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GOAL-ORIENTED ADAPTIVE FINITE ELEMENT METHOD
FOR SEMILINEAR ELLIPTIC PDES

ROLAND BECKER, MAXIMILIAN BRUNNER, MICHAEL INNERBERGER,
JENS MARKUS MELENK, AND DIRK PRAETORIUS

ABSTRACT. We formulate and analyze a goal-oriented adaptive finite element method
(GOAFEM) for a semilinear elliptic PDE and a linear goal functional. The strategy
involves the finite element solution of a linearized dual problem, where the linearization
is part of the adaptive strategy. Linear convergence and optimal algebraic convergence
rates are shown.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Goal-oriented adaptive FEM and contributions. While standard adaptiv-
ity aims to approximate the exact solution u € Hj () of a suitable PDE at optimal rate
in the energy norm (see, e.g., [D6r96; [MNS00; BDD04; Ste07; (CKNSO08| for some semi-
nal contributions and |[FFP14| for the present model problem), goal-oriented adaptivity
aims to approximate, at optimal rate, only the functional value G(u) € R (also called
quantity of interest in the literature). Usually, goal-oriented adaptivity is more important
in practice than standard adaptivity and, therefore, has attracted much interest also in
the mathematical literature; see, e.g., [BR0O3; EEHJ95; |GS02; BRO1| for some prominent
works and |[KVD19; |DBR21; BGIP21; BMZ21| for some recent contributions. Unlike
standard adaptivity, there are only few works that aim for a mathematical understanding
of optimal rates for goal-oriented adaptivity; see [MS09; BET11; FFGHP16; FPZ16| for
linear problems with linear goal functional and |BIP21] for a linear problem, but nonlin-
ear goal functional. The works [HPZ15; XHYM21| consider semilinear PDEs and linear
goal functionals, but only prove convergence, while optimal convergence rates remain
open (and can hardly be proved for the proposed algorithms). The present work proves,
for the first time, optimal convergence rates for goal-oriented adaptivity for a nonlinear
problem. To this end, we see, in particular, that the marking strategy used in [HPZ15;
XHYM21| must be modified along the ideas of [BIP21].
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1.2. Model problem. For d € {1,2,3}, let Q C R? be a bounded Lipschitz domain.
Given f,g € L?(Q2) and f,g € [L*(Q)]¢, we aim to approximate the linear goal quantity

G(u) ::/gudx+/g-Vudx, (1)
0 Q
where u € H} () is the weak solution of the semilinear elliptic PDE
—div(AVu) +b(u) = f —divf in Q subject to uw=0 onI :=090. (2)

sym

are given in Section we note that, here and below, we abbreviate AVu
A(Vu(-): Q@ — R? and b(u) = b(-,u(-)): Q = R.

The weak formulation of the so-called primal problem reads as follows: Find u €
H;(€2) such that

(u, v) + (b(u), v) = F(v) = {f,v) +{f, Vo) forallve H}Q), (3)

where (v, w) := [, vw dz denotes the L*(€2)-scalar product and (v, w) := (AVv, Vw) is
the A-induced energy scalar product on Hj(€2). We stress that existence and uniqueness
of the solution u € H}(S) of follow from the Browder—Minty theorem on monotone
operators (see Section [2.4] for details).

Based on conforming triangulations 7 of 2 and fixed polynomial degree m € N, let
Xy = {vH € Hy(Q) | VT € Ty : vyl|r is a polynomial of degree < m}. Then, the FEM
discretization of the primal problem reads: Find u, € Xy such that

(ug, vg) + (b(uy), vg) = F(vy) for all vy € Xy. (4)

Then, the finite element method approximates the sought goal quantity G(u) by means
of the computable quantity G(uy).

While the precise assumptions on the coefficients A: Q@ — RZX4 and b: QO x R — R

1.3. Error control and GOAFEM algorithm. The optimal error control of the

goal error G(u) — G(uy) involves the so-called (practical) dual problem: Find z[uy| €
Hi(2) such that

(zlun], v) + (V' (ug)zlug], v) = G(v) for all v € Hy(Q), (5)

where 0'(z,t) = 0;b(z,t). Existence and uniqueness of z[uy] follow from the Lax—
Milgram lemma (see Section . With the same FEM spaces as for the primal problem,
the FEM discretization of the dual problem reads: Find zy[uy| € Xy such that

(zulugl, ve) + (U (ug)zglug], ve) = Glog)  for all vy € Xp. (6)

The notation z[uy] emphasizes that the dual solution depends on the (exact) discrete
primal solution u, (instead of the practically unavailable exact primal solution u); the
same holds for the discrete dual solution zp[uy].

For this setting, we derive below (see Theorem [7)) the goal error estimate

|G (u) = Glug)| < llu —ugllm@llzlua] = zgluglllme + v —ugling ()

where < denotes < up to some generic multiplicative constant C' > 0. The arising error
terms are controlled by computable a posterior: error estimates

||U - UHHHl(Q) N UH(UH) and ”Z[UH] - ZH[UH]HHl(Q) S CH(ZH[UH])
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Hence, gives rise to the computable error bound

G () = Glug)| S nu(uy) na(ug)® + Cu (2 [ug))’]? @®
that, following [MS09; [FPZ16; BIP21|, is used to steer an adaptive loop of the type

[Soﬁve]—{Estimate]—> (9)

1.4. Contributions. Let (7;)en, be the sequence of meshes generated by the adap-
tive loop ([9) with corresponding error estimators 7, := no(u,) and ¢ = Co(z,[u,]). We
prove that the proposed adaptive strategy leads to linear convergence

Nesn Min + CGonl? < Cimdliame [0 + ¢Y* for all £,n € Ny, (10)

where C}, > 0 and 0 < ¢, < 1 are generic constants. Moreover, we prove that this
estimator product leads to convergence

ne lnf + G2 = O((#7T0)%), (11)

where the rate @ = min{2s,s + ¢} is optimal in the sense that s > 0 is any possible
rate for n, and ¢ > 0 is any possible rate for (, (in the sense of the usual approximation
classes [CFPP14]). We stress that this is the first optimality result on GOAFEM for a
nonlinear model problem. While o = s+ for linear model problems [MS09; FPZ16|, the
slightly worse rate o = min{2s, s+t} stems from the fact that the adaptive algorithm must
also control the linearization of the dual problem. Besides the goal error estimate ,
technical key results also include Pythagoras-type quasi-orthogonalities for the semilinear
model problem (2). Finally, we note that our analysis allows to modify the marking
strategies of [HPZ15; XHYM21|] to ensure linear convergence of 07 + (2 = O((#7T:)™%)
with rate & = min{2s, 2t}.

1.5. Outline. This work is organized as follows: In Section [2| the analytical prelim-
inaries for the semilinear setting and its linearizations are presented. This includes the
precise assumptions on the problem and the right-hand sides as well as well-posedness
of the arising continuous and discrete problems. In Section , the key estimate is
proved; cf. Theorem In Section , we formulate the GOAFEM algorithm (cf. Algo-
rithm , which employs a marking strategy that respects the product structure found
in . We proceed with stating the main results. First, Theorem [19|shows linear conver-
gence (|10 of the proposed algorithm. Second, Theorem [20| shows optimal convergence
rates ((11]). Section [4]is devoted to the proofs of the aforementioned results, which contain
the axioms of adaptivity [CFPP14] for the semilinear setting (Section [4.1)), a stability re-
sult for the linearized dual problem (Section [4.2),which turns out to be important, and
the necessary quasi-orthogonalities (Section Numerical experiments underline our
theoretical findings in Section [5]

1.6. General notation. For 1 < p < oo, let 1 < p’ < oo be the conjugate Holder
index which ensures that [|[¢| 1) < 9]l Lo 19l () for ¢ € LP() and ¢ € L (Q),
i.e., 1/p+1/p’ =1 with the convention that p’ = 1 for p = oo and vice versa. Moreover,
for 1 <p<d, let 1 <p*:=dp/(d—p) < oo denote the critical Sobolev exponent of p.
We recall the Gagliardo—Nirenberg—Sobolev inequality

||/U||L’I‘(Q) S CGNS ||VU||LP(Q) fOl" all NS WOLP(Q), (12)
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with a constant Cans = Cans(|92|,d, p, 7). If d € {1, 2}, holds for any 1 < r < oc.
If d =3, holds for all 1 < r < p*, where r = p* is the largest possible exponent such
that the embedding WP (Q) < L"(Q) is continuous.

Moreover, we use | - | to denote the absolute value |A| of a scalar A\ € R, the Euclidean
norm |z| of a vector x € RY, and the Lebesgue measure |w| of a set w C Q, depending on
the respective context. Furthermore, #U denotes the cardinality of a finite set .

2. MODEL PROBLEM

dxd

sym

2.1. Assumptions on diffusion coefficient. The diffusion coefficient A: 2 — R
satisfies the following standard assumptions:

(ELL) A € L®(Q;RY4) where A(r) € R¥? is a symmetric and uniformly positive

Sym Sym
definite matrix, i.e., the minimal and maximal eigenvalues satisfy

0 < o = inf Apin(A(2)) < sup Apax(A(x)) =: 1y < 0.
e zeQ

In particular, the A-induced energy scalar product (v, w) = (AVv, Vw) induces an
equivalent norm [Jv]| := (v, v)*/2? on H}(Q).

To guarantee later that the residual a posteriori error estimators are well-defined,
we additionally require that Al € Wh(T) for all T € 7T,, where 7y is the initial
triangulation of the adaptive algorithm.

2.2. Assumptions on the nonlinear reaction coefficient. The nonlinearity b: €2 x
R — R satisfies the following assumptions, which follow |[BHSZ11, (A1)—(A3)]:
(CAR) b: Q x R — R is a Carathéodory function, i.e., for all n € Ny, the n-th derivative
O¢b of b with respect to the second argument & satisfies that
e for any € R, the function x — 9 b(x,§) is measureable on €,
e for any z € (2, the function & = 9f b(z,§) is smooth.
(MON) We assume monotonicity in the second argument, i.e., b'(z, ) := O¢b(z,£) > 0 for
all z € Q and £ € R. In order to avoid technicalities, we assume thatEI b(x,0) = 0.
To establish continuity of (b(v), w) resp. (b'(v)¢, w), we impose the following growth
condition on b(v); see, e.g., [FK80, Chapter III, (12)] or [BHSZ11, (A4)]:
(GC) If d € {1,2}, let n € N be arbitrary with 2 < n < oco. Ford = 3, let 2 < n <
2*—1=(d+2)/(d—2) =5. Suppose that, for d € {1,2,3}, there exists R > 0
such that

6®) (z,6)] < R(L+ €]"*) forallzeQ, all ¢ €R, and all 0 < k < n.

While |(GC)| turns out to be sufficient for plain convergence of the later GOAFEM algo-
rithm, we require the following stronger assumption for linear convergence and optimal
convergence rates.

(CGC) There holds if d € {1,2}. If d = 3, there holds with the stronger
assumption n € {2, 3}.

) IThe assumption b(0) = 0 is without loss of generality, since we could consider b(v) := b(v) — b(0) and
f = f —b(0) instead.
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Remark 1. (i) Let v,w € H}(Q). To establish continuity of (v,w) — (b(v), w), we
apply the Holder inequality with Holder conjugates 1 < s, < oo to obtain that

[] .
(b(v), w) <[|b(V) ]| Lo @y 1wl o) S LAV [ o @) 1wl o) = A0l @) w0l 220 -
(13)
To guarantee that (b(v), w) < oo, condition [(GC)| has to ensure that the embedding
Hy(Q) = L"(Q) s continuous  for r=s and 1 =ns. (14)

Ifd € {1,2}, holds true for arbitrary 1 < r < oo and hence arbitrary 1 < s < oo
andn € N. If d =3, r =s=2" =6 is the mazimal index in . Hence, it follows that
n < 2%/s =2%/2* = 2* — 1 = 5. Furthermore, if d = 3, note that it suffices to consider
n = 2*—1 since forn < 2*—1, we can estimate (1+|£["7F) < (14[£]* 717%) for all € € R,
and all 0 < k <n < 2*—1. Altogether, we conclude continuity of (v,w) — (b(v), w) for
alln e Nifde {1,2}, andn <5 if d = 3.

(ii) Let v,w,o € Hy(Q). In the same spirit, we establish continuity of (v, w,p)
(W' (v)p,w). If d € {1,2}, for arbitrary 1 < t < oo, we use the generalized Hélder
inequality; see, e.g., [KJETT, Section 2.2]. To this end, definet” by 1 =1/t" + 1/t + 1/t
and observe that

o
V' ()p, w) < V@)l e @llel oo llwllie < 1+ 1" @)l lwlize- (15)

Using [[v" ! per ) = ||v||L(n e (@) the |(GC)| needs to ensure that the Sobolev embedding
H}(Q) < L7(Q) is continuous for both r = (n — 1)t" and r = t. If d € {1,2}, this holds
for arbitrary 1 <t < oo andn € N. Ifd =3, r =t = 2" = 6 is the mazimal indez in
and hence t" = 3/2. The upper bound (n — 1) < 2*/t" = 4 thus guarantees continuity.
(iii) Let v, € H3(Q) and w € L=(Q). Then, the reasoning of (i) reduces to the Holder
conjugates from (i).

(iv) The additional constraints on the upper bounds of n m will become apparent
later; see Remark[31]

(v) The lower bound 2 < n imposed for d € {1,2,3} stems from the necessity of a Taylor
expansion of the dual problem; cf. (50)). O

2.3. Assumptions on the right-hand sides. For d = 1, the exact solution u
from (3) and dual solutions Z[w| and z[w| with arbitrary w € H 1( ) from (20) and (24)
below satisfy L>*-bounds, since H!-functions are absolutely continuous. For d € {2,3},
we need the following assumption:

(RHS) We suppose that the right-hand sides fulfil that
f.og € LP(Q) forsomep>d>2 and f,g€ LYQ) where 1/q:=1/p+ 1/d.

To guarantee later that the residual a posteriori error estimators from f are well-
defined, we additionally require that f|r,g|r € H(div,T) and f|r -n, g|r -n € L*(9T)
for all T' € Ty, where 7 is the initial triangulation of the adaptive algorithm.
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2.4. Well-posedness of primal problem. First, we deal with the continuous primal
problem (3)). With the dual space H(2) := HJ(£2)*, we consider the operator

A Hy(Q) = HH(Q),  Aw:=(w, -) + (b(w), -). (16)
Assumption [(GC)| and the resulting estimate yield that
(L3)
(b(v), w) S [16(V)]| o0y lw]] < o0

Together with the continuity of (-, - ), we infer that A is well-defined.
For x € Q and &,& € R with & < &, the mean value theorem proves that

b(z,&) — b(x,&) =V (x,0)(&a — &) for some & < ( < &.
Since b'(z, () > 0 according to , this implies that
(b(z,&) = b(z,&)) (& — &) >0 forallz € Qand &, & €R. (17)
Together with , we thus see that
(Aw — Av, w—v) = (w —v, w—v) + (b(w) — b(v), w—v)
> lw —vl]* = [V(w = v)|[f2q) for all v,w € Hy(Q),

where the hidden constant depends only on p from . This proves that A is strongly
monotone and hence, in particular, monotone and coercive. Moreover, the solution u €
Hi(Q) of is necessarily unique. Finally, recall from that b is smooth in &.
Therefore, the mapping

(18)

TH/Z)(U—}-TUJ)QDdl‘ER for 7 € [0,1] and v, w, p € Hy ()
Q

is continuous, i.e., A is hemi-continuous. Overall, the Browder—Minty theorem (see,
e.g., |Ze190, Theorem 26.A (a)—(c)]) applies and proves that the primal problem (3) admits
a (unique) solution u € H}(Q). The same argument shows that the discrete primal
problem admits a unique solution uy, € Xy.

2.5. Well-posedness of dual problem and goal error identity. For v, w € H}(Q),
define

B(w,v) := /01 V(w+ (v—w)T)dr >0 ae. inQ. (19)

Note that B(w,v): Q — Rsg. If v = u, we introduce the shorthand B(w) := B(w, u).
With this notation, the theoretical dual problem reads as follows: Find Z[w] € H}(Q)
and Zy[w] € Xy such that

(Z[w], v) + (B(w)z[w], v) = G(v)  for all v € HJ(Q), (20a)
(Zglw], va) + (B(w)Zg[w], vg) = G(vg) for all vy € Xy. (20b)

To address well-posedness, we show that [(GC)|implies that [, |[B(w)zv|dz < oo for all
v,w,z € Hy (). The cases d € {1,2} are covered, e.g., in [AW15, Lemma A.1]. If d = 3,
we exploit [(CGC)| and apply the same reasoning as for the estimate to obtain that

(B(w)z, v) S |B(W)l| o @yl Il < oc. (21)
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Using [(ELL)| and [[MON)| for coercivity (see, e.g., above), the Lax-Milgram lemma
proves existence and uniqueness of Z[w] € H(Q) and Z,[w] € Xy.

According to the Taylor theorem, it holds that
b(u) — b(w) = (u —w) B(w) in Q. (22)

For any approximation Z[uy| ~ zy € Xy, this yields the error identity

Glu) — Gluy)  (Elug), u—upg) + (Blug)Z[ug], v — uy)

B (u— gy, ) + (o) — bug) , Zug]) (23)
BB 0 gy, Flug) — 2) + (b(w) — bug), Zlug) — z1).

While this error identity looks similar to the one for linear problems (see, e.g., [MS09;
BET11} FPZ16| as well as [BGIP21| in the presence of inexact solvers), we stress that
it suffers from one essential shortcoming: The theoretical dual problem involves
B(uy) = B(uy,u) which depends on the unknown exact solution u. Consequently, the
corresponding bilinear form cannot be implemented in practice and, hence, Z[u,| cannot
be approximated by its FEM solution Z[uy].

However, it follows formally that B(uy)—b(uy) — 0 as uy — u. Hence, we introduce
the practical dual problem ({5)) and its discretization (@, now considered for a general
argument: Given w € H} (), find z[w] € H}(Q) and zy[w] € Xy such that

(z[w], v) + (¥ (w)z[w], v) = G(v)  for all v € Hy(Q), (24a)
(zylw], va) + (V' (w)zy[w], vy) = G(vy) for all vy € Xy. (24b)

The same arguments as for the theoretical problem apply and prove existence and
uniqueness of z[w] € H}(Q) and z,[w] € Xg.
Overall, the error identity for zg = zyuy] then takes the following form

Glw) = Gluy) S — gy, 2lugg) = 2]} + G) = blugy), 2lugg) = zlun)) g5
=y Zfugg) = =]} + () = D) s 2] = 2lug]).

This identity will be the starting point for proving the goal error estimate ; see Theo-
rem [1 below for the formal statement.

2.6. Pointwise boundedness of primal and dual solutions. In this section, we
prove that imposing regularity assumptions on the right-hand side yields that the exact
solution v and the dual solutions Z[w]| and z[w] are bounded in L>°(f2). For d = 1, this
is immediate, since H'(Q) C C(Q). For d € {2,3} and f = 0, we refer to, e.g., [BHSZ11,
Theorem 2.2]. These results turn out to be crucial for the goal error estimate (Theorem
as well as for the numerical analysis of the proposed adaptive goal-oriented strategy
(Algorithm . In particular, they also allow one to derive Céa-type estimates for the
discrete primal and dual solutions (Proposition [11] [12)).

Proposition 2. Suppose |(RHS)|, [((ELL)|, (CAR)|, [MON)| and |(GC)|. Then, the weak
solution u € HY () of is bounded in L>®(QY). In particular, for d € {2,3}, there holds

[l ooy < C g QY2 (| fll pagy + 1 £l peie) (26)
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with a constant C = C(d, p) > 0.

Remark 3. In this remark, we consider special choices of p and q from . Ifd=2
and p := oo, then ¢ = 2. Ifd = 3 and p := 2* = 6, then also ¢ = 2. In [BHSZ11,
Theorem 2.2/, the following statement is proven with a slightly simplified proof: Suppose
f € L*Q) and f = 0 as well as|(ELL)|, (CAR)|, and |(MON)| Then, the weak solution
u € H(Q) of is bounded in L=(Q), i.e., ||ullr=@) < C(Qd) o || fll2()- O

The proof of Proposition [2| requires the following elementary result from [WYWOG,
Lemma 4.1.1]:

Lemma 4. With positive constants C, kg > 0 and k1 > 1, let ¢: R>g — R>q satisfy
C

0<o(A) <op(A) and @A) < (A—)\) K AN forall 0 < X< A. (27)

Then, there holds that ¢(A) = 0 for all A > C ¢(0)F1=D/ro 2r1/(k1=1), O

Furthermore, the proof of Proposition 2] requires the Gagliardo-Nirenberg—Sobolev
inequality; see, e.g., [FK80, Theorem 16.6] or [Chi09, Theorem 12.7]:

Lemma 5 (Gagliardo—Nirenberg—Sobolev inequality). Let Q C R? be open and
bounded and suppose that 1 < p < oo. If1 <p<d,let1 <r <p* Ifd<p< oo, let
1 <r < oo. Then, there ezists a constant Cing = CGNS(d p, 1) such that

vl zr@) < Cans |Vl for all v € WP (Q), (28)
where Cgns 1= Chng |QYEYPHYT 0 In case of 1 < p < d and v = p,
Cans = p(d —1)/(d — p) depends only on d and p. O

Proof of Proposition[d. Ifd =1, u € C(Q) C L>=(Q) holds due to the Sobolev embedding.
If d € {2,3} and for A > 0, we define the test function

oy () = max{u(z) — A, 0}
and recall from |[Chi09, Theorem 12.4] that ¢ € H}(Q2) with
Vi (z) = Vu(z) for almost all z € Q(\) := {z € Q | u(z) > \}. (29)

From (17)), it follows that (b(u)—b(\), u — Napy = 0. Using we see that
b(A) = b(0) = 0 and hence (b(A), u — A)g(y) = 0. Using the coercivity assumption
and testing the weak formulation with ), we observe that

uo||V90A||L2(m <<90,\7<P>\>> (u, i) 2 (f, 0h) + (F, Viol) — (b(u), @)

= (f, ox) +(f, Vex) — (bu), u = Ao
= (f. o) +{F, Vi) = (blu) =bA), u = Aapy — (0(N), u = A)apy
<(f. o) +{f, Ver). (30)
With the Holder inequality, we arrive at
1ol VX Izz@) < If e 6511 @) + I Fllzr@) IVl 1 - (31)
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Moreover, (RHS)|yields that 1/¢' =1—-1/¢g=1-1/p—1/d=1/p' —1/d = 1/p™*, where
p < 2 < d. Since |Q| < oo, we have that H}(Q2) — Wol’p/(Q). Therefore, Lemma
(applied to 1 < p' < d and r = p’* = ¢) yields that

||§01_||LQ’(Q) < Cans HVQD;\FHLP’(QN (32)
where Cons depends only on d, p’. Collecting 7, we obtain that

x{C
mAXACGNS () ey + | Fllovgen) - (33)

Now, we aim at a lower bound for the left-hand side of . Recall the definition of
Q() from (29). Applying the Hélder inequality, we observe that

p'/2
IVeX 1 o) / Vil d < (/ Vi da:) Q)2
Q) Q)

Taking the last equation to the power of 2/p’ > 1, we show that

-
< C;Caons ’|v90;\_HLP'(Q) Q)PP (34)

”V@OIH%Q(Q) <G ||v90j\L||Lp’(Q) with C) =

Ve 12 @ < V@S 72 Q)PP
In combination with , we arrive at
93 1 @) < Cans VX |1 (@) < Cr Céns QNP (35)

For 0 < A < A, we observe that
Q(A) 2 Q(A).
This observation and v > A on Q(A) provide a lower bound for the left-hand side of (35)):

1/q’
||90;\L||Lq’(Q) > (/Q(A) (max{u(z) — \,0})? dx> > (A — /\)|Q(A)|1/’1 )

Combining this estimate with , we see that

ql
oWl < (25) RO with Gy =G Gl (36)

Recall that 1/kg :=1/¢' =1—1/p—1/d. Together with p > d > 2, we thus observe that
kr=q (2/p' =1)=(2-2/p-1)/(1L=1/p=1/d)=(1-2/p)/(1-1/p—1/d) > 1.

Therefore, we are able to apply Lemma {4 to . This yields that |Q2(A)] = 0 for
A > Cy |Q(0)|F1=D/mo 251/ (1=1) " By definition of Q(A), this proves that

u(x) < Cy |Q1/4=1/P) 20/d=1/p)/(A=2/p) for almost all = € Q.

To see that —u satisfies the same bound, we argue analogously. For A > 0, we define
the test function ¢ := min{u(z) — \,0} < 0 and observe that p, € H}(Q). With
Q) := {z € Q | u(xz) < —A} and the above arguments, we then conclude the proof. [

In the same spirit as in Proposition [2] we are able to establish L*°-bounds for the

solutions of the theoretical and practical dual problems (20a]) and -

Proposition 6. Suppose (RHS), (ELL),, (CAR), [(MON), and|(GC)| Let w € H}(Q).
| €

|
Then, the weak solutions Z[w] € H}(Q) of the theoretical dual problem (20a) and z[w
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H}(Q) of the practical dual problem ([24a) are bounded in L°°(QY). In particular, for
d € {2,3}, there holds

12 [w] 2=y + 12 [w] =) < C g 1AM VP (llgllzay + l1gllzoe) (37)

with a constant C = C(d,p) > 0, which is, in particular, independent of w.

Proof. We argue as for Proposition[2] The case d = 1 follows from the Sobolev embedding.
For d € {2,3} and for A > 0, we define the test function

of (x) := max{Z[w](z) — \,0}
and recall that ¢ € Hg () with
Vi (z) = VZ[w](z) for almost all z € Q(N) == {z € Q | Z[w] > A}.

From (19), recall that B(w) = B(w,u) > 0. In particular, it follows that
(B(w)z[w], Zlw] = A)aopy = 0. Using the coercivity assumption and testing the
weak formulation (20a]) with ¢, we observe that
-
ol Ve lzz ) < (93 ex) = (Zlul, ¢X)

g 1)+ g, Vel) — (Bw)zlul, o)

= (g, ©x)+ (g, Vi) — (B(w)z[w], Z[w] — X )an)
<{(g, ¢5) + (g, V).

Following the steps of the proof of Proposition [2 (where the latter estimate corresponds
to ), we conclude the proof for Z[w]. The same argument applies for the practical
dual problem, where B(w) is replaced by '(w) > 0. This concludes the proof. O

2.7. Goal error estimate. The following theorem provides, up to norm equivalence,
the formal statement of the goal error estimate .

Theorem 7.  Suppose (RHS)|, |(ELL)| [(CAR)|, MON)| and [(GC). Let u € HJ(f)
solve (3) and uy € Xy be its approximation (4)). Then, it holds that

|G(u) = G(uy)| < Cese [llu = uglllzlug] = 2gluglll + lluw — ug ] (38)
where C’est = Cest(|Q|a d7 ||U||L°°(Q)7 n, R,p, fa fa 9,9, MO)

The proof of Theorem [7]requires some preparations. We start with the following lemma
which extends |[BHSZ11, Lemma 3.1| to f # 0.

Lemma 8. Suppose|(RHS)|, [((ELL)|, (CAR)|, (MON)|, and|(GC)| Let w € H}(Q). Then,
it holds that

lell + sl < Cronas (39a)
IZ[wlll + 12z [wIll + lz[w]ll + 25 [w]l] < Cona, (39b)

where Cbnd = Cbﬂd(|Q|7d7p7 f7 fa:uo) fO?" " and C’bnd = Cbnd(|Q|7d7pagagnu0)
for ([B9b)). The constant Cypnq is independent of w € HY ().
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Proof. In the case d = 1, (39) follows from the Sobolev embedding and [(ELL), Moreover,
note that b(0) = 0 and (17) prove that (b(u), u) > 0. Using [[ELL)} [MON)] and the
Holder inequality, we obtain that

lul® = (u, w) = (f . u) +(F, Vu) = (0(u), u) (40)
< ||f||Lf1(Q) HUHLQ/(Q) + ||f||LP(Q) ||Vu||LP'(Q)‘

Arguing as for and applying the Hélder inequality, we see that

lull* < max{Cans, 1} (Ifllza) + [ Fllze@) VUl o) (41)
< max{Cens, 1} (Ifllzae) + 1 Fllzo@) Q87712 1Vu| 120,

where Cgns depends only on d and p'. With |[Vul[z20) < pg 12 ||, this concludes the
proof for u. The same argument (based on (4} instead of ) applies for u ;. Furthermore,
the same argument applies also for the dual problems (based on and instead
of ([3)) for the theoretical and practical dual problem, respectively). For w,v € H} (), the
monotonicity (b(v), v) > 0 is substituted in case of the dual problems by (b'(w)v, v) >0
and (B(w)v, v) > 0, respectively. This concludes the proof. d

The following lemma is one of the two main ingredients for the proof of Theorem [7]

Lemma 9. Suppose [(RHS)| [(ELL), [(CAR)|, (MON)|, and |(GC)| Let w € HJ(Q) with
lw|| < M < oo. Then, it holds that

(b(u) = b(w) , v) < Cuip lu —wllllofl  for all v € Hy(R2) (42)
with CLip = CLip<|Q|7 da ||u||L°°(Q)7 M7 n, R:pa f7 f’ NO)

Proof. We argue as in the proof of [BHSZ11], Theorem 3.4|. With respect to Remark [1]
choose s > 1 arbitrarily for d € {1,2} and s = 2* for d = 3. In any case, we see that

{b(u) = b(w), v) <[|b(u) = b(w) @) < Cllo(w) = b(w)|[po o llvll, (43)

L' (Q) 0]
where C':= p ! Cens. Tt remains to prove that

16(u) — b(w)
Due to the smoothness assumption |(CAR), we may consider the Taylor expansion

) S llv = wl-

buw) = 3 b (u) ;,“) + ((17‘;:187 / (1= 0" (u+ (w—u)7)dr.  (44)
k=0 : © 70

Since b is smooth and u € L>(2), we obtain that
168 (w)|| Loy < € forall k=1,...,n—1,

where C' depends only on ||| (), and n. Moreover, allows to bound the remainder
term, i.e., for any 0 < 7 < 1, it holds that

167 (w + (w — u)7) || ooy < C,
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where C' depends only on ||, n, and R. The triangle inequality yields that

o S 3 (= w) oy = Znu Wl (45)
k=1

Recall from Remark (1| that HJ(Q) < LF'(Q) for all 1 < k < n by choice of s and n.
Therefore, the Gagliardo—Nirenberg—Sobolev inequality proves that

1b(u) —

1b(u) = b(w)

@) S Z IV (u = w)|72q) (46)

where the hidden constant depends only on [Q, d, |ul/r=), n, and R. With
IV(u —w)||r2@) = |lu —w|| < Cpna + M, this leads to

16(u) — (Z IV (w = w)ll 720 ) IV(u = w)llz@) S flu —wll, (47
with hidden constants C' = C(|Q,d, ||u||L~@), M,n, R,p, f, f, o) > 0. Together
with , this concludes the proof of . O

The following lemma is the last missing part for establishing Theorem [7]

Lemma 10. Suppose [(RHS), [((ELL)|, [(CAR), [(MON)|, and . Let w € H)(Q) with
lw] < M < oco. Then, it holds that

I2[w] = z[w]]| < Cavar lu = wl], (48)
where Cdual = Cdual(‘Q‘7d7 HUJHLOO(Q)u Mv n, Rapa f7 f7g797M0)-

Proof. Define 6 := Z[w] — z[w] € H}(). For the exact primal solution u, we observe
that the theoretical dual problem and the practical dual problem coincide, as B(u) =

B(u,u) = fol b'(u)dr = b(u) and hence z[u] = Z[u]. Using monotonicity and the
definition of the theoretical as well as practical dual problem, we obtain that

lol* = (0, 0) "< (8, 0) + (V' (w)d, 9)

+
= [(z[w], 8) + (B(w)z[u], 8)] — G(8) + ([t (w) — B(w)] Z[u], 8)
([ (w) — ¥ (u) + B(u) — B(w)] Z[w], ).

Since Proposition [0 yields that Z[w] € L*°(Q) independently of w, we can proceed as in
Remark [1{i). To this end, we choose s > 1 arbitrarily for d € {1,2} and s = 2* for d = 3.
Assumption then yields that

1812 5 (1) = ¥ (w)
It remains to prove that

1'(w) = V' (W)l o) S lu —wll and [[B(u) = B(w)l|,s ) S lu —wll.  (50)
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We observe that the change of variables 7 +— 1 — 7 leads to

B(w):B(w,u):/O b'(w+(u—w)7')d7':/0 V(u+ (w—u)7)dr = B(u,w),

and, hence,

B(u) - B(w) = /0 ¥ () — b (u + (w —u)7)] dr.

We only prove the second inequality of , but note that the first estimate follows for
7 = 1 by the subsequent arguments: Due to the smoothness assumption [(CAR)| we may
consider the Taylor expansion of the integrand o' (u + (w —u) 7) for 0 < 7 <1 to see that

b =) = S0

(51)

(’LU _ u)n—l 7_n—1

1—"2”)u To)do.
Lt [0 s =)o)

Since b is smooth and u € L*>®(£2), we obtain that

+

Hb(k)<u>||Loo(Q) <C forallk=2,...,n—1,

where C' depends only on |u||z~), and n. Moreover, allows us to bound the
remainder term, i.e., for any 0 < 70 < 1, it holds that

167 (u + (w — u) 7 0) || (o) < C,

where C' depends only on |2, n, and R. If d € {1,2}, note that (n —1)s’ < co. If d = 3,
it holds that (n — 1)s’ < 2*. Hence, we obtain for all 2 < k <n — 1 that

I(u = w)™! < (Cona + M)"* flu — wl],

where the hidden constant depends only on norm equivalence ||- || ~ ||V ()| z2(). Arguing
as for — above, we infer that

16" () = b (w)l| Lo @) + 1B (u) — B(w)

where Cdua1 = C’éual(\Q\ d, ||u]| oo () M n,R,p, f, f.9,9, 1) > 0. This shows the in-
equalities in The estimate (49) together with (b0) yields , where Cgaua =
Caual (|92, d, ||u||Loo S M,n,R,p, f, f g,g,ug) > (. This concludes the proof. O

Ls'(Q) = Ju — wHL(k s (Q)

Q) = Coya llu — ], (52)

Proof of Theorem[]. Since Lemma [§] guarantees ||uy| < Chna, We can apply Lemma [9]
and Lemma (10| to w = uy to obtain that

(0(u) = blug), v) < Cup flu — uglllloll  for all v e Hy(S2) (53a)
as well as

IZ[us] = 2[uglll < Cavar llu — ugll- (53b)
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Combining these estimates with the error identity , we prove the error estimate

|G (u) = Glug)l = (v = uy , 2lug] = zglugl) + (0(uw) = blug) , zluy] = zylug])
+{u =y, Zlug] = z[ug]) + (b(u) = bluy), Zluy] = 2lug))]

NG

Cest [llu = uglllz(ug] — zulupll + llu — ugll?]

where Cest = (1 4 Crip) max{1l, Cyya }. This concludes the proof. O

The assumptions of Lemma @ (resp. Lemma also yield the validity of a Céa-type
best approximation property for the discrete primal solution u, € Xy (resp. for the
discrete dual solutions Z,[w], zg[w] for any w € H}(Q) with |Jw]] < M < o00), even
though the PDE operator A from is mot Lipschitz continuous.

Proposition 11 (Céa lemma for primal problem). Under the assumptions of
Lemmal9, it holds that

lu — ugll < Coea min Jlu — vl (54)
vy EXY

where CCéa = CCéa(’QLdvna R7pa f7 fa,UO)-

Proof. The Galerkin orthogonality reads
(u—ugy,vg) + (b(u) —bluy), vyg) =0, forall vy € Xy. (55)
Using [(MON)| and the Galerkin orthogonality, we observe that

ot — gl (o — g — g+ (b(as) — baag) s w— )

((u —up, u—vg)+ (bu) = blug), v —vu)

)
< Ceeallu —uglllu = val,

where Ccen = 1 + Chip. This proves , where the minimum is attained due to finite
dimension of Xj. O

Proposition 12 (Céa lemma for dual problems).  Let w € H}(Q) with |Jw| <
M < oo. Under the assumptions of Lemma|[I0, it holds that

6] — Zylwlll < Coa min 12[u] — vyl (50)
(] - 2wl < Coen min llzfuw] = val, 57)

where OCéa = Océa(’Q|7d7 ||u||L°°(Q)7M7n7 R7p7 f7 .fmu())'

Proof. We prove the statement for the practical dual problem. With minor modifications,
the same argument also applies for the theoretical dual problem. We only need to show
that the bilinear form of the practical dual problem is continuous and elliptic. Then, by
standard theory for Lax—Milgram-type problems, this proves the Céa lemma . To

this end, we exploit and obtain that
Ivl? = (v, v) < (v, v) + ' (w)v, v) forall v e Hi(Q),
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i.e., the bilinear form is elliptic with constant 1. In view of Remark [1} choose ¢t > 1
arbitrarily for d € {1,2} and ¢ = 2* and, hence, t" = 2*/(2* — 2) for d = 3. With
and |(GC)|, we have that

(z, v) + (V' (w)z, v) < (L+ O (W)l er@) Izllvll - for all v, = € Hy(Q).
With and |Jlu — w|| < Cppa + M, we can finally bound

1" (@)l o () < 6" ()] o () + Cllu — wll < 16 ()| Lo ) + C(Cona + M).

Combining the last two estimates, we prove continuity of the bilinear form with Ccg, =
Ceeal|, d, [|u| ooy, M, n, R, p, f, f, o). This concludes the proof. O

Remark 13. If it is a priori guaranteed that ||uy| o) < C < oo, then the proofs of
Section [2.7 simplify considerably and the use of [[GC)| can be avoided. By Proposition |3,

we infer
lug —7(u — ug)|| Lo <00 forall 0<7 <1 (58)
To establish Lemmal[9, recall B(uy) from [22). The observation together with the

smoothness assumption yields that | B(uy)||r=@) < oo. Altogether, we obtain
that

(b(u) = blug), v) < ||B(ug)llre@llu —uglle2@)lv] 2@

Note that also establishes the crucial estimate from Lemma due to the local
Lipschitz continuity from ' see (HPZ15, Proposition 1]. However, we stress that
already for lowest-order FEM, the validity of a discrete maximum principle requires as-
sumptions on the triangulation which are not imposed for and usually not met for
adaptive mesh refinement. O

Remark 14. Note that implies only that b(x, -) is locally Lipschitz. If we addi-
tionally assume global Lipschitz continuity, i.e., L' := sup,cq ||V (2, )| pem) < 00, then
the strongly monotone operator A: H}(Q) — H~1(Q) from is also Lipschitz contin-
wous with L := max{u, L'}. In particular, the problem fits into the framework of the
main theorem on strongly monotone operators, and the proof of Lemmal9 becomes trivial.
The same applies to the proof of Lemmal[10, if b is globally Lipschitz continuous. O

3. GOAL-ORIENTED ADAPTIVE ALGORITHM AND MAIN RESULTS

3.1. Mesh refinement. From now on, let 75 be a given conforming triangulation
of 2. For mesh refinement, we employ newest vertex bisection (NVB); see [Ste08]. For
each triangulation 7y and marked elements My C Ty, let Tj, := refine(Ty, My) be the
coarsest triangulation where all T € My have been refined, i.e., My C Ty\T,. We write
Tn € T(Ty), if Ty, results from Ty by finitely many steps of refinement. To abbreviate
notation, let T := T(7y).

Throughout, each triangulation 7y € T is associated with the finite-dimensional FEM
space Xz C H}(Q) from the introduction, and, since we employ NVB, T, € T(Tz) implies
nestedness Xy C A},.
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3.2. A posteriori error estimators. For Ty € T, vy € Xy, and w € H} (), let
na(T,ve)? = b || f + div(A Vg — f) = b(va) | 22r)

59
+ hr | (A Vo = £) - 1l Eaome. (59)

Car(w; T, vg)* = i lg + div(A Voy — g) — V' (w) (vir) 721y
+hr |[(AVvr —g) - nflli2@ornq)

be the local contributions of the standard residual error estimators, where [-] denotes
the jump across edges (for d = 2) resp. faces (for d = 3) and n denotes the outer unit
normal vector. For d = 1, these jumps vanish, i.e., [-] = 0. For Uy C Ty, let

na(Un, vy ) : < Z nu(T,vg) )1/2 and  Cy(w;Ug,vy) < Z Cu(w; T, vg) )1/2-

TeUy TeUy

(60)

To abbreviate notation, let ny(vy) := ny (T vg) and (g (w;vy) = Cu(w; Ty, vy). Fur-
thermore, we write, e.g., Cy(Un, 2y [w]) = Cu(w; U, 2y w]), since w is clear from the
context.

The next result establishes that the error estimators — satisfy the following
slightly relaxed axioms of adaptivity from |[CFPP14]. Compared to |[CFPP14], stabil-
ity is slightly relaxed and reduction is simplified due to the nestedness of the
discrete spaces. Furthermore, we note that well-posedness of l@} requires addi-
tional regularity assumptions on A, f, and g (as stated in Section and so that
the jump terms are well-defined.

Proposition 15. Suppose|[[RHS)], [ELL)], [[CAR)|, [MON)|, and[([CGC)| Let T € T and
Tn € T(Tu). Then, there hold the following properties:

(A1) stability: For all M > 0, there exists Cyp[M] > 0 such that for all w € H}(Q),
vy € Ay, and vy € Xy with max{||w|, |vsll, |lve|} < M, it holds that

’Uh('ﬁz N T, vn) = na(Tn N TH,UH)| < Cstab[M] |vn, — v,
}Ch(w; TN Taryvn) — Ca(w; T O T, UH)| < Cstab[M] |Jvn — va]|).

(A2) reduction: With 0 < geq := 27/?% < 1, there holds that, for all vy € Xy and
all w € H)(9),

M (Ti\Tr, vir) < Grea N (Ta\Tn,vm)  and  CGu(w; T\ T, vr) < Grea Car(w; Ta\Th, vir)-
(A3) reliability: For all w € H} (), there exists Cyq > 0 such that
lu —upll < Cranu(uy)  and Jlzfw] — zg[w]l] < Cra Ca (25 w])-
(A4) discrete reliability: For all w € H} (), there exists Cg,e; > 0 such that
lup, — upll < Carer 0 (Tu\Th,uy)  and [z, [w] — zy[w]l| < Carer Ca (T \Th, 24 [w]).-

The constant Cye depends only on d, pg, and uniform shape reqularity of the meshes
Ty € T. Cqa depends additionally on the polynomial degree m, and Cyap[M] depends
furthermore on ||, M, n, R, and A.
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Remark 16. As far as the axioms of adaptivity f are concerned, we stress that
only the constant Csean[M] depends on M > 0. From Lemmald, we know that [[v]| < Chua
for all v € {u,u,,uy, z[w], z,[w], zy[w]}. Hence, for w € {u,u,,uy}, vn € {u,, z,[w]},
and vy € {uy, zy[wl]}, also the constant Cspar, = Cstan|Cona) in becomes generic.

3.3. Goal-oriented adaptive algorithm. The following algorithm essentially co-
incides with that of [HPZ15|. Following [BIP21|, we adapt the marking strategy to
mathematically guarantee optimal convergence rates.

Algorithm 17. Input: Adaptivity parameters 0<0 < 1 and Cpan > 1, initial mesh Ty.
Loop: For all? =0,1,2,..., perform the following steps (1)—(v):
(i) Compute the discrete solutions u,, z,[u,] € X, to ([{) resp. (0).
(ii) Compute the refinement indicators ne(T, u,) and (T, z,[u,]) for all T € T,.
(iii) Determine sets ﬂz,ﬂz'z C Ty of up to the multiplicative constant Cianc minimal
cardinality such that

QUE(UZ)Z S W(Wa u€>27 (61&)
0 [W(W)Z + Celuy; Ze[ue])q < [m(ﬂf, W)2 + Q(“bwza Zz[ue])z } (61b)

(iv) Select My C M, and My C M,” with #MY = #M¥* = min{ # M, , #M,” }.
(v) Define My := My U M}* and generate Tyiq := refine(T;, M,).
Output: Sequence of triangulations T; with corresponding discrete solutions u, and z,u,]
as well as error estimators ny(u,) and Co(uy; z,[w,])-

3.4. Main results. In the following, we give formal statements of our main results
on Algorithm [I7] The proofs are postponed to Section [4] below. Our first result states
that Algorithm [I7] indeed relies on reliable a posteriori error control for the goal error
and guarantees plain convergence.

Proposition 18. Suppose [[RHS)|, [ELL)], [[CAR)|, [MON)|, and[(GC)| Then, there hold
the following statements (1)—(ii):

(1) There exists a constant C}

|G (u) — Glug)| < Clani(uy) [ (ug)* + Crzylug)? ] for all Ty € T, (62)
(i) For all0 <0 <1 and 1 < Chax < 00, Algorithm |17 leads to convergence
G(u) = Glug)| < Clamelug) [1e(u)? + Colz[ug))? ]
where C;elz ! (|Q|7T7danaRvp7f?.fugaghu’())'

rel

> 0 such that

—0 asl— (63)

We stress that is an immediate consequence of the goal error estimate from
Theorem 7| and reliability (A3)), i.e.,

Coat 1G(u) = Glug)| < [llu — uglllzlug] — zgluglll + lu — ugl?]
<% [UH(“H>CH(ZH[UH]) + UH(UH)Q]

<V2Chnu(ug) [Cr (2 lug])® + nH(UH)ﬂl/Q-
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Consequently, only the convergence of Proposition (ii) has to be proven. Replacing

the assumption on the nonlinearity by the stronger assumption [(CGC)| we even
get linear convergence, which improves Proposition [18](i).

Theorem 19. Suppose (RHS)|, [((ELL)|, [((CAR)|, MON)|, and [(CGC). Then, for all
0<0<1andl < Cpak < 00, there exists {y € Ng, Cyin > 0, and 0 < g, < 1 such that
Algorithm [17 guarantees that, for all {,k € Ny with k > £ > {,

1/2 _
() [ ()? + G (ze[))? ] < Caglin o) [me10)? + Col(zlun))?
The constants Cyy, and qu, as well as the index £y depend only on |Q|, T, d, m, 0, n, R,
b, f7 .f7 g, g, Ko, and A.

To formulate our main result on optimal convergence rates, we need some additional
notation. For N € Ny, let Ty := {7 € T | #T —#7o < N} denote the (finite) set of all
refinements of 7q which have at most N elements more than 7,. For s, > 0, we define

1/2

(64)

|u|la, := sup ((N+ 1)° min nH(uH)> € Ry U {00},
NeNg Tu€Tn
J=fulle, = sup ((V+1)" min G(zylu])) € Reo U o0},
NeNg Tu€TN

In explicit terms, e.g., ||ul|s, < 0o means that an algebraic convergence rate O(N~*) for
the error estimator 7, is possible, if the optimal triangulations are chosen.

In comparison to [HPZ15| or [ XHYM21|, our proof of Theorem [19| avoids any L-
bounds on the discrete solutions as well as the assumption that the initial mesh is suffi-
ciently fine. Moreover, in contrast to [XHYM21|, which proves linear convergence for the
marking strategy suggested in [HPZ15| (and a multilevel correction step), we even prove
optimal convergence rates without assuming Lipschitz continuity for the primal and dual
operators.

Theorem 20. Suppose [[RHS)], [ELL)], [[CAR)], [MON)], and [[CGC)|. Let s,t > 0 with
o, +|2[ullla, < oo. Then, for all0 < 8 < By := (14+C2,,C3.0) " and 1 < Chpark < 00,
there holds the following: With the index ¢y € Ny from Theorem there exists Copy > 0
such that Algorithm [17 guarantees that, for all ¢ € Ny with ¢ > £,

neug) [ 16 (ug)? + Celzolug))?]? < Copy lulla, (lulla, + 12]la,) (#Te — #75)™%, (65

where o := min{2s, s+t}. The constant Copy depends only on |, T, d, m, Cresh, Crmarks
607 07 n, R7 D, f; f; g, g, lo, and A

Remark 21. Compared to the treatment of linear problems in [FPZ16], the marking
strateqy considers the combined error estimator due to the structure from . In addition,
the proofs of the essential quasi-orthogonalities are more involved both in the semilinear
primal setting as well as for the combined error estimator — which is also a key ingredient
of the analysis in [BIP21|], but note that this is a slight modification of the marking
strategies of ([HPZ15; | XHYM21] that allows us to prove convergence rates.
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Remark 22. With the estimate ny(u,)[ne(u,)? + Co(2,[u,))?1Y? < me(u,)? + Co(z,u])?,
one can also consider Algorithm |17 with M, := /VZZ, which then takes the form of the
standard AFEM algorithm (see, e.qg., [CFPP14)]) for the product space estimator. Then,
Theorem and hold accordingly with the product replaced by the square sum and
a = min{2s,2t}, which is slightly worse than the rate o from Theorem . We refer
to [BIP21)] for details (in a different, but structurally similar setting).

4. PROOFS
In this section, we give the proofs of Proposition [I5] and [I§ as well as Theorem [I9 and [20]

4.1. Axioms of Adaptivity. In this section, we sketch the proof of Proposition
and verify that the residual error estimators from Section [3.2|satisfy the (relaxed) axioms
of adaptivity (AI)-(A4) from [CFPP14]. As usual for nonlinear problems, only the
verification of stability requires new ideas, while f follow from standard
arguments. For a triangulation 7, € T and an element 7" € Tj,, let £(T") be the set of its
facets (i.e., nodes for d = 1, edges for d = 2, and faces for d = 3, respectively). Moreover,
let

WT) = J{T' €T | TNT #0} (66)

denote the usual element patch. Recall that|(RHS)|ensures that the error estimators ((59))—
are well-defined. To abbreviate notation, we define the primal and dual residuals

R(vg) == f +div(AVoyg — ) — b(vy), (67a)
R*(w;vy) := g+ div(AVoy — g) — b'(w)vy (67b)
for all vy € Xy and w € H} (). We stress that we do not explicitly state the dependence

of the constants on the ~v-shape regularity constant.
To prove stability (Al]), we need the following auxiliary result:

Lemma 23. Suppose [(ELL), [((CAR), and [((CGC)|. Let M > 0 and v,w € H}(Q2) with
max{|[|v|, [lw|} < M. Then, it holds that

16(v) = b(w)|2(@) < C[M] [lv = w]| (68)
with C[M] = C(|Q|,T,d, M,n, R, uo).

Proof. Similarly to the Taylor expansion in , it holds that

b(v) = z_: b (w) (v —k'w) + <(7;__lf))|n / (1 =70 (w+ (v —w)7r)dr.  (69)
— ! L Jo

This yields that

16(0) = b(w) | 12 S Hi b (w) (v—w)* + (v—1w)" /O (=)™ ) wt (o)) dr |
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Recall the generalized Holder inequality
le¥llz2@) < @l 2o o 1¥llL20()s  where  1/2=1/2(1/p+1/p).
Recall that ||[v*| 1o) = HvHLkp(Q) Forany k =1,...,n—1and 1 < p < oo, it holds that

6% (w) (v = )| L2y S IDW (W) 20 0= W 2t ST AN 2 ) 10 =l 200 -

For d = 1,2, both norms can be estimated by the corresponding energy norm. For d = 3,
let p = n/k and hence p' = n/(n — k) > 1. Note that 2(n — k)p’ = 2n < 6 = 2* as well
as 2kp = 2n < 6 = 2* by virtue of For the remainder term in , yields
that |6 (w)| < 1 for all @ € H}(Q) and thus the integral is bounded by a constant.
Altogether, this guarantees that

16(v) =b(w)]| 2@ <Z\|b'“) (v=w)"]| 2@+ ]| (v=w)" | 2@ <Z Ll =) flo—wl,

k=1

where the hidden constant depends only on Q, T, d, M, n, and R from [(CGC), and .
Note that v — w[|* < |lv — w||, where the hidden constant depends only on M. This
concludes the proof. O

With Lemma 23] at hand, stability (A1) follows as for a linear model problem [CKNS08].

Proof of stability (Al]) for primal problem. With the primal residual R(vy) from (67al),
the refinement indicators read

i (T,vm)* = b (1R (we) ) + b I[(AVor + £) - n]l720m00)-
Define 6y, :== v, — vy € &), and D(dy,) := div(A Vi) + b(vg) — b(vy). Observe that
%(vh) = [f + le(AVUH — f) — b(UH)] + [le(AV(S}J + b(UH) — b(Uh)] :%(UH) + 9(611)

Elementary calculus proves that

(T 1) = (IR () + D60 gy + hrlAT w430+ 9) - mlsar) o
< (T, vm) + he|D(0n) 2y + hil* ITA VO, - n]l| 20
Recalling the definition of ©(d;), we see that
1D (0n)l 2y < [ div(A Von)[[ L2y + [[0(vr) = b(vn) | L2(2)- (71)
For the first term in , we use the product rule and an inverse inequality to see that
| div(A Vén)[|z2ery < [[(divA) - Vo r2er) + | A - D*6p r2cr) (72)
S (IIdiv Allpeeiry + h [ Alle(r) [1VOnllz2cr),

where : denotes the Frobenius scalar product on R**? and D?6), is the Hessian of §,. The
jump term in can be estimated by a discrete trace inequality:

ITA VS, - n]|l2rne) S he'? | Al @y V0 2@uim) - (73)
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Collecting f, we obtain that
Inn (T, on) — (T, vm)| S b [|| div Al peery + hi' | Al e @uimn | 11Vl 22y
+ he |[b(ver) — b(vn) || L2
< (19t max | div Al oo 11y + | Al 2o ()] 1 VOn | 20110

+ 1Y [b(vr) — b(vr) || 2(r)

where the hidden constant depends only on the shape regularity of 7, and the polynomial
degree m of the ansatz spaces. Together with Lemma [23] this yields that

0 (Ta O Tz on) — (T N Tasom)l < (Y (T on) — a(T o) 2) 2
Te ThNTy
1/2
S(Y Va2, + 1B(vr) — bon)|22)

Te ThNTy
1/2
S (IVollZai) + Ib(vr) = b(wn)l72y) < llow — vall.

The hidden constant depends only on |€2|, the shape regularity of 7, d, m, M, n, R, uo,
and A. Note that for any non-refined element 7' € T, N Ty, it holds that n,(T,vy) =
N (T, vy). This concludes the proof. O

Proof of stability (A1) for dual problem. With the dual residual SR*(w;vgy) from (67b)),
the refinement indicators read
Cu(w; Tyvy)® = h | R (w;vm) |12y + hr I[(A Vo — @) - n]ll 20700
We define 6y, := v, — vy € &) and D%(0p,) := div(A V) — b/ (w)d,. Observe that similar
arguments as for the proof of stability (A1) of the primal problem lead to
E)%*(w; Uh) = R" (w; UH) + 9*(511)
and, hence,
Cu(w; Ty op) < Gu(w; T, vy ) + hp|| D% (00) || L2y + th/Z I[AV, - n]|l20rn0)-

Here, we only estimate the term ||b'(w)dy||12(q), since the other terms follow from the
arguments provided for the primal problem. To this end, choose 2 < p < oo arbitrarily
if d € {1,2}. If d = 3, let p = 3 and, hence, p’ = 3/2. Assumption guarantees
that the Sobolev embedding holds with r = 2p and r = 2(n — 1)p’ simultaneously.
Therefore, we obtain that

16 (w)dnll 2y < 10/ (w)ll 2w 0y 19l 200y S (1 10" ] 2o ) 10l 2200

= (L + Wl vy ) 10nll 200y S (L + lwll™ )0l < Nowl-

Arguing as for the primal problem, we see that

|Ch(w; T O T, vn) — Culw; T N Ta, v )|

2 / 2 1/2
SO V8B + W @) = v)Bag) S low vl
TeThNTy

The hidden constant depends only on |€2|, the shape regularity of 7Ty, d, the polynomial
degree m of the ansatz spaces, M, n, R, uy, and A. This concludes the proof. U
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The proof of reduction (A2)) resembles the linear case in [CKNSO08|.

Proof of reduction (A2). For T' € Ty\Tn, let Ty |r:= {T’ eTn | T C T} denote the set
of its children. Note that NVB guarantees that

hyp < 27Vipp = 27 VTV for all T' € Ty |7 (74)
Recall that
m(T",vn)* = hy HW@H)H%M +he [[[(A Vg + f) - n]ll2eorn0)-
Applying the bisection estimate , we obtain that

m(T\Tavn)* = Y (T o)=Y > (T vm)

T'€Ti\Ta TeTa\Ty T'€Th|T
= (B IR e + b 1A Vos + £) - e ) -
TeTa\Tn T'€ThlT
For the first term, it holds that
D W IR 1720y < 27407 1R (va) 172 )-
T eThlr

For the second term, note that vy € Xy is a coarse-mesh function and, hence, smooth in
the interior of T' € Ty. Hence, all jumps in the interior of 7" € Ty vanish. This leads to

Y b l[(AVg + ) - nllfaorngy = Y b [[A Vs + F) - 2llFa@rorne

T/€7-h|T Tl€7-h|T
<27V he Yy (A Von + £) - nllaoreorea) = 27 hrll[(A Vo + £) - nllli2oro0)
T €Ty

Altogether, we conclude reduction . for the primal estimator
M (T\Ta, vm)* <2729 " W2 1Rwa) |72y + 274D b [I(AVur+£) - n]ll72 om0

TeTu\Tr TeTu\Th
<27V (T \Tho vm) .
The same arguments apply for the dual estimator. U

The verification of (A3))—(A4) follows standard arguments as found, e.g., in [Ver13|.

Sketch of proof of reliability (A3]). Assumptions |(ELL)| and [((MON)| yield that, for all
u,w,z € H}(Q),

lu = ugl* < (Aw) = Alug) , w—ug), (75a)
Iz = zg [wll* < (A'[w](z — zy[w]), 2 — 2 [w]). (75b)

For all vy € Xy, the Galerkin orthogonalities for the primal and dual setting read
(Alu) = Alug), vr) = 0= (A(uy) — Alug) , va), (76a)

(Aw](z[w]) = Aw](zg[w]), va) = 0 = (ATw](z,[w]) = A'w](z[w]), va).  (76b)

For d € {2,3}, let Iy: H}(2) — Xy be a Clément-type quasi-interpolation operator,
while Iy is the nodal interpolation operator for d = 1. For the primal setting, let
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u € {u,u,} and choose X € {H{(2), X} accordingly. Then, (75)-(76) and or

(according to u) lead to

lu—upll < sup ol {Au) = Aluy), v) = sup [lo 7 (A(w) — Aluy) , v = 1gv)

FveX 0#veX
= s Il (07 0= L)+ (F . V0 = L) = (A 0 = L] (77)

For the dual setting, let 2 € {z[w], z,[w]} and choose X € {H}(), X} accordingly.
Using (75)—(76), and (5]) or (6) (according to z), the same arguments as above yield that

Iz = zglulll < sup ol [{g, v—Tav)+{g, V(o—Tuv)) — (A'[w) (zg[w]), 0~ Ts0)].  (78)

0#£veX
Based on 7, standard arguments employing elementwise integration by parts and
fine properties of Clément-type operators conclude reliability (A3), i.e.,
lu = upll S na(ug)  and  lzlw] = zg[w]] < Cra Ca(zg[w).
The hidden constants depend only on Iy and, hence, only on d and p. O
Sketch of proof of discrete reliability (A4)). To prove discrete reliability (A4]), we choose
Iy as the Scott—Zhang projector [SZ90| for d € {2,3}, which is a Clément-type quasi-

interpolation operator, and note that I 7 can be chosen in such a way that (v, — Iy vp) |7 =
0 for all T € Ty NTy, and vy, € X); see [CKNS08|. Standard arguments then show that

lwn, = will S 0 (Te\To, wgr) - and -z, [w] = 2 [w]ll S Ca (Tu\Th, 25 w]).

The hidden constants depend only on the dimension d, the polynomial degree m, and
norm equivalence. This concludes the proof of discrete reliability (A4]). O

4.2. Stability of dual problem. The next result transfers [BIP21, Lemma 6] to the
present setting of semilinear PDEs. It shows that the norm difference of dual solutions
can be estimated by that of the corresponding primal solutions.

Lemma 24. Suppose (RHS), [((ELL)| |[(CAR)|, (MON), and [(GC). Let M > 0 and
w € HY(Q) with ||w|| < M. Then, it holds that

I2[u] = z[w]ll + llzg[u] — 24 [w]l] < Cagllu —wl, (79)
where Odiff - Cdiff(|Q|7d7 M,’I'L,R,p, f7f7gagnu0)'

Proof. First, note that
(2[u] = z[w], v) + (V' (u)2[u] =¥ (w)z[w], v) =
(zylu] = zglw], va) + (V' (w)zglu] = V(w)zg[w], va)

We aim to prove that

for all v € Hy (),

(80)
for all vy € Xjy.

0
0

I2[u] = 2[w]l| < Cassllu — wl].

To this end, note that the strategy in the proof of Proposition provides a similar
estimate to by choosing ¢ from Remark [I[ii) instead of s from Remark [1fi), i.e.,

1" (w) = b (W)l o () < Caparllu —wl, (81)
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with Clua = Chua (121, &, [Jull (@), M1, R, p, f, £,9,9, p0) > 0. The Holder inequality
leads us to

1 - [l = (elu] — 2l , 2fu] — =[]y
B 1wz fu] — ¥ (w)z ], 2fu] — 2 [
() — B w))zlul, 2lu] — zul) — )] — zful), 2] — 2ful)
‘ () — ¥ ()2, 2] — 2l (82)
< 116 (u) — B )l o N2l N le] — 2]
1)
2 = wll D=l =[] = =[]l

where the hidden constant depends only on C} ., from and norm equivalence. Finally,
recall that ||z[u]|| < Chna from Lemmal[8] The same reasoning applies for ||z [u] —z [w]].
This concludes the proof.

4.3. Proof of Proposition The proof of Proposition [I8] builds on the following
lemma, which adapts [BIP21, Proposition 14| to the present setting.

Lemma 25. Suppose|[[RHS)|, [(ELL)], [CAR)|, [MON)|, and[(GC)| Then, for any choice
of the marking parameters 0 < 6 <1 and 1 < Chan < 00, Algorithm gquarantees that

o Ju—ugll + ) =0 if #{k € Ny | My satisfies (BT8)} = oo,
o Jlu—wpll + me(ug) + |z [u] = zoulll + l2[u] = Z ]l + Ce(z[u,]) — 0
if #{k € Ny | My, satisfies (61b]) } =

as ¢ — o0o. Moreover, at least one of these two cases is met.

Sketch of proof. The proof is essentially verbatim to that of [BIP21, Proposition 14| and
therefore only sketched. From the Céa lemma for the primal problem (resp. for
the dual problem), the nestedness X, C A, of the discrete spaces for all ¢ € Ny, and

the stability of the dual problem (Lemma , it follows that there exist a priori limits
u ] € H}(Q) such that

o0 OO[ OO

] l—o0

e = well + 2o (o] = 2[uglll —= 0.

Together with stability (A1) and reduction (A2), the estimator reduction principle proves
that

me(ug) 2550 if #{k € Ny | My satisfies (6Ta) } = oo,
Me(ug) + Ce(Z[uy)) TR0 i #{k € Ny | M, satisfies (61Db]) } = ooc.

Clearly, at least one of these two cases is met. With reliability ., it follows that
u = uy, while z[u] = z[u,] requires that #{k € Ny | M,, satisfies (61b)} = oo;
see |BIP21], Proposition 14] for details.

Proof of Proposition [18 The proof is verbatim that of [BIP21, Proposition 1| and
therefore only sketched. From (Al)—(A3]), the Céa lemma for the primal problem
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(resp. for the practical dual problem), and the nestedness of the discrete spaces,
there follows boundedness

Me(ug) + Celze[ue]) S mo(ug) + Colzolug]) < oo for all £ € No;
see [BIP21], Section 4.1] for details. Together with the convergence results of Lemma [25]
this yields convergence
1/2 f—o0
meCuag) e+ Gelzglug )] =25 0,
This concludes the proof. Il
4.4. Auxiliary results. We continue with some preliminary results, which are needed

for proving the quasi-orthogonalities and which are, hence, crucial to prove linear con-
vergence. To this end, consider the Fréchet derivative of A at w € H}(Q), i.e.,

A'fw](+): Hy(Q) = H(Q),  Awl(z) = (z, ) + ¥ (w)z, -). (83)

Lemma 26. Suppose [(RHS)| [(ELL), [(CAR)], [MON), and|(GC)|. Then, there exists a
constant C' = C(|Q, d, ||u| re (), n, R, p, f, f, 1t0) such that

(Au) = Aly) — A'fu](u —u,), v) < Cllu —u|Ploll - for allv e Hy(Q).  (84)

Proof. Due to the linearity of (-, - ) in the left-hand argument, we conclude that the only
contribution is due to b, i.e., for all v € H}(Q), it holds that

(Au) = Aluy) = ATul(u —up) , v) = (b(u) = blug) — b'(w)(u — ), v).

For v € H (), the Holder inequality with arbitrary 1 < s < oo if d € {1,2} and s = 2*
if d = 3 proves that

(b(u) = blug) = b'(u)(u —up) , v) S 11b(w) = blug) = b'(u)(u —uy)ll,

From the Taylor expansion (44]), note that

@llvll-

n—1 k
b(u) — b(uy) —0'(u)(u — uy) bk —)

k=

((u; — 1)) /0 (1—7)" ™ (u+ (u, —u)7)dr,

Together with Lemma (8| and u € L*>(2), the assumption |(GC)| yields that
) S Z (= )"

n
=D llu = ugllfr gy S 1V = up)lleqy = llu — u,l?,

1b(u) = b(ug) — b (u)(

L (%)

where the hidden constants depend only on Chyg from Lemma 8] n, R from and
norm equivalence. This concludes the proof. U
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The next lemma is an auxiliary result for establishing quasi-orthogonality. Our proof
combines arguments from the linear setting [BHP17, Lemma 17| with ideas from [FFP14}
Lemma 6.10]. We stress that the proof exploits the a priori convergence ||u — u,|| — 0
from Lemma

Lemma 27. Suppose|[[RHS)], [ELL)|, [[CAR)], [MON)|, and[(GC)| Then, the normalized
sequences

U —u, Upypr — Uy
—— foru#u = Joru,, #Fu
e =< flu—u|’ o and  Epo={ lugyy —ull A

0, otherwise 0, otherwise

(85)

converge weakly to 0 in Hy(£2).

Proof. We only show the statement for e,. The proof for F; follows by similar arguments.
To prove that e, — 0 in Hj(£2), we show that each subsequence (ey, )ren, admits a further
subsequence (egkj )jen, such that Cr,, — 0 as j — oo. To this end, consider a subsequence

(€, )ken, Of (€r)een,. Without loss of generality, we may assume that e, # 0 for all

k € Ny. Note that |les, || < 1. Hence, the Banach-Alaoglu theorem yields a further

subsequence (€gkj )jen, satisfying weak convergence €r, = Woo € H}(Q) as j — oo. Tt

remains to show that w,, = 0. Lemma [25|implies that © € X, and, hence, e, € X, for

all £ € Ng. Mazur’s lemma (see, e.g., [FK80, Theorem 25.2|) yields that wy, € Xx.
First, the Galerkin orthogonality shows that

(A(u) — A(uy, ), v) =0 forall i </{; and v; € Aj.

Letting j — oo, we infer that
o (Aw) = Ay, ), vi)
lim g

i llw = uy, ||
J

=0 forall i € Ny and v; € X.

Let v € Xo. By definition of X, there exists a sequence (v;);en, With v; € A; and
v — vif| = 0 as i — oco. Given & > 0, there exists iy € Ny such that ||v; — v < € for
all 19 <1 € Ny. Estimate yields that

) Al), v )

e o=, |

S flvi = vl < e,

where the hidden constant depends only on Cr;,. Hence, we get that

A - Alw) v

N T

=0 forall v, € X.

Moreover, Lemma [26] and the triangle inequality lead to
[(ATu](u =g, )5 voo)| [{A(u) = Aluy, ), veo)|

T

+ Cllu =y Wloecl
o=, | Sl
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Together with a priori convergence [[u — u,, || — 0, we thus obtain that
J

y [{(ATu](u =y, ) s voo)

i lw =y, |l
J

— 0. (86)

Note that due to [[ELL)| and [MON)|, A’[u](-) is bounded from below, i.e.,
ol < (A'lul(v), v) S [Aul©)lz-1@llvll - for all v € Hy ().

Due to the smoothness of & — b(t,§) and the L*-bound for u from Proposition ,
we infer that 0 < b'(u) < C. Hence, A’[u](-) is a bounded linear operator and the
restriction A'[u](+)|x, : X — XL is an isomorphism. Consequently, also the adjoint
(A'fu]|x,)*: XL — X is an isomorphism, where we note that X, is a closed subspace
of the Hilbert space Hj(f2) and, hence, reflexive. Hence, for every v, € X, there exists
Uso € Xy such that

(ATl =)o) A () 0= )

0= lim = lim
L T L PR
o M M
= lim = lim (ep, , Vso)-
oo lu =y, | R N
J
This shows that w.,, = 0 and concludes the proof. U

4.5. Quasi-orthogonalities. Our proof of the crucial quasi-orthogonalities adapts
that of [BHP17, Lemma 17, 18] from the linear setting in the Lax-Milgram framework
to the present nonlinear setting. However, we stress that the following results all need

the stronger growth condition [(CGC), while our earlier results only require |(GC)|

Lemma 28 (quasi-orthogonality for primal problem).  Suppose [(RHS)| [(ELL),
[((CAR), (MON)|, and|(CGC)| Then, for all 0 < e < 1, there exists ¢y € N such that for
all £ > Uy and all k € Ny, it holds that

= g I + Moy, — gl < v — . (87)

— 11—

Proof. Together with the Rellich-Kondrachov compactness theorem (see, e.g., |[KJET77,
Theorem 5.8.2|), Lemma 27| yields strong convergence

(00 o€ll,o0), ifde{l,2},
o) || Eell o) — 0 wh
leellze s | Bell oy here {aemrx if d =3,

If d =1,2, let 1 < 0 < oo be arbitrary with Holder conjugate o’ > 1. If d = 3, let

0 =5=2"—1and hence ¢/ =5/4 = (2* — 1)/(2* — 2). Note that [(CGC)| yields that

no' < o and hence |le/||puor ) S ll€ellzo@) — 0 as £ — co. We argue as for (45)): By the
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Taylor expansion, no’ < 2*, and with Lemma [§ we obtain that

1b(u) — b(ate) <§jm—wmug S = gl ey

(88)
= Jlu - Uz|||||€z||Lna'(Q) 5 lw = welllleel| o)
Furthermore, for k,¢ € N, recall the Galerkin orthogonality
(u =gy, vesr) + (O(w) = blugyy) , verr) =0 for all vers € Xy (89)
Due to the bilinearity and symmetry of (-, - ), we have that
= B = = g + T =l + 200 = g, v —d. (90)

Let 0 < e < 1. Note that u,,, —u, € Xy due to nestedness of the discrete spaces.
Exploiting the Galerkin orthogonality and the Young inequality, we thus obtain that
there exists ¢y such that, for all £ > ¢4 and all k£ > 0,

(189)
2((“ — Upy gy Upypp — Ue>> > —2|<b(u) b( ) Upyp — Uz>|
> =2[b(uw) = b(ugy )| 1o @) 1ok — el 2o ()
> —2¢flu — Ue+k||| |||Uz+1c — |
2 —elllu = upy I + Ny — ]

The combination with proves that

Tl = well® = e = P+l — well™

This concludes the proof. Il
While Lemma 25| guarantees a priori convergence [|u — u,|| — 0 of the primal problem,

a priori convergence of the dual problem has to be assumed (and depends on the marking
steps).

Lemma 29 (quasi-orthogonality for ezact practical dual problem). Suppose
[(RHS),, [(ELL), [((CAR)|, (MON)|, and (CGC)|. Suppose that ||z[u] — z,[u]|| = 0 as £ — oo.
Then, for all 0 < & < 1, there exists £y € N such that for all £ > ¢y and all k € Ny, it
holds that

2wl = 2o lulll® + N2y u] — ze[ulll® <

L efu] - =l o)

Proof. Note that the dual problem reads
a(z[u],v) + (K(z[u]), v) = G(v) for all v € Hy(S),

where K(w) := 0/(u)w € L*(Q2) defines a compact operator K: H}(Q) — H~'(Q). The
claim thus follows from [BHP17, Lemma 17, 18]. O
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Lemma 30 (combined quasi-orthogonality for inexact practical dual problem).
Suppose [RHS)|, [ELL)], [[CAR)|, [MON)], and [[CGC)| Suppose that ||z[u] — z,[u,]]] — 0
as ¢ — oco. Then, for all 0 < § < 1, there exists by € N such that for all ¢ > ¢y and all
k € Ny, it holds that

[ = g 1P+ 2] = 2o gilue el ]+ [l — wll® + 2o iluess] — zelud I ]

< 15 [l — P+ lafu) = 2l 1P (92)

Proof. According to Lemma [24] it holds that

l2[u] = z[ulll < z[u] = zludll + lzefu] = z[uw]l

{—00
S lzlu] = zludll + lu = w[]l == 0.

Hence, we may exploit the conclusions of Lemma [28/ and Lemma [29] For arbitrary a > 0,
the Young inequality guarantees that
l2(u] = 2w JIP < (1 @) fl2[u] = 2 [ull? + (1 + a7 Nz lul = 2w 117,
lzei i) — 2eludl® < (1 + @)z ful = 2 [ull? + (14 a™)? lzg[u] = 2,[u]]?
+ (1 + )L+ a™) llzgnlu] = zepnlugll,
I2[u] = 2 [u]ll® < (1 + a) fl2[u] — 2 [u ]lI* + (1 + o) fzglu] — z[u]I*.
Together with Lemma [29] this leads to

2] = 2o pilwee I + Norprluepr] — 2oludll®
< (1+a) [llzle] = zeh[wll? + Nepprlu] — z[u]l]
+ 2+ o)1+ a7 lzgilu] = zpilue I + (14 a7 lzgfu] — 2w ]I

QL2 o] 2 full? + (1 07 Nl — 2l

@01+ 07 Reglu] — 2yl ]I
OO o) — syl + 1+ 02+ EFE DO g P
@ 01+ 0™ feglu] — 2yl I (93

for all 0 < ¢ < 1 and all £ > ¢y, where {; € Ny depends only on e. If d € {1,2}, let
1 < t < oo be arbitrary. If d = 3, let t = 2* and, hence, t" = 3/2; cf. Remark |I] We
argue as for (45)): By the Taylor expansion, o := (n — 1)t < 2%, and with Lemma [§] we
obtain that

<

16" () =0 (up) | Lo <ZHU gl o gy SNu=gll oo gy Sllu—wellllecller, — (94)

where ||e/|| o) — 0 as £ — co. Recall that the inequality (82)) in the proof of Lemma
does not rely on any L>°(€Q)-bounds; hence, we may exploit the discrete analogue of ([82))
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in combination with the Holder inequality to obtain that

AR —([b’(U) = V' (wp)]zg[u]; z[u] = z[u,))

SV () =0 (up) [l o oy 1ze[ul Loy 1z fu] = 2wl Lo

79 (194) 5
/ /
Szl 0" (w) = 0" (up)l Lo @yl = well < Nzelullllleel oo llw — ull™.

Since [|z,[z]|| < Chna due to Lemma [8 this proves that

. L— o0
Ize[u] = 2w lI® < mellu = w,ll*  with 0 <k, —=0. (95)

Plugging into (03), we thus have shown that

|||Z[U] - Zé+k[ue+k] |||2 + |||Ze+k[ué+k] - Ze[“z] |||2

< OO ot - i+ [ 407y 4
2+ )L+ 07 R — P

forall0 <e < 1,all @ >0, and all £ > £y, where ¢, € Ny depends only on e. We combine
this estimate with that of Lemma 28 This leads to

[l = g I + 2] = 20 pilue ]+ [l — wll® + 2o gnlte i) — 2w ]
< Clo e, 0) [l = wgll* + Nz [ul = zeul® | + 2+ @) (1 + o) sesr flu — w1,
where, since 1/(1 —¢) < (1 + «a)?/(1 —¢),

Cla,e,l) == max {(114——04)2 7 [(1 tay? g (14+a ™M) (1+ Oz)} /‘W}

(1+aH(1+a)
1 —

| el =

—€ 1—¢
forall 0 < e < 1, all @« > 0, and all ¢/ > ¢y, where ¢, € Ny depends only on €. For
arbitrary 0 < «, 8, < 1, there exists ¢, € Ny such that for all ¢ > £, it holds that

2+a)d+a ryr <

as well as

l+a )1+« 1+ a)?
[(1 o ( 1—)(6 )]W< (1—5) '
Hence, we are led to

[ — v + 2[w] = 2o ilue ) 7] + [ — well? + Nz s lues] — ze[udl? ]
(1+ a)?
=U-90-9

Given 0 < 0 < 1, we first fix a > 0 such that (1+a)? < 1%5. Then, we choose 0 < ¢,8 < 1

(96)

[ = wgll® + llz[u] = z[u]l* ]

such that (1(_1+°{)_25) < 1%5. The choices of € and [ also provide some index ¢y, € Ny such

that estimate (96| holds for all ¢ > ¢,. This concludes the proof. O

Remark 31. For d = 3, assumption [(CGC)| requires n € {2,3}. We note that,
while well-posedness of the residual error estimator relies on this assumption, the quasi-

orthogonalities and only require n € {2,3,4} for d = 3.
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Remark 32. If d > 3, the same reasoning using the Hdélder inequality still holds true,
though the polynomial degree n in|(CGC)| becomes more constrained.

4.6. Proof of Theorem [19/and Theorem [20] It is a key observation in the analysis
of [BIP21] that it suffices to prove

e stability of the (practical) dual problem (see Lemma [24| resp. |[BIP21, Lemma 6]),
e quasi-orthogonality of the primal problem (see Lemma [28|resp. [BIP21, Lemma 11}),

e combined quasi-orthogonality for the practical dual problem (see Lemma resp.
[BIP21, Lemma 13]).

Then, the estimator axioms (A1])—(A4)) already prove linear convergence in the sense
of Theorem (19| (see [BIP21, Theorem 2(i)] and [BIP21, Section 6.1]) with optimal con-
vergence rates in the sense of Theorem [20] (see |BIP21, Theorem 2(ii)| and [BIP21]
Section 6.2]).

5. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we test and illustrate Algorithm [17] with numerical experiments for d = 1
and d = 2. We consider equation , where A = 1. The adaptivity parameter is set
to 8 = 0.5. We compare the proposed GOAFEM (Algorithm with standard AFEM
(adapted from, e.g., [CFPP14; |CKNS08|), where mesh-refinement is driven by the primal
estimator (i.e., Algorithm [17] with M, := M, in step (v)) and standard AFEM driven
by the product space estimator (see Remark .

Example 33 (boundary value problem in 1D). Ford =1 and Q = (0,1), consider
—(uw)" +arctan(u) = f i Q  subject to  w(0) =u(l) =0, (97)

with semilinearity b(v) = arctan(v) and hence b'(v) = 1/(1 + v?). We set f = 0 and
choose f in such a way that

u(x) = sin(mrz).

The implementation of conforming finite elements of order m € {1,2,3,4} is done using
Legendre polynomials and Gauss—Legendre quadrature and Gauss—Jacobi quadrature for
the interval containing the left interval endpoint. For mesh refinement, 1D bisection is
used. Moreover, we employ the (damped) Newton method from [AW15, Section 3] for
step (i) in Algorithm to approzimate the nonlinear primal problem. Let g = =90 ¢
L*(Q) and g = 0 serve as the goal functions. As a reference, we use the value of the
integral which reads

1 .
Glu) = / SINTT) 4 0.95025303932778833 (98)
0

29/20

The uniform initial mesh is given by Ty = {[%, %] | k=1,... 75}.

The numerical results are depicted in Figure[l. We observe that the estimator as well
as the goal error achieve the expected rate #T,;>™ if computed with Algorithm . In
contrast, standard AFEM leads to a slower convergence for m > 2, since singularities

induced by the goal functional may not be resolved properly.
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FIGURE 1. Goal error and the estimator product in Example [33| for ansatz
spaces with m € {1,2,3,4} for GOAFEM (Algorithm and standard
AFEM.

(A) Goal error |G(u) — G(uy)|.

Example 34. For Q = (0,1)?, we test Algom'thm with a semilinear variant of [MS0Y,
Ezample 7.3]: The weak formulation of the primal problem reads: Find u € H}(Q) such
that

(u, v) + (b(u), v) = / f-Vudz, forallv € H)(), (99)
Q

where b(v) = v* and f = xq, (—1,0) with the characteristic function xq, of Qf = {z €

Q | z1+ 3 < 1}, The weak formulation of the practical dual problem for w € Hg ()

reads: Find z[w] € H}(Q) such that

(z[w], v) + (V' (w)z[w], v) = /Qg -Vodx, foralve Hy(Q),

where V' (v) = 3v? and g = xq, (—1,0) with Qg = {z € Q | z1 + 22 > 2}, Our
implementation adapts the P1-AFEM code from [FPW11].

In Figure[3, for polynomial degree m = 1,2, we compare the goal value calculated with
the proposed GOAFEM algorithm to the goal evaluation of the standard AFEM imple-
mentation and AFEM using n? + (? as a marking criterion (AFEM+). In all cases, we
employ a (undamped) Newton iteration following [AW15, Section 3]. The reference goal
value G(u) = —0.001584951808832 is obtained by extrapolation from the calculated goal
values using GOAFEM with m = 2. For m = 1, an example of the meshes generated
by GOAFEM (Algom'thm is shown in Figure by the standard AFEM algorithm in
Figure[3Y, and AFEM+ in Figure[3d. One clearly sees that, for GOAFEM and AFEM+,
the singularities for both the primal and the dual problem are resolved, whereas for stan-
dard AFEM only those of the primal problem are taken into account. The meshes for
m = 2 look similar (not displayed). In particular, GOAFEM and AFEM+ lead to simi-
lar results, although in practice AFEM+ is slightly inferior from the point of theory (see

Remark @
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Ne

Vni+ (¢ (circle) for m = 1 (left) and m = 2 (right) with adaptive

refinement according to Algorithm (17| (red) compared to standard AFEM
(blue), and AFEM+ (cyan).
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with #7; = 3284. with #7; = 3694. with #7; = 3080.
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IGURE 3. Visualization of adaptive meshes for Example |34] generated by

Algorithm (left), standard AFEM (center), and AFEM+ (right) for
m = 1.
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