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Abstract

We introduce Algorithm MGB (Multi Grid Barrier) for solving
highly nonlinear convex Euler-Lagrange equations. This class of prob-
lems includes many highly nonlinear partial differential equations, such
as p-Laplacians. We prove that, if certain regularity hypotheses are
satisfied, then our algorithm converges in O(l) damped Newton it-
erations, or O(n) FLOPS, where the tilde indicates that we neglect
some polylogarithmic terms. This the first algorithm whose running
time is proven optimal in the big-O sense. Previous algorithms for the
p-Laplacian required O(y/n) damped Newton iterations or more.

1 Introduction

Let © < R be an open domain. Let A : R* - R be continuous and convex.
Let WFP(Q) and Wég’p(ﬂ) denote the usual Sobolev spaces. Let f(x) be an
integrable forcing. Consider the Euler-Lagrange problem

inf J(u) where J(u) = f f(@)u(z) + A(Vu(z)) dz. (1)
ueWy"(Q) Q

Problem (1) is our model convex optimization problem in function space. We
are using homogeneous Dirichlet conditions to streamline our presentation.

In convex optimization, for a given convex function A(q), one defines the
epigraph

Q={(g.5) e R xR : s> A(q)}. (2)

To the convex d + 1-dimensional set (), one may associate the infinite di-
mensional convex set Q defined by

9 = {(q(x), s(z)) € LP(QRY) x LP(Q) : s(z) = A(q(x)) ae. ze€Q}.
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Denote by D the differential operator (and D* its adjoint)

D= {V 1] and D* = [—v- 1]. (3)

Here, V denotes the gradient with respect to z € €2, and V- denotes the
divergence. Note that if u(x) € I/VO1 *(Q), then Vu(x) is uniformly bounded
on €, and hence A(Vu(z)) is also uniformly bounded on £ since A is con-
tinuous. Thus, denoting z(x) = [u”(z),s(x)]", problem (1) is equivalent
to

inf j c(x)[z(x)] dx where c(x) = [f(x)] . (4)
EWEP(Q)x L2 () Jo 1
DzeQ

Here and elsewhere, we use the notation flu], flu,v], f[u,v,w], etc... for
the application of a k-form f to arguments u, v, ... and we identify a vector
v with the corresponding form, so that v[z] = v”z. In a similar fashion, if
M is a matrix, then M [u,v] is identified with u” Mwv.

A barrier for @ is a convex function F(w) = F(q, s) that is finite on the
interior Q° of @ and such that F(w) = 400 for any w € 0Q. If F(w) is a
barrier for ), then

F (w) = L F(w(x)) dz, (5)

is a barrier for Q. To the problem (4), one associates the central path
z*(t, x), defined by:
2*(t,x) = arg min f(t,w) where (6)
w(z)eW, ™ () x L® ()

flw,t) = fﬂ te(z)[w(z)] + F(Dw(x)) dx.

We shall denote 2*(t, z) = [u*(t, ), s*(t,x)]. Equation (6) can be regarded
as an “energy minimization formulation” for the central path. The corre-
sponding weak formulation? is obtained by a formal computation of the
first variation of (6):

f tefw] + F/(D=)[Dw] = 0 for all we WEP(Q) x L7(Q).  (7)
Q

! Because function spaces have multiple inequivalent topologies, there are many different
possible definitions of 2. One such definition is to say that z € 0 if z € Q and F(z) = .
This definition of 09Q clearly depends on the choice of barrier.

2Because our equations are highly nonlinear, it is not immediately obvious what is the
most appropriate set of test functions {w(z)}. For simplicity, we use w € I/VO1 P % L,



The strong formulation is obtained by formal integration by parts:

{tc(m) + D*(F'(Dz*(t,x))) = 0 for x € Q and ()

u*(t,x) = g(x) for x € 09.

The PDE portion of (8) is a nonlinear algebraic-elliptic system, as is revealed
by the componentwise equations:

tf(z) =V - F,(Vu(t,x),s(t,x)) =0, (9)
t+ Fs(Vu(t,z),s(t,x)) = 0. (10)

To obtain a concrete solver for the problem (1), we introduce a quasi-uniform
triangulation T}, of ). We shall denote by Sgl) a quadrature rule that ap-
proximates SQ on the triangulation 7. We further introduce a piecewise

polynomial finite element space V}, on T}, such that DV} has degree a — 1.
Define

(h)

fn(w,t) = j te[w] + F(Dw) and (11)
Q

2} (t,x) = argmin fp,(z,t). (12)
2€V),

A basic algorithm for solving (1) is to approximately follow the central
path 2} (t,z) at discrete values of t = t, = pFto, where p > 1 is the “step
size”. Concretely, given the (approximate) value of zj (ty_1,2), one finds
2} (tg, ) by damped Newton iterations on the optimization problem (12).
This is called the “return to the central path” or simply “return to the
center”.

This strategy was first analyzed in Loisel [2020] for the p-Laplacian,
where it was shown that it converges in O(y/n) damped Newton itera-
tions; the tilde indicates that polylogarithmic terms are neglected. Here,
n = O(h™?) is the number of grid points. In that paper, it was also men-
tioned that if one uses an O(n) FLOPS linear solver for the damped Newton
steps, then one obtains an O(n!%) FLOPS solver for the p-Laplacian. In the
present paper, we introduce a multigrid algorithm for solving the nonlinear
problem (1) in O(n) FLOPS, which is optimal in the O-sense, since it takes
at least O(n) operations simply to write out a solution to main memory.

Note that each damped Newton iteration requires the solution of a lin-
ear system whose structure is that of a moderately heterogeneous elliptic
problem. In dimension d = 1, this system is tridiagonal, so we may in fact
perform each damped Newton step in O(n) FLOPS. In dimension d = 2, on



the one hand, it is known that direct solvers cannot run faster than O(n'-5)
FLOPS [Hoffman et al., 1973]. Despite this “negative” result, it is folk-
loric that, for the finite values of n encountered on laptop computers, direct
solvers effectively scale like O(n) FLOPS, see e.g. Loisel [2021]. Although
direct solvers do not appear to achieve O(n) performance in dimension d > 2,
H-matrix-based solvers can indeed be used in all regimes and run in O(n)
FLOPS, see Bebendorf [2016] and references therein. We also mention do-
main decomposition preconditioners, e.g. Loisel et al. [2015], Loisel [2013],
Subber and Loisel [2014], Loisel et al. [2010], Karangelis and Loisel [2015],
Greer and Loisel [2015], Loisel and Nguyen [2017], Loisel et al. [2008]. For
nonlinear problems, see also Berninger et al. [2014]. Such methods are also
related to subspace correction methods [Tai and Xu, 2002].

In Loisel [2020], the theoretically optimal step size is found to be the well-
known “short step” of convex optimization, which here is p — 1 ~ n705 ~
h%2. In convex optimization, one often prefers to use a step size p that is
independent of n, this is called a “long step”, for example p = 2. If, by
luck, each return to the center requires O(1) damped Newton iterations,
then the long step approach is a clear winner. Unfortunately, the theory of
convex optimization predicts that long-stepping schemed may need as many
as O(n) damped Newton steps to return to the center. In Loisel [2020], it
was revealed that the p-Laplacian triggers this worst-case behavior in long-
stepping schemes. In order to obtain the “best of both worlds”, an adaptive
algorithm was devised in that paper, but the theoretical performance esti-
mate is still governed by the short-step scheme.

In the present paper, we introduce Algorithm MGB, which converges to
the solution in O(1) Newton steps, and O(n) FLOPS. This is clearly optimal
in the big-O sense since it takes time O(n) to simply write out the solution
to main memory. Algorithm MGB achieves this performance by returning
to the center in 0(1) damped Newton steps, and the t step size is long,
in the sense that (p — 1)~! = O(1). Although the theory says that the ¢
step size may depend polylogarithmically on n, we found in our numerical
experiments that the ¢ step sizes were completely independent of n.

Iterative numerical algorithms are often parametrized in terms of the
problem size n and the tolerance tol > 0 used to stop the iteration. However,
in our case, the number tol can be expressed in terms of n, as we now
describe.

Although the function J(u) in (1) is unlikely to be globally twice dif-
ferentiable, it often happens that J”(u*)[v?] is indeed well defined near a
minimizer u* of (1), provided the test function v is sufficiently regular.
When this happens, then J(vy) — J(u*) ~ h%® if v, — u* ~ . If v, = u} is
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Naive algorithm Algorithm MGB
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Figure 1: The naive algorithm (left~) shrinks the grid parameter h “as
needed” as t increases, converging in O(y/n) damped Newton steps (marked
by circles), mostly on the fine grid. Our Algorithm MGB (right) requires

O(1) damped Newton steps.

obtained by a central path, i.e. z(t,x) = [u}(t,x), s} (¢, x)], then we have

J(up(t,2)) = J(u* (@) = J(up(t, 2)) — J(uj (0, 2)) + J(uj (0, 2)) — J(u*(z))
— Ot~ 4+ h?®), (13)

see Lemma 4.1. Equilibrating the error terms produces a termination crite-
rion for the central path: t=1 ~ h2“.

In the multigrid method, we have a sequence of grid parameters 1 >
R > .. > hL) > 0 and corresponding quasi-uniform triangulations
Ty To simplify our exposition, the grid T}, «+1) is obtained by bisect-
ing the edges of T} so that D) = 050 and the grids are automati-
cally quasi-uniform. To each grid T}, we associate the finite element space
Vi, € Wh®(Q) x L®(€), and we have that V, 1) < Vo) < ... < Vy0).

Definition 1.1 (Naive multigrid algorithm). Let to = O(1) and hg = h(V
be the coarsest grid parameter. Assume Vj, is a piecewise polynomial finite
element space, and the degree of DV}, is a— 1. Assume that o = d. Assume
20 eg+ Vie- Forj =1,2,..., given (tj—1,hj_1), define inductively (t, h)
using, at each step, either t-refinement or h-refinement, as follows.

e t refinement: set (t;,h;) = (pjtj—1,hj—1), where p; > 1 is a t-step
size.

e h refinement: set (tj,h;) = (tj_1,3h;—1), where the factor 1/2 is
imposed by the grid subdivision scheme.



Then, z\9) s found by damped Newton iterations so as to minimize fy(z,t;)
over z € g + Vi, with initial guess z = 20~V The stopping criterion is
tj > Cstoph_2k.

The schedule is the choice of the order of h and t refinements, i.e.
the sequence (tj,h;). The “h-then-t” schedule isty = ... = tp_1 = tg and
{h; JL:_(]l = (D, ... b)Y (i.e. h refinements), followed by hy = hpy1 =
c.=h") andt; = pjtj_1 forj =L, L+1,... (i.e. t refinements). In other
words, the h-then-t schedule performs all h refinements first, and then all t
refinements are done on the finest grid level h = h(&).

The “nalve multigrid algorithm” is depicted in Figure 1, left. This
method is similar to the method described by Schiela and Giinther [2011],
where the authors write that “This allows to perform most of the required
Newton steps on coarse grids, such that the overall computational time is
dominated by the last few steps.” Unfortunately, we have found this not to
be the case, as we now explain with our first main theorem.

Theorem 1.2 (Newton iterations of naive multigrid). Assume (1}, ¢, F')
is regqular, as per Definition 4.4. Let to = O(1). The “h-then-t” schedule
converges in

O(h™ %%y = O(n®5) damped Newton iterations, (14)

where n is the number of grid points in T},.

For an arbitrary schedule of h and t refinements, we estimate the number
of damped Newton iterations on the finest grid. The best possible theoreti-
cal estimate is O(n®®) iterations. In other words, the h-then-t schedule is
optimal in the big-O sense.

We delay the proof of our main theorems to later sections.

We also mention that there is seemingly no satisfactory analysis of multi-
grid algorithms for nonlinear problems in the literature. Indeed, Brabazon
et al. [2014] write that “To the best of our knowledge there exists no valid
theory for the convergence of FAS for the case where the nonlinearity is in
the highest order term” (see also references therein). This is despite the
methods in [Hackbusch, 2013, Chapter 13].

In order to describe our algorithm, we introduce the notion of shifted
central paths. For given H > h and tg > 0, define

z,";’th(t): argmin  fp(z,t). (15)

zez} (to)+Vy

As before, the parameter x € €2 omitted in the notation is implied.



Definition 1.3 (Algorithm MGB). Let to = O(1), 2% € V} 1) n Q be given.
Let h = h'5) be the fine grid. We define z¥) inductively as follows.

Given an approzimation z*) ~ 2} (tg), compute PUARYRPN 25 (tk41) as
follows, where ti.1 = prtr and pr > 1 is some step size.
k+£

e For ¢ =1,...,L, find an approzimation z5+1) of ZZ,tk,hm (tg+1) by

damped Newton iterations on (15), starting with the initial guess z =
(k+521)
2\

Stop when tj > Cstoph™2*.

Our second main result shows that Algorithm MGB converges in O(1)
Newton iterations.

Theorem 1.4 (Newton iterations of Algorithm MGB). Assume (T, ¢, F)
is regular, as per Definition 4.4. There is a long step size py = ter1/te > 1
(i.e. (p—1)"t = 0O(1)) such that Algorithm MGB converges in

O(1) damped Newton iterations. (16)

Using an O(n) FLOPS linear solver for the damped Newton steps, our
algorithm thus requires O(n) FLOPS to solve (1), which is optimal in the
big-O sense.

We also mention that in the convex optimization literature, long-stepping
schemes generally require O(n) iterations per centering step, which is often
thought to be optimal for long-stepping schemes for general convex opti-
mization problems. Within that framework, our result can be interpreted as
a description of a wide class of convex optimization problems, for which re-
turn to the center in a long-stepping scheme can be achieved in O(l) damped
Newton steps. We are not aware of any other long-stepping scheme that has
this extremely fast convergence property.

Our regularity hypotheses are described in Definition 4.4. It says in part
that Dz (77!, z) should be sufficiently smooth as a function of 7 = ¢!
and x € 2. Such smoothness hypotheses are commonplace in the analysis
of PDEs. Mathematicians are usually comfortable with regularity hypothe-
ses of a well-known type; solutions of PDEs are expected to be smooth.

However, one of the requirements of Definifion 4.4 is that \/ F"(Dzfy o ()

should be in some uniform reverse Holder class.

We are not aware of any other algorithm that uses reverse Holder classes
as a regularity hypothesis. In order for such a class to be suitable as a reg-
ularity hypothesis, these functions should somehow be plentiful, especially




as solutions of PDEs. The reverse Holder classes are studied in the context
of classical Fourier analysis [Grafakos, 2008], [Cruz-Uribe and Neugebauer,
1995] and have applications to the analysis of nonlinear PDEs [Kinnunen
and Lewis, 2000].

In this paper, the symbol C shall be used to denote a generic constant
that may depend on €2, ¢, F' or the regularity parameter of T}, or the degree
a — 1 of the piecewise polynomial functions DV}, but is otherwise indepen-
dent of h and t. The constant C' may not represent the same number from
one equation to the next. If multiple constants are involved, we may use the
notation Ci,C5, ... to distinguish them.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly review the
theory of self-concordant calculus in finite dimensions, and collect some es-
sential results for the special case of the epigraph ). In Section 3, we
introduce the quadrature rules that we will be using. In Section 4, we
give a abstract theory of self-concordance in function spaces, culminating
with the notion of “reverse Holder continuation”. In Section 5, we use this
theory to analyze the behavior of the naive algorithm, while in Section 6,
we analyze Algorithm MGB. In section 7, we give an “a priori estimate”
for the reverse Holder inequality that is part of our regularity hypotheses.
This shows that the reverse Holder inequality can be obtained from some
smoothness conditions on the solution and on the barrier. In Section 8, we
discuss the practical MGB algorithm, which introduces some optimizations
and methods for handling floating point inaccuracies. We have some numer-
ical experiments in Section 9, and we end with some conclusions in Section

10.

2 Self-concordance in finite dimensions

If | - |+ is any norm on R"™, then for each k = 1,2,3,..., there is an in-
duced norm on homogeneous polynomials of degree k, defined by |[|P||+ =
sup | P[u*]|/|ul|%., where the supremum is taken over u # 0. If |- |, is a
Hilbertian norm, then Banach [1938] showed that || - ||+ is also given by
1P|+ = sup|Plut), ... ,u(k)]|/]—[j |u)|,, with the supremum taken over
nonzero vectors, see also Loisel [2001].

Let F(z) be a strictly convex thrice-differentiable barrier function on
Q. In particular, H(z) = F”(z) is symmetric positive definite (SPD) for
every z € Q°, and thus (Q°, H) is a Riemannian manifold. The norm at
z € Q° is denoted |u. = [u]prz) = A/ul F"(2)u. Recall that F is said to



be standard self-concordant if
|F" (2)[w’]] < 2|ul?. (17)

Equation (17) says that the induced norm || F”(2)]|, is at most 2.
A standard self-concordant function is further said to be a self-concordant
barrier with parameter 1 < v < oo if

[F'(2)[ul] < V|ul-. (18)

Equation (18) says that the induced norm |[|F'(z)||, is at most 4/v. The

dual norm is |[ul|¥ = A/uT[F"(z)]"'u and satisfies the “Cauchy-Schwarz”
type inequality |u” v| |ul%|v].. The Newton decrement is Ap(z) =
IF'(2)|% = A/F'(2)T[F”(2)]"1F'(z) and one checks that (18) is equivalent
to A\%(2) < v.

In order to avoid repeating the well-known theory, we shall frequently
quote results from the book of Nesterov and Nemirovskii [1994], e.g. [NN,
Theorem 2.5.1] states that there exists a v-self-concordant barrier for the
convex set @), with v = O(d), and the equation (NN2.5.1) is a formula for
the “universal barrier”.

On the value of v in dimension n, [NN, Section 2.3.4] states that “gen-
erally speaking, the parameter cannot be less than n”. As a result, even
if F(z) is a self-concordant barrier, still F(w) will not be a self-concordant
barrier, since its domain Q is infinite dimensional, and hence the parameter
of & would have to be 0.

Even though F is not a self-concordant barrier for Q, still a variant of
[Nesterov, 2013, Theorem 4.2.7] holds for our central path z*(¢, z), provided
F(2) is a v-self-concordant barrier on (). As we shall see in Lemma 4.1, our
central path z*(t, z) satisfies

c[z¥] = ¢* % where c[w] = j c(x)[w(x)] dz. (19)
Q
As usual, |Q] is the Lebesgue measure of €2, and we have denoted by ¢* the
infimum in (4). The bound (19) shows that z*(¢,-) is a minimizing filter in
Q for the functional ¢. In other words, the central path can also be used in
infinite dimensions to solve convex optimization problems.
Self-concordant functions satisfy the following explicit bounds.

Lemma 2.1. Let G(2) be a standard self-concordant function on Q. Define

P(a) = a—log(l+ «). (20)



Denote |u|? = G"(v)[u?]. Fory,z € Q,

ly — 2|2 2
m < Hy - ZHy and (21)
G(2) + G'(2)ly — 2] + ¥(ly — 2]-) < G(y). (22)
Furthermore, if |y — z|. < 1, then
> ly — =12
Gly) <G(2) + G'(2)ly — 2] + ¥y — z[2) (24)

Proof. The following argument is standard. Let ¢(t) = G(z + th) with
h =y — z Thus, ¢"(t) = G"(z + th)[h?] and

6" ()] = |G" (2 + th)[1?]] (25)
< 2(G"(z + th)[R*])'P = 2¢" (¢). (26)

Solving the extremal differential equations ¢”(t) = +2¢"(¢)-5 for the un-
known ¢"(t) yields —t < ¢”"(t)7%® — ¢”(0)~%5 < ¢, and hence

#(0) #(0)
T+ (0)) (Tt 07

The lower bound is valid for ¢ > 0 and the upper bound is valid for all
0<t<¢"(0)7". Integrating twice, we find that

b(td"(0)) < o(t) — (0) — ¢'(0)t < ¥(—1¢"(0)). (28)

The results follow by substituting ¢t = 1. O

5 < ¢'(t) <

(27)

We now collect several basic properties from the literature.

Lemma 2.2. Assume that A(q) is convex and satisfies A(q) = «fq|2 + B
for some a > 0, f € R and all ¢ € R%; in other words, the graph of A lies
above some cone. Denote z = (q,s) € Q. For any q and t > 0 let s®)(q)
satisfy Fs(q, s(t)(q)) +t=0. Then, s(t)(q) is uniquely defined for any q and
any t > 0. Furthermore, let K < R® be compact. Let tg > 0. There is a
constant C' = C(K, F,ty), 1 < C < o0, such that the following are true:

1. Fs(q,s) is a monotonically increasing function of s.

2. Fore>0, —% < Fy(q,A(q) +¢€) < —1.
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3. 1 <sW(q) — Ag) < 4.
4. Let g € K and € :== s — A(q). If0 < e < £ then o(F"(¢.s)) <
[C1, C2e72], where o(-) denotes the spectrum of a matriz.
5. F(z) = —log ®(z) with —<I>%(z) convex and {z : ®(z) > 0} is the
interior of Q.
6. Forze Q and y e R, put r = |z — y|,. Ifr <1 then y € Q and
also
1
2
(1 — ’f’) F”(ZE) < F”(y) < WF”(ZE) (29)
Proof. Recall the function my(x) [NN] defined by
——
my(x) =inf{t =0 : y+t Hz—y)eQ}. (30)

The fact that s()(g) is uniquely defined for any ¢ > 0 follows from properties
1-3. We now show all the numbered properties in order.

1.

. Put z = (r,A(r)) and =

F, is a monotonically increasing function of s because F' is strictly
convex.

= (r,A(r) + €) (note that 7,(x) = 0) into
(NN2.3.7) to find Fs(r, A(r) + €)(—e) = 1. Conversely, put y = A(r)"
and x = A(r) + € into (NN2.3.2) to find Fs(r,A(r) + €)(—€) < v.

From the first two properties, s(*) (r) is uniquely defined. From prop-
erty 2, t+ Fy(r,A(r)+¢) <t—2 < 0if e < 1/t thus s (r) > A(r) + 1.
Also from property 4, t + Fy(r,A(r) +€) >t —% > 0if e > ¥. Thus,
s® (r) < A(r) + %.

. Now we use (NN2.3.9):

F'(2)[P*]77° < qo(h) < (1+ 30)F"(2)[h*] 7%, (31)
where ¢, (h) = sup{t : z £ th e Q}. The function ¢.(h) measures the
distance from point z to some point z £+ th on 0@ in the directions th.

Since the graph of A lies above some cone, i.e. A(q) = a|q|2 + 3, we
can find an upper bound for ¢,(h). To do this, write z = (¢, s) and
h = (w,n). From z +th € @, we find that s + tn > A(q £+ tw) >

11



algttwla+ B = a(t|w|z—|q|2) + . Picking the sign so that +tn < 0
yields

s+algls—8 _ s+ alal— 5
@lol + ) =~ Clal;

(32)

where we have used that afw|s + |n| is a norm of h = (w,n) that is
equivalent to the Euclidian norm |k, by norm equivalence in finite
dimensions. Furthermore, the numerator of (32) is also bounded, since
z = (g, s) ranges in some compact set. This shows that ¢ is uniformly
bounded by C/||h|2, and hence

¢-(h) < }% (33)

We now find a lower bound for ¢.(h). For s > A(q), put z = (q, s).
Since A is Lipschitz over K, the epigraph of A contains a ball of radius
C(s — A(q)) = Ce centered at z. Thus,

q:(h) = Ce/[h]2. (34)
The result follows from (31), (33), (34).
5. This is part (iv) of [NN, Proposition 2.3.2].
6. This is [NN, Theorem 2.1.1].

Corollary 2.3.
o(F"(Dzj(t,x))) < [C1, Cat?], (35)
where o(M) denotes the spectrum of the matriz M.

For self-concordant functions, damped Newton iterations can be proven
to converge, as follows.

Lemma 2.4. Let G(z) be convex with a minimum at z*. Define L(5) =
{fw : Glw) — G(z*) < §}. Assume that G(z) is standard self-concordant
on L(8). Let 20 e L£(5) be given, we define the suboptimality gap
as G(20) — G(z*) < 6. Define the sequence z%) for k = 1 by damped
Newton iterations. Assume we stop the damped Newton iterations at the
first iteration k such that G(2*)) — G(2*) < e. Then,

k< C(G(z") — G(2*)) + logy logy et (36)

12



Proof. This is [Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004, (9.56)], which also reveals
that C' < 375. A much smaller value of C' can be estimated by following [NN,

section 2.2.3]. In double precision arithmetic, the expression log, logs € ! can
be bounded by 6. O

3 Quadrature

Definition 3.1. Let K < R? be the “reference simplex”. For each h > 0,
assume Ty, is a triangulation of Q). For each K € T}, we associate an affine
map frx(x) = Agxx + bi such that K = fK(K') We say that Ty, is quasi-
uniform with parameter p = 0 if [|Ax|| < h and [|AZ ||~ < ph.

Assume we have a quadrature rule for the reference simplex:

8
Ign(x) == Y win(ag )- (37)
j=1

We shall require that the quadrature weights satisfy
wj > 0. (38)
From this, we obtain a quadrature rule for K € Tj:

0
f n(z) = | det Ax|Len( A + br). (39)
K

Then, if F is a union of simplices in T},

(h) (h)
j @)= Y f Nl (40)
E KeT), VK

KcFE

Here, the notation 7|k indicates that we first restrict 7 to K, and it suffices
for n to be continuous on each K € Tj. This allows one to integrate a
function 1 which may have jump discontinuities on edges of T},. In particular,
if E is the union of simplices in T}, then

(h)
f 1=|E|. (41)

E

13



We shall also denote the exact integral by &(39) = §;. Because of (38), we
may write the quadrature rule as

(h)
j n= Z WK kYK k Where (42)
Q2 KeT,

k‘=1,...,6

wick = | det Agclwr, Trp = Aga® +bg and yi g = 0|k (Trp).  (43)
Thus,
Coninh® < {wic i K[} < Crnaxh?, (44)

for some constants 0 < Cpin < 1 < Chax < . We thus have Jensen’s

inequality
1 ™ 1 )
~ ) 45
wQEJ;”><uﬂL o) 4

for any convex function . We further define the discrete norms

(h)

P = Pforl< 4
Wigy = | Il for 1 <p < (46)
7l () = sup [n(zx k)l (47)

KETh
KcFE

We then have the discrete Holder inequalities:

(h) ) 1 1
< , 4 =1,
|l < Wbyt gy where -+ 2 =1 (48)

The discretizations of F and f are:

(h)

Fp(w) = 0 F(w(z)) and (49)
(h)
fr(w) = fﬂ te(z)[w(z)] + F(Dw(x)). (50)

Let Vj, € W1®(Q) x L®(2) be a piecewise polynomial space, such that DV},
is of degree @ — 1. We define

Qp={veVy : vizgy) e forall KeTy, k=1,...,58}. (51)

14



Then, we define the discretizations

2 (t) = arg {/ninfh(z,t) and (52)
zZeVp
z;’;thH(t) = argmin f(z,1). (53)
zezf (1) +Vy

Note that

(h)
f telon) + F/(Dzj(t))[Dén] = 0 for all ¢y, € Vj, and (54)
Q

(n
Lt@ﬂ+ﬁ@%MNMMM=OMMWHHﬁ (55)

Note that (55) uses the quadrature Sgl) on the fine grid T3, but the test
function ¢z € Vi is on the coarse grid Ty, H = h.

4 Self-concordance in function spaces

We were not able to find the system (9), (10) in the literature on nonlinear
elliptic partial differential equations, but see Gilbarg and Trudinger [1977].
In the present paper, we shall assume that the central path z*(¢,x) = 2{(t, z)
exists and is unique for ¢ > 0 and solves (6), (7), (8), (9), (10).

Lemma 4.1. Let h > 0. Assume F(z) is a self-concordant barrier for Q
with parameter v. Then,

j(h) EP0) e | " o < 22 (56)
Cl|lz — m ClZl & —.
q e se(en(to) +Vir)n2 Jo t
Proof.

| tn®=wl = 1 | PO n )P = O] 67

(h)
<1f y - Y (58)
t Jo t

where we have used (7) and (NN2.3.2). The result follows by taking an
infimum over admissible w(x). O

Lemma 4.2. Let 2€ QnL* and g€ L* and h = 0. Then,
(Fn(2)[a)? < |9vF (2)[¢*]- (59)

15



Proof.

(h) (h)
5 (2)[a]| = L F(2)[q] <L NoeIra) (60)

The conclusion follows from Jensen’s inequality. O

If we also had
1F"(2)[¢°]] < CF"(2)[¢*]"°, (61)

for all z € Q and ¢ € L*, then we would indeed have a self-concordant barrier
on Q, which we have already noted is impossible in infinite dimensions. We
must therefore find some relaxation of (61). We begin with a crude estimate
that is useful as a “fallback”.

Lemma 4.3. Let C1,p be as per (44). The function Cy h=%F, is a self-
concordant barrier for Qp with parameter

v(h) = O(h™%). (62)
Proof.
O i (w) = Y, O wk pF(w(wkg)). (63)
KeTy,
k=1,...k

The coefficients C 1h*dwK,k of the sum are bounded between 1 and C5/C1,
so the result follows by self-concordant calculus. O

_ Any algorithm that relies on the estimate (62) typically results in O(h=05d) =
O(y/n) damped Newton iterations when short ¢ steps are used. We now dis-
cuss a more nuanced theory with better iteration counts for some situations.

Definition 4.4 (Regularity hypotheses). Denote d,-1 = at% = t% = t0;.
Assume Ty, is a quasi-uniform triangulation of ). Denote by 11, the interpo-
lation operator for the piecewise polynomial space Vi, =€ W1®(Q) x L®(Q);
assume DV}, is of degree o — 1, and that a = d. We say that (T, c, F) is
reqular if the following properties are satisfied.

1. F is a self-concordant barrier for Q@ with parameter v, and |A(q)| =
ai|qle + ag for some constants a; > 0 and as € R.

16



2. The uniform discrete reverse Hélder inequality. There is a function
Cru(z(t)) of (h,t) such that, for all0 <h < H, K € Ty, ty <t < o0,
polynomial q such that Dq has degree o — 1, then

WEoO|

< Cra G E)IKI™ |y F/ (D25 ()[(Da)?)

(64)

LL(K)

The function Cru(2;(t)) grows no faster than polylogarithmically in
(t,h).

3. Smoothness:

Datfl Zak € Lw([to, OO]; Wa’oo(Q)). (65)

4. Optimal approzimation property:

|D25 = Dzjy || Lo ([tg,00) x2) + [DO-125 — Dy 25 | oo ([t9,00] x2) < Ch.
(66)

In complex analysis, if a function f is analytic at a point z*, then one
may expand it into a power series. If w is within the region of convergence
of this power series, f is also analytic at w, and one may find a new power
series expansion, this time at w, to expand the domain of analyticity of
f; this procedure is called “analytic continuation”. It turns out that if
G(z(x)) satisfies a certain reverse Holder inequality for some z € Qj,, then
G(w(x)) will satisfy a related Holder inequality if w € Qp is in a suitable
neighborhood of z, and this procedure can be used to propagate the reverse
Holder inequality to larger subsets of Q.

Theorem 4.5 (Reverse Holder continuation). Let z* € Qp,, 1 > H > h >0
andt > 0. Consider the affine space A = z*+Vy and assume that z* = 2% (t)
minimizes z — fp(z,t) over z € A. Assume that the following reverse Holder
inequality holds:

IV E" (D)D) e () < Crar(2*)| K7W F"(D2*)[(D0)2]] s (1)
(67)

forall K e Ty, 1 = H>=h, and v a polynomial such that Dv has degree
a—1. Let 0 <6 < 1. Let we A such that

fr(w, t) — fr(z*,t) < 3(1 ++/2]Q)) 2CRE(z*)CE H* =: 3. (68)

17



Then, the following reverse Hoélder inequality also holds:

IVE"(Dw)[(Dv)*]| e x) < Crir(A,t, B)E | W/ F"(Dw)[(Dv)?]| 14 ()

(69)
where Crp (A, t,5) < Cru(2*)(1 — \/5)72, (70)
forall KeT;, 1> H > h.
Proof. Note that
)
O 1) = f te[w] + F'(D=*)[Dw] = 0. (71)
Q
Therefore,
)
I, ) — fu(2521) = f te[w — 2*] + F(Dw) — F(D=*) (72)
Q
)
— | " F(Dw) — F(Dz*) — F'(D=*)[D(w — 2*)]. (73)
Q

We apply (22) with G = F and y = Dw and z = Dz* to arrive at

(h)
fulw,t) = fu(2*,1) = L ¥ (VF(D=)[(Dw — D=*)?]) (74)

(h)
> [Qfy (IQI_1 L VEF(Dz)[(Dw — DZ*)2]> , (75)

where we have used Jensen’s inequality. We continue by using the bound

Y~ H(B) < B + /2B to arrive at

(h)
B+ /2|98 = L N F"(Dz*)[(Dw — Dz*)?] (76)
= Z |/ F"(Dz*)[(Dw — Dz*)?] Iz x) (77)
KGTH
> Z Crn (Z5)| K|V F"(Dz*)[(Dw — Dz*)?|| ey (78)
KGTH

> Cigh(+*) max | K ||/ F/(D=)[(Dw = D= Pl (79)

H\/F”(Dz*)[(Dw - Dz*)Q]HLw(K) < (1+ /2] Cr | K|7/B =: . (80)
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provided 8 < 1. Then, from (29), if » < 1, we find that on K € T},
(1—7)2F"(Dz*) < F"(Dw) < (1 — r)2F"(Dz*). (81)

In particular, for any polynomial v such that Dwv is of degree a — 1, we have
the following reverse Holder inequality:

WEDw)(DoP]|rzm0) < (=1 IVE DD Npae)  (82)
< (1 - T)7103H|K|71H\/F”(DZ*)[(DU)z]”L}L(K)

(83)

< Cru(1 =) 2K [ WF"(Dw)[(Dv)*]] 1 (10),

(84)

valid for any K € T'y. =

Definition 4.6. Let z* € Q, >0 and H > h >0 andt > 0. Consider the
affine space A = z* + Vi and assume that z* minimizes z — fp(z,t) over
z € A. Define the “Lebesgue set”

oCA,t(B) = {w €A : fh(wvt) - fh(Z*vt) < B} (85)

Theorem 4.5 states that reverse Holderness propagates from a single
point z* to a “neighborhood” L4 (3). In Section 6, we shall use this con-
tinuation procedure iteratively.

5 Analysis of the naive algorithm
Lemma 5.1. Assume (Th,c, F') is regular.
t
(370 6) = (37 (0),8) < V10l (p—logp— 1) where p = = > 1. (80)
fu(zf (1), 1) — fu(z8 (1), 1) < Cmin{th®, (th™)?}. (87)

Proof. From the regularity of (T}, ¢, F') and Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2,

(h)
MO0 = b5 0.0 < |6 (—FEO)Dz0) D (0))

Q
(88)
(h)
< j ¥ (~CH| D=7 (t) — D= (1)) (89)
Q
(h)
< | w(=Cth®) (90)
Q
< Ct2h%e, (91)
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valid for 0 < Cth® < 0.5, and where we have used that ¥(a) = O(a?) as
a — 0 and @ is monotonically decreasing for o < 0.
In the regime Cth® > 0.5, we use instead the following argument. Put

9(t) = fn(z5 (1), 1) — fn(z5 (£),t). Then,

(h)
J(t) = L [t () — 7 ()] da (92)
0
— .
+ L telor2E (8)] + (D=} (0)[ Doy} ()] da (93)
0
() ” )
- fg telarzt(8)] + F(D= (1) (Do (1)) der (94)

The regularity of (€2, ¢, F') then gives |¢/(t)] < Ch* and hence g(t) < g(1) +
(t — t1)Ch® < tCh® + O(1), which proves (87).

Now set g(t) = fn(2}(t1),t) — fu(z;(t),t). Note that g(t1) = 0. Further-
more,

0
/(0 = | et — Ol ds (95)
b
— .
_ L te[a2 ()] + F' (D= (0)[Déyz (1)) da (96)
We see that ¢'(¢1) = 0. Thus,
j c[0szp () (97)
% f {(D21)[Dé2}] (98)
”j \/F"[(Dé,z3)?] (99)
> »
<V tm\\/ L FI(Day})?] (100)
; w
_ Y t'”'\/— RECETD) (101)
_ «/V|Q| g”(t) (102)



Thus,

0
J'(t) < % (103)

The result follows by integrating twice. O
We now prove our first main theorem.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. In view of Lemma 4.3, note that short ¢ steps on the
fine grid satisfy tz,1 = pt with p — 1 ~ h0-5¢,

We begin with the analysis of the h-then-t schedule. The initial step of
the algorithm is to start from an admissible 20 ¢ Vi) N Q, the coarsest
space, and find the center 2}, (to) by damped Newton iterations. This will
require a certain number Ny of damped Newton iterations, but this initial
problem the same regardless of the choice of the finest grid level. In other
words, Ny is independent of the fine grid parameter h, so this initial step
requires O(1) damped Newton iterations.

According to Lemma 4.3 and (87), since ty = O(1), for any grid level
) = h(L) = h, the function Ch~%f;,(w, o) is standard self-concordant on
Vi) nQ, and the suboptimality gap is O(h*~%) = O(1) so each h refinement
converges in O(1 + loglog e!) damped Newton iterations.

Once on the fine grid, according to (86), the short ¢ step length is optimal,
resulting in O(h~%5¢) damped Newton iterations.

Now consider an arbitrary schedule of ¢ and h refinements. We only
consider the final grid refinement (i.e. from level A&=Y to h(E) = h), and
the subsequent ¢ refinement on the fine grid h. Say that this occurs at
iteration j, i.e. h; = RE=1 and hjy1 = R = h. We make two cases.
First, if ¢; > h™“, then the suboptimality gap of Ch~4f for the final h
refinement given by (87) is at best O(h~%). By the standard theory, short #
steps are theoretically optimal and converge in O(h*0'5d) damped Newton
iterations.

We now consider the case t; < h™*. We count the ¢ refinements on
the fine grid. Because short ¢ steps are optimal, and because the stopping
criterion is t ~ h™2%, the theoretical estimate must be at least O(h~0-5¢)
damped Newton iterations for these ¢ refinements. O
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6 Analysis of Algorithm MGB

Lemma 6.1. Assume (T}, c, F) is reqular. There is a constant Chyes such
that

2
fh(zz,tl,H(t)7t) - fh(Z;; (t)7t) < C}%romex <£ - 1> ) (104)

provided that Chyes(t/t1 — 1) < 0.6838.

Proof. We shall denote by Il the interpolation operator for V. Let

whi 1) = 25, (t1) + i (25 (8) = 25 (81))- (105)
Put g(t) = Dwpy, u(t) — Dz} (t), and note that g(¢;) = 0. Then,
| Dwhy, 1 () = Dz, ()| = [9() |z = g(t) — g(t1)llze (106)

-1
f Op—19(7)dr
t 1

(107)

Ly

1
<j DU 5 (r) - Doz ()] e dr
1

(108)

t71
<f ) | DI Og—1 25 (1) — Dat—12’8<<7')HLhoo (109)
t
+ | DOy-125 (1) — DOy-1 2} (T)\\L?Lo dr  (110)
SCH*(t —t7h). (111)
Thus,

(h)

fo(wna 1 (D) — fu(zE(2)) < f

Q

o (= FY(D2)[(Duwn gy (1) — D25 (6))2])
(112)

(h)

<f Y (~Ct|Dwpy () - D)) (113)
Q
(h)

< j Y (—CH(t/t; — 1)) (114)
Q

< CH?™ (t/t; — 1), (115)

where we have used that (o) < o when —0.6838 < a < 0 and () is
monotonically decreasing for o < 0. O
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Lemma 6.2. Denote by L = O(logh) the number of grid levels, from the
coarsest level h(Y) to the fine grid level h = h\Y). Assume that o > d. We
denote zjf = zj(t) (i.e. the ommited (t) is implied), but 2} (t1) has its usual
meaning. For t > 0, assume that z; = zj(t) satisfies the following reverse
Holder inequality:

I E" (D) (D00 < Crar I Iy FHDZ)(D0)2
(116)

foralll = H = h, K € Ty and polynomial v such that Dv is of degree o — 1.
Define

B =47t 1+ V2D 2, (117)
8= (L + 1) 2Cri (21 (1)B (118)

Denote p = t/t; and assume that
p<1+CLtn/B. (119)

Fort=1,...,L, put Ay = z}(t1) + Viyo. Then,
Tn(Zg 4 no) = In(z) < (0.5h1)**3 and (120)
Cru(Ag, t, (W)2B) < 2Crp (2). (121)

for all K € Ty and 1 = H = h and polynomial v such that the degree of Dv
15 a — 1.
Furthermore, if

we La((h9)*B), (122)
then, for an arbitrary test function ¢ € Vg,

| ( D¢)*]| < 2¢*Crpr () Crp H "2 (Dw)[(D9)*])™?. (123)

min

In particular, the function w — e*C%y(25)CoL (RO =4y (w,t) is standard
self-concordant on c,Cl%t((h(e))wﬁ) with suboptimality gap bounded by

4N DC (1 +4/219) 2L + 1) (124)

The damped Newton method on La,((h)?4B) converges in

O(1) + loglog e ! iterations. (125)
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Proof. For £ =1,...,L, we begin by proving a reverse Holder inequality of
the form

WE" Dz, ) (D0l < CIEI Ly F (D2, o) (D02 g ),
(126)

forall1 > H > h > 0 and for all K € Ty. We shall denote by Cry (2] " h©)

the smallest constant C' such that (126) holds. We do a proof by induction
“backwards”, starting from ¢ = L, that the following inequality holds

) 2(L—0)
Cri (%, 4, po) < (1 - L—+1> Cru(zp)- (127)

For ¢ = L, since z; LD = Zh1,.h = Zh» the induction hypothesis is tau-
tological. We now prove by induction the cases £ = L —1,...,1. We find
that

fh<zz7t17h(€)) - fh(zz,t170.5h(€)) (128)
< n(Zh 0, 00) = Inl21) (129)
(104)
< Chrof<h(£))2d<p - 1)2 (130)
< (WL + 1) 2 Cpp (1) (131)
= (M9PUL +1)7247 % (1 + /21920) 2Ok (27) Cin- (132)
—2(L—¥) —2L
Note that (1 L+1> < <1 — L%rl) < €2, so from (127) with £ re-

placed by ¢+1 (i.e. the induction hypothesis), we find that Cry (ZZ,tl,wm) <
e’?Crp(z}), so that

Tn(zg 4, n0) = (2 4, 0.5n0) < Be+1 Where (133)
3 Crmin (h)%
) = :
(L + 121 +/202D)*Chy (2, o)

We put A = Agiq = 2} (t1) + Vospe and = By to find that (68) holds

(134)
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with § = (L +1)72 < 1. Thus,

(70)

Cru(Ap1,t,Bes1) < (11— \/5)720RH(ZZ¢170,5;1(2)) (135)
(127) 1 \2 1\ 2D
< (1-—— 1— :
( L+1> ( L+1> Cru (1)
(136)
LN\ 20 )
_ (1 - m) Crrn (7). (137)

Then, from z;’;’thhe € L4,,,,t(Bes1), we have that CRH(ZZ,tl,hf) < Cru(Apsi1,t, Bev1),
and there follows (127). This completes the induction proof of (127) for
L=1,...,L.

We now prove the self-concordance of F,. Let ¢ € Vi be an arbitrary
test function, and write ¢ = > KeTy LK VK, where each vk is a polynomial
such that the degree of Duy is @ — 1.

|7 (Dw)[(De)?]| (138)
(h)
< fQ 2| P (Dw)[(D)?][ (139)
< 2| F"(Dw)[(D9)*] 1y I/ P/ (D) (D)2 0 (140)
= 2" (D06 @y max v/ D) [(De Pl o (141)
< 262 Ca (1) " (D) (D 30y pua K118/ E/ (D) (Dorc Py
(142)
< 262 Cra () P (D06 300 o [K170% I (D) (Do) 3
(143)
< 2% Crn ()l H " " (Dw)[(D6)?] 1 - (144)
]

Lemma 6.3.

t
(R (0)11) = (i, 11 (8):1) < VI (o — log p = 1) where p = = > 1.
(145)
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Proof. Let g(t) = fu(z};(t1),t) — (2} 4, 5 (t), 1)

(h)
J(t) = L et (ty) — 2y ()] da (146)
0

(h)
- ( fQ tc[atz:;,tl,mt)+F’(Dz:;,tl,H(t))[Datz;tlvH(t)]dx>, (147)

where we have used that di2}; ;, ;(t) € Vi, the tangent space of A = 2 (t1) +
Vir. We further see that ¢'(t1) = 0. Thus,

(h)
|g"<t>|—‘ | elorst o (148)
1| r®
|| PO D ) (149)
Q
(h)
<1 | s w08, )] (150)
1 (h)
< ;\/ vl | FDa, ONDAE, 4 @) (15D
Q
1 (h) .
_2\/_y|m L c[orzgy, 1 (t)] (152)
= VR (153)
As a result,
') < 15 (154)
]

Lemma 6.4. Define

5 Jopn)Nd
Crmg = min{ \/E , 26(h) } . (155)
Chrcf \/m

Assume

P T D )

(156)
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Put t = pty. Then, Algorithm MGB compute zj(t) from z}(t1) in
L (0O(1) +logloge™") Newton iterations. (157)

Proof. Denote Ay = z(t1) + V. From (145), (155), (156) and from p —
logp—1<0.5(p—1)2

2i(t1) € Lay (BW)(L + 1) 2O (2 (1)) = La (BRI, (158)

According to (125), the damped Newton methos starting at z; (¢1) will locate
z;;,tl,h(l) (t) in

O(1) 4 loglog e ! iterations. (159)
Furthermore, for each £ = 1,...,L — 1, we find that
z}ﬂ;,tl,h(f) (t) € £A5+1,t((h(€+l))2dﬁ)- (160)

According to (125), the damped Newton methos starting at 2y HAO (t) will
locate 2, 1 o4 (t) in (159) iterations. Thus, the total number of iterations

is obtained by multiplying (159) by L. O
We are now ready to prove our second main theorem.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. The initial step of Algorithm MGB begins with an
admissible z(0) e Vi, nQ, finds 22(1) (to) by damped Newton steps, and from
there performs h refinements to compute 2 (t9). This procedure is identical
to the initial phase of the h-then-t schedule of the naive algorithm. The
proof of Theorem 1.2 shows that this initial phase requires O(l) damped
Newton steps.

The number of damped Newton iterations to compute zj (tr41) from
2} (t) is given by (157). It thus suffices to count the number of ¢t-steps. The
t step size is limited by (156). Since we start with to = O(1) and end when
tr ~ h%®, the total number of ¢ steps at most

o <(10g(h2a/to))(1 —logy(h))  sup CRH(ZZ@))) : (161)
te[to,h2e]
This whole expression is bounded by a polylogarithm of h. O
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7 Reverse inequalities

In the present section, we show that many functions satisfy reverse Holder
and Sobolev inequalities. Our goal is to show that the reverse Holder in-
equality of Definition 4.4 is satisfied if the solution zj and the barrier F
satisfy some smoothness conditions.

Lemma 7.1. Let D(xz, R) < C be a disc centered at x € C of radius R, and
let r < R. Then, for any bounded analytic function f(z) on D(x,R),

R
1 | oo (D)) < R=r)p 1 Lo (D(,R))- (162)

Proof. For y € D(zx,r), the Cauchy integral formula gives

| (y)] = QLm fﬁ (Zf_(zy))2 dz (163)
0D(x,R)
< s (164)
< morelfleenen:

O

Lemma 7.2. Denote by Pg the set of polynomials in x € C of degree 3, and
let € > 0. Given 3, there is a constant C' = C(3,€) such that the following
holds. For any g€ Pz, x € R and r > 0,

HQHLOO(D(m,T)) < CT?I ”q”L1 (z—er,x+er): (165)

Proof. For uw € Pg, by norm equivalence in finite dimensions, there is a
constant C' such that

lull o (p(0,1)) < Cllulpr(—ee)- (166)

For arbitrary g € Pg, the substitution u(y) = ¢((y — x)/r) gives

1]l Lo (D(z,ry) = |l Lo (D(0,1)) (167)
< CHuHLl(—E,e) (168)

= Cr_luquzl(x—Er,x-i-Er)' (169)

O
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Let U < C™ be a domain. We now recall the Weierstrass preparation
theorem, see Krantz [2001, Theorem 6.4.5] for details. A Weierstrass poly-
nomial of degree 3 is a function p(z,y) = 2 + Z]@:—(} aj(y)x? defined on
some polydisc (z,y) < B, such that each function a;(y) is holomorphic on
its domain. A unit u(z,y) is a nonzero holomorphic function on B. The
Weierstrass preparation theorem states that, if f is holomorphic on U and
z € U then f(z) = p(z)u(z) for some Weierstrass polynomial p, unit u, on
some polydisc neighborhood B < U of z.

The Weierstrass polynomial satisfies the formula

H (z — a;(y (170)

where aq(y),...,as(y) are the roots of the function  — f(x,y) on B. The
functions {c;(y)} are holomorphic in y.

Lemma 7.3. With the notation of the Weierstrass preparation theorem, if
f(z,y) =0 when (z,y) € R™, then

=)
~
)

pla,y) = | (= = Biw)(z — B;(y)), (171)

j
where each 3; satisfies RPB;(y) = 0.

I
—_

Proof. Passing to a smaller neighborhood B if necessary, f(z,y) is given
by its power series, which has real coefficients, and thus satisfies f(z,y) =
f(x,y). Thus, the roots of f(z,y) in B are either real (in which case they
must be of even order because f > 0), or they must occur in conjugate pairs,
giving rise to the roots 3;(y) in (171). O

Corollary 7.4. We set

B/2

r(z,y) = [ [(x = Bj(y)) and (172)
j=1

v(z) = Av/u(z). (173)

Then, f(x,y) = v*(z,y)|r(z,y)|* on B R™, and v is a unit on B.

Proof. The fact that r(x,y)r(Z,y) = p is directly from Lemma 7.3. Passing
to a smaller B if necessary, since u # 0 on B, we may assume that u(B)
is contained in a half-plane that excludes the origin. Thus, v = \/u is a
well-defined holomorphic unit function. O
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Lemma 7.5. Let ze U nR™, and let 0 < e < 1. Assume f is holomorphic
on U, and f = 0 on U n R™. There is a constant C' and polydisc B =
[1; D(2j, R;j)such that the following holds. For every a € D(z1, 1) nR and
§ > 0 such that [a — 25,a + 20] = D(z1,R1), and for every y € R™ 1

[1/s D(z5, ;).

/
5” \% f('vy)||L°O(a—6,a+6) + 52 “ V f()y) HLOO(a—6,a+6) < CH V f()y) ”Ll(a*E(S,[l‘FE(;)
(174)

where -’ denotes the partial derivative with respect to x.

Proof. We use the Weierstrass preparation theorem, in the form of Corollary
7.4.

H V f('vy)||L°O(a—6,a+6) = Hvr”Lw(a—(S,a—l—é) (175)
< vl |r( 9l zepasy) (176)
(165) '
< g||r('7y)HL1(a765,a+€5) (177)
C
< g”f('vy)||L1(a—e(5,a+56)' (178)
Furthermore,
/
I FCy) o @a—satrs) = 101D [ L0 (a—5.a+6) (179)
= [[v'r[ + vsgn(r)r’| Lo —sa+s) (180)
< C(|rlze(a-sa+s) + 17 Lo (@—sa+s)) (181)
(162) )
< C|Irlzep(asy + SHTHLOO(D(CL,%)) (182)
(165) C'
< 5_2"T"L1(a—56,a+66) (183)
C
< 5—2’\\/?\&1(@765,%65)- (184)
O

The following inequality is also sometimes called a reverse Poincaré or
Friedrichs inequality.

Lemma 7.6 (Strong reverse Sobolev inequality). Let U < C™ be a domain,
and K < U A R™ be compact. For z € C™, denote z = (219),20)) with
2U) e CI. Let f be holomorphic on U and f = 0 on U n R™ and ¢ > 0.
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There is a constant C' such that the following holds. If z € K and § > 0, put
VO (5) = Hg_l[z(]) — 0, zi(]) +6]. IfvU)(26) x {2V} c U, then

[

F FCEZN o gy + 8000 £ 2 Lo vy

< Ol FCZD) o) o)) - (185)

Proof. We can cover K by polydiscs B as per Lemma 7.5, so that we may
replace U by some polydisc B. On B, we proceed by induction on j.

If j =1, then (185) coincides with (174).

For the inductive step, assume that (185) holds for a given value of j,
we show that it also holds with j replaced by j + 1.

AL 20N o vran sy + 8 210204 £ (5 20HD) | ooy sy (186)
~5  sup ](5j!\\/f(',§,5<j+1>)HLoo<v<j)(5)) (187)

&€lzj41—0,2j+1+0

+87T Y00/ £ (€, 5(j+1))||mo(v<j)(6))> (188)
(185) s(j+1
<0 s WIS hpo s (189)
E€[zj41—0,2j41+6]
<C|d sup f(‘afag(jﬂ)) (190)
§€[Zj+1*5,zj+1+5] Ll(V(j)(é))
(174) Zj+1+6 )
zj41—6 LY(VG)(6))

= Cl F (2D 1 (v (ea - (192)

Permuting the entries of z if necessary, we see that the partial derivative
0., can be replaced by any 0., with ¢ = 1,...,5 4+ 1, and the conclusion
follows. [

Lemma 7.7. Assume that U x Y < C™ is a domain, and f?>:U xY — C
is complex analytic. Let L < U xY nR™ be compact. Assume f(w) =0 for
all we L. Denotew = (x,y) with x € C?. Assume gy : QxY — L. Assume
that the singular values of 0,99 are uniformly bounded above and below. For
H > h >0, assume gp : @ x Y — L with |gn(-,y) — go(-,y) L2y < Coh,
where Cy > 0 is some constant. There are constants €¢g > 0 and C; < ®©
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such that for any H such that h < egH and K € Ty, there holds the reverse
Holder inequality:

1 (gm0 ) e iy < CLE ™ f(9n.(o9)s )] 22 ) (193)

Proof. For any K € Ty, let 2(K) € K be the center of mass, and z =
2(K) = go(z(K)). The bounds on the singular values of 0,9y guarantee
that V(eH) < go(K) < V(CH), where V(§) = Hf 1lzi = 0,2 + 6], and
0 <e<C < w are constants In addition, from §, f(go(z,y),y)dx =
SgO(K f(w)/det((0290)(gy ' (w))) dz and the bounds on d,gg, we have

Callf o)l viemy < 1£(90Csv)s W)y < Callf )l vomy-  (194)

Thus,
(h)
| f(an(: f f(go(: (195)
\fK Fan(+9).9) — Fgol9)) (196)
(h)
+ f(go(: f f(go(: (197)
K
< fCslwrewemylonty) — 9o 9Ly + Clf(go( v)) lwro () | KR
< ClfCoy)lwre vyl K| (198)
(174)
<Ol H KD (199)
h
<l il () (200

Thus, if C (%) < 0.5, we have that

1 £(gn (s 9)s )l 2oy < I Cov) Lo vy (201)
ary

< CHfCy)lnw (202)

< CH™|f(g0(E), >HL1 (203)

<20H | f(gn(K),y )HL;(K)- (204)

|
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Theorem 7.8 (“A priori estimate” for the uniform discrete reverse Holder
inequality). Let U € C? be a domain and L < U n R? be compact. Assume
that dyul(t,x) € L for all 0 < h < AW, tg <t < w0 and © € 1Q. Fur-
ther assume that the singular values of the Hessian 6’%%" (t,z) are uniformly
bounded above and below. Assume that F = —log ® and that ® is analytic
on U. Assume that @4 is uniformly bounded below on L. There is a con-
stant C < o such that, for all H =2 h =2 0 and K € Ty, and all polynomial
functions v such that Dv has degree o — 1, then

I\ F" (D2 O)(D0)2 e 10y < CH [/ (D (4) (D)2 |1 ) (205)
This is the uniform discrete reverse Holder inequality of Definition 4.4.

Proof. From t® — ®4(q, s(t)(q)) = 0 and the implicit function theorem, we

see that s()(q) is an analytic function of (¢,¢). Denoting w = (g, s®)(q)), the
function f2(q,t,v) = (Dv)T®2(w)F" (w)Dv = (' (w)[Dv])?—®(w)®" (w)[(Dv)?]
is complex analytic on U x Y where Y = [tg, 0] x S. Furthermore,

B(w) = 10, (w) = O(); (206)

i.e. ®(w)t is uniformly bounded below and above. We put ¢(x) = gp(x,t) :=
dzuj(t,x). Note that

| Duj, (t) — Dug (t)| o) < Ch. (207)

Now let ¢g > 0 be as in Lemma 7.7. If ¢¢H < h = O(h) then we use the
“rough” quadrature bound

(h) J
L{ n= Zwm(:vi) = wigN(Tio) = ChY|n e k), (208)

for some suitable 4o such that |n]e ) = n(zi,). In this regime, we have
H = O(h) so that

IV E" (D2 (0))[(Dv)?] | L2 (1)
IV EF" (D2 ()(D)2] 1 ()

In the regime h < ¢gH, (193) is the desired estimate. O

<CH™ 4. (209)
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8 Implementation: the practical MGB algorithm

Theorem 1.4 states that Algorithm MGB converges for certain large ¢ steps,
but not arbitrarily large ¢ steps. Thus, some sort of ¢ step size adaptation is
needed. Furthermore, it was shown in Loisel [2020] that the great majority
of the time, z/(tx+1) can be computed directly from z;(t;) with a long
step size, with very few Newton steps. In view of these two facts, we now
introduce the practical MGB algorithm, which operates as follows.

Definition 8.1 (The practical MGB algorithm). To compute z;(ti) from
2 (tg—1), proceed as follows.

1. Setty = tp_1pr—1 and attempt to find zj (ti) by Newton iteration start-
ing from zj(ty—1), with a mazimum of 5 Newton iterations allowed.
We call this a direct step. Denote by my o the number of Newton iter-
ations used here.

2. If the direct step failed to converge in 5 iterations, compute instead
2} (ty) by the usual MGB algorithm of definition 1.3. Denote by my,
the number of Newton iterations used on grid level £.

3. Stepsize adaptation. Denote my, = maxymy . Set the step size

P2y if my, < 2,
Pk = Pr-1 if 3 <my, <5, (210)
Pk—1 if mp =6.

Each step of this algorithm requires the minimization of a function by
Newton iteration, which we have named Barrier.minimize(F, c,aj(o),R).
Here, F is the barrier, ¢ = c[z] is a functional of z, and R is a matrix
whose columns form a basis for the relevant finite element space V) <
Wol’OO(Q) x L*(Q). The function Barrier.minimize uses damped Newton
iterations to solve

(h)
Barrier.minimize(F,c,2”), R) » argmin f cly] + F(Dy). (211)
yex(0) +span R JQ

This architecture allows one to also solve boundary value problems. In-
deed, if z() = Barrier.minimize(F, c,a:(o),R) and z(©) = (u(o),s(o)) with
’LL(O)|@Q = g # 0, where g is some Dirichlet data, then since span R <
VVO1 ©(Q2), we will have that also have u("|sq = g # 0. Thus, Dirichlet data
that is injected into the first iterate, will be preserved across all subsequent
iterates, allowing one to solve inhomogeneous Dirichlet problems.
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8.1 Inhomogeneous Dirichlet problems.

When solving inhomogeneous Dirichlet problems, it is important to find a
smooth prolongation of g to the interior of Q. To that end, we define u(g)
to be the solution of the discrete Poisson problem

Apup, =0in Q and up, = g on 9. (212)

Here, A} is the usual finite element discretization of the Laplacian on the
piecewise polynomial space of degree o on Tj,.

The user provides boundary data g and a forcing f. We then automati-
cally produce an initial value for z(0) = (u(©)5(0)) by putting u(®) = uy(g).
For the slack s(9), we initialize it to the constant s(°) = 1 and iteratively
double it until F(u(®,50)) < oo for all z € Q. Given this value of 29, we
may begin the MGB Algorithm to follow the central path.

Although Theorem 1.4 states that it suffices to choose ty = O(1), we
found that it is better to use tg ~ h%. This seems to result in a more
moderate number of initial centering steps needed to locate the central path.

8.2 Issues of floating point arithmetic.

One can quickly reach the limits of double precision floating point accuracy.
Denote by € ~ 2.22x 10716 the “machine epsilon”. We will be using piecewise
quadratic elements in dimension d = 2, so that our stopping criterion will be
t ~ h™% In view of Lemma 2.3, the condition number « of F”(Dz}(t)) may
be as large as h~® and it becomes practically impossible to compute Newton
steps if h™® ~ ¢, i.e. h ~ 0.01. At this point, the matrix H = & (Dz}(t))
becomes numerically singular.

To avoid complications due to floating point roundoff, we regularize our
problem as follows. First, we add 10715 H ||, to H, which has a negligible
effect on H when it is well-conditioned, but prevents numerical catastrophe
when H becomes extremely ill-conditioned. Second, we limit ¢ to ¢t < 108,
beyond which it is numerically futile to continue the optimization.

8.3 The naive algorithm.

We have also implemented the naive algorithm. As it was shown in Loisel
[2020] that automatic stepsize adaptation is significantly better in practice
than the theoretically optimal short step size, we also use the stepsize adap-
tation (210) for the naive algorithm. However, (210) can only compensate
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for “stiffness” caused by large t steps, and cannot compensate for the diffi-
culty of refining the h parameter when t is already large, as we will see in
the numerical experiments.

9 Numerical experiments

We have implemented a suite of tests based on the p-Laplacian, parametrized
by 1 < p < o0, with

Aq) = |ql5- (213)
We use the self-concordant barrier
2
F(q,s) = —log(s» — |q|3) — 2log s, (214)

see Loisel [2020] for more information on the p-Laplacian and this barrier.

When using homogeneous Dirichlet conditions, a smooth solution u will
have some extrema that are interior to §2, and at those points, one will have
Vu(z) = 0. At these points, if 1 < p < 2, the function A(Vu(z)) becomes
a distribution, so the forcing must be singular. Since our algorithm does
not handle distributional data, we prefer to solve a problem with boundary
value g on 0€), and forcing f = 0. Specifically

We report the iteration counts in Figure 2. We vary p € {1,1.1,1.2,1.5, 3,4},
0.01 < h < 1.3, and compare Algorithm MGB and the naive algorithm with
a range of h and t refinement schedules. We report the number of iterations
needed in each case to obtain convergence. KEach algorithm is stopped if
it runs longer than 5 minutes, in which case it is deemed to have failed to
converge.

The naive algorithm is parametrized by its h and ¢ refinement schedule.
We have used the schedule ¢ = 0 log, t, where ¢ denotes the grid level h(®).
The algorithm alluded to by Schiela and Giinther [2011] can be related to the
case 6 = 0.25; indeed, in that scenario, if large t steps are used throughout
and if the h refinements converge quickly, then indeed most of the iterations
will occur on the coarse grid levels. When 6 > 0.5, at least half of the
iterations are expected to be computed on the fine grid.

Unfortunately, all the versions of the naive algorithm have trouble con-
verging for small values of h. The failures are all caused by an extremely
large number of Newton iterations required to perform the A refinement
when t becomes large. Note that when failures occur because of large t
step sizes, then smaller t step sizes can be used to allow the algorithm to
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Figure 2: Iteration counts of the MGB algorithm, compared to the naive
algorithm with various refinement schedules.
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Figure 3: Iteration counts for Algorithm MGB (left) and the naive algorithm
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Figure 4: Step sizes as a function of t;, for the 1.0-Laplacian.
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converge, but with h refinements, it is impossible to find intermediate grid
levels between a level h®) and the next one h¢*1 = %h(é). As a result, the
only way of making the naive algorithm work is to refine the h grid earlier,
e.g. as per the h-then-t schedule.

The MGB algorithm converges in all cases p < 2 and for all grid param-
eters, and the convergence is quite fast. Algorithm MGB does not converge
for all values of h when p > 2, but this is expected because of floating point
loss of accuracy in these scenarios, as noted in Loisel [2020]. Briefly speak-
ing, it is difficult to precisely locate the minimum of the function |z[P when
p is large. Despite this, Algorithm MGB is able to converge faster in a wider
array of situations, than the naive algorithms.

We have also displayed how many Newton iterations are needed at each
tg, for Algorithm MGB and the naive algorithm for the 1-Laplacian. We
have displayed iteration counts in different color for each grid level £. We
see that the nalve algorithm’s iteration count skyrockets up to 60 when grid
transitions occur. By contrast, Algorithm MGB never needs more than 15
iterations, and then only for the very first iteration, which is expected to
take O(1) iterations. We also notice that, at ¢ = 17.0667, algorithm MGB
used 6 iterations on the coarsest grid level. This is the only iteration, for
this specific problem instance, where the “direct step” described in Section
8 failed to converge, and the full MGB step was used instead.

As can be seen in Figure 4, this MGB step allows the path-following
algorithm to take large steps at all values of ¢, and the step size p never
decreases to less than 1.18. By contrast, the naive algorithm struggles and
resorts to step sizes p ~ 1.02. In this case, both algorithm converged, but
for larger problems (with smaller values of h), the naive algorithm fails to
converge by taking too many Newton iterations and too much time.

10 Conclusions and outlook

Algorithm MGB is the first algorithm that is a provably optimal solver (in
the big-O sense) for convex Euler-Lagrange problems, or nonlinear elliptic
PDEs. Its running time is shown to be O(n) FLOPS. Numerical experiments

confirm the analysis.
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