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Abstract

Recent quasi-optimal error estimates for the finite element approximation
of total-variation regularized minimization problems using the Crouzeix—
Raviart finite element require the existence of a Lipschitz continuous dual so-
lution, which is not generally given. We provide analytic proofs showing that
the Lipschitz continuity of a dual solution is not necessary, in general. Using
the Lipschitz truncation technique, we, in addition, derive error estimates
that depend directly on the Sobolev regularity of a given dual solution.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In this article, we examine the finite element discretization of the Rudin—
Osher—Fatemi (ROF) model from [32], which serves as a model problem for general
convex and non-smooth minimization problems. This image processing model
determines a function u € BV (Q)NL3(2) via minimizing I : BV (Q)NL3()) — R,
defined by

«
I(u) := [Du|(Q) + 5 flu ~ 9llz2@) (1.1)

for all u € BV (Q) N L2(£2), where |Du|(£2) denotes the total variation, g € L?(£2)
is the input data, e.g., a noisy image, and ||ufg\|%2(m is the so-called fidelity term.
In addition, the fidelity parameter a > 0 is a given constant, which determines the
balance between de-noising and preserving the input image. For a more in-depth
analysis of this model, concerning its analytical properties, explicit solutions, and
numerical methods, we refer to [19, 4, 26, 16, 17, 18, 33, 6, 28, 5, 11, 25, 20, 9, 12].
Since this model allows for and preserves discontinuities of the input data g, cf. [16],
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continuous finite element methods are known to perform sub-optimally, cf. [11, 9].
Recent contributions, cf. [20, 8, 9], reveal that the quasi-optimal convergence rate
O(h?) for discontinuous solutions on quasi-uniform triangulations can be obtained
using discontinuous, low-order Crouzeix—Raviart finite elements introduced in [21].
More precisely, these error estimates yield a bound for the error for the approxima-
tion of minimizers of I : BV (2)NL?(Q) — R via minimizing the discrete functional
Iy, : 817 (Th) — R, defined by

(6%
In(un) := [ Vaunll i @may + 51T (un — )

for all uy, € SV (Ty,), where S1<"(Ty,) is the Crouzeix-—Raviart finite element space,
i.e., the space of piece-wise affine functions that are continuous at the midpoints of

element sides, V,: SV (T,) — LO(T7,)? denotes the element-wise gradient, and IT, :
L2(2)— L°(Ty) is the L?>—projection operator onto element-wise constant functions.
Note that the family of discrete functionals Ij, : S¢"(T,) — R, h > 0, defines

a non-conforming approximation of the functional I : BV (Q)NL?(Q) — R, as, e.g.,
jump terms of uj, across inter-element sides are not included. For this family recently
a [-convergence result with respect to strong convergence in L*() or distributional
convergence has been established under general assumptions, i.e., that g € L*(Q),
cf. [20, Propositon 3.1]. However, the quasi-optimal rate O(h2) till now only holds if
the dual problem given via maximizing D : W2 (div; Q)N L (;RY) — RU{—o0},
defined by

1 . «
D(z) = —g5|ldiv(z) + agll7z(q) + gllglliz(m — I, (0)(2) (1.2)

for all z € W3 (div; Q)NL>®(Q; R?), where I, () : L®(€;RY) — RU {+o0} is for
z € L (Q; R?) defined by I, 0y (2) :=0if || 2]| e (0;re) <1 and I, 0y (2) :=+00 else,
admits a Lipschitz continuous solution. Unfortunately, the Lipschitz continuity of
a maximum of D : W% (div; Q)NL>(2; R?) — RU{—oc} is not generally given, as
[12, Section 3] clarified. Without imposing the existence of a Lipschitz continuous
solution to (1.2), but that g€ BV (2)NL> (), in [20, Section 5.2], the sub-optimal
convergence rate O(hi) has been established. The approach of [20, Section 5.2]
consists in a convolution of a maximum z € Wi (div; ) of (1.2) in order to com-
ply with the crucial Lipschitz continuity property at least in an approximate sense.
We use an alternative regularization approach, which operates highly at a local level,
the celebrated Lipschitz truncation technique. Its basic purpose is to approximate
Sobolev functions u € W1P(Q) by A-Lipschitz functions uy € WH%(Q), A > 0.
The original approach of this technique traces back to Acerbi and Fusco, cf. [1, 2, 3].
Since then, the Lipschitz truncation technique is used in various areas of analysis:
In the calculus of variations, in the existence theory of partial differential equations,
and in regularity theory. For a longer list of references, we refer the reader to [22].
To the best of the authors knowledge, this article provides the first deployment of
the Lipschitz truncation technique in the field of image processing. More precisely,
for the application in this article, the main advantage of the Lipschitz truncation
technique in comparison to convolution is that not only u and w) coincide up to a
set of small measure, but equally Vu and Vuy do. By deploying the Lipschitz trun-
cation technique, we arrive at error estimates whose resulting rates directly depend
on the respective Sobolev regularity of a given maximum z € W?(Q; R?) of (1.2).
If only g € L>(2) and one additionally has that, e.g., z € WP(Q;R?) for p > 3,
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then the results of this article yield the sub-optimal rate C’)(h%). In this manner,
we intend to fill the gap between the optimal rate (’)(h%) for z € WH(Q;R?) and
g € L>() and the rate O(h) for z € W2 (div; ) and g € L*>(Q2) N BV (Q).

As a maximum of (1.2) is not necessarily in a Sobolev space, but in W (div; Q)
NL>(2;R?), we also study the case of a non-existence of Sobolev solutions to (1.2).
It turns out that if a maximum z € W2 (div; Q)NL>(2; R?) of (1.2) is element-wise
Lipschitz continuous, i.e., the discontinuity set J, is resolved by the triangulations,
or at least in an approximate sense with the rate O(h), cf. Remark 4.8, then the
optimal rate O(h%) can be expected. Beyond that, we find that the optimal rate
O(h?) is attained if a dual solution fulfills |2| < 1 along its discontinuity set .J,
while, simultaneously, its jump [z] over its discontinuity set .J, remains small.
Some of these conditions apply, e.g., to the setting described in [12, Section 3] with
a suitable triangulation 73, h > 0, of the domain 2, for which the optimal rate
O(h%) could be reported without giving an analytical explanation. This article’s
purpose is to give — at least for special cases — a missing analytical explanation.

This article is organized as follows: In Section 2, we introduce the employed
notation, define the relevant finite element spaces and give a brief review of the con-
tinuous and discretized ROF model. In Section 3, using the Lipschitz truncation
technique, we establish error estimates that depend directly on the Sobolev regu-
larity of a maximum of (1.2). In Section 4, we prove quasi-optimal error estimates
without explicitly imposing that a Lipschitz continuous maximum of (1.2) exists.
In Section 5, we confirm our theoretical findings via numerical experiments.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Throughout the article, if not otherwise specified, we denote by Q CR?, d € N,
a bounded polyhedral Lipschitz domain, whose boundary is disjointly divided into
a Dirichlet part I'p and a Neumann part I'y, i.e., 00 =TpUTyand ) =Tp NTy.

2.1 Function spaces

For p € [1,00] and I € N, we employ the standard notations
WP (4 RY) == {u € LP(4RY) | Vu € LP(Q R, tr(u) = 0 in LP(Tp; R},
W (div; Q) := {z € LP(R?) | div(z) € LP(Q), tr(2) -n =0 in Wfi’p(I’N)},
WhP (R := WEP(Q;RY) if Tp = 0, and WP(div; Q) := W2 (div; Q) if Ty = 0,
where tr : W2 (Q; RY) — LP(9Q) and tr(-) - n: WP(div; Q) — (WP (Q))* denote
the trace and normal trace operator. In particular, we predominantly omit tr(-) in
this context. Apart from that, we fall back on the abbreviations L?(Q) := LP(Q; R')
and WhP(Q) := WHP(Q;RY). Let [D(1)|(Q) : L .(Q) — RU {+oc}, defined by!

loc

[Du|(Q) := sup —/Qudiv((b) dz

peCe (Q§Rd)7”¢”[‘oo(g;1{d)gl

for all u € L .(Q), denote the total variation. Then, the space of functions of

loc

bounded variation is defined by BV (Q) := {u € L*(Q2) | [Du|() < oo}.
BV(Q) :={u € L'(Q) | [Dul(2) < oo}

ere ; enotes the space of smooth and in  compactly supported vector fields.
1y ,C?Q,Rdd tes the sp f th and in pactly supported tor field
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2.2  Triangulations

In what follows, we let (75,)n>0 be a sequence of regular, i.e., uniformly shape
regular and conforming, triangulations of  C R?, d € N, cf. [14]. The sets Sy,
and NV}, contain the sides and vertices, resp., of the elements. The parameter h > 0
refers to the maximal mesh-size of 7;,. More precisely, if we define hr := diam(7T)
for all T' € Tj, then we have that h = maxrer, hr. For any k € Nand T € Ty,
we let Pr(T) denote the set of polynomials of maximal total degree k on T'. Then,
the set of element-wise polynomial functions or vector fields, resp., is defined by

L5(Tu)! = {on € L=(QRY) | vp|r € Py(T) for all T € Ty, }.

Forany T € T, and S € Sj,, we let xp := d—il Y e, nr Zand x5 1= é D ieNNS ?
denote the midpoints (barycenters) of T' and S, resp. The L?-projection operator
onto piece-wise constant functions or vector fields, resp., is denoted by

I, : LY RY — £9(Th)

For vy, € £1(T3)!, it holds Il vy, |7 = vp, (z) for all T € Ty,. Moreover, for p € [1, oc],
there exists a constant ey > 0 such that for all v € LP(Q;RY), cf. [23], we have that
(L0.1) HHhUHLP(Q;Rl) < ||”||LP(Q;RI),

(L0.2) ||v — HhUHLp(Q;]Rl) < CHhHV'UHLP(Q;Rle) ifve W17P(Q;Rl).

2.8 Crouzeix—Raviart finite elements

A particular instance of a larger class of non-conforming finite element spaces,
introduced in [21], is the Crouzeix—Raviart finite element space, which consists of
piece-wise affine functions that are continuous at the midpoints of element sides, i.e.,

SY(Ty) = {vh € L'(Ty) | vy is continuous in x5 for all S € Sh}.

The element-wise application of the gradient to v, € S1:¢"(T;,) defines an element-
wise constant vector field Vv, € L0(T3)? via Viop|r := V(vi|7) for all T € Ty,
Crouzeix—Raviart finite element functions that vanish at midpoints of boundary el-
ement sides that correspond to the Dirichlet boundary I'p are contained in the space

S5(Th) = {on € SV (Th) | vn(zs) =0 for all S € S, with S CT'p}.

In particular, we have that S;;" (75) = S (T5,) if Cp = 0. A basis of S“¢"(T;,) is
given by the functions pg € SY"(T;,), S € S, satisfying the Kronecker property
vs(zg) =dg,g forall S, 5" € S;,. A basis of SBCT(E) is given by (¢s)ses,:sgrp-
For any p € [1,00], the quasi-interpolation operator I, : Wé’p(Q) — SBCT(E),
for all v € WHP(Q) defined by

I.,v:= Z vgPs, Vs i= ][ vds (2.1)
s

SeSh
preserves averages of gradients, i.e., V, (Ie,v) =TI, (Vo) in £9(T5)? for ve W5P(Q).
Moreover, for p € [1, 00|, there exits a constant c.,. >0 such that for all v € W5 (),
cf. [13], we have that
(CR.1) [Vi(Ierv)|| Lo airey < VO] Lo(aire),
(CR.2) ||v = Ierv||Lo(e) < cerhl| V| 1o (@ra),
(CR.3) |[1erv]|poe () < callv]|Loe (@), where cq := (d 4 1)(d — 1), if v € L>(Q).
For p=1, due to the density of C*°(Q)NBV (Q) in BV (), cf. [5], the operator and
(CR.1)-(CR.3) can be extended to v € BV (), losing the representation (2.1).
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2.4 Raviart—-Thomas finite elements

The lowest order Raviart—Thomas finite element space, introduced in [31],
consists of piece-wise affine vector fields that possess weak divergences, i.e.,

RTO(’E) = {zh € Cl(ﬂl)d | zulr - nr = —zp|l7 np on TNT I TNT € Sh},

where np : 0T — S~ ! for all T € T, denotes the unit normal vector field to T
pointing outward. Raviart—Thomas finite element functions that have vanishing
normal components on the Neumann boundary I'n are contained in the space

RIN(Th) = {2z, € RT°(Th) | zn -n=0o0nn}.

In particular, we have that RTS(75) = RT°(Ts) if Tn = 0. A basis of RT(T,)
is given by the vector fields g € RT°(T), S € S, satisfying the Kronecker prop-
erty ¥g|s: - ng: = g5 on S’ for all S € Sy, where ng for all S € S), denotes the
unit normal vector on S that points from 7_ to 1% if S=0T_NOTy €S),. A basis of
RTY(Ty) is given by ¢s € RTY(Tr), S €Sk \I'n. The quasi-interpolation operator
Irr : VIY(Q) := {y € LP(;RY) | div(y) € LI(Q)} — RTY(Tn), where p > 2
and q > dQT‘_iQ, for all z € V4Y(Q) defined by

IRTZ = Z 25’1/15, zZs = ][ zZ-ng ds (22)

SeSy o

preserves averages of divergences, i.e., div(Irrz) = Il (div(2)) in L(T3) for all
z € VI(Q). Moreover, for p € [1,00], there exists a constant gy > 0 such that
for all z € V4Y(Q), cf. [24], we have that
(RT.1) ||z — IRTZHLp(Q;Rd) < CRTh”VZHLp(Q;RdXd) if z € WhP(Q;RY),
(RT.2) |Irrz|| Lo (uma) < crrllzll Lo (ma) if 2 € L®(QRY).
For p€[1, 00), due to the density of C>°(€2; RY)NWY (div; ) in W (div; ), the oper-
ator and (RT.2) can be extended to z € WX, (div; ), losing the representation (2.2).

2.5 The continuous Rudin—Osher—Fatemi (ROF) model

Given g € L?(2) and a> 0, the Rudin-Osher-Fatemi (ROF) model, cf. [32], de-
termines a function u € BV () N L?(2) that is minimal for 7: BV (Q) N L?(Q) > R,
defined by

«
I(v) = Dof(Q) + v~ 9llz20 (2.3)

for all v € BV(Q)NL3(2). In [7, Theorem 10.5 & Theorem 10.6], it is established

that for every g € L?(12), there exists a unique minimizer v € BV (Q) N L2(Q) of

I:BV(Q) N L*(Q) »R. If g€ L>=(Q), then u € L>=(Q) with |Ju| o) < |9l o ()

(cf. [7, Proposition 10.2]). In [26, Theorem 2.2], it is shown that the corresponding

dual problem to (2.3) determines a vector field z € W3 (div; Q) N L°°(Q; R?), where

'y =09, that is maximal for D: W (div; Q)N L= (Q; RY) - RU {00}, defined by
1, .. o}

D(y) == —%”le(y) +9l72) + 5”9“%2(9) — Ik, 0) (%) (2.4)
for all y € W3 (div; ) N L (2 RY), where I, () : L (Q2; RY) - RU {00} is defined
by I'c,0)(y) :=0if y € L>(Q;R?) with 1Yl Loo (;rey < 1 and I, (o) (y) := oo else.
Apart from that, in [26, Theorem 2.2], it is shown that (2.4) possesses a maximizer
z € WZ(div; Q) N L>=°(Q; RY), which satisfies the strong duality principle

I(u) = D(z). (2.5)
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The strong duality principle (2.5), appealing to [7, Proposition10.4] and referring to
standard convex optimization arguments, is equivalent to the optimality relations

div(z) = a(u—g) in L*(Q), [Du|(2) = —(u, div(z)). (2.6)

2.6 The discretized Rudin—Osher—Fatemi (ROF) model

Given some g € L?(Q) and a > 0, with g := 11,9 € L°(T;,), the discretized
ROF model proposed by [20] determines a Crouzeix—Raviart function uj, € SH:¢"(Ty,)
that is minimal for I, : SY"(T;,) — R, defined by

(0%
In(on) = IV nonll 1 @ma) + 5 [Mhon — gnll72) (2.7)

for all v, € S"(Ty,). In [20] and [9], it has been shown that the corresponding
dual problem to (2.7) determines a Raviart-Thomas vector field z, € RTY(7r),
where I'y = 99, that is maximal for Dy, : RTY(75) — R U {—oc}, defined by

1, .. «a
Dp(yn) == —%Ildlv(yh) + 9h||2L2(Q) + §||9h||2L2(Q) — I, (0)(Tnyn) (2.8)

for all y;, e RTY(Tr). Apart from that, in [20] and [9], it has been established that
a discrete weak duality principle holds, i.e., it holds

inf  In(vn) > sup  Di(yn), (2.9)

vh €8T (Th) ynERTY (T7)
which is a cornerstone of the error analysis for (2.7). In particular, note that for the
validity of (2.9) the L?-projection operator IIj, in (2.7) and (2.8) plays a key role.

2.7 Piece-wise Lipschitz, but not globally Lipschitz, continuous solution to (2.4)

In [12, Section 3], the construction of an input data g € BV (Q)NL>® () that
leads to a solution z € WRe(div; ) to (2.4) such that z ¢ W (;R?), in essence,
is based on the asymmetry of the function

9 1= XB2(re1) — XB2(—re1) € BV(Q) N LOO(Q) (2.10)

defined on a domain that is symmetric with respect to the Res—axis2 More precisely,
using this asymmetry property, it is possible to reduce the minimization problem
(2.3) on Q into two independent minimization problems on QF := QN (Rso x R)
and Q7 := QN(RoxR) for which explicit solutions u* € BV (QF) N L>(QF) exist.
In this way, the following result could be derived.

Proposition 2.1. Let Q C R? be symmetric with respect to the Res—azis and let
r > 0 be such that B*(+re;) CC Q. Then, for (2.10) and o > 0, the minimizer of
I:A—R, where A:={ue€ BV (Q)NL>®(Q) | tr(u) =0 in L'(9N)}, is given via

2
uzmax{O,l——}gGA. (2.11)
ar
Proof. See [12, Proposition 3.1]. O

Combining the representation formula (2.11) and the optimality conditions (2.6),
it turns out that there exists no Lipschitz continuous dual solution to the setting
described in Proposition 2.1.

2For every i = 1,...,d, we denote by e; € S4~1, the i—th. unit vector.
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Corollary 2.2. Let the assumptions of Proposition 2.1 be satisfied with ar > 2.
Then, any dual solution z € W (div; Q) to (2.11) is not 0—-Holder continuous if
0> 1.

Proof. See [12, Corollary 3.2]. O

An example of a not Lipschitz continuous dual solution to (2.11) is the following,
which is separately Lipschitz continuous on Q1 and 97, resp., and jumps over the
Reo—axis. We will resort to this dual solution to derive optimal error estimates
for the setting described in Proposition 2.1, which has already been reported in
[12, Example 6.1].

Proposition 2.3. Let Q C R? andr > 0 be such as in Proposition 2.1. Moreover,
let a > 0 be such that ar > 2. Then, the vector field z : Q C R? — R?, defined by

sy = [FrEF ) if v Frel <r
- | FpmaplaFrea) if [ Frei >r

for allx €Q, satisfies 2 € W (div;Q), [|2]| oo (ray < 1, [Dul(Q) = —(u, div(2)) L2 ()

anddiv(z)=a(u—g) in L>®(Q), whereu € A is defined by (2.11), i.e., z € W (div; Q)
is a dual solution to (2.11).

Proof. Apparently, we have that z € L>(€; RY) with 2]l oo (;re) < 1. In addition,
it is not difficult to see that z|g= € W1 (QF;RY). Since z|q+ - no+ = —2|a- - no-
on ReaNQ, we find that 2 € W2(div; Q). It is well-known, cf. [7, Example 10.4], that

IDu|(QF) = —(u, div(2)) 20+, div(z) = a(u —g) in L=(QF).

Thus, we have that div(z) = a(u—g) in L (£2), which implies that z € W (div; Q).
Apart from that, using that « = 0 continuously in ReoN€, we finally conclude that
|Du|(2) = —(u,div(2))r2(q), i.e., 2 € W(div; Q) is a dual solution to (2.11). O

3. ERROR ESTIMATES DEPENDING ON SOBOLEV REGULARITY

The validity of quasi-optimal error estimates for the finite element approxima-
tion of total-variation regularized minimization problems by means of the Crouzeix—
Raviart element in the case of an existing Lipschitz continuous solution to (2.4) in
[20, 9], in essence, is based on four results: The discrete weak duality principle (2.9),
the discrete strong coercivity of I, : S (T,) — R, i.e.,

«
3 I (vn — un)lZ2) < In(vn) — In(un) (3.1)

for all v, € SV (Ty,), where uy, € S (73, is the minimum of I, : S (T;,) — R,

the strong duality principle (2.5), and the existence of appropriate primal and dual
quasi-interpolants, guaranteed through the following two lemmas:

For the benefit of readability and without loss of generality, we assume for the
remainder of this article, if not otherwise specified, that o = 1.



S. BARTELS AND A. KALTENBACH 8

Lemma 3.1 (Primal quasi-interpolant). For every u € BV (Q) N L>(Q)), there
exists a Crouzeiz—Raviart function @y, € Sb°"(Ty) with the following properties:
(P.1) ||Vain| 1 (orae) < [Dul(2),

(P.2) ||lu—tn|p1 ) < cerh|Dul(£2),

(P.3) ||tn| L~y < callull (),

(P.4) In(an) < I(u) + 2cacer |[u]l Lo ) Dul(2h = 3llg — gnll72(q)-

Proof. See [9, Lemma 4.4] or [20, Section 5]. O

Lemma 3.2 (Dual quasi-interpolant). For every z € W1 (Q; RY) N W3 (div; Q)
such that || z]| o (qra) <1, there exists a Raviart-Thomas vector field z, e RTg (Tr)
with the following properties:

(DZ) HHhEhHLw(Q;Rd) <1,
(D.2) Dp(21) > D(2)—crr ||Vl Lo maxay 9 20 [div(2) | 12 ) h—=51l9—9n 172 ()

Proof. See [9, Lemma 4.5] or [20, Section 5]. O

While Lemma 3.1 does not impose restrictive assumptions on the minimum v €
BV ()N L2(Q), since already u € L>(Q) if g € L>(Q) (cf. [7, Proposition 10.2]),
the required Lipschitz continuity of a solution z € WgP(div;(2) to (2.4) in Lemma 3.2
is often not fulfilled, cf. [12] or Section 2.7. We resort to the Lipschitz truncation
technique to fulfill the Lipschitz continuity requirement on a solution to (2.4) in
Lemma 3.2 at least in an approximate sense and, in this way, derive error estimates
that depend directly on the Sobolev regularity of a solution z € WP (Q;R?) to (2.4).
The main advantage of this approach is that the Lipschitz truncation technique is
based on local arguments, while regularization by convolution as in [20, Section 5.2],
for example, operates highly non-local and, therefore, wipes out point-wise and /or
local properties of a solution to (2.4) that potentially could have been incorporated.
To be more precise, in [20, Section 5.2], the requirement g € BV (Q)NL>(Q) was
needed to estimate ||div(z) —div(z.)||L! (o), where z. := zow, € C®°(R%;RY), £ > 0,
denotes the convolution with a suitably scaled kernel w. € C§°(R?), by £[Dg|(9).
In contrast to that, if z) € Wl"X’(Rd; Rd)7 A > 0, denotes the Lipschitz truncation
of a suitable extension z € WP(R% R%) of z € WP(Q; R?), then we can exploit
the particular properties Vzy =VZ in {z\ = z} and |[{z) # z}| <{M(VZ) > A},
to conclude that [|div(z) —div(zy)|[1 (@) < eA'P||Vz|| Lo(quraxa). In this way, we
obtain the same rate O(h) in [20, Section 5.2] without the assumption g € BV (Q)
but need to require z € W13(Q; RY) N L>®(Q;RY) instead of only z € WRe(div; Q).

Theorem 3.3 (Lipschitz truncation technique). Let z€ W1P(R%RY), pe[l, 00),
and 0, \>0. Then, there is a Lipschitz continuous vector field zg ) € Whee (R, RY)
and a constant cir > 0, which does not depend onp € [1,00) and 6, A >0, such that
the following statements apply:

(LT.1) |20l Lo (ra:ray < 0,

(LT.2) ||VZG,A||L°°(Rd;Rd><d) < crrA,

(LT.3) [{zo0 # 2} < HM(2) > 0}] + [{M(V2) > A},

(LT.4) Vzgr =Vzin {zex = z}.

Proof. See the first part of the proof of [22, Theorem 2.3] or [30, Section 1.3.3]. O

3Here, M: LP(R% R — LP(R%; RY), d,1 € N, defined by M(f)(z) :=sup, de<z) |f(y)|dy
for a.e. © € R% and all f € L?(R%;R!), denotes the Hardy-Littlewood-Maximal 6perator.
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A crucial property of the Lipschitz truncation technique for this article is that,
similar to regularization by convolution, it does not increase the maximal length of
a vector field.

Remark 3.4 (Maximal length preservation of the Lipschitz truncation technique).
If z € WEP(R%: RY) N L°(RY;RY), p € [1,00), for some 0 > 0 has the property
2] oo (Ra;ray < 0, then

M(z)(z) = sup][ l2(y)| dy < [|2]| oo (rasrey < O for ae. w € R,
r>0J Bd(z)

i.e., |{M(z) > 6}| = 0, which (cf. Theorem 3.3, (LT.3)) for arbitrary X > 0 yields

{zo.n # 2} < {M(Vz) > A} (3.2)
Through the combination of the p—type Tschebyscheff-Markoff-inequality, i.e.,
{M(V2) >N AP M(V 27, gagaxay, and the strong type (p,p)-estimate of

the Hardy-Littlewood—Mazimal operator (cf. [30, Theorem 1.22]), i.e., for cpg > 0%
IM(V2) L0 gagaxay < cMmIVZITpgagaxay, we deduce from (3.2) that

{20 £ 2} < AP V212, g (33)
By means of (3.3), also using Theorem 3.3, (LT.2) € (LT.4), we, then, deduce that

||VZ9,>\||LP(Rd;RdXEi) = HVZX{ZG,FZ}HLP(Rd;RdXd) + HVZG,)\X{ZG,A;&Z}HLP(Rd;RdXd)
1
< V2l Lo (raraxay + curAl{zo.x # 2}|7 (3.4)
< (1 + CM%CLT> HVZ”Lp(Rd;]RdXd).

Through the combination of Lemma 3.2, Theorem 3.3 and Remark 3.4, we
arrive at the following result providing an admissible dual quasi-interpolant whose
particular properties depend directly on the Sobolev regularity of a solution to (2.4).

Lemma 3.5 (Dual quasi-interpolant depending on Sobolev regularity for T’y =0).
Let g € L*>®(Q) and let = € WHP(Q; RY) N W (div; Q), p € [2,00), be such that
12| oo (ray < 1. Then, there exists a Raviart-Thomas vector field Z, € RT°(Ty)
with the following properties:

(Dpj) ||Hh2h||L°°(Q;]Rd) < 1. b2

(Dp-2) Di(2h) = D(2) = cphv=t = 5llg — gl 2(q), where

Cp(Z) = 2CRT||g||L2(Q)d% (1 + CM% CLT)CE||VZ||L2(Q;Rd><d)CLT
+ 8dc%TcMc%||Vz||ip(Q;Rdxd).

Here, cg > 0 is the Lipschitz constant of the lower-order extension operator
P:Wha(Q;RY — Wha(R%4RY), ¢ € [1, 00|, constructed in [15, Section 9.2],
which does not depend on q € [1,00].

Remark 3.6. (i) The arguments remain valid for T'p # 08 if for € WP (Q; R?)
NWR(div; ), p€[2,00), such that ||z|| o (oure) <1, there exists an extension
z € WHP(RY RY) with Z|g =2 and ||EHLOCSRd;]Rd) <1 and if for this extension,
the Lipschitz truncation z; 5 € WH(R :RY) from Theorem 3.3 satisfies
zZia-n=01inIy.

(i1) In general, the constant c, > 0 deteriorates as p — 00, i.e., ¢, — 00 (p — 00).

D
p—1

1 d
4More precisely, one has cq :2( ) » 57, implying the limit behavior cpq — 2 for (p— 00).
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Proof. (of Lemma 3.5) Resorting to a lower-order extension operator, as, e.g.,

[15, Theorem 9.7], we get some z € WP (R%; R?) with Z| =2 and ||ZHL0¢(]Rd Ry < < 1
Denote by zy :=21 y € Whe°(R% R?), i.e., for § =1, the Lipschitz truncation of
zeWLP(R4; RY) in the sense of Theorem 3.3. Then, also using Remark 3.4, we get:

(@) |lzallpee raraey < 1,

(B) [Varll Lo (ramaxay < e,

(1) 1o £ 2H < HM(T2) > A,

(0) Vzx=Vzin {zy =Z}.

For zy|o € W1*°(Q;RY) we obtain, in analogy with Lemma 3.2, i.e., introducing
zp = () Urrzy € RTO (ﬁ) where we define 7)) := 1 + CRTHVZ)\HLOC(Q Rraxd)h,

a dual quasi-interpolant z) € RT%(7y) such that both ||II, 23 e (;rey < 1 and

Dh(zh) > D(Z)\) — CRTHgHLz(Q) ||d1V(Z)\)HL2(Q) ||VZ)\HL00(Q;Rd><d)h
1 ) (3.5)
—zllg = gh||L2(Q)‘
Then, on the basis of (8) and (3.4), we find that
. 1
Hle(Z)\)HLZ(Q) ||VZ)\||LOQ(Q;R¢1><4) < dz HVZ,\||L2(R<1;Rd><d) ||VZ)\||LOO(Rd;RdXd)
< d% (1 +CM%CLT)||VEHL2(]Rd;Rd><d)CLT)\ (3.6)
< d% (1 + CM%CLT)CEHVZ”L?(Q;RdXd)CLT)\-

Using (3), (5) and (3.3), also assuming that d2 cppA > 1div(2) || Lo ) +2/l9]l L= (),
we further deduce that

1D(2)~D(z)] < [[(div(22) — div(2))xonpmpnalLos o [div(z2) +div() 2] o= o
< (dZ epr A+ [[div(2) ]| L= () + 2llgl L= (2))?1{za # 2}
T S [
< ddefrem V)T, qpaxa AT (3.7)
Therefore, on combining (3.5), (3.6) and (3.7), we observe that
Dy(23) 2 D(2) — ddetpescg V2|7 qpaxay A7 = 519 = 9nlia)  (38)
— CRT”gHLZ(Q)d% (1 + CM%CLT)CE||VZHL2(Q;Rd><d)CLT)\h.

For ¢, > 0 defined as above and A = h~°, where s > 0 is arbitrary, (3.8) yields

Dy(zy) 2 D(2) = G (h*P~2) 4 h'=%) — %Ilg — gnll720)- (3.9)

We have that s(p— 2) =1-sifandonlyifs = ﬁ . Thus, for A\=h% s = i
and Zj, 1= 2z € RT%(Ty), from (3.9), it follows that both (D,.1) and (D,.2) hold
O

Theorem 3.7 (Error estimate depending on the Sobolev regularity for I'y = ().
Let g€ L>®(Q), let z € WP (Q; RN (div; Q), p € [2, 00), with ||z]| Lo (o;ra) < 1
be mazimal for D : W (div; Q) = RU {—o0}, letu € A:={ve BV () N L>(Q)|
v=0 in L'(9Q)} be minimal for I : A — R, and let up, € SH"(Ty,) be minimal for
I : S5 (Tn) — R. Then, there holds

o
[ = Tun 20y < chr=T,

where ¢ > 0 depends only on the quantities ce,, cq, cp, |[ullz=q) and [Du|(£2).
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Proof. Combining the discrete strong coercivity of Ij, :SBCT (Tn) — R, ie., (3.1), and
the discrete weak duality principle Iy, (up) > Dy, (1) for all 2, € RT?(Ty) (cf. (2.9)),
we obtain for all @, € S5 (T5,) and z), € RT(Ty)

*||Hh(uh —un)|Z2() < In(an) — In(un) < In(an) — Da(Zp). (3.10)

Resorting to Lemma 3.1, we obtain a function @y, € S5 (T) satisfying (P.1)(P.4).
In addition, Lemma 3.5 yields a vector field Z,, € RT°(T},) with (D,.1) and (D,,.2).
Combining (P.4), (D,.2) and the strong duality principle I(u) = D(z) (cf. (2.5)),
we deduce from (3.10) that

1 - p=2
5 1T (@ = un)|| 320y < 2eacer|ull o= (o) Dul (VA + ephs=T, (3.11)

where ¢, >0 is as in Lemma 3.5. Since @y —IIp a4, =V pas, - (idge —II,idga) in LY(Th),
using (P.1), (P.3) and |idge — Hpidgal| poo (;ray < R, we find that

[@n — Watnl|720) < 2l|anl L @) Vainll o @upe) lidre — pidgal| L @ra)
< 2¢q||ul| oo () [ Dul () h. (3.12)
Using (P.2), (P.3), (L0.1) and proceeding as for (3.12), we further obtain that

lu = Mpanl7eiq) < lu = atn| o) (Ilu = @nll i) + 1an — Myl o))

< (1 + ca)l|ull Lo (@) (cer + 1)|Dul(Q)h. (3.13)
Finally, combining (3.11), (3.12) and (3.13), we conclude the claimed error bound.
O

4. ERROR ESTIMATES FOR DISCONTINUOUS DUAL SOLUTIONS

In this section, we prove error estimates for the ROF model without explicitly
imposing that the dual solution possesses Sobolev regularity. Recall that, in general,
a solution of the dual ROF model only needs to satisfy z € W% (div; Q)NL>(£; R%)
with || 2| e (;re) < 1. The following lemma gives general assumptions on the dual
solution for which it is still possible to construct a suitable dual quasi-interpolant.

Lemma 4.1 (Dual quasi-interpolant for non—Sobolev vector fields). Let g € L*(Q)
and z € W(div; Q) N L>®(Q; RY). If ||HhIRTZ||Loo aray < 1+k(h) for k(h) >0,
then the re-scaled vector field Zy, = —IRTZ e RT? ('ﬁb) where vy, := 1+k(h) > 0,
has the following properties:

(D.1%) |pZp| o (ray < 1.
(D.2*) Dp(2n) = D(2) = k(h)l|gll 2o 1div(2) | 22(0) = 51l = gnllF2(q)-
Proof. Claim (D.1%) is evident. Resorting to div(Igrz) = I, (div(z)) in LO(T),
we deduce that div(Z,) + g = Hh( -div(z) +g) in L°(T) and, hence, also using
llg— thLQ(Q ||g||L2 ) ||gh||L2(Q),IK1(0)(thh) 0 and Jensen’s inequality, that
Dp(zn) = ||Hh o -div(z) + g)HLz(Q) - §||9h||%2(9)
2
> —§H div(z +9HL2 @t sl9lZ20) = 519 = gnll7zq)
%%5||d1V(Z)HL2(Q + %(deiV(z))Lz(Q) - %Hg - gh||2L2(Q)
> D(Z) = (1= 5)(g,div(2))r2() = 319 = gnll2(q)-
Finally, using that > <1and 1 — i < k(h), we conclude that (D.2*) holds. O



S. BARTELS AND A. KALTENBACH 12

Theorem 4.2 (Error estimate for discontinuous dual solution). Let g € L>°(12),
let ze WP (div; Q) be mazimal for D W2 (div; Q) - RU{—o00} with the same prop-
erties as in Lemma 4.1, let u€ BV (Q)NL>(Q) minimal for I: BV (Q)NL?*(Q) » R,
and let up, € ¥ (Tp,) minimal for I, : SL"(Ty,) — R. Then, we have that

lu— Hhuh||%2(9) < cmax{k(h), h}.
where ¢ > 0 depends only on the quantities cer, cq, ||ullL~(q), and [Dul(€).

Proof. Using the discrete strong coercivity of I, : SL"(T;,) — R, i.e., (3.1), and
the discrete weak duality principle I, (uy) > Dp,(Z) for all 2, € RTG(Tr) (cf. (2.9)),
we obtain for all @, € S (Ty,) and 2z, € RTY(Tr)

%Hﬂh(ﬁh —up)||72() < Inan) = In(up) < In(an) — Du(Zn).  (4.1)

Resorting to Lemma 3.1, we obtain a function @, € S<"(T) satisfying (P.1)—-(P.4).
In addition, Lemma 4.1 yields a vector field z,, € RT%(7T5,) with (D.1*) and (D.2%).
Then, using (P.4), (D.2*) and the strong duality principle I(u)=D(z) (cf. (2.5)),
we deduce from (4.1) that

1 . .
3 M = un) 20y < 2¢acer|[ull Lo o) DUl (@) + k(B 9]l L2 () 1div(2) | 220
Hence, incorporating (3.12) and (3.13), we conclude the claimed error bound. [

A sufficient condition for a solution to (2.4) to guarantee the quasi-optimal rate
O(h?z) is element-wise Lipschitz continuity. In addition, if a solution to (2.4) is only

feg
2

element-wise a-Holder continuous, it is, however, possible to derive the rate O(hz).

Lemma 4.3 (Dual quasi-interpolant for element-wise a—Holder vector fields).
Let g € L*(Q) and let z € W (div; Q) NL>®(;R?) be such that ||z|| o (ouray < 1.
Furthermore, assume that there exist constants a € [0,1] and ¢, > 0 such that
for all T € Ty, it holds z|p € C%*(T;R?) with

2(z) = 2(y)| < calz —y|* (4.2)
forallz,y€T. Then, the assumptions in Lemma 4.1 are satisfied with k(h)=O(h%).
Remark 4.4. Lemma 4.3 is of particular interest if the discontinuity set J, of a

piece-wise reqular (piece-wise Lipschitz or piece-wise a—Hoélder continuous) vector
field e W2 (div; Q)NL>®(Q; RY) is resolved by the triangulation, i.e., J, C Uses, S

Proof. (of Lemma 4.3) We need to check that |1l Ir7z|| e ra) <1+ #(h) for
some £(h)>—1with k(h)=0O(h®). Note that Irp(z(xr))=2(z7) in T for all T € Tp,
which results from div(Igr(z(zr))) = Hp(div(z(zr))) = 0in T for all T € Ty,
Using this, (RT.2), (4.2) and that [|2]| o (;re) < 1, we deduce that for all T' € 7},
|(Irr2)(wr)] < e (2 — 2(27))(27)] + [2(27)]

< Hrr(z = 2(27)) | L (7ime) + 1

<crrllz = 2(@7) || Lo (rire) + 1 (4.3)

< crrSUpLer|r —xp|* + 1

S CRTCah% + 13

i.e., setting r(h) := crrcah®, we conclude that [|II Ir 72| oo (qure) < 1+4(h). O
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Theorem 4.5 (Error estimate for element-wise a—Holder dual solution). Let z €
W2 (div; Q)NL>(Q; RY) be mazimal for D : W (div; Q)NL>®(Q; RY) — RU{—oc0}
with the same properties as in Lemma 4.3, let w € BV (Q2) N L () minimal
for I: BV(Q) N L*(Q) —» R and let uy, € S4<"(Tp,) minimal for I,:Sb<"(T,) = R.
Then, we have that

||U — HhUh”%z(Q) S ch®.
where ¢>0 depends only on the quantities ce,, ca, Ca, |ullz= (), and [Dul(£).

Proof. Follows from Theorem 4.2 by resorting to Lemma 4.3. O

Remark 4.6 (Comparison of Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 4.5). (i) If =1, then
Theorem 4.5 extends the results [9, Proposition 4.2] and [20, Sectioin 5.1.1]
to the case of an existing element-wise Lipschitz continuous solution to (2.4).

(ii) If p > d in Theorem 3.7, then z € WLP(Q;R?) satisfies = € CO*(Q;RY)
fora = 1—% by Sobolev’s embedding theorem [15, Corollary 9.14]. As a result,
Theorem 4.5 in the particular case Ty =) is applicable and yields the rate O(h%).
On the other hand, Theorem 3.7 yields the slightly improved rate O(hﬁ),
which gives the impression that Theorem 3.7 is utterly superior to Theorem 4.5.
Nevertheless, the major strength of Theorem 4.5 — and equally of Lemma 4.3 —
is that it is also applicable when it is unclear whether a solution to (2.4) with
Sobolev reqularity is available. This allows us to justify analytically the quasi-
optimal rate (’)(h%) for the setting in Section 2.7 at least for the particular case
that the discontinuity set J, is resolved by the triangulation, i.e., J, C USeSh S,
cf. Example 5.2 and Example 5.5.

If the discontinuity set of a solution to (2.4) is not resolved by the triangulation,
then, apparently, Theorem 4.5 does not apply. In this case, however, the following
argument applies, which exploits that for g € L (), we have that div(z) € L (),
which to some extent can serve as a substitute for Vz € L>(Q; R4*?).

Remark 4.7 (Optimal dual quasi-interpolant for non—Lipschitz vector fields).
Let z € WRP(div; Q) be such that ||z| e ray < 1. Furthermore, assume that
there exists a constant ¢, > 0 such that for all T € Ty, there exists some xp7 € T
such that

|(IRTZ)(§T)| <1+ ¢,h, (44)
For each T € Ty, since Irrz € RTY(Tn) € L1(Tn)?, we have that
(IRTZ)(.%) = (IRTz)(xT) + dildiV(IRTZ)(ﬂf — xT) (45)

forallz€T. Thus, resorting to div(Irrz) =1 (div(z)) in LO(Ty), also using (4.4)
and (L0.1) in (4.5) at x =Ty € T, we conclude that
a7z oo (rray < |(IrT2)(Fr)| + d7 L (div(2))] Lo (1) BT — 27|
<1+ éh+d"div(2)|| g hr,

i.e., we have that | IR z|| oo (piray < 1+ (2 + d™H|div(2)]| oo () ) B

The following remark discusses particular sufficient conditions for (4.4) on a
vector field z € WR°(div; ) that is piece-wise Lipschitz continuous, such as, e.g.,
that its discontinuity set J, is approximated by Ty, h > 0, with rate O(h) or that
|z| < 1 along J, while, simultaneously, its jump [z] over J, remains small.
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On the other hand, this remark finds that (4.4) cannot be expected, in general,
for piece-wise Lipschitz continuous vector fields, even in generic situations.

Remark 4.8 (Sufficient conditions for (4.4)). Letd = 2 and z € W (div; Q) with
HzHLoo(Q r2) < 1 be piece-wise Lipschitz continuous, i.e., there exist open Q; C ),

i=1,...,m, meN, with z|o, e W1 (Q;; R?) for alli=1,...,m and Q=J;~, Q.
Next, we fix an arbitrary T € Ty,. Then, we need to dzstmguzsh two cases:

(i) Assume that T C §; for somei =1,...,m. Then, we deduce along the lines of
the proof of (4.3) that

|(IRTZ)(:17T)| <1l+ CRTHVZHLw(Qi;RzX?)hT»

e., |(Irrz)(xr)| < 14c crrhr, where ¢, - =max;—1 .. m||V(2z|q,) (QR2%2)-
(i) Assume that there exists an interface v = 0, MOy, for some a,b=1,....,m
such that int(T)Ny # 0°. As z|g, € WH(Q4;R?) and z|g, € WH(Qy; R?),
without loss of generality, we may assume thaty C b, + Rt., for some b, € R?
and t, € S*. Next, fix v, € v and set z, := (2|a;)(74), 20 := (2]) (z4) € R?.
Then, for i € {a,b}, it holds
o) (@) < IV(zle,)
Furthermore, if n, € S' denotes a unit normal to t, € S, i.e., n, - t, =0,
then, taking into account that z € W2 (div; ), we find that z, - ny = 23 - 0.
Thus, if we define zr(z) := zq for v € TN, and zr(z) = 23 for & € TN,
cf. Figure 1, («), then zp € W (div; T) and, owing to (RT.2),

(@i r2x2y [y — x| < c;hy  for all z € TNQ;.

|zi — (2

| IrT2r — IRTZ|| L (1;R2) < CRT||2T — 2|| L0 (75R2) < eRTC DT,
i.e., we have that
| IrT2| Lo (1ir2) < [IRT27 || 150 (73R2) + CRTC DT (4.6)

As a result of (4.6), it is sufficient to prove ||Irrzr| po(rr2) < 14 O(h) to
conclude that || IrTz|| Lo (rr2y < 14+O(h). Because, owing to Lemma 4.1 (ii),
it holds

div(Igrrzr) = Hp(div(zr)) =0 in T,

where Ixpzr := ZSeSh;SgaT zr - ngg, it even holds Irrzr = const in T
Next, we denote by S1 € Sy a side of T € Ty, such that S1 N~y # 0 and by
Sy € Sy, the side of T € Ty, such that So N~y =10. Let n1,ne € S denote the
corresponding unit normal vectors to S1,S2 € Ty, resp., ¢f. Figure 1, ().

Th@’ﬂ, it holds
Q) 9]
|Sl N b| - ‘Sl N a|

IRTzT-nlz/ zr-mids = ———2z - —_— 2"
sy |51 Sy

(4.7)
IRTZT - Ng :/ zT-nst = Zp - N2.
Sa

Introducing p := |S1NQ|/|S1] € [0, 1] as well as Mz := (n1,n2) € R?*2 also
exploiting that zq = 2+ ((24 — 2b) - t4)t, where we used that z, - Ny = 2zp - Ny,
the system (4.7) can be rewritten as

M7 Irpzr = My 2y + (1= p)((2a — 2) - t) (ty - n1)en,

5 Apparently, we should also take into account the case in which T € 7j, is intersected by two
or more interfaces. However, for the benefit of readability, we limit ourselves to this simplified
case.
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i.e., since Mz-l: € R?*2 is q regular matriz, we find that
Irror = 2+ (1= p)((2a — 2) - t4) (ty - n1) M7 Tey. (4.8)

Resorting to the formula (4.8), we can derive special cases that imply (4.4):

(ti.a) Ifty-ny = O(h), i.e., (by +Rty) NT approzimates Sv with rate O(h),
cf. Figure 1, (B), then |Irrzr| < |z|+ O(h) <14 O(h).

(ii.b) If 1 — p = O(h), i.e., Sy NQy approximates Sy with rate O(h), cf.
Figure 1, (v), then |Irrzr| < |z| + O(h) <1+ O(h).

Apparently, (ii.a) and (i.b) describe the particular case in which the disconti-

nuity set J, is not resolved by the triangulation but approzimated with rate O(h).

(ti.c) If we have that both |z,| < 1 and (z4 — 2p) - t4 s sufficiently small,
i.e., such that |(1—p)((za — 2) -t ) Mg ' (ty-n1)er| < 1— 2|+ O(h),
then |I’RTZT| < |Zb‘ +1-— |Zb| + O(h) =1+ O(h)

(ii.d) If T is nearly right-angled, so that My is approzimately an orthogonal
matriz, i.e., My, " = My + O(h), and t, = +n; + O(h), then, using
that zq - ng = 2 - ng + O(h) because ny, = +ny + O(h), we deduce that
2 = (2p-n1)n1 4+ (1 — p)(24 - n2)na + p(2p - n2)na + O(h) and, thus, that

Irrzr =2z + (1 — p)((24 — 2) - n1)n1 + O(h)
= p((zo - n1)n1 + p(zp - n2)n2)
+ (1= p)((za - n1)n1 + (2a - n2)n2) + O(h)
= (1= p)za+ py + O(h),
which implies that |IrTzr| < (1 — p)|zal + plzs| + O(h) <14+ O(h).

More generally, the sub-cases (#.a)—(ii.d) can occur in combination so that the

conclusion holds under significantly weaker conditions on the individual factors.

On the other hand, the formula (4.8), simultaneously, demonstrates that

[ IrT 27| Lo (7;R2) < 1+O(h) and, therefore, also || IrTz| L~ (rir2) < 1+ O(h)
cannot be expected in general, even in generic situations.

Rtﬂ//nly arccos(ty - n1); t - ny = O(h)

(v)

Sa

S1

1—p=0(h)

Figure 1: Sketch of the construction as described in Remark 4.8 with a discontinu-
ity set J,,. intersecting an element T'. Part («) depicts the setting of Remark 4.8,
while part (8) and part (7y) illustrate the cases (4.a) and (4i.b) in Remark 4.8.
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5. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we verify the theoretical findings of Section 4 via numerical ex-
periments. To compare approximations to an exact solution, we impose Dirichlet
boundary conditions on I' p =012, though an existence theory is difficult to establish,
in general. However, the error estimates derived in Section 4 carry over verbatimly
with I'y = @) provided that a minimizer exists.

All experiments were conducted using the finite element software FEniCS, cf. [29].
All graphics are generated using the Matplotlib library, cf. [27].

5.1 Ezxperimental convergence rates

All computations are based on using the regularized discrete ROF functional,
i.e., for ¢ > 0 and g € L?(), the functional I} : S5 (Ts) — R, defined by

o
I (vn) = [[[Vonlellzr o) + 5 1T (on = 9)1 72 () (5.1)

for all v, € S5 (Th), where |- |. € C*(R?) is the regularized modulus, defined by
la|. == (Ja>+¢2)2 forall a € R% and & > 0. On the basis of 0 < |a|.—|a| < & for all
a € R? and £ > 0, for the minima up, u, € S}‘J’CT(E) of Iy, I}, :Sgcr(’ﬁl) — R, resp.,
there holds

o
o T = i) 1720y < €l

Thus, in order to bound the error ||u—IInup 12(q), it suffices to determine the error
Ju—TT4u5 || £2(q)s €&, for € = h. The iterative minimization of I} : S5 (Ts) — R,
i.e., for € = h, is realized using the unconditionally strongly stable semi-implicit
discretized L?-gradient flow from [10], see also [8, Section 5].

Algorithm 5.1 (Semi-implicit discretized L%?-gradient flow). Let g5, € L°(Ty)
and choose T, stop > 0. Moreover, let u% € Sll)’cr(’ﬁb) and setk=1. Then, fork>1:

(i) Compute uf € S5 (Tr) such that for every v, € S5 (Th), there holds

thk
(dtuﬁ, Uh)Lz(Q) + (Wukhl’, thh> + Q<Hhuﬁ — Gh, Hhvh)Lz(Q) =0,
hZhln L2(;R4)
where dyuf == L(uf — uf™') denotes the backward difference quotient.

(i) Stop if Hdtu’fl ||L2(Q) <€stop; Otherwise, increase k— k+1 and continue with (i).

Tt is shown in [10, Proposition 3.4] and [8, Proposition 5.3], that Algorithm 5.1
is unconditionally strongly stable, energy decreasing as well as converging, i.e.,
stops after finitely many iteration steps. To be more specific, for arbitrary [ € N,
one has the discrete energy estimate

l 9 dV k 2+ d v k 2
I,?(ulh)+TZ]|dtu§Hiz(Q)+%Z/ |di Vuf] k(_;! uil,) dz < 1P (ul),
k=1 k=178 }Vuh ’h

which mainly results from dt’Vumh = %’Vuﬁ_1|;1(dt|Vum2 — (dt’Vu’,ﬂh)z).
We will always employ the h-independent step-size T = 1 but the h—dependent

stopping criteria ||dtuﬁ||L2(Q) < sf;mp = 2%, ie., Hu’,jfufb_lnm(m < 2% as T = 1.



ERROR ESTIMATES FOR TOTAL-VARIATION REGULARIZED MINIMIZATION 17

Example 5.2 (Two disks problem). Let Q = (—1,1)2 CR?, r = 0.4, a = 10, and
g:=go® € BV(Q)NL>(Q), where g := XB2(re;) — XB2(-re;) € BV (2)NL>(Q)
and for some angle ¢ € [0,27] and some vector by, = (by,bs) " € R?,
| cos(®)(w1 — by) + sin(@) (x2 — b2)
®@) =1 os(6) (s — by) — sin(6)(z1 — by) (5:2)
forallz = (xq,15) T€R?, i.e., ®:R%2—=R? performs a rotation by ¢ and a shift by b.
The same argumentation as in the proof of Proposition 2.1 demonstrates that the
corresponding primal solution is given via @ := uo® = (1—2)g € BV (Q)NL>(Q),
where u = (1 — 2)g € BV(Q) N L>®(2), ¢f. Proposition 2.1.
For z € W (div; Q) defined as in Proposition 2.3, we define the vector field
Z 1= det(D®)(DP) " Lz0® = (DP)"Lz0® € W (div; Q). Then, resorting to prop-
erties of the contra-variant Piola transform, cf. [13, (2.1.71)], we find that

div(Z) = det(D®)div(z) o ® = div(z) o ® = a(a — g) in . (5.3)
We define the decomposition Q3 := QN ®(Rso x R) and Qg := QN PRy x R).

)
Then, using that i = 0 continuously on b.,+R¢t.,NSY, where t,, = (—sin(¢),cos(¢)) T,
and the transformation theorem, we further obtain that

|Dal(Q) = |Da|(Qg) + | Dal(2g)
= [Du|(Q") + | Dul(27)
= (u,div(2))r2(a+) + (v, div(2)) L2(0-)
= (uo @,div(2) o ) r2(a-1(0)) = (& div(2))r2(q),

(5.4)

where we used in the last equality sign that supp(i) C ®~1(2) N Q. Consequently,
if we combine (5.3) and (5.4) and refer to the optimality conditions (2.6), then we
find that z € W (div; Q) is a dual solution to & € BV (Q) N L>®(Q). Apparently,
zZ € W (div; Q) is piece-wise Lipschitz continuous in the sense of Remark 4.8 and
its jump set is given via J; = by +Rt,. As a consequence, if for every T € T, ei-
ther of the cases (ii.a)—(ii.d) in Remark 4.8 is satisfied, then the quasi-optimal rate
(’)(h%) is guaranteed by Remark 4.8, Lemma 4.7, Lemma 4.1 and Theorem 4.2.

Example 5.3 (Four disks problem). Let Q = (—=1,1)2 CR? r = 0.4, a = 10, and
9= XB2(r;r) T XB2(—r,—r) = XB2(r,—r) — XB2(~rr) € BV(2) N L>(Q).

The same argumentation as for the proof of Proposition 2.1 shows that a minimum
of (2.3) is given via u:= (1— 2)g € BV(Q) N L>(Q). A straightforward adap-
tion of the proof of Corollary 2.2 implies that any dual solution z € W (div; Q)
s not 6—Hdolder continuous at x = £rey and © = +res if 0 > % Apart from that,
arguing as in the proof of Proposition 2.3, we find that an example of a dual so-
lution Z € W (div; Q) is given via Z(x) := tz(x F rez) if £zg > 0 for all x =
(r1,22) T € Q, where z € W (div; Q) is defined as in Proposition 2.3. In addition,
if ®:R? — R? is defined as in Example 5.2, then for §:=go ® € BV (Q2)NL>®(%),
the primal solution is given via % :=wuo ® € BV (Q) N L>(Q) and a dual solu-
tion is given via Z := (D®) 'z 0 ® € W (div; Q). Apparently, Z € W (div; Q)
1s piece-wise Lipschitz continuous in the sense of Remark 4.8 and its jump set is gi-
ven via J;=b,+Rt,+Rn., where t., = (—sin(¢), cos(¢)) "and n, = (cos(¢), sin(4)) .
As a consequence, if for every T € Ty, either of the cases (ii.a)—(ii.d) in Remark 4.8
is satisfied, then the quasi-optimal rate O(h%) is guaranteed by Remark 4.8,
Lemma 4.7, Lemma 4.1 and Theorem 4.2.
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The experimental convergence rates in Figure 2 are obtained on k-times red-

refined triangulations 7y, , k = 1,...,10, of an initial triangulation 7, with two
elements, i.e., hy = ho2~* and sgt"op = }2‘—’5 for every k = 1,...,10. In addition, for

a simple implementation, we employ gn, € L°(7Tp,), defined by gp, = §(a:7—hk ),
where T, |7 := a7 for all T € Ty, , instead of gp, =, § € L°(Ty, ). However,
since for each input data g € BV (Q) N L>°(£2) considered in this section, it holds
19—Ghs |1 () < chi|0BE(0)], the error estimate remains valid. To be more specific,
Figure 2 contains logarithmic plots for the experimental convergence rates of the
error quantities

||’LL(£L’7‘hk) _Hhkuthiz(Q)a k= 33"'7107 (55)

versus the total number of vertices Ny, = (284+1)% ~ h,;Q fork=3,...,10.Init, we
find that the L2-errors (5.5) converge at the quasi-optimal convergence rate O(h?).
This behavior is reported for both examples, i.e., Example 5.2 and Example 5.3, for
¢=0.0 and by = (0.0,0.0) " as well as for ¢ = 7= and b, =(0.1,0.0) ". Recall that
for ¢ = 0.0 and b, = (0.0,0.0) T, the quasi-optimal rate (’)(h%) is analytically guar-
anteed in both examples (cf. Example 5.2 and Example 5.3). Apart from that, we
also could report the quasi-optimal rate O(h?) for d = 3, a uniform triangulation
of @ = (=1,1)% and g € L*(Q)NBV(Q) given via two or four touching balls, with
several rotations and shifts, for which no Lipschitz continuous dual solution exists.

In Figure 3, the numerical solution uy, € S1°"(7,,) obtained in Example 5.3
and its L2-projection ITj, up, € L°(Tp, ) are displayed for ¢=0.0 and b, = (0.0,0.0) .
Large gradients occur near the contact points of the disks, the midpoint values do
not, however, show artifacts. In Figure 4, the L?—projection I}, 2, € L°(Tx,)? of
the discrete dual solution zp, 1=V un, |V agting |;51 + ST, (un,—g) (idpe — 5 idge )
€ RT°(T,) with respect to the regularized ROF functional (5.1) (cf. [12, Section 5])
is displayed for ¢ = 0.0 and b, = (0.0,0.0) .

-- Two disks: ¢ =0.0, b,=(0.0,0.0)"
—*— Two disks: ¢ = 1%, b, =(0.1,0.0)"
-{-3- Four disks: ¢ = 0.0, b, = (0.0,0.0)7
—— Four disks: ¢ = 7%, b, = (0.1,0.0)7

10—2 -

lu(zr) = ThunlZz g

102 103 104 10° 106
N ~ b2

Figure 2: Logarithmic plots for the experimental convergence rates of the error
quantities (5.5) in Example 5.2 and in Example 5.3. The rate O(h2) is observed.
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Figure 3:

I, un, € L2(Th,)

Numerical solution up, € St¢" (T, ) in Example 5.3 displayed as piece-

wise affine function (left) and via its L?—projection ITj up, € LO(Tp,) (right) for
r=0.4, a =10, ¢ = 0.0 and b, = (0.0, 0.0)". Large discrete gradients occur near
+req and £res, where no dual solution is #—Holder continuous for 6 > %
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Figure 4: L?>-projection Iy, zp, € LO(Th,)? of the discrete dual solution zp,, €
RTO(Th,) with respect to the regularized ROF functional (5.1) (cf. [12, Section 5])
displayed for ¢ = 0.0 and b, = (0.0,0.0) . The red and blue arrows represent the
values of zj,, € RT°(Ty,) at the midpoints of element sides along the Rey—axis,
ie., lime0 zp, (zs — €e1) (blue arrows) and lim._,g 2, (s + €e1) (red arrows).
Here, the different orientations of the arrows indicate that zs, € RT°(Th,)
approximates a discontinuous vector field — empirically z € W (div; Q) defined
in Proposition 2.3. Moreover, the red circles display the discontinuity set .J, of
the minimizer v € BV (2) N L>°(£2) defined in Proposition 2.1.
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5.2 Experimental verification of condition (4.4)

In this section, we examine whether the dual solutions given in Example 5.2
for every ¢ € [0,2n] and b, € R? comply with condition (4.4) in Lemma 4.7, which,
in view of Lemma 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 yields a guarantee for the quasi-optimal
convergence rate C’)(h%). If we compute the quantities

||HthRT2||L°°(Q;Rd)a k': 1,...,8, (56)
where Z € W (div; Q) is defined as in Example 5.2, then we find that for ¢ = 0.0
and b, = (0.0,0.0)7, ¢ = Z and b, = (0.0,0.1)T, ¢ = 0.0 and b, = (0.1,0.0) T,

2

and ¢ = —% and b, = (0.0, O.O)T, there exists a constant ¢, > 0 — presumably,

one has that ¢, = 1 — such that for £ =1,...,8, there holds
||HthRT2HLoc(Q;Rd) <1+ c,hyg. (57)

These results confirm the findings in Remark 4.8 as they fall within one of the cases

(ii.a)-(ii.d). Apart from that, for ¢ = T and b, = (0.0,0.0)" as well as for ¢ = 1%

and b, = (0.0,0.0) T, we cannot report the existence of a constant ¢, > 0 such that
(5.7) holds. This behavior can also be easily predicted analytically by resorting to
the formula (4.8). All results can be found in Figure 5, which displays the quanti-
ties (5.6) versus the total number of vertices N = (2k + 1)2~h; 2 for k=1,...,8.

100_
<
&
3
]
I
g
~
=
=

6 x 1071

10t 162 163 104 10°
N~ h2
Figure 5: Logarithmic plots of the quantities (5.6) in Example 5.2.

Possible explanations for the observed quasi-optimal rate O(h%) for ¢ = 7 and
by = (0.0,0.0) " as well as for ¢ = T and b, = (0.0,0.0) ", even though (5.7) could
not be reported, might be that this violation is merely pre-asymptotic or occurs
only along the interface (by + Rt,) N Q (the latter, we observed experimentally),
that the proofs presented are still sub-optimal, or that there exists an alternative
dual solution for which (5.7) can be reported.
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