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NUMERICAL ANALYSIS OF A DISCONTINUOUS GALERKIN
METHOD FOR THE BORRVALL-PETERSSON TOPOLOGY
OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM *

IOANNIS P. A. PAPADOPOULOS'

Abstract. Divergence-free discontinuous Galerkin (DQG) finite element methods offer a suitable
discretization for the pointwise divergence-free numerical solution of Borrvall and Petersson’s model
for the topology optimization of fluids in Stokes flow [Topology optimization of fluids in Stokes flow,
International Journal for Numerical Methods in Fluids 41 (1) (2003) 77-107]. The convergence results
currently found in literature only consider H'-conforming discretizations for the velocity. In this
work, we extend the numerical analysis of Papadopoulos and Siili to divergence-free DG methods with
an interior penalty [I. P. A. Papadopoulos and E. Siili, Numerical analysis of a topology optimization
problem for Stokes flow, arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.10408, (2021)]. We show that, given an isolated
minimizer of the infinite-dimensional problem, there exists a sequence of DG finite element solutions,
satisfying necessary first-order optimality conditions, that strongly converges to the minimizer.
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1. Introduction. The Borrvall-Petersson problem is the first model in literature
for the topology optimization of fluid flow [13]. Given a restriction on the proportion
of a design domain that a Stokes fluid can occupy, the problem attempts to find the
optimal channels from the inlets to the outlets that minimize the power dissipation of
the flow. No prior assumptions are required for the shape or topology of the solution
resulting in a flexible optimization process [4, 11]. This flexibility comes at the cost
of a nonconvex optimization problem with PDE, box, and inequality constraints that
often supports multiple minimizers.

The topology of the solution is encoded in the material distribution, p : Q — [0, 1];
a function that maps from the coordinates of the domain to the unit interval. Regions
where {p = 1} C Q are physically interpreted as the channels in which the fluid flows
through. Whereas the regions {p = 0} C Q are highly impermeable and thus there is
negligible fluid flow in these areas. Intermediate values {0 < p < 1} C Q are difficult
to interpret. However, these regions are penalized in the Borrvall-Petersson model
via an inverse permeability function .

Since Borrvall and Petersson’s seminal work, there have been numerous exten-
sions. Evgrafov [22], Olesen et al. [39], and Gersborg-Hansen et al. [31] extended
the model to fluids satisfying the steady-state Navier—Stokes flow. Kreissl et al. [36]
and Deng et al. [20] were the first to consider unsteady Navier—-Stokes flow and Deng
et al. [19] later included body forces. Alonso et al. extended the model to rotating
bodies in cylindrical coordinates [5, 6]. For a detailed review on the literature of the
topology optimization of fluids, we refer to the work of Alexandersen and Andreasen

Due to the nonlinear nature of the problem, solutions of the infinite-dimensional
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problem are often difficult to find. Hence, the problem is typically discretized with
the finite element method and the minimizers are computed numerically. The first
result concerning finite element convergence can be found in the original paper by
Borrvall and Petersson [13]. They showed that a conforming and inf-sup stable fi-
nite element discretization for the velocity-pressure pair together with a piecewise
constant discretization for the material distribution weakly(-*) converges to an un-
specified minimizer of the problem. Thore [50] proved a similar result for a low-order
finite element approximation for the velocity-pressure pair that utilizes a penalty on
the jumps of the pressure to overcome the violation of the inf-sup stability. Recently,
the original Borrvall-Petersson result was improved and extended by Papadopou-
los and Siili [42] for conforming and inf-sup stable finite element discretizations for
the velocity-pressure pair and conforming discretizations for the material distribu-
tion. They showed that for every isolated minimizer of the problem, there exists
a sequence of finite element solutions, to the first-order optimality conditions, that
strongly converges to the minimizer. Their analysis resolved a number of outstanding
issues; namely the lack of checkerboarding in material distribution approximation as
the mesh size tends to zero and whether every minimizer of the problem could be
well approximated by a finite element method. The difficulty in the analysis is pri-
marily due to the nonconvexity of problem. In order to account for the possibility of
multiple minimizers, the authors fix a minimizer of the infinite-dimensional problem
and construct a modified optimization problem with the fixed minimizer as its unique
minimizer. Then, strong convergence of the finite element minimizers to the modified
optimization problem is proven. The modified optimization problem is then related
back to the original optimization problem by showing that a subsequence of the finite
element minimizers also satisfy the first-order optimality conditions of the original
optimization problem.

The analysis by Borrvall and Petersson [13], Thore [50], and Papadopoulos and
Siili [42] heavily relied on the use of an H!-conforming finite element discretization for
the velocity. In the past couple of decades, discontinuous Galerkin (DG) methods for
fluid flow have become increasingly popular [18, 17, 30, 34, 35]. This is in part due to
the existence of divergence-free DG finite element methods. Some stable finite element
methods for fluid flow, such as the Taylor-Hood finite element pair, do not satisfy the
incompressibility constraint, div(w) = 0, pointwise. This manifests as a dependence
of the error in the velocity on the best approximation error in the pressure. In some
problems, pointwise violation of the incompressibility constraint has been observed to
support instabilities that result in nonphysical solutions [33, 37]. In divergence-free
finite element methods, the incompressibility constraint is satisfied pointwise which is
useful for ensuring pressure robustness [49] and deriving error bounds on the velocity
that are independent of the error of the pressure.

In Borrvall-Petersson topology optimization problems, a natural mesh refinement
to obtain sharper solutions is in regions where 0 < p < 1 a.e. It can be empirically
checked that mesh refinement in these regions does little to improve the error in the
pressure. If the convergence for the velocity and material distribution rely heavily
on the convergence of the pressure, then only doing mesh refinement in those ar-
eas caps the improvement in the errors for the velocity and material distribution.
This motivates the need for discretizations that decouple the dependence of errors of
the velocity and material distribution with the approximation error of the pressure.
Divergence-free finite element discretizations also allow for an easier characterization
of the kernel of the discretized grad-div term. This characterization has applications
in preconditioners for systems arising in incompressible fluid flow [26, 27, 32, 40, 48].
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H'-conforming divergence-free finite element methods exist, for example the
Scott—Vogelius finite element [49]. To ensure inf-sup stability for a general mesh in a
k-th order Scott—Vogelius finite element method, the polynomial order for the velocity
space must be k > 2d where d € {2,3} is the dimension of the problem [49, 51]. The
expense of the high order method is normally justified by the accompanying high con-
vergence rate. However, the material distribution p is often discretized with piecewise
constant or continuous piecewise linear finite elements due to the box constraints on
the material distribution. The box constraints not only cause algorithmic restrictions
but also reduce the regularity of p. The relatively low order approximation of the ma-
terial distribution then caps the order of convergence of the velocity and pressure [42,
Sec. 5.1] which negates the advantage of the high order method. Inf-sup stability can
be achieved for k > d if the mesh is barycentrically refined [44]. This was successfully
implemented for the double-pipe problem [41, Sec. 4.1], an example of the Borrvall—
Petersson problem with a local and global minimizer. However, barycentrically refined
meshes can be difficult to align with jumps in the material distribution that solves the
infinite-dimensional problem, which can lead to poorly resolved solutions. Moreover,
barycentrically refined meshes complicate the generation of a mesh hierarchy for ro-
bust multigrid cycles [26]. In contrast, there exist low-order divergence-free DG finite
element methods that are inf-sup stable on general meshes.

In this paper, we extend the results of Papadopoulos and Siili [42] to divergence-
free DG finite element methods. A standard interior penalty method is used to control
the jumps across the facets. Our main result is to show that for every isolated mini-
mizer of the Borrvall-Petersson optimization problem, there exists a sequence of DG fi-
nite element solutions to the discretized first-order optimality conditions that strongly
converges in the appropriate norms to the minimizer. In particular, if (u, p) is an iso-
lated velocity-material distribution minimizer to the Borrvall-Petersson problem, and
p is the associated pressure, then there exists a sequence of strongly converging finite
element solutions (wn, pr, pn) such that ||u —wusllmy(7,) = 0, [[p = pallr20) — 0, and
lp = pullLs@) = 0, s € [1,00), where || - [[g3(7;,) is the broken Hj-norm as defined
in (3.6). This analysis ensures that every isolated minimizer is well approximated by
the divergence-free DG finite element method as the mesh size tends to zero.

2. Topology optimization of Stokes flow. Given a volume constraint on a
fluid in a fixed bounded Lipschitz domain  C R%, d € {2, 3}, the Borrvall-Petersson
model attempts to minimize the energy lost by the flow due to viscous dissipation,
whilst maximizing the flow velocities at the applied body force. More precisely, the
objective is to find (u,p) € H;,div(Q)d x Cy that minimizes

(BP) Huop) = [ (alp)u +vVuf =21 -u)da.

where u : Q — R? denotes the velocity of the fluid, p : Q — [0,1] is the material
distribution of the fluid, | - | denotes the Euclidean norm for w and the Frobenius
norm for Vu, and

H ()" :={v e H(Q)*: v =g on 09},

H;div(Q)d ={v e H;(Q)d :div(v) = 0 a.e. in Q},

C, = {neL‘”(Q):OSnSla-e., /ndfﬂﬁﬂm}-
Q
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Here, H*(Q), 0 < s < oo, and L%(Q), 0 < ¢ < oo, denote the standard Sobolev
(W*2(2)) and Lebesgue spaces, respectively [2]. Furthermore, f € L?(Q)? is a
body force, v > 0 is the (constant) viscosity, and v € (0,1) is the volume frac-
tion. The equality u = g on 99 is to be understood in the boundary trace sense [21,
Sec. 5.5]. Moreover, the boundary data g € H'/?(9Q)% and g = 0 on T' C 99, with
HA=HT) > 0, i.e. ' has nonzero Hausdorff measure on the boundary. Borrvall and
Petersson introduced the inverse permeability term, a, which models the influence
of the material distribution on the flow. For values of p close to one, a(p) is small,
permitting fluid flow; for values of p close to zero, a(p) is very large, restricting fluid
flow. The function « satisfies the following properties:

(Al) a:[0,1] = [, @] with 0 < a < @ < o0;

(A2) « is strongly convex and monotonically decreasing;

(A3) a(0) =a and a(l) = g;

(A4) « is twice continuously differentiable,
generating an operator also denoted « : Cy, — L™ (€; [a, @]). Typically, in the litera-
ture a takes the form [13, 23]

21) ap) =a(1-AED),

where ¢ > 0 is a penalty parameter, so that lim, . a(p) = @(1 — p). Borrvall and
Petersson [13, Sec. 3.2] remark that as ¢ — oo the material distribution tends to a
0-1 solution.

We define the following spaces that will be used throughout this work:

(2.2) Li(Q) = {qELQ(Q):/qux:O},

(2.3) HY () = {ve H(Q)?:v=00n 0N},

(2.4) H(div; Q) = {v € L*(Q)*: div(v) € L*(Q)},

(2.5) H(div; Q) == {v € H(div; Q) : v-n = 0on 08},
(2.6) H,(div; Q) :={v e H(div;Q) : (v—g)-n =0on 00},
(2.7) H g qiv(div; Q) :== {v € Hy(div; Q) : div(v) = 0 a.e. in Q}.

We note that v-n on 9Q is well-defined for all v € H(div; ) [8, Th. 3.12]. Moreover,
H (div; Q) is a Hilbert space when equipped with the inner product

(2.8) (u, v) H(divi0) = / u - v+ div(u) div(v) dz.
Q
We extend the definition of .J in (BP) to functions v ¢ H}(Q2)? by

(2.9) J(v,n) = +oo forall v ¢ H;(Q)d, neC,.

The following existence theorem is due to Borrvall and Petersson [13, Th. 3.1].

THEOREM 2.1. Suppose that Q C R is a Lipschitz domain, with d € {2,3} and «
satisfies properties (A1)—(A3). Then, J(v,n) is weakx weak-* lower semicontinuous
on H'(Q)* x L>(Q). Moreover, there ewists a pair (u,p) € Hp 4,(2)* x C, that
minimizes J (as defined in (BP)).

Although we are guaranteed the existence of the minimizer from Theorem 2.1, the lack
of convexity in the functional J means that (BP) can support multiple minimizers.
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We now define the following forms:

(2.10) a(u,v;p) = /Qa(p)u v+ vVu:Vodz, (v):= /Qf - v d,
(2.11) c(p,msu) = %/Qa’(p)\UIQH dz,
(2.12) b(u,p) = — /deiv(u) da.

DEFINITION 2.2 (Strict minimizer). Let Z be a Banach space and suppose that
zo € Z s a local or global minimizer of the functional J : Z — R. We say that
zo s a strict minimizer if there exists an open neighborhood E C Z of zy such that
J(z0) < J(2) for all z # 29, z € E.

DEFINITION 2.3 (Isolated minimizer). Let Z be a Banach space and suppose that
zo € Z is a local or global minimizer of the functional J : Z — R. We say that zg is
isolated if there exists an open neighborhood E C Z of zg such that there are no other
minimaizers contained in E.

Remark 2.4. If z is an isolated minimizer, then it is also a strict minimizer.

The proof of the following proposition on first-order optimality conditions for
isolated minimizers of (BP) can be found in Papadopoulos and Siili [42, Prop. 2].

PROPOSITION 2.5. Suppose that Q C R? is a Lipschitz domain, with d € {2,3}
and o satisfies properties (A1)-(A4). Consider a minimizer (u, p) € H;’div(Q)d x Cy
whose existence is guaranteed by Theorem 2.1. Then, there exists a unique Lagrange
multiplier p € L3(S2) such that the following necessary first-order optimality conditions
hold:

(FOC1) a(u,v; p) + b(v,p) = I(v) for all v € HI(Q)?,
(FOC2) b(u,q) =0  for all q € LE(Q),
(FOC3) clp,m—p;u) >0 forall neC,.

3. Discretization. In this section we fix our choice of discretization. We denote
the finite element spaces for the velocity, pressure, and material distribution by X C
H(div;Q), M, C L3(Q) and C,j C C,, respectively. In the following we introduce
the notation that is required to define the discretized optimization problem.

Let (Tn)he(0,1) denote a family of triangulations of the domain  C R? d € {2,3},
characterized by the mesh size h := maxgeT;, hx, where hi is the diameter of the
element K € 7;,. We assume that (75,)xe(0,1] satisfies:

(M1) (Shape regularity). There exists constants ¢, c2 > 0 such that

ahd <|K| < cohd for all K € Tp.

Moreover, we assume that (74)ne(0,1] satisfies a submesh condition as found in Buffa
and Ortner [16, Assumption 2.1]. For a given h, let the set F;, denote the set of all
facets of the triangulation 7, and hp represent the diameter of each facet F' € Fy.
We split the set of facets into the union Fj, = F}. U ]:,f? where F} is the subset of
interior facets and ]-'}? collects all Dirichlet boundary facets F' C 992. We note that
we only consider Dirichlet boundary conditions in this work, and, hence, all the facets
on the boundary are elements of the set ]-',? . We assume the following:
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(M2) (Contact regularity). There exists a constant ¢; > 0 such that

ahit <HIY(F) for all F € F, K € Tj, such that F C K;

(M3) (Boundary regularity). There exists a constant ¢; > 0 such that:

cth < hp for all F € FP.

If F € Fj, then F = OK+ NOK— for two elements K—, KT € T;,. We write n;
and n7 to denote the outward normal unit vectors to the boundaries 9K+ and 0K —,
respectively. If F' € ]-";? , then np is the outer unit normal vector n. We denote the
space of discontinuous finite element functions with degree no higher than k by

(3.1) Xpa, = {v € LY(Q) :v|k € Py for all K € Tp,},

where Py, denotes the set of polynomials of order no higher than k. Let ¢ € (Xpga, )?
and ® € (Xpg, )™ be any piecewise vector or matrix-valued function, respectively
with traces from within the interior of K+ denoted by d)i and &+, respectively. We
define the jump [-]r and the average {-} r operators across interior facets F' € F; by

(*F+07).

N —

(3.2) [#lr=¢" @np+é” @np and {®}r=

Here, ® denotes the tensor product, i.e. for two vectors a,b € R? a® b € R¥*?,
[a®@bli; = a;b;. If F € F2, we set [¢p]r = p@np and {®}r = ®. For any F € F?,
we define [} |[¢]r[*ds = [, |¢]*ds.

In general functions v € Xpg, do not live in H(Q2) due to the jumps across the
facets of the elements. However, on each element, K € 7, v|k is a polynomial and,
therefore, v € H1(K). We define the broken Sobolev space H'(T}) as:

(3.3) HYTp) = {ve L*(Q):v e H'(K) for all K € T }.

Moreover, for a function v € H'(T,)¢, we define the broken H!-seminorm and norms
as:

(3.4) Wi = S Vo0 + 3 /F Bt o] 2ds,

KeTy, FeF}
(3.5) H”H%{l(n) = HUH%Q(Q) + |”|%11(Th,)7
(3.6) oty = lolsny + Y [ 7' llo - glefds
o JF
FeF?

The two families of DG finite elements of interest for the velocity are the Brezzi—
Douglas—Marini (BDM) finite element [14, 15] and the Raviart—-Thomas (RT) finite
element [46, 38]. The k-th order BDM finite element is defined for d = 2 in [15, Sec. 2]
and for d = 3 in [14, Sec. 2]. Similarly the k-th order RT finite element is defined in
[46, Sec. 3] and [38, Sec. 2] for d = 2 and d = 3, respectively. The finite element spaces
induced by the k-th order BDM and RT finite elements are denoted by Xgpn, and
XRgr,, respectively. We note that Xrr, C Xgpm, C Zp, where, for a given k£ > 1,

(37) Z;, = {’U € (XDGk)d : diV(’U) € XDGk,l N LQ(Q)}
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We note that Z;, ¢ H(div;Q) and Z;, ¢ H'(T3,)%
We define the following subspaces of X:

(3.8) Xpo={veXy:v-n=0o0n00},
(3.9) Xhg ={veX,:(v—g) n=0o0n00}.

In general the boundary data g cannot be represented in the finite element space.
Hence we instead approximate the boundary data with a finite element function g,
(which can be represented) and assume that
(F1) 2 'lg — gnllz2(a0) — 0 as h — 0.
We also assume that:
(F2) X0 and M, satisfy the following inf-sup condition for some ¢; > 0, inde-
pendent of h,

b
(3.10) e, < inf sup (Wn, a1) .
G €Ma\{0} v, e X, o\ (0} [1Vnll (Tl Gn L2 (@)

(F3) The finite element spaces are dense in their respective function spaces, i.e.,
for any (v,n,q) € HY(Tp)? x C,, x L&(1),

y nf 3 _ 1 nf 3
ol lv —wn |l g (1) hlg})ché%mH?? Cullz2(@)

A 2y, 14~ ellr e
Remark 3.1. The inf-sup (F2) and density (F3) conditions are satisfied by either
X = Xgpm, or X, = Xpgr, with the choice of the pressure finite element space
M, = Xpa,_, [17].

Remark 3.2. Although C, is not separable, we will only require the density of
Cy,n in Cy with respect to the L2-norm.

We now define the discrete Borrvall-Petersson power dissipation functional for
a DG finite element discretization. Consider the functions u;, € X; C Zj; and
pn € Coy . We note that J(up, pp,) is ill-defined as, in general, Vuy, ¢ L*(Q)¢. Hence,
the term fQ |Vuy|? dz, as found in J(up, pn ), might not be finite. Given a penalization
parameter o > 0, we define the discrete analogue Jj, as

1 v
Tutwnpn) =5 [ (alpn)lunl® =2 ) ot 5= [ [VunPda
Q K

2
KeTn
v _
+§ Z_UhFl/F|[[uh]]F|2d3_” Z /F{{Vuh}F : Jun]rds
FeFi FeFi
(3.11) y
45 30 ohi [ llun - gilefas
F
FeF?
—-v Z /{{Vuh}}p :un — gplrds.
rerp ¥

Remark 3.3. This particular choice Jj as the discrete analogue of J is motivated
by an interior penalty approach for DG formulations. In Proposition 4.9 we prove
that velocity minimizers of Jj, satisfy a fluid momentum equation featuring terms that
arise in the interior penalty DG discretization of the Stokes equations [18, 30].
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Remark 3.4. For any vy, € Z), the terms {Vv,}r and [v,]F as they appear in
Jp, are well-defined [9, Sec. 3.1].

PROPOSITION 3.5 (Consistency of Jy,). Consider any (v,n) € Hy(Q)* x C,, such
that v € H"(Q)? for some r > 3/2. Then, Jy,, h > 0 is consistent, i.e.

(3.12) In(v,n) = J(v,n).

Proof. Since v € H"(Q)?, for 7 > 3/2, we note that Jj,(v,n) is well-defined and
there can be no jumps in v across elements. Hence, for all F' € F; ﬁ, integrals involving
[v]F are equal to zero. Moreover v = g on 92 and, therefore, [, |[v — g]r|*ds =0
for all F' € .7-',?. Hence,

(3.13) Jh(v,n):;/Q(a(n)|v|2—2f-v)dx+;K; /K|Vv\2dx:J(v,n). 0

For a sufficiently large penalization parameter o > 0, we define the broken form
an(u, v; p) by

(3.14)
ap(uw,v; p) = Z /Ka(p)u v+ Vu:Vodr+v Z ohzt /F[[u]]p : [v]pds

KeTy FeFn

v Y /F{Vu}}p [oleds—v 3 /F[[u]]p Vol rds,

FeFy FeFn

and the linear functional Iy (v;g) as
h(vig)= [ fods
Q
+v Y ahgl/[[g]]p olpds—v > /[[g]]p Vo) rds.
F F

FeF? FeF?

(3.15)

ProOPOSITION 3.6 (Consistency of ap). Suppose that (u, p) € H;G“V(Q)dxClY isa

minimizer of (BP) and let p € LE(Q) denote the Lagrange multiplier such that (u, p,p)
satisfy (FOC1)~(FOC3). Moreover, assume that w € H"(Q)¢ for some r > 3/2.
Then, for all vy, € H'(Ty)* N Ho(div;Q), we have that

(3.16) an(w, vp; p) + b(vn, p) = ln(vn; g).

Proof. By (FOC1), we have that, for all ¢ € HI(Q)?, and therefore, for all
¢ € C2(Q),

(3.17) a(u, @;p) +b(e,p) = (),

where C2°(Q2) denotes set of smooth and compactly supported functions in 2. By an
integration by parts, we see that

(3.18) /Qa(p)u'¢71/Au'¢+Vp~¢dx:/Q_f~¢dx.

We note that [, % - ¢ da is well-defined for any 4 € (C2°(22)%)* (the space of distri-
butions). Hence, (3.18) is well-defined since a(p)u, Au, Vp, f € (C(2)9)*.



ANALYSIS OF A DG METHOD FOR THE BP PROBLEM 9

As the set of smooth functions is dense in L?({2), we can test (3.18) against any
v, € HY(Tp)? N Ho(div; Q) € L2(2)9. Thus, by performing a second integration by
parts, we have that

Z / a(p)u - v, +vVu : Vo, — pdiv(vy,) dz
KeT, UK

v Y /F{Vu}}pz[[vh]]pds:/ﬂf-vhdx.

FeFn

(3.19)

The element-wise surface integrals arising by the integration by parts of the Vp term
drop out due to the continuity of vy, - n across elements for all v, € H(div; Q).
Similarly the boundary surface integrals drop out since vy, -m = 0 on 9. As u €

H, 4, ()% for all F € Fj, we have that [u]p = 0 and for all F € F2, [ulr = [g]F-

As u € H"(Q)?, for some r > 3/2, the traces of Vu on F € Fj, are well-defined. We
conclude that (3.16) holds. d

PROPOSITION 3.7 (Coercivity and boundedness of ap). There exists a o9 > 0,
such that for all 0 > oo, wp,u, € Xy, and n € C,, there exists constants cq,Cy > 0
such that

(3.20) callwnllF 7,y < an(wn, wasn),
(3.21) an(wn, wn;n) < Collwn |l g7 lwnll )
Proof. We note that, by assumption (A1), 0 < a(n) < afor alln € C,. Hence, the

result follows from classical coercivity and boundedness results for DG discretizations
for interior penalty methods [9, Sec. 4.1-4.2]. O

DEFINITION 3.8. We define the spaces Upg, and Uy as:

(3.22) Ung, ={u e Xypgq, : b(un,qn) =0 for all g» € Xpa,_, }
(3.23) Upo={ueXpo:blupqn) =0 for allg, € Xpa,_, }-

In the following lemma we provide the proof that functions vy, € Uy o and vy, €
Uy, 0 are pointwise divergence-free.

LEMMA 3.9 (Pointwise divergence-free). Suppose that X C Zj. Consider a
Junction v, € Upg or vy € Up g, . Then, div(vy,) =0 a.e. in Q.

Proof. Since U 0,Up.,g, C Xy C Zj, then, by definition, div(v,) € Xpg,_,-
Hence, there exists a g, € Xpg,_, such that g, = div(vy,). Therefore,

(3.24) b(vn, qn) = —[|div(vn)[F2(q) =0,

which implies that div(vp) = 0 a.e. in Q. O

To prove the convergence of a DG finite element method, we require the existence
of sequences in U}y g, that converge strongly to u.

LEMMA 3.10 (Strongly converging sequences). Suppose that (F1)—~(F3) hold and
X C Zp,. Consider any minimizer (u, p) € H;div(Q)d x Cy of (BP). Then, there
exists a sequence of functions (@n,pn) € Ug, .n X My such that |[u — @nl gy (7,) — 0
and ||p — prllr2(q) — 0.
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Proof. For sufficiently large o > 0 and fixed p € C,, consider the problem, find
(@n,pn) € Ug, n x My, that satisfies

(325) ah(ﬂh,vh; p) + b(vh,ﬁh) = lh(vh) for all vy, € tho,
(3.26) b(tp,qn) =0 for all ¢, € My,

Then, under assumptions (F1)—-(F3), by standard results for H(div;€) finite ele-
ment discretizations of the Stokes and Stokes—Brinkman equations with an interior
penalty [18, 34, 35|, the pair (@, pp) exists, is unique, and |Ju — 'ahHH;(Th) — 0,
Hp—ﬁhHLZ(Q) —0ash—0. 0

4. Convergence of a DG finite element method. In their original paper
Borrvall and Petersson [13, Sec. 3.3] considered a piecewise constant finite element
approximation of the material distribution coupled with an inf-sup stable quadrilateral
finite element approximation of the velocity and the pressure. In particular their
velocity finite element space was H!'-conforming. They showed that if the domain
is a polygonal domain in two dimensions or a polyhedral Lipschitz domain in three
dimensions, such approximations of the velocity and material distribution (wup,pp)
that minimize J(wp, pp) converge to an unspecified solution (u,p) of (BP) in the
following sense [13, Th. 3.2]:

uy, — u weakly in H'(Q)4,
prn — p weakly-* in L°°(Q),
pn — p strongly in L*(), s € [1,00),

where ), is any measurable subset of {2 where p is equal to zero or one a.e. Their
analysis suggests that a finite element method is a suitable discretization, but it left
a number of open problems:
(P1) It is not clear which minimizer the sequence is converging to as the noncon-
vexity of the problem provides multiple candidates for the limits;
(P2) The convergence is weak-* in the material distribution in regions where {0 <
p < 1} C Q which permits the presence of checkerboard patterns as h — 0;
(P3) There are no convergence results for the finite element approximation of the
pressure, p.
In general (P1) means that their result does not imply that there exists a sequence of
finite element solutions that converges to the global minimizer.

Recently Borrvall and Petersson’s result was extended and refined by Papadopou-
los and Siili [42, Th. 4]. They considered conforming discretizations of the material dis-
tribution and conforming inf-sup stable finite element discretizations for the velocity-
pressure pair. Once again, the velocity finite element space X, 4, was assumed to
be H!-conforming. They showed that, for any isolated minimizer (u,p) of (BP),
there exists a sequence of solutions (un, pn,pn) € Xhn,g, % Cyn X My, satisfying the
discretized first-order optimality condititions, for all (va,nn, qn) € Xp,0 X Cy.n X Mp:

(4.1) a(wn, vn; ) + b(vn, pr) = 1(vn),
(4.2) b(un, gn) =0,
(4.3) c(phyMh — prsun) > 0,
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such that

up, — u strongly in H'(Q)¢,
prn — p strongly in L°(Q2), s € [1, 00),
pn — p strongly in L?(9).

Their analysis resolved the open issues (P1)-(P3). The assumption that Xy, 4, C
H'(9)? was crucial for the compactness results utilized in their proof.

Our goal in this section is to prove a similar result for when X, o ¢ H*(€2)? but
Xhg, CZ, C H(div; ). The following theorem is the main result of this work.

THEOREM 4.1 (Convergence of the DG finite element method). Let Q C R¢
be a polygonal domain in two dimensions or a polyhedral Lipschitz domain in three
dimensions. Suppose that the inverse permeability o satisfies (A1)—(A4) and there
exists an isolated minimizer (u, p) € H;div(Q)d x Cy of (BP) that has the additional
regularity w € H"(Q)? for some r > 3/2. Moreover, assume that, for § > 0, Uy is
the subset of Q where |u|? > 6 a.e. in Uy and suppose that there exists a 0’ > 0 such
that Uy is closed and has non-empty interior for all 0 < @'. Let p denote the unique
Lagrange multiplier associated with (w,p) such that (u,p,p) satisfy the first-order
optimality conditions (FOC1)—-(FOC3).

Consider the finite element spaces X, C Zy, Cyp, C C,y, and My, C LE(Q) and
suppose that the assumptions (F1)-(F3) hold.

Then, there exists an h > 0 such that, for h < h, h — 0, there is a family of
solutions (un, pn,pn) € Xng, X Cyn x My to the following discretized first-order
optimality conditions

(FOC1-h) an(@n, vn; pr) + bV, pr) = lh(vn; gs) Jor allv, € X,
(FOC2-h) b(upn,qn) =0 for all g, € My,
(FOC3-h) c(PhyMn — priup) >0 for alln, € Cyp,

such that, ||u — un|lmy(7,) = 0, pp = p strongly in L*(Q), s € [1,00), and py — p
strongly in L*(Q) as h — 0.
Remark 4.2. Convergence of uy, in the norm |- || 73 (7,) ensures that the Dirichlet

boundary condition is correctly satisfied in the limit. This cannot be immediately
deduced if uy, only strongly converges in the norm || - || z1(7;,)-

We first introduce some auxiliary propositions to facilitate the proof of Theo-
rem 4.1. In all the following propositions and corollaries, we assume that the condi-
tions in Theorem 4.1 hold and we fix an isolated minimizer (u, p) € H;)div(ﬂ)d x Cy
of (BP). We also fix an r > 0 such that (u, p) is the unique local minimizer of (BP)
in B, gaiv:o)xr2@) (W, p) N (H g aiv (div; Q) x C,), where
(4 4> BT,H(diV;Q)XL2(Q) (ua ,0)

={ve H(div;Q), n € Cy : |u — v|mive) + lp = nll2@) <7}

Such an r is guaranteed to exist by the definition of an isolated minimizer and the
extension of J in (2.9) to functions v € Hg giv(div; Q) such that v ¢ H;(Q)d. We
also define B, g(div;0)(u) and B, 12(q)(p) by

(45) BT'yH(diV;Q)(u) = {U € H(d1V7 Q) : HU - v”H(div;Q) < 'I’},

(4.6) Brr2)(p) = {neCy:llp=nllc <7}
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We note that

(H g,aiv(div; Q) N By 2, H(aivs) (@) X (Cy N Byya,12(0)(p))
C By H(divio)x22() (u, p) N (H g aiv (div; Q) x C)

and hence (u, p) is also the unique minimizer in (H g qiv (div; Q) N B, /2 pr(aiv;0) (@) X
(Cy N Bry2,12(0)(p))-

Remark 4.3. The extension of J in (2.9) to functions v € Hg giv(div; Q) such
that v ¢ H} () means that functions v ¢ H, (€)% cannot be minimizers.

Remark 4.4. We make the assumption that p € C, is isolated with respect to the
L?-norm (as opposed to the L°-norm). This is a stronger isolation assumption as
discussed in [42, Rem. 7]. However, it is equivalent to being isolated with respect to
any L®-norm for s € [1,00) as discussed in [42, Rem. 8]. As far as we are aware, the
L?-isolation assumption is valid for all practical problems found in the literature, in
particular it holds for the example found in section 5.

Remark 4.5. We are required to make the assumption that u is isolated with re-
spect to the H (div; Q)-norm (as opposed to the H'-norm), i.e. for allv € H 4 q;v(div; Q)]
such that v € B, /s g (daiv;0) (%), then v cannot be part of a minimizing pair. This is
necessary to construct the discretized problem (BP-h) below. This is a stronger iso-
lation assumption than isolation with respect to the H'-norm. However, in examples
found in the literature and, in particular, the example we consider in section 5, the
velocity minimizers are always isolated with respect to the H (div; Q)-norm.

PROPOSITION 4.6 (Weak convergence of (uy, pp) in H(div; Q) x L?(Q2)). For a
given h > 0, consider the finite-dimensional optimization problem: find (up,pn) €
(Uh.g, N Brj2,H(aivi) (@) X (Cyn N Byyar2)(p)) that minimizes

(BP—h) Jh (u;“ ph).

Then, a global minimizer (uy, pp) of (BP-h) exists and there exist subsequences (up
to relabeling) such that as h — 0:

(4.7 up, — u weakly in H(div; Q),

(4.8) up, — w strongly in LY(Q)%,

(4.9) uy, — u strongly in L (09)%,
(4.10) ph — p weakly-* in L>°(Q),

(4.11) pn — p weakly in L°(2), s € [1,00),

where 1 < q,r < 00 in two dimensions and 1 < q < 6, 1 <r <4 in three dimensions.

Proof. The functional Jj, is continuous and

(412) (Uh,gh N Br/Z,H(div;Q) (U)) X (C’Yah N BT/Q’LZ(Q) (p))

is a finite-dimensional, closed and bounded set and, for sufficiently small A, non-
empty, therefore, sequentially compact by the Heine-Borel theorem [28, Th. 11.18].
Hence, Jp, attains its infimum in (Ug, » N By )2 m(divio) (@) X (Cyn N Brya r2)(p))
and, therefore, a global minimizer (wy, pp) exists.

By a corollary of Kakutani’s Theorem [29, Th. A.65], if a Banach space is re-
flexive then every norm-closed, bounded and convex subset of the Banach space is
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weakly compact and thus, by the Eberlein-Smulian theorem [29, Th. A.62], sequen-
tially weakly compact. It can be checked that H (div; ) N B,./2 g (div;0) () and C, N
B, /2,12(0)(p) are norm-closed, bounded and convex subsets of the reflexive Banach
spaces H (div; Q) and L?(Q), respectively. Therefore, H (div; ) N By /2, H(divi0) (w) is
weakly sequentially compact in H (div; Q) and C, N B, /2 12(0)(p) is weakly sequen-
tially compact in L?(€2).

Hence we extract subsequences (up to relabeling), (uy) and (pp) of the sequence
generated by the global minimizers of (BP-h) such that

(4.13) wp, = w € H(div; Q) N B, /2 g(divio) () weakly in H (div; ),
(4.14) pr — p € Cy N B,ja 12(0)(p) weakly in L?(€).

By assumption (F'3), there exists a sequence of finite element functions p, € Cy
that strongly converges to p in L%(£2). Moreover, Lemma 3.10 implies the existence
of a sequence (@) € Ug, , that satisfies [|u — @p|| 3 (7;,) = 0.

We now wish to identify the limits @ and p. Consider the following bound:

21Jn(n, pr) — J(u, p)|

/I p) — a(pn))ul?| + la(pn) ([uf® = |@n*)| +2|f - (u —a,)| do
+v Z / [[Vul* = [Va,?|| dz
KeTh
(4.15) w3 [ ot el ds +v Y [ ot - galef?ds
FeF} FeFp
+ov Y / Vi Y e : [an]r|ds
Fe]EZ
+2 30 [ b [n - gulel ds.
FeF?

For all v € HY(Ty)4, ® € (Xpg, )*?, h > 0, we have that [16, Lem. 7]

> [ o folelds

FeFn

1/2 1/2
(Z / Felel? ds) (Z ||¢||%2(K)> ;
FEF,

KeTh

(4.16)
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for a constant C' that only depends on the mesh quality. Hence, we see that
2[Jn(Wn, pn) = J(u, p)|
< LallullZa(o)llon = pllz) + 2 Fllrz@llan — ullrz@
+allan — ullp2)([[tn — ullL2(0) + 2l|ull @)
+v Y IV — Va2 (I VEn — Val g2 k) + 2] V|2 0)

KeTn

- /ah;1|[[ah]]F|2ds+u 3 /ah;1|[[ah—gh}]F|2ds
reri ' F rerp
1/2

1/2
+Cv Z /Fh;lwﬂh]FFdS <Z ||Vﬁ’h||2L2(K)>

FeF} KeTh
1/2

1/2
+Cv Z /Fh;“1|[[ﬁh—gh]]F|2d5 (Z ||Vﬂh||2L2(K)> )

FeF? KeTh

(4.17)

where L, denotes the Lipschitz constant for a. Thanks to the strong convergence of
@y, in the broken Hj-norm to w and by assumption (F1), from (4.17) we deduce that

Jn(@p, pr) = J(u,p) as h — 0.
Furthermore, for sufficiently small h > 0 we note that
(@n, pn) € (Ug, ,n N B2 Hdivio) (w)) X (Cyn N Brya,12(0)(p))-

Therefore, since (wup, px) is a global minimizer of (BP-h) in B, /5 g (aiv;0) (@) X (Cy,n N
B2 2(0)(p)),

(4.18) In(un, pr) < Jn(n, pn).

By taking the limit as i — 0 and utilizing the strong convergence of uy and pp to u
and p, respectively, we see that

(4.19) lim Jp, (un, pr) < J(u,p).
h—0

By assumption (F3), for every ¢ € LZ(Q), there exists a sequence of g, € M}, such
that G, — ¢ strongly in L?(Q). Since u;, — @ weakly in H(div; ) and u;, € Ug, hs
we see that

(4.20) b(tt, q) = lim b(wp, Gn) + lim b(up,q — §n) = 0 for all g € L3(Q).
h—0 h—0

Hence, u is pointwise divergence-free. The final step to identify @ as u is to show that
@ e H}(Q)". Now, the sequence (up) also defines a bounded sequence in H*(75)*
such that

sup [HuhHLl(Q) + |uh|H1(Th)] < +o0.
h>0

Hence, by the compact embedding lemma, as found in Buffa and Ortner [16, Lem. 8],
there exists a subsequence (up to relabeling) and a limit @ € H'()? such that

(4.21) wp — W strongly in L9(Q)?,
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where 1 < g < 0o in two dimensions and 1 < g < 6 in three dimensions. By the
uniqueness of limits w = 4 a.e. in  and thus @ € H'(2)9. Moreover, the same
compact embedding lemma implies that

(4.22) wy, — @ strongly in L"(9Q)%,

where 1 < r < oo in two dimensions and 1 < r < 4 in three dimensions. If ||up —
gllzza0) 7 0, then Jy(wun, pr) — +00. Since (uy) is a bounded sequence, we must
have that [lun — gl|22(00) — 0. Hence,

(4.23) & —gllz290) < @ — unllL200) + [[un — gllL2(00) — 0.

Thus, (4.20), (4.21), and (4.23) imply that @ € H} 4. ()% N B, 2, 1 (aivia) (w)-

In order to identify the weak limit (4, p) with the isolated minimizer (u,p), we
require a weak lower semicontinuity result. Consider the following decomposition of
the functional Jy,(wup, pr) = J1,n(un, pn) + J2 5 (wp) where

1
(4.24) J1,n(Un, pr) = 5/ a(ph)|uh|2 —2f - up du,
Q

and Ja p(un) = Jp(up, pn) — Ji.n(wn, pn). It follows from (4.21) and a small modifi-
cation to the proof in [13, Th. 3.1] that

(425) Jl,h(ﬂa ﬁ) S lim inf Jl,h(uh, ph).
h—0

Moreover, it follows from a convergence result in Buffa and Ortner [16, Th. 6.1] that
(4.26) Jon(up) — g/ \Vail? da.
Q

Hence, we have the following weak lower semicontinuity result:

(427) J(ﬁ, ﬁ) < lim lglf Jh (uh, ph).

h—

Since (u, p) is the unique minimizer of (BP) in

(H g.,aiv (div; Q) N By 2 1 (divi) (w) X (C4 N Byya 20 (p)),
we see that J(u, p) < J(@,p). Hence, from (4.19) and (4.27), it follows that
(4.28) J(@, p) = J(u,p).

Since (u, p) is the unique minimizer in the spaces we consider, we identify the limits &
and p as u and p, respectively, and state that u;, — u weakly in H(div;Q), up, — u
strongly in L9(Q)4, uj, — w strongly in L"(9Q)? and pj, — p weakly in L?(Q), where
1< ¢q,r < o0 in two dimensions and 1 < ¢ < 6, 1 <r < 4 in three dimensions.

We note that by the Banach—Alaoglu theorem [29, Th. A.52], the closed unit ball
of the dual space of a normed vector space, (for example L()), is compact in the
weak-* topology. Hence we also find a subsequence such that p, = p € C, N {n :
llp —nllLe(@y < r/2} weakly-* in L°°(£2). By the uniqueness of the weak limit, we
identify p = p a.e. in Q and, thus, we deduce that p, — p weakly-* in L>(Q).
Consequently, p, — p weakly in L*(2) for all s € [1, 00). d
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PROPOSITION 4.7 (Strong convergence of p, in L*(Q), s € [1,00)). There exists
a subsequence of minimizers, (pr), of (BP-h) such that

(4.29) pn — p strongly in L*(Q), s € [1,00).

The proof of Proposition 4.7, with some small modifications, can be found in [42,
Prop. 5]. For the convenience of the reader, we reproduce the proof in Appendix A
with the necessary changes.

PROPOSITION 4.8 (Strong convergence of wy, in the Hy(7,)-norm). There exists
a subsequence of minimizers, (uyp), of (BP-h) such that

(4.30) ||’LL — uh”Hé(Th) — 0.

Proof. We note that Up, g, N B, /2 m(divio) (@) is a convex set, and hence for any
wy € Upg, N Byjo Hgiv:o) (), t € [0,1], we have that up + t(wn —up) € Upg, N
By /2, H(div;) (u). Since (up, py) is a global minimizer of (BP-h), we note that

1
(4.31) n [Jn(un + t(wpn —un), pn) — Jn(wn, pn)] > 0.
By taking the limit ¢ — 0, a calculation shows that, for all wy, € Up,g, NB; /2, m(div:o) (w) ]

(4.32) an(wp, wi, — wp; pp) > l(wy — uns gy,).

We note that wy, —up € Ujpo. Hence, from Proposition 3.6 and Lemma 3.9, we
deduce that

(4.33) ap(w, wy, — up; p) = lp(wy, —up; g).
Therefore, from (4.32) and (4.33), we see that

ap(up, up — wp; pr) < ap(w, up — wh; p)

(4.34)
+ I (un — wr; gp) — n(un — wi; g)-

Hence, by subtracting ap(wp, up, — wp; pp) from both sides of (4.34), and utilizing
the coercivity of ap(-,;-) as stated in Proposition 3.7, we have that

(4.35) Callwn — whlF 7y < an(w, wn — wh; p) — an(wp, wp — wh; pn)
+ In(un — wn; gy) — ln(un — wh; g).

Now by assumption (M3), for all F' € ]:,‘? there exists a ¢ > 0 such that h;l <ch 1,
where ¢ depends on the mesh regularity. By taking the absolute value of the right-hand
side of (4.35), collecting terms, utilizing the inequality (4.16), and the boundedness
of ap by C, as stated in Proposition 3.7, we have that

Callun — wi|F o7y < @llu — wh|L2o)llun — w2
+ [[(a(p) — alpn))ullL2 (@) [lun — whllL2(0)
(4.36) + Collu — wpll (7)) lwn — whall g7
+ Ch7Y|g — gl z200)lun — wh z200)
+ Ch7tlg — gullL2 oo lun — wallm (7).
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for some constant C' = C(o) that also depends on the mesh regularity.

We note that [|u — wp||r2) < |lun — wp||gi(7,) by definition. Moreover, by
the broken trace theorem as found in Buffa and Ortner [16, Th. 4.4], there exists a
constant Cpr such that, for all v € H'(T3)¢, d € {2,3} we have

(4.37) lvllz200) < Corlv|l a1 (7))

Therefore, by bounding the L?(2) and L?(9)-norms of uj, —wy, above by the broken
H'-norm, and dividing through by ¢,||us — wp || g1 (7;,) we see that

lun = willm (1) < Cllu —whllz2 ) + Cli(alp) — alpn))ul L2

(4.38) B
+ Cllu — wrllgr(7,) + Ch™|lg — gnllr2(00)

for some constant C' that depends on ¢4, C,, CpT, @, and the mesh regularity.

For sufficiently small h, we note that ), € Up,g, N B, /2 H(div;:0) (w) (Where @y, is
defined in Lemma 3.10) and @, — u strongly in H'(73)%. Fix wy, = .

From Proposition 4.7, we know that there exists a subsequence (not indicated)
such that p, — p strongly in L*(£2). We now observe that

(4.39) [(a(p) — alpn))ull2(@) < Lallp — prllLs@)llullLa@)s

where L, is the Lipschitz constant for av. [|u|/z4(q) is bounded for d € {2,3} thanks
to the Sobolev embedding theorem. Hence, by taking the limit as h — 0 in (4.38),
from (F1), Lemma 3.10, and (4.39), we deduce that ||u — us|/g1(7;,) — 0 as h — 0.
In Proposition 4.6, we showed that w;, — u strongly in L?(09Q)?. Hence, we conclude
that [l — wnllgy(7;,) — 0 as h — 0. d

PROPOSITION 4.9 (Discretized first-order optimality conditions). There exists an
h > 0 such that for all h < h, there exists a unique Lagrange multiplier p,, € M, such
that the functions (uy, pp), that minimize (BP-h), satisfy the first-order optimality
conditions (FOC1-h)—(FOC3-h).

Proof. From Proposition 4.8, we know that u; — u strongly in H*(7;,)?. Hence
by definition of strong convergence, there exists an h; > 0 such that, for all A < hq,
lw — wpl g7,y < 7/4. Moreover, since u € Hy 4, ()¢, we have that div(u) = 0
a.e. in Q and by Lemma 3.9, we have that div(u) = 0 a.e. in Q. Therefore,

(4.40) [|w— uhH%—I(div;Q) = |lu— Uh||%2(n) + [[div(u — uh)”%Q(Q)
= [lu — upll72(q) < llu —unlFn (g, < 7%/16.

Hence, for each vy € Upy, if [t| < r/(4[|vnl|a1 (7)) then uy + tv, € Up g, N
B, /2, H(aiv;o) (). From Proposition 4.7 we have that p, — p strongly in L*(Q).
Hence, there exists an hy > 0 such that, for all h < ha, [|p — prllr2@) < r/4
Therefore, for each i, € Cy p, if 0 <t <7r/(4|nn — prllL2(e)) then pn +t(nn — pr) €
Cyn N Byya 120)(p). Let h = min{hy, ha} and consider h < h.

Since (wn, pr) is a global minimizer of (BP-h), then, for all v, € Uy, if || <
r/(4||lvnll a1 (7)) we have

(4.41)

1
. [Jn(wn + tvn, pr) — Jn(wn, pn)] > 0.

By considering the limits for ¢ —+ 04 and ¢ — 0_, we have that, for all vy, € Uy, g,

(4.42) an(wn,vn; pn) = ln(vn; gy,)-
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From (4.42), the existence of a unique p, € M}, such that (uy, pp, pp) satisfy (FOCI-
h)—(FOC2-h) follows from the inf-sup condition (F2) and the argument can be found
in [42, Prop. 2].

Similarly, since (up, pp) is a global minimizer of (BP-h), then, for all i, € C, p,
if 0 <t <r/(4|lnn — prllr2(0)) we have

(4.43) [Jn(wh, pr +t(nn — pr)) — Jn(wn, pr)] > 0.

1
t
By taking the limit as ¢ — 0, we deduce that (FOC3-h) holds. d

PROPOSITION 4.10 (Strong convergence of py, in L2(€2)). There is a subsequence
of the unique py, € My, defined in Proposition 4.9 that converges strongly in L*(2) to
the p € LE(Q) that solves (FOC1)~(FOC3) for the given isolated minimizer (u, p).

Proof. The inf-sup condition (F2) for M}, and X} o implies that, for any g, € Mj,
b(wn, qn — pn
cvllgn — prllz20) < sup blewn, an — pn)
wpEXp 0\{0} ||wh||H1(Th)
b(wn, p — pr) + b(wn, gn — p)

= sup

wpEXp 0\{0} HwhHHl(Th)
< sw [b(wn, p — pn)| + [b(wn, an —p)|
w, X1 0\{0} lwnllm1(73)

From Proposition 3.6 and Proposition 4.9, it follows that

(4.44)  b(wp,p — pn) = an(wn, wr; pr) — an(w, wp; p) + lh(wn; g) — lh(wn; gy,)-

Therefore,
cvllgn — pullz2()
< sup lan (wn, wi; pn) — an(uw, wy;p)|
(4.45) wi € X1 0\ {0} lwnll (73
+ sup [l (wr; g) — In(wn; gp,)| + [b(wh, qn —p)|_
whEXn o\ {0} lwn |l 173,

By using the same argument we used to bound (4.36) by (4.38), we see that (4.45)
implies that

cvllan — pullzz @) < Cll(alp) — alpn))ullr2(@) + Cllu — wnl g1 (77)

(4.46) )
+Ch™|lg — gullz200) + Cbllp — anllz2 ()

where C is the boundedness constant for b(-,-) and C' is dependent on C,, Cgr, @,
L., v, o and the mesh regularity. Hence, by an application on the Cauchy—Schwarz
inequality,

(4.47) P = prllrz@) < Cll(alp) — alpn))ullL2@) + Cllu — unllmr(r,)

+Ch7 g — gnllz20) + Cllp — anll 20,

where C' is dependent on ¢y, Cy, Cy, Cpr, @, Ly, v, 0 and the mesh regularity.
By assumption (F3), there exists a sequence of finite element functions, p;, € M)
that satisfies P, — p strongly in L?(Q). Let ¢, = pn. We have already shown



ANALYSIS OF A DG METHOD FOR THE BP PROBLEM 19

that u, — w strongly in H'(7,)% in Proposition 4.8. Similarly, in the proof of
Proposition 4.8 we also showed that |[(a(p) — a(pn))ul/12(0) — 0. By assumption
(F1), h™ g — gnllr2(00) — 0. Hence, we conclude that pj — p strongly in L?(Q). O

We now have the required results to prove Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Fix an isolated minimizer (u,p) of (BP) and its unique
associated Lagrange multiplier p. By the results of Propositions 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, and
4.9, there exists a mesh size h such that for, h < h, there exists a sequence of finite
element solutions (un, pn,pn) € Xng, X Cyn X My, satisfying (FOCI-h)—~(FOC3-h)
that converges to (u,p,p). By taking a subsequence if necessary (not indicated),
Proposition 4.7, implies that p, — p strongly in L*(2), s € [1,00), Proposition 4.8
implies that ||u — uh||H;(7-h) — 0, and Proposition 4.10 implies that pp — p strongly
in L2(9Q). O

5. Numerical results. In this section we consider an example of a Borrvall-
Petersson topology optimization problem that supports two minimizers. Our goal is
to discretize the velocity-pressure pair with a Brezzi-Douglas—Marini BDM; x DGg
discretization, and the material distribution with a piecewise constant DGy discretiza-
tion, and numerically verify the existence of two sequences of solutions to (FOCI1-h)—
(FOC3-h) that converge to the two different minimizers. Moreover, we compare the
violation of the incompressibility constraint, measured by ||div(wn)| z2(q), with the
equivalent solution as computed via a Taylor-Hood (CGg)? x CG; discretization for
the velocity-pressure pair on the same meshes.

We note that DGo ¢ C., and DGq ¢ L3(Q), as, in general, n € DGy does not
satisfy 0 <71 <1 a.e. and andx < 7|Q|, and, in general, ¢ € DGq does not satisfy
fQ gdx = 0. However, the choice of optimization algorithm (described below) only
finds solutions py € C, and p, € LE(Q). Hence, we are effectively working with the
correct conforming finite element spaces for the pressure and material distribution
and, hence, our discretization restricted by the optimization strategy satisfies the
conditions of Theorem 4.1.

The problem is implemented with the finite element software Firedrake [45] and
the computational domains are triangulated with simplices. The solutions are com-
puted using the deflated barrier method [41]. The deflated barrier method refor-
mulates (FOC1-h)—(FOC3-h) into a mixed complementarity problem and solves the
nonlinear system with a primal-dual active set solver that enforces the box con-
straints on the material distribution [12]. The volume constraint is enforced via a
one-dimensional Lagrange multiplier. The zero mean value constraint on the pressure
is either enforced via a one-dimensional Lagrange multiplier or by orthogonalizing
against the nullspace of constants. The global nonlinear convergence is aided by the
continuation of barrier terms. A key feature of the deflated barrier method is that
it can systematically discover multiple solutions of topology optimization problems
by utilizing the deflation technique [24, 25]. In the BDM discretization, the linear
systems arising in the deflated barrier method are solved with FGMRES [47] pre-
conditioned with block preconditioning techniques and the Schur complements are
controlled with an augmented Lagrangian term [40]. The individual blocks are solved
by a sparse LU factorization with MUMPS [7] and PETSc [10]. In the Taylor-Hood
discretization, we invert the entire linear system directly with MUMPS. There are no
known solutions of the infinite-dimensional problem for choices of the inverse perme-
ability, «, used in practice. Hence, the errors are measured with respect to the most
heavily-refined finite element solution where h = 1.41 x 1072 resulting in 16,389,121
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degrees of freedom for the first-order BDM discretization.

Although, for each isolated minimizer, Theorem 4.1 guarantees the existence of a
converging sequence of solutions, it does not guarantee that the sequence is unique.
In principle, there can be infinitely many different subsequences of finite element solu-
tions that strongly converge to the same minimizer of the infinite-dimensional problem
at different convergence rates. Separate subsequences can appear in oscillations in the
error and cause difficulty in the interpretation of the convergence plots [42, Sec. 5].
Here, we attempt to find solutions along the same sequence by first computing the so-
lutions on a coarse mesh, uniformly refining the mesh, and successively interpolating
the solutions onto the finer mesh as initial guesses for the deflated barrier method.

We now describe the double-pipe problem of Borrvall and Petersson [13, Sec. 4.5]
with a modification to the boundary conditions that improves the guaranteed regu-
larity of the solutions. The design domain is a rectangle = (0, 3/2) x (0,1) with two
inlets and two outlets. The volume fraction is chosen to be v = 1/3 and the inverse
permeability « is given by (2.1) with ¢ = 1/10 and @ = 2.5 x 10*. The boundary
conditions are given by:

.
(exp(1 — =), 0)  if 2/3<y <5/6, 2 =0o0r3/2,
(5.1)  g(z,y) = ! T
. g\z,y (eXp(l—m)7O) if 1/6§y§1/3,$200r3/2,
(0,0)" elsewhere on 9.

This problem supports exactly two isolated minimizers in form of a straight channels
solution and double-ended wrench solution as shown in Figure

|

F1G. 1. The material distribution of the straight channels (left) and double-ended wrench (right)
solutions of the double-pipe optimization problem. The black regions represent where p = 0 and
the white regions are where p = 1. The mesh size is h = 1.41 x 10~3 and a first-order BDM
discretization for the velocity-pressure and a discontinuous piecewise constant discretization for the
material distribution are used. This results in 16,389,121 degrees of freedom.

4

It can be checked that the boundary datum g can be expressed as the trace of
a function g € H?(Q)?. Hence, since the domain is convex and the forcing term is
smooth, we have that, by regularity results for isolated minimizers of the Borrvall-
Petersson problem [42, Lem. 5], (u,p) € H?(Q)% x H'(Q2) for both minimizers. Hence,
the trace of Vu is well-defined on the faces of each element and the consistency result
in Proposition 3.6 holds. All the conditions of Theorem 4.1 are satisfied and hence
there exists a sequence of solutions to (FOC1-h)—(FOC3-h) that converges strongly to
the straight channel solution and a different sequence of solutions that converges to
the double-ended wrench. The existence of these sequences are numerically verified
in Figure 2 for a DGy x BDM; x DG discretization for (pp, wn, pp)-

We report the values of ||div(wp)||z2(q) in Table 1 for the BDM discretization
alongside the equivalent solutions computed with a Taylor-Hood (CGs)? x CGy dis-
cretization for the velocity-pressure pair and a DG discretization for the material
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Fic. 2. The convergence of wp, pn, and py for the double-pipe problem for both the straight
channels and double-ended wrench solutions on a sequence of uniformly refined meshes with a DGg X

BDM; x DGy discretization for (pp,wn,pn)-

distribution on the same meshes. Even on coarse meshes, the L?-norm of the di-
vergence of the velocity in the BDM discretization is small with values in the range
of 107% ~ 107? for both minimizers. Many of the BDM discretization values are
roughly the square root of Float64 machine precision, denoted eps. Suppose that
(FOC2-h) is satisfied up to machine precision, then we have that |b(up,qn)| < eps.
Now, by choosing g, = div(up), we note that ||div(us)||z20) < \/eps. By contrast,
the pointwise violation of the incompressibility constraint for the Taylor—Hood dis-
cretization manifests as relatively large values of [[div(uy)||z2(q). Even on the finest
mesh, where h = 2.82 x 1072 resulting in 4,512,004 degrees of freedom, the L?-norm
is still ©O(1072), 4 orders of magnitude larger than the equivalent BDM discretization.

Straight channels Double-ended wrench
h BDM Taylor-Hood | BDM Taylor-Hood
451 x1072 [ 1.00x 1078 249 x 1071 269 x 107% 3.25x 1071
2.25x 1072 | 6.35 x 107 1.09 x 107! 275 x107% 135 x 107!
1.13x 1072 | 1.59 x 1077 3.95 x 1072 2.62x 1078  4.66 x 1072
563 x 1072 | 4.19x 107  1.19 x 1072 1.48 x 1077 1.36 x 1072
2.82x 1072 | 497x 1077 3.17x 1073 | 298 x 1077 358 x 1073
TABLE 1

Reported values for ||div(up)||p2(q) in @ BDM and Taylor-Hood discretization for the double-
pipe problem as measured on five meshes in a uniformly refined mesh hierarchy.
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Code availability: For reproducibility, the implementation of the deflated bar-
rier method used in this work, as well as scripts to generate the convergence plots and
solutions can be found at https://github.com/ioannisPApapadopoulos/firddab/. The
version of the software used in this paper is archived on Zenodo [1].

6. Conclusions. In this work we studied the convergence of a divergence-free
discontinuous Galerkin finite element discretization of the fluid topology optimization
model of Borrvall and Petersson [13]. Our approach extends the techniques used by
Papadopoulos and Siili [42] for H!-conforming finite element approximations of the
velocity. The nonconvexity of the optimization problem was handled by fixing any
isolated minimizer and introducing a modified optimization problem with the chosen
isolated minimizer as its unique solution. We then showed that there exists a sequence
of discretized solutions that converges to the minimizer in the appropriate norms. In
particular, [|u—wp|| g1 (7) — 0, [p—pullzs() — 0, s € [1,00), and |[p—pp||2(0) — O.
The modified optimization problem was related back to the original optimization
problem by showing that a subsequence of the strongly converging minimizers also
satisfy the first-order optimality conditions of the original problem. Moreover, these
first-order optimality conditions can be solved numerically. Finally, we numerically
verified that these sequences exist and compared the improvement in the L2-norm
of the incompressibility constraint in the discretized solutions. Future work could
include adapting these methods to other topology optimization problems including
extensions of the Borrvall-Petersson problem with a more sophisticated fluid flow,
as well as topology optimization formulations for cantilevers and MBB beams that
utilize linear elasticity.

Appendix A. Proof of Proposition 4.7. We first quote a couple of propo-
sitions that are required in the proof of Proposition 4.7. The proof of the following
proposition concerning the support of p can be found in Papadopoulos and Siili [42,
Prop. 3].

PROPOSITION A.1 (Support of p). Suppose that Q C R is a Lipschitz domain,
d € {2,3}, and « satisfies properties (A1)-(A}). Further assume that the minimizer
(u,p) € Hgl’div(Q)d x Cy of (BP) is a strict minimizer. Then, supp(p) C U, where
U := supp(u).

Remark A.2. Proposition A.1 is proved by contradiction. Suppose that there
exists a strict minimizer (u, p) such that supp(p) € U. Then, it is possible to construct
a pair (u,p) arbitrarily close to (u,p) such that J(u,p) = J(u,p). Hence, (u,p)
cannot be a strict minimizer.

The following proposition concerning strong convergence of py, in sets where p =0
or p = 1 a.e. is thanks to Petersson [43, Cor. 3.2] and can be found, as stated, in
Papadopoulos and Siili [42, Cor. 1].

PROPOSITION A.3 (Strong convergence of pp, in L*(€)). Fiz an isolated min-
imizer (u, p) of (BP) and suppose that the conditions of Theorem 4.1 hold. Let €
be any measurable subset of ) of positive measure on which p is equal to zero or one
a.e. (if such a set exists). Suppose that there exists a sequence of finite element min-
imizers, pn, of (BP-h) such that py = p weakly-* in L>=(Y). Then, pn, — p strongly
in L*(), where s € [1,00).

Proof. If pp, = p weakly-* in L*°(Q), then by definition, [, pr¢dz — [, ppda
for all ¢ € L'(Q). Consider Q, = Qo U Q; where Qg == {p = 0} and Q; = {p = 1}.
Suppose that [Qg| > 0. Choose ¢ = xq, € L*(2) (the characteristic function for ).
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Then,
(A.1) / prdx — pdx =0,
Qo Qo

as p = 0 a.e. in Q. Hence, fQo lon — pldz — 0 as 0 < pp,. Similarly, if |Q1] > 0, by
choosing ¢ = xo, € L'(Q) and utilizing that p, < 1, we find that [, |p— ppldz — 0.
Therefore, ||p — prllz1(q,) — 0. Consider any s € (1,00). Then,

(A.2) lp — prl°da < / lp—pul* " p = puldz < llp = pullLr(a,) — 0,
Qp Qp

where the second inequality holds since 0 < p, p,, < 1. Therefore, |[p — pulls(,) — 0
for any s € [1, 00). O

We now reproduce the proof of Proposition 4.7 as found in [42, Prop. 5], with
some small modifications.

Proof of Proposition 4.7. We note that C, 5 N B,/ 12(q)(p) is a convex set, and
hence for any n, € Cyn N Bya r2(0)(p), t € [0,1], we have that p, + t(nn, — pn) €
Cyn N Byya 12(0)(p). Since (up, pr) is a global minimizer of (BP-h), we note that

1
(A3) Z [Jh(’th, Ph + t(nh - Ph)) - J}L(uhv Ph)] Z 0.

By taking the limit ¢ — 0 and noting that by assumption (A4), « is continuously
differentiable, we deduce that

(A.4) /Qa’(ph)|uh|2(nh — pr)dz >0 for all ny, € Cy 5 N Byya 120 (p)-

Hence, (FOC3) and (A.4) imply that for all n € C., and ny € Cy 5 N By 2, 12(0)(p) we
have that

(A5) / o/ (Plul?p d < / o (p) |y da,
Q Q
(A6) / o (pn)un2on d < / o (pn)lun 2 da.
Q Q

By subtracting [, o/(p)|u|*ppdz from (A.5) and [, o' (pn)|un|?pdz from (A.G), we
see that

(A7) /Q o (pul?(p — pn) dz < /Q o ()|l (1 — pn)d,
(A.8) /Q of (on)lun 2o — p) dz < /Q of (o)l (s — p) d.

Summing (A.7) and (A.8) and rearranging the left-hand side, we see that

/ (o (p) — o () [u2(p — pn)dz + / of (pn)(ul? — [un ) (p — pr)da
(A9) Q Q

< /Q o (Pl (1 — pn)dz + /Q of (o) a2 (i — p)d.
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By fixing n = pj, € C, and subtracting the second term on the left-hand side of (A.9)
from both sides we deduce that

/Q (o/(p) — o/ (o)l (p — pr)de
(A.10)

< / o (o) un 2 (s — p)da + / o (o) ([unl? — 1ul?)(p — pn)da.

By an application of the mean value theorem, we note that there exists a ¢ € (0,1)
such that

[ @0 - a )P p)as
(A.11) @

- / o (pn + c(p — pr)[ul*(p — pn)?d.

Since by assumption (A2), « is strongly convex and by (A4) it is twice continuously
differentiable, there exists a constant a; > 0 such that

(A.12) M < (y) for all y € 0,1].

Qmin

Therefore by (A.12) and the definition of Uy (given in Theorem 4.1) we bound (A.11)
from below:

/Q o (pn + c(p — p)lul2(p — pn)da
(A.13)

> [ on - clo = p)lu (o= 9o > il = o
6

Now we bound the right-hand side of (A.10) as follows,

[ el = p)da+ [ o) = ) o = o)z

<20 (w7 ) + [l = wnl[Faoy)lle = nall 2@

+ aaxllp = prllagoyllu + unll Lo ()l — wnllL2(),

(A.14)

where 2 < ¢’ < oo in two dimensions, 2 < ¢’ < 6 in three dimensions, and ¢ =
2q¢'/(¢’ — 2). We note that

(A1) lw+wunllpe @) < llullpe @) + lunllLe (@)
<l g (o) + lunlla 7 < € < oo,

where the second inequality holds thanks to the Sobolev embedding theorem and
the broken Friedrichs-type inequality as found in Buffa and Ortner [16, Cor. 4.3].
Combining (A.10)—(A.15) we see that

(A.16) o = prllZ2wy) < C (lp = mllzz@) + o = pull Loy llu — wnll2@) ,

where C = C(a},, Ominy 05 || L2(0), C). By assumption (F3), there exists a sequence
of finite element functions gy, € C. 5 such that p, — p strongly in L?(Q). Thanks to
the strong convergence, we note that for sufficiently small h, gy, € Cy N B, /2 12(0)(p)-
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Hence we fix 0, = pp,. By Proposition 4.6, we know that uj, — u strongly in L?(Q)¢
and since p € Cy, p, € Cyp C Csy, then ||p—pall Loy < [QY|p—ppll @) < |22
Therefore, the right-hand side of (A.16) tends to zero as h — 0. Hence, we deduce
that

(A.17) pn — p strongly in L?(Uy), 6 > 0.
We define U as U = supp(u). Now we note that

(A18)  lp—prlle2) = llp — prlle2wy) + o — pull2@nve) + o — pullL2@\0)-

If U\Uy or Q\U are empty, we neglect the corresponding term in (A.18) with no
loss of generality. Suppose Q\U is non-empty. By definition of U, u = 0 a.e. in
O\U. Proposition A.1 implies that p = 0 a.e. in Q\U. Hence, Q\U C )}, where

Q = {p = 1} U {p = 0}. Moreover, in Proposition 4.6 we showed that p, — p
weakly-* in L°°(Q2). Therefore, Proposition A.3 implies that

(A.19) pn — p strongly in L*(Q\U).
Suppose U\Up is non-empty. Since, p, pp, € C,, we see that
(A.20) lp = pullL2@w\ve) < [U\UGM? =0 as 6 — 0.

Therefore, by first taking the limit as A — 0 and then by taking the limit as § — 0,
(A.17)-(A.20) imply that p, — p strongly in L*(Q).

Since [[p— pnllzr ) < [Q1Y2]lp— prll2(a), we see that p, — p strongly in L1(2).
Hence, for any s € [1,00),

(A.21) /Ip—phISdfc=/ [0 = pl* " p = puldz < 17| p — pall 1),
Q Q

which implies that p, — p strongly in L*(Q). O
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