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An Error Analysis of Second Order Elliptic Optimal Control
Problem via Hybrid Higher Order Methods

Gouranga Mallik * Ramesh Chandra Sau T

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 (Py) 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:

. 1 A
min J(y, u) := §Hy —Yall72 ) + §||U||2L2(Q)v (1.1)

subject to PDE,
—Ay=f+4+u in

1.2
y=20 on 0§, (12)

where control u from the space L?(f2) (i.e., without constraints case), or from a box-constrained set Ugq
(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.

e 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 V,{fo (it
consists of piecewise k-degree polynomials in the interior and on the skeleton). We obtain k + 1 rate
of convergence in the L? error of control and energy error of state and adjoint state.

e 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
V}f,o. This scheme shows the k + 1 rate of convergence for control, state, and adjoint state variables.

e 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‘/}h’“. This method improves the
L?— 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 f/,ﬁo, and we prove k + 2 convergence for polynomial degree £ = 0,1. In

the second scheme UC3.2 (we call it partial reconstruction), we use a mixed order HHO space ‘A/h’fg for

discrete state and adjoint state variables for £ > 2. The space XA/h]fB“ 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(Q2),¢ €
H3(Q), and u € W'P(Q), with 2 < p < oo, when data yq, f € H'(R2). Therefore, we can not expect
higher-order convergences. In the following, we briefly describe two proposed schemes and their convergence
behavior.

e 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
V,g o (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.

e 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 Vhl;)r. 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.



Schemes Spaces of state, L?— error Energy error Energy error
control and adjoint | of control variable of state variable of adjoint state
state variables variable

Scheme UCL | (Yn,un,¢n) € lu —unllL2(0) 11ny — nlly p [1n¢ — dnlly
th,o x PE(Th) x th,ov = O(hF+1) = O(hH+Y) = O(hk+1)
k>0

Scheme UC2 | (g, un, ¢n) € Ju—unllr2(a) 11ny = Ynlly [1n¢ — dnlly

(Variational Vh’fo x L%(Q) x th,o, = O(hF+1) = O(h*+1) = O(hFt1)

Discretiza- k>0

tion)

Scheme (Un, Rrtin, ¢n) € |u — Rytn| 20 11ny = Ynlly 11h¢ — onlly

UCs3.1 VEo x ReVE X VEy, | = O(hk+?) = O(hk+1) = O(h**1)

(full  recon- | k=0,1

struction)

Scheme @m RTah,ibh,) € |lu — Rytn| 20 11ny — nlly 1, [1n¢ — énlly

UCs3.2 th,g_ X RTth X th;'o"'? = O(hk+2) _ O(hk-i-l) _ O(hk+1)

(partial k>2

reconstruc-

tion)

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, L?— error Energy error Energy error
control and adjoint | of control vari- | of state variable of adjoint state
state variables able variable

Scheme (Un, un, on) € l[w = unl[r2(0) 11ny = Unll1.n [11h¢ = dnll1n

wCl VO x PU(T;) x V2, | =O(h) = O(h) — O(h)

Scheme (U, un, ¢n) € llu—unllz2() 110y = Unll1.n 1 1h¢ = dnll1n

WC2 Vi X Ua x VI, = O(h?) = O(h?) = O(h?)

(Variational ’ ’

discretiza-

tion)

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:

o 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 L?- reconstruction error of control. This is a phenomenal improvement for the rate of
convergence of control error compared to the finite elements.

o With constraints case: The standard lowest order finite elements for constrained optimal control prob-
lem needs Py elements for the control variable and P, elements for the state and adjoint state to
produce linear convergence for the errors. However, in Scheme WC1, we observe that the lowest-order




HHO elements, i.e., Py 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 Vhlf)r 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 Q C R? be a convex polygonal /polyhedral domain with d = 2,3. We consider a sequence of meshes
(Th) >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 7} covers 2 exactly and consists of a finite collection of nonempty disjoint
open polygonal /polyhedral cells T' such that Q = Urer, T and h = maxy,c7, hr, where hp is the diameter of
T. A closed subset F of € is defined to be a mesh face if it is a subset of a straight line/an affine hyperplane
Hp with positive d — 1 dimensional measure and if either of the following two statements holds true: (i)
there exist T} and 15 in T, such that F' C 9711 N 91> N Hp; in this case, the face F' is called an internal face;
(ii) there exists T' € T, such that F' C 0T N9Q N Hp; 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., UreT, 0T = Upcr, F, where Fj, := Fiu ]-',}{ is the
collection of all faces that is the union of the set of all the internal faces 7} and the set of all the boundary
faces .7-"2. Let hp denote the diameter of F' € Fj. For each T € Ty, the set Fp := {F € F, | F C 0T}
denotes the collection of all faces contained in 0T, np denotes the unit outward normal to 7', and we set
nrr = ny|p for all F € F,. Following [8, Definition 1], we assume that the mesh sequence (Tp)p>o is
admissible in the sense that, for all h > 0,7, admits a matching simplicial sub-mesh Tj (i.e., every cell
and face of Ty, is a subset of a cell and a face of Ty, respectively) so that the mesh sequence (75)n>0 is
shape-regular in the usual sense and all the cells and faces of 7}, have a uniformly comparable diameter to
the cell and face of 7;, to which they belong. Owing to [10, Lemma 1.42], for T' € T, and F € Fp, hp is
comparable to hr in the sense that

0*hr < hp < hr,

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

d < Np.
Imax car (Fr) < Np

2.2 Discrete spaces

Let k > 0 be the polynomial degree. For all T € Ty, the local space of degrees of freedom (DOFs) is defined
as:
VE=PHT) x { x PBh_(F)},
T

where PX(T) (resp. PX_,(F)) is the space of polynomials of degree at most k on T' € T, (resp. F € Fp).
The space of piecewise polynomial of degree k on T}, is denoted by P%(T3,).



Patch all the local spaces to define the global space of DOFs as:

VE={ x PEMYx{ x Pi_(F).

b=k B < {5 B ()
Impose the zero boundary condition on the above global space to introduce
Viko = {0 = ((vr)rem, (vr)rer,) € VE |vp =0 VF e Fil.
For vy, := (vr,var) € ‘A/}f’o, where vr € PE(T},) as vr|r := vr and vor|p := vr. Moreover, a mixed order
HHO space ‘A/,fa“ reads
Vit = {((vr)re,, (vF)rer,) | vr € PETN(T),0p € Ph_ (F), k > 0}.

Impose the Dirichlet boundary condition to get ‘7,1"'3' ={wy € ‘A/}f"' | vp = 0,for F € F°}.

2.3 Norms

We denote the norm (resp. inner product) on the space L?(Q2) as ||e| (resp. (e,e) ). The norm (resp.
inner product) on the space L?(T) and L?(F) as ||e||7 and ||e||z (resp. (e,e)r and (e,e)r). For all 7 :=
(vr, (vF)Fer,) € Vi, define a H!-like semi-norm V} as

ol 7 = IVorlF + > hp'llor — vrll-
FeFr

The norm on the global HHO space ‘7}50 is defined as

= S (IVurl +agt S flor —vpl|2)  for all @y, € V.
TETh FeFr

[@h

2.4 Local and global reduction operators

For any given non-negative integer k and given T’ € Ty, (resp. F € F,) the local L?-projection 11X : L?(T) —
PX(T)(resp. 115 : L2(F) — Pk (F)) reads: For given v € L?(T)(resp. v € L*(T)),

(5o, w)r = (v,w)r Yw € PE(T) and  (IThw,w)r = (v,w)r Yw € PX_ | (F). (2.1)
The local reduction operator jsz :HY(T) — ‘7%“ is defined as: For all v € HY(T),
I = (o, (IT5v) pery)-
For all v € H*(R), Define global reduction operator ﬂf cHY(Q) — XA/}f as

IFv = (W) re,, (50) per, ).

2.5 Local reconstruction and stabilization operators.

The local reconstruction operator Ry : 177’3 — P¥HY(T) is defined as: For any given o = (vr, (vp) per,) and
T € Tn,

(VRror, Vw)r = (Vur, Vw)r + Z ('UF —vp,Vw -nrp)p Yw € PZ-H(T), (2.2)
FeFr
(Rror, )7 = (vr, ). (2.3)

Define a global reconstruction operator Ry, : ‘A/,f — P¥(T,) by Ruon|r = Rror. The local stabilization
operator Sg : VE — Pk (F) reads Sp(vr) = Ok (vr|p — ve + (I — TIE)RroT) | F).



2.6 Local elliptic projection operator

Denote E5T = Ry o ﬁf( where E571 : HY(T) — P5TY(T) is the elliptic operator uniquely defined such that
for all v € HY(T),

Further, for v € H**1(T), it holds
IV(v =& @)l < IV (v = TF ()|l < ORF[olja. (2.6)

2.7 Bilinear forms
For all v,w € H(), define a(v,w) = (Vv,Vw). The discrete bilinear form aj is defined as: For all
@\h, fl}h S th,O’
an(On, @) = Y _ (VRrOr, VRrr)r + Sr(fr, or)),
TeTh

where local stabilization map St is defined as

Sr(Gr, @r) =hz' > (Sr(Gr), Se(®r))F-
FeFr

2.8 Trace inequality and estimate for projection

There exist real numbers Ci, and Ci, . depending on ¢ but independent of mesh parameter A such that the

following discrete and continuous trace inequalities hold for all T' € T;, and F' € Fr (see, [10, Lemmas 1.46
and 1.49)):

ollr < Cuhg?llvllz ¥o € PY(T) (2.7)

[ollor < Circ(hzt [0lF + hr|[Vol3)/? Vo € HN(T), (2.8)

where PZ(T) is the space of polynomial of degree at most [ on T" € 7}. There exists a real number Cypp
depending on g and [ but independent of h such that, for all T' € 7T}, denoting by HIT the L2-orthogonal
projector on P4 (T), the following holds (see [10, Lemmas 1.58 and 1.59]): For all s € {1,...,]+ 1} and all
v e H(T),

|lv — HlTv|Hm(T) + th/2|v — b

Hm™(8T) < Capph;fm"l) Hs(T) VYm € {0, e, S — 1}, (29)

where |-|gm (o7 denotes the face-wise H™ semi-norm when the boundary 0T of an element T" € Ty, 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 V,{” are defined analogously to th.

2.9 Integration by parts formula

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

(Aw,v)r = —(Vw,Vo)r + > (v,00w) . (2.10)
FedT



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 L?(2). Existence and uniqueness of the solution are standard and can be found in [13, Theorem
2.14]. The problem is formulated as the following optimality system using first-order necessary optimality
condition: Seek (y,u,¢) € H}(Q) x L?(Q) x H (), such that

a(y,w) = (f,w) + (u,w) Yw € H (), (3.1)
a(w, ) = (y — ya,w) Yw € Hi(Q), 3.2
u=—g¢/A (3.3)

Lemma 3.1 (Regularity). For f,yq € H*(T;) with k > 0, the solution of (3.1)-(3.3) has the regularity
you, 6 € HY2(T,).

Proof. The source term f € H*(T;,) and u € L?(Q2), thus f +u € L%(Q), hence from the equation (1.2) we
have y € H?(). Given that yq € H*(Ty,), thus y—yaq € H?(T3,), therefore from the strong form of the adjoint
state equation (3.2), we have ¢ € H*(T). Thus equation (3.3), yields u € H*(T;,). Now f +u € H*(Tp),
hence y € H%(T;,). Then ¢ € H8(T) and hence u € H®(7T},). Thus, we keep on doing this bootstrap argument
to get solutions y,u, ¢ € H**2(T;,), and this proves the lemma. O

3.2 Scheme UC1

Introduce the discrete control space Uy, := {v, € L?(Q)| vp|7 € Pp(T) VT € Th}. The HHO scheme for
(1.1)-(1.2) is given by

. Iy 1 A
min T (G, un) = 5 llyr — yall® + 5 llunll?, (3.4)
eV g un€Us 2 2

subject to the PDE, find g, € 17,&0 such that

an (@G, @n) = (frwr) + (up,wr) Y, € V. (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 éih : L2(Q) x Uy, — V}f,o such that éh(f, up) = Yr be the solution operator
of (3.5). The reduced cost functional jj reads

. 1 A
Jn(un) = 5“67’(](’@%)_yd||2+§HuhH2a (3.6)
where &7 (f,up) be the volume part of éh(f, up). The discrete problem (3.4)-(3.5) with S}, leads to

L. 1 A
min jp(up) = §\|67(f, up) — yall* + gHuhHQ- (3.7)

up €Uy
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).



Proof. The solution operator &, : Uy, — Vh o of the PDE (3.5) is continuous i.e., [|[ynll, ,, = ||6h(f, up)lly g S
7]l + llunl|, using this stablhty estimate of the PDE (3.5). Using Poincaré 1nequahty we have |yr| <
Cypll9nlly - Therefore Sh 1 L2(Q) x U, — L2(Q) is a continuous affine linear operator. The norm |- is
continuous and convex, therefore j, is continuous and convex. Clearly, jp(up) > 0, therefore the infimum
exists. Let o = inf jj(up). Let up € U be an infimizing sequence such that jj(u}) converges to « as n
tends to infinity. Thus the sequence u! is bounded in L?. Then there exists a subsequence u} still indexed
by n such that it is converges to u} weakly in L?(2). It is clear that u} € U, since U, is weakly closed.
The discrete cost functional j, is continuous and convex hence it is weakly lower semicontinuous. Thus
Jn(uy) < liminf j,(u}) and hence jp(uj) < a. Therefore u; be a minimizer. The uniqueness follows from
the strict convexity of the reduced cost functional jp. O

The discrete optimality system reads as: find (g, un, qgh) € ‘Z{fo x Uy, X XA/,f’O such that

an (G, Wn) = (frwr) + (up,wr) Y, € Vi, (3.8)

an (@, dn) = (y7. wr) — (Ya, wr) Yo, € Vi, (3.9)
1

Up, = —X(bT. (3.10)

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

- ~ 1 A o~
Ly (Yn, un, dn) = 5”1/7’ —yall® + §||uh||2 = an(Yn, ¢n) + (f, 1) + (un, 7). (3.11)

Taking derivative of L;, with respect to ¥, (resp. wup) and equating to zero i.e., D@hﬁh@h,uh,q@h)@h =
0 Yoy, € ‘A/hk’o (resp. Dy, Ly (Gn, up, dp)wp, = 0 Ywy, € Up,) yields (3.9) (resp. (3.10)).

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

o (Augiliary problems). Seek G (u), ¢n(u) € ‘A/h]fo such that

an(@Gn(u), @) = (f,wr) + (u,wr) Vi, € VE, (3.12)
an (@, o (u)) = (y — ya, wr) Vi, € V. (3.13)

e (Second-order optimality condition). For all vy, € Uy,

Jn(un)on = (S7(f,un) — ya, &7(0,v4)) + A(upn, vn),
Jn(un)vp = S50, 03[ + Allvn]?. (3.14)

From (3.14), it holds

Jn (un)vi > Mon|*. (3.15)

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

lu = unll <C(Cp, A, o) ([lw = vall + lly — Fr (W)
+llo—orll) Von € Un,

where C(Cp, A, ) be the constant depends on the Poincaré constant Cp, regularization parameter X\, and
ellipticity constant «y.



Proof. The triangle inequality yields
[l = unl| < [l = vall + llon — unl], (3.16)
for all v, € Uy, Now the second term ||vp, — up|| on the right-hand side of (3.16) is controlled below.

A standard computation produces j;, (vn)(vh — un) = (¢7(vn) + Avp, vp, — up) where on(vp) solves

an (@, on(vn)) = (yr(on) — ya,wr) Yy, € V. (3.17)

The second-order sufficient condition (3.15), mean-value property of j; (e), (3.10), the quantity j;, (vs) (v —up)
computed above, and elementary algebra lead to

Mlvn = unll® < i (wa) (v — un)? = ji(va) (0n — un) = j7, (wn) (vn — un) = (67 (vn) + Avk, v — up)
= (¢7(vn) — @, vp — up) + AMop — u,vp — up) + (O + Au, v, — up).

Note that (¢ + Au, vy, — up) = 0 from first-order necessary optimality condition (3.3) and Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality reveal

Alon = unll < [|¢ = d7(vn)ll + Allu — vall- (3.18)

Now we estimate ||¢ — ¢7(vp)|| as follows. The use of triangle inequality yields

16 = ¢7(vn)ll < N6 = dr(w)]| + |7 (w) = b7 (vn)]- (3.19)

A subtraction of (3.17) from (3.13) leads to ap (@, dn(u) — on(vn)) = (y — y7(vs), wr) Vo, € ‘7hk,0' The
choice wy, = J)h(u) — ggh(vh) and ellipticity of ay, (e, e) in the left-hand side and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in

the right-hand side of this expression show ag||dp (1) — (Zh(vh)”%,h <y =yl 67 (w) — d7(va)||. Apply
Poincaré inequality to get

aollér(w) — dr(vn)ll < Cplly — yr(vn)ll. (3.20)

Introduce the split to get ||y — yr(vp)l| < lly — g7 (w)|| + ||g7(w) — y7(vp)||. Recall that yn(vs) solves
an(Gn(vp), W) = (f, wr) + (vp, wr) YV, € Vhlfo. These two results reveal C’gang]T(u) —y7r(p)|l < Jlu—ovp].
This with (3.20) and elementary algebra lead to

167 (w) — o7 (o)l < C(Cpya0)(ly — Fr(w)l| + [[u— wn])). (3.21)
A combination of (3.19) and (3.21) establish
16 = ¢ (vn)ll < C(Cpy 0)(ll¢ = S7(w)| + Ily — G ()| + [lu = val])- (3.22)
Utilize (3.22) in (3.18), and the final result in (3.16) concludes the lemma. O
Lemma 3.4. Under the regqularity of solution in Lemma 3.1, it holds
ly = g7 (w)ll = O(R*).

Proof. Introduce the split to get

ly = g7 (@)ll < lly = Wyl| + [Ty — G (u)]- (3.23)



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 — IT%y||) The bound of first term |ly — I&y|| < A* L |y[| grsz(7;,) follows from (2.9).

Step 2. (Control for |5y — g7 (u)||) Let o7 := Xy — G (u). For any ¥, € H}(S2) define

a(v,V,) = (o7,v) Yovec HiQ). (3.24)

Note that —A¥, = o7. An application of integration by parts formula (2.10) leads to

lor|? = (o7, AV,) = > ((Vor, V¥,)r + (cor — o7, 1 - V¥4q)ar), (3.25)
TeT

where we used that ¥, € H!*5(Q), s > % and 0,¥, = nr - VU, is single-valued across the mesh interface
and o = 0 for all F € F°.
Denote ¢ := W, — EETH(P,). Add and subtract Ry (IE(Y,)) = EEFTL(W,) for all T € T in the right-hand

side of (3.25), definition of Rr(ar), and (Vor, V&) = 0 reveal
lo7l* = > (cor — o, nr - VE) 2om) + Y (VR2 (@), VR(IF(¥,)))r-
TET TET
The definitions of ap,(e, ), 0, and (3.12) lead to

ol = > (cor — o, 7 - VE) L2(ory — 51(Gn, IF (Vo) + an(n, I} (V)
TeT

= 3" (0or — or.mr - VE) 2ar) — 5@, T (Wa)) + (F + w, T-(V,)) — an(TE (), TE(W,)).
TeT

An application of (1.2) in above equation, definition of H’}, and elementary algebra establish

lor > =( Y (cor — or,mr - VE) 12(om) — 586w, IE (Vo)) + (Vy, V) — an(Tf (), IF (¥,)))

TeT
— (((f +u) =I5 (f +w), U, — T5(T,)) := Z1 + E5 — E3. (3.26)
It remains to bound =;, i =1, 2, 3 The Cauchy Schwarz inequality, Lemma ?? (to bound sp(d}, ah)% and

Lemma ?? (to bound sh(ﬂf( o) 1 ( »))2 give

=] < Cllanllp ( > V@ = EFHENNT + hr V(¥ — EFH(W,))[150)) 2.
o TeTh

The approximation property of the elliptic projection gives

(Y IV = EF @G + hrlV(¥o = EFTH ) F2))? < Ch* W0 |11+0 (-
TeTh

Note that [|Ws||g1+:() < Cen |lo7|| by the elliptic regularity result from (3.24). The Lemma ?? to bound
lon g » we infer that
R,0

E1l < ChPlor (> (IV(y = EF T + ke |V (y — E57 ) 150)) 2.
TeT

10



k+1

Next apply the definitions of ay,(e,e), Ry o ./T\’,i = &7, and the orthogonality property (2.5) to get

B = (Vy, V) 2() — (V7EE (), V7 EET L (0,)) — s (TF(y), T (V)
= (Vrly — EE1 (), Vi (Vo — EEY(T,))) 12 — sn(Tf (), IF(T,)).

The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma ?? reveal |Zo| < C||Vy(y — 5§-+1(y))||||VT(\I/J — ,’}H(\I!a))H
An application of (2.6) and (3.24) establish [Z5| < Ch* ||V (y — EETL(y))|[|lor |-

The definition of IT§- leads to =5 < [|(f+u) T (f+) [ ¥ ~TEW, || < C(F+u)~TE(f-+u) [k [0 [ ey <
CRE|[(F + ) — T (£ + w)lllor].

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

lor |l S B Y- IV = EFT NG + hrllV(y - E779)l[32)
TeTh

+hpt S ((f 4 w) = T(f + ), (3.27)
Use the regularity y € H**2(T,) and f € H*(T},) from the Lemma 3.1 the above inequality to obtain
o7l = M5y — g7 ()| S AEFHe.
A combination of steps 1-2 concludes the lemma. O
Similar arguments can be used to prove the following lemma.
Lemma 3.5. Under the regqularity of solution in Lemma 3.1, we have the following convergence
¢ = o7 (w)]| = O(W*).

Lemma 3.6 (L2-error estimates of control). Under the regularity of solution in Lemma 5.1, we have the
following convergence result for the control variable

lu = un]| = O(RFFY).
Proof. We recall Theorem 3.3 for the estimate of ||u — up||.

Ju — unll <C(Cp, X, a0) (lu — vl + [ly — 7 ()
+ ¢ — or(w)ll)  Vou € Up,

Therefore it is enough to estimate |u — I, |ly — g7 (u)|, and ||¢ — ¢7(u)||, where ITku € Uy, be the L2-
orthogonal projection of u. Since u € H¥+2(Ty,) we have the following estimate ||u—TIT}ul| < hF*H|ul| grsz 7).

We have the estimates of ||y — 77 ()| and [|¢ — ¢7(u)|| from Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5. Thus we obtain the desired
estimate.
O

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

1Ty = Gullen S O (V@ = EFDIF + hrllV(y = E579)130)) + = unl|.
TETh

Furthermore, the reqularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 leads to

1, = O(R*).

11y — Un
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Proof. Utilize triangle inequality to get

110y = Gnlli,n < 1wy = Ga(W)ll1n + 170 (1) = Grll1,n- (3.28)
Control for ||gn(w) — Ynll1,n: A subtraction of (3.8) from (3.12) yields
an (@G — gn(u), @) = (up — u,wr) ¥ @), € V. (3.29)

The choice Wy, = Yy, — gr(u) in above equation and Poincaré inequality establish
() = Gl < ag ' Cyllu — up]. (3.30)

We estimate ||gn(u) — fhyHLh as follows: Denote 7 := §,(u) — Ipy, The ellipticity of the bilinear form
ap(e,e) (see [0, Lemma 2.6]), (3.12), (1.2), and (1.2) reveal

aollGnll}, < an(@n,n) = an(Gin(w) — Iny,51) = an(Gn(u), 51) — an(Tny, on)
< (f +u,07) — an(Tny, 51) < (~Ay,o7) — an(Tny, o1). (3.31)

The integration by parts formula (2.10), the definitions of aj(e,e) and Ry o ﬁ,f = 81}“, and elementary

manipulations reveal

0<0||3h||ih < Z ((Vy,Vor)r — (Vy-nr,07)1257)) — an(Iny, n)
T€7-h

< Z ((Vy,Vor)r — (Vy-nr,or — oor) 201y — (VER 'y, Vor)r.
TETh

+ (VE Yy - nr, 00 — oor) 12(0m) — ST(Thy, 51))

< - Z (V(y — EFYy) -y, o0 — 0or) 12(0m) + ST(Iny, 51))-
TETh

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

1Ty = gn(@lhn S (Y (V@ = EF )l +hel Vi — 7 y)lI5) 2. (3.32)
T€,77L

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

(Y IV =7 + bl V iy — 57 ) |130) 2 S BEH,
TeTh

and the estimate of ||u — uy|| is available in Lemma 3.6. Thus we prove the last estimate. O

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

lw SO IV = E77 )17 + hr |V (6 — E5710)157))
TETh

+ llu = unl +lly = gr(w)|.

1 Th¢ — o

Furthermore, the reqularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 yields

1 Tn¢p — dnllin S HFFL
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Proof. Introduce the split to get

1 The — dnllin < 1 Tnd — n(w)ll1n + |én(w) — dnllLn- (3.33)

Control for ||dn(u) — ¢A>h||17h: Subtract (3.9) from (3.13) to obtain
an (@, on — on(w) = (yr — y,wr) Vi, € Vi,
The choice wy, = ah — ggh(u) in above equation Poincaré inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yield

aollén(w) = dnllin < Cylly = yr . (3.34)
We estimate ||y — y7|| as follows: First introduce the split to get
ly —y7ll < lly — g7 (@Il + [[g7(w) — y7.- (3.35)
Use (3.30), with Poincaré inequality in the equation (3.35) to obtain
ly —yrll < C(Cp, a0)(lly = g7 (w)l| + [Ju — unl])- (3.36)

The combination of (3.34) and (3.36) yields
165 (1) = nll1n < C(Cpy a0)(lly = Gir (w)l| + u = wnl]). (3.37)

The estimate of Hthﬁ—d;h(u) |l1,» follows similar to the estimate of ||fhy—17h(u) Il1,n, (see the proof of Theorem
3.7), and it is of the form:

1Tn¢ = Sn()lin S D (IV(e = EET )T + hellV (6 — EX)I30)) "2, (3.38)
TETh

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

(D IV = E0)F + hrll V(o — E5716) [3) 2 < W-H,

TeTh

and the estimate of ||ju — uy| and ||y — g7 (u)|| are available in Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.4. Thus we prove
the last estimate. O

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:

N 1 A
min (G, v) = 5 lyr — vall® + 5ol (3:39)

subject to the PDE, R
ah@h,@h) = (f, wT) + (U7U)7’) {Eh S V;ﬁo (340)

Controls u € L?(2). The proof of the existence and uniqueness of the problem (3.39)-(3.40) follows similarly
to the proof of Theorem 3.2.

13



The discrete optimality system of the problem (3.39)-(3.40), reads as: find (Y, up, ah) € ‘7}1’6,0 X Ugqg X ‘/}hk,o
s.t.

an (@G, @n) = (fowr) + (up,wr) @y € VE, (3.41)
an (B, dn) = (y7.wr) — (Ya, wr) Yo, € Vi, (3.42)
up = —(ZSTT. (343)

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

lu = unll S lly = g7 (@)l + 6 = dr(w)],

where q@h(u)jh(u) solves (3.12) and (3.13) respectively. Furthermore, the regularity of solution from Lemma
3.1 leads to

lu—unll = O(RF*).
Proof. The notion of jj follows from scheme UC1. An application of second-order sufficient condition (3.14)
yield
lu —un|* < g (w)(u —up)? = jj, (w) (w = un) = ji (un) (u = up)
< ((bT(u) + )\U, u— uh) < (¢T(u) - ¢a U — uh)'
Use Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on the right-hand side of the above result to establish
Ju =l < 16~ Br ().

Introduce the split to get [|¢—o7 (u)]| < o7 ()| + 67 (w)—d7 (W < 9= b7 ()| +[ly—F7(w)|| where the
last inequality follows from the stability estimate of the following auxiliary equation ap, (@, ¢p(u) — dp(u)) =

(y — gr(u),wr) VY€ fo,o- All this, with the above-displayed result, leads to
lu=unll S N6 = () + lly = Fr(w).
This completes the proof of the first part of the lemma. The second part follows from Lemmas 3.4 -3.5. O

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
1Zny = Gnllin S Y IV = EF )T + hellV(y = E779)130)) 2 + lu = unl.
TETh

Furthermore, the reqularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 leads to

|1, = O(R).

1 1ny — U
Theorem 3.11 (energy error estimate of adjoint state). There holds

1Tng — dnllin SO (1V(6 — EELQ)E + hr V(6 — EX ) 37)1/
TeTh

+ llu = unl + lly = gr(w)|l.

Furthermore, the reqularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 leads to

1The — dnll1n = O(RFFY).
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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
P ~ 1 ~ 9 A ~ 3
min J (Y, R7un) = 5 IR7Yh = yall” + IR U, (3.44)

subject to the PDE, ~
an(Yn, Wn) = (f, RT@n) + (Rytn, RT@r) V @n € Vi, (3.45)

The test and trial space in this scheme is ‘A/h]fo, for k = 0,1 only. The control space U, = {Rruy | up €
XA/h’“ with & = 0,1}. Let S L*(Q) x Uy, — ‘7}50 be the solution operator of the PDE (3.45) defined by
éh( fsRrup) = yn- The reduced cost functional j;, is defined as follows:

u(Ryn) := Ju(Gn(f, Ryan), Ryin)

1 ~ . A ~
= §||R7’6h(f, Ryup) — yal® + §||R7’Uh||2-
Thus we can reformulate the discrete problem (3.44)-(3.45) as follows:

. ) . 1 ~ . A N
min_ jn(R7ts) = [|R7Sh(f, Rrtn) — yall® + = | R7usl|>. (3.46)
RrupeUy 2 2

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, jn(R7un) > 0, therefore infimum exists, call it say a = inf j,(R7us). Let Rruj be an
infimizing sequence such that j,(R7U}) — a as n — co. This implies the sequence ||R7u}|| is bounded in
L%(). Then there exists a subsequence still index by n such that R7u} — Rruj weakly in U,. Note that
Ry} € Uy, since Uy, is weakly closed. The reduced cost functional jj, is continuous and convex, hence it is
weakly lower semi-continuous. Thus,

Jn(R7uy,) < limgy (R7up) = a.

Therefore, Ry} is a minimizer. The uniqueness follows from the strict convexity of the reduced cost
functional jy,. O

The discrete optimality system of (3.44)-(3.45) reads as: find (g, Ryun, (;ASh) € TA/,{“)O x Up, X 17,1’“70 s.t.

ah@h,@h) = (f, RTﬂ}\h) + (RTah,RTﬂ)\h) Wy, € ‘7;5’0 (3.47)

an(@n, ) = (RTn — ya, RT@r) Vi, € th,o (3.48)
I 1. ~

R7—uh = _XRT(bh' (3.49)

We need following auxiliary solutions for error analysis: Let ¢, (u) and J)h(u) € th,o solve the following:

an(Gn(w), @) = (f, Rrdn) + (u, Rrdn) Vi, € VE, (3.50)
an(@n, ¢n(w) = (y — ya, Rr@p)  Viy, € Vi (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 Ry be the
solution of (3.46). Then

lu = R < llu = EF  ull + lly = Rygn ()l + ¢ — Ry (u)].
Proof. The triangle inequality yields,
lu— Ryan| < |lu—EF 1 ull + | €5 u — Ry (3.52)
From the definition gkl = R oIy, we can rewrite the second term on right-hand side as |E5  u— Rty || =
IR7Inu — Rytup||. Now, we estimate this term next. The seond-order optimal conditions (3.14) leads to

HRTfhu — RTﬁhHQ < j;{(RT’&)\h)(RTfhu — RTﬂh)Q = j;L(RTfhu)(RTIAhu — Rrup,) — j;l(RTah)(RTfhu — Rrap)
< (Rron(Iyu) + AR7Iyu, RrIyu — Rry)
< (RT(/ﬁEh(fhu) — o, RT(fhu — ﬁh)) + )\(R'rfhu —u, RT(IAhu — ah))

In the last step, we use (¢ + Au, RT(fhu —ay)) = 0, given that u = —¢/A. An application of Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality in the above result leads to

IR7Tnu — Ryin|| < |6 — Ryn(Tnw)l| + Allu — E5+u]. (3.53)
Introduce the split to get
¢ — Ryén(Tnu)|| < ll¢ — Ryén(u)]| + | Rrén(u) — Rrn(Tnu), (3.54)

where ¢y, (Inu) satisfies ap,(@n, dn(Inw)) = (Rygn(Inw) — ya, R7@n) ¥ @ € V}ﬁo. Subtracting (3.51) from
this to get

ah(@h, Qgh(u) - $h(fhu)) = (y - RT@\h(fhu)v RT@h) V wy, € th,O'

The choice wy, = (ih(u) — qAﬁh(IA nu) in above equation, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and Poincaré inequality
reveal

1R7n(u) = Ryon(Tnw)| < lly = RyGan(Tnu))- (3.55)

Triangle inequality in the right-hand side of the above inequality leads to
ly = Rrin(Tnw)| < lly = Rrriin(w)l| + [| R (w) — Ry (L), (3.56)
where §i,(Tnu) solves an (G (Inu), RT@s) = (f, Rr@n) + (EX w, Rr@) Y @ € Vi¥,. Utilize this and (3.50)

to estimate ||R7gp(u) — RTﬂh(Thu)H N 5§-+1u||. Thus we have

ly = Ry (Tnw)| < lly = Rrriin(u)l] + [lu — E5+ul. (3.57)

Combine (3.54)-(3.57) to get ||¢ — Ryron(Inw)|| < ||y — Ryin(w)| + || — Rydn(w)|| + ||lu— EXtlu||. Use above
result in (3.53) and substitute the result in (3.52) conclude the theorem. O

Lemma 3.14. There holds
ly — Rrin(w)l| < ly — EFyll + BEH T Jw+ fll e (7

+R(O IV = EF YT + bV (y — E57 ) 130)) 2,
TeTh

furthermore, the regularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 leads to

ly = Rrgn(u)| = O(W**=*Y) fork =0,1 and s € (1/2,1].
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Proof. The triangle inequality and the definition of & k1l — Ryo 7, reveal
ly = Rrgn(w)l| < lly — E5yll + €5y — Rrgn(w)]| < ly — EF 7yl + IRT(Tny — ga ()] (3.58)

Denote o, = gp(u) — Iry. Then we estimate the second term in the right-hand side of (3.58) as follows.
Note that ||R75n|| < h||[VR7onL| + |lo7]|. Utilize the continuity of ay(e, ®), to get | VR7owL||? < an(Gn,on) S
113, All this yields

[1B7onll < hllonlly , + llorll (3.59)

Therefore, it is enough to estimate ||7]|; ;, and [[o7|. We first estimate ||74]|, j,, Lemma 2.9 from [0], the
definition of 73, (3.50), and elementary manipulation reveal

aollGnll?, < an(Gn.n) = an(ijn(u) — Ty, n) < an(in(w),51) — an(Iny, 51)
< (f +u, Rrop) — an(Tny,51) < (f +u, Rron — o) + (f +u,07) — an(Tny,5).  (3.60)
Now, we estimate the each term on the right-hand side of (3.60).

Control for (f +u, R7on, — o7): The estimate of I, and the estimate |R70r — or|lr < hrl|V(R70T —
or)|r < hrl|owl1,n lead to

(f +uRron —or) = Y (f +uRyor —or)r =y ((f +u) —I3(f +u), Ryor — o)1

TETh TeTh
SO WEf +ullgen R0 — orlle S > B+ wll g ) [V(R7Gr — o) |7
TETh TETh
S P+ ull e 1801 n- (3.61)

Control for (f +u,o7) — ah(:fhy,ﬁh): Use (1.2) and integration by part formula (2.10) to obtain (f +
u,07) = an(Tny,5n) = (~Ay, o) —an(ly,5) = Xrer, (V9. Vor)r = (Vy-nr,07) 2or) — an(lny, 51) =
ZTeTh((Vy,VUT)T — (Vy -np,0r — oor)r2(01) — (V5§+1y7ng)T + (vgézﬂy " 07,07 — 0ar)L2(0T) —
St(Iny,54)), where definition of aj(e,e) and EEFl = Rpo Iﬁ:ﬁ used in the last step. Now, use Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, trace inequality (2.8), and the definition of ||0H1,h from Section 2.3 yield

(f +wor) — an(@hy,51) S O IV = E7 I3 + hrlV(y — E57 ) 130) 211501 .- (3.62)
TETh
The estimates (3.61) and (3.62) in (3.60) give
1Balln SO IV — EE Y3+ he | V(y — EE 9202 + BFUIF + e - (3.63)
TETh

Control of ||o||7: Use the similar arguments as in (3.27) to achieve

lorll S B (Y (VY = 7 9F + bV (y = EFT)I5e) Y2 + BN +u) =T + u)ll,  (3.64)
T€eTh
for s € (3,1]. Utilize the estimates (3.63)-(3.64) in (3.59) to get
1Rraull B (S (190 - E5 )3 + hrll Wiy — E5 ) BN Y2 + B u st flgnemy (3.65)
TETh

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. O
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We state the following lemma for the estimate of ||¢ — Ry (u)|. The proof can be derived similarly to the
proof of Lemma 3.14.

Lemma 3.15. There holds

¢ — Rron(u)| < llo — EXFLG|| 4+ BTy — Yall mr (1)
+ R (IV(e — EET T + hrl| V(e — EET9)I[30)) 2.

T€Th

Furthermore, the reqularity of solution from Lemma 3.1 leads to

¢ — Ryon(u)|| = OWFT5+Y) fork =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 — Ryan| = OhFT*FY) fork =0,1 and s € (1/2,1].

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

10 = Tnylly SO UV = EF YT + ho |V — E57 ) 150) Y + W + ulge () + lu — Ryin|.
TeTh

Furthermore, the reqularity of solution in Lemma 3.1 leads to
|Yn — fhyHLh = O(W*) fork =0,1.
Proof. Introduce the split to get
Tn = Inylly p S G0 (w) = Inylly g+ 10 — Ga(w)]]y - (3.66)
Now, we estimate each term on the right-hand side of (3.66).
Control of ||gn(u) — fhyHLh: From (3.63), it holds

15 () = Tyl SOOIV = EF7WIF + hrlIV(y — EET 91302 + B F + ulpeer,y. (3.67)
TeTh

Control of [|yn — n(u)||, 5+ subtraction of (3.50) from (3.45) leads to the following error equation
an(§n(w) = Gn, @) = (u — Ry, Rrdy) @, € VE, (3.68)

The choice Wy, = g (u) — Y in (3.68), yields ||gn(u) = Gnll, 5, S lu — R7inl. Use this estimate and (3.67) in
(3.66) to derive

~ 1/2 ~
190 = Tvllon < (2 (190 = I+ helV(y — €57 9)I32) 7> + WS + ulin ) + = Ryl
TeTh
The second estimate follows from the regularity result from Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.16. O

18



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,

6n = Tnglly, SO~ (IV(6 = EFT )7 + hrl| V(6 — EE71 ) 132))/?
TeTh

+ By — yalpeer) + 1y — Rrgnll + lu — Ryt
Furthermore, the reqularity of solution in Lemma 3.1 leads to

16n — Tnéll, ,, = O(RFHY), fork =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

. B . 1 A N
min J(Yn, R7us) = §||yT - yd||2 + §HRTUhH27 (3.69)

subject to the PDE, R
an(Gn, @n) = (f,wr) + (Rytin, wr) @ € Viy. (3.70)

The control space U, = {RyuUp | Up € ‘A/,f }. 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 (gn, R7uUp, n) € th;)r x Up, x Vh]‘ig such that

an (G, On) = (f,wr) + (Rrtin, wy) @ € Vg (3.71)

an (B, dn) = (R79n — ya, wr) Vi, € Vg (3.72)
R 1

R'ruh = —Xgi)T. (3.73)

We need the following auxiliary solutions for error analysis: Let gy, (u), ¢n(u) € ‘//\'hk‘g solve the following:

an(Jin(w), @) = (f,wr) + (u,wy) Vi, € Vi, (3.74)
an(@n, ¢n(w)) = (y — ya, wr) Vi, € ‘7;5,3“- (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
Ry, be the discrete control satisfies (3.71)-(3.73). There holds,

lu = Ryn | S [lu — EF  ull + Iy — gr(w)ll + |p — b7 (u)]-
Furthermore, the reqularity of solution in Lemma 3.1 leads to

|u — Rytp| = O+ fork > 2 and s € (1/2,1].
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Theorem 3.20 (Energy error estimate of state). The following estimates holds,
- 1/2
150 — Tnylly, SO IV = EEIG + hrlV(y — E59)30))
TeTh

HIVr(y = 5 ) + [lu = Ry
Furthermore, the reqularity of solution in Lemma 3.1 leads to
9n — fhy”l,h = OW**YY fork > 2.

Theorem 3.21 (Energy error estimate of adjoint state). The following estimates holds,
~ = 1/2
lén = Indlly, SO (IV( = EXT AT + hrl V(6 — E5¢)131))
TeTh

+ V(6 =T ) + ly — Gr(w)]| + lu — Rynl].
Furthermore, the reqularity of solution in Lemma 3.1 leads to

bn — IAh¢||1,h = O(h**1Y) fork > 2.

4 Control problem with constraints

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

. 1 A
min J (y,w) = oy — all® + 5 lul? (1)

subject to the PDE,
—Ay=f+4+u in

4.2
y=0 on Jf). (42)

The control u comes from the set Uyq := {u € L*() | uy, < u(z) < up ae. v € Q}.

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, ¢) € HE () x L2(Q) x H}(Q) s.t.

a(y,v) = (f,v) + (u,v) Vv € Hy(Q), (4.3)
(Z(’U, ¢) = (y - yd,'U) Vo € H(}(Q)a .
(¢p+ Au,v—u) >0 Yo € Ugg. (4.5)

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

U= PUad(_é)’ (4.6)

where Py, (w) := min{up, max{ug, w}}.
Assumption 4.1. Throughout this section, we assume that data f,yq € H ().

Lemma 4.2 (Regularity). Under the Assumption 4.1, the solution of the problem (4.3)-(4.5) possess the
following regularity y, ¢ € H3(Q), and u € WIP(Q2), 2 < p < oo.(Note that this smoothness holds for both 2
and 3 dimensions.)
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Proof. The source term f € HY(Q) and u € L?(2), thus f +u € L%*(Q), hence from the equation (4.2)
we have y € H?(Q). Given that y; € H'(Q), thus y — yq € H'(Q), therefore from the equation (4.4),
we have ¢ € H3(Q2). Therefore ¢ € W1P(Q), 2 < p < oco. Now the projection formula (4.6) yields u €
WhP(Q), 2 < p < oo. Thus f+u € H'(Q), hence y € H3(Q2). Therefore all together y,¢ € H?(Q) and
u € WhHP(), 2 < p < oo, and this proves the Lemma. O

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

. ~ 1 A
min (G un) = 5 lyr = vall + 5l (17)
subject to the PDE, R
an(Gn, @n) = (f,wr) + (up, wr) W € Vi (4.8)

Controls uj, € U;‘d = {up € Po(Th) | ua < upl|lr <wup, YT € T}
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 (gp, un, ¢on) € V,ﬁo x Uh, x V,ﬂo s.t.

an(Gn, B1) = (f,wr) + (un, wy) Vi), € VY, (4.9)
an(@h, o) = (y7,07) — (ya, wr) Vi, € Vo, (4.10)
(d)7—+)\uh,’uh7uh) >0 v, € U (4.11)

We need the following auxiliary problems for error analysis: Let g, (u), éh(u) € ‘7}?70 solve the following:

Qp (gh (u)a U/}h) = (f7 ’LUT) + (U, wT) \V/ﬁ}h € ‘7}207 (412)
an (@, o (u) = (y — ya,wr) Y € V2. (4.13)

Lemma 4.3. The following estimate holds,
(w—un, ¢7(u) — &7) = (y — yr, G (W) —y) + |y —y7[*.
Proof. Subtract (4.9) from (4.12) to get
an(in(u) = Gn, @n) = (w —un,wr), Vo, € Vify. (4.14)
Subtract (4.10) from (4.13) to obtain
an(On(u) — on, @) = (y — yr,wr), Yo, € Vi, (4.15)
The choice @y, = (1) — J in (4.15) and @, = op(u) — on in (4.14) and equating them lead to

(u—un, o7 (1) — ¢7) = (¥ — y7, 57 (W) — Y7)
=W—yrgrw) -y +W—yry—yr) =y —yr.grw) —y) + ly — yr|*

This completes the lemma. O
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Lemma 4.4 (L?- 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 (gp,up) is the discrete state and optimal
control satisfies (4.9)-(4.11). Then, it holds

|lu —unll + ly — yull = O(h).

Proof. The choice v = uy, in (4.5) leads to (¢ + Au,up —u) > 0. Use (4.11) to get (¢ + Aup,u — up) >
—(¢7 + Aup,vp —u) Vo, € UM, Add these two results and elementary manipulations lead to Allu — up > <
(o1 — ¢, u —up) + (¢7 + Aup,vp — u) < (¢7 — o7 (u),u —up) + (d7(u) — b, u —wp) + (67 — & + AMun —
u),vp — u) + (¢ + Au, v, — u), where splits are used on the right-hand side in the last step.
Mu = un|® < (y = gr(w),y —yr) = lly — y7 > + (S(w) = b, u — wp) + (b7 — ¢, vn — u)
+ Mup — u,vp —u) + (¢ + Au, v, — u).
The elementary manipulations and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the above-inequality reveal
= wnl? g = 71 S = Gl + 16— Sl + = vl + (B — 6,00 — ) + (&4 Aot 1, ).

Now [|¢ — ¢7(| S ll¢ — 67(u)]| + lly — yr|. Therefore, for all v, € UL,

[u—=unll® + lly = y7lI* < ly = Gr(@)|* + 6 — S W) > + lw = vnll* + (6 + A, vn — ). (4.16)

The choice v, = I%u € U4 in (4.16), where II9 : L?(Q) — Po(75) be the L?-orthogonal projection onto
Py(71). Use the regularity of solution from Lemma 4.2 to obtain
lu—wnl® + lly = y7l* S lly — Gr(@)|* + 16 — 7 (@)|* + lu — Tyl
+ (¢ du— I (6 + ), Mhu —w) S lly — gr(W)* + ¢ — o7 (w)]?
+ | — T + [[(6 + Aw) — TR (¢ + M) ||| TT e — |

The estimates of ||y — g7 (u)|| and ||¢ — ¢7(u)]|| follows from Lemmas 3.4-3.5. From the regularity of solution
from Lemma 4.2, we obtain the second estimate ||u — up|| + ||y — y7|| < h. This completes the lemma. [

Theorem 4.5 (Energy error estimate of state). There holds
by = Gnllin S (Y- (V@ = EF9IF + bV (y = Ery)lIze) > + llu = unl.
TETh

Furthermore, using the regularity of solution from Lemma 4.2, we obtain the following convergence rate
[ 1ny = Ynlli,n = 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 — up|| = O(h) from Lemma 4.4,
and |V(y — Exy)|lr = O(hr), ||V (y — E+y)|lor = O(hr). Hence the second estimate follows. O

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

1Tng — dnllin S (Y- (1V(6 = EF0) 3 + hel|V (6 — E70)13) "/
TeTh

+ lu = unl +lly = gr(w)|.

Furthermore, the reqularity of solution from Lemma 4.2 leads to

170 — bnllrn = 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—uy| = O(h) from Lemma 4.4, and
estimate ||y — g7 (u)|| = O(h) follows from Lemma 3.4, [|[V(y — E+y)|lr = O(hr), |V(y — Exy)llor = O(hr).
Hence the second estimate follows. O

4.2 Scheme WC2 (Variational discretization):

This scheme considers the variational discretization approach. The discrete control problem is as follows:
R 1 2 A2
min (G, w) = 5 llyr — vl + Sl (417)
subject to the PDE,

an(Gn, @n) = (f,wr) + (u,wy) Vi, € V. (4.18)

The control v € U,y.
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 (g, up, (Zh) S 17,33 X Ugq X ‘A/hlar s.t.

an(Gn, @n) = (f,wr) + (up, wy) Van € VY, (4.19)
a/h(’&)\ha (gh) = (ZUT,U)T) - (ydawT) v{l}h S ‘7]3737 (420)
((bT + Aup, v — uh) >0 Y€ Uy. (421)

We need the following auxiliary problems for error analysis: Let g (w), dn(u) € ‘7h1’0 solve the following:

an (G (u), @) = (f,wr) + (u,wr) Vi, € Vi, (4.22)
an(wn, (l;h(u)) = (y —ya,wr) VW, € ‘7;3,0 (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 (Yn,un) is the discrete state and optimal control (4.19)-(4.21). Then, it holds

[u—unll + ly = y7 1l S lly — Gr(@)l + 16 — o7 (w)ll;

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

lu—unll +lly = y7l = O@).
Proof. The choice v = uy, in (4.5) leads to
(¢ + Mu,up, —u) >0 (4.24)

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

(o1 + Aup,u—up) >0 (4.25)

Add (4.24) and (4.25) to get (o7 — ¢ + AMup — u),u — up) > 0. The elementary manipulations lead to

(1 — Py u—up) — AlJu— up||? > 0. Introduce the split to get Allu —up || < (o7 — d7(u), w —up) + (¢ (u) —

dyu—up) < (p7(w) — dyu —up) + (y — y1, 97 (u) — y) — ||y — y7]|?>. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields
lu—unll +lly = y7ll S lly = G ()] + |6 — d7(w)].

This completes the proof of the first part of Lemma. The proof of the second part follows from the estimates
lly — g7 (uw)|| = O(h3) and ||¢ — d7(u)|| = O(h3). Those two estimates can be derived using the ideas from
the proof of Lemmas 3.4-3.5. O

23



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

1Ty = Gnlln S O (V@ = EFIG + hrlV(y — EF)13e) 7 + llu — unll-
TeTh

Further, the regularity of solution from Lemma 4.2 leads to

1n = O(h?).

HIhy - Z//\h
Lemma 4.9 (Energy error estimate of adjoint state). There holds,

1Tn¢ — Snllin < Y- (IV() — EFQ)IF + hrl V(6 — E30)30))? + lu — unll + lly — G (w)]]-
TeTh

Further, the reqularity of solution from Lemma 4.2 leads to

”fhéb — ¢A5h||1,h = O(h?).

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 © = (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 L>-
norm (ly — Rin ) and energy norm ( |Zuy — Gillin or [V (y — Rin)|l).

’ 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(x1,22) = 100exp(z1 + x2), the adjoint state ¢(z1,x2) = exp(x; + x2) sin(mzy) sin(nzs), and the control
u = —@/A. Using these exact solutions, the data functions are specified as f = —Ay — v and yq = y + Ay.
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Figure 5.1: Meshes

For the regularization parameter, we set A = 1072 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(z1,z2) =
20sin(27z ) sin(27w22), the adjoint state ¢(x1,x2) = Sexp(x; + x9) sin(way) sin(mxg), and the control v =
—¢/A. Based on these exact solutions, the data functions are defined as f = —Ay —u and yq = y+ Ay. The
regularization parameter is set to A = 107!, 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 4+ 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(z1,x2) =
sin(27x1 ) sin(2mas), the adjoint state ¢(z1,x2) = exp(z1 + x2) sin(mxy ) sin(7zy), and the control u = —@ /.
Based on these exact solutions, the data functions are defined as f = —Ay — v and yq = y + Ay. The
regularization parameter is set to A = 1072, 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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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 Q. 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(z1,x2) =
sin(27zy) sin(27wzs), the adjoint state ¢(x1,x2) = exp(z1 + x2)sin(mz)sin(mxs), and the control u =
Pu,,(—d/N). Based on these exact solutions, the data functions are defined as f = —Ay—u and y; = y+ Ay.
The regularization parameter is set to A = 1072, 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 U, = —250 and U, = —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 H'-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:

e 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
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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.

e 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:

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

o Cubic Convergence: The second scheme (WC 2) achieves a remarkable cubic convergence for the control
variable, provided sufficient regularity assumptions on the data (f,ug € H*(£2)) 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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