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A LOCALLY-CONSERVATIVE PROXIMAL GALERKIN
METHOD FOR POINTWISE BOUND CONSTRAINTS

GUOSHENG FU!, BRENDAN KEITH?, AND RAMI MASRI?

ABSTRACT. We introduce the first-order system proximal Galerkin (FOSPG) method, a lo-
cally mass-conserving, hybridizable finite element method for solving heterogeneous anisotropic
diffusion and obstacle problems. Like other proximal Galerkin methods, FOSPG finds solu-
tions by solving a recursive sequence of smooth, discretized, nonlinear subproblems. We es-
tablish the well-posedness and convergence of these nonlinear subproblems along with stabil-
ity and error estimates under low regularity assumptions for the linearized equations obtained
by solving each subproblem using Newton’s method. The FOSPG method exhibits several
advantages, including high-order accuracy, discrete maximum principle or bound-preserving
discrete solutions, and local mass conservation. It also achieves prescribed solution accu-
racy within asymptotically mesh-independent numbers of subproblems and linear solves per
subproblem iteration. Numerical experiments on benchmarks for anisotropic diffusion and
obstacle problems confirm these attributes. Furthermore, an open-source implementation of
the method is provided to facilitate broader adoption and reproducibility.
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1. INTRODUCTION

We propose the first-order system proximal Galerkin (FOSPG) method for second-order,
elliptic energy principles with pointwise bound constraints. The method, given below in
Algorithm [2| is based on the proximal Galerkin method proposed in [46] and features (i)
high-order accuracy, (ii) bound preservation at every point in the computational domain
(not only at nodal/quadrature points), and (iii) local mass conservation. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first finite element method with these three properties.

We choose to focus our presentation on two categories of model problems: heterogeneous
anisotropic diffusion and (unilateral/bilateral) obstacle problems. These two types of model
problems have a multitude of applications, with the first appearing in reservoir simulations [I]
and plasma physics [35]. The second is vital for optimal control [58], topology optimization
[55], and glaciology [37], among many other applications. Although much remains to be
learned, we have found that FOSPG is highly accurate and efficient for solving these two
categories of problems and so aim to promote its use in scientific applications involving them.
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2 A LOCALLY-CONSERVATIVE PROXIMAL GALERKIN METHOD

1.1. Heterogeneous anisotropic diffusion. The exact solutions of certain boundary value
problems satisfy pointwise bound constraints almost everywhere in the domain. This property
is known as the weak maximum principle [48]. A long-sought feature of numerical approxi-
mations is to satisfy this maximum principle while maintaining high-order accuracy.

Fundamental links have been established between discrete maximum principle (DMP) pre-
serving first-order finite element methods and local mesh properties. This connection has been
known since the seminal work of Ciarlet [21], which identifies the non-obtuse angle condition
as a key condition ensuring DMP preservation for isotropic diffusion. Several relaxations of
this condition have been established subsequently. For example, [63] shows that Delaunay
meshes with obtuse angles near diffusion discontinuities also preserve the DMP.

DMP-preserving local mesh conditions are more delicate to derive and difficult to enforce
for anisotropic diffusion. In particular, weakly acute angle conditions formulated with respect
to the diffusion tensor need to be enforced on the internal dihedral angles of the mesh [52].
However, generating such anisotropy-aligned meshes can be very challenging or infeasible
[35, B6]. Recently, nonlinear schemes satisfying the DMP without any mesh restrictions have
been proposed [18| [10 2| §]. However, these schemes typically have low-order accuracy or
enforce DMP only at nodal points [18 [8]. It is also unclear whether these approaches can
preserve mass locally. We refer readers to the recent review article [9] for a more detailed
account of DMP-preserving finite element methods and further references.

Unique properties: FOSPG is DMP-preserving at every point in the computational do-
main, regardless of the polynomial degree employed. Moreover, the method is locally mass-
conservative and does not require anisotropy-aligned meshes.

1.2. Obstacle problems. Minimizing a quadratic energy functional over a closed, non-
empty, convex set results in a variational inequality [20, Section 6.9]. We refer to [48] for
a comprehensive introduction. The obstacle problem, modeling the equilibrium position of
an elastic membrane lying above an obstacle, is the prototypical example in this problem
class. Here, we present a brief overview of the standard finite element approaches to solving
the obstacle problem; see [46], Section 3|, [44], and [39] for additional details.

The most well-known and widely-used approach is the quadratic penalty method, which
relaxes the bound-constrained optimization problem into an unconstrained one by adding
terms to the energy functional that grow quadratically with the violation of the constraint [60,
53]. However, to maintain the accuracy of high-order finite elements, the penalty parameter
needs to scale suitably with the mesh size and polynomial degree, leading to mesh-dependent
ill-conditioning [39]. Alternatively, one can discretize the variational inequality directly using
the primal formulation [I6] or the mixed formulation [I5]. However, the low regularity of
the Lagrange multiplier associated with the inequality constraint in these formulations affects
the performance of numerical solution techniques [42], often making penalty methods more
desirable [43, [3]; see also [30, Section 4.1]. A different mixed formulation is also obtained by
introducing a Lagrange multiplier, modeling the contact pressure [38][62]. For this formulation
to be inf-sup stable, one enriches the finite element spaces with bubble functions or uses
consistent stability terms [39]. The latter option leads to another penalty method for piecewise
linear elements or to a Nitsche-type penalty method when broken polynomial spaces are used
for the multiplier [39]. We refer to [38] for analyzing the latter class of methods.

Techniques from nonlinear programming are often employed to solve discretized variational
inequalities. Unfortunately, naive “first-discretize-then-optimize” approaches typically lead to
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mesh-dependence; i.e., the number of nonlinear solves required for convergence grows indef-
initely with mesh refinement [41} [42] 46]. Of the most prominent techniques, we highlight
the primal-dual active set (or semi-smooth Newton) method [41] and the augmented La-
grangian method [33]. We also wish to highlight that multigrid methods often help accelerate
convergence and diminish mesh-dependence [17]; we refer to [34] for a detailed overview.

It is well-known that one can enforce pointwise bound constraints, such as pointwise non-
negativity, by constraining the nodal values of linear elements [16]. However, enforcing point-
wise constraints on higher order approximations is far more difficult [49]. We refer to [46),
Section 3.2] for an overview. Proximal Galerkin methods overcome this challenge by con-
structing discrete solutions in the image of a bound-preserving monotone map. The resulting
algorithm consists of solving a sequence of smooth, semilinear PDE systems that couple stan-
dard finite element variables to a so-called latent variable in the domain of the nonlinear map
[46]. Analogs of this algorithm have been extended to density-based topology optimization
[45, [47] and a multitude of other challenging problems such as elastic contact, variational
fracture, gradient constraints, and obstacle-type quasi-variational inequalities [23]. Efficient
preconditioners and hp-adaptive schemes for proximal Galerkin have also been proposed in
[54], exhibiting hp-robustness in the number of Newton linear solves and up to 20x speed-
ups over state-of-the-art methods. In this work, we show that the essential features of the
proximal Galerkin method are maintained for mass-conserving discretizations.

Unique properties: FOSPG has a low iteration complexity and does not require mesh-
dependent penalty parameters. It also provides a discrete solution that satisfies prescribed
bound constraints at every point in the computational domain and achieves high-order ac-
curacy. Further, it delivers a locally-conservative flux approximation in every element not
intersecting the obstacle contact zone.

1.3. Main contributions and outline. The outline of this paper and its main contributions
are summarized below.

e In Section [2| we state the anisotropic diffusion and obstacle problems that motivate this
work. Here, we demonstrate that the former problem can be formulated as a variational
inequality, a property allowing us to unify our exposition.

e We review the latent variable proximal point (LVPP) algorithm in Section We then
derive the first-order system proximal Galerkin (FOSPG) method from this algorithm; cf.
Algorithm [2] We then prove the existence and uniqueness of solutions to the FOSPG
subproblems and their stability properties in Theorem and Lemma {4.3

e In Section [4.3] we present a hybridized form of the FOSPG method, given in Algorithm
We advocate for this approach because, after static condensation, the linearized FOSPG
subproblems in Algorithm [3] reduce to sparse, symmetric positive definite systems involv-
ing only the mesh facet unknowns. This convex structure is particularly convenient for
applying Newton’s method to solve the subproblems. Algorithm [3|is used in the practical
implementation of our method.

e In the main theoretical result, Theorem we prove convergence of Algorithms [2|and [3]to
the solution uj, of a discrete variational inequality for simplicial elements with polynomial
degree p = 0 and quadrilateral elements for any p > 0. We then prove that FOSPG is locally
mass-conserving on all elements where u; does not come in contact with the obstacle or
bound constraint. For p = 0, error estimates between the exact solution and the iterates of
Algorithm [3] are also established.
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e Section [6] contains stability and convergence analysis of the linearized subproblems that re-
sult from applying Newton’s method to every (nonlinear) proximal subproblem in FOSPG.
This analysis is carried out for the hybridized method in Algorithm [3] and is valid for
any polynomial degree p > 0 on simplicial and quadrilateral meshes. Notably, this sec-
tion focuses on low-regular solutions in order to remain valid for heterogeneous anisotropic
diffusion.

e Finally, the performance of our method and its key features (high order accuracy, local mass
conservation, and mesh independence) are demonstrated on a series of numerical examples
in Section 7/} We share our implementation, https://github.com/ramimasri/FOSPG-first-
order-system-proximal-Galerkin.git, in NGSolve [59] to facilitate broader adoption and re-
producibility.

1.4. Notation. In what follows, € is an open bounded Lipschitz domain in R¢. We use
standard notation for the Lebesgue spaces LP(2) for p € [1,00] and for the Sobolev-Hilbert
spaces H™ () for m € N. The space H'/2(9Q) is the standard trace space of H'(Q). For
g € HY?(09), the space H ;(Q) is the closed subspace of H'(Q) consisting of functions u
with trace tr(u) = g on 9. Further, we use the notation (-,-) to denote the L?(2)-inner
product. The spaces W*P(Q) (s > 0,p € [1,00]) denote the standard Sobolev spaces. We
follow the convention that 0ln0 = 0 and define the essential domain of a proper function
f:RY 5 RU {400} as
dom f = {z e R? | f(x) < o0} .

We consider a conforming partition 75 of € into elements 7. Denote by &, the set of
facets E' (edges in 2D/ faces in 3D) of the partition 7, and denote by 97T}, the set of all
element boundaries 9T with outward normal nn. We assume that each element T and facet F
are generated by an affine map &7 or ®p from a reference element T or E, respectively. For
quadrilateral elements, this assumption means that we only consider parallelograms in 2D and
parallelotopes in 3D. Although this assumption can be relaxed in practical implementations.
The diameters of an element T' and of a facet F are denoted by hr and hg respectively. The
mesh size is given by h = maxyeT;, hr. For constants W and @), we use the notation W < @
whenever there is a constant C' independent of the mesh size h such that W < CQ. For a
symmetric positive definite matrix A, we define A2 as the matrix satisfying AY/2A4Y2 = A.

The space H'(7T;,) denotes the broken H' space corresponding to the mesh 7y,:

HYTp) ={ue L*(Q): u, € H(T), VT € Tp}.
The broken gradient is denoted by Vj, meaning that (V4v)), = V(v),) for v € H'(T;). We

also use the broken divergence operator, (Vj, - v)|,, = V- (v|,.). Further, for all ¢, € L*(07T5)
and v, w € L?(2), we use the notation

(@, 0o = > /BT geds, (v,w)y, = Y /vadx.

TeTh TeT),

7

2. MODEL PROBLEMS

We have introduced FOSPG to target the two model problems given below. As we demon-
strate, Problem [I] can be seen as a specific version of Problem [2] However, these two problems
usually have different mathematical assumptions affecting their analyses.
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Problem 1 (Heterogeneous anisotropic diffusion). Consider the following model problem:

(1a) -V .- (AVu)=f inQ,
(1b) u=g ondf.

Here, A € L>®(Q;R%?) is a symmetric diffusion tensor with eigenvalues that are uniformly
lower and upper bounded by positive constants, f € L*(Q) and g € HY/?*(0Q). The Lax-
Milgram Theorem [28, Section 25.2] provides the existence and uniqueness of the weak solution

u € Hgl(Q) to satisfying
(2) (AVu,Vv) = (f,v) Yo € HY(Q).
Problem 2 (Obstacle problem). Solve for u € K N Hg1 (Q) such that

1
(3a) J(w) < J(v) Yo e KNH(Q), J(v)= 5 (AVv, Vo) = (f,v),
where the closed and conver set K is given by
(3b) K={ucH Q) |u<u<tae in Q}.

Here, u,u € L>®(Q) and the above problem is called the bilateral obstacle problem. We also
allow w = oo to include the unilateral obstacle problem. To ensure that K is nonempty, we
assume that u < g < u a.e on 0L). The existence and uniqueness of solutions follow from
[48, Theorem 2.1]. Further, the above problem is equivalent to a variational inequality over
KN H(Q), see [19, Theorem 1.1.2]: Solve for u € K N H,(Q) such that

(4) (AVu, V(v —u)) > (f,v—u) Yve KﬂH;(Q).

We now demonstrate that Problem [I] can be equivalently formulated in the setting of
Problem [2| with constant u and w. Indeed, if f € L%(Q) for ¢ > d, the weak solution

ue H gl(Q) of satisfies the weak maximum principle |48, Theorem 5.5 and Theorem B.2]
(5) lull oo () < 11 fllzaco) + sup |gl.
o

Further, if f > 0 a.e. in Q, then we can also ensure that u > inf,c90 g a.e in Q [48, Theorem
5.7]. That is, there exist constants u and @ such that the weak solution u belongs to the set
KN Hgl(Q) In addition, u solves since v — u € H}(Q) for any v € KN Hgl(Q) and since
u satisfies . By uniqueness of solutions, u is both the solution to and to .

In practice, the diffusion tensor in Problem [I] can have very low regularity. Yet, the
fact that the exact solution satisfies a variational equation can simplify error estimates, cf.
Theorem and [49] Theorem 1]. On the other hand, the diffusion tensor in Problem
usually has higher regularity when the obstacles u, w:  — RU{—o00}U{+0o0} are non-trivial
functions. However, in this case, we cannot depart from the variational inequality .

3. THE LATENT VARIABLE PROXIMAL POINT ALGORITHM

The Latent Variable Proximal Point (LVPP) algorithm (see Algorithm [1)) was introduced
in [46] to derive numerical methods for solving variational inequalities like (4)). A first-order
system finite element discretization of this algorithm leads to the FOSPG method. Here, we
present a derivation of LVPP based in part on the exposition in [23].
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Algorithm 1 The Latent Variable Proximal Point Algorithm

1: input: Initial latent solution guess 1/ € L>(Q), a sequence of positive step sizes {ak},
and a Carathéodory function T: Q@ xR — R, where Y(z, ) is an increasing bijection from
R — (u(z),u(zx)) for a.e. z € Q.

2: Initialize k = 1.

3: repeat

4: Solve the following (nonlinear) saddle-point problem: Find u € H,(£2) and ¢ € L>(Q)
such that

(6a) oF(AVu, Vo) + (1, v) = o*(f,v) + (1, v) Yo € HI(Q),
(6b) (u,0) = (UW), ) =0 Vi € L*(9),
where U()(x) := Y(x,¢(x)) for a.e. x € Q.

5. Assign ¥ < 1 and k < k + 1.
6: until a convergence test is satisfied.

3.1. Superposition operators. Algorithm [I|relies on a Carathéodory function T: Q@ xR —
R, whose restrictions Y (z,-) are monotonically-increasing, invertible functions taking R to
(u(x),u(xr)). For any sufficiently regular map ¢: Q@ — R, one can then generate a new
function U(v)): Q — R via the expression U(¢)(x) = Y(z,7(x)). The resulting operator U
is called a superposition (Nemytskii) operator [5, [4]. In Section |4 we will see that these
operators allow us to construct approximate solutions to the minimization problem that
are guaranteed to respect pointwise bound constraints.

One can select among different choices for the generating function T. The following two
examples are appropriate for double obstacle and anisotropic diffusion problems:

(7a) Example 1: Y(z,z) = u(x)l‘:_i(}g EXPZ )
M) Brampled Y(r2) = 5lule) +T0) + 5(0) —ule) s

Meanwhile, for the unilateral obstacle problem (7 = o), one may consider:

(8a) Example 3: Y(z,2z) = u(x) +exp z;

(8b) Example 4: Y(z,2) =u(x) +1In(l +expz).

The behavior of the resulting superposition operators is illustrated in Figure

3.2. The Bregman proximal point algorithm. The main purpose of this section is to for-
mally derive Algorithm [I} As motivation, we recall the proximal operator [57], P : H*(Q) —
KnNH ;(Q) and corresponding proximal point algorithm: Given u® € H'(Q), define
1
(9) u* = PuF~' = argmin {J(v) + v - u“H?p(m} ;
vEKNHL(Q) 20
for each K =1,2,...
It is well known [57] that the iterates u* = Pu*~! converge to the unique fixed point of P,
which coincides with the minimizer of . However, computing each iterate Pu*~! requires



A LOCALLY-CONSERVATIVE PROXIMAL GALERKIN METHOD 7

-
u

(v) = In(1 + exp(v)))

(8

FIGURE 1. Illustration of the different superposition operators U. Left: u = 0
and w = 1. Right: u =0 and ©w = oo.

solving another variational inequality (Euler’s inequality, see, e.g., [20, Theorem 7.1-6]): Find
u¥ € K N H}(Q) such that

(10) %(V(uk —uF Y, V(v —ub)) + %(uk —uF oy — k)

+ (AVUF, V(0 —uf)) > (f,0 —ub),

forallv e KNH gl(Q) This renders the standard proximal point method @ computationally
infeasible on this class of problems. Indeed, one would prefer to directly approximate the
solution of the original variational inequality instead of solving a sequence of equally
challenging problems like ([10J).

As a remedy, one may consider a particular form of the Bregman proximal point algo-
rithm [46] 61]. The key idea is to replace the squared H'(2)-norm in (9) by an alternative
dissimilarity function:

1
(11) uf = PuF! = argmin {J(U) + k/ D(v,u" ) dx} .
veKNH(Q) ar Jo

Here, the so-called Bregman divergence D(-,-) is derived from the error in the first-order
Taylor’s expansion of a superposition operator denoted R(u). This operator is generated by a
Carathéodory function R: 2 x R — RU {400} that is strictly convex in its second argument.

More specifically, for a.e. z € Q, we assume that R(z,y) maps [u(z),u(z)] into R and that
y — R(z,y) is strictly convex and differentiable on the open interval (u(z),u(x)). Denoting
the corresponding superposition operator R(u)(z) = R(x,u(z)) and its derivative R (u)(x) =
%R(z, u(z)), we express the Bregman divergence D(-,-) as follows [14]:

(12) D(v,u* ) = R(v) = R(u*1) = R/ (" (v —u*71).

Example 3.1 (Fermi-Dirac entropy). Consider the Carathéodory function given by

(13a) R(z,y) = (y — u(x)) In(y — u(z)) + (u(z) — y) In(u(z) — y)

if y € [u(z),u(x)] and R(x,y) = +oo otherwise. The corresponding superposition operator,

(13b) Ru)=(u—uw)n(u—u)+ @—u)ln(m—u), uwekK,
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also known as the (generalized) Fermi—Dirac entropy, is continuous over the feasible set K.
Moreover, if u € L*°(Q) with essinf(u — u) > 0 and essinf(u —uw) > 0, then

(13c) R'(u) = In(u — u) — In(u — u)
belongs to L>=(£2).

3.3. Further properties. For technical reasons, we require R(x,-) to have the following
supercoercivity property at a.e. x €

(14) R(z,y)/ly| = oo as |y| — oo.

This ensures that the convex conjugate of R(z,-) is well-defined over all of R [T1l 23], see
below. We also require that dom R(x,-) = [u(x),u(x)] to ensure convergence of the
iterates to the unique minimizer of J; cf. Theorem below. Condition |1 is then
sufficient to derive Algorithm [1| from .

Condition 1. For any given ¢ € C°(Q)), there ezists a constant 6 > 0 such that the solution

u® to satisfies
(15) uF £ 6p e KN HQ).

This condition can be realized by choosing R whose derivatives are sufficiently singular at
u and @ and ensuring that the functions f,u,w are sufficiently regular. In particular, if
f € L>(Q) and u,u € R, then the operators in Examples and imply Condition 1] [46].

Example 3.2 (Shannon entropy). The derivation of Algorithm was first given in [46] for
the choice

(16) R(u) =ulnu — u,
leading to the (extended) Kullbach—Liebler divergence
D(v,u) =vin(v/u) —v+u.
We refer to [46] for further properties of this setting.
3.4. From inequality to equality. The solution of satisfies the following variational
inequality: For all v € K N H}(Q),
(17) SR = R, 0 — k) (A, V(0 — ) > (f0— )

However, Condition (1| allows us to transform this variational inequality to a variational
equation. Indeed, testing with v = u¥ + 6y and rescaling by §, we find that
1

(18) x

(R'(u*) = R'(uF1), ) + (AVUF, V) = (f,9) Vo € C2(Q).

3.5. The latent variable. We can now formally introduce the latent variable
(19) YP=RW) = (R =,

where R’ is invertible because R is strictly convex and strictly monotone. Utilizing the
sequence of latent variables ¢ given by and the density of C°(Q2) in H}(Q), we arrive
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at the latent variable proximal point method: For each k¥ = 1,2,..., solve for (uk,wk) €
1 00 . .
Hg(Q) x L*(9) satisfying
1
(20a) (Y* — L ) + (AVUF, Vo) ,v) Yo € H(Q),

oF = (
(20b) (", ) = (R) ' (@"),0) =0 Vo € L®().

Algorithm |1 is recovered from by setting « = (R')~!, multiplying by oF, and
rearranging terms. We note that (¥ —¢*~1)/a* acts as an approximation to the Lagrange
multiplier for the bound constraints in (3b]) [46]. It can also be interpreted as a discretized
rate of change of the latent gradient flow 5~ = —V.J(u) over the manifold defined by .

Example 3.3 (Fermi-Dirac entropy, part 2). Recall the setting of Example and observe

that

n—1,,y _ Ut uexpy
(R) (W) = 5

In turn, notice that U(x) = (R')"1 () coincides with the superposition operator generated
by .

3.6. Duality. As evident by the derivation above, the generating function R is closely related
to the generating function T in Algorithm [I} This relation is made precise in Proposition
below, which involves the definition of the convex conjugate of R(z,-):

(21a) R*(z,z) =sup {zy — R(z,y)} .
yeR

Likewise, we define the associated superposition operator
(21b) R*(u)(x) = R*(z,u(x)).
We refer the interested reader to [12] for more general and abstract results.

Proposition 3.1. For a smooth and strictly increasing bijection Y(z,-) : R — (u(z),u(x)),
there exists a strictly convex proper function R(x,-): R — RU {400} such that

~1
(22) Y(z,2) = ((%R(x, )) (2) = ({)aZR*(:U,z)

for all z € (u(z),u(z)). Moreover, R satisfies (14), and the corresponding superposition
operators satisfy

(23) U@p) = (R () Vo € L=(Q).

Sketch of proof. The first equality in follows from the observations that (i) the inverse of
a smooth, strictly increasing monotone function is also a smooth, strictly increasing monotone
function, and (ii) any smooth, strictly increasing monotone function can be written as the
derivative of a convex function. The second equality in follows from the definition of
R*. Equation follows readily from and the definitions of &/ and R. Meanwhile,
R = (R*)* satisfies due to [11l Proposition 2.16]. O

Example 3.4 (Fermi-Dirac entropy, part 3). We again recall the setting of Example .
Denoting

0

T(z,z) = <8yR(I’ .)> - (2) = u(x) + u(x) exp 2

14+ expz

)
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we recover the function presented in (7a)). Further, one can readily derive the expression for

R*:
(24) R*(z,z) = 2Y(z,2) — R(z,Y(x, z)).

4. SPATIAL DISCRETIZATION

We employ a locally conservative discretization of @ As a starting point, consider the
first-order system formulation of the PDE @ by introducing the flux variable g¥ = —AVu*:

(25a) PV g+ =kt i Q,
(25b) A7lgE + vk =0 in Q,
(25¢) b —UF) =0 in Q.

4.1. Finite element spaces. In this subsection, we introduce the discrete spaces. On the
reference element 7', we denote by PP(T ) either the space of all polynomials of degree at most
P (IP’p(T ) if T is simplicial or the space of polynomials of degree at most p in each direction
(Q,(T)) if T is a quadrilateral or parallelotope. We also use the Raviart-Thomas element
[56] of degree p on T, RT,(T) := [P,(T)]% + x - P,(T).

We consider the following finite element spaces:

1 A
(26a) =, € [L2 Q)] 1ty = — - Ppfo L', £ € RTY(T), VT € Ty,
T det®r,
(26b) VP = {vh €LXQ):  wpy, =io0dp, b Py(T), VT € Th} .

The jump of v on a face F € &, is defined as
[vn]|p = vnlry = valr2,

where E = 9T% N OT% and the normal ng is chosen to point from T4 to T2. This choice
is arbitrary. If E' C 02, then [vy], is taken as the single valued trace of v,. We drop
the subscript “|g” to simplify notation. The jumps of vector-valued functions are defined
similarly.

We define the H(div;2) conforming Raviart—Thomas space,

(27) Ei’div = Ez N H(diV; Q) = {Th S Ez : [Th] ‘Nnp — 0 VE € 5h\8Q},

and we consider the standard discontinuous Galerkin (DG) norm

Wlibe = Y 1A Vol5ay + Y b )72 Yo € H(Th).
TeT, Ec&;,

We also recall the following Poincare inequality [51, Lemma 3.2], which holds for all p € [1, 6]
when d = 3 and for all p € [1,00) when d = 2,

(28) lvnllze) S llonllpe Yon € V.
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In what follows, we will make use of the linear lifting operators L : V/ — X7 . and Lrp :
L%(0) — =¥ . defined such that

-1

(29) (A7 L(u),r) = (u,V -7) Vr € X} i
(30) (A_ILF(9)7T) = —(g,r . n>8Q Vr e Ei,div‘
Lemma 4.1. Let up, € V' and define q;, = L(uy,) by (29). Then,
(31) lunllpe < CLIA™ 2 qu| 12(q),

where Cp, is a mesh-independent positive constant.

Proof. The proof follows identically to that of [32 Theorem 3.2] for simplicial meshes. See
also a similar result in [22, Theorem 2.3], which covers the parallelotope mesh case. ]

We also introduce the L2-projection, II, : HY(T) — V}f, and we recall the following
properties:

(32) (Iyv, qn) = (v,qn) Yan €V}, Ixv]pe < llvlipe-

4.2. The first-order system proximal Galerkin method. We are now ready to present
the mixed finite element discretization of @ We start with defining the discrete solutions
(qF,uf) € 22, aiv X VE and ¢ € VI satisfying the Galerkin discretization of (25)):

(33a) aF(V - gl o) + (WF,on) = oF (fyon) + WF 1 un) Vo, € VP,
(33b) (A7 gl vp) — (V- op,ul) = —(g,v - m)ag Yy, € E%’div,
(33¢) (uf, qn) — UEE) + S(r), qn) =0 Yy € V7.

In the above, S is an optional stabilization/regularization term allowing for additional control
over the latent variable 1. For example, one can choose S (wﬁ) = ewﬁ for some 0 < e < 1.
This choice will limit the magnitude of 1/1§, which can reduce the round-off error in the
computed solution. We discuss different choices of S in Section In what follows, we
analyze (33) with S = 0.

Using (33c]) in and the fact that V- v, € V! for any v, € 37 . we arrive at the
two-variable formulation of the FOSPG method given in Algorithm 7

Remark 1 (The two-variable and three-variable formulations (33)). Note that
s equivalent to . This can be immediately observed after defining uﬁ = I (U@p) +
S(vp)). We will use this equivalence throughout the paper and refer to the two formulations
interchangeably when no confusion arises. Moreover, while the two-variable formulation
is more memory efficient than , one may compute with both; see, e.g., Algom'thm@ below.
The three-variable formulation makes it easier to implement more exotic choices of S(1y,),
such as (S(¥p), qn) = e(Vpn, Vian) for some 0 < e < 1.

Remark 2 (Bound preserving solution U (1)) and an average bound preserving solution up,).
In addition to the bound preserving discrete solution U(1)y), we obtain a solution wuy, that has
bound preserving local averages whenever (S(¢yp),1)r = 0. Indeed, testing with the
indicator function of one element T € Ty, we obtain that

1 1
35 — d:/u dz, VT €T,
(3) 7 fmde = g [ U)o :
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Algorithm 2 The First-Order System Proximal Galerkin Method

1: input: A discrete latent solution guess 1/12 € V,f and a sequence of positive step sizes
{a¥}.

2: output: A bound-preserving approximate solution U () ~ u and a locally-conservative
flux approximation q; ~ —AVu.

3: Initialize k = 1.

4: repeat

5. Solve the following (nonlinear) discrete saddle-point problem: Find (g, ) € Efl’ div X
VP such that

(34a) (A7 'qn,vp) — (V- vp,U(n) + S(Wn)) = —(g,vp - nYag Yo, € B} 4ivs
(34b) (V- qn,vp) + (W, o) = oF(f,on) + ( ﬁ_l,vh) Vo, € VP

6:  Assign wﬁ —Ypand k + k+ 1.
7: until a convergence test is satisfied.

Therefore, if u,uw € R, we obtain that
1
(36) u</uhdx<u, VT €T,
7| Jr
Such a property is useful if one chooses to post-process uy; see Remark[9 for further insight
and a numerical example.

Theorem 4.2 (Existence and uniqueness of solutions). For all k > 1, there exists a unique

solution to and to .

Proof. For simplicity, we denote f = f + (1/ ak)wﬁ_l and drop the superscript k. Recall that
U = (R*)" where R* is given in (21b]). We then consider the following minimization problem:

. I x :
(37) inf  L(vp);  L(vn) = 5[4 Y2on)1 720 +/QR (Hpf =V - vp) dz + (g, vp - n)og,

p
vhezh,div

where we recall that IIj, is the L?-projection onto V7, see . As we show below, admits
a solution g because L is convex, continuous, and coercive [20, Theorem 9.3-1].

Coercivity follows from the convexity of R* and equivalence of norms in finite dimensions.
Indeed, by the subgradient inequality,

/ R f =V - vp) da > / R* (I, f) dw — / (R*) (I, f)V - vy da.

0 Q Q

Hence, with Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and a local trace estimate, we bound L(wvy,) as follows
1, _ . =

(35) L) 2 54 oy ey + [ RO (4f) da

— (R W) 2y IV - vnllzzq) = Cor( max b ) llgll 2o 0l 220):

Therefore, from the equivalence of norms in finite dimensions, we deduce that L(vp,) — oo as
[vrllr2() — co. This establishes the existence of a solution. The uniqueness of the solution
follows the strict convexity of L.
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The solution of , qn € E‘Z div> satisfies the following optimality condition:

(L'(gn),vn) = (A qn, vp) — /Q(R*)'(th— V.qy)V v, dz + (g,v, - n)so = 0.
Define vy, € V,f and uy, € V,f as

(39) Up = oIl f —aV-qu, up=U@y)).
It then easily follows that (gn, un,¥s) € B4 4 x VP x V' is the unique solution to (33). O

For each k, we show a stability estimate with respect to the mesh size h. To this end, we
define the following dual norm:

(v, w)

(40) [ollg(7)- = sup Vv € L3(Q).

)
weH(T) |wllba

The stability result we provide below depends on the choice of U. To this end, observe that
and can be written in the following form:

(41) UW)(x) = T(z,¥(z)) = do(x)To((z)) + d1(),

where ¢g,¢1 € L>(Q2) with ¢o(xz) > ¢o > 0 a.e. in Q for some positive constant ¢y and
To: R — (—1,1) is a monotonically increasing bijection with Y (0) = 0 and lim, 4+ Yo(z) =
+1. In particular, for examples and , we have ¢g = 1/2(u —u) and ¢1 = 1/2(a + w).

Lemma 4.3 (Stability). For simplicity, assume that the boundary data g = 0 (see Remark@
for a discussion on the general case). Consider two cases:

(Double obstacle problem). If U takes the form (1)), ¢o € L>(Q) with ¢o(z) > ¢o > 0 a.e.
in Q, and ¢1 € HY(Q), then for any k > 1 the solution (g, uf,vf) € 8 . x VP x VP to
(133) satisfies 7

(42) A" gl z2() + luflipe + 15 ) + Gollvhllnia)
Sz + 15 m (my + IVé1llz2() + 1€.

(Anisotropic diffusion). If u,u € R with u < 0 < @, then for any k > 1 the solution
(qF, uf, o) € Ez,div x VP x VP to satisfies

43) A glle () + lulipa + 19 e 7=+ min(—uw, @) V5| 21 o)

S llz2 + 195 gy + 19
The hidden constants above are independent of h but depend on the choice of U.

Before providing the proof, we remark on the assumptions.

Remark 3. For non-homogenous boundary data g € H1/2(89), one can consider a lift w €
H; () and set ug = u+w where u solves the homogenous problem. The discrete solution uy, 4
is then given by up g = up + Zpwg, where Iy, 1s a suitable quasi-interpolation operator that
preserves the boundary data, see for example [27]. Stability estimates for the approximation
(Uh,g, Qh,g) = (unt+Ipwg, gu—AVIywy) of (ug, —AVugy) will follow from the triangle inequality,
the stability of (up,qp), and the stability properties of the interpolant Zy. Moreover, the
assumption v < 0 < @ appears to be a limitation of the current theory. In practice, setting
u =0 can be numerically stable, as evidenced by the numerical experiment in Example 7.
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Proof. (Lemma As in the proof of Theorem we denote f = f+ (1/ak)¢,§_1 and drop
the superscript k. We provide a detailed proof for the double obstacle problem case, and we
discuss the modifications to the proof for the anisotropic diffusion case at the end.

We test (33a]) with vy, = wup, (33b) with v, = g, and (33c|) with ¢, = —p, then we add
the resulting equalities. This delivers
(44) al| A7 g 132 + (G0 Yo(tn), ¥n) = o f, un) — (¢1,¢n).
Observe that since Tg is monotone, To(0) = 0, and ¢g > ¢o > 0, the second term in (44} is
positive. In addition, we have that

Yo(tp)n > |p| —b a.e. in £,

where b = min,cr(2Y0(z)—|z|) < 0. Note that b is well defined since lim,_, 4+ (2Yo(z)—|2|) =
0. Therefore, b is the minimum value of a continuous function over some bounded interval.
We arrive at

(45) aHA_l/2qh||%2(Q) +é0‘|wh”L1(Q) < a(fa Uh) - (¢1, 7#h) + (bv 1)
Proceeding, we bound the terms on the right-hand side of . With the Cauchy—Schwarz
inequality and , we deduce that
(46) |(Fyun)l < all fll 2oy lunll @) + 105 a7 lunlipe
< (aCLCy| fll2) + CLHl/J;k{ Y T ) IIA” an |2 (Q)-

The last bound follows from first applying Poincaré’s inequality (28) and Lemma where
we recall the definition of Ly and that wy, satisfies (33b]). The second term in is
bounded as follows:

(47) (¢1, %) < el (- I1lioa = Il )14Vl ()

where the last equality follows since ¢1 € H(Q). The next step consists of bounding
l1¥nll 1 (7;,)<- To this end, we use the L2-projection and estimate

} 7]:[ w ,H w
(48) Hw}LHHl(Th)* = sup (wh ) = M 5 sup M
weH(Ty) Jwlpa weH(Th) |lwlpg wert(ry) Mhwlpe

Considering ([33a)), we write
(Vn, pw) = o f, Mpw) — (V- gy, M)

a(f, yw) + a(gn, Via(Ilw)) Z / qn - np[lw] ds.
Ecéy,

In the last equality, we used that [gp] - ng = 0. Therefore, we can bound

(49)  [(von, Tpw)| < @l Il 2oy IMnw z2ge) + 105l (75)-
+ OéthHL2(Q)||vh(th)||L2(Q) + Ctl“th||L2(Q)||th||DG-

In the above, the constant C}; results from applying a local discrete trace inequality to handle
the last term. Therefore, along with Poincare’s inequality , , and , we conclude
that

(50) [nll i1y < aCpllflla) + 108 k(- + (Co + @)llanll 2o
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The bounds on ||A~'/2qy|| and [nll 21 (o) in follow by applying (50)), (47), and to
(45). Equation gives the missing bound on |[¢p||g1(7;,)+- Meanwhile, an application of
Lemma {4.1] gives the required bound on ||up||pg-

If u,u € R, then ¢; € R. Thus, the equality in no longer holds, and the DG norm of a
constant depends inversely on the mesh size. In this case, we remove the dependence on ¢; by
shifting the problem as follows. Since u < 0 < @ and since i/ is smooth and monotone, there
exists a unique ¢ € R such that U(c) = 0 by the intermediate value theorem. Set th =Yy —c
and U(z) = U(z + ¢), z € R. Then, the solution (gx,up, ) € Ei,div x VP x VP satisfies

(51&) Oz(v . qhwh) + (&h,vh) = Oz(f— c, vh) Yoy, € Vp,
(51b) (A~ qn,vn) — (V- vp,up) =0 Yoy, € B i
(51c) (un,qn) — UWn), an) =0 Vg € V).

From here, the arguments follow in the same manner as before, where we use that
U(Dn)dn > aliby| — b,

with @ = min(—u, %) > 0 and b = min,cr (24 (z) — a|z|). The final bounds on the norms of
1, then follow from the triangle inequality. t

4.3. The hybridized first-order system proximal Galerkin method. An appealing
way to reduce the computational cost of FOSPG is through hybridization [13| [6]. After
static condensation, this leads to symmetric positive definite linear systems for each linearized
subproblem.

On the reference facet £, we denote by Pp(E) the set of all polynomials of degree at most
k on E for d = 2. For d = 3 and for quadrilateral elements, we set Pp(E) = QP(E). Consider
the following space of polynomials defined locally on each facet E € &,

(52 M, = € LalE) s gy, = 005, i€ P(E), VE € 6

M‘El = Pp(g)\EM VE, C 69}7

where P,(g)|g is the L2-projection of the Dirichlet boundary data g onto the polynomial
space Pp(E').

Following [24], we consider the following energy norm. For q € L?(Q)% v € H'(T;,) and
v € L*(0Ty,), define

(53) (@, 0,917 = A" 2|7, +1A2VholF + D hr'lo = 0l 72gor).
TeT,

From the triangle inequality and mesh regularity, see the derivation of [50, Bound 2.20] for
details, we remark that for any v € H(T), g € L*(T;)? and ¢ € L2(0T;) with ¢ = 0 on 99,

(54) lvlpe < [l(g; v, @)l

The hybrid mixed discretization relies on a bilinear form By, : £7 x H'(T;) x L*(0T,) — R
to reimpose the continuity of the normal fluxes over the facets, see [24] for more details,

(55) By (an, (v,0)) = (qn, Vavn) 1, — (v — 0,94 - 1)o7, -



16 A LOCALLY-CONSERVATIVE PROXIMAL GALERKIN METHOD

Algorithm 3 The Hybridized First Order System Proximal Galerkin Method

1: input: A discrete latent solution guess 1/12 € V,f and a sequence of positive step sizes
{a¥}.

2: output: A bound-preserving approximate solution U(1,) = u, a piecewise-polynomial
approximate solution uy = u, and a locally-conservative flux approximation q; ~ —AVu.

3: Initialize k = 1.

4: repeat

5. Solve the following (nonlinear) discrete saddle-point problem: Find (qﬁ7 uﬁ, ﬂlfb) € Xf x
VP x M}Zz’g and ¢F € V! such that

(59a)  —a*Bh(gp, (va, 0n)) + (5, vn) = &*(f,vn) + (" o) V(vn, 0n) € VI x MY,
(59b)  (A7'qp, vp) + Bp(op, (uf, y)) =0 Yoy, € 2P,
(59C) (uhv Qh) - ( (wh) + S(wh)a (:Zh) =0 \V/Qh € V}f

6:  Assign k<« k+ 1.
7: until a convergence test is satisfied.

We also define the following form Ay, : (27 x VP x MP)? — R:

(56)  An((gn,un,an), (rh,vn, 1)) = (A" qn, va) 7, + Bu(rn, (un, @s)) — Brlgn, (vn, n))-

Lemma 4.4 (Properties of Ay). For all (qp,un,tn) € 34 x VP x M}, there exists v, € X
such that

(57) An((an, un, in), (rn,un, an)) 2 [(gn, un, @n) ||

Further, the form Ay is continuous over Eg X V}f X M};O

(58) An((gn, uns @n)s (Thy Vs 0)) S 1 (Gns wns @n) [ 1 (7h, vn, O8) |

Proof. The proof closely follows [24]; we provide details in Appendix [A|for completeness. [

We are now ready to present the hybridized FOSPG method, given in Algorithm

Theorem 4.5 (Existence and uniqueness of solutions). For all k > 1, there exists a unique

solution to .
In addition, if the assumptions of Lemma hold, then the solution (qﬁ,ulﬁ,ﬂﬁ,d},’j) €

B x Vi x My x V[P to satsifies the stability bounds ([2)-[@3) with ||(gy, uf,af)]|
replacing (| A" gyl 12(0) + Ilufpc).
Proof The proof relies on showing the uniqueness of solutions to and that the solution to

; guaranteed by Theorem 4.2} defines the solution to (B9). Asin the proof of Theorem
we denote f=f+0/a )wh and drop the superscrlpt k. Suppose that we are given two

solutlons (g}, up,ar,r) and (g7, u3,42,17) to . Denote by (Eh,ﬁh,éh) (g}, ul,ay) —
(g2, u?,47). Then, utilizing the definition of Ah( -), we obtain that

(60) aAp((€ny Eny En)s (Vn, 1y 01)) + (1 — P2, vp) = 0,
(61) (&hr qn) — U(y) —U@R), qn) =0,
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for all (vs,, vp, On,qn) € ) x VP x M} x V. Testing by (vh,fh,fh) and by i — 2
and subtracting yields

aAh((ghv gha éh)) ('Uh, fhu éh)) + (u(w}z) - U(¢%L)a 77b]%b - 1/}}21) = 07
for all vy, € ZZ. Using the strict monotonicity of &/ and Lemma we conclude that

(Eh,fh,éh) = (0,0,0). From , we further obtain that ] = 17. Hence, must have
unique solutions.

It is standard to show that the solution to defines the solution to . Indeed, since

Bi(an, (vn, 9n)) = —(V - qn, vn) 7, + (0, @1 - 1o,
and gy € Efl, div? is satisfied. Further, the facet multipliers can be uniquely determined
as up, = A\, on E € ,\0Q and 4y, = Py(g) on 092 where \j, € Mﬁ,m see [31, Chapter 5, Lemma
1.1], uniquely solves

(62) (A, on - n)or, = —(A7 g vn) + (V- o, up) — (9,0 - n)oq, Vo, € 57,

which is a rewrite of (59¢)).
The proof of the stability estimates follows the same lines as the proof of Lemma |4.3| where
we use Lemma and . We omit the details for brevity. g

5. A QUADRATURE RULE SPACE DISCRETIZATION AND ITS PROPERTIES

In this section, we show that for a quadrature rule space discretization (in the sense of
Condition [2|and Remark {4 below), the solution “Z is bound preserving on quadrature points.
This property is demonstrated in Section [5.1]and plays a key role in showing that Algorithm
converges to the solution of a discrete mixed VI given in , see Section . This convergence
result allows us to show a local mass conservation property in Section 5.3 and to derive a
priori error estimates for p = 0 in Section

5.1. Bound preservation of u’fL on quadrature points. A key feature of the proximal
Galerkin method is equality , which allows us to extract distinctive properties for the so-
lution uﬁ For example, we recover that uﬁ has local averages satisfying the bound constraints,
see Remark [2l

One can exploit further. In particular, under certain conditions, bound preservation
of uﬁ on quadrature points can be established. Indeed, consider if one implements the inner
products in by a quadrature rule ﬁp = {(Z;,w;) : i=1,---,np} with positive weights
w; >0 on T that is exact for ng(T ). In this case, equality is approximated by

(63) (up,qn) — U®E), an)n =0 Vg, € V7,

where for all piecewise continuous functions f and g,

(64) (f9n= D > fla])g(] )]

TETy, i=1
In the above, w! = |T|/|T|w; and 2T = ®(&;) for each T € Tj,. Note that (f,9)n = (f,9)
for all f,g € VP. For a given element T € Ty, define the polynomial functions Yl satisfying

1 ifi=j,
65 Ta?) = V1< j<n,.
(65) Vil J ) { 0 otherwise, =J =T
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For example, one can define @b;-r as the Lagrange polynomial with quadrature points as the
Lagrange nodes; i.e. (with 2[m] denoting the m-th Cartesian coordinate of a point 2 € RY),

Ao [ mloerin
L (x) = —_—
o o @ m] = afm]
ay [m]#a] [m]
Condition 2. We say that the discretization of Algorithm[3 or Algorithm[3 is a quadrature

rule space discretization if the extension by zero of any polynomial 1/12-T that satisfies
belongs to the broken polynomial space V), i.e.,

(66) I e Py (T) Yi<i<n, VTET.

In this section, we will assume that Condition [2 holds. We comment on its validity in the
following remark.

Remark 4 (Validity of Condition. Condition can be easily verified for quadrilateral or
hexahedral elements. For example, one can choose n, = (p+ l)d with (p+ 1) Gauss-Legendre
quadrature points in each Cartesian direction of T. Then, the corresponding quadrature rule is
exact for @ng(T) and holds. In addition, holds for p = 0 for simplicial elements
also. For condition to hold for simplicial elements with p > 1, one needs to use an
inezact quadrature to evaluate the inner product (uﬁ,qh) mn . We choose not to explore
the consequences of that setting here.

Lemma 5.1 (Bound preservation of uﬁ on quadrature points). If Condz'tz'on holds, then for
any k> 1

(67) u(xl) < uf(2F) <a(xl) V1 <i<n, VT €T,

Proof. For any T' € Ty, one can choose gnp = ¢iT and gp = 0 elsewhere in thanks to
(66). Using that (uf,qn) = (uf, qn)n, we derive that

(68) uf(zl) = U («]) V1 <i<ny, VT € T,

The result follows from the choice of U. (]

5.2. Convergence to a discrete mixed VI. The main goal of this section, realized in
Theorem [5.3], is to show that the proximal iterates generated by Algorithm [2] converge to the
solution of the following discrete mixed variational inequality.

Find (qf, u}) € X} 4, ¥ Ap such that

(69a) (A7'gh,rn) = (ufy, Vorn) = (g, 7 -m) Yy € T g
(69D) (V-q; — foop—up) >0 Yy, € Ay,
where we define the closed and convex set
Ay ={v, € VP w(@l) <wvp(2]) <a(x]), V1 <i<mn, VT €T}
Lemma 5.2. There exists a unique solution (q;,u;) € Ez’div x Ap, to (69).
Proof. Recall the lifting operators —, and consider the minimization problem:

(70) min S| AV E ()|~ (7w + (g, L) ).

upEAp
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Note that Ay is nonempty since by > reT, S u(zlyl € Ay (here, 1] are extended
by zero). The above problem is coercive since || L(-)|| defines a norm on V}’ E| and since norms
are equivalent in finite dimensions. Therefore, there exists a solution u; € Ay, satisfying the
variational inequality

(71) W= (AflL(u;;), L(vy, —uy)) — (f,von —uy,) + (g, L(vp, —up) -m) >0, Yo, € Ap.

The uniqueness of uj, follows from strict convexity (a composition of a strictly convex function
| - ||? with a linear function A='/2L(-) is strictly convex). Defining

(72) a5, = L(up,) + Lr(g),
we see that holds and from , we derive that
W = (A7'L(up,), L(vp, — u})) = (f,on — ) + (A7 Lr(g), Loy, — u}))
— (A7 g} L(v — ) — (fyon — uf)
=(V-q; — f,onp —up) > 0.
O

Remark 5. The discrete variational inequality is an approximation of the following
mized variational inequality. Find (q*,u*) € H(div; Q) x L?(2) such that

(73a) (A7 lg* . r) — (u*,V-r) = —(g,r-n) Vr e H(div;Q),
(73b) (V-¢" = f,v—u*)>0 Vv € A,

where A C L?(2) is given by

(74) A={vel*Q),u<v<T ae inQ}.

The well-posedness of the above problem can be established by showing that under sufficient
reqularity assumptions, the solution to defines the solution to . We refer to [15] for
additional details.

Define the discrete Bregman distance that discretizes the integral of
Dy (up,vn) = (R(up) — R(vn), Da — (R (vn), un — vp)n  Vup € Ap,vp, € Ay,
where Ay, is given by
Ap={vp € VP, w(al) <wp(2l) <u(zl) V1 <i<mny, VT €T}
Theorem 5.3 (Convergence to the discrete mixed VI). Assume that condition holds.
Then, the proximal iterates (qﬁ“, uffl) generated by converge to the solution (g, u}) €

3P 4w X A of the discrete mized variational inequality . Further, the following bound

holds for any £ > 1:
* — * Dh(U*vuo)
(75) lug, = whllbe + A7 (ar — @170y S~
D k=1 Otk

where u% € V,f is defined by
(up,an) = U@, an)n  Yan € V.

HIL(")| defines a norm on Vi since if (un, V- 7ry) = 0 Vry, € 27 4, then up = 0. This follows from the
discrete inf-sup condition, see for e.g. [28, Lemma 51.10].
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Proof. Step 1 (Reformulation). Considering and recalling that & = (R')™! (22), we have
that quL € Ay, for all £k > 0 and that

(76) YRl = R'(uf)(=]) V1 <i<ny, VT €T
It also follows that for up, v, € /~\h, the derivative of Dj, with respect to the first argument is
D;l(uh,vh)(w) = (R/(uh) — R/(vh),w)h Yw € Ay,.

The above arguments allow us to write that for any v € Ay

1 1 1
(17 Wk =0 = (R (up) = R (uh ™), 0)n = —Dj (u, ™) (v).

Therefore, from (33a)), we deduce that

1 _
(78) D)) + (V- giv) = (fv) =0 Yo € Ay,
Using the lifting operator in , we obtain that
1 _ _
(79) JDZ(%?U’Z D)+ (A7 L(v),q5) = (f,0) =0 Vo € Ay
We now rewrite q,’i using the lifting operators f and (33b)):
(80) a = L(uj) + Lr(9).

Substituting the expression for q,’i into and using yields
1 _ _
(81) JDZ(U'E,UfQ D) + (A7 L(v), L(uf)) = {9, L(v) - n)oq — (f,v) =0, Vv € Ay

Since “ﬁ € A, C Ay, we see from the above that ulfL solves the following strictly convex and
coercive minimization problemﬁ

1
R

Da(w, ™)+ u(w); o) = 5(A7E (), L)) — (9, L(0) - n)on = (f,0)

Therefore, uﬁ is the unique solution to . From here, we see that for any k£ > 1
1
(83) Jn(uf) < JDh(uﬁfl,ufﬂ) + I (WY = g (k).

Step 2. (Convergence of Jy,(uf)). Here, we adapt the arguments from [46, proof of Theorem
4.13]. We test with v = uﬁ and with v = u; € Aj, and subtract the resulting equations:

1 _ \ _ ]
(84) JDZ(UQ,% Y (ugy = up) + (A L(uy — up), L(up))

— {9, L(ujy — up) - m)oq — (f,uj —up) = 0.

We readily check that the three points identity [46, Proposition 4.6] also holds for the discrete
distance:

Djy(uf uf =) (uf —upy) = Dy (uf, uf) — Dy (ujy, b ™) + Dy (uf, ub ™).

2The coercivity of the problem follows from the fact Dy, (v, uy 1) is always positive and that || L(-)|| defines a

norm on V;” since if (up, V-73) = 0 Vry, € 3 4, then up, = 0. This follows from the discrete inf-sup condition.
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Using the definition of Jp and the above in , we obtain
k— k—
(85) Dy (up, up ") + (Dp(u*,up) — Dy (uj, uy )
* 1 — *
+au () = i) + 1AL - )l ) <o

Summing the above from k =1,..., ¢ yields

l 12

(86) Dy (u*,up) + > Da(uf,uf ™)+ on(Jn(uf) — Ju(uf)) < Dp(u,uf).
k=1 k=1

Utilizing , we obtain that

L L

(87)  Da(uuh) + 7 Dulufu™) + (Jn(uf) — Ju(ui)) Y o < Diu”, ).
k=1 k=1

Therefore,

Dh (U* ) U[})L)

-
D k=1 %

Step 3. (Convergence of g; and uj) Using the definitions of L and Ly 7, the discrete

solution wu} satisfies

(88) Tn(up,) < Jn(ujy) +

(89)  (AT'L(v—up), L(up)) = (f;v = up) = (g, L(v = uj) oo > 0, Vo € Ay

Choosing v = uﬁ and rewriting, the above reads

* 1 — *
(90) Jh(uﬁ) = Jn(up) — §HA UzL(“ﬁ —up)|* > 0.
Rearranging and using , we obtain
1, . . . Dy, (u*,u?)
(91) SIATL (g, = up) 1P < Taup) = Tn(uf) < ———"=.
2 Zk:1 893

Since g = L(u}) + Lr(g) and q, = L(u}) + Lr(g), we obtain the required bound on
|A=1/2(q} — g})||. Utilizing Lemma one obtains the required bound on ||uf —u}|pg. O

5.3. Local mass conservation. We now show that for a fixed mesh, the iterates of Algo-
rithm converge (with ay) to a discrete solution satisfying a local mass conservation property
on elements that do not intersect the obstacle.

Corollary 1 (Local mass conservation). Fiz T' € Ty. If the solution uj, to satisfies
(92) u<up<u inT,

then the following property holds

Dy, (uf,u _
(93) (V- gf— 7. 1yr] 5 D)y a0z
Dkt Ok
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Proof. Define the discrete function A\ = (wﬁ_l —¢f)/a’ € VP for £ > 1. Further, let
N = (V-q — f) € L>(Q) be the discrete Lagrange multiplier. Then, considering (33a)), we
have for any vy, € Vf

(A = Ahon) = (V- (gh — a;),vn) = —(f, — @j,, Vo) + > /E(Qh —qp,) -mplopl.
Ee&y

Considering and using a similar argument to and Theorem [5.3| we obtain that

< Dh(UZv u%)

(94) 1IN, = Ml S llah = @illzze) S —— :
Zk:1 &7
Now, test (33a)) with 7 the indicator function of the element 7" € Tp,:
(95) (Vg = £,D)7 = (X, = Ajy xr) + (A, D

Observe that if T satisfies , the second term above evaluates to zero. This can be seen
from (69b]) where we test with v, = uj +=dx7 € Ay, for small enough constant 6. Namely, one
can choose § = min(u — maxger uj (), minger uy (€) — u). Bounding the first term in

with |XF = Ax || g1 (7)< X7 |pG, using that |[xr|lpe < AEY 2, and invoking (94) shows (93).
O

5.4. A priori error estimates. Theorem allows us to complete the analysis and provide
an error estimate between the iterations (g, uf) € ZZ’ giv X Ap and the solution (q*,u*) =
(—AVu,u) of . The proof of such a bound follows from the triangle inequality qul —q*|| <
gt —a;ll + lla; — q*|| and after establishing an estimate for g} — q*||. In Theorem |5.4
we provide an estimate for the latter error when p = 0. For p > 1, the convergence of discrete
mixed VI requires further investigation.

Theorem 5.4 (Convergence of the discrete mixed VI for p = 0). Let (g}, u}) € 227 giv X VP2
be the solution to the discrete mized VI (5.3).

(Anisotropic diffusion). If u,@ € R and (q*,u*) = (—AVu,u) € H(div,Q) x L*(Q) where
u solves , then

(96) lup — w*ll 2 + 1A™2(a; — @)l 2 () S eing |ATY2(q" — 1) L2y

ThE2] div

+h|V - q* + inf ||u} —wv .
IV a2 ot |uh, — vnllL2 (o)

(Double obstacle problem). If u,u € H*(Q) and (¢*,u*) = (—AVu,u) € HY(Q) x H?(Q)
where u* solves , then

(97) luj, = u*llz2() + IA72(g5 — @)l r2() S Creghs
where Creg depends on ||q*|| g (q)s v | 2), [[ull 2 @) 1@l m2(0), and || fllr2)-

Proof. We make use of the interpolation operator introduced in [26] for simplicial elements
that satisfies Ij, : H(div; Q) — E%div with

(98) (V- Ing*,vp) = (V- q*,vn) Vo, €V,
(99) lg" = Ing"llr2) S inf  llg" = 7allr2@) + RV - @l r2@)-

Th€2} iy
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Note that no additional assumptions on the regularity of g* are needed; see [26], Theorem
3.2]. Considering (694)), we derive that

(100) (AN q" — gf),rn) = (W' —uj,,V-1) Vr, € X)) 4

The above property and allow us to derive that

(101) AT (q" = g;)ll72) = (A" (@" — g;), 4" — Ing") + (u* —u},, V- (Ing* — q},))

Denoting IIu* € V}? as the L?-projection onto V,?, there holds

(102)  (u" —up, V- (Ing" — qp)) = (Ipu” —up, V- (Ing" — q3))
= (HhU* —UZ,V'Q* _f> +(HhU* _U?L7f_vq2)
< (Mpu* —up, V-q* = f).

where we used and with test function v, = Il u*. We now consider two cases.

Case 1: If u* solves , then the last term above is zero. A simple application of Cauchy—
Schwarz inequality for the first term in (101)) and the approximation property yields the

required bound on ||A71/2(g; — q*)|lr2(q) in (96).

Case 2: If u* solves , then the result essentially follows from [I5, Section 4], which
covers the unilateral obstacle case with w = 4-00. Here, we extend the result to the bilateral
obstacle case. We further expand and write

(103) (Mu* —up, V-qg*— f) =" —u*,\V-q" = f)+ (u" —u;,V-q* - f)
< (Ipu* —u*, V- q* = f),

where we used ([73b]) with test function v = uj;. To estimate the term above, fix an element
T € Ty, and recall the pointwise relation V-qg* — f = 0 if u < u* < u. Therefore, we can write

(104) (Hpu* —u*,V-q* = f)r = (Upu* —u,V-q" — )7, + (e -4,V - q" = f)r,,
where Tp, = {z € T,u*(x) = u(z)} and Ty = {z € T,u*(x) = u(z)}. Suppose that |T3,| # 0
and/or |Ty| # 0. With the stability of the L? projection and triangle inequality, we estimate
(105) [MTpu™ — ull o,y < Ma(u” — wlleery + [Taw — ull L2y

<" = ullp2er) + [HMpu — ullp2(7)

Since u* —u = 0 on |T,|, we use the extended Steklov—Poincaré inequality twice (see [25),
Lemma 3.30]) and the approximation properties of II; to bound the first and second terms
above respectively:

[Tpu® — QHLQ(TQ < h2(||U* - @HH?(T) + ||H”H2(T))a

Following the same arguments, one obtains a similar bound for ||II,u* — @||z2(7). Therefore,
along with Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and ((104]), we bound ((103]) with

(106)  (Hpu* —up, V-q* = f) S R ([w | m2(e) + lull m2) + lulm2@)IV - @ = fll2 @)

The bound on ||A~/2(q} — q")||L2(q) now follows by using the above in and along
with the approximation property |[Irq* — q*||a < hlq*|1,0-

Finally, the inf-sup stability of the finite element spaces yields the required bounds on
|uf, — u*||L2(); see also [I5] Theorem 2.3]. O
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6. ANALYSIS OF THE LINEARIZED SUB-PROBLEMS FROM NEWTON’S METHOD

The convergence property established in Section [5| relies on condition , which holds for
p = 0 or for quadrilateral or hexahedral elements with enforced. For general meshes and
spaces, we present here an analysis of the stability and convergence properties of the linearized
sub-problems resulting from Newton’s method. We view this as an important step towards
establishing the convergence of the hybrid first-order system proximal Galerkin method and
its mesh independence properties.

For simplicity, we drop the superscripts k to simplify the notation and we only consider
the homogeneous problem and its solution At each step k, one solves a sequence of linearized
subproblems of with Newton’s method of the following form:

Given ¢ € L>(Q), f € L*(Q), ¢ € H}(Q) and x € L*(Q), find (qn, up, @n) € T} x VI x M},
and 0;, € V¥ solving

(107&) (6h7 ’Uh) — th(qh, (’Uh, @h)) = ( ~, ’Uh) V(Uh, @h) S V}{) X MfIL),(]’
(107b) (A_lqh, ’l“h) + Bh(rh, (’U,h, ﬁh)) =0 Vr), € EI;L,
(107¢c) (un, qn) — U (V)0n, qn) = (¢ + X, qn) Yan € V.

With the definition of Aj, , we write the above scheme as follows: Find (g, up, Up) €
2P x VP x M}, and 6, € V) such that

(108a)
aAn((@n, un, Un), (Phy v, On)) + (On,vn) = (f,vn) V(rh, vn, 0n) € By x Vi x My,
(108b) (un, qn) — U'(V)0n, qn) = (04 X, qn) Yan € Vi

6.1. Stability. We establish existence and uniqueness and stability estimates for (108). The
proof utilizes similar arguments to [I3] Section 4.3.2 and Section 5.5.3] and [46, Appendix B].
Since our setting is nonconforming, we provide the details.

Lemma 6.1 (First stability estimate). The linearized problem (108)) admits a unique solution
satisfying
(109) &l (qn wn, @) || + 10l g1y + 14" () 20m1 20

Sl aemys + IVl L2y + 14 () 72Xl 12 @) -

Proof. The existence of solutions follows by uniqueness since this is a square linear system.
Therefore, it suffices to show the stability estimate.

Testing (108al) with (rp, up, ) where r;, satisfies (57) (see Lemma and (108bf) with

&n, subtracting the resulting equations, and using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

(110) [l (gn, un, an) || + U () /*6nl72(q)
unllpe + 14/ () ™2 x | 2 gy U () 201 2y + IV Bl 120 1981 11 (77

Proceeding, we obtain a bound on |64 | z1(7;,)«. Recall the definition of the L? projection (32)
and that we can bound

Sl 7y

J O, 11 5, 11
A1) oulmy = sup o) (@, IMyw) (On, Thyw)
weH(Ty) HUJ”DG weH(T;) H’LU”DG weH(Th) HthHDG
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Define @y, € M} , as follows

(112) & {5(Hh“’|T}; +Twlp) E €& E=0ThNaTE,
h pr—

E C o9Q.

It is then easy to see that
11(0, Iy w, ) || S [[Hpwlpe-

Testing (108a)) with (0, IIpw, wy,) yields
(113) (On, pw) = (f, Mpw) — aAn((gn, wn, ), (0, Thw, wy))

Mpwllpe + afl(gn, un, @) || 1(0, Taw, i),

Sl 7y

where we used continuity of the form A, on the discrete spaces, see . This implies that

(114) 16n ey S Fmem )y + ol (@n, wn, @)
We use the above in (110)) and that ||up|pe S ||(gh, ws, @) || which follows from (54). Appli-
cations of Young’s inequality yield the result. O

Remark 6. In the linearized subproblems arising from Newton’s method, the function x =
U). Thus, if||U’(¢)_1/2U(¢)||Loo(Q) is bounded uniformly as essinf ) — —oo or asesssupyp —
00, then one obtains a uniform estimate for the first two terms in . This is the case
for the unilateral obstacle problems and examples and with essinf 1y — —oco. For
the double obstacle problem, the situation is more delicate. In the error analysis below, we
obtain bounds in the first two norms of that are uniformly bounded with ¢ for U given

in (7))

6.2. Error Analysis. In this subsection, we show error estimates between the discretized
solutions of the linear subproblems ([108)) and their continuous counterparts resulting from
applying Newton’s method to the nonlinear subproblems (6): Find (u,d) € Hg(€2) x L*(Q)
such that

(115a) a(AVu, Vo) + (6,v) = (f,v) Yo € HE(Q),
(115b) (u,q) — U'W)6,q) = (6 + x,9) Vg € L*(9).

The well-posedness of follows from an immediate application of the Lax—Milgram The-
orem since U'() > 0 a.e. in . See [46, Appendix B] for a similar argument.

Since we are interested in anisotropic diffusion, one can not assume H3/247-regularity for
1 > 0 for the solution u of the linearized subproblems . However, this regularity is needed
for strong notions of consistency. In particular, it is required in order to use (—AVu,u,0)
as the first argument in the form Ay, as is done in [24]. This is due to the presence of the
normal flux on element boundaries in the form Bj,.

Here, we use the tools developed in [29] to define a suitable extension of the form .4;, that
it is well defined for the following space. For s € (0,1/2),

(116) Ve ={uec H™(Q): V- (AVu) € L*(Q)}.

First, we define the normal trace of the flux by duality. This requires the definition of the face-
to-element lifting [29, Lemma 3.1]. Let p = 2d/(d — 2s), p’ be its conjugate (1/p+1/p' = 1),
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and let vgr denote the Dirichlet trace operator. For any E C 9T, there exists a lifting
operator:

¢ on B

(117) L Wo? () - W' (T),  or(LE(e)) = |
0 otherwise.

With this map, the normal trace of a function belonging to the space

(118) St={reclP(Q): V) -TeL*T), VT €T}

is defined as a functional on Wr” ,(E) as follows

(119) (r - 1K) s @) = /T (r- VLE(p) + (V- 7) L5 () do.

Observe that the second term above is well-defined since W' (T') — L?(T) [25, Theorem
2.31]. Following [29, Section 4.5, we then define the form n; : §¢ x VP x M — R

(120) (7, (vn, 00)) = > > (T na)p, (vh — Bh)jE) B

TeT, E€EFr
where Fr is the collection of all facets E of the element T". The above form allows us to define

the following extension of Ay, given by A : (S x H(T;) x L%(&,)) x (Zh x VP x M) = R
(121)  A((g,u, @), (rp,vn, ) = (A" q,70)7, + Br(rn, (u, @)
+14(q, (vn, 0n)) — (@, Vion)7;,-
Finally, recall that p = 2d/(d — 2s) and equip the space ¢ with the following weighted norm
(122) 7l = 3 (B IAT 20 )+ HRIAT2Y 7l )
TeT),

Lemma 6.2 (Consistency). Let u € VSN H} () and § € L*(Q) be the solutions of the
linearized sub-problem (115)). Denote by o(u) = —AVu. Then,

(123&) Oé/I((O'(U), u, U), (’I‘h, Uh, @h)) + (57 Uh) = (.]Ea /Uh)

(123b) (u, qn) — U ()8, ) = (¢ + x, an),

for all (rp,vp, 0p) € ) x VP x Milf,O and for all g, € V!

Proof. We first check that (o (u),u,u) € 8¢ x H'(Ty) x L?(&,). To this end, observe that if
u € V* then Vu € H*(T)? for any element T' € Tj,. Then, by the Sobolev embedding theorem
[25, Theorem 2.31] and the assumption that A € L*°(Q), we have that AVu € LP(T) where

p=2d/(d— 2s) for any T € T,. From trace theory, it also follows that u € L?(&},).
To show the consistency property, we use [29, Lemma 4.16] to obtain that

(124) ny(o(w), (vh, 0n)) — (o(u), Viow)7, = (V- o (u),vn)7,-
Further, observe that by definition
By, u,u) = (rh, V), = (A7 o (u), 73)75,-

Collecting the above and using that aV - o(u) = f — 6 € L?(Q) yield (123a). The derivation
of (123b) is immediate since V' C L?(Q). O

The next Lemma shows that the form A indeed defines an extension of Aj,.
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Lemma 6.3 (Extension). For q, € X, we have that
(125) Bh(an, (v, 01)) = —n4(an, (vn, 0n)) + (@n, Vion) 7, V(o on) € VP x M.
Proof. Fix T' € T, and let E € Fr . By definition of the duality pairing (119)) and Green’s

theorem since g, is smooth, we write

((gn - nr) g, (h — n)|E) = /T(Qh - VL (vn — 0n) + (V- qu) L (vp, — o)) da
= /6T an - mvr L (vn, — 0p) ds

=/ a - nr(vy, — 0p) ds.
E

The last equality holds since LL(vj, — 9p,) vanishes on 9T\ E. Summing over all E € Fr and
over all T' € T}, yields the result. O

Proceeding, we derive error equations. Observe that there is no Galerkin orthogonality
property here. However, the previous results allow us to adopt an argument similar to Strang’s
Second Lemma.

Lemma 6.4 (Error equations). Let (gp,up, ) € ) x VP x M}I;,o and 6, € VP solve (107).
For any (rp, vp, 0p) € X X VEXM?  and oy € VP, let (en, en, én) = (qn—Th, un —vp, U, —0p)
and esp, = Op — Qh. 7

The following error equations hold for all (wp,wp,wy) € 2% X V}f’ X Mf;o and for all
qn € Vy,

(126) aAn((€n; en, €n), (Wh, wh, Wr)) + (€5,n, whn) = L1(wp, wh, W),
(127) (ensqn) — U'(V)esn, an) = La(qn),
where L1 and Ly are given by
(128)  Li(wp, wh,p) = (6 — pn, wh)
+ aA((o(w), u, ), (why wh, Wr)) = aAR((Ph, Ons 1), (Why Wy D))
(129) Lo(an) = (u—vp,qn) — U )0 — ©n): an)-
Proof. Since (gp, up, Gp) solve ([108a)-(108b) and by linearity of Ay, we have
(130) aAp((ens en, én), (Wh, wp, k) = (f,wn) = (6h, wh) — @ Ap((Phy VA, 1), (Wh, Wh, W)
With the consistency property Lemma [6.2
(131)  aAn((en,en, én), (wh, wp,ws)) = (6 — dp, wp)
+ aA((o(u), u, u), (wp, wy, W) — @AR((Th, Uh, O ), (W, wh, Wp)).

With writing 6 —dy, = 6 —pp, —es, we obtain (126). The equality given by (127)) is immediate.
]

Theorem 6.5 (Convergence). Let (qp, up, up) solve (L08)) and let u solve the linearized sub-
problem (115). Assume that u € V* and let o(u) = —AVu. The following estimate holds

(132) (o (w) = g, u = un, @ = )| + 16 = Onll (73 S E(u) + E(9),
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where E(u) and E(6) are best approximation errors given by

(133) E(u) = inf
(rh,vn,0n)

. 1
(13) £ = inf (15— enllimye + WL oI~ nll2e)
The hidden constant in (132)) is independent of 1.

(lw = vnllpa + llo(u) = 7allsa + (o (w) = 7, u = vp, u = On)]])

Error estimates are shown in the following corollary; see Appendix [B] for the proof.
Corollary 2. Assume that w € V*® and 6 € H*(2) for s € (0,1/2), then

s 2
S B (ful gy + U/ @) 12 0100 17+()

+ 1[IV - o (u)llL2@) + 10l 22(0))-
Remark 7. If the solution has additional regularity u € HPTY(Q) and 6 € HP~Y(Q) for
p > 1, then optimal error estimates can be readily derived. One can also easily obtain an

error estimate for |U' ()25 — on)llz2(q)- However, the corresponding bound degenerates
with ¢ — —oo or with 1 — 0o. In contrast, observe that the bound (135|) remains bounded.

Proof. (Theorem Step 1. (Estimating the consistency error Lq(wp,wp,w,) for any
(wp, wp, W) € Y x VP x M}’:’O). Recalling the definition of £; in (128]), we bound its first
term by the definition of || - [| z1(7; )« and by (B4).

(136) (6 = n, wn)| < 16 = enll a7, lwnlipe S 16 = enlla ()« Il (wrs wh, wn) |-
Consider the last two terms in (128]) which we denote by a@. With Lemma we write
(137) Q= (A" (a(u) — rp), wn)7;, + Bu(wn,u — vh, u — 0p)

+ ’IM(O‘(U) — Th,wh,ﬁ}h> — (a’(u) — Th, Vhwh) = Ql + ...+ Q4.

From Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the definition of || - || (53)), it is easy to see that
(138) Q1+ Q1 < Ao (w) = 74) | 2 (1A Pwnl| 20 + 1AV iwl| 20y

SIATY 2 (o (u) — )|l 22 | (W, W, 05) |-
For )2, an application of trace inequality shows that

(139) Q2 < || A7 2wy |7, | A2 Vi (u — o) |17,
1/2

+ Z hillu —op — (u - @h)”%%p;) ||A_1/2wh”L2(Q)-
Eeg&y,

We utilize [29, Lemma 3.2] (with p = p and ¢ = 2) to bound Q3. In particular, we have that
(140) (((o(u) = 74) - n7) B, (Wh — Wh)|E)E

S (B A2 (0 (u) = 7)oy + hrl| A2V - (o () — ) |2 R lwn — dnl| 22(m)-

Summing over all E € Fr and over all T € Ty, recalling the definition of || - [|ga (122) and
applying Cauchy—Schwarz inequality for sums, we obtain

(141) Q3 < llo(u) — rallsall(wn, wh, o)
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Collecting the estimates above, we conclude that

(142)

L1 (wh, wp, Wp y
i ’)| S N0=enll i (7, +llo(w) =rnl sa+ (o () =7h, u—vn, u—bp)|-

sup :
(wp,wp W) ||| (whv Wh, ’U)h)

Step 2. (Bounding the dual norm of e5). With similar arguments to (111]), observe that
|(€5,n, Hpw)|
(143) lespllaicrmy- S sup ==
T eniery Mhwlpe
Testing (126 with (0, IIpw,wy,), with wy, defined in (112]), we write
(144) (eg’h, th) = £1 (0, Wh,, Qf}h) — Oé.Ah(<6h, €h, éh), (0, Wh,, lf)h))
From (142]), continuity of A, and that || (0, IIpw,wp,)|| < |IIpw|pg, we obtain that

L1 (wp,, w, Wh)

(145) lesnllar(my S sup + [I(en; en, én) -

(wn,wnyip) | (Whs Why Wp) ]
Step 3. (Bounding ||(ep,en,ér)||). We split the error into (en,en,én) = (M, Mh,Tn) +

(Ph, ph, pr) and esp = s p + ps,p, where (Mn, Mh, Nh, Ns,n) solves — with £o = 0 and
(Ph, Phs Phy P5.1) SOLVES — with £1 = 0. The existence of such a decomposition
follows by the well-posedness of the formulation and the fact that £; and L5 are bounded
linear functionals on X7 x V! x M,ZZ,O.

Step 3.1. We begin with bounding ||(nn, Mk, 7k)||. From Lemma we obtain

(146) (0, 10, ) 1 S Ar (O, 0 ) s (T 1 ) ) -
Since (Mp, Np, M) solve (126)), we have
(147) QAR M0y M) s (T My T0)) = — (8,05 M0) + L1(Why s 1)

Testing with 7s;, and recalling that £y = 0 yield

(148)  aAn((mn 10y )5 (s s 1)) = — U () 05,05 M5,0) + L1(Phs s 0) < L1(Thy s n)-
Invoking , we obtain

(149) (e, mms )Ml S 110 = @l a7+ + llo(w) = 7llsa + [ (o (w) = v, — v, u—op)-

Step 3.2. To bound ||(pn, pn, pr)l, we use that (pn, pn, pn, psn) solves ([126)-(127) with
L1 = 0. Namely, we can write for any wy, € X

(150) An((Pn; phs pn), (Whs Py Pr)) = —(Po s P1)

= —La(psp) — U (¥)ps,ps ps,p)-
That is, we derived that
(151) An((Ph, Py P1), (Wh, pis p1)) + U (D) ps,ps ps.n) = —L2(psn)-
With applications of Holder’s and Poincaré’s inequality along with , we estimate
(152)  |L2(psn)l < 1w — vnllpcllpsnlla ¢y + 114" ()28 = on) 2@l ()2 ps pll 120
From with £1 = 0, we have that

(153) lpsnller () < ll(on; pns o)l
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Along with Lemma and ([151)), this allows us to bound

(154) Ilons ons )+ 1 () 205l £2 () S 1w — vllpe + 1U ()25 — o)l L2(9)-
The final result is concluded by combining ((145]) with (149)) and (154]) along with applications
of the triangle inequality. O

7. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we consider anisotropic diffusion and obstacle examples. We implement
Algorithm [3| and denote the converged solution by (up,qp, ) € Xf x VP x M}’:g. The

stopping criteria is Huﬁ - ulfb_lH r2(@) < tol. All simulation results were obtained using the
NGSolve software [59]. We share our code at https://github.com/ramimasri/FOSPG-first-
order-system-proximal-Galerkin.git.

7.1. Anisotropic diffusion. We consider three benchmark examples taken from [40} 52].
While the standard hybrid mixed method [7] may violate the discrete maximum principle,
the FOSPG produces a solution U (1) satisfying the pointwise bounds everywhere. Figure
shows the converged solutions U(y,) for p = 2.

Example 7.1 (Oblique flow). We adapt this example from [40]. Consider 2 = (0,1)? and
- 1 0\ 47 _ (cos(f) —sin(0)
4=0 <0 A) @, Q= (sin(@) cos(f), )’

where A = 1073 and 6 = 27/9. We let f = 0 and

1 if z <0.2 0.5 if 2 <0.7,
9(z,0) =¢2—-5z if0.2<z<0.3, g(z,1)=c4—-5z if0.7<z<0.8,
0.5 if z > 0.3, 0 if z > 0.8.

Further, we set g(0,y) = g(y,0) and g(1,y) = g(y, 1).

Example 7.2 (Vertical faults). We consider the example from [40] and consider 2 = Q; U
with Qs = Q \ Q, Q1 = Q{ U Qq where
4 4
Qf = (0,0.5] x | J [0.05 +0.2%,0.15 + 0.2&], Qf = (0.5,1) x | J [0.2k, 0.2k + 0.1] .
k=0 k=0

102 0 1072 0
Ao, = ( 0 10) » A, = ( 0 103> ’

the source term f = 0, and the boundary data g(x,y) = 1 — z.

We set

Example 7.3 (Punctured domain). We adapt the example from [52]. The domain Q =
Qo\Q1 = (0,1)%\(4/9,5/9)2. We let

I A e

where A = 10% and 0 = msin(z)sin(y). We set f = 0, u|gn, = 1, and ulsq, = 0.


https://github.com/ramimasri/FOSPG-first-order-system-proximal-Galerkin.git
https://github.com/ramimasri/FOSPG-first-order-system-proximal-Galerkin.git
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FIGURE 2. Computed solution (1)) for the oblique flow Example H (left),
for the vertical faults Example (middle) and for the punctured domain
Example [7.3] (right). We set p = 2, h ~ 0.006, tol = le — 10, and se-
lect the superposition operator U given in (7b]). The solutions U (1)) satisfy
the discrete maximum principle by design. Further, the obtained flux ap-
proximation qj retains the local mass conservation property. In particular,
maxreT;, |(V - qn — f,1)7| < 5-10713 for all three examples. For Example
and Example n we set af = 4% and S (wﬁ) = 0. For Example we set
a® =107%, o* = 1.50%71, and use S(¢F) given in with €7 = e = 0.1.

We found Example to be the most challenging, inspiring us to explore this example
further. In particular, we consider the following choice for S (1/1,’:) in (59¢]):

(155) (S@WF),an) = et AP (WF, an) + e2hP T (Vi Vian)  Van € VP,

where €1, €, > 0. This choice provided additional control on the broken H! norm of z,bﬁ leading
to a stable solution U (). For p = 0,1, such stabilization is not needed; see Remark [§ For
p =1, we use a quadrature rule of order 2 that includes the element vertices for a more stable
solution U (1) in all of this section. We remark that the choice of stabilization whether via
special quadrature rules or additional terms like in requires a detailed and additional
study.

Figurecompares the standard mixed method solution uﬁi"ed [24] to the solutions (up, U(¢p))
generated by Algorithm [3l We observe that ufixed violates DMP even with fine meshes for
p = 0. For p = 2, mesh refinement improves the solution; however, u‘ﬁlixed is still not bound
preserving. This is also evident from Table [T, which reports the minimum and maximum
values of ufixed and U (1) over the quadrature points. The classical solution ugﬁxed violates
the DMP while the solution U(¢y) remains between 0 and 1 everywhere. Furthermore, the
solution uy has bound-preserving local averages, a property that can be optionally used in

postprocessing to locally construct a bound-preserving 4y, (see Remark E[)

Remark 8 (Local mass conservation for anisotropic diffusion). C’omllary guarantees mass-
conservation at the elements where ujy is strictly within the bounds. Nonetheless, we numer-
ically observe local mass conservation everywhere. Ezample [7.3 presented further challenges
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mixed
up,

FiGUrRE 3. Comparison between the standard hybrid mixed solution ufi"ed

and the FOSPG solutions uj, and U(¢y,) of Algorithm [3| with ¢/ given in (7D)).
We use ([155)) and set €7 = €3 = 0.0 for p =0 and ¢; = €2 = 0.1 for p = 2. The
violation of DMP is indicated with yellow.
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[ ] h =0.03 [ h =0.007 |
p | maxuP™? minu T maxU(y) minld () | max T minuP T maxU(Yy) minld(vr)
0 1.014 —0.620 0.996 2.78e — 06 1.004 -0.191 0.997 1.85e — 06
1 1.144 —0.161 1.000 6.91e — 08 1.085 —1.95¢ — 03 1.000 4.89¢ — 06
2 1.157 —0.012 0.994 3.10e — 07 1.081 —8.48¢ — 11 0.999 3.29e — 06

TABLE 1. Minimum and maximum values (at quadrature points) of the stan-
dard mixed method solution ug‘i"ed and the solution U (1) obtained by Algo-
rithm |3| (hybridized FOSPG) on Example Both methods return a numeri-
cal flux that is locally mass conserving up to almost double precision-accuracy
O(107'2). The solution U(¢p), with U given by (7b), is bound preserving
everywhere in the domain by construction. However, the mixed method solu-
tion uﬁlnixed violates the DMP. Here, we use the stabilization term with
€1 = €2 = 0.1 for each polynomial degree p.

and required €1, €2 # 0 since the magnitude of the converged latent variable wﬁ is of the order
max|¢£| ~ 1010 otherwise. Having such a large solution variable can introduce round-off
errors that dominate the discretization error in the computed solution. Including the term
(155)) with €1 = €2 = 0.1 limited the magnitude of 1/1}]; delivering local mass conservation up
to almost double-precision accuracy; i.e, maxre7, |(V - qn — f,1)7| = O(10712).

Remark 9 (Post processing up). Recall that the local average of the solution uyp is bound
preserving by Remark . Therefore, we can apply the classical linear scaling limiter [64] to
obtain a bound-preserving polynomial approrimation over the whole domain. On each element
T € Th, let uy be the cell average of up, M = maxyer up(x) and m = mingep up(x). Define
Up, as

U — up,
M — uy,

U — Up

)

in(x) = Ty, + O(un(z) — @), 9:min{ ,1}, zeT.

m — up
Then u < up(x) <@ for all x € T. Figure |4 shows the solutions up and the limited solution
up,. It is clear that the limited solution is bound-preserving.

7.2. Obstacle problems. We consider two examples taken from [46]. The first one is a
smooth biactive solution, see [46, Subsection 4.8.1] for a discussion on biactivity and the
challenges this property presents to active set methods. The second example is a nonsmooth
spherical obstacle problem.

Example 7.4 (Biactive solution). In (4f), we set Q = [-1,1] x [-1,1], w = 0, and T = 0.
We consider the smooth manufactured solution v with source term f given by:
0 if z<0, 0 it x<0,
U ':U7 = . x? = .
(z,9) {x4 otherwise, f(.y) {—12352 otherwise.

We set g = ulgg. Figure |5 demonstrates that the approximation resulting from Algorithm
yields the expected error rates for each p € {0, 1,2,3} for this example.

Example 7.5 (Spherical obstacle). We consider the example from [46], Section 4.8.4]. Ac-
cordingly, we set 2 to be the circle centered at (0,0) of radius 1, w = oo, A to be the identity,
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FIGURE 4. (Post processing the solution u; to Example . We set p = 2
and h =~ 0.03 , ¢ = 0.0 and €2 = 0.01 . Left: Computed solution uj; that has
bound preserving local averages. Right: Limited solution #j; that is bound

preserving.

T T T T - i

1 - g;-_,.’—/"_/‘
—l.Q:—/—O—’/_‘ !

— 1[]72 |-

T T T T
LM
o 1072 - S 02f
) Ql/‘/’/‘ 8 1 g 22;/0/’/‘
5 2. =— = 2.0 =— 5
= 0T : =107t 8 = 10 8
T -3.0 == ——p 20 51 3.0 =" ‘D‘ 3.0 m=—
s 10761 = 1075 g 106 4 il
3 ——p=1 = -
s Lagm— —p=2 = s Lagm— =
i ‘ . +p=3 107 ‘ ‘ | o= ]
I I I
h/8 h/4 h/2 h h/8 h/4 h/2 h h/8 h/4 h/2 h
Mesh size h Mesh size h

Mesh size h

FIGURE 5. (Example [7.4). Computed L? errors and rates of the approxima-
tions (up,U(n), gn) of Algorithm (3| with U (¢y) = exp(¢p,). The algorithm is
terminated when [juf — ui_lﬂ r2(@) < 10712 and the tolerance for the Newton
solver is set to 10710, The coarsest mesh size h ~ 0.33. We set ¢; = 0 in (I55)
for all p. For p =0 and p =1, we set e = 0. For p = 2, we set e2 = 1le — 05
and for p = 3, we set €5 = le — 07. In this example, we set a* = 1.5%.

g=f=0,and

u =

V1/4 —r2 if <9/2
{ [A=r 3 T <9720, where r = /22 + 2.

o(r) otherwise,

In the above, ¢(r) is the unique C! linear extension of r — +/1/4 —r2 for r > 9/20.

exact solution,

{an V2 +y?2 if 2?2+ 92 > a,
u =

U otherwise,

The
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-y ey

-1.2e-07 5.0e-01 5.6e-14 8.0e-04

FIGURE 6. Left: Computed solution uy for p = 2 and h = 0.015 with ¢; =0
and e = le — 04 and U(¢) = u + exp(y)). Right: Local mass conservation
indicator &, plotted with log scale. Observe that we obtain local mass con-
servation with almost double precision accuracy on elements not intersecting
the obstacle.

where a = exp(W_1(—1/(2¢%))/2 + 1) ~ 0.34898 where W_q(-) is the —1-branch of the
Lambert W-function, and Q = /1/4 — a2/ Ina, belongs to H>/?>~¢(Q). Hence, one can only
expect at most an order of 5/2 (resp. 3/2) for |[u — up||r2(q) (vesp. ||g — qnllz2(0))-

Figure [6] shows the solution computed with p = 2 along with a local mass conservation
indicator &, € V0 defined as &,|7 = |(V - g, 1)7| for all T € T;,. This demonstrates the result
stated in Corollary (I} i.e., that the computed solution is locally mass conservative away from
the contact zone. Figure [7] reports the rates of decay of the discretization error. For p = 2,
the optimal rate of 1.5 is observed for the flux. For error in the primal variable, we observe
a rate of 2.0 for p=1 and p = 2.

We now investigate the number of linear solves required per proximal iteration k for different
stopping criteria for Newton’s method. Here, we choose o =1, p = 1, and U(Y) = utexp().
We use a quadrature rule with the element vertices and we set €¢; = €3 = 0 in . The
algorithm is stopped when [|uf — UI;L_IHLQ(Q) <107,

In Table[2, we use only one linear solve per proximal step and see that the required number
of subproblems does not change as the mesh is refined. However, the approximation U ()
stops converging for the last mesh refinement in this case. Decreasing the tolerance on the
successive difference of iterates to [juff — uf || 12(0) < 107® fixes this issue but requires more
proximal steps. In Table [3| and Table |4, we allow for multiple linear solves per nonlinear
problem, stopping Newton’s method when the square root of the inner product between the
residual and the linear update reaches a certain tolerance [59]. In Table 3| we set this tolerance
to 10710 and observe that the number of linear solves does not change with mesh refinement,
and U(vp,) converges with h. Finally, in Table 4] we adaptively update the tolerance for
Newton’s method based on the successive difference between the two proximal iterates; i.e,
we set the Newton tolerance to be min(0.1, [|[uf —uf!||). Here, fewer linear solvers are needed,
and U (1)y,) still converges with h. This leads us to conclude that future research is required
to optimize the nonlinear solvers used in proximal Galerkin methods.
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FIGURE 7. (Example [7.5). Computed L? errors and rates of the approxima-
tions (un,U(¢p), qpn) of Algorithm [3| with different choices for Y. (Top row:
U(1)) = u+ exp(v)). Bottom row: U(1)) = u+ In(1+ exp(1))).) The algorithm
is terminated once |luf — uiil z2(0) < 1079 and the tolerance for the Newton
solver is set to 10710, The coarsest mesh size h ~ 0.058. For p =0 and p = 1,
we set € = €2 = 0. For p = 2, we set €; = 0, €2 = 2e — 04. In this example, we

set o = 1.
1A~ (q — qi)llr20)
k Linear solves h h/2 h/4 h/8
1 1 5.163e-01 | 5.163e-01 | 5.163e-01 | 5.163e-01
2 1 4.543e-01 | 4.543e-01 | 4.543e-01 | 4.543e-01
3 1 2.567e-01 | 2.567e-01 | 2.568e-01 | 2.568e-01
Total iterations k 14 13 13 13
Total linear solves 14 13 13 13
Final error: |[A~"?(q — q5)ll12(q) | 5.240e-03 | 2.054e-03 | 6.852e-04 | 2.774e-04
Final error: |ju — L{(wlﬁ)HLz(Q) 7.114e-04 | 1.847e-04 | 4.660e-05 | 3.062e-03

TABLE 2. (One Newton step per proximal step). Number of linear solves
needed per proximal Galerkin iteration k£ and the corresponding error

IA=2(q — qf) |l 22(0)-
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APPENDIX A. PROOF OF LEMMA [4.4]
Proof. First, observe that
. . —1/2 12
(156) An((ans uns @), (@ns wns @) = 1A qn| 720

From [24, Lemma 3.1], see also [32, lemma 3.1] for a detailed proof, there exists 75, € 3} such
that for any 7' € T;, and for all p € PP~1(T)? and q € PP(9T),

(157) (Th, D)1 + (Th - M, Qor = (A" 'Vpup, p)r + (hp' (Gn — un), @)or,
and
_ —1/2 .
(158) |7, < er(JA'Vpunl5 + ||y P (uy, — an)ll37.)-
Then, for v > 0, we have that
. _ —1/2 .
(159) Br(yhs (uny @) = v(| A~V )2+ 55 (un — i) |37

It then follows that

(160) Ah((‘]h7uh7ah)7 (fYT/”H 07O)> - (Ailqh/y'rh)
= (| A2V hun % + [|hp P (un — @) |37,

Using Cauchy-Schwarz and Young’s inequalities, we obtain that
(A7 gy y7)| < AT oo AT 2 qnl 7 701 7
2
CICA - N
< 1A, 1B, + A2V 3, + g (un — @) 37,

Thus, choosing v = 1/(crca) and adding (156|) with - 160)) yield
(161) An((qns un, @n), (VTh + @y uns @) 2 1(qn, wn, @n)

[\

1%

The proof of follows from applications of discrete trace inequalities, see [24, Proposition
3.4]. We omit the details. O

APPENDIX B. PROOF OF COROLLARY

Proof. (Corollary [2) Select 7, = IT,o (u) where IT}, is the local L?-projection onto the space
PO(T)4. Note that r, € X and V -7, = 0. By definition of the norm | - [|g« (122) and
stability of the L2-projection (averaging operator) in L(T), we obtain that

(162) lo(w) = rullga < WA (o (w) = va)|loge) + RIAT2V - o (u)|| 20
S W (lulpvs ) + B3IV - (o(w) ] 22(0)-

In the above, we also used the embedding H*(Q)? — Lr(Q)?. Further, according to [27,
Lemma 7.1], we also have a Poincaré inequality in H*(T):

(163) lo(w) = rallpzry < Prlo(w)|msr) < hrllullgies ).
For vy, select vy, = Zpu a quasi-interpolant of u [27, Section 6] which satisfies

(164) lu = Znull 2y + BV (w = Tyw)ll 2y S B Jul s (ag),
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where Arp is a macro-element. We may also select 0, = Zpu € M ,{f o since it is single valued on
interior facets and Zu|gq = 0 . This implies that the third term in ||(o(u) —rp, u—vp, u—"04) ||

is zero. Collecting the above observations and summing over elements yield
(165) E(u) S h*([ulgivs(q) +h 2V - (o))l 22(0)-

Proceeding, we bound £(d). Selecting ¢;, = IIj,6, the L2 projection onto VP, we derive

6 — Iy, w — Hpw
(166) |16 — T8 g1 g7y = sup (0 =1y )
weH(T;) |wlpa

With the approximation properties of the L? projection, we estimate
(167) lw = yw|r2() < Al Vil
From the L? stability of IIj, it follows that

16 = Tad || 17,y S Rl 20

The second term in £(§) is bounded by approximation properties of the L2-projection.
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