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A FAST PRIMAL-DUAL-ACTIVE-JUMP METHOD FOR
MINIMIZATION IN BV((0,T); R%)

PHILIP TRAUTMANN' AND DANIEL WALTER?

ABSTRACT. We analyze a solution method for minimization problems over a space
of R%-valued functions of bounded variation on an interval I. The presented method
relies on piecewise constant iterates. In each iteration the algorithm alternates between
proposing a new point at which the iterate is allowed to be discontinuous and optimizing
the magnitude of its jumps as well as the offset. A sublinear O(1/k) convergence rate
for the objective function values is obtained in general settings. Under additional
structural assumptions on the dual variable this can be improved to a locally linear
rate of convergence (’)(Ck) for some ¢ < 1. Moreover, in this case, the same rate can
be expected for the iterates in L'(I; R?).

1. INTRODUCTION

We consider minimization problems of the form

. . '

somin ) = [F(u) + Bl ad) ()
where the minimizer is sought for in the space of R%-valued functions of bounded variation
on an interval I = (0,7"). Here K denotes a linear and continuous operator mapping to
a Hilbert space of observations Y and F' is assumed to be a convex smooth loss function.
Given § > 0, the second term in the objective functional penalizes the total variation
norm of the distributional derivative u’. It is well known that such a penalization favours
minimizers which only change their values at a finite number of time points. This
structural property of (P) makes it appealing for a variety of practical applications. For
example, we point out PDE constraint optimal control problems, [6, 13, 17] and the
denoising of scalar signals, [26, 23]. For the precise functional analytic setting we refer
to Section 3.

1.1. Contribution. The aim of this paper is to analyze a simple yet efficient iterative
solution algorithm for problem (P). It relies on the identification of u € BV(I;R%)
with its distributional derivative «' and the mean values of its components a, € R%.
The proposed method generates sequences of piecewise constant iterates ui and ac-
tive sets Ay = {(uf,vf)}ﬁl which store the jumps v¥ of uy as well as the associated
magnitudes p;. By a "jump" vf we refer to an atomic measure supported on a posi-
tion t¥ € I together with a normalized direction v € R?. Each iteration then proceeds
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in three phases: First we allow for an additional jump o* in the iterate uz. The po-
sition and the direction of this new candidate jump are determined based on a dual
variable py, € Co(I; R?). Subsequently we determine improved magnitudes for all jumps
in the active set as well as a new vector of mean values by solving the finite-dimensional
convex minimization problem

Ni+1 N
min F(Ku)+p Z wi| sitou = py, 0%+ Zufvf
i >0,a, ERY i=1 i=1

Finally the active set is updated by removing all jumps whose associated magnitude
was set to zero. The theoretical contribution of the present manuscript is twofold.
First we prove that the generated sequence wu; indeed converges, on subsequences, to
minimizers of (P) and the functional values j(uy) converge sublinearly to the minimum
value. Second, under appropriate structural assumptions on the optimal dual variable,
similar to [17, 13], we deduce the local linear convergence of j(u) and of the iterates uy,
with respect to the strict topology on BV(I;R%).

1.2. Related work. The efficient algorithmic solution of(P) is a delicate issue for a
variety of reasons. On the one hand this is attributed to the appearance of the BV
seminorm which makes the objective functional nonsmooth. Moreover j lacks coercivity
with respect to u which is often a vital tool in the derivation of fast convergence result for
minimization schemes. On the other hand we point out that BV(I; R?) is non-reflexive.
Many well-studied algorithms for non-smooth optimization rely on the reflexive structure
of the underlying space and thus donot yield direct extensions to the problem at hand.

A first straightforward approach to circumventing the aforementioned difficulties
consists of discretizing the space BV (I;R?) in (P). More in detail, instead of minimizing
over all u € BV(I; Rd), one could only consider piecewise constant uy that solely jump
in the nodes 0 = tp < t; < --- < tn, = T of a partition of I. This reduces (P)
to a finite dimensional convex minimization problem with a nonsmooth group sparsity
regularization term, [19]. The solution of discretized 1D BV problems has been addresses
e.g. in [9, 20, 28, 21]. Nonetheless, such reasoning often leads to algorithms that
exhibit mesh-dependency meaning that their convergence behaviour critically depends
on the partition of I and might degenerate as N, — co. To mitigate these effects, a second
line of works, see e.g. [8, 16], proposes the regularization of (P) by adding (/2)||v||3,
for 0 < ¢ << 1 and minimizing for v in the Sobolev space H'(I;R). Since the total
variation norm of «’' remains present in objective functional, the derivative of minimizers
can still be expected to exhibit sparsity i.e. its support is small. However, due to the
Sobolev seminorm penalty, minimizers cannot be piecewise constant if € > 0. For this
reason algorithmic approaches based on regularization are usually accompanied by a
path-following strategy for ¢ — 0 which requires additional analysis.

If (P) is restricted to mean-value free BV functions, it can be equivalently reformulated
as minimization problem over the space of R%valued vector measures. Over the past
years there has been an increasing body of work on the efficient solution of such problems
using exchange type algorithms, [25, 10, 14, 5, 4], which rely on iterates comprised of
finitely many Dirac Delta functionals. These alternate between proposing a new Dirac
Delta (i.e. a "jump" in our terminology) and approximately solving finite-dimensional
convex and/or nonconvex subproblems to achieve sufficient descent. Most recently,
linear convergence of such methods relying on convex subproblems has been addressed
n [14], for d = 1, and [25], for the general vector-valued case. Our approach is closest
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related to the earlier work [25] but differs in the treatment of the convex subproblems.
More in detail while the present method relies solely on optimizing the magnitudes p;
in each iteration (#A; DOF), the linear convergence result of [25] also requires the
optimization of the jump directions (d#.4; DOF). Hence we obtain the same theoretical
convergence guarantees while solving smaller subproblems. Let us also mention the
finite step convergence results of [14, 10]. However these require "point-moving" i.e. an
additional step in which the jump positions are optimized. This constitutes a nonconvex
problem and is therefore not considered in the present work. The idea of using exchange
type methods for 1D BV penalties has previously been proposed in [3] together with a
sublinear convergence result.

Finally we point out the denoising problem for a scalar signal yg € L?(I). In our
setting this corresponds to the case of d = 1, F = (1/2)|| - —ya4||?, and K = Id. For
this particular instance of (P) the unique minimizer can be determined directly using
a taut-string-method, see e.g. [15, 18]. To the best of our knowledge this method does,
however, not yield extensions to the case of a general observation operator K and the
vector-valued case d > 1.

1.3. Outline of the paper. The relevant notation used throughout the paper is in-
troduced in Section 2. In Section 3 we equivalently reformulate (P) as minimization
problem over the distributional derivative and the mean value of u. Subsequently, this
equivalence is used to derive first-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions. A
detailed description of the proposed solution algorithm for (P) can be found in Section 4.
The convergence of the method is adressed in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 finishes the
paper with numerical experiments illustrating our theoretical findings.

2. NOTATION & DEFINITIONS

In the following set I = (0,7") for some 7" > 0 and fix d € N. Denote by (-,)ga the
euclidean inner product on R% and let |- |pa denote the corresponding norm. By Co(I; R%)
together with the usual supremum norm

lelle = sup lp(t)|ga Ve € Co(I;RY)

we refer to the Banach space of R%valued continuous functions on I that vanish at its
boundary. Its topological dual space is readily identified with the space of regular vector
measures M (I; R?). The corresponding duality pairing is denoted by (-,-). For example,
if ¢ is a discrete measure, i.e. ¢ = Zfil q; 6;, where q; € R? and §;, denotes the Dirac
Delta functional supported on t; € I, then

N

(prq) = (o(ti), ai)pa-

i=1
The space M(I;R?) is equipped with the canonical dual norm

lallm = sup (@, q).
lelle=1

We call u € LY(I;RY) a function of bounded variation if its distributional derivative u’
is representable by a an element of M(I;R?) i.e.

(u,¢') 2 = (o, ') Ve € C(I;RY).



The set of R%valued functions of bounded variation on I is now defined as
BV(L;RY) = {ue LNGRY) | /| m < o0 }.
Equipping BV (Z; RY) with the norm
lullsy = [lw/[lpa + llulz V€ BV(IRY),

where
fullzr = [ fus)lpa s,

makes it a Banach space which continuously embeds into LP(I), p € [1, cc], the embedding
being compact for p < co. Given a function u € L*(I; R?), the vector of the mean values
of its components is defined as

1
Ay, = T/Iu(t) dt,

where integration has to be understood in the sense of Bochner. From e.g. [1, Theo-
rem 3.44] we conclude the existence of constants C1, Cy > 0 with

Cr(laulza + 0l a) < llullpy < Collaulga + 0/|la)  Vu € BV(I;RY).

Following e.g. [1, Remark 3.12] BV(I; R?) can be identified as the topological dual space
of a separable Banach space. A sequence {u, }ren C BV(I;R?) is called weak* convergent
in BV(I;RY) with limit @ if

|ug — aljpr — 0, up —*a'.
Due to the sequential Banach-Alaoglu theorem every bounded sequence in BV (I;R?) ad-
mits a weak™* convergent subsequence. Furthermore a weak* convergent sequence {uy }ren C
BV(I;R?) is called convergent with respect to the strict topology on BV (I;R%), or shortly
strictly convergent, if additionally ||uj|[am4 — [|@|a4 holds. This is indicated by "—*".
The strict topology on BV(I;RY) is induced by the metric

d(ur, uz) = |lur — ugl g + [[lurlag = [luzlladl.

Last, given an open interval (¢,1) for some ¢ € [0,1) its characteristic function is defined
by

1 else

= {o on I\ (t,1)

There holds x; € BV(I) with x; = &, t > 0, and x{, = 0, respectively.

3. OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM
The following assumptions concerning (P) are made throughout this paper.
Assumption 1. In the following let Y be a Hilbert space with inner product (-, -)y and

induced norm || - ||y. There holds:

e The operator K: L?(I;R%) — Y is linear and continuous.

e The mapping F': Y — R is strictly convex and continuously Fréchet differentiable.
The Fréchet derivative F’'(y) € L(Y,R) of F at y € Y is identified with its Riesz
representative VF(y) € Y i.e.

Fl(y)dy = (VF(y), dy)y Yoy €Y.



e The functional j: BV(I;R%) — R in (P) is radially unbounded i.e.
||uk||]3\/ — 00 = j(uk) — 400.

Existence of solutions to (P) can be obtained using the direct method. Since the proof
is fairly standard we omit it at this point.

Proposition 1. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then there exists at least one solution u €
BV(I;RY) to (P).

3.1. Optimality conditions. The derivation of most subsequent results relies on an
equivalent reformulation of (P) which will be introduced next. Define the linear and
continuous operator

. 1 T s
B: M(I;RY) x R — L*(I; RY), (q,c)b—>/ dq—f/ / dg ds + ¢, (3.1)
0 0 0

where integration hast to be understood in the sense of Bochner. We arrive at the
following identification.

Proposition 2. For all (¢,c) € M(I;R%) x R? we have B(q,c) € BV(I;R?). The linear
and continuous operator B: M(I;R?) x R? — BV (I;R?) from (3.1) is an isomorphism.

Proof. The bounded invertibility of B is imminent noting that its inverse is given by the
operator

B7': BV(I;RY) — M(LRY) x RY, ues (v, ay) .
O

Loosely speaking, the previous result states that any function of bounded variation
on I is uniquely characterized by its distributional derivative and mean values of its
components. Thus (P) is equivalent to the sparse minimization problem

. F IC . 3.2
qu(II;II}QdI;, ceRd[ ( (q’c))+ﬁ||an] ( )

where we abbreviate K = K o B.
Next we characterize the adjoint operator B*. Consider the system of auxiliary
ordinary differential equations

T
WS =¢ i (0,T), W(0)=u(T)=0, /0 w(t) dt =0, (3.3)

where ¢ € L(I ;Rd) with ag = 0. Clearly, this problem admits a unique solution w €
H?(I;RY) — CY(I;RY) and w’ € Co(I;RY).

Lemma 3. The linear and continuous operator B from (3.1) is the Banach space adjoint

of
T
B*: L*(I;RY) — Co(L;RY) x RY, <w',/ ©(s) ds> . (3.4)
0

where w € CL(I;RY) fulfills (3.3) for ¢ = ¢ — ay,.
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Proof. Obviously, the operator B* is linearly and continuous. Let ¢ € L?(I;R?) and a
pair (¢,c) € M(I;R%) x R? be given. We readily obtain

(W', q) + (c, /OT o(t) dt) = /OT (go(s),/os dq> ds — <a¢,/OT /Os dg ds> + (c, /OT o(t) dt)

T
= (¢, B(¢,0)) 2 + (c/o o(t) dt)

= (()07 B(Q, C))L2 :

Here we used B(g,0) € BV(I;RY) with B(q,0) = q as well as the integration by parts
in the second equality. This establishes the result. O

Combining the equivalence of (P) and (3.2) as well as the characterization of B* we
arrive at the following necessary and sufficient first order optimality conditions.

Theorem 4. Let 4 € BV(I;R?) be given. Further define
t _
B(t) = / K*VF(Ku)(s) ds € C(I;RY)
0

Then u is an optimal solution to (P) if and only if

oy @A
pllc € {[O,ﬁ] s 0 PA)I=0 (3.5)
as well as
(p,u') = Bl|u'|| m- (3.6)

Proof. A function @ € BV(I;RY) is an optimal solution to (P) if and only if the pair

1 T
(g,¢) = <ul’T/o u(s) ds>
is a minimizer of (3.2). Since J is convex and F' is Fréchet-differentiable, optimality
of (q,¢) is equivalent to
(—=VF(K(g,0),K(g = 4,0) p2zmey + Gllallm) < Gllallm), Vg € MIRY)  (3.7)
as well as
(=VF(K(q,0)),K(0,0¢))2(r,rey =0 Vdc € R. (3.8)

Let @ € CY(I;R?) denote the solution of (3.3) for ¢ = —K*VF(Ku) € L?(I). Note
that K* = B*K™*. Utilizing the characterization of B*, see Lemma 3, as well as the
definition of the convex subdifferential the conditions (3.7) and (3.8), respectively, can
be rewritten as

& € BOl|glm, PT) = /OT _K*VF(Ka)(t) dt = 0. (3.9)

It is well known, that the subdifferential inclusion is equivalent to

||w'||c€{$;] 170 (2.0 =Bl



Due to the fundamental theorem of analysis, there exists a vector ¢ € R¢ with
¢ T
& (1) = / K*VF(Kii)(s) ds — ¢ / K*VF(Ki)(s) ds + ¢
0 0
t
— / K*VF(Ka)(s) ds + ¢
0

for all t € I. From &'(0) = 0 we deduce ¢ = 0. Thus we conclude p = &’ on I. Combining
all the previous observations now finishes the proof. U

It is by now well-known that the extremality condition in (3.6) ensures the sparsity
of @’ if the dual variable p only admits finitely many global extrema.

Corollary 5. Let i € BV(I;RY) be a minimizer of (P) and let p be defined as in
Theorem 4. Assume that

{ti}y = {tel|pt)lpa =5} (3.10)
for some N € N and {t;}¥; C I. Then @' € M(I;R?) is of the form

N
u' = jv; where v; = (p(;)/B)6;,

i=1
i.e. u 1s piecewise constant on I.

Proof. This can be proven analogously to [29, Corollary 6.25]. (|

Finally we point out that the optimal observation y € Y in (P) and thus also the dual
variable p € Cy(I; R?), see Theorem 4, are unique.

Corollary 6. Let iy, iz € BV(I;R?) denote two minimizers to (P). Moreover denote
by y1. = Kuy, y2 = Kug and p1,p2 € Co(I; Rd) the associated observations and dual
variables, see Theorem 4, respectively. Then i1 = 9o and p1 = pa.

Proof. The uniqueness of the optimal observation, and thus also that of the dual variable,
directly follows from the strict convexity of F. O

4. ALGORITHMIC SOLUTION

This section is devoted to the description of an efficient solution algorithm for (P). The
method we propose relies on the iterative update of a finite active set A, = {,uiC , vf }f\fl
comprised of "jumps" vF € M(I;R?) and the associated "magnitudes" u¥ > 0. Each
jump is of the form vF = V%tf for a position tF € I and a direction v¥ € R?, [vF|ps = 1.

Given an offset c® € R? the k — th iterate is defined as

Ny
up = B (Z ufvf,ck) . (4.1)
i=1

If A, = 0, i.e. uf = cFyo, we adopt the convention N = 0. We shortly describe
the individual steps of the algorithm in the following. A summary can be found in
Algorithm 1. Given the current active set Ay and iterate u; we first compute the
current dual variable py(-) = [; K*VF(Kuy) ds as well one of its global extrema f, €
I. Next, assuming that ||pg|lc > 0, see Proposition 7, we define the new candidate
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jump % = (pk(fk,)/||p;g||c)57g]C and find improved jump heights p*+1/2 € Rf’““ and a
new offset ¢**1 € R? from solving
Ny, Ni+1
~k k
H}Vlglﬂ ) F K| pn,+10" + ZMM el | +8 Z ti| - (Pa,)
(“7C)€R xR =1 =1

This represents a finite-dimensional convex minimization problem with box constraints
which can be tackled by a variety of efficient solution algorithms. Now the new jump is
added to the active set and the jump heights are updated setting

R N
Apg1/2 = (MNJ,:+/127 k) U {('“ZHUQ’UZ )}zzkl )

Finally we prune the active set by removing all jumps whose associated jump magnitude
was set to zero i.e.

Ap1 = {Mf“v f“}?ﬁlﬂ = { (1,0) € Apyryo | 1> 0}

and increment the iteration counter k& by one.
We point out that the termination criterion of Algorithm 1 relies on the norm of py.
This is justified by the following proposition.

Proposition 7. Denote by
N Ny,
k .k k k k k k:
Ak:{(:ui?vi)}izl {(sz 5tk)} , up =B E ;v C

the sequences of active sets and iterates generated by Algorithm 1. Moreover set pi(-) =
Jo K*VF(Kuy) ds. Then there holds py, € Co(I; R%) as well as

(k. vf) = (i), VE)pa = B.

In particular, (pg,u)) = 521 1/% and ||pkllc > B if Ax # 0. Moreover, if ||pkllc < 5
then uy, is a minimizer to (P). In particular this holds if (i, o) € Ay, for some fi > 0.

Proof. By step 2. and 7., respectively, of Algorithm 1 we have uf > 0. Moreover (u*,c¥)
is a minimizer to

Ni, Ny,
min FUKY mvfe| | +8>
(,0) ERF xR i=1 i=1

It is readily verified that the first order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions
for this problem imply

pe(T) =0, (pr,vf) = (pe(tF), vi)ga =B, i=1,...,N; (4.2)

Consequently we get

pk)uk Z:u’l pk7 z Bzuf

as well as

ﬁ <pk7 7,> < ||pk||C

for every (u¥,vF) € Aj. Finally assume that |prllc < B. If |lpelle < B we note

that Ay = 0, i.e. uj, = 0, and uy, satisfies the first order optimality conditions for (P),
see Theorem 4. Hence, in this case, uj is a minimizer to (P). The same holds true



Algorithm 1 Primal-dual-active-jump method (PDAJ) for (P)

Input: Active set Ay = {(u,v?)} 0, iterate ug = B (ZZ L v, CO)
Output: Minimizer u to (P).

1. Find (p'/2,¢") € RJIO x R? by solving

NO NO
o)) ]
=1 i=1

2. Prune active set and update iterate:

= {teh} = { W) 1 > 0}, u1=B(Zu}v3,cl).

min
(1,€) GRfO xR

i=1
for k=1,2,... do
3. Compute py € Co(I;RY) and #), € I with
pr = /o. K*VF(Kug)(s) ds,  [pk(f)|ra = [lpxllc = max [pg () |-
if |[prllc < 3 then
4. Terminate with u = uy a minimizer to (P).
end if
5. Find (uf+1/2,c5+1) € RIFH x R from (P4, ) for 0% = (pi(f)/lIpklle)d;, -
6. Update active set:

11/2 k+1/2 N
Apg1y2 = (ﬂNk+/1> k) {(“z /’ Z)}zzl'

7. Prune active set and update iterate

Agt1 = {#f+17 fﬂ}j.vjl“ = {(#av) € Apgry2 | > 0}7

Ni41
k+1 k+1 s
Uk4+1 = ZN .

and set k =k + 1.
end for

if |lpklle = B and wj, = 0. Last let |pxllc = B and u) # 0 hold. Then Ay # 0.
Let (uf, Vf5tk) € Ay be arbitrary. Summarizing the previous observations there holds

ky ok k k k
B = (pr(ti), vi)ra = [P (t)[ra = |pr(t})IRalvilra = lIpllc
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and thus v¥ = py(t¥)/B. Thus we conclude that Ay, is of the form
Ar = {1l pr(t) /By

with pairwise disjoint positions t¥. Consequently, uy = B (va ) phvk, ck> satisfies

Ni
|UkHM ZMZ\V |Re = Zﬂf
i=1

Together with (py, u) = Zizkl p¥ we finish noting that u, fulfils the sufficient first order
optimality conditions from Theorem 4. Finally, if (7i,2%) € Ay, for some i > 0 then we
have

B = (pr, ) = [Iplle

and thus uy is again a minimizer of (P) following the previous observations. (]

5. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

This section addresses the convergence of Algorithm 1. The presentation is split into
two parts. In Section 5.1 we provide the subsequential strict convergence of u; towards
minimizers of (P) as well as a first convergence result for the residuals

rj(ur) = j(ur) — L j(u).

In the second part, Section 5.2, we prove that under additional structural assumptions
on the optimal dual variable p = [; K*VF(y)(s) ds, (P) admits a unique minimizer u
and the iterates uy generated by Algorithm 1 satisfy

rj(ug) + gk = all g+ [l v = 117 |aa] < e¢® (5.1)
for some ¢ € (0,1) and all k£ € N large enough.

5.1. Global sublinear convergence. In the following let

A= { (o)} =B (Zuf 5, 'f),yszUk, p() = [ K" (K (s) ds

denote the active set, iterate, observation and dual variable in iteration & of Algorithm 1,
respectively. Since j is radially unbounded, see Assumption 1, the norm of all elements
in the sublevel set

Ng,
B, = { w € BV(I;RY) | j(u) < F(Kug) + 8 pf } .
i=1

is bounded by a constant My > 0. By construction there holds

Nk
F(Kupi1)+ 8 Y pit < F(Kuy) +,BZM
=1 i=1

Hence, w.l.0.g, we can assume that M}, is monotonically decreasing. For example, if F' > 0
on Y, we can choose

Ny
M, = (F(Kuw + 62#?) /B

We require additional regularity assumptions on the loss functional F'.
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Assumption 2. The following two conditions hold:
A1 The gradient VF is Lipschitz i.e. there is L > 0 such that
IVE(y1) = VE(2)lly < Lllyr —v2lly Vy,p2 €Y.

A2 The functional F': Y — R is strongly convex around the optimal observation i.e.
there exist a neighbourhood N () of  in Y and 79 > 0 with

F(y) > F(i) + (VF@),y — 9)y +nlly — 95 Yy € N(@).

This is, e.g., fulfilled for the quadratic loss function F(-) = (1/2)| - —yql|? with a
target observation y4 € Y. Now define the auxiliary residual

k
Piue) = F(Ku) + B3 pf —  min j(u).
i—1 u H

Note that r;(ux) < 7j(ug) holds due to

’ukHM

Zu
M =1

using that ||v¥||o¢ = 1. The following version of the classical descent lemma holds.

Lemma 8. Let u, € BV(I;R?), p, € Co(I;R?) and o8 € M(I;R?) be generated by
Algorithm 1. Then we have

. . . Ls? .
7i(urg1) — 7j(ug) < nin, [—SMk (llpklle = B) + THIC(UZ - Mkvk70)|!2y] (5.2)

forall k> 1.

Proof. For every s € (0,1) define the auxiliary iterate ug s = B(uj, , c*) where

Ny,
U s = Ha N1 0+ D psof,  where  pg = ((1 —s)u”, SMO) € RV
i=1

Since ugy1 is constructed using a minimizing pair to (P4, ) we have

Ni+1 Ni,
Ti(upt1) — 75 (ug) < F(Kugs) — F(Kug) + 8 Z phi=> b |-

By construction, the second term on the righthandside is equal to
Ni+1 Ny
ﬁ Z p’sz Zuz =sp Mk;—ZMf .
i=1 ;
Using a Taylor’s expansion of the first term F'(Kuy, ) —F (K uy) and utilizing the Lipschitz
continuity of VF' yields
g Ls? N
P(Kus) = F(Kug) < s{prs uf, = M) + =1, — 0%, 0) -

Finally note that due to 2% = (pk(fk)/HpkHc)&tAk with |pg(tx)|ge = ||pklc and Proposition 7
we have

$(pk, up — Md"®) (BZMZ MkakHC) -
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Summarizing all previous observations and minimizing w.r.t s € [0, 1] we arrive at the
claimed inequality. O

Using Lemma 8 we prove the subsequential convergence of uj towards minimizers
of (P) as well as the sublinear convergence of r;(ug).

Theorem 9. Let uy € BV(I;R?) and py, € Co(I;R?) be generated by Algorithm 1. Then
we have
rj(ur) <75 (ur) < Mi(llpkllc = 5) (5-3)

Moreover Algorithm 1 either terminates after finitely many steps with uy a solution
to (P) or we have

- 7j(u1) L 7j(ug)
ri(ug) < 7i(up) < -2 where ¢ = —minq1, 5.4
(k) < 7 (ur) 1+ gk 2 A K|y,y Mg 54

for all k > 1. In this case, up admits at least one strict accumulation point and each
such point is a solution to (P). Moreover we have Kuyp — y in'Y as well as pr — D
in Co(I;RY). If the minimizer u to (P) is unique then uy —° @ on the whole sequence.

Proof. Let u denote an arbitrary minimizer of (P). Since F' is convex we estimate

Ny,
7i(ur) < (~K*VF(Kug), @ — ug)y + 5 (Z pk — HaHM) = (pr, @) — Bl m-
=1

Finally note that u € F,, and thus

(P @) = Bllullave <l mllprlic = 8) < Mi(llpklle — B)
yielding (5.3).
Now assume that Algorithm 1 does not converge after finitely many steps. Then ||pg|lc >
3, see Proposition 7, and r;(u) > 0 for all k. Explicitly calculating the minimum in (5.2),
using (5.3) and dividing by 7j(u1) we obtain

Fuper) _ T(ug) 7w min{ 1 1 } 7 (ug)
(

?j(ul) - ?j(ul) 2 ?j ’U,k)’ LHIC(u% — Mkf)\k,O)H%/ ?j(ul)

) LT i) 7 (uk)
~rj(u) 2 Ky y ME ) ()
Fi(up) 1. 75 (up) } 7 (up)
< 2 — —min< 1, J 7 .
rj(u) 2 { 4”KH2BV,YMg 7j(u1)

Invoking [11, Lemma 3.1] yields (5.4). Since j is radially unbounded, see Assumption 2,
and 7;(ug) — 0, we conclude that uy is bounded in BV(Z; R?). Thus it admits at least
one weak* convergent subsequence, denoted by the same index, with limit @ € BV (I; R%)
ie. up — @ in LY(I;R?Y) and uf, —* @' in M(I;RY). Since BV(I;R?) —¢ L%(I;R?) we
also conclude y — Ku in Y as well as

P — / K*VF(Ku)(s) ds in Co(I;RY).
0

Finally we note that j is weak* lower semicontinuous on BV(I; R%). Consequently r; (i) =
0 and @ is a minimizer to (P). Finally, since F(Kuy) — F(Ku), we also get ||u}||m —
|@||m yielding the strict convergence of uy towards w. Thus we have shown that any
weak* accumulation point of uy is indeed a strict accumulation point and a minimizer
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of (P). Recalling that the optimal observation y as well as the optimal dual variable p
are unique we conclude y; — 7 in Y and p, — p in Co(1;R?) for the whole sequence.
If w is the unique minimizer of (P) then it is also the unique strict accumulation point
of uy, and thus v —* @ on the whole sequence. O

If F is strongly convex around ¥, see Assumption 2 A2, then the convergence guarantee
for the residual from Theorem 9 also carries over to the observations and dual variables.

Proposition 10. Let Assumption 2 hold. Then we have

lyse = Glly + llpw = Blle + [llprllec — I1Blle] < erj(ur)'/?

for all k € N large enough.
Proof. Let N (y) denote the neighbourhood from Assumption 2 A2. Since yp — ¥
in Y ,see Theorem 9, there holds yr € N (y) for all k& € N large enough. Consequently
Assumption 2 A2 yields

ri(ur) = (VE@), ye = 9y + Bllukllae = 17l a0) +0llye — 7113
Finally noting that

(VE(Ku), yr — )y + Bllurllave — 17[m) = (.0 = ug) + B(llurllm — 1@l v) = 0,
see Theorem 4, we get

/2, 1/2

lyx = glly < (1/70)™ = 7rj(uk)

The remaining estimates follow from

Ipkllc = lIplle] < llpk — plle < |K*(VE(yx) = VF(Y))]| 2
<ol K ly, 2 IVE(yk) = VE@)lly
< cL|K*|ly,r2llyx — ylly-
O

5.2. Local linear convergence. Next we prove that Algorithm 1 converges linearly
provided that additional structural requirements on the optimal dual variable p hold.
First we assume that p only admits a finite number N of global extrema {#;}Y ;. Together
with a linear independence assumption on {ﬁ(fi)}i]il this ensures the existence of a unique,
piecewise constant minimizer to (P).

Assumption 3. Recall the definition of the optimal dual variable p = [; K*VF(y) ds.
Assume that there is N € N and {;}}¥, C I with

{ti}ly ={te|pt)lgs = IBllc =B} (5:5)
Moreover let {e;}; C R? denote the canonical basis of R?. The set
{Kp(t)xi o U{Kena}i, € Y (56)

is linearly independent.

Corollary 11. Let Assumption 3 hold. Then the minimizer u = B(u',agz) to (P) is
unique and u' is given by
p(t:)

g

N N
i = Z[Mﬁi = Zﬁi\?ié% where  p1; >0, v; =
i=1 i=1

foralli=1,...,N.
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Proof. Introduce the linear and continuous operator K:RVxR! Y by

N
K(1,C) = K (Cxo) + > K ((p(t:)/B)xz,) YueRY, CeR?
i=1

Then K is injective according to (5.6). According to Corollary 5 and (5.5) every mini-
mizer u of (P) is of the form

N
u=BhB (Z(P(fi)/ﬁ)fsti, au) =Cxo0+ Y iXi,

=1 i=1

where i1 € Rf and C is implicitly given by

Zuz (t:)/B)) ti),

see the definition of the operator B, (3.1), and its inverse B™1, respectively. Due to the
optimality of u for (P) we readily verify that (i, C') is a minimizing pair for

N
min |\ F(K(p,C)) + 8 i - (5.7)
=1

peRY Cerd

The proof is finished noting that (5.7) admits a unique minimizer since F' o K is strictly
convex. (]

According to Assumption 3 and the continuity of |p|ga there is ¢ > 0 as well as a
radius R > 0 such that the intervals (t;, — R,t; + R) C I, i = 1,..., N, are pairwise
disjoint and

N
p(t)|ga < B—0 VteI\|J(t — R, ti+R). (5.8)
i=1
Now we impose a final set of assumptions which requires the positivity of p; as well as
the quadratic growth of |p|ga around its global maximizers. From the perspective of
optimization, this first condition corresponds to a strict complementarity condition and
the second one is equivalent to a second-order-sufficient-condition (SSC) for t;.

Assumption 4. For all i =1,..., N, there holds i; > 0 as well as
ot —ti|> < B—|p(t)|ga ¥t € (t; — R,t; + R)
where R > 0 denotes the radius from (5.8). Moreover K* € L(Y; L>=(I;R%)).

Remark 1. Define the scalar-valued function P(t) = |p(t)|ge and assume that p €
C%(I;R%). Then it is readily verified that P is also at least two times continuously
differentiable on (¢; — R,t + R) if R > 0 is chosen small enough. In particular this
implies P(;) = 3, P'(t;) = 0 and P"(t;) < 0. Thus, by potentially choosing R > 0 even
smaller as well as Taylor approximation of P we arrive at

P =< - 210

for all t € (t; — R,t; + R). Hence the quadratlc growth condition of Assumption 4 is
fulfilled if P”(t;) #0,i=1,...,N.

‘|t t;|?
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The following quadratic growth behaviour of the linear functional induced by p is a
direct consequence.

Lemma 12. Let Assumption 4 hold. Then there is 1 > 0 such that
i (=t 4 v =vilka) <8 = (5,v0) V€ (E— REi+ R), [Vlga =1
and alli=1,...,N.

Proof. Fixi=1,...,N and t € (t; — R,t; + R) as well as v € R? with |v|gs = 1. From
Assumption 4 and |v|ga = 1 we immediately get

B =D, vot) = B — [p(t)lra = bolt —til.
Second we estimate
B(1—(p/B,vé:)) =B (1= (p(t)/B,V)ra) =
using |p(t)/f|ga < 1. Finally we have
D(t) — p(ti)|ra < [t — Ll [ K"V E (K)o (1mm)- (5.9)
The claimed statement now follows from noting that
E— 2+ v —WilZa < = B2 +2 (Iv = 5(8)/B12a + |(B(E) — 5(E))/B12 )

where v; = p(t;)/[3 is used in the first inequality. O

> L1905 ~ v,

Moreover we deduce the following Lipschitz property of K.
Lemma 13. There holds
[KC(v10s, = vade,, 0)[ly < c(|tr — to] + [v1 — va|ga)
for all ty,ty € I, vi,va € R, |vi|pa = |Va|ga = 1.
Proof. Using the additional regularity of K* from Assumption 4 we get
[KC(v1dt, — vabr,,0)[ly = sup (K(vidy, — va2dr,,0),9)y

lylly =1

= sup (B(vidy —Vv20s,,0), K y)r2
lylly=1

S NE Yl | B(vide, — v2i,,0)[|
< Ky, L[| B(vide, — vadt,, 0)| 11
Now recall that
B(vidy;,0) = vixe, — %vi(T —ti),
1 =1, 2, and thus
[ B(v16t, — v2diy, O)llr(ry < [[vixe — Vexellpr + [vi(T — t1) — va(T — t2)|ga.
The proof is finished noting that
[Vixt, = VaXiollor S T'lvi = valga + [Vilrel[Xt, — Xl 11 (5.10)
< |t; —to| + T|v1 — va|ga (5.11)
as well as
Vi(T = t1) = va(T — t2)|pa < |[vi|galts — tof + [T — ta[v1 — v2|ge
< |1 = to| + T'|vi = vaga.
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Sketch of the proof. The following theorem summarizes the main results of the following
sections.

Theorem 14. Let uy be generated by Algorithm 1 and let Assumption 1-4 hold. Then
Algorithm 1 either terminates after finitely many steps with ui = u or there is ¢ € (0,1)
such that

rj (k) + [fu = all g+ (gl = 1@ e < ¢t
for all k € N large enough.

Since the proof of this improved convergence behaviour is rather technical we give a
short outline before going into detail. Utilizing the strict convergence of wuy towards «
as well as the isolation of the global extrema of p we conclude that the iterate uj only
jumps in the vicinity of {#;}2,. More in detail, for sufficiently large k, these observations
yield a partition of {1,..., Ni} into nonempty, pairwise disjoint sets Ai;, i=1,...,N,
such that

(uf,vfét?) € A, jE A, = th € (ti— Rt +R).

Moreover the "closedness" of the jumps v}“, j € A};, and the optimal one v;, i.e. the
distance between the positions tf and t; as well as the misfit between the associated
k _ ¥;, can be quantified in terms of the auxiliary residual 7j(ug), see
Lemma 19. Similarly, in Proposition 20, we show that the new candidate jump o, see
step 5. in Algorithm 1, lies in the vicinity of some ¢~ € {t;}}V,. Finally, as in the proof
of Lemma 8, we then rely on an auxiliary iterate 4y s = B(ﬁfhs, ), s € (0,1), where

directions v

A N
o= (1= 0) 3 b s | 0 | BURs, 432 57 bl
JEAL jeAr =Ljed;
The descent properties of this auxiliary iterate are then exploited in Lemma 22 to prove
an improved version of the descent lemma, Lemma 8, which finally yields the linear
convergence of r;(ux). The linear convergence of uj w.r.t to the strict topology is then
concluded as a by-product, see Lemmas 24 and 25.

Remark 2. To finish this section let us briefly compare s with the auxiliary iter-
ate up s = B(uz’s, c*), where

Ny
uy, o = sMoty, + (1 — s) Z Z pof = (1 = s)u), + sMyoy,
i=1jeAl

which is used in the proof of Lemma 8. Loosely speaking, to obtain ufﬂ . we take "mass"
from all Dirac Delta functionals in u}, i.e. the height of all jumps in the iterate is
decreased, and move it to the new candidate jump o*. In contrast, the construction
of Uy, s can be viewed as a local update of uj since mass is only taken away from those
jumps u;“ supported in (& — R, &+ R). On the complement, I\ (t~— R,t~+ R), we
have %y ¢ = ug. This allows for a refined analysis of the descent achieved by Algorithm 1
in each iteration.
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Linear convergence of the residual. For the sake of readability we tacitly assume that
Algorithm 1 does not converge after finitely many steps. The following proposition
summarizes some immediate consequences of this assumption.

Proposition 15. Assume that Algorithm 1 does not terminate after finitely many steps.
Then there holds u, —° u, ||pkllc > B and A # 0 for all k € N large enough.

Proof. Since the minimizer to (P) is unique, see Corollary 11, we get u; —*° u from
Theorem 9. In particular, this implies uj, —* @ in M(I; R?) and thus u}, # 0 for k large
enough. This also yields Ay # () and ||px|lc > 3, see Proposition 7. O

Now we use the isolation of the global extrema of p, see (5.8), as well as the uniform
convergence of pi from Proposition 10 to conclude that pg is small outside of the
intervals (t; — R, t; + R).

Corollary 16. Let 0 >0 and R > 0 as in (5.8) be given. Moreover let py, be generated
by Algorithm 1. For oll k € N large enough we have

N
g b= — _
Pk (t)|ra < 8 — 5 vte I\ |J(ti— R, ti + R).
i=1

Proof. Choose an arbitrary but fixed t € T\ UY,(#; — R,#; + R). We estimate
_ _ _ o
[P (®) e < [P(8)|ra + [Pk (t)[Ra = |P(t)[Ral < B — o +lpr = Pllc <58~ 5

for all k € N large enough. Here we use (5.8) in the second inequality and the uniform
convergence of pg, see Proposition 10, in the last one. O

Using this estimate we prove that the iterate uy solely jumps in the vicinity of the
optimal jump positions ;.

Proposition 17. Denote by

k ,k k ok
Ak:{(ﬂiavi)} :{(vaz“stf)}
the sequence of active sets generated by Algom’thm 1. Forallk € N large enough there exist
pairwise disjoint index sets Aj, with Uf\;l r=11,...,Ni} and tf €t —R,t;+R), je
A

Ny Ny

i=1 i=1

Proof. Let (u?, U;C) = (u?,vé‘ét?) € Ay be arbitrary. Utilizing the first order optimality

condition for the subproblem (P4, ), see Proposition 7, we have
ky ok k
B = (pk(t5), v§)ra < [Pk(t;)|Rra-

Thus, together with Corollary 16, we conclude t;? € (t; — R,t; + R) for exactly one i €
{1,..., N}. The existence of the index sets A% is now imminent. O

Next we prove that the sets AfC are nonempty for large kK € N. This means that
each optimal jump v; is approximated by at least one jump in the iterate uy. Moreover
the "lumped" height ¢ Al u;? of all jumps vf, J € Ay, converges to the optimal jump
height p;. For this purpose define the restricted measures

Upi= > phol. (5.12)

jEAL
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Lemma 18. Let Uy ; be defined as in (5.12). Then there holds

/ = = k o
Uk =" 1aVibg,, Y pf = fia.
JEAL

In particular this implies AL # () for all k € N and vazkl k=i | -

Proof. Let i = 1,..., N be arbitrary but fixed and let x € Co(I) be such that x(t) =
1,te(ti—R,t; + R), as well as x(t) =0, t € (t; — R,t; + R), j # i. Moreover denote
by ¢ € Co(I;R?) an arbitrary test function. Then we have y¢ € Co(I; R?) and thus

(0 Upi) = (X, ui) = (X, @) = (p, fitls)

due to uj —* u, see Theorem 9. Consequently Uy ; —* f1;1;. Similarly we conclude

B uk = (xpr, up) = (xp, @) = Bjis
jeAL

using the first order optimality conditions for uj and u, see Proposition 7 and Theorem 4,
respectively, as well as py — p in Co(I; R?), see Proposition 10. Thus A% # ) for all k € N
large enough. The last statement now follows due to

N

Ni
D=y
=1

i=1 je Al

O

Up to now we have only given qualitative statements on the approximation of v; by
jumps v;? of the iterate ug. In order to improve on the convergence result of Theorem 9
we also need a quantitative estimate for this observation. For this purpose we recall
that both, v; and fu;‘?, are vector-valued Dirac Delta functionals. Thus, a suitable way
to compare these jumps is given in terms of the differences t;? —t; and vg? — v; of jump
positions and directions, respectively. This can be quantified using the quadratic growth
behaviour of p from Lemma 12.

Lemma 19. There holds

N
S ik (1t =l v = Vilga) < ey/7(me) (5.13)

i=1jeAl

for all k € N large enough.
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Proof. Let 1 denote the constant from Lemma 12. Applying Jensen’s inequality yields
2

zzﬂj (1t =il + 1V} — Vilea)

22 z = IJGAZ

g%z Sk (1t = 1) + v —vz|Rd)

= 1]6A1
Y (It — &2 + vh = wif2a)
iiljeA}ic
N
<> Zu§(5 (p, v} ) ﬂZuz (P, uy,)-
i=1jeAl

Moreover, due to the convexity of F' we estimate

Ny,
rj(uk) = F(Kuy) +52uf — F(Ku) — Bllul| m

N
> 33wy = Bl + (VF(K), K, — Kit)y

Now we rewrite
(VE(Ku), Ku — Ku)y — flalpm = (p, a0 — up,) — Bllullm = — (P, u,)-

using the first order optimality conditions for «, see Theorem 4. Summarizing all previous

observations we arrive at
2

N -
; N D 5 PO PV
2w (1~ Bl S e | < SR ) < S ).

i=1 je Al gi!
Taking the square root on both sides of the inequality yields the claimed statement. [

A similar estimate holds for the new candidate jump o* computed in step 3. of
Algorithm 1.

Proposition 20. Let 0% = (pi(tr)/|Ipkllc)d;, with |pr(ti)lgre = llpkllc be given. For
all k € N large enough there is a k-dependent index € {1,..., N} such that = A} and

= &+ [piE) llplle — Filaa < ey/r(ur) (5.14)

Proof. According to Proposition 10 there holds ||px|lc — . Thus we conclude #; €
(t-— R,t=+ R) for some 7 € {1,..., N} from Corollary 16. Applying Lemma 12 we get

M (13 1 - _ 2 s - _
o (1 = &1+ o)/ lIpille = wala) < (I = &2 + Ipe(E)/ Iplle = Vil
Next note that
B~ (,0") = (b, @~ 0%) < (5 — pi, Wem 0) = (VF(5) — VF (i), K(a— 7*,0))y
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since
Ipklle = (P, T°) > (pr, ©).

Utilizing Proposition 10 and Lemma 13 we finally arrive at
Mz - _ 2 _ _
(I — 51+ Iow(E)/Ipelle = ¥ela)” < IVF@) — V(i) I I (@i — 3%, 0y
< eyfrs(ur) (I = 1 + 1)/ Ipslle — ¥l ) -
O

Now fix k € N large enough and let 7 € {1,..., N} be the index from Proposition 20.
Further recall the index sets A}, ¢ =1,..., N, from Proposition 17. For every s € [0,1]
define the locally lumped measure

Ni
=~ k. k k k k; ~k ~k ~k _k
u;c,s =(1-5) ZAMJ'UJ' t+s ZA“J' Hp HC tk + Z Z HjU; = g N, 410 T Zﬂs,jvj
JEAL JEAL 1#1?J€A’ J=1

where fi¥ € RMe+! is defined as

ﬁg,j :H§> Vj e AZ 1#£7, /AS] (1 —s)u], Vj € Ak, ﬁst+1 =35 Z u? . (5.15)
jeAL
Set Uy, s = B(ﬁﬁw, k). By construction, there holds

Ni+1 Ny,
Fi(upyr) — 75 (up) < F(Kgs) — F(Kay) + 8 Z ik =" uk|.
j=1
The following properties of iy, ; follow directly.

Lemma 21. Let uj and py be generated by Algorithm 1. Moreover let Uy s be defined as
above. Then there holds

Nj+1

N

—~ k ~k k

(i i, = Thos) = =5 | 30 15 | (pklle = B), 30 Asy =D uy.
~ j=1 j=1

jeAL

Proof. Note that

k| ~k
= Y s | St
]eAl JEA],
and thus

<Pk,ug—ﬂ§g,s> =5 Z ,u?(pk,vf) — Z M? <pk,@k> = —g ZA/‘? (lpxlle = B)
JeA; JEA] JEAL

using that <pk,1}§?> — B, see, and (p, ") = |pgllc. The statement on ZNk+1 Sk

O

9,
8,3
imminent.

As a final step we now use uj, s to prove a refined descent estimate for Algorithm 1.
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Lemma 22. For all k € N large enough there holds

Fi(upsr) — 75 (up) < min Ks?cl s <iqli.1.1,N i /2M0>) @-(uk)] (5.16)

s€[0,1]

for some c1 > 0 independent of k and s.

Proof. Let s € [0,1] be arbitrary but fixed. We estimate

Nk+1
?](uk-i-l)*?](uk) SF(K@&S)*F KU’C +0 (Z //Js,j ZM]) = Kuks)iF(Kak)

where the last equality holds due to Lemma 21. As in the proof of Lemma 8 we now find

. . N L N
F(Kiys) — F(Ky) < (pr, up — Uy ) + o I Cuge — s |13 (5.17)

where L > 0 denotes the Lipschitz constant of VF. Summarizing the previous observa-
tions and again utilizing Lemma 21 we thus get

L
~ N L ~
Piupr) = 7i(up) < —s | D i | (lpelle = B8) + o I (i — Us) |15
jEAL
Next we use (5.3) as well as ZjeA; ,ug‘? — Jg, i =1,..., N, see Lemma 18, to establish
the upper bound

k . .
—s | 0 | (el = 9 < —s (_min, i/200) 7).
jEAL
Finally it remains to estimate the difference of the observations associated to uy, s and u,
respectively. For this purpose we note

1K (up — Tgs)ly < s ) pi|K@F —3%,0)[ly

JEA],
-~k
<s 30w (1K@ — 5 0)lly +1K(— %, 0)lly)
jGA‘
<s >0 b (Ith =&l + V5 = Wila + [k — B + Ipu()/IIpkllc = ¥5fze)
jeAl
<sc|l4+ Z u? 7 (ug)

JEAL
where Lemma 13 is used in the third inequality and Lemma 19 as well as Lemma 20 in
the final one. Again pointing out that ZjeAZ ,u;? is uniformly bounded independently
of 7and k € N, see Lemma 18, we finally arrive at
1 (ug, — )| < 8% 7 (up)
and thus

7j(upy1) — 7j(ug) < (820 —s ( min Mi/2M0>) 7y (u)-

i=1,...,
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Minimizing both sides w.r.t s € [0, 1] yields the desired result. O

Using this improved descent estimate we prove the linear convergence of the auxiliary
residual 7 (ug).

Theorem 23. Let Assumptions 1-4 hold. Then there is ¢ € (0,1) such that
rj(ug) < 7jlug) < o

for all k € N large enough.

Proof. According to Lemma 22 there is K € N such that

Tj(ug+1) < 516%?1] {(1 + 5% — 502) ?j(uk)} Vk > K

where we set
= 1 (L; 2M
c2 (1:?.1.% i/ 0)
for abbreviation. Explicitly calculating the minimum reveals

. ca . 2
1+ s%c — <(=1-= 1, —
Srerhl)nl]( +s%cy 802) < 5 mln{ ,261}

and thus
ri(ug) < 7Fj(upsr) < CFF7 (uk)

for all k > K. O

Linear convergence of the iterates. In this last subsection we aim to quantify the strict
convergence of u; towards . More in detail we utilize Theorem 23 to prove

g = all o+ Mgl ag = 1@l < eGB (5.18)

for some (2 € (0,1) and all k£ € N large enough. For this purpose we rely on the following
auxiliary estimates.

Lemma 24. For all k € N large enough there holds
N
_ P k _
et e = 11 ] < /) + 32| D2 ik — il
=l jeAl
Proof. Recall the definition of the restricted measures Uy, ; from (5.12). Then there holds
N
gllave = Nl < 3 [0k alan = D2 w1+ 3wk = il
=1 EAZ eAz
Now, fix an arbitrary i € {1,..., N}. Given two indices ji, j2 € A} we note that
H'u]l J1 +'u]2 JzHM l“ﬁ +“Jz
ie 1k k
if 1, # tj, and

H'Uﬂh 31+M]2 ]2”M |'“J1 ]1+'uj2 J2|Rd
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if t?l = t;g. Similarly we conclude the existence of a partition of A};, into pairwise disjoint,
nonempty sets I,’;, h=1,...,n;, with

Tk
07l = 32 w1 =15 (I whvhlea = 3 19l

JeAL h=1 " jeIh jerr

ng

<> “ > 15Vl = D Vil
h=1"jer} jerp

v — vz R

h 1 ]ejh

< Z Z 'L‘ﬂ"? — Vilga
h=1jer}

< c\/?j(uk)

where we use the inverse triangle inequality in the second inequality and

n
D> IV = Vilga = D IV Vilga

h=1jerh JEAL

as well as Lemma 19 in the final inequality. Summarizing all previous observations and
noting that the index ¢ was chosen arbitrarily finishes the proof. O

A similar estimate holds for the L! distance of the iterates to the minimizer .

Lemma 25. Define constants

B 1 T s
C=- T/ /0 da’ ds +ag, C* = / / duj, ds + ay,,- (5.19)

For all k € N large enough there holds

N
= all s < eyfFi(un) + TICH = C1+ Y| 3wl — i

i=1 jeAl

Proof. According to the definition of the B operator, (3.1), we have

uw=C+

Mz

:D/‘_,ZXt’ Uk _Ck+z Z /’[’]V]th

i=1 = IJGAZ

and thus

g — || < T|C*F - C +Z > ujvjxtk [iViXi,

i=11ljeAl I
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Now fix an arbitrary index i € {1,..., N}. We estimate

S Vi — v ST Y uE = |+ || 2w v — vix)
JEAL jeA, Jed,
< T‘ Sk -+ Y u§||V§Xt§ A
JEAL JEA],

< T. Moreover, from (5.10) and (5.13), we conclude

I I

using that ||\7¢ng. HLl(I;Rd)

> WbV = Vaxllo < 3w (18 = il + TIv) = Wil ) < ey/Fs(un):

JeAL JeA]L
Summarizing all previous observations yields the desired estimate. O

Thus to prove (5.18) it suffices to quantify the error Cj, — C' as well as the difference
between > ¢ Al uf and p;. This is done in the following proposition.

Proposition 26. For all k € N large enough there holds

|IC — Ck| + ‘ Z uf — ;| < ey/Tj(ug).

jeAl
Proof. Define iy, = Cy + Zf\il (ZjeA}; u;“) vixi, as well as the vector of lumped coeffi-

cients i* € RV, ﬂf = ZjeA;’{ ,ug?. Recall the definition of the injective operator K from
the proof of Corollary 11. Then K(i* — i, C* — C) = K (uj, — @) and thus

C = CH+| X b~
JEAL

< o K (g —u)lly-

Applying Proposition 10 yields
1K (@, — a)lly < [K(up —u)|ly + K (@ — ) lly < \/rj(u)/v0 + [ K (@ — ug)ly-
Finally we estimate

N
1 (= wi)lly < D2 7 w5lIK () — @, 0)ly
=1 jeAl

N
kE(1k _F I
=1 jeAl
< Cy/ ?j (uk)
using Lemma 13 in the second inequality and Lemma 19 in the final one. (]

Combining the previous results we are in the position to prove linear convergence
of uy, with respect to the strict topology on BV (I; R?).

Theorem 27. Let Assumptions 2, 3, 4 hold. Then we have
lur — @l 2+ (gl = 1@ Laa] < b

for some (2 € (0,1) and all k € N large enough.
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Proof. The statement directly follows from Lemma 24 and Lemma 25 taking Proposi-
tion 26 into account. U

6. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

The last section is devoted to the numerical illustration of our theoretical results.
For this purpose two examples are discussed. First we address the inverse problem of
identifying a piecewise constant signal from finitely many data samples. The forward
operator K is modelled by convolution with a Gaussian kernel. Second we consider an
optimal control problem for the linear wave equation. Here the control enters as the
time-dependent signals of two spatially fixed actuators. In this case, the fidelity term is
given by the L2-misfit between the solution to the wave equation and a desired state yq
over the whole space-time cylinder.

6.1. Deconvolution from finitely many measurements. As a first example con-
sider

weBV(J) 2 =

9
min j(u) = [12<k<m> wu =y + Bl (6.1)

where I = (0,1), yg € R? is a given finite dimensional data vector and

~—

1 1 _(t=py)? ) )
k(pi) *u= / u(t)e” 202 dt, p;=1i-0.1, i=1,...,9.
2mo Jo

The deconvolution problem (6.1) can be embedded in the general setting (P) by choosing

1 9
Y =R F 52 2 (Ku)i = k(pi)

In this case the I = K o B operator is given by
K(qvc)i = (k(p’b)vB(q7 C))L2 = _<wl7Q> + wl(l)(c—i_ <t7 Q>)7 1= 17 o '797

for 1; defined as
0= en(52) en ()

where erf(-) denotes the error function. Moreover we readily verify K*: R™ — C%(I) and

_ /O KUV (Kug) = 3 () (ki) * i — v3).
=1

In order to determine a global extremum of py, see step 3., we find solutions of pj () =0
using a Newton method starting at equally spaced points t§ = i-0.1,i =1,...,9. Then #;,
is chosen from the set of computed solutions by comparing the corresponding function
values. The solution of the finite dimensional subproblems relies on a semismooth
Newton method for the "normal map" reformulation of its first order sufficient optimality
conditions, see e.g. [24]. In each iteration the method is warmstarted using the current
magnitudes uf and the mean value c* to construct a good starting point. Moreover
we further enhance its practical performance by incorporating a heuristic globalization
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strategy based on damped Newton steps. Finally Algorithm 1 is stopped if the upper
bound

# Ak
@ = My(|lprlle — B), My = F(Kug)+ 8> pf
=1

on the residual 7;(uy), see Theorem 9, is smaller than 10713

6.1.1. Structural assumptions on p. We solved (6.1) for 3 ~ 107> and observations yg =
Kul+¢ where u! € BV(I) and ¢ € R? is a random perturbation. The ground truth «' and
the computed minimizer u are depicted in Figure la. Before addressing the performance
of Algorithm 1 we numerically verify Assumptions 3 and 4. For this purpose we plot the
dual variable p as well as its second derivative p” in Figures 1b and lc. The functional
values corresponding to the jumps of u are marked by red crosses.

%105 x10°

Reconstruction @

——— Unknown source u'

g
1 151
2.4
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0.5 1
2
18 —l 0 05
16
-0.5 0
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-1 051

0 0.1 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1 0 0.1 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1 0 0.1 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1

(A) Ground truth u' and 4. (B) Dual variable p. (c) Second derivative p”.

FIGURE 1. Ground truth, reconstruction and dual variable.

First we point out that ||p||¢ = [ and p achieves its global maximum /minimum in three
distinct points {#;}7_; which coincide with the jumps of %. In particular, the optimal
magnitudes satisfy j; > 0. Moreover the operator K from the proof of Corollary 11
has full rank which is equivalent to the linear independence of (5.6). Second, there
holds p”(t;) # 0. Hence, see Remark 1, the quadratic growth condition of Assumption 4
holds.

6.1.2. Practical performance of Algorithm 1. In order to assess the performance of Al-
gorithm 1 we plot the residuals 7;(uy) alongside the sublinear convergence rate from
Theorem 9 as well as a linear rate with ¢ = 0.33 in Figure 2a. Next to it, in Figure 2b,
we report on the convergence of the iterates uy in L!'(I) and the norms [ju}|[sp. As
predicted by Theorems 23 and 27 all considered quantities converge at least linearly.
Moreover we plot the evolution of the size of the active set in Figure 2c. Note that #.A
is not strictly increasing. This is testament to the efficiency of the pruning step 7. of
Algorithm 1 in combination with the full resolution of the subproblem (P4, ) in step 5.
Finally we compare Algorithm 1 to the Fast iterative shrinkage-thresholding algorithm
(FISTA) from [2, 7]. However, in contrast to our proposed method, its practical applica-
tion to (6.1) requires a discretization of the interval (0,1). For this purpose we consider
a uniform partition of [0, 1] into subintervals [t;, t;+1], ¢ = 1,..., N — 1, where t) = 0
and t; = t;_1 + h, else, with h = 1/(N}, — 1). Subsequently we replace BV(I) in (6.1) by
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FI1GURE 2. Convergence behaviour of relevant quantities.

the finite-dimensional subspace
Np—1

BV, (I) weBV(I) |u=B| > plopc|, peRM 1 ceR
=1

and apply FISTA with constant stepsize as described in [2]. Additionally we also use
this comparison to study the behaviour of Algorithm 1 under perturbations and apply it
to the discretized problem. In this context, we restrict the search for the new candidate
jump position # in step 3. of Algorithm 1 to the set of nodes of the partition. More in
detail we choose #y € {t!}Yn " such that

I (fk)| =
=1

max
= ""7Nh_

(el

The other steps of the method remain the same. In Figure 3a we plot the behaviour of

! (un))
(ur))
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log(r
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FicUre 3. Comparison of Algorithm 1 and FISTA on different grids.

the residual r;(ug) = j(ux) — ming,epy, (1) j(u) for FISTA and our method with different
grid widths h = 1072,1073,107!. Additionally we also include Algorithm 1 without
discretization in the plot. This is formally denoted by ”h = 0”. In both methods, the
same starting point ug is used. We observe that Algorithm 1 solves the problem on each
refinement level in a few iterations while the convergence of FISTA significantly slows
down after the first iterations. Moreover Algorithm 1 exhibits strong mesh-independence



28

i.e. its convergence is stable w.r.t. to h and is essentially governed by its behaviour on the
continuous problem. In contrast, the convergence behaviour of FISTA degenerates as h
gets smaller. Let us however point out that the per iteration cost of both algorithms is
wildly different. In fact, the practical realization of FISTA only requires the computation
of one proximal operator per iteration, which can be done analytically, while Algorithm 1
relies on determining a global extremum of py as well as the full resolution of (P4, ). To
respect the different cost per iteration of both methods we also give a comparison in
terms of the computational time in Figure 3b. For this purpose we plot the convergence
history of Algorithm 1 (up to optimality) and of FISTA (first 200 iterations) as a function
of time. We observe that the more complicated subproblems in Algorithm 1 do not lead
to highly increased computational times. This is, on the one hand, a consequence of
the use of an efficient second order optimization scheme for (P4, ) in combination with
a warmstart. On the other hand this is also attributed to the observation that the
active set size #Ay, and thus the dimension of the subproblems (P4, ), is essentially
independent of the underlying discretization. We omit an additional plot showcasing the
convergence of #.Ay on the different discretization levels since the resulting curves align
themselves with the plot in Figure 2c.

6.2. Optimal control of the wave equation. In this section we apply the proposed
method for the solution of a PDE-constraint optimization problem of the form

1
i J(u) = =|ly — val3 Nl 6.2
ey I = = vl + A Ly (62)
where the vector-valued control u is connected to the state variable y by a linear wave
equation of the form
Oy — Ay = ug ()0, (x) + ua(t)dz, (x) in I X £2,
Oy =10 on (0,T) x 012, (6.3)
y(0) =0, 09y(0) =0, on {2.

with 1 = (0.5,0.5), x5 = (—0.5,-0.5), 3= 1075, 2 = (—1,1)? and T = 1. The desired
state yg € L%(I x £2) is given by yq = y}; + ¢ where y}; is the unique solution of (6.3) for
the reference source u* = (u}, u3) given by

0.05 0<t<0.25, 0.775  0<t<0.25,
() = 0.65 0.25<t<0.5, w00 = —0.025 0.25<t<0.5,
70015 05<t<0.75, 27 )0.975 0.5 <t <0.75,

035 075 <t<L1 0.275 0.7 <t <1

and ¢ € L*(I x £2), 1<l 2 2)/ 193]l L2 (rx 2) = 0.05, is a noise term.

Using the L2(I x §2) regularity of y from [27, 22] we can eliminate the PDE-constraint
by introducing the linear continuous solution operator K € L(L?(I;R?), L*(I x 2))
which maps u to y. The adjoint operator K* € L(L?(I x £2), L?>(I;R?)) of K is defined
by the mapping ¢ — (p(-,z1),p(-,x2)) where p is the solution of the corresponding
adjoint state equation

Oup — Ap= ¢ in I x £,
dp=0 on (0,T) x 012, (6.4)
p(T) =0, 0Op(T)=0, onf2
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for ¢ € L2(I x £2). The operator K* is well-defined according to [27, 22].

In order to apply Algorithm 1 to (6.2) we need to discretize the wave equation using
a finite element method. For this purpose, consider ansatz and test spaces spanned by
products of piecewise linear and continuous functions on a uniform time grid in I and a
spatial triangulation of 2. The adjoint equation is discretized consistently. Finally, as
in Section 6.1.2, we also replace the control space by picewise constant functions on the
time grid and then apply a discretized version of Algorithm 1 to the problem. The finite
dimensional subproblems in step 5. are again solved by a semismooth Newton method.
We plot the computed function % alongside the reference u* as well as the the norm of the
optimal dual variable in Figure 4a-4b. Upon a closer inspection, in contrast to the first
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0.2 0.4
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t t t

(A) Reference u* and u. (B) Norm of dual variable p.
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FIGURE 4. Optimal control and convergence of relevant quantities.

example, we now observe local clustering of the jumps of . More in detail, in the vicinity
of every jump of the reference function u*, u admits two jumps supported on neighbouring
grid nodes. Similar discretization effects for sparse deconvolution problems have been
observed in [12]. Alongside the optimal control we also report on the convergence history
of the residual r;(uy), the L'-distance of uj and @ as well as the error of the norms
in Figure 4c and 4d. Again we observe a linear rate of convergence for all considered
quantities.
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