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ON FAST CONVERGENCE RATES FOR GENERALIZED
CONDITIONAL GRADIENT METHODS WITH BACKTRACKING
STEPSIZE

KARL KUNISCH AND DANIEL WALTER

ABSTRACT. A generalized conditional gradient method for minimizing the sum of two
convex functions, one of them differentiable, is presented. This iterative method relies
on two main ingredients: First, the minimization of a partially linearized objective
functional to compute a descent direction and, second, a stepsize choice based on
an Armijo-like condition to ensure sufficient descent in every iteration. We provide
several convergence results. Under mild assumptions, the method generates sequences
of iterates which converge, on subsequences, towards minimizers. Moreover a sublinear
rate of convergence for the objective functional values is derived. Second, we show that
the method enjoys improved rates of convergence if the partially linearized problem
fulfills certain growth estimates. Most notably these results do not require strong
convexity of the objective functional. Numerical tests on a variety of challenging PDE-
constrained optimization problems confirm the practical efficiency of the proposed
algorithm.

1. INTRODUCTION

The conditional gradient method, [17], provides a simple tool for the solution of con-
strained minimization problems of the form
min f(u P
Ueuadf( ) ( Z/{ad)
where U, is a convex, compact subset of a Banach space U and f is a smooth convex
function. This algorithm generates a sequence of iterates u* by minimizing the lineariza-
tion of f to obtain a descent direction and updating the iterate by forming a convex
combination:
v* € argmin(V f(uF),v), uFTt = uF + F(0F — k), sF e o,1]. (1.1)
VEULg
While it is well-known that this method admits a O(1/k) rate of convergence, [22], it
comes with two desirable properties which outweigh its poor theoretical performance.
First, every iteration only requires the solution of a constrained linear minimization
problem. This is often easier or computationally less demanding than e.g. the calculation
of a projection. We refer to [8] for some finite dimensional examples. Second, the descent
direction v* can always be chosen as an extremal point of U,y. Depending on the
particular constraint set U,q, this might lead to iterates u* exhibiting certain structural
features such as sparsity or low rank in the early iterations. These advantages make
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algorithms of the form (1.1) attractive in a large variety of interesting problems. For
examples we point to [23, 22] and the references therein.

While the sublinear rate of this method is known to be tight in general, [7], improved
convergence results have already been derived in a variety of settings. For example,
if f and Uy,q are strongly convex and the unique minimizer to (7, ,) lies in the interior
of U,q, then the algorithm converges linearly. The same holds true, in the strongly
convex case, if Vf is bounded away from 0 on U,q, [25, 10]. Moreover [18] provides
a O(1/k?) rate of convergence in the strongly convex case without further structural
assumptions. The results in [25, 10] were later generalized by [12, 13, 23] which show
that improved convergence rates can be obtained without strong convexity assumptions
if growth conditions of the form

(V@) u—a) > 0llu—al! Yu € Upg

hold for some 6 > 0, g > 2.
More recently, there has been an increased interest in generalizing conditional gradient
methods to problems of the form
min j(u) = [f(u) + g(u)] (P)
ueU
where f is a smooth, convex function and g is convex but possibly nonsmooth. Problems
of this form often appear e.g. in the context of optimal control and inverse problems
with g representing a (nonsmooth) cost or regularization term which favours minimizers

with certain structural properties. In this setting, the generalized conditional gradient
(GCG) method, possibly first stated in [6], proceeds as follows:

v® € arg min [(Vf(uk), v) + g(v)} T = oF s — b)), sF e 0,1 (1.2)
veU

Here, the smooth part f of the objective functional is linearized around u* while the
nonsmooth part g remains unchanged. Variants of this method have been applied to
great success in applications such as super-resolution, [11], acoustic inversion, [28], and
dynamic transport regularization, [5], which all go beyond the setting of (7, ,). Of
course, if g = Iy, ,, the convex indicator function of U,q, (P) reduces to (Py,,) and the
original conditional gradient method is recovered. Sublinear rates of convergence for
the GCG method have already been proven for a variety of stepsize choices. Without
any pretense of completeness we refer to [6, 41, 38, 31] as well as [2, Chapter 13].
Nevertheless literature on improved convergence results for g # I, , is scarce. We point
to [16, 11, 29, 36] for examples of accelerated GCG methods, i.e. (1.2) with additional
speed-up steps, which achieve linear, or even finite-step, convergence in particular settings.
Faster convergence results without augmentations to (1.2), however, seem not to be
available.

In the present manuscript a first step is taken at closing this gap. More concretely, our
contributions are as follows: We propose a GCG method in the spirit of (1.2) where s is
chosen based on an Armijo-like backtracking condition. This choice of the stepsize offers
a good trade-off between computational effort and the necessary per-iteration descent to
achieve convergence. As far as we know, GCG with backtracking stepsizes have only been
briefly mentioned in [6, Remark 2] and utilized in one of the author’s earlier papers, [26],
for one particular instance of Problem (7). For this reason we start by proving the
convergence of the method as well as a sublinear O(1/k) rate of convergence for the
objective functional values, see Theorem 4.5. Subsequently, in Theorems 4.9 and 4.11,
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we show that the method enjoys improved convergence rates if the partially linearized
objective functional fulfills a growth condition of the form

(Vf(@),u—u)+g(u) —g(a) = 0llu —ul|? Vu € Uaa (1.3)

around a minimizer 4. For ¢ = 2, we obtain a linear O(A¥), 0 < X\ < 1, rate of convergence,
while the objective functional values converge at least with rate O(1/kY/#), g =1 —
2/(q(q—1)) for ¢ > 2. This generalizes the results of [13, 23] to the GCG method. To the
best of our knowledge these are the first convergence results for (1.2) which go beyond
a sublinear convergence rate. Finally, we discuss the application of our algorithm to
challenging examples from the literature, such as bang-bang-off or directional sparsity
problems, and discuss the growth condition (1.3) in this context. Numerical examples
highlight the practical efficiency of the method and confirm our theoretical results.
The rest of the manuscript is structured as follows: In Section 2, we argue the existence
of minimizers to (P) under appropriate assumptions on the involved functionals and
derive first order optimaliy conditions. Subsequently, in Section 3, the GCG method is
presented and its individual steps are examined in detail. Finally, Section 4 addresses
the convergence behaviour of the algorithm. The paper is finished by Section 5 in which
we discuss and showcase the practical realization of GCG methods for several examples
from PDE-constrained optimization.

2. PROBLEM SETTING AND OPTIMALITY CONDITIONS

Throughout the paper we assume that there is a separable Banach space C which is the
topological predual space of U, i.e. C* ~ U. The corresponding duality pairing is denoted
by (-,-). This makes U a Banach space with respect to the canonical norm

lully = sup (p,u) for all u e U.
lelle<t

A sequence u* € U, k € N, is called weak* convergent with limit @, denoted by u* —* 1,

if
(p,u*) = (p,u) VpeC.
Moreover the following assumptions concerning Problem (7P) are made.

Assumption 2.1.

A1. The function f: U — R is convex, weak* continuous and Gateaux-differentiable.
Moreover there exists a weak*-to-strong continuous mapping Vf: U — C with

f(u)(6u) = (Vf(u),du) Vu,du €U.

A2. The function g: U — R, is proper, convex, weak* lower semicontinuous, and
coercive, i.e.

lulle = +00 = g(u)/llullu — +oc.
A3. The functional j = f + g is radially unbounded and satisfies inf, ¢z j(u) > —oo.

It is also convenient to introduce for each u € U the sublevel set
Bju) = {v et | j(v) < j(u)}. (2.1)

Using Assumption 2.1, we see that Ej(u) is weak™® sequentially compact if j(u) < +oc.
This also guarantees the existence of at least one minimizer to (P).
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Proposition 2.2. Let Assumption 2.1 hold. Then the set Ej(u) is weak* (sequentially)
compact for every u € dom j. Moreover there exists at least one minimizer u to (P).

Proof. First observe that j is weak® lower semicontinuous, see Assumption 2.1 Al
and A2. Now let vy € Ej(u), k € N, be an arbitrary sequence. Since j is radially
unbounded, Assumption 2.1 A3, E;(u), and thus also vy, is uniformly bounded in U.
Hence, due to the sequential Banach-Alaoglu theorem, there is v € U and a subse-
quence of vg, k € N, denotes by the same subscript with vz —* ©. The weak™® lower
semicontinuity of j now yields
J(©) < liminf j(vy) < j(u)
k—o00

and thus v € Ej(u). Consequently Ej(u) is weak™ sequentially compact. The existence
of a minimizer to (P) now follows by the standard method of calculus of variations. O

In addition to Assumption 2.1 we will require the following Lipschitz-like condition
on V f throughout the paper.
Assumption 2.3. There is a norm |||, on & such that:

A4 Every sequence uy € U, k € N; which is bounded w.r.t. ||-||ys is also bounded
w.r.t. |||«
A5 For every u € U there exists L, > 0 only depending on F;(u) such that we have

(Vf(ur) = Vf(uz), uz — ua) < Lyllur — uz||«[lus — w4«
for all ui,us € Ej(u), ug,us € domj.

In the analysis of (P), a major role is played by its first order necessary and suffi-
cient optimality conditions which, see e.g. [32, Section 27], are given by the variational
inequality

(Vf(u),u—u)+g(u) <glu) Yuel. (2.2)

For our purposes it will be beneficial to make a connection between (2.2) and the gap
functional

¥ (u) = sup [(Vf(u),u—v)+g(u) —g(v)] = 0. (2.3)

It turns out that its zeros are precisely the minimizers of (P). Moreover ¥ (u) gives an
upper bound on the suboptimality of u € U.

Theorem 2.4. Let u € U be given. Then u satisfies the first order optimality condi-
tion (2.2) if and only if ¥(u) = 0. Additionally, for every u € dom j we have

() = min () < W(u), (2.4)
and ¥ is weak*® lower semicontinuous.
Proof. Assume that @ fulfills (2.2). Reordering yields
(Vf(@), - )+ g(@) — g(u) <O Vucl.

Maximizing with respect to u € U, on both sides we conclude ¥ (u) < 0. Since ¥ assumes
non-negative values only, the statement follows. Conversely if u fulfills ¥(u) = 0 we
readily obtain

(Vf(u),u)+g(u) <(Vf(u),u) +g(u) Yuel
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By rearranging both sides we arrive at (2.2). Next we prove (2.4). Let u € domj be
given and let u denote a minimizer of (7). From the convexity of f we readily obtain

j(u) —minju) = j(u) = j(u) < {Vf(u),u =) + g(u) = g(a).
The right hand side is estimated by

(Vf(w)u =) +g(u) = g(@) < sup [(Vf(u),u = v) +g(u) = g(v)] = P(u),

and thus (2.4) follows.
Finally, let a sequence u

U(uk) > (Vf(ub), o — o) + g(u*) — g(v).
Taking the limes inferior for £k — oo on both sides of the inequality yields

lim inf @(u") > (Vf(@), 7 - v) + g(@) - g(v),

k %y be given. For each v € U we obtain

due to the weak* convergence of u* and the continuity properties of Vf and g in Al
and A2. Since v was chosen arbitrarily, we can maximize over all v € U from which we
conclude lim infy_, oo ¥ (ug) > I (u). O

3. GENERALIZED FRANK-WOLFE METHODS WITH BACKTRACKING STEPSIZE

This section is devoted to the numerical solution of Problem (7). For this purpose we
adapt the generalized conditional gradient (GCG) method from [6] to the problem at
hand. The proposed algorithm iteratively generates a sequence of iterates u*, k € N,
by alternating between solving a (partially) linearized problem to obtain a descent
direction v* and forming a convex combination to get the subsequent iterate:

v* € argmin [(Vf(uk), v) + g(v)} R = (1 — Pk + Rk (3.1)
vel

Here, s* € (0, 1) is a suitably chosen stepsize. This iteration is repeated as long
as ¥(uF) > 0, see Theorem 2.4. Note that if U,y C U is a convex, compact (in a
suitable sense) set and g(u) = I, (u) is the associated indicator function, then (3.1)
reduces to the "classical" conditional gradient method described in [17]. In the following,
we briefly go over the individual steps of the method in more detail. First, the choice of
the descent direction v* according to (3.1) is always well-defined.

Proposition 3.1. Let u € U be arbitrary. Then there exists at least one minimizer to
min [(Vf(u), v) + g(v)] (Ptin(w))
Moreover, for every u® € dom j, the set
S(u) = {v € argmin (P, () | u € E;(u’) } (3.2)
s bounded.

Proof. For abbreviation set h(v) = (V f(u),v)+g(v). Note that h is proper. In particular
this implies inf,cy h(v) < +o00. Let vy € U, k € N, denote a minimizing sequence for h
ie

h(vg) — ;IGIZE h(v).
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Now assume that [|vg|lys is unbounded. Then we have [|vg|l;; > O for all k large enough
as well as
inf h(v) = lim h(vy) > limsup [(g(or)/ vkl = [V f(w)lle)orlled = +00

vel k—o0 k—00

due to the coercivity of g. This contradicts the fact that h is proper. Hence ||vg|jy is
bounded and, due to the sequential Banach-Alaoglu theorem, there exists a subsequence,
denoted by the same subscript, as well as v € U with vy, —* v. Finally due to weak*
lower semicontinuity of g we conclude

inf A(v) = liminf h(vg) > h(v)
k—o0

veU

which shows that v is a minimizer of (P, (u)).

Now let u® € dom(j) be arbitrary but fixed. Recall that E;(u®) is weak* compact, see
Proposition 2.2, and that Vf is weak*-to-strong continuous. Hence there is M > 0
with ||V f(u)|lc < M for all u € Ej(u’). Moreover note that

min [(Vf(u), v) + g(v)] < g(0) < +o0

i.e. the minimum of (Pj,(u)) is bounded independently of u € E;j(u’). Now assume
that there are sequences vy, € S(u), up € U, k € N, with ||lvg|jy — +o00 and

(Vf(ur), vr) + g(vg) = min [(V f(ug), v) + g(v)].
Then, similarly as before, we observe that

00 > ¢(0) = limsup [{V f(ux), vk) + g(vx)] 2 Tim sup |(g(vk)/oellee = M|k lu] = +00

which gives a contradiction. Since the sequence vy was chosen arbitrarily, S(u) is bounded.
This finishes the proof. U

In many challenging applications the descent direction v* can be computed at a ne-

glectable computational effort or can be even given analytically. This is discussed for
two examples in the context of PDE constrained optimization in detail in Section 5.
Second, we shed light on the choice of the stepsize s* € (0,1) in (3.1). Of course, the
properties of the resulting algorithm as well as its computational complexity depend
crucially on its particular selection. The focus of this manuscript lies on a nonsmooth
version of the well-known Armijo condition which is solely based on repeated function
evaluations of j.

Definition 1. Let v € (0,1), a € (0,1/2] be fired. The step size s* is chosen according
to the Quasi-Armijo-Goldstein condition, i.e. s¥ = ~™ where ny, € N is the smallest
integer with

ay™ W (u*) < j(uh) = j(u® + 4" (" = uP)). (3-3)

The following lemma illustrates that this choice of the step size is always possible if u* is
not a stationary point. Moreover it establishes that the Quasi-Armijo-Goldstein stepsize
guarantees descent of the objective functional value in every iteration, unless ¥ (uy) = 0.

Lemma 3.2. Let an arbitrary measure u € dom j be given. Assume that ¥(u) > 0 and
denote by v the solution of the associated partially linearized problem (P, (u)). Define
us = u+ s(v —u) as well as

J(u) — j(us)

W: (0,1] =R W(s)= ()
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The function W is upper left semicontinuous, W € C((0,1);R), and liminfs_,o W(s) =
1. In particular, if u* is generated by Algorithm 1 and W(u*) > 0, then there is a
smallest ny, € N such that (3.3) is satisfied and, consequently,

J) = () < 0.
for uF 1t =y 4 4k (vF — k).
Proof. Due to the definition of v we have
s¥(u) s ((Vf(u),u—0) +g(u) —g(0v))
for s > 0. Note that the mapping s — j(us) is convex and lower semicontinuous
on its domain [0,1]. Hence it is continuous on (0, 1), [15, Proposition 2.5], and we
have W € C((0,1);R). Moreover we also get the upper left semicontinuity of W. From

the mean value theorem we get for every s € (0,1) the existence of (5 € [0,1] and
s = u + (s(us — u) € dom j with

W(s) = s(Vf(ts),u— ) + g(u) - g(us)
s ((Vf(u),u—2) +g(u) —g(v))
Using the convexity of g, we estimate
_ 8V (as),u = 0) + g(u) = glus) _ s (V[(@s),u—) +g(u) —g(0))
s ((V(u),u—0) +g(u) —g(®) ~ s(Vf(u),u—10)+g(u)—g(®)
Since (, is bounded independently of s, there holds @; —* u for s — 0. Due to the
weak*-to-strong continuity of V f, the right-hand side of the inequality tends to 1 as

s — 0, yielding liminfs_,o W(s) > 1. The statement on the existence of ny follows
immediately due to W € C((0,1);R) and liminfs_,o W(s) > 1. Finally we get

Juth) = () < ™ (f) <0

due to Definition 1 and ¥ (u*), 4™ > 0. O

W(s)

Remark 3.3. Let us point out that sublinear rates of convergence for the GCG method
have already been proven for a large variety of other stepsize choices. We refer e.g. to
"optimal" steps, [6, 38], i.e.
s* € argmin j(u + s(v* — u¥)),
s€[0,1]

or adaptive "short steps', [3]. Note that, in comparison to Definition 1, computing
these stepsizes either requires the solution of a one-domensional minimization problem
or explicit knowledge of additional paramaters e.g. the Lipschitz constant L, of Vf.
For the "classical" CG method, i.e. for g = I, ,, improved rates of convergence for those
types of stepsizes are e.g. discussed in [12, 23, 19, 25]. For the GCG method we are not
aware of any results in this direction. However, they can be easily derived using, mutatis
mutandis, the same techniques applied in the following sections. We thus omit a detailed
discussion in this paper. Finally we also mention open loop stepsizes, e.g. s* = 2/(k+1),
see e.g. [41]. While these are simple to implement, a sublinear rate of convergence is
essentially the best one obtainable for a GCG method with this kind of stepsize, [14, 12].

Finally we note that both, choosing s* according to Definition 3.3 as well as checking for
convergence of the method, requires the computation of the gap functional ¥ (u*). The
following lemma illustrates that this is easily obtained as a byproduct of solving (P, (u)).
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Lemma 3.4. Let u € dom g be arbitrary but fixed and denote by v a solution to (P (u)).
Then there holds
P (u) = [(Vf(u),u—0)+g(u) — g(v)]

Proof. This result follows immediately from the definitions of ¥ (u), see (2.3), and (Pyi, (u)).
O

For further reference the method is again summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Generalized Frank-Wolfe method for (P)

Input: Starting point u € U, v € (0,1), a € (0,1/2].
Output: Minimizer u to (P).

while ¥(u*) > 0 do
1. Compute a solution vk € U,y to

min [(V (i), 0) +g(0)]

2. Choose s* € [0, 1] according to Definition 1, update u**! = u¥ + s¥(vF — u¥).

3. Set k =k + 1 and go to the next iteration.
end while

4. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

This section addresses the convergence properties of Algorithm 1. In particular, our
interest lies in deriving convergence rates for the residuals

ri(u?) = j(u") — min j(u

S () = ) — iy ()
associated to the sequence of iterates w*. For this purpose we proceed in two steps.
First, in Section 4.2, we show that the sequence u* converges (on subsequences) towards
minimizers of (P). Moreover there holds r;(u*) = O(1/(k +1)). While it is known that
this sublinear rate of convergence is tight for general problems, [7], we will improve on
it, in a second step, if there is a minimizer u which satisfies

(Vf(@),u—u)+g(u) —g(u) =2 0|u—-alli Vuecl (4.1)

for some 6 > 0 and an exponent ¢ > 2. Indeed, if ¢ = 2, Algorithm 1 converges
linearly. Otherwise, for ¢ > 2, improved sublinear rates are obtained. Recalling the
variational inequality (2.2), (4.1) can be interpreted as a strengthened first order condition.
In the case ¢ = 2, it is intimidely related to the strong metric subregularity of the
subdifferential dg at u with respect to —V f(u), [1]. Due to the convexity of f, (4.1)
implies a growth condition of the form

ri(u) = j(u) = j(@) 2 0 flu—aulf vuel
for j. This also allows to derive convergence rates for the sequence of iterates u;. We

stress that both, the improved rates for 7;(u*) as well as the results for u*, solely rely
on (4.1) but donot require any uniform convexity assumptions of f.
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Of course, (4.1) represents an additional, non-trivial, requirement which has to be
discussed for each instance of Problem (7P) individually. Several examples from the
literature on PDE-constrained optimal control are discussed in Section 5. Moreover, for
the "classical" CG method, inequalities of the form (4.1) are implied by the local uniform
convexity of the constraint set U,q at u. For a reference we refer to [12, 23].

4.1. Auxiliary Results. We start by collecting some useful auxiliary results. In the
analysis of first order methods, a vital role is played by the classical descent lemma. For
a reference we point to [4]. In the following, we require a nonsmooth version of this
standard result.

Lemma 4.1. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.3 hold. Assume that u* and v* are generated
by Algorithm 1. For s € [0,1] set uf = u¥ + s(v* —u¥). If uk € E;(u®), then we have

) = r ) < W) + 7 (sl — o))

Proof. Due to the convexity of the sublevel set E;(u’) we obtain

Hb) = 3(04) = = (VIR — o) + glul) — g(ah) + [V (o) = V() = o) o,

with u, = uf + o(v* — u¥) € E;(u®) for o € [0, s]. Using the convexity of g we obtain
—s(VF(ub),uF = ob) + g(ul) — g(uh) < —s ((VF(h), ub = o) + g(u) = g(oh)),

where the right-hand side simplifies to —s¥ (u") due to the definition of v*, see Lemma 3.4.
Finally, invoking Assumption 2.3, we get

[ (97 0) = V(). oF — ) do < 22 sk — )
0 2

Combining both estimates and noting that r;(u*) < ¥(u¥) yields the proof. O

2

We particularly point out that the per-iteration descent of Algorithm 1 is governed by
two terms playing off against each other: The negative quantity —¥ (u”*) and the positive
distance between v* and u*. Hence, intuitively, the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is
dominated by the asymptotic behaviour of both terms in relation to each other. This is
formalized in the following proposition.

Proposition 4.2. Let u* be generated by Algorithm 1 and assume that ¥(u¥F) > 0 for
all k € N. Moreover let qi, k € N, denote a sequence with

2(1 — )W (u*
o min (1—a)y¥(u 2)’
Luo ”Uk _uk”*

1} > g > 0. (4.2)

Then there holds
(W) < (1= qi) rj(u®) 43)
for all k € N.
Proof. By definition of the step size s¥, see Definition 1, as well as (2.4) there holds
askri(uf) < asf@(ub) < rj(u®) — (),
which yields
() < (1= ash)ryu). (4.4
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Thus, to arrive at (4.2) we only require a suitable estimate on as*. Since ¥(u*) > 0 we
obtain 0 < s* < 1 for all k. Two cases have to be distinguished. If s* = 1 we immediately
arrive at

rj(ukﬂ) <(1-a) rj(uk (4.5)

).
In the second case, if s¥ < 1, there exists §* € [s¥, s¥ /) with
J(ub) = j(u* + 8 (" — "))
sEw (uk) ’
using that the function W from Lemma 3.2 is in C(0, 1) and applying the intermediate
value theorem, [20]. Consequently, u* + s(v* — u¥) € E;(u®) for all 0 < s < §* due to
the convexity of j. Now, because of the Lipschitz-continuity of Vf on E;(u"), Lemma
4.1 can be applied and, defining §u* = v¥ — u* there holds
J) = G 4 856  Luod [0 Los® o2

“= T (uF) R R T 2% W(uk) "

o =

In the last inequality we have used that 8¥ < s¥/~. Moreover we point out that su* # 0

since ¥(u¥) > 0. Reordering yields

¥ (uF)

1>sF>29v1-a)—— 2.
= = O e

and thus by (4.4)

ri(uth) < (1 —ay W) rj(u®). (4.6)

Combining both estimates, (4.5) and (4.6), the inequality
0 <rj(uf™) < (W) < (1—q)ry(u¥) Yk eN (4.7)
holds where ¢, satisfies (4.2). O

4.2. Sublinear convergence rates. Invoking the last proposition, it becomes clear
that worst case convergence rates for Algorithm 1 can be derived by choosing a suitable
sequence g > 0 according to (4.2) and studying its asymptotic behaviour. For example,
without further assumptions on problem (P), the following choice is possible.

Lemma 4.3. Let u* and v*, k € N, be generated by Algorithm 1. Then there is M, > 0
with max{|[v*||«, [[u*]|«} < M, for some M, > 0. In particular q; in (4.2) can be chosen
as

. 1 — a)yr;(uF
e mln{w,l} > 0. (4.8)

Proof. From Lemma 3.2 we readily get u* € E;(u’), k € N. Now, due to Proposition 2.2
and 3.1, u* and v* are bounded w.r.t. ||-[ly independently of k& € N. Together with
Assumption 2.3 A4 this gives the existence of M, > 0 with max{|[v*||, ||u¥|l«} < M, as
claimed. Finally we invoke (2.4) to get

. mm{zu — )W (uk) 1} - min{(l—wmm’l}

Lo T[or — wgl? TSE
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Together with the following recursion lemma this choice of ¢ guarantees a sublin-
ear O(1/(k + 1)) rate of convergence for Algorithm 1.

Lemma 4.4. Let hy > 0, k € N, denote a sequence of numbers which satisfy hg =1 as
well as

hit1 < hy — qhi

for all k € N and some q¢ > 0. Then we also have

hi <
0< k_1+qk’

for all k € N.
Proof. See [12, Lemma 5.1]. O

Theorem 4.5. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.3 hold. Then Algorithm 1 either terminates
after k € N iterations with u* a minimizer to (P) or it generates a sequence u*, k € N,

In the second case we have
(1= a)yri(u?)
s q:amln{m,l . (49)

0
k rj(u’)
ri(u”) <
W) = 1+ gk
Moreover there exists a weak* accumulation point u of u¥, k € N, and every such point is

a global minimum of j. Finally, if the solution @ to (P) is unique, then we have u* —* 4
for the whole sequence.

Proof. If Algorithm 1 terminates after k iterations then we have ¥(u*) = 0. Conse-
quently ©* is a minimizer to (P), see Theorem 2.4, and nothing more is to prove. Now
assume that Algorithm 1 does not terminate after finitely many iterations and recall the
definition of g > 0 from (4.8). Then we estimate

(1 — a)yr;(u’) Tj(uo)} rj(uf)?
2L,o0M2 T ri(uF) | ori(uf)

(= a)yr () ) ry(ub)?
> am 1
=« m{ 2L,oM2 77 ri(u)

qkrj(uk) > amin {

Hence, divding by r;(u?) in (4.3), yields

with ¢ defined as in (4.9). The claimed convergence rate is then obtained directly from
Lemma 4.4.

Now, since u” is bounded with respect to ||-||os, it admits at least one weak* convergent
subsequence denoted by the same subscript with limit w. Due to the weak™ lower
semicontinuity of j and the definition of the residual r;(u*) we get

0 < rj(a) < liminfr;(u®) = 0.
k—o00

Hence rj(u) = 0 and % is a minimizer to (7). Finally if the minimizer u to (P) is
unique, then every weak® convergent subsequence of u* converges to @ which yields
weak* convergence of the whole sequence. This finishes the proof. U
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4.3. Improved convergence rates under strengthend first order conditions.
Next we will improve on the convergence result of Theorem 4.5 provided that the
following additional assumptions on Problem (7) hold:

Assumption 4.6.

B1 Assumptions 2.1 and 2.3 hold.
B2 There is a minimizer « to which satisfies

(VF (@), u— ) + g(u) — g(@) = 0llu—all? VueU
for some 6 > 0 and ¢ > 2.

We start by noting that @ from Assumption 4.6 B2 is indeed the unique solution to (P)
and (Pin(w)).

Lemma 4.7. Let Assumption /.6 B2 hold for some u. Then u is the unique solution

to (P) and (Pin(u)).

Proof. Let us assume that there is a second minimizer uy # u to (P). Due to the
convexity of f we get

0 =j(uz) —j(a) = (Vf(u), g — u) + g(uz) — g(u) = 0 [[ug — ul[I >0

which yields a contradiction. Hence the minimizer of (P) is unique. Further ¥(u) =0
and hence u is a minimizer for (Pj,(u)). As a consequence of B2 it is also unique. O

Now, before proceeding to the main results of this section, let us give some intuition to
the role of Assumption 4.6 in the following investigations. For this purpose recall the
descent inequality

P = () < =5 W) + S (5t - o)’
from Lemma 4.1. As already discussed in Proposition 4.2, the per-iteration descent of
Algorithm 1 depends on the asymptotic behaviour of ¥(u*) in relation to |[v* — u*||..
In general, the "bad" term ||v* — u*||. does not converge to zero. This is due to the
(potential) nonuniqueness of the minimizer to the linearized problem (P, (u)). Using
Assumption 4.6, however, we cannot only show that v* — @, u* — @ but also get a
quantitative estimate for |[v* — u¥||, in terms of the residual.

Lemma 4.8. Let Assumption /.6 u* hold and let v*, k € N, be generated by Algorithm 1.
Then there holds

o~ all. < (

1 1
L D 1 1\« 1
5O> Tk - )T, ek -l < (9) () (4.10)

In particular, this implies
1 1
|uf — ¥, < e 'rj(uk)E + ¢ rj(uk)q@—l). (4.11)
for some c1,ca2 > 0 independent of k € N as well as

lim [ [of — wF. + JoF = all. + [Ju* — all.] =o. (4.12)

k—o0
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Proof. Recall the definition of the dual gap ¥(u*) > 0, see (2.3). Using Assump-
tion 4.6 B2 , the choice of vy as minimizer to (Py,(ux)), and A5 we estimate

0l —all? < (Vf(@), " —U>+g( ") —g()
< (V@) = Vf(F), 0" —a) + (Vf(u?),0" = ub) + g(v*) - g(a)
<AVF(@) = VF(u), 0" —a) < Ly [l = all || (0" — @l

Noting that L,0 > L, proves the first inequality in (4.10). Now, by convexity of f, we
get

rj(u?) 2 (V (@), d* —a) + g(u*) — g(a) = 0 |u* —al|?.

Dividing both sides by 6 and taking the root finishes the proof of (4.10). The inequality
in (4.11) is readily obtained by the triangle inequality:

1
_ _ _ L @1 _
|uf — 0¥, < |Juf —als + ||0F —a. < ||uf —all. + ( go> |l H(q R

1 1
L -0 (1Y a1 _1
<l —all+ (22) 77 (5)™7 ity

1 1 L
1\ ¢ 1 L @0 /1\ 3G=D 1
: <0)q () + ( go> o <9> N (T,

Finally, the statement in (4.12) follows due to r;(u*) — 0. O

In the following we will use Lemma 4.7 to construct refined sequences g which finally
yield improved rates of convergence for r; (u¥). By a bootstrapping argument we then
also get matching convergence rates for the iterates. We start with the case ¢ = 2.

Theorem 4.9. Let Assumption 4.6 hold with ¢ = 2. Then Algorithm 1 ez’ther terminates
after k € N iterations with u* a minimizer to (P) or it generates sequences u*, v*, k € N,
with uF —* . In the second case we have

2ay(1 —
7 (u?) < AP ri(u®)  where X := max {1 - M, 1-— oz}
L,oc?

and € = ¢1 + ¢z, see (4.11), and ||[uF — all, = ON/2), ||o* — 1|, = O(\F/2).

Proof. First note that Assumption 4.6 subsumes Assumptions 2.1 and 2.3. Hence The-
orem 4.5 holds and we have u* —* % if Algorithm 1 does not stop after finitely many
iterations. Using Lemma 4.8, Theorem 2.4, and setting ¢ = ¢; + co we estimate

. {m—a)mk) 1}> o {200 )
a min > qr = aminy ———, 1

w0 ok — gl Lyoc
Hence, Proposition 4.2 yields
2a00y(1

6—204)7 1-— a} ri(u®).

rj(u) < max {1 —
Lo

By induction over k we arrive at the desired convergence rate. The convergence results
for u¥ and v*, respectively, then follow from (4.10). O

In order to deal with the case ¢ > 2 we need yet another recursive lemma.
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Lemma 4.10. Let hy, > 0, k € N, denote a sequence of numbers which satisfy
hk+1 < max {5, 1-— Chi{} hk

for all k € N and some C >0, 6 € [1/2,1), 0 < 8 < 1. Then we also have
M

hp < ——M—

M=k +n)l/B

with constants
B Lt L) - { /8 1 }
EROOEET N o G- a—p@ v

Proof. This result can be proven analogously to [39, Theorem 1] where the particular
case of § = 1/2 was treated. We omit a detailed proof at this point. U

With Lemma 4.10 at hand, the following improved sublinear rate can be derived.

Theorem 4.11. Let Assumption 4.6 hold with q > 2. Then Algorithm 1 either termi-
nates after k € N iterations with u* a minimizer to (P) or it generates sequences u¥, v*, k €

N, with uk —=* @ and r;(u¥) = O(1/(k + 1)). Set

2 _ 207(1 — @)
§=1- =1—-——, ¢= C=—7F—5—
«, B q(q — 1)7 c C1 + C2, LUOEQ
Then there is an index K € N such that
M
k
: <
W) S G TR )i

forall k> K and

n = 72 — (1/5)6 ‘= max {7’- uf)nl/B ! }
“app-v M i) S((B-a-pEf-nontf

Proof. Again, since Assumption 4.6 subsumes Assumptions 2.1 and 2.3, Theorem 4.5
holds and we have u* —* @ as well as r;(u¥) — 0 with r;(u¥) = O(1/(k + 1)). In
particular there is K € N with r;(u*) < 1 for all k > K. Invoking Lemma 4.8 we thus
have

k. k k\ ==y
0% —u"[l < erj(u)aeD  VE> K (4.13)
where ¢ = ¢ + ¢o. Similarly to the Theorem 4.9 we now estimate

o min { 2y(1 - Q)W(Uk) 1} > qr '= a min { 2y =) 1}
L

Lyo ||’Uk- - uk‘”% ’ 20 E2rj(uk)q(q2—1) ’

using (4.13). Invoking Proposition 4.2 yields
ri (W) < (1= qr) 1y ()

2av(1 — -

0D T 1y

for all £ > K. The claimed convergence rates are then directly derived from Lemma 4.10.
O

:max{l —

k

Convergence rates for the iterates u* and descent directions v* can now be derived

according to Lemma 4.7.
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Remark 4.12. To end this section let us note that the result of Theorem 4.11 can be
further improved along the lines of [23] if there holds
(V) uf = o) > 0 [juf —o*||2 (4.14)

for all £ € N large enough and some # > 0. In this case we expect an improved
exponent § = 1/(1 —2/q). However, in contrast to (4.1), assumptions of the form (4.14)
seem to be too restrictive for the applications that we have in mind. For this reason we
do not give further details on this topic.

5. APPLICATIONS

In this final section, the presented algorithm is applied to two model settings. More in
detail, we first consider elliptic optimal control problems with an L'-type regularizer and
pointwise control constraints, [35, 37, 33]. These problems are known to promote sparse
minimizers i.e. they are zero on large parts of the spatial domain. Second, we turn to
a parabolic problem together with a group sparsity penalty similar to [21, 34]. This
type of regularization favors time-sparse solutions u which satisfy [|4u(t)|12(2) = 0 on
a subset of the time interval of non-sero measure. For both problems we discuss the
computation of the descent direction v* and present sufficient structural assumptions
implying growth conditions of the form (4.1). The theoretical results are complemented
and confirmed by numerical experiments. All computations were carried out in Matlab
2019 on a notebook with 32 GB RAM and an Intel®Core™ i7-10870H CPU@2.20 GHz

5.1. Bang-bang-off control. As a first example consider an elliptic control problem
of the form

. 1 ,
weL2(D), yel?(2) oy = wallz2 (o) + Bllulizr o) (5.1)

where 2 C RY, d € {1,2,3}, is a bounded domain with Lipschitz continuous bound-
ary, yq € L%(£2), 3 > 0, and the pair (u,y) satisfies the state equation

—Ay=u+hin 2, y=0on 02, (5.2)
h € L?(£2), as well as the control constraints
U € Uyg ={uec L®N) | us(z) <ulz) <up(x)}
with
Ug, up € L(02), ug(z) <0 < up(z).

In order to fit this problem into our setting (P), we set U = C = L?({2) together with
the canonical Hilbert space norm and formally eliminate the state equation.

Proposition 5.1. There exists a linear and weak-to-strong continuous selfadjoint oper-
ator

K: L*(2) = L*(N)
such that y = Ku € H}(£2) satisfies
—Ay=wuin 2, y=0 on 012 (5.3)
in the weak sense. Moreover there exists ¢ > 0 with

| Kullr2(0) < cllullpio)- (5.4)
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Proof. The existence of K follows immediately from the Lax-Milgram-lemma together
with H}(£2) <€ L?(£2). The estimate in (5.4) can be proven analogously to [27, Propo-
sition 2.8]. O

Consequently, we substitute y = Ku and consider the reduced problem

. 1 .
u%;,fdj(“) = |SllEu - Gall2(0) + Bllull i) » (P1)

where gy = yq — Kh. In order to prove that this represents a particular instance of (P)
it will be convenient to introduce the corresponding adjoint equation

—Ap=y—17ygin 2, y=0on 9. (5.5)

Lemma 5.2. The functions

Flu) = 21w~ allagay, 9(u) = Bl ey + fgw)
satisfy Assumptions 2.1 and 2.3 with
uller = llull L2(e), [lulle = [lullLr(e)
as well as V f(u) = p where p € H}(£2) satisfies (5.5) in the weak sense for y = Ku.

Proof. Assumption 2.1 is readily verified noting that K is selfadjoint and weak-to-strong
continuous, see Proposition 5.1, as well as V f(u) = K*(Ku—79,4). Finally every sequence
which is bounded in L?(£2) is also bounded in L!(§2) and, see (5.4), we have

(Vf(u1) = Vf(uz),us —ua)r2(0) = (K(u1 — u2), K(uz — u4))r2(0)
< Alur — uall (o) llus — wall (o)

for all uq,uo, ug, uq € LQ(Q). U

Problems of the form (P;) are appealing for applications such as optimal actuator
placement, [35], since they are known to favor solutions with bang-bang-off structure
i.e. u is zero on some parts of the domain and achieves the control constraints on the
rest of {2. These properties can be deduced from the first order optimality conditions.

Proposition 5.3. Problem (P1) admits a unique minimizer u € Ug,q. Let p denote the
solution of (5.5) for y = Ku. Then we have

{ua}(z)  plx) > B
[ua(2),0]  p(z) =B
u€ q{up(z)}  plx) < -p
[0, up(z)]  p(x) =—p
{0} —B<plx)<p

Proof. 1t is readily verified that the operator K from Proposition 5.1 is injective. Hence f,
and thus also j, is strictly convex and the solution to () is unique. Since u solves (P;)
it is also a minimizer to

min (5. 0)s2(0) + Blolo)] = min [ pe)e) + Bp@)] do. (56)

vEZ/{ad VvEUGA J 2
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see Theorem 2.4. It is clear that minimizing this integral expression is equivalent to
minimizing its integrand in an almost everywhere fashion i.e. u is a solution to (5.6) if
and only if

u(z) € argmin [p(z)v + B|v]]
vE([ua(z),up ()]

holds for a.e. z € f2. By a case distinction we arrive at

{ua}(z)  plz)>p
[ua(2),0]  p(z) =P
argmin [p(z)v + BIv|] = {{w(2)}  plz) < -8
VE[ua(z),up(2)] [07 ub(:c)] ﬁ(w) =-8
{0} —B<plx)<p
finishing the proof. O

Hence if we have
meas{z € 2: |p(z)|=p}=0

then u(x) € {uq(x),0,up(x)} for a.e. x € 2. In this context, it is also already well-known
that conditions of the form (4.1) are tightly connected to the behavior of p in the vicinity
of {z € 2| |p(x)| =P}, seee.g. [9, 37].

Assumption 5.4. There is C' > 0 and & € (0, 1] such that
meas{z € 2: | [p(zx)| - B|<e} <Ce”
for all € > 0.
Proposition 5.5. Let Assumption 5.4 hold. Then there exists 0 > 0 such that
(Bw = W)120) + B (lull i) = Nl o)) 2 0 lu—all T Y € Uaa
i.e. Assumption 4.6 is fulfilled with ¢ = 1+ 1/k.
Proof. For a proof see [30, Lemma 9.4.2]. O

Finally we address the choice of the Frank-Wolfe descent direction in Algorithm 1. We
observe that v* can always be chosen to satisfy the bang-bang-off condition v*(z) €
{uq(x),0,up(x)} for a.e. x € £2. Moreover it can be characterized analytically on the
basis of the current adjoint state. As a consequence, the computational cost of step 1.
in Algorithm 1 reduces to two elliptic PDE solves for this example.

Lemma 5.6. Let u € Uyq be arbitrary and let p denote the solution of (5.5) withy = Ku.
Moreover set

B

ua(r)  p(x)
r) < —f

v=qu(z) p)
0 else

>
<

for a.e. x € 2. Then v € Uy is a minimizer of

min [(p,v)12(0) + Bllollzi (o)) -

vEULg

Proof. The proof can be carried out along the lines of Lemma 5.3. U



FAST GENERALIZED CONDITIONAL GRADIENT 18

The section is finished by two numerical examples. State and adjoint equation are
discretized by linear finite elements on a uniform triangulation of £ = [0,1]? with
gridsize h = 1/256. The set of admisible controls U,q is approximated by piecewise
constant functions on the same mesh. For each example, Algorithm 1 is run for a
maximum of 1000 iterations or until ¥(u®) < 10719 for some K € N. In the latter case,
Theorem 2.4 also guarantees rj(u®) < 1071%. Since exact optimal solutions are not
available we approximate @ ~ u’* for the evaluation of all quantities involving %. The
Armijo parameters are chosen as o« = 0.5 and v = 0.99.

Example 5.7. [Example 1, [35]] In the first example we set uq(x) = —30, up(x) = 30
and

ya(x) = sin(2mxy) sin(2wze) exp(221) /6, h(z) =0, 8 = 0.001.

Example 5.8 (Example 3, [35]). In this example we consider spatially varying control
constraints and set

Ua(x> = —107 Ub(.%') - {0 (ml,.’L’g) € [0’ 1/4] X [07 1}

—5420x1 (x1,22) € [0,1/4] x [0, 1].
The desired state is specified to be

ya(z) = sin(4mx) cos(8mxa) exp(2x1), h(x) = 10 cos(8mxy) sin(8mwxs),
and 8 = 0.002.

The results are reported in Figure 1 and 2. For both examples, Algorithm 1 only requires
a moderate number of iterations and stops since the termination criterion is fulfilled. The
resulting optimal controls are shown in Figure 1a and 2a, respectively. In both cases, u
satisfies the bang-bang-off condition u(z) € {uq(z),0,us(x)} for almost every = € 2.
Moreover, numerical verification, see Figure 1b and 2b, suggests that Assumption 5.4
is fulfilled with x = 1. In this case Theorem 4.9 predicts a linear rate of convergence
for all relevant quantities. These theoretical results are confirmed by the computations,
see Figure 1c and 2c, for rj(u*) and u®, as well as Figure 1d and 2d for v*. Finally,
while not mentioned in any of the plots, we also point out the small computational times
of 140s, for Example 5.7, and 11s, for Example 5.8, respectively. These are testament
to the reasonable per-iteration complexity of the presented method. Together with the
reported convergence rates, this underlines the practical utility of Algorithm 1 for this
type of problems.

5.2. Directional sparsity. Second, we consider an optimal control problem for the
heat equation with sparsity promoting term in the temporal direction. For this purpose,
let £2 be a bounded domain in R, d = 1,2, 3, with Lipschitz continuous boundary 942
and I = [0, 7] for some T' > 0. The concrete minimization problem is given by

® it [0 - Ot b [ @l a6
where yq € L(I; L*(£2)), a > 0, and the pair (u,y) satisfies
Oy = alAy+u inQ=(0,T)x (2,
y = 0 on ¥ =(0,T) x I, (5.8)
y(0,) = 0 in 0,
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FIGURE 1. Optimal solution u and convergence of relevant quantities for
Example 5.7.

a > 0, as well as the control constraints
€ Upg = {u € L2Q) | u(t)l|p2(e) < M }

for some M > 0. As in Section 5.1, (5.7) can be cast into a particular instance of
the general setting (P) by introducing a weak-to-strong continuous and injective opera-

tor K: L*(Q) — L?*(Q) where y = Ku satisfies (5.8) in the weak sense. This again leads
to a reduced formulation

uEULq

T T
min j(u) = E | KW =y oy dt+ 0 [ ||u<t>||Lz<mdt] (P)

in the form of Problem (P) with & = L?(Q). In order to characterize the gradient of the
tracking-type term it is also convenient to introduce the corresponding adjoint equation
—Op = adp+y—ys mQ=(0,T) x4,
p =0 on ¥ =(0,T) x I (5.9)
p(T7 ) =0 in .Q,
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FIGURE 2. Optimal solution u and convergence of relevant quantities for
Example 5.8.

Lemma 5.9. The functions

T T
£ =5 [N ~ ga(Olagey dt gw) = [ Ju®llao dt + T,

satisfy Assumptions 2.1 and 2.3 with

el = 2@y e = s ey = [ Ilzzcor .
as well as V f = p where p is the weak solution of (5.9) with y = Ku.
Proof. This can be argued along the lines of Lemma 5.2 by noting that

1K ullr2q) < cllullpirzz)) Yu € LX(Q),

for a constant ¢ independent of u € L?(Q), see [24, pg.135, 143], and by characterizing
the adjoint operator K*. O

The regularizer g is known to encourage group-sparse minimizers which satisfy. As for
the bang-bang-off example this can be
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Proposition 5.10. There exists a unique solution u € Uyq to (P2). Moreover let p €
L?(Q) denote the weak solution of (5.9) for yj = Ku. Then there holds

t _
Mg} Ip@I> a
a(t) € {{-mE [me[0,M]} [p()] =o
{0} ()] < o
for a.e. t € I where we abbreviate ||-|| = ||| L2(g)

Proof. The proof follows the same steps as Lemma 5.3. First, uniqueness of the minimizer
follows due to the strict convexity j. Since u is a minimizer to it also solves

T
min [(ﬁ,v)LZ(Q)Jra/O o) 22 dt]

vel?(Q)

This is the case if and only if

a(t) € argmin |(p(t), v)2() + alVl2(a)
veL2(02)

for a.e. t € I. The claimed result now follows immediately by a case distinction. O

Consequently we have [[u(t)| r2() = {0, M} for a.e. t € I if ||p(t)||12(0) = @ only holds
on a zeroset. Similar to the bang-bang-off example, we will now show that strength-
ened first order conditions, (4.1), for Problem (P,) are implied by growth assumptions
on [|p(+)||r2(g) in the vicinity of the set

meas { ¢ € I+ |p(t)l|r2e) = } -
Assumption 5.11. There is C > 0 and « € (0,1] such that
meas{tel P r2(2) — o <€} < Ce"
for all € > 0.
We first require the following auxiliary result.

Lemma 5.12. Let p € L*(£2) be given and define u = p/lIpllL2(2)- Then there is o >0
with

Ipllz2(2) — (P, v) 202y = 20Ipll 2y lu = vl F2) Vo, [vllz2go) < 1. (5.10)

Proof. Since L*(£2) is a Hilbert space, the norm ||-[|;2() is uniformly convex of power
type 2, i.e there is ¢ > 0 such that for every uy,us, u3 € L?(£2) we have

luill 2oy luall 2oy < 1, lluslliaco) < ollur — uallZ2gg) = [1(wr + ua) /2 + us 2y < 1,
see e.g. [40]. Now fix v € L*(2), |vll12() < 1, and let z € L?(£2) with [|z]12(0) <
ollu— UH%Q(Q) be arbitrary. Then using that (u,p)r2(0) = [[pllz2(2) We have
P22y — (Pyv)r2(2) = (pyu —v)p2(0)
= =2(p,(u+v)/2+2)r2(2) + 2Pz +u)200) > 2(P,2) 12(02)
where we used ||(u +v)/2 + 2[[12(0) < 1 and thus
—2(p, (u+v)/24 2)12(0) 2 =2[IPllr2(2) = =2 (P W) L2(2)-

(5.11)
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Taking the supremum over all z € L*(£2) with ||z[|;2() < oflu — vH%Q(Q) on both sides
of (5.11) yields

Pl 22(02) — (P, u) p2(0) > 2 sup (P, 2)12(02) = 20IpllL2(02) 1w = 0 Z 2
121l L2y Sollu—vll, o)
for all ||v[[z2(0) < 1. This finishes the proof. O

Proposition 5.13. Let Assumption 5.11 with k € (0,1] hold. Then there exists § > 0
such that

(B,u— @) r2(rL2(2)) + 0 /1 (@)l 2y = la(B)ll ) dt > Ollu—all 172
(5.12)
for all u € Uyq.

Proof. For the proof we can borrow ideas from [30, Chapter 9] where a stationary optimal
control problem with pointwise, i.e. affine, control constraints is considered. We fix an
arbitrary u € U,q. If not stated otherwise, in the following ¢ > 0 denotes a generic
constant independent of u. We start by decomposing

(P, u — W) r2(1;02(2)) +04/I (Hu(t)||L2(Q) - ||ﬂ(75)||L2(9)) dt

= (B(8), u(t) — 5(t)) 2y + o (u®) 2(2) = 18 2(e)) dt

@) >

[ B, ult) e + allu®lpao dt
Ip(t)]| <

using that u(t) = 0 whenever [|p(t)||2(o) < o For € > 0 introduce the subsets
L={tel|lpO <a-cicT={tel||p) <a}.

Now we estimate

Ly O 1200+ @z 0= [ (o= 100 s2cen) st

> ellullpr(z.;02(0)

= ellu — ull g2y — €llv — Ul n\zs22(0)
> ellu —ulpr(z,2(02)) — 2Memeas {T \ Z. }

> ellu — | g1 z.2(0)) — ',

where ¢ denotes a constant for which without loss of generality we assume ¢ > 1. Agam we
utilized u(t) = 0 for t € 7 as well as Assumption 5.11. Choosinge = ¢ & Hu uHLl LI2(2)
yields the existence of a constant ¢ > 0 such that

/|| pea PO U2y + @l 2y At 2 elfu - il ey (5.13)

Similarly define

Ac={tel[|p®)zat+ercA={tel||p)>a}.
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It remains to estimate from below the expression

[ B0, u(t) = 20 20 + & (Ju(®)l2() = 10O 2200
= [ (180)2(0) = @) 1M = 2|

+ [ (B Il (PO/NPO 2(0) + 0(1) , )

L*(92)

Here we have used

=(0(), u(t))r2(0) = MIPD)| 12(0) = 1@ |2 [IP(D) [ 2(02)5 [[w() | 22(2) < M

for a.e t € A. The first term above is lower bounded by

[ (PO z2(0) = 0) 1M = [u(®) 20|
> [ (180 12(a) — @) 1M = [u(t) 2|
> o] a2y — Ml
> e a2y — Ml 1y = €l 180222y = M ga gy
As before, by a suitable choice of € > 0, we thus arrive at

_ _ 1+1/k
[ (PO z2(a) = )l 120 20y = @ ll2oy] dt = ell TuC)lzzqay = ML
(5.14)

Next we show that there holds

(B(1), 1) 22y (B®)/ 15|22y ) + u®)) cllu(t) — lu(t)ll 2 @(E)/M) | 5

L) =

for a.e t € A. Of course, this trivially holds if u(t) = 0. Otherwise, if u(t) # 0, we
rewrite

(B, [[u(®)l L2 (2) @)/ 1P £2(2)) + u(t)) 12(02)
= [[u®)llz2(2) (), PO /D) | L2(2) + w(®)/ lu@) | 12(2)) L2(02)

and apply Lemma 5.12 as well as [[u(?)|12(0) < M, ||p(t)|[12(0) > a for a.e t € A to
obtain

lal®)l| 2y (B(1), BE)/15(E) | 22y + w®)/ u(®)llz2(2) 20
> 201|5(t)|| 2 lu(®)l| 2| DO/ PO 22(2) + 1)/ [u(®) | 22 |1 720
> S| )22y (@) 1P| 2 e Hul@)

> || Juu(t)]| 2 PO/ PO 2() + u(t) 5500
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Note that, in the last inequality, we have also used 1/k > 1 and u € Uyg. Thus by
integrating over A and applying Jensen’s integral inequality we get

[ POl 200y PO/ IOl 200) + 0(8) s g

1+1/k
> c / l(t) — e ey () /M) [
1+1/k
> e ([ 190 = WOl @O/ 30y )
1+1/k
= izl u = Oy @) [ o (5.15)

Combining estimates (5.14) and (5.15), and applying Jensen’s inequality as well as
= @l aszzen < 1= IOy @D |z + IO @A) = M@/ 41
< H U= ||u(‘)HL2(Q)(ﬂ/M) ||L1(A;L2(_Q)) + || Hu(‘)HL2(Q) - MHLI(A)

yields

[ B0, u(t) = 20)) 20 + alllul®) 20y ~ 120) 12()

1+1 1+1
> e () llzzqey — MR + 10 ~ Tl 2 @0/ [ e )
141/
> cllu — UHL1(AHL2(Q)) (5.16)
Finally, combining (5.13), (5.16), noting that I\ {ZU A} is a set of measure, and another
application of Jensen’s inequality, we get

(Pyw — U p2(r;02(2)) + 04/1 (”U(t)HL?(Q) - ||ﬂ(t)|\L2(Q)) dt

_1+1 1+l
> ¢ (lu— all iy + = Al e o)
1+1 141
> 0l|u —ul| 1 I/SA L2(0) = Ollu —all 1/122(9))
for some 6 > 0. This completes the proof. O

To complete the discussion of Problem (7,), we note that the GCG descent direction v*
can be given explicitly once the current adjoint state is computed.

Lemma 5.14. Let u € Uyq be arbitrary and let p denote the solution of (5.9) with y =
Ku. Abbreviating ||-| = ||||p2(o) set

for a.e.t € I. Then v € Uyq is a minimizer of

T
min [(pvv)p(cz) +04/0 o)l 2(2) dt] :

vEULg
Proof. This can be proven with the same arguments as in Proposition 5.10. U

Finally we demonstrate Algorithm 1 on the following setting:
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Example 5.15. Let 2 = [0,1] and T = 1. The conductivity a is chosen as a = 0.7.
Moreover we set

ya(x,t) = sin(2mxy) sin(27wx) sin(wt) exp(2x1)/6, 5 = 0.0035, M = 0.8.

The state equation is discretized by an implicit Euler method with stepsize 7 = 1/500 in
time and by linear finite elements on a uniform triangulation of {2 with gridsize h = 1/64.
The set of admissible constraints U,y is also discretized using continuous piecewise
linear function on the same grid. The adjoint equation is discretized consistently. As
before, Algorithm 1 is run for a maximum of 1000 iterations or until ¥(u*) < 10710 for
some k € N. In the second case we use @ ~ u’ in order to compute the residual and
all other relevant quantities. The Quasi-Armijo parameters are again chosen as a = 0.5
and v = 0.99.

1 1 1
0.9 08 09
15
08 08 08
1
0.7 04 07
0.6 02 06 05
& 05 o & 05 0
0.4 -0.2 0.4 o5
03 04 03
-1
0.2 06 02
-1.5
01 08 0.1
-2
0 - 0
0 02 0.4 06 08 1 0 0.2 04 0.6 08 1

[N

)

(A) Optimal control u(t B) Optimal control u(t
1 5 1 1
0.9 09 08
15
0.8 0.8 06
0.7 ! 0.7 04
06 05 06 02
406 0 £ 05 0
0.4 s 04 02
0.3 4 0.3 -04
0.2 0.2 -06
-1.5
0.1 01 -0.8
o, 2 h -1
(c) Optimal control u(t), t = 0.6. (D) Optimal control u(t), t = 0.8.

F1GURE 3. Snapshots of the optimal control 4 at several time instances.

The computed results can be found in Figure 3, 4 and 5, respectively. Most notably, Al-
gorithm 1 terminates after mere 13 iterations. Snapshots of the optimal control @
at t = 0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8, are plotted in Figure 3. In order to assess the sparsity pattern of
the minimizer, the L?(§2)-norms of 4(¢) and p(t) are shown in Figure 4b. As predicted
by Proposition 5.10 there holds u(t) = 0 if [|p(t)[|2() < o Moreover the set

{telllp®)l =a}
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FIGURE 4. Evolution of |[u(t)| 12(0) and [|p(t)[|12(0)-

% — e (IO — o < &) — p—CTR T -
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(A) Assumption 5.11. (B) Residuals and iterates. (c) Descent directions.

FI1GURE 5. Verification of Assumption 5.11 and convergence of relevant
quantities.

is a zeroset and thus [|u(t)|z2(0) € {0, M} for a.e. t € I. Next we numerically verify
the growth condition from Assumption 5.11 with k = 1 in Figure 5a. Accordingly,
Theorem 4.9 predicts a linear rate of convergence for all relevant quantities. Indeed, this is
clearly observed for the residuals rj(uk ) as well as the iterates u¥, see Figure 5b. For v¥ a
similar behavior can be deduced from Figure 5¢, at least in the earlier iterations. However,
for k£ > 7, the error stops decreasing. We suppose that this is a numerical artifact which
is caused by the approximation of % by u®. Finally, the overall computational time
amounts to around 300s. Altogether, these observations confirm our theoretical results
and further highlight the practical utility of GCG methods for nonsmooth minimization.
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