
MIXED FINITE ELEMENT METHODS FOR ELLIPTIC OBSTACLE PROBLEMS

THOMAS FÜHRER AND FRANCISCO FUICA

Abstract. Mixed variational formulations for the first-order system of the elastic membrane obstacle prob-
lem and the second-order system of the Kirchhoff–Love plate obstacle problem are proposed. The force
exerted by the rigid obstacle is included as a new unknown. A priori and a posteriori error estimates are
derived for both obstacle problems. The a posteriori error estimates are based on conforming postprocessed
solutions. Numerical experiments conclude this work.

1. Introduction

Variational inequalities have been a topic of interest for several decades due to their use in modelling
important physical problems [38, 34]. A particular instance is the obstacle problem, in which one tries to
determine the equilibrium position of an elastic membrane constrained to lie over an obstacle. Another
significant example is the bending of a plate over an obstacle.

Numerical methods for approximating solutions of second-order displacement obstacle problems have
been widely studied over the last decades. For a variety of finite element-based solution techniques used to
discretize these problems, we refer the interested reader to the following non-comprehensive list of references:
[15, 9, 22, 42, 32, 43, 40]. Additionally, stabilized and least-squares methods have been proposed in [28, 11, 18].
Regarding mixed variational formulations for the membrane obstacle problem and more general variational
inequalities, we mention the work [10], where the authors studied a mixed finite element approximation for
variational inequalities and proved optimal error bounds. The mixed formulation proposed for the obstacle
problem relied on using as auxiliary unknowns the gradient ∇u and the difference u − g, where u and g
represent the deflection and the obstacle, respectively. Dualization techniques based on Lagrange multipliers
for variational inequalities were studied in [30, 31]. A suitable extension of the results obtained in these
works was provided in [40], where the authors proved the well-posedness of general variational inequalities
by adapting the common Babuška–Brezzi conditions. More recently, in [27], the authors studied a variational
formulation using a Lagrange multiplier. Their formulation introduces an additional unknown which is the
reaction force between the membrane and the obstacle, that can give useful information in the context of
contact mechanics. The authors designed mixed and stabilized finite element methods based on the deflection,
i.e., the primal variable, to discretize the considered problem, and derived a priori and a posteriori error
estimates.

Regarding mixed finite element approximation strategies for fourth-order obstacle-type problems, we
mention [21], where the authors extended the mixed finite element methods developed in [22] for unilateral
second-order problem of elliptic type. Later, in [23], based on using the non-conforming Morley finite element,
the authors derived convergence results without rates. A suboptimal convergence rate in the energy norm
was proved in [39] by using the penalty method and piecewise quadratic elements. The main source of
difficulty to derive a priori error estimates for finite element methods for the fourth-order obstacle problem
as, e.g., a displacement obstacle problem for clamped Kirchhoff plates, is the lack of H4(Ω)-regularity for its
solution u. More precisely, under suitable assumptions on data, it can be proved that u ∈ H2+α(Ω), for some
α ∈ (0.5, 1] determined by the interior angles of the domain Ω. Based on the previous regularity, in [7, 5, 6],
Brenner et al. analyzed and derived a priori error estimates utilizing conforming and non-conforming (C1-
continuous and C0-continuous) finite element methods, and C0 interior penalty methods. We also mention
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the very recent article [35], where the authors proposed and analyzed a new mixed finite element method
for approximating the solutions of fourth-order variational problems subject to a constraint as, e.g., a two-
dimensional variational problem for linearly elastic shallow shells. Their method mainly relies on using a
penalized mixed formulation and discretizing it by means of Courant triangles. On the other hand, regarding
a posteriori error estimates for a displacement obstacle problem for clamped Kirchhoff plates, we mention the
recent works [2, 29]. In [2], the authors proposed a residual-based a posteriori error estimator for C0 interior
penalty methods and proved reliability and efficiency estimates, whereas in [29] the authors introduced a
stabilized finite element formulation and derived a priori and a posteriori error estimates using conforming
C1-continuous finite elements. We conclude this paragraph by mentioning the articles [24, 13, 26], where
a posteriori error estimates for finite element methods for other fourth-order variational inequalities were
investigated.

In this work, we propose a novel mixed variational formulation for two instances of elliptic obstacle
problems: the elastic membrane obstacle problem and the Kirchhoff–Love plate obstacle problem. More
precisely, given two Hilbert spaces V and M , a closed and convex set K ⊂ V such that 0V ∈ K, bilinear
forms a : V × V → R and b : V ×M → R, and linear forms G : V ′ → R and F : M ′ → R, we study problems
within the following framework: Find (Σ, u) ∈ K ×M such that

a(Σ,Ψ−Σ) + b(Ψ−Σ, u) ≥ G(Ψ−Σ) ∀Ψ ∈ K,
b(Σ, v) = F(v) ∀v ∈ M.

With this formulation at hand, in what follows, we comment the main differences between our method and
the ones previously proposed in the literature. First, we note that this variational formulation, in contrast to
the aforementioned references [10, 22], where mixed formulations for variational inequalities were considered,
does not incorporate the inequality nor the convex set K in the second line of the previous system, but rather
in the first. Second, we only assume that a is coercive on a strict subspace of V related to the kernel of
the bilinear form b (see assumption (2.5)), as opposed to the mixed variational formulations proposed in
[30, 32, 31], where the coercivity of a on the whole space V is assumed. We also stress that to derive
the formulation from [10] one requires sufficient regularity, which for the membrane obstacle problem is
guaranteed for convex domains and sufficient smooth data. An extension of [10] to plate obstacle problems
seems almost impossible due to the reduced regularity of fourth-order problems as discussed above. Our
formulation does not require additional regularity of solutions. Third, we derive mixed formulations for
the membrane and plate obstacle problems, based on the introduction of the additional unknown λ, which
represents the reaction force between the membrane (resp. plate) and the obstacle. We mention that a
similar approach was previously proposed in [27], where the authors introduced a mixed formulation for
the membrane obstacle problem including the reaction force λ as a further unknown; the authors only
approximate the deflection and the reaction force. Instead, the method proposed in our work approximates
simultaneously the deflection u, its gradient ∇u, and the reaction force λ and it extends to other obstacle
problems such as the Kirchhoff–Love plate obstacle problem.

We prove well-posedness of the formulation above by assuming that the bilinear forms a and b satisfy
the standard inf-sup assumptions (2.4)–(2.6) related to the classical Babuška–Brezzi theory, in a similar
fashion as is performed in [40]. After proving the well-posedness of the above problem, we present an
appropriate discrete formulation and show its well-posedness. Then, after defining suitable Hilbert spaces,
we derive mixed formulations for the membrane and plate obstacle problems, based on the introduction
of the additional unknown λ. In particular, for the elliptic membrane obstacle problem, we prove that
the solution associated to the mixed formulation coincides with the classical solution. To approximate
such a solution, we propose a discrete mixed formulation relying on the lowest-order Raviart–Thomas finite
element. The corresponding discrete solution presents, with respect to the previous approximations schemes
in the literature, some advantages such as: it provides a direct approximation of the reaction force λ, a
discrete counterpart of the complementary condition

´
Ω
(u − g)dλ = 0, and a discrete version of u ≥ g in

Ω; see Proposition 3.3. Moreover, we prove a priori error estimates for the approximation error and, under
appropriate assumptions on data, we derive estimates in a weaker norm. For the plate obstacle problem, we
show that the solution obtained for the proposed mixed formulation coincides with the classical solution. To
approximate the solution of this problem, we propose a discrete scheme based on the discrete space X(T ),
recently introduced in [20]. This discretization technique presents similar advantages to the ones mentioned
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for the membrane obstacle problem. In particular, it provides a direct approximation of the reaction force
λ and a discrete counterpart of

´
Ω
(u − g)dλ = 0; see Proposition 4.3. Due to the limited regularity of

the solution of the plate obstacle problem, convergence rates for the approximation error are reduced (not
explicitly shown here). Motivated by the latter observation, we develop and analyze reliable a posteriori
error estimators for both, the membrane and plate obstacle problems. The estimators are defined using
conforming postprocessed solutions.

The presentation of the work is as follows. In section 2, we establish notation, recall some preliminaries,
and present results concerning a particular class of variational inequalities. In section 3, we recall the elliptic
membrane obstacle problem and propose a novel mixed formulation. A discrete formulation is studied and
error estimates are derived as well. Similarly, in section 4, we analyze a suitable mixed formulation for the
plate obstacle problem and study its corresponding discrete scheme. A posteriori error estimates for both
obstacle problems are proved in section 5. Finally, in section 6, we present a series of numerical experiments
that illustrate the theory showing competitive performances of the devised a posteriori error estimators.

2. Preliminaries

In section 2.1 we set some notation and in section 2.2 we introduce the finite element spaces used in this
work together with a discussion of some basic properties. Section 2.3 deals with a framework for mixed
obstacle problems.

2.1. Notation and function spaces. Let Ω ⊂ Rn (n = 2, 3) be a Lipschitz domain with boundary ∂Ω.
Throughout this work, we use common notations for Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces. Define

L2
sym(Ω) := {N ∈ [L2(Ω)]n×n : N = N⊤}, H(divDiv; Ω) := {N ∈ L2

sym(Ω) : divDivN ∈ L2(Ω)}.

The inner product and norm of L2(Ω), [L2(Ω)]n, or L2
sym(Ω) are denoted by (· , ·)Ω and ∥ · ∥Ω, respectively.

The space Hk
0 (Ω) with k ∈ N denotes the closure of C∞

0 (Ω) under ∥v∥k := ∥Dkv∥Ω. In the work at hand,
we focus on the two cases k = 1 and k = 2, where we use the notation ∇v for Dv and ∇∇v for D2v. The
dual space of Hk

0 (Ω) is denoted by H−k(Ω) and the duality on H−k(Ω)×Hk
0 (Ω) is written as

⟨ϕ , v⟩ for ϕ ∈ H−k(Ω), v ∈ Hk
0 (Ω).

Note that ⟨ϕ , v⟩ = (ϕ , v)Ω for all v ∈ Hk
0 (Ω) and ϕ ∈ L2(Ω). The dual space H−k(Ω) is equipped with norm

∥ϕ∥−k := sup
0 ̸=v∈Hk

0 (Ω)

⟨ϕ , v⟩
∥v∥k

, ϕ ∈ H−k(Ω).

Friedrich’s inequality reads

∥v∥Ω ≤ Ck
F ∥v∥k ∀v ∈ Hk

0 (Ω), where 0 < CF ≤ diam(Ω).

For v ∈ Hk
0 (Ω) (or similar spaces) we write v ≥ 0 if v ≥ 0 a.e. in Ω. Given µ ∈ H−k(Ω), we write µ ≥ 0

if ⟨µ , v⟩ ≥ 0 for all v ∈ Hk
0 (Ω) such that v ≥ 0. Since every functional µ ∈ H−k(Ω) is a distribution, each µ

satisfying µ ≥ 0 defines a nonnegative Radon measure in Ω. In this case,ˆ
Ω

v dµ = ⟨µ , v⟩ ∀v ∈ Hk
0 (Ω).

We recall that div : [L2(Ω)]n → H−1(Ω) is a bounded and surjective operator with

∥div τ∥−1 = sup
0̸=v∈H1

0 (Ω)

⟨div τ , v⟩
∥v∥1

= sup
0̸=v∈H1

0 (Ω)

(τ ,∇v)Ω
∥v∥1

≤ ∥τ∥Ω.

A similar statement is true for divDiv : L2
sym(Ω) → H−2(Ω), i.e.,

∥ divDivN∥−2 ≤ ∥N∥Ω.

For the analysis of our mixed formulations (3.3) and (4.3) below, we define the spaces

V1 := {(τ , µ) ∈ [L2(Ω)]n ×H−1(Ω) : div τ + µ ∈ L2(Ω)},(2.1a)

V2 := {(N , µ) ∈ L2
sym(Ω)×H−2(Ω) : divDivN − µ ∈ L2(Ω)},(2.1b)
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and the non-empty, closed, and convex sets

K1 := {(τ , µ) ∈ V1 : µ ≥ 0 in Ω}, K2 := {(N , µ) ∈ V2 : µ ≥ 0 in Ω}.(2.2)

Spaces Vk are endowed with the inner products

((σ, λ) , (τ , µ))V1 := (σ , τ )Ω + (divσ + λ , div τ + µ)Ω ∀(σ, λ), (τ , µ) ∈ V1,
((M , λ) , (N , µ))V2

:= (M ,N)Ω + (divDivM − λ , divDivN − µ)Ω ∀(M , λ), (N , µ) ∈ V2,

and norms ∥ · ∥Vk
=

√
(· , ·)Vk

for k = 1, 2.
The next result states that V1 and V2 are a Hilbert spaces, which follows from some well-known results.

We include a proof for sake of completeness.

Proposition 2.1 (auxiliary result). Space (Vk, (· , ·)Vk
) (k = 1, 2) is a Hilbert space.

Proof. The proof is a consequence of the following general observation: Let X,Y , and Z be Banach spaces
such that Z ↪→ Y continuously embedded and let A : X → Y be a bounded linear operator. Then, the space

W := {x ∈ X | Ax ∈ Z}

equipped with the norm ∥·∥W := ∥·∥X+∥A(·)∥Z is a Banach space. To prove this claim, we let (wj)j∈N ⊂ W
(j ∈ N) denote a Cauchy sequence with respect to ∥ · ∥W . Then, (wj)j∈N is a Cauchy sequence in X and
(Awj)j∈N is a Cauchy sequence in Z. Since X and Z are Banach spaces there exist w ∈ X and z ∈ Z with
wj → w in X and Awj → z in Z, respectively. Next, we show that Aw = z ∈ Z which implies x ∈ W :

∥Aw − z∥Y ≲ ∥Aw −Awj∥Y + ∥Awj − z∥Z ≤ ∥A∥ ∥w − wj∥X + ∥Awj − z∥Z → 0 as j → ∞.

Therefore, W is closed under norm ∥ · ∥W .
For the case k = 1, we apply the aforegoing result for X = [L2(Ω)]n ×H−1(Ω), Y = H−1(Ω), Z = L2(Ω),

and A(τ , µ) = div τ + µ. This, together with the norm equivalence

∥(τ , µ)∥V ≂ ∥(τ , µ)∥X + ∥ div τ + µ∥Ω,

which follows from the triangle inequality and the boundedness of div : [L2(Ω)]n → H−1(Ω), finishes the
proof for this case. For the case k = 2 one argues similarly. For brevity, we skip those details. □

The following result proves that smooth functions are dense in Vk (k = 1, 2), which makes these spaces
suitable for approximations with finite element spaces.

Lemma 2.2 (density result). [C∞(Ω)]n+1 is dense in V1 and [C∞(Ω)]n×n ∩ L2
sym(Ω)× C∞(Ω) is dense in

V2.

Proof. We show details only for the case k = 1. For k = 2 one argues following the same lines of the proof
with obvious modifications. Let V := V1. We prove the following equivalent statement: For any v′ ∈ V ′

with v′(v) = 0 for all v ∈ [C∞(Ω)]n+1 it follows that v′ ≡ 0.
Let v′ ∈ V ′ be given and suppose that v′|[C∞(Ω)]n+1 = 0. Since V is a Hilbert space, there exists a unique

(τ̄ , µ̄) ∈ V representing v′ and we have that

((τ̄ , µ̄) , (τ , µ))V = v′(τ , µ) = 0 ∀(τ , µ) ∈ [C∞(Ω)]n+1.

It suffices to show that the latter implies (τ̄ , µ̄) = (0, 0). Let τ ∈ [C∞(Ω)]n be arbitrary and note that
div τ ∈ C∞(Ω). We choose µ = −div τ ∈ C∞(Ω). This yields that

(τ̄ , τ )Ω = ((τ̄ , µ̄) , (τ ,−div τ ))V = 0 ∀τ ∈ [C∞(Ω)]n.

By density of [C∞(Ω)]n in [L2(Ω)]n we infer that τ̄ = 0. Consequently, µ̄ ∈ L2(Ω) and

(µ̄ , µ)Ω = ((τ̄ , µ̄) , (0, µ))V = 0 ∀µ ∈ C∞(Ω).

Again, by density of C∞(Ω) in L2(Ω) we conclude µ̄ = 0. □
4



2.2. Finite element spaces and interpolation operators. In this section, Ω denotes an open and
bounded polygonal/polyhedral domain. Let T denote a conforming and quasi-uniform mesh of Ω such
that Ω = ∪T∈T T . Let hT ∈ L∞(Ω) denote the mesh-size function, hT |T := hT := diam(T ) for T ∈ T . We
set h := max{hT : T ∈ T }. We also assume that each element T ∈ T is an open triangle/tetrahedron. The
set of edges/faces of the mesh is denoted by E and the set of vertices by V; the set of interior vertices is
denoted by V0. In addition, for each T ∈ T , we use ET and VT to denote the edges/faces and vertices of T ,
respectively.

Given T ∈ T and m ∈ N0, we set Pm(T ) := {z : T → R; z is a polynomial of degree ≤ m} and

Pm(T ) := {z ∈ L2(Ω) : z|T ∈ Pm(T ) ∀T ∈ T }.
The space of local Raviart–Thomas finite elements of order m on T is defined by RTm(T ) := [Pm(T )]n +
xPm(T ), the global version of this space is defined by [36]

RTm(T ) := {τ ∈ H(div; Ω) : τ |T ∈ RTm(T ) ∀T ∈ T }.
For two-dimensional domains, given T ∈ T , we introduce the local space X(T ) := sym(RT0(T )⊗RT1(T ))

[20, section 3.1]. We define the global discrete space

X(T ) := {N ∈ L2
sym(Ω) : N |T ∈ X(T ) ∀T ∈ T } ∩H(divDiv; Ω).

The construction of H(divDiv; Ω) conforming finite elements is ongoing research, and we refer to [14] for
other variants and further references.

For each polynomial degree m ∈ N0, let Πm
h : L2(Ω) → Pm(T ) denote the L2(Ω)-orthogonal projection

of order m. A useful property of this operator is the following:

∥(1−Πm
h )ϕ∥−(m+1) = sup

0̸=v∈Hm+1
0 (Ω)

((1−Πm
h )ϕ , (1−Πm

h )v)Ω
∥v∥m+1

≲ ∥hm+1
T (1−Πm

h )ϕ∥Ω ∀ϕ ∈ L2(Ω).

Let r > 1/2. There exist canonical interpolation operators Πdiv
h : [Hr(Ω)]n ∩ H(div; Ω) → RT0(T ) and

ΠdivDiv
h : [H1+r(Ω)]2×2 ∩H(divDiv; Ω) → X(T ), which satisfy the properties

div ◦Πdiv
h = Π0

h ◦ div,
and

divDiv ◦ΠdivDiv
h = Π1

h ◦ divDiv,

respectively, see [20].

2.3. Variational inequalities and mixed FEM. For the sake of future reference, we summarize here
some results concerning the analysis of a particular class of variational inequalities.

2.3.1. Continuous problem. Let V and M denote two Hilbert spaces and let K ⊂ V denote a closed and
convex set such that 0V ∈ K. We introduce the continuous bilinear forms a : V ×V → R and b : V ×M → R
and the linear forms G : V ′ → R and F : M ′ → R. In this work, we will consider formulations with the
following structure: Find (Σ, u) ∈ K ×M such that

(2.3)
{

a(Σ,Ψ−Σ) + b(Ψ−Σ, u) ≥ G(Ψ−Σ)
b(Σ, v) = F(v)

for all (Ψ, v) ∈ K × M . For the proof of well-posedness of problem (2.3), we require some additional
assumptions. Suppose that a is nonnegative on V , i.e.,

(2.4) a(Ψ,Ψ) ≥ 0 ∀Ψ ∈ V,

and that there exists α > 0 such that

(2.5) a(Ψ,Ψ) ≥ α∥Ψ∥2V ∀Ψ ∈ N := {Ψ ∈ V : b(Ψ, v) = 0 ∀ v ∈ M}.
Finally, we assume an inf-sup condition for b: There exists a closed subspace W ⊂ K and a constant β > 0
such that

(2.6) sup
Ψ∈W

b(Ψ, v)

∥Ψ∥V
≥ β∥v∥M ∀ v ∈ M.

Before presenting the main result of this section, we prove the following lemma.
5



Lemma 2.3 (stability estimate). If assumptions (2.5) and (2.6) hold, then any solution (Σ, u) ∈ K ×M to
problem (2.3) satisfies the bound ∥Σ∥V + ∥u∥M ≲ ∥F∥M ′ + ∥G∥V ′ .

Proof. We proceed in two steps by following [40, Lemma 2.2].
Step 1. (estimation of ∥Σ∥V ) Use the inf-sup condition (2.6) to conclude the existence of Σ̃ ∈ W satisfying

b(Σ̃, v) = F(v) for all v ∈ M and ∥Σ̃∥V ≲ ∥F∥M ′ . The previous properties of Σ̃ imply, in view of (2.3), that
b(Σ̃−Σ, v) = 0 for all v ∈ M and thus Σ̃−Σ ∈ N . Now, we use the triangle inequality to obtain

(2.7) ∥Σ∥V ≤ ∥Σ̃−Σ∥V + ∥Σ̃∥V ≲ ∥Σ̃−Σ∥V + ∥F∥M ′ .

To estimate ∥Σ̃−Σ∥V , we set (Ψ, v) = (Σ̃, 0) in (2.3) and use the fact that b(Σ̃−Σ, u) = 0 to arrive at

a(Σ̃, Σ̃−Σ)−G(Σ̃−Σ) ≥ a(Σ̃−Σ, Σ̃−Σ).

Since Σ̃−Σ ∈ N , we invoke assumption (2.5) in combination with the estimate ∥Σ̃∥V ≲ ∥F∥M ′ to conclude
that ∥Σ̃−Σ∥V ≲ ∥F∥M ′ + ∥G∥V ′ . Using this estimate in (2.7) yields that ∥Σ∥V ≲ ∥F∥M ′ + ∥G∥V ′ .

Step 2. (estimation of ∥u∥M ) Since K is closed and convex, we have that Σ± Ψ̃ ∈ K for all Ψ̃ ∈ W ; see
[40, Lemma 2.1]. Hence, replacing Ψ = Σ± Ψ̃ in (2.3) results in

a(Σ, Ψ̃) + b(Ψ̃, u) = G(Ψ̃) ∀ Ψ̃ ∈ W.

We thus use the inf-sup condition (2.6) in combination with the bound for ∥Σ∥V to conclude that ∥u∥M ≲
∥Σ∥V + ∥G∥M ′ ≲ ∥F∥M ′ + ∥G∥M ′ . □

The next result follows from [40, Theorem 2.3] and establishes the well-posedness of problem (2.3). For
the sake of completeness, we provide a proof.

Theorem 2.4 (well-posedness). If assumptions (2.4), (2.5), and (2.6) hold, then there exists a unique
solution (Σ, u) ∈ K ×M for problem (2.3).

Proof. We begin by reformulating problem (2.3). To accomplish task, we define the Hilbert space H = V ×M
equipped with the norm

∥T∥H :=
(
∥Ψ∥2V + ∥v∥2M

) 1
2 ∀T = (Ψ, v) ∈ H.

Additionally, we introduce the continuous bilinear form A : H × H → R and the continuous linear form
L : H → R defined, respectively, by

A(S, T ) := a(Σ,Ψ) + b(Ψ, u)− b(Σ, v) ∀S = (Σ, u), T = (Ψ, v) ∈ H,
L(T ) := G(Ψ)− F(v) ∀T = (Ψ, v) ∈ H.

With these ingredients at hand, we reformulate problem (2.3) as: Find S = (Σ, u) ∈ K ×M such that

(2.8) A(S, T − S) ≥ L(T − S) ∀T ∈ K ×M.

We now proceed on two steps.
Step 1. (existence of solution) To prove that (2.8) admits a solution, we proceed by using a perturbation

technique. Given δ > 0 small, we introduce the bilinear form Aδ : H×H → R defined by

Aδ(S, T ) := A(S, T ) + δ(Σ,Ψ)V + δ(u, v)M ∀S = (Σ, u), T = (Ψ, v) ∈ H.

Assumption (2.4) immediately implies the coercivity of Aδ on H. Consequently, we apply Stampacchia’s
theorem to problem

(2.9) Sδ = (Σδ, uδ) ∈ K ×M : Aδ(Sδ, T − Sδ) ≥ L(T − Sδ) ∀T ∈ K ×M,

to conclude the existence of a unique parameter dependent solution Sδ = (Σδ, uδ).
We show now that the sequence {(Σδ, uδ)}δ>0 is uniformly bounded in H, by using the arguments elab-

orated in the proof of Lemma 2.3. The inf-sup condition (2.6) yields the existence of Σ̃δ ∈ W such that
b(Σ̃δ, v) = F(v) + δ(uδ, v) for all v ∈ M and ∥Σ̃δ∥V ≲ ∥F∥M ′ + δ∥uδ∥M . Hence, b(Σ̃δ − Σδ, v) = 0 for all
v ∈ M , which implies that Σ̃δ − Σδ ∈ N . To control ∥Σ̃δ − Σδ∥V , we set T = (Σ̃δ, uδ) in (2.9), use that
b(Σ̃δ −Σδ, u) = 0, and invoke assumption (2.5). These arguments yield

a(Σ̃δ, Σ̃δ−Σδ)+δ(Σ̃δ, Σ̃δ−Σδ)V −G(Σ̃δ−Σδ) ≥ a(Σ̃δ−Σδ, Σ̃δ−Σδ)+δ∥Σ̃δ−Σδ∥2V ≥ (α+δ)∥Σ̃δ−Σδ∥2V .
6



From this estimate, we obtain that ∥Σ̃δ − Σδ∥V ≲ (1 + δ)∥Σ̃δ∥V + ∥G∥V ′ ≲ ∥F∥M ′ + ∥G∥V ′ + δ∥uδ∥M .
Therefore, we conclude that

∥Σδ∥V ≤ ∥Σ̃δ∥V + ∥Σ̃δ −Σδ∥V ≲ ∥F∥M ′ + ∥G∥V ′ + δ∥uδ∥M .

To derive the bound for ∥uδ∥M we evaluate, in (2.9), T = (Σδ ± Ψ̃, uδ) with Ψ̃ ∈ W . This results in

a(Σδ, Ψ̃) + b(Ψ̃, uδ) + δ(Σδ, Ψ̃)V = G(Ψ̃) ∀ Ψ̃ ∈ W.

This equation, in combination with the inf-sup condition (2.6) and the bound obtained for ∥Σδ∥V , yields
that ∥uδ∥M ≲ ∥F∥M ′ + ∥G∥V ′ + δ∥uδ∥M . We have thus proved that

∥Σδ∥V + ∥uδ∥M ≲ ∥F∥M ′ + ∥G∥V ′ + δ∥uδ∥M .

Hence, the sequence {(Σδ, uδ)}δ>0 is uniformly bounded in H when δ → 0.
From the uniform boundedness of the sequence {(Σδ, uδ)}δ>0, we deduce the existence of a subsequence,

still indexed by δ to simplify the notation, converging weakly in H to some (Σ, u) ∈ K ×M . We prove that
S = (Σ, u) solves (2.8). To accomplish this goal, we first notice that (2.9) can be rewritten as

Sδ = (Σδ, uδ) ∈ K ×M : Aδ(Sδ, T )− a(Σδ,Σδ)− δ(∥Σδ∥2V + ∥uδ∥2M ) ≥ L(T − Sδ) ∀T ∈ K ×M.

Then, we use the convergences Aδ(Sδ, T ) → A(S, T ) and L(Sδ) → L(S) as δ → 0, and the fact that
lim infδ→0 a(Σδ,Σδ) ≥ a(Σ,Σ); the latter follows from (2.4). These arguments give A(S, T ) − a(Σ,Σ) ≥
L(T − S) for all T ∈ K ×M . Therefore, since A(S, T )− a(Σ,Σ) = A(S, T − S), we conclude that the limit
point (Σ, u) ∈ K ×M is a solution to (2.8), equivalently, problem (2.3).

Step 2. (uniqueness) Let us assume that there exists S1 = (Σ1, u1) and S2 = (Σ2, u2), solutions for
problem (2.8), equivalently, (2.3). We notice that b(Σ1 − Σ2, v) = 0 for all v ∈ M , i.e., Σ1 − Σ2 ∈ W .
Selecting T = (Σ1, 0) in (2.8), then T = (Σ2, 0) in (2.8), and adding the obtained inequalities give

a(Σ1 −Σ2,Σ1 −Σ2) ≤ 0.

This, in view of assumption (2.5), yields that ∥Σ1 −Σ2∥V = 0 and thus Σ1 = Σ2.
Let Σ = Σ1 = Σ2. To prove that u1 = u2, we take T = (Σ ± Ψ̃, 0) with Ψ̃ ∈ W in the problems that

S1 = (Σ, u1) and S2 = (Σ, u2) solve to obtain a(Σ, Ψ̃) + b(Ψ̃, u1) = G(Ψ̃) and a(Σ, Ψ̃) + b(Ψ̃, u2) = G(Ψ̃),
respectively. Subtracting these two equalities we obtain b(Ψ̃, u1−u2) = 0 for all Ψ̃ ∈ W . This, in conjunction
with the inf-sup condition (2.6), allows us to conclude that ∥u1 − u2∥M = 0, which ends the proof. □

2.3.2. Discrete problem. Let Vh and Mh be two finite dimensional sub-spaces of V and M , respectively, and
let Kh ⊂ Vh be a closed and convex set not-necessarily contained in K such that 0V ∈ Kh. The discrete
approximation of problem (2.3) reads as follows: Find (Σh, uh) ∈ Kh ×Mh such that

(2.10)
{

a(Σh,Ψh −Σh) + b(Ψh −Σh, uh) ≥ G(Ψh −Σh)
b(Σh, vh) = F(vh)

for all (Ψh, vh) ∈ Kh ×Mh. As in the continuous case, we shall need some suitable assumptions in order to
guarantee the well-posedness of problem (2.10). To be precise, we assume that Nh := {Ψh ∈ Vh : b(Ψh, v) =
0 ∀ v ∈ Mh} satisfies

(2.11) Nh ⊂ N.

We further assume a discrete inf-sup condition: There exist a subspace Wh ⊂ Vh satisfying Wh ⊂ Kh and a
constant β̃ > 0 such that

(2.12) sup
Ψh∈Wh

b(Ψh, vh)

∥Ψh∥V
≥ β̃∥vh∥M ∀ vh ∈ Mh.

With the previous ingredients at hand, we can argue as in the proofs of Lemma 2.3 and Theorem 2.4 to
conclude the well-posedness of problem (2.10).

Theorem 2.5 (well-posedness discrete problem). If assumptions (2.4), (2.5), (2.11), and (2.12) hold, then
there exists a unique solution (Σh, uh) ∈ Kh ×Mh for problem (2.10).
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2.4. Regularized maximum function. While max{f, g} ∈ Hk(Ω) for f, g ∈ Hk(Ω) is true for k = 1, it
does not hold for k ≥ 2 in general. This poses challenges for the analysis, in particular the a posteriori error
analysis, for the plate obstacle problem. Therefore, we consider a regularized maximum function derived
in [44, eq. (2.11)]: Let ε > 0 be given and define for x ∈ Ω

Mε{f, g}(x) :=


f(x) if f(x)− g(x) > ε,

1
4ε (f(x)− g(x))2 + 1

2 (f(x) + g(x)) + ε
4 if |f(x)− g(x)| ≤ ε,

g(x) if f(x)− g(x) < −ε.

We stress that Mε{f, g} ≥ max{f, g} and limε→0 Mε{f, g} = max{f, g} (pointwise), cf. [44, Section 2].
Furthermore, Mε{f, g} = Mε{g, f} and Mε{f, g} = g + Mε{f − g, 0} as is verified by straightforward
calculations. To prove H2(Ω) regularity of Mε{f, g} under certain assumptions on f and g we use the next
result. We denote by Ck,1(R) the space of k times differentiable functions such that the k-th derivative is
Lipschitz continuous with domain R.

Lemma 2.6. Suppose F ∈ C1,1(R) and v ∈ H2(Ω) ∩ C1(Ω). Then, F ◦ v ∈ H2(Ω) ∩ C1(Ω).

Proof. By the chain rule we get F ◦ v ∈ H1(Ω) ∩ C0(Ω) and

∇(F ◦ v) = (F ′ ◦ v)∇v.

Note that F ′ ∈ C0,1(R). Thus, by the Stampacchia chain rule theorem we have F ′ ◦v ∈ H1(Ω). We conclude
that F ′ ◦ v ∈ H1(Ω) ∩ C0(Ω). Since ∇v ∈ [H1(Ω) ∩ C0(Ω)]n by assumption, the product rule then shows
that ∇(F ◦ v) ∈ H1(Ω)n. This finishes the proof. □

Proposition 2.7. Let ε > 0. If u, v ∈ H2(Ω) ∩ C1(Ω), then Mε{u, v} ∈ H2(Ω) ∩ C1(Ω).
If additionally u ∈ H2

0 (Ω) and v|∂Ω < 0 then there exists ε0 > 0 such that Mε{u, v} ∈ H2
0 (Ω) for all

0 < ε < ε0.

Proof. Define

Fε(t) =


t if t > ε,

1
4ε t

2 + 1
2 t+

ε
4 if |t| ≤ ε,

0 if t < −ε.

Then, Fε ∈ C1,1(R). For the first assertion, let u, v ∈ H2(Ω) ∩ C1(Ω) be given. Note that

Mε{u, v} = v + Fε(u− v).

By Lemma 2.6, Fε(u− v) ∈ H2(Ω) ∩ C1(Ω), and, consequently, Mε{u, v} ∈ H2(Ω) ∩ C1(Ω).
Since v|∂Ω < 0 and u|∂Ω = 0, there exists ε0 > 0 and δ > 0, both sufficiently small, such that u(x)−g(x) >

ε0 for all x ∈ Ωδ = {x ∈ Ω : dist(x, ∂Ω) < δ}. Therefore, Mε{u, v}(x) = u(x) for x ∈ Ωδ and all ε < ε0. We
thus conclude that Mε{u, v}|∂Ω = 0 as well as ∇Mε{u, v}|∂Ω = 0, which finishes the proof. □

3. Mixed FEM for the membrane obstacle problem

Let Ω ⊂ Rn (n = 2, 3) be an open and bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary ∂Ω. Let f ∈ L2(Ω) and
g ∈ H1(Ω) ∩ C(Ω) such that g ≤ 0 on ∂Ω. The obstacle problem then reads as follows: Find u such that

(3.1) −∆u ≥ f in Ω, u ≥ g in Ω, (−∆u− f)(u− g) = 0 in Ω, u = 0 on ∂Ω.

Let us introduce the set V := {v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) : v ≥ g a.e. in Ω}. Problem (3.1) admits a unique solution u ∈ V

and it can be equivalently characterized by the variational inequality: Find u ∈ V such that

(3.2) (∇u ,∇(v − u))Ω ≥ (f , v − u)Ω ∀v ∈ V;

see [34].
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3.1. Mixed variational formulation. Let u ∈ V denote the unique solution to the obstacle problem (3.1).
Define λ := −∆u−f ∈ H−1(Ω) and σ := ∇u. We can thus rewrite problem (3.1) as the following first-order
system:

(3.3)



−divσ − λ = f in Ω,
σ −∇u = 0 in Ω,

λ ≥ 0 in Ω,
u ≥ g in Ω,

λ(u− g) = 0 in Ω,
u = 0 on ∂Ω.

We note that λ defines a nonnegative Radon measure on Ω; see section 2.1. Moreover, supp(λ) ⊆ {x ∈ Ω :
u(x) = g(x)}.

Let M := L2(Ω), V := V1, and K := K1, where V1 and K1 are defined in (2.1) and (2.2), respectively.
We introduce the linear functions

F : M → R, F (v) := −(f , v)Ω, and G : K → R, G((τ , µ)) :=

ˆ
Ω

g dµ.

We note that
´
Ω
g dµ < ∞. In fact, since µ ≥ 0 and g|∂Ω ≤ 0, we have thatˆ

Ω

g dµ ≤
ˆ
Ω

max{g, 0}dµ = ⟨µ,max{g, 0}⟩ ≤ ∥µ∥−1∥max{g, 0}∥1.

Define the continuous bilinear forms a : V × V → R and b : V ×M → R by

a((τ 1, µ1), (τ 2, µ2)) := (τ 1 , τ 2)Ω, b((τ , µ), v) := (div τ + µ , v)Ω.

With all the previous ingredients at hand, we derive a mixed formulation for problem (3.3). First, test
the second equation with τ − σ with τ ∈ [L2(Ω)]n and use the distributional definition of div to obtain

(3.4) (σ , τ − σ)Ω + ⟨div(τ − σ) , u⟩ = 0.

Second, condition u ≥ g a.e. in Ω and λ(u − g) = 0 yield
´
Ω
(u − g)d(µ − λ) ≥ 0 for all µ ∈ H−1(Ω) with

µ ≥ 0. Combining this inequality with identity (3.4) we obtain

(σ , τ − σ)Ω + ⟨div(τ − σ) + µ− λ , u⟩ ≥
ˆ
Ω

g d(µ− λ) for all τ ∈ [L2(Ω)]n, µ ∈ H−1(Ω), µ ≥ 0.

Restricting the test functions to the convex cone K, we get that ⟨div(τ − σ) + µ − λ , u⟩ = (div(τ − σ) +
µ − λ , u)Ω. Finally, testing the first equation in (3.3) with v ∈ M , we end up with the following mixed
variational formulation: Find (σ, λ, u) ∈ K ×M such that

(3.5)
{

a((σ, λ), (τ , µ)− (σ, λ)) + b((τ , µ)− (σ, λ), u) ≥ G((τ , µ)− (σ, λ))
b((σ, λ), v) = F (v)

for all (τ , µ, v) ∈ K ×M . In what follows we study the well-posedness of (3.5).

Proposition 3.1 (equivalence). Problems (3.2) and (3.5) are equivalent in the following sense: If u ∈ V
denotes the unique solution of (3.2), then (∇u,−∆u− f, u) ∈ K×M solves (3.5). Conversely, if (σ, λ, u) ∈
K × M solves (3.5), then u ∈ V and solves (3.2). Moreover, σ = ∇u, and λ = −∆u − f . In particular,
formulation (3.5) admits a unique solution.

Proof. Let u ∈ V solve (3.2). By construction (σ, λ, u) := (∇u,−∆u− f, u) ∈ K ×M solves (3.5).
Conversely, let (σ, λ, u) ∈ K ×M be a solution of (3.5). Choosing (σ ± τ̃ , λ, 0) with τ̃ ∈ H(div; Ω) as

test function we get that

±a((σ, λ), (τ̃ , 0))± b((τ̃ , 0), u) ≥ 0 ∀τ̃ ∈ H(div; Ω).

This is equivalent to (σ , τ̃ )Ω + (div τ̃ , u)Ω = 0 for all τ̃ ∈ H(div; Ω) which, in turns, implies that

u ∈ H1
0 (Ω) with ∇u = σ.
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Given µ ∈ H−1(Ω) with µ ≥ 0, choose τ ∈ [L2(Ω)]n such that div τ + µ ∈ L2(Ω) (such an element exists
since div : [L2(Ω)]n → H−1(Ω) is surjective). Then, from ∇u = σ and the distributional definition of div(·)
it follows that (σ , τ −σ)Ω+ ⟨div(τ −σ) , u⟩ = 0. The use of this identity in the first equation of (3.5) yields

⟨µ− λ , u⟩ = (σ , τ − σ)Ω + (div(τ − σ) + µ− λ , u)Ω ≥
ˆ
Ω

g d(µ− λ).

That is
´
Ω
(u − g)d(µ − λ) ≥ 0 for all µ ∈ H−1(Ω) with µ ≥ 0. This implies that

´
Ω
(u − g)dλ = 0 and

u ≥ g a.e. in Ω. Therefore, u ∈ V. On the other hand, testing (3.5) with (σ, λ, v) (v ∈ M), we get that
divσ+λ = −f a.e. in Ω, or equivalently, λ = −divσ−f = −∆u−f a.e. in Ω. This identity, the inequality´
Ω
(v − g)dλ ≥ 0 (which holds for every v ∈ V), and

´
Ω
(u− g)dλ = 0, give

0 ≤
ˆ
Ω

(v − u+ u− g)dλ = ⟨−∆u− f , v − u⟩ = (∇u ,∇(v − u))Ω − (f , v − u)Ω ∀v ∈ V.

This is variational inequality (3.2) and therefore finishes the proof. □

3.2. Finite element approximation. In what follows we assume that Ω is an open and bounded polygo-
nal/polyhedral domain with Lipschitz boundary.

Using the notation introduced in section 2.2, we define the discrete spaces Mh := P0(T ) and Vh :=
RT0(T )× P0(T ), and the set

Kh := {(τh, µh) ∈ Vh : µh|T ≥ 0 ∀T ∈ T }.

We thus propose the following finite element approximation for problem (3.5): Find (σh, λh, uh) ∈ Kh×Mh

such that

(3.6)
{

a((σh, λh), (τh, µh)− (σh, λh)) + b((τh, µh)− (σh, λh), uh) ≥ G((τh, µh)− (σh, λh))
b((σh, λh), vh) = F (vh)

for all (τh, µh, vh) ∈ Kh ×Mh.

Theorem 3.2 (well-posedness). Problem (3.6) is well posed.

Proof. It suffices to verify the four assumptions of Theorem 2.5. We note that

a((τ , µ), (τ , µ)) = (τ , τ )Ω = ∥τ∥2Ω ≥ 0 ∀ (τ , µ) ∈ V.

Hence, assumption (2.4) holds. To verify (2.5), we note that N = {(τ , µ) ∈ V : b((τ , µ), v) = 0 ∀ v ∈ M} =
{(τ , µ) ∈ V : div τ + µ = 0 a.e. in Ω}. It thus follows that

a((τ , µ), (τ , µ)) = ∥τ∥2Ω = ∥τ∥2Ω + ∥ div τ + µ∥2Ω = ∥(τ , µ)∥2V ∀ (τ , µ) ∈ N.

Assumption (2.11) is verified since Nh = {(τh, µh) ∈ Vh : b((τh, µh), vh) = 0 ∀ v ∈ Mh} = {(τh, µh) ∈
Vh : div τh + µh = 0 a.e. in Ω} ⊂ N . Finally, to demonstrate that assumption (2.12) holds, we consider
the subspace Wh = RT0(T )× {0} ⊂ Vh which satisfies that Wh ⊂ Kh. Hence, by using the discrete inf-sup
condition of Raviart–Thomas spaces [37, Theorem 13.2], we conclude that

sup
(τh,µh)∈Wh

b((τh, µh), vh)

∥(τh, µh)∥V
= sup

τh∈RT0(T )

(div τh , vh)Ω
∥τh∥H(div;Ω)

≥ β̃∥vh∥M ∀ vh ∈ Mh,

with β̃ > 0 independent of the discretization parameter h. This concludes the proof. □

Before presenting error estimates, we investigate some interesting properties of the mixed scheme (3.6).

Proposition 3.3 (properties of the solution). Let (σh, λh, uh) ∈ Kh ×Mh denote the solution to (3.6). It
possesses the following properties:

(i) divσh + λh = −Π0
hf ,

(ii) (σh , τh)Ω + (div τh , uh)Ω = 0 for all τh ∈ RT0(T ),
(iii) (λh , uh − g)Ω = 0 or, equivalently, λh(x) · (uh(x)−Π0

hg(x)) = 0 for a.e. x ∈ Ω, and
(iv) uh −Π0

hg ≥ 0.
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Proof. We observe that the second equation in (3.6) implies that

((divσh + λh) + f , vh)Ω = 0 ∀vh ∈ Mh = P0(T ),

which shows (i). For the proof of (ii), take (τh, µh, vh) = (σh ± χh, λh, 0) in (3.6), with χh ∈ RT0(T )
arbitrary. This gives

±(σh ,χh)Ω ± (divχh , uh)Ω ≥ 0 ∀χh ∈ RT0(T ),

or, equivalently, (σh ,χh)Ω + (divχh , uh)Ω = 0 for all χh ∈ RT0(T ). Using (i) and (ii), we see that (3.6)
simplifies to

(µh − λh , uh − g)Ω ≥ 0 ∀µh ∈ Mh, µh ≥ 0.

In the last inequality, choose µh = 2λh and then µh = 0 resulting in (±λh , uh − g)Ω ≥ 0 or, equivalently,
(λh , uh − g)Ω = 0, which proves the first identity in (iii). We notice that, if (iv) holds, then we have the
second identity in (iii). Finally, to prove (iv), we take µh = νh + λh ≥ 0 with νh ∈ Mh, νh ≥ 0 arbitrary,
and obtain (νh , uh −Π0

hg)Ω = (νh , uh − g)Ω ≥ 0. This implies (iv) and concludes the proof. □

Theorem 3.4 (a priori estimate). Let (σ, λ, u) ∈ K × M be the unique solution to problem (3.5) and let
(σh, λh, uh) ∈ Kh ×Mh be its finite element approximation obtained as the unique solution to (3.6). Then,
we have that:

∥(σ, λ, u)− (σh, λh, uh)∥2V×M ≲ min
vh∈Mh

∥u− vh∥2Ω

+ min
(τh,µh)∈Kh

{
∥σ − τh∥2Ω + ∥div(σ − τh) + λ− µh∥2Ω +

ˆ
Ω

(u− g)d(µh − λ)

}
.

Proof. The proof is split into three steps.
Step 1. (estimation of ∥u− uh∥Ω) Estimate ∥u− uh∥2Ω ≤ 2∥u−Π0

hu∥2Ω + 2∥Π0
hu− uh∥2Ω follows from the

triangle inequality. We note that ∥u−Π0
hu∥2Ω = minvh∈Mh

∥u− vh∥2Ω. Hence,

(3.7) ∥u− uh∥2Ω ≤ 2 min
vh∈Mh

∥u− vh∥2Ω + 2∥Π0
hu− uh∥2Ω.

To estimate the term ∥Π0
hu − uh∥2Ω in (3.7), we introduce the auxiliary variable v ∈ H1

0 (Ω), defined as the
unique solution to ∆v = Π0

hu−uh in Ω and v = 0 on ∂Ω. We also define τ := ∇v and τh := Πdiv
h τ . Standard

properties of the operator Πdiv
h , property (ii) in Proposition 3.3, and the fact that σ = ∇u yield

∥Π0
hu− uh∥2Ω = (u− uh,Π

0
h(div τ ))Ω = (u− uh,div τh)Ω = −(σ − σh, τh)Ω

≤ ∥σ − σh∥Ω∥τh∥Ω ≲ ∥σ − σh∥Ω∥div τ∥Ω = ∥σ − σh∥Ω∥Π0
hu− uh∥Ω.

Hence, ∥Π0
hu− uh∥Ω ≲ ∥σ − σh∥Ω which implies, in view of (3.7),

(3.8) ∥u− uh∥2Ω ≲ min
vh∈Mh

∥u− vh∥2Ω + ∥σ − σh∥2Ω.

Step 2. (estimation of ∥σ − σh∥Ω) Let us start by writing

∥σ − σh∥2Ω = [(σ − σh,σ − σh)Ω + (div (σ − σh) + λ− λh, u− uh)Ω](3.9)
+ (div (σ − σh) + λ− λh, uh − u)Ω =: I+ II.

We estimate II. Recall from Proposition 3.3 that divσh + λh = −Π0
hf . Consequently,

(3.10) div(σ − σh) + λ− λh = Π0
hf − f.

We thus use (3.10) and the orthogonality of Π0
h to conclude that

II = (Π0
hf − f,Π0

hu− u)Ω ≤ 1

2
∥Π0

hf − f∥2Ω +
1

2
∥u−Π0

hu∥2Ω(3.11)

=
1

2
min

(τh,µh)∈Vh

∥div(σ − τh) + λ− µh∥2Ω +
1

2
min

vh∈Mh

∥u− vh∥2Ω.
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We now control the term I. To simplify the presentation of the material, we introduce the bilinear form
c : (K ×M)× (K ×M) → R defined by

c{(τ 1, µ1, v1), (τ 2, µ2, v2)} := (τ 1, τ 2)Ω + (div τ 2 + µ2, v1)Ω.

Hence, for all (τh, µh, vh) ∈ Kh ×Mh, it follows that

I = c{(σ − σh, λ− λh, u− uh), (σ − σh, λ− λh, u− uh)} = c{(σ, λ, u), (σ − σh, λ− λh, u− uh)}
− c{(σh, λh, uh), (σ − τh, λ− µh, u− vh)} − c{(σh, λh, uh), (τh − σh, µh − λh, vh − uh)} =: I1 − I2 − I3.

In view of (3.5) and (3.6), we obtain that

I1 ≤
ˆ
Ω

g d(λ− λh), and I3 ≥ (µh − λh , g)Ω,

respectively. Consequently, for all µh, we have

(3.12) I ≤
ˆ
Ω

g d(λ− λh)− I2 − (µh − λh , g)Ω =

ˆ
Ω

g d(λ− µh)− I2.

To estimate I2 in (3.12) we use the identity

c{(σ, λ, u), (σ − τh, λ− µh, u− vh)} = ⟨λ− µh, u⟩ ∀(τh, µh, vh) ∈ Kh ×Mh,

which follows from an integration by parts formula and σ = ∇u, to conclude that

−I2 = c{(σ − σh, λ− λh, u− uh), (σ − τh, λ− µh, u− vh)} − ⟨λ− µh, u⟩ ∀(τh, µh, vh) ∈ Kh ×Mh.

Using the latter identity in (3.12) and applying basic inequalities we obtain

I ≤ c{(σ − σh, λ− λh, u− uh), (σ − τh, λ− µh, u− vh)}+
ˆ
Ω

(u− g)d(µh − λ)(3.13)

≤ ∥σ − σh∥Ω∥σ − τh∥Ω + ∥u− uh∥Ω∥div(σ − τh) + λ− µh∥Ω +

ˆ
Ω

(u− g)d(µh − λ).

Hence, the combination of the estimates (3.9), (3.11), and (3.13) results in the bound

∥σ − σh∥2Ω ≤ min
vh∈Mh

∥u− vh∥2Ω + min
(τh,µh)∈Vh

∥div(σ − τh) + λ− µh∥2Ω + ∥σ − σh∥Ω∥σ − τh∥Ω

+ ∥u− uh∥Ω∥div(σ − τh) + λ− µh∥Ω +

ˆ
Ω

(u− g)d(µh − λ) ≲ (1 + δ) min
vh∈Mh

∥u− vh∥2Ω

+ (1 + δ−1) min
(τh,µh)∈Kh

{
∥div(σ − τh) + λ− µh∥2Ω + ∥σ − τh∥2Ω +

ˆ
Ω

(u− g)d(µh − λ)

}
+ δ∥σ − σh∥2Ω,

where we also have used Young’s inequality with δ > 0, and estimate (3.8). Finally, taking δ small enough
we conclude the bound

∥σ − σh∥2Ω ≲ min
vh∈Mh

∥u− vh∥2Ω(3.14)

+ min
(τh,µh)∈Kh

{
∥div(σ − τh) + λ− µh∥2Ω + ∥σ − τh∥2Ω +

ˆ
Ω

(u− g)d(µh − λ)

}
.

Step 3. For the final step we note that we have already used in the previous step that

∥ div(σ − σh) + λ− λh∥Ω = min
(τh,µh)∈Vh

∥ divσ + λ− div τh − µh∥Ω

≤ min
(τh,µh)∈Kh

∥ divσ + λ− div τh − µh∥Ω.

Combining this estimate with (3.8) and (3.14) concludes the proof. □

From the previous theorem we derive convergence rates for sufficiently smooth solutions.

Corollary 3.5 (convergence rate). Suppose that Ω is convex, g ∈ H2(Ω). Then, under the framework of
Theorem 3.4, u ∈ H2(Ω) ∩H1

0 (Ω) and

∥(σ, λ, u)− (σh, λh, uh)∥V×M ≲ h(∥u∥2 + ∥g∥2 + ∥f∥Ω) + ∥f −Π0
hf∥Ω.
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Proof. Regularity results under the assumptions considered are well known for problem (3.2); see, e.g. [8].
Hence, u ∈ H2(Ω) ∩H1

0 (Ω) and thus σ = ∇u ∈ [H1(Ω)]n. As a consequence, τh = Πdiv
h σ is well defined,

div τh = Π0
h divσ, and ∥σ − τh∥Ω ≲ h∥u∥2. We also have that, λ = −∆u− f ∈ L2(Ω), so µh = Π0

hλ is well
defined. We note that µh ≥ 0, thus, (τh, µh) ∈ Kh. Therefore, with (τh, µh) at hand, we choose vh = Π0

hu
and invoke Theorem 3.4 to arrive at

∥(σ, λ, u)− (σh, λh, uh)∥2V×M ≲ ∥σ − τh∥2Ω + ∥u− vh∥2Ω + ∥div(σ − τh) + λ− µh∥2Ω + (µh − λ , u− g)Ω

≲ h2∥u∥22 + h2∥u∥21 + ∥(1−Π0
h)f∥2Ω + (Π0

hλ− λ , u− g)Ω.

Term (Π0
hλ− λ , u− g)Ω is estimated as in [18, Proof of Theorem 13] giving

(Π0
hλ− λ , u− g)Ω ≲ h2(∥u∥2 + ∥g∥2 + ∥λ∥Ω)2 ≲ h2(∥u∥2 + ∥g∥2 + ∥f∥Ω).

This finishes the proof. □

3.3. Error estimates in weaker norm. For deriving convergence rates in a weaker norm, we consider the
following auxiliary problem: Find ũ ∈ V such that

(∇ũ ,∇(v − ũ))Ω ≥ (Π0
hf , v − ũ)Ω ∀v ∈ V.

This is the membrane obstacle problem replacing f ∈ L2(Ω) with its piecewise constant approximation Π0
hf .

Setting σ̃ = ∇ũ, λ̃ = −∆ũ−Π0
hf , we see that (σ̃, λ̃, ũ) ∈ K ×M solves the mixed formulation (3.5) with f

replaced by Π0
hf .

Lemma 3.6. Let (σ, λ, u) ∈ K ×M denote the solution to problem (3.5) and let (σ̃, λ̃, ũ) ∈ K ×M be the
unique solution to problem (3.5) with f replaced by Π0

hf . Then,

∥σ − σ̃∥Ω + ∥u− ũ∥Ω + ∥λ− λ̃∥−1 ≲ ∥(1−Π0
h)f∥−1 ≲ ∥hT (1−Π0

h)f∥Ω.

Proof. Definition of σ, σ̃, λ, and λ̃, the triangle inequality, and Friedrich’s inequality yield ∥σ− σ̃∥Ω + ∥u−
ũ∥Ω + ∥λ− λ̃∥−1 ≲ ∥u− ũ∥1 + ∥f −Π0

hf∥−1. It remains to show that ∥u− ũ∥1 ≤ ∥f −Π0
hf∥−1. Using that

λ = −∆u− f , λ̃ = −∆ũ−Π0
hf ,
´
Ω
(u− g)dλ = 0 =

´
Ω
(ũ− g)dλ̃ as well as λ, λ̃, u− g, ũ− g ≥ 0 we obtain

∥u− ũ∥21 = ⟨−∆u+∆ũ , u− ũ⟩ = ⟨λ− λ̃+ f −Π0
hf , u− ũ⟩

=

ˆ
Ω

(u− g)d(λ− λ̃) +

ˆ
Ω

(g − ũ)d(λ− λ̃) + ⟨f −Π0
hf , u− ũ⟩

= −
ˆ
Ω

(u− g)dλ̃+

ˆ
Ω

(g − ũ)dλ+ ⟨f −Π0
hf , u− ũ⟩ ≤ ⟨f −Π0

hf , u− ũ⟩ ≤ ∥f −Π0
hf∥−1∥u− ũ∥1.

The proof finishes by dividing by ∥u− ũ∥1 and using the property of Π0
h from section 2.2. □

Lemma 3.7. Let (σ̃, λ̃, ũ) ∈ K ×M be the unique solution to problem (3.5) with f replaced by Π0
hf and let

(σh, λh, uh) ∈ Kh ×Mh be the finite element approximation obtained as the unique solution to (3.6). Then,

∥σ̃ − σh∥2Ω + ∥λ̃− λh∥2−1 + ∥ũ− uh∥2Ω ≲ min
vh∈Mh

∥ũ− vh∥2Ω

+ min
(τh,µh)∈Kh, div τh+µh=−Π0

hf

{
∥σ̃ − τh∥2Ω +

ˆ
Ω

(ũ− g)d(µh − λ̃)

}
.

Proof. We use the bound ∥σ̃ − σh∥Ω + ∥λ̃− λh∥−1 ≲ ∥(σ̃ − σh, λ̃− λh)∥V , which follows from the triangle
inequality. The desired estimate stems from an application of Theorem 3.4 with (σ, λ, u) replaced by (σ̃, λ̃, ũ)

and noting that div(σ̃ − τh) + λ̃− µh = 0 if div τh + µh = −Π0
hf . □

Theorem 3.8 (a priori estimate in weaker norm). Suppose that Ω is convex, g ∈ H2(Ω). Then, under the
framework of Theorem 3.4, u ∈ H2(Ω) ∩H1

0 (Ω) and

∥σ − σh∥Ω + ∥λ− λh∥−1 + ∥u− uh∥Ω ≲ h(∥u∥2 + ∥g∥2 + ∥f∥Ω).
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Proof. Let σ̃, λ̃, and ũ be defined as in Lemma 3.7. By the triangle inequality and Lemmas 3.6 and 3.7 we
get

∥σ − σh∥2Ω + ∥λ− λh∥2−1 + ∥u− uh∥2Ω
≲ ∥σ − σ̃∥2Ω + ∥λ− λ̃∥2−1 + ∥u− ũ∥2Ω + ∥σ̃ − σh∥2Ω + ∥λ̃− λh∥2−1 + ∥ũ− uh∥2Ω
≲ h2∥(1−Π0

h)f∥2Ω + min
vh∈Mh

∥ũ− vh∥2Ω + min
(τh,µh)∈Kh, div τh+µh=−Π0

hf
{∥σ̃ − τh∥2Ω + (µh − λ̃ , ũ− g)Ω}.

Let us concentrate in the last term on the right-hand side of the previous inequality. Since (λ̃ , ũ− g)Ω = 0

and −⟨λ̃ , ũ− u⟩ ≥ 0, we obtain

(µh − λ̃ , ũ− g)Ω = (µh , ũ− g)Ω = ⟨µh − λ , ũ− u⟩+ ⟨λ , ũ− u⟩+ (µh , u− g)Ω

≤ ⟨µh − λ , ũ− u⟩+ ⟨λ− λ̃ , ũ− u⟩+ (µh , u− g)Ω

≤ ∥µh − λ∥−1∥ũ− u∥1 + ∥λ− λ̃∥−1∥ũ− u∥1 + (µh , u− g)Ω

≲ ∥µh − λ∥2−1 + ∥ũ− u∥21 + ∥λ− λ̃∥2−1 + (µh , u− g)Ω.

This, in conjunction with the identity (λ , u− g)Ω = 0, implies that

∥σ − σh∥2Ω + ∥λ− λh∥2−1 + ∥u− uh∥2Ω ≲ h2∥(1−Π0
h)f∥2Ω + min

vh∈Mh

∥ũ− vh∥2Ω + ∥ũ− u∥21 + ∥λ− λ̃∥2−1

+ min
(τh,µh)∈Kh, div τh+µh=−Π0

hf
{∥σ̃ − τh∥2Ω + ∥µh − λ∥2−1 + (µh − λ , u− g)Ω}.

Using the inequalities ∥ũ− vh∥Ω ≤ ∥ũ− u∥Ω + ∥u− vh∥Ω and ∥σ̃− τh∥Ω ≤ ∥σ̃−σ∥Ω + ∥σ− τh∥Ω, Lemma
3.6, and the arguments elaborated in the proof of Corollary 3.5 we conclude that

∥σ − σh∥2Ω + ∥λ− λh∥2−1 + ∥u− uh∥2Ω ≲ h2∥(1−Π0
h)f∥2Ω + h2(∥u∥2 + ∥g∥2 + ∥f∥Ω)2 + ∥λ−Π0

hλ∥2−1

≲ h2(∥u∥2 + ∥g∥2 + ∥f∥Ω)2.

This finishes the proof. □

4. Mixed FEM for the plate obstacle problem

In this section we briefly recall the plate obstacle problem with rigid obstacle and propose a suitable
mixed variational formulation. This section follows along section 3 with modifications made primarily in the
definition of spaces and sets, namely, we redefine, e.g., V, V , K and their discrete counterparts.

Let Ω ⊂ R2 be an open and bounded polygonal domain with boundary ∂Ω. Let f ∈ L2(Ω) and g ∈
H2(Ω) ∩ C1(Ω) such that g < 0 on ∂Ω. The plate obstacle problem then reads as follows: Find u such that

(4.1) ∆2u ≥ f in Ω, u ≥ g in Ω, (∆2u− f)(u− g) = 0 in Ω, u = 0 = ∂nu on ∂Ω.

Let us introduce the set V := {v ∈ H2
0 (Ω) : v ≥ g a.e. in Ω}. Problem (3.1) admits a unique solution u ∈ V

equivalently characterized by the variational inequality: Find u ∈ V such that

(4.2) (∇∇u ,∇∇(v − u))Ω ≥ (f , v − u)Ω ∀v ∈ V;

see, e.g., [7] and the references therein. The upcoming analysis can be extended to the case where problem
(4.1) is replaced by

divDiv C∇∇u ≥ f in Ω, u ≥ g in Ω, (divDiv C∇∇u− f)(u− g) = 0 in Ω, u = 0 = ∂nu on ∂Ω,

where C : L2
sym(Ω) → L2

sym(Ω) denotes a positive definite isomorphism. However, for the sake of readability,
we develop the analysis only for (4.1).
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4.1. Mixed variational formulation. Let u ∈ V denote the unique solution to the plate obstacle problem
(4.1). Define M := ∇∇u and λ := ∆2u − f ∈ H−2(Ω). We notice that λ defines a nonnegative Radon
measure, since λ ≥ 0; note also that supp(λ) ⊆ {x ∈ Ω : u(x) = g(x)}. We can thus rewrite problem (4.1)
as the following second-order problem:

divDivM − λ = f in Ω,
M −∇∇u = 0 in Ω,

λ ≥ 0 in Ω,
u ≥ g in Ω,

λ(u− g) = 0 in Ω,
u = 0 on ∂Ω,

∂nu = 0 on ∂Ω.

(4.3)

Let M := L2(Ω), V := V2, and K := K2, where V2 and K2 are defined in (2.1) and (2.2), respectively. We
introduce the linear functions

F : M → R, F (v) := −(f , v)Ω, and G : K → R, G((N , µ)) :=

ˆ
Ω

g dµ.

Using µ ≥ 0 and the properties of Mε for sufficiently small ε (Proposition 2.7) we find thatˆ
Ω

g dµ ≤
ˆ
Ω

Mε{g, 0}dµ = ⟨µ,Mε{g, 0}⟩ ≤ ∥µ∥−2∥Mε{g, 0}∥2.

Define the continuous bilinear forms a : V × V → R and b : V ×M → R by

a((N1, µ1), (N2, µ2)) := (N1,N2)Ω, b((N , µ), v) := (divDivN − µ , v)Ω.

Based on the previous ingredients, we derive a mixed variational formulation for problem (4.3): First, given
N ∈ L2

sym(Ω), test the second equation with N −M and integrate by parts to arrive at

(4.4) (M ,N −M)Ω − ⟨divDiv(N −M) , u⟩ = 0.

Second, u ≥ g and λ(u− g) = 0 yield
´
Ω
(u− g)d(µ− λ) ≥ 0 for all µ ∈ H−2(Ω) with µ ≥ 0. This and (4.4)

give

(M ,N −M)Ω − ⟨divDiv(N −M)− (µ− λ) , u⟩ ≥
ˆ
Ω

gd(µ− λ)

for all N ∈ L2
sym(Ω), µ ∈ H−2(Ω), µ ≥ 0. Finally, testing the first equation in (4.3) with v ∈ M and

restricting the test functions (N , µ) to K, we end up with the following mixed formulation: Find (M , λ, u) ∈
K ×M such that

(4.5)
{

a((M , λ), (N , µ)− (M , λ))− b((N , µ)− (M , λ), u) ≥ G((N , µ)− (M , λ))
−b((M , λ), v) = F (v)

for all (N , µ, v) ∈ K ×M . In what follows we study the well-posedness of (4.5).

Proposition 4.1 (equivalence). Problems (4.2) and (4.5) are equivalent in the following sense: If u ∈
V denotes the unique solution of (4.2), then (∇∇u,∆2u − f, u) ∈ K × M solves (4.5). Reciprocally, if
(M , λ, u) ∈ K ×M solves (4.5), then u ∈ V and solves (4.2). Moreover, M = ∇∇u, and λ = ∆2u− f . In
particular, formulation (4.5) admits a unique solution.

Proof. Let u ∈ V solve (4.2). By construction (M , λ, u) := (∇∇u,∆2u−f, u) ∈ K×M is a solution of (4.5).
Conversely, let (M , λ, u) ∈ K×M be a solution of (4.5). Choosing (M±Ñ , λ, 0) with Ñ ∈ H(divDiv; Ω)

as test function we get that (M , Ñ)Ω − (divDiv Ñ , u)Ω = 0 for all Ñ ∈ H(divDiv; Ω). This identity yields
that

u ∈ H2
0 (Ω) with M = ∇∇u.

Since the operator divDiv : L2
sym(Ω) → H−2(Ω) is surjective, given µ ∈ H−2(Ω) satisfying µ ≥ 0, we

choose N ∈ L2
sym(Ω) such that divDivN − µ ∈ L2(Ω). Then, using that M = ∇∇u, we obtain the

identity (M ,N −M) − ⟨divDiv(N −M) , u⟩ = 0. Utilizing the latter in the first equation of (4.5) gives´
Ω
(u − g)d(µ − λ) ≥ 0 for all µ ∈ H−2(Ω) with µ ≥ 0, which implies that

´
Ω
(u − g)dλ = 0 and u ≥ g.
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Consequently, u ∈ V. To prove that u satisfies inequality (4.2), we follow the arguments elaborated in the
proof of Proposition 3.1. This concludes the proof. □

4.2. Finite element approximation. Based on the notation introduced in section 2.2, we define the
discrete spaces Mh := P1(T ) and Vh := X(T )×Mh, and the set

Kh := {(Nh, µh) ∈ Vh : µh|T ≥ 0 ∀T ∈ T }.

We propose the following finite element approximation for (4.5): Find (Mh, λh, uh) ∈ Kh ×Mh such that

(4.6)
{

a((Mh, λh), (Nh, µh)− (Mh, λh))− b((Nh, µh)− (Mh, λh), uh) ≥ G((Nh, µh)− (Mh, λh))
−b((Mh, λh), vh) = F (vh)

for all (Nh, µh, vh) ∈ Kh ×Mh.

Theorem 4.2 (well-posedness). Problem (4.6) is well posed.

Proof. We verify all the assumptions of Theorem 2.5. We first note that (2.4) holds, since

a((N , µ), (N , µ)) = ∥N∥2Ω ≥ 0 ∀ (N , µ) ∈ V.

On the other hand, we note that N = {(N , µ) ∈ V : b((N , µ), v) = 0 ∀ v ∈ M} = {(N , µ) ∈ V :
divDivN − µ = 0 a.e. in Ω}. It thus follows that

a((N , µ), (N , µ)) = ∥N∥2Ω = ∥N∥2Ω + ∥ divDivN − µ∥2Ω = ∥(N , µ)∥2V ∀ (N , µ) ∈ N,

which shows (2.5). Assumption (2.11) follows from the fact that Nh = {(Nh, µh) ∈ Vh : b((Nh, µh), vh) =
0 ∀ v ∈ Mh} = {(Nh, µh) ∈ Vh : divDivNh − µh = 0 a.e. in Ω} ⊂ N . Finally, we consider the subspace
Wh = X(T )×{0} ⊂ Vh; note that Wh ⊂ Kh. From [20, Proof of Theorem 10], it follows the discrete inf-sup
condition

sup
Nh∈X(T )

(divDivNh, vh)Ω
∥Nh∥H(divDiv;Ω)

≥ β̂∥vh∥M ∀ vh ∈ Mh,

with β̂ > 0 independent of the discretization parameter h. This shows that assumption (2.12) is valid, and
concludes the proof. □

We present some interesting properties of the mixed scheme (4.6).

Proposition 4.3 (properties of the solution). Let (Mh, λh, uh) ∈ Kh ×Mh denote the solution to (4.6). It
possesses the following properties:

(i) divDivMh − λh = Π1
hf ,

(ii) (Mh ,Nh)Ω − (divDivNh , uh)Ω = 0 for all Nh ∈ X(T ), and
(iii)

´
Ω
(uh − g)dλh = (λh, uh − g)Ω = 0.

Proof. Property (i) follows from the second equation in (4.6) and the fact that divDiv(X(T )) = P1(T ) = Mh.
To prove (ii), we take (Nh, µh, vh) = (Mh ± Ñh, λh, 0) in (4.6) with Ñh ∈ X(T ) arbitrary. This gives

±(Mh , Ñh)Ω ∓ (divDiv Ñh , uh)Ω ≥ 0 ∀Ñh ∈ X(T ),

from which we infer (ii). Using (i), (ii), and that µh, λh ∈ L2(Ω), we see that (4.6) simplifies toˆ
Ω

(uh − g)d(µh − λh) = (µh − λh , uh − g)Ω ≥ 0 ∀µh ∈ Mh, µh ≥ 0.

In the last inequality, choose µh = 2λh and then µh = 0 resulting in ±(λh , uh − g)Ω ≥ 0 or, equivalently,
(λh , uh − g)Ω = 0, which proves (iii). □

Theorem 4.4 (a priori estimate). Let (M , λ, u) ∈ K×M be the unique solution to (4.5) and let (Mh, λh, uh) ∈
Kh ×Mh be its finite element approximation obtained as the unique solution to (4.6). Then, we have that:

∥(M , λ, u)−(Mh, λh, uh)∥2V×M ≲ min
vh∈Mh

∥u− vh∥2Ω

+ min
(Nh,µh)∈Kh

{
∥M −Nh∥2Ω + ∥divDiv(M −Nh)− (λ− µh)∥2Ω +

ˆ
Ω

(u− g)d(µh − λ)

}
.
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Proof. Let us estimate ∥u−uh∥Ω. An application of the triangle inequality and the fact that ∥u−Π1
hu∥2Ω =

minvh∈Mh
∥u− vh∥2Ω give

(4.7) ∥u− uh∥2Ω ≤ 2 min
vh∈Mh

∥u− vh∥2Ω + 2∥Π1
hu− uh∥2Ω.

We now concentrate on ∥Π1
hu − uh∥2Ω. Let us introduce the auxiliary variable v ∈ H1

0 (Ω), defined as the
unique solution to ∆v = Π1

hu− uh in Ω and v = 0 on ∂Ω. By elliptic regularity [25], there exists r ∈ (1/2, 1]
(depending only on Ω) such that v ∈ H1+r(Ω). Hence, the term Iv ∈ [H1+r(Ω)]2×2 ∩ H(divDiv; Ω), where
I denotes the identity matrix, and thus Nh := ΠdivDiv

h (Iv) is well defined with divDivNh = Π1
hu − uh.

Using the properties of the projection operator ΠdivDiv
h provided in section 2.2, the identity M = ∇∇u, and

property (iii) from Proposition 4.3, we obtain

∥Π1
hu− uh∥2Ω =(u− uh,Π

1
h(divDivNh))Ω = (u− uh,divDivNh)Ω = (M −Mh,Nh)Ω

≤ ∥M −Mh∥Ω∥Nh∥Ω ≤ ∥M −Mh∥Ω∥Nh∥H(divDiv;Ω) ≲ ∥M −Mh∥Ω∥Π1
hu− uh∥Ω.

Consequently, ∥Π1
hu− uh∥Ω ≲ ∥M −Mh∥Ω. This, in combination with (4.7), results in

∥u− uh∥2Ω ≲ min
vh∈Mh

∥u− vh∥2Ω + ∥M −Mh∥2Ω.

The rest of the proof follows a suitable adaptation of steps 2 and 3 in the proof of Theorem 3.4. For
brevity, we skip those details. □

The derivation of convergence rates for the solution of the plate obstacle problem is more challenging
than the case associated to the elliptic membrane obstacle problem. The main difficulty is given by the lack
of regularity of the solution u. To be precise, it is known that under suitable assumptions on g and Ω, the
solution to (4.2) belongs to H3

loc(Ω) ∩ C2(Ω); see, e.g., [16, 17, 12]. Moreover, if Ω is convex, it follows that
u ∈ H3(Ω) (see [7] and references therein). In general, this regularity cannot be improved up to H4(Ω), even
for the case when data is smooth [12]. The examples of exact solutions from [1, section 4.2] and [6, section
5] suggest that the regularity of u is not better than C2, 12 (Ω) or H

7
2−ϵ(Ω) with ϵ > 0. This motivates the

development and analysis of a posteriori error estimates for problem (4.2), which will be done in section 5.3.

5. A posteriori estimation based on postprocessed solution

In this section we provide a posteriori error analysis for the mixed FEMs from sections 3 and 4. First, we
present some auxiliary results in section 5.1. Then, in section 5.2, we study a posteriori error estimators for
problem (3.6). Finally, in section 5.3, we investigate a posteriori error estimates for problem (4.6).

5.1. Auxiliary results. The proof of the next auxiliary result follows as in [18, Theorem 1, Lemma 3].

Lemma 5.1 (norm equivalences). The following norm equivalences hold true for all (v, τ , µ) ∈ H1
0 (Ω) ×

[L2(Ω)]n ×H−1(Ω) and all (w,N , χ) ∈ H2
0 (Ω)× [L2(Ω)]n×n ×H−2(Ω):

∥(v, τ , µ)∥2H1
0 (Ω)×[L2(Ω)]n×H−1(Ω) ≂ ∥ div τ + µ∥2−1 + ∥τ −∇v∥2Ω + ⟨µ , v⟩,(5.1a)

∥(w,N , χ)∥2H2
0 (Ω)×[L2(Ω)]n×n×H−2(Ω) ≂ ∥ divDivN − χ∥2−2 + ∥N −∇∇w∥2Ω + ⟨χ ,w⟩.(5.1b)

Proof. The lower bound in (5.1a) follows by the triangle inequality and boundedness of the divergence
operator. To see the upper bound, let (v, τ , µ) ∈ H1

0 (Ω)× [L2(Ω)]n×H−1(Ω) be given. Integration by parts
and two applications of Young’s inequality with parameters δ1 > 0, δ2 > 0 give the following estimates:

∥ div τ + µ∥2−1 + ∥τ −∇v∥2Ω + ⟨µ , v⟩ = ∥ div τ + µ∥2−1 + ∥τ∥2Ω + ∥∇v∥2Ω − (τ ,∇v)Ω + ⟨div τ + µ , v⟩
≥ ∥div τ + µ∥2−1 + ∥τ∥2Ω + ∥∇v∥2Ω − ∥τ∥Ω∥∇v∥Ω − ∥ div τ + µ∥−1∥∇v∥Ω

≥ (1− δ−1
1

2 )∥ div τ + µ∥2−1 + (1− δ−1
2

2 )∥τ∥2Ω + (1− δ1
2 − δ2

2 )∥∇v∥2Ω.

Choosing δ1 = 2/3 and δ2 = 2/3, we find that

∥ div τ + µ∥2−1 + ∥τ −∇v∥2Ω + ⟨µ , v⟩ ≥ 1

4
∥ div τ + µ∥2−1 +

1

4
∥τ∥2Ω +

1

3
∥∇v∥2Ω.
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Then,

∥µ∥2−1 + ∥τ∥2Ω + ∥∇v∥2Ω ≲ ∥ div τ + µ∥2−1 + ∥ div τ∥2−1 + ∥τ∥2Ω + ∥∇v∥2Ω
≲ ∥ div τ + µ∥2−1 + ∥τ∥2Ω + ∥∇v∥2Ω ≲ ∥div τ + µ∥2−1 + ∥τ −∇v∥2Ω + ⟨µ , v⟩

finishes the proof of the upper bound in (5.1a).
The proof of (5.1b) follows similar arguments and is omitted. □

One major challenge to derive a posteriori estimators for mixed FEMs for obstacle problems is to deal
with the duality pairing between H1

0 (Ω) and H−1(Ω) (resp. between H2
0 (Ω) and H−2(Ω)). The reason is

that one obtains only an L2(Ω)-approximation of the primal variable u. To overcome this difficulty, we
consider postprocessed solutions together with Lemma 5.1.

To present the following result, which states a preliminary a posteriori error estimate for the membrane
obstacle problem, we introduce the positive part of a function v : Ω → R

v+ := max{v, 0}.

Lemma 5.2. Let (σ, λ, u) = (∇u,−∆u− f, u) denote the unique solution of (3.5). Estimate

∥(u− v,σ−τ , λ−µ)∥2H1
0 (Ω)×[L2(Ω)]n×H−1(Ω) ≲ ∥τ −∇v∥2Ω+ ⟨µ , (v− g)+⟩+ ∥∇(g− v)+∥2Ω+ ∥hT (1−Π0

h)f∥2Ω
holds for all v ∈ H1

0 (Ω), (τ , µ) ∈ K1 with div τ + µ = −Π0
hf .

Proof. By (5.1a) and identities div(σ − τ ) + λ− µ = Π0
hf − f and σ = ∇u, we get that

∥(u− v,σ − τ , λ− µ)∥2H1
0 (Ω)×[L2(Ω)]n×H−1(Ω) ≲ ∥ div(σ − τ ) + λ− µ∥2−1 + ∥τ −∇v∥2Ω + ⟨λ− µ , u− v⟩

≲ ∥hT (1−Π0
h)f∥2Ω + ∥τ −∇v∥2Ω + ⟨λ− µ , u− v⟩.

It remains to estimate the duality term ⟨λ − µ , u − v⟩. This is done with arguments found in [41, Proof of
Proposition 4.2] or in the proof of [18, Theorem 16]. For completeness, we repeat the main steps here. First,
note that for δ > 0

⟨λ , u− v⟩ =
ˆ
Ω

(u− g)dλ+

ˆ
Ω

(g −max{g, v})dλ+ ⟨λ ,max{g, v} − v⟩

≤ ⟨λ ,max{g, v} − v⟩ = ⟨λ− µ , (g − v)+⟩+ ⟨µ , (g − v)+⟩

≤ δ

2
∥λ− µ∥2−1 +

δ−1

2
∥∇(g − v)+∥2Ω + ⟨µ , (g − v)+⟩.

Second, due to u ≥ g a.e. in Ω and µ ≥ 0, we have

−⟨µ , u− v⟩ =
ˆ
Ω

(g − u)dµ+

ˆ
Ω

(v − g)dµ ≤
ˆ
Ω

(v − g)dµ.

Combining all previous estimates we arrive at

∥(u− v,σ − τ , λ− µ)∥2H1
0 (Ω)×[L2(Ω)]n×H−1(Ω)

≲ ∥hT (1−Π0
h)f∥2Ω + ∥τ −∇v∥2Ω +

δ

2
∥λ− µ∥2−1 +

δ−1

2
∥∇(g − v)+∥2Ω + ⟨µ , (g − v)+⟩+

ˆ
Ω

(v − g)dµ

= ∥hT (1−Π0
h)f∥2Ω + ∥τ −∇v∥2Ω +

δ

2
∥λ− µ∥2−1 +

δ−1

2
∥∇(g − v)+∥2Ω + ⟨µ , (v − g)+⟩.

Subtracting δ
2∥λ− µ∥2−1 for sufficient small δ > 0 finishes the proof. □

The estimate proved in Lemma 5.2 can be used to define a reliable error estimator by setting µ = λh,
τ = σh. Note that v needs to be in H1

0 (Ω) so that the choice v = uh ∈ Mh is not valid. However, we can
postprocess and smooth the discrete solution uh to obtain an efficiently computable v in the previous result.
We present details in section 5.2 below.

The proof of Lemma 5.2 can not be directly adapted for solutions of the plate obstacle problem. The
reason is that in the proof we use that max{v, w} ∈ H1

0 (Ω) for v, w ∈ H1
0 (Ω), which is in general not true

if we replace H1
0 (Ω) by H2

0 (Ω). Nevertheless, we have the following result which combines Lemma 5.1 with
arguments used to prove [2, Lemma 4.1]. We recall that the Lagrange multiplier λ ∈ H−2(Ω) with λ ≥ 0
defines a positive Radon measure.
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Lemma 5.3. Let (M , λ, u) = (∇∇u,∆2u− f, u) denote the unique solution of (4.5). Estimate

∥(u− v,M −N , λ− µ)∥2H2
0 (Ω)×[L2(Ω)]n×n×H−2(Ω) ≲ ∥N −∇∇v∥2Ω + ∥h2

T (1−Π1
h)f∥2Ω

+ (µ , v − g)Ω +

ˆ
Ω

(g − v)+ dλ

holds for all v ∈ H2
0 (Ω), (M , µ) ∈ K2 with µ ∈ L2(Ω) and divDivN − µ = Π1

hf .

Proof. Employing (5.1b), divDivM − λ = f , and M = ∇∇u, we get that

∥(u− v,M −N , λ− µ)∥2H2
0 (Ω)×[L2(Ω)]n×H−2(Ω) ≂ ∥(1−Π1

h)f∥2−2 + ∥N −∇∇v∥2Ω + ⟨λ− µ , u− v⟩

≲ ∥h2
T (1−Π1

h)f∥2Ω + ∥N −∇∇v∥2Ω + ⟨λ− µ , u− v⟩.
It thus remains to tackle the duality term on the right-hand side. Following a similar argumentation as in
the proof of [2, Lemma 4.1] we find

⟨λ , u− v⟩ =
ˆ
Ω

(g − v) dλ ≤
ˆ
Ω

(g − v)+ dλ.

Furthermore, using µ ∈ L2(Ω), µ ≥ 0, u ≥ g, it follows that

−⟨µ , u− v⟩ = (µ , v − u)Ω ≤ (µ , v − g)Ω,

which finishes the proof. □

5.2. A posteriori error analysis for the membrane obstacle problem. Our starting point for defining
an error estimator is Lemma 5.2. Several possibilities exist to define a suitable postprocessed solution
v ∈ H1

0 (Ω) of (σh, uh). Here, we shall apply a simple quasi-interpolator that only uses solution component
uh. Let ηz ∈ P1(T ) denote the nodal basis function with ηz(z

′) = δz,z′ for all interior vertices z, z′ ∈ V0.
Furthermore, let ωz ⊂ T denote the set (patch) of all elements which share vertex z. We follow [19, section 3]
and define the weighted Clément quasi-interpolator Jh : L

2(Ω) → P1(T ) ∩H1
0 (Ω) by

Jhv =
∑
z∈V0

(ϕz , v)Ωηz,

where the weight functions are given by

ϕz|T =

{
αz,T

|T | T ∈ ωz,

0 else,

and the coefficients satisfy∑
T∈ωz

αz,T = 1,
∑
T∈ωz

αz,T sT = z, αz,T ≥ 0 (T ∈ ωz).

Here, sT denotes the center of mass of an element T ∈ T . Note that the coefficients αz,T are not necessarily
unique (see, e.g., [19, Example 10]). In [19, Theorem 11] it was shown that Jh has second-order approximation
properties while the Clément operator with 0-order moments, namely, setting αz,T = |T |/|ωz| in the above
definition, only has first-order approximation properties.

Given T ∈ T , we define the local error indicators

ρ2r(T ) := ∥σh −∇Jhuh∥2T , ρ2p(T ) := ∥∇(g − Jhuh)+∥2T , ρ2c(T ) := (λh , (g − Jhuh)+)T .

Here, (σh, λh, uh) denotes the solution of (3.6). Further, set

osc(T )2 = h2
T ∥(1−Π0

h)f∥2T .
Note that ρr measures a residual, while ρp measures the penetration of the contact condition, and ρc measures
a violation of the obstacle condition for the postprocessed solution Jhuh. The next theorem is the main result
of this section, it directly stems from Lemma 5.2 with v = Jhuh.

Theorem 5.4 (reliability). Let (σ, λ, u) denote the solution of (3.5) and let (σh, λh, uh) denote the solution
of (3.6). Then,

∥∇(u− Jhuh)∥2Ω + ∥σ − σh∥2Ω + ∥λ− λh∥2−1 ≲
∑
T∈T

(
ρr(T )

2 + ρp(T )
2 + ρc(T )

2 + osc(T )2
)
=: ρ2.
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Remark 5.5 (estimation of ∥u− uh∥Ω). The error u− uh can be controlled by using the triangle inequality
and Friedrich’s inequality:

∥u− uh∥Ω ≤ ∥u− Jhuh∥Ω + ∥uh − Jhuh∥Ω ≲ ∥∇(u− Jhuh)∥Ω + ∥uh − Jhuh∥Ω.

The term ∥∇(u − Jhuh)∥Ω is bounded as in Theorem 5.4, while ∥uh − Jhuh∥Ω is a computable term that
can be used as an error estimator.

The triangle inequality proves the following efficiency-type estimate.

Theorem 5.6 (local estimate for ρr(T )). Under the framework of Theorem 5.4 we have, for all T ∈ T , that

ρr(T )
2 ≲ ∥σ − σh∥2T + ∥∇(u− Jhuh)∥2T .

5.3. A posteriori error analysis for the plate obstacle problem. For the plate obstacle problem we
follow similar ideas as in section 5.2. Let UHCT

h ⊂ H2
0 (Ω) denote the Hsieh–Clough–Tocher finite element

space [4, chapter 3.7] and let Eh : P3(T ) → UHCT
h denote the operator defined in [3, section 4]. We note

that the authors of [3] define the operator for P2(T ) but the same definition can be used in our situation,
i.e., for P3(T ). Let Bh denote a first-order moment preserving operator given by

Bhv|T =
∑
z∈VT

(v , νT,z)T η
2
T ηz|T ,

where ηT =
∏

z∈VT
ηz|T (and extended to 0 outside of T ) and νT,z (z ∈ VT ) form a dual basis of P1(T ) with

(νT,z , η
2
T ηz′)T = δz,z′ . For an arbitrary p =

∑
z′∈VT

αz′ηz′ |T ∈ P1(T ) with αz′ ∈ R, we have

(Bhv , p)T =
∑
z∈VT

(v , νT,z)T (η
2
T ηz , p)T =

∑
z∈VT

∑
z′∈VT

αz′(v , νT,z)T (η
2
T ηz , νT,z′)T = (v , p)T .

We thus conclude that Π1
hBhv = Π1

hv. It is straightforward to verify that ∥Bhv∥T ≲ ∥v∥T for all T ∈ T .
Next, define

JHCT
h v = Ehv +Bh(1− Eh)v.

Clearly, JHCT
h v ∈ H2

0 (Ω). In the next result we collect some important properties of this operator. We use
the common notation [·] for jumps across element interfaces, i.e., [v]|E denotes the jump across the edge
E ∈ E .

Lemma 5.7 (properties of JHCT
h ). Operator JHCT

h satisfies Π1
hJ

HCT
h = Π1

h and the estimates∑
T∈T

h−4
T ∥v − JHCT

h v∥2T + ∥∇∇(v − JHCT
h v)∥2T ≲

∑
T∈T

h−3
T ∥[v]∥2∂T + h−1

T ∥[∂nv]∥2∂T ,(5.2)

h−2
T ∥v − JHCT

h v∥2L∞(T ) ≲
∑

E∈E,VE∩VT ̸=∅

h−3
T ∥[v]∥2E + h−1

T ∥[∂nv]∥2E(5.3)

for all v ∈ P3(T ) and T ∈ T .

Proof. First, Π1
hJ

HCT
h = Π1

hEh +Π1
hBh(1− Eh) = Π1

h by the properties of Bh. Second,

∥v − JHCT
h v∥T = ∥(1−Bh)(1− Eh)v∥T ≲ ∥(1− Eh)v∥T .

Then, following the very same arguments as in the proof of [3, Lemma 4.1] shows that

h−4
T ∥v − Ehv∥2T ≲

∑
E∈E,VT ∩VE ̸=∅

h−3
T ∥[v]∥2E + h−1

T ∥[∂nv]∥2E .

Finally, the remaining estimates follow by inverse estimates. □

Let (Mh, λh, uh) denote the solution of (4.6). We define the locally postprocessed solution u⋆
h ∈ P3(T )

on each T ∈ T by

(∇∇u⋆
h ,∇∇v)T = (Mh ,∇∇v)T ∀v ∈ P3(T ),

Π1
hu

⋆
h|T = uh|T .
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Define the indicators resp. data oscillations

ξr(T )
2 = ∥Mh −∇∇u⋆

h∥2T + h−3
T ∥[u⋆

h]∥2∂T + h−1
T ∥[∂nu⋆

h]∥2∂T ,
osc(T )2 = h4

T ∥(1−Π1
h)f∥2T ,

ξ2r =
∑
T∈T

ξr(T )
2, osc2 =

∑
T∈T

osc(T )2,

and

ξ∞ = ∥(g − u⋆
h)+∥L∞(Ω) +max

T∈T

∑
E∈E,VE∩VT ̸=∅

h
−3/2
T ∥[u⋆

h]∥E + h
−1/2
T ∥[∂nu⋆

h]∥E .

Theorem 5.8 (reliability). Let (M , λ, u) denote the solution of (4.5) and let (Mh, λh, uh) denote the
solution of (4.6). Then,

∥∇∇(u− JHCT
h u⋆

h)∥2Ω + ∥M −Mh∥2Ω + ∥λ− λh∥2−2 ≲ ξ2r + osc2 + λ(Ω)ξ∞.

Proof. We employ Lemma 5.3 with N = Mh, v = JHCT
h u⋆

h and µ = λh which yields

∥∇∇(u− JHCT
h u⋆

h)∥2Ω + ∥M −Mh∥2Ω + ∥λ− λh∥2−2

≲ ∥Mh −∇∇JHCT
h u⋆

h∥2Ω + ∥h2
T (1−Π1

h)f∥2Ω + (λh , J
HCT
h u⋆

h − g)Ω +

ˆ
Ω

(g − JHCT
h u⋆

h)+ dλ.

With Lemma 5.7 we further estimate

∥Mh −∇∇JHCT
h u⋆

h∥2Ω ≲
∑
T∈T

(
∥Mh −∇∇u⋆

h∥2T + h−3
T ∥[u⋆

h]∥2∂T + h−1
T ∥[∂nu⋆

h]∥2∂T
)
.(5.4)

The use of Π1
hJ

HCT
h = Π1

h, λh ∈ P1(T ), Π1
hu

⋆
h = uh, and (λh , uh − g)Ω = 0 leads to

(λh , J
HCT
h u⋆

h − g)Ω = (λh ,Π
1
hu

⋆
h − g)Ω = (λh , uh − g)Ω = 0.(5.5)

It remains to estimate
´
Ω
(g − JHCT

h u⋆
h)+ dλ. We do this by following the same steps from the proof of [2,

Theorem 4.2]. We have that, with λ(Ω) denoting the λ-measure of Ω,ˆ
Ω

(g − JHCT
h u⋆

h)+ dλ ≤ λ(Ω)(∥(g − u⋆
h)+∥L∞(Ω) + ∥u⋆

h − JHCT
h u⋆

h∥L∞(Ω)).

Then, with Lemma 5.7 we conclude that

∥u⋆
h − JHCT

h u⋆
h∥L∞(Ω) ≲ max

T∈T

∑
E∈E,VE∩VT ̸=∅

h
−3/2
T ∥[u⋆

h]∥E + h
−1/2
T ∥[∂nu⋆

h]∥E .

This finishes the proof. □

The previous results can be seen as an analogous version of the reliability estimate presented in [2,
Thereom 4.2]. As in that case, since the term λ(Ω) is not known, the obtained error bound is not a genuine a
posteriori error estimate [2, Remark 4.3]. In spite of this fact, it can be proved that λ(Ω) ≤ C, where C > 0
is a computable constant (see [2, Remark 4.4]), and thus use such a constant to remove the term λ(Ω) from
Theorem 5.8 to obtain a genuine a posteriori error estimate.

Let ε > 0 be sufficiently small (cf. Proposition 2.7). Given T ∈ T , we introduce the local error indicators

ξ2p(T ) := ∥∇∇Mε{g − JHCT
h u⋆

h, 0}∥2T , ξ2c (T ) := (λh ,Mε{g − JHCT
h u⋆

h, 0})T .

In the next result we prove a different reliability estimate for the plate obstacle problem by using the
regularized maximum function Mε.

Theorem 5.9 (reliability). Let (M , λ, u) denote the solution of (4.5) and let (Mh, λh, uh) denote the
solution of (4.6). Then,

∥∇∇(u− JHCT
h u⋆

h)∥2Ω + ∥M −Mh∥2Ω + ∥λ− λh∥2−2 ≲
∑
T∈T

(
ξ2r (T ) + osc(T )2 + ξ2p(T ) + ξ2c (T )

)
=: ξ2.

21



Proof. We use (5.1b) with w = u−JHCT
h u⋆

h,N = M−Mh, and χ = λ−λh, in conjunction with M = ∇∇u,
divDivM − λ = f , and property (i) from Proposition 4.3 to obtain

∥∇∇(u− JHCT
h u⋆

h)∥2Ω + ∥M −Mh∥2Ω + ∥λ− λh∥2−2

≲ ∥(1−Π1
h)f∥2−2 + ∥Mh −∇∇JHCT

h u⋆
h∥2Ω + ⟨λ− λh , u− JHCT

h u⋆
h⟩.

Utilizing the estimates ∥(1−Π1
h)f∥2−2 ≤ ∥h2

T (1−Π1
h)f∥2Ω and (5.4) in the previous bound results in

∥∇∇(u− JHCT
h u⋆

h)∥2Ω + ∥M −Mh∥2Ω + ∥λ− λh∥2−2

≲ ∥h2
T (1−Π1

h)f∥2Ω +
∑
T∈T

(
∥Mh −∇∇u⋆

h∥2T + h−3
T ∥[u⋆

h]∥2∂T + h−1
T ∥[∂nu⋆

h]∥2∂T
)
+ ⟨λ− λh , u− JHCT

h u⋆
h⟩

≲ ξ2 + ⟨λ− λh , u− JHCT
h u⋆

h⟩.

We now estimate ⟨λ− λh , u− JHCT
h u⋆

h⟩ = ⟨λ , u− JHCT
h u⋆

h⟩ − ⟨λh , u− JHCT
h u⋆

h⟩ =: I− II. To estimate II, we
use that λh ≥ 0, g − u ≤ 0, and identity (5.5) to obtain

−II = (λh , J
HCT
h u⋆

h − u)Ω = (λh , J
HCT
h u⋆

h − g)Ω + (λh , g − u)Ω ≤ 0.

On the other hand, using that
´
Ω
(u− g) dλ = 0, λ ≥ 0, and Mε{g, JHCT

h u⋆
h} ≥ max{g, JHCT

h u⋆
h}, we arrive

at

I =

ˆ
Ω

(g −max{g, JHCT
h u⋆

h}) dλ+ ⟨λ ,max{g, JHCT
h u⋆

h} − JHCT
h u⋆

h⟩ ≤ ⟨λ ,Mε{g, JHCT
h u⋆

h} − JHCT
h u⋆

h⟩.

From this estimate, it follows that I ≤ ⟨λ−λh ,Mε{g, JHCT
h u⋆

h}−JHCT
h u⋆

h⟩+⟨λh ,Mε{g, JHCT
h u⋆

h}−JHCT
h u⋆

h⟩,
which implies, for all δ > 0, that

I ≤ δ

2
∥λ− λh∥2−2 +

δ−1

2
∥∇∇(Mε{g, JHCT

h u⋆
h} − JHCT

h u⋆
h)∥2Ω + (λh ,Mε{g, JHCT

h u⋆
h} − JHCT

h u⋆
h)Ω.

We conclude the proof by using that Mε{g, JHCT
h u⋆

h} = JHCT
h u⋆

h+Mε{g−JHCT
h u⋆

h, 0} and taking δ sufficiently
small. □

If we replace JHCT
h u⋆

h with the continuous solution u, then in general Mε{g−u, 0} ≠ 0 for 0 < |u−g| < ε.
Thus the estimators ξp and ξc are not consistent with the exact solution. Despite this limitation, the
estimators can be used to drive adaptive refinements, see section 6.2 below.

6. Numerical examples

In this section we conduct numerical examples that support our theoretical findings for the two particular
problems considered in our work. The experiments were performed with a code implemented in MATLAB,
and the underlying schemes associated to the obstacle problems were solved with the primal-dual active set
strategy from [33, section 4].

We use the bulk criterion

θest2 ≤
∑

M⊂T
est(T )2

to determine a (minimal) set of elements M that are marked for refinement. Here, we employ the newest
vertex bisection algorithm for realizing the mesh-refinements. For the membrane obstacle problems we use
est = ρ and for the plate obstacle problems we use est = ξ. The adaptive loop consists of repeating the four
major steps, Solve, Estimate, Mark, Refine. We choose θ = 1

2 in the bulk criterion. For the plate obstacle
problem we use Mε{·, ·} with ε = 10−10.

6.1. Examples for the membrane obstacle problem.
22



101 102 103 104 105

10−3

10−2

10−1

0.5

0.5

number of elements #T

Error contributions

∥u − uh∥Ω
∥σ − σh∥Ω

101 102 103 104 105

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

0.5

0.5

number of elements #T

Estimator contributions

ρc
ρp
ρr
ρ

Figure 1. Experimental rates of convergence for the errors ∥u−uh∥Ω and ∥σ−σh∥Ω (left)
and the error estimator ρ with its individual contributions (right), with uniform refinement
for the problem from Section 6.1.1.

6.1.1. Smooth solution ([18, Section 5.3]). We consider Ω = (0, 1)2 and set for (x, y) ∈ Ω, u(x, y) := x(1 −
x)y(1− y),

f(x, y) :=

{
0 if x < 1

2 ,

−∆u(x, y) if x ≥ 1
2 ,

and g(x, y) :=

{
u(x, y) if x < 1

2 ,

g̃(x)y(1− y) if x ≥ 1
2 ,

where g̃ denotes a suitable polynomial of degree 3 such that g and ∇g are continuous at the line x = 1
2 . Then,

u solves the obstacle problem (3.1) with data f and obstacle g. Moreover, g ∈ H2(Ω) and λ = −∆u − f ∈
H1(Ω).

We observe, in Figure 1, optimal experimental rates of convergence (O((#T )−1/2) ≈ O(h)) for the errors
∥u − uh∥Ω and ∥σ − σh∥Ω; the same is observed for the a posteriori error estimator ρ and its individual
contributions. We recall that ρ is defined in Theorem 5.4. Note that the convergence rate observed for the
errors is in agreement with the error estimate provided in Theorem 3.8.

6.1.2. Unknown solution on L-shaped domain ([18, Section 5.5]). In this example, we consider Ω = (−1, 1)2 \
[−1, 0]2 and set for (x, y) ∈ Ω, f(x, y) = 1, and a pyramid-like obstacle g(x, y) = max{0, dist((x, y), ∂Ωu)− 1

4}
for (x, y) ∈ Ωu := (0, 1)2 and g(x, y) = 0 for (x, y) ∈ Ω \ Ωu.

In Figure 2 we present experimental rates of convergence for the total error estimator ρ and its individual
contributions, with uniform and adaptive refinement. We observe that the designed adaptive procedure
outperforms uniform refinement. In Figure 3 we present a sequence of adaptively refined meshes and the
corresponding approximate solution component uh. We observe that the refinement is being concentrated
around the re-entrant corner (0, 0) and around the point ( 12 ,

1
2 ), which coincides with the tip of the pyramid-

like obstacle g.

6.2. Examples for the plate obstacle problem.
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Figure 2. Error estimator ρ and its individual contributions with uniform refinement (left)
and adaptive refinement (right) for the problem from Section 6.1.2.

6.2.1. Example with known solution. Let Ω = (−1, 1)2 and set for (x, y) ∈ Ω,

u(x, y) =

{(
1− (x2 + y2)

)4 if x2 + y2 < 1,

0 if x2 + y2 ≥ 1,

g(x, y) =

{(
1− (x2 + y2)

)4 if x2 + y2 < 1
16 ,

− 100697
36864 (x2 + y2)− 20803

73728

√
x2 + y2 + 74741

73728 if x2 + y2 ≥ 1
16 ,

f(x, y) =

{
∆2u− 100 if x2 + y2 < 1

16 ,

∆2u if x2 + y2 ≥ 1
16 .

Note that u ∈ H4(Ω)∩H2
0 (Ω), f ∈ L2(Ω) and g ∈ H2(Ω)∩C1(Ω) is piecewise smooth. We solve the discrete

plate obstacle problem on a sequence of uniformly refined meshes.
Figure 4 shows the L2(Ω) errors of u − uh and M −Mh and compares them to the different estimator

contributions. We observe optimal experimental convergence rates of the error as well as the estimators, i.e.,
O((#T )−1) behavior.

6.2.2. Example [2, Example 7.3]. We consider the setup of [2, Example 7.3]. Set f(x, y) = 0, and

g(x, y) = 1−
(
(x+ 1

4 )
2

0.22
+

y2

0.352

)
, (x, y) ∈ Ω := (− 1

2 ,
1
2 )

2 \ [0, 1
2 ]

2.

Note that the obstacle function g is smooth. Nevertheless, we expect that the exact solution to have a
geometric singularity due to non-convexity of Ω. This is confirmed by our numerical examples on a sequence
of uniformly refined meshes where a reduced convergence order for the estimator is observed, see Figure 5.
The use of the adaptive algorithm steered by the estimator ξ recovers rates O((#T )−1).

Figure 6 visualizes three meshes generated by the adaptive algorithm. Strong refinements towards the
reentrant corner of the domain and in the vicinity of the contact region can be observed. This is in agreement
with [2, Example 7.3] where similar observations have been made for the C0 interior penalty method studied
there.

24



#T = 333

−1 −0.5 0
0.5 1−1

0

1
0

0.2

x

y

5 · 10−2

0.1

0.15

0.2

#T = 616

−1 −0.5 0
0.5 1−1

0

1
0

0.2

x

y

5 · 10−2

0.1

0.15

0.2

#T = 1109

−1 −0.5 0
0.5 1−1

0

1
0

0.2

x

y

5 · 10−2

0.1

0.15

0.2

Figure 3. Meshes and solution component uh for the problem from Section 6.1.2.
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Figure 5. Estimators on a sequence of uniformly (u) and adaptively (a) refined meshes for
the problem from Section 6.2.2.
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Figure 6. Three consecutive meshes generated by the adaptive algorithm for the problem
from Section 6.2.2.
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Figure 7. Estimators on a sequence of uniformly (u) and adaptively (a) refined meshes for
the problem from Section 6.2.3.

6.2.3. Example with non-smooth obstacle on L-shaped domain. For this last example we consider the L-
shaped domain Ω = (−1, 1)2 \ [−1, 0]2, f(x, y) = 0 and

g(x, y) =
1

4
−
(
(x− 1

2 )
2 + (y − 1

2 )
2
)3/4

, (x, y) ∈ Ω.

Note that g ∈ H2(Ω)∩C1(Ω) but g /∈ Hk(Ω) for k ≥ 3. Due to non-convexity of the domain and the regularity
of g one expects reduced regularity of the exact solution u to the plate obstacle problem. Again, uniformly
refined meshes lead to reduced convergence rates whereas the adaptive algorithm seems experimentally
recover optimal rates, see Figure 7. Furthermore, Figure 8 shows two meshes together with corresponding
solution component uh. We observe that the meshes are strongly refined towards the origin (0, 0) of the
domain as well as towards ( 12 ,

1
2 ) where the obstacle touches the plate and has reduced regularity.
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