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Abstract. We consider a fictitious domain formulation for fluid-structure interaction problems
based on a distributed Lagrange multiplier to couple the fluid and solid behaviors. How to deal
with the coupling term is crucial since the construction of the associated finite element matrix
requires the integration of functions defined over non-matching grids: the exact computation
can be performed by intersecting the involved meshes, whereas an approximate coupling matrix
can be evaluated on the original meshes by introducing a quadrature error. The purpose of this
paper is twofold: we prove that the discrete problem is well-posed also when the coupling term
is constructed in approximate way and we discuss quadrature error estimates over non-matching
grids.
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1. Introduction

A wide range of physical phenomena generating interest within the scientific community can be
classified as fluid-structure interaction problems. Several applications can be found, for instance, in
biology and medicine, as well as in structural engineering. Due to the complexity of the equations
governing this kind of systems, which usually involve nonlinear terms and complex geometries,
several mathematical models have been developed during the last decades.

Mathematical approaches to fluid-structure interaction problems are usually divided into two
categories. In boundary fitted approaches, fluid and solid are discretized by two meshes sharing the
interface. The solid evolution is usually described in Lagrangian framework, whereas the fluid grid
evolves and deforms around the solid one during the simulation. The Arbitrary Lagrangian Eulerian
(ALE) formulation [28, 21, 29] belongs to this category. The family of boundary unfitted approaches,
on the other hand, considers meshes which are not fitting with the interface. Several approaches
fall in this family: we mention, for instance, the level set formulation [19], the Nitsche–XFEM
method [1, 18], the fictitious domain approach introduced in [25, 26], the cut–FEM method [17],
the shifted boundary method [5] and the immersed boundary-conformal isogeometric method [37].
In our case, the fluid and solid are discretized by two completely independent meshes and then
the solid discretization is in some way superimposed to the fluid one. We will be more precise in
the description of our model. In case of fitted approaches, the kinematic constraints combining
fluid dynamics and solid evolution are automatically satisfied thanks to the construction of the
method itself, but mesh distortion may cause stability issues. On the other hand, unfitted approaches
overcome the presence of distorted meshes, but they require additional effort to impose kinematic
constraints. This can be done, for instance, by introducing Lagrange multipliers or stabilization
terms on the mesh elements close to the interface.
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In this paper, we focus on the approach introduced in [10]. This method is an evolution of Peskin’s
immersed boundary method [34, 35] where, first, finite element are used for the approximation of the
partial differential equations [13] and, then, a Lagrange multiplier formulation is considered in the
spirit of the fictitious domain method. Fluid and solid domain are discretized by two independent
meshes. More precisely, evolution and deformation of the immersed solid body are studied by
Lagrangian description: the equations are defined on a fixed reference domain, which is mapped,
at each time step, into the actual position of the solid. The fluid dynamics is described in Eulerian
coordinates on a fixed mesh, which is extended to the region occupied by the structure.

A distributed Lagrange multiplier and a suitable bilinear form are used to impose the kinematic
constraint at variational level: this condition relates the solid material velocity, defined on the
fictitiously extended fluid domain, with the Lagrangian map, defined on the solid reference domain.
The additional term appearing in the variational formulation is also known as coupling term. In the
finite element framework, the associated coupling (or interface) matrix is obtained by integrating
the product of solid and fluid basis functions over the solid elements. In particular, the fluid basis
functions are composed with the solid mapping at the previous time step. This poses the issue of
integrating functions defined on two different non-matching grids: the accuracy of this procedure not
only depends on the precision of the considered quadrature rule, but also on the algorithm we employ
to compute the reciprocal position between the two meshes. Several works have been focused on
similar aspects: among others, we quote, for example, the interpolation technique between unfitted
grids discussed in [24], the efficient three dimensional cut–FEM approach presented in [33], the
variational transfer method discussed and implemented in [30] and, finally, in the case of codimension
one interface problems, the mortar element approach introduced in [32].

In [11], we presented and discussed two possible integration techniques that can be adopted to
assemble the finite element coupling matrix. The coupling term can be assembled exactly if we
compute the intersection between the fluid mesh and the mapped solid one and use a quadrature
formula which is exact for the polynomials involved. With this procedure, we construct a finer
mesh for the solid domain, which is used just to implement a composite quadrature rule able to
take fully into account the interaction between fluid and solid elements. Since this algorithm may
be computationally demanding (the coupling term is assembled at each time step), we discuss in
this paper an inexact approach by integrating directly over the solid elements. In this case, the fluid
elements interacting with the solid are determined by the position of the mapped quadrature nodes,
so that an additional source of error is introduced. The purpose of this paper is twofold: we prove
the well-posedness of the discrete problem when the coupling term is constructed in approximate
way and we provide estimates for the quadrature error. Our theoretical results are confirmed also
at numerical level.

The paper is organized as follows. After recalling the functional analysis notation in Section 2,
we discuss the problem setting in Section 3. We then summarize in Section 4 the existing theoretical
results concerning the well-posedness of both the continuous and the discrete problem. In Section 5,
we discuss the assembly techniques for the coupling term and, in Section 6, we prove a general
theorem showing the effect of numerical integration. Quadrature error estimates for the coupling
term are then presented and proved in Section 7, while in Section 8 we discuss the well-posedness
of the discrete problem in case of approximate coupling. In the last Section 9, we report some
numerical tests confirming our theoretical results.

2. Notation

Before starting our discussion, we recall some useful functional analysis notation.
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Let us consider an open bounded domain D ⊂ Rd. We denote by L2(D) the space of square
integrable functions on D with inner product (·, ·)D. L2

0(D) is the subspace of L2(D) of zero mean
valued functions.

For standard Sobolev spaces, we use the notation W s,p(D) where s ∈ R is the differentiability
and p ∈ [1,∞] the integrability exponent, respectively. When p = 2, we denote the space by Hs(D)
with norm ∥·∥s,D and seminorm |·|s,D. In particular, if s is a fractional exponent, we are going to
use the following expression of the fractional seminorm

|u|2s,D =

∫
D

∫
D

|u(x)− u(y)|2

|x− y|d+2s
dxdy

for a given function u ∈ Hs(D). We denote by H1
0 (D) the subset of H1(D) of functions with zero

trace on ∂D.
Vector and tensor valued functions are denoted by boldface letters, as well as the Sobolev spaces

they belong to.
Finally, L (M1,M2) denotes the space of linear and continuous functionals between two functional

spaces M1 and M2.

3. Problem setting

In this paper we deal with the formulation introduced and studied in [10, 14] and in subsequent
papers. We refer the interested reader to that reference for the derivation of the model, since here
we are essentially interested in the treatment of the coupling term. For this reason, we consider
a simplified model which represents the steady state formulation of a fluid-structure interaction
problem. Our results are representative on what we should expect in more general situations.

We consider an open bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rd (d = 2, 3) with Lipschitz continuous boundary.
This domain is the union of two disjoint regions, denoted by Ωf and Ωs, occupied by the fluid and
the solid respectively. In our study, we assume that the solid boundary ∂Ωs cannot touch ∂Ω, that
is ∂Ωs ∩ ∂Ω = ∅, and we focus on the case with solid of codimension zero, even if the method can
deal with codimension one problems (see e.g. [10, 4]) and can be extended to codimension two case
(see e.g. [3, 27]).

We adopt the Eulerian description for the fluid, denoting by x the associated variable and the
behavior of the solid is described using the Lagrangian approach. We introduce a reference domain
B ⊂ Rd for the solid, associated with variable s, which is mapped into the current position of
the body through the action of a map X, which is one of the unknowns of our problem, so that
x = X(s) ∈ Ωs and Ωs = X(B), see Figure 1. After time semi-discretization, we consider the
mapping X at the previous time step. The other unknowns of our system are the velocity u and
pressure p of the fluid which are extended, in the spirit of the fictitious domain, to the entire
domain Ω.

The last unknown is a Lagrange multiplier λ defined on the reference solid domain B which
enforces the kinematic condition

us(x, t) =
∂X(s, t)

∂t
,

where x = X(s, t) and us is the restriction of u to Ωs.
We can reformulate the above condition, discretely in time, as

(1) u(X)− X

∆t
= − X

∆t
.
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ΩΩfB

Ωs

s
x

X(s)

Figure 1. Geometric configuration of the problem. A Lagrangian point s of the
solid reference domain B is mapped into the actual position of the body Ωs through
the map X. The domain Ω acts like a container.

For the sake of simplicity and without losing generality, we use the condition

(2) u(X)− γX = d,

where we fix the constant γ equal to one to avoid heavier notation.
The multiplier λ is chosen in a space Λ defined on B. We consider a continuous bilinear form

c : Λ×H1(B) → R

with the property

(3) c(µ,Y) = 0 ∀µ ∈ Λ =⇒ Y = 0.

We report here two possible choices of Λ and c: let Λ0 = H1(B)′, the dual space of H1(B), then

(4) c0(µ,Y) = ⟨µ,Y⟩ ∀µ ∈ H1(B)′,Y ∈ H1(B);

alternatively, let Λ1 = H1(B), then c can be taken as the scalar product in H1(B)

(5) c1(µ,Y) = (∇s µ,∇s Y)B + (µ,Y)B ∀µ,Y ∈ H1(B).

In the remainder, we use generally the notation c and we specify (Λ0, c0) or (Λ1, c1) when necessary.
The kinematic condition (2) can then be written as

c(µ,u(X)−X) = c(µ,d) ∀µ ∈ Λ

by exploiting the property (3) of the bilinear form c.
Our final variational formulation can then be written by introducing suitable bilinear forms

taking into account the fluid and solid models as in [14]:

(6)
af (u,v) = α(u,v)Ω + (ν ε(u), ε(v))Ω ∀u,v ∈ H1

0(Ω)

as(X,Y) = β(X,Y)B + κ(∇s X,∇s Y)B ∀X,Y ∈ H1(B).

We are now in a position to write the problem we are dealing with in our paper.
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Problem 1. Let X ∈ W1,∞(B) be invertible with Lipschitz inverse. Given f ∈ L2(Ω), g ∈ L2(B),
and d ∈ H1(B), find (u, p) ∈ H1

0(Ω)× L2
0(Ω), X ∈ H1(B), and λ ∈ Λ such that

af (u,v)− (divv, p)Ω + c(λ,v(X)) = (f ,v)Ω ∀v ∈ H1
0(Ω)(7a)

(divu, q)Ω = 0 ∀q ∈ L2
0(Ω)(7b)

as(X,Y)− c(λ,Y) = (g,Y)B ∀Y ∈ H1(B)(7c)

c(µ,u(X)−X) = c(µ,d) ∀µ ∈ Λ(7d)

4. Analysis of the problem

In this section, we recall existing results regarding the well-posedness of Problem 1 and its
finite element discretization. The problem has been already studied in terms of well-posedness and
stability: since this is the starting point for our new results, we recall the main features of the theory
presented in [14]. We introduce two new bilinear forms A : V× V → R and B : V× L2

0(Ω) → R
defined as

(8)
A(U ,V) = af (u,v) + as(X,Y) + c(λ,v(X)−Y)− c(µ,u(X)−X)

B(V, q) = (divv, q)Ω

where V is the product space V = H1
0(Ω)×H1(B)×Λ endowed with the norm

(9) ~V~ =
(
∥v∥21,Ω + ∥Y∥21,B + ∥µ∥2Λ

)1/2
,

with generic element V = (v,Y,µ).
In this way, Problem 1 can be rewritten as follows: let X ∈ W1,∞(B) be invertible with Lipschitz

inverse, given f ∈ L2(Ω), g ∈ L2(B) and d ∈ H1(B), find (U , p) ∈ V× L2
0(Ω) such that

(10)
A(U ,V) + B(V, p) = (f ,v)Ω + (g,Y)B − c(µ,d) ∀V ∈ V
B(U , q) = 0 ∀q ∈ L2

0(Ω).

We introduce the solution operator L : V× L2
0(Ω) → V′ × L2

0(Ω)
′ associated to the left hand side

of (10)

(11) ⟨L(U , p), (V, q)⟩ = A(U ,V) + B(V, p) + B(U , q).
Hence, the solution of (10) is characterized by

(12) L(U , p) = (f ,g,d,0).

This problem is well-posed since the following inf-sup conditions are satisfied [14].

Proposition 1. There exist two positive constants η and θ such that

(13) inf
q∈L2

0(Ω)
sup
V∈V

B(V, q)
~V~ ∥q∥0,Ω

≥ η, inf
U∈KB

sup
V∈KB

A(U ,V)
~U~ ~V~

≥ θ

where KB = {V ∈ V : B(V, q) = 0 ∀q ∈ L2
0(Ω)}. Consequently, thanks to the theory in [8], there

exists a unique solution of Problem 1.

We now introduce the finite element discretization of (10). Let us consider a mesh T Ω
h in Ω with

meshsize hΩ and a mesh T B
h with size hB in the solid reference domain B. We introduce four finite

element spaces Vh ⊂ H1
0(Ω), Qh ⊂ L2

0(Ω), Sh ⊂ H1(B), Λh ⊂ Λ, taking care that Vh and Qh satisfy
the discrete inf-sup conditions for the Stokes problem. In our analysis, we assume Sh = Λh, even
if Sh and Λh can be either equal or different spaces, especially in the case c = c0 (see [2] for more
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general cases). In the next sections, we consider triangular meshes. Fluid velocity and pressure are
discretized by the Bercovier–Pironneau element P1-iso-P2/P1, which was introduced and analyzed
in [7]. Piecewise linear elements are adopted for the mapping and the Lagrange multiplier. More
precisely, we set

(14)

Vh = {v ∈ H1(Ω) : v|T ∈ [P1(T)]
2 ∀T ∈ T Ω

h/2}

Qh = {q ∈ L2
0(Ω) ∩H1(Ω) : q|T ∈ P1(T) ∀T ∈ T Ω

h }
Sh = {w ∈ H1(B) : w|T ∈ [P1(T)]

2 ∀T ∈ T B
h }

Λh = {µ ∈ H1(B) : µ|T ∈ [P1(T)]
2 ∀T ∈ T B

h }.

Let us remark that velocity and pressure are defined on two different (nested) meshes: indeed, T Ω
h/2

is obtained by connecting the middle points of each triangle of T Ω
h .

Finally, we recall that if c = c0, given in (4), and if µ ∈ L1
loc(B), then it is possible to identify the

duality pairing with the scalar product in L2(B). Since Λh is a finite element subspace of L2(B),
we have then

(15) c0(µh,Yh) = (µh,Yh)B ∀µh ∈ Λh,∀Yh ∈ Sh.

Problem 1 can be written in discrete form as follows.

Problem 2. Let X ∈ W1,∞(B) be invertible with Lipschitz inverse. Given f ∈ L2(Ω), g ∈ L2(B)
and d ∈ H1(B), find (uh, ph) ∈ Vh ×Qh, Xh ∈ Sh and λh ∈ Λh, such that

af (uh,vh)− (divvh, ph)Ω + c(λh,vh(X)) = (f ,vh)Ω ∀vh ∈ Vh(16a)
(divuh, qh)Ω = 0 ∀qh ∈ Qh(16b)
as(Xh,Yh)− c(λh,Yh) = (g,Yh)B ∀Yh ∈ Sh(16c)

c(µh,uh(X)−Xh) = c(µh,d) ∀µh ∈ Λh.(16d)

As for the continuous problem, the well-posedness of Problem 2 is studied using the theory in [8].
We define the discrete product space Vh = Vh × Sh ×Λh, still endowed with the norm ~·~, so that
the problem can be reformulated by using A and B. It reads: let X ∈ W1,∞(B) be invertible with
Lipschitz inverse, given f ∈ L2(Ω), g ∈ L2(B) and d ∈ H1(B), find (Uh, ph) ∈ Vh ×Qh such that

(17)
A(Uh,Vh) + B(Vh, ph) = (f ,vh)Ω + (g,Yh)B − c(µh,d) ∀Vh ∈ Vh

B(Uh, qh) = 0 ∀qh ∈ Qh.

The discrete counterpart of the operator L reads

(18) Lh : Vh ×Qh −→ V′
h ×Q′

h so that Lh(Uh, ph) = (f ,g,d,0).

Problem 2 is well-posed since the discrete inf-sup conditions hold true [14].

Proposition 2. There exist two positive constants η̃ and θ̃, independent of h, such that

(19) inf
qh∈Qh

sup
Vh∈Vh

B(Vh, qh)

~Vh~ ∥qh∥0,Ω
≥ η̃, inf

Uh∈KB,h
sup

Vh∈KB,h

A(Uh,Vh)

~Uh~ ~Vh~
≥ θ̃

where

(20) KB,h = {Vh ∈ Vh : B(Vh, qh) = 0 ∀qh ∈ Qh}.
Therefore, there exists a unique solution of Problem 2.

Hence the optimal convergence theorem follows.
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Theorem 1. Let Vh and Qh satisfy the usual compatibility conditions for the Stokes problem. If
(u, p,X,λ) and (uh, ph,Xh,λh) denote respectively the solution for the continuous and the discrete
problem ( (10) and (17), respectively), then the following error estimate holds true
∥u− uh∥1,Ω + ∥p− ph∥0,Ω + ∥X−Xh∥1,B + ∥λ− λh∥Λ

≤ C
(

inf
vh∈Vh

∥u− vh∥1,Ω + inf
qh∈Qh

∥p− qh∥0,Ω + inf
Yh∈Sh

∥X−Yh∥1,B + inf
µh∈Λh

∥λ− µh∥Λ
)
.

5. Computational aspects

In this section, we briefly describe some computational aspects regarding the discrete problem
in (17), with particular focus to the coupling term. We now restrict our discussion to d = 2 with
triangular meshes for both solid and fluid domain.

First, let us write the problem in matrix form

(21)


Af 0 C⊤

f B⊤

0 As −C⊤
s 0

Cf −Cs 0 0

B 0 0 0




uh

Xh

λh

ph

 =


f

g

d

0

 .

Notice that Af , B act only on uh and ph, which are defined on the fluid mesh T Ω
h , while As and

Cs act only on the solid variables Xh and λh defined on T B
h . All these matrices can be assembled in

exact way provided that a sufficiently precise quadrature rule is employed. This fact is not anymore
true if we look at Cf , which aims at coupling the behavior of fluid and solid in the fictitious part of
the fluid domain. Possible techniques that can be adopted for this procedure have been presented
and discussed with several numerical tests in [11]. In this section we only recall the main features
of this computational procedure and, in the next sections, we investigate the quadrature error
committed when the construction is not exact.

The interface matrix originates from the form c(µh,vh(X)), where we have to compute integrals
on B involving µh ∈ Λh and vh ∈ Vh, that are discrete functions defined on two different meshes.
Notice that the velocity-like function vh is composed with the map X to take into account the
actual position of the solid body. To fix the ideas, we report in Figure 2 a simple example of a solid
triangle immersed into the fluid mesh through X: the mismatch between the supports of fluid and
mapped solid basis functions is evident.

In the following, we denote by {(p0
k, ω

0
k)}

K0

k=1 nodes and weights for a generic quadrature rule for
L2(B) inner product of functions, while, for the product of gradients, we use a rule with nodes and
weights denoted by {(p1

k, ω
1
k)}

K1

k=1. Both formulas are defined on a generic triangle T ∈ T B
h .

The discrete counterparts of the two possible choices for the coupling term are the following:

(22a) c0(µh,vh(X)) =
∑

Ts∈T B
h

∫
Ts

µh · vh(X) ds,

(22b) c1(µh,vh(X)) =
∑

Ts∈T B
h

∫
Ts

(
µh · vh(X) +∇s µh : ∇s vh(X)

)
ds.

The exact computation of these terms can be carried out by making use of a composite quadrature
rule, taking into account that vh(X) is a piecewise polynomial in each Ts ∈ T B

h . To this aim, one
should compute the intersection between the fluid and the mapped solid mesh.
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(a) (b)

Figure 2. On the left, mapping of a solid element into the fluid mesh. On the
right, the yellow support of the fluid basis function associated with the starred
node only partially matches the mapped solid triangle.

Otherwise, we can proceed in an approximate way directly using a quadrature formula, without
paying attention to the fact that vh(X) is a piecewise polynomial in each Ts ∈ T B

h . We have for
(22)

(23a) c0,h(µh,vh(X)) =
∑

Ts∈T B
h

|Ts|
K0∑
k=1

ω0
k µh(p

0
k) · vh(X(p0

k)),

(23b)

c1,h(µh,vh(X))

=
∑

Ts∈T B
h

|Ts|

(
K0∑
k=1

ω0
k µh(p

0
k) · vh(X(p0

k)) +

K1∑
k=1

ω1
k ∇s µh(p

1
k) : ∇s vh(X(p1

k))

)
.

In the following, the notation ch(·, ·) is used for both cases, as in the continuous setting. It is
clear that the approach in (23) produces a quadrature error, which is the subject of our study.

6. The effect of numerical integration: abstract results

In this section, following [16, 8], we present a general result regarding the use of numerical
integration to approximate the coupling terms and the right hand sides of our problem. We denote
by (·, ·)h,D the discrete L2(D) inner product obtained using numerical integration. Moreover, for
all µh ∈ Λh and Y ∈ H1(B), ch(µh,Y) stands for the approximation of c(µh,Y) by means of
a quadrature rule. We recall that we are assuming Sh = Λh. Problem 2 with inexact integration
reads as follow.

Problem 3. Let X ∈ W1,∞(B) be invertible with Lipschitz inverse. Given f ∈ L2(Ω), g ∈ L2(B)
and d ∈ H1(B), find (u⋆

h, p
⋆
h) ∈ Vh ×Qh, X⋆

h ∈ Sh and λ⋆
h ∈ Λh, such that

af (u
⋆
h,vh)− (divvh, p

⋆
h)Ω + ch(λ

⋆
h,vh(X)) = (f ,vh)h,Ω ∀vh ∈ Vh(24a)

(divu⋆
h, qh)Ω = 0 ∀qh ∈ Qh(24b)

as(X
⋆
h,Yh)− c(λ⋆

h,Yh) = (g,Yh)h,B ∀Yh ∈ Sh(24c)

ch(µh,u
⋆
h(X))− c(µh,X

⋆
h) = ch(µh,d) ∀µh ∈ Λh.(24d)
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Similarly to the continuous and discrete case, we now introduce a new bilinear form Ah : Vh × Vh → R
given by

(25)
Ah(Uh,Vh) = af (uh,vh) + as(Xh,Yh)

+ ch(λh,vh(X))− c(λh,Yh)− ch(µh,uh(X)) + c(µh,Xh)

for all Uh, Vh ∈ Vh. We do not need to introduce Bh since B can be computed exactly.
Replacing A with Ah, we can rewrite (17) in matrix form as follows

(26)


Af 0 C⊤

f,h B⊤

0 As −C⊤
s 0

Cf,h −Cs 0 0

B 0 0 0




u⋆
h

X⋆
h

λ⋆
h

p⋆h

 =


fh

gh

dh

0

 ,

where Cf,h, fh, gh and dh refer to terms computed with inexact integration.
Moreover, we define the operator L⋆

h : Vh ×Qh → V′
h ×Q′

h by

(27) ⟨L⋆
h(Uh, ph), (Vh, qh)⟩ = Ah(Uh,Vh) + B(Vh, ph) + B(Uh, qh) ∀Vh ∈ Vh,∀qh ∈ Qh

in such a way that (U⋆
h , p

⋆
h) represents the solution of Problem 3, that is L⋆

h(U⋆
h , p

⋆
h) = (fh,gh,dh,0).

Our goal is to measure the distance between the approximated solution (u⋆
h, p

⋆
h,X

⋆
h,λ

⋆
h) and the

continuous one (u, p,X,λ). The error analysis relies again on inf-sup conditions similar to (19).
Since the bilinear form B is computed exactly, we assume that the discrete form Ah satisfied the
inf-sup condition; the proof is postponed to Section 8.

Assumption 1. Ah satisfies the inf-sup condition, that is there exists a positive constant θ⋆ inde-
pendent of h such that

(28) inf
Uh∈KB,h

sup
Vh∈KB,h

Ah(Uh,Vh)

~Uh~ ~Vh~
≥ θ⋆,

where KB,h was defined in (20).

Thanks to the results in [38], Assumption 1 and the first inf-sup condition in (19) [16] imply the
following inf-sup condition [6]

(29) (~Wh~
2
+ ∥rh∥20,Ω)

1/2 ≤ M sup
Vh∈Vh
qh∈Qh

⟨L⋆
h(Wh, rh), (Vh, qh)⟩

(~Vh~
2
+ ∥qh∥20,Ω)1/2

for Wh ∈ Vh and rh ∈ Qh, with the constant M depending on the inf-sup constants η̃ and θ⋆. We
observe that, in this case, ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the duality pairing between Vh ×Qh and V′

h ×Q′
h.

Exploiting that (Uh, ph) is solution to the discrete Problem 2, we get

(30)
⟨L⋆

h(Uh − U⋆
h ,ph − p⋆h), (Vh, qh)⟩ = ⟨(L⋆

h − Lh)(Uh, ph), (Vh, qh)⟩
+ [(f ,vh)Ω − (f ,vh)h,Ω] + [(g,Yh)B − (g,Yh)h,B] + [c(d,µh)− ch(d,µh)].

The definitions of Lh and L⋆
h imply

(31) ⟨(L⋆
h−Lh)(Uh, ph), (Vh, qh)⟩ = ch(λh,vh(X))−c(λh,vh(X))+ch(µh,uh(X))−c(µh,uh(X)).
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Therefore, we obtain

(32)

(
~Uh − U⋆

h~
2
+ ∥ph − p⋆h∥

2
0,Ω

)1/2
≤ M sup

Vh∈Vh
qh∈Qh

(
|c(µh,uh(X))− ch(µh,uh(X)|+ |c(λh,vh(X))− ch(λh,vh(X))|

(~Vh~
2
+ ∥qh∥20,Ω)1/2

+
|(f ,vh)Ω − (f ,vh)h,Ω|+ |(g,Yh)B − (g,Yh)h,B|+ |c(d,µh)− ch(d,µh)|

(~Vh~
2
+ ∥qh∥20,Ω)1/2

)
.

Before presenting the final estimate, we introduce the following assumption which will be then
proved in the next section.

Assumption 2. There exist positive functions ρℓ(h), ℓ = 0, 1, tending to zero as h goes to zero,
such that for all µh ∈ Λh and vh ∈ Vh it holds

|cℓ(µh,vh(X))− cℓ,h(µh,vh(X)| ≤ Cρℓ(h) ∥µh∥ℓ,B∥vh∥1,Ω

with ρℓ(h) depending on the definition of c.

It turns out that if f , g, and d are sufficiently regular, then the second term on the right hand side
of (32) can be estimated by the classical theory provided that the quadrature rule is appropriately
chosen (see, for instance, [20]).

Lemma 1. Let s ≥ 1 be an integer number. Let f ∈ Hs(Ω), g ∈ Hs(B) and consider a quadrature
rule exact for polynomials of degree 2s− 2. Then it holds

(33)
|(f ,vh)Ω − (f ,vh)h,Ω| ≤ Chs

Ω |f |s,Ω∥vh∥1,Ω ∀vh ∈ Vh

|(g,Yh)B − (g,Yh)h,B| ≤ Chs
B |g|s,B∥Yh∥1,B ∀Yh ∈ Sh.

Moreover, given d ∈ Hr(B) with r ≥ ℓ+1 for ℓ = 0, 1 depending on the definition of c, µh piecewise
linear function in B and a quadrature rule exact for polynomials of degree 2, the following bound
holds

(34) |cℓ(µh,d)− cℓ,h(µh,d)| ≤ Chr−ℓ
B ∥d∥r,B∥µh∥ℓ,B ∀µh ∈ Λh.

Proof. The estimates (33) are standard results, see [20, Chap. 4, Sect. 4.1]. Concerning (34), we
distinguish the cases ℓ = 0, 1.

If ℓ = 0, c0(·, ·) = (·, ·)B and c0,h(·, ·) is the corresponding approximation with a quadrature rule
exact for polynomials of degree 2. For all µh, we have

c0(µh,d)− c0,h(µh,d) =
∑

T∈T B
h

(∫
T

µh · d ds− |T|
K∑

k=1

ωkµh(pk) · d(pk)

)
.

We estimate the contribution of each element T as follows. Let dI be the interpolant of d; taking
into account the degree of exactness of the quadrature rule, we have∫
T

µh · d ds− |T|
K∑

k=1

ωkµh(pk) · d(pk) =

∫
T

µh · (d− dI) ds+ |T|
K∑

k=1

ωkµh(pk) · (dI(pk)− d(pk))

≤ Chr
B∥µh∥0,T|d|r,T + C|T|1/2hr−1

B ∥µh∥0,T|d|r,T.
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The last inequality has been obtained using standard interpolation estimates, the discrete Cauchy–
Schwarz inequality and again the precision of the quadrature rule. This implies (34) for ℓ = 0 since
|T|1/2 ≤ ChB.

For ℓ = 1, c1(µh,d) = (µh,d)B +(∇s µh,∇s d)B and c1,h(µh,d) is its approximation by means
of the same quadrature rule. Hence by using the same argument as before, we arrive at (34) for
ℓ = 1. □

Hence, the final result reads as follows.

Theorem 2. Under Assumption 1 and Assumption 2, if (u, p,X,λ) is the solution to Problem 1
and (u⋆

h, p
⋆
h,X

⋆
h,λ

⋆
h) is the solution to Problem 3, then the following error estimate holds for ℓ = 0, 1

∥u− u⋆
h∥1,Ω + ∥p− p⋆h∥0,Ω + ∥X−X⋆

h∥1,B + ∥λ− λ⋆
h∥Λ

≤ C
(

inf
vh∈Vh

∥u− vh∥1,Ω + inf
qh∈Qh

∥p− qh∥0,Ω + inf
Yh∈Sh

∥X−Yh∥1,B + inf
µh∈Λh

∥λ− µh∥Λ

+ ρℓ(h)∥uh∥1,Ω + ρℓ(h) ∥λh∥ℓ,B + hs
Ω |f |s,Ω + hs

B |g|s,B + hr−ℓ
B ∥d∥r,B

)
.

7. Quadrature error for the coupling term

The goal of this section is to estimate the quadrature error occurring between the exact bilinear
form c and its numerical counterpart ch computed with approximate integration. More precisely,
we want to check Assumption 2 and determine ρℓ(h) in terms of hΩ and hB.

We recall that we are considering the case d = 2 with triangular meshes and we use the Bercovier–
Pironneau element for the Stokes part of the system and continuous piecewise linear elements for
both the solid unknown and the Lagrange multiplier (see (14)).

We introduce the following notion of quadrature error functional over a generic element T [20].

Definition 1. Given a generic function f and a quadrature rule with nodes and weights {(pk, ωk)}Kk=1,
the quadrature error functional ET over T is defined as the difference between the exact integral and
the numerical one, i.e.

(35) ET(f) =

∫
T

f(x) dx− |T|
K∑

k=1

ωkf(pk).

The analysis on the quadrature error we are going to perform will strongly depend on the function
X. Therefore, we introduce the following assumption, which is reasonable for the FSI application.

Assumption 3. We assume that X ∈ Sh. This implies that it is linear in T for all T ∈ T B
h .

Consequently, the composed function vh(X) is continuous and piecewise linear on T.

The next lemma states a fundamental inequality for continuous and piecewise linear functions
vh(X) that will be used later on.

Lemma 2. Let T ∈ T B
h be such that X(T) is not included in an element of T Ω

h/2 and let Assump-
tion 3 hold true. Then vh(X) ∈ H1+s(T) for 0 ≤ s < 1/2 and

∥∇s vh(X)∥s,T ≤ C

1− 2s
∥∇s vh(X)∥0,T.
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Proof. Let φ be one of the components of ∇s vh. Since T ∈ T B
h is such that X(T) is not included

in an element of T Ω
h/2, we can subdivide T in polygons Pj with j = 1, . . . , J so that T =

⋃J
j=1 Pj

and φ is constant on each Pj . We set φj = φ|Pj
. Since, H1(Pj) ⊂ Hs(Pj), for 0 ≤ s < 1/2, we have

that the extension by zero φ̃j of φj ∈ Hs(Pj) belongs to Hs(T) with the following bound, see [31,
Chap. 1, Th. 11.4] and [23, Sect. 3.1]

∥φ̃j∥s,T ≤ C

1− 2s
∥φj∥s,Pj .

Then φ =
∑J

j=1 φ̃j belongs to Hs(T) and since φj is constant for j = 1, . . . , J , we have

∥φ∥s,T ≤ C

1− 2s

 J∑
j=1

∥φj∥2s,Pj

1/2

=
C

1− 2s

 J∑
j=1

∥φj∥20,Pj

1/2

.

Hence we have proved that ∇s vh ∈ Hs(T) and

∥∇s vh∥s,T ≤ C

1− 2s
∥∇s vh∥0,T.

□

We have now all the tools we need to prove the error estimates for the two choices of c.

Proposition 3. Let Vh and Λh be given by (14). Let us assume that X satisfies Assumption 3.
Given a quadrature rule {(p0

k, ω
0
k)}

K0

k=1 exact for quadratic polynomials, i.e. such that

(36) Ê(f̂) = 0 ∀f̂ ∈ P2(T̂),

the following estimate holds true

(37)
∣∣EB(µh · vh(X))

∣∣ ≤ Ch
3/2
B | log hmin

B | ∥µh∥0,B ∥vh∥1,Ω ∀µh ∈ Λh,∀vh ∈ Vh,

where EB is the sum of ET(µh · vh(X)) for all T ∈ T B
h and hmin

B = minT∈T B
h
hT.

Proof. We start proving a local estimate in a single element T of the solid mesh T B
h : we notice that,

thanks to (36), if T is included in an element of the velocity mesh T Ω
h/2, then the error is zero. For

this reason, we consider the following two subsets of T B
h

(38)
T B
h,1 = {T ∈ T B

h : T is included in an element of T Ω
h/2}

T B
h,2 = T B

h \ T B
h,1.

Hence, vh(X) is a piecewise linear polynomial on T ∈ T B
h,2. Our aim is to find a bound for

(39) ET(µh · vh(X)) =

∫
T

µh · vh(X) ds− |T|
K0∑
k=1

ω0
kµh(p

0
k) · vh(X(p0

k))

where µh ∈ [P1(T)]
2 and vh(X) is a continuous piecewise linear polynomial on T.
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Let us now introduce the linear interpolant vI ∈ [P1(T)]
2 of vh(X), so that with simple manip-

ulations we can write

(40)

ET(µh · vh(X)) =

∫
T

µh ·
(
vh(X)− vI

)
ds+

∫
T

µh · vI ds− |T|
K0∑
k=1

ω0
kµh(p

0
k) · vI(p

0
k)

+ |T|
K0∑
k=1

ω0
kµh(p

0
k) ·

(
vh(X(p0

k))− vI(p
0
k)
)

and we can study each term separately.
The first term can be handled applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, a classical interpolation

result, and Lemma 2. Therefore, for 0 ≤ s < 1/2, we have

(41)

∣∣∣∣∫
T

µh ·
(
vh(X)− vI

)
ds

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥µh∥0,T
∥∥vh(X)− vI

∥∥
0,T

≤ h1+s
T ∥µh∥0,T |vh(X)|1+s,T

≤
h1+s
T

1− 2s
∥µh∥0,T |vh(X)|1,T.

The second term is the quadrature error of the product µh · vI which can be estimated as

(42) ET(µh · vI) =

∫
T

µh · vI ds− |T|
K0∑
k=1

ω0
kµh(p

0
k) · vI(p

0
k) = 0

from the construction of vI and the choice of quadrature rule.
Now, in order to estimate the last term, we use Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the exactness of

the quadrature rule

(43)

∣∣∣∣∣|T|
K0∑
k=1

ω0
kµh(p

0
k) ·

(
vh(X(p0

k))− vI(p
0
k)
)∣∣∣∣∣

≤
(
|T|

K0∑
k=1

ω0
k µh(p

0
k)

2

)1/2(
|T|

K0∑
k=1

ω0
k

(
vh(X(p0

k))− vI(p
0
k)
))1/2

=

(∫
T

|µh|2
)1/2(

|T|
K0∑
k=1

ω0
k

(
vh(X(p0

k))− vI(p
0
k)
))1/2

≤ K0 |T|1/2 ∥µh∥0,T
∥∥vh(X)− vI

∥∥
∞,T

The estimate for
∥∥vh(X)− vI

∥∥
∞,T

is not trivial. Since vh(X) is piecewise linear in T, we have from
Lemma 2, that vh(X) ∈ H1+s(T) with 0 ≤ s < 1/2.

As mentioned before, using standard arguments for finite elements (see, [20]), T is affine equiv-
alent to a reference element T̂ and thanks to the inclusion H1+s(T̂) ⊂ L∞(T̂), we can write

(44)

∥∥vh(X)− vI

∥∥
∞,T

≤
∥∥∥v̂h(X)− v̂I

∥∥∥
∞,T̂

≤
∥∥∥I − Π̂

∥∥∥
L (H1+s(T̂),L∞(T̂))

inf
q̂∈[P1(T̂)]2

∥∥∥v̂h(X) + q̂
∥∥∥
1+s,T̂

≤ C
∣∣∣v̂h(X)

∣∣∣
1+s,T̂
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where v̂h(X) is defined via the affine mapping FT as ̂vh(X(ŝ)) = vh(X(FT(ŝ))), I is the identity
operator and Π̂ the interpolation operator.

Now, following [22] and using the definition of fractional Sobolev seminorm, we have

∣∣∣v̂h(X)
∣∣∣2
1+s,T̂

=
∣∣∣∇s v̂h(X)

∣∣∣2
s,T̂

=

∫
T̂

∫
T̂

∣∣∣∇s
̂vh(X(ŝ1))−∇s

̂vh(X(ŝ2))
∣∣∣2

|̂s1 − ŝ2|2(s+1)
dŝ1dŝ2

= |detBT|−2
∫
T

∫
T

∣∣BT

(
∇s vh(X(s1))−∇s vh(X(s2))

)∣∣2
|s1 − s2|2(s+1)

(
|s1 − s2|∣∣B−1
T (s1 − s2)

∣∣
)2(s+1)

ds1ds2

≤ ∥BT∥4+2s

|detBT|2
∣∣∇s vh(X)

∣∣2
s,T

so that

(45)
∣∣∣v̂h(X)

∣∣∣2
1+s,T̂

≤ C h2s
T

∥∥∇s vh(X)
∥∥2
s,T

.

By applying again Lemma 2, putting together (43), (44), and (45) and taking into account that
|T| ≤ h2

T, we get

(46)

∣∣∣∣∣|T|
K0∑
k=1

ωkµh(p
0
k) ·

(
vh(X(p0

k))− vI(p
0
k)
)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

1− 2s
|T|1/2 hs

T ∥µh∥0,T
∥∥vh(X)

∥∥
1,T

≤ C
h1+s
T

1− 2s
∥µh∥0,T

∥∥∇s vh(X)
∥∥
0,T

.

Finally, for 0 ≤ s < 1/2, the local estimate reads:

(47)
∣∣ET(µh · vh(X))

∣∣ ≤ C
h1+s
T

1− 2s
∥µh∥0,T

∥∥vh(X)
∥∥
1,T

.

Taking s = 1
2 + 1

log hT
in the above inequality, we obtain with simple computations the following

local estimate: ∣∣ET(µh · vh(X))
∣∣ ≤ Ch

3/2
T | log hT| ∥µh∥0,T

∥∥vh(X)
∥∥
1,T

.

Summing on all the triangles in T B
h,2, we get the global estimate (37). □

We now study the following proposition for the estimate of the error for the L2(B) scalar product
of gradients.

Proposition 4. Let Vh and Λh given by (14). Let us assume that X satisfies Assumption 3. Given
a quadrature rule {(p1

k, ω
1
k)}

K1

k=1 exact for constants, i.e. such that

(48) Ê(f̂) = 0 ∀f̂ ∈ P0(T̂),

and a quasi-uniform mesh T Ω
h , the following estimate holds

(49)
∣∣EB(∇s µh : ∇s vh(X))

∣∣ ≤ C

(
h
1/2
B | log hmin

B |+ hB

hΩ

)
∥∇s µh∥0,B ∥∇vh∥0,Ω

for all µh ∈ Λh and vh ∈ Vh. Here EB is the sum of ET(∇s µh : ∇s vh(X)) for all T ∈ T B
h and

hmin
B = minT∈T B

h
hT.
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Proof. Using the same technique as in the proof of Proposition 3, we partition the solid mesh T B
h as

in (38) and we work locally in an element T ∈ T B
h,2: this means that we have to bound the difference

(50) ET(∇s µh : ∇s vh(X)) =

∫
T

∇s µh : ∇s vh(X) ds− |T|
K1∑
k=1

ω1
k ∇s µh(p

1
k) : ∇s vh(X(p1

k)).

We recall that ∇s µh ∈ [P0(T)]
2, while ∇s vh(X) is a discontinuous piecewise constant function

in T. Working again with the interpolant vI ∈ [P1(T))]
2 of vh(X), we can write

(51)

ET(∇s µh : ∇s vh(X)) =

∫
T

∇s µh :
(
∇s vh(X)−∇s vI

)
ds

+

∫
T

∇s µh : ∇s vI ds− |T|
K1∑
k=1

ω1
k ∇s µh(p

1
k) : ∇s vI(p

1
k)

+ |T|
K1∑
k=1

ω1
k ∇s µh(p

1
k) :

(
∇s vh(X(p1

k))−∇s vI(p
1
k)
)

so that we can deal separately with each term.
For the first term, we use the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality

(52)
∣∣∣∣∫

T

∇s µh :
(
∇s vh(X)−∇s vI

)
ds

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥∇s µh∥0,T
∥∥∇s vh(X)−∇s vI

∥∥
0,T

,

then using Lemma 2 we get∥∥∇s vh(X)−∇s vI

∥∥
0,T

≤ hs
T

∥∥∇s vh(X)
∥∥
s,T

≤ hs
T

1− 2s

∥∥∇s vh(X)
∥∥
0,T

so that, taking s = 1
2 + 1

log hT
, we find

(53)
∣∣∣∣∫

T

∇s µh :
(
∇s vh(X)−∇s vI

)
ds

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ch
1/2
T |log hT| ∥∇s µh∥0,T

∥∥∇s vh(X)
∥∥
0,T

.

The second term is zero by construction of vI and the choice of quadrature rule

(54) ET(∇s µh : ∇s vI) =

∫
T

∇s µh : ∇s vI ds− |T|
K1∑
k=1

ω1
k ∇s µh(p

1
k) : ∇s vI(p

1
k) = 0.

For the last term, we proceed as in (43) so that we have

(55)

∣∣∣∣∣|T|
K1∑
k=1

ω1
k ∇s µh(p

1
k) :

(
∇s vh(X(p1

k))−∇s vI(p
1
k)
)∣∣∣∣∣

≤ K1 |T|1/2 ∥∇s µh∥0,T
∥∥∇s vh(X)−∇s vI

∥∥
∞,T

In order to estimate
∥∥∇s vh(X)−∇s vI

∥∥
∞,T

, we take into account the discontinuity of ∇s vh(X)

in T: hence we consider again the tessellation of T into disjoint polygons Pj , j = 1, . . . , J , with
T =

⋃J
j=1 Pj and ∇s vh(X) constant in each Pj . Using that ∥∇s vI∥∞,T ≤

∥∥∇s vh(X)
∥∥
∞,T

, we
can write

(56)
∥∥∇s vh(X)−∇s vI

∥∥
∞,T

= max
j=1,...,J

∥∥∇s vh(X)−∇s vI

∥∥
∞,Pj

≤ 2 max
j=1,...,J

∥∥∇s vh(X)
∥∥
∞,Pj

.
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We notice that each polygon Pj is the inverse image through X of X(T) ∩ Tf,j with Tf,j ∈ T Ω
h/2.

Moreover, we denote by ωT the macroelement consisting of all fluid triangles intersecting X(T),
i.e. ωT =

⋃J
j=1 Tf,j . Therefore, by applying the inverse inequality ∥wh∥∞,τ ≤ CI/hτ∥wh∥0,τ for

wh ∈ Vh and τ ∈ T Ω
h/2, we get

(57)

max
j=1,...,J

∥∥∇s vh(X)
∥∥
∞,Pj

≤ max
j=1,...,J

∥∇vh∥∞,Tf,j

≤ max
j=1,...,J

C

hTf,j

∥∇vh∥0,Tf,j
≤ CI

hΩ
∥∇vh∥0,ωT

,

where, in the last inequality, we exploited that T Ω
h/2 is quasi-uniform. Putting together (55) with

(56) and (57), we end up with

(58)

∣∣∣∣∣|T|
K1∑
k=1

ω1
k ∇s µh(p

1
k) :

(
∇s vh(X(p1

k))−∇s vI(p
1
k)
)∣∣∣∣∣

≤ C
|T|1/2

hΩ
∥∇s µh∥0,T ∥∇vh∥0,ωT

≤ C
hB

hΩ
∥∇s µh∥0,T ∥∇vh∥0,ωT

.

Finally, summing on over all solid elements and exploiting X(B) ⊂ Ω, the global estimate (49) is
proven.

□

The following results for the coupling term are direct consequence of the two propositions above.

Proposition 5. Under the same hypotheses of Proposition 3, if the continuous and discrete cou-
pling bilinear forms are given by (22a) and (23a), respectively, then the following quadrature error
estimate holds

(59)
∣∣c0(µh,vh(X))− c0,h(µh,vh(X))

∣∣ ≤ Ch
3/2
B | log hmin

B | ∥µh∥0,B ∥vh∥1,Ω
for all µh ∈ Λh, vh ∈ Vh.

Proof. The left hand side of (59) is exactly EB(µh · vh(X)), therefore Proposition 3 gives the
result. □

Thanks to the above proposition, the final error estimate in the case when c = c0 reads:

Corollary 1. Within the setting of Theorem 2 and Proposition 5, the following estimate holds true

∥u− u⋆
h∥1,Ω + ∥p− p⋆h∥0,Ω + ∥X−X⋆

h∥1,B + ∥λ− λ⋆
h∥Λ

≤ C

(
inf

vh∈Vh

∥u− vh∥1,Ω + inf
qh∈Qh

∥p− qh∥0,Ω + inf
Yh∈Sh

∥X−Yh∥1,B + inf
µh∈Λh

∥λ− µh∥Λ

+ h
1/2
B | log hmin

B |∥uh∥1,Ω +
h
3/2
B

hmin
B

| log hmin
B |∥λh∥Λ + hs

Ω |f |s,Ω + hs
B |g|s,B + hr

B∥d∥r,B
)
.

Proof. Proposition 5 yields that the Assumption 2 is satisfied with ρ0(h) = h
3/2
B | log hmin

B |. The
inequality (59) is optimal for the regularity of the involved functions, but at the right hand side
we need to have ∥λh∥Λ, which is bounded thanks to the stability of the discrete problem (see
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Assumption 1 and the next section). By using the inverse inequality reported in Proposition 7, we
obtain

(60) ∥µh∥0,B ≤ C−1

hmin
B

∥µh∥−1,B ≤ C−1

hmin
B

∥µh∥Λ ∀µh ∈ Λh,

so that

ρ0(h)∥λh∥0,B ≤ C−1
h
3/2
B

hmin
B

| log hmin
B |∥λh∥Λ.

□

Proposition 6. Under the same hypotheses of Propositions 3 and 4, if the continuous and discrete
coupling bilinear forms are given by (22b) and (23b), respectively, then the following quadrature
error estimate holds

(61)
∣∣c1(µh,vh(X))− c1,h(µh,vh(X))

∣∣ ≤ C

((
h
3/2
B + h

1/2
B
)
| log hmin

B |+ hB

hΩ

)
∥µh∥1,B ∥vh∥1,Ω

for all µh ∈ Λh, vh ∈ Vh.

Proof. The left hand side of (61) is the sum of EB(µh ·vh(X)) and EB(∇s µh : ∇s vh(X)), therefore
Propositions 3 and 4 give the result. □

In the case of c = c1, we have the following corollary of Theorem 2.

Corollary 2. Within the setting of Theorem 2 and Proposition 6, the following estimate holds true

∥u− u⋆
h∥1,Ω + ∥p− p⋆h∥0,Ω + ∥X−X⋆

h∥1,B + ∥λ− λ⋆
h∥1,B

≤ C

(
inf

vh∈Vh

∥u− vh∥1,Ω + inf
qh∈Qh

∥p− qh∥0,Ω + inf
Yh∈Sh

∥X−Yh∥1,B + inf
µh∈Λh

∥λ− µh∥1,B

+
(
(h

3/2
B + h

1/2
B )| log hmin

B |+ hB

hΩ

)
(∥uh∥1,Ω + ∥λh∥1,B) + hs

Ω |f |s,Ω + hs
B |g|s,B + hr−1

B ∥d∥r,B
)
.

We conclude this section by proving, in general framework, the inverse inequality we used in (60).

Proposition 7. Let Th be a mesh of the domain D ⊂ R2 and let Vh be a finite element space of
degree m. Then, there exists a constant C such that for all discrete function vh ∈ Vh it holds∑

T∈Th

h2
T∥vh∥20,T ≤ C∥vh∥2−1,D,

where C depends on the degree of Vh and on the shape regularity constant of the mesh Th.

Proof. It follows from a result by Schatz and Wahlbin [36, Lemma 1.1] that∑
T∈Th

∥v∥2−1,T ≤ ∥v∥2−1,D, ∀v ∈ H−1(D).

If we prove that

(62) ∥vh∥0,T ≤ Ch−1
T ∥vh∥−1,T ∀vh ∈ Pm(T),

with C depending only on m and the aspect ratio of T, then the statement follows by∑
T∈Th

h2
T∥vh∥20,T ≤ C

∑
T∈Th

∥vh∥2−1,T ≤ C∥vh∥2−1,D.
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It remains to prove (62), which follows by standard scaling arguments. Let T̂ be a reference triangle,
and FT a linear function mapping T̂ onto T, and define v̂h by v̂h(x̂) = vh(x) with x = FT(x̂). Then

(63) ∥vh∥0,T ≤ ChT∥v̂h∥0,T̂,

and by equivalence of norms in Pm(T̂) we have

(64) ∥v̂h∥0,T̂ ≤ C∥v̂h∥−1,T̂.

By definition

∥v̂h∥−1,T̂ = sup
ŵ∈H1

0 (T̂)

(v̂h, ŵ)T̂
∥ŵ∥1,T̂

.

But, since ŵ(x̂) = w(x),
(v̂h, ŵ)T̂ ≤ Ch−2

T (vh, w) ,

and

∥ŵ∥1,T̂ ≥ Ch−1
T

(
1∑

i=0

h2i
T |w|2i,T

)1/2

≥ C∥w∥1,T.

Therefore

(65) ∥v̂h∥−1,T̂ ≤ Ch−2
T ∥vh∥−1,T.

Then, from (63)–(65) we obtain (62). □

8. Stability proof with inexact integration

This section is devoted to check Assumption 1, which correspond to the discrete inf-sup condition
in the case of inexact integration of the coupling term. We adopt the approach already used in [14]
and based on [38]. Exploiting the saddle point structure of Ah in operator form Af 0 C⊤

f,h

0 As −C⊤
s

Cf,h −Cs 0

 ,

the proof splits into two steps: first, we prove the inf-sup condition for

Ch = [Cf,h, −Cs]

and then we show that [
Af 0

0 As

]
is elliptic in the kernel of Ch.

Proposition 8. Let us assume that the L2(B) term of ch is computed with a quadrature rule
{(p0

k, ω
0
k)}

K0

k=1 which is exact for quadratic polynomials, while the L2(B) scalar product of gradients
is approximated with a quadrature rule {(p1

k, ω
1
k)}

K1

k=1 which is exact for constants. Moreover, we
assume that the L2 projection Π0 from H1(B) to Sh is H1 stable, that is ∥Π0Y∥1,B ≤ C0∥Y∥1,B
for all Y ∈ H1(B). Then, there exists a constant β0 such that the following condition holds true

(66) sup
(vh,Yh)∈V0,h×Sh

ch(µh,vh(X)−Yh)

(∥vh∥21,Ω + ∥Yh∥21,B)1/2
≥ β0 ∥µh∥Λ ∀µh ∈ Λh,
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where
V0,h = {vh ∈ Vh : (divvh, qh)Ω = 0 ∀qh ∈ Qh}.

Proof. Case 1. Let us consider c = c0 and ch = c0,h given by (22a). Using the definition of norm
in the dual space Λ = H1(B)′, there exists Ỹ ∈ H1(B) realizing the supremum in the continuous
case, so that

(67) ∥µh∥Λ = sup
Y∈H1(B)

(µh,Y)B
∥Y∥1,B

= sup
Y∈H1(B)

c0(µh,Y)

∥Y∥1,B
=

c0(µh, Ỹ)

∥Ỹ∥1,B
.

By exploiting the projection Π0, we have

(68)
c0(µh, Ỹ)

∥Ỹ∥1,B
=

c0(µh,Π
0Ỹ)

∥Ỹ∥1,B
≤ C0

c0(µh,Π
0Ỹ)

∥Π0Ỹ∥1,B
≤ sup

Yh∈Sh

c0(µh,Yh)

∥Yh∥1,B
.

Thanks to the exactness of the chosen quadrature rule, we can notice that c and ch coincide in the
solid domain, therefore

(69)

∥µh∥Λ ≤ sup
Yh∈Sh

c0(µh,Yh)

∥Yh∥1,B
= sup

Yh∈Sh

c0,h(µh,Yh)

∥Yh∥1,B

≤ sup
(vh,Yh)∈V0,h×Sh

c0,h(µh,vh(X)−Yh)

(∥vh∥21,Ω + ∥Yh∥21,B)1/2
.

Case 2. Now, let us take c = c1 and ch = c1,h as defined in (5) and (22b), respectively. Given
µh ∈ Λh, we can take Yh = µh so that

(70) ∥µh∥Λ =
(µh,Yh)B + (∇s µh,∇s Yh)B

∥Yh∥1,B
=

c1(µh,Yh)

∥Yh∥1,B
≤ sup

Yh∈Sh

c1(µh,Yh)

∥Yh∥1,B
.

Therefore, working as in (69), the result is proved. □

We now prove the ellipticity of Ah in the kernel of Ch.

Proposition 9. Let us assume that the L2(B) term of ch is computed with a quadrature rule
{(p0

k, ω
0
k)}

K0

k=1 which is exact for quadratic polynomials, while the L2(B) scalar product of gradients
is approximated with a quadrature rule {(p1

k, ω
1
k)}

K1

k=1 which is exact for constants. Then, there exists
θ⋆ > 0 independent on the mesh sizes such that

(71) af (uh,uh) + as(Xh,Xh) ≥ θ⋆(∥uh∥21,Ω + ∥Xh∥21,B)

for all pairs (uh,Xh) in the kernel of Ch defined as

(72) KCh
= {(vh,Yh) ∈ V0,h × Sh : ch(µh,vh(X))− c(µh,Yh) = 0 ∀µh ∈ Λh}.

Proof. Recalling the definition of the bilinear forms (6), if β > 0, we simply have that

(73)
af (uh,uh) + as(Xh,Xh) ≥ C ∥uh∥21,Ω + β ∥Xh∥20,B + κ ∥∇s Xh∥20,B

≥ C ∥uh∥21,Ω +min{β, κ} ∥Xh∥21,B .

and the property is satisfied. Otherwise, if β = 0, we have that

(74) af (uh,uh) + as(Xh,Xh) ≥ C ∥uh∥21,Ω + κ ∥∇s Xh∥20,B ;

hence, in this situation, we have to control the missing term ∥Xh∥0,B. We follow the sketch used in
[15]. In this way, we can prove this proposition at once for both choices of ch.
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We introduce the mean of Xh as

(75) Xm
h = |B|−1

∫
B
Xh ds

so that, using the Poincaré inequality, we can write

(76) ∥Xh −Xm
h ∥0,B ≤ C ∥∇s Xh∥0,B

and therefore

(77) ∥Xh∥0,B ≤ ∥Xm
h ∥0,B + ∥Xh −Xm

h ∥0,B ≤ ∥Xm
h ∥0,B + C ∥∇s Xh∥0,B .

Exploiting that (uh,Xh) ∈ KCh
, we have that

(78) c(µh,X
m
h ) = ch(µh,uh(X))− c(µh,Xh −Xm

h ) ∀µh ∈ Λh

hence, taking µh = Xm
h , which is constant, we have

(79) ∥Xm
h ∥20,B = c(Xm

h ,X
m
h ) = c0,h(X

m
h ,uh(X))− c(Xm

h ,Xh −Xm
h );

therefore, using the definition of Xm
h in (75), with some computations we can see that c(Xm

h ,Xh −
Xm

h ) = 0, indeed

(80) c(Xm
h ,Xh −Xm

h ) = Xm
h

(∫
B
Xh ds− |B|Xm

h

)
= 0

At this point, we need to find a bound for ch(X
m
h ,uh(X)). Adding and subtracting the same

quantity, we can write

(81) c0,h(X
m
h ,uh(X)) = c0,h(X

m
h ,uh(X))− c(Xm

h ,uh(X)) + c(Xm
h ,uh(X));

in particular, for continuity we have

(82) c(Xm
h ,uh(X)) ≤ ∥Xm

h ∥0,B∥uh(X)∥0,B
while, applying the result of Proposition 5,

(83) c0,h(X
m
h ,uh(X))− c(Xm

h ,uh(X)) ≤ Ch
3/2
B | log hmin

B |∥Xm
h ∥0,B∥uh∥1,Ω

so that, in combination with (80), we get

(84) ∥Xm
h ∥0,B ≤ C(1 + h

3/2
B | log hmin

B |) ∥uh∥1,Ω .

Consequently, putting together (84) and (77), we have

(85) ∥Xh∥0,B ≤ C(1 + h
3/2
B | log hmin

B |) ∥uh∥1,Ω + C ∥∇s Xh∥0,B
and therefore, we can conclude the proof by saying that we can find a constant θ⋆ such that

(86) af (uh,uh) + as(Xh,Xh) ≥ θ⋆(∥uh∥21,Ω + ∥Xh∥21,B).
□

Putting together the results of the previous propositions, we find that the inf-sup condition for Ah

holds true.

Proposition 10. There exists a positive constant θ⋆ independent of h such that the following inf-sup
condition holds true

(87) inf
U∈KBh

sup
V∈KBh

Ah(U ,V)
~U~ ~V~

≥ θ⋆.
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9. Numerical tests

In this last section we present two numerical tests with the aim of assessing the quadrature
error estimates discussed in Section 7. More precisely, the rate of the quadrature error is analyzed
by measuring the difference between exact and approximate interface matrix and by comparing
the convergence history of the numerical solutions. We consider the following particular case of
Problem 1, with Ω = [−2, 2]2 and B = [0, 1]2.

Problem 4. Let X ∈ W1,∞(B) be invertible with Lipschitz inverse. Given f ∈ L2(Ω), g ∈ L2(B)
and d ∈ L2(B), find (u, p) ∈ H1

0(Ω)× L2
0(Ω), X ∈ H1(B) and λ ∈ Λ, such that

(∇u,∇v)Ω − (divv, p)Ω + c(λ,v(X)) = (f ,v)Ω ∀v ∈ H1
0(Ω)(88a)

(divu, q)Ω = 0 ∀q ∈ L2
0(Ω)(88b)

(∇s X,∇s Y)B − c(λ,Y) = (g,Y)B ∀Y ∈ H1(B)(88c)

c(µ,u(X)−X) = c(µ,d) ∀µ ∈ Λ(88d)

We set the initial mapping X to be

X(s) = (−0.62 + 2s1,−0.62 + 2s2), s = (s1, s2),

so that the actual configuration of the immersed structure coincides with the square Ωs = [−0.62, 1.38]2.
Moreover, the terms at the right hand side f , g, d are chosen in such a way that we obtain an ap-
proximation of the following exact solution

u(x, y) = curl
(
(4− x2)2(4− y2)2

)
in Ω

p(x, y) = 150 sin(x) in Ω

X(s1, s2) = curl
(
(4− s21)

2(4− s22)
2
)

in B
λ(s1, s2) = (es1 , es2) in B.

For the finite element discretization of the above problem, we partition the domain Ω with a
right-oriented uniform triangulation T Ω

h , whereas a left-oriented uniform triangulation T B
h is chosen

for the solid reference domain B. An example of this configuration with coarse meshes is depicted in
Figure 3. The fluid variables are discretized by the Bercovier–Pironneau element, while conforming
piecewise linear elements are considered for the solid variables. As a consequence of using linear
elements for approximating the velocity, we have that this is a low-order Stokes pair: indeed, both
variables have optimal convergence rate equal to one. However, it has been observed numerically
that the pressure usually superconverges, with rate equal to 3/2 [9].

The coupling term is integrated (both in the exact and approximate case) with a quadrature rule
which is exact for quadratic polynomials. Moreover, in the case of c = c0, the convergence of the
Lagrange multiplier λ is studied by considering the norm of the dual space Λ0 = H1(B)′ we used
at continuous level: this dual norm is computed by solving the associated equation −∆Ψ+Ψ = λ
with homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions.

Test 1. For the initial configuration of this test, we choose a 16× 16 triangulation for the pressure
mesh and a 8 × 8 mesh for B. Then, we refine both meshes five times in such a way that hB → 0,
while the ratio hB/hΩ is kept constant. In particular, we have hB/hΩ = 1/2.

In Figure 4a, we plot the behavior of the quadrature error we commit on the coupling term by
measuring the difference between Cf − Cf,h with the 1–norm for matrices. We can see that the
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 3. Example of meshes used for the discretization of Problem 4. From left
to right: a right-oriented uniform mesh (fluid), a left-oriented uniform mesh (solid)
and the geometric configuration of the problem (fluid mesh in orange, mapped solid
mesh in dark blue).

behavior of the error reflects perfectly our theoretical estimates: the L2(B) coupling shows a second
order rate, whereas the H1(B) coupling shows poor performance since hB/hΩ is kept constant.

As expected, the convergence of the solution is also influenced by the assembly technique chosen
for the interface matrix. Convergence plots are collected in Figure 5: results for c = c0 are reported
on the left column, while the right column is related to c = c1. The L2(B) coupling term produces
optimal results also when assembled in approximate way. On the other hand, only the exact com-
putation of the interface matrix Cf produces an optimal method when the H1(B) scalar product is
considered.

Test 2. In this case, for the initial configuration we have a 8× 8 mesh for both pressure and solid
domain B. We then refine both meshes six times in such a way that hB → 0, but also hB/hΩ → 0.
In particular, we choose hB such that hB = ( 12hΩ)

3/2, which implies hB/hΩ = 1
2h

1/3
B .

The behavior of Cf −Cf,h, depicted in Figure 4b, agrees with the theoretical estimates: the error
originated from c1,h converges with rate 1/3 with respect to hB, which is consistent with our choice
of meshes.

The convergence history of the solution is reported in Figure 6. Let us notice that the method
with approximate H1(B) coupling, despite the presence of some oscillations, has overall behavior
consistent with the exact case and theoretical results. Let us also point out that the suboptimal
rate of convergence for the solid variables is 1/3, which is caused by our choice of meshes.

Remark 1. The numerical investigations performed in our previous work [11] were focused on the
case of coupling with c = c1. We remark that the results we obtained at that time are consistent
with the quadrature error estimate proved in Proposition 6. Indeed, all the tests where performed
considering hB/hΩ constant and showed a lack of optimality for the method constructed with the
approximate coupling term. Proposition 6 requires that both hB and hB/hΩ decrease to zero in order
to obtain an optimal method without mesh intersection.

Remark 2. In [12], we studied a first example of parallel solver for the fictitious domain formulation
under consideration. The coupling bilinear form was set to be c0. The performance of the proposed
solver has been assessed also by looking at the percentage of volume loss of the immersed solid
between the last and the first time instant of simulation. We observed that the results were admissible
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C
C

(a)

C
C

(b)

Figure 4. Decay of the quadrature error committed when the coupling term is
assembled with the approximate procedure. The quadrature error is measured by
computing the 1–norm of the difference Cf − Cf,h. The results agree with the
theoretical estimates presented in Section 7. More precisely, the L2(B) coupling
(blue line) converges with rate 2 in Test 1 (hB → 0, hB/hΩ = 1/2). On the other
hand, the error related to the H1(B) coupling (orange line) decays only in Test 2
(hB → 0, hB/hΩ = 1

2h
1/3
B → 0) with rate 1/3, as expected.

also when the approximate coupling is considered; more precisely, the percentage of volume loss
was smaller in the case without mesh intersection. The good performance is now justified by the
quadrature error estimate obtained in Proposition 5.

10. Conclusions

We discussed how to deal with the coupling term in the finite element discretization of fluid-
structure interaction problems modeled by the formulation with distributed Lagrange multiplier
introduced in [10]: this is used to enforce the kinematic condition in a fictitious domain framework.

The construction of the coupling term consists in integrating on the solid domain both fluid
and solid variables, which are defined on two independent non-matching grids. Two approaches can
be considered: the exact approach requires the computation of the intersection between the two
meshes, so that a composite quadrature rule is implemented, whereas the approximate approach
consists in inexact integration over the solid domain. We focused on the quadrature error due to
the effect of inexact integration.

We showed that the discrete problem is stable, i.e. it satisfies the inf-sup conditions, also when the
coupling term is computed inexactly. Moreover, we proved quadrature error estimates: the coupling
form c0 behaves well provided that the solid mesh size hB → 0, whereas for c1 also the condition
hB/hΩ → 0 is required. Our theoretical results are validated by two numerical tests and are also
consistent with the experimental results we obtained in our previous studies [11, 12].



24

Test 1: hB → 0
L2(B) coupling vs H1(B) coupling

Figure 5. Convergence history of u, p,X,λ in Test 1: comparison between exact
and approximate assembly of the interface matrix. The results obtained with c = c0
are collected in the left column, while the right column is related to c = c1.
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Test 2: hB → 0, hB/hΩ → 0
H1(B) coupling

Figure 6. Convergence history of u, p,X,λ in Test 2: comparison between exact
and approximate assembly of the interface matrix for c = c1.
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