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1. Introduction

Optimal control problems can be found in many scientific and engineering
applications, and it has become a very active and successful research area in
recent years. The literature on this field is huge, and it is impossible to give
even a very brief review here. Beginning with the papers by Babuska and
Rheinboldt in 1978 [2, 3], the study of a posteriori error estimates for the finite
element solution of partial differential equations has attracted great interest
and resulted in an enormous body of literature on the subject. We refer the

interested reader in posteriori error estimates to see [1,4] for an overview,
and [5, 14, 18, 23] for some recent works in the subject. In the recent years,
there has been intensive research in adaptive finite element methods (FEMs) for
optimal control problems, see, for example, [6,19,21,22 25], and the references

cited therein.

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, most research concerning adaptive
finite element methods for optimal control problems are all related to low or-
der FEM, i.e., h-FEM, there are not many published works related to the use
of high order methods, such as the p and hp-version FEMs, spectral methods,
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A posteriori error estimates for the optimal control problem 2

and spectral element methods, which have been applied to many practical prob-
lems. In recent years, the spectral method has been extended to approximate
unconstrained optimal control problems and a posteriori error estimate was
obtained in [16]. Later, Chen et al in [11,12] respectively derived a priori and
a posteriori error estimates for the spectral approximation of optimal control
problems governed by elliptic equations and Stokes equations. Very recently,
a posteriori error estimates of the hp FEM for optimal control problems was
investigated in [13, 17], both reliability and efficiency of the estimators were
analyzed. In [11], the spectral element method was also applied in the analysis
of the optimal control problems, but only a posteriori upper error estimates
was obtained.

The purpose of this paper is to derive sharp a posteriori error estimates
for the spectral element approximation of an optimal control problem in one
dimension to partially improve the above mentioned result in [11]. In our work,
we use some techniques that have been used for a posteriori error estimates of
the hp-version FEM for optimal control problems (see, e.g., [13,17] for more
details). We also use some polynomial inverse estimates and the weighted
techniques in [9], where a posteriori error estimates was obtained for spectral
element method of the elliptic partial differential equations.

The outline of the paper is as follows: In the next section we formulate
the optimal control problem under consideration and give the spectral element
discretization of the control problem. In Section 3, some technical lemmas are
introduced, which are used for the later a posteriori error analysis. Section 4 is
devoted to deriving sharp a posteriori error estimators for the control problem.
We carry out, in Section 5, some numerical tests to verify the theoretical results.
Some concluding remarks are given at the end of the paper.

2. Optimization problem and spectral element approximation

2.1. Notations and problem description. We first introduce some nota-
tions that will be used throughout the paper. Let ¢ or C be a generic positive
constant independent of any functions and of any discretization parameters.
We use the expression A < B to mean that A < ¢B, and use the expression
A = B to mean that A < B < A. Let A = (a,b), we use L?>(A), H'(A), and
Hg(A) to denote the usual Sobolev spaces, equipped with the norms ||-[|o 5
and ||-||; 5 respectively. Hereafter, in cases where no confusion would arise, the
domain éymbols A may be dropped from the notations.

Throughout this paper, we mainly concentrate on the following one-dimensio-
nal optimal control problem for the state variable u and the control variable g
with an integral constraint:

(2.1) mqin{;/j\(u—ﬂ)zdan;\/qudx},
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where A\ and u are given, u is governed by the state equation

—u”" = f+q in A,

(2:2) u= 0 on OA,

and ¢ satisfying

(2.3) / gdz > 0.
A
We take the state space V = H}(A), then the standard weak formulation of
the state equation (2.2) reads: given ¢, f € L?(A), find u € V such that
(2.4) a(u,v) = (f+q,v), YWev,
where the bilinear form a(-,-) is defined by

(2.5) a(u,v) = / u'v'dx.
A
It is well known that the following continuity and coercivity hold
2
a(u,v) S flully lolly, a(u,w) 2 flully, Yu,v eV,

and the problem (2.4) is well-posed.
To formulate the optimal control problem we introduce the admissible set
K associated to the constraints (2.3) as

K::{qeLQ(A):/Aqu>0},

and define the cost functional
1 02 A2
26)  J@uw =g le-al,+ 5 lalis @w) X<,

where the given desired state 4 € L*(A).
Then the optimal control problem reads: find (¢*,u(¢*)) € K x V, such that
(2.7) J(@"u(g*)= min J(g,u) subject to (2.4).
(q,u)ELXV
Proposition 2.1. For given f,i € L?>(A) and A\ > 0, the optimal control
problem (2.7) admits a unique solution (¢*,u(q*)) € K x V.

Proof. The existence follows from weak sequential limit arguments, see e.g. [20].
The uniqueness relies on the convexity of A and on the strict convexity of the
cost functional J(q,u). O

The above proposition ensures the unique existence of a control-to-state
mapping ¢ — u = u(q) defined through (2.4). By means of this mapping we
introduce the reduced cost functional J : L*(A) — R :

J(q) == T (q,u(q)).
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Then the optimal control problem (2.7) can be equivalently reformulated as:
find ¢* € K, such that

(2.8) J(q") = min J(q).

The first order necessary optimality condition for (2.8) reads as
(2.9) J'(¢")(0qg—q") >0, VigeK.

It is known that the convexity of the quadratic functional implies that (2.9) is
also sufficient for optimality.
Utilizing the adjoint state equation for z € V' given by

(210) a(3072> = (U - U, Qo)v Vo eV,

and the mapping ¢ — u(q) — 2(q), where for any given ¢, u(q) is defined by
(2.4), and once u(q) is known z(q) is defined by (2.10), then the first derivative
of the reduced cost functional can be expressed as

(2.11) J'(q)(6q) = (\q + 2(q), 6q).

2.2. Spectral element discretization. To proceed with the spectral element
discretization of the proposed optimal control problem, we partition the domain
A into a set of K > 2 disjoint subintervals so that

K
A=JA, MnA =0, ifk#1,
k=1
where Ay = (vp—1,21),k=1,--- K, witha=xz¢g <21 < -+ <2g_1 <Tg =
b. Let hy = @, — Tx_1 be length of the k-th interval. Let A = (=1,1) be the
reference element, then there exists the affine map Fj, : A= Ay

h B )
(2.12) a::Fk(:fc):%fc—i—%, zel

that maps (—1,1) into Ay.
We then introduce the piecewise polynomial spaces as follows:
Vm :{UGCO(A):U|AkGPMk(Ak)ak:]-v"'vK}:
Qn ={veL*):v|a, € Pn,(Ap),k=1,--- K},

where Py, (Ag) (respectively, Py, (Ar)) denotes the space of all polynomials on
Ay of degree less than or equal to M}, (resp.Ny), M and N respectively collect
the positive integers My, (k=1,--- ,K)and Ni, (k=1,--- ,K).

Let Qa be the spectral element space for the control variable, and V be
the spectral element space for the state and costate, then a spectral element
approximation of the state equation (2.4) reads: find a state ur(qn) € Vi
such that

(2.13) a(um(gn),vm) = (f +anv,vm), Yom € Vg,
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where qn € Qur-
Similar to the continuous case, we introduce the discrete reduced cost func-
tional Jy vt Qn — R:

I (an) == T (an, uamlan)),

where u(gur) is given by (2.13). Let Knr = KNQar, then the spectral element
approximation for the optimal control problem (2.8) reads as: find g}, € Ky,
such that

(2.14) T (qy) = min T n(gn)-
an ERN

The unique solution of (2.14), ¢y, satisfies the following optimality condition:

(2.15) T (@) (0g = qir) 20, Vog € Ky,

where

(2.16) T (an)(09) = Mgy + 2mlan), 09), Yanr, g € Ky,

with zpy((gn) € Vi being the solution of the discrete adjoint state equation
(2.17) alems 2mlgn)) = (umlan) — 8, om),  Yom € Var

3. Some preliminary properties

In this section, we recall some results which will be used in what follows.
The first lemma shows that the functional J(-) defined in previous section is
uniformly convex.

Lemma 3.1. [17] For all p,q € L*(A), it holds
TP —a) = T(@p -9 =Xp—a.

In the following, we state two lemmas, which give a relationship between the
control variable and the adjoint state variable. The readers can refer to [11]
and [15] for the details.

Lemma 3.2. [11] Let (¢*,u(q*)) be the solution of the continuous optimal
control problem (2.7) and z(q*) be the corresponding adjoint state. Then we
have

¢ = max{0, 2} - 1 2(a"),

where z(q*) = [, 2(¢*)/ [, 1.

Lemma 3.3. [15] Let qx, be the solution of the discrete optimal control problem
(2.14), and zpm(qxs) be the corresponding adjoint state. Then it holds

(31) G = 31 (—2aalaiy) + max{0, ()}

where Iy is L?-projection from L?(A) onto Q.
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The following polynomial inverse estimates, which can be found in [7, &],
play an important part in the analysis of the a posteriori error estimators.

Lemma 3.4. For all polynomials ¢ € Py(—1,1), it holds

(3.2) /¢ 1—x)dx<cN2/ o3 (2)(1 — 2%)du,

(3.3) /¢N da:<cN2/ 62, (2)(1 — a?)dz

4. Equivalent a posteriori error estimators

We aim in this section at deriving a sharp estimates of the error between
continuous solution and its spectral element approximation in terms of known
and computable quantities, i.e, a posteriori error estimates. We will confine
ourselves to the so-called residual-based estimates [10].

Throughout this section, for arbitrary variable O, we shall denote by Q)
the restriction of O to the k-th element Ay. In order to define a posteriori error
indicator, let us introduce the L? orthogonal projection of @*) upon the space
Py, (Ag), which we denote by @y, , i.e. Gy, = HMkaU“). Let far, be defined
similarly. Next, we introduce the weight function

wi(x) = (zr, — z)(x — K1)

vanishing at the endpoints of the interval, and the associated weighted L2-norm

1900, = ( /A k gQ(x)wk(x)dx)

We now define some a posteriori error estimators:

NI

(4.1) ¢ =

1
2 a® _ 7(k)
(5’“ My (My + 1) 0,

9
0,wg

2 —_—
o M 1) Hf
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where
@y ¢ = @) -],
(45) & = 1H(zg’?(qp))"m;’;)(qm—ug’;’ o
My(My + 1) lovwn
2 1 ® Y o 0 ||
40t = | () sa ]

with I, being the standard L?-projection onto Py, (A).

In the following two subsections, we will prove the efficiency and reliabil-
ity of these a posteriori error indicators. In addition, just for simplicity of
presentation, the symbols (k) in O*) may be dropped if there is no confusion.

4.1. A posteriori upper error estimates. We are now in a position to
discuss the reliability of the above mentioned error indicators, which gives the
upper bound of the error between the exact solution and its spectral element
approximation. To this end, we need to introduce some auxiliary problems:
(4.7) a(u(gy),v) = (f+av,v), WweV,

(4.8) a(p,z(qv)) = (ulgw) —,9), Vo V.

Lemma 4.1. Let ¢* be the solution of the continuous optimal control problem

(2.8), qj be the solution of the discrete optimization problem (2.14), then it
holds

lg™ = axllo = 5 llemlan) = nzmlan)llo + 5 llza(ar) = 2(a)llo »

where zp(qy) and z(qy) are respectively the solutions of (2.17) and (4.8)
associated to qj,.

Proof. Tt follows from Lemma 3.1, (2.9), (2.11), (2.15) and (2.16) that for
arbitrary pa € K,

(4.9)
Mg = aiells <7'(@*)(a" = ai) = T (@3) (@ = i)
<= JG )@ —ax)
=T (@) @y = ¢*) = T (@)@ = a) + T (@) (@ — ay)
=T (an) (@ —pa) + T (@) (ov — q7)
+ (2mlan) — 2(an) ¢° — ay)
<T@ on — @*) + (zm(ay) — 2(d3), ¢ = 4x)
=(Ady + 2mlan ), pv — a°) + (2m(dy) — (a8 ), @ — ai)-
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Let IIn be the L? orthogonal projection operator defined in Lemma 3.3, then
it holds

/A(q* — g )rade =0, Vry € Qur,

and in particular

/(q* —yg")dz =0,
A

/HNq*dx = / q*dz > 0.
A A

This means IIx-g* € Kpr. Thus, by taking ppr = lIx¢* in the first term of the
estimate (4.9), we get

(4.10)
(Agn + 2m(di) oy — qF)
=(Agy + 2m(an) — Dyzm(an) + Hazm(gn), Unvg™ = q%)
=(Ady +vzm(an), g™ — ¢) + (zmlan) — Uyzamlan), Uvg™ — g%)
=(zmlan) — Oyzmlan), Tvg™ — q*).

that is

Now let I; denote the identity operator, combining (4.9) and (4.10), and noting
IInqy = qhr, we claim that
Ma* = airls
(zamlan) = My zm(ane), vg™ = ¢7) + (zmlape) — 2(ax), ¢ — )
(zam(an) = Tvzmlgn), (M — La)(¢" = qiv))
+(zmlan) = z(an), 4" — i)
lzam(arr) = T zaa(ap)llo 1 (T = Ta) (g — gl
+llzmlan) — 2(gx)llo ™ — axello

< llzmlany) = vzmlagn)llo lg" = anllo

+llzmlan) = 2(g)llo ™ = axello»

which immediately leads to the desired result. g

IN

Lemma 4.2. Suppose ¢* and g, are respectively the solutions of the contin-
uous optimal control problem (2.8) and its discrete counterpart (2.14), u(q*)
and up(qrs) are the state solutions of (2.4) and (2.13) associated to q* and
qrns 2(q*) and zaq(qns) are the associated solutions of (2.10) and (2.17), re-
spectively. Then, it holds:

(4.11) lum(gn) = wlgm)lly S m0 llzmlan) = 2(g)lly S €+,
where £,m are defined by (4.1)-(4.3).
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Proof. Let e, = zm(qx) — 2(qh), by (2.17), (4.8) and the coercivity of the
bilinear form a defined in (2.5), we have for all o € Vg
* * 2
(4.12) lzat(ar) — z(ap)ly
Sa(ezv ez) = a(ez - OM; ez) + a(¢M7 ez)
=a(e: — O, ez) + (um(qy) — wlan), dm)-

Assume that ¢ is chosen to satisfy oaq(zg) = e, (xg) for k=1,--- | K — 1.
Counter-integrating by parts in each element and using (4.8) we have

(4.13)

(k)

K
=3 [ (@0 - il o+ i g

(k)

+ i/ (a(k) - a““)) Ve oM er” ¢M dz + (urm(gn) — ulgn), e=)

k=1

i ( (k) " (*) *) (k) e — o8}
Y (|- - e+ a]| o el Y[
o Mk 0,wy, My, 0,wy, Wi 0L

+ lluam(gn) = w(ga)lloa lle=lloa -

Let us now define ¢S\]Z). Given a function © € H'(—1,1), define

(@) = 0(-1)+ [ (ygd)(5)ds,

~1

where IT5;_1 denotes the L?- orthogonal projection upon Pyr_1(—1,1). It is
easy to check that 0ps(+1) = 9(£1). Moreover, it has been proved by Schwab
[24] that

(o —op)2(2) .. 1 &
(4.14) /_1 4 < TSy /_1(1)) (2)da.

Set 9(%) = egk)(Fk (2)), where Fy, is the affine mapping (2.12), and define

§) = oar, (Fy L (2)).

Then, the previous inequality (4.14) yields

(k) _ ¢§\’jt)

(4.15) | .

o (k) H

< s I
Mk(Mk —+ 1)

LA
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Thus, plugging (4.15) into (4.13), and by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we
get
(4.16)  ale. — darrez) + (umlgy) — ulgn), drm)
K 3 K ) ol 3
(s el
S (; fk> el + (; s 7 -l ) el
+ llua(gn) — ulapn)llo el

where £ is defined in (4.5). Thus, (4.16) together with (4.12) leads to
(4.17) lzm(an) — 2(ap)lly €+ llumlan) — wlann)llo -

Similarly, let e, = uam(qy) — u(grs), and Y € Vg be defined similar to
dam except that ¥ is chosen to satisty Y (xg) = ey (zg) for k=1,--- | K—1.
Then it follows from (2.4) and (2.13) that a(e,,¥r) = 0, and thus
(4.18)  llum(gr) — ulgr)l}

Sa(ew; ew) = aleu, ew — Par)

K

-3 / W (i) (P — &Y dx — (f + Gy eu — Ya)
k=1
K

o(®)
_ W (@) — ¢ P — f® T wM
k=1 ) v

i/ ( (k))m (k)\/i/}yjt)dx
k=1

(i ) ealh + (Z m |7 -

k
where 7y, is defined by (4.6). This leads to

(4.19) lurt(gr) = ulgn)lly Sn
Consequently, (4.17) and (4.19) imply that

(4.20) lzm(an) — 2(@)lly S &€+

1
2
) lleulls
YW

O

Theorem 4.3. Suppose ¢* and g}, are respectively the solutions of the contin-
uous optimal control problem (2.8) and its discrete counterpart (2.14), u(g*)
and up(qrs) are the state solutions of (2.4) and (2.13) associated to q* and
qrns 2(q%) and zpq(qye) are the associated solutions of (2.10) and (2.17), re-
spectively. Then, the following estimate holds:

(4.21) lg" = qnllo + llulg™) = ura(gr)lly, + 12(¢7) — zama(gi)lly SC+E+n,
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where (,&,n are defined by (4.1)-(4.3).

Proof. In virtue of Lemmas 4.1 and 4.2, we get

(4.22) lg" —anllo S§E+n+C.

Furthermore, using the triangle inequalities

*

lzalan) =200l < llzalan) = 2(a0)lly + [12(ax) = 2(@)ly
lum(gn) —u(@)lly < llurlan) —w(gm)lly + llulan) —w(gll;

and the following obvious estimates

lulgn) = u(@)ly S llav = alo»

[2(an) — 2(g)ly < llulan) —w(@ o < llav — ¢ llo s
we obtain
(4.23) lur(an) — w(g)Iy + lzamlan) — 2@l SE+n+¢.

Thus (4.21) follows from (4.22) and (4.23).

4.2. A posteriori lower error estimates. We now turn our attention to-
wards lower a posteriori bounds, i.e., the efficiency of the error estimators
provided in Theorem 4.3. The proof of the main result in this subsection will
be accomplished with a series of lemmas for the estimating (,£ and 7, which

we present below.

Lemma 4.4. Let ¢* be the solution of the continuous optimal control problem
(2.8), z(q*) be the corresponding adjoint state. Let qx; be the solution of the
discrete optimal control problem (2.14) with the corresponding discrete adjoint

state zap(qrr). Then, the following estimate holds:

* 2 * 2
C Sl = ailly + 12(6%) — 2m(@i)llg »

where ¢ is defined by (4.1).
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Proof. 1t is clear that

ch = Z/ amlany) — v, zm(an)’ de

(zm(an) = 2(q") + 2(¢") — Ty 2(q7) + Ty 2(q7) — vy 20 (qiv)) dae

< 52 [ ) - M zu(ar) o
+c{§j||zM<qN — ||0+Z\|HNk —zM<qN>>||O}
S / (nt(@he) — Tny 2aa(30)) (2(a”) — T 2(g")) d,
k=1" Mk
such that

(a21) Y <C{llzman) - =)
k=1

+Z / 2m(g) HNkzM<q1f>><z<q*>—Hw(q*))dm}.

By Lemma 3.2, we know Ag* + z(¢*) = const such that

Iy, (A" + 2(¢%)) = A" + z(q").

(zrmlan) = My zm(an) (2(¢7) — Ty 2(¢7)) dz

(zm(gn) — vz (gar))

(2(¢") + A" —TIn, (2(¢7) + Ag") — A¢" + T, (Ag")) =

-3 / (ant (@) — Ty 2na(G30)) (T (A7) — Ag”) dr

12



13 Ye

Therefore, by combining (4.24) and (4.25) we obtain

K

* * (12 * * 2
> G S la = aells + 12(a") = zaa(arn) o -
k=1

The proof of Lemma 4.4 is completed. O

Lemma 4.5. Let ¢* be the solution of the continuous optimal control problem
(2.8), u(q*) and z(q*) be the corresponding state and adjoint state, respectively.
Let, moreover, qj, be the solution of the discrete optimal control problem (2.14)

with the corresponding discrete state up(qrs) and adjoint state zy(qrs). Then
we have

(4.26)

K
4
2 < *\ * 2 *\ * 2 H7 7( )
€2 ta") s GR + ") =R + 3 7 =

0,wg ’
where & is defined by (4.2).

Proof. Let ry, = ((zj(\’fl) ()" + us\]z)( ) — ﬂg\’Z) Wk, ap, (+, ) be the restriction
of a(+,-) upon Ay, then we have

2
2 1
ri,—dx
V 0,Ag A Wk

/ ((zrm "+ urm(qn) — tar,) rrde

(4.27)

/ 2m(qn) r;dx—i—/ (u(q*)—ﬂ)rkdx—i—/ (@ — unm,, )ride
Ag

A
/ wam(aie) = ulq")redz
=an, (%, 2(¢") — z2m(qy)) +/Ak(ﬂ_ﬂM’“)wk%dm
+ [ (uslaio) — uta"rica
Aw
S12(a7) = 2m(@n)ll a,, Irelly a, + llula™) = wadlan)lly o, lI7Ell A,

1
V Wk

+ [|u — Ho,wk Tk

0,Ap
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Now we compute ||7%||; . Denote s3, = (zg];)(q}“v))”Jrus\’;) (qj‘\/)fﬂg\];i We observe

that

(4.28) ||7"k||iAk = Hrk”g,/\k + H’“fv”?/\,C

:/ siwﬁdw—ﬁ—/ (sﬁcwk—i—skwk)de
A Ag

2
S}L’“/ stwpdr + 2/ (s;)Qwidw +2hi/ sidz.
4 Ag Ay, A

We now invoke that the inverse inequalities (3.2) and (3.3) on the reference
interval hold for all polynomials r» € Py. Translating these inequalities on the
element Ay via the affine mapping Fj, defined by (2.12), we get

/ (r}c)Qw%dxch,f/ r2wgdz,
A Ag

/ rideC’M,?hEQ/ riwkdx,
Ak Ak

whence,

IN

h2
”rk”?,Ak Zk/A siwkdx—i—QcM,f/A siwkdx—l—ZChiM,fh;Q/ stwpda
k k

Ak
2 2
< Mk/ siwgdz,
Ap

which implies

(4.29) Il g S M st/ 5, = M|

1
Vi,
Now combining (4.27) and (4.29) we obtain

1
.

SMi[12(q7) = 2m @)l a, + M [[u(d™) — urd(an)lly o, + 18 = g, llo o, -

Tk

As a result, we get

9 1

S = My (M, +1) Hm

1 2

VWE g A,
2 2
S 12(@") = zmla)llia, + 1wl@®) — wm (i) 15 4,

0 Ha _a® P
My, (My, +1) Mic |0y, 7

which leads to (4.26). O

Similarly, we can have the following estimation for 7.
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Lemma 4.6. Let ¢* be the solution of the continuous optimal control problem
(2.8), u(q*) and z(g*) be the corresponding state and adjoint state, respectively.
Let, moreover, qj, be the solution of the discrete optimal control problem (2.14)
with the corresponding discrete state up(qrs) and adjoint state zp(qxs). Then
it holds that

K
4 2
2 < *\ * 2 * % 2 7“ _ (k)
o S )~ a1+ 10" =i+ g - 4

where 1 is defined by (4.3).

Summing up, we can immediately arrive at the main result of this subsection
by combining the foregoing results Lemmas 4.4-4.6 into the following theorem.

Theorem 4.7. Let g* be the solution of the continuous optimal control problem
(2.8), u(q*) and z(q*) be the corresponding state and adjoint state respectively.
Let, moreover, i be the solution of the discrete optimal control problem (2.14)
with the corresponding discrete state up(qrs) and adjoint state zp(qrs). Then
we have

CH+E+n Slla" = axello + lula”) = um(@) T+ 112(07) = 2ml@r)ll; + € + 63,
where ,&,n are defined by (4.1)-(4.3), and

' = My (M), + 1) M

)
0,wg

2

K
4
2 _ (k) _ ¢k
=2 My(My 1 1) Hf Tany

— Mk 0,wg

=

Remark 4.8. It follows from Theorems 4.3 and 4.7 that the estimators defined
in (4.1)-(4.3) are in fact equivalent in the sense that there are two constants
¢, C > 0 such that

(P + € +1?) = c(ef + 63)
< g™ = aells + llula™) = wan (@RIl + [12(a7) = zpm(ai)I3
< O(C+E+0)
where €; and e are defined in Theorem 4.7, which are all higher order terms.

5. Numerical results

In this section, we carry out some numerical experiments to demonstrate
the error estimators developed in Section 4. In all our calculations, the control,
state and adjoint state are all approximated by the piecewise polynomials of
degree N. Let A = 1, we consider problem (2.7) on A = (=1, 1) with the exact
solutions:

2

u(q*) = m°sinwz, z(¢*) =sinwx, ¢* = —sinwz.
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The main purpose is to validate the a posteriori error estimators. This is done
by comparing the error indicator

E=C+&+n
with ¢, &, n defined in (4.1)-(4.3), and the true error of the numerical solution
measured by:
e:=llg" = axllo + lulg®) = umlga)lly + 12(¢") — zmlgn)lly -
On a fixed mesh with 4 elements, we study these two errors in Table 1. It
is shown that the error of the spectral element method between the numerical

and exact solutions has the same order of accuracy as the a posteriori error
indicators, which coincide with the predicted theoretical results.

TABLE 1. The true error and the posteriori error estimators
for varying N.

N 4 6 8 10 12
e | 4.3091E-3 | 1.0661E-5 | 1.7327E-8 | 1.9537E-11 | 2.6331E-13
E | 4.5289E-3 | 1.1109E-5 | 1.7681E-8 | 1.9723E-11 | 2.6444E-13

6. Concluding remarks

In this paper, we discussed a posteriori error estimates of the spectral el-
ement method for a distributed convex optimal control problem governed by
the two-point boundary value problem. It is shown that a posteriori error es-
timators derived in this paper provide both upper and lower bounds for the
approximation errors, and such a posteriori error estimators is sharp.

There are many important issues that still need to be addressed. First,
studies for more complicated control problems and constraint sets are needed.
Secondly, a posteriori error analysis for high order methods, such as the spectral
method and the spectral element method in two or higher dimensional optimal
contro problem is needed. Thirdly, many computational issues have to be
addressed. For example, adaptive strategy should be investigated for efficiently
implementing adaptive spectral element method for optimal control problems.
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