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MULTIGOAL-ORIENTED ADAPTIVE FINITE ELEMENT METHODS
WITH CONVERGENCE RATES
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ABSTRACT. We formulate and analyze a goal-oriented adaptive finite element method
for a symmetric linear elliptic partial differential equation (PDE) that can simultaneously
deal with multiple linear goal functionals. In each step of the algorithm, only two linear
finite element systems have to be solved. Moreover, all finite element solutions are
computed with respect to the same discrete space, while the underlying triangulations
are adapted to resolve all inherent singularities simultaneously. Unlike available results
for such a setting in the literature, we give a thorough convergence analysis and verify
that our algorithm guarantees, in an appropriate sense, even optimal convergence rates.
Numerical experiments underline the derived theoretical results.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Overview and state of the art. A posteriori error estimation and adaptive
mesh refinement are key tools for the efficient numerical solution of partial differential
equations (PDEs). In particular, adaptive finite element methods (AFEMs) are able
to resolve singularities and other localized features of the PDE solution with optimal
convergence rates—both with respect to the number of degrees of freedom and the overall
computational cost (or runtime); see, e.g., [Ste07; CKNS08; CG12; CFPP14; GHPS21;
BEFM25]. Typically, an AFEM algorithm consists of the following modules, which are
applied iteratively:

—(_soLvE }—>(ESTIMATE }—>{_ MARK }—>( REFINE }—>{ SOLVE }—>

In applications, the efficient approximation of certain derived quantities of interest of
the PDE solution is often the main target, while the optimal approximation of the PDE
solution itself is only secondary. These quantities of interest are typically modeled by goal
functionals and computationally treated as right-hand sides in the adjoint PDE problem.
An example of such goals is the mean value of the PDE solution in a certain subdomain.

Goal-oriented adaptivity strives to strike an algorithmic balance between singularities
arising from the primal problem associated with the approximation of the PDE solution
and with those that originate from the dual (adjoint) problems. For the case of a
single quantity of interest, the literature on goal-oriented adaptivity is fairly mature; see,
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e.g., |[EEHJO95; BRO1; GS02; MS09] for seminal contributions in the field and [BET11;
FPZ16; DBR21; BIP21; BBI'"22; BGIP23; BBPS25] for some more recent contributions.

More formally (and with further details provided below), let u* denote the exact
solution to the considered PDE and let G' denote a linear goal functional that defines the
quantity of interest, G(u*). Goal-oriented adaptivity then seeks to control the goal error
|G(u*) — G(u})|, where u}; denotes the finite element (FE) approximation of u* in some
discrete space Xy. A crucial feature of goal-oriented algorithms is that, via dualization
techniques (see, e.g., [GS02]), this goal error can be estimated and bounded by the product
of the primal and dual errors. This product allows, roughly speaking, doubled convergence
rates compared to the best possible approximation of the PDE solution itself; see [MS09]
for the first result on optimal convergence rates for goal-oriented AFEM for the Poisson
model problem.

Motivated by multiphysics applications such as multiphase flow or electromagnetics
where multiple quantities of interest arise naturally, the algorithmic treatment of multiple
goal functionals has attracted growing attention in recent years. Nonetheless, due to the
technical challenges, only few works address the case of multiple quantities of interest;
see, e.g., [HHO03; Har08; ELW19; ELN"20]. In this setting, there are 2 < N € N goals
denoted by G; for 1 < j < N.

A key achievement of these works is the design of algorithms that require only two
problem solves per mesh level in the SOLVE module—mnamely, the primal problem and one
suitably combined multigoal dual problem. This significantly reduces the computational
cost. However, forming this combined multigoal quantity requires knowledge of the sign
of each goal-error difference,

sgn(Gj(u*) — G;(uy)) forallj=1,...,N,

which is not available in practice. The work [ELW19| observes that, under a strong
saturation assumption, these signs can be recovered using the computable quantities

sgn(G(up) — Gj(uy)) forall j=1,... N,

for some enriched FE space &), O Xy with corresponding Galerkin solution uj.

This paper presents a new multigoal-oriented AFEM with N goals (NGO-AFEM) that
overcomes this limitation. Our approach achieves this by cycling through all dual problems
with an appropriately modified MARK module, while still solving only two problems in
the SOLVE module at each mesh level. This new approach also allows for a rigorous
convergence analysis that culminates in the proof of optimal convergence rates. Details
on the new MARK module are provided below.

1.2. Model problem. Let Q C R be a bounded Lipschitz domain with d € N. Let
A € [L>(Q))2%d) f e L2(Q), and f € [L*(2)]?. We consider the symmetric linear elliptic

sym?

partial differential equation
—div(AVu*) = f —divf inQ subjectto u* =0 onl :=090. (1)
The weak formulation of (1) seeks u* € H} () that satisfies

a(u*,v) = /Q(AVU*)TVU de = /Q (fo+ f'Vo)de = F(v) forallve H)(Q). (2)

The Lax—Milgram lemma guarantees existence and uniqueness of the weak solution
u* € H}(Q) to (2) given that the diffusion coefficient A(x) € R4 is uniformly positive

sym
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definite, i.e., there exists o € R such that

TA
inf inf gTﬂ >a>0. (3)
zeQeeri\fo} '€
Under this assumption, a(, -) is a scalar product and |||v|||* := a(v, v) defines an equivalent
energy norm on Hj({2). However, we are not interested in the exact solution u* itself, but

only in derived quantities of interest formulated as evaluations of linear goal functionals
G,(u*) = / (gju* + ngVu*) dr forallj=1,...,N € Nwith2 < N, (4)
Q

where g; € L*(Q2) and g; € [L*(€2)] are given. For each goal functional, let 2 € Hj(€2)
denote the corresponding dual solution to

a(v,2}) = G4(v) forallv e H(Q). (5)

To approximate G;(u*), consider a finite-dimensional subspace Xy C Hj(€2). The Lax—
Milgram lemma ensures existence and uniqueness of FE solutions uj;, 2}y € Xu to

a(uy,vg) = F(vy) and  a(vy, 2fy) = Gj(vg) for all vy € Xy, (6)
respectively. For each goal G, there holds the classical error estimate from [GS02; MS09],
G (u”) = Gj(up)| = la(u” —uy, 27 — 25 5)| < |[[w" —ugll =5 — 25l (7)

Considering multiple goals, the adaptive strategy shall drive down the multigoal error

N N
D 1G () = Gi(up)| <l —ujyl| (Z 125 — Z;HHI) — 0 as dimXy — oo, (8)
j=1 Jj=1

with optimal algebraic rate s + ¢, where s > 0 is the best rate for approximating u*, while
t = min; t; > 0 is the best rate for approximating all 25. The error terms in (8) can be
reliably estimated from above by residual-based error estimators g (u};) and ¢; g (23;) for
all 1 < j < N for both the primal and dual problems from (6), respectively. Thus, the
analysis boils down to the convergence of the so-called multigoal-error estimator

N N
Crat D 1G(u) = Gi(wi)| < mu(uky) Y Gu(Zy) = Ay — 0 as dim Xy — oo, (9)
j=1 j=1

where 0 < C,q is the generic reliability constant of residual-based error estimators. One
way to ensure convergence of (9) would be to solve the discrete primal as well as all
discrete dual problems for the arising meshes Ty, i.e., one would need to solve N + 1 finite
element systems per mesh. Instead, the proposed algorithm solves, for all arising meshes
Tu, only the discrete primal as well as one discrete dual problem.

1.3. Main results. On each mesh level, the proposed multigoal-oriented AFEM with
N goals solves for the primal solution uj; and one dual solution 2} for one j € {1,..., N},
where 7 is cycled through as the mesh is refined. The current goal considered is called
active. The key novelty of our approach is a new marking strategy in the MARK module.
We start with determining the quasi-minimal set of elements that need to be refined to
reduce either the primal or the active dual error estimator sufficiently. This is the strategy
proposed in [MS09] for a goal-oriented AFEM with a single goal for the Poisson model
problem, and refined and analyzed in [FPZ16] for general second-order linear elliptic PDEs
in the Lax-Milgram setting.
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We evaluate whether the active dual error estimator is still large compared to the
dual error estimators of all N — 1 previously active goals. If this is the case, we call it
reqular marking and proceed with the usual marking strategy from [FPZ16]. Otherwise,
we constrain the number of marked elements to be no larger than in the previous step,
calling it irregular marking.

As a first important result, we prove that this extended marking strategy still guarantees
that the multigoal-error estimator Ay from (9) contracts linearly up to some multiplicative
constant; see Theorem 4 below.

As the main ingredient for optimal convergence rates, we realize that the cardinality
control in the irregular marking allows to prove a vital cardinality estimate; see Lemma 9
below. Exploiting this result finally establishes optimal convergence rates for the proposed
multigoal-oriented AFEM with N goals; see Theorem & below.

1.4. Outline. The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the new multigoal-
oriented adaptive algorithm. In section 3, we present the proof of linear convergence,
while section 4 is devoted to the proof of optimal convergence rates. Section 5 presents
numerical experiments that underline our findings, before section 6 concludes the paper.

2. MULTIGOAL-ORIENTED ADAPTIVE FEM

In this section, we formulate a multigoal-oriented AFEM that can simultaneously deal
with N € N linear goal functionals G1,...,Gy: &* — R, while only solving two discrete
problems per adaptive step.

2.1. Mesh refinement. We introduce some notation regarding mesh refinement. Let
To be a given conforming initial triangulation of 2. For mesh refinement, we employ
newest vertex bisection (NVB); see [Ste08; KPP13; DGS25]. For each mesh Ty and given
marked elements My C Ty, we denote by 7, := refine(Ty, Mpy) the coarsest mesh
where all " € My have been refined, i.e., Mg C Ty \ 7. Moreover, we write T, € T(Ty),
if Tj, results from Ty by finitely many steps of refinement and use T = T(7;) for brevity.

Each triangulation 7y € T is associated with a conforming finite-dimensional FE space
Xy C H}(Q) with piecewise polynomial ansatz functions of degree at most p € N, i.e.,

Xy = SY(Ty) = {vg € Hy(Q)|VT € Ty : vylr is a piecewise polynomial of degree < p}.
Obviously, Xg C H} () is a closed subspace. Since we employ NVB, T, € T(Tg) implies

nestedness Xy C A}, of the corresponding FE spaces.

2.2. A posteriori error estimation and axioms of adaptivity. We suppose
additional regularity A|r € [Wh(T)]|%d and fl|r, g|lr € [HY(T)]? for all T € Ty and

sym
define the local contributions to the error estimators on each triangle 7' € Ty by

i (Tiom)? = W || f + div(AVvg — f)l[2a) + hrlll(AVor — £) " n]l[22or00).
Cu(T; UH)2 = h?png + div(AVog — gj)”%,?(T) + hr|[(AVvg — Qj)T"]]H%?(aTmQ)?

where hy = |T|'/? denotes the local mesh-size. These are the standard residual-based
indicators associated to (6); see, e.g., [AO00; Verl3] for further details. For any subset
Uy C Ty and all vy € Xy, we define the error estimators by

ne(Un;ve) = Z nu(Tion)?  and G u(Un;vn)? = Z Gu(Tivg)? (10b)

TeUy TeUy

(10a)

Furthermore, we abbreviate the global error estimators by ng(vg) == ng(Ty;vy) and
CGou(ve) = Gu(Tu;vm). Moreover, the argument vy is omitted if the corresponding
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discrete solution is used, e.g., ny(Un) = ny(Ug,uj;). With this understanding, the
a posteriori error estimators satisfy the following estimator properties.

Lemma 1 (Axioms of adaptivity [CFPP14]). Any of the error estimators uy €
{nu, Gy Cy} from (10) satisfy the following: There exist Cstab, Crels Carels Cinon > 0
and 0 < Geq < 1 such that, for any triangulation Ty € T, any refinement T, € T(Ty),
any subset Uy C Tp, N Ty, and arbitrary vy € Xy, vy, € Xy, the following hold:

(A1) Stability: |on U vn) — par(Uns ve)| < Cosean [|lon — vall;

(A2) Reduction: Ln(To \ T ve) < Grea b (Ta \ Thy vm);

(A3) Reliability: lw* — will < Crer pom;

(A4) Discrete reliability: llur — willl < Cavel o (T \Tr);
(QM) Quasi-monotonicity: prn < Cronfbn-

The constant Cre depends only on the diffusion matrix A, the uniform ~y-shape regularity
of all Ty € T, and on the space dimension d, while Cgap, and Care additionally depend on
the polynomial degree p. For NVB, reduction (A2) holds with ¢weq == 27?9, Moreover,
discrete reliability (A4) yields reliability (A3) with Cre < Carel and the constant in quasi-
monotonicity (QM) satisfies Cpon < 1+ Cstap Carel- O

We recall a well-known result which follows by elementary calculus from stability (A1)
and reduction (A2) of the residual error estimator from (10). The statement is implicitly
found in [CKNS08; CEFPP14] and explicitly formulated in [BBPS25, Lemma 7|.

Lemma 2. Suppose stability (A1) and reduction (A2). Let Ty € T and T, € T(Ty). Let
vy € Xy and v, € Xy,. Then, there holds stability

~—

pn(on) < po (o) + Csean lom = wnlll - for any pu € {nu, Cuu, - v} (11

Moreover, let 0 < 6 < 1 and suppose the Ddirfler marking criterion 0 ug(vg)? <
wr (Tu\Tn;ve)? with respect to the refined elements Ty\Tn. Then, with 0 < g =
[1— (1 —q2)0)"/? < 1, there holds

pn(vn) < qo ppr(ve) + Csap lve — il for any pr € {nu, Ga, - Cvat. O (12)

2.3. Multigoal-oriented adaptive algorithm. To present the algorithm, we need
the following notation: For a marking parameter 0 < 6 < 1, a mesh 7Ty, and a sequence
wr € {nu,Ciu, .., (v} of corresponding refinement indicators, we let

M0, 00; T, i) = {Un S Ta | 0 gy < poer (U T)?} (13)
denote the set of all subsets Uy of Ty that satisfy the Dorfler marking criterion [Dor96],
and, for 1 < Chan and #UR™ = miny,, emip,co; 7y un] FUn, we define

M[97 C’mark; THa ,UH] = {MH € M[97 o5 TH)MH] | #MH S CVrnark #ugnn} (14)

to be the set of all those subsets Uy that are quasi-minimal, i.e., minimal up to the fixed
factor Cpark. The following algorithm builds upon the marking strategy from [FPZ16|
in step (iii.a) but one could alternatively employ the strategy from [MS09]| while still
obtaining the same results. The algorithm reads as follows.

Algorithm A (multigoal-oiented adaptive FEM (NGO-AFEM)). Input: Initial
mesh To of Q, goals Gy, for 1 < k < N with 2 < N, and adaptivity parameters 0 < 6 <1,
0< owr <1/(N—1), and 1 < Cipark. Define (*¢v¢ =0 for 1 <k < N.

Loop: For all ¢ =0,1,2,..., repeat the following steps (i)—(iv):
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(i) SOLVE (primal problem) & ESTIMATE. Compute the primal discrete solution
u; € Xy to (6) and the corresponding refinement indicators ny(T') from (10) for all
T €Ty, and pick M} € M0, Crnark; Tz, Me).-
(ii) SOLVE (one dual problem) & ESTIMATE.
(a) Define j := mod(¢,N)+ 1, i.e., we cycle through j =1,..., N as { increases.
(b) Compute one dual discrete solution z5, € X, to (6) and the corresponding
refinement indicators (f(T') == (;o(T) from (10) for all T € Ty, and pick
MZ € M[07 Cmark; 727 Cj,f] .
(iii) MARK. Determine the set of marked elements My C Ty as follows:
(a) Pick MP™ € {My, M;} with #MP™ = min{#MY, #M;} and choose
Mz C My UM such that MP™ C MY and #M}* < CrancttMP™.
(b> If Oirr mal)vg ) C?Etiive < szctive’

=1,...,

then choose M, = M}?; (regular marking)
else  choose My C My* with # My < #My_y; (irregular marking)
i.e., the else-clause covers the cases in which 1 < £ and there exists 1 €
{1,..., N — 1} such that (3" < gy, (2.

(iv) REFINE. Employ newest vertex bisection to generate Tpy1 = refine(Ty, M,).

Output: Sequence of adaptively generated triangulations T, and corresponding approzimate

goal values Gy(u}),...,Gy(u)) € R for all € € Ny.

In the following, we speak of regular marking in step ¢ if M} C M, or M7 C M,
(and hence Dorfler marking is applied for either the primal estimator or the active dual
estimator). Otherwise, we speak of irregular marking in step ¢.

Remark 3. (i) Note that for N = 1, Algorithm A coincides with the usual GOAFEM
algorithms from [MS09; FPZ16] and no irreqular marking step is present in the algorithm.

(ii) Obviously, one could solve in step (ii) for all discrete dual solutions 27, for j =
1,...,N and then determine M; with respect to the overall dual estimator (,(T)* =
Zj.vzl Co(T)?. This would allow to omit the additional marking step (iii.b) and to directly
apply the results of [FPZ16] to see that R-linear convergence (16) of Theorem 4 and optimal
convergence rates (30) of Theorem & hold. However, this requires to solve for N +1 FE
solutions per adaptive step ¢ € Ny. Instead, the proposed algorithm requires to solve only
for two FE solutions per ¢ € Ny, independently of the number N of goal functionals. The
important tmpact of the proposed algorithm is that Theorem J and Theorem 8 transfer
from the naive algorithm to the present (much more efficient) variant.

(iii) The irreqular marking strategy in step (iii.b) does not require that any elements
are chosen for refinement, i.e., M, = 0 is admissible. In this case, the mesh remains
unchanged, i.e., Tox1 = To. This case is also covered in our theory and practically
corresponds to a more aggressive form of adaptive refinement (which, in the worst case,
solves all dual problems for one refinement step); see also the experiment in subsection 5.2.

(iv) If the marking step (iii.b) is omitted and M, = M}? is used for all { € Ny,
the R-linear convergence (16) of Theorem J remains valid, even with a simplified proof.
Howewver, the statement (30) of Theorem 8 is weakened to

sup(#7¢ — #To + 1) min n, (e < Copy max ||u]
£eNy j=1,...,N j=1,..,.N

s 125 14

i.e., optimal convergence would only be guaranteed for the goal error with the minimal
estimator product, while the other products would potentially decay at suboptimal rates.
Clearly, this is not acceptable.
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The subsequent sections are devoted to the convergence analysis of Algorithm A: We
prove linear convergence in section 3 and optimal convergence rates in section 4 below.

3. R-LINEAR CONVERGENCE

This section proves that the multigoal-oriented AFEM with N goals (Algorithm A)
guarantees linear convergence of the multigoal-estimator product defined in (15) below.
We state R-linear convergence of the algorithm, which is the main result of this section.

Theorem 4 (R-linear convergence of NGO-AFEM). Suppose stability (Al), re-
duction (A2), reliability (A3), and quasi-monotonicity (QM). Let 0 < 6 < 1, recall
0<q=[1—-(1-¢%,)0"? <1 from Lemma 2 and define the multigoal-estimator product

N
Ay = Ne Z Ci,ﬂ for all £ € Ny. (15)
i=1
Choose 0 < 0pr = 0ie[0] < 1 such that ety == g9 + (N — 1) 0irr < 1. Then, Algorithm A
guarantees the existence of constants 0 < Cy, and 0 < g, < 1 such that A, satisfies

Ag+n < Chin q{iln Ay for all £,n € Ny. (16)

The constants Cy, and qi, depend only on 0, oy, and N as well as on the constants
in (A1)—(A3) and (QM).

Remark 5. (i) Note that the multigoal-estimator product A, from (15) is equivalent to
the multigoal-estimator product Eg =1 maxX;=1_ N G-

(ii) The bound on the adaptivity parameter oy, can be explicitly calculated, since Greq =
2-124 s known and 6 and N are user-defined. Even choosing oy slightly above this
threshold does not affect the numerical performance of the algorithm; see the experiment
n section 5.2.

The main observation to prove Theorem 4 is the following perturbed contraction for
the multigoal-estimator product A, from (15).

Lemma 6. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4, for all ¢ € N, there exists 0 < R, such
that the multigoal-estimator product A, from (15) satisfies

Appan-1 < qer Do+ Re with Y RY < Con A7, (17)
k=t
The constant 0 < Cyum depends only on Cyan, Crel, Cmon, and N.

Proof. The proof is divided into six steps.

Step 1 (levelwise notational preliminaries). Suppose we are on level ¢ € Ny. We
define the map J: Ny — {1,..., N} by J[{] == mod(¢, N) + 1, i.e., J[¢] denotes the active
dual problem in step ¢ of Algorithm A, i.e., (2™ = (1, Moreover, by defining the map
L:N—{{—1,...,4— N +1} with Czc[g]ive = max;—;,_n_1 (29 we also have the largest
active goal in the last N — 1 levels at hand, which is important for irregular marking.

For the remaining proof, it is convenient to define the following perturbation term

N N
i e S et — 2l + s = will 3 G (18)
i=1 i=1
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with the corresponding multiplicative constant Cpe == Cyap + (1 + Cion) CZap, Crel-
Step 2 (forward contraction for regular marking in step £). If M} C M,, then
we employ reduction (12) for 7, and stability (11) for (s, = ¢, This verifies

Ner1 Carerr < (a0 Me + Costan [[ug 41 — g lll] [t + Chstab 125,041 — Zﬁ[e],e””
< qone Gyt + Cstan e + Cab sy — wll H|Z§[e],e+1 - Z}[K},Em (19)
< g0 e Criee + Cher re.

If Mj € M,, then we employ stability (11) for 1, and reduction (12) for (sjg,.. This also
guarantees (19) in case of exchanged roles.

Step 3 (backward contraction for irregular marking in step £). If both inclusions
My C M, and M; C M, fail in step ¢, then Algorithm A(iii.b) guarantees that

Crtene = G2 < 0une CE5° = Oire Cutrien,ig)- (20)
Using this inequality and stability (11) for the estimator 7,, we thus obtain
(20), (11) £
e Crge < |Mejg + Cstab Z [ufsq g — UE-/JH] Oirr CIILI),L(0)
k=l (21)
(1) N-1
< Oirr Uiav gJ[L[Z]],L[Z] + C(per Z Me—k-
k=1

Step 4 (goal-wise notational preliminaries). Note that the multigoal-estimator
product A, sums over the contributions of all dual problems. For the following step, it
is important to change to a goal-wise viewpoint. For every goal G; with j € {1,..., N},
there exists a unique m = M[(,j] € {{+ N —1,..., 0+ 2(N — 1)} such that j = J[m],
i.e., m is the unique level such that the dual problem with index j is active and hence
Cim = (2. Thus, in case of irregular marking, define n[j] == J[L[M[(,j]]]. The
function m maps the goal index j to the active goal that is associated with the maximal
estimator within the levels ¢ < M, j] — (N — 1) to M[¢,j] < £+ 2(N — 1) (which will
be helpful for irregular marking). Moreover, we define the pairwise disjoint sets that
partition the indices of the goals 1 < j < N according to the algorithmic decision in the
mark module, i.e.,

Tegll] ={j € {1,..., N}| Algorithm A uses regular marking in step M|/, j|}
and its complement Z;,[(] = {1,..., N} \ Zyeq
[l = {j € {1,...,N}| Algorithm A uses irregular marking in step M[(, j]|}.
Since M[(,jl e {{+ N —1,...,0+2(N — 1)}, this considers N steps of the algorithm.
Step 5 (perturbed contraction £+ 2N — 1 — £). In this step, we prove the
perturbed contraction stated in (17). Every dual problem with index i = 1,..., N is
active exactly once in the steps £+ N — 1,..., £+ 2(N — 1). In every step, either regular

marking (discussed in Step 1) or irregular marking (discussed in Step 2) is applied. Hence,
forany me {{+ N —1,...,0+2(N — 1)}, we have that

(19)

Nm+1 CJ[m],m+1 < qo Thm CJ[m],m + C(per Fm (22&)
or
(21) N1
MCfmlm < Oirr NLfm) Co{Lim]),Lim] + Cper Z Fm—k; (22b)
k=1
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where Lim] € {m —1,...,m — N +1} is the level from Step 1 in case of irregular marking.
Note that
+2(N—1)

Zrmk< Z forallme {{+N—1,....0+2(N—1)}. (23)

We split up the multigoal-estimator product Ay, on_1 into contributions from regular and
irregular marking with respect to the goals, i.e.,

N

Appon—1 = E NetaN—1 GjeraN—1 = E NesoN—1 G eran—1+ E Nevon—1 Gjeran—1. (24)
j=1 jeIreg [e] ] EIirr [a

The regular terms in (24) can be contracted with (22a) for the active goals and stability (11)
for the inactive goals, yielding

(22a),(11 (+2(N-1)
Z Neyan—1Geyan—1 < QH Z Ne+N-1 Gt N-1 + [ Zreg[€]| Cper Z Mk
J€TLreg[/] J€Lreg [l k=(+N-1
() (+2(N-1) (25)
S de Z e Cj,ﬁ + |Ireg [€]| Cper Z k.
J€Lregll] k=¢

The sum with irregular marking in (24) is more involved and needs to be contracted
down to level ¢ in one go. This is due to the fact that any irregular marking in the levels
{+ N —1tol+2(N — 1) compares the current level with the last N — 1 levels. Thus,
in our worst case analysis, one irregular term may be contracted back to level . By
exploiting (22b) and (11) repeatedly to cover the worst case, we deduce that

(+2(N-1)

Z Te42N -1 Cj {+2N—1 < Oirr Z Ne Cﬂ[j]Z + 2|-'Z_11r1r |Oper Z k- (26)

J j € Lirr [K] J j € Lirr [6]

The factor 2 in front of |Z;,[(]| appears since we use stability (11) for the inactive goals
and the estimate (22b) for the active goal already carries a sum (and we also use (23)).
Overall, by combining (24) with (25)—(26), we have derived

L4+2(N—1) 0+42(N-1)
AZJrZN 1 < qo Z Ne C]Z + |Ireg ’ Cper Z ry + Oirr Z Ne Cﬂ'[j] y4 + 2|:Z'.1rr[ ]l per Z rg.
J€Treg|l) = JE€Lire [£] k={

Note that each goal G; with index 7 € {1,..., N} appears at most once in the sum over
T,esf] and at most N — 1 times in the sum over Z,[¢] as 7[j] # j. Hence, we obtain that

(+2(N-1)
AZJrZNfl S [q@ + (N - 1)Qirr] AZ + 2N C1per Z rg.
k={

Step 6 (summability of the remainder term). Set R, := 2N Cp, ZHQ(N R

Let n € Ny be arbitrary. We observe that every term r, appears at most 2N — 1 times in
the sum Z”n RZ. With the discrete Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we thus obtain that

t+n t4n k+2(N-1) (t+n)+2(N-1)

2 2 2
§ Rk per E : § rk’ —= C(per E : M-
k=¢ k'= k=¢
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The discrete Cauchy—Schwarz inequality also yields

N N
<N (0 S leten — el + i — et S22,
=1 =1

Using quasi-monotonicity (QM) and K := ¢+ n+ 2(N — 1), we derive that

l+n N K N K
> RE< (2N Cy Ol |1 DD Mt — 20l (32 6) Dl — 2.
k=¢ i=1 k={ =1 k=¢

Recall that |||v][|> = a(v,v) and that the variational formulations (2) and (6) together
with &, C Xy, imply the Galerkin orthogonality

a(u* —up g, upq —u;) =0 forall £ € Ny.
The resulting Pythagorean identity
gy = will® = Il = uill* = lllw* = gl

thus yields the telescoping sum

K

Dl = aillP = e =P = e* = i I < llle* =gl < Chyoii.
k=¢

The same argument applies to the dual problems. Overall, we thus derive that

t+n N N
Z Ri S 26 N5 C’ger C(rznon C(1r2e1 77? Z Cz2,€ = C(sum 77[? Z CZE S C'sum Ag
k=( i=1 i=1
Since Cyy is independent of n, this concludes the proof of (17). O

Remark 7. To reduce the N-dependence in the estimate, one might consider the ly-sum of
the goal errors Zjvd |G(u*) — Gy(ub)|? with Ap =07 SN, Z2o- In this case, stability (11)
and reduction (12) are employed using the Young inequality such that

pin(vn)? < (14 0) g (v)® + (1 +671) Coop lvn — va||?
as well as
pn(vn)? < (14 0) qg pr(ve)® + (1 + 671 Coap lllon — va|l>.

Define Cyar, == (1 4+ 671 C2,, and éper = 2C4ab + (1 4 Cnon)2 C2,, C2,. Choosing 0 < &

sufficiently small such that (1+8) g2 < 1 and (1+6)N < 2, the perturbed contraction reads

£€+2N71 S (/]Vctr AZ + ﬁﬁ with Z /Iik S ésum Aﬁa
k={

where Gur = (1 +6) @2 + (N = 1)(1 + 6N 02, and Coym = 22 N2C2 C2

2
per ~mon C’rel and a

suitable adaptation of the remainder Ry.

Proof of Theorem /. Together with (17), the Young inequality yields
Afon 1 <(1+08) g A+ (1467 1)R}  for all £ € Ny and all 0 < 4. (27)
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We choose 0 < § sufficiently small such that ¢ := (1 + 0) gty < 1. We aim to verify the
summability criterion from [BFM 25, Lemma 2| for a, := A,. To this end, let £,n € Nj.
Together with quasi-monotonicity (M), the last formula (27) leads to

l+n l+n L+n—(2N-1)
ZN g L+2(N—1)Cao] A7+ Y AF=[1+2(N —1)Ch,,] A7 + Z A? oy
k={+2N-1
27) l+n—(2N—-1)
<SH+2N-DChJ A3+ Y (¢AF+(1+67)RE).
k={

Rearranging this estimate, we see that

l+n l+n—(2N-1)

) _
> AT < — (2N - DO A 6T YD RY)
par q k={
() -1, -
D 1L+ 2N 1>C‘f°“> AH07) G 2 _ ¢y, A2
—q

Therefore, [BEM 25, Lemma 2| concludes the proof of R-linear convergence (16) with
CE 1+ Cant and ¢2, == (1 4+ Cian)/(2 + Cian) (as the proof in [BFM ' 25] reveals). [

1n‘

4. OPTIMAL CONVERGENCE RATES

Optimal convergences rates are captured by means of nonlinear approximation classes
as introduced in [BDDO04] in the context of adaptive FEM. The main result of this paper
(Theorem & below) connects the decay of the multigoal-estimator product A, defined
in (15) to the best possible rates that can be achieved by a theoretical sequence of optimal
meshes. To this end, for n € Ny, we write Ty € T, if Ty is a refinement of 7y with at most
n more elements, i.e., Ty € T and #Ty — #7o < n. We say that w* € {u*, z7,..., 25} is
in the nonlinear approximation class of rate 0 < r, if

¥ le, = sup (n+ 1) min jugps(w)) < oc. (28)
neNg Topt€Tn
where piopt(w*) is the corresponding error estimator from (10) associated with the optimal
triangulation 7o € T, and in accordance with w*. While our definition of ||w*||a,
follows [CFPP14] and relies on the estimator only, we note that ||w*||s, can indeed be
characterized in terms of error plus data oscillations as in [CKNS08]. We refer, e.g.,
to [CEFPP14] for details.

The following main theorem gives meaningful results for the case where the primal and

dual problems can be approximated with certain rates 0 < s, ¢ in the sense that

N

[[u illa, < oo,

i=1
i.e., there are (potentially different) mesh sequences such that the primal estimator n
decays (at least) with rate s and all dual estimators (; decay (at least) with rate t.
According to the following theorem, the proposed Algorithm A then guarantees that the
multigoal-estimator product A, from (15) decays with rate s + ¢.

Theorem 8 (optimal convergence rates of NGO-AFEM). Suppose stability (A1),
reduction (A2), discrete reliability (A4), and quasi-monotonicity (QM). Define 0, =
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1/(1 + CSQtangrel) and
Co = _max Z#MkA;/ (o+9), (29)

Let0 <0 <0, and 0 < gir < (1 —qp)/(N — 1), where 0 < gg = [1 — (1 —¢24) 0]*/?> < 1 as
in Lemma 2. Then, Algorithm A guarantees, for all rates 0 < s,t, that
sup (#7; = #7T5 + 1) A < Cope max { o, max_ [l 17711}, (30)
€Ny J=Loews

where Cop, > 0 depends only on the constants in (Al), (A2), (A4), (QM), and on Ciark,
0, Oir, S, t, N, the initial mesh Ty, and the mesh-closure constant.

As

This statement can be interpreted as follows. If rate 0 < s is theoretically possible
for the primal problem, i.e., ||u*||a, < 0o, as well as rate 0 < ¢ is possible for all dual
problems, i.e., ZfV:le: ||a, < oo, then Algorithm A drives down the multigoal-estimator
product A, from (15) with rate 0 < s + t. More formally, there holds A, < (dim &) ~(+?)
with dim A, being the number of degrees of freedom of the FE discretization.

The mathematical core of Theorem &8 is the following lemma, which controls the number
of marked elements in each step of the adaptive algorithm.

Lemma 9 (control over the number of marked elements). Suppose stability (Al)
and discrete reliability (A4), and let 0 < 0 < 0, = 1/(1 + C2,,C3 ) as in Theorem 8.
Then, there exists a constant Cy > 0 such that, for all 0 < s,t and all ¢ € Ny, the sets of
marked elements M, of Algorithm A satisfy with Cy from (29) that

AM, < C) maX{C’O, [l

w125 AT here j = mod (6, V) +1. (31)

The constant C depends only on Chark, Cuons @k, Oirrs S, t, and N.

The proof of Lemma 9 on the control the number of marked elements in Algorithm A
requires the following two auxiliary results from the literature.

Lemma 10 (optimality of Dorfler marking [CFPP14, Proposition 4.12]). Suppose
stability (A1) and discrete reliability (A4), and recall 0 < 0, < 1 from Theorem 8. Then,
for all 0 < 0 < 0,, there exists 0 < q, < 1 such that for all Ty € T and all T, € T(Tx),
there holds the following implication for any of the estimators gy € {nm,Cim, .-, CNm}:

ph < qpr = Ou < pa(Ta\Th)> O (32)

The definition of the approximation classes (28) and the validity of the overlay estimate
for newest-vertex bisection from [Ste07; CKNSO08] enable the following lemma.

Lemma 11 (comparison lemma [FGH" 16, Lemma 14]). Given any 0 < ¢ < 1,
each mesh Ty € T admits a refinement T, € T(Ty) such that for all 0 < s,t and all
7=1,..., N, it holds that

MhCin < qnuCa and

33
#ﬁt - #TH < 2 [Cmon q71/4 HU*‘ ( )

]1/(S+t) |: :|—1/(s+t). |:|

as 1771 Nir G,

Proof of Lemma 9. The proof is split into four steps. Step 1 provides control on the
set M}*. Steps 2-3 concern regular marking in Algorithm A(iii.b), where M, = M}?
satisfies the Dorfler marking criterion for 7, or (2. Step 4 covers the case of irregular
marking in Algorithm A(iii.b), where Dérfler marking might fail since M, G Mj?.

January 6, 2026 12



Step 1 (control of #MY* for all £ € Ny). Recall that (}*V = (;, with j =
mod(¢, N) + 1. For ¢ = ¢*> and Ty = Ty, the mesh T, € T(7;) from Lemma 11 guarantees

MGin < @ mGe  and (34a)
AT, — #T; < 2[ on @ —-1/2 u ]1/(s+t [77 G } 1/( s+t)‘ (34b)
The first inequality (34a) yields that
N < @ee Or Cin < Gu Gje-
Lemma 10 and the quasi-minimal choice of M} and M7 thus guarantee
H#M < Croark #(Te\Tr) o #MG < Crar #(Te\ ).
In any case, this proves that

M < Cori min{# M #MG} < Chane #HTAT) < Chan S
v (35)
< 2Ch [Conon 4772 PV e ] 7.

Step 2 (control of #M, for £ < N — 2). From the definition (29) of Cp, it
immediately follows that (31) is satisfied with C; =1 for £ < N — 2.
Step 3 (control of #M, for regular marking and N — 1 < £). We have that
Oir Max;—1_ y_1 (Ve < (2°%ve Quasi-monotonicity (QM) shows that
C][Z*’i],@ < Cmon CJ[@*Z'},Z*@' = CVrnon ?Etiive-

From this, it follows that

Z sz — Z CJ[( RS < CaCtIVe + Cmon Z aCthe < (N — ]_)Onwn errl) ?Ctlve

Together with
O =202, [Conon a2 (1 4+ (N — 1) Coom 03)] /¢ (36)
and (35), this yields

(35) N
#Muz < 92 Cr2nark [Cmon @ —1/2 | ]1/(5+t) [775 C?ctlve} 1/(s+1)

1/(s — S
< C{ [Hu A} /(s+t) AZ 1/( -‘rt)‘

This proves (31) with C} = max{1, C|} for any ¢ € N with regular marking. Overall, (31)
is thus proved for all ¢ € Ny with regular marking.

Step 4 (control of #.M, for irregular marking). Let N —1 < ¢ and we have that
there exists an index ¢ € {1,..., N — 1} such that (#"® < gy, (2. Let 0 < ¢/ < £ be
the largest index such that M, is obtained by regular marking. Note that by choice of ¢
all mesh levels k € {¢' +1,...,¢} employ irregular marking. Hence, Algorithm A(iii.b)
ensures that

(31)
BM < < HMp < max { Gy, O |

where 0 < C7 is the constant defined in (36). With quasi-monotonicity (QM) (or R-linear
convergence (16)), we verify that

Y

K ]1/(s+t)} AZ—,l/(ert)

Ay < CEoL A
Combining the last two formulas, we prove (31) with C; = Cale™ max{1,C!} for any

¢ € N with irregular marking. This concludes the proof. U
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Proof of Theorem 8. Let ¢ € N. Recall the mesh-closure estimate from [BDD04],

-1

#HTo— #T0 < Cuest Y # M, (37)
k=0

with a constant Cen that depends only on d and 7;. With this, the control on the
number of marked elements (31), and R-linear convergence (16), it follows that

/-1

(#T #76 + ]-) < #T #76 < Cmesh Z #Mk‘

k=0

Z A—l/(s—f—t ]

}1/(s+t)} AV s+

(31)
< max {Co, max a1 ] " |

.....

¢

Loy

] 1/(s+t) }

Noting that this estimate is trivial for £ = 0 by definition of |lu*[[s, and [|2}]|4,, we
conclude the proof. O

=1,...,

We remark that an initial solve (and comparison) of all dual problems on the inexpensive
initial level ¢ = 0 allows to improve the constant Cy from (29) in Theorem 8 as follows.

Corollary 12. Let us adapt Algorithm A such that on level £ = 0 all dual problems are
solved and potentially renumbered such that (no < (n-10 < ... < (10. Moreover, we set
active .— (o110 for £ < i in the initialization of Algorithm A. Under the assumptions of
Theorem 8 and for all 0 < s,t, the optimality result (30) holds in the improved form

Sup(#'ﬁ . #76+ )S—HAE < Copt max [ :|1/(S+t)

£eNg 7=1,...,

: (38)

i.e., the constant Cy from (29) can be omitted since there holds
1/(s+t
Co < Cu[llulaliz}l12,] ™.

The constant 51 depends only on Chark, Cmons @x;, Owr, and N.

Proof. We adapt the proof of Lemma 9 and focus on ¢ = 0. Since regular marking is
performed on level £ = 0, the estimate (31) from the proof of Lemma 9 applies and yields

Al o] T,

Moreover, by the potential renumbering of the dual problems, we have

#Mo = #MG* < 207 [Cron a1 [0

Ag

Ao < N Ci,0-

The control of # M, for any 0 < ¢ follows from the proof of Lemma 9, where we can omit
the constant Cy by virtue of the last estimate. This concludes the proof. O
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5. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we present several numerical experiments that underline the theoretical
findings of this work. In particular, we verify the optimal convergence rates of the proposed
multi-goal adaptive algorithm (Algorithm A) for several experimental setups with unknown
exact solutions and decoupled goal functionals in the dual problems. All experiments are
performed with the open-source MATLAB library MooAFEM [IP23].

5.1. Experiment with N = 3 goals. We consider a variant of [MS09, Example 7.3]
on the domain © = (0,1)? C R? with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions. The
diffusion coefficient A = 1, and the right-hand sides f = 0 and f = (—=1,0) " xq,. The
goals are defined as g = go = g3 = 0, and g; = (1,0)"xq,, g2 = (1,0)"xq,, and
gs = (0,1.5)Txq,, where Xq, denotes the characteristic function on the subdomain €,
defined as in Figure 1. The adaptivity parameters are set to 0 = 0.5, CL. = 2, and
oirr = 0.25. If not stated otherwise, we use Algorithm A, where we select exactly #M,_;
elements from the set M}* in the irregular marking step (iii.b). Figure 1 also displays
snapshot meshes at a certain point in the algorithm for both p = 1 (left) and p = 3 (right).

Figure 2 shows convergence rates for the multigoal-error product A, from (15) for
p € {1,2,3} (left) and the individual error estimators 7, and (;, with i = 1,2,3 for
p = 2 (right). Optimal convergence rates O(nDof ?) for the multigoal-error estimator and
O(nDof?/2) for the individual estimators are attained. Note that the values of the error
estimators (;, do not change when they are inactive, even though the mesh continues
to be refined, since the inactive estimators are not recomputed. Thus, the zoom-in in
Figure 2 (right) exhibits a staircase-like behavior.

Figure 3 compares the multigoal-error estimator of NGO-AFEM with other adaptive
schemes. The left panel investigates standard AFEM, i.e., skipping step (ii) and step (iii)
in Algorithm A such that M, = M} for all ¢ € Ny. The right panel depicts the case where
NGO-AFEM is run with N = 2, i.e., goal G3 is never active, and step (ii) in Algorithm A
solves only for j € {1,2}. In both cases, only NGO-AFEM recovers optimal convergence
rates, while the two variants perform suboptimally. In case of standard AFEM, the
convergence rate of all dual estimators (;, for ¢ = 1,2,3 is reduced, since the mesh is
only refined with respect to the primal problem. For the NGO-AFEM with N = 2, the
dual estimator (3, is not resolved properly and is thus suboptimally convergent. This
underlines the importance of resolving the singularities of all dual problems for optimal
convergence rates of the multigoal-error estimator A,.

5.2. Experiment with IN = 8 goals. We consider quadratic FE spaces on the
Z-shaped domain Q = (—1,1)%\ conv{(0,0),(—1,0),(—1,—1)} C R? with Dirichlet
boundary conditions on the reentrant corner conv{(—1,0), (0,0)} U conv{(0,0), (-1, —1)}
and Neumann boundary conditions on the remaining part of the boundary 0€2; see Figure 4
for the geometric setup with the Dirichlet boundary in red. The diffusion coefficient is
given by A = 1 and the right-hand sides are given by f =0 and ¢, =0fort:=1,...,8
as well as f = (—10,0)"xq,, g; = (—10,0) xq, for mod(i,3) = 0, g, = (1,0)"xq, for
mod(i,3) = 1, and g, = (0,100) " xq, for mod(i, 3) = 2, where i € {1,...,8}. This ensures
that all directions touch both boundary conditions. The adaptivity parameters read
0 =0.3, Chark = 2, and g5, = 0.1.

Figure 4 (right) also displays a snapshot mesh of NGO-AFEM after several adaptive
steps, where the mesh is refined towards the reentrant corner to resolve the primal
singularity as well as towards all subdomains €y for ¢« = 1,...,8 to resolve the dual
singularities.
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FIGURE 1. Meshes for the experiment from section 5.1: Initial mesh (middle)
and results for p = 1 (left) with nDof = 1892, and p = 3 (right) for
nDof = 2053. In both cases, the mesh is refined mainly for the primal
singularities in 2; in the lower left corner.
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A 10 =]
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8 estimator 2
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é 10713 [ —— p=2 7 E«
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=17 Wl ol vl vl vl il vl T VT A S Y Y
10t 102 10% 10* 105 105 107 102 10®  10* 105 10 107
dim X, dim X,

FIGURE 2. Convergence plots for the experiment from section 5.1: Left:
Convergence of the multigoal-estimator product A, = 7, Zf’zl i from (15)
for polynomial degrees p € {1,2,3}. Right: Convergence of the individual
estimators 7 as well as (;, (3, and (3 for p = 2. The estimators on the
right-hand side are colored in accordance with the initial mesh (middle
panel in Figure 1).

The experiment compares four instances of Algorithm A that differ in two aspects:

(1) For irregular marking in Algorithm A(iii.b), we either select exactly #M,_4
elements from the set M}* to form the set M, with marking from [FPZ16], or
none at all, i.e., M, = 0;

(2) We sort the error estimators (;o for i = 1,..., N as proposed in Corollary 12, or
we do not sort them at all.

Figure 5 depicts all four cases. The x-axis is adjusted to display the cumulative degrees
of freedom cumnDof := ) _,nDof, and optimal convergence rates O(cumnDof™!) are
observed in all cases over the cumulative degrees of freedom.

We see that the preasymptotic regime is fairly long in all cases, but variant [#M,_,
marked, not sorted| (top left) reaches the asymptotic regime the earliest (see (; for
example). We also see that standard NGO-AFEM [#M,_; marked, not sorted| (top left)
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FI1GURE 3. Convergence plots for the experiment from Section 5.1 for
alternative schemes with p = 2. For further details, see subsection 5.1. Left:
Classical AFEM. Right: Standard NGO-AFEM with N = 2, where goal
(5 is never active (while its estimator (3 is still computed), i.e., step (ii) in
Algorithm A solves only for j € {1,2}. The multigoal-estimator product
for NGO-AFEM with N = 3 from Figure 2 is added for reference.

FIGURE 4. Geometric setup of Experiment with nonsmooth solution from
Section 5.2: Initial adaptive mesh on the Z-shaped domain €2 with reentrant
corner at the origin. All subdomains Q; and g with i = 1,...,8 are
indicated. The boundary on the reentrant corner is highlighted in red,
indicating homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions, while its complement
features homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions.

is the only variant, where the primal estimator is not a lot smaller than all dual estimators.
We note that the case of no irregular marking, i.e., the variant [0 marked, not sorted]
(top right) and the variant |0 marked, sorted| (bottom right), the estimator 7, indicates
levels where no refinement is performed, while in the case of variant [#M,_; marked, not
sorted| (top left) and variant [#M,_; marked, sorted] (bottom left), the estimator 7, is
wiggly but always reduced.

Observing the multigoal-error estimator A, from (15) in Figure 6, we see that all four
variants perform equally well and reach optimal convergence rates O(cumndof~?2), with a
very small favor for the variants without irregular marking; see the zoom-in in Figure 6.
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FIGURE 5. Convergence plots for the experiment from Section 5.2 for the
individual estimators n as well as (1, ..., (g for p = 2. The estimators on the
left-hand side are colored in accordance with the initial mesh in Figure 4.
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FIGURE 6. Convergence plot for the experiment from Section 5.2 for the
multigoal-estimator product A, = n, Z?Zl iy from (8) for all four variants
explained in subsection 5.2.
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6. CONCLUSION

We have presented and analyzed a novel multigoal-oriented AFEM with N goals (NGO-
AFEM) for symmetric linear elliptic PDEs that can simultaneously deal with multiple
linear goal functionals while only solving two discrete problems per adaptive step. The
thorough convergence analysis verifies that the proposed algorithm guarantees R-linear
convergence with optimal convergence rates. The gist of the new algorithm is a marking
strategy that combines the Dorfler marking for the primal and one active dual problem
but also exercises a certain cardinality control if the currently active dual problem is not
the most pressing one in terms of the size of the corresponding error estimator.

To keep the presentation of this paper reasonable and focused on the new marking
strategy, we have considered a symmetric linear elliptic PDE model problem and linear
goal functionals. Extensions may revolve around the following aspects:

First, one may consider nonsymmetric or even nonlinear PDEs as model problems.
This would require to adapt the dual problems accordingly, but the crucial Pythagorean
identity for linear convergence may be replaced by arguments from [Fei22| that apply to
general second-order linear elliptic PDEs or compactness arguments which guarantee a
quasi-Pythagorean identity that applies also to certain nonlinear PDEs [FFP14; BHP17;
BBI"22]. Results on goal-oriented AFEM with single goal within this problem class are,
e.g., [BIP21; BBPS25] but also (locally Lipschitz continuous) semilinear problems are
possible [BBI22].

Second, one may consider an algebraic solver to solve the discrete problems by means
of an inner loop. The algorithmic interplay of adaptive mesh refinement and inexact
algebraic solvers has been studied in [GHPS21; HPSV21; BIM 24| for standard AFEM
and also in the goal-oriented setting with single goal in [BIP21; DC23; BGIP23; BBPS25].
We expect that the main ideas of our algorithm and its analysis can be transferred to this
more general setting.

Third, also quadratic goals in the spirit of [BIP21] fall within the scope of potential
extensions for future research. We note that the extension to nonlinear problems and
quadratic goals seems to be more involved, since the primal and dual problems do not
fully decouple as in the linear case. Already for a single goal, the goal estimate will be of
the form n? + n,(, (instead of only 7, () and, thus, the marking strategy and its analysis
need to be adapted accordingly.

Finally, the marking strategy from [BET11] first combines the estimator quantities
to a single estimator and then marks the mesh for refinement (whereas the approach
from [MS09; FPZ16] is of the form mark first, combine second). This alternative marking
strategy is a more global version of the so-called DWR strategy that numerically performs
very well and thus is widely used in practice. It will be interesting to understand whether
such a marking strategy can also be analyzed within the framework of an adapted MARK
module as presented in this work.
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