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A POSTERIORI ERROR ESTIMATES FOR NONLINEAR PROBLEMS.
FINITE ELEMENT DISCRETIZATIONS OF ELLIPTIC EQUATIONS

R. VERFURTH

ABSTRACT. We give a general framework for deriving a posteriori error esti-
mates for approximate solutions of nonlinear problems. In a first step it is
proven that the error of the approximate solution can be bounded from above
and from below by an appropriate norm of its residual. In a second step this
norm of the residual is bounded from above and from below by a similar norm
of a suitable finite-dimensional approximation of the residual. This quantity can
easily be evaluated, and for many practical applications sharp explicit upper and
lower bounds are readily obtained. The general results are then applied to finite
element discretizations of scalar quasi-linear elliptic partial differential equa-
tions of 2nd order, the eigenvalue problem for scalar linear elliptic operators
of 2nd order, and the stationary incompressible Navier-Stokes equations. They
immediately yield a posteriori error estimates, which can easily be computed
from the given data of the problem and the computed numerical solution and
which give global upper and local lower bounds on the error of the numerical
solution.

1. INTRODUCTION

The efficiency of a numerical method for the solution of partial differential
equations strongly depends on the choice of an “optimal” discretization, the use
of a fast and eflicient algorithm for the solution of the discrete problem, and
a simple, but reliable method for judging the quality of the numerical solution
obtained. These three objectives are often interdependent. The first and last
one are related to the problem of a posteriori error estimation, i.e., of extracting
from the given data of the problem and the computed numerical solution reliable
bounds on the error of the numerical solution. Of course, the computation of
the a posteriori error estimates should be much less costly than the solution of
the original discrete problem.

Within the framework of finite element methods various strategies of a pos-
teriori error estimation have been devised during the last 15-20 years (cf., e.g.,
[2, 3, 20, 27] and the literature cited there). They can roughly be classified as
follows:

(1) residual estimates: Estimate the error of the computed numerical solu-
tion by a suitable norm of its residual with respect to the strong form of the
differential equation (cf., e.g., [4, 5, 9, 19, 21, 25, 27)).

(2) solution of local problems: Solve locally discrete problems similar to,
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but simpler than, the original problem and use appropriate norms of the local
solutions for error estimation (cf., e.g., [7, 8, 18, 22, 25, 27]).

(3) sharp a priori error estimates: Derive sharp a priori error estimates and use
suitable higher-order difference quotients of the computed numerical solution
to estimate the higher-order derivatives appearing in the a priori error estimates
(cf., e.g., [15, 16]).

(4) averaging methods: Use some local averaging technique for error estima-
tion (cf., e.g., [6, 21, 29, 30]).

For a certain class of problems and discretizations it was proven in [28] that
the methods (1) and (2) are equivalent in the sense that, up to multiplicative
constants, they yield the same upper and lower bounds on the error of the
numerical solution (cf. also [6, 13, 21] for the comparison of different error
estimators). In this context it should be noted that, in order to be efficient,
an a posteriori error estimation should yield upper and lower bounds on the
error. Clearly, upper bounds are sufficient to ensure that the numerical solu-
tion achieves a prescribed tolerance. Lower bounds, however, are essential to
guarantee that the error is not overestimated and that its local distribution is
correctly resolved. Often, only upper bounds are established in the literature.

Various methods are used for constructing a posteriori error estimators and
for proving that they yield upper and/or lower bounds on the error. These
methods often depend on a particular class of problems and discretizations. A
close inspection, however, reveals that they have certain principles in common.
It is the aim of this paper to give a rather general framework that allows one to
construct a posteriori error estimators and to prove that they yield upper and
lower bounds on the error. In this general context we are satisfied with proving
that the upper and lower bounds differ by a multiplicative constant which is
independent of the mesh size. We neither intend to derive optimal estimates
for this constant nor to prove efficiency of the error estimators, i.e., that the
ratio of the true and the estimated error asymptotically tends to 1. This latter
question is addressed for linear problems in e.g. [2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 13, 14].

We consider in §§2-4 nonlinear equations of the form

(1.1) Fu)=0
and corresponding discretizations of the form
(1.2) Fy(u) = 0.

Here, F € C!(X,Y*) and F, € C(X, Y;), X, C X and Y, C Y are finite-
dimensional subspaces of the Banach spaces X and Y, and * denotes the dual
of a Banach space.

If up € X is a solution of equation (1.1) such that DF (uy) is an isomorphism
of X onto Y* and DF is Lipschitz continuous at g, we prove in Proposition
2.1 that '

(1.3) cllF @)y < llu—uollx < cl|F(@)lly-

holds for all # in a suitable neighborhood of u,. The constants ¢ and ¢
depend on DF(ug) and DF(up)~!. The proof of Proposition 2.1 is straight-
forward. The conditions on F can be weakened considerably (cf. Remark 2.3).
Inequality (1.3) is a local result. That means that it can be applied to solutions
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of equation (1.2) only if they are sufficiently close to ug, i.e., if the discretiza-
tion is “sufficiently fine”. This is not surprising since we are dealing with general
nonlinear problems, which may have a large variety of solutions. If problem
(1.1) is linear, i.e., DF is constant, inequality (1.3) of course holds for all
ueX.

In §3 we briefly outline how the results of §2 can be extended to branches
of solutions of equation (1.1), including singular points such as simple limit
and bifurcation points. The generalization to the case of a regular branch of
solutions, i.e., situations covered by the implicit function theorem, is straight-
forward. The case of a simple limit or bifurcation point can be reduced as
in [12] to the case of a regular branch of solutions by suitably blowing up the
spaces X and Y and modifying the function F . For practical applications it
is important that the additional spaces are finite-dimensional. Thus, the cost
for evaluating the residual of the modified function is essentially determined by
the cost for evaluating the residual of F .

In §4, we estimate the residual ||F(uy)||y-, where u, is an approximate
solution of equation (1.2). To this end, we i~ntroduce a restriction operator
Ry:Y — Y, a finite-dimensional subspace Y, C Y, and an approximation
Fy: Xy — Y* of F at u, which are coupled via inequality (4.1). For practical
applications, the construction of R, and Fj, is rather straightforward. Usually,
Fj(uy) is obtained by locally projecting F(u;) onto suitable finite-dimensional
spaces. This corresponds to the well-known technique of locally freezing the
coefficients of a differential operator. The choice of Y, on the other hand is
less obvious. It is, however, considerably simplified by the auxiliary results
of §5 (see also below). We then prove in Proposition 4.1 that, up to multi-
plicative constants and additive correction terms, ||F(u)||ly- is bounded from
below and from above by ||Fj,(u5)||5. - The latter can be evaluated quite easily

h
since its computation is equivalent to a finite-dimensional maximization prob-
lem. Moreover, sharp explicit bounds on ||F,,(uh)]ly_ are readily obtained for

many practical applications. When applying the general results to finite element
methods, the aforementioned multiplicative constants essentially depend on the
element geometry and on the polynomial degree of the finite element functions.
In principle, they can be estimated explicitly. The aforementioned correction
terms consist of the following quantities:

(1) the residual ||Fh(u,,)||yh- of the discrete problem (1.2),

(2) the consistency error ||F(uy) — Fy(up)lly, of the discretization, and

(3) a term which measures the quality of the approximation of F(u,) by
Fy(up) -
The first quantity can easily be estimated from u;, and the given data. The
second one can be bounded a priori. For many practical applications one can
finally prove that the third quantity is a higher-order perturbation when com-
pared with || Fy(up)ll5. -

h

In this section we also give a framework which covers some of the a posteriori
error estimators based on the solution of auxiliary local problems, such as the
one described in [4, 5], and which shows that these estimators are equivalent to
the residual a posteriori error estimator considered before.
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As already mentioned, we establish in §5 some auxiliary results which simplify
the construction of Y, . The main result is of the form (cf. Lemma 5.1)

(1.4) O<a< inf sup ——ISUV
ueVs\{0} vev\ {0} [UllLo(s)llVlLacs)

Here, 1 <p < o, 1‘—, + % =1, S is either a simplex in R” or a face of such a
simplex, Vs is a finite-dimensional space of functions defined on S, and yy is
a cutoff function. It is important to note that the constant « is independent of
S. Lemma 5.1 is a generalization of Lemma 4.1 in [28]. Thanks to inequality
(1.4), one can show that for finite element methods, Y, can be chosen as the
space of all linear combinations of functions ysv, where v € V5 and S varies
through all elements and their faces.

In §§6-8 we apply the general results of the previous sections to finite ele-
ment approximations of scalar quasi-linear elliptic partial differential equations
of 2nd order, the eigenvalue problem for scalar linear elliptic differential oper-
ators of 2nd order, and the stationary incompressible Navier-Stokes equations
(cf. Propositions 6.1, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5, 7.1, 8.1, and 8.4). In all examples we obtain
upper and lower bounds for the finite element error in terms of a residual a
posteriori error estimator. This error estimator essentially consists of the ele-
mentwise error of the finite element functions with respect to the strong form
of the differential equation and of jumps across inter-element boundaries of
that boundary operator which naturally links the strong and weak forms of the
differential equation. Some of the results of §§6-8 are completely new, others
are generalizations of, and improvements upon, results previously obtained in
[4,5,7,8,9, 19, 25, 27, 28].

2. ERROR ESTIMATES FOR ISOLATED SOLUTIONS

Let X, Y be two Banach spaces with norms ||-|x and |||y . For any element
u € X and any real number R > 0 set B(u, R):={ve X :||u-v|x <R}. We
denote by £ (X, Y) and Isom(X, Y) Cc £ (X, Y) the Banach space of contin-
uous linear maps of X in Y equipped with the operator norm |- || (x,y), and
the open subset of linear homeomorphisms of X onto Y. By Y*:=2(Y, R)
and (-, -) we denote the dual space of Y and the corresponding duality pair-
ing. Finally, 4* € Z(Y*, Y*) denotes the adjoint of a given linear operator
Ae X(Y,Y).

Let F € C!(X, Y*) be a given continuously differentiable function. The
following proposition yields a posteriori error estimates for elements in a neigh-
borhood of a solution of equation (1.1).

Proposition 2.1. Let uy € X be a regular solution of equation (1.1); i.e., DF (up)
€ Isom(X, Y*). Assume that DF is Lipschitz continuous at ugy; Ii.e., there is
an Ry > 0 such that
DF(u)— DF(u .
yi=  sup | DF (u) (uo)llz(x, v+ <
u€B(up , Ro) llu — uollx

Set
R :=min{Ro, y"'|DF (o)~ |3y 1)+ 27 ' IDF (u0)ll2(x,v+)}-
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Then the following error estimates hold for all u € B(ug, R):

1 -
SIDF (o) 5,y IF ()lly-
2 7(X, 1)

< llu = uollx < 2|IDF (uo) ™l zzye, x) IF @)y~
Proof. Let u € B(up, R). We then have

(2.1)

u — uo = DF ()" {F(u) + /OI[DF(uo) — DF (ug + t(u — ug)))(u — uo)dt}

and thus
llee — uoll x
< IDF (uo) |y~ x)

1
: {nF(u)ny- + [ IDF (o) = DF (o + tu = o) Lz x, v 14 = ol dt}

’ _ 1
< IDF (o) s { IF Gl + 571~ wol }

- 1
< IDF (uo) ™l ve, x) I ()lly- + 5 |l = uollx.

This yields the second inequality in (2.1).
On the other hand, we have for all ¢ € Y with ||¢|y =1

(F(u), 9) = (DF (uo)(u — uo) , 9)

1
(2.2) + </0 [DF (uo + t(u — ug)) — DF (up)}(u — up) dt, ¢>

and thus
|F(@)lly= < |IDF(uo)llzx, y+)llu — uollx

1
+ /O IDF (uo + t(u — o)) — DF ()| x, vl — ol dt

1
< |IDF (uo)ll(x, v+l — uollx + z}’llu —uoll%
< 2||DF (up)ll#(x, y+)llu — uollx-

This proves the first inequality in (2.1). O

Remark 2.2. In the examples of §§6-8, X and Y are closed subspaces of suit-
able Sobolev spaces of functions defined on an open set Q Cc R”. When con-
sidering in equation (2.2) only functions ¢ with support in a given open subset
o C Q, one then often obtains lower bounds for u — uo restricted to @w. 0O

Remark 2.3. The conditions about F can be weakened. Assume, e.g., that
FeC(X,Y*), F(up) = 0, and that there are an R > 0 and two monotonically
increasing homeomorphisms g, ¢ of [0, co) onto itself such that

2.3)  e(lu—uollx) < IF(w)lly- < o(llu—uollx) Vue B(ug, R).



450 R. VERFURTH

We then trivially have
o (IF @)lly+) < llu = uollx < @~ (IF(W)lly+) Vu € B(uo, R).

The first inequality in (2.3) is satisfied if, e.g., F is strongly monotone in a
neighborhood of #, . The second inequality in (2.3) holds if, e.g., F is Holder
continuous at u#y. 0O

3. ERROR ESTIMATES FOR BRANCHES OF SOLUTIONS

In this section we briefly outline how the results of the previous section may
be extended to branches of solutions of equation (1.1), including simple limit
and bifurcation points. To this end, we assume that X =R” x V', m > 1, and
that uo = (4o, vo) is a solution of equation (1.1).

We first consider the case that ug is a regular point, i.e.,

Dy F(up) € Isom(V, Y™).

The implicit function theorem then implies that there are neighborhoods I of
Jo in R™ and U of vy in V and a continuous map A — v; from I into U
such that v; = vy and every u, := (4, v;) is a solution of equation (1.1) with
DyF(u;) € Isom(V, Y*). Assume that there is an Rj > 0 such that

.. IDvF (4, v) — Dy F (4, vi)llzw, vy
y*i=sup sup ,
A€l vEB(v;,RY) llv —valiv

2

and set
* : * * —-1)- *—1
R := mln{RO’ Y lS"lp”l)VF(LU.) 1”_71 Y* . V)? 2? sup ”DVF(u}.)”fZ(V,Y‘)}'
Aer ¥=." A€l
With the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 2.1 we then obtain for
all A€ and all v € B(v;, R*) the estimates

1 _
5||DVF(W)||_71(V,y-)||F(l, )|y
<|lv —vlly < 2Dy F(u2) g re, mIF (A, v)lly-.

As described in [12], the case where u, is not a regular point, but a simple
limit or bifurcation point, may be reduced to the case of a regular point by
suitably blowing up the spaces X and Y and modifying the function F . For
completeness, we briefly describe this procedure.

Consider first the case that ug is a simple limit point; i.e., DF(uy) is a
Fredholm operator of X onto Y* with index m and Range(DF(up)) = Y*
but Dy F(ug) € Isom(V, Y*). Choose a linear operator B € Z (X, R™) with
ker(B) Nker(DF (up)) = {0} and define ® € C'(R™ x X, R™ x Y*) by

O(t, u) := (B(u—up) — t, F(u)).
Then, (0, ug) is a regular point of @ (with respect to the parameter ¢), and
we are back to the situation described in the first part of this section. Since B

is linear, conditions about the Lipschitz continuity of D® reduce to those on
DF . Equation (3.1) yields in this case estimates of the form

c{llB(u — uo) — tllrm + |1 F ()lly-} < |4 = Allrm + lv = vielly
< c{|1B(u — uo) — tllrm + [|F ()]l¥-}

(3.1)

(3.2)
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for all ¢ in a suitable neighborhood of 0 and all ¥ = (4, v) in a suitable
neighborhood of u; = (4;, v;). Here, t — u, is a regular branch of solutions of
®(t, u) = 0. Note, that Bu, is often known explicitly and that the estimation
of || B(u—up)—t||gm is straightforward, since it is a low-dimensional maximiza-
tion problem. The term ||F(u)|/y- , on the other hand, may be estimated by the
methods of the next section, as in the case of regular solutions.

Next, we consider the case of a simple bifurcation from the trivial branch.
That is, we assume that ¥y = (49, 0) and that Dy F(ug) is a Fredholm operator
with index 0 and dimker(Dy F(ug)) = 1. Choose a wy € ker(Dy F(up))\{0}
and a linear functional / € Z(V, R) with /(wy) = 1. Define the function
PeCRxX,RxY*) by

o u)._{(l(v)—l,%F(A,tv)), t#0, u=(A,v)€X,

7 L ((w)-1,DyF(4,0w), t=0, u=(4,v)elX.
Conditions about the Lipschitz continuity of D® now reduce to those on D*F .
Obviously, we have ®(0, ilg) = 0, where iy := (A9, wo). If F is of class C?
in a neighborhood of u#; and Df{'vF (uo)wo & Range Dy F (up) , we conclude that

fip is a regular point, and we are once more back to the situation described in
the first part of this section. Equation (3.1) now yields estimates of the form

c{ll(w) — 1|+ [IDyF (4, O)w|ly~} <[4 — Aollrm + [|lw — woll¥
<c{ll(w) = 1| +||Dy F(4, O)w||y-}
for all (A4, w) in a suitable neighborhood of i, and

Q{Il(w) C1+ } < W= Aellge + w0 — willy

(3.3)

%F(A, tw)

Y*

(3.4)
< a{|1<w> —1)+

’%F(A, tw)

)

for all ¢ # 0 in a neighborhood of 0 and all (4, w) in a suitable neighborhood
of &1, = (A;, w;). Here, t — #, is a regular branch of solutions of ®(¢, u) =
0. Note that the constants in equations (3.3), (3.4) now depend on second
derivatives of F .

Finally, we consider the case of a simple bifurcation point; i.e., Dy F(ug) is
a Fredholm operator of index 0 and ¢ := dim(ker DF (4)) — m > 1. Choose
a basis ¢}, ..., ¢; of Y*\Range(DF(up)), set X :=RI x X, ilg := (0, ug),
and define the function F € C1(X, Y) by

q
F(a):=F(u)-Y_ fip; Va=(f,u)eX.
i=1
Obviously, we have F () = 0. Moreover, DF () is a Fredholm operator
with index m + g and Range(DF(iiy)) = Y*. Replacing X, uy, and F by
X, @iy, and F, respectively, we are thus back to the situation considered in
the second part of this section.

4. ESTIMATION OF THE RESIDUAL

Let X;,CX and Y,CY be finite-dimensional subspaces and Fj, € C(Xy, Y;)
be an approximation of F. We want to estimate ||F(uy)|y~, where u, € X,
is an approximate solution of equation (1.2).
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In what follows, c, ¢g, ¢, ... denote various constants which are indepen-
dent of 4.

Proposition 4.1. Let u, € X, be an approximate solution of equation (1.2);
ie, ||Fn(up)lly; is “small”. Assume that there are a restriction operator Ry €

Z(Y, V), a finite-dimensional subspace Y, C Y, and an approximation F,:
X, — Y* of F at uy such that

(4.1) I(1dy —Ry)* Ea(un)lly- < coll Fn(un)ll5..
Then the following estimates hold:
| F (un)lly- < Collﬁh(uh)”jl. + [|(Idy —Rn)*[F (un) — Fy(un)]ly-
(4.2) + 1Rull 2y, v IF (un) — Fu(un)lly;
+ IRkl 2y, vy |1 Fn (un)ll
and
(4.3) I Fnun)lige < I (un)lz, + IF () = Fi () -

Remark 4.2. In the examples of §§6-8, X, and Y, are suitable finite element
spaces. The choice of R, is then quite natural. Fj(uy) is obtained by projecting
F(u,) elementwise onto suitable finite-dimensional spaces. This construction
is also rather standard. The main difficulty is to find a space f’h such that
inequality (4.1) is satisfied. This task is simplified by the auxiliary results of §5.
The second terms on the right-hand sides of equations (4.2) and (4.3) measure
the quality of the approximation Fh(uh) to F(uy). Usually, they are higher-
order terms when compared with ||f’h(uh)||~”, . The term ||F(up) — Fy(un)lly;

is the consistency error of the discretization. The term ||Fh(uh)||Y; measures
the residual of the algebraic equation (1.2) and can easily be evaluated.
Proof of Proposition 4.1. Consider an arbitrary element ¢ € Y with |¢|ly =1.
We then have
(F(un), @) = (Fp(un), ¢ — Rpop) + (F(up) — Fy(ur), 9 — Rypp)
+ (F(up) — Fy(up) , Rp@) + (Fp(un) , Rpo)
< |I(Idy —Rp)* Fy(up)lly- + |(Idy —Rp)*[F (up) — Fp(un)]lly+
+|IRall 2y, ) | F () — Fu(un)lly; + IRull 2y, vyl En ()l v -

Together with inequality (4.1), this proves estimate (4.2). Estimate (4.3) follows
from the triangle inequality. O

When combining Propositions 2.1 and 4.1 we obtain a residual a posteriori
error estimator. The following proposition together with Proposition 2.1 yields
a framework for some of those a posteriori error estimators which are based on
the solution of auxiliary local problems, such as the one described in [4, 5].

Proposition 4.3. Let u, € X, be an approximate solution of equation (1.2).
Assume that there are finite-dimensional subspaces X, C X and Y, CY anda
linear operator B € Isom(X,, ') such that Y, C Y;, and

(4.4) IFs(un)llp. < crll ()l
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Let o, € X, be the unique solution of

(4.5) (Biy, 9) = (Fy(un), 9) V9 € V).
Then the following estimates hold:
f— =~ _1 ~
(4.6) 1Bl % g 1 EaCnllz, < llunllz, < llB™ N5 @, 3, 1Fn(#n)llz,

Proof. Since B € Isom(X, f’;) , we immediately obtain from equation (4.5)
the estimate

47 1Bl g IFa@nlg. < lunllg, < 1B Mg 5, 1 Eatun)ls.

Z(X. Y
Togethgr with inequality (4.4), this proves the upper bound of inequality (4.6).

Since Y, C Y, , we have
[ACAI RS TACAITS

Together with inequality (4.7), this proves the lower bound of inequality
(4.6). O

Remark 4.4. Usually, B is some approximation of DF(u;). The construction
of ¥, and the proof of inequality (4.4) are similar to the construction of Y,
and the proof of 1nequa11ty (4.1) and are simplified by the auxiliary results of
§5. Once B and Y;, are choscn the construction of X,, is quite obvious from
the condition that B € Isom(X,, , Yh“) .

5. AUXILIARY RESULTS

Let Q be a bounded, connected, open domain in R”, n > 2, with poly-
hedral boundary I'. For any open subset @ C Q with Lipschitz boundary
y, we denote by Wk:5(w), k € N, 1 < s < 00, LY(w) := W%5(w), and
L*(y) the usual Sobolev and Lebesgue spaces equipped with the standard norms
llk.s50 2= I+t sy and [1-lls;y = [llzegr (cF. [1]). If @ = Q, we omit the in-
dex w. We use the same notation for the corresponding norms of vector-valued
functions.

Let 9,, h > 0, be a family of partitions of Q into n-simplices, which
satisfies the following conditions:

(1) Any two simplices in 7}, are either disjoint or share a complete smooth
submanifold of their boundaries.

(2) The ratio hr/or is bounded from above independently of T € J, and
h>0.

Here, hr, o7, and hg denote the diameter of T € ., the diameter of the
largest ball inscribed into 7, and the diameter of a face E of T. Note, that
condition (2) allows the use of locally refined meshes and that it implies that
the ratio hr/hg, forall T € 9, and all faces E of T, is bounded from above
and from below by constants which are independent of 2, T, and E.

Denote by &, the set of all faces of all T € ;. The set &, may be de-
composed as &, =&, qU&, 1, & N &, r =2, where &, r denotes the set
of all faces lying on I'. Given an E € &, , we denote by wg the union of all
simplices in .9, having E as a face. Similarly, wr, T € J},, is the union of all
simplices sharing a face with T'. For any E € &, and any piecewise continuous
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function ¢, we denote by [p]r the jump of ¢ across F in a fixed direction.
Here, ¢ is continued by 0 outside Q and the direction is given by the exterior
normalof I' if E€ &, r.

For k € N, we define

Sy li={p:Q-oR:plre VT e}, Sp%:=87"'nC@).

Here, I1;, k > 0, is the space of polynomials of degree at most k. Moreover,
we denote by 7y s, S € 9, U&,, the L?-projection of L!(S) onto Iy |s.
Using standard scaling arguments for finite elements, we finally conclude
from [11] that there is an “interpolation” operator I,: L!(Q) — S;’O which
satisfies the following error estimates forall T €.9,, E€ &,,and 1 <g<o0:

(5:1) 1o = In@lle,q;7 < cthf*loll, 4,50 VO<k<I<1, e Whi(ar),

s

(5.2) lo = Inollg;e < kg™ Mlloll, 4.5, Vo € Whi(@5),

where wr and @g denote the union of all elements having a nonempty inter-
section with T and E, respectively. Here and in what follows, we adopt the
usual convention that 1/c0:=0.

Denote by T = {x ER": Yii %<1, % >0, 1< j<n} the reference
n-simplex. Set E := T Nn{x € R" : X, = 0}, and let )‘cff and )‘CE be the
barycentersof T and E, requs:tively. The following conditions uniquely define
two functions yz, vz € C®(T, R):

V7 €My, ya(X3) =1, yz=0 on aT,
yg €ll,, !//'E\(XE)= 1, yz=0 on 3T\E.
Note, that the above conditions, in particular, imply that
0<wys<l, 0<wyp<1l inT.
We define a continuation operator P: L (E) — L>( T) by
Pa(Ry, ..., %p) =0y, ..., %n_y) VRET, 1€ L2(E).

Finally, V& C L*( T) and Vs C L>(E) are two arbitrary finite-dimensional
spaces, which are kept fixed throughout this section.

Let T € 9, be an arbitrary n- simplex and E C 8T be a face of T. There
is an 1nvert1ble affine mapping Fr: T - T, X - x := Fr(X) = br + Brx
such that T is mapped onto T and E is mapped onto E. Denote by B7
the matrix which is obtained from Br by discarding its last column, and set
Bt := det(B} Bt )1/2 | the Gram determinant of the transformation E - E. Set

yri=yzoFr', g = ypo Frl,
Vri={iioFy':2eVz}, Vg:={6oF;':6€Vz}.
Finally, we define the continuation operator P: L*(E) — L>(T) by
= [ﬁa’ o Fr] oFT_l.

In what follows, p, g are two fixed real numbers with 1 < p < oo and
L+1=1,and |||-]|| denotes the spectral norm on R™*".
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Lemma 5.1. There are constants ¢y, ..., ¢;, which only depend on the spaces Va
and Ve, the number p, and the ratio hr/or , such that the following inequalities
hold for all we Vr and all 0 € Vg :

Jruwrv
5.3 cllillo.p:r < sup “L——— < lullo p:T»
( ) 1" ”0,1’,7' vels ”vllo,q;T " I'O,P,T

OWYET
(5.4 allollpss < sup EZYEL <l
ey Tl E

(5.5) ashplyrullo,q;7 < IV(Wr)llo,q; 7 < cah7'lwrullo, ¢;7
(5.6)  cshylllwePollo,q;7 < IV(WEPO)lo,q;7 < cshz' |lWEPG 0, q;T
(5.7) lwePallo,q; < crhy?llollg; £

Proof. The upper bounds of equations (5.3), (5.4) immediately follow from
Holder’s inequality and 0 < yr <1, 0<yg<1.
In order to prove the lower bound of equation (5.3), one easily checks that
the mapping
‘ ~Uy~0
iw— sup iZZ_.ViZ_
vEVR “’U”o’q;f
defines a norm on V. Since dim Vf < o0, there is a constant ¢ > 0 such that

- A
élall, .7 < sup I —T—

~ Vit € Vo
oerz 101y .7

=
Now, take an arbitrary u € Vr. Set @ := uo Fr € V3 and choose a W € V3
such that

o, ,.7=1 and /?wa > elal,, 7
With w :=w o F;! we then obtain

sup Jruyrv _ [ruyrw
vevy 1Vllo,q;7 ~ llwllo,q;7
> ¢ldet Br|'P|ally , 7 = éllullo.pir-

— |det B|!-1/4 ﬁ b
T

The proof of the lower bound of equation (5.4) is completely analogous. One
only has to replace |det Br| by fr.
The mappings

2~ IV(wz)lly .7 and &= IV(wgPo)ly .7

define norms on Vs and V. Since yz and yp vanish at the vertices of
T, and since dim Ve < oo and dim V3 < oo, these norms are equivalent to
”'/”T‘a”o,q;’f and ||wfﬁ&||0,q;?, respeitively. Estimates (5.5), (5.6) now follow
in the usual way by transforming to 7, using the equivalence of norms there,
and transforming back to T .

With the same arguments as above we finally conclude that there is a constant

¢ > 0 such that R
lvgPol, .7 <ellél, z Vo€V
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Since
|det Br| < |||Brl||" < chf, Br' < IBF'II"! < chy",
this implies for all o € Vg
lwePollo,q;7 = |detBT|l/q||'/’EPa”o,q;? < E|detBT|1/q”&”q;E

~ -1 1
= &l det Br|9B7 ol £ < crhy%llollg;e. D

Remark 5.2. The estimates of Lemma 5.1 also hold for “slightly curved” sim-
plices. More precisely, assume that the transfox;mation Fr is no longer affine,
but that it still is a diffcomorphism. Let A7: T — R”" be the invertible affine
mapping which is uniquely determined by the condition that A;‘ o Fr leaves
the vertices of T invariant. Denote by ar the Gram determinant of the trans-
formation of E induced by Ar. A simple perturbation argument then shows
that the estimates of Lemma 5.1 remain valid, provided

W17 = DEF'DArllllg .75 |l Il = DAZ'DFrllllly . 7>
|1 - |det DFr|~'|detDAr|ll, _ 7, 11— B7larlly . 7

are smaller than a positive threshold which only depends on the constants in
the corresponding estimateson 7. O
R Thanks to Lemma 5.1, we may construct in the next section spaces I~’h and
Y, satisfying the conditions of Propositions 4.1 and 4.3 by considering all linear
combinations of functions ywrv and wgPo, where v and ¢ vary in suitable
spaces Vr and Vg, respectively, and T and E run through all simplices and
faces of the finite element partition.

Note that Lemma 5.1 does not depend on the fact that y~ and y; are
polynomials. This special choice has only been made for convenience.

6. SCALAR QUASI-LINEAR ELLIPTIC EQUATIONS OF 2ND ORDER

Consider the boundary value problem
(6.1) ~V-a(x,u,Vu)=b(x,u,Vu) inQ,
' u=0 onT,
where b € C(Q x R x R",R) and a € C!(Q x R x R", R") are such that
the matrix A(x, y, z) := ($(8;,ai(x, ¥, 2) + 8;,a;(X, ¥, 2))1<i, j<n iS POSitive
definite forall x € Q, ye R, z e R".

Under suitable growth conditions on a, b, and their derivatives there are
real numbers 1 < r, g < oo such that the weak formulation of problem (6.1)
fits into the framework of §2 with

X:={uew" (Q:u=00nT},  |-lx:=I"lr
Yi={peW"4Q:u=00nT}, |-ly:=1"liq>

(F(u), p) :=/Qg(x, u,Vu)Vw—/Qb(x, u, Vu)p.

Denote by p := E%T the dual exponent of ¢ . Note that DF(u) € Isom(X, Y*)
if the linear boundary value problem
—V-(A(x, u, Vu)Vv) =V - (8ya(x, u, Vu)v)
—V.b(x,u,Vu)-Vv—-8,b(x, u, Vu)v = f inQ,
v=0 onTl
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admits for each f € Y* a unique weak solution v € X which depends contin-
uously on f.
Some examples of problems falling into the present category are given by:
(1) The equations of prescribed mean curvature:
a(x, u, Vu) :=[1+ ||Vu||*]"/?*Vu,
b(x, u, Vu) := f(x) € L*Q),
r:=q:=2.
(2) The o-Laplacian:
a(x, u, Vu) = ||Vu|*2Vu, a>1,
b(x, u, Vu):= f(x) € LP(Q),
r:=q:=a.
(3) The subsonic flow of an irrotational, ideal, compressible gas:
y—1 1/(y-1)
ate,u, )= [1 - LA vul?]
b(x,u, Vu):= f(x) e LP(Q),

. 2y
r.—q.—y_l.

Vu, y>1,

(4) The stationary heat equation with convection and nonlinear diffusion
coefficient:
a(x,u, Vu) :=k(u)Vu,

b(x,u,Vu):=f—-c-Vu,
feL®(Q), ceCQ,R"), keC*R),
k(s)>a>0, [kO@s)|<y, VseR, 1=0,1,2,
r:=pe(2,4).
(5) Bratu’s equation:
a(x,u,Vu):=Vu,
b(x,u, Vu) := Ae*, A>0,
r:=p>n.
(6) A nonlinear eigenvalue problem:
a(x,u, Vu):=Vu,
b(x, u, Vu) := Au—uf, B>n,
r:=p2>n.
Example (2) fits into the framework of Proposition 2.1if a > 2. If 1 <a <

2, the corresponding function F is no longer differentiable. However, it still
fits into the framework of Remark 2.3 with

o(t) = c{lluollx +13*7%t,  o(t)=ct*!
(cf. [10, §5.3]).
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In example (5) there is a critical parameter A* > 0 such that the problem
admits two weak solutions if 0 < A < A*, exactly one weak solution if A = A*,
and no solution if A > A*. The solution corresponding to A = A* is a turning
point and fits into the framework of the second part of §3 (cf. [12]).

Example (6) always admits the trivial solution. If A is a simple eigenvalue
of the Laplacian, there is a simple bifurcation which fits into the framework of
the third part of §3 (cf. [12]).

We do not specify the discretization of problem (6.1) in detail. We only
assume that X, c XN W1H>°(Q) and Y, c Y N W1->(Q) are finite element
spaces corresponding to .9, consisting of affinely equivalent elements in the
sense of [10], and that S;°°NY C Y.

In order to construct R,, F, and f’h , we define two integers k, [ and
approximations g, of a and b, of b as follows:

alx, up, Vuy), ifa(x, vy, Vog) € S 7! Yoy € X,
ay(x, up, Vi) = > @i, ra(x, up, Vuy), k:=1, otherwise,
TS,
b(x, uy, Vuy), if b(x, vy, V) GS,I,’—I Yo, € X,
Z 7o, 7b(x, uy, Vuy), 1:=0 otherwise.
TS,

Here, u, € X, is arbitrary. Now, fh is defined in the same way as F with a
and b replaced by g, and by, respectively, R; :=1I,, and

f’h :=span{yrv, ygPo:vell,|r, c€llk|e, T€T,, E€& qa},

where m := max{k -1, /}.
Put, for abbreviation,

bu(x, up, Vuy) :

&r == {hg"" -V. (Q(', Up, Vuh) _gh(" Up, Vuh))

—(b(-, up, Vup) = b+, up, Vup)ll§ .7
(6.2) + Y hllin-(a(, un, Vuy)
ECoT\I'

1/p
—ay (-, up, Vuh))]E”Z;E} VT €9,

(6.3)

nr =S hl =V - @, (-, wp, Vup) = by(, up, Vup)llf ,. 1

/p
+ Z hE”[n'gh(" Up, Vuh)]E";;E} VTG‘%'
EcoT\I'

The quantity &7 obviously measures the quality of the approximation of a
and b by g, and b, respectively, and can be estimated explicitly. Below, we

will show that [|(Idy —Ry)*[F (us) — Fy(up)llly- and |[F(uy) — ﬁh(uh)|l~; are
bounded from above by c{} rcg &7}/
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Note that
er =hrl|lf —no,7fllo,p;r VT €,

if X, C S,t’o in examples (1)-(3), that
er < chy' "PNVupllopir VT €5
if X, cS;°° in example (4), that
er < chf||Vuyllo,p; 7 exp([#nllo,c0;7) VT € T
if X, consists of piecewise polynomials in example (5), and that
er=0 VITed9,

if X;, consists of piecewise polynomials and # € N in example (6).
Using integration by parts elementwise, we obtain forall p € Y

(Fun),9) = 3 [{=9-alx, un, Vun) = b(x, wy, Vun)o

(6.4) Te;
+ ) /[" a(x, up, Vup)lee
Ec&, o
and
Fy(un), )= 3 / (=Y - a,(x, up, Vi) = by(x, ey, Vip)}o
(6.5) Ten:
+ Z/ n-ay(x, up, Viip)l£9-
Ec&, o

Lemma 5.1, inequalities (5.1), (5.2), the definition of Y, , and equalities (6.4),
(6.5) then imply that
(6.6) B
|(Idy —Rp)*[F (un) — Fy(un)llly
= sup > (V- (el un Vin) = gy (x, uh, Vup))
Iply=t TE

— (b(x, uy, Vuy) — bp(x, up, Vuy))H{o — Lo}

/[" (a(x, up, Vup) — ap(x, up, Vup))e{e — Lo}
5637;9

/p
cd > e
Te%;
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and
(6.7)

[LCARSACAIA

= sup Y /{—V “(alx, up, Vup) — ay(x, up, V)
o€y TeZ T
llonlly=1

— (b(x, uy, Vup) — by(x, up, Vuy))}op

+ Y /[n “(alx, up, Vup) = ay(x, up, V)@
Ee& o F
h,Q

1/p
<cg Yoy .
TeS

Similarly, we obtain
(6.8) _
|(Idy —Rp)* Fy(up)lly-

= sup Y [ {-V-a,(x, up, Vi) = by(x, up, V) o — Irp}
€Y ez JT

4
lolly=1
+ ) /[n-gh(x,uh,Vuh)]Ew—Ih(o}
Eegi,,n E
and

1/p
<c { > n‘}}
TeS,
(6.9)

1Bl = sup X [ (-9 ai0x s, V) = baCx, s, Vi)o

PhEYy TeG,
llgally=1

+ Z /E[n ~ap(x, up, Vup)le@n

E€&; a

1/p

<ed D g -
TeS,

In order to prove inequality (4.1), consider an arbitrary simplex T € 9}, and
an arbitrary face E € &, o of T and denote by )~’h|w, w € {T, wg, wr},
the set of all functions ¢ € ¥, with supp(¢) C @. Lemma 5.1, equation (6.5),
and the definition of Y} then yield
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Clc4_1hT” -V. Qh(' s Ups Vuy) — bh(" Up, Vuh)"OJ’;T

< suwp  [IV(wro)lgl,.
velly 7\ {0} 0.4:T

. / {—V -gh(x, Uy, Vu;,) — b;,(x, Uy, Vuh)}WT'U
(6.10) T _
= sup }IIV('//TU)||6,1q;T(Fh(uh), yrv)

vel'l,,,|T 0

< sup (Fy(us), @)
PEYy T
llelly=1
and, using inequality (6.10),
(6.11)
cacg e hylPllin - ay (-, wn > Vun)lellp:

< sup cg‘c;lhé/"llaH;;IE /E[n a,(x, up, Vu)gyePo

o€l \{0}
_ -1,.-11/p -1
= sup cgc; hg'lolly g
o€l g\{0}

. {(ﬁh(uh), wePo)

— [ {=V-au(x, up, Vuy) = by(x, uy, Vuh)}'//EPU}

g

< sup (Fy(uy), )
¢€Yh|w5
llelly=1

+ c6_1hE" -V ’Qh(’, Up, Vuh) - bh('> Up, Vuh)“O,P;wE
<c sup (Fu(up), @)

PEY) |wg
llelly=1
Inequalities (6.10) and (6.11) imply that
(6.12) nr<c sup (Fy(u), 9)
¢€Yh IwT
llelly=1
and
1/p
(6.13) Yowht < cllFuun)ly.
Te,; ’

Inequalities (6.8) and (6.13), in particular, prove inequality (4.1).
Propositions 2.1 and 4.1 and inequalities (6.6), (6.7), (6.8), (6.9), (6.12), and
(6.13) yield the following a posteriori error estimates for problem (6.1).

Proposition 6.1. Let u € X be a weak solution of problem (6.1) which is regular
in the sense of Proposition 2.1, and let u;, € X, be an approximate solution of
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the corresponding discrete problem which is sufficiently close to u in the sense of
Proposition 2.1. Then the following a posteriori error estimates hold

1/p 1/p
[l — unlly,r <1 { > 'I‘f} +e { > 5’}}

TeT, n
+ c3||F (up) — Fu(un)lly;y + call Fn(un)lly;
and

/p
'ITSCS||u'uh"1,r;wr+c6{ Z 811)'1} VT € .
T'Cor
Here, er and nr are given by equations (6.2) and (6.3), and ||F (uy)— Fy(un)||v;
and | Fn(un)lly; are the consistency error of the discretization and the residual
of the discrete problem, respectively.

Remark 6.2. Proposition 6.1 can easily be extended to the case of Neumann
boundary conditions. One only has to replace I" in equations (6.2) and (6.3) by
the part of the boundary on which Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed.
The first estimate of Proposition 6.1 also holds if #r is defined using the original
functions @ and b instead of the projected ones g, and b, . The er-term then
of course disappears. If the functions a and b are sufficiently smooth, one
may also use higher-order approximations a, and b, instead of the present
low-order ones. O

As mentioned before, Proposition 6.1 can be applied to example (2) only
in the case a > 2. Observing that for 1 < a < 2 the strong monotonicity
of F implies the unique solvability of the corresponding weak problem, we
obtain from Remark 2.3 and inequalities (6.6), (6.7), (6.8), (6.9), and (6.13)
the following result which complements the results of [9].

Proposition 6.3. Let 1 < a <2 and denote by ue W-*(Q), u=0 on T, the
unique solution of
/ VUl *-2Vuvy = / fo Yoew'x(Q), v=0onT,
Q Q

Let u, € X, be an approximate solution of a discretization of the above problem.
Then the following a posteriori error estimates hold:

1/a 1/a
= unlli,a <c { > 11%} ) { > s‘}}

Teg, TeS,
+ c3l|F (up) — Fy(un)llyy + callFn(un)lly;

1/a 1/a(a—1)
a 1/(a—1 a
{Z ’71} SCS"“‘“h“l/,(a )+C6{Z€T} :

TeS, Te,
Here, er, nr, ||F(un) — Fu(un)lly; . and ||Fy(up)lly; are as in Proposition 6.1.
Moreover,

and

er = hrllf —o,rfllo,a;7 VT €5,
if uy, is piecewise linear.
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As mentioned before, example (6) exhibits a simple bifurcation from the triv-
ial branch at the simple eigenvalues of the Laplacian. Combining the results of
§3 with those of this section, we obtain the following a posteriori error estimate.

Proposition 6.4. Denote by A* € R and u* e W-?(Q), u*=0on T, p>n,a
simple eigenvalue of the Laplace equation with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
conditions and a corresponding eigenfunction with [ u* = 1. Let 4, € R and
u, € X, be a solution of

/Vuthh—lh/uhvh+/ufvh=O Yo, € Xy,
Q Q Q

where X, c {v e WH-2(Q)NnW!H>(Q):v =0 on T} is a finite element space
corresponding to 9, consisting of piecewise polynomials, and where f € N,
B > n. If A, and u, are sufficiently close to A* and u*, the following a
posteriori error estimates hold :

/p
|Ap — A*| + lup — u*||l1,p < 1 Ifszuh_ll+{z 17‘}}

Teg,

and

1/p
/Quh - 1‘ + { > '7’%} < {ldn — A"+ llup — u*ll1,p},

Te,
where

1/p
nr = Wl = Aup = dpunll§ ,.r+ D hellBaunlell. g o -
ECOT\T
Proof. Observe that the consistency error of the above discretization vanishes;
Proposition 6.4 then follows from inequalities (6.6), (6.7), (6.8), and (6.9) and
the results of the third part of §3 with / € & (V, R) given by

l(v):=/v Yoe Wh?(Q), v=0onT. DO
Q

When comparing Propositions 6.1 and 6.4, we remark that the latter only
yields global lower bounds on the error. This is due to the global nature of the
functional / defined above.

We conclude this section with a simple example of an a posteriori error
estimator which is based on the solution of auxiliary local problems and which
generalizes the estimator introduced in [4, 5]. For simplicity we assume that
p =q =r=2. We choose an arbitrary vertex X in the partition .7, and keep
it fixed in what follows. Denote by %, and & the set of all T € .9, and of all
E € &, , respectively, which have x( as a vertex. Put wo := Urc % T. Let

/\’;h = f’h = f’hla)o,
and define the operator B € & (fh , f’,:‘) by

(Bu, ¢):= | Vo'dyVu VYueX,, pe¥,,

o
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where
Ao = A(X0, Un(X0)  T0,we(V4p))

Note that the operator B is obtained by first linearizing around u, the dif-
ferential operator associated with problem (6.1), then freezing the coefficients
of the resulting linear operator at X, and finally retaining only the principal
part of the linear constant-coefficient operator. Since Vu;, may be discontinu-
ous, its value at x( is approximated by the L2-projection 70, wo(Vuy) . Other
constructions are of course also possible.

Since the matrix A(x, y, z) is symmetric and positive definite for all x €
Q, y e R, z € R", and since the functions in fh = f’h vanAish on dwo,
we immediately obtain from Korn’s inequality that B € Isom(X,, Y;). Let

Ug € X » be the unique solution of

(6.14) (Bug, v) = (Fy(us), 9) Vo €Yy,
and set
(6.15) Nxo = ll4oll1,2; -

Note that problem (6.14) is equivalent to

Vo' 40Vuy = / ay(x, up, Vup)Vo — [ by(x, up, Vup)p Vo € Y.
o wo o

This shows that 7,, falls into the class of a posteriori error estimators originally
introduced in [4, 5] for the Poisson equation.

Lemma 5.1 and equations (6.5) and (6.12) immediately imply that

1/2
cliFiun)lig, < { > n%} < el Ea(un)lg, -

Te
Together with Proposition 4.3, this yields the following result.
Proposition 6.5. Let xy be an arbitrary vertex in the triangulation 9, . Then

there are two constants c¢|, ¢y, which only depend on the polynomial degree of
the space X, and on the ratio hr/or, such that the following inequalities hold:

12 12
CI{Z n%} SnxOSCz{Z n%} :

TeS, TS,
Here, nr and 1y, are given by equations (6.3) and (6.15), respectively.

7. EIGENVALUE PROBLEMS FOR SCALAR LINEAR ELLIPTIC OPERATORS
OF 2ND ORDER

As an example for the treatment of eigenvalue problems, we consider in this
section the problem
V- (A(x)Vu)+d(x)u=Au in Q,

7.1
(7.1) u=0 onT.

Here, d € C(Q, R,) and 4 € C1(Q, R"™") are such that 4 is symmetric and
uniformly positive definite on Q. Of course, we are only interested in solutions
u which do not identically vanish on Q.



A POSTERIORI ERROR ESTIMATES FOR NONLINEAR PROBLEMS 465

When considering A as a parameter, problem (7.1) can be treated as a bifur-
cation problem similar to example (6) of the previous section. Here, we adopt
a different strategy and define

X=Y:=Rx{uewWh2(Q):u=0o0nT},
el =1y = {12+ 1172372,

(F([A, ul), [, v]) == /Q{V'U’AVu+duv—Auv}+u{/Qu2—1}.

Then, [A, u] € X, |lullo,2 =1, is a weak solution of problem (7.1) if and only
if it is a solution of equation (1.1). Moreover, one easily checks that [A, ] is
a regular solution in the sense of Proposition 2.1 if and only if A is a simple
eigenvalue of the differential operator associated with problem (7.1).

As in the previous section, we do not specify the discretization of problem
(7.1) in detail. We only assume that

Xp=RxV,CcX, Y ,=RxW,CY,

(Fn([An > unl) > [pn> val) = (F([An, unl), [in > val)
V[An, un) € X, [tn> Vn] € Yy,
where V), W), are finite element spaces corresponding to 7, which consist
of affinely equivalent elements in the sense of [10] and which satisfy {v;, €
S,i’o v, =0 on IT'} € W,. Obviously, the consistency error of the above

discretization vanishes. Moreover, [4;, uy] € X, is a solution of equation
(1.2) if and only if

/{Vv,’,AVuh +duhvh} = )-h/ uv, v, € W,
Q Q

/uﬁ=1.
Q

Hence, problem (1.2) is equivalent to a standard finite-dimensional eigenvalue
problem. In what follows, we will always assume that [4;, u;] € X}, is a solution
of problem (7.2).

Let m be the maximal polynomial degree of the functions in W}, . Proceeding
as in the previous section, we set

(7.2)

(7.3)
Ah = Z ﬂl,TA,
TeS,
dp:=Y mo,rd,
TET,
Ry =10, L],

Yh:=RXSpan{V/T'U’ V/EPG:UGHM|T3 GGHM|Ea T€*7h’ Eegl,ﬂ}a

er = {h%ll —V-((4—A)Vuy) + (d - dh)uh||(2),2;r

1/2
+ Y hEu[n-((A—Ah)Vuh)]EIl%;E} ;

ECOT\T
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nr = {h%ll — V- (AyVuy) + dpuy — Agunll§ 2. 7
(7.4) 1/2
+ Y hellln- (Ahvuh)]E”%;E} ,

ECAT\T

and define F, in the same way as F with A and d replaced by A4, and d,,
respectively. Note that

(7.5) er < chi{|ldll2, 00 llunllt,2:7 + Il c0; 7llUnllo, 2,7}

With the same arguments as in the previous section we conclude that

(F (T, wal)> [, 0] = 3 /T (=Y - (AVit) + dup — Ayt }v

Tes,
+ ) /[n'(Avuh)]E'U Viu,v]€Y,
Ee& o’ E
By (Vs wnD)s [, v]) = Z /{—V' (AVuy) + dpuy — Apuplv
Teg " T
+ ) /[”'(AhVuh)]E'v Viu,v]eY,
Ee& o E

12
(7.6) | (dy —Rp)*[F ([An > un]) — Fn([An» un)lly~ < C{ > 82T} ,

TeS,
1/2
(1.7) IF ([an > un)) = Fu(ln» unDllg. < C{ > 82T} ,
TeS,
1/2
(7.8) I(Idy —Rp)* Fy([An > unDlly~ < c{ 3 n%} ,
Teg,
1/2
(7.9) 1Fi(Un > unDl. < c{ > n%} ,
Teg,
(7.10) nr < sup_ |10, vlliz" (Fa([An, unl), [0, v]).
e

Inequalities (7.8) and (7.10), in particular, prove inequality (4.1).
Propositions 2.1 and 4.1 and inequalities (7.6)—(7.10) yield the following a
posteriori error estimate for problem (7.1).

Proposition 7.1. Let A be a simple eigenvalue of the differential operator as-
sociated with problem (7.1), and let u be a corresponding eigenfunction with
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lullo.2 = 1. Let [Ay, up] € X, be a solution of problem (7.2) which is suf-
ficiently close to [A, u] in the sense of Proposition 2.1. Then the following a
posteriori error estimates hold :

1/2 1/2
|A—Ap] + |l — upll1,2 < 1 { > '1%} + ¢ { > 8%}

Te, TeY,
and
1/2 1/2
> ng <cs{]A—Anl +llu— gl 2} +cag Y €F ;
TeS, TeS,
where the constants ci, ..., cs only depend on the polynomial degree of the

spaces Vy, and W, and on the ratio hr/or, and where e and nr are given
by equations (7.3) and (7.4), respectively.

Remark 7.2. The condition that [4,, u;] has to be sufficiently close to [4, u]
essentially means that |A — A,| has to be smaller than the distance of 4 to its
neighboring eigenvalues. In contrast to Proposition 6.1, we obtain in Proposi-
tion 7.1 only a global lower bound on the error. This is due to the global nature
of the constraint [,u?> = 1 inherent in the definition of F. Proposition 7.1
can easily be extended to the case of Neumann boundary conditions. One only
has to replace I" in equations (7.3) and (7.4) by the part of the boundary on
which Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed. O

8. STATIONARY, INCOMPRESSIBLE NAVIER-STOKES EQUATIONS

As an example for the treatment of elliptic systems we consider the stationary,
incompressible Navier-Stokes equations

—vAu+(u-Viu+Vp=f inQ,
(8.1) V.-u=0 inQ,
u=0 onT,

where v > 0 is the constant viscosity of the fluid.
In order to cast problem (8.1) into the framework of §2, set

M:={ue WH2(Q)":u=0o0nT}, Q:={peL2(Q):/p=0},
Q

: : ".” : ”." : {”.” ”.” }1/
AX . 1 . lld ::Q$ X - Y - 1,2 0,2 ’

(F([u, p)), [v, q]) :=v/QVqu+/Q(u-V)uv——/QpV~v+/QqV-u—/va.

Let M, c M and Q, C Q be two finite element spaces corresponding to 7,
consisting of affinely equivalent elements in the sense of [10]. We assume that
there are two integers k, / > 1 such that

[Sy 1" N M C My C [S;°)"

and
SN c oSt or SYT'nQc O syl
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Define
Xh = Yh I=Mh X Qh’

(Fn([wg, pal) > V> and)
== (F([wy, pul) > [Va > qn))

(8.2) +8 3 R [ (-vhus+ @ V) + Vo~ Dl Vi + Var)
TeS; T

+6 3 hp /E [oalElanl + a6 /Q Ve wV v

E€&, q

Here, a > 0, 6 > 0 are stability parameters. If « > 0, J > 0, the above
discretization is capable of stabilizing both the influence of the convection term
and of the divergence constraint without any conditions about the spaces M, ,
Oy, or the Peclet number Arv~! (cf. [23], where also optimal a priori error
estimates are established). The case a = § = 0 corresponds to the standard
mixed finite element discretization of problem (8.1). The spaces M}, Q, then
have to satisfy the Babuska-Brezzi condition

. V.
(8.3) inf  sup JTPYVW S oo g
2h€0\{0} w,em\ {0} IPrllo,2luxll ;2

with a constant B independent of 4. Moreover, the Peclet number A7v~!
must be sufficiently small in order to balance the influence of the convection
term (cf. [17], where examples of spaces M), Q) satisfying inequality (8.3)
are also given).

If «a = 6 = 0, the consistency error obviously vanishes. If § > 0, we
conclude from standard inverse estimates that it is bounded by

(8.4)

I|F ((wy , pu]) — Fr([wy, oDy,

= sup O Z h% / {-vAu, + (v, - V)u, + Vp, — f}
T

Vi, anl€Yy 1o
ve,anllly=1 €7

{(up - V)vi + Vap}
+d Z hE/E[Ph]E[‘Ih]E+a5/QV.uhv.vh

Ee&,,Q
<c(1+a)d(1 + [luylly,2)

) [hE - vAu, + (wy - V) + Vo =1 5.0+ IV wallf 2. 7]
TeF

12
+ Y hE"[ph]E"%;E} .

E€é&, q

In order to cast this discretization into the framework of §4, we define Fj, in
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the same way as F with f replaced by mp, 7f and set

Rh[“, p] = [Ihul y ey Ihun, O]a

i;h = Span{[ll/TV, 0]’ [WEPG, 0]7 [O’ '/ITP] ‘VE [Hml T]na (S [Hm'IE]n )
penk—llT’ T€‘7h, EG&,Q},

where m = max{2k —1,/—1} and m’' :==max{k-1,/}.
Lemma 5.1 and inequality (5.1) immediately imply

I (s, pa]) = F(lwn, paDllg. =  sup Y [ (f— 7o, rfva
g ”{vh,q;.}ﬁnl 1€ T
Yhdnllly=
(8.5) 12
<ed > hFlf—mo,rflf 27
TeS,
and
(Idy —Rp)*[F4([ws » P4)) — F ([ws, o)y
n
= S > Z/T(fi — o, 7.f)) (Vi — i)
(8.6) v, gllly=1 T€% =1
1/2
<cq Y RHf-mo i 2rp -
TeY,

For abbreviation, we define for all T € 9,

nr = {h%” — vAw, + (- V)uy + Vo — 7o, 75 27
(8.7) 1/2
+ Z he||[vOauy — ppmlel}. e + IV - “h“%,z;r} .

ECOT\T

Observing that the identity

(Ey(lug, o)), [v, ql)

8 = T;yh {/T{—-vAuh + (up - V)u, + Vpy — mo, rf}v +/T‘1V : “h}

+ > /E [v0nuy, — ppn]ev

Ec&, o
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holds for all [v, gq] € Y, we conclude from Lemma 5.1 and inequalities (5.1),
(5.2) that
(8.9)

| Fn([us AN

= sup _ z {/ {—vAw, + (w; - V)u, + Vp, — mo, rf}v, + / a,V - uh}
Ve, a]€EYy TeF, r r
[vx > grllly=1

+ Y /E [vOnuy — prn]EV,

Ecg, o

and
(8.10)

I(1dy —Rp)* Fy([uy, oDl

n
= S, > { /T{—VAuh,i+(“h'V)uh,i+3iph—ﬂo,Tﬁ}
! Teg \i=1
v, qllly=1 h

< A{vi = v} +/ qV'uh}
T

+ ) z/Elvanuh,i—Phni]E(vi—Ih’Ui)

E€&, o i=1
12
2
<c Z nr .
TeS;

In order to prove inequality (4.1), consider an arbitrary simplex T € .9, and an
arbitrary face E € &, o of T and define Y,|,, w € {T, wg, wr}, as in §6.
The definition of Y}, equation (8.8), and Lemma 5.1 then yield the estimates

allV-wllo,2;7

< sup llrll(;l,T/V-uhy/Tr
rel,_| r\{0} R

(8.11) = sup  (Fy(ws, pal), [0, wrrDlirllg . 7
renr—ll T\{O}
< suE <Fh([“h ) ph]) ) [V, q]) ’

[v.ql€Yy 7
Iy, qllly=1
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(8.12)
c1c4‘1hT|| —vAwy, + (uy - Vu, + Vp, — mo, Tf”o 2;T

< s IVwrwWlgh. / {—vuy + (uy - V)up + Yoy — 70, 1B wrw
we[ll,| r17\{0}

sup  [|V(wrwllg . (Fa(lun, pal), [wrw, O])
we[Ilx| 717\ {0}
sup (Fy(luy, pals [¥, 41)

[v,ql€Y,| r
[Itv, allly=1

IA

and, using inequality (8.12),
(8.13)

l—131)2
cacg e v dawy, — pumlell2; £

< sup ol B o5 ! /[va w, — ppnlyePo
oeMulerioy  ©  F L EE g

= sup C2Cq c7
o€[I, | g1"\{0}

1/2 —
Uy llo 3l

. {(Fh([“h , b)), [wePa, 0)

{-vAu, + (u, - V)u, + Vp, — no,Tf}t//EPa}

WE
< sup  (Fy(lw, pa)), [v, 4D
[V,q]Gth wE
v, allly=1

+ g gl — vAw, + (g - V)w, + Vo — 70, 7fll0, 2505

<c sup (Fu([ws, pal), [¥, ).
v, 41E€ Yh| g
”[v’qlll}':l

Inequalities (8.11)—(8.13) imply

(8.14) nr<c sup (Fy(lws, pal), [v, ql)
[V,qleyhle
[Iv, qllly=1
and
1/2
(8.15) Yok <cllFu(lun, pad)llz.
Te, g

Inequalities (8.9), (8.10), and~(8.15) prove inequality (4.1) and show that, up

to multiplicative constants, ||F,([uy, px])||. is bounded from above and from
Yh

below by {};#n%3}!/2. Propositions 2.1 and 4.1 and inequalities (8.4), (8.5),
(8.6), (8.9), and (8.14) now yield the following a posteriori error estimate, which
is a generalization of the results in [25, 27].
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Proposition 8.1. Let [u, p] be a weak solution of problem (8.1) which is regular
in the sense of Proposition 2.1, and let [w,, p,] € X;, be a solution of

(Fh([“h ) ph]) s [vh ’ qh]) =0, V[Vh s qh] € Yh P

where F, is given in equation (8.2), which is sufficiently close to [u, p] in the
sense of Proposition 2.1. Then the following a posteriori error estimates hold.:

1/2
{lu—wsll3 5+ llp = pall§, 2} < cal1 + (1 + 0)8(1 + |luyll1,2)] { > '1%}

TeS,

12
+c { > hEIf- nO,Tf"(Z),Z;T} ,

TeS,

nr < ea{llu—walli 2,0 + 12 = PAlG, 2; 0,32

1/2
+C4{ z h%’v”f—no,]‘lf”%’z;r‘l} )

T'Cwr

where nr is given by equation (8.7) and the constants c,, ..., cs only depend
on the polynomial degrees of the spaces My, Qp and on the ratio hr/or.

Remark 8.2. Proposition 8.1 can be extended to the case of the slip boundary
condition

u-n=T(vu, p)—[n:-T(vu, p)-nln=0,
where
1
T, p)i= (30 + o) - 05, )

1<i,j<n

denotes the stress tensor. One then has to replace ¥Vu—pI in equation (8.7) by
T(vu, p),and T by the part of the boundary on which the no-slip condition u =
0 is imposed. Here, I := (J;)i<i, j<» denotes the unit tensor. Of course, the
discretization then also has to take account of the different boundary condition
(cf., e.g., [24, 26]). O

Remark 8.3. The previous results can also be extended to non-Newtonian fluids.
Combining the arguments used to establish Propositions 6.1, 6.3, and 8.1, one
can prove that the error estimator of [9] also yields local lower bounds similar
to the second estimate of Proposition 8.1. O

Next, we introduce an a posteriori error estimator for problem (8.1), which
is based on the solution of discrete local Stokes problems and which fits into
the framework of Proposition 4.3. This estimator is an extension to the Navier-
Stokes equations of the one introduced in [4, 5] for the Poisson equation.

We choose an arbitrary vertex xo in the partition .7, and keep it fixed in
what follows. Let wg, 9 and & be as in §6. Put

My :=span{yrv, ygPo :v € [IL| 1", 0 € Iw|e]", T€%, E €&},
Qo :=span{yrp:p elly_|r, T € %},
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where m := max{2k — 1,/ — 1}, m' = max{k — 1,/}, and m" :=
max{m, k +n — 1}, and define

Xp =Yy =My xQo,

(B(Iv, q)), [w, r]) i=v Vva—/ 4V - w

@
+/ rvV.v Vv, q], [w,r]e)?h.
wWo

The definition of m” implies that wyrVgq € M, for all g € Qp. Together with
Lemma 5.1, this shows that the spaces Mo, Qo satisfy an analogon of equation
(8.3). Hence, we have B € Isom(Xh , Yh) Let [ug, po] € Xh be the unique
solution of

(8.16) (B([uo, pol)» [W, 1) = (Ey([un, pal), [W, rl) VIw, rl€ Y,
and define
(8.17) My == {00113 2. g + 19013, 2; 0y } /-

Note, that problem (8.16) is equivalent to

Vu,Vw + / (up « V)u,w

o

v Vrow—/ poV-w=v
[O0) [ON)

(20}

—/ phV-w—/ ﬂo)TfW Yw € My,
o o

/rV-uo=/ rvV-u, VreQy.
o wo

This shows that 7, falls into the class of a posteriori error estimators originally
introduced in [4, 5] for the Poisson equation.

Obviously, we have Y|, C Y, . Lemma 5.1 and equation (8.8), on the other
hand, immediately imply

A A

= sup_ {/{ vAuy, + (uy, - Viu, + Vp, — 1o, Tf}v+/ qv - uh}
Iv.qleY; Te%
v, qllly=1

+y / [vOnwy, — ppm]ey

Ee&

1/2
<c Z n% .
Te%

Together with inequality (8.14), this proves

IF(us, paDllg. <c  sup  (Ey(lws, pa)), [¥v, ).
g [v,91€Yh |,
ltv, qllly=1
These results and Proposition 4.3 yield the following proposition, which is a
generalization of results in [4, 5, 25, 27, 28].
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Proposition 8.4. Let xo be an arbitrary vertex in the partition 9;,. Then there
are two constants c1, ¢, which only depend on the polynomial degree of the
spaces My, Qp and on the ratio hr/or, such that the following inequalities

hold:
1/2 12

ag Sonky <ng<al S nk

TeS TeS%
Here, nr and ny, are given by equations (8.7) and (8.17), respectively.
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