arXiv:1910.01000v2 [math.NA] 27 Feb 2020

A unified error analysis of HDG methods for the
static Maxwell equations

Shukai Du* and Francisco-Javier Sayas
Department of Mathematical Sciences, University of Delaware

January 30, 2022

Abstract

We propose a framework that allows us to analyze different variants of
HDG methods for the static Maxwell equations using one simple analysis.
It reduces all the work to the construction of projections that best fit the
structures of the approximation spaces. As applications, we analyze four
variants of HDG methods (denoted by 9B, §, B+, H+), where two of them
are known (variants ), 8B+) and the other two are new (variants $+, B).
Under certain regularity assumption, we show that all the four variants are
optimally convergent and that variants 8+ and $+ achieve superconvergence
without post-processing. For the two known variants, we prove their optimal
convergence under weaker requirements of the meshes and the stabilization
functions thanks to the new analysis techniques being introduced. For solu-
tion with low-regularity, we give an analysis to these methods and investigate
the effect of different stabilization functions on the convergence. At the end,
we provide numerical experiments to support the analysis.
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1 Introduction

Maxwell equations describe the interaction between electric and magnetic fields and
play a central role in modern sciences and engineering. To understand the solution
of Maxwell equations in various application scenarios, numerical treatments are
necessary. The finite element method (FEM) is one of these numerical tools and it
has some nice features such as easy handling of complicate geometry, exponential
rate of convergence by hp-refinements, etc.

Finite element methods can be divided into two categories — conforming and non-
conforming. For Maxwell equations, conforming elements usually refer to H (curl)-
conforming elements since H(curl) is used as the energy space for the solution of
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Maxwell equations. H (curl)-conforming elements (also called edge elements) have
been widely studied since they were first proposed by Nédélec in [311, B2]; see, for
instance, [20], 22 28| 29| 30, B37].

For non-conforming elements, one popular choice is the discontinuous Galerkin
(DG) finite element method (see [I] for a general introduction and see, for instance,
[4, 15, 19] 23] 35l 4] for DG methods for Maxwell equations). Since DG methods
allow the use of independent approximation spaces on each element, they possess
certain nice properties such as the flexibility of choosing local spaces, allowance of
triangulation with hanging nodes, high parallel efficiency, easiness of implementa-
tion, simple treatment of boundary conditions, etc. Despite their advantages, DG
methods in general use more degrees of freedom compared to the corresponding
conforming methods. To overcome this difficulty, the hybridizable discontinuous
Galerkin (HDG) method was proposed [13]. By introducing a Lagrange multiplier
on the skeleton of the mesh and using the hybridization techniques, HDG method
allows the solution of a much smaller system only involving the Lagrange multiplier
and then to recover locally the rest of the degrees of freedom on each element.

Recently, there has been considerable interest in developing HDG methods for
Maxwell equations and many variants [7, 8, 9, 26 27, B3] of HDG methods have
been proposed and analyzed. However, to the best of our knowledge, there is no
work that provides a unified point of view of understanding these variants. This
leads to a possibility of repeated or unnecessary arguments being generated and a
lack of recognition of the connections among these variants. This motivates us to
consider a unified analysis. In this paper, we propose a framework that enables us
to clearly decouple the error analysis techniques into two groups — those related
to the PDE and those related to the HDG variants (namely, the choices of the
approximation spaces and stabilization functions). The benefits of doing so include
the following;:

e Recycling existing error analysis techniques. We demonstrate this by us-
ing only one analysis to obtain the error estimates for four variants of HDG
methods. In this way, we can avoid introducing repeated arguments for each
variants.

e Providing guidelines for systematically discovering new optimal convergent
and super convergent HDG methods. We discover two new HDG variants B
and $+ by using this framework, where variant $)+ achieves superconvergence
in the sense of the degrees of freedom of the numerical trace (the discrete
electric field achieves O(h**?) convergence while its numerical trace only lives
in a proper subspace of Pp.1(F)" on each face F'; see the end of Section 1]
for a detailed discussion about this).

e Simple analysis of mixed type HDG methods where the local spaces and sta-
bilization functions vary from element to element. This is doable since we
use local projections to capture the features of the HDG variants (the main
part of which is how to choose local approximation spaces and stabilization
functions).



Let us mention two inspirations of this work. The first one is [14], where a
tailored projection is proposed to analyze a class of HDG methods in a unified way
under the setting of elliptic problem (this is inspired by the celebrated Raviart-
Thomas (RT) and Brezzi-Douglas-Marini (BDM) projections). This approach to
the analysis is often referred to as “projection-based error analysis” (we refer to [17]
for a systematic introduction). The second one is our previous work about HDG
methods for elastic waves [I§], in which we show that we can use projection-based
error analysis for those HDG methods whose approximation spaces do not admit
M-decomposition [10]. The work of this paper can be regarded as a generalization
of the work in [I8] to the setting of Maxwell equations.

To proceed with the discussion, we shall now introduce the model problem. Let
Q) = R? be a bounded simply connected polyhedral domain with connected Lipschitz
boundary I' := 0. We consider the following static Maxwell equations in a mixed
form:

w—-Vxu=0 1in, (1a)
Vxw+Vp=1f in(, (1b)
V-u=0 in{, (1c)
nxu=g onl, (1d)

(1e)

p=0 onl.

In the above, variables u and w are the electric and the magnetic fields respectively,
and p is a Lagrange multiplier introduced to have a better control of V-u (see [2, 3]).
Note that when f is divergence free, p admits trivial solution. We remark that ()
with a different boundary condition is related to the Stokes equations with vorticity
formulations; see, for instance, [11], 12].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2l we propose an HDG
framework with unspecified approximation spaces and stabilization functions; we
then give an analysis by using a projection satisfying certain criteria. In Section
B we review some well known projections and construct some new projections
that we shall use later. In Section 4.1}, we consider four variants of HDG methods
for Maxwell equations (denoted by B, $, B+, H+). We give a unified analysis
to the four variants by using the abstract analysis setting established in Section
combined with suitable projections discussed in Section Bl We show that all
the variants are optimal and variants B+, $+ achieve superconvergence under
certain regularity assumption. We then compare these four variants and discuss
their connections. In Section [4.2], we give an analysis to these methods and also the
standard HDG method for solution with low-regularity, and investigate the effect of
different stabilization functions on the convergence. Finally in Section [ we present
some numerical tests to support the analysis.



2 The framework

2.1 Notation

We begin by introducing some notation that will be used extensively in the paper.
Let T, be a conforming triangulation of 2, where each element K € 7T, is a star-
shaped polyhedron. Let £k and &, be the collections of all faces of K and Ty,
respectively. We use the standard notation hx as the diameter of K and denote
by h := maxger, hi as the mesh size of T,. For k > 0, we denote by Pr(O) the
polynomial space of degree k supported on O, where O can be an element in 7T}, or
a face in &,. Let Ny be a large integer. For any K € T, let W(K) and V(K) be
two subspaces of Py, (K)?, and Q(K) be a subspace of Py,(K). For any F € &,
let N(F) be a subspace of Py, (F)! := {ue Py, (F)?: u-np = 0} (for a vector field
v supported on certain surface F', we denote by v! := np x v x np the tangential
component of the vector field), and M(F') be a subspace of Py,(F). Denote by
N(OK) := [lpee, N(F) and M(0K) := []pe, M(F). Let Py : L*(0K)* —
N(0K) and Py : L*(0K) — M(0K) be the Ly projections to their range spaces
respectively. We assume all the spaces introduced above are non-empty. Define

Wyi= [ W(E), Vi:=[]V(K), Q=] QK),

KeTy, KeTy, KeTy,
Ny:=[[ N(F), M= ] M(F).
Fe&y, Fegy,

We use the following notation for the discrete inner products on 7T, and 07p:

(*17 *2>7—h = Z (*17 *2)K7 <*17 *2>67—h = 2 <*17 *2>6K7

KeTy KeTy,

where (-, )x and (-, -)ox denote the Ly inner products on K and 0K respectively.

2.2 HDG methods

Depending on the choices of the approximation spaces {W(K), V(K), Q(K)}keT,
and {N(F), M(F)}pes,, we obtain different variants of HDG methods. We assume
these spaces satisfy the following conditions:

VxV(K)c W(K), (3a)

v V(K) < QE), (3b)

VxW(K)+ VQ(K) c V(K), (3¢c)
nyr X W(K) c N(OK), (3d)

Yok Q(K) + V(K) -npx < M(OK). (3e)

All the HDG variants we will study in this paper satisfy (8] and we assume these
conditions hold throughout the paper. We now give the HDG scheme under this
general setting:



Find (W, up, pp, Un, Pn) € Wi X Vi, x Qg x Nj, x M), such that

(Wr,r)75, — (wp, V x 1) 7, — (Uh, T X oy, =0, (4a)
(V x wp, V)7, + {(nPn(u, — Up), v)or, (4b)
=(Pn, V- V)7, + Dhy v - a7, = (£, V)7,

(V-up, q)7, + {Talpr — D) @o7, = 0, (
—(n x wy, + 7 (w, — Up), Memr = 0, (4d

—(Up, m)r = —(g x n,M)r, (
—{up, -0+ 7, (pr — Dn), Werinr = 0, (
—{Ph, yr =0, (4g

for all (r,v,q,m, ) € Wj, x Vi, x Qp x Nj, x My, In the above equations (), the two

stabilization functions 7,7, € [ [xcr [ [peg, Po(F) and we assume Tt\aK, Tn\aK >0
for all K € Ty,

Proposition 2.1. If ry, 7, > 0 and
{fnxuxn: ueV(K), Vxu=0}c N(0K) (5)
for all K € Ty, then (l) is uniquely solvable.

Proof. 1t is obvious that () is a square system. Let f = 0 and g = 0, we aim
to show that the system only admits trivial solution. By taking r = wy, v = u,
q = pn in equations (al)-HEd), n = Uy, in (d) and n = n x w;, + (Pyuy, — Uy,) in
@d), p = pp in @) and p = uy -0+ 7,(pr, — D) in [@g)), then adding up all these
equations, we obtain

(Wh, Wh) 75, + (Te(Pnup — 1), (Pyup —15))a7, + {Tn(Ph—Dr), (Ph —Dn))er, = 0. (6)
Since 74, 7, > 0, we have
w, =0, Pyu,—1,=0, p,—pr=0. (7)

Equation (7)) with (4b) implies (Vpp, v)7, = 0 for all v € V},. This with (Bd) implies
pn = cx on any K € T,. Now we use the fact that p, — p, = 0 and obtain p;, = ¢
on 2, which with (@g)) implies p, = 0.

By (), (#a) and (3d), we have

0= <PNllh — ﬁh,I' X Il>a7'h = (V X uh,r)Th Vr e Wh.

The above equation with (Bal) implies (Vx)‘Kuh = 0. Now, by (&), we have 1, =
Pyu, = u}. This with (Vx)‘Kuh = 0 implies V x u, = 0 on Q. On the other
hand, by (@d), (@), (Be) and the fact that p, — pp, = 0 (see (), we have V -uy, = 0

on (). In conclusion, we have obtained
VXHhZO, V-uhzo, nagxuhz().

This proves that u, = 0 since we have assumed that €2 is a simply connected domain
with connected Lipschitz boundary. O



Note that Proposition 2.1] gives a sufficient condition for the unique solvability
of a general class of HDG methods. However, this condition is not necessary if we
know more about the numerical scheme. For instance, if K € 7T}, is a tetrahedron,
V(K) = Pry1(K)? and Q(K) = Pi(K), we can choose 7, = 0 and still obtain
unique solvability. The proof of this fact will be similar to the proof of the unique
solvability of the BDM method.

2.3 Projections and remainders

The key in our analysis is finding projections satisfying the following Assumption
2.1l Here, under this general setting, we shall just assume the projection exists
and proceed the analysis. We remark that these projections are not unique in most
cases and our target is to find the projections that can well fit the structures of the
approximation spaces and therefore give sharp estimates.

Assumption 2.1 (Projection assumption). For all K € Ty, there exists a projection
My : HY(K)* x HY(K)* x HY(K) - W(K) x V(K) x Q(K)
(W7 u7p> — (HKW7 HKu7 HKP)u

such that
(Mxkw —w,VxV)g=mxw-—Pynxw),vyy VveV(K), (8a)
(MMgu—u,v)g =0 VYveVxW(K)+ VQ(K), (8b)
(Ilgp—p, V-v)g =0 VveV(K). (8¢)

Note that if we have ngx x V(K) x ngg < N(0K), then (8al) becomes
(IMlgw —w,V xv)g =0 Vv e V(K).

In this case, Assumption 2] holds obviously as a result of (Bal)-(3d), since the L?
projection to W (K) x V(K) x Q(K) satisfies (8). In addition, we have used IIxw,
[Mxu, and Ilgp to represent the first, second, and third component of the projection
[Ty, respectively. Hence IIxw can depend on u and p as well, and this clarification
works similarly for IIxu and ITgp.

For all the HDG variants we will study in this paper, Assumption 2.1lis satisfied.
Namely, we can explicitly construct projections that satisfy (8al)-(8d). We will do
this in Section @l

We next define two operators associated to the projection Ilg.

Definition 2.1 (Boundary remainders). For all K € Ty, we define two operators
as follows:

oUE L HYK)? x HY(K)® - N(0K)

(w,u) » n x [Igxw — Py(n x w) £ (Pyllgu — Pyu), (9a)
S L HY(K)? x HY(K) — M(0K)

(u,p) » llgu-n—Py(u-n) £ 7,(Ilgp — Pyp). (9b)

We call (ﬂft the curl-curl boundary remainder and 555; the grad-div boundary re-
mainder.



By (Bd) and (B€), it is easy to see that the above definition is valid. The boundary
remainder operators can be regarded as an indicator for how much the projection
[Tx resembles an HDG projection or a mixed method projection. Consider the grad-
div boundary remainder 55:’( . If we let the second-third component of Iy, namely
(ITgu, Igp), to be replaced by the HDG projection with stabilization function
7, then 615 = 0 (holds by definition; see [14]); if the second-third component

is replaced by the Raviart-Thomas (RT) and the Brezzi—Douglas—Marini (BDM)
projections [6, [36] ([31,32] by Nédélec for R? case), we have 61, = 0. On the other
hand, if the first-second component of IIx is replaced by edge element associated
projections (H (curl) projections [31], 32]), then we have 655, = 0.

The following Lemma gives two identities further relating the projection Ilx and
its associated two boundary remainders.

Lemma 2.1 (Weak-commutativity). For all K € T, denote by 8% := 8% (w,u)
and 5?7{; = 5£7’§L(u,p) for simplicity. Then
(V x (llgw — w), V) £ ((PyIlxgu — Pyu), vyox = <51J_Eft,v>a;< Vv e V(K),
(10a)

(V- (Igu—),q)x + (ru(xp — Pup), @ox = (055, @ox Vg € Q(K).
(10b)

Proof. First note that
(V X (HKW — W),V)K =+ <7‘t(PNHKu — PNU),V>5K
=(n x (Ixgw — w) + (PylIgu — Pyu), viox + IIgw — w,V x v)g,

for all v € V(K). Equation (I0a) now follows by using (8al). Equation (10D can
be similarly obtained by using (8b]) and (Bel). O

2.4 Estimates

Energy estimates. To proceed with the analysis, we assume Assumption 2.1] is
satisfied so that we have a projection satisfying (8al)-(8d) for each K € T,,. We next
define the elementwise projections and associated boundary remainders:

(HW,HU, Hp) = H HK(Wauap)v 5711 = H 52K(W7u)7 5711 = H 52K(u7p)'
KeTy, KeTy, KeTy,
We also define the error terms to simplify notation:
ey =lw —wy, e =lu—wy, ¢} =IIp —pp, €, = Pyu—1,, & =Pyp— D
Note that
(ey,ep, e €p, E7) e Wiy x Vi, X Qp x Njy x My,
(05,00 )e [ N(OK) x [ [ M(@K).
KeTy, KeTy,

For the following two Propositions (Props. and [23]), we put their proofs in
the appendix. Once the HDG variants are specified, we can immediately obtain the
L? error estimates of w;, and u, by using these two propositions.

7



Proposition 2.2 (Energy identity). The following energy identity holds

(i, en)m + ((Pwey =€), Prej — €y or, + (Tale) —€,), 8, —Eer. (1)

= (Iw — w,&}!)7,, + (8, Pnel — Epor,, + {00, € — Evors.-

From the above identity, we can obtain an estimate for |w, — w|,.

Duality estimates. To estimate uy, we consider the dual equations

w*+Vxu" =0 inQQ, (12a)
—Vxw'—Vp*=60 inQ, (12b)
—V-u* =0 in{, (12c¢)
nxu* =0 onl, (12d)
p*=0 onl. (12e)
Assumption 2.2 (Regularity assumption). The following inequality holds
1W*[ry.0 + [0¥]rp0 + [P 5.0 < Creg| Ol (13)

for any 6 € L*(Q)®. Here ri,1m5 € (1/2,0), 13 = 1 and Cyeq is a constant depending
only on Q.

Let IT}, be another projection satisfying Assumption 2.Jl Note that it is allowed
to choose II}, = Ilx. Define

(w* Tu*, ) = [ I, u, ).
KeTy,
6?: _ 1_[ 51}%(“’*’“*)’ 59; = H 5?3(11*’]9*)

KeTy, KeTy,

Proposition 2.3 (Duality identity). The following identity holds
([w — w, I*w*) 7, + (65, IT*u* — Pyu*)or, + (00 I1*p* — Pyp*hor, (14)
= (II"'w* — w*, TIw — wy,) 7, — (8" Prel — Evor, — (O eh — &%
+(0,eh)7.-

Let 8 = €} and proceed, we can obtain an estimate for |u — uy|7 . We will do
this in Section Ml when the approximation spaces are specified.

3 Projections

In this section, we give a collection of projections which will become the building
blocks for constructing projections satisfying Assumption 2.1l Some of these pro-
jections are well known while some are newly devised. For those known, we review
their constructions and convergence properties. For those new, we prove their op-
timal convergence under certain shape-regularity conditions of the element. We
categorize the projections into two groups: (1) Projections for polyhedral element;
(2) Projections for simplex element.



3.1 Projections for polyhedral element

In this subsection, we focus on one element K, which we assume to be a star-
shaped polyhedron (we remark that K is also allowed to be a simplex). We define
the shape-regularity constant of K as any constant v > 0 satisfying the following
conditions (see [Bl [16] 24]):

e Chunkiness condition. K is star-shaped with respect to a ball with radius p
and hTK < 7.

e Simplex condition. K admits a simplex decomposition such that for any
simplex 7', if hr is the diameter of T" and pr is the inradius, then Z—; <.

e Local quasi-uniformity. Let a™® and a™" be the areas of the largest and
smallest face of K respectively, then Z—ax < 7.
L? projection. For k = 0, the orthogonal projection (or L? projection)

I : L*(K)? — Pu(K)?,

u — Il;u,
is defined by solving
(u—u,v)g =0 VveP(K)>. (15)
We have (see [106], 23])
hy [T — ulox + [Tu — ulx < CRE [l x, (16)

where m € (1/2,k + 1] and C depends only on k and the shape-regularity of K.

Curl+ projection. We denote by 75k the homogeneous polynomial space of degree
k and denote by Vr the surface gradient on face F'. Define

N@EK)=]] Pr(F) @ VipPria(F),

FE(E'K

and let Py : HY*"¢(K) — N(0K) be the L? projection to N(0K). For k = 0, the
curl+ projection

I« H'?H(K)? — Pu(K)?,

w — [Iiw,
is defined by
(Ifw —w,r)g =0 VreV x Pu(K)?®(V x Pyt (K)*)**, (17a)
(Ifw —w,V xv)g ={((nxw)—Py(nxw), v (17b)

¥V € (Po(K)? @ VPyya(K)) e,



where 1, means taking orthogonal complement in P,,(K)3.

By (I7al) and ([I7h), we obtain
(w —w,V x v)g ={(nx W) —Py(nxw), v)ox YvePri(K)> (18)

This can be easily proved by decompose v = v +v,, where v; € Pk(K)3®V75k+2(K)
and vy € (Pr(K)? ® VPjio(K))#+1. In addition, note that if £ > 1, then

(Igw — w, Po(K)*)x = 0, (19)
which can be derived easily from (I7al).
Theorem 3.1. The projection 115, is well defined and
hi T = woe + [w — Wi < CHEW i (20)
where m € (1/2,k + 1] and C depends only on k and the shape-regularity of K.
Proof. See appendix. O

This projection will be the key in our analysis of the two HDG variants using
Lehrenfeld-Schéberl type stabilization (LS stabilization) function [25, 9] (variants
B+ and H+).

3.2 Projections for simplex element

In this subsection, we focus on one simplex element K in R3.

HDG projection. Let Ry(0K) := [[pee, Pr(F) to shorten notation. For k > 0,
the HDG projection (see [14])

YK)? x HY(K) = Pr(K)® x Pp(K),
(u,p) — (I 0, I p),

k‘TK:

is defined by solving

(HkHTKu —u,r)g =0 VreP (K)? (21a)
(M. p—pv)k =0 YvePr(K), (21b)
(I w— ) n+ 7 (I p—p) o = 0 V€ Re(K), (210)

where 7 € [ [pee, Po(F) and it satisfies either 0 # 75 > 0 or 0 # 75 < 0.
Theorem 3.2 ([14]). For the projection I, we have

1/2
hya -1

uox + Ju— T, ulx < C(hiclulsx + TR [ples), (22a)

s

hj;
Wil lp =T plloxc + 0 = T plic < C (R [pli + maX|V uli1 k), (22b)
TK

with s,t € [1, k+1], where T2 and T5¢¢ are the largest and the second largest values

of |tk | on the faces of K respectively.

10



BDM-H projection. For k£ > 1, define
7., H(K)> — Pu(K)?,

kyTic
u~— HﬁTKu,
by solving
(I u—ur)g =0 VreN oK), (23a)
(I, u—n)-n+7x(Hy1p = p), o = 0 V€ Ry(0K), (23b)

where 7x € [[peg, Po(F) satisfying either 7 > 0 or 7x < 0, and N, (K) is
the Nédélec space Ny_o(K) 1= Pro(K) @ {u € Py (K)? : u-m = 0} with
m = (z,y, 2).

Proposition 3.1. For the projection HﬁTK, we have

DI ou = wlore + [TIF, = ull e < C (Biclulox + 7™ hiclpli) . (24)

where s € [1,k + 1], t € [1, k], 7222 is the largest value of |Tk|, and C depends only
on k and the shape-reqularity of K.

Proof. See appendix. O

4 Unified error analysis

In this section, we specify those approximations spaces and stabilization functions
in the general setting proposed in Section Depending on the choices of the
approximations spaces and the types of meshes, we construct different projections.
All these projections satisfy Assumption 2.1l and therefore we can easily obtain the
error estimates of w;, and u, by using Proposition and Proposition 2.3

4.1 Estimates for solution with high-regularity

In this subsection, we assume r; = 1 and 75 = 2 in Assumption 2.2l We remark
that this holds if € is assumed to be convex additionally (we have assumed that
is a simply connected polyhedral domain with connected Lipschitz boundary). Its
proof can be obtained by using [21, Theorem 3.5] and then the identity V xV xu =
V(V -u) — Au to transform the original formulation (I2)) to a Poisson’s equation.
We will consider four variants (see Table 2] for an overview) and prove that all the
variants are optimal in Theorem [£.1]

We first introduce some notation. Let 7, be the collection of all simplex elements
in 7, and let 7,7 = T,\T,® be those non-simplex elements. We denote by 07, :=
Uger+{0K} with « € {s, p} as the collections of the boundaries of the simplex and
the non-simplex elements respectively.

Variant B: W x V x Q x N x M =P} x P}, x Py x Ph,; X Pry1. To the best
of our knowledge, this variant has not been considered before. We require k£ = 0.

11



Let ¢1,c2 > 0 be two fixed constants. For each K € 7T,°, we choose the stabiliza-

tion functions such that Tn‘ ox S cihg and clhf}l < Tt} ox S czh;(l. We choose the
projection

HK(Wv u, p) = (kaa Hl?—i—l,frnua Hkp)7 (25&)

T (w*, 0", p*) o= (w11, Thp*). (25b)

For each K € T, we choose the stabilization functions such that cihx < Tn} o S
cohi and clhl}l < Tt}aK < CQh;(l. We choose the projection

HK(W, u,p) = (HkW, Hk+1u, Hkp>, (26&)

I (w*, u*, p*) := (Iw"*, [} u*, p*). (26D)

It is easy to verify that the projections IIx and IIj satisfy Assumption 2.1] for all
K e Ty, by using (23al) and (IH).

Variant $: W xV xQ x N x M =Py x Pp_; X Pys1 x Pj.1 x Pgy1. This variant
has been considered in [7], where the scheme is shown to be optimal if all K € 7,
are simplex and the stabilization functions satisfy Tt‘ o h[}l and Tn‘ o hi.
We here prove that the scheme is actually optimal for polyhedral elements. For
simplex elements, we show that a weaker condition on the stabilization function
(Tn} o )¢ < i can provide optimal convergence, where (‘ o) Tepresents the
second largest value of |7,| on the faces of K. We require k = 0.

For each K € 7,°, we choose the stabilization functions such that 7, # 0,
(Tn}aK)seC < chi and clhf}l < Tt}aK < Cth}l. We choose the projection

HK(W7 u7 p) = (kaa Hngl,Tnu) HkH+1,Tnp)7 (27&)

H?((‘N*v 11*, p*> = (HkW*v HkHJrl,anu*v HkHJrl,anp*)' (27b)

For each K € T, we choose the stabilization functions such that c;hx < Tn\aK <
cohg and clhl_(1 < Tt\aK < CQh;(l. We choose the projection

g (w,u,p) = (Hew, Hziu, i p), (28a)

T (W™, u*, p*) := (Iw"*, [ u, iy p™). (28Db)

It is easy to verify that the projections Ilx and IIj satisfy Assumption 2.1] for all

K € Ty, by using (I3)), (2Tal) and (21D)).

Variant B+: W x V x Q x N x M = P} x P¥. | x Py x P,i@VFﬁHQ X Pri1.
This variant has been analyzed in [9]. Compared to [9], we give estimates in a
slightly more general setting where the stabilization functions are allowed to be
chosen more freely depending on the types of elements (simplex or not simplex).
We require k£ > 1.

For each K € 7;’, we choose the stabilization functions such that Tn\aK < cihg
and c;hy! < Tt\aK < cah'. We choose the projection

g (w,u,p) = (IEw, 117, u, Ip), (29a)

I (w*,u*, p*) = (Ilpw* 117, u® TLp*). (29b)
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For each K € T, we choose the stabilization functions such that c;hx < Tn} o S

cohg and clh;(l < Tt}aK < Cth}l. We choose the projection
HK(W7 u, p) = (szv Hy1u, Hkp)v (30&)
I3 (w*, u*, p*) = (5 w*, [T}, u*, T;p*). (30b)

We can verify that the projections Il and [T}, satisfy Assumption 2.1lfor all K € Ty,

by using (T3), (), and (23a).

Variant H+: W xV xQx N x M = P x P¥, | x Ppyq x P}i@vpﬁkﬁ X Pir1. To
the best of our knowledge, this variant has not been considered before. We require
kE>1.

For each K € 7,°, we choose the stabilization functions such that 7, # 0,
se

(Tn\aK) ¢ < chg and clh[_(l < Tt\aK < czh;(l. We choose the projection
HK(W7 u7p) (sz HkHJrl n u, HkHJrl Tn p) (31&)
T (W u®,p) o= (w10, w1, ) (31b)

For each K € T, we choose the stabilization functions such that cihx < Tn} o S

cohg and clh;(l < Tt}aK < Cth}l. We choose the projection
g (Wv u, p) = (H2W7 Uy, H/H-lp)) (32&)
I (w*,u*, p*) := (Iw™, i qu®, i p®). (32D)

We can verify that the projections I and [T}, satisfy Assumption 2.1lfor all K € Ty,

by using (1), (IF), [@Ia) and @I0).

The following estimates hold simultaneously for all the four variants B, ), B+,
HA+.

Proposition 4.1 (estimates of boundary remainders). If K € T,%, then

ol — Mk (33)
If K € T?, then
|7, 1/25HKH6 <C (h%_1|u|s,K + htK|p|t,K) , (34a)
7 261 ke < C (B3 0¥ e + Bilp*ee) - (34b)
For all K € Ty, we have
I 280 Jore < C (W IW e + il + Rilple) (350)
I 28 % Lok < C (R w* e + b [0l + Bilp*lerc) . (35b)

In the above estimates, m € [1,k + 1] and s,t € |1,k + 2] for variants $ and H+;
m,te[l,k+1] and s € [1,k + 2] for variants B and B+. The constant C' depends
only on k, c¢1, co, and the shape-reqularity of K.
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Proof. Step l-estimates about §I% and 5?;’; . First note that for the all vari-
ants, Py, has fixed meaning - the L? projection to M(0K) := [[pe, N(F) =

[ [res, Pres1(F). We next show that orle — 52%1 = 0if K € 7;°. For variants ‘B and
B+, by (Qb), [25a)) and (29al) we have

oK = (Y1, u) -0 — Py(u-n) + 7,(Iep — Poyp).

Now by (23h) we have 6! = 0. By (25Dh) and (29L), we can similarly obtain
551:%1 = 0. For variants ) and $+, by (Oh), (27a) and (BIal) we have

$1 = (IfL, , w) -m — Pog(u-n) + 7, (I, p— Parp).

Hence 615 = 0 by (2Id). By 27h) and (BIL), we can similarly obtain 5?3 = 0.
Consider K € 7,7. By (Qb)), (26a), ([28a)), ([B0a) and (B2a), we have

g _ T W n = Pag(un)) 5 (ep — Pap) - for B, B+,
! 7o P(Mpru - n — Pys(u-n)) + 7 (i ap — Pap)  for §, 9+,

The above with the fact that Tn‘ ~ hg for all K € 77 implies (34a). We can
similarly obtain (34h]) by (QL), (@5[) (28h)), (B0R) and (IEEI)

Step 2—estimates concerning 62K and & i

—T¢*

First note that N(0K) = [ [pee, Prr1(F)" for variants B and § while N(0K) =

[Lree, Pr(F) @ Vi Ppia(F) for variants B+ and $+. Hence the projection Py
~defined as the L? projection to N(JK)— will change its meaning accordingly de-

pending on which variant is considered. Now, by (Qal), (25al), ([26al), (27al), (28al),
(29a), (B0Qal), (31al) and (B32al), we have

Tt_l/ztng = Tt_l/ZPNTl + Ttl/ZPNTQ,

where TE and T are defined by the values in Table [

Simplex K Non-simplex K
Variant K K TE s
B nxIiw-—nxw I, u—u|nxIw-nxw|Iu-u
9 nxIw—-—nxw HkHHTu ulnxIw—-—nxw| I, ;u—u
B+ |nxIEw—nxw HEHT —u |nxI{w—nxw| Il ju—u
H+ nxIfw—-—nxw HkHHTnu—u nxIfw—-—nxw | I u—u

Table 1: Values of T and T for variants B, §, B+, $H+ on simplex elements and
non-simplex elements.

Recall that Tt\ o hz_(l for all elements K € 7}, and all variants. From Table [II
and by (I6) and (20), we obtain that

ITE o < Wy P Wlie ¥me 1k +1].
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Also from Table [, and by (I6), 24) and (22al), we have
| oxe < hic P lalor + R Dl

where s € [1,k + 2] for all variants; t € [1,k + 1] for variants B and B+, and
t € [1, k+2] for variants $ and H+. We can give a similar estimate to 5_Tt by using

(@al) ([25h), ([261), (27h), ([280), (29b), (B0L), (B1D) and (B2L). This completes the

proof. O

Theorem 4.1 (L? estimates of w;, and uy,). We have

1/2 m AU
|w — w7 + |7 Pa(el — &) er + |72k — E)om (36)
< (hm|w|m,ﬂ + h8_1|11|s,ﬂ +h' |p|t,§2) .

If the regularity condition (I3) holds (with r1 =1 and ry = 2), then we have
[u— w7 < Co (W Wlmo + Blulso + A plia) - (37)

Here, m € [1,k + 1] and s,t € [1,k + 2] for variants $ and $H+; m,t € [1,k + 1]
and s € [1,k + 2] for variants B and B+. The constant Cy depends only on k, ¢,
co and the shape-regularity of T, while Cy depends additionally on Ceg.

Proof. By () and (33]) we have

1/2 AU
le¥ | + |72 (Pnel — Elom + |72(e8 — E2) o

1
< 0w — wlg, + |7 2858 og, + |7 262 o7

Note that [Iw = II;w for variants B and §), and IIw = IIjw for variants B+ and

$H+. We next use (34a)), (35al), (I6) and (20). Then (36) is obtained.
We next consider ([B7). Let @ = €} in the dual equations (I2)). By (I4), (I9)

and (33]) we have
le]2. < [IFw* —w*| 7 [wn — w7 + 0w — w7 |w* — Tow*|7  (38)
[y 2N o |7 (0 — Pau®)| o
+ 7 288 | s | T2 (IT*p* — Pagp*) o7
+ 7 28 o 7 (P el — &1)]om

*
I V201 Nomp a2 (e, — E)lory

Note that in the above inequality, we have II*w* = II,w* for variants B and $,
and [T*w* = [I{w* for variants B+ and $+. Therefore, by (I8]) and (20) we have

W™ — w7, + [w* = Tow™| 7, <

Recall that for all variants Tt| o~ hl}l for all K € T}, and 7, ~ hy for all K € TP,

These with (I6), (22a) and (24]) imply

7 (*w* = Pyu®) o, + 7> (11" = Parp®) oz < h(|u

lox

Q)-
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By (34h) and (B5b]) we have

7 28 Nom + |7 28" lore < B(lw*

"]

Lo+ [uf20 + [p%a).

Therefore, by the regularity assumption (I3]) (with r; = 1 and r = 2), we have

Tt

let| < h(lwn — Wiz, + |[Tw — w7 + |7 12511

lozi + |7 =05, lore

1/2 A
+ |72 (Pnel — &0)lom + I7/2(eh — &) o72)-

Combing the above with ([36]), (34al), (35a), (1) and (20), we obtain (37). This

completes the proof. O

Now we summarize the results obtained in this subsection. Table [2] gives an
overview of the choices of the approximation spaces and stabilization functions for
the four variants we have analyzed.

Variant k Q N Tn
B k=0 P Prsi iZi ?Eg’
) k=0 Pii Prsi v Tn;:fz: = gi %};
B+ k=1| P. | Pt @VFﬁHQ i Zi ?E ;';h;
9+ | k=1]| Pt | PL®OVEPrio v Tn;?}: = ffgi%i

Table 2: Approximation spaces and stabilization functions of variants B, §, B+,
$+. For all the four variants, W = P53, V = P3|, M = Pry1, and 74 ~ hy'.

We have proved that for all the four HDG variants, wj, and u, are optimally
convergent in L? norms. From Table 2, we observe that the variants B+ and $+,
compared with 8 and §, use smaller trace spaces N while achieve the same rate
of convergence. Actually, by (36), we have |7,"28% o7, < B**L + |7 *Pwet|lor. (for
smooth enough exact solutions). Assuming 7y, is quasi-uniform for simplicity, and
then using (87) and the fact that 7, ~ h~', we have |7,"*Pye®|s7. < hE*1. Therefore

1/2
[Pyu— s = ( I (Pya - ﬁh)|(29K> (39)

KeTy
~ |7 PE om ~ b8 om < WP (40)

Since N(F) is a proper subspace of Py 1(F')" for variants B+ and H+, we say
Pyu — 10, achieves superconvergence. These superconvergence properties are due
to the LS stabilization functions [25] [9] used in their formulations. Correspondingly,
our analysis of variants 8+ and $)+ involve using the projection defined by (I7),
which we construct especially for this situation. We also observe that for variants
$H and $H+, only the second largest values of 7, on the four faces of the simplex
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elements affect the convergence. This suggests that we can send one face value of
T, to infinity for simplex elements K and this will have no effect on the convergence
of wy and uy,. This feature holds as a result of the convergence properties of the
HDG projection (22al) and we will verify this feature in the numerical experiments.

4.2 Estimates for solution with low-regularity

In this subsection, we study the convergence of the four variants for solution with
low-regularity (w,u e H*(T,)? with s € (1/2,1]). To compare, we also include the
standard HDG method [33], namely, W x V x Q x N x M = P x P x Py x PL x P.
For the four variants, we choose their projections as defined in (26]), 28)), (30), (32]).
For the standard HDG method, we simply use L? projections:

Mg (w,u,p) = (Hpw, Hiu, Hgp), (41a)
5 (w*,u*, p*) = (pw™, [yu*, p*). (41b)

Apparently these projections satisfy Assumption 2.1l We let the stabilization func-
tions to be 13 = h[;( and 7,, = h% so that their effect on the convergence can be better
observed. We remark that all estimates in this subsection are for general polyhedral
meshes. For more specific types of meshes (tetrahedral meshes for instance), it is
possible to construct more tailored projections, instead of L? projections, to obtain
sharper estimates. This will be the aim of future work.

The following theorem holds for all the four variants and the standard HDG
method.

Theorem 4.2. We have
Wi, — w7y, < CTh,  |up —ulg, < CTT + B [uls, 7, (42)
where

Ty = b2 max{n'? L2} wl,, . + h* 2 max{h?? h=**}|ju
+ h1/2+04/2

81L777'L
|p|1,7—h7
Ty := hr2~1/2 max{h5/2, h*a/Q} + pO/2HYZ L praiml/2 max{hl/z, h*5/2}.

Here, Sy, 8, € (1/2,1], the index r1,ry appear in ([I3), and C is independent of h.

Proof. First note that we have only used the L? projection and the projection
defined by (IT) for the five methods (the four variants and the standard HDG

method). By (I6), (20), [@al) and (Qb)), we have

[ V201 e < RSP g, e+ BT, ke (43)
Iy 200 g < B PP g i + BTl (44)

where ., Sy, $p € (1/2,1]. Now by () we have

— —1/2
[wi = Wiz, < [TIw = Wl + |7, 200 o, + |7 280 o7
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which gives the estimate for |w;, — w| 7 .
On the other hand, by (I4)) we obtain an inequality similar to (B8) (replacing
all T, by Tp,), from which, we have

ekl = 73 (1 w02 O
P {0 ) S Tl

where (I3) is used for the last inequality sign. This completes the proof. O

Suppose f is divergence-free, then p = 0. If we choose o = = 0, then (42)
gives

[wi = w7 < b wls, 7 + 0Pl 7, (45a)
Huh o uHTh < maX{hr271/2’ hmfl/Q’ h1/2} (hsw71/2|w|sw77_h + hsu71/2|u|su,7_h) (45b)
+ A% |u S0, Th+

In this case, w;, and u;, converge but not necessary optimally. In addition, uy,
converges faster than wy, with an additional order, which depends on the values of
r1 and ry (see (22)). For instance, if ri,ry > 1, then u, converges optimally. On
the other hand, if we choose o = —1, then

[wi = w7, < h* V2 max{h', A=} w7 + h* Y2 max{h2, b2} |ul,, 7.
(46)

Therefore, depending on the a priori information about w and u, we can adjust
7, = h® to achieve a better convergence rate. For instance, if w = 0, then we can
choose # =1 and then |w;, — w5, < h®.

5 Numerical tests

5.1 Solution with high-regularity

In this subsection, we provide some numerical experiments for variant $H+ and
variant 8 for smooth exact solution. Note that the corresponding experiments for
variants §) and B+ have appeared in [7,[9]. We consider a cubic domain Q = [0, 1]?
uniformly discretized by tetrahedral elements and choose the exact solutions as the
following;:

u(z,y,2) = (sin(rx) sin(mry) sin(nz), cos(mx) cos(ry) sin(nz), 2° + 3°),

p(z,y, z) = sin(mz) sin(7ry) sin(7z),

where w and the data f, g are chosen such that (I]) are satisfied.
Tests for variant $+. We conduct three error tests (denoted by A,B and C).

For Test A, we choose Tt‘aK = h;(l and Tn‘aK = hy. For Test B, we choose the same

value of 7; as Test A, but we set 7,, on one face of K to be %5 and the rest to be 0.
K
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Note that both the choices of the stabilization functions for Test A and B satisfy
the requirement of variant $+ (see Table ). We finally consider Test C, where we

choose Tt} o = h;(l and 7, = 19° " This choice of T, violates the requirement of
variant $+ (see Table [2).

‘61( h2

From Table [3] and M, we observe that both w; and u; converge at optimal order
for Test A and B. We also observe that the discrete solutions in Test B converge
slightly faster than those in Test A. This is consistent with our analysis (we remark
that the choice of the stabilization functions of Test B minimizes the HDG projection
errors (see (22))) compared to Test A). From Table 5, we observe that the discrete
solutions in Test C lose the optimal convergence rate. This to some degree supports
the sharpness of our estimates .

k h Wy — w7, |lup, —u7,
Error Order Error Order
1] 1.41e+00 | 1.76e+00 - 2.21e+00 -

7.07e-01 | 5.38e-01 | 1.71 | 3.42e-01 | 2.69
3.54e-01 | 1.36e-01 | 1.98 | 4.49e-02 | 2.93
1.77e-01 | 3.49e-02 | 1.96 | 5.88e-03 | 2.93
2 | 1.41e+00 | 7.30e-01 - 1.11e+00 -
7.07e-01 | 1.10e-01 | 2.73 | 8.49e-02 | 3.71
3.54e-01 | 1.50e-02 | 2.87 | 5.26e-03 | 4.01
1.77e-01 | 1.96e-03 | 2.94 | 3.06e-04 | 4.10
3 | 1.41e+00 | 2.50e-01 - 3.91e-01 -
7.07e-01 | 2.27e-02 | 3.46 | 1.82e-02 | 4.43
3.54e-01 | 1.62e-03 | 3.81 | 5.95e-04 | 4.93
1.77e-01 | 1.07e-04 | 3.92 | 1.92e-05 | 4.95

Table 3: Test A: Tt‘aK = h;(l, T hr.

‘6[( -

Tests for variant 8. We test two cases for variant 8 (denoted by Test D and
E). For Test D, we choose Tt‘aK = h;(1 and Tn‘aK = hg. For Test E, we choose
Tt‘ o = hi! and Tn‘ o = 0. Both cases satisfy the requirements of the stabilization
functions for variant B (see Table 2]). From Table [ and [7, we observe optimal
convergence rate of wy, and uy, in both tests. We also observe that the numerical
solutions in Test E converge slightly faster than those in Test D. This is consistent
with our analysis (notice that by (24]), we know the choice of the stabilization

functions in Test E minimizes the BDM-H projection errors compared to Test D).

5.2 Solution with low-regularity
In this subsection, we consider an L-shape domain
Q = ([-1,1]\[~1,0]*) x [0, 1],
uniformly discretized by tetrahedral elements. We use the following exact solution:

W,y 2) = (@075 n(56)),3,(* in(6)),0), ple,,2) =0,
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h |wh — w7, |w, — ul,
Error Order | Error Order

1.41e+00 | 1.77e400 - 2.02e4-00 -
7.07e-01 | 5.37e-01 | 1.72 | 2.85e-01 | 2.83
3.54e-01 | 1.36e-01 | 1.99 | 3.67e-02 | 2.95
1.77e-01 | 3.47e-02 | 1.96 | 4.91e-03 | 2.90

1.41e+00 | 7.43e-01 - 9.80e-01 -
7.07e-01 | 1.09e-01 | 2.76 | 6.72e-02 | 3.87
3.54e-01 | 1.48e-02 | 2.89 | 4.01e-03 | 4.07
1.77e-01 | 1.92e-03 | 2.95 | 2.22e-04 | 4.17

1.41e+00 | 2.53e-01 - 3.44e-01 -
7.07e-01 | 2.26e-02 | 3.49 | 1.43e-02 | 4.58
3.54e-01 | 1.59e-03 | 3.83 | 4.43e-04 | 5.02
1.77e-01 | 1.04e-04 | 3.93 | 1.42e-05 | 4.96

Table 4: Test B: Tt‘aK = h!, (Tn‘aK)maX = % and (Tn‘aK)SeC = 0. Recall that we

max

denote by (Tn‘aK)
on 0K respectively.

and (Tn} o) the largest and the second largest values of 7,

where w and the data f, g are chosen such that (1) are satisfied. Note that u €
H?*3(Q) and w = V x u = 0. Similar experiment settings have appeared in [8, 23].

We test the convergence of wj, and uy, in L? norms for the standard HDG method
(Table ), the variant B (Table @) and the variant $+ (Table [I0). For the first set
of tests, we choose 7, = 7, = 1 (o = = 0). By ({H), we expect wj, to converge
at least in O(h?37Y2) and u;, to converge faster with an additional order. From
Table [8 [0 and 10l we observe that uy, converges faster than wy,, which is consistent
with the analysis. We also observe that wj, converges faster than the estimate
O(h?3=Y%) and wy, converges almost in optimal order. For the second set of tests,
we modify the stabilization functions to 7, = hg and 7, = i Since w = 0, by
([@G), wy, should converge at least in order O(h*3). From Table B, [ and [0, we
observe that wj, converges in about O(h), which is faster than the first set of tests
when o = 8 = 0. This agrees with our analysis.

Conclusions

We have proposed a framework that enables us to analyze different variants of HDG
methods for the static Maxwell equations in one analysis. The analysis is as simple
and concise as the well known projection-based error analysis of the mixed finite
element and the HDG methods, while more general, thanks to the introduction
of the boundary remainders. We use the framework to analyze four variants of
HDG methods. For the two known variants B+ and $), we recover the existing
optimal estimates and relax the conditions on the types of meshes and stabilization
functions. We also propose two new variants 8 and $+ and compare these four
variants. For solution with low-regularity, we give an analysis to the four variants
and the standard HDG method on general polyhedral meshes, and investigate the
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b Wi —wls, [ —uly,
Error Order Error Order
1.41e+00 | 1.76e+00 - 2.10e+-04 -
7.07e-01 | 5.42e-01 | 1.70 | 4.07e+04 | -0.96
3.54e-01 | 1.38e-01 1.98 | 1.58e+04 | 1.37
1.77e-01 | 3.51e-02 | 1.97 | 4.31e+03 | 1.88
1.41e+00 | 7.18e-01 - 8.71e+03 -
7.07e-01 | 1.11e-01 | 2.69 | 2.85¢+03 | 1.61
3.54e-01 | 1.52e-02 | 2.88 | 5.13e+02 | 2.48
1.41e+00 | 2.51e-01 - 1.25e+03 -
7.07e-01 | 2.29e-02 | 3.46 | 3.0le+02 | 2.06
3.54e-01 | 1.64e-03 | 3.80 | 1.98¢+01 | 3.93
Table 5: Test C: Tt}aK = hl_(l, Tn‘aK = %.
b Wi — Wiz, [, —ulr,
Error Order Error Order
1.41e+00 | 2.86e+00 - 3.30e+4-00 -
7.07e-01 | 2.07e+00 | 0.47 | 1.35e+00 | 1.29
3.54e-01 | 1.09e+00 | 0.92 | 3.60e-01 | 1.90
1.77e-01 | 5.22e-01 1.07 | 8.92¢-02 | 2.01
1.41e+00 | 1.73e+00 - 2.16e+4-00 -
7.07e-01 | 5.36e-01 1.69 | 3.75e-01 | 2.52
3.54e-01 | 1.37e-01 1.97 | 5.01e-02 | 2.90
1.77e-01 | 3.53e-02 | 1.96 | 6.43e-03 | 2.96
1.41e+00 | 7.27e-01 - 1.14e+00 -
7.07e-01 | 1.10e-01 | 2.72 | 9.27e-02 | 3.63
3.54e-01 | 1.51e-02 | 2.87 | 6.06e-03 | 3.93
1.77e-01 | 1.97e-03 | 2.94 | 3.73e-04 | 4.02

Table 6: Test D: Tt}aK = hl_(l, Tn‘aK = hg.

effect of different stabilization functions. The numerical experiments are consistent
our estimates.

Note that we have assumed the constant permittivity and permeability, which is
apparently a simplification of the real case. The main reason for this simplification
is that we have used various types of projections as tools of our analysis. However,
many of these projections were constructed for elliptic diffusion and they assume
the solution satisfying at least H' regularity. But for Maxwell’s equations with
non-constant material parameters, we can only expect the solution to belong to
the space H*(2) where s can be even less than £ [3]. Therefore, generalizing the
analysis to the case of non-constant material parameters require first restudying
these projections for functions with low-regularity. In Section [4.2] we have briefly
explored the application of the unified analysis framework to the low-regularity
regime. Unlike the analysis in the high-regularity regime in Section (.1 where
schemes-tailored projections have been used, we have mostly used L? projections in
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k[ & Wi —wls, [ —uly,
Error Order Error Order
0| 1.41e+00 | 2.88e+00 - 2.96e+-00 -
7.07e-01 | 2.05e+00 | 0.49 | 1.01e+00 | 1.56
3.54e-01 | 1.07e+00 | 0.94 | 2.32¢-01 | 2.12
1.77e-01 | 5.03e-01 1.09 | 5.07e-02 | 2.19
1| 1.41e+00 | 1.74e+00 - 1.82e+00 -
7.07e-01 | 5.36e-01 1.70 | 2.73e-01 | 2.74
3.54e-01 | 1.36e-01 | 1.98 | 3.52e-02 | 2.95
1.77e-01 | 3.50e-02 | 1.96 | 4.70e-03 | 2.90
2| 1.41e+00 | 7.44e-01 - 9.26e-01 -
7.07e-01 | 1.09e-01 | 2.77 | 6.47e-02 | 3.84
3.54e-01 | 1.47e-02 | 2.90 | 3.87e-03 | 4.06
1.77e-01 | 1.89¢-03 | 2.96 | 2.15e-04 | 4.17
Table 7: Test E: Tt}aK = hl_(l, Tn‘aK = 0.
; b wi—wln | Tw—ulg
Error | Order | Error | Order
=1 1,=1 1.41e+00 | 1.84e-01 - 2.82e-01 -
7.07e-01 | 1.60e-01 | 0.20 | 1.91e-01 | 0.56
3.54e-01 | 1.31e-01 | 0.29 | 1.25e¢-01 | 0.61
1.77e-01 | 1.02e-01 | 0.36 | 8.10e-02 | 0.63
8.84e-02 | 7.85e-02 | 0.38 | 5.22¢-02 | 0.63
T, = hg, T, = i 1.41e+00 | 2.24e-01 - 2.83e-01 -
7.07e-01 | 1.25e-01 | 0.85 | 1.89¢-01 | 0.58
3.54e-01 | 5.38¢-02 | 1.21 | 1.23e-01 | 0.62
1.77e-01 | 2.14e-02 | 1.33 | 7.91e-02 | 0.64
8.84e-02 | 1.00e-02 | 1.10 | 5.04e-02 | 0.65

Table 8: Convergence of the standard HDG (k = 0) for solution with low-regularity.

Section since their properties are more well understood for solution with low-
regularity. Another benefit of using L? projections is that they allow the analysis
to hold for general polyhedral meshes. However, a major disadvantage is that L2
projections do not use any specific structures of the approximation spaces or the
stabilization functions (compared with Nédélec, RT, BDM, or HDG projections).
Therefore, they often do not provide the sharpest estimates. Naturally, studying
schemes-tailored projections that work in the low-regularity regime constitutes one
aspect future work.

From the energy identity (IIl), we obtain that the convergence of w;, is con-
trolled by the convergence of the projection IIw and the convergence of the two
boundary remainders, namely 52 and 52 . We have explored the direction of choos-
ing suitable projections such that 52 = 0. This allows us to have a quite flexible
choice of 7,,, as is demonstrated in Section .1} see also Table 2l More importantly,
a vanishing boundary remainder excludes the case of suboptimal convergence. This
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; b wi—wln | Tw—ulg
Error | Order | Error | Order
=1 1,=1 1.41e+00 | 6.07e-02 - 1.61e-01 -
7.07e-01 | 5.03e-02 | 0.27 | 1.03e-01 | 0.63
3.54e-01 | 3.63e-02 | 0.47 | 6.62¢-02 | 0.64
1.77e-01 | 2.55e-02 | 0.51 | 4.20e-02 | 0.65
T, = hg, T, = = | 1.41e+00 | 7.60e-02 - 1.61e-01 -
7.07e-01 | 3.79¢-02 | 1.01 | 1.03e-01 | 0.64
3.54e-01 | 1.52e-02 | 1.32 | 6.61e-02 | 0.64
1.77e-01 | 8.05e-03 | 0.92 | 4.20e-02 | 0.65

Table 9: Convergence of variant B (k = 0) for solution with low-regularity.

T h [wh — wli7, |u, —ul7,
Error | Order | Error | Order
=1 7,=1 1.41e+00 | 7.79e-02 - 1.68e-01 -
7.07e-01 | 6.48¢-02 | 0.27 | 1.06e-01 | 0.66
3.54e-01 | 4.66e-02 | 0.48 | 6.74e-02 | 0.66
1.77e-01 | 3.28e-02 | 0.51 | 4.26e-02 | 0.66
T, = hg, T, = = | 1.41e+00 | 9.81e-02 - 1.69¢-01 -
7.07e-01 | 4.87¢-02 | 1.01 | 1.06e-01 | 0.68
3.54e-01 | 1.91e-02 | 1.35 | 6.74e-02 | 0.65
1.77e-01 | 9.44e-03 | 1.01 | 4.27e-02 | 0.66

Table 10: Convergence of variant $+ (k = 0) for solution with low-regularity.

corresponds to the effort of M-decompositions. However, we have not much ex-
plored the direction of choosing projections such that §, = 0 but this seems nec-
essary when the solution has low-regularity. When the solution has high regularity
(Section [.T]), it is possible to adjust the stabilization function (for instance, we
have chosen 7, = h') to achieve optimal convergence (variant B and ) and even
super-convergence (variant B+ and $+) by using the LS stabilization functions.
However, when the solution has only low-regularity, this approach does not seem to
work. To more clearly deliver this observation, we refer again to the energy identity
(), from which we can control the error by a summation of terms, among which
a vital one is

r{mdg = T;m(n x IIw — Py(n x w)) + 7'151/2(PNHU‘ — Pyu).

If u has higher regularity than w (for instance u e H*™(Q)? and w € H*(Q2)?), we
can increase 7; (for instance, 7, = hl}l) and obtain an optimal estimate for wj. Sim-
ilarly, if w has higher regularity, we can decrease 7; to achieve a faster convergence
(for instance, see the arguments following (46) and the corresponding numerical
experiments in Section [5.2)). However, when w and u have similar regularity, say
H*(Ty)3, then the optimal choice of 7; is 1, and we can only conclude that this
remainder term converges in O(h*~Y/2), unless we can prove the existence of a pro-

jection rendering 52 = 0 or at least (52 = O(h?). Thus, for the cases when w and
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u have similar low regularity, it seems necessary to seek suitable combinations olf
the space triplet W-V-N such that there exists a projection II°*! rendering 6?:“
vanishing or small enough. This constitutes another aspect of future work.

A  Proofs

A.1 Proofs in Section 2.4

We here aim to prove Proposition and Proposition 3. We begin by proving
the following three lemmas.

Lemma A.1. We have

(IIw,r)7, — (ITu, V x 1)1, —(Pyu,r x n)sr, = (Iw —w,r)7, (47a)
(V x Iw, v)7, + {(nPy(IIu— Pyu), v)sr, (47b)
~(lp, V- v) 7, + Pup, v -y, = (£,9)7, + {8y, Vo,

(V- Tu, q)7, + (ma(Tlp = Pip), @ror, = (Ons, 0o (
—(n x [Iw + 7(Ilu — Pyu), n)ser\r = —<6g, )T\ (47d
—(Pyu,mr = —(g x n,nr,
—(Mu - n + 7,(Ilp — Pup), worinr = —(0n , lyamnrs
—(Pup, pyr =0, (47g

for all (v,v,q,m,pu) € Wy x Vi, x Qp x Njy x M.

Proof. Equation (47al) holds as a result of (8h) and (Bd)). We obtain (47h]) by using

(I0a), (Bd) and ([Be). We obtain ([@Td) by using (I0D). Equations (47d) and (47i)
hold by the definitions of the two boundary remainders (9al) and (9h)), and also (Bd])

and ([Bel). Equations (7€) and ([@7g) are obviously true. O

Lemma A.2. The following error equations hold

(er )7 — (eh, V x 1)7, = (&, v x Moy, = (IIw — w, 1) 7, (48a)

(V x ey, v)y +{(nPn(e} — &), V)or, (48b)
—(eh, V- V) + & v oy, = (8, Ve,

(V- &h, Q)7 + (Taleh — E4), Qor, = {05, Qo (48¢)

—(n x &} + 7i(e — &), Maar = —(0r, MaTrs (48d)

— (&, myr =0, (48¢)

—(&h -+ T(e) — &), I)eT\m = —<<5fi, )T\ (48f)

—(&hs wr =0, (48¢g)

for all (x,v,q,m, ) € Wy, x Vi x Qp x Njy x Mp,.

Proof. We obtain the error equations by taking the difference between equations

([@7) and equations (). O
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Lemma A.3. We have
(I'w*,r)7, + (IT*u*, V x r)7, + (Pyu®,r x n)sy, = (IFW* —w* r)7,  (49a)
—(V X H*W*,V)Th + <TtPN(H* *— PNU*),V>57—h (49b)
+(IT*p*, V - V)7, — Pup*, v - oy, = (0,v)7, — (8", V)or,

—(V - 1*u*, q)7;, + (ra(I1p* = Parp®), @or, = =05, @er., (49¢)
(n x I*w* — 7, (IT"u* — Pyu®), norr = (0, Marrs (494)
(Pyu*,m)r =0, (49¢)
(Mu* - n = 7, (IFp* = Pap®), wyomr = 0%, worr, (491)
Pup, pyr =0, (49g)
for all (v,v,q,m, ) € Wy, x Vi, x Qp x Njy x M.
Proof. The proof here is similar to the proof of ([4T]). O
Proof of Proposition 2.2, By (48d)), (48€), (481) and (48g) we have
—(n x e} + (e} — &), €por, = —(0r, E)em,
—(Mu-n + 7(ef = &7), 8o = —{0r,, E)oms

Now adding the above two equations with equations (48al) - ([@8d) with test functions
r=¢p, v=e}and ¢ =}, we obtain the energy identity.
U

Proof of Proposition[2.3. Taking r = II*w*, v = [I*u*, ¢ = I[I*p* in equations
(48al)- ([A8d), and then combining (48d)), (49d), ([48f) and ([@9g), we have
(ep , II*w*) 7, — (e}, V x [I*w*) 7, — (&, II"W* x n)p7, = (IIw — w, II*w™) 1,
(50a)
(V x ey II*u*) g, + (Pn(e} —€)), IT*u* oy, (50b)
—(ef, V- "), + G} T 0™ - m)or, = (87, TTu)or;,
(V- e, ") 7 + (ralef, — E0), I om, = (67, TP o (50¢)
—<n X E;LU + Tt<€z — /E?\Z), PNU*>6’Th = —<5g, PNU*>6TM (50d)
—(ey n+Ta(e] — &), Pupyer, = =05, . Pupor,- (50e)
On the other hand, taking r = €}/, v = e}/, ¢ = €} in equations (49a)-(@9d), and

then combining ([49d)), (48€), (491) and ([@8g)), we have

(I*w*, €))7, + (II*u*, V x ;)7 + (Pyu®, €} x nysr, = (II'w* —w*, g})) 7,

(51a)

—(V x I*w*, el) 7. + (rPy(IT*u* — Pyu*), eLar. (51b)
+(IT*p*, V - &), — (Pup®, €t - n)ay, = (0, 5)7, — (8, €ior,

—(V-I*u*, )7, + ((I0p* — Pup®), ehor, = =01 elor,  (5lc)

(n x T*w* — 7 (IT*u* — Pyu®), a7, = (8", Eer, (51d)

(Mu* - n — 7,(I*p* = Pup*), o, = O Eor. (5le)
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Note that the left of equations (B0) is the permutation of the left of equations (5II).
This completes the proof.
0

A.2 Proofs in Section

Proof of Theorem[31. We first prove I1¢ is well defined. Note that dim V xPj,(K)3
dim Py (K)? — dim VPy,1(K). Denote by dp = dim Py(K) and we have dim V x
Pr(K)3 = 3dy, — (dr11 — 1). Similarly we obtain dim(V x Py, (K)3)** = 3dy —
3dis1 + dyso — 1. Finally note that dim(Pp(K)3 @ VPpyo(K)) 2+t = 3djiy — 3dy, —
(dgyo — dgy1). Adding up the dimensions we know that the number of equations is
equal to 3dy and therefore (I7) is a square system. Assume w = 0, it remains to
show the following system about wgx € Pj(K)? only admits trivial solution:

(Wi, T)g =0 VYreV x Pu(K)?, (52a)
(Wi, t)g =0 Vre (V x P (K)>*)*t, (52b)
(Wi, VX V) =0 Vv e (Pe(K)? @ VPhia(K)) . (52¢)

Note that (52a) implies (Wi, V x v)x = 0 for all v € Py(K)? @ VPiy2(K). This
with (52d) gives (Wg,V x Pr1(K)?) g = 0, which with (52D) implies wx = 0.
Therefore IIf, is well defined.

We next prove (20). Define e} := II{w — IIyw. By (7)) we obtain

eV, )k =0 YreV x Pu(K)*®(V x Pryi(K)*)", (53a)
(e, Vxv)g={(nxw)—Pynxw),vx Vve (Pk(K)?’ ® Vﬁﬁg([())““.
(53b)

From (53al) we have (e¥,V x v)g = 0 for all v e Pp(K)> @ VPiia(K). Also note
that (Py(K)?® VPri2(K)) « N(0K). Therefore we have

(e¥, VxV)g ={((n x W) — Py(n x W), v)ox V¥vePp(K)> (54)

Since € € Py(K)3, we can decompose €Y = e} + €3, where €}, € V x Py 1(K)?
and €2 € (V x P11 (K)?)**. Let vi € Pyy1(K)? such that e} = V x v;. Choose any
p € Pry2(K). Substituting v = v; + Vp in equation (54)) and using (53al), we have

lex % = (e, V x (vi+ Vp) + i) = ((n x w) — Py (n x W), v1 + Vp)ox.

Therefore

lei i < hi*m < w) = Px(mx w)orc_in

f HV1 + vaK
Pr2(K)

< h?|(m x w) = Py(n x w)|ax |V x vk

< hi (0 x w) — Py(n x w)|ox|ef | -

Finally note that

Inxw—Py(nxw)|ox <2|nxw—nxIwlx < h?71/2|w|m,K,
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with m € (1, k + 1], where we use (I6)) for the last inequality sign. This completes
the proof.
0

Proof of Proposition[31. Let TIEPM : HY(K)? — P, (K)* be the classical BDM
projection (see [32]) and define e} := II{ __u — IIP°"u. Then we have

(e, r)k =0 Vre N oK), (5ba)
ey n+1x(_1p—p), ek =0 Ve Ry(IK). (55b)

Choosing p = €} - n in (G50, then we have |le} - nllox < 72| Ix_1p — plorx. By
(B5al) we know e} is the BDM lifting of e} - n and therefore |le}|x < h%ZHsZ :
n|ox < TERE|p|m x with m € [1,k]. Finally we use the well known convergence
properties about the classical BDM projection, namely |TIPPMu — ul|x < A |uls i
with s € [1,k + 1] and the proof is thus completed. O
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