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FOR OPTIMAL CONTROL OF WAVE EQUATIONS*
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Abstract. In this paper, we propose a new efficient preconditioner for iteratively solving the
large-scale indefinite saddle-point sparse linear system, which arises from discretizing the optimality
system in optimal control problems of wave equations with a one-shot second-order finite difference
scheme in both space and time. The proposed preconditioner can be implemented in a parallel-
in-time (PinT) manner via a carefully designed unitary diagonalization decomposition. Such an
explicit unitary diagonalization is rarely seen in the literature. We also analyze the eigenvalue
bounds of the preconditioned system, which are shown to be highly clustered around one. Moreover,
a simple splitting algorithm that alternates between a linear complementarity problem (LCP) and a
quasi-Newton iteration is discussed for handling the case with control constraints. Within the quasi-
Newton iteration, our proposed PinT preconditioner can be directly used in preconditioning the
Jacobian system of the same structure. Both 1D and 2D numerical examples are given to illustrate
the promising convergence performance of our proposed PinT preconditioner in comparison with a
recently proposed matching Schur complement (MSC) preconditioner.
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1. Introduction. The development of fast and robust preconditioners in Krylov
subspace solvers (e.g., GMRES) for solving optimization problems constrained by
time-dependent PDEs is a very active topic [6, 12, 29]. However, in the last few
decades, most of the related research in this direction has been concerned with the
optimal control problems with parabolic and elliptic PDEs; see, e.g., [1, 2, 42, 43,
44, 45, 50]. Much less work has been devoted to the optimal control problems with
(hyperbolic) wave equations; see [13, 18, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 49, 56] and the refer-
ences therein. In this paper, we propose and analyze a new parallel-in-time (PinT)
preconditioner for solving such hyperbolic optimal control problems, which shows fast
convergence in numerical experiments.

Let Q € R? with d > 1 be a bounded and open domain with Lipschitz boundary,
and let [0, 7] be the time window of interest with 7" > 0. We consider the following
distributed optimal control problem [36] of minimizing a tracking-type quadratic cost
functional:

: 1 Y
(1.1a) min L(y,u) = 5”?! - gH%Z(Qx(O,T)) + §||UH%2(Qx(o,T))a
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subject to a linear wave equation with initial- and boundary-value conditions:

(1.1b) yu — Ay = f+u in 2 x(0,7), y=0, ondx(0,T),
' y(~0) =yo, w(,0)=y1 inQ,

where v € L? is the distributed control, g € L? is the desired tracking trajectory or
observation data, v > 0 denotes the cost weight or regularization parameter, and f,
Yo, and y; are the given functions. The existence, uniqueness, and regularity of the
solution for problem (1.1a)—(1.1b) are well established [36] under suitable assumptions
on the given data. Attributing to the strict convexity of the objective functional
L and the linearity of the state equation, the optimal solution of (1.1a)—(1.1b) is
characterized by the following first-order necessary (and also sufficient) optimality
system:

ytt—Ay—%pi inQX(O7T>7 y:07 on@Qx(O,T),
(1 2) y(70) = Yo, yt(ao) =W in Q)
pie—Ap+y=g in Q x (0,7, p=20, on 90 x (0,T),

p(,T) = Oa pt(vT) =0 in Q»

where we have eliminated the control variable u from the optimality condition yu—p =
0 in (1.2), leading to a reduced optimality system regarding only y and p. Notice that
the state variable y evolves forward and the adjoint state p marches backward in time,
which implies that we may have to solve all the time steps all at once (instead of time
marching) in a one-shot discretization scheme. Such a one-shot scheme inevitably
leads to a large-scale indefinite sparse linear system, whose approximation solution
requires efficient iterative solvers with fast and robust convergence rates.

For iteratively solving such large-scale discretized linear systems by the Krylov
subspace methods, the design of an effective and efficient preconditioner plays a critical
role in reducing the overall computational cost. In particular, the development of a
preconditioner highly depends on the underlying discretization schemes in space and
time. Several discretization schemes for the optimal control of wave or hyperbolic
PDEs are studied in the literature [13, 18, 31, 49], but there are fewer works [26, 35, 37]
about the development of fast preconditioners. Numerical computation of such a
resulting indefinite optimality system from hyperbolic PDEs is especially difficult due
to the underlying Helmholtz-type operators with indefinite spectrum. On one hand,
the constraint preconditioner in [35] shows a mesh-independent convergence rate, but
its convergence rate deteriorates as the regularization parameter v becomes smaller.
On the other hand, the matching-type Schur complement (MSC) preconditioner in [37]
has a parameter-robust spatial mesh-independent convergence rate, which, however,
mildly depends on the temporal mesh step size. In particular, it was mentioned in [37]
that the independence on the regularization parameter and both spatial and temporal
mesh step sizes seems to be impossible to achieve simultaneously. We strive to tackle
this seemingly impossible task and to at least get closer to partially fulfilling the
desired goal.

With the popularity of massively parallel processors, it becomes increasingly more
important to develop efficiently parallelizable numerical algorithms, such as domain
decomposition algorithms and PinT algorithms, for solving time-dependent PDEs.
In particular, the above-mentioned MSC preconditioner is not easily parallelized.
We point out that the traditional time-marching schemes are intrinsically sequential,
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which should be treated in a one-shot manner for better parallelization. Several all-
at-once (or one-shot) schemes were studied in [41], where the resulting block-Toeplitz
matrices are preconditioned by the corresponding Strang block-circulant matrices.
The numerical results reported in [41] indicate very clear mesh-independent conver-
gence rates. Some preliminary parallel numerical results given in [19] also show that
such PinT diagonalization techniques indeed bring considerable speedup in computa-
tion time. Several block-circulant preconditioners based on different finite difference
schemes in time were also developed in [19] for solving the wave equation. Such a
time parallel diagonalization technique was first introduced in [40], and some novel
modifications can be found in [53, 55], where the authors used this technique to im-
prove the speedup of parareal and multigrid reduction in time (MGRIT) algorithms
via a diagonalization-based coarse grid correction. Other PinT algorithms based on
the diagonalization technique can be found in [3, 38, 39]. In these works, the authors
studied the time-dependent PDEs—not the optimal control of time-dependent PDEs.
We refer the interested readers to [15] for a recent survey of the PinT algorithms?
and the books [7, 30] for general discussion on block-circulant preconditioners for
block-Toeplitz matrices.

Inspired by the idea in [19, 41] for solving time-dependent PDEs in a one-shot
manner, we propose a new PinT block-circulant preconditioner P for treating the
optimality PDE system (1.2) discretized by a well-established all-at-once scheme.
Significantly different from the cases discussed in [19, 41], we have to solve a two-
by-two block matrix M upon full discretization, which becomes more difficult to
diagonalize due to the coupled system. By exploiting the diagonal structure of the
two-by-two block matrix P, we are able to find explicit formulas for its diagonalization
decomposition. More importantly, as one major contribution, we prove that the
derived diagonalization decomposition is optimal in the sense that the eigenvector
matrix is indeed unitary upon a scalar multiplication. We remark that the condition
number of the eigenvector matrix has a serious influence on the roundoff error of the
diagonalization procedure [16] and a unitary eigenvector matrix results in the minimal
roundoff error. For a general nonsymmetric matrix, it is challenging, if not impossible,
to achieve such minimal roundoff errors for its diagonalization decomposition. We
attribute this perfect unitary diagonalization to our used implicit finite difference
scheme in time that indeed admits a symmetric system reformulation. For instance,
those one-shot schemes discussed in [16] do not provide a unitary diagonalization,
which implies their nonunitary diagonalizations lead to larger roundoff errors.

By making use of the obtained unitary diagonalization decomposition and the
fast Fourier transform (FFT) for factorizing the involved circulant matrices, for any
input vector r, we can compute the preconditioning step P~!r very efficiently via
the three-step diagonalization technique [40], which yields a direct parallel implemen-
tation across all time points. To support the observed very satisfactory numerical
results, we show that the preconditioned matrix has a very clustered spectrum, which
indicates a robust fast convergence rate of the preconditioned GMRES method. As
an important application, we also discussed the optimal control problems with control
constraint, for which we formulate the optimality system in the framework of a dy-
namic complementarity system [23]. Within this framework, we can directly reuse P
or its modification as an effective preconditioner for the chosen approximate Jacobian
matrix of the same structure.

I'We also recommend the website http://parallel-in-time.org for further PinT algorithms and

applications.
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The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we introduce the
used finite difference discretization of the optimality system and propose our PinT
preconditioner with necessary details regarding its parallel implementation based on
a special unitary diagonalization decomposition. The estimated roundoff error due
to the direct diagonalization technique is also discussed. In section 3, we estimate
the spectrum of the preconditioned matrix. We then show in section 4 an application
of the PinT preconditioner for the optimal control problem with boxed control con-
straint. Numerical results are presented in section 5, and some concluding remarks
are given in section 6. Throughout this paper, we denote by T and * the (real) trans-
pose and complex conjugate transpose of a matrix (vector), respectively. For any
two vectors v = (v1,...,V,)" and w = (wy,...,w,,)", the inequalities 0 < v and
w > 0 should be understood componentwise. The complementarity operator L is also
defined componentwise, i.e., v L w if and only if vjw; =0 for all j =1,2,...,m. For
brevity, we will also use the conventional notation 0 < v L w > 0, which is equivalent
to 0 < v, w >0, and v L w. For any diagonal matrix D = diag(dy, ds,...,dn), its
square root v/D is also defined componentwise, i.e., v D = diag(v/di, Vdz, - .., V/dm)-

2. A new PinT preconditioner. Given two positive integers N, and N;, we
define the mesh step sizes 7 = T/N; and h = 1/(N, + 1). We partition the time
interval [0, T'| uniformly by time points {tn}fj;o with t,, = n7. Let A}, be the second-
order accurate discrete matrix approximation of the Laplacian operator A in (1.2)
obtained by using the finite difference method (e.g., central difference) or the finite
element method (e.g., P; element) with the given zero Dirichlet boundary condition.
In particular, we will focus on studying an implicit leap-frog finite difference scheme
established in [35], which fully discretizes (1.2) according to

YnJrl - 2Yn + Ynfl Yn+1 + Ynfl 1

_Ah _7Pn:Fn7 n:172,...7Nt—1,
21a) T;P L , 2+P Y
n+1 2n n—l_Ah n+12 n—1 —|—Yn:Gn7 n=12,...,N; — 1,
T

where Y,, and P,, are lexicographic ordered vectors collecting the approximate solu-
tions of y(+,t,) and p(-, t,) over all the space grids. Similar notations also apply to F,
and G,,. The initial conditions are approximated by using Taylor expansions together
with the governing equations in (1.2):

2

2A 1
Yo = vee(yo), (1 _T 5 h) Y7 = vec(yo) + Tvec(y1) + % (Fo + 7P0> ,

(2.1b)

2A 2
PNt :VQC(O)7 (1 - T B h) PNt,1 = %(—Y]\h +GN¢)7

where vec(:) denotes the lexicographic ordering vectorization of the corresponding
function values over all the space grids. Using the Kronecker product notations, the
above scheme can be formulated into a sparse linear system

= |Yn By — - [32 ] [yh] {fh]
2.1 M = L y | el — — ® A = )
(2.1c) [ph} ( r2I, B 2 B] S

Copyright © by STAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.



Downloaded 05/14/20 to 130.238.7.40. Redistribution subject to SIAM license or copyright; see http://www.siam.org/journal s/ojsa.php

Al1514 SHU-LIN WU AND JUN LIU

where I, = diag(3,1,...,1), [, = diag(1,...,1,3) € RNoNe [ ¢ RNaxNe g ap
identity matrix,

%F0+Y1/T+YQ/T2 G Y1 Py
Fy — (L)% = 1 A,)Y G- Y, P
fon=1° 2 g =12 : JYn = : ,Dh = :
: Gn,—1 Yn,—1 Py,
Frn, 1 1Gn, Y, Pr, 1
and
1 1
-2 1 0 1
(2.2) B—|1 -2 1 By— |1 0 1
1 -2 1 1 0 1

Notice that By, By € RV+*Nt are Toeplitz matrices representing the time discretiza-
tion scheme. By letting §n = \/yyn and fr, = /7fr, we can diagonally rescale the
above system (2.1c) to get

7 (R B R (RS P A

with
.
B1 _ Tl 2 B
=L VleL-21" _lea,
71 BT 2 32
el 1
(2.3) ; .
| Bi® L — 5B QA —
- L Bl ®IL - Bl @Al

Based on the above discussion, we propose the following block-circulant precondi-
tioner:

2
c, -k 2 [C
— A T |02
24 P L of ol [ cy } A

where the Toeplitz matrices By and Bs within M are replaced by the Strang circulant
matrices C; and Cs:

1 1 -2 1 1 0
-2 1 1 0 1 1

25 = |1 -2 1 o= |1 01
1 -2 1 1 0 1

and the diagonal matrices ft and I, are replaced by the identity matrix I, € RNtxNe,
We remark that replacing I, and I, by the identity matrix I; is necessary, since
otherwise we cannot easily explicitly diagonalize P as needed in the efficient PinT
implementation. As to be further explained below, there are two advantages of pre-
conditioning M by P: (1) the PinT implementation of P~1r (with r being an input
vector); and (2) the highly clustering of the complex eigenvalues of the nonsymmetric
preconditioned matrix P~ M.
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2.1. PinT implementation with diagonalization. We first explain the PinT
implementation details of computing the preconditioning step P~'r. The starting
point is the spectral diagonalization of the circulant matrices Ci 2: according to [5]
the matrices C 2 can be diagonalized as Cy2 = F*A;FF, where F is the discrete
Fourier matrix defined by

1 : t i .
(2.6) - [Wu—lxk—l)}fk:l, w=e N, i:=+v_1,

2

and Aq o = diag (FC12(:,1)) with C12(:, 1) being the first column of C; 5. Hence, the
(n—1)mi
nth eigenvalue of Cy is 1 4+ w21 =1 + 64 ~ and Cs is invertible if the integer

N, is not a multiple of 4. If we are assuming C5 is invertible, we have

01051 il 2 (1 C
— L iVal 0 t 2 )
20 P % (e )T #hms [ It} e ([ Cﬂ ®Iz>

5

=P
Now, for any input vector r, we can compute s = P~lr via
m 51 (C3 ' @ L)m ]
2.8 = =P r s= i .
29 ! [772] [((02 DT @ L)

Once 7 is calculated, we can compute s with high efficiency by FFT. More specifi-
cally, recall that vec(Z) denotes the vectorization of the matrix Z formed by stacking
its columns into a single column vector, and write 712 = vec(Z;12). Then, by the
Kronecker product property [20, p. 711], we have

(C3t @ L)m = vec(Z1(C3)T) = vee((C3 ' Z])T) = vec((F* Ay 'FZ])T)
and
(CoNT @ L) = vec(Z,C5 Y = vec(ZoF*AS 'F),
where the multiplication of F and F* can be computed via FFT and inverse FFT,
respectively. Hence, the major computation lies in the first part, i.e., n = P~lr. We
now derive a special diagonalization of the matrix P in (2.7). Using the mixed-product
properties of Kronecker product, we can factorize P as

(2.9)
-1 !

~ * A A —Z
P (F F*} ®Ix) e U
2 A

=:A
where we have used two obvious facts that C’I2 = Cfy =F"A] ;F and F*F = I; = FF~.
First, we note that the nth diagonal entries of A; and Ay are explicitly given by

2(n—1D)xi 4(n—1D)xi 4(n—1)mi

A)ppn=1—2¢" N +e N | (A2)pn=1+e¢ N | n=1,..., Ny,

respectively, which leads to (applying Euler’s formula €'’ = cos @ + isin )

2(n—1)xi 4(n—1)~i

1-2¢e ™ +e ™

(AlAz_l)n,n =

l+e ™
9 1
=1- —mr o = LT o € R
e Ny +e Ny COS N,
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This implies the diagonal matrix AjA;' is in fact real, and hence A%(A3)~! =
(A A = A A

Second, since A; and Ay are diagonal matrices with complex entries, the diag-
onalization decomposition of the key two-by-two block matrix A is very similar to
the diagonalization of a two-by-two matrix. If A5 ' exists, a routine calculation (see
Remark 2.1 below) yields the following diagonalization decomposition of A:

A AL ! -1
(2.10) A= iA_zl Vel _ [It 52} {21 ] [It SQ:| —: S%S L,
T\/VZ A A! S1 L Yol 1St L

where Sl = \/—A;Agl,SQ = —\/—(A;)71A2,21 = AlAgl + F, 22 = AlAgl -r

with ' = i%|AQ_1|. We emphasize that such a spectral decomposition (2.10) of A

is not unique, and its applicability highly depends on the condition number of the
eigenvector matrix S and the operation cost of computing S~'v. The next theorem
shows that the proposed factorization (2.10) of the matrix A is optimal in the sense
that Conds(S) = 1. This nice property only depends on the used finite difference
discretization scheme in time.

THEOREM 2.1. Letting S = [étl %] with S1 and S being the matrices given by

(2.10), it holds that %S is a unitary matriz and thus Conds(S) = 1.

Proof. Given S; = y/—A3A;"' and Sy = —/—(A%)~TA; as in (2.10), we clearly
have

1485 = \—AsA =\ mATA =0, ST Sh = (814 85)" =0,

and
S18F = \/ASAT AL (A = VI = I, 8555 = \/(A3)"1ALAS AL = VI, = L.
Hence,
§S* — I; S, I; Sf _ I + SQS; Sik + .55
S I S; 1; St + S; I + Slsf

I+ 8553 0 _, [l 0
- 0 L+58| " “|o |

which implies both %S and %S * are unitary and hence S~! = %S *. This also shows
that

1 1 1 1 1
Condy(8) == ||S||2]|S7Y|2 = \/§HS — HS = HS —S*| =1,
2(S) = [|S[l21S7 2 wokd v el el v A vl
where we have used the fact that ||%S||2 = H%S*Hg =1. ]

Let V =[F ..]S. From (2.9) and (2.10) we have

(2.11) P=(Val,) <[21 EJ ® I, — %2 {It IJ ®Ah> V1tel,).
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Since F is unitary and S~ = 5%, there holds

Vl([]F* F*F)lsl [F JF];S* []F JF];(F F*}SY;V*'

With the decomposition (2.11), the vector = P17 in (2.8) can be computed via
the following three steps:

1
Step (a) g=V1t@L)r= <2V* ® LL,) r
2
(2.12) Step (b) (Jnlz — ;Ah) Wp =¢gn, n=12...,2Ny,
Step (c) n=Va&l)w
where g = [g],...,93x5,]", w = [w],...,wix,]7, and o, denotes the nth diagonal

entry of ¥ = [*1 s, )+ Step (a) and Step (c) can be implemented efficiently (via FFT)
by utilizing the special structure of the matrix V. Step (b) consists of 2/V; independent
shifted linear systems with (complex) symmetric coefficient matrices, which can be
solved in a highly parallel manner. In particular, each system can be approximately
solved by the fast multigrid method [54] or the domain decomposition method. Fast
iterative solvers for Step (b) deserve further investigation. The three-step procedure
in (2.12) is the so-called diagonalization technique [16, 17, 19, 40, 41, 55]. This paper
contributes to successfully extending such a diagonalization technique for solving a
single PDE to handle the optimality PDE system arising from the optimal control of
wave equations.

Remark 2.1. Let E123 € CNtxNi he diagonal matrices and E = [g; gf] If Ey
and FEj3 are invertible, we can factorize F as

o E1 + EQSl 1 . _ It 52
E—S[ By + EsS, S74, with § = S, I
where S1 =4/ Ey Eg, So = —y/ ExE5 ~. To verify this factorization, it is sufficient to

show

Es+ FE1S1 E1+ E3S;
|:E1 + EQSl

|:E1 + E2S1 Es+ E152:| — ES

_g B+ EyS; E1S5 + ESS%:l

a+@$}{a&+@ﬁ E1 + E35;

which is true since E;S? = E3 and E3S5% = E5 by the choice of S; and Sy. Moreover,
S is invertible since

1
S — |:ét §2:| _ It - E2E3 o Ijl 0 It — EQE?)_l
1 Iy |E5 s I, WVE;Es I |0 21,

where we used the fact that E5 1E3E2E3_ L= £y 1E2E3E3_ V'— I, as By and Ej5 are
diagonal matrices.
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2.2. Estimation of the roundoff error due to the diagonalization of P.
For any input vector r, let n be the exact solution of Pn = r and 7 be the approxi-
mate numerical solution obtained via the diagonalization procedure (2.12). Then, the
roundoff error arising from these three steps will cause difference between 7 and 7,
which can be characterized by the so-called relative error. There exists a permutation
matrix IT (depending only on dimensions) such that II(A® B)II" = (B ® A) holds for
any two square matrices A and B [25]. Hence, the system ﬁn = r can be reformulated
into (ITPIIT)IIn = IIr, that is,

010;1 —772(0’;1)T 2

T It
(2.13) I ® | 2 VI - AR ® [ } n = IIr.
- ol 2 kL

Assume that the matrix Ay, is diagonalizable as A}, = Vgldiag(U(Ah))Vh with o(Ap)
being the eigenvalues of Aj. Then, by letting

(2.14) n= (Vh ® {It It:|) n, 7= (Vh ® [It ItD IIr,

the system (2.13) cousists of N, smaller systems corresponding to each eigenvalue

A€ a(Ap):

(2.15) o

_ cicyt T ey

O v —P } By =P, e, (VSOV )i = 7y,
o eyt 2Lk

Nei

where 7, and 7 are the corresponding sub-blocks of 7 and 7, respectively, and

-2

In view of the above discussion, we can analyze the relative error for each eigenvalue
of the matrix Ay,.

THEOREM 2.2. Let A € o(Ay) be an arbitrary eigenvalue of the space discrete
matriz A, and Hx be the exact solution of Pailx = T (cf. (2.15)) with any input
vector Ty and 7\ be the approzimate solution obtained via the diagonalization tech-
nique (2.12). Assume Step (b) of (2.12) is solved in a direct manner (e.g., by LU
factorization). Then, denoting the machine precision by €, we have

(2.16) W < €(4N, +1)Conda(S(N)) + O(e2).

Proof. For (2.15), according to the backward error analysis in [20, pp. 122-126],
the solution obtained by the diagonalization technique (2.12) satisfies the perturbed
systems

(V+6V)ga =7, (BN +02)wy = gr, (V71 +6V0)7 = wy,

where §V7, 6Va, and 0% are the small perturbation of the matrices V, V=1 and %()),
respectively. From [20, pp. 122-126], we have

16Vi]l2 < 2eN[[V [z + O(?), [[Vall2 < 2eN|[V ™ 12 + O(e?),

2.17a
(247 IS < el B)ll2 + O(e?),
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where the last inequality follows from the fact that X(A) is a diagonal matrix. Note
that solving (2.15) by diagonalization is equivalent to exactly solving (Px+ 6Pyl =
7x with a suitable perturbation 6P. Moreover, from (2.15) we have

(2.17b) (V4 0VI)(BN) +6X) (VL4 6V5) 7, = 7.
From (2.17a) and (2.17b), we can estimate 6Py as follows:
(2.18) 16PAllz < e(4Ny + DIV o[V 2 [EN) [l2 + O(€?).

From [16, Lemma 2.6], it holds that W < Condy(Py) HH;)*HHQ and by using (2.18)

we have

[N P . . ,
————= < e(AN; + 1)||V]]2||V SN P +Ole
(2.19) B\E (4N, + DIVI2[V IS 2P 2 + O()

= €(4N; + 1)Conds (V) [Py ! 2| EN) [l2 + O(e?).

Since V = [F* .15, Py = VE(A)V ™!, and ||F|lz = ||F*||s = 1, we have Conda(V) =
Condy(S) =1 and

IP5 Iz < ISE7H NS ™Iz < Conda(S) ST (W) l2 = [IZ71(A) 2.
Substituting these inequalities into (2.19) gives (2.16). d

The above theorem shows that the roundoff errors due to the diagonlization steps
(2.12) only grow linearly with respect to N;, where the other factor Condy(X()))
corresponds to the unavoidable condition number of P itself. For any matrix P, its
spectral factorization P = U DU ~! is not unique, where D and U are, respectively, the
(dlagonal) eigenvalue matrix and the elgenvector matrix. For I any invertible diagonal
matrix D it holds that P = (UD)D(UD)~*. Hence, U = UD is another eigenvector
matrix. Therefore, a different spectral factorlzatlon leads to a different condition
number of the eigenvector matrix, but it gives the same diagonal eigenvalue matrix
D. In particular, the factor Conds(X(A)) in (2.16) cannot be further improved.

3. Eigenvalue analysis of the proposed PinT preconditioner. For the
purpose of analysis, we will base our following eigenvalue analysis on an equivalent
but symmetric reformulation of the discretized system. Interestingly, we find that the
above diagonalization implementation cannot be directly transferred to the following
symmetric system. Upon swapping the two rows and dividing both sides by 72, the
above system (2.3) can be rewritten as an indefinite symmetric saddle-point system

oo aln]=[ A ]l

where IAIt = ft ® I, I,=1® 1., and

(3.2)

[ G 0 0 0 0 ]

—21, G 0 0 0

1 72 1 G -2, G 0 0

L—2(31®Ix_B2®Ah>—2 )

T 2 T 0 .. 0 0

0 G =21, G 0
| O 0 G =2, G |
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with G = I, — TQ—ZAh. The proposed preconditioner in (2.4) corresponds to the fol-
lowing symmetric indefinite preconditioner (here P is used only for the purpose of
eigenvalue analysis):

1 KT
’ ' K — ’
Vot

where I,; and I:vt in A are replaced by I,; = I; ® I, and the block Toeplitz matrix L
is replaced by a block Strang circulant matrix K given as

(3.4)
e 0 0 G —2I,
—21I, G 0 0 G
72 G -2I, G 0 0
sz (CI®I:L’_202®Ah> ==
0 G =21, G 0
| 0 0 G —21, G |

When a preconditioned Krylov subspace method (such as GMRES) is used, its con-
vergence rate is often highly affected on the spectral distribution of the preconditioned
matrix P~1A, which will be explicitly estimated in the following subsections. Nev-
ertheless, we mention the well-known negative fact [21] that the convergence rate of
GMRES is not conclusively determined by the eigenvalues alone. To circumvent these
theoretical difficulties of GMRES, one may alternatively use the preconditioned MIN-
RES with a symmetric positive definite preconditioner; see [37] for related discussion
and [46, 47] for the interesting idea of symmetrizing a nonsymmetric Toeplitz matrix.
However, the generalization of such symmetrization techniques to our two-by-two
block indefinite saddle-point system is not straightforward, and the construction of
an effective symmetric positive definite preconditioner is also not trivial for our case.
We highlight that in our preconditioner P we have modified all four blocks of A with-
out resorting to any approximation of Schur complements, which was not commonly
seen in the literature of preconditioning saddle-point systems.

We now proceed to estimate the eigenvalues of the preconditioned matrix P~ A,
that is,

1 T “lr 15 T
(3.5) PlA= [ v let If 1 v lat f .
K _let L _Wlxt

By noticing K is a rank-2N, perturbation of L, a standard low-rank perturbation
argument [8] can be used to show that at least 2(N; — 3) N, eigenvalues of P~1.A are
exactly one, but the remaining 6NV, (nonunit) eigenvalues require further discussion
to characterize. To facilitate the following analysis, we slightly modify the diagonal
blocks of P into

~ L7, KT L ey, el 0 I
36) P=| V" L | =P |V o L | =P+,
_ﬁ zt 7ﬁ6161 2

which is a rank-2/N, perturbation of P. Here and hereafter, e, is the nth column of
the identity matrix I;. Hence, we have the following matrix product relation:

Pl A= (BT BB A) = P+ Bo) (BN A) = (PP (BLA),
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where 7 = [t 1, 1® I is an identity matrix. Moreover, the eigenvalues of p-1p satisfy

AEE) — 1] = [AEBo)| < [P Boll> < 3,

where the last inequality will be shown below. From the matrix perturbation theory
[28, Chap. 21], this implies the spectrum of P~! A is close to that of P~1A. A typical
1D spectrum distribution (with v = 1076) of P~1A, P~!P, and P~1A is shown in
Figure 1, where we observe that the rectangular region containing all the eigenvalues
of P71 A is only slightly different from that of P~'A, which is relatively easier to
analyze. In the following two subsections, we will estimate the eigenvalues of PP
and P~1 A, respectively.

0.5 T ey
05 Ry - - - - et
A+

T
++++++++++
+HE

or + oF
+ A 4
Wb, R 4 e

05 L Dttt . . . 05 At gt .

0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 11 02 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
0.2 0.2

S N ﬁ’*
+ 4 4oy
ol MR T T T 1 of M R T e a

R b+ F

+
ot w+ ﬁ
_ . L . 02 . L .
0'20.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 0.8 0.85 0.9 0.95 1
0.5 MR +. T 05 F s FF FF ¥ T = ﬁ++++++++++
+ 4+ iy RS
ot o o
+ + +¥ 4
05 PP R S . o5L g s gy P i
0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 1.1 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Fic. 1. The eigenvalue distribution of P~ A (top row), PP (middle row), and P~1A (bottom
row) for Example 1 with v = 1078, and (N, Nt) = (32,33) (left) and (N, Ni) = (64, 65) (right).

3.1. Step I: Estimate the eigenvalues of P—1P. Since P is symmetric, its
singular values are given by the absolute value of all real eigenvalues. So we can
estimate the norm [[P~!|ly = 1/0min(P) by estimating the smallest eigenvalue, in
absolute value, of P. Let (8 € R,z = [y] # 0) be an eigenpair of P with ||z|2 = 1,

that is,
.K - \%th Yy Yy '

Clearly, we have x # 0 and y # 0; otherwise z = 0 since K is nonsingular. Writing
both equations explicitly gives

1 1
—ax+ Ky =pz, Ke — —y = By,
Vi Vi

where the first equation gives (= — )z = —K "y, and upon plugging this into the

Sl

second equation we get
(3.7) By — (KK +~ ')y = 0.

Multiplying y* from the left side of (3.7) and then dividing both sides by y*y, we

obtain N .
“(KKT +7y7'1
g2 = YA ! xt)y > 02 (K) 441 >0,
y*y
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where oyin(K) > 0 denotes the smallest singular value of K. Clearly, it holds that

18| > /02, (K) +~~', which implies omin(P) > /02, (K) + v~ !. Hence,

_ 1 1
Pl = < —= :
Tmin(P) = /o7, (K) + 971
By noticing ||Po|l2 = ﬁ, we therefore get
1P~ — Z||2 = [P~ Poll2 < [P~ [l2]|Po]l
1 1 1
O min K)+’Y—1 2ﬁ 2 ’yo'rzmn(K)_Fl B 2’

which implies P~1P is not too far away from an identity matrix. Also, we have the
eigenvalue estimate

. ~ ~ 1
APTIP) — 1] = DPTP-T)| < [PTP - T < o,

which indicates the distances of those nonunit (including possible complex) eigenvalues
of P~!P from one are uniformly bounded by % (as clearly observed in Figure 1). This

justifies our claim that the spectrum of P~!A is very close to that of P-1A. Finally,
we summarize the above conclusions into the following theorem.

THEOREM 3.1. For the above given matrices P in (3.5) and P in (3.6), there holds
~ ~ 1
MEB) -1/ <[PPI < 1.

3.2. Step II: Estimate the eigenvalues of P14 . Following the analysis
techniques in [52], we now discuss the eigenvalues of the modified preconditioned
system P~1A. Let (8 € C,z =[] # 0) be an eigenpair of P~1 A with ||z|2 = 1, that

is,
17 T 17 T
L *ﬁlrf Y K *ﬁlxt Yy
Writing both equations explicitly to get

1 . 1 . 1 . 1 .
3.8) —1I, x—i—LTy:H(IgE x—i—KTy), Ly — —1, yzH(Kx—Ix y)
(38) 5T Vo Vo Vo
where the first equation gives

(1= 0)z = A5 (0KT — LT)y,

and upon plugging this into the second equation in (3.8), we get (after multiplying
both sides by ,/7)

(VKL KT+ L)y — 0(y(K L LT + LI KT) + 2L00)y + (LI LT + L)y = 0.
Multiplying y* from the left side, we obtain a quadratic equation

ab?> —b+c=0
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with coefficients a, b, and ¢ given by
a=y* (YKIT'KT+1)y, b=y (v(KI'"LT+LI"'K")+21)y, ¢ = y*(yLI"*LT+1)y.

Since the case § = 1 is trivial to discuss, we assume 6 # 1, which implies both x # 0
and y # 0. Hence, a > 0 and ¢ > 0, but here b is not necessarily positive. By the
quadratic formula we have

o, = 4 (b)2—C::§R(9)ii%(9).

2a 2a a

= 0, then 6 is real and 6* = 0. Multiplying from the left side of the

(1) I ()
(3.8) by a* and y*, respectively, we get

equations in

1 . 1 .
— a4+ 2Ly =0 (m*[xtm + x*KTy> ,
Val Nai

1 .. 1 .
y'Le — —y Iy =0 (y*Kfc - —y" 1, y) ,
\/TY t ﬁ t

which, upon subtracting the second equation from the conjugate of the first one, leads
to

1 . 1 - 1 < 1 A
7.’1,‘*153,331‘ + 7y*Ixty =40 (x*lztx + y*I:vty) 5
4l val val 4l
where we have used the facts (z*LTy)* = y*Lx and (2*KTy)* = y* Kz. This implies
0 = 1 since z* Iz > 3||zl|3 > 0 and y* Iy > L|yll3 > 0. Hence, all the real
eigenvalues must be exactly one. Moreover, the eigenvalue one of P~ A = Z—P~}(P—
A) actually has a multiplicity of at least (2N; — 4)N,,, since the difference P — A is
only of rank 4N, [24].
(2) If 3(#) # 0, then b? — 4ac < 0, and we obviously have the expression
b _ y (KL LT + LL,'K") + 21u)y
2a 2 (VKT KT + Iy

and also . A
072 = ()2 + 3(0) = & = YOI LT+ L)y
a Yy (YKIG'KT + Ly )y

To simplify the analysis, we write

y (LI LT + L)y

y (VK I KT+ L)y

Y OLLLT + L)y v OLLT + L)y y (KK + L)y
v (YLLT + L)y y* (VKK 4+ L)y oy (VKIGPKT + 1y )y

PLL PKL PKK

(39) [0 =

where we need to estimate three different positive ratios: prr, pxr, and pxr. We
first notice that

Y (LI L)y v=rTy v*I,'v

— € (1,2],
y*(LLT)y oy 12
v (KK )y v=kTy v'v 1 v iy _[1
= S, e
y* (K1, K"y vl v 2 Y larly 2
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It is easy to show the following simple inequalities (for any positive numbers ¢y, ¢o, dy, ds):

min a & <Cl+c2<max a &
di’dy) ~ dy+dy di’dy )’

with which we obtain

1 LI'LT)y o S(LI'LT I,
e A - )y v Loty our < max 4 L ot 1 ) ylay |y
2 Yy (LLT)y "y Loy y (LLY)y "y Lay
and
1 min{ Yy (KKT)y y Ixty} <m X{ y(KKT)y y Ixty} 9
9 = (KT, 'Ky g Ty - y (KT K )y y* Ly

Hence, it holds that
1
SVPKL <0l <2/pkr,

where the range of pg, is determined by the min/max eigenvalues of the matrix
(3.10) W= (YKK" 4+ L)) ' (yLL" + L)

To summarize, we have obtained the following theorem for estimating the eigen-
values of P~1A.

THEOREM 3.2. For the above given matrices A in (3.1) and P in (3.6), let (0 €
C,z=[y] #0) be any eigenpair of P=1A. Then
(1) If 0 is real, then 6 = 1. The eigenvalue = 1 has a multiplicity of at least
(2N; — 4)N,.
(2) If 6 is not real, then we have the expression

0]? = v (VLI LT + L)y

v (VKL KT+ L)y

Moreover, there holds

1
SVPKL <10| < 2v/pxL,

where pi 1, is bounded by the min/maz eigenvalues of the matrix W given in
(3.10).
We can discuss more about the range of pg . Clearly, it holds that
y*(YLLT — WKKT)?J‘ -
Y (VEKT + Lt)y

y(LLT — KK )y
Yy

|PKL—1‘: S’YHLLT_KKT”OO

In the 1D case, using a uniform mesh with 7 = 2h, it holds that ||G|lcc = ||l —
T Aplloo = 1+ 2(F)? = 9. Recall from (3.2) and (3.4) that

0 - 0 G -2I
K=L+ SR=L+ 0 0
T T . :
0
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which implies

.
1 1 1
KK" - LLT = (L + T2R> (L + TQR) —LL" = —(7>RL" + 7>LR" + RR"),

-
where
2 —
0 0o - 0 G?
0 0 0 0
?RL" + ?LR" = ,RR" = 0 0 0
G2 0 : . : 0 : 0
— 2 e N
4G G* 0 0 0 0 0 0

Hence, it is straightforward to show

1
||LLT - KKTHOO < ﬁ(HG2 + 4Ia:||oo + ” - 2G||oo + HG2HOO + || - 4G||oo)
1 220
< (461Gl +20GI%) < 2

This implies that pxr (or the eigenvalues of W given by (3.10)) becomes closer to 1
as the regularization parameter v — 0, which predicts a faster GMRES convergence
rate with smaller v for fixed mesh step sizes. However, according to this estimate with
a fixed =y, the eigenvalue distribution of W indeed gets worse as 7 becomes smaller,
which matches with the numerical observations (see Figure 2). Interestingly, a similar
connection between v and 74 was also observed in [37, Thm. 3.2], where the derived
eigenvalue upper bound becomes nonuniform when 7* < v, indicating the possibility
of a slower convergence rate with a very small 7.
It also holds that

—y*(YKKT)y

1<
Y (VKK + Ity

<pkr—1

and

1 < y*(LLT)y )y<mm{y*(LLT)y 2 (L)}’

) Umax
Yy (KK + 7y y(KET)y

which, however, does not lead to uniform bounds for pgy, since the eigenvalues of
(KKT)"'LL" are not uniformly bounded. Using the data in Example 1, a typical
eigenvalue distribution of W and P! A is shown in Figures 2 and 3, respectively.
As expected, the eigenvalues of W do not seem to be uniformly bounded as the
mesh is refined for a fixed y. Nevertheless, the eigenvalues indeed become more
clustered around 1 as v gets smaller. Numerically, we do observe very tight bounds
for the magnitude of ||, which may explain the observed fast convergence rate of the
preconditioned GMRES solver with our proposed PinT preconditioner. However, it
remains open to prove such tight bounds for estimating |#|, which cannot be easily
achieved based on the spectrum information of (KK T)"'LLT.

As a further illustration, we also plotted in Figure 4 the nonunity eigenvalues
of (KKT)™'LLT, which seem to be highly clustered around 1, but they are not
uniformly bounded due to a few outliers. Such an observed highly clustered but
nonuniformly bounded spectrum is well known [7, 30] for block- (or two-level) circu-
lant type preconditioners, which, however, often show very fast convergence rates for
the preconditioned Krylov subspace solvers in practice.
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4. Application to the control constraint situation. In real-world applica-
tions, many PDE optimal control problems are equipped with boxed constraints of
the control variable, i.e.,

(4.1) g < ulz,t) <wup in Qx (0,7),

where u, < up are two given constants. For this kind of control-constrained problem,
the semismooth Newton iterations (or equivalently the primal-dual active set method)
together with the preconditioned Krylov subspace solvers (as inner loop) are the
mainstream method; see, e.g., [22, 27, 33]. At the kth semismooth Newton iteration,
we need to solve a linear system with coefficient matrix of the form

2
B _ T Xk 2 B
(4.2) M=y 0 ®L,;—T{ 2 BT}@A,“
A B 2 2

where I, is given in (2.1c), By and By are given in (2.2), and yj is a 0-1 binary
diagonal matrix due to the active/inactive control constraints. It is not easy to directly
apply our proposed block-circulant preconditioner to handle Mj. On one hand, if
we simply ignore y; and continue to use P given by (2.4) as the preconditioner, the
preconditioned GMRES method performs poorly. On the other hand, if we keep x as
a component of P, there is no explicit formula available for the spectral decomposition
of P. Hence, an alternative approach is needed for treating the control-constrained
case.

In this section, we propose a new algorithm to handle this kind of problem, where
the preconditioning technique proposed in section 2 can be used directly. First, we
represent the constraint u, < u < uy as

Qu+q>0, with Q= {_11} , q= {—ua} .

Up

Then, according to the methodology developed in [23], the optimality condition of the
control problem (1.1a)—(1.1b) with constraint (4.1) can be formulated as

Yu—p—QTu=0, 0<plQu+q¢>0,  inQx(0,7),

Yy — Ay = f+u in Q x (0,7), y =0, on 90 x (0,7,
(43> y(,O) = Yo, yt('a 0) =N in Q7

pe—Ap+y=g in Q x (0,7, p=20, on 9Q x (0,7,

p(7T) = O> pt(7T) =0 in Q7

where p is the Lagrange multiplier of the control constraints and p is the adjoint state.
We can again eliminate the control variable u = v~ (p + Q) and rewrite (4.3) as
follows:

(4.4)
0<p Ly ' Qp+q+7'QQTL>0 inQx(0,7),
Y — Ay =+ p+ Q) in Qx (0,7), y =20, on 09 x (0,7,
y(,0) =yo, w(-0)=w in Q,
P —Ap+y=g in Q x (0,7, p=0, on 9Q x (0,T),
p(,T) =0, p(-,T)=0 in Q.
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To solve (4.4) efficiently via a splitting algorithm, we make the following change of
variable:

(4.5) 1=,

which transforms (4.4) to

(4.6)
0<¢ Ly 'Qp+q¢+QQT¢>0 inQx(0,7T),
Y — Ay =y Ip=QTp+ f in Q x (0,7, y =0, on 02 x (0,7,
y(-0) =yo, w(,0)=un in Q,
Pt —Ap+y=g in Qx (0,7), p=0, on 9Q x (0,7T),
p(,T)=0, p(-,T)=0 in Q.

Let ®,, denote the lexicographic ordered column vector collecting the approximate
solutions of ¢(-,t,) over all the space grids. Discretizing the above two PDEs in (4.6)
via the same scheme and notations used in section 2 gives

OSq)nJ_’y_lQth'f'qh"rQthTq)nZOv n:07172""’Nt_]"
(4.7) ﬂ[ Uh } _ [ (I @ Qu")on + fn }
Ph gn ’

where ¢y, = (€0,97,..., 0% ), Qn=[1]® L, gn =[] ®(1,1,...,1)7, and

—~ A7
M_[@é&) g %@Aﬂ,mmL_:#i®Q;&®Ah
The discretized problem (4.7) is a large-scale nonlinear algebraic system consisting of
a linear complementarity system (LCP) and a system of linear equations. Clearly, the
unconstrained case corresponds to vanishing LCP with ¢, = 0. We propose solving
(4.7) via the following splitting quasi-Newton iterations (k = 0,1,... denotes the
iteration index):

0< @ | 4y71QuPY + g + QrQy @ >0, n=0,1,2,...,N; — 1,

4.8a k+1 k [k 2 T\ k+1
( ) {yﬁﬂ} = [yﬁ] — gk with 7% .= M {yﬁ} — {(It ®@Qn )+ fn 7
Py, Py, Py, gn

where the approximate Jacobian matrix J is chosen as

L —Lel
4. = | .
(4.8b) J [It ® I, LT }
Since QrQF = [}, 7'] ® I, is a semipositive definite matrix, according to [9, pp. 4-

5, Chapter 1] the LCP in (4.8a) can be reformulated into the following least-norm
problem (for fixed k and n):
(4.9)

OFF1 — argmin {Hz||2 2220, v QRPY + g + QnQz > 0} ,n=1,2,... Ny,

which again can be solved efficiently via a quadratic programming solver (e.g., quadprog
in MATLAB). Other more specialized algorithms (e.g., the Newton-type method [14])
for solving LCPs can also be used.
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There are two advantages of the algorithm (4.8a). First, we can solve both the
linear algebraic system and the linear complementarity system in a PinT pattern.
Precisely, we can compute all the components of (;SIZH, ie., {@ffl}nj\il, simultane-
ously. Moreover, we can compute 7~ % by using our proposed PinT block-circulant
preconditioner. Second, as we will illustrate in Examples 3 and 4 of section 5, the
iteration (4.8a)—(4.8b) converges rapidly, and the convergence rate is very robust with
respect to the regularization and discretization parameters. We also want to mention
that the variable change (4.5) and the special choice of the Jacobian matrix J play
equally important roles in achieving the robust convergence of iteration (4.8a)—(4.8b).
Without (4.5) or (4.8b), the convergence rate deteriorates as the regularization param-
eter or the discretization parameter becomes small. However, a complete convergence
analysis of (4.8a)—(4.8b) requires further efforts, which is beyond the scope of our
current paper and will be left as future work.

5. Numerical examples. In this section, we provide several numerical results
for our proposed PinT preconditioner. Here, we mainly focus on the convergence
properties of the preconditioner, and parallel computation results will be given in the
near future. As given in (2.1a)—(2.1b), the optimality system (1.2) is discretized in
space using the central finite difference method and in time by the implicit leap-frog
finite difference scheme in [35], with a uniform mesh in both space and time. All
simulations are implemented using MATLAB on a Dell Precision Workstation with
Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-7700K CPU@4.2GHz and 32GB RAM. The CPU time (in sec-
onds) is estimated using the timing functions tic/toc. We remark that the reported
CPU times are based on one-time simulation, which may show some variance. We
employ the right-preconditioned GMRES solver (without restarts) provided by the
IFISS package [10, 11, 51] and choose a zero initial guess and a stopping tolerance
tol based on the reduction in relative residual norms. According to the error estimate
in [35], we will measure the discrete L°°((0,T); L?(Q)) error norms of the state and
adjoint state approximation as e, and e,, respectively, and then estimate the exper-
imental order of accuracy by calculating the logarithmic ratio of the approximation
errors between two successive refined meshes, i.e.,

_ ey(h,7) ep(h, 7)
R =log, (ey(Zh,27)> or  logy (ep(2h, 27')) ’
which should be close to 2 for a second-order accuracy in approximation errors. It
is worthwhile to mention that the GMRES solver without preconditioning would re-
quire a much greater number of iterations, which can easily exceed several thousands
even for the simple 1D case. For brevity, we choose to omit such results and fo-
cus on comparing our proposed PinT preconditioner with the state-of-the-art MSC
preconditioner.
Ezample 1. Let Q = (0,1) and T = 2. We choose yo(z) = sin(rz), y1(z) = 0,

f= —% sin(rx) (et — el)?,

and

g(x,t) = 2(2e* — T sin(rx) + 72 sin(wx) (e’ — eT)? + sin(wz) cos(rt),
such that the exact solution is y(z,t) = sin(7z) cos(nt) and p(x,t) = sin(rx)(ef —eT)2.
In Table 1, we report the required number of GMRES iterations (denoted by “It”)
and CPU times for our proposed PinT preconditioner. The number of iterations is
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TABLE 1
Numbers of GMRES iterations and CPU times for Example 1 with our proposed PinT precon-
ditioner.

tol =107 y=1 y=10"2 [ y=100F [ v=10"F [ y=10"8
(Nz, Ny) It CPU| It CPU | It CPU | It CPU | It CPU

(1128, 129) 5 0.1 5 0.1 5 0.1 5 0.1 5 0.1
(256, 257) 5 0.2 7 0.3 5 0.2 5 0.3 5 0.2
(512, 513) 9 1.4 15 2.4 5 0.8 5 0.8 5 0.8
(1024,1025) 9 5.6 23 154 9 5.7 5 3.3 5 3.3

TABLE 2
Numbers of GMRES iterations and CPU times for Example 1 with the MSC preconditioner
(tol=10"7).

tol =107 y=1 y=10"2 [ v=10"% [ y=10"9 ~=10"38

(N, Ny) It CPU| Tt CPU | It CPU | It CPU | It CPU
(128, 129) 6 01 |11 02 [14 02 |11 0.2 3 0.1
(256, 257) 6 02 |11 03 |18 06 |17 05 4 0.1
(512, 513) 6 07 |11 1.3 |20 25 |26 34 |10 1.2
(1024,1025) || 5 2.3 |10 46 |21 104 | 38 218 |19 9.2

TABLE 3
Comparison of error results for FExample 1 with the PinT and MSC preconditioners with dif-
ferent ~.

tol =107 Our PinT preconditioner The MSC preconditioner
¥ (Ng, Nt) ey R ep R ey R ep R
(128, 129) 3.5e-03 - 8.3e-03 - 3.5e-03 - 8.3e-03 -
1 ( 256, 257) 8.7e-04 2.0 | 2.1e-03 2.0 8.7e-04 2.0 | 2.1e-03 2.0
(512, 513) 2.2e-04 2.0 | 5.3e-04 2.0 2.2e-04 2.0 | 5.3e-04 2.0
(1024,1025) 5.5e-05 2.0 | 1.3e-04 2.0 5.4e-05 2.0 1.4e-04 1.9
(128, 129) 3.1e-02 - 2.0e-03 - 3.1e-02 - 2.0e-03 -
10-2 (256, 257) 7.7e-03 2.0 | 5.0e-04 2.0 7.7e-03 2.0 | 5.0e-04 2.0
(512, 513) 1.9e-03 2.0 1.3e-04 2.0 1.9e-03 2.0 1.3e-04 2.0
(1024,1025) 4.9e-04 2.0 | 3.1e-05 2.0 5.1e-04 1.9 | 2.9e-05 2.1
(128, 129) 5.5e-02 - 4.0e-04 - 5.5e-02 - 4.0e-04 -
10—4 ( 256, 257) 1.4e-02 2.0 1.0e-04 2.0 1.4e-02 2.0 1.0e-04 2.0
(512, 513) 3.5e-03 2.0 | 2.5e-05 2.0 3.5e-03 2.0 | 2.5e-05 2.0
(1024,1025) 8.7e-04 2.0 | 6.3e-06 2.0 9.0e-04 2.0 | 6.5e-06 1.9
(128, 129) 3.0e-01 - 1.3e-04 - 3.0e-01 — 1.3e-04 —
10-6 ( 256, 257) 7.8e-02 1.9 | 3.3e-05 1.9 7.7e-02 2.0 | 3.3e-05 1.9
(512, 513) 2.0e-02 2.0 | 8.4e-06 2.0 2.0e-02 1.9 | 8.9e-06 1.9
(1024,1025) 4.9e-03 2.0 | 2.1e-06 2.0 4.8¢-03 2.1 3.0e-06 1.6
(128, 129) 8.9e-01 - 2.5e-05 - 8.8e-01 - 2.3e-05 -
10-8 ( 256, 257) 2.8e-01 1.7 | 89e-06 1.5 2.0e-01 2.2 | 5.9e-06 2.0
(512, 513) 7.5e-02 1.9 | 2.6e-06 1.8 5.0e-02 2.0 | 2.0e-06 1.6
(1024,1025) 1.9e-02 2.0 | 6.6e-07 2.0 2.5e-02 1.0 | 2.0e-06 -0.0

very robust with respect to the mesh step sizes and the regularization parameter .
Based on our eigenvalue analysis, we would expect to achieve faster convergence rates
(or require fewer iterations) when + becomes very small, which is confirmed by the
results in the last few columns. Nevertheless, we do observe a slightly deteriorated
convergence rate of our PinT preconditioner for a relatively large v > 10~ with a
very fine mesh, which is anticipated since our shown eigenvalue distribution is indeed
not uniformly bounded. In addition, the preconditioning step is unavoidably affected
by the introduced roundoff errors during the diagonalization process. For comparison,
the convergence results using the matching Schur complement (MSC) preconditioner
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(based on the same diagonally rescaled system) are given in Table 2, where we notice
slower convergence rates for very small . Nevertheless, the MSC preconditioner
indeed performs better with larger v > 1072, which can be roughly explained by
the underlying mechanism of matching two Schur complement terms. Overall, our
PinT preconditioner has faster and more robust convergence rates for the cases with
~ < 107%, which are of our particular interest.

TABLE 4
Comparison of error results for Example 1 with the MSC preconditioner with different v and
tol = 1078 or tol = 10710,

The MSC preconditioner (tol = 10~%) [ The MSC preconditioner (tol = 10~ 10)

~ (Nz, N¢) ey R ep R It ey R ep R It
(128, 129) 3.5e-03 - 8.3e-03 - 6 3.5e-03 - 8.3e-03 - 8

1 (1256, 257) 8.7e-04 2.0 | 2.1e-03 2.0 7 8.7e-04 2.0 | 2.1e-03 2.0 8
(512, 513) 2.2e-04 2.0 | 5.3e-04 2.0 6 2.2e-04 2.0 | 5.3e-04 2.0 8
(1024,1025) 5.4e-05 2.0 | 1.3e-04 2.0 6 5.5e-05 2.0 | 1.3e-04 2.0 7

(1128, 129) 3.1e-02 - 2.0e-03 - 11 3.1e-02 - 2.0e-03 - 13

10-2 (256, 257) 7.7e-03 2.0 | 5.0e-04 2.0 11 7.7e-03 2.0 | 5.0e-04 2.0 13
(512, 513) 1.9e-03 2.0 | 1.3e-04 2.0 11 1.9e-03 2.0 | 1.3e-04 2.0 13
(1024,1025) 4.9e-04 2.0 | 3.1e-05 2.0 11 4.9e-04 2.0 | 3.1e-05 2.0 12

(1128, 129) 5.5e-02 - 4.0e-04 - 17 5.5e-02 - 4.0e-04 - 22

104 (1256, 257) 1.4e-02 2.0 | 1.0e-04 2.0 21 1.4e-02 2.0 | 1.0e-04 2.0 27
(512, 513) 3.5e-03 2.0 | 2.5e-05 2.0 23 3.5e-03 2.0 | 2.5e-05 2.0 29
(1024,1025) 8.7e-04 2.0 | 6.3e-06 2.0 24 8.7e-04 2.0 | 6.3e-06 2.0 31

(1128, 129) 3.0e-01 - 1.3e-04 - 14 3.0e-01 - 1.3e-04 - 20

10-6 (256, 257) 7.8e-02 1.9 | 3.3e-05 1.9 21 7.8e-02 1.9 | 3.3e-05 1.9 31
(512, 513) 2.0e-02 2.0 | 8.4e-06 2.0 34 2.0e-02 2.0 | 8.4e-06 2.0 49
(1024,1025) 4.9e-03 2.0 | 2.1e-06 2.0 49 4.9e-03 2.0 | 2.1e-06 2.0 65

(1128, 129) 8.8e-01 - 2.5e-05 - 4 8.9e-01 - 2.5e-05 - 8

10-8 (256, 257) 2.8e-01 1.7 | 8.6e-06 1.5 7 2.8e-01 1.7 | 8.9e-06 1.5 12
(512, 513) 7.4e-02 1.9 | 2.5e-06 1.8 14 7.5e-02 1.9 | 2.6e-06 1.8 23
(1024,1025) 1.8e-02 2.0 | 6.9e-07 1.8 26 1.9e-02 2.0 | 6.6e-07 2.0 39

Besides the number of iterations, there are also some significant differences in ap-
proximation errors between the two preconditioners. The combined error results are
given in Table 3, where we notice the chosen tolerance (tol = 10~7) is sufficient for
our PinT preconditioner to attain the desired second-order accuracy for most cases.
However, the MSC preconditioner fails to achieve the expected second-order accuracy
in the approximations for many cases. This indicates a better numerical robustness
of our PinT preconditioner, especially when v is very small. Such a remarkable dis-
crepancy in approximation errors is not surprising, since a very small v leads to a
more ill-conditioned system that is very sensitive to any numerical errors from early
termination of iterative solvers. We believe the degraded approximation accuracy of
the MSC preconditioner with a smaller v is likely due to its own very large condi-
tion number [48]. For further improving the accuracy of MSC preconditioner, it is
necessary to use a much smaller tolerance (e.g., tol = 107!°), and hence it requires
significantly more iterations. For a complete illustration, the results of the MSC pre-
conditioner with smaller tol = 1078 and tol = 10719 are presented in Table 4, where
the approximation accuracy using tol = 107'° indeed matches with the results of our
PinT preconditioner in Table 3. Hence, for a highly ill-conditioned system, a smaller
stopping tolerance should be used to obtain accurate approximations.
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Ezample 2 [35]. Now, we consider a 2D problem with Q = (0,1)%, T' = 2, and

yo(x1, ) = sin(mway) sin(mas), y1(z1,x2) = sin(7xy) sin(nze),
f(z1,x2,t) = (1 + 272)el sin(may ) sin(rxy) — 1(t — T)?sin(wxy) sin(mwzs),
g(x1,20,t) = (' 4+ 2 + 272(t — T)?) sin(mzy ) sin(7wzy).
The exact solution of the optimal control problem is
y(x1, 20, t) = et sin(may) sin(rxy) and  p(xy,xe,t) = (t — T)?sin(mzy) sin(rs).

Similar to Example 1, as shown in Tables 5 and 6, the convergence rates of our
proposed PinT preconditioner are faster and more robust than that of the MSC pre-
conditioner. With tol = 1077, the MSC preconditioner fails to provide second-order
approximation accuracy for a very small «v. To recover the anticipated second-order
accuracy, based on our numerical experiments, it is necessary to use a smaller tolerance
tol = 1079, The corresponding convergence results are reported in Table 7, where
more iterations are used. In this case, our PinT preconditioner clearly outperforms
the MSC preconditioner.

TABLE 5
Numbers of GMRES iterations and CPU times for Example 2 with our proposed PinT precon-
ditioner.

tol =107 y=10"2 [ v=10"% [ v =108 [ y=10"8% [ y=10"10
(Nz, Nz, Ny) It CPU [Tt CPU | It CPU | It CPU | It CPU
(64,64,65) 5 0.7 5 1.1 5 08 [ 5 08 [4 06

(128,128,129) 11 13.9 5 7.2 5 6.7 5 6.4 5 6.7
(256,256,257) 17 2266 | 5 59.6 5 60.3 5 61.0 5 60.7

TABLE 6
Numbers of GMRES iterations and CPU times for Example 2 with the MSC preconditioner
(tol=10"T7).

tol=10"" y=107? [ v=10* ] y=10% [ 7=108]y=10"1
(Nz,Ng,Ne) [[ It  CPU [ It CPU [ It CPU [ It CPU [ It CPU
(64,64,65) 12 16 [15 20 [10 14 [4 06 |1 02

(128,128,129) 12 13.1 19 21.7 17 18.8 6 6.9 2 2.8
(256,256,257) 12 1194 | 23 2306 | 23 236.5 | 9 90.3 2 25.2

TABLE 7
Numbers of GMRES iterations and CPU times for Example 2 with the MSC preconditioner
(tol =10"10).

tol =10"10 ~=10"2 ~=10"1 ~=10"F =108 [ y=10"10
(Nz, N, Nt) It CPU| It CPU | It CPU | It CPU |It CPU

(64,64,65) 14 21 21 34 | 16 23 7 1.0 3 0.5
(128,128,129) || 14 177 | 27 373 | 24 284 |11 121 | 4 4.9
(256,256,257) || 14 154.8 | 35 400.0 | 36 396.1 | 16 162.1 | 7 715

Ezample 3 [37]. In this example, we consider the control-constrained case with
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the following data:
0=(0,1), T =2, uq =5,up = 10, yo(z) = sin(nz), y1(x) =0,
f = —max{ug, v min{uy, sin(rz)(t — T)?}},
g = 2sin(rx) + 72 sin(rx)(t — T)? + sin(7wz) cos(nt).

The exact solution is y(z,t) = sin(nz)cos(nt) and p(z,t) = sin(rz)(t — T)?. The
initial guess of the quasi-Newton iteration (4.8a) is chosen as zeros, and the stopping
condition is based on the reduction of relative residual ||[7*||2/||7%]]2 < tol, where
r* denotes the residual vector at the kth iteration; see (4.8a). In each iteration of
(4.8a), we compute J~'7* by the preconditioned GMRES solver. Numerically, we
find that it is unnecessary to solve the linear system very accurately in order to achieve
the desired fast convergence. Hence, we used a relatively larger stopping tolerance
V/tol in the inner preconditioned GMRES solver for better computational efficiency.
The computation of the LCP systems for the NV, steps can be highly parallelizable, for
which we use a damped and perturbed Newton-type algorithm in [14], with a stopping
tolerance of 1078,

Colormap of u(z,t
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FIG. 5. Computed yp,, pn, and up, with box constraints 5 < v < 10 and v = 10~2 in Ezample 3
(Ny =512, N = 513).

Figure 5 depicts the computed optimal state, adjoint state, and optimal control
(with its colormap) under the control constraint 5 < u < 10, where the optimal
control was reconstructed from the computed adjoint state. In Table 8, we report the
error and the convergence results of solving Example 3 by the proposed quasi-Newton
iterations (4.8a) with our PinT preconditioner. The desired second-order accuracy
is observed in all cases. The columns Ity, Itr,, and Itg provide the number of outer
quasi-Newton iterations, averaged inner optimization iterations for solving LCP, and
averaged inner preconditioned GMRES iterations for solving the Jacobian system
defined by (4.8b), respectively. We notice that both the outer quasi-Newton solver
and the inner LCP solver show clear mesh-independent convergence rates that are
also very robust with respect to the regularization parameter. However, we indeed
observe mildly deteriorated convergence rates in the inner preconditioned GMRES
solver with our current PinT preconditioner.
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TABLE 8
Results for Example 3 solved by the proposed quasi-Newton iteration with our PinT precondi-
tioner (tol =1077).

v (Nz, Nt) ey R ep R Ity Ity Itg | CPU
(128,129) 1.8e-03 — 2.6e-04 - 7 5 41 4.5

10-2 (256,257) 4.5e-04 2.0 | 6.5e-05 2.0 7 5 54 20.5

(512,513) 1.1e-04 2.0 | 1.6e-05 2.0 7 5 80 137.5
(128,129) 1.8e-03 — 2.5e-04 - 6 5 41 4.0

Lo-4 | (256.257) || 45e-04 20 | 64e05 20| 6 5 56 | 185

(512,513) 1.1e-04 2.0 | 1.6e-05 2.0 6 5 84 128.1
(128,129) 1.8e-03 - 2.5e-04 - 7 5 47 5.2

10—6 (256,257) 4.5e-04 2.0 | 6.5e-05 2.0 7 5 67 25.5

(512,513) 1.1e-04 2.0 | 1.8¢-05 1.9 7 5 98 188.8
(128,129) 1.8e-03 — 2.5e-04 - 6 5 37 3.7

10-8 (256,257) 4.5e-04 2.0 | 6.3e-05 2.0 6 6 57 19.0

(512,513) 1.1e-04 2.0 | 1.6e-05 2.0 7 6 96 172.3
(128,129) 1.8e-03 — 2.5e-04 - 6 6 39 3.8

10—10 (256,257) 4.5e-04 2.0 | 6.4e-05 2.0 6 6 57 19.2

(512,513) 1.1e-04 2.0 1.6e-05 2.0 6 6 82 122.5

This numerical observation in Table 8 is unexpected, since the Jacobian matrix J
just corresponds to the same system in Example 1 with v = 1. We conjecture that such
a less satisfactory convergence behavior of the inner GMRES solver is mainly caused
by the nonsmoothness of the solution ¢; of the LCP system.? Such a nonsmooth
#F leads to a nonsmooth right-hand side r* (defined by (4.8a)). But the product
J ¥ should be smooth in the asymptotic sense (as k gets larger), because upon
convergence the solutions y, and p; are indeed smooth. This may partially explain
why it takes more iterations to find a good approximation of the solution J'rF
in the Krylov subspace span{r*, Jr¥ 72rk ...}. We highlight that a similar worse
convergence behavior of the GMRES solver is also reported in [19] when applying
the block-circulant preconditioner to a one-shot scheme for the wave equation with
nonsmooth initial data.

To ameliorate the convergence rate of the inner GMRES solver, we need to design
a more effective preconditioner for the approximate Jacobian matrix 7. Inspired by
the idea in [4, 38, 39], we consider a slight generalization of the preconditioner P in
(2.4) with v = 1, that is,

6 Pl = | U ] et ~ cxe)

21 CT(a) 2 } ® Ak,

C3(a)

where a € (0,1] is a free parameter and C; 2(«) are the a-circulant matrices defined

1 a —2a 1 a 0
-2 1 « 0 1 o

(52) Cifa)= |1 —2 1 , Cy(a)= 1 0 1
1 —2 1 1 0 1

2The nonsmoothness of the solution of an LCP system is well known; see, e.g., [9, pp. 668-670,
Chapter 7].
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FIG. 6. The eigenvalue distribution of P~1J (i.e., P~ ()T with a = 1) (left panel), P~ ()T
with a = 0.1 (middle panel), and P;l(a)(f with o = 0.1 (right panel) in Example 3 (with Ny = 64
and Nt = 65).

The preconditioner used for Table 8 corresponds o = 1 in (5.1). In Figure 6,
we plot the distribution of the eigenvalues of P~!(a)J with two values of a: o = 1
and a = 0.1. We observe that a slightly small parameter « leads to more clustered
eigenvalues. Unfortunately, an explicit formula, as given for the case o = 1, for the
diagonalization of P(«) with « € (0, 1) in section 2.1, is not available at the moment.
Alternatively, we can choose the block diagonals of P(«) and get the block-diagonal
preconditioner

®Ix77

cr (aﬂ 2 ® An,

(5.3) Pi(a) = [Ol(a) T2 {Cz(a)

1)

for which an explicit diagonalization is indeed available, since the a-circulant matrices
(4 2(a) can be diagonalized simultaneously [5, Theorem 2.10] as

(54) 0172(04) = V(a)Dlyg(a)Vfl(oz),

where
Via)=A(@)F* and Dja(a) = /NFA"H(@)Cy () (;,1)

with A(a) = diag(1, ofN%,oz_N%, el thvjl) and Cy 2(@)(:, 1) being the first column
of the matrix C (). With (5.4) and letting U(a) = [V Ve (ay] ® Lo, we can
diagonalize P; () in a PinT manner as

2 |:D2(O()

(55) Pi(a) = Ula) ([Dl(o‘) DT(Q)} oL - o Ds (a)} ® Ah> Ua)~"

In Figure 6, we also show the eigenvalue distribution of P~ Ya)J with a = 0.1,
and this illustrates that the clustering of the eigenvalues is only slightly worse than
P~1(a)J and is much better than that of P~17. It is worthwhile to mention that
the Jacobian matrix J does not depend on the regularization parameter 7, which
allows Pi(a) to be a good preconditioner of J. In particular, the matrix P;(a) will
not be a good preconditioner of M (or M\) whenever v < 1. Hence, our choice of the
Jacobian matrix J is very crucial.

In comparison with Table 8, we report in Table 9 the approximation error and
convergence results of solving Example 3 by using P;(a) with o = 0.1 as the precon-
ditioner. We notice that the fast and robust convergence rates of the quasi-Newton
iterations and the LCP solver are not affected, but the convergence rate of the inner
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TABLE 9

o (Ng, Nt) ey R ep R Ity Ity Ita CPU

(128,129) 1.8e-03 - | 2.6e-04 - 7 5 4 0.8

(256,257) 4.5e-04 2.0 | 6.5e-05 2.0 7 5 5 2.9

10~2 (512,513) 1.1e-04 2.0 | 1.6e-05 2.0 6 5 5 9.1
(1024,1025) || 2.8e-05 2.0 | 4.1e-06 2.0 6 5 5 36.4
(128,129) 1.8e-03 - | 2.5e-04 - 6 5 4 0.7

(256,257) 4.5e-04 2.0 | 6.4e-05 2.0 6 5 4 2.4

104 (512,513) 1.1e-04 2.0 | 1.6e-05 2.0 5 5 4 7.7
(1024,1025) || 2.8e-05 2.0 | 4.0e-06 2.0 6 5 5 34.7
(128,129) 1.8¢-03 - | 2.5e-04 — 6 5 4 0.7

(256,257) 4.4e-04 2.0 | 6.4e-05 2.0 6 5 4 2.5

1076 (512,513) 1.1e-04 2.0 | 1.6e-05 2.0 5 5 4 7.8
(1024,1025) || 2.5e-05 2.2 | 2.9e-06 2.4 5 6 4 30.0

(128,129) 1.8e-03 - | 2.5e-04 - 6 6 4 0.8

(256,257) 4.5e-04 2.0 | 6.4e-05 2.0 5 6 4 2.2

10-8 (512,513) 1.1e-04 2.0 | 1.6e-05 2.0 5 6 4 7.9
(1024,1025) || 2.5e-05 2.2 | 3.0e-06 2.4 5 6 4 30.5

(128,129) 1.8e-03 - | 2.5e-04 - 6 6 4 0.8

(256,257) 4.5e-04 2.0 | 6.4e-05 2.0 5 6 4 2.1

10—10 (512,513) 1.1e-04 2.0 | 1.6e-05 2.0 5 6 4 8.0
(1024,1025) || 2.5e-05 2.2 | 3.0e-06 2.4 5 6 4 30.4

GMRES solver is dramatically improved to be clearly mesh-independent. More in-
depth eigenvalue analysis of such a block (diagonal) a-circulant preconditioner will
be carried out in our future work. It is worthwhile to point out that the simplified
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P;(a) is much easier to diagonalize than both P(a) and P.

Results for Example 4 by the quasi-Newton iteration with the block a-circulant preconditioner

Pi(a=0.1) (tol=10"7).

TABLE 10

5 Nz, N7) ey R e R || tn It;, TItg | CPU
(64,64,65) 580e-04 — | 49704 - 6 5 4 | 197
-2 | (128,128,129) || 149e-04 2.0 | 1.27e-04 20 || 6 5 4 | 976
(256,256,257) || 3.76e-05 2.0 | 3.19¢-05 20| 6 5 5 | 827.3
(64,64,65) 580604 — | 497604 - 6 5 4 | 133
lo—4 | (128,128,129) || 1.49e-04 2.0 | 1.27e:04 20 || 6 5 4 | 1000
(256,256,257) || 3.76e-05 2.0 | 3.19¢-05 20| 6 5 5 | 850.3
(64,64,65) 580604 - | 497604 - 6 5 4 | 144
-6 | (128,128,120) || 1.49e-04 2.0 | 1.27e-04 20 || 6 6 4 | 1046
(256,256,257) || 3.76e-05 2.0 | 3.19¢-05 20| 6 6 5 | 9020
(64,64,65) 580604 - | 497604 - 6 6 4 | 259
-8 | (128,128,120) || 1.49e-04 2.0 | 1.27e-04 20 || 6 6 4 | 1102
(256,256,257) || 3.76e-05 2.0 | 3.19¢-05 20|l 6 6 5 | 926.7
(64,64,65) 580604 - | 497604 - 6 6 4 | 151
lo-10 | (128,128129) || 1.49e-04 2.0 | 127e04 20 || 6 6 4 | 1086
(256,256,257) || 3.76e-05 2.0 | 3.19¢-05 20| 6 6 5 | 9296

Ezample 4. In the last example, we consider a control-constrained 2D problem

Copyright © by STAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.




Downloaded 05/14/20 to 130.238.7.40. Redistribution subject to SIAM license or copyright; see http://www.siam.org/journal s/ojsa.php

A Pin'T PRECONDITIONER FOR WAVE OPTIMAL CONTROL A1537

with the data

Q=(0,1)>T =2,uq = —10,up = =5, yo(21,22) = 0,y1(x1, 22) = v(21, 22),
1

fzy,20,t) = —mu(ml,m) —In(t+ 1)Av(xy, z2)

1
— max {ua, min {ub, ;(t —T)?*v(x1, 332)}},
g(x1,22,t) = 2v(x1,29) — (t — T)2AZ/(I1,£E2) + In(t+ Dv(xy, x2),

where v(z1,22) = (e —1)(e"™ —e)(e*2—1)(e*2 —e). The exact solution of this optimal
control problem is y(x1,x2,t) = In(t+1) v(x1,72) and p(xy, x2,t) = (t—T)% v(z1, 22).
With the same solver setting as in Example 3, we report in Table 10 the approximation
errors and convergence results of solving Example 4 by the proposed quasi-Newton
iterations (4.8a) with the block diagonal a-circulant preconditioner Pj(cr). Similar
to the 1D case, we again observe clearly mesh-independent convergence rates of the
outer quasi-Newton iterations, the LCP solver, and the inner GMRES solver, which
numerically demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed algorithm in higher spatial
dimensions. In particular, the number of iterations is almost the same as in Table 9.
The expected second-order approximation accuracy is also obviously achieved.

6. Conclusions. In this paper, we proposed a new parallel-in-time (PinT) block-
circulant preconditioner for iteratively solving the discretized optimality system, which
stems from the distributed optimal control of wave equations. Based on a novel uni-
tary diagonalization of the preconditioner, its detailed parallel implementation steps
are described. The eigenvalues of the preconditioned system are discussed in de-
tail, which are shown to get closer to one as the regularization parameter becomes
smaller. This indicates a faster convergence rate for smaller regularization param-
eters (of particular interest in practice), which was verified by numerical examples.
In comparison with the recently developed matching Schur complement (MSC) pre-
conditioner, our proposed PinT preconditioner shows more robust convergence rates
with respect to both mesh step sizes and the regularization parameter. More impor-
tantly, the designed diagonalization provides a great potential to efficiently parallelize
the computation of the preconditioning step in time, which is very desirable for large-
scale practical applications. Our paper largely generalizes some known diagonalization
techniques originally developed for solving time-dependent PDEs to the correspond-
ing PDE-constrained optimal control problems. We are getting closer to solving the
open problem posed in [37] to design a preconditioner that achieves a convergence
rate independent of both spatial and temporal mesh step-sizes and the regularization
parameter. Parallel numerical results for validating the practical parallel efficiency
of our proposed PinT preconditioner are currently undertaken and will be reported
elsewhere.

Application of the PinT preconditioner to the optimal control problem with a
control constraint brings us several interesting topics for further research. First, it
deserves a complete convergence analysis to get a general principle for choosing the
variable change (4.5) and the Jacobian matrix J to achieve a rapid and robust con-
vergence in the quasi-Newton iteration (4.8a). Second, it is worth explaining why
the block-circulant preconditioner shows degraded convergence rates in the GMRES
solver in the presence of nonsmooth data. It is also worth exploring the diagonaliza-
tion of the generalized preconditioner P(«) (cf. (5.1)) when a € (0, 1), since we find
numerically that a smaller a indeed leads to more clustered eigenvalues. We believe
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that more sophisticated problem formulations, such as different regularization norms
or boundary control problems, could also be tackled using our PinT preconditioner
upon appropriate modification.
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