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Abstract

In this paper we introduce an abstract nonsmooth optimization problem and prove exis-
tence and uniqueness of its solution. We present a numerical scheme to approximate
this solution. The theory is later applied to a sample static contact problem describing
an elastic body in frictional contact with a foundation. This contact is governed by a
nonmonotone friction law with dependence on normal and tangential components of
displacement. Finally, computational simulations are performed to illustrate obtained
results.
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element method - Numerical simulations
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1 Introduction

In the literature we can find examples of many models describing deformation of a
body that is partly in contact with another object, the so-called foundation. In various
contact models boundary conditions enforced on the part of the body contacting the
foundation appear. Functions that occur in these conditions model response of the
foundation in the normal direction to the contact boundary and in tangential direction
to the boundary (friction law). In many cases these functions are monotone, such as
when Coulomb’s law of dry friction is considered, but in applications this may not
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always be the case. What is more, the friction bound may change as the penetration of
the foundation by body increases. Nonmonotonicity of functions describing contact
laws and influence of normal displacement of the body on friction law cause some
difficulties in analytical and numerical treatment of considered problems.

In this paper we introduce an abstract framework that can be used to numerically
approximate a solution to a class of mechanical contact problems. We present a nons-
mooth optimization problem and prove existence and uniqueness of a solution to this
problem. Next we present a numerical scheme approximating this solution and provide
numerical error estimate. We apply this theory to a static contact problem describing an
elastic body in contact with a foundation. This contact is governed by a nonmonotone
friction law with dependence on normal and tangential components of displacement.
Weak formulation of introduced contact problem is presented in the form of hemi-
variational inequality. In the end we show results of computational simulations and
describe the numerical algorithm that was used to obtain these results.

Let us now briefly present references in the literature. The definition and properties
of Clarke subdifferential and tools used to solve optimization problems were intro-
duced in [6]. Comparison of nonsmooth and nonconvex optimization methods can be
found in [1], and details on computational contact mechanics is presented in [19]. The
theory of hemivariational inequalities was developed in [17], and the idea to use Finite
Element Method to solve these inequalities was presented in [13]. Another early study
of vector-valued hemivariational problems in the context of FEM can be found in [14].
More recent analysis of hemivariational and variational-hemivariational inequalities
was presented in [10,15,16], whereas numerical analysis of such problems can be
found for example in papers [2—4,8,9,11,12].

A similar mechanical model to the one described in the paper was already considered
in [15], where the authors prove only existence of a solution using surjectivity result for
pseudomonotone, coercive multifunction without requiring any smallness assumption.

An error estimate concerning stationary variational-hemivariational inequalities
was presented in [8]. In our case variational part of inequality is not present and the
inequality is not constrained, however error estimate had to be generalized to reflect
dependence of friction law on normal component of the displacement.

A numerical treatment of mechanical problem leading to hemivariational inequality
using two approaches—nonsmooth and nonconvex optimization and quasi-augmented
Lagrangian method is presented in [2]. As the smallness assumption is not required,
this once again does not guarantee uniqueness and leads to a nonconvex optimization
problem. There, the authors assume contact to be bilateral and consider friction law
which does not depend on normal component of the displacement.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains a general differential inclusion
problem and an optimization problem. We show that under introduced assumptions
both problems are equivalent and have a unique solution. In Sect. 3 we proceed with
a discrete scheme that approximates solution to introduced optimization problem and
we prove theorem concerning numerical error estimate. An application of presented
theory in the form of mechanical contact model is indicated in Sect. 4, along with its
weak formulation. Finally, in Sect. 5, we describe computational algorithm used to
solve mechanical contact problem and present simulations for a set of sample data.
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2 A General Optimization Problem

Let us start with basic notation used in this paper. For a normed space X, we denote by
I - | x its norm, by X* its dual space and by (-, -) x*x x the duality pairing of X* and X.
By ¢ > 0 we denote a generic constant (value of ¢ may differ in different equations).

Let us now assume that j : X — Rislocally Lipschitz continuous. The generalized
directional derivative of j at x € X in the direction v € X is defined by

S
e v) = limsup L2 FAD ZIO)
y—=>x,A\0 A

The generalized subdifferential of j at x is a subset of the dual space X* given by
9j(x) == {§ € X" | (5, v)x+xx = j’(x; ) forall v € X).

If j: X" — R is a locally Lipschitz function of n variables, then we denote by 9; j
and jl.0 the Clarke subdifferential and generalized directional derivative with respect
to i-th variable of j, respectively.

Let now V be a reflexive Banach space and X be a Banach space. Let y € L(V, X)
be linear and continuous operator from V to X, and ¢, := [y|lzv, x). We denote
by y*: X* — V* the adjoint operatorto y. Let A: V — V* J: X x X — R and
f € V*. We formulate the operator inclusion problem as follows.

Problem P;,. Findu € V such that

Au+y*0rJ (yu, yu) > f.

In the study of Problem P;;,; we make the following assumptions.
H(A): The operator A: V — V*is such that

(a) A is linear and bounded,
(b) A is symmetric, i.e. (Au, v)y+xy = (Av, u)y=xy forallu,v e V,
(c) there exists m4 > O such that (Au, u)y+xy > mA||u||%, forallu € V.

H(J): The functional J: X x X — R satisfies

(a) J islocally Lipschitz continuous with respect to its second variable,
(b) there exist cg, ¢1, co > 0 such that

1027 (w, V)| x+ < co+cillvllx + c2llwlx forallw, v € X,
(c) there exist my, my > 0 such that

0 ) 0 )
Jy (wy, vi; v2 —vy) + J5 (w2, v2; V1 — V)

2
< mglvy —vally +mpllwy —wallxllvy — v2llx
for all wy, wo, vi, v2 € X.
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H(f): feV*
(Hy): ma > Qmg + mL)c)z,.
We remark that H (J)(c) is equivalent to the following condition

(02 (wy, v1) — 2J (W2, V2), VI — V2) x*rxX
@.1)

2
> —mgllvr — v2lly —mrllwr — wallxllvr — v2llx
for all wy, wa, v1, v2 € X. Moreover, in a special case when J does not depend on its
first variable, condition H (J)(c) holds with m; = 0 and we obtain the well known
relaxed monotonicity condition, i.e. for all v, 12 € X

(8J (v1) — 8J (12), v1 — V) xrxx = —mgllvr — v2ll%- (2.2)

So, condition H (J)(c) is more general than (2.2).
We start with a uniqueness result for Problem P;;.;, provided that a solution exists.

Lemma 1 Assume that H(A), H(J), H(f) and (Hy) hold. If Problem P;;; has a solu-
tionu € V, then it is unique and satisfies

lully <c @+ fllv+) (2.3)

with a positive constant c.

Proof Let u € V be a solution to Problem P;,.;. This means that there exists z €
d2J (yu, yu) such that

Au+y*z = f.

From the definition of generalized directional derivative of J(yu, -) we have for all
veV

(f — Au, v)yexy = (Y*2, 0)vexy = (2, y0)xowx < J9(yu, yu; yv).  (2.4)

Let us now assume that Problem P;, has two different solutions u#; and u;. For
a solution u| we set v = up — uj in (2.4) to get

(fouz —ur)vexy — (Aur, us —ur)yexy < J3 (yur, yur; yus — yur).
For a solution uy we set v = u; — u» in (2.4) to get
(four —u)vexy — (Aug, uy — uz)vexy < J3 (yuz, yuz; yuy — yua).
Adding the above inequalities, we obtain
(Auy — Auz, uy —u2)v=xv

< B (yur, yui; yuz — yur) + 3 (yuz, yuz; yuy — yuz).
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Hence, H(A)(c) and H(J)(c) yield
malluy —u2llyy < (ma +mp)lyur = yuall%,
and finally
(ma — (mo +mp)c;)lur — uzly, <0.

Under assumption (H;), we obtain that if Problem P;,.; has a solution, it is unique.
Now, in order to prove (2.3), we set v = —u in (2.4) to obtain

(Au, uyvexy < J3 (vu, yus —yu) + (f u)vexy. (2.5)
Using H (J)(b) and (c), we get

B yu, yu; —yu) < (me +mp)llyuly — J9,0; yu)
< (mg +mp)llyuly + collyullx. (2.6)

Combining (2.5) and (2.6), we have

mallully < (ma +mo)llyulx +collyulx + I fllvelully

and

(ma — (mg +mp)c)uly < e+ [ flve).
From (H;) we obtain required estimate. O

We now consider an optimization problem, which will be equivalent to Prob-
lem P;;,¢; under introduced assumptions. To this end, let the functional £ : VxV — R
be defined for all w, v € V as follows

1
L(w,v) = 5 (Av. Vhvesy = (f.v)vexy + T (yw. yv). 2.7

The next lemma collects some properties of the functional L.

Lemma 2 Under assumptions H(A), H(J), H(f) and (Hy), the functional L: V X
V — R defined by (2.7) satisfies

(1) L(w, -) is locally Lipschitz continuous for all w € V,

(i) B L(w,v) € Av — f+ y*hJ(yw, yv) forallw,v eV,
@iii) L(w, -) is strictly convex for all w € V,
@iv) L(w, -) is coercive forallw € V.
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Proof The proof of (i) is immediate since for a fixed w € V the functional L(w, -) is
locally Lipschitz continuous as a sum of locally Lipschitz continuous functions with
respect to v.

For the proof of (ii), we observe that from H(A) and H (f), the functions

1
fi:Vovi— 5<Av, Vivixy ER, i Vovi (f,v)ysxv €R

are strictly differentiable and

fiw)y=Av,  fr(v) = f.

Now, using the chain rule for generalized subgradient (cf. Propositions 3.35 and 3.37
in [15]), we obtain

LW, v) = fi(v) — f() + (] oy)(yw, v)
CAv— fH+y oJ(yw, yv),

which concludes (ii).

To prove (iii), first, we will show that for any fixed w € V, the operator v >
02 L(w, v) is strongly monotone. Then, we will use Theorem 3.4 in [7] to deduce that
L(w, -) is strongly convex for all w € V. Finally, the latter implies condition (iii).
Hence, it remains to show that v — 9 L(w, v) is strongly monotone. To this end,
let us fix w,v; € V withi = 1,2. We take ¢; € 3,L(w, v;). From (ii) there exist
zi € dJ(yw, yv;) such that

Gi=Av — f+y*z.
Hence, using H(A)(c) and (2.2), we obtain

(€1 — &2, v1 —v2)yrxy
= (Av — Ava, v1 — V) vy + (Y¥21 — ¥ ¥ 22, 01 — 2)vExy
> mallvy — v2ll} + (21 — 22, YV1 — YU2)xexx
> mallvi — 2]y — mallyvr — yualy

2 2
= (mp —mgcy)|lvr —v2]ly.

From (Hy) we see that 9, L(w, -) is strongly monotone for every w € V.
For the proof of (iv), let us fix w, v € V. From H(A)(c) and H(f) we obtain

1
L(w,v) = zmA”U”%/ — I fllv=llvlly + J (yw, yv). (2.8)
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Now, using the Lebourg mean value theorem (cf. Proposition 3.36 in [15]), we get that
there exists A € (0, 1) and n € 92(J o y)(yw, Av) such that

J(yw,yv) = (0, v)vexv + J(yw,0). (2.9)
Since 92(J o y)(yw, Av) C y*drJ (yw, Ayv) we have n € y*9,J (yw, Ayv). Then

there exists z; € d2J (yw, Ayv) such that n = y*z;. Taking z5 € 3, J (yw, 0) and by
(2.1), we obtain

My 21— v* a2, vvey = (21 — 22, W) xexx = —maldyvly = —mar’cl o]y,
and this, along with the fact that A € (0, 1), leads to
(1, V) vexy = —macs [Vll5 + (22, YV)xexx- (2.10)

Using H (J)(b), we get

(22, YV) xrxex = 22, ¥V xoxex| = —1102J (yw. 0 x=llyvllx = —c(1+ wly)lvly.
@2.11)

Combining (2.8)—(2.11) and because J(yw, 0) is bounded from below for fixed w,
we get

1
L(w,v) = <5mA -~ maci) lvlly = cllvlly —c.

From (Hy) we see that L(w, -) is coercive for every w € V. O
The problem under consideration reads as follows.
Problem P,y Findu € V such that

0€ 0 L(u,u).

We are now in a position to prove the existence and uniqueness result for the above
optimization problem.

Lemma 3 Assume that H(A), H(J), H(f) and (Hy) hold. Then Problem Py, has a
unique solutionu € V.

Proof We introduce operator A: V — V defined for all w € V as follows

Aw = argmin L(w, v).
veV

From Lemma 2(i), (iv) we see that for fixed w functional L(w, -) is proper, lower
semicontinuous and coercive. This implies that it attains a global minimum. Unique-
ness of that minimum is guaranteed by Lemma 2(iii). We can conclude that operator
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A is well defined. Now we prove that it is a contraction. Take u; € V fori = 1,2 and
let ; = Au;. Because of strict convexity of L(w, -), we have

u; = argmin L(u;,v) ifandonlyif 0 € 92L(u;, u;)
veV

(see Theorem 1.23 in [13]). From similar arguments to those used in proofs of Lem-
mata 1 and 2 with fixed first argument of functional £, we have for all v € V

(f — Ay, v)vexy < Jd(yui, yiii; yv).

Taking for i = 1 value v = up — uy, for i = 2 value v = u| — u and adding these
inequalities, we obtain

(Auy — A, ) — U2)vexv
< Jyur, yity; yita — yiy) + J9 (yua, yiia; yity — yita).
From assumptions H (A)(c) and H(J)(c), we get

o~ —~ 2 ~ —~ 2 ~ ~
malluy —uzlly < mallyur — yurlly +mellyur — yusllxllyur — yuzl x.

. . . 2 2 .
Using the elementary inequality ab < % + %, we obtain

2
LCy

2 -~ -~ 12
> (ley —uzlly + llur —uzlly).

~ —~ 2 2~ ~ 2
malluy —uzlly < macy luy —uzlly +

Because of (Hy), we can rearrange these terms to get

2
mpc
-~ -~ 2 14 2
luy —uzlly < lur — uzlly .
V= 2my —2mac)2/ —mLcJ% v

Using assumption (Hj) once more, we obtain that the operator A is a contraction.
From the Banach fixed point theorem we know that there exists a unique #* € V such
that Au™ = u*,500 € L L(u*™, u™). O

Let us conclude the results from Lemmata 1, 2 and 3 in the following theorem.

Theorem 4 Assume that H(A), H(J), H(f) and (H,) hold. Then Problems P;,.; and
Pop: are equivalent, they have a unique solution u € V and this solution satisfies

lully < X+ fllv)

with a positive constant c.
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Proof Lemma 2(ii) implies that every solution to Problem P, solves Problem P;;,.;.
Using this fact, Lemmata 1 and 3 we see that a unique solution to Problem Py, is
also a unique solution to Problem P;,.;. Because of the uniqueness of the solution to
Problem P;;,; we get that Problems P, and Py, are equivalent. The estimate in the
statement of the theorem follows from Lemma 1. O

3 Numerical Scheme

Let V C V be a finite dimensional subspace with a discretization parameter /1 > 0.
We present the following discrete scheme of Problem P,;.

Problem P}, Find u" € V" such that

0e hlLw, u.

We remark that existence of a unique solution to Problem prt and equivalence to the
discrete version of Problem P, follow from application of Theorem 4 in this new
setting. Now let us present the following main theorem concerning error estimatie of
introduced numerical scheme.

Theorem 5 Assume that H(A), H(J), H(f) and (Hy) hold. Then for the unique
solutions u and u" to Problems P, and Pohpt, respectively, there exists a constant
¢ > 0 such that

e —ut|l5, < ¢ ,ingh{nu—vhn%||yu—yvh||x+R<u,vh>}, 3.0
v'he

where a residual quantity is given by
R(u, v") = (Au,o" =)oy + (f,u = 0" )yxy. (3.2)

Proof Let u be a solution to Problem P,,; and u” be a solution to Problem P’ . Then

opt*
they are solutions to corresponding inclusion problems and satisfy respectively

(f — Au, v)yxxy < Jzo(yu, yu; yv) for allv eV, (3.3)
(f — Aul, v)yexy < B (yu”, yul; yv) for allv e VI, (3.4)

Taking (3.3) with v = u" — u, and (3.4) with v = v" — u”, then adding these
inequalities, we obtain for all v € V"

(f 0" —u)yexy + (Au" — Au, u" — uyyey — (Au, 0" —u)yey

< Byu, yu; yu — yu) + 1 (pu”, yuls yot — yuy. (3.5)
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We observe that by subadditivity of generalized directional derivative (cf. [15], Propo-
sition 3.23(i)) and H (J)(c), we have

Jé)(yu, yu; yul — yu) + Jé)(yuh, yuls yolt — yuly
< J?(J/u, yus yul — yu) + Jg(yuh, yus yu — yuly + Jé)(yuh, yuls yol — yu)
< (na +mp) v = yulk + (co+ (1 + eDllyulIx) Iyv" = yullx. (3.6)
From the statement of Lemma 1 applied to discrete version of Problem P;,.; we get
that ||yu||x < cy||uh||v < c(1 + | fllv+) is uniformly bounded with respect to 4.

Hence, returning to (3.5) and using (3.6), we obtain for all v e vh

(Au" — Au,u" —u)ysxy < (Au" — Au, o™ —uyvegy + (Au, 0" — u)yexy

+(fou = 0"y + (e +mp)es " —ully + cllyv" — yullx.
By assumption H (A) and definition (3.2), we get for all v € V"

h 2 h h h
mallu® —ully < cllu” —ullv|v® —ully + R(u, v%)

+ (mg +mp)cElu—u" I} + ¢ lyu — yo|Ix.

Finally, the elementary inequality ab < sa” + % with ¢ > 0 yields

2
hy2 2 , € hy2 h
mallu —u”|ly <eéellu—u IIV+EIIM—U Iy + R(u, v")

+ (mg +mp)ctlu—u" |3 + ¢ lyu — yo"|Ix.

This is equivalent for all v" € V" to
c
(ma = (ma+mp)el =) lu =1 = S = o1 + R + ¢y = o x.

Taking sufficiently small ¢ and using (Hy) we obtain the desired conclusion. O

4 Application to Contact Mechanics

In this section we apply the results of previous sections to a sample mechanical contact
problem. Let us start by introducing the physical setting and notation.

An elastic body occupies a domain Q C R4 , where d = 2, 3 in application. We
assume thatits boundary I" is divided into three disjoint measurable parts: I'p, I'c, I'y,
where the part I'p has a positive measure. Additionally I is Lipschitz continuous, and
therefore the outward normal vector v to I exists a.e. on the boundary. The body is
clamped on I'p, i.e. its displacement is equal to 0 on this part of boundary. A surface
force of density f y acts on the boundary I'y and a body force of density f acts in €.
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The contact phenomenon on I'¢ is modeled using general subdifferential inclusions.
We are interested in finding the displacement of the body in a static state.

Let us denote by “-” and || - || the scalar product and the Euclidean norm in R or S¢,
respectively, where S¢ = Rfyxnf. Indices i and j run from 1 to d and the index after a
comma represents the partial derivative with respect to the corresponding component
of the independent variable. Summation over repeated indices is implied. We denote
the divergence operator by Dive = (o;; ;). The standard Lebesgue and Sobolev
spaces L2(Q)? = L?(Q; R?) and H'(Q)? = H'(Q;R?) are used. The linearized
(small) strain tensor for displacement u € H ! (Q)d is defined by

1
e(u) = (&), ¢&ij(u) = E(“i,j +uji).

Letu, = u-vand o, = av-v be the normal components of # and o, respectively, and
letu; = u—u,v and 0, = ov — o, v be their tangential components, respectively. In
what follows, for simplicity, we sometimes do not indicate explicitly the dependence
of various functions on the spatial variable x.

Now let us introduce the classical formulation of considered mechanical contact
problem.

Problem P: Find a displacement field u: Q — R and a stress field o : Q@ — S¢
such that

o = A(e(u)) in 4.1)

Dive + fp =0 in “4.2)
u=>0 onI'p “4.3)

ov=fy on 'y “4.4)

—oy € 3j,(uy) onI'¢ 4.5)

—07 € he(uy) 9jr(us) onlc (4.6)

Here, Eq. (4.1) represents an elastic constitutive law and A is an elasticity opera-
tor. Equilibrium equation (4.2) reflects the fact that problem is static. Equation (4.3)
represents clamped boundary condition on I'p and (4.4) represents the action of the
traction on I'y. Inclusion (4.5) describes the response of the foundation in normal
direction, whereas the friction is modeled by inclusion (4.6), where j, and j, are
given superpotentials, and /. is a given friction bound.

We consider the following Hilbert spaces

H=L*:S), V={weH Q@ v=00nTp},

endowed with the inner scalar products
(0, )H =/ oijtijdx,  (u,v)y = (e(u), e(v)y,
Q
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respectively. The fact that space V equipped with the norm || - ||y is complete fol-
lows from Korn’s inequality, and its application is allowed because we assume that
meas(I'p) > 0. We consider the trace operator y: V. — L>(I'c)¢ = X. By the
Sobolev trace theorem we know that y € £(V, X) with the norm equal to ¢, .

Now we present the hypotheses on data of Problem P.

H(A) : A: QxS?— $9 satisfies

(@ A(x, ) = (ajjin(x)Tp) forall T € S? ae. x € Q, ajjkn € L®(Q),

b)) Ax, 7)) 12 =11 Ax, 72) forall 71,7, € S4, ae. x € 2,
(c) thereexistsm 4 > Osuch that A(x, t)-7 > mv4||1:||2 forallt € S, ae.x € Q.

H(j,): Jjv:Tc xR — Rsatisfies
(@) Jjy(-, &) is measurable on I'c for all & € R and there exists ¢ € L*(I'¢) such
that ju (-, e()) € L' (Tc),

(b) jy(x,-) is locally Lipschitz continuous on R for a.e. x € I'c,
(c) there exist ¢y, ¢y1 > 0 such that

[02jv(x,E)] < cvo+cy1lé] forallé e R, ae.x € I'c,

(d) there exists «, > 0 such that

()3, €15 8 — &) + (03, &2 8 — &) < aylé) — &
forall &1, € R,a.e.x € I'c.
H(j;): jr:Tc¢x R? — R satisfies
(@) j.(-, &) is measurable on I'c for all £ € R? and there exists e € L2(I'¢)? such

that j. (-, e()) € L' (T'¢),
(b) there exists ¢; > 0 such that

e &) = je(x, 2| < ccll§) —Eoll forall§), &, € R, ae.x € Tc,

(c) there exists a; > 0 such that

o), &8, — &)+ (o) (x, 623 &) — &) < arllE) — &7

forall §,,&, e R?, ae. x € I'c.
Hh) : h:: Tec x R— R satisfies

(@) h:(-, n)is measurable on I'¢c foralln e R,
(b) there exists i; > O suchthat 0 < h;(x,n) < h, foralln € R,a.e.x € I'c,
(c) there exists Ly, > 0 such that
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|he(x,m1) — he(x, m2)| < Lp It —m2| forallpy, 2 € R, ae.x € I'c.

(Ho) : foeL*(Q), fyelL*Twn)".

We remark that condition H (j;)(b) is equivalent to the fact that j; (x, -) is locally
Lipschitz continuous and there exists ¢; > 0 such that |92 j;(x, &)|| < ¢ for all
& e RY and a.e. x € 'c. Moreover, condition H (h)(b) is sufficient to obtain pre-
sented mathematical results, but from mechanical point of view we should additionally
assume that /4 (r) = 0 for r < 0. This corresponds to the situation when body is sepa-
rated from the foundation and friction force vanishes.

Using the standard procedure, the Green formula and the definition of generalized sub-
differential, we obtain a weak formulation of Problem P in the form of hemivariational
inequality.

Problem Py,; Find a displacement u € V such that forallv € V

(Au, v)ysxy +/ S, yu(e), yux); yo(x))da = (f, v)yexv. 4.7

I'c

Here, the operator A: V — V*and f € V* are defined for all w, v € V as follows

(Aw, v)y+xv = (A(e(w)), e(v)) 7,

(f,v>v*><v=/. fo-vdx—i—/ fn-yvda
Q 'y

and j: I'c x R? x R? — R is defined for all 5, &£ € R? and x € I'¢c by

j(xv "7§):jv(xssv)+hf(x’ Tlv)jr(x’st)- (48)

It is easy to check that under assumptions H (A) and (Hp), the operator A and the
functional f satisfy H(A) and H(f), respectively. We also define the functional
J: L2(Te)? x LA(Te)? — Rforall w, v € L2(T'¢c)? by

J(w,v) = / jx, w(x), v(x))da. “4.9)
e

Below we present some properties of the functional J.

Lemma 6 Assumptions H(j,), H(j;) and H(h) imply that functional J defined by
(4.8)—(4.9) satisfies H(J).

Proof We first observe that from H(j,)(a),(b), H(j;)(a),(b) and H(h)(a),(c) the
function j(-, 5, &) is measurable on I'c, there exist ej,ex € L2(T'¢)? such that
jG,e1(:),ex(")) € LYTe), j(x, -, &) is continuous and j(x, 1, -) is locally Lipschitz.
Moreover, by H (j,)(c), H(j;)(c) and H (h)(b) we easily conclude

185 e, m, E)I1 < 1920 (x, E)] + e (e, ) 1922 (8, )N < cuo + (ev1 + hr co) £l
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Applying Corollary 4.15 in [15], we obtain that functional J is well defined, locally
Lipschitz with respect to the second variable and the growth condition H (J)(b) holds
with cg = /2 meas(T¢) v, ¢1 = /2 (cy1 + hecr) and ¢z = 0.

To prove H(J)(c), we take ;, &; € R?, i = 1,2, and by the sum rules (cf. Proposi-
tion 3.35 in [15]) and from H (j,)(d), H (j;)(b),(c) and H (h)(b),(c), we obtain
G by — £ + S 2 61— £)
< G030, E1vs S0 — E10) + ()3, E205 610 — £20)
e ) (U08Ce, 8125 820 — 1) + U3, o £ — 820
+ (he e, ) = he Geom)) (O3 (6 € §1p — £ap)
< (@ +hrao) 1§ = &7 + La,ccllny — mall 161 — &1l

And consequently, since

J(w, v; 2) 5/ Je, w(x), v(x); z(x)) da
Ic

(cf. Corollary 4.15(iii) in [15]), we have

Jg(wl, v; v —vp) + Jg(wz, v2; V] — V2)

< fl(«xv + Trare) |91 () = 020 + Ly cr |01 () = wa @) 01 (6) = v2(0)]) da.
C

Hence, by the Holder inequality, we obtain H (J)(c) with my = «, + hra, and
mp = Lp, cr. i

With the above properties, we have the following existence and uniqueness result for
Problem Py,;.

Theorem 7 If assumptions H(A), H(j,), H(j;), H(h), (Hy) and (Hy) hold, then
Problems Py and Pipc are equivalent. Moreover, they have a unique solutionu € V
and this solution satisfies

lully <c @+ fllve)

with a positive constant c.

Proof We notice that the assumptions of Theorem 4 are satisfied. This implies that
Problem P;;,; has a unique solution. By (2.4) and Corollary 4.15(iii) in [15] we get
that every solution to Problem P;,.; solves Problem Py,;. Using similar technique as
in the proof of Lemma 1, we can show that if Problem Py,; has a solution, it is unique.
Combining these facts we obtain our assertion.

We conclude this section by providing a sample error estimate under additional
assumptions on the solution regularity. We consider a polygonal domain €2 and a space
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of continuous piecewise affine functions V”. We introduce the following discretized
version of Problem Pjy;.

Problem P,f’v ; Find a displacement u" € V" such that for all v € V"
<Au”,v’“>v*xv+/ S yu ), yu o); yv" ) da = (f, 0" )vexy. (410)
'c

Theorem 8 Assume H(A), H(j,), H(j;), H(h), (Hy) and (Hy) and assume the solu-
tion regularity u € HZ(Q)d, yu € H2(Fc)d, ov € Lz(Fc)d. Additionally, assume
that U ¢ is a flat component of the boundary T. Then, for the solution u to Problem Pjy;
and the solution u" to Problem P}f’v ; there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

le —uly < ch.
Proof We denote by IT"u € V" the finite element interpolant of u. By the standard
finite element interpolation error bounds (see [5]) we have forall n € H 2(Q)d such

that yn € H*(I'¢c)?

lln = T"nllv < ch il g2 g (4.11)
lyn =y "0l 2yt < ch* 1y all ey (4.12)
We now bound the residual term defined by (3.2) using similar procedure to that one

described in [8]. Let v = +w in inequality (4.7), where the arbitrary function w € V
is such that w € C*°()? and w = 0 on I'p U I'c. Then we obtain the identity

(Au, wyyxy = (f, w)ysxy.

From this identity, using fundamental lemma of calculus of variations, we can deduce
that

Div A(e(w))+ fo =0 in , (4.13)
ov=fy onIly. (4.14)

We multiply equation (4.13) by v" — u and obtain

/av-(yuh—yu)da—f .A(e(u))~e(vh—u)dx+/ fo- " —uydx =0.
r Q Q
(4.15)

Using the homogenous Dirichlet boundary condition of v — u on I'p and the traction
boundary condition given by (4.14) we have

<Au,v”—u>v*xv=f v (0" —yuwyda+ (fi o' —wyexy.  (4.16)
e
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Using this and (3.2) we obtain
Ru o) = [ oo —ywda s clyu =y g @17)
C
From inequalities (3.1), (4.11), (4.12) and (4.17) we get
= a1 < ¢ (= 0wl + Iy =y Pull ) < b,

and we obtain required estimate. O

5 Simulations

In this section we present results of our computational simulations. From Theorems 4
and 7 we know that Problems Pp,; and P, are equivalent. Hence, we can apply
numerical scheme Pohp, and use Theorem 5 to approximate solution of Py,,;. We employ
Finite Element Method and use space V" of continuous piecewise affine functions as a
family of approximating subspaces. The idea for algorithm used to calculate solution of
discretized problem is based on the proof of Lemma 3 and is described by Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Iterative optimization algorithm

Lete > 0 and ug be given
k<0
repeat

k<—k+1

h_ . h h
uy = argmingy yn Luy_y, o)
until [ —ul_ ||y <e

h
return u;

In order to minimize not necessarily differentiable function L(w", ) we use Pow-
ell’s conjugate direction method. This method was introduced in [18] and does
not require the assumption on differentiability of optimized function. Other, more
refined nonsmooth optimization algorithms described for example in [1], could also
be adapted. For a starting point ug we take a solution to problem withov =0 on I'c,
although it can be chosen arbitrarily.

We set d = 2 and consider a rectangular set 2 = [0, 2] x [0, 1] with following
parts of the boundary

Fp={0} x[0,1], Ty =(0,2] x {1H U ({2} x[0,1]), Ic=1I0,2]x {0}.
The elasticity operator A is defined by

A(t) = 2nt + Atr(T)1, TeS%
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1.0 A

0.8 A

0.6

0.4 A

0.2 A

0.0

0.00 0.25 050 0.75 1.00 125 150 1.75 2.00

Fig. 1 Initial data

Here I denotes the identity matrix, tr denotes the trace of the matrix, A and n are the
Lamé coefficients, A, > 0. In our simulations we take the following data
A=n=4,
uo(x) =(0,0), x e Q,
0, & € (—o0, 0),

jox, §) = 1 1062, 6€[0. 0., x e,
0.1, £ €[0.1, 00),

je(x, &) =In(lE + 1), &eR? xelc,

0, ne(=00,0),

h,(x,n): 877’ 716[070-1), xe]"c,
0.8 5 €[0.1, 0)

Sfo(x) =(-12, -0.9), x e Q,
fy@) =(0,0), xeQ.

Both functions j, and j; are nondifferentiable and nonconvex. Our aim is to investigate
reaction of the body to various modifications of input data.

In Fig. 1 we present output obtained without any modifications. We push the body
down and to the left with a force f. As a result the body penetrates the foundation,
but because of frictional forces it is squeezed to the left more in the higher part than
in the lower part. In Fig. 2 we modify the function /. to be given by
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1.0 A
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o, 0008
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0.00 025 050 0.75 1.00 125 150 175 2.00

Fig.2 Modified function /i

1.0 A1

0.8 A

0.6 A

0.4 1

0.2 A

0.0 A

0.00 025 050 0.75 100 1.25 150 175 2.00

Fig.3 Modified function j,

0 ne (_0070)7
he(x,p) = 160, 1 €[0,0.1),  x e
1.6 1 €l0.1,00)

As aresult we see that the penetration of the foundation does not change, but increased
friction prevents the body from sliding to the left on I'c. In Fig. 3 we return to original
data and modify only the function j, to the following

0 £ € (—o0, 0),
ju(x, &) ={30&% £ €0, 0.1), xeTlc.
0.3, £ €[0.1, c0),
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0.00 A

—0.25 4
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Fig.4 Increased force f

2—5 i

2—6 -

1/256 1/128 1/64 1/32 1/16 1/8 1/4 1/2
h

Fig.5 Numerical errors

We can observe that the response of the foundation is more significant and the body
moves downward only slightly. At the same time friction decreases due to influence
of function /4, that depends on normal component of body displacement. In Fig. 4 we
once more return to original data and slightly increase force f to be equal to

Sfox)=(-12, —1.0), x € Q.

As aresult, the body breaks through the threshold of quadratic response of the function
Jv into the part where this function is constant. This reflects the situation when there
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is no response of the foundation in normal direction (e.g. the foundation broke) and
causes the penetration to increase drastically.

In order to illustrate the error estimate obtained in Sect. 4, we present a comparison
of numerical errors ||u — u”||y computed for a sequence of solutions to discretized
problems. We use a uniform discretization of the problem domain according to the
spatial discretization parameter s. The boundary I'c of €2 is divided into 1/k equal
parts. We start with 4 = 1, which is successively halved. The numerical solution
corresponding to 2 = 1/512 was taken as the “exact” solution u. The numerical results
are presented in Fig. 5, where the dependence of the error estimate ||u — u" ||y with
respect to 4 is plotted on a log—log scale. A first order convergence can be observed,
providing numerical evidence of the theoretical optimal order error estimate obtained
at the end of Sect. 4.
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