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Abstract

This paper presents the design and analysis of a Hybrid High-Order (HHO) approximation for a
distributed optimal control problem governed by the Poisson equation. We propose three distinct schemes
to address unconstrained control problems and two schemes for constrained control problems. For the
unconstrained control problem, while standard finite elements achieve a convergence rate of k + 1 (with
k representing the polynomial degree), our approach enhances this rate to k+ 2 by selecting the control
from a carefully constructed reconstruction space. For the box-constrained problem, we demonstrate that
using lowest-order elements (P0) yields linear convergence, in contrast to finite element methods (FEM)
that require linear elements to achieve comparable results. Furthermore, we derive a cubic convergence
rate for control in the variational discretization scheme. Numerical experiments are provided to validate
the theoretical findings.

1 Introduction

The study of optimal control problems governed 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 its 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 [12] and Geveci [13]. 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 [5, 11, 14, 16] for distributed control related problem, to [1, 2, 5, 11]
for the Neumann boundary control problem, and to [15] for a variational discretization approach. The
Dirichlet boundary control problem has been studied in [3, 4].
In this article, we consider the following optimal control problem without/with control constraints:

min J(y, u) :=
1

2
∥y − yd∥2L2(Ω) +

λ

2
∥u∥2L2(Ω), (1.1)

subject to PDE,
−∆y = f + u in Ω,

y = 0 on ∂Ω,
(1.2)

where control u from the space L2(Ω) (i.e., without constraints case), or from a box-constrained set Uad

(i.e., with constraints case). Our goal is to approximate the solution of the problem (1.1)-(1.2) using hybrid
higher order (HHO) elements.
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HHO methods were introduced in [17] for linear diffusion and in [8] for locking-free linear elasticity.
In such methods, discrete unknowns are attached to the mesh cells and to the mesh faces. The two key
ingredients to devise HHO methods are a local reconstruction operator and a local stabilization operator in
each mesh cell. HHO methods offer various attractive features, such as the support of polytopal meshes,
optimal error estimates, local conservation properties, and computational efficiency due to compact stencils
and local elimination of the cell unknowns by static condensation. As a result, these methods have been
developed extensively over the past few years and now cover a broad range of applications; we refer the reader
to the two recent monographs [6, 9] for an overview. As shown in [7], HHO methods can be embedded into the
broad framework of hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin methods, and they can be bridged to nonconforming
virtual element methods.

For the unconstrained control problem, standard finite element methods achieve a convergence rate of
k + 1. Our focus is on enhancing this rate of convergence. To address this, we propose three discretization
schemes for unconstrained control problems.

• In Scheme UC1 (UC abbreviates unconstrained), we choose discrete control from piecewise k-degree
polynomial space. Discrete state and adjoint state are chosen from k-degree HHO space V̂ k

h,0 (it
consists of piecewise k-degree polynomials in the interior and on the skeleton). We obtain k + 1 rate
of convergence in the L2 error of control and energy error of state and adjoint state.

• Scheme UC2 is popularly known as variational discretization; here, we do not discretize the control
separately; we only discretize state and adjoint state. Thus we determine the optimal control by the
adjoint state. For this scheme, we choose discrete state and adjoint state from k- degree HHO space
V̂ k
h,0. This scheme shows the k + 1 rate of convergence for control, state, and adjoint state variables.

• To improve the above rate of convergence, we propose the third scheme (Scheme UC 3.1 & 3.2), and

here we use control space as reconstruction of some HHO space RT V̂
k
h . This method improves the

L2− rate of convergence of control to k + 2 for k ≥ 0. We split the third scheme into two cases. In
the first scheme, UC3.1 (we call it full reconstruction), we choose the discrete state and adjoint state
from k-degree HHO space V̂ k

h,0, and we prove k + 2 convergence for polynomial degree k = 0, 1. In

the second scheme UC3.2 (we call it partial reconstruction), we use a mixed order HHO space V̂ k+
h,0 for

discrete state and adjoint state variables for k ≥ 2. The space V̂ k+
h,0 consists of k+1 degree polynomial

in the interior and k degree polynomial on the skeleton. Thus we improve the convergence rates to
k + 2, for k ≥ 2.

Table 1.1 shows the convergence rates and spaces for Schemes UC1, UC2, UC3.1, and UC3.2.
For the with-constraints case, we describe three HHO schemes to analyze the control problem (1.1)-(1.2).
The regularity of constrained control problem is limited and in this case we have solutions y ∈ H3(Ω), ϕ ∈
H3(Ω), and u ∈ W 1,p(Ω), with 2 < p < ∞, when data yd, f ∈ H1(Ω). Therefore, we can not expect
higher-order convergences. In the following, we briefly describe two proposed schemes and their convergence
behavior.

• In Scheme WC1 (WC abbreviates with unconstrints) we choose discrete control from piecewise constant
polynomial space. The discrete state and adjoint state variables are chosen from 0-th degree HHO space
V̂ 0
h,0 (it consists of piecewise constant polynomials in the interior and on the boundary). We observe a

linear rate of convergence for control, state, and adjoint state variables.

• Scheme WC2 considers the variational discretization. As usual, in variational discretization, we do not
discretize the control variables; we determine control from the discrete adjoint state. We choose discrete
state and adjoint state from mixed degree HHO space V̂ 1+

h,0 . We improve the rate of convergence to the
third order for the control variable and the second order for the state and adjoint state variable under
the previously mentioned regularity.
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Schemes Spaces of state,
control and adjoint
state variables

L2− error
of control variable

Energy error
of state variable

Energy error
of adjoint state
variable

Scheme UC1 (ŷh, uh, ϕ̂h) ∈
V̂ k
h,0 × Pk(Th)× V̂ k

h,0,
k ≥ 0

∥u− uh∥L2(Ω)

= O(hk+1)

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h
= O(hk+1)

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h
= O(hk+1)

Scheme UC2
(Variational
Discretiza-
tion)

(ŷh, uh, ϕ̂h) ∈
V̂ k
h,0 × L2(Ω)× V̂ k

h,0,
k ≥ 0

∥u− uh∥L2(Ω)

= O(hk+1)

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h
= O(hk+1)

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h
= O(hk+1)

Scheme
UC3.1
(full recon-
struction)

(ŷh, RT ûh, ϕ̂h) ∈
V̂ k
h,0 ×RT V̂

k
h × V̂ k

h,0,
k = 0, 1

∥u−RT ûh∥L2(Ω)

= O(hk+2)

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h
= O(hk+1)

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h
= O(hk+1)

Scheme
UC3.2
(partial
reconstruc-
tion)

(ŷh, RT ûh, ϕ̂h) ∈
V̂ k+
h,0 ×RT V̂

k
h × V̂ k+

h,0 ,
k ≥ 2

∥u−RT ûh∥L2(Ω)

= O(hk+2)

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h
= O(hk+1)

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h
= O(hk+1)

Table 1.1: Convergence rates table for unconstraints control problem (1.1)-(1.2).

Table 1.2 shows the rates of convergence for Schemes WC1 and WC2.

Schemes Spaces of state,
control and adjoint
state variables

L2− error
of control vari-
able

Energy error
of state variable

Energy error
of adjoint state
variable

Scheme
WC1

(ŷh, uh, ϕ̂h) ∈
V̂ 0
h,0 × P0(Th)× V̂ 0

h,0,

∥u− uh∥L2(Ω)

= O(h)
∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h
= O(h)

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h
= O(h)

Scheme
WC2
(Variational
discretiza-
tion)

(ŷh, uh, ϕ̂h) ∈
V̂ 1+
h,0 × Uad × V̂ 1+

h,0 ,

∥u− uh∥L2(Ω)

= O(h3)
∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h
= O(h2)

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h
= O(h2)

Table 1.2: Convergence rates table for control problem with control constrains (1.1)-(1.2).

The following are some novelty and achievements of this paper:

• Without constraints case: Scheme UC1 uses k-degree piece-wise polynomials for control, state, and
adjoint state variables. We observe that the energy estimate of state and adjoint state shows better
convergence than finite element-based methods. Schemes UC3.1 & UC3.2 show k + 2 convergence
rates for the L2- reconstruction error of control. This is a phenomenal improvement for the rate of
convergence of control error compared to the finite elements.

• With constraints case: The standard lowest order finite elements for constrained optimal control prob-
lem needs P0 elements for the control variable and P1 elements for the state and adjoint state to
produce linear convergence for the errors. However, in Scheme WC1, we observe that the lowest-order
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HHO elements, i.e., P0 elements ensure the linear rate of convergence. Therefore, there is a significant
improvement in both the theory and computation. In Scheme WC2, we use a mixed degree HHO
space V̂ 1+

h,0 to obtain third-order convergence in control error and second-order convergence in state
and adjoint state. Therefore it is showing better convergence than finite elements.

The following is a breakdown of the rest of the article. Some preliminaries on HHO method have been
introduced in Section 2. Section 3, introduces three HHO-based schemes for the unconstrained control
problem. Another three HHO-based schemes for the constrained control problem have been discussed in
Section 4. Section 5 has been devoted to numerical experiments.

2 Preliminaries on HHO method

2.1 Discrete setting for HHO method.

Let Ω ⊂ Rd be a convex polygonal/polyhedral domain with d = 2, 3. We consider a sequence of meshes
(Th)h>0, where the parameter h denotes the mesh size and goes to zero during the refinement process. For all
h > 0, we assume that the mesh Th covers Ω exactly and consists of a finite collection of nonempty disjoint
open polygonal/polyhedral cells T such that Ω̄ = ∪T∈Th

T̄ and h = maxh∈Th
hT , where hT is the diameter of

T . A closed subset F of Ω is defined to be a mesh face if it is a subset of a straight line/an affine hyperplane
HF with positive d − 1 dimensional measure and if either of the following two statements holds true: (i)
there exist T1 and T2 in Th such that F ⊂ ∂T1 ∩ ∂T2 ∩HF ; in this case, the face F is called an internal face;
(ii) there exists T ∈ Th such that F ⊂ ∂T ∩ ∂Ω∩HF ; in this case, the face F is called a boundary face. The
set of mesh faces is a partition of the mesh skeleton, i.e., ∪T∈Th

∂T = ∪F∈Fh
F̄ , where Fh := F i

h ∪ Fb
h is the

collection of all faces that is the union of the set of all the internal faces F i
h and the set of all the boundary

faces Fb
h. Let hF denote the diameter of F ∈ Fh. For each T ∈ Th, the set FT := {F ∈ Fh | F ⊂ ∂T}

denotes the collection of all faces contained in ∂T,nT denotes the unit outward normal to T , and we set
nTF := nT |F for all F ∈ Fh. Following [8, Definition 1], we assume that the mesh sequence (Th)h>0 is
admissible in the sense that, for all h > 0, Th admits a matching simplicial sub-mesh Th (i.e., every cell
and face of Th is a subset of a cell and a face of Th, respectively) so that the mesh sequence (Th)h>0 is
shape-regular in the usual sense and all the cells and faces of Th have a uniformly comparable diameter to
the cell and face of Th to which they belong. Owing to [10, Lemma 1.42], for T ∈ Th and F ∈ FT , hF is
comparable to hT in the sense that

ϱ2hT ≤ hF ≤ hT ,

where ϱ is the mesh regularity parameter. Moreover, there exists an integer N∂ depending on ϱ and d such
that (see [10, Lemma 1.41] ):

max
T∈Th

card(FT ) ≤ N∂ .

2.2 Discrete spaces

Let k ≥ 0 be the polynomial degree. For all T ∈ Th, the local space of degrees of freedom (DOFs) is defined
as:

V̂ k
T := Pk

d(T )×
{

×
F∈FT

Pk
d−1(F )

}
,

where Pk
d(T ) (resp. Pk

d−1(F )) is the space of polynomials of degree at most k on T ∈ Th (resp. F ∈ Fh).

The space of piecewise polynomial of degree k on Th is denoted by Pk
d(Th).
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Patch all the local spaces to define the global space of DOFs as:

V̂ k
h :=

{
×

T∈Th

Pk
d(T )

}
×
{

×
F∈Fh

Pk
d−1(F )

}
.

Impose the zero boundary condition on the above global space to introduce

V̂ k
h,0 := {v̂h = ((vT )T∈Th

, (vF )F∈Fh
) ∈ V̂ k

h | vF ≡ 0 ∀F ∈ Fb
h}.

For v̂h := (vT , v∂T ) ∈ V̂ k
h,0, where vT ∈ Pk

d(Th) as vT |T := vT and v∂T |F := vF . Moreover, a mixed order

HHO space V̂ k+
h,0 reads

V̂ k+
h = {((vT )T∈Th

, (vF )F∈Fh
) | vT ∈ Pk+1

d (T ), vF ∈ Pk
d−1(F ), k ≥ 0}.

Impose the Dirichlet boundary condition to get V̂ k+
h,0 = {ŵh ∈ V̂ k+

h | vF ≡ 0, for F ∈ Fb}.

2.3 Norms

We denote the norm (resp. inner product) on the space L2(Ω) as ∥•∥ (resp. (•, •) ). The norm (resp.
inner product) on the space L2(T ) and L2(F ) as ∥•∥T and ∥•∥F (resp. (•, •)T and (•, •)F ). For all v̂T :=

(vT , (vF )F∈FT
) ∈ V̂ k

T , define a H1-like semi-norm V̂ k
T as

|v̂T |21,T := ∥∇vT ∥2T +
∑

F∈FT

h−1
T ∥vT − vF ∥2F .

The norm on the global HHO space V̂ k
h,0 is defined as

∥ŵh∥21,h :=
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇vT ∥2T + h−1
T

∑
F∈FT

∥vT − vF ∥2F ) for all ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0.

2.4 Local and global reduction operators

For any given non-negative integer k and given T ∈ Th(resp. F ∈ Fh) the local L2-projection Πk
T : L2(T ) →

Pk
d(T )(resp. Π

k
F : L2(F ) → Pk

d−1(F )) reads: For given v ∈ L2(T )(resp. v ∈ L2(T )),

(Πk
T v, w)T = (v, w)T ∀w ∈ Pk

d(T ) and (Πk
F v, w)F = (v, w)F ∀w ∈ Pk

d−1(F ). (2.1)

The local reduction operator ÎkT : H1(T ) → V̂ k
T is defined as: For all v ∈ H1(T ),

ÎkT v := (Πk
T v, (Π

k
F v)F∈FT

).

For all v ∈ H1(Ω), Define global reduction operator Îkh : H1(Ω) → V̂ k
h as

Îkhv := ((Πk
T v)T∈Th

, (Πk
F v)F∈Fh

).

2.5 Local reconstruction and stabilization operators.

The local reconstruction operator RT : V̂ k
T → Pk+1

d (T ) is defined as: For any given v̂T = (vT , (vF )F∈FT
) and

T ∈ Th,

(∇RT v̂T ,∇w)T = (∇vT ,∇w)T +
∑

F∈FT

(vF − vT ,∇w · nTF )F ∀w ∈ Pk+1
d (T ), (2.2)

(RT v̂T , 1)T = (vT , 1)T . (2.3)

Define a global reconstruction operator Rh : V̂ k
h → Pk+1

d (Th) by Rhv̂h|T = RT v̂T . The local stabilization

operator SF : V̂ k
T → Pk

d−1(F ) reads SF (v̂T ) = Πk
F (vT |F − vF + ((I −Πk

T )RT v̂T )|F ).
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2.6 Local elliptic projection operator

Denote Ek+1
T = RT ◦ ÎkK where Ek+1

T : H1(T ) → Pk+1
d (T ) is the elliptic operator uniquely defined such that

for all v ∈ H1(T ),

(∇Ek+1
T (v),∇q)T = (∇(v),∇q)T ∀q ∈ Pk+1

d (T )⊥, (2.4)

(Ek+1
T (v), 1)T = (v, 1)T . (2.5)

Further, for v ∈ Hk+1(T ), it holds

∥∇(v − Ek+1
T (v))∥T ≤ ∥∇(v −Πk+1

T (v))∥T ≤ Chk|v|k+1. (2.6)

2.7 Bilinear forms

For all v, w ∈ H1
0 (Ω), define a(v, w) = (∇v,∇w). The discrete bilinear form ah is defined as: For all

v̂h, ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0,

ah(v̂h, ŵh) :=
∑
T∈Th

((∇RT v̂T ,∇RT ŵT )T + ST (ŷT , ŵT )),

where local stabilization map ST is defined as

ST (ŷT , ŵT ) = h−1
T

∑
F∈FT

(SF (ŷT ), SF (ŵT ))F .

2.8 Trace inequality and estimate for projection

There exist real numbers Ctr and Ctr,c depending on ϱ but independent of mesh parameter h such that the
following discrete and continuous trace inequalities hold for all T ∈ Th and F ∈ FT (see, [10, Lemmas 1.46
and 1.49]):

∥v∥F ≤ Ctrh
−1/2
T ∥v∥T ∀v ∈ Pl

d(T ) (2.7)

∥v∥∂T ≤ Ctr,c(h
−1
T ∥v∥2T + hT ∥∇v∥2T )1/2 ∀v ∈ H1(T ), (2.8)

where Pl
d(T ) is the space of polynomial of degree at most l on T ∈ Th. There exists a real number Capp

depending on ϱ and l but independent of h such that, for all T ∈ Th, denoting by Πl
T the L2-orthogonal

projector on Pl
d(T ), the following holds (see [10, Lemmas 1.58 and 1.59]): For all s ∈ {1, . . . , l + 1} and all

v ∈ Hs(T ),

|v −Πl
T v|Hm(T ) + h

1/2
T |v −Πl

T v|Hm(∂T ) ≤ Capph
s−m
T |v|Hs(T ) ∀m ∈ {0, . . . , s− 1}, (2.9)

where | · |Hm(∂T ) denotes the face-wise H
m semi-norm when the boundary ∂T of an element T ∈ Th is written

as a union of faces.

Remark 2.1. The norm, local/global reduction, local/global reconstruction, and local/global stabilization

operators for the space V̂ k+
h are defined analogously to V̂ k

h .

2.9 Integration by parts formula

For any T ∈ Th and sufficiently smooth functions v and w, an integration by parts leads to

(∆w, v)T = −(∇w,∇v)T +
∑

F∈∂T

(v, ∂nw)F . (2.10)
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3 Optimal control problem without control constraints

3.1 Existence, uniqueness, and regularity for (1.1)-(1.2)

In this subsection, the unconstrained distributed optimal control problem (1.1)-(1.2) is considered with
control in L2(Ω). Existence and uniqueness of the solution are standard and can be found in [18, Theorem
2.14]. The problem is formulated as the following optimality system using first-order necessary optimality
condition: Seek (y, u, ϕ) ∈ H1

0 (Ω)× L2(Ω)×H1
0 (Ω), such that

a(y, w) = (f, w) + (u,w) ∀w ∈ H1
0 (Ω), (3.1)

a(w, ϕ) = (y − yd, w) ∀w ∈ H1
0 (Ω), (3.2)

u = −ϕ/λ. (3.3)

Lemma 3.1 (Regularity). For f, yd ∈ Hk(Th) with k ≥ 0, the solution of (3.1)-(3.3) has the regularity
y, u, ϕ ∈ Hk+2(Th).

Proof. The source term f ∈ Hk(Th) and u ∈ L2(Ω), thus f + u ∈ L2(Ω), hence from the equation (1.2) we
have y ∈ H2(Ω). Given that yd ∈ Hk(Th), thus y−yd ∈ H2(Th), therefore from the strong form of the adjoint
state equation (3.2), we have ϕ ∈ H4(Th). Thus equation (3.3), yields u ∈ H4(Th). Now f + u ∈ H4(Th),
hence y ∈ H6(Th). Then ϕ ∈ H8(Th) and hence u ∈ H8(Th). Thus, we keep on doing this bootstrap argument
to get solutions y, u, ϕ ∈ Hk+2(Th), and this proves the lemma.

3.2 Scheme UC1

Introduce the discrete control space Uh := {vh ∈ L2(Ω)| vh|T ∈ Pk(T ) ∀T ∈ Th}. The HHO scheme for
(1.1)-(1.2) is given by

min
ŷh∈V̂ k

h,0,uh∈Uh

J(ŷh, uh) :=
1

2
∥yT − yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥uh∥2, (3.4)

subject to the PDE, find ŷh ∈ V̂ k
h,0 such that

ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (uh, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0. (3.5)

Next, the reduced cost functional is introduced, which will be useful for the existence and uniqueness of the
discrete solution and to derive the optimality system.

Reduced cost functional: Define Ŝh : L2(Ω)× Uh → V̂ k
h,0 such that Ŝh(f, uh) = ŷh be the solution operator

of (3.5). The reduced cost functional jh reads

jh(uh) =
1

2
∥ST (f, uh)− yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥uh∥2, (3.6)

where ST (f, uh) be the volume part of Ŝh(f, uh). The discrete problem (3.4)-(3.5) with Ŝh leads to

min
uh∈Uh

jh(uh) =
1

2
∥ST (f, uh)− yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥uh∥2. (3.7)

The following theorem establishes the existence and uniqueness of the discrete problem (3.7).

Theorem 3.2 (Existence and uniqueness of discrete solution). There exists a unique solution of the problem
(3.7).
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Proof. The solution operator Ŝh : Uh → V̂ k
h,0 of the PDE (3.5) is continuous i.e., ∥ŷh∥1,h = ∥Ŝh(f, uh)∥1,h ≲

∥f∥ + ∥uh∥, using this stability estimate of the PDE (3.5). Using Poincaré inequality we have ∥yT ∥ ≤
Cp∥ŷh∥1,h. Therefore Ŝh : L2(Ω) × Uh → L2(Ω) is a continuous affine linear operator. The norm ∥·∥ is
continuous and convex, therefore jh is continuous and convex. Clearly, jh(uh) ≥ 0, therefore the infimum
exists. Let α = inf jh(uh). Let un

h ∈ Uh be an infimizing sequence such that jh(u
n
h) converges to α as n

tends to infinity. Thus the sequence un
h is bounded in L2. Then there exists a subsequence un

h still indexed
by n such that it is converges to u∗

h weakly in L2(Ω). It is clear that u∗
h ∈ Uh since Uh is weakly closed.

The discrete cost functional jh is continuous and convex hence it is weakly lower semicontinuous. Thus
jh(u

∗
h) ≤ lim inf jh(u

n
h) and hence jh(u

∗
h) ≤ α. Therefore u∗

h be a minimizer. The uniqueness follows from
the strict convexity of the reduced cost functional jh.

The discrete optimality system reads as: find (ŷh, uh, ϕ̂h) ∈ V̂ k
h,0 × Uh × V̂ k

h,0 such that

ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (uh, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0, (3.8)

ah(ŵh, ϕ̂h) = (yT , wT )− (yd, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0, (3.9)

uh = − 1

λ
ϕT . (3.10)

The system (3.8)-(3.10) can be derived from the Lagrangian functional defined as

Lh(ŷh, uh, ϕ̂h) =
1

2
∥yT − yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥uh∥2 − ah(ŷh, ϕ̂h) + (f, ϕT ) + (uh, ϕT ). (3.11)

Taking derivative of Lh with respect to ŷh (resp. uh) and equating to zero i.e., Dŷh
Lh(ŷh, uh, ϕ̂h)ŵh =

0 ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0 (resp. Duh

Lh(ŷh, uh, ϕ̂h)wh = 0 ∀wh ∈ Uh) yields (3.9) (resp. (3.10)).

To derive the error estimates, we require the following auxiliary problems and second-order optimality
condition.

• (Auxiliary problems). Seek ỹh(u), ϕ̃h(u) ∈ V̂ k
h,0 such that

ah(ỹh(u), ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (u,wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0, (3.12)

ah(ŵh, ϕ̃h(u)) = (y − yd, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0. (3.13)

• (Second-order optimality condition). For all vh ∈ Uh,

j′h(uh)vh = (ST (f, uh)− yd,ST (0, vh)) + λ(uh, vh),

j′′h(uh)v
2
h = ∥ST (0, vh)∥2 + λ∥vh∥2. (3.14)

From (3.14), it holds

j′′h(uh)v
2
h ≥ λ∥vh∥2. (3.15)

Theorem 3.3 (Abstract L2- error estimates of control). Let u (resp. uh) solves (1.1)-(1.2) (resp. (3.7)).
There holds,

∥u− uh∥ ≤C(Cp, λ, α0)
(
∥u− vh∥+ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥

+ ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥
)

∀vh ∈ Uh,

where C(Cp, λ, α0) be the constant depends on the Poincaré constant Cp, regularization parameter λ, and
ellipticity constant α0.
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Proof. The triangle inequality yields

∥u− uh∥ ≤ ∥u− vh∥+ ∥vh − uh∥, (3.16)

for all vh ∈ Uh, Now the second term ∥vh − uh∥ on the right-hand side of (3.16) is controlled below.

A standard computation produces j′h(vh)(vh − uh) = (ϕT (vh) + λvh, vh − uh) where ϕ̂h(vh) solves

ah(ŵh, ϕ̂h(vh)) = (yT (vh)− yd, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0. (3.17)

The second-order sufficient condition (3.15), mean-value property of j′h(•), (3.10), the quantity j′h(vh)(vh−uh)
computed above, and elementary algebra lead to

λ∥vh − uh∥2 ≤ j′′h(wh)(vh − uh)
2 = j′h(vh)(vh − uh)− j′h(uh)(vh − uh) = (ϕT (vh) + λvh, vh − uh)

= (ϕT (vh)− ϕ, vh − uh) + λ(vh − u, vh − uh) + (ϕ+ λu, vh − uh).

Note that (ϕ + λu, vh − uh) = 0 from first-order necessary optimality condition (3.3) and Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality reveal

λ∥vh − uh∥ ≤ ∥ϕ− ϕT (vh)∥+ λ∥u− vh∥. (3.18)

Now we estimate ∥ϕ− ϕT (vh)∥ as follows. The use of triangle inequality yields

∥ϕ− ϕT (vh)∥ ≤ ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥+ ∥ϕ̃T (u)− ϕT (vh)∥. (3.19)

A subtraction of (3.17) from (3.13) leads to ah(ŵh, ϕ̃h(u) − ϕ̂h(vh)) = (y − yT (vh), wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0. The

choice ŵh = ϕ̃h(u)− ϕ̂h(vh) and ellipticity of ah(•, •) in the left-hand side and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in

the right-hand side of this expression show α0∥ϕ̃h(u)− ϕ̂h(vh)∥21,h ≤ ∥y − yT (vh)∥∥ϕ̃T (u)− ϕ̂T (vh)∥. Apply
Poincaré inequality to get

α0∥ϕ̃T (u)− ϕ̂T (vh)∥ ≤ Cp∥y − yT (vh)∥. (3.20)

Introduce the split to get ∥y − yT (vh)∥ ≤ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥ + ∥ỹT (u) − yT (vh)∥. Recall that ŷh(vh) solves

ah(ŷh(vh), ŵh) = (f, wT )+ (vh, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0. These two results reveal C2

pα0∥ỹT (u)− yT (vh)∥ ≤ ∥u− vh∥.
This with (3.20) and elementary algebra lead to

∥ϕ̃T (u)− ϕ̂T (vh)∥ ≤ C(Cp, α0)(∥y − ỹT (u)∥+ ∥u− vh∥). (3.21)

A combination of (3.19) and (3.21) establish

∥ϕ− ϕT (vh)∥ ≤ C(Cp, α0)(∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥+ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥+ ∥u− vh∥). (3.22)

Utilize (3.22) in (3.18), and the final result in (3.16) concludes the lemma.

Lemma 3.4. Under the regularity of solution in Lemma 3.1, it holds

∥y − ỹT (u)∥ = O(hk+1).

Proof. Introduce the split to get

∥y − ỹT (u)∥ ≤ ∥y −Πk
T y∥+ ∥Πk

T y − ỹT (u)∥. (3.23)
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Now, we control both the terms on the right-hand side of the above inequality. The proof is divided into
two steps.
Step 1. (Control for ∥y −Πk

T y∥) The bound of first term ∥y −Πk
T y∥ ≲ hk+1∥y∥Hk+2(Th) follows from (2.9).

Step 2. (Control for ∥Πk
T y − ỹT (u)∥) Let σT := Πk

T y − ỹT (u). For any Ψσ ∈ H1
0 (Ω) define

a(v,Ψσ) = (σT , v) ∀ v ∈ H1
0 (Ω). (3.24)

Note that −∆Ψσ = σT . An application of integration by parts formula (2.10) leads to

∥σT ∥2 = −(σT ,∆Ψσ) =
∑
T∈T

((∇σT ,∇Ψσ)T + (σ∂T − σT ,nT · ∇Ψσ)∂T ), (3.25)

where we used that Ψσ ∈ H1+s(Ω), s > 1
2 and ∂nΨσ = nT · ∇Ψσ is single-valued across the mesh interface

and σF = 0 for all F ∈ Fb.
Denote ξ := Ψσ − Ek+1

T (Ψσ). Add and subtract RT (Î
k
T (Ψσ)) = Ek+1

T (Ψσ) for all T ∈ T in the right-hand

side of (3.25), definition of RT (σ̂T ), and (∇σT ,∇ξ)T = 0 reveal

∥σT ∥2 =
∑
T∈T

(σ∂T − σT ,nT · ∇ξ)L2(∂T ) +
∑
T∈T

(∇RT (σ̂T ),∇RT (Î
k
T (Ψσ)))T .

The definitions of ah(•, •), σ̂h, and (3.12) lead to

∥σT ∥2 =
∑
T∈T

(σ∂T − σT ,nT · ∇ξ)L2(∂T ) − sh(σ̂h, Î
k
h(Ψσ)) + ah(σ̂h, Î

k
h(Ψσ))

=
∑
T∈T

(σ∂T − σT ,nT · ∇ξ)L2(∂T ) − sh(σ̂h, Î
k
h(Ψσ)) + (f + u,Πk

T (Ψσ))− ah(Î
k
h(y), Î

k
h(Ψσ)).

An application of (1.2) in above equation, definition of Πk
T , and elementary algebra establish

∥σT ∥2 =
( ∑
T∈T

(σ∂T − σT ,nT · ∇ξ)L2(∂T ) − sh(σ̂h, Î
k
h(Ψσ))

)
+
(
(∇y,∇Ψσ)− ah(Î

k
h(y), Î

k
h(Ψσ))

)
−
(
((f + u)−Πk

T (f + u),Ψσ −Πk
T (Ψσ)

)
:= Ξ1 + Ξ2 − Ξ3. (3.26)

It remains to bound Ξi, i = 1, 2, 3. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma ?? (to bound sh(σ̂h, σ̂h)
1
2 , and

Lemma ?? (to bound sh(Î
k
h(Ψσ), Î

k
h(Ψσ))

1
2 give

|Ξ1| ≤ C∥σ̂h∥V̂ k
h,0

(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(Ψσ − Ek+1
T (Ψσ))∥2T + hT ∥∇(Ψσ − Ek+1

T (Ψσ))∥2∂T ))1/2.

The approximation property of the elliptic projection gives

(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(Ψσ − Ek+1
T (Ψσ))∥2T + hT ∥∇(Ψσ − Ek+1

T (Ψσ))∥2∂T ))1/2 ≤ Chs|Ψσ|H1+s(Ω).

Note that ∥Ψσ∥H1+s(Ω) ≤ Cell ∥σT ∥ by the elliptic regularity result from (3.24). The Lemma ?? to bound
∥σ̂h∥V̂ k

h,0
, we infer that

|Ξ1| ≤ Chs∥σT ∥(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2.
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Next apply the definitions of ah(•, •), RT ◦ Îkh = Ek+1
T , and the orthogonality property (2.5) to get

Ξ2 = (∇y,∇ζe)L2(Ω) − (∇T Ek+1
T (y),∇T Ek+1

T (Ψσ))− sh(Î
k
h(y), Î

k
h(Ψσ)),

= (∇T (y − Ek+1
T (y)),∇T (Ψσ − Ek+1

T (Ψσ)))L2(Ω) − sh(Î
k
h(y), Î

k
h(Ψσ)).

The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma ?? reveal |Ξ2| ≤ C∥∇T (y − Ek+1
T (y))∥∥∇T (Ψσ − Ek+1

T (Ψσ))∥.
An application of (2.6) and (3.24) establish |Ξ2| ≤ Chs∥∇T (y − Ek+1

T (y))∥∥σT ∥.

The definition of Πk
T leads to Ξ3 ≤ ∥(f+u)−Πk

T (f+u)∥∥Ψσ−Πk
T Ψσ∥ ≤ C∥(f+u)−Πk

T (f+u)∥h1+s
T ∥Ψσ∥H1+s(T ) ≤

Ch1+s
T ∥(f + u)−Πk

T (f + u)∥∥σT ∥.

The bounds of Ξi, i = 1, 2, 3 in (3.26) with s > 1
2 yield

∥σT ∥ ≲ hs(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2

+ h1+s
T ∥(f + u)−Πk

T (f + u)∥, (3.27)

Use the regularity y ∈ Hk+2(Th) and f ∈ Hk(Th) from the Lemma 3.1 the above inequality to obtain

∥σT ∥ = ∥Πk
T y − ỹT (u)∥ ≲ hk+1+s.

A combination of steps 1-2 concludes the lemma.

Similar arguments can be used to prove the following lemma.

Lemma 3.5. Under the regularity of solution in Lemma 3.1, we have the following convergence

∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥ = O(hk+1).

Lemma 3.6 (L2-error estimates of control). Under the regularity of solution in Lemma 3.1, we have the
following convergence result for the control variable

∥u− uh∥ = O(hk+1).

Proof. We recall Theorem 3.3 for the estimate of ∥u− uh∥.

∥u− uh∥ ≤C(Cp, λ, α0)
(
∥u− vh∥+ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥

+ ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥
)

∀vh ∈ Uh,

Therefore it is enough to estimate ∥u − Πk
hu∥, ∥y − ỹT (u)∥, and ∥ϕ − ϕ̃T (u)∥, where Πk

hu ∈ Uh be the L2-
orthogonal projection of u. Since u ∈ Hk+2(Th) we have the following estimate ∥u−Πk

hu∥ ≤ hk+1∥u∥Hk+2(Th).

We have the estimates of ∥y− ỹT (u)∥ and ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥ from Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5. Thus we obtain the desired
estimate.

Theorem 3.7 (energy error estimate of state). There holds

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h ≲ (
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2 + ∥u− uh∥.

Furthermore, the regularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 leads to

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h = O(hk+1).
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Proof. Utilize triangle inequality to get

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h ≤ ∥Îhy − ỹh(u)∥1,h + ∥ỹh(u)− ŷh∥1,h. (3.28)

Control for ∥ỹh(u)− ŷh∥1,h: A subtraction of (3.8) from (3.12) yields

ah(ŷh − ỹh(u), ŵh) = (uh − u,wT ) ∀ ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0. (3.29)

The choice ŵh = ŷh − ỹh(u) in above equation and Poincaré inequality establish

∥ỹh(u)− ŷh∥1,h ≤ α−1
0 Cp∥u− uh∥. (3.30)

We estimate ∥ỹh(u) − Îhy∥1,h as follows: Denote σ̂h := ỹh(u) − Îhy, The ellipticity of the bilinear form
ah(•, •) (see [6, Lemma 2.6]), (3.12), (1.2), and (1.2) reveal

α0∥σ̂h∥21,h ≤ ah(σ̂h, σ̂h) = ah(ỹh(u)− Îhy, σ̂h) = ah(ỹh(u), σ̂h)− ah(Îhy, σ̂h)

≤ (f + u, σT )− ah(Îhy, σ̂h) ≤ (−∆y, σT )− ah(Îhy, σ̂h). (3.31)

The integration by parts formula (2.10), the definitions of ah(•, •) and RT ◦ Îkh = Ek+1
T , and elementary

manipulations reveal

α0∥σ̂h∥21,h ≤
∑
T∈Th

((∇y,∇σT )T − (∇y · nT , σT )L2(∂T ))− ah(Îhy, σ̂h)

≤
∑
T∈Th

((∇y,∇σT )T − (∇y · nT , σT − σ∂T )L2(∂T ) − (∇Ek+1
T y,∇σT )T .

+ (∇Ek+1
T y · nT , σT − σ∂T )L2(∂T ) − ST (Îhy, σ̂h))

≤ −
∑
T∈Th

((∇(y − Ek+1
T y) · nT , σT − σ∂T )L2(∂T ) + ST (Îhy, σ̂h)).

The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma 2.7 & 2.9 from [6], establish

∥Îhy − ỹh(u)∥1,h ≲ (
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2. (3.32)

Utilize (3.30) and (3.32) in (3.28) to obtain the first estimate. For the second estimate, we have the following
convergence result of elliptic projection

(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2 ≲ hk+1,

and the estimate of ∥u− uh∥ is available in Lemma 3.6. Thus we prove the last estimate.

Theorem 3.8 (energy error estimate of adjoint state). There holds

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h ≲(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1
T ϕ)∥2T + hT ∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1

T ϕ)∥2∂T ))1/2

+ ∥u− uh∥+ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥.

Furthermore, the regularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 yields

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h ≲ hk+1.
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Proof. Introduce the split to get

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h ≤ ∥Îhϕ− ϕ̃h(u)∥1,h + ∥ϕ̃h(u)− ϕ̂h∥1,h. (3.33)

Control for ∥ϕ̃h(u)− ϕ̂h∥1,h: Subtract (3.9) from (3.13) to obtain

ah(ŵh, ϕ̂h − ϕ̃h(u)) = (yT − y, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0.

The choice ŵh = ϕ̂h − ϕ̃h(u) in above equation Poincaré inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yield

α0∥ϕ̃h(u)− ϕ̂h∥1,h ≤ Cp∥y − yT ∥. (3.34)

We estimate ∥y − yT ∥ as follows: First introduce the split to get

∥y − yT ∥ ≤ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥+ ∥ỹT (u)− yT ∥. (3.35)

Use (3.30), with Poincaré inequality in the equation (3.35) to obtain

∥y − yT ∥ ≤ C(Cp, α0)(∥y − ỹT (u)∥+ ∥u− uh∥). (3.36)

The combination of (3.34) and (3.36) yields

∥ϕ̃h(u)− ϕ̂h∥1,h ≤ C(Cp, α0)(∥y − ỹT (u)∥+ ∥u− uh∥). (3.37)

The estimate of ∥Îhϕ−ϕ̃h(u)∥1,h follows similar to the estimate of ∥Îhy−ỹh(u)∥1,h, (see the proof of Theorem
3.7), and it is of the form:

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̃h(u)∥1,h ≲ (
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1
T ϕ)∥2T + hT ∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1

T ϕ)∥2∂T ))1/2. (3.38)

Use (3.37), (3.34), and (3.38) in (3.33) we obtain the first estimate. For the second estimate, we have the
following convergence result of elliptic projection

(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1
T ϕ)∥2T + hT ∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1

T ϕ)∥2∂T ))1/2 ≲ hk+1,

and the estimate of ∥u − uh∥ and ∥y − ỹT (u)∥ are available in Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.4. Thus we prove
the last estimate.

3.3 Scheme UC2 (Variational Discretization):

In this scheme, we consider the case where we do not discretize the control variable; we only discretize the
state and adjoint state variables. We propose the discrete control problem as follows:

min J(ŷh, v) =
1

2
∥yT − yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥u∥2, (3.39)

subject to the PDE,
ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (u,wT ) ŵh ∈ V̂ k

h,0. (3.40)

Controls u ∈ L2(Ω). The proof of the existence and uniqueness of the problem (3.39)-(3.40) follows similarly
to the proof of Theorem 3.2.
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The discrete optimality system of the problem (3.39)-(3.40), reads as: find (ŷh, uh, ϕ̂h) ∈ V̂ k
h,0 × Uad × V̂ k

h,0

s.t.

ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (uh, wT ) ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0, (3.41)

ah(ŵh, ϕ̂h) = (yT , wT )− (yd, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0, (3.42)

uh = −ϕT

λ
. (3.43)

Lemma 3.9 (L2-error estimate of control). Let u be the continuous optimal control and uh be the discrete
optimal control solves (3.41)-(3.43). Then the following holds

∥u− uh∥ ≲ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥+ ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥,

where ϕ̃h(u), ỹh(u) solves (3.12) and (3.13) respectively. Furthermore, the regularity of solution from Lemma
3.1 leads to

∥u− uh∥ = O(hk+1).

Proof. The notion of jh follows from scheme UC1. An application of second-order sufficient condition (3.14)
yield

∥u− uh∥2 ≤ j′′h(w)(u− uh)
2 = j′h(u)(u− uh)− j′h(uh)(u− uh)

≤ (ϕT (u) + λu, u− uh) ≤ (ϕT (u)− ϕ, u− uh).

Use Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on the right-hand side of the above result to establish

∥u− uh∥ ≤ ∥ϕ− ϕT (u)∥.

Introduce the split to get ∥ϕ−ϕT (u)∥ ≤ ∥ϕ−ϕ̃T (u)∥+∥ϕ̃T (u)−ϕT (u)∥ ≲ ∥ϕ−ϕ̃T (u)∥+∥y−ỹT (u)∥ where the
last inequality follows from the stability estimate of the following auxiliary equation ah(ŵh, ϕ̃h(u)− ϕ̂h(u)) =
(y − ỹT (u), wT ) ∀ ŵh ∈ V̂ k

h,0. All this, with the above-displayed result, leads to

∥u− uh∥ ≲ ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥+ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥.

This completes the proof of the first part of the lemma. The second part follows from Lemmas 3.4 -3.5.

Proofs of the following two theorems on the energy error estimates for the state and adjoint state are
analogous to Theorems 3.4- 3.5.

Theorem 3.10 (energy error estimate of state). There holds

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h ≲ (
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2 + ∥u− uh∥.

Furthermore, the regularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 leads to

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h = O(hk+1).

Theorem 3.11 (energy error estimate of adjoint state). There holds

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h ≲(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1
T ϕ)∥2T + hT ∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1

T ϕ)∥2∂T ))1/2

+ ∥u− uh∥+ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥.

Furthermore, the regularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 leads to

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h = O(hk+1).
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3.4 Scheme UC3.1 (Full reconstruction)

In this scheme, we consider the following discrete counterpart of the continuous problem (1.1)-(1.2) as

min J(ŷh,RT ûh) =
1

2
∥RT ŷh − yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥RT ûh∥2, (3.44)

subject to the PDE,
ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f,RT ŵh) + (RT ûh,RT ŵh) ∀ ŵh ∈ V̂ k

h,0. (3.45)

The test and trial space in this scheme is V̂ k
h,0, for k = 0, 1 only. The control space Uh = {RT ûh | ûh ∈

V̂ k
h with k = 0, 1}. Let Ŝh : L2(Ω) × Uh → V̂ k

h,0 be the solution operator of the PDE (3.45) defined by

Ŝh(f,RT ûh) = ŷh. The reduced cost functional jh is defined as follows:

jh(RT ûh) := Jh(Ŝh(f,RT ûh), RT ûh)

=
1

2
∥RT Ŝh(f,RT ûh)− yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥RT ûh∥2.

Thus we can reformulate the discrete problem (3.44)-(3.45) as follows:

min
RT ûh∈Uh

jh(RT ûh) =
1

2
∥RT Ŝh(f,RT ûh)− yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥RT ûh∥2. (3.46)

Now we state and prove the existence and uniqueness of the solution of the problem (3.46).

Theorem 3.12. There exists a unique solution of the problem (3.46).

Proof. Clearly, jh(RT ûh) ≥ 0, therefore infimum exists, call it say α = inf jh(RT ûh). Let RT û
n
h be an

infimizing sequence such that jh(RT û
n
h) → α as n → ∞. This implies the sequence ∥RT û

n
h∥ is bounded in

L2(Ω). Then there exists a subsequence still index by n such that RT û
n
h → RT û

∗
h weakly in Uh. Note that

RT û
∗
h ∈ Uh since Uh is weakly closed. The reduced cost functional jh is continuous and convex, hence it is

weakly lower semi-continuous. Thus,

jh(RT û
∗
h) ≤ limjh(RT û

n
h) = α.

Therefore, RT û
∗
h is a minimizer. The uniqueness follows from the strict convexity of the reduced cost

functional jh.

The discrete optimality system of (3.44)-(3.45) reads as: find (ŷh, RT ûh, ϕ̂h) ∈ V̂ k
h,0 × Uh × V̂ k

h,0 s.t.

ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f,RT ŵh) + (RT ûh, RT ŵh) ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0 (3.47)

ah(ŵh, ϕ̂h) = (RT ŷh − yd, RT ŵh) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0 (3.48)

RT ûh = − 1

λ
RT ϕ̂h. (3.49)

We need following auxiliary solutions for error analysis: Let ỹh(u) and ϕ̃h(u) ∈ V̂ k
h,0 solve the following:

ah(ỹh(u), ŵh) = (f,RT ŵh) + (u,RT ŵh) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0, (3.50)

ah(ŵh, ϕ̃h(u)) = (y − yd, RT ŵh) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0. (3.51)
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Theorem 3.13 (L2-abstract estimates of control). Let u be the solution of (1.1)-(1.2), and RT ûh be the
solution of (3.46). Then

∥u−RT ûh∥ ≲ ∥u− Ek+1
T u∥+ ∥y −RT ỹh(u)∥+ ∥ϕ−RT ϕ̃h(u)∥.

Proof. The triangle inequality yields,

∥u−RT ûh∥ ≤ ∥u− Ek+1
T u∥+ ∥Ek+1

T u−RT ûh∥. (3.52)

From the definition Ek+1
T = RT ◦ Îh, we can rewrite the second term on right-hand side as ∥Ek+1

T u−RT ûh∥ =

∥RT Îhu−RT ûh∥. Now, we estimate this term next. The seond-order optimal conditions (3.14) leads to

∥RT Îhu−RT ûh∥2 ≤ j′′h(RT ŵh)(RT Îhu−RT ûh)
2 = j′h(RT Îhu)(RT Îhu−RT ûh)− j′h(RT ûh)(RT Îhu−RT ûh)

≤ (RT ϕ̂h(Îhu) + λRT Îhu,RT Îhu−RT ûh)

≤ (RT ϕ̂h(Îhu)− ϕ,RT (Îhu− ûh)) + λ(RT Îhu− u,RT (Îhu− ûh)).

In the last step, we use (ϕ+λu,RT (Îhu− ûh)) = 0, given that u = −ϕ/λ. An application of Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality in the above result leads to

∥RT Îhu−RT ûh∥ ≤ ∥ϕ−RT ϕ̂h(Îhu)∥+ λ∥u− Ek+1
T u∥. (3.53)

Introduce the split to get

∥ϕ−RT ϕ̂h(Îhu)∥ ≤ ∥ϕ−RT ϕ̃h(u)∥+ ∥RT ϕ̃h(u)−RT ϕ̂h(Îhu)∥, (3.54)

where ϕ̂h(Îhu) satisfies ah(ŵh, ϕ̂h(Îhu)) = (RT ŷh(Îhu) − yd, RT ŵh) ∀ ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0. Subtracting (3.51) from

this to get

ah(ŵh, ϕ̃h(u)− ϕ̂h(Îhu)) = (y −RT ŷh(Îhu), RT ŵh) ∀ ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0.

The choice ŵh = ϕ̃h(u) − ϕ̂h(Îhu) in above equation, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and Poincaré inequality
reveal

∥RT ϕ̃h(u)−RT ϕ̂h(Îhu)∥ ≲ ∥y −RT ŷh(Îhu)∥. (3.55)

Triangle inequality in the right-hand side of the above inequality leads to

∥y −RT ŷh(Îhu)∥ ≤ ∥y −RT ỹh(u)∥+ ∥RT ỹh(u)−RT ŷh(Îhu)∥, (3.56)

where ŷh(Îhu) solves ah(ŷh(Îhu), RT ŵh) = (f,RT ŵh)+(Ek+1
T u,RT ŵh) ∀ ŵh ∈ V̂ k

h,0. Utilize this and (3.50)

to estimate ∥RT ỹh(u)−RT ŷh(Îhu)∥ ≲ ∥u− Ek+1
T u∥. Thus we have

∥y −RT ŷh(Îhu)∥ ≤ ∥y −RT ỹh(u)∥+ ∥u− Ek+1
T u∥. (3.57)

Combine (3.54)-(3.57) to get ∥ϕ−RT ϕ̂h(Îhu)∥ ≤ ∥y−RT ỹh(u)∥+∥ϕ−RT ϕ̃h(u)∥+∥u−Ek+1
T u∥. Use above

result in (3.53) and substitute the result in (3.52) conclude the theorem.

Lemma 3.14. There holds

∥y −RT ỹh(u)∥ ≲ ∥y − Ek+1
T y∥+ hk+s+1∥u+ f∥Hk(Th)

+ hs(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2,

furthermore, the regularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 leads to

∥y −RT ỹh(u)∥ = O(hk+s+1) for k = 0, 1 and s ∈ (1/2, 1].

16



Proof. The triangle inequality and the definition of Ek+1
T = RT ◦ Îh reveal

∥y −RT ỹh(u)∥ ≤ ∥y − Ek+1
T y∥+ ∥Ek+1

T y −RT ỹh(u)∥ ≤ ∥y − Ek+1
T y∥+ ∥RT (Îhy − ỹh(u))∥. (3.58)

Denote σ̂h = ỹh(u) − Îhy. Then we estimate the second term in the right-hand side of (3.58) as follows.
Note that ∥RT σ̂h∥ ≲ h∥∇RT σ̂h∥+∥σT ∥. Utilize the continuity of ah(•, •), to get ∥∇RT σ̂h∥2 ≤ ah(σ̂h, σ̂h) ≲
∥σ̂h∥21,h. All this yields

∥RT σ̂h∥ ≲ h∥σ̂h∥1,h + ∥σT ∥. (3.59)

Therefore, it is enough to estimate ∥σ̂h∥1,h and ∥σT ∥. We first estimate ∥σ̂h∥1,h, Lemma 2.9 from [6], the
definition of σ̂h, (3.50), and elementary manipulation reveal

α0∥σ̂h∥21,h ≤ ah(σ̂h, σ̂h) = ah(ỹh(u)− Îhy, σ̂h) ≤ ah(ỹh(u), σ̂h)− ah(Îhy, σ̂h)

≤ (f + u,RT σ̂h)− ah(Îhy, σ̂h) ≤ (f + u,RT σ̂h − σT ) + (f + u, σT )− ah(Îhy, σ̂h). (3.60)

Now, we estimate the each term on the right-hand side of (3.60).

Control for (f + u,RT σ̂h − σT ): The estimate of Π0
T , and the estimate ∥RT σ̂T − σT ∥T ≲ hT ∥∇(RT σ̂T −

σT )∥T ≲ hT ∥σ̂h∥1,h lead to

(f + u,RT σ̂h − σT ) =
∑
T∈Th

(f + u,RT σ̂T − σT )T =
∑
T∈Th

((f + u)−Π0
T (f + u),RT σ̂T − σT )T

≲
∑
T∈Th

hk
T ∥f + u∥Hk(T )∥RT σ̂T − σT ∥T ≲

∑
T∈Th

hk+1
T ∥f + u∥Hk(T )∥∇(RT σ̂T − σT )∥T

≲ hk+1∥f + u∥Hk(Th)∥σ̂h∥1,h. (3.61)

Control for (f + u, σT ) − ah(Îhy, σ̂h): Use (1.2) and integration by part formula (2.10) to obtain (f +

u, σT )−ah(Îhy, σ̂h) = (−∆y, σT )−ah(Îhy, σ̂h) =
∑

T∈Th
((∇y,∇σT )T − (∇y ·nT , σT )L2(∂T ))−ah(Îhy, σ̂h) =∑

T∈Th
((∇y,∇σT )T − (∇y · nT , σT − σ∂T )L2(∂T ) − (∇Ek+1

T y,∇σT )T + (∇Ek+1
T y · nT , σT − σ∂T )L2(∂T ) −

ST (Îhy, σ̂h)), where definition of ah(•, •) and Ek+1
T = RT ◦ ÎkT used in the last step. Now, use Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality, trace inequality (2.8), and the definition of ∥•∥1,h from Section 2.3 yield

(f + u, σT )− ah(Îhy, σ̂h) ≲ (
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2∥σ̂h∥1,h. (3.62)

The estimates (3.61) and (3.62) in (3.60) give

∥σ̂h∥1,h ≲(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2 + hk+1∥f + u∥Hk(Th). (3.63)

Control of ∥σ∥T : Use the similar arguments as in (3.27) to achieve

∥σT ∥ ≲ hs(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2 + h1+s∥(f + u)−Πk
T (f + u)∥, (3.64)

for s ∈ ( 12 , 1]. Utilize the estimates (3.63)-(3.64) in (3.59) to get

∥RT σ̂h∥ ≲ hs(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2 + hk+s+1∥u+ f∥Hk(Th). (3.65)

Use (3.65) in (3.58) to obtain the first estimate. The second estimate follows from invoking the regularity of
solution from Lemma 3.1. This completes the lemma.
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We state the following lemma for the estimate of ∥ϕ−RT ϕ̃h(u)∥. The proof can be derived similarly to the
proof of Lemma 3.14.

Lemma 3.15. There holds

∥ϕ−RT ϕ̃h(u)∥ ≲ ∥ϕ− Ek+1
T ϕ∥+ hk+s+1∥y − yd∥Hk(Th)

+ hs(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1
T ϕ)∥2T + hT ∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1

T ϕ)∥2∂T ))1/2.

Furthermore, the regularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 leads to

∥ϕ−RT ϕ̃h(u)∥ = O(hk+s+1) for k = 0, 1 and s ∈ (1/2, 1].

Utilize the estimates from Lemma 3.14- 3.15 to derive the following error estimate of control.

Lemma 3.16 (L2- error estimate of control). Under the regularity of solution in Lemma 3.1, we have the
following convergence result for the control variable

∥u−RT ûh∥ = O(hk+s+1) for k = 0, 1 and s ∈ (1/2, 1].

Lemma 3.17 (Energy error estimate of state). There holds,

∥ŷh − Îhy∥1,h ≲(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2 + hk+1|f + u|Hk(Th) + ∥u−RT ûh∥.

Furthermore, the regularity of solution in Lemma 3.1 leads to

∥ŷh − Îhy∥1,h = O(hk+1) for k = 0, 1.

Proof. Introduce the split to get

∥ŷh − Îhy∥1,h ≲ ∥ỹh(u)− Îhy∥1,h + ∥ŷh − ỹh(u)∥1,h. (3.66)

Now, we estimate each term on the right-hand side of (3.66).

Control of ∥ỹh(u)− Îhy∥1,h: From (3.63), it holds

∥ỹh(u)− Îhy∥1,h ≲(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2 + hk+1|f + u|Hk(Th). (3.67)

Control of ∥ŷh − ỹh(u)∥1,h: subtraction of (3.50) from (3.45) leads to the following error equation

ah(ỹh(u)− ŷh, ŵh) = (u−RT ûh, RT ŵh) ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0 (3.68)

The choice ŵh = ỹh(u)− ŷh in (3.68), yields ∥ỹh(u)− ŷh∥1,h ≲ ∥u−RT ûh∥. Use this estimate and (3.67) in
(3.66) to derive

∥ŷh − Îhy∥1,h ≲
( ∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T )
)1/2

+ hk+1|f + u|Hk(Th) + ∥u−RT ûh∥.

The second estimate follows from the regularity result from Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.16.
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We state the following lemma for the energy error estimate of the adjoint state. The proof can be derived
similarly to the proof of Lemma 3.17.

Theorem 3.18 (energy error estimate of adjoint state). There holds,

∥ϕ̂h − Îhϕ∥1,h ≲(
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1
T ϕ)∥2T + hT ∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1

T ϕ)∥2∂T ))1/2

+ hk+1|y − yd|Hk(Th) + ∥y −RT ŷh∥+ ∥u−RT ûh∥.

Furthermore, the regularity of solution in Lemma 3.1 leads to

∥ϕ̂h − Îhϕ∥1,h = O(hk+1), for k = 0, 1.

3.5 Scheme UC3.2 (Partial reconstruction)

In this method, we consider the following discrete counterpart of the continuous problem (1.1)-(1.2) as

min J(ŷh,RT ûh) =
1

2
∥yT − yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥RT ûh∥2, (3.69)

subject to the PDE,
ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (RT ûh, wT ) ŵh ∈ V̂ k+

h,0 . (3.70)

The control space Uh = {RT ûh | ûh ∈ V̂ k
h }. In this scheme, we always assume k ≥ 2. The proof of existence

and uniqueness follows similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.12. The discrete optimality system of (3.69)-(3.70)

reads as: find (ŷh, RT ûh, ϕ̂h) ∈ V̂ k+
h,0 × Uh × V̂ k+

h,0 such that

ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (RT ûh, wT ) ŵh ∈ V̂ k+
h,0 (3.71)

ah(ŵh, ϕ̂h) = (RT ŷh − yd, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k+
h,0 (3.72)

RT ûh = − 1

λ
ϕT . (3.73)

We need the following auxiliary solutions for error analysis: Let ỹh(u), ϕ̃h(u) ∈ V̂ k+
h,0 solve the following:

ah(ỹh(u), ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (u,wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k+
h,0 , (3.74)

ah(ŵh, ϕ̃h(u)) = (y − yd, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k+
h,0 . (3.75)

Below we state the error estimate results for control, state, and adjoint state variables. The proof follows
from subsection 3.4.

Theorem 3.19 (L2- error estimates of control). Let u be the continuous control satisfies (3.1)-(3.3) and
RT ûh be the discrete control satisfies (3.71)-(3.73). There holds,

∥u−RT ûh∥ ≲ ∥u− Ek+1
T u∥+ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥+ ∥p− p̃T (u)∥.

Furthermore, the regularity of solution in Lemma 3.1 leads to

∥u−RT ûh∥ = O(hk+s+1) for k ≥ 2 and s ∈ (1/2, 1].
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Theorem 3.20 (Energy error estimate of state). The following estimates holds,

∥ŷh − Îhy∥1,h ≲
( ∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − Ek+1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − Ek+1

T y)∥2∂T )
)1/2

+ ∥∇T (y −Πk+1
T y)∥+ ∥u−RT ûh∥.

Furthermore, the regularity of solution in Lemma 3.1 leads to

∥ŷh − Îhy∥1,h = O(hk+1) for k ≥ 2.

Theorem 3.21 (Energy error estimate of adjoint state). The following estimates holds,

∥ϕ̂h − Îhϕ∥1,h ≲
( ∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1
T ϕ)∥2T + hT ∥∇(ϕ− Ek+1

T ϕ)∥2∂T )
)1/2

+ ∥∇T (ϕ−Πk+1
T ϕ)∥+ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥+ ∥u−RT ûh∥.

Furthermore, the regularity of solution in Lemma 3.1 leads to

∥ϕ̂h − Îhϕ∥1,h = O(hk+1) for k ≥ 2.

4 Control problem with constraints

In this section, we consider the following distributed optimal control problem with control constraints:

min J(y, u) =
1

2
∥y − yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥u∥2, (4.1)

subject to the PDE,
−∆y = f + u in Ω,

y = 0 on ∂Ω.
(4.2)

The control u comes from the set Uad := {u ∈ L2(Ω) | ua ≤ u(x) ≤ ub a.e. x ∈ Ω}.
The existence and uniqueness of the solution of the problem (4.1)-(4.2) is standard and can be found in

[18, Theorem 2.14]. The above problem can be formulated as the following optimality system using first-order
necessary optimality condition. Find (y, u, ϕ) ∈ H1

0 (Ω)× L2(Ω)×H1
0 (Ω) s.t.

a(y, v) = (f, v) + (u, v) ∀v ∈ H1
0 (Ω), (4.3)

a(v, ϕ) = (y − yd, v) ∀v ∈ H1
0 (Ω), (4.4)

(ϕ+ λu, v − u) ≥ 0 ∀v ∈ Uad. (4.5)

One can rewrite the inequality (4.5) in a more sophisticated form as

u = PUad
(−ϕ

λ
), (4.6)

where PUad
(w) := min{ub,max{ua, w}}.

Assumption 4.1. Throughout this section, we assume that data f, yd ∈ H1(Ω).

Lemma 4.2 (Regularity). Under the Assumption 4.1, the solution of the problem (4.3)-(4.5) possess the
following regularity y, ϕ ∈ H3(Ω), and u ∈ W 1,p(Ω), 2 < p < ∞.(Note that this smoothness holds for both 2
and 3 dimensions.)
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Proof. The source term f ∈ H1(Ω) and u ∈ L2(Ω), thus f + u ∈ L2(Ω), hence from the equation (4.2)
we have y ∈ H2(Ω). Given that yd ∈ H1(Ω), thus y − yd ∈ H1(Ω), therefore from the equation (4.4),
we have ϕ ∈ H3(Ω). Therefore ϕ ∈ W 1,p(Ω), 2 < p < ∞. Now the projection formula (4.6) yields u ∈
W 1,p(Ω), 2 < p < ∞. Thus f + u ∈ H1(Ω), hence y ∈ H3(Ω). Therefore all together y, ϕ ∈ H3(Ω) and
u ∈ W 1,p(Ω), 2 < p < ∞, and this proves the Lemma.

Following, we propose three discrete schemes to compute and analyze the optimal control problem (4.1)-
(4.2).

4.1 Scheme WC1:

We consider the following discrete counterpart of the continuous problem (4.1)-(4.2) as

min J(ŷh, uh) =
1

2
∥yT − yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥uh∥2, (4.7)

subject to the PDE,
ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (uh, wT ) ŵh ∈ V̂ 0

h,0. (4.8)

Controls uh ∈ Uh
ad := {uh ∈ P0(Th) | ua ≤ uh|T ≤ ub, ∀T ∈ Th}.

The existence and uniqueness of the solution of the problem (4.7)-(4.8) follows from Theorem 3.2. The

discrete optimality system reads as: find (ŷh, uh, ϕ̂h) ∈ V̂ 0
h,0 × Uh

ad × V̂ 0
h,0 s.t.

ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (uh, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ 0
h,0, (4.9)

ah(ŵh, ϕ̂h) = (yT , vT )− (yd, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ 0
h,0, (4.10)

(ϕT + λuh, vh − uh) ≥ 0 vh ∈ Uh
ad. (4.11)

We need the following auxiliary problems for error analysis: Let ỹh(u), ϕ̃h(u) ∈ V̂ 0
h,0 solve the following:

ah(ỹh(u), ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (u,wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ 0
h,0, (4.12)

ah(ŵh, ϕ̃h(u)) = (y − yd, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ 0
h,0. (4.13)

Lemma 4.3. The following estimate holds,

(u− uh, ϕ̃T (u)− ϕT ) = (y − yT , ỹT (u)− y) + ∥y − yT ∥2.

Proof. Subtract (4.9) from (4.12) to get

ah(ỹh(u)− ŷh, ŵh) = (u− uh, wT ), ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0. (4.14)

Subtract (4.10) from (4.13) to obtain

ah(ϕ̃h(u)− ϕ̂h, ŵh) = (y − yT , wT ), ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ k
h,0. (4.15)

The choice ŵh = ỹh(u)− ŷh in (4.15) and ŵh = ϕ̃h(u)− ϕ̂h in (4.14) and equating them lead to

(u− uh, ϕ̃T (u)− ϕT ) = (y − yT , ỹT (u)− yT )

= (y − yT , ỹT (u)− y) + (y − yT , y − yT ) = (y − yT , ỹT (u)− y) + ∥y − yT ∥2.

This completes the lemma.
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Lemma 4.4 (L2- error estimate of control and state). Let (y, u) be the optimal state, and control satisfies
(3.1)-(3.3) with the regularity assumption from Lemma 4.2. The pair (ŷh, uh) is the discrete state and optimal
control satisfies (4.9)-(4.11). Then, it holds

∥u− uh∥+ ∥y − yh∥ = O(h).

Proof. The choice v = uh in (4.5) leads to (ϕ + λu, uh − u) ≥ 0. Use (4.11) to get (ϕT + λuh, u − uh) ≥
−(ϕT +λuh, vh−u) ∀vh ∈ Uh

ad. Add these two results and elementary manipulations lead to λ∥u−uh∥2 ≤
(ϕT − ϕ, u − uh) + (ϕT + λuh, vh − u) ≤ (ϕT − ϕ̃T (u), u − uh) + (ϕ̃T (u) − ϕ, u − uh) + (ϕT − ϕ + λ(uh −
u), vh − u) + (ϕ+ λu, vh − u), where splits are used on the right-hand side in the last step.

λ∥u− uh∥2 ≤ (y − ỹT (u), y − yT )− ∥y − yT ∥2 + (ϕ̃(u)− ϕ, u− uh) + (ϕT − ϕ, vh − u)

+ λ(uh − u, vh − u) + (ϕ+ λu, vh − u).

The elementary manipulations and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the above-inequality reveal

∥u− uh∥2 + ∥y − yT ∥2 ≲ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥2 + ∥ϕ− ϕ̃(u)∥2 + ∥u− vh∥2 + (ϕT − ϕ, vh − u) + (ϕ+ λu, vh − u).

Now ∥ϕ− ϕT ∥ ≲ ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥+ ∥y − yT ∥. Therefore, for all vh ∈ Uh
ad,

∥u− uh∥2 + ∥y − yT ∥2 ≲ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥2 + ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥2 + ∥u− vh∥2 + (ϕ+ λu, vh − u). (4.16)

The choice vh = Π0
hu ∈ Uad

h in (4.16), where Π0
h : L2(Ω) → P0(Th) be the L2-orthogonal projection onto

P0(Th). Use the regularity of solution from Lemma 4.2 to obtain

∥u− uh∥2 + ∥y − yT ∥2 ≲ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥2 + ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥2 + ∥u−Π0
hu∥2

+ (ϕ+ λu−Π0
h(ϕ+ λu),Π0

hu− u) ≲ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥2 + ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥2

+ ∥u−Π0
hu∥2 + ∥(ϕ+ λu)−Π0

h(ϕ+ λu)∥∥Π0
hu− u∥.

The estimates of ∥y− ỹT (u)∥ and ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥ follows from Lemmas 3.4-3.5. From the regularity of solution
from Lemma 4.2, we obtain the second estimate ∥u− uh∥+ ∥y − yT ∥ ≲ h. This completes the lemma.

Theorem 4.5 (Energy error estimate of state). There holds

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h ≲ (
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − E1
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − E1

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2 + ∥u− uh∥.

Furthermore, using the regularity of solution from Lemma 4.2, we obtain the following convergence rate

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h = O(h).

Proof. The proof of the first part follows, similar to the proof of Theorem 3.7. For the second part, we use
the regularity of solutions from Lemma 4.2, and we have the estimate ∥u − uh∥ = O(h) from Lemma 4.4,
and ∥∇(y − E1

T y)∥T = O(hT ), ∥∇(y − E1
T y)∥∂T = O(hT ). Hence the second estimate follows.

Theorem 4.6 (Energy error estimate of adjoint state). There holds

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h ≲ (
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(ϕ− E1
T ϕ)∥2T + hT ∥∇(ϕ− E1

T ϕ)∥2∂T ))1/2

+ ∥u− uh∥+ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥.

Furthermore, the regularity of solution from Lemma 4.2 leads to

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h = O(h).
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Proof. The proof of the first part follows, similar to the proof of Theorem 3.5. For the second part, we use
the regularity of solutions from Lemma 4.2, and we have the estimate ∥u−uh∥ = O(h) from Lemma 4.4, and
estimate ∥y − ỹT (u)∥ = O(h) follows from Lemma 3.4, ∥∇(y − E1

T y)∥T = O(hT ), ∥∇(y − E1
T y)∥∂T = O(hT ).

Hence the second estimate follows.

4.2 Scheme WC2 (Variational discretization):

This scheme considers the variational discretization approach. The discrete control problem is as follows:

min J(ŷh, u) =
1

2
∥yT − yd∥2 +

λ

2
∥u∥2, (4.17)

subject to the PDE,
ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (u,wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ 1+

h,0 . (4.18)

The control u ∈ Uad.
Existence and uniqueness of the solution of the problem (4.17)-(4.18) follows from Theorem 3.2. The discrete

optimality system reads as: find (ŷh, uh, ϕ̂h) ∈ V̂ 1+
h,0 × Uad × V̂ 1+

h,0 s.t.

ah(ŷh, ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (uh, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ 1+
h,0 , (4.19)

ah(ŵh, ϕ̂h) = (yT , wT )− (yd, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ 1+
h,0 , (4.20)

(ϕT + λuh, v − uh) ≥ 0 ∀v ∈ Uad. (4.21)

We need the following auxiliary problems for error analysis: Let ỹh(u), ϕ̃h(u) ∈ V̂ 1
h,0 solve the following:

ah(ỹh(u), ŵh) = (f, wT ) + (u,wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ 1
h,0, (4.22)

ah(ŵh, ϕ̃h(u)) = (y − yd, wT ) ∀ŵh ∈ V̂ 1
h,0. (4.23)

Lemma 4.7 (L2-error estimate of control and state). Let (y, u) be the optimal state and control of (3.1)-
(3.3). The pair (ŷh, uh) is the discrete state and optimal control (4.19)-(4.21). Then, it holds

∥u− uh∥+ ∥y − yT ∥ ≲ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥+ ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥,

where ϕ̃h(u), ỹh(u) solves (4.22) and (4.23) respectively. Further, the regularity of solution from Lemma 4.2
leads to

∥u− uh∥+ ∥y − yT ∥ = O(h3).

Proof. The choice v = uh in (4.5) leads to

(ϕ+ λu, uh − u) ≥ 0. (4.24)

Next, the choice v = u in (4.21) reveals

(ϕT + λuh, u− uh) ≥ 0. (4.25)

Add (4.24) and (4.25) to get (ϕT − ϕ + λ(uh − u), u − uh) ≥ 0. The elementary manipulations lead to
(ϕT −ϕ, u−uh)−λ∥u−uh∥2 ≥ 0. Introduce the split to get λ∥u−uh∥2 ≤ (ϕT − ϕ̃T (u), u−uh)+ (ϕ̃T (u)−
ϕ, u− uh) ≤ (ϕ̃T (u)− ϕ, u− uh) + (y − yT , ỹT (u)− y)− ∥y − yT ∥2. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields

∥u− uh∥+ ∥y − yT ∥ ≲ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥+ ∥ϕ− ϕ̃T (u)∥.

This completes the proof of the first part of Lemma. The proof of the second part follows from the estimates
∥y − ỹT (u)∥ = O(h3) and ∥ϕ − ϕ̃T (u)∥ = O(h3). Those two estimates can be derived using the ideas from
the proof of Lemmas 3.4-3.5.
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Below, we state the energy estimates of state and adjoint state variables. The proof follows from the proof
of Lemmas 3.7-3.8.

Lemma 4.8 (Energy error estimate of state). There holds

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h ≲ (
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(y − E2
T y)∥2T + hT ∥∇(y − E2

T y)∥2∂T ))1/2 + ∥u− uh∥.

Further, the regularity of solution from Lemma 4.2 leads to

∥Îhy − ŷh∥1,h = O(h2).

Lemma 4.9 (Energy error estimate of adjoint state). There holds,

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h ≲ (
∑
T∈Th

(∥∇(ϕ− E2
T ϕ)∥2T + hT ∥∇(ϕ− E2

T ϕ)∥2∂T ))1/2 + ∥u− uh∥+ ∥y − ỹT (u)∥.

Further, the regularity of solution from Lemma 4.2 leads to

∥Îhϕ− ϕ̂h∥1,h = O(h2).

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we validate the a priori error estimates for the error in state, adjoint state, and control variables
numerically. For the computations we construct a model problem with known solutions. The convergence
rates and robustness of HHO methods are demonstrated. Two h-refined mesh families (Rectangular and
polygonal (Voronoi-like)) meshes have been used for the computations; see Figure 5.1.

We consider the domain Ω = (0, 1)2. The HHO schemes are implemented for the polynomial degree
k ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} and meshes with element numbers {16, 64, 256, 1024, 4096}. The errors are measured in L2-
norm (∥y −Rŷh∥) and energy norm ( ∥Ihy − ŷh∥1,h or ∥∇(y −Rŷh)∥)).

Schemes Cartesian mesh polygonal mesh

Scheme UC1/UC2 Figure 5.2 Figure 5.3
Scheme UC3.1 Figure 5.4 Figure 5.5
Scheme UC3.2 Figure 5.6 Figure 5.7
Scheme WC1 Figure 5.8 Figure 5.9

Table 5.1: Table of references of convergences

5.1 Scheme UC1/UC2:

The formulations and analyses of Schemes UC1 and UC2 differ in their theoretical aspects; however, their
computational implementations yield identical results because there is no control constraint imposed on this
problem. In this subsection, we focus on examining the numerical performance of both schemes, UC1 and
UC2, to highlight their effectiveness.

To carry out the numerical experiments, we consider the following exact solutions: the state variable
y(x1, x2) = 100 exp(x1 + x2), the adjoint state ϕ(x1, x2) = exp(x1 + x2) sin(πx1) sin(πx2), and the control
u = −ϕ/λ. Using these exact solutions, the data functions are specified as f = −∆y − u and yd = y +∆y.
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(a) Polygonal Mesh (b) Rectangular Mesh

Figure 5.1: Meshes

For the regularization parameter, we set λ = 10−2 to control the balance between the data fidelity and
regularization terms.

The convergence of the computed solutions is demonstrated in Figure 5.2 for Cartesian meshes and in
Figure 5.3 for polygonal meshes. These visualizations highlight the accuracy and reliability of Schemes UC1
and UC2 across different mesh types, illustrating their numerical consistency and robustness.

5.2 Scheme UC3.1:

In this subsection, we present the computations for Scheme UC3.1, referred to as the full reconstruction
approach. In this scheme, the control variable is approximated within a reconstructed HHO space, meaning
the control is reconstruction of certain HHO elements. Specifically, the underlying approximation space for
the control is reconstruction of zeroth-order HHO space, i.e., piecewise constant approximations over the
mesh elements. Therefore the control space consists of piecewise linear polynomials. The state and adjoint
state are chosen from the zeroth-order HHO space.

To perform the numerical experiments, we use the following exact solutions: the state variable y(x1, x2) =
20 sin(2πx1) sin(2πx2), the adjoint state ϕ(x1, x2) = 5 exp(x1 + x2) sin(πx1) sin(πx2), and the control u =
−ϕ/λ. Based on these exact solutions, the data functions are defined as f = −∆y−u and yd = y+∆y. The
regularization parameter is set to λ = 10−1, balancing the trade-off between data fidelity and regularization.

The convergence of the computed solutions is illustrated in Figure 5.4 for Cartesian meshes and in Figure
5.5 for polygonal meshes. These figures emphasize the accuracy and robustness of Scheme UC3.1 across
different mesh configurations.

5.3 Scheme UC3.2:

In this subsection, we present the computations for Scheme UC3.2, referred to as the partial reconstruction
approach. In this scheme, the control variable is approximated within a reconstructed HHO space, meaning
the control is reconstruction of k-th order HHO elements. Specifically, the underlying approximation space for
the control is reconstruction of k-th order HHO space, i.e., piecewise k-th order polynomial approximations
over the mesh elements. Therefore the control space consists of piecewise k-th order polynomials. The
state and adjoint state are chosen from the k-th order mixed HHO space, i.e., elements are k + 1-th order
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Figure 5.2: Convergence results for Scheme UC1 & UC2 on rectangular mesh.

polynomial in the interior and k-th order polynomial on the skeleton. For the computations of this scheme,
we choose k = 1, 2, and 3.

To perform the numerical experiments, we use the following exact solutions: the state variable y(x1, x2) =
sin(2πx1) sin(2πx2), the adjoint state ϕ(x1, x2) = exp(x1 + x2) sin(πx1) sin(πx2), and the control u = −ϕ/λ.
Based on these exact solutions, the data functions are defined as f = −∆y − u and yd = y + ∆y. The
regularization parameter is set to λ = 10−2, balancing the trade-off between data fidelity and regularization.

The convergence of the computed solutions is illustrated in Figure 5.6 for Cartesian meshes and in Figure
5.7 for polygonal meshes. These figures emphasize the accuracy and robustness of Scheme UC3.2 across
different mesh configurations.
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Figure 5.3: Convergence results for Scheme UC1 & UC2 on polygonal mesh.

5.4 Scheme WC1:

In this subsection, we present the computations for Scheme WC1. In this scheme, the control variable is
approximated by piecewise constant polynomials. The state and adjoint state variables are approximated by
0-th order HHO space. The Control satisfies the constraints on each element. Thus it satisfies constraints
in the whole domain Ω. We use the projected gradient descent algorithm [18, Subsection 2.12.2] to solve the
problem (4.9)-(4.11).

To perform the numerical experiments, we use the following exact solutions: the state variable y(x1, x2) =
sin(2πx1) sin(2πx2), the adjoint state ϕ(x1, x2) = exp(x1 + x2) sin(πx1) sin(πx2), and the control u =
PUad

(−ϕ/λ). Based on these exact solutions, the data functions are defined as f = −∆y−u and yd = y+∆y.
The regularization parameter is set to λ = 10−2, balancing the trade-off between data fidelity and regular-
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Figure 5.4: Convergence results for Scheme UC3.1 on rectangular mesh.

ization. The constants on the box constraints are Ua = −250 and Ub = −10.
The convergence of the computed solutions is illustrated in Figure 5.8 for cartesian meshes and in Figure

5.9 for polygonal meshes. We observe a linear rate of convergence for the H1-error in the state, the adjoint
state, and L2- error for the control variables.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we designed and analyzed several Hybrid High-Order approximation schemes to solve dis-
tributed optimal control problems governed by the Poisson equation. The study addressed both uncon-
strained and box-constrained control problems.

For the unconstrained control problem, three novel schemes were proposed. Our methods demonstrate a
significant improvement over classical finite element methods. Specifically:

• Enhanced Convergence Rates: While traditional FEM typically achieves a convergence rate of k + 1
(with k being the polynomial degree of approximation), our third scheme (UC 3.1&3.2) i.e., the partial

28



Figure 5.5: Convergence results for Scheme UC3.1 on polygonal mesh.

and full reconstruction approaches achieves a convergence rate of k + 2. This improvement is realized
by selecting the control variable from a carefully constructed reconstruction space.

• Innovative Approaches: The methods include full and partial reconstruction strategies that leverage
the flexibility of HHO spaces, ensuring better approximation of control variables.

For the box-constrained control problem, we introduced two schemes that leverage the unique features
of HHO spaces:

• Efficient Use of Low-Order Elements: The first scheme (WC 1) achieves linear convergence using only
the lowest-order elements (P0) for all variables. This contrasts with FEM, which requires higher-order
linear elements for similar results.

• Cubic Convergence: The second scheme (WC 2) achieves a remarkable cubic convergence for the control
variable, provided sufficient regularity assumptions on the data (f, ud ∈ H1(Ω)) are met.

The theoretical findings were further substantiated through comprehensive numerical experiments, con-
firming the accuracy and efficiency of our proposed methods. These results underline the potential of HHO
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Figure 5.6: Convergence results for Scheme UC3.2 on rectangular mesh.

methods to serve as powerful tools in solving optimal control problems, offering higher accuracy and flexibility
compared to conventional approaches.

In summary, this work presents a robust framework that not only advances the state-of-the-art numerical
methods for optimal control but also opens new avenues for further research in applying high-order schemes
to complex control problems such as semi-linear, quasi-linear, and fully nonlinear control problems.
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Figure 5.7: Convergence results for Scheme UC3.2 on polygonal mesh.

References

[1] Eduardo Casas and Vili Dhamo. Error estimates for the numerical approximation of Neumann control
problems governed by a class of quasilinear elliptic equations. Comput. Optim. Appl., 52(3):719–756,
2012.

[2] Eduardo Casas and Mariano Mateos. Error estimates for the numerical approximation of Neumann
control problems. Comput. Optim. Appl., 39(3):265–295, 2008.

[3] Eduardo Casas, Mariano Mateos, and Jean-Pierre Raymond. Penalization of Dirichlet optimal control
problems. ESAIM Control Optim. Calc. Var., 15(4):782–809, 2009.

[4] Eduardo Casas and Jean-Pierre Raymond. Error estimates for the numerical approximation of Dirichlet
boundary control for semilinear elliptic equations. SIAM J. Control Optim., 45(5):1586–1611, 2006.

[5] Sudipto Chowdhury, Thirupathi Gudi, and A. K. Nandakumaran. A framework for the error analysis

31



Figure 5.8: Convergence results for Scheme WC1 on rectangular mesh.

of discontinuous finite element methods for elliptic optimal control problems and applications to C0 IP
methods. Numer. Funct. Anal. Optim., 36(11):1388–1419, 2015.

[6] Matteo Cicuttin, Alexandre Ern, and Nicolas Pignet. Hybrid high-order methods—a primer with appli-
cations to solid mechanics. SpringerBriefs in Mathematics. Springer, Cham, 2021.

[7] Bernardo Cockburn, Daniele A. Di Pietro, and Alexandre Ern. Bridging the hybrid high-order and
hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin methods. ESAIM Math. Model. Numer. Anal., 50(3):635–650,
2016.

32



Figure 5.9: Convergence results for Scheme WC1 on polygonal mesh.

[8] Daniele A. Di Pietro and Alexandre Ern. A hybrid high-order locking-free method for linear elasticity
on general meshes. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 283:1–21, 2015.
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