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Abstract

We discuss the asymptotic-preserving properties of a hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin method
for the Westervelt model of ultrasound waves. More precisely, we show that the proposed method
is robust with respect to small values of the sound diffusivity damping parameter § by deriving
low- and high-order energy stability estimates, and a priori error bounds that are independent of §.
Such bounds are then used to show that, when § — 07, the method remains stable and the discrete
acoustic velocity potential 1&,(16) converges to 1/)5”, where the latter is the singular vanishing dissipation
limit. Moreover, we prove optimal convergence for the approximation of the acoustic particle velocity
variable v = V. The established theoretical results are illustrated with some numerical experiments.

Keywords: asymptotic-preserving method, nonlinear acoustics, Westervelt equation, hybridizable dis-
continuous Galerkin method.
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1 Introduction

Let Qr = Q x (0,T) be a space-time cylinder, where Q C R? (d € {2,3}) is an open, bounded polytopic
domain with Lipschitz boundary 992, and T' > 0 is the final time. We consider the following Westervelt
equation of nonlinear acoustics [36]:

(1 + Qk&gw)@ttw — CQAw — 5A(8t1p) =0 in QT,
Y=0 on 00 x (0,7), (1.1)

) = o, O =y on 2 x {0},

where the unknown ¢ : Q7 — R is the acoustic velocity potential. In IBVP (1.1), the constant k € R
is a medium-dependent nonlinearity parameter, ¢ > 0 is the speed of sound, 1y and v are given initial
data, and § > 0 is the sound diffusivity coefficient.

Introducing the acoustic particle velocity variable v : Q7 — R%, defined by v := V1)), the Westervelt
equation in (1.1) can be rewritten in mixed form as

—~

1 + Qthw)attw - C2V U — (5V . (8,51)) =0 n QT,

v = V1/1 in QT} (12)
v =0 on 99 x (0,7,
) = o, Oy = Yy on Q x {0}.

Since we study the limit as § — 0%, we make the purely technical assumption that & € [0,6) for some
fixed § > 0. Such an assumption is helpful in the limiting behavior analysis in Section 5, as it allows us
to make the estimates depend on § but never on 4 itself.

The Westervelt equation in (1.1) models the propagation of sound in a fluid medium, and it is a
well-accepted model in nonlinear acoustics (see e.g., [22, §5.3]). Nonlinear sound propagation finds a
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multitude of technical and medical applications, such as ultrasound imaging, lithotripsy, welding, and
sonochemistry; see [12,23].

When the parameter ¢ is strictly positive, equation (1.1) is strongly damped, and its solution enjoys
global existence properties for initial conditions satisfying some smallness and regularity assumptions as
shown in [18,30]. Conversely, when § = 0, the main mechanism preventing the formation of singularities is
lost and no global existence results are known. The stark contrast between these two regimes gives rise to
interesting issues, such as the continuous dependence of the solution on the damping parameter § — 0T,
and the interplay of this limit and numerical discretizations. A numerical method for the Westervelt
equation is said to be asymptotic preserving if it allows for interchanging the vanishing limits of the mesh
size parameter h and the sound diffusivity parameter ¢, i.e., if it satisfies the commutative diagram in
Figure 1. The main focus of this work is to show that the proposed method is asymptotic preserving.

§—0t

Figure 1: Asymptotic-preserving commutative diagram for the Westervelt equation. This diagram represents the con-

nections between w}(f) and ¥(®) as h — 0t (even in the limit case 6 = 0) as well as between wé&) and w}(lo) as § — 0T,
The superscript () is used to emphasize the dependence on the parameter § of the continuous solution and its numerical
approximation.

In the literature, a priori error results for the approximation of the Westervelt equation initially relied
on the assumption of strictly positive values of the damping parameter § (see, e.g., [2,33]). Nevertheless, as
the damping parameter is relatively small in practice and it can become negligible in certain applications,
there have been recent efforts to devise numerical methods that are robust with respect to small values
of the sound diffusivity parameter §. In particular, estimates for the standard and mixed finite element
discretizations of the Westervelt equation with § = 0 follow as particular cases of those in [16, 26, 29],
whereas the asymptotic behaviour of such methods for § — 0% has been recently studied in [14,32]. The
main challenge resides in the limited regularity offered by most standard finite element spaces, which
hinders the extension of the arguments used to study the vanishing viscosity limit in the continuous
setting (see, e.g., [20]).

This work concerns the asymptotic analysis of a hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin (HDG) method
for the Westervelt equation when 6 — 0%. HDG methods, originally introduced in [7] for an elliptic
PDE, are a class of discontinuous Galerkin methods characterized by the possibility of performing a local
static condensation procedure to reduce the number of unknowns of the linear system stemming from
the discretization of a d-dimensional linear PDE. Such a procedure leads to a linear systems involving
only unknowns associated with degrees of freedom on (d — 1)-dimensional mesh-facets. Although this
hybridization property does not naturally extend to nonlinear PDEs, it can be used in combination with
suitable nonlinear solvers (see, e.g., Section 6.1 below). Moreover, provided that the exact solution is
smooth enough, the Local Discontinuous Galerkin-hybridizible (LDG-H) method in [4,7] for the Poisson
equation converges with optimal order O(h?*!) for the L?(Q2)-error of the flux variable when approxi-
mations of degree p are used, and allows for a local postprocessing that produces an approximation of
degree p + 1 of the primal variable that superconverges with order O(h?*?2) in the L%(2)-norm.

To the best of our knowledge, there are four different versions of the HDG method for the linear
acoustic wave equation (¢™20yu — Au = f):

a) the dissipative HDG method introduced in [31] and analyzed in [11], which is based on the first-order
system (9;q = Vv; ¢ 20,0 — V- q = f) with v := dyu and q := Vu;

b) the conservative HDG method in [15] based on the same first-order system, whose energy conserving
property is enforced by choosing the numerical flures of q;, in dependence of J;vy,, which in turn
causes a theoretical loss of convergence of half an order;

¢) the HDG method in [34] for the Hamiltonian formulation (0yu = v; ¢ 29w = f + V - q); and

d) the conservative HDG method in [6], which is based on the mixed formulation (g = —Vu; ¢ 29y u+
Veg=f)



The theoretical results in a), ¢), and d) predict optimal convergence for the approximation of all the
variables involved, and superconvergence for some (locally computable) postprocessed approximations of
the scalar variables.

In this work, we design a HDG method for the Westervelt model, which is based on the conserva-
tive HDG method in [6] for the linear second-order wave equation. This choice allows us to directly
approximate the variables of interest (¢, v), eliminate efficiently the discrete vector variable v from
the nonlinear ODE system, and obtain optimal convergence in the low- and high-order energy norms.
Moreover, it facilitates the extension of the techniques used for the analysis of mixed FEM discretizations
of the Westervelt equation [29].

Main contributions. The main theoretical results in this work are as follows: under some sensible
assumptions on the smallness and regularity of the exact solution, we show that

i) There exists a unique solution to the proposed HDG semi-discrete formulation.

i) Optimal convergence rates of order O(hPT1) are achieved for the error of the method in some energy
norms. In particular, the higher accuracy obtained for the approximation of the acoustic particle
velocity v exceeds the one expected for standard DG discretizations; cf. [2]. An accurate numerical
approximation of v is relevant, e.g., for enforcing absorbing conditions [35] or gradient-based shape
optimization of focused ultrasound devices [21,28].

i11) The method is asymptotic preserving (i.e., the commutative diagram in Figure 1 holds), which
implies that the semi-discrete approximation does not degenerate when § — 0.

These theoretical results are validated in Section 6 below by some numerical examples. In addi-
tion, we numerically observe superconvergence of the discrete approximation of i) obtained by the local
postprocessing technique in [6, Eq. (2.2)].

Outline of the paper. In Section 2, we introduce the discrete spaces and the HDG semi-discrete
formulation for model (1.2). In Section 3, we study the well-posedness and derive a priori error estimates
for an auxiliary linearized problem. By means of a fixed-point argument, such results are extended in
Section 4 to the nonlinear Westervelt equation. Section 5 is devoted to establishing the convergence of the
numerical scheme to its vanishing §-limit. In Section 6, we describe a fully discrete scheme obtained by
combining the proposed HDG method with a predictor-corrector Newmark time discretization, and illus-
trate our theoretical findings with some numerical experiments. We end this work with some concluding
remarks in Section 7.

Notation. We denote the first, second, and third, partial derivatives with respect to the time variable ¢
of a function v by 0yv, Oyv, and Jyv, respectively.

We shall use the notation z < y, which stands for z < Cy, where C is a generic constant that does
not depend on the mesh size parameter i nor on the sound diffusivity parameter 4.

Standard notation for LP, Sobolev, and Bochner spaces is employed throughout. For example, for a
given bounded, Lipschitz domain D C R? (d € N) and s € RT, the Sobolev space H*(D) is endowed
with the standard inner product (-,-)s,p, the semi-norm | - |gs(p), and the norm || - || gs(p). Let n € N,
p € [1,00], and X be a Banach space, and denote by 9] the ith partial derivative with respect to time.
The Bochner space

W™P(0,T; X) := {u € LP(0,T; X), 0Oiuc LP(0,T;X) Vi<n}
is endowed with the norm

lullzrno.rix) = Y 0l Loorixy  for all w e H™(0,T; X).
1=0

2 Semi-discrete HDG formulation

Let {Tn}n>0 be a family of conformal simplicial meshes for the domain 2 satisfying the standard shape-
regularity and quasi-uniformity conditions. We denote by Fj, = FF U FP the set of mesh facets of Ty,
where F¥ and FF are the sets of internal and Dirichlet boundary facets, respectively. For each ele-
ment K € Ty, we denote by (9K)° and (0K )P the union of the facets of K that belong to FF and FF,
respectively. Denoting the diameter of each element K by hg, we define the mesh size h := maxge7, hi.



Given p € N, we define the following piecewise polynomial spaces

sp= [ prx), Q=[] Pr)t, M= [] PrF), (2.1)

KeT, KETh FeF?

where PP(K) and PP(F) denote the spaces of polynomials of total degree at most p on K and F, re-
spectively. We denote by [-], the normal jump operator, which is defined for all wy, € S} and r), € QF
as

{ [wnly = Whige, iy + Whis, DK, on F=0K,NOK, € .7-',%, for some K1, Ko € Ty,

[rhly = Thik, - DK, +Thiy, DK,

where ng denotes the outward-pointing unit normal vector on 0K. For any positive real number s, we
define the following broken Sobolev space

H*(Ty) =={v e L*Q) : v, € H*(K) VK € Tp}.

The proposed hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin semi-discrete formulation for the Westervelt equa-
tion in (1.2) is': for all t € (0,7, find (¢Yn(-,t), va(-, ), An(:,t)) € (Sh, QF, M%) such that the following
equations are satisfied for all K € Ty,

/ v - rpde = Uy -ngdS — / YV -rpde Vr, € QF, (2.2a)
K oK K

/ (1 4 2k0un) Outprwrpde — / wp, (P + 60,01,) - ngdS
K oK (2.2b)
Jr/ (CQ’Qh + 58t1_:h) -Vwpdxe =0 Ywy, € Sﬁ,
K

the following compatibility equation is satisfied for all F' € Fi

/ K [[ah]]N dsS =0 Yun € M:Z, (2.2C)
F

and appropriate discrete initial conditions, which will be specified in Section 3.3, are prescribed.
The numerical fluzes 1, and v}, are approximations of the traces of 1, and v, on Fj, and are defined
as follows (see [9, §3.2]):

~ A if F e FE
Yn = . >
0 lfFth,

<)
=

- {yhT(’l/)hAh)I_lK ifFE.FZ:, (2 3)

v — TYpNg if FeFpP,

for some piecewise constant function 7 that is double valued on F; ,% and single valued on }“,?. In particular,
we consider the single-facet choice introduced in [4, Eq. (1.6)], i.e., given a strictly positive constant T,
we define 7 on each element K € T}, as
0 on OK\FE,
Tlox = { 3 i K (2.4)
7 on Ff,
for a fixed facet Fj; of K. The compatibility condition in (2.2c¢) implies that the normal component of on
is single valued on the mesh skeleton, i.e., [[@h]] y =0on Fi.
We define the following inner products:

(U,’U)Oﬂ’h = Z (U,’U)OJ(, (U;U)O,BTh = Z (uaU)O,BKa

KeTh KeTn
(V)0 07y = Y (W0)oor)ys (W )oomr = Y (U)o oK)
KeTy, KeTy,

Given bases for the spaces in (2.1), let M, M, B, S, E, F, and G be the matrix representations of the
following bilinear forms?

mp(Yn, wr) == (Yn, wn)o,7;, Vi, wy € S,

n this work, the vector variable ) approximates Vi), whereas it typically approximates —V+ in elliptic problems.
As a consequence, there are some slight differences in the standard HDG tools used in the coming sections.
2These bilinear forms are also well defined for sufficiently regular functions.



mp(vh,Th) = (Vn, Th)o, T Vop,rn € QF,
bn(Yn,rh) = (lﬂh,v Th)o,T: V(¢n,rn) € (S, QF),
sh(Vn, wn) == (TYn, wn)o,07, Vi, wy, € S,
en(Ansrn) = —(An, [Taln)o 72 V(An,Tn) € (M}, Q)
Ju(n,wn) = —(TXn, wn)o,67:,)° V(An,wn) € (M7, SF),
In(Ans ) = (TAns fn)o, (07 )° VAn, i € My,

and Ny (-, ) be the vector representation of the nonlinear operator

(¢h, 0, wh Z / 1 + 2k¢h)9hwhd:c Yon, On, wy € S
KeTy,
Then, after summing up over all the elements K € T}, replacing the numerical fluxes by their definition

n (2.3), and using the following notation

~ ) ~ ) - )
A=A+ 6—23t>\h7 Uy = Yn + C—Qaﬂ/)h, and v, =vp + C—Qat’y}“ (2.5)

semi-discrete HDG formulation (2.2) can be written in operator form as follows: for all ¢t € (0,7,
find (¢ (-, t), vn(-,t), An(- 1)) € (Sh, QF, M%) such that

mp(Vn, Th) + 0u (Y, Tn) + en(An,rn) =0 Vr, € QF, (2.6a)
1 (850, Bt tbn, wi) — by (wn, By) + Esn(Yny wn) + frn(nywp) = 0 Ywy, € Sy, (2.6b)
—en(ptn, vn) + frulpn, ¥n) + gn(An, pn) =0 Yy € My, (2.6¢)

which leads to the following system of nonlinear ordinary differential equations (ODEs):

MV, + BV, +FEA, =0,
d2

Nh< ‘I’h,d

\I/h) — CQBT{/vh + CQS\T/h + CQFKh =0,
7ETVh + FT\I/h + GA, =0.

Remark 2.1 (Structure of Ny(-,-)). Since the nonlinear operator Ny(-,-) is linear with respect to its
second argument, it can also be written as Nh(%\llh, ;—;\I/h) = Nh(%\lfh)%\llh, for some block diagonal
matriz N = Nh(%\llh). "

Remark 2.2 (Linear case). Setting d =0 and k = 0 in semi-discrete formulation (2.6), the conservative
HDG method in [6] for the linear acoustic wave equation is recovered. "

3 Linearized semi-discrete HDG formulation

As an intermediate step for the asymptotic and convergence analysis of the semi-discrete HDG formu-
lation in (2.6) for the Westervelt equation, we analyze an auxiliary linearized problem with damping
parameter § > 0 and a variable coefficient. We first make some assumptions on the data of the linearized
problem. In Section 3.1, we show some low- and high-order energy stability estimates and discuss the exis-
tence of a unique semi-discrete solution. In Section 3.2, we show some a priori error bounds in the energy
norms. The choice of the discrete initial conditions is discussed in Section 3.3. Optimal h-convergence
rates for the errors are proven in Section 3.4.
We consider the following auxiliary, potentially damped, perturbed linear wave equation:

( + Qka)attz/} - CQV U — 5V . (8,@) =@ n QT,

v = VQ/’ + I in QT)

=0 on 9Q x (0,7), (8-1)
Y = o, O =1 on Q x {0},

for some given functions ¢ : Q7 — R, a: Q7 — R, and Y: Q7 — R?%. The force term ¢ will be used to
represent the consistency error due to the approximation of d;1 by «. The perturbation function Y will



be used in Theorem 3.6 below to represent the error resulting from the low-order L?(Q)-orthogonality
properties of the HDG projection in (3.9) of v. Such an error term also appears in the analysis of the
HDG method for the linear acoustic wave equation in [11, Lemma 3.1].

We consider the following semi-discrete HDG formulation for the auxiliary problem in (3.1): for
all t € (0,71, find (Yn(-,t), (- t), A (- 1)) € (Sr, QF, M%) such that

mp (v, Th) + bn(Vn, rr) + en(An,rr) = (X, 7Th)0.0 vr, € QF, (3.2a)

mp (14 2kap)dutbn, wi) — b (wh, By, ) + s (n, wp)
+E fr(An, wn) = (@, wn)o.0 Yy, € S, (3.2b)
—en(tns vn) + falttns ¥n) + gn(An, pn) =0 Y, € M, (3.2¢)

where «a, is a discrete approximation of a. To complete the system of differential equations in (3.2),
it is necessary to compute appropriate discrete initial conditions from the initial data of the continuous
problem g, 11. A suitable choice for these initial conditions is essential in the error analysis below. We
discuss our choice for the discrete initial conditions in Section 3.3.

To show the well-posedness of semi-discrete problem (3.2), we make the following assumptions on the
semi-discrete coefficient «y,, the forcing function ¢, and the perturbation function Y.

Assumption 1. Let T > 0. We assume that ¢ € H*(0,T;L*(Q?)), X € W30, T; L*(Q)?), and the
coefficient ay, € Hl(O,T;SZ) is non degenerate, i.e., there exist constants o, @ > 0 independent of h
and 0, such that

0<1—2lkla <1+ 2kap(z,t) <1+2kja V(x,t)€Qx(0,T). (3.3)

Furthermore, we assume that there exist constants 0 < vyp < 09 < 1 independent of h and the damping
parameter §, such that
||

70 00
%Haﬂhﬂp(ommﬁm) + - <. (3.4)

2 2

Remark 3.1 (Linearization argument). It is fairly common in the (numerical) analysis of quasilinear
wave equations to combine a linearized problem with nondegeneracy assumptions on the variable coeffi-
cient. Such assumptions are then shown to be verified by the solution to the nonlinear problem by using
a fized-point strategy; see Theorem 4.1 below. See also [2, Thm. 8], [35, Thm. 6.1], and [29, Thm. 4.1]
for similar arguments. -

3.1 Well-posedness and energy estimates

In this section, we discuss the existence and uniqueness of the solution to semi-discrete formulation (3.2),
and derive some low- and high-order energy stability estimates.
We first write semi-discrete formulation (3.2) in matrix form as

MV, + BV, + EAp, = (35&)
Na(an )dtg\ljh — BTV, + 28Ty, + AFA), = (3.5b)
—ETV) + FTW), + GA, =0, (3.5¢)

where ® and I are, respectively, the vector representations of the terms in (3.2a) and (3.2b) involving ¢
and Y. The matrix Ny = Np(ap), defined in Remark 2.1, is symmetric positive definite on account of
the nondegeneracy assumption made in (3.3) on ay. From (3.5a) and (3.5¢), we deduce that

M E\(V,\ (-BU,+T 26

(e &) (%) - (2. 6

Since M and G are symmetric positive definite matrices, the block matrix on the left-hand side of (3.6)

is nonsingular. Therefore, Vh and Ah can be expressed in terms of \Ilh and T through (3.6). This

implies that ODE system (3.0) can be reduced to a second-order linear ODE system involving only ¥;, by

multiplying equation (3.5b) by the matrix Ny ()~ !, If Assumption 1 holds, classical ODE theory (see,

g., [1, Thm. 1.8]) predicts the existence of a unique solution v, € W31(0,T;S8?). Moreover, through

(3.5a) and (3.5¢), we obtain that v, € W31(0,7; Q%) and A, € W31(0,T; M%). In the analysis below,
the embedding W31(0,T) < C?([0,T1) is of utmost relevance.

We derive low- and high-order energy stability estimates for semi-discrete formulation (3.2).



Theorem 3.2 (Energy estimates for the discrete linearized problem). Let T > 0, ¢ > 0, and § >
0. Assume that the semi-discrete-in-space coefficient oy, the forcing function ¢, and the perturbation
function X satisfy Assumption 1. Then, the solution to semi-discrete formulation (3.2) satisfies the
following energy stability estimates

tes(%%) 5,(10) [Vn, Ohy M) (t) < (1 —09) ™ (5;(10) [Vn; Vh, AR](0) + m”@”%Z(O,T;LQ(Q))
+ (g + ;277(:) |atT||%2(O,T;L2(Q)d)>’ (3.7a)
sup &4 [hn, v, Al (8) < (1—09) 7 (5;51)[1/%71% An](0) + 2+H3t80||%2(0,T;L2(9))
te(0,T) Yo(1 — 2[k|a)
+ (g + ;277;) |attI|%Z(O,T;L2(Q)d)>7 (3.7b)
where o is the constant in smallness assumption (3.4), and the discrete energy functionals E,EO) [, -] (%)

and 5,51)[~, --](t) are given by

1
E1° [ wns (1) =5 I/ T+ 2handiin 32 o)
é 2 % N — 9 % )
+ 2 (JonlZaap + 17 O = 9l 3ome) + I 0l ome) )
1
5,(11)[1/%, Uh, Anl(t) ::§H 1+ 2/€Oéh5tt¢h||%2(g)
02 2 1 9 1 )
T (Hatyh”m(md 17 @ = o)l omie) + ||720twh||m((an>v>) .

Proof. The proofs of the energy estimates in (3.7a) and (3.7b) are postponed to Appendices A and B,
respectively. [l

Estimates (3.7a) and (3.7b) show boundedness of the energy of the semi-discrete solution with respect
to the initial energies, the forcing function ¢, and the perturbation function Y. In order to show that these
constitute indeed stability results, we need to show that the initial discrete energies, 5,50) [, vh, AR](0)

and 5,51)[1/1;1, Vp, Ap)(0), remain bounded uniformly in h.

Remark 3.3 (Stabilization parameter). In order to obtain the energy stability estimates in (3.7a)
and (3.7b), we only require the stabilization parameter T in (2.4) to be strictly positive, whereas the
stabilization parameter of the interior-penalty DG method in [2] for the Westervelt equation is assumed
to be “sufficiently large”. In particular, there are mo polynomial inverse estimates involved in the proof

of Theorem 3.2. "

3.2 A priori error estimates

In this section, we carry out an a priori error analysis for semi-discrete formulation (3.2). To do so, we
first recall the properties of some special HDG projections. For all € > 0, let Pay : Hate (Th) — M%) be
the L2-orthogonal projection in MY, defined for all u € H2te(Ty) as

(Pmu —u, pin)o,comye =0 Vun € My, (3.8)

and let Iypg := (Ils, o) : H%"‘E(ﬁ) X H%“‘e(’ﬁl)d — 8P x QF be the HDG projection in (8, Eq. (2.1)],
defined for all (¢, v) € H2H¢(T;,) x H2H<(T;,)% and all K € T;, as

(Tlgv — v,74)0.x =0 Vry, € PPL(K)4, (3.92)
(s — ¥, wp)o,x =0 vy, € PPTHK), (3.9b)
((ﬁg\y—y)-n;{,uh)ofzo V facets F C 0K, VYu, € PP(F), (3.9¢)



where -
llov nk :=Hgv - -ng — 7(Us) — Ppmh) on OK.

Let (¢,v) be the solution to the continuous Westervelt equation in (1.2), and let (¢n,vp) be the
solution to semi-discrete formulation (3.2) for the linearized problem in (3.1) with ¥ = 0 and ¢ = 0.
We define the following error functions

gy =P — by, €y i=V — Vp, Ex =P — A, (3.10a)
&y = Msyp — 1), &, =lgv — v, &xi=Pmy — ¢, (3.10b)
N, h = 1) — p, Ny.p = llgv — vp, Mk = Pamh — An, (3.10c)

and recall the approximation properties of Ilpg in [8, Thm. 2.1].

Lemma 3.4 (Approximation properties of Ilypg). Suppose p > 0, 7|, is nonnegative, and TR* :=
max 7|, > 0. Then, llnpc(¢,v) = (Ilsy), lIgw) is well defined. Furthermore, there is a constant C’H >0
independent of K and T such that

Sy+1

sy+1 &
e (h* 0] greot ey + R R |¢|H%+1(K)),

sy+1
s +1
lullzzco < Cr (B Wl + o IV lres iy )
K

for sy, sy € [0,p] and (,v) € H**H(K) x H*TY(K)?. Above, 75 := max, . .., where F* is a facet
of K at which 7,, is marimum.

For the single-facet choice in (2.4), we have that 77, = 0 and 72 = 7 for all K € 7. In particular,
the error bound for §,, does not depend on the regularity of 1.
The following lemma is crucial for the error analysis of HDG methods.

Lemma 3.5. For all (y,v) € H2T(T;) x HY(Ty), it holds
bh(wh,éy) = Sh(wh,§¢) Ywy, € S}p; (312)

Proof. This identity is an immediate consequence of the weak commutativity property in [8, Prop. 2.1].
O

By the consistency of the proposed method and recalling the tilde (~) notation from (2.5), the
following error equations are verified:

mp (€, Th) + bu(ey,Th) + enlen, rn) Vry, € QF,
mp((1 4 2kap,)Ouey, wp) — c2bh(wh,e )
+c?sn (8, wh) + & fr(Ex, wp) = fmh(%(am — ap)Outh, wp) Vwy, € S,
—en(fhs €v) + frlttn, €p) + gnlex, un) = Yun € M.
We are in a position to obtain a priori error bounds for the semi-discrete linearized formulation
in (3.2) with respect to the continuous solution to the Westervelt equation in (1.2).

Theorem 3.6 (Error bounds for the semi-discrete linearized formulation). Under the assumptions of
Theorem 3.2, the following error bounds are satisfied:

c? 1
sup(Sleallaaye + 51V IT Zhandiey )

te(0,T)
St S(%PT) (C2H€yH%2(Q)d +V1+ Qkah5t§w|\%2(n)) +2(1 = 0g9) 7" (5;(10) [1,1s Mo, > A} (0)
€,
T 2 60 T
+ MH‘PHH(O,T;LQ(Q)) + (Z + g) 106€ 1172 0,722 () 0) ) (3.14a)
c? 1
sup <—||3t€v|%2(9)d +5lv1i+ Qkahatt[':wHQL?(Q))
te(0,7) \ 2 2
< S(%PT) (C2Hat£y”%2((2)d +V1+ 2k:ah8tt§¢||%2(m) +2(1—09) " (5;(11)[77w,ha779,ha77x,h](0)
te (0,



T 12 § AT 9
+ m”at@\m(oy;m(m) 77t 200 HattsyHLZ(O,T;LZ(Q)d))’ (3.14b)
where $ € H'(0,T;8Y) is given by
(‘2? = HQ [(1 + Qkah)att&/, + 21{?(6,5’(/1 - ah)att’lb] N (315)
with Iy denoting the L*(Q)-orthogonal projection in Sb.
Proof. We only present the proof of the error bound in (3.14a), as the proof of (3.14b) is similar.
We split the error functions in (3.10a) as

€y = Ny,h — E¢bs €y =Ny p — & ex=mn — &

The definition of the HDG projections in (3.8) and (3.9) implies that, for all ¢ € (0,T], the discrete

error functions (g n(-,t), My 1 (5 ) A (1) € (S, @}, Mj) solve a semi-discrete linearized problem as
in (3.2). More precisely, they satisfy the following equations for all (wp, s, un) € (Sp, @7, M7):

My (Ny 4y Th) + bu(Ny.ns Th) + en(Man, Th) = —(§ysTh)oo  (3.16a)

mp (1 + 2kan) sy ny wn) — Ebp(wh, Ty i) + s (Mg ns wn) + E fu(fan, wa) = (@, wp)on,  (3.16b)

_eh(/j/hm T’y,h) + fh(,u/}w nw,h) + 9h(77>\,ha ,U/h) = 0) (3160)

where ¢ € H'(0,T;8?) is a lifting function defined by the following projection:

(&, wr)o,0 = mp((1 4 2kan) 04y, wh)+mn(2k(0i) — o) Ogsrp, wr)
— Py (wp, &,) + s (Epwn) + Efa(Er,wn) Yy, € SE.

From the definition of Pa4 in (3.8) and identity (3.12), we deduce that

fh(@,wh) =0 and —bh(wh,gv)+8h(€~w,wh) =0 Ywy, 682,

which implies that ¢ satisfies (3.15).
The desired bound is then obtained from triangle inequality and energy estimate (3.7a) in Theorem 3.2.
O

3.3 Choice of the discrete initial conditions

All the results presented so far are valid for any choice of the discrete initial conditions. However, in
order to show optimal convergence rates for the error in the low- and high-order energy norms, we assume

that 1,11 € H2(Q) N H}(Q) and choose the discrete initial conditions w,(j) (i = 0,1) as the solution to
the following discrete HDG elliptic problem: find ( }(f),ygf), )\,(f)) € S) x QF x M} such that

mh(l?,(f),rh) + bh(l/if(f),rh) + eh(AS),rh) =0 Vry, € QF, (3.17a)
_bh(wh,’ygj)) + sn( ;(f),wh) + fh(AEf'),wh) = (A, wn)o, 7 Ywy, € Sy, (3.17b)
—en(pn, v)) + fr(un, 03) + gn(AY i) = 0 Yn € My, (3.17¢)

This choice of the discrete initial conditions can be interpreted as a HDG variant of the well-known Ritz
projection, which was used in the numerical analysis for the strongly damped Westervelt equation in [33].

In next lemma, we provide bounds for the terms containing the discrete errors (1y. n, My s 72,n) 0N
the right-hand side of the a priori bounds (3.14a) and (3.14b). )

Lemma 3.7 (Estimates at ¢t = 0). Assume that vo,v1 € H?(Tn) N HY(Q), and the discrete initial
conditions are chosen as in (3.17). Then, the following bounds hold:

(1 + Qka) 1 C2
sty = 720 + S 116w (- OlZ 20y (3.184)

2 —\2
(1) ¢ , (1 + 2ka)
Sh [n’lﬁ,ha ny,hvnAyh](()) < 9 Hatéy('v O)HLZ(Q)d + (1 _ ng)

E [0 s My s ] (0) <

1928 (-, 0) |72



4k?
T grg | (O — an)(5 0)0uv(, 0)172(0- (3.18b)

Moreover, if the domain 2 is such that
p € Hy(Q), Apec L*(Q) = e H*(Q), (3.19)
then, there exists a constant Cy > 0 independent of h and § such that

st — 3 |12y < Cuhl|@i€y (- 0)]| L2 (qya- (3.20)

Proof. By using the nondegeneracy assumption in (3.3), the low-order bound in (3.18a) can be proven
as in [6, Lemma 3.6] for the linear wave equation, whereas estimate (3.20) follows from [8, Thm. 4.1]. In

contrast to [6, Lemma 3.6], due to the choice of 1/),(11) in (3.17), the term 01y 1 (-,0) = Ish1 — 1/),(11) does
not vanish.
As for bound (3.18b), proceeding again as in [6, Lemma 3.6], we get

1 c?
D [, Ny, 4] (0) < 5”\/ 1+ 2kan (-, 0)Dstmg, 1 (-, 0) |72 ) + §||at$y(', 0)|2(q)e- (3.21)

Hence, it only remains to bound the first term on the right-hand side of (3.21). To do so, we
choose wy, = Oy 1 (-, 0) in (3.16b) for ¢t = 0 (the explicit evaluation at ¢t = 0 is omitted in the subsequent
steps), which leads to the following identity

V1 + 2kandunyg nll7z0) = ¢ (bh(attnw,ha"?y,h) — 81 (N,hs OetMp,n) — Fr(Mans 3tt77w,h))

+9 (bh(attmp,h, OtNy.n) — 51 (0eNy 1y OrtNy,n) — fr(Oenan, 3tt771p,h))
+ (@, Oseny,n )0,

where ¢ € 87 (7) is defined in (3.15).
The choice of the discrete initial conditions w,(;) (i =0,1) in (3.17), the definition of P in (3.8), and
identity (3.12) imply that
b (Oeemip,hs My ) — Sk (M, Qe i) — Fu(Ma,hs Oueng,n) = 0,
br (Ot hy OsMay 1) — Sh(Osnp,hs Opep.1) — Fr(Oemx ns Openy.n) = 0.

Therefore, by using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the stability of the L?(2)-orthogonal projec-
tion Ilp, we have

1 1 _1,
5”\/ 1+ 2kanduny, bl 72y < 5”(1 + 2kan) "2 ¢l|72 (0
< (1—2ka)™! ((1 + 2k) 2|00t (-, 0) |72 () + 4K (D) — cn) (-, 0)Dagb (- 0)||%2(9)) ;

which, together with bound (3.21), completes the proof. O

3.4 h-convergence

In order to obtain optimal h-convergence rates in Theorem 3.8 below for the error in the low- and high-
order energy norms, we will assume that the nonlinear Westervelt equation in (1.2) has a regular enough
solution. We refer the reader to [19,20] for d-uniform analyses of the Westervelt equation. Higher-
order regularity of the exact solution follows from [24, Thm. 2.2] under stronger regularity and smallness
assumptions on the initial conditions, and higher-order compatibility of the initial and boundary data.

Henceforth, we assume that h < 1. We will also make the following assumption on how well the semi-
discrete coefficient oy, approximates d;1p. This assumption will later be verified by means of a fixed-point
argument.

Assumption 2. For given sy, s, € [0,p], we assume that the semi-discrete coefficient ay, and its time
derivative Oy, approximate 0pp and Oytp, respectively, up to the following accuracy:

[0 — ahHL“(O,t;LQ(Q)) < G (hsw+1||wHH2(O,t;HS¢+1(Q)) + hsy+1|‘1}HH2(O,t;HSP+1(Q)d)) )

||att1/} - atah||L2(O,t;L2(Q)) S C* (h'sw—i_l||1/}|‘H3(07t;H3¢+1(Q)) + hsy-‘rlHyHHs(O,t;H5y+1(Q)d)) ’
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for all t € [0,T], where the constant Cy > 0 does not depend on h or é.
To establish the higher-order-in-time error estimate in (3.23b) below, we make a uniform boundedness
assumption on the time derivative of the linear coefficient o, namely, we require that

||(9tah||Lz(07T;Loo(Q)) S (54, (322)
for some positive constant ¢ independent of h and §.

The smallness assumption in (3.22) matches the one made in [29, Assumpt. W1]| for the analysis of
the mixed FEM approximation of the Westervelt equation.

Theorem 3.8 (Error estimate for the semi-discrete linearized problem). Let h € (0,h) and let the
assumptions of Theorem 5.2 and Assumption 2 hold. Let additionally v € H3(0,T; H}(Q) N HS»T1(Q))
for some sy € [0,p] and v € H3(0,T; H**T1(Q)?) for some s, € [0,p] be the solution to the IBVP for
the Westervelt equation in (1.2). Let also Q be such that the regularity condition in (3.19) holds, and the
discrete initial condition be chosen as in Section 3.3. Then,

sup (Ilewl3zqaye + I19rullia)
te(0,T)

5 (h2sw+2||w||i12(07t;H5¢+1(Q)) + h2sy+2||y||i12(01t;HSy+1(Q)d)) (1 + Hattwll%Z(O,T;L“(Q)))a (3'233‘)

and

2 2 < (125442 2
b (101l ye + Wnzulltaie) S (B2 210 00005

+ hQSP”|\y|\§{3(01t;H5y+1(g)d)) (1 + 196 2w (0,710 ) + 102ee¥llT 202 (2))) (3.23b)
where the hidden constants are independent of h and 6.

Proof. We start from the estimates in Theorem 3.6. We then combine them with Lemma 3.7, the Holder
inequality, and the approximation properties in Lemma 3.4 of the HDG projection. Furthermore, the
terms involving the forcing function ¢ in (3.15) are estimated by using the Cauchy-Schwarz and the
Holder inequalities as follows

1l z2(0,7:22(2)) < N1+ 2kan || o 0,750 () 06wl L2 (0,122 ()
+ 2[k|[|0¢) — anll Loe (0,132 () 1050 || L2 (0,751 () »
19:2ll L2(0,7;22(2)) < 9canllL2(0,1:o () 106w | Lo< (0,722 ()
+ |11+ 2kan| Lo (0,752 () [10ettE | L2 0,72 (92)) 5
+ 1019 — Otbn 20,7522 |06t || oo (0,722 (02))
+ |0 — anll oo (0,122 10669 L2 (0,752 (2)) -

Finally, the terms involving the semi-discrete coefficient «;, can be bounded using Assumption 2.
The following estimates are then obtained:

sup (Ilewllfzqye + I19r2ull3ace)
te(0,T)

Sw 2 2 2
< h? ’+2(|l’('a0)|my+1(ﬂ)d + 1000 (- 0) w1 gpa + [V - (0u) 120,710 (0))

2 2 2
+osup [0yt gpa + sUp [V (80) e ) 1001100 1o moe+i 0y
t€(0,T) te(0,T)

1202 0 rogres s yy (L 190320, e))

284 +2 2 2 2
A (tesgé%)'atw'ffs“’*l(m+|att¢|L2<o,T;st“<ﬂ>>+||att¢||L2<o,T;H%“<n>>

1022 e 100 7 e )

sup (ks |2y + 1ol Face))
te(0,T)
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5 h25y+2(|v ! (atty)(" O)ﬁfsl’ () + |at17('a 0)'?{511*1(9).1 + sup |aty|§{51’+l(g)d
te(0,T)

2 2
- t S(LolpT) IV - (0uv) | 3oe (o) + |att’—’|L2(0,T;HSP“(Q)d) v (a”y)HQLN(O,T;HS”!(Q)d)
€(0,

+ Hv . (attty)H%Z(O,T;HSP (Q)49) + ||y||§_]3(07T;H5y+1(Q)d)||atttw||%2(0,T;L°°(Q)))

s 2 2
+ h2 wt2 ( |8tt1/)(-, 0)|st+1(ﬂ) + teS(lé}[)T) |8tt1/1|st+1(Q) + Hattﬂ/JHiz(O,T;st+1(Q))

2 2
+ Hattd’”Lco(o,T;st“(sz)) + Hatttz/’HLz(o,T;st“(sz))
+ ||7/}H§{2(0,T;HS¢+1(Q))||att1/}|‘%°°(0,T;L°°(Q))

+ ||¢H§{3(01T;st+1(g))||5ttt¢||2L2(o,T;Loo(Q)))a

where the hidden constants are independent of & and ¢. Using Sobolev embeddings H?(0,T) — C*([0,T7)
and H3(0,T) — C?([0,T]), and the fact that h € (0,h), we get the desired result. O

4 Analysis of the semi-discrete HDG formulation for the West-
ervelt equation

We are now in a position to analyze the nonlinear semi-discrete formulation in (2.6). The main idea
consists of employing a Banach fixed-point argument applied to the mapping

F : Brp 3 (¥, v5) — (Y, vn),

(¥n, vy) being the two first components (i.e., we omit the A\, component, which is uniquely determined
by (¢p,vr); see also Remark 4.5 bellow) of the unique solution to linear problem (3.2) with discrete
initial conditions as in Section 3.3, ¥ =0, ¢ = 0, and

ap = 0y,

from

Br.p = { (U5, vi) € W22(0, T3 87) x WH(0,T3 Q) + (5, 0¢i)oce = (U, ),

sup (llo = i 32(qye + 1900 = 04132
te(0,T)

< (h%wﬂHw”iI?(o,T;H%“(m) + h289+2”y”iﬂ(O,T;HSPH(Q)d))7 (4.1)

sup (11040 — 9033y + 1900 = Dt Fc)
te(0,7)

=G (hzsﬁ?W||§13<07T;H5w*1<9>> + h25y+2||‘—’||§13(0,T;H5y“(n>d>) } ’
which is a ball centered at the exact solution (1, v) € H3(0,T; H} (Q)NH*»*1(Q)) x H3(0,T; H**T(Q)4)
for some sy, sy € (% — 1, pl]. In the definition of Br.p, Cy and C; are positive constants independent of h
and § that will be fixed in the proof of Theorem 4.1.

Next theorem concerns the existence and uniqueness of the solution to semi-discrete formulation (2.6).
Moreover, it provides optimal a priori error estimates due to the definition of the ball Br.p. We denote
by I, the Lagrange interpolation operator in S. In particular, we will use the approximation result
in [3, Thm. 4.4.20] and the inverse estimate in [3, Thm. 4.5.11].

Theorem 4.1. Let § € [0,0), p > %f 1, and sy, sy € (% —1,p]. Assume that (v,v) € H3(0,T; H}(Q) N
H3wH1(Q)) < H3(0,T; Hs* 1 (Q)9) is the the solution to the Westervelt equation in (1.2) for suitable initial
conditions (Y, ¢)|,_, = (0,%1). Furthermore, let the discrete initial conditions (Yp,, 0yt )|,_, be chosen
as in Section 8.8. Then, there exist T > 0,

B = (191l s (0, 1emr00+1 0y ||y||H3(O,T;Hw1(Q)d)) <1, and 0< M = M(k,T),
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such that, for 0 < h < h and
T T
/ 106190 ()| T 0y d5 + sUp ([0t (8) |7 o0 () Jr/ 100t ()| 7 0y ds + sup_ [[0:(1)|| 7= () < M,
0 te(0,7) 0 te(0,7)

there is a unique solution (Yp,vy) € Bpp to semi-discrete HDG formulation (2.6) for some con-
stants Cy, C1 > 0 in the definition of Bp_p that are independent of h and .

Proof. We proceed by using a Banach fixed-point argument. The ball Bp_p is nonempty as it contains
the HDG projection of the exact solution thanks to the estimates given in Lemma 3.4.
We split the proof into two parts.

Part I: Self-mapping. Let (¢}, v}) € Br.p and set

(Yn,vn) = F(p,v,)-

To show the self-mapping property, we use the error estimates in Theorem 3.8. We first verify that its
assumptions hold. We start by considering the nondegeneracy assumption in (3.3). By using the triangle
inequality, the quasi-uniformity of the mesh, and the stability and inverse estimates in [3, Thm. 4.4.20,
Thm. 4.5.11] for the Lagrange interpolation operator, we obtain

llon |l Los (0,752 (2)) <06y, — IO || oo (0,110 (92)) + ([ TOs || Los (0,72 (2))
Sh™ 20005 — 1n0w) || Lo (0,7 12(9)) + 100 | Lo (0,7 1 ()

SE2 |00 — Ol e 0,7522()) + BT VRO — DOl e (0,7522(92))
+ 10| Lo (0,751 () -

(4.2)

Thus, we can guarantee that the nondegeneracy condition in (3.3) holds with

. /s +1—d/2 _Sv+1_d/2
a=a=C (h v ||1/’HH3(0,T;HS¢“(Q)) +ho

1
190 0 sy + 2442 € (0, 37):
(4.3)
for sufficiently small M and h, and some positive constant C' depending on Cy and C7, but not on h or 6.
Similarly, the smallness assumptions in (3.4) and (3.22) can be shown to hold provided M, h, and the
final time 7" are sufficiently small. Assumption 2 is naturally verified since (¢, v}) € Bp.p. Therefore,
Theorem 3.8 ensures the self-mapping property of F (i.e., F(Bp.p) C Br.p) provided that Cy and C are
large enough, and M is sufficiently small.

Part II: Strict contractivity. Contractivity of the mapping F follows similarly as in [29, Thm. 5.1],
where the d-robustness of the mixed FEM for the Westervelt equation was proven. Indeed, one can
obtain the contractivity of F with respect to the lower topology sup;c (o 1) 520)[3 -, +](t) by reducing M

and h. The arguments showing the closedness of Bp.p with respect to the lower topology are analogous
to [20, Thm. 1.4]. This shows that the fixed-point problem has a unique solution in Bp_p, which solves
the nonlinear problem (2.6) (|

Along the lines of the analysis performed in [32, §4] for the conforming FEM, we state here a corollary
of the previous existence and uniqueness theorem, which will be useful in Section 6.3 below for establishing
the rate of convergence as § — 0.

Corollary 4.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1, the solution (V¥n,vn, Ap) to (2.6) satisfies
[0stn | o< 0,110 (2)) < C(||1/’HH3(0,T;H%“(Q)) + ||1’||H3(0,T;H5y+1(9)d))a (4.4)
where C' > 0 does not depend on h or §. Furthermore, the following bound holds
10l oo (0,151 ()) < @ (4.5)
Proof. The uniform-in-h-and-§ bounds follow from the use of inverse estimates as in (4.2). O

We end this section showing that the solution to semi-discrete formulation (2.6) from Theorem 4.1
is energy stable. The next result assumes that the exact solution ¢ € C?([0,7); H}(Q) N H?()), which
holds due to the regularity assumptions in Theorem 4.1.
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Lemma 4.3 (Energy stability). Assume that h > 0, the initial data g, belong to H*(Q)N H(Q), the
discrete initial conditions are chosen as in (3.17), and the solution 1 to the Westervelt equation in (1.1)
belongs to C?([0,T); HA () N H%*(Q)). Then, there exists a constant Cs > 0 independent of h € (0,h)
and § € [0,0) such that

sup £ [, v, An] (1) < Cs (|90l 20 + [¥1] m2(0); (4.6a)
te(0,T)

sup_ EM [on, vn, Al (t) < Cs (0112 () + 1986 0) | 120, (4.6b)
te (0,

with o, = Oyby, in the definition of £ [n, v, An](t) and EV [bn, va, An](t).

Proof. The proof follows by considering the solution to the nonlinear semi-discrete problem in (2.6) as
the solution to the linearized problem in (3.2) with ap = 9. We can then proceed similarly as in
Section 3.1 to deduce that (¢p,vn, A\p) € WHL(0,T;87) x W31(0,T; QF) x W31(0,T; M%). By using
similar arguments to those for the low- and high-order energy stability estimates in Theorem 3.2, we get

sup  EL” [Whn, s An](£) < (1 — 00) "LE [Won, v, A (0), (4.72)
te(0,T)

02 )5£”[wh,yh,Ah]<t> < (1—00) L& [Wn, va, AR (0). (4.7b)
te(0,T

Therefore, it only remains to bound the initial discrete energies.
The following estimate follows from the stability of the discrete HDG elliptic problem in (3.17)

H’-’S)H%mz)d + HTE()\S) - ;@)H%z((afrh)o) + ||T§7/)}(;)”%2((8Th)’7)

1 1, _ (4.8)
< S1AG iy + S 16 M) fori=0,1.

By using the triangle inequality and the error estimate in [4, Cor. 2.7] for second-order elliptic prob-
lems, we have

19 L2y < 198 = il L2 + il L2 () < max{L, Ch®}{|vll a2 (q), (4.9)

for i = 0, 1. This shows that we can estimate the right-hand side of (4.8) independently of h. In particular,
we can estimate

V1 + 2k00n (- 00k 1320y < (1 + 263 (191 || z2() + 1052 = ¥nl|22(@)

(4.10)
< (1 + 2ka) max{1, Ch*}[¢1 | 2 (73,

for some positive constant C' independent of h. Bound (4.6a) then follows by combining (4.7a), bounds (4.8)
and (4.9) for ¢ =0, and (4.10).
By the triangle inequality, we get
V14 2k0:)n (-, 0)0:0n (-, 0) | L2(0) < [V 1+ 2k0bn (-, 0)0b (-, 0) || L2
+ IV 1+ 2k0:pn (-, 0) 0y (-, 0) | L2() (4.11)
+ IV 1+ 2k0in (-, 0)0unyp 1 (5 0) | L2 () -

The third term in the inequality above satisfies

V1 + 2k0¢)n(-,0)Oeemyp,n( ||L2(Q) < 5 [W,h, No.h> MR (0),

which can be bounded using the approximation properties in Lemma 3.4 of the HDG projection Ilpypg
due to (3.18b). Moreover, the following estimates hold

1064+, 0)l L2(0) S Pl 20
||att§¢('70)”L2(Q) ~ (|8tt1/1('7 >|H1(Q) + ||att1/}('70)”H2(Q)).

Introducing these bounds into (4.11), combining it with bounds (4.8) and (4.9) for ¢ = 1, and using
the nondegeneracy of dyi)y, complete the proof of bound (4.6b). O
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Remark 4.4 (Minimum degree of approximation). The condition p > % — 1 in the statement of The-
orem 4.1, combined with the restriction d € {2,3} on the spatial dimension, imposes that the degree of
approximation must satisfy p > 1.

Nevertheless, in the case d = 2, we can ensure the nondegeneracy of O, even for p = % —1=0, by
assuming smallness of the exact solution |\¢||H3(O,T;HS¢+1(Q)) + ||y||H2(O7T;HSP+1(Q)d); see equation (4.3).
This is relevant in practice, as is shown in the numerical experiments of Section 6. "

Remark 4.5 (Omission of \,). In the definition of the ball Br.p, we have omitted the component A, of
the solution to the linearized semi-discrete problem in (3.2), as Theorem 3.8 does not provide an error
control for this component. Nonetheless, given the fized-point (v, vy) of the mapping F, which solves
the nonlinear semi-discrete formulation in (2.6), the component A is uniquely determined by (¢p,vp)
through (2.6¢). In fact, one can also define the mapping F in terms of the first component 1y, only, as
the nonlinearity solely depends on such a component. "

5 Asymptotic behaviour at the vanishing viscosity limit

This section is dedicated to the proof of convergence of the numerical scheme as § — 07. We denote in

this section by ( ,(f), _Ef), /\(6)) the solution to semi-discrete formulation (2.6), where we have stressed

the dependence of the solution on the parameter §. Then, we denote the difference
- 3 s 0) (5 0) (5 0
@t 2n) = (@) =07 0 =0 A = N0,
which satisfies the following system of equations:

mh(vh, ’l“h) + bh(l/Jh,’l“h) + eh()\h,rh) Vr), € Q;Z, (5.1&)
mp((1+ Qkat'l/]h )&stwh, wp) + mh(%atwhattwh , W)
—C bh(wh,vh)Jrc Sh(’l/)h,’u}h)jLC fh()\h,wh) —5F(’u}h) Ywy, ESZ, (51b)
) =

—en(pn:Tp) + fulin, ¥n) + gn (s Vun € MY, (5.1c)

with zero initial conditions. Above, the forcing term F'(wy,) is given by

F(wp) = by (wn, 8:0) — 5,001 wn) — fa(@A), wp).

Theorem 5.1 (d-convergence). Let the assumptions of Theorem 4.1 hold, and let h and T be fized

as in Theorem 4.1. Then, the family of solutions { }(f),v;l ), converges to ( ,(10),1}20),)\510))

as § — 0T, and

}56[0,8)

sup £\ (O)[,,T,. W] < C(T)6, (5.2a)
te(0,T)

sup [P [ 720y < C(T)87, (5.2b)
te(0,T)

where C(T) is a generic constant that depends exponentially on T.

Proof. We prove each estimate separately.

Proof of estimate (5.2a). The proof follows by a similar energy argument to that used to establish
the low-order stability bound in Appendix A. We differentiate (5.1a) in time once and then take the test

functions rj, = vy, w, = Oy, and pp = A,. Multiplying the first and third equations by ¢?, and
summing the results, we get the identity

mh((1+2k3t1/);(f))attah, 8@;) +mp (2k8t%8ttw;go), 8@;)
+ ¢ (mn (010, 0y,) + su(Vy, 0cy,) + fu(An, 0e0,) + a(Oedn, ¥n) + gn(OeAn, O:An))  (5.3)

We consider the following identities, which follow from the definition of the discrete bilinear forms in
Section 2:

. _ 14 _ _
mi((1+ 2k00y) 0w, Oy, =5 lIVLi+ Qkat"/]}(f)atwhH%Z(Q) — mn 2kt Dy, Oy, ),
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My (04, 0),) + 51 (Vn, Octhy) + fr(Any Octhr) + Fr(OsAny ) + gn(OsAn, Oen)
1 d

=5 = (1 32y + 173 O = BlEaqomye + I8l qamiye) ) -

Using Corollary 4.2, we can ensure that

2|k|a

t
|1+ 20000170051, 015, > 0By — 281 [ 100 |0F rs,

where the negative term on the right-hand side will be controlled using Gronwall’s inequality.
It thus remains to control the term §F(91)y,). To this end, recall that the following equations hold

0= —mu(0:Ty,,7h) — bu(0xhy, 1) — en(Oedn, 1) Vr, € QF,
F(wp) = bp(wn, 0:0') — 5,050 wn) — fr(@AD wy,) Yy, € SP,
0= (Mha at'vh ) — fh(ﬂha 6,5’(/1}(16)) - gh(at)\gf), Mh) Yun € M;Z

Choosing rj, = atvh , W = a@h, and pp, = O\, above, and summing up the results yield the following
identity:
F(0iy) = —mn(0B, 00))) — sn(00f”, 000,) — fu(@N,), 000,)
— (@, 008" = gn(@N), 0.

By the definition of (@, 4, \r,) and the Young inequality, we get
—- ) 1 ) ) 1 )
F(97hy) = — 00 1220p0 — 172 @AY = 80 12 omye) — 172000 2oy
+ (00,000 o + (7@ = ON), 00" = N ) (oo + (FO ) o oy
< 3¢26M [y, y;‘”, A0 + 22, o0 A ().

Moreover, for all £ € (0,7,

t
/ F<a@h>dts3c2£< sup V1ol N0+ swp E0[0,” 0 (0 >>
0

t€(0,f) t€(0,f)

Thus, by the energy stability estimates in Lemma 4.3, the right-hand side is uniformly bounded with
respect to both ¢ and h. Inserting the above estimates into (5.3) and using the Gronwall inequality yield
estimate (5.2a).

Proof of estimate (5.2b). We follow the approach in [27, §5.2, Thm. 2] for establishing asymptotic
behavior of wave equations in weak topologies. For simplicity of notation, we introduce the operator

Lo u(t) ft ds if 0<t<t,
if ¢ <t<T.

We can then manipulate the system of equations in (5.1) to obtain

mu, (Lo Ty, vn) + b (ly wh, 4) + en(le An, ) =
M (D, + kO (D0, 000, + B, 0y, wn)
b (wp, Bp) + 5. (s wn) + ¢ fr(An, wn) = ( n) Yy, € Sp, (5.5b)
—en(tn, Tp) + frlin, 1) + gn(hn, in) =
where, in the second equation, we have used the identity
8t(<9t%8tw§f) + 3@;13#/)20)) = 23#/}25)3”%(15) - 2@1/1;(10)3”1/)20)-

We then choose the test functions r, = v, w, = Iy Eh, and pp = Iy . Multiplying the first and third
equations in (5.5) by ¢? and summing the results, we get the identity

M (O Py +k0 (010,000 + 05,00\ ), T Py
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+ (ma(le Ty, By) + sn (s Lo 0p) + Qs T ) + fa(le Ay ¥p) + g1 T An))
= 5F(It/ Eh)a

which we integrate by parts in time on (0,t") to obtain
g 5 0\ia T T
/ ma([1+ k(atwf(l )+ atwf(l N0k, y,)ds
0

t/
+/ A ma(ly By, 9,) + 50 (Y, Lo ) + 200 s I 03) + gn(Wn, 1o An)]ds = 0F (T by,). (5.6)
0

For the first term on the left-hand side, we make use of the following identity:

mi([L+ k@ + 0 N0, ¥n) =5 dt L1+ k@ + 00) 8,200
= (Ot + 0ty V0, D)

The positivity of 1 + k(atw,(? + 8t1/1,(10)) > 0 follows from bound (4.5) in Corollary 4.2. Further, by
using the Holder inequality and bound (4.4), we obtain

mh(k(at (6) + atﬂ/) )Ehaah) S”&sﬂ/);(f) + atﬂ/’}(LO)HLDO(O,T;LDO(Q))”Eh”%ﬁ(ﬂ)
Sz

Since 0 Iy u(t) = —u(t), we can write
my Ly, T) + s (O, Te D) + 200 (s T 03,) 4 g (A, T An)
1d
=57 (H L 1720 + 172 L (A — Pl Zaome) + 7% I Vnll7z aTh)D)) :

It only remains to treat the forcing term F'(Iy Eh) To this end, we proceed similarly as in the proof
of estimate (5.2a), and obtain

F(ly §y) = = m(lo B, 00},”) = 5@y, 10 y)
- fh(at)\;(f), Ly py) = fu(Ie An, 5151#1(16)) - gh((‘?tA?), Ly An)
=~ (1021, 00) g g = (T 1o O =), 05” = OND) g oo = (P10 B 037) g o7
S (1T Bullzaoye + 1173 1o (O = Bl saqome) + 173 1o Byl 2qomiom) ) -

from

In the last line, we have used the uniform-in-J estimate on the high-order energy 5,(11)[ ,(f), ygf), )\,(f)]

Lemma 4.3. Putting the above estimates into identity (5.6), we obtain
100720 + 1T T (0) 172 (ya + 172 Tr An = ©3) (O 172073 y0y + 172 T 91, (0) 122073,y 2

t t
- . o o
< / 51220 ds + 8 / (1T B lzye + 172 T (o — Bl aomye) + 172 Lo Bl egomyey ) ds,
(5.7)

where the hidden constant does not depend on § or h.
In order to rewrite (5.7) in a suitable form so as to be able to use the Gronwall inequality, we introduce

the time-reversed operator Tt/, which we define for an integrable function v and ¢ € (0,7) by
Tt/u(t) =Ty u(t’ —t).
By the definition of ft/, bound (5.7) can be conveniently rewritten as
128 ) 1720y + ITeBn () 200 + 17T B = D) (O T2 o700y + 1771680 () 122 o7y 2
t/
_ ~ i~ - 1~ —
<6 +/O (19nll72 () + MeTpl172(q)a + 7210 O = V)1 22(a7700) + 172 Le0n 172 (a77,y2y) s,

where we have additionally used the Young inequality to get 62 on the right-hand side. The Gronwall
inequality yields then the desired result. [l
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6 Numerical experiments

In this section, we assess the accuracy and robustness of the proposed method. In Section 6.1, we present
some details for the implementation of the fully discrete scheme obtained by combining semi-discrete
formulation (2.6) with the Newmark time-marching scheme. The h- and §-convergence of the proposed
method are illustrated in Sections 6.2 and 6.3, respectively. In Section 6.4, we present an example of the
effect of the nonlinearity parameter k£ on the solution.

Although our theory does not provide any superconvergence result, in the numerical experiments
below, we consider the following local postprocessing technique (see [6, §2.2]): given the numerical ap-
proximation (5, v, An) of the solution to (1.2) at some time ¢ > 0, we define 1} € SP*1(7T},) such that,
for all K € Tp, it satisfies

/ Vi, - Vgprrde = / v - Voprdz  Vgp1 € PPHY(K), (6.1a)
K K

/Kw}idw:/bihdw- (6.1b)

For the HDG discretization in [6] for the linear wave equation, the postprocessed variable ¢} was
shown to superconverge with order O(h?*2) if p > 0. Such a superconvergence is also numerically
observed in Section 6.2 below for the nonlinear Westervelt equation.

An object-oriented MATLAB implementation of the fully discrete scheme described in the next section
was developed to carry out the numerical experiments in two-dimensional domains.

6.1 Fully discrete scheme

We use the predictor-corrector Newmark scheme in [22, §5.4.2] as time discretization. Let At be a fixed
time step, tol > 0 be a given tolerance, spax be a maximum number of linear iterations, and (v, 8) be
the Newmark parameters with v € [0,1] and 8 € [0,1/2]. In the numerical experiments below, it will be
useful to consider an inhomogeneous forcing term ¢ : Q7 — R. For convenience, we use the dot notation
for discrete approximations of time derivatives.
We provide some details for an efficient implementation of the method.
Step 1) Define the coefficient p := ¢?(At)?3 + 6yAt and the number of time steps Ny := T /At.
Step 2) Compute the following Schur complement matrices
Sy=S+BTM'B, Ay =G+ ETM™'E,
Syu=G+E'X - FTy, S»=G+ETX - FTY,

where Ry = F + BTM ™ E, and the pairs (X,Y) and (X,Y) solve

(6.2)

(M + MSw)Y = URy, qu? =Rx,
MX = FE - BY. MX =FE - BY.

The matrix systems in (6.2) can be solved completely in parallel due to the block-diagonal
structure of the matrices M, M, and Sy.

Step 3) Set the discrete initial conditions (\1120), V,(LO), A;lo)) and (\iléo), \./',(LO), A;lo)) as in (3.17), and recall
the tilde notation in (2.5).

Step 4) Compute (\.1.120), Kgo)) by solving the linear systems
Na(BO)ED =~ (8,80 + RaAY)  and A - —RTEO,

where Np(+) is the block-diagonal matrix described in Remark 2.1.

Step 5) For n = 0,..., Ny — 1, solve the nonlinear system of equations using the following iterative
scheme:
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Predictor step: Define the approximations

.

T (n n T (n At2 < (n A (n n A (n At2 n
G — ) ¢ anp () 4 (B 2) (- 28), R 2 q0) 4 AR 4 BD 2) (1—28)A",

> (n+1) ~(n+1)

v, =y 4 (1-— 'y)At\.I}EIn), A, =AM 4 (1- V)Atxzn)’

~(n+1) R § =(n+1) ~(n+1) —~ § ~(n+1)
n+1 n+1

\I/h = \IIEL + ) C_Q\I]h N Ah = A§7, + ) + C—2Ah )

and the nth step vector

L =D ()
L= ont fc(swh +RAA, )

where @™+ is the vector representation of the forcing term ¢ at ¢ = t,, 1.

Nonlinear iterative solver: For s=1,..., spax,
a) Compute: RO = (M — Nh(\j;EI”Jrle)))(I}gnJrLs) Lo
b) Solve: (M + pSy) Z %) = Rnt1s),
C) Solve: S)\#Kg""'las"'l) — 7R'§\1z(n+1,s).
d) Solve: (M + Mgw)(j,gnﬂasﬂ) — Rn+ls) _ MR}\AELn-i-l,s-i-l).
. ~(n+1) .
e) Corrector step: \1151”*115*1) =, + ,yAt\I]glJrl,erl).

e - w

f) Stopping criteria: < tol, stop.

T,5+1
(7

As before, the linear systems in substeps b) and d) can be solved in parallel due to the block-
diagonal structure of the matrix M + uSy. Substep c¢) involves the solution of a statically
condensed linear system, where the unknowns are associated with degrees of freedom on (d—1)-
dimensional mesh facets only.

In all the experiments below we use tol = 10710 and spax = 100.

6.2 h-convergence

In order to assess the accuracy in space of the proposed method, we consider the Westervelt equation
in (1.1) on the domain Q7 = (0,1)% x (0,T), with parameters ¢ = 100ms™!, § = 6 x 10™?ms~!, and k =
0.5’m~2. We add a forcing term ¢ : Q7 — R and set the initial data such that the exact solution is
given by

P(x,y,t) = Asin(wt) sin(£z) sin(fy), (6.3)

with A = 107?m?s™!, w = 3.57Hz, and £ = mm~}; cf. [29, §6].

We consider a set of structured simplicial meshes {7, } 50 for the spatial domain €2, which we exemplify
in Figure 2(left panel in the first row). We set the parameters (v, 8) = (1/2, 1/4) for the Newmark
scheme, which guarantee second-order accuracy in time and unconditional stability in the linear setting
(see, e.g., [17,89.1.2]). The time step is chosen as At = (D(hPT+2 ), so as to balance the expected convergence
rates of order O(h?*?2) for the postprocessed approximation 15 with the second-order accuracy of the
Newmark scheme.

In Figure 2, we show in log-log scale the following errors at the final time 7" = 1s

o T) = 6N 2@y 10 T) = o Y2y oG T) = 08 L2 (2 (6.4)

For p = 0,1,2, optimal convergence rates of order O(h?*1) are obtained for the L2(f2)-errors of 9y,
and vy, which is in agreement with the a priori error estimates derived in Section 4 for the semi-discrete
HDG formulation. Moreover, when p > 0, superconvergence of order O(h?*?) is observed for the L?(£2)-
error of the postprocessed variable ¢ defined in (6.1).
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Figure 2: First panel: Example of the simplicial meshes used in the numerical examples. Remaining panels: h-
convergence of the errors in (6.4) at the final time T' = 1s for the test case with exact solution (6.3). The numbers in the
yellow rectangles denote the experimental rates of convergence.

6.3 J-convergence

We now validate the convergence of the method when the sound diffusivity parameter § tends to zero.
To do so, we consider the Westervelt equation in (1.1) on the domain Q7 = (0,1)? x (0,T), with
parameters ¢ = lms~! and k£ = 0.3s?m~2. The initial data are given by

Yo(z,y) = 10~ 2 sin(rz) sin(my), ¥1(x,y) = sin(nzx) sin(my), (6.5)

the spatial mesh is taken as in Figure 2(left panel in the first row), and the parameters (v, 8) and the
time step is chosen as in the previous experiment; cf. [14, §2.4.2]. We consider piecewise constant (p = 0)
and piecewise linear (p = 1) approximations, and § = 1072 with i = 1,...,5.

In Figure 3, we show in log-log scale the following errors computed at the final time T" = 1s

) 0 ) 0
9 = 2y and 012 — 0| 2. (6.6)

Convergence rates of order O() are observed for both errors. For p = 1, these results are in agreement
with estimate (5.2b), and suggest that estimate (5.2a) may be not sharp. In fact, in [14, Thm. 2.2],
convergence rates of order O(§) were established for the standard finite element method by exploiting
the relation v, = V. Moreover, it is likely that the exact solution is more regular than assumed in
Theorem 4.1, in which case one could show full convergence rates of order O(9) in (5.2a), by deriving
higher-order energy stability estimates.

6.4 Steepening of a wavefront

In this experiment, we illustrate the effect of the nonlinearity parameter k on the solution. We consider
the Westervelt equation in (1.1) on the domain Q7 = (0,1)% x (0,7"), with parameters ¢ = 1500ms ™1,
d=6x10""ms™!, and k = —10s®>m~2. We consider homogeneous initial conditions and the following
forcing term

(x —0.5)% + (y — 0.5)2)’ 6.7)

50(1'5 Y, t) = i exp(—ozt) €xXp ( -
Vo 202

20



) 0
1Y — 0 120y

g

(0)

10710 | / 1 10710 | /

10 -12 = = = " 10-12 =1 u = =
10710 1078 1078 104 102 10710 1078 10°° 104 102
1) 1)

Figure 3: d-convergence of the errors in (6.6) at the final time T' = 1s for the test case in Section 6.3.

where a = 400, a = 5 x 10%, and 0 = 3 x 1072; cf. [29, §6].

We employ a simplicial mesh 7, with h ~ 8.83 x 1072, a fixed time step At = 107°, and p = 5.
In order to deal with the steepening of the wave, the parameters for the Newmark scheme are chosen
as (v,0) = (0.85,0.45). In Figure 4(left panels), we show the approximation of 9;1) obtained at t =
5x 107 %s and t = 2 x 10~%s. In Figure 4(right panels), we compare the approximation of ;1) obtained
for the nonlinear Westervelt equation (k = —10) and the damped linear wave equation (k = 0) along the
line y = 0.5. A steepening at the wavefront of the solution is clearly observed for the nonlinear model.
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Figure 4: Results obtained at t = 5x 10~ %s (first row) and ¢t = 2 x 10~ *s (second row) for the test case in Section 6.4. Left
panels: Approximation of 9:¢ obtained for p = 5 and k = —10s>m~—2. Right panels: Comparison of the approximations
obtained for the Westervelt equation (black lines) and the linear damped wave equation (red lines) along the line y = 0.5.

Since the forcing term ¢ in (6.7) is independent of §, the d-convergence estimates in Theorem 5.1
are still valid. In Figure 5, we show the errors in (6.6) obtained at ¢ = 10~*s. Convergence rates of
order O(0) are observed as in the numerical experiment of Section 6.3.
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Figure 5: §-convergence of the errors in (6.6) at t = 10™*s for the test case in Section 6.4 with degree of approximation p =
5.

7 Conclusions

In this work, we have designed an asymptotic-preserving HDG method for the numerical simulation of
the quasilinear Westervelt equation. We built up a well-posedness and approximation theory for this
method, and illustrated our theoretical results with two-dimensional numerical experiments.

Optimal h-convergence rates of order O(hP1) are proven for the approximation of the acoustic par-
ticle velocity v = V1), thus exceeding the expected convergence rates for most standard DG methods.
Moreover, we have proven the convergence of the discrete approximation to the vanishing viscosity limit
when the sound diffusivity parameter § tends to zero. Such a result guarantees the robustness of the
method for small values of 4.

Our analysis imposes a restriction on the degree of approximation of the method, namely p > 1.
However, in the numerical experiments, we have obtained convergence of the method with respect to h
and § also for p = 0. This is most likely due to the fact that the numerical experiments were performed
for two-dimensional domains. Indeed, the case p = 0 is critical for dimension d = 2, as commented in
Remark 4.4.

The following are three interesting possible directions for the extension of our analysis:

e In view of the close relation between mixed FEM and HDG methods (see, e.g., [7,10]), we expect
that the present analysis can be extended to a unified framework covering a large class of methods.

e More general polytopic meshes could be considered using the theory of M-decompositions [5], or
hybrid high-order (HHO) methods [13].

e The extension of the method to more general nonlinear sound propagation models such as the
Kuznetzov equation [25].

In addition, the superconvergence of order O(h?*?) for the local postprocessed approximation
defined in (6.1), and the asymptotic-preserving properties of fully discrete schemes as in [14], with special
attention to high-order time stepping schemes, are the subject of ongoing research.
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A Proof of low-order energy stability estimate (3.7a)
The ideas for the proof of the stability estimates are inspired by the §-robust analysis carried out in [29, §5]

for the mixed FEM approximation of the Westervelt equation.
Observe that (3.2a)—(3.2¢) imply

my, (8w, 1) + b (Outhn, 1) + Pen (An, Tr) = (0 Y, Th)o.0 Vry, € QF, (A.la)
mp (1 + 2ka)Outbn, wi) — by (wn, y,)

+cEsn (Pn, wn) +  fr(n, wh) = (9, w00 Ywy, € Sy, (A.1b)

—Pen(pn, ) + A fulpn, ¥n) + gn(An, i) = 0 Vi € Mj,. (A.lc)

By taking r, = v, wp = Outbp, and pp, = O\, in (A1), and summing the results, we get

mp((1 + 2kan)Osetbn , Ortdn)
+ (M Oy, v1) + sn(Yn, Oon) + fu(An, 0tbn) + fa(Oidn, n) + gn(An, e An))
+ 6 (mn(0rvy,, O1vy,) + Sn(0thn, Oxthn) + 2fn(OeAn, Orton) + gn(OeAn, OeAn))
= (Y, vn)o.a + 00X, 000 + (9, 0n)0.0-
Moreover, the following identities follow from the definition of the discrete bilinear forms my(-, -),
Sh('v ')7 fh('v ')7 and gh('a )
1d
ma((L+ 2kan)Outpn, Oeyn) = 5 — V1 + 2kan (-, 8)0xbnl| T2 () — mn(kOrandibn, Orpn), (A.3a)
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mp (0rvy,, vh) + Sh(Vn, Oehn) + fu(An, Octon) + fr(O:An, ¥n) + gn(An, O An)

_1d
=57 (H”h”m oy + 172 (A — ) 122070y + ||725t¢h||L2((aTh)D)) (A.3Db)
mp(0rvy, 0rvy,) + k(0ethn, Oubn) + 2fn(0eAn, Othn) + gn(OeAn, OeAn)
= 103172 pa + 172 (DcAn = Bson) 72 (o7 y0) + 172 8s0nll T2 (o7 )2y - (A.3¢)

Substituting the identities (A.3a)—(A.3c) into (A.2), we get

d 1 1
€80 s v Ml (8) + 0 (1000 [ Faapa + 17 BeAn = 0t ooy + T30 M 2o o))
= / ko (Oppn)2dx + (0, X vn)o,0 + (0 X, 0wy )0 + (0, Othn)o. (A4)
Q

All the terms multiplied by § on the left-hand side of (A.4) are nonnegative. By using the Cauchy—Schwarz
and the Young inequalities, we get

1)
5(0: Y, Opwp)o,0 < ZHatIHQL%Q)d + 610w, |72 0yas

so the second term cancels out with the one on the left-hand side of (A.4). Integrating identity (A.4)
over (0,t) and using the Holder and Young inequalities, we deduce that

En, v, Mnl(t) < E9 [, v, AR](0)
(”k(l + 2kan) " Oran| L (0,60 () ) v1+ 2k/’CYhaWhHLoc 0,6:L2(Q2))

_1 A5
+ %H(l + 2kan) 29l 71(0.102(0)) T ZHatIH%?(O,t;LZ(Q)d) (4.5)
c c? 00
+ Tmﬂatluil(c),t;m(sz)d) H”h”Lw 0,6:L2(Q)7)
for all v > 0.
Moreover, by using the Holder inequality, we have the following bounds
(1 + 2kan) "2l 710,4020)) < HIL+ 2kan) " 2@l 22(0 4120y

10: X117 (0,022 )0y < IO T2 (0,02 (2 (A.6)

||l’h|\Loc(o,t;L2(Q)d)§ sup [|vn |72 (qa-
s€(0,t)

Finally, smallness assumption (3.4) states that there exist constants 0 < 79 < 09 < 1 independent
of h and § such that

||

—— |0, 1 .
< 1 2kl l0ran L1 (0,655 () +

(1)
Hk(l + 2]60%) 1atah||L1(O,t1Loo(Q)) + 2 < ox

?

which, together with (A.5) and (A.6), gives the low-order energy estimate in (3.7a).

B Proof of high-order energy stability estimate (3.7h)

The proof of the high-order stability estimate in (3.7b) follows by considering the time-differentiated
system

Ay, (Ouvy, Th) + by (Owton, 1) + Cen (Ourn, Th)

mp (1 + 2kan)Osetbn, wr) 4 mp, (2k0;an b, wr) — by (wy, 0;v),)
+¢ (B, wn) + ¢ s1,(0tbn, wr,)

—en (. 00y,) + ¢ fr(kn, Oebn) + gn(Ohn, pn) = 0 Yy € My,

= (0uY,rh)o.0  Vrne QF,

= (Owp,wn)o.0  Ywn €Sy,

choosing ry, = 0iv;,, wn, = Oy, and up, = OuAn as test functions, and summing the resulting equations.
The remaining steps are similar to those exposed in Appendix A for the low-order estimate in (3.7a), and
are therefore omitted.
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