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Abstract. This chapter provides an overview of state-of-the-art adaptive finite element
methods (AFEMs) for the numerical solution of second-order elliptic partial differential
equations (PDEs), where the primary focus is on the optimal interplay of local mesh
refinement and iterative solution of the arising discrete systems. Particular emphasis
is placed on the thorough description of the essential ingredients necessary to design
adaptive algorithms of optimal complexity, i.e., algorithms that mathematically guaran-
tee the optimal rate of convergence with respect to the overall computational cost and,
hence, time. Crucially, adaptivity induces reliability of the computed numerical approx-
imations by means of a-posteriori error control. This ensures that the error committed
by the numerical scheme is bounded from above by computable quantities. The analysis
of the adaptive algorithms is based on the study of appropriate quasi-error quantities
that include and balance different components of the overall error. Importantly, the
quasi-errors stemming from an adaptive algorithm with contractive iterative solver sat-
isfy a centerpiece concept, namely, full R-linear convergence. This guarantees that the
adaptive algorithm is essentially contracting this quasi-error at each step and it turns out
to be the cornerstone for the optimal complexity of AFEM. The unified analysis of the
adaptive algorithms is presented in the context of symmetric linear PDEs. Extensions
to goal-oriented, non-symmetric, as well as non-linear PDEs are presented with suitable
nested iterative solvers fitting into the general analytical framework of the linear sym-
metric case. Numerical experiments highlight the theoretical results and emphasize the
practical relevance and gain of adaptivity with iterative solvers for numerical simulations
with optimal complexity.

1. Motivation

1.1. Concept of adaptivity and historical overview. The design of modern nu-
merical schemes for approximating the solution to partial differential equations (PDEs)
proceeds in certain steps. First, the equation is transformed into a suitable variational
formulation. This provides the mathematical framework allowing to verify existence and
uniqueness of the solution. Second, the discretization of the formulation is typically based
on dissecting the underlying domain into a computational mesh, choosing an appropriate
finite element space, e.g., consisting of globally continuous piecewise polynomials of a
given degree, and solving the discretized variational formulation for this discrete space.
Such a scheme is called finite element method (FEM) and results in a system of equa-
tions with a finite number of unknowns to be solved on a computer. However, generating
and refining the mesh is crucial for the quality of the discrete solution in approximating
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the unavailable – and possibly singular – solution to the PDE. Indeed, the accuracy of
the approximation will be heavily spoiled by singularities of the solution, if they are not
sufficiently resolved by the mesh. Third, iterative solvers are of utmost importance to
compute a numerical approximation. In particular, once the discrete problem is trans-
lated to a system of linear equations, the choice of the algebraic solver is essential for
memory- and time-efficient simulations. Moreover, non-linear discrete problems must be
linearized and, clearly, the interaction of linearization and inexact solution of the resulting
systems of linear equations pose additional challenges to the structure of the numerical
scheme and its analysis.

From a practical point of view, numerical simulations must not only ensure reliabil-
ity (i.e., a guaranteed user-specified accuracy) but should moreover provide efficiency
(i.e., considerably short and, potentially, minimal computing time). For this purpose,
computable a-posteriori error estimators play a major role. They are evaluated after
computing a numerical approximation to the solution with the aim of assessing its qual-
ity and, thereby, deciding whether a desired accuracy has been achieved or not. Moreover,
they enable the efficient usage of computational resources (like memory consumption and
computing time) by steering the adaptive mesh-refinement process and balancing different
parts of the error like discretization error, linearization error, and algebraic solver error.
The newly refined mesh allows to compute a more accurate approximation which in turn,
through the a-posteriori estimator, allows to further refine the mesh where needed. The
continuation of this nested iterative process, while yielding ever better numerical results,
is inherently cumulative in nature. On the one hand, these algorithms allow for the best
possible accuracy with respect to the dimension of the discrete spaces of approximation,
i.e., rate-optimality. On the other hand, the additional computational effort for the mesh
refinement should pay off to achieve the desired error threshold within the shortest pos-
sible runtime and, thus, keeping the computational cost minimal, i.e., cost-optimality. In
both cases, the analysis is not built upon the study of the error itself, but on (essentially
equivalent) quasi-error quantities consisting of the a-posteriori estimator and other error
components.

In order to achieve such optimality results, the need for suitable iterative solvers and
appropriate stopping criteria balancing reasonable computational cost and good accu-
racy becomes centerpiece. In practice, the approximation should be constructed in a
number of operations proportional to the dimension of the discrete space (resp. number
of simplices in the triangulation), i.e., at linear cost, while ensuring an error contraction
property with respect to the previous available approximation. Finally, the overall num-
ber of iterative solver steps is controlled thanks to the a-posteriori estimator through an
adaptive stopping criterion.

Before introducing the model problem in Section 1.2, this final paragraph recalls key
contributions from the academic history of the field, where we refer, in particular, to
the exhaustive review [BBCO24]. Some first pioneering works on the mathematics of
adaptive mesh refinement include [BR78; ZR79; GKZB83]. Since adaptive algorithms do
not drive the mesh size to zero in the whole domain, their convergence is not guaran-
teed by the classical a-priori error analysis, see, e.g., [BS08b; EG21]. While convergence
was already addressed in [BV84] for one-dimensional problems, the first convergence re-
sults of adaptive FEMs for two or higher space dimensions were provided by [Dör96;
MNS00]. Eventually, the notion of nonlinear approximation classes enabled the proof of
optimal convergence rates with respect to the dimension of the discrete space, see [BDD04;
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Ste07]. The succeeding generalizations to a myriad of applications led to a summariz-
ing axiomatic framework in [CFPP14] and the role of adaptive stopping criteria being
emphasized in [EV13]. While even the early contributions like [Ste07] address the iter-
ative algebraic solution, all convergence results remain subject to the assumption of the
iterative solution being sufficiently close to the exact algebraic solution; see, e.g., [Ste07;
CFPP14]. This severe algorithmic restriction was removed for the proof of full R-linear
convergence in [GHPS21a] for energy-contractive iterative solvers and in [BFM+23] for
general contractive solvers.

1.2. Symmetric second-order model problem. The focus of the present chapter
is initially drawn to symmetric second-order linear elliptic PDEs as a model problem
with further extensions, discussed at the end of the chapter. Let Ω ⊂ Rd, d ∈ N, denote
the computational domain, which is mathematically assumed to be a bounded Lipschitz
domain with polytopal boundary ∂Ω. This chapter employs the notation of Lebesgue
and Sobolev spaces as used in standard textbooks on PDEs, e.g., [Eva98, Sect. 5]. Given
a symmetric coefficient tensor A ∈ [L∞(Ω)]d×d

sym and load functions f ∈ L2(Ω) and f ∈
[L2(Ω)]d, we consider the elliptic boundary value problem of seeking u⋆ ∈ X := H1

0 (Ω)
such that

− div(A∇u⋆) = f − div f in Ω and u⋆ = 0 on Γ := ∂Ω. (1)
We assume that A is uniformly elliptic in the sense that the minimal and maximal
eigenvalues are uniformly bounded almost everywhere, i.e.,

0 < ess inf
x∈Ω

λmin(A(x)) ≤ ess sup
x∈Ω

λmax(A(x)) < ∞. (2)

Then, we define the bilinear form a : X × X → R using the dot notation henceforth
designating the vector-product in the sense of

a(u, v) :=

∫
Ω

(A∇u) · ∇v dx =
d∑

i,j=1

∫
Ω

Aij∂iu∂jv dx for all u, v ∈ X = H1
0 (Ω).

The uniform bounds (2) ensure that a(·, ·) is a scalar product on X and thus induces
an energy norm denoted as ||| · |||. The Riesz–Fischer theorem [Eva98, Thm. 2 in § D.2]
guarantees existence and uniqueness of the solution u⋆ ∈ X to (1) and the equivalent
variational formulation

a(u⋆, v) =

∫
Ω

(f v + f · ∇v) dx =

∫
Ω

f v dx+
d∑

i=1

∫
Ω

f i∂iv dx =: F (v) for all v ∈ X . (3)

The discretization of problem (3) employs a conforming simplicial mesh TH of Ω, i.e.,
triangles for d = 2 and tetrahedra for d = 3. Conformity means that

⋃
T∈TH T = Ω

and that the intersection of two different simplices is either empty or a common lower-
dimensional sub-simplex, e.g., a common vertex or edge for d = 2 or a common vertex,
edge, or face for d = 3. The usual conforming finite element space of globally continuous
and piecewise polynomial functions of degree at most p ∈ N reads

XH := {vH ∈ X : vH |T is a polynomial of degree ≤ p, for all T ∈ TH}. (4)

This leads to the discrete formulation seeking the unique solution u⋆
H ∈ XH to

a(u⋆
H , vH) = F (vH) for all vH ∈ XH . (5)

Although the index H historically originates from meshes with a quasi-uniform mesh
size H, this notation indicates all discrete objects throughout this chapter also with
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respect to highly graded meshes. Related discrete objects have the same index, e.g., vH
is a discrete function in the space XH corresponding to the triangulation TH . Different
indices are used to distinguish between different triangulations and the corresponding
discrete objects, e.g., TH , Th, Tℓ, etc.

1.3. Outline of the chapter. In the following, the algorithm and its constituting
modules are presented in Section 2. The main results on optimality are showcased in
Section 2.7. Section 3 highlights the numerical performance of the presented adaptive
algorithm for a variety of test cases and confirms its optimality results in accordance
with the theory. The proofs of the main results are presented in detail in Section 4.
The Sections 5–7 are devoted to extending the model problem (1) to a goal-oriented
framework, or a setting exhibiting non-symmetry or non-linearity. Throughout, particular
emphasis is put on the algorithmic decision for the termination of the iterative solver and
its cost-optimal interplay with adaptive mesh refinement. An additional focus is on
parameter-robust convergence, where mathematics guarantees convergence without any
constraints on the choice of fine-tuned parameters.

2. Adaptive mesh-refining algorithm

This section discusses the assumptions on the modules SOLVE, ESTIMATE, MARK, and
REFINE as employed in the adaptive algorithm. The module REFINE is presented first
since the successively improved sequence of meshes is fundamental for the discretization
and computation in the remaining modules. The formulation of the algorithm follows in
Subsection 2.5 as well as the introduction of the notions of quasi-errors and computational
cost in Subsection 2.6 below. Subsection 2.7 presents the convergence and complexity
results.

2.1. Module REFINE. The convergence analysis of adaptive FEM crucially depends
on a mesh-refinement strategy which avoids over-refinement and the degeneration of the
shapes of simplices. From an analytical perspective, the standard choice is newest-vertex
bisection (NVB). This strategy is denoted by refine(·) throughout this chapter. A
visualization in the two-dimensional case is given in Figure 1. Let Th = refine(TH ,MH)
denote the coarsest conforming triangulation of Ω obtained from TH by bisecting at least
all marked elements of MH ⊆ TH . A suitable closure procedure ensures that no hanging
nodes (or hanging edges in 3D) exist in the refined mesh Th. This requirement is subject
to an appropriate enumeration and connectivity of the vertices of the initial mesh T0;
see [Ste08] for d ≥ 2. The recent work [DGS23] introduced an initialization strategy for
arbitrary initial meshes T0 for all d ≥ 2; see also the seminal work [Mit91] for d ≥ 2 for
admissible T0 as well as [KPP13] for the case d = 2 and any initial mesh. The existence of
hanging nodes cannot be avoided for hexahedral meshes, imposing additional difficulties
in the analysis; see, e.g., [BN10, Sect. 6.3] for details.

Without a second argument, Th ∈ refine(TH) represents all triangulations Th obtain-
able by finitely many steps (including zero) of NVB refinements (with arbitrary marked
elements in each step). We define T := refine(T0) as the set of all meshes which can be
generated from the initial simplicial mesh T0 of Ω by use of refine(·). NVB-generated
meshes are indeed locally nested, i.e., for any two simplices T ∈ T ∈ T and T ′ ∈ T ′ ∈ T
with |T ∩ T ′| > 0, in the sense of the d-dimensional measure, it holds either T = T ′

or T ⫋ T ′ or T ′ ⫋ T . Moreover, the NVB refinement ensures that all meshes TH ∈ T
are uniformly shape regular. This means that for ρT being the radius of the largest
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Figure 1. Visualization in 2D of the finite number of patterns of new
triangles obtained by NVB. Each triangle has an associated refinement
edge to be bisected in case the triangle is marked for refinement. NVB
marks edges, here indicated by red dots, in order to avoid hanging nodes.
The red line indicates the new refinement edge – opposite to the newest
vertex – on the new triangles.

ball inscribed in T and diam(T ) being the diameter of T , there exists a shape-regularity
constant γ > 0 such that

γ := sup
T ∈T

max
T∈T

diam(T )

ρT
< ∞. (6)

Every TH ∈ T corresponds to an associated finite element space XH ⫋ X defined
via (4). Note that, for TH , Th ∈ T with Th ∈ refine(TH), there holds nestedness of the
spaces XH ⊆ Xh.

Throughout this chapter, the tilde notation A ≲ B abbreviates A ≤ C B for a constant
C > 0 that is independent of the mesh size, but might depend on T0 (and, thus, the shape-
regularity parameter γ), the input data A, f , and f , as well as on the polynomial degree
p of the discretization. Moreover, A ≂ B represents the equivalence A ≲ B and B ≲ A.

Our analysis relies on the following properties of the mesh refinement:
(R1) splitting property: Each refined element is split into finitely many children,

i.e., for all TH ∈ T and all MH ⊆ TH , the triangulation Th = refine(TH ,MH)
satisfies that

#(TH \ Th) + #TH ≤ #Th ≲ #(TH \ Th) + #(TH ∩ Th);

(R2) overlay estimate: For all meshes TH ∈ T and Th, Th′ ∈ refine(TH), there exists
a common refinement Th ⊕ Th′ ∈ refine(Th) ∩ refine(Th′) ⊆ refine(TH) such
that

#(Th ⊕ Th′) ≤ #Th +#Th′ −#TH ;

(R3) mesh-closure estimate: For each sequence (Tℓ)ℓ∈N0 of successively refined
meshes, i.e., Tℓ+1 := refine(Tℓ,Mℓ) with Mℓ ⊆ Tℓ for all ℓ ∈ N0, it holds
that

#Tℓ −#T0 ≲
ℓ−1∑
j=0

#Mj.

We refer to [BDD04; Ste07; Ste08; CKNS08; KPP13; GSS14] for the validity of (R1)–(R3)
for NVB-refinement algorithms. In particular, it follows from the splitting property (R1)
that the computation of Th = refine(TH ,MH) can be realized at linear cost O(#TH),
i.e., the number of operations is bounded by a fixed multiple of the number of elements
in TH . Figure 2 illustrates the overlay Th ⊕Th′ of two meshes. The estimate (R2) can be
seen by noting that each coarse simplex T ∈ TH has children in Th, and Th′ , respectively,
which can be represented by two binary trees thanks to the structure of NVB refinement.
Moreover, note that mesh closure is in general non-local, i.e., the number of new simplices
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Figure 2. Example in 2D of the overlay of two distinct triangulations Th

and Th′ , represented in red and blue. The meshes stem from the refinement
of the same coarse mesh TH , represented in black, and their overlay Th⊕Th′ ,
i.e., the coarsest common refinement, is illustrated in the rightmost figure.

Figure 3. Example in 2D of non-locality of the mesh closure. From the
initial triangulation T0 in the left, iterative NVB refinement leads to the
middle triangulation Tℓ. Only four elements (highlighted in gray, each re-
finement edge represented by a red line) of Tℓ are marked for refinement.
Nonetheless, each triangle of Tℓ is bisected at least once for the new trian-
gulation Tℓ+1 in the right to be conforming (and avoid hanging nodes) and
thus the refinement propagates through the entire mesh.

arising in one refinement step cannot be bound by the number of marked elements alone;
see Figure 3 for an example. Nonetheless, the estimate (R3) ensures control on the
number of generated elements over a mesh hierarchy by the sum of marked elements.

2.2. Module SOLVE. Recall that even when the linear system arising from the dis-
cretization (5) is symmetric and positive definite, its exact solution is in practice prohib-
itively expensive. Thus, an iterative solver will be used to compute an approximation.
One step of the iterative solver for the numerical solution of the discrete problem (5) is
formally denoted as an operator ΨH : X ∗×XH → XH , i.e., uk

H := ΨH(F ;uk−1
H ) is the new

approximation constructed by one solver step from the available approximation uk−1
H and

the right-hand side F in the so-called dual space X ∗ ≡ H−1(Ω) consisting of all linear and
continuous forms F : X → R. A crucial assumption for the later convergence analysis is
the strict contraction of the algebraic solver in the energy norm, defined by

|||u||| := ⟨A∇u,∇u⟩
1/2

L2(Ω)
:=

(∫
Ω

A∇u · ∇u dx

)1/2

for all u ∈ X .

This means that there exists some uniform constant 0 < qalg < 1 at each iteration, i.e.,

|||u⋆
H − uk

H ||| ≤ qalg |||u⋆
H − uk−1

H |||. (C)
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Examples for such solvers include conjugate gradient methods with optimal additive
Schwarz or BPX-type preconditioners [CNX12] or optimal geometric multigrid methods
which respect the multilevel structure of locally graded meshes of the later adaptive
algorithm. For the latter, we refer to [WZ17] for discretizations with p = 1 as well as
to [IMPS24] for higher-order robust solvers and also [SMPZ08]. Note that, here, the
exact discrete solution u⋆

H is never computed but only approximated by uk
H . However,

the contraction (C) and the triangle inequality imply that

1− qalg

qalg
|||u⋆

H − uk
H ||| ≤ |||uk

H − uk−1
H ||| ≤ (1 + qalg) |||u⋆

H − uk−1
H |||. (7)

This means that |||uk
H − uk−1

H ||| provides a (computable) a-posteriori estimator for the
algebraic error |||u⋆

H − uk
H |||. Hence, this estimator allows to stop the algebraic solver

when the algebraic error is dominated by a fixed factor λalg > 0 times the discretization
error measured by some computable quantity ηH(u

k
H), i.e.,

|||uk
H − uk−1

H ||| ≤ λalg ηH(u
k
H). (8)

This can be interpreted as numerically balancing the error contributions: When the
algebra is sufficiently resolved, the solver should be stopped and a new mesh-refinement
step should take place. The final index of the iterative solver being the minimal k ∈ N,
where (8) is satisfied, is denoted by k[H]. In this notation, the dependency on the
discretization parameter H is omitted if it is clear from the context. The contraction (C)
immediately establishes a bound for the distance between the initial iterate u0

H and the
final iterate uk

H

|||uk
H − u0

H ||| ≤ |||u⋆
H − uk

H |||+ |||u⋆
H − u0

H ||| ≤ (1 + q
k[H]
alg ) |||u⋆

H − u0
H ||| ≤ 2 |||u⋆

H − u0
H |||. (9)

Note that one solver step of the optimally preconditioned conjugate gradient method
[CNX12] or the geometric multigrid method [WZ17; IMPS24] can indeed be implemented
at linear cost O(#TH).

2.3. Module ESTIMATE. To account for the discretization error, i.e., the inaccuracy
of the numerical scheme in approximating the continuous solution u⋆ to (3), we use a
residual-based a-posteriori estimator. To formulate the latter, we require additional reg-
ularity of the data. More precisely, we assume that A|T and f |T are Lipschitz continuous
for all T ∈ TH . Since vH ∈ XH is a globally continuous, TH-piecewise polynomial of
degree p ∈ N, its gradient ∇vH is in general a discontinuous TH-piecewise polynomial of
degree p − 1 ∈ N0. In particular, A∇vH can jump across the (d − 1)-dimensional faces
T ∩ T ′ of neighboring simplices T, T ′ ∈ TH . In contrast, note that the exact solution
u⋆ ∈ X of (3) has vanishing jump of the normal component (A∇u⋆ − f) · n across all
interior faces, where n is a unit normal vector on T ∩ T ′. To measure inconsistency of
any finite element function vH ∈ XH in this respect, let

[[(A∇vH − f) · n]] |T∩T ′ :=
(
(A∇vH − f)|T − (A∇vH − f)|T ′

)
· n

denote the normal jump as scalar-valued function on the interior face T ∩ T ′ (with, e.g.,
(A∇vH − f)|T understood as the trace of a continuous function from T to T ∩ T ′). For
any discrete function vH ∈ XH , the residual-based quantity

ηH(T, vH)
2 := |T |2/d ∥f+div(A∇vH−f)∥2L2(T )+ |T |1/d ∥[[(A∇vH−f) ·n]]∥2L2(∂T∩Ω) (10a)
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is computable for all T ∈ TH (up to a quadrature error). Abbreviate any sum of the local
contributions by

ηH(MH , vH) :=

( ∑
T∈MH

ηH(T, vH)
2

)1/2

for all MH ⊆ TH (10b)

and set ηH(vH) := ηH(TH , vH). The first summand in (10a) measures the volume residual
of the finite element function vH with respect to the strong form of the PDE (1). Note
that any vH ∈ XH satisfies the boundary conditions in (1) exactly so that no boundary
residual is needed here. As noted above, the second summand in (10a) can be understood
as a consistency error related to (A∇vH − f) /∈ H(div; Ω). Thus, (10) indicates, at
least heuristically, which simplices have a large contribution to the discretization error
|||u⋆ − u⋆

H |||, allowing to steer the adaptive mesh refinement.
For further details on the construction and analysis of residual-based error estimators,

the reader is referred, e.g., to the monographs [AO00; Ver13]. We emphasize that the
a-posteriori error indicator (10) can be computed at overall linear cost O(#TH).

The framework of the axioms of adaptivity from [CFPP14] summarizes the many con-
tributions to the convergence analysis with rates. The following abstract conditions, that
indeed hold for the residual a-posteriori error estimator (10), guarantee plain conver-
gence (without rates) of the resulting adaptive algorithm. They involve generic constants
Cstab, Crel, Cdrel > 0 and 0 < qred < 1, where Crel depends only on γ-shape regularity,
while Cstab, Cdrel depend additionally on the polynomial degree p, and qred = 2−1/(2d) for
NVB refinement. For any Th ∈ refine(TH), let u⋆

H and u⋆
h denote the corresponding

exact discrete solutions that are never computed in practice, but are only used in the
analysis.
(A1) stability: |ηh(UH , vh)− ηH(UH , vH)| ≤ Cstab|||vh− vH ||| for all vh ∈ Xh, vH ∈ XH ,

and any subset UH ⊆ TH ∩ Th of unrefined simplices;
(A2) reduction: ηh(Th\TH , vH) ≤ qred ηH(TH\Th, vH) for all vH ∈ XH ⊆ Xh;
(A3) reliability: |||u⋆ − u⋆

H ||| ≤ Crel ηH(u
⋆
H);

(A4) discrete reliability: |||u⋆
h − u⋆

H ||| ≤ Cdrel ηH(TH\Th, u
⋆
H).

Furthermore, the exact discrete solutions satisfy the following Galerkin orthogonality

a(u⋆ − u⋆
H , vH) = 0 for all vH ∈ XH , (11)

leading, in particular, to the following Pythagorean identity

|||u⋆ − u⋆
H |||2 + |||u⋆

H − vH |||2 = |||u⋆ − vH |||2 for all vH ∈ XH . (12)

This immediately results in the Céa-type quasi-best approximation result

|||u⋆ − u⋆
H ||| ≤ |||u⋆ − vH ||| for all vH ∈ XH . (13)

Note that the residual a-posteriori error estimator in addition to reliability (A3) satisfies
a so-called efficiency property

ηH(u
⋆
H) ≲ |||u⋆ − u⋆

H ||| + oscH(u
⋆
H), (14)

with the latter term representing the data oscillation. It is defined as

oscH(vH)
2 :=

∑
T∈TH

[
|T |2/d∥(1− Πq

T )(f − div f + divA∇vH)∥2L2(T )

+
∑

E⊂∂T\Γ

|T |1/d∥(1− Πq
E)[[(A∇vH − f) · n]]∥2L2(E)

]
,

(15)
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where Πq
T is the L2(T )-orthogonal projection onto the space of polynomials of degree

q = 2 (p − 1) on the simplex T and, similarly, Πq
E is the L2(E)-orthogonal projection

onto the polynomials of degree q on the interior face E. In particular, one can prove the
generalized Céa-type estimate

|||u⋆ − u⋆
H |||+ oscH(u⋆

H) ≲ |||u⋆ − vH |||+ oscH(vH) for all vH ∈ XH (16)

which, together with reliability (A3) and efficiency (14), results in

ηH(u
⋆
H) ≂ inf

vH∈XH

(|||u⋆ − vH |||+ oscH(vH)) . (17)

However, since the convergence results in Subsection 2.7 focus on the estimator ηH(u⋆
H)

only, efficiency is not explicitly required in the analysis [CFPP14, Sect. 3.2]. For a-
posteriori error analysis of data oscillation terms, we refer to, e.g., [KV21], see also
references therein.

2.4. Module MARK. The a-posteriori estimator (10) for the discretization error is used
within a marking strategy to indicate the error distribution among simplices and deter-
mine which ones should be refined. Preferably, a small set of simplices whose estimator
contributions exceed a given percentage 0 < θ ≤ 1 of ηH(vH) are marked. More precisely,
the up-to-date numerical analysis employs the Dörfler criterion introduced in [Dör96] for
reasons that are made precise below: Determine a set MH ⊆ TH of minimal cardinality
such that

θ ηH(u
k
H)

2 ≤ ηH(MH , u
k
H)

2. (18)

Note that small θ ≈ 0 leads to few marked elements (and, hence, highly adapted meshes),
whereas large θ ≈ 1 essentially enforces uniform mesh refinement. A straight-forward
implementation of the strategy (18) would rely on sorting the estimator contributions
which would result in suboptimal O(#TH log#TH) complexity. However, a modification
of the QuickSelect algorithm in [PP20] allows for linear complexity on average. Moreover,
[Ste07] proposes a realization of (18) based on binning, which determines MH ⊆ TH

satisfying (18) and containing, up to a factor 2, the minimal number of elements.
Having marked elements MH ⊆ TH for refinement, the refinement procedure generates

a finer triangulation Th such that at least all marked simplices MH ⊆ TH \ Th with large
estimator contributions are refined. The use of the Dörfler marking criterion (18) with
arbitrary adaptivity parameter 0 < θ ≤ 1 guarantees the following estimator reduction
property.

Lemma 1 (perturbed reduction of the estimator for nested approximations).
Let TH be a given triangulation with corresponding finite element space XH . Given uk

H ∈
XH and 0 < θ < 1, let MH ⊆ TH be the elements marked for refinement by (18). Let
Th = refine(TH ,MH) with corresponding finite element space Xh and set u0

h := uk
H ∈

XH ⊆ Xh. Then, the solver-generated iterates uk
h ∈ Xh with 0 ≤ k ≤ k, satisfy

ηh(u
k
h) ≤ qθ ηH(u

k
H) + 2Cstab |||u⋆

h − uk
H |||, where qθ :=

[
1− (1− q2red)θ

]1/2
< 1. (19)

Proof. Since all marked simplices are refined, the inclusion MH ⊆ TH \ Th holds and the
Dörfler marking criterion (18) yields

−ηH(TH \ Th;u
k
H)

2 ≤ −ηH(MH ;u
k
h)

2
(18)
≤ −θ ηH(u

k
H)

2.
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This estimate, together with reduction (A2), leads to

ηh(u
k
H)

2 = ηh(Th ∩ TH ;u
k
H)

2 + ηh(Th \ TH ;u
k
H)

2

(A2)
≤ ηH(Th ∩ TH ;u

k
H)

2 + q2red ηH(TH \ Th;u
k
H)

2

= ηH(u
k
H)

2 − (1− q2red) ηH(TH \ Th;u
k
H)

2

≤
[
1− (1− q2red)θ

]
ηH(u

k
H)

2 = q2θ ηH(u
k
H)

2.

(20)

Combining this with stability (A1), the estimate (9), and nested iteration u0
h = uk

H ,
results in

ηh(u
k
h) ≤ ηh(u

k
H) + Cstab |||uk

h − uk
H ||| ≤ qθ ηH(u

k
H) + Cstab |||uk

h − uk
H |||

≤ qθ ηH(u
k
H) + 2Cstab |||u⋆

h − uk
H |||. □

2.5. Algorithm 1: Adaptive FEM. Input: Initial mesh T0, polynomial degree
p ∈ N, initial iterate u0

0 := uk
0 := 0, marking parameter 0 < θ ≤ 1, solver parameter

λalg > 0.

Adaptive loop: For all ℓ = 0, 1, 2, . . ., repeat the following steps (I)–(III):
(I) SOLVE & ESTIMATE. For all k = 1, 2, 3, . . ., repeat the steps (a)–(b):

(a) Compute uk
ℓ := Ψℓ(F ;uk−1

ℓ ) and the corresponding refinement indicators
ηℓ(T ;u

k
ℓ ) for all T ∈ Tℓ.

(b) Terminate k-loop and define k[ℓ] := k provided that

|||uk
ℓ − uk−1

ℓ ||| ≤ λalg ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ). (21)

(II) MARK. Determine a set Mℓ ⊆ Tℓ that satisfies the Dörfler criterion (18).
(III) REFINE. Generate the new mesh Tℓ+1 := refine(Tℓ,Mℓ) by NVB and employ

nested iteration u0
ℓ+1 := uk

ℓ .

Output: Sequences of successively refined triangulations Tℓ, discrete approximations uk
ℓ ,

and corresponding error estimators ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ).

Remark 2. Let us comment on the termination criterion (21) for the iterative solver
used in Algorithm 1.

(i) According to Lemma 3 below, the sum |||uk
ℓ −uk−1

ℓ |||+ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ) provides a computable

upper bound for the error |||u⋆−uk
ℓ |||. Stopping the iterative solver with the minimal

index k ∈ N such that (21) holds, can thus be understood as numerical equilibration
of both summands.

(ii) Moreover, as seen in (7) above, the term |||uk
ℓ − uk−1

ℓ ||| provides control on the
algebraic error |||u⋆

ℓ −uk
ℓ |||, while |||u⋆−u⋆

ℓ ||| ≲ ηℓ(u
⋆
ℓ) ≲ ηℓ(u

k
ℓ )+ |||u⋆

ℓ −uk
ℓ ||| controls

the discretization error. E.g., for λalg = 1/10 and omitting other constants, the
stopping criterion (21) may also be interpreted that the algebraic error should be
below 10% of the discretization error.

(iii) An additional consequence of (21) is that ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ) provides a computable upper

bound for the error |||u⋆ − uk
ℓ ||| of each respective final iterate; see (24) below.

(iv) Finally, it can happen that the iterative solver does not terminate. In this case, it
follows from Theorem 5 below that u⋆ = u⋆

ℓ and ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ) → ηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ) = 0 as k → ∞.
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Since the numerical analysis below studies asymptotic behavior, this algorithm gener-
ates an infinite sequence (uk

ℓ )ℓ∈N0 . However, a practical implementation may terminate
when the estimated error is below a user-prescribed threshold τ > 0, i.e.,

|||uk
ℓ − uk−1

ℓ |||+ ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ) ≤ τ, (22)

or after a maximal dimension dim(Xℓ) or runtime is reached. The following lemma shows
that the left-hand side of (22) provides indeed a-posteriori error control on |||u⋆−uk

ℓ ||| and
that the stopping criterion (21) is designed in a way that it ensures reliability of ηℓ(u

k
ℓ )

for the a-posteriori error control of |||u⋆ − uk
ℓ |||.

Lemma 3 (a-posteriori control of the overall error). For ℓ ∈ N0 and k ≥ 1, let
uk
ℓ ∈ Xℓ be computed by the adaptive loop of Algorithm 1. Then, there holds

|||u⋆ − uk
ℓ ||| ≲ |||uk

ℓ − uk−1
ℓ |||+ ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) (23)

and for k = k[ℓ]

|||u⋆ − uk
ℓ ||| ≲ ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ). (24)

Proof. The reliability (A3), the stability (A1), and a-posteriori control for the algebraic
error (7) yield the result

|||u⋆ − uk
ℓ ||| ≤ |||u⋆ − u⋆

ℓ |||+ |||u⋆
ℓ − uk

ℓ |||
(A3)
≤ Crel ηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ) + |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ |||

(A1)
≤ Crel ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) + (CrelCstab + 1) |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ |||.

(7)
≤ Crel ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) + (CrelCstab + 1)

qalg

1− qalg
|||uk

ℓ − uk−1
ℓ |||.

In particular, thanks to the stopping criterion (21), there holds

|||u⋆ − uk
ℓ ||| ≤

[
Crel + (CrelCstab + 1)

qalg

1− qalg
λalg

]
ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ). □

2.6. Notions of quasi-errors and computational cost. The sequential nature of
Algorithm 1 motivates the countably infinite index set

Q := {(ℓ, k) ∈ N2
0 : uk

ℓ ∈ X is defined in Algorithm 1}.
The set Q is equipped with the linear order

(ℓ′, k′) ≤ (ℓ, k) :⇐⇒ uk′

ℓ′ is used no later than uk
ℓ in Algorithm 1

and the total step counter
|ℓ, k| := #{(ℓ′, k′) ∈ Q : (ℓ′, k′) ≤ (ℓ, k)} ∈ N0 for all (ℓ, k) ∈ Q.

Consistently with the stopping indices in Algorithm 1, we define
ℓ := sup{ℓ ∈ N0 : (ℓ, 0) ∈ Q} ∈ N0 ∪ {∞},

k[ℓ] := sup{k ∈ N0 : (ℓ, k) ∈ Q} ∈ N ∪ {∞}, whenever (ℓ, 0) ∈ Q.

To simplify notation, the dependency of indices is omitted whenever the relation is clear
from the context, e.g., k := k[ℓ] in uk

ℓ = u
k[ℓ]
ℓ or (ℓ, k) = (ℓ, k[ℓ]).

It is important to note that each of the modules in Subsections 2.1–2.4 above can be
realized in linear complexity, i.e., for a given mesh Tℓ, the number of arithmetic and
logical operators is proportional to the number of elements #Tℓ, which in turn, for any
fixed polynomial degree, is proportional to the number of degrees of freedom, i.e., the
dimension of the discrete finite element space Xℓ. Due to the nested nature of the adaptive
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algorithm, the total computational cost (and, hence, empirical computational time) to
compute uk

ℓ is thus proportional to

cost(ℓ, k) :=
∑

(ℓ′,k′)∈Q
|ℓ′,k′|≤|ℓ,k|

#Tℓ′ for all (ℓ, k) ∈ Q. (25)

For the empirical comparison of the performance for various polynomial degrees p, a cost
term is introduced using the dimension of the corresponding discrete spaces

costp(ℓ, k) :=
∑

(ℓ′,k′)∈Q
|ℓ′,k′|≤|ℓ,k|

dim(Xℓ′) for all (ℓ, k) ∈ Q. (26)

Note that the two cost terms (25) and (26) are equivalent with equivalence constants
depending on the polynomial degree.

The following quasi-error is introduced to measure the algebraic and the discretization
error

Hk
ℓ := |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ |||+ ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) for all (ℓ, k) ∈ Q. (27)

Arguing as in the proof of Lemma 3 above, the following equivalences can be shown for
the final iterates

ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ) ≂ Hk

ℓ = |||u⋆
ℓ − uk

ℓ |||+ ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ) ≂ |||u⋆ − uk

ℓ |||+ ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ),

linking the present quasi-error (27) with that of [CKNS08]. The contraction of the alge-
braic error ensures the following perturbed contraction of the weighted quasi-error.

Lemma 4 (contraction of quasi-error of final iterates). Let γ ∈ (0, 1) such that
γ < (1− qalg)/(2Cstab). Consider the weighted quasi-error of the final iterates

Hℓ := |||u⋆
ℓ − uk

ℓ |||+ γ ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ) for all (ℓ, k) ∈ Q. (28)

Then, there exists a constant 0 < qctr < 1 such that

Hℓ+1 ≤ qctr Hℓ + qctr |||u⋆
ℓ+1 − u⋆

ℓ ||| for all (ℓ+ 1, k) ∈ Q. (29)

Proof. The solver contraction (C), nested iteration u0
ℓ+1 = uk

ℓ , and the estimator reduc-
tion (19) prove, for qctr := max{qalg + 2Cstabγ, qθ} ∈ (0, 1),

|||u⋆
ℓ+1 − uk

ℓ+1|||+ γ ηℓ+1(u
k
ℓ+1)

(C)
≤ q

k[ℓ+1]
alg |||u⋆

ℓ+1 − uk
ℓ |||+ γ ηℓ+1(u

k
ℓ+1)

(19)
≤ (qalg + 2Cstabγ) |||u⋆

ℓ+1 − uk
ℓ |||+ qθ γ ηℓ(u

k
ℓ )

≤ qctr
[
|||u⋆

ℓ+1 − uk
ℓ |||+ γ ηℓ(u

k
ℓ )
]
.

The triangle inequality concludes the proof of (29). □

2.7. Convergence and complexity. The first main result asserts full R-linear con-
vergence of the quasi-error Hk

ℓ introduced in (27). More precisely, estimate (30) below
proves that independently of the algorithmic decision for either local mesh refinement or
yet another solver step, Algorithm 1 essentially causes contraction of the quasi-error. In
particular, we see that the Dörfler marking criterion (18) is sufficient to prove R-linear
convergence of Hk

ℓ ≂ ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ).
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Theorem 5 (parameter-robust full R-linear convergence). Let 0 < θ ≤ 1 and
λalg > 0 be arbitrary. Then, Algorithm 1 guarantees the existence of constants Clin > 0
and 0 < qlin < 1 such that

Hk
ℓ ≤ Clin q

|ℓ,k|−|ℓ′,k′|
lin Hk′

ℓ′ for all (ℓ, k), (ℓ′, k′) ∈ Q with |ℓ, k| > |ℓ′, k′|. (30)

In particular, this yields parameter-robust convergence

|||u⋆ − uk
ℓ ||| ≲ Hk

ℓ ≤ Clin q
|ℓ,k|
lin H0

0 → 0 as |ℓ, k| → ∞. (31)

The proof of Theorem 5 is given in Section 4.1 below. Theorem 5 guarantees conver-
gence (without rates) for any choice of the parameters θ and λalg in Algorithm 1.

The formal statement of optimal convergence rates employs the notion of nonlinear
approximation classes [BDD04]. The computational effort for the solution of the discrete
problem (5) on some mesh TH ∈ TN := {T ∈ T : #T − #T0 ≤ N} compared to the
solution on the initial mesh T0 is bounded (up to a multiplicative constant) by N ∈ N0.
The value

e(u⋆, T0, N) := min
Topt∈TN

ηopt(u
⋆
opt) (32)

represents the best possible error measured by the estimator ηopt on the optimal (but not
available) mesh Topt with at most N additional simplices compared to T0. Given s > 0,
the approximation class As consists of all u⋆ such that

∥u⋆∥As
:= sup

N∈N0

(N + 1)se(u⋆, T0, N) < ∞. (33)

When the above expression is finite, the regularity parameter s > 0 represents an achiev-
able convergence rate: The best possible error e(u⋆, T0, N) decreases at least at rate −s
with respect to the number of additional elements N and thus the multiplicative terms
in (33) counterbalance. A sequence of meshes Tℓ ∈ T is called quasi-optimal, if there
holds

sup
ℓ∈N0

(#Tℓ)
sηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ) ≂ ∥u⋆∥As for all s > 0,

i.e., (ηℓ(u⋆
ℓ))ℓ∈N0 converges with rate −s in the sense of

ηℓ(u
⋆
ℓ) ≲ ∥u⋆∥As(#Tℓ)

−s for all ℓ ∈ N0 and all s > 0.

Since this estimate holds for all s > 0 and since ∥u⋆∥As is finite if and only if the rate −s
is possible, this constitutes the optimal convergence rate with respect to the number of
elements and, hence, for fixed polynomial degree, with respect to the number of degrees
of freedom. However, the rate with respect to the overall computational cost, equivalent
to cost(ℓ, k) from (25), is of more practical interest. In addition to the discretization error
measured via ηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ), one has to include the algebraic error |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ ||| as contribution

to the quasi-error. Stability (A1) ensures |||u⋆
ℓ − uk

ℓ ||| + ηℓ(u
⋆
ℓ) ≂ |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ ||| + ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) =

Hk
ℓ , advocating for the quasi-error (27). This leads to the following notion of optimal

complexity for sufficiently small adaptivity parameters θ and λalg.

Theorem 6 (optimal complexity). There exist upper bounds 0 < θ⋆ ≤ 1 and λ⋆
alg > 0

such that, for any 0 < θ < θ⋆ and 0 < λalg < λ⋆
alg, the following holds: Algorithm 1

guarantees that

∥u⋆∥As ≲ sup
(ℓ,k)∈Q

cost(ℓ, k)s Hk
ℓ ≲ max{∥u⋆∥As ,H

0
0} for all s > 0,
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where the underlying constants depend on s. In particular, ∥u⋆∥As < ∞ is equivalent to
the quasi-error Hk

ℓ decaying with rate −s with respect to the overall computational cost,
and, hence, time.

The proof of Theorem 6 is given in Section 4.2 below.

3. Numerical experiments

This section provides numerical investigations underlining the theoretical results from
Subsection 2.7. The experiments employ the Matlab object-oriented code1 from [IP23]
and hp-robust geometric multigrid method from [IMPS24] for the arising linear systems.

Following [Kel74], we consider the benchmark problem (1) on the square domain Ω :=
(−1, 1)2 with a strong jump in the piecewise constant scalar diffusion coefficient A(x) :=
a(x) I2×2 ∈ L∞(Ω) for a(x) := 161.447 638 797 588 1 if x1x2 > 0 and a(x) := 1 if x1x2 < 0.
This setting models an interface problem. The exact weak solution in polar coordinates
reads u⋆(r, ϕ) := rαµ(ϕ) with constants α = 0.1, β = −14.922 565 104 551 52, δ = π/4,
and µ(ϕ) defined as

µ(ϕ) :=


cos((π/2− β)α) cos((ϕ− π/2 + δ)α) if 0 ≤ ϕ < π/2,

cos(δα) cos((ϕ− π + β)α) if π/2 ≤ ϕ < π,

cos(βα) cos((ϕ− π − δ)α) if π ≤ ϕ < 3π/2,

cos((π/2− δ)α) cos((ϕ− 3π/2− β)α) if 3π/2 ≤ ϕ < 2π.

The solution determines the inhomogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions uD(x) := u⋆(x)
for x ∈ ∂Ω and leads to f ≡ 0 and f ≡ 0. The parameter α gives the regularity of the
solution u ∈ H1+α−ε(Ω) for all ε > 0, having a strong point singularity at the origin where
the interfaces intersect. The boundary data uD is approximated by nodal interpolation
[MNS03; FPP14], leading to an additional boundary-data oscillation term (for sufficiently
smooth uD, see [FPP14] in 2D and [AFK+13] for arbitrary spatial dimension), in the error
estimator

ηH(T, vH)
2 := |T | ∥ div(a∇vH)∥2L2(T ) + |T |1/2 ∥[a∇vH · n]∥2L2(∂T\Γ)

+
∑

E⊂∂T∩Γ

|T |1/2∥(1− Πp−1
E ) ∂uD/∂s∥L2(E),

where Πp−1
E is the L2(E)-orthogonal projection onto the space of polynomials of degree

p− 1 on the boundary face E ⊂ Γ and ∂uD/∂s is the arc-length derivative of uD.
Since the exact solution u⋆, see Figure 4c, exhibits a strong singularity at the origin,

Algorithm 1 aggressively refines the initial mesh from Figure 4a towards this point as
displayed in Figure 4b. Figure 4d shows the corresponding discrete solution uk

ℓ on the
level ℓ = 15.

The notion of optimal convergence rates relates to some measure of computational
costs. While the motivation for studying the number of degrees of freedom stems from
the goal of using meshes as coarse as possible, the cumulative cost from (26) take into
account all the work of computing a solution on an adaptive mesh. In practice, one is more
interested in the cumulative runtime to compute a solution of a desired accuracy. All three
notions of optimality are investigated in Figure 5. The timing results throughout this
chapter display the median of the total runtime obtained from 5 identical runs. When the

1The Matlab code for the reproduction of all the experiments is openly available under
https://www.tuwien.at/mg/asc/praetorius/software/mooafem
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adaptive algorithm is implemented in linear complexity, as in this case, the Figures 5a–5c
exhibit the same optimal rate −p/2 of estimator decrease for fixed polynomial degree p.
We underline that the rates for adaptive refinement are significantly larger than the
suboptimal rate of 0.1 attained with uniform refinement for any polynomial degree p.

Figure 6 confirms the linear complexity because, independently of p, the slope of total
runtime versus the cumulative cost attains one. Moreover, already at 104 degrees of
freedom, the runtime of the adaptive algorithm with the iterative algebraic solver is lower
than with Matlab’s highly optimized built-in direct solver mldivide. This showcases
from a practical point of view why optimal iterative solvers are indispensable for linear
complexity of Algorithm 1.

In Figure 7, we investigate full R-linear convergence of the quasi-error Hk
ℓ from (27) as

stated in Theorem 5. The quasi-error is reduced in each step of the adaptive algorithm
only up to a multiplicative constant. Indeed, Hk

ℓ slightly increases in algebraic solver steps,
but this increase is limited and compensated by the reduction of the mesh refinement and
Dörfler’s marking strategy, leading to overall optimal convergence.

While Theorem 6 ensures optimal complexity for sufficiently small adaptivity param-
eters, Figure 8 illustrates that also moderate values of θ lead to optimal convergence
rates. However, Figure 9 indicates that smaller values of λalg are required to achieve the
optimal convergence rate as the rates decrease for large λalg at about cost(ℓ, k) ≥ 105.
This observation might be caused by the strong singularity in this benchmark problem
and justifies the choice of λalg = 0.01 in the remaining experiments. The joint influence
of the adaptivity parameters θ and λalg is investigated in Table 1, which displays the
weighted cumulative runtime

ηℓ(u
k
ℓ )

∑
|ℓ′,k′|≤|ℓ,k|

time(ℓ′, k′) (34)

with ηℓ(u
k
ℓ )/ηℓ(u

0
0) < 10−2 as stopping criterion. The optimal choices with regard to

this empirical balance of error estimator and computational runtime are moderate values
0.5 ≤ θ ≤ 0.7 and 0.5 ≤ λalg = 0.9.

Figure 10 reveals that the use of nested iteration in Algorithm 1 is crucial to pre-
serve a uniform number of algebraic solver iterations. Moreover, the plot illustrates how
large parameters in the stopping criterion (21) lead to fewer algebraic iterations as the
discretization error becomes the dominating error source.

4. Convergence analysis

4.1. Proof of full R-Linear convergence (Theorem 5). The following result,
implicitly found in [CFPP14, Lemma 4.9], is the key tool for the characterization of
R-linear convergence of adaptive algorithms. We refer to [BFM+23, Lemma 10] for the
present statement.

Lemma 7 (tail summability vs. R-linear convergence). Let (αk)k∈N0 with αk ∈ R≥0

for all k ∈ N0. Then, the following statements are equivalent:

(i) Tail summability: There exists Csum > 0 such that for all M,N ∈ N0,

M+N∑
k=M+1

αk ≤ Csum αM . (35)
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(d) Discrete solution
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Figure 4. Initial mesh, adaptively refined mesh, exact solution u⋆, and
discrete solution uk

ℓ for the Kellogg benchmark problem from Subsection 3.
The results are generated by Algorithm 1 with polynomial degree p = 2,
bulk parameter θ = 0.5, and stopping parameter λalg = 0.01.

λalg θ 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.1

0.9 1.36 0.96 0.95 1.06 1.03

0.7 1.53 1.03 1.00 1.06 1.03

0.5 1.49 0.96 1.14 1.07 1.04

0.3 1.55 0.98 1.16 1.05 1.05

0.1 1.67 1.00 1.39 1.07 1.07

Table 1. Investigation of the influence of the adaptivity parameters θ and λalg in
Algorithm 1 to solve the Kellogg benchmark problem from Subsection 3. The polynomial
degree is chosen as p = 2. The best choice per column is marked in yellow, per row in
blue, and for both in green. For all θ, the best performance is observed for λalg = 0.9,
while overall best results are achieved for θ ∈ {0.5, 0.7}.
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Figure 5. Convergence plot of Algorithm 1 to solve the Kellogg bench-
mark problem from Subsection 3 for various polynomial degrees. The adap-
tivity parameters read θ = 0.5 and λalg = 0.01. All graphs display values
of the residual-based error estimator ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) from (10).

(ii) R-linear convergence: There exist 0 < qconv < 1 and Cconv > 0 such that for all
M,N ∈ N0

αM+N ≤ Cconv q
N
conv αM . (36)

Proof. (i) ⇒ (ii): Note that for any M,N ∈ N0, tail summability (35) yields

(C−1
sum + 1)

M+N∑
k=M+1

αk = C−1
sum

M+N∑
k=M+1

αk +
M+N∑
k=M+1

αk ≤ αM +
M+N∑
k=M+1

αk =
M+N∑
k=M

αk.
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Figure 6. Plot of the cumulative runtime in Algorithm 1 with mldivide
and iterative algebraic solvers versus the cumulative number of degrees of
freedom to solve the benchmark problem from Subsection 3 for various
polynomial degrees. The chosen adaptivity parameters read θ = 0.5 and
λalg = 0.01. The plot displays the runtime of one out of five identical runs
chosen by the median of the total runtime.
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Figure 7. Convergence plot of Algorithm 1 for various polynomial de-
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The graphs display the values of the quasi-error Hk

ℓ from (27) in each alge-
braic iteration step.
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Figure 8. Convergence plot of Algorithm 1 to solve the Kellogg bench-
mark problem from Subsection 3 for various choices of the bulk parameter
θ. The remaining adaptivity parameter is chosen as λalg = 0.01 and the
polynomial degree as p = 2. The graphs display the values of the residual-
based error estimator ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) from (10).

Repeat this estimate inductively and use tail summability (35) to obtain

αM+N =
M+N∑

k=M+N

αk ≤ (C−1
sum + 1)−1

M+N∑
k=M+N−1

αk ≤ . . .

≤ (C−1
sum + 1)−N

M+N∑
k=M

αk ≤ (Csum + 1)(C−1
sum + 1)−N αM .

This proves the claim for qconv = (C−1
sum + 1)−1 ∈ (0, 1) and Cconv = Csum + 1.

(ii) ⇒ (i): Using R-linear convergence (36) for each term of the sum and the geometric
series, we derive

M+N∑
k=M+1

αk =
N∑
i=1

αM+i ≤ Cconv

N∑
i=1

qiconvαM ≤ Cconvqconv

1− qconv
αM .

This proves the claim for Csum = Cconvqconv(1− qconv)
−1. □

Proof of Theorem 5. The proof consists of five steps.
Step 1 (contraction up to tail summable remainder). Fix 0 < µ < (1− q2ctr) q

−2
ctr so that

qµ := (1 + µ)q2ctr < 1 and Cµ := (1 + µ−1)q2ctr > 0. Then, the quasi-error contraction (29)
and the Young inequality prove, for all (ℓ+ 1, k) ∈ Q, that

(Hℓ+1)
2 ≤ qµ (Hℓ)

2 + Cµ |||u⋆
ℓ+1 − u⋆

ℓ |||2. (37)

Step 2 (tail summability with respect to ℓ). For all (ℓ′, k) ∈ Q with ℓ′ < ℓ − 1,
the Galerkin orthogonality in the form (12), the telescoping sum, reliability (A3), and
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Figure 9. Convergence plot of Algorithm 1 to solve the Kellogg bench-
mark problem from Subsection 3 for various choices of the stopping pa-
rameter λalg. The remaining adaptivity parameter is chosen as θ = 0.3
and the polynomial degree as p = 2. The graphs display the values of the
residual-based error estimator ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) from (10).

stability (A1), prove that
ℓ−1∑
ℓ=ℓ′

|||u⋆
ℓ+1 − u⋆

ℓ |||2
(12)
=

ℓ−1∑
ℓ=ℓ′

[
|||u⋆ − u⋆

ℓ |||2 − |||u⋆ − u⋆
ℓ+1|||2

]
≤ |||u⋆ − u⋆

ℓ′|||2

(A3)
≲ ηℓ′(u

⋆
ℓ′)

2
(A1)
≲ ηℓ′(u

k
ℓ′)

2 + |||u⋆
ℓ′ − uk

ℓ′|||
2 (28)
≂ (Hℓ′)

2.

The combination with Step 1 and the geometric series results in quadratic tail summability
of the form, for all (ℓ′, k) ∈ Q with ℓ′ < ℓ− 1,

ℓ−1∑
ℓ=ℓ′+1

(Hℓ)
2

(37)
≤ (Hℓ′)

2

ℓ−2∑
ℓ=ℓ′

qℓ−ℓ′

µδ + Cµ

ℓ−2∑
ℓ=ℓ′

|||u⋆
ℓ+1 − u⋆

ℓ |||2 ≲ (Hℓ′)
2.

According to Lemma 7, this quadratic tail summability is equivalent to R-linear conver-
gence, i.e., there exist C1 > 0 and 0 < q1 < 1 such that

(Hℓ)
2 ≤ C1 q

ℓ−ℓ′

1 (Hℓ′)
2 for all (ℓ, k), (ℓ′, k) ∈ Q with 0 ≤ ℓ′ ≤ ℓ.

Taking the square-root of this quasi-contraction estimate and another application of
Lemma 7 result in linear tail summability

ℓ−1∑
ℓ=ℓ′+1

Hℓ ≲ Hℓ′ for all (ℓ′, k) ∈ Q. (38)

This proves tail summability of the final iterates (ℓ, k) ∈ Q with respect to ℓ. It remains
to prove summability with respect to the algebraic solver step index k.
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Figure 10. Number of iteration steps of algebraic solver for the Kellogg
benchmark problem from Subsection 3 with nested (i.e., u0

ℓ+1 := uk
ℓ ) and

non-nested (i.e., u0
ℓ+1 := 0) iteration for various stopping parameters λalg.

The chosen polynomial degree reads p = 2 and the adaptivity parameter
θ = 0.5.

Step 3 (quasi-contraction of quasi-error for every iterate). Recall the quasi-error with
respect to every iterate Hk

ℓ = |||u⋆
ℓ − uk

ℓ ||| + ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ) for all (ℓ, k) ∈ Q from (27) and note

that

Hk
ℓ ≂ Hℓ, (39)

where the hidden equivalence constants depend only on γ. The contraction (C) of the
algebraic solver in estimate (7) establishes, for all 1 ≤ k ≤ k,

|||uk
ℓ − uk−1

ℓ |||
(7)
≤ (1 + qalg) |||u⋆

ℓ − uk−1
ℓ ||| ≤ 2 |||u⋆

ℓ − uk−1
ℓ |||. (40)

For all (ℓ, k) ∈ Q, this leads to

Hk
ℓ = |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ |||+ ηℓ(u

k
ℓ )

(A1)
≲ |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ |||+ |||uk

ℓ − uk−1
ℓ |||+ ηℓ(u

k−1
ℓ )

(27)
≤ Hk−1

ℓ + 2 |||uk
ℓ − uk−1

ℓ |||
(40)
≤ 5Hk−1

ℓ .

(41)

For the iterates with 0 ≤ k′ < k < k[ℓ], the failure of the stopping criterion (21) for the
algebraic solver in Algorithm 1 (I.b) guarantees

Hk
ℓ = |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ |||+ ηℓ(u

k
ℓ )

(21)
< |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ |||+ λ−1

alg |||u
k
ℓ − uk−1

ℓ |||
(40)
≤ |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ |||+ 2λ−1

alg|||u
⋆
ℓ − uk−1

ℓ |||
(C)
≤ (qalg + 2λ−1

alg) |||u
⋆
ℓ − uk−1

ℓ |||
(C)
≤

qalg + 2λ−1
alg

qalg
qk−k′

alg |||u⋆
ℓ − uk′

ℓ |||.

(42)
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For 0 ≤ k′ < k = k[ℓ], the combination of (41)–(42) results in

Hk
ℓ

(41)
≲ Hk−1

ℓ

(42)
≲ q

(k−1)−k′

alg |||u⋆
ℓ − uk′

ℓ ||| =
1

qalg
qk−k′

alg |||u⋆
ℓ − uk′

ℓ |||. (43)

Since |||u⋆
ℓ − uk′

ℓ ||| ≤ Hk′

ℓ , the estimates (42)–(43) prove

Hk
ℓ ≲ qk−k′

alg Hk′

ℓ for all (ℓ, k) ∈ Q with 0 ≤ k′ ≤ k ≤ k[ℓ]. (44)

In the remaining case of k = 0, Céa-type estimate (13), reliability (A3), and stabil-
ity (A1) imply

|||u⋆
ℓ − u⋆

ℓ−1||| ≤ |||u⋆
ℓ − u⋆|||+ |||u⋆ − u⋆

ℓ−1|||
(13)
≲ |||u⋆ − u⋆

ℓ−1|||
(A3)
≲ ηℓ−1(u

⋆
ℓ−1)

(A1)
≲ ηℓ−1(u

k
ℓ−1) + |||u⋆

ℓ−1 − uk
ℓ−1||| = Hk

ℓ−1

(39)
≂ Hℓ−1.

This and nested iteration u0
ℓ = uk

ℓ−1 yield

H0
ℓ

(27)
= |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ−1|||+ ηℓ(u

k
ℓ−1)

(20)
≲ |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ−1|||+ ηℓ−1(u

k
ℓ−1)

≤ |||u⋆
ℓ − u⋆

ℓ−1|||+ Hk
ℓ−1

(39)
≲ Hℓ−1 for all (ℓ, 0) ∈ Q with ℓ > 0.

(45)

Step 4 (tail summability with respect to ℓ and k). Let (ℓ′, k′) ∈ Q. The quasi-
contraction estimates from Step 3 and the geometric series prove that

∑
(ℓ,k)∈Q

|ℓ,k|>|ℓ′,k′|

Hk
ℓ =

k[ℓ′]∑
k=k′+1

Hk
ℓ′ +

ℓ∑
ℓ=ℓ′+1

k[ℓ]∑
k=0

Hk
ℓ

(44)
≲ Hk′

ℓ′ +

ℓ∑
ℓ=ℓ′+1

H0
ℓ

(45)
≲ Hk′

ℓ′ +

ℓ−1∑
ℓ=ℓ′

Hℓ

(38)
≲ Hk′

ℓ′ + Hℓ′
(39)
≂ Hk′

ℓ′ + Hk
ℓ′

(44)
≲ Hk′

ℓ′ .

(46)

Step 5 (full R-linear convergence). Since the index set Q is linearly ordered with
respect to the total step counter |·, ·|, the tail summability (46) and Lemma 7 conclude
the proof, i.e., there exist C2 > 0 and 0 < q2 < 1 such that

Hk
ℓ ≤ C2 q

|ℓ,k|−|ℓ′,k′|
2 Hk′

ℓ′ for all (ℓ′, k′), (ℓ, k) ∈ Q with |ℓ, k| ≥ |ℓ′, k′|.

Finally, we show the upper bound on the overall error by the quasi-error in (31) yielding
parameter-robust convergence. Using reliability (A3) and stability (A1), there holds

|||u⋆ − uk
ℓ ||| ≤ |||u⋆ − u⋆

ℓ |||+ |||u⋆
ℓ − uk

ℓ |||
(A3)
≲ ηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ) + |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ |||

(A1)
≲ ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) + |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ ||| = Hk

ℓ . □

4.2. Proof of optimal complexity (Theorem 6). The following corollary asserts
that full R-linear convergence from Theorem 5 implies the coincidence of the convergence
rates of the quasi-error from (27) with respect to the number of degrees of freedom and
with respect to the total computational work. Thus, full R-linear convergence is a key
argument to prove optimal complexity of Algorithm 1.
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Corollary 8 ([BFM+23, Corollary 11]). For s > 0, abbreviate

M(s) := sup
(ℓ,k)∈Q

(#Tℓ)
sHk

ℓ . (47)

Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 5 hold. Then, Algorithm 1 guarantees the
equivalence

M(s) ≤ sup
(ℓ,k)∈Q

cost(ℓ, k)s Hk
ℓ ≤

Clin

[1− q
1/s
lin ]s

M(s). (48)

Proof. Recall from (25) that

cost(ℓ, k) =
∑

(ℓ′,k′)∈Q
|ℓ′,k′|≤|ℓ,k|

#Tℓ′ .

The first estimate in (48) is thus immediate as it suffices to bound the sum of positive
terms from below by one of its components. Next, note that for all (ℓ′, k′) ∈ Q, the
definition (47) provides

#Tℓ′ ≤ M(s)1/s(Hk′

ℓ′ )
−1/s.

Summing and using the full R-linear convergence (30) together with the geometric series
gives

cost(ℓ, k) =
∑

(ℓ′,k′)∈Q
|ℓ′,k′|≤|ℓ,k|

#Tℓ′ ≤ M(s)1/s
∑

(ℓ′,k′)∈Q
|ℓ′,k′|≤|ℓ,k|

(Hk′

ℓ′ )
−1/s

(30)
≤ M(s)1/s C

1/s
lin

∑
(ℓ′,k′)∈Q
|ℓ′,k′|≤|ℓ,k|

(q
1/s
lin )|ℓ,k|−|ℓ′,k′|(Hk

ℓ )
−1/s

≤ M(s)1/s
C

1/s
lin

1− q
1/s
lin

(Hk
ℓ )

−1/s.

Rearranging the terms and taking the supremum over (ℓ, k) ∈ Q proves the second
estimate in (48). □

The following result relates the error estimator for the final algebraic iterates to the
one for the exact solution. It imposes a restriction on the algebraic stopping parameter
λalg to ensure that the final iterate is sufficiently close to the exact solution.

Lemma 9 (estimator equivalence). There exists λ⋆
alg := (1−qalg)/(Cstab qalg) > 0 such

that every 0 < θ ≤ 1 and 0 < λalg < λ⋆
alg guarantee

(1− λalg/λ
⋆
alg) ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) ≤ ηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ) ≤ (1 + λalg/λ

⋆
alg) ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ). (49)

Proof. The a-posteriori error control in (7) and the stopping criterion (21) establish

Cstab |||u⋆
ℓ − uk

ℓ ||| ≤
Cstab qalg

1− qalg
|||uk

ℓ − uk−1
ℓ ||| ≤ λalg

λ⋆
alg

ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ). (50)

For any λalg > 0, this and stability (A1) prove the upper bound

ηℓ(u
⋆
ℓ) ≤ ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) + Cstab |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ ||| ≤

(
1 + λalg/λ

⋆
alg

)
ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ).
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Analogously, we prove

ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ) ≤ ηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ) + Cstab |||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ ||| ≤ ηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ) +

λalg

λ⋆
alg

ηℓ(u
k
ℓ ).

Rearrangement yields, for all 0 < λalg < λ⋆
alg, that(

1− λalg/λ
⋆
alg

)
ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) ≤ ηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ). □

Given a particular triangulation Tℓ, the following lemma provides the existence of
an optimal set for refinement satisfying the Dörfler criterion for a sufficiently small bulk
parameter θmark. In the subsequent proof of optimal complexity of Algorithm 1, this allows
to relate the actual marked set with these theoretical optimal sets of refined elements.

Lemma 10 (equivalence with optimal-practical refinement). Given λ⋆
alg > 0 from

Lemma 9, choose 0 < θ⋆ ≤ 1 sufficiently small to ensure that the parameters 0 < θ < θ⋆

and 0 < λalg < λ⋆
alg satisfy

0 < θmark := (θ1/2 + λalg/λ
⋆
alg)

2/(1− λalg/λ
⋆
alg)

2 < (1 + C2
stabC

2
drel)

−1.

Then, there exists a set Rℓ ⊆ Tℓ such that

#Rℓ ≲ ∥u⋆∥1/sAs
ηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ)

−1/s and θmark ηℓ(u
⋆
ℓ)

2 ≤ ηℓ(Rℓ, u
⋆
ℓ)

2. (51)

Moreover, the above Dörfler marking (51) for (θmark, u
⋆
ℓ) implies that Rℓ also satisfies the

Dörfler marking (18) for (θ, uk
ℓ ), meaning that

θ ηℓ(u
k
ℓ )

2 ≤ ηℓ(Rℓ, u
k
ℓ )

2. (52)

Proof. The existence of the set Rℓ satisfying (51) follows from [CFPP14, Lem. 4.14],
because θmark < (1 + C2

stabC
2
drel)

−1 is guaranteed by the choice of the parameters. To
show (52), we use the estimator equivalence from Lemma 9 and the marking criterion (51)
to obtain

(1− λalg/λ
⋆
alg) θ

1/2
mark ηℓ(u

k
ℓ )

(49)
≤ θ

1/2
mark ηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ)

(51)
≤ ηℓ(Rℓ, u

⋆
ℓ).

Next, using stability (A1), a-posteriori control (7), and the stopping criterion (21), we
deduce

ηℓ(Rℓ, u
⋆
ℓ)

(A1)
≤ ηℓ(Rℓ, u

k
ℓ ) + Cstab|||u⋆

ℓ − uk
ℓ |||

(7)
≤ ηℓ(Rℓ, u

k
ℓ ) + Cstab

qalg

1− qalg
|||uk

ℓ − uk−1
ℓ |||

(21)
≤ ηℓ(Rℓ, u

k
ℓ ) + λalg/λ

⋆
alg ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ).

The combination of the two previous estimates with the definition of θmark yields

(1− λalg/λ
⋆
alg) θ

1/2
mark ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ) ≤ ηℓ(Rℓ, u

k
ℓ ) +

[
θ
1/2
mark(1− λalg/λ

⋆
alg)− θ1/2

]
ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ).

Rearranging the terms gives the practical marking criterion (52). □

Remark 11 (optimality of Dörfler marking). Though the details on the set Rℓ

satisfying (51) are not fully discussed in the previous proof, note that this provides a
central argument for using Dörfler marking criterion (18) in adaptive FEMs. Indeed,
referring to, e.g., [CFPP14, Lem. 4.14] and the seminal paper [Ste07], let us suppose that,
for a given sequence of successively refined triangulations (Tℓ)ℓ∈N0, we compute the exact
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discrete solutions u⋆
ℓ and that there holds linear convergence ηℓ+n(u

⋆
ℓ+n) ≤ Cqnlinηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ)

for all ℓ, n ∈ N0, where C > 0 and 0 < qlin < 1 are ℓ-independent. Then, there exists
0 < θ⋆ ≤ 1 such that, for any 0 < θ < θ⋆, the set Rℓ := Tℓ \ Tℓ+1 satisfies the Dörfler
marking

θ ηℓ(u
⋆
ℓ)

2 ≤ ηℓ(Rℓ, u
⋆
ℓ)

2 for all ℓ ∈ N0. (53)

Independently of how the marked elements are chosen, Dörfler marking is thus satisfied
along the sequence of refined elements if there holds R-linear convergence. In this sense,
Dörfler marking is not only sufficient for (full) R-linear convergence, but also necessary.

Proof of Theorem 6. By Corollary 8, it suffices to prove, for every s > 0,

sup
(ℓ,k)∈Q

(#Tℓ)
sHk

ℓ ≲ max{∥u⋆∥As ,H
0
0}.

Let s > 0 and assume that the right-hand side of the previous estimate is finite, because
otherwise the claim is trivial. The proof consists of three steps.

Step 1. For all 0 ≤ ℓ′ < ℓ, Lemma 10 guarantees existence of a set Rℓ′ ⊆ Tℓ′ satisfy-
ing (51) for ℓ′ replacing ℓ. This, the estimate (45), a-posteriori control of the algebraic
error (7), the stopping criterion (21), and the estimator equivalence from Lemma 9 imply

H0
ℓ′+1

(45)
≲ Hℓ′

(7)
≲ |||uk

ℓ′ − uk−1
ℓ′ |||+ ηℓ′(u

k
ℓ′)

(21)
≲ ηℓ′(u

k
ℓ′)

(49)
≂ ηℓ′(u

⋆
ℓ′).

The combination with (51) proves

#Rℓ′ ≲ ∥u⋆∥1/sAs
(H0

ℓ′+1)
−1/s.

Step 2. Since Rℓ′ ⊆ Tℓ′ , the quasi-minimality of Mℓ′ implies #Mℓ′ ≲ #Rℓ′ due
to the comparison of optimal and practical marking (52). This and the mesh-closure
estimate (R3) show

#Tℓ −#T0 ≲
ℓ∑

ℓ′=0

#Mℓ′ ≲
ℓ∑

ℓ′=0

#Rℓ′ .

Step 3. Full R-linear convergence (30) proves
ℓ−1∑
ℓ′=0

(H0
ℓ′+1)

−1/s ≤
∑

(ℓ′,k′)∈Q
|ℓ′,k′|≤|ℓ,k|

(Hk′

ℓ′ )
−1/s ≲ (Hk

ℓ )
−1/s

∑
(ℓ′,k′)∈Q
|ℓ′,k′|≤|ℓ,k|

(qlin)
|ℓ,k|−|ℓ′,k′| ≲ ∥u⋆∥1/sAs

(Hk
ℓ )

−1/s.

The combination of this with the Steps 1–2 reads

#Tℓ −#T0 ≲ ∥u⋆∥1/sAs
(Hk

ℓ )
−1/s.

For ℓ > 0, the lower bound 1 ≤ #Tℓ −#T0 implies #Tℓ −#T0 + 1 ≤ 2(#Tℓ −#T0) and
thus

(#Tℓ −#T0 + 1)s Hk
ℓ ≲ ∥u⋆∥As .

For ℓ = 0, full R-linear convergence (30) yields

(#T0 −#T0 + 1)s Hk
0 ≲ H0

0.

The combination with the elementary estimate #Tℓ ≤ #T0(#Tℓ−#T0+1) from [BHP17,
Lemma 22] concludes the proof

(#Tℓ)
s Hk

ℓ ≲ max{∥u⋆∥As ,H
0
0} for all (ℓ, k) ∈ Q. □
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5. Extension 1: Goal-oriented adaptivity

The Algorithm 1 from Subsection 2.5 aims at the efficient approximation of the solution
u⋆ with respect to the energy norm ||| · |||. In many applications, one rather looks for a
particular quantity of interest G(u⋆) in terms of a linear goal functional G : X → R.
A non-standard marking procedure allows to approximate the goal functional with the
doubled optimal convergence rate. In this section, we present some results from [BGIP23]
on cost-optimal goal-oriented adaptivity with inexact solver.

5.1. Adaptive FEM with linear goal functional. Let u⋆ ∈ H1
0 (Ω) be the weak

solution to (3). Given g ∈ L2(Ω) and g ∈ [L2(Ω)]d, we consider the linear functional

G(u⋆) :=

∫
Ω

(g u⋆ − g · ∇u⋆) dx. (54)

The goal-oriented adaptive finite element method (GOAFEM) seeks for an efficient ap-
proximation of G(u⋆) using an (approximate) solution uH ∈ XH to the discrete formula-
tion (5).

A duality approach from [GS02] employs the solution z⋆ ∈ X to the so-called dual
problem

a(v, z⋆) = G(v) for all v ∈ X . (55)
While ηH(u

⋆
H) from (10) controls the energy error of the primal variable u⋆

H ≈ u⋆,
GOAFEM requires another a-posteriori error estimator for the discrete dual problem
with solution z⋆H ∈ XH to the problem

a(vH , z
⋆
H) = G(vH) for all vH ∈ XH . (56)

To this end, note that (55) corresponds to the elliptic PDE

− div(A∇z⋆) = g − div g in Ω and z⋆ = 0 on ∂Ω.

For zH ∈ XH , we thus define ζH(zH) :=
(∑

T∈TH ζH(T, zH)
2
)1/2 by

ζH(T, zH)
2 := |T |2/d ∥g + div(A∇zH − g)∥2L2(T ) + |T |1/d ∥[[(A∇zH − g) · n]]∥2L2(∂T∩Ω)

and employ the same abbreviation ζH(zH) for the global values analogously to the primal
estimator with (10b). It is well-known that ζH satisfies (A1)–(A4) with ηH replaced by
ζH and all primal variables replaced by their dual counterparts [FPZ16]. Hence, the
dual estimator ζH(zH) allows for a quasi-optimal adaptive resolution of the dual solution
z⋆. Using the linearity of the goal functional G and the dual problem (56), for any
uH , zH ∈ XH , recall from [GS02] that there holds

G(u⋆)−G(uH) = G(u⋆ − uH) = a(u⋆ − uH , z
⋆) = a(u⋆ − uH , z

⋆ − zH) + a(u⋆ − uH , zH)

= a(u⋆ − uH , z
⋆ − zH) +

[
F (zH)− a(uH , zH)

]
.

This motivates the definition of the discrete goal functional

GH(uH , zH) := G(uH) +
[
F (zH)− a(uH , zH)

]
(57)

and ensures the estimate

|G(u⋆)−GH(uH , zH)| ≤ |a(u⋆ − uH , z
⋆ − zH)| ≤ |||u⋆ − uH ||| |||z⋆ − zH |||

for the a(·, ·)-induced energy norm. Consequently, for sufficiently good approximations
uH to u⋆ and zH to z⋆, the discrete goal value GH(uH , zH) converges to G(u⋆) with the
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sum of the convergence rates for the primal and the dual problem. The reliability (A3)
of the primal and the dual estimator result in

|G(u⋆)−GH(u
⋆
H , z

⋆
H)| ≲ ηH(u

⋆
H) ζH(z

⋆
H). (58)

This reveals that GOAFEM needs to ensure optimal convergence of the product of the
primal and the dual estimator. To this end, [FPZ16] introduces the marking strategy in
step (III) of Algorithm 2 below that avoids over-refinement for both primal and dual solu-
tions. Since the bilinear form a(·, ·) is symmetric, the iterative solver Ψ from Section 2.2
may be also applied for the solution of the discrete dual problem (56).

5.2. Algorithm 2: Goal-oriented adaptive FEM. Input: Initial mesh T0, poly-
nomial degree p ∈ N, initial iterates u0

0 := um
0 := z00 := z

µ

0 := 0, marking parameter
0 < θ ≤ 1, solver parameter λalg > 0.

Adaptive loop: For all ℓ = 0, 1, 2, . . ., repeat the following steps (I)–(IV):
(I) SOLVE & ESTIMATE (PRIMAL). For all m = 1, 2, 3, . . ., repeat (a)–(b):

(a) Compute um
ℓ := Ψℓ(F ;um−1

ℓ ) and the corresponding refinement indicators
ηℓ(T ;u

m
ℓ ) for all T ∈ Tℓ.

(b) Terminate m-loop and define m[ℓ] := m provided that

|||um
ℓ − um−1

ℓ ||| ≤ λalg ηℓ(u
m
ℓ ).

(II) SOLVE & ESTIMATE (DUAL). For all µ = 1, 2, 3, . . ., repeat (a)–(b):
(a) Compute zµℓ := Ψℓ(G; zµ−1

ℓ ) and the corresponding refinement indicators
ζℓ(T ; z

µ
ℓ ) for all T ∈ Tℓ.

(b) Terminate µ-loop and define µ[ℓ] := µ provided that

|||zµℓ − zµ−1
ℓ ||| ≤ λalg ζℓ(z

µ
ℓ ).

(III) COMBINED MARK. Determine sets Mu

ℓ ,M
z

ℓ ⊆ Tℓ of minimal cardinality that satisfy
the Dörfler marking criteria

θ ηℓ(u
m
ℓ )

2 ≤ ηℓ(M
u

ℓ , u
m
ℓ )

2 and θ ζℓ(z
µ

ℓ )
2 ≤ ζℓ(M

z

ℓ , z
µ

ℓ )
2.

Following [FPZ16], let the marked elements Mℓ := Mu
ℓ ∪ Mz

ℓ consist of subsets
Mu

ℓ ⊆ Mu

ℓ and Mz
ℓ ⊆ Mz

ℓ of same cardinality #Mu
ℓ = #Mz

ℓ = min{#Mu

ℓ ,#Mz

ℓ}.
(IV) REFINE. Generate the new mesh Tℓ+1 := refine(Tℓ,Mℓ) by NVB and employ

nested iteration u0
ℓ+1 := um

ℓ and z0ℓ+1 := z
µ

ℓ .
Output: Sequences of successively refined triangulations Tℓ, discrete approximations um

ℓ ,
zµℓ , and corresponding error estimators ηℓ(u

k
ℓ ), ζℓ(zκℓ ).

Note that, in practice, the primal (I) and dual (II) iterations can be performed in
parallel: The underlying matrix is indeed the same, one just needs to accommodate the
implementation for two different right-hand sides. Algorithm 2 essentially goes back
to [MS09] for the Poisson model problem, while the analysis for general second-order
elliptic PDEs is given in [FPZ16]. While the earlier work [MS09] employed the combined
marking strategy with Mℓ ∈ {Mu

ℓ ,M
z

ℓ} such that #Mℓ = min{#Mu

ℓ ,#Mz

ℓ}, it empir-
ically turned out that the marking strategy (III) from [FPZ16] is computationally more
efficient. Note, however, that [MS09; FPZ16] employ the exact computation of the primal
and the dual solutions, while the extension to inexact solutions is done in [BGIP23] for
symmetric PDEs.
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The simultaneous consideration of primal and dual solution requires an adaptation of
the countably infinite index set which reads, for the function v ∈ {u, z},

Qv := {(ℓ, k) ∈ N2
0 : vkℓ is defined in Algorithm 2}.

The following definitions of the final indices coincide with those defined in Algorithm 2

ℓ := sup{ℓ ∈ N0 : (ℓ, 0) ∈ Qu or (ℓ, 0) ∈ Qz} ∈ N0 ∪ {∞},
m[ℓ] := sup{m ∈ N : (ℓ,m) ∈ Qu}, µ[ℓ] := sup{µ ∈ N : (ℓ, µ) ∈ Qz}.

In addition to the quasi-error Hk
ℓ and Hℓ from (27)–(28) for the primal problem, the

corresponding quasi-errors for the dual problem read

Zk
ℓ := |||z⋆ℓ − zkℓ |||+ ζℓ(z

k
ℓ ) for all (ℓ, k) ∈ Qz,

Zℓ := |||z⋆ℓ − zkℓ |||+ γ ζℓ(z
k
ℓ ) for all (ℓ, k) ∈ Qz.

The quasi-errors naturally extend to the full index set (ℓ, k) ∈ Q := Qu ∪ Qz with the
maximum k[ℓ] := max{m[ℓ], µ[ℓ]} via

Hk
ℓ := Hm

ℓ if (ℓ, k) ̸∈ Qu and Zk
ℓ := Zµ

ℓ if (ℓ, k) ̸∈ Qz.

Arguing as for Lemma 3, one obtains the following a-posteriori control on the goal-
error, which can be used to terminate Algorithm 2.

Lemma 12. For ℓ ∈ N0 and m,µ ≥ 1, let um
ℓ , z

µ
ℓ ∈ Xℓ be computed by the adaptive loop

of Algorithm 2. Then, there holds

|G(u⋆)−GH(u
m
ℓ , z

µ
ℓ )| ≲

[
|||um

ℓ − um−1
ℓ |||+ ηℓ(u

m
ℓ )

] [
|||zµℓ − zµ−1

ℓ |||+ ζℓ(z
µ
ℓ )
]

and, for m = m[ℓ], µ = µ[ℓ],

|G(u⋆)−GH(u
m
ℓ , z

µ

ℓ )| ≲ ηℓ(u
m
ℓ )ζℓ(z

µ

ℓ ). □ (59)

5.3. Convergence and complexity. Algorithm 2 satisfies the following convergence
results from [BGIP23] generalizing the statements from Subsection 2.7 to goal-oriented
adaptivity. The proof of full R-linear convergence follows the summability-based proof
given for Theorem 5 above. Additional difficulties arise from the inherent nonlinear
product structure of Hk

ℓZ
k
ℓ , when compared to the linear quasi-error Hk

ℓ for standard
AFEM.

Theorem 13 (parameter-robust full R-linear convergence [BGIP23, Thm. 6]).
Let 0 < θ ≤ 1 and λalg > 0. Then, Algorithm 2 guarantees the existence of constants
Clin > 0 and 0 < qlin < 1 such that

Hk
ℓZ

k
ℓ ≤ Clin q

|ℓ,k|−|ℓ′,k′|
lin Hk′

ℓ′ Z
k′

ℓ′ for all (ℓ, k), (ℓ′, k′) ∈ Q with |ℓ, k| > |ℓ′, k′|.

In particular, this yields parameter-robust convergence

|G(u⋆)−Gℓ(u
k
ℓ , z

k
ℓ )| ≲ Hk

ℓZ
k
ℓ ≤ Clin q

|ℓ,k|
lin H0

0Z
0
0 → 0 as |ℓ, k| → ∞. □

The proof of optimal complexity follows as for standard AFEM. The only new ingre-
dient is the comparison lemma (see Lemma 10 for standard AFEM), which needs to be
adapted to the product structure of GOAFEM.
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Theorem 14 (optimal complexity [BGIP23, Thm. 8]). There exist upper bounds
0 < θ⋆ ≤ 1 and λ⋆

alg > 0 such that, for sufficiently small 0 < θ < θ⋆ and 0 < λalg < λ⋆
alg,

the following holds: Algorithm 2 guarantees that

sup
(ℓ,k)∈Q

cost(ℓ, k)s+t Hk
ℓ Zk

ℓ ≲ max{∥u⋆∥As ∥z⋆∥At , H0
0 Z0

0} for all s, t > 0. □

5.4. Numerical example. For the empirical investigation of Algorithm 2, consider
the Z-shaped domain Ω := (−1, 1)2\conv{(0, 0), (−1, 0), (−1−1)} ⊂ R2 with the Dirichlet
boundary ΓD := conv{(−1, 0), (0, 0)}∪conv{(−1,−1), (0, 0)} and the Neumann boundary
ΓN := ∂Ω \ ΓD. The benchmark problem seeks u⋆ ∈ H1(Ω) such that

−∆u⋆ = 1 in Ω with u⋆ = 0 on ΓD and ∂u/∂n = 0 on ΓN.

Given the subdomain S := (−0.5, 0.5)2 ∩ Ω, the goal functional is determined by g := 0
and g := χS(1, 1)

⊤ and reads

G(u⋆) =

∫
S

(∂1u
⋆ + ∂2u

⋆) dx ≈ 1.015559272415834. (60)

The exact goal value (60) is approximated by a reference solution with sextic polynomial
functions with adaptive mesh refinement until dim(Xℓ) exceeds 5× 106.

Some discrete primal and dual solutions are depicted in Figure 11. The corresponding
adaptively generated mesh exhibits increased refinement at the reentrant corner (singu-
larity of u⋆) as well as at the vertices of the support S of g (singularities of z⋆). This
adaptive refinement ensures the (doubled) optimal convergence rates for the primal and
dual estimator product in Figure 12. The approximated goal error with respect to the
extrapolated goal value from (60) in Figure 13 confirms these convergence rates.

6. Extension 2: Non-symmetric problems

While iterative algebraic solvers for non-symmetric problems are widely used in prac-
tice (e.g., GMRES, BiCGStab), obtaining a uniform contraction property (C) in the
energy norm remains an open question. As a remedy, and inspired by the state-of-the-art
proof of the famous Lax–Milgram lemma, [BHI+23; BIM+24] introduced an additional
Zarantonello iteration for the symmetrization of the discrete equation. This allows for
the application of the previously used optimal iterative solvers within Algorithm 1 for
symmetric linear systems to compute the inexact Zarantonello update. This section ad-
dresses the generalization of the adaptive algorithm to non-symmetric problems by using
such a two-fold nested iteration with a symmetrization step.

6.1. General second-order linear elliptic model problem. The (non-symmetric)
second-order linear elliptic problem seeks a solution u⋆ ∈ X with

− div(A∇u⋆) + b · ∇u⋆ + cu⋆ = f − div f in Ω and u⋆ = 0 on ∂Ω, (61)

where b ∈
[
L∞(Ω)

]d is the convection coefficient and c ∈ L∞(Ω) the reaction coefficient,
in addition to the diffusion matrix A and the right-hand sides f and f from Subsec-
tion 1.2. Using the bilinear form a(·, ·) from (3), the weak formulation of (61) seeks
u⋆ ∈ X such that

b(u⋆, v) := a(u⋆, v) +

∫
Ω

(b · ∇u⋆ + cu⋆) v dx = F (v) for all v ∈ X . (62)
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Figure 11. Mesh and corresponding discrete primal and dual solution for
the benchmark problem from Subsection 5.4. The results are generated by
Algorithm 2 with polynomial degree p = 2, bulk parameter θ = 0.3, and
stopping parameter λalg = 0.7.
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Figure 12. Convergence plot of the adaptive Algorithm 2 to solve the
benchmark problem from Subsection 5.4 for various polynomial degrees.
The adaptivity parameters read θ = 0.3 and λalg = 0.7. All graphs display
values of the residual-based error estimator product ηℓ(u

m
ℓ ) ζℓ(z

µ

ℓ ) from (59).

April 11, 2024 30



102 103 104 105 106 107

10−11

10−9

10−7

10−5

10−3

10−1

4

1

1

1

costp(ℓ, k)

go
al

er
ro

r

plain corrected

p = 1

p = 2

p = 3

p = 4

Figure 13. Convergence plot of the goal error for the adaptive Algo-
rithm 2 to solve the benchmark problem from Subsection 5.4 for various
polynomial degrees. The adaptivity parameters read θ = 0.3 and λalg = 0.7.
The graphs display the error of the discrete goal value G(um

ℓ ) from (54) us-
ing only the primal problem (plain) and the discrete goal value GH(u

m
ℓ , z

µ

ℓ )
from (57) using the duality technique to double the convergence rates (cor-
rected). The error is computed with respect to the reference goal value
from (60). The reference value only allowed reasonable results up to error
values of about 10−11 and thus the remaining results of the graphs are omit-
ted.

We suppose that b(·, ·) is elliptic with respect to the a(·, ·)-induced norm ||| · ||| in the sense
of

b(v, v) ≳ |||v|||2 for all v ∈ X . (63)
For instance, this is satisfied if −1

2
div b + c ≥ 0. Under the assumption (63), the Lax–

Milgram lemma applies and indeed proves existence and uniqueness of the weak solution
u⋆ ∈ X to (62) and likewise that of the discrete solution u⋆

H ∈ XH to

b(u⋆
H , vH) = F (vH) for all vH ∈ XH .

Moreover, the corresponding residual-based error estimator reads

ηH(T, vH)
2 := |T |2/d ∥f + div(A∇u⋆ − f)− b · ∇u⋆ − cu⋆∥2L2(T )

+ |T |1/d ∥[[(A∇u⋆ − f) · n]]∥2L2(∂T∩Ω).
(64)

It is well-known from, e.g., [CFPP14, Sect. 6] that ηH satisfies the axioms of adaptivity
(A1)–(A4).

Standard iterative solvers for non-symmetric linear systems lack the contraction prop-
erty (C) in the energy norm. This prevents the straight-forward application of the full
R-linear convergence proof from Subsection 4.1 to problem (61) and motivated the use
of the additional Zarantonello iteration [Zar60] for the symmetrization of the discrete
equation in [BHI+23]. For a given damping parameter δ > 0 and the current iterate
uH ∈ XH , the Zarantonello mapping ΦH(δ; ·) : XH → XH is defined by

a(ΦH(δ;uH), vH) = a(uH , vH) + δ[F (vH)− b(uH , vH)] for all vH ∈ XH . (65)
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Since a(·, ·) is a scalar product, the Riesz–Fischer theorem guarantees well-definedness
of ΦH(δ;uH) ∈ XH . For sufficiently small δ > 0, the mapping ΦH(δ; ·) is a contraction
[HW20a; HW20b], i.e., there exists 0 < q⋆sym < 1 such that

|||u⋆
H − ΦH(δ;uH)||| ≤ q⋆sym |||u⋆

H − uH ||| for all uH ∈ XH . (66)

As in Subsection 2.2, the linear SPD system (65) can be treated using the algebraic
solver ΨH : X ∗ × XH → XH from Subsection 2.2 with the contraction property (C). In
case of a complicated right-hand side as in (65), the first argument of ΨH is replaced by
the exact Riesz representative ΦH(δ;uH) of the right-hand side to shorten the notation.
Importantly, the solution ΦH(δ;uH) of (65) will never be computed in practice, but only
approximated via this iterative solver.

Overall, a nested solver iteration is necessary and thus a triple index (ℓ, k, j) will be
used in the adaptive algorithm: The index ℓ ∈ N0 denotes the mesh-level, k ∈ N0 denotes
the Zarantonello step, and j ∈ N0 denotes the step of the algebraic solver, i.e.,

uk,j
ℓ = Ψℓ(u

k,⋆
ℓ , uk,j−1

ℓ ) ≈ uk,⋆
ℓ := Φℓ(δ;u

k−1,j

ℓ ) ≈ u⋆
ℓ ,

where neither uk,⋆
ℓ nor u⋆

ℓ are computed, but only uk,j
ℓ .

6.2. Algorithm 3: Adaptive iteratively symmetrized FEM. Input: Initial
mesh T0, polynomial degree p ∈ N, initial iterate u0,0

0 := u
0,j

0 := 0, the Zarantonello damp-
ing parameter δ > 0, marking parameter 0 < θ ≤ 1, stopping parameters λsym, λalg > 0.

Adaptive loop: For all ℓ = 0, 1, 2, . . ., repeat the steps (I)–(III):
(I) SOLVE & ESTIMATE. For all k = 1, 2, 3, . . ., repeat the steps (a)–(b):

(a) Algebraic solver loop: For all j = 1, 2, 3, . . ., repeat the steps (i)–(ii):
(i) Compute uk,j

ℓ := Ψℓ(u
k,⋆
ℓ , uk,j−1

ℓ ) (for the approximation of the theoretical
quantity uk,⋆

ℓ := Φℓ(δ;u
k−1,j

ℓ ) ∈ Xℓ solving (65) with uH = u
k−1,j

ℓ ) and
refinement indicators ηℓ(T, u

k,j
ℓ ) for all T ∈ Tℓ.

(ii) Terminate j-loop with j[ℓ, k] := j and employ nested iteration uk,0
ℓ := u

k−1,j

ℓ

provided that

|||uk,j
ℓ − uk,j−1

ℓ ||| ≤ λalg
[
λsymηℓ(u

k,j
ℓ ) + |||uk,j

ℓ − u
k−1,j

ℓ |||
]
. (67)

(b) Terminate k-loop and define k[ℓ] := k provided that

|||uk,j

ℓ − u
k−1,j

ℓ ||| ≤ λsym ηℓ(u
k,j

ℓ ). (68)

(II) MARK. Determine a set Mℓ ⊆ Tℓ of minimal cardinality that satisfies the Dörfler
marking criterion

θ ηℓ(u
k,j

ℓ )2 ≤ ηℓ(Mℓ, u
k,j

ℓ )2.

(III) REFINE. Generate the new mesh Tℓ+1 := refine(Tℓ,Mℓ) by NVB and define u0,0
ℓ+1 :=

u
0,j

ℓ+1 := u
k,j

ℓ (nested iteration).
Output: Sequences of successively refined triangulations Tℓ, discrete approximations
uk,j
ℓ , and corresponding error estimators ηℓ(u

k,j
ℓ ).

Remark 15. Let us comment on the stopping criteria (67)–(68) of Algorithm 3.
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(i) Since the algebraic solver is contractive, the term |||uk,j
ℓ −uk,j−1

ℓ ||| in (67) provides
computable a-posteriori error control on the algebraic error |||uk,⋆

ℓ − uk,j
ℓ |||. With

the interpretation that ηℓ(u
k,j
ℓ ) ≈ ηℓ(u

⋆
ℓ) measures the discretization error and

|||uk,j
ℓ − u

k−1,j

ℓ ||| ≈ |||uk,⋆
ℓ − uk,j

ℓ ||| measures the symmetrization error, the stopping
criterion (67) can be interpreted as numerical equilibration of the algebraic error
with the sum of discretization and symmetrization error.

(ii) With the same understanding, the stopping criterion (68) for the symmetrization
can be interpreted as numerical equilibration of symmetrization and discretization
error.

(iii) These interpretations can be made rigorous with the help of Lemma 18 below.
Moreover, Lemma 17 below proves that the full error |||u⋆ − uk,j

ℓ ||| is indeed con-
trolled by the sum of the terms in (67). An additional consequence of (67)–(68)
is that ηℓ(u

k,j

ℓ ) provides a computable upper bound for the error |||u⋆ − u
k,j

ℓ |||.
(iv) The innermost j-loop of the algebraic solver indeed turns out to be finite; see

Lemma 16 below. The k-loop of the symmetrization can formally fail to terminate.
In this case, Theorem 20 below proves that u⋆ = u⋆

ℓ and ηℓ(u
k,j

ℓ ) → ηℓ(u
⋆
ℓ) = 0 as

k → ∞.
Analogous notation to Subsection 2.6 applies for the index set

Q := {(ℓ, k, j) ∈ N3
0 : u

k,j
ℓ is defined in Algorithm 3},

the lexicographic ordering on Q

(ℓ′, k′, j′) ≤ (ℓ, k, j) :⇐⇒ uk′,j′

ℓ′ is defined no later than uk,j
ℓ in Algorithm 3,

the stopping indices

ℓ := sup{ℓ ∈ N0 : (ℓ, 0, 0) ∈ Q} ∈ N0 ∪ {∞},
k[ℓ] := sup{k ∈ N0 : (ℓ, k, 0) ∈ Q} ∈ N0 ∪ {∞} for (ℓ, 0, 0) ∈ Q,

j[ℓ, k] := sup{j ∈ N0 : (ℓ, k, j) ∈ Q} ∈ N0 ∪ {∞} for (ℓ, k, 0) ∈ Q,

the total step counter

|ℓ, k, j| := #{(ℓ′, k′, j′) ∈ Q : (ℓ′, k′, j′) ≤ (ℓ, k, j)} ∈ N0 for all (ℓ, k, j) ∈ Q,

and the computational cost, for all (ℓ, k, j) ∈ Q

cost(ℓ, k, j) :=
∑

(ℓ′,k′,j′)∈Q
|ℓ′,k′,j′|≤|ℓ,k,j|

#Tℓ and costp(ℓ, k, j) :=
∑

(ℓ′,k′,j′)∈Q
|ℓ′,k′,j′|≤|ℓ,k,j|

dim(Xℓ).

Moreover, the quasi-error is modified to include the additional error related to the sym-
metrization: Indeed, the first term is the error between exact discrete solution and its
inexactly symmetrized approximation

Hk,j
ℓ := |||u⋆

ℓ − uk,j
ℓ |||+ |||uk,⋆

ℓ − uk,j
ℓ |||+ ηℓ(u

k,j
ℓ ).

Importantly, the following result states that the innermost j-loop is known to terminate.

Lemma 16 (bounded number of algebraic solvers steps [BHI+23, Lem. 3.2]).
Consider arbitrary parameters 0 < θ ≤ 1, 0 < λlin, 0 < λalg. Then, Algorithm 3 guar-
antees that j[ℓ, k] < ∞ for all (ℓ, k, 0) ∈ Q, i.e., the number of algebraic solver steps is
finite. □
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Note that there holds a-posteriori error control at each step of the adaptive algorithm,
which can again be used to terminate Algorithm 3.

Lemma 17 (a-posteriori error control [BHI+23, Prop. 3.5]). For any (ℓ, k, j) ∈ Q
with k ≥ 1 and j ≥ 1, it holds that

|||u⋆ − uk,j
ℓ ||| ≲

[
ηℓ(u

k,j
ℓ ) + |||uk,j

ℓ − u
k−1,j

ℓ |||+ |||uk,j
ℓ − uk,j−1

ℓ |||
]
, (69)

and for k = k[ℓ], j = j[ℓ, k]

|||u⋆ − u
k,j

ℓ ||| ≲ ηℓ(u
k,j

ℓ ). (70)

6.3. Convergence and complexity. Algorithm 3 does not compute the exact Zaran-
tonello iterates with contraction (66). Nevertheless, the following lemma establishes that
the contraction property also holds for the inexact symmetrization in order to replace
Lemma 4.

Lemma 18 (contraction of inexact Zarantonello iteration [BFM+23, Lem. 5.1]).
There exists 0 < λ⋆

alg and 0 < qsym < 1 such that, for all 0 < λalg < λ⋆
alg, it holds

|||u⋆
ℓ − u

k,j

ℓ ||| ≤ qsym |||u⋆
ℓ − u

k−1,j

ℓ ||| for all (ℓ, k, j) ∈ Q with 1 ≤ k < k[ℓ],

|||u⋆
ℓ − u

k,j

ℓ ||| ≤ q⋆sym |||u⋆
ℓ − u

k−1,j

ℓ |||+ 2qalg

1− qalg
λalgλsym ηℓ(u

k,j

ℓ ) for all (ℓ, k, j) ∈ Q.

Since the non-symmetric problem (61) ensures the Galerkin orthogonality (11) for
b(·, ·), but not for its symmetric part a(·, ·), the Pythagorean identity (12) is replaced
by the quasi-orthogonality introduced as additional axiom in [CFPP14]. The follow-
ing generalization from [Fei22] has been applied in the optimal-complexity analysis in
[BFM+23].

Lemma 19 (quasi-orthogonality [BFM+23, Prop. 2]). There exists 0 < α ≤ 1
such that the following holds: For any sequence Xℓ ⊆ Xℓ+1 ⊂ X of nested subspaces, the
corresponding exact Galerkin solutions u⋆

ℓ ∈ Xℓ to (62) satisfy

ℓ+N∑
ℓ′=ℓ

|||u⋆
ℓ′+1 − u⋆

ℓ′|||2 ≲ (N + 1)1−α |||u⋆ − u⋆
ℓ |||2 for all ℓ,N ∈ N0. (71)

The two previous lemmas allow for the following generalization of the convergence
results from Subsection 2.7. Note that, in contrast to Theorem 5 and Theorem 13, full
R-linear convergence is subject to some requirements on the stopping parameter λalg
stemming from Lemma 18. In this sense, the following theorem fails to state parameter-
robust convergence. Finally, we note that the present formulation is proved in [BFM+23],
while an earlier result [BHI+23] had even more severe restrictions on λalg and λsym.

Theorem 20 (full R-linear convergence of Algorithm 3, [BFM+23, Thm. 14]).
Let 0 < θ ≤ 1 and 0 < λsym ≤ 1 be arbitrary. Let δ > 0 be sufficiently small to guarantee
contraction (66) of the exact Zarantonello iteration. Recall λ⋆

alg from Lemma 18. Then,
there exists an upper bound λ⋆ > 0 such that, for all 0 < λalg < λ⋆

alg with λalgλsym < λ⋆,
the following holds: Algorithm 3 guarantees the existence of Clin > 0 and 0 < qlin < 1
such that

Hk,j
ℓ ≲ q

|ℓ,k,j|−|ℓ′,k′,j′|
lin Hk′,j′

ℓ′ for all (ℓ, k, j), (ℓ′, k′, j′) ∈ Q with |ℓ, k, j| > |ℓ′, k′, j′|. (72)
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In particular, this yields convergence

|||u⋆ − uk,j
ℓ ||| ≲ Hk,j

ℓ ≤ Clin q
|ℓ,k,j|
lin H0,0

0 → 0 as |ℓ, k, j| → ∞. □

With validity of linear convergence (72), one can follow the lines of the proof of Theo-
rem 14 to conclude optimal complexity.

Theorem 21 (optimal computational complexity [BFM+23; BHI+23]). Under
the assumptions of Theorem 20, there exist additional upper bounds θ⋆, λ⋆

sym > 0 such
that, for all 0 < θ < θ⋆, 0 < λsym < λ⋆

sym, and 0 < λalg < λ⋆
alg, with λalgλsym < λ⋆, the

following holds: Algorithm 3 guarantees, for all s > 0, that

∥u⋆∥As ≲ sup
(ℓ,k,j)∈Q

cost(ℓ, k, j)s Hk,j
ℓ ≲ max{∥u⋆∥As ,H

0,0
0 }. (73)

Based on the ideas from Section 5, one can extend the results in the Theorems 20–21
for general second-order linear elliptic PDEs from standard AFEM to GOAFEM. Details
are found in the recent work [BBPS23].

6.4. Numerical example. The performance of Algorithm 3 is tested using a bench-
mark example on the L-shaped domain Ω := (−1, 1)2 \ [0, 1)2 with dominating convection
b := (−10,−10)⊤ and c = 0. It seeks u⋆ ∈ H1(Ω) satisfying

−∆u⋆ +

−10

−10

 · ∇u⋆ = 1 in Ω with u⋆ = 0 on ∂Ω.

In addition to increased refinement due to the singularity at the reentrant corner, the
strong convection term causes additional refinement at the lower and left boundary layer;
see Figure 14a. This is due to the large gradients of the discrete solution as shown in
Figure 14b. Therewith, the adaptive algorithm recovers optimal convergence rates of
the residual-based error estimator for several polynomial degrees in Figure 15. A closer
investigation of the involved stopping parameters λsym and λalg in Table 2 in the fashion
of Table 1 in Section 3 supports the choice of a comparably small value λsym = 0.1 for
an optimal performance independently of the parameters θ and λalg. In the present case
of a dominating convection term, the choice of the damping parameter δ is crucial. A
large norm of b results in a strong deviation from the symmetric bilinear form a(·, ·)
and, thus, the Zarantonello iteration requires a small δ ≪ 1 to ensure the contraction
property (66). However, a small δ leads to a slow convergence. Figure 16 displays the
convergence of the error estimator for various damping parameters. For all larger values
of δ, no significant convergence could be achieved. This justifies the choice of δ = 0.1 in
the remaining experiments of this section.

7. Extension 3: Non-linear problems

The Zarantonello iteration from Subsection 6 is one possible choice for the linearization
of non-linear problems. This leads to an analogous adaptive algorithm to Algorithm 3,
where the Zarantonello symmetrization (65) is replaced by a suitable linearization scheme
with non-linear residual. The convergence results from Theorems 20–21 apply verbatim
in this setting. For further details, the reader is referred to [BFM+23] and [HPSV21].
Instead, this section presents a novel energy-based approach from [MPS24] that allows
for a parameter-robust alternative.

April 11, 2024 35



−1 0 1

−1

0

1

(a) Adaptively
refined mesh on
level ℓ = 11 with
1 336 triangles.

−1
0

1 −1
0

1

0

0.05

0.1

(b) Discrete solution
u
k,j

11 ∈ X11.

Figure 14. Mesh and corresponding discrete solution for the benchmark
problem from Subsection 6.4. The results are generated by Algorithm 3
with polynomial degree p = 2, damping parameter δ = 0.1, bulk parameter
θ = 0.3, and stopping parameters λsym = λalg = 0.1.
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Figure 15. Convergence plot of the adaptive Algorithm 3 to solve the
benchmark problem from Subsection 6.4 for various polynomial degrees.
The damping parameter reads δ = 0.1 and the adaptivity parameters θ =
0.3 and λsym = λalg = 0.1. All graphs display values of the residual-based
error estimator ηk,jℓ (u

k,j

ℓ ) from (64) for the final iterates on the level ℓ ∈ N0.

7.1. Strongly monotone model problem. Throughout this subsection, consider a
non-linear mapping A : Rd → Rd in the non-linear elliptic PDE

− div(A(∇u⋆)) = f − div f in Ω and u⋆ = 0 on ∂Ω. (74)
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Figure 16. Convergence plot of the adaptive Algorithm 3 to solve the
benchmark problem from Subsection 6.4 for various damping parameters
δ and polynomial degrees p. The adaptivity parameters read θ = 0.3, and
λsym = λalg = 0.1. All graphs display values of the residual-based error
estimator η

k,j

ℓ (u
k,j

ℓ ) from (64) for the final iterates on the level ℓ ∈ N0.

The analysis in [MPS24] is based on an energy-minimization setting and, thus, is restricted
to scalar non-linearities of the form A(ξ) := µ(|ξ|2)ξ for some continuous µ : R≥0 → R≥0.
The weak formulation of (74) seeks u⋆ ∈ X such that

⟨A(u⋆), v⟩ = F (v) for all v ∈ X , (75)

where A : X → X ∗ denotes the non-linear operator defined by

A(u) := ⟨A(∇u),∇(·)⟩L2(Ω) :=

∫
Ω

A(∇u) · ∇(·) dx.

The non-linear coefficient µ is assumed to satisfy a linear growth condition, i.e., there
exist 0 < α ≤ L such that

α(t− s) ≤ µ(t2)t− µ(s2)s ≤ L

3
(t− s) for all t ≥ s ≥ 0, (76)

which is, for instance, satisfied for typical non-linearities in the context of magnetostatics.
This condition ensures that A is strongly monotone and Lipschitz continuous, i.e., for all
u, v, w ∈ X , there holds

α |||u− v|||2 ≤ ⟨A(u)−A(v), u− v⟩ and ⟨A(u)−A(v), w⟩ ≤ L |||u− v||| |||w|||.
This provides existence and uniqueness of the solution u⋆ ∈ X of the weak formula-
tion (75); see [Zei90, Sect. 25.4].

The discretization uses piecewise affine functions since stability (A1) is only known for
this case [GMZ12, Rem. 6.2], while empirically also larger p > 1 works in practice. The
discrete formulation seeks u⋆

H ∈ XH with

⟨A(u⋆
H), vh⟩ = F (vH) for all vH ∈ XH . (77)

Existence and uniqueness of u⋆
H ∈ XH follow from the abstract arguments that also

apply to the weak formulation (75). The corresponding residual-based a-posteriori error
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λalg\ λsym 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9

0.1 2.37 · 10−2 2.47 · 10−2 3.13 · 10−2 3.67 · 10−2 4.79 · 10−2

0.3 1.90 · 10−2 2.15 · 10−2 2.87 · 10−2 4.32 · 10−2 5.17 · 10−2

0.5 1.90 · 10−2 2.50 · 10−2 3.21 · 10−2 4.42 · 10−2 5.33 · 10−2

0.7 1.90 · 10−2 2.39 · 10−2 2.99 · 10−2 4.00 · 10−2 5.45 · 10−2

0.9 2.03 · 10−2 2.34 · 10−2 2.92 · 10−2 4.38 · 10−2 5.46 · 10−2

(a) θ = 0.3

λalg\ λsym 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9

0.1 2.05 · 10−2 2.25 · 10−2 3.29 · 10−2 3.36 · 10−2 4.89 · 10−2

0.3 1.78 · 10−2 2.51 · 10−2 3.52 · 10−2 4.04 · 10−2 5.25 · 10−2

0.5 1.79 · 10−2 1.89 · 10−2 3.44 · 10−2 4.22 · 10−2 6.26 · 10−2

0.7 1.78 · 10−2 1.97 · 10−2 3.48 · 10−2 4.07 · 10−2 5.80 · 10−2

0.9 1.78 · 10−2 1.92 · 10−2 3.49 · 10−2 4.26 · 10−2 5.92 · 10−2

(b) θ = 0.5

λalg\ λsym 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9

0.1 2.31 · 10−2 2.32 · 10−2 3.28 · 10−2 4.35 · 10−2 4.39 · 10−2

0.3 1.68 · 10−2 2.53 · 10−2 3.14 · 10−2 5.28 · 10−2 6.53 · 10−2

0.5 1.66 · 10−2 2.57 · 10−2 3.35 · 10−2 5.37 · 10−2 6.71 · 10−2

0.7 1.65 · 10−2 2.66 · 10−2 3.37 · 10−2 5.58 · 10−2 6.70 · 10−2

0.9 1.70 · 10−2 2.58 · 10−2 3.45 · 10−2 5.54 · 10−2 6.56 · 10−2

(c) θ = 0.7

Table 2. Investigation of the influence of the adaptivity parameters λsym and λalg
on the performance of Algorithm 3 to solve the benchmark problem from Subsection 6.4
for various polynomial degrees. The damping parameter reads δ = 0.1 and the polyno-
mial degree p = 2. The best choice per column is marked in yellow, per row in blue,
and for both in green. In either case θ ∈ {0.3, 0.5, 0.7}, the best choice is λsym = 0.1
and λalg = 0.7.

estimator reads ηH(uH)
2 :=

∑
T∈TH ηH(T, uH)

2 with the local contributions

ηH(T, uH)
2 := |T |2/d ∥f + div(µ(|∇uH |2)∇uH − f)∥2L2(T )

+ |T |1/d∥[[(µ(|∇uH |2)∇uH − f) · n]]∥2L2(∂T∩Ω).
(78)

It is well-known from [CFPP14, Section 10.1] that ηH satisfies (A1)–(A4).
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The (non-linear) discrete problem (77), could be treated with the Zarantonello iter-
ation or alternatively a damped Newton method. However, in the present setting we
employ the Kačanov linearization [Kač59], see also [HPW21], which does not rely on
the choice of appropriate additional damping parameters, thus guaranteeing parameter-
robust full R-linear convergence. Instead, the Kačanov linearization exploits the multi-
plicative structure of the non-linearity A(∇uH) = µ(|∇uH |2)∇uH . The corresponding
iteration mapping ΦH : XH → XH is determined via

⟨µ(|∇uH |2)∇ΦH(uH),∇vH⟩L2(Ω) = F (vH) for all uH , vH ∈ XH . (79)

Since α ≤ µ(|∇uH |2) ≤ L/3 from (76) with s = 0, this discrete linear system is well-posed
and admits a unique solution ΦH(uH) ∈ XH so that ΦH is indeed well-defined. Moreover,
(79) takes the form of the linear system from Section 1.2 and can thus be solved using the
appropriate iterative algebraic solver ΨH : X ∗ ×XH → XH from Subsection 2.2. Further
details are omitted here and the reader is referred to [MPS24, Sect. 2.3]. As in Section 6,
the adaptive algorithm will thus require a triple index (ℓ, k, j): The index ℓ ∈ N0 denotes
the mesh-level, the index k ∈ N0 denotes the Kačanov step, and the index j ∈ N0 denotes
the step of the algebraic solver, i.e.,

uk,j
ℓ = Ψℓ(u

k,⋆
ℓ , uk,j−1

ℓ ) ≈ uk,⋆
ℓ := Φℓ(u

k−1,j

ℓ ) ≈ u⋆
ℓ ,

where neither uk,⋆
ℓ nor u⋆

ℓ are computed, but only uk,j
ℓ .

Solving the weak problem (75) (resp. the discrete problem (77)) can indeed be seen as
minimizing the energy E

E(v) := 1

2

∫
Ω

∫ |∇v|2

0

µ(t) dt dx− F (v) for all v ∈ X (80)

over v ∈ X with unique minimizer u⋆ ∈ X (resp. over vH ∈ XH with unique minimizer
u⋆
H ∈ XH); see, e.g., [MPS24]. The corresponding energy difference

d2(v, w) := E(w)− E(v) for all v, w ∈ X

satisfies
α

2
|||vH − u⋆

H |||2 ≤ d2(u⋆
H , vH) ≤

L

2
|||vH − u⋆

H |||2 for all vH ∈ XH ;

see, e.g., [GHPS18, Lemma 5.1]. Since the Kačanov linearization can be proved to be
contractive in the energy difference, we employ d2(·, ·) in a novel stopping criterion for
the adaptive algorithm in [MPS24].

Remark 22. The reader is also referred to [BBI+22; BBI+23; BPS24] for results ad-
dressing locally Lipschitz semi-linear problems, where linearization is based on the Zaran-
tonello iteration from Section 6.

7.2. Algorithm 4: Adaptive iteratively linearized FEM. Input: Initial mesh
T0, polynomial degree p ∈ N, initial iterate u0,0

0 := u
0,j

0 := 0, marking parameter 0 < θ ≤ 1,
stopping parameter λlin > 0, and algebraic solver parameter 0 < ρ < 1. Moreover,
initialize αmin > 0, Jmax ∈ N with arbitrary values.
Adaptive loop: For all ℓ = 0, 1, 2, . . ., repeat the steps (I)–(III):

(I) SOLVE & ESTIMATE. For all k = 1, 2, 3, . . ., repeat the steps (a)–(c):
(a) Algebraic solver loop: For all j = 1, 2, 3, . . ., repeat the steps (i)–(ii):
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(i) Compute uk,j
ℓ := Ψℓ(u

k,⋆
ℓ , uk,j−1

ℓ ) (for the approximation of the theoreti-
cal quantity uk,⋆

ℓ := Φℓ(u
k−1,j

ℓ ) ∈ Xℓ solving (79) for uH = u
k−1,j

ℓ ), re-
finement indicators ηℓ(T, u

k,j
ℓ ) for all T ∈ Tℓ, and the energy difference

d2(uk,j
ℓ , u

k−1,j

ℓ ).
(ii) Compute αk,j

ℓ := d2(uk,j
ℓ , u

k−1,j

ℓ )/|||uk,j
ℓ − u

k−1,j

ℓ |||2.
(iii) Terminate j-loop with j[ℓ, k] := j and employ nested iteration uk,0

ℓ := u
k−1,j

ℓ

provided that either

αk,j
ℓ ≥ αmin or uk,j

ℓ = u
k−1,j

ℓ or
[
αk,j
ℓ > 0 & j > Jmax

]
(b) If j[ℓ, k] > Jmax, then update Jmax := j[ℓ, k] and αmin := ραmin.
(c) Terminate k-loop and define k[ℓ] := k provided that

d2(u
k,j

ℓ , u
k−1,j

ℓ ) ≤ λlinηℓ(u
k,j

ℓ )2. (81)

(II) MARK. Determine a set Mℓ ⊆ Tℓ of minimal cardinality that satisfies the Dörfler
marking criterion

θ ηℓ(u
k,j

ℓ )2 ≤ ηℓ(Mℓ, u
k,j

ℓ )2.

(III) REFINE. Generate the new mesh Tℓ+1 := refine(Tℓ,Mℓ) by NVB and define u0,0
ℓ+1 :=

u
0,j

ℓ+1 := u
k,j

ℓ (nested iteration).

In practice, Algorithm 4 will be stopped after finite time if the number of degrees of
freedom exceeds a given threshold or if the computational time has reached a maximum
or if the approximation is sufficiently accurate.

This algorithm coincides with Algorithm 3 except for the novel stopping condition in
step (I.a.iii) for the algebraic solver loop and in step (I.c) for the linearization loop that
exploits the inherent energy structure of the PDE (74).

Remark 23. Let us comment on the stopping criteria in Algorithm 4 for the Kačanov
linearization and the algebraic solver.

(i) Note the novel and parameter-free stopping criterion for the algebraic solver loop
in step (I.a.iii) of Algorithm 4 when compared to Algorithm 3. It is motivated by
the fact that the Kačanov linearization guarantees existence of a constant C⋆

nrg > 0
such that

α := d2(uk,⋆
ℓ , u

k−1,j

ℓ )/|||uk,⋆
ℓ − u

k−1,j

ℓ |||2 ≥ C⋆
nrg > 0; (82)

see, e.g., [HPW21]. Since this holds analytically for uk,⋆
ℓ , the algebraic solver

should iterate until this condition is satisfied for the computed approximation uk,j
ℓ .

Indeed, the estimate (82) ensures that the nested linearization with algebraic solver
is contractive in energy, i.e.,

d2(u⋆
ℓ , u

k,j

ℓ ) ≤ qlin d2(u⋆
ℓ , u

k−1,j

ℓ ),

where 0 < qlin < 1 is independent of ℓ and k. The latter contraction is the crucial
ingredient in proving full R-linear convergence for the adaptive algorithm, where
the proof follows the above lines essentially replacing |||·|||2 by the energy difference
d2(·, ·).
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(ii) With this understanding, the stopping criterion (81) for the linearization has
the same interpretation as for Algorithm 1. We numerically equilibrate the lin-
earization error d2(u⋆

ℓ , u
k,j

ℓ )1/2 ≲ d2(u
k,j

ℓ , u
k−1,j

ℓ )1/2 with the discretization error
|||u⋆ − u⋆

ℓ ||| ≲ ηℓ(u
⋆
ℓ) measured in terms of ηℓ(u

k,j

ℓ ).
(iii) While the innermost j-loop of the algebraic solver is known to terminate (see

Lemma 24 below), the k-loop of the linearization can fail. However, in this case
Theorem 26 predicts u⋆ = u⋆

ℓ and ηℓ(u
k,j

ℓ ) → ηℓ(u
⋆
ℓ) = 0 as k → ∞.

An analogous notation applies for the totally ordered index set Q ⊂ N3
0 as in Subsec-

tion 6.2. The corresponding quasi-error reads

Hk,j
ℓ := |||u⋆

ℓ − uk,j
ℓ |||+ |||uk,⋆

ℓ − uk,j
ℓ |||+ ηℓ(u

k,j
ℓ ). (83)

A first important observation is that the innermost j-loop is known to terminate.
Unlike Algorithm 3 (see Lemma 16), the energy structure exploited by the novel stopping
criterion of Algorithm 4 even allows to conclude that the number of algebraic solver steps
per linearization step is uniformly bounded.

Lemma 24 (uniform bound on number of algebraic solvers steps [MPS24,
Prop. 4]). Consider arbitrary parameters 0 < θ ≤ 1, 0 < λlin, 0 < ρ < 1, αmin > 0,
Jmax ∈ N. Then, Algorithm 4 guarantees the existence of j0 ∈ N such that j[ℓ, k] ≤ j0
for all (ℓ, k, 0) ∈ Q, i.e., the number of algebraic solver steps is finite and even uniformly
bounded. □

The following proposition provides a-posteriori error control at each step of the adaptive
algorithm, which can again be used to terminate Algorithm 4.

Lemma 25 (a-posteriori error control [MPS24, Prop. 5]). For any (ℓ, k, j) ∈ Q
with k ≥ 1 and j ≥ 1, it holds that

|||u⋆ − uk,j
ℓ ||| ≲

[
ηℓ(u

k,j
ℓ ) + |||uk,j

ℓ − u
k−1,j

ℓ |||+ |||uk,j
ℓ − uk,j−1

ℓ |||
]

(84)

and for k = k[ℓ], j = j[ℓ, k]

|||u⋆ − u
k,j

ℓ ||| ≲ ηℓ(u
k,j

ℓ ). □

7.3. Convergence and complexity. By definition, the energy difference from (83)
satisfies

d2(u
k,j

ℓ , u
k−1,j

ℓ ) = d2(u⋆
ℓ , u

k−1,j

ℓ )− d2(u⋆
ℓ , u

k,j

ℓ ),

where all terms are guaranteed to be non-negative. This replaces the role of the Pythago-
rean identity (12) in the energy-based proof in [MPS24] to establish the following con-
vergence results for Algorithm 4. Importantly, the theorems state parameter robust full
R-linear convergence and, for sufficiently small adaptivity parameters, optimal complexity
of the adaptive algorithm.

Theorem 26 (parameter-robust full R-linear convergence [MPS24, Thm. 6]).
Consider arbitrary parameters 0 < θ ≤ 1, 0 < λlin, and 0 < ρ < 1 as well as initialization
values αmin > 0, Jmax ∈ N. Then, Algorithm 4 guarantees the existence of constants
0 < qlin < 1 and Clin > 0 such that

Hk,j
ℓ ≤ Clin q

|ℓ,k,j|−|ℓ′,k′,j′|
lin Hk′,j′

ℓ′ for all (ℓ, k, j), (ℓ′, k′, j′) ∈ Q with |ℓ, k, j| > |ℓ′, k′, j′|.
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Figure 17. Mesh and corresponding discrete solution for the benchmark
problem from Subsection 7.4. The results are generated by Algorithm 4
with polynomial degree p = 1, bulk parameter θ = 0.3, and stopping
parameter λlin = 0.7.

In particular, this yields parameter-robust convergence

|||u⋆ − uk,j
ℓ ||| ≲ Hk,j

ℓ ≤ Clin q
|ℓ,k,j|
lin H0,0

0 → 0 as |ℓ, k, j| → ∞. □

Theorem 27 (optimal complexity [MPS24, Thm. 10]). There exist upper bounds
0 < θ⋆ ≤ 1 and λ⋆

lin > 0 such that, for all 0 < θ ≤ θ⋆ and 0 < λlin ≤ λ⋆
lin, the following

holds: Algorithm 4 guarantees that

∥u⋆∥As ≲ sup
(ℓ,k,j)∈Q

cost(ℓ, k, j)sHk,j
ℓ ≲ max{∥u⋆∥As , H0,0

0 } for all s > 0. □

7.4. Numerical example. Consider the benchmark problem (75) on the L-shaped
domain Ω := (−1, 1)2 \ [0, 1)2 with scalar non-linear coefficient µ(t) := 2+ (1+ t)−2. The
adaptive algorithm creates meshes with increased resolution of the reentrant corner where
the exact solution exhibits a singularity. This is illustrated in Figure 17. Consequently,
Figure 18 demonstrates that the adaptive algorithm converges with the optimal rate for
the error estimator and the energy difference. The computation with the Zarantonello
linearization employs an algorithm analogous to Algorithm 3 whereas the Kačanov lin-
earization is utilized in Algorithm 4. Due to the nested structure of the algorithm and
the h-robustness of the iterative algebraic solver, the number of algebraic solver steps
(accumulated over each level ℓ) is uniformly bounded as depicted in Figures 19. It turns
out that the novel stopping criterion in Algorithm 4 appears more robust with respect to
a disadvantageous choice of the initial iterate for the algebraic solver.

8. Further generalizations and comments

We comment that the results on adaptive algorithms treated in this chapter are not
restricted to a specific linear or non-linear model problem but are rather formulated in
an abstract setting that covers a wide range of problems. The only requirements are the
properties of the a-posteriori error estimator as established in [CFPP14] and presented
by (A1)–(A4) on page 8, a contraction property as (C) on page 6 for the integrated
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Figure 18. Convergence plot of the adaptive Algorithm 3 with Zaran-
tonello linearization and the adaptive Algorithm 4 with Kačanov lineariza-
tion, with polynomial degree p = 1, to solve the benchmark problem from
Subsection 7.4 for two different linearizations. The damping parameter of
the Zarantonello iteration reads δ = 1/3 and the adaptivity parameters
θ = 0.3 and λlin = λalg = 0.7, whereas Kačanov linearization uses initial
parameters αmin = 100 and Jmax = 1. The graphs display values of the
residual-based error estimator ηℓ(u

k,j

ℓ ) from (78) for the final iterates on
the level ℓ ∈ N0 and the energy differences d2(u

k,j

ℓ , u
k−1,j

ℓ )1/2.

iterative solver, as well as the quasi-orthogonality (71) on page 34. The latter is satisfied
for any well-posed saddle-point problem [Fei22], but as exemplified in Section 7 can be
proved for certain energy minimization problems [GHPS21b; HPW21; BFM+23]. In the
following, we briefly comment on potential generalizations.

More general problems. Note that adaptivity has been successfully applied to a
variety of problems, in particular, to variational problems, such as the obstacle problem;
see, e.g., [PP13] for linear convergence as well as [CH15] for optimal convergence rates with
respect to the dimension of the underlying discrete space, provided that the variational
inequality is solved exactly. In practice, the iterative solution of variational inequalities
typically employs a semi-smooth Newton method as formulated in [HIK02]. However,
the super-linear convergence result in [HIK02] holds only for initial iterates sufficiently
close to the exact solution and thus the required contraction property is only guaranteed
locally. Consequently, the application within our framework of optimal complexity is
subject to future research.

Boundary conditions. While the treatment of Robin or Neumann boundary condi-
tions is rather immediate, see, e.g., [CFPP14], the treatment of inhomogeneous Dirich-
let boundary conditions needs more careful consideration. Available results rely on the
discretization of the Dirichlet data followed by the solution of the discrete weak for-
mulation; see, e.g., [BCD04; AFK+13; CFPP14]. In two dimensions, the nodal inter-
polation of the boundary data suffices to ensure optimal convergence rates; see, e.g.,
[FPP14] for the lowest-order case p = 1 and [BC17] for a generalization to arbitrary
order p ≥ 1. It turned out that, in any dimension, each H1/2-stable operator such as
the Scott-Zhang quasi-interpolation is an admissible choice for the approximation of the
Dirichlet boundary data [AFK+13]; see also [CFPP14]. Alternatively, the L2 projection
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(b) Kačanov

nonnested nested
λlin = 1.0
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λlin = 0.01
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λlin = 0.0001

(c) Legend

Figure 19. Number of iteration steps of algebraic iteration for the bench-
mark problem from Subsection 7.4 with nested and non-nested iteration for
various stopping parameters λlin. The damping parameter of the Zaran-
tonello iteration reads δ = 1/3 and the adaptivity parameters θ = 0.3 and
λalg = 0.7, whereas Kačanov linearization additionally uses initial parame-
ters αmin = 100 and Jmax = 1.

can be used [BCD04]. However, beyond the 2D case [FPP14; BC17] or the Scott-Zhang
quasi-interpolation for d ≥ 2 [CFPP14], the state-of-the-art analysis requires an extended
marking strategy to equibalance the approximation error of the Dirichlet data and the
discretization error of the weak form [AFK+13].

Equivalent estimators. Finally let us comment on other a-posteriori error estimators
which were applied in the context of adaptive mesh refinement. The work [KS11] considers
a variety of a-posteriori error estimators (including equilibrated fluxes [Vej04; BS08a]) for
the Poisson model problem and proves linear convergence with optimal convergence rates
for an adaptive algorithm with exact solver. The technical constraint that not only
the marked elements but also all their neighbors must be refined, has been removed in
[CFPP14, Sect. 8], where the standard adaptive algorithm with exact solver (exemplified
for Zienkiewicz-Zhu-type estimators [ZZ87]) is considered and analyzed: The key idea (for
linear elliptic PDEs) is the observation that the usual estimators are locally equivalent,
i.e., the use of Dörfler marking for one of the usual a-posteriori error estimators also
yields implicitly the Dörfler marking for the standard residual a-posteriori error estimator
(with a different marking parameter though). Then the usual analysis for the residual a-
posteriori error estimator applies and proves linear convergence with optimal rates [KS11;
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CFPP14]. For linear PDEs, this idea extends to the adaptive algorithm with contractive
solver, while the extension to non-linear PDEs remains for future work.
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