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Abstract. The a posteriori error estimator using the least-squares functional can be used for adaptive mesh
refinement and error control even if the numerical approximations are not obtained from the corresponding
least-squares method. This suggests the development of a versatile non-intrusive a posteriori error estimator. In
this paper, we present a systematic approach for applying the least-squares functional error estimator to linear
and nonlinear problems that are not solved by the least-squares finite element methods. For the case of an
elliptic PDE solved by the standard conforming finite element method, we minimize the least-squares functional
with conforming approximation inserted to recover the other physical meaningful variable. By combining the
numerical approximation from the original method with the auxiliary recovery approximation, we construct the
least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator. Furthermore, we introduce a new interpretation that views
the non-intrusive least-squares functional error estimator as an estimator for the combined solve-recover process.
This simplifies the reliability and efficiency analysis. We extend the idea to a model nonlinear problem. Plain
convergence results are proved for adaptive algorithms of the general second order elliptic equation and a model
nonlinear problem with the non-intrusive least-squares functional a posteriori error estimators.

1. Introduction

The least-squares finite element method (LSFEM) [36, 17, 18, 6, 40, 7, 15, 59] designs numerical methods based on
minimizations of least-squares energy functionals with first-order system reformulations. Compared to the standard
variational formulation and the related finite element method, one of the main advantages of the LSFEM is that
the least-squares functional is a good a posteriori error indicator/estimator for both the mesh refinement and the
error control. Earlier examples of adaptive LSFEMs can be found in [41, 3]. For a series of problems, the built-in
least-squares functional error estimators have been studied, for example, [29, 54, 19, 47, 44, 43, 48, 37, 12].

To illustrate the idea, consider the following first-order system, which may be linear or nonlinear,
B(ϕ, ψ)t = F

in the sense of L2. We assume that homogeneous boundary conditions and assume that ϕ ∈ W and ψ ∈ V with W and
V being the L2-based Hilbert spaces. Define the least-squares energy functional as: E(α, β;F ) = ∥B(α, β)t − F∥2

0 .
Then the least-squares minimization problem is:

(ϕ, ψ) = arg minα∈W,β∈V E(α, β;F ).
Let Wh ⊂ W and Vh ⊂ V be two corresponding finite element spaces, then the the least-squares finite element
minimization problem is: (ϕh, ψh) = arg minα∈Wh,β∈Vh

E(α, β;F ).
There are two central ideas in the construction of a posteriori error estimators. The first one is solving the problem

twice with different approaches and the second one is the evaluation or estimation of the residual in specific norms.
In the adaptive LSFEM framework, we use the least-squares functional error estimator given by:

η(ϕh, ψh) :=
∥∥B(ϕh, ψh)t − F

∥∥
0 =

√
E(ϕh, ψh;F )

This error estimator naturally combines two concepts: the first-order system LSFEM, which solves the equations
in physically meaningful variables (e.g., ϕ and ψ), and the least-squares functional, which evaluates the residual
B(ϕh, ψh)t − F in L2-norm.

For the well-studied problems, we often have the so-called norm-equivalence, where the least-squares functional
estimator is equivalent to the error measured in some standard norms. Even in cases where the norm-equivalence
is not available, the least-squares functional estimator can still be used since the energy functional induces an
artificial least-squares energy norm, see [44, 43, 48] for applications in transport equations and elliptic equations
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2 Z. LI AND S. ZHANG

in non-divergence form. The adaptive least-squares method, as a "brute-force" approach, has advantages for its
directness and simplicity. Recent examples of using least-squares methods as a "brute-force" method for solving
PDEs numerically includs the physics-informed neural networks [49].

One distinctive feature of the least-squares functional estimator, which sets it apart from many other a posteriori
error estimators, is that its reliability and efficiency bounds do not require the discrete approximations to be exact
solutions of the underlying LSFEM problem. We can use the estimator η(αh, βh) := ∥B(αh, βh)t − F∥0 with
αh ∈ Wh and βh ∈ Vh as inexact approximations of (ϕ, ψ). In contrast, most efficiency bounds of other a posteriori
error estimators rely on Verfurth’s bubble function trick [55], which is based on the error equation. Consequently,
these estimators typically require the numerical approximation to be the solution of the corresponding finite element
discrete problem. Thus, designing and analyzing a posteriori error estimators for specific problems often necessitate
individual treatments.

While the LSFEM offers several advantages as a "brute-force" and adaptive method, it is important to acknowledge
that many real-world problems already have well-established numerical methods that are often not based on least-
squares techniques, and may not even use finite elements or variational formulations. These methods may incorporate
specific tricks tailored to the problem at hand. In this paper, we aim to address the following questions: Can we use
the least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator even when the underlying numerical method is not based on
least-squares principles? In other words, can we use the least-squares functional error estimator in a non-intrusive
manner? Furthermore, can we ensure that the adaptive algorithm driven by the proposed non-intrusive least-squares
functional a posteriori error estimator converges? These questions are crucial as they explore the applicability and
effectiveness of the least-squares functional estimator beyond its original context. By investigating these aspects, we
aim to provide insights into the potential use of the least-squares functional estimator as a versatile tool that can
complement and enhance existing numerical methods for various problem types.

In this paper, we aim to achieve the following objectives: (1) Develop a non-intrusive least-squares functional a
posteriori error estimator for problems that are solved by standard finite element methods. (2) Establish a framework
for a priori and a posteriori error analysis by considering the solve-recover process as a two-step combined problem.
(3) Prove the plain convergence of the adaptive algorithm driven by the non-intrusive least-squares functional a
posteriori error estimator. To illustrate the effectiveness and generality of our proposed method, we apply it to two
model problems: the general indefinite and non-symmetric second-order elliptic equation and a monotone nonlinear
problem.

The idea of non-intrusive least-squares functional a posteriori error estimators for a problem which is not solved
by a LSFEM is originally proposed in [21] for elliptic equations. In that work, for an elliptic equation solved by
the conforming finite element method, the flux is recovered by minimizing the least-squares functional with the
conforming finite element solution inserted. The least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator can then be
applied using the conforming finite element approximation and the recovered flux approximation. This concept
can be generalized to different problems in order to develop non-intrusive least-squares functional estimators. The
approach involves first solving the PDE using a preferred numerical method. For example, we may solve for an
approximation ϕh ∈ Wh using the standard Galerkin method. If certain necessary auxiliary variables are missing
for the application of the least-squares functional estimator, we can recover them in appropriate discrete spaces by
minimizing the functional with the existing finite element solution inserted. For instance, if ψh is missing, we can
recover ψh by solving the minimization problem:
(1.1) ψh = arg min

β∈Vh

E(ϕh, β;F ).

By obtaining the recovered variable ψh, we can then apply the least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator
η(ϕh, ψh) = ∥B(ϕh, ψh)t − F∥0 to estimate the error.

For this non-intrusive least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator, we need to discuss its reliability and
efficiency. Typically, when constructing an a posteriori error estimator for a numerical method, it needs to be
proven that the error measured in a certain norm is bounded both above and below by the error estimator, up
to certain constants and high-order perturbations. However, establishing such bounds, particularly the efficiency
bound, for the non-intrusive least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator is challenging. Taking the similar
flux-recovery estimator as an example, the efficiency bound is proved by constructing an explicit recovery and finding
its relation with the known residual-type error estimator. However, this approach poses additional difficulties for
the non-intrusive least-squares functional estimator, as its purpose is to be applied to less-studied problems where
a residual-based error estimator may not be available. In this paper, we introduce a novel interpretation of the
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non-intrusive least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator. We consider the solve and least-squares recovery
processes as a combined two-step problem. In the solve step, we obtain the numerical approximation of the original
unknown quantity (ϕh), while in the least-squares recovery step, we determine the numerical approximation of the
auxiliary unknown quantity (ψh). The least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator can then be understood
as an estimator for both approximations (ϕh, ψh). This interpretation simplifies the mathematical analysis required
to establish the reliability and efficiency of the non-intrusive least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator. As
long as the approximations belong to the underlying function spaces, the least-squares functional a posteriori error
estimator η(ϕh, ψh) is reliable and efficient for the combined approximations. Moreover, this viewpoint opens up
opportunities for further applications of this idea to less-explored problems where a residual-based error estimator
may not be available. The notion that the least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator can be seen as an
estimator for the solve-recover combined problem is implicitly utilized in the original paper [21].

The concept of using the least-squares functional estimator alone, without solving the underlying problem using
LSFEM, is particularly appealing for nonlinear problems. In the case of a nonlinear problem, the least-squares
minimization problem becomes non-convex, even if the original problem is convex. Consequently, the standard
LSFEM can encounter issues related to the non-uniqueness of the discrete minimizer. Additionally, the least-squares
approach amplifies the nonlinearity of the problem. However, by employing a well-established numerical method to
solve the primal variable and only recovering the auxiliary variable using partial least-squares (1.1) (which is often a
linear problem), we can use the estimator without solving a nonlinear least-squares problem. In this approach, both
the solve step and the recovery step are well-studied and supported by existing techniques. Consequently, we can use
the simple least-squares functional estimator. The additional computational cost introduced by the recovery step is
acceptable since it involves solving only a one-shot linear problem. Even in the case of a linear problem, the cost of
solving the global recovery problem remains reasonable since it is comparable to the computational cost of solving
the problem using a standard LSFEM approach.

Based on this combined two-step problem framework of a priori and a posteriori analysis, we can discuss the
plain convergence of the adaptive algorithm driven by the non-intrusive least-squares functional estimator. Similar
to the recent work by Führer and Praetorius [38], we establish that the combined two-step problem satisfies a set of
conditions within the abstract framework proposed by Siebert [53]. Convergence theories for standard adaptive finite
element methods driven by residual-based error estimators with optimal rates have been established in [30, 46, 5, 24].
The plain convergence of adaptive finite element methods has been studied in [45, 53]. However, since the least-
squares functional a posteriori error estimator does not contain mesh-size factors in its terms, the standard arguments
utilized in [30, 46, 5, 24] to prove convergence with rates for adaptive finite element methods cannot be directly
applied. Alternative explicit residual-based error estimators specifically designed for LSFEMs have been developed
in [25, 13, 11], and optimal convergence rates have been established for these estimators. However, in this paper, we do
not pursue this approach as our main objective is to use the original least-squares functional estimator. Consequently,
we focus solely on the plain convergence analysis. The plain convergence of standard adaptive LSFEMs can be found
in [26, 38, 39].

In the remaining sections of the paper, our focus is primarily on two model problems: the general indefinite and
non-symmetric second-order elliptic equation and a monotone nonlinear problem. For both of these equations, which
are solved using standard conforming finite element methods, we derive the non-intrusive least-squares functional
estimators. The a priori and a posteriori error analysis are developed and the plain convergence is proved in details.
The plain convergence analysis also confirms that even the least-squares functional error estimator is naturally reliable
and efficient, we still require a priori convergence in the corresponding least-squares functional equivalent norms to
ensure the convergence of the adaptive algorithms.

The concept of recovering an additional physically meaningful variable and utilizing it to construct a posteriori
error estimators is not a new idea. One notable example is the ZZ estimator [60, 61]. The least-squares functional
error estimator, based on auxiliary recovery, can also be seen as a natural extension of the duality-gap error estimator,
which is built on primal-dual variational principles [8, 23, 34, 58]. For a certain class of problems that satisfy a natural
minimization principle and possess a dual problem associated with a natural maximizing principle, the duality gap
between the primal and dual approximations serves as a reliable estimator for the error. This is discussed in detail
in [58]. However, for problems that lack a natural energy minimization principle, we must seek an artificial energy
functional, such as the least-squares energy functional, and recover the dual or auxiliary variable by minimizing this
artificial energy functional. This approach leads to the development of the non-intrusive least-squares functional
error estimator.
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The paper is organize as follows: In Section 2,Sobolev spaces, finite element meshes, refinements, and corresponding
finite element spaces are discussed. The general second-order elliptic equation and its conforming finite element
approximation are presented in Section 3. In Section 4, we review the LSFEM and its built-in least-squares functional
error estimator. In Section 5, we define the non-intrusive least-Squares functional error estimator for conforming
FEM of elliptic equation. The alternative view on the non-intrusive least-squares functional estimator is discussed
on Section 6 and the plain convergence is proved for the adaptive algorithm driven by the non-intrusive least-squares
functional estimator in Section 7. In Section 8, we discuss a simple monotone nonlinear problem and its conforming
finite element a priori error estimate. Non-intrusive least-squares functional error estimator for the model monotone
problem is developed in Section 9 and plain convergence is proved in Section 10. Some final comments and remarks
are given in Section 11.

2. Sobolev spaces, meshes, refinement, and finite element spaces

2.1. Sobolev spaces. For a domain ω, we use the notation ∥v∥0,p,ω for the Lp norm of a function v ∈ Lp(ω). When
p = 2, the simpler notation ∥v∥0,ω for the L2 norm of a function v ∈ L2(ω) is used. The H1-norm for a function
v ∈ H1(ω) is ∥v∥1,ω, and the norm of a vector function τ ∈ H(div;ω) is ∥τ∥H(div;ω) :=

(
∥τ∥2

0,ω + ∥∇ · τ∥2
0,ω

)1/2
.

The space H1
0 (ω) is the subspace of H1(ω) with zero boundary condition. Let

X(ω) = H(div;ω) ×H1
0 (ω),

and define its norm as
|||(τ , v)|||ω :=

(
∥v∥2

1,ω + ∥τ∥2
H(div;ω)

)1/2
.

The domain Ω is a bounded, open, connected subset of Rd (d = 2 or 3) with a Lipschitz continuous boundary ∂Ω.
When ω = Ω, we omit the subscript Ω for simplicity. The following proposition is obvious, which is the Assumptions
(A3) and (A4) of [38] and (2.3) of [53].

Proposition 2.1. The norm on X is additive and absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

2.2. Meshes and mesh-refinement. We assume that T• is a conforming simplicial triangulation of the domain Ω.
Define the mesh-size function h• ∈ L∞(Ω) for the mesh T• to be h•|T = hT = |T |1/d, for any T ∈ T•.

Let M• ⊂ T• to be a set of marked elements. Let refine(·) be the standard newest vertex bisection refinement
routine. Refine at least all marked elements in M•, we get a new mesh T⊕ from T•. This process is denoted by
T⊕ = refine(T•,M•). The notation T(T•) represents the collection of all meshes that can be obtained through an
arbitrary but finite number of refinements of T•. Let T0 be the initial mesh and T := T(T0).

We make the following assumptions (which essentially coincide with (2.4) of [53] and R1, R2, and R3 of [38]):
Assumption R1: Reduction on refined elements: On refined elements, the mesh-size function is monotone

and contractive, with a constant 0 < qref < 1, i.e.,

h⊕ ≤ h• a.e. in Ω and h⊕ ≤ qrefh• ∀T ∈ T•\T⊕.

Assumption R2: Uniform shape regularity: There exists a positive constant κ, which depends only on
the initial mesh T0, such that

diam(T )d ≤ κ|T | ∀T ∈ T•, T• ∈ T.

Assumption R3: Marked elements are refined: The following is true:

M• ∩ refine(T•,M•) = ∅ ∀T• ∈ T and M• ⊂ T•.

2.3. Finite element spaces. For each mesh T• ∈ T, we use the C0-conforming finite element space to approximate
H1-functions. Let Pn(T ) be the space of polynomials of degree n on an element T ∈ T•. Denote the linear C0-
conforming finite element space associated with the triangulation T• by

(2.2) V• := {v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) : v|T ∈ P1(T ) ∀T ∈ T•} ⊂ H1

0 (Ω).

Denote the local lowest-order Raviart-Thomas (RT) [50] on an element T ∈ T• by RT0(T ) = P0(T )d + xP0(T ). The
H(div; Ω) conforming RT0 space is defined by

(2.3) W• := {τ ∈ H(div; Ω) : τ |T ∈ RT0(T ) ∀ T ∈ T•}.
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We use the notation

X• := W• × V•.

We have the following property of the discrete space X•, which coincide with Assumptions (S1) and (S2) of [38] and
(3.5) of [53].

Proposition 2.2. The space X• (also W• and V•) are conforming and finite dimensional for all T• ∈ T. The
mesh-refinement ensures X• is nested, that is X• ⊂ X⊕ for all T⊕ ∈ T(T•).

We discuss the approximation properties of W• and V•. To get a priori error estimate, we will make low regularity
assumptions on the regularity of the solution, while we only need approximation properties for H2-functions if we
just want to prove the plain convergence of adaptive algorithms.

By Sobolev’s embedding theorem, H1+s(Ω), with s > 0 for two dimensions and s > 1/2 for three dimensions, is
embedded in C0(Ω). Thus, we can define the nodal interpolation Inodal

• of a function v ∈ H1+s(Ω) with Inodal
• v ∈ V•

and Inodal
• v(z) = v(z) for a vertex z. We have the following local interpolation estimate for the linear nodal

interpolation Inodal
• with local regularity 0 < sT ≤ 1 in two dimensions and 1/2 < sT ≤ 1 in there dimensions

[31, 16]:

(2.4) ∥v − Inodal
• v∥1,T ≤ ChsT

T ∥v∥1+sT ,T ∀T ∈ T•.

For solutions with low regularities, the nodal interpolation is not well-defined. We can use the modified Clément
interpolation [28, 2] or the Scott-Zhang interpolation [52]. For an element T ∈ T•, let ∆T be the collection of
elements in T• that share at least one vertex with T . Assume that v ∈ H1

0 (Ω) and v|∆T
∈ H1+s∆T (∆T ) for some

0 < s∆T
≤ k + 1, and let Iszv be the Scott-Zhang interpolation into Sk+1,0, we have

(2.5) ∥∇(v − Iszv)∥0,T ≤ Ch
s∆T

T |v|1+s∆T
,∆T

.

Define T•,s to be the part of the mesh such that the local element-wise regularity sT of H1+sT (T ) is big enough to
ensure the nodal interpolation:

T•,s := {T ∈ T• : sT > 0 for d = 2 and sT > 1/2 for d = 3}.

Assume that τ ∈ Lr(Ω)d ∩H(div; Ω) for some r > 2, and locally τ ∈ HsT (T ) with the local regularity 1/2 < sT ≤ 1.
Let Irt

h be the canonical RT interpolation from Lr(Ω)d ∩HN (div; Ω) to RT0,N . Then the following local interpolation
estimates hold for local regularity 1/2 < sT ≤ 1 with the constant Crt being unbounded as sT ↓ 1/2 (see Chapter 16
of [32]):

(2.6) ∥τ − Irt
• τ∥0,T ≤ Crth

sT

T ∥τ∥sT ,T ∀T ∈ T•.

Due to the commutative property of the standard RT interpolation, if we further assume that ∇ · τ |T ∈ HtT (T ),
0 < tT ≤ 1, then

(2.7) ∥∇ · (τ − Irt
• τ )∥0,T ≤ ChtT

T |∇ · τ |tT ,T ∀T ∈ T•.

To prove the plain convergence, we only need the following approximation property in the dense subspace of X. Note
that H2(Ω) ∩H1

0 (Ω) is dense in H1
0 (Ω) and H2(Ω)d is dense in H(div; Ω). Define the interpolation operator

I• : H2(Ω)d × (H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω)) → X• defined by I•(τ , v) := (Irt

• τ , Inodal
• v).

For τ ∈ H2(T ), we then have ∥τ − Irt
• τ∥0,T ≤ ChT ∥τ∥1,T ≤ ChT ∥τ∥2,T and ∥∇ · (τ − Irt

• τ )∥0,T ≤ ChT ∥∇ · τ∥1,T ≤
ChT ∥τ∥2,T . Thus, the interpolation operator I• satisfies

(2.8) |||(τ , v) − I•(τ , v)|||T ≤ ChT (∥τ∥H2(T ) + ∥v∥H2(T )) ∀(τ , v) ∈ H2(Ω)d × (H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω)) and ∀T ∈ T•.

Thus, the approximation operator I• satisfies the assumption (S3) (local approximation property) of [38] and (2.5c)
of [53] with the square of the H2-norm is obviously addictive.
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3. General second-order elliptic problem and its conforming FEM

Consider the second order elliptic problem:

(3.9) −∇ · (A∇u) + b · ∇u+ cu = f1 − ∇ · f2 in Ω, u = 0 on ∂Ω.

We assume the following very mild conditions on the coefficients. The diffusion coefficient matrix A ∈ L∞(Ω)d×d

is a given d × d tensor-valued function; the matrix A is uniformly symmetric positive definite: there exist positive
constants 0 < Λ0 ≤ Λ1 such that Λ0yT y ≤ yTAy ≤ Λ1yT y for all y ∈ Rd and almost all x ∈ Ω. The coefficients
b ∈ L∞(Ω)d and c ∈ L∞(Ω) are given vector- and scalar-valued bounded functions, respectively.

We assume that the right-hand side is in H−1(Ω) := (H1
0 (Ω))′. As discussed in [35, 10], any functional in H−1(Ω)

can be written as f1 − ∇ · f2 for f1 ∈ L2(Ω) and f2 ∈ L2(Ω)d. Here f1 ∈ L2(Ω) and f2 ∈ L2(Ω)d are given functions.
We have f1 − ∇ · f2 ∈ H−1(Ω). The divergence of f2 should be understood in the distributional sense, i.e., for a
f2 ∈ L2(Ω)d, its divergence ∇ · f2 ∈ H−1(Ω) is defined as follows:

(∇ · f2, v) := −(f2,∇v) ∀v ∈ H1
0 (Ω).

Define the bilinear form
a(w, v) := (A∇w,∇v) + (b · ∇w + cw, v) ∀w, v ∈ H1

0 (Ω).
The corresponding weak problem of (3.9) is to find u ∈ H1

0 (Ω), such that

(3.10) a(u, v) = (f1, v) + (f2,∇v) ∀v ∈ H1
0 (Ω).

It is easy to see that the bilinear form a(·, ·) is continuous with respect to the H1-norm. For simplicity, we assume
that the problem (3.9) or its weak problem (3.10) has a unique solution. This assumption means that the bilinear
form a(·, ·) satisfies an inf-sup condition. Thus, there exist two positive constants β and Ccon, such that

(3.11) β ≤ inf
w∈H1

0 (Ω)
sup

v∈H1
0 (Ω)

a(w, v)
∥w∥1∥v∥1

and a(w, v) ≤ Ccon∥w∥1∥v∥1 ∀w, v ∈ H1
0 (Ω).

Remark 3.1. For the bilinear form a, there are some simple cases that it is coercive on H1
0 (Ω). For example, when

c − 1
2∇ · b ≥ 0, then (b · ∇v + cv, v) = ((c − 1

2∇ · b)v, v) ≥ 0, then a(v, v) ≥ C∥v∥2
1. But, there are other cases

that the equation may be indefinite. For example, when b = 0 and c = −κ2 for some κ > 0, we get the Helmholtz
equation. The Helmholtz equation is clearly not coercive. But, as long as (3.10) has only u = 0 as its solution when
the righthand side of (3.10) is zero, the weak problem (3.10) is still well-posed. The inf-sup constant β may depend
on the coefficients of the PDE (3.9).

The conforming finite element approximation problem of (3.10) is: Find uc
• ∈ V•, such that,

(3.12) a(uc
•, v) = (f1, v) + (f2,∇v) ∀v ∈ V•.

Without assuming extra regularity, based on the duality argument, Schatz and Wang [51] proved that (3.12) has a
unique solution provided that the mesh size h• of T• is smaller than a fixed mesh-size hfix. We assume that the
mesh-size function h0 of the initial mesh T0 is smaller than this hfix. Due to the facts that all T• ∈ T are generated
from T0 and that the mesh size is monotonically decreasing by Assumption R1, we have the following discrete
inf-sup stability:

(3.13) β0 ≤ inf
w•∈V•

sup
v•∈V•

a(w•, v•)
∥w•∥1∥v•∥1

∀T• ∈ T.

Remark 3.2. As seen from Lemma 3 of [51], the stability constant β0 is uniform with respect to the mesh-size but
may depend on the fixed mesh size hfix.

Remark 3.3. In Proposition 1 of [4], without assuming any regularity of the problem, the authors showed that there
is a finite element space V0 that is rich enough (for example, its mesh-size smaller that a fixed hfix) such that the
inf-sup condition (3.13) holds, and for all discrete spaces V• ⊇ V0, the inf-sup condition (3.13) holds with the same
constant.

Remark 3.4. If we assume some regularity, for example, u ∈ H1+s(Ω) for some s > 0, then similar to the
computations in Lemmas 35.14 and 35.16 of [33], the mesh-size hfix can be explicitly computed.
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Remark 3.5. As discussed in Remark 3.1, the bilinear form a(·, ·) is coercive for some simple cases, then there will
be no requirement on the mesh size.

We have the error equation:
a(u− uc

•, v•) = 0 ∀v• ∈ V•.

The following best approximation holds (see [56]),

(3.14) ∥u− uc
•∥1 ≤ Ccon

β0
inf

v∈V•
∥u− v∥1.

Combining the approximation properties of (2.4) and (2.5), we have an almost localized a priori error estimate with
respect to local regularity.
Theorem 3.6. Assume that u ∈ H1

0 (Ω), u|T ∈ H1+sT (T ) for T ∈ T•,s, and u|∆T
∈ H1+s∆T (∆T ) for T ∈ T•\T•,s,

where maxT ∈T•,s
{sT } ≤ 2 and maxT ∈T•\T•,s

{s∆T
} ≤ 2,

(3.15) ∥u− uc
•∥1 ≤ Ccon

β0
inf

v∈V•
∥u− v∥1 ≤ C(

∑
T ∈T•,s

hsT

T |u|1+sT ,T +
∑

T ∈T•\T•,s

h
s∆T

T |u|1+s∆T
,∆T

).

Remark 3.7. We do not consider the special case that the coefficient A is very small in this paper. The standard
conforming finite element method may not be the most suitable choice, and additional specialized constructions and
analyses would be required. One may seek solve it by an SUPG method, and construct a specially designed least-squares
functional error estimator.

4. Least-Squares Finite Element Method and its Built-in Least-Squares Functional Error
Estimator

In this section, we give a brief introduction of the standard least-squares finite element method and its built-in
least-squares functional error estimator.

For the second-order elliptic equation (3.9), let the flux σ = f2 −A∇u. We have the first-order system:

(4.1)


σ +A∇u = f2 in Ω,

∇ · σ + b · ∇u+ cu = f1 in Ω,
u = 0 on ∂Ω.

For u ∈ H1
0 (Ω), we have σ = −A∇u + f2 ∈ L2(Ω)d and ∇ · σ = f1 − b · ∇u − cu ∈ L2(Ω), so (σ, u) ∈ X =

H(div; Ω) ×H1
0 (Ω). Note that we also have ∇u = A−1(f2 − σ), then b · ∇u can be written as a linear combination

of b · ∇u and b ·A−1(f2 − σ). Thus, the second equation in (4.1) can also be written as
∇ · σ +B(σ, u; γ) = g(γ)

where B(τ , v; γ) = γb · ∇v − (1 − γ)b · A−1τ + cv and g(γ) = f1 − (1 − γ)b · A−1f2. Here γ ∈ [0, 1] is a fixed
number. Thus, we have an equivalent and more general first-order system,

(4.2)


σ +A∇u = f2 in Ω,

∇ · σ +B(σ, u; γ) = g(γ) in Ω,
u = 0 on ∂Ω.

For (τ , v) ∈ X, define least-squares functional for the system (4.2),
LS(τ , v; f1, f2, γ) := ∥A−1/2τ +A1/2∇v −A−1/2f2∥2

0 + ∥∇ · τ +B(τ , v; γ) − g(γ)∥2
0.(4.3)

The corresponding least-squares minimization problem is:
Find (σ, u) ∈ X such that LS(σ, u; f1, f2, γ) = inf

(τ ,v)∈X
LS(τ , v; f1, f2, γ).(4.4)

The Euler-Lagrange weak problem is: Find (σ, u) ∈ X, such that
(4.5) bls((σ, u), (τ , v); γ) = Fls(τ , v; γ) ∀(τ , v) ∈ X,
where the bilinear form bls and the linear form Fls are defined for all (ρ, w) and (τ , v) ∈ X as:

bls((ρ, w), (τ , v); γ) = (ρ +A∇w,A−1τ + ∇v) + (∇ · ρ +B(ρ, w; γ),∇ · τ +B(τ , v; γ)),

Fls(τ , v; γ) = (f2, A
−1τ + ∇v) + (g(γ),∇ · τ +B(τ , v; γ)).
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For the case γ = 1, the following norm equivalence is well-known,

(4.6) C1|||(τ , v)|||2 ≤ LS(τ , v; 0,0; 1) ≤ C2|||(τ , v)|||2 ∀(τ , v) ∈ X,

for some positive constants C1 and C2. Various proofs of the norm-equivalence (4.6) (mainly the coercivity of bls

which is equivalent to the first inequality of (4.6)) of the general second-order elliptic equation with the simple
assumption that the original weak problem has a unique solution can be found in [17, 9, 14, 42, 21, 15]. A recent
simple proof can be found in [59]. Here, we present a proof for the general case γ ∈ [0, 1] in the sprit of Theorem 3.1
of [59].

Theorem 4.1. The following norm equivalence is true for γ ∈ [0, 1]:

(4.7) Cls,coe|||(τ , v)|||2 ≤ LS(τ , v; 0,0; γ) ≤ Cls,con|||(τ , v)|||2 ∀(τ , v) ∈ X,

for some positive constants Cls,coe and Cls,con.

Proof. By the integration by parts, we have (τ ,∇w) + (∇ · τ , w) = 0 for all (τ , w) ∈ X. Then for τ ∈ H(div; Ω) and
v and w in H1

0 (Ω), we have

a(v, w) = (A∇v,∇w) + (b · ∇v + cv, w) = (A∇v + τ ,∇w) + (∇ · τ + b · ∇v + cv, w)
= (A∇v + τ ,∇w) + (∇ · τ +B(τ , v; γ), w) + (1 − γ)(∇v +A−1τ ,bw)
= (∇v +A−1τ , A∇w + (1 − γ)bw) + (∇ · τ +B(τ , v; γ), w).(4.8)

It follows from (3.11), (4.8), the Cauchy-Schwarz and Poincaré inequalities, the assumption on A and b, for any
(τ , v) ∈ X,

β∥v∥1 ≤ sup
w∈H1

0 (Ω)

a(v, w)
∥w∥1

= sup
w∈H1

0 (Ω)

(∇v +A−1τ , A∇w + (1 − γ)bw) + (∇ · τ +B(τ , v; γ), w)
∥w∥1

≤ C(∥A1/2∇v +A−1/2τ∥0 + ∥∇ · τ +B(τ , v; γ)∥0) ≤ C LS(τ , v; 0,0; γ)1/2.

By the triangle inequality, we have

∥τ∥0 ≤ ∥τ +A∇v∥0 + ∥A∇v∥0 ≤ C(∥A1/2∇v +A−1/2τ∥0 + ∥v∥1) ≤ CLS(τ , v; 0,0; γ)1/2.

Using the triangle inequality and the fact that ∥B(τ , v; γ)∥0 ≤ C(∥τ∥0 + ∥v∥1), we have

∥∇ · τ∥0 ≤ ∥∇ · τ +B(τ , v; γ)∥0 + ∥B(τ , v; γ)∥0 ≤ C(∥∇ · τ +B(τ , v; γ)∥0 + ∥τ∥0 + ∥v∥1) ≤ CLS(τ , v; 0,0; γ)1/2.

Thus, Cls,coe|||(τ , v)|||2 ≤ LS(τ , v; 0,0; γ) is true for (τ , v) ∈ X.
The other bound is relatively easy. By the definition of the LS functional, the triangle inequality, and the fact

that ∥B(τ , v; γ)∥0 ≤ C(∥τ∥0 + ∥v∥1) for (τ , v) ∈ X, we immediately have

LS(τ , v; 0,0; γ)1/2 ≤ C(∥A1/2∇v +A−1/2τ∥0 + ∥∇ · τ +B(τ , v; γ)∥0) ≤ C|||(τ , v)||| ∀(τ , v) ∈ X.

The theorem is proved. □

Remark 4.2. The first inequality in (4.7) is equivalent to the coercivity of the bilinear form bls in X, and the second
inequality in (4.7) is equivalent to the continuity of the bilinear form bls in X.

Remark 4.3. We can choose different weights for the two terms in the least-squares functional (4.3). The second
term can be ∥κ(∇ · τ +B(τ , v; γ) − g(γ))∥2

0, with a positive function κ. We use one here for simplicity.

The least-squares finite element problem in X• is:

Find (σls
• , u

ls
• ) ∈ X• such that LS(σls

• , u
ls
• ; f1, f2, γ) = inf

(τ ,v)∈X•
LS(τ , v; f1, f2, γ).

Or, equivalently: Find (σls
• , u

ls
• ) ∈ X•, such that

(4.9) bls((σls
• , u

ls
• ), (τ , v); γ) = Fls(τ , v; γ) ∀(τ , v) ∈ X•.

The a priori error estimate for this problem with an H−1-righthand side of γ = 1 can be found in Theorem 4.1 of
[59]. For other γ ∈ [0, 1], the same a priori error estimate holds due to the continuity and coercivity of the bilinear
form bls.
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We introduce some notations of the built-in least-squares functional error estimator associated a mesh T• ∈ T.
Let v• ∈ V• and τ • ∈ W• be two arbitrary finite element functions in their spaces associated with the mesh T•,
respectively. For an element T ∈ T•, we define the element-wise least-squares functional error indicator as

ηls
• (T ; τ •, v•) :=

(
∥A−1/2τ • +A1/2∇v• −A−1/2f2∥2

0,T + ∥∇ · τ • +B(τ •, v•; γ) − g(γ)∥2
0,T

)1/2
.(4.10)

Here, for simplicity, we omit the parameter γ in the notation of ηls
• . For a collection of elements U• ⊂ T•, the

least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator defined on U• is

(4.11) ηls
• (U•; τ •, v•) :=

(∑
T ∈U•

ηls
• (T ; τ •, v•)2

)1/2

.

For the case U• = T•, we use a simpler notation,

(4.12) ηls
• (τ •, v•) := ηls

• (T•; τ •, v•).

It is easy to see that

(4.13) ηls
• (τ •, v•) = LS(τ •, v•; f1, f2, γ)1/2

Using the facts that f2 = A∇u+ σ and g(γ) = ∇ · σ +B(σ, u; γ) from (4.2), we have the following identity:

LS(τ •, v•; f1, f2, γ) = ∥A−1/2τ • +A1/2∇v• −A−1/2f2∥2
0 + ∥∇ · τ • +B(τ •, v•; γ) − g(γ)∥2

0

= ∥A−1/2(σ − τ •) +A1/2∇(u− v•)∥2
0 + ∥∇ · (σ − τ •) +B(σ − τ •, u− v•; γ)∥2

0

= LS(σ − τ •, u− v•; 0,0, γ).

By (4.7), the following reliability and efficiency bounds are true,

Cls,coe|||(σ − τ •, u− v•)|||2 ≤ LS(σ − τ •, u− v•; 0,0, γ) = LS(τ •, v•; f1, f2, γ)(4.14)
= ηls

• (τ •, v•)2 ≤ Cls,con|||(σ − τ •, u− v•)|||2.(4.15)

An important fact of (4.14) and (4.15) is that (τ •, v•) ∈ X does not need to be the numerical solution of a specific
problem, say the LSFEM problem (4.9). In fact, we can even relax the condition to let the pair to be any functions
in X. We restrict them in their finite element spaces X• associated with T• for simplicity of the presentation only. As
we can see from the plain convergence proof will be presented later (or [38] for the LSFEM case), if the pair (τ •, v•)
is not a good approximation of the true solution, then the adaptive algorithm is not going to converge. In other
words, to have a good adaptive numerical method, we need both a priori and a posteriori error analysis to be valid.

Let (σls
• , u

ls
• ) ∈ X• be the numerical solution of the LSFEM problem (4.9), we immediately have the reliability

and efficiency of the least-squares functional error estimator for the LSFEM approximation (4.9),

(4.16)
√
Cls,coe|||(σ − σls

• , u− uls
• )||| ≤ ηls

• (σls
• , u

ls
• ) ≤

√
Cls,con|||(σ − σls

• , u− uls
• )|||.

5. Non-Intrusive Least-Squares Functional Error Estimator for Conforming FEM of Elliptic
Equation

In this section. we develop a posteriori error estimator for the discrete problem (3.12) using the least-squares
functional estimator. With the solution of (3.12) uc

• ∈ V• available, in order to use the least-squares functional error
estimator, we need to construct a σ• ∈ W•. The simplest way to get a good σ• is to replace the function v in the
least-squares functional (4.3) by u’s approximation uc

• ∈ V• ⊂ H1
0 (Ω). We get a new functional,

J(τ ;uc
•, f1, f2, γ) := LS(τ , uc

•; f1, f2, γ) = ∥A−1/2τ +A1/2∇uc
• −A−1/2f2∥2

0 + ∥∇ · τ +B(τ , u•; γ) − g(γ)∥2
0.

Then the corresponding minimization problem to find σr
• ∈ W• is:

Find σr
• ∈ W• such that J(σr

•;uc
•, f1, f2, γ) = inf

τ ∈W•
J(τ ;uc

•, f1, f2, γ).

Or, equivalently: find σr
• ∈ W•, such that,

br(σr
•, τ ; γ) = Fr(τ ;uc

•, γ) ∀τ ∈ W•,(5.1)
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where the bilinear and linear forms are defined for every ρ ∈ H(div; Ω), τ ∈ H(div; Ω), and v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) as follows,

br(ρ, τ ; γ) := (A−1ρ, τ ) + (∇ · ρ − (1 − γ)b ·A−1ρ,∇ · τ − (1 − γ)b ·A−1τ ),
Fr(τ ; v, γ) := (A−1f2 − ∇v, τ ) + (f1 − (1 − γ)b ·A−1f2 − γb · ∇v − cv,∇ · τ − (1 − γ)b ·A−1τ ).

We define the following continuous problem: Find σ ∈ H(div; Ω), such that,
(5.2) br(σ, τ ; γ) = Fr(τ ;u, γ) ∀τ ∈ H(div; Ω).
Note that the exact solution (σ, u) of the original first-order system (4.1) is the solution of (5.2). The problem (5.1)
can be viewed as a finite element approximation of the continuous problem (5.2) with the exact solution u replaced
by its approximation uc

•.
Both the problems (5.2) and (5.1) are uniquely solvable. One way to check the coercivity of (5.2) and (5.1) is

from the norm-equivalence (4.7). Let v = 0 in (4.7), then
Cls,coe∥τ∥2

H(div;Ω) = Cls,coe|||(τ , 0)|||2 ≤ LS(τ , 0; 0,0, γ) ∀τ ∈ H(div; Ω).

Theorem 5.1. The following a priori estimate for σr
• ∈ W• as an approximation of σ of (5.2) or (4.1) is true:

∥σ − σr
•∥H(div) ≤ C

(
inf

τ ∈W•
∥σ − τ∥H(div) + ∥u− uc

•∥1

)
≤ C inf

(τ ,v)∈X•
|||(σ − τ , u− v)|||.(5.3)

Assume that u has the regularity assumptions in Theorem 3.6 and further assume that σ|T ∈ HℓT (T ) and ∇ · σ|T ∈
HtT (T ), for 1 ≤ ℓT ≤ 2 and 1 ≤ tT ≤ 2. Then the following a priori error estimate holds:

∥σ − σr
•∥H(div) ≤ C(

∑
T ∈T•,s

hsT

T |u|1+sT ,T +
∑

T ∈T•\T•,s

h
s∆T

T |u|1+s∆T
,∆T

(5.4)

+
∑

T ∈T•

(hℓT

T |σ|ℓT ,T + htT

T |∇ · σ|tT ,T )).

Proof. The proof of (5.3) with γ = 1 can be found in Theorem 4.1 of [21]. The general case with γ ∈ [0, 1] can be
proved similarly. The a priori estimate (5.4) is a simple result of the best approximation result (5.3), the a priori
estimate (3.15), and the approximation results (2.6) and (2.7). □

From (5.3), we should choose the approximation space W• for σ in compatible with V• of u to keep the approxi-
mation order optimal.

Let T• ∈ T. We have computed uc
• ∈ V• from the conforming finite element discrete problem (3.12) and recovered

a numerical flux σr
• ∈ W• from (5.1). In view of the least-squares functional error estimator, we have all the

ingredients. Thus, we can use the least-squares functional error estimator ηls
• (σr

•, u
c
•) defined in (4.12) (and its local

contributions defined in (4.10), (4.11)). If we view ηls
• (σr

•, u
c
•) as the estimator for the u-problem (3.12) only, the

following reliability bound is a simple consequence of (4.14),

(5.5) ∥u− uc
•∥1 ≤ |||(σ − σr

•, u− uc
•)||| ≤ 1√

Cls,coe

ηls
• (σr

•, u
c
•).

On the other hand, the efficiency bound ηls
• (σr

•, u
c
•) ≤ C∥u− uc

•∥1 is not easy to prove, see the discussion in Remark
6.3. Thus, we seek an alternative view to see the error estimator ηls

• (σr
•, u

c
•) not as an error estimator for the original

problem but as the estimator for a combined two-step problem.

Remark 5.2. The extra computational cost of constructing the a posteriori error estimator is solving the global
problem (5.1). Compared to the standard LSFEM, where both u and σ is solved, the approach here has a similar
computational cost. As discussed and implemented in [21], if we seek optimal computational cost, we can use well-
studied multigrid method for H(div) problem to solve (5.1).

6. Alternative view on Non-Intrusive Least-Squares Functional Error Estimator

In this section, we present an alternative view on the two-step (solve-recover) (3.12)-(5.1) procedure of the least-
squares functional error estimator. We rewrite it as an equivalent combined problem solving both the flux σ and
solution u.
Combined two-step problem. Consider the following problem: find (σ, u) ∈ X such that
(6.1) A2s((σ, u), (τ , v); γ) = G2s(τ , v; γ) ∀(τ , v) ∈ X,
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where for all (ρ, w), (τ , v) ∈ X, the combined bilinear form A2s and linear form G2s are defined by
A2s((ρ, w), (τ , v); γ) := a(w, v) + (A−1ρ + ∇w, τ ) + (∇ · ρ +B(ρ, w; γ),∇ · τ − (1 − γ)b ·A−1τ ),(6.2)

G2s(τ , v; γ) := (f1, v) + (f2,∇v +A−1τ ) + (f1 − (1 − γ)b ·A−1f2,∇ · τ − (1 − γ)b ·A−1τ ).(6.3)
Taking τ = 0 in (6.1), we get the original weak problem (3.10). Thus u can be obtained from (6.1) without invoking
σ or τ . After obtaining u, let v = 0 in (6.1), we get the least-squares flux recovery problem (5.2). Then, the combined
two-step problem (6.1) is equivalent to the two-step process, (3.10) and (5.2): their solutions are identical.

Now consider the finite element approximation of (6.1) in X•, we have the following discrete combined two-step
problem.
Finite element approximation of the combined two-step problem. Find (σr

•, u
c
•) ∈ X• such that

(6.4) A2s((σr
•, u

c
•), (τ , v); γ) = G2s(τ , v; γ) ∀(τ , v) ∈ X•.

Similarly, taking τ = 0 in (6.4), we get the original discrete problem (3.12). After obtaining uc
•, let v = 0 in (6.4), we

get the discrete least-squares flux recovery problem (5.1). Thus, the combined discrete problem (6.4) is equivalent
to the two-step solve-recovery process, (3.12) and (5.1): both get the same discrete solutions σr

• and uc
•. Thus, in

stead of view the least-squares functional estimator as an a posteriori error estimator for the original conforming
finite element approximation (3.12), we view it as a posteriori error estimator for the combined problem (6.1) and
(6.4).

As a standard step of numerical analysis, we discuss a priori and a posteriori error estimates for the combined
problem. The unique solvability of the combined problem is in fact the result of the well-posedness of two sub-
problems. To fit our problem into the setting of the framework of plain convergence in [53], we prove the following
theorem on the inf-sup stability for the bilinear form A2s.
Theorem 6.1. Assume that the mesh-size function h0 of the initial mesh T0 is smaller than the fixed mesh size hfix.
There exists a constant βcb > 0, which is uniform with respect to the mesh-size but may depend on the fixed mesh
size hfix and the coefficients A, b, c of the problem (3.9), such that

(6.5) βcb ≤ inf
(ρ•,w•)∈X•

sup
(τ •,v•)∈X•

A2s((ρ•, w•), (τ •, v•); γ)
|||(ρ•, w•)||||||(τ •, v•)||| ∀T• ∈ T.

Proof. From the definition of A2s, it is easy to see that
(6.6) A2s((ρ, w), (0, v); γ) = a(w, v) ∀(ρ, w) ∈ X, v ∈ H1

0 (Ω).
From (3.13) and (6.6), we have

(6.7) β0∥w•∥1 ≤ sup
v•∈V•

a(w•, v•)
∥v•∥1

= sup
(0,v•)∈X•

A2s((ρ•, w•), (0, v•); γ)
|||(0, v•)||| ≤ sup

(τ •,v•)∈X•

A2s((ρ•, w•), (τ •, v•); γ)
|||(τ •, v•)||| .

By the definition of H(div)-norm, definition of A2s, the fact that (∇w, τ ) + (γb · ∇w+ cw,∇ · τ − (1 −γ)b ·A−1τ ) +
a(w, v) ≤ C1∥w∥1|||(τ , v)||| for w ∈ H1

0 (Ω) and (τ , v) ∈ X, we have

C∥ρ•∥H(div) ≤ sup
τ •∈W•

(A−1ρ•, τ •) + (∇ · ρ• − (1 − γ)b ·A−1ρ•,∇ · τ • − (1 − γ)b ·A−1τ •)
∥τ •∥H(div)

= sup
(τ •,v•)∈X•

(A−1ρ•, τ •) + (∇ · ρ• − (1 − γ)b ·A−1ρ•,∇ · τ • − (1 − γ)b ·A−1τ •)
|||(τ •, v•)|||

= sup
(τ •,v•)∈X•

A2s((ρ•, w•), (τ •, v•); γ) − (∇w•, τ •) − (γb · ∇w• + cw•,∇ · τ • − (1 − γ)b ·A−1τ •) − a(w•, v•)
|||(τ •, v•)|||

≤ sup
(τ •,v•)∈X•

A2s((ρ•, w•), (τ •, v•); γ)
|||(τ •, v•)||| + C1∥w•∥1.

Combined the above two results, we have the theorem. □

With Theorem 6.1, we immediately have the following a priori error estimate for the combined two-step problem
(6.4) under the assumption that the mesh-size function h0 of the initial mesh T0 is smaller than the fixed mesh size
hfix:

|||(σ − σr
•, u− uc

•)||| ≤ C inf
(τ ,v)∈X•

|||(σ − τ , u− v)|||.(6.8)
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From the reliability and efficiency of the general least-squares functional error estimator (4.14)-(4.15), we have
following bounds for the a posteriori error estimator,

(6.9)
√
Cls,coe|||(σ − σr

•, u− uc
•)||| ≤ ηls

• (σr
•, u

c
•) ≤

√
Cls,con|||(σ − σr

•, u− uc
•)|||.

Since the general least-squares functional error estimator (4.14)-(4.15) actually does not require any approximation
properties of the discrete solutions, it is important to realize that we need both the a priori and a posteriori error
controls to have a good adaptive numerical approximation.

Remark 6.2. The a priori result (6.8) is weaker than the individual results (3.14) and (5.3) since the a priori
estimate of uc

• is actually an independent result.

Remark 6.3. Proving the standard efficiency result ηls
• (σr

•, u
c
•) ≤ ∥u − uc

•∥1 is indeed possible, but it may require
additional work. In previous works such as [20, 22, 23], to show the efficiency for two other related flux-recovery a
posteriori error estimators ηm based on a minimization problem, an explicit estimator ηe is constructed, which is
bigger than the minimized version ηm ≤ ηe. Then for the explicit version, we show its equivalence to the standard
residual-type error estimator, which is known to be efficient.

In principle, a similar procedure could be applied to the least-squares functional error estimator. However, this
approach is more challenging and goes against the initial idea of applying the estimator for not-well-studied problems.
Instead, the idea of regarding the least-squares functional error estimator as an estimator for the combined two-
step problems is simpler and more straightforward. By treating the solving and recovery process as one problem,
the reliability and efficiency of the least-squares functional error estimator can be proved without the need for the
complicated explicit equivalence construction used in other cases. This approach aligns with the initial motivation of
applying the estimator to less-explored problems.

7. Plain Convergence of Adaptive Algorithm for Linear Problem

In this section, we will prove the plain convergence of the adaptive methods with the non-intrusive least-squares
functional a posteriori error estimator in the sprit of [53].

7.1. Marking Strategy. Here, we use the same assumption on the marking strategy used in Section 2.2.4 of [53]
and Section 2.6 of [38]. The solution (σr

•, u
c
•) ∈ X• is the discrete solution of the two-step combined problem (6.4).

Assumption (M) There exists a fixed function g : [0,∞) → [0,∞) being continuous at 0, such that the set of
marked elements M• ⊂ T• (corresponding to the current approximation (σr

•, u
c
•)) satisfies that

max
T ∈T•\M•

ηls
• (T ; σr

•, u
c
•) ≤ g( max

T ∈M•
ηls

• (T ; σr
•, u

c
•)).

In Section 2.2.4 of [53] and Section 2.6 of [38], it was discussed that for commonly used marking strategies such as
the maximum strategy, the equilibration strategy, and the Dörfler marking strategy, the marking assumption (M) is
always satisfied with g(s) = s and M• contains at least one element with a maximal error indicator.

7.2. Adaptive Algorithm with Non-intrusive Least-Squares Functional Estimator. We use the following
adaptive algorithm.

Algorithm 1: Adaptive Algorithm with Non-intrusive Least-Squares Functional Estimator
Input: Initial triangulation T0.

1 for ℓ = 0, 1, 2, · · · do
2 (i) Solve. Compute the discrete solution uc

ℓ ∈ Vℓ by solving (3.12).
3 (ii)Least-Squares Recovery. Recover σr

ℓ ∈ Wℓ by solving the least-squares recovery problem (5.1).
4 (iii)Estimate. Compute ηls

ℓ (T ; σr
ℓ , u

c
ℓ) from (4.10), for all T ∈ Tℓ.

5 (iv)Mark. Mark a set Mℓ ⊂ Tℓ satisfying Assumption M.
6 (v)Refine. Let Tℓ+1 := refine(Tℓ,Mℓ)
7 end

Output: Sequences of approximations (σr
ℓ , u

c
ℓ) and corresponding error estimators ηls

ℓ (σr
ℓ , u

c
ℓ).
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7.3. Proof of Plain Convergence. By the definition (4.10) and the triangle inequality, it is easy to see that
ηls

• (T ; σr
•, u

c
•) satisfies the local bound,

(7.1) ηls
• (T ; σr

•, u
c
•) ≤ C(|||(σr

•, u
c
•)||| + ∥f1∥0,T + ∥f2∥0,T ) ∀T ∈ T•.

This is the condition in (2.10) of [53].
Given (ρ, w) ∈ X, for all (τ , v) ∈ X, define the residual R(ρ, w) ∈ X∗ by

⟨R(ρ, w), (τ , v)⟩ = G2s(τ , v; γ) − A2s((ρ, w), (τ , v); γ).

Lemma 7.1. Given (ρ, w) ∈ X, we have the following upper bound of the residual,

⟨R(ρ, w), (τ , v)⟩ ≤ C
∑

T ∈T•

ηls
• (T ; ρ, w)|||(τ , v)|||T ∀(τ , v) ∈ X.

Proof. By the definition of R, we have

(7.2) ⟨R(ρ, w), (τ , v)⟩ = a(w−u, v) + (A−1f2 −A−1ρ − ∇w, τ ) + (g(γ) −B(ρ, w; γ) − ∇ · ρ,∇ · τ − (1 −γ)b ·A−1τ ).

It is easy to see that the last two terms on the righthand side of (7.2) are bounded by

(A−1f2 −A−1ρ − ∇w, τ ) + (g(γ) −B(ρ, w; γ) − ∇ · ρ,∇ · τ − (1 − γ)b ·A−1τ ) ≤ C
∑

T ∈T•

ηls
• (T ; ρ, w)∥τ∥H(div;T )

For the term a(w, v), using (4.8) and the facts that σ = −A∇u+ f2 and ∇ · σ = f1 − b · ∇u− cu, we have

a(w − u, v) = (∇(w − u) +A−1(ρ − σ), A∇v + (1 − γ)bv) + (∇ · (ρ − σ) +B(ρ − σ, w − u; γ), v)
= (A∇w + ρ − f2,∇v +A−1(1 − γ)bv) + (∇ · ρ +B(ρ, w; γ) − g(γ), v)
≤ C

∑
T ∈T•

ηls
• (T ; ρ, w)∥v∥1,T .

Combining above results, we have the lemma. □

For the solution (uc
•,σ

r
•) of the combined problem (6.4), we have the following upper bound of the residual from

Lemma 7.1,

(7.3) ⟨R(uc
•,σ

r
•), (τ , v)⟩ ≤ C

∑
T ∈T•

ηls
• (T ; σr

•, u
c
•)|||(τ , v)|||T ∀(τ , v) ∈ X.

The result (7.3) is the result in (2.10a) of [53].

Remark 7.2. The proof of the above lemma is very similar to the proof of the coercivity of least-squares formulation
since essentially it is a middle-step result of the reliability of the least-squares functional error estimator. Like-wisely,
we do not use any information that (ρ, w) being the numerical solution of the combined discrete problem in the proof.

Then, we are in the position to prove the plain convergence results.

Theorem 7.3. Suppose that the marking strategy and the mesh-refinement in Algorithm 1 satisfy Assumptions
(M) and (R1), (R2), (R3), then the sequence of approximations (uc

ℓ,σ
r
ℓ) generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies

(7.4) lim
ℓ→∞

|||(σ, u) − (σr
ℓ , u

c
ℓ)||| = 0 and lim

ℓ→∞
ηls

ℓ (σr
ℓ , u

c
ℓ) = 0.

Proof. We only need to check the assumptions of Theorem 2.1 of [53]. We use the same marking strategy and the
mesh-refinement strategy as in [53] and [38]. The norm on the space X is addictive and absolutely continuous,
see Proposition 2.1, which is the Assumptions (A3) and (A4) of [38] and (2.3) of [53]. The discrete space satisfies
Proposition 2.2, which coincides with Assumptions (S1) and (S2) of [38] and (3.5) of [53]. It also has the local
approximation property (2.8) on the dense subspace of X, which is the assumption (S3) of [38] and (2.5c) of [53]. The
bilinear form A2s is uniform inf-sup stable from Theorem 6.1, which is the condition (2.6) of [53]. Together with (7.1)
which is (2.10) of [53] (or the local boundness condition (L) in [38] for the least-squares FEM). The result (7.3) is the
assumption (2.10a) of [53]. Thus, we can apply Theorem 2.1 of [53] and show that limℓ→∞ |||(σ, u) − (σr

ℓ , u
c
ℓ)||| = 0.

From the reliability and efficiency of the error estimator (6.9), we have limℓ→∞ ηls
ℓ (σr

ℓ , u
c
ℓ) = 0. □
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8. A simple monotone nonlinear problem

In the following several sections, we extend the idea of non-intrusive least-squares functional error estimator and
its plain convergence analysis to a monotone nonlinear problem. We use the same notations introduced in Section
2. We first discuss the model monotone problem and its conforming finite element approximation.

Consider the following monotone nonlinear elliptic problem,

(8.1)
{

−∆unl + unl + (unl)3 = f, in Ω
unl = 0, on ∂Ω.

Here, for simplicity, we assume that the righthand side f ∈ L2(Ω). For the case that f ∈ H−1(Ω), it can be treated
as the linear case.

For nonlinear problems, the genetic constants may depend on various functions, for example, f , the solution u, or
its approximation. In the rest of the paper, we use the notation cf to denote a genetic positive constant that may
depend on the known right-hand side f , but not on the unknown u or its approximation.

The corresponding weak problem is to find unl ∈ H1
0 (Ω), such that

(8.2) anl(unl, v) = (f, v) ∀v ∈ H1
0 (Ω).

where
anl(w, v) := (∇w,∇v) + (w, v) + (w3, v) ∀w, v ∈ H1

0 (Ω).
Note that anl(w, v) is linear for the second argument.

We can also define the associated nonlinear operator Z : w ∈ H1
0 (Ω) → H−1(Ω) by ⟨Z(w), v⟩ := anl(w, v), for all

v ∈ H1
0 (Ω). It is easy to see that Z(0) = 0.

By the Sobolev embedding theorem, for a two-dimensional Lipschitz domain Ω, H1
0 (Ω) ↪→↪→ Lp(Ω) 1 ≤ p < ∞;

for a three-dimensional Lipschitz domain Ω, H1
0 (Ω) ↪→ Lp(Ω) 1 ≤ p ≤ 6. Thus, for a w ∈ H1

0 (Ω), w3 ∈ L2(Ω), and
the term (w3, v) is well-defined for functions w and v in H1

0 (Ω).
Using the C0-conforming finite element space associated with T• defined in (2.2), the corresponding discrete

problem is to find unl
• ∈ V•, such that

(8.3) anl(unl
• , v•) = (f, v•) ∀v• ∈ V•.

8.1. Some basic analysis on the equation and its finite element approximation. Due to the fact that
(w3 − v3, w − v) ≥ 0, for all w, v ∈ H1

0 (Ω), the form anl(w, v) (or Z) is strongly monotone (thus also strictly
monotone), that is,

(8.4) ⟨Z(w) − Z(v), w − v⟩ = anl(w,w − v) − anl(v, w − v) ≥ ∥w − v∥2
1 ∀w, v ∈ H1

0 (Ω).

Let v = 0, we immediately get that

(8.5) ⟨Z(w), w⟩ = anl(w,w) ≥ ∥w∥2
1 ∀w ∈ H1

0 (Ω).

Thus, Z is coercive in the sense that
⟨Z(w), w⟩

∥w∥1
→ ∞ as ∥w∥1 → ∞.

For all z, w, v ∈ H1
0 (Ω), with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, generalized Hölder inequality, and Sobolev embedding

theorem, we have
|anl(z, v) − anl(w, v)| = |(∇z − ∇w,∇v) + (z − w, v) + (z3 − w3, v)|

≤ ∥z − w∥1∥v∥1 + |((z2 + w2 + zw)(z − w), v)|
≤ ∥z − w∥1∥v∥1 + ∥z2 + w2 + zw∥0,3∥z − w∥0∥v∥0,6

≤ ∥z − w∥1∥v∥1 + C(∥z∥2
1 + ∥w∥2

1)∥z − w∥1∥v∥1

≤ C(1 + ∥z∥2
1 + ∥w∥2

1)∥z − w∥1∥v∥1.

Thus, the mapping Z is Lipschitz-continuous for bounded arguments of z and w,

(8.6) |⟨Z(z) − Z(w), v⟩| = |anl(z, v) − anl(w, v)| ≤ C(1 + ∥z∥2
1 + ∥w∥2

1)∥z − w∥1∥v∥1 ∀z, w, v ∈ H1
0 (Ω).

Let z = 0, we get |anl(w, v)| ≤ C(1 + ∥w∥2
1)∥w∥1∥v∥1, for w, v ∈ H1

0 (Ω).
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Consider the map
t ∈ R → ⟨Z(z + tw), v⟩ ∈ R ∀z, v, w ∈ H1

0 (Ω),

It is clear the map is continuous with respect to t, thus the operator Z is hemicontinuous.

Theorem 8.1. The weak problem (8.2) has a unique solution unl ∈ H1
0 (Ω) and the discrete problem (8.3) has a

unique solution unl
• ∈ V•. Both solutions have the upper bounds

(8.7) ∥unl∥1 ≤ ∥f∥0 and ∥unl
• ∥1 ≤ ∥f∥0.

The following a priori error estimate is true,

(8.8) ∥unl − unl
• ∥1 ≤ cf inf

v•∈V•
∥unl − v•∥1.

Proof. The operator Z is hemicontinuous, coercive and strictly monotone on H1
0 (Ω). It is also easy to see that Z

is hemicontinuous, coercive, and strictly monotone on the subspace V• ⊂ H1
0 (Ω). By the Minty-Brower Theorem

(Theorem 9.14-1 of [27] or Theorem 2.K of [57]), both (8.2) and (8.3) have a unique solution.
The stability results (8.7) are simple consequence of the coercivity (8.5). Note that we can choose the bound to

be ∥f∥−1 when necessary.
It is easy to check that the following error equation is true,

(8.9) anl(unl, v•) − anl(unl
• , v•) = 0 ∀v• ∈ V•.

Let v• be an arbitary function in V•, by the monotonicity (8.4), the error equation (8.9), the Lipschitz-continuity
(8.6), and the stability (8.7), we have

∥unl − unl
• ∥2

1 ≤ anl(unl, unl − unl
• ) − anl(unl

• , u
nl − unl

• ) = anl(unl, unl − v•) − anl(unl
• , u

nl − v•)
≤ C(1 + ∥unl∥2

1 + ∥unl
• ∥2

1)∥unl − unl
• ∥1∥unl − v•∥1

≤ C(1 + 2∥f∥2
0)∥unl − unl

• ∥1∥unl − v•∥1.

The a priori estimate (8.8) is proved. □

Remark 8.2. For our simple model problem, there are other ways to show that the problems (8.2) and (8.3) have
unique solutions and to derive a priori error estimates. For example, the problem (8.2) can be viewed as the Euler-
Lagrangian of the following energy minimization problem:

(8.10) E(unl) = inf
v∈H1

0 (Ω)
E(v) where E(v) := 1

2∥v∥2
1 + 1

3∥v2∥2
0 − (f, v).

The minimization problem has a unique solution based on the convex minimization theory, see [27]. The a priori
error estimate can also be derived from Brezzi-Rappaz-Raviart theory, see [1] for details. We choose the monotone
operator framework since it is more appropriate for our analysis.

9. Least-squares Functional Error Estimator for the model monotone problem

Let σnl = −∇unl in (8.1), then ∇ · σnl + (unl)3 + unl = f . We have the first-order system:

(9.1)


σnl + ∇unl = 0 in Ω,

∇ · σnl + unl + (unl)3 = f in Ω,
unl = 0 on ∂Ω.

For unl ∈ H1
0 (Ω), we have (unl)3 ∈ L2(Ω), and σnl ∈ H(div; Ω). For (τ , v) ∈ X, define the nonlinear least-squares

functional for the system (9.1),

NLS(τ , v; f) := ∥τ + ∇v∥2
0 + ∥∇ · τ + v + v3 − f∥2

0.(9.2)

Given the approximations (τ , v) of (9.1), we can use the nonlinear least-squares functional NLS as a posteriori error
estimator.
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Remark 9.1. In contrast to linear problems, the nonlinear least-squares minimization problems and their finite ele-
ment approximations are less discussed. While the original nonlinear problem (8.2) may be convex, its corresponding
nonlinear least-squares minimization problem is not necessarily so. Therefore, we can only establish the existence
and uniqueness of numerical approximations in the neighborhood of the exact solution with the help of the implicit
function theorem. Nevertheless, even the a priori analysis of the original nonlinear least-squares problem is not
well-studied, the non-intrusive least-squares functional a posteriori error analysis is still relatively easy. This makes
it a useful tool for assessing the accuracy of numerical approximations in nonlinear problems.

With the solution of (8.3), unl
• ∈ V•, available, in order to use the least-squares functional error estimator, we

need to construct a σ• ∈ W•. By the same principle as the linear problem, we replace the function v in the nonlinear
least-squares functional (9.2) by unl’s approximation unl

• ∈ V• ⊂ H1
0 (Ω). We get a new functional,

(9.3) NJ(τ ;unl
• , f) := NLS(τ , unl

• ; f) = ∥τ + ∇unl
• ∥2

0 + ∥∇ · τ + (unl
• )3 + unl

• − f∥2
0.

Then the corresponding minimization problem to find σnr
• ∈ W• is:

(9.4) Find σnr
• ∈ W• such that NJ(σnr

• ;unl
• , f) = inf

τ ∈W•
NJ(τ ;unl

• , f).

Or, equivalently: Find σnr
• ∈ W•, such that,

(9.5) bhdiv(σnr
• , τ ) = (−∇unl

• , τ ) + (f − unl
• − (unl

• )3,∇ · τ ), ∀τ ∈ W•,

where the H(div)-inner product bhdiv is defined as

bhdiv(ρ, τ ) := (ρ, τ ) + (∇ · ρ,∇ · τ ) ∀ρ, τ ∈ H(div; Ω).

We define the following continuous problem: Find σnl ∈ H(div; Ω), such that,

(9.6) bhdiv(σnl, τ ) = (−∇unl, τ ) + (f − unl − (unl)3,∇ · τ ) ∀τ ∈ H(div; Ω).

Note that the exact solution (σnl, unl) of the original first-order system (9.1) satisfies (9.6). We have the following
error equation,

(9.7) bhdiv(σnl − σnr
• , τ ) = −(∇unl − ∇unl

• , τ ) − (unl + (unl)3 − unl
• − (unl

• )3,∇ · τ ) ∀τ ∈ W•.

The problem (9.5) can be viewed as a finite element approximation of the continuous problem (9.6) with the exact
solution unl replaced by its approximation unl

• .

9.1. A priori estimate of least-squares flux-recovery for the model nonlinear problem.

Theorem 9.2. For the recovered flux σnr
• of (9.5), we have the the following bound:

(9.8) ∥σnr
• ∥H(div) ≤ cf ,

and the following a priori error estimate:

(9.9) ∥σnl − σnr
• ∥H(div) ≤ cf ( inf

τ •∈W•
∥σnl − τ •∥H(div) + ∥unl − unl

• ∥1).

Proof. We have the bound from (9.5) using the Sobolev embedding theorem, the Hölder inequality, and the stability
(8.7),

∥σnr
• ∥H(div) ≤ C(∥unl

• ∥1 + ∥unl
• ∥3

1 + ∥f∥0) ≤ cf .

Using similar arguments as (8.6) and the stability (8.7), we have

(9.10) ∥(unl)3 − (unl
• )3∥0 ≤ cf ∥unl − unl

• ∥1.
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Let τ • be an arbitrary function in W•, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the error equation (9.7), (9.10), the triangle
inequality, and the Young’s inequality with ε, we have

∥σnl − σnr
• ∥2

H(div) = bhdiv(σnl − σnr
• ,σnl − σnr

• ) = bhdiv(σnl − σnr
• ,σnl − τ •) + bhdiv(σnl − σnr

• , τ • − σnr
• )

≤ ∥σnl − σnr
• ∥H(div)∥σnl − τ •∥H(div)

− (∇unl − ∇unl
• , τ • − σnr

• ) − ((unl)3 + unl − (unl
• )3 − unl

• ,∇ · (τ • − σnr
• ))

≤ ∥σnl − σnr
• ∥H(div)∥σnl − τ •∥H(div) + cf ∥unl − unl

• ∥1∥τ • − σnr
• ∥H(div)

≤ ∥σnl − σnr
• ∥H(div)∥σnl − τ •∥H(div) + cf ∥unl − uls

• ∥1(∥σ − σnr
• ∥H(div) + ∥σnl − τ •∥H(div))

≤ 1
2∥σnl − σnr

• ∥2
H(div) + cf (∥σnl − τ •∥2

H(div) + ∥unl − unl
• ∥2

1).

The theorem is then proved. □

9.2. The least-squares functional error estimator for the model nonlinear problem. We introduce some
notations of the least-squares functional error estimator associated a mesh T• ∈ T. Let v• ∈ V• and τ • ∈ W• be two
arbitrary finite element functions in their spaces associated with the mesh T•, respectively. For an element T ∈ T•,
we define the element-wise nonlinear least-squares functional error indicator as

ηnls
• (T ; τ •, v•) :=

(
∥τ • + ∇v•∥2

0,T + ∥∇ · τ • + v• + v3
• − f∥2

0,T

)1/2
.(9.11)

For a collection of elements U• ⊂ T•, we define the least-squares a posteriori error estimator defined on U•,

(9.12) ηnls
• (U•; τ •, v•) :=

√∑
T ∈U•

ηnls
• (T ; τ •, v•)2.

For the case U• = T•, we use a simpler notation,
(9.13) ηnls

• (τ •, v•) := ηnls
• (T•; τ •, v•).

We also have
(9.14) ηnls

• (τ •, v•) = NLS(τ •, v•; f)1/2

Let T• ∈ T. We have computed unl
• ∈ V• from the conforming finite element discrete problem (8.3) and recovered

a numerical flux σnr
• ∈ W• from (9.5). The non-intrusive least-squares functional a posteriori error estimator for

nonlinear problem is:
ηnls

• (σnr
• , unl

• ).
Same as the linear case, we view the nonlinear discrete problem (8.3) and the flux-recovery problem (9.6) as a
combined two-step problem. Similar to the linear case, we show the error equivalence for an arbitary (τ , v) ∈ X first,
then we show the error estimator ηnls

• (σnr
• , unl

• ) is then efficient and reliable.

Theorem 9.3. For an arbitrary (τ , v) ∈ X, the error estimator ηnls
• (τ , v) is reliable and locally efficient:

(9.15) ∥unl − v∥1 + ∥σnl − τ∥H(div) ≤ C(cf + ∥v∥2
1)ηnls

• (τ , v),
and
(9.16) ηnls

• (T ; τ , v) ≤ C(cf + ∥v∥1)(∥unl − v∥1,T + ∥σnl − τ∥H(div;T )), ∀T ∈ T•.

In addition, the following reliability bound is independent of the right-hand side f ,
(9.17) ∥unl − v∥1 + ∥σnl − τ∥0 ≤ 3ηnls

• (τ , v).

Proof. For any (τ , v) ∈ X and w ∈ H1
0 (Ω), we have

(9.18) (∇unl − ∇v,∇w) = (∇unl + τ ,∇w) − (τ + ∇v,∇w) = −(∆unl + ∇ · τ , w) − (τ + ∇v,∇w).
By the monotonicity (8.4), (9.18) with w = unl − v, and the fact that −∆unl + (unl)3 + unl = f , we get

∥unl − v∥2
1 ≤ anl(unl, unl − v) − anl(v, unl − v) = (∇unl − ∇v,∇(unl − v)) + ((unl)3 − v3 + unl − v, unl − v)

= −(∆unl + ∇ · τ , unl − v) − (τ + ∇v,∇(unl − v)) + ((unl)3 − v3 + unl − v, unl − v)
= −(τ + ∇v,∇(unl − v)) + (f − ∇ · τ − v3 − v, unl − v) ≤ ηnls

• (τ , v)∥unl − v∥1.
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Thus, we have

(9.19) ∥unl − v∥1 ≤ ηnls
• (τ , v) ∀(τ , v) ∈ X.

By the fact σnl = −∇unl, the triangle inequality, and (9.19), we have

∥σnl − τ∥0 = ∥∇unl + τ∥0 ≤ ∥τ + ∇v∥0 + ∥∇(unl − v)∥0 ≤ 2ηnls
• (τ , v) ∀(τ , v) ∈ X.

The result (9.17) is proved.
By the fact f = ∇ · σnl + unl + (unl)3, the triangle inequality, and (9.10), we have

∥∇ · σnl − ∇ · τ∥0 ≤ ∥∇ · τ + v3 + v − f∥0 + ∥(unl)3 − v3∥0 + ∥unl − v∥0

≤ ∥∇ · τ + v3 + v − f∥0 + C(cf + ∥v∥2
1)∥unl − v∥1

≤ C(cf + ∥v∥2
1)ηnls

• (τ , v).

Combined the above results, we have (9.15).
By the facts σnl = −∇unl and f = ∇ · σnl + unl + (unl)3, and the triangle inequality, we have

ηnls
• (T ; τ , v) ≤ ∥τ + ∇v∥0,T + ∥∇ · τ + v3 + v• − f∥0,T

≤ ∥σnl − τ∥0,T + ∥∇unl − ∇v∥0,T + ∥∇ · (σnl − τ )∥0,T + ∥(unl)3 − v3∥0,T + ∥unl − v∥0,T

≤ C(cf + ∥v•∥1)(∥unl − v∥1,T + ∥σnl − τ∥H(div;T )).

The efficiency (9.16) is proved. □

Choosing (τ , v) to be (σnr
• , unl

• ) in the above theorem and using the stability (8.7), we have the following result.

∥unl − unl
• ∥1 + ∥σnl − σnr

• ∥0 ≤ 3ηnls
• (σnr

• , unl
• ),(9.20)

∥unl − unl
• ∥1 + ∥σnl − σnr

• ∥H(div) ≤ cfη
nls
• (σnr

• , unl
• ),(9.21)

and

(9.22) ηnls
• (T ; σnr

• , unl
• ) ≤ cf (∥unl − unl

• ∥1,T + ∥σ − σnr
• ∥H(div;T )), ∀T ∈ T•.

The following lemmas are useful for the plain convergence.

Lemma 9.4. For any T ∈ T•, the local indicator ηnls
• (T ; σnr

• , unl
• ) is stable in the following sense:

(9.23) ηnls
• (T ; σnr

• , unl
• ) ≤ cf (∥unl

• ∥1,T + ∥σnr
• ∥H(div;T ) + ∥f∥0,T ).

The estimator ηnls
• (σnr

• , unl
• ) is uniformly bounded with respect to T• in the following sense,

(9.24) ηnls
• (σnr

• , unl
• ) ≤ cf .

Proof. By the triangle inequality and (8.7), we have

ηnls
• (T ; σnr

• , unl
• ) ≤ C(∥σnr

• ∥0,T + ∥∇unl
• ∥0,T + ∥∇ · σnr

• ∥0,T + ∥unl
• ∥0,T + ∥(unl

• )3∥0,T + ∥f∥0,T )
≤ C(∥σnr

• ∥H(div;T ) + cf ∥unl
• ∥1,T + ∥f∥0,T ) ≤ cf (∥unl

• ∥1,T + ∥σnr
• ∥H(div;T ) + ∥f∥0,T ).

Then by (8.7) and (9.8), we have (9.24), □

Given (ρ, w) ∈ X, for all (τ , v) ∈ X, define the residual Rnl(ρ, w) ∈ X∗ by

(9.25) ⟨Rnl(ρ, w), (τ , v)⟩ := anl(w, v) − (f, v) + (ρ + ∇w, τ ) + (∇ · ρ + w3 + w − f,∇ · τ ).

Lemma 9.5. Given (ρ, w) ∈ X, we have the following upper bound of the residual,

(9.26) ⟨Rnl(ρ, w), (τ , v)⟩ ≤
∑

T ∈T•

ηnls
• (T ; ρ, w)|||(τ , v)|||T ∀(τ , v) ∈ X.
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Proof. By the definition of Rnl, integration by parts, and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
⟨Rnl(ρ, w), (τ , v)⟩ = anl(w, v) − (f, v) + (ρ + w, τ ) + (∇ · ρ + w3 + w − f,∇ · τ )
= (∇w,∇v) + (w3 + w − f, v) + (ρ + ∇w, τ ) + (∇ · ρ + w3 + w − f,∇ · τ )
= (∇w + ρ,∇v + τ ) − (ρ,∇v) + (w3 + w − f, v) + (∇ · ρ + w3 + w − f,∇ · τ )
= (∇w + ρ,∇v + τ ) + (∇ · ρ + w3 + w − f, v + ∇ · τ )
≤
∑

T ∈T•

(∥∇w + ρ∥0,T (∥∇v∥0,T + ∥τ∥0,T ) + ∥∇ · ρ + w3 + w − f∥0,T (∥v∥0,T + ∥∇ · τ∥0,T )

≤
∑

T ∈T•

ηnls
• (T ; ρ, w)|||(τ , v)|||T ∀(τ , v) ∈ X.

The lemma is proved. □

Choosing (ρ, w) to be (σnr
• , unl

• ) in the above lemma, we have

(9.27) ⟨Rnl(σnr
• , unl

• ), (τ , v)⟩ ≤
∑

T ∈T•

ηnls
• (T ; σnr

• , unl
• )|||(τ , v)|||T ∀(τ , v) ∈ X.

10. Plain Convergence for the Adaptive Algorithm for the model nonlinear case

In this section, we prove the plain convergence for the adaptive algorithm driven by the non-intrusive least-squares
functional estimator for the model nonlinear problem. We use the following adaptive algorithm for the nonlinear
case. It is almost identical to Algorithm 1 with some necessary changes.

Algorithm 2: Adaptive Algorithm with Non-intrusive Least-Squares Functional Estimator for Nonlinear
Problem

Input: Initial triangulation T0.
1 for ℓ = 0, 1, 2, · · · do
2 (i) Solve. Compute the discrete solution unl

ℓ ∈ Vℓ by solving (8.3).
3 (ii)Nonlinear Least-Squares Recovery. Recover σnr

ℓ ∈ Wℓ by solving the least-squares recovery
problem (9.5).

4 (iii)Estimate. Compute ηnls
ℓ (T ; σnr

ℓ , unl
ℓ ) from (9.11), for all T ∈ Tℓ.

5 (iv)Mark. Mark a set Mℓ ⊂ Tℓ satisfying Assumption M using ηnls
ℓ (T ; σnr

ℓ , unl
ℓ ).

6 (v)Refine. Let Tℓ+1 := refine(Tℓ,Mℓ)
7 end

Output: Sequences of approximations (σnr
ℓ , unl

ℓ ) and corresponding error estimators ηnls
ℓ (σnr

ℓ , unl
ℓ ).

Define the following spaces

V∞ :=
⋃
ℓ≥0

Vℓ ⊂ H1
0 (Ω) and W∞ :=

⋃
ℓ≥0

Wℓ ⊂ H(div; Ω).

Consider the following two problems in V∞ and W∞.
Find unl

∞ ∈ V∞ such that

(10.1) anl(unl
∞, v∞) = (f, v∞) ∀v∞ ∈ V∞,

and find σnr
∞ ∈ W∞ such that

(10.2) bhdiv(σnr
∞ , τ ∞) = −(∇unl

∞, τ ∞) + (f − (unl
∞)3 − unl

∞,∇ · τ ∞) ∀τ ∞ ∈ W∞.

We have the following lemma.

Lemma 10.1. Problem (10.1) has a unique solution unl
∞ ∈ V∞ and problem (10.2) has a unique solution σnr

∞ ∈ W∞.
Both solutions have the upper bounds,
(10.3) ∥unl

∞∥1 ≤ ∥f∥0 and ∥σnr
∞ ∥H(div;Ω) ≤ cf .

The solution unl
∞ and σnr

∞ satisfy the following convergence results,

∥unl
∞ − unl

ℓ ∥1 → 0 and ∥σnr
∞ − σnr

ℓ ∥H(div;Ω) → 0 as ℓ → ∞.(10.4)
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Proof. Due to the fact the operator T is hemocontinuous, coercive, and strictly monotone on V∞, we have the
existence and uniqueness of (10.1). The stability that ∥unl

∞∥1 ≤ ∥f∥0 is the consequence of the coercivity (8.5).
By the fact Vℓ ⊂ V∞, the solution unl

ℓ ∈ Vℓ can be viewed as the Galerkin projection of unl
∞ in Vℓ. Thus, we have

the a priori error estimates similar to (8.8),

(10.5) ∥unl
∞ − unl

ℓ ∥1 ≤ cf inf
vℓ∈Vℓ

∥unl
∞ − vℓ∥1.

By the definition of V∞, the space {Vℓ}ℓ≥0 is dense in V∞, thus we have ∥unl
∞ − unl

ℓ ∥1 → 0.
The existence and uniqueness of (10.2) is obvious due to the definition of bhdiv. The stability ∥σnr

∞ ∥H(div;Ω) ≤ cf

can be proved in a similar fashion as that of (9.8). By the fact Wℓ ⊂ W∞, we can get the following a priori estimate
similar to (9.9),

(10.6) ∥σnr
∞ − σnr

ℓ ∥H(div) ≤ cf ( inf
τ ∈Wℓ

∥σnr
∞ − τ∥H(div) + ∥unl

∞ − unl
ℓ ∥1).

The space {Wℓ}ℓ≥0 is dense in W∞, thus we have ∥σnr
∞ − σnr

ℓ ∥H(div) → 0. □

Lemma 10.2. (convergence of estimator on marked elements) Suppose that the marking strategy and the
mesh-refinement in Algorithm 2 satisfy Assumptions (M) and (R1), (R2), (R3), then

(10.7) lim
ℓ→∞

max{ηnls
ℓ (T ; σnr

ℓ , unl
ℓ ) : T ∈ Mℓ} = 0.

Proof. By the triangle inequality, we have the following property,

ηnls
ℓ (T ; σnr

ℓ , unl
ℓ )2 = ∥∇unl

ℓ + σnr
ℓ ∥2

0,T + ∥∇ · σnr
ℓ + (unl

ℓ )3 + unl
ℓ − f∥2

0,T

≤ ∥σnr
∞ + ∇unl

∞∥2
0,T + ∥∇ · σnr

∞ + (unl
∞)3 + unl

∞ − f∥2
0,T + ∥∇unl

ℓ − ∇unl
∞∥2

0,T

+∥σnr
ℓ − σnr

∞ ∥2
0,T + ∥∇ · σnr

ℓ − ∇ · σnr
∞ ∥2

0,T + ∥(unl
ℓ )3 + unl

ℓ − (unl
∞)3 − unl

∞∥2
0,T .

When ℓ → ∞, the terms ∥∇unl
ℓ − ∇unl

∞∥0,T , ∥σnr
ℓ − σnr

∞ ∥0,T , and ∥∇ · σnr
ℓ − ∇ · σnr

∞ ∥0,T converges to zero due to
(10.4). The term ∥(unl

ℓ )3 + unl
ℓ − (unl

∞)3 − unl
∞∥0,T ≤ cf ∥unl

ℓ − unl
∞∥1,T also tends to zero.

For the element Tℓ = arg maxT ∈Mℓ
ηnls

• (T ; σnr
ℓ , unl

ℓ ), its mesh size tends to zero as argued in the proof of Lemma
3.6 of [53], combined with (10.3), we have ∥σnr

∞ + ∇unl
∞∥2

0,Tℓ
+ ∥∇ · σnr

∞ + (unl
∞)3 + unl

∞ − f∥2
0,Tℓ

→ 0 as ℓ → 0. Thus
we have the lemma. □

Lemma 10.3. Suppose that the marking strategy and the mesh-refinement in Algorithm 2 satisfy Assumptions
(M) and (R1), (R2), (R3), then we have the following weak convergence of the residual,

lim
ℓ→∞

⟨Rnl(σnr
ℓ , unl

ℓ ), (τ , v)⟩ = 0 ∀(τ , v) ∈ H2(Ω)d ×H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω).(10.8)

Proof. By the definition of Rnl, (8.9), and (9.5), we have the following indentity,

⟨Rnl(σnr
ℓ , unl

ℓ ), (τ ℓ, vℓ)⟩ = anl(unl
ℓ , vℓ) − anl(u, vℓ) + bhdiv(σnr

ℓ , τ ℓ) + (∇unl
ℓ , τ ℓ) + ((unl

ℓ )3 + unl
ℓ − f,∇ · τ ℓ)

= 0 ∀vℓ ∈ Vℓ, τ ℓ ∈ Wℓ,

By (9.27), we have

⟨Rnl(σnr
ℓ , unl

ℓ ), (τ , v)⟩ = ⟨Rnl(σnr
ℓ , unl

ℓ ), (τ − τ ℓ, v − vℓ)⟩
≤

∑
T ∈Tℓ

ηnls
ℓ (T ; σnr

ℓ , unl
ℓ )(∥v − Iℓv∥1,T + ∥τ − Irt

ℓ τ ℓ∥H(div;T )).

The sum of the right-hand side can be handled as in the Proposition (3.7) of [53], and we then have the result of the
lemma. □

Theorem 10.4. Suppose that the marking strategy and the mesh-refinement in Algorithm 2 satisfy Assumptions
(M) and (R1), (R2), (R3), then the sequence of approximations (unl

ℓ ,σ
nr
ℓ ) generated by Algorithm 2 satisfies

(10.9) lim
ℓ→∞

(∥u− unl
ℓ ∥1 + ∥σ − σnr

ℓ ∥H(div) + ηnls
ℓ (σnr

ℓ , unl
ℓ )) = 0.
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Proof. By the definition of Rnl, the Lipschitz-continuity of anl (8.6), the stabilities (8.7) and (10.3), and (10.4), for
all (τ , v) ∈ H2(Ω)d ×H2(Ω) ∩H1

0 (Ω), we have

⟨Rnl(σnr
∞ , unl

∞), (τ , v)⟩ = anl(unl
∞, v) − anl(unl

ℓ , v) + bhdiv(σnr
∞ − σnr

ℓ , τ ) + ((∇unl
∞ − ∇unl

ℓ ), τ )
+((unl

∞)3 + unl
∞ − (unl

ℓ )3 − unl
ℓ ,∇ · τ ) + ⟨Rnl(σnr

ℓ , unl
ℓ ), (τ , v)⟩

≤ C(1 + ∥unl
∞∥2

1 + ∥unl
ℓ ∥2

1)∥unl
∞ − unl

ℓ ∥1∥v∥1 + ∥σnr
∞ − σnr

ℓ ∥H(div)∥τ∥H(div)

+C(1 + ∥unl
∞∥2

1 + ∥unl
ℓ ∥2

1)∥unl
∞ − unl

ℓ ∥1∥τ∥H(div) + ⟨Rnl(σnr
ℓ , unl

ℓ ), (τ , v)⟩
≤ cf (∥unl

∞ − unl
ℓ ∥1 + ∥σnr

∞ − σnr
ℓ ∥H(div))|||(τ , v)||| + ⟨Rnl(σnr

ℓ , unl
ℓ ), (τ , v)⟩ → 0.

The space H2(Ω)d ×H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω) is dense in X, thus we have

(10.10) ⟨Rnl(σnr
∞ , unl

∞), (τ , v)⟩ = 0 ∀(τ , v) ∈ X.

By (8.4), we have

∥unl − unl
∞∥2

1 ≤ anl(unl
∞, u

nl
∞ − unl) − anl(unl, unl

∞ − unl) = ⟨Rnl(σnr
∞ , unl

∞), (0, unl
∞ − unl)⟩ = 0.

Thus we have unl = unl
∞ and limℓ→∞ ∥unl − unl

ℓ ∥1 = 0.
With unl = unl

∞, we then have ∇unl
∞ = ∇unl = −σnl and (unl)3 + unl − f = −∇ · σnl. Thus

0 = ⟨Rnl(σnr
∞ , unl

∞), (σnl − σnr
∞ , 0)⟩

= bhdiv(σnr
∞ ,σnl − σnr

∞ ) + (∇unl,σnl − σnr
∞ ) + ((unl)3 + unl − f,∇ · (σnl − σnr

∞ ))
= bhdiv(σnr

∞ ,σnl − σnr
∞ ) − (σnl,σnl − σnr

∞ ) − (∇ · σnl,∇ · (σnl − σnr
∞ ))

= bhdiv(σnl − σnr
∞ ,σnl − σnr

∞ ) = ∥σnl − σnr
∞ ∥2

H(div).

We have σnl = σnr
∞ and limℓ→∞ ∥σnl − σnr

ℓ ∥H(div) = 0.
By (9.22), we have limℓ→∞ ηnls

ℓ (σnr
ℓ , unl

ℓ ) = 0. The proof is completed. □

11. Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we present a systematic approach for applying the least-squares functional error estimator to prob-
lems that are not solved by the LSFEM. We accomplish this by recovering a physically meaningful auxiliary variable
through the minimization of the corresponding least-squares functional, where part of the solution is substituted
with the available approximation. By treating the solving and recovery process as a combined two-step problem,
we rigorously establish a priori and non-intrusive least-squares functional a posteriori error estimates. Plain conver-
gences are proved for general second-order elliptic equation and a model monotone problem with adaptive algorithms
driven by the non-intrusive least-squares functional estimators.

We only consider a simple model non-linear problem in this paper. In our future research, we intend to apply the
methodology to more complicated problems such as Navier-Stokes equations. In [21], numerical experiments were
conducted for elliptic problems. Extensive numerical experiments will be provided in forth-coming papers for a wide
range of linear and nonlinear problems.
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