arXiv:2111.15088v1 [math.NA] 30 Nov 2021

A novel multigrid method for elliptic distributed control
problems

Yunhui He*
December 1, 2021

Abstract

Large linear systems of saddle-point type have arisen in a wide variety of applications
throughout computational science and engineering. The discretizations of distributed control
problems have a saddle-point structure. The numerical solution of saddle-point problems has
attracted considerable interest in recent years. In this work, we propose a novel Braess-Sarazin
multigrid relaxation scheme for finite element discretizations of the distributed control prob-
lems, where we use the stiffness matrix obtained from the five-point finite difference method
for the Laplacian to approximate the inverse of the mass matrix arising in the saddle-point sys-
tem. We apply local Fourier analysis to examine the smoothing properties of the Braess-Sarazin
multigrid relaxation. From our analysis, the optimal smoothing factor for Braess-Sarazin re-
laxation is derived. Numerical experiments validate our theoretical results. The relaxation
scheme considered here shows its high efficiency and robustness with respect to the regulariza-
tion parameter and grid size.

Keywords. Multigrid methods, distributed optimal control, saddle-point problem, Braess-
Sarazin relaxation, local Fourier analysis
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1 Introduction

In this paper we consider the following two-dimensional elliptic optimal control problem [11]: Find
the state u* € H*(2) and the control f* € L?(£2) such that

*opEy _ ; 1
T (u*, f*) (uyf)eHrgg;XwQ)J(u,f), (1)
subject to the state equation
—Au= f, inQ,
_ (2)
u= g, at 0f,
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with cost functional )
I (u, f) = §Hu—ﬁ\|%z(n) + Bl 1720 (3)

where @ is the desired state and 8 > 0 is the weight of the cost of the control (or simply a
regularization parameter).

The discretization of the optimization problem (1) leads to a large scale saddle-point system.
Since multigrid methods offer the possibility of solving problems with N unknowns using O(N)
work and storage, and lead to substantial improvements in computational efficiency over direct
methods, they have gained growing interest in the area of optimal control problems, see, for example
(1,2, 4, 6, 12, 13, 14].

The choice of multigrid smoother is crucial to construct efficient multigrid algorithms. Local
Fourier analysis (LFA) is a useful tool to help choose multigrid components, such as relaxation
schemes and grid-transfer operators, and can quantitatively predict the two-grid convergence factor.
The main goal of this work is to construct and analyze multigrid methods for the discrete optimal
control problems. Note that there are a few studies of LFA applied to the optimal control problems.
In [9], the smoothing factor for a one-dimensional optimal control problem was proposed by LFA
for a special smoother. [4] reviewed some recent efforts and outlined recent developments in the
field of multigrid methods for partial differential equation optimization, where LFA was applied
to study collective Gauss—Seidel methods. The finite difference multigrid solution of an optimal
control problem associated with an elliptic equation was considered in [3], and LFA was used to
estimate the convergence factor for the collective Gauss—Seidel relaxation.

In this work, we consider finite element monolithic multigrid solution of the elliptic distributed
control problem (1), that is, employing multigrid methods directly to the discrete system in coupled
form. In contrast to collective smoothers, we consider a well-known Braess-Sarazin-type relaxation
(BSR) scheme, which was original designed for the Stokes equations [5]. In our recently work [7], we
have proved that the mass matrix obtained from bilinear finite elements is a good approximation
to the inverse of the scalar Laplacian discretized by a five-point finite difference method, where the
optimal smoother factor of % is derived for the Laplacian. Furthermore, we extended this mass-
based approximation to a Braess-Sarazin-type relaxation scheme for the Stokes equations [8], where
we obtained the optimal smoother factor of % for Stokes. This motivates us to consider the stiffness
matrix derived from the finite-difference discrerization of the scalar Laplacian to approximate the
mass matrix arsing from the finite element discretizations of optimal control problems. In the
resulting BSR relaxation, we can directly apply the stiffness matrix and there is no need to invert a
matrix. LFA is applied to examine this stiffness-based BSR applied to the optimal control problems
considered here. We derive optimal smoothing factor of % for the stiffness-based BSR for the optimal
control problems. Considering practical use, an inexact version of stiffness-based Braess-Sarazin
relaxation is developed, where a 3 V' (2, 2)-cycles multigrid with weighted Jacobi relaxation is used
to approximate the solution of Schur complement system appeared in the exact BSR process. This
inexact version preserves the optimal smoothing factor of % obtained from exact BSR. The LFA
convergence estimates agree very well with results of numerical experiments and are independent
of the grid size and of the value of the control parameter.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we propose a stiffness-based Braess-Sarazin
relaxation scheme for the elliptic distributed control problem. In Section 3, we apply LFA to the
proposed stiffness-based Braess-Sarazin relaxation, and we obtain a highly satisfactory convergence
factor. Numerical results are reported in Section 4 to confirm our theoretical analysis. Finally, we
draw conclusions in Section 5.



2 Discretization and relaxation

In our work, we discretize problem (1) using bilinear quadrilateral 1 finite elements. The discretize
formulations of (2) and (3) are given by

1 .
min o lun — UH%%Q) + 5Hfh|\%2(sz)= (4)
un, fh
such thatJVuhvh = J'Uhfha Yy, € Vohv (5)

where V' is the Q; finite element space. With a Lagrange multiplier (7) approach to (4) and (5),
it typically leads to a linear system of the form [11]

286M 0O -MT fn
0 M KT up | = by, (6)
-M K 0 Th

where K is the stiffness matrix (the discrete Laplacian) and M is the discrete mass matrix. For
more details, we refer to [11].
We can rewrite system (6) as a saddle-point system, that is,

Lhz = (g %T) (;) = bp, (7)

(B0 b g

Here, we consider multigrid methods for solving (7). One important process in multgrid is the
smoothing, where we update a current approximation zj via

where

?:‘k = Zk — wlC,?l(bh - Ehzk) = Zk — w5z, (8)

where IC,:l is an approximation to Ly, and 6z = IC,:l(bh — Lpzg). Then, the error-propagation for
the relaxation scheme (8) is
S,=1-— w/(:;lﬁh. (9)

The choices of K, and w play a crucial role in determining the convergence speed of multigrid
methods. For simplicity, throughout the rest of this paper, we drop the subscript h, except when
necessary for clarity.

In this work, we consider Braess-Sarazin relaxation [5], that is, K has the form of

K= <O‘§ %T> : (10)

where C' is an approximation of A, whose inverse is easy to apply, and a > 0.
With K defined in (10), we compute the update §z = (dx, dy) in (8) by the following two stages
(BC~'BT)éy = BC 'r,—ar, (11)
dr = éCil(rw — BTsy), (12)



where (rg,7y) = by, — Lz,

Note that, in (11) and (12), we can directly consider an approximation to C~!. In our recently
work [7], we have shown that the mass matrix M derived from bilinear finite elements is a good
approximation to the inverse of the scalar Laplacian discretized by the five-point finite difference
method. This inspires us to consider the discrete scalar Laplacian approximating the inverse of the
mass matrix M in the diagonal part of the coefficient matrix defined in (6). Let Azq be the stiffness
matrix obtained from the five-point finite difference discretization for the scalar Laplacian. In (10),

we consider L
=—=A 0
-1 _ =1 _ [284/d
© =4 ( 0 Afd> ’ (13)

and denote the corresponding K as

Ky = (“gf %T) . (14)

To choose suitable values of the parameters w and «, we consider LFA to examine the relaxation
scheme with K = K¢ in the following section.

3 Smoothing analysis

LFA [15, 16] has been widely used to analyze actual multigrid performance for different types of
problems, by investigating the spectral radius of symbol of the underlying operator. Specifically,
the LFA smoothing factor with simplifying assumptions on boundary conditions offers a sharp
convergence estimate of multigrid methods. Thus, in this work, we employ LFA to examine the
LFA smoothing factor for BSR, and help choose relaxation parameters. Next, we first give a brief
introduction to LFA.

We consider two-dimensional infinite uniform grids Gy

Gh = {.’1} = (Il,IQ) = kh = (kl,kQ)h,k € Z},

and Fourier modes ¢(0,x) = /" on Gy, where @ = (61,6,) and 2> = —1. Since ¢(8,x) is
periodic in @ with period 27, we consider 6; € ( -3, 377’] The coarse grid Goy, is defined similarly.

Let Ly, be a Toeplitz operator acting on Gy, as follows [15],

Lywp(x) = Z Swp(x + Kh),
KeEV

with constant coefficients s, € R, where wy, () is a function in I2(Gy). Here, V is a finite index
set.

Definition 3.1. We call Zh(H) = Z $,.e"%" the symbol of Ly,.
KreV

We consider multigrid methods for finite-element discretizations with standard geometric grid
coarsening, that is, we construct a sequence of coarse grids by doubling the mesh size in each spatial
direction. High and low frequencies for standard coarsening are given by



Definition 3.2. The LFA smoothing factor for the error-propagation for the relaxation scheme S,
see (9), is defined as

ﬂloc(p) = max {|)‘(§(0))| }7 (15)

@cThigh

where p is algorithmic parameters, and /\(§(0)) denotes the eigenvalue of symbol §(0)

Note that for the @7 elements considered in this work, S (0) is a 3 x 3 matrix. Since poc(p) is
a function of p, we can minimize p.(p) to obtain a fast convergence speed. Thus, we define the
optimal smoothing factor as follows.

Definition 3.3. The optimal LFA smoothing factor for the error-propagation for the relaxation
scheme S is defined as

Hopt. = 110 filoc (P).
where T is the set of allowable parameters.

Another important LFA factor is the LFA two-grid convergence factor. In general, the two-grid
error-propagation can be expressed as

Ej, = 8"2(I — P(La,) ' RL)S™,

where Lo, is the coarse grid operator, R and P are the restriction and interpolation operators,
respectively. The integers 11 and v, are pre- and post- smoothing steps, respectively.

Definition 3.4. The LFA two-grid convergence factor for Ey is defined as

p= max {p(Eh(O))} : (16)

where Ej, (0) is the two-grid LFA symbol of Ey, and p(E’h) denotes the spectral radius of matrix Ep.

Note that in our case, Eh(e) is a 12 x 12 matrix. For more details on how to compute two-grid
symbol, we refer to [15]. Since it is easy to compute the LFA smoothing factor, (15), compared to
the LFA two-grid convergence factor, (16), we focus on the analysis of LFA smoothing factor in the
following.

3.1 Fourier representation of mass and stiffness operators

In one dimension (1D), the stiffness and mass stencils of @)1 elements are

h

Ki=-[-1 2 —1] and Ml=g[1 4 1], (17)

SRS

respectively.
Then, the stiffness stencil for bilinear discretization in two dimensions (2D) is given by

K = K@M +MQ®K,
-1 -1 -1

- % 108 -1,
-1 -1 -1



and the mass stencil for bilinear discretization in 2D is given by

M = M®>M

e[l 41
= 35 |4 16 4| (18)
1 4 1

From (17), the symbols of the stiffness and mass stencils in 1D are

2 ~ h
K,(0) = E(l —cosf), Myi(0) = 5(2 + cos0). (19)
Based on (19), the symbol of K can be written as
K(01,60) = K1(0:)My(61) + Mi(02) K1 (61)

2
= 5(4 — cosfl; — cosfly — 2cos by cosby),

and the symbol of M is

]\7(91792) = ]\71(92)]\71(91)
2
= %(4+2cos91+2cos6‘2+cos6‘1c0592).

We introduce the stencil of the Laplacian —A, discretized by the standard five-point scheme, given
by
1 -1
Apg = —Ap = 72 -1 41 -1

Then, the symbol of Ayq is

~ 4 —2cost; — 2cosby

Afd = 12 (20)
For simplicity, let a = M and & = (Asq)~1. Using (20) gives
gfdM=Mgfd= g (21)
a

3.2 LFA for Braess-Sarazin relaxation scheme

Now, we examine Braess-Sarazin-type algorithms, which were originally developed as a relaxation
scheme for the Stokes equations [5]. In practice, (11) is not solved exactly. Thus, in the following,
we first consider exact solve for (11), and then inexact one.

Exact Braess-Sarazin relaxation: In (10), we consider C~! defined in (13) and a = 1. We
first derive the corresponding optimal smoothing factor for the exact Braess-Sarazin relaxation. We
refer to the relaxation scheme as stiffness-based BSR. Let b = K (61, 62). The symbol of operator £
defined in (7) is given by

N 26a 0 —a
E(ela 92) = 0 a b )
—a b O



and

N 28a 0 —a
Kf(01,62)=| 0 a b
—a b 0
Then,
L 26(a — Aa) 0 —a(l—2X)
L—-ACy = 0 a—Aa  b(1—N)
—a(l=X) b(1-2MN) 0

The determinant of £ — AK. 1 is

|I£ —MKs| = —28(a — Aa)b?(1 — N)?2 — a®(1 — M) (a — Aa)
= (1= X)%*(a — ra)(—2Bb* — a?).
It follows that the eigenvalues of IE?E are 1,1 and %.

We restate the results for solving the Laplace problem using mass matrix approximation [7] in
the following.

Lemma 3.1. [7] For 6 € T"i9h 2(9) € [8/9,16/9].

Lemma 3.2. [7] If we consider the mass matriz M to approximate the inverse of the scalar Lapla-
cian, Afq, and S = I — wM Ayq, then the optimal smoothing factor for S is

~~ 1
1 —wMAfd’ = g,

¢ = min max
/’LOP w geThigh

where the minimum is uniquely achieved at w = wWopy = %.
Since MAgg = ApqM = 4, see (21), we have the following result.

Corollary 3.1. If we consider the discrete Laplacian Agq to approzimate the inverse of the mass
matriz, M, and Sgq = I —wArgM, then the optimal smoothing factor for Sgq is

~ ~ 1
1fwAfdM’=§,

¢ = min max
Nop w geThigh

provided that w = wepy = %.

Since I%;IZ contains eigenvalue %, which is an eigenvalue of A fdJ\N/[ , Corollary 3.1 indicates that

% is a lower bound on the optimal smoothing factor for the stiffness-based BSR.

Theorem 3.1. The optimal smoothing factor for the stiffness-based BSR for the optimal control
system (7) is
1

Hopt,B = Igéneér%ah?;h )\(SB(WBue)) = 57

where the minimum is attained provided that wp = wWB opt = %.



Proof. Since the eigenvalues of §B = I—wBI%JTIZ are 1 —wp,1 —wp and 1 —wp% and Lemma 3.1,

the smoothing factor for Sp is

Moc = maX{Il —wgl|, |1 - 19—6w3 ,‘1 — ng } ,
From Corollary 3.1, we know that
minmax{‘l — 1—6w3 ,‘1 — §w3 } = l,
wp 9 9 3
provided that wp = wWp opt = %. Furthermore, |1 — wp opt| = % < % Thus, ming,, foc = % O
Remark 3.1. We point out that one can consider o as a variable in (14) rather than o = 1.

However, this does not change the optimal smoothing factor for exact BSR obtained in Theorem
3.1, and only changes the choice of optimal parameter wp. In contrast to exact BSR, varying a is
needed for inexact version of BSR, which will be discussed in Section 4.

Inexact Braess-Sarazin relaxation: Exact Braess-Sarazin algorithm requires an exact in-
version of the Schur complement (11), which is very expensive. In the literature, it has been shown
that inexact solve using a few sweeps of weighted Jacobi iteration for the Schur complement system
is enough to maintain the same convergence of exact BSR for the Stokes equations, see, for example
[8]. In (11), the Schur complement matrix is

e £Arg 0\ [(—MT
BCT'BT = (-M K) (mo Afd) ( o )
1
28
We explore inexact stiffness-based BSR, using either a few sweeps of weighted Jacobi iteration to
approximate the solution of (11) or a V-cycles multigrid on the Schur complement system. We are
wondering whether the inexact version is possible to achieve the same smoothing factor of % Here,
we do not seek theoretical analysis. Instead, we numerically examine the performance of inexact

BSR in Section 4.
Note that another choice for K is

MAfdMT + KAdeT.

Cp BT) , (22)

’C:’CD:(B 0

Cp = (wdi%g(M) diagO(M))'

where

From (18), it can be seen that the symbol of diag(M) is % =:ap. Here, we are curious about the
optimal smoothing factor for the smoother (22). As a comparison, we derive the optimal smoothing

factor for this choice.

Theorem 3.2. If we consider Kp defined in (22) and Sp = I — wDICglﬁ, them the optimal
smoothing factor for Sp is

Hopt,D = ri)liDngg%‘ahﬁh A(‘S‘D((“)Due)) =5

~lloo

provided that wp =



Proof. Tt can easily be shown that the eigenvalues of S, p are 1,1 and % Now, we consider the

optimal smoothing factor for the modes, % Note that

1
ai = Z(4+2C0891 + 2 cos by + cos by cosbs).
D

For @ € Th8b it can easily be shown that the extreme values of % are % and % Thus,
3

2P

7‘1_

1
= min max 1—w 1—-w
Mopt WD @eThish {| D|7‘ 4 D

provided that wp = O

2 _38
1/4+372 — T

From Theorems 3.1 and 3.2, we see that the stiffness-based BSR offers a highly satisfactory
convergence speed. Thus, in our numerical tests, we only consider the stiffness-based BSR.

4 Numerical experiments

In this section, we first present the LFA two-grid convergence to compare with the optimal LFA
smoothing factor derived in Subsection 3.2 for the exact stiffness-based BSR. Second, we display
actual multigrid performance to validate our analytical result for exact BSR. To consider practical
use, we develop an inexact version of BSR, where a V-cycle multigrid is applied to the Schur
complement system to maintain the performance observed for exact BSR. To demonstrate the
robustness of our multigrid methods with respect to the regularization parameters, we consider
different values of 3 in our tests.

4.1 LFA predictions

In this subsection, we report the LFA predicted two-grid convergence factor, py, for different values
of regularization parameter 5 and grid size h for exact stiffness-based BSR. For the prolongation
of correction, we consider the standard bilinear interpolation and apply the corresponding adjoint
operator for the restriction. Galerkin operator is used to define the coarse grid operator. The
number of smoothing steps v is v = v1 + v5. We use 32 x 32 evenly distributed Fourier frequencies
in the Fourier domain [-5 + 7,5 — 7]? with 7 = g1 to compute LFA two-grid convergence factor
pr in (16).

In Table 1, we show the LFA predicted two-grid convergence factor as a function of 8 and h with
v = 1. We see that the LFA two-grid convergence factor is the same as the optimal smoothing factor
derived from our theoretical analysis. Moreover, the convergence factor is robust in regularization
parameter 8 and is h-independent.

Table 1: LFA predicted two-grid convergence factor, py, as a function of § and h with v = 1 for
exact stiffness-based BSR.

h B=102 B=101% B=10° B=10"°
1/64 0.333 0.333 0.333 0.333
1128  0.333 0.333 0.333 0.333
1/256  0.333 0.333 0.333 0.333




In Table 2, we report the LFA predicted two-grid convergence factor as a function of the number
of smoothing steps v and h with 8 = 1072. We see that p;, = Hopt for different h. For other 3, we
see same behaviour, but omit the results.

Table 2: LFA predicted two-grid convergence factor, py, as a function of v and h with 8 = 1072
for exact stiffness-based BSR.

h v=2 v=3 v=4
1/64 0.111 0.037 0.012
1/128 0.111 0.037 0.012
1/256 0.111 0.037 0.012

4.2 Multigrid performance

In this subsection, we report some numerical results to confirm our theoretical results. We consider
the distributed control problem on the unit square domain with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
conditions and 4 = 0 such that the discrete solution is z, = 0. The coarsest grid is a 4 x 4 mesh.
For the stiffness matrix A4, we consider rediscretization operator on the coarse meshgrid. We
measure the multigrid convergence factor by the following form [15]

where d;ln) =bp — Ehz,(ln), and z,(ln) is the approximation to the solution of (7) at the n*® multigrid

iteration. We display the convergence factors obtained after 100 multigrid cycles for different values
of v. The initial guess z}(lo) is chosen randomly. We use the MATLAB code of Rees [10] to generate
the linear systems.

Table 3 shows the measured W-cycles multigrid convergence factors for exact stiffness-based
BSR with algorithmic parameters, ap = l,wp = %, for different values of 8 and grid size h. We
see that our numerical results are independent of grid size h, and pj for v > 1 matches well with
the LFA two-grid convergence factor p;. Although for v > 1 the measured convergence factors are
slightly better than the predictions, it is not surprising since LFA two-grid prediction is the same
as the actual convergence for problems with periodic boundary conditions, and here we consider
Dirichlet boundary conditions.

10



Table 3: W-cycles measured multigrid convergence factors, pp, for exact stiffness-based BSR with
algorithmic parameters, ap = 1,wp = %, compared with LFA two-grid predictions, py, for exact
BSR with ap = 1,wg = 2

3.
v 1 2 3 4
Oh 0.333 0.111 0.037 0.012

B =102

Pniea 0279 0.093 0.031 0.010

Proijas 0275 0.091 0.030 0.010

Pheiss  0.272  0.090 0.030 0.010
B=1012

Phi/es 0268 0.090 0.030 0.010

Phoijas 0264 0.089 0.029 0.010

Phe156  0.261 0.088 0.029 0.010
B=10"0

Phies 0289 0.094 0.031 0.012

Phoijas 0276 0.093 0.030 0.010

Phe1oss  0.272  0.092 0.030 0.010
B=10""°

Phi/es  0-302 0.098 0.032 0.011

Pheijizs  0.299 0.098 0.032 0.012

Phe1ss  0.290 0.096 0.030 0.012

As mentioned before, using exact BSR, we need to solve the Schur complement system (11)
exactly. In practice, an inexact solve is preferred. First, we tried two or three sweeps of weighted
Jacobi iteration and Gauss-Seidel iteration to approximate the solution of (11). However, exper-
iments showed that these approaches maintain the performance observed for exact BSR only for
v = 1, and there is a degradation for v > 1. Moreover, these approaches are very sensitive to
algorithmic parameters. Instead, we consider solving the Schur complement system by applying a

multigrid V/(2, 2)-cycle using weighted Jacobi relaxation with weight w;. In this test, we use $2 = 3

because 1 — 222 is an eigenvalue of the relaxation error-propagation operator for both exact and
B

inexact version. We found that there are many choices of ap,wp = %a g and wy resulting in good
multigrid results. In our report, we consider ap = 1.5,wp = %aB and wy = 0.8. We observe that
using only 2 or 3 V (2, 2)-cycles on the approximate Schur complement achieves convergence factors
essentially matching those in Table 3 for v = 1,2. We display the inexact BSR results in Table 4,
where 3 V(2,2)-cycles are used. We see there is a slight degradation of the measured convergence
factors for inexact BSR for v = 3,4 compared with the results in Table 3. However, for v = 1,2, the
measured convergence factors p agree very well with the results in Table 3, and are h-independent

and robust to 8. In practice, we recommand W (1,0)-cycle and W (1, 1)-cycle for inexact BSR.

11



Table 4: W-cycles measured convergence factors, gy, for inexact stiffness-based BSR with inner 3
V(2,2)-cycles and algorithmic parameters, ap = 1.5, wp = %OLB,Q}J =0.8.
v 1 2 3 4
B =102
pnia 0280 0.092 0.046 0.044
Proijizs 0275 0.092 0.046 0.044
Ph=1/25¢ 0.272 0.090 0.047 0.045
5 =101
pniea 0271 0.089 0.045 0.043
Proijizs  0.267 0.088 0.046 0.044
Ph=1/256 0.264 0.086 0.047 0.045
B=10"°
Pnoijes 0283 0.092 0.039 0.025
Proijizs 0280 0.091 0.044 0.041
Phe1/ss  0.276  0.090 0.047 0.045
B =10"8
Pn_ijes 0296 0.096 0.032 0.010
Proijzs 0293 0.095 0.034 0.025
pne1/ss 0.289  0.094 0.043 0.030

Next, we consider the model problem (1) subject to the state equation [11]

{Au = f, in Q,

u= 1sq, at 0Q,

where Q = [0,1]?, and

R 2z —1)?(2y — 1)*  if (z,y) € [0,1/2]%
u =

0 otherwise.
For this problem, we consider W-cycles multigrid methods with inner 3 V'(2, 2)-cycles on the Schur
complement system with ap = 1.5,wp = %O&B, wy = 0.8. In Tables 5 and 6, we report the smallest
I}z
[ERIE
different values of 8, with v = 1 and v = 2, respectively. Again, from Tables 5 and 6, we see the
robustness of our multigrid methods with respect to the regularization parameters, 5, and grid size
h.

< 10710 for this distributed control model problem for

number of iterations n such that

12



Table 5: Tteration counts for the control model problem with state equation (23) using v = 1
and W-cycles multigrid for inexact stiffness-based BSR with inner 3 V(2,2)-cycles and algorithmic
parameters, ap = 1.5,wp = %CYB,CUJ =0.8.

h B=102 B=10% B=10° B=107°
1/64 17 17 17 19
1/128 17 17 17 18
1/256 18 18 18 18
1/512 19 19 19 19

Table 6: Iteration counts for the control model problem with state equation (23) using v = 2
and W-cycles multigrid for inexact stiffness-based BSR with inner 3 V' (2, 2)-cycles and algorithmic
parameters, ap = 1.5,wp = %QB,WJ =0.8.

h B=102 B=107% B=10° B=107
1/64 12 12 11 10
1/128 12 12 12 11
1/256 13 13 12 12
1/512 13 13 13 13

5 Conclusion

In this work, we present a novel multigrid method for the elliptic distributed control problems,
where stiffness-based Braess-Sarazin multigrid relaxation scheme is proposed to the discrete saddle-
point system of the control problems. In this relaxation scheme, the stiffness matrix obtained from
the five-point finite difference method for the Laplacian is used to approximate the mass matrix
in the saddle-point system discretized by a finite element method. We hire LFA to minimize LFA
smoothing factor for Braess-Sarazin relaxation, leading to a highly satisfactory convergence factor.
For practical use, we develop an inexact version of Braess-Sarazin relaxation, where a 3 V(2,2)-
cycles multigrid with weighted Jacobi relaxation is applied to the Schur complement system. This
inexact version preserves the optimal smoothing factor observed for exact Braess-Sarazin relaxation.
Numerical results show the robustness of our multigrid methods with respect to the regularization
parameters and grid size. In future, we will extend the relaxation scheme considered here to more
complex optimal problems, such as the Stokes control problem.

References

[1] A. Borzi, Multigrid methods for parabolic distributed optimal control problems, Journal of
Computational and Applied Mathematics, 157 (2003), pp. 365-382.

[2] A. Borzl, High-order discretization and multigrid solution of elliptic nonlinear constrained
optimal control problems, Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics, 200 (2007),
pp. 67-85.

13



3]

A. Borzi, K. KUNISCH, AND D. Y. KWAK, Accuracy and convergence properties of the finite
difference multigrid solution of an optimal control optimality system, SIAM Journal on Control
and Optimization, 41 (2002), pp. 1477-1497.

A. BORrzI AND V. ScHULZ, Multigrid methods for PDE optimization, SIAM review, 51 (2009),
pp. 361-395.

D. BrRAESS AND R. SARAZIN, An efficient smoother for the Stokes problem, Appl. Numer.
Math., 23 (1997), pp. 3-19.

M. ENGEL AND M. GRIEBEL, A multigrid method for constrained optimal control problems,
Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics, 235 (2011), pp. 4368—4388.

C. GREIF AND Y. HE, A closed-form multigrid smoothing factor for an additive Vanka-type
smoother applied to the Poisson equation, arXiv preprint arXiv:2111.03190, (2021).

Y. HE, New mass-based multigrid relaxation schemes for the Stokes equations, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2111.04922, (2021).

J. KEPLER, Fourier analysis and local Fourier analysis for multigrid methods, (2009).

T. REES, Github/poisson-control.  https://github.com/tyronerees/poisson-control,
2010.

T. REES, H. S. DOLLAR, AND A. J. WATHEN, Optimal solvers for PDE-constrained opti-
mization, STAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 32 (2010), pp. 271-298.

J. SCHOBERL, R. SIMON, AND W. ZULEHNER, A robust multigrid method for elliptic optimal
control problems, SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 49 (2011), pp. 1482-1503.

R. SiMON AND W. ZULEHNER, On schwarz-type smoothers for saddle point problems with
applications to PDE-constrained optimization problems, Numerische Mathematik, 111 (2009),
pp. 445-468.

S. TAKACS AND W. ZULEHNER, Convergence analysis of multigrid methods with collective
point smoothers for optimal control problems, Computing and Visualization in Science, 14
(2011), pp. 131-141.

U. TROTTENBERG, C. W. OOSTERLEE, AND A. SCHULLER, Multigrid, Academic Press, Inc.,
San Diego, CA, 2001. With contributions by A. Brandt, P. Oswald and K. Stiiben.

R. WIENANDS AND W. JOPPICH, Practical Fourier analysis for multigrid methods, CRC press,
2004.

14


https://github.com/tyronerees/poisson-control

	1 Introduction
	2 Discretization and relaxation
	3 Smoothing analysis
	3.1 Fourier representation of mass and stiffness operators
	3.2 LFA for Braess-Sarazin relaxation scheme

	4 Numerical experiments
	4.1 LFA predictions
	4.2 Multigrid performance

	5 Conclusion

