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We develop adaptive discretization algorithms for locally optimal experimental design of
nonlinear prediction models. With these algorithms, we refine and improve a pertinent
state-of-the-art algorithm in various respects. We establish novel termination, convergence,
and convergence rate results for the proposed algorithms. In particular, we prove a sublinear
convergence rate result under very general assumptions on the design criterion and, most
notably, a linear convergence result under the additional assumption that the design criterion
is strongly convex and the design space is finite. Additionally, we prove the finite termination
at approximately optimal designs, including upper bounds on the number of iterations until
termination. And finally, we illustrate the practical use of the proposed algorithms by means
of two application examples from chemical engineering: one with a stationary model and one
with a dynamic model.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we are concerned with locally optimal experimental design for nonlinear prediction
models. Such models are parametric models f : X ×Θ → Y describing a functional input-output
relationship of interest, that is, for every model parameter value θ, the model

X ∋ x 7→ f(x, θ) ∈ Y (1.1)

predicts the considered output quantities y ∈ Y = R
dy as a function of the considered input

quantities x ∈ X ⊂ R
dx .

In a nutshell, locally optimal experimental design [7, 10, 22] is about finding maximally in-
formative experimental designs ξ for f locally around a given reference value θ of the model
parameters. As usual, an (approximate) experimental design ξ [10, 22] is a – discrete or non-
discrete – probability measure on a suitable subset of the input space, the so-called design space
X ⊂ X . In essence, an experimental design ξ indicates at which design points x ∈ X experi-
ments should be performed and how much weight each of these experiments x should be given
(which, practically speaking, boils down to how often the individual experiments x should be
repeated [9, 10, 24]). In practice, one is only interested in discrete designs, that is, designs of the
form

ξ =

n∑

i=1

wiδxi
(1.2)

with finitely many design points x1, . . . , xn and corresponding importance weights w1, . . . , wn;
but for theoretical investigations, non-discrete designs are important as well. In order to quantify
the information content of a given design ξ for f around θ, one usually takes the so-called
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information matrix of ξ for f around θ, that is, the positive semidefinite matrix

Mf (ξ, θ) :=

∫

X
Dθf(x, θ)

⊤ς−1Dθf(x, θ) dξ(x) ∈ R
dθ×dθ
psd (1.3)

with ς ∈ R
dy×dy
pd denoting the positive definite covariance matrix of the measurement errors for

the considered output quantity.

With this notion of information content, the basic task of locally optimal experimental design
can concisely be formulated as finding a design ξ∗ that maximizes the information matrix map
ξ 7→Mf (ξ, θ) ∈ R

dθ×dθ
psd w.r.t. the standard (Löwner) ordering on the set of positive semidefinite

matrices. Since this matrix-valued optimization problem, however, has no solution in general [10]
(Example 2.1), one minimizes a suitable scalar-valued function ξ 7→ Ψ(Mf (ξ, θ)) ∈ R∪{∞} of the

information matrix instead. Specifically, one considers convex antitonic functions Ψ : Rdθ×dθ
psd →

R ∪ {∞} which, in this context, are called design criteria. So, summarizing, the basic task of
locally optimal experimental design can be formulated as follows: for a given design criterion Ψ,
find a solution ξ∗ to the locally optimal design problem

min
ξ∈Ξ(X)

Ψ(Mf (ξ, θ)), (1.4)

where Ξ(X) denotes the convex set of all designs on X. Since the design criterion Ψ is convex
by assumption and the information matrix map ξ 7→ Mf (ξ, θ) is linear by (1.3), the locally
optimal design problem (1.4) is a convex optimization problem. It is finite- or infinite-dimensional
depending on whether the design space X is finite or infinite.

In the extensive literature on locally optimal experimental design, there exists a large variety
of iterative algorithms that are specifically tailored to solving convex design problems of the
kind (1.4). Important instances of such algorithms can be found in the works [9, 37, 3, 32, 6, 39,
40, 38], among others. See also [2, 10] and especially [22] for a good overview of these and many
more iterative algorithms for (locally) optimal experimental design.

1.1 Contributions of this paper

In the present paper, we build upon the most recent and efficient of the aforementioned opti-
mal design algorithms, namely the adaptive discretization algorithm from [38]. We refine and
improve this algorithm in various respects and, most importantly, we establish novel termina-
tion, convergence, and convergence rate results for our adaptive discretization algorithms. In
particular, we establish a sublinear convergence rate result under very general assumptions on
the design criterion Ψ and, most notably, a linear convergence rate result under the additional
assumption that the design criterion Ψ is strongly convex and the design space X is finite. So
far, the convergence rate of optimal design algorithms like [9, 37, 3, 32, 6, 39, 40, 38] has not
been investigated systematically yet, to the best of our knowledge. With the present paper, we
close this gap in the literature. We also illustrate the practical use of the proposed algorithms
by means of two application examples from chemical engineering, the first one being based on a
stationary process model f and the second one being based a dynamic process model f .

In order to explain our contributions in more detail, we first have to briefly recap how the
algorithm from [38] works. It is an iterative algorithm that in every iteration proceeds in two
steps. In the first step, the algorithm computes a solution ξk to the discretized design problem

min
ξ∈Ξ(Xk)

Ψ(Mf (ξ, θ)), (1.5)

where Xk ⊂ X is the current discretization (finite subset) of X. In the second step, the algorithm
checks how far the solution ξk to (1.5) is from being already optimal for the original design
problem (1.4). And for that purpose, it searches for a worst violator xk of the (necessary and
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sufficient) optimality condition of ξk for (1.4), that is, it computes a solution xk to the worst-
violator problem

min
x∈X

ψ(Mf (ξ
k, θ), x) (1.6)

where ψ is a suitable directional derivative of Ψ, the so-called sensitivity function of Ψ. In the
case where xk actually is not a violator of the optimality condition, ξk already is a solution to
the original problem (1.4) and the iteration is terminated. In the opposite case, however, the
worst violator xk is added to the discretization according to

Xk+1 := supp ξk ∪ {xk} (1.7)

and the iteration is continued with the updated discretization (1.7). In this relation, supp ξk ⊂
Xk denotes the support of the design ξk, of course.

We refine and improve this algorithm mainly in two respects. (i) Instead of the exact optimality
condition for ξk, our algorithms work with the less restrictive (necessary and sufficient) condition
for ε-approximate optimality of ξk, namely

ψ((Mf (ξ
k, θ), x) ≥ −ε (x ∈ X) (1.8)

with some user-specified ε ∈ [0,∞). (ii) Instead of exact solutions of the subproblems (1.5)
and (1.6), our algorithms only require approximate solutions ξk and xk to these problems. In
particular, the strict versions of our algorithms require only approximately worst violators xk

of (1.8) and the relaxed versions of our algorithms even require only arbitrary violators xk of (1.8).
It is clear that with these modifications, the computational effort per iteration is significantly
reduced, in general.

We then establish novel termination, convergence, and convergence rate results for the pro-
posed algorithms. A bit more specifically, we begin with basic termination and convergence
results under minimal assumptions, namely essentially the lower semicontinuity, convexity, and
continuous directional differentiability of the design criterion Ψ. We then establish a sublinear
convergence rate result for our strict algorithms under the additional assumption that the design
criterion Ψ is locally L-smooth. Specifically, we show that for the iterates (ξk)k∈K of our strict
algorithms, the optimality errors can be bounded above as

Ψ(Mf (ξ
k, θ))−Ψ∗ ≤ C/(k + 1) (k ∈ K), (1.9)

where C is a constant depending on the initial optimality error Ψ(Mf (ξ
0, θ)) − Ψ∗, the local

smoothness constant of Ψ, and the diameter of the matrix set Mf (Ξ(X), θ). And finally, we
establish a linear convergence rate result for our strict algorithms under the additional assumption
that the design criterion Ψ is locally L-smooth and µ-strongly convex and the design space X is
finite. Specifically, we show that for the iterates (ξk)k∈K of our strict algorithms, the optimality
errors can be bounded above as

Ψ(Mf (ξ
k, θ))−Ψ∗ ≤ Crk (k ∈ K), (1.10)

where C := Ψ(Mf (ξ
0, θ)) − Ψ∗ is the initial optimality error and r ∈ [1/2, 1) is a constant

depending on the local smoothness constant L, the strong convexity constants µ of Ψ, and on
the diameter and the pyramidal width [18] of the matrix set Mf (Ξ(X), θ) (which is a polytope
by the assumed finiteness of X). As we will see, from a practical point of view, the assumptions
of the sublinear and also of the linear convergence rate result pose no serious restrictions. In
particular, they are satisfied for the arguably most commonly used design criteria, namely the
A- and the D-criterion.
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1.2 Conventions on notation

In the entire paper, we write d := dθ ∈ N for the number of model parameters and we use the
symbols

R
d×d
pd ⊂ R

d×d
psd ⊂ R

d×d
sym (1.11)

to denote, respectively, the sets of positive definite, positive semidefinite, and symmetric d × d
matrices over R. Additionally, for a given matrix M ∈ R

d×d,

‖M‖ := max
|v|≤1

|Mv| and |M | := tr(M⊤M)1/2 (1.12)

will always denote the operator norm (Schatten-∞ norm) of M induced by the ℓ2-norm | · | on
R
d and, respectively, the Frobenius norm (Schatten-2 norm) of M . Also, for any metric space

X, we denote by Ξ(X) the set of probability measures on BX (Borel sigma-algebra of X) and
by δx ∈ Ξ(X) we denote the point measure concentrated at x. And finally, monotonicity –
especially antitonicity and monotonic increasing- and decreasingness – are always understood
in the non-strict sense (with non-strict inequalities). In the case of strict monotonicity, we will
always explicitly indicate this.

2 Setting and preliminaries

In this section, we introduce the formal setting of locally optimal experimental design and collect
the necessary preliminaries for our termination, convergence, and convergence rate results.

2.1 Setting

In this section, we introduce the setting of locally optimal experimental design in formal terms.
As indicated in the introduction, the starting point is a – linear or nonlinear – parametric model

f : X ×Θ → Y (2.1)

for the prediction of the considered output quantities y ∈ Y = R
dy as a function of relevant

input quantities x ∈ X . As usual, such a model is called linear iff it is affine-linear w.r.t. to the
model parameters θ ∈ Θ, that is, iff it is of the form f(x, θ) = c(x) + J(x)θ for some arbitary
functions c : X → R

dy and J : X → R
dy×dθ . All one needs to assume about f to get locally

optimal design going are a few mild regularity conditions (Condition 2.1) and a representativity
condition (Condition 2.2), which is completely standard in experimental design and parameter
estimation [10, 22, 31].

Condition 2.1. (i) X is a compact metric space (the design space) and X is contained in the
set X (the input space)

(ii) Θ is a compact subset of Rdθ (the model parameter space) that is equal to the closure of its
interior, in short, Θ◦ = Θ

(iii) Θ ∋ θ 7→ f(x, θ) is differentiable for every x ∈ X and X ∋ x 7→ Dθf(x, θ) is continuous
for every θ ∈ Θ.

Condition 2.2. A parameter value θ∗ ∈ Θ exists such that for every n ∈ N and every set of input
values x1, . . . , xn ∈ X, the corresponding measured values y1, . . . , yn ∈ R

dy of the output quan-
tity are given by the predictions f(x1, θ

∗), . . . , f(xn, θ
∗) of the model f(·, θ∗) up to independent

normally distributed measurement errors ǫ1, . . . , ǫn, that is,

yi = f(xi, θ
∗) + ǫi (i ∈ {1, . . . , n}) (2.2)

where ǫ1, . . . , ǫn are realizations of independent and normally distributed measurement errors

ε1, . . . , εn having mean 0 and a known covariance matrix ς ∈ R
dy×dy
pd .
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Conventionally, every tuple x̃ = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Xn of – not necessarily distinct – design
points as above is called an exact design. Also, any value θ∗ as above is called (the) true model
parameter value. Since the true value θ∗ is unknown, of course, one needs to come up with
reliable estimates for it and a standard way of doing so is least-squares estimation, that is, for a
given exact design x̃ = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Xn one measures the values ỹ = (y1, . . . , yn) of the output
quantity and then computes a corresponding least-squares estimate

θ̂f (x̃, ỹ) ∈ argmin
θ∈Θ

n∑

i=1

(f(xi, θ)− yi)
⊤ς−1(f(xi, θ)− yi). (2.3)

In view of Condition 2.1, it is clear that such a least-squares estimate exists and that it can be
chosen to depend measurably on ỹ (Lemma 2.9 of [22]). Since for every design x̃ the corresponding
measurement values ỹ are subjected to random measurement errors by Condition 2.2, the same
is true for the computed least-squares estimate θ̂f (x̃, ỹ). Specifically, θ̂f (x̃, ỹ) is a realization of

the random variable θ̂f (x̃, ỹ(x̃)), where

ỹ(x̃) := f̃(x̃, θ∗) + ε̃(x̃) (2.4)

is the random variable defined by the predictions f̃(x̃, θ∗) := (f(x1, θ
∗), . . . , f(xn, θ

∗)) of the
true model at x̃ plus normally distributed measurement errors ε̃(x̃) with mean 0 and covariance

matrix ς̃ := diag(ς, . . . , ς) ∈ R
ndy×ndy
pd .

In optimal experimental design [15, 9, 17, 33, 25, 2, 10, 22], the goal is to find a design x̃
such that the uncertainty Cov θ̂f (x̃, ỹ(x̃)) of the corresponding least-squares estimate becomes
minimal. As is well-known, for nonlinear models f one usually has no closed-form expression
of this covariance and one therefore has to resort to suitable approximations for it. In locally
optimal experimental design, one uses the approximation

Cov θ̂f (x̃, ỹ(x̃)) ≈ Cov θ̂f lin
θ

(x̃, ỹ(x̃)). (2.5)

In other words, one approximates the covariance of the least-squares estimate for f by the
covariance of the least-squares estimate for the linearization f lin

θ
of f around a suitable reference

parameter value θ, that is,

f lin
θ

(x, θ) := f(x, θ) +Dθf(x, θ)(θ − θ) ((x, θ) ∈ X × R
dθ). (2.6)

And this linearized covariance, in turn, can be compactly expressed through the information
matrix (1.3) of the (approximate) design

ξx̃ :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

δxi
(2.7)

corresponding to the exact design x̃ = (x1, . . . , xn).

Lemma 2.3. Suppose that Conditions 2.1 and 2.2 are satisfied. If x̃ ∈ Xn is an arbitrary exact
design of size n ∈ N and θ ∈ Θ is an arbitrary reference parameter value, then

Cov θ̂f lin
θ

(x̃, ỹ(x̃)) =
1

n
Mf (ξx̃, θ)

+, (2.8)

where θ̂f lin
θ

(x̃, ỹ) is the minimum-norm least-squares estimate of f lin
θ

for x̃ and ỹ and Mf (ξx̃, θ)
+

is the (Moore-Penrose) pseudo-inverse of the information matrix of (2.7).

In view of (2.5) and (2.8), it becomes clear why the information matrix Mf (ξ, θ) is a valid mea-
sure of (local) information content of the design ξ about the true model f(·, θ∗), thus justifying
its central role in locally optimal experimental design.
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2.2 Some technical preliminaries

In this section, we collect some basic definitions and facts that are important for the optimal
design of experiments and, in particular, for our convergence results.

Lemma 2.4. R
d×d
pd is convex and open in R

d×d. Additionally, Rd×d
psd is convex and the closure of

R
d×d
pd in R

d×d.

Proof. Straightforward verification. �

2.2.1 Convexity and differentiability

As usual, for a subset S of some real vector space V , the convex hull conv(S) of S is the smallest
convex set in V that comprises S.

Lemma 2.5 (Carathéodory). If S is an arbitrary subset of some finite-dimensional real vector
space V , then every element of conv(S) can be written as a convex combination of at most
dimV + 1 points from S. Additionally, every element of conv(S) ∩ ∂ conv(S) can be written as
a convex combination of at most dimV points from S.

Proof. See Theorem 17.1 of [26] for a proof of the first part of the lemma and Appendix 2 of [33]
for a proof of the second part of the lemma. �

We recall that for an extended real-valued function Ψ : S → R ∪ {∞} on some subset S of a
real vector space V , the domain domΨ is defined as

domΨ := {x ∈ S : Ψ(x) <∞}, (2.9)

that is, the set of points where Ψ takes finite values. We also recall that a function Ψ : C →
R ∪ {∞} on some convex subset C of V is convex iff

Ψ(αx+ (1− α)y) ≤ αΨ(x) + (1− α)Ψ(y) (2.10)

for all x, y ∈ C and all α ∈ [0, 1]. It is trivial to verify that the extended real-valued function
Ψ : C → R ∪ {∞} is convex if and only if domΨ is convex and the real-valued function Ψ|domΨ

is convex. Similarly, Ψ : C → R∪{∞} on some convex subset C of V is called strictly convex iff

Ψ(αx+ (1− α)y) < αΨ(x) + (1− α)Ψ(y) (2.11)

for all x, y ∈ domΨ with x 6= y and all α ∈ (0, 1) (Section 26 of [26]). In other words, Ψ : C →
R ∪ {∞} is strictly convex if and only if its real-valued restriction Ψ|domΨ is strictly convex.
We call Ψ : C → R ∪ {∞} strictly mid-point convex iff (2.11) holds true with α := 1/2 for all
x, y ∈ domΨ with x 6= y.

Lemma 2.6. Suppose that Ψ : C → R∪{∞} is convex, where C is a convex subset of some real
vector space. Then Ψ is strictly convex if and only if it is strictly mid-point convex.

Proof. Simple verification – to get the idea, draw a picture using the geometric interpretation of
(strict) convexity. �

As usual, a real-valued function Ψ : S → R on some subset S of a real vector space V is called
directionally differentiable at x ∈ S in the direction e ∈ V iff t 7→ Ψ(x+ te) is right-differentiable
at t = 0. Spelled out, this means that there exists a t∗ ∈ (0,∞) such that x + te ∈ S for all
t ∈ [0, t∗] and the limit

∂eΨ(x) :=
d

dt
Ψ(x+ te)

∣∣
t=0+

:= lim
tց0

Ψ(x+ te)−Ψ(x)

t
(2.12)
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exists in R. In this case, the limit (2.12) is called the directional derivative of Ψ at x in the
direction e (Section 3.1 of [14]). Apart from directional derivatives, we will also need derivatives
of real-valued functions defined on arbitrary subsets, instead of just open subsets of a normed
vector space. So, let Ψ : S → R be a real-valued function on some arbitrary subset S of a real
normed vector space V with norm ‖·‖. We then call Ψ (continuously) differentiable iff it can be
extended to a real-valued function Ψ̃ : S̃ → R on some open subset S̃ of V that is (continuously)
differentiable in the usual (Fréchet) sense (Section VII.2 of [1] or Section 3.2 of [14], for instance).
In this case, we will write

DΨ(x)e := DΨ̃(x)e (2.13)

for the derivative of Ψ at x ∈ S in the direction e ∈ V . In general, this derivative (2.13) depends
on the chosen extension Ψ̃, of course. If, however, for a given x ∈ S and e ∈ V there exists a
t∗ ∈ (0,∞) such that x + te ∈ S for all t ∈ [0, t∗], then the derivative (2.13) is independent of
the chosen differentiable extension Ψ̃ (because then DΨ̃(x)e = ∂eΨ(x) for every differentiable
extension).

Lemma 2.7. If M ∈ R
d×d
pd and p ∈ (0,∞), then for every direction E ∈ R

d×d one has the
following directional derivatives:

d

dt
log det(M + tE)−1

∣∣
t=0+

= − tr(M−1E) (2.14)

d

dt
tr((M + tE)−p)

∣∣
t=0+

= −p tr(M−p−1E). (2.15)

Additionally, the map R
d×d
pd ∋M 7→M−p is locally Lipschitz continuous for every p ∈ (0,∞).

Proof. See [19] (Theorem 8.2), for instance, for a proof of (2.14). We now prove (2.15) because
we could not find a proof for non-integer p in the literature. So, let p ∈ (0,∞) and M ∈ R

d×d
pd

and E ∈ R
d×d be fixed and write Mt :=M + tE for brevity. Also, let f : C\ (−∞, 0] → C be the

holomorphic function defined by f(z) := z−p := e−p log(z), where log : C \ (−∞, 0] → C denotes
the principal arc of the complex logarithm. In particular,

f ′(z) = −pz−p−1 (z ∈ C \ (−∞, 0]). (2.16)

Choose now t0 > 0 and δ > 0 so small that Mt + δ ∈ R
d×d
pd for every t ∈ [0, t0] (Lemma 2.4). It

then follows that the spectrum σ(Mt) of Mt is contained in [δ,∞) ⊂ C \ (−∞, 0] for all t ∈ [0, t0]
and that there exists a closed path γ in C \ (−∞, 0] that has winding number 1 around σ(Mt)
and winding number 0 around the complement C \ σ(Mt). So, by the holomorphic functional
calculus [8] (Section VII.3), [27] (Section 10.23) and (2.16) that

(M + tE)−p = f(Mt) =
1

2πi

∫

γ
f(z)(z −Mt)

−1 dz (2.17)

1

2πi

∫

γ
f(z)(z −Mt)

−2 dz =
1

2πi

∫

γ
f ′(z)(z −Mt)

−1 dz = f ′(Mt)

= −p(M + tE)−p−1 (2.18)

for all t ∈ [0, t0], where the first equality in (2.18) follows by Cauchy’s theorem. It further follows
from (2.17) by taking the derivative inside the path integral (dominated convergence theorem)
that

d

dt
(M + tE)−p

∣∣
t=0+

=
1

2πi

∫

γ
f(z)

d

dt
(z −Mt)

−1
∣∣
t=0+

dz,

=
1

2πi

∫

γ
f(z)(z −M)−1E(z −M)−1 dz (2.19)
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So, by taking the trace in (2.19) and using its invariance under cyclic permutations in conjunction
with (2.18) at t = 0, we see that

d

dt
tr((M + tE)−p)

∣∣
t=0+

=
1

2πi

∫

γ
f(z) tr

(
(z −M)−1E(z −M)−1

)
dz

= −p tr(M−p−1E), (2.20)

as desired. It remains to establish the local Lipschitz continuity of Rd×d
pd ∋ M 7→ M−p. So, let

M be a compact subset of Rd×d
pd . It then follows that

M ⊂ {M ∈ R
d×d
pd : c ≤M ≤ C} (2.21)

for some positive constants c, C ∈ (0,∞). It further follows by the holomorphic functional
calculus that

M−p −N−p =
1

2πi

∫

γ
z−p

(
(z −M)−1 − (z −N)−1

)
dz (M,N ∈ M) (2.22)

for the tank-shaped closed path γ in C\(−∞, 0] that connects the four points c+ic, C+ic, C−ic,
c − ic by two horizontal straight lines and, respectively, by two vertically oriented semi-circles.
Clearly, the length of that path is

l(γ) = 2(C − c) + 2πc/2 = 2(C − c) + πc (2.23)

and, moreover, the operator norm of the inverse of the matrices z − A for z on the path γ and
A ∈ M can be estimated as

∥∥(z −A)−1
∥∥ =

1

dist(z, σ(A))
≤

1

dist(z, [c, C])
≤

2

c
(z ∈ ran(γ) and A ∈ M) (2.24)

because the matrices A ∈ M are normal matrices with spectrum σ(A) ⊂ [c, C] by (2.21). Since
(z−M)−1− (z−N)−1 = (z−M)−1(N−M)(z−N)−1 we see from (2.22) with the help of (2.23)
and (2.24) that

∥∥M−p −N−p
∥∥ ≤

2(C − c) + πc

2π
(2/c)p+2 ‖N −M‖ (M,N ∈ M). (2.25)

And therefore, M ∋M 7→M−p is Lipschitz continuous, as desired. �

We finally turn to the notions of L-smoothness and µ-strong convexity [36], which are essential
for our convergence rate results. Suppose Ψ : C → R is a real-valued function on some convex
subset C of a normed real vector space V with norm ‖·‖. Also, let L ∈ [0,∞) and µ ∈ [0,∞) be
given numbers. Ψ is then called L-smooth w.r.t. ‖·‖ iff Ψ is differentiable in the sense defined
above and

Ψ(y)−Ψ(x)−DΨ(x)(y − x) ≤
L

2
‖y − x‖2 (x, y ∈ C). (2.26)

Similarly, Ψ is called µ-strongly convex w.r.t. ‖·‖ iff Ψ is differentiable in the sense defined above
and

Ψ(y)−Ψ(x)−DΨ(x)(y − x) ≥
µ

2
‖y − x‖2 (x, y ∈ C). (2.27)

It should be noted that by the assumed convexity of C, the derivatives DΨ(x)(y−x) = ∂y−xΨ(x)
appearing in the defining relations (2.26) and (2.27) are actually independent of the chosen
differentiable extension Ψ̃ of Ψ. See the remarks following (2.13). We close with a simple
sufficient condition for L-smoothness.
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Lemma 2.8. Suppose that Ψ : Rd×d
psd → R∪{∞} is a mapping such that Ψ|domΨ is differentiable.

Suppose further that M ⊂ domΨ is a convex subset and the derivative mapping M ∋ M 7→
DΨ(M) restricted to M is Lipschitz continuous, that is, there exists an L ∈ [0,∞) such that

∣∣(DΨ(M ′)−DΨ(M)
)
E
∣∣ ≤ L|M ′ −M ||E| (M,M ′ ∈ M and E ∈ R

d×d). (2.28)

Then Ψ|M is L-smooth w.r.t. | · |.

Proof. Since Ψ|domΨ is differentiable and M is a convex subset of domΨ by assumption, it follows
by (2.28) that [0, 1] ∋ t 7→ Ψ(M + t(N −M)) is continuously differentiable for all M,N ∈ M.
So, by the mean value theorem and (2.28), we conclude

Ψ(N)−Ψ(M)−DΨ(M)(N −M) ≤

∫ 1

0

∣∣(DΨ(M + t(N −M))−DΨ(M)
)
(N −M)

∣∣ dt

≤ L

∫ 1

0
t dt · |N −M |2 =

L

2
|N −M |2 (2.29)

for all M,N ∈ M. And therefore, Ψ|M is L-smooth w.r.t. | · |, as desired. �

2.2.2 Support and convergence of probability measures

As usual, a point x of some metric space X is called a support point of the probability measure
ξ ∈ Ξ(X) iff ξ(Bδ(x)) > 0 for every δ > 0 (where Bδ(x) denotes the open δ-ball around x in X,
of course). And accordingly, the set of all support points of a measure ξ ∈ Ξ(X) is called its
support, in short:

supp ξ := {x ∈ X : x is a support point of ξ}. (2.30)

Lemma 2.9. Suppose that X is a compact metric space and let ξ ∈ Ξ(X). Then supp ξ is the
largest closed subset C of X with ξ(X \ C) = 0. In particular,

ξ(A) = ξ(A ∩ supp ξ) (A ∈ BX). (2.31)

Additionally, if supp ξ is finite, then ξ({x}) > 0 for every x ∈ supp ξ and

ξ =
∑

x∈supp ξ

ξ({x})δx. (2.32)

Proof. As a compact metric space, X is in particular separable. Consequently, the first part of
the lemma (up until (2.31)) follows from Theorem II.2.1 of [20] (note that a measure in [20] is
always meant to be a probability measure, see the footnote in Section II.1 of [20]). Suppose now
that supp ξ is finite. Then, for every x ∈ supp ξ, there is a δ > 0 such that {x} = Bδ(x)∩ supp ξ
and therefore, by (2.31) and the definition of support points,

ξ({x}) = ξ
(
Bδ(x) ∩ supp ξ

)
= ξ

(
Bδ(x)

)
> 0.

Additionally, it follows by (2.31) that

ξ(A) = ξ(A ∩ supp ξ) =
∑

x∈supp ξ

ξ(A ∩ {x}) =
∑

x∈supp ξ

ξ({x})δx(A) (A ∈ BX)

and therefore (2.32) holds true. �

We recall that a sequence (ξn) of probability measures in Ξ(X) with some metric space X is
said to converge weakly (or in distribution) to a probability measure ξ ∈ Ξ(X) iff

∫

X
m(x) dξn(x) −→

∫

X
m(x) dξ(x) (n→ ∞) (2.33)

for every m ∈ Cb(X,R) := {bounded continuous functions X → R} (Section II.6 of [20]).

Lemma 2.10 (Prohorov). If X is a compact metric space, then Ξ(X) endowed with the weak
topology is a metrizable compact space. In particular, Ξ(X) is sequentially compact.

Proof. Invoke Theorem II.6.4 of [20] and recall that for metric spaces, compactness and sequential
compactness are equivalent (Theorem III.3.4 of [1]). �
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2.3 Common design criteria

In this section, we recall the design criteria Ψ that are most commonly used in practice and
record their monotonicity, convexity, continuity, and differentiability properties. In particular,
we establish the strong convexity of a large class of practically relevant design criteria.

2.3.1 Simple design criteria

We begin by discussing a scale of design criteria Ψp that comprises the D- and the A-criterion
as special cases. Specifically, Ψp is defined by

Ψ0(M) := log det(M−1) and Ψp(M) := (tr(M−p))1/p (p ∈ (0,∞)) (2.34)

for M ∈ R
d×d
pd and by

Ψp(M) := ∞ (p ∈ [0,∞)) (2.35)

for M ∈ R
d×d
psd \ Rd×d

pd . Commonly, Ψ0 and Ψ1 are called the (logarithmic) D-criterion and the

A-criterion, respectively. With the help of a spectral decomposition of a given M ∈ R
d×d
pd , we

immediately see that

Ψ0(M) = −
d∑

i=1

log(λi(M)) and Ψp(M) =

( d∑

i=1

λi(M)−p

)1/p

, (2.36)

where λ1(M), . . . , λd(M) are the eigenvalues of M counted according to their multiplicities and
ordered increasingly. It is also easy to verify that (1/d)Ψ0(M) = limpց0 log

(
(1/d)1/pΨp(M)

)

(just calculate the derivative of [0,∞) ∋ p 7→ log
(
(1/d)

∑d
i=1 λi(M

−1)p at p = 0).

Lemma 2.11. Suppose that p ∈ [0,∞) and R ∈ (0,∞). If M ∈ R
d×d
psd with Ψp(M) ≤ R, then

M ≥ µp,R(‖M‖), (2.37)

where µ0,R(‖M‖) := e−R ‖M‖−(d−1) and µp,R(‖M‖) := 1/R for p ∈ (0,∞).

Proof. Suppose first that p = 0 and that M ∈ R
d×d
psd with Ψ0(M) ≤ R < ∞. It then follows

by (2.34)-(2.36) that M ∈ R
d×d
pd and

log λi(M) ≥ −R−
∑

j 6=i

log λj(M) ≥ −R− (d− 1) log ‖M‖ (i ∈ {1, . . . , d}). (2.38)

And therefore we obtain the claimed estimate in the case p = 0 as follows:

M ≥ min{λi(M) : i ∈ {1, . . . , d}} ≥ e−R ‖M‖−(d−1) = µ0,R(‖M‖), (2.39)

Suppose now that p ∈ (0,∞) and that M ∈ R
d×d
psd with Ψp(M) ≤ R < ∞. It then follows

by (2.34)-(2.36) that M ∈ R
d×d
pd and

1/λi(M) ≤

( d∑

i=1

λi(M)−p

)1/p

≤ R (i ∈ {1, . . . , d}). (2.40)

And therefore we obtain

M ≥ min{λi(M) : i ∈ {1, . . . , d}} ≥ 1/R = µp,R(‖M‖), (2.41)

which is the claimed estimate in the case p ∈ (0,∞). �
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Proposition 2.12. Suppose that p ∈ [0,∞). Then Ψp is antitonic, strictly convex, and lower
semicontinuous with domΨp = R

d×d
pd . Additionally, the restriction Ψp|Rd×d

pd
is continuously dif-

ferentiable with derivative given by

DΨ0(M)E = − tr(M−1E) (2.42)

DΨp(M)E = −
(
tr(M−p)

)1/p−1
tr(M−p−1E) (p ∈ (0,∞)) (2.43)

for M ∈ R
d×d
pd and E ∈ R

d×d. In particular, the derivative map R
d×d
pd ∋M 7→ DΨp(M) is locally

Lipschitz continuous.

Proof. It is clear by the definition (2.34)-(2.35) that domΨp = R
d×d
pd and that Ψp|domΨp

is
continuous (Lemma 2.7) for p ∈ [0,∞). With this continuity property and Lemma 2.11, in
turn, the lower semicontinuity of Ψp for p ∈ [0,∞) easily follows. Also, the antitonicity of Ψp

for p ∈ [0,∞) immediately follows by (2.36) and the well-known isotonicity of the eigenvalue
maps M 7→ λi(M) for i ∈ {1, . . . , d} (Theorem 11.9 of [19]). In order to see the directional
differentiability of Ψp|domΨp

and the formulas (2.42) and (2.43), we have only to apply Lemma 2.7.
It is clear from (2.42) and (2.43) that

R
d×d ∋ E 7→ ∂EΨp(M) ∈ R

is a bounded linear map DΨp(M) for every M ∈ R
d×d
pd and that Rd×d

pd ∋M 7→ DΨp(M), in turn,
is continuous (Lemma 2.7). Consequently, Ψp|domΨp

is continuously (Fréchet) differentiable
by a standard differentiability criterion (Proposition 4.8 of [41], for instance). Additionally,
R
d×d
pd ∋ M 7→ DΨp(M) is locally Lipschitz continuous by the formulas (2.42) and (2.43) of

Lemma 2.7 and the last part of Lemma 2.7. It remains to establish the strict convexity of Ψp

for all p ∈ [0,∞). Strict convexity of Ψ0 follows by Theorem 11.25 in [19]. Convexity of Ψp in
the case p ∈ [1,∞) follows from (2.36) by noting first that

λi
(
(αM + (1− α)N)−1

)
≤ λi

(
αM−1 + (1− α)N−1

)
(i ∈ {1, . . . , d}) (2.44)

for arbitrary M,N ∈ R
d×d
pd and all α ∈ [0, 1] by virtue of the convexity of matrix inversion on

R
d×d
pd (Corollary V.2.6 of [4]) and by applying then the triangle inequality for the p-Schatten

norms (Theorem 11.26 of [19] which is valid for p ∈ [1,∞)) to the right-hand side of (2.44).
Strict convexity of Ψp for p ∈ [1,∞) can be seen as follows: for M 6= N and α = 1/2 one has
strict inequality in (2.44) for at least one i ∈ {1, . . . , d} (this follows by the explicit formula from
Exercise V.1.15 of [4]) and thus the same arguments as for mere convexity above yield strict
mid-point convexity which, in turn, proves strict convexity (Lemma 2.6). Strict convexity of Ψp

in the case p ∈ (0, 1) is stated in the first and second paragraph on page 864 of [17] – a proof of
this is indicated on page 863 (Case 2) of [17]. �

In some cases, one is interested in further generalizations of the design criteria Ψp, namely in
the design criteria Ψp,Q : Rd×d

psd → R ∪ {∞} defined by

Ψ0,Q(M) := log det(Q⊤M−Q) and Ψp,Q(M) := (tr(Q⊤M−Q)p)1/p (2.45)

for p ∈ (0,∞) and for all M ∈ R
d×d
psd with ran(Q) ⊂ ran(M) and defined by

Ψp,Q(M) := ∞ (p ∈ [0,∞)) (2.46)

else. See [17] or [22] (Section 5.1.2). In the above definitions, Q ∈ R
d×s with some s ≤ d and

M− denotes any generalized inverse of M (Section 9.1 of [12]), while ran(A) denotes the range
of a matrix A. Such design criteria arise, for instance, if one only wants to estimate a linear
function Q⊤θ of the model parameter (as opposed to the whole model parameter vector θ).
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Corollary 2.13. Suppose that p ∈ [0,∞) and Q ∈ R
d×s with full column rank rkQ = s ≤ d.

Then Ψp,Q is antitonic, convex, and lower semicontinuous. Additionally, the restriction Ψp,Q|Rd×d
pd

is continuously differentiable and the derivative map

R
d×d
pd ∋M 7→ DΨp,Q(M)

is locally Lipschitz continuous.

Proof. Since Q has full column rank s by assumption, it follows by Theorem 3.15 of [25] that
Ψp,Q can be expressed in terms of information matrices CQ(M) (Section 3.2 of [25]). Specifically,

Ψp,Q(M) = Ψp(CQ(M)) (M ∈ R
d×d
psd ). (2.47)

And from this representation, in turn, the antitonicity, convexity and lower semicontinuity of
Ψp,Q can be concluded using the corresponding properties of Ψp (Proposition 2.12) and of the
information matrix mapping CQ (Theorem 3.13 of [25]). (In order to obtain the lower semicon-
tinuity of Ψp,Q, assume Mn,M ∈ R

d×d
psd with Mn −→ M . Setting M ′

n := Mn + ‖M −Mn‖, we
observe that M ′

n −→ M as n → ∞ and that M ′
n ≥ M and hence CQ(M

′
n) ≥ CQ(M) for all

n ∈ N by Theorem 3.13 of [25]. Applying Theorem 3.13.b of [25] to (M ′
n), we then arrive at

the desired lower semicontinuity estimate, using the lower semicontinuity of Ψp in conjunction
with the antitonicity of Ψp and the estimate CQ(M

′
n) ≥ CQ(Mn).) Additionally, from (2.47), we

easily obtain the continuous differentiability of Ψp,Q|Rd×d
pd

and the local Lipschitz continuity of

the derivative map. We have only to use that

CQ(M) =
(
Q⊤M−1Q

)−1
∈ R

d×d
pd (M ∈ R

d×d
pd ) (2.48)

(Section 3.3 and Theorem 3.15 of [25]) and combine this with the continuous differentiability of
Ψp|Rd×d

pd
and the local Lipschitz continuity of the derivative map (Proposition 2.12). �

Sometimes it is more convenient to work with the modified design criteria Ψ̃p and Ψ̃0,Q defined
by

Ψ̃0(M) := Ψ0(M) and Ψ̃p(M) := (Ψp(M))p (p ∈ (0,∞)) (2.49)

and, respectively, by Ψ̃0,Q(M) := Ψ0,Q(M) and Ψ̃p,Q(M) := (Ψp,Q(M))p. See [38], for instance.
Since [0,∞) ∋ t 7→ tp is convex and monotonically increasing for p ∈ [1,∞), it follows by
Proposition 2.12 and Corollary 2.13 that for p ∈ [1,∞) the modified criteria Ψ̃p and Ψ̃p,Q are
antitonic, lower semicontinuous and convex as well. As we will show now, for p ∈ N0 the modified
criteria Ψ̃p are even strongly convex.

Corollary 2.14. Suppose C ∈ (0,∞) and let M := {A ∈ R
d×d
pd : A ≤ C}. Then Ψ̃p|M for every

p ∈ N0 is µ-strongly convex w.r.t. | · |, where µ := max{1, p}(p + 1)/Cp+2. In particular, Ψ0|M
and Ψ1|M are strongly convex.

Proof. Suppose p ∈ N0 and write Ψ := Ψ̃p and εp := max{1, p} for brevity. Also, let M,N ∈ M
and write E := N−M andMt :=M+tE for t ∈ [0, 1]. Since Ψ|domΨ is continuously differentiable
(Proposition 2.12) and M is a convex subset of domΨ = R

d×d
pd , it follows by the mean value

theorem that

Ψ(N)−Ψ(M)−DΨ(M)(N −M) =

∫ 1

0

(
DΨ(Mt)−DΨ(M)

)
E dt

= εp

∫ 1

0
tr
(
(M−p−1 −M−p−1

t )E
)
dt = εp

p+1∑

q=1

∫ 1

0
t · tr

(
M−qEM

−(p+2−q)
t E

)
dt, (2.50)
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where we used that DΨ(A)E = −εp tr(A
−p−1E) for A ∈ R

d×d
pd (Lemma 2.7) and that

M−p−1 −M−p−1
t = t

p+1∑

q=1

M−qEM
−(p+2−q)
t

for all t ∈ [0, 1] (induction over p ∈ N0). Since M,Mt ∈ M, it further follows that

M−k
t ≥ C−k and M−k ≥ C−k (k ∈ N and t ∈ [0, 1]). (2.51)

With the help of cyclic permutations under the trace and of (2.51) we conclude that

tr
(
M−qEM

−(p+2−q)
t E

)
= tr

(
(EM−q/2)⊤M

−(p+2−q)
t EM−q/2

)

≥ C−(p+2−q) · tr
(
(EM−q/2)⊤EM−q/2

)
= C−(p+2−q) · tr

(
EM−qE

)

≥ C−(p+2−q)C−q · tr(E2) = C−(p+2)|E|2 (2.52)

for every t ∈ [0, 1] and q ∈ {1, . . . , p+1}. Inserting now (2.52) into (2.50), we immediately obtain
the claimed εp(p+ 1)/Cp+2-strong convexity of Ψ̃p|M w.r.t. | · |. �

2.3.2 Composite design criteria

We now discuss three common ways of constructing new design criteria from more basic ones,
namely (i) incorporating information from a previous stage, (ii) taking averages, and (iii) taking
suprema. In the case of (i), one speaks of two-stage design criteria. Important special cases of
(ii) and (iii) are the weighted A-criterion (2.57) and the E-criterion (2.60).

Proposition 2.15. Suppose that Ψ : Rd×d
psd → R ∪ {∞} is any mapping (design criterion) and

let M0 ∈ R
d×d
psd and α ∈ [0, 1). Also, let Ψ(α) : Rd×d

psd → R ∪ {∞} be the corresponding two-stage
design criterion, that is,

Ψ(α)(M) := Ψ
(
αM0 + (1− α)M

)
(M ∈ R

d×d
psd ). (2.53)

Convexity, lower semicontinuity and antitonicity then carry over from Ψ to Ψ(α). Additionally,
if Ψ|domΨ is differentiable, then Ψ(α)|domΨ(α) is differentiable as well with derivative given by

DΨ(α)(M)E = (1− α)DΨ
(
αM0 + (1− α)M

)
E (M ∈ domΨ(α) and E ∈ R

d×d). (2.54)

Proof. Straightforward verifications using our definition of differentiability and of derivatives of
functions on arbitrary (not necessarily open) subsets of the vector space R

d×d. See the remarks
around (2.13). �

Proposition 2.16. Suppose that Ψu : Rd×d
psd → R∪{∞} is convex with domΨu = R

d×d
pd for every

u ∈ U , where U is a compact metric space. Suppose further that Rd×d
pd ×U ∋ (M,u) 7→ Ψu(M) ∈

R is continuous and that Ψ : Rd×d
psd → R ∪ {∞} is an average of the Ψu, that is,

Ψ(M) :=

∫

U
Ψu(M) dζ(u) (M ∈ R

d×d
psd ) (2.55)

with some finite measure ζ on BU . Then Ψ|
R
d×d
pd

is convex and continuous and domΨ = R
d×d
pd .

Additionally, the following assertions hold true:

(i) If Ψu is antitonic for every u ∈ U , then Ψ is antitonic as well.

(ii) If Ψu is lower semicontinuous and antitonic for every u ∈ U , then Ψ is lower semicontin-
uous as well.
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(iii) If Ψu|Rd×d
pd

is directionally differentiable uniformly w.r.t. u ∈ U , then Ψ|
R
d×d
pd

is directionally

differentiable as well with

∂EΨ(M) =

∫

U
∂EΨu(M) dζ(u) (M ∈ R

d×d
pd and E ∈ R

d×d). (2.56)

Proof. Simple verification using Fatou’s lemma in the version for a sequence of measurable, not
necessarily non-negative, functions with an integrable minorant. (At first glance, the antitonicity
assumption in (ii) might seem superfluous. We impose it because then for every convergent
sequence (Mn) in R

d×d
psd , we have

Ψu(Mn) ≥ Ψu(C) (n ∈ N and u ∈ U),

where C ∈ R
d×d
pd is an arbitrary positive definite upper bound of theMn w.r.t. the standard partial

order on R
d×d
psd . And therefore u 7→ Ψu(C) is a continuous, hence ζ-integrable, minorant of the

functions u 7→ Ψu(Mn), whence Fatou’s lemma in the mentioned version can be applied.) �

As a simple application of the above result, one can derive standard properties of the weighted
A-criterion defined by

ΨW (M) :=

{
tr(WM−1), M ∈ R

d×d
pd

∞, M ∈ R
d×d
psd \ Rd×d

pd

, (2.57)

where W ∈ R
d×d
psd is some fixed positive semidefinite matrix.

Proposition 2.17. Suppose that Ψu : Rd×d
psd → R∪{∞} is convex with domΨu = R

d×d
pd for every

u ∈ U , where U is a compact metric space. Suppose further that Rd×d
pd ×U ∋ (M,u) 7→ Ψu(M) ∈

R is continuous and that Ψ : Rd×d
psd → R ∪ {∞} is the supremum of the Ψu, that is,

Ψ(M) := sup
u∈U

Ψu(M) (M ∈ R
d×d
psd ). (2.58)

Then Ψ|
R
d×d
pd

is convex and continuous and domΨ = R
d×d
pd . Additionally, the following assertions

hold true:

(i) If Ψu is antitonic for every u ∈ U , then Ψ is antitonic as well.

(ii) If Ψu is lower semicontinuous for every u ∈ U , then Ψ is lower semicontinuous as well.

(iii) If Ψu|Rd×d
pd

is directionally differentiable uniformly w.r.t. u ∈ U , then Ψ|
R
d×d
pd

is directionally

differentiable as well with

∂EΨ(M) = sup
u∈U(M)

∂EΨu(M) (M ∈ R
d×d
pd and E ∈ R

d×d), (2.59)

where U(M) := argmaxu∈U Ψu(M) = {u ∈ U : Ψu(M) = Ψ(M)}.

Proof. Simple verification using Theorem 3.2 from [23] in the slightly generalized version where
the normed space B is replaced by an open subset of a normed space. (It is easy to see that the
proofs in [23] remain valid in this more general situation.) �

As a simple application of the above result, one can derive standard properties of the E-criterion
defined by

Ψ∞(M) :=

{
λmax(M

−1), M ∈ R
d×d
pd

∞, M ∈ R
d×d
psd \ Rd×d

pd

, (2.60)

where λmax(M
−1) = 1/λmin(M) denotes the largest eigenvalue of M−1. In view of (2.36) it is

clear that Ψ∞(M) = limp→∞Ψp(M) for every M ∈ R
d×d
psd , explaining the notation Ψ∞.
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2.4 Solvability of optimal design problems

In this section, we address the solvability of optimal design problems or, more precisely, of optimal
design problems of the form

min
ξ∈Ξ(X)

Ψ(M(ξ)), (2.61)

where Ψ is an appropriate design criterion, X is the design space, Ξ(X) is the set of probability
measures on BX , and M(ξ) is the information matrix of the design ξ. A design ξ∗ ∈ Ξ(X) is
called an ε-optimal design for Ψ ◦M iff it is an ε-approximate solution to (2.61), that is,

Ψ(M(ξ∗)) ≤ inf
ξ∈Ξ(X)

Ψ(M(ξ)) + ε. (2.62)

In particular, a design ξ∗ is called an optimal design for Ψ ◦M iff it is a solution to (2.61) or,
in other words, iff it is an ε-optimal design with ε = 0. In all results to come, we will need the
following basic assumptions on the design space X and the information matrices M(ξ).

Condition 2.18. X is a compact metric space, m ∈ C(X,Rd×d
psd ), and M : Ξ(X) → R

d×d
psd is the

corresponding information matrix map defined by

M(ξ) =

∫

X
m(x) dξ(x) (ξ ∈ Ξ(X)). (2.63)

Lemma 2.19. Suppose that Condition 2.18 is satisfied. Then for every M ∈ M(Ξ(X)), there
exists a design ξ0 ∈ Ξ(X) with at most d(d + 1)/2 + 1 support points such that M(ξ0) = M .
Additionally, for every boundary point M ∈ ∂M(Ξ(X)), there even exists a design ξ0 ∈ Ξ(X)
with at most d(d+ 1)/2 support points such that M(ξ0) =M .

Proof. Consider the set S := {m(x) : x ∈ X}. Since X is compact and m ∈ C(X,Rd×d
psd ), S is a

compact subset of the vector space V := R
d×d
sym . Additionally, m is easily seen to be a uniform

limit of BX-measurable functions mk with finitely many values in S. (Indeed, the mk can be
constructed in a similar way as in Corollary X.1.13 of [1].) Consequently, for every ξ ∈ Ξ(X),
we have

M(ξ) =

∫

X
m(x) dξ(x) = lim

k→∞

∫

X
mk(x) dξ(x) ∈ conv(S) = conv(S), (2.64)

where the last equality follows by Theorem 17.2 of [26]. And conversely, for every convex com-
biniation

∑n
i=1 wim(xi) ∈ conv(S), we have

n∑

i=1

wim(xi) =M(ξ) ∈M(Ξ(X)) for ξ :=

n∑

i=1

wiδxi
∈ Ξ(X). (2.65)

So, combining (2.64) and (2.65), we see that

M(Ξ(X)) = {M(ξ) : ξ ∈ Ξ(X)} = conv(S) ⊂ V. (2.66)

And therefore the assertions follow by virtue of Lemma 2.5 from (2.65) and (2.66), taking into
account that dimV = d(d+1)/2 and that conv(S)∩ ∂ conv(S) = ∂ conv(S) by the last equality
in (2.64). �

With the above preliminaries, one easily obtains the following existence result for optimal
designs.

Theorem 2.20. Suppose that Condition 2.18 is satisfied and that Ψ : Rd×d
psd → R∪{∞} is lower

semicontinuous. Then there exists an optimal design for Ψ ◦M with at most d(d + 1)/2 + 1
support points. If, in addition, Ψ is antitonic, then there even exists an optimal design for Ψ◦M
with at most d(d+ 1)/2 support points.
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Proof. As a first step, we show that there exists an optimal design for Ψ ◦M at all. Indeed, let
(ξn) be a minimizing sequence for Ψ ◦M , that is, ξn ∈ Ξ(X) and

Ψ(M(ξn)) −→ inf
ξ∈Ξ(X)

Ψ(M(ξ)) (n→ ∞). (2.67)

Since Ξ(X) is sequentially compact (Lemma 2.10), there exists a subsequence (ξnk) and a ξ∗

such that

ξ∗ ∈ Ξ(X) and ξnk −→ ξ∗ (k → ∞). (2.68)

Since m ∈ C(X,Rd×d
psd ) = Cb(X,R

d×d
psd ), the relation (2.68) also implies

M(ξnk) =

∫

X
m(x) dξnk(x) −→

∫

X
m(x) dξ∗(x) =M(ξ∗) (k → ∞). (2.69)

Since, moreover, Ψ is lower semicontinuous, it follows from (2.69) that

Ψ(M(ξ∗)) ≤ lim inf
k→∞

Ψ(M(ξnk)). (2.70)

Inserting now (2.67) and (2.68.a) into (2.70), we finally obtain

inf
ξ∈Ξ(X)

Ψ(M(ξ)) ≤ Ψ(M(ξ∗)) ≤ lim inf
k→∞

Ψ(M(ξnk)) = inf
ξ∈Ξ(X)

Ψ(M(ξ)) (2.71)

and therefore ξ∗ is an optimal design for Ψ ◦M , as desired.

As a second step, we show that there also exists an optimal design ξ∗ for Ψ ◦M with at most
d(d+1)/2+1 support points. Indeed, let ξ∗ be an arbitrary an optimal design for Ψ ◦M (which
exists by the first step). Lemma 2.19 then yields a design ξ∗0 with at most d(d+1)/2+1 support
points such that

M(ξ∗0) =M(ξ∗) (2.72)

In view of (2.72) and the optimality of ξ∗, the finitely supported design ξ∗0 is optimal for Ψ ◦M
as well, as desired.

As a third and last step, we show that under the additional antitonicity assumption there even
exists an optimal design ξ∗ with at most d(d + 1)/2 support points. Indeed, let the additional
antitonicity assumption be satisfied and let ξ∗ be an arbitrary optimal design for Ψ ◦M (which
exists by the first step). Since M(ξ∗) ∈ M(Ξ(X)) and M(Ξ(X)) is compact, there exists an
α∗ ∈ [0,∞)

M(ξ∗) + α∗I ∈ ∂M(Ξ(X)) ⊂M(Ξ(X)), (2.73)

where I denotes the identity matrix, and therefore there also exists a ξ∗∗ ∈ Ξ(X) such that

M(ξ∗∗) =M(ξ∗) + α∗I ∈ ∂M(Ξ(X)). (2.74)

In view of the antitonicity of Ψ and the optimality of ξ∗, we conclude from (2.74) that ξ∗∗ is
an optimal design for Ψ ◦M with M(ξ∗∗) ∈ ∂M(Ξ(X)). Applying now Lemma 2.19 to M(ξ∗∗),
we see that there also exists an optimal design ξ∗0 with at most d(d + 1)/2 support points, as
desired. �

We point out that the lower semicontinuity assumption of the above theorem cannot be
dropped. Indeed, as we will show in the next example, the optimal design problem for the
weighted A-criterion (2.57) (with non-positive-definite weight matrix W ) has no solution, in
general. In particular, the existence statement of Theorem 2.2 from [10] is false as it stands.
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Example 2.21. Consider a discrete metric space X := {x1, x2} consisting of two elements and
let m : X → R

2×2
psd be defined by

m(x1) := diag(1, 0) and m(x2) := diag(0, 1). (2.75)

Also, let Ψ : R2×2
psd → R ∪ {∞} be defined by

Ψ(M) := e⊤1 M
−1e1 (M ∈ R

2×2
pd ) and Ψ(M) := ∞ (M ∈ R

2×2
psd \ R2×2

pd ), (2.76)

where e1 := (1, 0)⊤ ∈ R
2. In other words, Ψ is the weighted A-criterion (2.57) with weight

matrix W being the orthogonal projection on e1. With these definitions, it is easy to see that
all assumptions of the existence theorem (Theorem 2.2) of [10] are satisfied, but there exists
no optimal design for Ψ ◦M (because Ψ fails to satisfy the lower semicontinuity assumption of
our existence theorem above). Indeed, the assumptions from [10] are satisfied because X is a
compact metric space, m ∈ C(X,R2×2

psd ), and Ψ is antitonic, convex with domΨ = R
2×2
pd and

because Ψ|
R
2×2
pd

is continuous and directionally differentiable with

lim
tց0

Ψ
(
M + t(M(η)−M)

)
−Ψ(M)

t
= ∂M(η)−MΨ(M) =

∫

X
ψ(M,x) dη(x) (2.77)

for every M ∈ R
2×2
pd and η ∈ Ξ(X), where ψ(M,x) := e⊤1 M

−1e1 − e⊤1 M
−1m(x)M−1e1. Addi-

tionally,

M(Ξ(X)) = {M(ξ) : ξ ∈ Ξ(X)} = {diag(a, 1− a) : a ∈ [0, 1]} (2.78)

because Ξ(X) = {aδx1 + (1− a)δx2 : a ∈ [0, 1]} (Lemma 2.9). So, by (2.76) and (2.78),

{Ψ(M(ξ)) : ξ ∈ Ξ(X)} = {1/a : a ∈ (0, 1)} ∪ {∞} (2.79)

and therefore

inf
ξ∈Ξ(X)

Ψ(M(ξ)) = 1 < Ψ(M(ξ∗)) (ξ∗ ∈ Ξ(X)). (2.80)

Consequently, there exists no optimal design for Ψ ◦M , as claimed.

2.5 Characterization of optimal designs

In this section, we record well-known characterizations of optimal and approximately optimal
designs in terms of the so-called sensitivity function ψ of Ψ|domΨ [16, 10, 22]. In other words,
we derive necessary and sufficient conditions for a design ξ∗ to be ε-optimal for Ψ ◦M , in terms
of the sensitivity function of Ψ|domΨ. As before, we assume that X is a compact metric space,
m ∈ C(X,Rd×d

psd ),

M : Ξ(X) → R
d×d
psd , M(ξ) :=

∫

X
m(x) dξ(x) (2.81)

is the corresponding information matrix map (Condition 2.18) and that Ψ : Rd×d
psd → R ∪ {∞}

is the considered design criterion. A function ψ : domΨ × X → R is then called a sensitivity
function of Ψ|domΨ w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)) iff for every M ∈ domΨ and every η ∈ Ξ(X), the function
ψ(M, ·) is η-integrable and

Ψ
(
M + t(M(η) −M)

)
−Ψ(M)

t
−→

∫

X
ψ(M,x) dη(x) (t ց 0). (2.82)

Additionally, we call the restriction Ψ|domΨ of the design criterion directionally differentiable
w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)) iff there exists a sensitivity function ψ for Ψ|domΨ w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)).
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It is clear by the definition (2.82) that if for a given design criterion Ψ there exists any
sensitivity function ψ w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)), then it is necessarily unique. (Simply consider (2.82)
with all point measures η := δx for x ∈ X.) It is also clear by the definition (2.82) that if Ψ|domΨ

is directionally differentiable w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)), then domΨ is directionally open w.r.t. M(Ξ(X))
in the following sense: for every M ∈ domΨ and every η ∈ Ξ(X), there exists a t∗ ∈ (0, 1] such
that

M + t(M(η) −M) ∈ domΨ (t ∈ [0, t∗]). (2.83)

And finally, it is clear by the definition (2.82) that if Ψ|domΨ is directionally differentiable
w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)), then for every ξ ∈ domΨ◦M and every η ∈ Ξ(X) the function (Ψ◦M)|domΨ◦M

is directionally differentiable at ξ in the direction η−ξ in the usual sense (2.12) and the directional
derivative ∂η−ξ(Ψ ◦M)(ξ) takes the specific integral form

∂η−ξ(Ψ ◦M)(ξ) =

∫

X
ψ(M(ξ), x) dη(x). (2.84)

As the next lemma shows, directional differentiability w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)) follows from differentia-
bility and thus is a mild condition.

Lemma 2.22. Suppose that Condition 2.18 is satisfied and that Ψ : Rd×d
psd → R∪{∞} is a design

criterion such that domΨ is directionally open w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)) and Ψ|domΨ is differentiable.
Then Ψ|domΨ is directionally differentiable w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)) with sensitivity function ψ given by

ψ(M,x) = DΨ(M)(m(x) −M) (M ∈ domΨ and x ∈ X). (2.85)

Proof. Suppose M ∈ domΨ and η ∈ Ξ(X). Since domΨ is directionally open w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)),
there exists a t∗ ∈ (0, 1] such that M+ t(M(η)−M) ∈ domΨ for every t ∈ [0, t∗]. And therefore,
by the differentiability of Ψ|domΨ and by (2.81),

Ψ(M + t(M(η)−M))−Ψ(M)

t
−→ DΨ(M)

(
M(η) −M

)

=

∫

X
DΨ(M)

(
m(x)−M

)
dη(x) (tց 0). (2.86)

Consequently, domΨ ×X ∋ (M,x) 7→ ψ(M,x) := DΨ(M)(m(x) −M) is a sensitivity function
for Ψ|domΨ, as desired. �

Example 2.23. Suppose that Condition 2.18 is satisfied. Also, let M0 ∈ R
d×d
psd and α ∈ [0, 1)

and p ∈ [0,∞) and let Ψ
(α)
p be the two-stage design criterion defined by

Ψ(α)
p (M) := Ψp(αM

0 + (1− α)M) (M ∈ R
d×d
psd ). (2.87)

Since domΨp = R
d×d
pd is an open subset of Rd×d, it is straightforward to verify that domΨ

(α)
p is

directionally open w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)). Since, moreover, Ψ
(α)
p restricted to its domain is differentiable

(Proposition 2.12 and Proposition 2.15), it follows by Lemma 2.22 that the two-stage design

criterion is directionally differentiable w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)) with sensitivity function ψ
(α)
p : domΨ

(α)
p ×

X → R given by

ψ(α)
p (M,x) = (1− α)DΨp(M

(α))(m(x) −M) (2.88)

where M (α) := αM0 + (1− α)M . In view of (2.42) and (2.43), this implies that

ψ
(α)
0 (M,x) = (1− α) tr

(
(M (α))−1(M −m(x))

)
(p = 0) (2.89)

ψ(α)
p (M,x) = (1− α)

(
tr((M (α))−p)

)1/p−1
tr((M (α))−p−1(M −m(x))

)
(p ∈ (0,∞)). (2.90)
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It follows from these formulas that the sensitivity function ψ
(α)
p is locally Lipschitz continuous

w.r.t. M ∈ domΨ
(α)
p uniformly w.r.t. x ∈ X. Indeed, this follows from (2.89) and (2.90) by the

local Lipschitz continuity of the maps R
d×d
pd ∋M 7→M−q1 (Lemma 2.7) and (0,∞) ∋ t 7→ tq2 for

q1 ∈ [0,∞) and q2 ∈ R and by the simple estimate

tr(AB) = tr(B1/2AB1/2) ≤ ‖A‖ tr(B) (A,B ∈ R
d×d
psd ). (2.91)

Theorem 2.24. Suppose that Condition 2.18 is satisfied and that Ψ : Rd×d
psd → R∪{∞} is convex.

Suppose further that Ψ|domΨ is directionally differentiable w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)) and that

Ξfin(X) := domΨ ◦M = {ξ ∈ Ξ(X) : Ψ(M(ξ)) <∞} (2.92)

is non-empty. Then for every ε ∈ [0,∞) the following two assertions are equivalent:

(i) ξ∗ is an ε-optimal design for Ψ ◦M

(ii) ξ∗ ∈ Ξfin(X) and ψ(M(ξ∗), x) ≥ −ε for every x ∈ X.

Additionally, for every optimal design ξ∗ for Ψ ◦M , one has ψ(M(ξ∗), x) = 0 for ξ∗-a.e. x ∈ X.
In particular, for every optimal design ξ∗ with finite support, one has ψ(M(ξ∗), x) = 0 for every
x ∈ supp ξ∗.

Proof. Suppose first that assertion (i) is satisfied. Since Ξfin(X) 6= ∅, we immediately obtain
Ψ(M(ξ∗)) = minξ∈Ξ(X)Ψ(M(ξ)) <∞ and thus

ξ∗ ∈ domΨ ◦M = Ξfin(X). (2.93)

Since ξ∗ is an ε-optimal design for Ψ ◦M and (1 − t)ξ∗ + tδx ∈ Ξ(X) for every t ∈ [0, 1] and
x ∈ X, it follows that

Ψ
(
M((1− t)ξ∗ + tδx))

)
−Ψ(M(ξ∗)) ≥ −ε (t ∈ [0, 1] and x ∈ X) (2.94)

Since, moreover, ψ is a sensitivity function of Ψ|domΨ, it further follows by (2.94) that

ψ(M(ξ∗), x) =

∫

X
ψ(M(ξ∗), x′) dδx(x

′)

= lim
tց0

Ψ
(
M((1 − t)ξ∗ + tδx))

)
−Ψ(M(ξ∗))

t
≥ −ε (x ∈ X). (2.95)

In view of (2.93) and (2.95), assertion (ii) is now clear. Suppose now, conversely, that assertion (ii)
is satisfied. Since Ψ is convex, it follows that

Ψ
(
(1− t)M(ξ∗) + tM(η))

)
−Ψ(M(ξ∗))

t
≤ Ψ(M(η)) −Ψ(M(ξ∗)) (2.96)

for every η ∈ Ξ(X) and every t ∈ (0, 1]. Since, moreover, ψ is a sensitivity function for Ψ|domΨ

and since M(ξ∗) ∈ domΨ and ψ(M(ξ∗), x) ≥ −ε for all x ∈ X by the assumed assertion (ii), it
further follows by (2.96) that

−ε ≤

∫

X
ψ(M(ξ∗), x) dη(x) = lim

tց0

Ψ
(
(1− t)M(ξ∗) + tM(η))

)
−Ψ(M(ξ∗))

t

≤ Ψ(M(η)) −Ψ(M(ξ∗)) (η ∈ Ξ(X)). (2.97)

Consequently, ξ∗ is an ε-optimal design for Ψ ◦M , that is, assertion (i) is satisfied. We have
thus established the equivalence of assertions (i) and (ii) and it remains to prove the additional
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statement of the theorem. So, let ξ∗ be any optimal design for Ψ ◦M . It then follows by the
equivalence just established that

M(ξ∗) ∈ domΨ and ψ(M(ξ∗), x) ≥ 0 (x ∈ X). (2.98)

Consider now the sets Zn := {x ∈ X : ψ(M(ξ∗), x) ≥ 1/n} for n ∈ N. Since ψ is a sensitivity
function for Ψ|domΨ, we see from (2.98) that Zn ∈ BX and that

0 ≤ (1/n) · ξ∗(Zn) ≤

∫

Zn

ψ(M(ξ∗), x) dξ∗(x) ≤

∫

X
ψ(M(ξ∗), x) dξ∗(x) = 0 (n ∈ N), (2.99)

where for the last inequality we used (2.98.b) and for the last equality we used (2.82). Conse-
quently, Zn is a ξ∗-nullset for every n ∈ N and therefore

{x ∈ X : ψ(M(ξ∗), x) 6= 0} = {x ∈ X : ψ(M(ξ∗), x) > 0} =
⋃

n∈N

Zn (2.100)

is a ξ∗-nullset as well, which proves the first part of the additional statement. In order to prove
also the second part of the additional statement, let ξ∗ be a an optimal design for Ψ ◦M with
finite support. We then have, on the one hand, that

Z := {x ∈ supp ξ∗ : ψ(M(ξ∗), x) 6= 0} ⊂ supp ξ∗ (2.101)

is a ξ∗-nullset by the statement just proven and, on the other hand, that ξ∗({x}) > 0 for all
x ∈ supp ξ∗ by Lemma 2.9. Consequently, Z must be the empty set, which proves the final
statement. �

3 Adaptive discretization algorithms to compute optimal designs

In this section, we introduce our adaptive discretization algorithms for the computation of opti-
mal and approximately optimal designs, which refine and improve the algorithm from [38]. After
introducing the algorithms, we establish our various termination, convergence and convergence
rate results on them. In very rough terms, our algorithms work as follows. In each iteration of
the algorithms, a discretized version

min
ξ∈Ξ(Xk)

Ψ(M(ξ)) (3.1)

of (2.61) is solved up to some optimality tolerance δk. In this discretized optimal design prob-
lem (3.1), the discretization Xk is a finite subset of X that is adaptively updated in the following
sense: the new discretization Xk+1 depends on how much the solution ξk computed for (3.1)
violates the necessary and sufficient ε-optimality condition

min
x∈X

ψ(M(ξk), x) ≥ −ε (3.2)

for ξk (Theorem 2.24). In contrast to the results from the previous sections, we now also have
to impose a continuity assumption on the sensitivity functions ψ. As was pointed out above
(Example 2.23), this additional continuity assumption is satisfied for all standard design criteria
Ψp with p ∈ [0,∞).

Condition 3.1. Condition 2.18 is satisfied and Ψ : R
d×d
psd → R ∪ {∞} is convex and lower

semicontinuous with

Ξfin(X) := domΨ ◦M 6= ∅. (3.3)

Condition 3.2. Ψ|domΨ is directionally differentiable w.r.t. M(Ξ(X)) with a continuous sensi-
tivity function ψ.
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Condition 3.3. Ψ|domΨ is continuously differentiable and domΨ is directionally open w.r.t.
M(Ξ(X)).

Lemma 3.4. (i) If Condition 3.1 is satisfied, then there exists a finite subset X0 of X with

Ξfin(X
0) := {ξ ∈ Ξ(X0) : Ψ(M(ξ)) <∞} 6= ∅ (3.4)

(ii) If Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied, then the map (Ψ ◦M)|Ξfin(X) is continuous.

Proof. In order see assertion (i), choose an optimal design ξ0 for Ψ ◦ M with finite support
(Theorem 2.20). It is then clear by (3.3) that X0 := supp ξ0 is a finite set satisfying (3.4). In
order to see assertion (ii), let ξn, ξ ∈ Ξfin(X) with ξn −→ ξ as n → ∞. It then follows by the
assumed convexity of Ψ, using the same arguments as for (2.96), that

Ψ(M(ξn))−Ψ(M(ξ)) ≤ −

∫

X
ψ(M(ξn), x) dξ(x)

Ψ(M(ξ)) −Ψ(M(ξn)) ≤ −

∫

X
ψ(M(ξ), x) dξn(x)

for all n ∈ N. Consequently,

|Ψ(M(ξn))−Ψ(M(ξ))| ≤ max

{
−

∫

X
ψ(M(ξn), x) dξ(x),−

∫

X
ψ(M(ξ), x) dξn(x)

}
(3.5)

for all n ∈ N. Since by assumption ψ(M(·), x) is continuous for every x ∈ X and ψ(M(ξ), ·) is
a bounded continuous function, we conclude with the dominated convergence theorem that the
right-hand side of (3.5) converges to

∫

X
ψ(M(ξ), x) dξ(x) = 0 (3.6)

as n → ∞. So, the same is true for the left-hand side of (3.5), whence Ψ(M(ξn)) −→ Ψ(M(ξ))
as n→ ∞, as desired. �

3.1 Adaptive discretization algorithms without exchange

We begin with two algorithms without exchange, where the discretization sets Xk get larger and
larger from iteration to iteration:

Xk ⊂ Xk+1 (3.7)

for all iteration indices k.

Algorithm 3.5. Input: a finite subset X0 of X and optimality tolerances ε, δk, δk ∈ [0,∞).
Initialize k = 0 and then proceed in the following steps.

1. Compute a δk-approximate solution ξk ∈ Ξ(Xk) of the discretized optimal design problem

min
ξ∈Ξ(Xk)

Ψ(M(ξ)) (3.8)

2. Compute a δk-approximate solution xk ∈ X of the strongest optimality violator problem

min
x∈X

ψ(M(ξk), x). (3.9)

If ψ(M(ξk), xk) < −ε + δk, then set Xk+1 := Xk ∪ {xk} and return to Step 1 with k
replaced by k + 1. If ψ(M(ξk), xk) ≥ −ε+ δk, then terminate.
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Algorithm 3.6. Input: a finite subset X0 of X and optimality tolerances ε, δk ∈ [0,∞). Ini-
tialize k = 0 and then proceed in the following steps.

1. Compute a δk-approximate solution ξk ∈ Ξ(Xk) of the discretized optimal design problem

min
ξ∈Ξ(Xk)

Ψ(M(ξ)) (3.10)

2. Search for a violator of the ε-optimality condition for ξk, that is, for a point xk in the set

{x ∈ X : ψ(M(ξk), x) < −ε}. (3.11)

If such a point xk is found, then set Xk+1 := Xk ∪ {xk} and return to Step 1 with k
replaced by k+1. If no such point can possibly be found (that is, the set (3.11) is empty),
then terminate.

We first convince ourselves that for a suitable initial discretization X0 all the optimization
problems encountered in the course of Algorithm 3.5 or 3.6 are solvable and that the sequence
(Ψ(M(ξk)) of optimal values is bounded above.

Lemma 3.7. Suppose that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied and that X0 is a finite subset
of X with (3.4) and ε, δk, δk ∈ [0,∞) are arbitrary optimality tolerances. Then all optimization
problems in Algorithm 3.5 and 3.6 are solvable and, for the (possibly finite) sequence (ξk)k∈K of
iterates generated by Algorithm 3.5 or 3.6, one has

Ψ(M(ξl)) ≤ Ψ(M(ξk)) + δl (k, l ∈ K with k < l). (3.12)

In particular, ξk ∈ Ξfin(X) and Ψ(M(ξk)) ≤ Ψ(M(ξ0)) + δk for all k ∈ K.

Proof. It is straightforward to see by induction over K that for every iteration index k ∈ K the
following statements are true: (i) the discretized design problem (3.8) or (3.10), respectively,
has a solution (so that ξk is well-defined also when δk = 0), (ii) if k 6= 0, then Ψ(M(ξk)) ≤
Ψ(M(ξk−1))+ δk, (iii) ξk ∈ Ξfin(X), and (iv) the strongest violator problem (3.9) has a solution.
Consequently, it only remains to prove (3.12), but this is straightforward as well. Indeed, by
the algorithms’ progressively refining updating rule, we have for every k < l that Xk ⊂ X l and
therefore ξk ∈ Ξ(X l), which implies (3.12) by the δl-approximate solution property of ξl. �

Lemma 3.8. Suppose that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied. Suppose further that X0 is a
finite subset of X satisfying (3.4) and that (ξk)k∈K is generated by Algorithm 3.5 or 3.6 with
such an X0 and arbitrary optimality tolerances ε, δk, δk ∈ [0,∞) such that (δk) is bounded.

(i) If (ξk) is terminating, then it terminates at an ε-optimal design for Ψ ◦M .

(ii) If (ξk) is non-terminating, then every accumuluation point ξ∗ of (ξk) belongs to Ξfin(X).

Proof. (i) Suppose that (ξk)k∈K is terminating, that is, K = {0, . . . , k∗} for some terminal index
k∗ ∈ N0. It then follows by Lemma 3.7 and by the termination rules of Algorithm 3.5 and 3.6,
respectively, that

ξk
∗

∈ Ξfin(X) and min
x∈X

ψ(M(ξk
∗

), x) ≥ −ε. (3.13)

And therefore, ξk
∗

is an ε-optimal design for Ψ ◦M by virtue of Theorem 2.24, as desired.

(ii) Suppose now that (ξk)k∈K is non-terminating, that is, K = N0. Also, let ξ∗ be any
accumulation point of (ξk) and let (ξkl) be any subsequence with ξkl −→ ξ∗ as l → ∞. Since
Ψ is lower semicontinuous, it follows by the final boundedness statement of Lemma 3.7 and the
assumed boundedness of (δk) that Ψ(M(ξ∗)) <∞ and therefore ξ∗ ∈ Ξfin(X), as desired. �
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With these preparations at hand, we can now show that Algorithm 3.5 or 3.6 applied with a
tolerance ε > 0 is guaranteed to terminate, namely at an ε-optimal design for Ψ◦M . Additionally,
if instead of the mere continuity assumption, the sensitivity function is assumed to be locally
Lipschitz continuous uniformly w.r.t. x ∈ X, then the number of iterations until termination
can also be bounded above, namely in terms of packing numbers [35]. See Corollaries 3.17
and 3.17 for further estimates on the numbers of iterations until termination. As was shown
above (Example 2.23), this additional uniform local Lipschitz continuity assumption is satisfied
for the sensitivity function ψp of every standard design criterion Ψp with p ∈ [0,∞). Also, to
obtain a concrete uniform Lipschitz constant L of ψp(·, x)|M(ΞR0

(X)) as specified after (3.17), one
can combine the estimate (2.25) from the proof of Lemma 2.7 with Lemma 2.11. Specifically,
one can use the following simple consequence of Lemma 2.11:

M(ΞR0(X)) = {M(ξ) : ξ ∈ Ξ(X) with Ψp(M(ξ)) ≤ R0} ⊂ {M ∈ R
d×d
pd : c ≤M ≤ C} (3.14)

with c := µp,R0(C) > 0 and C := supξ∈ΞR0
(X) ‖M(ξ)‖ ≤ maxx∈X ‖m(x)‖ <∞.

Theorem 3.9. Suppose that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied. Suppose further that X0 is
a finite subset of X satisfying (3.4) and that (ξk)k∈K is generated by Algorithm 3.5 or 3.6 with
optimality tolerances ε > 0 and δk, δk ∈ [0,∞) such that

ε > δ + δ, (3.15)

where δ := lim supk→∞ δk and δ := lim supk→∞ δk. Then (ξk) terminates at an ε-optimal design
for Ψ ◦M . If, in addition, the sensitivity function ψ is locally Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. M ∈
domΨ uniformly w.r.t. x ∈ X and if instead of (3.15) one even has ε > supk∈N0

δk+supk∈N0
δk,

then the number of iterations until termination can be estimated above as follows:

|K| ≤ pacε∗/L,‖·‖(M(ΞR0(X))). (3.16)

In this estimate, ε∗ := ε− δ
∗
− δ∗ with δ

∗
:= supk∈N0

δk and δ∗ := supk∈N0
δk, whereas

ΞR0(X) := {ξ ∈ Ξ(X) : Ψ(M(ξ)) ≤ R0} with R0 := Ψ(M(ξ0)) + δ
∗

(3.17)

and L is a uniform Lipschitz constant of the restricted functions ψ(·, x)|M(ΞR0
(X)).

Proof. As a first step, we show that (ξk) terminates at an ε-optimal design for Ψ ◦M . Assume
that (ξk)k∈K does not terminate, that is, K = N0. It then follows by the algorithms’ termination
conditions that

ψ(M(ξk), xk) < −ε+ δk (k ∈ N0). (3.18)

(In fact, in the case where Algorithm 3.6 is used, this even holds with δk = 0.) Since ξl is a
δl-optimal design on X l and since X l ⊃ Xk+1 ∋ xk for all l > k by the algorithms’ definitions,
it further follows that

ψ(M(ξl), xk) ≥ −δl (k, l ∈ N0 with k < l) (3.19)

by virtue of Theorem 2.24 with X replaced by X l. We now choose convergent subsequences (ξkj )
and (xkj ) with limits denoted by ξ∗ and x∗ (Lemma 2.10). It then follows that ξ∗ ∈ Ξfin(X)
(Lemma 3.8) and from (3.18) and (3.19) it further follows by the continuity of ψ that

ψ(M(ξ∗), x∗) = lim
j→∞

ψ(M(ξkj ), xkj ) ≤ −ε+ δ (3.20)

ψ(M(ξ∗), x∗) = lim
j→∞

ψ(M(ξkj+1), xkj ) ≥ − lim sup
j→∞

δkj+1
≥ −δ. (3.21)
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Combining now the inequalities (3.20) and (3.21), we conclude that −ε+ δ ≥ −δ. Contradiction
to (3.15)! So, our assumption that (ξk) does not terminate is false. And therefore (ξk) terminates
at an ε-optimal design for Ψ ◦M by Lemma 3.8 (i), as desired.

As a second step, we show that under the additional Lipschitz continuity assumption on
the sensitivity function and under the sharpened optimality-tolerance assumption ε > δ

∗
+ δ∗,

the number of iterations until termination can be estimated above as in (3.16). So, let the
sensitivity function ψ be locally Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. M ∈ domΨ uniformly w.r.t. x ∈ X,
that is, for every compact subset M of domΨ the restricted functions ψ(·, x)|M are Lipschitz
continuous uniformly w.r.t. x ∈ X. Since M(ΞR0(X)) is a compact subset of domΨ by the lower
semicontinuity of Ψ, it follows that there exists an x-independent Lipschitz constant L ∈ (0,∞)
such that

∣∣ψ(M(η), x) − ψ(M(ξ), x)
∣∣ ≤ L ‖M(η) −M(ξ)‖ (ξ, η ∈ ΞR0(X) and x ∈ X). (3.22)

It further follows by the final boundedness statement of Lemma 3.7 that

ξk ∈ ΞR0(X) (k ∈ K). (3.23)

Combining now (3.18), (3.19), (3.22) and (3.23), we see that

0 < ε∗ ≤ ε− δk − δl < ψ(M(ξl), xk)− ψ(M(ξk), xk)

≤ L
∥∥∥M(ξl)−M(ξk)

∥∥∥ (k, l ∈ K with k < l). (3.24)

In other words, (3.23) and (3.24) say that {M(ξk) : k ∈ K} is an (ε∗/L)-packing of the set
M(ΞR0(X)) w.r.t. ‖·‖. And therefore, we have

|K| =
∣∣{M(ξk) : k ∈ K}

∣∣ ≤ pacε∗/L,‖·‖(M(ΞR0(X))) (3.25)

by the definition of the packing number [35], as desired. �

With essentially the same arguments, we can also prove that if Algorithm 3.5 is applied with
tolerance ε = 0, then the sequence of iterates accumulates at an optimal design for Ψ ◦M . See
Corollary 3.15 below.

3.2 Adaptive discretization algorithms with exchange

We now modify the above algorithms without exchange to algorithms with exchange in updating
the discretizations. Instead of taking into account all points from the discretization Xk when
passing to the next discretization Xk+1, we now take into account only the support points of
ξk. In particular, the discretization sets are no longer guaranteed to increase from iteration to
iteration as they did for the algorithms without exchange by (3.7).

Algorithm 3.10. Input: a finite subset X0 of X and optimality tolerances ε, δk, δk ∈ [0,∞).
Initialize k = 0 and then proceed in the following steps.

1. Compute a δk-approximate solution ξk ∈ Ξ(Xk) of the discretized optimal design problem

min
ξ∈Ξ(Xk)

Ψ(M(ξ)) (3.26)

2. Compute a δk-approximate solution xk ∈ X of the strongest optimality violator problem

min
x∈X

ψ(M(ξk), x). (3.27)

If ψ(M(ξk), xk) < −ε+ δk, then set Xk+1 := supp ξk ∪ {xk} and return to Step 1 with k
replaced by k + 1. If ψ(M(ξk), xk) ≥ −ε+ δk, then terminate.
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Algorithm 3.11. Input: a finite subset X0 of X and optimality tolerances ε, δk ∈ [0,∞).
Initialize k = 0 and then proceed in the following steps.

1. Compute a δk-approximate solution ξk ∈ Ξ(Xk) of the discretized optimal design problem

min
ξ∈Ξ(Xk)

Ψ(M(ξ)) (3.28)

2. Search for a violator of the ε-optimality condition for ξk, that is, for a point xk in the set

{x ∈ X : ψ(M(ξk), x) < −ε}. (3.29)

If such a point xk is found, then set Xk+1 := Xk ∪ {xk} and return to Step 1 with k
replaced by k+1. If no such point can possibly be found (that is, the set (3.29) is empty),
then terminate.

We first convince ourselves that for a suitable initial discretization X0 all the optimization
problems encountered in the course of Algorithm 3.10 or 3.11 are solvable and that the sequence
(Ψ(M(ξk)) of optimal values is essentially monotonically decreasing, provided that the sequence
(δk) of optimality tolerances for (3.26) is summable.

Lemma 3.12. Suppose that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied and that X0 is a finite subset
of X with (3.4) and ε, δk, δk ∈ [0,∞) are arbitrary optimality tolerances. Then all optimization
problems in Algorithm 3.10 or 3.11 are solvable and, for the (possibly finite) sequence (ξk)k∈K of
iterates generated by Algorithm 3.10 or 3.11 with these inputs, one has

Ψ(M(ξk+1)) ≤ Ψ
(
αM(ξk) + (1− α)M(ξk+1)

)
+ δk+1 (k ∈ K − 1 and α ∈ [0, 1]). (3.30)

In particular, ξk ∈ Ξfin(X) for all k ∈ K and, if (δk) is summable, then there is a null sequence
(νk) in R such that (Ψ(M(ξk)) + νk)k∈K is monotonically decreasing.

Proof. It is straightforward to see by induction over K that for every iteration index k ∈ K the
following statements are true: (i) the discretized design problem (3.26) or (3.28), respectively,
has a solution (so that ξk is well-defined also when δk = 0), (ii) if k 6= 0, then Ψ(M(ξk)) ≤
Ψ(αM(ξk−1) + (1 − α)M(ξk)) + δk for all α ∈ [0, 1], (iii) ξk ∈ Ξfin(X), and (iv) the strongest
violator problem (3.9) has a solution. In order to see (ii), notice that by the algorithms’ updating
rule one has

supp(αξk−1 + (1− α)ξk) ⊂ supp ξk−1 ∪ supp ξk ⊂ Xk (α ∈ [0, 1]) (3.31)

and therefore αξk−1 + (1 − α)ξk ∈ Ξ(Xk) for all α ∈ [0, 1]. Combining this with the δk-
approximate solution property of ξk, one immediately obtains (ii). It only remains to prove the
monotonic decreasingness of (Ψ(M(ξk)) + νk)k∈K for a suitable null sequence (νk), but this is
straightforward as well. Indeed, define νk :=

∑∞
l=k δl+1. Since (δk) is summable by assumption,

(νk) is a null sequence in R and, by (3.30) with α = 1, it also follows that (Ψ(M(ξk)) + νk)k∈K
is monotonically decreasing, as desired. �

In contrast to the termination lemma for Algorithm 3.5 and 3.6, we now have to additionally
assume that the design criterion Ψ|domΨ be strictly convex. In view of Proposition 2.12, this
additional assumption is satisfied for all standard design criteria Ψp with p ∈ [0,∞).

Lemma 3.13. Suppose that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied and that Ψ is even strictly
convex. Suppose further that X0 is a finite subset of X satisfying (3.4) and that (ξk)k∈K is
generated by Algorithm 3.10 or 3.11 with optimality tolerances ε, δk, δk ∈ [0,∞) such that (δk)
is summable.

(i) If (ξk) is terminating, then it terminates at an ε-optimal design for Ψ ◦M .
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(ii) If (ξk) is non-terminating, then every accumuluation point ξ∗ of (ξk) belongs to Ξfin(X)
and for every subsequence (ξkl) with ξkl −→ ξ∗ there exists yet another subsequence (klj )
such that

M(ξ
klj+1

) −→M(ξ∗) (j → ∞). (3.32)

Proof. (i) Suppose that (ξk)k∈K is terminating, that is, K = {0, . . . , k∗} for some terminal index
k∗ ∈ N0. It then follows by Lemma 3.12 and by the termination rules of Algorithm 3.10 and 3.11,
respectively, that

ξk
∗

∈ Ξfin(X) and min
x∈X

ψ(M(ξk
∗

), x) ≥ −ε. (3.33)

And therefore, ξk
∗

is an ε-optimal design for Ψ ◦M by virtue of Theorem 2.24, as desired.

(ii) Suppose now that (ξk)k∈K is non-terminating, that is, K = N0. Also, let ξ∗ be any
accumulation point of (ξk) and let (ξkl) be any subsequence with ξkl −→ ξ∗ as l → ∞. Since
Ξ(X) is sequentially compact (Lemma 2.10), there exists yet another subsequence (klj ) and a

ξ∗∗ ∈ Ξ(X) such that ξ
klj+1

−→ ξ∗∗ as j → ∞. Consequently,

M(ξkl) −→M(ξ∗) (l → ∞) and M(ξ
klj+1

) −→M(ξ∗∗) (j → ∞). (3.34)

Since (Ψ(M(ξk) + νk) is monotonically decreasing for a null sequence (νk) (Lemma 3.12), the
subsequences are monotonically decreasing as well and

lim
l→∞

Ψ(M(ξkl)) = lim
l→∞

(
Ψ(M(ξkl)) + νkl

)
= inf

k∈N0

(Ψ(M(ξk) + νk)

= lim
j→∞

(
Ψ(M(ξ

klj+1
)) + νklj+1

)
= lim

j→∞
Ψ(M(ξ

klj+1
)). (3.35)

Since, moreover, Ψ is lower semicontinuous by assumption, (3.34), (3.35) further imply

Ψ(M(ξ∗)),Ψ(M(ξ∗∗)) ≤ inf
k∈N0

(Ψ(M(ξk) + νk) ≤ Ψ(M(ξ0)) + ν0 <∞ (3.36)

and therefore

ξ∗, ξ∗∗, ξk ∈ Ξfin(X) (k ∈ N0). (3.37)

In view of the continuity of (Ψ ◦M)|Ξfin(X) (Lemma 3.4), it follows from (3.34) and (3.37) and
by (3.30) with α := 1/2 that, on the one hand,

Ψ(M(ξ∗∗)) = lim
j→∞

Ψ(M(ξ
klj+1

)) ≤ lim
j→∞

(
Ψ
(
M(ξ

klj /2 + ξ
klj+1

/2)
)
+ δklj+1

)

= Ψ(M(ξ∗/2 + ξ∗∗/2)) = Ψ(M(ξ∗)/2 +M(ξ∗∗)/2). (3.38)

In view of the continuity of (Ψ◦M)|Ξfin(X) (Lemma 3.4), it further follows from (3.34) and (3.37)
and by (3.35) that, on the other hand,

Ψ(M(ξ∗)) = lim
l→∞

Ψ(M(ξkl)) = lim
j→∞

Ψ(M(ξ
klj+1

)) = Ψ(M(ξ∗∗)). (3.39)

Since Ψ is strictly convex by assumption, we conclude from (3.38) and (3.39) that

M(ξ∗∗) =M(ξ∗). (3.40)

Combining now (3.34.b) and (3.40), we finally obtain the desired convergence (3.32) and thus
the lemma is proved. �
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With these preparations at hand, we can now show that Algorithm 3.10 or 3.11 applied with a
tolerance ε > 0 is guaranteed to terminate, namely at an ε-optimal design for Ψ◦M . In contrast
to Algorithm 3.5 and 3.6, a bound on the numbers of iterations until termination is not so easy
to establish anymore. See Corollaries 3.17 and 3.23, however, which establish such bounds at
least for Algorithm 3.10.

Theorem 3.14. Suppose that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied and that Ψ is even strictly
convex. Suppose further that X0 is a finite subset of X satisfying (3.4) and that (ξk)k∈K is
generated by Algorithm 3.10 or 3.11 with optimality tolerances ε > 0 and δk, δk ∈ [0,∞) such
that (δk) is summable and

ε > δ, (3.41)

where δ := lim supk→∞ δk. Then (ξk) terminates at an ε-optimal design for Ψ ◦M .

Proof. Assume that (ξk)k∈K does not terminate, that is, K = N0. It then follows by the
algorithms’ termination conditions that

ψ(M(ξk), xk) < −ε+ δk (k ∈ N0). (3.42)

(In fact, in the case where Algorithm 3.11 is used, this even holds with δk = 0.) Since ξk+1

is a δk+1-optimal design on Xk+1 and since Xk+1 = supp ξk ∪ {xk} ∋ xk by the algorithms’
definitions, it further follows that

ψ(M(ξk+1), xk) ≥ −δk+1 (k ∈ N0) (3.43)

by virtue of Theorem 2.24 with X replaced by Xk+1. We now choose convergent subsequences
(ξkl) and (xkl) with limits denoted by ξ∗ and x∗ (Lemma 2.10) and another subsequence (klj )
such that (3.32) is satisfied (Lemma 3.13). It then follows that ξ∗ ∈ Ξfin(X) (Lemma 3.13) and
from (3.42) and (3.43) it further follows by the continuity of ψ that

ψ(M(ξ∗), x∗) = lim
l→∞

ψ(M(ξkl), xkl) ≤ −ε+ δ (3.44)

ψ(M(ξ∗), x∗) = lim
j→∞

ψ(M(ξ
klj+1

), x
klj ) ≥ − lim

j→∞
δklj+1 = 0. (3.45)

In the last equality of (3.45), we used the assumed summability of (δk). Combining now the
inequalities (3.44) and (3.45), we conclude that −ε + δ ≥ 0. Contradiction to (3.41)! So, our
assumption that (ξk) does not terminate is false. And therefore (ξk) terminates at an ε-optimal
design for Ψ ◦M by Lemma 3.13 (i), as desired. �

With essentially the same arguments, we can also prove that if Algorithm 3.10 is applied with
tolerance ε = 0, then the sequence of iterates accumulates at an optimal design for Ψ ◦M . See
Corollary 3.15 below.

3.3 A basic convergence result

We move on to establish a basic convergence result on our strict algorithms (Algorithms 3.5
and 3.10). It says that when applied with optimality tolerance ε = 0, the strict algorithms might
not terminate anymore but still converge to an optimal design as k → ∞.

Corollary 3.15. Suppose that Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied. Suppose further that X0

is a finite subset of X satisfying (3.4) and that (ξk)k∈K is generated by Algorithm 3.5 or Al-
gorithm 3.10 with optimality tolerances ε = 0 and δk, δk ∈ [0,∞) such that limk→∞ δk = 0 =
limk→∞ δk. In case Algorithm 3.10 is used, additionally assume that Ψ is even strictly convex
and that (δk) is even summable.
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(i) If (ξk) is terminating, then it terminates at an optimal design for Ψ ◦M .

(ii) If (ξk) is non-terminating, then each of its accumulation points is an optimal design for
Ψ ◦M .

Additionally, for a strictly convex design criterion Ψ, the sequence of information matrices
(M(ξk)) converges to the unique solution of

min
M∈M(Ξ(X))

Ψ(M). (3.46)

Proof. Assertion (i) is clear by Lemma 3.8 (i) or Lemma 3.13 (i), respectively, and we have
only to prove assertion (ii) and the additional convergence assertion concerning the information
matrices. Suppose therefore that (ξk) is non-terminating for the entire proof.

As a first step, we show that every accumulation point ξ∗ of (ξk) is an optimal design for
Ψ ◦M . So, let ξ∗ be an accumulation point of (ξk). With the same arguments as in the proof of
the termination theorem for Algorithm 3.5 or Algorithm 3.10, respectively, it then follows that
ξ∗ ∈ Ξfin(X) and that there are subsequences (ξkl) and (xkl) and an x∗ ∈ X such that

ξkl −→ ξ∗ and xkl −→ x∗ (l → ∞) (3.47)

and such that the estimate (3.21) or (3.45) is satisfied, respectively (depending on whether Algo-
rithm 3.5 or 3.10 is used). Since xk is a δk-approximate solution of (3.9) or (3.27), respectively,
it further follows that

ψ(M(ξk), x) ≥ ψ(M(ξk), xk)− δk (k ∈ N0 and x ∈ X). (3.48)

Combining now (3.21) or (3.45) with (3.47) and (3.48), we conclude by the continuity of ψ and
by the assumed convergences of (δk) and (δk) to 0 that

ψ(M(ξ∗), x) = lim
l→∞

ψ(M(ξkl), x) ≥ lim
l→∞

(
ψ(M(ξkl), xkl)− δkl

)
= ψ(M(ξ∗), x∗) ≥ 0 (3.49)

for all x ∈ X. And therefore, ξ∗ is an optimal design for Ψ ◦M by virtue of Theorem 2.24, as
desired.

As a second step, we show that for strictly convex Ψ the sequence of information matrices
(M(ξk)) converges to the unique solution M∗ of (3.46). So, let Ψ be strictly convex. In particular,
this implies that (3.46) indeed has a unique solution M∗. It then follows by the first step and
Lemma 2.10 that every accumulation point of (M(ξk)) is a solution of (3.46) and thus is equal
to M∗. Consequently, (M(ξk)) has only one accumulation point, namely M∗. And therefore
(M(ξk)) converges to M∗, as desired. �

3.4 A general sublinear convergence rate result

In this section, we improve the mere convergence result from the previous section to a convergence
rate result with a sublinear convergence rate. In order to get this sublinear convergence rate, we
have to strengthen the assumptions on the design criterion Ψ a bit, namely essentially add an
L-smoothness assumption on Ψ. As we will see, the thus strenghtened assumptions cover a large
variety of situations (including those considered in [38]) and therefore pose almost no restriction
from practical point of view.

Theorem 3.16. Suppose that Conditions 3.1 and 3.3 are satisfied. Suppose further that X0 is
a finite subset of X satisfying (3.4) and that (ξk)k∈K is generated by Algorithm 3.5 or Algo-
rithm 3.10 with optimality tolerances ε, δk, δk ∈ [0,∞) such that

δk ≤ c/(k + 1)2 and δk ≤ c/(k + 2) (k ∈ N0) (3.50)
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for some constants c, c ∈ [0,∞). Suppose finally that

M := conv
({

(1− α)M(ξk) + αm(xk) : k ∈ K and α ∈ [0, 2/3]
})

⊂ domΨ (3.51)

and that Ψ|M is L-smooth w.r.t. | · | for some L ∈ [0,∞). We then have the following sublinear
convergence rate estimate

Ψ(M(ξk))−Ψ∗ ≤
2

k + 2

(
(Ψ(M(ξ1))−Ψ∗) + L

(
diam(M(Ξ(X))

)2
+ c+ c

)
(3.52)

for all k ∈ K with k ≥ 2, where Ψ∗ := minξ∈Ξ(X)Ψ(M(ξ)) and diam(M(Ξ(X)) := sup{|M−N | :
M,N ∈M(Ξ(X))}.

Proof. We proceed in three steps and in the entire proof we will use the following shorthand
notation:

C :=
L

2

(
diam(M(Ξ(X))

)2
. (3.53)

As a first step, we show that

Ψ(M(ξk+1)) ≤ Ψ(M(ξk)) + αψ(M(ξk), xk) +Cα2 + δk+1 (3.54)

for all k ∈ K with k+ 1 ∈ K and for all α ∈ [0, 2/3]. So, let k, k+1 ∈ K and let α ∈ [0, 2/3]. It
then follows by the updating rule both of Algorithm 3.5 and of Algorithm 3.10 that

supp
(
(1− α)ξk + αδxk

)
⊂ supp ξk ∪ {xk} ⊂ Xk+1 (3.55)

and therefore (1− α)ξk + αδxk ∈ Ξ(Xk+1). Since ξk+1 is a δk+1-optimal design on Xk+1 by the
algorithms’ definitions, it follows that

Ψ(M(ξk+1)) ≤ min
ξ∈Ξ(Xk+1)

Ψ(M(ξ)) + δk+1 ≤ Ψ
(
(1− α)M(ξk) + αm(xk)

)
+ δk+1. (3.56)

Since, moreover, (1 − α)M(ξk) + αm(xk) ∈ M by the choice of α, it further follows by the
assumed L-smoothness of Ψ|M and by Lemma 2.22 that

Ψ(M(ξk+1)) ≤ Ψ(M(ξk)) + αDΨ(M(ξk))(m(xk)−M(ξk)) +
L

2

∣∣m(xk)−M(ξk)
∣∣2α2 + δk+1

≤ Ψ(M(ξk)) + αψ(M(ξk), xk) + Cα2 + δk+1, (3.57)

which is precisely the desired estimate (3.54).

As a second step, we show that

Ψ(M(ξk+1))−Ψ∗ ≤ (1− α)
(
Ψ(M(ξk)−Ψ∗

)
+ Cα2 + δk+1 + δkα (3.58)

for all all k ∈ K with k+1 ∈ K and for all α ∈ [0, 2/3]. So, let k, k+1 ∈ K and let α ∈ [0, 2/3].
Also, let ξ∗ ∈ Ξ(X) be an optimal design for Ψ ◦M on X, that is, Ψ(M(ξ∗)) = Ψ∗. Since xk

is a δk-approximate solution of the worst optimality violator problem for ξk by the algorithms’
definitions and since Ψ is convex by assumption, it follows that

ψ(M(ξk), xk) ≤ min
x∈X

ψ(M(ξk), x) + δk ≤

∫

X
ψ(M(ξk), x) dξ∗(x) + δk

≤ −
(
Ψ(M(ξk))−Ψ∗

)
+ δk. (3.59)

Inserting this inequality (3.59) into the estimate (3.54) established in the first step, we immedi-
ately obtain the desired estimate (3.58).
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As a third step, we finally establish the claimed convergence rate estimate (3.52). In fact, we
prove a slightly more general estimate, namely we prove that

Ψ(M(ξk))−Ψ∗ ≤
2

k + 2

(k0 + 1

2

(
Ψ(M(ξk0))−Ψ∗

)
+ 2C + c+ c

)
(3.60)

for all k ∈ Kk0+1 := {l ∈ K : l ≥ k0 + 1} and arbitrary k0 ∈ K with k0 ≥ 1. In the special
case k0 = 1, this reduces to the claimed convergence rate estimate (3.52). We prove (3.60) by
induction over Kk0+1 and adopt the shorthand notations

hk := Ψ(M(ξk))−Ψ∗ and C ′ := C +
c+ c

2
. (3.61)

In order to establish (3.60) for k := k0 + 1, we set α := 2/(k0 + 2) ∈ [0, 2/3] in (3.58). We thus
obtain

hk0+1 ≤ (1− α)hk0 + Cα2 + δk0+1 + δk0α ≤ (1− α)hk0 +C ′α2

≤
2

k0 + 3

(k0 + 1

2
hk0 + 2C ′

)
. (3.62)

In the second inequality of (3.62) we used the assumptions (3.50), while in the last inequality
of (3.62) we used that

1− α =
k0

k0 + 2
≤
k0 + 1

k0 + 3
=

2

k0 + 3
·
k0 + 1

2
(3.63)

α2 ≤
3

k0 + 3
·

2

k0 + 2
≤

2

k0 + 3
· 2. (3.64)

Since (3.62) is precisely the claimed estimate (3.60) for k := k0+1, the induction basis is finished.
We now move on to the induction step, that is, we assume that the claimed estimate (3.60) is
true for some given k ∈ Kk0+1 with k + 1 ∈ Kk0+1. Setting α := 2/(k + 2) ∈ [0, 2/3], we then
conclude from (3.58) and the induction assumption that

hk+1 ≤ (1− α)hk + Cα2 + δk+1 + δkα ≤ (1− α)hk + C ′α2

≤ (1− α)
2

k + 2

(k0 + 1

2
hk0 + 2C ′

)
+ C ′α2

= (1− α)
2

k + 2

k0 + 1

2
hk0 +

(
(1− α)

4

k + 2
+ α2

)
C ′ ≤

2

k + 3

(k0 + 1

2
hk0 + 2C ′

)
. (3.65)

In the second inequality of (3.65) we used the assumptions (3.50), while in the last inequality
of (3.65) we used that

(1− α)
2

k + 2
=

k

k + 2
·

2

k + 2
≤
k + 1

k + 3
·

2

k + 2
≤

2

k + 3
(3.66)

(1− α)
4

k + 2
+ α2 =

k

k + 2
·

4

k + 2
+

1

k + 2
·

4

k + 2
=
k + 1

k + 2
·

4

k + 2
≤

2

k + 3
· 2. (3.67)

Since (3.65) is precisely the claimed estimate (3.60) with k replaced by k+1, the induction step
– and thus the proof of (3.60) – is finished. �

Corollary 3.17. Suppose the assumptions of the above theorem are satisfied with a tolerance
ε > δ := supk≥2 δk. Algorithms 3.5 and 3.10 then terminate at the very latest in iteration

k∗ := min
{
k ≥ 2 :

2

k + 2

(
Ψ(M(ξ1))−Ψ∗ + 2C ′

)
≤ ε− δ

}
, (3.68)

where Ψ∗ is an arbitrary lower bound for Ψ∗ := minξ∈Ξ(X)Ψ(M(ξ)) and C ′ is defined as in (3.61)
above.
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Proof. Assume, to the contrary, that Algorithm 3.5 or 3.10 runs at least until iteration k∗+1. It
then follows that k∗ ∈ K with k∗ ≥ 2 and thus, by the sublinear convergence rate estimate (3.52)
and by the definition (3.68) of k∗, that

Ψ(M(ξk
∗

))−Ψ∗ ≤
2

k∗ + 2

(
Ψ(M(ξ1))−Ψ∗ + 2C ′

)
≤ ε− δ. (3.69)

Consequently, ξk
∗

is an (ε− δ)-optimal design for Ψ ◦M . It follows (Theorem 2.24) that

ψ(M(ξk
∗

), xk
∗

) ≥ min
x∈X

ψ(M(ξk
∗

), x) ≥ −ε+ δ ≥ −ε+ δk∗. (3.70)

And this in turn means, by the termination criteria of Algorithm 3.5 and 3.10, that the algorithm
terminates at iteration k∗. Contradiction to our initial assumption! �

Example 3.18. Suppose that X, m, M are as in Condition 2.18 and that the one-stage design
criterion Ψ : Rd×d

psd → R ∪ {∞} is defined by

Ψ(M) := Ψp,Q(M) (M ∈ R
d×d
psd ) (3.71)

for some p ∈ [0,∞) and an invertible matrix Q ∈ R
d×d, see (2.45). Suppose further that (3.4)

is satisfied for some finite subset X0 of X. If the sequence (ξk)k∈K is then generated by Algo-
rithm 3.5 or 3.10 with tolarences ε, δk, δk ∈ [0,∞) satisfying (3.50), then all assumptions of our
sublinear convergence rate theorem are satisfied and therefore the error estimate (3.52) holds
true. (Indeed, by the definition (2.45) and by the assumed invertibility of Q, it follows that

domΨ = {M ∈ R
d×d
psd : ran(Q) ⊂ ran(M) and Q⊤M−Q ∈ R

d×d
pd } = R

d×d
pd . (3.72)

And therefore, Conditions 3.1 and 3.3 are satisfied (Corollary 2.13). Additionally, it follows
by the final statements of Lemmas 3.7 and 3.12 that Ψ(M(ξk)) ≤ Ψ(M(ξ0)) + c0 < ∞ for all
k ∈ K. And from this, in turn, it follows by (3.72) and (2.45), using analogous arguments as for
Lemma 2.11, that

M(ξk) ≥ µ0 (k ∈ K) (3.73)

for some µ0 > 0. So, by (3.72) and (3.73), the assumption (3.51) is satisfied as well. And finally,
the L-smoothness of Ψ|M follows by Lemma 2.8 and Corollary 2.13, using that M is a subset of
the compact subset C := {A ∈ R

d×d
psd : µ0/3 ≤ A ≤ maxx∈X ‖m(x)‖} of Rd×d

pd .)

Example 3.19. Suppose that X, m, M are as in Condition 2.18 and that the two-stage design
criterion Ψ : Rd×d

psd → R is defined by

Ψ(M) := Ψp,Q(αM
0 + (1− α)M) (M ∈ R

d×d
psd ) (3.74)

for some α ∈ (0, 1) and M0 ∈ R
d×d
pd and for some p ∈ [0,∞) and a matrix Q ∈ R

d×s with

rkQ = s ≤ d, see (2.45) and (2.53). If the sequence (ξk)k∈K is then generated by Algorithm 3.5
or 3.10 with tolarences ε, δk, δk ∈ [0,∞) satisfying (3.50), then all assumptions of our sublinear
convergence rate theorem are satisfied and therefore the error estimate (3.52) holds true. (Indeed,
by the definition (2.45) and the assumed positive definiteness of M0 as well as the assumed
injectivity of Q, it follows that

domΨ = {M ∈ R
d×d
psd : Q⊤(αM0 + (1− α)M)−1Q ∈ R

d×d
pd } = R

d×d
psd . (3.75)

And therefore, Conditions 3.1 and 3.3 are satisfied (Corollary 2.13). In particular, the assump-
tion (3.51) is satisfied trivially. And finally, the L-smoothness Ψ|M follows by Lemma 2.8 and
Corollary 2.13, using that C := {αM0 + (1− α)M :M ∈ M} is a compact subset of Rd×d

pd .)
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3.5 A linear convergence rate result

In this section, we further improve the sublinear convergence rate result from the previous section
to a convergence rate result with an even linear convergence rate. In order to get this significantly
better linear convergence rate, we have to strengthen the assumptions on the design criterion Ψ
and the design space X a bit more, namely essentially add a µ-strong convexity assumption on Ψ
and assume the finiteness of X. As we will see, the strong convexity assumptions is still satisfied
for a large variety of practically relevant design criteria. Similarly, the finiteness assumption
poses no serious restriction either because in practice set of possible experimental points is finite
anyways.

We begin with a few preparations. Suppose that A is a finite subset of Rd×d
psd and that M ∈

R
d×d
psd . A subset S of A is then called an active set for M iff M is a proper convex combination

of the elements of S, that is,

M =
∑

m∈S

λmm for some (λm)m∈S ∈ ∆◦
S , (3.76)

where ∆◦
S := {(λm)m∈S ∈ (0, 1)|S| :

∑
m∈S λm = 1} is the interior of the (|S| − 1)-dimensional

probability simplex ∆S . We denote the set of subsets of A that are active for a given M by

SA(M) := {S ⊂ A : S is an active set for M}. (3.77)

Suppose in addition that Ψ : M → R is a differentiable map and that M ∈ M and S ⊂ A. We
then need the sets

MM := MM,A := argmin
m∈A

DΨ(M)m and NM,S := argmax
n∈S

DΨ(M)n (3.78)

of minimizers and maximizers of a 7→ DΨ(M)a over A or S, respectively. Additionally, we also
need the set

NM := argmin
n∈{n′:n′∈NM,S for some S∈SA(M)}

DΨ(M)n (3.79)

of those maximizers that yield the smallest maximum maxn∈S DΨ(M)n among all active sets
S for M . In other words, a matrix nM belongs to NM if and only if there exists an active set
S∗ ∈ SA(M) for M such that

nM ∈ NM,S∗ and DΨ(M)nM = min
S∈SA(M)

max
n∈S

DΨ(M)n. (3.80)

Lemma 3.20. Suppose that A is a finite subset of Rd×d
psd and let M := conv(A). Suppose further

that Ψ : M → R is convex and differentiable.

(i) If M ∈ M and S ∈ SA(M), then

DΨ(M)(nM,S −mM ) ≥ DΨ(M)(nM −mM) ≥ Ψ(M)−Ψ∗ (3.81)

for arbitrary mM ∈ MM , nM ∈ NM and nM,S ∈ NM,S , where Ψ∗ := minM∈MΨ(M).
Additionally, the quantity DΨ(M)(mM −nM) depends only on M but not on the particular
choices of mM ∈ MM and nM ∈ NM .

(ii) If DΨ(M)(M ′ −M) < 0 for some M,M ′ ∈ M, then also DΨ(M)(mM − nM) < 0 for all
mM ∈ MM and nM ∈ NM .

Proof. (i) Suppose M ∈ M and S ∈ SA(M) and let mM ∈ MM , nM ∈ NM and nM,S ∈ NM,S .
Also, choose an S∗ ∈ SA(M) with (3.80) and an M∗ ∈ M with Ψ∗ = Ψ(M∗) (which is possible,
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of course, by the continuity of Ψ and the compactness of M). It follows by the definition (3.78.a)
of MM and the convexity of Ψ that

DΨ(M)(mM −M) ≤ DΨ(M)(M ′ −M) ≤ Ψ(M ′)−Ψ(M) (M ′ ∈ M), (3.82)

where for the first inequality we used that every M ′ ∈ M = conv(A) can be represented as a
convex combination M ′ =

∑
m∈A λ

′
mm of elements of A. In order to obtain the first inequality

in (3.81), we have only to insert the definition (3.78.b) of NM,S into (3.80.b). In order to obtain
the second inequality in (3.81), we have only to notice thatM =

∑
n∈S∗ λnn for some (λn) ∈ ∆◦

S∗ ,
so that

DΨ(M)nM ≥
∑

n∈S∗

λnDΨ(M)n = DΨ(M)M (3.83)

by virtue of (3.80.a). Setting now M ′ := M∗ in (3.82) and combining the resulting inequality
with (3.83), we obtain the second inequality in (3.81). And finally, the claimed independence of
DΨ(M)(mM − nM ) is obvious by (3.78.a) and (3.80.b).

(ii) Suppose now DΨ(M)(M ′ − M) < 0 for some M,M ′ ∈ M and let mM ∈ MM and
nM ∈ NM . We then obtain the claimed inequality

DΨ(M)(mM − nM ) ≤ DΨ(M)(mM −M) ≤ DΨ(M)(M ′ −M) < 0 (3.84)

by (3.83) and the first inequality in (3.82). �

We recall from [18] the notion of the strong convexity constant µΨ,M and of the curvature
constant CΨ,M of a differentiable map Ψ : M → R on a convex subset M of Rd×d

psd . Specifically,

µΨ,M := inf
M,M ′∈M,

DΨ(M)(M ′−M)<0

2

α(M,M ′)2
(
Ψ(M ′)−Ψ(M)−DΨ(M)(M ′ −M)

)
(3.85)

CΨ,M := sup
M,M ′∈M,
α∈(0,1]

2

α2

(
Ψ(M + α(M ′ −M)−Ψ(M)− αDΨ(M)(M ′ −M)

)
(3.86)

where α(M,M ′) := DΨ(M)(M ′ − M)/DΨ(M)(mM − nM ) with arbitrary mM ∈ MM and
nM ∈ NM . In view of Lemma 3.20, the quantity α(M,M ′) is a well-defined positive real number
as soon as DΨ(M)(M ′−M) < 0. We also recall from [18, 21] the notion of the pyramidal width
pwidth(A) of a finite subset A of Rd×d

psd . Specifically,

pwidth(A) := min
F∈faces(conv(A)),
∅6=F6=conv(A)

dist(F , conv(F \ A))

= min
M,M ′∈conv(A),

M 6=M ′

pdirwidth(A,M ′ −M,M) (3.87)

(Theorems 1 and 2 of [21]), where faces(conv(A)) denotes the set of faces of the polytope conv(A)
(Section 2.1 of [42]) and where the pyramidal directional width of A in the direction J 6= 0 with
base point M is defined by

pdirwidth(A, J,M) := min
S∈SA(M)

max
m∈A,n∈S

〈J/|J |,m − n〉 . (3.88)

See the first formula after Example 2 and the last formula before Theorem 2 in [21]. In the above
formula, the scalar product 〈·, ·〉 is the one induced by the Frobenius norm | · |.

Lemma 3.21. Suppose that A is a finite subset of Rd×d
psd with |A| ≥ 2 and let M := conv(A).

Suppose further that Ψ : M → R is differentiable and µ-strongly convex and L-smooth w.r.t. | · |
for some µ,L ∈ (0,∞). Then

0 < µ · (pwidth(A))2 ≤ µΨ,M ≤ CΨ,M ≤ L · (diam(M))2, (3.89)

where diam(M) := sup{|M −N | :M,N ∈ M}.
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Theorem 3.22. Suppose that Conditions 3.1 and 3.3 are satisfied. Suppose further that the set
A := {m(x) : x ∈ X} of one-point information matrices is finite with |A| ≥ 2, that

M :=M(Ξ(X)) ⊂ domΨ, (3.90)

and that Ψ|M is µ-strongly convex and L-smooth w.r.t. |·| for some µ,L ∈ (0,∞). Suppose finally
that X0 is a finite subset of X satisfying (3.4) and that (ξk)k∈K is generated by Algorithm 3.5
or Algorithm 3.10 with optimality tolerances ε ∈ [0,∞) and δk = 0 = δk. We then have the
following linear convergence rate estimate:

Ψ(M(ξk))−Ψ∗ ≤ rk · (Ψ(M(ξ0))−Ψ∗) (3.91)

for all k ∈ K, where Ψ∗ := minξ∈Ξ(X)Ψ(M(ξ)) and r := 1−min{1/2, µΨ,M/CΨ,M} and

1/2 ≤ r ≤ 1−min{1/2, (µ/L) · (pwidth(A)/diam(M))2} < 1. (3.92)

Proof. In the entire proof, we use the abbreviations

Mk :=M(ξk) and mk := m(xk) and nk := nMk,Sk
∈ NMk,Sk

, (3.93)

where nMk,Sk
is an arbitrary element of NMk,Sk

= argmaxn∈Sk
DΨ(Mk)n and

Sk := {m(x) : x ∈ supp ξk}. (3.94)

Additionally, we use the abbreviations

gk := DΨ(Mk)(nk −mk) and hk := Ψ(Mk)−Ψ(M∗), (3.95)

where M∗ := M(ξ∗) and ξ∗ is an arbitrary optimal design for Ψ ◦M (Theorem 2.20). It is clear
by the definition of nk and Sk that

nk = m(yk) for some yk ∈ supp ξk. (3.96)

Also, by the proof of Lemma 2.19,

M =M(Ξ(X)) = conv({m(x) : x ∈ X}) = conv(A). (3.97)

With these preliminaries at hand, we can now enter the core of the proof. We proceed in four
steps, the third and fourth step following the lines of proof from [18] (Theorem 8).

As a first step, we show that

DΨ(Mk)(mk −Mk) = −gk and gk ≥ DΨ(Mk)(nMk
−mMk

) ≥ hk (3.98)

for all k ∈ K and arbitrary mMk
∈ MMk

and nMk
∈ NMk

. In order to prove (3.98.a), choose
and fix k ∈ K. Since ξk is an optimal design for Ψ ◦M on Xk by the algorithms’ definitions
with δk = 0, it follows that

DΨ(Mk)(nk −Mk) = ψ(M(ξk), yk) = 0, (3.99)

where for the first equality we used (3.96) together with Lemma 2.22 and for the second equality
we used the last statement of Theorem 2.24 withX replaced byXk. In view of (3.95.a) and (3.99),
the asserted equality (3.98.a) is now clear. In order to prove also (3.98.b), choose and fix k ∈
K and mMk

∈ MMk
and nMk

∈ NMk
. Since xk is a minimizer of X ∋ x 7→ ψ(Mk, x) =

DΨ(Mk)(m(x) −Mk) by the algorithms’ definitions with δk = 0, it follows that

mk = m(xk) ∈ argmin
m∈A

DΨ(Mk)m = MMk
. (3.100)
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Since Sk ⊂ A and Mk = M(ξk) =
∫
X m(x) dξk(x) =

∑
x∈supp ξk ξ

k({x})m(x), it further follows
that Sk is an active set for Mk, in short,

Sk ∈ SA(Mk). (3.101)

In view of (3.93.c), (3.95.a), (3.100) and (3.101), the asserted inequality chain (3.98.b) is an
immediate consequence of Lemma 3.20(i).

As a second step, we show that

hk > 0 and DΨ(Mk)(M
∗ −Mk) < 0 (3.102)

for every non-terminal iteration index k ∈ K. So, let k ∈ K be non-terminal. It then follows
by the algorithms’ termination rule that ψ(M(ξk), xk) < −ε ≤ 0. Consequently, ξk is not an
optimal design for Ψ ◦M by Theorem 2.24 and therefore

hk = Ψ(M(ξk))− min
ξ∈Ξ(X)

Ψ(M(ξ)) > 0, (3.103)

that is, (3.102.a) is proved. Additionally, by the convexity of Ψ and by (3.103),

DΨ(Mk)(M
∗ −Mk) = lim

tց0

Ψ(Mk + t(M∗ −Mk))−Ψ(Mk)

t

≤ Ψ(M∗)−Ψ(Mk) = −hk < 0, (3.104)

that is, (3.102.b) is proved as well.

As a third step, we show that for every non-terminal iteration index k ∈ K the estimate

hk ≤
g2k

2µΨ,M
(3.105)

holds true. So, let k ∈ K be non-terminal. It then follows by Lemma 3.20(ii) in conjunction
with (3.102.b) that

αk := α(Mk,M
∗) =

DΨ(Mk)(M
∗ −Mk)

DΨ(Mk)(mMk
− nMk

)
> 0.

So, by the definition (3.85) of the strong convexity constant µΨ,M combined with (3.102.b)
and (3.98.b), it follows that

α2
k

2
µΨ,M ≤ Ψ(M∗)−Ψ(Mk)−DΨ(Mk)(M

∗ −Mk) = −hk + αkDΨ(Mk)(nMk
−mMk

)

≤ −hk + αkgk.

And therefore we obtain

hk ≤ αkgk − α2
k

µΨ,M

2
=

(
2αk ·

gk
µΨ,M

)
µΨ,M

2
≤

g2k
µ2Ψ,M

µΨ,M

2
=

g2k
2µΨ,M

, (3.106)

as desired.

As a fourth step, we show that for every non-terminal iteration index k ∈ K the estimate

hk+1 ≤ r · hk (3.107)

holds true with r := 1 − min{1/2, µΨ,M/CΨ,M}, and then conclude the proof of the theorem.
So, let k ∈ K be non-terminal. It then follows by the updating rule both of Algorithm 3.5 and
of Algorithm 3.10 that

supp
(
(1− α)ξk + αδxk

)
⊂ supp ξk ∪ {xk} ⊂ Xk+1 (α ∈ [0, 1]) (3.108)
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and therefore (1− α)ξk + αδxk ∈ Ξ(Xk+1) for all α ∈ [0, 1]. Since ξk+1 is an optimal design for
Ψ ◦M on Xk+1 by the algorithms’ definitions with δk = 0, it follows that

Ψ(Mk+1) = Ψ(M(ξk+1)) ≤ Ψ
(
(1− α)M(ξk) + αm(xk)

)

= Ψ(Mk + α(mk −Mk)) (α ∈ [0, 1]).

So, by the definition (3.86) of the curvature constant CΨ,M combined with (3.98.a), it follows
that

Ψ(Mk+1) ≤ Ψ(Mk) + αDΨ(Mk)(mk −Mk) +
α2

2
CΨ,M

= Ψ(Mk)− gkα+ CΨ,M
α2

2
(α ∈ [0, 1]). (3.109)

And therefore we obtain

hk+1 ≤ min
α∈[0,1]

(
hk − gkα+ CΨ,M

α2

2

)
= hk − gkα

∗
k + CΨ,M

(α∗
k)

2

2
, (3.110)

where α∗
k denotes a minimizer of the right-hand side of (3.109) as a function of α ∈ [0, 1]. Since

gk ≥ hk > 0 by (3.98.b) and (3.102.a) and since CΨ,M ≥ µΨ,M > 0 by Lemma 3.21, α∗
k is the

only minimizer and it is given by

α∗
k = min

{ gk
CΨ,M

, 1
}
. (3.111)

We now consider the two cases in (3.111) separately. In case gk < CΨ,M, we conclude from (3.110)
with (3.111) and (3.105) that

hk+1 ≤ hk −
g2k

CΨ,M
= hk −

µΨ,M

CΨ,M

g2k
2µΨ,M

≤
(
1− µΨ,M/CΨ,M

)
hk. (3.112)

In case gk ≥ CΨ,M, we conclude from (3.110) with (3.111) and (3.98.b) that

hk+1 ≤ hk − gk +
CΨ,M

2
≤ hk −

gk
2

≤ (1− 1/2)hk . (3.113)

So, combining (3.112) and (3.112), we immediately obtain the desired estimate (3.107). And
from (3.107), in turn, the linear convergence rate estimate (3.91) immediately follows by induction
over K, while the relations (3.92) immediately follow by Lemma 3.21. �

Corollary 3.23. Suppose the assumptions of the above theorem are satisfied with a strictly
positive tolerance ε > 0. Algorithms 3.5 and 3.10 then terminate at the very latest in iteration

k∗ := min
{
k ∈ N0 : r

k
(
Ψ(M(ξ0))−Ψ∗

)
≤ ε

}
, (3.114)

where Ψ∗ is an arbitrary lower bound for Ψ∗ := minξ∈Ξ(X)Ψ(M(ξ)).

Proof. Completely analogous to the proof of Corollary 3.17. �

Example 3.24. Suppose that X, m, M are as in Condition 2.18 and that, in addition, the
design space X is finite but such that A := {m(x) : x ∈ X} is not a singleton. Suppose further
that the two-stage design criterion Ψ : Rd×d

psd → R is defined by

Ψ(M) := Ψ̃p(αM
0 + (1− α)M) (M ∈ R

d×d
psd ) (3.115)

for some α ∈ (0, 1) and M0 ∈ R
d×d
pd and for some p ∈ N0, see (2.49) and (2.53). In particular,

we recall that this covers the D-criterion Ψ0 = Ψ̃0 and the A-criterion Ψ1 = Ψ̃1. If the sequence
(ξk)k∈K is then generated by Algorithm 3.5 or 3.10 with tolarences ε ∈ [0,∞) and δk = 0 = δk,
then all assumptions of our linear convergence rate theorem are satisfied and therefore the error
estimate (3.91) holds true. (Indeed, the assumption (3.90) is trivially satisfied because domΨ =
R
d×d
psd by the assumed positive definiteness of M0. Additionally, Conditions 3.1 and 3.3 and the

L-smoothness of Ψ|M follow in a completely analogous way as in Example 3.19. And finally, the
µ-strong convexity of Ψ|M follows by Corollary 2.14, using that C := {αM0+(1−α)M :M ∈ M}
is a compact subset of Rd×d

pd .)
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4 Application examples

In this section, we apply the proposed adaptive discretization algorithms to two experimental
design problems from chemical engineering. In both application examples, the underlying predic-
tion model f is implicitly defined, namely by nonlinear algebraic equations in the first example
and by nonlinear differential equations in the second example. We have implemented all our
algorithms in Python and we apply them both with the A- and with the D-criterion Ψ. As
in [38] and in all other practically feasible optimal experimental design implementations we are
aware of, we choose the design space X to be a large but finite set. As a consequence, we can
– and do – solve the occurring violator problems (1.6) by enumeration. In order to solve the
convex discretized design problems (1.5), in turn, we use the sequential quadratic programming
solver [28, 29].

4.1 An application with a stationary model

In our first application example, we consider the chlorination of benzene in a continuously fed
and stirred tank reactor. As explained in [34], this process can be described by algebraic system
equations of the form

g(s, x, θ) = 0, (4.1)

where the map g : S × X ×Θ → R
4 is defined as

g1(s, x, θ) := Ff − s1s4 − θ1
s1V

d(s)
(4.2)

g2(s, x, θ) := −s2s4 + θ1
s1V

d(s)
− θ2

s2V

d(s)
(4.3)

g3(s, x, θ) := −s3s4 + θ2
s2V

d(s)
(4.4)

g4(s, x, θ) := s1 + s2 + s3 − 1 (4.5)

and where d(s) := vAs1 + vBs2 + vCs3 with vA, vB , vC being the molar volumes of A,B,C
from [34]. In these equations, s = (s1, . . . , s4) := (lA, lB , lC , Fo) ∈ S := [0, 1]3 × [60, 70] describes
the state of the system through the molar fractions lA, lB , lC of the components A,B,C in the
tank and through the total molar outlet stream Fo from the tank. Additionally, the relevant
input quantities

x := (Ff , V ) ∈ X := [60, 70] × [10, 20] (4.6)

of the system are given by the total molar feed stream Ff into the tank and by the mixture’s
volume V in the tank. And finally, the model parameters θ := (k1, k2) ∈ Θ are the reaction rate
constants for the two kinetic reactions taking place in the tank reactor.

What we are interested in here is to predict the molar composition in the tank reactor as
a function of the aforementioned input quantities x and model parameters θ. So, the output
quantity we are interested in here is y = h(s) := (s1, s2, s3) ∈ Y := R

3 and the prediction model
f : X ×Θ → Y of interest is given by

f(x, θ) := h(s(x, θ)), (4.7)

where s(x, θ) for every given (x, θ) ∈ X ×Θ is the solution to the system equation (4.1). As the
design space X, we choose the finite subset

X := {60, 60.1, 60.2, . . . , 70} × {10, 10.1, 10.2, . . . , 20} (4.8)

of X consisting of 10 201 design points (candidate experiments). And as the reference parameter
value θ, we choose the value θ := (0.4, 0.0555) from [34].
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Table 1: Values of the A-criterion and the D-criterion at the different designs ξ∗, ξfact, ξrand

from (4.10) and (4.11).

A-criterion Ψ1 D-criterion Ψ0

Ψ(ξ∗) 2.2630 −0.6873
Ψ(ξfact) 2.4974 −0.0381
Ψ(ξrand) 2.5178 −0.0085

Table 2: Comparison of our algorithms with exchange and without exchange with the vertex-
direction algorithm for the stationary example with the D-criterion Ψ = Ψ0.

With exchange Without exchange Vertex-direction

Criterion value Ψ(ξ∗) −0.6873 −0.6873 −0.6863
Iterations 1 1 450

Approximation error bound 0.0 0.0 0.0010
Support points 1 1 4

Computation time (in s) 0.5397 0.5070 36.39

After having specified the prediction model f along with the design space X and the reference
parameter θ, we can now turn to solving the corresponding locally optimal design problem (1.4).
In order to do so, we use our strict algorithms with and without exchange. Specifically, we apply
Algorithm 3.5 and Algorithm 3.10 with the initial discretization

X0 := {(60, 10), (60, 20), (70, 10), (70, 10)} (4.9)

consisting of the 4 corner points of the design space X, and with optimality tolerances ε := 10−4

and δk = 0 = δk.

With these settings, our Algorithms 3.5 and 3.10 terminate already after 1 iteration with an
ε-optimal design ξ∗, namely the point measure

ξ∗ := δx∗ with x∗ := (60, 20). (4.10)

As is to be expected, the objective value Ψ(ξ∗) at the thus computed ε-optimal design is sig-
nificantly better than the objective values Ψ(ξfact) and Ψ(ξrand) at the factorial design and the
random design

ξfact =
1

4

∑

x∈Xfact

δx and ξrand =
1

4

∑

x∈Xrand

δx (4.11)

with X fact := X0 and Xrand := {(62.5, 12.7), (66.2, 15.1), (68.9, 18.5), (63.2, 16.4)}, respectively.
See Table 1. Additionally, our algorithms need substantially fewer iterations and computation
time than the vertex-direction algorithm from [9, 37]. And moreover, they achieve a better
objective function value at termination and terminate at a design with fewer support points. See
Table 2.

4.2 An application with a dynamic model

In our second application example, we consider the Williams-Otto process which connects a
continuously stirred tank reactor with a decanter and a distillation column. As explained in [30],
this process can be described by differential system equations of the form

ṡ(t) = g(s(t), x, θ) and s(0) = s0, (4.12)
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where g : S ×X ×Θ → R
6 is defined as

g1(s, x, θ) := FfA +
(
(1− η)µ− µ

) s1
d(s)

− k10(T, θ)
s1s2
d(s)

(4.13)

g2(s, x, θ) := FfB +
(
(1− η)µ − µ

) s2
d(s)

− k10(T, θ)
s1s2
d(s)

− k20(T, θ)
s2s3
d(s)

(4.14)

g3(s, x, θ) :=
(
(1− η)µ − µ

) s3
d(s)

+ 2k10(T, θ)
s1s2
d(s)

− 2k20(T, θ)
s2s3
d(s)

− k30(T, θ)
s3s5
d(s)

(4.15)

g4(s, x, θ) :=
(
(1− η)µ − µ

) s4
d(s)

+ 2k20(T, θ)
s2s3
d(s)

(4.16)

g5(s, x, θ) := 0.1(1 − η)µ
s4
d(s)

− µ
s5
d(s)

+ k20(T, θ)
s2s3
d(s)

− 0.5k30(T, θ)
s3s5
d(s)

(4.17)

g6(s, x, θ) := −µ
s6
d(s)

+ 1.5k30(T, θ)
s3s5
d(s)

(4.18)

and where d(s) := s1+· · ·+s6 and ki0(T, θ) := ai exp(−bi/T ) for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. In these equations,
s = (s1, . . . , s6) := (mA,mB ,mC ,mP ,mE ,mG) ∈ S := [0,∞)6 describes the state of the system
through the masses mA, . . . ,mG of the components A, . . . , G in the tank. We set the initial
masses to

s0 = (m0
A, . . . ,m

0
G) = (10, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0). (4.19)

and the values FfA = 10, µ = 129.5 and η = 0.2. Additionally, the relevant input quantities

x := (FfB , T, tmeas) ∈ X := [20, 23] × [650, 660] × [1, 20] (4.20)

of the system are given by the mass feed stream FfB of component B into the tank, by the tem-
perature T in the tank, and by the measurement time tmeas. And finally, the model parameters
θ := (a1, b1, a2, b2, a3, b3) ∈ Θ are the parameters of the reaction rate constants k10, k20, k30 for
the three kinetic reactions taking place in the tank reactor.

What we are interested in here is to predict the masses mP ,mE ,mG of the target, side, and
waste products in the tank reactor at time tmeas as a function of the aforementioned input
quantities x and model parameters θ. So, the output quantity we are interested in here is
y = h(s) := (s4, s5, s6) ∈ Y := R

3 and the prediction model f : X × Θ → Y of interest is given
by

f(x, θ) := h(s(tmeas, s0, x, θ)), (4.21)

where s(·, s0, x, θ) : [0, 20] → R
6 for every given initial state s0 and every (x, θ) ∈ X × Θ

is the solution to the system equations (4.12). As the design space X, we choose the finite
subset of X consisting of 808 020 design points (candidate experiments) obtained by discretizing
the ranges [20, 23] and [650, 660] with 201 equidistant points each, and the time range [1, 20]
with 20 equidistant points. And as the reference parameter value θ, we choose the value θ :=
(a1, b1, a2, b2, a3, b3) from (20) in [30].

After having specified the prediction model f along with the design space X and the reference
parameter θ, we can now turn to solving the corresponding locally optimal design problem (1.4).
In order to do so, we use our strict algorithms with and without exchange. Specifically, we apply
Algorithm 3.5 and Algorithm 3.10 with the initial discretization

X0 := {20, 23} × {550, 600} × {1, 2, . . . , 20} (4.22)

consisting of 80 points, and with optimality tolerances ε := 10−4 and δk = 0 = δk.

With these settings, our Algorithms 3.5 and 3.10 terminate already after 3 iterations with the
ε-optimal designs ξ∗ specified in Table 3. As is to be expected, the objective value Ψ(ξ∗) at
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Table 3: Approxmiately optimal designs ξ∗ for the A- and D-criterion computed by the algorithm
with exchange.

A-criterion D-criterion
Support points xi Weights wi Support points xi Weights wi

(22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12 (22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12
(22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12 (22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12
(22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12 (22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12
(22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12 (22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12
(22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12 (22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12
(22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12 (22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12
(22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12 (22.925, 592.5, 16) 0.12

Table 4: Values of the A-criterion and the D-criterion at the different designs ξ∗, ξfact, ξrand from
Table 3 and (4.23).

A-criterion Ψ1 D-criterion Ψ0

Ψ(ξ∗) 94.08 0.4213 · 109

Ψ(ξfact) 105.20 4.9159 · 109

Ψ(ξrand) 108.90 123.7325 · 109

the thus computed ε-optimal design is significantly better than the objective values Ψ(ξfact) and
Ψ(ξrand) at the factorial design and the random design

ξfact =
1

80

∑

x∈Xfact

δx and ξrand =
1

8

∑

x∈Xrand

δx (4.23)

with X fact := X0 and with

Xrand := {(22.925, 592.5, 16), (20.36, 553.75, 16), (20.96, 550.75, 15), (22.22, 575.5, 6),

(22.625, 565.25, 12), (20.675, 563.5, 12), (20.705, 552.0, 8), (20.075, 582.0, 14)},

respectively. See Table 4. Additionally, our algorithms need substantially fewer iterations and
computation time than the vertex-direction algorithm from [9, 37]. And moreover, they achieve
a better objective function value. See Table 5.
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