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When establishing and analyzing model-parameter dependent mixed formulations, it is common to con-
sider required ellipticity and inf-sup conditions for the continuous and discrete problems. However, in
the modeling of some important categories of problems, like in the analysis of plates and shells, the ellip-
ticity condition usually considered does not naturally hold, and the inf-sup condition can only be stated
in an abstract form and can hardly be evaluated analytically. In this paper we present a new and practical
ellipticity condition which together with the inf-sup condition guarantees that (i) when the model
parameter goes to zero, the limit problem solution is uniformly approached, and (ii) an optimal finite ele-
ment discretization has been established (for the interpolations used). In practice, a numerical test might
be performed to see whether the proposed ellipticity condition is satisfied.
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1. Introduction

For the modeling and numerical solution of various problems in
engineering and the sciences, like in the analysis of (almost)
incompressible solids, fluids, thin structures, electro-magnetic ef-
fects, and multiphysics phenomena, it is most effective to use
mixed formulations. In these analyses, it is natural and frequently
necessary to use two (or even more) fields to formulate the govern-
ing equations. Indeed, optimal finite element discretizations can
mostly only be obtained if mixed formulations are used [1-6].

In this paper we consider two-field mixed problems in which a
small physical parameter is present, like frequently encountered in
the analysis of (almost) incompressible solids and fluids, and in the
analysis of beams, plates and shells, see [1-4]. The conditions to be
satisfied in the modeling of the continuous and discrete problems
are the associated ellipticity and inf-sup conditions. However, for
important categories of problems, and notably the analysis of
plates and shells, the ellipticity condition that is usually considered
does not naturally hold. Furthermore, the inf-sup condition can
only be stated in abstract form and can hardly be evaluated analyt-
ically. Numerical tests have therefore been proposed [7-9].

In the cases when the ellipticity condition does not naturally
hold, and also in other cases, the approach is frequently to use a
stabilization technique, and concentrate on the inf-sup condition
to be satisfied. However, in practice, it is important that the rele-
vant ellipticity condition not be violated without stabilization
constants.

* Corresponding author.
E-mail address: dominique.chapelle@inria.fr (D. Chapelle).

0045-7949/$ - see front matter © 2010 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
doi:10.1016/j.compstruc.2010.01.009

The importance of satisfying the ellipticity condition is illus-
trated in Ref. [2, page 474] with an example. The lowest frequen-
cies of a cantilever bracket that are calculated when the
ellipticity condition is not satisfied do not include spurious zero
frequencies but - actually worse - non-zero spurious (or ghost) fre-
quencies. In a dynamic step-by-step solution the mode shapes cor-
responding to these non-zero frequencies would capture energy in
a non-physical manner. This kind of error is difficult to identify in
an actual analysis.

These ghost frequencies may in general also be present when sta-
bilization techniques are used, but then usually correspond to high-
er frequencies. Clearly, such frequencies and mode shapes should
best not be present in the finite element model. The key therefore
is to satisfy the ellipticity condition directly in a natural manner
and without any stabilization technique - like in the displace-
ment-based formulations (using full numerical integration [2]).

Of course, before formulating a finite element discretization, it
is necessary to establish the formulation of the continuous prob-
lem with the appropriate spaces, ellipticity and inf-sup conditions.
In the case of model-parameter dependent problems, it is impor-
tant to identify the “best” ellipticity condition to practically work
with and show that, when the model parameter approaches zero,
the solutions converge to the solutions of the limit problem (the
model parameter is zero). Thereafter, we can discretize the contin-
uous problem with appropriate finite element spaces and identify
the appropriate and corresponding ellipticity condition, which
together with the relevant inf-sup condition assures that the finite
element discretization is optimal.

While very important results regarding ellipticity and inf-sup
conditions have been published, the results so far given - see
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specifically Ref. [3] - are not giving the “best” practical ellipticity
condition to work with.

Our objective in this paper is to propose an ellipticity condition
that is natural and sharp - that is, cannot be improved upon - for
the convergence of continuous parameter dependent problems and
the uniform convergence of associated finite element procedures.
We show that this new ellipticity condition is applicable to quite
general parameter dependent problems, and specifically those
mentioned in the paper, and can be tested for in practice. In the
next sections we first consider the generic continuous problem,
then the associated discrete problems (typically obtained using fi-
nite element methods), and thereafter we briefly comment on the
numerical evaluation, in practice, of the developed coercivity
condition.

Throughout the paper we use the notation of Refs. [4,5].

2. Continuous formulation

In this paper, we are concerned with mixed formulations of the
following type.
Find (U®,2%) in v" x 7 such that

{A(U*’, V) +B(V,2%) =F(V), We7r,

1
B(U*,E) — 2D(2°,5) =0, VEec 7", M

where A, B and D denote bilinear forms defined on the Sobolev
spaces v~ and 7 " — with A and D symmetric - F is a linear form de-
fined on v, and ¢ represents a small dimensionless model parame-
ter with

0 < & < &max,

and e.g. related to the thickness of the structure in structural
mechanics, or to the inverse of the bulk modulus in nearly-incom-
pressible formulations. Note that we use ¢ as a superscript in the
unknowns of (1) to emphasize that the solution depends on the
parameter &.

Under certain assumptions to be specified, this sequence of
solutions parametrized by ¢ can be shown to converge — when ¢
tends to zero - to the solution of the following limit mixed
formulation.

Find (U,%) in v~ x 7 such that

AU, V)+B(V,2)=FV), Wevr, 2)

B(U,5)=0, VEeT,
where 7 is another Sobolev space less regular than 7 *, namely
Ny <Cl -l 3)

and such that 7" is dense in .7, meaning that any element of 7 has
elements of 7 arbitrarily close to it, namely,

T cT,|

VEeT, V>0, 3F"e Tt st |E-E"|,<n.

In our class of models 7+ will be L?, whereas the larger space 7 will
be dependent on the specific type of formulation considered. In par-
ticular, for plate formulations the space .7~ can be explicitly charac-
terized, while for shell formulations in general only a definition
based on an abstract norm is at hand, see [5]. The complexity of
the space .7 is seen when considering, specifically, the singularities
at corners of skew plates [10] and shells, and boundary layers and
internal layers of shells [5,11]. In some other cases such as beam
formulations and nearly-incompressible elasticity, the space 7 is
also (essentially) L?.
Defining the subspace

Vo={VerBV,5) =0, VEe 7}, (4)

we can see that the second equation in (2) expresses that the dis-
placement solution U lies in #". Hence, the limit mixed formulation

considered in (2) corresponds to a constrained problem. We then
have the following result, as shown in [3,5].

Proposition 1. Assume that
e Ais symmetric and coercive on 4", i.e. there exists 7 > 0 such that
AV, V) = 9|VI5, WV e, (5)

e there exists 6 > 0 such that

inf  sup BV, %) > 4. (6)

2e7.220 vey y-o VI, I1Z] ~ -

Then (2) has a unique solution (U, X) and this solution satisfies

Ul + 11211 < ClIF][,- (7)

for some constant C.

Remark 1. Condition (6) is known as the continuous inf-sup condi-
tion. This condition and the ellipticity condition (5) appear as suffi-
cient conditions for the mixed formulation (2) to be well-posed, but
by the Banach theorem it is straightforward to see that they are
also necessary conditions [12]. Namely, given some bilinear forms
A and B with A symmetric positive, in order to have existence
and uniqueness of a solution (U, X) for any choice of F in (2), we
indeed must have the conditions (5) and (6) satisfied. Hence, the
existence and uniqueness of a solution (U, 2) is in general only
assured if and only if the ellipticity and inf-sup conditions are
satisfied.

In this paper, our objective will be to obtain sharp conditions to
guarantee the convergence of the solutions of the parameter
dependent formulation (1), and the uniform convergence of associ-
ated discrete solutions. Indeed, it was soon realized in the develop-
ment of mixed methods that the conditions pertaining to the limit
problems - namely, (5) and (6) for the continuous formulation -
are not in general sufficient to guarantee the convergence of the
parameter dependent problems. Therefore, the classical conver-
gence results have been established under stronger conditions,
such as the coercivity of A over the whole space 7", or the restric-
tive assumption .7 " = .7, see [3] and references therein.

However, for some important categories of physical problems
such conditions and assumptions do not hold. In particular, for
plate and shell formulations A typically represents the bending en-
ergy — which does not control the total energy - and we do not
have 7" = 7 as already mentioned. And of course, more generally,
obtaining sharp convergence conditions is of fundamental signifi-
cance, and also of practical interest if these conditions can be
tested for specific formulations.

We first define the mapping X(-) from 7~ into " such that

D(2(V),5) =B(V.5), VEe 7", (8)

which is a well-defined continuous linear mapping since D is coer-
cive on 7. We next define the new bilinear form

Ao(U,V) = B(U, 2(V)), 9

which is symmetric since

Ao(V,U) = B(V, 2(U)) = D(2(V), 2(U)) = D(2(U), (V)
=B(U,2Z(V)) =Ao(U,V).

It is also positive since

Ao(U,U) = D(2(U), 2(U))-

Now, assuming that (1) has a solution, the second equation can be
rewritten as

6= g 2X(UY). (10)
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Hence, substituting in the first equation of (1) we obtain
AU, V) +e2Ag(U%, V) =F(V), Wev, (11)

namely, we have eliminated X° from the variational formulation
using in essence “static condensation” - see e.g. [2] - but here in
the continuous problem. Therefore, the mixed formulation (1) is
strictly equivalent to (11) together with the relation (10). Since
(11) involves in solid mechanics only displacements (and in fluid
mechanics only velocities), the formulation looks like the displace-
ment formulation of solids (velocity formulation of fluids). Clearly,
for this problem to be well-posed we need to require the coercivity
of the bilinear form “ A+ & 2A,”, which holds for all values of
0 < & < émax if and only if it holds in particular for ¢ = 1. In general,
this coercivity property is a very natural feature of the displace-
ment-based formulation. We then have the following result.

Proposition 2. Assuming that A + Ag is coercive on ¥~ and that (6)
holds, recalling also that D is a symmetric bilinear form bounded and
coercive on 7+, the problem (1) has a unique solution (U°, X%) in
v x 7T, and this solution satisfies

Ul + 12117 + el 2517~ < CIFIl,-, (12)

for some constant C independent of . In addition, (U®, %) converges to
the solution of (2), namely,

U - U, + 1z - 2°)| , =0, (13)
and
&z =0 (14)

Proof. Since (11) is a so-called penalized formulation, we will use
classical results pertaining to such formulations, see e.g. [5]. In
order to apply these results, let us first note that
Ag(V,V)=0«=D(Z(V),Z(V))=0
—2V)=0
)=0, VE
)=0 )

— Ve,

< B(V,&5
<= B(V,=

where we have used the fact that 7" is dense in . Then, taking
V € vy as a particular choice of test function in (2), we can see that
U is the solution of

AU, V) =F(V), WV e,

with U also in 77 as already noted, hence this is the candidate limit
problem for the penalized formulation. And since A + Ay is coercive
on v, classical results (see [5] and references therein) entail that
Problem (11) has a unique solution (for every value of ¢), satisfying

&—0

UL, < ClFll,-, U= U°), 0, e2A0(U%, U 20, (15)
Then, defining >° by (10), we have that (U?, 2*) satisfies (1), hence
B(V,2%) = F(V) —A(U%,V), YW e,

and with (6) we obtain

1%l 7 < CIIFll,-

In addition, taking V = U® in (11) we obtain

&2D(2%, 5%) = £ 2Ao(U*, U°) < F(U%) < C|IF|I%.,

hence, by using the coercivity of D,

elZ% - < CIFll, .

To obtain the convergence of ~° we subtract the first equation of (1)
from the first equation of (2), which gives

B(V,X -3 =AU -U%V), Wer,

and we can again use the inf-sup condition (6) to obtain

12 - =), < qu - U7, 0.

Finally, (14) directly follows from &>D(2%, 2*) = ¢2Ao(U?, U%) and
(15). O

Remark 2. Of course, when A is coercive on the whole space 7,
then we automatically have the coercivity of A + Ao, since Ay is a
positive bilinear form.

3. Discrete formulation and convergence analysis

We now introduce Galerkin discretizations of the model-
parameter dependent problem (1). Therefore, we consider the fol-
lowing discrete problem.

Find (U, %}) in "y x Ty, such that

AU V) +B(V, Z}) =F(V), WV e, (16)
B(U},. &) - €’D(2},5) =0, VZe Ty,

where 77, and 77, denote finite-dimensional - typically finite ele-
ment based - subspaces of " and 7 *, respectively. Here the second
finite element space 7, must be a discretization space for 7+ due
to the presence of D in the formulation, and then .77, also gives an
admissible discrete space for .7, since we have the dense inclusion
7" c 7 (namely, 7" is more regular).

In this discrete system we can eliminate the unknown X} from
the variational formulation - similarly to what we did in the con-
tinuous setting — by defining the mapping X (-) from 7" into 77,
such that
D(Zn(V),E)=B(V,E), VEe T, (17)
This clearly defines a continuous linear mapping, and in fact we
have

Zu(V) =i E(V), (18)

where IT% denotes the projection operator onto 7, for the scalar
product associated with the bilinear form D. We can also define
the bilinear form

AY(U.V) = B(U, Z,(V)), (19)

which is again symmetric and positive, and we infer that (16) is
equivalent to

A(U;, V) + € 2A4(U;, V) = F(V), WV €77, (20)
together with
X=X, (US). (21)

We will now be concerned with the convergence of the discrete
mixed problem (16) under the assumptions of Proposition 2,
namely, assuming A + Ao is coercive, in particular. Considering
(20) involving only displacements, we clearly need to have
A+ & 2A" coercive on v, for all admissible values of & - which is
equivalent to A+A’5 coercive. However, this coercivity property
does not follow from the coercivity of A + Ao, as it depends on the
specific choice of the discrete spaces ¥, and 7. Hence, this is a
condition that we need to require from the discrete spaces, namely,

AV V) + A (V. V) = 9IVIE. WV ey, (22)

for some y > 0 independent of h. Of course, we will also require the
classical discrete inf-sup condition

BV.Z) (23)

inf TOn T
71540 ey v=o0 VI IEL, ~

1
EeTy
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In order to analyze the convergence under the discrete coerciv-
ity condition (22) we will use the auxiliary discrete problem:
Find (U§, 2%) in v, x Ty, such that

M (US, 55V, E) =F(V), Y(V,E) €44 x T, (24)
with
M, (V,5;W,T) = M,(V,5;W, T

+oD(X(V) — 25, Z(W) — T, (25)

for some positive constant o, where M, denotes the mixed bilinear
form naturally associated with the system (1), namely,

M.(V,5;W,T) = A(V,W) +B(V,I') + BW, &) — &?D(E,T).

We first note that (U, 2°) satisfies

M, (U, 2%V, B) =F(V), Y(V,B)e v x T, (26)
since we have by construction

M (U*, 2%V, E)=FV), Y(V,E)ev xT,

and the additional term in MS(US,Z*’; V,Z) vanishes due to
2(U®%) = &22°. Therefore, (24) represents a consistent discretization
of the continuous mixed formulation. We will now establish the
convergence of this discretization procedure.

Proposition 3. Under the assumptions of Proposition 2 and suppos-
ing that (23) also holds, then for any given o €]0,1/(emax)?[ used in
the definition of My, for 0 < & < &max the problem (24) has a unique
solution (ﬁﬁ,ig) and this solution satisfies

IU° = il + 112" = Sl + &l 2* = 55+
<C,jnf (I -V, +|E -2l el -2} @)

Very,EeT

for some constant C independent of .

Proof. Since consistency is ensured - recall (26) - we can focus on
establishing the stability of M, for the norm

1
IV, 20, = (VI3 + 1217 + 1215 ).
We decompose the proof into two steps.

(i) Stability in V and ¢||Z|| .. Taking (W,,I'1) = (V,—Z), we have
Wi, Tl = IV, Z],, (28)
and
M. (V,Z;Wy,T1) = A(V,V) + aD(Z(V), 5(V))

+&2(1 — ae?)D(E,5)
=A(V,V) +aAg(V,V) + &*(1 — ae®)D(Z, )
> ni(IVIE- +&1E115-),
using the coercivities of A+ Ao and D, and the fact that
1—08® >1—0(emax)” > 0.

(ii) Stability in ||Z||-. We use the discrete inf-sup condition (23)
to find W, in V}, such that
[Woall,- = 1IE] 7
and with I'; = 0 we have
W2, 2|, = [IE] - < IV, E]l,-
This choice gives

MV, 5:W3, T2) = llE15 - GVIE + 21215, (30)

and we conclude the stability proof by using convex combi-
nations of the test functions (W, I'1) and (W;,I;). O

Note that, if we eliminate E,i from the modified problem (24)
we obtain

A(UE, V) + aBo(UL, V) + (672 — )AL(UE, V) = F(V), WV €77,
31)

with

St = e 25, (UL). (32)

Remark 3. With the formulation (31), it is quite straightforward to
interpret why stability is more easily obtained in the augmented
mixed formulation (24) than in the original mixed formulation
associated with (20). Namely, in (31) we retain the coercivity
contribution provided by the unperturbed form Ay in the term
A + aAp. This strategy is quite natural and has been experimented
with, see [13-16,2] and the references therein. We can also say
that the additional term introduced in I\~/I$ is a “stabilization term”.
In fact, the modified formulation (24) is an “augmented Lagrang-
ian” formulation as defined and discussed in [17]. However, this
construction involves the rather arbitrary numerical factor «, and
formulations not using such factors are clearly preferable in
practice as we mentioned already above.

Using the auxiliary problem (24), we can now prove the conver-
gence of the original discrete mixed problem (16).

Proposition 4. Under the assumptions of Proposition 2 and suppos-
ing that (22) and (23) also hold, then (16) has a unique solution
(U}, Z7) and this solution satisfies

IU° = Ugll,- + 12 = Z41l - + &l1Z° = Zh]l 7+

H & & (=} & _ -
<C,inf (U =V], 2= E), +el - F ) (33)

for some constant C independent of ¢.

Proof. The existence and uniqueness directly follow from the
equivalence of (16) with (20) and (21), and from the coercivity of
A+ s*zAg on 7 . As regards convergence, we will take advantage
of the convergence result established in Proposition 3 for the par-
ticular choice

o= (2&max) 2.
Then (27) holds, and using this auxiliary solution, we will establish
the convergence in three steps.

(i) Convergence in Uj,. _
The discrete solution Uj, satisfies (20), while U instead
satisfies

[A + oAy + (82— oc)Ag] (US, V) =F(V), We7y
Subtracting the two variational equations yields, for any
Very,
A+ A0)(U}, - U3, V) = (Ao — Ag)(U;, V)
= a[(Ao — AD) (U, V)
+ (Ao — AQ)(T} — U, V).
Choosing as a particular test function V = Uj, — f]ﬁ and using

the coercivity (22) with the continuities of Ay and A’g,, we
obtain

_ _ _ah &
|UE — 2|, < c{uus - Ujl, + sup W}
P

V1,
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Then, a simple triangle inequality gives

(Ao — Ag) (U°,V)

VI, G4

IU* — Ugll, < C||lU° ~ Tl + sup
Very

In order to bound the consistency error term in the right-
hand side, we use (9) and (19), then (10) and (18) to write

(Ao — AD)(U°, V) = B(V, Z(U°) — Zy(U")) = 2BV, (I - ITh)Z).

Therefore,

Ao — Ap)(US,V

(o= B ¥ < eyt - .
a

< C& inf |2~ 5|,

EeTy

since D provides a norm that is equivalent to || - || »+, and then

(34) yields

|U* = Upl, < C|IU° = Ul + & jnf |I2° = ]| (35)
(ii) Convergence in || Z]| -

Recalling that X¢ satisfies

A(U*, V) +B(V,2%) =F(V), Wev,
we have, for any given I' € 77,
B(V.I') =F(V) =AU, V) +B(V,.I' - 2%), WYWev,
while 2 satisfies
B(V,Z;) =F(V) - A(U;,V), YV e
Subtracting the two equations, we obtain
B(V,X; —T') =AU - U;,V)+B(V,2 =T, YV e&v}.

Using the discrete inf-sup condition (23) and the continuities
of A and B, we infer

125 = I'll> < C(IU° = Ugll, +12° = Il 7),
which yields, combined with a triangle inequality,
2 = Zill- < C|IU° = Ugll,- + :lg,fh 2%~ Ell/ |- (36)

(iii) Convergence in &| 23| -
We have by construction

e!D(X% E)=B(U*,E), VEeT™,
and
&D(2%,8) =B(US,E), VEe Ty

From this we infer, for any given I" € 77,
eD(X; ~I,2 ~T)=BU; -U" 2 - T +&D(2* ~T,2 - T)

and - recalling the coercivity of D on .7+ - standard manip-
ulations then give

&1z — Ill7 < C(IU° = Ugll,- + 125 = I'll - +&llZ* = T ),
hence, with the help of triangle inequalities,
&2 — Zhll -+ < C(IU° = Ugll,- + 12° = Zill -

+Jnf {12 - 5l +el2 - 210 ). 37

In order to obtain the final error estimate (33), it now just remains
to gather the intermediate bounds (27), (35), (36) and (37). O

Remark 4. Note that we have used the solution of the discrete sta-
bilized formulation (24) only as an intermediary in the convergence
proof, and that no such stabilization is actually included in the
mixed formulation (16).

Remark 5. Regarding the coercivity assumption (22), we note that
AY(V, V) = D(Zn(V), Zn(V)) = DUTLE(V), T E(V)),

while Ao, which provides the desired coercivity in A + Ao, satisfies
instead

Ao(V,V) =D(Z(V),Z(V)).

Hence, in order for A +Ag to remain coercive, we need to have 7
“sufficiently large” to avoid losing the coercivity in the projection
1. However, this may be difficult to accommodate with the inf-
sup condition (23), which is more easily satisfied when 77, is “suf-
ficiently small”. Nevertheless, we point out that the coercivity
assumption (22) can be numerically tested by computing the small-
est eigenvalue in the eigenproblem

AP, V) + AN D, V) = A(D,V),., W er,

In the first instance, a single element should not display a zero
eigenvalue (spurious mode), but the same should also hold for
increasingly refined meshes, like in the numerical inf-sup test pre-
sented in [18].

In some cases, we will have that 7+ = 7. This holds, in partic-
ular, for nearly-incompressible formulations where 7 and 7 * cor-
respond to L? (with the mean value of the function subtracted in
the norm of .7~ when considering homogeneous boundary condi-
tions all over the boundary for the displacements, since the pres-
sure is then defined up to a constant), see [2,3]. Another such
example is the mixed formulation corresponding to the Timo-
shenko beam model, see [2,5]. In such cases the convergence anal-
ysis can be directly performed - see in particular [3,19] - but it is
quite illuminating to see that it can also be inferred from our above
discussions. Hence, we will show that in this case the partial coer-
civity (5) implies the coercivity of A + Ao, by which we have the fol-
lowing well-posedness and convergence result.

Proposition 5. Consider the case when 7" = 7. Assume that (5)
and (6) both hold, that the bilinear form A is positive, namely,
AV, V) >0, YWe7, (38)

and that D is a symmetric bilinear form coercive on 7. Then the prob-
lem (1) has a unique solution and this solution satisfies

U1, + 11270 < CIIFIl,, (39)

for some constant C independent of . In addition, (U®, %) converges to
the solution of (2), namely,

U =0, + 1= — =°, = 0. (40)

7

Proof. It suffices to show that A + Aq is coercive in this case, in
order to apply Proposition 2. For any V € ¥~ we have

Ao(V V) = D(E(V), 5V} = sup 2EWLE) _ gy BUE)
=7 DEZF = D(E 2}

by the definition of X(V), recall (8). Of course, we have D(&, E)% <
C||Z|| -+, and we now use the fact that 7+ = 7 to infer

Ao(V, V) > Csup BV-5)

zer |IEl,

(41)

On the other hand, we have

V=907,
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and for any V € ¥~ we can write the decomposition
V=Vy+Vy,
Then

Voevo, Vie "//'OL.

(A+A0)(V,V) = A(Vo, Vo) +A(V1, Vi) + 2A(Vo, V1) + Ao (V1, V1),

and we can combine (41) with the classical alternative inf-sup
bound (see [3,5])
inf  sup _BW.x) > 9, (42)

Ver g V#0 ze7 540 ||VH/ HE

,
to obtain
Ao(V1, V1) = V45

Furthermore, since A is positive we can apply the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality and infer

(A+A0)(V,V) = (1-mA(Vo, Vo) + (1 = 1/mAV1, V1) +y|IVilf5-,
for any 0 < 1 < 1. Then we can choose 7 so that
(1= 1/mAVL V1) +9IVil2 = 2Vl

and since A is coercive on 7"y we obtain the desired coercivity of
A+A,. O

Remark 6. The assumption " =7 was crucially used in this
proof to obtain (41). In the general case, we only have

121, < ClIEl,+, VEe,

[
and (41) cannot be inferred from the previous equation.

We can then show the following result for corresponding finite
element discretizations.

Proposition 6. Under the assumptions of Proposition 5 and suppos-
ing that (23) also holds and that A is coercive on

Vo = {V € 'Vh|B(V. E) = 07 VE € 9—}1},

then Problem (16) has a unique solution (U}, X}). Moreover this solu-
tion satisfies, for 0 < & < &max,

IU° = Ugll, +112° = Zjll, <C,_inf _{IU° =V, + 12 = 2|,
(43)

for some constant C independent of e.

Proof. Similarly to the proof of Proposition 5, we will simply show
that A +Ag is coercive on 77, in order to apply Proposition 4, and
we just sketch this proof. We first directly obtain the discrete coun-
terpart of (41), namely,

B(V, &)

=
7

Aj(V. V) > Csup

EeTy

YV ey, (44)
using similar arguments. Then, the coercivity proof can be con-
cluded by employing the decomposition
Vh=Vh0® ho=""h0 DY h1,
and the alternate discrete inf-sup condition (see [3,5])

sup _BV.E) >0, (45)

Ve V#0 Ze 7, 520 VI, [1Z1l.~ -
combined with (44) to show that

Ay V) =9 IVal5, Wier . O

4. Remarks on numerical assessment

In practice, when a formulation (1) is solved with a discretiza-
tion scheme using (16), it is expedient to employ static condensa-
tion on the variables X}. This results into the governing equation
(20). The condition is then that the smallest eigenvalue of this
problem (for any h) be bounded from below.

We note that this coercivity condition is required for all prob-
lems governed by formulation (1), that is, irrespective of whether
the space 7 or 7' is applicable, and in the development of new
finite element discretization schemes, this condition can easily be
tested for.

As examples, considering the displacement-pressure formula-
tion of almost incompressible 2D analysis of solids, the discretiza-
tion based on elements with nine nodes for the displacements and
a linear pressure assumption (the 9/3 element or Q2/P1 element
[2,3]) of course satisfies the condition.

However, using an axisymmetric element with the usual eight
nodes for the displacement interpolation and a constant pressure
assumption (the 8/1 element or Q2’/PO element) this ellipticity
condition is violated. For example, a single element test shows that
we obtain a zero eigenvalue by considering the displacements

w= —_'-Scr—%(r2 —s241),
where (r,s) denote the local coordinate system of the 2 x 2 element
with the element center located at radius R = 3, (v, w) are the cor-
responding displacement components, and c is a constant. Note
that, regarding Proposition 6, in this case the inf-sup condition
(23) is passed but A is not coercive on ¥ p.

Considering the analysis of plates and shells, the formulations of
the various MITC elements that have been proposed have always
been tested for this coercivity condition, see e.g. [20-22], and a
general single element test has so far been found sufficient.

v = crs + 3cs,

5. Conclusions

We proposed in this paper - for continuous model-parameter
dependent problems - a sharp ellipticity condition which when
satisfied together with the inf-sup condition guarantees the con-
vergence of the formulation for the parameter approaching zero.
The ellipticity condition is quite natural, and for associated discrete
formulations, if the corresponding ellipticity and inf-sup condi-
tions hold, uniform convergence of the discretization procedure
with best approximation properties is obtained.

An important point is that this approach of analyzing the qual-
ity of discretization schemes is quite general in that it does not de-
pend on the space in which the constraint variables are measured
(7 or 7). For optimal approximation quality, the inf-sup condi-
tion and given ellipticity condition need be satisfied.

The proposed condition can also be tested for easily in practice
- and should be tested for — when developing new discretization
schemes.

Finally, it is rather natural to conjecture that this ellipticity con-
dition is also applicable in dynamic analysis in order to have - to-
gether with the inf-sup condition - sufficient conditions to ensure
the uniform and optimal convergence of the eigenvalues and
eigenspaces of the associated discretized spectral problem, thereby
extending the results of [23].
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