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Abstract

In this paper, we present a new high-order discontinuous Galerkin (DG) method, in which neither a penalty
parameter nor a stabilization parameter is needed. We refer to this method as penalty-free DG (PF-DG). In this
method, the trial and test functions belong to the broken Sobolev space, in which the functions are in general
discontinuous on the mesh skeleton and do not meet the Dirichlet boundary conditions. However, a subset can
be distinguished in this space, where the functions are continuous and satisfy the Dirichlet boundary conditions,
and this subset is called admissible. The trial solution is chosen to lie in an augmented admissible subset, in
which a small violation of the continuity condition is permitted. This subset is constructed by applying special
augmented constraints to the linear combination of finite element basis functions. In this approach, all the advantages
of the DG method are retained without the necessity of using stability parameters or numerical fluxes. Several
benchmark problems in two dimensions (Poisson equation, linear elasticity, hyperelasticity, and biharmonic equation)
on polygonal (triangles, quadrilateral and weakly convex polygons) meshes as well as a three-dimensional Poisson
problem on hexahedral meshes are considered. Numerical results are presented that affirm the sound accuracy and
optimal convergence of the method in the L2 norm and the energy seminorm.

1 Introduction

The discontinuous Galerkin (DG) method has a long history that dates back to the early seventies of the previous
century [50]. Since that time, the method has undergone constant development and many monographs have appeared
on this topic [18, 26, 34, 53]. It is a well-known property of DG methods that they are applicable to discretizations
that produce very general meshes. The finite elements that are used in the DG method can be arbitrary (convex or
nonconvex) polygonal and polyhedral shapes. The approximation space in these methods is populated by polynomials
of any degree on an element without the a priori need to link the polynomials on adjacent elements [38, 37, 36, 14]. In the
DG methods, unlike in the finite element method (FEM), the approximation functions across contiguous finite elements
are discontinuous. Consequently, integration along the mesh skeleton (inter-element boundaries) is needed. Depending
on the version of the DG method used, the continuity of the final solution is enforced by applying different techniques
to the mesh skeleton. In the interior penalty DG (IPDG) method, the most popular one in the literature [45, 33, 52],
continuity is obtained via Nitsche’s method [47], which utilizes numerical fluxes applied to the skeleton and an additional
penalty-like term, referred to as the stabilization parameter. An adaptive stabilization strategy in the DG method for
nonlinear elasticity problems has been proposed [29, 28], in which for better approximation, the stabilization term is
chosen to adapt to the problem. In the local DG (LDG) methods [22, 16, 55], the Bassi-Rebay DG [6, 61], Baumann-
Oden DG [7], or mixed formulation DG [24], two numerical fluxes are used for the primary and secondary fields. This
is due to the ultra-weak problem formulation in which a second-order problem is written as two first-order equations.
These numerical fluxes utilize additional parameters that must be evaluated. An alternative approach is adopted
in the hybridized DG (HDG) method [20, 21, 56, 19, 40], discontinuous Petrov-Galerkin (DGP) method [25, 41], or
DG method with Lagrange multipliers (DGLM) [11], where the numerical fluxes are treated as additional unknowns.
Among the aforementioned DG methods, the IPDG methods are the most widely used. The symmetric version of the
method, SIPDG, dates back to a paper by Douglas [4] and has been thoroughly studied [53, 10]. The main drawback
of this approach is the necessity to evaluate the penalty (or stability) parameters. In previous studies, significant
emphasis has been placed on the stability of various versions of the IPDG method [27, 12, 1, 32]. The necessity of
setting the stability parameters is the weakest link in penalty-based DG methods. For further details, the interested
reader can refer to a few pertinent references on DG‘ [5, 43, 12, 3].

In this paper, we introduce a penalty-free discontinuous Galerkin (PF-DG) method that is applicable to standard
finite elements as well as general polygonal and polyhedral meshes. Use of such general meshes has appeared in
polygonal and polyhedral finite element methods, [35] DG methods on polytopes, [14] and the virtual element method.[8]
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Unlike classical DG methods and the virtual element method that require stabilization, the PF-DG method proposed
herein does not need a penalty nor stabilization parameter, while retaining the flexibility of being applicable on polytopal
meshes. In the PF-DG method, the finite-dimensional broken Sobolev space is used to search for approximate solutions
in which some equality constraints are defined, which allows one to choose only those functions that are continuous
and satisfy the inhomogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions. These constraints are applied using the least squares
approach on the mesh skeleton as well as the outer boundary, and as a consequence, a subset of admissible functions is
obtained, which consists only of continuous functions that meet the boundary conditions on the Dirichlet boundary. The
admissible functions are constructed by solving a least-square constraints problem. However, numerical computation
of these constraints on polygonal meshes proves to be overly restrictive, which causes numerical instabilities. Thus, an
augmented admissible subset is used so that very small discontinuities on the mesh skeleton are allowed. The constraint
problem leads to a linear system of equations that is solved prior to the main discrete problem. The matrix in the
constraints problem is rectangular and singular, which admits a nonunique solution, and the null-space method [58, 59]
is applied to obtain the complete solution. It should be noted here that in Oden at al. [48], a penalty-free DG method
is proposed, but this method has not been widely adopted due to its low level of accuracy when compared to penalty-
based approaches. In this paper, we compare the penalty-free approach of Oden et al. to the one proposed herein on
one benchmark problem. Another DG method without penalty parameters was presented by John et al. [39], where
the lifting operator on the mesh skeleton is introduced in the discrete model. The method exploits the properties of
the piecewise Raviart–Thomas–Nédélec element in which the lifting operator increases the polynomial space by one.
Other penalty-free versions of the DG method are available [44, 54], but these are limited to Stokes flow. Continuity
of the approximate solution is enforced using the method of Lagrange multipliers [30, 13, 42], however, it leads to a
larger non-positive-definite problem. Even though there are some commonalities, the approach pursued in the PF-DG
method is distinct from the enhanced strain method (ESM) [49, 64]. In both these methods, special approximation
subspaces are selected—in PF-DG the trial space must be (nearly) continuous and in the ESM the stress and enhanced
strain subspaces are mutually orthogonal. The PF-DG method presented in this paper is applicable on high-order
finite elements and can be applied to different classes of boundary-value problems.

The outline of the remainder of this paper follows. In Section 2, a detailed derivation for the PF-DG method is
presented for the Poisson problem. The new DG method requires the prior solution of a constrained algebraic problem.
The details on how to construct the constraints and how to solve them are presented in Section 3 (also see Appendices
A–C). In Sections 4 and 5, the PF-DG method is presented for linear elasticity and the fourth-order biharmonic
equation, respectively. Six two-dimensional benchmark problems that involve Poisson equation, linear and nonlinear
elasticity, and the biharmonic equation are solved in Section 6. In addition, numerical results for a three-dimensional
Poisson problem are presented in Section 6.6. For all problems, we show that the PF-DG method converges optimally
in Sobolev norms. We close with some final remarks and conclusions in Section 7.

2 Discontinuous Galerkin method without stability parameter

In this section, the PF-DG method—a DG method without a stability parameter—is presented. The mathematical
formulation for the continuous problem is described in Section 2.1. The finite-dimensional formulation of the method
is presented in Section 2.2.

2.1 Mathematical formulation

The penalty-free DG method is presented for the model Poisson problem that is defined in the domain Ω ⊂ Rd

(d = 1, 2, 3) with boundary Γ := ∂Ω. We seek the scalar field u : Rd → R that solves the following Poisson boundary-
value problem:

−∇2u = f in Ω, (1a)

u = ub on ΓD, (1b)

∇u · n = hb on ΓN , (1c)

where f ∈ L2(Ω) is the source density function, ub and hb are prescribed values on the Dirichlet and Neumann
boundaries ΓD and ΓN , respectively,and n is the unit outward normal vector on ΓN . Throughout the paper standard
notation for the L2 inner product over the domain and its boundary is used:

(u, v)Ω =

∫
Ω

uv dx, ⟨u, v⟩Γ =

∫
Γ

uv dS. (2)
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It is assumed that Ω is covered by the set Ωh that consists of non-overlapping cells Ωe ∈ Ωh, which are called finite
elements. The interior boundaries of the Ωh create the mesh skeleton Γs. On Ω, the broken Sobolev space is defined
as:

V =
{
w ∈ L2(Ω) : w

∣∣∣
Ωe

∈ H1(Ωe) ∀Ωe ∈ Ωh

}
. (3)

The space V consists of element-wise functions that are in H1(Ωe) but can be discontinuous on the mesh skeleton.
Two operators on the mesh skeleton are defined that are associated with the discontinuity: the jump operator [[•]] and
the mid-value operator {•}, which are defined for an auxiliary function g as follows:

[[g]] = lim
ϵ→0

(
g(x+ ϵn)− g(x− ϵn)

)
,

{g} =
1

2
lim
ϵ→0

(
g(x+ ϵn) + g(x− ϵn)

)
,

(4)

where n is the unit normal vector to Γs.
Two disjoint subsets in V are distinguished, which both consist of continuous functions and functions that are

homogeneous on the Dirichlet boundary in the first set (test functions) and satisfy the boundary conditions in (1) in
the second set (trial functions):

V c
0 = {w ∈ V : [[w]] = 0 on Γs, w = 0 on ΓD} , (5a)

V c
b = {w ∈ V : [[w]] = 0 on Γs, w = ub on ΓD} , (5b)

V c
0 ∩ V c

b = ∅. (5c)

In the case when ub ≡ 0 on ΓD then V c
b → V c

0 . Among the functions in V c
b , we want to find the solution of the

boundary-value problem, which we refer to as an admissible subset. Note that an arbitrary function in V c
b is a linear

combination of any function in V c
0 and a continuous function ub whose trace on the Dirichlet boundary is ū. It should

be observed that V c
0 = H1

0 (Ω), which indicates that V c
0 is the Sobolev space inside the broken Sobolev space V .

The formulation of the DG method starts with a Galerkin weak form of the strong form in (1) with v as the test
function: Find u ∈ V c

b such that

−
(
∇2u, v

)
Ω
− (f, v)Ω = 0 ∀v ∈ V. (6)

On using the divergence theorem in (6) and taking into account the discontinuity of functions in V on the mesh
skeleton, we get

(∇u,∇v)Ω +

∫
Γs

[[∇uv]] · nds− ⟨∇u · n, v⟩ΓD
− (f, v)Ω = 0.

On using the property of the jump operator that [[gh]] = {g} [[fh]] + [[g]] {h}, we have

(∇u,∇v)Ω + ⟨{∇u} · n, [[v]]⟩Γs
+
���������:0

⟨[[∇u]] · n, {v}n⟩Γs
− ⟨∇u · n, v⟩ΓD

− ⟨hb, v⟩ΓN
− (f, v)Ω = 0. (7)

The third component in (7) goes to zero due to the continuity of the exact solution u and its derivatives on the mesh
skeleton. The fifth component uses the Neumann boundary condition in (1c). In the finite-dimensional problem, the
same is applied to the approximate solution uh ≈ u even though [[∇uh]] ·n ̸= 0 and ∇uh ·n ̸= hb on the mesh skeleton
and Neumann boundary, respectively. In this case, a weak enforcement of the gradient continuity and Neumann
boundary condition of the approximate solution ensues. It results in the following weak formulation of the Poisson
problem: Find u ∈ V c

b such that

a(u, v) = l(v) ∀v ∈ V, (8a)

where

a(u, v) = (∇hu,∇hv)Ω + ⟨{∇hu} , [[v]]n⟩Γs
− ⟨∇hu, vn⟩ΓD

, (8b)

l(v) = (f, v)Ω + ⟨hb, v⟩ΓN
. (8c)

where ∇h denotes the element-wise gradient operator.
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The bilinear functional a(v, u) is not symmetric due to the integrals along the mesh skeleton and the Dirichlet
boundary. The function u that solves (8) belongs to the space V c

b , which suggests that following the procedure
presented in Oden et al.:[48] the two zero-value components, namely ⟨[[u]]n, {∇hv}⟩Γs

and ⟨(ub − u)n,∇hv⟩ΓD
, can be

added to (8b) to make the functional a(v, u) symmetric or skew-symmetric. The resulting formulation is well-defined
and can be used to find the approximate solution. Later in Section 6, we compare the method of Oden at al.[48] with
the proposed PF-DG method on a benchmark problem.

The functions in the space V are generally discontinuous on the mesh skeleton and their values on the Dirichlet
boundary differ from ub. In order to solve the problem defined in (7) the subset V c

b has to be first distinguished from
the space V . To find the set of functions that satisfy both conditions, we require that a function ϕ ∈ V meets the
following least-squares conditions:

argmin
ϕ∈V

⟨[[ϕ]], [[ϕ]]⟩Γs
⇒ ⟨[[ϕ]], [[v]]⟩Γs

= 0 ∀v ∈ V, (9a)

argmin
ϕ∈V

⟨ϕ− ub, ϕ− ub⟩ΓD
⇒ ⟨ϕ, v⟩ΓD

− ⟨ub, v⟩ΓD
= 0 ∀v ∈ V. (9b)

Since Γs ∩ ΓD is of measure zero, the problem written in (9a) and (9b) can be placed in a single equation: Find
ϕ ∈ V such that

d(ϕ, v) = b(v) ∀v ∈ V, (10a)

where

d(ϕ, v) = ⟨[[ϕ]], [[v]]⟩Γs
+ ⟨ϕ, v⟩ΓD

, b(v) = ⟨ub, v⟩ΓD
. (10b)

The solution to the problem defined in (10) is nonunique. It can be shown that all possible solutions of the problem
define the subset V c

b in V and the solution of the homogeneous version of (10) defines V c
0 ⊂ V .

The following operators are introduced:

A : V → V ∗ , (Au, v) = a(u, v) ∀v ∈ V, (11a)

D : V → V ∗ , (Du, v) = d(u, v) ∀v ∈ V. (11b)

The operator D is neither surjective nor injective. The operator A need not be surjective or injective; however, the
common null space of D and A is trivial, ker(A) ∩ ker(D) = {0}. The operator D is not surjective, so its range is the
subspace of the dual space R(D) ⊂ V ∗.

The following two theorems show the relations between the V c
0 and V c

b and the (10).

Theorem 1. The null space of the D is the same as the space V c
0 , i.e. ker(D) = V c

0 .

Proof. In order to show that ker(D) = V c
0 it is sufficient to establish that V c

0 ⊂ ker(D) and ker(D) ⊂ V c
0 .

(i) First, we show that V c
0 ⊂ ker(D). Consider a function w ∈ V c

0 . Let us assume that there is g ∈ D∗ such that

Dw = g ⇐⇒ d(w, v) = g(v) ∀ v ∈ V.

Using the definition of the operator d in (10b), we have

⟨[[w]], [[v]]⟩Γs
+ ⟨w, v⟩ΓD

= g(v).

The function w is continuous in the domain and goes to zero on the Dirichlet boundary, so

⟨[[w]], [[v]]⟩Γs
= 0 and ⟨w, v⟩ΓD

= 0

=⇒ g(v) = 0 =⇒ Dw = 0 =⇒ w ∈ ker(D).

(ii) Secondly, we show that ker(D) ⊂ V c
0 . Consider a function w ∈ ker(D), so we have

Dw = 0 ⇐⇒ d(w, v) = 0 ∀ v ∈ V

⟨[[w]], [[v]]⟩Γs
+ ⟨w, v⟩ΓD

= 0 ∀ v ∈ V.

Because Γs ∩ ΓD = ∅, it implies that

⟨[[w]], [[v]]⟩Γs
= 0 ∀ v ∈ V ⇐⇒ [[w]] = 0 on Γs

⟨w, v⟩ΓD
= 0 ∀ v ∈ V ⇐⇒ w = 0 on ΓD

}
=⇒ w ∈ V c

0 .
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Hence, ker(D) is the Sobolev space H1
0 (Ω).

Theorem 2. There exists a function w ∈ V c
b if and only if Dw = b.

The proof of Theorem 2 follows similar lines as that carried out for Theorem 1 and hence is omitted.
Using Theorems 1 and 2, practical definitions for V c

b and V c
0 can now be stated:

V c
b = {w ∈ V : d(w, v)− b(v) = 0 ∀v ∈ V } , (12a)

V c
0 = {w ∈ V : d(w, v) = 0 ∀v ∈ V } . (12b)

At this moment, it is clear that on solving the problem in (10), we can obtain functions that lie in V c
b . Let ub be

a particular function that is chosen from the solutions contained in V c
b . The function u, which we want to find can be

now expressed as the superposition of two functions:

u = u0 + ub in Ω, (13)

where u0 ∈ V c
0 is the function to be found and ub ∈ V c

b is a known function. Now, the problem defined in (7) is
reformulated: Find u0 ∈ V c

0 such that

a(u0, v) = l(v)− a(ub, v) ∀v ∈ V c
0 . (14)

It should be noted that the following two components in a(u, v) vanish due to fact that the test function belongs to
V c
0 :

⟨{∇hu} , [[v]]n⟩Γs
= 0, ⟨∇hu, vn⟩ΓD

= 0.

Subsequently, we show the uniqueness of the solution for the problem presented in (14).

Theorem 3. Assume that the following holds:

(i) Coercivity in ker(D): There exists c1 such that

a(u, u) ≥ c1∥u∥2V ∀u ∈ ker(D).

(ii) Continuity: There exist c2, c3 > 0 such that:

a(u, v) ≤ c2∥u∥V ∥v∥V ∀u, v ∈ V,

l(v) ≤ c3∥v∥V ∀ v ∈ V.

(iii) Inf-sup condition for constraints: There exist c4 such that

inf
u∈V

sup
v∈V

d(u, v)

∥u∥V ∥v∥V
≥ c4 → ∥Du∥V ∗ ≥ c4∥u∥V ∀u ∈ V.

Then there exists a unique solution u ∈ ker(D) of the problem in (14) and

∥u∥V ≤ 1

c1
(∥l∥V ∗ + c2∥ub∥V ) . (15)

Proof. Since R(D) ̸= ∅, there exists ub ∈ V such that

Dub = b → d(ub, v) = b(v) ∀v ∈ V

The operator D is not injective, so ub is not unique. According to the inf-sup condition (iii) we have

c4∥ub∥V ≤ sup
v∈V

d(ub, v)

∥v∥V
= sup

v∈V

b(v)

∥v∥V
= ∥b∥V ∗ → ∥ub∥V ≤ 1

c4
∥b∥V ∗ (16)

Let us consider l − Aub ∈ V ∗. The coercivity condition (i) means that A is an isomorphism from ker(D) ⊂ V to
ker(D)∗ ⊂ V ∗, and therefore we can find a unique u0 ∈ ker(D) such that

Au0 = l −Aub in ker(D)∗, (17)
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and

c1∥u0∥V ≤ a(u0, u0)

∥u0∥V
≤ sup

v∈ker(D)

a(u0, v)

∥v∥V
= ∥Au∥ker(D)∗ = ∥l −Aub∥ker(D)∗ ≤ ∥l −Aub∥V ∗ ≤ ∥l∥V ∗ + ∥Aub∥V ∗ ≤ ∥l∥V ∗ + c2∥ub∥V

→ ∥u0∥V ≤ 1

c1
(∥l∥V ∗ + c2∥ub∥V ) ,

where we have used that f ∈ V ∗ such that ∥f∥ker(D)∗ ≤ ∥f∥V ∗ by definition of the dual norm and the fact that
ker(D) ⊂ V and so ker(D)∗ ⊂ V ∗.

Now set u = u0 + ub, and due to (17), the following weak statement of equilibrium is satisfied: a(u, v) = l(v) ∀v ∈
V c
0 .

The admissible space is the null space of the operator D, which consists of continuous functions that vanish on the
Dirichlet boundary. We consider an augmented admissible space where some small levels of discontinuities are allowed
and ker(D) is defined as

ker(D) = {ϕ ∈ V : |d(ϕ, v)| < ϵ∥ϕ∥V ∀v ∈ V } , (18)

where ϵ > 0 is a small number. It is evident that ker(D) ⊂ ker(D) ⊂ V .
The bilinear operator a(·, ·) consists of two components: the first on the domain and the second on the mesh skeleton

and Dirichlet boundary, respectively:

a(u, v) = aΩ(u, v)− aΓ (u, v). (19)

The operator for the Poisson problem with the two components is presented in (8b). The component aΓ vanishes for
d(u, v) = 0, which implies that

sup
v∈V

|aΓ (u, v)|
∥v∥V

≤ γ(ϵ)∥u∥V ∀u ∈ ker(D) , γ(ϵ) −−−→
ϵ→0

0. (20)

The number γ > 0 depends on ϵ from (18) and γ goes to zero when ϵ is zero. The operator a is coercive in the
admissible space, but can also remain coercive for the augmented admissible space for some small values of ϵ, which is
shown in the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1. When the operator a(u, v) is coercive in ker(D) with the constant c1 then the operator remains coercive
in ker(D) for some small ϵ.

Proof. It can be observed that

ker(D) −−−→
ϵ→0

ker(D) , ker(D) −−−→
ϵ→∞

V

Consequently, the coercivity of the aΩ operator changes with ϵ in the following manner:

aΩ(u, u) ≥ c(ϵ)∥u∥2V , c(ϵ) −−−→
ϵ→0

c1 , c(ϵ) −−−→
ϵ→∞

0.

The function (̧ϵ) is monotonically decreasing while the function γ(ϵ) is monotonically increasing as ϵ increases.
According to (19), for any u ∈ ker(D) we have

a(u, u) = aΩ(u, u)− aΓ (u, u) ≥ aΩ(u, u)− |aΓ (u, u)| ≥ c(ϵ)∥u∥2V − γ(ϵ)∥u∥2V =
(
c(ϵ)− γ(ϵ)

)
∥u∥2V .

The operator a(u, u) is coercive in ker(D) so long as ϵ is small enough such that c(ϵ) > γ(ϵ).

In the next section, the algorithm to compute the discrete bilinear form in the augmented admissible space is
presented. The coercivity of the discrete bilinear form is numerically confirmed through the numerical example in
Section (6.1) where we show that the stiffness matrix is well-conditioned.
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2.2 Approximate solution in the PF-DG method

Now we apply the approach presented in the previous section to find an approximate solution of the boundary-value
problem in (14). First, we need to rewrite constraint equations (10) in algebraic form. Then we present the construction
of the finite-dimensional constraints and obtain the discrete system of equations that correspond to the weak form
in (14).

The domain Ω is covered by a finite element mesh Ωh, and the elements in the mesh Ωe ∈ Ωh can be arbitrary
polygons in 2D or polyhedrons in 3D with affine edges and planar faces, respectively. The approximate solution is to
be found in the approximation space Vp ⊂ V , which is constructed on a set of complete, polynomial basis functions
up to order p in each element V e

p , where Vp =
⋃
e
V e
p . The linear subspace V e

p is constructed by the basis functions

{Ψe
k}

mp

k=1, where Ψe
k are the basis functions in the e-th element and the support of the basis functions are limited to

the e-th element. The numbers of basis functions depend on the approximation order p and the spatial dimension:
mp = p+1 in 1D, mp = 1

2 (p+1)(p+2) in 2D, and mp = 1
6 (p+1)(p+2)(p+3) in 3D. The polynomial basis functions

can be: monomials, Legendre, Chebyshev, Lagrange polynomials, or any other basis. The approximation of a function
u in this space is given by

u ≈ uh = Ψpq, (21)

where Ψp is a row vector that consists of all the basis functions in the mesh and q ∈ Rmp is the vector of degrees of
freedom for this approximation. In general, this approximation is not continuous on the mesh skeleton and does not
satisfy the Dirichlet boundary conditions. The discrete equivalents of the sets V c

0 and V c
b are defined as the following

vector sets Zc
0p and Zc

bp, respectively:

Zc
0p = {v ∈ Rmp : [[Ψp]]v = 0 on Γs and Ψpv = 0 on ΓD} , (22a)

Zc
bp = {v ∈ Rmp : [[Ψp]]v = 0 on Γs and Ψpv = Ppub on ΓD} . (22b)

where the vector v in (22) represents all vectors that meet the particular conditions. In addition, Ppub is the projection

of the function ub to Vp

∣∣∣
ΓD

, such that
∫
ΓD

ΨT
p (Ppub − ub) dS = 0.

The vector set Zc
bp, in combination with the basis functions, constitutes the finite admissible subset. In order to

find the vector sets Zc
bp and Zc

0p, the discrete form of (10) has to be solved, which reads

Dv = b, D ∈ Rmp × Rmp , b ∈ Rmp , v ∈ Rmp , (23a)

where

D =

∫
Γs

[[Ψp]]
T[[Ψp]] dS +

∫
ΓD

ΨT
pΨp dS, b =

∫
ΓD

ΨT
p ub dS. (23b)

The discrete version of Theorems 1 and 2 is presented in the two following Theorems.

Theorem 4. There is a vector v ∈ Zc
bp if and only if Dv = b.

Proof. 1. v ∈ Zc
bp =⇒ Dv = b. The vector is applied to (23) and we have∫

Γs

[[Ψp]]
T[[Ψp]] dSv +

∫
ΓD

ΨT
pΨp dSv =

∫
ΓD

ΨT
p ub dS,

or ∫
Γs

[[Ψp]]
T[[Ψp]]v dS +

∫
ΓD

ΨT
p (Ψpv − ub) dS = 0,

and since [[Ψp]]v = 0 and Ψpv = Ppub and from (22b), the equality is met.

2. Dv = b =⇒ v ∈ Zc
bp.

Since the vector v satisfies (23), so after some simple operations we can write∫
Γs

[[Ψp]]
T[[Ψp]]v dS +

∫
ΓD

ΨT
p (Ψpv − ub) dS = 0.

7



Both integrals are independent of each other since Γs ∩ ΓD = ∅, so we have∫
Γs

[[Ψp]]
T[[Ψp]]v dS = 0 =⇒ [[Ψp]]v = 0 on Γs,

∫
ΓD

ΨT
p (Ψpv − ub) dS = 0 =⇒ Ψpv = Ppub on ΓD.

Theorem 5. There is a vector v ∈ Zc
0p if and only if Dv = 0.

Now, the definitions of the sets Zc
0p and Zc

bp can be expressed as follows:

Zc
0p = {v : v ∈ ker (D)} , (24a)

Zc
bp = {v : ∥Dv − b∥ = 0} . (24b)

The system of equations in (23) is square but is singular. The rank of the left-hand side matrix is much smaller in
comparison to its dimension. This implies that the system of equations has many linearly dependent equations. The
solution of this system of equations is performed as described in Appendix A and expressed in the form shown in (88),
which is

v = Wz + vb ∀z, W ∈ Rmp × Rmp−r , z ∈ Rmp−r , vb ∈ Rmp , (25)

where r is the rank of D matrix, W is the matrix that consists of basis vectors in ker (D) and the vector vb ∈ Zc
bp,

which is stated via the following theorem:

Theorem 6. If there is a vector v ∈ Zc
bp and v = Wz + vb ∀z, then w = Wz ∈ Zc

0p and vb ∈ Zc
bp.

Proof. When v ∈ Zc
bp, then v satisfies (23) and we have

DWz +Dvb = b ∀z ⇐⇒ DWz = 0 ∀z =⇒ w ∈ Zc
0p,

Dvb = b ⇐⇒ vb ∈ Zc
bp.

Equation (23) defines constraints for the vectors, and therefore to enforce continuity on the mesh skeleton and to
satisfy the Dirichlet boundary conditions, we need to first solve this singular system of equations. In the calculations,
these restrictions prove to be overly restrictive, especially for polygonal meshes, which as a consequence can lead to
numerical instabilities that can lead to an inaccurate final solution. Hence, we loosen these restrictions to realize a
numerically stable approach. To this end, instead of (23) we propose to use the following relation:

Dv = b, D ∈ Rmp × Rmp , b ∈ Rmp , (26a)

where

D =

∫
Γs

[[Ψp]]
T[[Ψp]] dS +

∫
ΓD

ΨT
pΨp dS, b =

∫
ΓD

ΨT
p ub dS, (26b)

with p ≤ p. In the computations, we choose p = p− 1. The matrix D is rectangular with the same number of columns
as D matrix, but with fewer number of rows and so rank(D) > rank(D) ⇒ ker(D) ⊂ ker(D). The set of all possible
solutions of (26) is larger in comparison to the one in (23), allowing for some level of discontinuities or variation of the
boundary conditions. The solution of the system in (26) has the following form:

v = Wz + qb ∀z , W ∈ Rmp × Rmp−r , z ∈ Rmp−r , qb ∈ Rmp , (27)

where r = rank(D).
Consequently, the sets of vectors in (24) now become

Z
c

0p =
{
v : v ∈ ker (D)

}
, (28a)

Z
c

bp =
{
v : ∥Dv − b∥ = 0

}
, (28b)
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where Z
c

bp together with the basis functions define the augmented admissible subset.
When we have the solution as expressed in(27), then the discrete version of the weak problem formulation in (14)

leads to the following problem: For the given W and qb, find q0 such that

W
T
KWq0 = W

T
(f −Kqb) , K ∈ Rmp × Rmp , f ∈ Rmp (29)

where Kij = a(Ψj ,Ψi) and fi = l(Ψi) and the final solution vector is

q = Wq0 + qb. (30)

The matrix W
T
KW is nonsymmetric and well-conditioned and can be solved by many solvers for finding the q0

vector and later on to obtain the global vector q. However, the matrix W and the vector qb have to be constructed a
priori using the procedure presented in the following section. The well-posedness of the problem (29) is shown in the
following theorem.

Theorem 7. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3 and Conjecture 1 for any closed subspace Vp ⊂ V , there exist a
unique solution uh = Ψpq ∈ Vp of the problem (29).

Proof. Consider the basis Ψp in Vp, i.e. Vp = span{Ψp}. Because ker(D) = span{W }, so the function set Φp = ΨpW

is the basis functions of the space ker(D)
∣∣∣
Vp

= span{Φp}. The following matrix is constructed

K = a(ΦT
p ,Φp) = W

T
a(ΨT

p ,Ψ)W = W
T
KW . (31)

From the coercivity condition in Conjecture 1, we obtain that the matrix K is positive-definite, and hence it is
invertible.

3 Construction of the constraint equations

In the PF-DG method presented herein, the constraints (26) that enforce the continuity and boundary conditions are
the critical component of the approach. The solution of (27) is nonunique due to the vector of free variables z (which
is part of the vector v when using the approach described in Appendix A.1) whose choice is in general arbitrary, and
as a consequence, construction of W and qb depend on the choice of the free variables. In the case when we deal with
a relatively small problem with few low-order elements, the final result is independent of the choice of z. However, for
larger problems, choice of z becomes important, since otherwise truncation errors can accumulate in W and qb which
can influence the correctness of the solution. Hence, special attention needs to be paid to construct this particular
matrix and vector.

The construction of the solution as shown in (27) can be done using two approaches. In the first approach, the
system in (26) is solved globally, as shown in Appendix A. In the second approach, the solution is obtained by sequential
procedure along the mesh skeleton and outer boundary segments, which are presented in this section. The solution
in (29) guarantees that the approximate solution is both continuous and meets the boundary conditions. In order to
construct the constraint components, i.e., W and qb, the procedure that involves integration along the mesh skeleton
and Dirichlet boundary is utilized. It is performed sequentially for each segment of the mesh using the procedure
described in Section A.2. We first present the part of the algorithm to satisfy continuity on the mesh skeleton and
then for the boundary conditions.

This procedure is performed for each skeleton segment to obtain the global final solution. Each skeleton segment
has exactly two adjacent elements. We want the jump in the approximation on each skeleton segment to be zero.
Consider the k-th skeleton segment with i and j adjustment elements, where the i-th element is on the ’+’ side and
j-th element is on the ’–’ side of the segment. The approximation of the discontinuity jump on the k-th segment is:

[[uh]] = [[Ψp]]q =
[
Ψi

p −Ψj
p

] [qi

qj

]
= Φk

pa
k on Γ k

s , (32)

where Ψi
p is the vector of basis function for the i-th element, qi is the dof vector for the i-th element, Φk and ak are

the relevant quantities for the k-th segment. The vector ak has to satisfy the following equation:

Mkak = 0, Mk =

∫
Γk
s

Φk
p

T
Φk

p dS. (33)
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The matrix Mk is rectangular and additionally is singular. The dependent rows are removed from the matrix

using the procedure described in Appendix A, which yields the M
k
matrix. The current version of the matrix W

and the current version of the vector of free variables z, obtained from the previous skeleton segment, can be used
for expressing the vector q. The vector ak is the part of the vector q, as shown in (32) and so the vector ak can be
expressed with the same vector z as the q:

q = Wz −→ ak = W
k
z. (34)

Applying the relation in (34) to the (33), we have

M
k
W

k
z = 0. (35)

The solution of (35) results in the current version of the z vector, which can be written in the recurrence form

z = W
k
z. (36)

In order to obtain this solution, the pivoting variables in the Gauss-Jordan procedure have to be chosen in the solution
procedure. For the best choice for the pivots, W is analyzed, in such a way that the number of nonzero components in
each column of this matrix is counted. Then the pivoting variables are chosen with the minimum nonzero components
in the column of the W and which also has the leading component in (35). When the solution (36) is obtained the
matrix W is updated:

W = WW
k
. (37)

The procedure is repeated for all the skeleton segments, and finally, we obtain the W that defines the Zc
0p set. The

procedure for the boundary conditions is quite similar, remembering that there is only a single element connected to a
single outer boundary segment. Finally, at the end of the procedure the matrix W and vector qb are calculated that
are applied in the approach presented in (29).

4 PF-DG for linear elasticity

The analysis of the mechanical problem starts with the standard equilibrium equations (momentum balance) in the
domain Ω and the appropriate boundary conditions on the outer boundary Γ :

divσ + b = 0 in Ω, (38a)

σ · n = tb on ΓN , (38b)

u = ub on ΓD, (38c)

where σ is the Cauchy stress tensor, b is the body force vector per unit volume, tb is the prescribed traction vector,
u is the displacement field and ub is the prescribed displacement boundary data on ΓD, and ΓN and ΓD are the parts
of the outer boundary on which the Neumman and essential boundary conditions are prescribed, respectively.

Equation (38) is supplemented with the generalized Hooke’s law:

σij = Eijkl εkl, (39)

where ε is the small-strain tensor and E is the fourth-order material moduli tensor. We adopt small-strain kinematics:

ε = ∇su =
1

2

[
∇u+ (∇u)T

]
in Ω. (40)

In the PF-DG method, the displacement field is approximated using the same formula as in (21)

u ≈ Ψǔ, (41)

where now Ψ consists of three rows in 3D and two rows in the 2D case.
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To find the approximate solution of the elasticity problem the system of equations in the form presented in (29)
have to be solved, where in this case the definitions of the stiffness matrix and the loading vector are as follows:

K =

∫
Ω

∇shΨ
T : E : ∇shΨ dx+

∫
Γs

[[Ψ]]T ·En : ∇shΨ dS −
∫
ΓD

ΨT ·En : ∇shΨ dS, (42)

F =

∫
Ω

ΨTb dx+

∫
ΓN

ΨTtb dS, (43)

where En = E · n. The stiffness matrix K is nonsymmetric due to the last two components on the mesh skeleton and
Dirichlet boundary that appear in (42).

5 PF-DG for biharmonic problem

In this section, the DG method is developed for the fourth-order biharmonic equation. The strong form of the model
problem is:

∆(m1∆u) +∇T(m2∇u) +m3u = f in Ω, (44a)

u = ub on Γ, (44b)

∇u · n = qb on Γ, (44c)

where m1, m2, m3, are parameter functions. The boundary conditions in (44b) are of Dirichlet type. Other possible
type of boundary conditions are connected with the second and third derivatives on the boundary, which are of
Neumann type. Dirichlet type boundary conditions are particularly challenging in DG methods.

In the weak form, the Laplace operator ∆ and the nabla operator ∇ are viewed to be element-wise and for the
sake of clarity the subscript ’h’ is omitted. The construction of the weak form starts by multiplying (44a) with a test
function and integrating over the domain:∫

Ω

v∆(m1∆u) dx+

∫
Ω

v∇T(m2∇u) dx+

∫
Ω

v m3u dx−
∫
Ω

vf = 0. (45)

The first integral in (45) is integrated by parts to yield∫
Ω

v∆(m1∆u) dx =

∫
Ω

∇ (v∇(m1∆u)) dx−
∫
Ω

∇v∇(m1∆u) dx

=

∫
Γ

v∇(m1∆u) · n dS −
∫
Γs

[[v∇(m1∆u)]] · n dS −
∫
Ω

∇v∇(m1∆u) dx.

(46)

The standard decomposition for the jump of two function is applied:

[[v∇(m1∆u)]] · n = [[v]] {∇(m1∆u)} · n+ {v}
��������:0
[[∇(m1∆u)]] · n on Γs. (47)

It is assumed that the jump of the gradient of Laplacian is zero. Furthermore, the last integral in (46) is integrated by
parts to yield

−
∫
Ω

∇v∇(m1∆u) dx = −
∫
Ω

∇ (∇vm1∆u) dx+

∫
Ω

m1 ∆v∆u dx

= −
∫
Γ

∇vm1∆u · n dS +

∫
Γs

[[∇vm1∆u]] · n dS +

∫
Ω

m1 ∆v∆u dx.

(48)

After the standard decomposition, it is assumed (as in the finite element method) that the jump of the Laplacian on
the mesh skeleton is set to zero:

[[∇vm1∆u]] · n = [[∇v]] {m1∆u} · n+ {∇v}������:0
[[m1∆u]] · n on Γs. (49)
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Finally, (46) is ∫
Ω

v∆(m1∆u) dx =

∫
Ω

m1 ∆v∆u dx dS +

∫
Γ

v∇(m1∆u) · n dS −
∫
Γ

∇vm1∆u · n dS

−
∫
Γs

[[v]] {∇(m1∆u)} · n+

∫
Γs

[[∇v]] {m1∆u} · n dS.
(50)

The second integral in (45) is∫
Ω

v∇T(m2∇u) dx =

∫
Ω

∇ (m2 v∇u) dx−
∫
Ω

m2 ∇v∇u dx (51)

=

∫
Γ

m2 v∇u · n dS −
∫
Γs

m2 [[v∇u]] · n dS −
∫
Ω

m2 ∇v∇u dx. (52)

It is assumed, similar to arriving at (7), that the normal derivative on the mesh skeleton is zero:

[[v∇u]] · n = [[v]] {∇u} · n+ {v}�����:0
[[∇u]] · n on Γs. (53)

The weak form in (45) can now be written as:∫
Ω

m1 ∆v∆u dx dS −
∫
Ω

m2 ∇v∇u dx+

∫
Ω

v m3u dx−
∫
Ω

vf

−
∫
Γs

[[v]] {∇(m1∆u)} · n dS +

∫
Γs

[[∇v]] {m1∆u} · n dS −
∫
Γs

m2 [[v]] {∇u} · n dS

+

∫
Γ

v∇(m1∆u) · n dS −
∫
Γ

∇vm1∆u · n dS +

∫
Γ

m2 v∇u · n dS −
∫
Ω

vf dx = 0.

(54)

In this case, the definitions of the bilinear and linear forms from (7) are:

a(v, u) =

∫
Ω

m1 ∆v∆u dx dS −
∫
Ω

m2 ∇v∇u dx+

∫
Ω

v m3u dx−
∫
Ω

vf

−
∫
Γs

[[v]] {∇(m1∆u)} · n dS +

∫
Γs

[[∇v]] {m1∆u} · n dS −
∫
Γs

m2 [[v]] {∇u} · n dS

+

∫
Γ

v∇(m1∆u) · n dS −
∫
Γ

∇vm1∆u · n dS +

∫
Γ

m2 v∇u · n dS

(55a)

l(v) =

∫
Ω

vf dx. (55b)

The definitions of matrix D and the vector b from the constraints (26) are now as follows:

D =

∫
Γs

[[Ψp]]
T[[Ψp]] dS +

∫
Γ

ΨT
pΨp dS

+

∫
Γs

h2[[∇Ψp]]
Tn⊗ n [[∇Ψp]] dS +

∫
Γ

h2∇ΨT
p n⊗ n∇Ψp dS,

(56a)

b =

∫
Γ

ΨT
p ub dS +

∫
Γ

h2∇ΨT
p · n qb dS. (56b)

In the definition of the bilinear form in (55a), the third-order component ∇(m1∆u) on the mesh skeleton and the
outer boundary have to be evaluated. In this application of the DG method, Chebyshev basis functions are used, for
which the second- or third-order derivatives are readily computed. The component expands to

∇(m1∆u) =

[
m1,x · (u,xx + u,yy) +m1 · (u,xxx + u,xyy)
m1,y · (u,xx + u,yy) +m1 · (u,xxy + u,yyy)

]
. (57)
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6 Numerical examples

In this section, seven numerical examples affirming the accuracy and robustness of the PF-DG method are presented.
Six problems are chosen in 2D and one example in 3D is solved over the biunit cube. Three Poisson problems are first
solved. In the fourth example, a 2D elasticity problem on the L-shaped domain is considered. In the fifth example,
the hyperelastic Cook’s membrane problem is analyzed. The sixth example is a fourth-order biharmonic problem on
the square.

In the 2D problems, polygonal meshes are used for the analyses, and in the first example, additionally, triangular
and quadrilateral meshes are used. For the 3D problem, regular hexahedral meshes are used. Numerical integration
has to be performed in the numerical computations. In the case when standard finite elements are used, i.e., triangular,
quadrilateral, or hexagonal shapes, the symmetric cubatures presented in the paper by Witherden and Vincent[63] are
applied. The integration over polygonal elements is performed using the scaled boundary cubature scheme proposed
by Chin and Sukumar.[17]

In these examples, the results are mainly shown in the form of convergence plots using the relative error measures
over the whole domain, along the mesh skeleton and the Dirichlet boundary:

η =
∥uh − u∥L2(Ω)

∥u∥L2(Ω)
, ηE =

∥uh − u∥E(Ω)

∥u∥E(Ω)
, ηs =

∥[[uh]]∥L2(Γs)

|Γs|
, ηD =

∥uh − ub∥L2(ΓD)

|ΓD|
, (58)

where ∥u∥E(Ω) = a(u, u) is the energy norm. The measures show the global error, the discontinuity level on the mesh
skeleton of the approximate solution, and how well the Dirichlet boundary conditions are met, respectively.

The theoretical rates of the convergence for the approximate solution for the L2 norm and energy seminorm are:

∥uh − u∥L2(Ω) ≤ C(Ω,µ)hp+1|u|Hp+1 , ∥uh − u∥E(Ω) ≤ C(Ω,µ)hp|u|Hp+1 (59)

where the constant C = C(Ω,µ) depends on the domain shape of the problem and the mesh regularity parameter
µ ∈ (0, 1], which is defined as

∀Ωe ∈ Ωh µhe ≤ 2ρe ≤ he

where he is the diameter of the finite element and ρe is the radius of the largest sphere contained in Ωe.

6.1 Example 1: Poisson problem with trigonometric solution

Consider the benchmark elliptic problem, −∇2u = f in Ω = (−1, 1)2, with f chosen so that the exact solution is given
by the trigonometrical function:

u(x, y) = x2y + sin

(
11πx

2

)
sin

(
11πy

2

)
. (60)

The exact solution has many hills and valleys that are regularly distributed in the domain (see Fig. 1). In this
example, Dirichlet boundary conditions are applied on the whole outer boundary. This problem is solved using
triangular, quadrilateral, and polygonal meshes, and representative meshes are shown in Fig. 2. The calculations are
performed for orders p = 3 to p = 10 on a sequence of refined meshes. The convergence curves in the L2 and the
energy seminorm are presented in Fig. 3. Optimal theoretical convergence rates are obtained by the PF-DG method
on all meshes, with polygonal meshes yielding the smallest errors.

This example is solved using the PF-DG method, and for comparison, using two other DG methods—DGFD method
by Jaśkowiec[37] and the version of the penalty-free DG method proposed by Oden at al.[48] In Fig. 4, the convergence
curves of three DG methods are compared to each other: DG method of Oden et al., [48] DGFD and the PF-DG
presented in this work. The DGFD and the PF-DG have the same convergence rate and the level of accuracy for
these two methods is similar. Significantly worse results in each case are obtained using the DG[48] method, which is
appreciable for p = 3, where additionally, the convergence is nonmonotonic.

The condition number, which is the ratio of the maximum to minimum singular value of a matrix, is presented
for the stiffness matrix in Fig. 5. The condition numbers are presented for the three methods PF-DG, DGFD and
DG[48] and for approximation orders p = 3, 5, 10. The stiffness matrices for PF-DG are much better conditioned in
comparison to the other two methods. It confirms that the PF-DG method is numerically stable.

The same example is solved on the quadrilateral mesh that is randomly refined and the approximation orders in the
elements p ∈ [3, 10] are set randomly (see Fig. 6). The error distributions for the three versions of the DG method are
shown in Fig. 7. The errors for the PF-DG and the DGFD are comparable to each other. Much larger errors appear
in the DG method of Oden et al., [48] which reveals that it is not well-suited for such meshes.
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(a) (b)

Figure 1: Surface and contour plots of the exact solution given in (60) for Example 1.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 2: Representative meshes in Example 1. (a) Triangular mesh, (a) quadtree mesh and (b) polygonal mesh.
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Figure 3: Convergence of the PF-DG method in the L2 norm (top) and the energy seminorm (bottom) for Example 1.
Computations are shown for (a) polygonal, (b) quadrilateral and (c) triangular meshes. Scale is 1
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Figure 4: Convergence study for Example 1 on the polygonal meshes using the three DG methods (DG,[48] DGFD
and PF-DG). The plots are presented for (a) p = 3, (b) p = 5 and (c) p = 10. Scale is 1
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Figure 5: Condition numbers for the matrices used in Example 1, for the three DG methods (DG,[48] DGFD and
PF-DG). The plots are presented for (a) p = 3, (b) p = 5 and (c) p = 10.

(a) (b)

Figure 6: Randomly refined quadrilateral mesh for Example 1. (a) Quadtree mesh with hanging nodes and (b)
approximation order in each element.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 7: Error distribution on the randomly refined quadrilateral mesh for Example 1. (a) PF-DG, (b) DGFD and
(c) DG method.[48]
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(a) (b)

Figure 8: Surface and contour plots of the exact solution of the exact solution (61) for Example 2.

6.2 Example 2: Poisson problem with exponential solution

In this example the Poisson problem in Ω = (−1, 1)2 is considered with the exact solution of the following exponential
form:

u(x, y) =

50∑
i=1

exp−
(
ai(x− xi)

2 + bi(y − yi)
2
)
, (61)

where ai and bi are randomly generated positive values, (xi, yi) are randomly generated points in the domain. The plots
showing the function u in (61) are depicted in Fig. 8. This function is irregular with many hills randomly distributed in
the domain. This example has been solved using polygonal meshes for uniform approximation orders in the elements,
p = 3, 5, 7, and 10.

Convergence plots for the PF-DG method are presented in Fig. 9 on the whole domain and also along the mesh
skeleton and outer boundary. The rates of the convergences are as expected for the particular orders. The computed
residuals confirm the correctness of the PF-DG method.

6.3 Example 3: Poisson problem on L-shaped domain

We consider the standard benchmark Poisson problem on the L-shaped domain, with the exact solution

u(r, θ) = r
2
3 sin

(
2

3
θ

)
. (62)

This function is harmonic, so the right-hand side of (1) is zero. The exact solution has a derivative singularity at the
origin, and hence the error in the numerical solution concentrates at the origin. In this example, the vertices of the
L-shaped domain are chosen as (−1,−1), (0,−1), (0, 0), (1, 0), (1, 1), (−1, 1) and the domain is meshed with structured
quadrilaterals and then refined several times in the vicinity of the origin (see Fig. 10). The approximation orders in
the elements are homogeneous in the entire mesh and calculations are performed on elements with orders p = 3, 5, 7,
and 10.

The results of this analysis are presented in the form of the convergence curves over the domain and along the
mesh skeleton and Dirichlet boundary in Fig. 11. Due to the successive mesh h-refinement, steep convergence rates
are obtained for all approximation orders. Also in this case the convergence rates over the domain, mesh skeleton, and
Dirichlet boundary are about the same.
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Figure 9: Convergence study of the PF-DG method for Example 2 on polygonal meshes. Study is conducted in the L2

norm on the (a) whole domain, (b) mesh skeleton and (c) outer boundary, and (d) energy seminorm over the whole
domain. Scale is 1

2 log–log.

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 10: Quadrilateral meshes for the L-shaped domain in Example 3. Mesh is refined in the vicinity of the reentrant
corner.
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Figure 11: Convergence study of the PF-DG method for Example 3 on quadrilateral meshes. Study is conducted in
the L2 norm on the (a) whole domain, (cb) mesh skeleton and (c) outer boundary, and (d) energy seminorm over the
whole domain. Scale is 1

2 log–log.
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(a) (b)

Figure 12: Contour plot of (a) ∥u∥ and (b) von Mises stress on the L-shaped domain in Example 4.

6.4 Example 4: Linear elasticity problem on L-shaped domain

In this example, a benchmark elasticity problem on an L-shaped domain is considered. Plane strain conditions are
assumed. The governing equations are stated in (38). The exact solution of this problem in polar coordinates is:

ur(r, θ) =
1

2µ
rβ

[
−(β + 1) cos ((β + 1)θ) + (C2 − β − 1)C1 cos ((β − 1)θ)

]
,

uθ(r, θ) =
1

2µ
rβ

[
(β + 1) sin ((β + 1)θ) + (C2 + β − 1)C1 sin ((β − 1)θ)

]
.

(63)

where C1 = − cos ((β + 1)ω) / cos ((β − 1)ω), C2 = 2 (λ+ 2µ) / (λ+ µ), ω = 3π/4 and the critical exponent β is the
positive solution of the equation β sin(2ω) + sin(2ωβ) = 0, and so β ≈ 0.544483737. The calculations have been
performed for Young’s modulus E = 1 and shear modulus µ = 0.2.

Originally the benchmark example has been solved on the so-called rotated L-shaped domain and with singularity
at the origin, see Carstensen and Gedicke.[15] In this paper, the L-shaped domain is considered with vertices at points:
(−1,−1), (1,−1), (1, 0), (0, 0), (0, 1), (−1, 1) and the singularity is shifted out of the domain. To achieve the solution
in such a domain, both the global coordinates as well as the displacements need to be appropriately transformed, as
shown below. The polar coordinates are constructed using the Cartesian auxiliary coordinates ξ and η:

r =
√
ξ2 + η2 , θ = tan−1

(
η

ξ

)
(64)

where the auxiliary coordinates (ξ, η) come from the following transformation of the global coordinates using the
transformation angle ϕ:

ϕ = −3π/4 , ξ = cos(ϕ)(x− xs) + sin(ϕ)(y − ys) , η = − sin(ϕ)(x− xs) + cos(ϕ)(y − ys), (65)

where xs =
1
2 and ys =

1
2 are additional shifting parameters that are set to avoid a singular solution at the origin of the

global coordinates. When the displacements in polar coordinates are calculated the displacements in global coordinates
are obtained by the same transformation angle ϕ:

ux(x, y) = cos(ϕ)ur − sin(ϕ)uθ , uy(x, y) = sin(ϕ)ur + cos(ϕ)uθ. (66)

The maps of exact solution in the displacements norm as well as von Mises stresses are shown in Fig. 12.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 13: Sample polygonal meshes used for Example 4 with (a) 21, (b) 200 and (c) 1000 elements.

This example has been solved on meshes with polygonal and quadrilateral elements for various mesh densities and
approximation orders p = 3 up to p = 10 on each mesh. Three polygonal meshes are shown in Fig. 13. The results
are presented in the form of convergence rates for various values of p versus the square root of the number of degrees
of freedom (see Fig. 14). Numerically computed convergence rates are consistent with the theoretical estimates. Note
that the rate of convergence in the L2 norm is p + 1 except for the case when p = 10 on polygonal meshes. The
convergence curve for p = 10 on the polygonal case tilts for the last mesh, which is likely caused due to round-off errors
when the results are close to machine precision. Such a situation is not observed for the quadrilateral mesh, which
is because the Chebyshev basis functions are weight-orthogonal on square elements and so rounding errors are much
smaller in this case. In Fig. 15, the integrated values of the jumps of the approximate solution along the mesh skeleton
are presented. Similar curves but those that pertain to the boundary conditions are depicted in Fig. 16. The rates of
convergence of the jumps of the approximate solution and violation of boundary conditions are similar to the global
error rates. It shows that the final approximate solution is not strictly continuous but the level of the discontinuity is
small and tends to zero with mesh refinement.
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Figure 14: Convergence study of the PF-DG method over the domain for Example 4 on (a) polygonal meshes and (b)
quadrilateral meshes. Scale is 1

2 log–log.
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Figure 15: Convergence study of the PF-DG method along the mesh skeleton (discontinuity measure) for Example 4
on (a) polygonal meshes and (b) quadrilateral meshes. Scale is 1

2 log–log.
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Figure 16: Convergence study of the PF-DG method along the Dirichlet boundary for Example 4 on (a) polygonal
meshes and (b) quadrilateral meshes. Scale is 1

2 log–log.

6.5 Example 5: Cook’s membrane problem for hyperelasticity

In this example, we solve the well-known Cook’s membrane problem, [23] which combines bending and shear deforma-
tion. The cantilever is clamped on the left-hand side and is subjected to a constant shear loading on the right-hand
side. The geometry, boundary conditions, and material parameters for this problem are shown in Fig. 17a.

The Cook’s membrane is analyzed under plane strain conditions. The hyperelastic model for the material is defined
by the strain energy density function[57]

ψ =
µ

2
(trC − 3) +

λ

4

(
J2 − 1

)
−

(
λ

2
+ µ

)
ln J, (67)
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Figure 17: Cook’s membrane problem (Example 5) with (a) geometry, material parameters and boundary conditions,
and (b) polygonal mesh discretization of the domain.

where λ and µ are the Lamé parameters, J is the determinant of the deformation gradient F = ∇u+I, and C = FTF
is the right Cauchy-Green tensor. The second Piola Kirchhoff stress tensor and the material tangent tensor are

S = 2
∂ψ

∂C
=
λ

2

(
J2 − 1

)
C−1 + µ

(
I −C−1

)
, (68)

C = 2
∂S

∂C
, (69)

where symbolic computations are used to compute the tensor C.
The momentum balance, in the absence of the body forces, in the initial configuration can be expressed in terms

of the first Piola-Kirchhoff stress tensor as:

divP = 0 in Ω, (70a)

P ·N = tb on ΓN , (70b)

u = 0 on ΓD, (70c)

where N denotes the unit outward normal.
The weak form of (70) is: Find u ∈ V c

0 such that∫
Ω

∇v : P dx−
∫
ΓN

vTtb dS = 0 ∀v ∈ V c
0 . (71)

The Green-Lagrange strain tensor and its variation are

E =
1

2

(
FTF − I

)
, (72)

δE =
1

2

(
δFTF + FTδF

)
, δF =

∂δu

∂X
=

∂v

∂X
= ∇v (73)

Using the relation between the first and the second Piola-Kirchhoff stress tensors, P = FS, the inner product (71)
is rewritten as follows:

∇v : P = ∇v : (F · S) =
(
∇vT · F

)
: S (74)

=
1

2

(
∇vT · F + FT∇v

)
: S +

�������������:0
1

2

(
∇vT · F − FT∇v

)
: S = δE(v) : S. (75)
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Figure 18: Convergence curves of displacement uy at point A for Example 5.

The tensor S is an unknown tensor and is updated using its increments, which can be expressed in the recurrence
form:

S = S +∆S. (76)

The tensor increment ∆S is expressed using a linearized relation. There is no unique technique for linearization and
in this paper, the following one is used:

∆S ≈ Cε(∆u), ε(∆u) =
1

2

(
∇∆u+∇∆uT

)
. (77)

The nonlinear problem in (71) is solved using an incremental iterative procedure, which is written in the following
form: ∫

Ω

δE(v) : Cε(∆u) dx = Λ

∫
ΓN

vTtb dS −
∫
Ω

∇v : P dx. (78)

In this procedure, the external force multiplier 0 < Λ < 1 is increased at every step. At every incremental step,
equilibrium is found by updating the tensor P at every iterative step. The tangent tensor C is updated at every
incremental step.

Meshes with polygonal elements are used in the analysis (see Fig. 17b). The calculations are performed using
approximation orders in the elements p = 3, 5, 7, and 10. Numerical results are shown in Fig. 18 in the form of
convergence curves for the displacement uy at point A for various p and in Fig. (19) the maps of the stress components,
smoothed using the least-square technique. Convergence of the tip displacement to the value around uy = 10.59 is
observed, which agrees with the results shown in Schröder at al.[57] In this example, the calculations are performed
on the initial configuration, so the boundary and continuity condition components W and ũb from (27) are computed
only once, just before the incremental-iterative procedure.

6.6 Example 6: Fourth-order biharmonic problem

In this example, we consider the fourth-order biharmonic boundary-value problem. The formulation for this problem is
presented in Section 5. The exact solution is chosen to be trigonometric, the same as in (60). The biharmonic problem
presented in (44) is chosen with the parameters defined as trigonometric or polynomial functions:

m1 = sin(1.3π x) cos(1.8π y) + 2, (79a)

m2 = 4x2 y2 + 2xy2 + y+, (79b)

m3 = 3xy2 − 2x, y + 2. (79c)

The domain Ω = (−1, 1)2 is covered by polygonal elements. Convergence curves for various approximation orders
are presented in Fig. 20. In all cases, optimal convergence rates are obtained, confirming the effectiveness of the
proposed method.
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Figure 19: Stress components for the Cook’s membrane problem (a) σxx, (b) σyy, (c) σxy for Example 5.
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6.7 Example 7: 3D benchmark problem

A Poisson problem in Ω = (−1, 1)3 is solved with an exponential exact solution of the form:

u(x, y, z) =

50∑
i=1

exp
(
−ai(x− xi)

2 − bi(y − yi)
2 − ci(y − zi)

2
)
, (80)

where the positive values of the parameters a, b and c are chosen randomly and the points (xi, yi, zi) are randomly gen-
erated in the domain. This benchmark problem is the three-dimensional extension of the one presented in Section 6.2.

The calculations are performed using structured hexahedral meshes for p = 3, 4, 6, 10. Convergence curves in the
L2 norm for different p are presented in Fig. 21. The convergence plots once again reveal that the PF-DG method
converges optimally for different approximation orders.

7 Conclusions

In this paper, a new DG method is presented, in which no penalty or stability parameter is used, and hence the method
is referred to as the penalty-free DG method. Generally, in DG methods, the global approximations are not continuous
a priori on the mesh skeleton and continuity has to be enforced by penalty-like parameters. A similar scenario arises
when imposing Dirichlet boundary conditions. An alternative approach is proposed in this paper where the consistency
of the approximation field, i.e., continuity on the mesh skeleton and satisfaction of the Dirichlet boundary conditions, is
obtained by adding least-squares constraint relations. In the discrete version, the constraints require solving a singular
system of equations. Such an approach allows for the construction of the discrete, continuous approximation fields
over the whole domain, independent of the basis functions within the elements, and at the same time, the Dirichlet
boundary conditions are satisfied. In the implementation, the consistent approximation field is augmented (especially
needed on polygonal meshes), which allows for small levels of discontinuities on the mesh skeleton.

The augmented consistent approximation field consists of basis functions in all finite elements, and the constraints
are applied to the degrees of freedom, which guarantee the consistency of the approximation field. The constraints are
expressed via a rectangular system of equations that is singular. In this paper, the method for solving such a singular
system of equations is proposed, which can be solved globally, or the solution is constructed using a special assembly-free
approach. The constraint relations are similar to the ones used in the DG method with Lagrange multipliers. However,
in the case of the PF-DG method, there is no need to construct an additional space for the Lagrange multipliers.
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The PF-DG method is verified on several benchmark problems where various types of boundary-value problems are
analyzed in 2D and for one problem in 3D. In each example, the convergence plots are presented for the approximation
orders up to p = 10, and optimal convergence rates in the L2 norm and the energy seminorm are obtained. In finite-
dimensional space, small jumps (discontinuities) are observed in the approximate solution, but it has been shown via
the examples that the jumps converge to zero with similar rates as the global error. The method can be especially
effective in the nonlinear regime since the constraint problem is solved only once before the incremental iterative
procedure. It is shown that the method works well for standard elliptic problems, such as the Poisson equation or
linear and nonlinear elasticity. It was also tested for the biharmonic problem, where the approximation in a standard
Galerkin method must be C1 continuous. As part of future research, application of the PF-DG method to other classes
of boundary-value problems will be pursued.

8 Data Availability Statement

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

A Solver for the PF-DG method

The following algebraic system of equations is considered:

Ax = b, (81)

where A is an n×m matrix, b is a n-component column vector and x is an m-component column vector. The vector
x belongs to the set that consists of all possible solutions:

x ∈ S = {y : ∥Ay − b∥ = 0} . (82)

It is assumed that the system of equations (81) is consistent, which means that S ̸= ∅. Since we have a linear,
consistent system of equations, there exists one or infinite number of solutions. The matrix A can be a square or
rectangular matrix, i.e., n = m or n < m. The matrix A can be singular in the sense that the rows in the matrix are
linearly dependent. The solution of the system of (81) can be unique, i.e., there exists only one x, otherwise the set S
consists of an infinite number of certain vectors.

In this paper, such a general linear system of equations as defined above is solved using the Gauss-Jordan approach
as presented in Valco and Vajda.[62] Here the approach is presented in a more general way so that it can be applied to
an arbitrarily large system of equations. For the sake of clarity, the nonsingular matrices are firstly considered, which
is extended to singular matrices in A.3.

The procedure for solving the square (consistent) singular system of equations is presented in Farhat and Roux,[31]
where the solver is applied to the floating subdomains as a result of domain partitioning in parallel calculations.
This approach is referred to as the null-space method, [9, 51] which is used to solve the saddle-point problem. [58].
This method has successfully been applied to solve problems in incompressible linear and nonlinear elasticity. [46] In
this approach, the singular stiffness matrix is partitioned concerning the principal and redundant quantities, which is
performed during the factorization process. Then the null space of the stiffness matrix can be identified, which contains
the rigid-body modes of the subdomain. Then the final solution is presented as the linear combination of the null space
basis vectors plus the vector constructed as the right-hand side vector multiplied by the pseudo-inverse stiffness matrix.
However, the procedure presented here is more general, since it can also handle rectangular and singular matrices.

The rectangular system of equations can be solved using the LQ factorization, which is presented in Slobodkins

and Tausch.[60] In this method, the matrix is decomposed as A =
[
L 0

] [
Q1 Q2

]T
, where the matrix L is lower

triangular and matrix Q consists of orthogonal vectors where the vectors in Q2 form the basis of the null space of
matrix A. Another approach that can be applied to solve the linear equation with a rectangular matrix is the singular
value decomposition (SVD),[2] and after some modifications, the SVD can also handle the solution of the singular
system of equations.

A.1 Global approach

The variables in x are divided into basic variables vector xb and free variables vector xf . For the sake of clarity, it
can be assumed without loss of generality, that basic and free variables are contiguous in the x vector. The matrix A
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is decomposed on:

x =

[
xb

xf

]
⇒

[
Ab Af

] [xb

xf

]
= b. (83)

The division into the basic and free parts is done in such a way that the matrix Ab is square and well-conditioned.
On multiplication both sides of (83) by A−1

b , we get

[
I Ãf

] [xb

xf

]
= b̃, (84)

where

Ãf = A−1
b Af and b̃ = A−1

b b. (85)

The system of equations shown in (84), is derived by multiplication both sides of (83) by A−1
b . However, the same

results can be obtained using the Gauss-Jordan (GJ) elimination procedure. The GJ approach can be applied when
the leading components of the matrix Ab are located on the diagonal. In other cases the equations in (83) can be
rearranged to place the leading components on the diagonal or the leading component can be searched in every row of
the matrix Ab. In this approach, the matrix Ab is substituted by the matrix Ī which is the zero-one matrix, but the
ones are not located on the diagonal. In this situation, it can be observed that

[
Ī Āf

] [xb

xf

]
= b̄

∣∣∣ ĪT →
[
I Ãf

] [xb

xf

]
= b̃. (86)

Using (84) the basic variables can be expressed by the free variables:

xb = −Ãfxf + b̃. (87)

Using the relation in (87) the vector x can be expressed by the free variable vector z:

x = Wz + s, (88)

where

W =

[
−Ãf

I

]
, s =

[
b̃
0

]
, z = xf . (89)

Theorem 8. If a vector y is defined as y = Wz + s, then

y ∈ S ∀z.

Proof. When y ∈ S that means that the vector satisfies the equation (81). Let us suppose that there exists a vector
z for which y /∈ S, then there exists a nonzero vector r such that

r = Ay − b = AWz +As− b. (90)

Using the definitions of the vector y and in the (85) and (89) and applying the matrix division as in (83), we have

r =
[
Ab Af

] [−A−1
b Af

I

]
z +

[
Ab Af

] [A−1
b b
0

]
− b, (91)

r = (−Af +Af )z + b− b ⇒ r = 0. (92)

It was shown that for every vector z the residual vector is zero.
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The solution in (88) represents the hypersurface in which s represents the point on that surface and the vectors
of the matrix W are the basis vectors for that surface. But in the case when n = m, the number of columns of the
matrix W is reduced to zero and the vector s is the unique solution of the problem in (81). When n < m the vector x
represents the points belonging to the hypersurface defined by the pair (W , s). In this hypersurface, a vector xm can
be distinguished that is the shortest among all vectors in S

∥xm∥ = min
x∈S

∥x∥. (93)

In order to identify the xm vector the relevant zm has to be found by solving the following minimization problem:

zm : f(zm) = min
z
f(z), (94)

where

f(z) = (Wz + s)
T
(Wz + s) , (95)

which leads to the following algebraic system of equations:

WTWzm = −WTs. (96)

On solving for zm the vector xm is then given by

xm = Wzm + s. (97)

A.2 Recursive approach

The approach presented in the previous section can be applied to obtain the recursive solution of the set of equa-
tions (81). For the recursive approach, this set of equations is divided into s subproblems. For the sake of clarity,
firstly let s = 2: [

A1

A2

]
x =

[
b1
b2

]
, (98)

where Ai and bi are the appropriate parts of the matrix A and b, respectively. Now, the problem defined in (81) is
reformulated: find the vector x that satisfy the following equations:

A1x = b1, (99a)

A2x = b2. (99b)

The solution of (99a) leads to the following

x = W1z1 + s1. (100)

When applying this solution to (99b), we have

AW1z1 = b2 −A2s2. (101)

The solution of (101) leads to

z1 = W2z2 + s2. (102)

When applying this equation to (100) we have the final solution

x = W1W2z2 +W1s2 + s1. (103)

In a case when there are multiple divisions of the set of equations (81) then it is convenient to show the construction
of the matrix W and the vector s using the recursive procedure:

s = Wsi + s,

W = WWi,
(104)

where si and Wi come from the i-th block of equations and the initial values are s = 0 and W = I.
The recursive procedure presented in this section has the same complexity as the global approach in (A.1), i.e.,

the number of multiplications in these two approaches is the same. However, the recursive approach can be applied
when the system of equations is constructed by segments. Then the solution can be applied to each of the segments
sequentially without the need to construct the full set of equations.
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A.3 Singular system of equations

When the matrixA in the problem (81), then the dependent equations should be removed from the system of equations,
and then the solution shown in (88) can be achieved. The linearly dependent equations can be identified when applying
the Gauss-Jordan elimination procedure to calculate the quantities in (87). The Gauss-Jordan procedure is performed
using the leading position in each row to locate the pivot variable. When reaching a linear dependent equation all the
elements in that record become zero, so this equation is deleted from the set of equations. There may be multiple such
equations, and each time these equations are eliminated.

B PF-DG in one dimension

We provide the step-by-step procedure for the PF-DG method on two Poisson problems in 1D. In the first case, p = 1
and p = 1 are chosen; in the second case, p = 2 and p = 1 are selected. To clarify the exposition, in both cases, we
divide the unit interval into two finite elements [0, 1

2 ] and [12 , 1].
Monomial basis functions are chosen to construct the approximation, which is defined in the element’s local coor-

dinates scaled by the element length. For first- and second-order finite element approximations, the e-th element basis
are:

Ψe =
[
1 2

Le (x− xem)
]
, Ψe =

[
1 2

Le (x− xem) 4
Le2 (x− xem)

2
]
, (105)

where Le = 1
2 is the length of the element and xem is the mid-point of the element, i.e., x1m = 1

4 , x
2
m = 3

4 .

B.1 Poisson problem with affine solution

We consider the following 1D Poisson problem:

u′′ = 0 in Ω = (0, 1), (106a)

u(0) = 2, u(1) = 5, (106b)

which has the exact solution u(x) = 3x+ 2. In this case p = p = 1 so the subscript in the approximation matrix Ψ is
omitted for clarity. The approximation of u and its derivative in [0, 1] is:

u = Ψq, u =


[
1 4x− 1

] [q1
q2

]
if 0 ≤ x < 0.5

[
1 4x− 3

] [q3
q4

]
if 0.5 ≤ x ≤ 1

, (107)

u′ = Ψ′q, u′ =


[
0 4

] [q1
q2

]
if 0 ≤ x < 0.5

[
0 4

] [q3
q4

]
if 0.5 ≤ x ≤ 1

. (108)

The constrained problem in (29) requires that (26) has to be firstly solved to yield W and qb. The values of the
approximation matrix Ψ on the boundaries and its jump on the skeleton are:

Ψ(0) =
[
1 −1 0 0

]
, Ψ′(0) =

[
0 4 0 0

]
, (109)

Ψ(1) =
[
0 0 1 1

]
, Ψ′(1) =

[
0 0 0 4

]
, (110)

[[Ψ(0.5)]] =
[
0 0 1 −1

]
−

[
1 1 0 0

]
=

[
−1 −1 1 −1

]
, (111){

Ψ′(0.5)
}
=

1

2

([
0 4 0 0

]
+

[
0 0 0 4

])
=

[
0 2 0 2

]
. (112)

The D matrix and b vector in this case are:

D =[[Ψ(0.5)]]T[[Ψ(0.5)]] +Ψ(0)TΨ(0) +Ψ(1)TΨ(1)

=


1 1 −1 1
1 1 −1 1
−1 −1 1 −1
1 1 −1 1

+


1 −1 0 0
−1 1 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

+


0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1
0 0 1 1

 =


2 0 −1 1
0 2 −1 1
−1 −1 2 0
1 1 0 2

, (113a)
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b = Ψ(0)Ta+Ψ(1)Tb =


2
−2
5
5

 . (113b)

The solution of the system of equations (D, b) gives the pair (W , qb), which are

W =


−1
−1
−1
1

 , qb =


7
2
3
2
5
0

 . (114)

The step-by-step solution procedure of the constraints problem is presented in Appendix C.
The matrix K, vector f in (29) are defined as:

K =

1∫
0

Ψ′TΨ′ dx+ [[Ψ(0.5)]]
{
Ψ′(0.5)

}
+Ψ(0)Ψ′(0)−Ψ(1)Ψ′(1)

=


0 0 0 0
0 8 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 8

+


0 −2 0 −2
0 −2 0 −2
0 2 0 2
0 −2 0 −2

+


0 4 0 0
0 −4 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

−


0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 4
0 0 0 4



=


0 2 0 −2
0 2 0 −2
0 2 0 −2
0 −2 0 2

 ,
(115a)

f = −
1∫

0

ΨT0 dx =


0
0
0
0

 . (115b)

Now, the linear system of equations given in (29) has the following form:[
16
]
q0 =

[
12
]

→ q0 =
[
0.75

]
. (116)

Finally, on using (30) we have the vector q:

q =


−1
−1
−1
1

 [
3
4

]
+


7
2
3
2
5
0

 =


11
4
3
4
17
4
3
4

 . (117)

On applying the vector q to the approximation in (108) we recover the exact solution (affine function) of the problem.

B.2 Poisson problem with quadratic solution

In this case, we consider the following 1D Poisson problem:

u′′ = 2 in Ω = (0, 1), (118a)

u(0) = 2, u(1) = 5, (118b)

which has the exact solution u(x) = x2 + 2x+ 2. The approximation of u and its derivative in [0, 1] is:

u = Ψpq, u =



[
1 4x− 1 16x2 − 8x+ 1

]q1q2
q3

 if 0 ≤ x < 0.5

[
1 4x− 3 16x2 − 24x+ 9

]q4q5
q6

 if 0.5 ≤ x ≤ 1

, (119)
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u′ = Ψ′
pq, u′ =



[
0 4 32x− 8

]q1q2
q3

 if 0 ≤ x < 0.5

[
0 4 32x− 24

]q4q5
q6

 if 0.5 ≤ x ≤ 1

. (120)

The constrained problem in (29) require that (26) has to be firstly solved to yield W and qb. The values of the
approximation matrix Ψp and Ψp on the boundaries and its jump on the skeleton are:

Ψp(0) =
[
1 −1 1 0 0 0

]
, Ψ′

p(0) =
[
0 4 −8 0 0 0

]
, (121)

Ψp(1) =
[
0 0 0 1 1 −1

]
, Ψ′

p(1) =
[
0 0 0 0 4 −24

]
, (122)

[[Ψp(0.5)]] =
[
0 0 0 1 −1 1

]
−

[
1 1 1 0 0 0

]
=

[
−1 −1 −1 1 −1 1

]
, (123){

Ψ′
p(0.5)

}
=

1

2

([
0 4 8 0 0 0

]
+

[
0 0 0 4 −8

])
=

[
0 2 4 0 2 −4

]
. (124)

Ψp(0) =
[
1 −1 0 0

]
, Ψ′

p(0) =
[
0 4 0 0

]
, (125)

Ψp(1) =
[
0 0 1 1

]
, Ψ′

p(1) =
[
0 0 0 4

]
, (126)

[[Ψp(0.5)]] =
[
0 0 1 −1

]
−

[
1 1 0 0

]
=

[
−1 −1 1 −1

]
, (127){

Ψ′
p(0.5)

}
=

1

2

([
0 4 0 0

]
+

[
0 0 0 4

])
=

[
0 2 0 2

]
. (128)

The D matrix and b vector in this case are:

D =[[Ψp(0.5)]]
T[[Ψp(0.5)]] +Ψp(0)

TΨp(0) +Ψp(1)
TΨp(1)

=


1 1 1 −1 1 −1
1 1 1 −1 1 −1
−1 −1 −1 1 −1 1
1 1 1 −1 1 −1

+


1 −1 1 0 0 0
−1 1 −1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

+


0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 1 1
0 0 0 1 1 1

 =


2 0 2 −1 1 −1
0 2 0 −1 1 −1
−1 −1 −1 2 0 2
1 1 1 0 2 0

,
(129a)

b = Ψp(0)
Ta+Ψp(1)

Tb =


2
−2
5
5

 . (129b)

The solution of the system of equations (D, b) gives the pair (W , qb), which are:

W =


−1 −1 0
0 −1 0
1 0 0
0 −1 −1
0 1 0
0 0 1

 , qb =



7
2
3
2
0
5
0
0

 . (130)
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The matrix K, vector f in (29) are defined as:

K =

1∫
0

Ψ′
p
T
Ψ′

p dx+ [[Ψp(0.5)]]
{
Ψ′

p(0.5)
}
+Ψp(0)Ψ

′
p(0)−Ψp(1)Ψ

′
p(1)

=


0 0 0 0 0 0
0 8 0 0 0 0
0 0 32

3 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 8 0
0 0 0 0 0 32

3

+


0 −2 −4 0 −2 4
0 −2 −4 0 −2 4
0 −2 −4 0 −2 4
0 2 4 0 −2 4
0 −2 −4 0 2 −4
0 2 4 0 2 −4

+


0 −4 8 0 0 0
0 4 −8 0 0 0
0 −4 8 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

−


0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 −4 −8
0 0 0 0 −4 −8
0 0 0 0 −4 −8



=


0 −6 4 0 −2 4
0 10 −12 0− 2 4
0 −6 44

3 0− 2 4
0 2 4 0 6 4
0 −2 −4 0 10 12
0 2 4 0 6 44

3

 ,
(131a)

f = −
1∫

0

ΨT
p 2 dx =


−1
0
− 1

3
−1
0
− 1

3

 . (131b)

Now, the linear system of equations given in (29) has the following form: 32
3 0 0
0 16 0
0 0 32

3

 q0 =

 2
3
14
2
3

 → q0 =

 2
32
7
8
2
32

 . (132)

Finally, on using (30) we have the vector q:

q =


−1 −1 0
0 −1 0
1 0 0
0 −1 −1
0 1 0
0 0 1


 2

32
7
8
2
32

+



7
2
3
2
0
5
0
0

 =



41
16
5
8
1
16
65
16
7
8
1
16

 . (133)

On applying the vector q to the approximation in (120) we recover the exact solution (quadratic function) of the
problem.

C Solving the constraint equation

In this section, we present the step-by-step solution of the constraint problem in (113). The problem can be solved
using the procedure in Appendix A, but here we use the procedure described in Section 3.

The constraints for the vector q are expressed as:

q = Wz + s, (134)

where at the beginning of the process W = I, s = 0 and z = q.
According to (33), we construct the constraint equation to enforce the continuity of the approximation on the mesh

skeleton, which is at x = 1
2 herein:

M
1
2 q = 0, (135)
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where

M
1
2 = [[Ψ(1/2)]]T[[Ψ(1/2)]] =


1 1 −1 1
1 1 −1 1
−1 −1 1 −1
1 1 −1 1

 . (136)

It is evident that all four rows in the matrix M
1
2 are linearly dependent. When the dependent rows are removed the

matrix M
1
2 is obtained:

M
1
2 q = 0, where M

1
2 =

[
1 1 −1 1

]
. (137)

When solving (137) the pivot has to be chosen. It can be any component of the vector q, and here is chosen as the
first one, i.e.,

q1 =
[
−1 1 −1

] q2q3
q4

 . (138)

The vector q is now expressed as

q = Wz + s, (139)

where

W =


−1 1 −1
1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1

 , s =


0
0
0
0

 , z =

q2q3
q4

 . (140)

Now we consider the boundary constraints. There are two parts of the boundary in this example, on the left and
right sides of the domain. The boundary conditions on these two ends have to be met independently, (106b). The
condition on the left side is associated with the first finite element, so we evaluate the approximation on this element
for x = 0, and require that it has the value of 2:

Ψ1(0)
T
Ψ1(0)q1 = 2Ψ1(0)

T
, (141)

[
1 −1
−1 1

] [
q1
q2

]
=

[
2
−2

]
. (142)

This set of equations consists of two linearly dependent equations, so it can be reduced to a single equation:

[
1 −1

] [q1
q2

]
=

[
2
]
. (143)

The vector q1 has to satisfy the constraints in (139), so (143) is changed to

[
1 −1

] [−1 1 −1
1 0 0

]
z =

[
2
]

→
[
−2 1 −1

]
z =

[
2
]
. (144)

The solution of (144), presented in recurrence form, is:

z =
[
0.5 −0.5

]
z +

[
−1

]
. (145)

When this equation is applied to (139), we have

q =


0.5 −0.5
0.5 −0.5
1 0
0 1

 z +


1
−1
0
0

 . (146)
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The same procedure is performed on the second boundary:

Ψ2(0)
T
Ψ2(0)q2 = 5Ψ1(0)

T
, (147)

[
1 1
1 1

] [
q3
q4

]
=

[
5
5

]
→

[
1 1

] [q3
q4

]
=

[
5
]

→
[
1 1

]
z =

[
5
]

(148)

→ z =
[
−1

]
z +

[
5
]

→ q =


−1
−1
−1
1

 z +


3.5
1.5
5
0

 . (149)
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