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Abstract. Motivated by numerical modeling of ultrasound waves, we investigate con-
forming finite element approximations of quasilinear and possibly nonlocal equations of
Westervelt type. These wave equations involve either a strong dissipation or damping
of fractional-derivative type and we unify them into one class by introducing a mem-
ory kernel that satisfies non-restrictive regularity and positivity assumptions. As the
involved damping parameter is relatively small and can become negligible in certain
(inviscid) media, it is important to develop methods that remain stable as the said
parameter vanishes. To this end, the contributions of this work are twofold. First, we
determine sufficient conditions under which conforming finite element discretizations of
(non)local Westervelt equations can be made robust with respect to the dissipation pa-
rameter. Secondly, we establish the rate of convergence of the semi-discrete solutions in
the singular vanishing dissipation limit. The analysis hinges upon devising appropriate
energy functionals for the semi-discrete solutions that remain uniformly bounded with
respect to the damping parameter. Numerical experiments are provided to illustrate
the theory.

1. Introduction

At high frequencies or amplitudes, propagation of sound waves is described by quasi-
linear wave equations. In complex tissue-like media, additionally, nonlocal attenuation
effects become apparent. In practice, the involved dissipation parameter is relatively
small and becomes negligible in inviscid media. It is thus important to establish con-
ditions under which numerical simulation methods remain stable and accurate across
different attenuation scales. Simulation of such nonlinear and nonlocal models is espe-
cially relevant for advancing medical applications of ultrasound waves in imaging [41]
and treatment of solid tumors [27]. With this motivation in mind, we investigate finite
element discretizations of the following class of nonlinear wave equations:

(1.1) (a(uε)uεt )t − c2∆uε − εK ∗∆uεt = f,

that are robust with respect to the parameter ε ≪ 1 , where

a(uε) = 1 + kuε, k ∈ R,

E-mail address: vanja.nikolic@ru.nl.
2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35L72, 65M60.
Key words and phrases. asymptotic-preserving methods, nonlinear ultrasonics, Westervelt’s equation,

fractional damping.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

30
3.

10
74

3v
2 

 [
m

at
h.

N
A

] 
 4

 N
ov

 2
02

4
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and ∗ denotes the Laplace convolution in time. Originally derived by Westervelt in [43]
for inviscid media with ε = 0, in thermoviscous media it involves K = δ0 (the Dirac
delta distribution) and thus the strong damping −ε∆uεt . The damping parameter is
then known as the sound diffusivity [29] as it contributes to the parabolic-like character
of the model. The vanishing limit is thus singular as there is a change from parabolic-like
to hyperbolic evolution. In complex media, K is weakly singular. It may be given by the
Abel fractional kernel:

(1.2) K =
1

Γ(1− α)
t−α α ∈ (0, 1),

where Γ(·) is the Gamma function. In that case the resulting dissipation term is −ε∆Dα
t u,

where Dα
t is the Caputo–Djrbashian derivative of order α. Mittag-Leffler-type kernels

are also of interest; we refer to [22] and Section 2 for details. We unify these different
cases of interest into one model in (1.1) by imposing general non-restrictive regularity
and sign conditions on K; see Section 2.

The goal of this work is twofold. First, we wish to determine sufficient conditions
for a uniform conforming finite element discretization of (1.1) with respect to ε. In other
words, we wish to arrive at stability and a priori error estimates for the corresponding
semi-discrete solution where the involved constant does not blow up as ε → 0. Secondly,
we aim to establish whether the vanishing dissipation asymptotics is preserved on the
discrete level. These properties are visualized in the diagram in Figure 1. The present
work fits into the wider class of studies on asymptotic-preserving numerical methods;
see, e.g., [7, 12, 13, 19], and the references provided therein. Remarkably, such methods
permit discretizing the preturbed and limit problems with the same discretization param-
eters. We also note that the limiting small-parameter behavior of mathematical models
and their discretizations is of further interest for studying, for example, homogenization
methods. This field is quite rich; we point the readers to, e.g., the results of [10, 17]
and, in the context of linear wave equations in heterogeneous media, to [1, 38], and the
references contained therein.

Pε
h Pε

P0
h P0

h→0

ε→0 ε→0

h→0

Figure 1. Asymptotic Preserving diagram: This work establishes the
connection between Pε

h and Pε as h → 0, uniformly in ε, as well as
between Pε

h and P0
h as ε → 0.

Main contributions. Our main results provide sufficient conditions under which the
following convergence rates hold:

(1.3) ∥uε − uεh∥W 2,∞(0,T ;L2(Ω)) + h∥∇(uε − uεh)∥W 1,∞(0,T ;L2(Ω)) ≤ Chr,
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with d/2 < r ≤ p+ 1 and p being the polynomial degree of the finite element space, and

(1.4)
∥uεh − u0h∥L∞(0,T ;L2(Ω)) + ∥uεht − u0ht∥L∞(L2(Ω)) + ∥∇(uεh − u0h)∥L∞(L2(Ω))

≤ Cε,

where the involved constants do not depend on h or ε. Estimate (1.3) allows keeping the
discretization parameter h fixed across different scales of ε. Estimate (1.4) establishes the
error made when exchanging the damped and undamped approximations. The nonlocal
term in (1.1) can also be understood as a numerical regularization of the undamped
problem. Such artificial diffusion (in particular, with K = δ0) is commonly added to
reduce the effects of numerical dispersion in the simulation of quasilinear acoustic waves;
see, for example, [40]. Thus error bound (1.4) also allows determining the error of this
numerical relaxation.

Related works and the present approach. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first asymptotic study of nonlinear semi-discrete acoustic equations. In terms of related
works, we point out the non-uniform finite element analysis of the local Westervelt equa-
tion (with K = δ0 and ε > 0). In this strongly damped setting, the Dirichlet boundary
value problem for the Westervelt equation is known to be globally well-posed with an
exponential decay of the energy of the system; see [20, 34].

In the undamped case (ε = 0), smooth solutions are expected to exist only locally
in time; see [8] for a well-posedness analysis. Finite element analysis of the inviscid
Westervelt equation follows as a special case of the results in [9, 16]. Uniform-in-ε er-
ror estimates for a mixed finite element approximation of the local Westervelt equation
in the so-called potential form (that is, with K = δ0 and a = 1 + kuεt ) is available in
[33]. Analysis of a time-discretization of (1.1) with fractional-type damping has been
performed in [5].

The core of the analysis arguments of our approach lies in devising semi-discrete energy
functionals for which the approximate solution uεh is uniformly bounded in ε. The uni-
form energy analysis is first carried out on a linearized problem with a = a(x, t) ≥ a > 0
and then transferred to a nonlinear one through a fixed-point argument in the spirit
of, e.g., [32, 36, 37]. For this fixed-point argument to work, it is essential that a uni-
form bound is established on uεhtt in a suitable norm. Compared to the non-uniform
finite-element analysis, the present approach leads to having to consider also the time-
differentiated problem and involve higher-order energy functionals; cf. [36]. Note that
the energy maneuvers are considerably restricted by (1) ensuring the non-degeneracy of
the leading factor 1+kuεh ≥ a > 0, and (2) the positivity properties one can expect from
the (in general, fractional-type) kernels. Thus there is a delicate interplay of nonlinearity,
nonlocality, and potential degeneracy of the problem to consider.

Organization of the paper. We organize the rest of the exposition as follows. In
Section 2, we discuss the assumptions on the kernel and provide details on the semi-
discretization. Section 3 contains the uniform stability and a priori error analysis of a
linearized problem with a variable leading coefficient. Section 4 relates these results to
the nonlinear problem using Schauder’s fixed-point theorem, under suitable smallness
conditions on the discretization parameter and the exact solution, independently of ε.
In Section 5, we prove the error bound (1.4). The key theoretical results are contained
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in Theorems 4.1 and 5.1. Finally, in Section 6, we illustrate the theory with numerical
examples.

2. Problem setting

Let Ω ⊂ Rd be an interval (d = 1), or a convex polygonal (d = 2) or polyhedral
(d = 3) domain. Given final time T > 0, we consider the following initial boundary-value
problem for the (in general) nonlocal Westervelt equation:

(Pε)


(((1 + kuε)uεt )t, ϕ)L2 + (c2∇uε + εK ∗ ∇uεt ,∇ϕ)L2 = (f, ϕ)L2 ,

for all ϕ ∈ H1
0 (Ω) a.e. in time, with

(uε, uεt )|t=0 = (u0, u1),

where (·, ·)L2 denotes the scalar product on L2(Ω). The limiting problem is given by

(P0)


(((1 + ku0)u0t )t, ϕ)L2 + (c2∇u0,∇ϕ)L2 = (f, ϕ)L2 ,

for all ϕ ∈ H1
0 (Ω) a.e. in time with

(u0, u0t )|t=0 = (u0, u1).

We next impose relatively mild conditions on the kernel K that allow us to cover the
relevant examples from the literature.

2.1. Assumptions on the memory kernel. We make the following regularity and
positivity assumptions on the memory kernel:

(A1) K ∈ {δ0} ∪ L1(0, T );

(A2) For all y ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(Ω)),∫ t

0

∫
Ω
(K ∗ y) (s) y(s) dxds ≥ 0, t ∈ (0, T ].

The case K = δ0 satisfies both assumptions and leads to the strongly damped Westervelt
equation. We expect the analysis below to also generalize to measures K∗ ∈ M(0, t)
that satisfy (A2), however with somewhat increased technicality. As a reminder of this
possibility, we use the following norm below:

∥K∥M(0,T ) =

{
1 if K = δ0,

∥K∥L1(0,T ) if K ∈ L1(0, T ).

Assumptions (A1) and (A2) are also satisfied by fractional-derivative-type kernels. In
particular, they hold for the Abel kernel in (1.2) and thus the below semi-discrete theory
applies to the Westervelt equation with time-fractional damping:

(a(uε)uεt )t − c2∆uε − ε∆Dα
t u

ε = f, α ∈ (0, 1);

see [22]. Given w ∈ W 1,1(0, T ), Dα
t denotes the Djrbashian–Caputo fractional derivative

of order α:

Dα
t w(t) =

1

Γ(1− α)

∫ t

0
(t− s)−αwt(s) ds,
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where Γ(·) is the Gamma function; see, [28, Ch. 1] and [39, Ch. 2.4.1].
Kernels of Mittag-Leffler type given by

(2.1) K(t) = tβ−1Eα,β(−tα), α ∈ (0, 1],

with β ∈ {1, α, 2α− 1} arise in nonlinear acoustics when the heat flux laws of Compte–
Metzler type written in the Gurtin–Pipkin form are used within the system of governing
equations of sound motion; see [22] for the modeling details. Above Eα,β denotes the
generalized Mittag-Leffler function [28, Ch. 2]:

Eα,β(t) =

∞∑
k=0

tk

Γ(αk + β)
.

Such kernels also satisfy assumptions (A1) and (A2); see, e.g., [14, 22].
In general, assumption (A2) can be verified using the Fourier analysis techniques

from [11, Lemma 2.3] or, in case of completely monotone non-constant kernels, by relying
on [22, Lemma 5.2].

2.2. Assumptions on the exact solution. In what follows, we will assume that (Pε)
has a solution, such that

(2.2) uε ∈ Ur = W 3,1(0, T ;Hr(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω)),

where r > d/2. We furthermore assume that the solution is uniformly bounded in ε in
the ∥ · ∥Ur norm.

Results of this type have been recently obtained in the literature, under somewhat
stronger coercivity assumptions on the memory kernel; see [21–23] for details. ε-uniform
well-posedness of (Pε) with

uε ∈ L∞(0, T ;H3(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω)) ∩W 1,∞(0, T ;H2(Ω) ∩H1

0 (Ω)) ∩H2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)),

∆uε|∂Ω = 0,

has been proven in [24, Theorem 3.1] assuming (in addition to (A1)) that there exists
C > 0, independent of ε, such that∫ t

0

∫
Ω
(K ∗ y) (s) y(s) dxds ≥ C

∫ t

0
∥(K ∗ y)(s)∥2L2(Ω) ds.

This assumption is fulfilled as well by the kernels discussed above (with α > 1/2 if
β = 2α− 1 in (2.1)); see [22, Section 5] for the verification.

The regularity we assume in (2.2) (and, in particular, W 3,1 regularity with respect
to time), can be proven for sufficiently smooth data by modifying the arguments of [21,
Theorem 3.1], which covers the nonlinearities of the form a(uε) = 1 + kuεt , under an
additional assumption on the kernel:∫ t

0

(
(K ∗ yt)(s), y(s)

)
L2(Ω)

ds ≥ −C ∥y(0)∥2L2(Ω), y ∈ W 1,1(0, t;L2(Ω)),

which is again satisfied by all kernels mentioned above; see [21, Section 3]. In agreement
with the assumed regularity in time, we also mention that with fractional-type kernels the
solutions of Westervelt’s equation with f = 0 are expected to obey the time asymptotics:

utt(t) ∼ w0 + z0t
µ +O(t) as t → 0,

with µ ∈ (0, 1); see [5, Section 5] for details.
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2.3. Notation. Below we continue to use (·, ·)L2 to denote the scalar product on L2(Ω).
When writing norms on Bochner spaces, we omit the temporal domain when it is (0, T );
for example, ∥·∥Lp(Lq(Ω)) denotes the norm on Lp(0, T ;Lq(Ω)). We occasionally use x ≲ y
to denote x ≤ Cy, where C > 0 is a constant that does not depend on the discretization
parameter or ε. Likewise, C1, C2 below denote generic positive constants that do not
depend on the discretization parameter or ε. We use x ≲T y when the hidden constant
depends on T in such a way that it tends to ∞ as T → ∞; this is often the case after
employing a Sobolev embedding in time.

2.4. Semi-discretization. We consider the discretization in space by continuous piece-
wise polynomial finite elements that vanish on the boundary. For h ∈ (0, h], let Th be a
discretization of Ω made of intervals K (in R), triangles K (in R2) or of tetrahedrons K
(in R3) so that Ω = ∪K∈ThK. We denote by Pp(K) the space of polynomials on K of
degree p ≥ 1. We then introduce the finite element space as

Vh = {uh ∈ H1
0 (Ω) : uh|K ∈ Pp(K), ∀K ∈ Th}.

We assume that {Th}0<h≤h is a shape-regular and quasiuniform family, which will allow
us to exploit the following inverse inequalities for finite element functions:

∥ϕh∥L∞(Ω) ≤Cinvh
−d/2∥ϕh∥L2(Ω), ϕh ∈ Vh,(2.3a)

∥∇ϕh∥L2(Ω) ≤ C̃invh
−1∥ϕh∥L2(Ω), ϕh ∈ Vh;(2.3b)

see [6, Theorem 4.5.11].
Let ϕ ∈ Hr(Ω) with d/2 < r ≤ p + 1. In the upcoming proofs, we will also use the

following well-known stability and approximation properties of the standard interpolation
operator Ih:

∥ϕ− Ihϕ∥L2(Ω) ≤CIh
apph

r∥ϕ∥Hr(Ω),

∥Ihϕ∥Lq(Ω) ≤CIh
st ∥ϕ∥Lq(Ω), 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞;

see [6, Ch. 4]. In the analysis below, the approximate initial data will be chosen as the
Ritz projection of the exact ones and we will employ the Ritz projection of uε(·, t) to
decompose the approximation error; these choices are crucial. The Ritz projection of
ϕ ∈ Hr(Ω) ∩H1

0 (Ω) is defined by

(∇(ϕ−Rhϕ),∇ϕh)L2 = 0, ∀ϕh ∈ Vh,

and we have

∥ϕ−Rhϕ∥L2(Ω) + h∥ϕ−Rhϕ∥H1(Ω) ≤ CRh
apph

r∥ϕ∥Hr(Ω);

see [42, Lemma 1.1].

3. Uniform finite element analysis of nonlocal linear wave equations
with a variable leading coefficient

In this section, we analyze a linearized semi-discrete wave equation with a variable
principal coefficient. This uniform analysis will serve as a basis for the later fixed-
point argument. For ease of notation, in this and the forthcoming section we drop the
superscript ε; that is,

u = uε and uh = uεh
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in Sections 3 and 4. We consider the following linearization of the inviscid semi-discrete
problem:

(((1 + kαh)uht)t − c2∆huh − εK ∗∆huht, ϕh)L2 = (f, ϕh)L2 ,

where ∆h : Vh → V ∗
h is the discrete Laplacian operator:

−(∆hvh, ϕh)L2 := (∇vh,∇ϕh)L2 , ϕh ∈ Vh.

In other words, with the short-hand notation

a = a(αh) = 1 + kαh(x, t),

the linear semi-discrete problem is given by

(Pε,lin
h )


((auht)t, ϕh)L2 + (c2∇uh + εK ∗ ∇uht,∇ϕh)L2 = (f, ϕh)L2 ,

for all ϕh ∈ Vh a.e. in time, with

(uh, uht)|t=0 = (u0h, u1h) = (Rhu0,Rhu1).

The proper choice of the approximate initial data is essential for the upcoming stability
and error analysis as it will allow us to uniformly bound the initial energy; we refer to
Proposition 3.2 for details. If K ∈ L1(0, T ), the assumptions on the second approximate
initial condition can be relaxed to choosing any u1h ∈ Vh that satisfies

∥u1 − u1h∥L2(Ω) + h∥∇(u1 − u1h)∥L2(Ω) ≲ hr,

however, for ease of presentation, we set u1h = Rhu1.

Strategy in the semi-discrete analysis. In what follows we intend to use the following
testing strategy:

(3.1) (Pε,lin
h ) · uht + (Pε,lin

h )
t
· uhtt.

That is, we will test the linearized problem (Pε,lin
h ) with ϕh = uht(t) and the time-

differentiated linearized problem with ϕh = uhtt(t) and integrate over time. The first
step will give a bound on a lower-order energy. The second step will additionally give
a bound on a higher-order (in time) energy, which is crucial for the subsequent fixed-
point argument, where we will need to have control of the second time derivative of the
approximate acoustic pressure.

In the process, we will rely on the differentiation formula

(3.2) (K ∗ uht)t = K ∗ uhtt + ηK(t)uht(0),

where we have introduced

η =

{
0 if K = δ0,

1 otherwise.

Thus, the time-differentiated equation will have ft − εηKuht(0) as the right-hand side;
see (3.8).

The two analysis steps within (3.1) will invoke the following conditions:∫ t

0

∫
Ω
K ∗ ∇uht · ∇uht dxds ≥ 0,∫ t

0

∫
Ω
K ∗ ∇uhtt · ∇uhtt dxds ≥ 0,
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which hold thanks to assumption (A2).

3.1. Uniform stability of the linearized problem. To facilitate the analysis, we
introduce a lower-order energy functional

E0[uh](t) = ∥uht(t)∥2L2(Ω) + ∥∇uh(t)∥2L2(Ω)

and a higher-order energy functional in time

E1[uh](t) = E0[uht](t) = ∥uhtt(t)∥2L2(Ω) + ∥∇uht(t)∥2L2(Ω)

for t ∈ [0, T ]. Observe that E1[uh](0) contains ∥uhtt(0)∥L2(Ω), which should stay uniformly
bounded in h and ε. We will come back to resolve this issue in Proposition 3.2.

We also point out that we have the equivalence of the norms induced by the energies
with the following norms:

ess sup
t∈(0,T )

E0[uh](t) ∼ ∥uh∥2W 1,∞(L2(Ω)) + ∥uh∥2L∞(H1(Ω)),

ess sup
t∈(0,T )

(E0[uh](t) + E1[uh](t)) ∼ ∥uh∥2W 2,∞(L2(Ω)) + ∥uh∥2W 1,∞(H1(Ω)).

We proceed to show that the linearized problem is stable with respect to the E0 +E1

energy. Since we are interested in the limiting case ε → 0, we can restrict our analysis
without loss of generality to ε ∈ [0, ε̄] for some given fixed ε̄ > 0. Below we keep track
of the nonlinearity constant k, as setting k = 0 reduces the problem to a linear one in
which case the imposed conditions on a trivially hold.

Proposition 3.1. Let ε ∈ [0, ε̄] and assumptions (A1) and (A2) on the memory kernel
hold. Let d/2 < r ≤ p + 1. Assume that the coefficient αh ∈ W 2,1(0, T ;Vh) is non-
degenerate: there exist constants a, a > 0, independent of h and ε, such that

0 < a ≤ a(αh) = 1 + kαh ≤ a, for all (x, t) ∈ Ω× [0, T ].

Additionally, let f ∈ W 1,1(0, T ;L2(Ω)). Then there exists m > 0, independent of h and
ε, such that if

(3.3) |k|∥αht∥L1(L∞(Ω)) + |k|∥αhtt∥L1(L∞(Ω)) ≤ m,

then the solution of (Pε,lin
h ) satisfies the following stability bound:

(3.4) sup
t∈(0,T )

(E0 + E1) [uh](t) ≲ (E0 + E1)[uh](0) + ∥f∥2W 1,1(L2(Ω)),

where the hidden constant does not depend on h, ε, or the final time T .

Proof. As the linearized problem (Pε,lin
h ) is non-degenerate thanks to the assumptions on

αh, existence of a unique solution

uh ∈ W 3,1(0, T ;Vh) ↪→ C2([0, T ];Vh)

follows using the existence theory for Volterra integral equations of second kind or stan-
dard ODE theory in case K = δ0; we provide the details in Appendix A. We focus our
attention here on obtaining a uniform (in both ε and h) energy bound.

We follow the strategy outlined in (3.1) and conduct the proof in two steps, corre-
sponding to testing with uht and testing the time-differentiated problem with uhtt. Note
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that we rely on the positivity of the kernel assumed in (A2) to omit the ε terms in the es-

timates below. Testing (Pε,lin
h ) with ϕh = uht(s) and integrating over (0, t) for t ∈ (0, T )

yields

(3.5)

1

2
∥
√

a(αh)uht(s)∥2L2(Ω)

∣∣∣t
0
+

c2

2
∥∇uh(s)∥2L2(Ω)

∣∣∣t
0

≤ − 1

2

∫ t

0

∫
Ω
atu

2
ht dxds+

∫ t

0

∫
Ω
fuht dxds,

where at = kαht. Using Young’s inequality, from here we have for any γ0 > 0:

(3.6)

1

2
∥
√

a(αh)uht(s)∥2L2(Ω)

∣∣∣t
0
+

c2

2
∥∇uh(s)∥2L2(Ω)

∣∣∣t
0

≤ 1

2
∥at∥L1(L∞(Ω))∥uht∥2L∞(0,t;L2(Ω)) +

1

4γ0
∥f∥2L1(L2(Ω))

+ γ0∥uht∥2L∞(0,t;L2(Ω)).

If γ0 > 0 and m > 0 are small enough so that

1

2
∥at∥L1(L∞(Ω)) + γ0 <

1

2
a,

from (3.6) we obtain a lower-order energy bound:

(3.7) sup
t∈(0,T )

E0[uh](t) ≲ E0[uh](0) + ∥f∥2L1(L2(Ω)).

We next use the time-differentiated semi-discrete problem:

(3.8)
(
(auht)tt − c2∆huht − εK ∗∆huhtt, ϕh

)
L2 = (ft − εηK(t)uht(0), ϕh)L2

and test it with ϕh = uhtt(s), which after integration in time and exploiting the coercivity
property in (A2) gives

1

2
∥
√

a(αh)uhtt(s)∥2L2(Ω)

∣∣∣t
0
+

c2

2
∥∇uht(s)∥2L2(Ω)

∣∣∣t
0

≤ − 3

2

∫ t

0
(atuhtt, uhtt)L2 ds−

∫ t

0
(attuht, uhtt)L2 ds

+

∫ t

0
(ft − ηK(t)uht(0), uhtt)L2 ds,

where att = kαhtt. We can estimate the last term above using Young’s inequality as
follows: ∫ t

0
(ft − εηK(t)uht(0), uhtt)L2 ds

≤ (∥ft∥L1(L2(Ω)) + εη∥K∥M(0,T )∥uht(0)∥L2(Ω)))∥uhtt∥L∞(0,t;L2(Ω))

≤ 1

2γ1
∥ft∥2L1(L2(Ω)) +

1

2γ1
ε̄2η2∥K∥2M(0,T )∥uht(0)∥

2
L2(Ω) + γ1∥uhtt∥2L∞(0,t;L2(Ω))
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for any γ1 > 0. We thus have

1

2
∥
√
a(αh)uhtt(s)∥2L2(Ω)

∣∣∣t
0
+

c2

2
∥∇uht(s)∥2L2(Ω)

∣∣∣t
0

≤ 3

2
∥at∥L1(L∞(Ω))∥uhtt∥2L∞(0,t;L2(Ω))

+
1

2
∥att∥L1(L∞(Ω))(∥uht∥2L∞(0,t;L2(Ω)) + ∥uhtt∥2L∞(0,t;L2(Ω)))

+
1

2γ1
∥ft∥2L1(L2(Ω)) +

1

2γ1
ε̄2η2∥K∥2M(0,T )∥uht(0)∥

2
L2(Ω) + γ1∥uhtt∥2L∞(0,t;L2(Ω)).

For sufficiently small γ1 andm, adding this inequality to (3.5) and proceeding analogously
to the first step leads to estimate (3.4), as claimed. □

For the uniform stability to hold, it remains to prove that the initial energy (E0 +
E1)[uh](0) is bounded uniformly in h and ε, which boils down to proving uniform bound-
edness of uhtt(0). This term should be understood as the solution to

(3.9)
((1 + kαh(0))uhtt(0), ϕh)L2 + c2(∇uh(0),∇ϕh)L2

+ ε((K ∗ ∇uht)(0),∇ϕh) + (kαht(0)uht(0), ϕh)L2 = (f(0), ϕh)L2

for all ϕh ∈ Vh. If K ∈ L1(0, T ), we have (K∗∇uht)(0) = 0 above because uht is L
∞ regular

in time (in fact, uht ∈ C1([0, T ];Vh)). Recall that we assume f ∈ W 1,1(0, T ;L2(Ω)), which
implies f ∈ C([0, T ];L2(Ω)).

Proposition 3.2. Let the assumption of Proposition 3.1 hold. Assume that the exact
initial data and source term at time zero are smooth enough in the following sense:

(u0, u1) ∈ Hr(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω)× Hr(Ω) ∩H1

0 (Ω),

utt(0) = (1 + ku0)
−1(c2∆u0 + ε(K ∗∆ut)(0) + f(0)) ∈ Hr(Ω)

with d/2 < r ≤ p+ 1. Let

(αh, αht)|t=0 = (u0h, u1h) = (Rhu0,Rhu1)

and let uhtt(0) be determined by (3.9). If the following smallness condition holds:

(3.10) |k|
(
CIh
st ∥u0∥L∞(Ω) + Cinvh̄

r−d/2(CRh
app + CIh

app)∥u0∥Hr(Ω)

)
≤ 1

2
,

then

∥utt(0)− uhtt(0)∥L2(Ω) ≤ C(u0, u1, k, f(0))h
r,

where the constant C > 0 does not depend on h or on ε.

Proof. We begin the proof by noting that error ett,0 = utt(0)−uhtt(0) at time zero satisfies

(3.11)
((1 + ku0h)ett,0, ϕh)L2

= − k((u0 − u0h)utt(0), ϕh)L2 − k((u1 − u1h)(u1 + u1h), ϕh)L2 .

Here we have used the fact that c2(∇(u0 − u0h),∇ϕh)L2 = 0 due to our choice of the
approximate initial data. Similarly, ε(∇(u1 − u1h),∇ϕh)L2 = 0 when K = δ0, otherwise
this term does not appear.
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Equation (3.11) is non-degenerate under the assumptions of the statement, on account
of the following bound on u0h:

(3.12)

∥u0h∥L∞(Ω)

≤∥u0h − Ihu0∥L∞(Ω) + ∥Ihu0∥L∞(Ω)

≤Cinvh
−d/2∥u0h − Ihu0∥L2(Ω) + ∥Ihu0∥L∞(Ω)

≤Cinvh
−d/2(∥u0h − u0∥L2(Ω) + ∥u0 − Ihu0∥L2(Ω)) + CIh

st ∥u0∥L∞(Ω)

≤Cinvh̄
r−d/2(CRh

app∥u0∥Hr(Ω) + CIh
app∥u0∥Hr(Ω)) + CIh

st ∥u0∥L∞(Ω)

and the smallness assumption in (3.10). Indeed, by (3.12) and (3.10) we have

1

2
≤ 1 + ku0h ≤ 3

2
.

We note that u0 ∈ Hr(Ω) implies u0 ∈ L∞(Ω) when r > d/2. To arrive at the statement,
we split the error at time zero into two contributions:

ett,0 = (utt(0)−Rhutt(0))− (uhtt(0)−Rhutt(0)) := eRhutt(0) − ehtt,0.

Then ehtt,0 solves

((1 + ku0h)ehtt,0, ϕh)L2

= k((u0 − u0h))utt(0), ϕh)L2 + k((u1 − u1h)(u1 + u1h), ϕh)L2

+ ((1 + ku0h)eRhutt(0), ϕh)L2

for all ϕ ∈ Vh. We next choose ϕh = ehtt,0 ∈ Vh. Using Young’s inequality for the
right-hand side terms immediately yields

(3.13)

∥ehtt,0∥L2(Ω)

≲ ∥k(u0 − u0h)utt(0)∥L2(Ω) + ∥k(u1 − u1h)(u1 + u1h)∥L2(Ω)

+ ∥(1 + ku0h)eRhutt(0)∥L2(Ω).

It remains to estimate the right-hand side terms. Having in mind that we intend to
arrive at O(hr) convergence of the approximate solution of the nonlinear problem in the
L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) norm, we should estimate these terms so that u0 − u0h appears in the
L2(Ω) norm (and likewise u1 − u1h and eRhutt(0)). By Hölder’s inequality,

∥k(u0 − u0h)utt(0)∥L2(Ω) ≤ |k|∥u0 − u0h∥L2(Ω)∥utt(0)∥L∞(Ω),

∥k(u1 − u1h)(u1 + u1h)∥L2(Ω) ≤ |k|∥u1 − u1h∥L2(Ω)(∥u1∥L∞(Ω) + ∥u1h∥L∞(Ω)),

and
∥(1 + ku0h)eRhutt(0)∥L2(Ω) ≤ (1 + |k|∥u0h∥L∞(Ω))∥eRhutt(0)∥L2(Ω).

Analogously to (3.12), we have the uniform bound

∥u1h∥L∞(Ω) ≤ Cinvh̄
r−d/2(CRh

app + CIh
app)∥u1∥Hr(Ω) + CIh

st ∥u1∥L∞(Ω).

Employing these bounds in (3.13) together with the approximation properties of the Ritz
projection in the L2(Ω) norm leads to the desired estimate. □

Thanks to the established result, we can further conclude that

∥uhtt(0)∥L2(Ω) ≤∥utt(0)− uhtt(0)∥L2(Ω) + ∥utt(0)∥L2(Ω) ≤ C(u0, u1, k, f(0)),

and thus bound the approximate higher-order initial energy independently of h and ε.
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3.2. Accuracy of the linearized problem. In the final step of the linear analysis, we
determine the accuracy of the finite element approximation. Let u solve the nonlinear

problem (Pε) and uh the linearized problem (Pε,lin
h ). The error e = u− uh satisfies

((a(αh)et)t − c2∆he− εK ∗∆het, ϕh)L2 = (−(k(u− αh)ut)t, ϕh)L2 .

As before, we decompose the error into two parts using the Ritz projection

e = (u−Rhu)− (uh −Rhu) := eRhu − eh.

We estimate the second contribution to the error by seeing eh as the solution to

(3.14) ((a(αh)eht)t − c2∆heh − εK ∗∆heht, ϕh)L2 = (rhs, ϕh)L2 ,

with the right-hand side

(rhs, ϕh)L2

:= ((1 + kαh)(eRhu)tt + kαht(eRhu)t + k(u− αh)utt + k(ut − αht)ut, ϕh)L2 ,

and supplemented by the homogeneous boundary and initial conditions (due to our choice
of the approximate initial data). To arrive at (3.14), we have relied on

(K ∗ ∇(u−Rhu)t,∇ϕh)L2 = 0, ϕh ∈ Vh.

We next employ the derived stability bound and the approximation properties of the
Ritz projection to obtain the following result.

Proposition 3.3. Let the assumptions of Propositions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Given d/2 <
r ≤ p+1, we assume that u ∈ Ur, defined in (2.2). Then the following error bound holds:

∥u− uh∥W 2,∞(L2(Ω)) + h∥∇(u− uh)∥W 1,∞(L2(Ω))

≤Clin(T )
{
(1 + |k|∥αht∥L1(L∞(Ω)) + |k|∥αhtt∥L1(L∞(Ω)))h

r∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω))

+ |k|∥u− αh∥W 2,∞(L2(Ω))∥u∥W 3,1(L∞(Ω))

}
,

where the constant Clin does not depend on h or on ε.

Proof. Using Hölder’s inequality and the approximation properties of the Ritz projection,
it is not difficult to check that

∥rhs∥L1(L2(Ω)) ≲ T (1 + |k|∥αht∥L1(L∞(Ω)))h
r∥u∥W 2,1(Hr(Ω))

+ |k|∥u− αh∥W 1,∞(L2(Ω)))∥u∥W 2,1(L∞(Ω)).

We next estimate (rhs)t by bounding the time derivatives of each of the four summands
within rhs. First we have

∥(1 + kαht)(eRhu)tt∥L1(L2(Ω)) + ∥(1 + kαh)(eRhu)ttt∥L1(L2(Ω))

≲T (1 + |k|∥αht∥L1(L∞(Ω)))∥(eRhu)tt∥L∞(L2(Ω))

+ (1 + |k|∥αh∥L∞(L∞(Ω)))∥(eRhu)ttt∥L1(L2(Ω))

≲T (1 + |k|∥αht∥L1(L∞(Ω)))h
r∥utt∥L∞(Hr(Ω)) + (1 + a)hr∥uttt∥L1(Hr(Ω)).

Note that u ∈ Ur implies utt ∈ L∞(0, T ;Hr(Ω)). Similarly,

∥kαhtt(eRhu)t∥L1(L2(Ω)) + ∥kαht(eRhu)tt∥L1(L2(Ω))

≲ |k|∥αhtt∥L1(L∞(Ω))h
r∥ut∥L∞(Hr(Ω)) + |k|∥αht∥L1(L∞(Ω))h

r∥utt∥L∞(Hr(Ω)).
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Furthermore,

∥k ((u− αh)utt)t ∥L1(L2(Ω)) = ∥k(ut − αht)utt + k(u− αh)uttt∥L1(L2Ω))

≲T |k|∥u− αh∥W 1,∞(L2(Ω))∥u∥W 3,1(L∞(Ω))

and
∥k((ut − αht)ut)t∥L1(L2(Ω)) ≲T |k|∥ut − αht∥W 1,∞(L2(Ω))∥ut∥W 1,1(L∞(Ω)).

Altogether, we infer

∥rhs∥W 1,1(L2(Ω))

≲T

{
(1 + |k|∥αht∥L1(L∞(Ω)) + |k|∥αhtt∥L1(L∞(Ω)))h

r∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω))

+ |k|∥u− αh∥W 2,∞(L2(Ω))∥u∥W 3,1(L∞(Ω))

}
.

Employing stability bound (3.4) to the solution of (3.14) leads to

sup
t∈(0,T )

(E0 + E1) [eh](t) ≲ (E0 + E1)[eh](0) + ∥rhs∥2W 1,1(L2(Ω)).

Due to our choice of initial data, we know that eh(0) = eht(0) = 0, and so

E0[eh](0) = E0[uh −Rhu](0) = 0,

and by Proposition 3.2, we have

E1[eh](0) = ∥(uh −Rhu)tt(0)∥2L2(Ω)

≤ 2∥(uhtt − utt)(0)∥2L2(Ω) + 2∥(u−Rhu)tt(0)∥2L2(Ω) ≤ C(u0, u1, f(0))h
2r.

Combined with the estimate of ∥rhs∥W 1,1(L2(Ω)) derived above, this leads to the bound

∥eh∥W 2,∞(L2(Ω)) + ∥∇eh∥W 1,∞(L2(Ω))

≤C
{
(1 + |k|∥αht∥L1(L∞(Ω)) + |k|∥αhtt∥L1(L∞(Ω)))h

r∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω))

+ |k|∥u− αh∥W 2,∞(L2(Ω))∥u∥W 3,1(L∞(Ω))

}
.

In the final step of the proof, we use the approximation properties of the Ritz projection
to obtain

∥u−Rhu∥W 2,∞(L2(Ω)) + h∥∇(u−Rhu)∥W 1,∞(L2(Ω)) ≲ hr∥u∥W 2,∞(Hr(Ω)),

and arrive at the statement. □

4. Uniform solvability and accuracy of the nonlinear semi-discrete
problem

In this section, we relate the previous theory to the nonlinear problem (Pε
h) via a

fixed-point argument. More precisely, we will rely on Schauder’s generalized fixed-point
theorem for locally convex spaces (also known as Tikhonov’s theorem; see, for exam-
ple, [44, Corollary 9.6]) to show existence of a fixed-point and then prove uniqueness in
an additional step. To this end, we introduce the mapping

F : Bh ∋ αh 7→ uh,

where uh solves (Pε,lin
h ) and αh is taken from a ball in the Banach space

X = W 2,∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ∩W 1,∞(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)),
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defined by

(4.1)

Bh =
{
αh ∈ W 2,∞(0, T ;Vh) : ∥u− αh∥W 2,∞(L2(Ω)) + h∥∇(u− αh)∥W 1,∞(L2(Ω))

≤ C∗h
r∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω)),

(αh, αht)|t=0 = (Rhu0,Rhu1)
}
.

A fixed point αh = uh will then be a solution of the nonlinear problem and automatically
satisfy the error bound. This approach in the combined well-posedness and a priori error
analysis of the nonlinear problem is inspired by [32, 37]. The set Bh is non-empty as the
Ritz projection Rhu of the exact solution belongs to it, provided C∗ is chosen so that

C∗ ≥ (CW 3,1↪→W 2,∞ + CW 3,1↪→W 1,∞)CRh
app,

where the two constants in the bracket above are the embedding constants forW 3,1(0, T ) ↪→
W 2,∞(0, T ) and W 3,1(0, T ) ↪→ W 1,∞(0, T ).

We will rely on the weak-∗ topology in the proof of continuity of the mapping below.

The reason lies in the fact that the difference ūh = u
(1)
h − u

(2)
h of two solutions to the

semi-discrete problem solves

(4.2) (((1 + ku
(1)
h )ūht)t − c2∆hūh − εK ∗∆hūht, ϕh)L2 = (−(kūhu

(2)
ht )t, ϕh)L2

for all ϕh ∈ Vh; however, the right-hand side

−(kūhu
(2)
ht )t = −kūhtu

(2)
ht − kūhu

(2)
htt

is insufficiently regular in time to employ the higher-order energy arguments from the
previous section. We can only employ the lower-order energy E0 when tackling (4.2). We
note that the space X equipped with the weak-∗ topology is locally convex. Furthermore,
the ball Bh centered at u is convex and also compact in the weak-∗ topology in X by the
Banach–Alaoglu theorem.

Theorem 4.1 (Asymptotic-preserving a priori error estimates). Let T > 0, ε ∈ [0, ε̄],
and h ∈ (0, h̄]. Assume that the memory kernel satisfies assumptions (A1) and (A2). Let
the assumptions (u0, u1) and the source term f made in Propositions 3.1 and 3.2 hold.
Let d/2 < r ≤ p + 1 and let u be the solution of (Pε) in Ur that is uniformly bounded
with respect to ε in the ∥ · ∥Ur norm. Then there exists m̃ > 0, such that if

(4.3) |k|
{
h̄r−d/2∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω)) + ∥u∥W 3,1(L∞(Ω))

}
≤ m̃,

then there is a unique semi-discrete solution uh in the ball Bh, defined in (4.1), of the
nonlinear semi-discrete problem:

(Pε
h)


(((1 + kuh)uht)t, ϕh)L2 + (c2∇uh + ε∇K ∗ uht,∇ϕh)L2 = (f, ϕh)L2 ,

for all ϕh ∈ Vh a.e. in time,

(uh, uht)|t=0 = (u0h, u1h)|t=0 = (Rhu0,Rhu1),

where the constant C∗ in the definition of Bh does not depend on h or on ε.
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Proof. As announced, we conduct the proof by checking the conditions of the Schauder’s
fixed-point theorem [44, Corollary 9.6] combined with additionally proving uniqueness.

We first prove that F(Bh) ⊂ Bh. Take αh ∈ Bh. As we intend to employ the error
bound in Proposition 3.3 to conclude that F(αh) ∈ Bh, we first check that αh satisfies
the assumptions of this proposition.

To prove that 1+kαh does not degenerate, we rely on the properties of the interpolant
combined with the inverse inequality in (2.3a), similarly to (3.12). In this manner, we
obtain

(4.4)
∥αh(t)∥L∞(Ω)

≤Cinvh
−d/2(∥Ihu(t)− u(t)∥L2(Ω) + ∥u(t)− αh(t)∥L2(Ω)) + ∥Ihu(t)∥L∞(Ω)

for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Thus, if h̄ and u are sufficiently small so that

|k|
{
Cinv(C

Ih
app + C∗)h̄

r−d/2∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω)) + CIh
st ∥u∥L∞(L∞(Ω))

}
≤ 1

2
,

then
1

2
≤ 1 + kαh(x, t) ≤

3

2
for all (x, t) ∈ Ω× [0, T ].

Similarly, we have the following bound:

|k|(∥αht∥L1(L∞(Ω)) + ∥αhtt∥L1(L∞(Ω)))

≤ |k|
{
Cinv(C

Ih
app + C∗)h̄

r−d/2∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω)) + CIh
st ∥u∥W 2,1(L∞(Ω))

}
≲ (1 + C∗)m̃,

Thus condition (3.3) if fulfilled if m̃ is small enough. Therefore, we may apply Proposi-
tion 3.3, which together with using that αh ∈ Bh yields

∥u− uh∥W 2,∞(L2(Ω)) + h∥∇(u− uh)∥W 1,∞(L2(Ω))

≤Clin(T )
{
(1 + |k|∥αht∥L1(L∞(Ω)) + |k|∥αhtt∥L1(L∞(Ω)))h

r∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω))

+ |k|∥u− αh∥W 2,∞(L2(Ω))∥u∥W 3,1(L∞(Ω))

}
,

≤C(T )hr
(
1 + (1 + C∗)m̃+ |k|C∗∥u∥W 3,1(L∞(Ω))

)
∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω)).

We can further estimate

|k∥u∥W 3,1(L∞(Ω)) ≤ m̃

to arrive at
∥u− uh∥W 2,∞(L2(Ω)) + h∥∇(u− uh)∥W 1,∞(L2(Ω))

≤C(T ) (1 + (1 + 2C∗)m̃)hr∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω)).

For the self-mapping property to hold, we then choose m̃ small enough and C∗ large
enough so that

C(T ) (1 + (1 + 2C∗m̃)) ≤ C∗,

which guarantees that uh ∈ Bh.

Continuity of the mapping. To employ the generalized Schauder’s theorem, we need

to prove continuity of the mapping F in the weak-∗ topology. Let {α(n)
h }n≥1 ⊂ Bh be
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a sequence converging to αh ∈ Bh in X = W 2,∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ∩ W 1,∞(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) as

n → ∞. Then by the self-mapping property, we have

u
(n)
h :=

{
Fα

(n)
h

}
n≥1

⊂ Bh.

We aim to prove convergence of the sequence {u(n)h }n≥1 to uh := Fαh. As {u(n)h }n≥1 is
uniformly bounded in X, it has a subsequence (not relabeled) that converges to some
ũh ∈ Bh in the following sense:

u
(n)
h −⇀ ũh weakly-∗ in L∞(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)),

u
(n)
ht −⇀ ũht weakly-∗ in L∞(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)),

u
(n)
htt −⇀ ũhtt weakly-∗ in L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)),

as n → ∞. Additionally, we have

(1 + α
(n)
h )u

(n)
htt −⇀ (1 + αh)ũhtt weakly in L2(0, T ;L2(Ω)).

This follows by the strong convergence of {α(n)
h }n≥1 in L∞(0, T ;L6(Ω)) (due to the con-

tinuous embedding H1
0 (Ω) ↪→ Lℓ(Ω), ℓ ∈ [1, 6]) and the uniform bound on ∥u(n)htt∥L2(L3(Ω)):

(4.5)
∥u(n)htt∥L2(L3(Ω)) ≤CH1↪→L3∥∇(u

(n)
htt − Ihutt)∥L2(L2(Ω)) + ∥Ihutt∥L2(L3(Ω))

≲ C̃inv(C
Ih
app + C∗)h̄

r−1∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω)) + CIh
st ∥utt∥L2(L3(Ω)),

on account of also (2.3b). Furthermore, {K ∗ u(n)ht }n≥1 is also uniformly bounded:

∥K ∗ u(n)ht ∥L2(H1(Ω)) ≤ ∥K∥M(0,T )∥∇u
(n)
ht ∥L2(L2(Ω)).

Thus we have

K ∗ u(n)ht −⇀ K ∗ ũht weakly in L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)).

This is sufficient to pass to the limit in n in the equation solved by u
(n)
h and prove that

ũh solves

(((1 + kαh)ũht)t, ϕh)L2 + (c2∇ũh + εK ∗ ∇ũht,∇ϕh)L2 = (f, ϕh)L2

for all ϕh ∈ Vh a.e. in time. The attainment of approximate initial conditions follows by

the definition of Bh. Then by the uniqueness of solutions to (Pε,lin
h ) and a subsequence-

subsequence argument, we conclude that the whole sequence converges to ũh ∈ Bh and
that this limit must be equal to uh = F(αh).

Schauder’s theorem thus guarantees that there exists a fixed point of the mapping in
Bh, which provides us with a solution of the nonlinear semi-discrete problem.

Uniqueness of the semi-discrete solution. Let us assume that there are at least two

fixed points u
(1)
h and u

(2)
h in Bh. The difference ūh = u

(1)
h − u

(2)
h would solve (4.2) with

homogeneous initial data. Testing with ūht and proceeding similarly to the proof of the
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lower-order linear stability bound (3.7) with the right-hand side −(kūhu
(2)
ht )t leads to

∥ūht(t)∥2L2(Ω) + ∥∇ūh(t)∥2L2(Ω)

≲ |k|∥ūhtu
(2)
ht + ūhu

(2)
htt∥

2
L1(0,t;L2(Ω))

≲ |k|∥ūht∥2L2(0,t;L2(Ω))∥u
(2)
ht ∥

2
L2(L∞(Ω)) + ∥ūh∥2L2(0,t;L6(Ω))∥u

(2)
htt∥

2
L2(L3(Ω)).

Provided we have uniform bounds on ∥u(2)ht ∥L2(L∞(Ω)) and ∥u(2)htt∥L2(L3(Ω)), from here we
can employ Grönwall’s inequality to conclude that ūh = 0. The latter is given in (4.5).

The bound on ∥u(2)ht ∥L2(L∞(Ω)) can be obtained analogously to (4.4). Indeed, we have

∥u(2)ht ∥L2(L∞(Ω)) ≤ Cinv(C
Ih
app + C∗)h̄

r−d/2∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω)) + CIh
st ∥ut∥L2(L∞(Ω)).

Thus the semi-discrete solution is unique, which concludes the proof. □

We note that using Agmon’s interpolation inequality [2, Lemma 13.2, Ch. 13]:

∥v∥L∞(Ω) ≤ CA∥v∥1−d/4
L2(Ω)

∥v∥d/4
H2(Ω)

, v ∈ H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω),

the smallness assumption in (4.3) can be replaced by

(4.6) |k|
{
h̄r−d/2∥u∥1−d/4

W 3,1(Hr(Ω))
+ ∥u∥1−d/4

W 3,1(L2(Ω))

}
∥u∥d/4

W 3,1(Hr(Ω))
≤ m̃,

with 2 ≤ r ≤ p+ 1. This smallness condition is further mitigated in practice by the fact
that |k| is relatively small as it is inversely proportional to the sound of speed squared;
see, e.g., [26, Ch. 5].

We also state a corollary of the previous theory that will be useful in studying the
limiting behavior (and obtaining the rate of convergence) of the semi-discrete solution as
ε → 0.

Corollary 1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1, the solution of (Pε
h) satisfies

∥uht∥L∞(L∞(Ω)) + ∥∇uhtt∥L2(L2(Ω)) ≤ C∥u∥W 3,1(Hr(Ω)),

where C > 0 does not depend on h or ε. Furthermore,

1
2 ≤ 1 + kuh(x, t) ≤ 3

2 for all (x, t) ∈ Ω× [0, T ].

5. Limiting behavior of semi-discrete solutions in the zero dissipation limit

We have determined the conditions under which the finite-element semi-discretization
is stable and accurate independently of the perturbation parameter ε. We next discuss the
limiting behavior of the perturbed semi-discrete problem as ε → 0, under the assumptions
of Theorem 4.1.

Let {uεh}ε∈(0,ε̄] be a family of solutions of the perturbed semi-discrete problem (Pε
h)

and let u0h be the solution of the unperturbed semi-discrete problem given by

(P0
h)


(((1 + ku0h)u

0
ht)t, ϕh)L2 + (c2∇u0h,∇ϕh)L2 = (f, ϕh)L2 ,

for all ϕh ∈ Vh a.e. in time,

(u0h, u
0
ht)|t=0 = (Rhu0,Rhu1).
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The difference wε
h = uεh − u0h solves

(5.1) (((1 + kuεh)w
ε
ht)t − c2∆hw

ε
h + k(wε

hu
0
ht)t, ϕh)L2 = (εK ∗∆hu

ε
ht, ϕh)L2

for all ϕh ∈ Vh, with homogeneous initial data. We will test this problem with wε
ht to

obtain an ε-limiting result.

Theorem 5.1. Let the assumptions of Theorem 4.1 hold. Then for fixed h ∈ (0, h̄]
determined by Theorem 4.1, the family {uεh}ε∈(0,ε̄] of solutions to (Pε

h) converges to the

solution u0h of (P0
h) as ε → 0 in the following sense:

∥uεh − u0h∥L∞(L2(Ω)) + ∥uεht − u0ht∥L∞(L2(Ω)) + ∥∇(uεh − u0h)∥L∞(L2(Ω)) ≤ Cε,

where the constant C > 0 does not depend on h or ε.

Proof. As announced, we test (5.1) with wε
ht and proceed analogously to the proof of

uniqueness in Theorem 4.1. The new term here is the convolution term on the right-
hand side. To treat it, we first integrate by parts in time:

−
∫ t

0
ε(K ∗ ∇uεht,∇wε

ht)L2 ds

= − ε((K ∗ ∇uεht)(t),∇wε
h(t))L2 +

∫ t

0
ε(K ∗ ∇uεhtt + ηK(t)∇uh1,∇wε

h)L2 ds

for t ∈ [0, T ], where we have also used formula (3.2) and the fact that wε
ht(0) = 0. Recall

that thanks to Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 1, we have the uniform bound

(5.2) ∥∇uεht∥L∞(L2(Ω)) + ∥∇uεhtt∥L2(L2(Ω)) ≤ C.

By Hölder’s inequality and Young’s convolution inequality, we find that∣∣∣∣∫ t

0
ε(K ∗ ∇uεht,∇wε

h)L2 ds

∣∣∣∣
≤ ε∥K∥M(0,T )∥∇uεht∥L∞(L2(Ω))∥∇wε

h∥L∞(0,t;L2(Ω))

+ ε∥K∥M(0,T )∥∇uεhtt∥L2(L2(Ω))∥∇wε
h∥L2(0,t;L2(Ω))

+ εη∥K∥M(0,T )∥∇uh1∥L2(Ω)∥∇wε
h∥L∞(0,t;L2(Ω)).

An application of Young’s inequality and using (5.2) lead to∣∣∣∣∫ t

0
ε(K ∗ ∇uεht,∇wε

h)L2 ds

∣∣∣∣
≲ ε2∥K∥2M(0,T )(1 + ∥∇uh1∥2L2(Ω)) + γ∥∇wε

h∥2L∞(0,t;L2(Ω)) + ∥∇wε
h∥2L2(0,t;L2(Ω))

for any γ > 0. Choosing γ sufficiently small (independently of h and ε) and otherwise
proceeding as in the proof of uniqueness in Theorem 4.1 results in the bound

∥uεht − u0ht∥2L∞(L2(Ω)) + ∥∇(uεh − u0h)∥2L∞(L2(Ω)) ≤ Cε2.

Additionally relying on the fact that

∥uεh − u0h∥L∞(L2(Ω)) ≤ T∥uεht − u0ht∥L∞(L2(Ω))

completes the proof. □
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Theorem 5.1 mimics the ε-limiting result in the continuous setting obtained in [22,
Corollary 4.2]. It establishes the conditions under which semi-discrete solutions of (Pε

h)
preserve the limiting behavior of the exact solution as ε → 0. Additionally, it provides
the error made when replacing (P0

h) by (Pε
h). The latter information might prove to

be useful in cases where artificial dissipation is added to the undamped problem. This
manner of reducing non-physical dispersion effects is used in the simulation of nonlinear
ultrasound phenomena; see, for example, [40, Section 3]. The expected error in, for
example, L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) norm, is then

∥u0 − uεh∥L∞(L2(Ω)) ≤ ∥u0 − u0h∥L∞(L2(Ω)) + ∥u0h − uεh∥L∞(L2(Ω)) ≤ C1h
r + C2ε.

6. Numerical experiments

To conclude, we illustrate theoretical considerations numerically in one- and two-
dimensional settings.

Example 6.1.

We first take the spatial domain to be Ω = (0, 0.5) and choose the right-hand side f
in the inviscid problem (P0) such that the exact solution is given by

u0(x, t) = sin(4πx) cos(4πt).

The initial conditions are then set to

u0(x) = sin(4πx), u1(x) = 0.

We choose the medium parameters as follows:

(6.1) c = 1500, k = −3 · 10−9.

Discretization in space is performed with continuous piecewise linear finite elements and
implemented using MATLAB. For time stepping, we use a Newmark predictor-corrector
scheme in the mass effective form with the choice of the parameters (14 ,

1
2); see [26, Ch.

5] for details.
In case of the time-fractional evolution, we follow the approach of [25] and combine

the Newmark method with an L1-type scheme for the fractional derivative. The latter
relies on the following approximation of the derivative of order α of uεh at the time step
tn:

Dα
t u

ε
h(tn) =

1

Γ(1− α)

n−1∑
j=0

∫ tj+1

tj

(tn − s)−αuεht(s) ds

≈ 1

Γ(1− α)

n−1∑
j=0

uεht(tj+1) + uεht(tj)

2

∫ tj+1

tj

(tn − s)−α ds

=
1

2Γ(2− α)

n−1∑
j=0

(uεht(tj+1) + uεht(tj))
(
(tn − tj)

1−α − (tn − tj+1)
1−α

)
;

we refer to [25, Sec. 2.1] and [18] for details. We mention that an alternative approach to
time stepping based on the trapezoidal rule and A-stable convolution quadrature within
the framework of [30, 31] has been developed and analyzed in [5]. The nonlinearity is
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resolved through a fixed-point iteration with the tolerance set to 10−8. The final time is
set to T = 0.25.

We first conduct a sequence of simulations of (Pε
h) for

ε ∈ {0.5, 1, 2, 4, 8} × 10−6.

The spatial discretization parameter h and time step ∆t are fixed beforehand, indepen-
dently of ε. We consider two cases: K being the Dirac delta δ0 and the Abel kernel (1.2)
with α = 0.6 and compute the difference

eε = |∥u0 − uεh∥L∞(L2(Ω)) − ∥u0 − u0h∥L∞(L2(Ω))|.

Other values of α ∈ (0, 1) resulted in the same empirical behavior, so we do not report
the results of those experiments here. By the previous theory, we know that

errorε ≤ ∥u0h − uεh∥L∞(L2(Ω)) ≤ Cε.

Experimentally obtained order of convergence is given in Table 1, showing agreement
with the predicted order 1.

ε errorε with K = δ0 errorε with α = 0.6

8× 10−6 – –

4× 10−6 1.0006 0.9993

2× 10−6 0.9986 1.0002

1× 10−6 1.0002 1.0016

0.5× 10−6 1.0079 0.9968

Table 1. Experimental order of convergence with respect to ε for fixed
h in Example 6.1

We further perform a sequence of simulations of (Pε
h) for h = 1

2i
, i ∈ {6, . . . , 10} with

ε = h2 and ∆t << h fixed. The experimental order of convergence for

errorh = ∥u0 − uεh∥L∞(L2(Ω)), ε = h2

is reported in Table 2. As the orders for K = δ0 and the Abel kernel (1.2) with α = 0.6
were the same, we only state the values for the latter.

h errorh with α = 0.6

1/64 –

1/128 1.9997

1/256 1.9604

1/512 1.9038

1/1024 1.9841
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Table 2. Experimental order of convergence with respect to h with ε =
h2 in Example 6.1

We see that the experimentally obtained order in Table 2 agrees with the theory in case
ε = h2 and r = 2:

errorh ≤ ∥u0 − u0h∥L∞(L2(Ω)) + ∥u0h − uεh∥L∞(L2(Ω)) ≤ Ch2.

Example 6.2.

We additionally numerically investigate asymptotic behavior of the discrete Westervelt
equation in an application-oriented setting that is outside of our theory (due to the type
of boundary excitation used) and in which the exact solution is not known. We take
the spatial domain to be Ω = (0, 0.3)2 and excite the wave using Neumann boundary
conditions:

∂u

∂n
= g(t) =

{
A sin(wt), for x = 0, 0.21 ≤ y ≤ 0.3,

0, elsewhere on ∂Ω,

with the amplitude and angular frequency set to A =2 ·103 and w = 6π ·104, respectively.
The initial conditions and source term are set to zero. The medium parameters are cho-
sen as before in (6.1) . We take here K to be the Dirac delta distribution δ0, resulting in
the −ε∆hu

ε
ht term in the simulated problem.

Time stepping is carried out with the Newmark scheme with the parameters set to
(0.45, 0.75). This choice is common with high-frequency acoustic simulation; see, e.g., [35,
Section 7]. The final time is T = 1.4·10−4. Experiments are performed in FEniCSx [3, 4],
using continuous piecewise linear finite elements on triangles. Figure 2 provides two snap-
shots of the ultrasonic wave as it propagates. We can observe steepening of the wave
front, counteracted by the spreading of the wave into the domain.

(a) t = t1 (b) t = t2

Figure 2. Snapshots of the sound wave in Example 6.2 with ε = 10−6

Since in this setting we do not have the exact solution at our disposal, we compute
and plot a quantity of interest given by the L∞(0, T ;L2(Ω)) norm of the pressure field:

QoI = ∥uεh∥L∞(L2(Ω)).
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

10
-6

1.691237

1.6912374

1.6912378

1.6912382

1.6912386

1.691239

QoI

Figure 3. Plot of QoI= ∥uεh∥L∞(L2(Ω)) in Example 6.2 for different values
of ε and fixed h

We fix the spatial and temporal discretization and vary the damping parameter:

ε ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8} × 10−6.

Figure 3 shows linear dependence of the quantity of interest on this parameter, indicating
that the ε asymptotics extends to this setting as well.

Conclusion and outlook

In this work, we have determined sufficient conditions under which finite element dis-
cretizations of Westervelt-type equations with strong or time-nonlocal damping preserve
the vanishing dissipation asymptotics. To this end, we have devised a testing strategy
that led to an ε-uniform energy bound for the semi-discrete solution, at first for a lin-
earized problem and then, via a fixed-point argument, for the nonlinear one. Under
suitable smoothness and smallness conditions (see (4.6)), the resulting a priori estimates
remain valid as ε → 0, thus allowing to use the same discretization for the perturbed and
unperturbed problems. We have furthermore established the rate of convergence with
respect to the perturbation parameter ε, which is particularly informative in the context
of introducing artificial diffusion to the inviscid problem.

Future work will be concerned with the analysis of fully discrete schemes in the
asymptotic-preserving regime as well as considering enhanced models of nonlinear acous-
tics. In particular, the analysis of the Newmark algorithm used in the experiments would
be challenging but worthwhile, where the results for the linear wave equation in [25] could
serve as a starting point. It is also of interest to investigate asymptotic behavior of the
(semi-)discrete acoustic models with quadratic gradient nonlinearities present in the non-
local Kuznetsov and Blackstock equations [21].
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A. Solvability of the linear semi-discrete problem

We present here the proof of existence of a unique solution of (Pε
h) under the assump-

tions of Proposition 3.1. We only discuss the more involved case of the nonlocal equation
with K ∈ L1(0, T ), as otherwise standard ODE theory can be used; see, e.g., [23, Section

3]. Given a basis {ϕi}n=n(h)
i=1 of Vh, we have

uh(x, t) =

n=n(h)∑
i=1

ξi(t)ϕi(x).

Denoting ξ = [ξ1 . . . ξn]
T , the semi-discrete problem can be rewritten in matrix form as

follows:
M1+kαh

(t)ξtt + c2Kξ + εKK ∗ ξt +Mαht
(t)ξt = b(t),

where the entries of the weighted mass matrices M1+kαh
(t) = [M1+kαh,ij ], Mαht

(t) =
[Mαht,ij ], and the stiffness matrix K = [Kij ] are given by

M1+kαh,ij(t) = ((1 + kαh(t))ϕi, ϕj)L2 , Mαht,ij(t) = (kαht(t)ϕi, ϕj)L2 ,

Kij = (∇ϕi,∇ϕj)L2 .

The entries of the right-hand side vector b = [bj ] are

bj(t) = (f(t), ϕj)L2 .

Note that since f ∈ W 1,1(0, T ;L2(Ω)) ↪→ C([0, T ];L2(Ω)), we have b ∈ C[0, T ]. If we
introduce the vectors of coordinates of the approximate initial data (u0h, u1h) in the
basis:

ξ0 = [ξ0,1 ξ0,2 . . . ξ0,n]
T , ξ1 = [ξ1,1 ξ1,2 . . . ξ1,n]

T ,

then by setting µ = ξtt, we have

ξt(t) = 1 ∗ µ+ ξ1, ξ(t) = ξ0 + tξ1 + 1 ∗ 1 ∗ µ.
Therefore, the semi-discrete problem can be rewritten as

M1+kαh
(t)µ+ c2K(ξ0 + tξ1 + 1 ∗ 1 ∗ µ) + εKK ∗ (1 ∗ µ+ ξ1)

+Mαht
(t)(1 ∗ µ+ ξ1) = b(t).

Since M1+kαh
is positive definite due to the assumptions on αh, the semi-discrete problem

can be seen as a system of Volterra integral equations

µ+K ∗ µ(s) ds = f(t)

with the kernel

K = {M1+kαh
(t)}−1 {c2K1 ∗ 1 + εKK ∗ 1 +Mαht

(t)1
}

and the right-hand side

f(t) = {M1+kαh
(t)}−1 {b(t)− c2K(ξ0 + tξ1)− εKK ∗ ξ1 −Mαht

(t)ξ1
}
.

Since αh ∈ W 2,1(0, T ;Vh) ↪→ C1([0, T ];Vh) and b ∈ C[0, T ], we have

K ∈ C[0, T ], f ∈ C[0, T ].

The existence theory for systems of Volterra integral equations of the second kind (see [15,
Ch. 2, Theorem 4.2]) yields a unique µ ∈ L∞(0, T ). Using ξtt = µ supplemented
by the initial data, we conclude that there exists a unique ξ ∈ W 2,∞(0, T ) and thus
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uh ∈ W 2,∞(0, T ;Vh). Owing to the higher regularity of the coefficient αh and source
term f in time, an additional bootstrap argument shows that ξtt ∈ W 1,1(0, T ) and thus
uh ∈ W 3,1(0, T ;Vh).
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