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FINITE ELEMENT ANALYSIS OF THE DIRICHLET BOUNDARY CONTROL
PROBLEM GOVERNED BY LINEAR PARABOLIC EQUATION

THIRUPATHI GUDI, GOURANGA MALLIK, AND RAMESH CH. SAU

ABSTRACT. A finite element analysis of a Dirichlet boundary control problem governed by the linear para-
bolic equation is presented in this article. The Dirichlet control is considered in a closed and convex subset
of the energy space H'(Q x (0,7T)). We prove well-posedness and discuss some regularity results for the
control problem. We derive the optimality system for the optimal control problem. The first order nec-
essary optimality condition results in a simplified Signorini type problem for control variable. The space
discretization of the state variable is done using conforming finite elements, whereas the time discretization
is based on discontinuous Galerkin methods. To discretize the control we use the conforming prismatic
Lagrange finite elements. We derive an optimal order of convergence of error in control, state and adjoint
state. The theoretical results are corroborated by some numerical tests.

1. INTRODUCTION

The study of optimal control problem govern by partial differential equations (PDEs) is a significant area
of research in applied mathematics. The optimal control problem consists of finding a control variable that
minimizes a cost functional subject to a PDE. Due to the importance in applications, several numerical
methods have been proposed to approximate the solutions. The finite element approximation of the optimal
control problem started with the work of Falk [19] and Geveci [20]. A control can act in the interior of a
domain, in this case, we call distributed, or on the boundary of a domain, we call boundary (Neumann or
Dirichlet) control problem. We refer to [12, 15, 22, 28] for distributed control related problem, to [7, 8, 12, 15]
for the Neumann boundary control problem, and to [23] for a variational discretization approach. The
Dirichlet boundary control problem has been studied in [9, 10].

The Dirichlet boundary control problems are essential in the application areas, and various approaches
are proposed in the literature for the same. One such is to seek control from L?(T)-space (see [10]). In this
case the state equation has to be understood in a ultra weak sense, since the Dirichlet boundary data is only
in L?(T"). This ultra-weak formulation is easy to implement and typically yields optimal controls with low
regularity. Especially, when the problem is posed on a polygonal domain, the control exhibits layer behaviour
at the corner points. This is because it is determined by the normal derivative of the adjoint state. Another
approach is to choose the control from the the energy space H'/?(T) (see [30]). With the help of a harmonic
extension of the given boundary data, the Steklov-Poincaré operator was employed in [30] to determine the
cost functional. By employing harmonic extension of the Dirichlet data, the Steklov-Poincaré operator turns
Dirichlet data into Neumann data; nevertheless, numerical implementation of this sort of abstract operator
might be challenging. In paper [9], Dirichlet control problem is transformed into a Robin boundary control
problem through penalization. In [13], the authors consider unconstrained Dirichlet boundary control where
the control in H'/?(T') is realized by a harmonic extension in H'(2) which enables to consider cost functional
in energy form. In this approach the authors choose the control from the energy space H'({)) so that they
do not need Steklov-Poincaré operator and hence this method is computationally very efficient. We refer
[21] for an improved analysis of constrained Dirichlet boundary control.
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In [24], a semi-smooth Newton method has been used to solve Dirichlet boundary control problem for
parabolic PDE. The article [1, 5] investigates the Robin-type boundary conditions for parabolic Dirich-
let boundary control problems using Robin penalization method. In this paper, we consider the following
parabolic Dirichlet boundary control problem of tracking type, which may be regarded as prototype prob-
lem(based on energy approach) to study Dirichlet boundary control for time-dependent PDEs.

. 1 A
min J(u, q) = 3 [[u— Ud||i2(1;L2(Q)) + §|q|i£2><(0,T)7 (1)
subject to PDE,
Ou—Au=f inQx(0,7), (2a)
u=gq on 00 x(0,7T), (2b)
u(z,0) =wup(x) in Q, (2¢)

with the control constraints
qa < q(z,t) < g on N x (0,T).

The detailed description of the above problem will be discussed in the Section 2. To the authors’ knowledge,
this is the first work to address the energy approach for solving the Dirichlet boundary control problem
governed by linear parabolic equation. We prove existence and uniqueness of the solution of the problem
(1), and discuss about the regularity of the optimal control, which is of particular interest. Also, one of
the goal of this article is to consider the discretization of the optimality system based on a finite element
approximation of the state, adjoint state and the control variable. To discretize the state and adjoint state
equation, we use discontinuous finite elements for time discretization, and H'-conforming finite elements
for spatial discretization. In [3] this type of discretization is shown to allow for a natural translation of the
optimality conditions from the continuous to the discrete level. This gives rise to exact computation of the
derivatives required in the optimization algorithms on the discrete level. Since, we sought control from a
closed convex subset of H(2 x (0,7)), the optimal control satisfies a simplified Signorini problem in three
dimensional domain © x (0,7). To discretize the control we use the conforming prismatic Lagrange finite
elements on three dimensional domain. For a period of fifteen years, the lack of order of convergence for the

Signorini solution had been a common difficulty. Hild [16], derive the optimal order of convergence under
minimal assumptions. Using the ideas from [16], we derive the optimal order convergence for the error in
control.

The following is a breakdown of the rest of the article. The investigated Dirichlet boundary control
problem, the primal boundary value problem, the reduced cost functional, and the related adjoint boundary
value problem are all described in Section 2. The minimizer of the reduced cost functional is characterized
as the unique solution of a variational inequality of the first kind. Section 3 discusses the finite element
discretization of the variational inequality, as well as finite element approximations of both the primal and
adjoint boundary value problems, and related error estimates. Some numerical results are finally given in
Section 4.

2. CoNTINUOUS CONTROL PROBLEM

In this section, we first introduce some notations and then discuss the mathematical formulation of the
optimal control problem. Furthermore, we prove theoretical results on existence and uniqueness.

2.1. Notations and Preliminary. Let Q be a bounded convex polygonal domain in R?. The inner-product
in L?(Q) space is denoted by (u,v) := [ uv with the norm [, , := (v,v)"/2. Also, we denote the norm
in the H*(Q) space by |v||, o for k > 1. Let I := (0,7T) be a time interval. We consider the Sobolev space
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L?(I; L?(Q)) equipped with the inner-product

(u,v)lz/OT/qu

and the norm |ul|; := (u, u)}/2. Let 0 < s < 1. Define the fractional Sobolev space

H(Q) = {u € L2(Q)]| /Q /Q % dx dy < oo},

follo = (o + [ [ LEE0F o dy)%.

The fractional Sobolev space involving time is defined by

equipped with the norm

LA(I; H*()) := {u : I — H*(Q) measurable | /Hu(t)”iﬂ dt < oo}.
I

Prior to discussing the optimal control problem, we describe the problem setup for the linear parabolic
problem defined in (2) as follows:

Ou—Au=f inQx(0,7T), (3a)
u=g¢q on 9N x (0,7), (3b)
u(z,0) =up(x) in Q, (3c)

where Q C R?, be a bounded polygonal domain and (0,7) be a time interval. Denote I'p := Q x {0,T}
and I'c := 90 x (0,T). We take the interior force f € L?(I; L?(f2)) and the initial data ug € H'(Q2). The
Dirichlet data function g is the control variable and it is chosen from the following admissible space:

Q={qe H(QxI)|qg(x,t)=00onTp}. (4)
For the time interval I, define the test and trial space
X :={w|w e L*(I; H}(Q)) and d,w € L*(I; H(2))}.
For a given control ¢ € @, the weak formulation of (3) is to find w(q) € X, with u(z,0) = ug(x), such that
(Orw(q),v)r + (Vw(q), Vu)r =(f,v)r — (Vq,Vv)r — (Owq,v)1 Yv € X, (5)

and set u(q) := w(¢g) + ¢ € X + Q to be the weak solution of (3).
We recall the following result on existence, uniqueness (see [25, 36]) and regularity (see [18, 25]) for the
state equation.

Proposition 2.1. For a given control q € Q, f € L*(I; L?(Q?)) and ug € H'(Q), there exists a unique weak
solution u(q) == w(q) +q € X +Q of the problem (3). Moreover, the solution exhibits the improved regularity
u(q) € Z 4+ @Q and satisfies the stability estimate

||atu(Q)H1 + ||VU(Q)||1 < Hf”] + Hat‘JHI + HVQHI + HU’OHLQ ) (6)
where the space Z is defined by
Z ={w|we L*(I; Hy()) and dyw € L*(I; L*(Q))}.
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2.2. The Dirichlet Control Problem. Consider the cost functional J defined in (1). The model control
problem consists of finding (4(q),q) € (X + Q) X Qad, such that

J(u(q),q) = min J(u(q),q), 7
@UD D= 0By ., T D) @

subject to u(q) = w(q) + ¢ satisfying (5). The admissible constrained set of control reads

Qaa ={0€ Q¢ < q(z,t) < g onTc}, (8)
where ¢4, ¢» € R and for consistency assume g, < 0 and ¢, > 0, so that the admissible set (.4 is nonempty.

Theorem 2.2 (Existence and uniqueness of control). There exists a unique solution of the control problem
(7).
Proof. The cost functional J is non negative. Set

o= inf J(u(q), q).

(u(9),0)€(X+Q) X Qaa (u(@),9)

Then there exists a minimizing sequence (u(gn),qn) such that, J(un(gn),¢n) converges to a. For the
notational simplicity we denote u,(g,) by w,. Since the sequence J(uy,¢,) is convergent, the components
[lwn, — ugllr and |gn|1,axs are bounded. As ¢, € Quq, using the Poincaré inequality we conclude that the
sequence ¢, is bounded in ). Then there exists a subsequence of ¢,, still indexed by n to simplify the
notation, and a function ¢, such that ¢, converges to ¢ weakly in Q). It is clear that the set Q.4 is closed
and convex, the function § € Quq. An a priori estimate of the problem (5) yields

[0cwnll; + IVwall; < C(If1l; + lanlr.0xr + [[uolly o), 9)

where u,, = w;, + ¢,. Using this a priori estimate and the boundedness of the sequence g, we conclude that
the sequence w, is bounded in H}(Q x I). We extract a subsequence, name it w,, and it converges weakly
to w in H}(Q x I). Now we show that @ is the corresponding candidate for the control g. From (5), we have

(Orwn, v)1 + (Vwn, Vo)1 =(f,0)1 = (Van, Vo)1 = (Oedn, v)1 Vo € L*(1; Hy(Q)). (10)
Using the above weak convergences in (10), we obtain
(Opw,v)1 + (Vo, Vo)1 =(f,v)r — (Vq, Vo)r — (8:q,v)r Vv € L*(I; Hy ().

Hence, 4 = w + ¢ is the corresponding state for the control g. The sequence ¢, converges to ¢ weakly in
Q. Therefore, it converges strongly in L?(Q x I). Now, w,, converges to w weakly in H}(Q x I). Thus, it
converges strongly in L2(Q x I). So, wy, + gn = uy,, converges strongly to w + g = % in L?(2 x I). Using the
weak lower semi continuity of the norm, we obtain |G1,0x7 < liminf,, e |gn|1,0x7. Hence, we have

o o1 A
J(u,q) < nlilglo §Hun — udH? + §hnni1£f|qn|iﬂxl = q.

This proves the existence of a control ¢ such that J(@,q) = «. The uniqueness of the solution follows from
the strict convexity of the cost functional. O

Proposition 2.3 (Continuous Optimality System). The state, adjoint state, and control (u(q),#(q),q) €
(X + Q) X X X Qquq satisfy the optimality system

u(q) =w(q) +q, w(q) € X, (11a)

(Orw(q),v)r + (Vw(q), Vo)r =(f,v)1 — (Vq, Vv)1 — (0iq,v)1 Vv € X, (11b)

—(8:9(@),v)1 + (V(q), Vo) r =(a(q) — ug,v)r Vv € L*(I; Hy(2)), (11c)
NOq,0:(p— @)1 + AV@, V(p — )1 >(6(@),0:(p— D)1 + (Vo(7), V(p — D)1

—((q) —ua,p— @1 VP € Qua, (11d)

with @(z,0) = ug(z) and ¢(q)(x,T) = 0.
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Proof. Consider the Lagrangian function

1 A A
£lw,6.0) = 5 o+ 0= wal} + 5 IVl + 5 [oval = [ 0w o

—/IVw~V¢+/If¢—/IatQ¢_/IVQ'V¢' (12)

Differentiating £ with respect to ¢ and w at (w(q), #(q),q) and equating to 0, we obtain state (11b) and
adjoint state (11c) respectively. Now, differentiating £ with respect to ¢ at (0(g), #(g), q) in the direction
(p — q), we get the following;:

D L((3), $(@), D)o — @) = /< (@ + 7 ua)p —q+A/Vqu 2
Y / 50 Oh(p — @) / (- ) / V(o - ) V(). (13)

The first order necessary optimality condition D,L(w (), #(q),q)(p — @) > 0 for all p € Qquq yields the
inequality (11d). O

It is easy to prove from (11d) that the optimal control g solves the following Signorini problem:

A0 +A)g=0 in Qx(0,T), (14a)
Ga < q < gy On FCu (14b)
g=0 inTp, (14c)

and further the following holds for almost every (z,t) € T'¢c:
97 94(q)

if g, < g(z,t) < q then (/\a— - an )(x,t) =0, (14d)

if go < q(x,t) < gp then (A% — a(b—(Q))(x,t) >0, (14e)
on on

if go < q(z,t) < gp then ( 2— — 82—72))(56715) <0. (14f)

Remark 2.4 (Regularity of Signorini problem). The numerical analysis of any finite element method applied
to the Signorini problem (14) requires the knowledge of the regularity of the solution q. The Signorini
condition may generate some singular behavior at the neighborhood of T, see [20]. There are many factors
that affect the reqularity of the solution to the Signorini problem. Some of those factors are the reqularity
of the data, the mized boundary conditions (e.g., Neumann-Dirichlet transitions), the corners in polygonal
domains and the Signorini condition which generates singularities at contact-noncontact transition points.
Let p be a contact-noncontact transition point in the interior of I'c, then the solution of Signorini problem
(14) g € H™(Vp) with T < 5 and V, be an open neighborhood of p (see [2, subsection 2.3], [/, section 2] and
[29]). Letp € TeNTp and Vp be a neighborhood of p in Q such that § vanishes on Vo NTr then the elliptic
regularity theory on convex domain yields ¢ € H*(Vp)(see [2, subsection 2.3] and [31]). Now if ¢ does not
vanish on Vo NTc, then p be a contact-noncontact type transition point and hence § € H™(Vp) with T < 5/2
(see [2, subsection 2.3] and [31]). The best we can expect is to obtain ¢ € H™ (Vr,) with 7 < 2 and Vr . is
an open neighbourhood of T (see [2, 20]).

3. DISCRETIZATION AND ERROR ANALYSIS

In this section, we consider finite element discretization of the optimal control problem (7). Also for the
error analysis we assume that the solutions w(q), ¢(q) € H*(I, H3(Q))NL?*(I,H™(Q)) and g € HL(Q x I) :=
{pe H (U xI):p=0onTp} with 3/2 <7 < 2.
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3.1. Discretization in time and space. In this subsection, we first discretize the time and then discretize
the space.

Semi-discretization in time. Let I = {0} UI; U I, U...U Iy be a partition of I = [0, T with subintervals
Iy, = (tm—1,tm] of length ky,, := ¢, — t;n,—1 and time points

O=to<thi < ..<ty_1 <ty =T. (15)

The time discretization parameter is defined by k¥ = maxi<y,<m km. The semidiscrete test and trial space
is defined by

XP = {v, € L*(I, H3(Q)) | vk|1,, € Po(Im, Hy(Q)) for m =1,2,3,..., M},

where, Po(I,,, H}(Q)) denotes the space of constant polynomials defined on I,,, with values in Hg(£2). For
u,v € X,S, we use the notation

(W, )1, = (u,0)r2(1,,,22(0)) and |ull; = lull2r,, r200)) -

For vy, € X}, we define the following notations:

v;:)m = tlirél+ Vg (b + 1), Vg 1= tlir(% V(tm —t) = v(tm), [ok],, == v;:)m — Vo
Define the bilinear form B : X? x X — R,
M M-1
B(wyg,vg) == Z (8twk’vk)1m + (Vwk,Vvk)I + Z ([wk]m,v;m) + (w,::o,vlio), (16)
m=1 m=1

for wg, v € X,S. The semi-discrete weak formulation of the state equation (5) reads: given ¢ € Quq4, find
wy(g) € X2 such that

B(wr(q),vr) = (f,ve)1 + (w0, vl ) — Blg,ve) Vo € X, (17)
and set uy(q) = wi(q) + g € X + Q to be the semi-discrete solution of (5).
Remark 3.1. It is clear that the exact solution w(q) € X of (5) satisfies

B(w(q),vr) = (f, k)1 + (uo, vyl o) — Blg,vx)  Vor € X} (18)

This leads to the Galerkin orthogonality B(w(q) — wi(q),vx) = 0 for all vy € X7 and hence B(u(q) —
uk(q),vg) = 0 for all vy, € X7.

A use of integration by parts in time in the bilinear form B(.,.) defined in (16) yields the equivalent form
1

M M—
B(wg,vp) = = > (wi, 0op) 1, + (Vwr, Vor)r = Y (wic okl ) + (@i ars Vi ar) - (19)
m=1 m=1

Discretization in space. Let T, be a shape-regular triangulation of Q). Let hx denote the diameter of the
triangle K € T, and define the space discretization parameter h = maxxe7, hx. We consider the conforming
finite element space:

Vy = {Uh S H&(Q) | 'Uth S Pl(K) for K € 771}
Moreover, we consider the fully discrete space-time finite element space
X,S:i = {Ukh S L2(I, Vh) | Ukhllm S Po([m, Vh)} - X,?

The fully discrete (space-time discretized) state equation for given control ¢ € Q.4 has the following form:
Find wgn(q) € X,S)’i such that

Blwin(q), vkn) = (f, ven)1 + (w0, v, 0) — Bl vkn)  Yorn € X0, (20)
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and set ugp(q) = wrn(q) +q. Furthermore the fully discrete adjoint state equation for given control ¢ € Quq
has the following form: Find ¢ (q) € X kb } such that

B(vkn, ¢kn(q),) = (urn(q) — ua, ven), Yorn € X,S}I (21)

We state below the stability result for the fully discretized solutions of the state and adjoint state equations
(see [26, Theorem 4.6 and Corollary 4.7]) as

Lemma 3.2. For q € Q, let the solutions wgn(q) and ¢rr(q) be given by the discrete state equation (20)
and adjoint equation (21), respectively. Then it holds that

lwkn (@l + IVwrn (@l < CUF N+ lahoxr + [Mhuolly o + [[VIThuollg o), (22)
@kn (@7 + VR (@)l < C llurn(q) = ually, (23)
where Wy, : H}(Q) — Vi, denotes the spatial L?—projection.

3.2. Error estimates of uncontrolled state and adjoint state variables. This section is devoted to
the derivation of a priori error estimations for the discrete solutions of the uncontrolled state and adjoint
state equation. We introduce some auxiliary equations which are used to simplify our error analysis. For
. _ _ 0,1 . . . . .
given control ¢ € Q, let wiy(q) € X,'), be the fully discrete solution of the following auxiliary state equation:

B(wgn (@), ven) = (f,vkn)1 + (w0, 0y, o) = B(@ vkn)  Yorn € X, (24)
and set ugp(q) := win(q) + q. Furthermore, for given 4(q) € L%(I, L*(Q2)), let ¢rn(q) € X,S:}l be the fully

discrete solution of the following auxiliary adjoint state equation:

B(vkn, ¢kn(@),) = (@(q) — ud;ven),; Yorn € X;ijll- (25)

3.2.1. Error estimates of uncontrolled state. For given fixed control § we derive the error between @(g7) and
ukn(q), where @(g) be the solution of the state equation (11a)-(11b) and wugy(G) be the solution of the fully
discrete auxiliary state equation (24). Let ux(q) be the solution of semi-discrete state equation (17) for the
given control . Since, 4(q) and ugy(G) are state and auxiliary discrete state solution, by the splittings we
have @(q) = w(q) + q and ugn () = wrr(7) + §. Now, we can write the total error

u(q) — ukn(q) = w0(q) — win(Q).
The influences of the space and time discretization is separated by the temporal part ey := w(q) — wi(q)
and the spatial part e, := wi(q) — win(q), ie.,

w(q) — wrn(q) = ex + en.
Our aim is to find the following energy error estimate of the state:
IV (@) = uen (@)l = IV (@0(2) — wrn (@), < IVerll; + | Venll, - (26)
Theorem 3.3. There holds,
IVerll; < CENw(@ g (1,13 ) »
where C' is a positive constant independent of the time step k.
The proof follows from the following lemmas. Define the semi-discrete projection [26]
I : O(I, Hy () — X} (27)
by Iyulr, € Po(Im, HY(Q)) and Txu(t,) = u(t,,) for m =1,2,3,..., M. Introducing the projection we get,
(@) — Iew(q)) + (Lew(q) — wi(q)) = 1k + i,

) — wi (7). Now, we need to prove the following results:

ex = w(q) — wi(q) = (w
where 7y, := w(q) — I);w(q) and ¢ := I w(g



8 T. GUDI, G. MALLIK, AND R. C. SAU

Lemma 3.4. The projection error mi, = w(q) — Ixw(q), satisfies
B, ) = (Vi V)1 Yo € X
Proof. By means of (19), we have

M M-—1
B, ) = = > (s )1, + (Vi VO = > (1 [0) + (Mo ags Cioar)- (28)
m=1 m=1

The term 7, . and 7, ,, vanishes, because of the definition of interpolation I;. Since ¢ lies in the semi-
discrete space X7, the first term vanishes. The only remaining term is the second one. This completes the
proof. O

Lemma 3.5. The temporal error ey, is estimated by the projection error ni as
IVerll; < ClIVagll; -
Proof. Let wy, € X be the solution of
B(v, 1) = (Vo,Ver)r Yo € X2, (29)
with the stability estimate |V, < C'||Vex| ;. By the Galerkin orthogonality, we have
B(w(q) —wi(q), 1) =0 21 € X},
B(Ck + Mk, 21) =0z, € X} (30)

Using above the stability estimate, Galerkin orthogonality (30), Lemma 3.4 and (29), we obtain the following
estimate:

IVerll7 =(Ver, Ver)r = (Vg Ver)r + (Vi Ver)r

= (Vi Ver)r + B(Ce, wWr) = (V, Ver)r — By, W)

= (Vni, Ver)r — (Vni, Vi) 1

< IVl IVerlly + C IVl [Verl s - (31)
Hence, [|[Ver|; < C ||V, O

The next lemma on interpolation estimation follows from [34].
Lemma 3.6. The projection error ng, = w(q) — Ixw(q) has the following estimate:
19l = 19(0(@ — B@)l, < k1@l r01(c)

Proof of Theorem 3.3: Using Lemma 3.5 and Lemma 3.6, the proof follows. O

Theorem 3.7. Let wi(q) be the semidiscretized solution of (17) and wi(q) be the fully discretized solution
of (20). Then the error ep, = wi(q) — win(J) has the estimate

IVenl|; < ChT™! ||wk||L2(1;HT(Q)) ’
where the constant C' is independent of the mesh size h and the size of the time steps k.
The proof is divided into several steps which are collected in the following lemmas. Define the projection
s X ,8 — X ,8’,11
by means of the spatial L2-projection II, : H}(2) — V} point-wise in time as (mpwi)(t) = Ipwg(t).
Introducing the projection 7, we get,
en = (wr(q) — mhwr () + (Thwi(q) — win(q)) = 1m + Chs

where 0y, 1= wi(q) — Thwi(7) and (g, := Thw(7) — wrk(q).
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Lemma 3.8. The projection error n, satisfies the following relation
B, ) = (Vin, V)1 Vo € Xy
Proof. The proof follows by similar arguments of Lemma 3.4. O

Lemma 3.9. The following boundedness property of the error (, holds
IVGull; < ClIVall; -

Proof. For v € X7, the definition of B in (16) reads

M M—1
B(v,v) = ((%v,v)l Vv Vv I + Z ], » m (var,var), (32)
m=1 =1
and in (19) as
M M-1
Z v, 6,51) (Vo, Vv Z + (var vag)- (33)
m=1 m=1

Adding the above two equations (32) and (33), we get
B(v,v) > (Vu, Vo), forall ve Xp. (34)
Choosing, v = (5 in (34) and utilizing the Galerkin orthogonality of the space discretization, we obtain

IVGlIT < B(ChCh) = =By Cr) = =(Vn, Vén) < [Vl IVGll, -
This establishes the desired result ||V(u|; < (| Vanll;. O

We state below the well-known estimate for the spatial projection 7, (see [20, subsection 5.2]) as

Lemma 3.10. The projection error n, = wi(q) — mowi(q) has the following estimate:

IV (wi(q) — mpwr(@)ll; < CRT™ ' ||wk||L2(1 H7(Q)) * (35)

Proof of Theorem 3.7: The splitting e, = np, + Cp yields || Ve, < [Vonll; +|VEr|;- Using Lemma 3.9, we
obtain |Ves|; < C'||Vnyl;. Finally, using Lemma 3.10, we get the desired result

[Venll; < Chm! ||wk||L2(1;HT(Q)) :

The next theorem follows from Theorem 3.3 and 3.7.
Theorem 3.11. The error estimation for the uncontrolled state variable is given by
IV (a(@) = urn(@))ll; = IV (@(q) = wen(@)]l; < C(k+ A7),

Now, we derive the error estimate of the uncontrolled adjoin state i.e., for a given fixed control ¢ we derive
the error between ¢(q) and ¢xp(7), where ¢(g) be the solution of (11c) and ¢n(G) be the solution of (21)
for ¢ = q.

Theorem 3.12. There holds,
HV ¢kh ))HI Sc(k—I—hT*l).
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Proof. Let gbk( 7) € X} be the solution of the auxiliary problem:
B(vk, (7)) = (v, u(q) — ua)r Vor € X},

Introducing (bk( g) and applying the triangle inequality, we arrive at

I¥6@ - o @), < V6@ - di@)|, + [ vi@n@ - omntan]| - (36)
For the first term of (36), we apply similar arguments of the proof of Theorem 3.3 to obtain
|v6@ -t < cn (37)
Using the stability result (23), Poincaré inequality, and Theorem 3.11 we obtain
|V (@@ = dn(@))]|, < €IV (@@ = win (@), < O (38)

Putting the estimates (37) and (38) in (36), we get the required result

3.3. Discretization of the control variable. In this subsection, we describe the discretization of the
control variable. Let @, be an admissible discrete subspace of the control space (). One can consider
different mesh for control variable than the mesh corresponding to state and adjoint variables, see [3].
However, for simplicity of notation we will use the same time-partitioning (15) and the same spatial mesh
Tr, defined in subsection 3.1.

Let T, be a regular mesh of the domain Q x (0,7T), consists of prism see [14, 17]. A typical prism is
denoted by K x I,,, where K € T, and I,,, is a subinterval of I such that cihgx < |I,,| < cohg for some fixed
positive constants ¢; and cs. Using a spatial mesh 7} we consider the following finite element space:

={qn € C(Q) | qu|x € P1(K) for K € T}
Define a conforming ’Pl—subspace Q. of Q by,

Qo = {40 € C(UXI) | go|rx1,, € P1(E) @ Pi(Im), 4o(2,0) = go(2,T) =0, x € Q}. (39)
Another equivalent representation of @, is the following:
Qo = {40 € C(AX )| 4olr,, € Pi(I;m: Qn); ¢o(2,0) = g5 (z,T) = 0, z € Q}. (40)
The discrete admissible control set,
1=46s € Qo |9a < 45(ps) < gy for all nodes p, on 9N x (0,7)}. (41)
The fully discrete optimal control problem is given as follows:
Minimize .J (un (o), go) subject to (20) and (upn(q0), 40) € (X + Qo) X Q4. (42)
Here, the parameter o collects the discretization parameters k and h i.e., 0 = o(k, h). The standard theory
of optimal control problem [32, 35] can be employed to deduce the existence and uniqueness of the solution

of the following discrete optimality system:

Proposition 3.13 (Fully discrete optimality system). There exists a unique solution (g (Gs),ds) € (Xg’,ll—l—

Qo) x Q% for the Dirichlet control problem (42). Further, there exists a unique adjoint state e (Gs) € X,S’,lI
satisfies the following:

Ukn(Go) =0kn(To) + @0y ki (Go) € X} (43a)
B(wn (o) ven) = (fown)r + (o, vif o) = B, vin)  Yorn € Xpp. (43b)
B(vkn, okn(@s),) = (Ukn(qo) — ud,vkn), Vorn € X,S:,ll. (43c)

)\(at(ja; at(pcr - (ja)>l+/\(v(jav V(pa - qg))l > (8t(pcr - iia), Q/_)kh (%))1



FEM FOR DIRICHLET BOUNDARY OPTIMAL CONTROL PROBLEM

=+ (V(Ekh(qd)a v(po - (jd))l - (ﬂ’kh((ja’) — Ud,Po — qg)lv

for all ps € Q2.
The next lemma is used for the derivation of error estimate below.
Lemma 3.14. There holds,

(0:(ds = @), Drn(do) = (@) 1+(V(@o — ), V(drn(do) — (@)

= (urn(qo) — w(q), win(q) — Wrn(ds)) ;-
Proof. A subtraction of (43b) from (24) yields,
B(win (@) — Wkn(do), vin) = B(Go — @, vkn) Yorn € X/Sill
Also, subtracting, (25) from (43c) we get,
B(vkn, $xn(Go) — orn(@),) = (Gkn(Go) — ©(Q),vkn),  Vorn € X}

Choose, vk = i (o) — G () in (46) we get,

B(win(q) — Wkn(Go); Oxn(Go) — ox1(7)) = B(@o — @, okn(do) — drn(Q))-

Choose, vgn, = win(q) — Wgn(gs) in (47), we obtain

B(win(q) = Wkn(Go)s Orn(@o) — ¢xn(2),) = (rn(@o) — w(q), wen(q) — orn (o)) ;-

Now, equating (48) and (49), we have
B(@o — @ 0xn(o) — oxn(7)) = (Urn (7o) — 0(q), win(q) — @kh((jo))l-
Computing B(qs — G, dxn(Gs) — ¢rn (7)), we have
(0(ds = @), Dxn(Go) = kn(@)1+(V(@o — @), V(drn(@0) — kn (@)1
= (arn(qo) — u(q), win(q) — Wrn(ds)) -

Theorem 3.15 (Error estimation for control). There holds,

NG = @13 s+ 18(2) — rn (@) 17 < [MOe@: 0:(po — @)1 + MV, V(po — @)1

— (0(ps = @), 0)1 = (V(ps —q) ¢(a))1 ( (q ) Uud Po — 1]

+11G = 2o} anr + V(@@ — o6 @)][; + 19(2) — wen (@117
for all ps € Q7.
Proof. Choose, p = g, in (11d), we get
N0:d,0:(@o — @)1+ V(@ — D)1 = —(6(2), 0:(@> — D)1
+(Ve(@), V(G — @)1 — (a(@) — ud, Go — Q1.
Rearranging the terms for the discrete variational inequality (43d), we get
A04Go, 01(q — 40)) 1+ MV o, V(7 = G5))1 = =M 0iGo, Or(ps — )1
= MVo,V(po = D)1 + 0:(ps — 0, k0 (7)1
+(9:(a = o), Pk (@0)) 1 + (VDo — @)y Vorn (o)1
+ (V7 = G0), VOrr(Go))1 = (rn(do) — ud, po — @)1
— (Ukn (@) — va, 7 — Qo)1

11

(43d)

(51)
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for all p, € Q7,. Adding (52) and (53), we get
M 0@ = @o)I7 ~MIV(@ = @)II7 2 NOelo, 0:(a — po))1 + A(Vao, V(T — po))1
+ (Oe(po — @), P (Go))1 + (9e(a@ — @o ), Prn (@)1
+ (VP = @), Vorn(Go))1 + (V(7 ~ Go), Vorn(do))1
— (Wkn(Go) — uds po — Q)1 — (Ukn(do) — Ud, @ — Qo)1
> [M8:4,0:(@ — o)1 + MV V(T — o)1
+ 0o — D), 9(@)1 + (V(po — 7), V(@)1
— (@(q) — ua,po — Q1] + A0:(qo — 7),0:(7 — po))1
+F AV (@o = @), V(G o)1 + (De(po — @) o1 (d5) — 6(@)1
+ (V(po = ), V(rn (o) — 6(@))1 — (@ (Go) = @6(@),po — D1
+ (V@ = @), V(0rn(Tr) = 6(@)1 — (@en(Go) — 4(7), 7 — o)1
+(0:(d — Go), o1 (d@0) — H(@))1 (54)
for all p, € Q7,;. Now we need to do some manipulation on the last three terms in (54). Denote
E = (V(q— ), V(érn(@o) — ¥@))1 — (arn(@e) — ()7 — Go)1
+(0:(q = o), Pk (@o) — H(D)1- (55)

Introducing the auxiliary solution ¢ (g) in the first, third term and modifying the second term in (55), we
obtain

B =(V(q = ), V(b1 (@) = & (@)1 + ln (@) — 2@
— (ukn(Go) — w(q), Wrndo — 0(7))1 + (8:(7 — o), Pkn (@) — Dkn (@)1
+(V(@ - @), (mh(’) o(@)r
+ (0:(7 — o )> Prn(Go) — Dk (a))1- (56)
Using the Lemma 3.14 in (56), we get
E = |[uxn(d0) — 0@ + (V(@ = Go), V(brn(@) — $(2))1
+(9:(7 = o), Pk (o) — Grn (@)1 — (win (@) — win(Go ), Wrn (o) — @(q))r
— (@kn(Go) — (@), Wkn(do) — w(q))1-

Hence,
E = |t (Go) — @(@)|7 + (V(G — @), V(drn(@) — (@)1
+ (0:(q = Go)s Orn(@o) — Sxn (@)1 — (ki (To) — W(q), win(q) — W(T))1- (57)
Using (57) in (54) and grouping the terms, we get
M0@ = @) |2 A V(G — )2 + lian(@) — A@)]1? < [A0ed e (po — )1
+ MV V(o — )1 — (0:(po — D), 9(@)1 — (V(pe — 7), VO(T))1
+ (@(q) = v, po — @)1] + N0(q — o), 0:(q — o)1

\./

+ AMV(7 = @0), V(T — o)1 + (0:(T — Do) Grn(To) — 6(2))1
+ (V7= po), V(rn (o) — 9(@D))1 + (ukn (o) — u(7), po — @)1
+ (V(7 = o), V(orn (@) — (@)1 — (0:(7 — @o), Pxn (@) — &(@))1
— (ukn(Go) — w(q), wen(q) — 4o )1 (58)
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Using the stability estimate of the adjoint state equation, we get

|V (00 (T0) — H(@D)||; < [|[V(rn(T5) — dx(@))|], + ||V (drn (@) — 2(D)|,

< Nkn (@) = @@l + [[V(oen(@) = (@) - (59)
Applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and putting (59) in the above equation (58) we obtain the desired
estimate. g

Now we derive the convergence rates for the terms on the right-hand side of (51). We construct a suitable
approximation p, for ¢ through some interpolations which are described below. Let Z, be the Lagrange
interpolation operator on the three dimensional prismatic elements. On a prismatic element K, := K x I,
with I, = (t;—1, tm] define the local Lagrange interpolation operator Zx, by the following:

3 2

Tic,qlw,t) = Y (D alaity)xs (1) o) (60)

i=1  j=1

for (z,t) € Ky, and {x1(t) = (tm — t)/(Em — tm=1), x2(t) = (t — tm-1)/(tm — tm—1)} temporal basis and
{¢:}3_, spatial nodal basis. Let M, be the trace of the discrete control space @, (see (39)) on I'c, and
the discrete extension operator R, be a map from M, to Q,. In [6, 33], the discrete extension operator is
obtained by combining a standard continuous extension operator with a local regularization operator. Now
we define a quasi-interpolation operator J, : WH1(I'c) — M, as follows. Let v € WH(T'¢). For interior
nodes p in I'c, we choose the Chen—Nochetto operator (see [11]) which preserves local affine functions and
positivity:

1
Tote) = e

where B is the largest open ball centered at p such that it is contained in the union of the elements containing
p. For the boundary nodes p on T'c NT'p, we set J,v(p) = 0. For the other boundary nodes p on I'c: we set

1
Jov(p) = W/L%

where L is a small line segment symmetrically placed around p, and included in I'c. This definition preserves
both sign and affine functions. Also, we have the following estimate (see [37, Corollary 4.2.3] and [16]):

H'U - jcrvHO,KgﬂFc <C HVUHLI(KUQFC) ’ (61)

Note that the estimate of the above type (61) can not be obtained for the Lagrange interpolation operator
Z,. Moreover, J, obeys the same approximation properties as of the Lagrange interpolation. Now we choose
the approximation p, for the control g as:

Po = Lo+ Ro (T (dlre) — Zo(qlre)) € Qlq. (62)
To estimate the best approximation term in the bracket of (51), we introduce the following notations. Let
K, be a prism which shares a face with I'c. Define
Sne ={(z,t) e Ko NTe: qo < q(z,t) < @},
and
So={(z,t) e Ko, NTc: q(x,t) = qat U{(a,t) € Ko NTo: qla,t) = g}

The sets S¢ and Syc are measurable since ¢ is continuous on I'c. We denote |S¢| and |Sy¢| are their
measures. We state the following lemma, which will be useful in the error analysis. The proof of the
following lemma follows from [16, Lemma 6].
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Lemma 3.16. Let o, be the diameter of the two dimensional trace element K, NT'c, and |Sc| > 0 and
|Sne| > 0. Then the following estimations hold for p, and Vq:

ol e < gz 98 il e (63)
sy < 12 07 ke e (64)
IVl s v < g7z o Va1, ore (65)
198l e,y < % o7 F Va3 e (66)

where i, = /\% - % and 3/2 < 1 < 2.
Theorem 3.17. For g€ H™(Q x I) with 3/2 <7 < 2, it holds
IN0:, 04(po — @)1 + AV, V(po — D)1 — (9:(po — 1), 6(D))r
~(V(po = @), V(@)1 + (@(q) ~ ua,ps — @)1 < CaZTV.
Proof. Integration by parts yields
M0, 01(Pe—D)1 + MV, V(pr — D)1 = (01(po — 0),8(2))

T
where p,, = p— — 92 Now putting ps = Z,q+ Ro (J5(dlre) — Z5(qlr.)) in (67) and using the property of
R, we obtain
/ ,UJn(pa’ - i?) = / ,un(ja'q - (j) = Z / ,un(ja'q - (j)dS (68)
I'c I'c K.eT, K,NI'e

Therefore it remains to estimate the following:
/ ,Un(jdq - (j>d5 VKU S 777- (69)
K,NT'c

Let K, be a fixed prism sharing a face with the boundary I'c and o, be the diameter of the face K, NI'¢
and obviously |Sc| + |Snc| = mo?2, where m is a fixed positive constant. Then, two cases can arise:

(a) either |[S¢| or |[Sne| equals zero,
(b) both |S¢| and |Syc| are positive.

It can be observed that the integral term in (69) vanishes for the first case (a). For the second case (b),
we derive two estimations for the same error term (69).

The estimation of (69) related to Syc: A use of Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, estimation for (63) in Lemma
3.16, and standard estimation for the interpolation 7, lead to

/ 1( TG — )ds < pally s o I170@ —
K(,ﬂf‘c

N'e
1 3 T
< Cﬁg |Mn|T §,K0ﬂl“cae |VCI|T—3,K0ch
|Snc|?
1 2(r—1) _
— 1 o ! (| ”7’|72'—§ JKeNI'c + |vq|72'—§,KdﬂFc)' (70)
|Sncl? 2
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FEstimation for (69) related to Sc: Using the estimation for J, in (61) and estimations (63) and (66), we
obtain

| n(Tea = a)ds < Iall o 1960 = 2l o
K,NT'c

1 1 )
S |SNC|% 2|:UJ71|7'7%,KUQFC qu”Ll(K(,ﬁFc)
L -4 |SwelY? .y
= CWUZ 2|M"|T_* KoNlc |SC|1/2 o ° |VCI|T—— KoNT'o
NC
1 2( _l) -
< C|S—loe T—3 (|Mn|3_g7;<mpc + |Vq|i_%)KmFC), (71)
cl?

It is easy to observe that either |Syc| or |Sc| is greater than or equal to mo?/2. Then, choosing the
appropriate estimation (70) or (71), we obtain

/K NTCe n(Jod = @)ds < Cogl7™) (|Mn|3—%,Kmrc + |v‘j|i—%,Kmrc)-

Summing over all K, sharing a face with I'c and applying the trace theorem, we get

/F 1n(Tod = )ds < O™V (Junl2 s +1VA2 5 1) < 02TV |l g -
C

This completes the proof. O

In the following theorem, we derive the energy error estimate for the control and L2-error estimate of the
state variable.

Theorem 3.18 (Error estimate of control variable). There holds
MG = Gl o+ (@) = arn (@), < CloZ ™ + A7~ + k).
Proof. Recall the result of Lemma 3.15:
A = o} 1+ 18() = n (@017 < [N, 0ulpo = )1+ A(Va, V(po = @)1
= (0ps = 0),6(2)1 = (V(Ps = 0), VO(@)1 + (4(q) = ta, por — §)1]
+1d = @1 s + [V (601(@) = 6@)7 + e (@) — @ (@17 (72)

for all p, € Q7,. From Theorem 3.17, we obtain an estimation for the first term of the above equation (72)
as

INO:@, 0 (pe — @)1 + A(VT, V(o — @)1 — (8 (po — @), (2))1
— (V(po — @), V(@)1 + (0(q) — ug,ps — §)1| < Co2T 1. (73)

For the second term in the right hand side of (72), we take p, = Zoq + Ro (Jo(qre) — Zo(qlre)). The
continuity of the extension operator R, and an inverse inequality yield

||q__po||1,9><1 < ”q__IU‘jHLQX] + HRU(jU(‘ﬂFc) _Id(‘ﬂl‘c)) ||1)Q><]
< Col " all,axr + CllTo(lre) = Zo(@lre)lls ro

1 B B

< Col Ml qur + Coe ? 170 (@lre) = Zo(@lre)lo ..
1 B

< Col ™Ml g5+ Coc ? lldlre — To(@lre)lore

1 B
+Coe * |lglre = Zo(glre)llo re
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< Col ™M dll s - (74)
The above estimations (73), (74) and Theorems 3.12 & 3.11 lead to the required result. O
Theorem 3.19 (Error estimate of state variable). There holds,
IV (@(@) = an(@o)ll; < Clor™" + 71 + k).
Proof. The triangle inequality gives
V(@) — arn (o)l < IV (@(@) — wrn(@)l; + IV (urn (@) — wrn(@0))|; - (75)
For the first term of (75), we use the splitting @(7) = w(7)+q from the equation (11a) and ux,(7) = wrn(§)+q
from the equation (20) to obtain
IV (@(q) = wn (@)l = [IV(@(7) = wrn (@)l - (76
For the second term of (75), we use the splitting ugp(q) = win(7) + g from the equation (20) and Ugp(G,) =
Wkh(ds) + §o from the equation (43b). Hence, we have

~~

ukn(q) — Ukn(Go) = win(qQ) — Wkn(Go) + 4 — Go-
Using the stability estimate (22) of the fully discrete state equation, we obtain
IV (urn (@) = wkn (@)l < IV (win (@) — @rn (@)l + V(@ — @0)ll;

< C|q — Golr,0x1- (77)

Putting (76) and (77) in (75), we get
IV (@(q) = wrn (o))l ; < IV(@0(7) = wen(@)l; + 1 — Golr,0x1- (78)
The estimations for Theorem 3.11 and Theorem 3.18 lead to the required result. g

Theorem 3.20 (Error estimate of adjoint state). Let ¢(q) be the solution of (11c) and éxn(Gs) be the
solution of (43c). Then there holds,

[V(&(2) = dn(@0))||, < Clk+h™ 1 +077h).

Proof. Introducing the auxiliary solution ¢, () satisfying (25), we obtain

IV (6(@) = (@), < V(6@ = drn(@)]]; + IV (@ (@) = S (@) - (79)

For the second term of (79), we use the stability estimate of the discrete adjoint solution (23) to obtain
1V (¢5r(7) = drn(G0))]||, < Cllw(q) — wrn(@o)ll; - (80)
The estimations for Theorem 3.12 and Theorem 3.18 lead to the required result. O

Remark 3.21. Note that the optimal control § satisfies a simplified Signorini problem. The regqularity of
the solution of Signorini problem gets impaired due to many reasons, for example regularity of the data,
the mized boundary conditions (e.g., Neumann-Dirichlet transitions), the corners in polygonal domains and
the Signorini condition which generates singularities at contact-noncontact transition points which we have
discussed in the Remark 2.4. So, there is a possibility that the solution could be less reqular i.e., g € H™ (Qx1I),
where 1 < 1 < 3/2. Then all the above a priori estimates hold true except the Theorem 3.17. It is clear that
if the solutions have the above regularity then (67) is not true because the right hand side of (67) does not
make sense. So, to estimate the term

)\(8th7 615(]9(7 - (j))l'i_)‘(v@ v(pa - Q))I - (at(pa - (7)7 q;((j))[
= (V(ps = @), V(@)1 + ((q) = ta,ps = @)1, (81)
we use the following idea:
N0:3.01(po — @)1 + MVT, V(pe — D)1 = (0e(ps — 1), $(@))1
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— (V(ps = 0 V(@)1 + (@) — ta:ps = @)1 = {pin: (po — D)ere

< ||NnHH€(FC)’ lpo — Cj”e,rc ) (82)
where € = 3/2 — 1 and H(T¢)' denotes the dual of H(T'¢) (see [/]). Choosing p, = Z,q, we have
17— Zoqll . r, < Co* 2 ||qll, . Using the trace estimate (discussed in Section 2), we have [tnll gerey <
C|qll,.q- Putting all these estimates in (82), we have

|)‘(6t(juat(po - (j))f + )‘(VC77 v(pa - Q))I - (at(pa - Cj)v ¢(Q))I
~ (V(ps =), V(@)1 + (@(q) — ua,po — @1l < Ca* 2 a7 g - (83)

Thus, we have an optimal order (up to the regularity) of convergence of the term (67). Hence, all the error
estimations (control, state and adjoint state) show the optimal order of convergence (up to the regularity of
the solutions).

So, it is clear from the Remark 3.21 that our error analysis also works for the solutions with low regularity.

4. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we validate the a priori error estimates for the error in state, adjoint state and control
variables numerically. We use primal-dual active set strategy (see [35]) in combination with conjugate
gradient method (see, [26, 27]) to solve the optimal control problem. For the computations we construct a
model problem with known solutions. In order to accomplish this, we consider the following cost functional
J defined by

1 , A
J(u,q) 3:§||U_ud”]+§|q_Qd|iQ><[u w € Q, p € Qad,

for some given function gg. Then the minimization problem reads: Find (u,q) € @Q X Qaq such that

J((q),q) = min J(u,
(a(q), ) g0 (u, q)
subject to the condition that (u,q) € (X + Q) X Quq satisfies the state equation (5). Then the discrete
(

q
optimality system finds (uxn(qo), Pxn(T0), Go) € (X,S,lI +Qy) X X,S)’,lI x %, such that

Ukh(Qo) =0kn(do) + 4o Wkn(do) € X;Sjill (84a)
B(win (@), vin) = (f,vkn)1 + (o, vy, o) — B(@r,vkn)  Yorn € X0 (84b)
B(vkn, $kn(Gs),) = (Ukn(Go) — ua,vkn), Yorn € X,Sji (84c)

N0, 0:(Ps — Go))1 + MV o, V(Pe — Go))1 = (0:(Po — Go)s Pk (o)1
+ (Vorn(2s), V(o — @o))1 — (rn (o) — tds Po — o)1
+ M9¢4d, 0t (Ps — o)1 + A(Vaa, V(po — Go))1, (84d)
for all p, € Q2

Example 4.1. Let the computational domain be Q x I := (0,1)2 x (0,1), I'c := v¢ x (0,1), and T'p :=
A x )\ T'c where vo := (0,1) x {0}. We choose the exact solutions as follows:

u(z,y) =zexp(y) (1 —z)(1 —y)t(l—1),

¢(x,y) = (2* —2°)(y* — y)t(1 - t),

q(z,y) = zexp (y) (1 —z)(1 —y)t(l —1),
and set the data as

f = 0w — Au,
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ug = u~+ 0y + A¢,
dd = ¢,
A=10"3¢, =0,q, = 0.8.

In this numerical experiments, we consider a sequence of uniformly refined meshes. The spatial domain
Q is subdivided by regular triangular elements and the time interval is partitioned by equally spaced time
steps. To discretize the state and adjoint state we use piecewise linear and continuous finite elements for
spatial discretization and piecewise constant elements for temporal discretization. For the discretization of
control we use linear prismatic Lagrange finite elements. We compute the errors in state, adjoint state, and
control on the above mentioned uniformly refined meshes. The empirical convergence rate is defined by

rate(l) := log(es/ee—1)/log(pe/pe—1), forl=1,2,3,..
where ey and py denote respectively the error and the discretization parameter at ¢-th level. Let N denote
the number of sub-intervals for the time interval I. In Table 1, we have shown the rate of convergence of
state and adjoint state in the energy norm with respect to the space parameter h. Table 2 shows the rate
of convergence of state and adjoint state in the L?-norm with respect to the time parameter k. In Table 3,
we have shown rate of convergence of the control variable in the energy norm with respect to the control
discretization parameter o := v/h2 + k2.

TABLE 1. Errors and rates of convergence of state and adjoint state w.r.t. space parameter
h for Example 4.1.

N1 h [1IV@@ —tn(@))ll; | rate | [V(6(@) — éxn(@o))][, | rate
4 | 0.2500 0.02610199 —_— 0.00690363 —
6 | 0.1250 0.01401513 0.8971 0.00341977 1.0134
12 | 0.0625 0.00707057 0.9870 0.00165730 1.0450
23 | 0.0312 0.00357310 0.9846 0.00081186 1.0295
46 | 0.0156 0.00178706 0.9995 0.00040030 1.0201

TABLE 2. Errors and rates of convergence of state and adjoint state w.r.t. time parameter
k for Example 4.1.

N1 h [1IV@@ —txn@)ll; | rate | [V(6(@) — éxn(@o))][, | rate
4 | 0.2500 0.02610199 e 0.00690363 —
6 | 0.1250 0.01401513 1.5337 0.00341977 1.7325
12 | 0.0625 0.00707057 0.9870 0.00165730 1.0450
23 | 0.0312 0.00357310 0.9870 0.00081186 1.0968
46 | 0.0156 0.00178706 0.9995 0.00040030 1.0968

TABLE 3. Errors and rates of convergence of control variable for Example 4.1.

o |7 — Gol1,0x1 | rate
0.3535 0.09476646  —
0.2083 0.05263751 1.1117
0.1041 0.02631136 1.0004
0.0535 0.01342729 1.0004
0.0267 0.00671436 0.9998
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CONCLUSIONS

We address the energy approach to solve the Dirichlet boundary control problem governed by the linear
parabolic equation. Since we have chosen the control from a closed convex subset of H(Q x (0,7T)), the
optimal control satisfies a simplified Signorini problem in three dimensional domain  x (0,7). For the
discretization, we use conforming prismatic Lagrange finite elements for the control. We derive the optimal
order of convergence for the error in control, state, and adjoint state. Our numerical experiments confirm
the theoretical results.
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