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ANALYSIS OF DIVERGENCE-PRESERVING UNFITTED FINITE

ELEMENT METHODS FOR THE MIXED POISSON PROBLEM

CHRISTOPH LEHRENFELD, TIM VAN BEECK, AND IGOR VOULIS

Abstract. In this paper we present a new H(div)-conforming unfitted finite
element method for the mixed Poisson problem which is robust in the cut con-

figuration and preserves conservation properties of body-fitted finite element

methods. The key is to formulate the divergence-constraint on the active mesh,
instead of the physical domain, in order to obtain robustness with respect to

cut configurations without the need for a stabilization that pollutes the mass
balance. This change in the formulation results in a slight inconsistency, but

does not affect the accuracy of the flux variable. By applying post-processings

for the scalar variable, in virtue of classical local post-processings in body-
fitted methods, we retain optimal convergence rates for both variables and even

the superconvergence after post-processing of the scalar variable. We present

the method and perform a rigorous a-priori error analysis of the method and
discuss several variants and extensions. Numerical experiments confirm the

theoretical results.

1. Introduction

In the recent decades unfitted finite element methods have become a popular
tool for the numerical approximation of partial differential equations (PDEs) on
complex geometries. The separation of the geometry description from the compu-
tational mesh allows for a flexible handling of the geometry and avoids meshing
and re-meshing issues of body-fitted discretizations. Unfitted finite element meth-
ods go under different names such as CutFEM [7], extended FEM (X-FEM) [3,30],
Finite Cell [32] and others. Several issues that come from the construction of the
unfitted methods, such as the enforcement of boundary and interface conditions,
the numerical integration on cut cells and the conditioning of the resulting linear
systems, have been addressed in the literature for a variety of PDE problems.

One crucial development in the field of unfitted finite element methods was the
introduction of the ghost penalty (GP) stabilization [6] as a means of dealing with
stability problems that can arise from locally arbitrary cut configurations. In many
cases, GP stabilization has allowed to restore the stability of an underlying body-
fitted discretization. An alternative approach with the same goal is the concept of
cell agglomeration techniques, see e.g. [2].

Despite these advances, there are still several situations where features of body-
fitted discretization do not carry over robustly to the unfitted setting. Mixed finite
element formulations, which rely on compatibility of the finite element spaces in-
volved, are one such situation. Compatibility here means that, compared to other
methods, additional properties of the PDE solution carry over from the continuous
to the discrete level. The most prominent example is local conservation.
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In this paper we consider the mixed Poisson problem as a model problem for
a mixed finite element formulation with additional compatibility. We expect that
several of the ideas presented here can be extended to other mixed problems, such
as the Stokes problem.

Several papers in the literature have considered the use of H(div)-conforming or
divergence preserving finite elements in an unfitted setting for the mixed Poisson,
the Darcy or the Stokes problem. For the lowest order Raviart-Thomas elements
an unfitted mixed finite element method has been proposed and analyzed for the
Darcy interface problem in the 2D case in [12]. An immersed finite element method
for a similar interface problem has recently been treated in [20]. Both formulations
do not require ghost-penalty stabilization, but are restricted to the lowest order
case. In [11,34] higher order Raviart-Thomas elements are considered, but a ghost-
penalty stabilization is applied which pollutes the conservation properties of the
method at least in the vicinity of cut elements. In the context of Stokes problems,
the stabilization of the pressure variable in unfitted finite element formulations has
been considered in [17, 21, 29]. However, in these discretizations, the underlying
body-fitted Stokes discretization is not locally mass-conservative in the first place.
Recently, [28] have considered a discretization for Stokes that is exactly divergence-
free (and pressure robust) in the body-fitted case. For the unfitted case, they use
a pressure stabilization and thus preserve the divergence-free property only in the
vicinity of cut elements.

In [9], a low order discretization of the Stokes problem is introduced which im-
poses the divergence-free constraint on the entire active mesh. Since the underlying
velocity-pressure pair is compatible, the discrete solution is exactly divergence-free
and robust in the cut configuration without additional ghost-penalty-type stabi-
lization. The use of ghost penalties to stabilize a discretization in a way that does
not pollute the conservation balance has recently been achieved in [13], where the
authors consider a mixed unfitted finite element method for the Darcy problem.

In this work we use similar ideas as in [13] and [9] to achieve robustness without
the need for ghost penalties or cell agglomeration.

Main contributions. In this manuscript, we present a new unfitted mixed finite
element method with an enforcement of the divergence constraint that avoids the
need for ghost penalties or cell agglomeration on the scalar variable. The resulting
scheme introduces an inconsistency. We show that this inconsistency does not affect
the accuracy of the flux variable which allows us to apply a post-processing to the
scalar variable to obtain optimal convergence rates for both variables and even
superconvergence after post-processing of the scalar variable. We also discuss the
use of hybridization and Neumann boundary conditions.

Structure of the paper. In Section 2, we introduce the problem, i.e. unfitted
meshes and the PDE problem, as well as some further preliminary considerations.
The main method is presented in Section 3 and arises from a seemingly inconsistent
modification of a simple, but not robust, unfitted mixed formulation. To deal with
the inconsistency, a simple post-processing, similar to that used in usual mixed
methods for Poisson or Darcy problems, is applied. In Section 4 the method without
post-processing is analysed in terms of a full a priori error analysis. Section 5 then
introduces and analyses two possible post-processing schemes which lead to optimal,
i.e., superconvergent approximations of the primal unknown.

Further modifications of the main method with computational advantages or a
broader range of applications are given in Section 6. Finally, Section 7 discusses
numerical results and computational aspects of the discussed methods.
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2. Preliminaries

2.1. Unfitted geometry, computational meshes and patches. We consider
a PDE problem posed on an unfitted open bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rd, d = 2, 3 with
Lipschitz boundary Γ := ∂Ω. Unfitted means that Ω is not parametrized by the
computational mesh that is used for the finite element approximation of the PDE
solution.

Let Ω̃ be a background domain, sufficiently large such that Ω ⊆ Ω̃ and let

T̃h = {T} be a shape regular, simplicial and quasi-uniform triangulation of Ω̃.
The set of elements that overlap with Ω is called the active mesh, while the set of
elements that intersect with ∂Ω is called the cut mesh:

Th = {T ∈ T̃h | measd(T ∩ Ω) > 0}, T Γ
h = {T ∈ T̃h | measd−1(T ∩ Γ) > 0}.

We denote the domains corresponding to the active and cut mesh as ΩT and ΩΓ,
respectively, and by T i

h = Th \ T Γ
h we denote the set of interior uncut elements

with associated domain Ωint. Given a subset Sh = {T} ⊆ Th, we denote the set
of interior element interfaces as Fh(Sh) and denote Fh = Fh(Th). A facet patch,
consisting of the two adjacent elements of a facet F is denoted as ωF .

The local mesh size of a mesh element T ∈ T̃h is defined as hT = diam(T ) :=
maxx1,x2∈T ∥x1 − x2∥2 and the global mesh size is h = maxT∈T̃h

hT .

As trimmed cut elements T ∩ Ω, T ∈ T Γ
h may become arbitrary small and may

suffer from shape irregularity, we will group together sets of neighboring elements
in Th in the vicinity of ∂Ω into disjoint patches. Each of these patches Tω with
associated domain ω contains at least one root element Tω ∈ T i

h . The interior
facets of a patch are denoted as Fω

h := Fh(Tω). Loosely speaking, these patches will
allow us to distribute “stability” from interior elements to cut elements (through
stabilizations acting on its interior facets). We denote by Ch = {Tω} the set of
disjoint patches and define the set of all patch-interior facets FC

h :=
⋃

Tω∈Ch
Fh(Tω).

All elements that are not cut by ∂Ω or directly adjacent to cut elements form trivial
patches Tω = {T}. We will make the following assumption on Ch.

Assumption 1. The set of disjoint patches Ch = {Tω} ensures that for each element
T ∈ T Γ

h there is a patch Tω ∈ Ch so that T ∈ Tω. Further, the number of elements
in a patch is uniformly bounded, s.t. from every element in a patch Tω the number
of facets F ∈ Fω

h that needs to be crossed to approach the root element Tω is also
uniformly bounded (uniformly in Tω, the cut position and h).

For the construction of according patches we refer the interested reader to the
works of Badia and Verdugo on the aggregated finite element method, see e.g. [2].
For a sketch of the resulting mesh and patch configurations see also Fig. 1.

Although practically relevant, in the presentation of the numerical methods and
their analysis we will neglect the problem of geometry handling and approximation
and assume that all geometrical operations, such as integrals on the unfitted domain
Ω, can be performed exactly. In Section 7.1 we discuss how we deal with this
problem in the numerical realization.

2.2. Notation for finite element spaces. On a set of elements Sh ⊆ Th with
associated domain S we denote the space of piecewise polynomials up to degree k
on that submesh as

Pk(Sh) := {v ∈ L2(S) | v|T ∈ Pk(T ), T ∈ Sh},(1)

where Pk(T ) is the space of scalar polynomials up to degree k on T . Similarly we
denote the space of Raviart-Thomas functions up to degree k by

RTk(Sh) := {vh ∈ H(div;S) | vh|T ∈ RT k(T ), T ∈ Sh},(2)
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T ∈T i
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h
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Figure 1. Example of an unfitted geometry, the active and cut
part of the computational mesh (left) and a set of patches as in
Assumption 1.

where RT k(T ) = [Pk(T )]d + Pk(T ) · x is the local Raviart-Thomas space so that
divRTk(Sh) = Pk(Sh). Note that in RTk(Sh) normal-continuity holds. Breaking
up normal-continuity leads to the broken Raviart-Thomas space that we denote by
RTk

−(Sh). We further define by ΠRT,k : [H1(S)]d → RTk(Sh) and ΠQ,k : L2(S) →
Pk(Sh) the usual Raviart-Thomas and L2 interpolation operators and drop the in-
dex k if the polynomial degree is clear from the context. The introduced spaces and
operators are well-known, well-understood and can be found in standard literature,
e.g. [4].

2.3. Notation for inner products, norms, inequalities up to constants.
By (·, ·)S we denote the L2(S) inner product on a domain S and by ∥ · ∥S the
corresponding L2(S) norm. We use the notation a ≲ b if there exists a constant
c > 0, independent of the mesh size and mesh-interface cut position, such that
a ≤ cb. Similarly, we use ≳ if a ≥ cb, and a ≃ b if both a ≲ b and b ≲ a holds.

2.4. Model problem. We consider Poisson’s equation on Ω with Dirichlet bound-
ary conditions on Γ = ∂Ω: For a given functions f : Ω → R, pD : Γ → R, find
p : Ω → R so that

−div(∇p) = f in Ω, p = pD on Γ.(3a)

The problem can be rewritten as a system of first order equations: Find u : Ω → Rd,
p : Ω → R so that

u−∇p = 0 in Ω, div u = −f in Ω, p = pD on Γ.(3b)

For the numerical treatment in the following we will focus on (3b) as it allows to
put an emphasis on the conservation of the (approximation of the) flux u.

We will focus on Dirichlet boundary conditions for simplicity in the main part
of this manuscript and discuss the Neumann case in Section 6.1.

2.5. Weak formulation. As a basis for a finite element discretization we consider
a variational formulation of (3b). With Σ := H(div,Ω) and Q := L2(Ω), the weak

formulation of (3b) reads: For f ∈ L2(Ω), pD ∈ H
1
2 (Γ) find (u, p) ∈ Σ×Q s.t.

a(u, v) + b(v, p) = ⟨v · n, pD⟩ ∀v ∈ Σ,(C-a)

b(u, q) = −(f, q)Ω ∀q ∈ Q.(C-b)
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where ⟨·, ·⟩ is the duality pairing between H− 1
2 (Γ) and H

1
2 (Γ). The bilinear forms

a(·, ·) and b(·, ·) are defined as

a(u, v) = (u, v)Ω, b(u, q) = (div u, q)Ω, u, v ∈ Σ, q ∈ Q.(4)

We identify the bilinear forms a(·, ·) and b(·, ·) with the corresponding operators
a : Σ → Σ∗ and b : Σ → Q∗.

2.6. Subproblems arising from a space decomposition. Defining the divergence-
free subspace of Σ as

(5) Σ0 := ker b = {v ∈ Σ | b(v, q) = 0 ∀q ∈ Q} = {v ∈ Σ | div v = 0 in Ω}
we obtain the orthogonal space decomposition Σ = Σ0 ⊕a Σ⊥ where Σ⊥ is the
L2(Ω)-orthogonal (i.e. a-orthogonal) complement of Σ0. We can now reformulate
the continuous problem as the task of finding the three components u0 ∈ Σ0,
u⊥ ∈ Σ⊥ and p ∈ Q solving three subproblems, s.t. (u0+u⊥, p) solves (C-a)–(C-b):

Find u0 ∈ Σ0 , s.t. a(u0, v0) = (v0 · n, pD)Γ ∀v0 ∈ Σ0,(C-1)

Find u⊥ ∈ Σ⊥, s.t. b(u⊥, q) = −(f, q)Ω ∀q ∈ Q,(C-2)

Find p ∈ Q , s.t. b(v⊥, p) = (v⊥ · n, pD)Γ − a(u⊥, v⊥) ∀v⊥ ∈ Σ⊥.(C-3)

We will exploit this characterization of the mixed formulation in the remaining con-
siderations of this work to investigate discrete variational formulations, especially
with respect to their consistency.

3. Unfitted discretizations

In this section we want to derive new unfitted discretizations for (C-a)–(C-b)
with a focus on preserving conservation properties. In Section 3.1 we start with
a straight-forward unfitted mixed FEM that is obtained by directly posing (C-a)–
(C-b) on finite dimensional subspaces of Σ and Q and work out the need for correc-
tions. We will then adapt the discrete variational formulation by replacing a(·, ·),
b(·, ·) and f by discrete versions ah(·, ·), bh(·, ·) and fh. We will introduce these
modifications successively in Sections 3.2–3.4 yielding the new unfitted mixed for-
mulation presented in Section 3.5. In Section 3.6 we discuss the impact of the
modifications introduced in terms of consistency and we relate the method to a
similar approach in the literature in Section 3.7.

3.1. Restricted mixed FEM. We set Σh = RTk(Th) ⊂ H(div,ΩT ) and Qh =
Pk(Th) ⊂ L2(ΩT ) and start with a straight-forward application of mixed finite
element methods in an unfitted setting. We take the finite element spaces w.r.t.
the active mesh Th, but restrict the integrals to Ω. Hence, we denote this method
as restricted mixed FEM. The discretization reads as: Find (uh, ph) ∈ Σh × Qh

such that for all (vh, qh) ∈ Σh ×Qh there holds

a(uh, vh) + b(vh, ph) = (vh · n, pD)Γ, b(uh, qh) = −(f, qh)Ω.(R)

According to the orthogonal decomposition Σh = Σ0
h ⊕a Σ

⊥
h with the discrete sub-

spaces Σ0
h := ker b = {vh ∈ Σh | div vh = 0} and Σ⊥

h := {vh ∈ Σh | a(vh, wh) =
0 ∀wh ∈ Σ0

h}, we can reinterpret problem (R) as the three subproblems:

Find u0
h ∈ Σ0

h, s.t. a(u0
h, v

0
h) = (v0h · n, pD)Γ ∀v0h ∈ Σ0

h,(R-1)

Find u⊥
h ∈ Σ⊥

h, s.t. b(u⊥
h , qh) = −(f, qh)Ω ∀qh ∈ Qh,(R-2)

Find ph ∈Qh, s.t. b(v⊥h , ph) = (v⊥h · n, pD)Γ − a(u⊥
h , v

⊥
h ) ∀v⊥h ∈ Σ⊥

h.(R-3)

Let us take a look at these three subproblems to characterize the stability of (R).
Stability of subproblem (R-1) follows directly from coercivity of a(·, ·) on Σ0

h w.r.t.
∥ · ∥H(div;Ω). With v0h = u0

h in (R-1) we have ∥u0
h∥H(div;Ω) ≤ ∥pD∥H1/2(Γ) and with
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qh = div u⊥
h ∈ Qh in (R-2) we obtain ∥ div u⊥

h ∥Ω ≤ ∥f∥Ω. This yields control of uh ∈
Σh by the r.h.s. data only in the (unsatisfactorily) weak norm ∥u0

h∥Ω + ∥ div uh∥Ω.
To obtain control (and hence finally error bounds) in ∥ · ∥Ω (or ∥ · ∥H(div;Ω)) we

are missing an estimate ∥ div v⊥h ∥Ω ≳ ∥v⊥h ∥Ω for all vh ∈ Σ⊥
h. More obviously

problematic is the stability of (R-3) which requires a stability result of the form

(6) inf
qh∈Qh\{0}

sup
vh∈Σ⊥

h\{0}

b(vh, qh)

∥vh∥H(div;Ω)∥qh∥Ω
> cR

with a constant cR > 0. One can indeed easily show that (6) holds, cf. Lemma 15
in Appendix A. With standard saddle point theory, cf. [2], this implies unique
solvability of (R) and stability in ∥uh∥H(div;Ω)+∥ph∥Ω for a constant cR. However,
the constant cR will not be robust w.r.t. the cut position and may become arbitrary
small, which renders the method practically useless.

In the next sections we derive a modified scheme tailored to fix the problem with
the inf-sup constant.

3.2. The discrete bilinear form bh(·, ·). Motivated by the insufficient robustness
of b(·, ·) w.r.t. the inf-sup condition, we modify the bilinear form b(·, ·) by substi-
tuting the previous domain of integration Ω with the domain of the active mesh
ΩT :

(7) bh(vh, ph) := (div vh, ph)ΩT .

The same type of modification for the setting of a low-order Stokes discretization
has been considered in [9]. By construction, this form does not depend on the local
cut configuration and will allow to provide control on the active mesh. Further,
there holds Σ0

h = ker b = ker bh so that the reduced problem on Σ0
h like (R-1) will

not be affected by this change. Subproblems (R-2) and (R-3) will obviously be
affected severely. For (R-2) we will change the r.h.s. to adapt for the change in
the integration domain below in Section 3.3. For (R-3) we will accept the fact that
the resulting discrete approximation of the primal unknown p will be inconsistent.
In Section 3.6 we will make sense of the inconsistent discrete approximation of
p and will afterwards re-obtain a consistent approximation from post-processings
discussed in Section 5.

3.3. The extended r.h.s. data fh. In the discretization below we will replace
b(·, ·) by bh(·, ·) which changes the integration domain for the discrete conservation
equation. Correspondingly, we need to adjust the r.h.s. integral and require a
proper integrand fh : ΩT → R, which we assume to be known. This is reasonable,
as we can typically consider to be in one of two situations:

• In the first case the function f is given as a finite element function on the
background mesh, because it stems from a coupling to a different (unfitted)
discrete field or it is prescribed in closed form anyway.

• In the second case f : Ω → R is not given with a proper extension to ΩT and
the discrete extension has to be constructed explicitly, cf. Section 3.4

Why an extension of f to ΩT is necessary is further explained in Remark 1.

3.4. Ghost penalty stabilization. For the restricted mixed FEM we have seen
that the bilinear form a(·, ·) suffices for stability w.r.t. L2(Ω), respectivelyH(div; Ω).
However, there are good reasons to ask for control on the whole active mesh, i.e. in
L2(ΩT ), respectively H(div; ΩT ). For instance, this can be crucial for conditioning
or finite element post-processing. This control can be obtained by adding a proper
stabilization term to the bilinear form ah(·, ·), the ghost penalty (GP) stabilization,
cf. [6]. Another application of the GP stabilization in the context of this work is to
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obtain a proper extension of the r.h.s. data fh to the whole active mesh ΩT in the
case where f is only given on Ω, cf. Section 3.3.

We denote a GP stabilization, which is a symmetric non-negative bilinear form
for a generic piecewise polynomial finite element space Rh ⊆ Pk(Th) (respectively
Rh ⊆ [Pk(Th)]d) by jh(·, ·) with corresponding semi-norm | · |j . Although different
GP formulations exist, we restrict to the set of methods that split into facet con-
tributions, so that jh(uh, vh) =

∑
F∈F∗

h
jF (uh, vh), where F∗

h is a set of facets and

jF (·, ·) is a stabilization term acting on facet F or the facet patch ωF . We make
the following assumptions, similar to e.g. [18, Assumptions E2,E3]:

Assumption 2. Let T1, T2 be the two adjacent elements to a facet F ∈ F∗
h and

rh ∈ Pk({T1, T2}) be an element-wise polynomial function up to degree k. There
holds the local stability property

(GP1a) jF (rh, rh) ≳ inf
vh∈Pk(ωF )

∥vh − rh∥2ωF

with (hidden) constants independent of h or F , i.e. the GP term is lower bounded
by the distance to a patchwise polynomial of the same degree. We further assume
that jF (·, ·) is continuous w.r.t. the L2-norm so that a consequence of (GP1a) is
that for rh ∈ Rh there holds the global stability property

(GP1b) ∥rh∥Ω + |rh|j ≃ ∥rh∥ΩT .

Further for r ∈ Hm(ΩT ) ⊂ V for some Sobolev space V and IR : V → Rh,
m ∈ {0, . . . , k + 1} a suitable interpolation operator into Rh there holds the weak
consistency property

(GP2) |IRr|j ≲ hm|r|Hm(ΩT
j ) ≤ hm|r|Hm(ΩT )

where ΩT
j ⊂ ΩT is the subdomain of elements on which the GP stabilization acts.

In the remainder we set F∗
h = FC

h which limits the amount of additional couplings
that is introduced by the GP mechanism, cf. also [1]. Two popular candidates
for jF (·, ·) that fulfill Assumption 2 are given in Appendix B. Let us note that
the GP stabilization bilinear form may depend on the polynomial degree of the
finite element space Rh. Furthermore, with F∗

h = FC
h the domain ΩT

j in (GP2)
decomposes into the disjoint nontrivial patches of Ch, and we can deduce that a
function r that is a polynomial up to degree k on each of these patches is in the
kernel of jh(·, ·) as r = IRr and |r|Hk+1(ΩT

j ) = 0.

We will make use of the GP stabilization in the following in up to three occasions:
First, to potentially enlarge the domain of control. For γu ≥ 0, we define

(8) ah(uh, vh) := a(uh, vh) + γujh(uh, vh), uh, vh ∈ Σh.

Note that we also allow γu = 0, i.e. the unstabilized form where ah(·, ·) = a(·, ·).
Second, for the generic construction of fh – if needed – we propose the following

discrete variational problem: To γf > 0 find fh ∈ Q
kf

h = Pkf (Th) with kf ∈ N0, s.t.

(fh, qh)Ω + γf jh(fh, qh) = (f, qh)Ω, ∀ qh ∈ Q
kf

h .(9)

The obvious default choice for kf is k so that div Σh = Qh = Qk
h = Q

kf

h , we will,
however, also allow kf ̸= k in the following. Note that the matrix corresponding to
the l.h.s. is block-diagonal, with each block corresponding to the unknowns of one
patch. Note that this is a specific consequence of the choice F∗

h = FC
h . The solution

of (9) can then be obtained by solving a sequence of local problems (in parallel).
Finally, in Section 5.2 we will make use of the GP stabilization for one of our

post-processing schemes again.
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3.5. The unfitted mixed FEM. Bringing the previous motivation into play, we
formulate the following unfitted mixed FEM problem: Find (uh, p̄h) ∈ Σh × Qh

such that

ah(uh, vh) + bh(vh, p̄h) = (vh · n, pD)Γ ∀vh ∈ Σh,(M-a)

bh(uh, qh) = −(fh, qh)ΩT ∀qh ∈ Qh.(M-b)

As before, we split the problem into three subproblems. However, with a(·, ·) being
replaced by ah(·, ·) we also change the definition of the discrete space Σ⊥

h to Σ⊥
h =

{vh ∈ Σh | ah(vh, wh) = 0 ∀wh ∈ Σ0
h}.

Find u0
h ∈ Σ0

h, s.t. ah(u
0
h, v

0
h) = (v0h · n, pD)Γ ∀v0h ∈ Σ0

h,(M-1)

Find u⊥
h ∈ Σ⊥

h, s.t. bh(u
⊥
h , qh) = −(fh, qh)ΩT ∀qh ∈ Qh,(M-2)

Find p̄h ∈ Qh, s.t. bh(v
⊥
h , p̄h) = (v⊥h · n, pD)Γ − ah(u

⊥
h , v

⊥
h ) ∀v⊥h ∈ Σ⊥

h.(M-3)

The advantage of this discretization over the restricted mixed FEM (R) comes with
bh(·, ·) providing proper control on the whole active mesh. This comes at the price
of an inconsistency that is discussed in the next section.

Remark 1. From (M-b) it becomes clear that we need a proper extension of
the r.h.s. data f to ΩT to obtain a consistent discretization. If f is only extended
trivially, i.e. by zero, outside of Ω the discrete solution would face the approximation
problem div uh = χΩ · f with a discontinuous r.h.s. (unless f |∂Ω ≡ 0) on ΩT which
would result in deteriorated convergence.

3.6. Consistency of the unfitted mixed FEM. We will analyze potential in-
consistencies resulting from our modifications by sequentially reviewing problems
(M-1), (M-2), and (M-3). While (M-1) is affected – if at all – by the weakly consis-
tent GP term, in (M-2), we avoid inconsistencies – up to a possible approximation
error fh ≈ f – in the mass balance by replacing div vh = f on Ω by div vh = fh
on the larger domain ΩT . The major change in consistency comes with (M-3).
Indeed, p̄h is not a good approximation of p on cut elements. However, as p̄h as
the solution of (M-3) does not influence (M-1) or (M-2) this inconsistency does
not affect uh ∈ Σh. We can also make some sense of the solution p̄h of (M-3)
as a reasonable approximation of a slightly different field. For a discrete function
in L2(Ω) let us define the L2(ΩT ) projection into Qh of the extension by zero by
E0
h : L2(Ω) → Qh, q 7→ ΠQ(χΩ · q), so that

(10) (E0
hq, rh)ΩT = (χΩ · q, rh)ΩT = (q, rh)Ω ∀rh ∈ Qh.

This allows us to write b(vh, q) = bh(vh, E0
hq) and interpret p̄h as an approximation

of the extension by zero of p, p̄h ≈ E0
hp. A similar interpretation of p̄h has been

given in [9] for their unfitted discretization of the Stokes problem. Indeed, the
following consistency relation holds for all wh ∈ Σh:

ah(uh, wh)− a(u,wh) = a(uh − u,wh) + γujh(uh, wh)

= b(wh, p)− bh(wh, p̄h) = bh(wh, E0
hp− p̄h) = (divwh, E0

hp− p̄h)ΩT(11)

This characterization will also be crucial in the numerical analysis below.

Remark 2. We note that E0
h is invertible (as long as measd(T ∩Ω) > 0 for all T ∈

T Γ
h ), but the norm of the inverse of E0

h strongly depends on the cut configuration,
making it necessary to avoid including (E0

h|Qh
)−1 in a numerical realization.

In mixed finite element methods, post-processing is often used to obtain an
additional order of accuracy. We will use post-processing here as well, but to
achieve two goals at the same time: First, to repair the inconsistency of p̄h on cut
elements, and second, to obtain an additional order of accuracy for uncut and cut
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elements. Two possible post-processing schemes are introduced in Section 5 after
the analysis of the main method in Section 4.

3.7. Relation to the method in Frachon et al. ( [13]). In [13] unfitted mixed
FE methods for the Darcy interface problem are introduced that are based on a
stabilization of the bilinear form b(·, ·) based on the GP mechanisms. The suggested
scheme, translated to the one-domain case, leads to the following discrete problem:
Find (uh, ph) ∈ Σh ×Qh such that

ah(uh, vh) + b∗h(vh, ph) = (vh · n, pD)Γ ∀vh ∈ Σh,(12a)

b∗h(uh, qh) = −(f, qh)Ω ∀qh ∈ Qh,(12b)

where b∗h(uh, qh) = (div uh, qh)Ω + γdivjh(div uh, qh). This scheme is closely related
to the method (M-a)–(M-b) with fh from (9) and γf = γdiv, as we will show in the
following lemma.

Lemma 1. The method (M-a)–(M-b) with fh from (9) and γf = γdiv and the
method (12) from [13] yield the same solution uh ∈ Σh and the same solution ph ∈
Qh (and p̄h ∈ Qh respectively) away from cut elements and their direct neighbors.

Proof. From the definition of (9) we obtain in (12b) that

(div uh, qh)Ω + γdivjh(div uh, qh) = −(fh, qh)Ω − γf jh(fh, qh) ∀qh ∈ Qh.

With qh = div uh ∈ Qh and γdiv = γf we obtain that div uh is uniquely determined
and the unique solution for div uh is div uh = fh in ΩT . The same obviously holds
for (M-b). The space decomposition as well as problem (M-1) are the same for
both problems so that uh is the same in both problems. On elements away from
cut element and their direct neighbors, the local problems to solve for ph and p̄h,
respectively, are also the same yielding the same pressure approximations there.
Note that on cut elements and direct neighbors in [13] there is a GP term active
which is not acting on p̄h so that in general p̄h ̸= ph on these elements. □

Remark 3 (Patch-local integral conservation property). Let us note that for both
methods, as well as for the method in [34] with a patch-localized version of the ghost
penalty there holds the patch-local integral conservation property

∫
Ω∩ω

div uh dx =∫
Ω∩ω

f dx for all ghost penalty patches (or interior elements) ω as the ghost penalty
terms vanish for the choice qh = χω with χω the indicator function to the patch ω.

Note that the previous lemma together with the subsequent analysis of the
method (M-a)–(M-b) in Section 4 also implies a convergence analysis of the method
(12). This way, the analysis presented here slightly extends the analysis in [13], espe-
cially with a different viewpoint on the LBB-analysis and a duality result. Further,
the analysis reveals that the post-processings proposed below can also be applied
for the method [13]. Note that although the approaches are very similar, the nu-
merical computation of (12) comes at a slightly higher computational cost as the
GP stabilization term in b∗h(·, ·) introduces additional couplings and thus increases
the number of non-zero entries in the system matrix, cf. Section 7.6. In contrast the
method (M-a)–(M-b) applies – if necessary – a sequence of patch-wise GP stabilized
L2 projections that are small cheap computations that can be executed in parallel.
We numerically verified the equivalence of the solutions as stated in Lemma 1 up to
round-off errors. The interested reader is invited to make use of the reproduction
data, cf. section on data availability, which includes the implementation of both
methods.
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4. A-priori error analysis of the unfitted mixed method (M-1)–(M-3)

After some preliminaries on extensions, the approximation of the r.h.s. and the
norms considered in the analysis in Section 4.1 and Section 4.2, we will discuss
an a priori error analysis of the discretization (M-a)–(M-b) with a focus on uh in
Section 4.3. In Section 5.3 we then analyse the accuracy of post-processings for ph.

4.1. Preliminaries: Sobolev extensions and discrete extension fh of f .
First, to make sense of u, p and f on ΩT we will assume the existence of proper
extensions to ΩT . We use the notation for a bounded linear extension operator
E : Hm(Ω) → Hm(ΩT ), m ∈ N, but note that the extension is not necessarily
unique. A possible extension operator is discussed for instance in [15, Theorem
II.3.3]. We introduce pE = Ep and derive from this uE = ∇pE and fE = −div uE , i.e.
the extensions of u, f and p are chosen consistently. The need for an approximation
of an extension of f on ΩT in an unfitted setting has a significant impact on
the regularity requirements in the analysis compared to geometrically fitted mixed
methods. While this affects only the regularity of f at first glance, the regularity
of u and p is affected through the PDE equations −div u = f , u = ∇p, especially
there holds ∥f∥Hℓ(Ω) = ∥ div u∥Hℓ(Ω) = ∥∆p∥Hℓ(Ω) ≲ ∥p∥Hℓ+2(Ω) for ℓ ∈ Z. We will
discuss the difference to geometrically fitted methods in that regard in more detail
in the next remark.

Remark 4. The approximation of the extension of f on ΩT leads to a subtle but
important difference compared to most geometrically fitted mixed methods. In
geometrically fitted mixed methods, one typically has fh = ΠQf = −ΠQ div u =
−div uh on ΩT so that div u − div uh is L2-orthogonal to Qh. Furthermore, the
Raviart-Thomas interpolator vh = ΠRTu also has div vh = divΠRTu = ΠQ div u so
that div uh−div vh = 0. This is in general not the case for solutions to (M-a)–(M-b)
as div uh = fh ̸= ΠQfE . In the subsequent analysis, we will hence observe terms
related to fh−fE and div uh−div uE , respectively, showing up in several estimates.
To get proper bounds for fh − fE we will require one additional order of regularity
for f compared to standard literature for geometrically fitted problems. Regularity
of f can be implied from regularity of p (and u) and it would suffice to assume one
additional order of regularity for p and u compared to standard literature to obtain
optimal order results. However, we will distinguish the regularity for f = div u and
(u, p) for the most part of the analysis to keep the origin of the additional regularity
requirement transparent.

We formulate an explicit assumption on the approximation of fE by fh:

Assumption 3. We assume that a discrete approximate extension of the source
function f from Ω to ΩT is given by fh : ΩT → R and that it is a good approxima-
tion to fE := −div uE , so that there holds for r ∈ {0, .., kf + 1} with kf ∈ N0

(Ef ) ∥fh − fE∥ΩT + h−1∥fh − f∥−2 ≲ hr∥f∥Hr(Ω)

where the −2-norm denotes the operator norm for functionals over H2(Ω)∩H1
0 (Ω).

1

Lemma 2. If (9) with γf > 0 is used to define fh ∈ Q
kf

h Assumption 3 is fulfilled.

Proof. Let gh ∈ Q
kf

h be arbitrary. Then, from the definition (9) we directly obtain

∥f−fh∥2Ω + γf |fh|2j = (f−fh, gh−fh)Ω + (f−fh, f−gh)Ω + γf |fh|2j
(9)
= γf jh(fh, gh) + (f−fh, f−gh)Ω

=⇒ ∥f−fh∥Ω + γ
1
2

f |fh|j ≲ ∥f−gh∥Ω + γ
1
2

f |gh|j .(13)

1This norm is weaker then the H2(Ω)′-norm and stronger then the H−2(Ω)-norm.
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Exploiting (GP1b) then yields a bound on ΩT

∥fE−fh∥ΩT =
∥∥fE−gh

∥∥
ΩT + ∥gh−fh∥ΩT ≲

∥∥fE−gh
∥∥
ΩT + ∥gh−fh∥Ω + |gh−fh|j

≲
∥∥fE−gh

∥∥
ΩT + ∥gh−f∥Ω + |gh|j + ∥fh−f∥Ω + |fh|j

(13)

≲
∥∥fE−gh

∥∥
ΩT + |gh|j

≲ hℓ−1
∥∥fE∥∥

Hℓ−1(ΩT )
≲ hℓ−1 ∥f∥Hℓ−1(Ω) ,

ℓ = 1, ..., kf + 2, where the last step follows with gh = ΠQfE , the approximation
properties of Qh and (GP2). Finally, we prove the −2-norm-bound. By definition
we have

∥f−fh∥−2 = sup
v∈H2(Ω)∩H1

0 (Ω)\{0}

(f − fh, v)Ω
∥v∥H2(Ω)

.

To v ∈ H2(Ω) we denote by v∗h ∈ Q
kf

h the solution of (v∗h, qh)Ω + γf jh(v
∗
h, qh) =

(v, qh)Ω, i.e. v∗h is the stabilized L2 projection of v as in (9) with γf > 0 and kf .
Then, we have with (9) that

(f−fh, v)Ω= (f−fh, v−v∗h)Ω+ (f−fh, v
∗
h)Ω= (f−fh, v−v∗h)Ω+ γf jh(fh, v

∗
h)

≲ (∥f−fh∥Ω+ γ
1
2

f |fh|j)(∥v−v∗h∥Ω+ γ
1
2

f |v
∗
h|j) ≲ hr ∥f∥Hr−1(Ω) ∥v∥H2(Ω)

where we exploited ∥v − v∗h∥Ω + γ
1
2
u |v∗h|j ≲ h∥v∥H1(Ω) ≲ h∥v∥H2(Ω) with arguments

as in (13) and kf ≥ 0. Hence, the result for the −2-norm also holds true which
concludes the proof. □

Remark 5. In the previous proof one can also use the bound ∥v − v∗h∥Ω+γ
1
2
u |v∗h|j ≲

h2∥v∥H2(Ω) for kf ≥ 1 and r > 1 in Assumption 3 yielding the stronger bound:

∥fh − fE∥ΩT + h−2∥fh − f∥−2 ≲ hr∥f∥Hr(Ω),

however, since the ∥fh−fE∥ΩT term dominates in what follows, we only consider the
weaker bound in Assumption 3, but don’t have to treat the case kf = 0 separately.

4.2. Norms for the error analysis. In the analysis we will avoid applying the
GP bilinear form (or the GP semi-norm | · |j) to functions in H(div; ΩT ) \ Σh. To
this end we introduce two norms: One mimics an H(div)-type norm where the
L2-part is replaced by ah(·, ·). This norm is supposed to be applied only on the
discrete space Σh. For uh ∈ Σh we define

(14) ∥uh∥2ah
:= ∥uh∥2Ω,j + ∥ div uh∥2ΩT , with ∥uh∥2Ω,j = ∥uh∥2Ω + γu|uh|2j

The second norm is equivalent to the first one on Σh, but also makes sense for
general (“non-discrete”) functions in u ∈ H(div; ΩT ):

(15) ∥u∥2Σ := ∥u∥2Ωγ
+ ∥ div u∥2ΩT with ∥u∥Ωγ :=

{
∥u∥ΩT , γu > 0,

∥u∥Ω, γu = 0.

We have ∥u∥Σ ≤ ∥u∥H(div;ΩT ) which turns into an identity for γu > 0. That both
norms are equivalent on Σh, i.e. ∥uh∥ah

≃ ∥uh∥Σ (and ∥uh∥Ω,j ≃ ∥uh∥Ωγ ) on Σh,
follows directly from (GP1b).

Remark 6. Often, for the analysis of the mixed Poisson problem in a geometrically
fitted setting a stronger, H1-type, norm on Qh and a weaker, L2-type, norm on
Σh is used. To achieve this partial integration on the bh(·, ·)-term is applied in
the stability (and continuity) analysis. We will not do this here as after partial
integration on bh(·, ·) we would need control on Σh in L2(ΩT ) which we can only
provide for γu > 0 which we don’t want to restrict the analysis to. We discuss
consequence of this choice and potential improvements for the setting with stronger
norms and γu > 0 in more detail in Remark 8 below.
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4.3. A-priori error analysis for u− uh. We start with the stability results that
the method has been tailored for in the next two lemmas.

Lemma 3 (Kernel-coercivity). ah(·, ·) is coercive on Σ0
h w.r.t. ∥ · ∥ah

and ∥ · ∥Σ.

Proof. For uh ∈ Σ0
h ah(uh, uh) = ah(uh, uh) + ∥div uh∥2ΩT = ∥uh∥2ah

≃ ∥uh∥2Σ. □

Lemma 4 (LBB-type inf-sup stability on ΩT ). There holds the inf-sup condition

(16) inf
p̄h∈Qh

sup
uh∈Σh

bh(uh, p̄h)

∥uh∥Σ∥p̄h∥ΩT
≥ c > 0

for a constant c that is independent of h and local cut configurations. Hence, the
saddle-point problem (M-a) – (M-b) is well-posed (in the corresponding norms).

Proof. The proof follows standard arguments, cf. [4, Section 7.1.2]. Slight adapta-
tions are necessary to account for the fact that the domain ΩT depends on h. For
completeness we add a complete proof in Appendix C. □

Both stability results together with the approximation of the r.h.s. yield a first
quasi-best approximation estimate for the discretization error.

Lemma 5 (Error estimate for uh). Let (u, p) ∈ Σ × Q be the solution to (C-1) –
(C-3) and (uh, p̄h) ∈ Σh ×Qh the discrete solution to (M-1) – (M-3). Then, there
holds

∥u−uh∥Ω+γ
1
2
u |uh|j+∥p̄h−E0

hp∥ΩT≲ inf
vh∈Σh

∥u−vh∥Ω+|vh|j+∥ div vh−fh∥ΩT.(17)

If γu > 0 we further have

∥uE−uh∥ΩT +γ
1
2
u |uh|j+∥p̄h−E0

hp∥ΩT≲ inf
vh∈Σh

∥uE−vh∥ΩT +|vh|j+∥ div vh−fh∥ΩT,(18)

where uE is the Sobolev extension of u (with uE = ∇pE = ∇(Ep)).

Proof. We will first bound the p-error in terms of the u-error: Let vh ∈ Σh be
arbitrarily. From the inf-sup condition in the previous lemma we know that there
is a w∗

h ∈ Σ⊥
h so that

∥p̄h − E0
hp∥ΩT ∥w∗

h∥Σ ≲ bh(w
∗
h, p̄h − E0

hp) = bh(w
∗
h, p̄h)− b(w∗

h, p)
(11)
= a(u,w∗

h)− ah(uh, w
∗
h) ≲ a(u− uh, w

∗
h)− γujh(uh, w

∗
h)

=a(u− vh, w
∗
h)+a(vh − uh, w

∗
h) +γujh(vh − uh, w

∗
h)−γujh(vh, w

∗
h)

=⇒ ∥p̄h−E0
hp∥ΩT ≲ ∥u− vh∥Ω + γ

1
2
u |vh|j + ∥vh − uh∥Ω,j(19a)

For the latter term, the discrete error, we have with wh := vh−uh that there holds

∥wh∥2Ω,j = a(vh − uh, wh) + γujh(vh − uh, wh)

= a(u− uh, wh)− γujh(uh, wh) + a(vh − u,wh) + γujh(vh, wh)
(11)
= bh(wh, p̄h − E0

hp) + a(vh − u,wh) + γujh(vh, wh)

≤ ∥divwh∥ΩT ∥p̄h − E0
hp∥ΩT + 1/2 ∥wh∥2Ω,j +

1/2 (∥vh − u∥2Ω + γu|vh|2j )

≤ η∥p̄h − E0
hp∥2ΩT + η−1 ∥divwh∥2ΩT + ∥vh − u∥2Ω + γu|vh|2j

for any η > 0, where we used a kickback argument and Young’s inequality in the
last step. Now using (19a) and choosing η > 0 sufficiently small to absorb ∥wh∥Ω,j

with another kickback argument, we obtain

∥vh − uh∥Ω,j ≲ ∥u− vh∥Ω + γ
1
2
u |vh|j + ∥div(vh − uh)∥ΩT(19b)
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Hence, we have∥∥uE−uh

∥∥
Ω
+ γ

1
2
u |uh|j ≲

∥∥uE−vh
∥∥
Ω
+ γ

1
2
u |vh|j + ∥vh−uh∥Ω,j + ∥div(vh−uh)∥ΩT

(19b)

≲
∥∥uE−vh

∥∥
Ω
+ γ

1
2
u |vh|j + ∥div vh−fh∥ΩT ,

where we made use of div uh = fh. Now, let’s turn to the case γu > 0. We have

∥uE − uh∥ΩT ≤ ∥uE − vh∥ΩT + ∥vh − uh∥ΩT ≲ ∥uE − vh∥ΩT + ∥vh − uh∥Ω,j

(19b)

≲ ∥uE − vh∥ΩT + γ
1
2
u |vh|j + ∥ div vh − fh∥ΩT .

□

Note that the last term in Eq. (19b) vanishes in geometrically fitted meth-
ods when restricting the approximation space for vh to those fulfilling div vh =
ΠQ div u = ΠQf there, cf. Remark 4. Restricting vh ∈ Σh in the infimum on the
r.h.s. to comply to div vh = div uh = fh would allow us to obtain a similar result
here as well. However, the approximation error term ∥f − fh∥ΩT would then en-
ter the approximation problem, which would lead to the same overall convergence
result.

Next, we take a look at the approximation problem.

Theorem 6. There holds for u ∈ Hm(Ω) with integer m ∈ {0, .., k + 1}

∥u− uh∥Ω + γ
1
2
u |uh|j + ∥p̄h− E0

hp∥ΩT ≲ hm∥u∥Hm(Ω)+
∥∥ΠQfE−fh

∥∥
ΩT.(20a)

For γu > 0 there further holds

∥uE − uh∥ΩT + γ
1
2
u |uh|j + ∥p̄h− E0

hp∥ΩT ≲ hm∥u∥Hm(Ω)+
∥∥ΠQfE−fh

∥∥
ΩT.(20b)

Proof. Starting from the quasi-best approximation result in Lemma 5 we only need
to consider the approximation problem. Here, we set vh = ΠRTuE and directly
obtain the following standard bound from the literature, cf. e.g. [4],

∥u−ΠRTuE∥Ω ≤ ∥uE −ΠRTuE∥ΩT ≲ hm∥uE∥Hm(ΩT )

For the GP part we recall (GP2) and we apply results from the literature, cf.
e.g. [24, Lemma 5.8], for the Lagrange interpolation operator ΠL of order k:

|ΠRTuE |j ≤ |ΠLuE |j + |(ΠL − id)uE |j + |(ΠRT − id)uE |j
≲ |ΠLuE |j + ∥(ΠL − id)uE∥ΩT + ∥(ΠRT − id)uE∥ΩT ≲ hm∥uE∥Hm(ΩT ).

Exploiting ∥uE∥Hm(ΩT ) ≲ ∥u∥Hm(Ω) and divΠRTuE = ΠQfE concludes the proof.
□

Remark 7. Let us assume f = fh ∈ Qh and γu = 0 and compare the solution
(uR

h , p
R
h ) of restricted mixed method (R) and the solution (uM

h , p̄Mh ) of the unfitted
mixed method (M-a) – (M-b). As ker b = ker bh and ah(·, ·) = a(·, ·) we have that
Σ0

h in (R-1) and (M-1) coincide. Further, (R-2) and (M-2) yield the same solution as
both lead to pointwise conditions, div u⊥

h = f = fh on Ω or ΩT , respectively. Hence,
we have coinciding u-components uR

h = uM
h . Finally, we can rewrite (R-3) with the

help of p̄Rh = E0
hp

R
h to bh(v

⊥
h , p̄

R
h ) = b(v⊥h , p

R
h ) = (v⊥h · n, pD)Γ − a(uR

h , v
⊥
h ), v

⊥
h ∈ Σ⊥

h

which coincides with (M-3) and yields p̄Rh = p̄Mh .

Lemma 7. Assume that the domain Ω is smooth enough to provide an L2(Ω)-
H2(Ω) stability result (e.g. Ω is convex), there holds

∥p̄h − E0
hp∥ΩT ≲ h(∥u− uh∥Ω + γ

1
2
u |uh|jh) + ∥f − fh∥−2.
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Proof. The structure of the proof follows the standard strategy of exploiting ap-
proximation and regularity of the dual problem. The dual problem ist considered
on Ω, followed by an extension of the solution to a larger domain.

Let us start with formulating the dual problem which is (C-a)–(C-b) with data
pD = 0 and f = −(p̄h − E0

hp) and we denote the solution as (w, z) ∈ Σ×Q.

(w,w′)Ω + (divw′, z)Ω = 0 ∀w′ ∈ Σ(D1)

(divw, z′)Ω = ((p̄h − E0
hp), z

′)Ω ∀z′ ∈ Q.(D2)

There holds ∥w∥H1(Ω) ≲ ∥z∥H2(Ω) ≲ ∥(p̄h − E0
hp)∥Ω due to the L2-H2 regularity of

Ω. Further choosing w′ = u− uh in (D1) we have

(21a) (w, u− uh)Ω = −(div(u− uh), z)Ω.

We will need a proper extension of w which we construct next. Let Ωe be an
h-independent extension strip domain to Ω such that ΩT ⊂ Ωe ∪ Ω and we, qe ∈
H1(Ωe)× L2(Ωe) be the solution of the Stokes problem on Ωe:

−∆we +∇qe = 0, divwe = χΩT (p̄h − E0
hp) on Ωe,

we|Γ = w|Γ, on Γ we|Γe\Γ = n

∫
Ωe\Ω χΩT (p̄h − E0

hp)

|Γe \ Γ|
on Γe \ Γ.

With constants that are independent of ΩT we have

∥we∥H1(Ωe) ≲ ∥w∥H1(Ω) + ∥(p̄h − E0
hp)∥ΩT ≲ ∥(p̄h − E0

hp)∥ΩT ,

We now consider the extension of w by we: w̃ = χΩw + χΩe
we ∈ H1(Ω ∩ Ω2) and

define wh = ΠRTw̃|ΩT ∈ Σh, for which we have the standard estimate

(21b) ∥w − wh∥Ω + γ
1
2
u |wh|jh ≤ ∥w̃ − wh∥ΩT ≲ h∥w̃∥H1(ΩT ) ≲ h∥(p̄h − E0

hp)∥ΩT

and the Fortin property divwh = χΩT (p̄h − E0
hp).

Subtracting (M-a) with vh = wh from (C-a) with v = vh = wh ∈ Σh and
rewriting b(wh, p) = (divwh, E0

hp)ΩT yields

(u− uh, wh)Ω − γujh(uh, wh) = (divwh, p̄h − E0
hp)ΩT = ∥p̄h − E0

hp∥2ΩT

Subtracting (21a), and exploiting w = w̃|Ω, we get

(21c) ∥p̄h − E0
hp∥2ΩT = (u− uh, wh − w)Ω − γujh(uh, wh) + (div(u− uh), z)Ω.

Therefore with div(u− uh) = fh − f we have

∥p̄h − E0
hp∥2ΩT ≤(∥u− uh∥Ω + γ

1
2
u |uh|jh)(∥w − wh∥Ω + γ

1
2
u |wh|jh)

+ ∥z∥H2(Ω)∥f − fh∥−2.

Combining this with (21b) we get

∥p̄h − E0
hp∥2ΩT ≲ (h(∥u− uh∥Ω + γ

1
2
u |uh|jh) + ∥f − fh∥−2) · ∥p̄h − E0

hp∥ΩT

Dividing by ∥p̄h − E0
hp∥ΩT yields the claim. □

Corollary 8. Let (u, p) ∈ Hℓ+1(Ω) × Hℓ(Ω) be the solution to (C-a)–(C-b) with
f ∈ Hℓ+1(Ω), 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ k, Ω be so that L2-H2-regularity holds and let Assumption 3
hold for kf ≥ ℓ and r = ℓ+ 1. Then there holds

∥uE − uh∥Σ + γu|uh|j ≲ hℓ+1∥u∥Hℓ+1(Ω) + hℓ+1∥f∥Hℓ+1(Ω),(22a)

∥p̄h − E0
hp∥ΩT ≲ hℓ+2∥u∥Hℓ+1(Ω) + hℓ+2∥f∥Hℓ+1(Ω).(22b)
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We note that with ∥p − p̄h∥Ωint ≤ ∥ΠQp − p̄h∥Ωint + ∥p − ΠQp∥Ωint (22b) only
implies the O(hℓ+2)-bound for the difference to the L2 projection of p onto Qh|intΩ

while ∥p − ΠQp∥Ωint is bounded by hℓ+1∥p∥Hℓ+1(Ω) for ℓ ≤ k. To benefit from the

higher order bound for ∥p̄h−E0
hp∥ΩT we apply post-processings as will be discussed

in the next section.

Remark 8. In Remark 6 we commented on an alternative choice of norms for the
error estimates that is often considered in the geometrically fitted case. As a conse-
quence of the choice of norms chosen here, we obtain results for the error in p̄h in a
weaker norm than usual possible (in the geometrically fitted setting). However, we
consider p̄h as an intermediate variable only and regard the post-processed pressure
p∗h, introduced in the next section, Section 5, as the more important approximation
to p which does not suffer from this potential suboptimality. More interesting is
the fact that the dependency on the approximation error of f could benefit from
a change of norms. In the numerical examples in Section 7.4 we investigate the
dependency of the solution accuracy on the approximation of f and observe a de-
pendency on the approximation error of f that seems to be weaker than the one
predicted by the previous error analysis. Whether the dependency on the approx-
imation error of f in the error analysis can be improved by a change of norms is
left for future work.

5. Post-processings

A common approach to achieve higher order convergence in mixed finite element
methods are post-processing schemes, e.g. as in [37], which exploit the accuracy of
uh by making use of ∇p = u. For the unfitted mixed scheme (M-a)–(M-b), these
schemes have the additional potential of repairing the inconsistency of p̄h on cut
elements. We propose two of such schemes.

5.1. Element-local post-processing. First, we introduce the following element-
local post-processing scheme: For each T ∈ Th, find p∗h ∈ Pk+1(T ) such that

(∇p∗h,∇q∗h)T = (uh,∇q∗h)T ∀q∗h ∈ Pk+1(T ),(T -PP-a)

(p∗h, 1)T = (p̄h, 1)T if T ∈ T i
h ,(T -PP-b)

(p∗h, 1)T∩Γ = (pD, 1)T∩Γ if T ∈ T Γ
h .(T -PP-c)

This yields a post-processed field p∗h ∈ Pk+1(Th). Here, on each element T the
equation ∇p = u is used to reconstruct p∗h. This requires uh to be accurate on
T ∈ Th (not only on T ∩ Ω) and hence γu > 0 in (M-a). Obviously (T -PP-a)
only determines p∗h only up to a constant. On uncut elements the quality of p̄h
can be exploited to fix that constant, leading to (T -PP-b) while on cut elements
we make use of the knowledge of the Dirichlet data leading to (T -PP-b). In the
analysis below, we will show that we achieve higher order convergence for p∗h with
this scheme.

Despite its simplicity this post-processing has two disadvantages: First, it relies
on uh to be accurate on ΩT instead of only Ω which requires γu > 0 and second it
relies on Dirichlet data. In the next section we discuss an alternative that does not
have these disadvantages.

5.2. Patchwise post-processing. Now, we consider another post-processing scheme
that operates on suitable patches instead of on single elements.

Again, we use uh to reconstruct p∗h. However, this time we formulate corre-
sponding patch-problems w.r.t. patches as in Section 2.1 and add a proper GP
stabilization on each patch that is cut by the boundary. To fix the constant on
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each patch, we demand the mean value on the uncut elements to match with the
mean value of p̄h on the uncut elements, which is known to be accurate.

On each patch, we find p∗h ∈ Pk+1(Tω) so that

(∇p∗h,∇q∗h)Ω∩ω + jωh (p
∗
h, q

∗
h) = (uh,∇q∗h)Ω∩ω ∀q∗h ∈ Pk+1(Tω),(ω-PP-a)

(p∗h, 1)ω∩Ωint = (p̄h, 1)ω∩Ωint .(ω-PP-b)

Here, we set jωh (uh, vh) =
∑

F∈Fω
h
h−2jF (uh, vh) as the patch-wise GP bilinear form

with jF (uh, vh) a GP stabilization bilinear form as considered in Section 3.4, how-
ever for polynomials up to degree k+1 instead of only k. Note that we introduced a
scaling with h−2 here due to the fact that we need to stabilize an H1-type operator.
We define |qh|2j,ω := jωh (qh, qh), qh ∈ Pk+1(Th).

On the trivial patches Tω = {T} in the interior (ω-PP-a) and (ω-PP-b) coincide
with (T -PP-a) and (T -PP-b) as in the geometrically fitted case in the literature.

Remark 9 (Variants). Alternatively to the constraint (ω-PP-b) on every patch
one could also impose (p∗h, 1)ω∩Ω = (p̄h, 1)ω as (p̄h, 1)ω = (E0

hp, 1)ω + O(hk+2) =
(p, 1)ω∩Ω + O(hk+2). Furthermore, instead of Pk+1(Tω) one polynomial space
Pk+1(ω) per patch and a local formulation without ghost penalties could be used
without a loss in the convergence order.

5.3. Analysis of the post-processings. In this section, we will analyze the post-
processing schemes that were introduced in Sections 5.1 and 5.2. We will begin by
examining the patchwise scheme, which is a bit more involved to analyse as some
aspects of the analysis of the elementwise scheme can be inferred from this case.

5.3.1. Patchwise post-processing. We start with a bound for pE − p∗h in the H1-
semi-norm.

Lemma 9. Let p∗h be the solution to (ω-PP-a)–(ω-PP-b) and p ∈ Hk+2(Ω) be the
solution to (C-a)–(C-b). There holds

∥∇(pE − p∗h)∥ΩT + |p∗h|j,ω ≲ hk+1∥p∥Hk+2(Ω) + ∥u− uh∥Ω.

Proof. We essentially follow the analysis in [38, Thm. 19] with adjustments to
account for patches and the GP mechanism. Let Tω ∈ Ch and qh ∈ Pk+1(Tω).
We set sh := p∗h − qh and show a GP result for its gradient ∇sh where we define
sh = |ω|−1(sh, 1)ω as the mean value of sh on ω:

∥∇sh∥2ω = ∥∇(sh − sh)∥2ω ≲ h−2∥(sh − sh)∥2ω
(GP1b)

≲ h−2(∥(sh − sh)∥2ω∩Ω + h2jωh (sh, sh)) ≲ ∥∇sh∥2ω∩Ω + jωh (sh, sh).

Hence, we have

∥∇sh∥2ω + jωh (sh, sh) ≲ ∥∇sh∥2Ω∩ω + jωh (sh, sh)

=(∇(p∗h − qh),∇sh)Ω∩ω + jωh (p
∗
h − qh, sh)

(ω-PP-a)
= (uh,∇sh)Ω∩ω − jωh (qh, sh)− (∇qh,∇sh)Ω∩ω

=(∇(p− qh),∇sh)Ω∩ω + (uh − u,∇sh)Ω∩ω − jωh (qh, sh),

where the last step follows since u = ∇p. An application of Cauchy-Schwarz and
division by (∥∇sh∥2Ω∩ω + jωh (sh, sh)

1
2 yields

∥∇sh∥ω + |sh|j,ω ≤ ∥∇(p− qh)∥Ω∩ω + |qh|j + ∥uh − u∥Ω∩ω.

With a triangle inequality we obtain

∥∇(pE − p∗h)∥ω + |p∗h|j,ω ≲ ∥∇(pE − qh)∥ω + ∥∇sh∥ω + |sh|j,ω + |qh|j,ω
≲ ∥∇(pE − qh)∥ω + |qh|j + ∥uh − u∥Ω∩ω.
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Summing over all patches Tω ∈ Ch and using standard interpolation results yields
the claim. □

Lemma 10. Let p∗h be the solution to (ω-PP-a)–(ω-PP-b) and p ∈ Hk+2(Ω) be the
solution to (C-a)–(C-b). There holds

(25) ∥pE − p∗h∥ΩT ≲ hk+2∥p∥Hk+2(Ω) + ∥E0
hp− p̄h∥Ωint + h∥u− uh∥Ω.

Proof. For Tω ∈ Ch, we introduce the projection Qω defined by

Qωp
E = Qωp := |Tω|−1(p, 1)Tω

, where Tω ∈ T i
h ∩ Tω is the root element.

The triangle inequality gives

∥pE − p∗h∥ω ≤ ∥(I −Qω)(p
E − p∗h)∥ω + ∥Qω(p

E − p∗h)∥ω = I + II.

With e′p := (I − Qω)(p
E − p∗h) there is Qωe

′
p = 0 and we can apply a DG version

of the Poincaré inequality on the patch to the first term. Using ∇Qω(p
E − p∗h) = 0

we obtain that

I2 = ∥e′p∥2ω ≲ h2|∇e′p|2ω+
∑

F∈Fω
h

h
∥∥[[e′p]]∥∥2F ≲ h2|∇e′p|2ω+

∑
F∈Fω

h

h ∥[[p∗h]]∥
2
F

≲ h2(|pE − p∗h|2H1(ω)+|p
∗
h|2j,ω)

where we exploited that for arbitrary vh ∈ Pk+1(ωF ) there holds [[vh]] = 0 on
F ∈ Fω

h and hence

h∥[[p∗h]]∥2F = inf
vh∈Pk+1(ωF )

h∥[[p∗h − vh]]∥2F ≲ inf
vh∈Pk+1(ωF )

∥p∗h − vh∥2ωF

(GP1a)

≲ h2jωF (p
∗
h, p

∗
h)

From standard interpolation results and Lemma 9 there holds

I = ∥e′p∥ω ≲ hk+2∥pE∥Hk+2(ω) + h∥u− uh∥ω∩Ω,

To consider the second term, we apply the constraint equation (ω-PP-b) of the
post-processing scheme. Let Tω ∈ Tω ∩ ω be the root element. Then, it holds that

II = ∥Qω(p− p∗h)∥Ω∩ω ≤ ∥Qω(p− p∗h)∥Tω = ∥Qω(p− p̄h)∥Tω ≤ ∥E0
hp− p̄h∥Tω .

Summing over all patches Tω ∈ Ch yields the claim. □

We will conclude convergence rates for p∗h only after the analysis of the elemen-
twise post-processing scheme in the next section.

5.3.2. Element-local post-processing. We now turn to the elementwise post-processing
scheme.

Lemma 11. Assuming γu > 0, let p∗h be the solution to (T -PP-a)–(T -PP-c) and
p ∈ Hk+2(Ω) the solution to (C-a)–(C-b). There holds

(26) ∥∇(pE − p∗h)∥ΩT ≲ hk+1∥p∥Hk+2(Ω) + ∥u− uh∥ΩT

Proof. This follows as in Lemma 9 with Tω ∈ Ch and Ω replaced by T ∈ Th and
ΩT , respectively, jωh (uh, vh) = 0 vanishing and ∥pE∥Hk+2(ΩT ) ≲ ∥p∥Hk+2(Ω). □

Note that the r.h.s. in (26) depends on the L2-norm of the u-error measured on
ΩT and thus relies on γu > 0.

Lemma 12. Assuming γu > 0, let p∗h be the solution to (T -PP-a)–(T -PP-c) and
p ∈ Hk+2(Ω) be the solution to (C-a)–(C-b). There holds

(27) ∥pE − p∗h∥ΩT ≲ hk+2∥p∥Hk+2(Ω) + ∥E0
hp− p̄h∥Ωint + h∥u− uh∥ΩT .
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Proof. Let T ∈ Th. To incorporate the constraint equations (T -PP-b), (T -PP-c),
we define

QT p :=

{
1
|T | (p, 1)T if T ∈ T i

h ,
1

|T∩Γ| (p, 1)T∩Γ if T ∈ T Γ
h ,

Then, the triangle inequality gives

∥pE − p∗h∥T ≤ ∥(I −QT )(p
E − p∗h)∥T + ∥QT (p

E − p∗h)∥T .
For the first term, we note that QT (I − QT )(p

E − p∗h) = 0. Hence, we can apply
the Poincaré inequality. Using ∇QT (p

E − p∗h) = 0 and Lemma 11 yields

∥(I −QT )(p
E − p∗h)∥T ≲ h|(I −QT )(p

E − p∗h)|H1(T )

≃ h|pE − p∗h|H1(T ) ≲ hk+2∥pE∥Hk+2(T ) + h∥u− uh∥T ,
For the second term, we differentiate between cut and interior elements and apply
the constraint equations. For T ∈ T Γ

h , (T -PP-c) yields ∥QT (p
E−p∗h)∥T = ∥QT (p

E−
pD)∥T = 0, since pE |∂Ω = pD. Now, let T ∈ T Γ

h and apply (T -PP-b)

∥QT (p
E − p∗h)∥T = ∥QT (p

E − p̄h)∥T ≤ ∥E0
hp− p̄h∥T .

Summing over all elements T ∈ Th yields the claim. □

5.3.3. Error bound for post-processed solutions. From the previous two sections, we
can conclude the following error bounds for the post-processed solutions p∗h.

Corollary 13. Let p∗h be the solution to (T -PP-a)–(T -PP-c) and γu > 0 or p∗h be
the solution to (ω-PP-a)–(ω-PP-b). Further, we assume p ∈ Hk+2(Ω) to be the
solution to (C-a)–(C-b), Assumption 3 to hold with kf = k for f ∈ Hk+1(Ω) and
L2-H2-regularity to hold for Ω. Then, there holds

(28) ∥pE − p∗h∥ΩT ≲ hk+2(∥p∥Hk+2(Ω) + ∥f∥Hk+1(Ω)).

Note that for p ∈ Hk+3(Ω) we can directly induce f = −∆p ∈ Hk+1(Ω) so that
∥pE − p∗h∥ΩT ≲ hk+2∥p∥Hk+3(Ω), cf. Remark 4.

6. Extensions

In this section we want to discuss two extensions of the proposed method. First,
we want to discuss how Neumann-type boundary conditions can be prescribed in the
given framework. This will be of specific interest when considering a generalization
of this discretization approach for Dirichlet boundary conditions for the Stokes
(and Stokes-type) problems. Afterwards, we will discuss an equivalent hybridized
mixed formulation for the Dirichlet case that allows to improve the computational
efficiency of the unfitted mixed formulation.

6.1. Neumann-type boundary conditions. Instead of p = pD on Γ we now ask
for u · n = gN on Γ and factor out the constant on Q and consequently also on
Qh, i.e. Qh = Pk(Th)/R. In this section we only sketch a method that we will
also investigate in the numerical examples, but leave a complete analysis for future
work.

As we want to put emphasis on the mass conservation we impose boundary con-
ditions through a stabilized Lagrange multiplier method avoiding the interference
with the mass balance. This leads to the following discrete variational formulation:
Find (uh, p̄h, λh) ∈ Σh ×Qh × Fh with Fh := Pk(T Γ

h ), s.t.

ah(uh, vh) + bh(vh, p̄h) + ch(vh, λh) = 0 ∀vh ∈ Σh,(N-a)

bh(uh, qh) = (−fh, qh)Γ ∀qh ∈ Qh,(N-b)

ch(uh, µh) − jΓh (λh, µh) = (gN , µh)Γ ∀µh ∈ Fh,(N-c)
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with ch(vh, µh) := (vh · n, µh)Γ and

jΓh (λh, µh) :=
∑

F∈FΓ
h

γN
F h−1jF (λh, µh) +

∑
T∈Th

γN
T h(∇λh ·nh,∇µh ·nh)T ,

where FΓ
h := Fh(T Γ

h ) is the set of facets within the domain of cut elements,
γN
T , γN

F > 0 are stabilization parameters and nh is a suitable quasi-normal field to
Γ, i.e. a field that has nh|Γ = n, the outer normal to Γ, on Γ, is smooth in ΩΓ and
approximately parallel to ∇d where d is the signed distance function to Γ.

Following [8], cf. especially the discussion in [8, Section IV.A] for the imposition
of boundary conditions in fictitious domain methods, we can interpret jΓh (·, ·) as a
penalty term that penalizes the distance of the Lagrange multiplier to a subspace
F c
h in Fh which consists of functions on a coarser (agglomerated) mesh, for which

an inf-sup stability result of the form

inf
µh∈F c

h

sup
vh∈Σh

ch(vh, µh)

∥vh∥Σ∥µh∥ 1
2 ,h,Γ

≥ c

for a constant c independent of the mesh size and the cut configuration holds, but
which is typically not known explicitly. To prove the existence of such a subspace
F c
h is more involved here than in [8, Section IV.A] (or in [9] for the Stokes problem)

where only the lowest order case has been considered. Adjustments to higher order
as well as the normal extension are required. We leave the analysis for future work.

From these arguments we see that FΓ
h should optimally be chosen as the set of

facets on the interior of the patches that correspond to the coarse elements of the
space F c

h. However, as this is not known explicitly, we choose FΓ
h as the set of

all facets that are cut by Γ and hence include interior facets of the patches. The
rationale behind the second term of jΓh (·, ·), which is only relevant for k > 0, is that
functions in Fh are defined in the volume, but are only relevant on Γ, similar to
problems faced in higher order TraceFEM, cf. also [10, 16]. Orthogonal to Γ this
second term describes an additional condition on λh in order to make it well-defined
not only on Γ but also in the volume ΩΓ. In view of the analysis sketched before,
this corresponds to a coarse subspace F c

h consisting of functions that are (at least
approximately) constant in normal direction.

6.2. Hybridization. In the case of Dirichlet boundary conditions and the case
γu = 0, i.e. no GP stabilization is used, the communication between degrees
of freedom takes place only through the volume elements as in the body-fitted
case which allows to apply hybridization to obtain an equivalent formulation which
allows for static condensation into a formulation that leads to a linear system with
symmetric positive definite system matrix. To this end we introduce a new facet
finite element space for the Lagrange multiplier of the normal continuity, Λh :=
Pk(Fh) and break up the normal-continuity of Σh leading to Σ−

h = RTk
−(Th). We

formulate the hybridized mixed formulation (we use subscript T instead of h to
emphasize the association to the volume instead of a facet): Find (uh, p̄T , p̄F ) ∈
Σ−

h ×Qh × Λh such that

ah(uh, vh) + bh(vh, p̄T ) + c(vh, p̄F ) = (vh · n, pD)Γ ∀vh ∈ Σ−
h ,(HM-a)

bh(uh, q̄T ) = −(fh, q̄T )ΩT ∀q̄T ∈ Qh,(HM-b)

ch(uh, q̄F ) = 0 ∀q̄F ∈ Λh,(HM-c)

with ch(vh, q̄F ) = −([[vh · n]], q̄F )Fh
=

∑
T∈Th

−(vh · n, q̄F )∂T\∂ΩΓ .

Note that the degrees of freedoms of Σ−
h and Qh are element-local and only

depend on p̄F (and the r.h.s.) so that they can be eliminated (as the local problems
are uniquely solvable). This leads to a (coercive) formulation for λh of the form



20 CHRISTOPH LEHRENFELD, TIM VAN BEECK, AND IGOR VOULIS

ℓh(λh, µh) = gh(µh) for all µh ∈ Λh, cf. [4]. After obtaining λh the remaining
system for uh and p̄T can be solved locally on each element (in parallel).

Lemma 14. (HM-a) – (HM-c) is uniquely solvable and its solution components
(uh, p̄T ) have uh ∈ Σh and p̄T ∈ Qh and also solve (M-a) – (M-b).

Proof. We prove that for pD = 0 and fh = 0 the only solution to (HM-a) – (HM-c)
is (uh, p̄T , p̄F ) = 0. The general case follows by linearity. With (HM-c) we can
set q̄F = [[uh]] · n ∈ Λh on Fh and obtain normal-continuity, i.e. uh ∈ Σh. With
(HM-b) we can set q̄T = div uh ∈ Qh and obtain div uh = 0 in ΩT . In (HM-a) we
can then set vh = uh and then have bh(vh, p̄T ) = ch(vh, p̄F ) = 0 and it remains
ah(uh, uh) = 0 which implies uh = 0. Now setting vh ∈ Σh so that div vh = p̄T
in (HM-a) we obtain p̄T = 0 and finally setting vh ∈ Σh so that [[vh]] = p̄F

2 we
conclude with p̄F = 0. Now consider arbitrary r.h.s. for pD and fh. Then the
solution to (HM-a) – (HM-c) has uh ∈ Σh and by reducing the test functions in
(HM-a) from Σ−

h to Σh we re-obtain the problem (M-a) – (M-b). □

Remark 10. Hybridization is straight-forward for γu = 0, but can also be ap-
plied for the GP-stabilized method with γu > 0. To this end the Schur comple-
ments within the static condensation procedure are to be formed patch- instead of
element-wise. The resulting linear system is still symmetric positive definite, but
the coupling stencil of unknowns corresponding to facet functions on cut element
patches will be (significantly) larger.

6.3. External force on the flow. The model problem (3b) can be considered as
a model for a fluid flow, where we can consider an external force acting directly on
the flow. This can be modeled by a non-trivial right hand side g ∈ L2(Ω) in the
first equation:

u−∇p = g in Ω, div u = f in Ω, p = pD on Γ.

The changes to the analysis are minor and we will not discuss them in detail here.
The main difference is that the right hand side g will be included in the right hand
side of the weak formulation (C-a) and unfitted mixed FEM (M-a). These now read

a(u, v) + b(v, p) = (g, v)Ω + (v · n, pD)Γ ∀v ∈ Σ,(C-a*)

ah(uh, vh) + bh(vh, p̄h) = (g, vh)Ω + (vh · n, pD)Γ ∀vh ∈ Σh,(M-a*)

respectively. This problem does not introduce new inconsistencies or challenges.
Unlike for f , there is no need to extend g to ΩT . The consistency relation (11)
will still hold and the error analysis in Lemma 5 remains unchanged by the addi-
tional force g. The further error analysis in Section 4 also remains valid with this
additional force term.

7. Numerical examples

In this section, we will apply the previously introduced methods to an example
problem. The experiments are performed with ngsxfem [22], an extension to the
finite element library ngsolve [35,36] and are accessible and reproducible [27], see
also the section on data availability below. To solve the arising linear system, we
use sparse direct solvers.
We consider a ring geometry inside the domain [−1, 1]2 with inner radius R1 = 1/4

and outer radius R2 = 3/4 and define r(x) =
√

x2
1 + x2

2, R̄ = 1/2(R1 + R2) and
∆R = R2−R1. The geometry is described by the following signed distance function:

(30) ϕ(x) = |r(x)− R̄| − ∆R

2
.

2That div vh = p̄T is indeed possibly for every p̄T is a consequence of Lemma 4 while for
[[vh]] = p̄F we refer to the literature, cf. e.g. [4].
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Figure 2. Background mesh (refinement level 0) and cut domain
for the considered geometry before (left) and after (right) para-
metric mesh deformation (for a mesh deformation of third order).

We consider the (artificial) exact solution p(x) = sin(x1) and prescribe the corre-
sponding right hand side f = −∆p and pD = p|Γ (respectively gN = ∇p · n in
the Neumann case). For the evaluation of the error on ΩT we use the closed form
presentation, but interpret p as a function on ΩT , p : ΩT → R without any further
reflection in the notation. The same holds for the derived functions u = ∇p and
f = −div u = −∆p. If not addressed otherwise we define fh through (9) with

fh ∈ Q
kf

h = Pkf (Th) and kf = k.
In this section we will discuss numerical studies for this problem, carried out on

a sequence of suitably deformed meshes Th that are subsequently obtained from
successive uniform refinements from the same background mesh, cf. Fig. 2. After
briefly recalling how such geometries can be handled, we will apply the unfitted
mixed finite element method (M-a)–(M-b) and discuss the influence of the sta-
bilization parameter γu on the convergence of the method. We then discuss the
convergence of the post-processed solution. Afterwards, we deviate from the cases
kf = k and pD = p|Γ to discuss the influence of the approximation of f and to show
how the method can be extended to Neumann-type boundary conditions. In the
final two subsections we turn our attention to different GP stabilizations, discussing
their impact on the sparsity pattern of the discretization matrix. Additionally, we
compare unstabilized and stabilized methods in view of the condition number of
the system matrix for a specific example.

7.1. Geometry handling. In the analysis in this work we do not consider the
influence of the geometry handling on the overall error. However, an accurate han-
dling of the unfitted geometry is crucial for the overall accuracy of the method,
especially for higher order accuracy. Here, we use the isoparametric unfitted fi-
nite element method, cf. [23], where a piecewise linear approximation of the level
set function ϕ(x) is used as a starting point. The piecewise linear approximation
allows for robust numerical integration on unfitted geometries, but is only second
order accurate. A mesh deformation is then computed and performed to map cer-
tain near zero iso-lines (or iso-surfaces) of the piecewise linear level set function
towards corresponding iso-lines (or iso-surfaces) of the exact (or sufficiently accu-
rate approximation of the) level set function. For details we refer to the literature,

see [23, 26]. As a consequence of the mesh deformation Θh : Ω̃ → Ω̃, which itself is

a finite element function Θh ∈ [Pk+1(T̃h) ∩H1(Ω̃)]d we will have that Th contains
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curved elements and will adjust the finite element spaces accordingly. Θ−1
h (Th)

is the corresponding mesh consisting of straight simplicial elements on which the
finite element spaces are defined as usual, which we denote as Σ̂h, Q̂h, F̂h and Λ̂h,
respectively. For Σh we will apply the Piola transformation, while functions in Qh,
Fh and Λh are directly mapped, i.e.

Σh = {v = (detDΘh)
−1DΘh · v̂) ◦Θ−1

h , v̂ ∈ Σ̂h},

Qh = Q̂h ◦Θ−1
h , Fh = F̂h ◦Θ−1

h ,Λh = Λ̂h ◦Θ−1
h .

The Piola mapping for Σh ensures that the bilinear forms bh(·, ·) and ch(·, ·) (on the
corresponding discrete spaces) are geometry-independent, i.e. they do not depend
on Θh, cf. [31]. This implies especially that there still holds normal-continuity and
div uh = |detDΘh|−1Π(|detDΘh| ·fh ◦Θh) pointwise where Π is the L2-projection

onto Q̂h.
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Figure 3. Numerical results for ∥uh − u∥L2 on Ω and ΩT with
γu = 0 and γu = 1 for polynomial degrees k = 0, 1, . . . , 4.

7.2. Convergence of u − uh of the unfitted mixed FE methods. In this
section, we investigate the approximation error of u in the L2-norm on the domains
Ω and ΩT . In both cases, we compare the case where γu = 0, i.e. without GP
stabilization, and the case γu = 1, i.e. with GP stabilization. The results are
presented in Fig. 3. On Ω, we observe the expected convergence rates of order k+1
in both cases, with and without ghost penalty. The absolute error is slightly higher
when γu > 0. However, for high accuracy computations we observe that the missing
control on the condition number in the case γu = 0 can lead to a pollution of the
numerical results by accumulated round-offs errors that yield suboptimal errors so
that at around≈ 10−7 the error does not decrease anymore. On ΩT , we observe that
GP stabilization γu > 0 is necessary to obtain the expected convergence rates, at
least for k ≥ 2. With γu > 0 the expected convergence rates are observed. For γu =
0 the results are useless, unless k ≤ 1, but even for k = 1 the convergence rate seems
to deteriorate on finer meshes. Overall these results underline the necessity for GP
stabilization if accuracy on ΩT is needed or computer arithmetics are not sufficient
to handle the ill-conditioning of the linear system. Finally, Fig. 4 shows that the
divergence of the approximated flux variable uh indeeed approximates the right
hand side −f in the L2-norm. Furthermore, we observe that the approximation of
p without post-processing converges quasi-optimally on Ωint, but not on Ω. This
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shows the necessity of the post-processing step to obtain optimal convergence rates
on Ω, which we investigate further in the following section.

Remark 11 (Hybridization). The results that have been obtained for γu = 0 could
be reproduced with the hybridized version of the method. Only in some cases we
observed consequences of the ill-conditioning of the A-block that had an impact
when forming the Schur complement during static condensation which seem to have
a smaller effect for the original – also ill-conditioned – linear system. To remedy the
conditioning issues a small amount of regularization of the form (εuh, vh)ΩΓ with
tiny ε > 0, e.g. ε = 10−10 resolved this issue.
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Figure 4. L2-convergence of div uh towards −f (left) and L2-
error of ph − p on Ω (dashed) and Ωint (solid) without post-
processing (right) for polynomial degrees k = 0, 1, . . . , 4.
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Figure 5. Post-processing results for k = 1 (left) and k = 4
(right).

7.3. Post-processings. To compare the two post-processing versions introduced
in Section 5.1 and Section 5.2 numerically, we consider numerical results for two
polynomial degrees, k = 1 and k = 4. Further experiments for other polynomial
degrees displayed a similar behavior and are left out. Figure 5 displays the dis-
cretization error of p in the L2-norm on Ω for the elementwise and the patchwise
post-processing, with the choices γu = 0 and γu = 1 as above. For the lower order
case k = 1, both methods exhibit the expected convergence of order (at least) k+2,
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irrespective of whether γu = 0 or γu > 0. In the higher order case k = 4, both meth-
ods perform comparably and converge with the expected order k+2 for γu > 0. The
patchwise post-processing seems to be slightly more accurate than the elementwise
post-processing. In contrast, when no GP is applied, the order of convergence de-
grades for the elementwise post-processing but remains unaffected for the patchwise
post-processing until the ill-conditioning of the unstabilized discretization shows a
saturation around a precision of ≈ 10−13. These results emphasize the requirement
of having γu > 0 for the elementwise post-processing. Overall, we observe that the
patchwise post-processing is competetive in terms of accuracy and can be applied
without requiring GP stabilization.
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Figure 6. Error dependence on the approximation of fh for k = 2.

7.4. Approximation of f . Next, we want to investigate the dependency of the
discretization error on the approximation of f . We restrict to the method with
γu = 0 and the patchwise post-processing and set the polynomial order to k = 2.
For the approximation of f we consider the following cases: Either we use (9) with
fh ∈ Pkf (Th) and kf ∈ {k− 2, k− 1, k, k+1} or directly choose fh = f = div u (on
ΩT ). In Fig. 6 the corresponding error behaviour for u−uh and p−p∗h is displayed.
We observe that for ℓ ∈ {k, k + 1} and fh = f the errors are almost identical
and clearly at least as accurate as predicted by our theory (with O(hk+1.5) and
O(hk+2.5), respectively, even half an order better). For kf = k− 2 the convergence
rates drop significantly to O(h2) for both error measures. For kf = k − 1 the
error in u is essentially unaffected and keeps the convergence rates while for the
error in p the convergence rate is precisely four. Our theory only predicts optimal
convergence rates for the case kf ≥ k and for this case the numerical results are in
accordance with our expectations. However, as discussed in Remarks 4 and 5 it is
reasonable to assume that the assumption Assumption 3, i.e. the dependency on
the approximation of f , can be slightly weakened which is also suggested by the
numerical results for kf = k − 1.

7.5. Neumann boundary conditions. With γu = 1 and γvol
N (k) = γfacet

N (k) =
0.01 we consider the discretization in (N-a) – (N-c) for the same example as before.
We consider only the GP stabilized version here as the formulation in (N-a) – (N-c)
involves not only uh on Ω but also uh · n on the boundary Γ. To control uh · n
(in the trace sense) with trace inverse inequalities it is hence reasonable to provide
control in L2(ΩT ) and not only in L2(Ω). Further, we consider the patchwise post-
processing only as it does not rely on Dirichlet boundary data. In Fig. 7 we observe
the corresponding convergence behaviour for k ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}. Optimal convergence
rates as in the Dirichlet case can be observed indicating that (N-a) – (N-c) is indeed
a proper discretization for the case of Neumann boundary conditions.
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Figure 7. Numerical results for Poisson problem with imposed
Neumann boundary conditions.

7.6. Comparison of stabilizations. Within the manuscript we discussed several
means to stabilize the unfitted mixed Poisson, respectively the unfitted Darcy prob-
lem. Here, we want to compare and discuss the impact on the computational costs
in terms of the sparsity of the resultig system matrix for different approaches. To
discuss the different ghost penalty variants, we define for γu, γdiv, γp > 0

• ju : Σh → Σ∗
h to be the operator corresponding to the bilinear form Σh ×Σh →

R, (u, v) 7→ γujh(u, v),
• jd : Σh → Q∗

h to be the operator corresponding to the bilinear form Σh ×Qh →
R, (v, q) 7→ γdivjh(div v, q),

• jp : Qh → Q∗
h to be the operator corresponding to the bilinear form Qh×Qh →

R, (p, q) 7→ γpjh(p, q).

These operators allow us to define the five discrete operators displayed in Table 1
corresponding to the following five variants:

(V1) First, we consider the restricted mixed formulation as in (R) which has the
same number of unknowns and couplings as our main formulation (M) with
γu = 0.

(V2) Next, we consider an additional GP ensuring that the condition number of
the u-mass matrix is bounded independently of the cut position, i.e. γu > 0
in (M).

(V3) As a third method, we consider the method from Frachon et al. [13], i.e.
(12) where an additional GP is applied to the divergence operator.

(V4) In Puppy [34] and Cao et al. [11] the divergence operator is not stabilized
by a GP directly, but a GP is applied as a pressure stabilization coupling
p and q (the pressure test and trial functions).

(V5) Finally we consider a worst case scenario where GP is applied on all parts of
the discrete operator. This method has not been proposed in the literature
so far and should only be seen as an extreme case in this comparison.

For a numerical comparison of these five methods, we consider a specific unit
cell representing a part of the unfitted boundary of a two-dimensional domain, cf.
Fig. 8. The number of degrees of freedom (ndof) per unit cell is the same for all
five methods and we compare only the number of non-zero entries in the system
matrix (nnz) per degree of freedom. We do not discuss structural properties of the
discretizations which are also affected by the choice of the stabilization method. In
Table 2 we display the resulting numbers. We observe that the costs of the ghost
penalty couplings on cut elements are significantly increased by ghost penalty terms
with increasing costs from V1 to V2, V4, V3 to V5.



26 CHRISTOPH LEHRENFELD, TIM VAN BEECK, AND IGOR VOULIS

V1 V2 V3 V4 V5(
a bT(h)
b(h)

)(
a +ju bT(h)
b(h)

)(
a+ju bT+jTd
b+jd

)(
a +ju bT(h)
b(h) −jp

)(
a+ju bT +jTd
b+jd−jp

)
(M),γu=0 (M),γu>0 — — —
(R), [12] — (12), [13] [11, 34] —

Table 1. Five different discrete operators with different involve-
ment of the ghost penalty stabilization.

unit cell

∂Ω

↓ Ω

ghost penalty (GP) facet

el. connected via GP facet

Figure 8. Sketch of the unit cell for the comparison of the differ-
ent stabilization methods. The unit cell covers two uncut interior
elements and two elements cut by the domain boundary. Degrees
of freedom (and their induced couplings) associated with the ver-
tical boundary are only counted for the left side.

k ndof nnz per dof
Σh Qh Σh×Qh V1 V2 V3 V4 V5

0 7 4 11 5.00 6.45 7.91 7.09 8.64
1 22 12 34 12.59 16.82 21.06 18.68 23.18
2 45 24 69 22.83 31.17 39.52 34.83 43.70
3 76 40 116 35.72 49.52 63.31 55.55 70.21
4 115 60 175 51.29 71.86 92.43 80.86 102.71
5 162 84 246 69.51 98.20 126.88 110.74 141.22
6 217 112 329 90.40 128.53 166.66 145.21 185.72

Table 2. Comparison of the number of nonzero entries in the sys-
tem matrix (nnz) per degree of freedom (dof) for the five different
stabilization methods V1–V5 for different polynomial degrees k.

Note that in an application many elements will be uncut and will have uncut
neighbors and the costs associated with these elements will be the same for all
the five methods. Here, we isolated only the costs of cut elements. The impact
of the differences in the costs depends on factors such as geometry resolution and
refinement strategies and will typically be less pronounced than the numbers in
Table 2 suggest.

7.7. Conditioning of linear systems. As a last investigation we want to demon-
strate the dependency of the condition number on a stabilization of the bilinear
form a(·, ·). To this end, we consider the previous setup, but move the center of

the geometry through the mesh. We redefine r(x) =
√

(x1 − xs)2 + (x2 − xs)2

where xs denotes the shifting parameter for a shift in direction (1, 1). We fix
k = 1 and consider the coarsest refinement level. For this setup we consider
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xs ∈ {0.00001 · z | z ∈ N0, z ≤ 1000} and compute the condition number of the sys-
tem matrix for the unstabilized case γu = 0 and the GP stabilized case γu = 1. We
note that both formulations are stable under the assumption of exact arithmetics.
However, the conditioning of both methods behaves differently. In Fig. 9 we display
the condition number of the system matrix for the two cases. We observe several
poles in the condition number for the unstabilized case. These poles are removed
by the GP stabilization which guarantees that the conditon numbers are bounded
from above by a constant independent of the cut position. In Fig. 9 we also show
the cut configurations for one case with a moderate condition number and three
cut configurations corresponding to three of the poles in the condition number for
the unstabilized case. We conclude that the condition number is indeed unbounded
for the unstabilized case and ghost penalty stabilization is necessary to ensure a
bounded condition number if no further measures for solving the linear systems are
taken. Let us stress, however, that the unboundedness of the condition number
does not imply a stability issue for the scenario of exact arithmetics. It is known
that in other cases, see e.g. [25], specifically tailored preconditioning strategies al-
lowed to solve linear systems robustly and efficiently even if condition numbers got
unbounded in bad cut configurations. We leave the investigation of preconditioning
strategies for the (a(·, ·)-)unstabilized unfitted mixed Poisson problem – especially
in view of the hybridized variant – for future work.
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Figure 9. Condition number depending on cut position and sta-
bilization in a shifted geometry setup for fixed polynomial degree
and fixed mesh (top) and four cut configurations related to four
specific shifts (before mesh deformation; cf. Section 7.1). The
mesh colors indicate uncut interior elements (green), uncut exte-
rior elements (blue) and cut elements (red). The white and yellow
circles indicate the cut changes that correspond to the poles in the
condition number.
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Data availability

The numerical studies in this manuscript can be reproduced and the method can
be further investigated with the reproduction data provided in [27].
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Appendix A. Non-robust inf-sup-stability results for the restricted
mixed FEM

Lemma 15. For the discretization in Section 3.1 there holds

(31) inf
qh∈Qh\{0}

sup
vh∈Σ⊥

h\{0}

b(vh, qh)

∥vh∥H(div;Ω)∥qh∥Ω
> cR > 0

which implies bijectivity of the operators b : Σ⊥
h → Q∗

h and bT : Qh → (Σ⊥
h)

∗

associated to the bilinear form b(·, ·) and hence that (R-2), (R-3) and in turn the
saddle point problem (R) have unique solutions.

Proof. It is well-known from mixed FEM theory, cf. e.g. [4], that for all qh ∈ Qh

there is vh ∈ Σh so that div vh = qh pointwise. With this choice we obviously
obtain the result b(vh, qh) > 0. We note however that due to the unfitted nature
of the problem (Σh, Σ

⊥
h and Qh are defined w.r.t. ΩT while the bilinear forms and

norms are w.r.t. Ω) the constant cR depends on the cut configurations and can
become arbitrarily small. □

Appendix B. Two ghost penalty stabilization candidates

In the next two sections we briefly present two popular ghost penalty stabilization
candidates.
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B.1. Higher order normal derivative jump GP stabilization. A very estab-
lished approach for the ghost penalty stabilization is based on higher order normal
derivatives, cf. [7]:

(32) jF (uh, vh) :=

k∑
ℓ=0

h2ℓ+1
F ([[∂ℓ

nuh]], [[∂
ℓ
nuh]])F

where hF is the local mesh size at facet F and [[·]] denotes the jump across the facet
and ∂ℓ

n is the ℓ-th order normal derivative.

B.2. Direct version of the GP stabilization. An alternative approach, intro-
duced in [33] avoids forming higher derivatives, but requires volume integrals:

(33) jF (uh, vh) := ((u1
h − u2

h), (v
1
h − v2h))ωF

where ui
h := EPuh|Ti

, vih := EPvh|Ti
, i = 1, 2 where EP is the polynomial extension

operator; ωF is the patch of the two volume elements T1 and T2 adjacent to F .
Proofs that Assumption 2 holds for the higher order normal derivative jump GP

and the direct GP stabilization are given in (among others) [33] and [24, Lemma
5.2].

Appendix C. Proof of Lemma 4

Proof. Slight adaptations to the proof as in e.g. [4, Section 7.1.2] are necessary to
account for the fact that the domain ΩT depends on h. To this end, we introduce
Ωe, a Lipschitz domain that contains all domains for mesh sizes smaller than an
arbitrary fixed mesh size h0, s.t. ΩT ⊂ Ωe for h ≤ h0. The divergence operator
b : H(div; Ωe) → L2(Ωe) is surjective. For every q ∈ L2(Ωe) take the solution to the
Cauchy problem −∆ϕ = q in Ωe with ϕ = 0 on ∂Ωe. Then u = −∇ϕ ∈ H(div; Ωe)
and div u = q, ∥u∥H(div;Ωe) ≲ ∥q∥Ωe . Now, for every p̄h ∈ Qh set q = χΩT p̄h
and uh = ΠRTu|ΩT ∈ Σh. Then, with the Fortin-property of the Raviart-Thomas
interpolator ΠRT we have

div uh = divΠRTu|ΩT = ΠQ(div u)|ΩT = ΠQq|ΩT = p̄h in ΩT and

∥uh∥Σ ≤ ∥uh∥H(div;ΩT )

(∗)
≲ ∥u∥H(div;Ωe)

(∗∗)
≲ ∥q∥Ωe

= ∥q∥ΩT = ∥p̄h∥ΩT .

Let us stress that (∗) and (∗∗) involve only constants that are independent of
h which is due to the Raviart-Thomas interpolation and the domain Ωe being
independent of h. Alltogether we have that for every p̄h ∈ Qh there is uh ∈ Σh s.t.

bh(uh, p̄h) = ∥p̄h∥2ΩT ≳ ∥p̄h∥ΩT ∥uh∥H(div,ΩT ) ≳ ∥p̄h∥ΩT ∥uh∥Σ.
□
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