
SURFACE ELEVATION ERRORS IN FINITE ELEMENT
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Abstract. The primary data which determine the evolution of glaciation are the bedrock
elevation and the surface mass balance. From this data, which we assume is defined over a fixed land
region, the glacier’s geometry solves a free-boundary problem which balances the surface velocity
from the Stokes flow with the surface mass balance. A surface elevation function for this problem
is admissible if it is above the bedrock topography, equivalently if the ice thickness is nonnegative.
For an implicit time step, this free-boundary problem can be posed in weak form as a variational
inequality. After some preparatory theory for the glaciological Stokes problem, we conjecture that the
continuous-space, implicit time step problem for the surface elevation is well-posed. This conjecture
is supported both by physical arguments and numerical evidence. We then prove a general theorem
which bounds the error made by a finite element approximation of a nonlinear variational inequality in
a Banach space. The bound is a sum of error terms of different types which are special to variational
inequalities. In the case of the implicit-step glacier problem these terms are of three types: errors
from discretizing the bed elevation, errors from numerically solving for the Stokes velocity, and finally
an expected quasi-optimal finite element error in the surface elevation itself.

Key words. error bounds, finite element methods, glaciers, ice flow, variational inequalities

1. Introduction. Glacier and ice sheet simulations model the ice as a free-
surface layer of very-viscous, incompressible, and non-Newtonian fluid [22, 40]. For
simplicity we will only consider simulations of land-based glaciers, without floating
portions, and we note that an “ice sheet” is simply a continent-scale glacier.

The two essential input data into such simulations are the bedrock elevation,
which is assumed here to be independent of time, and the time-dependent surface
mass balance rate (SMB; the climatic mass balance rate [13]). By definition, the
SMB is the balance between accumulating snow and the loss of melt water, through
runoff, at the upper surface of the glacier [13]. Note that elevations are measured here
in meters, and SMB is measured in ice-equivalent units of meters per second.

Thus a glacier simulation takes, as inputs, the bedrock topography, a (gener-
ally) time-dependent climate, and an initial geometry. The simulation produces the
glacier’s evolving geometry and flow velocity; these are the output fields of primary sci-
entific value. Additional complications are common in comprehensive models [40, 41].
For example, the internal energy [3] or temperature of the ice may be tracked, and/or
there may be models of liquid water within the ice matrix or at ice surfaces. However,
for simplicity and concreteness we only consider conservation of mass and momentum,
but not of energy, and liquid water will play no role. Furthermore we will assume zero
velocity, i.e. a non-sliding and non-penetrating condition, at the base of the ice. On
the other hand, we will not make the shallowness assumptions which are common in
comprehensive ice sheet models.

One may parameterize the glacier’s geometry using either the (upper) surface
elevation or the ice thickness. At a time and map-plane location where a glacier exists
the surface elevation must exceed the bedrock elevation, equivalently the ice thickness
must be positive. The computed flow velocity is only defined at those locations and
times where ice is present, namely on an evolving 3D domain between the bedrock
and surface elevations. In other words, the surface elevation and thickness functions
must satisfy inequalities to be admissible.

Our notation is sketched in Figure 1. Let Ω ⊂ R2 be a fixed portion of land, with
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2 E. BUELER

map-plane coordinates x = (x1, x2) ∈ Ω. All time-dependent quantities are assumed
to be defined on t ∈ [0, T ] for some T > 0. On Ω assume that we are given, as data,
a real and continuous bed elevation function b(x), and a real, signed, and continuous
SMB function a(t, x). In areas of Ω where a > 0 (accumulation; downward arrows
in Figure 1), a glacier will exist. If a < 0 (upward arrows) then either a glacier
exists with an ablating surface, because of flow from accumulation areas, or no glacier
exists. Determining which situation applies at given coordinates t, x requires solving
free-boundary problems like those considered in this paper.

Λ(t)

a(t, x)

s(t, x)

b(x)

Ω

Fig. 1. Glacier notation used in this paper. In fact Ω is 2D and Λ(t) is 3D.

Let s(t, x) be the (solution) ice surface elevation. We will regard this as defined
for all x ∈ Ω, but subject to the constraint that the surface z = s must be at or above
the bedrock (s ≥ b). In regions with no ice s = b holds. The solution ice velocity
u(t, x, z) and pressure p(t, x, z) are then defined only on the open 3D domain

(1.1) Λ(t) = {(x, z) : b(x) < z < s(t, x)} ⊂ Ω× R.

This aspect of glacier modeling deserves emphasis: The time-dependent 3D domain
Λ(t), on which the velocity and pressure are meaningful, is determined by the evolving
surface elevation s, which is itself part of the model solution.

The surface trace of the ice velocity will be of importance; it is reconsidered in a
precise Sobolev space context in Section 2. We extend it by zero so that it is defined
everywhere in Ω:

(1.2) u|s(t, x) =
®
u(t, x, s(t, x)), s(t, x) > b(t, x)

0, otherwise.

Compare flux extension by zero in [40]. Also let ns = ⟨−∇s, 1⟩ denote an un-
normalized and upward surface normal vector. (This is assumed well-defined for
current purposes, but compare Section 3.) An infinite-dimensional nonlinear comple-
mentarity problem (NCP) [6, 17, 40] applies almost everywhere in [0, T ]× Ω:

s− b ≥ 0(1.3a)

∂s

∂t
− u|s · ns − a ≥ 0(1.3b)

(s− b)

Å
∂s

∂t
− u|s · ns − a

ã
= 0(1.3c)

System (1.3) says that either a location is ice free (s− b = 0), where the climate
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is locally ablating (a ≤ 0), or that the surface kinematical equation (SKE) holds:

(1.4)
∂s

∂t
− u|s · ns − a = 0.

This equation says that the (non-material) surface of the ice moves vertically according
to the sum of the SMB and a component of the ice velocity at the surface [40].
Equation (1.4) is a statement of mass conservation at the surface [3], sometimes
called the free-surface equation [33] or the kinematic boundary condition1 [22].

We believe that glaciologists agree with the conditions of NCP (1.3) as a model
for glaciers. For example, in numerical ice sheet models the SKE (1.4) is a standard
way for surface geometry to evolve [22, 40]. The idea that positive (continuous) SMB
at a given location implies the existence of glacier ice there is not controversial. Equiv-
alently, ice-free conditions are understood to exist only where the SMB is negative,
because any accumulation (positive SMB) would immediately become glacier ice (by
definition).

In the current paper the SMB a is necessarily assumed to be defined everywhere
in Ω, regardless of whether a glacier is present or not. This is because a simulated
glacier needs to be able to advance into unglaciated locations. In ice-free areas the
SMB should have the value which a glacier surface would experience at that time and
location. Thus the value can be modeled using precipitation and an energy balance
[22], for instance by hypothesizing an ice surface and then computing the balance of
snow accumulation minus ablation (using the energy available for melt).

The non-shallow ice dynamics model considered in this paper, which conserves
mass and momentum, is the non-sliding (e.g. frozen) base, isothermal, shear-thinning
(non-Newtonian), and incompressible Stokes problem [22, 28, 40]. This model is
applied over the domain Λ(t) defined in (1.1) above. Let Γs(t) ⊂ ∂Λ(t) be the upper
surface z = s and Γb(t) ⊂ ∂Λ(t) be the base z = b. The possibility of cliffs at the
ice margin is neglected, so ∂Λ(t) = Γs(t) ∪ Γb(t) is assumed to hold at any time. To
state the shear-thinning (Glen’s) flow law, let Du = (∇u+∇u⊤)/2 denote the strain

rate tensor, with Frobenius norm |Du| = ((Du)ij(Du)ij)
1/2

(summation convention).
The effective ice (dynamic) viscosity [22] is then given by a regularized formula

(1.5) ν(Du) = νp
(
|Du|2 + ϵ

)(p−2)/2

The exponent 1 < p ≤ 2, often written p = (1/n) + 1, is approximately 4/3 in
practice [22]. The coefficient νp > 0 has p-dependent units, while ν(Du) has SI units
kgm−1 s−1. The values of n and νp can be determined from measured properties of
ice [21, 22], including temperature, but both are assumed to be constant here. Note
that p = 2 yields a Newtonian fluid with constant viscosity, while for p < 2 the ϵ > 0
regularization implies that ν(Du) is bounded above. Assume that the density of ice
ρi and the acceleration of gravity g are constant. At each time t the modeled glacier
has velocity and pressure solving the following 3D fluid equations:

−∇ · (2ν(Du)Du) +∇p = ρig within Λ(t)(1.6a)

∇ · u = 0 ”(1.6b)

(2ν(Du)Du− pI)ns = 0 on Γs(t)(1.6c)

u = 0 on Γb(t)(1.6d)

1Note that equation (1.4) is not a boundary condition of any identifiable PDE problem.
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Fig. 2. A cross-section of the Greenland ice sheet at 70◦N latitude (see inset). While the ice
surface s is relatively smooth because of ice flow (top), the bedrock elevation b is much rougher. The
corresponding ice thickness H = s− b (bottom), though a valid geometry parameterization, inherits
the low regularity of b. (Data from [35] and A. Aschwanden, personal communication.)

Boundary condition (1.6c) says that the sub-aerial upper surface is stress free; this
must not be confused with the SKE (1.4).

In summary at this point, we assume that a glacier simulation is an evolving
free-surface flow, subject to a signed climate that can add or remove ice, coupled to
a nonlinear Stokes problem which must be solved within an evolving, 3D icy domain.
The initial/boundary value problem consisting of (1.1)–(1.6) requires data b(x), a(t, x)
plus an initial surface elevation s(0, x). The solution variables are s(t, x), u(t, x, z),
and p(t, x, z), with s defined everywhere over [0, T ]×Ω, but subject to s ≥ b, and with
u, p defined on Λ(t) for each t (equation (1.1)). The surface elevation s and surface
velocity trace u|s are linked by the kinematical NCP (1.3).

Note that the NCP (1.3) is the only place where a time derivative appears in the
model statement; the SKE (1.4) is a consequence of this NCP. Because the flow is
very viscous [1], the Stokes sub-model (1.5)–(1.6) acts as an instantaneous “algebraic”
constraint on the evolution statement in (1.3). The coupled, infinite-dimensional
problem of determining the evolving geometry of a glacier, namely system (1.1)–
(1.6), is therefore simultaneously a differential algebraic equation system [2, 33] and
an NCP.

While essentially equivalent in the continuum problem, formulations using thick-
ness functions to parameterize geometry have different character from those using
surface elevation, as here, when the bedrock is realistically rough. Surface elevation
s will be preferred because of the flow-caused smoothing effect illustrated in Figure
2. That is, we observe that for land-based glaciers s(t, x) is smoother in x than the
thickness H(t, x) = s(t, x)− b(x) because the latter “inherits” the lower regularity of
the (typically) eroded and faulted bedrock topography b(x).

Glacier simulations are commonly formulated using a finite element (FE) method
for the Stokes sub-problem [25, 27, 36], or for a shallow approximation thereof. How-
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ever, to the author’s knowledge all existing non-shallow (Stokes) evolution models use
a explicit time-stepping scheme for the geometry, for example as in [27] or [33], with
the one exception of the exploratory model in reference [42].

This work considers implicit time steps for the theoretical reasons addressed in
Section 4. For a time step ∆t > 0, the solution s ≈ s(tn, x), from applying the
backward Euler scheme to NCP (1.3), satisfies the conditions of a similar NCP:

s− b ≥ 0(1.7a)

s−∆tu|s · ns − ℓn ≥ 0(1.7b)

(s− b) (s−∆tu|s · ns − ℓn) = 0(1.7c)

For clarity we have collected-together a source term ℓn(x) = sn−1(x)+
∫ tn
tn−1

a(t, x) dt,

which is assumed known. The essential approach of this paper starts in Section 3,
where we re-write NCP (1.7) as a weak form variational inequality (VI) problem.
Based on conjectured well-posedness for that problem (Section 4), our main results
are in Sections 6 and 7. We prove new estimates on the numerical error which arises
from solving the surface elevation VI problem by FE approximation.

Observe that the backward Euler scheme chosen for problem (1.7) is merely the
simplest A-stable scheme which can be applied to the continuous time problem (1.3).
Extension to higher-order A-stable and/or stiff decay [2] schemes is obviously of in-
terest, but we do not pursue them because the problem (1.7) already contains all
the important features. For finite-dimensional differential algebraic equation prob-
lems, such implicit schemes are the standard choices [2], given the stiffness exhibited
by such systems. In the infinite-dimensional case here, where the SKE (1.4) is con-
strained at any time by the “algebraic” Stokes problem (1.5)–(1.6), implicit schemes
are in fact the natural choice.

One can also make a case for implicit time-stepping based on simulation per-
formance, that is, by comparing to the conditionally-stable explicit alternatives [7].
However, this assumes that NCP (1.7) can be solved efficiently, and that the im-
plicit scheme turns out to have unconditional stability. In fact, neither efficiency nor
stability are addressed in the current paper.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 recalls the theory of the Glen-law
Stokes problem on a fixed domain, and we add an apparently-new bound on the surface
trace of the velocity solution (Corollary 2.6). In Section 3 we reformulate the coupled
NCP problem (1.5)–(1.7) as a VI weak form. The key coupling term is the surface
motion term u|s · ns in SKE (1.4), for which we provide a quantitative bound over
a Sobolev space of surface elevation functions (Lemma 3.2). However, this bound is
subject to Conjecture A, which hypothesizes that the surface velocity trace is Lipschitz
continuous with respect to surface elevation. Well-posedness for each implicit step
VI problem is considered in Section 4, based upon Conjecture B hypothesizing the
coercivity of the same surface motion term. Certain physical and modeling ideas are
discussed in Section 4, as context needed to understand Conjecture B, followed in
Section 5 by some numerical evidence for the validity of this Conjecture. At this
point we have in hand a mathematically-precise time-discretized model, though with
only conjectural well-posedness (Theorem 4.1). This continuum model is apparently
stated here for the first time. Turning to FE approximations, in Section 6 we prove an
abstract FE error estimate, Theorem 6.3 and its Corollaries, for general VI problems
involving nonlinear operators on Banach spaces. This new estimate, which makes
coercivity and Lipshitz assumptions on the operator, extends the classical bilinear
case by Falk [18]. In Section 7 we apply the abstract estimate to the glacier problem,
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yielding our final result which is Theorem 7.2. The physical significance of each term
in this error estimate, and how associated FE method choices are made, is addressed
at the end.

We will use only these few abbreviations: FE (finite element), NCP (nonlinear
complementarity problem), PDE (partial differential equation), SIA (shallow ice ap-
proximation), SKE (surface kinematical equation), SMB (surface mass balance), and
VI (variational inequality).

2. The surface velocity from a glacier Stokes problem. In this Section we
consider the weak form of the non-sliding, isothermal, and Glen-law Stokes sub-model
(1.5)–(1.6). This sub-model, which is applied on a 3D domain Λ = Λ(t), defined by
(1.1) at a particular time t, computes the surface velocity field u|s which appears in
NCP (1.3). We will return to that the larger model in Section 3.

We assume that the ice base Γb ⊂ ∂Λ, on which a Dirichlet condition u = 0 holds,
has positive measure, and that the remaining Neumann boundary Γs = ∂Λ \ Γb is
sufficiently-smooth so that a zero normal stress condition can be applied.

Suitable function spaces for Stokes problem (1.5)–(1.6) are then well-known. Let
1 < p ≤ 2. Denote the Sobolev space [16] of real-valued functions with pth-power
integrable first derivatives by W 1,p(Λ), and let

(2.1) V =W 1,p
b (Λ;R3)

be the corresponding space of vector-valued functions with trace zero along Γb. Let
[H] ≥ 1m be a representative vertical glacier dimension. We define the norm on V by

(2.2) ∥v∥V =

Å∫
Λ

|v|p dx dz + [H]p
∫
Λ

|∇v|p dx dz
ã1/p

.

Here dx dz = dx1 dx2 dz is the 3D volume element, which will generally be suppressed

in integrals. Note that |v| denotes the Euclidean norm, while |∇v| = ((∇v)ij(∇v)ij)
1/2

is the Frobenius norm of ∇v ∈ R3×3. Remark 1.2.1 in [5] explains the length scaling
in (2.2), such that ∥v∥V has consistent units.

Let Q = Lp′
(Λ) where p′ = p/(p− 1) ≈ 4 is the conjugate exponent. Define

(2.3) M = V ×Q

as the mixed space of admissible velocity and pressure pairs. For (u, p) ∈ M define

(2.4) FΛ(u, p)[v, q] =

∫
Λ

2ν(Du)Du : Dv − p∇ · v − (∇ · u)q − ρig · v,

where A : B = aijbij (summation convention). The (mixed) weak form of the Stokes
sub-model seeks the solution (u, p) satisfying

(2.5) FΛ(u, p)[v, q] = 0 for all (v, q) ∈ M.

Jouvet and Rappaz [28] have proven that problem (2.5) is well-posed if the
Neumann portion of ∂Λ is C1. Their proof uses the equivalence of (2.5) and the
minimization of a convex and coercive functional over the divergence-free subspace
Vdiv = {v ∈ V : ∇ · v = 0}. Our regularization in Glen law (1.5) differs from that
in [28], but the necessary modifications are addressed in [25]. Note that if the weak
solution is sufficiently regular then the strong form (1.6) is also satisfied.
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Theorem 2.1 (Theorem 3.10 in [28] and Appendix A of [25]). Suppose Λ is
bounded, ∂Λ is Lipschitz, Γs is C1, and Γb has positive measure. Let 1 < p ≤ 2 and
ϵ > 0 in (1.5). Then there exists a unique pair (u, p) ∈ M solving (2.5), and u ∈ Vdiv.

Our primary purpose, resumed in the next Section, is to study the glacier geom-
etry NCP (1.3), and its weak form. For that analysis we now bound the surface trace
u|s in terms of certain geometric properties of Λ. This uses several inequalities.

Lemma 2.2 (Poincaré’s inequality; (7.44) in [19]). Under the assumptions of
Theorem 2.1, there exists a dimensionless constant cp(Λ) > 0 so that

(2.6)

∫
Λ

|v|p ≤ cp(Λ)[H]p
∫
Λ

|∇v|p for all v ∈ V,

and thus ∥v∥pV ≤ (cp(Λ) + 1)[H]p
∫
Λ
|∇v|p.

Lemma 2.3 (Korn’s inequality; to prove set F (x) to the identity in Corollary
4.1 of [38]). Under the same assumptions, there exists a dimensionless constant
kp(Λ) > 0 so that

(2.7)

∫
Λ

|∇v|p ≤ kp(Λ)

∫
Λ

|Dv|p for all v ∈ V.

The main idea of the following a priori bound is that velocity solution is con-
trolled by geometric properties of the domain Λ, including the constants in the above
inequalities, along with certain physical constants. We will denote the ice volume by
|Λ|.

Lemma 2.4. Suppose u ∈ V is the solution from Theorem 2.1. Then there is
C > 0 depending on p, ρi|g|, νp, ϵ, [H], |Λ|, cp(Λ), and kp(Λ) so that

(2.8) ∥u∥V ≤ C.

Proof. From (2.5) and u ∈ Vdiv it follows that

(2.9) 0 = FΛ(u, p)[u, p] =

∫
Λ

2ν(Du)Du : Du− ρig · u.

Apply Korn’s inequality, the facts that p > 0 and (p− 2)/2 ≤ 0, and equation (1.5):∫
Λ

|∇u|p ≤ kp(Λ)

∫
Λ

|Du|p ≤ kp(Λ)

∫
Λ

(
|Du|2 + ϵ

)(p−2)/2
(Du : Du+ ϵ)(2.10)

= kp(Λ)

ï
ϵp/2|Λ|+ (2νp)

−1

∫
Λ

2ν(Du)Du : Du

ò
.

By equation (2.9) and Hölder’s inequality we thus have∫
Λ

|∇u|p ≤ kp(Λ)

ï
ϵp/2|Λ|+ (2νp)

−1

∫
Λ

ρig · u
ò

(2.11)

≤ kp(Λ)
î
ϵp/2|Λ|+ (2νp)

−1ρi|g||Λ|1/p
′
∥u∥V

ó
.

By Lemma 2.2,

(2.12) ∥u∥pV ≤ (cp(Λ) + 1)[H]pkp(Λ)
î
ϵp/2|Λ|+ (2νp)

−1ρi|g||Λ|1/p
′
∥u∥V

ó
.
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Let z = ∥u∥V . We have proved that

(2.13) zp ≤ c0 + c1z

for p > 1 and some constants ci > 0. Note that g(y) = yp − c1y − c0 is smooth with
g(0) = −c0 < 0 and g(y) → +∞ as y → +∞, so there exists a right-most root ỹ > 0
with ỹ = f(p, c0, c1). Since g(z) ≤ 0 we have z ≤ ỹ. This proves (2.8) with C = ỹ.

Lemma 2.5 (Trace inequality). Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, there
exists a dimensionless constant γp(Λ) > 0 so that for all v ∈ V,

(2.14)

∫
Γs

|v|p dS ≤ γp(Λ)

[H]
∥v∥pV

where v on the left is the trace on Γs, and dS denotes the area element over ∂Λ.

Proof. Theorem 5.5.1 in [16] defines a trace operator T : V → Lp(∂Λ), and a
constant c > 0, dependent only on p and Λ, so that

(2.15)

∫
∂Λ

|Tv|p dS ≤ c

∫
Λ

|v|p + |∇v|p ≤ c

∫
Λ

|v|p + [H]p|∇v|p

for v ∈ V. However, because v = 0 along Γb,
∫
Γs

|Tv|p dS =
∫
∂Λ

|Tv|p dS. The result
follows if we define γp(Λ) = [H]c.

Combining Lemmata 2.4 and 2.5 yields the following bound. In later uses of this
result, recall that Λ and Γs are determined by s and b, i.e. as in definition (1.1).

Corollary 2.6 (Surface velocity bound). Suppose u ∈ V is the Stokes velocity
solution from Theorem 2.1. The norm of its trace over Γs is controlled, a priori, by
[H], C in (2.8), and γp(Λ) in (2.14):

(2.16)

∫
Γs

|u|p dS ≤ γp(Λ)

[H]
Cp.

3. The weak-form implicit time-step model. Now we return to the implicit
time-stepping scheme for updating the surface elevation in a model based on Stokes
dynamics, namely NCP (1.7). Recall how this problem is derived. Let {tn} be any
increasing sequence of times in [0, T ], with t0 = 0. Let ∆t = tn − tn−1 denote the
generic step length. Let an(x) be the (temporal) average of the data a(t, x) over
[tn−1, tn]. Suppose that s(x) = sn(x) ≈ s(tn, x) approximates the surface elevation
at time tn. Using a backward Euler implicit step [2], SKE (1.4) becomes

(3.1)
s− sn−1

∆t
− u|s · ns − an = 0.

(The unknown s = sn appears both in the surface velocity u|s and slope ns.) For
cleaner appearance, clear the denominator in (3.1) and define

(3.2) ℓn(x) = sn−1(x) + ∆t an(x) = sn−1(x) +

∫ tn

tn−1

a(t, x) dt.

However, as noted in the Introduction, s = sn in (3.1) actually solves a problem
of free-boundary type, which is NCP (1.7). In particular, complementarity equation
(1.7c) says that, at the solution time and almost everywhere over Ω, either there is
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no ice (s = b) or equation (3.1) holds. Of course, s does not solve (3.1) over the bare
ground part of Ω ⊂ R2 where s = b.

The strong form NCP (1.7) has a weak-form variational inequality (VI; [16, 30])
version which is better-suited to both well-posedness theory and finite element (FE)
analysis. Let us regard the precise Banach space X of surface elevations as unknown
(for now). The admissible surface elevations come from a convex and closed subset

(3.3) K = {r ∈ X : r|∂Ω = b|∂Ω and r ≥ b} .

(The fixed (Dirichlet) boundary condition is included into the definition of K.) The
VI is then derived as follows via the argument from [6]. Suppose that s ∈ K is a
sufficiently-regular solution of NCP (1.7). Let ΩI be the (measurable) subset of Ω on
which constraint (1.7a) is inactive, where glacier ice is present: ΩI = {x : s(x) >
b(x)}. From (1.7c), integration over ΩI shows that

(3.4)

∫
ΩI

(s−∆tu|s · ns − ℓn) (r − s) = 0

for any r ∈ K. On the other hand, suppose ΩA = {x ∈ Ω : s(x) = b(x)} is the
active (ice-free) region for constraint (1.7a). Observe that (1.7b) says that b − ℓn =
s−∆tu|s ·ns− ℓn ≥ 0 on ΩA.

2 Note that r−s = r− b ≥ 0 on ΩA if r ∈ K. Therefore
integration yields an inequality:

(3.5)

∫
ΩA

(s−∆tu|s · ns − ℓn) (r − s) =

∫
ΩA

(b− ℓn) (r − b) ≥ 0.

Almost everywhere, either land is glacier covered (within ΩI) or ice-free (ΩA), so
addition of (3.4) and (3.5) gives the following VI for s ∈ K:

(3.6)

∫
Ω

(s−∆tu|s · ns) (r − s) ≥
∫
Ω

ℓn (r − s) for all r ∈ K.

This integral inequality is known to be true of s ∈ K in advance of knowledge about
the ice-covered part of Ω.

Now, well-posedness of the weak-form Stokes problem (2.5) over a 3D domain Λ,
plus the surface trace bound in Corollary 2.6, allows us to create a well-defined map
from an admissible surface elevation s to the corresponding surface velocity solution
u|s. The map is defined via definition (1.1) of Λ = Λ(t), followed by the solution of
(2.5) over Λ, evaluation of the trace of u along Γs (Corollary 2.6), and then definition
(1.2) (which includes extension by zero). For this map to be well-defined, s must be
admissible (s ∈ K) and sufficiently regular so that these steps are justified. We call

(3.7) Φ(s) = −u|s · ns

the surface motion map. It maps the scalar surface elevation s to the dynamical term
in the SKE (3.1). Constructing a bound for Φ will help to identify a Banach space X
in which to seek admissible solutions s.

As before, let Ω ⊂ R2 be a bounded domain. Let [L] > 0 be a representative
horizontal scale; compare (2.2). For any r ≥ 1 and q ∈W 1,r(Ω) we define

(3.8) ∥q∥W 1,r =

Å∫
Ω

|q|r dx+ [L]r
∫
Ω

|∇q|r dx
ã1/r

.

2Note the role of extension by zero (1.2) here.
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Lemma 3.1 (Preliminary bound on Φ(s)). Suppose 2 ≤ r ≤ ∞, and assume
s ∈W 1,r(Ω) is admissible (s ≥ b). With Λ defined by (1.1), assume that the hypotheses
of Theorem 2.1 and Corollary 2.6 apply, which also shows that Φ(s) is a well-defined
measurable function. Then there is a constant C > 0 independent of q so that

(3.9)

∣∣∣∣∫
Ω

Φ(s)q dx

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫
Ω

u|s · nsq dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C ∥q∥W 1,r for all q ∈W 1,r(Ω).

Proof. Observe that dS = |ns| dx =
√
1 + |∇s|2 dx is the surface area element

for Γs ⊂ ∂Λ. Let p′ = p/(p− 1) be the conjugate exponent to 1 < p ≤ 2. Apply the
triangle inequality, and Hölder’s inequality twice:∣∣∣∣∫

Ω

Φ(s)q dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫
Ω

∣∣u|s∣∣|ns||q| dx =

∫
Ω

∣∣u|s∣∣|ns|1/p|ns|1/p
′
|q| dx(3.10)

≤
Å∫

Ω

∣∣u|s∣∣p|ns| dx
ã1/p Å∫

Ω

|ns||q|p
′
dx

ã1/p′

≤
Å∫

Γs

|u|p dS
ã1/p Å∫

Ω

|ns|r dx
ã1/(p′r) Å∫

Ω

|q|p
′r′ dx

ã1/(p′r′)

.

If C1 is the a priori bound from (2.16) then

(3.11)

∣∣∣∣∫
Ω

Φ(s)q dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
1/p
1

Å∫
Ω

(
1 + |∇s|2

)r/2
dx

ã1/(p′r)

∥q∥Lp′r′ .

Note that if α ≥ 0 then (1 + α)r/2 ≤ 2(r−2)/2(1 + αr/2), so∣∣∣∣∫
Ω

Φ(s)q dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
1/p
1

Å
2(r−2)/2

∫
Ω

1 + |∇s|r dx
ã1/(p′r)

∥q∥Lp′r′(3.12)

≤ C2

(
|Ω|+ [L]−r∥s∥rW 1,r

)1/(p′r) ∥q∥Lp′r′ .

Since 2 ≤ p′ ≤ p′r′ <∞, by Sobolev’s inequality3 we also have ∥q∥Lp′r′ ≤ C3∥q∥W 1,r ,
which yields (3.9).

The key assumption in Lemma 3.1 is that s ∈W 1,r(Ω) implies that the domain Λ
is nice enough so that Corollary 2.6 gives a finite bound. The key conclusion is that
Φ(s) ∈

(
W 1,r(Ω)

)′
, the dual space. This conclusion will be critical in analyzing the

weak form of NCP (1.7).
Now we conjecture that for some4 r > 2, the Lr′ -norm of the surface trace u|s

is Lipschitz as a function of s ∈ W 1,r(Ω). Note that we do not assume that u|s is
continuous, only that it is a measurable function defined over all of Ω.

Conjecture A. There exists 2 < r ≤ ∞ with the following two properties: (i)
If s ∈W 1,r(Ω) is admissible (s ≥ b and s = b on ∂Ω) then the conclusion of Theorem
2.1 applies, giving a well-defined surface velocity u|s. (ii) If also r ∈ W 1,r(Ω) is
admissible, yielding different values u|r, then there exists CA > 0, independent of s
and r, such that

(3.13)
∥∥u|r − u|s

∥∥
Lr′ ≤ CA∥r − s∥W 1,r .

3For example, apply Theorem 8.8 from [32] using n = 2, k = m = 1, p = r, and q = p′r′.
4The reason for requiring r > 2 will be seen in Lemma 3.2. It would seem to be a technical

requirement, as Section 7 demonstrates well-behaved numerical results using the more convenient
exponent r = 2.
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From now on we will assume Conjecture A holds for some 2 < r ≤ ∞. We define

(3.14) X =W 1,r(Ω).

Since r > 2 we have X ↪→ C(Ω̄). Definition (3.3) describes the closed and convex
admissible subset K ⊂ X . If s ∈ K then, by Conjecture A, u|s · ns is a measurable,
real-valued function on Ω. From now on we will write Φ(s) as a linear functional on
q ∈ X :

(3.15) Φ(s)[q] = −
∫
Ω

u|s · ns q dx.

Lemma 3.1 has shown that Φ maps from K to the (topological) dual space X ′. Note
that Φ(s)[q] is nonlinear in s. The next Lemma simply proves that Φ is Lipschitz-
continuous if we assume Conjecture A.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose that Conjecture A holds. Fix b ∈ X and use definition (3.3)
to define K. The map Φ : K → X ′ is Lipschitz on bounded subsets of K, that is, for
each R > 0 there is C(R) > 0 so that if r, s ∈ BR ∩ K = {t ∈ K : ∥t∥X ≤ R} and
q ∈ X then

(3.16)
∣∣∣Φ(r)[q]− Φ(s)[q]

∣∣∣ ≤ C(R) ∥r − s∥X ∥q∥X

Proof. Suppose s, r ∈ K. Add and subtract u|s · nr, and apply triangle inequali-

ties, including |nr| =
(
1 + |∇r|2

)1/2 ≤ 1 + |∇r|, as follows:∣∣Φ(r)[q]− Φ(s)[q]
∣∣ ≤ ∫

Ω

∣∣u|r − u|s
∣∣|nr||q| dx+

∫
Ω

∣∣u|s∣∣|nr − ns||q| dx(3.17)

≤
∫
Ω

∣∣u|r − u|s
∣∣|q| dx+

∫
Ω

∣∣u|r − u|s
∣∣|∇r||q| dx

+

∫
Ω

∣∣u|s∣∣|∇r −∇s||q| dx

Because r > 2, Sobolev’s inequality gives ∥q∥L∞ ≤ c∞∥q∥X for some c∞ > 0. By
applying Hölder’s inequality to each integral we have∫

Ω

∣∣u|r − u|s
∣∣|q| dx ≤

∥∥u|r − u|s
∥∥
Lr′∥q∥Lr ,(3.18) ∫

Ω

∣∣u|r − u|s
∣∣|∇r||q| dx ≤

Å∫
Ω

∣∣u|r − u|s
∣∣r′ |q|r′ dxã1/r′ ∥∇r∥Lr(3.19)

≤ [L]−1
∥∥u|r − u|s

∥∥
Lr′∥r∥X ∥q∥L∞ ,∫

Ω

∣∣u|s∣∣|∇r −∇s||q| dx ≤
Å∫

Ω

∣∣u|s∣∣r′ |q|r′ dxã1/r′ ∥∇r −∇s∥Lr(3.20)

≤ [L]−1
∥∥u|s − 0

∥∥
Lr′∥r − s∥X ∥q∥L∞ .

Note that u|b = 0; there is no glacier whatsoever. Now apply Conjecture A to (3.18),
(3.19), and (3.20):

(3.21)
∣∣Φ(r)[q]− Φ(s)[q]

∣∣ ≤ CA

(
1 + c∞[L]−1 (∥r∥X + ∥s− b∥X )

)
∥r − s∥X ∥q∥X .

Assume s, r, b ∈ BR ∩K. Then, by the triangle inequality, (3.16) follows with C(R) =
CA

(
1 + 3c∞[L]−1R

)
.
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We now possess sufficient tools to define an operator which puts the backward
Euler time step VI (3.6) into a mathematically-precise weak form. If s ∈ K and q ∈ X
then we define F∆t : K → X ′:

(3.22) F∆t(s)[q] = ∆tΦ(s)[q] +

∫
Ω

sq =

∫
Ω

(s−∆tu|s · ns) q.

It is easy to show that if Conjecture A holds then by Lemma 3.2 this operator is also
well-defined and Lipschitz on bounded subsets. We assume that the source term ℓn,
defined in (3.2), is in X ′, which is to say we assume that an ∈ X ′. Then we will seek
s = sn ∈ K so that

(3.23) F∆t(s)[r − s] ≥ ℓn[r − s] for all r ∈ K.

This VI, which merely rewrites (3.6), is the final weak form of the implicit time-step
problem. The reader should keep in mind its strong-form NCP (1.7) as well.

Recalling the specific Lipschitz statement (3.16), suppose we know that
∣∣∣Φ(r)[q]−

Φ(s)[q]
∣∣∣ ≤ C(R) (∥r − s∥X )ω∥q∥X for some exponent ω > 0. This would provide

sufficient continuity for the well-posedness theorem in Section 4. However, the finite
element error theorem in Section 6 needs (3.16) with ω = 1.

If the horizontal components of the surface velocity are differentiable then one
might revise operator definition (3.22) as follows. Write u = (u, v, w) in cartesian
coordinates, and define U = (u, v). Assuming U|s = 0 along ∂Ω, e.g. supposing the
glacier is strictly inside the open domain Ω, integrate (3.22) by parts to give

(3.24) F∆t(s)[q] =

∫
Ω

(s−∆t w|s) q −∆t∇ · (U|s q) .

However, this form seems not to represent a good regularity trade-off between u|s and
s. We have proven in Section 2 that u|s is an Lp function over Γs (Corollary 2.6), but
we have no proof that it is more regular than that. On the other hand, we are indeed
hypothesizing that ∇s is a well-defined function in Lr, because s ∈ X = W 1,r(Ω).
Thus we will keep definition (3.22) even though (3.24) looks more like the divergence-
form operators typically written for thickness-based models, e.g. [6, 26].

4. Theoretical considerations for the surface elevation VI problem. The
numerical error bounds proven later in Sections 6 and 7 need to compare a surface
elevation computed by the finite element (FE) method with the unique solution of
the continuum problem, the VI (3.23). This problem must be well-posed for this
comparison (norm difference) to make sense. Despite the theoretical progress made
in Sections 2 and 3, no results known to the author prove such well-posedness, nor
for any similar glacier geometry evolution problem based on Stokes dynamics, so we
will instead conjecture well-posedness in Subsection 4.4 below. We build up to this
Conjecture B using comparative cases and physical reasoning.

4.1. The explicit time-step problem lacks regularity. First consider a
glacier that does not flow. Time-step problem (3.23) then reduces to determining
the geometry according only to the SMB and the prior geometry, a problem which
turns out to be well-posed over L2(Ω). To see this precisely, let F 0

∆t(s)[q] =
∫
Ω
sq,

which sets u|s = 0 in (3.22). Assuming that definition (3.2) yields ℓn ∈ L2(Ω), there
exists a unique solution s ∈ KL2 =

{
r ∈ L2(Ω) : r ≥ b

}
of the no-flow VI problem

(4.1) F 0
∆t(s)[r − s] ≥ ℓn[r − s] for all r ∈ KL2 .
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The solution is by truncation [30, section II.3]:

(4.2) s = max{b, ℓn} = max{b, sn−1 +∆t an} (no flow).

Thus, in the absence of flow, the new surface is raised or lowered according to the
(pointwise) integral of the SMB rate, restricted so that it will not go below the bed.

The explicit time-step VI problem has the same mathematical character as the
no-flow problem. Suppose sn−1 is admissible and sufficiently regular so that nsn−1 is
well-defined, and so that the weak-form Stokes problem (2.5) is well-posed over the
domain Λsn−1 . The explicit operator

(4.3) F e
∆t(s)[q] =

∫
Ω

(s−∆tu|sn−1 · nsn−1) q

then arises by applying forward Euler to SKE (1.4); compare definition (3.22). The
explicit VI problem corresponding to (3.23), namely

(4.4) F e
∆t(s)[r − s] ≥ ℓn[r − s],

is again well-posed in L2(Ω), and solved for s ∈ KL2 by truncation:

(4.5) s = max{b, sn−1 +∆tu|sn−1 · nsn−1 +∆t an} (explicit step).

Now observe that formula (4.5) leaves no regularity for the next step. The deriv-
atives in nsn−1 , the trace evaluation u|sn−1 , and the truncation itself all (generally)
reduce regularity of the s solving (4.5) relative to sn−1. It would seem from what
we know about well-posed Stokes problems that the function s defined by (4.5) is
not regular enough, i.e. not sufficiently differentiable in space, so as to serve as the
surface elevation at the start of the next time step. That is, it is not clear that s from
(4.5) defines a sufficiently-smooth domain Λ so that the (weak) Stokes problem (2.5)
is well-posed.

Re-stating this situation generously is worthwhile because explicit time-stepping
simulations using Stokes dynamics are in fact common in glacier science: There is
no known mathematical reason why such explicit schemes should converge under
temporal refinement. This is because the continuum limit of the time-discretized
solution, resulting from taking multiple explicit time steps and applying truncation
(4.5), is not even conjecturally clear. Convergence and stability being intimately
related, this situation aligns with the very incomplete current understanding of which
explicit refinement paths are conditionally stable [7, 11, 33, and references therein].
If it were shown that the parabolic VI problem [20] corresponding to strong form
conditions (1.1)–(1.6) were well-posed then convergence of both implicit and explicit
schemes would become generally clearer.

The regularity of the surface elevation solution might be improved by use of
semi-implicit Euler time-stepping [33], which uses s in the surface normal in (4.3):
nsn−1 → ns. However, [33] demonstrate that this change, by itself, has small effect
on stability, and it is not clear why it would suffice to address the regularity and
well-posedness concerns.

4.2. The problem is not of advection type. It is common in the literature
to regard the SKE (1.4) as an advection, based on its appearance,5 but this is far from

5Often written ∂s
∂t

+ u ∂s
∂x

+ v ∂s
∂y

= a+ w, where (u, v, w) denotes the surface velocity [22, 40].
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the whole truth. Mathematically, it is not an advection because the surface velocity
is not determined externally, but instead through coupled stress balance equations
over the domain determined by the SKE solution. The surface elevation solution s
supplies the “advecting” velocity u|s. Physically, glacier geometry solves a gravity-
driven, free-surface, and viscous flow problem, so ice flows predominantly downhill.
The surface therefore typically responds to local surface perturbations with negative
feedback; the flow response to a raised surface bump tends to remove the bump, and
likewise for an indentation. This response is diffusive, not advective, at least in the
large. Such diffusive response explains the relatively smooth large-scale appearance
of actual surface elevations (Figure 2).

In the shallow ice approximation (SIA) this diffusive character is made precise.
For the non-sliding and isothermal SIA model [22, 26] in particular, SKE (1.4) is seen
to be the following nonlinear diffusion:

(4.6)
∂s

∂t
− Γ(s− b)n+1|∇s|n+1 −∇ ·

Å
n + 1

n + 2
Γ(s− b)n+1|∇s|n−1∇s

ã
− a = 0

Here n ≈ 3 is Glen’s exponent [22] and Γ > 0 is a constant equivalent to νp in (1.5).
The divergence term in (4.6), which arises from the vertical velocity term in the SKE,
acts as negative feedback.

Well-posedness results are partially known for SIA models, though usually param-
eterized using the ice thickness. For H = s− b ≥ 0 in steady SIA models, existence is
known with H2q/(q−1) ∈ W 1,q(Ω), where q = n + 1 [26]. (However, note that the set
of functions whose given power is in a certain Sobolev space is not generally even a
vector space.) In time-dependent cases both existence and uniqueness is known when
the bedrock is flat [10, 37].

The strong regularity and smoothness exhibited by solutions to (4.6) probably
does not persist for solutions to a Stokes-based SKE (1.4). The surface response in
a Stokes model is known to have a significantly different small-wavelength limit [36],
even though longer wavelengths are handled correctly by the SIA.

In addition to not being an advection, VI problem (3.23) is also not of optimization
type. Again this is directly clear in SIA model (4.6), where the problem has porous
medium character, that is, the diffusivity scales with a power of the ice thickness. To
illustrate the essential idea, it can be shown that the simplest elliptic, quasilinear, and
steady porous medium equation (u(x)u′(x))′ = f(x) does not have the symmetry of
an optimization problem, that is, there is no objective function of which this equation
is the first-order condition. Similarly, the flow of ice under Stokes dynamics scales in
some manner with the ice thickness. (Said another way, thin ice which is frozen to
the bed has low velocity regardless of surface slope.) While this sketch is not a proof
that a particular symmetry does not exist, there is no reason to believe (3.23), or any
similar glacier problem, is actually an inequality-constrained minimization problem.

4.3. Margin shape, and the surface elevation space. Within a Stokes-
based theory the shape that should be predicted for a glacier’s grounded margin is
not so clear (Figure 3). This situation makes it difficult to determine a Sobolev space
in which VI problem (3.23) might be well-posed. The SIA theory suggests root-type
(fractional-power) shapes for the marginal surface elevation, with different shapes for
advance and retreat, but with unbounded gradients in all known cases [9, 26]. By
contrast, a “wedge” margin shape with a bounded gradient has been hypothesized
[14, for example], which would allow s ∈W 1,r(Ω).

Reality is of course more complicated. In the vicinity of an ice margin, especially
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ice ice
ice

Fig. 3. In which Sobolev space should we seek the surface elevation function? This ques-
tion relates to the expected shapes of ice margins. The shallow ice theory yields fractional power
shapes (left), but other models suggest a “wedge” shape (center). Actual glacier margins often have
overhangs, crevasses, and cliffs (right).

on steep bedrock features, real glacier ice can generate overhangs which violate the
assumption of a single-valued surface elevation function. Similarly, real bedrock can
overhang. Fractures, crevasses, and cliffs are commonly found in glacier margins,
but modeling such features requires a departure from the viscous fluid paradigm
considered here.

Because margins are small features compared to the overall scale of glaciers and
ice sheets, most modeling literature ignores overhangs and assumes instead that sur-
face and bed elevation functions are well-defined; see [25, 27, 33, 42] among many
examples. Extending Stokes-based viscous models by allowing fractures, for example
by supplementing momentum conservation with an additional advected damage vari-
able [39] so that ice-cliff calving can occur via a stress-failure criterion, might one day
suggest a preferred margin regularity assumption for a viscous-only theory like the
one here.

4.4. Conjectural well-posedness for the continuum problem. Subsections
4.1–4.3 have deployed various imperfect arguments to explain why the backward Euler
VI problem (3.23) could be well-posed, or at least why other approaches are less
promising. We now state a mathematically-precise conjectural framework for well-
posedness of this problem based upon the idea that the surface motion map Φ(s) =
−u|s · ns assigns different results to inputs which differ in Sobolev norm, and indeed
that it does so in a positive manner.

Conjecture B. For r > 2 such that Conjecture A holds, let X = W 1,r(Ω). Fix
b ∈ X and let K = {r ∈ X : r|∂Ω = b|∂Ω and r ≥ b}. Recall that Φ : K → X ′ is then
well-defined by Lemma 3.2. Then there are constants α > 0 and q > 1 so that

(4.7) (Φ(r)− Φ(s)) [r − s] ≥ α∥r − s∥qX for all r, s ∈ K.

Inequality (4.7) is called q-coercivity of Φ over K. In the abstract context of
Section 6, if an operator is both continuous and q-coercive, over a closed and convex
subset of a Banach space, then the corresponding VI problem is well-posed. This is
what we prove next, namely that Conjectures A and B are sufficient for well-posedness
of implicit time step VI problem (3.23).

Theorem 4.1. Assume Conjectures A and B, and fix b ∈ X to define K. Suppose
that sn−1 ∈ K and that the SMB function a(t, x) is in C([0, T ];Lr′(Ω)). Then F∆t

defined by (3.22) is both continuous and q-coercive, and thus there exists a unique
surface elevation s ∈ K satisfying VI problem (3.23).

Proof. Let R > 0. By Lemma 3.2 there is C(R) > 0 so that if r, s ∈ BR ∩ K
then

∣∣Φ(r)[q] − Φ(s)[q]
∣∣ ≤ C(R)∥r − s∥X ∥q∥X . Then by definition (3.22), Hölder’s
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inequality, and Sobolev’s inequality we have

|F∆t(r)[q]− F∆t(s)[q]| ≤
∫
Ω

|r − s||q|+∆t
∣∣Φ(r)[q]− Φ(s)[q]

∣∣(4.8)

≤ C∥r − s∥X ∥q∥X

for some C > 0 which depends on R and ∆t. Thus F∆t is (Lipschitz) continuous on
bounded subsets of K. If Conjecture B holds then

(F∆t(r)− F∆t(s)) [r − s] =

∫
Ω

(r − s)2 +∆t (Φ(r)− Φ(s)) [r − s](4.9)

≥ α∆t∥r − s∥qX ,

so F∆t is q-coercive over K with constant α∆t > 0. From definition (3.2), the hy-
pothesis on a, and Hölder’s inequality,

(4.10)
∣∣ℓn[q]∣∣ ≤ Å∥sn−1∥Lr′ +∆t max

t∈[tn−1,tn]
∥a(t, ·)∥Lr′

ã
∥q∥Lr

for all q ∈ X . Because ∥sn−1∥Lr′ < ∞ by Sobolev’s inequality, and ∥q∥Lr ≤ ∥q∥X ,
it follows that ℓn ∈ X ′. Because F∆t is q-coercive it is also coercive and strictly-
monotone (Definition 6.1). Now Corollary III.1.8 of [30] shows unique existence of a
solution to (3.23).

Note that if the surface motion map has coercivity constant α > 0 (Conjecture
B) then F∆t has constant α∆t.

Theorem 4.1 addresses only the well-posedness of a single time-step problem over
[tn−1, tn]. Its conclusion is not sufficient to show well-posedness of the time-dependent
problem parabolic VI problem over [0, T ] corresponding to NCP (1.3). If this problem
were known to be well-posed then one might analyze whether implicit steps converge
in the ∆t→ 0 limit.

The computation of u|s and Φ(s) = −u|s · ns, or equivalent expressions, would
seem to be necessary in any evolving-geometry Stokes framework. These expres-
sions are addressed in Conjectures A and B, and it would seem that any modeling
practitioner who uses Stokes dynamics would expect such expressions to be well-
behaved in some manner. However, the Conjectures may be difficult to prove despite
some progress in Sections 2 and 3. Greater progress has been made in the SIA case
[10, 26, 37], which could be helpful.

5. Numerical exploration of coercivity. We may explore the validity of Con-
jecture B by sampling from numerical simulations. The experiments here,6 performed
using Python and the Firedrake FE library [24], are not intended to demonstrate im-
plicit time-stepping, but only to generate admissible surface elevation pairs r, s ∈ K
to use as samples. For a given sample pair we evaluated the 2-coercivity ratio

(5.1) ρ(r, s) =
(Φ(r)− Φ(s)) [r − s]

∥r − s∥2X
.

If, for all pairs in some K, the set of ratios {ρ(r, s)} were bounded below by a positive
constant α > 0, then this would confirm the q = 2 coercivity inequality (4.7) for that

6Source code is at the public repository github.com/bueler/glacier-fe-estimate, in the py/

directory. The codes call the library at github.com/bueler/stokes-extrude.

https://github.com/bueler/glacier-fe-estimate
https://github.com/bueler/stokes-extrude
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K. Of course, a numerical experiment allows only finite sampling, and furthermore a
finite spatial discretization must be used.

The domain for our experiments is the 1D interval Ω = (−L,L), L = 100 km,
with X = W 1,2

b (Ω). The interval Ω was uniformly-meshed into equal intervals. The
P1 piecewise-linear FE space Xh ⊂ X was used for the bed b and the surface s, giving
polygonal domains Λ defined by b, s; see equation (1.1). Three bed profiles (Figure 4)
were considered, flat with b = 0, smooth with a superposition of several wavelengths
down to 10 km, and rough with an additional 4 km wavelength mode. These beds
generate corresponding constraint sets Ki ⊂ X , i = 1, 2, 3.

Fig. 4. Three bed cases (flat, smooth, rough) define constraint sets Ki ⊂ X in the numerical
experiment. For each Ki, three time-dependent runs of T = 200 years, starting from the same initial
state (dotted), but using different constant values of the SMB (see text), generated a large number
of admissible states. Example states at t = 170 years are shown (solid). Ratios (5.1) were computed
for 1000 sample pairs r, s from each set Ki.

For each constraint set Ki, three constant SMB values were considered (units
m s−1): a = {−2.5, 0.0, 1.0} × 10−7. For each SMB value a time-dependent run of
duration T = 200 years started from the same initial surface elevation profile.7 The
positive SMB value was sufficient to advance the ice margins nearly to the domain
boundary at |x| = L by the final time T , while the negative SMB value caused the
glacier to disappear entirely by that time.

In these simulations each time-step VI (3.23) was semi-implicit. That is, defini-
tion (3.22) was modified to use the prior surface velocity u|sn−1 . The numerical VI
solution was by a reduced-space Newton method with line search [4]. The “FSSA”
stabilization technique from [33] was applied, which generates a modified Stokes weak
form compared to (2.5); see equation (23) in [33]. The Stokes problem (2.5), with
viscosity regularization ϵ = 10−19 s−2 in (1.5), was solved on each domain Λ using
a vertically-extruded mesh of quadrilaterals (Figure 7), mixed FE method for the
Q2 × Q1 (Taylor-Hood) stable pair [15], and a Newton solver, with direct solution
of the linear step equations. The resulting time-dependent numerical method is only
conditionally stable, but adequate for our purpose of generating sample surfaces.

The basic result of these experiments is shown in Figure 5. These are sample
ratio ρ(r, s) histograms from the highest spatial resolution, namely ∆x = 500 m and
40 elements in each extruded column. More than 87% of all the ratios were positive,
and of these the medians for the three Ki were in the range [4.5, 5.2]× 10−13. For the
remaining negative ratios, the medians were in the range [−4.1,−2.8]× 10−14, much
smaller in magnitude.

Figure 5 does not represent compelling evidence of 2-coercivity by definition (6.3),
but it does not exclude it. In fact, the details of the discretization of the ice margin
strongly influence the negative ratios. Noting that ratio evaluation uses integral (3.15),

7A Halfar profile [23] with characteristic time t0 = 29 years was used as the initial state. In
the case of a flat bed and a = 0 the exact time-dependent solution under SIA dynamics is known
by Halfar’s result [23]. The final (T = 200 a) surface elevation, from using Stokes dynamics in the
actual experiment, agrees closely with the SIA exact solution; compare comments in [33].



18 E. BUELER

Fig. 5. Histograms of ratios ρ(r, s) for 1000 sample pairs from each of the three sets Ki (Figure
4). The horizontal axis has ρ(r, s) ∈ [−1, 6] × 10−12, and the common vertical axis is for counts
between 0 and 350. About 10% of these ratios are negative (solid).

if that integrand is reset to zero where the ice is thinner than 100 m then the negative
values disappear (not shown). Even without such thresholding, at lower horizontal
resolution (∆x = 2000 m) the median magnitude of negative ratios was roughly twice
as large (not shown). The disappearance of negative ratios under grid refinement
should not be excluded. Margin approximation improvements, such as adaptive/local
mesh refinement, will probably improve the numerical evidence for coercivity.

It is theoretically possible that the operator Φ is monotone, inequality (6.2), but
not q-coercive for any q. In that case a revised well-posedness argument can be
attempted, for example by adding a small coercive form as in section III.2 of [30].
However, if a continuum pair r, s with a negative ratio were actually to be found in
some K, i.e. with an exact continuum ratio ρ(r, s) < 0 from (5.1), then the coercivity-
based well-posedness framework of this paper would fail.

Regarding Conjecture A, Lipschitz continuity for the surface velocity trace, the
ratio

∥∥u|r−u|s
∥∥
L2/∥r−s∥W 1,2 for the same sample pairs was also evaluated. Over all

three sets Ki, at the highest resolution, the maximum ratio was 3.5× 10−9, providing
a lower bound for CA. Again, numerical experiments obviously cannot prove the
Conjecture.

6. Abstract error estimate for a finite element approximation. In this
Section we consider the FE approximation of an abstract VI problem. We will return
to glaciological problem (3.23) in Section 7.

Let X be a real reflexive Banach space with norm ∥ · ∥ and topological dual
(Banach) space X ′. Denote the dual pairing of ℓ ∈ X ′ and v ∈ X by ℓ[v], and
define ∥ℓ∥X ′ = sup∥v∥=1

∣∣ℓ[v]∣∣. Let K ⊂ X be a nonempty, closed, and convex subset,
called the constraint set, whose elements are called admissible. For a continuous, but
generally nonlinear, operator f : K → X ′, and a source functional ℓ ∈ X ′, the VI
problem is to find u ∈ K such that

(6.1) f(u)[v − u] ≥ ℓ[v − u] for all v ∈ K.

VI problem (3.23) is in this form. The best known example of (6.1) is the obstacle
problem for the Laplacian operator—see [12, 16, 30] for theory and FE analysis. A
key observation is that f(u)− ℓ ∈ X ′ is generally nonzero when u solves (6.1), though
if u is in the interior of K then f(u) = ℓ. Under sufficient regularity assumptions an
NCP like (1.3) or (1.7) follows from (6.1).

Definition 6.1. An operator f : K → X ′ is said to be monotone if

(6.2) (f(v)− f(w)) [v − w] ≥ 0 for all v, w ∈ K



SURFACE ELEVATION ERRORS IN STOKES MODELS 19

and strictly monotone if equality in (6.2) implies v = w [34], [30, Chapter III]. It is
coercive if there is w ∈ K so that (f(v)− f(w)) [v − w]/∥v − w∥ → +∞ for v ∈ K as
∥v∥ → +∞. It is q-coercive [6], for some q > 1, if there exists α > 0 such that

(6.3) (f(v)− f(w)) [v − w] ≥ α∥v − w∥q for all v, w ∈ K.

If f : K → X ′ is monotone and coercive, and also continuous on finite-dimensional
subspaces, then VI (6.1) has a solution [30, Corollary III.1.8]. If f is strictly mono-
tone then the solution is unique. The definition of q-coercive was already given in
Conjecture B. If f is q-coercive then it coercive and strictly monotone, so q-coercivity
and continuity yield well-posedness for (6.1). Note that Definitions 6.1 and 6.2 do not
require f to be defined on all of X , but only on K.

The following definition appeared in Lemma 3.2. If it holds then f is continuous.

Definition 6.2. For R > 0 let BR = {v ∈ X : ∥v∥ ≤ R}. We say f : K → X ′

is Lipshitz on bounded subsets of K if for every R > 0 there is C(R) > 0 so that if
v, w ∈ BR ∩ K and z ∈ X then | (f(v)− f(w)) [z]| ≤ C(R)∥v − w∥∥z∥, equivalently

(6.4) ∥f(v)− f(w)∥X ′ ≤ C(R)∥v − w∥ for all v, w ∈ BR ∩ K.

An FE method for (6.1) becomes a finite-dimensional VI problem. Suppose Xh ⊂
X is a finite-dimensional subspace, typically some space of continuous, piecewise-
polynomial functions defined on a mesh. The FE constraint set Kh ⊂ Xh is assumed
to be closed and convex, but generally Kh ⊈ K. Let fh : Kh → X ′, and note that
generally fh ̸= f because of quadrature and other approximations. (Looking ahead,
both Kh ⊈ K and fh ̸= f occur naturally in the glacier geometry problem; see Section
7.) The FE VI problem is

(6.5) fh(uh)[vh − uh] ≥ ℓ[vh − uh] for all vh ∈ Kh.

We will assume that (6.5) has a solution uh ∈ Kh.
The following abstract error estimation theorem extends the well-known result by

Falk [18]. See also Theorem 5.1.1 in [12], and a version of the estimate wherein u (but
not uh) solves a variational equality [31, Theorem 1]. For the proof we must assume
that the domain of f includes the FE solution, which is achieved here by defining a
convex superset of K and Kh. This technical assumption permits a clean and general
estimation theorem, but the choice of Kh made in Section 7 means that the convex
hull construction is not needed in our glacier application; see Corollary 6.4.

Theorem 6.3. Define K̂ to be the closure in X of the convex hull of K∪Kh, and
suppose that f : K̂ → X ′. For q > 1, with conjugate exponent q′ = q/(q− 1), assume

that f is q-coercive over K̂ with constant α > 0, and Lipshitz on bounded sets of K̂.
Suppose u ∈ K solves (6.1) and uh ∈ Kh solves (6.5), and let Rh = max{∥u∥, ∥uh∥}.
Then there is a constant c = c(Rh) > 0, not otherwise depending on u or uh, so that

∥u− uh∥q ≤ 2

α
inf
v∈K

(f(u)− ℓ) [v − uh](6.6)

+
2

α
inf

vh∈Kh

(f(u)− ℓ) [vh − u]

+
2

α
(f(uh)− fh(uh)) [uh]

+ c inf
vh∈Kh

∥vh − u∥q
′
.
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Proof. For arbitrary v ∈ K and vh ∈ Kh, rewrite (6.1) and (6.5) as follows:

f(u)[u] ≤ f(u)[v] + ℓ[u− v],(6.7)

fh(uh)[uh] ≤ fh(uh)[vh] + ℓ[uh − vh].

It follows from (6.7) and the q-coercivity of f that

α∥u− uh∥q ≤ (f(u)− f(uh)) [u− uh](6.8)

= f(u)[u] + f(uh)[uh]− f(u)[uh]− f(uh)[u]

= f(u)[u] + fh(uh)[uh]

− f(u)[uh]− f(uh)[u] + (f(uh)− fh(uh)) [uh]

≤ f(u)[v] + ℓ[u− v] + f(uh)[vh] + ℓ[uh − vh]

− f(u)[uh]− f(uh)[u] + (f(uh)− fh(uh)) [uh]

= f(u)[v − uh]− ℓ[v − uh] + f(uh)[vh − u]− ℓ[vh − u]

+ (f(uh)− fh(uh)) [uh]

= (f(u)− ℓ) [v − uh] + (f(u)− ℓ) [vh − u]

+ (f(u)− f(uh)) [u− vh] + (f(uh)− fh(uh)) [uh]

Since u, uh ∈ BRh
, by the Lipshitz assumption over K̂ there is C(Rh) > 0 so that

(6.9) (f(u)− f(uh)) [u− vh] ≤ C(Rh)∥u− uh∥∥u− vh∥.

Noting 1 < q <∞, now use Young’s inequality with ϵ > 0 [16, Appendix B.2]:

α∥u− uh∥q ≤ (f(u)− ℓ) [v − uh] + (f(u)− ℓ) [vh − u](6.10)

+ C(Rh)
Ä
ϵ∥u− uh∥q + C̃(ϵ)∥u− vh∥q

′ä
+ (f(uh)− fh(uh)) [uh],

where C̃(ϵ) = (ϵq)−q′/qq′
−1

. Choose ϵ > 0 so that C(Rh)ϵ ≤ α/2, and subtract:

α

2
∥u− uh∥q ≤ (f(u)− ℓ) [v − uh] + (f(u)− ℓ) [vh − u](6.11)

+ C(Rh)C̃(ϵ)∥u− vh∥q
′
+ (f(uh)− fh(uh)) [uh]

Take infimums to show (6.6).

Note that Theorem 6.3 does not assume any of the following: Kh ⊂ K, f is linear,
fh = f , fh is continuous, or fh is q-coercive. We also do not require that uh is the
unique solution of (6.5); the result holds for any solution.

The next Corollary addresses two important cases where the convex hull opera-
tion is not needed. We will see in Section 7 that case i) can be imposed in glacier
simulations.

Corollary 6.4. Suppose that one of the following situations apply:
i) Kh ⊂ K, or
ii) f is defined on all of X .

Assume f is q-coercive on, and Lipschitz on bounded subsets of, its domain, namely K
or X , respectively. Otherwise make the assumptions of Theorem 6.3. Then conclusion
(6.6) holds. Additionally, in case i) the “ infv∈K” term is zero.
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Consider f(u)−ℓ ∈ X ′. It might be a measure or a measurable function, and then
the first two terms in estimate (6.6) preserve information about its support. (This
plays a role in the glacier application of Section 7.) By contrast, the Hilbert space
result in [18] computes norms and loses this information. The following Corollary,
with easy proof, takes such a norm-based approach. We suppose that X continuously
and densely embeds into a larger Banach space B:

(6.12) X ↪→ B, X̄ = B

Observe that B′ ⊂ X ′. A standard example is X =W 1,r(Ω) and B = Lr(Ω).

Corollary 6.5. In addition to the assumptions of Theorem 6.3, suppose (6.12)
holds, and that ∥f(u)− ℓ∥B′ <∞. Then

∥u− uh∥q ≤ 2

α
∥f(u)− ℓ∥B′

Å
inf
v∈K

∥v − uh∥B + inf
vh∈Kh

∥vh − u∥B
ã

(6.13)

+
2

α
(f(uh)− fh(uh)) [uh] + inf

vh∈Kh

c∥vh − u∥q
′

The result by Falk [18] combines the above two Corollaries, under the further as-
sumptions that f is linear and fh = f . To say this precisely, suppose f(v)[w] = a(v, w)
is bilinear, uniformly elliptic, and continuous on a Hilbert space X . (The definition
of uniformly elliptic coincides with definition (6.3) of 2-coercive, and continuity of
a(v, w) implies (6.4).) Suppose that X ↪→ H and X̄ = H for some Hilbert space H,
and that ∥f(u)−ℓ∥H′ <∞ so that, up to isomorphism, f(u)−ℓ ∈ H. Finally, suppose
that f(uh) = fh(uh). Then case ii) of Corollary 6.4 combines with Corollary 6.5 to
yield Theorem 1 in [18].

The infv∈K term in estimates (6.6) and (6.13) is generally nonzero in obstacle
problems where Kh ̸⊂ K. To see how this case can occur, consider a unilateral obstacle
problem where K = {v ∈ X : v ≥ ψ}. Suppose ψh = πhψ is the FE interpolant of ψ,
and define Kh = {vh ∈ Xh : vh ≥ ψh}. While ψh(xj) = ψ(xj) for interpolation nodes
xj , generally ψh(x) ≥ ψ(x) will not hold for all x ∈ Ω even if ψ is arbitrarily smooth,
nor will ψh(x) ≤ ψ(x) hold (Figure 6, left; see also [12, Figure 5.1.3]).

x

ψ
xi

ψh

x
xi

ψ

ψh

Fig. 6. Nodal admissibility does not imply admissibility. Left: If ψh = πhψ is the interpolant
of ψ then generally Kh ⊂ K will not hold. Right: Generating the FE obstacle by ψh = R⊕ψ ≥ ψ,
using monotone nodal operator (6.14), will cause Kh ⊂ K.

For such unilateral problems we may bypass the issue by using a monotone nodal
operator (Figure 6, right), defined as follows. Assume P1 elements and a continuous
obstacle ψ. For a given triangulation Th and node xi let

(6.14) (R⊕ψ)(xi) = max
x∈Ni

ψ(x),



22 E. BUELER

where Ni is the closure of the union of the elements adjacent to xi; compare the
multilevel version of R⊕ in [8]. Let ψh be the unique P1 function with nodal values
(R⊕ψ)(xi). Then ψh(x) ≥ ψ(x) for all x ∈ Ω.

When we return to the surface elevation based glacier problem in Section 7 we
will use this monotone operator on the bed elevation. Models which solve for ice
thickness using P1 elements do not need this step; here K = {v ∈ X : v ≥ 0}, so
Kh = K ∩ Xh ⊂ K holds.

The following Corollary collects some conclusions one might draw from assuming
Kh ⊂ K, and making further assumptions, especially that fh = f . Note that (6.17) is
Cea’s lemma [12, Theorem 2.4.1] in a Banach space. This PDE case, with no active
set or free boundary, applies in the glacier context only when the entire domain Ω is
covered in ice.

Corollary 6.6. Make the assumptions of case i) of Corollary 6.4. Also assume
that fh(uh)[uh] = f(uh)[uh]. Then

(6.15) ∥u− uh∥q ≤ inf
vh∈Kh

ß
2

α
(f(u)− ℓ) [vh − u] + c∥vh − u∥q

′
™
.

If also the assumptions of Corollary 6.5 hold then

(6.16) ∥u− uh∥q ≤ inf
vh∈Kh

ß
2

α
∥f(u)− ℓ∥B′∥vh − u∥B + c∥vh − u∥q

′
™

If f(u) = ℓ, for example if u is in the interior of K, then

(6.17) ∥u− uh∥q ≤ c inf
vh∈Kh

∥vh − u∥q
′

7. Application of the theory to numerical glacier models. Now we can
synthesize the theory and apply it to an implicit time step of a Stokes-based glacier
simulation. This will give the phrase “conforming FE method” a precise meaning for
such glacier simulations. We will combine three previous threads: i) well-posedness
and a priori bounds for the glaciological Stokes problem on a fixed domain (Section
2), ii) conjectural well-posedness theory of the surface elevation VI problem (Sections
3 and 4), and iii) the abstract error estimate for FE solutions of VIs (Section 6).

Consider an FE method for VI problem (3.23). For a finite-dimensional subspace
Xh ⊂ X , with a constraint set Kh ⊂ Xh, we seek sh ∈ Kh solving

(7.1) Fh
∆t(sh)[rh − sh] ≥ ℓn[rh − sh] for all rh ∈ Kh.

The operator Fh
∆t denotes an FE approximation to the operator F∆t defined in (3.22).

The source ℓn = sn−1 + ∆t an is defined exactly as before, by equation (3.2). We
assume that sn−1 ∈ K is general; we do not require sn−1 ∈ Kh.

Evaluation of Fh
∆t(sh) in the FE VI problem (7.1) requires the nontrivial numerical

solution of a glaciological Stokes problem (2.5) over a 3D mesh of the domain Λ(sh)
between z = bh and z = sh (Figure 7). Such a mesh need not be extruded vertically as
shown, nor must sh necessarily be piecewise-linear, but the upper and lower surfaces,
where boundary conditions (1.6c) and (1.6d) are applied, must be admissible FE
functions, i.e. sh, bh ∈ Xh with sh ≥ bh. The numerical velocity from solving the
Stokes problem, over the domain geometry defined by sh, is denoted uh, and its
surface trace is denoted uh|sh . Observe that uh|sh will generally be different from the
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surface trace of the exact solution of the same Stokes boundary value problem for the
same (sh) geometry, denoted by u|sh . Technically, the FE operator is defined as

(7.2) Fh
∆t(sh)[q] =

∫
Ω

(sh −∆tuh|sh · nsh) q

for q ∈ Xh. This is a different operator from F∆t(sh), defined in (3.22), because it
uses the numerical solution velocity and not the exact velocity.

sh

bh

uh

Fig. 7. Evaluating Fh
∆t(sh) in (7.1) requires numerically solving a Stokes problem on a mesh

between bh and sh, and then evaluating its upper surface trace: uh|sh .

A key concern in applying abstract Theorem 6.3 or its Corollaries in a glaciological
context is the choice of the numerical bed elevation bh ≈ b, which defines the constraint
set Kh. We will assume that b is continuous on the closed domain Ω̄. (An abstract b ∈
C(Ω̄)∩X can indeed be considered, but in practice b is provided via a high resolution
map derived from ice-penetrating radar [35]. It may already be in a continuous FE
space, but often on a finer mesh.) We assert that it is better to choose bh ∈ Xh

to satisfy bh ≥ b. A monotone nodal operator (6.14), or similar, can be applied,
bh = R⊕b. As one would in “conforming” FE methods for PDE problems [15], we
will also assume bh = b along the fixed boundary ∂Ω.

Define an interpolation and truncation operation Πh : X → Kh as follows. For
r ∈ X this gives the unique FE function Πh(r) ∈ Xh so that

(7.3) Πh(r)(xj) = max {bh(xj), r(xj)}

for every interior node xj ∈ Th, with Πh(xj) = b(xj) if xj ∈ ∂Ω. Observe that
definition (7.3) only yields nodal admissibility. The FE space must be such that this
implies admissibility per se, namely that Πh(r)(x) ≥ bh(x) for all x ∈ Ω, so that
Πh(r) ∈ Kh. This condition is satisfied by the continuous and piecewise-linear FE
space P1, but not, for example, by P2 [8], but compare the higher-order approach
taken in [29].

Collecting the above assumptions, from now on we make these standard assump-
tions for solving VI problem (3.23) using numerical scheme (7.1).

Standard Assumptions. The following data are given:
1. A bounded, convex polygon Ω ⊂ R2.
2. An exponent r > 2, with conjugate exponent r′ = r/(r− 1).
3. A time-dependent SMB function a ∈ C([0, T ];Lr′(Ω)).
4. A bed topography function b ∈ C(Ω̄)∩W 1,r(Ω), with piecewise-linear boundary

values b|∂Ω.
We make these definitions:

5. X =W 1,r(Ω), with the norm as defined in (3.8).
6. K = {r ∈ X : r|∂Ω = b|∂Ω and r ≥ b}.
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7. Xh ⊂ X denotes a finite-dimensional and conforming FE space, from a mesh
Th exactly tiling Ω̄.

The following are assumed to hold:
8. Conjecture A, with Lipschitz constant CA > 0.
9. Conjecture B, with exponent q > 1 and coercivity constant α > 0.

We also assume and define:
10. bh ∈ Xh is given, with bh ≥ b on Ω̄ and bh = b along ∂Ω.
11. Kh = {rh ∈ Xh : rh|∂Ω = bh|∂Ω and rh ≥ bh}.
12. Interpolation/truncation Πh yields admissible elements in Kh.

The conforming condition Kh ⊂ K follows from assumptions 10 and 11, with
advantages to follow. As seen in the proof of Theorem 4.1, assumptions 8 and 9 show
that F∆t is q-coercive and Lipschitz on bounded subsets of K. By Theorem 4.1 and
case i) of Corollary 6.4 we have the following Lemma.

Lemma 7.1. Make the Standard Assumptions. Suppose that sn−1 ∈ K and define
ℓn ∈ X ′ by (3.2). Let s ∈ K be the unique surface elevation satisfying the implicit
time-step VI problem (3.23). Assume that sh ∈ Kh solves problem (7.1). Let Rh =
max{∥s∥X , ∥sh∥X }. Then there is a constant c0 > 0, depending on Rh and ∆t, but
not otherwise on s or sh, so that

∥s− sh∥rX ≤ 2

α∆t
inf

rh∈Kh

(F∆t(s)− ℓn) [rh − s](7.4)

+
2

α∆t

(
F∆t(sh)− Fh

∆t(sh)
)
[sh]

+ c0 inf
rh∈Kh

∥rh − s∥qX .

Each term in estimate (7.4) turns out to have a clear glaciological meaning, which
we expose in the following Theorem. Recall that V = W 1,p

b (Λsh ;R3) is the velocity
space for the Stokes problem (2.5), h denotes the maximum diameter of cells in Th,
and Λsh denotes the 3D domain defined by sh, γp(Λsh) denotes the trace constant of
that domain (Lemma 2.5).

Theorem 7.2. Make the Standard Assumptions. Let s ∈ K be the unique solution
of (3.23), and sh ∈ Kh a solution of (7.1). Define

(7.5) ΩA(s) = {x ∈ Ω : s(x) = b(x)} ,

the active set for s. Then

∥sh − s∥rX ≤ 2

α∆t

∫
ΩA(s)

(b− ℓn)(bh − b) [term 1](7.6)

+
1

α
Γ(sh)

∥∥uh − u
∥∥
V [term 2]

+ c0∥Πh(s)− s∥qX . [term 3]

The constant c0 > 0 is from Lemma 7.1. The coefficient in term 2, namely

(7.7) Γ(sh) = c1

Å
γp(Λsh)

[H]

ã1/p (
|Ω|+ [L]−r∥sh∥rX

)1/(p′r) ∥sh∥Lp′r′ ,

depends nontrivially on sh, but c1 > 0 depends only on the exponents r, p.



SURFACE ELEVATION ERRORS IN STOKES MODELS 25

Before proving the Theorem we sketch the meaning of each term; more detail
appears after the proof.

term 1: This term comes from FE approximation of the bed in the ice-free area ΩA(s).
If the bed were exactly representable (bh = b) then it would be zero. Note
that sh ≥ bh ≥ b = s in the ice-free area ΩA(s), so the factor bh − b in the
integrand reflects the smallest possible difference sh − s. Also b − ℓn ≥ 0
(Section 3) so the integrand is nonnegative.

term 2: This term quantifies how numerical errors in solving the Stokes problem, over
the domain Λsh , will affect the geometrical error in sh.

term 3: An interpolation error term like this arises in the classical Cea’s lemma argu-
ment for quasi-optimality of FE methods for PDEs [12]. However, here the
interpolant of s must also be truncated into Kh, using operation (7.3), and
also nodal admissibility must imply admissibility.

Proof. Because s solves (3.23), the residual Ψ = F∆t(s)−ℓn ∈ X ′, while generally
nonzero, is non-negative. In particular, if ϕ ∈ C∞

c (Ω) is nonnegative then r = s+ϕ ∈
K and Ψ[r − s] = Ψ[ϕ] ≥ 0. Thus Ψ ∈ X ′ is a non-negative distribution, and so it is
represented by a positive Borel measure µ [32, Theorem 6.22], that is, Ψ[ϕ] =

∫
Ω
ϕdµ.

However, by the proof of Theorem II.6.9 in [30] this measure is supported in ΩA(s)
and has density b− ℓn. (Recall from Section 3 that b− ℓn ≥ 0 on ΩA(s).)

Apply Lemma 7.1. Note that u|s = 0 and s = b on ΩA(s). From the first term
in (7.4) we now get term 1 when we set rh = bh ∈ Kh:

(7.8) (F∆t(s)− ℓn) [rh − s] =

∫
Ω

(bh − s) dµ =

∫
ΩA(s)

(b− ℓn) (bh − b).

Consider the second term in (7.4). Recall that dS = |nsh | dx is the surface area
element for the surface Γsh ⊂ ∂Λsh . After definitions (3.22) and (7.2), apply the
triangle and Hölder inequalities:8(

F∆t(sh)− Fh
∆t(sh)

)
[sh] = −∆t

∫
Ω

(u|sh − uh|sh) · nshsh(7.9)

≤ ∆t

∫
Ω

∣∣∣u|sh − uh|sh
∣∣∣|nsh |1/p|nsh |1/p

′
|sh|

≤ ∆t

Å∫
Ω

∣∣∣u|sh − uh|sh
∣∣∣p|nsh |

ã1/p Å∫
Ω

|nsh ||sh|p
′
ã1/p′

≤ ∆t

Ç∫
Γsh

∣∣u− uh

∣∣pdSå1/p Å∫
Ω

|nsh |r
ã1/(p′r)

∥sh∥Lp′r′

Now apply the trace inequality (Lemma 2.5) and use the fact that (1 + α)r/2 ≤
2(r−2)/2(1 + αr/2) if α ≥ 0:

(
F∆t(sh)− Fh

∆t(sh)
)
[sh] ≤ ∆t

Å
γp(Λsh)

[H]

ã1/p
∥u− uh∥V(7.10)

·
Å
2(r−2)/2

∫
Ω

1 + |∇sh|r
ã1/(p′r)

∥sh∥Lp′r′ .

Recalling norm definition (3.8), we have term 2.
Term 3 follows by substituting rh = Πh(s) into the third term in (7.4).

8A similar argument was used in the proof of Lemma 3.1.
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Regarding term 1, consider those portions of ΩA(s) which are also ice-free ac-
cording to the FE solution, namely points x ∈ ΩA(s) ∩Ωh

A(sh) where Ωh
A(sh) = {x ∈

Ω : sh(x) = bh(x)}. In such areas generally bh > b, for example because of the
monotone restriction used for assumption 10. This implies that there is a positive
“fake ice thickness” error for the FE solution, namely sh − b = bh − b > 0, but the
numerical model reports zero thickness (sh − bh = 0). In areas of strong ablation,
and far from the nearest flowing glacier, one might simply declare that such “fake
ice” does not represent an FE-generated error, and then the magnitude of term 1
can be reduced accordingly, by excluding obviously ice-free areas from the integral.
However, generally s is unknown, and therefore such exclusion is not appropriate, nor
implementable, near the unknown free boundary Ω ∩ ∂ΩA(s). A climate which puts
the bed elevation near the equilibrium line altitude [22] in any ice-free area would also
make such casual exclusion of a potentially real FE error unwise.

Note that a time-stepping FE solution of any fluid-layer VI problem like (3.23)
commits a mass conservation error near the (unknown) exact free boundary even when
there is no difference between the exact and FE obstacles. The mass conservation
barrier theory in [6] addresses this concern, in terms of the fluid layer thickness. (For
thicknesses the obstacle is the zero function; it has an exact FE representation.) While
the theory in [6] applies here as well, term 1 in bound (7.6) is novel relative to the
various mass-conservation errors identified there. (See in [6]: retreat loss, boundary
leak, and cell slop.)

The Stokes velocity error norm ∥uh − u∥V in term 2 of (7.6) describes the er-
ror in solving problem (2.5) on a particular (“fixed”) 3D domain Λsh . One may use
reasonable assumptions and existing techniques to derive a convergence rate for this
term if one supposes counter-factually that Λsh does not change under mesh refine-
ment. The following sketch does this; it is from [28, Theorem 4.9]; see also the FE
theory for linear Stokes in [15], for example. One assumes solution regularity for
the Stokes problem (2.5), specifically that u ∈W 2,κ(Λsh ;R3) and p ∈W 1,κ′

(Λsh) for
some κ ∈ [p, 2]. The mixed FE method for (2.5) is assumed to satisfy Bramble-Hilbert
type interpolations bounds in W 1,κ(Λsh) and Lκ′

(Λsh) for the discrete velocity and
pressure spaces, respectively; see [28, inequalities (4.26), (4.27)]. Finally one assumes
that the mixed FE method satisfies a discrete inf-sup condition [28, equation (4.1)].
One then concludes that

(7.11) ∥uh − u∥V ≤ Chκ/2

for a constant C > 0 which depends on the regularity norms of u, p, the discrete inf-
sup constant, and the domain Λsh . To apply such a technique to VI problem (3.23),
via Theorem 7.2, one would at least need to prove two bounds, First, one would need a
bound showing the regularity of the solution u, p of (2.5), over the domain Λsh , when
sh ∈ Xh ⊂W 1,r(Ω); this extends Conjecture A. Second, seemingly more difficult and
not remotely attempted here, one must bound how the constant in (7.11) depends on
the properties of Λsh .

One might also try to bound term 3 in (7.6) via estimates for FE interpolation.
From [12, Theorem 3.1.6], for example, if µ ∈ [r,+∞] then there is C > 0, depending
only on the finite element family for Xh, so that for all r ∈W 2,µ(Ω),

(7.12) ∥πh(r)− r∥X ≤ Ch|Ω|(1/r)−(1/µ)∥r∥W 2,µ .

Here πh is the ordinary interpolation into Xh, not including truncation into Kh as
with operation (7.3). For simplicity suppose we somehow arrange that Kh = K, thus
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that Πh = πh. Now suppose that the exact solution s ∈ K of VI problem (3.23) also
satisfies s ∈ W 2,µ(Ω) for some µ ∈ [r,+∞]. Then it follows that term 3 in (7.6) is
O(h) with a coefficient that depends on the W 2,µ norm of s. (Compare the argument
for [26, Theorem 4.3], which makes a comparably strong regularity assumption for a
power of the thickness function, but in an SIA problem.)

However, the sketch in the previous paragraph is a fantasy. The hypothesis that
s ∈ W 2,µ(Ω) is too strong even if the data a, b entering into VI problem (3.23)
are arbitrarily smooth. It is true that in classical obstacle problems the solution
is generically tangential along the free boundary, which permits such regularity [30,
Chapter IV]. However a glacier’s surface gradient need not approach the bed gradient
at points along the ice margin (Subsection 4.3). While s ∈ X = W 1,r(Ω) is credible,
s ∈W 2,µ(Ω) is not, which means that such direct use of interpolation theory to prove
convergence is unlikely to work.

8. Discussion and conclusion. The major result of this paper is Theorem 7.2,
which bounds the numerical surface elevation error when a glacier is modeled using
non-shallow Stokes dynamics. The bound, inequality (7.6), only estimates the FE
error made in a single implicit time step, namely VI problem (3.23). The first two
terms in the bound can be reduced by improving bed elevation interpolation, and by
solving the Stokes problem more accurately, respectively. However, the surface eleva-
tion solution to (3.23) must be expected to have low regularity, especially across the
ice margin (free boundary). Near-margin mesh refinement may be the only technique
which reduces the FE interpolation/truncation error in the surface elevation, which
is the third and final term in the bound.

However, the results here leave us far from an FE convergence proof for the main
time-evolution problem of glaciology. This problem is written in the Introduction; it
combines NCP (1.3) coupled with the Stokes problem (1.5)–(1.6). It is a parabolic
VI [20], on which analysis is generally more difficult than for the (roughly) elliptic
single-step VI problem (3.23). Turning Theorem 7.2 into a convergence proof would
therefore be a major step requiring a significantly-extended theory; see the end of
Section 7.

Neither do we have a proof of the well-posedness of the continuous-space, implicit-
step problem (3.23) itself. Much of the current paper is devoted to conjecturing such
well-posedness (Sections 3–5). The abstract FE bound in Theorem 6.3 applies to
problem (3.23) because of Theorem 4.1, an immediate consequence of Conjectures A
and B. Our attempt at least clarifies which properties of the surface motion part of
the surface kinematical equation—actually an NCP or VI problem—need to hold if
we seek such well-posed time steps in a non-shallow glacier model.

The root of the matter is coercivity of this surface motion, namely Conjecture B.
A strategy for proving this Conjecture is not clear to this author. A weaker version of
the Conjecture comes from setting r = s+ϵϕ for ϕ supported where s > b. That is, one
would consider admissible perturbations of the glacier surface which do not move the
glacier margin. This may be easier to prove, but it is not sufficient for Theorem 4.1,
and it does not address the marginal shape and overhang issues discussed in Section
4. On the other hand, one might modify or regularize the operator definition (3.22)
in some manner, e.g. by adding an elliptic regularization. Our numerical evidence
for coercivity of the existing operator, from a very basic numerical approach, is quite
weak (Section 5), but in a regularized model the near-margin numerical approximation
might be easier.
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