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Abstract. The recent development of scintillation crystals combined with -
rays sources opens the way to an imaging concept based on Compton scattering,
namely Compton scattering tomography (CST). The associated inverse problem
rises many challenges: non-linearity, multiple order-scattering and high level
of noise. Already studied in the literature, these challenges lead unavoidably
to uncertainty of the forward model. This work proposes to study exact
and approximated forward models and develops two data-driven reconstruction
algorithms able to tackle the inexactness of the forward model. The first
one is based on the projective method called regularized sequential subspace
optimization (RESESOP). We consider here a finite dimensional restriction of
the semi-discrete forward model and show its well-posedness and regularisation
properties. The second one considers the unsupervised learning method, deep
image prior (DIP), inspired by the construction of the model uncertainty in
RESESOP. The methods are validated on Monte-Carlo data.

Keywords: model uncertainty, Compton scattering tomography, sequential
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1. Introduction

At first a tool for visualizing the inside of the human body using X-rays by the up-
coming of Computerized Tomography (CT), the need for imaging affects nowadays
astrophysics, homeland security, landscape and environment monitoring and of course
manufacturing processes to cite only a few. This success is made possible by the tech-
nological progress in terms of detection — cameras, crystals, etc — but also in terms of
computing and storage capacities.

Computerized Tomography (CT) is a well-established and widely used technique
which images an object by exploiting the properties of penetration of the x-rays. Due
to the interactions of the photons with the atomic structure, the matter will resist
the propagation of the photon beam of energy F and intensity I(x) according to the
well-known Beer-Lambert law

I(y) = I(x)e” S, (1)

where p stands for the lineic attenuation coefficient and x — y denotes the straight
line {x + t(y — x), t € [0,1]}. To interpret the measurement of the intensity in a
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CT-scan is then possible with the help of the Radon transform in 2D and the X-ray
transform in 3D, which maps the attenuation map u(x) into its line integrals, i.e.

;(((Siee)) =Ru(p,0) = /Qu(x)é(p —z-0)dz @)

with (p,6) € R x S and where s and d stand for the position of the source and of the
detection point. We refer to [30] for more information.

In

The energy constitutes an important variable made accessible by the recent
development of scintillation crystals and semi-conductors detectors [23]. Currently
the energy is exploited in multi-spectral CT as a supplementary variable split into
several channels delivering a precious information on the attenuation coefficient at
different energy levels. We refer to [4, 34, 15, 42, 28, 19, 18]. However the recently
achieved energy resolution, more precisely the FWHM, of the current scintillation
crystals opens the way to consider the energy as a reliable dimension along with
viewpoints and detector positions. In particle physics, the question of the energy
intersects with Compton scattering. Indeed, when one focuses on the physics between
the matter and the photons, four types of interactions come out: Thomson-Rayleigh
scattering, photoelectric absorption, Compton scattering and pair production. In the
classic range of applications of the x-rays or y-rays, [50,1000] keV, the photoelectric
absorption and the Compton scattering are the dominant phenomena which leads to
a model for the lineic attenuation factor due to Stonestrom et al. [41] which writes

p(x, E) = E~*App(x) + o(E) f(x) (3)

where A\pg is a factor depending on the materials and symbolizing the photoelectric
absorption, o(FE) the total-cross section of the Compton effect at energy E and f the
electron density (generally noted n.) at x.

The Compton effect stands for the collision of a photon with an electron. The
photon transfers a part of its energy Ey to the electron. The electron suffers then
a recoil and the photon is then scattered of an (scattering) angle w with the axis of
propagation. The energy of the photon after scattering is expressed by the Compton
formula [13],

E
E=— "0
1+ 2%(1 —cosw)

mc2

=: BE(w), (4)

where mc? = 511 keV represents the energy of an electron at rest. Measuring ac-
curately the variations of the energy can thus be interpreted as scattering events
characterized geometrically by the scattering angle which is the foundation of Comp-
ton scattering tomography (CST), see [3, 5, 8, 10, 12, 16, 17, 20, 11, 29, 6, 21, 22, 32,
31, 33, 37, 43].

1.1. Spectral data

Given a monochromatic -ray source s of energy Ey and an energy-resolved detector
d, the illumination of a specimen represented by its attenuation map p leads by the
Compton effect to a polychromatic response measured at d. This would also hold
for a polychromatic source as studied in [25, 26] but for the sake of simplicity we
consider in this work only monochromatic sources. Assuming only Compton scattering
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and photoelectric absorption events, we can decompose the spectrum Spec(FE,d,s)
measured at a detector d with energy E as follows

Spec(E,d,s) = Zgi(E7d,s). (5)
€N

The data g; stands for the measured radiation without scattering events for ¢ = 0 and
after i-scattering events for ¢ > 0. The ballistic data gy can be understood as the
intensity I(d, ) in eq. (2). Widely studied in 2D [25] and 3D [36], the first-order
scattered radiation can be modeled by weighted circular or toric Radon transform
and shares similarities with gg in particular in terms of mapping properties. More
generally, g;, i > 1, can be seen as a special case of the integral transforms

Li(u, [)(E,d,s) = Qif(z)ki(MZandas)dZ, f=1f®..0f

% times

with k;(+) a singular kernel, Q C R? d = 2,3 and (E,D,S) the domain of definition
of (E,d,s). The complexity to handle k; computationally, already for i = 2 studied
in [25, 36], combined with its nonlinearity with respect to f (already for the first-
order scattering as p is a function of f), makes the use of multiple-order scattering
intractable in practice, at least with the current level of technology. The exploitation
of scattering in imaging is thus extremely challenging at theoretical and computational
levels and solving (5), i.e. finding f from Spec given the scattering model £;, will
lead to a large model inexactness.

Therefore, one needs appropriate reconstruction methods able to tackle this lim-
itation of the model. Two approaches appear suited and are considered in this work.
The first one is the RESESOP (regularized sequential subspace optimization) devel-
oped in [9] for dealing with model inexactness. The principle of this method is to
split the inverse problem into subproblems and to relax the solution set for each using
stripes instead of hyperplanes. The thickness of the stripes is then controlled by a
parameter of model uncertainty. The second approach is the widely used deep image
prior (DIP) unsupervised learning technique, which was presented in [27] for denoising
and inpainting problems. The reason to use this approach is twofold: (i) it does not
require datasets which are at the moment inexistant for CST, (ii) it provides a very
flexible architecture while sharing interesting properties from optimization.

Studied in [36], the shape and disposition of the detector array is important to
the structure of the forward models. We denote by S} (d) € R? the half-sphere of
2

dimension d — 1 and parametrized by angles (aq,...,aq—1). We define the set of
detector positions defined by s and ¢ as
D(t) := {d = t(on) O(an, ..., 0q_1), 0 € Slé(d)} (6)

with ¢ a smooth function. For the implementation, we consider here the case
t(a) = cosa which characterizes the sphere passing through 0 and will denote be-
low D(cos) by D for the sake of readibility.



1.2. Outline and contributions

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 recalls the forward models associated
to the first- and second-order scattered part of the spectrum, see [36, 25]. We
study the nonlinearity of the first term and discuss how standard algorithms could
be exploited at the cost of large computation costs and favorable prior information.
More flexible, a linear approximation of the forward operators leads to interesting
mapping properties, see also [36, 25], and is suited for reconstruction strategies. Due
to the complexity of the second-order part, we focus the inverse problem on the
first order part. However, this approximation implies a strong model uncertainty
in particular when incorporating the second-order scattering. In order to solve the
spectral inverse problem (5) with such an inaccuracy, we propose first to adapt in
Section 3 the RESESOP method. In [9], the authors proved that the proposed
RESESOP-Kaczmarz is a regularization method for the SESOP (sequential subspace
optimization) method with exact model, see Theorem 3.8. The spectral problem
is reformulated first as semi-discrete, and then as fully discrete, more precisely we
consider a finite dimensional restriction of the solution space. It follows by Corollary
3.10 that the RESESOP method adapted to the fully discrete problem regularizes the
semi-discrete one. Furthermore, the constructed solution for the fully-discrete problem
converges to the minimum norm solution of the semi-discrete problem for a suitable
start iterate, see Theorem 3.13. Inspired by the RESESOP approach, we then derive
in Section 4 an appropriate loss function for a DIP algorithm. Simulation results are
presented in Section 5 for synthetic data and Monte-Carlo data for the second-order
scattered radiation. A conclusion ends the manuscript.

2. Formulation of the mathematical problem

As explained in the Introduction, the measured spectrum is the sum of the primary
radiation and of the scattered radiation of different orders. From a physical point
of view, the lower the energy the lower is the probability of a scattering event. It
follows that high-order scattering events, typically > 3, represent a marginal part of
the scattered radiation and by the stochastic nature of the emission of photons will
be highly noisy. To reflect this physical point of view, we consider that

Spec = go+ g1 + g2 + ¢ (7)

with € a noisy perturbation. In this section, we recall the modelling of the first-
and second-order scattered radiation, their properties and detail the computation of
the spectral data for a specific scanning architecture. The section ends with the
presentation of a general reconstruction strategy.

2.1. The forward problem

As proven in [38, 37], the first-order scattered radiation g; can be modelled by the
integration of the electron density f along spindle tori (in 3D) or circular-arcs (in 2D)
expressed as

‘E(w,d,s):{x€Rd : <Z(xfs,dfx):w}, d=2,3.
For an illustration of the geometry of a circular-arc see Figure 1. It follows that

g1~ L1 f)(E.ds) = / W, (u)(x,d.5) f(x) 6(E — d(x,d,5)) dx (8)



Figure 1. One time scattered photons arriving d from s with energy E(w) have
been scattered on ¥(w, d, s), two opposite circular-arcs in 2D.

where 20 (1) quantifies the physical factors (attenuation and photometric dispersion)
between s,x and d, and ¢ stands for the level-set function associated to the inside
(resp. outside) spindle torus when positive (resp. negative) and is given by

(x,d,s) — p(x.d, s)>

o(x,d,s) =E (cot_1 r (9)

1—k2(x,d,s)
where
(x—-s) (d=s) 1% — sl
k(x,d,s) = . and p(x,d,s) = ——— (10)
[x—sll2 [[d—s]2 Id = sl
with || - ||2 the euclidean norm.

Studied in [36, 25], the second-order scattered radiation go can be represented,
akin to g, by a nonlinear integral transform

2~ L2 (B, d.8) = [ Wa0)(ad.5) f2) 58— i(a.d.s)) da ()

where 205(u) quantifies the physical factors between s,z and d with z = (x,y),
f = f® f and ¥ characterizes the locations of successive first- and second-order
scattering events. We refer to [36, 25] for more details.

2.2. A look on the nonlinear problem

The operators £; and £5 are nonlinear w.r.t. f and f respectively but also difficult
to handle numerically. The Fréchet (or Géateaux) derivative is then essential in the
construction of reconstruction schemes. Focusing on the first-order scattering, we
can compute the corresponding Fréchet derivative where we neglect the photoelectric
absorption in p in eq. (3), i.e. p(-, F) = o(E)f, and consider, for the sake of simplicity,
the operator £1(f) := £1(u, f) : X — Y, with X', Y two suited Hilbert spaces equipped
with their respective norms. Furthermore, the weight 23, (see [36, 25] for more details)
can then be written as
aw, () = 0P () C>0

Il — sll3/ld — x]|3’
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where X denotes the X-ray transform applied on the electron density f along the
scattering path s to x and x to d (see eq. (1)).

Theorem 2.1. £ is Fréchet-differentiable with

(S05h(E.ds) = [ [(20)] e, 5)(2) + 2 (£)(2.d,9h(a)] B(E - o(z.d.5)) da

Q
and (£1)’ is bounded for every f € L2(S2) bounded.

Proof. The Fréchet derivative for £; is defined as

Sl(f + h) = 21(f) + (21)/fh + O(h)

Inspecting 207 closer, we note that it is the composition of a smooth function and
of a linear operator which implies that 20, is Fréchet-differentiable. Given the Fréchet
derivative of 201, it holds

Wi (f +h) =Wi(f) + (W)} h+ o(h)

leading to
S1(f ) = (1) + [ ()] hla.d.s) 2) 5(E 1 (a.d.) da
+ /Q W, (f)(2,d,s) h(z) 5(E — 61(2,d,s)) dz
+ /Q h(z) (Qﬂl)f h(z,d,s) §(F — ¢1(z,d,s)) dz

+/ f(z) o(h) 6(E — ¢1(2,d,s)) dz.
Q
The linear part w.r.t. h on the right handside, i.e. its Fréchet derivative, reads now
(205t = [ [(201)) bz d.9)1(2) + 20,(1) 2. 5)h@)] B(E — 1(2.d.) d.
Q
For €2 compactly supported and for f being bounded, it is clear that the linear operator

f(z) (Qﬁl)} + 201(f)3J is bounded and consequently the property holds for (£1)}. O

We observe that the computation of the Fréchet derivative of £;, for instance
within the Kaczmarz’s method, would require the computation of (Qﬁl)} and 20, (f)
at each iterate which constitutes, especially in 3D, an expensive task.

Besides the computation cost, the Fréchet derivative needs to satisfy the so-called
tangential cone condition which would read as

[€1(f +h) = Li(f) = (L)shlly < ellCa(f + ) = ()l

with some constant ¢; < 1, in order that most of the iterative schemes applied on £;
converge. Using the expression of 207, it holds with symbolic notations

Si(f +h) = &(f) — (20)4h
_ /E (20,7 4 h) (F + B) =1 (F)  — W (H)h — (W) f



= [ [+ m =) ¢ 1) = @]
- /I Q4 (f + 1) (1— 2, (—R)) (f +h) + (X)W (1) f)

= [xmpm( ) (74 + (s /Z ) (f +h).

We observe that the tangential cone condition might not hold for ”large” h as the
second term explodes for h large. Therefore, dealing with the nonlinear problem might
require an a priori initial value close to the solution which is not always possible to
guarantee.

2.8. Linear approzximations and mapping properties

This is the reason why it is relevant to split the dependency on f and therefore study
instead linear approximations £1 (u*, ) and £o(u*, ) with u* a known a priori smooth
approximation to the original p. Such approximations have the following properties
on the Sobolev scale.

Definition 2.2. Let Q C R?, the Sobolev space of order o, noted H®, is defined as
HY(Q) = {f € L2() + (1L+[¢7)°2f € L@ }

with f the Fourier transform of f. We denote by H§(Q) € H*(Q) the Sobolev space
of order o with functions vanishing at the boundaries of Q2. Furthermore, we define
the Sobolev space of order « of locally square-integrable functions by

Hi () == {f € L2,1oc(Q) : of € H§ () for all o € C=(Q)}.
Theorem 2.3 ([36, 25]). We let h € C=(Q) with Q C R, d = 2,3. Then, for the
detector set D defined in eq. (6) where the domain of the parameters (aq,...,aq—1) s

open and s € D fized, the operators £1(h,-) and L£o(h,-) are Fourier integral operators
of order

T = —— and Ty = ———

respectively and it exists E C RT where they are continuous mapping from HS(Q) to
HE-™(E,D) and HY (Q2) to HP ™ (E,D) respectively for all « € R and 8 € R,

loc loc

Proof. See [36] for d = 3 and [25] for d = 2. O

In the next sections, we consider a semi-discrete and a fully discrete setting for the
spectral data in order to better reflect data acquisition. To this end, we consider a set
of source and detector positions (sk, dy)k=1,... k as well as a set of energy (Ep)p=1,... p-
The sampling step on the energy will in practice depend on the energy resolution
(called FWHM) of the detector.

We also aim to connect these both settings in terms of representation. However,
similarly to the semi-discrete Radon transform, see e.g. in [35, Chapter 6.3.], we face
the problem that sampling £;(u, f) on a finite set is not well-defined for arbitrary
f € L*(Q), as its equivalence class may not have a continuous representative. Indeed,
for s fixed, the operator

€11 Ly(Q) — H;. " (E,D)

loc

f '—>£1(Maf)(""s)
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is not well-defined in the semi-discrete setting, as £1(u, f) would have no continuous
representative, and therefore discretizing (E,d,s) would be improper regarding the
continuous case. However, we can exploit an embedding property for the Sobolev
spaces. Before stating this property, we recall some geometric concepts.

Definition 2.4. [44, Section 2.1.] A cone with vertex at x € R? is a set of the type
C(z,r,U) =B, (x)N{\Ny —z) : y € U, A > 0},

where B,.(x) is the open ball around x with radius r and U is an open, non-empty

subset of R%.

Definition 2.5. [44, Definition 2.2.] A set Q' C R? is said to have the cone property
if there exists a cone Cy in R?, such that for all x € ' there is a cone C(x,7,U) C
with vertex at x, which is congruent to Cy. That is, Cy and C, must be equal up to
rotation and translation.

The embedding theorem below is a special case of Sobolev’s Lemma, see [44,
Theorem 6.2.]. Therein, the set ' does not only need to satisfy the cone property,
but also the segment property in [44, Definition 2.1.]. However, it is mentioned in [44]
that for bounded €’ the cone property is sufficient.

Theorem 2.6. [/, Corollary 6.1], [2] Let Q' C R™ be a bounded region and have the
cone property. Then the Sobolev spaces H§(Q') and H*(Q') are continuously embedded
into C™ (') for all s > m+n/2.

In order to exploit this result, it is important to relax the locality constraint in
Theorem 2.3. To this end, we consider a suited smooth cut-off y which vanishes at the
boundaries of (E,D) such that x£1(h, f) € Hy "™ (E,D) for h € C(Q), f € H§ ().
Choosing k = 0, it follows that the operator

x&1: Hy(Q) — Hy ™ (E,D)
f l—>X21(,LL,f)(',',S)
has a continuous representative for
o 1-d _d

1

The result holds similarly for £5. Therefore, assuming p € C*°(Q) and f € H§ ()
with @ > 1/2, we can now define the forward operators for the semi-discrete first-order
and second-order scattering by

g Hy(Q) — RTK

f — (xL1(u, f)(EpvdkaSk))p:Lm,P, k=1,...K
e Hy () — RPE
f — (X£2<M7f)(Ep’dk’sk>)p:1 ..... P, k=1,...K "

Letting aside the ballistic radiation gg which contributes in only one value at Ej in
the spectrum, the spectral problem (7) becomes then

£if 4+ &8 f = Spec. (12)

Most reconstruction techniques require the computation of the adjoint operator, here
of £ and £, and consider the topology of the Lo-space in order to take into
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account perturbations in the measurement. However, akin to the semi-discrete Radon
transform, see [35], the adjoint of £/ is not continuous w.r.t. the Lo-topology and its
computation in the H*-topology can be a hard analytic and computational task. A
way to circumvent this obstacle is to restrict the domain space to a finite dimensional
subspace allowing us to use for instance the La-topology, by equivalence of the norms.
Therefore, we consider for the implementation the fully-discrete case which can be
formulated by restricting the forward domain space into a subspace X; C H§ () with
dim(X;) < oo, i.e.

(1), &; — RPXE
fi — L1f;
(£5), : Xj x Xy — RPXE

Since & is finite dimensional, (Sﬁb)j and (2§)j are bounded with respect to the Lo-
norm and more standard approaches can be used to solve

(£0); fi+(L5); fi =81 + & (13)
where g;, i = 1,2, denotes the sampled version of g;. An interesting question is how

to relate the solution to all subproblems (13) to the solution of (12). This is answered
in Section 3.

2.4. Model uncertainty and reconstruction strategies

Focusing on the Compton part, the spectral problem (7) can be reformulated with the
fully discrete setting in eq. (13) by

Find f from Spec with || (£), f; + (£4), f; — Spec[ls <€, j€N

RPXK

in which Spec € is the sampled version of Spec.

Remark 2.7. Using go in the reconstruction process is sensible. For instance,
it is possible to reconstruct under sparsity constraints a first approximation of the
attenuation map which can help to refine the forward model, in particular the weight
functions, see [26, 25]. However, we discarded this part of the spectrum as we wanted
to stress the model uncertainty using a weaker a priori of the attenuation map.

This inverse problem is in particular challenging regarding the following two
aspects:

e complexity: while the computational cost regarding £7*u is similar to the
one of the semi-discrete Radon transform (assuming the weight function is
precomputed), evaluating £5 is much more expensive. Given a grid of N4
elements, then the complexity of £/ is of order O(N¢ x J x K) while £4 is
of order O(N%¢ x J x K). In 2 dimensions and N = 100, it means that the
computation of the second order scattering is 10000 times more expensive!

This represents an important obstacle which encourages us to focus on the first-
order scattered radiation and forces us to use different simulators such as a Monte-
Carlo approach for the second-order.
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e model uncertainty: the linearization of the forward models by assuming a prior
attenuation map p* leads to an inaccuracy in the model i.e. we have with some
my; > 0

€5, 55— (217) filla < my.

The issue of the model uncertainty further increases when focusing on the first-
order scattering as proposed above. In this case, the second-order (and larger
order in practice) has to be treated as model error as well, which yields

I (25, 55+ (25), 75 = (8t7) fills <y

where 77; can be expected large.

Another reason to focus on the first-order part is the smoothness properties given in
Theorem 2.3. Since the £5 is a smoother FIO than £4, it tends to spread the features
of f and therefore the first-order part is richer for encoding f. A way to emphasize the
smoothness scale, it is possible to add to the inverse problem a discretized differential
operator (finite difference for example), P : REXE — RPXK acting on the energy
variable, leading to solve

‘,B(El‘f)j fi = PSpec; with f € X for some j € N.

and to the model uncertainty

19 (o), 54 (2,5 - (&), 45 I <

We observe empirically that the use of a differential operator reduces the model un-
certainty, i.e. 77?3 < 1, but this remains to be proved. This strategy was successfully
applied: in 3D using FBP-type algorithm for the extraction of the contours in [36] and
in 2D using iterative total-variation (TV) regularization in [26, 25]. However errors
and artifacts due to an inaccurate model can appear and need to be addressed using
data-driven algorithm.

In [9] the authors consider a CT problem affected by motion of the patient, which
leads to an inexact forward operator, as the motion is not explicitly known. They
proposed to apply the regularized sequential subspace optimization (RESESOP) for
solving inverse problem subject to model uncertainty and studied how the method is
well-posed and regularizing for the exact inverse problem. In Section 3, we propose to
adapt this strategy for solving the semi-discrete and fully-discrete problems associated
to CST. We also prove that the fully-discrete RESESOP is a regularization method
for the semi-discrete SESOP solution.

A second approach consists in implementing the deep image prior (DIP)
unsupervised learning method in order to address our inexact inverse problem.
Discussed in Section 4 and in Section 5, the standard loss function does not succeed to
compensate for the model uncertainty in CST. Inspired from the RESESOP approach,
we propose to adapt the loss function by incorporating the model uncertainty in the
loss function which leads to similar results with the RESESOP method.
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3. Study and construction of a RESESOP algorithm for CST

As discussed in Section 2, we are facing the issue of solving an inverse problem without
explicitly knowing the forward operator. In order to get a valid reconstruction, we
need to take the model uncertainty between the exact and inexact forward operator
into account. In CST, the model uncertainty between £/ and £/ " highly depends on
the different source and detector positions, but also on the energy of the scattered
photons. This is why we want to consider a system of inverse problems, instead of
a single one. To handle the model uncertainty issue for multiple inverse problems,
we use the RESESOP-Kaczmarz procedure presented in [9]. In the first part of this
section, we give a recap on the functionality and regularization properties of this
method. Since we want to solve the fully discrete problem (13), the question arises
whether the RESESOP outcome for the fully discrete problem regularizes the semi-
discrete problem regarding £/'. This is inspected in the second part of this section and
further, whether these reconstructions are stable with respect to the chosen subspace.
Last but not least, we explain how the RESESOP framework can be applied to CST.

3.1. RESESOP-Kaczmarz for a system of linear inverse problems

Consider finitely many linear bounded operators Ay : (X, - [|x) — V|l - [|y,)
between Hilbert spaces X, )y, where k& € {0,1,2,..., K — 1} for some K € N. We
assume that only approximate versions of Aj in the form of other linear bounded
operators A} : X — Y, are available, satisfying

1AL = Akll 2=y, < (14)
where |- || x—y, denotes the operator norm of linear bounded functions between X and
Yi. In what follows, we abbreviate all norms by || - || when there is no ambiguity. For

the sake of readibility, we avoid writing 7, in the superscript of the inexact forward
operators. Further, the following notation will be useful:

[n] :=n mod K.

The recap on the RESESOP-Kaczmarz procedure, presented in [9], will be
twofold: First, in case that all Ay are known and exact data g in the range of
Ag, noted Ran(Ay), are available, we illustrate the concept of SESOP-Kaczmarz for
solving this system of inverse problems. Second, we recall how this method can be
extended if only inexact forward operators and noisy data is available.

Beforehand, we give an important definition.

Definition 3.1. Let u € X and o € R. Define the corresponding hyperplane via
H(u,0) :={z € X : (u,z) = a},

and upper halfspace via
H.(u,0) :={z € X : (u,z) > a}.

In addition, for £ > 0 we define the corresponding stripe as
H(u,a,§) :={z € X : |(u,z) — a| <&}

Note that H(u,, &) C H(u,a) for all €.
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Figure 2. Iterative projection onto (a) hyperplanes and (b) intersection of
hyperplanes

3.1.1. SESOP-Kaczmarz for exact forward operators and data We start with the
observation that for any w € ) the hyperplane

H('Azw’ <w7gk>) = {Z et <IU,A]€Z> = <wvgk>}

contains the solution set
Ma(g) :={z€ X : Ajz = g; for all j}

of the system of inverse problems. Moreover, it follows from Riesz’ Representation
Theorem [24, Theorem 3.8.1] that

K-1

N [ HAw, (w,gx) = Ma(g)-

k=0 weYr
Therefore, the idea of Sequential Subspace Optimization is to choose w;, € Y}, and
iteratively project onto the corresponding hyperplanes

Hy, = H(Ap,wn, (Wn, gn)))-

That is, given a start iterate fy € X, we set f, := Pu, (fn—1), where Py, denotes
the orthogonal projection onto the closed convex set H,, see Figure 2. The projection
onto a single hyperplane can be computed by the following formula

Lemma 3.2. Let u € X \ {0} and a € R. Then the projection onto H(u,«) can be
computed via
(u,z) — «

Pu r=x— —F"—F——u
() ul]?

for any x € X.

Instead of projecting onto a single hyperplane at each iteration, projecting onto
the intersection of multiple hyperplanes may significantly increase the convergence
rate, see [40], and leads to multiple search directions, see [9]. This effect is also
illustrated in Figure 2. However, we did not observe empirically a significant benefit
in the convergence rate. This is the reason why we consider below only one search
direction.
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H((AFn])*w, (w, gfn]>>

Figure 3. Increasing the thickness of the hyperplane so that the resulting stripe
contains the restricted solution set

3.1.2. RESESOP-Kaczmarz for inexact forward operator Let us now assume that
only noisy data g? with noise levels d; > |lgr — ¢2|| and inexact forward operators
A} are available, for k € {0,1,...K — 1}. At this point, we also set some convenient
notation

ni= (nOa "'777K—1)T € RKv

6:= ((50, ...,5K,1)T S RX.
We further make the assumption that for some constant p > 0 the restricted solution
set

M (g) = M4(g) N B,(0)

is non-empty, that means there is a solution whose norm is smaller than p.

The main issue is that for w € Y}, the preceding hyperplanes H ((.A?n] ) w, (w, gfn]>)
may no longer contain the restricted solution set of the respective subproblem and
hence, neither M’ (g). This problem is tackled by projecting onto stripes instead of
hyperplanes whose thickness is chosen in accordance with the level of noise § and
the model inexactness 7, see Figure 3. This approach combined with the discrepancy
principle is summarized in the following algorithm.

Algorithm 3.3 (Similar to Algorithm 2.7. in [9]). Choose an initial value fy = 67’5 €
B,(0) C X and a constant T > 1. If the current iterate I10 fulfills the discrepancy
principle for the current subproblem, i.e.

AT 2% = gl < 7o) + S0, (15)
set fgfl = f10. Otherwise set w1’ = A?n]fﬁ"; — gfs”] and compute the next iterate
via

6
fy = PHg’éf:Z’éy
i.e. by projecting onto the stripe
H = H(u)?, o, €0°),
where
i (Af)
s 5 8
a? = (wh 7g[n]>7
&0 = () + 8 [0
Stop iterating as soon as fnir = fn for all k € {0,..., K — 1}.
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Note that for (n,d) = 0, the previous algorithm is just the SESOP-Kaczmarz
procedure from the previous section. In this case we will omit all superindices and
write for example f,, instead of f7°. As shown in [9], by the construction of the stripe
HY | it contains the restricted solution set M4 (g) := M4 (g) N B,(0).

Furthermore, it might happen that ||u”|| = 0 although the discrepancy principle
(15) is not fulfilled. In that case the stripe H-® may be the empty set and hence the
iteration step not well-defined. This leads to the following definition:

Definition 3.4. We call a start iterate fg“s of Algorithm 3.3 to be feasible if "% # 0,
whenever the discrepancy principle (15) is not fullfilled.

However, it is to be noted here that if (A?n])* is injective, or equivalently AFH] is
surjective, all start iterates are feasible.

. . . . . 5 6 6
Regarding the computation of the projection onto the stripe H(ul°, all°, £1?)
we have the following result.

Lemma 3.5. If the iterate f7° of Algorithm 3.3 does mot fulfill the discrepancy
principle (15), then it holds that

(u?, f°) — (o’ + €1°)

1,6 _ 41,8470 ; 7,0 .
an i toul with e = 775”2

n

lu

Proof. Due to Proposition 3.5 in [9] we have f7° € Hs (u?, a1 4 £79). Hence, the
claim follows from Lemma 3.2. O

Remark 3.6. Due to the form of f)! +17 the w1 are also called search directions.

Next we state two theorems from [9], which will be important in the next section.
The first one is about the convergence of the SESOP-Kaczmarz iteration.

Theorem 3.7. [9, Theorem 3.3] For (n,0) =0 let {fn}nen be the sequence generated
by Algorithm 3.3 for a feasible initial value fo € X. If the parameters t,, from Lemma
3.5 are bounded, then it holds that

nh_{go fn = PMA(g)(fO)a
e. (fn)nen strongly converges to the projection of fo onto the solution set M4(g).

Before we state that the RESESOP-Kaczmarz method is indeed a regularization of
the inverse problems Ay f = g2, k € {0,..., K—1}, it is to be noted here that whenever
(n,6) # 0 Algorithm 3.3 terminates after a finite number of iterations according to [9,
Lemma 3.7.], that is

n.(n,d) := min {n eEN: ||A[n,]f77 )0 g[n,]|| < 7PN +0m), V' = n, +K—1}(16)

is finite. It is called finite stopping indez, but note that it is called auxilliary stopping
index in [9)].

Theorem 3.8. [9, Theorem 3.9.] Let ((n,8);)ien be a null-sequence and (n,8); # 0

for all l. Given a feasible start iterate fo € B,(0), let f(77 DL pe the outcome of

(m,0):
)
¢

Algorithm 3.3. Assume that the parameters » from Lemma 3.5 are bounded with

respect to n,l € N. Then it holds that

llggo fni](n,%)z = PMﬁ(g)(fO)-
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3.2. Restriction of the domain space

As mentioned in Section 2 we aim for an approximate solution of a semi-discrete
inverse problem by considering a fully-discrete version of it. Therefore, in this section
we assume ) to be finite dimensional and inspect what happens if we restrict the
domain space X to some closed subspace X;. To simplify the notation, we consider
only a single forward operator A, A7 : X — ) in the following and denote the exact
data by g € Ran(A). However, note that together with ideas from [9] it might be
possible to adapt the results in this section to the case of multiple forward operators.
The restrictions of A and A" to X; are denoted by

AT AT Xy — Y,

respectively. There restrictions are also linear and bounded operators between Hilbert
spaces X; and ).

In the first part of this section, we want to apply the RESESOP-Kaczmarz method
to the restricted operators and use the preceding theory to observe in Corollary 3.10
that for fixed subspace &, this yields under some assumption to a regularized solution
of the semi-discrete inverse problem Af = ¢°. In the second part, we prove stability
with respect to the chosen subspace in Theorem 3.13.

3.2.1. RESESOP-Kaczmarz applied to a restricted forward operator Throughout this
section we make the assumption that

g € Ran( A7), (17)

which seems to be restrictive at first, but as ) is finite dimensional, the restricted
operator A’ has even a high chance of being surjective if the dimension of X; is
sufficiently large. The assumption (17) implies that there exists some p; > 0 such
that

MY (g) = Mai(g) N By, (0) # 0,
i.e. the (restricted) solution set is non-empty.

For start iterates fJ := fg”é’J € X;, we apply the RESESOP Algorithm 3.3 to the
operator A™7 and extend the notation in Algorithm 3.3 by an additional superindex
j, that is, we denote the iterates by f7%7 and further set

wZ’é’j — An,jfg,é,j _ 95’

5, i\, 1,0,

WO = (AT )10

aZ"S’] — <w2’5’3,95>,

&0 = [lwp® || (np + 6).
Also, we replace p by p; so that the stripes H""%J will contain the restricted solution
set Mf(J (g)- Again, if (n,9) = 0, we omit them in the superindex, for example, we
then write fJ instead of f2:°J. The theory presented in Section 3.1 is also applicable

to the restricted operators A7 and A7, which also means that for (1,d) # 0 there is
a finite stopping index

nu(,8,3) = min {n ¢ A 199 = 7| < v(pm+8)} €N (18)

and for n > n.(n,d,7) it holds that fgﬁvj = fﬁi‘i’iajy Moreover, from Theorem 3.7

and Theorem 3.8 we immediately obtain the following result:
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Corollary 3.9. For (n,0) = 0 let (f)nen be the sequence generated by Algorithm 3.3
for a feasible initial value f3 € X. If the parameters tJ, from Lemma 3.5 are bounded,
then it holds that

dim [ =P, 0)(f) € Malg),

i.e. (f)nen strongly converges to the projection of fg onto the solution set M 4;(g).

This means that in case of (n,d) = 0, the application of the SESOP algorithm
to the resctricted operator A’ indeed converges to a solution of Af = g. Further, in
case of model uncertainty or noisy data, applying RESESOP to A™7 regularizes the
inverse problem regarding A in the following way.

Corollary 3.10. Let ((7,6)i)ien be a null sequence and (1,0); # 0 for all l. Further,

for some feasible start iterate f; € B, (0) let fr?i’(ﬁv;;?éz,j) be the outcome of Algorithm

3.3. Assume that the parameters t7:°07 from Lemma 8.5 are bounded with respect to
n,l € N. Then it holds that

. 5 i
lim ms01.J
100 f”* (m1,01,5)

PM:@ (g)(fg) € Mftj (g)

However, at this point it is not clear, whether the RESESOP reconstruction is
stable with respect to the chosen subspace X;. This is analyzed in the next subsection.

We recall now a descent property for the RESESOP iterates from [9], which will
be helpful for the analysis in the next subsection.

Proposition 3.11. [9, Proposition 3.5.] If ||[A"9 f1:99 — ¢°|| > 7(p;n + 0), then it
holds that

a) f1%9 is contained in the half-space Hs (ull®7 al%7 4 £1:9.7),

b) For all z € H(ul® % €193 it holds that

. . 2
w7 ]| (wpd3 || — (pn + a)))

6. 8.
lz = LRI < Nl = )12 = 75,7
[Jun ™|l

In particular, b) holds for all elements z of the restricted solution set M (g).

The following Lemma addresses the computation of the adjoint of the restricted
forward operator.

Lemma 3.12. For ally € Y it holds that (A7)*y = Px, A*y and similarly for (A™7)*.
Proof. Let y € Y. For all v € &} it holds that

(AN 'y — A*y,v) = (y, Ao — Av) = (y, Av — Av) = 0.
Therefore, (A7)*y — A*y is orthogonal to X;. As (A7)*y € X;, we conclude

0="Px, ((A4)y — A'y) = Px,(A"y) — (4)"y.
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3.2.2. Stability with respect to the chosen subspace In this section we consider a
nested sequence of closed subspaces X of X, i.e.

X; C Xj4q forall j € N. (19)
Further, we assume that
Nt cJa (20)
J

and make the stronger assumption, compared to section 3.2.1, that there exists some
J € N such that the restriction A7 of A to X is surjective. Due to the nestedness
(19), it follows that (A7) is surjective for j > J. Therefore, without loss of generality
we assume all A’ to be surjective. Furthermore, it is to be noted here that for closed
subspaces V' C X; the expression VL stands for the orthogonal complement in X.
The orthogonal complement in X; is denoted by V+i.

The main goal of this section is to prove the following result:
Theorem 3.13. Let f] := 100 e N(ADS N B,,(0), j €N, be start iterates for the

RESESOP method applied to A" and assume that fg converges to some start iterate

fo € N(A)LX N B, (0) for the SESOP method applied to A. Given some sequence

((n,0,7)1)1en converging to (0,0,00) we assume that the parameters 8 gnd th

from Lemma 3.5 are bounded with respect to n,l € N. Then it holds that
. 5,
llgglo fr(:(l)])l = Phrsa(g) fo;
where ny (1) :==n.((n,0,7)1) is the finite stopping index from (18).

Remark 3.14. We say that a sequence (n,0,7); is convergent to (0,0,00), if for all
€ >0 and N > 0 there exists some L € N such that for alll > L

|m| < e,]6] <eand j; > N.

Moreover, we want to emphasize again that the assumption of AJ being surjective
implies that all start iterates f := fo’é’j € X; and fo € X, respectively, are feasible.
Therefore, we omitted these conditions in Theorem 3.13.

In order to prove this theorem, some preparations are required. First, we inspect
the projections onto solution sets.

Lemma 3.15. Let fo € N(A)*. Then it holds that

Pariacg)fo=A"g,
where A™ denotes the generalized inverse of A, see for example [35, Definition 2.1.5.].
By analogy, it holds that

Par 0 f = (A7) Ty,
for any fg € N(A)*L.

Proof. Let f € M 4(g). As the solution set is an affine set, namely M 4(g) = f+N(A),
the corresponding orthogonal projection can be computed via

Priacg)fo = f+Pniay(fo— f)
Due to fo € N(A)*+ we conclude
Prracg) foll = If = Pnayfll = 1Py fIl < M £II-

This means that Py, (g) fo is the minimum-norm solution of Af = g. O
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At this point it is to be noted here that, as A and .47 both map into a finite
dimensional space ), their generalized inverses are bounded operators defined on the
whole space Y, see [35, Satz 2.1.8]. The next step is to show that (A7)*g converges
to Atg. For that purpose we need some results on orthogonal projections:

Lemma 3.16. Let (V;);en be a sequence of nested subspaces of X. For all f € X it
holds that

jlggo Pv,f="Pvf, where V.= U V.
jeN
In particular, for all f € X it holds that
jligolo PX]- f = ,me as well as ]1520 PN(AJ)f = 'me
Proof. Let f € V and € > 0. By definition of V, there exists some N € N and f. € Vy

such that || f — f|| < e. Due to the nestedness of the V; we conclude that f. belongs
to all V; for n > N. Thus,

|Pvf =Py, fll < IIf = fll + [Py, fe — Py, f]]
< (T+ Py, )e < 2e.

Therefore Py, f converges to Py f. Due to the nestedness, the general case f € X
follows analogously by rewriting f = fy + fy. for fyy € V and fy. € V*. O

Corollary 3.17. Let (x,)nen be a sequence in X converging to some x € X. It holds

that
Jlggo PMAj (9)%Tj = Py, where V.= UMAJ (9).
J

Proof. As g € Ran(A7) for all j € N and by the nestedness of the X, there is some
' € X with 2’ € M 4;(g) for all j € N. Therefore, we can write

M yi(g) = 2’ + N(A).
Hence, we conclude by Lemma 3.16 that
Jlggo P (9)% = '+ ]1520 Prnan (@' — )

= {E/ + PW(.’EI — (E)

= quruj NAHE = quruj Na® = Pra.
Therefore, for € > 0 there exists a J € N such that
€ .
||7)M_Aj ()% — 'PVxH < 3 Vi>J

As (x,,)n converges to x there is some J’ > J such that ||z; —z|| < § for all j > J".
Altogether, for j > J’ it follows

[Pve = Pur @)l = 1Pva — Pas s 975l
< |[Pva— PMA;‘ (@)l + ||PMAJ 9T~ PM.AJ (@)%l
<e2+ Pl lz -l <e

which ends the proof. O
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Lemma 3.16 enables us to derive another important result, which is a special case
of [35, Lemma 6.1.5.].

Lemma 3.18. For all f € N(A)* it holds that Py (i f 2.

Proof. Let € > 0 and set V := [J; &;. As A" maps Ran(A) into a dense subset of

N(A)*, there exists an element y € Ran(A) such that ||z — A*y|| < &/2. It follows
from Lemma 3.16 that

P, Ay i Py A*y = A%y,
as A*y € N(A)L C V by assumption (20). Therefore, there exists J € N such that
| Px, A*y — A*y|| < e/2 for all j > J. Using Lemma 3.12, the desired result follows
since for all j > J we have
[P an f <N Pweasy (f = A+ 1Py (A7) Yl + [ Prvaiy (A = (A7) )yl
<e/2+4 ||ATy = (A)yll = /2 + A"y — Py, ATy <.
O
Now we are able to prove the convergence of the sequence of the generalized
solutions (A’)Tg. Regarding the proof, we follow the ideas in [35, Section 6.1.2.].
Theorem 3.19. It holds that ((A?)*g); converges to ATg.
Proof. We set f+:= Atg and fj+ := (A7)t g. We recall the notation N(A7)*7 for the
orthogonal complement of N (A7) in X7. We start with the consideration
fr=rr=rt = (A)ty
= (I — (AT A fF
= (I = (A)TA(f* = Pay [7) = (I = (A) T AP, £,

where I denotes the identity on X. Regarding the second term we apply [35, Theorem
2.1.9] to derive

(I — (AT AP, [T =P, fT — (A)T AP, f+
_ PXJ»]H _ (_Aj)+Aj7>Xjf+
= ijf+ = P(aiyts ijer
=P 7= Prants f = Pvcand
which converges to 0, according to Lemma 3.18, as fT € N(A)*.
It remains to show that also the first term above converges to zero. We start by
mentioning that the generalized solutions of A7 and A are bounded operators. By
the surjectivity of the A’ we conclude for arbitrary y € ) that (A7)Ty solves the

inverse problem A’ f = y. It is due to the nestedness (19) of the X7 that it solves also
At f = 4. Thus, by definition of the generalized inverse we obtain

(AT Fyll < (A7) Fyl| for all j € N.
As a consequence, there is a C > 0 such that

(A9 < C for all j € N. (21)
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Therefore, we are able to estimate

. (21)
(T = (A)TA) (T =Pa O < L+ ONAI- ST = Pa, .

As ft € N(A*+ C U; &j, the right-hand-side of the inequality converges to 0,
according to Lemma 3.16. Finally, we have shown that ( f;r ); indeed converges to
fr. O

Remark 3.20. If we had not assumed the surjectivity of AJ, then the estimate
(AT Tyl < ||(A)) Ty in the proof of the previous theorem might not hold in general.

Corollary 3.21. For any f € N(A)* it holds that

Pvf="Prgf where V= U M 4i(g).
JEN

Proof. According to Lemma 3.15 we have that Py, () f = Atg. Since N(A)* C
N(AY)L, it follows that Pu ;)] = (A7) Tg. Therefore, applying Corollary 3.17 and
Lemma 3.15 and Theorem 3.19 yields

Pvf = lim Paq)f = lim (A)7g = ATg = Pary (oS-
O

We recall our assumption that Af = g has a solution in B,(0) and A7 f = g has a
solution in B, (0)NX}. Note that due to the nestedness of the X; we may assume that
pi+1 < p; for all j. In all what follows, we consider for the application of RESESOP
to A™J and for the application of SESOP to A a uniform

p/ = mjax{p, pJ} = maX{p, pl} (22)

This guarantees that the restricted solution sets M 4;(g) N B,/ (0) are non-empty for
all j and are contained in the respective stripes H*J from Algorithm 3.3.

In order to prove Theorem 3.13, we follow the same strategy as in [9] for proving
Theorem 3.8 for the case X7 = X. For that, we first show that the iterates f7:%7 from
the application of RESESOP to A"/ converges to f,, the iterates from the application
of SESOP to A. To simplify the notation, we denote by %7 — z the following

lim 2% =g
(1,6,5)—(0,0,00)

and state a useful result.

Lemma 3.22. Let n € N and consider a sequence (1,9,7) converging to (0,0,00). If
f1:%3 converges to f,, then

w9 = w,, w5 u,, a5 a,, €19 S €,
Proof. First, note that for x € X; it holds that Az = Az and A"z = A"z. Consider
[ — wy | = A £797 — g° — (Afa — g)ll
<O+ AN = Af
<O+ AT = AT fol| + A o — Afu
<SS+ [N £ = Fall + nll £all.
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Note that [|.A7|| is bounded, as A" converges to A. Moreover, f7-%7 converges to f,
by assumption, so that we conclude from the estimation above that wﬂ75’j converges
to wy, if (n,d,7) converges to (0,0, c0).
Using Lemma 3.12, we obtain
[ =]l = (AN wp — Aty
= |[Pa; (A" wi®? — A, |
< [P, (AN wipT — Py (A") wy, | + | P, (A7) wi, — A"y |
< AN o7 = wi |+ [ Pa; (A7) wp — A wn|.
Therefore, it follows that
[P, (A" w,, — A wn || < [|Pa; (A") wy, — P, A wy || + [P, A w, — A w, |
< (A7) = A% - flwn || + [[Pa; Awn — Aw, ||
< lfwn || + [[Pa; A" wn — Awn]|.
Since A*w, € N(A)* CU ; Aj, the second term on the right-hand side converges to 0
by Lemma 3.16. Therefore, it follows by the estimations above and the convergence of

the w?%7 that u"%7 converges to u,. It is now straightforward to see that also a%7,
€193 converge to an, &,, respectively. H

With this result we are able to prove the following.

Corollary 3.23. [9, Lemma 3.8.] Assume that the RESESOP start iterates fg"s’j €
B, (0) N X; converge to the SESOP start iterate fo € N(A)~ N B, (0). Then it holds
that

o3 f, vV neN.

Proof. We prove this statement by induction. The base case for n = 0 is fulfilled
just by assumption. Assume that f7:%/ converges to f,. From Algorithm 3.3 and
Proposition 3.11, we observe that

if |0

otherwise.

< 7(p'n +9);

f:0:3
m,0,J _ " 8. pm6. 8.0 gm0
L Gl T B U i) S G SR B X
" lur > 72 "

First, consider sequences in

Iy = {(,6,7) « |lwl®?|| < 7(p'n + 6)}.

This means, that for those (1, d, j) the discrepancy principle (15) is fulfilled at iteration
index n, which means fgf’lj = f7%J. In this case, we conclude by the induction
hypothesis and the previous Lemma 3.22

lwn | = lim [l *7] = 0,

which implies Af, — g = w, = 0 and hence fni1 = f,, = lim f7%9 = lim £}
Second, consider sequences in

Iy :={(,6,7) : w7 > 7(p'n + 6)}.
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If w,, # 0, it follows by the feasibility of fy that u, # 0. Therefore, we conclude by
the induction hypothesis, Lemma 3.22 and Proposition 3.11 a) that

fﬂfij _ f;z,é,j _ <UZ’67j» f:z]’é’j> - (qz7§’j + 52’5’j)uz,6,j
’ Rl

<un7 fn> — (an + gn)

_>.fn_ ) un:fnJrl
[[wan]

Let now w, = 0, which means that f,, is the outcome of the SESOP algorithm.
Due to Theorem 3.7, we conclude f,y1 = fn = Prr,(g)fo- Let € > 0. We insert

z:=Pu,, (g)fg into Proposition 3.11 b) and obtain
. . 2
e (e R G R )
o 1,0,J |
n
<N Pas ) f = £

< HPMAj(g)fg — Paraco)foll + IParacgyfo — £

The first term on the right-hand side converges to zero according to Corollary 3.21 and
Corollary 3.17, whereas the second term converges to zero by the induction hypothesis.
Finally, this means that

<u7’r77,’6’j’ fg75’j> — (Oéz’é’j + 52’6’j) un,!sxj
HU?L757J ”2 "

[[u

<u2’57j, f7717>57j> — (azﬁ,j + 52,5,1')
a2

fﬂ,&j _ f;},é,j .

n+1 u?{&’j — fn = fn+1~

Altogether we conclude that f7%9 converges to f,i1. O
Now we are able to prove the main result of this section.

Proof of Theorem 3.13.
First, each subsequence of n.(l) has a bounded or a monotonically increasing,
unbounded subsequence. Therefore, it suffices to consider these two cases - namely

n.(l) to be bounded or unbounded but monotonically increasing - and show that in
both cases f;zé(lj) converges to the same element Py , (4) fo-
(i) Assume n.(l) to be bounded and set

N = mlaxn*(l) eN.
We observe by the definition of the finite stopping index that

fr(bnﬁ»j)l — fj(\;”‘S’j)’, for all n > N.

As a consequence, for those n > N the discrepancy principle is satisfied which
yields

||Am,jzf7(1n,6,j)z _ 951 | = HAmfr(Ln’é’j)l _ géz | < T(Plnl + &) lﬁf 0.
On the other hand, we have
|| At 8D g8l = (|| 2 Jaw, ||,

according to Corollary 3.23 and Lemma 3.22. This implies w,, = 0, so Af, = g,
which means that f, is the output of the SESOP algorithm. By Theorem 3.7 we
conclude

Jn = Pra(g)fo for all n > N,
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which together with Corollary 3.23 leads to
firont = fz(\?’w)l T = Pria(g) fo-

(ii) Now assume that n.(l) is monotonically increasing and unbounded.
On the one hand, the SESOP iterates (fy), converge to Py, (g)fo. On the other
hand, by Corollary 3.21 and Corollary 3.17 we have that

P]V[Aj (!J)fg = PMA(!J)fO'
Therefore, let choose an N € N such that

5
Ilfrn = Paraco) foll <3 (23)
1P 0013 PMA(g)f0|| < (24)
for all n,j > N. According to Corollary 3.23 there exists some I’ € N with I’ > N
such that
155 — vl < S (25)

for all 1 > 1. As n.(l) is unbounded and monotonically increasing we can choose
" > 1" such that n.(I) > N for all | > [". For those | we derive
||f(77 — Puag) ol < IIffZZ "= Pun () fo I 1Pat w00 f3 = Praacg) foll
(24) ¢ P
< I = Pa

0,
< AN = Par i S

where the last step follows from Proposition 3.11 b), which is applicable as
PMAN(g)féV belongs to the restricted solution set MQN (9), which is a subset

of MAW*(,)( ). We further estimate

5 5

1N = Pas o J3 I <IN = il 1N = Pas 0 10

(25) €

< *+||fN Pu Byl

5

<3 T Ifv = Parao foll + 1Paraco) fo — Pt w0 fo
3,
4 )
due to (23) and (24). Altogether, we have shown that for all [ > 1

16,7
170 = Paraa foll <.

Finally, we have shown convergence of f(”’ I to Py A(g)fo in both cases and
hence, by our introductory discussion, in all cases.

<

O

We have shown in the last theorem that the RESESOP iterates for A" converge
to the SESOP outcome for A, namely Py, (g)fo- By the choice of fo € N(A)+NB,(0)
we have seen in Lemma 3.15 that Py, (4)fo must be the minimum-norm solution of
Af = g. As we assumed that f has a solution in B,(0) we conclude that Py, (4)fo
must also be in B,(0) and not only in B,/ (0) for p’ = max{p, p;}.
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3.3. Application to CST

In this section we specify how the previous framework can be applied to the semi-
discrete and fully discrete operators of CST. We assume that the chosen subspace X
of H§ () ensures surjectivity of the fully discrete operator (£4); : X; — RF*X from
Section 2.3. We then set

A= (g]); and A" = (2;’{*)]-,
as well as
A:=gl and A" := gl

for a chosen prior p* to the groundtruth p. If we equip the domain spaces with the
Sobolev norm, all operators above are continuous so that the theory in both Sections
3.2.1 and 3.2.2 is applicable. That means that applying RESESOP to (2{”* ); does
not only regularize £ f = g, see Corollary 3.10, but is also stable with respect to the
chosen subspace in the sense of Theorem 3.13. However, as mentioned before, we do
not have access to the adjoint operators regarding the Sobolev norm, so that for our
numerical experiments we need to equip X; with the Lo-norm. In this case, it still
holds that RESESOP applied to (£f ) ; converges to a solution of £/ f = g as soon as
the model uncertainty 7 and the noise-level § go to zero. However, this reconstruction
may not be stable with respect to the chosen &, as the semi-discrete forward operator
£} is no longer continuous.

Since the model uncertainty highly depends on the respective source, detector
positions and energies of incoming photons, we split the operators up by

ATLf = ((81);f),, €R, forpe {1,..., P} and k € {1,..., K}

and analogously for the other operators. Therefore, in our simulations in Section 5,
we apply the RESESOP-Kaczmarz Algorithm 3.3 to A7

4. A Deep Image Prior approach for CST

Solving the inverse problem in Compton scattering tomography using standard
learning techniques would require large databases obtained from energy-resolved
detectors with sufficient energy resolution and v-ray sources. Unfortunately, such
datasets do not exist preventing the training of a neural network for the CST problem.
Alternatively, it is possible to use unsupervised techniques such as Deep Image Prior
(DIP), see [27]. Therefore, in this section we inspect how the DIP approach can be
applied and adapted to the model inexactness in CST.

In this section, we use the same notation as in section 3.3. For the sake of

7,7
D,k

readibility, we denote the fully discrete inexact forward operator (£} ’ )i()p by A
and the exact operator (£();(-)p.x by ,A; K

In order to apply a DIP approach to these operators, we consider a suitable
(neural network) mapping g : £ — X, where 6 belongs to some parameter space
©. Given a single data point g’ € RP*X and some random input z € Z, the DIP
approach seeks for finding parameters 6,,; € © that minimizes some loss function ¢,
i.e.

: 7,3 5
Oopt € argén@m f((ApykLpg(z),gnk)p’k).
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The DIP reconstruction is then obtained by evaluating ¢y, (2).

Usually, the construction and efficiency of such an approach requires:

(i) a suitable network architecture must be chosen, which should capture information
about the "nature” of images we are looking for, see also [14];

(ii) a stopping criterion in order to avoid noise over-fitting, and

(iii) a proper loss function ¢, which, as we will see, should also contain information

about the model uncertainty between AZ and A] In our experiments we
focus on inspecting the effect of including model uncertalnty estimates to the loss
function.

4.1. Network architecture

Motivated by the similarities between the model of the first-order scattered and
the standard Radon transform, we consider the U-Net provided by J. Leuschner
on GitHubf, which was also successfully used in [7] for CT reconstructions. In our
simulation settings, see section 5, we obtained the best results for seven layers with
(32,32,64,64,128,128,256) channels. For this, we needed to slightly adapt the code,
as it was designed for at most six layers. Moreover, we used six skip connections
and a sigmoid function as a final step of the neural network. For the details of the
down and up sampling parts of the U-Net we refer directly to the code mentioned
above. However, it is reasonable to think that a more optimal network architecture
for CST could be constructed in the future, in particular to address the complexity of
the model and the multiple-order scattering.

4.2. Loss functions

As a first and standard approach - in case of an exact forward operator, see also [14]
- we consider the mean squared error loss function

| 2

1 = PK Z ||Ap,k909 gg,k ;
for & € ©. This means that no information on the model uncertainty is explicitly
included. By this, we want to inspect, whether the network itself is capable of reducing
artifacts caused by considering the inexact forward operators .AZ{C As we will see in
the next section, this is not the case.

Hence, we want to include information on the model uncertainty to the loss
function. Motivated by the approach in [9] to include the model uncertainty to the
RESESOP-Kaczmarz procedure, we propose to include the model uncertainty to a
loss function via

2
0:(0) KZ(H mhee() — ghll? = 2| (26)

where ¢, 1, := 7(p'1p,k + Ip k) is a model correction term inspired from the RESESOP
method studied in the previous section. The connection to RESESOP-Kaczmarz is
revealed by the following observation: If we assume that one of the summands in

1 https://github.com/jleuschn/dival/tree/master/dival/reconstructors/networks
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(26) is zero, then it is not difficult to see that ¢g(2) belongs to the boundary of the

restricted stripe B, (0) N H(uZ’,‘i’j, Z,‘i‘], 3% 5”) where

6.
Z, = (AT (AT 00(2) — 85 1)

Ok <Ank909( ) = 9k & i)
6

& *Cp,kllA" 100(2) — g5 il

are analogously defined as in Algorithm 3.3. Hence, if 0, is a minimizer of (o,
then gpgopt( z) is expected to be close to the boundary of all those stripes. As
illustrated in Figure 3, the solution of A7 f = g is expected to be close to the stripe
boundaries. Further note that /5 is also differentiable with respect to 8, given that g
is differentiable, which enables backpropagation.

Remark 4.1. It would also be an option to include cp ) from (26) to the parameter
space ©. However, it is then important to restrict the ¢, to an interval determined
by an estimation of the model uncertainty. This could be achieved in the following

way: Include 0'¢) € RP*E to the parameter space © and choose cp,k(GI(f,)c) as a

differentiable function of Gp > Whose range is contained in the desired interval. This
way, the network could learn a better estimation of the model uncertainty and be less
vulnerable to bad model uncertainty estimates. This idea might be valuable for further
research. Moreover, the advantage of considering loss functions like {y is that they
probably do not require a stopping criterion.

We end this section by describing the general training process. For minimizing the
loss functions we used the stochastic optimizer ADAM from pytorchf. We observed
that in the beginning of the training process /5 seems to be more sensitive than #; to
the choice of the learning rate in the ADAM optimizer. More precisely, if the learning
rate does not decrease quickly enough during the training, it sometimes happened
that the current reconstruction completely changes from one training step to another.
This might be explained by inspecting the gradients of the loss functions with respect
to 0: For simplicity, we consider instead the following functions and their gradients

N
= Z ‘$k|2 with (Vfl(l'))k = 2$k,
k=1

N
= Z |23 — ci]? with  (Vfa(2))x = 22 - 2(27 — c}).

Thus, if  is not close to ¢ - which is the case in the beginning of the optimization -
the gradients of fo have a larger dynamic than those of fi. So, if the learning rate
is not small enough, the gradient descent step for £5 is more likely to be too large.
In order to stabilize the minimization of {5 the following strategies turned out to be
efficient: First, starting with ¢; and later changing the loss function to ¢y is more
robust to the choice of the learning rate. Second, clipping the gradients during the
backpropagation turned out to be another good option to stabilize the loss function
lo, i.e. rescaling the current gradient as soon as its norm is larger than a chosen
threshold. This threshold can iteratively be reduced during the training process. In
our simulations we combined both approaches.

€ https://pytorch.org/docs/stable/generated/torch.optim.Adam.html
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5. Simulation results

In this section, we consider only the two-dimensional case for CST for convenience as
the three-dimensional case is significantly more expensive in terms of computations, as
mentioned in Section 2. However, there is no obstacle in the analysis of both forward
models and reconstruction techniques for a direct application to 3D.

We start by presenting the setting of our numerical experiments and exhibit
then how the first- and second-order scattering data g;,gs € RF*K are simulated.
Afterwards, we present the reconstruction results for the RESESOP and the DIP
approach.

Image domain. During our experiments the region  C R2 to be scanned is a square
of 30 cm side-length and center at zero.

Architecture of the CST scanner. The detector space D is a sphere with radius 30
cm and center at zero. At one half of this sphere ny, = 10 sources are evenly
positioned. For each source we evenly sample 80% of the detector space at ng
locations for the detectors, which is illustrated in Figure 4. 20% are omitted
because detectors close to the source will only receive a low signal. In total, we
have K = ng - ng = 200 source-detector tuples.

Figure 4. Set-up for first source and corresponding used detectors

Sources and energy. The monochromatic sources are assumed to emit ~-rays at
energy Fg = 1173 keV, which corresponds to the maximal peak of Cobalt-60.
Moreover, the total number of emitted photons per source is set to Iy = 8 - 102.
Further research and simulations shall take into account the polychromacy of the
source as in [26] but our proposed method can be adapted to this physical aspect.
We also discard the backscattering, i.e. scattering angles w € (7/2,7), as the
flux of this part of the spectrum is rather low, thus heavier affected by noise, and
further delivers a poorer information for fixed energy resolution, see [36]. There-
fore, accordingly with to the Compton formula (4), we equally sample the energy
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space E at P = 80 energies in the interval (359.6,1161.5) keV, so for scattering
angles w € (0,7/2).

A modified Shepp-Logan phantom. For the groundtruth p we consider a bilinear in-
terpolator of a modified Shepp-Logan Phantom defined on a grid twice as fine as
Qp, so p ¢ X;. The original Shepp-Logan phantom has a very low contrast in
the inner part which is not suited for the level of model inexactness we consider.
In order to still provide a challenge for the algorithms, we increased the contrast
but not as much as for the ”Modified Shepp-Logan” defined in MATLAB. The
electron densities relative to water of u are in the interval [1.36,5.66], see figure
5 a). This means its maximal electron density corresponds to bone. Note that
the electron density of water is 3.23 - 102? electrons per cm™3. The horizontal
and vertical diameters of the phantom are 19.5 cm and 26 cm, respectively. Re-
garding the prior p*, see Figure 5 b), we choose the same shape as for p, but set
the relative electron density of the interior constantly to 0.67. Both p and p* are
positioned in €2 such that their center are at zero.

Restricting the domain space. The finite dimensional subspace X; of H§(Q) is
constructed in the following way: On = (—15,15)2, we consider a regular
100 x 100 grid

Q= {(Tn,Ym) = (=15 +nh, 15+ mh)T : n,m =0, ...,99}
for h = 0.3. For each grid point, (z,,ym) € Q we define a gaussian function via
enm(T,y) =c ex L(r=—n 2—i—1 v =\’
8 Y= Com m P 5\ T0.5h 2 \ 0.5k ’

where ¢y, is chosen such that ||enm||12() = 1. Each gaussian is truncated to the
set QN B, ((@n,Ym)), for r := 1.5h. By setting X as the linear span of the ey,
we obtain a 10000 dimensional space.

Forward models. For the implementation of the first-order CST operator £, we used
the trapezoidal rule for computing the involved integrals. The first-order scatter-
ing data g; € RP*¥ is then computed by evaluating the semi-discrete £ at u for
the respective detector-source-energy triples described above. The second-order
scattering data go € RP*K was generated using Monte-Carlo simulations [36].
Since "only” Iy = 8 - 10% photons were sent by the source, the second-order scat-
tered radiation is subject to noise due to the stochastic nature of the emission
of photons. The data g, g2 and the sum g; 4+ g, for one source position are
depicted in Figure 5(c).

Inezact model. Regarding the inexact fully discrete operator (€ ); : X; — RPXE we
compute its matrix representation (Plu );j - an 16000 x 10000 matrix - with respect
to the basis (enm)n.m and the standard basis of RE*X | that is, its columns are
flattened versions of the vectors £/ ’ (€nm) € RP*E This allows a fast evaluation
of the fully-discrete operator. For computing the matrix entries, we pre-computed
the weight 201 (u*) on a grid twice as fine as Qj, and used linear interpolation.
Thereby, the computation time was reduced.
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Detector index

20 2
96 91 86 81 76 71 66 61 56 51 46 41 36 31 96 91 86 81 76 71 66 61 56 51 46 41 36 31

E/E; in per cent E/E; in per cent E/E; in per cent

P!
9 91 86 S1 76 71 66 61 56 51 46 41 36 31

Figure 5. (a) Shepp-Logan phantom (groundtruth), (b) Prior map used for p*,
(c) CST data for one source position — from left to right: g1, g2 and g1 + g2.

Different scenarios. In our numerical experiments with RESESOP and DIP, we
consider the following reconstruction problems and use the notation introduced
in the previous sections.

i) Agzifz(gl)%k forp=1,...P,k=1,...K;

(ii) AZif = (g9)p.k, where g is g1 disturbed by 2.4% Poisson noise;
(iii) AZ% f = (81 + 82)p,x Where gy is corrupted by Poisson noise due to the

Monte-Carlo process;

(iv) (‘BA)Z?J—f = (P(g1 + 82))p,k, where P computes finite differences of the
input vector.

For our reconstructions we need accurate estimations of the model uncertainty
for every subproblem. We computed them numerically by inspecting the discrepancy
between data generated by the exact and inexact forward operators. Further, we use
four different similarity measurements in Table 1,2 and 3 for comparing the differ-
ent reconstructions, namely: Signal-to-Noise ratio (SNR) t, peak signal-to-noise ratio
(PSNR), structural self-similarity (SSIM) and normalized mean square error (NMSE).

In scenario (i), that is dealing only with exact first-order scattering data g, we
present the outcome of six reconstruction methods. Three of them, Landweber with
early stopping, Total Variation (TV) - see Remark 5.1 - and the DIP approach with
loss function #;, do not take the model uncertainty into account and are depicted in

t SNR computed as defined in https://github.com/scipy/scipy/blob/v0.16.0/scipy/stats/
stats.py#L1963
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Figure 6 (a), (c) and Figure 7 (a), respectively. We observe that the overall contours
of different tissues are well recognizable, which is expectable according to the results
in [36]. However, the contrast between different tissues is badly reconstructed. In
comparison to that, inspecting the RESESOP-Kaczmarz reconstruction in Figure 6
(e), the contrast between different tissues is much better retained. But a certain noisy
pattern is noticeable in this reconstruction, which might be caused by considering
multiple inverse problems instead of one. To deal with this problem one could e.g.
do some post-processing with a suitable denoiser. Empirically, a good strategy was
to include a few TV denoising steps after every 100 RESESOP-Kaczmarz sweeps. By
that we obtained satisfactory results, see Figure 7 (g). Nevertheless, it is to be noted
here, that it is probably not easy to prove convergence for a combination of RESESOP
and a non-projective method like TV-denoising. Finally, the DIP reconstruction with
loss function ¢5 is depicted in Figure 7 (b) and looks pretty similar to the RESESOP
reconstruction, which is not very surprising, as the discrepancy term cpj in {5 was
chosen like in the discrepancy principle (15) in the RESESOP Algorithm 3.3. The
reconstruction errors are listed in Table 1 and the best results were achieved by the the
combination of RESESOP and TV-denoising, called RESESOP+TYV in the following.

Remark 5.1. Introduced in [39], the Total-Variation has become a standard for
regularizing inverse problems in imaging and image processing and s solved by the
primal-dual algorithm. Here, we considered the regularized TV introduced and analyzed
in [1], i.e. for solving an inverse problem Bf = ¢° we find a minimizer of

1Bf — 6|2 + A /Q JNIEFB, B>

The objective function is differentiable, so gradient methods can be used for deriving a
solution. For the TV denoising step in RESESOP+TYV, we chose B to be the identity
operator.

In scenario (ii) for corrupted data g we observe that RESESOP, RESEOP+TV
and DIP with loss function ¢5 are able to handle both the model uncertainty and noise
if good approximations of the noise-levels 6, j are known, see Figure 6 (f), (h) and
Figure 7 (c). However, the corresponding reconstruction errors in Table 2 are a bit
worse than in case of noise-free data in Table 1. Except for RESESOP+TV. Here
the reconstruction remains good, even a slightly better, which might be because of
a better choice by hand of the TV-denoising parameter. In the Landweber and TV
reconstructions in Figure 6 (b) and (d) some details are gone.

Incorporating the second-order scattering data go to g; in scenario (iii) leads to
a huge additional uncertainty, as the flux of g is almost as high as the flux of g, that
is [lg2ll ~ llg1l1, where

2l ==Y lwpl, for z € RPXK,
p,k

In this case, we see that RESESOP is no longer capable to handle it, see Figure 8 (d).
Also TV in Figure 8 (a) is no longer able to reconstruct the inner contours.

Therefore, we applied a finite difference operator 8 in scenario (iv) to both sides
of the problem A"Jf = (g; + g2). This reduced the flux of both first- and second-
order data, but more importantly, the latter decreased more: ||Bga|| < 0.44 - || PBg1 .
Indeed, by this, RESESOP and RESESOP+TYV lead to good reconstructions, see
Figure 8 (e) and (f). However, the contrast between different tissues is not as well
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reconstructed as in the case for just g; data, see also Table 3 for the reconstruction
errors. The DIP approach with loss function ¢ in Figure 7 (d) has some artifacts in
form of scratches, but the contrast between tissues is better conserved, which results
in comparable reconstructions errors to RESESOP and RESESOP+TYV in Table 3.

Remark 5.2. As also the DIP reconstructions in Figure 7 include some noisy pattern,
we tried to add a further denoising penalty to the loss function €s in the DIP approach.
Unsurprisingly, thereby the influence of the model uncertainty gets more visible again.
Therefore, we propose to gain improvements rather by some post-processing, for
example by TV denoising.

Remark 5.3. The prior u* is very simple, so the model uncertainty is rather large.
To decrease the model uncertainty, one could use one of the reconstructions as a
new prior i* and consider A" = 2’12*, which probably is a better approximation of
L. Furthermore, a prior g5 could be included in the discrepancy term, both for
RESESOP and DIP, in order to reduce the model uncertainty. We did not consider
these improvements to stress the algorithms in terms of model uncertainty.

| Landweber TV(A = 12) DIP ¢, RESESOP RESESOP+TV DIP /,

SNR 0.877 0.706 0.539 0.903 0.561 0.647
PSNR (dB)| 22.305 24.083 23.667  27.570 33.541 28.990
SSIM 0.948 0.965 0.962 0.985 0.996 0.989
NMSE 0.249 0.203 0.212 0.136 0.068 0.115

Table 1. Scenario (i): Error measures for the different reconstructions and
methods to solve A" f = g;.

‘Landweber TV(A = 45) RESESOP RESESOP+TV DIP /,

SNR 0.891 0.616 0.941 0.602 0.632
PSNR (dB)| 21.502 22.772 26.651 33.978 31.804
SSIM 0.937 0.953 0.982 0.997 0.995
NMSE 0.273 0.236 0.151 0.065 0.083

Table 2. Scenario (ii): Error measures for the different reconstructions and
methods to solve A™J f = g‘ls, i.e. data with 2.4% Poisson noise.

| TV(A=9) TV(\=26) RESESOP RESESOP+TV DIP /,

SNR 0.967 0.904 0.815 0.659 0.545
PSNR (dB)| 20.657 21.056 23.788 25.804 24.785
SSIM 0.928 0.933 0.963 0.977 0.972
NMSE 0.300 0.287 0.210 0.166 0.187

Table 3. Scenario (iv): Error measures for the different reconstructions and
methods to solve (‘ﬁA)"gﬁ’jf =P(g1 + g2).
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Figure 6. Reconstructions for
Scenario (i): (a) Landweber, (c) TV, (e) RESESOP, (g) RESESOP+TV
Scenario (ii): (b) Landweber, (d) TV, (f) RESESOP, (h) RESESOP+TV

0/0/0
N (b) @

Figure 7. DIP reconstructions for
Scenario (i): (a) with ¢;, (b) with {2
Scenario (ii): (c) with £

Scenario (iv): (d) with ¢o

6. Conclusion

We have proposed two data-driven reconstruction strategies able to handle the model
uncertainty occurring in imaging based on Compton scattering. The construction of
these algorithms is based on the study of the properties of the forward models: non-
linearity, mapping properties and model uncertainty. The first approach considers the
RESESOP method which is studied in terms of convergence and regularization for
the fully discrete case in order to fit the restrictions of our spectral inverse problem.
The second approach exploits the popular DIP method, suited for the treated prob-
lem since unsupervised, it does not require a dataset. We modified the learning loss
function using the model uncertainty model used in the first approach. Simulation
results on synthetic data for the first-order scattering and on Monte-Carlo data for
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Figure 8. Reconstructions for
Scenario (iii): (a) TV, (d) RESESOP
Scenario (iv): (b,c) TV (A =9 and 26), (e) RESESOP, (f) RESESOP+TV

the second-order scattering attest the efficiency of both approaches.

The performed simulations assumed an almost perfect estimation of the model
uncertainty for every subproblems which is hard to achieve in practice and remains an
open issue for the general RESESOP approach or here for our modified DIP method. A
first possibility would be to learn the model uncertainty coefficients from a synthetic
dataset or from real dataset in the future. Another more general approach would
be to relax the uncertainty parameter in the RESESOP method, for instance by
incorporating a minimization problem at each iterate to find the best parameter.
These questions will be the core of future research.
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