted Bregman distance under a fixed parameter choice rule is proven. Inspired by [16] we also study the defect of the Tikhonov functional σ_x(α) := T_α(x, Ax) − T_α(x_α, Ax). The following result shows that Hölder-type variational source conditions, Höldertype bounds on the defect of the Tikhonov functional and Hölder type image space approximation rates are equivalent.

Theorem 3. Let ν ∈ (^1_2 , 1]. Assume x ∈ dom(R) is R-minimal in A^{−1}({Ax}) and x_α ∈ R_α(Ax) for α > 0 is any selection of a minimizers for exact data. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) There exists a constant c_1 > 0 with ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ c_1α^ν for all α > 0. (ii) There exists a constant c_2 > 0 such that σ_x(α) ≤ c_2α^{2ν−1}. (iii) There exists a constant c_3 > 0 with (2.8) holds true for ϕ(t) = c_3t^{2ν−12ν} .

More precisely (i) implies (ii) with c_2 =^{c21}_{4ν−2} , (ii) implies (iii) with c_3 = 2c^{12ν}_2 and (iii) implies (i) with c_1 = c^ν_3 .

We provide a proof of Theorem 3 in Subsection 4.4. The result allows the following representation of K_ν in terms of variational source conditions:

K_ν = { x ∈ X: There exists c > 0 such that (2.8) with ϕ(t) = ct^{2ν−12ν} holds true. } (2.9)

for all ν ∈ ν ∈ (^1_2 , 1]. Note that since the map (^1_2 , 1] → (0,^1_2 ] given by ν →^{2ν−1}_{2ν} is bijective this characterization grasps all Hölder type functions ϕ(t) = O(t^μ) for μ ∈ (0,^1_2 ]. Due to [16, Prop. 3] the largest meaningful exponent is μ =^1_2 . Furthermore, (2.8) implies x ∈ dom(R) and this in turn yields (i) with ν =^1_2 . Therefore, we cannot expect a characterization of (i) for ν <^1_2 by variational source conditions. Hence all meaningful Hölder type variatonal source conditions of the form (2.8) are covered in Theorem 3 and (2.9). In other words it is not possible to extend Theorem 3 to a larger set of exponents.

Together with Theorem 1 we see that Hölder-type variational source conditions imply upper bounds on the reconstruction error for any loss function given by the modulus of continuity. In contrast as far as the author knows all upper bounds in the literature derived from (2.8) are restricted to the twisted Bregman distance.

3. Minimax convergence rates on K_ν . The aim of this section is to prove Theorem 1. Here we only assume the topological assumptions given in Assumption 2.1. We will follow an idea presented in the seminal paper [4]: Any feasible procedure is nearly minimax (see [4, 4.3.1.]). In our context feasibility means

1. image space bounds: ‖Ax − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ cδ,

2. regularity of the minimizers: ϱ_ν (x̂_α) ≤ cϱ_ν (x) for some constant c > 0. After proving feasibility we use the same argument as in [4, 4.3.1. Prop. 2] to obtain a nearly minimax result.

3.1. Characterization of A ∘ R_α as proximity mapping. This subsection provides an important preliminary that we use in several places throughout the paper. We introduce a convex function Q on Y that can be seen as a push forward of R through the linear operator A. We show that the proximity mapping of αQ equals A ∘ R_α. Recall that for a convex, proper and lower semi-continuous function Q: Y → (−∞, ∞] and g ∈ Y there is a unique minimizer Prox_Q(g) of the function y → 1 2 ‖g − y‖^2_Y + Q(y). The single-valued mapping

Prox_Q : Y → Y given by g → Prox_Q(g) := argmin_{y∈Y} ( 1 2 ‖g − y‖^2_Y + Q(y) )

is called proximity mapping of Q (see [1, 11.4, Def. 12.23]).

Lemma 3.1. We define Q: Y → (−∞, ∞] by Q(g) := inf{R(x) : x ∈ X with Ax = g} with inf ∅ = ∞. Then Q is convex, proper and lower semi-continuous, and we have dom(Q) = A(dom(R)).

Proof. Let λ ∈ R. First we prove that L_λ := {g ∈ Y : Q(g) ≤ λ} satisfies L_λ = A({x ∈ X : R(x) ≤ λ}). To this end let g ∈ L_λ. There exists x ∈ X with Ax = g and R(x) ≤ R(z) for all z ∈ X with Az = g. Then R(x) = Q(g) ≤ λ. On the other hand if x ∈ X with R(x) ≤ λ then Q(Ax) ≤ R(x) ≤ λ. Taking union over λ ∈ R yields dom(Q) = A(dom(R)). Hence Q is proper as R is proper. The sublevel sets L_λ are convex as the image of a convex set under a linear map and closed as the image of a τ-compact set under a τ-to-weak continuous map. Hence Q is convex and lower semi-continuous.

Remark 3.2. Note that in the case of an injective forward operator A, the map Q is given by Q(g) = R(A^{−1}g) if g ∈ im(A) and Q(g) = ∞ if g ∈ Y \ im(A) where A^{−1} : im(A) → X denotes the inverse map of A.

Proposition 3.3. Let g ∈ Y and α > 0. Then

Ax̂_α = Prox_{αQ}(g) and R(x̂_α) = Q(Prox_{αQ}(g)) for all x̂_α ∈ R_α(g). In particular A ∘ R_α = Prox_{αQ} is single-valued. Hence Ax̂_α and R(x̂_α) do not depend on the particular choice of x̂_α ∈ R_α(g).

Proof. Let v ∈ dom(Q). By Lemma 3.1 we have v ∈ im(A). There exists z ∈ X with Az = v and R(z) ≤ R(y) for all y ∈ X with Ay = v. By definition of Q that is R(z) = Q(v). The first identity follows from 1 2α ‖g − Ax̂_α‖^2_Y + Q(Ax̂_α) ≤ 1 2α ‖g − Ax̂_α‖^2_Y + R(x̂_α) ≤ 1 2α ‖g − Az‖^2_Y + R(z) = 1 2α ‖g − v‖^2_Y + Q(v). Inserting v = Ax̂_α yields R(x̂_α) = Q(Ax̂_α) = Q (Prox_{αQ}(g)).

The statement in Proposition 3.3 can be read as follows: the function Q on Y stores all relevant information on R and A to recover the mapping A ∘ R_α in one object. Note that the definition of K_ν can be rephrased only in terms of Q.

Remark 3.4. Suppose x ∈ dom(R), α > 0 and x_α ∈ R_α(Ax). In [16] the authors study upper bounds on R(x) − R(x_α) (defect for penalty) and on σ_x(α) (defect for Tikhonov functional) in terms of α. The first quantity bounds the second and it is bounded by the double of the second (see [16, Prop. 2.4]). In [16, Rem. 2.5] the authors rely on this nesting to argue that changing the selection of minimizers changes the defect for penalty at most by a factor of 2. Proposition 3.3 actually shows that the defect for penalty is independent of the choice of x_α ∈ R_α(Ax). Exploiting firm non-expansiveness (see [1, Def. 4.1]) of proximal operators we draw a further conclusion of Proposition 3.3.

Corollary 3.5 (Firm non-expansiveness). Let g, h ∈ Y, α > 0, x̂_α ∈ R_α(g) and ẑ_α ∈ R_α(h). Then ‖(g − Ax̂_α) − (h − Aẑ_α)‖^2_Y + ‖Ax̂_α − Aẑ_α‖^2_Y ≤ ‖g − h‖^2_Y. Proof. By [1, Prop. 12.27] the proximity operator Prox_{αQ} satisfies

‖(g − Prox_{αQ}(g)) − (h − Prox_{αQ}(h))‖^2_Y + ‖ Prox_{αQ}(g) − Prox_{αQ}(h)‖^2_Y ≤ ‖g − h‖^2_Y

for all g, h ∈ Y. Inserting the first identity in Proposition 3.3 yields the claim.

3.2. Properties of the sets K_ν . The following proposition captures properties of the sets K_ν . In particular, we show that K_ν is nontrivial for ν ∈ (0, 1].

Lemma 3.6. We have

1. K_0 = X.

2. K_{ν2} ⊂ K_{ν1} for 0 ≤ ν_1 ≤ ν_2.

3. K_ν = argmin_{z∈X} R(z) + ker(A) for all ν > 1. 4. dom(R) + ker(A) ⊆ K_{1/2}.

Proof.

1. Let x ∈ X. We set D_x := inf {‖Ax − Ay‖_Y: y ∈ argmin_{z∈X} R(z)} . Let y ∈ argmin_{z∈X} R(z), α > 0 and x_α ∈ R_α(Ax). Then 1 2α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y + R(x_α) ≤ 1 2α ‖Ax − Ay‖^2_Y + R(y). As R(y) ≤ R(x_α) this implies ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ ‖Ax − Ay‖_Y. Hence ϱ_0(x) ≤ D_x < ∞.

2. Suppose x ∈ K_{ν2} . Then ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y = ‖Ax − Ax_α‖ ν1 ν2 Y ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^{1−} ν1 ν2 Y ≤ ϱ_{ν2} (x)^{ν1ν2} ϱ_0(x)^{1− ν1ν2} α^{ν1} .

implies ϱ_{ν1} (x) ≤ ϱ_{ν2} (x)^{ν1ν}2 ϱ_0(x)^{1− ν1ν}2 .

3. Let ν > 1. Suppose x ∈ K_ν . From [1, Prop. 16.34] and Proposition 3.3 we obtain η_α := 1 α (Ax − Ax_α) = 1 α (Ax − Prox_{αQ}(Ax)) ∈ ∂Q(Ax_α). Since η_α → 0 and Ax_α → Ax for α → 0 in the norm topology of Y this implies 0 ∈ ∂Q(Ax). Hence Ax ∈ argmin_{g∈Y}Q(g). Let y ∈ X be R-minimal with Ay = Ax. Then R(y) = Q(Ax) ≤ Q(Az) ≤ R(z) for all z ∈ X.

Hence x = y + x − y ∈ argmin_{z∈X} R(z) + ker(A).

On the other hand assume x = y + k ∈ argmin_{z∈X} R(z) + ker(A). Then 1 2α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y + R(x_α) ≤ T_α(y, Ax) = R(y) ≤ R(x_α) yields ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y = 0. Hence x ∈ K_ν .

4. Let x = y + k ∈ dom(R) + ker(A). From 1 2α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y ≤ T_α(x_α, Ax) ≤ T_α(y, Ax) = R(y) we obtain ϱ_{1/2}(x) ≤ √ 2R(y). The set K_ν does not change for ν > 1. As announced in Subsection 2.2 we will see that K_1 is the set of elements satisfying source condition (1.1).

Moreover note that the last inequality in the proof of Lemma 3.6.2. resembles an interpolation inequality. This gives a first hint to a connection to interpolation theory in the case of Banach space regularization.

3.3. Image space bounds. This subsection is devoted to error bounds in the image space Y in terms of the deterministic noise level and the image space approximation error for exact data. Let δ ≥ 0, x ∈ X and g^δ ∈ Y with ‖g^δ − Ax‖_Y ≤ δ.

Lemma 3.7. The following inequalities ‖Ax − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ δ + ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y, (3.1) ‖g^δ − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ δ + ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y (3.2) hold true for all α > 0, x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ), x_α ∈ R_α(Ax).

Proof. Corollary 3.5 with g = g^δ and h = Ax yields ‖(Ax − Ax_α) − (g^δ − Ax̂_α)‖^2_Y + ‖Ax_α − Ax̂_α‖^2_Y ≤ δ^2. We neglect the first summand on the left hand side and obtain ‖Ax − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y + ‖Ax_α − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ δ + ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y and the second for ‖g^δ − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ ‖(Ax − Ax_α) − (g^δ − Ax̂_α)‖_Y + ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ δ + ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y.

Proposition 3.8. Let ν ∈ (0, 1] and α, ϱ > 0. Suppose x ∈ K^ϱ_ν .

1. Let c_r > 0. If α ≤ c_rϱ^{− 1ν} δ^{1ν} then

‖Ax − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ (1 + c^ν_r )δ for all x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ). 2. Let c_D > 1. If x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ) satisfies c_Dδ ≤ ‖g^δ − Ax̂_α‖, then (c_D − 1)^{1ν} ϱ^{− 1ν} δ^{1ν} ≤ α.

Proof. Let x_α ∈ R_α(Ax).

1. By (3.1) and the definition of ϱ_ν we obtain ‖Ax − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ δ + ϱα^ν ≤ (1 + c^ν_r )δ. 2. The bound (3.2) implies c_Dδ ≤ δ + ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ δ + ϱα^ν . Subtracting δ and rearranging yields the claim.

3.4. Regularity of the minimizers. First we recall the well-known fact that the source condition (1.1) implies a linear convergence rate in the image space (see e.g. [12, Lem. 3.5]).

Lemma 3.9. Let z ∈ X and assume ω ∈ Y with A^∗ω ∈ ∂R(z). Then ‖Az − Az_α‖_Y ≤ ‖ω‖_Yα for all α > 0 and z_α ∈ R_α(Az). Proof. The first order optimality condition yields ξ_α :=^1_α A^∗A(z − z_α) ∈ ∂R(z_α).

Solving the inequality 1 α ‖Az − Az_α‖^2 = ⟨ξ_α, z − z_α⟩ ≤ R(z) − R(z_α) ≤ ⟨A^∗ω, z − z_α⟩ ≤ ‖ω‖_Y‖Az − Az_α‖_Y for ‖Az − Az_α‖_Y proves the claim.

Lemma 3.10. Let α > 0, x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ). Furthermore let β > 0, (x̂_α)_β ∈ R_β(Ax̂_α) and x_β ∈ R_β (Ax).

1. If β ∈ (0, α] then ‖Ax̂_α − A(x̂_α)_β ‖_Y ≤ βδ α + ‖Ax − Ax_β ‖_Y. 2. If β ∈ [α, ∞) then ‖Ax̂_α − A(x̂_α)_β ‖_Y ≤ δ + 2‖Ax − Ax_β ‖_Y. Proof. 1. By the first order optimality condition the element x̂_α satisfies the prerequisite A^∗ω ∈ ∂R(x̂_α) of Lemma 3.9 with ω =^1_α (g^δ − Ax̂_α). By Lemma A.1 the map α →^1_α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y is non increasing. Together with (3.2) we obtain ‖ω‖_Y = 1 α ‖g^δ − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ δ α + 1 α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ δ α + 1 β ‖Ax − Ax_β ‖_Y. Hence Lemma 3.9 implies the claim.

2. We use first Corollary 3.5 with g = Ax and h = Ax̂_α then (3.1) and finally non decreasingness of α → ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y (see Lemma A.1) to estimate ‖(Ax − Ax_β ) − (Ax̂_α − A(x̂_α)_β )‖_Y ≤ ‖Ax − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ δ + ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ δ + ‖Ax − Ax_β ‖_Y The triangle inequality finishes the proof.

Proposition 3.11. Let ν ∈ (0, 1] and ϱ, c_l, α > 0. Suppose x ∈ K^ϱ_ν and x̂_α ∈ R_α(g^δ). If c_lϱ^{− 1ν} δ^{1ν} ≤ α, then ϱ_ν (x̂_α) ≤ (2 + c^{−ν}_l )ϱ.

Proof. Let β ≤ α. With δ ≤ c^{−ν}_l ϱα^ν we estimate δβ α ≤ c^{−ν}_l ϱα^{ν−1}β ≤ c^{−ν}_l ϱβ^ν . Furthermore δ ≤ c^{−ν}_l ϱα^ν ≤ c^{−ν}_l ϱβ^ν for all β ≥ α. Together with ‖Ax − Ax_β ‖_Y ≤ ϱβ^ν for all β > 0 and x_β ∈ R_β (Ax) the result follows from Lemma 3.10.

3.5. Almost minimaxity on the sets K_ν . Now we are in position to give the proof of Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. 1. By Proposition 3.8 we have ‖Ax − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ c_1δ and Proposition 3.11 yields x, x̂_α ∈ K^{c2ϱ}_ν .

2. Using the triangle inequality we obtain ‖Ax − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ δ + ‖g^δ − Ax̂_α‖_Y ≤ d_1δ. Proposition 3.8 provides (c_D − 1)^{1ν} ϱ^{− 1ν} δ^{1ν} ≤ α. Therefore Proposition 3.11 yields x, x̂_α ∈ K^{d2ϱ}_ν . In both cases the claim follows from the definition of the modulus Ω.

4. Convergence rates theory for Banach space regularization.

4.1. Source-wise representations and linear image space approximation. We start with a converse to Lemma 3.9: A linear bound ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y = O(α) implies the source condition (1.1) and the minimal O-constant ϱ_1(x) agrees with the minimal norm ‖ω‖_Y attended by a source element ω. Similar results can be found in [12, Lem. 4.1] and [22, Prop. 4.1]. For sake of self-containedness we include a proof.

Proposition 4.1. Let x ∈ X with R(x) = inf{R(z): z ∈ X with Az = Ax}. Then ϱ_1(x) = inf {‖ω‖_Y: A^∗ω ∈ ∂R(x)} . If this quantity is finite and x_α ∈ R_α(Ax), α > 0 is any selection, then the net (^1_α (Ax − Ax_α))_{α>0} convergences weakly for α ↘ 0 to the unique ω ∈ Y with A^∗ω ∈ ∂R(x) and ‖ω‖_Y = ϱ_1(x).

Proof. Taking the infimum over ω in Lemma 3.9 yields ϱ_1(x) ≤ inf {‖ω‖_Y: A^∗ω ∈ ∂R(x)} . To prove the remaining inequality let x ∈ X with ϱ_1(x) < ∞. Then the net (^1_α (Ax − Ax_α))_{α>0} is norm bounded in the Hilbert space Y. By the Banach–Alaoglu theorem every null sequence of positive numbers has a subsequence α_n > 0 such that 1 α_n (Ax − Axα^n ) converges weakly to some ω ∈ Y with ‖ω‖Y ≤ ϱ1(x). Lemma A.2 and

the minimality assumption yield 1 2α_n ‖Ax − Ax_{αn} ‖^2_Y + R(x_{αn} ) → R(x).

Together with ‖Ax − Ax_{αn} ‖_Y ≤ ϱ_1(x)α_n we obtain R(x_{αn} ) → R(x). The first order optimality condition yields^1_{αn} A^∗A(x − x_{αn} ) ∈ ∂R(x_{αn} ). Hence for z ∈ X we obtain R(x) + ⟨A^∗ω, z − x⟩ = R(x) + ⟨ω, A(z − x)⟩ = lim_{n→∞} R(x_{αn} ) + ⟨ 1 α_n A(x − x_{αn} ), A(z − x_{αn} )⟩ = lim_{n→∞} R(x_{αn} ) + ⟨ 1 α_n A^∗A(x − x_{αn} ), z − x_{αn} ⟩ ≤ R(z). This shows A^∗ω ∈ ∂R(x). Therefore the stated identity is proven. Being the the preimage of the convex set ∂R(x) under the linear map A^∗ the set {ω ∈ Y: A^∗ω ∈ ∂R(x)} is convex. Strict convexity of ‖ · ‖_Y yields uniqueness of ω. In particular this implies the convergence of the net.

Corollary 4.2. We have ϱ_1(x) = 0 if and only if x ∈ argmin_{z∈X} R(z). Proof. By the second statement in Proposition 4.1 we have ρ_1(x) = 0 if and only if 0 ∈ ∂R(x). Hence the first order optimality condition x ∈ argmin_{z∈X}R(z) if and only if 0 ∈ ∂R(x) yields the claim.

Example 4.3. Let p ∈ [1, 2], X = ℓ^p := ℓ^p(N), Y = ℓ^2 := ℓ^2(N), A: ℓ^p → ℓ^2 the embedding operator given by x → x and R given by R(x) =^1_p ‖x‖_ℓp . Let x ∈ ℓ^p. If p > 1 then ∂R(x) = {ξ} with |ξ_j | = |x_j |^{p−1}. The adjoint A^∗ identifies with the embedding operator ℓ^2 → ℓ^{p′} with p^′ the Hölder conjugate of p. Hence x ∈ K_1 if and only if ‖ξ‖_ℓ2 < ∞, and we have

ϱ_1(x) = ‖ξ‖_ℓ2 = (∑ j∈N |x_j |^{2p−2} )_{1/2} = ‖x‖^{p−1}_{2p−2}. Therefore Assumption 2.2 is satisfied in this case.

For p = 1 we have ξ ∈ ∂R(x) if and only if ξ_j = 1 for x_j > 0, ξ_j = −1 for x_j < 0 and |ξ_j | ≤ 1 for x_j = 0. Hence K_1 consists of all elements with finitely many non vanishing coefficients. We have ϱ_1(x) = # {j ∈ N : x_j ≠ 0}^{1/2} and Assumption 2.2 is not fulfilled.

4.2. Computation of K_1 for Banach space regularization. In this subsection we assume X_A is a Banach space with a dense, continuous embedding X ⊂ X_A and that A extends to X_A such that (2.4) is satisfied. Let u ∈ [1, ∞) and consider the penalty given by R(x) =^1_u ‖x‖^u_X.

If X is reflexive we choose τ to be the weak topology on X. Then the sublevel sets of R are τ-compact by the Banach–Alaoglu theorem. Moreover A is weak-to-weak continuous as it is bounded. Therefore, Assumption 2.1 is automatically satisfied in this case.

In this subsection we compute K_1 for the three penalties covered in the examples in Subsection 2.2. We start with a tool that helps computing the function ϱ_1 up to equivalence. Note that the density X ⊂ X_A allows us to view the adjoint of the embedding as an embedding X^′_A ⊂ X^′.

Proposition 4.4. We have x ∈ K_1 if and only if ∂R(x) ∩ X^′_A ≠ ∅. The function

ϱ_1 : X_A → [0, ∞] given by ϱ_1(x) = inf { ‖ξ‖_X′_A : ξ ∈ ∂R(x) ∩ X^′_A } satisfies 1 M ϱ_1(x) ≤ ϱ_1(x) ≤ Mϱ_1(x) for all x ∈ X.

Proof. Suppose ξ ∈ ∂R(x) ∩ X^′_A. Let z ∈ X_A, then ⟨ξ, z⟩ ≤ ‖ξ‖_X′_A‖z‖_{XA} ≤ M‖ξ‖_X′_A‖Az‖_Y. Proposition B.2 provides ω ∈ Y with ‖ω‖_Y ≤ M‖ξ‖_{XA}′ and A^∗ω = ξ ∈ ∂R(x). Together with Proposition 4.1 this yields the first inequality. Let ω ∈ Y, such that A^∗ω ∈ ∂R(x). Then ⟨A^∗ω, z⟩ = ⟨ω, Az⟩ ≤ ‖ω‖_Y‖Az‖_Y ≤ M‖ω‖_Y‖z‖_{XA} for all z ∈ X. Hence ‖A^∗ω‖_X′_A ≤ M‖ω‖_Y. This proves the second inequality.

Computation of K_1 for weighted p-norm penalization. We revisit the first example in Subsection 2.2. Recall X_A = ℓ^2_a and X = ℓ^p_r with p ∈ (1, 2).

Proposition 4.5. Let s = a^{− 1p−1} r^{pp−1} . Then K_1 = ℓ^{2p−2}_s with 1 M ϱ_1(x) ≤ ‖x‖^{p−1}_{s,2p−2} ≤ Mϱ_1(x) for all x ∈ ℓ^2_a.

Proof. Let x ∈ ℓ^p_r . Then ∂R(x) = {ξ} with |ξ_j | = r^p_j |x_j |^{p−1}. With ϱ_1 as in Proposition 4.4 and in view of Proposition B.1 we obtain

ϱ_1(x) = ‖ξ‖_a−1_{,2} = (∑ j∈Λ a^{−2}_j r^{2p}_j |x_j |^{2p−2} )_{1/2} = ‖x‖^{p−1}_{s,2p−2}. Proposition 4.4 yields the result.

Computation of K_1 for Besov 0, p, p-penalties. Next we characterize K_1 for Example 2. Recall X_A = b^{−a}_{2,2} and X = b^0_{p,p} with p ∈ (1, ∞).

Proposition 4.6. Let s̃ =^a_{p−1} and t̃ = 2p − 2. Then K_1 = b^{s̃}_{t̃,t̃} with 1 M ϱ_1(x) ≤ ‖x‖^{p−1}_{s̃,t̃,t̃} ≤ Mϱ_1(x) for all x ∈ b^{−a}_{2,2}. Proof. The proof works along the lines of the proof of Proposition 4.5 by identifying the expression for ‖ξ‖_{a,2,2} with ‖x‖_{s̃,t̃,t̃}.

Computation of K_1 for Besov 0, 2, q-penalties. Finally we compute K_1 for Example 3. with X_A = b^{−a}_{2,2} and X = b^0_{2,q} with q ∈ (1, ∞).

Proposition 4.7. Let s̃ =^a_{q−1} and q̃ = 2q − 2. Then K_1 = b^{s̃}_{2,q̃} with 1 M ϱ_1(x) ≤ ‖x‖^{q−1}_{s̃,2,q̃} ≤ Mϱ_1(x) for all x ∈ b^{−a}_{2,2}.

Proof. If x ∈ b^0_{2,q}, then ∂R(x) = {ξ} with ξ_{j,k} = (∑ k^′ |xj,k^′ | 2) q_{2 −1} |x_{j,k}|. With ϱ_1 as in Proposition 4.4 and using Proposition B.1 we obtain ϱ_1(x) = ‖ξ‖_{a,2,2} = ‖x‖^{q−1}_{s̃,2,q̃}. Proposition 4.4 yields the result.

Note that Assumption 2.2 holds true for all three examples.

4.3. Characterizations of K_ν .

K_ν via approximation by elements of K_1 . In [3, Prop. 1] the authors point out that the set of elements satisfying the source condition (1.1) is the set of possible minimizers of the Tikhonov functional. Therefore one might suggest that the approximation error of x ∈ X by x_α ∈ R_α(Ax) is determined by the best approximation from the family of sets

B_r := {x ∈ X: ϱ_1(x) ≤ r} with r ≥ 0.

We consider the best approximation error

γ_x : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) given by γ_x(r) = inf_{z∈Br} ‖Ax − Az‖_Y.

The function γ_x is well defined as Corollary 4.2 yields ∅ ≠ argmin_{z∈X}R(z) ⊂ B_r for all r ≥ 0. Moreover it is non increasing as B_{r1} ⊆ B_{r2} for r_1 ≤ r_2. The following proposition is the starting point to prove equivalence of Hölder-type bounds on γ_x and on ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y.

Proposition 4.8. Let x ∈ X, α > 0 and x_α ∈ R_α(Ax). Then γ_x ( 1 α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ) ≤ ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ 4γ_x ( 1 4α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ) . Proof. Proposition 4.1 and the first order optimality condition^1_α A^∗A(x − x_α) ∈ ∂R(x_α) provide ϱ_1(x_α) ≤^1_α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y. This proves the first inequality by definition of γ_g .

To show the second inequality let z ∈ B_r. By Proposition 4.1 there is ω ∈ Y with ‖ω‖_Y ≤ r and A^∗ω ∈ ∂R(z) hence R(z) − R(x_α) ≤ ⟨A^∗ω, z − x_α⟩ ≤ r‖Az − Ax_α‖_Y. From 2αT_α(x_α, Ax) ≤ 2αT_α(z, Ax) and the last inequality we deduce ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y ≤ ‖Ax − Az‖^2_Y + 2αr‖Az − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ ‖Ax − Az‖^2_Y + 2αr‖Ax − Az‖_Y + 2αr‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y Taking the infimum over z ∈ B_r and estimating the third summand using ab ≤^1_2 a^2 +^1_2 b^2 we obtain

‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y ≤ γ_x(r)^2 + 2αrγ_x(r) + 2α^2r^2 + 1 2 ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y ≤ 2(γ_x(r) + αr)^2 + 1 2 ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y. Hence ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ 2γ_x(r) + 2αr and the choice r =^1_{4α} ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y yields the second inequality.

As announced we see equivalence of Hölder-type bounds on γ_x and on ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y as a consequence.

Proposition 4.9. Let ν ∈ (0, ∞) and x ∈ X. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) There exists a constant c_1 > 0 such that γ_x(r) ≤ c_1r^{−ν} for all r > 0. (ii) There exists a constant c_2 > 0 such ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ c_2α^{ν1+ν} for all α > 0 and x_α ∈ R_α(Ax).

More precisely (i) implies (ii) with c_2 = 4c^{11+ν}_1 and (ii) implies (i) with c_1 = c^{1+ν}_2 .

Proof.

(i)⇒(ii): The second inequality in Proposition 4.8 yields ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ 4^{1+ν} c_1α^ν ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^{−ν}_Y Multiplying by ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^ν_Y and taking the power^1_{1+ν} yields ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ 4c^{11+ν}_1 α^{ν1+ν} (ii)⇒(i): Let r > 0. For α = c^{1+ν}_2 r^{−(1+ν)} we obtain^1_α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ c_2α^{− 11+ν} = r. Hence the first inequality in Proposition 4.8 yields γ_x(r) ≤ γ_x ( 1 α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ) ≤ ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ c_2α^{ν1+ν} = c^{1+ν}_2 r^{−ν} .

K_ν via real interpolation. Again we assume X_A is a Banach space such that (2.4) holds true. The next lemma shows that under Assumption 2.2 the spaces (X_A, K_1)_{θ,∞} classify the image space approximation precision.

Proposition 4.10 (K_ν as a real interpolation space). Suppose Assumption 2.2 holds true. Let θ ∈ (0, 1) and ν :=^θ_{(1−θ)(u−1)+θ} . We have K_ν = (X_A, K_1)_{θ,∞} with C_1‖x‖_{(XA,K1)θ,∞} ≤ ϱ_ν (x)^{(1−θ)(u−1)+θu−1} ≤ C_2‖x‖_{(XA,K1)θ,∞} for all x ∈ (X_A, K_1)_{θ,∞} with constants C_1, C_2 > 0 depending only on u, θ and M.

Proof. Assume ϱ := ϱ_ν (x) < ∞. Proposition 4.9 provides the bound γ_x(r) ≤ ϱ^{(1−θ)(u−1)+θ} (1−θ)(u−1) r− θ (1−θ)(u−1) Let t > 0. We choose r := ϱ^{(1−θ)(u−1)+θ}t^{−(1−θ)(u−1)}. If ε > 0 then there exists z ∈ K_1 with ϱ_1(z) ≤ r and ‖Ax − Az‖_Y ≤ γ_x(r) + ε. Therefore we obtain K(x, t) ≤ ‖x − z‖_{XA} + t‖z‖_{lin} ≤ M(γ_x(r) + ε) + tM^{1u−1} r^{1u−1} . For ε → 0 we obtain K(x, t) ≤ Mϱ^{(1−θ)(u−1)+θ} (1−θ)(u−1) r− θ (1−θ)(u−1) + tM 1 u−1 r^{1u−1} = ( M + M^{1u−1} ) ϱ^{(1−θ)(u−1)+θ} u−1 t^θ. This proves the first inequality.

Assume n := ‖x‖_{(XA,K1)θ,∞} < ∞. We prove a bound on γ_x and apply Proposition 4.9. Let r > 0. We choose t := 2M^{1(1−θ)(u−1)} n^{11−θ} r^{− 1(1−θ)(1−u)} . Since 2^{1−θ} > 1 there exists z ∈ X_A such that M^{−1}‖Ax − Az‖ + tM^{− 1u−1} ϱ_1(z)^{1u−1} ≤ ‖x − z‖_{XA} + t‖z‖_{lin} ≤ 2^{1−θ}K(x, t) ≤ 2^{1−θ}nt^θ = tM^{− 1u−1} r^{1u−1} Neglecting the first summand on the left hand side we obtain ϱ_1(z) ≤ r. Therefore γ_x(r) ≤ ‖Ax − Az‖_Y ≤ M2^{1−θ}nt^θ = 2M^{(1−θ)(u−1)+θ(1−θ)(u−1)} n^{11−θ} r^{− θ(1−θ)(u−1)} . Proposition 4.9 yields ϱ_ν (x) ≤ 8Mn^{u−1(1−θ)(u−1)+θ} .

Remark 4.11. As already exposed in Example 4.3 we cannot expect Assumption 2.2 to hold true for ℓ^1-type norms like Besov 0, 1, 1 or 0, 2, 1-norms. Nevertheless one may use Proposition 4.9 directly to characterize the sets K_ν in this case. Applying Theorem 1 then reproduces the convergence rates results for the 0, 2, 1-penalty in [17] and for weighed ℓ^1-penalties in [20] in the case of linear operators.

4.4. Error bounds. We apply Theorem 1 to obtain error bounds measured in the norm of certain Banach spaces X_L with a continuous embedding X_L ⊂ X_A. To this end we consider the loss function L: X × X → [0, ∞] given by L(x_1, x_2) = ‖x_1 − x_2‖_{XL} if x_1 − x_2 ∈ X_L and L(x_1, x_2) = ∞ if x_1 − x_2 /∈ X_L Before we prove Theorem 2 we state a proposition that characterizes for which spaces X_L Hölder-type bounds on the modulus of continuity on balls of a given quasi-Banach space X_S ⊂ X are satisfied.

Proposition 4.12 (bound on the modulus). Let X_S ⊂ X be a quasi-Banach space and X_L a Banach space with continuous embeddings X_S ⊂ X_L ⊂ X_A and e ∈ (0, 1). For ϱ > 0 we denote K^ϱ_{XS} := {x ∈ X_S : ‖x‖_{XS} ≤ ϱ} . The following statements are equivalent:

(i) There is a continuous embedding (X_A, X_S )_{e,1} ⊂ X_L.

(ii) There exists a constant c > 0 with Ω(δ, K^ϱ_{XS}) ≤ cϱ^eδ^{1−e} for all δ, ϱ > 0. Proof. By [2, Sec. 3.5, Thm. 3.11.4] statement (i) is equivalent to an interpolation inequality ‖z‖_{XL} ≤ C‖z‖^{1−e}_{XA} ‖z‖^e_{XS} for all z ∈ X_S . (4.1)

Let x_1, x_2 ∈ K^ϱ_{XS} with ‖Ax_1 − Ax_2‖_Y ≤ δ. The quasi-triangle inequality yields ‖x_1 − x_2‖_{XS} ≤ 2cϱ and from (2.4) we obtain ‖x_1 − x_2‖_{XA} ≤ Mδ. Hence (4.1) with z = x_1 − x_2 yields ‖x_1 − x_2‖_{XL} ≤ CM^{1−e}(2c)^eϱ^eδ^{1−e}. Taking the supremum over x_1, x_2 yields (ii).

Assuming a bound on the modulus we obtain (4.1) from ‖z‖_{XL} ≤ Ω ( M‖z‖_{XA}, K^{‖z‖XS}_{XS} ) . Next we give the proof of Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. For ν as in Proposition 4.10 the second inequality therein yields x ∈ K^ϱ_{(XA,K1)θ,∞} ⊂ K^ϱ_ν with ϱ = (C_2ϱ)^{u−1(1−θ)(u−1)+θ} .

In view of Theorem 1 it remains to prove an upper bound on Ω(c_1δ, K^{c2ϱ}_ν ) ≤ Cϱ^{ξθ} δ^{1− ξδ} for constants c_1, c_2 > 0 given therein. The first inequality in Proposition 4.10 provides

K^{c2ϱ}_ν ⊂ K^{c3ϱ}_{(XA,K1)θ,∞} with c_3 = C^{−1}_1 C_2c (1−θ)(u−1)+θ u−1 2 . The reiteration theorem (see [2, Thm. 3.11.5]) yields

(X_A, K_1)_{ξ,1} = ( X_A, (X_A, K_1)_{θ,∞} ) ξ θ ,1 (4.2) with equivalent quasi-norms. In particular (X_A, K_1)_{θ,∞} ⊂ (X_A, K_1)_{ξ,1} ⊂ X_L ⊂ X_A. Hence Proposition 4.12 with X_S = (X_A, K_1)_{θ,∞} yields a constant c_4 with Ω ( c_1δ, K^{c2ϱ}_ν ) ≤ Ω ( c_1δ, K^{c3ϱ}_{(XA,K1)θ,∞} ) ≤ Cϱ^{ξθ} δ^{1− ξθ} with C = c_4c^{ξθ}_3 c^{1− ξθ}_1 .

For the discrepancy principle the bound Ω(d_1δ, K^{d2ϱ}_ν ) ≤ Cϱ^{ξθ} δ^{1− ξδ} follows by replacing c_1 by d_1 and c_2 by d_2.

Remark 4.13. The statement in Remark 2.3 for the limiting case θ = 1 follows along the same lines leaving out the step involving the reiteration theorem.

Remark 4.14. The relation (X_A, K_1)_{ξ,1} ⊂ X_L is necessary to obtain error bounds as in Theorem 2 in the following sense: Assuming X_L satisfies an error bound ‖x − x̂_α‖_{XL} ≤ Cϱ^eδ^{1−e} for some e ∈ (0, 1) and all x ∈ K^ϱ_{(XA,K1)θ,∞} under some apriori parameter choice α = α(δ), then the lower bound (2.3) yields 1 2 Ω(2δ, K^ϱ_{(XA,K1)θ,∞} ) ≤ Δ_{Rα(δ)} (δ, K^ϱ_{(XA,K1)θ,∞} ) ≤ Cϱ^eδ^{1−e}. Thus the converse implication in Proposition 4.12 and the identity (4.2) provides

(X_A, K_1)_{θe,1} = ( X_A, (X_A, K_1)_{θ,∞} ) e,1 ⊂ X_L. Error bounds for weighted p-norm penalization. To prove Corollary 2.4 we return to the setting of Example 1.

Proof of Corollary 2.4. First note that Assumption 2.2 holds true by Proposition 4.5. By [8, Thm. 2, Rem.] we have

ℓ^p_r = ( ℓ^2_a, ℓ^{2p−2}_s ) ξ,p = (X_A, K_1)_{ξ,p} with ξ := p − 1 p . Hence by [2, Thm. 3.4.1 (b); Sec. 3.11] there is a continuous embedding ( ℓ^2_a, ℓ^{2p−2}_s ) ξ,1 ⊂ ℓ^p_r . Hence the choice X_L = ℓ^p_r satisfies the assumption of Theorem 2.

The interpolation spaces (X_A, K_1)_{θ,∞} = ( ℓ^2_a, ℓ^{2p−2}_s ) θ,∞ are characterized by weighted weak ℓ^p-spaces ℓ^{t,∞}_{μ,ν} in the following manner:

ℓ^{t,∞}_{μ,ν} = (ℓ^2_a, ℓ^{2p−2}_s )_{θ,∞} with 1 t = 1 − θ 2 + θ 2p − 2 , μ := (a^2r^{−p})^{12−p} , ν := (a^{−1}r)^{2p2−p}

with equivalent quasi-norms (see [8, Thm. 2]).

The application of Theorem 2 yields Corollary 2.4 and Remark 2.5 follows from Remark 2.3.

Error bounds for Besov 0, p, p-penalties. Next we revisit Example 2. Proof of Corollary 2.7. Here Assumption 2.2 holds true by Proposition 4.6. The identification [8, Thm. 2, Rem.] for p ≠ 2 and [27, 3.3.6.(9)] for p = 2 yield

b^0_{p,p} = ( b^{−a}_{2,2}, b^{s̃}_{t̃,t̃} ) ξ,p = (X_A, K_1)_{ξ,p} with ξ = p − 1 p . (4.3)

Hence the choice X_L = b^0_{p,p} satisfies the assumption in Theorem 2. We apply Theorem 2 to obtain Corollary 2.7. Remark 2.8 follows from Remark 2.3. Furthermore we prove the nestings given in Proposition 2.9.

Proof of Proposition 2.9. Let θ =^{p−1}_p^{s+a}_a . Then^1_t =^{1−θ}_2 +^θ_{t̃} . With [8, Thm. 2, Rem.] and [2, Thm. 3.4.1 (b)] we obtain b^s_{t,t} = ( b^{−a}_{2,2}, b^{s̃}_{t̃,t̃} ) θ,t ⊂ ( b^{−a}_{2,2}, b^{s̃}_{t̃,t̃} ) θ,∞ = k_s in both cases.

Suppose p < 2. Then t̃ < 2 and t ∈ (t̃, 2). Let ε > 0 such that t − ε ∈ (t̃, 2). There are s < s^′ < s̃ and θ < θ^′ < 1 such that b^{s′}_{t−ε,t−ε} = ( b^{−a}_{2,2}, b^{s̃}_{t̃,t̃} ) θ^′,t−ε . The reiteration

theorem (see [2, Thm. 3.11.5]) yields k_s = ( b^{−a}_{2,2}, b^{s′}_{t−ε,t−ε} ) θ θ′ ,∞ . From t − ε < 2 we

obtain the continuous embeddings b^{−a}_{2,2} ⊂ b^{−a}_{2,∞} ⊂ b^{−a}_{t−ε,∞} (see [27, 3.2.4(1), 3.3.1(9)]). Together with the interpolation result b^s_{t−ε,∞} = (b^{−a}_{t−ε,∞}, b^r_{t−ε,∞})_{θ,∞} (see [27, 3.3.6 (9)]) we obtain the second inclusion using [27, 2.4.1 Rem. 4]. By [27, 3.3.1(9)]) therefore obtain the second inclusion for all 0 < ϵ < t.

For p > 2 we have b^{s̃}_{t̃,t̃} ⊂ b^{s̃}_{2,t̃} (see [27, 3.3.1(9)]). Hence [27, 3.3.6 (9)] and [27, 2.4.1 Rem. 4] yield k_s ⊂ ( b^{−a}_{2,2}, b^{s̃}_{2,t̃} ) θ,∞ = b^s_{2,∞}. Error bounds for Besov 0, 2, q-penalties. Next we treat Example 3. Proof of Corollary 2.10. Due to Proposition 4.7. the Assumption 2.2 is satisfied.

By [27, 3.3.6.(9)] we have

b^0_{2,2} = ( b^{−a}_{2,2}, b^{s̃}_{2,q̃} ) ξ,2 with ξ = q − 1 q . Therefore the choice X_L = b^0_{2,2} satisfies the assumption on X_L in Theorem 2. Moreover for 0 < s <^a_{q−1} we have

b^s_{2,∞} = ( b^{−a}_{2,2}, b^{s̃}_{2,q̃} ) θ,2 with θ = q − 1 q s + a a . Hence the application of Theorem 2 yields Corollary 2.10 and Remark 2.3 yields Remark 2.11.

Error bounds for the Radon transform. Finally we turn to proof of the convergence rate result with the Radon transform as forward operator.

Proof of Corollary 2.12. 1. Since a < s_{max} the synthesis operator S is a norm isomorphism b^{−a}_{2,2} → B^{−a}_{2,2} (Ω). Hence the operator R ∘ S satisfies (2.4) with X_A = b^{−a}_{2,2}.

The inequality^d_p −^d_2 ≤ a implies σ_t − s_{max} ≤ σ_t ≤ s. Hence S : b^s_{t,t} → B^s_{t,t}(Ω) is a norm isomorphism. Let c_1 be the operator norm of the inverse of S. Then f = Sx with x ∈ b^s_{t,t} and ‖x‖_{s,t,t} ≤ c_1ϱ. Let c_2 be the embedding constant of b^s_{t,t} ⊂ k_s (see Proposition 2.9). Then we obtain x ∈ k_s with ‖x‖_{ks} ≤ c_1c_2ϱ. With x̂_α given by Corollary 2.7 we obtain the bound ‖x − x̂_α‖_{0,p,p} ≤ C̃ϱ^{as+a} δ^{ss+a} with a constant C̃ > 0 independent of f, δ and ϱ. Hence the first bound in Corollary 2.12 implies ‖f − f̂_α‖_B0_{p,p(Ω)} = ‖S(x − x̂_α)‖_B0_{p,p(Ω)} ≤ c_3‖x − x̂_α‖_{0,p,p} with c_3 the operator norm of S : b^0_{p,p} → B^0_{p,p}(Ω). The bound in the L^p-norm for p ≤ 2 follows from the continuity of the embedding B^0_{p,p}(Ω) ⊂ L^p(Ω) (see [27]).

2. This follows along the lines of the proof of 1. using Corollary 2.10 instead of Corollary 2.7.

5. Connection to other source conditions. In this section we return to the setting of Subsection 2.1 and assume only the assumptions in the first lines of Subsection 2.1. The aim of this section is the proof Theorem 3.

5.1. A preliminary: differentiabilty of the minimal value function. Definition 5.1 (minimal value function). For g ∈ Y we define

ϑ_g : (0, ∞) → R by ϑ_g(α) = inf_{x∈dom(R)} T_α(x, g) = 1 2α ‖g − Ax̂_α‖^2_Y + R(x̂_α). independent of the choice x̂_α ∈ R_α(g).

The main result of this subsection is the differentiability of the minimal value function. The approximation error ‖g − Ax̂_α‖_Y is represented by calculus rules of ϑ_g. Recall that the Moreau envelope function of some function Q: Y → (−∞, ∞] for α > 0 is given by Q_α(g) = inf_{y∈Y} ( 1 2α ‖g − y‖^2_Y + Q(y) )

and the infimum is uniquely attained at Prox_{αQ}(g) ∈ Y. The key ingredient is the following result by T. Strömberg:

Lemma 5.2. (see [25, Prop. 3(iii)]) Let Q: Y → (−∞, ∞] be convex, proper and lower semi-continuous. The family of Moreau envelope functions Q_α : Y → R, α > 0 satisfies ∂ ∂α Q_α(g) = − 1 2 ‖(∇Q_α)(g)‖^2_Y. We apply Lemma 5.2 to the function Q defined in Lemma 3.1. Note that due to Proposition 3.3 we have

Q_α(g) = 1 2α ‖g − Prox_{αQ}(g)‖^2_Y + Q(Prox_{αQ}(g)) = ϑ_g (α).

(5.1)

Proposition 5.3. Let g ∈ Y and x̂_α ∈ R_α(g), α > 0 any selection. The function ϑ_g is convex, non-increasing and continuously differentiable with

ϑ^′_g (α) = − 1 2α^2 ‖g − Ax̂_α‖^2_Y. Proof. The Moreau envelope function Q_α is convex, real valued and continuous with the Fenchel conjugate (Q_α)^∗ = Q^∗ +^α_2 ‖ · ‖^2_Y (see [1, Prop. 12.15; Prop. 13.21]). The biconjugation theorem implies

ϑ_g (α) = Q_α(g) = ( Q^∗ + α 2 ‖ · ‖_Y )_∗ (g) = sup_{v∈Y} ( ⟨g, v⟩ − Q^∗(v) − α 2 ‖v‖^2_Y ) .

Hence ϑ_g is convex and non-increasing being the supremum of affine non-increasing functions.

By [1, Prop. 12.29] Q_α is Fréchet differentiable with ∇Q_α =^1_α (Id_Y− Prox_{αQ}). Lemma 5.2 yields differentiability of α → Q_α(g) with derivative −^1_2 ‖(∇Q_α)(g)‖^2 for all g ∈ Y. Therefore, ϑ_g is differentiable and we conclude with Proposition 3.3

ϑ^′_g (α) = − 1 2 ‖(∇Q_α)(g)‖^2 = − 1 2α^2

‖g − Prox_{αQ}(g)‖_Y = − 1 2α^2 ‖g − Ax̂_α‖_Y. Finally, ϑ^′_g is continuous as ϑ_g is convex and differentiable.

5.2. Defect function and its link to variational source conditions. For the rest of this paper we always assume x ∈ dom(R) is R-minimal in A^{−1}({Ax}) and x_α ∈ R_α(Ax) for α > 0 is any selection of a minimizer for exact data. If A is injective then the minimality is trivially satisfied for all x ∈ dom(R). As already mentioned we consider the defect of the Tikhonov functional σ_x : (0, ∞) → [0, ∞) given by σ_x(α) = T_α(x, Ax) − T_α(x_α, Ax) = R(x) − R(x_α) − 1 2α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y. The next proposition collects properties of the defect function.

Lemma 5.4. 1. σ_x is concave, non-decreasing and continuously differentiable with σ^′_x(α) =^1_{2α2} ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y.

2. We have lim_{α↘0} σ_x(α) = 0.

3. The function (0, ∞) → [0, ∞) given by α → σ_x

(_1 α ) is convex and continuous.

Proof. We have σ_x(α) = R(x)−ϑ_{Ax}(α) with the minimal value function ϑ_{Ax} from Definition 5.1. Hence 1. follows from Proposition 5.3. Lemma A.2 yields 2. because of the R-minimality assumption on x.

Let h be the function given in 3. Then h is differentiable and 1. yields

h^′(α) = − 1 α^2 σ^′_x ( 1 α ) = − 1 2 ‖Ax − Ax 1_α ‖_Y. By A.1.2. the function α → ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y is non-decreasing. Hence h^′ is nondecreasing. Therefore h is convex. Continuity follows from the first statement.

Let α > 0. We write

σ_x(α) = sup_{z∈X} ( R(x) − R(z) − 1 2α ‖Ax − Az‖^2 )

to note a similarity to the distance function in [7, (3.1)] and [6, Chapter 12] and [16, Chapter 3] used to derive variational source conditions of the form (2.8). In [16, Prop. 4] its shown that a variational source condition (2.8) implies bounds on the defect function σ_x. The next result provides a sharp connection between bounds on the defect function and variational source conditions. We introduce two partially ordered sets of functions

Σ = {σ : (0, ∞) → [0, ∞] : σ is proper, non-decreasing and σ (1/·) is convex l.s.c.} Φ = {ϕ: [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) : ϕ concave and upper semi-continuous} with pointwise ordering. Here l.s.c. is an abbreviation for lower semi-continuous. Moreover, we consider the map F : Σ → Φ given by

(F(σ))(t) := inf_{α>0} ( σ(α) + 1 2α t ) for t ≥ 0.

(5.2)

In Lemma C.2 we prove that F is well-defined, order preserving and bijective. The order preserving inverse F^{−1} : Φ → Σ is given by

(F^{−1}(ϕ))(α) = sup_{t≥0} ( ϕ(t) − 1 2α t ) for α > 0.

(5.3)

By Lemma 5.4. we have σ_x ∈ Σ. It turns out that ϕ = F(σ_x) is the minimal function in Φ satisfying (2.8).

Lemma 5.5. Let ϕ ∈ Φ. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(i) F(σ_x) ≤ ϕ (ii) σ_x ≤ F^{−1}(ϕ) (iii) R(x) − R(z) ≤ ϕ(‖Ax − Az‖^2_Y) for all z ∈ X.

In particular, we always have R(x) − R(z) ≤ (F(σ_x))(‖Ax − Az‖^2_Y) for all z ∈ X (5.4)

Proof. The equivalence of (i) and (ii) is immediate by Lemma C.2. Next we prove (5.4). To this end let z ∈ X and α > 0. Then T_α(x_α, Ax) ≤ 1 2α ‖Ax − Az‖^2_Y + R(z) and R(x) = T_α(x, Ax). We obtain R(x) − R(z) = T_α(x, Ax) − T_α(x_α, Ax) + T_α(x_α, Ax) − R(z) ≤ σ_x(α) + 1 2α ‖Ax − Az‖^2_Y. Taking the infimum over α on the right hand side yields (5.4). Hence (i) implies (iii). Assuming (iii) we estimate σ_x(α) ≤ ϕ(‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y) − 1 2α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y ≤ sup_{t≥0} ( ϕ(t) − 1 2α t ) = ( F^{−1}(ϕ) ) (α). Hence σ_x ≤ F^{−1}(ϕ). This yields (i) as F is order preserving.

Remark 5.6. Inequality (5.4) is sharp for z = x_α ∈ R_α(g) for all α > 0. To see this note that by definition (F(σ_x))(t) ≤ σ_x(α) +^1_{2α} t for all t ≥ 0 and α > 0. By (5.4) we have R(x) − R(x_α) ≤ (F(σ_x)) ( ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y ) ≤ σ_x(α) + 1 2α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y = R(x) − R(x_α).

5.3. Link between defect function and image space approximation. The result of this subsection is a that σ_x and hence also the smallest index function ϕ allowing for a variational source condition (2.8) depends only on the net (‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y)_{α>0}. Further we will exploit a condition when a bound ‖Ax−Ax_α‖_Y ≤ ψ(α) implies a bound on the defect function σ_x.

Lemma 5.7. We have

σ_x(α) = ∫_α 0 1 2β^2

‖Ax − Ax_β ‖^2_Ydβ for all α > 0.

(5.5)

Proof. Let 0 < ε < α. Lemma 5.4.1. yields

σ_x(α) − σ_x(ε) = ∫_α ϵ σ^′_x(β) dβ = ∫_α ϵ 1 2β^2 ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Ydβ. In view of Lemma 5.4.2. the expression for σ_x follows by taking the limit ε → 0.

Proposition 5.8 (Image space approximation).

1. We have ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ √ 2ασ_x(α) for all α > 0.

2. Let ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) be continuous. Assume that there is a constant C_ψ > 0 with ∫_α 0 1 β ψ(β) dβ ≤ C_ψψ(α) for all α > 0.

(5.6)

Then a bound ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y ≤ √ 2αψ(α) for all α > 0 implies σ_x(α) ≤ C_ψψ(α) for all α > 0.

Proof. 1. By Lemma 5.4 the continuous extension of σ_x to [0, ∞) is concave. Hence the claim follows from 1 2α^2 ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y = σ^′_x(α) ≤ 1 α σ_x(α). 2. Using (5.5) and (5.6) we obtain

σ_x(α) = ∫_α 0 1 2β^2 ‖Ax − Ax_β ‖^2_Ydβ ≤ ∫_α 0 1 β ψ(β) dβ ≤ C_ψψ(α).

5.4. Equivalence theorem for Hölder-type bounds. Proof of Theorem 3.

(i)⇒(ii): Consider the continuous function

ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) given by ψ(α) = 1 2 c^2_1α^{2ν−1}.

Then c_1α^ν = √ 2αψ(α) for all α > 0. We have ∫_α 0 1 β ψ(β) dβ = 1 2 c^2_1 ∫_α 0 β^{2ν−2} dβ = 1 2ν − 1 ψ(α). Hence (5.6) is satisfied with C_ψ =^1_{2ν−1} . Proposition 5.8. implies σ_x(α) ≤^{c21}_{4ν−2} α^{2ν−1}.

(ii)⇒(iii): For σ(α) := c_2α^{2ν−1} inserting α = (^t_{2c} )^{12ν} yields

(F(σ))(t) = inf_{α>0} ( c_2α^{2ν−1} + 1 2α t ) ≤ 2^{12ν} c^{12ν}_2 t^{2ν−12ν} ≤ 2c^{12ν}_2 t^{2ν−12ν} .

Lemma 5.5 with ϕ = F(σ) yields the claim.

(iii)⇒(i): (see also [16, proof of Prop. 6]) The first order condition

ξ_α := 1 α A^∗A(x − x_α) ∈ ∂R(x_α) provides 1 α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y = ⟨ξ_α, x − x_α⟩ ≤ R(x) − R(x_α) ≤ c_3‖Ax − Ax_α‖^{2ν−1ν}_Y . Solving for ‖Ax − Ax_α‖_Y yields the claim.

6. Discussion and Outlook. We close this paper by addressing some open questions and possible extensions.

The identification of A ∘ R_α as a proximity mapping (see Subsection 3.1) seems to be a new structural insight in convex regularization theory. It allows to apply convex analysis tools leading to interesting statements and new simple proofs (see e.g. Corollary 3.5, Proposition 5.3, Lemma 3.7, Lemma A.1). So far the presented theory is limited to Hilbert space data fidelity terms. It would be interesting to generalize the arguments in Section 3 to Banach spaces Y. A generalization to nonlinear operators seems even more challenging.

So far the presented theory is restricted to Hölder-type convergence rates. To also cover exponentially ill-posed problems it is of interest to investigate logarithmic convergence rates and source conditions. At first sight condition (5.6) seems to fail for index functions not of Hölder-type. Thus it remains open whether an equivalence between image space approximation rates and variational source conditions remains valid for more general upper bounds.

As for approaches using variational source conditions the fastest convergence rate we are able to prove for a p-homogeneous penalty term is O(^1_p ) (see Remark 2.5, Remark 2.8 and Remark 2.11). It seems to be an interesting question to extend the presented approach to higher order convergence rates.

Another direction is the application to further concrete settings as in the three presented examples. An idea is to formulate a weaker version of Assumption 2.2 by require a nesting X_{1a} ⊆ K_1 ⊆ X_{1b} with quasi-Banach spaces X_{1a}, X_{1b} and try to prove a generalized version of Theorem 2. The author believes that this approach would cover e.g. Besov norm penalties with mixed indices p, q with p ≠ 2.

Appendix A. Elementary facts from regularization theory. Lemma A.1. Let g ∈ Y and x̂_α ∈ R_α(g), α > 0 any selection.

1. The function (0, ∞) → R given by α → R(x̂_α) is non increasing. 2. The function (0, ∞) → [0, ∞) given by α → ‖g − Ax̂_α‖_Y is non decreasing. 3. The function (0, ∞) → [0, ∞) given by α →^1_α ‖g−Ax̂_α‖_Y is non increasing.

Proof. To prove 1.2. let α < β. Set m =^1_2 ‖g − Ax̂_α‖^2_Y −^1_2 ‖g − Ax̂_β ‖^2_Y. From T_α(x̂_α, g) ≤ T_α(x̂_β , g) and T_β(x̂_β , g) ≤ T_β(x̂_α, g) we obtain

m ≤ α (R(x̂_β ) − R(x̂_α)) ≤ α β m. Hence m ≤ 0. 3. follows from Proposition 5.3.

Lemma A.2. Let x ∈ X_A and x_α ∈ R_α(Ax), α > 0 any selection. Then

lim_{α↘0} ( 1 2α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y + R(x_α) ) = inf{R(z): z ∈ X_A with Az = Ax}. Proof. Due to (5.1) and [1, Prop. 12.32] we have 1 2α ‖Ax − Ax_α‖^2_Y + R(x_α) = Q_α(Ax) → Q(Ax) for α ↘ 0 with Q defined in Lemma 3.1 and Q_α its Moreau envelope (see Subsection 5.1).

Appendix B. Properties of Banach spaces.

Proposition B.1. 1. Let p ∈ [1, ∞) and ω = (ω_j )_{j∈Λ} a sequence of positive reals. Let p^′ ∈ (1, ∞] with^1_p +^1_{p′} = 1. Then the pairing ⟨·, ·⟩: ℓ^{p′}_{ω−1} × ℓ^p_ω → R given by ⟨ξ, x⟩ = ∑ j∈Λ ξ_j x_j is well defined and gives rise to an isometric isomorphism (ℓ^p_ω)^′ ∼= ℓ^{p′}_{ω−1} .

2. Let p, q ∈ [1, ∞) and s ∈ R. Then the pairing ⟨·, ·⟩: b^{−s}_p′_{,q}′ × b^s_{p,q} → R given by ⟨ξ, x⟩ = ∑ (j,k)∈Λ ξ_{j,k}x_{j,k} is well defined and gives rise to an isometric isomorphism (b^s_{p,q})^′ ∼= b^{−s}_p′_{,q}′ . (see [27, 2.11.2 (1)])

Proposition B.2. [23, Lem. 8.21.] Let A: X → Y be a bounded linear operator between Banach spaces and ξ ∈ X^′. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) There exists a constant c ≥ 0 such that ⟨ξ, x⟩ ≤ c‖Ax‖_Y for all x ∈ X. (ii) There exists ω ∈ Y^′ with ‖ω‖_Y′ ≤ c and A^∗ω = ξ.

Appendix C. Index function calculus.

Let Γ := {f : R → (−∞, ∞]: f is proper, convex and lower semi-continuous}.

Lemma C.1. Suppose f ∈ Γ. Then

1. f is positive with dom(f) ⊆ (−∞, 0] if and only if f^∗|_{[0,∞)} ≤ 0 . 2. f is non-decreasing if and only if dom(f^∗) ⊆ [0, ∞).

Proof. 1. f is positive with dom(f) ⊆ (−∞, 0] if and only if χ_{(−∞,0]} ≤ f. f^∗|_{[0,∞)} ≤ 0 if and only if f^∗ ≤ χ_{[0,∞)}. Hence the claim follows from χ^∗_{[0,∞)} = χ_{(−∞,0]}.

2. Suppose f is non-decreasing and let t < 0. Let β_0 ∈ dom(f). Then βt − f(β) ≥ βt − f(β_0) for all β ≤ β_0.

As βt − f^∗(β_0) −→ ∞ for β → −∞ this shows f^∗(t) = sup_{β∈R} βt − f(β) = ∞. Hence dom(f^∗) ⊆ [0, ∞).

Vice versa assume dom(f^∗) ⊆ [0, ∞). Then f(β) = sup_{t≥0} tβ −f^∗(t) is non-decreasing as a supremum over non-decreasing functions.

Lemma C.2. The map F defined in (5.2) is well-defined, order preserving and bijective. The expression (5.3) holds true.

Proof. We define the following sets

Γ_1 = {f ∈ Γ: f is non-decreasing with dom(f) ⊆ (−∞, 0]} Γ_2 = { f ∈ Γ: dom(f) ⊆ [0, ∞) and f|_{[0,∞)} ≤ 0 }

By Lemma C.1 the Fenchel conjugation^∗ : Γ_1 → Γ_2 is an order reversing bijection and its inverse is given by the Fenchel conjugation^∗ : Γ_2 → Γ_1. We will construct bijections G_1 : Σ → Γ_1 and G_2 : Γ_2 → Φ, such that F = G_2 ∘^∗ ∘ G_1. Let σ ∈ Σ. Then we define

f_σ : R → [0, ∞] by f_σ(β) = σ ( −^1_{2β} ) if β < 0 lim_{α→∞} σ (α) if β = 0 ∞ if β > 0 .

Then f_σ is proper, non-decreasing and dom(f_σ ) ⊂ (−∞, 0]. Convexity and lower semicontinuity of σ(^1_· ) yields convexity and lower semi-continuity of f_σ on (−∞, 0). We have f_σ(0) = lim_{β↗0} σ ( − 1 2β ) = lim inf β→0 f_σ(β). Hence f_σ is convex and lower semi-continuous.

It is easy to see that G_1 : Σ → Γ_1 given by σ → f_σ is a order preserving bijection. Its inverse is given by (G^{−1}_1 (f))(α) = f ( −^1_{2α} ) . Moreover, the map Γ_2 → Φ given by g → −(g|_{[0,∞)}) is well defined, bijective and order reversing. Its inverse is given by ϕ → g_ϕ with

g_ϕ : R → (−∞, ∞] given by g_ϕ(t) = { −ϕ (t) if t ≥ 0 ∞ if t < 0 . If σ ∈ Σ and t ≥ 0 then

lim_{β↗0} βt − f_σ (β) = − lim_{β↗0} f_σ(β) = −f_σ(0).

Hence

(F(σ))(t) = inf_{α>0} ( σ(α) + 1 2α t )

= inf_{β<0} f_σ (β) − βt = inf_{β≤0} f_σ (β) − βt = −f^∗_σ (t) = ((G_2 ∘^∗ ∘ G_1)(σ))(t)

This shows F = G_2 ∘^∗ ∘ G_1. Therefore F is an order preserving bijection. It remains to compute F^{−1} = G^{−1}_1 ∘^∗ ∘ G^{−1}_2 . If ϕ ∈ Φ and α > 0, then

(F^{−1}(ϕ))(α) = g^∗_ϕ ( − 1 2α ) = sup_{t≥0} ( −g_ϕ(t) − 1 2α t ) = sup_{t≥0} ( ϕ(t) − 1 2α t ) .

Acknowledgments. I would like to thank Thorsten Hohage and Benjamin Sprung for fruitful discussions, Matthew Tam and Russell Luke for their support concerning convex analysis topics and Thomas Strömberg for Lemma 5.2. Financial support by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) through grant RTG 2088 - B01 is gratefully acknowledged.

REFERENCES

[1] H. H. Bauschke and P. L. Combettes, Convex analysis and monotone operator theory in Hilbert spaces, Springer Publishing Company, Incorporated, 1st ed., 2011.

[2] J. Bergh and J. Löfström, Interpolation spaces, Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 1976. [3] M. Burger and S. Osher, Convergence rates of convex variational regularization, Inverse problems, 20 (2004), p. 1411.

[4] D. L. Donoho, I. M. Johnstone, G. Kerkyacharian, and D. Picard, Wavelet shrinkage:

asymptopia?, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series B (Methodological), 57 (1995), pp. 301–369.

[5] H. W. Engl, M. Hanke, and A. Neubauer, Regularization of inverse problems, vol. 375 of Mathematics and its Applications, Kluwer Academic Publishers Group, Dordrecht, 1996.

[6] J. Flemming, Generalized Tikhonov regularization and modern convergence rate theory in Banach spaces, Shaker Verlag, Aachen, 2012.

[7] J. Flemming, A converse result for Banach space convergence rates in Tikhonov-type convex regularization of ill-posed linear equations, Journal of Inverse and Ill-posed Problems, 26 (2018), pp. 639 – 646.

[8] D. Freitag, Real interpolation of weighted lp-spaces, Mathematische Nachrichten, 86 (1978), pp. 15–18.

[9] E. Giné and R. Nickl, Mathematical foundations of infinite-dimensional statistical models, vol. 40, Cambridge University Press, 2015.

[10] M. Grasmair, Generalized Bregman distances and convergence rates for non-convex regularization methods, Inverse Problems, 26 (2010), p. 115014 (16pp).

[11] M. Grasmair, Source conditions for non-quadratic Tikhonov regularization, Numerical Functional Analysis and Optimization, 41 (2020), pp. 1352–1372.

[12] M. Grasmair, M. Haltmeier, and O. Scherzer, Necessary and sufficient conditions for linear convergence of ℓ^1-regularization, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 64 (2011), pp. 161–182.

[13] T. Hein, Convergence rates for regularization of ill-posed problems in Banach spaces by approximate source conditions, Inverse Problems, 24 (2008), p. 045007.

[14] T. Hein and B. Hofmann, Approximate source conditions for nonlinear ill-posed problems—chances and limitations, Inverse Problems, 25 (2009), p. 035003.

[15] A. Hertle, Continuity of the Radon transform and its inverse on Euclidean spaces, Math. Z., 184 (1983), pp. 165–192.

[16] B. Hofmann, S. Kindermann, and P. Mathé, Penalty-based smoothness conditions in convex variational regularization, Journal of Inverse and Ill-posed Problems, 27 (2019), pp. 283– 300.

[17] T. Hohage and P. Miller, Optimal convergence rates for sparsity promoting waveletregularization in Besov spaces, Inverse Problems, 35 (2019), p. 65005 (27pp).

[18] T. Hohage and F. Weidling, Characterizations of variational source conditions, converse results, and maxisets of spectral regularization methods, SIAM J. Numer. Anal., 55 (2017), pp. 598–620.

[19] S. Kindermann, Convex Tikhonov regularization in Banach spaces: New results on convergence rates, Journal of Inverse and Ill-posed Problems, 24 (2015).

[20] P. Miller and T. Hohage, Maximal spaces for approximation rates in ℓ^1-regularization, arXiv preprint, (2020).

[21] P. Mathé and S. V. Pereverzev, Geometry of linear ill-posed problems in variable Hilbert scales, Inverse Problems, 19 (2003), pp. 789–803.

[22] R. Ramlau and E. Resmerita, Convergence rates for regularization with sparsity constraints, Electron. Trans. Numer. Anal, 37 (2010), pp. 87–104.

[23] O. Scherzer, M. Grasmair, H. Grossauer, M. Haltmeier, and F. Lenzen, Variational methods in imaging, vol. 167 of Applied Mathematical Sciences, Springer, New York, 2009.

[24] T. Schuster, B. Kaltenbacher, B. Hofmann, and K. S. Kazimierski, Regularization methods in Banach spaces, De Gruyter, July 2012.

[25] T. Strömberg, On regularization in Banach spaces, Ark. Mat., Volume 34, Number 2, 383- 406., (1996).

[26] H. Triebel, Function spaces and wavelets on domains, vol. 7 of EMS Tracts in Mathematics, European Mathematical Society (EMS), Zürich, 2008.

[27] H. Triebel, Theory of function spaces, Modern Birkhäuser Classics, Springer, Basel, reprint. ed., 2010. Reprint of the 1983 edition.

[28] F. Weidling, B. Sprung, and T. Hohage, Optimal convergence rates for Tikhonov regularization in Besov spaces, SIAM J. Numer. Anal., 58 (2020), pp. 21–47.

[29] F. Werner and T. Hohage, Convergence rates in expectation for Tikhonov-type regularization of inverse problems with Poisson data, Inverse Problems, 28 (2012), p. 104004.