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SIMPLIFIED WEAK GALERKIN AND NEW FINITE DIFFERENCE
SCHEMES FOR THE STOKES EQUATION

YUJIE LIU* AND JUNPING WANG 1

Abstract. This article presents a simplified formulation for the weak Galerkin finite element
method for the Stokes equation without using the degrees of freedom associated with the unknowns
in the interior of each element as formulated in the original weak Galerkin algorithm. The simplified
formulation preserves the important mass conservation property locally on each element and allows
the use of general polygonal partitions. A particular application of the simplified weak Galerkin on
rectangular partitions yields a new class of 5- and 7-point finite difference schemes for the Stokes
equation. An explicit formula is presented for the computation of the element stiffness matrices
on arbitrary polygonal elements. Error estimates of optimal order are established for the simplified
weak Galerkin finite element method in the H! and L? norms. Furthermore, a superconvergence
of order O(h3/2) is established on rectangular partitions for the velocity approximation in the H?!
norm at cell centers, and a similar superconvergence is derived for the pressure approximation in
the L? norm at cell centers. Some numerical results are reported to confirm the convergence and
superconvergence theory.

Key words. Finite difference methods, superconvergence, Simplified weak Galerkin, Stokes
equation.
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1. Introduction. This paper is concerned with the development of a simplified
formulation for the weak Galerkin finite element method for the Stokes equation
developed in [20]. For simplicity, consider the following 2D Stokes problem which
seeks a velocity field w and a pressure unknown p satisfying

—Au+Vp =f inQ,
(1.1) divu =0 1in Q,
u =0 onT,

where Q is a bounded polygonal domain with boundary T' = 9Q, £ = (f(1), f))?
represents external source, and the pressure function p is assumed to have mean value
zero; i.e., [, pdQ = 0.

The weak Galerkin finite element method (WG-FEM) is a natural extension of
the standard conforming finite element method where differential operators are ap-
proximated as discrete distributions or discrete weak derivatives. WG-FEM has the
flexibility of dealing with discontinuous elements while sharing the same weak for-
mulation with the classical conforming finite element methods. Following its first
development in [I8] [I9] for second order elliptic equations, the method has gained
a lot attention and popularity and has been applied to various PDEs including the

*School of Data and Computer Science, Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou, 510275, China (li-
uyujieb@mail.sysu.edu.cn). The research of Liu was partially supported by Guangdong Provincial
Natural Science Foundation (No. 2017A030310285), Shandong Provincial natural Science Foundation
(No. ZR2016AB15) and Youthful Teacher Foster Plan Of Sun Yat-Sen University (No. 171gpy118),

fDivision of Mathematical Sciences, National Science Foundation, Alexandria, VA 22314
(jwang@nsf.gov). The research of Wang was supported in part by the NSF IR/D program, while
working at National Science Foundation. However, any opinion, finding, and conclusions or recom-
mendations expressed in this material are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views
of the National Science Foundation,



Stokes equation, biharmonic equation, elasticity equation, and Maxwell’s equations,
see [16], 211 [I1] and the references therein for more details.

In this paper, we propose a simplified formulation for the weak Galerkin finite
element method for the Stokes equation. In the simplified weak Galerkin (SWG), the
degree of freedoms involves only those on the element boundary; i.e., the unknowns
associated with the interior of each element in the original weak Galerkin are not
used at all in SWGQG. This simplified formulation still preserves the important mass
conservation property locally on each element and allows the use of general polygo-
nal partitions. The stability and convergence is established by following the general
framework developed in [20], but with a non-trivial modification due to the absence
of the interior unknowns employed in the original weak Galerkin. A comprehensive
formula for the computation of the element stiffness matrices is presented for a better
understanding and dissemination of the method. As a particular case study, the global
stiffness matrix for the simplified weak Galerkin is assembled on uniform rectangu-
lar partitions, yielding a new class of 5- and 7-point finite difference schemes for the
Stokes equation. Furthermore, a superconvergence is established in the H'! norm for
the velocity approximation at cell centers, as well as for the pressure approximation
in the L? norm at cell centers on (nonuniform) rectangular partitions. A section is
devoted to the description of the new class of 5- and 7-point finite difference schemes
in order to facilitate the practical use of this scheme. Due to the connection between
the finite difference scheme and the simplified weak Galerkin finite element method,
the convergence theory developed for SWG can be easily extended to the new finite
difference schemes. The local conservation property is also inherited by the finite
difference scheme. The SWG method indeed provides a way to generalize the new
finite difference scheme from regular Cartesian grids to irregular polygonal grids.

There are existing finite difference schemes in literature for solving the Stokes
equations [22] [I5] [10]. The MAC scheme [22] is one of the finite difference methods
that has enjoyed a lot attention and popularity in computational fluid dynamics.
Nicolaides [14] showed that the MAC method can be seen as a special case of the co-
volume formulation. Han and Wu [7] derived the MAC scheme from a newly proposed
mixed finite element method, in which the two components of the velocity and the
pressure are defined on different meshes (an approach that resembles the MAC idea).
Recently, Kanschat [8] showed that the MAC scheme is algebraically equivalent to
the divergence-conforming discontinuous Galerkin method with a modified interior
penalty formulation. In [I3], Minev demonstrated that the MAC scheme can be
interpreted within the framework of the local discontinuous Galerkin (LDG) methods.
The 5- and 7-point finite difference schemes of this paper are based on different stencils
from the MAC scheme, and therefore represent a new class of numerical schemes which
are stable and have error estimates of optimal order.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section [2] we present a simplified version
of the weak Galerkin finite element method on arbitrary polygonal partitions. In
Section [3] we present a formula with comprehensive derivation for the computation
of the element stiffness matrices in SWG. In Section [4 we apply the SWG scheme
to uniform rectangular partitions and derive a class of 5- and 7-point finite difference
schemes. In particular, Subsection is devoted to a presentation of the class of
5-point finite difference scheme for the model problem (1.1)). In Section [5} we provide
a stability analysis for the simplified weak Galerkin. In Section [6] we derive some
error estimates for the SWG approximations in various Sobolev norms. In Section
a superconvergence result is developed for the numerical velocity and pressure arising
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from rectangular partitions. Finally, in Section [8] we present a few numerical results
to demonstrate the efficiency and accuracy of SWG.

2. A Simplified Weak Galerkin. Assume that the domain is of polygonal type
and is partitioned into unstructured polygons T, = {T'}. Let T € T, be a polygonal
element of N sides (e.g., a hexahedron shown in Fig. . Denote by {e;}¥; the
edge set of T. Denote by M; the midpoint of the edge e;, and n; the outward normal
direction of e;; see Fig.

Given any piecewise constant function u; on the boundary of T' € Tp; i.e., uple, =
up,;, we define the weak gradient of u, on T" by

N
1
(2.1) Vaup = mZub,ﬂei\ni,
i=1

where |e;]| is the length of the edge e;, |T'| is the area of the element T'. For convenience,
we denote by W (T') the space of piecewise constant functions on 9T'. The global finite
element space W(7},) is constructed by patching together all the local elements W (T")
through single values on interior edges. The subspace of W(7}) consisting of functions
with vanishing boundary value is denoted as Wy(7p,).

We use the conventional notation of P;(T) for the space of polynomials of degree
j>0onT. For each u, € W(T'), we associate it with a linear extension in T', denoted
by s(up) € Pi(T), satisfying

N
(2.2) > (s(up)(M;) — w1 )o(M;)|es| =0 Vv € Py(T).

i=1
It is easy to see that s(uyp) is well defined by , and its computation is simple and
local. In fact, s(up) can be viewed as an extension of up from 9T to T through a
least-squares fitting.

ng ns
€6 €5
€1 €4
n; ny
€2 €3
no ns

Fic. 2.1. An illustrative hexahedron element

On each element T' € T, we introduce the following stabilizer:

N
St (up, vw) = h™1 Y (5(up)(Mi) — up,i) (s(0p) (M) — vp,i)ei]
(2.3) s

= h™HQus(up) — up, Qps(vp) — vp)or
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for uy, v, € W(T), where @ is the L? projection operator onto W(T) and {-,-)ar
stands for the usual L? inner product in L?(9T). The weak gradient and the lo-
cal stabilizer defined in and can be extended naturally to vector-valued
function, for example in the two dimensional space we would have

L kub
(2.4) Vwlyp = [vazl
(2.5) ST(ub, 'wb) = S’T(ub, wp) + ST(’Ub7 Zb)

for w, = [Z:] € [W(T)]? and wy, = [Zﬂ € [W(T))2.

For u, € [W(T))?, the weak divergence of u; is defined as a constant on T
satisfying the following equation:

(26) (Vw *Up, 1)T = <Ub -n, 1>8T~

The weak divergence is therefore given by

LN
(2.7) Vi - wp|r = [l >
i=1

I R

The Simplified Weak Galerkin (SWG) method for the Stokes equation (1.1]) seeks
uy, € [Wo(Tn)]?, pn € Po(Th) such that

kS (up, vp) + (Vwts, Vuvs) = (V- vp,pn) = (f,5(vs)),
(2.8)

(Vw s Up, w) = 0,

for all vy, € [Wy(Tp)]? and w € Py(T},), where S(up, vp) := Y 7 Sr(up, vp) and £ > 0
is any prescribed stabilization parameter.

3. On the Computation of Element Stiffness Matrices. The simplified
weak Galerkin finite element method ([2.8]) can be reformulated as follows:
(3.1)

Z <nST(uz>,wb) + (Vwtup, Vywp)r — (Vo [%b] ,ph)T> = Z(f(l)aﬁ(wb))Tv
T T

Z (HST(’Ub;Zb) + (Vwvp, Vz)r — (Vi - Bb] ,Ph)T> = Z(f(Q)vﬁ(Zb))Ta
S [ or =

for all wy, 2z, € Wo(Tp) and x € Py(Ty). From (3.1), the element stiffness matrix on
T € Tp consists of three sub-matrices corresponding to the following forms:

Up

St(up, wp), (Vwts, Vyws)r, and (Vy, - ['Ub

} X)T-

The goal of this section is to derive the matrix for each of the three forms.



Denote by X,,,, X,,, and P the vector representation of uy, vy, and p, given by

Up,1 Ub,1
Up,2 Up,2

Xy, = . s Xy, = . |, and P = [pg].
Uy, N Up,N

s

Here up; and vy 3,72 = 1... N, represent the values of u; and v at the midpoint M; of
the edge e;, and P is the value of p;, at the center of T'. The following theorem gives
a computational formula for the element stiffness matrix and the element load vector.

THEOREM 3.1. The element stiffness matriz and the element load vector for the
SWG scheme are given in a block matriz form as follows:

kh~'A+ B 0 Q1| [Xu, Fy
(3.2) 0 KA+ B Qo | Xu |2 | B,
Qf Q4 oj [P 0

where the block components in (3.2)) are computed explicitly by:
A={aij}nxn =FE—EM(M'EM)*M'E,
B = {bi,j}NXN7 bz,] =n; n, |€11H6j‘7
T
D ={d; j}sxny = (M'EM) 'M'E,

= {fi(l)}lea fi(l) = / f(l)(xay)(dl,i + d2,z’(’l§ —xzr)+ dg,i(y — yr))dT,
T

Fo={fnwrs 2 = / FO (@) (dri + doi(x — wr) + ds i (y — yr))dT,
T
1

Q1 = {Qi}lea qi = |6i| [O] s Ny,
0

Q2 ={ai}nx1, ¢ = el L] ‘n;.

Here Q% and Q% stands for the transpose of Q1 and Q2, respectively. The matrices
M and E are given by

1 zy—2r y1—yr lei]
1 m—xr y2o—yr |ea|

M = . . . ) E= . ’
L oy =27 YN —¥Yr] Ny lenl] yxn

where My = (z7,yr) is any point on the plane (e.g., the center of T as a specific
case), (x;,y;) is the midpoint of e;, |e;| is the length of edge e;, n; is the outward
normal vector on e;, |T| is the area of the element T, and h is the diameter of the
element T. For simplicity, one may chose h = max; |e;|.

The rest of this section is devoted to a derivation of the formula (3.2)).

3.1. Element stiffness matrix for Sp(up, wp). For any u, € W(T'), the linear
extension of up, §(up), can be represented as follows:

s(up) = o + a1(z — 27) + a2y — y7)-
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By (2.2)), we have
Z(ﬁ(ub)(Mi) —upi)p(Mi)leil =0 V¢ e Pi(T).
It follows that
N
Z (a0 + an(z; — 27) + @2y — yr) — wpi) 9(Mi)leil =0 Vo € P(T),
i=1

where (x;,y;) is the midpoint of e;. In particular, we may choose ¢ = 1,2 —x1,y —yr
to obtain

(oo + a1(x; — ) + @2(yi — yr) — up i) lei] =0,

-

@
Il
-

(oo + ar(z; — o7) + a2(yi — yr) — ups) (x; — x7)|es] =0,

-

@
Il
-

-

(oo + ar(z; — xr) + a2(yi — yr) — uss) (Yi — yr)lei| =0,

i=1

which gives
(3.3)

M=

(a0 + a1 (z; —ar) + a2(yi — yr) Iezl—ZUM

1

.
Il

WE

(a0 + a1 (z; —2r) + a2(yi — yr)) (z; — z7)]es —Zubz z; — xr)les,
1

> (ao+ on(zi — 27) + a2y — yr)) (v — yr)le:| = Zubz Yyi — yr)ledl.
=1

2

Then (3.3]) can be reformulated as

Up,1
a0 Up,2
MEM oy | = M'E . ,
Q2
Up, N
which leads to
Up,1
@0 Up,2
(3.4) ar| = (M'EM)*M'E | .
(&%)

Ub,N



Since s(up) = ag + a1(z — ) + a2(y — yr), we have

s(up)(My) 1 -2 y1—yr
5(Ub)(M2) 1 xzo— a7 Y2 — Y1 Qo (&7s]
) = . ) ) ar| =M |y
: : : : ar o
s(up)(Mn) 1 zy—27 YN —yr
Up,1
Up,2
=M(M'EM)"*M'E
Ub, N

Let w;, be the basis function of W (T') corresponding to the edge e; of T’ i.e.,

W — 1, on ey,
71 0, on other edges,

that is wy; = 1, wp g1, n}/; = 0, then the coefficient (avg, a1, a2)? for s(wy) is given

.....

by
Wp,1 0
(e 75} : . le
ar| =(M'EM)*M'E | wy; | = (M'EM)'M'E |1| £ |da;
s . : ds,
Wy, N 0
Thus, we have
N
St(up, wp) = B (s(up) (M) = wp ) (s(wy) (M) — wp ;) |es]
=1
N
= ™'Y (uni — s(up) (M) yw i e
(3.5) i=1
Up,1
1 t 1 t Ub,2
=h"- (IN—M(M EM)7 ME) . -wb7j|ej|
Up, N

J
where Iy is the N x N identity matrix. The identity (3.5 gives rise to the element
stiffness matrix for the term Sz (up, wp). The result can be summarized as follows.

THEOREM 3.2. For the polygonal element T depicted in Fig. the element
stiffness matriz corresponding to the bilinear form St(up, wy) is given by

(3.6) A={ai;}) ;i =h""(E—EM(M'EM)'M'E),
where
1 zy—2r y1—yr le1]
1 my—xp yo—yr lea]
M=|. ) ) , B =

L oy =27 YN —Uyr] oy lenl] yun
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Mr = (zp,yr) is the center of T or any point on the plane, (x;,y;) is the midpoint
of e;, |e;| is the length of edge e;, m; is the outward normal vector, |T| is the area of
the element T.

3.2. Element stiffness matrix for (V,up, Vywp)r. From the weak gradient

formulation (2.1)), we have

(3.7 (Vup, Vypwy)r = |T| Zub1n1|el| |T| Zwbjn]|ej|

|T| Zub an|ez| wb7]nJ|€]D

e;lle
-3 o

|
KMZ‘

Il
_

bi,j Ub,i Wb, -

(2

Thus, the corresponding element stiffness matrix is given by

€;ill€q
(38) _{b ;]}’L] 1 7J:(nln])| ||77|]|

3.3. Element stiffness matrix for (V,, - up, x)r. Note that x € Py(T) is a
constant. Thus, we have

(3.9) (Vi - up, X)T = / Vo - upxdl = X/ up - nds
T T
N Tu
= b’i . . .
= ; |:'Ub,i:| nz|€z|X

which gives the contribution of @1 and Q)2 in the element stiffness matrix.

3.4. Element load vector. For a computation of the element load vector cor-
responding to (f(V, s(wy))7, let wy, be the basis function of W (T') corresponding to
edge e; of T’ i.e.,

wr — 1, on ej,
>~ 0, on other edges.

The linear extension of wy is given by

s(wp) = d1j +da j(x —x7) +ds ;(y —yr),

where
Wp,1 0
dy; : :
doj| =(M'EM)""M'E |wy; | = (M'"EM)'M'E |1
ds ; . )

Wh, N 0



It follows that

Um£WMT=/fmdeT
(3.11) T

- / FO(@,y)(dr; + doj(x — 27) + ds j(y — yr))dT,
T

from which an element load vector can be easily computed. In practical computation,
the integral in (3.11]) should be approximated numerically by some quadrature rules.

4. SWG on Cartesian Grids. Counsider the Stokes problem (1.1)) defined on
the unit square domain Q = (0,1) x (0,1). A uniform mesh of the domain can be
given by the Cartesian product of two one-dimensional grids:

Tivp=(i+p—05)h, =010, p=01/2,
y]+M:(.]+M_O5)ha .]:05177”7 M:O71/2,

where n is a positive integer and h = 1/n is the meshsize. Denote by
Tij = w1, @it ] X (Y1, 9541, hj=1...,n

the square element centered at (x;,y;) for 7,5 = 1,--- ,n. The collection of all such
elements forms a uniform square partition 73 of the domain. The collection of all the
element edges is denoted as &,.

The goal of this section is to assemble the global stiffness matrix and the load
vector for the SWG scheme associated with uniform rectangular partitions 7,. The
resulting matrix problem can be seen as a finite difference scheme for the Stokes
equation. In particular, this will result in a new 5-point finite difference scheme when
the stabilization parameter has the value of Kk = 4.

Let T € T, be a rectangular element depicted in Fig. [A1] with center My =
(z7,yr). From (3.4), the linear extension of u, € W(T) (i.e., 5(up)) can be verified
to be (see Lemma 6.1 in [II] for details):

(4.1) s(up) = o + a1 (x — x7) + a2y — yr),
where

_ leal(upa +wn2) + les|(up,3 + up.a)

o 2lex] + 2les] ’
(4.2) ar = (up,2 — up1)/lesl, ’
g = (up g — up3)/lesl.
From we have
(s(vp) — vp)(M1) = (s(vp) — vp)(Ma)
(4.3) sl o o — o)
- 2(|€1| + ‘€3|) b3 b4 bl b2),
(s(vp) — vp)(M3) = (s(vp) — vp)(Ma)
(4.4) le1]

e
= —————(Up3 + Upa — Up1 — Vp2).
2erl + Jea) | L we)
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Hence,

(4.5) lex|(s(vp) — vp)(M1) = —les|(s(vp) — vp)(Ms3).
A by-product of is the following estimate:

(4.6) IVs(0)|lr < C||Vwor.

In addition, the linear function s(vy) — v} satisfies

(4.7)

ny

ng

ng

Fic. 4.1. An illustrative square element.

4.1. A T-point finite difference scheme. Two sets of grid points can be
generated by using the 1-d grid points {z;} and {y;}. The first consists of the mid-
points of all edges in &, (i.e., the dotted points colored in red in Figure , which
are used to approximate the velocity field. The second set of grid points consists of
all cell centers (i.e., the dotted points colored in blue in Figure , which are used
to approximate the pressure unknown.

Fi1G. 4.2. Grid points for the Stokes equation: (a) for the velocity (left, red dots), and (b) for
the pressure (right, blue dots).

Let wge = (uge, vie)t be the velocity approximation at the red-dotted grid points
(2, ye) and p;; be the approximate pressure at the blue-dotted grid points (x;,y;). It
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can be seen that a red-dotted grid point (xg,y,) is located on the boundary if either

k or /¢ takes the value of % or n + % The following is the main result of this section.
THEOREM 4.1. The simplified weak Galerkin scheme is algebraically equiv-

alent to the following finite difference scheme on uniform square partitions:

(4.8)

ClUiys j+ CoUip 1 5+ Cauy 1 5+ 04[ui+1’j,% F Ui w1+ ui’jJr%]

2
Piv1,j —Dij| _ h
+h[ ]0 J} —7fi+%,j7

Gl g Oy 1 03U 1 Calty g g F Wy g W ]
0 h?
+h = fiies
Dij+1 — Dij 2 Jhits

h[uﬁ_%d — “i—é,j] + h[vi7j+% - vm_%} = 0.

K K K
where ¢ = ¢3 = (Z 1), co = 5 +2, ¢4 = K > 0 is the stabilization parameter.
For k =4, we have ¢ = ¢5 =0, co = 4 and ¢4 = —1 so that the scheme (4.8)) gives

rise to the five-point finite difference scheme .

The rest of this subsection is devoted to a derivation of the finite difference scheme
(4.8). To this end, let wy be the basis function of W(T) corresponding to edge e; of
T (see Fig. [4.1)) so that

wr — 1, on ey,
710, one;,i=23,4.

On square elements where |e;| = |es|, from (4.4)) it is not hard to see that

(s, — ), = (wy — s(un))lav, = §.
(un = s(wn)lag, = (s = () lar, =~
Thus, we have
(4.9) (up — s(up), wy, — s(we))or = (up, wp — 8(wp))or

4
= leslup,i(wy — s(ws))|as,
=1

= Z(Ub,l + upo — Up3 — Upa),

4 4
1 1
(4.10) (Vwtp, Vypwy)r = <|T| Z up,iles|n, m Z wb,i|ei|ni>
i=1 i=1
_ l Up,2 — Up,1 l 0—1
“\h | wa—up3 |"h | 0-0 ]/,

1 2
= —|T)| (h) (Up,2 — up,1)

= Up,1 — Up,2,
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@y (s = [ (i‘;l#x—”)) aT
_ P30 ) L) OB
=5 |27 + £V = 27 e | + O(RT).

Analogously, the same techniques can be applied to the computation of Sy (vy, wy),
(vwvln vw'wb)Ta and (f(Q)a'g(wb))T‘

Next, let vy, be the vector basis function of [W(T)]? associated with edge e, that
is

o= || . oruy, = 0 with wy, = L on ey,
b= 1o | b= | 7 0, on other edges.

Then we have

1 0
(4.12) (Vw - 0o, pp)7 = pnleil [o} "M, or = palel] M m
= —hpp, or =0.
N 1 N 0
(4.13) (Vo - up, X)T = Zub,i {O] “nyles] + va,i L] “nle;]
i=1 i=1

= h(up,2 — up,1) + h(vpa — vp3).
Here x is the characteristic function of the element T'. Equations (4.9)), (4.10), (4.11)),

(4.12) and (4.13)) comprise the discrete scheme corresponding to the basis function wy
on edge ey of the element T

“(upy + b2 — Upz — Upa) + up1 — up2 — hpp = (F,s5(wp))r

A S

(4.14) Z('Ub,l + Up2 — Vb3 — Vpa) + Vb1 — Up2 = (f(2)75<wb))T

h(up2 —up1) + h(vpa — vp3) =0

The two local equations (4.14)) corresponding to the elements T; ; and Tj44,; that
share e, +1; as a common edge (see Fig. ) are given by

K
7 Wity H Ui = Ui g~ i) F Ui g~ Ui D

(4.15)
:/T FWs(wy)dx
i1,
and
K
Z(uiJr%,j T U = Uy n) T — U — hpi
(4.16)
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ij+3
i—3.j+1@ T+ Oi+1,j+1
ij+ 3 i+1,5+3 Yigrd
S Wiild 5 s S Lo
1= 5,)9 iy ‘ Tiy1,j @+ 35,J 1= 5,)9 Iy @+ 3,7
ij— % i+1j-3 ij—3
(a) Stencil for Uiyl (b) Stencil for Ui gyl

F1G. 4.3. Stencils for the finite difference scheme (4.8]).

Summing up the equations (4.15)) and (4.16)) yields the following global linear equation
corresponding to the degree of freedom (CEEWE

ClUiys j+ Coljp 1 j+c3u;_1 5+ 04[ui+1’j,% F Ul F U1 ui,ﬂ%]
(4.17) + Mpit1,; = pij)
= FWVs(wy)dT,
Ti i UTi41,5

K K
where ¢ = ¢c3 = 1, c0=—=+42, 042—1.

4 2

The right-hand side of (4.17) can be approximated by using proper numerical
integrations (the Simpson rule in the - direction and the midpoint rule in the y-
direction) as follows:

/ FWs(wy)dT
Ty UTit1,5

1 1
= /T f( )g(wb7(i+%7j))|Ti,de+/T. f( )5(wb,(i+%,j))|Ti+1,de

i1,
h2
= g[f(l)ﬁ(wb)w, A+ 4fWs(wp)|a, , + f(l)ﬁ(wb)\MH%)j]

i1

h2
(4.18) +5-[FDswn)lar,,, | + 4 Ds(wn)lasys, + I Vsl y ]+ O(h?)

%)

1 M, 3,0 h? 3 @ L. 4
Tl ) G e s — gl 1+ 00
h2

1 1 1 1 1
ﬂ[*f‘(—)% T afiy + Gfi(+)% T 4f50, — fi(+)% ST Omh

R ) 4
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where we have used the fact that

+

5(wb’(i+%’j)) T;; = (.’1? - xTi,J‘)7

==
S =

(wb (’L+2,j)) Tiv1,5 — (.’L‘ - xTL‘+1,j)'

It follows that (4.17)) can be rewritten as
g+ Uiy g g+ Catli_ g Calupiy joy Uiy g F oy U]
(4.19) + h(pit1,5 = pij)

fz+2 »J + O(h4)

Analogously, for the degree of freedom w; ; +1, We may obtain

C1U; J+3 + couy Jt+3 + C3U; 51 + C4[ z—f J+1 + uz—‘r ,J+1 +u, -1 + ui+%7j)]
Gy +O0Y).

The stencil for the unknown u, or more precisely for u, 1 (respectively Ui jy 1 ) is
the seven dotted-points shown in Fig. [£.3|a) (respectively Fig. [£.3|b)) with weights
K K K K K K K

4.21 A=(Z-1,242>—-1,-= = =2 =
( ) (4 ) 2 + 9 4 ) 47 47 47 4)
for k > 0.

The same calculation can be carried out for the second component v of the velocity
variable; details are omitted.

2. A 5-point finite difference Scheme. For the particular value of k = 4,
the weight A in (4.21)) for the 7-point stencil becomes to be

(4.22) A=(0,4,0,-1,—1,-1,-1)

so that is reduced to a 5-point finite difference scheme described as follows:

5-POINT FINITE DIFFERENCE ALGORITHM 4.1. Find uy and p;; such that (1)
the discrete homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition of uge = 0 is satisfied at all
the red dotted grid points (xy,ye) on the domain boundary, and (2) the following set
of finite difference equations are satisfied:

(4.23)
T e A A IR S e U S e U T " Bitlg—Pid 1f )
h2 9 i+3,7°
A gl — U gy T Wl WL ui+%u 1f
h2 DPi, J+1 —Pi,j 2 i,j+%’
i+dg T Uimgy Uiy T V-3 =0,
where
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By using the component notation for the velocity u = (u,v)!, we may rewrite the
finite difference equations (|4.23) as follows:

(4.24)
h? )
(4uz‘+%,j T UL T Uil T UL T “i,j+%) +h(piv1; = pij)= 9 Jitd g
2
(A0 1 = Vg 1 — Vg g el — Vs 1 — U, 1)—h7f(2)
it+3,J i+1l,j—5 i+1,j+5 hLj—3 bitg )T g ikt
2
(4u4- 1 —U;_ 1 ; — U;, 1 ; —U;_1 ; — U, 14):h—(1)
,j+3 i—5,J+1 i+5,5+1 1=3.J i+5,7 9 Yij+d’
h? @)
(405 g4 = Vimg g1 = Vind g~ Vimdy ~ Viedg) T RPi — )= S
Uigdj ~ Uin g T Vg Vi3 =0

i3 +1@ T @+t
ij+ L i+1,5+ 4
1].2 t+1,9+3 -
T uH.% T Ty
i-1@ T, @+1i
i,j— 1% 7f+1,.j—%

(a) Stencil for u, (b) Stencil for u,

+3.4 i+

F1G. 4.4. Stencils for the velocity field in the finite difference scheme (4.23)).

Figure shows the stencil of (4.23)) for the velocity field as a five-point finite
difference scheme with weights A = (4, —1, —1, —1, —1); the left figure is for the scheme
centered at (z;,1 ;,y;) and the right one is for (z;,y;,1).

5. Stability. For simplicity, we introduce two bilinear forms:

(5.1) a(u,v) = kS(u,v) + (Vyu, Vyv),
b(v,w) := (Vy - v,w),

where u,v € [Wy(73)]? and w € Py(75,). The SWG scheme is a typical saddle-
point problem which can be analyzed by using the well known theory developed by
Babuska [I] and Brezzi [3]. The core of the theory is to verify two properties:

(i) boundedness and a certain coercivity for the bilinear form a(-,-),

(ii) boundedness and inf-sup condition for the bilinear form b(, ),
which are to be established in the rest of this section.

The space [Wy(75)]? is a normed linear space equipped with the following triple-
bar norm

(5.3) lw|®> = (Vew, Vew) + £5(w, w)
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for w = [lﬂ € [Wo(Tn)]?. To show that [|-]| is indeed a norm in [Wy(75)]?, it

suffices to verify the length property for ||-||. To this end, assume ||w]|| = 0 for some
w € [Wo(Tr)]2. Tt follows that

Veow =0, (w

e; 5(w)(Mi))|ei\ =0

for each edge e; € &,. From (w|., — s(w)(M;))|e;| = 0, we have

1 Y 1 Y
Vs(w) = m25(w)(Mi)|ei| ®mn; = sz

eil®@n; = Vyw =0,

€4

where x ®y = {z,y, }2x2 for any two vectors & = (z1,x2) and y = (y1, y2). Therefore,
s(w) has constant value on each element 7', and so does w on the boundary of the
element. Moreover, since w = 0 on 02, we then have w = 0 on ) as  is assumed to
be connected.

It is clear that a(w, w) = ||wl||* for any w € [Wo(75)]2. It follows from the defini-
tion of ||-|| and the usual Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that the following boundedness
and coercivity hold true for the bilinear form af(,-).

LEMMA 5.1. For any u,w € [Wo(Tr)]?, we have

(5-4) |a(u, w)| < flulf]wl],

2
a(w, w) 2 [fw]|.

For the bilinear form b(-, ), we have the following result on the inf-sup condition.
LEMMA 5.2. There exists a positive constant B independent of h such that

(5.6) sup b(v, w)

> fllwl,
vewo(Ti) [Vl

for all w € Py(Th).
Proof. For any given w € Py(Ty,) C L3(9), it is well known [2, 4] [5, [6] that there
exists a vector-valued function v € [Hg ()] such that

(5.7) (V- 5,0) 2 Cilwl*,  [[8]l < Col|wl|.

where C; > 0 are two constants depending only on the domain €. Set v = Qv €
[Wo(Tr)]? where Q, is the L? projection operator from [Hg(Q)]? to [Wo(Tr)]?. We
define also Qp and Qj, the L? projection operators onto [P;(73)]? and [Py (Tz)]?*?
respectively. Then, for all ¢ € [Py(75)]**2, we have

(58) (Vwafjv q)T = Qbf)a q- n>6T

which implies V,,Qp® = Qp (VD). Thus, the first part of the norm ||-|| verifies:

(5.9) SVl = D0 IVe@ollz = > 1QuVa|7 < Cllo]f3.

TETh TETh TETh



Next, we have

1Qb(s(v) — Qo) I3 = (Qu(s(QD)) — Qu, Qu(s(QuD)) — Q) ar
= (Qu(5(Qv?)) — Qu?, Qu(QoD) — Qv¥)or
< 1Qu(s(Qu?)) — Qu?llar]|Qe(Qo?) — Qud|lar,

which gives

1Qu(s(v) — Quo)[37 < 1Q5(QuD) — Qv |3
< [|Qo? — |3
< C1(hHQo® — 0|17 + h[IV(QoD — 0)|17)
< Cyh|9|3,

thus

(5.10) KS(v,v) = kA" Y [|Qu(s(v) — Quv)|I3r < Cs8]1.
TETh

Combining the two equations (5.9) and (5.10) we arrive at
(5.11) llvll < Collol,

for some constant Cj.
On the other side, from (5.7]) we have

(5.12) b(v,w) = (Vy -v,w) =

Using the above equation, (5.11]), and (5.7)), we obtain

(v, w)| _ Callw]®
ol = Collollx

(5.13) > Bllw],

for a positive constant 8. This completes the proof of the lemma. O
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It follows from Lemmal5.1Jand Lemmal5.2|that the following solvability holds true
for the simplified weak Galerkin algorithm (2.8). Readers are referred to [18] 19, 20]

for a detailed discussion on the original weak Galerkin finite element method.

THEOREM 5.3. The numerical scheme (2.8]) has one and only one solution for

any positive stabilization parameter k > 0.

Due to the connection between the finite difference scheme (4.8)) and the SWG
finite element method, we have the following result for the solvability of the finite

difference method.

THEOREM 5.4. For any given stabilization parameter k > 0, the finite difference
scheme (4.8) has one and only one solution. The same conclusion holds true for the

five-point finite difference scheme (4.23)).



18

6. Error Estimates. Let u and p be the exact solution of the model problem
(1.1), and denote by u;, = [Zb} € [Wo(Tr)]? and py, € Py(Tr,) the numerical approxi-
b

mation arising from the SWG scheme (2.8). Let Qpu and Qpp be the L? projection
of u and p in the spaces [Wy(75)]? and Py(7y), respectively. By the error function we
mean the difference between the L? projection and the SWG approximations:

(6.1) e=Qyu —up, 1= Qnp— P

We now derive two equations for which the error functions e and n must satisfy.
The resulting equations are called the error equations, which play an important role
in the convergence analysis of the SWG scheme.

LEMMA 6.1. Let (u;p) € [H*(2)]? x L?(Q) be sufficiently smooth and satisfy the
following equation

(6.2) —Au+Vp=Ff in.

The following equation holds true

(63) Z(Vwau’ vwv)T - Z(vw -, th)T

T T

+Z = — Qu(Vu) - n,5(v) — v)ar

—Z “n,p— Qnp)or,

for all v € [Wo(Tr)]?, where Qy, is the L? projection operator onto [Po(Tr)]%.
Proof. From equation (5.8)), we have

> (VuwQuu, Vov)r

T

(6.4) => (Qu(Vu),Vyv)r

(Qn(Vu) - n,v)sr

(Qn(Vu) - n,v)or — (Qu(Vu) - n,5(v))or + (Qu(Vu) - n,5(v))or

(Qr(Vu) -n,v—s))or + (Vu, Vs(v))r

(Qr(Vu) -n,v —s(v))or + (=V - (Vu),s(v))r + (g%,s(v))aT

SNEEINENIENIE

= (—Au,s(v +Z——@hw) ,5(v) — v)or,
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for all v € [Wo(Tr)])?, where v|sq = 0 has been used. For (V,, - v, Qnp)r, we have

Z( w U th)T

v), VQup)r + (v -1, Qup)or

( Vs(v), Qnp)r + (v = 5(v)) -, Qp)or

(6.5) =) (Vs(v),p)r + ((v — 5(v)) - n, Qup)or

—(5(v), Vp))r + (s(v) - m, p)or + (v = 5(v)) - 0, Qnp)or

HM <= %M M

=(Vp,5(v))r + ((s(v) = v) - n,p — Qnpor

— (Vp,s(v)) + Z -n,p — Qup)or

for all v € [Wy(Tr)]?, where we have used the definition for the weak divergence
operator (V) and the fact that VQpp = 0 in the second line, the identity of >, (v
n,p)or = 0 in the sixth line.

We now test (6.2)) with s(v), v € [Wy(T5)]?, to obtain
(6.6) (—Awu,s(v)) + (Vp,s(v)) = (f,5(v)).
Substituting equations ((6.4) and (6.5 . ) into ( . yields

Z(VwaU, V) — Z(Vw v, Qrp)T

T T

=(f,s(v)) + Z — —Qu(Vu) n,5(v) — v)or — Y _((5(v) —v) - n,p— Qnp)or,

T

which completes the proof of the lemma. O
The following is a result on the error equation for the SWG scheme ([2.8)).
LEMMA 6.2. Let e and n be the error functions for the numerical solution arising

from the SWG scheme (2.8]), as given in (6.1). Then, we have

(6.7) a(e,v) = b(v,n) = Pup(v),
(6.8) ble,w) =0,

for all v € [Wo(Tp))? and w € Py(Tr), where
(V) = 1S (Quu,v) + Z 5, ~ (V) - n,5(v) = v)or

(6.9)
- Z -n,p — Qnp)or
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Proof.

(6.10)

By adding xS(Qpu, v) to both side of (6.3) we obtain

a(Qp(w),v) = b(v, Qup)
KS(Quu,v) + Y (VuQuu, Viuo)r — Y (V- 0, Qup)r

T

(£:5(0) + KS(Quu,w) + (5 ~ Qu(Var) - m,5(v) — w)or
T

= {(s(v) = v) - m,p — Qupor-.

T

Now subtracting the first equation of (2.8]) from (6.10) yields

a(e,v) —b(v,n) = pup(v) Yo € [Wo(Th)]*

This completes the derivation of the error equation (6.7)).
As to the second one , we have

for all w € Py(Ty). This completes the proof of the lemma. O

6.1. Error estimates in H'. The goal here is to establish an optimal-order
error estimate for the numerical solution (u; py) in a discrete H!-norm for the velocity
and the L? norm for the pressure. The result can be stated as follows.

THEOREM 6.3. Let (u;p) € [HE(Q) N H?(Q)]? x (L3(Q) N H(Q)) be the solution
of (L.1), and (up;pr) € [Wo(Tn)]? x Po(Tr) be the solution of the SWG scheme (2.8)),

respectively. Then, the following error estimate holds true

(6.11)

lQvw — wsll| + |@Qnp — prll < Ch([lull2 + [|pl[1)-

Proof. By letting v = e in (6.7)) and then using with w = 7, we have

(6.12)

llell* = @u.p(e)

= kS(Qru,e) + Z(g—z —Qn(Vu) -n,s(e) — e)ar
T

= ((s(e) — e) - n,p — Qup)or-.
T
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From the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and ([5.10)), for the first term in (6.12]), we have

S(Qvu, e)] = [h1 > (Qus(Quu) — Quu, Qus(e) — Que)or
T

= [h71 Y (Qu(Qou) — Quu, Qus(e) — Que)or
T

(6.13)

hhY (Qu(Qou — ), Qus(e) — Que)or
T

=

(h™2]|Qou — ul| + [V(Qou — u)||)* S(e, e)*

Chljull2lel]-

IA A

Next, for any constant tensor ¢, we have from the definition of the weak gradient
that

(Vw-€,@)r = (e, ¢ njor
= (e —s(e), ¢ n)or + (s(e), ¢ - n)or
= (e — Quvs(e), @ - njor + (Vs(e), @),
which gives
IVs(e)llF < [Vuwel? + Ch™tle — Qus(e)|l5r-
It follows that
le —s(e)llor < lle — Qvs(e)llor + I(I — Qb)s(e)llor
(6.14) < lle = Qus(e)llor + Ch'/?|[Vs(e)|r
< Clle — Qus(e)llor + Ch/?(|Vowel|r.
From the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the estimate (6.14)) we obtain

(2 Qu(Vu) e~ s(e))or

ou
<ll3,, = @o(Vu) -nlorlle —s(e)llor

Jdu
< Ol 5 = Qu(Vu) - mllor (Jle = Qus(e)lor + A2V uelr)

Now summing over all the elements yields an estimate for the second term in (6.12]):

STHIE — Qo(Vu) e~ s(e)o,
T
0
615) <2 l5e — Qo(Va) nllor (lle = Qus(e)llor + ChY/2|Vuellr)
T

M

<C (IVu = Qo(Vu)llg + h*||V2ullo)* (IVwel® + 1S (e. €))
<Chllul2lel]-

Similarly, we have

(6.16) > (s(e) — ) - n,p = Qup)ar| < Chllplle]]-

T
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Combining the estimates (6.13)), (6.15)), and (6.16)) with (6.12]) yields the first part of
the error estimate (6.11)):

(6.17) lQvu — woll < Ch([Jull2 + [Ip[l1)-
To estimate ||n||, we use equation to obtain

b(’l), 77) = a(e, U) - (p’qu(v)‘
Using the equation above, (6.13)-(6.16)), and (5.4), we arrive at
b(v, )| < Ch([lullz + [lpll)lv]-
Combining the above estimate with the inf-sup condition (5.6]) gives

Inll < Ch(llullz + lpl1),
which, together with (6.17]), yields the desired estimate (6.11]). O

6.2. Error estimates in L2. To derive an L?-error estimate for the velocity
approximation, we consider the problem of seeking (1); ) such that

—AYp+VE=g in Q
(6.18) divi)=0 in Q
Y=0 on I'=090.

Assume that the problem (6.18) has the [H2(£2)]? x H'()-regularity in the sense that
the solution (1; &) € [H2(2)]? x H*(2) and the following a priori estimate holds true:

(6.19) 2 + [l < Cllgll

for any g € [L3(Q)]?.
THEOREM 6.4. Let (u;p) € [HE(Q) N H?(Q)]? x (L3(Q) N H(Q)) be the solution
of [T, and (us;pn) € [Wo(Tn)]? x Po(Tr) be the solution of the SWG scheme (2.8),

respectively. Then, the following error estimate holds true:
(6.20) Is(Qvre) — s(up)[| < Ch2(|lwll2 + [[pll1).-
Proof. Let (1;€) be the solution of (6.18) with g = s(e) = s(Qpu — uyp). From
(6.3), we have for any v € [Wo(Tr)]?
> (VuQuth, Vuv)r — Y (Vi -0, Qué)r

T T

(6.21) ~(s(e).5(0)) + Y(2Y ~ Q(V¥) - m.s(v) ~ vhor
T
=D {(s(v) = v) - n. &~ Qu)or
T

In particular, by letting v = e we obtain

> (VuQuh, Vie)r =Y (V- €,Qné)r

T T

= (s(e),5(e) + Y (0F — Qu(V4) - m,s(e) — elor
T

= ((s(e) — e) - n,& — Qn&)or-

T
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By adding and subtracting xS (Qpt), €) in the above equation we arrive at

Is(e)|* = a(Quyp, e) — ble, Qnk)

RS(Quibre) - Z@i’ ~ Qu(V4) - m.s(e) — eor
(6.22) 4
+ Z 1, & = Qnéor

(de)a ) - b(ea th) - SO@/)’f(e)'
From and the second equation of (6.18) we have

(6.23) b(e, @Qn&) =0, b(Qth,n) = 0.
Combining the above two equations gives

(6.24) Is(e)]|* = ale, Quip) — b(Qvp,n) — wyc(e).
Using and the equation above, we obtain

(6.25) Is(e)]I* = pup(Qut) — wu.cle).

The rest of the proof will establish some estimates for the right-hand side of (6.25)).
The following are two useful estimates in the forthcoming analysis. For any
v € [W(T))?, we have

(6.26) lv = Qus(v)llor < v — Qudllar Vo € [P(T)]%,
(6.27) Is(v)llor < Cllvllor
The inequality ((6.26) is a direct consequence of the definition of s(v) as the projection
of v into the space of linear functions with respect to the norm || - ||g7. The inequality
(6.27) can be derived by turning ||s(v)||ar into a discrete norm using the midpoints
M;.

Each of the terms in ¢, ,(Qp%); namely,

Pup(Qvy)
= rS(u, Qup) + Z o — @n(Vu) - n,s(Qutp) — Qup)or

Z (Qu) — Qo) - m,p — Qup)or,

can be handled as follows:
e For the stability term kS(u, Qp1p), one has from the orthogonality property
of the extension operator s(-)

50, Qut)] = |17 S Q) Qoo Qus(Qu) — Qoo

T

‘h_l Z<Qb(QOU) — Qou, Qps(Qutp) — Qup)or

T

< B> 1Qou — ullor | Qus(Qup) — Qutblor.
T
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From (6.26) with v = Q% and ¢ = Qp1p we have

1S (u, Q)| < h™1 ) [1Qou — ullor[|Qus(Qutp) — Qutpllor
T

< B 11Qow — ullor||Qy(Qotp) — Qutblor
(6.28) T

1
2

<n (Z |Qou - u||%T>
T

< Ch?lullz ][]l

e For the second term in ¢, ,(Qs%), since 1 = 0 on 012, we have

0 0
D (5~ (V) -1 Quab — or = D (57 Qub — P)or =0,
T T

which leads to

Z@% = Qr(Vu) - n,s5(Qpyp) — Qub)or
T

— Z<aﬁ — Qu(Vu) - n,s5(Qutp) — ¥)or

on
T

= | S (V) - s(Quth) — s(@u(Qut)) + Quab — o
T

where we have used the fact that

s(Qp(Qo)) = Qo.

It follows from (6.27) that

S0 () s(Qu) ~ Qubhor
T

< (Z [Vu-n —Qn(Vu) - n||%T>

T

2

6.29
(6:29) ~<Z 1Qov — 15 + ||s<Qb(¢Qow>>|%T> :

1

<c (Z Va1 — Qu(Vu) -nn%T) (Z 1Qov —wnzT)
T

T
<Ch?||ull2 ][]l

(Z Qo — ¢||%T>
T

)

[N
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e As to the last term in ¢, ,(Qp), we have

> (s(Qut) — Qo) -np — Qup)or
T
= Z<(5(Qb¢) =) -n,p— Qnp)or
T
(6:30) =3 ((s(Qu®) — 5(QQo®)) -+ (Qo¥ — %) - n,p — Qupor
T
<C (Z hllp — th|%T> (Z hY|Qoyp — wH%T)
T T
<C1?|pll1 |42

The estimates ((6.28)), (6.29) and (6.30)), together with the regularity (6.19)), collectively
yield

(6.31) |up (Quep)] < CR?([lull2 + [Ipll) 142
< Ch*([lull2 + Ilpll1) [Is(e)ll-

Next, using the same argument as in the proof of Theorem and the H?2-
regularity assumption (6.19) we arrive at

lpw.e(e)l < Ch([¥llz + ElVllell < Chlis(e)llle]l-

It then follows from the estimate (6.11) that

(6.32) |ow.c(€)] < CR?([lull2 + lIpll)[Is(e)]l-

Finally, substituting (6.31) and (6.32)) into (6.25) gives

(6.33) Is(e)I* < Ch*(lull2 + [Ipll)lis(e)ll;

which gives rise to the desired error estimate (6.20)). O

7. Superconvergence. Next we shall derive a superconvergence for the ap-
proximate velocity and pressure when the finite element partition consists of only
rectangular elements. The result is based on the framework developed in [I1] for the
second order elliptic equation, with a particular attention paid to the pressure term.

THEOREM 7.1. Let (u;p) € [HF(Q) N H3()]? x (L3(2) N H?(Q)) be the solution
of [L1), and (wy;pn) € [Wo(Tr)]? x Po(T) be the solution of the SWG scheme

on rectangular meshes, respectively. Then, the following superconvergence holds true:

(7.1) IV (@Qnu = ws)llo + 1Qup = pallo < CH*2(lulls + [[p]]2)-

Proof. The proof relies on a refined treatment of the linear functional ¢, ,(-) in
the error equation (6.7). To this end, consider the term Y ,.((s(v) —v)-n,p—Qnp)or
on the right-hand side of (6.9), where v € [Wy(73)]? is an arbitrary test function.
Recall that, from and (4.4), s(v) — v has the same value at the center of e; and
es (respectively, es and e4). As shown in Fig. we have nq = —ng (respectively,
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ng = —ny for the two horizontal edges). As Qpp is constant-valued on T, we thus
have

((s(v) =v) - n,Qrp)or = 0.
Furthermore, with v = (v1,v2)?, we obtain
((s(v) —v) -m,p— Qup)or
= ((s(v) —v) -, p)ar
(7.2) = (8(v1) — v1,P)e, — (8(v1) — V1, P)e,
+ (8(v2) —v2,p)e, — (8(v2) — v2,D)es
= (X1,0:p)7 + (X2, Oyp)T,

where 1 is the constant extension of s(v1) — v along the z-direction; i.e.,

x1(@,y) = (s(v1) —v1)le, (y) = (s(v1) —v1)le, (v),  (wy) €T

and x» is defined analogously as the constant extension of s(vy) — vy along the y-
direction:

X2(#,y) = (8(v2) = v2)les (x) = (s(v2) —w2)les(2),  (z,9) €T

The equations (4.7]) show that the above extensions are well-defined.
The two terms on the right-hand side of ((7.2)) can be handled as follows. As x1
is linear in y and constant in z, we have

(7.3) (x1,000)7 = 1 (M) /T DupdT + Ruy (T),

where M; is the center of the edge e; and R11(T) = [, E1(y)0 Xl@%ypdT with the
kernel satisfying |E1(y)| < Ch2. It is easy to see that Oyx1 = 8ys(vl). Thus, the error
term R;1(T) has the following estimate:

(7.4) |R1i1(T)| < Ch?|[Vs(v1) 2] V?pllr-

For the first term on the right-hand of (7.3), we apply the trapezoidal rule in the
z-direction to obtain

h h
(7.5) Xl(Ml)/ OppdT = §X1(M1)/ Dupdy + §X1(M2)/ 9updy + R12(T),
T el €2
where we have used x1(M7) = x1(Ms2) and

R12 = X1 Ml /Ez deT

with the kernel function satisfying |E2(x)| < Ch. The remainder term R;2(T) can
then be bounded as follows:

(7.6) |Ry2(T)| < CR?[x1 (My)] [|V?pl|7-

Substituting ([7.5)) into (7.3) yields the following:

h h
(7.7)  (x1,0p)7 = §X1(M1)/ Oppdy + §X1(M2)/ Ozpdy + R11(T) + R12(T).



27

By introducing the following function

1
" @ fel Opdy on e,
Po " =3 Teal er Ozpdy on ez,
0 on ez and ey,

we may rewrite ((7.7)) as follows:

h
(X1,0zp)7 = §<X1, ,01()1)>6T + R11(T) + R12(T)

h
= §<5(U1) — 1, psVor + Ruy(T) + Riz(T).
Analogously, for the second term on the right-hand side of ([7.2]), there are re-

mainder terms Rg1 (7)) and Ro2(T') such that

(7.8)

h
(7.9) (X2, 0yp)T = —(5(v2) — v, Pzgz))aT + Ro1(T) + Rao(T),
2
where
, ﬁ J., Oypdz on es,
pl() ) — ﬁ fe4 Oypdx on ey,
0 on e; and e,

By setting p, = (p§1)7pl(,2))t, we have from combining ([7.2]) with (7.8) and ([7.9)
that

h
(7.10) ((s(v) —v) n,p— Qnplor = §<5(’U) — v, pp)or + R(T),
where R(T') = 272 j=1 1i;(T') is the remainder satisfying

R(T)| < Ch? | ||Vs(v)||7 s(v) — v) (M, V2pl
(7.11) IR < (II ()] +izzl|<<> ) >)| l

< 01 (|9 uwollr + Se(o, )2 [ Vpl1r.

Here we have used the estimate (4.6 and the expression (2.3)) in the second inequality.
Summing over all the elements in 7}, gives

(7.12) 3 ((6(0) ~v) - mp — Qulor = & 3 (s(v) ~ v pi)or + B

TeTh TETh

where

(7.13) IR =

> R(T)

TeTh

As to the first two terms on the right-hand side of (6.9)), it has been shown in [11]

that exists another function o, = (O’él), a£2))t and a remainder Rs such that

< C2 (|| Vuol + S(v,0)'/2) 2]l

kS(Qyu,v) + Z(g—z —Qn(Vu) - n,s(v) — v)sr
(7.14) r

h
= 5 Z <’U —E(U),O'b>aT + R57
TeTh



28

where

(7.15) |Rs| < Ch? <||va|| n S(U,v)1/2) V3.

Combining with (7.14) and (7.12)) gives

h
Pup(V) = 5 Z (v —=5(v),00 + pp)or + Rs — R
TeTh
2

h
(7.16) = 75(0b+ﬂb"v)+35 -R

2
o [a(ob + pp, v) = (Vw(op + pb), V)] + Rs — R,

2

where we have used (5.1)) in the last equation. By letting é = e — 37(05 + pp), the
error equations (6.7)-(6.8) can be rewritten as

h2
(7.17) a(é,v) = b(v,n) = Bs = R = 5—(Vu(0s + ), Vuv):

2

(7.18) b(e,w) = —5-b

(Ub + Pb; IU),

where the right-hand sides have the following bound:

h2
‘Rs — R = 5-(Vu(os + ), Vuv)| < Ch(|[ulls + [Ipll2)a(v, v)"/?,
(7.19) ,
5200+ )| < OOl + o)l

The equations — with O(h?) load functions on the right-hand sides lead
immediately to the superconvergence estimate by selecting a particular test
function v. The estimate for 7 is given by the inf-sup condition. The drop of half
order is due to the fact that the small perturbation term %(ab + pp) applied to the
error function e may not vanish on the boundary. Details on how the technique works
can be found in [I1]. O

8. Numerical Experiments. In this section, we numerically verify the theoret-
ical error estimates developed in the previous sections for the finite difference scheme
(4.23) when applied to the Stokes problem (1.1)). The following metrics are used to
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measure the magnitude of the error:

L?-norm for the velocity w = u, v:

n+l n n n+1l
oy — w3 = 305 Whu sy —wla g )P 30> Wy — ey, )P
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
H'-norm for the velocity w = u,v:
2
i+1,j wifl,j ow
[|ws — w||1f22h2 Zitd == = —— (@i, y5)
=1 j5=1 Oz
2
+Zzh2 —’HZ AL ST
i Yj 3
=1 j=1 9

L?-norm for the pressure p:
n n
lpn = plI§ =Y B2Ipi; — p(wi, )1,
i=1 j=1
For simplicity, only uniform square meshes are employed in our numerical experiments.

8.1. Test Case 1. The computational domain in the first test case is given by
Q= (0,7) x (0,7), which is partitioned into n x n small squares of equal-size. The
exact solution of the model problem is given by

Y ( sin? («) cos(y) sin(y) ) |

—cos(z) sin(x) sin?(y)

p = cos(x) cos(y).

The right-hand side function and the Dirichlet boundary data are chosen to match
the exact solution. Note that this example has been considered in [21].

The numerical approximation pressure field is shown in Fig. [8.1(a)l while the
velocity vector and magnitude filds are plotted in Fig. |8.1(b)}

(a) Pressure field (b) Velocity field

Fia. 8.1. Numerical results of test case 1 obtained with the SWG scheme using uniform rect-
angular meshes with h = 1/32.

Table illustrates the numerical performance of the finite difference scheme
(4.23). The numerical velocity is clearly converging at the optimal order of r = 2 in
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the L? norm. For the numerical pressure, the error at the cell center is decreasing
at the order of r = 2, and the same conclusion can be obtained for the numerical
velocity in a discrete H' norm defined by using the cell centers. This implies that
the pressure and the numerical velocity are of superconvergent to the exact solution
at the center of cells. The numerical results outperforms the theoretical prediction of
r = 1.5 shown in Theorem [Z.1l

TABLE 8.1
Error and convergence performance of the finite difference scheme (4.23)) for the Stokes equation
on uniform meshes of test case 1. r refers to the order of convergence in O(h").

n lup — ullg r= llup — ully r= lvp — vl r = lvp — vy r= llpy, — pllo r=
8 2.35e-02 0.00 5.90e-02 0.00 5.69e-02 0.00 6.61e-02 0.00 1.48e-01 0.00
16 6.26¢-03 1.91 1.64e-02 1.85 1.53e-02 1.90 1.92e-02 1.78 4.29¢-02 1.79
32 1.60e-03 1.97 4.25¢-03 1.95 3.89¢-03 1.97 5.01e-03 1.94 1.13e-02 1.92
64 4.01e-04 1.99 1.08¢-03 1.98 9.78¢-04 1.99 1.27¢-03 1.98 2.88¢-03 1.97

8.2. Test Case 2. In this test case, the analytical solution is given by

" — (256x2(az —1)%y(y — 1)(2y — 1))
256y%(y — 1)%z(z —1)(22 - 1) )’

p=150(z — 0.5)(y — 0.5),

and the domain is the unit square = (0,1) x (0,1). The right-hand side function
and the Dirichlet boundary data are chosen to match the exact solution. Note that
this example has been considered in [9].

The numerical approximation pressure field is shown in Fig. [8.2(a)] while the
velocity vector and magnitude filds are plotted in Fig. |8.2(b)}

02 03 04 08 0B 07

(a) Pressure field (b) Velocity field

Fic. 8.2. Numerical results of test case 2 obtained with the SWG scheme using uniform rect-
angular meshes with h = 1/32.

Table B.2] illustrates the numerical performance of the finite difference scheme
for Test Case 2. It can be seen that the numerical velocity is converging at
the optimal order of » = 2 in the usual L? norm. For the pressure approximation,
the error at the cell centers seems to be decreasing at the rate of O(h!'-®). It appears
that the numerical velocity is also converging at the order of » = 1.8 in the discrete
H' norm defined on the cell centers. The results clearly indicate a superconvergence
of the finite difference scheme for the velocity in H' and the pressure in L? on cell
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centers. Once again, the numerical results outperforms the theoretical prediction of
r = 1.5 shown in Theorem [Z.1]

TABLE 8.2
Error and convergence performance of the finite difference scheme (4.23)) for the Stokes equation
on uniform meshes of test case 2. r refers to the order of convergence in O(h").

n lup — ullg r= llup — ully r= llvp, — vllo r= llvp, —vlly r= llpp = pllg r =
8 1.03e-01 0.00 6.26e-01 0.00 7.17e-02 0.00 4.78e-01 0.00 1.39e¢+00 0.00
16 2.90e-02 1.82 1.97e-01 1.67 2.07e-02 1.79 1.60e-01 1.57 4.68e-01 1.58
32 7.55e-03 1.94 5.73e-02 1.78 5.43e-03 1.93 4.88e-02 1.72 1.43e-01 1.71
64 1.91e-03 1.98 1.60e-02 1.84 1.38e-03 1.98 1.41e-02 1.79 4.14e-02 1.79

8.2.1. Test Case 3: Lid driven Cavity. The lid-driven cavity problem is a
benchmark test case for Stokes flow, which has been tested in many existing liter-
atures, including [10, 02), 17, 2T]. In this test case, a uniform mesh with meshsize
h = 1/32 is employed in our new finite difference scheme. The source term is f = 0,
and the Dirichlet boundary condition is given as u = (1,0)% for y = 1,2 € (0,1) and

= (0,0)” on the rest of the boundary. The exact solution of lid-driven problem is
not known, but the solution is known to have singularity at the corner points (0,1)
and (1, 1). The velocity field and streamlines are plotted in Fig. |8.3(a) and Flg-
respectively. The pressure contour plot is shown in Fig. The shape of streamlines
is similar to the result given in [10, 12} 17, 2], and the results look quite reasonable.

] 03
F-ia_a-_-_;_}é_;.;,_sq 08

07

08

05

04

03

02

0.1

(a) Velocity field (b) Streamlines

Fic. 8.3. Numerical results of lid-driven problem obtained with the SWG scheme using uniform
rectangular meshes with h = 1/32.

S

Fic. 8.4. Numerical results — Pressure contours of lid-driven problem obtained with the SWG
scheme using uniform rectangular meshes with h = 1/32.
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