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PRECONDITIONING OF WEIGHTED H (div)-NORM AND APPLICATIONS
TO NUMERICAL SIMULATION OF HIGHLY HETEROGENEOUS MEDIA

JOHANNES KRAUS, RAYTCHO LAZAROV, MARIA LYMBERY, SVETOZAR MARGENOV, AND LUDMIL
ZIKATANOV

ABSTRACT. In this paper we propose and analyze a preconditioner for a system arising from a
finite element approximation of second order elliptic problems describing processes in highly het-
erogeneous media. Our approach uses the technique of multilevel methods (see, e.g. [16]) and
the recently proposed preconditioner based on additive Schur complement approximation by J.
Kraus (see, [8]). The main results are the design and a theoretical and numerical justification of
an iterative method for such problems that is robust with respect to the contrast of the media,
defined as the ratio between the maximum and minimum values of the coefficient (related to the
permeability /conductivity).

1. INTRODUCTION

We consider the following second order elliptic boundary value problem written in mixed form
for the unknown scalar functions p(z) and the vector function u:

(1.1a) u+ K(x)Vp=0  inQ,
(1.1b) divu=f inQ,
(1.1c) p=0 onlp,
(1.1d) un=0 on I'y.

Here, K : R? — R%*? ig a function taking values in symmetric, positive definite (SPD) d x d matrices
for almost all z € Q. The given forcing term f is function in L%(Q2), Q ¢ R¢ (d = 2, 3) is a bounded
polyhedral domain, and its boundary 0f2 is split into two non-overlapping parts I'p and I'y. In the
case pure Neumann problem, i.e. I'yy = 9€), we assume that f satisfies the compatibility condition
fQ fdx = 0. In such a case the solution is determined uniquely by taking fQ p dr = 0. To simplify
our presentation, we shall assume that I'p is an non-empty set with strictly positive measure which
is also closed with respect to 9, so the above problem has unique solution p € H'(Q).

This equation is a model used for example in heat and mass transfer, flows in porous media, dif-
fusion of passive chemicals, electromagnetics, and other applied areas. Here we target applications
of equations (1.1a) - (1.1d) to flows in highly heterogeneous media of high contrast. This means
that the coefficient K (x) represents media with multiscale features, such as many inclusions where
K (z) has small values and long connected subdomains where K (z) has large values. An important
characteristic for such media is the contrast , defined by (2.1). In the terminology of flows in
porous media the coefficient K (z) is called permeability and the unknown variables p and u are
called pressure and velocity, respectively.

Flows in porous media appear in many industrial, scientific, engineering, and environmental
applications. One common characteristic of these diverse areas of applications is that porous media
are intrinsically multiscale and typically display heterogeneities over a wide range of length-scales.
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The computer generated permeability coefficient K (x) which exhibits such features and is used in
petroleum engineering simulations as a benchmark is found in the SPE10 Project [7].

Depending on the application and its goals, solving the governing equations of flows in porous
media might be sought at: (a) a coarse scale (e.g., if only the global pressure drop for a given
flow rate is needed, and no other fine scale details of the solution are important), or a coarse
scale enriched with some desirable fine scale details, and (b) the finest scale that resolves media
heterogeneities, if computationally this is possible. The numerical solution of latter class of problems
is a challenging task that has attracted a substantial attention in the scientific and engineering
community.

The aim of this paper is finite element approximations of the problem (1.1a) — (1.1d) on a mesh
that resolves the finest scale of the permeability. This leads to a very large system of algebraic
equations and its efficient solution is the object of this paper. We give two finite element approxi-
mations, dual mixed and least-squares FEM, and develop, study and test an optimal (with respect
to the contrast x and the mesh size h) preconditioner for the corresponding algebraic problem.

The system arising from the finite element approximation has symmetric matrix, which is indefi-
nite in the case of a mixed method and positive definite in the case of a least-squares approximation.
In both cases the preconditioner is a block diagonal matrix, which in combination with a minimal
residual method in the case of mixed method and conjugate gradient iteration in the case of least-
squares FEM, leads to an optimal preconditioner so that the number of iterations does not depend
neither on the contrast nor on the mesh size.

In the least-squares methods written as a system of linear equations for the unknown u and p,
the upper left block (corresponding to the vector variable u) is a symmetric and positive def-
inite matrix, corresponding to the finite element approximation of the weighted bilinear form
(K~tu,v) + (divu,divv) with H(div)-conforming finite elements. For the mixed method this
form plays also essential role (see, e.g. [1]). It is known that the preconditioner of Arnold, Falk,
and Winther, [1, 2], is optimal if K (z) is a constant matrix. However, since K (x) is the permeabil-
ity of heterogeneous media of high contrast, the corresponding matrix is very ill-conditioned and
consequently construction of an optimal preconditioner is a nontrivial task. The main result and
novelty of this paper is design, theoretical justification, and experimental study of a preconditioner
for the matrix corresponding to the above weighted bilinear form that will produce an optimal
iterative method which converges independently of the contrast k. Such construction is based on
the method developed in [9].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 the dual mixed and least-squares variational
formulations of the boundary value problem (1.1a)—(1.1d) are given. Next we introduce the weighted
H (div) bilinear form and show proper inf-sup condition using the corresponding weighted norm.
We emphasize that the constant in the inf-sup condition, coercivity and the boundedness of the
corresponding forms do not depend on the contrast of the media defined by (2.1). In Section 3
we introduce finite element approximations for the mixed and least-squared formulations. A key
point in this part is Lemma 3.1 where we establish an inf-sup condition on a discrete level with a
constant independent on the contrast. The detailed proof of the Lemma is given in the Appendix.
In Section 4, which is central to the paper, we describe the preconditioning method for the finite
element systems. Starting with the definition of a block-diagonal preconditioner for the dual-
mixed formulation in operator notation, see Section 4.1, a reformulation of the FE problem in
matrix notation is given in Section 4.2. The key issue in designing a contrast-independent Krylov
solver becomes the construction of a robust preconditioner for the weighted H(div)-norm. This is
addressed in details in Section 4.3 by, first, discussing an abstract auxiliary space two-grid method,
see Section 4.3.1, and then, defining an auxiliary space multigrid (ASMG) method, see Section 4.3.2.
Two variants of the algorithm are described in Section 4.3.3 differing only in the choice of the basis
in which smoothing and residual updates are performed. Finally, in Section 5, we present the
numerical results for three different examples of porous media in two dimensions in order to test
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the robustness of the preconditioner with respect to media contrast and its optimality with respect
to the mesh-size. All numerical results confirm our theoretical findings.

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION

2.1. Notation and preliminaries. For functions defined on ) we shall use the standard notations
for Sobolev spaces. Namely, H*(2), s > 0 an integer, is the space of functions having their
generalized derivatives up to order s square-integrable on Q. We denote by (-,-) the L? and [L?]?
inner products. The standard norms on H* are denoted by || - ||s. For s = 0 we shall often use || - ||
without subscript. When the norm is weighted with a matrix valued function w(zx), with w(z) SPD
for almost all z € €2 we use the notation:

1/2 1/2
Pyl 19w = 1V8low = lw!/ 2Vl
Occasionally, when we consider only a subset of €2, say, T' C €2 we will indicate this in the notation
for the norms and seminorms, i.e., we have || - ||ls7, || - |sw,75 | - s, and | - |s w7

In the following, if w € R%*? is symmetric matrix, the norm ||w||,2 is, as usual, the spectral radius
of w. We introduce the number

(2.1) K= r;lgg(HK(ﬂ?)H@HK*I(CL‘)Hez)-

[Vllow := flo

called the contrast of the media, is assumed that this could be many orders of magnitude. For
scalar permeability K (x), obviously, k = max,ecq K(z)/ mingeq K (z). The values of k typically
are very large (up to 10%).

The Hilbert space H (div) consists of square-integrable vector-fields on 2 with square-integrable
divergence. The inner product in H(div) is given by

(2.2) A(u,v) = (u,v) + (div u,divv).
Further we use the notation of the Sobolev spaces H}(2) and Hy(div)
(2.3) HHQ) ={pc HY(Q): ¢(x)=0 on Tp}.
In the case when I'p = () we have

(24 Hh(@) = (o H'@): [ 6=0),

Note that for ¢ € H}(Q) the seminorms |¢|; = ||[V| and |@|1 . = [|w'/2Ve| are in fact norms on
H}(Q) and we denote these norms by ||¢||1 and ||¢]|1,.. The space Hy(div) is defined as follows:

(2.5) Hy(div) := Hy(div; Q) ={ve H(div;Q): v(z) - n=0 on Iy}

Together with (2.2) the weighted inner product in the space H (div) will play a fundamental role
in our analysis

(2.6) Ao(u,v) = (o u,v) + (divu,divv), afz) =K ().

We also denote
VIR, = Aa(v,v) = [IV][§ o + || div v

Note, that a weighted bilinear form of the type A, g(u, v) = a(u,v) + f(divu,divv), with o > 0
and § > 0 constants, was used by Arnold, Falk, and Winther in [2] to design multigrid methods
for H (div)-systems. A key moment in their study was the construction of a multigrid method that
converges uniformly with respect to the parameters a and 8. The important difference between
our bilinear form A, compared with A, g is that in our form « is a highly heterogeneous function
with high contrast. This makes the proof of a proper inf-sup condition more delicate and the
construction of an efficient preconditioner more complicated.

The main objective of this work is a derivation and theoretical justification of numerical methods
for solving the problem (1.1a) — (1.1d) that are robust with respect to the media contrast, or in
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the ideal case, do not depend on the contrast x. In this regard, in the following we write z < y
to denote the existence of a constant C' such that z < Cy. In case z < y and y < x we write
x ~ y. It is important to remember that in our analysis the constants hidden in < or =~ are always
independent of the contrast and the mesh size.

Note that for all £ € R, 2 € Q and writing K for K (z) we have

Ko -9)
K Yp(KE-€) > (¢-&)|K | inf *
” Hﬁ( E g) = (§ é)” HKQ 01€an (9 . 0)
0-0) 1
= (- &K 'f(iz COIK e = (€ 6).
(§ é) H HEQ Glean (K_19 . 9) (5 §)|’ H€2 ||K_1||£2 (€ é.)

Based on this, without loss of generality we assume that the following inequality holds
(27) (€6 < (K(2)6-€), ¢eR”

As seen from the considerations above, such an assumption is always fulfilled if we scale the coeffi-
cient and work with

K(z) + K(z) H 1K~ ()] HLOO(Q) :

Clearly, such rescaling does not change the value of k.

We note that the standard elliptic theory ensures existence and uniqueness of a unique solution
p € HL (). However, since the coefficient matrix K (z) is piece-wise smooth and may have very
large jumps, the solution p has low regularity, say H'*%(Q), where s > 0 could depend on the
contrast k in a subtle (and unfavorable) way. We need to take this into account when proving the
stability of the discrete methods with constants independent of x.

2.2. Weak formulations of the elliptic problem. Now we introduce the dual mixed and least-
squares formulations of the problem (1.1a) — (1.1d).

2.2.1. Dual mized formulation. To present the dual mixed weak form we require the following
notation V' = Hy(div; Q) and W = {q € L*(Q2) and (¢,1) = 0 if Ty = 9Q}.

We multiply the first equation by K ~!(z) and a test function v, integrate over , and perform
integration by parts to get

(2.8) (K™Y (z)u,v) — (p,divv) =0

Next, we multiply the second equation by a test function ¢ and integrate over 2 to get
(2.9) (divu,q) = (f,q)-

Then the weak form of the problem (1.1a) — (1.1d) is: find u € V and p € W such that
(2.10) APM(u,p:v,q) = —(f,q), forall (v,q) eV xW,

where the bilinear form APM (u,p;v,q) : (V,W) x (V,W) — R is defined as

(2.11) APM(u p:v, q) = (au,v) — (p,divv) — (divu,q).

Remark 2.1. It is clear that we could test the equation (2.9) with ¢ = divv, multiply by an
arbitrary positive constant 3, and add to equation (2.8). This will result in a slightly different
bilinear form

.AgM(u,p;v,q) = (au,v) + f(divu,divv) — (p,divv) — (divu, q).
and modified right hand side of (2.10) equal to —(f,q) + B(f,divv). This modified problem will

have the same solution. However, such formulation might be beneficial in the design of a better
preconditioner for the finite element system, see, e.g. [17].
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2.2.2. Least-squares formulation. In this case we take the L?-norm of the second equation (1.1b)
and the weighted L?-norm with weight K ~'/2 of the first equations in (1.1a) to obtain a quadratic
functional, e.g. [15]. Then the minimizer of this least-squares functional satisfies the following weak
form: find u € Hy(div) and p € H5 () such that

(2.12) AES(u,piv,q) = (f,divv), forall (v,q) e Hy(div) x H5(Q),
where the bilinear form A (u, p; v, q) : (Hn(div), H5(Q)) x (Hy(div), H5(Q)) — R is defined as
(2.13) AL (u,p; v, q) == (au,v) + (divu,divv) + (p,divv) + (divu, q) + (KVp, Vq).

Clearly, the bilinear form A% (u, p; v, q) is symmetric and coercive, see, e.g. [15]. We would like to
establish the coercivity with a constant independent of the contrast x and later we provide a proof
of this.

2.3. Stability of the weak formulations. Now we study the stability of the discrete problems
(2.10) and (2.12). We shall use the Poincaré inequality

(2.14) there is Cp > 0 such that for all ¢ € HL(Q) |ql|* < Cp||Vql|*.

The constant C'p depends only on the geometry of the domain 2 and the splitting of € into I'p
and I'y. Moreover, due to (2.7) on the coefficient K (x) we also have the inequality

lgl* < CplIVal® < CplIVall§ «-
2.3.1. Stability of the mized formulation. First, we consider the mixed form. For this we need conti-

nuity and inf-sup condition (see, e.g. [5]) for the bilinear form A”M (u,p; v, ¢) on the spaces V and
L?(2) equipped with the weighted norm (A4 (v, v))% and the standard L2-norm |p||, respectively.

Lemma 2.1. Let W = L?(Q), V = Hy(div), and ||v]a, = (Aa(v,v))%. Then the following
inequalities hold
(1) For allu,v € V and for all p,q e W
(2.15) APM (w, piv,q) < ([l + P2 (IVIR, + lal®);
(2) There is a constant ap > 0 independent of a such that
APM (u, p; v, q)

1
(2.16) sup . > ao([[ull, + lIp[*)z
vev,ger? (|[v][§, + llall?)?

Proof. The first inequality follows immediately by applying Schwarz inequality to all three terms
and having in mind that « is a positive function. Proving the inf-sup condition (2.16) is equivalent
to proving the following inequality (see, [6]):

V-
(2.17) inf sup M > >0, forall veV, forall qgeW.
€W vev [|[V]|a, llll

As is well known, if 7 is independent of the contrast , then so is ag and for more details on the

relation between the constants v and ag we refer to [19]. It is clear then that proving a contrast

independent estimate for v, which we show next, automatically leads to a contrast independent ay.
Inf-sup condition (2.17) for Raviart-Thomas finite element spaces and standard H y(div)-norm

is a well known fact. However, we have slight modification the Hpy(div)-norm and we would like

to show that the constant v does not depend on the contrast k. For this reason we provide a proof.
We first prove that for all ¢ € W there exists w € V such that

(2.18) Iwliga < Cpllall*.
For this let ¢ € H,() be the solution to the variational problem
(2.19) (K(2)Ve,VX) = (g:x), forall x € Hp(Q).
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We then set w = KV. By construction w € V' with divw = —q which holds in L?(€2). Since
aK = ;.4 for almost all z € Q, then

Iw(§o = (aKVe,w)=(Vo,w)=—(p,divw) = (¢,q)
1
< lellllall £ VCp(Ve, V)2 lq|
< VCp|Volorlldll = vCplwloallall

Here, we used the Poincaré inequality (2.14) and the fact that from (2.7) we have (K (z)¢-€) > (£-€)
for ¢ € R? and = € Q.
Next, for any ¢ € L?(£) we have

sup (LAVY) o (g divw) lql> 1
vev  [[Vlaa IWllae (w3, + | div wlf?)z
_ [ls .l
(Iwll3 .+ llal?)z ~ VCr+T
This completes the proof. O

2.3.2. Stability of the least-squares formulation. For this we require continuity and coercivity of
the bilinear form A% (u, p; v, ¢) on the space Hy(div) x H(Q) = V x W. The space Hy(div)

is equipped with the weighted norm (A, (v, V))% and the space H} (1) is equipped with the norm
gl = [[1K1/Vq].

Lemma 2.2. Let W = H},(Q) and V = Hy/(div). Then the following inequalities hold:
(1) For allu,v € V and for all p,qg e W
1 1
(2.20) AP (u,ps v, q) < 2(|[ullR, + Ipl7 )2 VIR, + llallf )2
(2) Forallv €V and g € W then

1
(2.21) AP (v, ;v q) > §(||V||3\a + llallf x)

Proof. The bound (2.20) follows easily by first transforming the terms (div u, ¢) and (div v, p) using
integration by parts to —(V¢,u) and —(Vp,v) and then using Schwarz inequality.
For the bound (2.21) we fist note that

(2.22) AL (v, q;v,q) = || divv|? + (av — Vg,v — KVq) > | divv]|?.

Next, we proceed as follows: using the Schwarz inequality, the Poincaré inequality, a K = I;x4, and
also 2ab < %aQ + eb? for all € > 0, a,b € R gives

1
S .
AR (v,gvig) = (U= )l div]® +IvIGq + llallf i — ellal?
Ii g
> (1= Dl div vl + [VI[Ga + (1 = eCp)[Vallox, € >0.
Choosing € = ﬁ we get

: 1
AP (v, g;v,q) = (1= 20p) || div v[* + | v[[§ o + §||VCJH(2>,K-

Now multiplying inequality (2.22) by a constant 5 > 0 and adding it to this inequality we have

, 1
(1+B)AY (v, ¢;v.q) = (1 =2Cp + )| div v || + ||V][§ o + §HVqH3,K-
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If Cp < %, then we choose 5 = % and obtain (2.21). If Cp > %, then choosing 5 > 0, such that
1—2Cp + B = 5, we derive the lower bound for A“¥(v,¢;v,q) with (4Cp —1)/(4Cp + 1), which
obviously is greater or equal to % Thus we have the desired bound (2.21). O

Remark 2.2. We stress that, under the assumption (2.7) and the choice of the norms in the
spaces V' and W, the coercivity constant of the bilinear form in the least-squares formulation does
not depend on the contrast k.

3. FEM APPROXIMATIONS

3.1. Finite element partitioning and spaces. We assume that the domain 2 is connected and
is triangulated with d dimensional simplices. The triangulation is denoted by 7T, and we assume
that the simplices forming 7, are shape regular (the ratio between the diameter of a simplex and
the inscribed ball is bounded above). Now we consider the finite element approximation of the
problem (1.1a) — (1.1d) using the finite dimensional spaces Vj, C V and W), C W of piece-wise
polynomial functions.

It is well known that for the vector variable u we can use H (div)-conforming or Raviart-Thomas
space RT or Brezzi-Douglas-Marini BD My finite elements. However, since we have a problem
with low regularity it is natural to use the lowest order finite element spaces. For the vector variable
u we use the standard Raviart-Thomas RTy for simplices and cubes. In the case of simplices we
can apply also Brezzi-Douglas-Marini BDM; finite elements.

For the two formulations, least-squares and mixed, we use W-conforming finite elements spaces
for pressure p. Note that for the least-squares formulation W = HL(Q) while for the mixed
formulation W = L2(€). For both cases we show that the corresponding finite element methods
are stable uniformly with respect to the contrast k.

3.2. Mixed FEM and its stability. Thus, we take

(3.1) Vi=_{veV:v|lreRTy for T € Ty}
and
(3.2) Wy ={q € L*(Q) : ¢|7 € Py, i.e. qis a piece-wise constant function on Ty}

The mixed finite element approximation of the problem (1.1a) — (1.1d) is: find uj, € V;, and p, € W,
such that

(3.3) APM (wy, ppiv,q) = (f,q), forall (v,q) €V, x W,

where the bilinear form APM (uy,, py; v, q) is defined by (2.11). Our goal is to prove the discrete
variant of the inf-sup condition.

Lemma 3.1. Let V;, be the space defined by (3.1) and Wy, be the space defined by (3.2). Then
independently of the contrast k and the step-size h the following inequality holds true:

di
(3.4) inf sup (AVVRR) o

n€Wnv,ev;, [[Vallaallanll
Proof. This is stated and proved as Theorem A.2 in the Appendix. ([l

As a consequence of Lemma 3.1 and (2.15) we have

Theorem 3.1. The following bounds are valid for allu € Vj, and p € Wy:
APM (u, p; v, )

veviaew ([[vII3, + llgll2)?

The constant cg may depend on the shape reqularity of the mesh, but is independent of the contrast
k and the mesh-size h.

1 1
(3.5) ao([uli, + lIpl*)z < < (lul, + lIpI*)2.
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3.3. Least-squares FEM and its stability. For the least-squares formulation the space W, for
the pressure p consists of standard conforming Lagrangian finite elements involving linear polyno-
mials P; (on triangles) and bilinear polynomials Q; (on rectangles).

Since in this case we have conforming spaces, then the results of Lemma 2.2 are valid so that
finite element method is stable. Thus we have

Theorem 3.2. The bilinear form AYS(u,p;v,q) is coercive and bounded on Vi, x W, so that the
following bounds are valid for all v € V}, and g € W,

1
(3.6) g(HVHia + gl k) < A5 (v, q;v,q)
and
1 1
(3.7) A (u, ps v, q) < 2(|lulli, + [Ipll £)Z(IVIR. + llallf )2

We note that the coercivity and the stability of the least-squares FEM immediately show that
we have an efficient preconditioner for this problem as long as we know how to solve an weighted
H (div) problem and also a scalar elliptic problem. Moreover, since the stiffness matrix resulting
from the least-squares FEM is an SPD matrix, such a preconditioner can be used in the conjugate
gradient algorithm to obtain an efficient and optimal solution method.

4. PRECONDITIONING

4.1. Block-diagonal preconditioner for the system of the finite element method. Now we
consider the problem (2.10) and for definiteness we restrict ourselves to the lowest order Raviart-
Thomas mixed finite elements on a rectangular grid. The goal of this section is to develop and
justify a preconditioner for the algebraic problem resulting from the Galerkin method (2.10) that
is independent of the contrast of the media.

Then (2.10) can be written as an operator equation in X;, = Vj, x Wp,. Namely, for ), = (up, pp)
we have

(4.1) Apzp = fr, for  frn=1(0,fs) € Xp,
where for all y, = (vi,qn) € Xp,

(Anzn, yn) = APM (wp,, pr; v, qn)  or  (Anzn, yn) = AL (up, pi; vi, an).-

Obviously, the operator A, : Xj; — X is self-adjoint on X}, = V}, x W), and indefinite in the case
of dual mixed formulation and positive definite in the case of least-squares approximation.

As it has been shown in [5], the operator norms corresponding to the mixed finite element
disretization (2.10)

(4.2) [ Anllz(x,.x;) and HAE]-|’£(X’§’X}L) are uniformly bounded.

The same is valid for the operator norms corresponding to the least squares formulation.

Now our goal is to construct a positive definite self-adjoint operator By, : X} — X} such that all
eigenvalues of B;lAh are bounded uniformly independent of h and, what is even more important,
independent of the contrast k. From (4.2) it follows that

(4.3) 1Brllcx,.x;) and ||B;1||L(X;,Xh) being uniformly bounded in h and &

is sufficient for Bj, to be a uniform and robust preconditioner for the minimum residual (MinRes)
iteration for the mixed method and conjugate gradient (CG) for the least-squares method.
Let the block-diagonal preconditioner By be defined as

A, 0
0 Dy

(44) Bh =
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where Ay, : Vj, — V}* is given by
(Apup, vp) == Ay (up, vy) = (cup, vp) + (V-up, V- vy)

and Dy, : W), — W' is either Iy, the identity on W}, (for the mixed method) or is defined by the
relation (Dppp, qn) = (KVpp, Vay) for the least-squares finite element method.

Remark 4.1. As easily seen, preconditioning is an equivalence relation,

that is, if Z1 = Zo and Zs = Zs for some operators Zi, Zo and Zs, then Zy = Zs. Therefore,
uniform condition number estimates for By, directly carry over to the case when By, is replaced by
any of its uniform (with respect to the contrast k and with respect to the mesh size h) preconditioners.

Then condition (4.3) reduces to [[Ap| z(v;, v, and HA}:1H£(V£7V}L) being uniformly bounded in
h and k, which in the case of the mixed method is sufficient for optimality of the preconditioner,
see [1]. For the case of the least-squares formulation (4.3) we also need uniform boundedness of
| Dnllcow, wy) and D, cw;wy,)- Optimal preconditioners using multigrid and domain decom-
position methods for solving the system Dppp = ¢, have been developed by many authors in the
last three decades. One approach for the solution of Dyp, = ¢ (which is, in some sense, the closest
one to our work) is the multilevel and auxiliary space multigrid methods proposed in [8, 9].

Thus, the main task in this section is the development and study of a robust and uniformly
convergent (with respect to h and k) iterative method for solving systems with Apuy = by,.

4.2. Reformulation of the FE problem using matrix notation. The derivation and the jus-
tification of the preconditioner will be in the framework of algebraic multilevel /multigrid methods.
As a first step we rewrite the operator equation (4.1) in a matrix form. For doing this, instead
of functions x, = (up,pp) € Vi x Wy we use the vectors consisting of the degrees of freedom
determining aj; through the nodal basis functions, namely,

u
xr = [ p ] ,  where ue R'gh‘, p € Rm|, are vector columns

and |&| is the number of edges in &, excluding those on 'y, and |7} is the number of rectangles
of the partition 7;. Then A, By, A4, R, denote matrices being either square or rectangular.
As a result of this convention the equation (4.1) can be written in a matrix form for mixed and

least-squares approximations, correspondingly,

oo L IR L L)

where v M,u = (auy, vy,), VTBéFin = (pn,divvy), ¢ Bayyu = (divuy, q), vi Au = A, (up, va),
and q” Dp = (KVpy,, Vqp,). Our aim now is to derive and study a preconditioner for the algebraic
system (4.5), which due to the above considerations reduces to efficient preconditioning of the
system

(4.6) Au=b, ubeRY N:=l&,)|.

4.3. Robust preconditioning of the weighted H (div)-norm. The preconditioning technique
described in this section is based on additive Schur complement approximation (ASCA), see, [8].
For the sake of self-containedness, first we will recall the auxiliary space two-grid and multigrid
methods that have recently been introduced in [9]. Then we formulate two variants of the algorithm
resulting from ASCA that are subject to numerical testing in Section 5.
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4.3.1. Auxiliary space two-grid preconditioner. The first step in the construction of the precondi-
tioner involves a covering §2 by n overlapping subdomains £2;, i.e.,

a-{Ja.
1=1

This overlapping covering of () is to some extent arbitrary with generous overlap. For practical
purposes however, we consider the situation shown on Figure 1. In this particular case any finite
element in the partition 7; will belong to no more than four subdomains. We associate subdo-
main matrices A;, ¢ = 1,...,n with the subdomains €2; and assume that they have the following
assembling property

n
A= Z RTA;R;,
i=1
where R; is a rectangular matrix that extends by zero the vector associated with the degrees of
freedom of uy, in €2; to a vector representing the degrees of freedom in the whole domain 2. Assume
further that the set D of degrees of freedom (DOF) of uy is partitioned into a set Dy, fine DOF,
and a set D., coarse DOF, so that

(4.7) D = D; @ D,

where N := |D¢| and Na := |D.| denote the cardinalities of Dy and D, respectively, with Nj+ N =
N := |&|. Recall that |&,| is the number of edges in the partitioning 7; with the edges on I'y
excluded. Such splitting is not obvious for the mixed finite element method and will be explained in
detail later. The splitting (4.7) induces a representation of the matrices A and A; into two-by-two
block form, i.e.,

Ay Apg Air Aiae .

4.8 A= L A= Ci=1,....n.
(48) { A9 Az Aio1 Ai2z ! "
We now introduce the following auxiliary domain decomposition matrix

[ Ain Ar12R12 i
A1 Ag12Ra:2
(4.9) A= ' :
An:ll An:lZRn:Q
Ri,A1o1 RI,Asor ... RI,Aua: Y RIAimRis
L i1 i
Setting A1y = diag{A111, .., Ap11}, Asg = S RE, Ao R0 we have
~ Ay Ap ]
4.10 A= "< e .
(4.10) { Ay Ago

Note that if A is an SPD matrix then Aisa symmetric and positive semi-definite matrix. Moreover,
A e RV*N and A € RV*N are related via

(4.11) A= RAR"
where
Ria
[ R 0 T Raq
(4.12) R—[ : 12}’ RT=|
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Definition 4.1 (cf. [8]). The additive Schur complement approzimation (ASCA) of the exact Schur
complement S = Agy — A21A1_11A12 is denoted by QQ and defined as the Schur complement of A, i.e.,

Q= Ap — Ay A Ay = Z RE,(Aiaz — Aio1 AL Aia2) R
=1
Remark 4.2. Note that 222 = Aoy. Thus NQ = Ny and ]\71 > Nj.

Next, let V =RY and V =RY and define the surjective mapping IT5 : VoV by

(4.13) 5 = (RDRT)™'RD,
where D is a block-diagonal matrix, e.g.,

N ﬁn 0
(4.14) D = [ 0 I }

where 511 = 211 or 511 = diag(ﬁll).
Then let us consider the following fictitious-space two-grid preconditioner C' for A, which is
implicitly defined via its inverse
-1 _ . A-1qT
(4.15) Cc =154 IT5.

The method of fictitious space preconditioning has first been proposed in [12, 13, 14], and refined
in [18] by adding an additional smoother. The basis of the auxiliary space multigrid algorithm, is
the following auxiliary space two-grid preconditioner B, which is implicitly defined via its inverse

(4.16) B Y= '+ (I-MTAHCI - AMY

where C' is defined according to (4.15), the operator M denotes an A-norm convergent smoother,
ie, |[I — M7'Alja < 1, and M = M(M + MT — A)"'M7T is the corresponding symmetrized
smoother. Examples of such smoothers include the Gauss-Seidel smoother and the damped Jacobi
smoother and are well known.

Below in Theorem 4.1 we present an estimate for the condition number under the following
assumptions:

(i) the smoother M satisfies for all v € V = RV:
(4.17) c(v,v) < pa(M v, v) < &lv,v),
and

(4.18) I Av|? < Ljvi3,
PA
where p4 = Apax(A) denotes the spectral radius of A and 7 is a non-negative constant;

(ii) the operator II defined by

(4.19) 0:=(1—-MTAI; =1~ MTA)(RDR")"'RD
satisfies the estimate
(4.20) V|3 < cn||¥9|%, forall veV =RV,
Note that due to ||II*II|| = ||IIII*||, the bound (4.20) is equivalent to HH*VH,QZI < cn||v||% for all

v € V, where IT* = AT A denotes the operator satisfying the identity (ITa, v)4 = (1, IT*v) 7 for
alaeV,veV.



12 J. KRAUS, R. LAZAROV, M. LYMBERY, S. MARGENOV, L. ZIKATANOV

Remark 4.3. While the results stated here provide uniform bounds on the condition numbers of the
preconditioned systems, it is also straightforward to state similar results for a_convergent iterative
method. Indeed, if, for a large enough scaling parameter T, we set C~ = THf)A_IH%, then it holds

that the related stationary iterative method is A-norm convergent, namely, |[I — C~'Al4 < 1. To
keep the presentation focused on preconditioning, however, we only consider T = 1.

We are now ready to state the theorem (see [9]) which gives the condition number estimate.

Theorem 4.1 (Condition number estimate [9]). Under the assumptions (4.17)—(4.20) the two-grid

preconditioner B defined in (4.16) and (4.15) satisfies
(4.21) f < Amin(B71A) S AM(B'A) < Anax(B~1A) < &+ e,
£

that is, k(B~*A) < (¢+cn)(c+n)/c.

Next, we note that if no smoothing is applied, i.e. B = C, then the condition number estimate
provided in Theorem 4.1 also holds and we have the following result.

Corollary 4.1. If B = C and under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1 we have the estimate

(4.22) k(B'A)<em=c= H7r[~)H2~, where 75 = RTHE).

4.3.2. Auxiliary space multigrid method. Let k = 0,1,...,£ — 1 be the index of mesh refinement
where k = 0 corresponds to the finest mesh, i.e., A© = Ap = A denotes the fine-grid matrix.
Consider the sequence of auxiliary space stiffness matrices A%®) in the two-by-two block factorized
form

(4.23) (j(k’))—l - (z(k))Tb'(k)z(k)’
where
~ I ~ (A(k))—l
4.24 Lk = o~ D) — 11
o — AR (AR 1 } ’ o
and the additive Schur complement approximation Q*) defines the next coarser level matrix, i.e.
(4.25) Ak+1) Q(k)'

The algebraic multilevel iteration (AMLI)-cycle auxiliary space multigrid (ASMG) preconditioner
B®) approximating A®) is defined on all levels k < ¢ via the following relations (see [9])

(426)  BO =30 (1 - 0T A n® OB EOIOT (1 A® 07
where
k) —1
k) (A1)
4.27 D =
(4.27) B+
and B,Ekﬂ) is an approximation of the inverse of the coarse-level matrix, i.e., B,SkH) ~ A(k+1)_1,
(4.28) BYW .= A0,
In the linear AMLI-cycle B£k+1) is a polynomial approximation of A(k+1)_1, ie.
Yy Yy

B+ . (I- p(k)(B(k+1)_1A(k+1)))A(k+1)_1

= qW(BUEH) T AU+D))) gl T
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that requires the action of B ()7 The classical choice of p("’)(t) is a scaled and shifted Chebyshev
polynomial of degree v = v where

1—p®@) 1
M (0) = 1, ¢Ww:i(>%ﬁ

Other polynomial approximations are possible, e.g., choosing q®) (t) to be the best approximation
to 1/t in uniform norm, see [11].
In case of the nonlinear AMLI-cycle ASMG method

Bl(/k+1) _ Bz(/k—H) []

is a nonlinear mapping whose action on a vector d is realized by v iterations of a preconditioned
Krylov subspace method. In the following the generalized conjugate gradient method will serve

this purpose and hence we denote Bl(,kﬂ)[-] = ngé)y[]

An important step in the construction is that performing B,EkH)H one applies (4.26) also for
preconditioning at level (k+ 1). Hence, (4.26) becomes a nonlinear operator, too—we will therefore
write

B®T = BT forall k < .

4.3.3. Nonlinear ASMG algorithms. In the remainder of this section we will present two variants
of nonlinear ASMG algorithms for preconditioning the SPD matrices arising from discretization
of the weighted bilinear form (2.6) and comment on some details of their implementation in the
specific situation of using lowest-order Raviart-Thomas elements on rectangles.

On Figure 1 we give an illustration of the covering of €2 by overlapping subdomains, these are 9
staggered subdomains each of size 1/2 of the original domain (.

FiGure 1. Covering of the domain by nine overlapping subdomains

Next, let us comment on the partitioning (4.7) of the set D of DOF. We illustrate it in case of two
grids coarse, Ty, and fine, 7y, where H = 2h. Then the corresponding sets of the edges are £ and
En. The following relations are obvious: 4|7x| = |Ty| and 2|Eg| + 4| Tg| = |Ex|. Since in the setting
of the lowest-order Raviart-Thomas finite elements it is not immediately clear how to partition D,
we perform a preprocessing step which consists of a compatible two-level basis transformation, see
e.g. [8]. The global matrix A is transformed according to

(4.29) A=JTAJ, A, J AcREE

where the transformation matrix J is the product of a permutation matrix P and another trans-
formation matrix J, i.e.

(4.30) J=PJy, P, JscREXE]

The permutation P allows us to provide a two-level numbering of the DOF that splits them into
two groups, the first one consisting of DOF associated with fine-grid edges that are not part of any
coarse-grid edge (interior DOF) and the second one keeping all remaining DOF ordered such that



14 J. KRAUS, R. LAZAROV, M. LYMBERY, S. MARGENOV, L. ZIKATANOV

any two that are on one edge have consecutive numbers. The transformation matrix Ji in (4.30)
is of the form

g1 where I € RAITHDX(@Ti)
Jog |7’ )

Jo9 has the form

1 -1
1 -1
Ty = L1 here Jay € RCIERDXCIERD,
211 1 ’
1 1
L I 1]
The analogous transformation is performed on a local level on each subdomain €);, i.e.
(4.31) A; = JT AT,

where again J; = P;J4 ; with P; the permutation explained above but performed on the degrees of
freedom in the subdomain €2; and J4 ; has the same meaning but restricted to the subdomain €;.

Definition 4.2. The global and local transformations will be called compatible if

ng

(4.32) A=JTA] =) RTAR;
i=1

which is equivalent to

(4.33) RiJ = JiR;.

The introduced transformation matrix J defines the splitting of the DOF into coarse and fine,
namely the FDOF correspond to the set of interior DOF and half differences on the coarse edges
while the CDOF correspond to the half sums on the coarse edges.

Finally we formulate the following two algorithms (variants of nonlinear ASMG) for solving linear
systems with the matrix A resulting from discretization of (2.6).

The first algorithm applies the nonlinear ASMG method in the two-level basis, i.e., all matrices

A®) are transformed into two-level basis, i.e.,
AW = g0T 40 70 for all k< 0
and also the smoothing is performed in the two-level basis, i.e., using M instead of M.

Algorithm 4.1. Nonlinear ASMG method—Variant I: Action of (4.26) on a vector d

Pre-smoothing: u= (1\7(’0)*181
A\ _-_ 1T (G_ Ak
( & )= 4= (d — AWR)
1
Auziliary space correction: P2 = J(kH)ngé)u[J(kH)T(qg _ Ag;)f)l)]
G =p1— (AY) 148G ps
Q2 = P2
Post-smoothing: (BE)1d] := v + (M¥)~T(d — A®)3)
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The second algorithm applies the nonlinear ASMG method directly in the original basis of
standard Raviart-Thomas basis functions and reads as follows.

Algorithm 4.2. Nonlinear ASMG method—Variant II: Action of (4.26) on a vector d

Pre-smoothing: u=M®""q

q - T

pr = (Al -1g,

Auaziliary space correction: p2 = ngé)y[(ép - ﬁg’i)f)l)}

a = p1 - (A1) 1A B,

92 = P2

v=u+JM5,4q
Post-smoothing: p®! [d] :=v+ M(k)_T(d — AK)y)

Remark 4.4. Note that the matrices gg’i), ﬁgg), ggi) are identical in both algorithms.

Remark 4.5. In general the matrices A®) have slightly more nonzero entries as compared to A*)
and thus Algorithm 4.2 increases computational memory requirements.

Remark 4.6. Considering the two-level preconditioners B and B defined according to Algorithm 4.1
and Algorithm 4.2, and assuming that no smoothing is performed, i.e., M = M = 0, the corre-
sponding condition number bounds for the preconditioned operators in two-level basis and standard
basis read k(B~1A) < HRTHEHIZZ and k(B~1A) < HRTJHEHIQK-
5. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

5.1. Description of the parameters and the numerical test examples. Subject to numerical
testing are three representative cases of problems characterized by a highly varying coefficient
a(r) = K~'(x), namely:
[a] A binary distribution of the coefficient described by islands on which a@ = 1.0 against a
background where o = 1079, see Figure 2;
[b] Inclusions with @ = 1.0 and a background with a coefficient & = ap = 107 %and that is
constant on each element 7 € T, where the random integer exponent g,qnq € {0,1,2,...,q}
is uniformly distributed, see Figure 3;
[c] Three two-dimensional slices of the SPE10 (Society of Petroleum Engineers) benchmark
problem, see [7], where the contrast & is 107 for slices 44 and 74 and 10° for slice 54,
see Figure 4.

| ] 1 a1
-1-'|"'

el i

[ 5 [
Hpalfs
] r. . 1
B - ¢ -
(a) 32 x 32 mesh (b) 128 x 128 mesh (c) 512 x 512 mesh

FIGURE 2. Binary distribution of the permeability K (x) corresponding to test case [a]
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The numerical experiments are performed over a uniform mesh consisting of NxN elements
(squares) where N =4,8,...,512, i.e. up to 525312 velocity DOF and 262144 pressure DOF. We
have used a direct method to solve the problems on the coarsest grid. The iterative process has
been initialized with a random vector. Its convergence has been tested for linear systems with
right-hand side zero. We have used overlapping coverings of the domain as shown in Figure 1,
where the subdomains are composed of 8 x 8 elements and overlap with half of their width/height.
In the presentation of results we use the following notations:

e ( denotes the number of levels;
q= fg’ggfo is the logarithm of the contrast &;

nasymc is the number of auxiliary space multigrid iterations;
m > 0 is the number of point Gauss-Seidel pre- and post-smoothing steps;
p is the average convergence factor defined by

1/nasma
(5.1) p= <||unASMG||>

[[uoll

where wp, 5, i the first iterate (approximate solution of (4.6)) for which the residual has
decreased by a factor of at least 108.

The matrix D is as in (4.14) where 1511 = /Ll. This choice of D requires an additional precondi-
tioner for the iterative solution of linear systems with the matrix D = RﬁRT, which is part of the
efficient application of the operator II5. The systems with D are solved using the preconditioned
conjugate gradient (PCG) method. The stopping criterion for this inner iterative process is a resid-
ual reduction by a factor 10°, the number of PCG iterations to reach it-where reported-is denoted
by n;. A robust and uniform preconditioner Brryg for D can be constructed based on incomplete

(a) 32 x 32 mesh (b) 128 x 128 mesh (c¢) 512 x 512 mesh

FIGURE 3. Random distribution of & = K~!(x) corresponding to test case [b]

(a) Slice 44 (b) Slice 54 (c) Slice 74

FIGURE 4. Distributions of the permeability K (x) along planes x3 = 44, 54, 74 form
the benchmark SPE10 on a 128 x 128 mesh
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factorization using exact local factorization (ILUE). The definition of Brryg is as follows:

Biyp:=LU, ~ U:=) R[UR;,  L:=U"diag(U)",

i=1
where
n
Di=LU;, D=>» R[DiR;,  diag(L)=1,
i=1
for details see [10]. Note that as D; are the local contributions to D related to the subdomains €;,
i=1,...,n, they are all non-singular.

The next two sections are devoted to the presentation of numerical results. The experiments
fall into two categories. The first category, presented in Section 5.2, serves the evaluation of the
performance of the ASMG method on linear systems arising from discretization of the weighted
H(div) bilinear form (2.6). All three test cases, [a], [b], and [c], are considered and both variants of
the ASMG method, Algorithm 4.1 and 4.2, are compared, testing V- and W-cycle with and without
smoothing.

The second category of experiments, discussed in Section 5.3, addresses the solution of the indefi-
nite linear system (4.5) arising from problem (2.10) by a preconditioned MinRes method. The main
purposes are, on the one hand, to confirm the robustness of the block-diagonal preconditioner (4.4)
with respect to arbitrary multiscale coefficient variations, and on the other hand, to demonstrate
its numerical scalability.

5.2. Numerical tests for solving the system (4.6). Here we test the ASMG preconditioner for
solving the system (4.6) with a matrix corresponding to the discretization of the form A, (u,v).

Example 5.1. The first set of experiments is for the test cases [a] and [b]. In Tables 1-6 we report
the number of outer iterations nagyrq for the ¢-level V-cycle and W-cycle ASMG method defined
by Algorithm 4.1. The coarsest mesh is composed of 4 x 4 squares corresponding to 40 DOF on
the RT o space.

ASMG V-cycle: bilinear form (2.6), Algorithm 4.1

{=3 =4 {=5 {=6 =17
NASMG P | NASMG P | MASMG P | MASMG P | NASMG P
q=20 4 0.006 6 0.031 8 0.097 11 0.161 12 0.202
qg=1 4 0.005 6 0.034 9 0.115 11 0.169 13 0.224
q=72 4 0.004 6 0.032 10 0.151 12 0.199 13 0.235
q=3 3 0.002 6 0.031 10 0.158 12 0.211 13 0.235
qgq=4 4 0.004 6 0.041 11 0.157 13 0.213 14 0.256
q=2>5 4 0.006 7 0.053 11 0.185 16 0.314 19 0.366
q==6 4 0.008 8 0.085 15 0.271 24 0.462 25 0.495

TABLE 1. Example 5.1: case [a] with K (x) = 107 and no smoothing steps (m = 0)

As we can see by comparing the results summarized in Tables 1 and 2 the V-cycle multigrid
preconditioner gains robustness with respect to the contrast of a binary distribution of a piecewise
constant permeability coefficient when increasing the number of smoothing steps from zero to two.
We further observe an increase of the number of ASMG iterations for decreasing mesh size h (in
average 2-3 times). At the same time, as seen in Table 3, the W-cycle preconditioner with one
smoothing step is robust with respect to both the contrast and the mesh size h.
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ASMG V-cycle: bilinear form (2.6), Algorithm 4.1

(=3 =4 =5 =6 =17

NASMG 4 NASMG P NASMG 4 NASMG P NASMG P
qg=0 4 0.005 ) 0.024 6 0.043 8 0.083 8 0.093
g=1 3 0.002 ) 0.022 7 0.058 8 0.084 9 0.121
qg=2 3 0.002 ) 0.019 7 0.068 8 0.091 9 0.121
qg=3 3 0.002 5 0.018 7 0.070 8 0.095 9 0.125
g=+4 3 0.002 ) 0.017 7 0.069 8 0.098 10 0.142
g=>5 3 0.002 5 0.017 8 0.082 9 0.118 10 0.145
qg==6 4 0.005 4 0.010 8 0.092 9 0.125 11 0.181

TABLE 2. Example 5.1: case [a] with K (z) = 107 and two smoothing steps (m = 2)

ASMG W-cycle: bilinear form (2.6), Algorithm 4.1
(=3 =4 (=5 =6 {=

nAsMG P | nASMG P | NASMG P | MASMG P | NASMG P
q= 4 0.005 4 0.007 4 0.006 4 0.005 4 0.005
q= 3 0.002 4 0.007 4 0.007 4 0.005 4 0.004
q= 3 0.002 ) 0.015 5) 0.017 4 0.006 3 0.001
q=3 3 0.002 ) 0.017 5) 0.020 4 0.006 3 0.002
q=4 3 0.002 5) 0.016 5) 0.019 4 0.005 4 0.005
q=>5 3 0.002 4 0.009 6 0.030 4 0.007 4 0.009
q==6 4 0.005 ) 0.017 ) 0.020 5) 0.025 7 0.066

TABLE 3. Example 5.1: case [a], one smoothing step (m =

1)

In the next set of numerical experiments we consider the same distribution of inclusions of low
permeability as before but this time against a background of a randomly distributed piecewise
constant permeability coefficient as shown on Figure 3. The results, presented in Tables 4 and 5,
are even better than those obtained for the binary distribution in the sense that here both V- and

W-cycle are robust with respect to the contrast.

Example 5.2. The second set of experiments is related to the test case [c|] where, similarly to
Example 5.1, we examine the performance of the preconditioner for the bilinear form (2.6). Here

ASMG V-cycle: bilinear form (2.6), Algorithm 4.1

(=3 =14 (=5 =6 (=7
NASMG P NASMG P NASMG P NASMG p NASMG P
g=20 4 0.007 6 0.027 9 0.102 10 0.156 12 0.210
g=1 4 0.006 6 0.035 9 0.103 11 0.171 13 0.224
q=2 4 0.005 6 0.032 9 0.102 11 0.159 13 0.222
q=3 4 0.006 6 0.042 9 0.110 11 0.174 13 0.229
qg=14 4 0.006 7 0.043 9 0.127 11 0.183 13 0.233
qg=>5 4 0.006 7 0.049 10 0.138 12 0.195 13 0.239
qg==©6 4 0.006 7 0.056 10 0.149 12 0.207 14 0.252

TABLE 4. Example 5.1: case [b], no smoothing steps (m =

0)
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ASMG V-cycle: bilinear form (2.6), Algorithm 4.1

(=3 =4 =5 =6 =17
NASMG 4 NASMG P NASMG 4 NASMG P NASMG P
g=20 4 0.005 ) 0.024 6 0.046 8 0.083 8 0.091
g=1 4 0.005 6 0.033 7 0.060 8 0.091 9 0.124
qg=2 3 0.002 ) 0.023 6 0.045 7 0.069 9 0.121
qg=3 3 0.002 ) 0.021 6 0.043 7 0.071 8 0.100
g=+4 4 0.005 ) 0.023 6 0.044 8 0.089 9 0.122
g=>5 4 0.005 ) 0.024 6 0.045 8 0.090 9 0.125
qg==6 4 0.005 6 0.034 6 0.045 8 0.091 10 0.142
TABLE 5. Example 5.1: case [b], two smoothing steps (m = 2)
ASMG W-cycle: bilinear form (2.6), Algorithm 4.1
=3 (=4 =5 =6 (=17
nAsMG P | nAsMG P | NASMG P | MASMG P | MASMG P
q= 4 0.005 4 0.007 4 0.006 4 0.005 4 0.005
q= 4 0.006 4 0.007 4 0.007 4 0.006 4 0.005
q= 4 0.004 4 0.009 ) 0.016 4 0.007 4 0.006
q= 4 0.005 ) 0.015 ) 0.015 4 0.009 4 0.006
q=4 4 0.005 ) 0.016 ) 0.016 4 0.009 4 0.008
q=>5 4 0.005 ) 0.018 ) 0.015 4 0.009 4 0.008
q=©6 4 0.005 ) 0.019 ) 0.015 4 0.008 4 0.007

19

TABLE 6. Example 5.1: case [b], one smoothing step (m = 1)

we compare the ASMG preconditioners defined by Algorithm 4.1 and Algorithm 4.2. In this example
the finest mesh is always composed of 256 x 256 elements meaning that changing the number of
levels £ refers to a different size of the coarse-grid problem. Tables 7-12 report the number of outer
iterations nsp¢ and the maximum number of inner iterations n; needed to reduce the residual of
the linear systems with the matrix RDRT by a factor of 10°.

Tables 7 and 8 contain the results for SPE10 slice 44. We see that while the number of inner
iterations is about the same, the number nagyrq of outer iterations in case of the V-cycle is on
average 2.5 times higher than those for the W-cycle. However, since the complexity of the V-
cycle is lower, the overall performance of these two methods is comparable. Comparing the two
algorithms, we see that they have approximately the same number of inner and outer iterations.
Due to its lower memory requirements we could therefore recommend Algorithm 4.1 for these kinds
of problems. On Tables 11-12 we present the results for SPE10 slice 74, which has slightly different
permeability distribution but has the same contrast, x = 107. Computational results are pretty
much the same for this case as well.

5.3. Testing of block-diagonal preconditioner for system (4.5) within MinRes iteration.
Now we present a number of numerical experiments for solving the mixed finite element system (4.5)
by using a preconditioned MinRes method. We consider two different examples, first, Example 5.3
in which the performance of the block-diagonal preconditioner and its dependence on the accuracy
of the inner solves with W-cycle ASMG preconditioner is evaluated, and second, Example 5.4 that
tests the scalability of the MinRes iteration, again using a W-cycle ASMG preconditioner with one
smoothing step for the inner iterations.
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ASMG V-cycle: bilinear form (2.6)

Algorithm 4.1 Algorithm 4.2
m =0 m=1 m=0 m=1
NASMG P N | NASMG P N |NASMG P Ni | MASMG P Ny
{= 8 0.080 4 7 0.064 5 8 0.090 5 8 0.080 5
{= 10 0.157 6 9 0.122 6 11 0.184 6 10 0.143 6
=5 12 0.209 6 10 0.154 6 13 0.231 6 11 0.185 6
{= 13 0.239 6 11 0.179 6 14 0.264 6 12 0.207 6
{= 13 0.239 6 11 0.179 6 14 0.264 6 12 0.207 6

TABLE 7. Example 5.2: case [c] - slice 44 of SPE10 benchmark

ASMG W-cycle: bilinear form (2.6)

Algorithm 4.1 Algorithm 4.2
m=0 m=1 m=0 m=1
NASMG P N |NASMG P N |NASMG P Ni | MASMG P Ny
{= 5 0.019 6 5 0.014 5 5 0.025 5 5 0.017 6
{= 5 0.019 6 5 0.014 5 5 0.025 5 5 0.017 6
{= 5 0.019 6 5 0.014 5 6 0.026 6 5 0.017 6
{= 5 0.019 6 5 0.014 5 6 0.026 6 5 0.017 6
{= 5 0.019 6 5 0.014 5 6 0.026 6 5 0.017 6

TABLE 8. Example 5.2: case [c] - slice 44 of SPE10 benchmark

ASMG V-cycle: bilinear form (2.6)

Algorithm 4.1 Algorithm 4.2
m =0 m=1 m =0 m=1
NASMG P N | NASMG P N |NASMG P N | NASMG P Ny
{= 7 0.070 4 7 0.059 4 8 0.079 4 7 0.069 4
{= 10 0.156 5 9 0.122 6 11 0.173 5 10 0.143 6
=5 13 0.236 5 11 0.173 6 14 0.256 5 12 0.196 6
{= 14 0.253 5 11 0.183 6 15 0.283 5 12 0.210 6
{= 14 0.253 6 11 0.183 6 15 0.283 5 12 0.210 6

TABLE 9. Example 5.2: case [c] - slice 54 of SPE10 benchmark

Example 5.3. Here we apply the MinRes iteration to solve (4.5) for test case [c]. The hierarchy
of meshes is the same as in Example 5.2. An ASMG W-cycle based on Algorithm 4.1 with one
smoothing step has been used as a preconditioner on the R7T g space. Table 13 shows the number of
MinRes iterations denoted by nasinres, the maximum number of ASMG iterations nagyrg needed
to achieve an ASMG residual reduction by w.

Example 5.4. In the last set of experiments the MinRes iteration has been used to solve (4.5)
for test case [c] on the same hierarchy of meshes as in Example 5.1. An ASMG W-cycle based
on Algorithm 4.1 with one smoothing step has been used as a preconditioner on the R7( space
for a residual reduction by 108. Table 14 shows the number of MinRes iterations nasinges, the
maximum number of (inner) ASMG iterations nasyq per (outer) MinRes iteration, and the number
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Algorithm 4.1

ASMG W-cycle: bilinear form (2.6)
Algorithm 4.2

m =20 m=1 m =10 m=1
NASMG P M |NASMG P Ni |NASMG P Ni | NASMG P T
(= 5 0.016 4 5 0.013 4 5 0.021 4 5 0.016 4
=4 5 0.017 6 5 0.013 5 5 0.023 6 5 0.017 6
l= 5 0.018 6 5 0.013 6 5 0.023 6 5 0.017 6
l= 5 0.018 6 5 0.013 6 5 0.023 6 5 0.017 6
=7 5 0.018 6 5 0.013 6 5 0.023 6 5 0.017 6
TABLE 10. Example 5.2: case [c] - slice 54 of SPE10 benchmark
ASMG V-cycle: bilinear form (2.6)
Algorithm 4.1 Algorithm 4.2
m =0 m=1 m =0 m=1
nAsMG P M | nasmMG P Mi | NASMG P Ni | MASMG P Ny
l= 8 0.090 4 7 0.070 4 8 0.097 4 8 0.087 4
{= 11 0.178 5 10 0.145 5 12 0.199 5 11 0.162 6
{= 13 0.229 5 11 0.166 6 14 0.257 5 11 0.183 6
= 13 0.242 6 11 0.180 6 15 0.276 6 13 0219 6
(=17 13 0.242 6 11 0.180 6 15 0.276 6 13 0.219 6
TABLE 11. Example 5.2: case [c] - slice 74 of SPE10 benchmark
ASMG W-cycle: bilinear form (2.6)
Algorithm 4.1 Algorithm 4.2
m =0 m=1 m =0 m=1
nASMG P M |naSMG P M |NASMG P i | NASMG P N
(= 5 0.019 4 5 0.014 4 5 0.025 4 5 0.017 5
(=4 ) 0.020 5 ) 0.015 5 6 0.030 5 5 0.018 6
l= ) 0.020 6 ) 0.015 6 6 0.030 6 5 0.018 6
{= ) 0.020 6 ) 0.015 6 6 0.030 6 5 0.018 6
L=17 ) 0.020 6 ) 0.015 6 6 0.030 6 5 0.018 6
TABLE 12. Example 5.2: case [c] - slice 74 of SPE10 benchmark

21

of DOF. Note that as long as the product ns;nRres? AsM G 1S constant, the total number of arithmetic

operations required to achieve any prescribed accuracy is proportional to the number of DOF.

5.4. Some conclusions and general comments regarding the numerical experiments. The
presented numerical results clearly demonstrate the efficiency of the proposed algebraic multilevel
iteration (AMLI)-cycle auxiliary space multigrid (ASMG) preconditioner for problems with highly
varying coefficients as they typically arise in the mathematical modelling of physical processes in
high-contrast and high-frequency media.

The first group of tests examines the convergence behavior of the nonlinear ASMG method for
the weighted bilinear form (2.6). This is a key point in the presented study. The cases [a] and [b] are
designed to represent a typical multiscale geometry with islands and channels. Although case [b] (a
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MinRes iteration: saddle point system (4.5)

w = 10° w = 10° w = 10'°
NMinRes TNASMG | "MinRes TASMG | "MinRes "TASMG
(=3 24 4 17 6 15 8
(=4 15 ) 13 6 13 8
=5 21 ) 17 6 15 8
{=6 22 5 17 6 15 8
L=17 22 5 17 6 15 8

TABLE 13. Example 5.3: case [c] - slice 44 of SPE10 benchmark. The hierarchy of
meshes is the same as in Example 5.2.

MinRes iteration: saddle point system (4.5)

NMinRes TASMG DOF
(=4 13 ) 3,136
(=5| 13 6 12,416
=6 15 6 49,408
(=7| 17 6 197,120
(=8| 17 6 787,456

TABLE 14. Example 5.3: case [c] - slice 44 of SPE10 benchmark. The hierarchy of
meshes is the same as in Example 5.1.

background with a random coefficient) appears to be more complicated, the impact of the multiscale
heterogeneity seems to be stronger in the binary case [a] where the number of iterations is slightly
larger. However, in both cases we observe a uniformly converging ASMG V-cycle with m = 2 and
W-cycle (v = 2) with m = 1. Some small fluctuations of the results in the right-lower corner of the
tables could be due to some round off effects. Case [c] (SPE10) is a popular benchmark problem
in the petroleum engineering community. Here we observe robust and uniform convergence with
respect to the number of levels ¢, or, equivalently, mesh-size h. Note that such uniform convergence
is present for the ASMG V-cycle even without smoothing iterations (i.e. m = 0) and for both,
Algorithm 4.1 and Algorithm 4.2. In addition, Algorithm 4.2 is computationally more favorable
when compared to Algorithm 4.1 because the matrices used in Algorithm 4.2 have fewer non-zeroes
(they are sparser).

The last two tables, Table 13-14, confirm the expected optimal convergence rate of the block-
diagonally preconditioned MinRes iteration applied to the coupled saddle point system (4.5). The
results in Table 13 demonstrate how the efficiency (in terms of the product nasingesnasya) is
achieved for a relative accuracy of 10™® of the inner ASMG solver. Table 14 illustrates the scalability
of the solver indicated by a (almost) constant number of MinRes and ASMG iterations since the
total computational work is in terms of fine grid matrix vector multiplications is proportional to
the product nrinResASMG-

Although not in the scope of this study, we note that the proposed auxiliary space multigrid
method would be suitable for implementation on distributed memory computer architectures.

APPENDIX A. DISCRETE INF-SUP CONDITION

Here we provide a proof of the discrete inf-sup condition (3.4) for the bilinear form arising in the
mixed finite element method. We begin by introducing some details regarding the finite element
spaces involved in the approximation of problem (2.10) or (2.12).
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A.1. Raviart-Thomas-Nédélec space. We consider the standard lowest order Raviart-Thomas-
Nédélec space V. Recall that every element v € V}, can be written as

(A1) V=) 0(VPe(x), 0(v) = /v-ne.

eeéy €

Here the vector n, has a fixed direction (normal to e), and this direction is set once and for all for
every face e € &,. For an element T € 7T}, let n. 7 define the unit normal vector to e € 9T'N &},
which points outward with respect to 1. Now, if e is the intersection of two elements from 7,
e =T NT,, then T, is the element for which n, -n.p = 1 and T, is the element for which
n.-n.p = —1. If e is on the boundary of the domain then the corresponding element is 7." and

T is missing. Finally, for a piece-wise constant function ¢ € W}, we denote

d+.e :q‘Teia €€gh.

The basis function ¥, € V3, for e € &, corresponds to an edge/face e € 9T, for some T € Tp,. If
e is the face opposite to the vertex P, of the triangle/tetrahedron T, then

(A.2) Yelp = - (x — xp).
T
where ¢4 is a constant depending only on the spatial dimension d and is chosen so that fe Ye-n. = 1.
We note that explicit formulas similar to (A.2) are available also for the case of lowest order
Raviart-Thomas-Nédélec elements on d-dimensional cuboids (parallelograms or rectangular paral-
lelepipeds). Indeed, if a cuboidal element T € T}, is with faces parallel to the coordinate planes,
this can be seen as follows. We denote by 1/),3:, the basis function which corresponds to a face Fki

with outward normal vector +ey, k = 1,...,d. Here, e, is the k-th coordinate vector in R%. Let
xj\ijk € R? be the mass center of the face F,;t, k=1,...,d. We then have

(x—x3 ) ek
(A.3) Pp (x) = T e

Here for simplicity we have used the notation x”e;, for the standard Euclidean inner product of
vectors x, e, € RY. From this formula we see that over the finite element 7' the basis functions
'l,b,f (x) are linear of the variable z; and constant in the remaining variables in R?.

These are exactly 2d basis functions satisfying

+ . —_ + . o ; + . —
/Fi (U8 Ilej: /F (VN n 0, for j # k, and /F+ Py Nyt 1.
J k k

with a similar relation for %, , & = 1,...,d. We note that all numerical experiments in the
subsequent sections were done using these finite elements.
These simple formulas also show that on a shape regular mesh we have:

(A.4) H¢6H%7T ~h* 4 h, = diam(e), T NT =e€é&,.

The constants in the norm equivalence in (A.4) depend on the shape of the finite elements, but not
on the contrast .

We treat Dirichlet, Neumann boundary conditions (or mixture of these) in a unified fashion. In
order to do this we set &, to denote the set of faces (edges) of 7;, minus the set of faces (edges) on
which we have Neumann conditions and |&,| is the number of these edges/faces. Thus, in the case
of pure Neumann conditions on 0f) the set of faces (edges) &, is the set of interior faces (edges).
Further, W}, is the space of all piece-wise constant scalar valued functions with zero mean value
over ), namely, fQ q = 0. In the case of pure Dirichlet conditions, W}, is the space of piece-wise
constants (without restriction) and &, is the set of all faces (edges) in 7p.
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A.2. Scalar products and discrete gradients. We now define a weighted scalar product on V4:
For a vector of weights w € RI€n| we set

(W, v)iw = Z weoe(W)oe(v)|lee |, (u,v)s1 = Z ge(W)oe(v)|9pe*.
ec&y eely
Note that (u, V), is an inner product for which w, = 1 for all e € &,. The corresponding norms
are denoted by | - ||« and || - ||«,1-

Next, with the vector w € RI€rl we associate an operator D,, : V, — Vj,. The action of the
operator is determined by defining o.(D,v) for e € &, since these degrees of freedom uniquely
determine any element from V;,. We set
(A.5) Oe(Dyv) = weoe (V).

The discrete gradient is defined as adjoint of the “div” in the (-, ), 1 inner product and denoted
by “V3”. For q € W}, Viq is the unique element in V}, satisfying
(A.6) (v, Vhq)s1 = —(divv,q), forall veV,

A straightforward computation (by taking v = 1) shows that

[q]e
e[’
For Dirichlet boundary faces (edges) [¢]e = ¢+.. We have the following proposition:

oe(Vhg) = [dle = q—c — qy.e-

Proposition A.1. Let v € V}, and we > 0 for all e € &,. We then have
(i) (W, V)sw = (Dou, V)i 15
(ii) The bilinear form on Wy x W}, defined by

(‘D vh%@ath *1 Z H¢ ||2 X]]e
ecéy, ¢

18 symmetric and positive definite on W,
Proof. (i) follows directly from the definition of D,, and (-, )+ w-
Regarding (ii), we take x = ¢ and we obtain

(DuVi, Vi)et = (Vg Vig)ow = 3 r
ec&p

g 41

To show that this inequality is strict (which implies positive definiteness of the bilinear form) we
observe that if we have Dirichlet conditions on part of, or, the whole boundary then the matrix
corresponding to this bilinear form is a symmetric, weakly diagonally dominant M-matrix and
hence it is positive definite. If we have Neumann conditions on 052, then setting (Vp¢, V@) =0
implies that ¢4 . = g— . for all e € &, and we conclude that ¢ is a constant on 2. Since the average
of ¢ is 0 (in case of Neumann conditions) we conclude that ¢ = 0. Thus, the bilinear form has a
trivial kernel and is positive definite on W},. The proof of (ii) is complete. O

A.3. A discrete a priori estimate. Recall that K(z) and « are a piece-wise constant tensor-
functions whose discontinuities are aligned with the triangulation 7. For any face e € &, e =

T NT, we now define
||¢€Hg7a,Te+ n HweHOaT
[%pe? [l

We have the following lemma which is a crucial ingredient in the proof of the discrete inf-sup
condition.

Lemma A.1. Let a € R and & € RI®:| be defined as in (A.7). Then

(A7) aeREl g, = rReR& &, =asl.
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) lulfo < (d+Dlul?; and [[ul* = [[ull?
(i) DgDz = 1.
(ili) @e < 2 and Ke > 3.

Proof. To prove the first inequality in (i), let u € Vj. Then, for all T € T}, we have u|, =
> ecor 0e(u)tpe, and, hence,

z/m a=3 % 3 owont) [ oz

T ecdT e'€dT

ulf3

< 5 S lellow@lldoatliveloar
T e€dT e'edT
< *ZZ Z ‘76 H‘peHOaT'i‘[Ue( )]QH":be'”%,a,T)

T ecdT e'€dT

= (d+1)> D loe()Pllebel

T ecoT

In the last step we have used ) .51 = (d + 1). Switching the order of summation in the right
side of the inequality above then gives

lulBe < (@+1) Seee, (Il 0 + 115l ,)[ae<u>]2
= (@4 D) Yeee, Acloe( ]2 = (@ + 1)ul2,

To prove the equivalence in (i) for a. = 1, e € &, we observe that for T € 7;, we have the
following equivalence relation with constants only depending on the geometry of 7' (bounded for
shape regular triangulation):

(A.9) S Y ool / Yoo = 3 [oe(w) 2l

ecOT e/ €T ecoT

(A.8)

The equivalence (A.9) is just spectral equivalence between the element mass matrix { (e, ¥e/) }e,e'cor
and its diagonal {||4|?}ecor which is easy to establish, for example, by using the explicit form of
the basis functions given in (A.2) and (A.3). This completes the proof of (i).

Items (ii) and (iii) directly follow from the definitions and the inequality (2.7) which implies that
a2 < 1. O

An immediate corollary from Proposition A.1 and Lemma A.1 is the following Poincaré inequality.
Corollary A.1. Ifw. =1 for all e € &, we have
(A.10) X1 < CrlIVaxllz 1,
with a constant Cp independent of h.

Proof. To prove this Poincaré inequality we recall a classical result on the solvability of the mixed

discretizations of the Laplace equation. It is well known (see, for example, [4, (7.1.28) and Propo-

sition 5.4.3]; also [3]), that the following estimate holds with ¥ > 0 independent of h for all ¢ € Wj:
(q,divv)

(A.11) sup ———— > 7l|q.
vevi, [Ivlla,
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Since by Lemma A.1(i) the norms || - || and || - ||«,1 are equivalent norms on V4, for any x € Wj:
VX, V)1 ,divv
Vilea = sup VIOVl g OAVY)
vev, | *,1 veV, HVH*J
(x,divv x,divv) _ _
2 sup WV gy QOVY)
vevi IV vevi  [IVila
Therefore, (A.10) holds with Cp =72 O

Remark A.1. Clearly, for a scalar coefficient K(x) the edge weights ke are weighted harmonic
averages of the values of the coefficient on the two elements sharing the face e. On a uniform mesh,
where ||1l)e||2 Tj:/||¢6H2 gt |/2 we have that

~ 2K+,€K7,6
Re = —F—————
¢ K+,e + K—,e

On a non-uniform mesh or for tensor coefficient K (z) the average is more complicated and involves
weights depending on geometrical quantities describing pairs of neighboring elements.

Consider now ¢ € W}, and let ¢ € W) be the solution of the variational problem
(A.12) (DeVae, Vax)s1 = (¢, x), forall x € Wy

In accordance with Proposition A.1(ii) the solution to the variational problem (A.12) ¢ exists and
is unique. We further set

(A.13) w = DV
and by the definition of V}, we have —(div DzV ¢, X)«,1 = (g, x) for all x € W}, which implies that
(A.14) div DV = —

Next, we prove an a priori estimate needed for the proof of a contrast independent inf-sup
condition.

Lemma A.2. Let ¢ € W}, be the solution of (A.12) and let w € V}, be defined as in (A.13),
namely, w = DzVyp. Then the following a priori estimate holds

(A.15) Iwl? 5 < 2Cpllql*.
Proof. The proof follows from Proposition A.1, Lemma A.1 and some simple equalities. We have
HwHia = (Dgw, W)41 [by Proposition A.1(i)]
= (D DzVpp, W) 1 [by the definition of w]
= (Vrp, W) by [Lemma A.1(ii)]
—(p,divw) = (0, q) < [[ellllqll [by (A.14)]
We now use the Poincaré inequality to estimate ||¢||:
lell> < Cp(Vhe, Vig)a [by (A.10)]
< 2Cp(DzVre, Vie)sa [by Lemma A.1(iii)]
= 2Cp(DzVhe, DaDzVpp)s, [by Lemma A.1(ii)]
= 2Cprsza [by the definition of w]
Note that we have used the inequality K. > % for all e € &p,. O

After all the preparatory work, we are ready to prove the discrete inf-sup condition.
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Theorem A.2. The following inequality holds with constant v > 0 independent of the contrast k:

;
(A.16) inf sup LIVV) o
a€Wh vev;, [Viaa llall

Proof. For all ¢ € W, and with w defined as in (A.13) we have

di 1
sup (9, divv) > |lql1?/ (||w\|%a + |l divw||2) 2 [by the definition of sup]
vevi IVlia. ,
1
> Jlal?/ ((d+ 1)l + | divw]?) [by Lemma A.1(i)
1
= llal’?/ ((d+V)lIwl25 + llal?) [by (A.14)]
> |lgll/v/2(d + 1)Cp + 1, [by Lemma A.2]
which completes the proof. (|

The standard theory of mixed finite element methods then immediately implies the following
approximation result

Theorem A.3. Let (u,p) € Hy(div)X Ly be the solution of the mized problem (2.10) and (up, pp) €
Vi, x Wy, be the solution of the discrete problem (3.3). Then the following estimate holds

A7 — — < C| inf — inf —
(A17) a =l + = pall <€ (jng u= vl + ing ol ).

where the constant C depend on the shape regularity of the mesh, the Poincaré constant Cp, and
the spatial dimension d, but is independent of the variations in K(x).
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