arXiv:2205.15650v1 [math.NA] 31 May 2022

The 8th European Congress on Computational Methods in Applied Sciences and Engineering ECCOMAS Congress 2022 5-–9 June 2022, Oslo, Norway

ROBUST FINITE ELEMENT DISCRETIZATIONS FOR A SIMPLIFIED GALBRUN’S EQUATION

Tilman Alemán^1, Martin Halla^2, Christoph Lehrenfeld^2 and Paul Stocker^2

1 Institut für Geometrie und Praktische Mathematik (IGPM), RWTH Aachen University Templergraben 55, 52062 Aachen, Germany e-mail: aleman@igpm.rwth-aachen.de, www.igpm.rwth-aachen.de

2 Institute for Numerical and Applied Mathematics, University of Göttingen Lotzestr. 16-18, 37083 Göttingen, Germany e-mail: {m.halla,lehrenfeld,p.stocker}@math.uni-goettingen.de, https://cpde.math.uni-goettingen.de

Key words: Galbrun’s equation, FEM, discontinuous Galerkin, Helmholtz decomposition

Abstract. Driven by the challenging task of finding robust discretization methods for Galbrun’s equation, we investigate conditions for stability and different aspects of robustness for different finite element schemes on a simplified version of the equations. The considered PDE is a second order indefinite vector-PDE which remains if only the highest order terms of Galbrun’s equation are taken into account. A key property for stability is a Helmholtz-type decomposition which results in a strong connection between stable discretizations for Galbrun’s equation and Stokes and nearly incompressible linear elasticity problems.

1 Introduction

In this work we consider the numerical discretization of a model problem motivated by timeharmonic Galbrun-type equations as arising in aeroacoustics [7] and helioseismology [8]. Discretization of Galbrun’s equation poses significant challenges, especially in the presence of nonuniform flow standard finite element methods will not be robust, see [5].

Galbrun’s equation is a second order partial differential equation, that describes wave propagation in the presence of a steady background flow in a Newtonian fluid, see [12] for an overview. The wave propagation is described in terms of a Lagrangian perturbations u, that is the displacement of individual fluid particles. With additional rotational and gravitational terms these equations are used to model stellar oscillations.

Instead of these much more complex problems we restrict to a model PDE problem that only keeps their highest order derivatives and introduces a simple zeroth order term:

−∇(ρc^2_s div u) + ∂_b(ρ∂_bu) − ‖b‖^2_∞ρu = f in Ω, n · u = 0 on ∂Ω. (1)

where ∂_bu = (b · ∇)u and ρ, c_s, b are density, sound speed, and background flow with n · b = 0 on ∂Ω. We assume that the conservation of mass div(ρb) = 0 holds. Here we treat (homogeneous) boundary conditions for the normal component. The coupling with transparent boundary conditions, while physically relevant, is outside the scope of this article.

The challenging aspect that remains from the more complex Galbrun-type equations mentioned above is the interplay between two second order differential operators with different sign. Both have a large non-trivial kernel: The grad-div-type operator vanishes for all curl fields, the streamline diffusion operator for all functions that are constant along the trajectories of the background flow b.

Structure of the manuscript. In the remainder of this work we proceed in the following steps: First, to expose the structure of the PDE problem we show the well-posedness of a proper weak formulation in Section 2. The crucial tool here is a Helmholtz-type decomposition. Second, the corresponding structure can be exploited to find suitable discretizations. To this end, in Section 3 we formulate conditions on proper discretization schemes which are sufficient to obtain stability and quasi best approximation results in a suitable discrete energy norms. The derived framework allows for several compatible discretization schemes, we introduce four different schemes in Section 4. In Section 5 we examine major aspects of robustness for these methods in more detail. The analysis of the methods is continued in Section 6, based on the sufficient conditions for stability, which we prepared in Section 3 for a generic finite element method. We conclude the manuscript with numerical examples in Section 7.

2 Weak formulation and well-posedness

Our assumptions follow [8]. Let Ω ⊂ R^3 be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Let c_s, ρ, : Ω → R be continuous and such that with constants c_s, c_s, ρ, ρ > 0 and b ∈ L^∞(Ω, R^3 ) there holds

c_s ≤ c_s ≤ c_s, ρ ≤ ρ ≤ ρ, div(ρb) = 0 in Ω, and b · n = 0 on ∂Ω, (A1)

where n denotes the outward pointing normal vector on ∂Ω. This ensures that the distributional derivative operator ∂_bu = (b · ∇)u is well-defined for u ∈ L^2(Ω). Depending on the application ρ and c may vary significantly (helioseismology) or not (aeroacoustics).

In the following we will denote inner products (and corresponding norms) on a domain S by (·, ·)_S respectively ‖ · ‖_S . For S = Ω we skip the index in inner products, i.e. (·, ·) = (·, ·)_Ω.

Next, we want to consider a proper weak formulation of the problem (1). To this end we introduce a proper Hilbert space for the solution

X = {u ∈ L^2(Ω, R^3 ) : div u ∈ L^2(Ω), ∂_bu ∈ L^2(Ω, R^3 ), u · n = 0 on ∂Ω}.

We note that X this is the same space that is used in the well-posedness analysis in [8] for the equations of stellar oscillations. A straight-forward weak formulation for f ∈ L^2(Ω, R^3 ) of (1) reads as: Find u ∈ X s.t. − =:a(u,u^′) [ (ρ∂_bu, ∂_bu^′) + ‖b‖^2_∞(ρu, u^′) ] + =:b(u,u^′)

(ρc^2_s div u, div u^′) = (f, u^′) ∀u^′ ∈ X. (2)

The bilinear forms a(·, ·) and b(·, ·) allow to define a suitable norm on X with ‖·‖^2_X := a(·, ·)+b(·, ·). We note that a(·, ·) alone already defines an inner product on X with associated norm ‖ · ‖_a, and we can therefore consider the following Helmholtz-type decomposition:

X = V⊕_a W with V := ker b = {v ∈ X | div v = 0}, W := {w ∈ X | a(w, v) = 0 ∀ v ∈ V}. (3)

It allows us to uniquely decompose every function u ∈ X as u = v + w with v ∈ V, w ∈ W and ‖u‖^2_X = ‖v + w‖^2_X = a(v, v) + a(w, w) + b(w, w). (4) Plugging u = v + w and u^′ = v^′ + w^′ with v, v^′ ∈ V and w, w^′ ∈ W into (2) we obtain the two separated problems −a(v, v^′) = (f, v^′) ∀v^′ ∈ V, (5a) −a(w, w^′) + b(w, w^′) = (f, w^′) ∀w^′ ∈ W . (5b) The problem on the divergence-free subspace V is obviously well-posed as on V we have ‖v‖_a = ‖v‖_X for all v ∈ V and all prerequisites of the Lax-Milgram theorem are fulfilled, so that ‖v‖_a ≤ ‖f‖_X′. It remains to investigate the problem on the subspace W . The next lemma treats this problem in a general setting that allows to generalize it to the discrete level below. Lemma 1. Let a(·, ·) and b(·, ·) be continuous bilinear forms on the Hilbert space (X, ‖ · ‖_X). Assume a(·, ·) to be an inner product on X, such that we can decompose X = V ⊕_a W as in (5). Let a(·, ·) be controlled by b(·, ·) on W , i.e.

a(w, w) ≤ c^{−1}_b b(w, w) ∀w ∈ W . (6) for a constant c_b > 1. Then the problem Find u ∈ X s.t. − a(u, u^′) + b(u, u^′) = (f, u^′) ∀u^′ ∈ X. (7) is inf-sup stable, with inf-sup constant ĉ :=^{cb−1}_{cb+1} there holds ∀u ∈ X, ∃u^′ ∈ X, s.t. − a(u, u^′) + b(u, u^′) ≥ ĉ‖u‖_X‖u^′‖_X. (8) Proof. By definition of the norm, we have ‖v‖^2_X = a(v, v) for all v in V = ker b, and thus problem (5a) is well-posed. We turn to (5b). For γ ∈ (0, 1) we have that for all w ∈ W −a(w, w) + b(w, w) = −a(w, w) + γb(w, w) + (1 − γ)b(w, w) (6) ≥ (γc_b − 1)a(w, w) + (1 − γ)b(w, w) ≥ min{(γc_b − 1), (1 − γ)}‖w‖^2_X.

We can choose γ =^2_{cb+1} such that ĉ = min{(γc_b − 1), (1 − γ)} =^{cb−1}_{cb+1} . Thus problem (5b) is well-posed. Merging the well-posedness of both subproblems we obtain the inf-sup condition: For arbitrary u = v + w ∈ X, v ∈ V, w ∈ W with u^′ = −v + w ∈ X there holds −a(u, u^′) + b(u, u^′) = a(v, v) − a(w, w) + b(w, w) ≥ ĉ[a(v, v) + a(w, w) + b(w, w)] = ĉ‖u‖^2_X Finally, (4) yields ‖u‖_X = ‖u^′‖_X so that (8) follows.

We now turn our attention to the crucial condition (6).

Theorem 2. For Ω a bounded Lipschitz domain the condition (6) in Lemma 1 holds for a(·, ·) and b(·, ·) as in (2) under the assumption ‖c^{−1}_s b‖^2_∞ ≤ C^{−1} < 1, (A2) for a constant C > 1 that is only dependent on the ratios R_ρ = ρ^{−1}ρ, R_{cs} = c_s^{−1}c_s and the domain Ω.

Proof. First, we note that there holds ‖v‖_a ≤ √ ρ‖b‖_∞‖v‖_H1_{(Ω)} for v ∈ H^1_0 (Ω, R^d ) ⊂ X. Now making use of classical inf-sup stability results for the divergence operator in H^1_0 /L^2_0-settings such as they appear in Stokes-like problems, cf. e.g. [4, Ch. III.6], we can deduce an inf-sup condition for b̃(v, q) = (div v, q) w.r.t. the ‖ · ‖_a-norm :

sup_{v∈X} b̃(v, q) ‖v‖_a ≥ ρ^{− 12} ‖b‖^{−1}_∞ sup

v∈H^1_0 (Ω,R^d)

(div v, q) ‖v‖_H1_{(Ω)}

≥ ρ^{− 12} ‖b‖^{−1}_∞ c_{div}‖q‖_Ω ∀q ∈ L^2_0(Ω) (9)

where c_{div} is the corresponding inf-sup constant of the divergence operator in the H^1_0 /L^2-setting. From the inf-sup condition it directly follows, cf. e.g. [4, Lemma III.4.2], that b̃ : W → L^2_0, w → div w is an isomorphism and there holds ‖ div w‖_Ω ≥ ρ^{− 1}2 ‖b‖^{−1}_∞ c_{div}‖w‖_a ∀w ∈ W and hence a(w, w) ≤ c^{−2}_{div}R^2_{cs} R_ρ‖c^{−1}_s b‖^2_∞b(w, w) ∀w ∈ W .

Remark 3. We note that the smallness assumption on c^{−1}_s b in the previous theorem depends also on the fluctuations of the parameter fields ρ and c_s. This dependency could also be hidden in the inf-sup constant for a corresponding inf-sup condition with properly weighted norms. However, in view of the discrete setting, where we will also rely on an inf-sup constants of discretizations in the usual H^1_0 /L^2_0-setting, we will stick with this more explicit though potentially less sharp estimate.

3 Generic FEM discretizations and sufficient conditions for stability A generic finite element discretization of (1), respectively (2), replaces X with a finite dimensional space X_h and replaces a(·, ·) and b(·, ·) by discrete counter parts:

Find u_h ∈ X_h s.t. − a_h(u_h, u^′_h) + b_h(u_h, u^′_h) = (f, u^′_h) ∀u^′_h ∈ X_h. (M)

We assume that a_h(·, ·) defines an inner product on X_h to that we can apply discrete Helmholtztype decomposition similar to (3) which takes the form X_h = V_h ⊕_{ah} W_h with V_h := {v_h ∈ X_h |b_h(v_h, w_h) = 0 ∀w_h ∈ X_h}, W_h := {w_h ∈ X_h |a_h(w_h, v_h) = 0 ∀v_h ∈ V_h }. (10) Every function u_h ∈ X_h can again be written as u_h = v_h + w_h with unique v_h ∈ V_h and w_h ∈ W_h . Plugging u_h = v_h + w_h and u^′_h = v^′_h + w^′_h with v_h, v^′_h ∈ V_h and w_h, w^′_h ∈ W_h into (M) we obtain the corresponding two separated discrete problems −a_h(v_h, v^′_h) = (f, v^′_h) ∀v^′_h ∈ V_h , (11a) −a_h(w_h, w^′_h) + b_h(w_h, w^′_h) = (f, w^′_h) ∀w^′_h ∈ W_h . (11b) We are hence in a setting that allows to apply Lemma 1 to show discrete stability. Lemma 4. Let a_h(·, ·) and b_h(·, ·) be continuous bilinear forms w.r.t. the norm ‖·‖^2_{Xh} := a_h(·, ·)+ b_h(·, ·) on X_h. Further, let a_h(·, ·) define an inner product on X_h and a_h(·, ·) be controlled by b_h(·, ·) on the subspace W_h as in (6), i.e.

a_h(w_h, w_h) ≤ c^{−1}_{bh} b_h(w_h, w_h) ∀w_h ∈ W_h (12) for a constant c_{bh} > 1. Then (M) is inf-sup stable, i.e. with ĉ_h = (c_{bh}−1)/(c_{bh}+1) there is ∀u_h ∈ X_h, ∃u^′_h ∈ X_h, s.t. − a_h(u_h, u^′_h) + b_h(u_h, u^′_h) ≥ ĉ_h‖u_h‖_{Xh}‖u^′_h‖_{Xh}. (13)

Proof. Follows by application of Lemma 1.

Additional assumptions on consistency and continuity in stronger norms yields quasi best approximation results.

Lemma 5. Let the assumptions of Lemma 4 hold. Furthermore, let u ∈ X_{reg} ⊂ X be the unique solution to (1) where X_{reg} is a subspace of X with additional regularity, especially a bounded norm ‖ · ‖_{Xreg} stronger than ‖ · ‖_X and ‖ · ‖_{Xh}. If a_h(·, ·) and b_h(·, ·) are also continuous in the first argument w.r.t. ‖ · ‖_{Xreg} for functions in X_h + X_{reg}, i.e.

−a_h(u + u_h, u^′_h) + b_h(u + u_h, u^′_h) ≤ c_c‖u + u_h‖_{Xreg}‖u^′_h‖_{Xh} ∀ u_h, u^′_h ∈ X_h, ∀u ∈ X_{reg}

and a Galerkin orthogonality holds, i.e. there is

−a_h(u, v_h) + b_h(u, v_h) = (f, v_h) ∀ v_h ∈ X_h,

then there additionally holds

‖u − u_h‖_{Xh} ≤ inf_{uI ∈Xh} ‖u − u_I ‖_{Xh} + ĉ_hc_c‖u − u_I ‖_{Xreg}.

Proof. After decomposing the discretization error into ‖u − u_h‖_{Xh} ≤ ‖u − u_I ‖_{Xh} + ‖u_I − u_h‖_{Xh} for any u_I ∈ X_h, we derive a bound for ‖u_I − u_h‖_{Xh}. Let u^′_h be the supremizer to u_I − u_h in (13). Then, we apply inf-sup stability, consistency and boundedness yielding

ĉ_h ‖u_h − u_I ‖_{Xh}‖u^′_h‖_{Xh} ≤ −a_h(u_h − u_I , u^′_h) + b_h(u_h − u_I , u^′_h) = −a_h(u − u_I , u^′_h) + b_h(u − u_I , u^′_h) ≤ c_c‖u − u_I ‖_{Xreg}‖u^′_h‖_{Xh}.

4 A set of finite element discretizations

We introduce four different finite element based discretizations of problem (2). Starting from the generic finite element discretization stated in (M), we choose a_h(·, ·), b_h(·, ·), and X_h for each method.

The domain Ω is subdivided in a non-overlapping shape regular simplicial mesh T_h. We define the following dis- and continuous piecewise polynomial spaces with polynomials up to degree p

Q^p (T_h) = {u_h ∈ L^2(Ω): u_h | T ∈ P^p(T ) ∀T ∈ T_h}, P^p(T_h) = Q^p (T_h) ∩ C(Ω) (14)

We use the following notation for the mesh skeleton F_h := ∪_{T ∈Th} ∂T. On interior facets, i.e. F_h \ ∂Ω, we define the following DG averages and jumps for a function u ∈ X_h {{u}} = 1 2 (u^+ + u^−) [[u]]_b = u^+(b · n^+) + u^−(b · n^−) [[u]]_n = u^+ · n^+ + u^− · n^−.

Note that [[·]]_n measures only the jump in normal direction while [[·]]_b measures the jump in all directions but is weighted with the normal velocity. Especially on facets with b · n = 0 (locally) the jump [[·]]_b vanishes (locally). On facets that coincide with the boundary, i.e. F_h ∩ ∂Ω, the averages and jumps are defined as {{u}} = u and [[u]]_n = u · n. Finally, we introduce two discrete bilinear forms that contain standard symmetric interior penalty DG terms and Nitsche terms to enforce the boundary condition posed on the normal component of the discrete solution, while recalling that by assumptions n · b = 0 on the boundary,

a^{DG}_h (u_h, u^′_h) := ∑ T ∈T_h ∫ T ρ [ ∂_bu_h · ∂_bu^′_h + ‖b‖^2_∞u_h · u^′_h ] dx + ∫ F_h ρ λ_b h [[u_h]]_b · [[u^′_h]]_bds − ∫ F_h ρ{{∂_bu_h}} · [[u^′_h]]_bds − ∫ F_h ρ{{∂_bu^′_h}} · [[u_h]]_bds,

b^{DG}_h (u_h, u^′_h) := ∑ T ∈T_h ∫ T ρc^2_s div u_h div u^′_h dx + ∫ F_h ρc^2_s λ_n h [[u_h]]_n[[u^′_h]]_n ds − ∫ F_h ρc^2_s{{div u_h}}[[u^′_h]]_n ds − ∫ F_h ρc^2_s{{div u^′_h}}[[u_h]]_n ds.

with λ_n > 0 and λ_b > 0. To exclude errors stemming from boundary approximation, we use high order parametric mesh deformation techniques in the implementation.

Before we discuss four different discretizations, let us recall that the well-posedness of (2) is closely linked to the inf-sup stability for the divergence operator, as we have seen in the proof of Theorem 2. This carries over to the discrete setting: Crucial for a successful discretization will be to find a discrete counterpart to the inf-sup stability argument in (9). This is again closely linked to the difficulties appearing in the discretization of Stokes-like problems, so we can think of it this way: For a chosen discrete space X_h, the problem is to find a stable Stokes pair (X_h, Q_h ) that fulfills a discrete version of (9), with a proper choice of a discrete divergence operator and pressure space Q_h . This motivates the following selection of methods.

M1: An H^1-conforming method is achieved by choosing finite elements that are continuous across element interfaces and the bilinear forms from problem (2) are left unaltered, yielding a consistent method. Furthermore, it is conforming so that X_h ⊂ X. Summing up:

X_h = [P^p(T_h)]^d, a_h(u_h, u^′_h) = a(u_h, u^′_h), b_h(u_h, u^′_h) = b^{DG}_h (u_h, u^′_h) with a(·, ·) as in (2) of the continuous setting.

(M1)

Note that for H^1-conforming finite elements the interior penalty terms in the bilinear form b^{DG}_h (·, ·) vanish and only the Nitsche terms remain. The method corresponds to the Stokes discretization with Scott-Vogelius elements given by the pressure space Q_h = Q^{p−1} (T_h). This Stokes-pair is stable only for sufficiently large p.

M2: An H^1-conforming method in pseudo-pressure formulation. One way to obtain inf-stable Stokes elements for H^1-conforming velocities it to change the pressure space, e.g. as it is done in Taylor-Hood discretizations. The Taylor-Hood pair is given by choosing Q_h = P^{p−1}(T_h) and is known to be stable for p ≥ 2. This translates to the pseudo-pressure formulation:

X_h = [P^p(T_h)]^d, a_h(u_h, u^′_h) = a(u_h, u^′_h), b_h(u_h, u^′_h) = b^{pp}_h (u_h, u^′_h)

with b^{pp}_h (u_h, u^′_h) := (ρc^2_sΠ div u_h, Π div u^′_h)_Ω + (ρc^2_s λ_n h (u_h · n), (u^′_h · n))_{∂Ω}

− (ρc^2_sΠ div u_h, (u^′_h · n))_{∂Ω} − (ρc^2_sΠ div u^′_h, (u_h · n))_{∂Ω}.

(M2)

Here Π is the weighted L^2-projection operator onto the space P^{p−1}(T_h), with the weight (ρc^2_s·, ·). To implement the projection the problem can be reformulated using an auxiliary field, the pseudo-pressure p_h, by computing (u_h, p_h) ∈ X_h × P^{p−1}(T_h) such that

−a_h(u_h, u^′_h) + (ρc^2_s div u^′_h, p_h)_Ω + (ρc^2_s( λ_n h (u_h · n) − p_h), (u^′_h · n))_{∂Ω} = (f, u^′_h) ∀u^′_h ∈ X_h,

(ρc^2_s div u_h, q_h)_Ω − (ρc^2_s p_h, q_h)_Ω − (ρc^2_s (u_h · n), q_h)_{∂Ω} = 0 ∀q_h ∈ P^{p−1}(T_h).

M3: An H(div)-conforming discontinuous Galerkin method. For this method we choose X_h to be piecewise polynomials that are normal (but not tangential) continuous across interelement boundaries. The approximation space has less regularity than X, making the method non-conforming. Possible choices for the basis of X_h are the Raviart–Thomas or Brezzi-Douglas- Marini finite element, which are known to provide inf-sup stable Stokes discretizations if combined with proper pressure spaces and DG bilinear forms and norms. To account for the missing regularity we use a symmetric interior penalty formulation for the streamline diffusion.

X_h = {u_h ∈ [Q^p (T_h)]^d, [[u_h]]_n = 0 on all F ∈ F_h} = [Q^p (T_h)]^d ∩ H(div) a_h(u_h, u^′_h) = a^{DG}_h (u_h, u^′_h), b_h(u_h, u^′_h) = b(u_h, u^′_h)

(M3)

Note that the jumps [[·]]_b are effectively only jumps in the tangential direction as the discrete functions are all normal-continuous.

M4: A discontinuous Galerkin method. We can further reduce regularity across elements considering a fully discontinuous scheme. Compared to (M3), this requires additional penalty terms for the divergence. A symmetric interior penalty discontinuous Galerkin discretization is then given by

X_h = {u_h ∈ L^2(Ω, R^d ) : u_h | T ∈ P^p(T, R^d ) ∀T ∈ T_h} a_h(u_h, u^′_h) = a^{DG}_h (u_h, u^′_h), b_h(u_h, u^′_h) = b^{DG}_h (u_h, u^′_h)

(M4)

This method is again inf-sup stable, however, it requires more degrees of freedom then the H(div)-conforming scheme.

5 Aspects of robustness

In this section we want to focus on two additional aspects of robustness which are related to corresponding concepts in linear elasticity problems [6]: volume-locking and gradient-robustness. We will introduce these concepts and illustrate them on two comparably simple numerical examples for the method (M1)–(M4)^1.

Let us start with the definition of a volume-locking free discretization which addresses the case c_s → ∞, i.e. the case where the solution ends up in the divergence-free subspace V.

1The numerical examples can be reproduced with the source code and reproduction instructions published at [2].

Tilman Alemán, Martin Halla, Christoph Lehrenfeld and Paul Stocker

Definition 6. We call a discretization (M) volume-locking free if for a divergence-free solution v ∈ V the discretely divergence-free space V_h provides optimal approximation properties, i.e.

inf_{v∗h∈Vh} ‖v − v^∗_h‖_{Xh} ≤ C inf_{u∗h∈Xh} ‖v − u^∗_h‖_{Xh} (15)

for a constant C that is independent of h and c_s.

10^{−1.5}

10^{−1} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} 10^{−1} 10^0 h

L^2-error

(M1)

10^{−1.5}

10^{−1} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} h (M2)

10^{−1.5}

10^{−1} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} h (M3)

10^{−1.5}

10^{−1} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} h (M4) c^2_s = 1 c^2_s = 10 c^2_s = 100 c^2_s = 1000 O(h^{p+1/2})

Figure 1: Study of volume-locking. We consider different values of c_s under mesh refinement with fixed polynomial degree p = 2.

To investigate volume-locking numerically for the discretizations (M1)–(M4) we consider the divergence-free solution u = cos(π(x^2 + y^2))(−y, x)^T on a disc with radius 1. Fixing λ_b = λ_n = 10p^2, b = 0.1(−y, x)^T and ρ = 1 we vary c^2_s = 1, 10, 100, 1000. We prescribe homogeneous boundary conditions and choose f such that u is the solution. Note that neither the solution u nor f depend on c_s. In Figure 1 we compare convergence in the L^2(Ω)-norm in terms of the mesh size h for different values of c_s. Method (M1) shows signs of volume locking, the discretization is very sensitive to variations in the sound speed and convergence deteriorates for increasing c_s. Methods (M2)–(M4) are free of volume locking.

Let us now turn our attention to gradient-robustness where the question of the response to gradient forces in the limit c_s → ∞ is addressed. Gradient-robustness is linked to a compatibility of the decompositions (5) and (11). If f = ∇ϕ we obtain from partial integration (f, v^′) = (∇ϕ, v^′) = (−ϕ, div v^′) = 0 for all v^′ ∈ V. Hence u = w ∈ W and testing (2) with w^′ = w and exploiting (6) we get ‖c_s √ ρ div w‖^2_Ω ≤ (1 + c^{−1}_b )^{−1}‖ϕ‖_Ω‖ div w‖_Ω and therefore ‖ div w‖_Ω = O(c_s^{−2}). From (9) we know that ‖u‖_X → 0 as c_s → ∞. This motivates the following definition:

Definition 7. If f = ∇ϕ for ϕ ∈ H^1(Ω), then for c_s → ∞ and u the solution to (1) there holds ‖u‖_X → 0. If for the discrete solution u_h ∈ X_h to (M) there also holds ‖u_h‖_{Xh} → 0 we call the discretization (M) gradient-robust.

10^{−1.5}

10^{−1} 10^{−4} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} 10^{−1} h

‖u‖_{Th}

(M1)10−1.5 10^{−1} 10^{−4} 10^{−2} h (M2)

10^{−1.5}

10^{−1} 10^{−4} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} 10^{−1} h (M3)

10^{−1.5}

10^{−1} 10^{−4} 10^{−3} 10^{−2} 10^{−1} h (M4) c^2_s = 1 c^2_s = 10 c^2_s = 100 c^2_s = 1000

Figure 2: Study of gradient-robustness. We consider different values of c_s under mesh refinement with p = 3, for each method.

To check numerically if the different methods exhibit gradient-robustness we take f = ∇ϕ with ϕ = x^6 + y^6 and homogeneous boundary conditions. Thus for c_s → ∞ we have u → 0. We fix polynomial order p = 3 and take the same parameters as previously, varying c^2_s = 1, 10, 100, 1000. Gradient-robust methods will exhibit u_h → 0 as c_s → ∞ independently of the mesh size. Figure 2 shows that only the H^1-conforming method with pseudo-pressure formulation is not gradient-robust. This is no surprise – the associated help problem is based on a Taylor-Hood velocity-pressure pair, which is known not to be gradient-robust, cf. [11].

6 Error analysis for a DG scheme

In this section we analyse the DG scheme (M4). We will see that the analysis automatically covers the cases of the H(div, Ω)-conforming DG scheme (M3) as well as the H^1-conforming scheme (M1) in the stable Scott-Vogelius configuration, cf. Remark 11 below. We do not treat the methods (M2) and (M1) in the general case due to their deficiencies observed before.

Theorem 8. Let T_h be a shape regular mesh, i.e. h_K /ρ_K ≤ c_T . Assume that

b is Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant L. (A3)

Then ∃c_1, c_2 > 0 such that with ‖ · ‖ 1_{2 ,h,Fh} := ‖h^{− 12}_F · ‖_{Fh} (where h_F is the diameter of a facet)

a_h(u_h, u_h) ≥ c_1(‖ √ ρ∂_bu_h‖^2_{Th} + ‖ √ ρu_h‖^2_{Th} + ‖ √ ρ[[u_h]]_b‖^21_{2 ,h,Fh} )

b_h(u_h, u_h) ≥ c_2(‖c_s √ ρ div u_h‖^2_{Th} + ‖c_s √ ρ[[u_h]]_n‖^21_{2 ,h,Fh} )

(16)

for λ_b, λ_n large enough. Additionally |||u_h|||^2_{Xh} := a_h(u_h, u_h) + b_h(u_h, u_h) defines a norm.

Proof. Let x_T denote the center of an element T ∈ T_h and b̃ = b(x_T ). Thanks to (A3), we have that ‖b − b̃‖_T ≤ Lh. We will use this to reduce the convection operator to a discrete setting so we can apply the discrete trace inequality ‖u_h‖_{∂K} ≤ c_{tr}ph^{−1/2}‖u_h‖_K that holds for any discrete u_h ∈ P^p(K). Using additionally the inverse inequality ‖∇u_h‖_K ≤ c_{inv}h^{−1}‖u_h‖_K we get that for u_h ∈ P^p(K) we have h^{1/2}‖ √ ρ∂_bu_h‖_{∂T} ≤ √ ρ ( h^{1/2}‖((b − b̃) · ∇)u_h‖_{∂T} + h^{1/2}‖(b̃ · ∇)u_h‖_{∂T} )

≤ c_{tr}p √ ρ ( Lh‖∇u_h‖_T + ‖(b̃ · ∇)u_h‖_T )

≤ c_{tr}p √ ρ ( c_{inv}L‖u_h‖_T + ‖((b̃ − b) · ∇)u_h‖_T + ‖(b · ∇)u_h‖_T ) ≤ c_{tr}p √ R_ρ (2c_{inv}L‖ √ ρu_h‖_T + ‖ √ ρ(b · ∇)u_h‖_T ) .

And therefore

a^{DG}_h (u_h, u_h) ≥ ‖ √ ρ∂_bu_h‖^2_{Th} + ‖b‖^2_∞‖ √ ρu_h‖^2_{Th} − h aλ_b ‖ √ ρ{{∂_bu_h}}‖^2_{Fh} + (1 − a) λ_b h ‖ √ ρ[[u_h]]_b‖^2_{Fh} ≥ (1 − c^2_{tr}p^2R_ρ aλ_b )‖ √ ρ∂_bu_h‖^2_{Th} + (‖b‖^2_∞ −

4c^2_{inv}L^2c^2_{tr}p^2R_ρ aλ_b )‖ √ ρu_h‖^2_{Th} + (1 − a) λ_b h ‖ √ ρ[[u_h]]_b‖^2_{Fh}

for 0.5 < a < 1. With h^{1/2}‖c_s √ ρ div u_h‖_{∂T} ≤ c_{tr}pR_{cs} √ R_ρ‖c_s √ ρ div u_h‖_T the result for b^{DG}_h (·, ·) follows analogously.

Theorem 9. For Ω being a polygonal domain or a domain with smooth boundary the condition (12) in Lemma 4 holds for (M4) under assumption (A2) (for a new constant C).

Proof. The proof follows along the lines of its counterpart in the continuous setting. The discrete subspaces of the Helmholtz-type decomposition are V_h = ker b_h and W_h = {w_h ∈ X_h | a_h(w_h, v_h) = 0 ∀v_h ∈ V_h }. Next, we rewrite V_h = ker b_h as V_h = ker div_{Th} ∩ ker tr_{[[·]]n} = ker b̃_h whereat div_{Th} : X_h → L^2(Ω) is the broken, i.e. element-wise, divergence operator and tr_{[[·]]n} : X_h → L^2(F_h) the trace jump operator on the skeleton. We introduce b̃_h as the bilinear form corresponding to these operators with b̃_h : X_h × (Q_h × F_h ) → R, b̃_h(u_h, (q_h, μ_h)) = d̃_h(u_h, q_h) + ñ_h(u_h, μ_h)

d̃_h(u_h, q_h) = ∑ T ∈T_h (div u_h, q_h)_T , ñ_h(u_h, μ_h) = ([[u_h]]_n, μ_h) 1_{2 ,h,Fh} .

Here, the spaces Q_h and F_h are taken as the range of X_h under div_{Th} and tr_{[[·]]n} , respectively: Q_h := Q^{p−1} (T_h), F_h := {μ ∈ L^2(F_h), μ ∈ P^p(F ), ∀F ∈ F_h}. Here, Q_h is naturally equipped with the L^2(Ω)-norm while F_h is equipped with the ‖ · ‖ 1_{2 ,h,Fh} -norm. Now, by construction we see ker b_h = ker b̃_h. Next, we want to obtain inf-sup stability of b̃_h in order to control the ‖·‖_{ah} -norm on W_h by the (scaled) element-wise divergence-terms and the normal jumps.

For two-fold saddle point problems, see [10, Thm. 3.1], it is known that in order to show inf-sup stability for b̃_h(·, ·) it suffices to show inf-sup stability of ñ_h(·, ·) and inf-sup stability of d̃_h(·, ·) on the kernel of ñ_h(·, ·) (in corresponding norms).

1. Inf-sup stability of ñ_h: Given μ_h ∈ F_h we construct an element-wise BDM interpolation u_h ∈ X_h, cf. [3], where on each facet with aligned elements T_+ and T_− we prescribe u_h|_{T±} ·n_± = ±^1_2 μ_h so that [[u_h]]_n = μ_h on F_h. Additionally we demand (u_h, φ)_T = 0 for all φ ∈ N^{k−2}(T ) = [P^{p−2}(T )]^d + [P^{p−2}(T )]^d × x yielding a unique interpolant u_h ∈ X_h. By standard scaling arguments, [1, Proposition 4.3.5], there holds

ρ^{− 12} ‖b‖^{−1}_∞ ‖u_h‖_{ah} ≤ c^{BDM}_1 ‖μ_h‖ 1_{2 ,h,Fh} = ( ∑ T ∈T_h ‖h^{− 12}_F μ_h‖^2_{∂T}

) 1_2

so that ∀ μ_h ∈ F_h , ∃ u_h ∈ X_h with

ñ_h(u_h, μ_h) = ([[u_h]]_n, μ_h) 1_{2 ,h,Fh} = ‖μ_h‖^21_{2 ,h,Fh} ≥ (c^{BDM}_1 )^{−1} ρ^{− 12} ‖b‖^{−1}_∞ ‖u_h‖_{ah} ‖μ_h‖ 1_{2 ,h,Fh} .

2. Inf-sup stability of d̃_h on ker ñ_h : Now we need to show inf-sup stability for d_h(·, ·) on the kernel of ñ_h(·, ·). The kernel is precisely given by the BDM finite element ker ñ_h = {u_h ∈ X_h | ñ_h(u_h, μ_h) = 0, ∀μ_h ∈ F_h } = [Q^p (T_h)]^d ∩ H(div). Similar to the continuous level we have √ ρ^{−2}‖b_h‖^{−2}_∞ ‖u_h‖^2_{ah} ≤ ∑ T ∈T_h ‖∇u_h‖^2_T + ‖u_h‖^2_T + ‖[[u_h]]‖^21_{2 ,h,Fh} =: ‖u_h‖^2_{1,h} for u_h ∈ ker ñ_h.

where [[·]] is the standard DG jump operator, i.e. similar to [[·]]_b but without the b-weighting. Then using inf-sup condition results in discrete H^1 norms based on a BDM interpolation u^⋆_h = Π_{BDM}u^⋆ of the div-supremizer u^⋆ in H^1_0 (Ω, R^d ), see e.g. [9, Proposition 10], we obtain ∀q ∈ Q_h

ρ^{12} ‖b_h‖_∞ sup_u h∈ker ñ_h d̃_h(u_h, q_h) ‖u_h‖_{ah} ≥ sup

u_h∈ker ñ_h

d̃_h(u_h, q_h) ‖u_h‖_{1,h} ≥ (div u^⋆_h, q_h) ‖u^⋆_h‖_{1,h} ≥ c^{BDM}_2

(div u^⋆, q_h) ‖u^⋆‖_H1_{(Ω)} ≥ c_{div,h}‖q_h‖_Ω with c_{div,h} = c^{BDM}_2 c_{div}, where c^{BDM}_2 is the inverse of the continuity constant of Π_{BDM} in ‖ · ‖_{1,h}. 3. Inf-sup stability of b̃_h: We are now able to apply [10, Thm. 3.1] to deduce sup u_h∈X_h b̃_h(u_h, (q_h, μ_h)) ‖u_h‖_{ah} ≥ cρ^{− 12} ‖b‖^{−1}_∞ (‖q_h‖_Ω + ‖μ_h‖ 1_{2 ,h,Fh} ) ∀q ∈ Q_h which allows to control ‖w_h‖_{ah} by div_{Th} and normal jump terms using [4, Ch. III, Lemma 4.2]

‖w_h‖^2_{ah} ≤ CR^2_{cs} R_ρ‖c^{−1}_s b‖^2_∞(‖c_s √ ρ div w_h‖^2_Ω + ‖c_s √ ρ[[w_h]]_n‖^21_{2 ,h,Fh} ) ∀w_h ∈ W_h .

We obtain the desired result by applying (16).

Remark 10. The previous two results can be combined with even more obvious properties, such as consistency and continuity of a_h(·, ·) and b_h(·, ·) and interpolation estimates to apply Lemma 5 and obtain the following error bound for the discretization error

‖u − u_h‖_{Xh} ≤ Ch^{l−1}‖u‖_Hl_{(Ω)} (17)

with l = min{p + 1, m} with u ∈ H^m(Ω, R^d ), m ≥ 2, the exact solution.

Remark 11. The previous remark as well as the previous two results for (M4) directly carry over for (M3). In the case of (M3) the proofs simplify as the normal jump terms vanish. Furthermore for H^1-conforming finite element spaces X_h that in combination with Q_h = div X_h correspond to inf-sup stable Stokes elements, both statements remain true with even further simplifications in the proofs.

Remark 12 (Robustness). (M3) and (M4) are locking-free and gradient-robust in the sense of Definitions 6 and 7. Applying an element-wise BDM interpolator Π^{DG}_{BDM}, cf. [3], yields for any v^∗ ∈ V that Π^{DG}_{BDM}v^∗ ∈ V_h and ‖Π^{DG}_{BDM}v^∗‖_{Xh} ≤ c^{DG}_{BDM}‖v^∗‖_{Xh} and the locking-free property follows with

inf_{vh∈Vh} ‖v − v_h‖_{Xh} ≤ ‖v − Π^{DG}_{BDM}v‖_{Xh} ≤ ‖v − v^∗_h‖_{Xh} + ‖Π^{DG}_{BDM} (v − v^∗_h)‖_{Xh} ≤ (1 + c^{DG}_{BDM})‖v − v^∗_h‖_{Xh}

for any v ∈ V. With div_{Th} v^′_h = 0 and [[v^′_h]]_n = 0 for all v^′_h ∈ V_h for (M3) and (M4) we have by partial integration (∇ϕ, v^′_h) = 0 for any ϕ ∈ H^1(Ω) which implies u_h ∈ W_h and finally gradient-robustness.

7 Numerical examples

We choose f such that the exact solution of (1) is given by u_{sol} = sin(πx) cos(πy)(−y, x)^T and solve on a disc with radius 1. The background flow is chosen as b = 0.1(−y, x)^t and ρ = c_s = 1, λ_b = 10p^2, λ_n = 100p^2. The results are shown in Figure 3 for varying mesh sizes and polynomial degree p = 1, 2, 3, 4. The methods (M3) and (M4) show convergence of order O(h^{p+1/2}) in the L^2-norm. Effects of the different aspects of robustness discussed in Section 5 can also be observed. The method (M1) is not volume-locking free for low order which we observe here for p = 1, 2. The method (M2) shows the same rates, however shows worse error than the other methods, since it lacks gradient-robustness.

Tilman Alemán, Martin Halla, Christoph Lehrenfeld and Paul Stocker

10^{−1.5}

10^{−1}

10^{−0.5} 10^{−2} 10^0 h

L^2-error p = 1

10^{−1.5}

10^{−1}

10^{−0.5} 10^{−5} 10^{−2} 10^1 h p = 2

10^{−1.5}

10^{−1}

10^{−0.5} 10^{−7} 10^{−3} 10^1 h p = 3

10^{−1.5}

10^{−1}

10^{−0.5} 10^{−9} 10^{−5} 10^{−1} h p = 4

H1 (M1) H1 pseudo-pressure (M2)H(div) (M3) DG (M4) O(h^{p+1/2})

Figure 3: Convergence study in terms of mesh size h for polynomial degrees p = 1, 2, 3, 4.

REFERENCES

[1] T. Alemán, Robust finite element discretizations for a PDE arising in helioseismology, Master’s thesis, NAM, University of Göttingen, March 2022.

[2] T. Alemán, M. Halla, C. Lehrenfeld, and P. Stocker, Replication Data for: Robust finite element discretizations for a simplified Galbrun’s equation, 2022. Göttingen Research Online / Data, https://doi.org/10.25625/9VR9WT.

[3] D. Boffi, F. Brezzi, and M. Fortin, Mixed finite element methods and applications, vol. 44 of Springer Ser. Comput. Math., Springer, 2013.

[4] D. Braess, Finite Elements: Theory, Fast Solvers, and Applications in Solid Mechanics, 3d edition, Cambridge University Press, 2007.

[5] J. Chabassier and M. Duruflé, Solving time-harmonic Galbrun’s equation with an arbitrary flow. Application to Helioseismology, Research Rep. 9192, INRIA Bordeaux, 2018.

[6] G. Fu, C. Lehrenfeld, A. Linke, and T. Streckenbach, Locking free and gradient robust H(div)-conforming HDG methods for linear elasticity, J. of Sci. Comput., 86 (2021).

[7] H. Galbrun, Propagation d’une onde sonore dans l’atmosphère et théorie des zones de silence, Gauthier-Villars, Paris, 1931.

[8] M. Halla and T. Hohage, On the well-posedness of the damped time-harmonic Galbrun equation and the equations of stellar oscillations, SIAM J. Math. Anal., 53 (2021).

[9] P. Hansbo and M. G. Larson, Discontinuous Galerkin methods for incompressible and nearly incompressible elasticity by Nitsche’s method, CMAME, 191 (2002).

[10] J. S. Howell and N. J. Walkington, Inf-sup conditions for twofold saddle point problems, Numer. Math., 118 (2011).

[11] V. John, A. Linke, C. Merdon, M. Neilan, and L. G. Rebholz, On the divergence constraint in mixed finite element methods for incompressible flows, SIAM Rev., 59 (2017).

[12] M. Maeder, G. Gabard, and S. Marburg, 90 years of Galbrun’s equation: An unusual formulation for aeroacoustics and hydroacoustics in terms of the Lagrangian displacement, J. Theor. Comput. Acoust., 28 (2020).