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Summary. We consider a finite-element-in-space, and quadrature-in-time-
discretization of a compressible linear quasistatic viscoelasticity problem.
The spatial discretization uses a discontinous Galerkin finite element method
based on polynomials of degree r—termed DG(r)—and the time discretiza-
tion uses a trapezoidal-rectangle rule approximation to the Volterra (history)
integral. Both semi- and fully-discrete a priori error estimates are derived
without recourse to Gronwall’s inequality, and therefore the error bounds do
not show exponential growth in time. Moreover, the convergence rates are
optimal in both /# and r providing that the finite element space contains a
globally continuous interpolant to the exact solution (e.g. when using the
standard P¥ polynomial basis on simplicies, or tensor product polynomials,
QF, on quadrilaterals). When this is not the case (e.g. using P* on quadri-
laterals) the convergence rate is suboptimal in r but remains optimal in /.
We also consider a reduction of the problem to standard linear elasticity
where similarly optimal a priori error estimates are derived for the DG(r)
approximation.
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1 Introduction

The stress tensorag = (o,-j)?jzl attimet € J := [0, T]atapointx = (x;);_,
in a compressible linear viscoelastic body, the interior of which occupies an
open bounded domain 2 C R” (n = 2, 3), is given by the following linear
functional of the strain tensor & = (&;;)};_;:

ij
(D

) "D
oij(u(x,1); 1) =Dijp(x, 0)ep (u(x, t))—f
0

as
see, for example, Ferry [2], Findley et al. [3], Golden and Graham [5] or

Lockett [8]. Here: u = (u;)7_, is the pointwise displacement; repeated indices
imply summation; and, the strain tensor components are given by,

Bui 8uj
(2) 8,'/'(1!) = (— + _) .

8xj ax,-

(x,t —s)ey(u(x,s))ds,

Also, D = (D; jkl)?jk1=l is a fourth order tensor of stress relaxation functions
satisfying the following symmetries at t = 0 and ¢ = oo:

(3)  Dijju = Djiu, Djjii = Dijic and D;jii = Duij-

In fact the first two of these hold for all # 2> 0 but the third holds for all ¢ only
for isotropic materials. See [8, Equations (1.10) and (2.62)]. It is natural to
assume that D is positive definite at t = 0 in the sense that,

“4) Yij Vi Dijr (0) > 0,

for all non-zero symmetric second order tensors y . In this inequality we have
omitted the argument x, and will continue to do so below unless itis explicitly
required. We also assume that D(0) is piecewise constant in €2 and that the
finite element mesh (described below) respects the discontinuities by plac-
ing element edges along them. For regularity we assume, at least, that each
component of D lies in Wl1 (J; L (2)) although this will be strengthened
for the error estimates.

Let the body be acted on by a system of body forces f : @ x J — R”
and surface tractions g : 'y x J — R”, where I'y C 9. Suppose also
that on the remainder of the boundary, I'p := 92 \ I'y, the body is rigidly
fixed in space. We assume that I is of strictly positive ((n — 1)-dimensional
Lebesgue) measure.

Under the assumption of quasistatic conditions the inertia of the body is
neglected and Newton’s second law gives the boundary value problem: find
u: Q2 x J — R"such that,

5 —oij,j () = f; inQxJ,
(6) u=ur onl'p x 7,
@) oijmv; = g onl'y x J.
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Here v = (v;)’;_, is the unit outward normal to 9€2 and, throughout, repeated
indices imply summation and the comma-subscript denotes differentiation.

Define the product spaces H*(2) := H®(2)" and for the case where
ur = 0 let

(8) V:={veH(Q):v|, =0}.

Then, using (1) in (5) and eliminating the strain with (2), we arrive at an
example of the abstract Volterra equation of the second kind:

) Au(t) = L(1) —I—/ B(t, s)u(s)ds,
0

where we assume from Korn’s inequality (see for example Friedrichs [4]
or Horgan [6]) that A is a (self-adjoint) V-elliptic operator, with B(z, s)
similar (see [18]). If each D,y € Wll (J; Lso(82)) as well as, for example,
f € Loo(J;V)and g € Loo(J; dV’) (where dV is an appropriate space
of traces), then the existence and uniqueness of a solution # € Lo (J; V)
follows from the Riesz representation theorem and the theory of Volterra
equations (e.g. the Picard iteration, [7]).

This model has been used in various contexts by engineers to model the
response of mechanically loaded structures which contain polymeric (i.e. vis-
coelastic) damping components. The tensor D is then usually taken to be
piecewise constant in €2. The practical engineering argument for neglecting
the inertia term is based on the observation that if the external loads f and g
are significant (and not oscillating near a natural frequency) then the internal
dynamics of the material can be neglected.

It is our aim in this article to study a discontinuous-in-space Galerkin
finite element approximation of this problem. In this we are building on
earlier work by Shaw, Warby, Whiteman, Dawson and Wheeler [16] who
discretized using “continuous Galerkin” in space and quadrature in time.
This scheme was revisited in [15] in order to remove the large “Gronwall
constant” in the error bounds.

The work in this paper is distinct in that it uses discontinuous piecewise
polynomials of degree r in space (DG(r)). The time discretization is carried
out by employing an explicit quadrature approximation to the history inte-
gral in (1). By “explicit” we mean that the operator [ gf -ds is replaced by a
quadrature rule of the form ZZ:O - @,p, Where the weights are chosen so that
@y, = 0. Therefore the discrete scheme does not involve the current solution
in the history term. Apart from being computationally simpler to implement
(a straightforward modification of linear elasticity software) this also makes
the error analysis easier (compare the results in [15]) and, in principle, allows
for the inclusion of a reduced time constitutive nonlinearity in the history in-
tegral (see e.g. [14]) without creating any undue computational difficulties
(i.e. a nonlinear system).
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Riviere et al. in [12, 10, 11] have used DG(r) for spatial discretization for
single phase flow problems in heterogeneous porous media. They introduced
and analyzed the method, referred to as the Non-symmetric Interior Penalty
Galerkin (NIPG) method, in the case of elliptic and parabolic problems.
The NIPG methods are derived from the Interior Penalty method introduced
by Wheeler in the seventies, [19], and the Discontinuous Galerkin methods
introduced by Baumann, Oden and Babuska [9]. In the present work, we
extend the NIPG methods to elasticity and viscoelasticity.

In this paper we show optimal bounds for the fully discrete scheme if
we discretize using simplex elements and, moreover, as # — 0 we can by-
pass the Gronwall inequality to obtain error constants uniformly bounded
in time. It is not clear whether similarly sharp constants can be achieved
for other types of element, but Gronwall’s lemma can be invoked in these
cases to demonstrate convergence. In any case, the error bounds are only
optimal in the polynomial degree r for simplicies—see Remark 3.3. In our
estimates below we consider linear elasticity discretized using general finite
elements (Theorem 3.5) but restrict our attention to simplicial finite elements
for viscoelasticity (Theorems 4.5, 5.5).

More recently Shaw and Whiteman in [17] have used a space-time finite
element approximation with trial functions that are continuous piecewise
linear in space and discontinuous piecewise constant or linear in time. The
ultimate aim is to provide a posteriori error estimates and an adaptive solver.
However, in all that follows the space mesh is time independent; we plan to
consider adaptivity for the DG scheme at a later time.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In the next section we describe the weak
formulation of the problem and then follow it in Section 3 with an analysis of a
discrete formulation of the standard linear elasticity problem. Note that, as the
elasticity problem does not contain time, this is an analysis in space only. This
is a special case of the viscoelasticity problem described above. In Section 4
we formulate a semidiscrete approximation to the viscoelasticity problem and
this leads on to an a priori error bound for the semidiscrete solution. This is
followed by Section 5 where we describe the fully discrete scheme and derive
an a priori error bound for the fully discrete solution. Numerical results are
currently under development and these will be described elsewhere.

Finally in this section note that we can also write (1) as,

(10) o)1) =’ u(t) —a"(u;t,1),
where the elastic and viscous stresses are defined as:

oy Cfij-l(u(t)) = Djju(0)er (u(1)),

" ODjju
(12) o) (u; T, 1) :2/ ——(t — s)en(u(s)) ds.
0 8s
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We also make use of the well known inequality,

2 b2
(13) abé%—l—z— Va.b € R and Ve > 0.
€

2 Weak formulation and the DG (r) finite element space

The first step is to establish notation for the spatial discretization. Let £, =
{E 1, Ea ..., En, } be anondegenerate quasiuniform subdivision of €2, where
E; is a triangle or a quadrilateral if n = 2, or a tetrahedron if n = 3. The
nondegeneracy requirement is that there exists p > 0 such that if 7; =
diam(E;), then E; contains a ball of radius ph; in its interior. Let h =
max {h 1< JK Ny }, the quasiuniformity requirement is that there exists
T > Osuchthat h/h; < 7 forall j € {1,..., N,}. We denote the edges
(faces for n = 3) of &, by {el,ez, s @Ry €Py s ...,th} where e, C Q
for1 <a < Py,ande, C 02 for P, + 1 < a < M,;,. With each edge (or
face) e,, we associate a unit normal vector v¢. For a > P, v“ is taken to be
the unit outward vector normal to 9€2.
For real s > 0O define,

H(E) :={v e LX) : vlg; € H**(E;)VE; € &, and some € > 0},
H(E) i={v:= ), € LX(Q) :v; e H (&), i =1,...,n}.

Note the use of € in the first definition. This is to guarantee that certain
traces exist on the element edges e,. The notation is designed to avoid
clumsy expressions below and so, to keep things simple, when s = 0 we
set (&) := HO(Q) = L,(Q).

We now define the average and the jump for w € 3’ (E,) when s > %

For each of the interior edges {e, 5’; , suppose the neighbouring elements of
e, are E! and E2 so thate, = dE! N E2, and for a boundary edge suppose
that £, is the neighbouring element. We define the averaging operator {-} by,

Slg)le, + 5(wlg2)le, ife, CQ,
{w} =
(wlg,)le, ife, C 092.

and the jump operator [-] by,
(Wlg)le, — (WlEle, ifeq CLQ,

[w] :=
(wlg)le, ife, C 092.
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The distinction between [-] and —[-] can be made because each edge ¢, has
a unit normal v* associated with it. The “direction” in which the jump takes
place is unimportant.

The usual Sobolev norm of H” on E C R” is denoted by | - ||,,.z. We
define the following broken norms for m a positive integer:

2

Np
lwl = { D Iwly g | Yw € H™(Ew,
j=1

wllm -

1
n b3
<EZMwmi> Vw € H" ().
i=1
Let r be a positive integer. The finite element subspace is taken to be,
D,(E) = {v:vlg € P (E))" Yji=1,..., N},

where [P, (E ;) denotes the set of polynomials of (total) degree less than or
equal tor on E;.

Following Riviere et al. in [ 12] we assume the following 2 p approximation
properties proved by Babuska and Suri in [1]. For every E; € &, and ¢ €
H*(E;) there exists a constant C, depending on s, 7, o but independent of
¢, r, h, and a sequence {zf}r>1 with each z’f € P.(E;) such that, for any
0<g<s,

hlf*q
(14) 16 = 2 llg.5; < C—lglls.p;, 520,
s 1
(15) I6 =2/ loy < C=—lgllse,, s> 3,
reo 2
hH7% 3
(16) M—ﬁmw<c;%wm@, s> 2

where u = min{r + 1, s} and y; C 9E;. Clearly these can be extended
to vector-valued functions also and, by summing (14), we obtain a global
estimate: let ¢ € () (s > 0), then there exists z" € D, (&) such that,

hi—q

a7 I —z!ll, < C Pl for0 < g <,

rs—4

with p as above and C independent of ¢, r, h and &,. We also assume that
for every edge (face in 3D) the following inverse estimate holds:

(18) D2 (0)e®)lloe, < Coh IrIDEOe®lor Yo € D, (&),
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where ¢, is an edge/face of the element £ and Cy is a positive constant
independent of 4 and r and the normed quantity. Note that we are using our
assumption that D is piecewise constant here. Inequalities of this type are
given, for example, by Schwab in [13, Theorem 4.76] and by Oden et al. in
[9, Eq. (17)].

In general no element u of any H* (s > 0) can satisfy the equations (5)—
(7) in the strong sense and so we now work toward a weak formulation that is
suited to a DG(r) spatial discretization. In setting up this weak formulation we
realize that we need to enhance the continuity of the discrete discontinuous
solution across element edges (or faces) in order to be able to obtain error
estimates. This is achieved by imposing a penalty term on each edge. This
term is (see Wheeler, [19]),

5.8 2 Sar?
Jo" (v, w) = ZW/[v]-[w]de
a=1 a €a

(19) + >

eq,€l'p

8,12 1
o lﬂ/v-wdﬁ Yw, v € H2(&,)
a eq

where § is a discrete positive function that takes the constant value §, on the
edge or face ¢,, |e,| denotes the measure of ¢, and 8 > (n — 1)~!is a real
number. Motivated by the splitting (10) and the definitions (11) and (12), we

now define the bilinear forms A, B : 32 (&) x 33 &) — R:

20)  A(w,v) :=Aw,v)+ I (w, v),
21)  B(t; w,v) ;=B (; w,v) + Br(¢t; w,v) or Bi(; w,v).

(Note that we have a choice for the second.) Here (for each given t € J) the
3 3
bilinear forms A, By, B, : H2 (&) x H?2(E,) — R are defined by:

Aw,v) =Y / Dyju(0)er (e (v) dE
E

Ec&y,

Py

-y / { Diju(0)e (w)v$} [vi] de
a=1 "¢
Ph

+ 3 [ (Do ey} w1 de
a=1"Y ¢

- Z / D (0)e (w)viv; dl

eq.€l'p Ca
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(22) + > / D (0)er (v)viw; d¥,
eq€l’'p Ca
Py
Bi(t; w, v)::Z f al.‘f(t, t;w)e;(v)dE —Z/{a&s(t, t; w)v?}[v,-]dﬁ
Ee&Ey E a=] Y¢
(23) = > | ol wviy de,
eael“g €a

Py
By(t; w, v) := Z/ {o}} (1, t; )V Hw; ] dL
a=1"Y ¢a
(24) + > / ol (¢, t; v)viw; de,
eq€l’'p Ca

where v? is the unit normal vector associated to the edge ¢,,. The form B+ B,
will be used in the error analysis and so, in effect, we have two choices for
the bilinear form B that can be used in computational implementations. We
also define the following seminorm and norm,

25 [vla = (A, v)2, ol == (A, 0)} Vo € HE(E.

Using (10), we can now give a weak formulation of the problem in the case
ur = 0.

Lemma 2.1 (weak formulation) In (6) take ur = 0. A weak solution u
3

J — H>(Q) (for some € > 0) to the problem (5)—(7) with (1) and (2)

also satisfies,

(26) A@(),v) = Lt v) + B, v), Vv e H2(E),

Here L(t; v) is (a.e. in J) a linear form which for sufficiently regular f and
g is defined by,

L(t;v)::/f~vd52+?€ g-vdrl.
Q 'y

In the case of linear elasticity, we clearly have B = Q.

Proof. We take the L,(E) scalar product of (5) with an arbitrary v|g €

H? (E), for some E € &, and formally integrate by parts. This gives (drop-
ping the time dependence for clarity),

/f'vdE:—/O',‘j’jvidE:‘/\O‘ijUi’jdE—fk ol-jnfvidF.
E E E oE
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Using the symmetry of g (#) (and exploiting the summation convention) we
get 0;;(w)v; ; = 0;;(u)e;;j(v), and so summing over all E € &, gives,

f frvde=)" / 0, (w)eij(v) dE — Zf oij(wn’v; dE.
Q E IE

Ec&, Ee&y

Splitting up the J E integrals then gives,

Z /aij(u)eij(v)dE— % aij(u)nfvidE— f aij(u)nfv,-dE

Ee€&), IENSQ dENTp

=/f-vd§2+'<f g-vdrl,
Q I'n

Now recombining the d E N 2 boundary integral summations and using the
fact that u € H>"(E), we have,

Py
Z/aij(u)sij(v)dE—Z/{U,-j(u)vj?}[vl-]dﬂ— > / o1 (w)viv; de
E a=1"Y¢

Ec&y, eqelp ¥ Ca

=/f-vd§2+% g-vdrl,
Q Ty

Using (10), we obtain,

Pp
Z /Eai‘;.l(u)s,»j(v) dE—Z f{afj(u)v?}[v,-]di— Z ai‘}l(u)v?vi de
a=1"Y¢%

Eeé’h eq,€l'p €a
Py
= Z / o (w)e;j(v)dE —Z {0 @)v}[v;]1de
Ee&) E a=1"v¢
— Z / ai';-s(u)v;?vid€+/ f-de—I—% g-vdl.
eq Q Ly

eq.€l'p
We now add zero-valued terms to the left of this to get,

A(u,v):Bl(t;u,v)+ff-de—I—?g g-vdl
Q r

N

and, since u is continuous, we can add zero-valued penalty terms,

A(u,v)+]3’ﬂ(u,v):Bl(t;u,v)—i-/f-de—l—% g-vdl,
Q r

N
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Since in this case B, (¢; u, v) is zero, we could add it to the above equation.
Thus for either of our two definitions of B we have,

A(t),v) = B(t;u,v) +/ f@)-vdQ +¢ g()-vdrl,
Q r

N

as required by the lemma. O

Remark 2.2 We can deal with the case ur # 0 by adding

Sar?
Z / oij (V)5 (ur); + Z W/eav-urdﬁ

eq€lp €a eq€lp

to L(t; v). The Dirichlet condition will then be imposed weakly along I'p.
The analysis derived in the rest of the paper remains the same (provided u
can be imposed using the trial functions—otherwise we need interpolation
error estimates).

Note that one advantage of this DG(r) scheme is that equilibrium is sat-
isfied in a weak sense for each element E € &,.

Lemma 2.3 Equilibrium is satisfied weakly on each element in that,
/ fi(t)dE —f {oij(w; OnF}dl =0 fori=1,....n
E IE

on each E € &, and where n® is the unit outward normal to JE.

Proof. In Lemma 2.1 choose v; = 1 on E with the other components zero
and v = 0 on Q\ E. Now collect the remaining boundary integrals together
in a manner consistent with how they were originally split up. O

This property is carried through in an approximate sense to the discrete
scheme (see below in Lemma 3.2).

In the next section we reduce the viscoelasticity problem to the standard
linear elasticity problem by removing all time dependencies—thereby setting
B(t; -, -) := 0. We give the discrete DG(r) scheme for the linear elasticity
problem and prove an a priori error estimate.

3 A priori error bound for linear elasticity

In this section we simplify the viscoelasticity problem somewhat by taking
f, g and D to be time independent. The problem then becomes the standard
linear elasticity problem (which is not time dependent). We prove an a priori
error bound for the resulting DG(r) discretization.
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In place of Lemma 2.1 we then have: findu € H3*e (2), for some € > 0,
such that,

27) A, v)=L®) VYveH(E).
The DG(r) approximation to this problem is: find U ZG € D, (&,) such that,
(28) AWUDPY v) = L(v) Vv € D, (&).

el >
Since D, (&) C 3 (&r) the Galerkin orthogonality property is immediate:
(29) Aw—-UH% v)=0  VveD(&).

el >

In this section we again assume that ur = 0.
Lemma 3.1 The solution U gG of (28) exists and is unique.

Proof. Since (28) is a finite dimensional problem we need only prove unique-
ness. In (28) set f = g = 0 and take v = UflG. This implies that for each
E € gh,

g;(UP9) =0 Vi, j, and JOPWHS, UL =o.

The first of these means that the displacement U gG is a rigid body motion:
UBS = a x x + b, for some constant vectors a and b. The interior penalty
term forces the continuity of U2 G, and, with our assumption that |T'p| > 0,
the boundary penalty ensures that U5 ¢ =o0. O

For the discrete scheme equilibrium is approximately satisfied in a weak
sense for each element E € &),.

Lemma 3.2 Equilibrium is approximately satisfied weakly on each element
in that,

/f,-dE+7§ {oi;(U 59t }dT
E IE

Sar? DG .
=Y [(UPS))de  Vi=1,...,n,VE €&,

e, €0E l€al

Proof. The proof is analogous to that of Lemma 2.3 but now the penalty
terms survive. O

Note that the error in equilibrium is computable in terms of the discrete
solution and the penalty.

The a priori error estimate for the scheme will follow from the next
lemma. We give the lemma separately because it will also be important later
in the error analysis of the viscoelasticity problem. The lemma itself refers
to whether or not we can construct a continuous interpolant, the background
to this is explained in the following remark.
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Remark 3.3 As discussed by Riviere ef al. in [12], DG implementations are
free to use only elementwise polynomials from [P rather than Q". If this is
the case then by discretizing using simplicial elements (triangles/tetrahedra)
we can build a continuous interpolant to « in the finite element space D, (&).
However, if the elements are not simplices (quadrilaterals/bricks/prisms)
then, in general, a continuous interpolant cannot be found. This impacts only
on the r-convergence rate: the s-convergence rate is optimal in either case.

Lemma 3.4 For Q C R", assume that for each edge e, we have |e,| <
C,h"! for a constant C, > 0. Then, under the assumptions of Lemma 2.1,
assuming that there is a continuous interpolant u € C(2) N D, (&) of u,
and ifu € H" (&) N H%JFG(Q)forsome €>0,and B > (n—1)"" we have:

n—1
[A(w —u, v)| < C——lullnllvlz Vv € D,(&En),

rm—l

where i = min{r +1, m},r > 1andm > 2. On the other hand, ifu & C(2)
then with B = (n — 1)~

i !
A =) < Coplullulivlle Yo € Dr(E).

In the first estimate the constant C > 0 depends upon C,, the penalties {3,},
the constants in (14) and (16), and the tensor D. In the second estimate the
constant depends also on (15) and (18).

Proof. As usual C will be a generic constant that is independent of & and
r.Letu € D,(&,) be an interpolant of u having optimal sp-approximation
errors. Dropping the time dependence (so as to model linear elasticity) we
set D;jx := D;ju(0), for notational convenience, and then we have for any
v € D, (&) that,

30) Alu —u,v)
(31) = Z / Djjen(u —u)e;;(v)dE
Eec&, E

Pp
- Zf {Dijuei (w — )4} [vi] de
a=1"Y¢%

Py

(32) £y / {Dyjuren @V} (s — i) de
a=1 "¢
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- Z / Dijugn(u — w)viv; dl

eq.€l’'p

(33) £y / Dijuen )V (u; — ) de

eq.€l’'p

|€ |’3/ u—ul-[v]de

(34) |a|ﬁ/(u—u) vat.

eq,€l'p

The term in (31) can be bounded by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (13)
and the global approximation result in (17).

Z / l]klgk[(u u)glj(v) dE

Ec&y,
1 1

2 2
< Z(fDiﬂdSkz(" —u)g;j(u —u) dE) (fDijklr‘?kz(v)Sij(v) dE)
Ee&), E 2
n—1

<C

Neellm 0] a-

rm—l

To bound the first term in (32) we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and
“multiply by one” to get,

/ {Dijuen(w — ayvi} [Ui]dﬁ'

€a

1 1

|ea|'6 ? ~ (Sar2 ?
< . — a - . .
< (8ar2 I{Dijxiexi(w — @)vitlo,e, e 1P Ivilllo,e,

Summing over all internal edges then gives,

Py

Z / Djjuen(u — it)ve} [vi]de

Py |ea| B ) % Fn Sal’ 2 2 :
< Z((Sa_r>”{Duk18kl(u )i}, Z<| |ﬁ)”[ Villloe, | -

a=1

Using the triangle inequality on the averaging operator, {-}, the approximation
result in (16) and noting that 1 < 1 /r_% we get,

1
pi=3/2+B(n=1)/2

Py 2
leal? i

> S MDueu@ — g, | < Ci————llulln.
Sal ca rm

a=1
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Thus,

U=3/24B(n—1)/2

{Dijuen( — i)vi}v1de| < C lalln Jg* (v, 0)2,

pm=l

and the first term in (33) is bounded in the same way. In the case of triangles
or tetrahedra we can choose & € C(2) N D, (&),) and this gives,

[u—a]=0

on every edge in the mesh. Hence the second terms in (32) and (33), along
with both terms in (34) are zero (recall that it has been assumed that #|r, =
Uur = 0)

Since [|v]|3, = |v|§l + Jg”g(v, v) this proves the first estimate.

Now, in the general case where & ¢ C(2) we bound the second term
in (32) by considering the contribution from each interior edge. We assume
that e, = 0E, I'N 8E2 where El and E2 are elements of &, and denote
EP2 = ElUE2 2 Then by the Cauchy Schwarz and triangle inequalities, (15)
and (18) we have

(Digieena 0V Yu; — it dz‘

€q

< HDijuer )v§Hlo.e, i — itilllo.e,

1 1 h”f%
< (Corn IR el ) | CRI=—— Il 2 )
rm—z

and so summing over all the edges yields:

Py

Z/ {Dijirer (0)v§Hu; —

The terms in (33) are handled in exactly the same way as those in (32).
The penalty terms in (34) are bounded using (15) as follows,

n—1

(35) < O lulalola.

Ph
|e|ﬁf d“2|a|ﬂ/(u—u) vt
eq.€l'p
pi=1/2=p(n=1)/2 5. |
< C—— i lulln Jp" (v, v)7.

Thus, in the general case, by combining the bounds together, we get the
second estimate for 8 = (n — 1)L O

We now give the a priori error estimate.
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Theorem 3.5 Under the assumptions of Lemmas 2.1 and 3.4, assuming that
there is a continuous interpolant u € C(Q) ND, (&) of u, ifu € H"(E,) N
H%JFG(Q)for some e > 0,and B > (n — 1)~ we have:

n—1
DG
g™ —ulln < C

L,
where p = min{r + 1, m}, r > 1 and m > 2. This means that for a smooth
solution the error has an exponential rate of convergence O ((’;’)’).

In the more general case where u ¢ C(S) (a continuous interpolant
cannot be built), and for B = (n — 1)™', then:

n—1
DG
We” —ully < C—llullnm,
r"=2

and convergence is optimal with respect to h but suboptimal with respect to
r. In the first estimate the constant C > 0 depends upon C,, the penalties
{8.}, the constants in (14), (16) and (17), and the tensor D. In the second
estimate the constant depends also on (15) and (18).

Proof. Let u € D, (&) be an interpolant of u having optimal hp-approxi-
mation errors and set x = U 36 — u. Then from (29) and Lemma 3.4,

Ixlz = A, x) = A(x, x) + Aw —UL%, x) = A —a, x)
C(h,r)
€

<ellxlly + llullZ, Ve >0,

and where C(h, r) is given in Lemma 3.4. Choosing € small enough, we
obtain

C(h,r)

2
u .
el L

2
Ix Wl <

The proof then follows from using the triangle inequality,
lw = U2 < llw —alls + @ — UgClla
and the global approximation result (17). O

Thus, in the case where a continuous interpolant cannot be built (i.e. if
we use P, for quadrilaterals), the error estimate is suboptimal with respect to
the degree of polynomial, but optimal with respect to the mesh size.

We now move on to a semidiscrete version of the viscoelasticity problem.
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4 A priori error bound for semidiscrete viscoelasticity

In this section we form a semidiscrete approximation to the quasistatic linear
viscoelasticity problem as described earlier in Lemma 2.1.

From now on we will often represent the tensor D by a matrix D with
corresponding vector representations, o and &, of the tensors ¢ and e. This
is for the purpose of keeping the notation “clean” since we will then be able
to write, for example, € - De in place of D;jxeni;.

The following result is elementary, but convenient.

Lemma 4.1 For all vectors x and y,

0" D(t) ; 1 f
'x- P y‘ <P @)D2 (O)x || D2(0)yllE,
where || - ||r denotes the Euclidean norm and,
) _1 3"D(t) 1
¢" (1) := | D72(0)———D"2(0)
ot Loo(E)

Below we shall often write ¢ := ¢V for clarity.

In this section we apply the DG(r) method in space to the weak form
of the viscoelasticity problem (26). For each ¢, this results in the variational
problem: find U ﬁG € D, (&) such that,

(36)  AWES().v) =L@t v) + B U, v), Vv e D, (&)

vs

We note that because of (21) we obtain two DG formulations.
Foreacht € [0, T]letu € D, (&) be an interpolant of u having optimal
hp-approximation errors, and set,

nN:=u—1u 69{%(5;,) and X ::ﬂ—UﬁG e D, (&,).
Now, subtracting (36) from (26) we obtain the orthogonality property,
(37 A(t) —UR%(t),v) = B(t;u —UL% v)  VveD, (&),

vs

and, by choosing v = x (¢), we obtain the following error equation,

(38) A(x (@), x(®) = —-AWM@), x () + B(t; 0, x (@) + B{: x, x ().

The first term on the right-hand side of (38) can be bounded using Lemma 3.4
and so our first goal is to bound the other two terms. We accomplish this in
the following two lemmas. The first, Lemma 4.2, shows that the middle term
also contains approximation errors while the second, Lemma 4.3, forms the
basis of a sharp Gronwall-type inequality. These preliminary estimates will
then yield the error estimate which we give below in Theorem 4.5.
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Lemma 4.2 Assume that u(t) € C(Q2) N D, (&) for each t, and that for
each edge |e,| < Coh" ™. Then, if B > (n—1)7!, there is a C > 0 such that,

h!

rm—l

|B(t:n, x())| < C /0 ¢t = s)llu(s)llmds I x Olla,

where ¢ is the function in Lemma 4.1 and ;@ = min{r 4+ 1, m}. The constant C

depends only upon C,, Q(O)% and the constants in the interpolation estimates
(17), (16). The estimate holds for either of the choices B = By or B = B,
in (21).

Proof. For the case B = By in (21) we work from (23) and use (12). First,

’ 8Dyt —
/ Y / —fkg(t S e () (0 (1)) dE ds
0 E s

Ec&y,

< fo > [ 6= 91D OeroIID} Ot dE ds,
Ee&, E

2

< [oa=9| X [ e DoOersn
E

Ec&y,
1
2

<> /E e(x(®) - DO)e(x (1) dE | ds

Ec&y,

< C(D(O)é)/0 ¢ =)l ds [x@)]a.
h!

rmfl

t
<l [ o=l ds 1x 0L,
where . = min{r 4 1, m} and we used the interpolation error estimate (17)
and Lemma 4.1. Secondly, for the interior edge terms we suppose that the
edge e, is shared by the elements E; and E; and let 5; denote the restriction
of 5|, to ey, fori = 1, 2. Then, using the triangle inequality on the averaging
operator {-}, we have,

t .. —
/ / {Mskl(n(s))v?} [xi(1)]dtds
o Je, s

<cooh [ [ o= (ID'Osmo)is

+1D* 06Dz ) X (]2 deds.
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! 1
¢ [ o5 (101 Oen 6Dl
HIDH O£, ) X Oho s

Summing over all edges we then “multiply by one” in the above to obtain,

Py

> / / {w”"l( )sH(n(s))v;}[xi(r)]dws
aﬂ 5 2 %
CZf ¢<r—s)2<';ar'2) ||Dz<0>e<n,(s>>||oca(| ’]ﬂ)

i=1,2
X”[XU)]“Oea ds,

348 Bin-1)
<C / Ot — )l ds Iy’ (x (@), X(0)2,

where we used (16) and (19). Observe now that the remaining term in B
can be estimated in exactly the same way as the term above and that, since

u € C(R), both terms in B, are zero. Therefore, noting that rh > 1, and
combining the above with our first estimate then completes the proof. m|

Lemma 4.3 Assume that |e,| < C.h" ' and B > (n — 1)\, Then, there is
a C > 0 such that,

1B . X)) < (1+ eh‘5<"—l>—5)/0 ot = Xl ds lx Ol

where ¢ is the function in Lemma 4.1 and n = min{r 4+ 1, m}. The constant
@ depends only upon C,, Q(O)% and the constants in the estimates (17), (16)
and (18). The estimate holds for either of the choices B = By or B = B, in
(21).

Proof. We first consider the case B = By in (21) and so need to estimate the
terms in (23). For the first term we have,

oD;
/ Z / Jkl(t Ekl(X(S))Sij(X(l))dEds

Ec&y,

/(ﬁ(t—S) Z/||D2(O)E(X(S))HE”Dz(O)€(X(t))||IEdEdS

Ee&y

<f0 Bt — )x(®)lads XD)]a.
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For the interior edge summation term in (23) we suppose that the edge e, is
shared by the elements E; and E; and let x; denote the restriction of x|, to
eq, fori = 1,2. We then have to begin with that,

C L[ ODu -
/ / H#Skl(x(s))v?} [x: ()] déds
0 €aq §

<C<D(0)5>/O </><r—s>f (1D 0)e(x, () e

+ID3 ()& (X)) ) X (]Il de ds.

where we used the triangle inequality on the averaging operator. Summing
over all interior edges, “multiplying by one”, and then using the inverse
estimate (18), we then obtain,

9Ds st —
Z/ / {#&J(X(S))V?} [Xz(t)] dl ds
a=1 0 €q N

1 . ! B 2 1
<cooh . [ea-s (';r'z) 1D} O (i) le

i=1,2

Sa},.Z %
x (|e |5> Ix )l deds.

I L[ P 512 :
<coente 0 [ —sxoleds (30 [ xwnrae)
0 a=1 |ea|ﬂ eq

The remaining “e, € I'p” term can be estimated in a similar way to obtain,

t .. —
> [ PP e deds
eq.€l'p 0 Jea ds
< COC(D(oﬁ)h’?(”—“—%f ¢t —9)x($)|ads
0

1

2

2

Sar?
T f X (D) de
eq.€l'p €a ¢a
This completes the proof for the case B = B;.

For B = B, we need to also estimate the terms in (24). This is straight-
forward because precisely the same arguments as used for the “edge terms”

above also apply, but with the time variables s and ¢ interchanged. That is:

1Ba(t; X, X(1)] < Ch?“—”—ifo ot — ) ISP (X (). x ()2 ds |x ()] a-
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Thus, for B = B;, i = 1 or 2, we obtain,

t
B 1)1
B x @01 < (14RO [ o= el ds Ix Ol
0
This completes the proof. O

We will consider the class of compressible linear viscoelastic solids for
which the following assumption is physically realistic.

Assumption 4.4 (fading memory) The function ¢ in Lemma 4.1 can, in 7,
be written as ¢ (t) = —¢'(t) where, for some @g € (0, 1], the generic stress
relaxation function ¢ : [0, 00) — (¢, 1] belongs to Loo(Ry) W] (R) and
satisfies p(0) = 1, ¢’(t) < 0and ¢"(t) = 0.

This assumption is realistic and, in particular, allows for a much sharper
analysis for the time dependence than does the usual Gronwall lemma. We
refer to [18] for further details, and simply note here that a prototype for ¢
1s,

N
(39) o) =0+ > gie™ ",
i=1
with @9 > 0, ¢;, o; = 0 and the normalization ¢(0) = 1.
With this assumption we have

ol 0 =1—¢@) <1—¢ foreveryt € J.

In the following theorem we extend the a priori error estimates of The-
orem 3.5 to the semidiscrete problem (36). The assumption made above on
the behaviour of ¢ allows us to use a similar technique to those in [15, 18]
whereby we bypass the usual Gronwall inequality and obtain error estimates
with sharper constants. (Of course the error estimate developed below can
be proven under much more general assumptions by using the Gronwall
lemma—see e.g. [16]. The constant will then be exponentially large in 7'.)

Theorem 4.5 Under the assumptions of Lemmas 2.1, 3.4, 4.2 and 4.3, if
uel,(J,H"(&E)N H%+€(Q)), B > (n— 1)"! and if. for each t, there
exists a continuous interpolant it € C(Q) N D, (&) of u, then there is a
constant C > 0 independent of h, r and T such that:

REY (2 4 2
DG 0
llu — U, ”Lp(j;H) S pm—1 ( (,02 mu”le(j?}cm(Sh))’
0

for all h small enough so that Ch bn=1-3 < g where C is that time indepen-
dent constant in Lemma 4.3. Also: i = min(r +1,m), r > 1l andm > 2 and
C is a mild time independent constant that depends upon the interpolation
estimates (16) and (17). Note also that this result is optimal in both h and r.
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Proof. Using (38) and putting together Lemmas 3.4, 4.2 and 4.3 we obtain,
2 h“ :
Ix Ol < € (Illu(t)lllm / ¢ — ) llu(s)lm dS) X W

+<1+€h7(”_1)_7 /0 ¢ = sMx Ol ds Nx@lla-

From this it follows that

IX Ol < Fh,r 1) + (14 eh‘im“%)/o 9t = X (S)lu ds,

where J is abbreviation for the term containing the approximation errors.
This now implies (using Holder’s inequality for convolutions wherein

If*glle, 0. < I fllLy0.mlIglL,©.1) —see [18]),

IX ULy iy < 1Tl + (14 CEO2) Il X e, -

Since ||@]lL,0.n < 1 — ¢o we can rearrange this to get,

(1= (1+en 73 1 = 9 IX Ol < 1Ty,
and then our “smallness assumption” on 4 means that this can be written as,
(I = A+ @) =) Ix Oz, 7:8) < 1F L,

1
= IxOlL, 7.1 < ¢2 1FNL,)-

Now, we have that,

n—1
— (Lol ) ulle, (7.90m &)

1Fl,) <C
and the triangle inequality gives,

llee — UDG|||Lp(j H) X |||77|||Lp(j H) T |||X|||Lp(j H)
b L+ 1ol 0.0
SO (1 + <T Nl 790" &)-

m
r 0

This completes the proof. O

In closing we remark that viscoelastic “fluids” (in the sense of Golden
and Graham, [5]) do not satisfy the assumption on ¢ given above in Assump-
tion 4.4. However, the results in [18] suggest that the theorem will still hold
in such cases except that C = O(T).

In the next section we form a fully discrete approximation to the vis-
coelasticity problem by discretizing in time also.
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5 A priori error estimate for fully discrete viscoelasticity

A natural way of constructing a fully discrete approximation of the weak
problem (26) is to define the constant time step, k := 7/ N, for some positive
integer N, set 7, := gk, and then replace the time integral in (12) with
a numerical quadrature rule. This is the approach we take in this section
where we produce a numerical scheme and then quote an optimal a priori
error estimate for simplicial finite element meshes (which allow us to build
a continuous D, (&) interpolant, & (t) to u(t)).

The quadrature scheme is defined as follows: for a generic integrand, g,
we approximate as follows:

qg—1
/ g(e)ds ~ kY w81y, forg =0,1,...,N,
0

p=0

where, here and below, empty sums are set to zero. The {wy,} are (posi-
tive) weights, determined as follows. Over (7,1, t,) we integrate using the
backward (i.e. left-end-point integrand evaluation) rectangle rule and then
over (0, 7,_1), when g > 1, we use the standard trapezoidal rule. Hence, the
sequences of weights, for each 7,, are given by:

qzo-{wq,,}‘j,‘}) @,
q:] {wqp} ()—{1}
g =2:{mg¥y =13, 3},
g =3 {wg) y =1
g >3 AHogph,—g =1

Note that the right-hand value of the integrand, g(t,), is not required in the

approximation.

Replacing the time integral in (12) by this quadrature rule leads to a time
discretized viscous stress:

g—1
0D 11 (1 —
G (W3 1y 1) = kZ —’kl( )
p=

for 0<m<gq.

e (w(ry)),

s=t,

(Note the clash of notation where & is being used as a time step and a dummy
tensor subscript, no confusion should arise here.) We then define discrete
versions of B and B,, in (23) and (24), as,
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Bl (w, v) := Z / G (tg, 145 w)eij(v) dE
E

Ec&),

Py
- Zf {6 (tg. tg: w)v9}[v;] de
a=1 "¢

(40) = Y| sl g 1wy e,
eq.€lp €a

Py

Bg(w, V) = Z/ {g;f(t g v)v;.l}[w,-]dﬁ
a=1"¢

41 + Z / Si (tgs tgs VIViw; de.

eq,€l'p Ca

The analogue of (21) is then,
(42) Bi(w,v) := Bl (w, v) + Bl(w,v) or Bi(w,v).

We now define our fully discrete approximation to (26) as the problem:
find a piecewise linear (with respect to the {z,}) time-continuous function
UPS. 7 — D, (&) such that, foreachg = 0,1, ..., N in turn, U;)G =
Ubc (t,) satisfies,

43)  AWUYC. v) =L@ v)+BIWUPY v)  VveD (&)

Here, of course, UP%(r) is the approximation to u(z) and UPY is uniquely
defined by linear interpolation within the time intervals. Note that existence
and uniqueness of a solution at each discrete time is ensured by Lemma 3.1
after noting that our quadrature rule simply produces a linear elasticity prob-
lem at each time level. Also, Lemma 3.2 continues to hold for the discrete
stress tensor g.

Remark 5.1 Although we are allowing high-order approximation in space
we are only considering a fixed order time approximation. The reason for
using the second-order trapezoid/rectangle rule for the time discretization is
to produce a fully discrete scheme that does not involve the solution at the
current time level on the right. That is, in (43), U qD G appears only on the left. In
this case the viscoelasticity algorithm can be generated by simply modifying
the load vector in already existing elliptic solver software. Of course, higher
order quadrature rules could be used but this would necessitate the current
solution making a contribution to the history integral. These terms would
then have to brought over to the left and would result in a modified stiffness
matrix. One would also need (e.g. for Simpson’s rule) a means of generating
“starting values”.
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Before getting to the a priori error estimate we need some preliminary
results based on the following error splitting. For each ¢, let & € C(2) N
D, (&) be an interpolant of u having optimal hp-approximation errors, and
set,

n::u—icef]{%(é’h) and .:=ua—-UP% eD,(&).
Now, subtract (43) from (26) to get,

Au(ty) —UDY, v) = B(ig; u, v) — BY(UP°, v),
= BY(¢,v) + B(ty; n, v)
(44) + (B(tg; , v) — BY(w, v)) Vv € D, (&).

Note that by choosing the error splitting in this way we need only estimate
the quadrature error relative to the interpolant, &, rather than u. This enables
us to use (18) in the following estimate for the quadrature error.

Lemma 5.2 (quadrature error) Assume that B > (n — 1)~', and that, for
some C, > 0, each edge satisfies |e,| < C,h" 1. Then,forq =0,1,2,... ,N
and either choice in (42) we have,

|B(tg: @i, v) — B (@, v)| < CTY (DK ullyz (790 @ Il Yo € Dr(Ep).
Here, in the notation of Lemma 4.1,

Y(T) := max{[|¢® lwr (7 i = 1,2},

and C is a positive constant depending on C,, Q(O)% and the constants in
(17) and (18).

Proof. For a generic integrand, g, standard estimates give,

tq q—1
/ g)dg —kzwqu(lp) < CTkZHg/”WOIC(O,tq)a

0 =0

where C is a time independent constant. Therefore, working from the defini-
tion (21), and using (23) and (24), we now have to estimate each integrand
in turn.
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For the first integrand in (23) we use Lemma 4.1 to get,

Z/e(v)-D’(tq—s)e(it(s))dE
E

Ee&),

Z/ e(v)-D'(t;—s)e(it;(s))—e()-D"(t,—s)e(u(s)) dE
E

Ec&) Woo(0:19)

H 8
ds WL (0.1)

’

<

3 /E ¢ (1, — ) D? (0)e®)l|g] D? (0)e (@, (5) g

Ee€&),

+¢2(t, — $)[|D? (0)e(w)||&| D (0)e(ii(s)) || d E

’

WL (0,1)

k)

WL (0,19)

< [0Vt — ) 1vlalii()|a + ¢ty — 9)[v]aliis(s)]a

< T(T)

1) a + las@la]  Jola,
WL (0,1

<27 ()|

[v]4.
WZ,(J)

For the second integrand in (23) we use the triangle inequality on the aver-
aging operator, {-}, along with Lemma 4.1 and the inverse estimate (18) to

get,

em

9 o ID;j(ty — i
D / {%smumw} [vi]de
a=1"Y¢a

Wl (0,15)
Py
= | > (Dl ty — $)ew@(s)vs} [vi]
a=1 "¢
— Dty = $)ew (@ ()]} [vi1de ,
w;o(o,z,,)

<

Py
> / 6 (1, — ) D20 @) el D2 O[]l
a=1"Y"%

W 0.14)
1

+ ¢ (1, — D2 )&, () e D2 (O) gl [v] 15 d

Py

2
1 |ea|ﬂ 1 -~
<D (0) Lo [0ty — 5) (Z Wum(O)e(u(s))llé,ea)
a=1 ¢

1

Py

B | ’
+ ¢(1)(tq _ S) (Z |€a| ||D2(0)€(l~ls(s))“%,ea>

8,12
a=1 ¢ Wéc(oqu)
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1

P 8,12 ’
a 2
X E v ,
( P I ]”O,ea>

a=1

ﬁ(n—l)—l 1
< C,CCyh? 2[[D2(0)|| Lo (2:E)

~ ~ 1
%62, = )a@la+ 6V - las@la| ST w 0k,
W3 (0.24)

1 Bi—1)—1 , 1
< CID2(0)|| L @m) Y (TR D72 )Jg Flv, v)2.

ala,
Precisely the same arguments can be applied to the third integrand in (23)
and we note that both integrands in (24) are zero. Hence the lemma is proven
when & appears on the right rather than u. To address this we use (17) with
w=gq=s =1 and get,

jitla = (@ —u) +ula < CDODAG@ —wll; + llll) < Clull.

Noting that this argument also works for &, and &,, then completes the proof.
O

Choosing v = ¢, in (44), and using Lemma 5.2 now yields,

15,117 < CTYTR Nullyz (790 @8 lla + 1AME,), &)
(45) +IB(tg:m, &)1 + 1B, &)l

The second and third terms on the right-hand side of (45) can be bounded
using Lemmas 3.4 and 4.2 — with x replaced by ¢ . Our goal is to bound the
last term. This term generates a Volterra inequality, and, in order to bypass
the Gronwall lemma, we need the following result for the quadrature rule.

Lemma 5.3 Let {QP}Z;) be a sequence of non-negative real numbers and set

A

0, :=max{0,: 0 < p < q}. Then, for ¢ of the form given in Assumption 4.4,

q—1
0<k qup¢(tq - tp)ep <d- ¢0k)9q71,
p=0
for g = 0,1,2,..., N, with empty sums set to zero and where o, =

@o + ko' (k).

Proof. The left hand inequality is obvious from the definitions so we need
only prove the upper bound. We consider the summation as made up of a
“trapezoidal rule” component and a “rectangle rule” component and take
each in turn.
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For the trapezoidal summation we use Assumption 4.4 to obtain firstly,

LS}

—1 g—1

k
5 (00 —1,) + 0ty —1,1) <KY max{—¢/tg—1,), = ¢'tg—1,-1)}
p=1 p=1
qg—1
= - Zk(p/(tq - tp)
p=1
91 Ip+1
< - Z/ @' (ty — s)ds,
p=1""
=1- Qp(tq—l)-
For the rectangle summation we have k¢ (t, — t,—1) = —k¢'(k) and hence,
q—1
kY waplty — )0, < 01 (1= (o + ke (k)
p=0
where we noted that ¢(z,_1) > ¢o. O

As the last step in our preparation we need an analogue of Lemma 4.3.

Lemma 5.4 Let Lemma 4.3 hold. Then,

g—1
1BIG. )1 < (14 €RSDE) kS gty — 108 il
p=0

under the same conditions and assumptions.

We can now give an a priori error estimate that is optimal in both A
and r.

Theorem 5.5 Under the assumptions of Lemmas 2.1, 4.3, 3.4, 5.2 and As-
sumption 4.4, along with the requirement that D € Wjo (J; Loo(2)) then, if
u e W2(J; 3 ()N Loo(T; H"(E) N H3(Q), > (n— 1), and
for each edge |e,| < C,h"~', and if. for each t, there exists a continuous
interpolant u € C(Q) N'D, (&) of u, there is a constant C > 0 independent
of h, r, and T such that for h bounded above:

TY(T)k>
C\——lullyz(7.9¢ @)
Pok

h*Y (2 4+ @
o (w—‘” el 79
Ok

DG
e = ULl ) <
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for all h small enough so that Chbm=D-3 < @or where C is that time inde-

pendent constant in Lemma 4.3, @o is defined by Lemma 5.3 and Y (T) is
defined by Lemma 5.2. Also: @ = min{r + 1,m}, r =2 1l andm > 2 and C

is a mild time independent constant that depends upon C,, Q(O)% and the
interpolation constants in (16), (17) and (18).

Proof. From (45) and Lemmas 3.4, 4.2 and 5.4 we get,

!
gl < (CTT<T>k2|||u|||Wozo(3;g{1<g)) + cr,,,—_1|||u|||Lw<J;a{m<g,,»)

hu—l Iq
+Crm1/ ¢ty — u)lmds
0

gqg—1
Ben_1y_1
+(1+Gh2(” ) z)k§0:wqp¢<tq—zp>|||;,,|||H.
p=

Using Lemma 5.3 and our bound on /% we obtain from this,

2
Jmax gl < (TN 790 0,
n—1
o (1 18 10) Bl e enn)
1 1 —
+(1 + por)( §00k)0fgnl?éq g, e,

from which it follows that,

max [1¢,llx
o<p<g T

TT(T)k2|||u|||W2 T3 @) BT (2 — @
<C PR + — — ) el 90 ) -
rm 1
Pok Pok

Using the triangle inequality, (17) now gives,

max |lu(t,) — UPC(t < .H) + max ,
omax. e (zp,) e < InllLw;m) Jmax el

TY(T)k*lwllyy. (T:H' (@)
<C 7
Pox

hll’_l 2— (7))
o (1 + 2 el ;3¢ €0y )
Ok

TY (DK ully> 7.9¢ @)
<C P

h=l (2 4+ 2
+rm—1 ( g02 0k> |”u”|Loo(J;JC'"(€h)))'

0k
Since g was arbitrary, this completes the proof.



Discontinuous Galerkin finite element methods

Remark 5.6 The constant C in Theorem 5.5 is time independent, as is the
coefficient in the spatial discretization error term. Moreover, if D behaves,
in time, as the Prony series, (39), (which is a reasonable assumption for
compressible linear viscoelastic solids—see [18]) then,

N N
Y(T) = max{l¢lys gy: i = 1,2} =max | ¥ i, Yol

i=1 i=1
and is bounded independent of T'. Therefore, the a priori error estimate
allows for long-time integration with essentially no accumulation of space

discretization error and, at worst, only a linear growth in time discretization
error.

6 Conclusions

In this paper we have presented a priori error estimates for DG(r) finite ele-
ment approximations of: linear elasticity; time-continuous (i.e. semidiscrete)
quasistatic linear viscoelasticity; and, a fully discrete scheme for quasistatic
linear viscoelasticity. The estimates are optimal in terms of z-convergence
but only optimal in the polynomial degree, r, when the finite element space
contains a continuous interpolant to the solution of the continuous problem.
Software is currently under development and numerical results will be re-
ported elsewhere at a later date.
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