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Abstract

We present the mathematical study of a computational approach orig-
inally introduced by R. Cottereau in [8]. The approach aims at evaluating
the effective (a.k.a. homogenized) coefficient of a medium with some fine-
scale structure. It combines, using the Arlequin coupling method, the
original fine-scale description of the medium with an effective descrip-
tion and optimizes upon the coefficient of the effective medium to best
fit the response of an equivalent purely homogeneous medium. We prove
here that the approach is mathematically well-posed and that it provides,
under suitable assumptions, the actual value of the homogenized coeffi-
cient of the original medium in the limit of asymptotically infinitely fine
structures. The theory presented here therefore usefully complements our
numerical developments of [12].

1 Introduction

The work [§] has introduced a domain decomposition approach for the spe-
cific purpose of approximating the homogenized coefficient of a heterogeneous
medium. In short, the approach consists in dividing the computational domain
in two overlapping subdomains (see Figure below). The first, inner subdomain
explicitly accounts for the fine-scale structure. In the second, outer subdomain,
an effective medium is considered. The two subdomains overlap, typically over
an annular layer, where both models, the fine-scale model and the effective
model, coexist. Suitable boundary conditions are imposed on the outer bound-
ary of the domain. The bottom line of the approach then consists in optimizing
upon the coefficient of the effective medium in order to best fit the response that
would be obtained if the effective coefficient employed were the actual homog-
enized coefficient corresponding to the fine scale structure. The approach thus



provides a computational strategy to approximate the homogenized coefficient
which is an alternative to standard homogenization techniques. In particular,
and in the same vein as some other approaches previously proposed in the lit-
erature [0, [10, 14, [I5], it does not require computing the usual ingredients of
homogenization such as corrector functions before providing an approximation
of the homogenized coeflicient. We refer to the companion article [12] for more
details motivating the approach of [§].

Let us at once say that, in short, the conclusion of the mathematical study
conducted herein is that the method introduced in [§] from a purely computa-
tional perspective is mathematically sound.

In some more details, our study follows the following pattern. We work, as
in [8, [12], on the simple, linear, in divergence form diffusion equation

—div (k.Vue) = f, (1)

which is posed in Q, a bounded domain of RY. We assume for simplicity of
exposition that d = 2, but our mathematical study carries over to a higher
dimensional setting in a straightforward way. The practically relevant case is of
course d = 3, but we wish to spare the reader the required adjustments of our
arguments. In , the coeflicient k. models the fine-scale structure of the actual
medium (typically a complex material) considered, the effective coefficient of
which we aim at approaching. The parameter € > 0, presumably small, encodes
the size of the fine-scale structure, supposedly tiny: ¢ « 1. The coefficient k.
may be scalar-valued, or matrix-valued. Our study is actually insensitive to
this distinction, and we hence assume throughout our article that k. is matrix-
valued. Furthermore, we assume that k. is a symmetric matrix. This assumption
will be used e.g. to write the FEuler-Lagrange equations of the optimization
problem in the form of , and when writing the estimate .

In addition, we assume the following classical boundedness and coercivity
conditions:

VEeR? k. (2)f-€=ci|* and |k (2)€] < colé] ae onQ, (2)

for two constants ¢; > 0, cs > 0 independent from .

The computational approach introduced in [8] and briefly outlined above can
then be put in action for any such coefficient and any value of the parameter ¢.
In theory though, the existence of a homogenized coefficient k*, and, foremost,
the existence of a coefficient k* amenable to practical computations, so that
equation converges in the limit of asymptotically small parameters € to a
homogenized equation of the type

—div (K*Vu*) = f, (3)

for some homogenized coefficient k*, requires more stringent assumptions on k..
In our study, we will assume k. is of the form

k() = kper(2/2), (4)



for some fixed coeflicient kper, which we further assume periodic, as a proto-
typical case of a large class of adequate structures for which quantitative ho-
mogenization holds. For instance, the theoretical setting and the computational
approach (see [8, [12]) carry over to the case of a random stationary coefficient
k.. The homogenized coefficient k*, which in the case of a periodic coeffi-
cient is constant, may be, like the coefficient k., scalar-valued or matrix-valued,
the latter case being even possible despite the fact that k. is scalar-valued. In
the most part of our mathematical study below, we assume for simplicity that
k* is scalar-valued. In Appendix[A] we make precise how our arguments should
be modified to, for the most part, carry over to the case of a matrix-valued
homogenized coefficient.

The approach of [8] considers, to begin with, a coupling of the two equa-
tions for the actual fine-scale coefficient k., and

—div (kVa) = f, (5)

which corresponds to the homogenized equation for a tentative value k of
the, beforehand unknown, coefficient k*. As said above, the equations are re-
spectively posed in an inner and an outer subdomain that surrounds the former
(see Figure [I| below). The coupling is performed in an overlapping region, and
encodes the fact that the solution wu. to (1) agrees “on average” (the meaning
of that term is made precise in (L0)-(I5) below) with the solution u to
within the overlapping region. More specifically, the computational implemen-
tation of this coupling is performed using the now classical Arlequin method,
a popular approach in computational mechanics, which has been introduced
in [3 [, @ 18] and which we recall in Section below. Suitable boundary
conditions are imposed on the outer boundary of the domain. These boundary
conditions are typically linear Dirichlet boundary conditions. The solution to
the coupled system is consequently computed, using an adequate finite element
type discretization. The necessary details are presented in Section

A cost function is then evaluated. It measures to which extent the solu-
tion obtained differs from the solution obtained for an entirely homogeneous
medium. The tentative value of k is updated correspondingly (by minimizing
this cost function, see f below) and the above process is repeated until
consistency is obtained, within the desired degree of accuracy.

Placing the computational approach described above on a sound mathemat-
ical grounding requires to successively establish the following properties:

. . o - t
(i) for a fixed value of €, there exists an optimized value of k, denoted by Ezp ,
where the cost function attains its minimum.

(ii) as € — 0, the optimal value Ezpt converges to the homogenized coefficient
k*.

In addition, the uniqueness of the optimal value Ezpt in (i) may be studied.



After presenting the computational approach in Section [2] we turn in Sec-
tion [3| to the analysis of the scalar case. We study each of the two above
properties, respectively in Section [3.3] and Section [3:4] below, under suitable,
somehow classical and relatively mild assumptions. And we indeed establish
they both hold true, in Theorems [9] and [IT] respectively. We next establish, in

. . . . Z-opt .

Section the uniqueness of the optimal coeflicient k. for sufficiently small
values of ¢ (see Theorem .

Consequently, the approach does provide, for each size of the fine-scale struc-
ture fixed, an optimal effective coefficient. In the limit of a vanishing size of the
fine-scale structure, this optimal coefficient is unique and allows one to identify
the actual homogenized coefficient of the medium considered.

We next turn in Appendix [A] to the matrix-valued case, where our main

. . . Zopt
results (existence of at least one optimal coefficient k.~ and convergence of
that coefficient to k*) are Theorems [19| and

We conclude this introductory section by mentioning that, despite the fact
that the mathematical study presented here is restricted to the two-dimensional
periodic setting, we believe that the arguments introduced (most of which are
variational in nature) are likely to carry over to a large variety of settings: ran-
dom stationary coefficients, nonlinear monotone equations, non constant slowly
varying homogenized coeflicients, etc. However, we have not pursued in those
many directions, and definite conclusions are yet to be obtained.

2 Presentation of the computational approach

The purpose of this section is to present in full details our mathematical frame-
work. We start with a coupling strategy of an oscillating model with an effective
one and briefly recall the basics of the Arlequin approach in Section 2.1 We
next turn to its discretized finite element formulation in Section

We assume that the sequence of oscillatory functions k. is uniformly coercive
and bounded (see ) For technical reasons in the mathematical arguments
below, we also assume that

kper is Holder continuous. (6)

We use this assumption to have some regularity on the correctors and on some
related quantities, see the discussion below (33]).

2.1 Mathematical setting and formal description of the
coupling method at the continuous level

Throughout this article, we assume that the computational domain is the two-
dimensional square ) = (—L, L)? for some L > 0 (see Figure [1)).

To begin with, we choose L. and Ly such that 0 < Ly < L. < L and
introduce three disjoint subdomains D, D. and Dy of the computational do-
main ) such that Q = D U D, U Dy. The inner subdomain Dy = (—Ly, Ly)?



explicitly accounts for the fine-scale structure (modelled by an oscillatory coef-
ficient k.). This first subdomain is surrounded by a second subdomain D, =
(—Le¢, Le)*\[—Ly, L¢]?, where both models are simultaneously considered: the
fine-scale structure, and the effective medium (modelled by a coefficient k chosen
to be constant, since the homogenized coefficient k* is constant in view of )
In that second subdomain, the two models are coupled so that, in a sense made
precise below, they are consistent with one another. The second subdomain is
surrounded by a third subdomain D, where only the effective medium is con-
sidered. We denote I' the exterior boundary of D (see Figure [1)), on which
we impose (non-homogeneous) Dirichlet boundary conditions, see (§]). We also
introduce the boundaries I'y = 0Dy and I'. = d(D. u Dy).

We note that, for the sake of simplicity, we work with square domains D,
D, and D;. However, one could consider more general cases with polygonal
domains. In the same spirit, D does not need to lie exactly in the center of D,
and D, does not need to lie exactly in the center of D, nor be exactly equally
thick on each side of Dy, ...

In what follows, we assume that the boundary I'y (resp. I';) is the union of
Ny straight edges (resp. N, straight edges), where the number Ny (resp. N.)
of edges is independent of e:

Ff = U €5, FC = U €j. (7)
1<j<Ny Ny+1<jsNy+Nc

This assumption is of course satisfied for any polygonal domains D, and Dy.

If it were to be formulated at the continuous level, the Arlequin method
applied to and would consist in considering the following minimization
problem:

nf E(u,u.), mwe HY (D uD.), u(x)=z1 onT, (8)
in
. € HY(D. v Dy), C(u — e, ¢) =0 for any p€ HY(D,) |’

where the constraint function C and the energy £ are defined as follows. The
energy £ is the sum of the contributions of each of the three subdomains:

o 1 = 1 o o
£(a,0.) - - f FVa(z) - Vi) + = | k(2) Vi (@) - Vi (2)
2 Jp 2 Jp,
1 1—-__ _ 1 o ~
+ —f (f EVa(z) - Va(z) + = ke(z) Vii(z) Vue(x)) 9)
2 Jp, \2 2
The last term in £ accounts for the energy in the domain D., where the two
models co-exist and are equally weighted (thus the factor 1/2 in the integrand).
Other choices of weights are possible, as discussed in [I12]. We will not consider
them hereafter.
In , the constraint function C is defined by

Yue HY(D,), Y¢e H'(D,), C(u,qﬁ):f Vu-Vo+ud. (10)
D.



Figure 1: Decomposition of the computational domain into three disjoint sub-
domains: a subdomain D where only the effective model is defined, a subdomain
D where only the fine model is defined and a subdomain D, where both models
are defined and over which they are coupled (the subscripts f and ¢ obviously
stand for “fine” and “coupled”). Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed on
the exterior boundary of D, which is denoted I' and which is represented by
black thick lines.

We hence see that the constraint amounts to @ = @, on D, (and that the precise
expression of C does not matter).

However, the Arlequin approach (in this context, as well as in more general
contexts) is to be put in action at the discretized level, as we will see in Sec-
tion In the latter context, the constraint in is transformed in a milder
constraint that only imposes that @ and 4. agree on average (see below).

Remark 1. Alternative choices for the boundary conditions on T in could
be made (see Remark[{] below for instance).

Remark 2. In and throughout this article, the notation H'(DUD,) actually
stands for the space H' (DU D, UT,) (where we recall that T'. = (D, uDy)), so
that the trace on I'. of a function of that space has the same value on both sides
of Te. Likewise, the notation H'(D.u Dy) stands for the space H'(D,u Dy) =
HY(D.u Dy UTy) (where we recall that Ty = dDy).

It is easy to show (upon considering minimizing sequences and using the
strong convexity of £) that, for any positive definite symmetric matrix k, prob-
lem has a unique minimizer.



Solving the minimization problem is equivalent to solving the following
variational formulation: find w € H'(D u D.) with %(x) = z; on T, . €
H'(D.u Dy) and ¢ € H'(D..) such that

Voe VO, Az(u,v) + C(v,v) = 0,
Ve HY(D. v Dy), Ay (tie,7) —C(,¢) =0, (11)
Vo e HY(D,), C(u — 1., ¢) =0,

where

VO ={veH'(DuUD,), wv(x)=0o0nl},

and where the bilinear forms ZE and fvlks are respectively defined by
Az (a, J k Vau(z) - Vo(x f kVau(z) - Vo(z), (12)

A, (@,7) = 5 JD ke(z) Vii(z) - Vi(z) + | ke(z) Vi(z)  Vi(z).  (13)

Dy

Of course, the three components @, . and 1 of the solution to all depend
on . To keep the notation light, we have made this dependency explicit only
for @, to recall that this function oscillates at the scale £ (in contrast to @ and
1, which are meant to be coarse-scale functions, and that will be discretized on
a coarse mesh, see Section below).

Although we will not specifically use this form, it is illustrative to write the
strong form of the optimality system :

—div (EVU) in D,

—div (EV ) Ai/) +¢ =0 in D,
—div (k.Vi.) + Ay —1 =0 in D,
—div (k Vie) =0 in Dy,
u = in D,

with the boundary conditions

(;kz(Vu) [, + (V) |DC) nr, = (R (VD)|,) - nr. on T,
(34 (V) I, = (O], ) e, =0 on T,
( w)\Dc)nrf =0 on Ty,
(&

Vue D, (V’l/)) }DC> ‘Nr, = (ke (vue) ‘Df) “nr, on Ff7

= onI'.




Here we have denoted by nr, (resp. nr,) the unit normal vector outward to
D, on the boundary I'; (resp. I'y). We have also denoted by (Vi.) ‘Df ;

the normal trace on the boundary I'y of Vi, seen as a function defined in the
domain Dy.

- nr

We now turn to the discretization of the above problem. We will work
throughout this article with the discretized form, which is the practically rel-
evant version of the problem. We emphasize that, in the absence of any dis-
cretization, the approach of [8] does not yield the value of the homogenized
coefficient, as shown in [I2, Section 2.2]. If we couple the heterogeneous and the
homogeneous models as in and next optimize upon k as explained in Sec-
tion[3:I] below, we indeed obtain a value which is different from the homogenized
coefficient k* we seek, even after passing to the limit ¢ — 0.

2.2 Discretization

We introduce a coarse mesh Ty (of mesh size H > 0) in the subdomains D
and D, and a fine mesh 7, (of mesh size h > 0) in the subdomains D, and Dy
(see Figure [2). We assume that the coarse meshes of D and D, are consistent
with one another on T'., namely that they match on the interface (and likewise
for the fine meshes of D, and Dy on the interface I'y). We also assume that,
in D,, the fine mesh is a submesh of the coarse mesh. We next introduce the
corresponding finite element spaces:

Vg = {uH e HY(D uD,), u" is piecewise affine on the coarse mesh ’TH} ,
Vi, = {uh e H'(D.u Dy), u” is piecewise affine on the fine mesh ﬂl} ,
Wy = {qSH e HY(D,), o is piecewise affine on the coarse mesh TH} )

For simplicity of the exposition, we work with P; finite elements. Other choices
of finite element spaces are however possible mutatis mutandis for our arguments
below.

The fine mesh size h is assumed to be adjusted so that the discretization
in h accurately captures the oscillations of k. (a typical choice is h ~ £/10).
The corresponding discrete problem is therefore expensive to solve. In contrast,
the coarse mesh size H can be chosen independent of ¢, and therefore satisfies
H >» h. The corresponding cost of the macro problem can thus be neglected.

The minimization problem is then approximated by

f E@ al), u?eVy, u(x)=z0nT, (14)
m ,
eV,  C@® —aul ¢") =0 for any ¢ € Wy

where the energy £ and the constraint function C are defined by @ and .
Similarly to , problem has a unique minimizer.

In sharp contrast to our observation on above, we now observe that the
constraint

c@" —ul o) =0 for any ¢ € Wy (15)



Figure 2: A coarse (resp. fine) mesh is used in D U D, (resp. D, U Dy).

encodes that, on D, @ is the projection (in the sense of the scalar product of
HY(D,), in view of the expression of C) of 4/ (itself a piecewise affine function
on the fine mesh 7;) on piecewise affine functions on the coarse mesh 7x. In
that sense, on D,, u'! and @ agree with one another on average.

Remark 3. Of course, if the constraint in is enforced for any ¢" € Wy,
namely any piecewise affine function on the fine mesh Ty, then the constraint
implies " = U in D.. We recover a strong (and harmful) constraint as if we
were to consider the continuous Arlequin problem ,

Solving the minimization problem is equivalent to solving the following
variational formulation: find € VR¥BC 5l € v, and ¥ € Wy such that

voll e vy, Az, o%) + c(@w? yH) =0,
Vit e Vi, A (b, wh) —c(@, pH) =0, (16)
Vol e Wy, C(@f —ul, o) =0,

where the bilinear forms ZE and A/ks are respectively defined by and
and where

V[[I)ich ={veVyg, wv(x)=2x;0nTl},
Vi={veVy, v=0onT}.

In general, the solution (@, ) to is not analytically known. In
the limit h — 0, ¢ — 0 and H — 0, however, and if we temporarily assume



that k* is a scalar and k& = k*, then the Lagrange multiplier may be explicitly
determined (see [12], Section 3.1]). It is given by ¢ = k* 1y where vy is the
solution to

—AvYg+ 19 =0 in D,
1 1 (17)
Vi -nr, = §el~npc on I, V?/)O'Tlpf 27561'77,I‘f on I'y.

Following [12] and our detailed comments therein regarding consistency of the
computational approach, we enrich the classical finite element space Wy and
consider

Weprieh — Wy + Span v (18)

instead of Wyx. In practice, ¥y is of course not analytically known for gen-
eral domains and we therefore use an accurate finite element approximation of
1. More precisely, the solution ¢y € H(D,) to satisfies the following
variational formulation:

1 1

Ve (D), Clind) = | (eme)o-g [ (onr)e. (9)

c

We introduce the finite element space
Wy, = {¢" € H'(D.), ¢" is piecewise affine on the fine mesh 7y},
and define 1 € W}, as the solution to the following variational formulation:

1

Ve Wi e =g [ erone) =5 | et o
c f

For technical reasons that will be apparent below (see (68))), it is convenient to
manipulate an approximation of 1y which is a piecewise affine function on the
fine mesh 7, used to discretize .. This motivates the choice of approximating
1o in W}, and not in another finite dimensional space. Of course, standard finite
element arguments show that ¥% converges in H*(D,) to 1o when h — 0. Note
also that the computation of 9% has only to be performed once, independently
of the number of iterations to solve the minimization problem described in
Section below. The additional cost can thus be neglected. In what follows,
we therefore consider the enriched space

WP = Wy + Span ¢

instead of Wgprich,

As shown in [I2], Section 3.1], the enrichment of the Lagrange multiplier space
turns out to be very beneficial from the computational point of view. From the
theoretical point of view, and as mentioned above, the enriched approach is now
consistent, in the sense that we are enlarging the discretization space so that the
exact solution (at convergence € — 0) of the problem belongs to that space (see

10



also Remark [8 below). Moreover, we underline that our analysis below (see in
particular Lemma [7| and Section critically uses the fact that we work with
the enriched space Wl (or Werreh if we set h = 0). Our current arguments
do not go through if we were to work with Wp.

Thus, instead of discretizating in the form of , we consider hereafter
the following enriched minimization problem:

inf g@ i), u'eVy, u(z)=aonT, (21)
M) eV C@ - M) = 0 for any o e Wi [

where the energy £ and the constraint function C are defined by and .
The corresponding variational formulation reads as: find ! € VR¥BC gh e v,
and e Wertieh guch that

voll e V), Ar(@f o) + e, ) =0,
Vo e Vi, Ay (i@l M) — (v, pH) = 0, (22)

vofl e wipich - c(@” —al, ") = 0.

We keep denoting the Lagrange multiplier by 1 (and not ¢f") since it is
meant to be a coarse-scale function. Similarly to (16)), system has a unique
solution for any positive definite symmetric matrix k.

3 Case of scalar-valued coefficients k* and k&

In this section, we address the case where the homogenized coefficient k£* and
the tentative coefficient k& upon which we optimize are scalar quantities. The
periodic checkerboard [2], for instance, falls within this case. The study of
the general case (when k* is matrix-valued) is postponed until Appendix
We recall that, for the well-posedness of the mathematical problem (and
similarly of (21)), the sequence of oscillatory (matrix-valued) functions k. is
assumed to be bounded and bounded away from zero uniformly in € (see (2))).

This section is organized as follows. We first recall in Section the opti-
mization strategy (see below) introduced in [§] and which aims at comput-
ing an approximation of the homogenized coefficient k* associated to the highly
oscillatory coeflicient k.. Second, in Section we state some important tech-
nical properties of the coupling system that are required for our analysis.
Third, we study the optimization problem :

o we first establish the existence of an optimal coefficient Ezpt for a fixed
value of £ > 0 (see our first result, Theorem [J] in Section [3.3).

e we then consider the limit ¢ — 0 and show that any optimal coefficient
Ezpt indeed converges to the homogenized coefficient k* (see our second

result, Theorem [11] in Section [3.4).

11



e we eventually show that the minimizer to (23) is unique when ¢ is suffi-
ciently small (see our third result, Theorem [15]in Section [3.5).

These results prove, at least in this scalar setting, that the approach is certified
theoretically.

3.1 Optimization upon the coefficient k

We first recall the optimization strategy introduced in [§]. Formally, the het-
erogeneous coefficient k. in can be replaced by its homogenized limit k*,
which is a constant coefficient in view of the periodicity assumption . It
is then clear that, if & = k*, then the response of the material is linear (i.e.
uf(x) = z; in D U D), because the whole domain is modelled by a constant
coefficient and because of the particular boundary conditions considered in .
As shown in [I2] Lemma 2.1] (in the absence of any spatial discretization) and
in Lemma 7] below (when taking into account mesh discretization), the converse
is also true: if the response of the material is linear (i.e. if @ (z) = z; in
D U D,.), then the material is homogeneous and k = k*. This motivates the
idea to compare the solution @ to with the reference solution u,er defined
by turef(x) = 1. Optimizing upon the coefficient & in order to best fit a linear
field uref(x) = 1 is thus a way to enforce that k = k*.
We may achieve that by considering the minimization problem

I g =inf {J.gn(k), ke(0,0)}, (23)
with
— _ 2 _ 2
Jemn(k) = J ’Vugk — Vuref‘ = J }Vugk — el‘ (24)
DuD. e DuD., e
Here e is the first canonical vector and (ﬂg . 76?% . ,¢£k ) is the solution

to where we have made explicit the dependency of the solution with respect

to the tentative coefficient k and the oscillating coefficient k.. Of course, ﬂg X
depends on ¢ and on the mesh sizes H and h used in , thus the subscripts

in the notation J. g j.

Remark 4. The reference solution ues that we consider in depends on the
boundary conditions imposed in the Arlequin problem. For instance, another
possibility is to consider the following minimization problem, analogous to :

inf E(EH, ag)a ﬂH € VH, ﬂH(x) = X9 ON F, 25)
" 2 € Vi, c" —ul,¢") =0 for any ¢¥ € Wippier (7 (
where we recall that T' is the external boundary of D, see Figure |Z| Of course, in

this case, we should compare the solution w™ to with the reference solution
et () = o and thus modify the objective function in as
- _ 2
Tenn® = |vall, el

DuD,.

12



We also note that, for the case of a matriz-valued coefficient k* € R?>*2, in order
to recover all the components of k*, we have to consider both problems

and (see Remark [17 below).

Note that, in , we impose neither that k is bounded from above nor that
k is bounded away from zero. Our proof of existence of a minimizer actually
shows that we do not need to impose such bounds, provided two conditions
(namely and below) are satisfied. These conditions can be checked
using minimizing sequences of , and we show below that they in particular
hold whenever h and ¢ are sufficiently small.

It is also possible to enforce on k in the bounds satisfied by k. and
proceed with the mathematical study (see Remark [10| below). A corresponding
algorithm can be designed. We do not proceed in this direction.

3.2 Two useful technical results

We collect here two technical results that are useful for our analysis below.

3.2.1 Auxiliary homogenization result

We temporarily assume that h = 0 and consider the following system for some
fixed k € (0, 0): find ﬂgks € VPirBC, T € H'(D. U Dy) and wgks & pgnrich
such that

voll e Vi, Ap@, o) + @™ ¢l ) =0,
Vi e HY(D, v Dy), A, (.7, .9) —CHvE ) =0, (26)
Vol e Wiprich, Clu, —t.gp ") =0,

where we recall that Werrieh is defined by . The system corresponds
to where we have omitted the fine mesh discretization (and thus formally
set h = 0). On purpose, we have made explicit ‘the dependency of the solution
to with respect to the constant coefficient k and the oscillatory coefficient
ke. Our aim is to pass to the limit € — 0 in . To that aim, we introduce
the bilinear form A+ (compare with (L3)) defined by

bt ~ o~ 1 * ~ ~ * ~ ~

A« (,0) = if kE* Vu(z) - Vo(z) +J E*Vau(x) - Vo(z).

c Dy
Lemma 5. Let k € (0,0) and k. be given by for some fized periodic coeffi-
cient kper that satisfies the classical boundedness and coercivity conditions (2]).
We make the regularity assumption @ and the geometric assumption .
Consider the solution (ﬂgkyﬁsﬁke’wﬁks) to and assume that there

exists Ul € VP'BC 4o € HY(D. U Dy) and bl € Wt sych that ﬂgk — !
in H (D D), U 7. — to in H'(D.v Dy) and wgkg — &t in HY(D,) when
e — 0.

13



Then (k! o, E) is actually equal to (ﬂgk* U o s wgk*), that is the solution
to the following system:

Vol e V), Ap(@l o) +C(v ,z/;k )=
Wi e HY(De U Dy), A (lig 1, ) — C(H, 02 ) =0, (27)
Vol e Wiprich, Cus,, =l 4, ™) = 0.

Note that we have assumed that the Lagrange multiplier 1/%[ . strongly con-

verges in H'(D,). This is a critical assumption. We indeed face a difficulty
if we only assume that it weakly converges in H'(D,) (because we use a test
function ¥ which itself depends on ¢, see below, and only weakly converges
in H'(D,.); passing to the limit in the last two terms of would then be
difficult under the only assumption of weak convergence of wg ks)'

Corollary 6. We make the same assumptions as in Lemma [3, except that
we now consider a sequence k. of constant coefficients (instead of a constant
coefficient k independent of €), with ke € (0,00) for any € and such that k.
converges to some ko € [0, 0) when 5 — 0. Then the conclusion of Lemmal3| still
holds, with k replaced by kg in . In the case k:o =0, (uf U, k*,uko k*’wk k*)

is simply a solution (rather than the solution) to (27).

The proof of Corollary [ can be performed using exactly the same arguments
as in the proof of Lemma [5} We therefore skip it.

Proof of Lemma[ The second line of explicitly reads as

1
Vi e H'(D. u Dy), 71 kN 5 . vmj kN, 5. - VO

2
o, oo o

It is not straightforward to pass to the limit ¢ — 0 in the first two terms
of . because both k. and Vi k. only weakly converge. This is a classical
homogenization issue (we refer e.g. to |5, 7,13, 20] and [I, Chapter 1] for classical
textbooks on homogenization). To address thls difficulty, we are going to use
the oscillating test function method. To simplify the notation, we temporarily
denote @ cFok. by .. We start by choosing an appropriate test function v in ,
namely

c

() )+ Z dsp(z) wiz/e), (29)

where p € C* (D, u Dy) is arbitrary and w; is the periodic corrector function
associated to the i-th coordinate vector e;, namely the solution (unique up to
the addition of a constant) to

— div (kper(€; + Vw;)) =0 in R? w; is periodic. (30)
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With this particular test function and using integrations by parts, the first
term in writes

2
J kEVﬂE-Vf;zf ki - Vi + ZJ Oitp ke Viie - Vwy(-/e)
D, D. i=1vDe
2
+e Z J- w;(+/€) k-Vig - 9;Vp
i=1YDe
2
. f . o div [k (e + Vuws(-/2)]
i=1vDe
2
- Z f U ke (e + Vw;(-/g)) - iV
i=1YDc
2
#30 [ o [k (ei + T2
i=1Ty
2
SO [ i [k e+ Tt/ o,
i=19Tc

2
+ezf wi-/2) KoVl - B:Vp. (31)
i=1YDe

We now successively pass to the limit in each term of the right-hand side of .
The first term vanishes because of and the corrector equation . The limit
of the second term is identified using the fact that the weak convergence of .
in H'(D. v Dy) implies, up to the extraction of a subsequence (that we do not
make explicit in the notation), its strong convergence in L?(D. u D). We thus
obtain

e—0

2 2
lim ZJ i ke (e; + Vwi(+/e)) - 6,V = ) f o ke - iVep,  (32)
i=19De i=1vDe
where the homogenized coefficient £* reads as
k*e;= j kper (€; + Vw;), 1=1,2.
(0,1)2

The last term of the right-hand side of converges to zero, using the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality and the fact that V. is bounded in L?(D..), k. is bounded
in L*(D.) in view of assumption and w; € L*((0,1)?) is periodic.

There now remains to show that we can pass to the limit in the two boundary
integrals of the right-hand side of . For this purpose, we introduce the two
vector fields

G; = kper (ei + sz) — k*ei, 1 =1,2,

15



which are periodic, divergence-free and of zero mean. In the two-dimensional
setting, there hence exist (see e.g. [I3] p. 6]) two periodic functions «; of zero

mean such that
(%2 Q5

Gi = ( P ) i=1,2. (33)

In view of the Hélder continuity (6) we have assumed on the coefficient kper,
we know from and elliptic regularity theory that Vw; is Holder continuous
(see [11]), thus G; is also Hélder continuous and we have that «; € C1(R?), a
property that we will use in (39)) below.

Under the assumption hat the boundaries I'y and I'. are unions of
straight edges, namely I'y = U ¢; and 'y = U €j, we may

1<j<Ny Ny+1<j<Ny+N.

consider, without loss of generality, the third and fourth terms of the right-
hand side of as a boundary integral on an edge € € {€;}1<j<n;+n.. We
then write

ﬁﬁs 0ip ke (e; + Vw;(-/e))] - ne = ﬁ(ﬂs —Ug) Oip [ke (e; + Vw;(-/€))] - nz

+ ﬁ Uo 0;p [Ke (65 + Vw;(+/e))] - ng, (34)
€

where ng is a unit vector orthogonal to the edge €. We now use the fact that the
trace operator is linear and continuous from H'(D. u Dy) to H'?(2) and that
the injection H'/2(&)  L?(€) is compact to obtain that 1. strongly converges to
lo in L2(2). Since kper (e; + Vw;) is continuous and bounded in R?, we obtain
that the first term of the right-hand side of goes to 0 when ¢ — 0.

Using , we recast the second term of the right-hand side of as

ﬁao S [k (e + Vaos(-/e))] - e

€

-~ * 27 712 o
= ﬁuo Oip ke 'n€+ﬁu0 ai@( —(é’mféaf(/'jg) ) e

€ €

= J- 60 (9190]{5* €; -ng-i-J. ’UO 6i<,0675ai(~/5), (35)
€ €
where 0,,«; is the tangential derivative (in the direction of the edge €) of the
function ay.

We now claim that the last term in the right-hand side of goes to 0
when ¢ — 0, that is

£—

lin}) U 030 Orscvi(+/€) = 0. (36)

We prove this result using an interpolation argument similar to the one used
in [I6, Proof of Lemma 4.6]. Suppose momentarily that %y € H'(¢). Using an
integration by parts, we have

[ Bo o tnantse) = clindipai/ol |y — = [ ail/e)on ndie).

€ €

16



and therefore, using that «; € C*(R?) is a periodic function (and thus bounded)
and that the injection H'(€) = C°(€) is continuous, we obtain

J;’I\ZO aitp 8Téai(-/5)

< e flaillcoe) (2 1ol oz |96l o gy + 2 o]l 1 @) il 11 )

< Cellailcoe)lltol 1 @) 10i¢] 1 (@) (37)

for some constant C' independent of €. On the other hand, using simply that
lip € L?(€), we have

ﬁl\zo 6i<p 6T€ozi(-/a)

(&

< |Vl comey [Tol 22 @) 10i2] 22 (&) - (38)

In the statement of Lemma [5] we have assumed that o € H'(D. u Dy), which
implies that %y € H'/2(¢). By interpolation between and (38), we thus
obtain

< O |as]on @) o vz @) 10l ey, (39)

L o 010 Ory s ()

€

which of course implies .
Collecting , , , and , we infer that

k:Vi. - Vo

lim
E—> D

2 2 2
=—ZJ ﬁok*ei-ﬁiV@—&—Zj ﬁoaiapk*ei~npf+ZJ 606i90k*ei-npc
i=1YDe i=1Y0y i=1Yle

= J k*Vﬁo : VQD,
D.

c

where we again have used an integration by parts to deduce the last equality.
We have thus identified the limit when ¢ — 0 of the first term of ([28).
Proceeding similarly for the second term, we have

k-Vi. - Vo — k*Vig - Vo,
Dy e—0 Dy

for ¥ given by . The last two terms of are easy to handle since 1115 X

is assumed to converge (in the finite dimensional space Wle{“riCh) to some i
and the test function ¥ (which depends on &) weakly converges in H'(D..) to ¢.
Thus, passing to the limit in with the test function (and reinstating
our original notation) yields

1
Yo e C*(D, U Dy), 5[ k*Vﬁ0~V<p+J K*Vilp - Vi
D. Dy

—f vwé’-w—f Yilp = 0.
D, D,

17



We finally use the density of C*(D.u Dy) in H' (D, U Dy) to extend this
equality for any ¢ € H'(D. u Dy).

Passing to the limit € — 0 in the first and third hnes of (| is straightfor-
ward. We deduce that (@, g, ¥{!) is a solution to . We conclude the proof
of Lemma [5| I by noting that ( . ) has a unique solutlon U

3.2.2 The specific case of homogeneous materials

We have pointed out in Section [3.1] that, if the material in D U D, U Dy is

homogeneous, then the response is linear, and that the converse statement also

holds true. We now make this assertion precise by studying the following system

(note that we again assume, similarly to Section that h = 0): for any
d

constant, scalar-valued coefficients k, and kj, fin E e VDIBC Uy F €
as

H' (D, v Dy) and ¢! % € wenrich guch that

Vol e VY, S 5, T+ CE k) 0,
Yo e H'(De v D), Ap (g, 7,,0) = C(U,4F =) = (40)
H

V(bH c W%nrich,

Q

H
(g 7, — U, 5,y @) =0

On purpose, we have made explicit the dependency of the solution to with
respect to k, and k.

Lemma 7. We consider for some constant coefficients k, € [0,00) and
Ky € (0, 0).

If ky = ky, then the solution to ({40 is ﬂg“%b () =21 in DU D, EE(MEE; (r) =

z1 in Dcu Dy and wg T = ka o in D., where 1) is the Lagrange multiplier
function defined by 1.}
Conversely, if (@ T kaakb’,l/}k: s ) is a solution to with EE () = o

m Du D, thenukmkb( x) =z in D, qu,z/Jk % 7ka1/)0 in D, and k, = ky.

This result is the analogue of [I2, Lemma 2.1] when taking into account the

discretization on the coarse mesh Tz. Note also that the fact that we work in
the enriched space WERtieh rather than Wy is pivotal for this lemma.

Remark 8. We note that the approach using Wfl‘jﬁfd‘ (or W}?}‘“Ch ) as the La-
grange multiplier approximation space is consistent in the following sense. Lem-
ma@ means that, in the limit € — 0, the problem is well approximated by
its homogenized limit .

Considering the choice k = k*, we wish the function uk, o (T) = x1 to be
a solution of that system, which ensures that k = k* is a minimizer of the
optimization problem . When working with the enriched space W}?}“iCh, this
is indeed the case: in view of the first assertion of Lemmal[7, the unique solution
to with k = k* is (aﬁ’k*,ﬁk*,k*,wlﬁyk*) = (x1,x1,k*g). And conversely,
if Hgk, (x) = 1, that is if we reach a minimum in , then k = k* and we
have’correctly recovered the homogenized coefficient.
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Proof of Lemma[7] We start by the first assertion and assume k, = k, > 0. We
immediately get the result, recalhng that the system (40)) has a unique solution
and noticing that (u— T (x) Uz, kb( ) 1&5 % (z)) = (xl, xl, o Yo(x)), where 1y
is defined by (17] ., is a solution to

We now turn to the second assertlon and hence assume that 72 — (z) = z;

ka kb
in D u D.. The first line of reads as
volt e Vg, Ap (e, 0") +C@ 9 ) =0. (41)
Since wg % € Wenrich — Wy + Span 1, we can represent it as
H  _ ~H
wﬁa,ﬁb =T+, (42)

for some 7 € R and some 1ZH € Wy. We infer from and that
o eV, @™, gH) = —r @, wo) — Ay, (a1,7"),

that provides us with an expression of Jf in terms of 7 and k,, using the
linearity of the problem and the fact that k, is a scalar:

JH =—-T ’lZ{—I + Ea Jfa (43)
with J{I e Wy and JQH € Wy uniquely defined by

voll e VY,  C@, i) = C(@ ),

~ _ (44)
vo e Vg, C@,¢3f) = Ay (1,0,
where the bilinear form A; is defined by
A (u,v) f Vu(z) - Vo(z J Vu(z) - Vo(z). (45)

Let us introduce the H'-orthogonal projection operators to the coarse finite
element spaces Iy : H'(D,) — Wy and TI¥h : HY(D,) — WErich defined as
follows: for any v € H'(D,.), Iy (v) € Wy is such that

VQOH € W, (HH(U)’ QDH)Hl(DC) = (Uv ¢H)H1(DC) ) (46)
and TISih(y) € Weprich jg such that
VQOH c W%nrich, (H%lrich (’l)), QOH)

HY(D.) — (v,goH)Hl(Dc), (47)

where (-, ')Hl(DC) is the H! scalar product in D,.
We observe that the Lagrange multiplier v defined by (the variational
formulation of which is (19)) satisfies

Voe HY(DuD,.) witht=0o0nT, Ai(z1,7)=—C(T,vp). (48)
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In view of the first line of and of the definition of IIg, we have that
O = Ty (). In view of and the second line of (44), we see that e
satisfies the same equation as 1) . We thus have z%{ = 1;{{ = Iy (¢g). Inserting
this relation in ([43), we deduce that O = (ky — 7) Iy (1), and thus

Vi g, = 70 + (ko = 7) T (o), (49)
where the constant 7 will be determined later.

We now turn to the second line of . Let us introduce %; and Uy in

HY(D.u Dy) such that J U = 1y = 0 and
D. D.

where the bilinear form /vll is defined by

A0, 7) = % JD Vii(a) - Vila) + | Vi(z) - Vie).

Using the definition of the Lagrange multiplier vy, we obtain from the first

line of that @ (x) = 21 in D, U Dy.
Inserting the expression for 1/)5 E in the second line of , we obtain
aRb

- T o E - T o
U, g, = A+ = T+ ==, (51)
K K

where A € R is an arbitrary constant.

To identify the constants A\ and 7, we use the third line of , that reads
as

| A .
Vol e wenrich ¢ ()\ + L = b+ = T ﬂmﬂ) — 0, (52)
b b

where we have used that ﬂﬁ % (r) = 1 = U (x) in D,. Taking ¢ = 1 and
using that the mean over D, of 1 and o vanishes, we get A = 0.

We claim that @; and H?}‘riCh(Eg) are linearly independent functions on D,
a fact that will be useful below. In order to prove this claim, we argue by
contradiction. Since %1 does not identically vanish on D, we assume that there
exists a € R such that

H?;}lriCh(’Z\ZQ) =« 1\21. (53)

For any U € H*(D. u Dy), we compute, using , that



Taking U = 1 — a1 in the equation above, we obtain that

Ay (tiy — iy, ly — aviiy) = C(ia — acdiy, T () — o)
= C(IF"" (i — atir) , Mu(vo) — aty),  (54)
where the last equality stems from the definition of the projection operator
I15prich - We next observe that N (i, — atiy) = 0, because of and

the fact that IISMih(3;) = %; (recall that %;(z) = z; in D, u Dy and thus
Uy € Wehrieh) . The right-hand side of . ) thus vanishes. By definition of the

bilinear form Al, this implies that s = at; + X on D. v Dy for some constant

~

A Sche o and 1y are functions the average over D, of which vanishes, we
obtain A = 0 and thus @y = o ;.
We thus infer from that, for any v € H'(D. u Dy),
C(¥, I (v0)) = Ay (i, T) = a Ay (11, 7) = a C(T, o).

This yields Iy () = ato. If a # 0, this implies that g € Wy, a fact that
is obviously wrong. We then get o = 0, hence IIg (1) = 0, and thus, for any
(,DH € WH,

0= (HH(,(/JO)aQD )Hl (¢0a )Hl(D (¢07 )
_1 . w_ 1 . "
~ 9 Lc(el nrc)w 9 Jrf (e1 nm)@ )

where we have used in the last equality. Since the value of o can be

chosen independently on I'. and I'y, this implies that J ole - np, = 0 =
L.

J otel -np ;> which leads to a contradiction. This concludes the proof of our
Ly

claim.

We now return to , recall that A = 0 and take

- —ky . ko—T .
" = H%mh (T T ’ ur + T u U2> .
b b

We hence obtain that

: kb — T
Henrlch _ i + af i ) _ 0’
" ( By By

which reads as

— U1 + —— [IGF"" (42) = 0.
i+ S ()

Using the linear independence of #; and TISHih(%,), we obtain ky = 7 = kq.
This concludes the proof of Lemma [7} O
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3.3 Well-posedness of the optimization problem upon k&
for a fixed value of ¢

In this section, we investigate the existence of a minimizer to the optimization
problem 7. More precisely, we show the following theorem, which is our

first main result.

Theorem 9. Let k. be given by for some fized periodic coefficient kper that
satisfies the classical boundedness and coercivity conditions . We make the
regularity assumption @ and the geometric assumption

For any fixed e > 0, H > 0 and h > 0, the optimization problem has
at least one solution Ezpt(H, h), provided the two wvariational conditions made
precise in and below are satisfied. These conditions in particular hold
true in the limit (h — 0,e — 0).

The uniqueness of the minimizer to (23) is investigated in Section below,
for e sufficiently small.

Remark 10. If we impose that k is bounded from above (resp. bounded away
from zero) by some finite positive constant in the minimization problem (23,
then Theorem [9 holds true without the additional assumption (resp. (81))).

The remainder of this Section [3.3] is devoted to the proof of Theorem [9]
To that aim, we consider a minimizing sequence {EH}HGN of the optimization
problem , that is a sequence that satisfies the inequality

7. —H 2 1
Is,H,h < J57H7h(k ) = f ‘VUFL b 61‘ < Is,H,h + —, (55)
DuUD, e n
where (g kg’agﬁ" ks,wgl k) € VRIBC 5V x WP is the solution to (22)

for the tentative constant coefficient k = %, namely

voll e Vi, ZEn(agn’ke,fH) +C(vf, f’n’ks) =0,
Vi € Vi, Ap (@ g T —C(", P ) =0, (56)

H ich —H ~h HY _
Vol e Wipjieh, C(UE",kE - u67En7ks,¢ )=0.

The proof of Theorem [J] falls in three steps:

e we first show a priori bounds on (.  ,a"_. ¥ ) in Section|3.3.1
K" ke ek ke TR ke

e we nei(go show that, up to_a subsequence extraction, I converges to some
limit £ < oo in Section under assumption ([72)).

e we then show that k=~ > 0 (under assumption ) in Section Since
the function k — J. g (k) is continuous on (0, 0), this shows that 5 s

a minimizer of .
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—H ~h H
3.3.1 Bounds on Upn s Ul and w%",kg
Bound on ﬂg‘,kg' The optimization problem has been designed so that

the homogenized coefficient k* is an admissible test coefficient in . Hence,
by definition of I, g 5, we have in particular

2

Iegn < Jegn(k*) = J ‘VEkH*,kE —e1l , (57)
DuD

where (ﬂg,ks7ﬁg7k*7k57¢,ﬁ,k5) is the solution to with the constant coefhi-
cient kK = k*. Since we know that (uk* ks gk* k. ) is the minimizer of

with &k = k*, we can compare its energy with that of the particular choice
(u" (z) = @1, (x) = ©1). Writing that

& (ﬂkH&ks,ﬂ?’k*,ka) <€ @ (z) = 21,0 (2) = 1) ,
we obtain

J kvl |+ %L} (b [Vl i [+ BV o g, - VL e, )

o o N k* 1
+ eVl . kE'V“?k* ke Sk |D|+*|Dc|+*f keei-e1+ keeq-e;.
b, k>, Kk, 2 2 D, D,

(58)

Using that k. is uniformly bounded and coercive, we obtain
1
J |Vl k5|2 + 5[ |Vl k5|2 <C, (59)

for some constant C' independent of e, H and h (this independence with respect
to h and € is important since we will later on use this bound and the subsequent
ones in the rogimc h, e —0).

Collecting (55| , ) and . and using the boundary conditions on I' for
Egn’k , wWe 1mmed1ately obtam that the sequence ukn k. is bounded in H*(D U

D.): there exists some constant C' independent of n, e, H and h such that

Hﬂg")kEHHl(DUDC) <C. (60)

Since ﬂgn .. belongs to the finite dimensional space VZ2IrBC
there exists a subsequence, which we still denote by ﬂgn K that converges in

DirBC
VDIBC,

, we deduce that

Vi (when n — o0) to some ul , €

Bound on uhEn kot To bound this function, we first extend the function @ ulC ks

(which is defined in Du D,.) inside the domain Dy, in order to build an appropri-
ate test function for the second line of (56). There are several ways to perform
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this extension and we have chosen to proceed as follows. We first build a func-

tion uf o € H'(Dy) that satisfies (ﬂlfq%n) |Df = (ﬂgn]%) |Dc on the boundary

I'y and Huf%n lg1p;) < C HUE”,kEHHl/Q(Ff) for some C' independent of n, e, H

and h. For instance, we can define @, as the harmonic extension of w2,

Ik k" k1D
in Df.
We now pass from wt- e to a piecewise affine function @ uf belonging to the
space

Vi = {u" € H'(Dy), " is piecewise affine on the fine mesh 7y, } (61)

using a Scott-Zhang type interpolation, which has the advantage of being de-
fined for functions that are not necessarily continuous (in contrast to nodal
interpolation) and of preserving boundary conditions (in contrast to Clément
interpolation). More precisely, using [19] (see also [I7, Theorem 3.4]), we know
that there exists a linear and continuous operator I5% : H'(D;) — Vj, such
that, if v € H'(Dy) is continuous and piecewise affine on 0Dy, then I5%0 = v
on 0Dy. We hence set

SH _ [SZoH
Upn = 17U, (62)
which satisfies 1751 € Vi, ﬁEn ;._Ikn on I'y and Hwn |z py;y < C ||E?FLHH1(DJ,)

for some C' independent of n, ¢, H and h (it actually only depends on Dy).

We hence have built some %, € V}, satisfying ﬁfn =l

k 3 on I'y and such
that

)kE
[l (py) < Clg gl o) < Clage ey < C g, lm oy, (63)
for some C' independent of n, e, H and h. We next introduce the extension of

the function ukH " inside the domain Dy defined by

w,  in D,

ah, = { Kok
~H .
Upn in Dy.

Note that 17%1 € V},, since the fine mesh 7; is assumed to be a submesh of the
coarse mesh Ty in D.. In addition, using and , we observe that

H(D.uD;) < O (64)

for some C independent of n, £, H and h.

.

>h
e, k" ke

VZ ks ﬂzn in the second line of . which is a p0551ble choice since both

EZW L. and @ uw belong to V4,), we have
b yve

1
~h ~h ~h ~h ~h
5 k.va" ST ke -V (usﬁn)ke uEn) + b, kEVUE’E717k6 v (uaﬁn& 'U,En)

f vwk e (sk e k J wk e ek e %"):0' (65)

We are now in position to bound the sequence Taking 7" =
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Using the third line of with ¢f = gnh and recalling that ﬂ% = UE ks

in D., we see that the sum of the last two terms in vanishes. We next use
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and obtain

“h “h “h
J kvsk e VU g+ Dkfv“sj,k Vusk e

s

_ ~h “h ~n

= 5 J‘ k V e, k‘ k VUEH + JD k‘g VUE,ETLJCE . VUEH
c f

1 N
< §l|k‘a|le H|va! U5 l2(D) IVl 2D,

~h
+ kel () IVE n N2 VU | L2(D5)-

Using that the oscillating coeflicient k. is bounded and bounded away from zero
(see (2)) and that u ufn is bounded in H'(D, u Dy) (see (64)), we obtain that
there exists a constant C independent of n, £, H and h such that

vneN, [Vl , l2p.op,) <C. (66)

Testing the third line of with ¢ = 1 (which indeed belongs to Wg‘jﬁiCh),
we obtain that

and hence, using , we obtain that J 4" . is bounded. Thus, by the

e,k ke
D.
Poincaré-Wirtinger inequality, we deduce from (66| . ) that the sequence @ —. CF ke is
bounded in H!(D.u Dy), independently of n, e, H and h. Since %", T belongs

to the finite dimensional space Vi, we deduce that there exists a subsequence,
which we still denote by @ k o that converges in V}, (when n — ) to some
17’;00’ k. € Va (in the particular case when h = 0, the convergence is strong in

L*(D. u Dy) and weak in H'(D. u Dy)).

H
" ke
multipliers is also bounded. To that aim, we proceed as above and first extend
527]% (which is defined in D.) inside the domain Dy, in order to again build
an appropriate test function for the second line of (56). This extension is built
following the same steps as above (see . and (63])), which thus allow to

1ntr0duce some wfn € V, (where V), ¢ H 1(Dy) is defined by (61))) satisfying
¢H = k & OB I'y and such that

Bound on We are now left with showing that the sequence of Lagrange

[l () < Cldbgn o) (67)

for some C independent of n, e, H and h.
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We next extend 1/}% X inside the domain Dy by introducing

H .
Ypnin Do,
yfve

U = (68)
H .
T i Dy.
We note that QZ%W e HY(D.uD #)- In addition, both wf k and zzgq are piecewise
affine functions on the fine mesh 7;, (for 1/15 o this is a consequence of the fact

that the fine mesh 7}, is assumed to be a submesh of the coarse mesh Ty in D,
and of the specific approximation ¥, defined by , of the Lagrange multiplier
o). We hence deduce that ¢£ e V.

Considering the test function " = Jgn in the second line of , we obtain

1 ~h h ~h Th
5[ kEVuE’En’kE 'V¢E7z +J kfv“e,%",ki - Viprn
D, Dy

| e wgn, - f W g .
-[Dc k" ke k b, Rke TR

Since ¥, = o, in D., we deduce that
k k" k )
sfve

1 o
[ofn o o) < 5lkele (o) IVE 10, 2200 IV | lr2(p.)
sfive ( ) 2 ) sve sive

kel e o IV g o 12 | VB 120, (69)

Using that k. is uniformly bounded and the bounds @ and , we infer
from that there exists a constant C' independent of n, e, H and h such that

VneN, ||¢£",k5 |z (p.y < C.

Since wgl k belongs to the finite dimensional space Wg{?ziCh, we deduce that
yfve H

there exists a subsequence, which we still denote by wkn i that converges in

. —H .
enrich enrich
Wi (when n — c0) to some v, ;€ Wit

3.3.2 Convergence of the minimizing sequence %"

We now show that the minimizing sequence k" converges to some limit k. We
introduce U € VPBC such that

1
vofl e V, f vl - vol + 3 vl - vofl =o. (70)
D D,

Taking v = uth, | — @ € Vi in the first line of (56), we have

T H —H ~H 1 T H —H ~H
fD k Vg, -V (UE",kE — Ug ) + 2 JD k Vg, -V (ugn’ki — Ug )

H _H ~H H _H ~HY _
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Thus, from the definition of %4 and the fact that k" is a scalar, we obtain

2 1
~H _H ~H
HV ( U ke M0 )‘LQ(D) 2k (uEnJ% Y )‘L2(DC)

+f vl -V(ﬂf’nk —a§)+f e (ﬂfn U§)20~ (71)
DC yRe e DC sfve 1

All the terms in (71) converge when n — o0, except possibly %k". The only
-n
case When we cannot deduce from ([71)) that & converges is that when the

2

limit wZ ok Of uEn .. identically satisfies Vﬂgke = Vall in D U D.. Since
ﬂgk (z) = Wl (x) = z; on T, this would imply that ﬂg,ks = bl in D U D.,.

Passmg to the limit n — oo in (55]) yields

_H 2
Ie,H,h = J |Vu®7ks — €1
DuD.

We are left with showing the condition
~ 2
I < J Vad — e, (72)
DuD.

if we want to rule out this case and conclude that k" converges up to an ex-
traction (to some coefficient that we denote 5" ). We recall that @l € VPBC

in is defined by (70| .
We note that the right-hand side of is positive (and of course indepen-

dent of ¢ and h by construction). Indeed, if |Vﬁé{ — 61‘2 were vanishing,
DuD.

we would have @l (r) = 21 on D U D,. (recall %l (x) = 21 on I'), which however

does not satisfy .

Investigating whether holds in full generality is delicate, and this is
why we have assumed this condition in Theorem [0} It can be investigated
numerically. There are also a few situations where can be established
mathematically. One such case is when we suppose that the fine mesh parameter
h and the oscillating parameter ¢ are sufficiently small. We indeed claim that

lim hm Jemn(k*) =0, (73)

e—=0h

where J; g p, is defined by , which obviously implies

lim lim I, g5 =0, (74)

e—0 h—0

and thus (in the regime h « ¢ « 1) since we have pointed out above that
the right-hand side of is positive and independent of € and h.

In order to prove , we consider with k& = k*, the solution of which
is denoted (H,CH*},LC , E k* ke ,1#,6* _) (where we have on purpose made explicit the
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dependency of the three components of the solution with respect to h). Using
standard finite element arguments, we can pass to the limit h — 0. We thus have

_Hh ~ H,h _ o .
(uk*,ka7u6,k*,k57wk",k5) E’ (ukH*,kEvUE,kﬂknglg,ks) m Hl(D u D) x Hl(Dc Y

Dy)x HY(D,), where (ﬂg’ka,ﬁg’k*,ks,w,‘g’ke) is the solution to with k = k*.
Furthermore, (% ;_, e g+ k., ¥k ;) is bounded in H'(DUD,)x H'(D.uDy) x
H'(D,) by a constant independent of ¢ and H. This bound on T4, has indeed
been shown above (see (59))), and it implies a bound on @, g+ &, and d)gyks using
the same arguments as those used in Section [3.3.1]

We now refer to Lemmafor k = k* (the bounds that we have just discussed
obviously implying the convergences stated as assumptions in that lemma) and
obtain that, when & — 0, the solution (Ugh _, Te b k., Vhs 1) to converges
to (ﬂkH*’k*,ﬂk*yk*,@bg{’k,), solution to with & = k*. We eventually note
(as stated in the first assertion of Lemma [7)) that the unique solution to the
system with k = k* is ﬂ,ﬁ?w (x) = x1, Up» g+ (x) = 21 and 1/),@7,6* = k* 1.

We have therefore shown that ﬂkH,zE converges (when h — 0 and ¢ — 0)
to ﬂkH*7k* (r) = x1, strongly in HY(D u D,) since ﬂkH*}ZE belongs to the finite
dimensional space V2BC. We have therefore obtained that

. . — 2
lim lim J. g5 (k%) = [V o —er| =0,
e—0 h—0 DuUD, ’

that is exactly .

3.3.3 Existence of an optimal coefficient

We have shown above that, under assumption , the minimizing sequence
k" € (0,00) converges (up to a subsequence extraction) to some e [0, 0).
We now show that &~ 0, provided we impose an additional condition (see (81))
below) to the problem.
_ To state that additional condition, we consider and we formally set
k = 0. We hence look for ngg € VRUBC 17?707,65 €V}, and wé{ka € ngfliCh such
that
VEH € VIQH C(ﬁHawé{kE) = 07
Vi € Vi, A (@l y. . T") = CE" Wl ) =0, (75)
vd)H € WE{‘};LiCh7 C(ﬂg{ka - 'E?,O,kev(bH) =0,
which is equivalent to solving the minimization problem
g @), u?eVy, ut(z)=z,0nT, (76)
in i
e Vi, C™ —ul,¢M) =0 for any ¢ e Wippich (7
where the constraint function C is defined by and where the energy & is
obtained from the energy & defined in @D by formally setting k& = 0:
1

Eolli) = iL ke (2) Vit (2) - Viie(z) + i JD ke (2) Viie(2) - Viie(z).  (77)
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Note that & does not depend on u”.

The minimizers of are simple to characterize: they satisfy ﬁ?o k. = A
in D, u Dy for some constant A (which indeed minimizes the energy ) and
ﬂ{fks = X in D, (which is obtained by considering ¢ = (ﬂ{){ks - )\)|DC in the
constraint). The value of Hg k. in D is free, besides the fact that it should satisfy
the boundary condition ﬂé{ k. () = x1 on I' and the trace condition ﬂé{ ke = A
onI'..

It is next easy to see that, for any solution to , we have

I T ET R
DuD. D D

c

- J vady, — e1|2 + |D.|.
D

We are now going to compute the minimum of the above quantity over all

solutions to .

Let us introduce the unique function ﬂga e VPBC satisfying ﬂg{a =0in D,
and

voll € Vi, f (Vay, —e1) - Vot =0, (78)
D
where N
VH={’UEV£I, v=OonDc}.

Let us also introduce the unique function @, € Vj} satisfying @ff, = 1 in D,
and

voll e Vg, f (Vﬂ(l){b —e1) - Vol =0. (79)
D
We then have
inf f Val, — el = f \Val, + Aval, — el
solutions to D D

which are equal to A on D,

Next, by minimizing with respect to A, we obtain

2 ~
inf Val, —el| =1 80
solutions to JDUDC | 0.ke 1‘ 0.5 ( )

where fo,H is defined in terms of the solution ﬂg{a to and ﬂo’b to by

(5, it - (Viitl, —e2))’

5| Vit

Tow = D] +f vl el -
D

Note that the sum of the last two terms of INO’ g is non-negative, in view of the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and hence Iy g = |D.| > 0.

29



‘We now assume that N
Iogn <Iom. (81)

Under that assumption, we claim that the limit %7 of the minimizing sequence
. —00 - —o0 .
satisfies k&~ # 0. We argue by contradiction and assume that £~ = 0. Taking
the limit n — oo in (56)), we thus have that the limit (Hgkg,ﬁgwkg,wg’kg) of

(ﬂg X ,1\12%71 X ,1/1% . ) is a solution to (75)). Passing to the limit n — o0 in
yields

_H 2
Iemn = J Vag e —el
DuD.,

which is in contradiction with and . This proves that 5> 0.

One of the ways to establish mathematically is to assume that the
parameters h and ¢ are sufficiently small. We indeed recall that, in that regime,
the left-hand side of converges to 0 (see (74)). In contrast, the right-hand
side of is independent of h and ¢ and is positive.

We have thus shown that, under assumptions and , the minimizing
sequence k= converges (up to a subsequence extraction) to some B e (0, 00).
Since the function k — J¢ 7.5, (k) is continuous on (0, o0), this shows that s a
minimizer of . We denote by Ezpt such an optimal coefficient, to emphasize
its dependency with respect to €. This concludes the proof of Theorem [0

3.4 Homogenized limit

For each € > 0, and under assumptions (72)) and , we know from Theorem@

that there exists at least one optimal constant coefficient k.~ minimizing

with a corresponding solution (@, %" ... ,¥H,. ) to the system (22) for
R ke e kP kT TROPY ke

k= Ezpt. We now aim at studying the limit of Ezpt when € — 0. We recall that,
in that limit, assumptions and are satisfied.

We have assumed in (4) that the sequence k. is such that k. = kpe(-/¢) for
some fixed periodic function kpe,. This periodicity assumption implies that the
homogenized coefficient k* exists and is constant (a fact that we have already
used above, see e.g. the first arguments of Section . Our aim in this

section is to show that the optimal coefficient Ezpt converges to the homogenized
coefficient k* when e goes to 0, as stated in the following theorem, which is our
second main result. Although we perform our analysis in the periodic setting,
we believe that it actually carries over to more general cases (random stationary
setting, ...).

Theorem 11. Let k. be given by for some fized periodic coefficient kper
that satisfies the classical boundedness and coercivity conditions , We make
the regqularity assumption @ and the geometric assumption
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Then, any optimal coefficient Ezpt (H,h) (the existence of which is provided
by Theorem@ converges to the homogenized coefficient k* when h and € go to
0: for any H > 0, we have

. .. 70opt *
21_1)1(1)%12% k. (H,h) =k~ (82)
We discuss in Remark [12| below the fact that H is kept fixed in . We do
not need to finally take the limit H — 0 to recover k*. This is a clear advantage
from the computational viewpoint, since this property allows to work with values
of H that are not asymptotically small (see [I2, Section 3.1] for some numerical
results).

Before proceeding, we note that considering the regime ¢ — 0 implies that
we also have h — 0 (since h has to be chosen much smaller than ¢). For
simplicity and brevity of exposition, we therefore fix h = 0, and point out
that Theorem [J] still holds true. Taking the limit A — 0 is just an additional,
technical ingredient. We spare the reader with this unnecessary technicality.

We thus consider the following “partially” discretized system (which is (26)

o1 T 7opt _ - o~
with k = k_ ): find ug,pt W € VRBC 4 rope , € HY (D, U Dy) and wg,pt L €
e e Wve  Hive e lve

Wwenrich guch that

voll e V), Aport (*%pt’ka,@H) + C(@Hwﬁm’ks) =0,
YU e Hl(DC v Df), Akg ({ZE,F;NJ%’E) — C(i, %NJ%) =0, (83)
Voll e Wgprich, Cgore ), = T, oot ., ™) = 0.

In the above system and in the proof below, we do not make explicit in the

notation the fact that the optimal coefficient Ezpt depends on H (in particular
because H is kept fixed and we do not need to take the limit H — 0 to recover
k).

The proof of Theorem [1] falls in two steps:

e as in Section [3:3.1] we first establish some bounds independent of £ on the

solution (ﬂ%pt) ka,ﬁsﬁgpt’ oy w%ptykg) to (see Section .
e we next pass to the limit € — 0 in (see Section [3.4.2)).

—H ~ H
3.4.1 Bounds on Ugort y > U port g and wggpt,

ke

We pass to the limit n — oo in (where we recall that the constant C
is in particular independent of n, h and €), using that B — Ejpt (which
n—o0

implies that ﬂgn p T ﬂg)pt . ), and immediately obtain that the sequence
ylve  m—0o0 e shve
Hg@pt . € VPEBC is bounded in H*(D u D,.), independently of .

€
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We next simply repeat the steps of Section and obtain that the sequence
(resp. the sequence wgﬂpt € Weprieh) is bounded in H'(D. u Dy)

\/

e T2P k. e
(resp. in H'(D,)), independently of &.
We thus deduce that there exist w e VP'BC %, e HY(D, u Dy) and

YH e We“mh such that, up to the extraction of a subsequence, ﬂgopt . converges
e lve

tow in HY(D U D.), U Pk weakly converges to @, in H'(D. u Dy) and
z[;%{)pt .. converges to H in Hl(Dc) when ¢ — 0.

3.4.2 Limit system with Ezpt

Passing to the limit ¢ — 0 in the first line of is not straightforward since,
unfortunately, we have little information on Ezpt so far. Since we do not seem to

have an obvious bound independent of £ on the coefficient Ezpt, we circumvent
this difficulty as follows.
We have

—e

2
lim I. gp = ‘ ;
h—0

‘Vﬁg)pt
DuD. €

7k5

where (uf‘ipt o T ot g ,1/) ot kg) is the solution to . Passing to the limit

e—0 and using , we deduce that

e—0

0 = lim hmIth—J |Vﬂ£{—el|2
DuD

where uf € VPTBC is the limit of ﬂ%{,pt

€

b This implies that

() =z, in DuD.,. (84)

. el —opt
We are now in position to show that the sequence k.~ converges to some

limit Egpt when € — 0. Repeating the steps from the beginning of Section

we take 77 = i, X e VH in the first line of ., where Tl € VD”B
e lve

defined by . Using that k:E ‘s a scalar, we thus obtain

LT C) T ool LIC )
ke L2(D) 2 ke L*(Dc)
+J VZZJ opt . (ﬂ%th% — ’LNIJ(I)—I) + fD ¢£Izpt7k5 (%pt7ks - Uo ) =0. (85)

All the terms in converge when € — 0, except possibly Ezpt. The only case

when we cannot deduce from (85) that EOpt converges is that When the limit @

of ﬂgopt . satisfies vull Vuo in Du D Since uf and @¥! satisfy the same

boundary condition on T', this would imply that @7 = %l in D U D,, and thus,
in view of (84), that ¥}’ (z) = z1 in D U D.. We have already pointed out in
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Section that %! is not equal to the function z1 in D U D.. We have thus
obtained a contradiction, which shows that the sequence Ezpt converges (up to a
. . Fopt .
subsequence extraction) to some coefficient k, € [0,00) when € — 0. It remains
to prove that this coefficient Egpt is equal to the homogenized coefficient £*. This
will prove that the optimization problem indeed provides an approximation

of the homogenized coefficient, and additionally that the whole sequence E‘;pt
(and not only a subsequence) converges.

To show that Egpt = k*, we pass to the limit ¢ — 0 in . Using Corollary|§|

(as established in Section the sequence (ﬂg,pt . J U gort ,wgﬁpt . ) indeed
e flve e oTveE e Fe

satisfies the appropriate convergence properties stated as assumptions in that
corollary), we observe that the limit (@, ,, ) of (ﬂgzpt’ki , ﬂg’ﬁzpc’ o wgzpt’ka)

is actually the solution (or a solution, if Egpt = 0) to the following system: find
ull,, € VPIBC fop o € HY(D. v Dy) and ¢£{)pt e Weprich guch that
0 0

kot k* koPY, e
vol e V), ZEgpt(ig‘;”,kn@H) +C(@H7¢%pt7k*) o,
Vi e H'(De 0 D), A (g o) = C, e ) =0, (36)
Vot e Weprich c(ﬂ%ptyk* - ﬁggpt7k”¢H) —0

In addition, we know from that ﬂgjpt (z) = ut(x) =z in DU D,.

o K

We now use the second assertion of Lemmalﬂ and obtain that Egpt = k* and

g)pt e = k* 1y, which concludes the proof of Theorem
0 >

Remark 12. We note that, in Theorem[I1], the parameter H is fized and that

it does not affect the value of the limit of Egpt. This is directly related to the
consistency of the approach as discussed in Remark [8 for any H > 0, the fact
that ﬂgk* (x) = x1 tmplies that k = k*.

3.5 Uniqueness of the optimal coefficient for sufficiently
small ¢

Now that we have shown that any minimizer Egpt(H ,h) converges to k* when
h and ¢ go to 0 (in the sense of Theorem , we are in position to show
the uniqueness of the optimal coefficient when ¢ is sufficiently small. As in
Secti we hereafter fix h = 0, and thus consider J. gy defined (compare

with (24) and (22)) by
%ﬂ5=f

DuD.

V)

Vag, Vitret|” = J Val  —e

E,ke
DuD.
where (ﬂg fo U cFk wg ks) is the solution to . In the sequel, we thus consider
(H), solution to the minimization problem

inf {J. u(k), ke (0,0)}. (88)

—opt

kS
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Our proof is based on the following two results.

Lemma 13 (uniform convergence). Let H > 0 be fized. The minimizers
——opt

k. (H) of converge uniformly to k*, in the following sense: for any
n > 0, there exists some eo(n, H) such that, for any ¢ < eo(n, H), any min-

imizer Ezpt(H) of satisfies |Ezpt(H) —k*<n

Proof. Since Ezpt is a minimizer of J; g, we have, using that k£* is an admissible
test coefficient in (23)), that

—opt *
J ‘Vﬂgopt VUref’ — Je H(k ’ ) < JE»H(k )
DuD, e ke

Using that Ug,pt — Urer vanishes on I', we deduce that

7k€
Hﬂgzpt’ks urefHHl(DuD ) < CJen(k), (89)

where C' only depends on D u D,. Recalling that 1ir% Je.n (k") = 0 (see (73)),
£—
we deduce that ﬂg)pt .. converges t0 Uyer in & uniform (with respect to the choice

e . <opt
of the minimizer k_ ) manner.

We are now going to show, and this is the main part of the proof, that
opt /k: Pt converges to Vuyer/k* uniformly with respect to the choice of

the minimizer kapt. Turning first to the Lagrange multiplier, and recalling that

——opt .
k.~ >0, we can introduce
H
HH _ kzptvks
B2 ke 7oPt

and, after dividing by Ejpt, we rewrite the first line of in the form

VEH € VI_OI7 Al( opt ke , U ) + C( 0pt & ) = 07 (90)

where we recall that the bilinear form A; is defined by . Since Hg,pt W €

Wenrich ' we can represent it as
efopt ke = T: (wo — HH(wO)) + 95, (91)

for some 7. € R (we keep implicit the dependency of 7. with respect to H) and

some gf € Wg (which both depend on the choice of the minimizer Ezpt), where
we recall that the projection operator Il is defined by . We have shown
at the end of Section that Gfopt converges to 1. We thus expect 7. to
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converge to 1 and ggH to converge to Iz (1g). This is indeed the case since (91)
implies that

C(Qg)ptyksﬂﬁo — g (¥0)) = 7 [Ta(vo) = Yolin (o,
and thus, passing to the limit € — 0, we obtain

C (o, %0 — Iy (o))
I (v0) — Yol F1 .y

lim 7. = =1.
e—0

We now establish a bound on 55 . Inserting in and using the or-

thogonality of any 7 € V) with vy — Il (¢)), we obtain, for any v € V3,
that
C(iH GH) 7A1( Opt ke 76H) = Z (uref gmt ke ) H) + C(6H7w0)7

where we have used the variational formulation satisfied by 9. We thus
deduce that

voll e Vi, C(@, 01 — (o)) = A (Urer — o, 7). (92)

Using arguments similar to those used in Section [3.3.1} we can extend the func-
tion 0 — Iy (1/10) which is only defined in D.., over the domaln D, and thus

introduce some 9 defined in DU D, satisfying 3 € V3, 38 0H Iy () in
D, and ||foH1(DuDE < C'Hﬂf g (o) | a1 (D, for some constant C’ 1ndepen—
dent of H and ¢ (and of the choice of the minimizer). Taking 77 = 3 in ,
we thus infer that

102 = s (o) 1311,y = COH, B = T (tho)) = Au (trer — ome ;2 02)

< J|trer — Hg’m k HHl(Dch) Hve ”Hl(Dch)a
o ke

and hence, using ,
6 =Tt ($0) |12 (Do) < Cltses = Tows , | (popey < Cof e (k), - (93)

for some C independent of ¢ and of the choice of the minimizer Ezpt

We now write the second line of . After dividing by Ezpt, it reads

~ 1 bt Il\z‘&‘?%zpt ke
Voe H (DCUDf), AkE Tpt’ —C(U 0 optk )

ke
C(,%0 — Ma (o)) +C(T, 0.
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We thus introduce 7. ; and 1. 2, the unique solutions (with vanishing mean in
D.) in H'(D, u Dy) to the problems

Vi e H' (D, u Dy), Ay, (iz1,7) = C (0,10 — Hp (vo)), (94)
Vie HY(D, v Dy), Ay (liz2,0) = C(¥,017), (95)
and of course have -
Ue koP" k. . -
W =X + TeUeq + Ue o (96)

1>
for some constant A..

To study e 2, we introduce the unique solution %. 3 (with vanishing mean
in D.) in H*(D. v Dy) to

Vo e HY (D, v Dy), Ay (iic3,7) = C (7, g (1h)). (97)
Subtracting from , we have
Vi e Hl(Dc Y Df), A/kg (1\28,2 - 7\25,3,5) = 6(67 55 - HH(¢O))

Taking U = @, 2 — U3 in the above equation and using that k. is bounded from
below uniformly in €, a Poincaré-Wirtinger inequality in H*(D.u D) and ,
we obtain that

lte2 = e sl (poopyy < CIOE =T (o) | (p,) < O/ Jem(B*),  (98)
for some C independent of € and of the choice of the minimizer Egpt.

We now turn to the third line of . After dividing by Egpt and using ,
we have that, for any ¢/ e Wenrich,
Ugopt
—opt

ke

H

C - [)\5 + Te 1\26,1 + 1\25,2] N =0,

and hence

—H

Uo
kapt,ke _ Uref
—opt *
2 k

€

C - )\5 - (TS - 1) ﬁs,la(bH

- - Uref  f
:C(u571+u872— ];f,(ﬁ )

~ ~ Uref ~ ~
=C (us,l + Ue,3 — kri 7¢H) +C (UE,Z — Ug,3, ¢H) .
Using the projection operator H%‘riCh defined by (47)), we obtain that, for any
¢H = I/Vlza{nrich7

ufopt

k. ke Uyre enrich />
C jopt - k*f 7)\57(7'571)1_11{ h(u€,1)7¢H
ke
—c (H;;lrich(aEA) . “kfff , ¢H) +C (Gen —Te3,0™), (99)
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where we have introduced @ 4 = U 1 + Ue 3.

Let us now bound the right-hand side of (99). The second term can be
bounded using (98)). For the first term, we note that . 4 is the unique solution
(with vanishing mean in D.) in H'(D. u Dy) to

Vie HY(D. u Dy), A, (lic.a,0) = C(T,1b0). (100)

The function . 4 is therefore independent from the choice of the minimizer

Egpt. In addition, the homogenized limit of the Neumann problem reads
as follows: when ¢ — 0, % 4 converges (strongly in L?(D, u Dy) and weakly
in H'(D. U Dy¢)) to x4, the unique solution (with vanishing mean in D.) in
fII(Dc U Df) to

Ve H(D. U Dy), Ape(lins,7) = C(T, ). (101)

We hence deduce that TISMih (3, 4) converges (strongly in H'(D. u Dy), since
[1$7rich (%7, 4) belongs to the finite dimensional space Wgnrich) to TIRrich (3, 4).
We next observe that, by definition of 1y, we can solve (101) and we know
that %, 4(z) = uper(z)/k* = x1/k*. We hence have that I} (U q) = Uua =
Uret/k*. We thus have shown that

Uyef

k;*

e = |50 (e 1) — (102)

N
HY(D.uDy) e—0

with a rate of convergence (with respect to €) independent of the choice of the
minimizer Ezpt.

To manipulate the left-hand side of , we write that

HFR (1) = e (Yo — M (vo)) + all, (103)

for some . € R (again, we keep implicit the dependency of «, with respect to
H) and some @, € Wy. Using (94), we observe that

e [Tx (o) = Yol 71 (p,y = C (MG (1), o — Mar(vo))
= C(ife1, 0 — My (o)) = Ak, (ic1, e 1) (104)

—H
U-opt u
We now write with ¢ = 1pg—TIx(2hg). Observing that kgop’tks - krff -

€

Ae € Wy, we deduce that

C((l — 7o) O (e 1), b0 — HH@/’O))

=C (H%}lrieh(ﬂﬂ) - %,% - HH(%)) + C(lic,2 — Ue,3,tho — Iy (o).
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Using (103)) in the left-hand side and (102]) and in the right-hand side, we
obtain

[1—7e] |ac| [Te (0) =031 (p,) < (Te,H + C\/JE,H(/f*)) L (o) =0l 1 (.,

and hence, using ((104)),
IMLe (Y0) — Yol a1(p.)

Ag, (TUe1,Ue1)

1 — 7| < <TE,H+C J&H(k*)) (105)
We note that Aks (Te1,Ue 1) # 0. Indeed, if this quantity vanishes, then . 1
is a constant, which implies, using , that C(i?, g — HH(¢0)) = 0 for any
Ve HY(D. v Dy), and hence 19 = Iy (1)), which is not true.

We eventually note that, in view of its definition , Ue,1 does not depend
on the choice of the minimizer E(E)pt. When ¢ — 0, the quantity /vlki (Te,1, Ue 1)
converges (with a rate independent of the choice of the minimizer Ezpt) to its
homogenized limit Ags (%1, Us1) # 0. In addition, r. g and Je g(k*) both

converge to zero with rates independent of the choice of the minimizer Ezpt. We
thus deduce from ([105)) that

lir% 7. = 1 uniformly with respect to the choice of the minimizer Ezpt.
£—>

—H
U=opt .
Taking now ¢ = kjop’tkg — u;f — A — (1o — D) TR (. ) in and
k

using (102)) and to bound the right-hand side, we obtain

ﬂg"" E Uref h
e lve re i ~ *
ot ~ T Ae — (1o — 1) IIF"" (Ue 1) <71em+ Cy/Je m(k*),

° HY(D.)
and hence

u*o t

k2P ke Uref / . ich />
Vv EOpt — ];f <T57H+C JE,H(k‘ )+‘Tg_1| HH?}IHC (U,g,l)HHl(DC)

: L2(D.)
Vil Vityer
which implies that # converges to k:e uniformly with respect to the
k

g
. s Zopt A .
choice of the minimizer k,” . We thus have a similar uniform convergence of
—H
||quZpt,ka HLz(DC) Hvuref”LQ(Dc)
—opt to k*
kE
convergence of HVUg,pt o 2 (pe) t0 [Vt 22(p,)- These two properties imply
e Fe

. In view of , we also have a uniform

a uniform convergence of Egpt to k*. This concludes the proof of Lemma O
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Lemma 14. Consider J. g defined by , and consider some neighborhood
K = (c_,cy) of k* with c. > 0. Then, for any derivation order m > 0, there
exists Cy, such that, for any €, any H > 0 and any k € K,
0™ Je H

&
Proof. We first show (106]) for m = 0, i.e. on the function J; g itself. We recall
that is the Euler-Lagrange equation of the following minimization problem
(which is exactly with h = 0):

o E@? ), u?eVy, u(z)=z,0nT,

in )

U. € HY(D, U Dy), C@ — ., ¢") =0 for any ¢ e Weprich |~

where the energy £ and the constraint function C are defined by @D and .
Making the choice @ () = 2; in D U D, and %.(x) = x; in D, U Dy, we obtain

E(ngs,ﬁﬁakg) <€ (EH(x) =21, U () = 1),

(k)’ < Cp. (106)

and therefore

7 |o—H
JD k ‘vug, .

+J ksv,ﬁ’a%k 'V’l\lagk k|D|+ ‘D|+ J kgel-el+f ]€5€1'€1
Df sfvyive vy C Df

2 1 _ 2
T3 L) (k ‘Vﬂgke‘ +ke Vi 5, 'Vﬁe,z,z%)

Using that k. is uniformly bounded and coercive and that we have chosen k € K,
we obtain

J‘ ‘v kk€|2 007 (107)
DuD.

for some constant C independent of &, H and k € K. This directly implies (106))
for m = 0.

We next show (106)) for m = 1. We begin by writing that

0Jen f —H H,1
—(k)=2 Vu:, —ep) - Vu’ 108
ok (k) Dob, ( ke 1) & ke (108)
u
with ug kl = Rk 1o compute this derivative, we recall that ( Tk Ue ok, ,wk . ) €
VREBC s HY(D, U Dy) x Wptich ig the unique solution to the variational for-
0l 7 £
mulation . Introducing @ us Tk = % d ng kla = % and differen-
tiating (26 with respect to k, we obtain that EE le vy, at e € H'(D.u Dy)
and 1/)? ;: € Wenrieh are such that
— T (H1 g H1 -
Vo e V3, Ak(uEk , )+C(UH,1/JE7kE)7—A1( Tk Lot
- ~ O H1
Vo e HY(D. u Dy), Ak (ut - Fke ,v)—C(vﬂ%k):O, (109)
i _H1
v¢H c W]%nrwhv C(uﬁk 1 s ’¢H) =0,
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where the bilinear form A;, defined by , reads
_ 1
A (u,v) = f Vu(z) - Vo(x) + —J Vu(z) - Vo(z).
D 2 Jp.
Taking 7 = ﬂg}i and U = ﬁi,%, . in (109)), adding the first two lines and using
the third line with ¢ = wg}: , we get

A (it gl o — _H1
Ag (g ) + A (3 T e = — A, ),
and hence
7H1
HV kk |z2(puD.) HVU ”L?(Dch);

which implies
HVU HVuk g lL2(poD.)- (110)

Collecting this bound with (| .7 we deduce that

\\Vﬂg}i lz2(pup,) < Ch, (111)

for some constant C; independent of ¢, H and k € K. Collecting (108)), (107)
and ([L11)), we infer (106) for m = 1.

To proceed with higher-order derivatives, we again differentiate (109) with

- H2 a2ﬂgk 0 2 Oy
respect to k. We observe that u-'" = —— e Vg, u,, = —5— €
k 2 e,k,ke 2
e ok ™ ok
20H
H*(D.u Dy) and wg;f = gks e Wehrieh are such that
sive ak
_ —< —H2 _ H,2 a2l 3
vfUHEVvIE)I, A (U’Ek ) H)+C( 7¢E7k5)__2A1< kk 7’UH)7
. ~ H2
VveHl(Dcqu), Ak ( e Rk )—C(v,’gbﬁks)=0,
enric —H,2 et
vd)H € WH h? C(U,E,kg - ui,%,kg’ ¢H) = 0'
In a similar fashion as ((110)), we deduce that
HVU (DuD.) S = ”V (DuD.)>
and thus, in view of (111)), that
HVﬂg’,i lz2(pup,) < Co, (112)

for some constant Cy independent of e, H and k € K. Diffentiating (108) yields

, 7. — H,2 —H, 1
== (k) =2f (Vugks e1) - v +2J \v (113)
DuD. DuD.,
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Inserting (107)), (111 and (112), we deduce ((106) for m = 2. We can of course

proceed likewise for larger values of m. This concludes the proof of Lemma
O

For each ¢ > 0, and under assumptions and , we know from The-

orem @ that there exists at least one optimal constant coefficient Ezpt minimiz-
ing (23). In the limit ¢ — 0, assumptions and are satisfied, and we
have shown in Theorem [I1] that this optimal coefficient converges to k*. We
now show a uniqueness result for small enough . As above, we directly take

the limit A~ — 0 and consider minimizers Ezpt(H ) of (83).

Theorem 15. Let k. be given by for some fized periodic coefficient kper that
satisfies the classical boundedness and coercivity conditions . We make the
regularity assumption @ and the geometric assumption @, and again formally
set h = 0.

Then, for any H > 0, there exists some eo(H) > 0 such that, for any

e < eog(H), there exists a unique optimal coefficient Ezpt(H) to the optimization

problem .
Proof. We start by choosing some neighborhood K = (¢_,cy) of k* with ¢ > 0
(say K = (k*/2,2k*)) and we know, in view of Lemmal[I3] that there exists some

eo(H) > 0 such that, for any ¢ < g9(H), all the optimal coefficients Egpt(H)
(the existence of at least one of those has been shown in Theorem [J) belong to

IC. To make notations lighter, we keep the dependency of Egpt (H) with respect

to H implicit, and thus denote these optimal coefficients by Ezpt. The proof
falls in three steps.

Step 1. In view of (113)), we have

2Jep
%

—opt _H _H,2 —H,1 2
(k )=2f Vitops , —€1) * Vgt -I—QJ VU=
c DuD, ( kEp ke ) ksp ke DuD, | ksp ’k5|
(114)
We are going to pass to the limit € — 0 in that equation.
We have shown in Section that ﬁg)pt L. converges (strongly in HY(D u

D.)) to ufl with uf (z) = x.

We now study the limit of ﬁg,plt .. When & — 0. In view of (111) and the

fact that Hiplt () =0 on T, we see that Hiplt is bounded in H*(D u D,).
ko ke 2

e le

In view of (T09) (written for k = Ezpt) and proceeding as in Section we

show that the sequence ' TPt g (resp. the sequence wg,’plt . ) is bounded in
&,k ke e Fe

HY(D. U Dy) (resp. in H'(D,)), independently of e. We are then in position

to use Corollary |§| and obtain that the limit (@', @, 1) of the solution

(ﬂg)plt ksﬂg ot ks,lﬂg)’plt kg) to (109) is actually the solution to the following
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system: find 70%, € V9, U} o € H'(D. U Dy) and PYiw . € Werieh such that

Vot e Vg, A @, 0) + CEM 00 = — i@l o),
Vi€ H'(De U Dy),  Ape (s 10, 0) — C(0, 92 0) = 0,
Vol e Weptich, C(w . — Uik e, 91T) = 0.

(115)

This result will be useful for Step 2 below.
Turning next to Hg,ft .+ We infer from (112) and the fact that ﬂ;}i . () =0

on I' that ﬂf{)i is bounded in H'(D u D.). Since it belongs to the finite

ko™ ke
dimensional space VJJ, it converges to some alh2,

We are then in position to pass to the limit ¢ — 0 in ((114)), and obtain that

2

—H —H,2 —H,1
= f (Val —e1) - vul? + 2f |V s
DUD, DUD,
_H,1
= 2J Vi
DuD,.

where we have used that uZ (z) = z;.

2

; (116)

Step 2. We now show by contradiction that VﬂkH*’lk* does not identically vanish
in D v D,. If this is the case, using that EkH*lk* vanishes on I', we obtain that
ﬂg’lk* =0in D u D.. We also infer from the first line of (115]) that

vorl e V,  Ai(a1,77) + C@ ) = 0.
Arguing as in the proof of Lemma [7| (see and ([49)), we get that

1/’1?2 = 7o + (1 —7) g (o),

where we recall that the projection Il is defined by and where the constant
7 will be determined later. The second line of yields (compare with (5I]))
that
T 1—7_
? uy + T Uz,
where A € R is an arbitrary constant and where we recall that %; and s are
defined by .

Using ¢ = 1 in the third line of and that ﬂkH*lk* = 0 implies that
A = 0. More generally, the third line of (115 implies that

r[\l/’]]%*,k* = )\ +

i 1—
vl ewe, oL+ L et ) <o,

and thus

. 1—
H%lnCh []Z—* u; + k*T 'ZI//Q:| = 0.
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Recalling that @;(x) = x1 and thus that @, € WI'?I“riCh, we deduce that

1-—-
]Z ul - ° = Henrlch (Ug) =0.

We have shown in the proof of Lemma [7| that %; and IISHih (7,) are linearly
T -7

independent. This implies that il

Step 3. Writing the Taylor expansion of J. g around one particular minimizer,

= 0, which leads to a contradiction.

that we denote EOpt’l (and which belongs to K, see the beginning of the proof),
we obtain that, for any k € I, there exists some k € K such that

—opt,1

Jen (k) = Jo (k.

—opt,1 2
)+ (k—k. )20 {Eﬂ@opt,l)
2 x

+ k), (117)

(k—E"")3 T
6 ok
2Jen

—opt,1
€

(k

. Zopt,1 . .
) =0 since k_  is a minimizer
of J. g in the open set (0,0).

>J,
Using Lemma we know that there exists Cs such that e A

—— (k)
ok
for any € and any k € K. In view of and of the fact that V", does not
identically vanish in D U D, and up to choosing a smaller value for £o(H) (that
we initially chose, we recall, at the beginning of the proof), we know that, for

any € < £9(H), we have

<Cs

?Jen

o

2>O.

—opt,1 .
(k2" >>f |V e
DuD.

We now choose some n > 0 such that (k* —n,k* + 1) < K and such that

1 _H,1
5 ’Vuk,yk*
DuD,.

Using again Lemma we obtain that, upon choosing a smaller value for eo(H),

2

- gcg > 0. (118)

all the minimizers of J. y (and thus in particular Ezpt’i) belong to (k* —n, k* +n)
for any € < e9(H). Using (117), we see that, for any k € (k* —n,k* +n),

(B = T g (B
opt 1

- =0 1 2 e —opt, 7— 3 £,
— (R-F (2 Dty Lk Tt i
2 ok 6 ok

_ 1 2
> F-R (5] vet P - Ta).
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T ) I Zopt,1 .
where we have used that |k—E§pt 1| < |k—Ek*|+ |k —kzpt | < 27n. In view of our
choice (L18) of 7, we obtain that the unique minimizer of J. g in (k* —n, k* +n)

1
is Ezpt’ . We have also pointed out above that all the minimizers of J. g belong

to (k*—n, k*+n). This shows that J. g has a unique minimizer when e < eo(H).
This concludes the proof of Theorem [T5] O

A Matrix-valued coefficients

We now consider the case when the homogenized coefficient k*, and therefore the
constant coefficient k& upon which we optimize, is matrix-valued and symmetric:
T — [kn k12

ka1 koo
show that the corresponding minimization problem (analogous to , and that
we introduce below, see ) based on the solution to the problem coupling
the heterogeneous coefficient k. with the constant coefficient % yields an optimal

] with k12 = ko;. Similarly to the scalar-case, we are going to

value Ezpt which itself converges (in some sense made precise below) to k* when
e —0.

This appendix is organized as follows. We first revisit below (and adjust)
the definition of the enriched Lagrange multiplier space, in the current matrix-
valued case. Next, in Section we also revisit and adjust the optimization
strategy aiming at computing an approximation of the homogenized coefficient
k* associated to the highly oscillatory coefficient k.. The main difference with
the scalar case is that we enforce in the optimization problem some a priori
lower and upper bounds on k, for reasons discussed below. In the following Sec-
tion[A~2] we establish a result for homogeneous materials which is the equivalent
of Lemmal7] for the matrix-valued case (see Lemma/[18)). This result is critical to
prove that the method indeed converges to the homogenized coefficient. The ex-
istence of a minimizer Ezpt to the optimization problem (for a fixed value
of €) is investigated in Section (see Theorem . We eventually consider
the limit ¢ — 0 and show that some components of the optimal matrix Ejpt
indeed converge to the corresponding components of the homogenized matrix
k*: this is our main result in the matrix-valued case, Theorem [20]in Section[A.4]
The homogenized matrix £* can then be completely determined by considering
several optimization problems, as explained in Remark

We begin this appendix by first highlighting that the enriched space for
the Lagrange multiplier should be appropriately defined in this matrix-case.
To that aim, we proceed as in the scalar case and consider again the solution
@l ) to , assume that k = k*, and take the limit h — 0, ¢ — 0 and
H — 0. Then the Lagrange multiplier may be explicitly determined (see [12]
Section 3.1]): it is the solution to

—Ap+1¢ =0 in D,

1., L.
V’lﬂ"l’tr‘u =§<k‘ 61>-nr‘c on FC, V’(/J'?’Lpf =—§ (k‘ 61>-nr‘f on Ff.
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We of course wish to enrich the Lagrange multiplier space by functions indepen-
dent of £*. Using the linearity of the above problem, we introduce the solutions

¢0,j7 .7 = 1727 to

—Atoj +1po,; =0 in D,
1 1 (119)
Vl/loJ"l’LFc = §€j'nrc on FC, Vwo’j'npf =—§€j'nrf on Ff,

and we get that 1 = (eTk*e1) 101 + (e k*e1) 1o2. Note that the function g1
is identical to the enrichment defined by .

In the spirit of , we therefore enrich the classical finite element space
Wy and consider

W[e{nrich =Wy + Span ’(/}0’1 + Span wO,Q (120)

instead of Wy. In practice, and similarly to the scalar-case, we use accurate
finite element approximations of v ;, 7 = 1,2. We again introduce the finite
element space

Wy, = {¢" € H'(D.), ¢" is piecewise affine on the fine mesh 7y},

and define 1/1{{’]- € W}, as the solution to the following variational formulation

(compare with (20)):
1 1
Wl W ot =5 | (enn)ot =5 [ (oot
Ly

c

In what follows, we therefore consider the enriched space
Wffj,rlid‘ = Wy + Span ngl + Span %32 (121)

instead of WfI“riCh. We again discretize the coupled problem by (which
corresponds to the variational formulation ), where Wﬁf,ﬁb‘d‘ is now given

by ([121)). As when k is scalar-valued, the system has a unique solution for
any positive definite symmetric matrix k.
A.1 Optimization upon the coefficient &

We start again from the optimality system of the minimization prob-
lem : find @’ € VP'BC 4t e v, and ¢ € W}?}}Zlc}‘ such that

vol e V3, Azt o) + c(@? yH) =0,
Vi € Vi, Ay, (i, 5 — @, ™) = 0, (122)
Vol e wepich  c(@f — il ¢t1) = 0.

Instead of , we consider, for some positive constants c_ and ¢, fixed through-
out this appendix (with 0 < ¢_ < ¢4 ), the minimization problem

I gp=inf {J.gn(k), keMlc_,cy)}, (123)
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with
M(c_,cy) = {symmetric 2 x 2 matrix k such that c- <k < c;} (124)

and where J. g (k) is defined by (as for the scalar-valued case) from the
solution to ((122)).

Remark 16. In the minimization set for (123), and in sharp contrast to the
scalar case addressed in Section[3, we prescribe some explicit minimal and maz-
imal ellipticity constants. If we remove this constraint from (123)), it is unclear

to us how to prove the existence of an optimal coefficient Ezp for a fixed value
of € > 0. Stated otherwise, it is unclear to us how to extend the arguments of
Sections[3.3.2 and[3.3.3 to the matriz-valued case.

Remark 17. Note that, in sharp contrast to the case when k is scalar-valued,
we can at best hope to identify the vector k* ey in the limit € — 0, and not the
entire matriz k*. Indeed, momentarily replacing k. by its homogenized limit k*
and assuming that ke, = k* ey (and ignoring any space discretization), we find
that the solution to satisfies U(x) = x1 in D U D,, and hence J(k) = 0 in
that case, thus reaching the minimum in .

In the case of matriz-valued coefficients k, we therefore need to consider

both ([122) (that is (21))) and (25)) in order to recover all the components of the
matriz k*. In this Appendiz|A4], we focus on (122)) and thus on recovering k* ey .

A.2 A useful technical result: the specific case of homo-
geneous materials

As in the scalar-case, we begin our analysis by a useful auxiliary result. We
first point out that the homogenization results stated in Lemma [5[ (and also
Corollary @, assuming there that kg is symmetric positive definite) still hold in
the matrix case. We have never used in their proof the fact that k* or k was
scalar-valued. We now turn to extending Lemma [7] to the matrix case.

To that purpose, we study the following system (where, as in , we have
set h = 0): for any k, and kp in M(c_,c4), find ﬂﬁjb e VRIrBC Ug, 7 €
HY(D. v Dy) and 1/}£L7Eb e Wenrich guch that

vl e Vi, Ag, (@ 0"+ e e ) =0,
Vie H'(Deu Dy), Ay (g, 5, %) — CvH L) =0, (125)
Vol e Wiprich, Cuf & — g, 5,,9") = 0.

Lemma 18. We consider (125) for some constant matrices ko and ky in M(c_, cy).
If koer = kper, then the solution to (125)) is Egjb(x) =x in Du D,
2
Uz, 7,(®) = 21 in DU Dy and ¢£I B = Z (e kae1) o in D, where i ; are
j=1

the Lagrange multiplier functions defined by (119)).
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Conversely, if (ﬂgﬁyﬁﬁaﬁb’wg ,Eb) is a solution to (125]) with ﬂgl % () =
2
x1 in D u D,, then ﬂﬁa,h () = 21 in D. v Dy, 1/%{“%17 = Z(ejT kqe1) o, in
j=1
D. and kg e1 = kpey.

Proof. We start by the first assertion and assume k, e; = kp e;. We immediately
get the result, recalling that the system (125 has a unique solution and noticing

that (7l ¢ (@), 7, 7, (@), 08 5 (@) = (@100, Y (€] Faer) Yo, <x>), where
j=1
1y,; are defined by (119), is a solution to (125).
We now turn to the second assertion and hence assume that 7 _ (z) = 2;

[
in D u D,.. The first line of (125]) reads as
voll e Vi, Ag (a1, 0") +C@" 0 ) =0. (126)

Since wg o € wenrich — Wy + Span tbg 1 + Span g 2, we can represent it as
aRb

2
Ui, = 0T Dm0, (127)
j=1

for some 7; € R and some Y7 € Wy.

We infer from and - that
VWH € VI(-)I7 C(§H7JH) = _77 zla Z Tj ’1/}0 ]

which provides us with an expression of zZH in terms of the 7; and the entries
of k,, using the linearity of the problem:

2

e kaer 1/)2J ZTj ij, (128)

Jj=1

HMM

with J{i] € Wy and 1%{] € Wy uniquely defined by

Vo'l e V}917 C(EH/IZ{{]') = C(EvaO,j)v

voH e VO CwH OHY = _ A (vH (129)
v eV, (’U aw27j> ej(v )7

where the linear form Zej is defined by

A, (0) = JD ej - Vo(z) + %f ej - Vo(x).

c

In the sequel, we again use the H'-orthogonal projection operators to the
coarse finite element spaces Iy : H'(D,) — Wy and I © H1(D,) —
Wenrich defined by and ([47), where Wit is now of course defined by (120)).
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In view of the first line of (129)) and of the definition of I1y, we have that
¢1 = Iy (v0,;). We next observe that the Lagrange multipliers g ; defined

by (119 . satisfy

Vvoe H(DuD,) witho=00nT, A (v)=—C(D,v0;,).

Gathering this relation with the second line of (129)), we see that 1;51] satisfies
the same equation as J{IJ We thus have ij = J{i] = Iy (2o ;). Inserting this

relation in , we deduce that = Z €; T kel — 7;) Iy (10.5), and thus
2
Vi = 2 Tt Z kaer — ) e (Yo,5), (130)
j=1

where the coefficients 7; will be determined later.
We now turn to the second line of (125). Let us introduce i ;(ky) and
ﬁg’j(Eb) in I’II(DC ) Df) such that J ’l\il’j(Eb) = f ’U,QJ‘(Eb) =0 and

c D.

Vi e H'(D. v Dy), Ag, (ii1,; (), %) = C(¥,0,),

o _ 5 B (131)
Yoe H (Dc ) Df)7 T (u2’j(kb), 'U) = C(’U,HH('Q/JOJ')).

In contrast to the case when kj, is scalar, the functions Ug, (Eb) depend on kp in
a complex manner. On the other hand, an explicit expression for % ;(kp) can
be easily determined. Indeed, we observe that,

1
Vo e H' (D, u Dy), C(%,%0,,) = §f €j -V5($)+J e; - Vi(z).
D. Dy

The functions %1 ;(kp) defined by 1y ;(kp)(z) = [(ky) "' e;] -z on D. U Dy have
a vanishing mean over D, and are such that kyViy J(kb) = ¢;. They are hence
the unique solution to the ﬁrst line of 1-}

Inserting the expression ((130]) for 1/) 1n the second line of ([125] -, we obtain

2
ﬂgmkb )\+2Tj ’Lblj + Z ]Tkael—’rj)l\l/,gyj(kb),
j=1 j=1
where A € R is an arbitrary constant.

To identify the constants A and 7;, we use the third line of (125]), that reads
as: for any ¢ e Weprich)

2 2
C (/\ + Z Tj ﬁl,j(Eb) + Z(e?%ael — Tj)?jg,j(Eb) k kb’¢H> =

=1 =1
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Taking ¢ = 1 and using that the mean over D, of Eg T U1,; and Uy ; vanishes,
we get A = 0. Now taking

2 2
¢H = H(}_}lrmh (Z T ’L\Zl,j(Eb) + Z(e?%ael - Tj)ﬁQ,j(k’b) _ukHa,kb> )
j=1 Jj=1
we obtain that
2
[TSprich <2 iU (k Z JT/{ — 7j) Uz, j(kp) — ulIfi,kb) =0,
j=1 Jj=1

which reads, since 1 j(k;) and @2 — belong to Witich as

ka;kb
2
erﬂlj Z el_T])chrwh( J(kb)) kH T =0 in Dc.
Using the explicit expression of %y ; (k) and w uk 7,7 We next observe that, taking
B € R? such that (k;)~' 3 = e;, we have u Z Bj U1 (ky) in D.. The

above relation hence implies that
2 2 B
Z — B;) iy (kp) + Z el kaer — ;) TP (Gy 5 (ky)) =0 in De. (132)

We now claim that the four functions % ;(ks) and IR (s ;(ks)), 7 = 1,2,
are linearly independent on D.. In order to prove this claim, we argue by
contradiction and assume that there exist real numbers v; ; and 72 ; such that

Z V1,5 U5 (kp) + 2 V2,5 He“mh (Ug’j (kb)) =0 in D,. (133)

j=1
Let us introduce
2

2
0 = Z V1.4 ULJ ) + Z V2,5 u271(kb)

Jj=1 j=1

For any U € H'(D. u Dy), we compute, using (131)), that

~

1,5 A, (5 (ks ), 0) + Z Ya.j Az, (i, (), )

I
I

&

<
S—

Il
D]

[

<.

[
Ml\)

1,5 C(U '(!JO,] + Z ’72,] ’U HH(wU,;))

j=1 Jj=1
=C 5»27 g Yo, + Z’YQ,J Hp %,;)) :
j=1 j=1
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Taking ¥ = w in the equation above, we obtain that

Ag, (W,) = ( Z’yljwoj+2’72JHH wm)

j=1 j=1

=C (Henrlch Z V1,5 ’l/JO ,J + Z V2,5 HH VJJO j)) ) (134)

Jj=1 j=1

where the last equality stems from the definition of the projection operator
[I$3rich - We next observe that ISl () = 0, because of and the fact that
ch“Ch(ul j(kp)) = Uy j(kp) (recall that % ;(kp) is a linear function on D, u Dy
and thus belongs to WePrieh) The right-hand side of thus vanishes. By
definition of the bilinear form Aﬁw this implies that @ = A on D, u Dy for some
constant \. Since the average of w over D, vanishes, we obtain X = 0 and thus
w = 0.

We thus infer from (131) that, for any ¥ € H'(D, u Dy),

2 2
C (177 Dirstos+ Y, 02 HH(%;‘)) = Az, (@,7) = 0.
st j=1

2 2 2
This yields Z V1,5 ’L/)o’j-i- Z V2,5 HH(wO,j> = O7 and thus that Z 1,5 wOJ € WH.
j=1 j=1 j=1
The functions g ; are solutions to (119 and thus cannot be, in general, equal
2

to finite element functions. We hence obtain that Z 1,5 %0,; = 0, and thus

j=1
2
71,5 = 0 for j = 1,2. We then get [Iy (2 V2.5 '(/JO,J'> = 0, and thus, for any
j=1
o e Wy,
2 2
0= (HH <Z 2.5 d)oaj> 7¢H> (Z V2,5 1/’00’ >
i1 HY(D,) j= H(D.)

2 1 1
= YsClinss N=g ) Emet =5 [ e

2
where € = Z 72,5 €; and where we have used the variational formulation sat-
j=1
isfied by g ; in the last equality. Since the value of ©f can be chosen in-
dependently on I'. and I'y, this implies that, for any o € Wy, we have
<pH€ -np, =0 = <pHE ~nr,. If € # 0, then € nr, does not identi-
. Ty
cally vanishes on IT';, and we obtain a contradiction. We thus have € = 0, and
thus v2,; = 0 for j =1, 2.
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We hence have shown that v; ; = 72 ; = 0 for j = 1,2, which concludes the

proof of our claim that the functions @ ;(k;) and H%“i‘:h(ﬂgﬂj (ky)) are linearly
independent on D..

‘We now return to (132) and deduce that, for j = 1,2, we have 3; = 7; =
e? kqe1. Recalling that 8 = kyeq, we hence have shown that kpe; = kqgeq. This
concludes the proof of Lemma O

A.3 Well-posedness of the optimization problem upon &
at fixed ¢

Asin Section we aim at showing the existence of a minimizer Egpt of (123]) for

a fixed value of ¢ > 0. For that purpose, we again consider a minimizing sequence
—n -—n

{k }nen of the optimization problem (123]), that is a sequence k& € M(c_,cy)

that satisfies the inequality

=N

—H 2 1
Iuyn <Jeunlk )= J ‘VUE" e — €] Slemn+ -,
DuUD, e n

—H >h H DirBC enrich :
where (“E",k;“a,%",k;%",ks) eVy x Vi x Wit is the solution to ([122)

for the tentative constant coefficient k = k& .

In contrast to the scalar case, the set M(c_,cy) in which we look for the
constant matrix k is compact. We thus immediately obtain that, up to the
. —n —opt
extraction of a subsequence, k converges to some k. € M(c_,cy). More-
over, since k remains isolated from 0 and oo (in the sense of symmetric matri-

ces), the map k" — g@ .. is continuous from M(c_,c4) to HY(D v D.), and

thus J. ;7 5 (k") converges to J. (ko). This shows that k' is a minimizer
of (123). We hence have shown the following result.

Theorem 19. Let k. be a symmetric matriz that satisfies the classical bound-
edness and coercivity conditions (2)).

For any fixred e >0, H > 0 and h > 0, and for any positive constants c4 >
c_ > 0, the optimization problem has at least one minimizer Ezpt (H,h) e
Me_,cq).

A.4 Homogenized limit

We are now going to pass to the limit € — 0. Since A has to be chosen much
smaller than e, this implies that we also have h — 0. For simplicity, and as in
Section [3:4] we hereafter fix h = 0. For each £ > 0, we know from Theorem
(which also holds true if we set h = 0) that there exists at least one optimal

constant matrix Ezpt (which minimizes ((123))) with the corresponding solution
(7%,»’]% , ﬁ:,%jp‘,kg , 1/%{:”7]%) € VE“BC x HY(D.uDy)x Wﬁ}‘“"h to the system

(where of course WPreh is defined in by (120)).

o1



We have assumed in that the sequence k. is such that k. = kpe,(-/€) for
some fixed periodic function kpe. This periodicity assumption implies that the
homogenized coefficient £* exists and is constant, a fact that we are going to
use below. Similarly to the scalar case, we perform our analysis in the periodic
setting but believe that it actually carries over to more general cases (random
stationary setting, ...).

Theorem 20. Let k. be given by for some fized periodic coefficient kper that
satisfies the classical boundedness and coercivity conditions . We make the
reqularity assumption @ and the geometric assumption . We furthermore
assume that the constants c;. > c— > 0 have been chosen in so that the

homogenized coefficient k* belongs to M(c—,cy).
Let Ezpt H,h) be an optimal coefficient (the existence of which is provided
by Theorem|19). Then the vector Egpt(H, h)e1 converges to k* ey when h and €

go to 0: for any H > 0, we have

lim lim %27 (H, h) e1 = k* e1. (135)
e—0h—0
We have assumed that k. = kper(-/e) where kpe, satisfies the boundedness
and coercivity conditions . This implies that ¢; < k* < ¢ in the sense of
symmetric matrices. We can hence choose ¢y = ¢ and ¢ = ¢; in and we
then indeed obtain that k* € M(c_, c4).

In the proof below, we do not make explicit in the notation the fact that the
optimal coefficient Ezpt depends on H.

Proof. Since E‘;pt belongs to the compact set M(c_,c ), we know that, up to
the extraction of a subsequence, Ezpt converges to some Egpt € M(c_,cy) when
e—0.

The constants c_ and c; have been chosen so that the homogenized coeffi-
cient k£* is an admissible test coefficient in . Hence, by definition of I. g
(which is I g, where we have formally set h = 0), we have in particular

—H —-opt
)VUEopt k — €1
DuD, e e

2
‘ =Jeulk, )=IL.n

2

<Tat)=[ |vall -a
DuD.

where (Eiika,ﬁs,k*yks,wg&) is the solution to with the constant coef-
ficient k = k*. Since we know that (U, ,%c i+ .) is the minimizer of

(with h = 0) with k = k*, we can compare its energy with that of the particular
choice (@ (z) = 21, U.(x) = z1). Writing that

g (ﬂg,kg,ﬂs,k*,ks) <& (EH(x) =T, U () = £U1) ,

92



we obtain, similarly as in (59), that Vﬂﬁ{h is bounded in L?(D U D..) uniformly
in H and . We then infer from (136) that ﬂg,pt . is bounded in HY(D v D.)

uniformly in H and €. Proceeding as in Section [3.3.1} we deduce that 'ZjElEOPt A
(resp. zbgjpt . ) is bounded in H'(D, U Dy) (resp. WEreh) uniformly in H and
€. o

We thus know that, up to the extraction of a subsequence, ﬂg,pt .. converges

=

strongly in H'(Du D,) to some %}’ when ¢ — 0, that _ converges weakly

Kk
in H'(D. u Dy) to some 1, and that z/%{,pt \, converges strongly in H'(D,) to
some ¢f. We are thus in position to use Corollary @ which shows that the

. . 7H ~ H . . 7H ~ H
limit (@,”, U4, ;") is actually the solution (uggpt,k*,uggpc,k*,wggptyk*) to .

We now claim that the limit @ of @fopt . satisfies

e fe

afl(z) =z in DuUD,. (137)

Counsider, as above, the solution (ﬂg7k£,ﬂa)k«7kz,w}:{7,€5> to (26]) with the con-

stant coefficient k = k*. We have shown that uj% , is bounded in H'(D u D,)
uniformly in H and ¢, and thus converges (when e — 0) to some HkH*’*. Proceed-
ing again as in Section [3.3.1} we deduce that . p+ k. (resp. 1/1}37k5) is bounded in

HY(D.u Dy) (resp. Wgrrieh) uniformly in H and e. We are thus in position to
use Lemma which shows that the limit when ¢ — 0 of (ﬂf*,ks s Ue % ke s w,g’kg)

satisfies with & = k*. In view of the first statement of Lemma |18 we deduce
that ﬂkH*7*(x) =21 in D U D,. Passing to the limit ¢ — 0 in (136]), we get

f )Vﬂ? —e1
DuD.

2 2
) = lim ’Vﬂipt — 61‘
e—0 DUDC ks aka
" 2
< lim ‘Vuk* b — 61’
e=0JpuD e

2
:J ‘Vﬂgy*—el‘ —0,
DuD,.

hence (137)).

We hence have obtained that the constant matrix Egpt is such that the so-
lution (mf;pt’k*,ﬂggpc’k“¢ggpt’k*) to satisfies mkH;pt’k* () = 21 in D v D,.
Using the second statement of Lemma we deduce that Egpt e1 = k* e1, which
is exactly (135]). This concludes the proof of Theorem O
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