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Abstract. We propose a conforming finite element method to approximate
the strong solution of the second order Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation with
Dirichlet boundary and coefficients satisfying Cordes condition. We show the
convergence of the continuum semismooth Newton method for the fully nonlinear Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation. Applying this linearization for the
equation yields a recursive sequence of linear elliptic boundary value problems in nondivergence form. We deal numerically with such BVPs via the
least-squares gradient recovery of Lakkis and Mousavi [2021]. We provide an
optimal-rate a priori and a posteriori error bounds for the approximation. The
a posteriori error are used to drive an adaptive refinement procedure. We close
with computer experiments on uniform and adaptive meshes to reconcile the
theoretical findings.
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1. Introduction
We develop a Galerkin least-squares numerical method approximating a function u : Ω → R satisfying the following elliptic Dirichlet boundary value problem
(BVP) associated to the Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) partial differential equation (PDE)
(1.1)

sup (Lα u − f α ) = 0 in Ω and u|∂Ω = r,

α∈A

where Ω denotes a bounded convex domain in Rd , d ∈ N (typically d = 2, 3), A is a
compact metric space of controls, r ∈ H3/2 (∂Ω), and for each admissible control α
in the control set A corresponds forcing term f α ∈ L2 (Ω) and the elliptic operator
Lα is defined by a triple of functions (Aα , bα , cα ) : Ω → Rd×d × Rd × R, detailed in
eq. (1.2), as
(1.2)

Lα u := Aα : D2 u + bα · ∇u − cα u

where ∇φ and D2 φ respectively indicate the gradient and Hessian of a function
φ, and M : N := tra (M | N ) defines the Frobenius product for two equally sized
matrices M , N ∈ Rm×n , m, n ∈ N, and if m = n, tra M denotes M ’s trace, i.e.,
the sum of its (possibly repeated) eigenvalues. Excepting special situations, e.g.,
when the control set A is a singleton, equation (1.1) is not linear in u and both its
mathematical and computational analysis must be approached as a fully nonlinear
elliptic equation.
The HJB equation (1.2) was introduced in the context of dynamic programming
developed by Bellman [1957, 2010] for optimal control models. The second order
1
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equation considered here appears in optimal control problems with stochastic processes; we refer to Fleming and Soner [2006] and the references therein as a source
of information on the modeling and analysis.
Fully nonlinear PDEs, including the HJB equations of which a special case is
a reformulation of the Monge–Ampère equation Lions [1984], Krylov [2001], play
an essential role in many fields of natural/social sciences and technology which
motivates the quest for practical numerical methods to approximate such a solution.
The difficulty in finding a classical solution to general fully nonlinear PDEs, or
the outright lack thereof, forces one to turn to solutions in a weak or generalized
sense. While the structure of such PDEs preclude a natural variational formulation,
resulting usually from the integration by parts, the straightforward use of a weak
solution in H1 (Ω) is ruled out. The natural approach to weak solutions was traced
by Crandall and Lions [1983] for first order equations and extended to second order
equations by Lions [1983a,b] via the concept of viscosity solution. This avenue has
led to a significant progress in the theory of fully nonlinear problems in the last
decades of the previous millennium. From a numerical view point, a milestone was
reached with the seminal result of Barles and Souganidis [1991], who proved that
consistency, stability and monotonicity of an approximating scheme ensure convergence of the approximate solution to the exact viscosity solution. The literature
based on the Barles–Souganidis theorem is vast; examples connected to our work
are given by Barles and Jakobsen [2005], Oberman [2006], Debrabant and Jakobsen
[2013], Feng and Jensen [2017].
The finite difference, including semi-Lagrangian or carefully designed wide-stencil
methods are well suited in approximating a viscosity solution, as they preserve the
maximum principle and consistency [Motzkin and Wasow, 1953, Kuo and Trudinger,
1992, Bonnans and Zidani, 2003, Froese and Oberman, 2011]. Also certain Galerkin
methods, e.g., P(1) on meshes that satisfy the maximum principle, will converge to
the viscosity solution [Jensen and Smears, 2013, Nochetto and Zhang, 2018, Salgado and Zhang, 2019]. While besides stability and consistency, monotonicity-based
discretization methods are guaranteed to converge, providing this property for discretizations is not immediately obvious and may preserve only in certain cases.
To relax the monotonicity of discretization, Smears and Süli [2014] considered the
HJB equation under the Cordes condition and proposed and analysed a convergent
finite element approximation, that is not necessarily monotone. In this approach
the underlying PDE is transformed into a second order binonlinear form (i.e., a
bivariate form which is nonlinear in at least one of its arguments) problem and the
discontinuous Galerkin finite element is applied. The provided convergence analysis is based on the strong monotonicity (as a functional, not as discretization) of
the binonlinear form which is viewed as a coercivity generalization for nonlinear
operators. In Gallistl and Süli [2019] a similar convergence argument is used with
the difference that the HJB equation is considered as a variational binonlinear form
problem with a conforming finite element method; the basic analysis tool of this
work is the strong monotonicity of the binonlinear form as well.
In general, there are two main computational strategies to deal with fully nonlinear PDEs including the HJB equation. In the first strategy, a fully nonlinear
problem is discretized and the resulting nonlinear system is approximated by using
a finite-dimensional nonlinear solver; many computational methods to approximate
the solution of HJB equation follow this strategy [Oberman, 2006, Smears and Süli,
2014, Gallistl and Süli, 2019]. In this case if either the discretization is monotone
or (in the functional settings) the binonlinear form is strongly monotone the error
analysis of the method is almost straightforward. Moreover, the strong monotonicity provides the setting of Browder-Minty theorem for showing the well-posedness
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of solution to nonlinear equations. But how to provide a monotone discretization
or even a strongly monotone binonlinear form for a fully nonlinear problem is not
immediately apparent. To our knowledge, all methods that present an approximate
solution and offer a satisfactory convergence analysis to the HJB equation follow
this strategy by imposing one of the monotonicity senses.
In the second strategy, the (continuum) nonlinear PDE is linearized first into an iterative sequence of (continuum) linear PDEs in nondivergence form, and then these
linear PDEs are discretized. By following this strategy, each method that works for
the linear problem in nondivergence form can be adapted to fully nonlinear problems including HJB equation (2.6). This is the main advantage of applying this
strategy rather than the first one. For example, Lakkis and Pryer [2011] derived a
computational method for linear problems in nondivergence form and then [Lakkis
and Pryer, 2013] used the approach to a class of fully nonlinear problems in which
the nonlinearity is algebraic, i.e., it does not require supα operations with infinitely
many αs.
We note that from the computational point of view, the steps of discretization and
linearization commute, i.e., when we apply the same discretization and linearization
techniques in the two strategies, their output is equal.
In this paper, we follow the second strategy of linearizing first and discretizing
then to the HJB problem. Provided a Cordes condition for Lα of (1.2) is satisfied
uniformly with respect to α ∈ A (as detailed in §2) and using convergence from
Lakkis and Mousavi [2021], we avoid having to preserve monotonicity. To reach
our goal, we first establish the Newton differentiability of the HJB operator in the
infinite dimensional space H2 (Ω) to L2 (Ω) in §3, where we extend on Howard’s
algorithm (also known as policy iteration), as described in Bokanowski et al. [2009],
to the infinite dimensional setting. While Smears and Süli [2014] have shown this
concept for the operator on W2s (Ω; T ) to Ll (Ω) with 1 6 l < s 6 ∞ spaces that are
mesh-dependent and include just finite elements spaces (and do not H2 (Ω)). The
classical Newton linearization is thus extended to a possibly HJB operator that is
not necessarily Fréchet differentiable. The extended method is known as the semismooth Newton linearization [Hintermüller, 2010, Ito and Kunisch, 2008] whereby
the solution of the nonlinear HJB equation is realized as the limit of a recursive
sequence of solutions to linear problems in nondivergence form. We complete the
linearization theory by proving the superlinear convergence rate of the recursive
method. The algorithmic form of the resulting recursive method is called Howard’s
algorithm, which, as far as we know, we present as a first in the infinite dimensional
setting for HJB PDEs. The method we propose solves (a discretized counterpart of) PDE (2.6) following Howard’s algorithm (also known as policy iteration),
explained in §3.12. At each iteration, this algorithm updates a space-dependent
A-valued function q, which determines the linear operator Lqn appearing in (3.25);
Howard’s algorithm thus results in a sequence of control-seeking part and nondivergence form PDE solver which is a parametrized linearization procedure. We show
this connection between fully nonlinear and linear problems is nondivergence form
linear operators that are linearization of the fully nonlinear operator including the
HJB. The discretization of the PDE is a least-squares Galerkin to gradient recovery
method, which allows a straightfoward approach in dealing with a linear equation in
nondivergence form. This method can be interpreted as a mixed finite element one
and allows a convenient derivation of a posteriori error estimates and corresponding
adaptive methods [Lakkis and Mousavi, 2021]. The least-squares idea, allows us to
replace any constraint of the solution space, needed for the discrete problem is to be
well posed, by an additional term in the quadratic (least-squares) form. Working in
general space is a big advantage of applying the least-squares idea; because building
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finite element approximations that satisfy exactly conditions such as rotational-free
or vanishing tangential trace can be unpleasant.
The rest of our article is arranged as follows: in §2, we clarify the assumptions
of the problem and the existence theory related to the well-posedness of the strong
solution of the HJB equation. In §3, we state the Newton differentiable operator’s
definition and show this concept for the HJB operator at the continuous level (from
H2 (Ω) to L2 (Ω)) and discuss the semismooth Newton method to linearize the HJB
equation as well. Then we express the linearization procedure algorithmically in
the form of Howard’s algorithm where we face the problem of solving a second order
elliptic equation in nondivergence form. For this in §4 we review the least-squares
Galerkin approach involving gradient recovery proposed in Lakkis and Mousavi
[2021] to solve linear elliptic PDEs in nondivergence form and recall the main error
bounds. In §5, we return to the nonlinear HJB equation and discuss the error
analysis of the approximation, including the associated a priori and a posteriori
error estimates. Owing to the a posteriori error bound we design error indicators
to be used in an adaptive refinement strategy. We then describe algorithms used
during the implementation to approximate the solution of the HJB equation. In §6
we present two numerical tests that reconcile with the theoretical results.
2. Set-up and notation
We now briefly review ellipticty and Cordes conditions in §2.1, refornulate the
HJB-Dirichlet problem (1.1) into a homogeneous Dirichlet problem in §2.2, and
recall that it, and thus the original heterogeneous version (1.1), admits a unique
strong solution under L∞ (Ω; C0 (A)) data assumptions in §2.3–§2.5.
2.1. Assumptions on the data. With reference to the BVP (1.1) we suppose
throughout the paper that the coefficients Aα satisfy the uniform ellipticity condition
(2.1)

C2.1,A, [ I 6 Aα 6 C2.1,A, ] I, a.e. in Ω, for each α ∈ A

for some positive constants C2.1,A, [ and C2.1,A, ] independent of α ∈ A and tensorvalued Aα , vector-valued bα , nonnegative scalar-valued cα satisfy one of the following Cordes conditions, as described by Smears and Süli [2014]:
(a) there exists λ > 0 and ε ∈ (0, 1) such that for α ∈ A,
2

(2.2)

2

1
|Aα | + |bα | /2λ + (cα /λ)2
6
a.e. in Ω.
α
(tra Aα + c /λ)2
d+ε

Where for a tensor/matrix M ∈ Rn×n , |M | signifies its Frobenius norm,
(M : M )1/2 .
(b) if the special case of a homogeneously second-order Lα , i.e., bα = 0 and
cα = 0, take λ = 0 and replace
2

(2.3)

1
|Aα |
a.e. in Ω
α 2 6
(tra A )
d−1+ε
for some ε ∈ (0, 1).

For more details on the Cordes condition see Lakkis and Mousavi [2021, §2.2]. We
take the admissible control (also known as policy) set A to be a compact metric
space with distance dA . The ensuing topology is used in defining spaces C0 (A; X)
with X = R, Rd , or Rd×d . Most often A is in fact subset (e.g., a Lie group or a
subspace) of the matrix algebra Rd×d ; we give examples in §6.1 and §6.2. We denote
by BA
ρ (α) the open ball of center α and radius ρ > 0 in dA .
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2.2. Homogeneous Dirichlet problem reformulation of (1.1). Since r ∈
H3/2 (∂Ω), it admits an extension to r̃ ∈ H2 (Ω) with boundary trace r ( r̃|∂Ω = r)
satisfying
kr̃kH2 (Ω) 6 C2.4 krkH3/2 (∂Ω)

(2.4)

for some C2.4 > 0 depending only on Ω. By setting v = u − r̃, we rewrite (1.1) as
the homogeneous problem of finding v such that
(2.5)

sup (Lα v − f α + Lα r̃) = 0 in Ω and v|∂Ω = 0.

α∈A

Therefore, we consider the homogeneous problem of finding u satisfying
(2.6)

sup (Lα u − f α ) = 0 in Ω and u|∂Ω = 0.

α∈A

We shorten notation by introducing the HJB operator F : H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω) → L2 (Ω)
by
(2.7)

F[v, x] = sup (Lα v(x) − f α (x)) for x ∈ Ω.
α∈A

When the variable x ∈ Ω is muted, we write F[v] for F[v, ·].
2.3. Theorem (existence and uniqueness of a strong solution [Smears
and Süli, 2014]). Suppose that Ω is a bounded convex domain in Rd , A is a
compact metric space under dA , and that A, b, c, f ∈ C0 (Ω × A; X), for X =
Sym (Rd ), Rd , R, R, satisfy (2.1) and (2.2) with λ > 0, or (2.3) with λ = 0 when
b = 0 and c = 0 hold. Then there exists a unique function u ∈ H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω) that
satisfies the HJB equation (2.6) almost everywhere in Ω.
2.4. Remark (strong solution of the nonhomogeneous equation). Since
(2.5) and (1.1) are equivalent, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.3 and for r ∈
H3/2 (∂Ω), there exists a unique strong solution u ∈ H2 (Ω) to nonhomogeneous
HJB equation (1.1).
2.5. Remark (L∞ (Ω) vs C0 (Ω) data). The sufficient requirement on data to be
C0 (Ω) in Theorem 2.3 can be relaxed to be just L∞ (Ω). This allows us to consider
A, b, c in L∞ (Ω; C0 (A; X)) for X = Sym (Rd ), Rd , R respectively, while for X = R
we omit it in the notation. We also assume f ∈ L2 (Ω; C0 (A)).
3. Semismooth Newton method
Due to the nonalgebraic nonlinearity of the HJB equation, applying a linearization methods such as the classical Newton is not trivial even when the operator
F defined in (2.7) has everywhere an invertible derivative: the problem is that
such a derivative cannot be explicity found, while it can be realised by finding the
appropriate α = q(x) for an apporpriate function q : Ω → A. In this section
we describe the semismooth Newton method to linearize the fully nonlinear problem (1.1) that covers nonsmooth nonlinear operators. The basic tool here is the
concept Newton derivative of F, a set-valued operator DF, introduced by Ito and
Kunisch [2008], which we define and discuss the associated elements in §3.2–§3.5.
Whereas Smears and Süli [2014] proved the Newton differentiability of the HJB operator on W2s (Ω; T ) to Ll (Ω) with 1 6 l < s 6 ∞, in Theorem 3.7 we extend this
result to HJB operators on H2 (Ω) to L2 (Ω) and prove the bounded invertibility of
derivatives of F under fairly general assumptions on the coefficients A, b and c. We
then outline in §3.8–3.4 some properties of the DF[v]’s members that will ensure
the superlinear convergence of the semismooth Newton method in §3.10–§3.11. We
close in §3.12 with a linearization known as Howard’s algorithm or policy iteration.
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It turns out that this method is equivalent with the semismooth Newton method
(and usual Newton if F is smooth) which converges to solve (2.6) in the limit.
3.1. Policy and set-valued maps. Introduce the policy map set (also known as
control map set)
Q := {q : Ω → A | q is measurable} ,

(3.1)

and the set-valued state-to-policy operator N : H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω) ⇒ Q by


α
α
(3.2)
N [v] := q ∈ Q q(x) ∈ Argmax (L v(x) − f (x)) for a.e. x ∈ Ω ,
α∈A

where the notation M : X ⇒ Y , we mean that M is a (powerset) 2Y -valued map,
i.e., for every x ∈ X, M (x) is a subset of Y .
3.2. Lemma (state-to-policy operator is well defined and continuous). For
any v ∈ H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω), the maps set N [v] is nonempty. Moreover, if (vj )j∈N be a
sequence such that vj → v in H2 (Ω) and {qj }∞
j=1 be a sequence in which qj ∈ N [vj ],
then
(3.3)

lim

inf dA (qj , q) = 0 a.e. in Ω,

j→∞ q∈N [v]

with reminder that dA is a metric on A.
Proof. To prove that N [v] is nonempty, we refer to Theorem 10 of Smears and
Süli [2014]. For almost every x ∈ Ω, we prove (3.3) by contradiction. Suppose that
there exist a sequence (vj )j∈N convergent to v in H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω), a subsequence
(qj )j∈N , qj ∈ N [vj ] and a real ε̄ > 0 such that
dA (qj (x), q(x)) > ε̄ for all j ∈ N and for all q ∈ N [v].
S
It means that qj (x) ∈ A r
BA
ε̄ (q(x)) where
(3.4)

q∈N [v]

BA
ε̄ (q(x)) := {α ∈ A | dA (α, q(x)) < ε̄} .

(3.5)

BA
ε̄ (q(x)) is compact, there exists a subsequence, which we pass
S
without changing notation, such that qj (x) → α̃ ∈ A r
BA
ε̄ (q(x)). On the
Since A r

S

q∈N [v]

q∈N [v]

other hand, qj ∈ N [vj ] implies that
(3.6)

(Lqj vj − f qj ) (x) > (Lq vj − f q ) (x) ∀ j ∈ N.

Since vj → v in H2 (Ω), again we pass to a subsequence without changing notation such that vj , ∇vj , D2 vj tend to v, ∇v, D2 v respectively pointwise almost
everywhere in Ω. Taking the limit of the above inequality
as j → ∞ shows that
S
α̃ ∈ N [v](x). This is a contradiction with α̃ ∈ A r
BA

ε̄ (q(x)).
q∈N [v]

3.3. Remark (approximating policy sequence selection). Arguing by contradiction we can also show that if the sequence of functions (vj )j∈N ⊂ H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω)
converges to v in H2 (Ω), then for any q ∈ N [v] there exists a sequence of policies
(qj )j∈N such that qj ∈ N [vj ] and qj tends to q almost everywhere in Ω.
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3.4. Proposition (policy-to-coefficient lower semicontinuity). Recall that
A, b, c are in L∞ (Ω; C0 (A; X)) for X = Sym (Rd ), Rd , R respectively. Under the
assumptions of Lemma 3.2, we have
(3.7)

lim

inf (|Aqj − Aq | + |bqj − bq | + |cqj − cq |) = 0 a.e. in Ω.

j→∞ q∈N [v]

Proof. We want to prove that for almost all x ∈ Ω
(3.8)

∀ % > 0 ∃ N ∈ N : ∀j > N inf [|Aqj − Aq | + |bqj − bq | + |cqj − cq |]x < %.
q∈N [v]

Since A, b, c are continuous on A, so for almost all x ∈ Ω we deduce that for any
% > 0 there is some δ > 0 such that
(3.9)
inf dA (qj (x), q(x)) < δ ⇒ inf [|Aqj − Aq | + |bqj − bq | + |cqj − cq |]x < %.
q∈N [v]

q∈N [v]

Relation (3.3) guarantees that for large enough N ∈ N
(3.10)

∀j > N ⇒

inf dA (qj (x), q(x)) < δ.

q∈N [v]

The assertion now follows from (3.9) and (3.10).



3.5. Definition of Newton differentiable operator. Following Ito and Kunisch
[2008], for X and Z Banach spaces and ∅ ( B ⊂ X , a map F : B ⊂ X →
Z is called Newton differentiable at x ∈ B if and only if there exists an open
neighborhood N (x) ⊂ B and set-valued map with nonempty image DF [x] : N (x) ⇒
Lin (X → Z ) such that
1
(3.11)
lim
sup
kF [x + e] − F [x] − DekZ = 0,
kekX →0 kekX D∈DF [x+e]
while Lin (X → Z ) denotes the set of all bounded linear operators from X to
Z . The operator set DF [x] is called the Newton derivative of F at x and any
member of DF [x] is a Newton derivative of F at x. The operator F is called
Newton differentiable on B with Newton derivative DF : B ⇒ Lin (X → Z ) if F
is Newton differentiable at each x ∈ B.
The Newton derivative may not be unique, but when DF [x], the usual (Fréchet)
derivative of F at x, exists we simply have DF [x] = {DF [x]}.
3.6. The Newton derivative of the HJB operator. We now introduce a suitable candidate for the Newton derivative of the operator F in (2.7) at v by

(3.12) DF[v] := Lq := (Aq : D2 + bq · ∇ − cq ) | q ∈ N [v]} ∀v ∈ H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω),
where N [v] is defined by (3.2). The term DF[v] in (3.12) is a Newton derivative
candidate for (2.7). We investigate this issue in Theorem 3.7, where we extend
Smears and Süli [2014, Thm. 13] to cover the case H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω).
3.7. Theorem (Newton differentiability of the HJB operator). Suppose
that Ω is a bounded convex domain, A is a compact metric space, A, b, c are in
L∞ (Ω; C0 (A; X)) for X = Sym (Rd ), Rd , R respectively and f ∈ L2 (Ω; C0 (A)).
Then, the HJB operator F defined by (2.7) is Newton differentiable with Newton
derivative DF, defined by (3.12), on H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω).
Proof. We start by considering 0 < ζ 6 1 and assuming that the HJB operator is
defined from H2 (Ω)∩H10 (Ω) to L2−ζ (Ω) ⊃ L2 (Ω) (F : H2 (Ω)∩H10 (Ω) → L2−ζ (Ω)),
by (2.7). First, we prove the claim for the HJB operator in these spaces,
i.e., we

show that DF : H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω) ⇒ Lin H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω) → L2−ζ (Ω) , defined by
(3.12), is Newton derivative of F with L2−ζ (Ω) codomain.
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Suppose that (ej )j∈N ⊂ H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω) be a sequence with kej kH2 (Ω) → 0. Let
qj ∈ N [v + ej ] and q ∈ N [v]. We have
F[v + ej ] − F[v] − Lqj ej = Lqj v − f qj − F[v] 6 0 a.e. in Ω.

(3.13)

On the other hand, we get
0 6 F[v + ej ] − (Lq (v + ej ) − f q ) = F[v + ej ] − F[v] − Lq ej

(3.14)

= F[v + ej ] − F[v] − Lqj ej + Lqj ej − Lq ej a.e. in Ω.

(3.14) implies the first and (3.13) implies the second inequality of the following
Lq ej − Lqj ej 6 F[v + ej ] − F[v] − Lqj ej 6 0 a.e. in Ω.

(3.15)

By applying absolute value to the both sides, we get
(3.16)

|F[v + ej ] − F[v] − Lqj ej | 6 |Lq ej − Lqj ej |
= (Aqj − Aq ) : D2 ej + (bqj − bα ) · ∇ej − (cqj − cq )ej a.e. in Ω.

There exists C3.17 > 0 depending on the dimension d, such that
(3.17)

|F[v + ej ] − F[v] − Lqj ej |


6 C3.17 (|Aqj − Aq | + |bqj − bq | + |cqj − cq |) D2 ej + |∇ej | + |ej | a.e. in Ω.
Therefore, we have
(3.18)

|F[v + ej ] − F[v] − Lqj ej |


6 C3.17 inf (|Aqj − Aq | + |bqj − bq | + |cqj − cq |) D2 ej + |∇ej | + |ej |
q∈N [v]

a.e. in Ω.
By taking L2−ζ (Ω)-norm of the both sides and then using the generalized Hölder
inequality on the right hand side, we arrive at
(3.19)

kF[v + ej ] − F[v] − Lqj ej kL2−ζ (Ω)

6 C3.17

inf (|Aqj − Aq | + |bqj − bq | + |cqj − cq |)
q∈N [v]

kej kH2 (Ω) .
L2(2−ζ)/ζ (Ω)

After dividing the both sides by kej kH2 (Ω) , we obtain
(3.20)

1
kF[v + ej ] − F[v] − Lqj ej kL2−ζ (Ω)
kej kH2 (Ω)
6 C3.17

inf (|Aqj − Aq | + |bqj − bq | + |cqj − cq |)
q∈N [v]

.
L2(2−ζ)/ζ (Ω)

To show that the right hand side of (3.20) tends to zero, we define Gj : Ω → R by
(3.21)

Gj := inf (|Aqj − Aq | + |bqj − bq | + |cqj − cq |) .
q∈N [v]

Proposition 3.4 implies that Gj → 0 pointwise almost everywhere in Ω. It is
clear that for all j ∈ N, Gj is measurable. On the other hand, compactness of
A and A ∈ L∞ (Ω; C0 (A; Sym (Rd ))), b ∈ L∞ (Ω; C0 (A; Rd )), c ∈ L∞ (Ω; C0 (A))
imply that kGj kL∞ (Ω) is uniformly bounded in j ∈ N. The dominated convergence
theorem guarantees that kGj kL2(2−ζ) (Ω) → 0. Therefore
/ζ

(3.22)

lim

kej kH2 (Ω) →0

1
kF[v + ej ] − F[v] − Lqj ej kL2−ζ (Ω) = 0.
kej kH2 (Ω)
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By taking the limit of the both sides of (3.22) as ζ → 0, we get
1
(3.23)
lim
kF[v + ej ] − F[v] − Lqj ej kL2 (Ω) = 0.
kej kH2 (Ω) →0 kej kH2 (Ω)
The assertion now follows from that (3.23) holds for any qj ∈ N [vj ].



3.8. Remark (relaxing assumptions of Theorem 3.7). We note two points
relating to Theorem 3.7.
• We did not require the ellipticity nor the Cordes condition to show Newton
differentiability of F of (2.7) on the infinite-dimensional space. One may
employ the semismooth Newton method to HJB equations under weaker
conditions.
• It is easy to check that we can also show this concept for the HJB operator
on general space H2 (Ω), which allows more general Dirichlet boundary
conditions and possibly oblique (second) boundary conditions.
3.9. Lemma (bounded invertibility of the Newton derivatives). Under the
assumptions of Theorem 3.7 on Ω, A, b, c and f and assuming that A, b, c satisfy
(2.1) and either (2.2) with λ > 0 or (2.3) with λ = 0 when b = 0, c = 0 we have
that for any v ∈ H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω), the all members Lq ∈ DF[v], which DF[v] is
defined by (3.12), are nonsingular and Lq −1 are bounded.
Proof. For any v ∈ H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω) and q ∈ N [v], thanks to Theorem 2.3 for a
fixed control map α = q(·), we deduce that Lq is nonsingular and also bijective. It
follows from A, b, c ∈ L∞ (Ω; C0 (A; X)) for X = Sym (Rd ), Rd , R respectively that
Lq is bounded. Therefore, Banach’s inverse mapping theorem implies that Lq −1 is
also bounded.

3.10. Theorem (superlinear convergence of the semismooth Newton method).
Suppose that the operator F is Newton differentiable with Newton derivative DF
in an open neighborhood U of u, solution of F [u] = 0. If for any ũ ∈ U , the all
D ∈ DF [ũ] are nonsingular and D−1 are bounded, then the iteration
(3.24)

un+1 = un − Dn−1 F [un ],

Dn ∈ DF [un ]

converges superlinearly to u provided u0 is sufficiently close to u. For a proof see
Ito and Kunisch [2008, Thm. 8.16].
3.11. Corollary (superlinear convergence of the linearized HJB equation).
Let the operator F as (2.7). Lemma 3.9 and Theorem 3.10 imply that by choosing
an initial guess u0 sufficiently close to the exact solution u ∈ H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω) of
(2.6), the solution of recursive problem (3.24) converges superlinearly to u. By
acting Dn = Lqn on the both sides of (3.24), it can be rewritten as
(3.25)

Lqn un+1 = f qn a.e. in Ω.

3.12. Howard’s algorithm. We now present the recursive problem (3.25) algorithmically, known as Howard’s algorithm or policy iteration at the continuous
level. Howard’s algorithm alternately computes the control and the value function
to generate a sequence which converges to the solution of (2.6). The process is
repeated until the convergence criterion is satisfied. This algorithm can be interpreted as a Newton extension to the equation with a nonsmooth operator (2.6).
Howard’s algorithm for (2.6) with initial guess u0 is described as follows.
Compute the control map q0 such that
(3.26)

q0 (x) ∈ Argmax (Lα u0 − f α ) (x) for a.e. x in Ω;
α∈A
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Solve the linear PDE
(3.27)

Lq0 u1 − f q0 = 0 in Ω and u1 |∂Ω = 0;

for n > 1 do
Update the control map qn such that
(3.28)

qn (x) ∈ Argmax (Lα un − f α ) (x) for a.e. x in Ω;
α∈A

Solve the linear PDE
(3.29)

Lqn un+1 − f qn = 0 in Ω and un+1 |∂Ω = 0;

end for
To follow Howard’s algorithm, we need to solve the optimization problem (3.28)
and the linear problem in nondivergence form (3.29) in each iteration. Lemma 3.2
implies that for any un ∈ H2 (Ω)∩H10 (Ω), N [un ] is nonempty, so the existence of the
solution to (3.28) in each iteration is ensured. Having guaranteed that Howard’s
algorithm can proceed, we also need the existence of the solution to (3.29) in each
iteration. Hence for each n ∈ N,
Aqn , bqn , cqn satisfy the Cordes condition
either (2.2) or (2.3), Theorem 2.3 ensures well-posedness of the strong solution
un ∈ H2 (Ω) ∩ H10 (Ω) to (3.29) for fixed α = qn (·). Indeed, the strong solution u is
a fixed-point iteration of the algorithm.
Remark (2.4) and Newton differentiability of the HJB operator on H2 (Ω), which
is pointed in Remark 3.8, imply that we can develop Howard’s algorithm to the
nonhomogeneous HJB equation (1.1) directly. In this case, we need to replace
boundary condition u1 , un+1 |∂Ω = r in (3.27) and (3.29) .
4. A least-squares Galerkin gradient recovery for linear
nondivergence form elliptic PDEs
We review here the least-squares Galerkin gradient recovery method for linear
equations in nondivergence form as proposed by Lakkis and Mousavi [2021] and
improve it for applying to solve (3.27) and (3.29) in the context of Howard’s algorithm. Our improvement consists in imposing a tangential trace constraint on
the cost functional instead of the function space which relies on a generalized Maxwell’s inequality presented in Lemma 4.3 which extends its analogue in Lakkis and
Mousavi [2021]. This allows us to derive a Miranda–Talenti type estimate in Theorem 4.6 which is key to proving in Theorem 4.7 that the problem is well-posed via
a Lax–Milgram argument. This lays the ground for a finite element discretization
in Section 4.10 for which we derive a priori error estimates in Theorem 4.12 and a
posteriori estimates in Theorem 4.14.
4.1. Least-squares Galerkin for linear nondivergence form PDE. Consider
the second order elliptic linear equation in nondivergence form
(4.1)

Lu := A : D2 u + b · ∇u − cu = f in Ω and u|∂Ω = r

where A, b, c ∈ L∞ (Ω; X) for X = Sym (Rd ), Rd , R>0 respectively satisfy uniformly
ellipticity condition (2.1) and Cordes condition either (2.2) with λ > 0 or (2.3) with
λ = 0 when b = 0, c = 0 and f ∈ L2 (Ω), r ∈ H3/2 (∂Ω).
Well-posedness of the strong solution to (4.1) is achieved via Theorem 2.3, Remark 2.4 and Remark 2.5. But dealing with such sizeable regular function space
(H2 (Ω)) leads to complicated computations that are unpleasant. Because of that,
we purpose to consider an alternative equivalent problem in which its solution lies
in a weaker space. In this regard, we start by introducing some notations.
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We denote the outer normal to Ω by nΩ (x) for almost all x on ∂Ω. Tangential
trace of ψ ∈ H1 (Ω; Rd ) is defined by
tΩ ψ := (I − nΩ nΩ ·) ψ|∂Ω .

(4.2)

We inset the function space

W := ψ ∈ H1 (Ω; Rd ) | tΩ ψ = 0} ,

(4.3)


equipped with the H1 -norm and consider the following norm for H1 (Ω)×H1 Ω; Rd ,
(4.4)

2
2
2
k(ϕ, ψ)kH1 (Ω) := kϕkH1 (Ω) + kψkH1 (Ω) for each (ϕ, ψ) ∈ H1 (Ω) × H1 Ω; Rd .
We denote L2 (Ω)/ L2 (∂Ω) inner product of two scalar/vector/tensor-valued functions by
Z
Z
(4.5)
hϕ, ψi :=
ϕ(x) ? ψ(x) dx,
hϕ, ψi∂Ω :=
ϕ(x) ? ψ(x) dS(x)
Ω

∂Ω

where ? stands for one of the arithmetic, Euclidean-scalar, or Frobenius inner
product in R, Rd , or Rd×d respectively. a∧b, a∨b respectively indicate the minimum
and maximum of two values a, b.
By considering 0 6 θ 6 1, we define the linear operator

Mθ : H1 (Ω) × H1 Ω; Rd → L2 (Ω)
(4.6)
(ϕ, ψ) 7→ A : Dψ + b · (θψ + (1 − θ)∇ϕ) − cϕ =: Mθ (ϕ, ψ).
In the first step, we assume that the boundary condition is zero, i.e., u|∂Ω = 0. In
this regard, we introduce the following quadratic functional on H10 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd )
(4.7)
2
2
2
2
Eθ (ϕ, ψ) := k∇ϕ − ψkL2 (Ω) + k∇×ψkL2 (Ω) + ktΩ ψkL2 (∂Ω) + kMθ (ϕ, ψ) − f kL2 (Ω)
where ∇×ψ indicates curl of ψ. We then deal with the convex minimization problem
of finding a unique pair of the form
(4.8)

(u, g) =

argmin

Eθ (ϕ, ψ).

(ϕ,ψ)∈H10 (Ω)×H1 (Ω;Rd )

The point is that the problem of finding the strong solution u to (4.1) with u|∂Ω = 0
and solving the minimization problem (4.8) are equivalent and g = ∇u holds as
a consequence of (4.8). In the rest of the paper, g will be synonymous with ∇u.
The Euler–Lagrange equation of the minimization problem (4.8) includes in finding
(u, g) ∈ H10 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) such that
(4.9)

h∇u − g, ∇ϕ − ψi + h∇×g, ∇×ψi + htΩ g, tΩ ψi∂Ω

+ hMθ (u, g), Mθ (ϕ, ψ)i = hf, Mθ (ϕ, ψ)i for each (ϕ, ψ) ∈ H10 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ).
Consistent with (4.9), we define the symmetric bilinear form
2
aθ : H10 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) → R
by
(4.10) aθ (ϕ, ψ; ϕ0 , ψ 0 ) := ∇ϕ − ψ, ∇ϕ0 − ψ 0 + ∇×ψ, ∇×ψ 0
+ tΩ ψ, tΩ ψ 0

∂Ω

+ Mθ (ϕ, ψ), Mθ (ϕ0 , ψ 0 ) .

In order to prove that (4.9) is well posed, via the Lax–Milgram theorem, it is enough
to show that the bilinear form aθ is coercive and continuous. We investigate this
issue through the following results.
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4.2. Lemma (Maxwell’s inequality). For a convex Ω, every function ψ ∈ H1 (Ω; Rd )
satisfies
(4.11)

2

2

2

kDψkL2 (Ω) 6 k∇· ψkL2 (Ω) + k∇×ψkL2 (Ω)
+ 2 htΩ ψ, D[ψ · nΩ ] − ∂nΩ (ψ · nΩ ) nΩ i∂Ω .

See Costabel and Dauge [1999, Lem. 2.2 & Rem. 2.4] for more details. The bound
(4.11) for ψ ∈ W known as Maxwell’s inequality, which is
2

2

2

kDψkL2 (Ω) 6 k∇· ψkL2 (Ω) + k∇×ψkL2 (Ω) .

(4.12)

4.3. Lemma (generalized Maxwell’s inequality). Let Ω be a convex domain.
There exists C4.13 > 0 such that for any ψ ∈ H1 (Ω; Rd ),


2
2
2
2
(4.13)
kDψkL2 (Ω) 6 C4.13 k∇· ψkL2 (Ω) + k∇×ψkL2 (Ω) + ktΩ ψkL2 (∂Ω) .
Proof. We argue by contradiction. Suppose inequality (4.13) fails, then for any
n ∈ N there is ψ n ∈ H1 (Ω; Rd ) such that
(4.14)

2

2

2

k∇· ψ n kL2 (Ω) + k∇×ψ n kL2 (Ω) + ktΩ ψ n kL2 (∂Ω) <

1
2
kDψ n kL2 (Ω) .
n

Without loss of generality, assume kDψ n kL2 (Ω) = 1 for all n ∈ N. Then (4.14)
implies that k∇· ψ n kL2 (Ω) , k∇×ψ n kL2 (Ω) and ktΩ ψ n kL2 (∂Ω) all converge to zero
as n → ∞. for all n ∈ N On the other hand, from (4.11) and by applying CauchySchwarz inequality, for all n ∈ N we have
(4.15)

2

2

2

kDψ n kL2 (Ω) 6 k∇· ψ n kL2 (Ω) + k∇×ψ n kL2 (Ω)
2

+ 2 htΩ ψ n , D(ψ n · nΩ ) − ∂nΩ (ψ n · nΩ ) nΩ i∂Ω 6 k∇· ψ n kL2 (Ω)
2

+ k∇×ψ n kL2 (Ω) + 2 ktΩ ψ n kL2 (∂Ω) kD[ψ n · nΩ ] − ∂nΩ (ψ n · nΩ ) nΩ kL2 (∂Ω) .
By taking the limit of the both sides of the above inequality, when n → ∞, we get
(4.16)

2

1 = lim kDψ n kL2 (Ω) 6 lim
n→∞

n→∞



2

2

k∇· ψ n kL2 (Ω) + k∇×ψ n kL2 (Ω)

+ 2 ktΩ ψ n kL2 (∂Ω) kD(ψ n · nΩ ) − ∂nΩ [ψ n · nΩ ] nΩ kL2 (∂Ω)



= 0,

which it is a contradiction.



4.4. Remark (extending Lakkis and Mousavi [2021]). Using the generalized
Maxwell inequality (4.13) instead of its special case (4.12) in the proof arguments
of Lemma 3.2, Theorem 3.6 and Theorem 3.7 of Lakkis and Mousavi [2021] yields
the following lemma and theorems.
4.5. Lemma (a Miranda-Talenti estimate). Let A satisfies the Cordes condition with λ = 0 (2.3), then there exists C4.17 > 0 such that for any ψ ∈ H1 (Ω; Rd ),
(4.17)

2

2

2

2

k∇×ψkL2 (Ω) + ktΩ ψkL2 (∂Ω) + kA : DψkL2 (Ω) > C4.17 kDψkL2 (Ω) .
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4.6. Theorem (a modified Miranda-Talenti-estimate). Let Ω be a bounded,
1
open convex subset of Rd , 0 < ρ <
and 0 6 θ 6 1. Then for any
C4.17 ∨ 1
(ϕ, ψ) ∈ H10 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ), we have


1
2
2
2
ρ
− /2 |(ϕ, ψ)|λ,θ 6 k∇×ψkL2 (Ω) + ktΩ ψkL2 (∂Ω)
(4.18)
C4.17 ∨ 1

2
2
+ kDλ (ϕ, ψ)kL2 (Ω) + θ2 + (1 − θ)2 λ/ρ k∇ϕ − ψkL2 (Ω) ,
2

2

2

2

where |(ϕ, ψ)|λ,θ := kDψkL2 (Ω) + 2λ kθψ + (1 − θ)∇ϕkL2 (Ω) + λ2 kϕkL2 (Ω) and
Dλ (ϕ, ψ) := ∇· ψ − λϕ.
4.7. Theorem (coercivity and continuity of aθ ). Let Ω ⊂ Rd be a bounded
convex open domain and the coefficients A, b, c satisfy (2.1) and either (2.2) with
λ > 0 or (2.3) with λ = 0 when b = 0, c = 0 holds. Then aθ is coercive and
continuous, i.e., there exist C4.19 , C5.12 > 0 such that for any (ϕ, ψ), (ϕ0 , ψ 0 ) ∈
H10 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd )
2

2

(4.19) aθ (ϕ, ψ; ϕ, ψ) := k∇ϕ − ψkL2 (Ω) + k∇×ψkL2 (Ω)
2

2

2

+ ktΩ ψkL2 (∂Ω) + kMθ (ϕ, ψ)kL2 (Ω) > C4.19 k(ϕ, ψ)kH1 (Ω) ,

(4.20)

aθ (ϕ, ψ; ϕ0 , ψ 0 ) 6 C5.12 k(ϕ, ψ)kH1 (Ω) (ϕ0 , ψ 0 )

H1 (Ω)

.

Proof. By using Lemma 4.5 and Theorem 4.6, the proof of coercivity is similar
to the argument proof of Theorem 3.7 of Lakkis and Mousavi [2021] and for the
continuity, we refer to section 3.9 of Lakkis and Mousavi [2021].

4.8. An equivalent problem to the equation with nonzero boundary. If
the boundary condition of (4.1) is nonhomogeneous, i.e., u|∂Ω = r 6= 0 for some
r ∈ H3/2 (∂Ω), the functional Eθ is replaced by the extended functional E˜θ as
E˜θ : H1 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) → R
(4.21)

2
2
2
E˜θ (ϕ, ψ) := k∇ϕ − ψkL2 (Ω) + k∇×ψkL2 (Ω) + kMθ (ϕ, ψ) − f kL2 (Ω)
2

2

+ kϕ − rkL2 (∂Ω) + ktΩ (ψ − ∇r)kL2 (∂Ω)
and we then consider the Euler–Lagrange equation of the minimization problem
(4.22)

(u, g) =

E˜θ (ϕ, ψ).

argmin
(ϕ,ψ)∈H1 (Ω)×H1 (Ω;Rd )

Indeed, we find (u, g) ∈ H1 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) such that,
(4.23)

h∇u − g, ∇ϕ − ψi + h∇×g, ∇×ψi + hMθ (u, g), Mθ (ϕ, ψ)i + hu, ϕi∂Ω
+ htΩ g, tΩ ψi∂Ω = hf, Mθ (ϕ, ψ)i + hr, ϕi∂Ω + htΩ ∇r, tΩ ψi∂Ω
for each (ϕ, ψ) ∈ H1 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ).

The well-posedness of the resulting problem can be shown by a similar argument
to the proof of Theorem 4.7. Correspondingly, we define the bilinear form
2

(4.24)

ãθ : H1 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) → R
ãθ (ϕ, ψ; ϕ0 , ψ 0 ) := aθ (ϕ, ψ; ϕ0 , ψ 0 ) + hϕ, ϕ0 i∂Ω .
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4.9. Theorem (coercivity and continuity of ãθ ). Under the assumption of
Lemma 4.7, there exist C4.25 , C4.26 > 0 such that for any (ϕ, ψ), (ϕ0 , ψ 0 ) ∈ H1 (Ω) ×
H1 (Ω; Rd )
(4.25)

(4.26)

2

ãθ (ϕ, ψ; ϕ, ψ) > C4.25 k(ϕ, ψ)kH1 (Ω)
ãθ (ϕ, ψ; ϕ0 , ψ 0 ) 6 C4.26 k(ϕ, ψ)kH1 (Ω) (ϕ0 , ψ 0 )

H1 (Ω)

Proof. By using Poincaré’s inequality: there exists C4.27 > 0 such that for any
(ϕ, ψ) ∈ H1 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) we have
2

(4.27)

2

2

k∇ϕkL2 (Ω) + kϕkL2 (∂Ω) > C4.27 kϕkH1 (Ω) ,
2

2

2

kDψkL2 (Ω) + ktΩ ψkL2 (∂Ω) > C4.27 kψkH1 (Ω) ,

the argument is similar to what is stated in the proof of Theorem 4.7.



4.10. Galerkin finite element discretization. Consider T, a collection of shaperegular conforming simplicial parititions (also known as triangulations) of Ω into
simplices. Given T ∈ T, for each K ∈ T , let hK := diam K and write h := max hK .
K∈T
S
Having a curved boundary ∂Ω prevents
K of coinciding with Ω. Thus, it is
K∈T

needed to approximate pieces of ∂Ω by line-segments or simple curves, leading
to simplices containing curved sides and isoparametric elements. Consider the
following Galerkin finite element spaces
(4.28)
U := P(k) (T ) ∩ H10 (Ω),

Ũ := P(k) (T ) ∩ H1 (Ω),


G := P(k) T ; Rd ∩ H1 (Ω; Rd ).

By applying these Galerkin finite element spaces, the discrete problem corresponding to zero boundary condition finds (uU , gG ) ∈ U × G such that
(4.29)

aθ (uU , gG ; ϕ, ψ) = hf, Mθ (ϕ, ψ)i for each (ϕ, ψ) ∈ U × G

and the discrete problem corresponding to nonzero boundary condition finds (uŨ , gG ) ∈
Ũ × G such that
(4.30)
ãθ (uŨ , gG ; ϕ, ψ) = hf, Mθ (ϕ, ψ)i+hr, ϕi∂Ω +htΩ ∇r, tΩ ψi∂Ω for each (ϕ, ψ) ∈ Ũ×G.
Since coercivity is inherited by subspaces, Theorem 4.7 and Theorem 4.9 imply
that both discrete problems (4.29) and (4.30) are well-posed. The solutions of both
discrete problems satisfy the following error estimate theorems.
4.11. Theorem (a priori error estimate for linear equation in nondivergence form). Let T be in a collection T of shape-regular conforming simplicial
meshes on the polyhedral domain Ω ⊆ Rd . Moreover assume that the strong solution u of (4.1) with u|∂Ω = 0 satisfies u ∈ Hρ+2 (Ω), for some real ρ > 0. Let
(uU , gG ) ∈ U × G be the finite element approximation of (4.29). Then for some
C4.31 > 0, independent of u and h we have
(4.31)

k(u, ∇u) − (uU , gG )kH1 (Ω) 6 C4.31 hk∧ρ kukHρ+2 (Ω) .

Proof. We refer to Theorem 4.6 of Lakkis and Mousavi [2021].

With a same argument of the proof, we can also show the a priori error bound of
the discrete problem corresponding to nonzero boundary as the following theorem.
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4.12. Theorem (a priori error estimate for linear equation in nondivergence form with nonzero boundary). Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 4.11 on the domain and simplicial meshes are hold. Assume that the strong
solution u of (4.1) with u|∂Ω = r 6= 0 for some r ∈ H3/2 (∂Ω) satisfies u ∈ Hρ+2 (Ω),
for some real ρ > 0. Let (uŨ , gG ) ∈ Ũ × G be the finite element approximation of
(4.30). Then for some C4.32 > 0, independent of u and h we have
k(u, ∇u) − (uŨ , gG )kH1 (Ω) 6 C4.32 hk∧ρ kukHρ+2 (Ω) .

(4.32)

4.13. Remark (domain with curved boundary). If Ω includes a curved boundary, the isoparametric finite element is used. Smooth or piecewise smooth boundary(∂Ω)
ensures that the error bound of using isoparametric finite element similar to that
of Theorem 4.11 and Theorem 4.12 is established Ciarlet [1978].
4.14. Theorem (a posteriori error-residual estimate for linear equation in
nondivergence form). Let u be the strong solution of (4.1).
(a) For zero boundary condition, let (uU , gG ) be the unique solution of (4.29).
(i) The following a posteriori residual upper bounds holds
2

−1
k(u, ∇u) − (uU , gG )kH1 (Ω) 6 C4.19
Eθ (uU , g G ).

(4.33)

(ii) For any open subdomain ω ⊆ Ω we have
2

2

2

2

k∇uU − gG kL2 (ω) + k∇×gG kL2 (ω) + kMθ (uU , gG ) − f kL2 (ω) + ktΩ gG kL2 (∂ω∩∂Ω)
2

6 C5.12,ω k(u, ∇u) − (uU , gG )kH1 (ω) ,
where C5.12,ω is the continuity constant of aθ on H10 (ω) × H1 (ω; Rd ).
(b) For nonzero boundary condition, let (uŨ , gG ) be the unique solution of
(4.30).
(i) The following a posteriori residual upper bounds holds
2

−1 ˜
k(u, ∇u) − (uŨ , gG )kH1 (Ω) 6 C4.25
Eθ (uŨ , gG ).

(4.34)

(ii) For any open subdomain ω ⊆ Ω we have
2

2

2

2

k∇uŨ − gG kL2 (ω) + k∇×gG kL2 (ω) + kMθ (uŨ , gG ) − f kL2 (ω) + kuŨ − rkL2 (∂ω∩∂Ω)
2

2

+ ktΩ (gG − ∇r)kL2 (∂ω∩∂Ω) 6 C4.26,ω k(u, ∇u) − (uŨ , gG )kH1 (ω) ,
where C4.26,ω is the continuity constant of ãθ on H1 (ω) × H1 (ω; Rd ).
Proof. We refer to Theorem 4.3 of Lakkis and Mousavi [2021].

5. Discretization
In this section, we turn to the practical approximation of Howard’s algorithm
clarified in §3.12 by using the method of §4 to solve each iteration of problem (3.29).
We discuss the resulting approximation error as well. To reach this goal, we use the
point that in approximating the solution of nonlinear problems, the steps of linearization and discretization commute. Hence, we apply the least-squares idea directly
on HJB problem (2.6) and derive a corresponding mixed formulation. Hereupon, we
present an a priori (Theorem 5.7) and an a posteriori (Theorem 5.8) error analysis
of the approximation. In the spirit of the a posteriori error estimator, we specify
the error indicators in an adaptive mesh refinement algorithm. Afterwards, an approximation of the control problem is explained and finally, we close the section by
offering Howard’s and adaptive algorithms used in the implementation.
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5.1. Error analysis. Let the simplicial mesh T and the Galerkin finite element
spaces U, Ũ, G be as introduced in §4.10. For any fixed θ ∈ [0, 1] and control map
q ∈ Q we associate a linear operator Mqθ acting on (ϕ, ψ) ∈ H1 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) as
follows
(5.1)

Mqθ (ϕ, ψ) := Aq : Dψ + bq · (θψ + (1 − θ)∇ϕ) − cq ϕ.

Furthermore, define the set-valued operator Ñ : H1 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) ⇒ Q by


α
(ϕ,
ψ)
−
f
]
,
for
a.e.
x
in
Ω
.
(5.2) Ñ (ϕ, ψ) := q ∈ Q q(x) ∈ Argmax [Mα
θ
x
α∈A

In order to analyze the discretization error of HJB problem, we do based on the
fact mentioned in the introduction that in dealing with nonlinear equation the
steps of linearization and discretization are commutative. So recall the recursive
problem (3.25) and consider the limit behavior of both the exact solution and
the approximation of the recursive problem. Suppose that (uUn , gG n ) is the leastsquares Galerkin with gradient recovery finite element approximation of (3.25) at
step n approximated by setting qn−1 ∈ Ñ (uUn−1 , gG n−1 ). Indeed, (uUn , gG n ) is the
q
solution of (4.29) for Mθ = Mθn−1 and f = f qn−1 . Let
(5.3)

(uU , gG ) = lim (uUn , gG n ).
n→∞

To report out some error bounds for the discrete solution, we need to consider
an equivalent problem to (2.6) which (u, ∇u) and (uU , g G ) be its solution and
approximation respectively. Corresponding to the approach used to deal with linear
equation at each iteration, determining such binonlinear form of equation is straight
forward.
5.2. Mixed formulation of HJB problem. To introduce the mixed formulation
corresponding to HJB problem (2.6), we define the mixed HJB operator as following

(5.4)

F̂ : H1 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) → L2 (Ω)
F̂(ϕ, ψ) := Mqθ (ϕ, ψ) − f q such that q ∈ Ñ (ϕ, ψ).

Through adapting the proof of Theorem 3.7 to operator F̂, we argue that for any
(ϕ, ψ) ∈ H10 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd )
n
o
(5.5) DF̂[(ϕ, ψ)] := Mqθ := Aq : D +bq · (θ + (1 − θ)∇ ) − cq q ∈ Ñ (ϕ, ψ)
is the Newton derivative of F̂ at (ϕ, ψ).
Based on the least-squares idea applied for the linearized problem, we introduce
the following quadratic functional
(5.6)
Eˆθ : H10 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) → R
2
2
2
2
Eˆθ (ϕ, ψ) := k∇ϕ − ψkL2 (Ω) + k∇×ψkL2 (Ω) + ktΩ (ψ)kL2 (∂Ω) + kMqθ (ϕ, ψ) − f q kL2 (Ω)

in which q ∈ Ñ (ϕ, ψ). We then consider the minimization problem of finding
(u, g) ∈ H10 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) such that
(5.7)

(u, g) =

argmin

Eˆθ (ϕ, ψ).

(ϕ,ψ)∈H10 (Ω)×H1 (Ω;Rd )

Obviously, g = ∇u and u is the unique strong solution of (2.6). By applying
Newton derivative (5.5), the Euler-Lagrange equation of the minimization problem
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(5.7) finds (u, g) ∈ H10 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ) such that
(5.8)

h∇u − g, ∇ϕ − ψi + h∇×g, ∇×ψi + htΩ g, tΩ ψi∂Ω
+ hMqθ (u, g) − f q , Mqθ (ϕ, ψ)i = 0,
for q ∈ Ñ (u, g) and each (ϕ, ψ) ∈ H10 (Ω) × H1 (Ω; Rd ).

Respectively, the discrete problem finds (uU , gG ) ∈ U × G such that
(5.9)

h∇uU − gG , ∇ϕ − ψi + h∇×gG , ∇×ψi + htΩ gG , tΩ ψi∂Ω
+ hMqθ (uU , gG ) − f q , Mqθ (ϕ, ψ)i = 0,
for q ∈ Ñ (uU , gG ) and each (ϕ, ψ) ∈ U × G.

As we expect, the semismooth Newton linearization of (5.9) results a recursive
bilinear form equation of the form (4.29). So the solution of (5.9) coincides with
(5.3) and for this reason, we indicate them with the same notation.
5.3. Supremum property. We recall that for real numbers {xα }α , {y α }α , we
have
(5.10)

sup xα − sup y α 6 sup |xα − y α | .
α

α

α

This property is used to show the following claims.
5.4. Lemma (weak monotonicity and Lipschitz continuity). Let Ω be a convex domain. There exist C5.11 , C5.12 > 0 such that every (ϕ, ψ), (ϕ0 , ψ 0 ), (ϕ00 , ψ 00 ), (ϕ000 , ψ 000 ) ∈
H10 (Ω)×H1 (Ω; Rd ) and q ∈ Ñ (ϕ, ψ), q 0 ∈ Ñ (ϕ0 , ψ 0 ), q 00 ∈ Ñ (ϕ00 , ψ 00 ), q 000 ∈ Ñ (ϕ000 , ψ 000 )
satisfy
(5.11)
2

2

2

∇(ϕ − ϕ0 ) − (ψ − ψ 0 ) L2 (Ω) + ∇×(ψ − ψ 0 ) L2 (Ω) + tΩ (ψ − ψ 0 ) L2 (∂Ω)

 2
0
0
2
> C5.11 (ϕ, ψ) − (ϕ0 , ψ 0 ) H1 (Ω) .
+ (Mqθ (ϕ, ψ) − f q ) − Mqθ (ϕ0 , ψ 0 ) − f q
L2 (Ω)

(5.12)

∇(ϕ − ϕ0 ) − (ψ − ψ 0 ), ∇(ϕ00 − ϕ000 ) − (ψ 00 − ψ 000 )

+ ∇×(ψ − ψ 0 ), ∇×(ψ 00 − ψ 000 ) + tΩ (ψ − ψ 0 ), tΩ (ψ 00 − ψ 000 ) ∂Ω
D

 
 
E
0
00
000
0
00
000
+ (Mqθ (ϕ, ψ) − f q ) − Mqθ (ϕ0 , ψ 0 ) − f q , Mqθ (ϕ00 , ψ 00 ) − f q − Mqθ (ϕ000 , ψ 000 ) − f q



6 C5.12 (ϕ, ψ) − ϕ0 , ψ 0 H1 (Ω) ϕ00 , ψ 00 − ϕ000 , ψ 000 H1 (Ω) .
Proof. By tracking what is saying in the proof of Theorem 4.7 and using (5.10),
the inequalities are achieved.

5.5. Remark (non strong monotonicity). We point out that (5.11) is different
with the strong monotonicity of the binonlinear form of equation (5.8) and one can
check that the corresponding binonlinear is not strongly monotone.
5.6. Theorem (quasi-optimality). Let (uU , gG ) be the solution of the discrete
problem (5.9). It satisfies the error bound
(5.13)

k(u, ∇u) − (uU , gG )kH1 (Ω) 6

C5.12
C5.11

inf
(ϕ,ψ)∈U×G

k(u, ∇u) − (ϕ, ψ)kH1 (Ω) .
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Proof. Consider any arbitrary (ϕ, ψ) ∈ U×G. Since for q ∈ Ñ (u, ∇u), Mqθ (u, ∇u)−
f q = 0, Lemma 5.4 and (5.9) imply that for q 0 ∈ Ñ (uU , gG ) we have
2

(5.14) C5.11 k(u, ∇u) − (uU , gG )kH1 (Ω)
2

2

2

6 k∇uU − gG kL2 (Ω) +k∇×gG kL2 (Ω) +ktΩ gG kL2 (∂Ω) +



0

Mqθ (uU , gG ) − f q

0



2
L2 (Ω)

= h∇uU − gG , ∇ϕ − ψi + h∇×gG , ∇×ψi + htΩ gG , tΩ ψi∂Ω
D
E
0
0
0
0
+ Mqθ (uU , gG ) − f q , Mqθ (ϕ, ψ) − f q
= h∇ (u − uU ) − (∇u − gG ) , ∇(u − ϕ) − (∇u − ψ)i+h∇×(∇u − gG ) , ∇×(∇u − ψ)i
+ htΩ (∇u − gG ) , tΩ (∇u − ψ)i∂Ω


E
0
0
0
0
+ Mqθ (u, ∇u) − f q − Mqθ (uU , gG ) − f q , Mqθ (u, ∇u) − f q − Mqθ (ϕ, ψ) − f q
D



6 C5.12 k(u, ∇u) − (uU , gG )kH1 (Ω) k(u, ∇u) − (ϕ, ψ)kH1 (Ω)

5.7. Proposition (a priori error estimate for HJB equation). Suppose that
the strong solution u of (2.6) satisfies u ∈ Hρ+2 (Ω), for some real ρ > 0. Then for
some C5.15 > 0, independent of u and h we have
(5.15)

k(u, ∇u) − (uU , gG )kH1 (Ω) 6 C5.15 hk∧ρ kukHρ+2 (Ω) .

Proof. (5.13) and the error bound of the interpolation [Brenner and Scott, 2008,
Th.4.4.20] demonstrate the claim.

5.8. Proposition (error-residual a posteriori estimates for HJB equation).
Let (uU , gG ) be as considered in (5.3) and q ∈ Ñ (uU , gG ).
(i) The following a posteriori residual upper bound holds

2
2
2
−1
(5.16) k(u, ∇u) − (uU , gG )kH1 (Ω) 6 C5.11
k∇uU − gG kL2 (Ω) + k∇×gG kL2 (Ω)

2
2
+ ktΩ gG kL2 (∂Ω) + kMqθ (uU , gG ) − f q kL2 (Ω) .
(i) For any open subdomain ω ⊆ Ω the following a posteriori residual lower
bound holds
(5.17)

2

2

2

k∇uU − gG kL2 (ω) + k∇×gG kL2 (ω) + ktΩ gG kL2 (∂ω∩∂Ω)
2

2

+ kMqθ (uU , gG ) − f q kL2 (ω) 6 C5.12,ω k(u, ∇u) − (uU , gG )kH1 (ω) ,
where C5.12,ω is the constant of (5.12) for subdomain ω ⊆ Ω.
Proof. (5.11) and the fact that for q ∈ Ñ (u, ∇u), Mqθ (u, ∇u) − f q = 0 imply
(5.16).
One can easily check that (5.12) holds for any subdomain ω ⊆ Ω as well, which
implies (5.17).

Lemma 5.4 and consequently propositions 5.7 and 5.8 can be easily adapted to the
problem with non-zero boundary, r 6= 0. As we see in propositions 5.7, 5.8, the
error bounds of discretization for nonlinear problem are similar to the error bounds
of discretization in linear case which have reported in theorems 4.11–4.14. We use
the a posteriori residual error bounds of Proposition 5.8 as an error indicator in the
adaptive scheme.
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5.9. Implementation and error indicators. Practically, corresponding to the
problem with zero boundary, at each step of the recursive problem, for fixed control
map q, we find (uU , gG ) ∈ U × G such that
(5.18)

h∇uU − gG , ∇ϕ − ψi + h∇×gG , ∇×ψi + hMqθ (uU , gG ), Mqθ (ϕ, ψ)i
+ htΩ gG , tΩ ψi∂Ω = hf q , Mqθ (ϕ, ψ)i for each (ϕ, ψ) ∈ U × G,

and corresponding to the problem with nonzero boundary (r 6= 0), due to (4.30),
we find (uŨ , gG ) ∈ Ũ × G such that
(5.19)

h∇uŨ − gG , ∇ϕ − ψi + h∇×gG , ∇×ψi + hMqθ (uŨ , gG ), Mqθ (ϕ, ψ)i
+ huŨ , ϕi∂Ω + htΩ gG , tΩ ψi∂Ω = hr, ϕi∂Ω
+ htΩ ∇r, tΩ ψi∂Ω + hf q , Mqθ (ϕ, ψ)i for each (ϕ, ψ) ∈ Ũ × G.

Accordingly, for each K ∈ T , we consider the local error indicator by
(5.20)

2
2

k∇uU − gG kL2 (K ) + k∇×gG kL2 (K )



2
q

q 2

 + kMθ (uU , gG ) − f kL2 (K ) + ktΩ gG kL2 (∂K ∩∂Ω)
η 2 (K ) :=

2
2
q
q 2


k∇uŨ − gG kL2 (K ) + k∇×gG kL2 (K ) + kMθ (uŨ , gG ) − f kL2 (K )


2
 + ku − rk2
+ kt (g − ∇r)k
Ũ

Ω

L2 (∂K ∩∂Ω)

G

L2 (∂K ∩∂Ω)

if r = 0

if r 6= 0,

and the global error indicator by
(5.21)

η :=

sX

η 2 (K ).

K ∈T

5.10. Approximating the solution of the control problem. As we see in
Howard’s algorithm, in addition to approximating a linear equation in nondivergence form, we also need to solve or approximate a control problem at each step of
the iteration appropriately.
In dealing with control problems, we approximate them elementwise on T . In
the sense that for known (u, g) and each K ∈ T , q(K) is evaluated as one of the
members of the set
Z
α
(5.22)
Argmax
(Mα
θ (u, g) − f ) .
α∈A

K

This makes q belong to the finite element space of A-valued piecewise constants
A := P(0) (T ; A). Note that since the metric space A is in not necessarily a vector
space going above piecewise constants is not trivial, but fortunately not needed
here. We emphasize that the local control problem may not have a unique solution
for each K and thus the control q is one of many possible choices. But we do
guarantee that the algorithm will approximate one of its solutions.
We summarize Howard’s algorithm and the adaptive refinement algorithm in the
next paragraphs.
5.11. Algorithm (Howard least-squares gradient recovery Galerkin HJB
solver). The following pseudocode summarizes our code.
Require: data of the problem (1.1), parameter θ ∈ [0, 1] to (4.6)mesh T of domain Ω, k polynomial degree, initial guess (ũ0 , g̃ 0 ), tolerance tol and maximum
number of iterations maxiter.
Ensure: approximate control map and approximate solution to (1.1) either with
k(un+1 , gn+1 ) − (un , gn )kH1 (Ω) . tol or after maxiter iterations.
procedure Howard-GALS(data of the problem (1.1), θ, T , k, u0 , g 0 , tol, maxiter)
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build the Galerkin spaces U, Ũ, G as (4.28) and A = P(0) (T ; A)
(u0 , g0 ) ←[ projection of (ũ0 , g̃ 0 ) onto Ũ × G
n ←[ 1
res ←[ tol + 1
while n < maxiter and res > tol do
for K ∈ T do
. build piecewise constant control map qn ∈ A
find qn ∈ A such that
Z
α
qn |K ∈ Argmax
[Mα
θ (un−1 , gn−1 ) − f ]
α∈A

K

end for
solve for (un , gn ) ←[ (uŨ , gG ) satisfying problem (5.19) with q ←[ qn
res ←[ k(un , gn ) − (un−1 , gn−1 )kH1 (Ω)
n ←[ n + 1
end while
end procedure
5.12. Algorithm (adaptive least-squares gradient recovery Galerkin HJB
solver).
Require: data of the problem (1.1), refinement fraction β ∈ (0, 1), tolerance tola ,
and maximum number of iterations maxitera .
Ensure: approximate solution to (1.1) either with
k(u, ∇u) − (ul , gl )kH1 (Ω) . tola or after maxitera iterations
construct an initial admissible partition T0
η 2 ←[ tol2a + 1
l ←[ 0
while l 6 maxitera and η 2 > tol2a do
(ql , ul , gl ) ←[Howard-GALS(data of the problem (1.1), θ, T , k, u0 , g 0 , tol, maxiter)
. the output of the Algorithm 5.11 with T ←[ Tl
for K ∈ Tl do
compute η(K)2 via (5.20)
end for
P
estimate by computing η 2 ←[ K∈Tl η 2 (K)

sort array η(K)2 K∈T in decreasing order
l
mark the first dβ#Tl e elements K with the highest η(K)2
refine Tl ensuring split of all marked elements
l ←[ l + 1
end while
6. Numerical experiments
In this section, to test the performance of our method, we report on two numerical experiments in a subset of R2 domains. In both experiments, as input Howard’s
algorithm 5.11, we choose u0 = 0, g 0 = 0 and θ = 0.5. We set the stop criterion
of the algorithm as either k(un+1 , gn+1 ) − (un , gn )kH1 (Ω) < 10−7 (tol = 10−7 ) or
maximum 8 iterations (maxiter = 8). All implementations were done by using the
FEniCS package.
In the first experiment, we aim to test the convergence rate of the method. Thus
the known solution is considered smooth enough, and the numerical results are
presented on the uniform mesh. In the second experiment, hence we would like
to test the performance of the adaptive scheme, the known solution is considered
near singular. Through comparing the convergence rate via the adaptive with the
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uniform refinement, we observe the efficiency of the adaptive scheme. In both
experiments, the results of the errors are plotted in logarithmic scale.
6.1. Test problem with nonzero boundary condition. Let Ω = (−1, 1) ×
(−1, 1). Consider (1.1) with A := SO(2) (the special orthogonal group on R2 )
iα
parametrized as [0, 2π) 3 α ←[
7→ e
(in matrix form), with the metric dA (α, β) :=
iα
iβ
e −e
= 2(1 − cos(α − β)), and




cos α sin α
2 1/2 cos α − sin α
α
A (x) =
,
− sin α cos α 1/2 1
sin α
cos α
bα = 0, cα = 2 − 0.5(cos(2α) + sin(2α)), f α = Lα u − (1 − cos(2α − π(x1 + x2 ))).
We choose the nonzero boundary condition r, such that the exact solution is
(6.1)

u(x) = sin(πx1 ) sin(πx2 ) + sin(π(x1 + x2 )).

A together with bα , cα satisfy the Cordes condition (2.2) with λ = 1 and ε =
0.45. We approximate a solution by following Howard’s algorithm 5.11. Different
measures of the error in the together linear(P(1) ) and quadratic(P(2) ) finite element
spaces are reported in Fig. 1. As we observe, even for a nonhomogeneous problem,
the numerical results confirm the analysis convergence rate of Proposition 5.7.
α
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Figure 1. Convergence rates for Test problem 6.1.
6.2. Test problem with singular solution. Consider (2.6) in the unit disk domain with again A = SO(2)  [0, 2π) and




cos(α) − sin(α)
cos(α) sin(α) 1 + (x21 + x22 )
0.005
α
,
A (x) =
− sin(α) cos(α)
0.005
1.01 − (x21 + x22 ) sin(α) cos(α)
bα = 0, cα = 0 f α = Lα u − (1 − cos(2α − π(x1 + x2 ))),
while the exact solution is as following
(6.2) (
r̂(x)5/3 (1 − r̂(x))5/2 (sin(2ϕ(x)/3))5/2 if 0 < r̂(x) 6 1and , 0 < ϕ(x) < 3π/2,
u(x) =
0
otherwise,
(r̂(x), ϕ(x)) are polar coordinates centered at the origin. The near degenerate
diffusion Aα satisfies the Cordes condition (2.3) with ε = 0.008. Note that the
solution u belongs to Hs (Ω), for any s < 8/3. To adaptive refinement, we follow
Algorithm 5.12 by choosing β = 0.3, tola = 10−7 and maxitera = 8 and tracking Howard’s algorithm to quadratic(P(2) ) finite element space. We let a coarse
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quasi-uniform, unstructured mesh as a initial and the mesh generated by adaptive
refinement is shown in Fig. 2.(A). Since u ∈ H2 (Ω), we do not expect the advantage
of the adaptive scheme over than the uniform refinement for H1 (Ω)-norm error of
uU ; it is shown in Fig. 2.(B). While, since g = ∇u does not have such smoothness,
we observe the superiority performance of the adaptive scheme rather than the
uniform refinement for H1 (Ω)-norm error of g G and as well as H1 (Ω)-norm error of
(uU , g G ). in Fig. 2.(C), (D).
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104
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Figure 2. (A): Generated adaptive mesh and (B), (C), (D): convergence rate in the uniform and adaptive refinement for Test problem 6.2 with P(2) elements.

7. Conclusion
This study approximated the strong solution of the fully nonlinear HJB equation
in two steps efficiently and practically. First, we linearized the nonlinear HJB
equation via the semismooth Newton method, where the Newton differentiability
of the HJB operator without needing the ellipticity or the Cordes condition has been
demonstrated. This means that one may apply this linearization to approximate
the strong solution of a well-posed HJB equation under weaker conditions. By
the semismooth Newton linearization, the fully nonlinear HJB problem turns to a
recursive linear problem in nondivergence form that its strong solution converges
to the strong solution of the HJB equation with superlinear rate.
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With an appropriate modifications one could extend the Newton differentiability
and thus the semismooth Newton linearization to the nonconvex Isaacs equations
as well.
In the second step of approximating, we discretized the recursive linear problem
in each iteration by some type of the mixed finite element method through the leastsquares approach involving gradient recovery. One significant advantage of using
the least-squares idea is that we are able to impose constraints of the unknowns via
adding some square terms to the cost functional. Nevertheless, each discretization
that works for the linear equation in nondivergence form can be applied as well.
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