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Abstract The known a posteriori error analysis of hybrid high-order meth-
ods (HHO) treats the stabilization contribution as part of the error and as
part of the error estimator for an efficient and reliable error control. This pa-
per circumvents the stabilization contribution on simplicial meshes and arrives
at a stabilization-free error analysis with an explicit residual-based a posteri-
ori error estimator for adaptive mesh-refining as well as an equilibrium-based
guaranteed upper error bound (GUB). Numerical evidence in a Poisson model
problem supports that the GUB leads to realistic upper bounds for the dis-
placement error in the piecewise energy norm. The adaptive mesh-refining
algorithm associated to the explicit residual-based a posteriori error estimator
recovers the optimal convergence rates in computational benchmarks.
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1 Introduction

Hybrid high-order methods (HHO) were introduced in [26,27] and are exam-
ined in the textbooks [25,29] as a promising class of flexible nonconforming dis-
cretization methods for partial differential equations that involve a parameter-
free stabilization term for the link between the volume and skeletal variables.

1.1 Known a posteriori error estimator

The a priori error analysis of HHO involves the stability terms in extended
norms as part of the methodology and motivated a first explicit residual-based
a posteriori error estimator in [25] with a reformulation of the stabilization
in the upper bound. Let s, (up,us) denote the stabilization at the discrete
solution up € V3 and let the (elliptic) reconstruction Ruy of up denote a
piecewise polynomial of degree at most k + 1 that approximates u € H(2),
cf. (2) and Section 3 below for further details. Then a possible error term reads

total error® := ||V (u — Ruh)||%2(m + sp(un, up). (1)

It is disputable if sp(up,up) > 0 is an error contribution, but if the total
error includes sp(up,up) (or an equivalent form), then the error estimator
may also include this term (or a computable equivalent) for a reliable and
efficient a posteriori error control. Amongst the many skeletal schemes like
(nonconforming) virtual elements, hybridized (weak) discontinuous Galerkin
schemes et al., the HHO methodology has a clear and efficacious stabilization

sp(vp, wp) = Z Z h (ST Evn, STEWR) L2 (F) (2)
TeT FeF(T)

with the abbreviation Sppvp, = gy (vr + (1 — ) Rop) |r —vr|p for v, =
(vr,vF) € V} in terms of the L? projections ITk , onto polynomials of degree
at most k on a facet or simplex K € FUT of diameter hx = diam(K); cf.
Subsection 1.4 for further details. The original residual-based estimator ngpo
from the textbook [25] for the Poisson model problem —Au = f includes (2)
and an interpolation ARu;, € V of Rujp by nodal averaging in

7712{HO = |7 (1 = Io)(f + prRuh)”2L2(Q) + [ Vpw(l — A)Ruh”%%fz)

—+ sh(uh,uh).

(Multiplicative constants are undisplayed in this introduction for simplicity.)
The results from Theorem 4.3 and 4.7 in [25] show reliability and efficiency
for the total error (1) and piecewise polynomial source terms f € Pi41(7T),

total error? &~ N0
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1.2 Stabilization-free a posteriori error control

There are objections against the double role of sp,(up,up) on both sides of the
efficiency and reliability estimate. First, the term s, (u, uj,) may dominate both
sides of the error estimate. In other words, the total error might be equivalent
to sp(un,ur), but the quantity of interest may exclusively be

error® 1= ||V (u — Ruh)H%z(Q).

Second, since the stabilization (2) incorporates a negative power of the mesh-
size, a reduction property for local refinements remains unclear but is in-
evitable in the proofs of optimal convergence of an adaptive algorithm [5,16].
This paper, therefore, asks a different question about the control of the error
without the stabilization term (2) in the upper bound and introduces two
stabilization-free error estimators (multiplicative constants are undisplayed)

Nres = |AT(f + ApwRun)l|Za(a) + Y hrll[Vow Runlr (),
FeF

Neqp = 0545 (f; T) + 1Qp = VowRun[Z2 () + [|Vow (1 = A)Run||Z2 g

for some parameter p € Ny. The explicit residual-based a posteriori error
estimator 7.5 follows from the a posteriori methodology in the spirit of [14, 20,
18,21] with a piecewise volume residual f+ Ay, Ruy, and the jumps [Vpw Rup| p
across a facet F' (on the boundary this is only the tangential component of
VpwRup). The equilibrated error estimator 7eq,p, includes the post-processed
quantity @, € RTy4p,(T) in the space RTj4,(7T) of Raviart-Thomas functions
of degree k + p for p € Ny and the nodal average ARuy, € S(]J““('T) of Ruyp,.
The main results establish reliability and efficiency

error? + osci_,(f,T) S n2, ~ ngqyp < error? + Oscg(ﬁ T)

for any p,q € Ny up to data-oscillations oscg(f, T) = ||hr(1 — H‘I)f”%Z(Q)
of the source term f € L?(£2) and without any stabilization terms. Compu-
tational benchmarks with adaptive mesh-refinement driven by any of these
estimators provide numerical evidence for optimal convergence rates.

1.3 Further contributions and outline

The higher-order Crouzeix-Raviart finite element schemes are complicated at
least in 3D [23] and then the HHO methodology is an attractive alternative
even for simplicial triangulations with partly unexpected advantages like the
computation of higher-order guaranteed eigenvalue bounds [15]. Higher con-
vergence rates rely on an appropriate adaptive mesh-refining algorithm and
hence stabilization-free a posteriori error estimators are of particular inter-
est. The recent paper [36] establishes the latter for virtual elements with an
over-penalization strategy as an extension of [8] for the discontinuous Galerkin
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Wmax U 371'/2 2
Mg 1 6 8
Capx 2.9568 6.4642 11.3771
Cst 26.0893  55.8498 97.5374
Ch 29718 6.4710 11.3810
Co 7.0495 15.2341 26.7317

Table 1 Explicit constants C1, Cst, Co for right-isosceles triangles with respect to the max-
imum interior angle wmax of the polygonal domain {2.

schemes. A disadvantage is the quantification of the restriction on the stabi-
lization parameter in practise and poor condition for larger parameters. The
stabilization-free a posteriori error control in this paper is based on two ob-
servations for the HHO schemes on simplicial triangulations. First, the P;-
conforming finite element functions let the stabilization vanish and, second, the
divergence-free lowest-order Raviart-Thomas functions are L? perpendicular
to the piecewise gradients V Ruy. In fact, those two fairly general properties
lead in Section 2 to a reliable explicit residual-based a posteriori error estima-
tor. In contrast to the simplified introduction above, the paper also focuses on
multiplicative constants that lead to the GUB

error < Mpes  and  error < feq.p;

cf. Table 1 for explicit quantities and Theorem 1 and Theorem 3 for further
details. Numerical comparisons of nuuo with 7res and 7eq,, favour the latter.
Section 2 identifies general building blocks of the a posteriori error analysis
for discontinuous schemes with emphasis on explicit constants. An application
to HHO leads to the new stabilization-free residual-based estimator 7es in
Section 3. The alternative stabilization-free error estimator 7cq,, follows from
an equilibration strategy plus post-processing in Section 4. This paper also
contributes to the HHO literature a local equivalence of two stabilizations and
the efficiency of the stabilization terms up to data-oscillations in extension of
[32]. Numerical comparisons of the different error estimators and an error es-
timator competition for guaranteed error control of the piecewise energy norm
in 2D conclude this paper in Section 5. Three computational benchmarks pro-
vide striking numerical evidences for the optimality of the associated adaptive
algorithms. The appendix provides algorithmic details on the computation of
the post-processed contribution [|Q, — Vpw Run || 12(0) in Neq,p-

1.4 Overall notation

Standard notation for Sobolev and Lebesgue spaces and norms apply with
|| o[ = l®r2n) and || o || == ||V & ||L2(q). In particular, H(div,{2) is the
space of Sobolev functions with weak divergence in L?(£2) and H(div = 0, 2)
contains only divergence-free functions in H (div, £2). Throughout this paper,
T denotes a shape-regular triangulation of the polyhedral bounded Lipschitz
domain 2 C R" into n-simplices with facets F (edges for n = 2 and faces for
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n = 3) and vertices V. Let F({2) (resp. V(§2)) denote the set of interior facets
(resp. vertices) and F(992) == F \ F(012) (resp. V(9£2) := V\ V(£2)). Given
veEN =R and w: 2 — R™3 let curlv = d1vs — Gavy and Curlw =
(Oow, —O1w)t if n = 2 and curlv == (Oav3 — D302, D31 — O1v3, O1v2 — Dav1 ) and
Curlw = curlw if n = 3. For s € R, let H*(T), H(div,T), and H(curl,T)
denote the space of piecewise Sobolev functions with restriction to T € T in
H*(T), H(div,T), and H(curl,T). To simplify notation, H*(K) abbreviates
H*(int(K)) for the open interior int(K) of a compact set K. The L?-scalar
product reads (e, ®)2(,) for volumes w C £2 and (e, ®) 12(, for surfaces y C 2
of co-dimension one; the same symbol applies to scalars and to vectors. For
V = H}(2) and V* = H1(R2), let (e, o) denote the duality-brackets in
V* x V for the dual space V* of V equipped with the operator norm || F. :=
b, ey oy [Pul/ o] for F e V*.

Define the energy scalar product a(v,w) = (Vv,Vw)p2) for v,w €
H'(£2) and its piecewise version apy (v, w) = (Vpwt, Vpww)r2(o) for v,w €
HY(T). The latter induces the seminorm || ® [|pw = apw (e, )2 in H*(T).
Here and throughout the paper, Vo, divpw, curlyy, Apw, denote the piece-
wise evaluation of the differential operators V, div, curl,y, A without explicit
reference to the underlying shape-regular triangulation 7.

The vector space Py (K) of polynomials of degrees at most k € Ny over a
facet or simplex K € FUT defines the piecewise polynomial spaces

Pu(T) ={pc L*() : pir € Pr(T) forall T € T},
Pu(F)={p € L*(F) : pjr € Px(F) for all F € F}

and the space of piecewise Raviart-Thomas functions
RTPY(T) == P(T;R") + zP(T).

The associated L? projections read Ik : L*(2) — Py(K), Il : L*(2) —
Pu(T), and Iz : L*(£2) — Pi.(F) with the convention IT_; := 0. Abbreviate
SEYHT) == Pey1(T)NV and RTy(T) = RTPV(T) N H(div, 2) for all k € No.
The piecewise constant mesh-size function hy € Py(T) satisfies hrr = hr
for T € T with the diameter hy = diam(K) € Py(K) of K € FUT.

If not explicitly stated otherwise, constants are independent of the mesh-
size in the triangulation but may depend on the shape-regularity and on the
polynomial degree k. The abbreviation A < B hides a generic constant C'
(independent of the mesh-size) in A < C' B; A ~ B abbreviates A < B < A.

2 Foundations of the a posteriori error analysis

This section investigates general building blocks of the a posteriori error anal-
ysis and revisits arguments from [14,20,18,21] with emphasis on multiply con-
nected domains 2 C R™ for n = 2,3. The general setting of this section
results in reliability for an error estimator that is applicable beyond the HHO
methodology. Consider the weak solution u € V = Hg(£2) to the Poisson model
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problem —Au = f a.e. in £2 and u = 0 on 92 for a given source f € L?(£2);
ie., u € V satisfies

a(u,v) = (f,v)r20) forallveV. (3)

An approximation G € L*(2;R") of the gradient Vu € H(div, {2) gives rise
to the residual f + divG € V* = H~1(£2) seen as a linear functional on V,
ie.,

(f+divG, o) = (f,¢)r2(2) — (G, V)2 forall peV.

Let vr denote the unit outer normal along the boundary 0T of each simplex
T € 7 and fix the orientation of a unit normal vy = +vr for each facet F €
F(T) of T such that it matches the outer unit normal v of 92 at the boundary.
The jump [G]F of a piecewise function in m € N components G € H(T;R™)
reads [G]r = G|, — G|r_ on interior facets F' =T, NT_ € F(§2) (with T
labelled such that vr, |p = vFp = —vr_|p) and [G]r = G on the boundary
F € F(02). The main result of this section establishes the residual-based
error estimator

(T, G) = [ Cillhr (f + divpw @)+ Co | D UFNGr - veldap
FeF(0)

(4)

2

+Cf | Crllhrewly Gl + Co [ UFGE X vela
FeF

as a GUB ||[Vu—G|| < n(T,G) under minimal assumptions on the approxima-
tion G € HY(T;R™) C L?(§2;R™). The constants C;, Cy, and Cy (or upper
bounds thereof) are computable; cf. Table 1 for an example in 2D with details
in Example 1 at the end of Section 2. The first assumption is a weakened
discrete solution property

(G, Vwe) o) = (f,we) 2o for all we € Sg(T). (5)

The second assumption is the orthogonality to the lowest-order divergence-free
Raviart-Thomas functions

(G,T)Lz(g) =0 forall r € RTH(T)N H(div=0,1). (6)

Theorem 1 (residual-based GUB) Suppose that G € H*(T;R"™) and f €
L2(0) satisfy (5)—(6). Then the error estimator n(T,G) from (4) is a GUB

IVu =G|l <n(T,G)

of the error |Vu — G| for the solution w € V' to (3). The constants C1, Cs,Cn
exclusively depend on 2 and the shape-regularity of T .
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The remaining parts of this section are devoted to the proof of Theorem 1
and the computation of (upper bounds of) the constants Cy, Co, and Cy in (4).
The point of departure is the subsequent decomposition that appears necessary
in the nonconforming and mixed finite element a posteriori error analysis. It
leads to a split of the error |Vu — G| into some divergence part and some
consistency part.

Lemma 1 (decomposition) Any v € V and G € L?*(£2;R") satisfy the
decomposition,

IVo = G|* = flv — w[* + |G - Vw|? (7)
with the (unique) minimizer w € V' of the distance

0 :=mi —
min |G — V|

of G to the gradients VV of Sobolev functions. The solution u € V to (3)
satisfies

po=If+divGll = flu - w| and
IVu = GI? = If +divG|: + |G — Vw|* = p* + 6. (8)

Proof The minimizer w € V of ||G—V || among ¢ € V satisfies the variational
formulation a(w, p)r2(0) = (G, V)20 for all ¢ € V. (Notice that w is the
unique weak solution to the Poisson model problem —Aw = —divG € V*.)
In particular, G — Vw is L? orthogonal onto VV and the Pythagoras theorem
proves (7). Given ¢ € V with || = 1, the orthogonality of G — Vw to Vi
and (3) show

a(u —w, )22y = (Vu— G, V)r20) = (f +divG, p) 9)

with the duality brackets (e, ) in V* x V. Since the supremum of (9) over all
¢ € V with |l¢|| = 1is equal to ||u—w|| = || f +div G||«, this and (7) conclude
the proof of (8). O

The split (7) of the error || Vu—G/| allows for and enforces a separate estimation
of the equilibrium and consistency contribution in residual-based a posteriori
error estimators.

In order to derive explicit constants, two lemmas are recalled. The first
has a long tradition in the a posteriori error control in form of a Helmholtz
decomposition on simply connected domains [13,4] and introduces the con-
stant Cy from Theorem 1. The following version includes the general case of
multiply connected domains as in [33] for n = 2 or n = 3 dimensions and weak
assumptions on a divergence-free function ¢ € H(div = 0, £2).

Lemma 2 (Helmholtz-decomposition) Suppose the divergence-free func-
tion o € H(div = 0, §2) is L* orthogonal onto RTy(T) N H(div = 0, £2). Then
there exists B € H'(2;RN), N = 2n—3, such that any Bc € S*(T)N satisfies

lel* = /Q@Curl(ﬁ —Bc) dz and ||B] < Cu el- (10)

The constant Cy > 0 exclusively depends on (2.
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Proof The compact polyhedral boundary 942 of the bounded Lipschitz domain
{2 has J+1 connectivity components Iy, ..., Iy for some finite J € Ny. Those
connectivity components have a positive surface measure |I';| and a positive
distance of each other. So the integral mean

vim [ v as/iny
is well defined and depends continuously on ¢ € H(div = 0, {2) in the sense that
|7j] < cillo]] (recall div o = 0) for each j =0,...,J and ¢; > 0. This constant
c1 and the constants co,c3,cq4 below exclusively depend on the domain (2.

The finite real numbers 7y, ...,  define the Neumann data for the harmonic
function 2z € H'(2)/R with

Az=0in 2 and 90z/0v=r~;on I} forall j=0,...,J

The elliptic regularity theory for polyhedral domains lead to z € H'T%(2)
for some o > 1/2 and co > 0 with [|z][g1+a(0) < ca(J70| + -+ [7s]). The
Raviart-Thomas interpolation operator defines a bounded linear operator on
H(div, £2) N LP(£2;R™) for p > 2. It is generally accepted that, for a > 0 and
Vz e H(div =0, ) N H*(£2;R™), the Fortin interpolation IyVz € RTH(7T) N
H(div = 0,2) is well defined and ||[IpVz|| < c3(|Vz| o) follows for some
cs > 0. The additional property Vz € LP(£2;R") for some p > 2 allows the
definition of fF Vz - vp ds as a Lebesgue integral over a facet F' € F. One
consequence for the boundary facets is the vanishing integral

/ (0—IgVz)-vds=0 forallj=0,...,J.
F.

J

Since p — IpVz € H(div = 0, £2) is divergence-free, Theorems 3.1 and 3.4 in
[33] prove the existence of ¢4 > 0 and 8 € H!(£2;R"Y) with

0=IpVz+Culp and |B| < clle—IrVz|.

Recall that ¢ L IpVz and ¢ L curl e € RTH(T) N H(div = 0,2). This
concludes the proof of (10) with Cy == /1 + (c1cacs(1 + J))2e4. |

The subsequent version of the trace inequality on the facets F leads to the
piecewise constant £ € Py(F) defined by

UF) = (n+ Dh7|F|/|T| for F e F(02)NF(T),
e+ DI/ (BT | + hp?|T-|)  for F =0T NIT- € F(12).

Lemma 3 (trace inequality) Any f € H'(02) satisfies

2Ctr
n

S UE) T gy < 07 +
FeF

=Kl

with the constant Cy, = maxrey maxzer | — mid(T)|/hr < n/(n+1).
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Proof The center of inertia mid(T') = >>7_, P;/(n + 1) of the n-simplex T' =
conv{ Py, ..., P,} € T and the n+1 faces F; = conv{ P, ..., Pj_1, Pj+1,...., P} €
F(T) for j =0, ...,n give rise to the decomposition of T" into n+1 sub-simplices
T} = conv(Fj, mid(T")) with volume |T}| = [T'|/(n + 1).

Standard arguments like the trace identity on 77 C T' [17, Lemma 2.1] for
|f|?> € WLL(T") and a Cauchy inequality show

1 2 1 2
Fj\ Hf||L2(FJ) < W Hf||L2(T’ |T’| max |x mid(7)| ||f||L2(TJ() IV fll2 -
J

The distance max ey [ — mid(7T')| = [Py — mid(T)| < Ci:hr is attained at a
vertex Py for k € {0,...,j —1,j 4+ 1,...,n}. Since the centroid mid(7T") divides
each median of T in the ratio n to 1 and the length of each median is strictly
bounded by hr, the bound Ci, < n/(n + 1) follows and cannot be improved
in the absence of further assumptions on the shape of the simplex T'. Since
|Tj| = |T'|/(n + 1), the previously displayed estimate leads to

T QCtr

(n+1)h7|Fl

1#0Z2my) < 102 Iy + 5 (102 Fll oy 19 F 22
Let 7' be the refinement of 7, obtained by replacing T' € T with T, ..., T}
from above. The triangulation 7" allows for the facet based decomposition
{W'(F)}rer of £2, where w'(F') is either the patch w'(F) = int(T" UT") for
an interior facet F' = T, NT” or '(F) = int(T") for F € F(02)NF(T"). This
establishes, for any F' € F, the estimate

20r
() oy < 7 e iy + =

Since the family {w'(F') : F' € F} has no overlap, the sum of the last displayed
inequality over all ' € F and a Cauchy inequality conclude the proof of
Lemma 3. O

||h7’1fHL2(w "(F)) IV FllL2 @ ry)-

The next lemma utilizes a quasi-interpolation operator J : H'(£2) — S(T)
with the restriction J(V) C S§(T), e.g., J = J1 oIy from [19, Section 5] with
explicit constants for n = 2, and the approximation and stability properties

|67 (0 = J@)|| < Cillell and |l = Jell < Cucllell (11)

for constants C; and Cy; exclusively depending on the shape-regularity of 7.
For the precise definition of J; and Iy¢, we refer to [19, eq. (47) and Section 5].
Recall the constant C, from Lemma 3 and set Cy := (C1(C +2C;,Cyt /1))

Lemma 4 (equilibrium) Suppose that G € H(div,T) and f € L*(£2) satisfy
(5) and suppose (G|7)|r - vr € L*(F) for all F € F(T) and T € T. Then

If + div Gl < Cullhr (f + divpw G| + C2 [ D UFNC] - vel3a -
FeF(2)
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Proof Given ¢ € V with ||| = 1, set ¢ := ¢ — ¢ for some quasi-interpolation
oc = Jp € S§(T) with (11). Since (5) implies (f +div G, p) = (f +div G, ),
a piecewise integration by parts and the collection of jump contributions show

(f+divG, ) = (f + divpw G, ¥) L2(0) — Z (Glr - vr, )2y (12)
FeF(2)

The first bound follows from a Cauchy inequality and (11),

(f + divpw G, ¥)r2(0) < b7 (f + divpw G| |h7 | (13)
< Cil|hr (f + divpwG) || 1l

The second bound additionally exploits the trace inequality of Lemma 3,

Z <[G}F ) VFa¢>L2(F) (14)

FeF(R)

< |2 UBNGr velaey, | D U

FeF(0) FeF(2)
2 204 2
SO+ =ECuCr [ Y UPIC)E - vrllag
FeF(£2)

with ||| = 1 in the last step. Since (13)—(14) hold for all ¢ € V with |l¢|| = 1,
the supremum in (12) over all such ¢ concludes the proof. O

The final ingredient for the proof of Theorem 1 controls the second term ¢ in
the decomposition of Lemma 1 for o = G — Vw. Recall Cy from Lemma 2
and Cy from (11), and Cy from page 9.

Lemma 5 (conformity) Suppose the divergence-free function o € H(div =
0, 2)N H(curl, T) is L? orthogonal onto RTo(T)NH(div = 0, 2) and satisfies
(ol7)|F X vp € L3(F) for all F € F(T) and T € T. Then

Cir'llell < Cillhreutlwol +Co [ €F)llelr X vrllFs -
FeF

Proof Lemma 2 provides 8 € H'(§2;RY) with (10) for a (component-wise)
quasi-interpolation B¢ € S'(T)N with (11) as in the proof of Lemma 4; set
Y = B — Be. A piecewise integration by parts and the collection of jump
contributions shows

2= -Curl(B — Be)dx = -curlywod ds.
lel /Qg wl(8 — fo)dz /Q¢ curpw+§/Fw[g]mFs

Stability and approximation properties of the quasi-interpolation (11) and the
trace inequality of Lemma 3 eventually lead to

loll* < C1 ||hreurlpwoll 18I+ C2, [ > UF)lelr vl IBI-
FeF
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In fact, the routine estimation with element and jump terms is completely
analogous to the proof of Lemma 4 and leads to the same constants C7, Cs.
This and ||8]| < Culle|| conclude the proof. O

Proof (Theorem 1) The trace of G|r € H'(T;R™) is well defined on any facet
F € F(T) of the simplex T € 7. Lemma 1 provides w € V = H{ () with
[Vu — G|? = ||f + divG|)? + |G — Vw||?. Since G satisfies (5), Lemma 4
establishes

1 +divGl. < Collhr(f +dive @)l +C2 | S () [Cle - vel2a o
FEF(R)

The assumption (6) on G and an integration by parts prove that Lemma 5 is
applicable to o := G—Vw € H(div = 0,2)NH (curl, 7;R"). Since curl Vw = 0
and Vw X v = 0, this reveals

Ci'|G = V|| < Ci|lhreurlyy Gl + Cs [ > UF)[Glr X viela -
FeF

The above estimates together with the decomposition of Lemma 1 establish
n(T,G) as a GUB for the error ||Vu — G]|. O

Ezample 1 (constants for right-isosceles triangles) In two space dimensions,
[|Curle|| = || || and so Cy < 1 for a simply connected domain (2 in Lemma
2. The choice J := J; o Ixc from [19, Section 5] of the quasi-interpolation
operator J in the proof of Lemma 4 allows for the explicit estimates

Cr < 481+ % + 2y and G < 1+ V7200,

where j; 1 = 3.8317 denotes the first positive root of the first Bessel function.
For triangulations into right-isosceles triangles, the constant capx < V3/(2 —
2 cos(m/ max{4, Mpq})) from [19, Lemma 4.8] depends on the domain by the
maximal number Myg < 4 max{mT, wmax}/m < 8 of triangles sharing a bound-
ary vertex. Given the maximal interior angle wpayx of 2, Table 1 displays
those constants for the maximal possible value Mpq = 4 max{7m, wmax}/m. The
geometric quantity max,ecr |z — mid(T')| equals two-thirds of the maximum
median of 7. Thus, Cy, = v/5/(3v/2) < 0.5271 and ¢(F) = 6hp for interior
edges F' € F(12) and ¢(F') = 12hp for boundary edges F' € F(912) of triangu-
lations into right-isosceles triangles. Consequently,

Oy <\ /4871 4 i + By = Cr, (15)

Cs < \/Cr(Cr +0.5271(1 + VT2eups)) = Cr-. (16)
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3 Explicit residual-based a posteriori HHO error estimator

The arguments from Section 2 apply to the HHO method and result in a
stabilization-free reliable a posteriori error control. In combination with the
efficiency estimate from this section, this leads to a new explicit residual-based
a posteriori error estimator for the HHO method that is equivalent to the error
up to data oscillations.

3.1 Hybrid high-order methodology

The HHO ansatz space reads Vj, := Py(T) x Pp(F(£2)) for k € Ny with the
subspace P (F(£2)) C Pi(F) of piecewise polynomials p € Py (F) under the
convention pjpp = 0. The interpolation I : V' — Vj;, maps v € V onto Iv :=
(IIyv, IIr ,v) € Vj,. Given any vy, = (vy,vr) € V3, the reconstruction operator
R : Vi, = Pyy1(T) defines the unique piecewise polynomial Rvy, € Pry1(T)
with ITo(Rv, — v7) = 0 such that, for all wii1 € Prya1(T),

apw (Rop, wiy1)

= Qpw (U7, Wet1) — Z (v — vF, VW1 - V1) L2 (07)- (17)
TeT

Let up, € V3, solve the HHO discrete formulation of (3) with

an(un,vn) = (f,v7)L2(0)  forall v, = (vr,vF) €V, (18)

for the HHO bilinear form
ap(up, vp) = apw(Rup, Rop) + sp(up, vp) (19)
and the stabilization term sy (up,vp,) from (2). Given any we € SHT) =
P(T)NHE($2), the definition of the reconstruction operator R in (17) verifies

Rlwe = we with the interpolation I onto V. Hence, Sprplwe = 0 vanishes
for all F € F(T) and T € T. This and (18) show, for all we € S§(T), that

apw (Rup,we) = (f, Hywe) 20y = (I f,we) 12 (0)- (20)

3.2 Explicit a posteriori error estimator

As a result of (20), V. Ruy, satisfies the solution property (5) if k¥ > 1 and,
in the lowest order case k = 0, (5) holds with f replaced by IIyf. This allows
the application of the theory from Section 2 to the HHO method with minor
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modifications for the case k = 0. Define the error estimator contributions

2 )::{||hfr(f+prRuh)|2 for k > 1,

||hTHOf||2 for k:()v
0 for k>1
2 - b
T) =
T]res,Z( ) {OSC%(f, T) for k = 07 (21)
nrQes,S(T) = Z K(F>”[VPW‘RU}L]F ’ VF”%,?(F)’
FeF(2)
2 a(T) = 3 UF) [V Runle x vl .
nrcs,4 pw h|F F L2(F)
FeF

Since VpwRuy, is a piecewise gradient, its piecewise curl vanishes. This leads
to the explicit residual-based a posteriori error estimator

nfes(T) = (Clnres,l(T) + CPT}FGS,Q(T) + CQnreS,?)(T))? + Cl?lcgnfesA (T) (22)

(Recall C1, Cs from Lemma 4 and Cy from Lemma 2 as well as the Poincaré
constant C'p < 7r*1.) The main result of this section verifies the assumptions
in Theorem 1 and proves reliability and efficiency of 7es(7T).

Theorem 2 (residual-based GUB for HHO) Let u € V solve the Poisson
equation (3) and let uy, € V3, solve the discrete formulation (18). Then

|\|U - Ruh|”pw < nreS(T> < 03(|||u - Ruh|”pw + OSCq(f» T))

and osck—1(f, T) < Canres(T) hold for any q € No. The constants Cs and Cy
exclusively depend on k,q and on the shape-regularity of the triangulation T .

3.3 Proof of Theorem 2

The orthogonality of V. Ruy, to the divergence-free Raviart-Thomas space of
lowest degree is an assumption in Theorem 1 and verified below.

Lemma 6 (orthogonality) The piecewise gradients V. RV}, are L? orthog-
onal to the space RTy(T) N H(div = 0,0), i.e., any v, € Vi, and qrr €
RTH(T) N H(div =0, 2) satisfy

(Vpw R, qrr) 12(02) = 0. (23)

Proof Given any qrr € RTy(T) N H(div = 0, 2), divgrr = 0 shows qgrr €
Po(T;R™) [28, Lemma 14.9]. Since Py(T;R"™) = V,wPi(T), there exists a
piecewise affine function ¢y € Pi(7) with gpr = Vw1 a.e. in 2. This and
the definition of Rv, from (17) imply, for any v, = (vy,vx) € V4, that

(VpwRvn, qrT) L2(02) = Gpw (Rvp, ¢1)

= apw (VT 91) — Z (vrlT —vF, Vpwdr - vr) L2(o1)-
TeT
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This, a piecewise integration by parts, and Apw¢1 = 0 lead to

(VowRvn, qr7) L2(02) = Z (vr, Vpwd1 - vr) 12(01)
TeT

= Z (vr, larT - VFIF) L2(F).- (24)
FeF

Since grr € RTH(T) has continuous normal components, the jump term
(vr, l[grr]F - vF)2(F) = 0 vanishes for all F' € F(§2). This, vy = 0 on 042, and
(24) conclude (VywRon, qrr)12(02) = 0. |

The following lemma concerns the efficiency of the jump contributions. Each
facet F' € F has at most two adjacent simplices that define a triangulation
T(F)={T €T :FeF()} of the facet-patch w(F) := int(Uper(p) 1)

Lemma 7 (efficiency of jumps) The solution u € V to (3) and the discrete
solution up, € Vi, to (18) satisfy (a) for all F € F and (b) for all F € F(£2).

(a) B3|V pwRun]r X vpl| 2y S mingey [ Vo = Viw Run | 22 (5,

(0) W[V owRunlr - vl z2(r) S [IVU — VowRup | 12 (o(r)) + osci(f, T(F)).

Proof The proof is based on the following extension argument. Given a poly-
nomial p € P(F) of degree at most k along the side F' € F, the coefficients
determine a polynomial (also denoted by p) along the hyperplane H that en-
larges F. The intersection F := H Nconv(w(F)) of the hyperplane H with the
convex hull of the facet-patch w(F) may be strictly larger than F. The shape-
regularity of 7 bounds the size of F in terms of F and an inverse estimate
leads to a bound ||pHLOO(I;) < C(k)|pllze(ry with a constant C(k) that de-
pends on the shape-regularity of 7 and on k. The extension of p from H to R"
by constant values along the side normal vg leads to a polynomial p € Py (R™)
with

1Pl Lo w(ry) < Pl poe 7y < CR)PN e (r)- (25)

Proof of (a). The tangential jump o = [VowRuplp X vp € Py(F;RY) is a
polynomial in N = 2n — 3 components on F € F for n = 2,3. Let p = or(j)
be one of the components of o € P(F)V, for j = 1,...,N, and extend
it as explained above to p € Px(R") and call this p(j) in the vector gr €
Py (R"™; RY). The proof involves the piecewise polynomial facet-bubble function
bp = n"II7_, @; for the n nodal basis function ¢1,..., ¢, € S*(T) associated
with the vertices of F. An inverse estimate [38, Proposition 3.37] shows

1/2
lorl|2sp) S IbF 2 0rl|2e(p) = (bror, oF) r2(r). (26)

Since ¢ := bpor € SET(T(F); RY) vanishes on dw(F) \ int(F), (26) and a
piecewise integration by parts show

||QF||%2(F) 5 <Q, [vath]F X VF>L2(F) = (curl o, vaRUh)Lz(w(F))- (27)
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This and (curl o, Vv)r2(g) = 0 for any v € V imply

lorlZz(py < (curl o, Vi (Rup — ) 2 (u(p))
S || curl Q||L2(w(F)) vaw(th — ’U) HLQ(w(F))- (28)
An inverse estimate, ||br|| L (w(r)) = 1, and (25) imply

14+n/2
| curl ol 2 (w(ry) S IVell2wry S hp "/ ol Lo (w(Fy)
Shp TP g e ey = hip P lleplle ). (29)

In combination with (28), this concludes the proof of (a).

Proof of (b). The efficiency of normal jumps (b) follows from the arguments
for conforming FEMs, cf. [38, Section 1.4.5]; further details are omitted. O

The following lemma reveals that the order k > Ny of the oscillations osc (f, T')
in Lemma 7 (b) can be any natural number. It is certainly known to the experts
but hard to find in the literature. Recall the convention II_q :=

Lemma 8 (efficiency of lower-order oscillations) Given any simplex T €
T and parameters k,q € Ny, the solution u € V to (3) satisfies

Cslosci_1(f,T) <  min @ IV pw(w = vk 1) [ T2y + o8¢5 (£, ). (30)

V1€ Pr41
The constant Cs exclusively depends on q and the shape of T.

Proof The assertion (30) is trivial for ¢ < k — 1, so suppose k < ¢. Any
U1 € Prg1(T) and o = I, f + Avgy1 € Py(T) satisty

osci_1(f, T) < BT\ f + Aviial|7aery = 0sci (f, T) + hzllor Tz (31)

Let by € SSLH(T) with 0 < by < 1 = maxbr denote the volume bubble-
function on T' € T. The equivalence of norms in the finite-dimensional space
P,(T) provides

163207l 22y < llorllziry < Collba! or 2 (r)- (32)

A more detailed analysis of the mass matrices reveals that the constant Cg
exclusively depends on the polynomial degree gq. An integration by parts with
bror € SIT"TH(T) € V and the weak formulation (3) result in

1/2

164 " 0r |72y = (g f + Avgyr,bror) L2 (n)

= (V(u — vpy1), Vibror)) r2(ry — (f — Iy f, bror)r2(r).

A Cauchy inequality, the inverse estimate hr||V(bror)|lz2(r)y < Crllor|r2(r)
with a constant C'7 that exclusively depends on ¢ + n + 1 and the shape of T',
and (32) lead to

Cg *hrllorllzery < CrlV (u = vis1)ll L2y + oscq(f,T) (33)

The combination of (31) with (33) and a Cauchy inequality conclude the proof
of (30), e.g., with C5 = 1 + Cg(1 + C%). O
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Proof (of Theorem 2) Recall the definition of 19,s(7) for £ > 1 and k = 0 in
(21). Since 0sci_1 (f, T) < i 1(T) + 0fes o(T) S 17 (T), the remaining parts
of this proof discuss the reliability and efficiency of nyes(7T).

Lemma 6 provides the orthogonality of ViRup € H'(T;R") to the
divergence-free Raviart-Thomas function RTy(7) N H(div = 0, £2). This and
(20) show that the assumptions in Theorem 1 hold for G := V,,Ru; and
k > 1, whence the reliability of 7,s(7T) follows with a reliability constant 1.

Minor modifications to the proof of Theorem 1 lead to reliability in the
case k = 0. In fact, the only modifications required concern the upper bound
of || f 4+ div VpwRup||« < ||(1 = o) fll« + o f + div Vpw Rup||«. A piecewise
Poincaré inequality shows ||(1 — ) f|l« < Cposco(T, f) with the Poincaré
constant Cp(< 1/7 for simplices). Lemma 4 proves |[IIof + div Vpw Rug ||« <
CiMres, 1 (T) + Canres,3(T). Hence, the decomposition of Lemma 1 and Lemma
5 result in [Ju — Rup|lpw < Mres(T).

This provides the reliability and it remains to verify the efficiency nyes(7) <
llu — Rup|lpw + 0scq(f, T) for any ¢ € Ng. The Pythagoras theorem and (33)
with o7 = Iy f + ARup € Pp(T) and v, = Rup € Pry1(T) lead to the

local efficiency of the volume contributions

[hr(f + ApwRup) 727y = 0sci (£, T) + ||hror|lizcr
S IV (u = Rup) 727y + osci (f, T).

Lemma 7 considers the remaining terms in the error estimator and establishes
their efficiency namely,

> hellVowRunlrllzcr) S llu— Rupllpw + osci(£,7)
FeF

with the modified jump [VpwRup|r = VpwRup X v on boundary facets F' €
F(0£2). This and Lemma 8 establish the existence of some mesh-independent
constant C3 > 0 with O3 "yes(T) < |Ju — Ruplpw + 0scy(f, T) for arbitrary
q € Ng. This concludes the proof. O

While the focus of this paper is on the HHO methodology, the framework of
Section 2 also applies to other skeletal methods as well. The following example
covers a hybridized discontinuous Galerkin (HDG) FEM from [35] with the
Lehrenfeld-Schéberl stabilization.

Ezample 2 (HDG FEM) Let Vi, = Ppi1(T) x Pp(F(2)) for k € Ny. An
equivalent formulation to the HDG FEM from [35] seeks up, € V3, with

apw(Ruwavh) + Sh(uhavh) = (f7 UT) for any vp = (UT7’U}-) € Vh'

Here, R : Vi, = Pi1(T) is defined as in (17) and

1 (Vn, wh) Z Z he' (g (vr|r — velp), wrlr — wrlF) 2 (e
TeT FeF(T)
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for any v, = (vr,vr),wp, = (wr,wr) € Vj. This method is also known
under the label of weak Galerkin FEM [39]. It is straightforward to verify that
VpwRup, satisfies (5)—(6). Notice that (5) also holds for £ = 0 without any
modification. Therefore, Theorem 1 leads to the reliable a posteriori estimate

lu = Runll3y < 15es(T) = A7 (f + Apw Run)||?

+ Y UP)VpwRunlr - vellFam + Y LF)[VowRunlr X vell72 (-
FeF(0) FeF

The efficiency nres(7T) S |lu — Rup || pw follows from the arguments in the proofs
of Lemma 7-8.

4 Equilibrium-based a posteriori HHO error analysis

The residual-based guaranteed upper bound (GUB) of the error ||u — Rup || pw
from Subsection 3.2 employs explicit constants that may lead to overestimation
in higher dimensions and for different triangular shapes. This section utilizes
equilibrated flux reconstructions [1,2,30,6,5] to establish, up to the well-known
Poincaré constant Cp < 1/7, a constant-free guaranteed upper bounds for a
tight error control.

4.1 Guaranteed error control

The guaranteed upper bounds of this section involves two post-processings
of the potential reconstruction Ruy, € Pyy1(7T) of the discrete solution uj to
(18). First, the patch-wise design of a flux reconstruction @, € RTy4,(T)
with p € Ny from [3,10,31] provides an H (div, §2)-conforming approximation
to VpwRuyp, with the equilibrium 17, f + div Q, = 0 in 2 and r from (35)
below. Second, the nodal average ARu; € S§™'(T) C V results in an V-
conforming approximation of Ruj by averaging all values of the discontinuous
function Ruy at each Lagrange point of Sg“(T). This, the split (7), and the
solution property (20) give rise to the guaranteed upper bound (GUB)

Noq.p(T) = (Cpose, (£, T) +11Qp = Vi Run|))* + (1 = A) Runllf,,  (34)
with r € Ny defined by

r=0ifk=0 and r=k+pifk>1. (35)
The main result of this section states the reliability and efficiency (up to data

oscillations) of 7eq p, for all parameters p € Ny.

Theorem 3 (equilibrium-based GUB for HHO) Letu € V resp. up, € V},
solve (3) resp. (18). Given a parameter p € Ny, there exists Q, € RT1p(T)
such that the error estimator neq,p(T) from (34) is an efficient GUB

I = Runllpw < neqp(T) < Cs(llu — Rupllpw + 0scq(f, 7). (36)
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for any q¢ € No and osck—1(f,T) < Coneqp(T). The constants Cs and Cy
exclusively depend on the polynomial degree k € Ny, the parameter q¢ € Ny,
and the shape-regularity of T .

At least two technical contributions for the proof of Theorem 3 are of broader
interest. A first contribution to the HHO literature is the local equivalence of
the original HHO stabilization s, from (2) and the alternative stabilization
8n(vn,vn) = Y per 57 (vn, vp) from [25] defined, for vy = (vr,vzF) € Vi, by

s(vn,vn) = h® [ r k(o1 — Ron) L2 (37)

+ D hptMrk(vr — Ronlr)llzae).
FeF(T)
A second result of separate interest in the HHO literature (cf. [25] where

the efficiency in (38) is left open) is the efficiency of the stabilizations from
Theorems 4-5 below,

Sn(vn, vn) Y2 & sp(un, un)? < Jlu — Rupllpw + 0scrip (£, 7). (38)

The subsequent subsection continues with some explanations on the flux
reconstruction @, € RTy,(T) that is defined by local minimization problems
on each vertex patch. Appendix A complements the discussion with an algo-
rithmic two-step procedure for the computation of ), — VpwRup, in 2D. The
efficiency of the averaging ||(1 — A)Ruy|pw up to data oscillations follows in
Subsections 4.3—4.4. Subsection 4.6 concludes with the proof of Theorem 3.

4.2 Construction of equilibrated flux

This subsection defines the post-processed H(div, £2)-conforming equilibrated
flux @, € RTy4,(T) that enters the GUB 1eq, from (34) based on local
patch-wise minimization problems in the spirit of [10,30,31].

Consider the shape-regular vertex-patch w(z) = int(|{T € T (2)}) covered
by the neighbouring simplices T (z) := {T € T : z € T} sharing a given vertex
z € V with the facet spider F(z) = {F € F : z € F}. Recall the space of
piecewise Raviart-Thomas functions RT}" (T) from Subsection 1.4 and define

L(Q)(UJ(Z)) = {f € L2(W(Z)) : (fv 1)L2(w(z)) = 0},

9 L(w(z))  if zeV(92),
Luwl=)) = {Lg(w(z)) clse,

_JHY w(2)) N Li(w(z)) if z € V(12),
Hi(w(z) = {{1} e Hl(w(z)g cv=00nd2NUF()} else,
{{r € H(div,w(z)) :r-v=0o0n dw(z)} if z € V(2),
{re H(div,w(2)) :r-v=0o0n dw(z) \|JF(2)} else,
RTPY(T (2)) N Ho(div, w(z)).

Hy(div,w(z)) =

RTY(T(2)) :
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Throughout the remaining parts of this section, abbreviate G}, := VwRuy, €
P(T;R™). Given a vertex z € V with the P;-conforming nodal basis function
. € SY(T), the property (20) provides compatible data

Li(w(2)) (39)

£, = IO,(e. o f —Gp-Ve,) ifk=0, 2
yyp(-f — G- Ve.) ifk>1 *

such that the discrete affine space
OQn(2) ={m € RTY ,(T(2)) : divr.+ f. =0in 2} #0 (40)
is not empty. Consequently,

Q:n = arggm(in) 172 = Trr(0:Gr)ll L2 (w(z)) = Ho, () IrT(¢-Gh) (41)
T-€Qn(2

is well defined as the L? projection Ilg, () Irr(9.Gr) of Zrr(p.Gr) onto
Q1 (z) with the piecewise Raviart-Thomas interpolation Zrr : H*(T;R") —

RTPY (T) [7, Section IIL3.1]. In the case p > 1, 9.Gi € Pra(T(2)) C

RTYY (T (2)) is a piecewise Raviart-Thomas function of degree k + p. Hence
Trr(¢.Gr) = ¢.Gp, and Zrr could be omitted in the formula (41). The par-
tition of unity > . .\, . =1 and G, = ZrrGh = )¢y, Zr7 (9. G1) show that

the sum Q, = >\, Q>.» € H(div, £2) of the patch-wise contributions satisfies

> I,(Gh- Ve, — Il f) = —If ifk=0,

divQ, = { *€Y . (42)
b Yo I p(Gr - Vo, —.f) = I f ifk>1,
z€V
1Qp = GhrllF2() £ D 1Qen = Trr(0:Gn)l[72 (e - (43)
z€V

This establishes the flux reconstruction @,. The efficiency of the flux recon-
struction will be based on the following general equivalence.

Lemma 9 (control of H(div) minimization by residual [10,31]) Given
any vertex z € V, a piecewise Raviart-Thomas function o, € RTPY(T(z)) and
a piecewise polynomial v, € Py (T (z)) of degree q¢ € Ny, define the residual

Res,(v) = 3 ((rz, S VT,U>L2(8T)) (44)
TeT (z)

for allv € HY(Q). If z € V(R2) is an interior vertex, then suppose additionally
that Res, (1) = 0. Then

min 72 — 02 2 < C; max Res,(v) (45)
7. €RT(T(2)) : FILA(w(=) P veH! (w(2)) ?
divr,=r.+divpwo. va”Lz(w(z)):l

holds for a constant Cy that exclusively depends on the shape-reqularity (and
is in particular independent of the polynomial degree q).
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Proof The assertion follows from [10, Theorem 7] in n = 2 dimensions and
[31, Corollaries 3.3, 3.6, and 3.8] in n = 3 dimensions. O

Remark 1 The patch-wise construction of ), in Subsection 4.2 typically gen-
erates local data oscillation osci4p (. f, T(2)) in the error analysis as in the
proof of Theorem 3 in Subsection 4.6 below or, e.g., [30, Theorem 3.17]. A
straightforward computation oscii,(¢.f, T (%)) < oscrip—1(f, T (%)) appar-
ently leads to a loss of one degree in the data oscillation but Lemma 8 verifies
2 : 2 2
osc T(2) S min Vow(u —v wiz) Fosc(f,T(z)) (46
ip(02f, T(2)) e P tT(2)) [Vpw ( h)||L2( (=) (f;T(2)) (46)
for any p,q € Ny. This allows for efficiency of the data oscillations on the
right-hand side of the efficiency estimate [30, Formula (3.42)] and leads to a
corresponding refinement in [30, Theorem 3.17].

4.3 Local equivalence of stabilizations

The first improvement to the current HHO literature is the local equivalence
of the two stabilizations §j, from (37) and s, from (2). The authors of this
paper could not find any motivation for the alternative stabilization sj in the
error analysis of [25, Section 4] and suggest to apply Theorem 4 below to [25,
Theorem 4.7] to recover the results therein for the original HHO stabilization
sp. Recall the local stabilization 57 in 3,(vn,vn) = Y peq 57(vn,vp) from
(37) and Srpvp, = Hpy (vr + (1 — I i) Rop) |1 — vr|F in the definition of sy,
from (2).

Theorem 4 (local equivalence of stabilizations) Any vy, = (vr,vr) €V},
and T € T satisfy

Ol_olgT(Uh,Uh) < Z h;'l”STFUhH%Z(F) < CllgT(U}Lavh)' (47)
FeF(T)
The constants C19 and Cy1 exclusively depend on the polynomial degree k and
the shape regularity of T .

Proof The second inequality in (47) follows directly from a triangle inequality
and an inverse estimate. Therefore, the proof focuses on the first inequality in
(47). Given v, = (vr,vr) € Vyand T € T, let ¢y, == (IIxRvp, — vy)|r €
Py(T). Since Stpvy, = Hpi(Ruyr — ve|r — ¢r), the triangle inequality
Tk (Ropir — vr)|lL2ry < ISTrURlL2(p) + |9k |lL2(F), the discrete trace in-
equality [|oxllz2(m) S h;1/2||<pk||Lz(T), and the shape-regularity hp & hp for
all F' € F(T) reveal

Z hp' | p i (Ror — vF) |72 py
FEF(T)

S > hpMISrEvalia ey + bl Ikl Tz - (48)
FeF(T)
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Since ITppr, = 0 (from the design of Rup), a Poincaré inequality shows

h?lekllia ) < CRIVERllLa(r)- (49)

On the one hand, an integration by parts provides

IVl 22y = =k Ron, — o7, Apy) 2(r) + (or, Vior - vr) 2omy- (50)

On the other hand, an integration by parts and the definition of R imply

— (Rvn, Apr) 2 (1) = (VRon, Vo) 2 (ry — (Ropr, Vor - vr) 2 ar)
= —(vr, Apr)L2(T) + Z (vF — Ropir, Vor - vr) 2 (F)- (51)

FeF(T)

Since Ay € Py(T), the L? projection ITj, on the right-hand side of (50) is
redundant. Hence, the combination of (50)-(51) with Viy, - vp|p € Pp(F) for
all F' € F(T) results in

||V%0k\|%2(T) = Z (IIp k(v — Ropr + ¢k), Vor - vr) 2(r)- (52)
FeF(T)
A Cauchy inequality on the right-hand side of (52), a discrete trace inequality,
and Sppv, = Hpp(Royr — vrp — ¢r) for all F € F(T') lead to

IVerliey S Y. bt ISTrvnllizcm- (53)
FeF(T)

Since 37 (vh, vn) = X per(T) hpt ||HF7]€(R’U}L‘T—'U]-‘)||%2(F) +h;2||cpk|\%2(T), the
combination of (48)—(49) with (53) concludes the proof of (47). O

4.4 Efficiency of the stabilization

The second improvement to the HHO literature is a quasi-best approximation
estimate along the lines of the seminal paper [32, Theorem 4.10]. In combi-
nation with Theorem 4, this, in particular, provides the efficiency (38) of the
stabilization up to data oscillation.

Theorem 5 (quasi-best approximation up to data oscillation) For any
p € Ny, the solution u to (3) and the discrete solution up, to (18) satisfy

llu — Runllpw + st (un, un)*’?

=¢ ( min u—v + osc T)_
= V41 E€Prt1(T) ”| k+1"|pw k-‘rp(fv )

The constant C1o exclusively depends on k, p, and the shape regularity of T .
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Proof Given k,p € Ny, let u € V solve the Poisson model problem —Au =
IIi+pf with the right-hand side II,1,f. Subsection 4.3 in [32] constructs a
stable enriching operator J : Vj, — V with local bubble-functions from [38]. A
modification, where the polynomial degree k — 1 in [32, Eq. (4.16)] is replaced
by k + p, leads to a right-inverse J : V}, — V of the interpolation I : V}, — V
with the stability || Jval|> < an(vn,vn) and the additional L? orthogonality
Jup, — v L Pygp(T) for all vy, = (vr,vr) € Vj,. The extra orthogonality
allows for

(Iyypf, Ton)r2(2) = Hgtpf,v7)12(2) = (f,v7) 02002 for all (vr,vr) € V.

Consequently, the smoother J leads to a discrete solution uy, = (ur,ur) € Vj,
in the modified HHO discretization of [32] as a quasi-best approximation of
the above solution «. The point is that u;, € V}, coincides with the original
HHO solution wp, from (18). The arguments from the proof of [32, Theorem
4.10] reveal the quasi-best approximation

i—R /2 < i i —
I = Rl + sn 0 un) 2 S min i = vl

also for the above modified smoother 7. This, the triangle inequalities |ju —
Run[lpw < llu—all +[|a — Run[lpw and [|@ = vpt1 flow < flu=all + lu = vkt [lpw

for any viy1 € Prt1(T), and the standard perturbation bound |u — af <
Cposciip(f, T) conclude the proof. O

4.5 Stabilization-free efficiency of averaging

The main result of this subsection establishes the stabilization-free efficiency
of the nodal averaging technique.

Theorem 6 (averaging is efficient) Let u € V resp. up € Vi solve (3)
resp. (18). Then Ruy and ARuy, satisfy, for any p € Ny, that

O (X = A Rupflpw < [lu — Runllpw + 0scip (£, T)- (54)
The constant Cy3 exclusively depends on k, p, and the shape reqularity of the
triangulation T .

The proof can follow the proof of [25, Theorem 4.7] but additionally uti-
lizes the two significant improvements from Subsections 4.3-4.4 that allow
a stabilization-free efficiency in (54).

Proof Theorem 4.7 in [25] shows [|(1—A)Rup |2, < llu— Rup|l2,, + 3 (un, un).
This, the equivalence 3p, (up, up) & sp(up, up) of stabilizations (from Theorem
4), and the efficiency sp, (un, un) S lu— Rup||3,, +osci ., (f, T) (from Theorem

P
5) imply the assertion. O
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Remark 2 (p-robustness) The H*({2)-conforming post-processing of Ruy, from
[31] provides an efficiency constant independent of the polynomial degree k.
The right-hand side of [31, Corollary 4.2] involves the stabilization-related term
S rerhrt ||HF’0[Ruh]F||%2(F). It remains an open question whether this term
can be controlled p-robustly by ||u— Rup||pw +o0sci(f, T) (with a multiplicative
constant independent of the polynomial degree k).

4.6 Proof of Theorem 3

LetpeNpandr=0ifk=0and r =k+pif k > 1 as in (35) be given. Recall
the abbreviation Gj, = VpwRuy, € Py(T) with the discrete solution uy, € V;,
to (18) and let Q, = > ., Q=,n € H(div, §2) denote the flux reconstruction
from Subsection 4.2. The proof establishes (36) in five steps.

Step 1 provides the GUB |Ju— Rup||pw < 7eq.p(7T ). This can follow from the
paradigm of [1,2,30] as outlined below. The choice G := G}, and w = ARuy,
in (8) and a triangle inequality lead to

lu = Runll3 < (If + div Qpll + Idiv(Qp — Ga)ll)* + 11 = A) Run |3,

Since div @, + I, f = 0 vanishes in {2 by (42), a piecewise Poincaré inequality
shows || f + div Q||+ < Cposc.(f,T). This, the bound ||div(Q, — Gr)[l« <
|Qp — G| from the definition of || e ||, and the previously displayed formula
result in the reliability [lu — Rup[|pw < Neq,p(T)-

Step 2 establishes oscy—1(f, T) S Neq,p(7T). Lemma 8 provides
osck—1(f, T) < lluw — Rup|lpw + osc.(f, T). (55)

This, Step 1 and osc, (f, T) S Neq,p(7T) from (34) conclude the proof of Step 2.

Step 3 reveals, for any ¢ € Ny, the efficiency of the flux reconstruction
1Qp — Ghll S llu = Run[lpw + 0scq (T, f) (56)

for any polynomial degree k > 1. The case k = 0 follows in Step 4 below.
Recall f, = IIj+p(@.f — Gr - V) from (39) for any vertex z € V in the con-
struction of @, from Subsection 4.2 and set 0, := Trr(p.Gr) € RTL,(T(2)).
The piecewise Raviart-Thomas interpolation Zrt : H*(T;R") — RT, p(T)

satisfies the well-known commuting diagram properties [7, Section 2.5.1]
divpw 0 Zpr = ity © divpy and  yr oZpr|p = Hpjypoyr (57)

for any facet F € F(T) of a simplex T € T and the normal trace yr :
HY(T;R") — L*(0T) with y70 := o - v for 0 € H'(T;R"). This and elemen-
tary algebra with the product rule divyy (¢.Gh) = ¢.divewGh + Ve, - Gj, €
Py (T (2)) imply

ry = —divpwo, — fo = —p.divpw Gy — iy p(92 f) € Pryp(T (2)). (58)
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Recall the residual Res,(v) with v € H'(§2) for the vertex z € V from (44).
The commuting diagram property (57)—(58) establish the identity

Res. (1) = —(divpwGh + f,02) L2 (w(z)) + Z (Gh - vr,02) L2 a1)-
TeT (2)

This, a piecewise integration by parts, and the property (20) verify Res(1) =
(Gh, Vo) 12 (w(z) — (s 92) 12 (w(2)) = 0 for any interior vertex z € V({2). Hence,
Lemma 9 applies for any vertex z € V and provides

1Qzn — Zrr(02Gh)|l L2 (w(z)) < Cs sup Res;(v) (59)
vEH ] (w(2))
IVUllL2 oy =1

for the local contributions Q. of Q, = > ), Q. n from (41). The identity
Irr(0.Gh) = ¢, Gy for p > 1 from ¢, Gp, € Prr1(T(2)) C RTEY (T(2)) allows

k+p
for a k- and p-robust efficiency control of the flux reconstruction error
Cid @y = Gull® < [Vu— Gall* + Y osci (- £, T(2)) (60)

z€V

with a constant C14 that solely depends on the shape regularity of 7. This is
deemed noteworthy and motivates two different approaches for the bound of
the residual Res,(v) on the right-hand side of (59) for p = 0 and p > 1 below.

Step 3.1 provides (56) for p = 0. Given any normalized v € H}(w(2)) with
Vol L2(w(zy) = 1, the product ZTrr(¢:.Gh) - vrv vanishes on any boundary
facet F' € F(Ow(z)) of the patch w(z). This, the commuting diagram property
(57), and (58) with ¢.divpw Gy € Pr(T(2)) in the definition of the residual
Res;(v) from (44) verify

Res, (v) = —(¢-f + @ divpw Gh, Ixv) L2 (w(2))

+ Z (0:|GhlF - vr, I pgv) 12(F). (61)
FeF(z)NF(£2)

The shape regularity of 7, a Poincaré inequality for interior vertices z € V({2),
and a Friechrichs inequality for boundary vertices z € V(942) provide

1070l 22 ey = diam(@(@) ol ey S 190ley =1 (62

Given any facet F' € F(z) N F(£2) in the facet spider F' € F(z) with facet
patch w(F'), a trace inequality thus shows

—1/2 _
he 2ol 2y S 1) 2y + 1Vl 2wy S 1 (63)

Cauchy inequalities on the right-hand side of (61), the stability of the L2
projection, [|¢. |z (w.) = 1, and (62)-(63) prove that Res.(v) is controlled by

' 1/2
A7 (f + divpwGn) 2 (w(z)) + ( > hellGulr- VFH%?(F)) :
FeF(z)NF(£2)
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The efficiency of those residual terms follows from the proof of Theorem 2
in Section 3. In combination with (43) and (59), this results in the global
efficiency (56) for p = 0 and concludes the proof of Step 3.1.

Step 3.2 provides (56) for p > 1. Given any normalized v € H}(w(2)) with
IVV]|L2(w(z)) = 1, (58) and the identity Zrr(¢.Gr) = ¢.Gh in the definition
of the residual Res, (v) from (44) verify that Res,(v) is equal to

_(QozdivaGh + Hk+p(90zf)u U)Lz(w(z)) + Z <Gh s vr, SDzU>L2(8T)~
TeT (z)

This, a piecewise integration by parts, and the product rule V(p.v) = ¢, Vo +
vV, reveal

Res. (v) = = (ki p(02 ), V) L2(w(2)) + (Gh, V(920)) 12 (w(2))- (64)

The weak formulation (3) with the test function p,v € H}(w(z)) C V shows
(Vu, V(020))12(w(z)) = (f, 920)12(w(z)). Consequently, (64) implies

Res;(v) = ((1 = Hi4p) (02 f), V) L2(w(z)) — (VU — Gry V(920)) L2 (w(z))-

This, a Cauchy-Schwarz, and a piecewise Poincaré inequality with the normal-
ization ||Vv||L2(w(z)) = 1 provide

Res. (v) < [[Vu = Gpll 2wz [IV(020) [ L2 (w(2)) + Cposcryp (@2 f, T(2)). (65)

Since ||V || oo (w(z)) & h™", the Leibniz rule, a triangle inequality, and (62)
show that

IV(e2v) 2 (wz)) < @zllne@en IVUllLzwz) + 1VezllLe wenIvlLzwz)
SVl L2y =1

can be bounded by a constant independent of h. Thus, the combination of
(43) with (59) and (65) results in the efficiency of ||Q, — G4 in (60) with
a k- and p-robust constant Ci4. Since @, Iy_1f € Py(T) C Pyyp(T), the
Pythagoras theorem and ||¢.||zec(w(z)) = 1 show [[(1 — Ilxip)(@-f)llL2ry <
llo-(1 = Mx—1) flle2cry < (1= Hg—1) flp2(r) for all T € T(2), whence

05k 1p(p=f, T(2)) < osce—1(f, T(2))-
This and Lemma 8 implies the efficiency
08Ck4p (P2, T(2)) S I Vpw(u — Rup)|| 12 (w(z)) + 05¢q(f, T(2))

of the local oscillations from (65) for any ¢ € Ny as in Remark 1. This and
(60) prove (56) for p > 1 and conclude the proof of Step 3.2.

Step 4 affirms the efficiency of the flux reconstruction

C15 1Qp — Gl < llu — Rupflpw + 0scq (£, T) (66)
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for the polynomial degree k = 0 and any ¢ € Ny. Let @ € V solve the Poisson
model problem —Au = Ilyf with piecewise constant right-hand side IIyf €
Py(T). A careful inspection reveals that all arguments from Step 3 apply to
the case k = 0 for f replaced by II,f. This leads to ||Q, — G| < Cis]|u —
Rup||lpw with a constant Cy5 that solely depends on the shape of T (because
the data oscillations on the right-hand side of (60) vanish). Therefore, the
triangle inequality ||[& — Rup|lpw < [lu — 4| + Jlu — Rup||pw, the standard
bound |lu — @|| < Cposco(f,T), and Cp = 1/ < 1 on simplicial domains
lead to (66). This and the efficiency of the data oscillations from Lemma 8
conclude the proof of Step 4. Notice that the constant C75 is independent of
the parameter p.

Step 5 finishes the proof. On the one hand, the reliability [Ju — Rup|lpw +
08Ck—1(f, T) S Meq,p is established in Step 1-2. On the other hand, the effi-
ciency of the averaging operator from Theorem 6, Lemma 8, and the efficiency
of the flux reconstruction in (56) for £ > 1 and in (66) for ¥ = 0 imply the
efficiency neq,p S |lu — Rup || pw + 0scq(f, T) for any ¢ € Ny. This concludes the
proof of Theorem 3. O

5 Numerical experiments

This section provides numerical evidence for optimal convergence and a com-
parison of the stabilization-free GUBs 7.cs and 7eq,p, from the Sections 3 and
4 with the original error estimator nupo from [25, Theorem 4.3] for the HHO
method in three 2D benchmarks.

5.1 A posteriori error estimation with explicit constants

All triangulations in this section consist of right-isosceles triangles with the
Poincaré constant Cp = (v/2m)~* [34]. With the estimates C; < Cr, Cy < 1,
and Cy < Cr from Example 1, the residual-based error estimator from (22)
reads

UECS(T) = (CanCS,l(T) + Cpres,2 (T) + C]—'nrcs,3(7—))2 + C.%—'n?csA(T)'

The equilibrated GUB from Theorem 3,

2
Negp(T) = (Cposceap(f,T) + 11Q5 I r2(2))” + (1 — A)Ruy |2,

depends on the post-processed quantity Qﬁ ‘= @Qp— VpwRup, with the Raviart-
Thomas function @, € RTj4,(T) of degree k + p for p € Ny from Subsection
4.2. An algorithmic description of the computation of Qﬁ for arbitrary p fol-
lows in Appendix A. Theorem 3 shows that neq, is efficient and reliable for
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all p € Ny. The residual-based error estimator nupo from [25, Theorem 4.3]
reads

Mo (T) = (CPhTH(I — I10)(f + ApwRun) || 22 (1)
TeT
2

W > ConhrllBhpunlBagry )+~ ARl

FeF(T)

with the operator R%F from [25, Eq. (2.59)] for the original HHO stabilization
[25, Eq. (2.22)] that induces the global stabilization sj,. The constant Car =
12Cp(Cp + Cty) < 2.0315 for right-isosceles triangles bounds the trace of f —
Iy f for f € H'(T) and improves on the estimate Cor < (Cp(hr|0T|/|T|)(1+
Cp))? = 2.524 from [25, Subs. 4.1.1].

Lemma 10 (Poincaré-type inequality on trace) Given a simplex T C
R", any f € HY(T) and Cor = (n + 1)h%|T|71Cp(Cp + 2Cy, /n) satisfy

If = Mo f\720r) < Corhr |V flIZar)- (67)

Proof Abbreviate £(F) := (n+ 1)hph2|T|~" for the facet F € F(T) of T and
apply Lemma 3 to the singleton triangulation {T'} and f — Il f € H'(T). This
and the Poincaré inequality || f — Ilo. 1 f|2(r) < Cphr||V fllL2(r) show

S UR)TF = Hoxfl3a < (Cp +2Cu/n)CrV £ 72(r)-
FeF(T)

The assertion (67) follows from the observation that /(F) is maximized on the
facet F € F(T) with hp = hy. O

5.2 Implementation and adaptive algorithm

Our implementation of the HHO method in MATLAB uses nodal bases for
the spaces Py (F), Pi(T), and Py41(7T) and the direct solver mldivide (behind
the \-operator) for the discrete system of equations representing (18). For
implementation details on the HHO method itself we refer to [25, Appendix
BJ. The integration of polynomial expressions is carried out exactly. The errors
in approximating non-polynomial expressions, such as exact solutions u and
source terms f, by polynomials of sufficiently high degree are expected to be
very small and are neglected for simplicity.

Algorithm 1 displays the standard adaptive algorithm (AFEM) [16,22]
driven by the refinement indicators, for any triangle T' € T,

Noos(T) = |T(| f + ApwRun|7zcry + T2 D [ VpwRunlpll7zm  (68)
FeF(T)

with the modified jump [e]F := e X np along a boundary side F' € F(9{2) and
the newest-vertex-bisection (NVB). The sum of this over all triangles is, up to
some multiplicative constants, equivalent to n2, (7).
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Algorithm 1 AFEM algorithm
Input: Initial regular triangulation 79 and polynomial degree k € Ny of the HHO method
for levels £ :=0,1,2... do
Solve (18) for discrete solution uy € Vp exactly on Ty and compute Rug
Compute (refinement indicators) n2..(T) for all T € T
Mark minimal subset My C T¢ with § 3 pcr, Mies(T) < Spe pa, Mes(T)
Refine 7; to smallest NVB refinement Tyyq with M, C Ty \ Te41
end for

Output: sequences of triangulations 7, and Ruy
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Fig. 1 Convergence history of the energy error ||efpw (left) and the GUBS nres, "HHO ; Meq,0
(right) on the square domain

5.3 High oscillations on the unit square

This benchmark on the unit square 2 := (0, 1)? considers the Laplace equation
—Au = f with source term f matching the smooth exact solution

u(z,y) = 2(z — Dy(y — 1)6—100((m—1/2)2+(y—117/1000)2) € C™(0).

Figure 1 displays the energy norm |le||pw of the error e := u — Ruy, for uniform
and adaptive refinement by Algorithm 1 on the left. The smooth solution
allows for optimal convergence rates (k + 1)/2 in the number ndof of degrees
of freedom, while the adaptive mesh sequence leads to a lower energy error
with respect to ndof. The GUBS 7es; 7eq,p, and nuuo are efficient and therefore
equivalent to the energy error |lef|pw, see Figure 1 on the right for k = 0, 2.

Figure 2 shows the efficiency indices EF(n) = n/|e]lpw for the residual-
based GUBs 1 = nyes, naro and the equilibration-based GUB 1 = 7q,, for
p = 0,1. Higher values of p for a more expensive postprocessing in 7q,, do
not significantly improve on 7eq,1.
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Fig. 2 History of the overestimation factor EF(n) = n/|e|lpw for the residual-based error
estimators nres, naEO (left) and 7eq,0,Meq,1 (right) on the unit square

5.4 Analytical solution for the slit domain

The source term f € L2(2) in the second benchmark on the slit domain
2 :=(0,1)2\ ([0, 1) x {0}) matches the singular solution (in polar coordinates)

u(r,p) = T1/2(T2 sin(p)? — 1)(r2 cos(p)? — 1) sin(p/2).

The singularity of u at the origin (0,0) leads to reduced convergence rates
1/4 under uniform refinement, regardless of the polynomial degree k. Figure
3 shows that the adaptive algorithm recovers optimal rates and verifies the
equivalence of the GUBS yes; Neq,p, a11d MO to the energy error e pw-

The efficiency indices in Figure 4 show a strong overestimaton by 7es in
the preasymptotic regime (undisplayed) with values EF (1) > 60. However,
asymptotically the quotients EF(n) = n/|e|lpw for the two residual-based
GUBS nyes, nuno differ only by a factor 10, while the equilibrated GUBSs 7¢q p
provide the closest values to 1.

5.5 Corner singularity in the L-shaped domain

The third benchmark problem is set in the L-shaped domain 2 = (—1,1)2\
[0, 1)? with constant right-hand side f = 1 with an exact solution u € H**({2)
for all 0 < s < 2/3 [24, Theorem 14.6]. Figure 5 displays the convergence
history of the error e := u— Ruy, and compares the adaptive scheme, Algorithm
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Fig. 3 Convergence history of the energy error ||ef|pw (left) and the GUBS fres, NHHO ; Meq,0
(right) on the slit domain
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Fig. 4 History of the overestimation factor EF(n) = n/|e|lpw for the residual-based error
estimators Nres, NauO (left) and neq,0,Meq,1 (right) on the slit domain

1, driven by the refinement indicators n.es(7") from (68) and
niano(T) =TI = Ho)(f + Apw Run)l|22 () + V(1 = A) Run|7 )

HITM? > IRY punllie ey,
FeF(T)

Meao(T) = 0sci(f,T) + 1Q5 [ 2¢r) + V(1 = A)Rup |72
for T' € T that are induced from the GUB 7cs, fHHO, and 7)eq,0. Here, the

norm |leflpw of the distance e from the discrete solution Ruy, € Pyy1(T) over
T to the unknown solution u € H'(2) is approximated by [|&— Rup|| pw, where
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Fig. 5 Convergence history plot of the energy error |e|pw on the L-shaped domain with
uniform and adaptive refinement with AFEM, driven by nres(T"), (left) and for AFEM,
driven by 7res (T), TMHHO (T)7 and neq,O(T)7 (right’)‘
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Fig. 6 Adaptive triangulations on the L-shaped domain for k = 3 from AFEM, driven by
nres(T') (left, |T| = 882), driven by nuuo(T) (middle, |7] = 907), and driven by 1eq,0(T)
(right, |T] = 919).

U € Pyy1(T) is the HHO approximation of u on an adaptive refinement 7 of 7
with at least 2|7| < |7 elements. The three adaptive schemes (Algorithm 1,
driven by nyes(T'), naro (T'), or Neq,0(T')) recover optimal rates of convergence
and lead to similar local refinement of the adaptive mesh sequences as in
Figure 6.

5.6 Conclusion

The adaptive mesh-refining algorithm recovers optimal convergence rates in
all three benchmarks. This holds for AFEM driven by any of the three refine-
ment indicators derived from the GUB #jes, HHO, and 7)eq,p- The generated
mesh sequences from the adaptive schemes, driven by the different estima-
tors, display a very similar concentration of the local mesh-refinement as in
Figure 6. All three benchmarks verify that the considered error estimators
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are GUB with reliability constant 1, while the post-processing in the equili-
brated GUB 1, produces minimal overestimation with significant additional
computational costs.
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Appendix A: Equilibration algorithm for higher order

The post-processed quantity Qp € RTy4,(7T) from Subsection 4.2 enters the equilibrated
error estimator 7jeq,p(7) in Theorem 3 and could be computed by a minimization problem on
the vertex patches. The solution property (20) gives rise to the two cases r = 0 if k = 0 and
r = k+pif k > 1 for the polynomial degree 7 in the equilibrium div @, + I f = 0 in {2 from
(42). This appendix follows [37,12,6,9] to compute the quantity of interest Qp — Vpw Rup,
directly in an efficient two-step procedure in 2D. Throughout this appendix, fix k,p € Ny
and abbreviate ¢ :== k + p and G}, == VpwRuj € Py(T;R?). Let the data f € L?(£2) be
given and assume, for the sake of brevity, that f € Po(T) if k = 0.

A.1 Overview

Recall the definition (41) of the summand Q. in Qp = Zzev Q,n from Subsection 4.2
with the piecewise Raviart-Thomas interpolation Zrr : H'(7;R2) — RTYY(T) [7, Section
II1.3.1]. The focus is on one vertex z € V with vertex-patch w(z) and its triangulation 7 (z) =
{T € T | z € T}. Consider set of edges F and the facet-spider F(z) = {E € F | z € E} as
in Figure 7. The nodal basis function ¢, € S1(7(z)) gives rise to the discrete spaces

RT;W’O(T(Z)) = {0, € RI}¥(T(2)) : 0 -vg=0forall E€ F\ F(2)},

. w,0 ~divo, = —II7 4(p=(f + div Gy)) for all T € T (z)
S(z) = {"Z €RIT™E) 5 (o, uplp = —Mpg(alGh - velE)  forall E € F(w(2) |-

Proposition 1 (alternative minimization) It holds

Q2 = Qan — Irr(p:=Gh) = axg min 102 | £2(u(2)- (69)
o,€ES(z

Proof Recall f. = II;(¢-f — Gp - V) from (39). (Notice that this formula coincide with
the definition (39) for k& = 0 because f € Py(7).) Given any o, € S(z), the commuting
diagram property divpw 0 Zgr = IIq o divpw [7, Proposition 2.5.2] shows

divpw (02 + Zrr(02Ghr)) = divpwo: + I divpw (p=Gp) = —f-. (70)

By design of the interpolation Zgr, (Zrr(02Gh) 1T VE)|E = IE,q(92Ghr)|T - VE holds and
s0 [Zrr (0=Gh) vElE = I E,q(¢=[Gh-vE]E) follows for any E € F(T') and T' € T. Therefore,
the jump [0, +ZrT(v-Gh)]E - vE = 0 vanishes on E € F(w(z)), whence o, + Zgr(¢-Gr) €
RT3(T(2)). Since RT;’W’O(T(Z)) N H(div,w(z)) = RTJ(T(z)), this and (70) imply 0. +
Irt(p=Gh) € Qn(z) for any o, € S(z). In particular, S(z) + Zrr(v-Gr) C Qn(2z). On the
other hand, similar arguments verify the reverse inclusion Qp(z) C S(2) +Zrr(¢-Gp). The
substitution S(z) + Zrr(p-Gr) = Qn(2) in (41) concludes the proof. O

This establishes that the norm ||QPA|| of Qﬁ =D v QzAh = Qp — G}, contributes to the
equilibrated error estimator and the remaining parts of this appendix compute the minimizer
QzAh of (69) in a two-step procedure. First, Algorithm 2 generates the coefficients of a

particular solution 72 € S(z) in terms of the finite element basis Brr of RT}" (T (2)) from
Subsection A.2. The second step computes the correction

A_ A=A : S A
oy =Q, —0r = ari‘r;a(lr; lloz + G211 L2 w(2)) (71)
e z

in terms of the low-dimensional unconstrained minimization problem over the linear space
V(z) = 8(2) — 62 = RTYY(T(2)) N H(div = 0,w(z)) characterized in Lemma 12. Because
[12, Lemma 3.1] is wrong (take, e.g., T = curlbg # 0 for the element bubble function bx
in their notation to see that uniqueness for general polynomial degrees ¢ cannot hold) and
[12] omits algorithmic details, this appendix focuses on the explicit characterization of the
degrees of freedom for the minimization problem (71) over V (z).
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Fig. 7 Triangulation 7 (z) and enumeration of the edges F(z) of the vertex-patch w(z) for
an internal vertex z € V(£2) with N = |7 (2)| = 5 (left) or boundary vertex z € V(942) with
= |T(z)| =4 (right).

A.2 Degrees of freedom for RTP™(T)

This subsection introduces a basis for the Raviart-Thomas finite element on T € 7 (z) and
starts with the definition of some linear functionals on H(div, 7). For any o € H(div,T),
set

)\gljg(a) ::/Tcr~ea :cliscgndx 0<l+m<qg—1,a=1,2,
)\fir’jgiv(o'): /levamlx2 dx 0<2+m<gq,
A%,E(a) 2:40‘T~VT s7ds 0<j<qFEe€FTT).

Here and throughout, e; = (1,0) and ez = (0,1) denote the canonical unit vectors in R2.
Note that the (classical) degrees of freedom for the Raviart-Thomas finite element RT,(T)
of degree ¢ € Ng from [11] read

Ap = {Np g, Ap - for0<j < q0<+m<qg—1,a=1,2FE€F(T)}

This appendix requires, for the construction of &2 € S(z), a different set of (unisolvent)
degrees of freedom Ap for RT4(T) that includes the edge and divergence moments

A9, ~7{,\TE, "T’giv cfor0<j<q1<l+m<qEecFT)}CAp. (72)

(The set A9 itself is linear independent [37, Lemma 3.1].) Given any Ag with (72), denote
the remaining Ny = ¢(q — 1)/2 degrees of freedom Ar \ A% by AT, for r = 1,..., Ng. Let
Brr,m = {LpJT’E, ‘Pé,ﬂgivv ©h.} be the unique basis of RT;(T") dual to Ap with inferred indices
from Ar. Then, the collection Brr = Upey(,) Brr,T is a basis of RTYY(T(z)) and any
function o, € RTY™ (T (z)) has the representation

0z = Z Z Z cr, E‘PT gt Z 6?731V¢T aiv T Z crer (73)

TeT(z) \BEEF(T)j=0 1<t4+m<gq

with coefficients c%ﬂE = A% (02), céfgw = )\ZT:'; (02), and ¢} = Aj(02) for all T €
T(2),E € F(T), and 0 < j < ¢,1 < £+ m < ¢q,1 < r < Nyg. By duality, the coeffi-
cients CJT,E with 0 < j < g uniquely determine the normal trace (o,|7)|g - VE € Pg(E) on
the edge E € F(T') of T € T (z). Any set of degrees of freedom Ap with (72) works with the
equilibration algorithm in A.3.
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Ezample 8 (Construction of A ) This example presents a generic procedure to obtain such

a set from Ap. The integration by parts formula shows that the lowest-order divergence
0,0 _ 0 i

moment A"y = ZEef(T) A7 g depends linearly on the lowest-order edge moments and,

similarly, the sums

I -1, lm—1 *
>‘T,Tgiv + P A MARE T € (Popm (F(T))) (74)
are functionals on Py, (F(T')) (summands with negative indices are understood as zero).
This relation allows for the substitution of volume moments in A7 for divergence moments

A?jgiv, 1 < ¢+m < g, and leads to Ar with (72). The remaining degrees of freedom A\ A%,

are volume moments of the form \7, = /\%,TZ for a fixed a € {1, 2}, e.g.,

Ap\AG = (N0 0 1<0<q-1,0<m<q—1-1¢}.

A.3 Equilibration algorithm

Algorithm 2 Particular solution in S(z)
Input: Data f € L?(w(2)) and Gj, € H' (T (2))? for vertex z € V.

1: Initialize all coefficients C';,’E, cgi’rgiv, cl. in (73) with zero.
2: for a:=1: N do

3 0 0 ifa=1,
: c =
Ta,Eq_1 (GhlE -vE ¢2)12(B, 1) — Cg"apraﬂ else
& ey, g, = HdVGR @) r2r,) o, B,
5: for 1 </+m < qdo
6: cgl:j div = (f—i—dith,gpzxfcca”)Lz(Ta)
7 end for
8: for 1 <j<qdo
9: C%“ayEa—1 =0
10: crom, = (GhlE vE 0287)12(8,)
11: end for
12: end for

Output: 62 € RT}" (T (2)) defined by (73) with coefficients ¢/, .., cgfgiv, .

This subsection presents the equilibration procedure, starting with Algorithm 2, that
computes an admissible function 52 € S(z) in terms of the representation (73). Enumerate
the N := |T(z)| triangles T € T(z) from 1 to N as in Figure 7. Any two neighbouring
triangles Ty, Tq+1 share an edge Eq = Tq NTyy1 fora =1,..., N — 1. If z € V({2) is an
interior vertex, 77 and T share an additional edge Eg := En = T1 NTxn. For a boundary
vertex z € V(012), T1, Ty have the distinct boundary edges Eo, Eny € F(z) N F(842). The
following lemma shows correctness of Algorithm 2 under the compatibility condition (5) and
represents step one of the equilibration algorithm. The final step is the local minimization
problem in Lemma 12 that provides QzA’h from (69). Both proofs are provided in A.4.

Lemma 11 Given z € V, let {@%H,E,Lpgljgiv,ap;} be the basis of RTq(T') dual to Ap with
(72) for all T € T (2). Suppose f € L?(w(z)) and G, € Py(T(2); R?) satisfy

(Grs V) 2(w(z)) = (Fr02)L2(w(z)) i 2 € V(1) (75)

Then the output of Algorithm 2 with input f and G}, defines a function &ZA € S(2).
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Note that (75) is a local version of (5) and therefore holds for the HHO method with
the choice G}, = VpwRuy as proven in (20). This allows for the computation of QPA =

D ev QzAh = Qp — G}, in terms of local and unconstrained minimization problems on the
vertex-patches w(z).

Lemma 12 Given z € V, let {go%w E7‘p§:7giv’90TT} be as in Lemma 11 for all T € T (z) and

let 52 € S(2) be arbitrary. Then V(z2) = S(z) — 62 is a linear vector space and consists
of all functions of the form

N q Ng
> (dot, 5y —hm) + D s, T, m,, — A, p) D Ao, | (T6)
a=1 =1 r=1

for arbitrary do,d%.a,d""Ta eRwith¢=1,...,¢,7r =1,..,Ng,a=1,...,N (and d%o = d%N
for z € V(£2)) and the enumeration of T (z) as in Figure 7. Furthermore, Qﬁh =52 402

holds for the solution o2 € V (2) to the 1+q|F(2)| +q(q—1)/2N-dimensional minimization
problem (71).

A .4 Proofs

The remaining parts of this appendix are devoted to the verification of Lemmas 11-12.

Proof (of Lemma 11) Enumerate 7 (z) as in A.3 and recall the definition of the jump
[Gr]e = Ghlr, — Ghlr_ on the interior edge £ = Ty NT_ shared by T},T- € T, and
[Grle = Ghlr, for the unique triangle Ty € 7 with E C Ty for the boundary edge
E € F(002). First, observe that 0. € RTy" (T (z)) lies in RT;W’O('T(Z)) if and only if
the coefficients C%E = 0 in the representation (73) are zero for 0 < j < ¢ at the edge
E € F(T)\F(z) in T € T opposing z. By definition, 0. € RTY"°(T(2)) belongs to S(z) if
and only if

)‘éﬁiv(az) = (f +div Gh,gazxfxgn)Lz(T) forall0 <l+m <q,T € T(2),
(77)
Wy o+ Mo )(02) = (Gl - vmsssh)pamy  forall 0< 5 < g, B € Fw(2).
(78)

This translates into equivalent conditions on the coefficients of o in the representation (73),
namely, for alla =1,..., N,

F, 5, = (f+dVGr2)r2(r,) — €1, B,y (")
cgl:?div = (f + div Gy, @zzfzgl)L%Ta) foralll <&+m<yq, (80)
G o =d forall 0 <j <g, (81)
A g, = (Ghle - vE, 025" 2(m,) — df, forall0<j < g, (82)

where d%a € R. Since 0, € RTP"°(T(z)) vanishes at the other edges E € F \ F(2),
Agin?’div(oz) = C%Q’EHA + cgﬂa,Ea and (79)—(80) are equivalent to (77). The identification
d%o = d%N for an interior vertex z € V(£2) with Ey = En € F(z) shows that (81)—(82)
are equivalent to (78). This identification is well defined. Note that, whereas there is no
condition on d%a for 1 < ¢ < g, the combination of (79) and (81) with (82) shows the
implicit extra condition

a
doa = d%o —+ Z (([G;JE . VE!WZ)LZ(EQ) — (f+diVGh,goz)L2(Ta)> for a =0,...,N.
a=1
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For an interior vertex z € V({2), an integration by parts and (75) show that the sum on
the right-hand side above vanishes for a = N, whence d%N = dOEO is indeed well defined.

Furthermore, there is no condition on the coefficients CTTa forall Ty € T(z) and r =1,..., Nqg
and ¢, =d7, is a further degree of freedom.

Algorithm 2 finds coefficients that satisfy (79)—(82) in a loop over a = 1,..., N and
therefore defines 62 € S(z) by (73). O

Proof (of Lemma 12) This follows immediately after revisiting the proof of Lemma 11 for

an arbitrary function o, € RT;W’O(T(Z)). Since o, € S(z) is equivalent to (79)—(82) for the

representation (73) of o in the given basis, all functions o, € S(z) — 62 are of the form

(76) for arbitrary do,d%, ,dj, € R with £ = 1,..,q, 7 = 1,.., Ng, and a = 1,..., N (and
dEE0 = d%N for z € V(£2)). Hence, the dimension of the linear space V(z) = S(z) — 62 is
1+ q|F(2)| +q(¢ —1)/2N. The claim follows from Proposition 1 by observing

A . ~A : ~ A
Q7 =argmin ozl 2,2y =65 +  argmin 65 4+ 0z|p2(y(z)- O
0,€8(z) 0,€8(2)—64A
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