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Abstract
We study a nonconforming virtual element method (VEM) for advection-diffusion-

reaction problems with continuous interior penalty (CIP) stabilization. The design of
the method is based on a standard variational formulation of the problem (no skew-
symmetrization), and boundary conditions are imposed with a Nitsche technique. We use
the enhanced version of VEM, with a “dofi-dofi” stabilization in the diffusion and reaction
terms. We prove stability of the proposed method and derive h-version error estimates.

1 Introduction
The Virtual Element Method (VEM) is a paradigm for the discretization of problems in

partial differential equations [2, 3], that is experiencing significant success in a quite large
range of applications; see for instance [27] and [8] and the references therein. In this paper,
we consider the VEM to approximate the solution to diffusion-reaction-advection scalar prob-
lems. As it is well-known, these are elliptic problems which, however, displays severe numerical
difficulties when the diffusive term, carrying ellipticity, becomes “small” with respect to the
others. In particular, standard Galerkin schemes, such as the basic version of the Finite El-
ement Method (FEM), typically exhibit unphysical oscillations of the discrete solution in the
advection-dominated regime, unless extremely fine meshes are employed. In addition, it is
worth noting that a similar situation occurs in more complex fluid-dynamics problems, e.g.
the Oseen and the Navier-Stokes equation. Thus, the scalar diffusion-reaction-advection prob-
lem may represent also a useful playground for the development of numerical methods for the
above-mentioned applications. Many stabilizing techniques have already been developed in the
framework of the FEM. To mention only a few of them, we recall upwind Discontinuous Galerkin
schemes [20, 28, 13], Streamline Upwind Petrov-Galerkin (SUPG) and variants [14], Continuous
Interior Penalty (CIP) [21, 16, 15], and Local Projection Stabilization (LPS)[23, 25]. All these
approaches aim to offer a quasi-robust method with respect to the diffusion parameter. From
the theoretical viewpoint, a method is quasi-robust if, assuming sufficiently regular solutions

∗carlo.lovadina@unimi.it
†ilaria.perugia@univie.ac.at
‡manuelluigi.trezzi01@universitadipavia.it

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

00
61

2v
2 

 [
m

at
h.

N
A

] 
 1

8 
Ju

l 2
02

4



and data, it is possible to derive error estimates that are uniform in the diffusion parameter,
with respect to a norm that gives a suitable control on the convective term. Nowadays, the last
above-mentioned three methodologies have their VEM counterparts: for instance, see [9, 10, 5]
for SUPG, [24] for LPS and [7] for CIP (regarding other polygonal technologies, one may refer
to [19, 18]).

This contribution aims to develop, analyse, and numerically test CIP methods using non-
conforming VEMs, see [1]. Hence, we expand upon the results of [7], which focuses on the
H1-conforming case instead.

A reason for our interest in the nonconforming setting is that the design, implementation and
analysis of nonconforming VEMs are independent of the spatial dimension. Furthermore, we
highlight that nonconforming methods are used to avoid locking phenomena in the simulation
of incompressible fluids (e.g. for FEM: the Crouzeix-Raviart element). In this regard, as
previously noted, our present contribution can be viewed as a first step towards the design of
quasi-robust methods for incompressible fluid problems.

Our nonconforming methods exhibit the following distinctive features compared to [7], which
also entail deviations within the stability and error analysis guidelines developed there.

• We discretize the standard variational formulation of the problem: we do not need to
skew-symmetrize the discrete advection form.

• We use Nitsche’s method to impose Dirichlet boundary conditions as in [7], but we propose
a symmetric version of it, which is robust in the vanishing advection limit.

Indeed, in such a situation, only the symmetric version of the Nitsche method, which lead
to an adjoint consistent discrete scheme, allows to maintain optimal L2-error estimates for
regular problems. We also remark that, to the best of our knowledge, for nonconforming VEMs
no analysis of the Nitsche method has been developed yet, not even for the standard Laplace
equation.

The paper is organized as follows. After presenting the continuous and discrete problems in
Section 2, we develop stability and convergence analysis of the CIP-stabilizad nonconforming
VEM in Section 3. Finally, numerical tests are shown in Section 4. Throughout the paper, we
use standard notation for Sobolev norms and semi-norms.

2 The Continuous and the Discrete Problem
2.1 Continuous Problem

Given a polytopal domain Ω ⊂ Rd, d = 2, 3, with boundary Γ, we consider the steady
advection-diffusion-reaction equation with non-homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition{

−ε∆u + β · ∇u + σu = f in Ω ,

u = g on Γ .
(1)

For simplicity, we assume that the diffusion and the reaction coefficient ε and σ, respectively, are
two positive constants, while the advection coefficient β ∈ [W 1,∞(Ω)]d is such that div(β) = 0.
Finally, f ∈ L2(Ω) and g ∈ H

1
2 (Γ). We introduce the Sobolev space

Vg := {v ∈ H1(Ω) s.t. v|Γ = g} ,

where the restriction to the boundary is intended in the sense of the trace operator. We assume
that the boundary Γ is split into two disjoint parts

Γin := {x ∈ Γ | (β(x) · n) < 0} and Γout := {x ∈ Γ | (β(x) · n) ≥ 0} ,

where n is the outward unit normal vector to the boundary Γ. Integrating by parts the first
term in (1), we derive a weak formulation for problem (1):{

find u ∈ Vg such that:
ε a(u, v) + b(u, v) + σ c(u, v) = F(v) ∀v ∈ V := H1

0 (Ω) .
(2)
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The forms a(·, ·) : Vg × V → R , b(·, ·) : Vg × V → R and c(·, ·) : Vg × V → R are defined as

a(u, v) :=
∫

Ω
∇u · ∇v dΩ for all u ∈ Vg , v ∈ V , (3)

b(u, v) :=
∫

Ω
(β · ∇u) v dΩ for all u ∈ Vg , v ∈ V , (4)

c(u, v) :=
∫

Ω
u v dΩ for all u ∈ Vg , v ∈ V . (5)

Finally, the linear operator F(·) : V → R is defined as

F(v) :=
∫

Ω
f v dΩ . (6)

It is well know that standard Galerkin schemes for discretizing (2) could produce unsatisfactory
solutions. In particular, if the mesh size is not sufficiently small, the numerical solutions may
exhibit spurious oscillations. One possibility to overcome this difficulty is to insert in the weak
formulation (2) a term that penalizes the jump of the gradient of the functions. This idea was
originally proposed in [21] and we will explain the details in the following sections. From now
on, we assume that the parameters in equation (1) are scaled so that

∥β∥[L∞(Ω)]d = 1 . (7)

Since we are mainly interested in the advection-dominated case, we also assume that the diffu-
sion coefficient ε is such that ε ≪ 1. In the estimates in the rest of the paper, we keep track of
the dependence on ε and h. Thus, we will use the notation ≲ · for ≤ C · , with hidden constant
C > 0 independent of h and ε.

2.2 Notation and Polynomial Approximation Results
We consider a sequence {Ωh}h of tessellations of the domain Ω into non-overlapping poly-

topes. From now on, let E denote an (open) element of the mesh Ωh, and e facet (edge if
d = 2, face if d = 3) of the element E. Moreover, let |E|, hE , and nE denote the volume, the
diameter, and the unit outward normal of the element E, respectively. We also write ne for
the restriction of nE to the facet e ⊂ ∂E. We define the mesh size as h := supE∈Ωh

hE .
The set of the facets of a tessellation Ωh is denoted with Eh. This set is split in internal

facets and boundary facets Eh = E0
h ∪ E∂

h . For any scalar-valued function v, whose restriction
vE to each element E ∈ Ωh is sufficiently smooth, we define the (vector-valued) jump [[v]] and
the (scalar-valued) average {v} on each facet e ∈ E0

h, e ⊂ ∂E ∩ ∂E′ as

[[v]] := vEnE + vE′
nE′

, {v} := vE + vE′

2 . (8)

Similarly, for any piecewise smooth vector-valued function v, we define the (scalar-valued)
jump [[v]] on each facet e ∈ E0

h, e ⊂ ∂E ∩ ∂E′ as

[[v]] := vE · nE + vE′
· nE′

. (9)

We also introduce the notation ∇h for the elementwise gradient operator.
We suppose that { Ωh }h fulfils the following assumption.

(A1) Mesh assumption. There exists a positive constant ϱ such that, for any E ∈ { Ωh }h,

• E is star-shaped with respect to a ball BE of radius ≥ ϱ hE ;

• any facet e of E has diameter he ≥ ϱ hE ;

• for d = 3, every face e is star-shaped with respect to a ball Be of radius ≥ ϱ he;

• the mesh is quasi-uniform, i.e., any element has diameter hE ≥ ϱh.
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We introduce some basic spaces that are useful below. Given two positive integers n and
m, and p ∈ [0, +∞], for any E ∈ Ωh we define

• Pn(E): the set of polynomials on E of degree ≤ n (with P−1(E) = {0}),

• Pn(e): the set of polynomials on e of degree ≤ n (with P−1(e) = {0}),

• Pn(Ωh) := {q ∈ L2(Ω) s.t q|E ∈ Pn(E) for all E ∈ Ωh},

• W m,p(Ωh) := {v ∈ L2(Ω) s.t v|E ∈ W m,p(E) for all E ∈ Ωh} equipped with the
broken norm and seminorm

∥v∥p
W m,p(Ωh) :=

∑
E∈Ωh

∥v∥p
W m,p(E) , |v|pW m,p(Ωh) :=

∑
E∈Ωh

|v|pW m,p(E) , if 1 ≤ p < ∞,

∥v∥W m,p(Ωh) := max
E∈Ωh

∥v∥W m,p(E) , |v|W m,p(Ωh) := max
E∈Ωh

|v|W m,p(E) , if p = ∞,

We introduce the following polynomial projections:

• the L2-projection Π0,E
n : L2(E) → Pn(E), given by∫

E

qn(v − Π0,E
n v) dE = 0 for all v ∈ L2(E) and qn ∈ Pn(E),

with obvious extensions for functions defined on a facet Π0,e
n : L2(e) → Pn(e), and for

vector-valued functions Π0,E
n : [L2(E)]2 → [Pn(E)]2 and Π0,e

n : [L2(e)]2 → [Pn(e)]2;

• the H1-seminorm projection Π∇,E
n : H1(E) → Pn(E), defined by

∫
E

∇ qn · ∇(v − Π∇,E
n v) dE = 0 for all v ∈ H1(E) and qn ∈ Pn(E),∫

∂E

(v − Π∇,E
n v) ds = 0 .

The global counterparts of these operators, Π0
n and Π∇

n , are defined, respectively, as

(Π0
nv)|E = Π0,E

n v , (Π∇
n v)|E = Π∇,E

n v for all E ∈ Ωh .

We recall a classical result for polynomials on star-shaped domains (see, for instance, [11]).

Lemma 2.1 (Polynomial approximation). Under assumption (A1), for any E ∈ Ωh and for
any sufficiently smooth function φ defined on E, we have that

∥φ − Π0,E
n φ∥W m,p(E) ≲ hs−m

E |φ|W s,p(E) s, m ∈ N, m ≤ s ≤ n + 1, p = 1, . . . , ∞,
∥φ − Π∇,E

n φ∥m,E ≲ hs−m
E |φ|s,E s, m ∈ N, m ≤ s ≤ n + 1, s ≥ 1,

∥∇φ − Π0,E
n ∇φ∥m,E ≲ hs−1−m

E |φ|s,E s, m ∈ N, m + 1 ≤ s ≤ n + 2.

We also have a counterpart of this result for projections defined on a facet.

Lemma 2.2. Let e ∈ E0
h be an internal facet and let E, E′ ∈ Ωh be such that e ⊂ ∂E ∩

∂E′. Moreover, let Π0,e
n denote the L2(e)-orthogonal projection onto Pn(e). Then, for every

sufficiently smooth function φ defined on E ∪ E′, we have that

∥φ − Π0,e
n φ∥0,e ≲ h

m− 1
2

E

(
|φ|m,E + |φ|m,E′

)
m, n ∈ N, 1 ≤ m ≤ n + 1 . (10)

Proof. Considering the element E, for m, n ∈ N, with 1 ≤ m ≤ n + 1, we have

∥φ − Π0,e
n φ∥0,e ≤ ∥φ − Π0,E

n φ∥0,e ≲
(
h

−1/2
E ∥φ − Π0,E

n φ∥0,E + h
1/2
E |φ − Π0,E

n φ|1,E

)
≲ h

m− 1
2

E |φ|m,E .

Since the same estimate applies also to the element E′, bound (10) follows.
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k = 1 k = 2 k = 3

Figure 1: Degrees of freedom for a penthagon.

2.3 Virtual Element Spaces
Given an element E ∈ Ωh with nE facets, and a positive integer k, we define the space

V k,nc
h (E) :=

{
vh ∈H1(E) s.t. ∇vh · nE ∈ Pk−1(e) for all e ⊂ ∂E,

∆vh ∈ Pk(E) , (vh − Π∇,E
k vh, p̂k) = 0 for all p̂k ∈ Pk(E)/Pk−2(E)

}
.

(11)
Contrary to the classical virtual element space presented in [2], the space V k,nc

h (E) contains
functions that are solutions of a PDE with Neumann boundary conditions. The space (11) is
the enhanced version of the space originally proposed in [1]; more details can be found in [17].
The following set of linear operators represents a set of degrees of freedom (DoFs) for the space
V k,nc

h (E):
• EE,k: the moments up to the order k − 1 on each facet e ⊂ ∂E:

µℓ
E,e(vh) := 1

|e|

∫
e

vh

(
s − se

he

)ℓ

ds , |ℓ| ≤ k − 1, (12)

where s is expressed in the local d − 1 coordinates on e, se is the barycenter of e, and ℓ ∈
Nd−1 is a multi-index with d − 1 components;

• PE,k: the moments up to the order k − 2 on E:

µα
E(vh) := 1

|E|

∫
E

vh

(
x − xE

hE

)α

dE , |α| ≤ k − 2, (13)

where xE is the barycenter of E, and α ∈ Nd is a multi-index with d components.
In particular, for k = 1, the basis functions for the space V k,nc

h (E) are associated only with the
facet DoFs; for k ≥ 2, there are also the interior DoFs. In Figure 1, we show the DoFs on a
penthagon for k = 1, 2, 3.

The dimension NE of the space V k,nc
h (E) is

NE =


k nE + (k − 1)(k − 2)

2 if d = 2 ,

(k + 1)k
2 nE + (k + 1)k(k − 1)

6 if d = 3 .

Remark 2.1. For any vh ∈ V k,nc
h (E), the projections Π0,E

k vh, Π∇,E
k vh, and Π0,E

k−1∇vh are com-
putable in terms of the DoFs of vh; see for instance [1, 17].

For every mesh Ωh, we introduce the global virtual element space as

V k,nc
h (Ωh) :=

{
vh ∈ W 1,2(Ωh) s.t. vh|E ∈ V k,nc

h (E) ∀E ∈ Ωh ,∫
e

[[vh]] · ne q ds = 0 ∀q ∈ Pk−1(e) ∀e ∈ E0
h

}
.

(14)

We remark that we do not impose full continuity across the element boundaries. On each
interior facet, we only require that the moments up to order k − 1 are preserved. Therefore,
V k,nc

h (Ωh) ̸⊂ H1(Ω). The global DoFs are as follows:

5



• Ek: the moments up to the order k − 1 on each e ∈ E :

µℓ
e(vh) := 1

|e|

∫
e

vh

(
s − se

he

)ℓ

ds , |ℓ| ≤ k − 1,

where ℓ ∈ Nd−1 is a multi-index with d − 1 components;

• Pk: the moments up to the order k − 2 on each E ∈ Ωh :

µα
E(vh) := 1

|E|

∫
E

vh

(
x − xE

hE

)α

dE , |α| ≤ k − 2,

where α ∈ Nd is a multi-index with d components.

The dimension of V k,nc
h (Ωh) is

N =


k |E| + (k − 1)(k − 2)

2 |Ωh| if d = 2 ,

(k + 1)k
2 |E| + (k + 1)k(k − 1)

6 |Ωh| if d = 3 ,

where |E| and |Ωh| are the number of facets and of elements, respectively. Letting vI be the
DoFs-interpolant of a sufficiently smooth function v into V k,nc

h (Ωh), we recall the following
interpolation error estimate, see [1, 17].

Lemma 2.3 (Approximation with nonconforming virtual element functions). Under assump-
tion (A1), for any v ∈ H1(Ω) ∩ Hs+1(Ωh), there exists vI ∈ Vh(Ωh), such that for all E ∈ Ωh,

∥v − vI∥0,E + hE∥∇(v − vI)∥0,E ≲ hs+1
E |v|s+1,E ,

where 0 < s ≤ k.

2.4 Virtual Element Forms and the Discrete Problem
In this section, discretize the problem and the bilinear forms presented in Section 2.1. As

usual in VEM, since we do not have an analytic expression for the functions in V k,nc
h (Ωh), the

terms entering in (2) are not computable. Hence, we have to devise some counterparts of these
terms. First, we note that the forms a(·, ·) , b(·, ·) and c(·, ·) can be decomposed into local
contributions as

a(u, v) =:
∑

E∈Ωh

aE(u, v) , b(u, v) =:
∑

E∈Ωh

bE(u, v) , c(u, v) =:
∑

E∈Ωh

cE(u, v) . (15)

The local bilinear form aE(·, ·) is discretized by replacing the gradient with its projection into
the space [Pk−1(E)]d. We define the bilinear form aE

h (·, ·) : V k,nc
h (E)×V k,nc

h (E) → R as follows:

aE
h (uh, vh) :=

∫
E

Π0,E
k−1∇uh · Π0,E

k−1∇vh dE + SE
(
(I − Π∇,E

k )uh, (I − Π∇,E
k )vh

)
, (16)

where SE(·, ·) : V k,nc
h (E) × V k,nc

h (E) → R is the standard dofi-dofi stabilization form pre-
sented in [2, 6], which is computable and satisfies the fundamental properties

α∗|vh|21,E ≤ SE(vh, vh) ∀vh ∈ V k,nc
h (E)

SE(vh, vh) ≤ α∗|vh|21,E ∀vh ∈ Ker(PE) ,
(17)

for two positive constants α∗ and α∗, independent of h. Here, PE : V k,nc
h (E) → P0(E) denotes

any projection operator into the space of constant functions.
In the first integral of (16), ∇Π∇,E

k could be used instead of Π0,E
k−1∇, since in the case of

a constant diffusion coefficient, both choices lead to optimal convergence rates. However, in a
general heterogeneous situation, the appropriate term to use is Π0,E

k−1∇, see [4].

6



The local convective term bE(·, ·) is discretized by bE
h (·, ·) : V k,nc

h (E)×V k,nc
h (E) → R defined

as

bE
h (uh, vh) :=

∫
E

(β · ∇Π0,E
k uh)Π0,E

k vhdE . (18)

Finally, the bilinear form cE(·, ·) is discretized by cE
h (·, ·) : V k,nc

h (E) × V k,nc
h (E) → R defined as

cE
h (uh, vh) :=

∫
E

Π0,E
k uh Π0,E

k vhdE + |E| SE
(
(I − Π0,E

k )uh, (I − Π0,E
k )vh

)
. (19)

In order to ensure stability and to impose boundary conditions, we also need to introduce
some extra terms. To get stability, we also introduce the bilinear form dE

h (·, ·) : V k,nc
h (E) ×

V k,nc
h (E) → R

dE
h (uh, vh) := −1

2

∫
∂E\Γ

β · [[Π0
kuh]]{Π0

kvh}ds , (20)

The reasons behind this bilinear form will become clear in Lemma 3.3 below and are related to
the nonconformity of the method. Following [16, 15], we also introduce a VEM version of the
local CIP-stabilization form, in order to ensure stability in the advection-dominated regime. It
is defined as

JE
h (uh, vh) :=

∑
e⊂∂E\Γ

γe

2

∫
e

h2
e [[∇Π0

kuh]] [[∇Π0
kvh]] ds + γE hE SE

(
(I − Π0,E

k )uh, (I − Π0,E
k )vh

)
.

(21)
The parameters γe and γE are defined as

γe := κe∥β∥L∞(e) , γE := κE∥β∥L∞(∂E) , (22)

where κe and κE are positive constants to be chosen. We stress that, whenever β = 0 inside
an element E, the corresponding parameters γe and γE are zero, and hence JE

h (uh, vh) = 0. In
order to complete the definition of our method, we need to impose the boundary conditions.
We do this using a Nitsche-type technique, which locally consists of adding the form

N E
h (uh, vh) := − ε⟨Π0,E

k−1∇uh · nE , vh⟩∂E∩Γ − ε⟨uh, Π0,E
k−1∇vh · nE⟩∂E∩Γ

+ ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

⟨Π0,e
k−1uh, Π0,e

k−1vh⟩e + ⟨|β · nE | Π0,E
k uh, Π0,E

k vh⟩∂E∩Γin ; (23)

see [26, 22] for more details. By adding these terms together, we define the complete local
bilinear form AE

cip : V k,nc
h (E) × V k,nc

h (E) → R as

AE
cip(uh, vh) = εaE

h (uh, vh) + bE
h (uh, vh) + σcE

h (uh, vh) + dE
h (uh, vh) + N E

h (uh, vh) + JE
h (uh, vh) .

(24)
By summing over all the mesh elements, we obtain the global versions of the bilinear forms

ah(uh, vh) :=
∑

E∈Ωh

aE
h (uh, vh) , bh(uh, vh) :=

∑
E∈Ωh

bE
h (uh, vh) ,

ch(uh, vh) :=
∑

E∈Ωh

cE
h (uh, vh) , dh(uh, vh) :=

∑
E∈Ωh

dE
h (uh, vh) ,

Jh(uh, vh) :=
∑

E∈Ωh

JE
h (uh, vh) , Nh(uh, vh) :=

∑
E∈Ωh

N E
h (uh, vh) ,

and
Acip(uh, vh) :=

∑
E∈Ωh

AE
cip(uh, vh) . (25)

7



The local load term is defined as

FE
h (vh) :=

∫
E

f Π0,E
k vhdE − ε⟨g, Π0,E

k−1∇vh · nE⟩∂E∩Γ

+ ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

⟨g, Π0,e
k−1vh⟩e + ⟨|β · nE | g, Π0,E

k vh⟩∂E∩Γin ,
(26)

and the global one as
Fh(vh) :=

∑
E∈Ωh

FE
h (vh) .

Eventually, the discrete problem reads as follows:{
find uh ∈ V k,nc

h (Ωh) s.t.

Acip(uh, vh) = Fh(vh) for all vh ∈ V k,nc
h (Ωh).

(27)

3 Theoretical Analysis
Due to the nonconformity of the virtual element space and due to the projections entering

formulation (27), the solution u of the continuous problem (2) does not solve the discrete
problem (27). However, if u ∈ H2(Ω) ∩ H1

g (Ω), it solves the following problem, which is strictly
connected to (27):

Ãcip(u, vh) = F̃(vh) + B̃(u, vh) for all vh ∈ V k,nc
h (Ωh) . (28)

The form on the left-hand side of (28) is defined as

Ãcip(u, vh) := ε a(u, vh) + b(u, vh) + σ c(u, vh) + Ñh(u, vh) + J̃h(u, vh) , (29)

where Ñh(u, vh) and J̃h(u, vh) are sums over all mesh elements E of the local contributions

Ñ E
h (u, vh) := − ε⟨∇u · nE , vh⟩∂E∩Γ − ε⟨u, Π0,E

k−1∇vh · nE⟩∂E∩Γ

+ ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

⟨u, Π0,e
k−1vh⟩e + ⟨|β · nE |u, Π0,E

k vh⟩∂E∩Γin , (30)

and
J̃E

h (u, vh) := 1
2
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

γe

∫
e

h2
e [[∇u]] [[∇Π0

kvh]] ds , (31)

respectively. On the right-hand side of (28), the load term F̃(vh) is defined as the sum over all
mesh elements E of the local contributions

F̃E
h (vh) :=

∫
E

f vhdE − ε⟨g, Π0,E
k−1∇vh · nE⟩∂E∩Γ

+ ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

⟨g, Π0,e
k−1vh⟩e + ⟨|β · nE |g, Π0,E

k vh⟩∂E∩Γin ,
(32)

and form B̃(u, vh), which arises from the nonconformity of the method, is defined as

B̃(u, vh) :=
∑
e∈E0

h

ε

∫
e

∇u · [[vh]]ds .

3.1 Preliminary results
In this section, we present some results that are useful in the following analysis. Some of

them are already known for conforming virtual element spaces. The first one is an inverse
inequality for functions in V k,nc

h (E).
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Proposition 3.1 (Inverse inequality). Under assumption (A1), for any E ∈ Ωh we have

|vh|1,E ≲ h−1
E ∥vh∥0,E ∀vh ∈ V k,nc

h (E).

Proof. An integration by parts gives

|vh|21,E =
∫

E

∇vh · ∇vh dE = −
∫

E

vh ∆vhdE +
∫

∂E

vh ∇vh · nE ds. (33)

Since ∆vh is polynomial we have (see for instance [6]1)

∥ ∆vh∥0,E ≤ C∆h−1
E |vh|1,E , (34)

for a constant C∆ > 0 independent of hE . Therefore, for the first term on the right-hand side
of (33), we get

−
∫

E

vh ∆vh dE ≤ ∥vh∥0,E∥ ∆vh∥0,E ≤ C∆h−1
E ∥vh∥0,E |vh|1,E . (35)

For the second term, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the multiplicative trace inequal-
ity, we obtain∫

∂E

vh ∇vh · nE ds ≤ ∥vh∥0,∂E

∥∥∇vh · nE
∥∥

0,∂E

≤ Ct1∥vh∥
1
2
0,E

(
h−1

E ∥vh∥0,E + |vh|1,E

) 1
2
∥∥∇vh · nE

∥∥
0,∂E

,

(36)

for a positive constant Ct1 > 0 independent of hE . The multiplicative trace inequality and (34)
give ∥∥∇vh · nE

∥∥
0,∂E

≤ Ct2 |vh|
1
2
1,E

(
h−1

E |vh|1,E + ∥∆vh∥0,E

) 1
2

≤ Ct2 |vh|
1
2
1,E

(
h−1

E |vh|1,E + C∆h−1
E |vh|1,E

) 1
2

≤ Ct2

√
1 + C∆h

− 1
2

E |vh|1,E ,

(37)

for Ct2 > 0 independent of hE . Hence, with Ct := max{Ct1 , Ct2}, we obtain∫
∂E

vh ∇vh · nE ds ≤ C2
t

√
1 + C∆ h

− 1
2

E ∥vh∥
1
2
0,E

(
h−1

E ∥vh∥0,E + |vh|1,E

) 1
2 |vh|1,E . (38)

From (33), (35), and (38), using the Young inequality ab ≤ 1
2η a2 + η

2 b2 for any η > 0, we get

|vh|1,E ≤ C∆h−1
E ∥vh∥0,E + C2

t

√
1 + C∆ h

− 1
2

E ∥vh∥
1
2
0,E

(
h−1

E ∥vh∥0,E + |vh|1,E

) 1
2

≤ C∆h−1
E ∥vh∥0,E + C2

t

√
1 + C∆

(
1
2η

h−1
E ∥vh∥0,E + η

2h−1
E ∥vh∥0,E + η

2 |vh|1,E

)
.

Choosing η = 1/(C2
t

√
1 + C∆), we conclude

|vh|1,E ≤
(
2C∆ + C4

t (1 + C∆) + 1
)

h−1
E ∥vh∥0,E ,

and the proof is complete.

The second result is an inverse trace inequality for functions in V k,nc
h (E) with internal DoFs

equal to zero.

Lemma 3.1 (Inverse trace inequality). Under assumption (A1), for any E ∈ Ωh we have

∥vh∥0,E ≲

(
hE

∑
e⊂∂E

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e

) 1
2

∀vh ∈ V k,nc
h (E) such that Π0,E

k−2vh ≡ 0.

1Several of the results we quote have been proven in the references for d = 2. Nevertheless, these results can
be extended to d = 3 in a straightforward manner.
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Proof. Thanks to the orthogonality of the Π0,E
k projection in L2(E), we have

∥vh∥2
0,E = ∥(I − Π0,E

k )vh∥2
0,E + ∥Π0,E

k vh∥2
0,E . (39)

We now remark that the techniques leading to [12, Lemma 2.18] also apply to the nonconforming
space V k,nc

h (E). Therefore, using Π0,E
k−2vh = 0, we have

∥Π0,E
k vh∥2

0,E ≲ hE

∑
e⊂∂E

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e . (40)

In addition, Lemma 2.1 gives

∥(I − Π0,E
k )vh∥2

0,E ≲ h2
E |vh|21,E . (41)

Using integration by parts, recalling that ∆vh ∈ Pk(E) and (∇vh · nE)|e
∈ Pk−1(e), exploiting

estimates (34), (40) and (37) we obtain

|vh|21,E = −
∫

E

vh ∆vhdE +
∫

∂E

vh ∇vh · nE ds

= −
∫

E

Π0,E
k vh ∆vhdE +

∑
e⊂∂E

∫
e

Π0,e
k−1vh ∇vh · nE ds

≤ ∥Π0,E
k vh∥0,E∥∆vh∥0,E +

∑
e⊂∂E

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥0,e

∥∥∇vh · nE
∥∥

0,e

≲

(
h−1

E

∑
e⊂∂E

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e

) 1
2

|vh|1,E .

(42)

It follows that
|vh|21,E ≲ h−1

E

∑
e⊂∂E

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e. (43)

Hence, from (41) and (43), we get

∥(I − Π0,E
k )vh∥2

0,E ≲ hE

∑
e⊂∂E

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e . (44)

Collecting (39), (40), and (44) concludes the proof.

We now construct an Owsald-type interpolation operator π that maps piecewise (sufficiently)
smooth functions into the nonconforming space V k,nc

h (Ωh). Recall the definitions (13) and (12)
of the local DoFs. To define the global DoFs, we thus average the local DoFs at interelement
boundaries. More precisely, the interpolant is constructed as

πv =
∑
e∈Eh

∑
|ℓ|≤k−1

µℓ
e(v)φℓ

e +
∑

E∈Ωh

∑
|α|≤k−2

µα
E(v)φα

E , (45)

where {φℓ
e} is the set of basis functions associated to the DoFs at the mesh skeleton Ek, and

{φα
E} is the set of basis functions associated to the interior DoFs. For an interior facet e ∈ E0

h,
e ⊂ ∂E ∩ ∂E′, the coefficient µℓ

e(v) is defined as

µℓ
e(v) := 1

2
(
µℓ

E,e(v) + µℓ
E′,e(v)

)
, (46)

while for a boundary edge e ∈ Eh \ E0
h, it is simply defined as

µℓ
e(v) := µℓ

E,e(v). (47)

Therefore, considering (8) and (12), on any edge e we get

Π0,e
k−1(πv) = {Π0,e

k−1v} = Π0,e
k−1({v}). (48)

The main result of this section is the following theorem.
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Theorem 3.1. Let p ∈ Pk(Ωh) be a (discontinuous) piecewise polynomial, and let π : Pk(Ωh) →
V k,nc

h (Ωh) denotes the Oswald’s interpolant. We have that

∥(I − π) p∥2
0,E ≲ hE

∑
e⊂∂E\Γ

∥[[p]]∥2
0,e ∀E ∈ Ωh , ∀p ∈ Pk(Ωh) .

Proof. We introduce the difference
d := (I − π)p .

We restrict our attention to an element E ∈ Ωh, and consider dE := d|E . From (48) we get

Π0,e
k−1dE =


1
2Π0,e

k−1([[p]] · nE) if e ̸⊂ Γ,

0 if e ⊂ Γ.
(49)

We now observe that the interior DoFs of dE are equal to zero, so that Π0,E
k−2dE = 0, see (13).

Hence, from Lemma 3.1 and (49), we obtain

∥dE∥0,E ≲

hE

∑
e⊂∂E\Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1dE∥2

0,e

 1
2

≲

hE

∑
e⊂∂E\Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1([[p]] · ne)∥2

0,e

 1
2

≲

hE

∑
e⊂∂E\Γ

∥[[p]] · ne∥2
0,e

 1
2

=

hE

∑
e⊂∂E\Γ

∥[[p]]∥2
0,e

 1
2

.

(50)

Lemma 3.2. Under assumption (A1), for every E ∈ Ωh, we have

∥πp∥0,E ≲ ∥p∥0,D(E) for all p ∈ Pk(Ωh) ,

where D(E) :=
⋃

{K ∈ Ωh s.t. |∂E ∩ ∂K| > 0}.

Proof. As in Lemma 3.3 of [7], the proof easily follows from the triangle inequality ∥πp∥0,E ≤
∥πp − p∥0,E + ∥p∥0,E , together with Theorem 3.1 and a polynomial trace inequality.

Remark 3.1. We remark that Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 3.2 are actually valid also for v ∈ L2(Ω)
such that v|E ∈ V k,nc

h (E) for every E ∈ Ωh. In particular, in this case, the proof of Lemma 3.2
requires the application of the Agmon inequality and Proposition 3.1, instead of the polynomial
trace inequality.

3.2 Inf-Sup condition
The goal of this section is to prove the following inf-sup condition for the discrete prob-

lem (27), namely

∥vh∥cip ≲ sup
zh∈V k,nc

h
(Ωh)

Acip(vh, zh)
∥zh∥cip

∀vh ∈ V k,nc
h (Ωh) , (51)

where the norm ∥ · ∥cip in V k,nc
h (Ωh) is defined by

∥vh∥2
cip :=

∑
E∈Ωh

∥vh∥2
cip,E , (52)

with

∥vh∥2
cip,E :=ε ∥∇vh∥2

0,E + h ∥β · ∇Π0,E
k vh∥2

0,E + σ ∥vh∥2
0,E

+ ε

δh

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e + ∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k vh∥2
0,∂E∩Γin

+ JE
h (vh, vh) . (53)
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We divide the proof of (51) in two parts. In the first part (Lemma 3.3), we estimate the
diffusion, reaction, and inflow boundary terms in ∥vh∥2

cip with Acip(vh, vh). In the second part
(Lemma 3.4), we estimate the convective term in ∥vh∥2

cip. In order to do so, we would like to
take w̃h locally defined by

w̃h|E := hβ · ∇Π0,E
k vh

as the second argument in Acip(·, ·). This is not possible, since w̃h ̸∈ V k,nc
h (Ωh), and we take

its Oswald interpolant πw̃h instead. Then, the difference between w̃h and πw̃h is controlled
thanks to the jump term. We combine these two results and conclude the proof of the inf-sup
condition (51) in Theorem 3.2.

Lemma 3.3. Under assumptions (A1), given vh ∈ V k,nc
h (Ωh), we have

Acip(vh, vh) ≳ε∥∇hvh∥2
0 + σ∥vh∥2

0 +
∑

E∈Ωh

ε

δh

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e

+
∑

E∈Ωh

∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k vh∥2
0,∂E∩Γin

+ Jh(vh, vh) .

Proof. We take the same vh in both arguments of Acip(·, ·) and obtain

Acip(vh, vh) = ε ah(vh, vh) + bh(vh, vh) + σ ch(vh, vh) + dh(vh, vh) + Nh(vh, vh) + Jh(vh, vh) .

The diffusion term is easily estimated using the orthogonality of the projectors and prop-
erty (17) of the stabilization form:

εah(vh, vh) ≥ α̃∗ε ∥∇hvh∥2
0,

where α̃∗ = min{1, α∗}. For the reaction term, using (17) and the Poincaré inequality for
(I − Π0,E

k )vh, we have
σch(vh, vh) ≥ C0α̃∗σ∥vh∥2

0.

for a positive constant C0 independent of σ and h. Therefore, we get

εah(vh, vh) + σch(vh, vh) ≥ α̃∗ε ∥∇hvh∥2
0 + C0α̃∗σ∥vh∥2

0 . (54)

For the convective term, by integrating by parts, we obtain

bh(vh, vh) =1
2

∫
Ω

(β · ∇hΠ0
kvh)Π0

kvhdE − 1
2

∫
Ω

Π0
kvh(β · ∇hΠ0

kvh)dE

+ 1
2
∑

E∈Ωh

∫
∂E

(β · nE)Π0,E
k vhΠ0,E

k vhds

=1
2
∑

E∈Ωh

∫
∂E∩Γ

(β · nE)Π0,E
k vhΠ0,E

k vhds − dh(vh, vh),

where the last step follows from simple algebraic manipulations and from the definition of
dh(·, ·). Combining the terms on Γin in the expression above with those in Nh(·, ·) gives

bh(vh, vh) + dh(vh, vh) + Nh(vh, vh) = 1
2
∑

E∈Ωh

∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k vh∥2
0,∂E∩Γ

+
∑

E∈Ωh

ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e − 2ε
∑

E∈Ωh

⟨Π0,E
k−1∇vh · nE , vh⟩∂E∩Γ .

For the last term on the right-hand side, we use the estimate

2ε⟨Π0,E
k−1∇vh · nE , vh⟩∂E∩Γ = 2ε

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

⟨Π0,E
k−1∇vh · nE , Π0,e

k−1vh⟩e

≤ 2εδhE∥Π0,E
k−1∇vh · nE∥2

∂E∩Γ + ε

2δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e

≤ 2εδCtr∥Π0,E
k−1∇vh∥2

0,E + ε

2δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e

≤ 2εδCtr∥∇vh∥2
0,E + ε

2δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e ,
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where Ctr is the inverse trace inequality constant for polynomials. Therefore, with the choice,
e.g., δ = α̃∗/(4Ctr), we obtain

bh(vh, vh) + dh(vh, vh) + Nh(vh, vh) ≥1
2
∑

E∈Ωh

∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k vh∥2
0,∂E∩Γ

+ 1
2
∑

E∈Ωh

ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e − α̃∗

2 ε∥∇hvh∥2
0 .

This, together with (54), and noting that∑
E∈Ωh

∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k vh∥2
0,∂E∩Γ ≥

∑
E∈Ωh

∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k vh∥2
0,∂E∩Γin

,

gives the result.

Lemma 3.4. Given vh ∈ V k,nc
h (Ωh), let us define the function

wh := hπ(βh · ∇hΠ0
kvh) , (55)

where βh is the L2-projection of β in the space of piecewise linear functions [P1(Ωh)]d. Then,
under assumptions (A1), if the mesh size satisfies h > ε, we have

Acip(vh, wh) ≥ C1 h∥β · ∇hΠ0
kvh∥2

0 − C2 Acip(vh, vh) , (56)

for C1, C2 > 0 independent of ε and h.

Proof. From Lemma 3.2, wh defined in (55) satisfies the following estimate, which will be used
throughout the rest of the proof:

∥wh∥0,E ≲ h∥βh · ∇hΠ0
kvh∥0,D(E) , (57)

We proceed element by element. By definition of the local bilinear form AE
cip(·, ·), we have that

AE
cip(vh, wh) = ε aE

h (vh, wh) + JE
h (vh, wh) + σ cE

h (vh, wh)
+ N E

h (vh, wh) + bE
h (vh, wh) + dE

h (vh, wh)
=: T1 + T2 + T3 + T4 + T5 + T6 .

(58)

We estimate each of these six terms separately.
Estimate of (T1). Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the properties of ah(·, ·), the inverse
inequality for virtual functions, estimate (57), and recalling that ε < h, we get

T1 = ε aE
h (vh, wh) ≥ −ε aE

h (vh, vh) 1
2 aE

h (wh, wh) 1
2

≳ −ε
1
2 ∥∇vh∥0,E ε

1
2 ∥∇wh∥0,E

≳ −ε
1
2 ∥∇vh∥0,E ε

1
2 h−1∥wh∥0,E

≳ −ε
1
2 ∥∇vh∥0,E h

1
2 ∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥0,D(E) .

(59)

Estimate of (T2). We first split JE
h (·, ·) using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

T2 = JE
h (vh, wh) ≥ −JE

h (vh, vh) 1
2 JE

h (wh, wh) 1
2 .

Using inverse and inverse trace inequalities for polynomials, the inverse inequality for virtual
functions, the properties of the L2 projection, and (57), we get

JE
h (wh, wh) = 1

2
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

γe

∫
e

h2
e |[[∇hΠ0

kwh]]|2 ds + γE hE SE
J

(
(I − Π∇,E

k )wh, (I − Π∇,E
k )wh

)
≲ h ∥∇hΠ0

kwh∥2
0,D(E) + h ∥∇wh∥2

0,E

≲ h−1 ∥Π0
kwh∥2

0,D(E) + h−1∥wh∥2
0,E

≲ h−1∥wh∥2
0,D(E) ≲ h∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥2
0,D(D(E)) ,
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from which we conclude

T2 ≳ −JE
h (vh, vh) 1

2 h
1
2 ∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥0,D(D(E)) . (60)

Estimate of (T3). From the properties of cE
h (·, ·) and (57), we get

T3 = σcE
h (vh, wh) ≳ −σ∥vh∥0,E ∥wh∥0,E

≳ −∥vh∥0,E h
1
2 ∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥0,D(E) .
(61)

where we used h
1
2 ≲ 1 to simplify later developments.

Estimate of (T4). For the Nitsche term, we have to control four different terms:

T4 = N E
h (vh, wh) = −ε⟨Π0,E

k−1∇vh · nE , wh⟩∂E∩Γ − ε⟨vh, Π0,E
k−1∇wh · nE⟩∂E∩Γ

+ ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

⟨Π0,e
k−1vh, Π0,e

k−1wh⟩e + ⟨|β · nE |Π0,E
k vh, Π0,E

k wh⟩∂E∩Γin

=: ηN1 + ηN2 + ηN3 + ηN4 .

We remark that N E
h (·, ·) is different from zero only if E has at least one facet on Γ.

For ηN1 , we use Chauchy-Schwarz inequality, the inverse trace inequality for polynomials and
for virtual functions, esitmate (57), and the assumption ε < h, and derive

ηN1 ≳ −ε∥Π0,E
k−1∇vh∥0,∂E∩Γ∥wh∥0,∂E∩Γ

≳ −ε h−1∥Π0,E
k−1∇vh∥0,E∥wh∥0,E

≳ −ε
1
2 ∥∇vh∥0,E h

1
2 ∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥0,D(E) .

(62)

For ηN2 , we use the orthogonality of Π0,e
k−1, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, inverse trace and

inverse inequalities, and ε < h, to obtain

ηN2 = −ε
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
⟨Π0,e

k−1vh, Π0,E
k−1∇wh · nE⟩e

≳ −ε
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
∥Π0,e

k−1vh∥0,e∥Π0,E
k−1∇wh∥0,∂E∩Γ

≳ −ε h− 1
2
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
∥Π0,e

k−1vh∥0,e∥Π0,E
k−1∇wh∥0,E

≳ −ε h− 3
2
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
∥Π0,e

k−1vh∥0,e∥wh∥0,E

≳ −
( ε

δh

) 1
2 ∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
∥Π0,e

k−1vh∥0,e h
1
2 ∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥0,D(E) .

(63)

For ηN3 , thanks to orthogonality, we remove the Π0,e
k−1 projection on the second term and we

proceed similarly to the previous cases:

ηN3 = ε

δh

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

⟨Π0,e
k−1vh, wh⟩e ≳ − ε

δh

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥0,e∥wh∥0,∂E∩Γ

≳ −h−1
( ε

δh

) 1
2 ∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
∥Π0,e

k−1vh∥0,e∥wh∥0,E

≳ −
( ε

δh

) 1
2 ∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
∥Π0,e

k−1vh∥0,e h
1
2 ∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥0,D(E) ,

(64)

where we have used again h ≲ 1.
For ηN4 , using |β · nE | ≤ 1, we have that

ηN4 ≳ −∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k vh∥0,∂E∩Γin ∥Π0,E
k wh∥0,∂E∩Γin

≳ −h− 1
2 ∥|β · nE | 1

2 Π0,E
k vh∥0,∂E∩Γin ∥Π0,E

k wh∥0,E

≳ −∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k vh∥0,∂E∩Γin h
1
2 ∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥0,D(E) .

(65)
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Gathering (62)–(65) gives

T4 ≳ −
(

ε
1
2 ∥∇vh∥0,E +

( ε

δh

) 1
2 ∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
∥Π0,e

k−1vh∥0,e + ∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k vh∥0,∂E∩Γin

)
· h

1
2 ∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥0,D(E) .

(66)

Estimate of (T5). The definition of the bilinear form bh(·, ·) implies that

T5 = bE
h (vh, wh) =

(
β · ∇Π0,E

k vh, Π0,E
k wh

)
0,E

=
(
β · ∇Π0,E

k vh, wh

)
0,E

+
(
β · ∇Π0,E

k vh, (Π0,E
k − I)wh

)
0,E

=
(
β · ∇Π0,E

k vh, hβh · ∇Π0,E
k vh

)
0,E

+
(
β · ∇Π0,E

k vh, wh − hβh · ∇Π0,E
k vh

)
0,E

+
(
β · ∇Π0,E

k vh, (Π0,E
k − I)wh

)
0,E

=: ηβ1 + ηβ2 + ηβ3 .

(67)

For ηβ1 , we add and subtract (β · ∇Π0,E
k vh, hβ · ∇Π0,E

k vh)0,E and we use the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality to obtain

ηβ1 = (β · ∇Π0,E
k vh, hβh · ∇Π0

kvh)0,E

= h ∥β · ∇Π0,E
k vh∥2

0,E + (β · ∇Π0,E
k vh, h(βh − β) · ∇Π0,E

k vh)0,E

≥ h ∥β · ∇Π0,E
k vh∥2

0,E − C h
1
2 ∥β · ∇Π0,E

k vh∥0,E h
1
2 |β|[W 1,∞(E)]dh∥∇Π0,E

k vh∥0,E

≥ h ∥β · ∇Π0,E
k vh∥2

0,E − C h
1
2 ∥β · ∇Π0,E

k vh∥0,E h
1
2 |β|[W 1,∞(E)]d∥vh∥0,E ,

(68)

where in the third step we have used ∥βh − β∥[L∞(E)]d ≲ h|β|[W 1,∞(E)]d .
For ηβ2 , recalling the definition of wh and using the Young inequality to split the two terms,
we get

ηβ2 = h
(
β · ∇Π0,E

k vh, (π − I)(βh · ∇Π0,E
k vh)

)
0,E

≥ −h

2 ∥β · ∇Π0,E
k vh∥2

0,E − h

2 ∥(π − I)(βh · ∇Π0,E
k vh)∥2

0,E .
(69)

For the second term on the right-hand side, we use the fact that βh · ∇Π0
kvh ∈ Pk(Ωh). Theo-

rem 3.1 gives

h∥(π − I)(βh · ∇Π0
kvh)∥2

0,E ≲ h2
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

∥[[βh · ∇hΠ0
kvh]]∥2

0,e . (70)

The triangular inequality and the definition of the jump bilinear form give

h2
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

∥[[βh · ∇hΠ0
kvh]]∥2

0,e ≲ h2
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

∥[[(βh − β) · ∇hΠ0
kvh]]∥2

0,e + h2
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

∥[[β · ∇hΠ0
kvh]]∥2

0,e

≲ h2
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

∥[[(βh − β) · ∇hΠ0
kvh]]∥2

0,e + h2
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

γ2
e ∥[[∇hΠ0

kvh]]∥2
0,e

≲ h2
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

∥[[(βh − β) · ∇hΠ0
kvh]]∥2

0,e +
∑

E′⊂D(E)

JE′

h (vh, vh) ,

(71)
where we used that γ2

e ≤ γe (since γe ≤ 1, see (7)). On each e, the argument in the first sum
on the right-hand side of the previous inequality is controlled using the trace inequality and
standard estimates on β ∈ [W 1,∞(Ω)]d:

h2∥[[(βh − β) · ∇hΠ0
kvh]]∥2

0,e ≲ h4|β|2[W 1,∞(E∪E′)]dh−1∥∇hΠ0
kvh∥2

0,E∪E′

≲ h|β|2[W 1,∞(E∪E′)]d∥Π0
kvh∥2

0,E∪E′

≲ h|β|2[W 1,∞(E∪E′)]d∥vh∥2
0,E∪E′ ,

(72)
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where E and E′ are the two elements sharing the edge e. Combining (69) with (72), we obtain
for ηβ2

ηβ2 ≥ − h

2 ∥β · ∇Π0,E
k vh∥2

0,E

− C
(

h|β|2[W 1,∞(D(E))]d∥vh∥2
0,D(E) +

∑
E′⊂D(E)

JE′

h (vh, vh)
)

.
(73)

It remains to control ηβ3 . Since βh ∈ [P1(E)]d, it holds
(
βh · ∇Π0,E

k vh, (Π0,E
k − I)wh

)
0,E

= 0.
Hence we have

ηβ3 =
(
(β − βh) · ∇Π0,E

k vh, (Π0,E
k − I)wh

)
0,E

≳ −∥(β − βh) · ∇Π0,E
k vh∥0,E ∥hπ(βh · ∇Π0,E

k vh)∥0,E

≳ −|β|[W 1,∞(E)]dh∥∇Π0,E
k vh∥0,E h∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥0,D(E)

≳ −|β|[W 1,∞(E)]d∥vh∥2
0.D(E) .

(74)

Collecting (68), (73) and (74), from (67) we get

T5 ≥ h

2 ∥β · ∇Π0,E
k vh∥2

0,E − C
( ∑

E′⊂D(E)

JE′

h (vh, vh)

+ h
1
2 ∥β · ∇Π0,E

k vh∥0,E h
1
2 |β|[W 1,∞(E)]d∥vh∥0,E

+ h|β|2[W 1,∞(D(E))]d∥vh∥2
0,D(E) + |β|[W 1,∞(E)]d∥vh∥2

0,D(E)

)
.

(75)

Estimate of (T6). The last term that we have to estimate is related to dh(·, ·). We use the
Cauchy-Schwarz and the trace inequality for polynomials:

T6 = dE
h (vh, wh) = −1

2
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

∫
e

β · [[Π0
kvh]]{Π0

kwh}ds

≳ −
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

∥β · [[Π0
kvh]]∥0,e∥{Π0

kwh}∥0,e

≳ −
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

(
∥|β · nE | 1

2 Π0,E
k vh∥0,e + ∥|β · nE′

| 1
2 Π0,E′

k vh∥0,e

)
h− 1

2 ∥wh∥0,E∪E′

≳ −
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

(
∥|β · nE | 1

2 Π0,E
k vh∥0,e + ∥|β · nE′

| 1
2 Π0,E′

k vh∥0,e

)
h

1
2 ∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥0,D(E∪E′) .

(76)
By collecting the estimates of all six terms and adding over all elements, we obtain

Acip(vh, wh) ≥ h

2 ∥β · ∇hΠ0
kvh∥2

0 − C
( ∑

E∈Ωh

(
ε

1
2 ∥∇vh∥0,E + JE

h (vh, vh) 1
2 + ∥vh∥0,E

+
( ε

δh

) 1
2 ∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
∥Π0,e

k−1vh∥0,e + ∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k vh∥0,∂E∩Γin

)
h

1
2 ∥βh · ∇Π0,E

k vh∥0,E

+ Jh(vh, vh) +
∑

E∈Ωh

(
h|β|2[W 1,∞(E)]d + |β|[W 1,∞(E)]d

)
∥vh∥2

0,E

+
∑

E∈Ωh

h
1
2 ∥βh · ∇Π0,E

k vh∥0,E h
1
2 |β|[W 1,∞(E)]d∥vh∥0,E

)
.

(77)

Above, we have also used the property that, due to assumption (A1), summing over the
elements, each element is counted only a uniformly bounded number of times, even when the
terms involve norms on D(E) or D(D(E)).

We now notice that the triangular inequality, standard approximation results, and an inverse
estimate give

h
1
2 ∥βh · ∇Π0,E

k vh∥0,E ≲ h
1
2

(
∥β · ∇Π0,E

k vh∥0,E + |β|[W 1,∞(E)]d∥vh∥0,E

)
. (78)
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Hence, from (77), using (78) and the Young inequality (with suitable constants) for the first
and the last summations on the right-hand side, we get

Acip(vh, wh) ≥C1 h∥β · ∇hΠ0
kvh∥2

0 − C2

(
ε∥∇hvh∥2

0 + σ∥vh∥2
0 +

∑
E∈Ωh

ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e

+
∑

E∈Ωh

∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k vh∥2
0,∂E∩Γin

+ Jh(vh, vh)
)

.

From Lemma 3.3, we now obtain

Acip(vh, wh) ≥ C1 h∥β · ∇hΠ0
kvh∥2

0 − C2 Acip(vh, vh) .

Whenever h > ε, we also need the following estimate.
Lemma 3.5. Assume that h > ε. For any vh ∈ V k,nc(Ωh), let wh be defined as in (55). Then,

∥wh∥cip ≲ ∥vh∥cip ,

with hidden constant independent of ε, h, and vh.
Proof. From the definition of wh and h > ε, for the gradient term in the ∥ · ∥cip norm, we have

ε∥∇wh∥2
0,E ≲ εh−2∥wh∥0,E ≲ ε∥π(βh · ∇Π0,E

k vh)∥2
0,E ≲ h∥βh · ∇hΠ0

kvh∥2
0,D(E) . (79)

For the L2 term, we have that

σ∥wh∥2
0,E ≲ σ∥hπ(βh · ∇Π0,E

k vh)∥0,E ≲ σ∥vh∥2
0,D(E) . (80)

The convective term in the norm is estimated by

h∥β · ∇Π0,E
k wh∥2

0,E ≲ h−1∥Π0,E
k wh∥2

0,E ≲ h∥βh · ∇hΠ0
kvh∥2

0,D(E) . (81)

The boundary terms are estimated by∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

ε

δh
∥Π0,e

k−1wh∥2
0,e ≤ ε

δh
∥wh∥2

0,∂E∩Γ ≲ ε∥π(βh · ∇Π0,E
k vh)∥2

0,E ≲ h∥βh · ∇hΠ0
kvh∥2

0,D(E) ,

(82)
and

∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k wh∥2
0,∂E∩Γin

≲ h−1∥Π0,E
k wh∥2

0,E ≲ h∥βh · ∇hΠ0
kvh∥2

0,D(E) . (83)

We gather (79), (80), (81), (82), (83), together with estimate (60) for the term JE
h (wh, wh),

add over all elements, and obtain

∥wh∥2
cip ≲ σ∥vh∥2

0 +
∑

E∈Ωh

h∥βh · ∇hΠ0
kvh∥2

0,E ,

and the result follows from estimate (78).

We are now able to prove the inf-sup condition (51).
Theorem 3.2 (Inf-sup condition). Under assumptions (A1),

∥vh∥cip ≲ sup
zh∈V k,nc

h
(Ωh)

Acip(vh, zh)
∥zh∥cip

for all vh ∈ V k,nc
h (Ωh). (84)

Proof. We distinguish two cases: h > ε and h ≤ ε.
If h > ε, given vh ∈ V k,nc(Ωh), we define the function zh := wh + κvh, where wh is given

by (55), and κ is a sufficiently large constant. Combining Lemma 3.3 with Lemma 3.4 gives

Acip(vh, zh) = Acip(vh, wh + κvh) ≳ ∥vh∥2
cip .

This, together with Lemma 3.5, gives the inf-sup condition in the case h > ε.
If h ≤ ε, from Lemma 3.3, the definition of the norm ∥ · ∥cip, and the estimate

h∥β · ∇Π0,E
k vh∥2

0,E ≲ ε∥∇Π0,E
k vh∥2

0,E ≲ ε∥∇vh∥2
0,E ,

we obtain Acip(vh, vh) ≳ ∥vh∥2
cip and the proof is complete.
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3.3 Error Estimates
In this section, we derive error estimates under the following smoothness assumption on the

terms appearing in (1).
(A2) Smoothness assumption. The solution of the continuous problem u, the right-hand
side f , and the advective field β in (2) satisfy

u ∈ H2(Ω) ∩ H1
g (Ω) ∩ Hk+1(Ωh) , f ∈ Hk+ 1

2 (Ωh) , β ∈ [W k+1
∞ (Ωh)]d .

Let uh be the discrete solution of (27). Then, thanks to the inf-sup condition (84), for the
error u − uh, we prove the following result.

Proposition 3.2. Under assumptions (A1), we have

∥u − uh∥cip ≲ ∥eI∥cip + ηF + ηB̃ + ηa + ηb + ηc + ηd + ηN + ηJ , (85)

where eI := u − uI and uI ∈ V k,nc
h (Ωh) is the interpolant function of u defined in Lemma 2.3.

Moreover, in the right-hand side of (85) we have defined

ηF := ∥F̃ − Fh∥cip∗ ,

ηB̃ := ∥B̃(u, ·)∥cip∗ ,

ηa := ε ∥a(u, ·) − ah(uI , ·)∥cip∗ ,

ηb := ∥b(u, ·) − bh(uI , ·)∥cip∗ ,

ηc := σ∥c(u, ·) − ch(uI , ·)∥cip∗ ,

ηd := ∥dh(uI , ·)∥cip∗ ,

ηN := ∥Ñh(u, ·) − Nh(uI , ·)∥cip∗ ,

ηJ := ∥J̃h(u, ·) − Jh(uI , ·)∥cip∗ = ∥Jh(uI , ·)∥cip∗ ,

(86)

where ∥ · ∥cip∗ denotes the dual norm of the norm ∥ · ∥cip.

Proof. Setting eh := uh − uI , thanks to the triangular inequality, we have

∥u − uh∥cip ≤ ∥eI∥cip + ∥eh∥cip .

Hence, we only have to bound the second term of the right-hand side. Using the inf-sup
condition, (27) and (28), we have that

∥eh∥cip = sup
vh∈V k,nc

h
(Ωh)

Acip(uh − uI , vh)
∥vh∥cip

= sup
vh∈V k,nc

h
(Ωh)

Fh(vh) − Acip(uI , vh)
∥vh∥cip

= sup
vh∈V k,nc

h
(Ωh)

Fh(vh) − F̃(vh) − B̃(u, vh) + Ãcip(u, vh) − Acip(uI , vh)
∥vh∥cip

.

(87)

Estimate (85) now follows from considering the definitions of Acip(·, ·) and Ãcip(·, ·) given in
(25) and (29), respectively.

We proceed by estimating each of the terms on the right-hand side of (85). We start with
the interpolation error in the CIP norm.

Lemma 3.6. Under assumptions (A1) and (A2), we have the following estimate:

∥eI∥2
cip ≲

∑
E∈Ωh

ε h2k |u|2k+1,E +
∑

E∈Ωh

h2k+1 |u|2k+1,E . (88)

Proof. The proof can be developed along the lines of [7]. The only slight differences lie in
the treatment of the following Nitsche terms, for which we use a trace inequality and the
interpolation estimate in Lemma 2.3 to obtain∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

ε

δhE
⟨Π0,e

k−1eI , Π0,e
k−1eI⟩e ≲

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

ε

δh
∥eI∥2

0,e ≲
ε

δh2 ∥eI∥2
0,E + ε

δ
|eI |21,E ≲ ε h2k |u|2k+1,E ,
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and ∑
e⊂∂E∩Γin

⟨|β · nE |Π0,E
k eI , Π0,E

k eI⟩e ≲ h−1 ∥Π0,E
k eI∥2

0,E ≤ h−1 ∥eI∥2
0,E ≲ h2k+1 |u|2k+1,E .

Now, we estimate the term ηB̃ defined in (86), which enters into play because of the non-
conformity of our method.

Lemma 3.7 (Estimate of ηB̃). Under assumptions (A1) and (A2), we have the following
estimate:

ηB̃ ≲ ε
1
2 hk
( ∑

E∈Ωh

|u|2k+1,E

)1/2
. (89)

Proof. Thanks to the definition of the space V k,nc
h (Ωh) and Lemma 2.2, we get

B̃(u, vh) =
∑
e∈E0

h

ε

∫
e

∇u · [[vh]]ds =
∑
e∈E0

h

ε

∫
e

(I − Π0,e
k−1)∇u · [[vh]]ds

=
∑
e∈E0

h

ε

∫
e

(I − Π0,e
k−1)∇u · ([[vh]] − [[Π0,e

0 vh]])ds

≤
∑
e∈E0

h

ε
1
2 ∥(I − Π0,e

k−1)∇u∥0,e ε
1
2 ∥ [[vh]] − [[Π0,e

0 vh]] ∥0,e

≤
∑

E∈Ωh

ε
1
2 hk− 1

2 |u|k+1,E ε
1
2 h

1
2 |vh|1,E

≲ ε
1
2 hk

∑
E∈Ωh

|u|k+1,E∥vh∥cip,E

≲ ε
1
2 hk
( ∑

E∈Ωh

|u|2k+1,E

)1/2
∥vh∥cip ,

(90)

where we have used that each element is counted a finite number of times. Estimate (89) follows
from (90).

Some of the other quantities in (86) can be estimated exactly as in [7]. We group them in
the following lemma.

Lemma 3.8 (Estimates of ηa, ηc, ηJ and ηF ). Under assumptions (A1) and (A2), we have
the following estimates:

ηa ≲ ε
1
2 hk

( ∑
E∈Ωh

|u|2k+1,D(E)

)1/2
,

ηc ≲ hk+1
( ∑

E∈Ωh

|u|2k+1,E

)1/2
,

ηJ ≲ hk+ 1
2

( ∑
E∈Ωh

|u|2k+1,E

)1/2
,

ηF ≲ hk+ 1
2

( ∑
E∈Ωh

|f |2k+ 1
2 ,E

)1/2
.

(91)

Proof. We refer to [7, Sect. 3.3]. We observe that, for ηF , the terms containing g cancel with
each other (cf. (26) and (32)), therefore the estimate contains only f .

In the following three lemmas, we detail the proofs of the estimates for the remaining terms
in (86).
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Lemma 3.9 (Estimate of ηb). Under assumptions (A1) and (A2), the term ηb satisfies

ηb ≲ hk
( ∑

E∈Ωh

∥β∥2
[W k

∞(E)]2 |u|2k+1,E

)1/2
. (92)

Proof. We have

ηb = sup
vh∈V k,nc

h
(Ωh)

∑
E∈Ωh

(β · ∇u, vh)0,E − (β · ∇Π0,E
k uI , Π0,E

k vh)0,E

∥vh∥cip
.

We proceed locally element by element. For any fixed element E ∈ Ωh, we have

(β · ∇u,vh)0,E − (β · ∇Π0,E
k uI , Π0,E

k vh)0,E

= (β · ∇(u − uI), vh)0,E + ((I − Π0,E
k )(β · ∇uI), (I − Π0,E

k )vh)0,E

+ (β · ∇(I − Π0,E
k )uI , Π0,E

k vh)0,E

=: T E
b,1 + T E

b,2 + T E
b,3 .

We consider each of the three terms. On the first one, we use the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
the interpolation estimate, and the definition of ∥ · ∥cip,E , and obtain

T E
b,1 = (β · ∇(u − uI), vh) ≲ ∥β∥[L∞(E)]d |u − uI |1,E∥vh∥0,E ≲ hk∥β∥[L∞(E)]d |u|k+1,E∥vh∥cip,E .

For the second one, we have

T E
b,2 = ((I − Π0,E

k )(β · ∇uI), (I − Π0,E
k )vh)0,E

= ((I − Π0,E
k )(β · ∇u), (I − Π0,E

k )vh)0,E + ((I − Π0,E
k )(β · ∇(uI − u)), (I − Π0,E

k )vh)0,E

≲
(
∥(I − Π0,E

k )(β · ∇u)∥0,E + ∥(I − Π0,E
k )(β · ∇(uI − u))∥0,E

)
∥(I − Π0,E

k )vh∥0,E

≲
(
hk|β · ∇u|k,E + ∥β∥[L∞(E)]d |u − uI |1,E

)
∥vh∥cip,E

≲ hk∥β∥[W k,∞(E)]d∥u∥k+1,E∥vh∥cip,E .

The third term can be estimated as

T E
b,3 = (β · ∇(I − Π0,E

k )uI , Π0,E
k vh)0,E

≲ ∥β∥[L∞(E)]d |(I − Π0,E
k )uI |1,E∥Π0,E

k vh∥0,E

≲ ∥β∥[L∞(E)]d

(
|(I − Π0,E

k )u|1,E + |(I − Π0,E
k )(u − uI)|1,E

)
∥Π0,E

k vh∥0,E

≲ hk∥β∥[L∞(E)]d |u|k+1,E∥vh∥cip,E .

Estimate (92) follows from the above three bounds, and from summing over all the elements
E ∈ Ωh.

Lemma 3.10 (Estimate of ηd). Under assumptions (A1) and (A2), the term ηd can be
estimated as follows:

ηd ≲ hk
( ∑

E∈Ωh

|u|2k+1,D(E)

)1/2
. (93)

Proof. We have

ηd = sup
vh∈V k,nc

h
(Ωh)

− 1
2
∑

E∈Ωh

∑
e⊂∂E/Γ

∫
e

β · [[Π0
kuI ]]{Π0

kvh}ds

∥vh∥cip
.
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Again, we proceed element by element. Using also a trace inequality for polynomials, we
estimate the numerator of the quotient above as follows:

−
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

1
2

∫
e

β · [[Π0
kuI ]]{Π0

kvh}ds =
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

1
2

∫
e

β · [[u − Π0
kuI ]]{Π0

kvh}ds

=
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

1
2

∫
e

β · [[u − Π0
ku]]{Π0

kvh}ds +
∑

e⊂∂E\Γ

1
2

∫
e

β · [[Π0
k(u − uI)]]{Π0

kvh}ds

≲ ∥β∥[L∞(D(E))]d

∑
E′⊂D(E)

(
h

1
2 |u − Π0

ku|1,E′ + h− 1
2 ∥u − Π0

ku∥0,E′

+ h− 1
2 ∥Π0

k(u − uI)∥0,E′
)
h− 1

2 ∥vh∥0,D(E)

≲ hk|u|k+1,D(E)∥vh∥cip,D(E) .

Estimate (93) follows from the bound above, by summing over the elements and taking into
account, as already noticed for (77), that each element is counted only a uniformly bounded
number of times.

Lemma 3.11 (Estimate of ηN ). Under assumptions (A1) and (A2), the term ηN can be
estimated as follows:

ηN ≲ (ε 1
2 hk + hk+ 1

2 )
( ∑

E∈Ωh

|u|2k+1,E

)1/2
. (94)

Proof. We have

ηN = sup
vh∈V k,nc

h
(Ωh)

[ 1
∥vh∥cip

∑
E∈Ωh

( ∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

ε⟨Π0,E
k−1∇uI · nE − ∇u · nE , vh⟩e

+
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
ε⟨uI − u, Π0,E

k−1∇vh · nE⟩e

+ ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

⟨u − uI , Π0,e
k−1vh⟩e +

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γin

⟨|β · nE |(u − Π0,E
k uI), Π0,E

k vh⟩e

)]
.

We consider an element E ∈ Ωh. Thus, we need to estimate four different terms:∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

ε⟨Π0,E
k−1∇uI · nE − ∇u · nE , vh⟩e +

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

ε⟨uI − u, Π0,E
k−1∇vh · nE⟩e

+ ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

⟨u − uI , Π0,e
k−1vh⟩e +

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γin

⟨|β · nE |(u − Π0,E
k uI), Π0,E

k vh⟩e

= T E
N,1 + T E

N,2 + T E
N,3 + T E

N,4 .

(95)

For T E
N,1, we have

T E
N,1 =

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

ε⟨Π0,E
k−1∇uI · nE − ∇u · nE , vh⟩e

≤
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
ε∥∇u − Π0,E

k−1∇uI∥0,e∥vh∥0,e

≲ εh− 1
2

(
∥∇u − Π0,E

k−1∇uI∥0,E + h |∇u − Π0,E
k−1∇uI |1,E

) ∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥vh∥0,e .

(96)

Since it holds (cf. Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.3):

∥∇u − Π0,E
k−1∇uI∥0,E ≤ ∥∇u − Π0,E

k−1∇u∥0,E + ∥Π0,E
k−1(∇u − ∇uI)∥0,E

≲ hk|u|k+1,E ,
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and

|∇u − Π0,E
k−1∇uI |1,E ≤ |∇u − Π0,E

k−1∇u|1,E + |Π0,E
k−1(∇u − ∇uI)|1,E

≲ |∇u − Π0,E
k−1∇u|1,E + h−1∥Π0,E

k−1(∇u − ∇uI)∥0,E

≲ hk−1|u|k+1,E ,

we get

T E
N,1 ≲ εhk|u|k+1,E h− 1

2
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
∥vh∥0,e

≲ εhk|u|k+1,E h− 1
2
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ

(
∥vh − Π0,e

0 vh∥0,e + ∥Π0,e
0 vh∥0,e

)
≲ εhk|u|k+1,E

(
|vh|1,E +

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

h− 1
2 ∥Π0,e

k−1vh∥0,e

)
≲ ε

1
2 hk|u|k+1,E∥vh∥cip,E ,

(97)

where, in the penultimate step, we have used the inequality established in the proof of Lemma 2.2.

For T E
N,2, we get

T E
N,2 =

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

ε⟨uI − u, Π0,E
k−1∇vh · nE⟩e

≤
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
ε∥u − uI∥0,e∥Π0,E

k−1∇vh∥0,e

≲
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
ε∥u − uI∥0,e h− 1

2 ∥Π0,E
k−1∇vh∥0,E

≲
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γ
εh− 1

2 ∥u − uI∥0,e|vh|1,E

≲ ε
1
2
(
|u − uI |1,E + h−1∥u − uI∥0,E

)
∥vh∥cip,E

≲ ε
1
2 hk|u|k+1,E∥vh∥cip,E .

(98)

For T E
N,3, we have

T E
N,3 = ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

⟨u − uI , Π0,e
k−1vh⟩e

≤

(
ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥u − uI∥2
0,e

) 1
2
(

ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥Π0,e
k−1vh∥2

0,e

) 1
2

≲

(
ε

δhE

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γ

∥u − uI∥2
0,e

) 1
2

∥vh∥cip,E

≲
ε

1
2

δ
1
2

(
(|u − uI |21,E + h−2∥u − uI∥2

0,E)
) 1

2 ∥vh∥cip,E

≲ ε
1
2 hk|u|k+1,E∥vh∥cip,E .

(99)
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Finally, for T E
N,4, we get

T E
N,4 =

∑
e⊂∂E∩Γin

⟨|β · nE |(u − Π0,E
k uI), Π0,E

k vh⟩e

≲
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γin

∥u − Π0,E
k uI∥0,e ∥|β · nE | 1

2 Π0,E
k vh∥0,e

≲
∑

e⊂∂E∩Γin

(
∥u − Π0,E

k u∥0,e + ∥Π0,E
k (u − uI)∥e

)
∥vh∥cip,E

≲
(

h− 1
2 ∥u − Π0,E

k u∥0,E + h
1
2 |u − Π0,E

k u|1,E + h− 1
2 ∥Π0,E

k (u − uI)∥0,E

)
∥vh∥cip,E

≲
(

h− 1
2 ∥u − Π0,E

k u∥0,E + h
1
2 |u − Π0,E

k u|1,E + h− 1
2 ∥u − uI∥0,E

)
∥vh∥cip,E

≲ hk+ 1
2 |u|k+1,E ∥vh∥cip,E .

(100)

Estimate (94) now follows by considering estimates (97)-(100) and summing all the local con-
tributions.

Combining Lemmas 3.6–3.11 with Proposition 3.2, we obtain the following result.
Theorem 3.3. Let u be the solution of problem (2) and uh ∈ V k,nc

h (Ωh) be the solution of the
discrete problem (27). Under assumptions (A1) and (A2), it holds true that

∥u − uh∥cip ≲
(

ε
1
2 hk + hk+ 1

2

) ( ∑
E∈Ωh

Θ2
E

)1/2
, (101)

with constants ΘE depending on |u|k+1,E, |f |k+ 1
2 ,E, and ∥β∥[W k+1,∞(E)]2 , but independent

of h and ε.

4 Numerical results
In this section we numerically test our method in two space dimensions, by considering two

model problems in the domain Ω = [0, 1] × [0, 1]. We use two different families of meshes:
• octag: meshes obtained by perturbing structured triangular meshes: each hypotenuse is

split into two edges, then all nodes are perturbed, finally one extra node (the midpoint)
is introduced on each edge; the elements of the obtained meshes are octagons;

• voro: Voronoi meshes.

octag voro

Figure 2: Example of meshes used for the tests.

The analytic expression of the VEM solution uh is unknown and we cannot compute the dif-
ference u − uh in closed form. Therefore, we consider the following quantities:
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• H1−seminorm error

eH1 :=
√ ∑

E∈Ωh

∥∥∥∇(u − Π∇,E
k uh)

∥∥∥2

0,E
;

• L2−norm error

eL2 :=
√ ∑

E∈Ωh

∥∥∥(u − Π0,E
k uh)

∥∥∥2

0,E
.

We also consider the error in the CIP-norm defined in (52):

∥u − uh∥2
cip ≈

∑
E∈Ωh

ε
∥∥∥∇(u − Π∇,E

k uh)
∥∥∥2

0,E
+ h

∑
E∈Ωh

∥∥∥β · ∇Π0,E
k (u − uh)

∥∥∥2

0,E

+
∑

E∈Ωh

σ
∥∥∥(u − Π0,E

k uh)
∥∥∥2

0,E
+ ε

δh

∑
e∈E∂

h

∥∥∥Π0,e
k−1(u − uh)

∥∥∥2

0,e

+
∑

e∈E∂
h

, e⊂Γin

∥∥∥|β · nE | 1
2 Π0,E

k (u − uh)
∥∥∥2

0,e
+ J(u − uh, u − uh).

We assume that the analytic solutions of problem (1) are the functions

u1(x, y) = 1
2

(
1 − tanh

(
x − 0.5

0.05

))
(first test) ,

u2(x, y) = (y − y2)
(

x − e
x−1
0.05 − e

−1
0.05

1 − e
−1

0.05

)
(second test) .

The first solution exhibit an internal layer in the middle of the domain. The second solution
vanishes along the whole boundary and has a boundary layer at x = 1. For both tests, the
parameter σ is set to 1, while the convective coefficient is

β(x, y) :=
[

−2 π sin(π (x + 2 y))
π sin(π (x + 2 y))

]
.

The Nitsche parameter is selected as δ = 0.1, while for the parameters γe and γE , see (22), we
set κe = κE = 0.025.
Remark 4.1. The choice κe = κE = 0.025 appears in the numerical results of [16]. We also
remark that in [15] it has been shown that these parameters should be scaled as k− 7

2 , where
k is the order of the method. This highlights that the larger the discrete space, the less CIP
stabilization is needed.

Convergence rates of the schemes. We investigate the convergence rates of the approx-
imation error, choosing ε = 10−5 (hence the problem is in the advection-dominated regime).
We consider both the mesh families described above.

In Figure 3, we observe the results for u1 and u2, when the method orders are k = 1, 2, 3.
Optimal rates of convergence in the L2−norm and H1−seminorm can be appreciated. For
the CIP-norm and k = 1, we observe a super-linear convergence rate. This behavior can be
explained by considering the error estimate of Theorem 3.3: most likely, for such errors and
small ε, the dominating part is the second one in the right-hand side of (101), which correspond
to a convergence rate of order 3

2 .

Robustness with respect to the parameter ε. We now numerically assess the robustness
of the method with respect to the advection parameter ε. For this purpose, we test the method
on a Voronoi tessellation with 1024 polygons. As expected, in Figure 4, we observe that the
CIP norm of the error is almost constant. Left column is related to u1, right column is related
to u2. Similar result not reported here have been obtained using other meshes.

24



Figure 3: Convergences for u1 (left column) and u2(right column).
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Figure 4: Results for various choice of ε.
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