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BILINEAR OPTIMAL CONTROL FOR THE STOKES-BRINKMAN
EQUATIONS: A PRIORI AND A POSTERIORI ERROR ANALYSES*

ALEJANDRO ALLENDES', GILBERTO CAMPANA!, AND ENRIQUE OTAROLAS

Abstract. We analyze a bilinear optimal control problem for the Stokes—Brinkman equations:
the control variable enters the state equations as a coefficient. In two- and three-dimensional Lipschitz
domains, we perform a complete continuous analysis that includes the existence of solutions and
first- and second-order optimality conditions. We also develop two finite element methods that differ
fundamentally in whether the admissible control set is discretized or not. For each of the proposed
methods, we perform a convergence analysis and derive a priori error estimates; the latter under the
assumption that the domain is convex. Finally, assuming that the domain is Lipschitz, we develop
an a posteriori error estimator for each discretization scheme and obtain a global reliability bound.
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1. Introduction. In this paper we deal with the analysis and discretization of
a bilinear optimal control problem for the Stokes—Brinkman equations: the control
variable enters the state equations as a coefficient and not as a source term. To be
precise, we let d € {2,3} and  C R be an open and bounded domain with Lipschitz
boundary 92. Given a regularization parameter o« > 0 and a desired velocity field
ya € L2(Q), we introduce the cost functional

1 o
(1) J(y,u) = §||y - yQ”%?(Q) + 5”“”%2(9)-

Let f € H71(Q) be the body force acting on the fluid. The bilinear optimal control
problem reads as follows: Find min J(y,u) subject to the Stokes—Brinkman equations

(2) —Ay+uy+Vp=FfinQ, divy=0in, y=0on 0%,

where y is the velocity field, p is the pressure of the fluid, and u corresponds to the
control variable, which is chosen so that

(3) w€Upg, Uug:={velL?*N):0<a<v<bae inQ}.

The control bounds a and b both belong to R and are chosen so that a < b.

When the state equations are replaced by the problem —Awu + qu = f in Q and
u = 0 on 012, there are several works that provide error estimates for finite element
discretizations of (1)—(3). To the best of our knowledge, [21] is the first paper that
provides an analysis. In this paper, the authors investigate discretization methods and
derive error bounds [21, Corollaries 5.6 and 5.10]. These results were later extended
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2 A. ALLENDES, G. CAMPANA AND E. OTAROLA

to mixed and stabilized methods in [10] and [14], respectively. Regarding the analysis
of a posteriori error estimates, we refer the reader to [22] and [15]. We would also like
to refer to the paper [26], in which the author studies an optimal control problem with
a bilinear term in the boundary condition of the state equation. Finally, we mention
the recent advances in the semilinear scenario presented in [5] and [6].

As far as we know, this paper is the first to study optimality conditions and
finite element schemes for the control problem (2)—(3). The analysis is not trivial and
involves a number of difficulties. To overcome them, we had to provide several results.
In the following, we list what we consider to be the main contributions of our work:

e Fuxistence results and optimality conditions: We prove that the optimal control
problem admits at least one optimal solution and derive first- and necessary and
sufficient second-order optimality conditions with a minimal gap.

o Finite element schemes: We propose two different schemes: a semidiscrete
method in which the control set is not discretized, and a fully discrete method in
which such a set is discretized with piecewise constant functions. For each scheme,
we prove convergence results and a priori error bounds: O(h) for the fully discrete
scheme and O(h?) for the semidiscrete one. We also study a posteriori error bounds.

2. Notation and preliminary remarks. Let us establish the notation and
introduce the framework within which we will work on our manuscript.

2.1. Notation. Throughout the text, we use the classical notation for Lebesgue
and Sobolev spaces and denote the vector-valued counterparts of these spaces with
bold letters. In particular, we set V() := {v € H}(Q) : div v = 0}.

Let X and )Y be Banach function spaces. We write X — ) to indicate that X
is continuously embedded in Y. We denote by W' and || - ||y the dual space and the
norm of W, respectively. Given p € (1,00), we denote by p/ its Holder conjugate,
which is such that 1/p 4+ 1/p/ = 1. The relation a < b states that a < Cb with a
positive constant C' that does not depend on a, b, or the discretization parameters.
The value of C' might change at each occurrence.

3. The Stokes—Brinkman problem. We present some of the main results
related to the well-posedness and regularity of the Stokes—Brinkman equations (2). Let
f be in H~1(Q2), and let u be an arbitrary function in U,q. Under these assumptions,
we introduce the following weak formulation: Find (y,p) € Hy(Q) x L3(Q2) such that

(4)  (Vy,VV)L2() + (uy, V)L2) — (0, div V) 12(0) = (F, V), (9,div y)r20) =0

for all (v,q) € H{(Q) x LE(Q). As a first ingredient to analyze (4), we recall that the
divergence operator is surjective from H}(Q) to L2(2). This implies the existence of
a constant 8 > 0 such that [18, Chapter I, Section 5.1], [13, Corollary B.71]

di

> Bllall2)  Ya € L(Q).
veri@) Vvl “ 0

As a second ingredient, we note that (w,v) — (Vw, Vv)2(q) + (uw, V)r2(q) defines
a bilinear, continuous, and coercive form in H}(Q) x H}(Q2). We can therefore apply
the inf-sup theory for saddle point problems to obtain the well-posedness of (4) and

(6) VyllLz) + lIpll2) S [Iflla-1(@)-

The next result shows that it is possible to obtain an L (Q)-regularity result for
the velocity component if we assume better regularity properties for the datum f.
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THEOREM 1 (L% (Q)-regularity). If Q is Lipschitz, f € L?(Q), and u € Ugq,
then there exists k such that the solution (y,p) of (4) belongs to H{(Q) NW1LF(Q) x
L3(Q) N LE(QY), where k> 4 if d =2 and k > 3 if d = 3. Furthermore, we have

(7) IVyllLe) + Pl S IFllLz@)-

In particular, the velocity field y belongs to C(f2).

Proof. We begin the proof by writing the momentum equation of (4) as —Ay +
Vp = §—uy in Q. Note that f — uy € L?(€2). Based on the basic Sobolev embedding
in [1, Theorem 4.12, Part I, Case C], we deduce the existence of x > 4 when d = 2
and k > 3 when d = 3 such that f —uy € W=1(€). The desired regularity for (y, p)
thus results from a direct application of [23, (1.52)]. Note that x could be further
restricted. Finally, the fact that y € C(Q2) follows from [1, Theorem 4.12, Part I1]. O

We also present the following regularity result for the pair (y,p) that solves (4).

THEOREM 2 (regularity). Let Q C R be a convex polytope, §f € L%(Q), and
u € Ugg. If (y,p) solves (4), then'y € H2(Q) NH(Q), p € HY(Q) N LE(Q), and

(8) Iyllez o) + IPlla @) S IfllLe@),

with a hidden constant that is independent of (y,p) and u.
Proof. Since §f — uy € L%(2), the proof follows immediately from an application
of [12, 20] for d = 3 and [19, Theorem 2] for d = 2. O

4. The optimal control problem. In this section, we introduce a weak formu-
lation for the optimal control problem (9)—(10) and analyze an existence result and
first- and second-order optimality conditions.

4.1. Weak formulation. Given f € H~1(Q), find
(9) min{J(y,u) : (y,u) € H}(Q) x Una}
subject to the state equations

(10) (Vy,VVv)L2(q) + (uy, V)L2(0) — (P, div v)r2() = (£,v), (q,div y)r2q) =0

for all v € H(Q) and q € L3(Q), respectively. Recall that .J is the cost functional
defined in (1). We note that due to de Rham’s Theorem, the state equations (10) are
equivalent to the following constrained formulation [13, Section 4.1.3]:

(11) yeV(Q): (Vy,VV)Leq) + (uy, V)L = (f,v) Vv e V(Q).

4.2. Existence of solutions. The existence of an optimal solution is as follows.

THEOREM 3 (existence of an optimal solution). The optimal control problem
(9)—(10) admits at least one global solution (y,p,u) € H(Q) x LE(Q) x Ugg.

Proof. The proof follows from the direct method of calculus of variations. Let
{(¥k, Pk, uk) }ken be a minimizing sequence, i.e., for k € N, (yx, px) € H5(Q) x L3()
solves (10) where u is replaced by ug and {(yk, pk, uk) }ken is such that J(yx,ur) —
i:=inf{J(y,u) : (y,p,u) € H§(Q) x L3() x Uyq} as k 1 co. Since Uyq is weakly
sequentially compact in L2(€2), there exists a nonrelabeled subsequence {uy}ren C
Uquq such that up — @ in L?(Q) as k T oo and 4 € Ugg. On the other hand, since
ug € Ugq for every k € N, the bound (6) shows that {(y,px)}ren is uniformly
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bounded in H}(Q) x L3(£2). We can therefore conclude the existence of a nonrelabeled
subsequence {(yx, px)}ken such that (yk,pr) — (¥,p) in HY(Q) x LZ(Q) as k 1 oo;
(¥,p) is the natural candidate for an optimal state. In the following, we prove that
(¥,p) solves problem (10), where w is replaced by @, and that (y,p, @) is optimal.

With the weak convergence (y, px) — (¥,p) in H§(Q2) x L3(£2) as k 1 oo at hand,
we immediately obtain that for every v € H}(2) and q € L(Q2),

(VY = ¥&), VV)L2 ()] = 0, |(p — pr,div v)z2()| = 0, [(q,div(y —y&))r2)| — 0

as k 1 oo. To analyze the convergence of the bilinear term, we use uy — @ in L2(£2)
as k 1 oo, the fact that y - v € L3(Q), yx — ¥ in H}(Q2) as k 1 oo, and the compact
embedding H}(Q) < L*(Q) [1, Theorem 6.3, Part I to conclude that

@y, v)Lz0) — (ueyr, VL2 )| < [ (@ — wr)¥, V)12 |
+ [Jurll 2 @) 1Y = YrllLa@ [IVIiLa@) — 0, k1 oo,

where we have also used that [[ug| z2(q) < M for every & € N. We have thus proved
that (¥,p) solves problem (10), where u is replaced by @. Finally, the optimality of
(¥,p, @) follows from the strong convergence y; — ¥ in L?(Q) as k T oo and the fact
that the square of || - || 2(q) es weakly lower semicontinuous in L?(2). 0

4.3. First-order optimality conditions. In this section, we obtain first-order
optimality conditions for the optimal control problem (9)-(10). In the absence of
convexity, we proceed as usual in the framework of local solutions in L2(2) [25, page
207): A control @ € U,q is said to be locally optimal in L?*(Q) for (9)—(10) if there
exists § > 0 such that J(y,u) < J(y,u) for all u € Uuq such that |[u — /120y < 6.
Here, y and y denote the velocity fields associated with @ and u, respectively.

We begin our analysis by introducing ¢ := {u € L>() : 3c > 0 such that u(z) >
c > 0 for a.e. x € Q} [21, page 783]. We note that U,q C U. We also introduce the
control-to-state map S : U — H{(Q) x L3(€), which assigns the unique velocity-
pressure pair (y,p) € HY(Q) x L3(Q) to a control u € U using the equations (10).

The following result establishes differentiability properties for the operator S.

THEOREM 4 (differentiability properties of S). The control to state map S :
U — H(Q) x LE(Q) is of class C* with respect to the L°()-topology. Moreover, if
v € L>®(Q), then (¢,¢) = S'(u)v € HY(Q) x L3(Q) is the unique solution to

(12) (V, Vv)L2(0) + (up, VL2 () — (¢, div v) 2 ) = —(vy, V)L2(0),
(s,div @) 20y = 0

for all (v,s) € H{(Q) x LE(Q). Here, (y,p) = Su. In addition, if vi,va € L>®(Q),
then (,€) = 8" (u)(v1,ve) € H(Q) x L3(Y) is the unique solution to

(13)  (V, Vv)L2() + (uth, v)L2(0) — (§,div v)12(q)
= —(v2py,, V)12(Q) — (V1P4,, V)L2(0)5 (s,div ¥)r2(0) =0
Jor all (v,s) € H§() x L§(Q). Here, (@,,,Cv,) = S'(w)v; and i € {1,2}.

Proof. The first-order Fréchet differentiability of S follows from a simple mod-
ification of the arguments developed in the proof of [25, Theorem 4.17]. These ar-
guments also show that (¢,¢) = §’(u)v corresponds to the unique solution to (12).
The second-order differentiability follows by applying similar arguments. The fact

that (¢, &) solves (13) follows from the arguments developed in [25, Theorem 4.24].
Finally, we note that the well-posedness of problems (12) and (13) is trivial. O
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Remark 5 (non-differentiability). The operator S is not Fréchet differentiable
with respect to the L?(Q)-topology; see [21, Remark 2.8].

To introduce the so-called reduced cost functional, we define the map
(14) G:U—-H{Y: u—y,

where y corresponds to the velocity component of the pair (y,p) = Su. With these

ingredients, we introduce the reduced cost functional j : U — Ry as j(u) := J(Gu, u).
To obtain first-order optimality conditions, we present the following basic result:

If @ € Uygq is locally optimal for problem (9)—(10), then @ satisfies [25, Lemma 4.18]

(15) j(@)(u—1u) >0 Yue Uy,

where j'(4) denotes the Gateaux derivative of j at 4. To explore the inequality (15),
we introduce (z,r) € H§(2) x L3(Q) as the solution to the adjoint equations

(Vv,Vz)L2(q) + (uz, V)L2 (o) + (1, div v)20) = (¥ — ¥, V)L2 ()

Q)
(16) (S,diV Z)Lz(Q) =0

for all (v,s) € H}(Q2) x LE(Q2). Here, (y,p) = Su is the solution to (10). We note
that the adjoints equations (16) are well-posed.

We are now in a position to establish necessary first-order optimality conditions
as in the scalar case described in [21, identity (2.6)].

THEOREM 6 (first-order optimality conditions). Every locally optimal control u €
Uga for the optimal control problem (9)—(10) satisfies the variational inequality

(17) (aﬁ—y~i,u—ﬁ)Lz(Q) >0 Vu e Uy
Here, (z,7) denotes the solution to the adjoint equations (16), where u and y are
replaced by u and y = Gu, respectively.

Proof. As a first step, we rewrite the variational inequality (15) as follows:
(18) (G'(@)(u — 1),y — yo)rz() + (at,u — @) r2) > 0 Vu € Uga,

where y = Gu. Define (¢, () := &’ (@)(u — @) and note that (¢, () solves problem (12)
with u and v replaced by @ and u — 4, respectively. We now set v = z in the first
equation of this system to obtain (V, Vz)12(q) + (49, 2)L2) — (¢,div 2)12(0) =
—((u—1u)y,z)L2(q). Similarly, we set v = ¢ as a test function in the the first equation
of (16) to obtain (Vep, VZ)Lz(Q) + (uz, (P)LQ(Q) + (r,div CP)LQ(Q) =(y — ya, (P)LQ(Q).
Since (¢, div z)r2(q) = 0 and (r,div ¢)r2(q) = 0 for ¢ € L§(Q) and r € L§(2),
respectively, we can conclude that (Y —ya, ¥)r20) = —((u—u)y,2)L2(q). The desired
variational inequality (17) thus follows from (18). Note that ¢ = G’'(@)(u — @). O

The following projection formula will be important for the derivation of regularity
estimates: If 4 € Uy,q is a locally optimal control for (9)—(10), then [25, section 4.6.1]

(19) u(z) =1, p (a0 'y -2) ae. 2 €Q,

where IIj, p) : L*(€2) — Uqg is defined by IIj, j(v) := min{b, max{v,a}} a.e. in Q.
The Sobolev regularity of an optimal control variable is as follows.
THEOREM 7 (regularity of an optimal control). Let @ be a locally optimal control
for problem (9)—(10). If Q is Lipschitz and f,yq € L?(Q), then u € H'(Q) and

(20) lall o) S IfllLz) [IEllLz@) + lyellLz@)] -
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Proof. Let (y,p) = Si, and let (z,r) € H}(Q) x L3(Q) be the solution to (16)
with u and y replaced by @ and ¥, respectively. Since f,yqo € L?(Q), we can apply
the result in Theorem 1 to immediately obtain that y,z € H{(2) NL>°(Q). A simple
calculation thus shows that V(y - z) € L?(Q) Consequently, the desired regularity
property and the bound (20) for u follow from the projection formula (19). d

4.4. Second-order optimality conditions. In this section, we derive neces-
sary and sufficient second-order optimality conditions. To this end, we begin our
analysis with the following instrumental result.

THEOREM 8 (j is of class C? and j” is Lipschitz). The reduced cost j : Ugq C
U — Ry is of class C*. Moreover, for each u € Uyq and v € L°°(Q), it holds that

(21) 7" (® = allv][L2 ) — 2(ve, 2)r20) + [#lL2 @)

Here, (z,r) € H}(Q2) x LE(Q) denotes the solution to (16) and (¢,¢) = S'(u)v. For
every ui, uz € Uyq and v € L>®(R), we have the following bound:

(22) 15" (u)v? = §" (u2)v?| < Dllur — 2]l 2y [v]|72(0)
where ® > 0 is a constant that depends on ||f||g-1(q) and ||yallLz(q)-

Proof. The fact that j belongs to the class C? is a consequence of the differentia-
bility properties of the control-to-state map S given in Theorem 4. Let us now prove
(21) and (22) by means of three steps.

Step 1. The identity (21): For every u € Uyq and v € L*°(Q2), we write

(23) j”(“)vz = 04||UH%2(Q) + (¥ =y, ¥)r2(a) + ||<P||i2(9)-

Here, (¢,¢) = S'(u)v, i.e., (p,() corresponds to the solution to (12) and (¢,&) is
defined as the solution to (13) with v; = v2 = v and ¢, = ¢. Note that ¢ = G'(u)v
and ¥ = G"(u)v?. We now set (v,s) = (,0) in (16) and (v,s) = (z,0) in (13) to
obtain the identity (y — yo,®¥)r2) = —2(ve, z)12(0). Replacing this relation into
(23) gives the desired identity (21).

Step 2: The bound (22): Let u1,us € Uyq and v € L®(Q). Define (¢;, ;) =
&' (u;)v with ¢ € {1,2}. We note that (¢, (;) solves (12) where u and y are replaced
by u; and y;, respectively. A simple application of the identity (21) results in

(24)  j"(u1)v? = j" (u2)v? = 2(v(py — 1), 22)L2(02) + 2(Vp), 22 — Z1)12(0)

(1 = P2, 01 + Pa)r2(0) = T+ 1T +1II,
where (z;,r;) € Hy(Q) x LE(Q) corresponds to the solution of the adjoint problem
(16), where y and u are replaced by y; and u;, respectively. In the following, we
analyze each of the terms I, IT, and IIT involved in the identity (24).

We first bound I. Given the embedding H}(Q2) < L"(Q) with r < oo when d = 2
and 7 < 6 when d = 3, and the fact that f € H™'(Q2) and yq € L?(Q), we obtain

(25)  lyillr) S a1, lZillur@) S Iflla-1@ + lyellLz@), i€ {1,2}.

We thus bound I as follows: T < 2||v||12(q)llwe—1 s l|Z2/lLs) S 1vllz2) |V (92—
#1)llL2(q), where the hidden constant depends on |/f||g-1(q) and |[yqllL2(q). To con-
trol |V(¢, — ¥1)|lL2(0), we invoke the problem that solves (¢, — ¢y, (2 — (1):

(V(py = 1), VV)L2(0) + (u2(pg — 1), V)L2() — (G2 — (1, div v)12(q)
= (p1(u1 —u2) —v(y2 — y1), V)L2(0)5 (s,div (¢2 — 1)) 12(2) =0,
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for all (v,s) € HY(Q) x LE(Q). If we set v = ¢, — ¢, and s = 0, we obtain
(26) [[V(p2 — 901)||L2(Q) S ||V901||L2(Q)||U1 - U2||L2(Q)
+vllzz @) IV(y2 — y1)llLe(a)-

A bound for ||V, |2(q) can be derived using stability estimates for the problems
that (¢4,¢1) and (y1,p1) solve. In fact,

(27) Vel S llvyilla-1@) S Ivllzz@)llyillve) S vl lIflla-1@)-
On the other hand, we note that (y2 — y1,p2 — p1) € H3(Q) x L3(£) solves
(V(y2 = ¥1), VV)L2(0) + (u2(y2 — ¥1), V)L2(Q) — (P2 — 1, div V) 12(q)
= (y1(u1 —u2),V)r2(),  (s.div (y2 —y1))r2@) =0 V(v,s) € Hi(Q) x L§(Q).

If we set (v,s) = (y2 — y1,0) and use basic arguments, we obtain the bound

(28) [IV(y2 —y)llre) S IIVyillellur — uallzz) S 1l @) llur — vall22(0)-
A collection of the estimates (26), (27), and (28) leads to the conclusion
(29) IBS ||UH%2(Q)||U1 - u2||L2(Q)a

with a hidden constant that depends on [/f||g-1(q) and |[yallL2(q)-

In the following, we control II in (24). To do so, we use Hoélder’s inequality and
(27) to obtain IT < |lv||z2() e s llZ2 — 21 |lLa) S ||U||%2(g)||v(z2 - z1)|lL2(0)-
To control ||V(z2 — z1)||L2(q), we first note that (zo — z1,r2 — r1) solves

(Vv, V(22 — 21))12(0) + (u2(22 — 21), V)L2(0) + (r2 — 11, div v) 12(q)
= ((y2 —y1) + z1(u1 — u2), v)L2(0), (s,div (z2 — 21))r2(0) = 0,

for all (v,s) € HY(Q) x LE(Q). If we set v = z3 —z; and s = 0, we immediately obtain
(30) V(22 — z1)[lL2() S IV(y2 =yl + IVZi Lz llue — uil p2(q)-

The bound [|[V(y2 — y1)llL2@) S llue — u1l|r2(o), which follows from (28), and the
stability estimate [|Vzi1|lL2(o) S [Iflla-1@) + lyellL2() allow us to obtain

(31) s ”UH%Q(Q)HV(Z2 —z1)|lL2 ) S ||U||%2(sz)||u2 —uiz2(0)-

Finally, we control III. To accomplish this task, we use basic inequalities, (27),
and an adjustment of (27) for ¢, and [lpy — ¢4 |lL2() S l|vllz2(@) lur — u2|| L2 (0):

(32) I < o]l 2oy lez = eallizie) S Nvl2ego)luz = willr2(o)-

Step 3: In view of (24), we infer the desired estimate (22) by collecting the bounds
derived in (29), (31), (32). This concludes the proof. O
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4.4.1. Necessary second-order optimality conditions. We follow the argu-
ments developed in the proof of [7, Theorem 23] and present necessary second-order
optimality conditions. To this end, we introduce some concepts: Let (u,y,z) €
Uaa x HY(Q) x HE(2) satisfy the first-order optimality conditions (10), (16), and
(17). We define d := ot — ¥ - z and the cone of critical directions

(33) Cy := {v € L*(Q) satisfying (34) and v(x) = 0 if 3(z) # 0},
where condition (34) reads as follows:
(34) v(z) >0ae zeQifa(z)=a, v(r)<0ae ze€Qifalz)=n>0.

We are now in a position to present necessary second-order optimality conditions.

THEOREM 9 (necessary second-order optimality conditions). If @ € U,q denotes
a locally optimal control for (9)—(10), then j"(u)v? > 0 for all v € Cy.

Proof. The proof follows from an adaptation of the arguments from [7, Theorem
23] and an application of Theorem 8. In a first step, we define for w € Cj, for
a.e. x € ), and for k € N, the function
(z) = 0 ifr:a<a(r)<a+k™!, b—k~ ! <u(r)<b,
ki) = _j i (w(z)) otherwise.

Starting from the fact that w € Cj, we obtain that wy, € Cz N L>°(Q) for k € N. We
also note that wy(x) — w(z) as k 1 oo for a.e. © € Q and that |wi(z)| < |w(x)| for
a.e. x € ). As a consequence of Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, we have
that wy — w in L?(Q) as k 1 co. We now define p* = min{k~2, (b — a)k~'} and note
that for p € (0, p*] we have @ + pwy € Uyq. Thus, since @ + pwy is admissible, we
use the fact that @ is a local minimizer to obtain the inequality j(@) < j(a + pwy)
for p sufficiently small. We now apply Taylor’s theorem for j at u, and the relation
j'(@)wy, = 0, which follows from the fact that wy € Cy, to obtain

0 <j(u+ pwi) — j(@) = pj’ (Wwy + %23'"(11 + pOrwi)wi = p—;j"(@ + pbwg ),
where 6 € (0,1). Based on the estimate (22), we obtain the following result as p | 0:
5" (@ + pOrwi)wi — " (@wi| S pllwklz) =0, p L0
This implies that j”(a)w% > 0 for every k € N. We now use the convergence wy — w
in L?(Q) as k 1 co and the identity (21) to obtain that j”(@)w? > 0 for all w € Cy.0

4.4.2. Sufficient second-order optimality conditions. We now establish
sufficient second-order optimality conditions [9, Theorem 2.3], [7, Theorem 23].

THEOREM 10 (sufficient second-order optimality conditions). Let (4,y,z) €
Uaa x H§(Q) x H(Q) satisfy the first-order optimality conditions (10), (16), and
(17). If 7" (w)v? > 0 for all v € Cyz \ {0}, then there exist § > 0 and o > 0 such that

. oy g _ _
(35) §(u) > (@) + Sllu = @l Zeq)  Vu € Uaa N Bs (@),

where Bs(u) denotes the closed ball in L?(Q) of radius & and center .
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Proof. We proceed by contradiction and assume that for every £ € N we can find
an element uy € Uyq such that

(36) 1a = urllzay < k71 dlur) < (@) + (k)@ — wlliaq)-

For k € N, we define py, := [Juy — 1| 12(q) and wy := (ug, — @)/py. It is clear that, for
every k € N, [Jwg||2(q) = 1. We can therefore deduce the existence of a nonrelabeled
subsequence {wy, }x>1 C L?(2) such that wy — w in L*(Q) as k 1 co. In the following,
we prove that the limit point w belongs to the cone Cz and that w = 0.

Step 1: w € Cz. We first note that the set of elements satisfying (34) is closed
and convex in L%(2). Consequently, this set is weakly sequentially closed in L?((),
and the weak limit w satisfies (34). To prove that w € Cj, we thus need to verify
the remaining condition in (33). To do so, we apply the mean value theorem and the
right-hand side estimate in (36) to obtain

(37) J' (@R )we = py; (i (ur) — j(@) < (2k)"'pr =0, k1 oo,

where @y = @ + 0 (ur, — u) and 0 € (0,1). We now define (¥, pr) := Stx and
(Z, Tr) € HE () x L3(2) as the solution to problem (16), where y and u are replaced
by ¥« and @y, respectively. A basic stability bound for the problem that (y —¥«, p—px)
solves combined with the fact that @y — @ in L?(2) as k 1 oo results in ¥, — ¥ in
H}(Q) as k 1 co. Using similar arguments as above, we can conclude that Z, — z in
HO(Q) as k T co. With these convergence results at hand, we obtain oty — yi, - 2, =

% 0 =oau—y-zin L*(Q) as k 1 co. In fact, we have ||0x — d|r2(0) < a||uk -
llr20) + [IVYellLzo)lIV(Zk — 2)[lL2) + V2|2 Q)||V(Yk = ¥)llL2) — 0 as k 1 oo,
where we have used || Vz||r2(q) < [/f]|g-— Q)+||yQ||L2(Q and | Vyi|l2) S Iflla-: Q)
which is uniform in k. We now use wy — w in L?(2) as k 1 co and (37) to arrive
at j/(@)w = (0, w)2(0) = liMproo (O, W) 12(0) = llkaooj (g )wy, < 0. On the other
hand, the first-order condition (17) shows that [, 9(z)w(x)dz > 0. As a result, we
deduce that [, [0(z)w(z)|dz = [, d(z)w(x)dz = 0. We can thus conclude that d # 0
implies that w = 0 a.e. in ). Therefore w € Cy.

Step 2: w = 0. Using Taylor s theorem, j'(@)(uy —a) > 0, and the right-hand side
estimate in (36), we obtain j”(d)wi < k=' — 0 as k 1 oo, where i, := U+ 0 (up — @)
and 65 € (0,1). We now prove the following result: j”(@)w? < lim infyreo 5" (g )w3.
To do this, we refer to (21) and write

3" (@ )wi = allwkl|72q) — 2(wr@ys 28)L2@) + 1@kllT2 )

Here, (Y, pr) := Stg, (2, r) denotes the solution to problem (16), where u and y
are replaced by 4y and ¥y, respectively, and (@, (x) solves (12), where u, v and y
are replaced by g, wg and yy, respectively. We now note that

V(¥ = ¥e)llLz) + [IV(Z = Zk)l|L2 (o)
S (flle-1@) + lyellLe@)lle — dkllL2@) — 0, k1 oc.

We now examine the convergence properties of the sequence {(@;,Cx)}x>1. For
this purpose, we first write the problem that solves (¢ — @, — (x):

(Ve = 1), VV)L2() + (U(p — 1), VIrz@) — (¢ — G div v)£2(q)
= —((w—wr)¥, V)L2 )+ (WK (Y —¥), VL2 () (U —0) @y, V)L2(0) = L+ 4111,
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and (s,div (¢ — @;))r2(0) = 0 for all v € Hj(Q) and s € L§(Q), respectively. Since
y - v € L?(Q), the weak convergence wy, — w in L?(Q2) as k 1 oo allows us to obtain
that |Ix| — 0. We control the term IIj, using the Sobolev embedding H}(Q2) < L*():

k| S lwkllLe @IV = F6)llLz@ IVVilLz @) — 0, &1 oo
The control of the term III; follows similar arguments. In fact, we have
| < (| — @l 2 o) [IV@rllLz @) I VViiLe ) S 1k — @l L2 | VVLe@) — 0

as k 1 oo, where we used 4y — @ in L*(Q) as k 1 oo and |V, |z S Iflla-10),
which is uniform in k. We can therefore conclude that ¢, — ¢ in H{(Q) as k 1 o
and that @, — ¢ in L"(Q) for every r < oo when d = 2 and for every r < 6 when
d = 3. In particular, ||@;||L2Q) = [l¢llL2() as k T oco.

The convergence of {(wr @y, Zr)L2(0) fr>1 to (W@, Z)12 () in R is as follows:

‘(wgo, Z)12(0) — (WkPy, Zk)L2(Q) ‘ (w — wr)p, Z)12(0) |

+ |(wi(p — @), 2)12 sz)} + |(we @y, 2 — 22 ()| = 0, kT oo,

where we used the weak convergence w, — w in L*(2) as k 1 oo, the properties
-z € L*(Q) and ||wi||L2(q) = 1, the convergence result || — @y [lL1(q) — 0 as k T oo,
the bound ||VZHL2(Q) < ||f||H—1(Q) + ||yQHL2(Q), and |V(z — ik)”Lz(Q) —0as kT oc.

A collection of the two previous convergence results, namely (wr@y, Zr)L2(0) —
(we,Z)L2() in R and ||@; L) = llellLz) in R as k 1 oo, in conjunction with
the fact that the square of || - || 2(q) is weakly lower semicontinuous in L*(£2), show
that j”(2)w? < liminfgreo /(g )wi. Since liminfyroo j”(Gx)wi < 0, we conclude
that j”(u )w < 0. Finally, we use that w € Cy and that @ satisfies the second-order
condition j”(@)v? > 0 for all v € Cy \ {0} to conclude that w = 0.

Step 3: The contradiction. Since w = 0, it is immediate that ¢, — 0 in H}(Q2)
as k T oo. We therefore use the limit liminfyqoe 5" (@ )w? < 0 and the identities
a = aflwil|F2q) = 5" (@ )w; + 2(wk@, 2k)12(0) — [|@ellf2 (o to conclude that a < 0.
This is a contradiction and concludes the proof. a

We conclude with an equivalent result that is important for deriving error bounds
for the numerical methods that we will propose in our paper. To present such a result,
we introduce the set CT := {w € L?(Q) satisfying (34) and w(z) = 0 if [d(z)| > 7}.

THEOREM 11 (equivalent optimality conditions). Let (i,y,%) € Uaq x H(Q) x
H}(Q) satisfy (10), (16), and (17). Then, the following statements are equivalent:

(38) j"(@)v* >0 VveCa\{0} <= Fu,7>0:5"(@v* > plv)7eq VveClr.

Proof. The result follows from the arguments developed in the proofs of [7, The-
orem 25] and Theorem 10. For the sake of brevity, we omit the details. a

5. Finite element approximation of the state equations. In this section,
we present a standard finite element method for approximating the solution of the
Stokes—Brinkman equations (4). Before describing the numerical method, we intro-
duce some terminology and basic ingredients [4, 11, 13].

We denote by .7 = {K} a conforming partition or mesh of 2 into closed simplices
K with size hx = diam(K). Define h := max{hx : K € Z}. We denote by T a
collection of conforming meshes .7, which are refinements of an initial mesh .
We assume that the collection T satisfies the so-called shape regularity condition
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[4, 11, 13]. We define . as the set of interelement boundaries v of 7. For K € 7,
we define .“f as the subset of . that contains the sides of K. We denote by N, for
v € &, the subset of .7 that contains the two elements that have v as a side. Finally,
we define the following stars or patches associated with an element K € 7:

(39) Nk ={Ke€T:9xnNIx #£0}, Np={K'e€T:KnK #0}.

In an abuse of notation, we use Nx and Ny in the following to denote either the sets
themselves or the union of their elements.

To perform an a posteriori error analysis, we introduce the following notation. If
KT,K~ € J aresuch that KT # K~ and 9K TNJK ™~ = ~, we define the jump of the
discrete tensor-valued function wy, on y by [wy, -n] := wy,-n*| . +wj,-n"|,_, where
nt and n~ denote the unit normals on ~ pointing towards K and K ~, respectively.

5.1. Finite element spaces. Let 7 be a mesh in T. To approximate the
velocity field y and the pressure p of the fluid, we consider a pair (X, M},) of finite
element spaces satisfying a uniform discrete inf-sup condition: There exists a constant
B > 0 independent of h such that

divvydz ~
(40) inf  sup Jo, an div v = B> 0.
anE€Mn v, €X,), vahHL2(Q) th||L2(Q)

We will look in particular at the following pairs, which are significant in the literature:
(a) The mini element [13, Section 4.2.4]: In this case,

(41) X, = {vi€C(Q):vulx € [W(K)*VK € 7} NH}(Q),
(42) M, = {qn € L3A(Q)NCQ): qulx € P1(K) VK € T},

where W(K) := P1(K) & B(K), and B(K) denotes the space spanned by a
local bubble function.
(b) The lowest order Taylor—Hood element [13, Section 4.2.5]: In this scenario,

(43)  X; = {vieCQ): vk € [P2(K)¢ VK € Z}NHL(Q),
(44) M, = {qn € L Q) NCQ) :qn|lx € P1(K) VK € T}.

A proof of the inf-sup condition (40) for the mini element can be found in [13,
Lemma 4.20]. Provided that the mesh .7}, contains at least three triangles in two
dimensions and that each tetrahedron has at least one internal vertex in three dimen-
sions, a proof of (40) for the Taylor-Hood element can be found in [3, Theorem 8.8.1]
and [3, Theorem 8.8.2], respectively.

5.2. The finite element method. We introduce the following approximation
of problem (4): Given f € H™}(Q) and u € U,gq, find (y,,pn) € Xp X M), such that

(VY VVvi)Le )+ Wy, vi)z@) — (0n, div vi) 2y = (F, va),
(45) )
(Qn,divy,)r2) = 0

for all v, € X}, and qp, € My, respectively. The existence and uniqueness of (y;,, pp)
€ X, x My, is standard. In addition, we have [|Vy,|[L2) + [IPrllz2@) S Iflla-1(0)-
In the following, we present a priori error bounds for the approximation (45).

THEOREM 12 (error estimates). Let Q2 C R? be a conver polytope, let § € L2(Q),
and let w € Ugq. Let (y,p) € H2(Q) NH(Q) x HY(Q) N L3(Q) be the solution to the
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problem (4), and let (y;,pn) € Xp X My, be its finite element approzimation obtained
as the solution to (45). Then, we have the following error estimate:

(46) IV(y = yu)llLe) + 10 = prllz2@) S PlIfllLz@),

where the hidden constant is independent of (y,p), (Yn,Pn), and h.

Proof. A quasi-best approximation result follows from a direct application of [13,
Lemma 2.44]. With this result in hand, the error bound (46) follows from the regu-
larity results of Theorem 2 and standard interpolation error estimates. For the sake
of brevity, we omit the details of the proof. a

Remark 13 (Taylor-Hood approximation). If the solution (y,p) of problem (4)
belongs to H3(Q) NH(Q) x H2(2) N L(2), then we have the following error bound:

IV(y = yu)llz) + 1P = prllzz) S h? (HYHHS(Q) + ||IJ||H2(Q)) .

5.3. A posteriori error estimates. Following [2, 24], we present an a posteriori
error estimator for the approximation (45) of problem (4): For K € .7 and an internal
side v € ., we define the element residual Ri and the interelement residual J, as

(47) Ri = (F+ Ay, —uy,—Vpu)lx, Iy = [(Vyy, — prl) - n],

respectively. Here, (y,,pr) denotes the solution to the discrete problem (45) and I
denotes the identity matrix in R4*%. We thus define the local error indicators Ex and
the corresponding a posteriori error estimator &, as follows:

(48) 512( = h%(”RK”%ﬂ(K) + hK”ij%ﬂ(aK\asz) + || div Yh”%?(K)v 5}% = Z 512(-
KeT

We present the following global reliability result.

THEOREM 14 (global reliability). Let Q C R? be a Lipschitz domain, let §f €
L2(), and let u € Uuq. Let (y,p) € H{(Q) x L3() be the solution to (4), and let
(¥, pn) € Xp X My, be its finite element approzimation, which solves (45). Then,

(49) IV(y = yn)llEz () + lIp = palli2) < &

where the hidden constant is independent of (y,p) and (y,,pr), the size of the elements
in the mesh , and #7 .

Proof. The proof follows the same arguments as in [24, Section 5] and [2, Section
3]. For the sake of brevity, we omit the details. O

6. Finite element discretizations for the control problem. We propose
two discretization methods to approximate solutions of the control problem (9)—(10):
a semidiscrete method in which the control set is not discretized, and a fully discrete
one in which the admissible control set is discretized with piecewise constant functions.

6.1. The fully discrete scheme. To present the fully discrete scheme, we in-
troduce Uy, := {up € L>®(Q) : up|x € Po(K) VK € T} and Uy := Uy, NUgq. The
scheme is as follows: Find min J(yp, up) subject to the discrete state equations

(Vyn, Vvi)re ) + (unyn, vi)rz) — (Pr, div vi) 2y = (£, va),
(50) .
(An, div yn)r2) = 0,

for all (vp,qn) € Xp x My, and the discrete control constraints up € Ugq p.
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The scheme admits at least one solution. To present first-order optimality condi-
tions, we introduce the discrete control-state map Gy, : Uyqg 3 u — yp, € Xp, where yp,
corresponds to the velocity component of the pair (y,, pr) that solves problem (45).
We also introduce jj(u) := J(Gru,u). The first-order optimality conditions are thus
as follows: If @y, is locally optimal for the fully discrete scheme, then

(51)  jp(un)(un — an) = (alin — Yn - Zn,un — Un)r2@) >0 Vup € Uggn.

Here, ¥, = Grui;, and the discrete adjoint state (zp,¥p) corresponds to the solution of
the discrete adjoint equations: Find (zp,7) € Xp, X M}, such that

(52)  (VVn, VZp)r2(Q) + (@nZn, Vi)r2) + (Fh, div Vi) r2() = (Fh — Y, Vi)L2(Q)
(Sh,div Zh)L2(Q) =0 V(Vh,Sh) € Xy x My,

6.2. The semidiscrete scheme. In this scheme, only the state space H} () x
L3(Q) is discretized; U, is not discretized. The semidiscrete scheme reads as follows:
Find min J(yp, u) subject to the discrete state equations

(53)  (Vyn, Vvi)rz() + (Uyn, Vi)r2Q) — (Pr, div vi) 2 () = (£, Vi),
(qh,diV yh)Lz(Q) =0 V(Vh,qh) € X X My,

and the control constraints u € U,q. The existence of an optimal solution follows from
standard arguments. Moreover, if i € U,4 denotes a locally optimal control, then

(54) Jn(0)(u —0) = (b — ¥p - Zp,u — U)p2(q) > 0 Yu € Uyg.

Here, ¥, = Gru and (2p,7h) € Xy X M, is the solution to the following problem:

(55)  (Vva, Vzp)re(q) + (02h, vi)re) + (Fr, div Vi) 20) = (Fr — Yo, Vi)L2@),
(Sh,div Zh)Lz(Q) =0 V(Vh,Sh) € Xy X My,

6.3. Convergence of discretizations. In this section, we analyze convergence
properties for suitable discretizations of the state and adjoint equations and the fully
and semidiscrete methods. To simplify the presentation of the material, we define

(56) [(v,a)lla == [IVVllL2@) + lallz2@),  (v.a) € H(Q) x L*(Q).

6.3.1. Discretization of the state equations. We have the following result.

PROPOSITION 15 (convergence and error bound). Let Q C R? be a Lipschitz
polytope, and let £ € H™1 (). Let (y,p) and (yn,pr) be the unique solutions of
problems (10) and (50), respectively. Then, we have the following result:

(57) up —u in L*(Q) as h — 0=y, —y in H}(Q), pp — p in L*(Q) as h — 0.
If, in addition, Q is convex and £ € L2(Q), then we have the error bound
(58) IV(y = yu)llLz) +1Ip = pPrllzz) S PlfllLzce) + lu — unllL2q)-

Proof. We divide the proof into two steps.
Step 1: The property (57). Let (yn(u),pn(u)) € Xp x My be the solution to
(50), where wuy, is replaced by u. A quasi-best approximation property, which follows
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from [13, Lemma 2.44], combined with a density argument, as the one developed in
[13, Corollary 1.109], show that ||(y — yn(u),p — pn(u))]la — 0 as h — 0. To control
[(yr(w) = yr, pr(u) — pr)|la, we note that (yn(u) — yn, pr(u) — pr) € Xp X My, solves

(V(yr(u) —yn), Vvi)rz) + (un(ya(u) — yn), vi)r2) — (Pr(w) — pa, div vi)r2(q)
= ((un —w)yn(u),vi)r2(), (an,div(ya(u) —yn))r2@) =0

for all (vp,qn) € Xp X Mp. If we set v, = yp(u) — yr and qp = 0, we obtain

IV(yn(u) — yu)llez@) S (un — w)yn(u)|la-1(q)- Given the convergence property

IV(y — yn(u))llL2@) — 0 as h — 0, we conclude that the sequence {yx(u) - v}n>o
converges in L?(Q2) as h — 0, for a given v € H}(Q). From this follows

IV(yn(u) = yu)llez@) S [(un = wyn(u)lla-r@) =0, h—=0.

Finally, the weak convergence py,(u)—p;, — 0in L?(Q2) as h — 0 follows from using the
discrete problem that (yp(u) — yn, pr(u) — pp) € Xp, x M), solves and the convergence
property [V(y — yn () [aay = 0 as b = 0.

Step 2: The bound (58). Let (y(un),p(un)) € H(Q) x L3(R2) be the solution
(10), where u is replaced by up. The control of ||(y(un) — ¥n,p(un) — prn)|la follows
directly from Theorem 12: ||(y(un) —¥nr, p(urn) —pn)lla S hl/f]|L2(q)- In the following,
we bound ||V (y —y(un))||L2(o)- To this end, we note that (y —y(un), p—p(un)) solves

(V(y —y(un)), Vv)rz(q) + (u(y — y(un)), v)rz(@) — (P — p(un),div v)r2(q)
= ((un —w)y(un), v)r2(0) (q,div (y —y(un)))r2) =0
for all (v,q) € HA(Q) x L3(Q2). If we set v =y — y(up) and q = 0, we obtain
IV(y —y(un)llLz) S 1w —up)y(un)lla-1@) S lu—unllr2(), and as a result
(59) IV(y = yr)llLz) S PlifllLze) + lu — unll p2(q)-

To bound ||p — p(un)||z2(q), we use the inf-sup condition (5) and the problem that
(y —y(un),p — p(urn)) € H§(Q2) x L(Q) solves. In fact, we have

(60) llp = plun)llc2@) S IV = y(wn)llLz@) + lu = unllz2@) S llu = unllL2@),
where we have used the bound [|V(y —y(un))llL2(@) S [[u—un| r2(q) in the last step.O0

6.3.2. Auxiliary results: discretization of the adjoints equations. Be-
fore deriving error bounds, we introduce auxiliary variables that are of particular
importance for our analysis. Let (3,t) € H(Q) x L3(2) be the solution of

(61) (VVv,V3)L2(q) + (urd, VL2 (o) + (v,div v)20) = (Yn — Yo, V)L2(0),
(q,div 3)z2(Q) =0 V(v,q) € H(Q) x LE(9).
We also define (zp,,r,) € X, X My, as the solution to
(62)  (VVh, Vzp)r2(Q) + (Unzn, Vi)re ) + (re, div via) 12 (o)
=(yr =y, Vi)r2@), (An,div za)r2) =0  V(va,qn) € Xp X Mp,.

PROPOSITION 16 (error bound). Let f,yq € L?(Q), and let @ C R? be a convex
polytope. Let (z,r) and (zp,ry) be the solutions of (16) and (62), respectively. Then,

(63) IV(z —zn)llL2) + Ir = rall2) S Rllifllez) + llyallLz@)] + llu — unllL2@)-
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Proof. We begin the proof by controlling the error ||(3 — zn,t—r)||. To do this,
we use the error bound (46) and also that ||Vyn|r2() S [flle-1 (). In fact, we have

(64) V(5 — Zh)HL?(Q) + [l — rh||L2(Q) S h(HfHH*l(Q) + HYQHL2(Q))-

Let us now note that (z — 3,r —t) € H5(2) x L2(Q) solves the following problem:

(V(z —3), V)2 () + (w(z = 3), V)L2(0) + (r — t,div v)12(0)
= ((un —u)3, V)2 + (Y = ¥n, V)z), (9,div (z —3))r2) =0,

for all (v,q) € HA(Q) x L3(Q). If we set v =z — 3 and q = 0, we obtain

(65) V(2 = 3)llL2) S llu — unllz@) IVallz) + IV(y — ya)llLz o)
S llu = unll 2@l + Iflla-10) + lyellLz@)] + RlifllL2@)-

The bound for ||r — ¢ 12 () follows from the inf-sup condition (5), (58), and (65):

(66) Ir=rllz2) S llu—unllz2@ 1 + Ifllg-1Q) + [yallLz@)] + 2l o).

The bound (63) follows from (64), (65), and (66). This concludes the proof. O

6.3.3. Convergence results for the fully discrete scheme. In this section,
we derive two convergence results for the fully discrete scheme. The first result ensures
that a sequence of discrete global solutions contains a subsequence that converges to
a global solution of the continuous problem (9)—(10) as h — 0. As a second result,
we obtain that strict local solutions of the optimal control problem (9)—(10) can be
approximated by local solutions of the fully discrete optimal control problems.

THEOREM 17 (convergence of global solutions). Let f and yq be in L*(2). Let
h >0, and let Gy, € Uyq p be a global solution of the fully discrete scheme. Then, there
exist nonrelabeled subsequences of {iip}n>o0 such that p = @ in the weak topology of
L>(Q) as h — 0, where @ is a global solution of (9)—(10). Moreover, we have

(67) Lim |l —tn|lL2) =0, %ig%)jh(ﬂh) =j(a).

Proof. We begin the proof by noting that, since {@p}nr>0 C Ugq,p is uniformly
bounded in L>®(), we can extract a nonrelabeled subsequence such that 4, = @ in
the weak topology of L>(Q2) as h — 0. We must now prove that @ is optimal for
(9)—(10) and that the limits in (67) hold. We divide the proof into two steps.

Step 1: @ € Uggq is a global solution of problem (9)—(10). Let u € Ugq be a global
solution of (9)—(10). Let Py, : L?(2) — Uy, be the orthogonal projection operator and
define uy, := Pp(u). Since u € Uyy, it is clear that u;, € Ugqp. On the other hand,
the results of Theorem 7 guarantee that u € H'(2). Consequently, |[u — us|r2(0) <
h — 0 as h — 0. We now use the global optimality of u, Proposition 15, the global
optimality of %y, and the strong convergence u;, — u in L%(2) as h — 0 to obtain
Ju) < j(a) < liminfp o jn(@n) < limsupy,_,odn(@n) < limsupy,_,o dn(un) = j(u). As
a result, @ is a global solution of (9)—(10) and jn(ur) — j(@) as h — 0.

Step 2: ||u — upl|r2(0) — 0 as b — 0. In view of the results of Proposition 15,
we have that y, — y in H{(Q) as b — 0. This, the fact that j,(un) — j(u) as
h — 0, and the weak convergence @, — % in L*(Q) as h — 0 allow us to conclude
that {ip}r>o converges to @ in L?(£2) as h — 0. This completes the proof. O
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THEOREM 18 (convergence of local solutions). Let f and yq be in L?(Q). Let u €
Uga be a strict local minimum of (9)—(10). Then, there exists a sequence {tn}o<h<hg,
of local minima of the fully discrete scheme such that (67) holds.

Proof. Since @ is a strict local minimum of (9)—(10), there exists € > 0, so that
the problem: Find min{j(u)|u € Uaq : |& — ul[z2(q) < €}, admits u as the unique
solution. We now introduce the discrete problem for h > 0: Find min{js (up) |up €
Uad,n : |t —unl|r2(0) < €}. In the following, we show that this problem admits at least
one solution. To this end, we must prove that the set in which the minimum is sought
is nonempty. Since Py (%) € Uga,n and [|@ — Py (@) z2(0) — 0 as h — 0, there exists
he > 0 so that for every h < hc it holds that || — Py (u)||12(q) < €. Consequently, the
set {up € Uaa,n : |4 — un|lr2(q) < €} is nonempty for every h < he.

Let h < he, and let uy be a global solution to the discrete problem mentioned
above. Applying the same arguments as the ones developed in the proof of Theorem
17 we obtain the existence of a nonrelabeled subsequence of {@p, fo<n<n. such that it
converges strongly in L?(£2) to a solution of the problem: Find min{j(u)|u € Uguq :
|t — ul|z2(qy < €}. Since this problem admits @ as the unique solution, we have that
Up — win L?(Q2) as h — 0 for the whole sequence. This guarantees that the constraint
e — @n||L2(q) < €is not active for h sufficiently small and thus that 4, solves the
fully discrete scheme and (67) holds. This concludes the proof. a

6.3.4. Convergence results for the semidiscrete scheme. As in the case
of the fully discrete scheme, we have the following results: Let f and yq in L?(Q).

e Let h > 0 and let Uy € U,y be a global solution of the semidiscrete scheme.
Then, there exist nonrelabeled subsequences of {iy, }>0 such that G, = @ in the weak
topology of L>°(€2) as h — 0, where @ corresponds to a global solution of the optimal
control problem (9)-(10). Moreover, [|% — Up|z2(q) — 0 and j,(Ux) — j(u) as b — 0.

e Let 4 € U,q be a strict local minimum of (9)—(10). Then, there exists a sequence
{U0n}o<n<h, of local minima of the semidiscrete scheme such that ||& — G| z2(q) — 0
and jp(dp) — j(@) as h — 0.

7. A priori error bounds. The main goal of this section is to derive error
bounds for the fully and semidiscrete methods presented in §6.1 and §6.2, respectively.

7.1. The fully discrete scheme. Let {uy,}r>0 be a sequence of local minima
of the fully discrete scheme such that @, — @ in L?(Q2) as h — 0, where % corresponds
to a local solution of (9)—(10). In this section, we will derive the bound

(68) |t —tnllp2) Sh Yhe(0,h).

We begin our analysis with the following instrumental result.

LEMMA 19 (auxiliary error estimate). Let f and yq be in L%(Q). Let Q C R? be
a convex polytope. Let us assume that @ € Uyq satisfies the second-order optimality
conditions (38). If (68) is false, then there exists h, > 0 such that

(69) €|lu— ﬂh||%2(m < ['(an) — §'(@)](an, — @) Vh < hy, €:=2 'min{y,a}.

Here, « is the control cost, and u denotes the constant appearing in (38).

Proof. We proceed on the basis of a contradiction argument as in [8, Section 7]:
Since (68) is false, there exists a subsequence {hj}ren C R such that

(70) hlkil_{lo % — tn, ||L2) =0, hlkir—I}O hitlla = i, || L2 0) = +oc.
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In the following, we omit the subindex k to simplify the notation and denote @y, = .
We note that h — 0 as k 1 co. Define wy, := (up — u)/||un — @l||L2(q) for each b > 0
and note that {wy}x>o is uniformly bounded in L?(Q2). Therefore, there exists a
nonrelabeled subsequence such that wy, — w in L*(Q) as h — 0. The rest of the proof
is divided into two steps.

Step 1: w € Cy. Let us first recall that Cy is defined in (33). Since @y € Ugg,p,
for any h > 0, we have that wy, satisfies the sign conditions in (34). Consequently, the
weak limit w also satisfies (34). In what follows, we prove that d(x) # 0 implies that
w(x) =0 for a.e. z € Q. To this end, we introduce the variable 3y, := iy — yp - Zp
and recall that 0 = ot —y - 2. We now control [0 — d||12(q) in view of Hélder’s
inequality, the bounds (63) and (58), and property ||@ — 4| z2() — 0 as h — 0:

[0 = nllz2) S lla— UhHL?(Q + IV¥rllLz @ IV(Z = 21)[lL2(0) + [ VZ]|L2(0)
IV =¥l S 1@ = anllez) + bl @) lIfllLe @) + [IyellLz@)] — 0

as h — 0. We have thus obtained that 95, — 0 in L*(Q) as h — 0. Since w;, — w in
L?(Q2) as h — 0, we have

/Qﬁ(a:) (2)dz = lim —— U ah(Ph(ﬁ)—a)dx+/96h(ﬁh—Ph(ﬁ))d:z: ,

h—0 ||uh — 'LLHLQ (Q)

where P, : L?(Q) — Uy, denotes the L?-orthogonal projection operator. Since Py, (i) €
Uqd,n, the discrete variational inequality (51) yields (0n,@n — Pr(@))r2() < 0. Let
us now note that [[0xl/z2q) < [[0n — 0l|L2(q) + [9]l22(0) < 1 for every h < b, which
implies that {|[042(q)}o<n<p is uniformly bounded in R. Thus,

=0.

_ 1 P =\
/a(ﬁ?) (z)dr < lim 7/3,1(%( ) — @)dz < lim I ’1(“) 7“”“(9)
Q h—0 ”uh - UHL2 Q) JO h—0 ||uh — UHL2(Q)

To obtain the last equality, we used the regularity property 4 € H'(Q) (cf. Theorem
7), the interpolation error bound || — Py (%)||z2(0) S hltlg1(q), and the right-hand
side limit in (70). On the other hand, since w satisfies the sign conditions in (34) and
u satisfies the proyection formula (19) we obtain that d(z)w(z) > 0 for a.e. z € Q.
Therefore, [, [0(z)w(x)|dz = [, 0(x)w(x)dz < 0. Consequently, if d(x) # 0, then
w(z) =0 for a.e. z € Q. This proves that w € Cy.

Step 2: The error bound (69). We apply the mean value theorem to obtain

(71 [ (an) — @) (an — ) = §" (@) (@ — 0)?,  an = @+ Op(an — ),

where 0, € (0,1). Let (y(an),p(@n)) € H(Q) x L3(Q) be the solution to (10),
where u is replaced by 4y, and let (z(4), r(ds)) € H(Q) x L3(£2) be the solution to
(16), where y and u are replaced by y(ap) and 4y, respectively. We now note that
(y — y(an),p — p(in)) € H5(Q) x LE(Q) solves the following problem:

(V(y —y(@n)), VV)re2 (o) + (@(y = y(@n)), v)L2 (@) = (b — p(an), div v)L2(q)
= ((an — )y (in), v)L2(), (9,div (¥ = y(@n)))r2(0) =0,
for all (v,q) € H{(Q) x LE(Q). If we set v =y — y(@s,) and q = 0, we obtain the

bound ||V(y — Y(ﬁh))”L?(Q) < Jlu— ahHLz(Q)- Since up — @ in L2(Q) as h — 0,
we can conclude that y(i,) — y in H§(Q2) and that p(d,) — p in L3(Q) as h — 0;



18 A. ALLENDES, G. CAMPANA AND E. OTAROLA

the latter is a consequence of the inf-sup condition (5). Similarly, we can conclude
that z(4y,) — z in HY(Q) and that r(@,) — 7 in L3(2) as h — 0. Let us now define
(p(wn), C(wy)) € HE(Q) x L3() as the solution to (12), where u, y, and v are replaced
by Gp, y(ap), and wy, respectively. If we apply the arguments from step 2 of the proof
of Theorem 10, we obtain that wy — w in L?(2) as h — 0 implies that ¢ (ws) — ¢
in H}(Q) and that ((wp) — ¢ in LE(Q) as h — 0. We thus use the identity (21), the
definition of wy, and the second-order equivalent conditions in (38) to arrive at

lim 7 (@) = lim | awnl|fe() — 2(wnp(wn), 2(0n) o) + l(wn) [f2o)

= a—2(wep, 2)r2(0) +l@lliz ) = o+ ([@w? —allwlisq) > ot (p—a)|wli: q),

where we have used that ¢(wp,) — ¢ in L*(Q2) as h — 0. Since [|Jw||12(0) < 1, we can
conclude that limp, 0 5" (4p)wi > min{u,a} > 0. Thus, we deduce the existence of
h, > 0 such that such that j”(is)wi > min{u, a}/2 for every h < h,. The bound

(69) therefore follows from the definition of wy, and the identity (71). O
We are now ready to prove the error bound (68).

THEOREM 20 (a priori error bound). Let £ and yq be in L2(Q). Let Q@ C R? be
a convex polytope. Let us assume that @ € Uyq satisfies the second-order optimality
conditions (38). Then, there exists hy > 0 such that

(72) @ —anl2) S PIflz) [IflLz) + llyallLe]  Vh € (0, hy).

Proof. We proceed by contradiction: assume that the error bound (72) is false.
We can therefore use the result of Lemma 19 to obtain that (69) holds for every
h < h,. On the other hand, if we set u = @y, in (15) and up, = Pp(@) in (51) we can
conclude that —j'(@)(up — u) < 0 and j; (un)(Pr(2) — up) > 0, respectively. Thus,

(73) 1@ — anllF2y < ' (@n) (@ — @) + ji (@) (P (@) — an)
= j'(an)(Pn(w) — @) + [’ (an) — gy, (@n)] (an — Pn(@)) =: I + 115,

(74) (VY, VV)L2(q) + (@rY, V)2 (o) — (P, div v) 20y = (f, V)12 (0)

and (q,div ¥)2(q) = 0 for all (v,q) € Hj(Q2) x L§(€2). We also introduce the pair
(z,7) € H{(Q2) x L3(2) as the solution to

(75) (Vz,Vv)L2(q) + (Un2, V)L2(Q) + (,div V) 12(0) = (¥ — Yo, VL2 (0)
and (q,div 2)2(q) = 0 for all (v,q) € H§(2) x L§(Q2). We thus control I, as follows:
In = (aun—y-2,Pp(t) —)r2q) = (Pu(y-2) — ¥ - 2,Pn(t) — 0)r2(q)
< IPu(y - 2) =¥ - 2|2 IPa(@) — allr2(q)
where we used that (atip, Pr(2) — @)r2) = 0 = (Pn(¥ - 2),Pn(@) — @)r2(q). The

regularity results of Theorem 7 combined with a basic error bound for P; show that

[Pr(@) — L2 S [Ifll2 lIfllLz@) +lyallLe(@)]- To bound [[Ph(y-2) — ¥ - 2] 22(q),
we first note that since f,y —yq € L?(Q2), we have that y,2 € C(Q2), (cf. Theorem 1).

Thus [|[V(y-2) 20 < [12[lc@) VI + 1V c@ V2L S Iflluz@llifllz @ +
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llyallLz()]- A basic error estimate for Py, thus shows that ||Pn(y - 2) — ¥ - 2[[z2(0) S
Rz [[Ifll2 () + [[yallL2(o)]- As a result, we have obtained the following bound:

2
I, S P2IIE[1 20 [IfllLz) + [vallLz@)]

We now bound II;. To this end, we first note that I, = (y - 2 — yn - Zn, 4n —
Ph(ﬂ))Lz(Q) =(y-z2—yn-zn, Pn(an— ﬁ))Lz(Q). If we add and subtract (yy, - 2, Pp, (@, —
u))r2(q) and use a suitable Sobolev embedding and Young’s inequality, we obtain

Iy S [IV2lee @ IV — 70)llLz@) + V3R @) IV (2 = 24) |2 )] 13 — tnll L2 o)
SIValRz o) IVE = )l + IVIlEe@)IV(Z = 20)lf2) + 318 — @nll72 0,

upon using that Py, is stable in L?(2). Note that ||Vz|r20) < [IfllLz@) + yalLz@)
and that ||VyallL2q) S [IfllL2(o) for every h > 0. On the other hand, an immediate
application of the estimate (46) shows that ||[V(y —¥1)|L2() S PllfllL2(q). To control
V(2 — z4)||L2(02), we introduce the problem: Find (z,7) € Hj(€2) x L§(€2) such that

(76) (Vi, VV)Lz(Q) + (ﬁhi, V)L2(Q) + (F, div V)L2(Q) = (S’h -¥ya, V)Lz Q)

and (q,div z)2(g) = 0 for all (v,q) € H§(2) x L3(2). A simple application of the
triangular inequality yields ||V (z — Zh)”LQ(Q) <|IV(z - Z)”LQ(Q) +||V(z — Zh)”LQ(Q).
The control of [|V(z — z)||p2(q) follows from a stability bound for the problem that
(z — 2,t — ) solves, while the control of ||V(z — zp)||L2(q) follows from (46). As a
result, we obtain the following bound: ||V (z2—2p)|L2(0) S ¥ =¥nllL2)+h([/f]|L2@)+
llyallLz(o)). With all these ingredients, we can bound the term II,, as follows:

2 o
W, SP2E1R ) [IflLz@) + Iyeliz @] + 3la = anll7zq)-
The error bound (72) thus follows from replacing the estimates obtained for the
terms Ij, and IIj into (73). This, which is a contradiction, concludes the proof. |

COROLLARY 21 (a priori error bounds). Let the assumptions of Theorem 20 hold.
Then, there exists ht > 0 such that

IV = yu)llLz) + 1P = Prll2) S Pllfllz) (1 + Ifllez) + llyallLe @)
IV(z = zn) L2 + IF = Tull2) S hIfllL2) + DUIfllLz@) + lyellLz @),

for all h < hi. In both bounds the hidden constants do not depend on £, yq, and h.

Proof. The proof follows directly from a combination of the bounds given in
Propositions 15 and 16 and Theorem 20. This concludes the proof. a

7.2. The semidiscrete scheme. Let {uj}1>0 be a sequence of local minima of
the semidiscrete scheme such that Gy, — @ in L*(Q) as h — 0, where @ denotes a local
solution of (9)—(10). In this section, we will derive the error bound (79).

As in the fully discrete scheme, the following instrumental result is important.

LEMMA 22 (auxiliary error estimate). Let f and yq be in L2(Q). Let Q C R? be
a convex polytope. Let us assume that @ € Uyq satisfies the second-order optimality
conditions (38). Then, there exists h, > 0 such that

(77)  €lla —nll720) < [j'(8n) — 5 (@)W — @) VR <h,, €:=2""min{p,a}.

Here, « is the control cost, and pu denotes the constant appearing in (38).
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Proof. Define wy, := (U —@)/||tp — | £2(q). We note that wy, — w in L?(Q) up to
a subsequence, if necessary, as h — 0. The arguments developed in the proof of Lemma
19 show that w satisfies the sign conditions in (34) and that 0 := aty — yp - Zp —
i —y-z=0in L?(Q2) as h — 0. We now set up = @ in (54) to obtain

/Qﬁwda: = }llli% /Qﬁhwhdx = %1;% gy — ﬁ||;21(9) /Q(aah —¥n - Zn) (U — @)dz < 0.

As in the proof of Lemma 19, this shows that if 9(x) # 0, then w(z) = 0 for a.e. x € Q.
This proves that w € Cz. The rest of the proof follows the arguments from the proof
of Lemma 19. For brevity, we omit the details. d

We now derive the error bound (79). To this end, we present the following result
which guarantees that discrete solutions to problem (53) are uniformly bounded in
WLe(Q) x LF(Q2) for some k > 4 when d = 2 and k > 3 when d = 3. Note that as a
consequence of a standard Sobolev embedding, we have that such discrete velocities
are uniformly bounded with respect to i in L*°(Q): [|yallL~() S [IfllL2(q)-

PROPOSITION 23 (discrete stability). Let £ € L2(Q), Q be a convex polytope,
and T, be quasi-uniform. Then, there exists k > 4 if d =2 and kK > 3 if d = 3 so that

(78) IVynllLe) + IPrllzs) S IfllLz@)-

Proof. The proof follows directly from [16, Corollaries 4 and 5] for d = 3 and [17,
Theorems 8.2 and 8.4] for d = 2 combined with the regularity results of Theorem 1.0

THEOREM 24 (a priori error bound). Let £ and yq be in L2(Q). Let Q C R? be
a convez polytope, and let T, be a quasi-uniform mesh. Let us assume that u € Ugyg
satisfies the optimality conditions (38). Then, there exists hy > 0 such that

(79) @ —tnllr2) S P2IEIL2 ) [IIEllLz) + llyallz@)] VR € (0,hy).

Proof. Set u = up, in (15) and v = @ in (54) to arrive at —j'(@)(Up, — @) < 0
and j;,(Un)(@ — Up) > 0, respectively. With these estimates in hand, we use the
instrumental error bound (77) to obtain

1 = Unll720) < [7"(@r) = 4 (@) @Gn — @) = (0 - Zn — ¥ - 2,00 — @) r2(e)

=(z - (yn—¥),up — u)L2(Q) + (¥ - (2n — 2),0p — ﬂ)Lz(Q) =: I + 11},

Here, (y,p) € HY(Q) x L3(Q) and (2,t) € HY(Q) x L3(Q) correspond to the solutions
of problems (74) and (75), respectively, where uy, is replaced by ap,.
We now control the term I;,. To do this, we proceed as follows:

(80) In < ||z[lLe (@) l¥n — ¥llz@)lltn — tll 22
S P EllLz ) [IfllLz@ + lyallLa@)] s — al @),

where we used ||y — ¥[lL20) S P2(11lm2@) + 1Blla1 (@) S A2 ||f]lL2(), which follows
from [13, Proposition 41. 8] (see also [13, Theorem 4.21] and [13, Theorem 4.26]), and
the estimate ||2|L ) S I¥llL2@) + [[yellL2(q), which follows from Theorem 1.

We now control II,. To this end, we introduce (z,7) € H}(Q) x L3(2) as the
solution to (76), where @y, is replaced by ty,. With these ingredients in hand, we obtain:
I, < [[Fnllue< (o) (12 — 2llL2(Q) + 12 — ZnllLe)) 0=l L2 (o). To control [|2—2| L2 (q),
we use a stability estimate for the problem that (z —z,t — ) € H}(Q) x L3(£) solves:
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|z — ZHL?(Q) < |y - thL?(Q) < h2||f||L2(Q) An estimate for ||z — Zh”Lz(Q) follows
from [13, Proposition 41.8]: ||z — Zh”Lz(Q) < h2(||f||L2(Q) + ||YQ||L2(Q)). On the other
hand, Proposition 23 guarantees that ||y ||~y < [/fllL2). We thus obtain

(81) I, < h2IEl o) [IfllLz @) + llyellz@llon — @l L2 )

The desired estimate (79) results from a combination of (80) and (81). O
We conclude this section with the following error estimates.

COROLLARY 25. Let the assumptions of Theorem 24 hold. Then, there exists
hy > 0 such that we have the following error bounds for every h < hy:

IV(y = yu)llLz) + 1P = Pullzz@) S Alifllz) (1 + [[flle@) + [[yallL @),
IV(z — z1)llL2@) + IF = Trll2@) S hUIEILz@) + D(IfllLz@ + lyellLz@)-

In both bounds the hidden constants do not depend on f, yq, and h.

Proof. The proof follows directly from a combination of the bounds given in
Propositions 15 and 16 and Theorem 24. This concludes the proof. a

8. A posteriori error bounds. In this section, we design a posteriori error
estimators for the fully and semidiscrete methods presented in §6.1 and §6.2, and
obtain global reliability bounds.

8.1. An auxiliary result. To present an a posteriori error estimator for the
fully and semidiscrete methods, we introduce the auxiliary variable @ as follows:

(82) U= H[a,b] (a_l)_’h - Zp).

Here, (y1,pn) denotes the solution to (50), where uy, is replaced by uy, and (zp,7p)
denotes the solution to (52). We note that @ € U,g satisfies [25, Lemma 2.26)

(83) (aﬁ—yh -Zh,u—ﬁ)p(g) >0 VYueUy.

The following bound is crucial for our a posteriori error analysis and extends [15].
THEOREM 26 (auxiliary bound). Let @ be a local solution of (9)—(10) such that
(38) holds for T > 0, and let (y,p) and (z,7) be the corresponding state and adjoint
state variables. Let tp be a local minimum of the fully discrete scheme, and let (Yr, pn)
and (zp,Tp) be the corresponding discrete state and adjoint state variables. If
(84) |92 —$n - 2Znllr2) < ap(2D)™, 12— 9n-2Znllpe@ <27',
then we have the following error bound:

(85) plla = |72y < 25" (0) — 5 (@) (@ — @),

where the constants p and D are given as in (38) and (22), respectively.

Proof. We divide the proof into two steps.
Step 1. The bound (85). Let us assume for the moment that @« —a € Cy. We can
therefore set v = @ — @ in (38) and use the mean value theorem to obtain

pllie = |22 () < 5" (@) (0 — a)* = (5 (@) — 5" (@) (i@ — @) + (5" (@) - 5"(€) (@ — @)%,
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where £ = @+ 0(u — @) and 0 € (0,1). We now use (22), the projection formulas (19)
and (82), the Lipschitz property of IIj, p), and the assumption (84) to obtain

(86) (i"(@) — §"(©)(ii — ) <D it — @l 2o it — @22
<DaM 52— 91 - Znll ooy i — u||m (/2 — 320

If this bound is replaced in the one derived for p|a — ﬁH%Q(Q), (85) is obtained.

Step 2. w —u € CI. Since by definition 4 € U4, we can conclude that @ — @
satisfies the conditions in (34). To prove the remaining condition in (33), we proceed
as follows: Let z € Q be such that 9(z) = au(z) — y(z) - z(xz) > 7. The fact that
7 > 0 guarantees that %(z) > a~'y(z) - Z(z). The projection formula (19) therefore
shows that @(z) = a. On the other hand, we note that assumption (84) shows that

[(atn =y -2) = (ati = yn - Zn)ll (o) S 20Y -2 = Yn - ZnllL=@) <T

Since au(z) — y(z) - Z(x ) > 7, we can conclude that au(x) — yu(z) - zp(x) > 0 and
therefore that @(z) > o™y (3:) pn(z). This implies that @(z) = a. As a result, we
have proved that (& — a)(x ) = 01if z € Q is such that 9(z) > 7. Similar calculations
show that (@ —a)(z) = 0 if x € Q is such that 9(z) < —7. This concludes the proof.

8.2. Reliability analysis: the fully discrete scheme. In this section, we
propose an a posteriori error estimator for the fully discrete scheme and obtain a
global reliability estimate. To this end, we introduce the following auxiliary variables.
First, we introduce (¥,p) € H§(Q) x LZ(Q) as the solution of

(87) (VY, Vv)L2(Q) + (n¥, V)L2(Q) — (B, div V) r2(0) = (f,V)L2 ()5

and (q,div §)12(q) = 0 for all v e H§(Q2) and q € L§(9), respectively. We note that
problem (87) is well-posed. We also note that (¥4, pn), which solves (50) where uy, is
replaced by uy, corresponds to the finite element approximation of (¥, p) in the setting
of §5. Therefore, it is natural to define the following a posteriori error estimator:

(88) 55215,9 = Z gs2t,K=

KeT
where £2, ¢ = BIREIZacre) + b T Poncorerony + iV 9122 10, Here,
(89) Ry = (f+ Ayn — unyn — Vou)lx,  T5' = [(Vyn — pnl) -n].
An application of Theorem 14, with u and § replaced by uy and f, shows that
(90) IVE = 912 + 1P = PullZz) S oo
We also introduce the pair (z,7) € H{(2) x L3(2) as the solution of
(91) (Vv,V2)r2(0) + (@nZ, V)L2(0) + (F,div v)12(0) = (Fr — Yo, V)12(0)

and (q,div z)12(q) = 0 for all v € H§(Q) and q € L§(Q2), respectively. We note that
(91) is well-posed. Since (zp,Tp) corresponds to the finite element approximation of
(z, ) in the setting of §5, we introduce the following a posteriori error estimator:

(92) adj T = Z 5‘adj K>
Keo
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dj
where €2, 1 = B3 IR 1220y + hicI T2V oo + iV 2422 ). Here,

(93) ,R,;(dj = (yh —vyo+ AZy, — Upzy, + VFh)|K7 j,;ldj = [[(Vzh =+ FhI) . Il]].
An application of Theorem 14, with u and f replaced by 4y and ¥, — yq, yields

(94) HV(Z - ih)”%ﬂ(sz) + HF - Fh”%?(sz) S ggdj,ﬂ'

After introducing a posteriori error estimators associated with the discretization
of the state and adjoint equations, we define the following a posteriori local error
indicator and error estimator associated with the discretization of the control variable:

(95) Eet, ik = [l — ﬂhHL2(K)a ct T Z 5ct Kk =t - uhHL2
KeT
Finally, we introduce an a posteriori error estimator for the fully discrete scheme,
which is the sum of three contributions:

(96) 53@ g = 552t,9 + 53dj,9 + 53t,9-

To simplify the presentation and proof of the next result, we define the errors
ey =Y —Yh, Cp :=P—DPh, €z :=Z—Zp, €r ;= — Ty, and ey := U — Uy. We also define
(¥,p) € H{(Q) x LE(Q) as the solution of
(97) (Vy, Vv)L2(q) + (0¥, V)Le () — (B, div v)r2(0) = (f,V)L2(0)
and (q,div ¥)z2(q) = 0 for all v € H}(Q) and q € LE(2), respectively. Finally, we
define (%,¥) € HY(Q) x L3(9) as the solution to
(98) (Vz, V)2 () + (U2, V)L2(0) + (F,div V) 2(0) = (¥ — Yo, V)L2 ()
and (q,div z)12(g) = 0 for all v e H§(2) and q € L§(£2), respectively.

THEOREM 27 (global reliability of Eucp, 7). Let @ be a local solution of (9)—(10)
such that (38) holds for T > 0, and let (y,p) and (z,T) be the corresponding state and
adjoint state variables. Let up be a local minimum of the fully discrete scheme, and

let (¥, pn) and (zn, ) be the corresponding discrete state and adjoint state variables.
If (84) holds, then

99)  IVeyliz(o) + IVeslltzi + llesllizia) + llerdF2o) + leallfz) S Exep,zs

where the hidden constant is independent of the continuous and discrete optimal vari-
ables, the size of the elements in the mesh &, and #.7 .

Proof. We divide the proof into six steps.
Step 1. A bound for |eg||r2(q). We use the variable % defined in (82), the defini-
tions in (95), and a simple application of the triangle inequality to obtain

(100) Hegan(Q) < ||17,—17,||L2(Q) + Eet, 7.

It is therefore sufficient to bound ||% — ||12(q). To do this, we set u = @ in (15) and

u = @ in (83) to obtain j'(u)(% —u) > 0 and (ol — yp - Zn, U — U)r2(q) > 0. With

these estimates in hand, we use (85) to obtain

(101)  plla — a7 (o) < 2057 (%) - §'(@))(@ — @) < 25 (@) (i@ — @)
=2(att—y-2,0—1u)r2) <2(Fn-2n — Y - 2,0 — U)12(0),
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where (y,p) and (z,¥) are the solutions of (97) and (98), respectively. Add and
subtract y5, - 2 in (101) and use H(Q) — L*(2) to obtain ||t — il|12(q) S ||V(Zn —
z)||L2 @) IVYhllLa@) + V(¥ = ¥)llLz @)l VZ[L2o)- Note that [Vyallrz) < [IflLeo)
and that [|Vz||r20) S [IfllL2@) + [[yellLz(q). From this follows

(102) @=Lz S IV(@r = 2)llL2) + V(TR = ¥) L2 @)

Let us now bound ||V(yn — ¥)|lL2(). For this purpose, we use the pair (y,p)
defined as the solution to (87) and the a posteriori error bound (90) to obtain

(103) IV =)Lz SIVE = 9)llLz@) + Est,o

We now observe that (y —y,p — p) € H{(Q) x L2(€) solves the following problem

(V¥ =), VV)L2) + (U(y—¥), V)L2(@) — (P—P, div V) 2(q)
= (y(un—1u), V)2, (0,div (¥ —¥))r2@) =0 V(v,q) € Hy(Q) x L§(Q).

Set (v,q) = (¥y—¥,0) and use (95) to get |V(y=¥)llL>) S IV lL2 @ lan—ilz2) S
Eet, 7. Substituting this bound into (103) and the one obtained in (102), we obtain

(104) u—1ll2) S V(@h — 2)||L2(0) + Ect,7 + Est, 7

In the following, we bound ||V (25 — 2)||12(q) in (104). To do this, we use the pair
(z, ) defined as the solution of (91) and the a posteriori error estimate (94) to obtain

(105) IV(zh = 2)||L2 (@) S €adj.7 + V(2 = 2)||L2(0)-
To bound [|V(z — z)||r.2(), we note that (z — z,F — F) € H{(Q) x L3(2) solves

(V(z = 2), VV)r2(0) + (U(2 — 2), V)12(0) + (F = F,div V) 12(0) = ((an — @), V)12(0)
+(F = n Ve, (q,div (Z2—2))L2@) =0 Y(v,q) € Hy(Q) x L(9).

If we set v =z —2 and q = 0, we obtain [|V(z —z)|lr2() S |VZ|lL2(o)lltn — @l L2(q) +
||V(S’ — }_’h)”Lz(Q). Note that ||VZ||L2(Q) < ||f||L2(Q) + ||yQ||L2(Q). We now use the
definitions in (95) and ||V(}V’—yh)||L2(Q) 5 gst,ﬂ +5ct,ﬁ to obtain ||V(ﬁ — Z)HLQ(Q) ,S
Est,7 + Ect, 7. Substitute this estimate into (105) and the one obtained in (104) to
obtain [|@ — | r2() S Est,7 + Eadj,7 + Ect, 7. In view of (100), we finally obtain
(106) lleall2() S Est,7 + Eadjy7 + Ect, 7

Step 2. A bound for ||[Vey||L2(q). With the auxiliary pair (y,p) and the a poste-
riori error bound (90) in hand, we bound |Veg||>(q) as follows:

(107) IVegllLz) < V(Y = 9)llLz@) + Est,7-
To bound [|V(y — ¥)|L2(), we note that (y —y,p — p) x H(Q) x L§() solves

(108) (V(¥ —¥), VV)r2() + (U(y = ¥), V)L2(0) — (P — b, div v)12(q)
= ((an — W)y, v)L2(e), (4, div (¥ —¥))r2@) =0 V¥(v,q) € Hy() x L§().

If weset v=y—yand q =0 and use (106), we immediately obtain the bound
IV = ¥)llrz) S Ifllez@lleallzz) S Est, + Eadj,7 + Ect, 7. Finally, we replace
this bound into (107) to obtain the a posteriori error estimate

(109) IVeg L) S Est,.7 + Eadgj7 + Ect, 7-
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Step 3. A bound for ||Vez||12(q). Using similar arguments as in Step 2, we obtain
HVesz @) S Est,7 + Eadj,7 + Ect, 7. For the sake of simplicity, we omit the details.
Step 4. A bound for |ep||r2(q). A basic application of the bound (90) yields

(110) lepllzaie) S 1P = Bllza) + Eat.7-

We now control ||p—pl|z2(q) using the inf-sup condition (5), the fact that (y—y,p—p)
solves problem (108), and the standard embedding H}(2) — L*(Q). In fact,

,div v
A1) 5 =pllozey S sup PPIV Ve

SIV(EY = 9)lee Q)
veri@)  IVvlrLeo) @)

IV = 2@ el 2 @) + IV ll2 @ llan — @l 2 @)-

We note that ||Vy|r2) S [IfllL2e) and that ||a|z2@) < C(a,b,Q). We now refer
to the bound [|[V(y — ¥)llL20) S 8ocp 7, which was derived in Step 2, and the error
estimate (106) to obtain ||p— [3||L2 @) S Eocp,7- In view of (110), this estimate implies

(112) leslloo) S Est,7 + Eadjy7 + Ect, 7

Step 5. A bound for ||ef|| 12(q). Using similar arguments as in Step 4, we obtain.
HeFHLz(Q) S Est, 7 + Eadj, 7 + Ect, 7 For the sake of simplicity, we omit the details.

Step 6. The desired estimate (99) results from the combination of the bounds
derived in Steps 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. This concludes the proof. a

8.3. Reliability analysis: the semidiscrete scheme. In this section, we
propose an a posteriori error estimator for the semidiscrete scheme (53)—(55) and
obtain a global reliability bound. As in the previous section, we introduce (y,p) €
H}(Q) x LZ(Q) as the solution to the following problem

(113) (VY,Vv)Lz(q) + (0¥, v)L2(Q) — (B, div V) L2(0) = (f, v)L2(0)

and (q,div §)12(q) = 0 for all v.e H§(Q2) and q € L§(Q2), respectively. We define the
following error estimator associated to the discretization of the state equations:

sty ZestK7

Keo
where €2, := B3R o) + hic |35 020 or\00) + IV Fal|2s ). Here,
Ry = (E+Ayn —uyn — Von)lx, 3 = [(Vyr — prl) - n].

We note that the result of Theorem 14 allows us to conclude the following a posteriori

error bound: V(¥ — ¥a)ll2) + |p — Prllzz) S €st,7-
We also introduce the pair (z,F) € H}(Q) x LQ(Q) as the solution to

(114) (VZ, VV)LQ(Q) + (GZ, V)Lz(Q) + (F, div V)Lz(Q) = ()_’h -y, V)Lz(g)

and (q,div z)12(q) = 0 for all v € H(Q) and q € L§(12), respectively. We define the
following error estimator associated to the discretization of the adjoint equations:

adj T = Z QEadea

Keo
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dj ~adj .
where €. - 1= h%“i}‘\%JHfﬁ(K) + hKH\ﬂdeHi%aK\aQ) + ||div Zh||2L2(K)' Here,

R = (§1 — yo + Az — 0z, + Vin)|x, 39 = [(Vzy, + 1) - ).

An application of Theorem 14 immediately yields the following a posteriori error
estimate: [|V(z — zx)|lL2q) + IF = Trllz2(0) S €adj,7-
To present the following result, we define ey := tu—t and €,cp. 7 = €5 7 +Coq5, 7.

THEOREM 28 (global reliability €,cp o). Let @ be a local solution of (9)—(10)
such that (38) holds for 7 > 0, and let (y,p) and (z,7) be the corresponding state and
adjoint state variables. Let u be a local minimum of the semidiscrete scheme, and let

(¥h,pr) and (zn,tr) be the corresponding discrete state and adjoint state variables. If
(84) holds, then

(115)  [[Vegllfaia) + [IVeallizo) + lepll Tz + lerllizi) + lleallZz i) S €oep o

where the hidden constant is independent of the continuous and discrete optimal vari-
ables, the size of the elements in the mesh ., and #.7 .

Proof. We note that under the particular conditions entailed by the semidiscrete
scheme, the auxiliary variable @ defined in (82) coincides with @. As a result, the
variable (y, p) defined as the solution (97) coincides with (¥, p) defined as the solution
(113). If we apply the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 27 to this simplified
situation, we can derive the bound (115). For the sake of brevity, we omit the details.0

9. Numerical experiments. In this section, we present a series of numerical
experiments that illustrate the performance of the fully discrete scheme of §6.1. The
experiments were performed with a code implemented in C++: the global linear systems
were solved using the multifrontal massively parallel sparse direct solver (MUMPS)
[?] and a quadrature formula, which guarantees accuracy up to polynomials of degree
19, was used to compute all integrals.

The framework for the discrete scheme is as follows: For a given partition 7},
we seek (¥h, Ph, Zh, Th, Un) € Xp, X My, X Xp x My, X Ugq,n, which solves the discrete
problem (50)—(52). This problem was solved with an adaptation of the semi-smooth
Newton method described in [?, Appendix A.1]. After the Newton iteration is solved,
an adaptive strategy is performed. An element K € .9}, is refined using the following
maximum strategy: Refine K € J, if the error indicator Eg is such that Ex >
0.5 maxgre g, Brr. Here, By 1= E2 o + 2y 1 + E2, i (see §8.2 for details).

To present our results, we also introduce the total number of degrees of freedom
as Ndof = 2dim(X},) + 2dim(M},) + dim(Ugg,n). The initial meshes we used for the
resolution are shown in Fig. 1.

FIG. 1. Initial meshes: Q = (0,1)? (left) and Q = (—1,1) x (=1,1) \ [0,1] x [~1,0] (right).

9.1. A sharp interior layer: uniform vs. adaptive refinement. In this
section, we provide a numerical example for which an exact solution is known: we
fix the state and the associated adjoint velocities and pressures and obtain an exact
optimal control. With these ingredients, we can compute f and the desired state yq.
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Example 1. We set 2 = (0,1)2, a = 0.1, b = 0.2, and a = 1.0. The state
and adjoint variables are given by: § = 50(9y¢, —0:€), p = zy(z — 1)(y — 1) — 1/36,
z = 50(0ys, —0,¢), and ¥ = sin(27z)sin(2my), where £ = (zy(1 — x)(1 — y))? and
¢ = (zy(1 —2)(1 —y))?tan"!((x — 0.5)/0.01). Due to the structure of the problem,
we emphasize that the adjoint velocity field has a sharp interior layer at x = 0.5.

In Fig. 2, we show the velocity, pressure, and control errors for uniform and
adaptive refinement. We note that the adjoint velocity error does not achieve an
optimal convergence rate (see panel (A.1)) and that the error estimator only achieves
optimal convergence when adaptive refinement is performed (see panel (A.4)). In Fig.
3, we present a mesh that contains 8124 triangles and discrete velocities and control
solutions: the sharp layer of the adjoint velocity is properly recovered by the adaptive
procedure (see panel (B.3)).

Ve, L unil’ 5
10° Velue by [{ 10
Vey‘\ L2(0) adap;

10°

102

(A1) (A.2) (A.3) (A.4)
Fic. 2. Exzample 1: Ezxperimental convergence rates for the fully discrete scheme with uniform

and adaptive refinements for the state and adjoint velocity errors (A.1); the state and adjoint pres-
sure errors (A.2), the control errors (A.3), and the error estimators (A.4).

(B.1) (B.2) (B.3) (B.4)

Fic. 3. Ezample 1: For the fully discrete scheme, we present the mesh obtained after 30
adaptive refinements (8.124 triangles and 4.083 vertices) (B.1), the discrete optimal state velocity
|¥1| (B.2), the discrete optimal adjoint velocity |z | (B.3), and the discrete optimal control Gy, (B.4).

9.2. A non-convex domain. In this section, we perform the adaptive strategy
over an L-shaped domain for which no analytical solution is known.

Example 2. Weset Q = (—1,1)x(—1,1)\[0,1]x[-1,0],a =1.0,b =5.0, e = 1.0,
f = 1000((z+y)*, sin(27z) sin(27y)) ", and yo = 1000(sin(27z) sin(27y), zy(1—2)(1—

y)T.

In Fig. 4, we show the experimental convergence of the error estimator Eycp, o
and the finite element approximations of the optimal state velocity and pressure, as
well as the control variable. We can see that optimal convergence is achieved for the
error estimator (see panel (C.1)) and that most of the refinement is concentrated in
the reentrant corner of the domain (see panel (C.5)).
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a
O Cocp, 7,
-2 - N6t~

(C.2) (C.3)

(c.4)

F1c. 4. Exzample 2: For the fully discrete scheme, we present the experimental convergence rate
for the error estimator Eycp, 7 (C.1) and the discrete optimal state velocity |yy| (C.2), the discrete
optimal state pressure py (C.3), and the discrete optimal control uy, (C.4) over a mesh with 8.826
elements and 24.978 vertices obtained after 40 adaptive iterations (C.5).
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