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Abstract

We consider the interaction between a poroelastic structure, described using the Biot model in primal
form, and a free-flowing fluid, modelled with the time-dependent incompressible Stokes equations. We
propose a diffuse interface model in which a phase field function is used to write each integral in the weak
formulation of the coupled problem on the entire domain containing both the Stokes and Biot regions.
The phase field function continuously transitions from one to zero over a diffuse region of width O(ε)
around the interface; this allows the equations to be posed uniformly across the domain, and obviates
tracking the subdomains or the interface between them. We prove convergence in weighted norms of a
finite element discretisation of the diffuse interface model to the continuous diffuse model; here the weight
is a power of the distance to the diffuse interface. We in turn prove convergence of the continuous diffuse
model to the standard, sharp interface, model. Numerical examples verify the proven error estimates, and
illustrate application of the method to fluid flow through a complex network, describing blood circulation
in the circle of Willis.

1 Introduction

The coupling of the Stokes and Biot equations describes the interaction between a free-flowing fluid, and a
poroelastic material, where the latter is itself governed by a mechanical law describing the elastic phase, and
Darcy’s law describing the fluid phase. It is used to describe problems arising in many applications, including
the environmental sciences, hydrology, geomechanics, and biomedical engineering. Both theoretically and
computationally, it inherits the challenges associated with both the Stokes–Darcy fluid-fluid coupling, and
classical fluid-structure interaction problems. There has been a recent surge of interest in the numerical
analysis and development of numerical schemes for fluid-poroelastic structure interaction problems [9, 41, 44],
and their well-posedness analyses [14, 32, 11].

In classical approaches, the computational mesh is often aligned with the interface between the two
regions; we refer to this as the “sharp” interface approach. The diffuse interface method (also known as the
phase field, or diffuse domain, approach) [10, 18, 27] instead uses phase field functions, parameterised by a
variable ǫ, as approximate indicator functions of each subdomain, taking the value of unity on most of one
domain, zero in most of the other, and then continuously but rapidly transitioning between those two values
in a diffuse region of width O(ǫ), which approximates the interface between the subdomains. The resulting
solution variables can in some instances be proven to converge in the limit ǫ → 0 to those obtained via the
sharp interface formulation. In the multiphase context, the coupled regions undergo different physics and
are described by different equations, so the phase field does more than simply interpolate between different
coefficients in the same equation.

The diffuse interface approach allows the integrals in the weak formulation to be written over a single
domain (in this context, the union of the fluid and poroelastic subdomains), so that the integration is
formally done without reference to the subdomains. As such, there is no need to track the locations of each
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subdomain or the interface between them, which are instead implicitly stored in the phase field function. This
in particular allows for increasingly complex domain geometry but without a comparable increase in mesh
complexity. Even though in this work we consider infinitesimal displacements, and a linear fluid-poroelastic
structure interaction problem (the solid and fluid domains remain fixed), this approach is still attractive in
more complex applications. As one example, we mention medical application settings, where an appropriate
phase field function may be inferred directly from the colour pixels in an image. In such cases, the domains
and interfaces in question are highly approximative and noisy anyway, in particular incorporating interfaces
of nonzero “width”, so that the exact interface may have to be reconstructed from this smoothed region, or
even the notion of sharp interface solution may no longer be clear. Furthermore, we intend for this study to
enable future investigation of regimes where the deformations are no longer assumed infinitesimal, and so the
solid subdomain can undergo large deformation and/or evolve in time, and may possibly incorporate contact
phenomena; approximation of the sharp interface solution would thus require the expense of re-meshing
the domain, so that it becomes increasingly difficult to justify resolving the domains exactly via the sharp
interface approach.

The diffuse interface approach is popular in engineering contexts (e.g. [42, 46, 35] ), and now encompasses
a broad range of related methods such as the level set method [40] and the diffuse Nitsche method [38],
but the underlying theory has yet to catch up with its prevalence in applications. In particular, the critical
question of whether, and in what sense, the diffuse solutions converge to the sharp solutions in the limit
as the interface width tends to zero, is not yet known for many phase field methods; we term this the
convergence of modelling error. Theoretically, the diffuse interface approach has been widely studied for
elliptic problems and two-phase flow problems [18, 17, 43, 29, 34, 38, 1], but not as much for multiphysics
coupled problems. The diffuse interface approach is appealing from the point of view of analysis, as it sidesteps
issues concerning the singularity or regularity of the interface, which are typically the main bottlenecks for
theoretical analysis of fluid-structure interaction, at the cost of working in the nonstandard functional setting
of weighted Sobolev spaces. Namely, the phase field function may be interpreted as weighting the integrals
arising in the variational formulation of the governing equations, so that (as observed in e.g. [2]) it is natural
to pose the resulting variational formulations in Sobolev spaces weighted by the phase field. This approach
was used in [16] to analyse the convergence of the diffuse interface model to the sharp interface model for the
Stokes–Darcy problem. The strong convergence of the modelling error in Sobolev norms has been rigorously
proved in [3] for the Stokes/Allen–Cahn system. We also mention recent work by Abels [4, 5] on convergence
and approximate solutions of the Stokes/Cahn–Hilliard system.

In this paper, we formulate sharp and diffuse interface formulations for the interaction between a fluid
and a poroelastic structure. We show that the diffuse interface problem is well-posed. In the well-posedness
theory for the sharp interface problem, one of the challenges is that the structure velocity does not have
enough regularity to admit a well-defined trace. While this obstacle is not present in the same form in the
diffuse interface problem, it manifests in a different way, which we resolve by using a specific type of trace
inequality which allows us to obtain an estimate uniform in ǫ. To show that our discrete solution converges to
the continuous sharp interface solution, we split the error into two parts: the error between the discrete and
continuous diffuse interface solutions (approximation error), and the error between the continuous diffuse
and sharp interface solutions (modelling error). We use energy estimates in weighted spaces to obtain
convergence rates with respect to time and space discretisation parameters for the diffuse interface problem
assuming ǫ > 0. Then we derive rates of convergence of the continuous diffuse interface solutions to the
continuous sharp interface solution with respect to ǫ.

This work is structured as follows. In Section 2, we collect notation and results concerning weighted
Sobolev spaces. Section 3 states the standard (sharp interface) model of the Stokes–Biot coupling, before
introducing the diffuse interface formulation and proving well-posedness of the diffuse weak formulation; we
then prove well-posedness and convergence of a finite element discretisation thereof in Section 4. We derive
rates of convergence of the continuous diffuse interface formulation to the continuous diffuse interface formu-
lation in Section 5, for both an exact and regularised phase field function. Finally, Section 6 demonstrates the
proven rates of convergence of the numerical scheme, compares the scheme with the sharp interface method
in a 3D example, and finally applies the method to fluid flow through a complex 3D network, describing
blood circulation in a patient-specific model of the circle of Willis in the brain.
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2 Notation and preliminaries

During the course of our discussion Ω ⊂ Rd with d ∈ {2, 3} is an open bounded domain with Lipschitz
boundary. When dealing with discretisation, we shall also assume that it is polytopal. This will be used to
denote the domain where the fluid and porous medium interaction takes place. Let . denote domination
up to a constant which may depend on mesh regularity, but not on any other discretisation or phase field
parameters. We mostly adhere to standard notation and terminology with regards to function spaces and
their properties. For a Banach space X we denote its dual by X∗.

We say that an a.e. positive function ω ∈ L1
loc(R

d) is a weight. Every weight ω induces a measure with
density ωdx over the Borel subsets of Rd, which for simplicity will also be denoted by ω. In other words, for
E ⊂ Rd a Borel set, we let ω(E) =

∫
E
ωdx. For r ∈ (1,∞), ω a weight, and D ⊂ Rd a bounded domain, we

define weighted Lebesgue spaces and their norms:

Lr(D,ω) :=
{
ψ : D → R : |ψ|rω ∈ L1(D)

}
, ‖ψ‖rLr(D,ω) :=

∫

D

|ψ|rω.

Associated with weighted Lr–spaces, we define the weighted Sobolev spaces

W k,r(D,ω) :=
{
ψ ∈ Lr(D,ω) : ∂αψ ∈ Lr(D,ω) ∀α ∈ N

d
0 : |α| ≤ k

}
,

‖φ‖rWk,r(D,ω) :=
∑

|α|≤k

‖∂αψ‖rLr(D,ω).

All these spaces are complete. As usual, we set Hk(D,ω) =W k,2(D,ω) for any k ∈ N0.
While it is possible to develop a fairly general theory of weighted Sobolev spaces [33], in what follows we

shall only be concerned with a very specific type of weight, namely, a power of the distance to a piece of the
boundary. Let us make this concrete and discuss some consequences of this choice.

Let D ⊂ Rd be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary. Assume that Γ ⊂ ∂D has positive and finite
(d− 1)–dimensional Hausdorff measure Hd−1(Γ). For α ∈ (0, 1) define the weight

ω(x) := distΓ(x)
α, (1)

where distΓ is the distance function to Γ. Owing to this definition, we have the following properties.

• The weight ω belongs to the Muckenhoupt class A2 [39]; see [7] and [28, Lemma 2.3(vi)]. As a conse-
quence, for every k ∈ N, the space Hk(D,ω) is Hilbert and separable; see [33, 39].

• Traces : There is a continuous trace operator γΓ : H
1(D,ω) → L2(Γ); see [37]. Therefore, it is legitimate

to define H1
Γ(D,ω) as the subspace of H1(D,ω) of functions which vanish on Γ.

• Poincaré–Friedrichs–type inequalities : In light of the trace results mentioned above, there is a constant
CP > 0 such that, for all v ∈ H1(D,ω), we have

‖v‖2H1(D,ω) ≤ CP

(∣∣∣∣
∫

Γ

v

∣∣∣∣+ ‖∇v‖L2(D,ω)d

)2

. (2)

As a consequence, v 7→ ‖∇v‖L2(D,ω)d is an equivalent norm on H1
Γ(D,ω).

• Bogovskĭı operator : There is, see [16, Theorem 3.9], β > 0 such that, for all ψ ∈ L2(D,ω−1),

β‖ψ‖L2(D,ω−1) ≤ sup
0 6=v∈H1

Γ
(D,ω)d

∫
D ψ∇ · v

‖∇v‖L2(D,ω)d×d

. (3)

• Korn’s inequality: For v ∈ H1(D,ω)d we denote by D(v) = 1
2

(
∇v +∇vT

)
its symmetric gradient.

There is a constant CK > 0 such that

‖∇v‖L2(D,ω)d×d ≤ CK

(
‖v‖L2(D,ω)d + ‖D(v)‖L2(D,ω)d×d

)
, ∀v ∈ H1(D,ω)d; (4)

see [26, Theorem 5.17]. Mimicking for instance [24, Theorem 7.3.2], we conclude that there is a constant
CK > 0 such that, for all v ∈ H1

Γ(D,ω)
d, we have

‖v‖2H1(D,ω)d ≤ CK‖D(v)‖2L2(D,ω)d×d . (5)
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The constants in all the statements above depend on ω only through the so-called Muckenhoupt characteristic
[ω]A2

.

3 The mathematical models

3.1 The sharp interface model

Let ΩF denote the fluid domain and ΩB the poroelastic structure reference domain. These are bounded
domains in Rd which have Lipschitz boundary, and form a partition of Ω. In other words, ΩF ∩ΩB = ∅ and
Ω = ΩF ∪ΩB. Finally, we assume that ΩB is not encapsulated by ΩF . By this we mean that both ∂ΩF ∩∂Ω
and ∂ΩB∩∂Ω are not only nonempty, but have positive (d−1)–Hausdorff measure. Finally, Γ is the common
boundary between the fluid and poroelastic structure domains, i.e. Γ = ∂ΩF ∩ ∂ΩB. We assume that Γ is
sufficiently smooth, and that it has positive and finite (d − 1)–Hausdorff measure. Finally, we assume that
∂Ω = Γ1

F ∪ Γ2
F ∪ Γ1

B.

3.1.1 The fluid

To model the fluid flow, we use the time-dependent Stokes equations, given as follows:

ρF∂tu = ∇ · σF (u, π) + ρFFF in ΩF × (0, T ), (6)

∇ · u = 0 in ΩF × (0, T ), (7)

where u is the fluid velocity, the constant ρF > 0 the fluid density, σF (u, π) = 2µFD(u) − πIII the fluid
Cauchy stress tensor, III the identity tensor, µF the fluid viscosity, D(u) the strain rate tensor, π denotes the
fluid pressure, and FF is the density of volumetric forces.

3.1.2 The poroelastic material

We describe the poroelastic material using Biot’s poroelasticity equations, and incorporate the viscoelastic
properties using the Kelvin–Voigt linear model. The pressure and the deformation are mutually dependent
and fully coupled in Biot’s model, which is given as follows [13, 22, 21]:

ρB∂ttη = ∇ · σB(η, p) + ρBFB in ΩB × (0, T ), (8)

c0∂tp+ α∇ · ∂tη −∇ · (κ∇p) = g in ΩB × (0, T ), (9)

where η is the poroelastic structure displacement, and p is the fluid pore pressure. The constant ρB > 0 is
the structure density, κ the permeability tensor, c0 the storage coefficient, and α the (constant) Biot–Willis
parameter accounting for the coupling strength between the fluid and solid phase. The density of external
forces on the structure is denoted by FB, and g is a source. We assume κ is symmetric, and uniformly
bounded and positive definite, so that 0 < k∗ ≤ λ ≤ k∗ a.e. for λ ∈ λ(κ), where λ(κ) is the spectrum of κ.
The total Cauchy stress tensor of the poroelastic medium is constituted by

σB(η, p) = σE(η)− αpIII,

where σE(η) denotes the elasticity stress tensor. For an isotropic, homogeneous, elastic material, using a
linearised Saint Venant–Kirchhoff model, we have

σE(η) = 2µBD(η) + λB(∇ · η)III =: CD(η), (10)

where λB and µB are the material-dependent Lamé’s first and second parameters, respectively, and C is the
elasticity tensor.

3.1.3 Coupling conditions

To couple the fluid and poroelastic material, we prescribe the following interface conditions [45, 36, 12]:

4



• The conservation of mass:

u · n = (∂tη − κ∇p) · n on Γ× (0, T ),

where n is the unit normal to Γ which points towards ΩB.

• The Beavers–Joseph–Saffman condition:

αBJ (u− ∂tη) · τi + σF (u, π)n · τi = 0, i = 1, . . . , d− 1, on Γ× (0, T ),

where, for a.e. x ∈ Γ, {τi}d−1
i=1 is an orthonormal basis for the tangent space Tx(Γ), and αBJ > 0 is the

Beavers–Joseph–Saffman–Jones coefficient.

• The balance of pressure:
−σF (u, π)n · n = p on Γ× (0, T ).

• The balance of contact forces:

σF (u, π)n = σB(η, p)n on Γ× (0, T ).

3.1.4 Boundary and initial conditions

We split the boundaries as: ∂ΩF = Γ ∪ Γ1
F ∪ Γ2

F , ∂ΩB = Γ ∪ Γ1
B, and prescribe the following boundary

conditions:
u = 0 on Γ1

F × (0, T ), σF (u, π)n = 0 on Γ2
F × (0, T ),

η = 0 on Γ1
B × (0, T ), κ∇p · n = 0 on Γ1

B × (0, T ).

Finally, we supplement the problem with the following initial conditions:

u(·, 0) = u0 in ΩF , η(·, 0) = η0 in ΩB, ∂tη(·, 0) = ξ0 in ΩB, p(·, 0) = p0 in ΩB.

3.1.5 Weak formulation

To accommodate for boundary conditions, we introduce the following function spaces:

Vi := {v ∈ H1(Ωi)
d : v = 0 on Γ1

i }, i ∈ {F,B}, X := H1(ΩB).

Definition 3.1 (weak solution of the sharp interface problem). We say that the tuple (u, π,η, p) is a weak
solution to our problem if

u ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(ΩF )
d) ∩ L2(0, T ;VF ), η ∈ L∞(0, T ;VB) ∩W 1,∞(0, T ;L2(ΩB)

d),

π ∈ H−1(0, T ;L2(ΩF )), p ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(ΩB)) ∩ L2(0, T ;X ),

η(0) = η0, and, in addition, for every tuple (v, ζ,ϕ, q) such that

v ∈ C1
c ([0, T );VF ), ϕ ∈ C1

c ([0, T );VB),

ζ ∈ C1
c ([0, T );L

2(ΩF )), q ∈ C1
c ([0, T );X ),

the following equality is satisfied:

− ρF

∫ T

0

∫

ΩF

u · ∂tv − ρB

∫ T

0

∫

ΩB

∂tη · ∂tϕ−
∫ T

0

∫

ΩB

(c0p+ α∇ · η)∂tq + 2µF

∫ T

0

∫

ΩF

D(u) : D(v)

− 〈π,∇ · v〉(0,T )×ΩF
+

∫ T

0

∫

ΩF

ζ∇ · u+

∫ T

0

∫

ΩB

σB(η, p) : D(ϕ) +

∫ T

0

∫

ΩB

κ∇p · ∇q

−
∫ T

0

∫

Γ

(qu+ ∂tqη) · n+

∫ T

0

∫

Γ

p(v −ϕ) · n+ αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫ T

0

∫

Γ

(u · τi)(v −ϕ) · τi + (η · τi)∂t(v −ϕ) · τi

= ρF

∫ T

0

∫

ΩF

FF · v + ρB

∫ T

0

∫

ΩB

FB ·ϕ+

∫ T

0

∫

ΩB

gq + ρF

∫

ΩF

u0 · v(0) + ρB

∫

ΩB

ξ0 · ϕ(0)

+

∫

ΩB

(c0p0 +∇ · η0)q(0) +

∫

Γ

q(0)η0 · n− αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫

Γ

(η0 · τi)(v −ϕ)(0) · τi.

(11)
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Here, by 〈·, ·〉(0,T )×ΩF
we denote the duality pairing between H−1(0, T ;L2(ΩF )) and H

1
0 (0, T ;L

2(ΩF )).

Remark 3.2 (trace of ∂tη). Notice that, to define the weak solution, we integrated by parts the interface
terms containing ∂tη. This allows us to avoid having to define the trace of ∂tη on Γ; see [11, Section 2.2]
for more details.

To simplify notation, we introduce

H :=
{
v ∈ L2(ΩF )

d : ∇ · v = 0 in ΩF , v · n = 0 on Γ1
F

}
,

and the energy seminorm induced by the elasticity tensor (10) for the Biot displacement, given by

‖ϕ‖2E := ‖C 1
2D(ϕ)‖2L2(ΩB)d×d = 2µB‖D(ϕ)‖2L2(ΩB)d×d + λB‖∇ · ϕ‖2L2(ΩB). (12)

Notice that this is an equivalent norm on VB.
The theory of weak solutions for the Stokes–Biot system has been developed only recently.

Theorem 3.3 (well-posedness of the sharp formulation [11, Theorem 2.3]). For every set of initial conditions

(u0,η0, ξ0, p0) ∈ H × VB × L2(ΩB)
d × L2(ΩB),

and right hand sides

(FF ,FB , g) ∈ L2((0, T )× ΩF )
d × L2((0, T )× ΩB)

d × L2((0, T )× ΩB),

there is a weak solution to our problem in the sense of Definition 3.1. Moreover, this solution satisfies the
following so-called energy inequality

1

2

(
ρF ‖u‖2L2(ΩF )d + ρB‖∂tη‖2L2(ΩB)d + c0‖p‖2L2(ΩB) + ‖η‖2E

)
(t)

+

∫ t

0

(
2µF ‖D(u)‖2L2(ΩF )d×d + αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

‖(u− ∂tη) · τi‖2L2(Γ) + ‖κ 1
2∇p‖2L2(ΩB)d

)

.

∫ t

0

(
ρF ‖FF ‖2L2(ΩF )d + ρB‖FB‖2L2(ΩB)d + ‖g‖2L2(ΩB)

)

+ρF‖u0‖2L2(ΩF )d + ρB‖η0‖2H1(ΩB)d + ρB‖ξ0‖2L2(ΩB)d + c0‖p0‖2L2(ΩB),

for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ).

Remark 3.4 (geometric configuration). Strictly speaking, in [11] a specific geometric configuration with two
stacked boxes is considered. However, as the authors remark, the existence result is valid for more general
geometries and this will be presented in their forthcoming work.

3.2 The diffuse interface formulation

We now briefly describe our diffuse interface approach; this is explained in detail in [16, Sec. 3.3], but we
summarise it for self-containment.

For ǫ > 0 and β ∈ (0, 1), we define

S(t) :=






−1, t ≤ −1,

(t+ 1)β − 1, t ∈ (−1, 0],

1− (1− t)β , t ∈ (0, 1],

1, t > 1,

and
Φǫ

F (x) :=
1

2

(
1 + S

(
SdistΓ(x)

ǫ

))
,

Φǫ
B(x) := 1− Φǫ

F (x),

(13)

where SdistΓ denotes the signed distance function to Γ which is positive on ΩF . We then have, for ǫ sufficiently
small, that Φǫ

F ≈ 1 in ΩF , Φ
ǫ
F ≈ 0 in ΩB, and Φǫ

F transitions between these two values on a “diffuse” layer

6



Ω

Γ ǫ−ǫ

1
2

1
Φǫ

FΦǫ
B

ΩF

Ωǫ
F

ℓǫF
ℓǫB

ΩB

Ωǫ
B

Figure 1: Graphical representation of the diffuse interface approach (inspired by [16]), in which ΩF and
Ωǫ

F are, respectively, the sharp and diffuse fluid domains. Similarly ΩB and Ωǫ
B are the sharp and diffuse

poroelastic domains, and Φǫ
F and Φǫ

B are the distance functions that define the diffuse fluid and poroelastic
domains, respectively. Finally, ℓǫF and ℓǫB are transitional layers.

of width O(ǫ). A similar reasoning applies to Φǫ
B. We introduce, for i ∈ {F,B}, the following domains, see

Figure 1,
Ωǫ

i := {x ∈ Ω : Φǫ
i(x) > 0}, ℓǫi :=

{
x ∈ Ωǫ

i : Φ
ǫ
i(x) ∈ (12 , 1)

}
, ℓǫ := ℓǫF ∪ Γ ∪ ℓǫB. (14)

Since ΩF ⊂ Ωǫ
F and ΩB ⊂ Ωǫ

B, these are diffuse versions of our fluid and poroelastic domains, respectively.
The domains ℓǫF and ℓǫB are transitional layers, and for ǫ sufficiently small, we have

|ℓǫ| = |ℓǫF |+ |ℓǫB| . ǫHd−1(Γ), (15)

where the implied constant is independent of ǫ and Hd−1(Γ). The reason for this particular construction of
a phase field function is the following result.

Proposition 3.5 (Φǫ
F ∈ A2). The function Φǫ

F , when restricted to Ωǫ
F , is such that Φǫ

F ∈ A2. Similarly,
the restriction of Φǫ

B to Ωǫ
B defines an A2 weight. More importantly, for ǫ sufficiently small, and x ∈ ℓǫB, we

have

Φǫ
F (x) =

1

2

(
distΓ(x) + ǫ

ǫ

)β

=
1

2ǫβ
distΓǫ(x)β , (16)

with Γǫ = Ω ∩ ∂Ωǫ
F . Therefore, [Φǫ

F ]A2
and [Φǫ

B]A2
are independent of ǫ .

Proof. We refer the reader to [16, Prop. 3.3] for a proof that Φǫ
F ,Φ

ǫ
B ∈ A2, and the claimed equality on ℓǫB.

Then clearly [Φǫ
F ]A2

= [distβΓǫ ]A2
. To conclude we should observe that although Γǫ changes with ǫ, it is just

by translation in the normal direction. Thus, for ǫ sufficiently small, we have [distβΓǫ ]A2
= [distβΓ]A2

.

Let us now, for k ∈ N, define the following spaces:

Vk,ǫ
i :=

{
v ∈ Hk(Ωǫ

i ,Φ
ǫ
i)

d : v = 0 on Γ1
i

}
, Vǫ

i := V1,ǫ
i , i ∈ {F,B},

Mk,ǫ := Hk(Ωǫ
F ,Φ

ǫ
F ), Mǫ := M0,ǫ,

Qk,ǫ := Hk(Ωǫ
F , 1/Φ

ǫ
F ), Qǫ := Q0,ǫ,

X k,ǫ := Hk(Ωǫ
B,Φ

ǫ
B), X ǫ := X 1,ǫ,

Owing to (16), all the results regarding weighted Sobolev spaces we mentioned in Section 2 apply. In partic-
ular, the constants in the Poincaré, Bogovskĭı, and Korn inequalities (2)–(5) are now taken as independent
of ǫ, with the understanding that ǫ is small enough that Proposition 3.5 applies. The spaces Vǫ

F and Mǫ will
be associated with the fluid velocity and pressure, respectively; the space Qǫ is auxiliary. The spaces Vǫ

B and
X ǫ will be associated with the poroelastic displacement and Biot pressure, respectively.

To handle integrals at the diffuse interface we shall need the following result, a diffuse analogue of the
trace inequality H1(Ω)d → L2(Γ) for Γ sufficiently regular.
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Lemma 3.6 (diffuse trace inequality [16, Lemma 3.6]). Let ǫ0 be sufficiently small. Then for 0 < ǫ < ǫ0, the
restriction

v 7→ v|ℓǫ is continuous as a map Vǫ
i → L2

(
ℓǫ, 1

2ǫ |∇ distΓ |
)d
,

i.e. there exists a constant Ctr > 0 independent of ǫ such that for v ∈ Vǫ
i , we have

1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
|v|2|∇ distΓ | ≤ Ctr‖v‖2Vǫ

i
, i ∈ {F,B}.

An analogous estimate holds for ψ ∈ X ǫ.

We are now ready to introduce the notion of weak solution for the diffuse interface problem. We shall
assume that there is ǫ0 > 0 such that, for every ǫ ∈ (0, ǫ0], we have u

ǫ
0, η

ǫ
0, ξ

ǫ
0, p

ǫ
0, F

ǫ
F , F

ǫ
B, g

ǫ, and κǫ, which
are suitable extensions of u0, η0, ξ0, p0, FF , FB , g, and κ, to Ωǫ

F and Ωǫ
B, respectively. In addition, we

assume that κǫ obeys the same spectral bounds as κ.
Define Aǫ : (Vǫ

F × Vǫ
B ×X ǫ)2 → R via

Aǫ((u,η, p), (v,ϕ, q)) := 2µF

∫

Ωǫ
F

D(u) : D(v)Φǫ
F +

∫

Ωǫ
B

σE(η) : D(ϕ)Φǫ
B +

∫

Ωǫ
B

κǫ∇p · ∇qΦǫ
B

+
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
qu · ∇ distΓ −

1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
pv · ∇ distΓ .

(17)

For almost every t ∈ (0, T ), the linear form Fǫ(t) : Vǫ
F × Vǫ

B ×X ǫ → R is defined as

〈Fǫ(t), (v,ϕ, q)〉 := ρF

∫

Ωǫ
F

Fǫ
F (t) · vΦǫ

F + ρB

∫

Ωǫ
B

Fǫ
B(t) ·ϕΦǫ

B +

∫

Ωǫ
B

gǫ(t)qΦǫ
B . (18)

Our notion of solution reads as follows.

Definition 3.7 (weak solution of the diffuse interface problem). We say that the tuple (uǫ, πǫ,ηǫ, pǫ) is a
diffuse interface weak solution to our problem if

uǫ ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(Ωǫ
F ,Φ

ǫ
F )

d) ∩ L2(0, T ;Vǫ
F ), ηǫ ∈ L∞(0, T ;Vǫ

B) ∩W 1,∞(0, T ;L2(Ωǫ
B,Φ

ǫ
B)

d),

πǫ ∈ H−1(0, T ;Mǫ), pǫ ∈ L∞(0, T ;L2(Ωǫ
B ,Φ

ǫ
B)) ∩ L2(0, T ;X ǫ),

ηǫ(0) = ηǫ
0, and in addition, for every tuple (v, ζ,ϕ, q) such that

v ∈ C1
c ([0, T )× Ωǫ

F \ Γ1
F )

d, ϕ ∈ C1
c ([0, T )× Ωǫ

B \ Γ1
B)

d,

ζ ∈ C1
c ([0, T )× Ωǫ

F ), q ∈ C1
c ([0, T )× Ωǫ

B),

the following equality is satisfied:

− ρF

∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
F

uǫ · ∂tvΦǫ
F − ρB

∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
B

∂tη
ǫ · ∂tϕΦǫ

B −
∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
B

(c0p
ǫ + α∇ · ηǫ)∂tqΦ

ǫ
B (19)

+

∫ T

0

Aǫ((u
ǫ,ηǫ, pǫ), (v,ϕ, q)) − 〈πǫ,∇ · v〉(0,T )×Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
+

∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · uǫ)ζΦǫ
F (20)

− α

∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
B

pǫ∇ ·ϕΦǫ
B − 1

2ǫ

∫ T

0

∫

ℓǫ
q∂tη

ǫ · ∇ distΓ +
1

2ǫ

∫ T

0

∫

ℓǫ
pǫϕ · ∇ distΓ (21)

+
αBJ

2ǫ

d−1∑

i=1

∫ T

0

∫

ℓǫ
((uǫ − ∂tη

ǫ) · τ̃i)((v −ϕ) · τ̃i)|∇ distΓ | =
∫ T

0

〈Fǫ, (v,ϕ, q)〉 (22)

+ ρF

∫

Ωǫ
F

uǫ
0 · v(0)Φǫ

F + ρB

∫

Ωǫ
B

ξǫ0 · ϕ(0)Φǫ
B +

∫

Ωǫ
B

(c0p
ǫ
0 +∇ · ηǫ

0)q(0)Φ
ǫ
B. (23)

Above, by 〈·, ·〉(0,T )×Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
, we denote the duality pairing between H−1(0, T ;L2(Ωǫ

F ,Φ
ǫ
F )) and H

1
0 (0, T ;L

2(Ωǫ
F , 1/Φ

ǫ
F )).

Diffuse, normalised approximations {τ̃i}i to the tangent vector fields {τi}i may be obtained directly from the
phase field function using formulae from [46].
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Notice that the integrals over ℓǫ in the diffuse weak formulation correspond to the interface integrals in
the sharp interface one. We can invoke Lemma 3.6 to show that the integrals involving the unknowns uǫ and
pǫ are well-defined. However, since we only have that ∂tη

ǫ(t) ∈ L2(Ωǫ
B,Φ

ǫ
B)

d, Lemma 3.6 does not apply.
Notice that a similar issue was faced in the sharp interface formulation. This was circumvented by formally
integrating by parts in time and thus applying the time derivative to the test function. In the diffuse interface
formulation we use the fact that, since Φǫ

B ∈ A2, we have L2(Ωǫ
B ,Φ

ǫ
B) →֒ Ls(Ωǫ

B) for some s > 1; see for
instance [6, Corollary 3.3]. Therefore we have, for instance,

∣∣∣∣∣
1

2ǫ

∫ T

0

∫

ℓǫ
q∂tη

ǫ · ∇ distΓ

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
T

2ǫ
‖∇ distΓ ‖L∞(Ωǫ

B
)d‖∂tηǫ‖L∞(0,T ; L1(Ωǫ

B
)d)‖q‖L∞((0,T )×Ωǫ

B
).

Hence, for every ǫ ∈ (0, ǫ0] this integral is well-defined. The same reasoning can be applied to the other
integral arising from the Beavers–Joseph–Saffman condition. Of course, the above estimate is not uniform in
the diffuse interface parameter ǫ, but this fact will not cause any issues because in the subsequent analysis
we will use a suitable cancellation property to obtain estimates which are uniform in ǫ. We note also that in
all spatial integrals in the diffuse weak form can equivalently be written over the entire domain Ω. In that
case, the formulation is more suitable for numerical implementation, as described in Section 6.

Our main goal in this paper is to study the convergence of suitable discretisations of (19) to solutions of
our problem in the sharp interface sense, i.e. according to Definition 3.1. This will be done in two steps. In
the first step, see Section 4.4, we fix ǫ and the phase field functions Φǫ

F ,Φ
ǫ
B, and prove error estimates for

a finite element approximation of the diffuse interface formulation (19). In the second step, see Section 5,
we analyse the convergence of the continuous diffuse interface formulation to the continuous sharp interface
formulation.

3.3 Well-posedness

Let us prove the well-posedness for the diffuse interface formulation. Owing to all the existing theory regarding
weighted Sobolev spaces, the proof is similar to the well-posedness proof for the diffuse interface Stokes–Darcy
system [16, Theorem 3.9]. Therefore, here we just outline the main steps of the proof. We define the function
spaces

Hǫ
div :=

{
v ∈ L2(Ωǫ

F ,Φ
ǫ
F )

d : ∇ · v = 0 in Ωǫ
F , v · n = 0 on Γ1

F

}
, Vǫ

div := {v ∈ Vǫ
F : ∇ · v = 0} .

Notice that, by definition, uǫ ∈ L2(0, T ;Vǫ
div). In analogy to (12), we also define the diffuse energy seminorm

‖ϕ‖2E,ǫ := 2µB‖D(ϕ)‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d×d + λB‖∇ · ϕ‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
). (24)

This is an equivalent norm on Vǫ
B. We can now prove well-posedness.

Theorem 3.8 (well-posedness of the diffuse formulation). There is ǫ0 > 0 such that, for every ǫ ∈ (0, ǫ0],
problem (19) is well-posed in the following sense. For every set of initial conditions

(uǫ
0,η

ǫ
0, ξ

ǫ
0, p

ǫ
0) ∈ Hǫ

div × Vǫ
B × L2(Ωǫ

B ,Φ
ǫ
B)

d × L2(Ωǫ
B,Φ

ǫ
B),

and right hand sides

(Fǫ
F ,F

ǫ
B, g

ǫ) ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(Ωǫ
F ,Φ

ǫ
F )

d)× L2(0, T ;L2(Ωǫ
B ,Φ

ǫ
B)

d)× L2(0, T ;L2(Ωǫ
B,Φ

ǫ
B)),

the Stokes–Biot diffuse interface problem has a unique weak solution in sense of Definition 3.7. Moreover,
this solution satisfies the following energy inequality

1

2

(
ρF ‖uǫ‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d + ρB‖∂tηǫ‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d + c0‖pǫ‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
) + ‖ηǫ‖2E,ǫ

)
(t) (25)

+

∫ t

0

(
2µF ‖D(uǫ)‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d×d + αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

‖(uǫ − ∂tη
ǫ) · τ̃i‖2L2(ℓǫ, 1

2ǫ
|∇ distΓ |) + ‖κ

1
2
ǫ ∇pǫ‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d

)
(26)

.

∫ t

0

(
ρF ‖Fǫ

F ‖2L2(Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
)d + ρB‖Fǫ

B‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d + ‖gǫ‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)

)
(27)
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+ ρF ‖uǫ
0‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d + ρB‖ηǫ

0‖2H1(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d + ρB‖ξǫ0‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d + c0‖pǫ0‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
), (28)

for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ).

Proof. The proof is rather standard and so here we just outline the main steps and emphasise several points
characteristic to the diffuse interface Stokes–Biot problem. We use a Galerkin method to construct the
solution, where the finite dimensional fluid velocity spaces are taken to be solenoidal, i.e. they are subspaces
of Hǫ

div. This allows us to ignore the fluid pressure at this stage. Let us denote by {uǫ
n,η

ǫ
n, p

ǫ
n}n>0 the family

of Galerkin approximations. By taking (v,ϕ, q) = (uǫ
n, ∂tη

ǫ
n, p

ǫ
n) in the weak formulation (19) we obtain,

after an application of Grönwall’s lemma, estimate (25) for the Galerkin approximations. By the weighted
Poincaré inequality (2) we conclude that

• {uǫ
n}n>0 is uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;Hǫ

div) ∩ L2(0, T ;Vǫ
F ),

• {ηǫ
n}n>0 is uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;Vǫ

F ) ∩W 1,∞(0, T ;L2(Ωǫ
B ,Φ

ǫ
B)

d).

However, since we do not have a Poincaré-type inequality in X ǫ, we have to estimate the mean value of each
pǫn. Let γ = γ(t) ∈ C1

c ([0, T )) be such that γ′(t) = −1. Let us take (v,ϕ, q) = (0, 0, γ) as test functions
in (19) to obtain

c0

∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
B

pǫnΦ
ǫ
B =− α

∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
B

∇ · ηǫ
nΦ

ǫ
B − 1

2ǫ

∫ T

0

γ

∫

ℓǫ
(uǫ

n − ∂tη
ǫ
n) · ∇ distΓ

+ γ(0)

∫

Ωǫ
B

(
c0p

ǫ
0,n + α∇ · ηǫ

0,n

)
Φǫ

B.

Therefore we have:
∣∣∣∣∣

∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
B

pǫnΦ
ǫ
B

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

∫ T

0

(
‖∇ · ηǫ

n‖L1(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
) +

1

2ǫ
‖uǫ

n‖L1(ℓǫ)d +
1

2ǫ
‖∂tηǫ

n‖L1(ℓǫ)d

)

+ C‖pǫ0‖L1(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
) + C‖∇ · ηǫ

0‖L1(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)

≤ C

∫ T

0

(
‖ηǫ

n‖Vǫ
B
+

1

ǫ
‖uǫ

n‖L2(Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
)d +

1

ǫ
‖∂tηǫ

n‖L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d

)
+ C0,

where C0 depends only on the initial data. Here, again, we used the embeddings L2(Ωǫ
i ,Φ

ǫ
i) →֒ L1(Ωǫ

i),
i ∈ {F,B}, and the fact that Φǫ

B is bounded and positive so that, for instance,

‖∇ · ηǫ
n‖L1(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
) ≤ ‖∇ · ηǫ

n‖L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)

(∫

Ωǫ
B

Φǫ
B

)1/2

≤ C‖∇ · ηǫ
n‖L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
).

We combine the obtained inequality with (25) to conclude (notice that at this point ǫ is fixed)

• {pǫn}n>0 is uniformly bounded in L2(0, T ;X ǫ).

Now, since the problem is linear, we can pass to the limit using weak and weak⋆ convergence in a standard
manner. Let us illustrate how to pass to the limit in a boundary term characteristic to the diffuse interface
Stokes–Biot coupling. Again, using embeddings of weighted Lebesgue spaces we have ∂tη

ǫ
n ⇀ ∂tη

ǫ weakly in
Ls(Ωǫ

B) for some s > 1. Therefore

1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
q∂tη

ǫ
n · ∇ distΓ → 1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
q∂tη

ǫ · ∇ distΓ .

Finally, we must show the existence of the corresponding fluid pressure πǫ. However, this construction is
completely analogous to the corresponding construction in the diffuse interface Stokes–Darcy system, so we
refer the reader to the proof of [16, Theorem 3.9].
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4 Discretisation

Having obtained the well-posedness of our diffuse interface problem, in this section we proceed with its
discretisation. We provide a numerical scheme and its error analysis.

4.1 Time discretisation

For time discretisation we will employ the backward Euler method. Let N ∈ N be the number of timesteps,
and ∆t = T/N the timestep. We define, for n = 0, . . . , N , the discrete times tn := n∆t. Let X be a
normed space. For a given function W : [0, T ] → X , we will compute sequences W∆t = {Wn}Nn=0 so that

Wn ≈ W (tn). The discrete time derivative is defined as dtW
n+1 := Wn+1−Wn

∆t , and the second and third as
dtt := dt ◦ dt, dttt := dt ◦ dtt. Over such sequences, we define the following norms

‖W∆t‖2L2
∆t

(0,T ;X) := ∆t

N−1∑

n=0

‖Wn+1‖2X , ‖W∆t‖L∞

∆t
(0,T ;X) := max

0≤n≤N
‖Wn‖X .

4.2 Space discretisation

To discretise in space, we use the finite element method. Since we have assumed that Ω is a polytope, it can
be meshed exactly. Let {Th}h>0 be a family of conforming, simplicial triangulations of Ω that is quasiuniform
in the usual finite element sense [23, 30]. The parameter h > 0 denotes the characteristic mesh size. Notice
that we do not assume that the mesh is in any way aligned with Γ or ℓǫ. We set

T ǫ
h,i :=

⋃
{T ∈ Th : T ∩ Ωǫ

i 6= ∅} , i ∈ {F,B}. (29)

We assume that, for each h > 0, we have at hand spaces

Ṽǫ
h,i ⊂W 1,∞(Ω)d, i ∈ {F,B}, Q̃ǫ

h ⊂ L∞(Ω), X̃ ǫ
h ⊂W 1,∞(Ω),

which consist of piecewise polynomials subordinate to Th. On the basis of these we define

Vǫ
h,i :=

{
vh ∈ Ṽǫ

h,i : suppvh ⊂ T ǫ
h,i, vh = 0 on Γ1

i

}
⊂ Vǫ

i , i ∈ {F,B},

Qǫ
h :=

{
ζh ∈ Q̃ǫ

h : supp ζh ⊂ T ǫ
h,F

}
⊂ Qǫ,

X ǫ
h :=

{
qh ∈ X̃ ǫ

h : supp qh ⊂ T ǫ
h,B

}
⊂ X ǫ.

These spaces will be used to approximate the fluid velocity, poroelastic displacement, Biot pressure, and
a quantity related to the fluid pressure, respectively. Note that our finite element spaces are defined with
respect to submeshes T ǫ

h,i (29) which themselves depend on ǫ, but we shall assume ǫ to be fixed for the
purpose of this section.

We must require that a discrete analogue of (3), holds uniformly in h: the fluid velocity and pressure
spaces are compatible in the following sense: there is b > 0 such that for all h > 0,

b‖ζh‖Qǫ ≤ sup
0 6=vh∈Vǫ

h,F

∫
Ωǫ

F

ζh∇ · vh

‖vh‖Vǫ
F

, ∀ζh ∈ Qǫ
h. (30)

We refer the reader to [16, Lemma 4.1] for a proof of this inequality for a wide class of classical velocity-
pressure finite element pairs. We also recall that (30) is equivalent to the existence of a Fortin projection
Ph : Vǫ

F → Vǫ
h,F .

For error analysis, we take the standard approach of using discrete projections of the exact solutions as
intermediate approximants, and then concluding the final error bounds by the triangle inequality. These
projections will be with respect to the bilinear forms induced by the elliptic and coupled Stokes-elastic sub-
problems of the overall Stokes–Biot problem, defined in the next lemma. Since these subproblems are already
weighted by the phase field functions Φǫ

F ,Φ
ǫ
B, the approximation properties of the projections with respect

to weighted norms readily follow, so that there is no need for results on the weighted-norm approximation of
the unweighted problems as in for example [39].

11



Lemma 4.1 (weighted Stokes-like and Ritz projections). Assuming (30), there exist unique bounded projec-
tions

PFB : Vǫ
F ×Qǫ ×X ǫ → Vǫ

F,h ×Qǫ
h ×X ǫ

h, PB : Vǫ
B → Vǫ

B,h,

such that for each (u, ϑ, p) ∈ Vǫ
F × Qǫ × X ǫ and all (vh, ζh, qh) ∈ Vǫ

h,F × Qǫ
h × X ǫ

h, denoting PFB(u, ϑ, p) =
(u, ϑ, p),

∫

Ωǫ
B

κǫ∇(p− p) · ∇qhΦǫ
B +

1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
qh(u− u) · ∇ distΓ = 0,

− 1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
(p− p)vh · ∇ distΓ +

∫

Ωǫ
F

2µFD(u− u) : D(vh)Φ
ǫ
F −

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · vh)(ϑ− ϑ) = 0,

−
∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · (u− u))ζh = 0,

(31)

and for each Υ ∈ Vǫ
B and all ϕh ∈ Vǫ

h,B,

∫

Ωǫ
B

σE(PB(Υ)−Υ) : D(ϕh)Φ
ǫ
B = 0. (32)

Moreover, these projections optimally approximate their arguments in weighted norms, i.e. there is r ∈ N

such that whenever k ≤ r, if (u, ϑ, p) ∈ Vk+1,ǫ
F ×Qk,ǫ ×X k+1,ǫ and Υ ∈ Vk+1,ǫ

B , then

‖u− u‖Vǫ
F
+ ‖ϑ− ϑ‖Qǫ + ‖p− p‖X ǫ . hk

(
‖u‖Vk+1,ǫ

F

+ ‖ϑ‖Qk,ǫ + ‖p‖X k+1,ǫ

)
,

‖PB(Υ)−Υ‖Vǫ
B
. hk‖Υ‖Vk+1,ǫ

B

,
(33)

with implied constants independent of h.

Proof. That each projection exists, is unique, and is bounded follows from the well-posedness of each varia-
tional problem (31)–(32); this is clear for (32), and for the problem (31) follows from coercivity of the bilinear
form

(Vǫ
F ×X ǫ)2 ∋ ((u, p), (v, q)) 7→

∫

Ωǫ
B

κǫ∇p · ∇qΦǫ
B +

1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
(qu− pv) · ∇ distΓ +

∫

Ωǫ
F

2µFD(u) : D(v)Φǫ
F

and inf-sup compatibility of the pair Vǫ
F,h × Qǫ

h. Approximation properties of PFB and PB follow immedi-
ately from their stability, the fact that they are projections, and those of the corresponding finite element
interpolants IV,i : Vǫ

i → Vǫ
h,i, for i ∈ {F,B}, IX : X ǫ → X ǫ

h, and IQ : Qǫ → Qǫ
h. Owing to the fact that

Φǫ
F ,Φ

ǫ
B ∈ A2, the work [39] has shown that standard piecewise polynomial finite element spaces admit such

operators, and has provided an explicit construction thereof.

4.3 The scheme

We are now ready to present the scheme and discuss its basic properties. We begin by setting

(u0
h, p

0
h) = (PFB(u

ǫ
0, 0, p

ǫ
0)1,PFB(u

ǫ
0, 0, p

ǫ
0)2) ∈ Vǫ

h,F ×X ǫ
h,

(η0
h, ξ

0
h) = (PB(η

ǫ
0),PB(ξ

ǫ
0)) ∈ Vǫ

h,B × Vǫ
h,B,

(34)

where PFB and PB were defined in Lemma 4.1. In order to define the data term evaluated at timestep n,
for simplicity, we assume of the right hand sides that

(Fǫ
F ,F

ǫ
B , g

ǫ) ∈ C0([0, T ];L2(Ωǫ
F ,Φ

ǫ
F )

d)× C0([0, T ];L2(Ωǫ
B,Φ

ǫ
B)

d)× C0([0, T ];L2(Ωǫ
B,Φ

ǫ
B)).

It is then legitimate to define, for n = 1, . . . , N , the linear form Fn
ǫ := Fǫ(t

n); see (18).
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The scheme is then given as follows. For n = 0, . . . , N − 1, we seek (un+1
h , θn+1

h ,ηn+1
h , pn+1

h ) ∈ Vǫ
h,F ×

Qǫ
h × Vǫ

h,B ×X ǫ
h such that, for every (vh, ζh,ϕh, qh) ∈ Vǫ

h,F ×Qǫ
h × Vǫ

h,B × X ǫ
h, we have:

ρF

∫

Ωǫ
F

dtu
n+1
h · vhΦ

ǫ
F + ρB

∫

Ωǫ
B

dttη
n+1
h · ϕhΦ

ǫ
B + c0

∫

Ωǫ
B

dtp
n+1
h qhΦ

ǫ
B − 1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
qhdtη

n+1
h · ∇ distΓ

+
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
pn+1
h ϕh · ∇ distΓ +

αBJ

2ǫ

d−1∑

i=1

∫

ℓǫ
((un+1

h − dtη
n+1
h ) · τ̃i)((vh −ϕh) · τ̃i)|∇ distΓ |

− α

∫

Ωǫ
B

∇ · ϕhp
n+1
h Φǫ

B + α

∫

Ωǫ
B

∇ · dtηn+1
h qhΦ

ǫ
B +Aǫ((u

n+1
h ,ηn+1

h , pn+1
h ), (vh,ϕh, qh))

−
∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · vh)θ
n+1
h +

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · un+1
h )ζh = 〈Fn+1

ǫ , (vh,ϕh, qh)〉.

(35)

Here for the centred finite difference approximation dttη
n+1
h to ∂ttη

ǫ, it is understood that η−1
h = η0

h−∆tξ0h.
For further details on implementation, the reader is referred to Section 6.

Essentially, the bilinear formAǫ, defined in (17), collects together terms to which purely spatial derivatives
are applied, whose approximation therefore follows by standard Galerkin projection; most of the remaining
terms approximate time derivatives. Note that terms of both type arise on the interface.

Remark 4.2 (fluid pressure recovery). Notice that, in scheme (35), the terms involving incompressibility
and the fluid pressure are missing the weight Φǫ

F . This is because we have the compatibility condition (30),
but not an analogous one involving the weight. Nevertheless, if one wishes to compute an approximate fluid
pressure, this can trivially be obtained a posteriori via

π∆t
h :=

1

Φǫ
F

θ∆t
h .

Theorem 4.3 (discrete stability and well-posedness). In the setting of Theorem 3.8 we have that, for every
∆t and h, scheme (35) has a unique solution. Moreover, this solution satisfies the following energy identity

∆t

2

(
ρFdt‖un+1

h ‖2L2(Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
)d + ρF∆t‖dtun+1

h ‖2L2(Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
)d + ρBdt‖dtηn+1

h ‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d

+ρB∆t‖dttηn+1
h ‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d + c0dt‖pn+1

h ‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
) + c0∆t‖dtpn+1

h ‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
) + dt‖ηn+1

h ‖2E,ǫ

+∆t‖dtηn+1
h ‖2E,ǫ

)
+∆t

(
2µF ‖D(un+1

h )‖2L2(Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
)d×d + αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

‖(un+1
h − dtη

n+1
h ) · τ̃i‖2L2(ℓǫ, 1

2ǫ
|∇distΓ |)

+‖κ
1
2
ǫ ∇pn+1

h ‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d

)
= ∆t〈Fn+1

ǫ , (un+1
h , dtη

n+1
h , pn+1

h )〉.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 3.8, we first show the existence of (un+1
h ,ηn+1

h , pn+1
h ) by restricting (35)

at first to the subspace of discrete fluid velocities vh ∈ Vǫ
h,F for which

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · vh)ζh = 0, ∀ζh ∈ Qǫ
h.

This allows us to ignore θn+1
h for now. Isolating the bilinear terms, we can thus write (35) as

Gǫ((u
n+1
h ,ηn+1

h , pn+1
h ), (vh,ϕh, qh)) = 〈Fn+1,ǫ, (vh,ϕh, qh)〉 ∀ (vh,ϕh, qh) ∈ Vǫ

h,F × Vǫ
h,B ×X ǫ

h, (36)

where

Gǫ((uh,ηh, ph), (vh,ϕh, qh)) :=
ρF
∆t

∫

Ωǫ
F

uh · vhΦ
ǫ
F +

ρB
(∆t)2

∫

Ωǫ
B

ηh · ϕhΦ
ǫ
B +

c0
∆t

∫

Ωǫ
B

phqhΦ
ǫ
B

+Aǫ((uh,ηh, ph), (vh,ϕh, qh))− α

∫

Ωǫ
B

(
∇ · ϕhph −∇ · ηh

∆t
qh

)
Φǫ

B − 1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ

(
qh

ηh

∆t
− phϕh

)
· ∇ distΓ

13



+
αBJ

2ǫ

d−1∑

i=1

∫

ℓǫ

((
uh − ηh

∆t

)
· τ̃i
)
((vh −ϕh) · τ̃i)|∇ distΓ |,

〈Fn+1,ǫ, (vh,ϕh, qh)〉 := 〈Fn+1
ǫ , (vh,ϕh, qh)〉+ ρF

∫

Ωǫ
F

un
h

∆t
· vhΦ

ǫ
F + ρB

∫

Ωǫ
B

2ηn
h − ηn−1

h

(∆t)2
·ϕhΦ

ǫ
B

+ c0

∫

Ωǫ
B

pnh
∆t

qhΦ
ǫ
B − 1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
qh

ηn
h

∆t
· ∇ distΓ −

αBJ

2ǫ

d−1∑

i=1

∫

ℓǫ

(
ηn
h

∆t
· τ̃i
)
((vh −ϕh) · τ̃i)|∇ distΓ |

+ α

∫

Ωǫ
B

∇ · η
n
h

∆t
qhΦ

ǫ
B.

Mimicking a trick from [14], we show the equivalence of this discretised problem to a coercive one by rescaling
a subset of the test functions to induce cancellations, or positive sign, in the rescaled form when testing its
coercivity. Consider

Gǫ((uh,ηh, ph), (vh,ϕh, qh)) := Gǫ

(
(uh,ηh, ph),

(
vh,

ϕh

∆t
, qh

))
. (37)

The problem (36) is, by the universal quantifier, equivalent to

Gǫ((u
n+1
h ,ηn+1

h , pn+1
h ), (vh,ϕh, qh)) =

〈
Fn+1,ǫ,

(
vh,

ϕh

∆t
, qh

)〉
∀ (vh,ϕh, qh) ∈ Vǫ

h,F × Vǫ
h,B ×X ǫ

h.

We have

Gǫ((uh,ηh, ph), (uh,ηh, ph)) =
ρF
∆t

‖uh‖2L2(Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
)d +

ρB
(∆t)3

‖ηh‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d +

c0
∆t

‖ph‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)

+ 2µF‖D(uh)‖2L2(Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
)d×d +

1

∆t
‖ηh‖2E,ǫ + ‖κ

1
2
ǫ ∇ph‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d

+ αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∥∥∥
(
uh − ηh

∆t

)
· τ̃i
∥∥∥
2

L2(ℓǫ, 1
2ǫ

|∇ distΓ |)
≥ c0

∆t
‖ph‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

F
) + 2µF ‖D(uh)‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d×d

+
2µB

∆t
‖D(ηh)‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d×d + ‖κ

1
2
ǫ ∇ph‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d ≥ D‖(uh,ηh, ph)‖2Vǫ

F
×Vǫ

B
×X ǫ ,

where

D = min

{
2µF

CF
K

,
2µB

CB
K∆t

,
c0
∆t

, k∗

}
, (38)

and CF
K , C

B
K are the Korn constants from (5) associated with Vǫ

F ,Vǫ
B, respectively, which we may assume are

independent of ǫ. In addition, the compatibility condition (30) yields the existence and uniqueness of θn+1
h .

Finally, to obtain the energy identity, it suffices to set (vh, ζh,ϕh, qh) = ∆t(un+1
h , θn+1

h , dtη
n+1
h , pn+1

h ) and
apply the identity

∫
D 2(dtW

n+1)Wn+1ω = dt‖Wn+1‖2L2(D,ω) +∆t‖dtWn+1‖2L2(D,ω).

Observe that (in contrast to [14, Remark 5.2]) the coercivity constant (38) is nonsingular (and in fact,
improves) with small ∆t, but this is arbitrary because (for example) the alternative test function rescaling
(vh,ϕh, qh) 7→ ((∆t)vh,ϕh, (∆t)qh) gives the singular constant (∆t)D; in any case, this proves an inf-sup
condition for the original form Gǫ, which is not (or is not clearly) coercive, and the dependence of later
estimates on ∆t will be unaffected.

4.4 Error analysis

We now proceed to carry out an error analysis for scheme (35). To begin, let us introduce θǫ := πǫΦǫ
F ∈

H−1(0, T ;Qǫ); compare with Remark 4.2. Next, we must make suitable smoothness assumptions. Namely,
we assume that there is k ≤ r, where r was defined in Lemma 4.1, for which

uǫ ∈ C2([0, T ];Vk+1,ǫ
F ), θǫ ∈ C1([0, T ];Qk,ǫ), ηǫ ∈ C4([0, T ];Vk+1,ǫ

B ), pǫ ∈ C2([0, T ];X k+1,ǫ). (39)
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Under assumption (39) we first observe that, in (19), the terms involving the fluid pressure can be
equivalently rewritten. Namely,

−〈πǫ,∇ · v〉(0,T )×Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
+

∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · uǫ)ζΦǫ
F = −

∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · v)πǫΦǫ
F +

∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · uǫ)ζΦǫ
F

= −
∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · v)θǫ +
∫ T

0

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · uǫ)ζ,

(40)

where now ζ ∈ Qǫ. Next, the regularity assumptions (39) allow us to write the diffuse spacetime weak
formulation (19) as a weak formulation over only the spatial domains, holding for a.e. time. By density,
we extend the spatial test functions to the Sobolev spaces in which the solution tuples take values: for all
(v, ζ,ϕ, q) ∈ Vǫ

F ×Qǫ × Vǫ
B ×X ǫ,

ρF

∫

Ωǫ
F

∂tu
ǫ · vΦǫ

F + ρB

∫

Ωǫ
B

∂ttη
ǫ ·ϕΦǫ

B +

∫

Ωǫ
B

(c0∂tp
ǫ + α∇ · ∂tηǫ)qΦǫ

B

+Aǫ((u
ǫ(t),ηǫ(t), pǫ(t)), (v,ϕ, q)) − α

∫

Ωǫ
B

∇ ·ϕpǫΦǫ
B − 1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
q∂tη

ǫ · ∇ distΓ +
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
pǫϕ · ∇ distΓ

+
αBJ

2ǫ

d−1∑

i=1

∫

ℓǫ
((uǫ − ∂tη

ǫ) · τ̃i)((v −ϕ) · τ̃i)|∇ distΓ | −
∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · v)θǫ +
∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · uǫ)ζ

= 〈Fǫ, (v,ϕ, q)〉. (41)

It is with these modifications that our problem can be compared to the scheme (35).
We can now begin the error analysis per se. We construct sequences u∆t = {un = uǫ(tn)}Nn=0, θ

∆t = {θn =
θǫ(tn)}Nn=0, η

∆t = {ηn = ηǫ(tn)}Nn=0, and p
∆t = {pn = pǫ(tn)}Nn=0. We define the errors e∆t

u
= (uǫ)∆t−u∆t

h ,
e∆t
θ = (θǫ)∆t − θ∆t

h , e∆t
η

= (ηǫ)∆t − η∆t
h , and e∆t

p = (pǫ)∆t − p∆t
h . Next, as is standard, we decompose the

error into the projection and truncation errors as

e∆t
u

= ((uǫ)∆t −U∆t
h ) + (U∆t

h − u∆t
h ) =: Y∆t

u
+E∆t

u,h,

e∆t
θ = (θ∆t −Θ∆t

h ) + (Θ∆t
h − θ∆t

h ) =: Y ∆t
θ + E∆t

θ,h,

e∆t
η

= ((ηǫ)∆t −H∆t
h ) + (H∆t

h − η∆t
h ) =: Y∆t

η
+E∆t

η,h,

e∆t
p = ((pǫ)∆t − P∆t

h ) + (P∆t
h − p∆t

h ) =: Y ∆t
p + E∆t

p,h.

(42)

Here, (U∆t
h ,Θ∆t

h , P∆t
h ) = PFB((u

ǫ)∆t, (θǫ)∆t, (pǫ)∆t) and H∆t
h = PB((η

ǫ)∆t).
We can now proceed with our main error estimate.

Theorem 4.4 (error estimate). Let (uǫ, θǫ,ηǫ, pǫ) solve (19) and satisfy (39). Let (u∆t
h , θ∆t

h ,η∆t
h , p∆t

h )
solve (35) with initial data (34). The following error estimate holds

‖(uǫ)∆t − u∆t
h ‖L∞

∆t
(0,T ;L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d) + ‖(ηǫ)∆t − η∆t

h ‖L∞

∆t
(0,T ;Vǫ

B
)

+ ‖(∂tηǫ)∆t − dtη
∆t
h ‖L∞

∆t
(0,T ;L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d) + ‖(pǫ)∆t − p∆t

h ‖L∞

∆t
(0,T ;L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
))

+ ‖(uǫ)∆t − u∆t
h ‖L2

∆t
(0,T ;Vǫ

F
) + ‖∇((pǫ)∆t − p∆t

h )‖L2
∆t

(0,T ;L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d) . ∆t+ hk, (43)

where the implied constant depends on the material parameters, the final time T , and the domain Ω. They
are independent of ∆t and h, and depend on ǫ only through higher order norms of the exact solution.

Proof. Upon restricting, in the new formulation (41), the test functions to lie on the corresponding finite
element spaces, we obtain

ρF

∫

Ωǫ
F

dte
n+1
u

· vhΦ
ǫ
F + ρB

∫

Ωǫ
B

dtte
n+1
η

· ϕhΦ
ǫ
B + c0

∫

Ωǫ
B

dte
n+1
p qhΦ

ǫ
B + α

∫

Ωǫ
B

∇ · dten+1
η

qhΦ
ǫ
B

− α

∫

Ωǫ
B

(∇ · ϕh)e
n+1
p Φǫ

B − 1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
qhdte

n+1
η

· ∇ distΓ +
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
en+1
p ϕh · ∇ distΓ
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+
αBJ

2ǫ

d−1∑

i=1

∫

ℓǫ
((en+1

u
− dte

n+1
η

) · τ̃i)((vh −ϕh) · τ̃i)|∇ distΓ |+Aǫ((e
n+1
u

, en+1
η

, en+1
p ), (vh,ϕh, qh))

−
∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · vh)e
n+1
θ +

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · en+1
u

)ζh = 〈Rn+1
ǫ , (vh,ϕh, qh)〉,

where the time consistency error R∆t
ǫ is defined and estimated in Lemma A.1. Note for the truncation

errors (42) that E0
u,h = E0

η,h = 0, E0
p,h = E0

θ,h = 0. Moreover we have, for all n = 0, . . . , N − 1,

Aǫ((Y
n+1
u

,Yn+1
η

, Y n+1
p ), (vh,ϕh, qh))−

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · vh)Y
n+1
θ +

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ ·Yn+1
u

)ζh = 0,

where (vh, ζh,ϕh, qh) ∈ Vǫ
h,F ×Qǫ

h × Vǫ
h,B ×X ǫ

h are arbitrary. The decomposition (42) thus yields

ρF

∫

Ωǫ
F

dtE
n+1
u,h · vhΦ

ǫ
F + ρB

∫

Ωǫ
B

dttE
n+1
η,h · ϕhΦ

ǫ
B + c0

∫

Ωǫ
B

dtE
n+1
p,h qhΦ

ǫ
B + α

∫

Ωǫ
B

∇ ·En+1
η,h qhΦ

ǫ
B

− α

∫

Ωǫ
B

(∇ · ϕh)E
n+1
p,h Φǫ

B − 1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
qhdtE

n+1
η,h · ∇ distΓ +

1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
En+1

p,h ϕh · ∇ distΓ

+
αBJ

2ǫ

d−1∑

i=1

∫

ℓǫ
((En+1

u,h − dtE
n+1
η,h ) · τ̃i)((vh −ϕh) · τ̃i)|∇ distΓ |+Aǫ((E

n+1
u,h ,E

n+1
η,h , E

n+1
p,h ), (vh,ϕh, qh))

−
∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · vh)E
n+1
θ,h +

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ ·En+1
u,h )ζh = 〈Rn+1

ǫ , (vh,ϕh, qh)〉

− ρF

∫

Ωǫ
F

dtY
n+1
u

· vhΦ
ǫ
F − ρB

∫

Ωǫ
B

dttY
n+1
η

· ϕhΦ
ǫ
B − c0

∫

Ωǫ
B

dtY
n+1
p qhΦ

ǫ
B − α

∫

Ωǫ
B

∇ · dtYn+1
η

qhΦ
ǫ
B

+ α

∫

Ωǫ
B

(∇ ·ϕh)Y
n+1
p Φǫ

B +
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
qhdtY

n+1
η

· ∇ distΓ −
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
Y n+1
p ϕh · ∇ distΓ

− αBJ

2ǫ

d−1∑

i=1

∫

ℓǫ
((Yn+1

u
− dtY

n+1
η

) · τ̃i)((vh −ϕh) · τ̃i)|∇ distΓ |. (44)

Now choose (vh, ζh,ϕh, qh) = (En+1
u,h , E

n+1
θ,h , dtE

n+1
η,h , E

n+1
p,h ). The divergence terms become

(±)

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · En+1
u,h )En+1

θh
=

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ ·Un+1
h )En+1

θ,h

∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · un+1
h )En+1

θ = −
∫

Ωǫ
F

(∇ · (uǫ)n+1)En+1
θ,h = 0.

Using (the proof of) the discrete energy balance, Theorem 4.3, we multiply the decomposed error equa-

tions (44) by ∆t. Now choosing 1 ≤ K ≤ N and taking the sum over n = 0, . . . ,K − 1 (denoted
∑K−1

0 ), we
obtain

1

2

(
ρF ‖EK

u,h‖2L2(Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
)d + ρB‖dtEK

η,h‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d + 2µB‖D(EK

η,h)‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d×d + λB‖∇ · EK

η,h‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)

+c0‖EK
p,h‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)

)
+

(∆t)2

2

K−1∑

0

(
ρF ‖dtEn+1

u,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
)d + ρB‖dttEn+1

η,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d

+2µB‖D(dtE
n+1
η,h )‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d×d + λB‖∇ · dtEn+1

η,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
) + c0‖dtEn+1

p,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)

)

+∆t

K−1∑

0

(
2µF‖D(En+1

u,h )‖2L2(Ωǫ
F
,Φǫ

F
)d×d + ‖κ

1
2
ǫ ∇En+1

p,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d

+αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

‖(En+1
u,h − dtE

n+1
η,h ) · τ̃i‖2L2(ℓǫ, 1

2ǫ
|∇distΓ |)

)
= ∆t

K−1∑

0

〈Rn+1
ǫ , (En+1

u,h , dtE
n+1
η,h , E

n+1
p,h )〉

− ρF∆t

∫

Ωǫ
F

K−1∑

0

dtY
n+1
u

·En+1
u,h Φǫ

F − ρB∆t

∫

Ωǫ
B

K−1∑

0

dttY
n+1
η

· dtEn+1
η,h Φǫ

B − c0∆t

∫

Ωǫ
B

K−1∑

0

dtY
n+1
p En+1

p,h Φǫ
B
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−α∆t

∫

Ωǫ
B

K−1∑

0

∇ · dtYn+1
η

En+1
p,h Φǫ

B +α∆t

∫

Ωǫ
B

K−1∑

0

(∇ · dtEn+1
η,h )Y n+1

p Φǫ
B +

∆t

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ

K−1∑

0

En+1
p,h dtY

n+1
η

· ∇ distΓ

−∆t

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ

K−1∑

0

Y n+1
p dtE

n+1
η,h ·∇ distΓ −

αBJ

2ǫ

d−1∑

i=1

∆t

K−1∑

0

∫

ℓǫ
((Yn+1

u
−dtY

n+1
η

)·τ̃i)((En+1
u,h −dtE

n+1
η,h )·τ̃i)|∇ distΓ |,

where we applied a telescoping sum and used that the truncation errors vanish at n = 0. Applying Lemma A.1
and denoting the term with constant C therein by C∗(∆t)2, applying Young’s inequality, discrete integration
by parts (see e.g. [15, eq. A2]), and letting ‖∇ · v‖2L2(D,ω) ≤ Cd‖∇v‖2L2(D,ω)d×d , we have

ρF
2
‖EK

u,h‖2L2(Ωǫ;Φǫ
F
)d +

ρB
2
‖dtEK

η,h‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d +

3µB

5CK
‖EK

η,h‖2Vǫ
B
+
c0
2
‖EK

p,h‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)

+
µF

CK
∆t

K−1∑

0

‖En+1
u,h ‖2Vǫ

F
+
k∗
2
∆t

K−1∑

0

‖∇En+1
p,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d

≤ C∗(∆t)2 +

(
α2

λB
+

5CKC
2
tr

2µB

)
‖Y K

p ‖2X ǫ +
5CKα

2
BJC

2
tr(d− 1)2

2µB
‖YK

u
‖2Vǫ

F

+
5CKα

2
BJC

2
tr(d− 1)2

2µB
‖dtYK

η
‖2Vǫ

B
+

(
ρ2FCK

µF
+
αBJCtr(d− 1)

2

)
∆t

K−1∑

0

‖dtYn+1
u

‖2Vǫ
F

+

(
ρB
2

+
αBJCtr(d− 1)

2

)
∆t

K−1∑

0

‖dttYn+1
η

‖2Vǫ
B
+

1

2
(c0 + α+ Ctr)∆t

K−1∑

0

‖dtY n+1
p ‖2X ǫ

+

(
αCd

2
+

2C2
tr

k∗
+

µF

4CK

)
∆t

K−1∑

0

‖dtYn+1
η

‖2Vǫ
B
+
CKα

2
BJ(d− 1)2C2

tr

µF
∆t

K−1∑

0

‖Yn+1
u

‖2Vǫ
F

+

(
µB

10CK
+
Ctr

2
(1 + 2αBJ(d− 1)) +

αCd

2

)
∆t

K−1∑

0

‖En+1
η,h ‖2Vǫ

B

+
ρB
2
∆t

K−1∑

0

‖dtEn+1
η,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d +

1

2
(c0 + α+ k∗)∆t

K−1∑

0

‖En+1
p,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
) +∆t

K−1∑

0

‖En+1
u,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d .

By the discrete Grönwall lemma,

‖EK
u,h‖2L2(Ωǫ;Φǫ

F
)d + ‖dtEK

η,h‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d + ‖EK

η,h‖2Vǫ
B
+ ‖EK

p,h‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
) +∆t

K−1∑

0

‖En+1
u,h ‖2Vǫ

F

+∆t

K−1∑

0

‖∇En+1
p,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d

. eT

(
(∆t)2 + ‖Y K

p ‖2X ǫ + ‖YK
u
‖2Vǫ

F
+ ‖dtYK

η
‖2Vǫ

B
+∆t

K−1∑

0

‖dtYn+1
u

‖2Vǫ
F
+∆t

K−1∑

0

‖dttYn+1
η

‖2Vǫ
B

+∆t
K−1∑

0

‖dtY n+1
p ‖2X ǫ +∆t

K−1∑

0

‖dtYn+1
η

‖2Vǫ
B
+∆t

K−1∑

0

‖Yn+1
u

‖2Vǫ
F

)
.

Finally, on the left-hand-side, we either remove terms summed over n before taking maxNK=0, or remove
terms evaluated at time K before taking K = N . The result corresponds then to each term on the left hand
side of (43), which is finally obtained by the triangle inequality and Lemmas 4.1 and A.2.

Remark 4.5 ((sub)optimality). The first four terms on the left hand side of (43) appear to converge at
a suboptimal rate in space. This is because, in the error analysis, we need to handle the terms involving
integrals on the diffuse interface ℓǫ via the weighted trace inequality of Lemma 3.6. Notice that not even the
projection errors are superconvergent, as the definition of PFB, see Lemma 4.1, includes diffuse interface
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integrals. Nevertheless, this is consistent with existing error estimates for the sharp case (e.g. [15]), and the
modelling errors we present below.

5 Modelling error

5.1 Positive Lipschitz weights

In this section, we consider regularised phase field functions, which yield positive Lipschitz weights. In
particular, we define

Φǫ,δ
F := (1− 2δ)Φǫ

F + δ = Φǫ
F + δ(1− 2Φǫ

F ), Φǫ,δ
B := 1− Φǫ,δ

F , (45)

where δ > 0 is a small regularisation parameter, and Φǫ
F and Φǫ

B are defined in the same way as in (13),
but using a different function from the one used in (13). Namely, we replace S by Sr , where Sr satisfies
conditions (S1)–(S3) from [18, Section 3]. Some examples of such functions are

Sr(t) :=





t, |t| ≤ 1,

t

|t| , |t| > 1,
or Sr(t) := tanh(t).

Notice that since both Φǫ,δ
F and Φǫ,δ

B are strictly positive they satisfy all conditions from Sections 3.3 and 4

with Ωǫ
F = Ωǫ

B = Ω. In addition, ∇Φǫ
F and ∇Φǫ,δ

F are colinear and therefore we can define tangents {τ̃i}d−1
i=1

using the regularised phase field functions in the same way as before. In analogy to (24), we define

‖ϕ‖2E,ǫ,δ := 2µB‖D(ϕ)‖2
L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d×d

+ λB‖∇ · ϕ‖2
L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)
.

In this section, our goal is to derive rates of convergence of the continuous diffuse interface method to the
continuous sharp interface method in terms of the parameters ǫ and δ. This will be done by subtracting the
weak form of the diffuse interface formulation from the weak form of the sharp interface formulation, taking
suitable test functions, and using the convergence properties of diffuse integrals. For the sake of clarity, in
this section we introduce subscripts “s” and “d” to denote the solutions to the sharp interface and the diffuse
interface formulations, respectively. The modelling errors are then denoted by

eǫ,δ
u

:= us − u
ǫ,δ
d , eǫ,δ

η
:= ηs − η

ǫ,δ
d , eǫ,δp := ps − pǫ,δd .

Our main result of this section is given as follows.

Theorem 5.1 (modelling error I). Let (us, πs,ηs, ps) be the solution of the sharp interface Stokes–Biot

problem in the sense of Definition 3.1, and (uǫ,δ
d , πǫ,δ

d ,ηǫ,δ
d , pǫ,δd ) be the solution of the diffuse interface problem

in sense of Definition 3.7. Assume that the sharp interface solution and the forcing terms are sufficiently
smooth, along with their extensions to the corresponding diffuse domains, that ǫ > 0, δ ≥ 0, and that the
error of the initial data is O(ǫ3/2 + δ1/2). Then, there exists a constant C independent of ǫ and δ such that
the following estimate holds:

1

4

(
ρF ‖eǫ,δu

(t)‖2
L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d

+ ρB‖∂teǫ,δη
(t)‖2

L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d
+ c0‖eǫ,δp (t)‖2

L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)
+ ‖eǫ,δ

η
(t)‖2E,ǫ,δ

)

+ 2µF ‖D(eǫ,δ
u

)‖2
L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d×d)

+ ‖κ1/2∇eǫ,δp ‖2
L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d)

+ αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∣∣(eǫ,δ
u

− ∂te
ǫ,δ
η

) · τ̃i
∣∣2 |∇Φǫ,δ

F | . (ǫ3 + δ)etb(t),

where b depends on higher order norms of the problem data and sharp interface solution.

Proof. To simplify notation, we set χ = χΩF
. We start by subtracting (19) from (11). Using a divergence-free

extension operator to extend the sharp interface solution to the whole domain Ω, we obtain, upon assuming
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that ∇ · v = 0, the following equation:

ρF

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂te
ǫ,δ
u

· vΦǫ,δ
F + ρF

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂tus · v(χ − Φǫ,δ
F ) + ρB

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂tte
ǫ,δ
η

· ϕΦǫ,δ
B

+ ρB

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂ttηs ·ϕ(Φǫ,δ
F − χ) + c0

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂te
ǫ,δ
p qΦǫ,δ

B + c0

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂tpsq(Φ
ǫ,δ
F − χ)

+ 2µF

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

D(eǫ,δ
u

) : D(v)Φǫ,δ
F + 2µF

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

D(us) : D(v)(χ − Φǫ,δ
F )

+ 2µB

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

D(eǫ,δ
η

) : D(ϕ)Φǫ,δ
B + 2µB

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

D(ηs) : D(ϕ)(Φǫ,δ
F − χ)

+ λB

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∇ · (eǫ,δ
η

)∇ · ϕΦǫ,δ
B + λB

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∇ · ηs∇ ·ϕ(Φǫ,δ
F − χ) +

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

κ∇eǫ,δp · ∇qΦǫ,δ
B

+

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

κ∇ps · ∇q(Φǫ,δ
F − χ)− α

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

eǫ,δp ∇ ·ϕΦǫ,δ
B − α

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

ps∇ ·ϕ(Φǫ,δ
F − χ)

+ α

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

q∇ · ∂teǫ,δη
Φǫ,δ

B + α

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

q∇ · ∂tηs(Φ
ǫ,δ
F − χ)

+

∫ t

0

∫

Γ

q∂tηs · n−
∫ t

0

∫

Γ

qus · n−
∫ t

0

∫

Γ

psϕ · n+

∫ t

0

∫

Γ

psv · n

+ αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Γ

(us − ∂tηs) · τi(v −ϕ) · τi +
∫ t

0

∫

Ω

q(∂tη
ǫ,δ
d − u

ǫ,δ
d ) · ∇Φǫ,δ

F

−
∫ t

0

∫

Ω

pǫ,δd (ϕ− v) · ∇Φǫ,δ
F − αBJ

d−1∑

i=0

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(uǫ,δ
d − ∂tη

ǫ,δ
d ) · τ̃i(v −ϕ) · τ̃i|∇Φǫ,δ

F |

=

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(ρFFF · v − ρBFB · ϕ− gq) (χ− Φǫ,δ
F ).

(46)

Taking (v,ϕ, q) = (eǫ,δ
u
, ∂te

ǫ,δ
η
, eǫ,δp ), which is admissible since ∇ · eǫ,δ

u
= 0, we obtain, after integrating in

time,

1

2

(
ρF ‖eǫ,δu

(t)‖2
L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d

+ ρB‖∂teǫ,δη
(t)‖2

L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ
B

)d
+ c0‖eǫ,δp (t)‖2

L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ
B

)
+ ‖eǫ,δ

η
(t)‖2E,ǫ,δ

)

+ 2µF ‖D(eǫ,δ
u
)‖2

L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d×d)

+ ‖κ∇eǫ,δp ‖2
L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d)

=

6∑

j=1

Ij ,

where

I1 := −ρF
∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂tus · v(χ− Φǫ,δ
F )− ρB

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂ttηs ·ϕ(Φǫ,δ
F − χ)− c0

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂tpsq(Φ
ǫ,δ
F − χ),

I2 := −2µF

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

D(us) : D(v)(χ − Φǫ,δ
F )−

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

σB(ηs, ps) : ∇ϕ(Φǫ,δ
F − χ),

I3 := −α
∫ t

0

∫

Ω

q∇ · ∂tηs(Φ
ǫ,δ
F − χ)−

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

κ∇ps · ∇q(Φǫ,δ
F − χ)

I4 := −
∫ t

0

∫

Γ

(q (∂tηs − us) · n− ps (ϕ− v) · n) ,

−
∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(
q
(
∂tη

ǫ,δ
d − u

ǫ,δ
d

)
· ∇Φǫ,δ

F − pǫ,δd (ϕ− v) · ∇Φǫ,δ
F

)

I5 := −αBJ

d−1∑

i=0

∫ t

0

(∫

Γ

(us − ∂tηs) · τi(v −ϕ) · τi −
∫

Ω

(uǫ,δ
d − ∂tη

ǫ,δ
d ) · τ̃i(v −ϕ) · τ̃i|∇Φǫ,δ

F |
)
,
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I6 :=

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(ρFFF · v − FB · ϕ− gq) (χ− Φǫ,δ
F ).

To estimate integrals I1 to I6, we use the convergence results for the diffuse integrals from [18, Section
5], and the following estimates which are consequences of the Poincaré and Korn inequalities

‖eǫ,δ
u
‖2
H1(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d

.

∫

Ω

|D(eǫ,δ
u

)|2Φǫ,δ
F , ‖eǫ,δp ‖2

H1(Ω,Φǫ,δ
B

)
.

∫

Ω

|∇eǫ,δp |2Φǫ,δ
B .

Note that since eǫ,δp does not vanish on the boundary, we cannot directly use the Poincaré inequality as
indicated above. However, we can bound its mean value as in the proof of Theorem 3.8. For brevity we skip
the details since the estimates are completely analogous. We also note that, because of (45), we have, for
i ∈ {F,B}, ‖ · ‖L2(Ω,Φǫ

i
) . ‖ · ‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

i
).

Bound on I1: We integrate by parts in time the term containing ϕ = ∂te
ǫ,δ
η
. Using (45) and [18, Theorem

5.2] for p = 2, we have:

|I1| ≤
∣∣∣∣ρF

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂tus · v(χ − Φǫ
F )− ρB

∫

Ω

∫ t

0

∂tttηs · eǫ,δη
(Φǫ

F − χ)

+ρB

∫

Ω

∂ttηs(t) · eǫ,δη
(Φǫ

F − χ) + c0

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂tpsq(Φ
ǫ
F − χ)

∣∣∣∣

+ δ

∣∣∣∣ρF
∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂tus · v(−1 + 2Φǫ
F )− ρB

∫

Ω

∫ t

0

∂tttηs · eǫ,δη
(1− 2Φǫ

F )

+ρB

∫

Ω

∂ttηs(t) · eǫ,δη
(t)(1 − 2Φǫ

F ) + c0

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∂tpsq(1− 2Φǫ
F )

∣∣∣∣

. ǫ3/2
∫ t

0

(
‖D(eǫ,δ

u
)‖L2(Ω,Φǫ

F
)d×d + ‖D(eǫ,δ

η
)‖L2(Ω,Φǫ

B
)d×d + ‖∇eǫ,δp ‖L2(Ω,Φǫ

B
)d

)

+ ǫ3/2‖D(eǫ,δ
η

(t))‖L2(Ω,Φǫ
B
)d×d + Iδ

1 ,

where Iδ
1 denotes terms multiplied by δ and the implicit constant depends on higher order norms of the sharp

interface solution.
To estimate Iδ

1 , we proceed as follows:

|Iδ
1 | .

∫ t

0

(
‖∂tus‖L∞(Ω)d

∫

Ω

δ|v|
)
+

∫ t

0

(
‖∂tttηs‖L∞(Ω)d

∫

Ω

δ|eǫ,δ
η

|
)

+

∫ t

0

(
‖∂tps‖L∞(Ω)

∫

Ω

δ|q|
)
+ ‖∂ttηs(t)‖L∞(Ω)d

∫

Ω

δ|eǫ,δ
η
(t)|

.
√
δ

∫ t

0

(
‖eǫ,δ

u
‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d + ‖eǫ,δ

η
‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d + ‖eǫ,δp ‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)

)
+
√
δ‖eǫ,δ

η
(t)‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d ,

where the implicit constant depends on higher order norms of the sharp interface solution. We note that
all other terms in volume integrals that have a factor of δ can be estimated analogously. Finally, by using
‖ · ‖L2(Ω,Φǫ

F
) . ‖ · ‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
), the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, and combining previous estimates we get:

|I1| . (ǫ3/2 +
√
δ)
(
‖D(eǫ,δ

u
)‖L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d×d) + ‖∇eǫ,δp ‖L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d)

+ ‖D(eǫ,δ
η
)‖L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ

B
)d×d) + ‖D(eǫ,δ

η
(t))‖L2(Ω,Φǫ

B
)d×d

)
.

Bound on I6: In a similar way, we obtain the following bound

|I6|
ǫ3/2 +

√
δ
. ‖D(eǫ,δ

u
)‖L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d×d) + ‖∇eǫ,δp ‖L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d) + ‖D(eǫ,δ

η
(t))‖L2(Ω,Φǫ

B
)d×d .

20



Bound on I2: We integrate by parts in space and use again the fact that us and u
ǫ,δ
d are divergence free.

Adding and subtracting
∑d−1

i=1

∫ t

0

∫
Ω σF (ηs, ps)∇Φǫ,δ

F · τ̃i(ϕ · τ̃i), we get:

I2 =

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(∇ · σF (us, πs)) · v(χ − Φǫ,δ
F )−

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(
σF (us, πs)

∇Φǫ,δ
F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

· ∇Φǫ,δ
F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

)
(v · ∇Φǫ,δ

F )

−
d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(
σF (us, πs)∇Φǫ,δ

F · τ̃i
)
(v −ϕ) · τ̃i +

∫ t

0

∫

Γ

psv · n+ αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Γ

(us − ∂tηs) · τi(v · τi)

+

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∇ · σB(ηs, ps) ·ϕ(Φǫ,δ
F − χ) +

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(
σB(ηs, ps)

∇Φǫ,δ
F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

· ∇Φǫ,δ
F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

)
(ϕ · ∇Φǫ,δ

F )

+

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(
σB(ηs, ps)∇Φǫ,δ

F − σF (ηs, ps)∇Φǫ,δ
F

)
· τ̃i(ϕ · τ̃i)

−
∫ t

0

∫

Γ

psϕ · n− αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Γ

(us − ∂tηs) · τi(ϕ · τi).

Bound on I3: We integrate by parts in space to obtain:

I3 =

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(
κ∆psq(χ− Φǫ,δ

F ) + qκ∇ps · ∇Φǫ,δ
F

)
+

∫ t

0

∫

Γ

qκ∇ps · n− α

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

q∇ · ∂tηs(Φ
ǫ,δ
F − χ),

and we recall that, owing to the coupling conditions, on Γ we have

κ∇ps · n = −us · n+ ∂tηs · n.

Bound on I4: Observe that, by the choice of test functions we have

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

eε,δp (v −ϕ) · ∇Φǫ,δ
F −

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

q(eǫ,δ
u

− ∂te
ǫ,δ
η

) · ∇Φǫ,δ
F = 0.

Therefore, adding and subtracting
∫ t

0

∫
Ω
ps(v −ϕ) · ∇Φǫ,δ

F and
∫ t

0

∫
Ω
q(us − ∂tηs) · ∇Φǫ,δ

F , we obtain

I4 =

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

[
q(us − ∂tηs) · ∇Φǫ,δ

F − ps(v −ϕ) · ∇Φǫ,δ
F

]
+

∫ t

0

∫

Γ

[ps(ϕ− v)− q (∂tηs − us)] · n.

Bound on I5: In a similar way, we obtain:

I5 =− αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∣∣(eǫ,δ
u

− ∂te
ǫ,δ
η
) · τ̃i

∣∣2 |∇Φǫ,δ
F |

+ αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(us − ∂tηs) · τ̃i(v −ϕ) · τ̃i|∇Φǫ,δ
F | − αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Γ

(us − ∂tηs) · τi(v −ϕ) · τi.

Bound on
∑5

j=2 Ij : Adding the estimates for I2, . . . , I5 together, we get the following:

5∑

j=2

Ij = −αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∣∣(eǫ,δ
u

− ∂te
ǫ,δ
η

) · τ̃i
∣∣2 |∇Φǫ,δ

F |

+

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

((∇ · σF (us, πs)) · v −∇ · σB(ηs, ps) · ϕ+ κ∆psq + αq∇ · ∂tηs) (χ− Φǫ,δ
F )

+

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

q (us − ∂tηs + κ∇ps) · ∇Φǫ,δ
F −

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(
ps + σF (us, πs)

∇Φǫ,δ
F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

· ∇Φǫ,δ
F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

)
(v · ∇Φǫ,δ

F )
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+

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(
ps + σB(ηs, ps)

∇Φǫ,δ
F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

· ∇Φǫ,δ
F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

)
(ϕ · ∇Φǫ,δ

F )

+

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

αBJ(us − ∂tηs) · τ̃i(v −ϕ) · τ̃i|∇Φǫ,δ
F | −

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

σF (us, πs)∇Φǫ,δ
F · τ̃i(v · τ̃i)

+

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

σB(ηs, ps)∇Φǫ,δ
F · τ̃i(ϕ · τ̃i) =

6∑

j=1

Dj .

We see that D1 ≤ 0, so it will be combined with the terms on the left hand side. Next, integration by parts
in time and an application of [18, Theorem 5.2] reveals that:

|D2|
ǫ3/2 +

√
δ
. ‖D(eǫ,δ

u
)‖L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d×d) + ‖D(eǫ,δ

η
)‖L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d×d) + ‖D(eǫ,δ

η
(t))‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d×d

+ ‖∇eǫ,δp ‖L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ
B

)d),

where, again, the implicit constant depends on higher order norms of the sharp interface solution. To estimate

the remaining terms first we notice that in the tubular neighbourhood of Γ we have n = − ∇Φǫ,δ
F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

= − ∇Φǫ
F

|∇Φǫ
F |

and τi = −τ̃i, i = 1, . . . , d− 1. Therefore, using the coupling conditions, we are able to infer that, on Γ,

(us − ∂tηs + κ∇ps) · ∇Φǫ,δ
F = 0, ps + σF (us, πs)

∇Φǫ,δ
F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

· ∇Φǫ,δ
F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

= 0,

and that

αBJ(us − ∂tηs) · τ̃i − σF (us, πs)
∇Φǫ,δ

F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

· τ̃i = 0, σB(ηs, ps)
∇Φǫ,δ

F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

− σF (us, πs)
∇Φǫ,δ

F

|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

= 0.

This, combined with [18, Theorem 5.6], allows us to conclude that

6∑

j=3

|Dj | . ǫ3/2
(
‖eǫ,δp ‖L2(0,t;H1(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)) + ‖D(eǫ,δ

u
)‖L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d×d) + ‖D(eǫ,δ

η
)‖L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d×d)

+ ‖D(eǫ,δ
η

(t))‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d×d

)
.

where we also integrated by parts, in time, the terms that contain ϕ = ∂te
ǫ,δ
η

.

Final estimate: Combining all the obtained estimates, using Young’s inequality and Grönwall’s inequal-
ity, we get the following error estimate:

1

4

(
ρF ‖eǫ,δu

(t)‖2
L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d

+ ρB‖∂teǫ,δη
(t)‖2

L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d
+ c0‖eǫ,δp (t)‖2

L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)
+ ‖eǫ,δ

η
(t)‖2E,ǫ,δ

)

+ ‖D(eǫ,δ
u

)‖2
L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)d×d)

+ ‖κ1/2∇eǫ,δp ‖2
L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)d)

+ αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

∣∣(eǫ,δ
u

− ∂te
ǫ,δ
η
) · τ̃i

∣∣2 |∇Φǫ,δ
F | . ǫ3 + δ + ‖D(eǫ,δ

η
)‖2L2(0,t;L2(Ω,Φǫ

B
)d×d).

5.2 Power distance weights

Here, under the sole assumption that our weight is given by (13), we estimate the difference between the
continuous solutions of the diffuse domain and sharp interface formulations in terms of the parameter ǫ
describing the diffuse interface width. The main differences with the previous section are, first, that we do
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not assume that our weight is positive, i.e. δ = 0, and that we cannot differentiate the weight. Indeed, for
suitable values of x, we obtain

∇Φǫ
F (x) =

1

2ǫ
S ′

(
SdistΓ(x)

ǫ

)
∇ SdistΓ(x) =

β

2ǫ

(
SdistΓ(x)

ǫ
+ 1

)β−1

∇ SdistΓ(x).

Since β ∈ (0, 1), this quantity is not bounded; see Figure 1. To overcome this, we will use the fact that
Φǫ

i ∈ A2, for i ∈ {F,B}, at the expense of a slower rate of convergence in terms of ǫ.
We now begin with the estimate. We begin by, for simplicity, assuming that κ is a constant scalar, and

that we have at hand suitable extensions of the sharp interface solutions to the corresponding diffuse domains.
Next, we test each problem with the difference of solutions and subtract the result. Denote

eǫ
u
:= us − uǫ

d, eǫ
η
:= ηs − ηǫ

d, eǫp := ps − pǫd.

In much similarity to (46) we obtain

1

2

d

dt

(
ρF ‖eǫu‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d + ρB‖∂teǫη‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d + c0‖eǫp‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
) + ‖eǫ

η
‖2E,ǫ

)

+ 2µF ‖D(eǫ
u
)‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d×d + κ‖∇eǫp‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d =

4∑

j=1

Rj ,

where

R1 = ρF

(∫

ℓǫ
B

∂tus · eǫuΦǫ
F +

∫

ℓǫ
F

∂tus · eǫu (Φǫ
F − χF )

)

+ ρB

(∫

ℓǫ
F

∂ttηs · ∂teǫηΦǫ
B +

∫

ℓǫ
B

∂ttη · ∂teǫη (Φǫ
B − χB)

)
+ c0

(∫

ℓǫ
F

∂tpse
ǫ
pΦ

ǫ
B +

∫

ℓǫ
B

∂tpse
ǫ
p (Φ

ǫ
B − χB)

)

+ α

(∫

ℓǫ
F

∇ · ∂tηse
ǫ
pΦ

ǫ
B +

∫

ℓǫ
B

∇ · ∂tηse
ǫ
p (Φ

ǫ
B − χB)−

∫

ℓǫ
F

ps∇ · ∂teǫηΦǫ
B −

∫

ℓǫ
B

ps∇ · ∂teǫη (Φǫ
B − χB)

)
,

R2 = 2µF

(∫

ℓǫ
B

D(us) : D(eǫ
u
)Φǫ

F +

∫

ℓǫ
F

D(us) : D(eǫ
u
) (Φǫ

F − χF )

)
+

∫

ℓǫ
F

σE(ηs) : D(∂te
ǫ
η
)Φǫ

B

+

∫

ℓǫ
B

σE(ηs) : D(∂te
ǫ
η
) (Φǫ

B − χB) +

(∫

ℓǫ
F

κ∇ps · ∇eǫpΦǫ
B +

∫

ℓǫ
B

∇ps · ∇eǫp (Φǫ
B − χB)

)
,

R3 =

∫

Γ

eǫp (us − ∂tηs) · n+
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
eǫp (u

ǫ
d − ∂tη

ǫ
d) · ∇ distΓ

−
∫

Γ

ps
(
eǫ
u
− ∂te

ǫ
η

)
· n+

1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
pǫd
(
eǫ
u
− ∂te

ǫ
η

)
· ∇ distΓ

+ αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

(
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
((uǫ

d − ∂tη
ǫ
d) · τ̃i)

(
(eǫ

u
− ∂te

ǫ
η
) · τ̃i

)
−
∫

Γ

((us − ∂tηs) · τi)
(
(eǫ

u
− ∂te

ǫ
η
) · τi

))
,

R4 = ρF

(∫

ℓǫ
B

FF · eǫ
u
Φǫ

F +

∫

ℓǫ
F

FF · eǫ
u
(Φǫ

F − χF )

)
+ ρB

(∫

ℓǫ
F

FB · ∂teǫηΦǫ
B +

∫

ℓǫ
B

FB · ∂teǫη (Φǫ
B − χB)

)

+

∫

ℓǫ
F

geǫpΦ
ǫ
B +

∫

ℓǫ
F

geǫp (Φ
ǫ
B − χB) ,

and χi, for i ∈ {F,B}, denotes the characteristic function of Ωi.
The core issue at hand now is to bound the residual terms. The ideas draw heavy inspiration from the

previous section, [18, Section 5], and [16, Theorem 5.5].

Theorem 5.2 (modelling error II). Assume that the sharp interface solution and its forcing terms are
sufficiently smooth, along with their extensions to the corresponding diffuse domains. Assume, in addition,
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that both {τi}d−1
i=1 and {τ̃i}d−1

i=1 have suitable extensions onto Ω which belong to C1(Ωǫ
F ). Then, for every

t ∈ (0, T ), we have

(
ρF ‖eǫu‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d + ρB‖∂teǫη‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d + c0‖eǫp‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
) + ‖eǫ

η
‖2E,δ

)
(t)

+

∫ t

0

(
‖D(eǫ

u
)‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d×d + ‖∇eǫp‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d

)
. ǫ1/2etb(t),

where the implicit constant depends on the smoothness assumptions, but not on ǫ. The coefficient b depends
on higher order norms of the sharp interface solution (us,ηs, ps) and its forcing terms (FF ,FB, g).

Proof. The proof entails estimating the terms {Rj}4j=1 in a much similar way to the proof of [16, Theorem
5.5]. For brevity, we provide minimal details.

Bound on R1: Using that, for i ∈ {F,B}, 0 ≤ Φǫ
i ≤ 1, that Φǫ

F ≥ 1
2 on ℓǫF we obtain

R1 ≤ C

(∫

ℓǫ

(
|∂tus|2 + |∂ttηs|2 + |∂tps|2 + |∇ · ∂tηs|2 + |ps|2

))

+
µF

4
‖D(eǫ

u
)‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d×d +

ρB
4
‖∂teǫη‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d +

c0
4
‖eǫp‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)

≤ Cǫ +
µF

4
‖D(eǫ

u
)‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d×d +

ρB
4
‖∂teǫη‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d +

c0
4
‖eǫp‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
),

where, when convenient, we used the weighted Korn’s inequality (5).

Bound on R2: Similarly,

R2 ≤ C

(∫

ℓǫ

(
|D(us)|2 + |∂ttηs|2 + |∂tps|2 + |∇ · ∂tηs|2 + |ps|2 + |∇ps|2

))

+
µF

4
‖D(eǫ

u
)‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d×d +

κ

4
‖∇eǫp‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d

+

∫

ℓǫ
F

σE(ηs) : D(∂te
ǫ
η
)Φǫ

B +

∫

ℓǫ
B

σE(ηs) : D(∂te
ǫ
η
) (Φǫ

B − χB)

≤ Cǫ+
µF

4
‖D(eǫ

u
)‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d×d +

κ

4
‖∇eǫp‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d

+

∫

ℓǫ
F

σE(ηs) : D(∂te
ǫ
η
)Φǫ

B +

∫

ℓǫ
B

σE(ηs) : D(∂te
ǫ
η
) (Φǫ

B − χB) .

Bound on R4: Next, we have

R4 ≤ C

(∫

ℓǫ

(
|FF |2 + |FB|2 + |g|2

))

+
µF

4
‖D(eǫ

u
)‖2L2(ΩF ,Φǫ

F
)d×d +

ρB
4
‖∂teǫη‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d +

c0
4
‖eǫp‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)

≤ Cǫ +
µF

4
‖D(eǫ

u
)‖2L2(ΩF ,Φǫ

F
)d×d +

ρB
4
‖∂teǫη‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d +

c0
4
‖eǫp‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
).

Bound on R3: We leave this term last, as it warrants some more explanation. We first define

R3 = R3,1 +R3,2,

with

R3,1 =

∫

Γ

eǫp (us − ∂tηs) · n+
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
eǫp (u

ǫ
d − ∂tη

ǫ
d) · ∇ distΓ

−
∫

Γ

ps
(
eǫ
u
− ∂te

ǫ
η

)
· n+

1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
pǫd
(
eǫ
u
− ∂te

ǫ
η

)
· ∇ distΓ
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and

R3,2 = αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

(
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
((uǫ

d − ∂tη
ǫ
d) · τ̃i)

(
(eǫ

u
− ∂te

ǫ
η
) · τ̃i

)
−
∫

Γ

((us − ∂tηs) · τi)
(
(eǫ

u
− ∂te

ǫ
η
) · τi

))
.

Next, we observe that

R3,1 =

(∫

Γ

eǫp(e
ǫ
u
− ∂te

ǫ
η
) · n− 1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
eǫp(e

ǫ
u
− ∂te

ǫ
η
) · ∇ distΓ

)

+

(
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
ps(e

ǫ
u
− ∂te

ǫ
η
) · ∇ distΓ −

∫

Γ

ps(e
ǫ
u
− ∂te

ǫ
η
) · n

)
.

We argue as in the proof of [16, Theorem 5.5] to then conclude that

R3,1 . ǫ1/2.

Finally,

R3,2 = −αBJ

2ǫ

d−1∑

i=1

∫

ℓǫ

(
(eǫ

u
− ∂te

ǫ
η
) · τ̃i

)2

+ αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

(
1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
((us − ∂tηs) · τ̃i)

(
(eǫ

u
− ∂te

ǫ
η
) · τ̃i

)
−
∫

Γ

((us − ∂tηs) · τi)
(
(eǫ

u
− ∂te

ǫ
η
) · τi

))

. ǫ1/2,

where we dropped the negative term, and each one of the terms inside the sum were estimated, under the
assumption that tangents have C1 extensions, as in [16, Theorem 5.5].

Having estimated all the terms, it is sufficient to apply Grönwall’s inequality. The result expediently
follows.

6 Numerical results

In this section, we illustrate the accuracy of our diffuse interface approach and further explore its capabilities
with a series of numerical illustrations. All of our computations were carried out using the finite element
library FreeFem++ [31]. For implementation, all integrals in the numerical scheme are formulated over the
entire domain Ω. Furthermore, as commonly done in practical applications of the diffuse interface method
(see, e.g. [46]), the phase field functions Φǫ

F and Φǫ
B are regularised as described in (45). Otherwise, the

ensuing system matrices become singular, as all the degrees of freedom that belong to one diffuse subdomain
but not the other would have a zero row in these matrices. The value of the regularisation parameter δ
is indicated in each example. The numerical method used in this section is summarised as follows: For
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n = 0, . . . , N − 1, we seek (un+1
h , πn+1

h , ξn+1
h , pn+1

h ) such that, for every (vh, ζh,ϕh, qh), we have:

ρF

∫

Ω

dtu
n+1
h · vhΦ

ǫ,δ
F + 2µF

∫

Ω

D(un+1
h ) : D(vh)Φ

ǫ,δ
F −

∫

Ω

(∇ · vh)π
n+1
h Φǫ,δ

F +

∫

Ω

(∇ · un+1
h )ζhΦ

ǫ,δ
F

+ ρB

∫

Ω

dtξ
n+1
h ·ϕhΦ

ǫ,δ
B + 2µB∆t

∫

Ω

D(ξn+1
h ) : D(ϕh)Φ

ǫ,δ
B + 2µB

∫

Ω

D(ηn
h ) : D(ϕh)Φ

ǫ,δ
B

+ λB∆t

∫

Ω

∇ · ξn+1
h ∇ ·ϕhΦ

ǫ,δ
B + λB

∫

Ω

∇ · ηn
h∇ · ϕhΦ

ǫ,δ
B + c0

∫

Ω

dtp
n+1
h qhΦ

ǫ,δ
B

+

∫

Ω

κǫ∇pn+1
h · ∇qhΦǫ,δ

B − α

∫

Ω

∇ ·ϕhp
n+1
h Φǫ,δ

B + α

∫

Ω

∇ · ξn+1
h qhΦ

ǫ,δ
B

+

∫

Ω

pn+1
h ϕh · ∇Φǫ,δ

B −
∫

Ω

qhξ
n+1
h · ∇Φǫ,δ

B +

∫

Ω

qhu
n+1
h · ∇Φǫ,δ

F −
∫

Ω

pn+1
h vh · ∇Φǫ,δ

F

+ αBJ

d−1∑

i=1

∫

Ω

((un+1
h − ξn+1

h ) · τ̃i)((vh −ϕh) · τ̃i)|∇Φǫ,δ
F |

=

∫

Ω

Fn+1
F · vhΦ

ǫ,δ
F +

∫

Ω

Fn+1
B ·ϕhΦ

ǫ,δ
B +

∫

Ω

gn+1qhΦ
ǫ,δ
B .

(47)

We note that, in this case, the normal vectors are defined as ni = − ∇Φǫ
i

|∇Φǫ
i |
, i = F,B, and the tangent vectors

are constructed as described in [46]. For simplicity, the structure problem is written in terms of the structure
velocity, ξh. After the problem is solved, the displacement is found using

ηn+1
h = ∆tξn+1

h + ηn
h .

Note that it indeed appears natural to solve for the discrete velocity dtηh, as reflected in the division-by-∆t
rescaling in (37) and the error estimate (43).

6.1 Rates of convergence

The first example is based on the method of manufactured solutions, which is used to compute rates of
convergence. The computational domain is defined as Ω = (0, 1) × (−1, 1), where the top half corresponds
to the fluid domain and the bottom half to the poroelastic domain. The exact solutions are given by:

uref = π cos(πt)

[
−3x+ cos(y)

y + 1

]
,

πref = et sin(πx) cos
(πy

2

)
+ 2π cos(πt),

ηref = sin(πt)

[
−3x+ cos(y)

y + 1

]
,

pref = et sin(πx) cos
(πy

2

)

The forcing terms FF ,FB, and g are computed using the exact solutions and ξref = ∂tηref . Furthermore, to
account for the fact that the exact fluid velocity is not divergence-free, an additional forcing term is added
to the mass conservation equation:

∇ · u = h.

Neumann boundary conditions are applied on the top boundary for the fluid problem. Dirichlet conditions
are used on all other boundaries. Dirichlet boundary conditions are also used for the displacement and Darcy
pressure on all boundaries.

The following physical parameters are used: ρB = µB = λB = α = c0 = γ = ρF = µF = 1, and κ = III.
The final time is T = 0.8s. We consider both a Lipschitz phase field function, defined as

Φǫ
F =

1

2

(
1 + tanh

(y
ǫ

))
,
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and a power distance weight function, defined by (13) with β = 0.9. Both of them are regularised as in (45).
Notice that the Lipschitz weight is smooth near the interface, unlike the power distance weight.

We use P2 − P1 elements for the Stokes velocity and pressure, and P2 elements for the Biot pressure,
the structure displacement, and velocity. We initially set ∆t = 0.1, h = 0.2, ǫ = h, and δ = 10−3. These
parameters, including δ, are then refined by halving them. The relative errors are defined as

eu =
‖uref − uN

h ‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

F
)2

‖uref‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ
F

)2
, eη =

‖ηref − ηN
h ‖E,ǫ,δ

‖ηref‖E,ǫ,δ
,

e∂tη
=

‖∂tηref − dtη
N
h ‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)2

‖∂tηref‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)2

, ep =
‖pref − pNh ‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)

‖pref‖L2(Ω,Φǫ,δ

B
)

,

evaluated at the final time tN = T .
In addition to the method based on the backward Euler time discretisation described in (47), we also

consider a method based on the midpoint scheme. The solution to the midpoint scheme is obtained by

solving (47) over a half time interval, using ∆t/2, resulting in (u
n+ 1

2

h , π
n+ 1

2

h , ξ
n+ 1

2

h ,η
n+ 1

2

h , p
n+ 1

2

h ), and then
extrapolating the solution as:

un+1
h = 2u

n+ 1
2

h − un
h , ξn+1

h = 2ξ
n+ 1

2

h − ξnh , ηn+1
h = 2η

n+ 1
2

h − ηn
h , pn+1

h = 2p
n+ 1

2

h − pnh,

at each time step, as described in [19].

h eu rate ep rate e∂tη
rate eη rate

1
5 8.3 · 10−3 – 1.1 · 10−1 – 7.3 · 10−2 – 9.9 · 10−1 –
1
10 7.7 · 10−3 0.11 8.1 · 10−2 0.40 4.3 · 10−2 0.77 3.3 · 10−1 1.59
1
20 4.0 · 10−3 0.96 5.3 · 10−2 0.59 2.3 · 10−2 0.86 1.4 · 10−1 1.23
1
40 2.0 · 10−3 0.98 3.2 · 10−2 0.76 1.2 · 10−2 0.91 6.5 · 10−2 1.1
1
80 1.0 · 10−3 0.98 1.7 · 10−2 0.86 6.5 · 10−3 0.95 3.1 · 10−2 1.05

Table 1: Rates of convergence for the fluid velocity, Biot pressure, structure velocity, and the displacement
obtained using a Lipschitz phase field function and the backward Euler time discretisation.

h eu rate ep rate e∂tη
rate eη rate

1
5 2.7 · 10−2 – 7.5 · 10−2 – 7.1 · 10−2 – 9.9 · 10−1 –
1
10 1.4 · 10−2 1.0 6.8 · 10−2 0.15 4.3 · 10−2 0.75 3.3 · 10−1 1.59
1
20 6.9 · 10−3 1.0 4.7 · 10−2 0.54 2.4 · 10−2 0.85 1.4 · 10−1 1.23
1
40 3.4 · 10−3 0.99 2.8 · 10−2 0.73 1.3 · 10−2 0.91 6.5 · 10−2 1.1
1
80 1.7 · 10−3 0.99 1.6 · 10−2 0.84 6.6 · 10−3 0.94 3.1 · 10−2 1.05

Table 2: Rates of convergence for the fluid velocity, Biot pressure, structure velocity, and the displacement
obtained using a power distance weight function and the backward Euler time discretisation.

Table 1 shows the rates of convergence obtained using a Lipschitz phase field function, and Table 2 shows
the rates of convergence obtained using the power distance phase field function, both obtained using the
backward Euler time discretisation. We note that for the Lipschitz weight, the leading order error is due to
the time discretisation, which is only first order accurate, while for the distance weight, the leading order
error is O(ǫ1/4). However, in both cases, the first order convergence is obtained computationally for all
variables except for the Biot pressure, whose rate seems to be increasing slowly.

Tables 3 and 4 show the errors and the rates of convergence obtained using the Lipschitz phase field
function and the power distance phase field function, respectively, both obtained with the midpoint time
discretisation. In case of the Lipschitz weight, the modelling error is the leading order error, with the rate
of O(ǫ3/2). The leading order error for the power distance weight is still O(ǫ1/4). We observe the second
order convergence for the fluid velocity, Biot pressure, and the structure velocity. However, the rates for
displacement, measured in the energy norm, seem to be approaching 1.5. This indicates that both Lipschitz
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h eu rate ep rate e∂tη
rate eη rate

1
5 9.9 · 10−3 – 3.0 · 10−2 – 1.5 · 10−2 – 4.6 · 10−2 –
1
10 2.8 · 10−3 1.81 1.2 · 10−2 1.27 4.6 · 10−3 1.8 1.4 · 10−2 1.7
1
20 7.8 · 10−4 1.87 3.5 · 10−3 1.80 1.2 · 10−3 1.95 4.8 · 10−3 1.56
1
40 1.9 · 10−4 2.01 8.9 · 10−4 1.99 2.9 · 10−4 2.03 1.6 · 10−3 1.58
1
80 4.6 · 10−5 2.08 2.2 · 10−4 2.01 7.1 · 10−5 2.04 5.4 · 10−4 1.56

Table 3: Rates of convergence for the fluid velocity, Biot pressure, structure velocity, and the displacement
obtained using a Lipschitz phase field function and the midpoint time discretisation.

h eu rate ep rate e∂tη
rate eη rate

1
5 9.3 · 10−3 – 2.3 · 10−2 – 1.3 · 10−2 – 4.3 · 10−2 –
1
10 2.4 · 10−3 1.95 6.8 · 10−3 1.75 3.3 · 10−3 1.97 1.1 · 10−2 1.94
1
20 6.1 · 10−4 1.99 1.8 · 10−3 1.89 8.8 · 10−4 1.89 3.4 · 10−3 1.69
1
40 1.5 · 10−4 2.02 5.0 · 10−4 1.88 2.2 · 10−4 1.98 1.1 · 10−3 1.63
1
80 3.7 · 10−5 2.03 1.3 · 10−4 1.89 5.7 · 10−5 1.98 3.6 · 10−4 1.60

Table 4: Rates of convergence for the fluid velocity, Biot pressure, structure velocity, and the displacement
obtained using a power distance weight function and the midpoint time discretisation.

and power distance weights seem to be converging with the same order, and while for some variables the
rates exceed theoretical predictions, the modelling error still dominates the rates of convergence for the
displacement.

6.2 Comparison with a sharp interface model

The focus of this section is on the comparison of the results obtained using a sharp interface model and a
diffuse interface model in a simplified 3D domain describing the flow in a channel surrounded by a poroelastic
medium. The geometry consists of a cylinder with radius 0.5 and length 2 embedded in a poroelastic cube.
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Figure 2: Geometry and the computational mesh used in Example 6.2 for the sharp (left) and the diffuse
(right) interface model. The right panel also shows the phase field function used for the diffuse interface
model.

Figure 2 shows the sharp interface domain and the computational mesh (left), and the phase field function
and the computational mesh on the diffuse interface domain geometry (right). The phase field function is
defined as

Φǫ
F =

1

2

(
1 + tanh

(
−x

2 + y2 − 0.52

ǫ

))

and regularised as in (45). We use ǫ = 0.0095 and δ = 0.001. The flow is driven by a pressure drop imposed
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at the inlet and outlet sections of the cylinder:

σF (u, π)n =

{
−10n, at z = 0 (bottom boundary),

0, at z = 2 (top boundary).

On the same boundaries (top and bottom), the structure is assumed to be fixed (η = 0), and zero flux
conditions are imposed for the Biot pressure (κ∇p · n = 0). On all the sides we impose zero Neumann
conditions for the displacement and zero Biot pressure. The problem is solved using parameters specified in
Table 5 with the time step of ∆t = 5 · 10−2 until a steady state is reached.

Parameters Values Parameters Values

Fluid density ρF (g/cm3) 1 Dynamic viscosity µ (poise) 0.035
Structure density ρB (g/cm3) 1 Young’s modulus E (dyne/cm2) 5 · 105
Poisson’s ratio ν 0.49 Slip rate αBJ (g/cm2 s) 10
Storativity coeff. c0 (cm2/dyne) 10−3 Hydraulic conductivity κ (cm3 s/g) 10−5I

Biot–Willis constant α 1

Table 5: The parameters used in Examples 6.2 and 6.3.

For both sharp interface and diffuse interface problems, we use P1 elements for all variables, with the
following stabilisation added to the fluid problem:

γstabh
2

∫

Ω

∇π · ∇ζ,

where γstab = 2 · 10−3.
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Figure 3: Comparison of the Stokes and Biot pressure (left), the velocity (middle), and the displacement
(right) obtained using the sharp interface model (top) and the diffuse interface model (bottom), shown on a
cross section of the domain.

Figure 3 shows a comparison of the Stokes and Biot pressure, velocity and displacement obtained using
the sharp interface model and the diffuse interface model on a cross section of the domain. Overall, an
excellent agreement is observed.
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6.3 Flow in a complex network

In this example, we model fluid flow in a complex network, corresponding to a patient specific model of
vasculature containing the circle of Willis, obtained from [47]. We consider a box-like section of tissue around
the network, which we assume is poroelastic. The patient specific geometry and our constructed phase field
function are shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Left: A patient-specific vascular network containing the circle of Willis. Middle: A phase field
function for the section of the network considered in our study. Right: A phase field function on a cross
section of our computational domain, superimposed with the full vascular network.

The left panel shows the full vascular network containing the circle of Willis, and the middle panel shows
the phase field function for the section of the network considered in our study. The right panel shows the
phase field function on a cross section of our computational domain (blue box), superimposed with the full
vascular network. The phase field function was obtained by identifying nodes in our box geometry which are
in the vascular network, and setting their values equal to 1 (otherwise, they were set to zero). The function
was then smoothed out by solving the Allen–Cahn equation as in [46].

To solve this problem, we impose boundary conditions which mimic the flow pattern in the circle of Willis.
In particular, we impose the velocity of 35 cm/s [20] at the inflow of the basilar artery, and the velocity of 50
cm/s at the inflow of the right and left internal carotid arteries [25, 8], see the left panel of Figure 5. At all
other outlets, we impose zero normal stress for the fluid problem. At the inflow boundaries, we impose zero
displacement, while zero normal poroelastic stress is imposed at the remaining boundaries. Finally, zero Biot
pressure is imposed at all the boundaries. The problem is solved with the parameters specified in Table 5,
using the same finite elements as for the cylindrical geometry case studied in Example 6.2. As before, we use
δ = 0.001 and ∆t = 5 · 10−2. The problem is solved until a steady state is reached.

basilar 
artery

left
internal
carotid
artery

right
internal
carotid
artery

Figure 5: Left: Velocity magnitude superimposed with vectors indicating the flow direction. The marked
arteries represent the inlet sections. Right: Flow streamlines coloured by the Stokes pressure.

The left panel of Figure 5 shows the magnitude of the velocity in the network, superimposed with velocity
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vectors, which show the flow direction. Marked arteries indicate the inflow sections. The flow streamlines
are shown in the right panel, coloured by the fluid pressure.

pressure

0 3000

velocity displacement

0 7014 42 0 1.2e-34.8e-4 7.2e-41800120028 56

Figure 6: The left panel shows the magnitude of the velocity. The middle and the right panels show the
Stokes and the Darcy pressure, and the displacement, respectively, both superimposed with the outline of
the vascular network.

The velocity magnitude is again shown in the left panel of Figure 6 from a different perspective. In
Figure 6 we also show the Stokes and Biot pressure (middle panel) and the displacement (right panel), both
displayed on a cross section of the domain, superimposed with the outline of the vascular network. We can
observe larger pressure values in the vicinity of the network, as well as larger displacement. We note that
from the perspective shown in Figure 6 that the displacement is fixed on the bottom and on the left and right
side. Hence, the poroelastic region surrounding the network displaces more in the top region of the domain.

7 Conclusions

In this work, we analysed the diffuse interface method for fluid-poroelastic structure interaction. We proved
that the problem is well-posed, and derived rates of convergence of the discrete diffuse interface formulation
to the continuous sharp interface formulation. In particular, for piecewise quadratic velocities, we show that
in case of a power distance weight, the error is

O(∆t) +O(h2) +O(ǫ
1
4 ).

With the assumption that the weight is Lipschitz, the estimate of the modelling error improves, and gives

O(ǫ
3
2 ) +O(δ

1
2 ),

where δ is the regularisation parameter. The latter estimate agrees with what we observe in numerical
experiments when either regularised Lipschitz or power distance weights are used. In particular, numerical
results indicate that the rate of convergence obtained computationally for all variables exceeds the theoretical
prediction in the case of power distance weights, and is more similar to the results obtained for Lipschitz
weights.

While we combine the approximation and the modelling errors in order to obtain the total error, we note
that one needs to be careful in which order the limits are taken. In particular, we first let (h,∆t) → (0, 0),
and then ǫ → 0. This is due to the fact that, as expected, all the implicit constants in our error estimates
depend on higher order norms of the diffuse interface solution, which depend on the interface parameter ǫ.
We also note that in case when weights are regularised, in principle we can also take δ → 0. However in our
implementation, this scenario is problematic since in that case the system matrix becomes singular.

While in this paper we assume that the interface is fixed and that the phase field function does not change
in time, this is a first step towards analysing more complex models where the interface is evolving, such as
problems with large deformations, which we will study in future work. However, even in the case considered
here, the diffuse interface method is appealing in many applications, such as simulations of biomedical flows
in complex geometries.

31



Acknowledgements

FA is supported by a Society of Science Postdoctoral fellowship from the College of Science at the University
of Notre Dame. MB is partially supported by NSF grants DMS-2208219 and DMS-2205695. AJS is partially
supported by NSF grant DMS-2111228. BM is supported by by Croatia-USA bilateral grant “The mathe-
matical framework for the diffuse interface method applied to coupled problems in fluid dynamics” and by the
Croatian Science Foundation, project number IP-2022-10-2962. Part of this work was completed while AJS
was in residence at the Institute for Computational and Experimental Research in Mathematics (ICERM) in
Providence, RI, during the Numerical PDEs: Analysis, Algorithms, and Data Challenges semester program.
ICERM is supported by NSF grant DMS-1929284.

A Consistency and projection estimates

Here we collect some consistency estimates, as well as some properties of the weighted projections defined
in Lemma 4.1, that are useful in the course of our error analysis. We begin with a somewhat standard
consistency estimate.

Lemma A.1 (time-consistency). For n = 0, . . . , N − 1 define Rn+1
ǫ ∈ (Vǫ

F × Vǫ
B ×X ǫ)∗ via

〈Rn+1
ǫ , (v,ϕ, q)〉 = ρF

∫

Ωǫ
F

(dt − ∂t)(u
ǫ)n+1 · vΦǫ

F + ρB

∫

Ωǫ
B

(dtt − ∂tt)(η
ǫ)n+1 · ϕΦǫ

B

+ c0

∫

Ωǫ
B

(dt − ∂t)(p
ǫ)n+1qΦǫ

B − 1

2ǫ

∫

ℓǫ
q(dt − ∂t)(η

ǫ)n+1 · ∇ distΓ

+
αBJ

2ǫ

d−1∑

i=1

∫

ℓǫ
(−(dt − ∂t)(η

ǫ)n+1 · τ̃i)((v −ϕ) · τ̃i)|∇ distΓ |+ α

∫

Ωǫ
B

∇ · (dt − ∂t)(η
ǫ)n+1qΦǫ

B.

Then, assuming (39), for every 1 ≤ K ≤ N we have

∆t

K−1∑

n=0

〈Rn+1
ǫ , (En+1

u,h , dtE
n+1
η,h , E

n+1
p,h )〉 ≤ C(∆t)2

(
‖∂ttuǫ‖2L2(0,T ;L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d) + ‖∂tttηǫ‖2L∞(0,T ;L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d)

+‖∂4t ηǫ‖2L2(0,T ;L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d) + ‖∂tηǫ‖L2(0,T ;L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d) + ‖∂ttpǫ‖2L2(0,T ;L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)) + ‖∂ttηǫ‖2L2(0,T ;Vǫ

B
)

)

+
µF

4CK
∆t

K−1∑

n=0

‖En+1
u,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ

F
,Φǫ

F
)d +

µB

10CK
‖EK

η,h‖2L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d +

µB

10CK
∆t

K−1∑
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‖En+1
η,h ‖2L2(Ωǫ

B
,Φǫ

B
)d

+
3k∗
8

∆t
K−1∑

n=0

‖En+1
p,h ‖2X ǫ +

αBJ

2

d−1∑

i=1

∆t
K−1∑

n=0

‖(En+1
u,h − dtE

n+1
η,h ) · τ̃i‖2L2(ℓǫ, 1

2ǫ
|∇ distΓ |)

,

where C > 0 depends only on physical parameters, and the projection errors (En+1
u,h ,E

n+1
η,h , E

n+1
p,h ) were defined

in (42).

Proof. Applying discrete integration by parts, Young’s inequality, and Lemma 3.6, we have

∆t

K−1∑

n=0

〈Rn+1
ǫ , (En+1

u,h , dtE
n+1
η,h , E
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8
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Exactly as in the first bound in [15, Lemma 4] but with Φǫ
F incorporated into the spatial integrands, we

obtain
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‖(dt − ∂t)(u
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and precisely the analogous bound follows also for ∆t
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. By a similar calculation,
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B
;Φǫ

B
)d).

Finally,

∆t
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n=0
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∣∣∣∣∣
−1

6(∆t)3

(
−
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+2

∫ tn

tn−1

−
∫ tn+1

tn

)
(t− tn+1)3∂4t η

ǫdt+
1

∆t

∫ tn+1

tn
(t− tn+1)∂4t η

ǫdt

∣∣∣∣∣

2

Φǫ
B

≤ 4

K−1∑

n=0

∫

Ωǫ
B

(
1

6(∆t)2

∫ tn−1

tn−2

|∂4t ηǫ|2dt
∫ tn−1

tn−2

|t− tn+1|6dt+ 1

6(∆t)2

∫ tn

tn−1

|∂4t ηǫ|2dt
∫ tn

tn−1

|t− tn+1|6dt

+
1

6(∆t)2

∫ tn+1

tn
|∂4t ηǫ|2dt

∫ tn+1

tn
|t− tn+1|6dt+

∫ tn+1

tn
|∂4t ηǫ|2dt

∫ tn+1

tn
|t− tn+1|6dt

)
Φǫ

B

≤ (486(∆t)5 + 4(∆t)7)‖∂4t ηǫ‖2L2(0,T ;L2(Ωǫ
B
,Φǫ

B
)d).

The estimate now follows.

Finally, we record some error estimates on the weighted projections defined in Lemma 4.1.

Lemma A.2 (projection errors). Recall the projection errors defined in (42). Under the smoothness assump-
tion (39) on the exact solution, we have

‖Y K
p ‖2X ǫ + ‖YK

u
‖2Vǫ

F
+ ‖dtYK

η
‖2Vǫ

B
+∆t

K−1∑

n=0

‖dtYn+1
u

‖2Vǫ
F
+∆t

K−1∑

n=0

‖dttYn+1
η

‖2Vǫ
B

+∆t

K−1∑

n=0

‖dtY n+1
p ‖2X ǫ +∆t

K−1∑

n=0

‖dtYn+1
η

‖2Vǫ
B
+∆t

K−1∑

n=0

‖Yn+1
u

‖2Vǫ
F

. h2k
(
‖pǫ‖2L∞(0,T ;X k+1,ǫ) + ‖uǫ‖2

L∞(0,T ;Vk+1,ǫ

F
)
+ ‖θǫ‖2L∞(0,T ;Qk+1,ǫ) + ‖∂tηǫ‖2

L∞(0,T ;Vk+1,ǫ

B
)

+∆t‖∂ttηǫ‖2
L∞(0,T ;Vk+1,ǫ

B
)
+ ‖∂tuǫ‖2

L2(0,T ;Vk+1,ǫ

F
)
+ ‖∂ttηǫ‖2

L2(0,T ;Vk+1,ǫ

B
)
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)
+ (∆t)2

(
‖∂ttuǫ‖2L2(0,T ;Vǫ

F
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B
)

+‖∂ttpǫ‖2L2(0,T ;X ǫ)

)
.
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Proof. The proof is standard; for the sake of brevity we only demonstrate a bound for the 3rd term on the
left hand side. Extending the interpolation errors to be defined for all time, a Taylor expansion then provides
the existence of zK ∈ (tK−1, tK) for which

dtY
K
η

= ∂tY
K
η

+
∆t

2
∂ttYη(zK).

Consequently,

‖dtYK
η
‖2Vǫ

B
≤ 2‖∂tYK

η
‖2Vǫ

B
+∆t‖∂ttYη(zK)‖2Vǫ

B

. h2k‖∂t(ηǫ)K‖2
Vk+1,ǫ

B

+∆th2k‖∂ttηǫ(zK)‖2
Vk+1,ǫ

B

≤ h2k
(
‖∂tηǫ‖2

L∞

∆t
(0,T ;Vk+1,ǫ

B
)
+∆t‖∂ttηǫ‖2

L∞

∆t
(0,T ;Vk+1,ǫ

B
)

)
.

The remaining terms follow by Taylor expansion with integral remainder, as in the previous Lemma,
combined with Lemma 4.1, and the observation that the regularities (39) allow us to bound, for instance,

‖pǫ‖L∞

∆t
(0,T ;X k+1,ǫ) . ‖pǫ‖L∞(0,T ;X k+1,ǫ),

with constants that are independent of ∆t or h.

Remark A.3 (error decoupling). Due to the application of the Stokes-elastic projection in Lemma 4.1, there
is dependence on the norms of θǫ on the right-hand-side of our main error estimate (43) — including in the
contribution from the bound in Lemma A.2 — even in the absence of an error estimate for θǫ (or πǫ) in (43).
We conjecture that this dependence may be removed by decoupling the errors of the three separate fields (u, ϑ, p)
in the first line of the projection error (33) using finite element families which possess some generalisation
of pressure-robustness to the (weighted) 3-field Stokes-elastic problem (31), but we do not pursue this.
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