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Abstract

In this work we investigate the advantages of multiscale methods in Petrov-Galerkin (PG) for-
mulation in a general framework. The framework is based on a localized orthogonal decomposition
of a high dimensional solution space into a low dimensional multiscale space with good approxima-
tion properties and a high dimensional remainder space, which only contains negligible fine scale
information. The multiscale space can then be used to obtain accurate Galerkin approximations. As
a model problem we consider the Poisson equation. We prove that a Petrov-Galerkin formulation
does not suffer from a significant loss of accuracy, and still preserve the convergence order of the
original multiscale method. We also prove inf-sup stability of a PG Continuous and a Discontinuous
Galerkin Finite Element multiscale method. Furthermore, we demonstrate that the Petrov-Galerkin
method can decrease the computational complexity significantly, allowing for more efficient solution
algorithms. As another application of the framework, we show how the Petrov-Galerkin framework
can be used to construct a locally mass conservative solver for two-phase flow simulation that em-
ploys the Buckley-Leverett equation. To achieve this, we couple a PG Discontinuous Galerkin Finite
Element method with an upwind scheme for a hyperbolic conservation law.

Keywords finite element, multiscale method, numerical homogenization, Petrov-Galerkin method,
conservation law, Buckley-Leverett equation

1 Introduction
In this contribution we consider linear elliptic problems with a heterogenous and highly variable
diffusion coefficient A as arisen often in hydrology or in material sciences. In the following, we are

looking for v which solves
-V - AVu=f inQ,

u=0 ondf,

in a weak sense. Here, we denote
(A1) Q C R, d = 1,2,3, abounded Lipschitz domain with a piecewise polygonal boundary,
(A2) f € L*(9) a source term, and

(A3) Ae L>(Q, ngxn‘i) a symmetric matrix-valued function with uniform spectral bounds 3y > ag >
09

o(A(z)) C [ao, Bo] foralmost all x € Q. (1.1)
We call the ratio 8/ the contrast of A.

Under assumptions (A1)-(A3) and by the Lax-Milgram theorem, there exists a unique weak solution
u € H Q) to

a(u,v) = (f,v) for allv € H} (), (1.2)
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where
a(v,w) = / AVv-Vw and (v,w) = (v,w)2(q)-
Q

The problematic term in the equation is the diffusion matrix A, which is known to exhibit very fast
variations on a very fine scale (i.e. it has a multiscale character). These variations can be highly het-
erogenous and unstructured, which is why it is often necessary to resolve them globally by an underlying
computational grid that matches the said heterogeneity. Using standard finite element methods, this re-
sults in high dimensional solution spaces and hence an enormous computational demand, which often
cannot be handled even by today’s computing technology. Consequently, there is a need for alternative
methods, so called multiscale methods, which can either operate below linear computational complexity
by using local representative elements (cf. [} [2, (111 [18], [19} 24} [37]]) or which can split the original
problem into very localized subproblems that cover {2 but that can be solved cheaply and independent
from each other (cf. [S 8] 12} 13} 17, 26} 139, 28l 29} 132} |34 38]]).

In this paper, we focus on a rather recent approach called Localized Orthogonal Decomposition
(LOD) that was introduced by Malqvist and Peterseim [36]] and further generalized in [25] 20].

We consider a coarse space Vg7, which is low-dimensional but possibly inadequate for finding a re-
liable Galerkin approximation to the multiscale solution of problem (I.2). The idea of the method is to
start from this coarse space and to update the corresponding set of basis functions step-by-step to improve
the approximation properties of the space. In a summarized form, this can be described in four steps:
1) define a (quasi) interpolation operator Iy from H{ () onto Vi, 2) information in the kernel of the
interpolation operator is considered to be negligible (having a small L2-norm), 3) hence define the space
of negligible information by the kernel of this interpolation, i.e. W :=kern(/f), and 4) find the orthog-
onal complement of W with respect to a scalar product ay,(-, -), where ap (-, -) describes a discretization
of the problem to solve. In many cases, it can be shown, that this (low dimensional) orthogonal com-
plement space has very accurate approximation properties with respect to the exact solution. Typically,
the computation of the orthogonal decomposition is localized to small patches in order to reduce the
computational complexity.

So far, the concept of the LOD has been successfully applied to nonlinear elliptic problems [21]],
eigenvalue problems [35]] and the nonlinear Schrédinger equation [22]. Furthermore, it was combined
with a discontinuous Galerkin method [14} [15] and extended to the setting of partition of unity methods
[23].

In this work, we are concerned with analyzing the LOD framework in Petrov-Galerkin formulation,
i.e. for the case that the discrete trial and test spaces are not identical. We show that an LOD method
in Petrov-Galerkin formulations still preserves the convergence rates of the original formulation of the
method. At the same time, the new method can exhibit significant advantages, such as decreased com-
putational complexity and mass conservation properties. In this paper, we discuss these advantages in
detail; we give examples for realizations and present numerical experiments. In particular, we apply the
proposed framework to design a locally conservative multiscale solver for the simulation of two-phase
flow models as governed by the Buckley-Leverett equation. We remark that employing Petrov-Galerkin
variational frameworks in the construction and analysis of multiscale methods for solving elliptic prob-
lems in heterogeneous media has been investigated in the past, see for example [27] and [17]].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2] lays out the setting and notation for the
formulation of the multiscale methods that includes the description of two-grid discretization and the
Localized Orthogonal Decomposition (LOD). In Section 3] we present the multiscale methods based on
the LOD framework, starting from the usual Galerkin variational equation and concentrating further on
the Petrov-Galerkin variational equation that is the main contribution of the paper. We establish in this
section that the Petrov-Galerkin LOD (PG-LOD) exhibits the same convergence behavior as the usual
Galerkin LOD (G-LOD). Furthermore, we draw a contrast in the aspect of practical implementation that
makes up a strong advantage of PG-LOD in relative comparison to G-LOD. The other advantage of the



PG-LOD which cannot be achieved with G-LOD is the ability to produce a locally conservative flux field
at the elemental level when discontinuous finite element is utilized. We also discuss in this section an
application of the PG-LOD for solving the pressure equation in the simulation of two-phase flow models
to demonstrate this particular advantage. Section [ gives two sets of numerical experiment: one that
confirms the theoretical finding and the other demonstrating the application of PG-LOD in the two-phase
flow simulation. We present the proofs of the theoretical findings in Section 5

2 Discretization
In this section we introduce notations that are required for the formulation of the multiscale methods.

2.1 Abstract two-grid discretization We define two different meshes on €2. The first mesh is a ’coarse
mesh’ and is denoted by Tz, where H > 0 denote the maximum diameter of all elements of Tz;. The
second mesh is a ’fine mesh’ denoted by 73 with h representing the maximum diameter of all elements of
Tr. By ’fine’ we mean that any variation of the coefficient A is resolved within this grid, leading to a high
dimensional discrete space that is associated with this mesh. The mesh 7 is assumed to be a (possibly
non-uniform) refinement of 7z;. Furthermore, both grids are shape-regular and conforming partitions of
2 and we assume that h < H /2. For the subsequent methods to make sense, we also assume that each
element of Ty is at least twice uniformly refined to create 7;. The set of all Lagrange points (vertices)
of T, is denoted by N, and the set of interior Lagrange points is denoted by A0, where « is either H or
h.

Now we consider an abstract discretization of the exact problem (I.2). For this purpose, we let V},
denote a high dimensional discrete space in which we seek an approximation wy, of u. A simple example
would be the classical P1 Lagrange Finite Element space associated with 7;,. However, note that we
do not assume that V}, is a subspace of H}(€2). In fact, later we give an example for which V}, consists
of non-continuous piecewise linear functions. Next, we assume that we are interested in solving a fine
scale problem, that can be characterized by a scalar product ay(+, -) on V},. Accordingly, a method on the
coarse scale can be described by some a g (-, -), which we specify by assuming

(A4) a,(-,-) is a scalar product on V} where * is either i or H.
This allows us to define the abstract reference problem stated below.

Definition 2.1 (Fine scale reference problem). We call u;, € V}, the fine scale reference solution if it
solves

an(un,vn) = (f,vn)12(0) for all v, € V3, (2.1)

where ay, (-, -) describes the method’. It is implicitly assumed that problem (2.1) is of tremendous com-
putational complexity and cannot be solved by available computing resources i n a convenient time.

A simple example of ay (-, -) is ap(vp, wp) = ag(vy, wy) = a(vy, wp). A more complex example
is the ap, (-, -) that stems from a discontinuous Galerkin approximation, in which case ay, (-, -) is different
from ag(-,-). The goal is to approximate problem by a new problem that reaches a comparable
accuracy but one that can be solved with a significantly lower computational demand.

2.2 Localized Orthogonal Decomposition In this subsection, we introduce the notation that is required
in the formulation of the multiscale method. In particular, we introduce an orthogonal decomposition of
the high dimensional solution space V}, into the orthogonal direct sum of a low dimensional space with
good approximation properties and a high dimensional remainder space. For this purpose, we make the
following abstract assumptions.

(AS) ||| - |||» denotes a norm on V}, that is equivalent to the norm that is induced by a, (-, -), hence there
exist generic constants 0 < a < (3 such that

Oz|thH’% < ah(vh,vh) and ah(vh,wh) < 5|\|Uh|Hh\Hwh|Hh for all Vp, Wh € Vh.



In the same way, ||| - |||z denotes a norm on Vj (equivalent to the norm induced by ag(-,-)).
Furthermore, we let C'p , denote the constant with |||v|||g < Cg pl||v]|||, for all v € V},. Note
that C'fy ;, might degenerate for h — 0.

(A6) The coarse space Vi C V} is a low dimensional subspace of V}, that is associated with Tz.
(A7) Let I : Vi, — Vi be an L2-stable quasi-interpolation (or projection) operator with the properties

— there exists a generic constant C7,, (only depending on the shape regularity of 7z and 7,)
such that for all vy, € Vj, and vy € Vg

|vn = T (on)ll2@) < Crg H|[|vallln,  and ||| (on)llla < Crylllvnlln,

lve = Tu(ve) |22 < Cry Hl||vallla,  and  |[In(ve)lz2@) < Crylllvallla.

— the restriction of Iy to Vp is an isomorphism with ||| - |||z-stable inverse, i.e. we have
v = (Ig o (Iulv,) ') (vy) for vy € Vi and the exists a generic Cf;;l such that

I Talvi) ™ wm)lllr < Cpalllvallln forall vy € V.

Typically, L2-projections onto Vj can be verified to fulfill assumption (A7). Similarly, I can be a
quasi-interpolation of the Clément-type that is related to the L2-projection. An example for this case is
given in equation below. Alternatively, 177 can be also constructed from local L2-projections as it
is done for the classical Clément interpolation. Nodal interpolations typically do not satisfy (A7).

Using the assumption that (I57)|y,, : Vg — Vp is an isomorphism (i.e. assumption (A7)), a splitting
of the space V}, is given by the direct sum

Vi =Vyg® Wy, with W := {Uh S Vh| IH(’Uh) = 0}. 2.2)

Observe that the ‘remainder space’ W}, contains all fine scale features of 1}, that cannot be expressed in
the coarse space V.
Next, consider the ay, (-, -)-orthogonal projection P, : V}, — W}, that fulfills:

ah(Ph(vh), wh) = ah(vh, wh) for all wy, € W), (2.3)

Since V}, = Vg @ W), we have that V)™ := kern(P},) = (1 — Pp,) (Vg ) induces the ay (-, -)-orthogonal
splitting
Vi = VS @ W,

Note that V3™ is a low dimensional space in the sense that it has the same dimension as Vg. As
shown for several applications (cf. [33, 21} 22]) the space V(3" has very rich approximation properties in
the ||| - |||,-norm. However, it is very expensive to assemble V™, which is why it is practically necessary
to localize the space W, (respectively localize the projection). This is done using admissible patches of
the following type.

Definition 2.2 (Admissible patch). For any coarse element 7" € Ty, we say that the open and connected
set U(T') is an admissible patch of T, if T'C U(T") C € and if it consists of elements from the fine grid,
ie.

U(T) =int U 7, where T,V C Tj.

TE'ThU



It is now relevant to define the restriction of W}, to an admissible patch U (7T") C €2 by
Wi(U(T)) := {vn, € Wy|vp, =0 inQ\ U(T)}.

A general localization strategy for the space V)™ can be described as follows (see [20] for a special
case of this localization and [36]] for a different localization strategy).

Definition 2.3 (Localization of the solution space). Let the bilinear form a] (-,-) be a localization of
ap(+,-) on T € Ty in the sense that

an(vn, wn) = Y af (vn, wn), 2.4)
TeET

where al (-, ) acts only on 7T or a small environment of T". Let furthermore U (") be an admissible patch

associated with 7' € Ty. Let QZ Vi — Wh(U(T)) be a local correction operator that is defined as
finding QT (¢,) € W,,(U(T)) satisfying

an(QF (¢n), wn) = —a} (n,wy)  forall wy, € Wi,(U(T)), (2.5)

where ¢, € V},. The global corrector is given by

Qn(dn) == Y QF (¢n)- 2.6)

TeT

A (localized) generalized finite element space is defined as
V= {®py + Qn(®Pn)| Pu € Vu}.

The variational formulation is called the corrector problem associated with T' € Ty;. Solvability
of each of these problems is guaranteed by the Lax-Milgram Theorem. By its nature, the system matrix
corresponding to (2.5) is localized to the patch U(T') since the support of wy, is in U(7T). Furthermore,
each of (2.5) pertaining to 7' € Ty is designed to be elementally independent and thus attributing to
its immediate parallelizability. The corrector problems are solved in a preprocessing step and can be
reused for different source terms and for different realization of the LOD methods. Since V'™ is a low
dimensional space with locally supported basis functions, solving a problem in V™" is rather inexpensive.
Normally, the solutions Qg(qﬁh) of decays exponentially to zero outside of T'. This is the reason
why we can hope for good approximations even for small patches U (7). Later, we quantify this decay
by an abstract assumption (which is known to hold true for many relevant applications).

Remark 24. If U(T) = Q for all T € Ty, then @, = — P}, where P}, is the orthogonal projection
given by (2.3). In this sense, V™ is localization of the space V{}*. This can be verified using (2.4),
which yields

an(pn + Qn(dn), wn) = Z (af, (én, wn) + an(QF (¢n),wp)) =0 forall wy, € Wy,
TeTH

By uniqueness of the projection, we conclude @y, = — Pj,.

The above setting is used to construct the multiscale methods utilizing the Localized Orthogonal
Decomposition Method (LOD) as e.g. done in [20, 36] for the standard finite element formulation and a
corresponding Petrov-Galerkin formulation.



3 Methods and properties

In this section, we state the LOD in Galerkin and in Petrov-Galerkin formulation along with their
respective a priori error estimates and the inf-sup stability. In the last part of this section, we give two
explicit examples and discuss the advantages of the Petrov-Galerkin formulation. Subsequently we use
the notation a < b to abbreviate a < Cb, where C' is a constant that is independent of the mesh sizes H
and h; and which is independent of the possibly rapid oscillations in A.

In order to state proper a priori error estimates, we describe the notion of ’patch size’ and how the
size of U(T') affects the final approximation. All the stated theorems on the error estimates of the LOD
methods are proved in Section [5]

Definition 3.1 (Patch size). Let k € N+ be fixed. We define patches U (7") that consist of the element 7’
and k-layers of coarse element around it. For all 7" € Ty, we define element patches in the coarse mesh
Tu by

Uo(T) =T,

3.1
Up(T) = U{T" € Ty | T' N U (T) £ 0} k=1,2,.... ©-1)

The above concept of patch sizes and patch shapes can be also generalized. See for instance [23] for a
LOD that is purely based on partitions of unity. Using Definition (3.1, we make an abstract assumption
on the decay of the local correctors Q}f((I) u) for &y € Vi

(A8) Let Q%’T(QD 1) be the optimal local corrector using U(7') = (2 that is defined according to (2.5)
and let Q% (®p) == > TeTy QS’T(CI)H). Let k € Nygand forall T € Ty let U(T) = Ui(T) as
in Definition Then there exists p € {0, 1} and a generic constant 0 < 6 < 1 that can depend
on the contrast, but not on H, h or the variations of A such that for all &y € Vg,

11(@n = @) (@m)III S KO 1/ H)™ ||| @ + Qi(®a)]II5, (32)
where, Q(® ) denotes the global corrector given by (2.6) for U(T") = Ui (T).

Assumption (A8) quantifies the decay of local correctors, by stating that the solutions of the local
corrector problems decay exponentially to zero outside of 7". This is central for all a priori error estimates.
For continuous Galerkin methods, we can obtain the optimal order p = 0 for the exponent in (3.2)). This
means, that the (1/H )-term fully vanishes. However, depending on the localization strategy (i.e. how
Qn(Pg) is computed) it is also possible that p takes the value 1 and that hence a pollution term of order
(1/H) arises (see [20, Remark 3.8] for a discussion). For discontinuous Galerkin methods, the optimal
known order is p = 1. However, even for this case it is known that the (1/H )-term is rapidly overtaken
by the decay, leading purely to slightly larger patch sizes (see e.g. [36]).

3.1 Galerkin LOD This method was originally proposed in [36]: find u%°" € V™ that satisfies
ap (U, ™) = (f,®™°) forall ®™° e V™S, (3.3)

Theorem 3.2 (A priori error estimate for Galerkin LOD).

Assume (Al)-(A8). Given a positive k € N, let for all T € Ty the patch U(T') = Uy(T') be defined as
in and let u§;°° € V™ be as governed by (3.3). Let up, € V), be the fine scale reference solution
governed by (2.1). Then, the following a priori error estimate holds true

lun = ((Trlvie) ™ o T) (Wf ) 2 + |l — w§ M S (H + (1/HPE6%)| 1] 20,

where 0 < 0§ < 1 and p € {0, 1} are the generic constants in (AS).



The term ((Ig7|v, ) ™! o Irr)(u$f°) describes the coarse part (resulting from Vi) of u$°° and thus
is numerically homogenized (the oscillations are averaged out). In this sense, we can say that u$;°"
is an H'-approximation of uy, and ((Ig|v,,) ™" o Irr)(u$t°°) an L2-approximation of uy, respectively.
Furthermore, because k2 6% converges with exponential order to zero, the error |||up — u$°"|||5 is typi-
cally dominated by the first term of order O(H ). This was observed in various numerical experiments in
different works, c.f. [20} 21} 36]. In particular, a specific choice k 2 (p + 1)|log(H)| leads to a O(H)

convergence for the total H '-error, see also [20, 21} [36].

3.2 Petrov-Galerkin LOD In a straightforward manner, we can now state the LOD in Petrov-Galerkin
formulation: find u}5"°" € V'™ that satisfies

ap(ug™, ®g) = (f,®y) forall ®y € Vy. 3.4

A unique solution of (3.4) is guaranteed by the inf-sup stability. In practice, inf-sup stability is
clearly observable in numerical experiments (see Section [d)). Analytically we can make the following
observations.

Remark 3.3 (Quasi-orthogonality and inf-sup stability). The inf-sup stability of the LOD in Petrov-
Galerkin formulation is a natural property to expect, since we have quasi-orthogonality in ay,(-, -) of the
spaces V™ and W},. This can be verified by a simple computation. Let ®™ = &y + Qp(Ppy) € V™S,
let wy, € W}, and let Q%(@ 77) the optimal corrector as in assumption (A8), then

ap(P™, wy) = ap(®Py + Qn(Pr), wp)
= an(Qn(®w) — Q}(Pr), w)
< 11Qn(®x) — QR (®m)|l|nl[wh ][
S KPR HP||@w + Qi (®w) |||l [whll]n,

with generic constants 0 < < 1 and p € {0, 1} as in (A8). This means that a; (™, wy,) converges
exponentially in k to zero, and it is identical to zero for all sufficiently large k (because then Qp(Pr) =
Q¥ (®p)). Writing the PG-LOD bilinear form as

an(®g + Qn(®H), Vi)
= ap(Pg + Qn(®H), Yy + Qn(Vh)) + an(®y + Qn(PH), Qn(¥H)),

we see that it is only a small perturbation of the symmetric (coercive) G-LOD version, where the differ-
ence can be bounded by the quasi-orthogonality.

Even though the quasi-orthogonality suggests inf-sup stability, the given assumptions (A1)-(A8) do
not seem to be sufficient for rigorously proving it. Here, it seems necessary to leave the abstract setting
and to prove the inf-sup stability result for the various LOD realizations separately. For simplification,
we therefore make the inf-sup stability to be an additional assumption (see (A9) below). Later we give
an example how to prove this assumption for a certain realization of the method. We also note that the
inf-sup stability can be always verified numerically (for a given k) by investigating the system matrix
SPELOD oiven by the entries

(SPG'LOD)Z‘]‘ = ap(P; + Qn(P;), ®;)

for 1 < 4,5 < Np where Ny denotes the dimension of Vi and where {®;| 1 < ¢ < Np} denotes a
basis of V. To check the inf-sup stability we must compute the eigenvalues of S*¢°P_ If their real parts
are all strictly positive, we have inf-sup stability and the inf-sup constant is identical to the smallest real
part of an eigenvalue. Standard approaches for computing the eigenvalues of a non-symmetric matrix are
the Arnoldi method, the Jacobi-Davidson method and the non-symmetric Lanczos algorithm (cf. [40]
for a comprehensive overview). Since Ny is moderately small, the cost for applying one of the methods
are still feasible.



(A9) We assume that the LOD in Petrov-Galerkin formulation is inf-sup stable in the following sense:
there exists a sequence of constants «(k) and a generic limit cvy > 0 (independent of H, h, k or the
oscillations of A) such that «(k) converges with exponential speed to vy, i.e. there exist constants
C(H) (possibly depending on H, but not on h, k or the oscillations of A) and a generic 6 € (0, 1)
such that |a(k) — ag| < C(H)k¥?6*. Furthermore it holds (k) = a for all sufficiently large &
and

(ORI )] .
(@) ™ 1,
@alla

for all @™ € V™ and @y := ((Ig|v,, )"t o Iy) (™) € V.

The following result states that the approximation quality of the LOD in Petrov-Galerkin formulation
is of the same order as for the Galerkin LOD, up to a possible pollution term depending on Cf 5, but
which still converges exponentially to zero.

Theorem 3.4 (A priori error estimate for PG-LOD).

Assume (Al)-(A9). Given a positive k € Nxy, let for all T € Ty the patch U(T) = Uy (T) be defined
as in and large enough so that the inf-sup constant in (A9) fulfills a(k) > @ for some & > 0 and
let u55™°" be the unique solution of . Let up, € V}, be the fine scale reference solution governed by
(2.1). Then, the following a priori error estimate holds true

lu, = (el )™ o Tr) (Wi ) 2 + lun — wig ™[]

S (H+ (/HP(1+ (1/@) 1+ Cap)k™?0M)1f | 20,
where 0 < § < 1 and p € {0,1} are the generic constants from assumption (A8) and C j, as in (AS).

3.3 Example 1: Continuous Galerkin Finite Element Method The previous subsection showed that
the Petrov-Galerkin formulation of the LOD does not suffer from a loss in accuracy with respect to the
symmetric formulation. In this subsection, we give the specific example of the LOD for the Continuous
Galerkin Finite Element Method. In particular, we discuss the advantage of the PG formulation over the
symmetric formulation. Let us first introduce the specific setting and the corresponding argument about
the validity of (A4)-(A9) on this setting.

In addition to the assumptions that we made on the shape regular partitions 7z and 7}, in Section[2.1}
we assume that Ty and T, are either triangular or quadrilateral meshes. Accordingly, for 7 = Tg, Ty,
we denote

Pi(T) :={v e C%Q) | VT € T,v|r is a polynomial of total degree < 1} and
Q1(T) := {v € C°(Q) | VT € T,v|r is a polynomial of partial degree < 1}

and define V}, := Py (T,)NH} (Q) if T, is a triangulation and V}, := Q1 (T,)NH (Q2) if itis a quadrilation.
The coarse space Vi C V}, is defined in the same fashion and since 7}, is a refinement of Tz, assumption
(A6) is obviously fulfilled. For simplicity, we also assume that the coarse mesh Ty is quasi-uniform
(which is the typical choice in applications).

The bilinear form ay, (-, -) is defined by the standard energy scalar product on H{ (€2) that belongs to
the elliptic problem to solve, i.e.

ap(v,w) = /QAVU -Vw for v,w € H(Q).

Accordingly, we set |||[v]||n = |||v]||g = HAI/QV’UHLQ(Q) for v € H(Q). Hence, assumptions (AS)
and (A6) are fulfilled and the solution u;, € V}, of (2.1)) is nothing but the standard continuous Galerkin
Finite Element solution on the fine grid 7y,.



Next, we specify Iy : Vi, — W} in (A7). For this purpose, let &, € Vg be the nodal basis function
associated with the coarse grid node z € Ny, i.e., ®.(y) = d,.. Let Iy be the weighted Clément-type
quasi-interpolation operator as defined in [9, [10]:

(v, 92)r2(q)

Iy HY(Q) — Vg, v Ig(v v,®, withv, (= ——————=.
o) =2 (1,9:)12(0)

zENY,

3.5

First we note that it was shown in [36] that (1) Vi Vi — Vi is an isomorphism (but not a projection,
ie. (Iu|vy )™t # Iy, ). Hence, (IH)f\}H exists. This is one of the properties in (A7). The L?- and H -
stability of Iy, as well as corresponding approximation properties, were proved in [9]. It only remains to
check the H !-stability of (I H)|V Unfortunately, this property is not trivial to fulfill. First, we note that

it was shown in [33]] that the mapping (1)} o I is nothing but the L?-projection Py : H}(Q) — Vi

%%
(see also Remarkbelow) Consequently, the question of H !-stability of (I H)|V
question of H!-stability of the L2-projection. This result is well-established for quasi uniform grids (cf.
[6]) as assumed at the beginning of this section. However it is still open for arbitrary refinements. The
most recent results on this issue can be found in [[7, [30, [16], where the desired H 1—stability was shown
for certain types of adaptively refined meshes. To avoid complicated mesh assumptions in this paper, we
simply assume 7 to be quasi-uniform. This is not very restrictive since adaptive refinements should
typically take place on the fine mesh 7. Alternatively, in light of [7, 30, [16], we could also directly
assume that the L2-projection on V7 is H '-stable to allow more general coarse meshes.
It remains to specify al (-, -), which we define by

is equivalent to the

al (v, w) == / AVv - Vw for v, w € Hy ().
T

Let us for simplicity denote ||| - ||| := || A2V - || r2(1)- The decay assumption (A8) was essentially
proved in [20, Lemma 3.6], which established the exrstence of a generic constant 0 < 0 < 1 with the
properties as in (A8) such that

11(@n = Qi@ S K0 Y 1Ry (@m)lll, (3.6)
TeTH
for all @7 € Vj7 . On the other hand we have by ||| - ||| = || A2V - | 22(7) and equation || that

QYT (@m)I} < an(@)" (1), QT (Pu))
= —al (®y, QT (By)) 3.7)
S @mlllnrl|Qr" (@m)|]|h-

Hence, by plugging this result into (3.6):

11@v— @@l < K¢ D [leulllir

TeTH
S KO @pll; = kOPI((Talvi) ™" o In)(@r + Q1 (@m))I7

A0 4 Q 2
S EOT[Pm + Q (Pa)lE

which proves that assumption (A8) holds even with p = 0. The remaining assumption (A9) is less
obvious and requires a proof. We give this proof for the Continuous Galerkin PG-LOD in Section[5} We
summarize the result in the following lemma.
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Lemma 3.5 (inf-sup stability of Continuous Galerkin PG-LOD). Forall T € Ty let U(T) = Uy (T) for
k € N. Then there exist generic constants C,Cy (independent of H, h, k or the oscillations of A) and
0 < 6 < 1 as in assumption (AS8), so that it holds

oms o
inf  sup QHES : i) > a(k),
®eVir gmseyms ||| @[ |n][| @ |l[n

for a(k) := Cra — CokfFw(d™) and

Pms _ I —1 T Ppms) _
wpew VO™ = V((Talvy )~ o I ) (™)
where W' .= {wy, € Wy|wp|r € Wi(T)}, i.e. the space of all functions from W), that are zero on
the boundary of the coarse grid elements. Observe that a(k) converges with exponential speed to aC}.

Furthermore we have o/(0) = Ch« (because w(P™) = 0) and also a(¢) = Cia for all sufficiently large
L.

Remark 3.6. Let U(T") = U(T) for k € N with k& 2 |log(H)|, then the CG-LOD in Petrov-Galerkin
formulation is inf-sup stable for sufficiently small H. In particular, there exists a unique solution of
problem (3.4).

Remark 3.7. Lemma does not allow to conclude to inf-sup stability for the regime 0 < k <
|log(H)|. However, even though this regime is not of practical relevance, it is interesting to note that we
could not observe a violation of the inf-sup stability for any value of k and in any numerical experiment
that we set up so far.

Since assumptions (A1)-(A9) are fulfilled for this setting, Theorems [3.2] and [3.4] hold true for the
arising method. Furthermore, we have p = 0 and Cy;, = 1 in the estimates, meaning that the (1/H)-
pollution in front of the decay term vanishes. We can summarize the result in the following conclusion.

Conclusion 3.8. Assume the (Continuous Galerkin) setting of this subsection and let u}7*°” denote a

Petrov-Galerkin solution of (3.4). If & = mH|log(H)| for m € N, then it holds
lun —wig ™ gy < (H+H™)|fllL20)-
In particular, the bound is independent of C'g j,.

3.4 Discussion of advantages The central disadvantage of the Galerkin LOD is that it requires a commu-
nication between solutions of different patches. Consider for instance the assembly of the system matrix
that belongs to problem (3.3). Here it is necessary to compute entries of the type

/QAV(@Z- + Qn(®;)) - V(@5 + Qn(®;)),

which particularly involves the computation of the term

> Z/ AVQL(®;) - VQE(9)), (3.8)
TeTyKeTy T UINUK)
TCwiKCUJj

where ®;, ®; € V denote two coarse nodal basis functions and w; and wj its corresponding supports.
The efficient computation of requires information about the intersection area of any two patches
U(T) and U(K). Even if T and K are not adjacent or close to each other, the intersection of the
corresponding patches can be complicated and non-empty. The drawback becomes obvious: first, these
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intersection areas must be determined, stored and handled in an efficient way and second, the number
of relevant entries of the stiffness matrix (i.e. the non-zeros) increases considerably. Note that this also
leads to a restriction in the parallelization capabilities, in the sense that the assembly of the stiffness
matrix can only be ’started’ if the correctors @, (®;) are already computed. Another disadvantage is that
the assembly of the right hand side vector associated with (f, ™) in (3.3)) is much more expensive since
it involves the computation of entries (f, ®; + Qn(®;)) 12(q)- First, the integration area is U{U(T)| T €
T, T C w;} instead of typically w;. This increases the computational costs. At the same time, it is
also hard to assemble these entries by performing (typically more efficient) element-wise computations
(for which each coarse element has to be visited only once). Second, (f, ®; + Qn(®Pi))12(q) involves a
quadrature rule of high order, since Qp,(®;) is rapidly oscillating. These oscillations must be resolved by
the quadrature rule, even if f is a purely macroscopic function that can be handled exactly by a low order
quadrature. Hence, the costs for computing (f, ®; + Qx(®:))12(q) depend indirectly on the oscillations
of A. Finally, if the LOD shall be applied to a sequence of problems of type (1.2), which only differ in
the source term f (or a boundary condition), the system matrix can be fully reused, but the complications
that come with the right hand side have to be addressed each time again.

The Petrov-Galerkin formulation of the LOD clearly solves these problems without suffering from a
loss in accuracy. In particular:

e The PG-LOD does not require any communication between two different patches and the result-
ing stiffness matrix is sparser than the one for the symmetric LOD. In particular, the entries of the
system matrix S can be computed with the following algorithm:

Let S denote the empty system matrix with entries S;;.

Algorithm: assembleSystemMatrix( Tz, Tp, k)

In parallel foreach T' € Ty do
foreach z; € N}, with 2; € T do
compute Q7 (®,) € W,(Ux(T)) with

a(QL(®,,), wp) = — /TAVCI)ZZ. -Vwy, forall wy, € Wy, (U(T)).

foreach z; € N}, with z; € U(T) do
update the system matrix:

Sji += / A(®., +VQF(D.,)) - V..

J

end

end

end

Observe that it is possible to directly add the local terms a(®., + QF (®,), ©-,) to the system ma-
trix S, i.e. the assembling of the matrix is parallelized in a straightforward way and does not rely
on the availability of other results.

e Replacing the source term f in 1} only involves the re-computation of the terms (f, ®;) L2(w;)
for coarse nodal basis functions ®;, i.e. the same costs as for the standard FE method on the coarse
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scale. Furthermore, the choice of the quadrature rule relies purely on f, but not on the oscillations
of A.

Besides the previously mentioned advantages, there is still a memory consuming issue left: the
storage of the local correctors Qf(@ = ). These local correctors need to be saved in order to express the
final approximation u'"°" which is spanned by the multiscale basis functions ®; + Qp(®;). As long
as we are interested in a good H '-approximation of the solution, this problem seems to be unavoidable.
However, in many applications we can even overcome this difficulty by exploiting another very big
advantage of the PG-LOD: Theorem predicts that alone the ’coarse part’ of u'5"°", denoted by
ug = ((Iglvy) ™t o Iy)(uh$™°P)) € Vy, already exhibits very good L?-approximation properties, i.e.
if k = | log(H )| we have essentially

lun, — witll 20 < O(H).
In contrast to w5 ™", the representation of ur does only require the classical coarse finite element basis
functions. Hence, we can use the algorithm presented earlier, with the difference that we can immediately
delete Qg(fbi) after updating the stiffness matrix. Observe that even if computations have to be repeated
for different source terms f, this stiffness matrix can be reused again and again. Also, if a user is
interested in the fine scale behavior in a local region (but the Q:,f(q)i) were already dropped), it is still
possible to quickly re-compute the desired local corrector for the region.
As an application, consider for instance the case that the problem

/QAVU'VU:/QfU

describes the diffusion of a pollutant in groundwater. Here, u describes the concentration of the pol-
lutant, A the (rapidly varying) hydraulic conductivity and f a source term describing the injection of
the pollutant. In such a scenario, there is typically not much interest in finding a good approximation
of the (locally fluctuating) gradient Vu, but rather in the macroscopic behavior of pollutant u, i.e. in
purely finding a good L?-approximation that allows to conclude where the pollutant spreads. A similar
scenario is the investigation of the properties of a composite material, where A describes the heteroge-
nous material and f some external force. Again, the interest is in finding an accurate L?-approximation.
Besides, the corresponding simulations are typically performed for a variety of different source terms f,
investigating different scenarios. In this case, the PG-LOD yields reliable approximations with very low
costs, independent of the structure of A.

Remark 3.9 (Relation to the L2-projection). Assume the setting of this subsection. In [35] it was shown
that (v, wh)Lg(Q) = 0 forall vy € Vg and wy, € W), i.e. Vg and W), are L2-orth0gonal. This implies
that

(IH‘VH)_l oly = Pre,

with Py denoting the L?-projection on V. To verify this, let v;, € V}, be arbitrary. Then due to
Vi, = Vg & Wy, we can write v, = vy + wy, (with vy € Vg and w;, € W},) and observe for all
Py eVy

Vgl oW,
/PL2('Uh)(I)H=/Uh(I)H " é2 h/’l)H(I)H
Q Q Q

= [ @ulv) ot omy 0 2 [ (Tulvg) o L) on) 2
Q Q

Hence, uff™ = up + Qpn(un) with uy = Prz(ujF™®).
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Conclusion 3.10 (Application to homogenization problems). Assume the setting of this subsection and
let P;> denote the L2-projection on Vz; as in Remark We consider now a typical homogenization
setting with (¢)>o C Rsq being a sequence of positive parameters that converges to zero. Let Y :=
[0, 1]? denote the unique cube in R? and let A°(z) = Ap(z, £) for a function A, € WH(Q x V) that is
Y -periodic in the second argument (hence A€ is rapidly oscillating with frequency €). The corresponding
exact solution of problem shall be denoted by u, € H&(Q) It is well known (c.f. [3]) that wu,
converges weakly in H' (but not strongly) to some unique function ug € H&(Q) Furthermore, if
[ fllr2) S 1itholds [lue — ugllr2(q) < € With Theoremtogether with Remark and standard
error estimates for FE problems, we hence obtain:

h 2
HUO —uH||L2(Q) SJ €+ <6> +H,

for uy = Pp2(uf"°"). Homogenization problems are typical problems, where one is often purely

interested in the L?-approximation of the exact solution ., meaning one is interested in the homogenized
solution u.

As discussed in this section, the PG-LOD can have significant advantages over the (symmetric)
G-LOD with respect to computational costs, efficiency and memory demand. In Subsection {4.1| we
additionally present a numerical experiment to demonstrate that the approximations produced by the
PG-LOD are in fact very close to the ones produced by (symmetric) G-LOD, i.e. not only of the same
order as predicted by the theorems, but also of the same quality.

Remark 3.11 (Nonlinear problems). The above results suggest that the advantages can become even
more pronounced for certain types of nonlinear problems. For instance, consider a well-posed problem
of the type

—V - AVu + ¢(u) = f,

for a nonlinear function c. Here, it is intuitively reasonable to construct Qp,(® ) as before using only the
linear elliptic part of the problem. This is a preprocessing step that is done once and can be immediately
deleted stiffness matrix is calculated and saved. Then we solve for uy € Vj that satisfies

(AV(ug + Qn(ur)), VOr) 20) + (c(ur), Pr)2() = (f, PH) 2 forall gy € Vi,

Clearly, typical iterative solvers can be utilized to solve this variational problem. This iteration is inex-
pensive because it is done in Vi and the preconstructed stiffness matrix can be fully reused within every
iteration and since the other contributions are independent of (). Performing iterations on the coarse
space for solving nonlinear problems within the framework of multiscale finite element (MsFEMs) has
been investigated (see for example [17] and [13]).

3.5 Example 2: Discontinuous Galerkin Finite Element Method In this subsection, we apply the
results of Section [3.2]to a LOD Method that is based on a Discontinuous Galerkin approach. The DG-
LOD was originally proposed in [15] and fits into the framework proposed in Section[2.2] First, we show
that the setting fulfills assumptions (A4)-(A8) and after we discuss the advantage of the PG DG-LOD
over the symmetric DG-LOD. For simplification, we assume that A is piecewise constant with respect to
the fine mesh 7;, so that all of the subsequent traces are well-defined.

Again, we make the same assumptions on the partitions 7z and 7y, as in Section[2.T]and additionally
assume that 7 and 7}, are either triangular or quadrilateral meshes. The corresponding total sets of
edges (or faces for d = 3) are denoted by &, (for Tj), where &,(€2) and &,(0f2) denotes the set of
interior and boundary edges, respectively.
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Furthermore, for 7 = Ty, T, we denote the spaces of discontinuous functions with total, respectively
partial, polynomial degree equal to or less than 1 by

P1(T) := {v € L*Q) | VT € T,v|r is a polynomial of total degree < 1} and
Q1(T) := {v € L*(Q) | VT € T,v|r is a polynomial of partial degree < 1}

and define V}, := Pi(Ty) if T, is a triangulation and V}, := @Q1(7}) if it is a quadrilation. The coarse
space Vi C Vj is defined in the same fashion with 7Tz instead of 7. Note that these spaces are no
subspaces of H'(2) as in the previous example. For this purpose, we define V}, to be the 7,-piecewise
gradient (i.e. (Vyup)|t := V(vp|t) for vy, € Vi, and t € Tp).

For every edge/face e € &, () there are two adjacent elements ¢, ¢+ € T, withe = 9t~ NOtT. We
define the jump and average operators across e € &,(2) by

1
[v] ;== (v|t~ —oltT) and {AVwv-n}:= 5((AVU)‘LL_ + (AV)[tT) - m,
where n be the unit normal on e that points from ¢~ to ¢*, and on e € &,(092) by
[v] = w|t and {AVwv-n}:=(AVo)|t-n

where n is the outwards unit normal of ¢ € 7}, (and 2). Observe that flipping the roles of ¢t~ and ¢t leads
to the same terms in the bilinear form defined below.

With that, we can define the typical bilinear form that characterizes the Discontinuous Galerkin
method:

an(vn, wn) == (AVpon, Vawn)r2(0)
= > (({AVwy -}, [wnd) 2y + {AVwn - mh o)) r2ge) + D (vl fwnl nee:

ee&y ecéy €

Here, o is a penalty parameter that is chosen sufficiently large and h. = diam(e). The coarse bilinear
form ag (-, ) is defined analogously with coarse scale quantities. It is well known, that ay, (-, -) (respec-
tively ag (-, -)) is a scalar product on V}, (respectively V). Consequently (A4) is fulfilled. As a norm on
V, that fulfills assumption (AS5), we can pick

1/2

o
[ollln == 1AV holl 2y + | D 2 ll1Z2 o)

ec&y ¢

Analogously, we define |||v||| i to be a norm on V. In this case we obtain the constant Cy , = \/ H/h.
Assumption (A6) is obviously fulfilled.
As the operator in assumption (A7) we pick the L?-projection on Vg, i.e. for v;, € Vj, we have

(Ih(vh)v(I)H)LQ(Q) = (Uh, (PH)LQ(Q) forall oy € V.

In [15, Lemma 5] it was proved that the operator fulfills the desired approximation and stability proper-
ties. Since Iy is a projection, we have Iy = (Iy|y,;)~! and hence obviously also ||| - ||| zz-stability of
the inverse on V.

The localized bilinear form ag(-, -) in ti is defined by ag(vh, wp) = ap (xR, wp) where x7 = 1
in T" and O otherwise, is the element indicator function. Obviously we have for all vy, wy, € V}, that

an(vn, wn) = Y af (vh, wp).
TeTa
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In [[15] the DG-LOD is presented in a slightly different way, in the sense that there exists no general
corrector operator (0. Instead, *basis function correctors’ are introduced. However, it is easily checkable
that each of these ’basis function correctors’ is nothing but the corrector operator, defined via (2.5),
applied to an original coarse basis function. Therefore, the correctors given by (2.5) are just an extension
of the definition to arbitrary coarse functions. Hence, both methods coincide and are just presented in a
different way.

Next, we discuss (A8). This property was shown in [[15, Lemma 11 and 12], however not explicitly
for the setting that we established in Definition It was only shown for @y = Ar;, where A\ ; €
Vi denotes a basis function on 7" associated with the j’th node. However, the proofs in [15] directly
generalize to the local correctors Qg(fb 1) given by equation (2.5). More precisely, following the proofs
in [[15] it becomes evident that the availability of the required decay property (AS8) purely relies on the
fact, that the right hand side in the local problems is only locally supported (with a support that remains
fixed, even if the patch size decreases). Therefore (A8) can be proved analogously.

Finally, assumption (A9) is not easy to verify. It is obviously fulfilled for the case U (T") = £2, but the
generalized result is harder to verify. The following result holds under some restrictions on the meshes

Ty and Tp,.

Lemma 3.12 (inf-sup stability of Discontinuous Galerkin PG-LOD). Assume that Ty is quasi-uniform
and that there exists an exponent m € R with m > 1 such that for all T € Ty

diam (7)™ < min{h.|e € &, and e C T}
(i.e. if Ty, is also quasi-uniform we assume H™ < h). If k € N is such that k 2 (L;?’” log(H)| then, for
sufficiently small H, there exist generic positive constants C1,Co such that
ap(P™S, Oy

inf sup > Ci(a— CoH).
®r Vi pmseyms ||| @75 |p|[[ w1

Hence, we have inf-sup stability for sufficiently small H.

The proof is given in Section [5] We note that the inf-sup stability can be observed numerically
already under weaker assumptions (see Section 4) and that it is in general ’a reasonable thing to expect’
as discussed in Remark 3.3

In conclusion, the Discontinuous Galerkin LOD in Petrov-Galerkin formulation fulfills the assump-
tions of our framework (up to a discussion on (A9)). The advantages that we discussed in the previous
subsection for the Petrov-Galerkin Continuous Finite Element Method in terms of memory and efficiency
remains true. However, for the PG DG-LOD there is a very important additional advantage. It is known
that the classical DG method has the feature of local mass conservation with respect to the elements of
the underlying mesh. This can be easily checked by testing with the indicator function of an element T’
in the variational formulation of the method. The local mass conservation is a highly desired property
for various flow and transport problems. However, the DG-LOD does not preserve this property, since
the indicator function of an element (whether coarse or fine) is not in the space V™. This problem is
solved in the PG DG-LOD, where we can test with any element from Vg and in particular with the in-
dicator function of a coarse element. Hence, in contrast to the symmetric DG-LOD, the PG DG-LOD is
locally mass conservative with respect to coarse elements 7" € Ty. This allows for example the coupling
of the PG DG-LOD for an elliptic problem with the solver for a hyperbolic conservation law, which
was not possible before without relinquishing the mass conservation. We discuss this further in the next
subsection.

3.6 Perspectives towards Two-Phase flow In this subsection, we investigate an application of the Petrov-
Galerkin DG-LOD in the simulation of two-phase flow as governed by the Buckley-Leverett equation.
Specifically, the LOD framework is utilized to solve the pressure equation, which is an elliptic bound-
ary value problem, and is coupled with a solver for a hyperbolic conservation law. The Buckley-Leverett
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equation can be used to model two-phase flow in a porous medium. Generally, the flow of two immiscible
and incompressible fluids is driven by the law of mass balance for the two fluids:

O0;Sq +V - vy = qo inQ x (0,Tepng] fora=w,n. 3.9

Here, (2 is a computational domain, (0, T¢,,4] a time interval, the unknowns S,,, Sy, : 2 — [0, 1] describe
the saturations of a wetting and a non-wetting fluid and v,, and v,, are the corresponding fluxes. Further-
more, © describes the porosity and ¢,, and g, are two source terms. Darcy’s law relates the fluxes with
the two unknown pressures p,, and p,, by
Vo = —KM(V]QQ — pag) for o = w, n.

Ha
Here, K denotes the hydraulic conductivity, k,, and k,, the relative permeabilities depending on the
saturations, fi,, and u,, the viscosities, p,, and p, the densities and g the gravity vector. The saturations
are coupled via S,, + .5, = 1 and a relation between the two pressures is typically given by the capillary
pressure relation P.(Sy,) = pn — pw for a monotonically decreasing capillary pressure curve P.. In
this case, we obtain the full two-phase flow system, which consists of two strongly coupled, possibly
degenerate parabolic equations. However, if we neglect the gravity and the capillary pressure (i.e. assume
that P.(S,) = 0), the system reduces to the so called Buckley-Leverett system with an elliptic pressure
equation and an hyperbolic equation for the saturation:

—V - (KA(S)Vp)=q and ©OOS+ V- (f(S)v) = qu, (3.10)
where we have S = S, p = py = pp, the total mobility \(S) := kZ—f) + %;S) > 0, the flux v :=
—KA(S)Vp and the flux function f(S) := uk;“)ffg) The total source is given by g := 22792 Observe

that (3.10) is obtained from by summing up the equations for the saturations, using 9(s,, + Sy) =
o1 =0.

An application for which neglecting the capillary pressure is typically justified are oil recovery pro-
cesses. Here, a replacement fluid, such as water or liquid carbon dioxide, is injected with very high rates
into a reservoir to move oil towards a production well. However, often oil is trapped at interfaces of a low
and a high conductivity region. This oil would become inaccessible which is why detailed simulations
are required before the replacement fluid can be actually injected.

Depending on how the mobilities are chosen, the hyperbolic Buckley-Leverett problem can have
one or more weak solutions (c.f. [33]). One approach for solving the problem numerically is to use an
operator splitting technique as proposed in [4], which is more well-known as the (IM)plicit (P)ressure
(E)xplicit (S)aturation, i.e., IMPES. Here, the hyperbolic Buckley-Leverett problem is treated with an
explicit time stepping method where the flux velocity v is kept constant for a certain time interval and
then updated by solving the elliptic problem with the saturation from the previous time step (see Figure[l]
for an illustration). Alternatively, depending on the type of the flux function f, the hyperbolic problem
can be also solved implicitly with a suitable numerical scheme for conservation laws (c.f. [31]) where
the flux v arising from the Darcy equation is, as in the previous case, only updated every fixed number
of time steps.

Observe that the difficulties produced by the multiscale character of the problem are primarily related
to the elliptic part of the problem. Once the Darcy problem is solved to update the flux velocity, the grid
for solving the hyperbolic problem can be significantly coarsened. The reason is that v = —K\(S)Vp
is possibly still rapidly oscillating, but the relative amplitude of the oscillations is expected to remain
small. In other words, just like for standard elliptic homogenization problems, v behaves like an upscaled
quantity —KoA(Sy)Vpp with effective/homogenized functions Ky, Sy and py.

Remark 3.13. Any realization of the LOD involves to solve a number of local problems that help us to
construct the low dimensional space V™. One might consider to update this space every time that the



17

Pressure
S ] — v
\\)63 ” n—1 ¢’ (pn7 n,)
) 0\)‘5\]%}” ”¢
t e Cd
Q(Qﬂ:¢’ ,”
’¢ A’
< new values
(pn—l»vn,fla Snfl) (Snflyvn){_l_l_l_l_l-»Sn --------- »(pmvm Sn)
Transport

Figure 1: A schematic of operator splitting (IMPES) for system (3.10)

Darcy problem has to be solved with a new saturation. However, since A(S) is essentially macroscopic, it
is generally sufficient to construct the space only once for A = 1 and reuse the result for every time step.
This makes solving the elliptic multiscale problem much cheaper after the multiscale space is assembled.
A justification for this reusing of the basis can be e.g. found in [21] where it was shown that oscillations
coming from advective terms can be often neglected in the construction of a multiscale basis. Under
certain assumptions, the relative permeability A(.S) can in fact be interpreted as a pure enforcement by
an additional advection term.

4 Numerical Experiments

In this section we present two different model problems. The first one involves a LOD methods for
the continuous Galerkin method. Here, we compare the results obtained with the symmetric version of
the method with the results obtained for the Petrov-Galerkin version. In the second model problem, we
use a PG DG-LOD for solving the Buckley-Leverett system.

4.1 Continuous Galerkin PG-LOD for elliptic multiscale problems In this section, we use the set-
ting established in Section [3.3] All experiments were performed with the G-LOD and PG-LOD for the
Continuous Finite Element Method.

1.6
1.2
0.8
0.4

.010008

Figure 2: Sketch of heterogeneous diffusion coefficient A. defined according to equation (4.1]).

In order to be more flexible in the choice of the localization patches U(T'), we make subsequently
use of “half” or “quarter coarse layers”, i.e. kK € Q>¢. This can be easily accomplished by extending
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Table 1: Results for the errors between LOD approximations and reference solutions. We define e, :=
up — vt and €;° 1= wuj, — u*4P. Accordingly we define the errors between the reference solution
and the coarse parts of the LOD approximations by ey := uj, — Pr2(u®"°") (for the symmetric case)
and € := uj, — Pr2(u"9"°") (for the Petrov-Galerkin case). The reference solution u;, was obtained on
a fine grid of mesh size h = 27% ~ 0.0157 < ¢ which just resolves the micro structure of the coefficient
Ac. The number of ’coarse grid layers’ is denoted by k and determines the patch size Uy (7).

(H [ & [Tenlieg | Tenlie | Tenliia | 1€ o | 1o e | 1ok Mo |
2721 0 0.3794 0.3772 0.6377 0.3778 0.3755 0.6375
272 [ 12 0.2756 0.2381 0.5312 0.2588 0.2269 0.5628
272 1 0.2523 0.1445 0.3637 0.2544 0.1504 0.3642
22132 0.2514 0.1355 0.3125 0.2518 0.1380 0.3162
2731 0 0.2039 0.2037 0.5048 0.2037 0.2036 0.5048
2-3 1 0.1100 0.0526 0.2278 0.1139 0.0619 0.2345
23| 2 0.1073 0.0423 0.1761 0.1078 0.0453 0.1807
2731 3 0.1070 0.0366 0.1567 0.1077 0.0399 0.1600
=11 0 0.0874 0.0873 0.3563 0.0874 0.0873 0.3563
211 2 0.0353 0.0105 0.0932 0.0357 0.0123 0.0994
=11 4 0.0351 0.0082 0.0653 0.0353 0.0093 0.0680
2741 6 0.0351 0.0080 0.0634 0.0353 0.0091 0.0662

Deﬁnition straightforwardly to fine grid layers, i.e. for K € Q>¢ and 7' € T we define the number
of fine layers by ¢ := L%J € N and the corresponding (broken layer) patch by Uy (T') := Us(T),
where iteratively Ury(T) := U{t € T, | t N Ugy—1(T) # 0} and Uz (T) := T. This allows us a more
careful investigation of the decay behavior.

Let uy, be the solution of ll In the following we denote by || - ||‘e] ) and Il - ||‘;}1(Q) the corre-
sponding relative error norms defined by

“ lun — vnll2(q) - lun — vl (o)

lun = onllZe () = ——————— and flup — vl =

lunllLz(o) lunll (o)

for any vy, € V},. The coarse part ("the Viz-part’) of an LOD approximation 4" (respectively ©"4°P) is
subsequently denoted by Pj2(u®°P) (respectively Py2(u*'°P)), where P2 denotes the L2-projection
on Vi (see also Remark [3.9).

We consider the following model problem. Let 2 := |0, 1[2 and ¢ := 0.05. Find u. € H'(2) with

LV (A (2) Ve (2)) = a1 — % in 0
us(x) =0 on 0f.
The scalar diffusion term A, is shown in Figure 2] It is given by
t* for % <t<l1
A(z) = (hoe)(x)  with h(t):={t2 for 1<t<3 (4.1)

t else

and where

1
o) =1+ 15 292 (5

7=0 i=

peon (lima— )+ 122+ [2])).
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Table 2: Results for the errors between LOD approximations and reference solutions. The errors are
defined as in Table|l| The reference solution u;, was obtained on a fine grid of mesh size h = 27% ~
0.0039 < € which fully resolves the micro structure of the coefficient A.. Again, the number of ’coarse
grid layers’ is denoted by & and determines the patch size Uy (7).

’ H ‘ k ‘ ||611H212(Q) ‘ HehHEl2(Q) ‘ HehHrﬁl(Q) ‘ ||€P}?||FLCI2(Q) ‘ ”620"212(9) ‘ HG;LGHEI(Q) ‘
2721 0 0.3840 0.3815 0.6434 0.3820 0.3796 0.6432
2721 1/8 0.2985 0.2781 0.5486 0.2957 0.2753 0.5513
272 [ 1/4 0.2852 0.2592 0.5578 0.2718 0.2472 0.5774
272 12 0.2769 0.2392 0.5386 0.2607 0.2291 0.5722
272 | 3/4 0.2676 0.2052 0.4784 0.2577 0.1972 0.4956
2731 0 0.2106 0.2103 0.5190 0.2103 0.2100 0.5190
273 | 1/4 0.1480 0.1375 0.4510 0.1569 0.1469 0.4486
273 | 172 0.1372 0.1163 0.3957 0.1305 0.1089 0.4029
273 | 1 0.1138 0.0535 0.2308 0.1176 0.0628 0.2372
273 [ 32 0.1117 0.0399 0.1710 0.1126 0.0437 0.1761
2741 0 0.0988 0.0984 0.3854 0.0987 0.0983 0.3854
21 [ 112 0.0637 0.0592 0.2896 0.0500 0.0442 0.2934
2=+ 1 0.0406 0.0211 0.1613 0.0431 0.0263 0.1690
274 2 0.0381 0.0109 0.0957 0.0385 0.0130 0.1017
274 | 3 0.0380 0.0087 0.0726 0.0382 0.0099 0.0753

The goal of the experiments is to investigate the accuracy of the PG-LOD, compared to the classical
symmetric LOD. Moreover, we investigate the accuracy of the coarse part of the LOD approximation in
terms of L?-approximation properties (see Section [3.3|for a corresponding discussion).

In Table 1| we can see the results for a fine grid 7}, with resolution 2 = 276 < ¢ which just resolves
the micro structure of the coefficient A.. Comparing the relative L?- and H'-errors for the G-LOD and
the PG-LOD respectively (with the reference solution uy), we observe that the errors are of similar size in
each case. In general, we obtain slightly worse results for the Petrov-Galerkin LOD, however the differ-
ence is so small that is does not justify the usage of the more memory-demanding (and more expensive)
symmetric LOD. For both methods we observe the same nice error decay (in terms of the patch size) that
was already predicted by the theoretical results. Comparing the relative L2-errors between u;, and the
coarse parts of the LOD-approximations, we observe that they already yield very good approximations.
We also observe that they seem to be much more dominated by H-error contribution than by the §*-error
contribution (i.e. the error coming from the decay). Using patches consisting of more than 8 fine element
layers did not lead to any significant improvement, while there were still clear improvements visible for
the other errors for the full G-LOD approximations. Furthermore, the linear convergence in H is clearly
visible for e[} (o) (respectively eI () showing that the obtained error estimates seem to be
indeed optimal.

The same observations can be made for the errors depicted in Table[2]for a fine grid 73, with resolution
h = 278 < . Again, the results for the (symmetric) G-LOD are slightly better than the ones for the PG-
LOD, but always of the same order. The exponential convergence in & for both realization is visualized
in Figure 3] It is clearly observable that there is no argument for using the G-LOD when dealing with
patch communication issues which are storage demanding.

These findings are confirmed in the Figures@]and[5] In Figure[d we can see a visual comparison of the
reference solution with the corresponding full LOD approximations (symmetric and Petrov-Galerkin).



20

—*— G-LOD L?-error
— % — G-LOD H'—error
—&— PG-LOD L?-error
I — B — PG-LOD H'-error

error

Patch size

Figure 3: The graphic visualizes the error decay in k. The results correspond to the results of Table 2] for

(h, H) = (278,27%). We include HehH‘zlz(Q), ||ehH‘e‘ o 15’115 ) and [|ex’ |57 - The z-axis depicts
( ) — He( )||” on the log scale, where |le(k)|

denotes an error for k-layers (the error ||e(3)|| is hence the limit reference).

Figure 4: The left picture shows the finite element reference solution uy, for h = 278, The remaining
pictures show LOD approximations for the case (H, k) = (27%,2), where k denotes the (broken) number
of coarse layers. The two top row pictures show the full G-LOD approximation u5°" (left) and the coarse
part of it, i.e. Pr2(uS"°P) (right). The bottom row shows the full Petrov-Galerkin LOD approximation

uP9OP (left) and the corresponding coarse part, i.e. Pr2(u"9°P) (right). The grid that is added to each
of the pictures shows the coarse grid 7.

-0.008 -0004 0 p‘p‘qz‘l“pooa

-0.011 OOH

Both are almost not distinguishable for the investigated setting with (h, H, k) = (278,274,2). Also
the coarse parts of the LOD approximations already capture all the essential behavior of the reference
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Figure 5: The pictures depict a comparison of isolines. The black lines belong to the reference solution
uy, for h = 278, The colored isolines in the left picture belong to the PG-LOD approximation 2"¢°P
and match almost perfectly with the one from the reference solution. The right picture shows the coarse
part of ©"9P i.e. Pr2(u"°P). We observe that the isolines still match nicely.

solution. In Figures [3this is emphasized. Here, we compare the isolines between the reference solution
and PG-LOD approximation (respectively its coarse part) and we observe that they are highly matching.

4.2 PG DG-LOD for the Buckley-Leverett equation In this subsection we present the results of a two-
phase flow simulation, based on solving the Buckley-Leverett equation as discussed in subsection
Recall that, the Buckley-Leverett equation has two parts, a hyperbolic equation for the saturation and
a elliptic equation for the pressure. For that reason, we use the operator splitting technique IMPES,
that we stated in subection The elliptic pressure equation is solved by the PG DG-LOD for which
a discontinuous linear finite element method is utilized that allows for recovering an elemental locally
conservative normal flux. We emphasize that having a locally conservative flux is typically central for
numerical schemes for solving hyperbolic partial differential equations. In this experiment we use an
upwinding scheme.

Employing PG DG-LOD in this simulation proves to be a very efficient since the local correctors for
the generalized basis functions only have to be computed once in a preprocessing step, this follows from
the fact the saturation only influence the permeability on the macroscopic scale. The time stepping in the
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IMPES scheme using the PG DG-LOD for the pressure is realized through the following algorithm.

Set the end time T, 4, number of update of the pressure n, number of explicit updates on each
implicit step update m.

Algorithm 2: solveBuckleyLeverett(7z, Tr, Tend, 7, ™M)

Set the initial values: S = Spandi =1
Preprocessing step: Compute local corrections Qf forall T € Ty with A\(S) =1
while t <T,,, do
Compute pressure p using PG DG-LOD at (¢ + Tepa/(n))
Extract conservative flux v
while t <iT,,,/n do
Compute saturation S at (¢ + Teng/(nm))
Update time: ¢ + Tena/(nm) — t
end
i+1—1

end

In the numerical experiment we consider the domain €2 to be the unit square. The permeability
K; for 7 = 1,2 is given by layer 21 and 31 of the Society of Petroleum Engineering comparative per-
meability data (http://www.spe.org/web/csp), projected on a uniform mesh with resolution
276 as illustrated in Figure @ We consider a microscopic partition 7;, with mesh size size h = 278

5.
R

HHHE

t HH H
H HHHH
- ++ HH
T +F HH
H f HEH

Figure 6: The permeability structure of K; in log scale with, By/ag ~ 5 - 10° for i = 1 (left) and
Bo /g ~ 4 - 10° for i = 2 (right).

and a macroscopic partition 777 with mesh size H = 27 for i = 3,4,5,6. The patch size is chosen
such that the overall H convergence for the PG DG-LOD is not effected. A reference solution to the
Buckley-Leverett equation is obtained when both the pressure and saturation equation are computed on
T, compared to using Algorithm [2] where both the pressure and saturation equation are computed on
Tr. We consider the following setup. For the pressure equation we use the boundary condition p = 1
for the left boundary, p = 0 for the right boundary, K\(S)Vp = 0 otherwise, and the source terms
Gw = qn = 0. For the saturation the initial value is S = 1 on the left boundary and O elsewhere. The
error is defined by e(-,t) := S(-,t) — S™!(-,t), where S(-,t) is the solution obtained by Algorithm
(at time t) and S rel(-, t) is the reference solution (at time t). The errors are measured in the L?-norm.
In Table [3| we fix the coarse mesh size to be H = 27°, and compute the error for the permeabilities
K, and K> at the times 77 := 0.05, T5 := 0.25 and 73 := 0.45. A graphical comparison is shown
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in Figure and The errors in the L?-norm is less than 0.1 for both permeabilities at all times which
is quite remarkable since the coarse mesh 7z for H = 275 does not resolve the data. In Table El we
consider the test case involving permeability /1. We present the L2-errors at t = T4 for different values
of H. We basically observe a linear convergence rate in H/h (for fixed h) which is just what we would
expect (since we only use the coarse part of the LOD pressure approximation).

Table 3: The resulting error in relative L2-norm between S and S™f, where S is obtained using PG
DG-LOD for the pressure computed on Tz and S™f is the reference solution computed on 7;,. We have
11 =0.05,75 = 0.25 and 13 = 0.45.

’ Data ‘ le(T1)l 22 \ le(T2)] L2 \ le(T3)l 2 ‘
K 0.088 0.073 0.070
Ko 0.058 0.087 0.079

B s
-

ek d

Figure 7: The saturation profile using PG DG-LOD for the pressure equation on the grid 7z (bottom)
and the reference solution on the grid 7, (upper) at time 77 = 0.05 (left), 75 = 0.25 (middle), and
T3 = 0.45 (right) using permeability K.

5 Proofs of the main results
In this proof section we will frequently exploit the estimate

lvrllzz) S llonllln - forall vy, € Vi, (5.1)

which is a conclusion from assumption (A7). Let Iﬁl = (Iglv, )~ !, then 1D can be verified as
follows by using (A7).

lvnllze) < llon = Ta(vi)llL2@) + [ 1a (vi)l| L2
S H|lowllln + 11T o I o Irr) (vn) [l 12
S Hlllvallln + T o In) )|l S HIllvallln + W e (o) 1 S HIonllln + owll]n-
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(O
* k.
S e .

Figure 8: The saturation profile using PG DG-LOD for the pressure equation on the grid 7z (bottom)
and the reference solution on the grid 75 (upper) at time 77 = 0.05 (left), 75 = 0.25 (middle), and
T3 = 0.45 (right) using permeability /5.

Table 4: We consider the test case involving K. The table depicts relative L>-errors between S and
Sref at T, = 0.25 for different values of the coarse mesh size H. Here, S™f denotes the reference
solution computed on T}, with » = 27® and S denotes the numerical approximation obtained with the
IMPES scheme, using the PG DG-LOD for solving the pressure equation (with coarse mesh 7z7). We

pick k& = [2|log(H)|].

L H | e(D)llr2) |

273 0.220
2- 0.113
27° 0.073
27" 0.048
5.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2 The arguments for establishing the error estimate in ||| - |||,-norm is analogous

to the standard case, see for example, [36] or [20]. We only recall the main arguments.

Proof of Theorem[3.2] Let u$}°° = (up + Qn(up)) € V™ be the Galerkin LOD solution governed by
(3:3). Utilizing the notation in (A8), we set up o € Vi to satisfy

ah(’LLH’Q + Q%(U}LQ),@H + Q%(CI)H)) = (f, D+ Q%((I)H)) forall @y € Vg

and define ey, := upg,o + Q¥ (um,n) — up. Using Galerkin orthogonality, we obtain ay,(ej,, ®) = 0 for
all ® € V2 and hence e, € W), (i.e. Ig(ey) = 0). This implies |||en]]|? < an(en,en) = (f,en) =
(fsen —Iu(en)) S H| fllz2(0) |llenll[n and consequently by energy minimization
I = unllln = lllug + @nlun) — unllln < WNure + Qn(unge) — uallln
(A8)
< llenllln + [[1QF (umo) = Quluro)llln < HIfllz2@) + (1/H)PE20M[|uma + Q5 (wm o)l n-

The bound |||ug.o + QL (umo)llln S | £l r2(q) finishes the energy-norm estimate. The estimate in the
L?-norm is established in a similar fashion using (5.1)). O
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5.2 Proof of Theorem [3.4|We begin with stating and proving a lemma that is required to establish the a
priori error estimate.

Lemma 5.1. For all v € V3™ with v™ = vy + v, where vy € Vi and v € W, we have
1o/ Nl z20) < HIllo™|lln- (5.2)
Proof. Because of Iy;(v/) = 0and (I;' o Iy)(vy) = v,
vl = ol — I +og — (I5" o In)(vg + o) + Ig(vyg +vF) — In(vy),
and therefore with Iy = Iy o Iﬁl o Iy and (A7),
lof 2y < 0™ = T (0™ g2y + 1" 0 Tar) (0™) = I (0| 2y
< HI[[0"™ ([0 + | (I5" o L) (v™) = (I o Iy o 1) (v™) | 2 )

< H|llo™[l[n + H||(75" o 1) (@)l
S H{l[v™[[n-

In the last step we used again the stability estimates for 1 ;11 and Iz in (A7). O

Proof of TheoremB.4} Letuf¢” and uf ;™ be respectively the solution of (3.3) and (3.4) for U(T') = Q.
(

As in the statement of the theorem u"G fon is the solution of (3.4 . ) for U(T") = Ug(T). By adding and
subtracting appropriate terms and applylng triangle inequality, we arrive at

[|Jup, — || |n < + 1o + Is,

GLODH

where ) = |||up —u n Lo = [|Jug e’ —uig &P, and I3 = [[Jufq® —ufg ||| In the following,

we estimate these three terms. Because e(!) := (up, — u‘}{L?ZD) e Wy, (c.f. proof of Theorem and by
applying the Galerkin orthogonality, we get

1 S an(e®, M) = ap(up, ) = (f,eV = 1 (D)) S HIfIIIDNlIn < HIfIT,  (5.3)

1.e. 11 <

el € Vi and e € W, Gie. Iy (el

H||f||. Furthermore, e(?) := (g a” —ug Q) € V™ and the splitting e® = eg) + 6;2) with

~

) = 0) holds true. Because a,(uff ¢y, 6;2)) = 0, we obtain

I% S ah(€(2)7 6(2)) = ah(ul}%IQODv eg)) ah(u?{LSQZD7 6(2)) = <f7 eg) - 6(2)) = _(f7 6512))- (54)

2 2
By Lemmal5.1} we know that (£, ¢ ) < |||l 2@ |} ll 20 < 1/ 2@y Hllle®|[|n = HI|fl|2(o) 1o
Again, we conclude that Iy < H||f][2(q)-

It remains to estimate I for which we define e(®) := upr ¢y — wy ™. To simplify the notation, we
subsequently denote (according to the definitions of V'™ and V)

ug " =ug + Qulug) and ufg” = uly + QS (u%y),
where uyy € Vi and u% € V. By the definition of problem we have
ap(uf ", @) = (f, ®m) = an(ug ", Pr). (5.5)
On the other hand, by the definition of Q% = —P, (see Remark and since Qp(Pr) € W), we get

an(ugq”, Qn(®m)) = 0. (5.6)



Combining (5.5) and (5.6) we get the equality

an (WS D+ Qu(®y)) = an (WS, Qu(®p)) + ah(u‘}?b‘m, S+ Qn(®m)).
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We use this equality cast uy as a unique solution of a self-adjoint variational equation expressed as

ah(uH + Qh(uH), D+ Qh(q)H)) = FUHM%((I)H) for all &g € Vi,

where F, o is a given fixed data function written as
H,Upy

Fypyag (@r) = an(um + Qu(un), Qn(®u)) + an(uf + QR (ug), P + Qn(®n)).

Since this problem is self-adjoint, we get that uz is equally the minimizer in V of the functional

J(@p) =an(®u + Qn(Pn) — uf — Qi (ug), Px + Qu(®r) — ujy — Q3 (uf))
—2ap(ug + Qnl(un), Qn(®w)).

Hence we obtain ) -
olf = all[e® ][

< an(e®), e®)

= J(ug) + 2an(ug + Qn(um), Qn(um))

< J(u$) + 2an(um + Qn(um), Qu(un))

= a(Qn(uf}) — Qi (uf), Qn(ufy) — Q3 (uf))
— 2an(up + Qn(un), Qn(um) — Qn(u))

= I31 + Is2,

where

Is1 = an(Qn(uf) — Q3 (), Qn(uly) — Qi (ui))
I3y = an(Qn(um) — Q3 (urm), Qn(um) — Qn(uf)).
By the boundedness of ay,(+, -) and applying (3.2) we get

Isn S 111@n(uly) — @5 (i) llIR < K26 (1/H)?|[[ui; + Q3 (uip)I[[7-
We now need to estimate u’$ P = u$} + QS}(u$}). By the inf-sup condition and Lemma

|H PG- LOD|H PG-LOD PG-LOD

ah(uHQ y UH QO )
CL(UPGLOD Q)

= HOQ >UH

= (f, )

= (f,uig ) — (f, Q% (ufh))
S+ )HfHLz g s,

and thus combining it with (5.8) yields
It S KO/ H)? | f1 720
Furthermore, in a similar fashion we use the boundedness of ay, (-, ) and (3.2) to get

Iso S [11Qn(urr) — Qi (ur)||n 11|Qn(umr) — Qu(uf)||In
< RY2OR (1) H || 11Qn(wrr) — Qu(wih)||n

6.7

(5.8)

5.9

(5.10)

(5.11)
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By adding and subtracting appropriate terms and applying triangle inequality

11Qn(ur) = Qn(wib)lln < 111(Qn—Q3) (wr)llln+11QF (wrr —wip) [+ INQ5 —Qn) (i) (5.12)

We use (3.2) to estimate the first and last terms in (5.12) to yield
11(@n — Q) (ur) Il + 11(QF — Qu)(uip)lln < k¥26* (1/H)P (|| [ + [ufFE"lln) (5.13)

Moreover, by the |||-|||,-stability of QS (which holds true since Q5! = — P, with P, being the orthogonal
projection defined in (2.3))), we have

QR (wrr — uf)lln S Il —ufillln = I1(rlvi) ™ o L) (€)lln S CrrnllleP[[n- (5.14)

Putting back (5.14) and (5.13) to (5.12) and place it in (5.11) gives

T < K207 (1/H) || [P | (1] s + [[[556)]n)
+ k2081 H |55 1 Crrnl e[
< KO (1 H)?P (|| |53 + (]S H][3) (5.15)

Chn
+ =5 kO HP |l I + Z\HG(?’)HIi
where in the last step we use the Young’s inequality for both terms, and in particular for the second term,
inserting a sufficiently small § > 0 so that we can later on hide the term $|||e®®|||? in the left hand side
of (5.7). Note that the choice of § is independent of H, h or k. Rearranging and collecting common
terms in the last inequality gives

2

5
Lz S K90 (1/H)? (( + Il "GLODH!2>+4H!6(3)H%,

so that we need to estimate |||uf |||, and |[|uf7 ¢”[||n, respectively. The stability of the second piece
was established in (5.9)), while the stability of the first piece is achieved by employing (A9) and (A7) in

alllug™ ln Muallla S an(uly ™, wi) = (f,um) Sz uwllla,

from which we conclude that

2

Iyp < K671/ H) 01+C§%a+ﬂvw>+5

12

To summarize, putting this last inequality and (5.10) to (5.7) and choosing sufficiently small 6 gives

C
1 S K20 (14 ?%a+alﬂﬂ0,
combining it with the existing estimates for I; and 5 proves the error estimate in ||| - |||;,. Moreover, the

estimate in the L?-norm is established in a similar fashion. This completes the proof of the theorem. [J

5.3 Proof of Lemma and Lemma [3.12|Next, we prove the inf-sup stability of the Continuous
Galerkin LOD in Petrov-Galerkin formulation.
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Proof of Lemma Let ®™° € V'™ be an arbitrary element. To prove the inf-sup condition, we aim to
show that

¢ ¢ms’(1) ms - ms
Wza(k)ll@ ln for @5 = ((Inlv,) " o Ix)(®™). (5.16)

Let therefore U(T') = Uy(T) for fixed k € N. By the definitions of V™ and ®y, we have d™° =
O+ Qn(Py), where Qp,(Pgr) denotes the corresponding corrector given by . By Q%(®p) we
denote the corresponding global corrector for the case U(T') = 2 and the local correctors are denoted
by Q%T(@H). First, we observe that by ||| - ||[n. = ||| - ||| &

N®xllln = 1(Trlvi) ™" o L) (@)1 < 112" lln, (5.17)

where we used the |||-|||5-stability of I;y and (I |v,,)~* according to (A7). Consequently, (5.17) implies

@r(@e)l[n < [[[™[[n + [[|@alln < [127[[]n, (5.18)

and thus
an(P™*, @) = ap (@™, ™) — ap (™, Qn(Pw))

> ol |2™|12 — an (2™, Qu(Pn)) (5.19)
> Call|®g|||n [[|2™|[|n — an (@™, Qn(Pm)),

where we have used (5.17) again to bound |||®™|||;, from below. Note here that C' denotes a generic
constant. It remains to bound ap, (®™, Qx(Px)). By the orthogonality of V)™ and W}, we have

an(® + Q¥ ®g), Qu(®y)) =0, (5.20)

and since ay(+, -) is such that ap, (vp,, wy) = 0 for all vy, wy, € V3, with supp(vy,)Nsupp(wy) = 0 we get
by the definition of Qp,(® ) for every wl € Wy, (T)

an(®r +Qn(®r), wi) = > (af (®u, wf) + an(Qn(®m), w}))
KeTy

= | D ay (®u,wi) | +an(@F (@), wf)
KeTy

= ah(QH—i—QiF((I)H),wg) = 0. (5.21)
Using both equalities above and by the boundedness of ay, (-, -) and applying (3.18)) yields

an(P™, Qu(@r)) = an(®rr + Q5 (@), Qu(Pr)) + an(Qn(®rr) — QR (Pur), Qn(@r))
= an(Qn(®w) — Q3 (Pn), Qn(®w) — wp) (5.22)

. 1Qn(®rr) — whll|n
< 1Qn(®r) = QR (@m)llln =5 ST

We next estimate |||Qp(Pp) — Q%(‘P #)|||n by applying and establishing an analog of 1; for
Q;}’T(@H) expressed as

1127l

Q5" @m)lIE S NPl rll@y T (@a)llla, (5.23)
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giving (for & > 0)

1/2
11Qn(@r) — QH(@a)[lln < K265 [ S Q)T (@a)llI
TeET
1/2 (5.24)
SEPO DS [ ®ulllh
TeET
< KY20R| || @ |-
Thus we end up with
ms @ —w ms
an(@™, Qu(@p)) < [ M@n(®a) = wnllln ) parage) i i1 1@l (5.25)
1Qr(®w)||n

which when combined with (5.19) implies that there exist positive generic constants C, C5 (independent
of H and k) such that

ap(P™*, Op) a2k < NQn(®wH) — wallln
Z Cla - Cgk 0 inf . (5.26)
e[k [ 2™ ] wpew?  |[|Qn(®r)|[|n
Since inf,, ew? % = 0 for k = 0, estimate (5.26) holds for all £ € N and the condition

k > 0 is not required. The relation Qy(® ) = @™ — ((Ig|v,, )"t o Iy)(®™) finishes the proof. [

Finally, we prove the inf-sup stability of the Discontinuous Galerkin LOD in Petrov-Galerkin formu-
lation.

Proof of Lemma[3.12) The main arguments are similar as in the proof of Lemma[3.5] Setn := (m-+3)/2.
Let ™ = &y + Qp(Py) € V™ be an arbitrary element and let U(T") = Ug(T) for fixed k& 2
n|log(H)|. By the assumptions on 7z and 7, and by the definitions of ||| - ||| and ||| - |||z it is easy to
see that

N®wullln S H ™2 ||@nlllz and  [[|[Ppllla S [197]]]5.
Consequently we get
NQr(@ ) n < 111871+ @[l S (1 + HE™72) ][] (5.27)
Thus
ap (P, @) = ap(P™, M%) — ap (O™, Qn(Prr))
> af[[@™][} — an(®™, Qn(®n))
= o [|®™[[[; — an(Qn(®u) — Q1 (Pr), Qn(®w)) (5.28)
> aH@mSIH% —[1Qn(@m) = Qi (@)|l|n 1Qn (@)l

= OéHI‘PmSHIh —1Qn(®r) = Qi (@m)ll|n (L +HI=™2)[[[ @]

Using

11Qn (@) — Q5 (@m)llln < CL/H)E20M||@rr + Q3 (@)l
< C(1/H)K20" ([[12™]1n + 1Qn(®r) — Q1 (®)|lln)
< CH" " (I[12™[[[1, + [[|Qn(®#) — QF(@m)|lIn)
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we obtain that we have for small enough H

11Qn (@) — Q3 (®m)llln < H™H[[9™]|n-
Inserting this into (5.28)) gives us
an (@™, @7) = o [@™[[; — (L + HIT2) H |87 || = Ci(a — C2H)|[|@™|]7.

If H is small enough so that (« — CoH) is positive, the estimate ||| g|||z S [||2™]||n concludes the
inf-sup estimate. O
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