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Abstract

We introduce and analyze a penalty-free formulation of the Shifted Boundary Method (SBM), inspired by
the asymmetric version of the Nitsche method. We prove its stability and convergence for arbitrary order
finite element interpolation spaces and we test its performance with a number of numerical experiments.
Moreover, while the SBM was previously believed to be only asymptotically consistent (in the sense of
Galerkin orthogonality), we prove here that it is indeed exactly consistent. This contribution is dedicated
to Thomas J.R. Hughes, in honor of his lifetime achievements.

Keywords: Shifted Boundary Method; Immersed Boundary Method; small cut-cell problem; approximate
domain boundaries; weak boundary conditions; unfitted finite element methods.

1. Introduction

Recently, immersed/embedded/unfitted computational methods have received great attention for prob-
lems involving complex geometrical features, described in standard formats (i.e., CAD) and non-standard
formats (i.e., STL, level sets, etc.). In fact, immersed/embedded/unfitted have the potential to drastically
reduce the pre-processing time involved in the acquisition of the geometry and the generation of the compu-
tational grid. An (incomplete) list of recent developments include the Immersed Boundary Finite Element
Method (IB-FEM) [10], the cutFEM [7, 14, 16–23, 36, 39, 48, 54, 56], the Finite Cell Method [34, 51], and
similar earlier methods [37, 38, 45, 52, 53].

Most of these approaches require the geometric construction of the partial elements cut by the embed-
ded boundary, which can be both algorithmically complicated and computationally intensive, due to data
structures that are considerably more complex with respect to corresponding fitted finite element meth-
ods. Furthermore, integrating the variational forms on the characteristically irregular cut cells may also be
difficult and advanced quadrature formulas might need to be employed [34, 51].

The Shifted Boundary Method (SBM) was proposed in [46] as an alternative to existing embedded/unfitted
boundary methods and belongs to the more specific class of approximate domain methods [8, 9, 11–13, 24–
26, 35, 45]. The ϕ-FEM [28–33] also belongs to this class, although with some key differences. The SBM was
proposed in [46] for the Poisson and Stokes flow problems and generalized in [47] to the advection-diffusion
and Navier-Stokes equations, and in [55] to hyperbolic conservation laws. An analysis of the stability and ac-
curacy of the SBM for the Poisson, advection-diffusion, and Stokes operators was also included in [4, 46, 47],
respectively. A high-order version of the SBM was proposed in [6], applications to solid and fracture me-
chanics problems were presented in [5, 41–44] and simulations of static and moving interfaces were developed
in [27, 40].

The SBM is built for minimal computational complexity and does not contain any cut cell by design.
Specifically, the location where boundary conditions are applied is shifted from the true to an approximate
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(surrogate) boundary, and, at the same time, modified (shifted) boundary conditions are applied in order
to avoid a reduction in the convergence rates of the overall formulation. In fact, if the boundary conditions
associated to the true domain are not appropriately modified on the surrogate domain, only first-order
convergence is to be expected. The shifted boundary conditions are imposed by means of Taylor expansions
and are applied weakly, using Nitsche’s method, leading to a simple, robust, accurate and efficient algorithm.

In the original and subsequent works on the SBM, boundary conditions were enforced by means of a
Nitsche-like approach, inspired by the symmetric penalty Galerkin formulation. This strategy requires the
selection of a penalty parameter, which might be tedious to estimate in practical engineering computations.
In the context of immersed methods, there has been recent interest in developing penalty-free methods [50],
and we propose here an alternative SBM inspired by the work of Burman [15]. We prove stability, consistency
and convergence of this new, parameter-free, SBM formulation in the context of the Poisson equation, and
we test it in a number of preliminary numerical experiments. We also extend these ideas to the case of
compressible linear elasticity.

In the derivation of the mathematical proofs, we also introduce an interpretation of the SBM that allow
us to prove its exact Galerkin consistency, while before the method was only thought to be asymptotically
consistent.

This article is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces the general SBM notation; the analysis of the
penalty-free SBM variational formulation of the Poisson problem and its numerical analysis of stability
and convergence is discussed in Section 3; the extension of the method to the equations of compressible
linear elasticity is discussed in Section 4; a series of numerical tests is presented in Section 5; and, finally,
conclusions are summarized in Section 6.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. The true domain, the surrogate domain and maps
Let Ω be a connected open set in Rd with Lipschitz boundary Γ = ∂Ω, and let n denote the outer-

pointing normal to Γ. We consider a closed domain D such that clos(Ω) ⊆ D , and we introduce a family
Th of admissible, shape-regular, and quasi-uniform triangulations of D . We will indicate by hT the size of
element T ∈ Th and by h the piecewise constant function such that h|T = hT .

Remark 1. The assumption of quasi-uniformity is not essential for the numerical analysis of the proposed
methods, but it greatly simplifies the notation.

We restrict each triangulation by selecting those elements that are contained in clos(Ω), i.e., we form

T̃h := {T ∈ Th : T ⊂ clos(Ω)} ,

which identifies the surrogate domain

Ω̃h := int

 ⋃
T ∈T̃h

T

 ⊆ Ω ,

with surrogate boundary Γ̃h := ∂Ω̃h and outward-oriented unit normal vector ñ to Γ̃h. Obviously, T̃h is an
admissible, shape-regular triangulation of Ω̃h (see Figure 1a). We now introduce a mapping

Mh : Γ̃h → Γ , (1a)
x̃ 7→ x , (1b)

which associates to any point x̃ ∈ Γ̃h on the surrogate boundary a point x = Mh(x̃) on the physical
boundary Γ. Whenever uniquely defined, the closest-point projection of x̃ upon Γ is a natural choice for x,
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(a) The true domain Ω, the surrogate domain Ω̃h ⊂ Ω
and their boundaries Γ̃h and Γ.
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(b) The distance vector δ, the true normal n and the
true tangent τ .

Figure 1: The surrogate domain, its boundary, and the distance vector δ.

as shown e.g. in Figure 1b. Through Mh, a distance vector function δMh
can be defined as

δMh
(x̃) = x − x̃ = [ Mh − I ](x̃) . (2)

For the sake of simplicity, we set δ = δMh
where δ = ∥δ∥ν and ν is a unit vector.

Remark 2. If x = Mh(x̃) does not belong to corners or edges, then the closest-point projection implies
ν = n, where n was defined as the outward pointing normal to Γ. More sophisticated choices may be locally
preferable in the presence of corners or edges and we refer to [3] for more details.

Remark 3. There are strategies for the definition of the map Mh and distance δ other than the closest-
point projection, such as level sets, for which δ is defined by means of a distance function.

In case the boundary Γ is partitioned into a Dirichlet boundary ΓD and a Neumann boundary ΓN with
Γ = ΓD ∪ ΓN and ΓD ∩ ΓN = ∅, we need to identify whether a surrogate edge ẽ ⊂ Γ̃h is associated with ΓD

or ΓN . To that end, we partition Γ̃h as Γ̃D,h ∪ Γ̃N,h with Γ̃D,h ∩ Γ̃N,h = ∅ using again a map Mh, such that

Γ̃D,h = {ẽ ⊆ Γ̃h : Mh(ẽ) ⊆ ΓD} (3)

and Γ̃N,h = Γ̃h \ Γ̃D,h.

2.2. General strategy
In the SBM, the governing equations are discretized in Ω̃h rather than in Ω, with the challenge of

accurately imposing boundary conditions on Γ̃h. To this end, boundary conditions are shifted from Γ to Γ̃h,
by performing the mth-order Taylor expansion of the variable of interest at the surrogate boundary.

Under the assumption that u is sufficiently smooth in the strip between Γ̃h and Γ, so as to admit a
mth-order Taylor expansion point-wise, let Di

δ denote the ith-order directional derivative along δ:

Di
δu =

∑
α∈Nn,|α|=i

i!
α!

∂iu

∂xα
δα .
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Then, we can write

u(x) = u(x̃ + δ(x̃)) = u(x̃) +
m∑

i=1

Di
δ u(x̃)

i! + (Rm(u, δ))(x̃) , (4)

where the remainder Rm(u, δ) satisfies |Rm(u, δ)| = o(∥δ∥m) as ∥δ∥ → 0. Assume that the Dirichlet
condition u(x) = uD(x) needs to be imposed on the true boundary Γ. Using the map Mh, one can extend
uD from Γ to Γ̃h as ūD(x̃) = uD(Mh(x̃)). Then, the Taylor expansion can be used to enforce the Dirichlet
condition on Γ̃h rather than Γ, as

Sm
δ u − ūD + Rm(u, δ) = 0 , on Γ̃h , (5)

where we have introduced the boundary shift operator for every x̃ ∈ Γ̃h, namely:

Sm
δ u(x̃) := u(x̃) +

m∑
i=1

Di
δ u(x̃)

i! . (6)

Neglecting the remainder Rm(u, δ), we obtain the final expression of the shifted approximation of order m
of the boundary condition

Sm
δ u ≈ ūD , on Γ̃h . (7)

This shifted boundary condition will be enforced weakly in what follows, and whenever there is no source
of confusion, the bar symbol will be removed from the extended quantities, and we would write uD in place
of ūD.

2.3. General notation
Throughout the paper, we will denote the space of square integrable functions on Ω as L2(Ω). We will use

the Sobolev spaces Hm(Ω) = W m,2(Ω) of index of regularity m ≥ 0 and index of summability 2, equipped
with the (scaled) norm

∥v∥Hm(Ω) =
(

∥ v ∥2
L2(Ω) +

m∑
k=1

∥ l(Ω)kDkv ∥2
L2(Ω)

)1/2

, (8)

where Dk is the kth-order spatial derivative operator and l(A) = measd(A)1/d is a characteristic length of
the domain A (d = 2, 3 indicates the number of spatial dimensions). Note that H0(Ω) = L2(Ω). As usual,
we use a simplified notation for norms and semi-norms, i.e., we set ∥ v ∥m,Ω = ∥ v ∥Hm(Ω) and | v |k,Ω =
∥ Dkv ∥0,Ω = ∥ Dkv ∥L2(Ω).

We also introduce the definition of the L2-inner product over ω ∈ Ω, namely ( u , v )ω =
∫

ω
u v, and an

analogous inner product on the portion of the boundary γ ⊂ ∂Ω, namely ⟨ u , w ⟩γ =
∫

γ
u w. We can also

restrict to ω and γ the norms and seminorms initially defined on Ω and Γ, that is ∥ · ∥k,ω, | · |k,ω and ∥ · ∥0,γ ,
for example.

3. A penalty-free Shifted Boundary Method for the Poisson equation

Consider the Poisson problem with non-homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions:

−∆u = f in Ω , (9a)
u = uD on Γ = ∂Ω , (9b)

where u is the primary variable, uD its value on the boundary Γ and f a body force (i.e., non-homogeneous
boundary conditions are enforced on the entire boundary Γ).
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Let us introduce the discrete space

V k
h (Ω̃h) =

{
vh ∈ C0(Ω̃h) | vh|T̃ ∈ Pk(T̃ ) , ∀T̃ ∈ T̃h

}
, (10)

where Pk(T̃ ) is the the space of polynomials of at most order k over the triangle T̃ . We propose a penalty-
free Shifted Boundary Method, inspired by the antisymmetric version of the Nitsche’s method [2, 49] that
was analyzed by Burman [15]. Hence, the penalty-free variational statement of (9) can be cast as

Find uh ∈ V k
h (Ω̃h) such that, ∀wh ∈ V k

h (Ω̃h)

ak
h(uh , wh) = lh(wh) , (11a)

where

ak
h(uh , wh) = ( ∇uh , ∇wh )Ω̃h

− ⟨ ∇uh · ñ , wh ⟩Γ̃h
+ ⟨ Sk

δuh , ∇wh · ñ ⟩Γ̃h
, (11b)

lh(wh) = ( f , wh )Ω̃h
+ ⟨ ūD , ∇wh · ñ ⟩Γ̃h

. (11c)

3.1. Main theoretical results
We introduce the natural h-dependent norm

∥u∥h =
(

|u|21,Ω̃h
+ ∥h−1/2 u∥2

0,Γ̃h

) 1
2

and prove stability by way of an inf-sup condition, under the following assumptions:

Assumption 1. Denoting δ(x̃) = |δ(x̃)| the Euclidean norm of δ at x̃ ∈ Γ̃h, we assume that

max
x̃∈Γ̃h

δ(x̃) ⩽ Cmaxh . (12)

Assumption 2. Let CI,k be the constant in the trace inverse inequality ∥ñ · ∇uh∥0,ẽ ⩽ CI,k |h1/2
T̃

uh|1,T̃ ,
for any uh ∈ V k

h (Ω̃h) and for any side ẽ ⊂ ∂T̃ of the element T̃ ∈ T̃h (i.e., an edge/face in two/three
dimensions). We assume that ∃β ∈ [0, 1) such that

∥Sk
δuh − uh∥0,Γ̃h

⩽
β

CI,k
|h1/2 uh|1,Ω̃h

. (13)

Assumption 3. In two dimensions, let T̃ ∈ T̃h be a triangle of the mesh with a side ẽ ⊂ Γ̃h. We call T̃
a “normal boundary triangle” if one of its vertices lies in Ω̃h \ Γ̃h. Otherwise (i.e., if all the 3 vertices of
the triangle are on Γ̃h) we call T̃ an “abnormal boundary triangle.” We shall suppose that every abnormal
boundary triangle lies at a distance d ⩽ cT̃ h from a normal boundary triangle, where the constant cT̃ is not
large. The three-dimensional case is analogous.

Assumption 4. The Neumann boundary is body-fitted, that is ΓN = Γ̃N,h.

Remark 4 (validity of Assumption 1 and 2). Assumption 1 is normally satisfied with a constant Cmax
of order 1. Assumption 2 is inspired by a similar assumption made in [3] but is more difficult to satisfy in
practice and should be considered as a technical condition for the proofs. In fact, this condition may not
be satisfied by the computational grids used in the numerical experiments in Section 5, despite obtaining
optimal convergence rates in all simulations. Note that the h1/2 factor appears naturally in Assumption 2,
since on each side ẽ ⊂ ∂T̃ we have

∥Sk
δuh − uh∥0,ẽ ∼ hT̃ |∇uh|

√
|ẽ| ∼

√
hT̃ |∇uh|

√
|T̃ | ∼

√
hT̃ ∥∇uh∥0,T̃ .
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The practical difficulty in this assumption consists in requiring that β < 1.

Remark 5 (validity of Assumption 3). For practical purposes, Assumption 3 can be safely accepted.
While Assumption 3 could be violated in principle, this happens very rarely in practice.

In fact, the way elements are connected in regular grids prevents the edges/faces associated to several ab-
normal elements to form a chain along the surrogate boundary. Even in the most complex three-dimensional
geometries, a chain of abnormal boundary tetrahedral elements (each of which with all four nodes on the sur-
rogate boundary) is highly unlikely. Isolated abnormal boundary tetrahedrons are possible, but intermixed
with many normal boundary tetrahedrons, and Assumption 3 would then hold.

Remark 6. Although we restrict the numerical analysis to a pure Dirichlet problem, we will present nu-
merical examples with mixed Dirichlet/Neumann boundary conditions.

Lemma 1. Assume Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold. Then there exists γ > 0 depending only on Cmax, β,
and the regularity of the mesh such that

inf
uh∈V k

h
(Ω̃h)

sup
vh∈V k

h
(Ω̃h)

ak
h(uh , wh)

∥uh∥h∥vh∥h
≥ γ .

Proof Take any uh ∈ V 1
h (Ω̃h). We construct first a test function wh ∈ V 1

h (Ω̃h) ⊂ V k
h (Ω̃h) such that

⟨ ñ · ∇wh, Sk
δuh ⟩Γ̃h

≥ c1 ∥h−1 uh∥2
0,Γ̃h

− c2|uh|21,Ω̃h
(14a)

and
∥wh∥h ≤ c3∥uh∥h . (14b)

This is achieved by taking wh ∈ V 1
h (Ω̃h) such that wh vanishes at all the interior nodes and

wh = I1huh , on Γ̃h ,

where I1h the nodal linear interpolation operator to V 1
h (Ω̃h). We will restrict the proof of (14a) to the

two-dimensional case, since the three-dimensional case would follow very similar steps, although with more
tedious derivations. Observe first that

⟨ ñ · ∇wh, Sk
δuh ⟩Γ̃h

= ⟨ ñ · ∇wh, uh ⟩Γ̃h
− ⟨ ñ · ∇wh, uh − Sk

δuh ⟩Γ̃h
,

and consider now an edge ẽ ⊂ Γ̃h ∩∂T̃ , for a corresponding element T̃ . Applying Assumption 1, appropriate
inverse and trace inequalities (which also rely on the equivalency of discrete norms), we obtain

∥Sk
δuh − uh∥0,ẽ ≲ h

3/2
ẽ ∥∇uh∥L∞(ẽ) ≲ h

1/2
ẽ ∥∇uh∥0,ẽ ⩽ Ch

1/2
T̃

|uh|1,T̃
,

where the symbol ≲ indicates inequality up to a constant. By analogous inverse inequalities, since wh is
fully determined by uh on the boundary Γ̃h, we have

∥ñ · ∇wh∥0,ẽ ⩽
C

hT̃

∥uh∥0,ẽ .

Hence
⟨ ñ · ∇wh, Sk

δuh ⟩Γ̃h
⩾ ⟨ ñ · ∇wh, uh ⟩Γ̃h

− C√
h

∥uh∥0,Γ̃h
|uh|1,Ω̃h

(15)

and to prove (14a) it is sufficient to bound from below ⟨ ñ · ∇wh, uh ⟩Γ̃h
, which can be done edge by edge.

First, consider any boundary edge ẽ associated with a normal boundary triangle T̃ . Let x1, x2 be the
endpoints of ẽ and x3 the remaining vertex of T̃ . Since T̃ is a normal boundary triangle, we are sure that
x3 is not on the boundary, hence wh(x3) = 0. Let xT̃ be the point on the segment x1x2 such that the

6



segments xT̃ x3 and x1x2 are perpendicular and let hT̃ be the distance between xT̃ and x3 (i.e., the height
of T̃ ). Recalling that wh(x3) = 0 we observe

ñ · ∇wh = wh(xT̃ )
hT̃

= I1huh(xT̃ )
hT̃

with ñ the outward unit normal on the edge ẽ. We have thus∫
ẽ

(ñ · ∇wh) uh =
∫

ẽ

I1huh(xT̃ )
hT̃

uh =
∫

ẽ

u2
h

hT̃

−
∫

ẽ

uh − I1huh(xT̃ )
hT̃

uh . (16)

As xT̃ lies on the straight line passing through x1 and x2, there holds xT̃ = ax1 + (1 − a)x2 with a ∈ R
satisfying max(|a|, |1 − a|) ≤ M with some M > 0 depending only on the mesh regularity (in fact, in the
most typical case of an acute triangle T̃ , one actually has a ∈ [0, 1], but we also allow for obtuse mesh cells).
Since I1huh is an affine function on ẽ taking the value uh(x1), uh(x2) at points x1, x2 respectively, we have

I1huh(xT̃ ) = auh(x1) + (1 − a)uh(x2)

and, for all x ∈ ẽ,

|uh(x) − I1huh(xT̃ )| ≤ |a||uh(x) − uh(x1)| + |1 − a||uh(x) − uh(x2)| ≤ 2Mhẽ max
x∈T̃

|∇uh(x)| .

Using the inverse inequality
max
x∈T̃

|∇uh(x)| ≤ CI

hẽ

|uh|1,T̃
,

it follows that
∥uh − uh(xT̃ )∥0,ẽ ≤ C

√
hT̃ |uh|1,T̃

,

which can be substituted inside (16) to yield∫
ẽ

(ñ · ∇wh) uh ≥ 1
hT̃

∥uh∥2
0,ẽ − C√

hT̃

|uh|1,T̃ ∥uh∥0,ẽ .

Summing this over all the boundary edges belonging to normal boundary cells and combining with (15)
gives

⟨ ñ · ∇wh, Sk
δuh ⟩Γ̃h

⩾ ∥h−1/2uh∥2
0,Γ̃n

h

− C ∥h−1/2uh∥0,Γ̃h
|uh|1,Ω̃h

− ⟨ ñ · ∇wh, uh ⟩Γ̃a
h

(17)

where Γ̃n
h regroups the boundary edges from normal boundary cells, and Γ̃a

h regroups the boundary edges
from abnormal boundary cells. This would immediately lead to (14a) in the case Γ̃h = Γ̃n

h, that is when all
the boundary cells are normal.

However, Γ̃a
h , ∅ in general and given any abnormal boundary cell T̃ with all three vertices on Γ̃h, we have

wh = I1huh, on the whole of T̃ . Hence, |wh|1,T̃ ⩽ C|uh|1,T̃ and consequently ∥ñ · ∇wh∥0,∂T̃ ⩽ C h
−1/2
T̃

|uh|1,T̃ .
Applying this to all abnormal boundary cells gives

⟨ ñ · ∇wh, uh ⟩Γ̃a
h
⩽ C|uh|1,Ω̃h

∥h−1/2uh∥0,Γ̃a
h

. (18)

In view of Assumption 3, to pass from the norm on Γ̃a
h to that on Γ̃n

h, let us consider a boundary edge ẽa

from an abnormal cell sharing a vertex v with an edge ẽn from a normal cell. We have then

∥uh∥2
0,ẽa ⩽ C(hẽa |uh(v)|2 + h2

ẽa∥∇uh∥2
0,ẽa) ⩽ C(∥uh∥2

0,ẽn + h2
ẽn∥∇uh∥2

0,ẽn + h2
ẽa∥∇uh∥2

0,ẽa) . (19)

If a chain of connected abnormal boundary edges is attached to a normal edge, similar inequalities hold,
with constants that depend on the length of such a chain. Note in particular that this length is uniformly

7



bounded, under Assumptions 1, 2, and 3. Summing (19) on all the abnormal edges gives

∥h−1/2uh∥0,Γ̃a
h
⩽ C(∥h−1/2uh∥0,Γ̃n

h
+ ∥h1/2 ∇uh∥0,Γ̃h

) ⩽ C
(

∥h−1/2uh∥0,Γ̃n
h

+ |uh|1,Ω̃h

)
, (20)

which can be used in (18) to obtain

⟨ ñ · ∇wh, uh ⟩Γ̃a
h
⩽ C |uh|1,Ω̃h

∥h−1/2uh∥0,Γ̃n
h

+ C |uh|21,Ω̃h
.

Equation (17) now entails

⟨ ñ · ∇wh, Sk
δuh ⟩Γ̃h

⩾ ∥h−1/2uh∥2
0,Γ̃n

h

− C ∥h−1/2uh∥0,Γ̃h
|uh|1,Ω̃h

− C |uh|21,Ω̃h
.

Moreover, (20) can be rewritten as

∥h−1/2uh∥2
0,Γ̃h

⩽ C
(

∥h−1/2uh∥2
0,Γ̃n

h

+ |uh|21,Ω̃h

)
.

Hence,
⟨ ñ · ∇wh, Sk

δuh ⟩Γ̃h
⩾

1
C

∥h−1/2uh∥2
0,Γ̃h

− C ∥h−1/2uh∥0,Γ̃h
|uh|1,Ω̃h

− C |uh|21,Ω̃h
,

which, with Young inequality, yields (14a).

Remark 7. Note that there are also boundary triangles, with only one node on Γ̃h and two nodes on the
interior. These triangles pose no problem in this part of the proofs, since they do not contribute to boundary
integrals. They will have role later on in the convergence proofs.

Proving (14b) is easy. Indeed,

∥wh∥h =
(

|wh|21,Ω̃h
+ ∥h−1/2 I1huh∥2

0,Γ̃h

) 1
2

.

By inverse inequalities (equivalence of norms on every facet),

∥h−1/2 I1huh∥0,Γ̃h
⩽ C∥h−1/2uh∥0,Γ̃h

Moreover, recalling that wh is fully determined on any cell having a facet (normal or abnormal) on Γ̃h by
its values on the Γ̃h-part of this cell boundary, we get by equivalence of norms on such cells and on their
adjacent cells,

|wh|1,Ω̃h
⩽ C∥h−1/2wh∥0,Γ̃h

= C∥h−1/2 I1huh∥0,Γ̃h
,

Hence,
∥wh∥h ⩽ C ∥h−1/2uh∥0,Γ̃h

⩽ C ∥uh∥h .

Taking now vh = uh + αwh yields

ak
h(uh, vh) = (∇uh, ∇uh)Ω̃h

+⟨ ñ·∇uh, Sk
δuh−uh ⟩Γ̃h

+α(∇uh, ∇wh)Ω̃h
−α⟨ ñ·∇uh, wh ⟩Γ̃h

+α⟨ ñ·∇wh, Sk
δuh ⟩Γ̃h

.

Observe also that

|⟨ ñ · ∇uh, Sk
δuh − uh ⟩Γ̃h

| ⩽ ∥ñ · ∇uh∥0,Γ̃h
∥Sk

δuh − uh∥0,Γ̃h
⩽ β|uh|21,Ω̃h

thanks to Assumption 2. We thus conclude by making use of all the previous estimates:

ak
h(uh, vh) ≥ (1 − β)|uh|21,Ω̃h

+ αc1∥h−1/2uh∥2
0,Γ̃h

− αc2|uh|21,Ω̃h
− α|uh|1,Ω̃h

|wh|1,Ω̃h

8



− αCI |uh|1,Ω̃h
∥h−1/2wh∥0,Γ̃h

≥
(

1 − β − α
1 + C2

I

2ε
− αc2

)
|uh|21,Ω̃h

− αε

2 ∥wh∥2
h + αc1∥h−1/2uh∥2

0,Γ̃h

≥
(

1 − β − α
1 + C2

I

2ε
− αc2 − αεc2

3
2

)
|uh|21,Ω̃h

+
(

αc1 − αεc2
3

2

)
∥h−1/2uh∥2

0,Γ̃h

≥ c4 ∥uh∥2
h .

The last bound is achieved by taking ε = c1/c2
3 and then α sufficiently small, so that

c4 := min
(

1 − β − αc2
3

1 + C2
I

2c1
− αc2 − αc1

2 , α
c1

2

)
is positive (note that β < 1). Recall also that

∥vh∥h ≤ (1 + αc3) ∥uh∥h ,

so that
ak

h(uh, vh)
∥vh∥h

≥ c4

1 + αc3
∥uh∥h .

2

We are now in a position to prove an a priori error estimate, and for this purpose we require:

Assumption 5. There is an h-independent constant c > 0, such that, for any measurable ω̃ ⊂ Γ̃h, one has
that measd−1(ω̃) ⩽ c measd−1(Mh(ω̃)) where measd−1 denotes the (d − 1)-dimensional surface measure on
Γ̃h or Γ.

Γ̃h

Γ

δ δ
δ

Figure 2: An anomalous case avoided by Assumption 5: the distance vector δ(x̃) has a jump as x̃ runs along Γ. The map Mh

does not map the dashed portion of the boundary Γ.

Essentially, the previous assumption requires that when a point x̃ runs over the surrogate boundary Γ̃h

with unit “speed,” its image x = Mh(x̃) runs over Γ with a speed bounded from below. In practical terms,
Assumption 5 wants to avoid situations like the ones depicted in Figure 2, in which part of the true boundary
is not mapped by the surrogate boundary. In three dimensions, the previous assumption also implies that
Mh cannot map perpendicular paths on Γ̃h onto almost parallel paths on Γ.

Assumption 5 is however less stringent than the assumption made in [3, 6], which requires the local
coordinate system induced by Mh on the whole strip Ω \ Ω̃h to be well posed. In contrast, Assumption 5
only requires the non-singularity of Mh as the map from Γ̃h to Γ. In particular, the case of true domains
with edges/corners/vertices is included in Assumption 5, since Mh will be bounded and continuous, possibly
with discontinuous derivatives.

Theorem 1. Let uh ∈ V k
h (Ω̃h) be the solution of the discrete problem (11) and u ∈ Hk+1(Ω) be the solution

9



of the infinite dimensional problem (9). Under the assumptions above, one has the error estimate

|u − uh|1,Ωh
⩽ C

 ∑
T̃ ∈T̃h

h2k
T̃

|u|2
k+1,T̃

1/2

, (21)

with an h-independent constant C > 0.

Proof Recall that the Taylor expansion of order k is exact on polynomials of degree k, so that the bilinear
form (11b) can be rewritten on V k

h (Ω̃h) as

ak
h(uh , wh) = ( ∇uh , ∇wh )Ω̃h

− ⟨ ∇uh · ñ, wh ⟩Γ̃h
+ ⟨ uh ◦ Mh, ∇wh · ñ ⟩Γ̃h

. (22)

The term uh ◦ Mh should be interpreted here on every boundary facet ẽ ∈ Γ̃h as

(uh ◦ Mh)|ẽ = (ET̃ (uh) ◦ Mh)|ẽ ,

where T̃ ∈ T̃h is the mesh element having ẽ as one of its sides, and ET̃ denotes the extension of a polynomial
on T̃ by the same polynomial viewed as function on Rd.

Observe now that multiplying the governing equation in problem (9) by wh ∈ V k
h (Ω̃h) and integrating

by parts leads to

ak
h(u , wh) = lh(wh) , (23)

where the bilinear form ak
h should be understood in the sense of (22).

Remark 8. There is an important point to be made here. The interpretation of the Taylor expansion of a
polynomial function at x̃ ∈ Γ̃h being equivalent to the evaluation of the same polynomial at x = Mh(x̃) ∈ Γ
is extended in (22) to any (non-polynomial) function. Under this premise, the Shifted Boundary Method
satisfies a Galerkin-orthogonality statement (23), which is something that was not realized in the literature
of the method up to this point.

Subtracting (23) from (22) yields the familiar Galerkin orthogonality relation

ak
h(uh − u , wh) = 0 .

Adding and subtracting Ikhu, the interpolate of u, yields

ak
h(uh − Ikhu , wh) = ak

h(u − Ikhu , wh) .

Using the inf-sup estimate of Lemma 1 and the definition of the bilinear form ak
h gives

γ∥uh − Ikhu∥h ⩽ sup
wh∈V k

h

ak
h(u − Ikhu , wh)

∥wh∥h

⩽ |u − Ikhu|1,Ω̃h
+ ∥h1/2∇(u − Ikhu) · ñ∥0,Γ̃h

+ sup
wh∈V k

h

〈
(u − Ikhu) ◦ Mh , ∇wh · ñ

〉
Γ̃h

∥wh∥h
. (24)

The first two terms on the right-hand side of the inequality above are bound by chk|u|k+1 thanks to the usual
interpolation estimates. The last term requires some more work and can be treated element by element, for
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S

Mh(ẽ)

T̃

ẽ

δ

Γ̃h

Figure 3: A boundary element T̃ ∈ T̃h and the corresponding simplex S.

any wh ∈ V k
h (Ω̃h), applying Cauchy’s inequality and equivalence of discrete norms:

〈
(u − Ikhu) ◦ Mh , ∇wh · ñ

〉
Γ̃h

∥wh∥h
⩽

∑
ẽ∈Γ̃h

h−1
ẽ ∥(u − Ikhu) ◦ Mh∥2

0,ẽ

1/2∑
ẽ∈Γ̃h

hẽ∥∇wh · ñ∥2
0,ẽ

1/2

 ∑
T̃ ∈T̃h

∥∇wh∥2
0,T̃

1/2

⩽ C

∑
ẽ∈Γ̃h

h−1
ẽ ∥(u − Ikhu) ◦ Mh∥2

0,ẽ

1/2

,

where the sum is taken over all the boundary facets ẽ ∈ Γ̃h, each of which belongs to a mesh element T̃ , and
we have used the trace inverse inequality ∥∇wh ·ñ∥0,ẽ ⩽ C h

−1/2
ẽ ∥∇wh∥2

0,T̃
. Moreover, for every ẽ ⊂ Γ̃h ∩∂T̃

with T̃ ∈ T̃h, let us denote by S ⊃ T̃ the simplex obtained from T̃ by a homothetic transformation with
center C̃ ∈ T̃ and scaling coefficient κ > 1 such that Mh(ẽ) ⊂ Γ ∩ S (see Fig. 3). Observe that κ is
independent of h and in general not too large, that is κ = 2 is a possible choice in view of Assumption 1.

Then, by Assumption 5 and by the trace inequality, we have

∥(u − Ikhu) ◦ Mh∥2
0,ẽ ≲ ∥u − Ikhu∥2

0,Mh(ẽ) ≲ ∥u − ET̃ (Ikhu)∥2
0,Γ∩S ⩽ C∥Eu − ET̃ (Ikhu)∥0,S∥Eu − ET̃ (Ikhu)∥1,S ,

where Eu ∈ Hk+1(Rd) is the Hk+1-extension of u from Ω to the whole space Rd (cf. [1]). Taking l = 0 or 1,
observe that

∥Eu − ET̃ (Ikhu)∥l,S ⩽ ∥Eu − IkSEu∥l,S + ∥IkSEu − ET̃ (Ikhu)∥l,S ,

where IkS stands for the interpolation on the simplex S. By standard interpolation bounds, the properties
of smooth extensions, and the equivalence of norms on T̃ and S,

∥IkSEu − ET̃ (Ikhu)∥l,S ⩽ C∥IkSEu − Ikhu∥l,T̃ ⩽ C(∥Eu − IkSEu∥l,S + ∥u − Ikhu∥l,T̃ ) ⩽ Chk+1−l
ẽ |Eu|k+1,S ,

hence
∥Eu − ET̃ (Ikhu)∥l,S ⩽ C hk+1−l

ẽ |Eu|k+1,S

and
∥(u − Ikhu) ◦ Mh∥2

0,ẽ ⩽ C h2k−1
ẽ |Eu|k+1,S .

Summing over all the boundary facets gives∑
ẽ∈Γ̃h

hẽ∥(u − Ikhu) ◦ Mh∥2
0,ẽ ⩽ C

∑
ẽ∈Γ̃h

h2k
ẽ |Eu|k+1,S . (25)
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Since the extension Eu can be constructed locally to respect the regularity bound |Eu|k+1,S ⩽ C|u|k+1,S∩Ω,
the sum in (25) can be rewritten as the right hand side of (21). Combining this final result with (24)
concludes the proof. 2

L2-error estimates are derived next, using an Aubin-Nitsche duality argument. The derivations have
analogies with the proofs by Burman [15] in the context of body-fitted grids, and yield an identical theoretical
estimate of the convergence rate, suboptimal by a half an order of accuracy. This result, however, does not
match numerical experience, since both the SBM and the penalty-free method described in [15] show optimal
convergence in practical computations.

Theorem 2. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 1 hold. In addition, assume that the mesh Th is
quasi-uniform of meshsize h (i.e. hT ∼ h, with h fixed, for all T ∈ Th) and that ∂Ω is of class C 2. Then,
the following L2-error bound holds:

∥u − uh∥0,Ω̃h
⩽ C hk+1/2|u|k+1,Ω .

Proof
Introduce w ∈ H2(Ω), the solution to

−∆w = (u − uh)1Ω̃h
on Ω ,

w = 0 on ∂Ω ,

where 1Ω̃h
is the indicator function of the set Ω̃h. Then, we have ∥w∥2,Ω ⩽ C∥u − uh∥0,Ω̃h

and, integrating
by parts,

∥u − uh∥2
0,Ω̃h

= (u − uh, −∆w)Ω̃h
= −⟨u − uh, ∇w · ñ⟩Γ̃h

+ (∇(u − uh), ∇w)Ω̃h

= ak
h(u − uh, w) − ⟨u − uh, ∇w · ñ⟩Γ̃h

− ⟨Sk
δ(u − uh), ∇w · ñ⟩Γ̃h

+ ⟨∇(u − uh) · ñ, w⟩Γ̃h
.

Thanks to the Galerkin orthogonality property (23),

∥u − uh∥2
0,Ω̃h

= ak
h(u − uh, w − I1hw) − ⟨u − uh + ⟨Sk

δ(u − uh), ∇w · ñ⟩Γ̃h
+ ⟨∇(u − uh) · ñ, w⟩Γ̃h

⩽ |u − uh|1,Ω̃h
|w − I1hw|1,Ω̃h︸                                ︷︷                                ︸
I

+
∥∥∥∥ 1√

h
Sk

δ(u − uh)
∥∥∥∥

0,Γ̃h

∥∥∥√
h∇(w − I1hw) · ñ

∥∥∥
0,Γ̃h︸                                                                ︷︷                                                                ︸

II

+
∥∥∥√

h∇(u − uh) · ñ
∥∥∥

0,Γ̃h

∥∥∥∥ 1√
h

(w − I1hw)
∥∥∥∥

0,Γ̃h︸                                                             ︷︷                                                             ︸
III

+ (∥u − uh∥0,Γ̃h
+ ∥Sk

δ(u − uh)∥0,Γ̃h
)∥∇w · ñ∥0,Γ̃h︸                                                                 ︷︷                                                                 ︸

IV

+ ∥∇(u − uh) · ñ∥0,Γ̃h
∥w∥0,Γ̃h︸                                   ︷︷                                   ︸

V

. (26)

We recall that the proof of Theorem 1 gives ∥u − uh∥h ⩽ C hk | u|k+1,Ω. This enables us to obtain optimal
bounds for the first three terms above:

Term I: Recalling that |u − uh|1,Ω̃h
⩽ ∥u − uh∥h and using standard interpolation estimates, we have

|u − uh|1,Ω̃h
|w − I1hw|1,Ω̃h

⩽ C hk |u|k+1,Ω |w|2,Ω̃h
.
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Term II: By definition of Sk
δ,∥∥∥∥ 1√

h
Sk

δ(u − uh)
∥∥∥∥

0,Γ̃h

⩽

∥∥∥∥ 1√
h

(u − uh)
∥∥∥∥

0,Γ̃h

+

∥∥∥∥∥ 1√
h

k∑
i=1

Di
δ (u − uh)

i!

∥∥∥∥∥
0,Γ̃h

⩽ ∥u − uh∥h + C ∥h1/2 ∇(u − uh)∥0,Γ̃h
.

The last bound is obtained using Assumption 1 and combining Theorem 1 with discrete trace inequal-
ities, inverse inequalities, and interpolation estimates. Indeed, for any i between 1 and k,∥∥∥∥∥ 1√

h

Di
δ (u − uh)

i!

∥∥∥∥∥
0,Γ̃h

⩽ C ∥hi−1/2 ∇i(u − uh)∥0,Γ̃h

⩽ C
(

∥hi−1/2 ∇i(u − Iihu)∥0,Γ̃h
+ ∥hi−1/2 ∇i(Iihu − uh)∥0,Γ̃h

)
⩽ C

(
h

k |u|k+1,Ω + ∥h−1/2 (Iihu − uh)∥0,Γ̃h

)
⩽ C hk |u|k+1,Ω ,

where ∇i is the ith-order gradient. Hence,∥∥∥∥ 1√
h

Sk
δ(u − uh)

∥∥∥∥
0,Γ̃h

⩽ C
(
h

k |u|k+1,Ω + ∥h−1/2(u − uh)∥0,Γ̃h

)
⩽ C hk |u|k+1,Ω

and ∥∥∥∥ 1√
h

Sk
δ(u − uh)

∥∥∥∥
0,Γ̃h

∥∥∥√
h ∇(w − I1hw) · ñ

∥∥∥
0,Γ̃h

⩽ C hk+1 |u|k+1,Ω |w|2,Ω̃h
.

Term III: Because this term is similar to Term II, it can be bounded in the same manner.

The remaining two terms in (26) are responsible for the loss of
√

h in our error estimate.

Term IV: Again, by inverse estimates (similar to Term II),

∥u − uh∥0,Γ̃h
+ ∥Sk

δ(u − uh)∥0,Γ̃h
⩽ 2∥u − uh∥0,Γ̃h

+

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

Di
δ (u − uh)

i!

∥∥∥∥∥
0,Γ̃h

⩽ 2 h1/2 ∥u − uh∥h + C hk+1/2 |u|k+1,Ω) .

This gives already the error of order hk+ 1
2 . Unfortunately, one cannot gain another h1/2, since the

norm ∥∇w · ñ∥0,Γ̃h
can only be bounded by ∥∇w∥1,Ω̃h

, using the trace theorem. Thus,

(∥u − uh∥0,Γ̃h
+ ∥Sk

δ(u − uh)∥0,Γ̃h
) ∥∇w · ñ∥0,Γ̃h

⩽ C hk+1/2 |u|k+1,Ω ∥w∥2,Ω̃h
.

Term V: By calculations similar to those above, we have

∥∇(u − uh) · ñ∥0,Γ̃h
⩽ C hk−1/2 |u|k+1,Ω .

To bound ∥w∥0,Γ̃h
, we introduce the distance function ϕ on Ω, i.e. ϕ(x) = dist(x, Γ) for any x ∈ Ω

and recall the Hardy-type inequality from [33] (recall that w vanishes on Γ)∥∥∥∥w

ϕ

∥∥∥∥
1,Ω

⩽ C ∥w∥2,Ω .
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By Assumption 1 and the trace theorem, we obtain

∥w∥0,Γ̃h
⩽ max

x̃∈Γ̃h

|ϕ(x)|
∥∥∥∥w

ϕ

∥∥∥∥
0,Γ̃h

⩽ C h

∥∥∥∥w

ϕ

∥∥∥∥
1,Ω̃h

⩽ C h ∥w∥2,Ω .

Hence
∥∇(u − uh) · ñ∥0,Γ̃h

∥w∥0,Γ̃h
⩽ C hk+1/2 |u|k+1,Ω ∥w∥2,Ω̃h

.

Assembling the bounds for all the terms in (26) yields

∥u − uh∥2
0,Ω̃h

⩽ C hk+1/2 |u|k+1,Ω ∥w∥2,Ω̃h
⩽ C hk+1/2 |u|k+1,Ω ∥u − uh∥0,Ω̃h

,

which concludes the proof. 2

3.2. On condition numbers
it is easy to see that the condition number of the matrix associated to the bilinear form ak

h in (11b) scales
like h−2 on a quasi-uniform mesh of size h, similar to the case of a standard FEM on a fitted mesh. More
precisely, denoting by A the matrix representing ak

h in the standard basis of V k
h (Ω̃h), the condition number

κ(A) := ∥A∥2∥A−1∥2 satisfies
κ(A) ≲ h−2 . (27)

Here, ∥ ·∥2 stands for the matrix (operator) norm associated to the vector 2-norm (or, Euclidean norm) | · |2,
namely:

∥A∥2 = sup
v∈RN

sup
w∈RN

Av · w
|v|2|w|2

.

We give here a sketch of the proof. Associating any vh ∈ V k
h (Ω̃h) to a vector v ∈ RN (of N degrees

of freedom), we observe ∥vh∥0,Ω̃h
∼ hd/2|v|2 by the equivalence of norms on the quasi-uniform mesh. The

continuity of the form ak
h in the norm ∥ · ∥h leads to

∥A∥2 = sup
v∈RN

sup
w∈RN

Av · w
|v|2|w|2

≲ hd sup
vh∈V k

h
(Ω̃h)

sup
wh∈V k

h
(Ω̃h)

ak
h(vh, wh)

∥vh∥0,Ωh
∥wh∥0,Ωh

≲ hd sup
vh∈V k

h
(Ω̃h)

sup
wh∈V k

h
(Ω̃h)

∥vh∥h∥wh∥h

∥vh∥0,Ωh
∥wh∥0,Ωh

≲ hd−2

since ∥wh∥h ≲ h−1 ∥wh∥0,Ωh
. Similarly, the inf-sup condition of Lemma 1 implies

1
∥A−1∥2

= inf
v∈RN

sup
w∈RN

Av · w
|v|2|w|2

≳ hd sup
vh∈V k

h
(Ω̃h)

sup
wh∈V k

h
(Ω̃h)

ak
h(vh, wh)

∥vh∥0,Ωh
∥wh∥0,Ωh

≳ hd

since ∥wh∥0,Ωh
≲ ∥wh∥h (a form of the Poincaré inequality). These two estimates give (27).

4. A penalty-free Shifted Boundary Method for compressible linear elasticity

In the numerical tests that follow, we also consider the equations of (compressible) linear elasticity. Their
strong form is given as

−∇ · (σ(u)) = b in Ω , (28a)
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u = uD on ΓD , (28b)
σn = tN on ΓN , (28c)

where u is the displacement field, uD its value on the Dirichlet boundary ΓD, tN the normal traction along
the Neumann boundary ΓN , and b a body force. We assume that ∂Ω = ΓD ∪ ΓN and ΓD ∩ ΓN = ∅. The
stress σ is a linear function of u, according to the constitutive model

σ(u) = C ε(u) ,

where C is the fourth-order elasticity tensor. For isotropic materials, the previous definition of the stress
reduces to

σ(u) = 2µ ε(u) + λ(∇ · u)I .

We then consider the following variational formulation of (28), also inspired by [5]:

Find uh ∈ V h(Ω̃h), where

V h(Ω̃h) :=
{

vh ∈ (C0(Ω̃h))nd | vh|T ∈ (P1(T ))nd , ∀T ∈ T̃h

}
,

such that, for any wh ∈ V h(Ω̃h), it holds

(2µ ε(uh) , ε(wh))Ω̃h
+ (λ ∇ · uh , ∇ · wh)Ω̃h

− ⟨ 2µ ε(uh)ñ + λ(∇ · uh)ñ , wh ⟩Γ̃h

+⟨ Sk
δuh − uD , 2µ ε(wh)ñ + λ(∇ · wh)ñ ⟩Γ̃D,h

+⟨ wh, (n · ñ) (2µ Sk−1
δ ( ε(uh))n + λ Sk−1

δ (∇ · uh)n) − t̄N ⟩Γ̃N,h
= (b , wh)Ω̃h

. (29)

This variational formulation can be analyzed with very similar strategies to the Poisson equation, and
similar results on convergence and stability can be derived in the case of pure Dirichlet boundary conditions.
In the case when Neumann boundary conditions are applied, numerical tests indicate that this formulation
is sub-optimal by one order of accuracy, because the stress can only be extrapolated with Taylor expansions
of order k − 1, since it contains the gradients of u. We recall that a high-order body-fitted finite element
method requires the fitting of the mesh to the geometry at the same order of accuracy of the polynomial
interpolation space utilized. This represents a strong practical limitation of high-order discretizations, and
the tradeoff offered by the SBM with Neumann boundary conditions is that no body-fitted meshing is
required, at the price of the loss of one order of accuracy with respect to optimal rates.

Obviously, if only Dirichlet boundary conditions are applied, the SBM is optimal, although this situation
is less common in structural mechanics applications, and more typical in fluid mechanics applications.

5. Numerical results

5.1. Poisson problem with Dirichlet boundary conditions
A series of numerical tests were performed for the Poisson equation defined on a square domain Ω of

length l = 0.43 centered at [0.5, 0.5]. The problem schematic is depicted in 4a, with the domain in grey, the
true boundary in blue, and the surrogate boundary in red. The analytical solution is

u(x, y) = sin(15πx) sin(15πy)

and is obtained with the method of manufactured solutions, from the forcing term

f(x, y) = 450 π2 sin(15πx) sin(15πy) .

Dirichlet boundary conditions that are compatible with the analytic solution were enforced on all four sides
of the square.
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(a) The domain Ω (grey).

(b) Domain and grid (no rotation). (c) Domain and grid (45◦-rotation).

Figure 4: Problem schematic for the square domain (grey), true boundary (blue), surrogate boundary (red) for the base grid
(no rotation) and the the same grid rotated by 45 degrees.

(a) uh for 0o-rotation (b) uh for 13.5o-rotation (c) uh for 31.5o-rotation (d) uh for 45o-rotation

Figure 5: Visualizations of the numerical solution uh for various rotations of the computational grid.

In order to examine a high number of surrogate boundary arrangements, the square domain was immersed
into a regular triangular background mesh, which was then incrementally rotated from 0 degrees (see Fig. 4b)
to 45 degrees (see Fig. 4c). Seven levels of grid refinement were used in the simulations, for finite element
interpolation spaces of polynomial degree ranging from first to fifth order. A sampling of computed solutions
from various grid rotations are included in Figure 5.

The results displayed in Figures 6 and 7 show the convergence rates of the L2-norm and the H1-
semi-norm (respectively) for polynomial orders one through five. The mean error rates of all rotations are
presented, along with the individual rates for each rotation. The L2-norm and H1-seminorm of the errors
converge with rates k + 1 and k (respectively), which are optimal for Lagrange elements of polynomial order
k.

Additionally, we also computed the condition numbers κ(A) of the matrix A associated with (11b) and
of entries AIJ = ak

h(NJ , NI). Here NJ represents the global finite element shape function associated with
the degree-of-freedom (node) J . The mean values of κ(A), shown in Figure 8, scale with h−2 as predicted
in Section 3.2.

5.2. Linear Elasticity with Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions
Using the same geometric setup and grids of the previous test, we also considered the simulation of

isotropic compressible linear elasticity equations, with mixed boundary conditions. The Young’s modulus is
E = 10GPa, and the Poisson’s ratio is ν = 0.3. The Neumann boundary ΓN is located on the top of the
square, while the remaining three sides (left, right, and bottom) constitute the Dirichlet boundary ΓD.

As before, seven levels of grid refinement were used in the simulations, for finite element interpolation
spaces of polynomial degree ranging from first to fifth order. Similarly, the computational grids were
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Figure 6: Poisson problem with Dirichlet boundary conditions. Convergence rates of the L2-norm of the error, ||u − uh||0,Ω̃h
,

using first, second, third, fourth, and fifth order polynomial elements. The mean error computed over all grid rotations is
presented in (a), errors for individual grid rotations are presented in (b)-(f).

incrementally rotated from 0 degrees (see Fig. 4b) to 45 degrees (see Fig. 4c).
The analytical solution was chosen to be{

ux(x, y) = 10 π sin(10πx) sin(10πy) ,

uy(x, y) = 10 π cos(10πx) cos(10πy) .
(30)

and a corresponding forcing function b(x, y) was applied with the method of manufactured solutions.
We can see from Figure (9) that the L2-norm of the solution error has a suboptimal rate of convergence

by one order, that is polynomial approximations of order p converge with order p and not p + 1. On the
other hand, as seen in Figure 10, optimal orders of convergence (p) are recovered in the H1-seminorm. This
results were expected, and show that the proposed penalty-free version of the SBM only loses one order of
convergence in spite of the fact that the surrogate boundary Γ̃h is represented by straight segments.

6. Summary

We have proposed a penalty-free version of the SBM, which avoids the tedious selection/estimation of a
penalty parameter. The analysis of stability and convergence demonstrates that the method is stable and
convergent for any order of accuracy, and these theoretical results are confirmed by a series of numerical
experiments. In the course of the numerical analysis, we also discovered an important interpretation of the
SBM as a Galerkin consistent method, a new and somewhat unexpected result on the SBM.
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Figure 7: Poisson problem with Dirichlet boundary conditions. Convergence rates of the H1-seminorm of the error, |u−uh|1,Ω̃h
,

using first, second, third, fourth, and fifth order polynomial elements. The mean error over all grid rotations is presented in
(a), errors for individual grid rotations are presented in (b)-(f).
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