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LOCKING-FREE FINITE ELEMENT APPROXIMATIONS FOR A
PARAMETER-DEPENDENT VARIATIONAL INEQUALITY
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ABSTRACT. We present two robust finite element approximations for the unilateral con-
tact problem of a Timoshenko beam. The two numerical approximations are based on
conforming methods with dual Lagrange multipliers. The first uses a suitable stable
pair of finite element spaces. The second is a stabilized formulation that allows the
use of standard low-order finite element spaces. A priori and a residual posteriori error
estimates are derived. Comprehensive numerical tests that validate and illustrate our
approach are also given.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Timoshenko-Ehrenfest and the Euler-Bernoulli models are the most currently used
for beam numerical computations. Timoshenko-Ehrenfest beam theory is a much newer
theory than the Euler-Bernoulli beam theory, and as such, Timoshenko beam theory is
considered to be an improved or more accurate theory, especially when the aspect ratio
of the beam is small i.e thick beams. Euler-Bernoulli beam theory tends to be good for
long, slender beams, that is, beams whose length is much greater than their height, and
Euler-Bernoulli beam theory loses accuracy as the thickness-to-length ratio increases.
Despite its apparent simplicity, the numerical approximation of this problem can be chal-
lenging, particularly when low-order finite element methods are employed. In particular,
care must be taken to avoid the so-called shear locking phenomenon, which occurs when
the beam thickness parameter becomes small. Many applications in solid and fluid me-
chanics have demonstrated the superiority of mixed schemes, particularly when a very
small parameter causes locking in displacement-based discretizations. However, adopting
a mixed formulation alone is not sufficient to resolve the issue: the discrete approximation
spaces must be chosen with care to avoid shear locking and prevent spurious modes. We
will present an example of a finite element pair that satisfies the Babushka-Brezzi inf-sup
condition, but the scheme is not locking-free.

In the equality case, several approaches to overcome shear locking have been developed.
Let us mention some of these methods. Arnold and Brezzi introduced the partial se-
lective reduced integration in [2] to mitigate spurious modes. This approach uses two
distinct integration schemes: one for the bending component and another for the shear
and membrane components. Interdependent Interpolation Element (see [23]). Based on
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exact solutions, avoids locking completely, making it highly effective for structural analy-
sis. Friedman and Kosmatka [15] proposed a two-node Timoshenko beam finite element in
which the transverse displacement and rotation are approximated by cubic and quadratic
Lagrange polynomials, respectively. While this element has been employed in various ap-
plications, its applicability remains restricted, as the associated shape functions depend
on the material properties. Caillerie et al. [I1] introduced a Timoshenko finite element
formulation designed to improve efficiency, with shape functions that do not depend on
the material properties. Brenner [8], presented an analysis of multigrid methods applied
to parameter-dependent problems. Within a unified theoretical framework, it is shown
that the contraction numbers of the proposed algorithms remain uniformly bounded away
from one, regardless of the parameter values and the mesh level. Isogeometric collocation
methods were well-established in [13], where it is shown that locking-free solutions can
be obtained for the mixed method independently of the degree of approximation. The
virtual element method, which leads to a locking-free formulation for the Timoshenko
problem, was examined by [27]. It is shown that the virtual element method leads to a
straightforward locking-free formulation. Approaches based on Helmholtz decomposition
type offer a very efficient way to avoid locking (see [21]). It is based first on adding a new
unknown, say, 7, which represents the shear stress and then writing it as the sum of two
functions, v = ¢/ + k, with ¢ € H}(Q) and k = 7.

A natural question that arises when we deal with variational inequalities rather than
variational equations is: Does any finite element method that converges for variational
equations also converge for variational inequalities? Another question we address in this
paper is the locking issue for parameter-dependent variational inequalities, which, to the
best of our knowledge, has not yet been considered.

For the inequality-constrained case, many approaches are used to well-approximate the
solution of variational inequalities (see [22] and [5] for instance).
Recently, in [17] and [18], the authors introduced new mixed and stabilized methods for
the obstacle problem of an elastic membrane and for a Kirchhoff plate. The considered
problems are parameter-independent variational inequalities. In [17] and [18], the ap-
proach consists of reformulating the variational inequality into a mixed then to a compact
formulation, then using an adaptive method based on residual a posteriori error estima-
tors.
A posteriori error estimators are computable quantities used for adaptive algorithms and
error control in the numerical solution of partial differential equations, and they are re-
quired to be reliable and (locally) efficient (see, e.g., [14], [20], [10]).
There exist several types of a posteriori error estimators, (see [21], [7]). In [26], an effi-
cient and reliable indicator was derived for the obstacle problem of an elastic membrane;
the approach uses a novel Galerkin functional. Within the framework of the hypercircle
method, a posteriori error estimates for the obstacle problem were derived in [7] using
a Prager—Synge-type theorem together with an equilibration procedure. The averaging
technique was considered in [3], where it is stressed that the averaging estimator is not
only reliable but also efficient for sufficiently smooth solutions.

This paper examines mixed and stabilized methods for the locking phenomenon in a
parameter-dependent variational inequality model.
This paper is organized as follows. The second section is devoted to deriving the varia-
tional inequality and the corresponding complementarity system. We prove the existence,
uniqueness, and regularity of the solution, and we investigate the locking phenomenon
when the thickness approaches zero using the lower-order finite element method. A mixed
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reformulation of the problem is proposed in Section 3. The proposed mixed formulation is
locking-free if the pair of finite element spaces is well chosen. In Section 4, a new compact
reformulation is used. Section 5 is devoted to the finite element approximation of the
compact reformulation. A posteriori error analysis of residual type is presented in Section
6. In Section 7, a stabilized formulation is presented. This formulation can be used for
any conforming pair of finite element subspaces. Comprehensive numerical simulations
are presented in Section 8.

We conclude this introduction by fixing some notation used throughout the paper. The
standard norm and seminorm of the Sobolev space H*({2), with s > 0, are denoted by
|- |ls.0 and | - |50, respectively. We write A < B to indicate the estimate A < C' B, where
C denotes a generic constant independent of A and B; in particular, C' is independent of
the mesh size h and of the beam thickness e, which is assumed to be strictly positive.

2. THE CONTINUOUS VARIATIONAL INEQUALITY

We consider an undisplaced beam that occupies the region

£ €
Q°F =(0,¢ —=, =
0.0 % (~5.5)
in the (z,y)-plane and is subject to a vertical body force €2 f(x) which is independent of
y. (The factor €2 assures the energy has a finite, non-zero limit as ¢ — 0). The beam is
over a rigid obstacle 1 € C°(0,¢), ¥(0) < 0 and ¥ (f) < 0 (see Fig. 1).

Note that the Timoshenko model may be derived from the classical theory of plane linear

e Iy
2
re, QO re,
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Fi1GURE 1. A Timoshenko’s beam over a rigid obstacle

elasticity by dimensional reduction (see [1]). Using the Mindlin assumptions:

i) The vertical displacement u§ is independent of y.
ii) The mid line y = 0 is not displaced horizontally.
iii) The vertical fibers = const remain linear after displacement.

In addition, we assume that there is no membrane deformation, i.e, pure bending/shear
case. Mathematically, this implies that u and u§ have the special form

{ui(az, y) = —yb-(x) (2.1)

u3(, y) = we()
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Then, the Timoshenko model can be seen as a minimization problem of the following
functional,

s =g ([@raree [w-crar) - o)

over the following closed and convex set:
K :={(,v) e V;v(z) > (), for all x € [0,4]}

where V = H}([0,4]) x H} ([0, £]), here, H(]0, £]) denotes the usual Sobolev space. Hence,
the variational inequality reads

Find (6., w.)

- 2.2
{ (6=, we); (€ = 00 —we)) > (fiv—we), Y(¢(v) €K (2.2)

where

V4 V4
a((6, w); (¢, v)) = / 0 i+ e / (w' = 0)(¢/ — ) da

Note that the problem (2.2) is equivalent to minimizing the functional J(({,v)) over the
closed convex set K.

2.1. Existence and Uniqueness. The existence and the uniqueness of the solution of
(2.2) follow immediately, by applying Stampacchia’s theorem (see [9] for instance).

Lemma 2.1. The bilinear form a(-,-) is coercive on the Hilbert space V.
Proof. See [1]. O
Theorem 2.2. For the problem (2.2) there exists a unique solution.

Proof. 1t suffices to apply Stampacchia’s theorem (see [9]). O

2.2. Regularity of the solution of (2.2). It is straightforward to check that the problem
(2.2) reads, at least formally, as the following complementarity system:

( —0" — e (w' —0) =0, a.e in (0, ¢)
—e 2w - 0) > f, a.e in (0, /)
o / w—1 >0, a.e in (0, /) 23
(e (W' =0) = fllw—1)=0,  aein(0,()
0(0) = 0(f) = 0,
w(0) =w(l) =

Theorem 2.3. Let (0,w) be a solution of the complementarity system (2.3). If f €
L2(0,0) and +p € H*(0,4), then (0,w) € (H*(0,4))2.

Proof. The first equation in the system (2.3) and the fact that § and w are a priori in
HY(0, /) imply that
—0" +e7%0 € L*(0,0)

Then by the elliptic regularity we have § € H?(0, ).
For every nonnegative function ¢ € C?() with supp ¢ C B. (£), we have w + ¢ > v and,



LOCKING-FREE FEM 5

the second equation of the complementarity system implies that

0<e? / (w' — 0)¢'dx — fodx
<€) )

Be(¢

3 3 Ete E+e
= g2 / (w' — 0)¢'dx — fodx + 72 / (w' — 0)¢'dx — fodx
—€ é‘

E—e 13
€ 3 §+e §+e
=72 [w’gb]ée — 52/ w”pdx — fodr — 2 ' pdr — fodx
—€ §—e 3 3
=270 &te -2 00
b el e /M) "
§+e §+e E+e
— e [ wedo = [ fode et @ @ - v ©)0© - [ 60
§ § §
Then,
Ete E+e
W © - ©)o©)2 [ S+ Nodos [ 08,
3 3
Since ¢ > 0 is arbitrary, by taking the limit ¢ — 0, we find that

w' (§) = ¢’ (€) (2.4)

The function @ = w — v is nonnegative continuous and satisfies :
w(€)=0 and @ (§) >0, (by(2.4)).
Then ¢ is a local minimum for the function @w. Thus, we must have @' (§) = 0, i.e.,
w' (§) =" (£)

which implies that w’ is continuous at &, since ¢’ is continuous. 0

2.3. Regularity of the solution of the limit problem. In the context of the penalty
method, it is standard to show that the solution (., w.) of (2.2) converges strongly as
goes to 0 to the solution of the obstacle problem of Euler-Bernoulli beam. It is possible
to show that solutions of problem (2.2) obey higher regularity properties. If the data are
sufficiently smooth, namely, f € L*(Q) and ¢ € H3(Q), then continuity of the second
derivative of the solution, i.e., u € H3(Q), can be proved (see [12] or [10]).

Proposition 2.4. Let f € L*(0,¢) and v € H*(0,¢). Then the solution wy of limit
problem, belongs to H3(0, 7).

2.4. Locking phenomena for Timoshenko’s model. It is standard to prove that for
fixed e, ), and w;, converge to § and w in both L? and H' at the approximation theoretic
optimal rate with respect to h. Such convergence, however it is not uniform with respect to
the thickness €. The pair V;! x V}! does not satisfy the necessary approximation properties
uniformly in e. A simple calculation using the same arguments as in [6] for the equality
case, leads to, for h fixed,

ll—r}(l)Hwh’wh)”V =0 and lg%”(eawE)HV # 0.

As a result, we conclude that there is a locking phenomenon for the choice V;! x V! for
very small values of ¢.
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3. A MIXED FORMULATION AND ITS FINITE ELEMENT APPROXIMATION

Because of the difficulty in constructing finite element spaces that incorporate the
required constraints, problems with inequality constraints and locking phenomena are
commonly cited as motivations for favoring mixed formulations over primal displacement-
based formulations. In order to avoid the locking phenomena previously explained, and
to rewrite the inequality constraint in a new form easy to implement, we first use a mixed
formulation which is based on introducing a new Lagrange multiplier A\ belonging to the
closed set (cone) A defined by,

A= {pe H0,0),(up) >0, VYo>00€cCr0,0)}
The mixed formulation consists of :
Seek (0, w,\) € V x A
a((0,w),(C,v)) +b((¢,v),A) = F((¢,v), V(o) eV (3.1)
b((0,w),p—A) <G(p—=2A), VpeAl

where

b((C,U)“LL) == <:u7 U> ) F((<7 U)) = <f7 U) ) and G(M) - <:U’7 ¢> :
It is straightforward to check that the following inf-sup condition

0N y
S TG ~ Il vre Q. (3.2)

is satisfied. Indeed, it is a direct consequence of the definition of the bilinear form b(-,-)
and the dual norm || - ||, and the coercivity of a(-,-) on V' x V is already proved. Hence,
the mixed problem admits a unique solution (see [17],[19]).

Let Z,, be a quasi-uniform discretization of (0,¢). We consider two finite-dimensional
spaces Vj, and @y, such that V, C V, Q, C Q = H1(0,¢).

Moreover, we define the set:

Ap o= {pn € Qn;  pp >0} CA
The discrete problem reads:
Find (0, wn, A\n) € Vi, X Aj, such that

a((On, wn), (Cuyvn)) + b((Chs vn), An) = F'((Cny vn)), V(Chyvn) € Vi (3.3)
b((On, wn), pn — M) < G(pn — An), Vi € Ap.

In order to get a well-posed discrete problem (3.3), the spaces V}, and @, must have an
additional property. The desired property is known as the discrete inf-sup condition:

sup <:uh> Uh>

2 Nunll-r Vien € Qn (3.4)
(Nhsvn)EVA [[vn |2

Note that mixed methods are subject to possible instabilities which do not arise for primal
formulations. For the existence, uniqueness, and convergence of the discrete solution,
the spaces must also satisfy some rather subtle stability conditions. In other words,
an arbitrary conforming choice of pair (V3, Q) does not necessarily satisfy the inequality
(3.4) and therefore, the corresponding discrete problem fails to give a good approximation
of the original problem, and may lead to a singular system.
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3.1. A pair leading to a singular system. First, we define
ViF={u, € H;(0,0); vy, [es,zip1] € Pr k>1}, Vi ={v, € L*0,0); v, iz € P}

Then, if we consider the choice V}, = V! x V!, Q, = V}?. This yields a singular system,
because the kernel of the discrete divergence operator contains spurious modes. Hence,
the condition (3.4) is not verified.

4. A COMPACT FORMULATION

Let us now introduce the Hilbert space H =V x @, for which we define the norm

(¢ v, 1) e = (ICIE + lollT -+ flll20)'2
We define the bilinear form 7 : H x H — R by:
JZ{((C?”)M)? (ga va)) = a’((gvv)’ (572)) - <:u7 Z> - <p> U>
and the linear form . : H — R by:
f((é?'zap)) = (f? Z) - <p7 Q/}>

Theorem 4.1. Let (0,w,\) be the solution of the mixzed problem, then it solves the fol-
lowing compact problem:

Find (6, w,\) € V x A

4.1
L@ (o) = 2Con ) Weomeva O
Proof. First, problem (3.1) can be written as,
Find (0, w,\) € V x A
a’((eaw)a(C7v)) - </\7U> = (f,'U), V(va) S
= Aw) S —(i-Av)  VueA
By, summation, we obtain,
a’((9>w)7 (C?U)) - <>\a U> - <,U - /\,U)) < (fa U) - <1u - )\77@
Thus
%<(97w7 )\)7 (Ca v, b — )‘)) < g((ﬁ? v, i = A))
O
Now, we need to prove the inf-sup condition for the form .o7.
Proposition 4.2. For all (¢,v, ) € V X A, there exists z € H}(0,() such that:
o (G0, 1); (¢, 2, =) 2 1 (S v, ) |13,
1zl < ol + llell—
Proof. Let € () be arbitrary. We consider the following auxiliary problem:
Find ¢ € H}(0,¢
q 0_(2 ) 1 (4'4)
a(q,p) + (¢,p) = (¢ *u,p), Vp € H(0,0)

Here, a(p, q) = fog p'¢'dx. It standard to show that this problem admits a unique solution
by the Lax-Milgram theorem. Taking p = ¢, we get

lqll} =% (1. q)

Then,
lalls < e llpll—



8 A. ZERROUKI ET AL

Besides
e? (a ,p)+ (q,
||M’|—1 — sup </L p> _ sup ( (q p) (q p)) S €2||Q||1
pEHL(0,0) ||p||1 peHE(0,0) [F2IP
Thus
e -1 = llall (4.5)

e We put z = v — £2¢, using Young’s, Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities

A ((C,0,1); (¢, 2, —p)) = A ((¢ 0, 1); (G v — €2q, —p)
= a((¢,v), (¢, v-—63Q)) (p,v —%q) + (p,v)
=a )+62M(M)AQU—8%D+8NMQ>

604 o) M )+
= 1T+ Gl = [0 = O et

> IR+ 2 = I — I = 3N 3+ <2 o)

2 U+ 2 — U — Sl — I — S U + <l

me L € 2 2, € 1o
> U+ S = I + Sl

= §a((§,v), (¢v)) + EHC]H%

Utilizing (4.5) and Lemma 2.1

A (G, )i (¢, 2, =) 2 (ISIT + 1vlF) + %WM%

(ST + Nl + Npll2s)

VOV

e Again, using (4.5), we obtain,

12l = llv = €%qlls < llvlls + Mgl = ol + |l

Proposition 4.3. For all (,v,pn) € V X A, we have,

(v ), (6,2,0) o »
0 TG R NGl (46)

Proof. We proved that,

o ((Cv v, ILL)7 (Ca Zs _ﬂ’))
(¢, v, 1) [l

2 (¢ v, ) Il

In addition we have, i.e.,
1 > 1
(G oz =p) [l ™ (G vy )

o ((Cv v, ILL)7 (Cv Zs _H'))
(¢ v, =p) [l

Then

2N (¢ v, ) l|a
Thus
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A ((C,v, ), (& 2, p))
comarxe G20l

e [CSCADIE

5. FINITE ELEMENT APPROXIMATIONS

In the linear equation case, it is well-known that the well-posedness of the variational
problem, as well as the stability and the approximation properties of the discrete problem,
In the linear case, it is well known that the well-posedness of the variational problem, as
well as the stability and approximation properties of the discrete problem, are guaranteed
by Brezzi-Babuska conditions; these conditions were adapted to extend the well-posedness
of elliptic variational inequalities (see [19], [17]).

5.1. Stable formulations: Inf-sup condition. We consider the following discrete prob-
lem

Find (Hh,wh,)\h) eV, x Ay,

5.1
{ﬂ((Qh,wm An), Gy vny i — An)) < ZL((Ch Vns i — An))s Y (Chy Uy pin) € Viy X Ay (5:1)
where V), = V,f x V' and A}, are the same defined in the section 3.
In this section we assume that V}, and Qj, are such that *
, U
sup O 5 Ve @ 52)
(Chyon)EVR thHl
Proposition 5.1. For all (Cn, vn, pn) € Vi X Ay, there exists z, € V' such that:
A ((Chrvns i ); (Cno 2y — 1)) 2 1| (G v ) 113 (5.3)
znlls < llvnlls + [[pnll -1 (5.4)

Proof. Let uy, be an arbitrary element in ),. We define the following auxiliary problem
{ Find ¢, € V})
a(qn; pn) + (qn, pn) = (pn, pr) s Vpu € VY

It is clear that problem admits a unique solution by the Lax—Milgram theorem. Taking
Ph = Qn, We get

(5.5)

lanll? < (un, an)
Thus,

lanlls < llpnll

Besides, from the condition (5.2) we have

) a ) + )
||,uh||—1 5 sup M = sup (Qh ph) <Qh ph) < ||Qh||1
pnevy ol prevy [
Thus
3C >0, Cllunll-1 < llanlls < [lpnll-1 (5.6)

IWe will give examples of pair (Vi, Q) satisty the condition (5.2) in the end of this section.
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We put z, = v, — @y, using (5.6), Young’s, Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities and Lemma (2.1)

we obtain,

A ((Chy Vhs 1) (Cs 20y —f10)) = 7 ((Chy Vns 11 )5 (Crs U — Qhy —fin))

This amounts to write,

L
A ((Chy vns 1); (Cns 20, —hn)) = HC;QH?HrHvZ—ChH%—/O (0, = Cu) s, d + (n; n)

> [1GlIS + Nk = CIIE = llvi, = Gullallghlla + (s an)

(

(Chs vn)s (Chs vh — qn)) — (ttny U — Gn) + (ttn, Gn)
(Chs Cn) +€720((Chs vn), (Chy v — qn)) + (bin, Gn)
(Chs Cn) + 0((Chy V1), (Cny v — an)) + (pin, Gn)

(Chs Cn) + b((Chs 1) (G vm)) = B((Chs ), (0, gn))

1 1
2 N GlG + llvr = CIl6 = llvr, = €16 = llahllg + llanlly

1 1
= 1GHIZ + 5 ek, — CI + 5 lanl?
1 1
> = (IGIB + ek = CI3) + 5 lanl?

1
2 (ICalIT + [lonll?) + §CQ||Mh||2_1
2 (IGulIT + [lvnll + [leenlly)-
Again applying (5.6), yields,

lznlly = [lvn — anllt < lloalls + llanlly < loalls + lpall -1

Proposition 5.2. For all ((, v, tn) € Vi X Ay, we have,

sup ’Q%((Chavhuﬂfl% (éhuzhuph»
(§nr2n,Pn) EVE X Qn H(fha Zhs Ph)”?—[

Proof. We have shown that,
A ((Chy s pn); (Cns 2y — 1)) 2 11 (Ch s ) 14

2 1(Chs vns ) [l

ie,
4 ((Cha Uh, :uh)a (Cha Zhs _:uh)>
| (G vns 1) |l
On the other hand, we have,

Z H (Chvvhnljjh) HH

(5.7)

Gy 2> =p) 3 = NGullE + N2 llT + il 2y S NCRIT + lonlls + NpnllZ0 = 11 (G oy 1) 13,

ie,
1 1

>
H (Ch, Zhs —Mh) HH ~ H (Ch:vhyﬂh) HH

Then,
o ((wa Uh, :uh)7 (Cha Zhs _,U/h>>
| (Chs vy —p2n) |l

211 (Cs Vs 1) |-
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Thus,

sup A ((Chy Vs i), (Eny 215 P1))

Z H (Ch) Uh, Mh) ”7—[
(§hs2hspn)EVR X Qp ||(5h7 Zh) Ph)”?—t

U

Both propositions were proven under the assumption (5.2), which is not necessarily
satisfied for arbitrary subspaces Vj,, Qp,.

Lemma 5.3. The finite element spaces Vi, = Vil x Vil and Qy = V}? can not satisfy the
condition (5.2).

Proof. See the proof of (3.1). O
Lemma 5.4. The finite element spaces Vi, = V;} x V2, Qn = V0 satisfy the condition

(5.2).
Proof. See the proof of (5.3) below. O

We can generalize the result of the previous lemma:

Remark 5.5. For integer k > 1, the choice Vj, = V}F x th“, Qn = th—z’ leads to stable
system.

5.2. A priori error estimation. In this subsection, we present an a priori error estimate.

Theorem 5.6. Let (6,w,\) be the solution of the continuous problem (4.1), and
(O, wp, Ap) be the solution of the discrete problem (5.1). Then, the following error estimate

10 = Onll, + lw —wall; + A=Al S inf (10 = Gully + [lw —wal]})
(Chyvn)EVR

+ A = pnll—y + Vw =, ) (5.8)

inf
HrEAR
holds true.
Proof. We have from (5.3)
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16h — Gl + llwn — vall} + 1An — pall}
S A ((0n — Chy wn — vy An — in); (On — Gy 20, i — An))

= ((On, Why An); (On — s 205 i — An)) — A ((Chs Vns 1) (On — Chs 205 i — An))
= ((0,w, A); (On — Chy 2ns ftn — An)) + (0, w, A); (0 — Chs 20, pin — An))

= ((On, Why An); (On — s 215 e — An)) — A (0,0, A); (O — Cny 2y ftn — An))

+ @ ((0 = Chyw — vn, A = pn); (On — Chy 20y ftn — An))

< ZL((0h = Cns 2o fin — An)) — (0,0, A); (O — Gy 21y fin — An))

+ & ((0 = Cpyw — Vny A = p1n); (On = C, 205 pin — An))

¥/ l

= (o) = G =) = [ 006 dr = [ =)~ (0 - G) o
0 0

+ (N, zn) + (n — A, w) + (0 — Gy w — v, A — pn); (On — Chs 20, ftn — An))

l l
= (Fy ) — (i — ) + / 0(0, — ) d + = / (w — 0) () de

¢
w2 [ = 00 - ) dot ) + G = M)
0
+ 2 (0 — Chyw — v, X — )5 (On — Gy Zns i — An))
Since, from (2.3), we have

w—0)+X+f=0 (5.9)

0" +e2(w' —0)=0
e
Then,
10n = GullT + lwn = wallF + A — pallt
S (0 = Coyw —vp, A= 1n); (O — Gy 20y i — An)) + (ptn — Ap, w — 1)

We have w —1 >0, A, >0, s0
10 = Cull§ + lwn = wallf + [ An — pallt

S (0 = Cryw — vy A= ) (O — Chy 20y in — An)) + (i, w — )

S (10 = Gl + llw = walle + 11X = geall=1) (16 = Gulls + lznlle + A0 = pnll-1)

+ <Mh7w—1/)>
SN0 =Gl + lw — wall? + 1A = pall®y + 1108 = GlIE + 1zall; + A — pall*s
+ <:uh7w_¢>

Because ||zp|l1 S |10n — Culli + [|An — pn]|—1, we obtain

105 = Cull: + [lwn — vall + A = gl 20 SN0 = GullF + lw — wallF + X = %
+ <:uh7w - w) :
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This implies that,
10h = Cully 4 llwn = wnlls + [[An = pnll—2 S 110 = Calls + [l = wally + []A = p]| 1
+ V(o w — )
On the other hand, we have,
16 = Onll + [l — walls + [|A = Anll-r < {16 = Culls + lw = onlls + [|A = gl -1 + [[6n — Caulls
+ [Jwn = vally + A0 — pnll 1
Thus
16 = Onlls + [l — walls + []A = Anll-2 S 110 = Culls + [ = vally + []A = pal[ 1

+ <:uh7 w — 1/}>
Hence

10 = Onlly + llw —wall; + A=Al S inf ([0 = Gully + [[w —wal]})
(Ch,vn)EVR

+ inf (A = pall oy + Vn, w = 4,))
BrEAR
0
5.3. A pair leading to a stable system. Let us consider now the finite element spaces
Vi =Vy x V2, Qun="Vy:={un € L*(0,0);  pn|w e € P°}- (5.10)

We introduce the following discrete norm,

a2 o = D BElinlli s Vin € Q.

]iGIh

Lemma 5.7. For the discrete spaces (5.10) the bilinear form b(-,-) satisfies a uniform
inf-sup inequality, i.e, for any pp € Qy there exists a positive constant independent of h

and t such that:
b((Chs vn), pin)
sup ——o 2T
(ChyVR)EVR H(Chavh)”l
Proof. We define the function b;(z) by
bi(z) = {(95 —z) (i — ) fzel

0 otherwise

> Cilanll—1 (5.11)

and let uy € Q. Then

h3 h3
L 161172 = Ex
We 1, = biptp, so
B2
no ) = G ) = 3 [ i = S Sl
1;€1y, LeTy
2 2 2 2 h 2
/ / /
lonllt = llvplls = lonllo,r, = [enbillo,r, = — enllo,r,
3
L,eZy L;eTy L;eTy,
Then we get,

2 1/2
Jonlls = (Z gluuhuaf)

I; EIh
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Thus
itt) _ Y5 i 1 (512
Hence,
sup B S ol (5.13)

(Ch vn)EVS, HUhHl
On the other hand, we have,

,U
Vil = sup ¥
veHL(0,L) vl

we get,
(pn, v) = Collpn|-allv]l1,
so, using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain,

{1ths vr) = {fn, vp — v) + (pn, V)

= Z/ (tn)hi " (on — ) + (pn, v)

;€T
1/2 , 1/2
2 — (Z h?”/lh”g,Ii) (Z <h;1||?1h — UHO,Q) ) + (pn, v)
L€y I,e1y,
> —Cs 1 4 {pens v)
> (Collpnll-1 = Csllpnll=1n) [[v][1

2 (Collpall =1 — Callnll=1.p) |vn Iy

Note that in the last inequality, we have used the fact that ||vy||; < ||v|li. But of course,
to gather with Csl|pun||—1 — Csllpnll=1.n > 0, if Cof|lpnl|-1 — Csllpnl|-1,n < 0 then (5.13)
implies the desired inf-sup condition immediately. Then

{1tn; Un)
[|vn1

> —Csllun | -1,n + Col[pn | -1

ie.,

<:Uh7 Uh>
sup
A A

Using (5.12) and (5.14) and letting § € (0, 1), we have

—Cslpnll-1n + Collpnll 1 (5.14)

sup {pin; Un) =(1-90) sup {iin, vn) +d  sup (tns Un)
(Chvn)EVS l|vn |1 (Ch,vn)EVR v |1 (Ch,vn)EV lon 1
> C1(1 = 0)|lpnll=1.n + 6 (Collpnll -1 = Csllpnl|-1.1)

= 00|l pnll-1 + (1 = 6)Cr = C3) [| ][ 1,1

It suffices to take: -
1-9)C —05>00r0<5<—1,
(1-0)C - Cs Cy + Cs
to conclude that,
<:U’h7 Uh>
sup

(Ch,vn)EVR HUhH

2 |l =1
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6. A POSTERIORI ANALYSIS FOR THE MIXED FORMULATION

In this section, we propose an a posteriori error indicator for the mixed formulation
introduced in section 3. First of all, we define the local indicators:

772 = hylle™* (wy, — 6,) + £+ Mallor,
= hill0h + e (w), — On)llo.z,
We also define the global indicators:

=3 () + (1)) (6.)

I; GIh

(¥ —wn)y) (6.2)
6.1. The reliability of a posteriori error indicator.

Lemma 6.1. Let (0, w, \) be the solution of the continuous problem (4.1), and (0, wp, \p)
be the solution of the discrete problem (5.1). Then, there exists = € H}(0,£) such that

(0 = O, w —wp, A= Np); (60— O, 2,0 = X)) 210 = Oull + lw — will] + [|X = Ml%y
12l S llw —walls + |A = Aall 2

Proof. In (4.2), (4.3), we take (C,v,pu) = (0 — Op, w — wp, A — Ap). O
Lemma 6.2. Let z;, be the Lagrange interpolation of z. Then,

0 < 2((0,—2p,0)) — < ((0n, wy, An); (0, —2z,0)). (6.3)
Proof. 1t suffices to take (Cp, vn, ttn) = (0, —2p, Ap), in the discrete problem (5.1). O

Proposition 6.3. Let (0,w,\) be the solution of the continuous problem (4.1), and
(On, wp, Ap) be the solution of the discrete problem (5.1). Then,

16 = Onl13 + llw = willf + 1A = Ml
5 ,2”((9 - Qh, Z — Zh, )\h - /\)) - %((Qh,wh, /\h) (‘9 lgh, — Zh, /\h - /\)) (64)

Proof.
10 = On,w — wi, N — M) |3, S (0 — O, w — wi, A — M); (0 — 0,2, M — N))

= ((0,w, A); (0 = On, 2, \p — A))
d((@h,wh, )i (0= 6n, 2, M — M)

S (0,0, \); (0 — Ony 2, A — M)
— (O, W, A); (0 — Ony 2, A — N)) + Z(0, — 21, 0)
— (0, wn, A\n); (0, —23,0))

= ((0,w,\); (0 — On, 2, A\, — N))
— I ((On, wn, An); (0 — O, 2 — zi, My — N)) + Z£(0, — 23, 0)

= ((0,w,\); (0 —On, 2, \p, — )
— o (O, wi, A ); (0 — Ony 2z — 25, Ay — A)) + Z(0, —23,0)
— L0 =0, —2, 2 — N+ L0 —0n,—2, M, — \)

< LO—0h, 2z — zp, An — A)

— I ((On, W, An); (0 — O,z — zpy A — M)



16 A. ZERROUKI ET AL

Lemma 6.4. Let (0, w,\) be the solution of the continuous problem (4.1), and
(On, wn, Ap) be the solution of the discrete problem (5.1). Then, the following inequality
holds:

_ 2
<Ah_)\,wh_w> < ”A )\hH—l

< 5 + 52, (6.5)

Proof. 1f we take (j, = v, = 0 in the discrete problem (5.1) we get,
= (= Ay wn) < = (pn — Ans ) (6.6)
and for the choice pu, = 0, pup = 2\, in (6.6), we find that,
{(An, wp, — 1) = 0.
Then,

(A Y —wp)

(A, (Y —wn)y)

= (A= An, (¥ —wn)4) + (An, (P —wn)+)

< A= Anll=all(¥ = wn) 4l + s (0 = wi)4)

(A= A\ wp — ) =

IA

Hence, by Young’s inequality,

_ 2 _ 2
L Y A [ oM
2 2
=,

- 2

(Ans (Y —wp)y)

(A — A wp — )
+ 82
]

Theorem 6.5. Let (0, w, \) be the solution of the continuous problem (/}.1), and (0, wp, Ap)
be the solution of the discrete problem (5.1). Then, the following a posteriori reliability
estimate holds:

16 = Onlls + [ = walls + [[A = Anll 2 S 0 + S (6.7)
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Proof. From 6.4, using Cauchy-Schwarz’s and Young’s inequalities

16 = 64]13 + [lw — wally + A = M2,

5 g((@ - Qh, Z — Zh, )\h - /\)) — Q/((@h, W, )\h); (9 — Qh, Z — Zp, /\h — )\))

= (frz—2n) = (A=A 0) —a(bh, 0 — ) — 5_25((9h7wh); (0 — O, 2 — z1)) + (An, 2 — 2n)
+ <)\h - )\7 wh>

:(f,z—zh)—/o 6.(0— 0, dx—£2/0 (W) — 00 (= — 2 da
l
#72 [ g =000 = 00) do+ Oz =3 + (= A — )

= f7Z_ZhOI_Z/9/ (0 —6h) dx—eQZ/ = 0n)(z — 2)dx

1;€1;, 1;€Ty 1;€Zy,
22/ 9h 9 th:x—l—Z/)\hz—zh)d:v+()\h—)\wh—¢>
1, €Ty, I,y
—Z/ 2wl — 0) + f + M) (e — ) da
I,eT,
+Z/ 9//+€ 2’UJ —Hh))h;l(ﬁ—ﬁh)d:c—i-()\h—)\,wh—w
I;eTy

Now, we may write,

2 2
16 = On 11y + llw — wally + 1A = Anll,y

1/2 1/2
< (X el - o)+ F+alds) (D0 (M = zadlon)’)
L;Ezh L,'E:Z:h
1/2 1/2
+ (0 R+ e wh = 0IE ) (D (0= Ballos)®) T+ = A — )
I;eTy L;eTy,
1 m\? 1, o 1 @\, 1 >
<530 () 5+ 5 X0 (7)) 500 = 0l + O = Xwn = )
IieIh I»L‘E.Z-h
Then,
10 = OullF + [lw — wallT + IX = Xall2y <0+ 21T + O = X wn — )
2 2 2 H)‘_)‘hHQA 2
< o = wilfi + A = Ml + T+ S
So,
16 = 01 + lw — wall? + X = Mall?y S0+ 52,
Hence,

16 = Onlly + lw = wnlly + A = Al S 0+ S
U

6.2. The optimality of the a posteriori error indicator. Let f, € ()5 be the pro-
jection of f, and we define

osci(f) = hillf = fullod, — ose(f)* =D Bf = fullds,

I; EIh
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The following propositions can be shown using standard techniques of residual-based a
posteriori error estimates.

Proposition 6.6. For all (¢, vn, pn) € Vi X Qp, we have

ehille™ (vy — Gu) + i+ flloas SN0 = CGullr + llw — vallz + 1A = pnll -1 + OSCi(J(”) |
6.8

Proposition 6.7. For all (¢, v, ) € Vi X Qn, we have
hallG + v, = Gllor SN0 = Cullur + 1w = vnllig + X = pall 1 +osei(f)  (6.9)

Theorem 6.8. Let (6, w,\) be the solution of the continuous problem (4.1), and
(O, wn, A\) be the solution of the discrete problem (5.1). Then, the following a posteriori
optimality estimate holds:

e'n S 110 = Onll + 1w — wally + [IA = Anll-1 + ose(f) (6.10)
Proof. If we take (Cp, vn, pin) = (On, wp, Ap) in (6.8), (6.9), we obtain

e <10 = Onlls, + lw — wallis + 1A = Mull-vs, + oses(f)
e <10 = Onllur, + lw — wallz,

Hence
e SN0 = Onlly + llw — wally + 11X = Al -1 + ose(f)

7. STABILIZED FORMULATION

In this section, we present a stabilized formulation for which stability and error esti-
mates are valid for any reasonable conforming finite element pair (V},, Q). It is shown
in section 2.4 that the choice Vj, = V! x V}! suffers from locking, and for the compact
formulation, the choice V}, = V}! x V}! and Q) = V;? leads to an ill-posed problem (see
Lemma 5.3), despite the fact that this constitutes a conforming approximation.

Let a > 0, we introduce the following bilinear and linear forms:

Sul(o. o) Covap) = 12 [ (420 =) (¢ 0 = 0)
+ (2" =)+ p) (e =) + u)] dr

¢
Lal(Goo) =~ [ FEw =) ) do
0
and then we define, the bilinear form .7, and the linear form %,

h((0,7,p); (G v, 1)) = (0,7, p); (G, 0, 1)) — aSu((o, 7, p); (¢, 0, 1))
Z((C v, ) = Z((C v, 1) = aLn((C, v, 1))
We consider the discrete problem
Find (0, wn, An) € Vi X Ay,

{M,L((Gh,wh, An)s (G Oy pin = An)) < (G Uy in — An))s Y(Chy Ons i) € Vi X Ay,
(7.1)
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7.1. Stability Analysis. For the stability analysis, we need to the following inverse
inequalities.

Lemma 7.1. There exists a positive constant C'; such that for any ¢, € th, k>1

Cr Y bl < lenlls (7.2)
;€T
Cr Y bl < Ionlls (7.3)
IZ'GIh
Proof. See [11]. O

The following stability condition holds.

Theorem 7.2. Suppose that 0 < a < min <ﬁ,%> Then for any ((p, vn, i) €
Vi, X Ap, there exits (up, pp) € Vj, such that

G ((Chs Vs t11)5 (ns Py —pn)) 2 ICAIIT + lonllf + llanlls (7.4)

[unlly + lpalls S 1IGull + llvally + llenll-1 (7.5)

Proof. The proof is divided into several steps:
i) Using (7.3) and Young’s inequality we obtain

I ((Chy Vhy 1) (Chs Uy —f11))
= ((Chy Vs 11 ); (Cny Uy —ttn)) — @Sk ((Chs Uiy i) (Chy Uny — i)
=a((Cn, vn); ((Cnsvn)) — aSu((Chy vns 1) (G Uy —in)

=[1Gall5 + e llvs, — Gullo

¢ ¢ ¢
—an (= [+t — ) ot [ - Grar-e [ a)
0 0 0
Then,
D ((Chy Vns 1) (Cry Vs — i)

0
> IG5 + e llvh — Gulls — 0é€4h2/ (G + (0 — Q)" dae
0

—aC;! /Z(vfl — () dx + ag*h? /Z 17

0 0
>G5 + 72w, = Gullg — 20 B2 (|G 115 —20h? vy, — Gall§ — aC7 v, — Gl
+aeh?||uallg
>(1GlIG + 72w, = Gulls = 200 |G IS —2ah? v, = Culls — aCr v, — Gull3
+aeh?||ullg
> (1= 2ae"CrYIGIIE + (672 =2ah? — aCT ) [|v, — Culls + ac™h?||uallg

Cr

Because, we have 0 < o < min (2}125;—01_1, F)= we have

1-2ae'C;' >0 and &2 —2ah® —aC;' > 0.
Hence,
G ((Chs hs 103 (Chs Ons —pn)) > Cs([[CullT + TfonllT + lnll% 1) (7.6)
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if)

iii)

I ((Chs Uy 11); (s qns 0)) =

A. ZERROUKI ET AL

where C3 = min(ae*, 1 — 2ae*C; !, 672 — 2ah? — aC; 1),

We have from (5.14)

sup

(ChyvR)EVR thH

(Mh >

> Chllpnll -1 = Cillpwll =1,

we deduce that Yu, € Qn,  3I(pn, qn) € Vi such that

lenll=1 = l[(pn, an)llv (7.7
(s an) = Crllanl2y = Collanll -1 il -1

A ((Chs Vns )i (P @ns 0)) — SH((Chs Vns )i (Phs @0y 0))
= a((Ch,vn); (Phs qn))— <ty qn >
- OéSh (Chv Uh,, Mh) (ph7 qh, 0))

¢
/ G d + €~ 2/ (v, — Cu)(qh — pn) dr— < i, qn >

o / (G0t + 122 (G — o) + Ak — @) )

~a [ (k- ek - )

L
S0 - G h)) do - [ Bl - i) do
0

Using (7.8) and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

(S Vny i) (P @iy 0)) >

=G llollphllo—e~*llvs, = Gullollah — pallo
+ Cillpnl|2y = Collpnll-llenll-1,n — a<* (RIG llo) (Rl Pk llo)
— ae® (Rl llol1A(ah — pu)llo + Rllphllol1R(vh — Gh)llo)
— a((hllvh, = Gullo)(Rllgs, = prllo)
+ (Rllvy, = Gillo) (Allgh — Phllo))
— ag®(hlpnllo) (hllay — whllo)
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Using (7.3), (7.7) and Young’s inequalities
D ((Chs Vs k)3 (Phs @0, 0)) = — (14 " Cr ) Ghllolloillo + Callinll 4

= Collpnll -1 llnll—1n — e/ (ISklollR (g, — pr) o
+nllollAws, = G)llo) — ar((Rllvy, = Cullo) (Rllgh — pullo))
—aC7 ([lvh = Gullo)(llas, — pallo)

— ae®\/Cr (Ml allo)(llar, = reallo)

—e2||lvy, = Gullollgs, — prllo

€ e [(aet
> (O — SOl = S (2 +1) 10,12
> (€= SCollmls - 5 (5 + 1) okl
1 [agt

2
—— |5 +1 ,2__ag<£ 12 4 B2l — o2
o (5 + 1) 161 = S (5 Ukl + #21d; - nl)
1
+ 5 (I + B2ler, = Gull3))

-~ (at? +aC + =) (5lah -l + 5.l - )

Oé&TQ CQ

€y 2 1., 2 2
R _ —h _
ﬂz(ﬂ% oulld + 5- me 2l
> Cyllpnll?y = Cs(NGallF + NloallF + leall 1 0)

We choose € small enough so that Cy > 0.
With the same steps we get

1 ((Chs ns p1n); (Opn, 0n, 0)) = CltllpnllZy = SC5 (NGl + lvall + lnlZ0) — (7:9)
iv) From (7.6) , (7.9) we got

I ((Chy Uy 03 (Cry 0ny =) = Cs([IGulIT + Nonll? + [lnll 10)
G ((Chy Uy 1) (0pm, 0Gn, 0)) = Call ]y — 0C5([|GalIT + llonll? + [lnl® 1.0)
So

A ((Crs Vhs 111); (G + Opn, v + 0qn, —pin)) = (Cs — 0C5)(1CallT + Nloall? + llpall® 1 1)
+ Callun1%,
We choose § > 0 such that C3 — dC5 > 01ie.,0< 6 < %5
Hence there exist up, = (; + dpn , pp = v, + dqp, such that
(Gt ) (i =) 2 1R ol + 2,
v) Using (7.7), we obtain

unllr + ||pall = ICh + dpnllt + |lvn + danll:
< ISkl + [lvrlls + ([ pnlly + llgnll1)
S Gl A+ Nvalle + [lpnll -2



22 A. ZERROUKI ET AL

Proposition 7.3. For all (¢, vn, pn) € Vi X Ay,

”Q{h((cha Uh, :uh)7 ((uhapha gh))
sup
(uhsPnsEn) EVE X Qn ||((uhvpha£h)||7-[

Proof. We proved:
I ((Cs Ons )5 (s Py =11)) 2 11 (G o i) |15

Z H(Chavluﬂh)H’H (710)

ie.,
I, ((Chs Vn, pin); (Uhy Dhy —fin))
| (Crr vny i) |l

Z || (Chuvhmuh) ||'H,
In addition, we have,

I s oy —p) 3 = Mluanll3 + pw 1T+ llewllZy S NG + TonllE + il s = 11 (o vns 10) 115

le.,

1 > 1
| (s prs =) 11 ™ || (S Vns i) [
e ( )i ( )
<), Chy Uhy 1) (Why Dby — [
Z H (Chavhu,uh) HH
|| (uhapm —Mh) H?—l
Thus

sup 3 ((Cy Ony i), (Uns Dy 1)

211G vy 1) ¢
(uh P ,En)EVR X QR ”(U’h7ph7€h>HH ’

0

7.2. A posteriori error estimator for the stabilized formulation. Following the
approach used for the mixed formulation, the a posteriori error indicator for the stabilized
formulation can be shown to be both reliable and optimal. By integrating the stabilization
terms into the residual estimator, we prove these two key properties hold.

Theorem 7.4 (Reliability of the a posteriori error indicator). Let (6, w, \) be the solution
of the continuous problem (4.1), and (0, wn, A\,) be the solution of the discrete problem
(7.1). Then, the following a posteriori reliability estimate holds:

10 = Onlls + [[w = walls + [[A = Anll -2 S 7 + Sm (7.11)
where n and S, are defined in the previous section.

Proof. We prove Theorem 7.4 using Lemma 6.1 and Proposition 6.4, as well as the fol-
lowing results:

Lemma 7.5. Let 2, the Lagrange interpolation of z. Then
0 S .i”h((O, —Zh, O)) - %h((eh, Wy, >\h); (0, —Zh, O)) (712)

Proposition 7.6. Let (6,w,\) be the solution of the continuous problem (4.1), and
(O, wh, A\) be the solution of the discrete problem (7.1). Then,

16 = 617 + llw — will + | = Anl®y
S g((@ — Qh,Z — Zh, )\h — )\)) — %((Qh,wh, )\h>; (9 — Qh,Z — Zh, >\h — )\))

+anet [ (= £ 2= ) M) (1) + (= 05— = — ) ()

O
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Theorem 7.7 (Optimality of the a posteriori error indicator (). Let (68,w,\) be the
solution of the continuous problem (4.1), and (0, wn, \p) be the solution of the discrete
problem (7.1). Then, the following a posteriori optimality estimate holds:

N SN0 = Ol + llw — wall + [IA = A1 + osc(f) (7.13)
where n and osc(f) are defined in the previous section.

Proof. This theorem is demonstrated using the same reasoning as applied in the proof of
the indicator optimality for the mixed formulation. 0

8. NUMERICAL TESTS

In this section, we conduct some numerical examples to illustrate and validate the
theoretical results.

8.1. Example with exact solution. First of all, note that finding exact solutions for
beam contact problems is not an obvious task even for very simple situations (see [/]
for instance). We consider the following minimization problem, which consists of finding
(0, w) such that:

(0, w) := argminJ({,v) (8.1)
(¢w)ek

where

1 1 5_2 1
Iew)i=y [ @ dot S [ =P da
2 Jo 2 Jo
K :={(¢,v) e VxW; and v > 0}
V:={Ce H'(0,1), ¢(0)=a}
W ={ve H(0,1), v(0)=1}
U:={(¢,v) e VxW;v' (1) = ((1) =0 and ¢'(1) = 0}
we assume o < —3.
Let us denote by v € (0,1) the first point where the graph of w hits the z-axes and let

(6, w) be the minimizer of problem (8.1). Then the free boundary + is the single real root
of the following equation

P +372+62=0, a<-3, 0<t<1 (8.2)
Note also that on the set {z | w(z) > 0},

2 62 3+2 2
w(I):Mﬁ—l— 2 - 2oy z® + 04—6&?2M x+1
3 + 62y 72(y? + 6¢2) 72 + 6e2 3 + 6e2y

The regularity of w is C%!, but it does not belong to C3[0, 1].
8.1.1. Numerical results for « = —6 and € = 10~ using penalty method. For o = —6 and

¢ = 10~* we have the exact solution
az’+bx® + cx + 1 ifo<x<ry
w(x) =

8.3
0 ify<zx<1 (8.3)

where,

oy +2 6e? 34 2ay 5 (ay +2)
. . b= — , c=|a—06e"——7—
,-)/3 + 652'}/ 72(,-)/2 + 6€2> 72 + 652 73 + 6527




24 A. ZERROUKI ET AL

and 6 si the solution of :

{—529” +60=uwin (0,7) 5.4)

0(0)=—-6, O(v)=0

1.0 4 — wh 04 — theta_h

0.8 1

0.6 1

0.4 1

0.2 1

0.0 4 64

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
x X

(A) wp, (B) bn

FicUure 2. P1-P1 FEM with and without PSRI for ¢ = 0.0001

Convergence of FEM in H! norm

H1 Error Convergence Rate
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F1cURE 3. Rate of convergence for P1-P1 FEM with and with PSRI for
t = 0.0001

In the first numerical experiment we implement a penalty method (see [25]) using P! —P!
Lagrange finite elements with PSRI* to compute approximate solution (6}, w;,) for very
small value of e. The figure 2.a and the figure 2.b show that the P! — P! FEM with PSRI
is locking-free for both unknowns w and 6.

The mesh is refined uniformly and the penalty parameters were chosen in terms of the
parameter ¢ and the mesh size h (see [25]), and the errors of the displacement w and the
rotation @ in the H'-norm are computed and tabulated. The resulting convergence curves
are visualized in Fig. 3 as a function of the mesh parameter h. The parameter p stands
for the rate of convergence O(h?).

ZPartially Selective Reduced Integration
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8.1.2. Numerical test using the Uzawa algorithm. When the penalty method is used, the
Lagrange multiplier A can not be computed directly from the considered code. The
simplest algorithm to do this in a systematic way is the Uzawa algorithm (see [20]). The
Uzawa parameters were chosen in terms of the parameter ¢ and the mesh size h (see [20),
Theorem 5.1]).

In this test, we consider a clamped Timoshenko beam Q = (0,1) over a rigid obstacle,
defined by ¥(x) = 42> — 922 + 62 — 1, and a load f = 0. In this test we use P! x P? x P°
Lagrange element the Uzawa parameter is chosen in terms of € and h as O(\%) Previously,
we have shown that the solution to Timoshenko’s obstacle problem converges to the
corresponding Euler-Bernoulli obstacle problem as ¢ tends to 0. For this data, the exact
solution of the corresponding Euler-Bernoulli obstacle problem is,

1
— 423 + 322 ifz <=

w(z) =
4 — 922 + 62 —1 ifx> =

pO | = DO

For this data, since the loading is f = 0, the Lagrange multiplier converges to zero when
e goes 0. In Table 1 we represent the L norm of (w}, — 6} ) or £2) as a function of ¢.

£ %Moo
0.01 5.63 x 1072
0.001 7.66 x 10~*
0.0001 9.88 x 106
0.00001 1.27 x 107

TABLE 1. Values of ||e2)|| 1 for different e.

FIGURE 4. ||w” — ||~ as a function of €.

8.2. Numerical tests using the stabilized formulation. We will prove numerically
that the stabilized method leads to a stable system even with low-order finite elements
using the Newton method. We replace the constrained minimization problem with an
unconstrained minimization problem by adding a nonlinear term.

Since we use a Newton solver, the method converges with a good initial guess. We
choose as initial guess (6, wy) = (w', w) where w is the exact solution of Euler-Bernoulli
obstacle problem. We use the lowest order conforming finite element spaces, V;, = V;! x
Vb and @, = V2. Recall that this choice leads to an unstable system for the mixed
formulation.
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Figure 6 shows that, even for very small values of €, the stabilized method is locking-free.
Figure 7 shows excellent convergence properties for the considered test.
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