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AN A POSTERIORI ERROR ESTIMATE OF THE OUTER NORMAL
DERIVATIVE USING DUAL WEIGHTS*

SILVIA BERTOLUZZA', ERIK BURMAN?!, AND CUIYU HE §

Abstract. We derive a residual based a-posteriori error estimate for the outer normal derivative of approxima-
tions to Poisson’s problem. By analyzing the solution of the adjoint problem, we show that error indicators in the
bulk may be defined to be of higher order than those close to the boundary, which lead to more economic meshes.
The theory is illustrated with some numerical examples.
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Let Q < R? be a polygonal domain, let I' = 9Q denote its boundary and v the outer unit
normal. We consider Poisson’s equation

—Au = f, in Q,

with Dirichlet boundary conditions, u = g on I'. The outer normal derivative v- Vu is an important
quantity in many applications. It is of importance for instance when a heat flux or an electric
field on the boundary of the domain needs to be approximated, or in fluid mechanics for the fluid
forces [1, 20, 23, 15]. For boundary control problems, an accurate approximation of the normal
derivative on the boundary also plays a critical role [2, 3]. Recently there has been a number of
works estimating the error for the outer normal derivative in the a priori sense. We refer to [21, 22].

From the computational perspective it is appealing to apply adaptive methods that concentrate
degrees of freedom where they are most needed to achieve a certain accuracy. In particular, for the
normal derivative on the boundary, we expect perturbations in the bulk of the domain to be less
significant than those close to the boundary. This is proved in [10] where local a priori error estimates
were given for the error in the outer normal derivative. In particular, the error on the flux quantity
was shown to depend on the H!-error in a tubular neighborhood of the boundary and a global
term that measures the global error in a weak norm. Similar results using boundary concentrated
meshes were obtained more recently in [25], where the application to a Dirichlet boundary control
problem was studied. A consequence of the localization property underlying the above a priori error
estimates is that a standard energy norm estimate is unlikely to have optimal performance when
approximating the normal flux, since it does not account for the relative independence of the goal
quantity on perturbations in the bulk.

The objective of the present work is to derive a residual based a posteriori error estimate for
the outer normal derivative that exploits the localization property. In particular, we add some
mesh dependent weight in front of the classical residual based error estimator, and the weights
greatly depend on the distance to the boundary. More precisely, the domain is divided into two
zones, a tubular neighborhood around the boundary and an interior, bulk zone. For elements in the
latter, the residual estimator is multiplied with the mesh diameter to a higher power than in the
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boundary region, hence giving it relative smaller weight. To get a precise quantification of the size
of the weight we consider an adjoint problem, and characterize its solution using the fundamental
solution of Laplace equations. By analyzing the Laplace equations we can determine the rate of
decrease of the adjoint solution and its derivatives with increasing distance to the boundary. This
then helps provide bounds on the dual weights in the a posteriori error estimate that allows us to
decompose the domain in a bulk and boundary subdomain with associated error indicators. The
use of adjoint equations for the approximation of fluxes and fluid forces in the dual adjoint method
was a popular approach in the Dual Weighted Residual a posteriori error estimation approach (see
for instance [6, 7, 19, 5, 8, 26]). In these approaches, however, the dual solution was approximated
and, to our knowledge, there is no proof of a goal oriented/dual weighted residual a posteriori error
estimate where the local dual weights are rigorously bounded and proven to result in a more efficient
estimator than the standard energy estimate. With this work we show that a detailed analysis of
the adjoint equation can lead to sharper a posteriori bounds.

An outline of the paper is as follows. First we introduce the weak formulation of our model
problem and the associated finite element method in section section 1. In section section 2 we derive
the a posteriori error estimate. Then we show in section section 3 how to apply the result to some
known stabilized methods, such as the Barbosa-Hughes methods and Nitsche’s method. Finally we
illustrate the theory with some numerical examples in section section 4.

1. The Lagrange multiplier formulation of the Dirichlet Problem. For g € Hl/Z(F)
and f € L*(Q) given, we consider the problem of finding v € H*(Q), A € H~/2(I") such that for all
ve HY(Q), pe HV2(I)

(1.1) JQ Vu-Vv—L)\v = JQ fu, Luu: Lgu.

We consider a Galerkin discretization of such problem. More precisely, letting Vj, = H'(Q2), A; =
H~'2(I") be finite element spaces defined on a shape regular (but not necessarily quasi uniform)
triangulation 7y, we look for uj € Vi, Ap € Ay, such that for all v, € Vi, up € Ay

(12) J Vuy, - Vo, 7‘[ ApUp = J fon, J UpUh = J glh-
Q T Q T T

We assume that V), contains the space of continuous piecewise polynomials of order k£ on 7y, which
we denote by Vh, and that Ay contains a subspace Ah which is either the space of piecewise constants,
or the space of continuous piecewise linears on the mesh induced on I' by 7j,.

Restricting the test functions in (1.1) to the discrete spaces and taking the difference of (1.1)
and (1.2) we see that the following Galerkin orthogonality holds: for all v, € Vi, up € Ap,

(1.3) J V(u—up) - Vo, — J (A= Ap)vp =0, f (w—up)pp = 0.

Q r r

Remark 1.1. Observe that in the above we are as general as possible in the definition of the

two spaces. We do not even need to assume that the spaces satisfy the inf-sup condition. This of

course does not mean that the method is stable without it, only that the a posteriori error estimate

will measure the computational error independently of the stability properties of the pair Vj, x Ay,.
An example of spaces that may be used in the framework are

Vi ={ue H Q) : u|lr € Pu(T), VT € Tp,},
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and, for ¥’ > 0
Ap ={\e L*(): u|l. € Py (e), Ve e Tulr},

or, for ¥ > 1
Ap={\eC'(T): ul.ePple), Yee T}

Also variants of these spaces with local conforming enrichment on the boundary to satisfy the inf-
sup condition are valid [12]. Remark that, when, as in our case, the domain has corners, this last
space will not have optimal approximation for the multiplier, and it should be modified following
the strategy used in the mortar method (see [9]), where discontinuity is allowed at the corners,
with ¥/ = k in the elements interior to the edges, while in the elements adjacent to the corners
k' = k — 1. Observe, however, that also for the suboptimal choice, the estimator we are going to
present, remains valid.

2. A posteriori error estimates. The a posteriori error estimate is derived in three steps.
We first derive an error representation using the adjoint problem. We then derive the local bounds
for the adjoint solution and, finally, we obtain the weighted residual estimates. In what follows we
will use the notation A < B to indicate that A < ¢B for some positive constant ¢ independent of
mesh size parameters such as element diameters and edge lengths. A ~ B will stand for A < B < A.

2.1. Error representation using duality. We let
A (HY(Q) x HY2(T)) x (HY(Q) x HY*(T)) - R

be defined by
(2.1) A(w,n;v,()=f Vw-Vv—J nv-i—fw(.
Q r r

Let (u, \) € H'(Q) x H~Y2(I") be the solution of (1.1) and let (us, A\y) € Vi, x Ay, satisfy (1.2). Set
e=u—up, 6 =\— \,. Wedefine L : H~'/2(T') — R as

L(€) = 0] 71, (0:€) 12,0, s0 that L(0) = 0] -1/2,r

where (-, “)—1/2,r is the scalar product for the space H_1/2(1"), whose precise expression we will
provide later in (2.5), and where | - ||_1 /2 1 is the corresponding norm. Define (2,¢) € V = H'(Q) x
H~'2(T") as the solution to

(2.2) Aw,m;.0) = L(m), V¥ (w,m) e V.

It is easy to see that |L(§)| < ||| —1/2,r, then the operator L has unitary norm. Therefore, by the
stability of (2.2), we have

(2:3) lZle st Il-r2r ST
Let & and & respectively denote the set of interior and boundary edges of the triangulation 7y,

and, for a triangle T € 7Ty, let v denote the outer unit normal to é7. On an edge e = 0Tt N 0T~
we define the jump of the normal derivative by [Vuy, - v] = Vu! - vps + Vu,, - vp-.
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PROPOSITION 2.1. (Error representation) Let § = X — X\, and let z,( be the solution of (2.2).
Then it holds that for any zp € Vi, and (p € Ay,

I6] 120 = (f +Aup)(z — [Vup - v](z — z1)
- 1/2,0 T;T fT un)(z — 2n) EGZE]J up - V](z — 2

+ Gezg:bf (An = Gun)(z — 2n) + L(Q —un)(C — Cn)-
Proof. Taking w = e and n = ¢ in (2.2) we have
6] —1/2,0 = L(0) = A(e, d; 2,C).
Now, for zj, € Vi, (i € Ay arbitrary, thanks to Galerkin orthogonality (1.3) we can write:
16l =120 = Ale, 052 — 2, = Cn) = I + 11
with

I= L Ve -V(z—z), II = _L(auu_ An)(2 = 2n) + J (9 —un)(C = Cn)-

T

For the term I we obtain using Green’s theorem

=| Ve -V(z—2z,) = ZJV@-V(z—zh)
Q TeT;

-3 ( L<f+Auh><z—zh>+

TeTh

—ZJ (f + Aup)(z — zn)
eeS’
+ZJ — dyup)(z — zp)-

eESb

. V(u—up) vr(z— zh))

J[Vuh v](z — zp)

Combining all yields (2.4). This completes the proof of the proposition. ]

2.1.1. Some observations on the operator L. We start by observing that taking v, = 1
in (1.3) there holds {4 = 0. Then we have

d¢ oo
”5H—1/2,F = sup SF ~ SF

gz [Bllyer  gemiza |9ly2r
§p ¢=0

On the space HY*(T") = {¢p € H'? : § @ = 0} of zero average functions in H'Y?(I'), we can define
a scalar product and a norm, equivalent to the standard H/2 scalar product and norm, as

(B, 9)1)2r = L Vet vyt |Bl1/2,0 = 1671,
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where ¢7 € H'() denotes the harmonic lifting of ¢. We then let ||| _1 /2 1 be defined by duality with

respect to the above norm. We now let 2R : (Hg/z(F))’ — H? (T") denote the Riesz isomorphism,
which, we recall, is defined as the solution to

O d)iar = | 2o Yoe HIAD).
We recall that, as R is an isomorphism, we also have that
(25) (s)orjar = O Rjar = [ VEN* - V(oU".
It is now easy to check that, if p € L?(T') satisfies . o = 0, then (94)* is the unique solution to
(2.6) — A" =0in Q, L(D‘{M)H =0, oMu)* Jov = p.

Indeed for any function v € H(Q), there is a unique decomposition v = o + v; + vy such that
=" v, v € HS/Z(F) is the harmonic extension of v — ¥, and v € H{ (2) satisfies Avy = Aw.
Then we have that for any v e H' ()

(2.7) JQ V(ORu)* - Vv = ‘[Q V(Ru)* - Vo = (R, v0)1/2 = Lm}o = L o,

which is the weak form of equation (2.6).

2.2. Local estimates for the adjoint solution z. We observe that z is the solution of the
following problem.

f Vw-Vz +J w( =0, *J nz = H5|\j/27r(5, 77)71/2,1“ = |%5|1_/127FJ 7 R9.
Q r r r
This rewrites as
—Az=0in Q, z = —|9‘{5|1_/127F9%5 on T,
As a consequence the solution of the adjoint equation is the harmonic extension of a boundary data
depending on the boundary error §, i.e.,
2= —|R0| 5 p (RO

and, by (2.6), it holds that
0z _
= —H(SHJ/H(S onT.

Now let z € €, and let ® denote the fundamental solution of the Laplace equation:

(2.8) B(r) =~ log(la).

The function z and its derivatives can be expressed using the fundamental solution as follows [16],

- () I )y
(2.9) z(a:)—fF (‘P(y )H5H-1/2,r Ve(y —z) (y)lﬂ%ll/z,r) dy,

glal 1 plel i(y) ol R
(2.10) Sato) = L <8za<1>(y — x)m -V (axa@(y - x)) : u(y)wm> dy.
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The idea is now to derive local bounds on z and its derivatives, by first deriving bounds on the
fundamental solution (2.8) and then exploiting them in the identities (2.9) and (2.10). The key
results is the following bound for the fundamental solution.

PROPOSITION 2.2. Let B, denote the ball of center x = 0 and radius r. Then, for any integer
m =1 it holds

|<b‘m R2\ B, S

Proof. We start by proving that for m > 1 all the derivatives of order m of ® take the form

a\a\ qa(m) m—1
(2.11) az—a@(x) = ECE o (21, 22) Z Sty

€., ¢ is an homogeneous polynomial of order m. We prove the result by induction on m. For
m = 1, by direct computation we have that

0 1 0 1 x

= P(z) = —— % = P(z) = —— 2.
@ =% @ e

Let us then assume that for all a with |a| = m the « derivative of ® takes the form (2.11). Now,
by direct computation we have

m—i 1+1m7, 11m+27, 1+1m7,
0 ( zixh >= ixy T T ax] —2ma 2]

ox1 x? + x3)™m (22 + x3)m+1

Switching the role of x; and x5, we obtain an analogous identity for the partial derivative 0/0xs.
We therefore have (2.11) for |a| m+ 1.

As we have that |2{25" ™| < |2|™ we immediately get the bound
ol o] < 1
ore (@) S 7|x|m'

We further have the bound

2

@ = J o) 5 o, T S
2 ~ ~ r )
m,R2\B,. SR, axa R\B, |2z[2m
where the last bound can be obtained by a direct computation. ]

The above proposition entails the desired bounds for z and its derivatives, as stated by the
following corollary.

COROLLARY 2.3. Let dr(z) denote the distance of x from T', and let z be the solution of (2.2).
It holds that for any T < Q)

—m—1

—m—1
(2.12) 12| m,0r S (mindp(m)) , |2|mr S |T|1/2 (mindp(x))
xeT xeT
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Proof. Let x € K. Consider a weight w, € W2%(Q) with the following characteristics: letting
By = B(x,dr(z)/3) (resp. By = B(z,2dr(x)/3) denote the ball of center x and radius dr(z)/3
(resp. 2dr(z)/3), w, satisfies

wy =0, in By, wey =1, in Q\By, 0<w, <1, inQ,
Lo Sdr(@)7h walee S dr(z) 72

Letting @, (y) = ®(y — x). From (2.9), (2.10), using a standard duality bound we have

| la| ||
d i s ‘v (aa@z) ”
1/2,0 ox

ox™ or
To bound the first term in (2.14), using the properties for w, give that for |a| = m

(2.13)

e

(2.14)

zx'<

~

@,

—1/2,T

la la| || la|
S e b (e (o)
oz 1/2,0 oz 0,0 oz 0,0 ox 0,Q
2.15 plal olal
( ) ,S 'v (a(I):v> + |wx‘1,00 A ac<T
Ox 0,9\Bo ox 0,9\Bo

Sdr(x)™™ +dp(x) Hdp(z)' ™" S dp(z) ™

For the second term in (2.14), applying the trace inequality

lor] | |
(2.16) A\ (a<I>_,,3> ‘v < ||V <wxa<1>x> + ‘A <wx&<1>m)
oz —1/2,0 dz® 0,0 dz® 0,0
The first term on the right hand side of (2.16) can be bounded the same way as in (2.15). To bound
the second term we observe that, in Q\By we have that

A <a'“'q> ) NS

oz ") T dxe

This implies that

2.1 A ot 0] ot D, | A \Y% \% ot P

Then by (2.16)-(2.17), the Cauchy Schwarz inequality, and (2.13) we have

(2.18)
x| ] x| x|

()| el )] ] e ()
ox _1jo,r ox 0.0 ox ox

Sdr(@)" 4 |well2,0]Palm.o\B, + ws

~

Sdp(z)™" +dp(x) ™!

0,92 0,Q

1,00 Pz 41,008,

< dp(x)~™! (1 + Izl;leaéidp(y)> =dp(z)"™ (1 4 Cg),

where Cq := maxyeq dr(y). Combing all, we have

oled
(7?2(1‘

and, hence, (2.12). we obtain the desired bound. |

)| S dr(a) ™ Vaeq,
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2.3. The a posteriori error estimator. Using the error representation of Proposition 2.1
and the local bounds for the adjoint solution stated in Corollary 2.3, we will now derive the a
posteriori error estimation. Comparing to the classical residual based error indicator, our local
error indicators for each element/edge are additionally multiplied by local dual weights depend on
the distance from the element/edge to the boundary. Let us first introduce some notations that
will be useful for the bounds.

We let hr (resp. h.) denote the diameter (resp. the length) of an element T' (resp. an edge e)
in 7. For a given triangle T € T, A7 denotes the patch of elements that have at least a vertex
in common with 7', and |Ar| its measure. The distance of an element T to the boundary will be
measured using pr = mingea, dr(z). That is the shortest distance from the associated patch to
the boundary. R ~

From (5.3) in the appendix, there exists a projector IIj, : L2(2) — V},, such that, for 1 < m <
k + 1 it holds that

(2.19) HZ — ﬁhz o7 + hT|Z — ﬁhz\l’T 5 h?‘z|m,AT.

Using this notation we state some local interpolation bounds for the adjoint solution.

LEMMA 2.4. Let zp, = ﬁhz, then, form =1 and m =k + 1,k = 1, we have the following two
bounds

—(k
|2 = znllor + brlz — zalir < Cihrlzliag, |2 = znlor + brlz — zahur < Cohht | Ap| V252,

The constants C1 and Cy depend on the shape regularity of the mesh.

Proof. The left inequality is immediate by (2.19) with m = 1. The right bound follows by first
applying (2.19) with m = k + 1 and then using Corollary 2.3 to bound

Zlkenar S 1Ap[Y2pp 52, 0

THEOREM 2.5. Define the following local residuals:

r(T) = hr|f + Auplor, VT € Th,

ro(e) = h*|[Vun - o, Vee &,

ri(e) = B2 |A = dounloe.  Vee €l
(

rao(e) = hY%|lg — uplre, Vee&f.

(2.20)

Then we have

(2.21) A= Anll-rjor S [ D) FIRDIP+ Y Elro(e)? + Y (Ira(e)? +Ira(e)[?),

TeTh €€l ecEh

where the element and edge weights ¢ and <. are defined by
. k —(k+2) R . _ v
(2.22) sr = min{C1, Cohypp by e =min{sr, o}, withe=TnT".
Proof. Let us start by splitting 7;, as the union of two disjoint sets

T ={TeT,:C < Cobl|Ar| 25D}, T2 = AT
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Setting zp, = ﬁhz and (;, = 0 in the error representation of Proposition 2.1, we have

6] —1/2,0 = Z f (f + Aup)(z — Tz) — 2 J[Vuh V(2 —1iy2)

TeTh eeE}

+ ZJ)\h—ﬁ up) z—ﬁhz)—i—-[(g—uh)g-

eEEb r

Observe that Lemma 2.4 gives us two error estimates for |z — ﬁtho,T, and, depending on
whether T' € T;! or T € 7,2, we apply the best possible estimate. This yields

Z f (f + Aup) Z—th>

TeTh
; —(k

< N F+ AuplorCihrlzlias + O 1 + AuplorCohhtH Ag Y2 pFF2)

Te7’h1 Te7’h2
= > ar(D)zhar + D) arr(T)|Ar|"?

TeT;} TeT,f
< [ E(T Molelia, + D) 1Az

TeTh TeT,} TeT?

Collecting the contributions of |Ar| and applying (2.3) we have

D a2 1Az Szl e + 190 S O@),

TeT,} TeT,?
so that
(2.23) > f (f + Aup)(z = T2) SCQ) [ Ele(T)]2.
TeTh TeTh

A similar argument can be applied for interior edges. Letting e € Sf“ e < 0T, the standard
bound holds

f [Vun - (2 — z) < |

o (b2 = Tnzlor + )z~ Tyl ) < |

(2.24)

POz A

as well as the enhanced bound

(2.25) f[Vuh V(e = Tyz) < JCahkr12,= (2 7 1/

As for the cell contribution to the a posteriori estimate, we can retain, for each edge, the more
favorable estimator depending on if the face e belongs to a triangle in 7, or 7;2. By similar
argument for the element residual term, we have

(2.26) = J[Vuh (=~ i) < 0@ |3 2o

6657 eegﬁ
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The boundary terms are treated in the standard way for any e € 5,2 and e ¢ 0T,

Ovunlloehd®|z]1,a0-

(2.27) f(xh — dyup)(z —1p2) < |An — 0y

Therefore,
1/2 1/2
(2.28) )] f = doun)(z = Tnz) S | D) heldn —dvunld, | lzlie < | D) Ira(e)?
el ceE? ceE?
By (2.3), the last term can be bounded as
| a=mic<1a ~unlher.

Finally, since g — uy, is orthogonal to /v\h < Ap, we can use Lemma 3 of [11] to bound

(2.29) lg = unlfjor S D) helg —unlie = D) [ra(e)]*.
eefz eefz
Combing all gives (2.21). This completes the proof of the theorem. |

3. Application to stabilized methods for the imposition of boundary conditions.
In engineering practice it is often advantageous to use a stabilized method instead of choosing
the spaces so that the inf-sup condition is satisfied. In this section we show how the proposed
framework can be adapted to two of the most well-known stabilised methods, namely the Barbosa-
Hughes method [4] and the Nitsche’s method [24]. Both the final results and the arguments are in
the same spirit as Theorem 2.5 above and therefore we only give sketches of the proofs.

3.1. Indicators for the Barbosa—Hughes method. The Barbosa—Hughes discrete problem
reads: find uy € Vi, A € Ay, such that for all vy, € Vj,, up € Ay it holds that

(3.1) J Vuy, - Vup, —J ApUp + o Z J Vup v —A)Vop - v = J fon,

ec&l

(3.2) f unpth — o ) he f Vup - v — Ap)pn = J ghn-
e T

eeEb

Here we use + in front of the stabilization term in (3.1), to indicate that the analysis applies to both
the symmetric and antisymmetric version of the method. The functional L and z,( are defined as
in the previous section. Similarly we have the following error representation by subtracting from
(1.1): for arbitrary zj, € V3, and (p, € Ay, it holds that

:J Ve-Vz—f &z—&-J eC
Q r r
=JQV6-V(z—zh)—Lé(z—zh)—i-fre((—(h)+LV6-VZ;L—L5Z}L+L€C}L

=J9Ve-V(z—zh)—Lé(z—zh)JrLe(C—Ch)Jra 2 heL(VUh'V—Ah)(ChTerhw).

b
ee&y
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From Proposition 2.1, we have

2 J (f + Aup)(z — zp)
TeTh

ZJ[Wh VI(z = 2n) + meﬁauh (2 — 2n)

ee&; eESb

(3.3)
+ L(g —un)(¢—Cu) +a Y he L(Vuh v =) (Ch F Vap - v).

b
ee&y

We again set zj, = 1,2, (5 = 0. The first three terms in (3.3) can be bounded using (2.23), (2.26)
and (2.28). However, for the forth term in (3.3), contrary to the previous case, we do not have that
up, — g is orthogonal to the multiplier space, therefore (2.29) no longer holds. Instead we only have
a weaker bound. Letting AP denote the set of boundary vertices of the triangulation. And for each
P € N} denote by Ap = T the patch formed by the two boundary edges sharing P as a vertex, we
have that [17]

(3.4) lg = unllor S D) lun—9l0a, + Y, bt lun — gl
PeN} ecEl

We can further localize the term |uj — g|§/2 Ap- Inorder to do so we add and subtract gt e ‘v/h\AP,

where g7 is the L2(Ap) projection onto the local space of continuous piecewise linears on the 1-D,
two elements mesh Tp|a,, yvielding

lg — Uhﬁ/z,Ap S lun — gf}:ﬁ/z,ap +gi, — |1/2 Aps

which, combining with the inverse inequality, gives

DI A

eCAp

un = g1 [R2.0, S 05" fun —

Thanks to the fact that g — g& is orthogonal to the continuous piecewise linear functions, we have

95 =91 0np S ) helgh —alf .-

eCAp

We also observe that, for P a vertex of e

+ gk gﬁ,e + [lun —

lg

eCAp

Combining these bounds we easily obtain

f (9 — un)C < |g
I

Sllg - Uh“l/z,r

Z Z (he Hun — g Se+helgh —gli.) = Z Z

PeN} eSAp PeN}P esAp

(3.5)

where, for P a vertex of e = £ we define

P) =y un = g 13, + helaf, — g3,
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Finally, we bound the additional term resulting from the stabilization, namely

S he f (Vun v — A)(V(Tip2) - v) < ¢2 he[Vun v — 3, ¢ S he|V([n2) - v]3,

b b b
eely eely eely

s\/Z hel[ Vv — M3

b
ee&;

(3.6)

The last bound derives from a standard trace inequality on the element 7" associated to the boundary
edge e followed by an inverse inequality and an H' stability bound for II;,

IV (52) - voe S b P IV (2o + hil* |V ([h2) 1 S B 21V I2) o S hr'? 12l A

~

which, together with ((2.3)), yields

> helV(Inz) - vlg. Szlfa ST

eeé'}b
3

We then have

(3.7 F aE he J (Vup v — M) (V(ITp2) - v) <o | Z Ir1(e)|?
e ¢ ecEl

where, we recall, rq(e) = hé/ZHVuh V= Anoe-
Collecting the above bounds we obtain the a posteriori error estimate for the Barbosa—Hughes
formulation (3.1)—(3.2):

(38) [A=Ml1or S X, FIEDP+ Y Llroe)f +(1+a®) Y e+ 35 D) Ie(e, PP

TeTh eeé';'l eESZ PEN}: eCAp

3.2. Indicators for Nitsche’s method. Let us now consider Nitsche’s method, which reads:
find up € Vj, such that for all vy, € V},, there holds

J Vuy, - Vo, — J VR0 U + J UpOyvp + 7y Z hgl J URUR
Q r r

eegz €
:f fop = J 9oL v + 7y Z ht f gup,.
Q r

b (&
ee&y

(3.9)

Following the work of Stenberg [27], Nitsche’s method is equivalent to a Barbosa-Hughes method
with the choice A, = L?(T'). The solution up, A, of (3.1)-(3.2) with A, = L2(T') verifies that uy,
solves (3.9) with v = a~!, and we have that, on e c T,

(3.10) Ao = Qpun + vh:H(g — up).

Due to the equivalence, L(§) have the same representation (3.3) with « replaced by v~!. With
the same choice of z;, and ¢, the first and second terms can be bounded using (2.23) and (2.26)
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respectively. The fourth term Sr(g — up)¢ can be bounded using (3.5). For the remaining terms,
observing that

ri(e) = he*|An — = h? b (g — un)o.e = yra(e),

with
ry(e) = Ao up —
which, combining with (2.28) and (3.7), yields
(3.11)
ZJAh—auh (z—Tlp2) T 1thVuh-u—)\h)(V(th DT +72)rs(e) 2.
eeSb eeEb eEEb

Collecting all, we obtain the following a posteriori error bound for the normal flux computed using
Nitsche’s method.
(3.12)

lovu = Anl—1jpr S 2 D) IR+ D) Rro(e))?+ Y (1 +2)[rs(@)P+ >, Y fr

TeTh eeEl ecEp PeN?t eSAp

where A, is given in (3.10).

4. Numerical experiments. In the computation, we approximate px by the following:

px ~ min dp(z)
TE, Ag
where Na,. is the set of all vertices on Ag. For simplicity, we fix C; = 1.

Firstly we demonstrate the action of the weight ¢ defined in (2.22) by showing its effect on the
adaptive mesh based solely on such a quantity, independently of any particular problem. We start
with a 4 by 4 initial triangular mesh on a unit square domain, see Figure 1(a). A total number of 7
refinement steps are performed, with the refinement strategy set such that an element K is refined
if

ST > 0~5§T,maac; ST, max = MaXqr.
TeTh

Figure 1 shows the meshes at various steps. We observe that as mesh gets finer, more refinements
are located near the boundary. Further experiments also show that the smaller the Cy and the
higher the order k, the refinements on the boundary will become more dominant.

4.1. Computation of the true error. To verify the performance of our algorithm, we need
to compute the true error, that is [A — Ap|_1/2r. By definition,

1A= )\hH2—1/2,1“ = \Vw% = (A= Ap,w)p

where w € H' () satisfies the following variational problem:

(4.1) J Vw - Vv = J (A= Ap)v, and f wdz = 0.
Q r Q

Note that ((4.1)) is a pure Riemann problem. The compatibility of the solution is guaranteed since
SF()\ —Ap) ds = 0 for all numerical methods. We approximate the true error in each refinement step
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a) step 1 b) step 3
c) step 5 d) step 7

Fig. 1: Adaptive meshes based on ¢r with £ = 2 and Cy = 0.01

using a two order higher finite element method on a finer mesh (as compared to the mesh size). We
let wy, € V;*2 denote the Galerkin projection of w on V;*™? = {ve HY(Q) : v|g € P**2(K) VK e
Tr}. Here Ty, is the finer mesh. We then approximate the error by

(42) =Ml o~ [V (o [ =)

When A does not have enough regularity, using ((4.2)) to accurately compute the true error
becomes infeasible as a very fine mesh is required to guarantee the accuracy. We therefore introduce
another method to compute the true error by exploiting the properties of the wavelet decomposition.
Indeed, it is known that, by expanding a function in H~Y 2(T) based on a suitable wavelet basis, an
equivalent H~1/2 (T') norm can be computed by taking a weighted ¢2 norm of the coefficient vector.
The latter can be efficiently computed by applying a wavelet transform [13]. This only requires
computations on 0f), therefore we are able to compute the true error to a satisfactory accuracy
even for low regularity .

More precisely, given v € H~'/?(T), we aim at computing |[v|-1/2,r- In order to do so, we
consider the sequence of spaces {V} ° o such that V; = L?(I") is the space of piecewise constant

functions on the embedded uniform grid on I' with mesh size |I'|277. We denote by {xfc}i:()l, the
nodes of the corresponding mesh, which we assume to be ordered counter-clock wise. For v € Vj,
we can compute the vector v; of length 2/

2.7/ 2 zi+1

vy i= {'Ujk}i;_ol and Vjk = W ) V.
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{vjk}ij:_ol is regraded as the coefficients of the L?(T") orthonormal bases consisting of the normalized
characteristic functions on the elements of the grid. As V; < V;,, for all level j we can decompose
vj+1 € Vjy1 as v = v; + dj, with v; € V; obtained by applying a suitable oblique projector P;
to v;4+1. This gives us a telescopic expansion of all function in Vi, as vasr = vg + Zjlvigl d;, and,
passing to the limit as M goes to infinity, of all functions in L*(T") as v = vg +Z;C:0 d;. Given vj4q,

we can compute v, 1= {vjk}i:ol and d; := {djk}i:ol (this last one being the vector of coefficients

of d; with respect to a suitable basis for the space W; = (1 — P;)V;41), by applying a low-pass filter
h (strictly related with the projector P;), and the band-pass filter g = [1, —1]:

L 1 \/5 2
Ujk = Z h(l)vjti2k41 and  djp = Z 9D vjt1ok11 = = (Vjg1,26 — Vjg1,2k41)
1=0 = 2 2
where L + 1 is the length of the low-pass filter h. In the above computation the function v is
considered as periodic, so that, when the index 2k + 1 > 277! — 1, we extend the vector v,iq

as Vj41,2i+14k = Vj+1,k,k = 0. For suitable choices of the low pass filter h, the following norm
equivalence holds for all ve H~'/2(Q) ([14])

2

o[%

0
[0l 12,00 > Ivol3 + 3 277 ld 3,
j=0

where | - |2 denotes the Euclidean norm on R?’. In our experiments we choose the so called (2,2)-
biorthogonal wavelet (see [13]), for which the low pass filter h is

V2

h=2
2

[3/128,—3/128, —11/64,11/64,1,1,11/64, —11/64, —3/128, 3/128].

By choosing M big enough and projecting v onto Vj; (in our tests we use the L? orthogonal
projection), we approximate the norm by

M-1
(4.3) 1012 12,00 ~ lvoll3 + > 277]d,]3-
§j=0

4.2. Test results.
Ezample 4.1. In this example, we test the algorithm with the Franke function [18] on the unit
square domain,
u(z,y) =0.75exp (—(9z — 2)?/4 — (9y — 2)>/4) + 0.75exp (—(9z + 1)%/49 — (9y + 1)/10)
+0.5exp (— (92 — 7)%/4 — (9y — 3)?/4) — 0.2exp (—(92 — 4)* — (9y — 7)?).

This function has two peaks at (2/9,2/9) and (7/9,1/3) and one sink at (4/9,7/9).

We first test the convergence rate of the true error ||A — Apl|_1/2,r on uniform meshes. We
compute the true error using the two methods mentioned above and denote by F; the error com-
puted by ((4.2)) and by F5 the error computed using the wavelet in (4.3) with M = 20. We solve
the problem ((4.2)) on a finer uniform mesh with mesh size h = 1/64. From Tables Table 1 and
Table 2, it can be seen that Fy can serve as a good alternative for both method and the ratio
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Table 1: Example 4.1: Convergence rates for Nitsche’s method

k=1 k=2

h E1 rate E2 EQ/El El rate E2 E2/E1
1/8 | 3.35E-1 0.40 | 8.53E-2 0.25 2.86E-1 3.31 | 5.17E-2 0.18
1/16 | 1.73E-1  0.95 | 4.51E-2 0.26 3.19E-2 3.16 | 7.50E-3  0.23
1/32 | 8.66E-2 1.00 | 2.26E-2 0.25 | 4.69E-3 2.77 | 1.44E-3  0.30
1/64 | 4.33E-2 1.00 | 1.13E-2 0.26 2.51E-4 2.10 | 8.15E-5 0.32

Table 2: Example 4.1: Convergence rates for Lagrangian Multiplier method

k=2,k"=0

h Ey rate Ey By /By
1/8 | 4.58E-2 1.88 | 1.14E-2  0.25
1/16 | 1.43E-2 1.68 | 3.97E-3  0.28
1/32 | 4.80E-3 1.57 | 1.40E-3  0.29
1/64 | 5.62E-4 1.54 | 1.82B-4  0.32

between Fy and FEj is relatively stable around 0.25 (the fluctuation of the ratio is probably caused
by the inaccurate computation of Ej).

We now test the adaptive mesh refinement procedure for Lagrangian method. In the adaptive
procedure, we set the stopping criteria such that the total number of DOFs less than 20, 000. The
marking strategy is set such that an element K is refined if ng = 0.59K maz. In this example, we
also set Cy = 0.01. The initial mesh is set to be the 4 x 4 mesh in Figure 1(a). We compare our
error estimator with the classical residual based error estimator without the extra weight ¢r. For
the Lagrangian method it is defined as

1/2

Nclassical = Zh%{Hf + A’U/H%{ + Z hF[aVU’h]“%' + Z (h1;1|‘9 - uh“%‘ + hFHaVU’h - Ah“%‘)
K Fe&} Fegp

and for Nitsche’e method as

1/2

Tlclassical = Z h%{”f + AUH%( + Z hF[auuh]H%‘ + Z 72}1;‘1“9 - uh“%‘
K Fe&} Fegb

It is well known that 7¢j4ssicql 1S Optimal in minimizing the energy norm of the error, i.e., |V(u—up)|.

Figure 2 shows the final meshes for the AMR procedure using respective negssical(left) and
n(right). It can be seen that Figure 2(left) has dense refinements around the peaks and sinks while
Figure 2(right) has dense refinements near the boundary and ignores the peaks and sinks in the
interior domain.

In Figure 3a—Figure 3¢, we compare the convergence of the error and estimators. In terms of
total degree of freedoms (DOFs). From Figure 3a we see that the error driving by 1 converges
faster than that by 7ciassicas Which is about the order N~! with N being the total number of DOFs.
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Fig. 2: Example 4.1. The final meshes for Lagrangian method (k = 2, k" = 0)

Figure 3b shows that both errors converge optimally with respect to the number of boundary DOFs.
However, much more DOFs are located on the boundary by 7 providing total number of DOFs are
similar. Figure 3¢ shows that the ratio between the local DOF's and the total DOFs gradually gets
higher for the meshes generated by 7 in the AMR procedure.

Number of boudary DOFs

107
10° 10° 107 107 o o0z 04 08 08 1 12 1
N: Number of total DOFs. N: Number of total boundary DOFs, Number of total DOFs 10

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 3: Example 4.1. Convergence of estimators and true error for Lagrangian method (k = 2,k" =
0)

We now move to test the Nitsche’s method with £ = 1 and k£ = 2. For the parameters, we
set v = 10. Figure 4 compares the final meshes generated using Nitsche’s method using n and
Nelassical- W€ observe similar phenomena as using Lagrangian method, i.e., the mesh generated by
Nelassical Nas dense refinement near the peaks and sinks while the mesh generated by 7 has dense
refinements all near the boundary. The convergence of the true error and error estimators are
plotted in Figure 5.

Both Figure 3a and Figure 5 indicate that Es can serve as a good alternative to Fp in the
adaptive procedure. The ratio Ey/E; is all around 0.25. In the remaining examples, we will use
4 % Fo as the true error.

In Figure 6, we compare the convergence of energy error using 7cqssica; @nd 7. It can be seen
that 7cassical S€rves as a good error indicator for the energy error while 1 does not yield optimal
convergence for the energy error.
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k =1 by Neclassical =1 by n
=2 by Nclassical =2 by n

Fig. 4: Example 4.1. Final meshes using Nitsche’s method.

FEzample 4.2. In this example, we test a problem with a strong interior peak. The true solution
has the following representation:

u(z,y) = exp(—ay = ((z — xp)z +(y— yp)z))
where o, = 200, 2, = 0.2 and y, = 0.2. This function has a peak at the point (z,, )

In the AMR procedure, the stopping criteria is set such that the total number of DOF's less than
20,000. We firstly test the Lagrangian method and set C; = 0.1. Then we test the Nitsche’s
method for the first and second orders. To test the robustness of the algorithm with respect to Cs,
we set Cy = 0.01 and 0.5 for the first and second order, respectively. For Example 4.2 | we observe
similar numerical results as in Example 4.1, see Figure 7-Figure 10.

Example 4.3. In this example, we test the L-shape problem with boundary singularity. The
true solution has the following representation in polar coordinates:

u(r,¥) = r*sin(adf)

where o = 2/3 and the € being the L-shaped domain, i.e., Q = [—1,1]?\(0,1) x (—1,0).

We firstly test the convergence of the error on uniform meshes, see Table 3. The results of the
adaptive procedure are presented in Figure 11-Figure 14. In this test, we set Cy = 0.01.

5. Appendix: A high order Clément type projector. For each triangle T in the trian-
gulation we consider the canonical basis for the space P (T'), which we index by the corresponding
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000t
Numberof toal DOFs.

Fig. 5: Example 4.1. Convergence of estimators and true error for Nitsche’s method

10° 0t 10! 0
N: Number ofttal DOFs N: Number of toal DOFs N:Number of total DOFs

(a) Lagrangian k = 2,k' =0 (b) Nitsche k =1 (c) Nitsche k = 2

Fig. 6: Example 4.1. Comparison of convergence with energy error ||V (u — up)||

node, {y?,--- ,y%}, with N = (k+1)(k+2)/2 being the dimension of Py (T). The set {y?,--- ,y%}
is obtained as the image of a fixed set of unisolvent nodes on a reference triangle T. Denote the
basis functions by

'@T = {‘75;1’ 7¢§N}'

We also introduce a set of biorthogonal dual bases in the space Py(T) for 27

G = {37, 3, ) such that Lasm;:ai,j vi<ij<N.

Y1’
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Fig. 7: Example 4.2. The final meshes for Lagrangian method (k = 2,k' = 0,C5 = 0.1)

Number of boudary DOFs

w0 20 a0 o 0z 04 08 e s 18 2

08 1 12
Number of total DOFs x10f

100 150
N: Number of total boundary DOFs.

10°
N: Number of total DOFs.

Fig. 8: Example 4.2. Convergence of estimators and true error for Lagrangian method (k = 2, k" =
0,C3 =0.1)

Let I} : L?(T) — Py(T) denotes the L?(T') projector that takes the form
N ~
Wi = ([ udf) .
i=1

Recall that we have the following norm equivalence (which can be proven by a scaling argument,

~

taking advantange of the equivalence of all norms on the finite dimensional space Py (T)):

= h% Z |Ci|2-
Moreover, as qzz; is a polynomial in Py (7'), using (5.1), we have

4T ST d)z;p Zj i ST ¢§Z :}I;j C;
|#y,llo,r = sup = Sy YT
peP(T) [pllo.r e={c;}V, [ Zj Cj(byj

N 2

> cidy,

i=1

(5.1)

0,T

0,7 c={¢;}N, h’THc”
Let us now consider the global canonical finite element basis

(bz;, wheny e T,

B = : de of gy = _
{ey: ynodeof Tu} s Oylr {O, wheny ¢ T.
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k_102_001 Neclassical k—]- 02—00]-77

=2 C12 0. 5 Neclassical = 2 02

Fig. 9: Example 4.2. Final meshes using Nitsche’s method.

Table 3: Example 4.3: Convergence rates on uniform meshes

Lagrangian k = 2 | Nitsche k =1 | Nitsche k =2

h FEs rate FEs rate Ey rate
1.76E-1 | 2.46E-2 1.13 7.66E-2 0.65 | 1.60E-2 0.34
8.84E-2 | 1.56E-2 0.65 5.37E-2 0.51 | 1.10E-2 0.53
4.42E-2 | 1.00E-2 0.65 3.67TE-2 0.54 | 7.54E-3 0.55
2.21E-2 | 6.37E-3 0.65 248E-2 0.56 | 5.08E-3 0.57
1.10E-2 | 4.06E-3 0.65 1.66E-2 0.57 | 3.39E-3 0.58
5.52E-3 | 2.59E-3 0.65 1.11E-2  0.58 | 2.26E-3 0.59

For y a node of Ty, let My denote the cardinality of the set {T':y € T}. We define a set of global
dual bases as follows.

N - - —17T 7
B ={py € L*(Q), y node of T} s.t., dy|r = My ¢y, wheny € 1_1’
0, wheny ¢ T.

As our mesh is quasi-uniform we immediately see that for any node y € T we have

(5.2) |y Shr,  |dyloar S by
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4 e e 2

- 10
- o oz o+ 05 o8 12
Number of toal DOFs. 0t

10" 10t 0!
N: Number of ttal DOFs N: Number of toal boundary DOFs.

k=1,Cy=0.01

0* 10°
) ot W el Bl 0 20 10 160 0 0z 04 08
N: Number of toal DOFs N: Number oftoal boundary DOFs.

k=2,Cy=05

08 1 12 1s
Number of toal DOFs. 10t

Fig. 10: Example 4.2. Convergence of estimators and true error for Nitsche’s method

Fig. 11: Example 4.3. The final meshes for Lagrangian method (k = 2, k' = 0))

It is also easy to check that

JQ gyéby/ = T;_h . %yﬁf’y’ = Oyy’-

The basis 4 is therefore biorthogonal to %. R
We now define the Clément type projector as IIj, : L#(Q2) — Vj, as

ﬁhu = Z (L U$y> Py -

y
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Number of boudary DOFs.

107 1 « 6000
N: Number of total DOFs. N: Number of total boundary DOFs, Number o toal DOFs

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 12: Example 4.2. Convergence of estimators and true error for Lagrangian method (k = 2)
b k=1,n
(C) k=2, n

k — 1 Tlclassical
Fig. 13: Example 4.3. Final meshes using Nitsche’s method.

k - 2 Nlclassical

The biorthogonality property immediately implies that ﬁh is a projector, i.e., for all v, € V},

Iy, (vn) = vp.
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Fig. 14: Example 4.3. Convergence of estimators and true error for Nitsche’s method

It is also locally stable in L? by (5.2), i.e.,

2
2
il = [ |3 (Lmy) by syEZT [ ( LTwy) 642

yeT

sar 2 1ylE arley

yeT

S ful

o < Il ar-

Finally, it locally preserves polynomials: if u|a, = p € Px(Ar) then
(Ipw)|r = (pp)|r = p.

Thanks to these properties we easily obtain that, for 0 <m < k+1

(5.3) Ju~ huloz < B ulm.a,-

Moreover, let v;, denote the H'(T) projection of u over Py (T). Using a standard argument we can
write ~ ~
[Mhul,r < hpt' [T = ulor + hytlu = vlor + fonlur S Juliar,

which used the fact that the H' projector is also locally stable in H'. We then easily get
ju—Tul1r < BE [ulm,ars
which, combined with (5.3), gives

(5.4) lu — Tyulor + hrlu — pulyr < W ulmar VT € Th.
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