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ABSTRACT. In this paper, we present a unified analysis of both convergence and optimality of
adaptive mixed finite element methods for a class of problems when the finite element spaces
and corresponding a posteriori error estimates under consideration satisfy five hypotheses. We
prove that these five conditions are sufficient for convergence and optimality of the adaptive
algorithms under consideration. The main ingredient for the analysis is a new method to analyze
both discrete reliability and quasi-orthogonality. This new method arises from an appropriate
and natural choice of the norms for both the discrete displacement and stress spaces, namely,
a mesh-dependent discrete H' norm for the former and a L? norm for the latter, and a newly
defined projection operator from the discrete stress space on the coarser mesh onto the discrete
divergence free space on the finer mesh. As applications, we prove these five hypotheses for
the Raviart—-Thomas and Brezzi-Douglas—Marini elements of the Poisson and Stokes problems in
both 2D and 3D.

1. INTRODUCTION

This paper is devoted to convergence and optimality of adaptive mixed finite element methods
(AMFEMs) for the problem of the following form: Given f € L?(f2), find (o,u) € ¥ x U such that

(./40', T)L2(Q) — (diVT, U)L2(Q) =0, for any 7 € X,
1.1
D) (dive,v)r2) — (f,v)r2(q) = 0, for any v € U.
In the paper, we refer to ¥ as the stress space, and U as the displacement space. Here, 2 is a
simply connected bounded domain in R%(d = 2,3) with the boundary 99, and ¥, U are Sobolev
spaces defined as
¥ = H(div, Q;R¥™>*"), U := L*(Q;R")

with n some positive integer. Furthermore, we assume A is a linear, bounded and semi-definite
operator, satisfying

(1.2) 0 < (A7 7)L2() < ClITlZ2q) and [|7][Z2() < CUAT T)L2() + [ divrlf 1 (o)
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for any 7 € ¥, with the H~1(2) norm defined as

v
Il = sup el
vEHE () HUHHl(Q)

For convenience, we will also use ||7]|.4 to denote (AT, T)lL/QQ(Q) when there is no confusion.
Many problems can be attributed to the form of (II]). For example, when

At =71, Y xU:= H(div,Q;R?) x L*(;R),

the problem (1)) is essentially the mixed formulation of the Poisson problem; when

1
AT =71 — E(trT)Idxd, Y xU:= {7’ € H(div, Q;R>Y| [ trrde = 0} x L2(Q;RY)

Q
with the d x d identity matrix Ijxq , then the problem (LI)) becomes the pseudostress-velocity
formulation of the stationary Stokes problem, see for instance, [4 11, 12, [19] and the references
therein. Here and throughout this paper, the trace operator tr is defined as

d

tr7 = Z T;; for any matrix 7 €
i=1

Rdxd

For the problem (ILTI), the theory of the reliable and efficient a posteriori error analysis has been
in some sense relatively mature. We refer the interested readers to [9] 2] [8] 13| [42, 4T, [32] [T} [311 [30]
and the references therein for a posteriori error estimates of the mixed finite element methods of
the Poisson problem and [I9] for a posteriori error estimates of the mixed finite element methods
of the Stokes problem within the pseudostress-velocity formulation. We also mention the references
[26, [14) [40, (15 25] for the other related works.

As for the convergence and optimality analysis, there have been several results for adaptive
conforming and nonconforming finite element methods [B 23], B4, 35l [7, 33 28| B9, 21 [36] 27,
16]; while for AMFEMs, research efforts are made mainly on the Poisson problem. Carstensen
and Hoppe [I8] established the first error reduction and convergence of the adaptive lowest-order
Raviart—-Thomas element method, and similar results can be found in [6] 20]. Later, in [22] [24]
convergence and optimality were analyzed for the Raviart—Thomas and Brezzi—Douglas—Marini
elements of any order. By using the discrete Helmholtz decomposition, Huang and Xu [29] extended
the above results to the 3D case. For the mixed finite elements of the Stokes problem within
the pseudostress-velocity formulation, Carstensen et. al [17] proved convergence and optimality
of the adaptive lowest-order Raviart—Thomas element. The main ingredients therein are some
novel equivalence between the lowest-order Raviart—Thomas and Crouzeix—Raviart elements, and a
particular Helmholtz decomposition of deviatoric tensors for the 2D case. However, the analysis can
neither be generalized to the Raviart—-Thomas and Brezzi-Douglas—Marini elements of any order,
nor to the 3D case. We refer interested readers to [16] for a comprehensive review of the state
of art of this field and also a wonderful simultaneous axiomatic analysis of both convergence and
optimality of adaptive finite element methods of several classes of linear and nonlinear problems.

This paper aims at a unified convergence and optimality analysis of AMFEMs of the problem
(CI) in both two and three dimensional cases. The main result states that if the mixed finite
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element methods and associated a posteriori error estimates satisfy five hypotheses, see more de-
tails in next section, the corresponding adaptive algorithms converge with optimal rates in the
nonlinear approximate sense. The unified analysis is based on a new method to establish both
discrete reliability and quasi-orthogonality, which are two main and indispensable ingredients for
the convergence and optimality analysis of adaptive finite element methods. In fact, in contrary to
[18, 6l 221, 20} 24, (29, [T7], the discrete displacement space is endowed with a mesh-dependent discrete
H' norm, which defines one component of the new method. Hence the L? norm becomes a natural
norm for the discrete stress space. The other component of the new method is to introduce a pro-
jection operator from the discrete stress space on the coarser mesh onto the discrete divergence free
space on the finer mesh. As applications, the Raviart—Thomas and Brezzi—-Douglas—Marini elements
of any order of both the Poisson problem and the Stokes problem within the pseudostress-velocity
formulation in 2D and 3D are proved to satisfy these five hypotheses. Therefore the corresponding
adaptive schemes admit optimal convergence. As a result, it extends the optimal convergence re-
sult for the first order Raviart-Thomas element of the Stokes problem in 2D from [17] to the more
general case.

Throughout this paper, the notation a < b represents that there exists a generic positive constant
C, which is independent of the mesh parameter h and may not be the same at different occurrences,
such that a < Cb. The symbol a = b means a < b < a.

Let v, 3= (81, -, B4)T and 7 = (7;j)axa be scalar, vector and tensor functions of two or three
variables respectively, and let 7; = (71, ,7iq)? denote the ith row for 7 with i = 1,--- ,d. We
define the grad, div, curl and rot operators by

T
gradv = ﬁa aﬁ ) gra’dﬁ = (gra’dﬂlv"' 7gradﬂd)T7
o0x1 0xq
. L aﬁl 8[3(1 . L . . T
div 8 = 92, + 92y’ divr = (divry, - ,divrg)”,
T
curlv := (5—;2, —(;9—;1) ., curl B := (curl By, curl Bo)T, d =2,
curl B := grad x B, curlt := (curlry, curl 7o, curl 3)7, d =3,
rot 8 := % — %, rot 7 := (rot 7y, rot )7, d=2.
8:172 8$1

Moreover, for the tensor function 7, we define its tangential component by
Toti=(m-t,m-t) ford=2, Txv:=(r xv,7xv,713xv) ford=3.

For a given Lebesgue measurable set G C RY, we use L?(G;R) or L*(G;RY*™) to denote the
Hilbert space of square integrable functions or matrix-value fields, respectively, with inner product
(*,-)r2(q)- Here and thereafter we will omit R or R?*™ for simplicity when there is no risk of
confusion.
We also define the following spaces
HY(G) := {v € L*(G)| gradv € L*(G)},
H(div,G) := {v € L*(G)|divv € L*(G)},
H(curl,G) := {v € L*(@)| curlv € L*(G)},
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equipped with norms
ol = (0726 + |l gradv]|Faiq) '/, for allv € HY(G),
||UHH(div,G) = (H’U”%z(g) + H diVU||%2(G))1/2, for all v S H(le, G),

|| (curt,cy = (||U||%2(G) + | CUI'I'UH%Q(G))I/2, for all v € H(curl, G),

respectively, where ||-|| 2@ == (;, )1L/22(G) denotes the norm of space L?(G). Especially, let H} (G) :=

{v € HY(G),vlog = 0}.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present notation and five hypothe-
ses. In Section 3, we show discrete reliability and quasi-orthogonality under these five hypotheses.
In Section 4, we prove convergence and optimality of the adaptive algorithms while in Section 5 we
check these five hypotheses for two examples.

2. NOTATION AND HYPOTHESIS

Let 7, be some shape-regular triangulation of Q and &, the set of all edges or faces in Tj.
We indicate by hx := |K|'/¢ and hg := |E|'/(@=Y the size for each K € T, and each E € &,
respectively. Note that all geometric entities are closed sets. Given K € T, and E € &, define the
element-patch and the edge/face-patch by

QK = U K/, QE = U K,
K'NK#0 ECK

respectively. Given any interior edge/face E € &, let vg be a unit normal vector, and [-]|g := +|g+—
‘|- be the jump across the edge/face E = K+ N K~ shared by the two elements KT, K~ € Tj,.
While for the boundary edge/face E, vg denotes the unit outer vector normal to 052, and the jump
[]|E := -|k+ for the unique element K with £ C K. When d = 2 let tg be the unit tangential
vector of F.

Let T, be a refinement of Ty, and R := Tyg\Tn = {K € Tu|K ¢& Tn} be the set of refined
elements from Ty to T, R = {K € Tg|K N K’ # () for some K’ € R}. Also, let Uy and Ug, Xy,
and Y, Hp(curl,Q) and Hy(curl, Q) be finite element subspaces of U, ¥ and H (curl, ) defined
on Tp, and Tg, respectively.

The mixed finite element method is to solve ([II]) in the pair of the finite dimensional spaces
¥p x Up C X x U. The corresponding discrete problem reads: Find (o, up) € ¥j x Uy, such that

51 (AO’h,Th)Lz(Q) — (diVTh,uh)Lz(Q) =0, for any 7, € X,
( - ) (diV Uh,’l)h)Lz(Q) — (f, ’Uh)Lz(Q) =0, for any v, € Up,.

Let Qj, be the L2-projection operator from U onto the space Uj,. The edge or face error estimator

with respect to a given subset Mj, C Ty, is defined by, [19] 29],

1/2
5 (IhkrotAon) g+ 5 M;M%wmmm> a2,
KeMy FEeKnNE&y,

1/2
= lhaccwl(Aon) oo+ 3 MJM%XMEm0<ﬁ3
KeMy EcKnNé&y,

n(on, My) =
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And given f € L*(Q), define the data oscillation by
ose®(f, My) = > |lhi(f = f)ll72(sc) With fa = Qnf.
KeMy
It follows that
osc®(fu, Tu) = > Nhr(fn = F)llFe )

KeTu\Tn
For each K € Ty, since ||hx (fn — fu)llr2x) = 1hx Qrn(f — fa)ll2(x) < lhe(f = fo)llee k),

ose®(fn, T) < > hic(f = )30y = 052 (f, T\ Th).

KeTu\Th
Given f € L?(12), define an affine space Z,(f) by
(2.2) Zh(f) = {Th (S Eh,div Th = fh}

In particular, Z,(0) is the kernel space of the discrete divergence operator, which is also called the
discrete divergence free space. Let (o, up) be the solution of ([ZI), we then have the following key

property
(2.3) (AUh,Th)L2(Q) =0, for any 7, € Zh(()).

We follow [3, Lemma 2.1] to endow the space Uy with the following discrete H! norm: for a
given set G consisting of elements K € Tp,

(2.4) lorlfne = > IVorliey+ D hg llenlllizce):
KEGNTy, EeGNEy,
When G = Q, the subscript is omitted. Hence the naturally matched norm for the space ¥, is the
the L? norm.
Next, we propose five hypotheses, which are sufficient for convergence and optimality of AM-
FEMs.

Hypothesis 1. The discrete spaces ¥y, and Uy, satisfy the following inclusion properties
Y C Xp and divyy, C Up.
Hypothesis 2. The pair of spaces (X, Uy) satisfies the discrete inf-sup condition

div 7, v
th”l,hs sup M

, for any v, € Up,
0AThEDS I7all L2 ()

which implies the following equivalent inf-sup condition, see Brezzi and Fortin [10] for more details,

(diVTh,’Uh)L2 Q
(2.5) H7'h||L2(Q)/Zh(0) S O:UPU T(), for any T € Xp,.
vp €U

1,h

Hypothesis 3. Given v, € Uy, there exists an operator Sy : Up, — Uy such that

(2.6) Suvp|k = vnlk, for any K € Ty N Ty,
and
(2.7) ||’Uh — SHUhHLQ(K) 5 hKHUh| 1,h,Di s fOT any K e TH\E,

where D = Ugrer, xnrz0 K-
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Hypothesis 4. Given &, € X, with divé, = 0, there exist v, € Hp(curl,Q) and an operator
Iy : Hp(curl, Q) — Hy(curl, ) such that

(2.8) & = curl pp, and curl Tz, € Yg.
Moreover, there exist v € H'(Q) and ¢ € L*(Q) such that
(2.9) curl(pp, — Ogep) = curly + ¢
with (Aow,¢)r2) =0 ((om,un) is the solution to the discrete problem [2.1)) over Ty ) and
Y|k =0, for any K € Tir\R,
B 1/2
(2.10) (Sker I la00) S lleurd gllzaoy,
~1/2 112 1/2 <
(ZEesH 1hg ¢HL2(E)) < [ eurln|[r2()-

Besides these hypotheses on the finite element subspaces, the a posteriori error estimator with
reliability and efficiency is necessary in an adaptive algorithm, which will be described in the
following Hypothesis 5.

Hypothesis 5. Let (o,u) be the solution of (1) and (on,un) be the solution of (1) over a
triangulation Ty, there exist constants Cre and Cgys depending on the shape regularity of Ty, such
that

(2.11) o —onllly < Cre(n*(on, Tn) +osc®(f,Tn)), (Reliability)

(2.12) Crrn*(on, Ta) < llo = onllss.  (Efficiency)

We will in Section 5 show that the Raviart-Thomas and the Brezzi-Douglas—Marini elements
for the Poisson and Stokes problems satisfy Hypotheses[IHH in both two and three dimensions. We
assume in the next two sections that these five hypotheses hold.

3. DISCRETE RELIABILITY AND QUASI-ORTHOGONALITY

In this section we analyze discrete reliability of the estimator 1, and also show quasi-orthogonality
under the previous hypotheses. Compared to the analysis of both discrete reliability and quasi-
orthogonality in literature, see for instance, [0 22, 20, 24] 29, [I7], the novelty of the analysis here
is to equip the discrete displacement space U, with the discrete H' norm defined in ([24). Then it
is natural to endow the discrete stress space ¥j, with the L? norm. Moreover, it allows us to make
use of the equivalent form of the inf-sup condition (2.5l

Theorem 3.1. Given f € L*(), let (on,up) and (o, um) be the solutions to the discrete problem
@) over the nested triangulations Ty, and Ty respectively. Then there exists a constant Cpyre; such
that

(31) ||Uh - O'HHil < C'Drel (772(0'Ha 7?') + OSC2(fa TH\%)) :
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Proof. The main idea is to evoke Hypothesis 2l and Hypothesis [ to control the discrete divergence
free part and its orthogonal complementary, separately. To this end, let &, be the A projection of
om onto the space Zp,(0) with

(A&n, mh)r20) = (Aom,Th) L2, for any 7, € Z,(0).
By (23), the error ||o) — o||% admits the following decomposition:
(3.2) low = orl% = llow — on + & = &nll% S low —om + &l + 16l
Since

(Alon —ou +&n),Th) 12 = (Aon, Th)L2) — (Alor —&n), Th)r2(Q) = 0,
for any 73, € Z3,(0), it follows from ([2) and Hypothesis 2] that

lon —ou +&nlla S llon — o + Enll 22, 0)

(div(op —om + fh)vvh)m(ﬂ)

< sup

(3.3) ~ onen, llvallzn
(fn = fu,vn)L20)
= sup
vp €UR ||'Uh||1,h

In the last equation we use divoy, = fj, diveyg = fg, div€, = 0, which are direct results of
Hypothesis [[l Moreover,

(fn = fu,vn) L2 = (fn — fo, 00 — SHVR) L2 (0)
(3.4) = Z (fn = fu,vn — SHVR) L2(K)

KeTu\Th

By Hypothesis [ a combination of 3] and () implies

(3.5) lon=(or —&)IA S D> Ihx(f = fa)l32x)-

KETH\Th

Next, we analyze the second term on the right-hand side of [8.2). By the definition of &, and (23)),

(3.6) €)% = (Aén, &n)r2) = (Ao, &) 2 = (Aom, & — ) 12(9),

for any 7y € Zg(0). Since div &, = 0, it follows from Hypothesis@that there exists ¢, € Hp,(curl, Q)
such that &, = curlpp. Hence the decomposition from (29) with 77 = curlllgp, € Yy implies
that there exist 1 € H(curl, Q) and ¢ € L*(Q) such that

(3.7) & — 7t = curl (pp, — M gop) = curly + ¢,
with (Aog,¢) =0 and 9 satisfying (ZI0). A summary of (3.6), B1) and 2I0) leads to

(3-8) 1€nll24 = (Aom, curly) 20y = (Aop, curly)z.
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We need to estimate the term on the right hand side of [B.8]). For the 2D case, an integration by
parts plus ([2I0) yield

lénlZ ==Y ((YOt(AUH)ﬂ/))L2(K)+ > /EAUH~15E1/JCZS>

KeR EcKNEn
1/2
1/2
S| (Ierottomlgn + 3 I Mon el ) | I,
KeR EcKNEy
Since div &, = 0, it follows from (L2) that
1€nllz2 () S 11nlla,
which immediately implies
1/2
39 lalis ¥ (Iwrotomlin + 3 I Uon el )
KeR EcKNEy
For the 3D case, a similar argument shows
€nll% = — Z ((curl(AaH),¢)Lz(K) + Z / Aoy x VEwds)
KeR Eekney Y E
1/2
1/2
S| (Iwcwtomitagg + 3 W Mow < vl ) | lola
KeR Ec€KNEy
Therefore,
1/2
(3.10) =D (llhKcuﬂ(AUH)H%z(KH' S Aoy XVE]H%?(E))'
KeR EcKNEn
Finally, the desired result follows from (3.2), (3.3), (39) and B.10). O

To establish quasi-orthogonality, we follow the idea of [22] to introduce the following problem:
Find (&h;ﬁh) € X X Uy, such that
(3 11) (.A&h,Th)Lz(Q) — (diVTh,’ﬁh)Lz(Q) =0, for any 7, € Xp,

- (diV &hy'Uh)L2(Q) - (fH, vh)Lz(Q) =0, for any vy, € Uy,

Lemma 3.2. Given f € L?(Q2), let (o,u) be the solution of (L)), (on,un) and (om,um) be the
solutions to the discrete problem (2I) over the nested triangulations Ty, and Ty respectively, and
let (Gp,an) be the solution of BII). Then

(3.12) (A(o —on),6n —oH)r2(0) =0,

(3.13) llon = anlla < v Coose(f, Ta\Tn)-



QUASI-OPTIMAL CONVERGENCE FOR AMFEMS 9

Proof. By Hypothesis[I] the definitions of o, oy, 6, and o imply BI2) directly via

(A(o —on),6n — or)r2() = (U — up, div(er — om))L2(0)

= (u—un, fu — fu)r2@) =0,
which shows (B12]).
Since by &3) (Aon, Th)r2(0) = 0 and (A6p, Th)r2(q) = 0 for any 7, € Z,(0),
(3.14) (A(on — 1), )20 = 0, for any 7, € Z3,(0),
which, along with the relations divey, = fr, divgy, = fg which follow from Hypothesis [0l the
estimate (4] through Hypothesis Bl implies
lon = anlla S llon = onllz29)/24(0)

(diV(O'h — 5'h), Uh,)LQ(Q)

S
on€U lvnll1,n
(3.15) ~ sup (fn = f,0n) 20
on€ln vnll1,n
1/2
(X Wl slg)
KETH\Th,
This proves (313). O

Theorem 3.3. Given f € L?(2), let (o,u) be the solution of (L)), (on,un) and (o, um) be the
solutions to the discrete problem ([Z1I) over the nested triangulations Tp, and Ty respectively. Then
(3.16) (Ale —on),on —on)r2(0) < VCollo — anllaose(f, Tu\Th)-

Thus, for any § > 0,

C
(3.17) (1 =0)lo = ol < lo—oullly — lon —onli + 70 os¢?(f, T \Tn)-

Proof. We follow the idea of [22] Theorem 3.2]. Let (&, @) be the solution of (B.11]). By Hypothesis
[ and Lemma 3.2,

(.A(U — Uh), &h — UH)L2(Q) = O.
Thus,
(3.18) (Alc —on),on —ou)r2) = (Al —on),on — 0n)r2() < |lo — onllallon — anlla.

Therefore, the estimate (.16]) follows from the inequality (8I3). By the identity o — oy = 0 —
Op+0h = OH,

lo —orll’% = llo —onlZ + lon — onll’ +2(A(c — on),on — on).
In general, we use
lo —oul’ = llo = onll% + lon — oull’s +2(Alo — on),0n — on)
(3.19) > o = onlZ + llow — o l% — 2v/Collo — anllaose(f, Tir\Tr)

C
> [lon —onll%+ (1= )llo — onl% — =5 0s¢* (£, Tu\Th)
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to prove (BIT). In the last step, we have used the Young inequality. ]

4. CONVERGENCE AND OPTIMALITY OF AMFEM

In this section, we prove convergence and optimality of the adaptive mixed finite element meth-
ods. First we present the adaptive algorithms. In what follows, we replace the dependence on the
actual mesh T by the iteration counter k.

Algorithm. Given an initial mesh 7y and a marking parameter 0 < 6 < 1, set k = 0 and iterate

Solve on Ty, to get the solution oy.

Compute the error estimator n = n(ox, Ti)-
Mark the minimal element set My, such that

n*(ok, M) + osc?(f, My) > 0(n* (o, Tr) + 0s¢”(f, Tr)).

Refine each element K € M), by the newest vertex bisection, and make some necessary
completeness to get a refined conforming mesh Ti11; k =k + 1.

4.1. Convergence. We follow the arguments in [21, 22] 29] to prove convergence of the above
adaptive algorithms.

Lemma 4.1. Given f € L?(Q), let (o,u) be the solution of (L), (ok,ur) and (ox—1,ur—1) be the
solutions to the discrete problem (2.1)) over the nested triangulations Ty and Ti—1 respectively. Then
given any positive constant €, there exist positive constants 0 < p < 1 (depending on the dimension)

and Ba(€) such that
1

1) 7 (on Te) < (L+ )0 (01, Te1) — o0 (Ok-1, M—1)) + 62—(6)”% —ok-1l%
and
(42) osc®(f, T) < 0s¢(f, Ta-1) — posc?(f, Te—1\Tk)-
Proof. By the definition of 7%(o%, Tx), n*(ok—1, Tr), the trace theorem and the inverse inequality
imply

(o, Te) = n(ok—1, Te)l S llow — or—1l|4-

An application of the Young inequality yields

(4.3) 100 T) < (14 90t T) + s llon = o

Let MV, = Tx\Tr_1 be the set of the new elements in 7 but not in Tz_1, and Mjy_1 C Tp_1
be the set of the elements which are refined. Notice that Tz_;\My_1 = Ti\N%. Given element
K € N, consider its edge/face E € K N&. If E is in the interior of some element T € M1,
then [Aok_1 X vg||g = 0 since ox—_1 is a polynomial in K; otherwise, its measure is at most half of
that of some edge/face of T € My_1 and thus

1 -
" (op—1,Ng) <2710 (0p—1, Mp_1).
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Since some more elements are refined for the conformity of the triangulation, My_; C Mj_;.
Therefore,

(ok-1,Te) = 02 (ok—1,Ne) + 10 (0h—1, T\Ni)

< 27T (o1, My1) + 72 (01, Thot \Mi_1)

< ok, Ten) = (1= 27710 (0k 1, M)

< 2 (op-1,Tho1) — (1= 2770 )2 (031, My_1).
This leads to
(4.4) 0’ (0r-1,Ti) < 1°(0h-1, Tima) = (1= 2771 ) (001, Miy—1).
With p:=1- 2777, a combination of #3) and @A) proves [@I)). As for (£2), it is an immediate
result of the definition of the mesh size hy. O

In the next theorem, we establish convergence of the adaptive methods.

Theorem 4.2. Given f € L?(Q), let (o,u) be the solution of (L)), (o, ur) and (or—1,ur—1) be
the solutions to the discrete problem (211 over the nested triangulations Ty, and Tip—1 respectively.
Then there exist positive constants 0 < a <1, >0, v > 0 such that
€ < g1,
where
e = llo = on |2+ P (o, Te) + (8 +7) 0 (f, Tr)-
Proof. Tt follows from Theorem B3], ([@1]) and [@2]) that
1 1

C
1— 5||0' R m”ffk — o |%+ 6(1735) 0s¢? (f, Tr—1\Tx)

(14 ) (2 (ok—1, Te1) — pr2(oh—1, Mr_1)) + BQL(G)IIU;@ Y

+(B +7)(0s¢®(f, Ta-1) = pose®(f, Te-1\Tk))-

Now the choice of v = '81%(? and = % leads to

1
1— 5”0 - 079—1”?4 + ﬁOSCQ(fun—l)

+(L+ €)(n*(o%—1, Th1) + 05¢®(f, Ti—1))
—v(1 + €)p(n*(op—1, My_1) + 05 (f, Te—1\T))-
Since My_1 C Tr—1\Tk, the marking strategy in adaptive Algorithm implies that

0 (0k—1, Mi—1) + 08¢ (f, Tee1\Ti) > 0(0° (0%, Tr—1) + 05> (f, Te—1))-

€ <

€ <

A substitution of this inequality into the previous one yields

1
— o — o1 %+ Bose® (£, Tin)

+1(1+ (1 = ) (2011, Tir) + 05¢*(f, i ).

€ <
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By the definition of €;_1, we have for any 0 < o < 1,

1
€ — €1 S (1—_5 - CY)HU — Uk—lH?A + B(l — a) OSCQ(f, 77@—1)
(1 + ) (1 = pb) — a)(*(ok-1, Te-1) + 05¢(f, Te-1))-
Hypothesis [ states

o = ok-1l% < Cret(n*(ok-1, Tr1) + 05¢*(f, Tr1))-
This inequality plus the inequality give

1

€p — €1 < ((m —a)CRre + (14 €)(1 — pbd) — "ya) n*(op—1, Te—1)

(125 — @0+ 21+ L= ) 0+ 51 = ) ) o5 (£, Ticr)

To ensure €, — aer_1 < 0, the factor o can be chosen such that

1
(m — @)Crea +7(1 +€)(1 = pb) —ya+ B(1 - ) <0,
S Br(1+e)(1—p0)+ B8 0—c(1—pb
which implies o = T Cra * with0< 6 < 'y(pg(—pe(lf(pe))er)c)‘Rel' O

4.2. Optimality. Let 7y be an initial quasi-uniform triangulation with #7¢ > 2, and let Ty be
the set of all possible triangulations 7 which is generated from 7y with at most N elements more
than 7g. For s > 0 we define the approximation class A as

Ay :={(0,f): o, fls < 00, with |o, f|s := sup(N* inf inf |lo —7]% +osc?(f,T))}.
N>0 TeETN TEST

Lemma 4.3. Given a parameter

min{CEff,l} )
4.5 e |0, - : ,
( ) ( CDTEI—I—Hlln{OEff,l}—Fl

let (o,u) be the solution of (LI)), (op,un) and (o, upm) be the solutions to the discrete problem
@) over T and Tu, satisfying

(4.6) lo = onll% + osc®(f, Tw) < o (lo — ollZy + 0sc®(f, Tar))

with 0 < o < el unlCe I Cnnt U0 ¢ (0,1), then it holds

0(n*(om, Ta) + osc(f, Tr)) < n*(om, R) + osc® (f, Tu\Th).
Proof. On one hand, from Theorem 311t holds
(4.7) lon — oull < Cora(n*(om, R) + o5 (f, Tu\Th))-
On the other hand, from Theorem [3.3] and the Young inequality it holds

20 —op,on—og)a < 2v/Collo —opllaosc(f, Tu\Tr)

Co .
S mm{Cu e onl| + min{Crys, 1} 05 (f, T\ Th).
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This leads to

lo = ol = llo—onl% —2(0 —on.on —om)a
(lo = om % + osc*(f, T))
Co 2 2
G T _
1+ )l = ol + s T)
—0s¢(f, Tar) + 056 (f, Tn) — min{Cryy, 1} 05 (f, Ter\Th)-
The condition ([G]), the lower bound in Hypothesis Bl and the relation

[ osc®(f, Trr) — os¢®(f, Tw)| < osc®(f, Tu\Tn)

lon —orll%

v

imply
lon —oull% > (min{Cgss, 1} — (min{Crysys, 1} + Co)a’)
(4.8) x( (0w, Tar) + os¢?(f, Tir))
—(min{Cgsys, 1} + 1) osc*(f, Ta\Tn).
A combination of (@) and (8] yields
(Cpret + min{Cpys, 1} + 1)(n*(or, R) + 0sc®(f, Tu\Tn))
> (min{Cgss, 1} — (min{Cgss, 1} + Co))(n* (o, Ter) + 0sc*(f, T ),

from which, and the definition of o/ and the restriction on 6, we obtain the desired result. O

Lemma 4.4. Let (o,u) be the solution of (1)), (on,un) and (om,um) be the solutions to the
discrete problem 21 over T and Tu, there exists a constant C1 > 0 such that

(4.9) lo = anllZs + osc(f, Ta) < Cilllo = ou % + os¢®(f, Tar))-
Proof. From BI7) and (@2)), for any 0 < § < 1, it holds

llo = onll% + osc®(f, Tr)

1 Co
< — 2 2 2
< ggllo ol 5y gy 05U T\ Ta) + 05 (S, )
1 Co
< —og|? 1 2
< slo = ouli+ (5a g +1) o0 T
which implies the desired result. |

Theorem 4.5. Let My, be a set of marked elements with minimal cardinality, (o, u) the solution of
@1, and (Tg, Xk, ok, ur) the sequence of triangulations, finite element spaces and discrete solutions
produced by the adaptive finite element methods with the marking parameter 6 in Lemma[{.3 It
holds that

11
HMy < (') F|u, fI5 CF Colllo — onl% + 0 (f, Th)) %,
where o is defined in Lemma[{.3, Ci in Lemma[]-4], and Cs only depends on the shape regularity
of To.
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Proof. We set ¢ = o/ C; (|0 —o||% +o0sc?(f, Tr)) where o is from Lemma[3, and C; from Lemma
4 Since (o, f) € A;, there exist a refinement of 7o, say, 7., and 0. € 7. such that

1
s

BT — #To < |o, fliet,

lo —oell% +osc(f,72) < e.

Let T, be the overlay of 7; and Ty, and (o, us) be the corresponding discrete solution on 7. Since
T, is a refinement of 7z, it follows from Lemma [£.4] that

o — 0wl + 0s(f, Tx) < Ci(llo — 0|’ + 0sc?(f,T2)) < Cie = &/ (|l — 0w || + 052 (f, Tr))-
From Lemma [£.3]it holds
02 (ok, Tr) + 052(f, Ta)) < 12(0k, TINTL) + 0s¢2(f, T\ T2),

—_~—

here T\ T is similarly defined as R. Note that the marking step in the adaptive Algorithm with 6
chooses a subset of My C Ti with minimal cardinality so that the same property holds. Therefore,
there exists a constant Co depending on the shape regularity of 7y such that

#FMy < #HT\Te < Co(#Te — #Ti) < Co(#T: — #To).
By the definition of €, a combination of the above inequalities shows
#My. < () ¥ o, I3 O Colllo = onllZ + 0se* (£, 7)) 7+
O

Theorem 4.6. Let My, be a set of marked elements with minimal cardinality, (o, u) the solution of
@C1), and (Ti, Xk, ok, ur) the sequence of triangulations, finite element spaces and discrete solutions
produced by the adaptive finite element methods with the marking parameter 6 in Lemma[f.3 Then
it holds that

lo — onl% + 0sc?(f, Tw) S low fls(#Tw = #To) ™, for (0, f) € As.

Proof. Let = (a/)~* |u, f|5 C; Co. We use the result %75 — #75 S S50 #M; from [39], and the
upper bound of #M, in Theorem [.5] to obtain that

N-1 N—-1
_1
HTn —#T0 S > #M; <> plllo — o515+ ose® (£, T)) .

j=0 J=0
From the convergence result in Theorem we have ey < a7 €; for any 0 < j < N — 1, which,
along with the fact €; ~ ||o — 0;[|% 4 osc?(f, T;), implies

z
L

#Tv — #T0 S plllo — onl% +os (£, Tw) 75 D at.

J

i
=]

Since a < 1, the term E;V;Ol ot is bounded. The definition of u leads to

lo = onl% +osc?(f, Tw) < lu, fls(#Tv — #To)~°, for (u, f) € As.
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5. APPLICATIONS

In this section, we present two examples which satisfy these five hypotheses. The first example is
the mixed finite element of the Poisson equation; the second one is the mixed finite element of the
Stokes problem within the pseudostress-velocity formulation. For both the 2D and 3D, we prove
that the Raviart-Thomas and Brezzi-Douglas—Marini elements satisfy Hypotheses [HAl in Section
2. Hence the corresponding adaptive algorithms converge at the optimal rate in the nonlinear
approximation sense.

In the sequel, we use superscript P to denote the subspace or operator for the Poisson problem,
and S to denote the subspace or operator for the Stokes problem.

5.1. The Poisson problem. The Raviart—-Thomas element spaces [10] are defined for k£ > 0 by
RTY =3, x Uk,
where
Shp={r € H(div, % R?) : 7| € Po(K)* + 2Py(K),VK € Tp},
and
U;I:k = {v e L*(R) :v|x € Pu(K),VK € T}

Here Py (K) denotes the space of polynomials of degree at most k over K.
The Brezzi-Douglas—Marini element spaces [10] are defined for k£ > 0 by

BDM} =S} x ULy,
where
Sh e =A{r € H(div, % R?) : 7| € Poy1 (K)*,VK € T},
and

Upy i={v e L*(R) : v|x € Po(K),VK € Tp}.

Theorem 5.1. For the Raviart-Thomas and Brezzi-Douglas—Marini elements of the Poisson prob-
lem, Hypotheses[IH3 and[A hold.

Proof. Hypothesis [Ml is an immediate result of the definitions of finite element subspaces, while
Hypotheses 2], Bl and Bl were proved in [32, Lemma 2.1], [29, Lemma 2.8], [29, Theorem 2.1, 2.2],
respectively. g

In order to check Hypothesis @, we need the following two spaces:
Spp={y € H'(QR) : Y| € Pu(K),VK € Tp}, d=2,

NDy i = {¢ € H(curl, ;R?) : 9| € ND(K),VK € Tp,}, d=3,

where NDy(K) := P,_1(K)®> ® {v € Py(K)3 v-x = 0,Vz € K}, with Py(K) being the spaces of
homogeneous polynomials of degree k over K.
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Lemma 5.2. [43] Theorem 4.1] [29, Lemma 2.10] There exists a quasi-interpolation operator Py :
NDy , = NDpy i such that for any ¢ € NDy i,

(5.1) PH,kSﬁ|TH\7é = <P|TH\727

(5.2) | curl P ol 120y S | curl ol L2(qy.
Lemma 5.3. [37, Theorem 1] There exists an operator Iy : H(curl,Q;R3) — NDpy 1 with the
following properties: For every ¢ € H(curl, Q;R3), there exist 1 € H'(Q;R3) and w € HY(;R)
such that
o —TIpp =1 +gradw,

and

hillwll 2y + || grad wll 2y S Nl 22 @)

hi 19l L2y + 1l grad vl 2y S Il curlol| 22 oy

Now we are ready to present the following theorem.

Theorem 5.4. For the Raviart-Thomas and Brezzi-Douglas—Marini elements of the Poisson prob-
lem, Hypothesis [§] holds.

Proof. For the 2D case, H(curl,Q) = HY(;R). Let HE (curl, Q) = Sk, and IIE be the Scott-
Zhang interpolation operator [38]. Then (Z.8) is true. Let ¢ = ¢5 — 5¢p, and ¢ = 0, which
implies that the decomposition (2.9), the estimates (Z.I0) hold.

For the 3D case, let H (curl, Q) = NDy,y, and 115, = Ty + Py — ZuPu.r where the operate
Ty is from Lemma 53] and the operator Py i is from Lemma 52l Then ([2]) is true. In addition,
from Lemma [5.3] there exist ¢ € H(Q;R3) and w € H'(Q;R) such that

(5.3) on —gon = (I —Z)(I — Par)en =1 + gradw,
and
(5.4) h W72y + Nl grad 2z k) S |l eurl(T = Prri)enlli2 (-

From (&3], (&4)), the trace theorem, and Lemma [52] we obtain (29) and 2I0) with ¢ =0. O

5.2. The Stokes problem. The finite element spaces for the Stokes problem are defined rowwise
based on those for the Poisson problem case, with an additional restriction that the mean of the
trace of the stress vanishes, namely,

Eik = {7‘ € (Eik)d|/ trrdz = O} , and Ufik = (U;}:k)d.
Q

Theorem 5.5. For the Raviart—Thomas and Brezzi—-Douglas—Marini elements of the Stokes prob-
lem, Hypotheses [IH3 and [3 hold.

Proof. The proofs of Hypothesis [Il and [3] are similar to those for the Poisson problem. The proof
of Hypothesis Bl can be found in [I9, Theorem 5.4] for the 2D case while the proof of the 3D case is
similar. In order to show Hypothesis 2], we need to handle the additional restriction on the mean of
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the trace of the stress. In fact, given vy, = (vq,--- ,v4)T € U}ik with v; € U,fk (i=1,---,d), there
exists 7; € Eik such that
(diV Tis 'U»L')LQ(Q)

[villin <
HTiHL2(Q)
Let 7, = (11, ,74)T, and define
Jo tr Thdx
~ Q
=Th — 1
Th = Th 0] dxd,

then 7, € Zf)k and
(div 7n,vn) L2(0) = (div T, Vi) L2(0)-
Since
1701320y = 170l Z 20 — Taal <N 7ll72 (0
we immediately have
(div 7w, vn) L2() _ (div T, vn) L2(0)

Imnlleec = I7nllze@
This proves Hypothesis |

llvnllin S

Theorem 5.6. For the Raviart-Thomas and Brezzi-Douglas—Marini elements of the Stokes prob-
lem, Hypothesis [§] holds.

Proof. For this case, the finite element space Hj, (curl, Q) := (HF (curl, Q))?. For ¢, = (o1, ,pa)t €
Hp (curl, ), define Iz,¢, = (o1, -+, 115 pg)T, and

[ tr(curl 1% ¢y ) da ( T ) P

11705 = 1705 —

d|Q| —I
= 0 —x3 X9
- tr(curl 113, ¢p, ) dz
H%(ph = H%(ph - fQ 2d|QI|q T3 0 —X1 ) d=3.
—x2 I 0
This yieds
. tr(curl 1%,y )d
curlﬂflgah = curlﬂfl<ph — fQ x u;mlH(Ph) IIdxd and / tr(curlHJSq<ph)dx =0,
Q

and so curl Iz;¢p, € T3
For any ¢; € H{ (curl, ), from Theorem 5.4 there exists 1; € H'(£2) such that

curl(g; — ITE ;) = curl e,
and v; satisfy the condition of ZI0). Let v := (¢1,--- ,14)T. It holds that

tr(curl T3¢y )d
Curl((ph _H%Sﬁh) — Curl1/)—|— fQ r( ur H@h) X .
d|Q|
s . . . S, tr(curl 15 ¢ ) da s
Hence the condition (210 is satisfied with ¢ := QTIdxd. In addition, (Aow, @) 2 () =

0.
O
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