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Abstract

We analyse two-level hybrid Schwarz domain-decomposition GMRES preconditioners for
finite-element discretisations of the Helmholtz equation with wavenumber k, where the coarse
space consists of piecewise polynomials.

We prove results for fixed polynomial degree (in both the fine and coarse spaces), as
well as for polynomial degree increasing like log k. In the latter case, we exhibit choices
of fine and coarse spaces such that, modulo factors of log k, the fine and coarse spaces are
both pollution free (with the ratio of the coarse-space dimension to the fine-space dimension
arbitrarily small), the number of degrees of freedom per subdomain is constant, and the
number of GMRES iterations is constant; i.e., modulo the important question of how to
efficiently solve the coarse problem, this is the (arguably) theoretically ideal situation.

Along with the results in the companion paper [38] (which cover only fixed polynomial
degree), these are the first rigorous convergence results about a two-level Schwarz precondi-
tioner applied to the high-frequency Helmholtz equation with a coarse space that does not
consist of problem-adapted basis functions.

1 Introduction

1.1 Context and motivation

When solving self-adjoint positive-definite problems (such as Laplace’s equation) with domain-
decomposition (DD) methods, coarse spaces provide global transfer of information, and are
the key to parallel scalability (see, e.g., [69, 71], [23, Chapter 4]). However, the design of
practical coarse spaces for high-frequency wave problems, such as the high-frequency Helmholtz
equation, is much more difficult than in the self-adjoint positive-definite case (see, e.g., the
recent computational study [10] and the references therein) and there have been several preprints
appearing in the last year on the rigorous numerical analysis of this question [46, 57, 50, 52, 31].

The heart of the issue is that the accurate approximation of a function oscillating at fre-
quency . k in a domain of characteristic length scale L requires ∼ (kL)d degrees of freedom.
Furthermore, the pollution effect [2] means that finite-element methods (FEMs) with fixed poly-
nomial degree applied to the Helmholtz equation require ≫ (kL)d degrees of freedom to be
accurate. In particular, [7] recently exhibited examples of meshes in 2-d with (kL)d degrees of
freedom for which the Helmholtz FEM solution with fixed polynomial degree does not exist.
In contrast, if the polynomial degree increases logarithmically with log(kL), then the resulting
hp-FEM method does not suffer from the pollution effect [55, 56, 30, 49, 36, 37, 6], provided
that the solution operator of the Helmholtz problem grows polynomially with kL (as occurs for
“most” frequencies by [48]).
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A popular strategy for designing coarse spaces is to solve appropriate local problems to create
basis functions adapted to the underlying Helmholtz problem, and then glue these together using
a partition of unity. We highlight two such spaces specifically designed as DD coarse spaces: the
GenEO (generalized eigenvalue problems on the overlap) method [67, 9] and the method of
[21, 58] based on computing eigenfunctions of local Dirichlet-to-Neumann maps. Other such
spaces, which also can be used as approximation spaces independent of DD, are the so-called
“multiscale” methods, which use ideas originally introduced to create basis functions for positive-
definite problems with strongly varying coefficients [45, 26]; such multiscale methods for the
Helmholtz equation include [40, 61, 12, 60, 18, 32, 51, 19]. The four recent papers [46, 50, 52, 31]
all analysed two-level “hybrid” Schwarz preconditioners (i.e., the one-level solves and the coarse
solves are combined in a multiplicative way – see, e.g., (1.12) below) with multiscale coarse
spaces. In [52, 31], the preconditioned matrix is shown to be close to the identity, while in
[46, 50] GMRES is shown to converge in a k-independent number of iterations (via appropriate
bounds on the field of values of the preconditioned matrix).

The recent preprint [38] gives sufficient conditions for the preconditioned matrix to be close
to the identity for certain hybrid Schwarz preconditioners, with this theory allowing DD subdo-
mains of arbitrary size, and arbitrary absorbing layers/boundary conditions on both the global
and local Helmholtz problems. The assumptions on the coarse space in [38] are satisfied (i) by
the multiscale coarse spaces in the recent analyses [46, 50, 52, 31] and (ii) if the Galerkin prob-
lem in the coarse space is known to be quasi-optimal via the Schatz argument [64, 65]. Using
Point (ii), [38] proved the first rigorous convergence results about two-level DD with piecewise
polynomial coarse spaces, albeit of fixed degree. This fixed-degree requirement arises since the
theory in [38] uses a super-approximation result, and the current proof of this result gives a
constant that blows up as the polynomial degree increases. Therefore, because of the pollution
effect, the piecewise-polynomial fine and coarse spaces covered by [38] have ≫ (kL)d degrees of
freedom.

The main goal of the present paper is to obtain results about piecewise-polynomial fine and
coarse spaces that allow the polynomial degree to increase with k, and hence obtain, up to
factors of log(kL), fine and coarse spaces with ∼ (kL)d degrees of freedom.

We highlight that [38] uses arguments similar to those in the analysis in [43] of one-level DD
for the Helmholtz equation with complex k. The present paper, on the other hand, uses argu-
ments similar to the two-level DD analysis in [42], again for the Helmholtz problem with complex
k, with [42] in turn drawing ideas from the two-level DD analysis in [13] for the Helmholtz equa-
tion with k small (see the discussion in Remark 5.9 below). The present paper also makes crucial
use of the hp-FEM convergence results of [37], as well as the recent results of [22] (building on
[4]) about the exponential decay away from the support of its argument of the L2-orthogonal
projection onto finite-element spaces

1.2 The Helmholtz problem considered in this paper

We are interested in computing (accurate) approximations to the following scattering problem.

Definition 1.1 (Helmholtz scattering problem). Let Ascat ∈ C∞(Rd,Rd×d), d = 2, 3, be
symmetric, positive-definite, and bounded in R

d. Let cscat ∈ C∞(Rd;R) be positive and bounded
in R

d. Furthermore, let Ascat and cscat be such that supp(I −Ascat) and supp(1− cscat) are both
compactly supported. Given f ∈ L2(Rd) with compact support and k > 0, v ∈ H1

loc(R
d) satisfies

the Helmholtz scattering problem if

k−2∇ · (Ascat∇v) + c−2
scatv = −f in R

d

and
k−1∂rv(x)− iv(x) = o

(
r−(d−1)/2

)
as r := |x| → ∞, uniformly in x̂ := x/r.
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We approximate the solution of the Helmholtz scattering problem of Definition 1.1 by the
solution of the following problem, posed on H1

0 (Ω) where Ω is bounded Lipschitz domain.

Definition 1.2. (Complex-absorbing-potential (CAP) approximation to Helmholtz
scattering problem) Let Ascat and cscat be as in Definition 1.1. Let Ωint be a bounded Lipschitz
open set containing supp(I −Ascat) and supp(1− cscat), and let Ω be a larger bounded Lipschitz
polyhedron that strictly contains Ωint. Let V ∈ C∞(Rd,R) be non-negative, supported in Ω \Ωint

and strictly positive in a neighbourhood of ∂Ω. Given f ∈ (H1
0 (Ω))

∗ and k > 0, u ∈ H1
0 (Ω)

satisfies the CAP problem if

k−2∇ · (Ascat∇u) +
(
c−2
scat + iV

)
u = −f in Ω. (1.1)

The weak form of (1.1) is

a(u,w) :=

∫

Ω
(Ascat∇u) · ∇w −

(
(cscat)

−2 + iV
)
uw = 〈f,w〉 for all w ∈ H1

0 (Ω). (1.2)

The solution of the CAP problem is unique by the unique continuation principle and then
exists by the Fredholm alternatve (see Theorem 7.1 below).

The difference between the solution of the scattering problem of Definition 1.1 and the CAP
problem is smooth and super-algebraically small in k as k → ∞ on Ωint (see Theorem 7.3 below);
this is in contrast to approximations based on an impedance boundary condition (considered in
many papers on the numerical analysis of the Helmholtz equation), where the error is bounded
below by a positive constant, independent of k, as k → ∞ [35].

We work in the inner product (depending on both k and Ascat)

(u, v)H1
k
(Ω) := k−2

(
Ascat∇u,∇v

)
L2(Ω)

+ (u, v)L2(Ω), (1.3)

so that
‖u‖2H1

k
(Ω) := k−2

∥∥(Ascat)
1/2∇u

∥∥2
L2(Ω)

+ ‖u‖2L2(Ω) . (1.4)

We note that many papers on the numerical analysis of the Helmholtz equation use the al-
ternative weighted H1 norm |||v|||2 := ‖∇v‖2L2(Ω) + k2 ‖v‖2L2(Ω); we work with (1.4) instead,

because (i) weighting the jth derivative with k−j is easier to keep track of than weighting the
jth derivative with k−j+1, and (ii) the norm of the Helmholtz solution operator then has the
same kL-dependence between any two spaces in which this norm is well defined (e.g. L2 → L2,
L2 → H1

k , (H
1
k)

∗ → H1
k).

The appearance of the real symmetric positive-definite matrix Ascat in the inner product
(1.3) is crucial for the proof of the main result – see Lemma 5.7 and Remark 5.9 below – with
the idea behind this going back to [13, Proof of Theorem 1]. This appearance of Ascat in the inner
product means that the analysis in this paper does not cover perfectly-matched-layer (PML)
truncation, where the coefficient of the highest-order term in the PDE is not real symmetric
positive-definite (since it is complex-valued in the PML region) and thus cannot appear in a
weighted inner product/norm. We emphasise, however, that both the CAP problem and the
PML problem approximate the Sommerfeld radiation condition in the k → ∞ limit with error
super-algebraically small in k. Finally, we note that, while the CAP problem is perhaps less
well-known in the numerical analysis of FEM and DD for Helmholtz, it is a standard tool for
computing resonances; see, e.g., [62, 68] and the references therein.

1.3 Recap of h-FEM and hp-FEM convergence theory

The pollution effect is the fact that ≫ (kL)d degrees of freedom are needed for k-independent
quasi-optimality of the FEM if the polynomial degree is fixed. This effect is quantified by
the following result (first proved for a specific Helmholtz problem with impedance boundary
conditions in [24], and then proved for general Helmholtz problems in [39]).
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Theorem 1.3 (Informal recap of h-FEM convergence theory). Let Csol be the L2 → H1
k

norm of the Helmholtz solution operator (recall that, with the definition (1.4) of the H1
k norm,

Csol ∼ kL for nontrapping problems and Csol ≫ kL for trapping problems). Suppose that the
Helmholtz equation is solved using the Galerkin FEM with degree p polynomials. If the domain
is Cp,1, the coefficients are piecewise Cp−1,1, and

(kh)2pCsol is sufficiently small,

then the Galerkin solution uh exists, is unique, and satisfies

‖u− uh‖H1
k
(Ω) ≤ C

(
1 + (kh)pCsol

)
min
vh∈Vh

‖u− vh‖H1
k
(Ω) and (1.5)

‖u− uh‖L2(Ω) ≤ C
(
kh+ (kh)pCsol

)
min
vh∈Vh

‖u− vh‖H1
k
(Ω) . (1.6)

Furthermore, if the data is k-oscillatory and piecewise Hp−1, then

‖u− uh‖H1
k
(Ω)

‖u‖H1
k
(Ω)

≤ C
(
1 + (kh)pCsol

)
(kh)p; (1.7)

i.e., the relative H1
k error can be made controllably small by making (kh)2pCsol sufficiently small.

Theorem 1.3 shows that the pollution effect is less pronounced for larger p, i.e., for higher-
degree polynomials. The following result shows that the hp-FEM with p ∼ log k does not suffer
from the pollution effect; this result was proved for a variety of constant-coefficient Helmholtz
problems in [55, 56, 30] and variable-coefficient Helmholtz problems in [49, 36, 37, 6].

Theorem 1.4 (Informal recap of hp-FEM convergence theory). Suppose that Csol is
polynomially bounded in kL (as occurs for “most” k by [48]). Under suitable regularity assump-
tions on the domains and coefficients, given k0, Cdeg,f , ǫ > 0 there exists C1, C2 > 0 such that if
k ≥ k0,

kh

p
≤ C1 and p ≥

(
1 + Cdeg,f log k

)
,

then the Galerkin solution uh exists, is unique, and satisfies

‖u− uh‖H1
k
(Ω) ≤ C2 min

vh∈Vh

‖u− vh‖H1
k
(Ω) , and (1.8)

‖u− uh‖L2(Ω) ≤ ǫ ‖u− uh‖H1
k
(Ω) . (1.9)

Note that, technically, Theorem 1.4 with Cdeg,f arbitrary is only stated and proved in [6].
The first paper establishing this type of hp-FEM convergence result, [55], proved that there
exists C > 0 such that (1.8) holds for p ≥ C log k (see [55, Corollary 5.6]), and the subsequent
papers [56, 49, 36, 37] followed [55]. Corollary 7.9 below shows that, arguing slightly more
carefully than in [55, Corollary 5.6], we can obtain (1.8) with Cdeg,f arbitrary (as in [6]).

1.4 The hybrid Schwarz preconditioner

In this paper we are interested in algorithms for computing the Galerkin solution to the CAP
problem (1.2) discretised in a space Vh ⊂ H1

0 (Ω) of piecewise-polynomial Lagrange finite elements
(as defined e.g., in [11, Chapter 3] or [29, Section 1.2.3]) on a shape-regular simplicial mesh of
diameter h; we call Vh the fine space. With {φj}j∈Jh

denoting the finite element basis for Vh
(where Jh is a suitable index set), there exists an interpolation operator Jh : C(Ω) → Vh of the
form

Jhf =
∑

j∈Jj

f(xj)φj

4



where the xj ⊂ Ω are the nodes and f(xj) are the freedoms. Examples of such Lagrange elements
(suitable for low or high polynomial degree) are given in [29, page 31]. The approximation theory
for the operator Jh is standard and is given in, e.g., [11, Theorem 4.4.20]. Applying the Galerkin
method to (1.2) in the space Vh yields a linear system, with system matrix here denoted A.

We construct domain-decomposition preconditioners for A using a coarse space, V0 ⊂ Vh, and
a set of overlapping subdomains {Ωℓ}

N
ℓ=1. Let Vℓ := Vh ∩H

1
0 (Ωℓ) (with freedoms in the interior

of each Ωℓ); i.e., we impose zero Dirichlet boundary conditions on the subdomain problems.
With {Φp}p∈J0

denoting a Lagrange basis for V0 (with suitable index set J0), for all p ∈ J0,

Φp =
∑

j∈Jh

(R0)pjφj , where (R0)pj = Φp(xj). (1.10)

The matrix R
T
0 then maps the freedoms of any function in V0 to its freedoms in Vh. Similarly,

let RTℓ be the usual extension matrix that maps the freedoms of any vh,ℓ ∈ Vℓ to its freedoms in
Vh (via padding by zeros) and Rℓ = (RTℓ )

T . The matrices A0 := R0AR
T
0 , and Aℓ := RℓAR

T
ℓ are

then Galerkin matrices of a(·, ·) discretised in V0 and Vℓ, respectively.
Let the real symmetric positive-definite matrix Dk ∈ R

n×n be such that

(
vh, wh

)
H1

k
(Ω)

=
〈
V,W

〉
Dk
, (1.11)

for all vh, wh ∈ Vh with freedoms V,W. Let † denote the adjoint with respect to the Euclidean

inner product 〈·, ·〉 (i.e., C† = C
T
). We consider the following left preconditioner for A,

B
−1
L = B

−1
L (A) := R

T
0 A

−1
0 R0+D

−1
k

(
I−A

†
R
T
0 (A

†
0)

−1
R0

)
Dk

( N∑

ℓ=1

R
T
ℓ A

−1
ℓ Rℓ

)(
I−AR

T
0 A

−1
0 R0

)
; (1.12)

we also consider a related right preconditioner for A, denoted by B
−1
R and defined by (3.8) below.

1.5 Informal statement of the main results

These informal statements use the notation a ∼ b to mean that there exist C1, C2, independent
of h, k and L, such that C1b ≤ a ≤ C2b.

Theorem 1.5 (Informal statement of the main result with piecewise-polynomial
coarse spaces). Suppose that

• the fine space consists of degree-pf Lagrange finite elements on a shape-regular mesh of
diameter h and

• the subdomains have generous overlap; i.e., δ (the parameter related to the minimum
overlap of the subdomains) ∼ Hsub (the maximum subdomain diameter),

• the boundaries of the subdomains are resolved by the fine mesh, and

• the coarse mesh elements are resolved by the fine mesh.

(a) (Coarse and fine degrees are fixed and equal.) Let kHsub be sufficiently small.
Given a coarsening factor Ccoarse > 1, let the coarse space consist of degree pc = pf piecewise
polynomials on a mesh of size

H = Ccoarseh, with (kH)pcCsol a sufficiently small constant.

Then
coarse-space dimension

fine-space dimension
∼

(
hpc
Hpf

)d
∼

(
1

Ccoarse

)d
as k → ∞,

5



and GMRES applied to either B−1
L A in the Dk inner product or AB−1

R in the D
−1
k inner product

converges in a k-independent number of iterations.
(b) (Coarse degree > fine degree, both fixed.) Let

kHsub and (kh)pfCsol be sufficiently small, and let pc > pf .

Let the coarse space be created by interpolating degree-pc Lagrange finite elements on a mesh
with meshwidth H(> h) onto the fine space, where

(kH)pcCsol is a sufficiently small constant.

Then
coarse-space dimension

fine-space dimension
∼ (Csol)

d(pf−pc)/(pfpc) → 0 as k → ∞,

and GMRES applied to either B−1
L A in the Dk inner product or AB−1

R in the D
−1
k inner product

converges in a k-independent number of iterations.
(c) (Coarse and fine degrees are equal and ∼ log k) Suppose that Csol is bounded

polynomially in kL, the meshes are quasi-uniform, and the coarse mesh elements are resolved
by the fine mesh. Then given Cdeg,f > 0 there exist c1, c2 > 0 such that if Ccoarse > 1,

pc = pf = 1 + Cdeg,f log(kL), H =
c1
k
, h =

c1

Ccoarsek log(kL)
(
1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)

) ,

and Hsub =
c2

k
(
1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)

)

(i.e., H ∼ k−1, h ∼ k−1(log(kL))−2, and Hsub ∼ k−1 log(kL)−1), then

coarse-space dimension

fine-space dimension
∼

(
1

Ccoarse log(kL)
(
1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)

)
)d

→ 0 as k → ∞,

and, when GMRES is applied to either B−1
L A in the Dk inner product or AB−1

R in the D
−1
k inner

product,

the number of iterations grows at most like
(
1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)

)2
as k → ∞.

(d) (Coarse mesh equals the fine mesh, coarse degree < fine degree, both ∼ log k)
Suppose that Csol is bounded polynomially in kL, the meshes are quasi-uniform, Then given
Cdeg,f > Cdeg,c > 0 there exist c1, c2 > 0 such that

pf = 1 + Cdeg,f log(kL), pc = 1 + Cdeg,c log(kL), H = h =
c1

k log(kL)
(
1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)

) ,

and Hsub =
c2

k
(
1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)

)

(i.e., H = h ∼ k−1(log(kL))−2, and Hsub ∼ k−1 log(kL)−1), then

coarse-space dimension

fine-space dimension
∼

(
Cdeg,c

Cdeg,f

)d
as k → ∞,

and, when GMRES is applied to either B−1
L A in the Dk inner product or AB−1

R in the D
−1
k inner

product,

the number of iterations grows at most like
(
1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)

)2
as k → ∞.
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We highlight immediately that Cdeg,f and Cdeg,c in Cases (c) and (d) are arbitrary, but as
Cdeg,f , Cdeg,c decreases, then c1 and c2 decrease; i.e., the smaller pf/ log(kL) or pc/ log(kL) are,
the more restrictive the conditions on H, h, and Hsub are.

The precise statement of Cases (a) and (b) is Theorem 8.3 below, and the precise statement
of Cases (c) and (d) is Theorem 8.1.

Theorem 1.5 is a special case of the following abstract theorem (whose precise statemtent is
Theorem 3.1 below).

Theorem 1.6 (Informal statement of the main abstract result). Suppose that the fol-
lowing three assumptions hold.

(i) If the Helmholtz problem is solved using the Galerkin method in the coarse space, then

• the H1 Galerkin error is bounded (independently of k) by the solution, and

• the L2 Galerkin error is bounded by a sufficiently-small (independent of k) multiple of the
solution

(both these bounds hold if the sequence of Galerkin solutions is proved to be quasi-optimal via
the Schatz argument – see Lemma 2.9 below).

(ii) The maximum subdomain diameter, Hsub, satisfies kHsubpf ∼ 1 and the subdomains
have generous overlap (so that kδpf ∼ 1).

(iii) If pf increases with k, then h ∼ Hsub/ log(kL).
Then

• ‖B−1
L A‖Dk

is bounded above independently of k, pf , and h, and

• the distance from the origin of the field of values of B−1
L A in the Dk inner product ∼ p−2

f .

Thus (by the variant [5] of the Elman estimate [28, 27]), when GMRES is applied to B
−1
L A in

the Dk inner product, it converges (in the sense that the relative residual becomes arbitrarily
small) in a number of iterations that grows at most like (pf )

2.
Furthermore, if Assumption (i) also holds for the adjoint sesquilinear form, then, by (3.11),

an analogous result holds for GMRES applied to AB
−1
R in the D

−1
k inner product.

1.6 Discussion of Theorems 1.5 and 1.6

The size of the subdomains. Recall that keeping the number of degrees of freedom in
each subdomain ( ∼ (Hsub/h)

d) constant, and then increasing the number of subdomains is a
popular strategy to seek parallel scalability as the total number of degrees of freedom of the
problem increases. In Cases (c) and (d) of Theorem 1.5, the number of degrees of freedom in
each subdomain ∼ (log(kL))d, and so we are close to the ideal situation. In Cases (a) and (b)

of Theorem 1.5, the number of degrees of freedom in each subdomain ∼ C
d/pf
sol , which becomes

closer to the ideal situation as pf increases.

The coarse space needs to resolve the propagative behaviour of the solution. One
expects that a one-level DD method with subdomains of size ∼ k−1 needs at least ∼ k iterations
to see the propagation of the Helmholtz solution operator at length scales independent of k (and
this is borne out in numerical experiments; see, e.g., [42, Table 4]). To obtain a k-independent
number of iterations, the coarse space must therefore resolve this propagation, with this require-
ment encoded in Theorem 1.6 as Assumption (i); note that this is the same requirement on the
coarse space as in [38], although the arguments in [38] are very different to the arguments used
to prove Theorem 1.6 (as discussed at the end of §1.1).

In Theorem 1.5 we satisfy Assumption (i) of Theorem 1.6 by the piecewise-polynomial coarse
space being quasi-optimal (discussed more in the next paragraph). For piecewise-polynomial
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coarse spaces, one might hope to prove a result under the weaker requirement that the relative
error is controllably small for oscillatory data (1.7). We note, however, that the multiscale coarse
spaces of [46, 50, 52, 31] all satisfy Assumption (i) (see the discussion in [38, §5.2]); the results of
[46, 50, 52, 31], [38], and Theorem 1.6 are therefore all conceptually working in the same regime.

Quasi-optimality of the fine-space and coarse-space problems. In all the cases in The-
orem 1.5, both the fine- and coarse-space problems are quasi-optimal (by (1.5) and (1.8)).

Case (a), (c), and (d) of Theorem 1.5 follow immediately from Theorem 1.6: indeed, once
the coarse problem satisfies the bounds (1.5)/(1.6) (for fixed pc in Case (a)) and (1.8)/(1.9) (for
pc ∼ log k in Case (c)), then the quasi-optimality bound (1.5)/(1.8) implies that the first bullet
point in Assumption (i) of Theorem 1.6 is satisfied (by taking vh = 0 in (1.5)/(1.8)), and then
this combined with the bound on the L2 Galerkin error in (1.6)/(1.9) shows that the second
bullet point in Assumption (i) is satisfied.

In Case (b) of Theorem 1.5, our route to ensuring that this particular coarse space (formed by
interpolation) is quasi-optimal is to require that both the original coarse space being interpolated
and the fine space are quasi-optimal (see the proof of Theorem 8.3 below). We note that the
rationale behind this case, i.e., having pc > pf , is the same rationale behind using coarse
spaces with problem-adapted basis functions: namely, to use a coarse space that suffers from the
pollution effect less than the fine space, and hence has smaller dimension (as k → ∞).

We note that (given the current state-of-the-art h-FEM convergence theory) the analyses
[46, 50, 52, 31] also implicitly assume that the fine-space problem is (at least) quasi-optimal –
see Remark 7.11 below.

Near-pollution-free fine and coarse spaces when pf and pc ∼ log k. In Case (c) of
Theorem 1.5, the fine space has dimension ∼ (kL)d(log(kL))3d, the coarse space has dimension
∼ (kL)d(log(kL)d (i.e., both spaces are pollution free up to logarithmic factors), the degrees
of freedom per subdomain (Hsub/h)

d ∼ (log(kL))d, GMRES converges in at most (log(kL))2

iterations, and no problem-adapted basis functions need to be precomputed. Case (d) is similar,
except that here both the fine and coarse spaces have dimension ∼ (kL)d(log(kL))3d.

Therefore, up to logarithmic factors, these scenarios are, in some sense, optimal, modulo the
important question of how to efficiently solve the coarse problem. While this question is not
explored in the present paper, we note that solving the coarse problem with a one-level method
is investigated numerically in [70], [8, §6].

Relation to the numerical experiments in [10]. The fine and coarse space combinations
given in Theorem 1.5 will be investigated computationally elsewhere. However, the experiments
in [10], which consider pc = pf = 2, albeit using an additive Schwarz preconditioner rather than
a hybrid preconditioner, show that the number of GMRES iterations

• grows slowly with k when the number of degrees of freedom per subdomain is kept constant
(which is consistent with Theorem 1.5), and

• grows with k if the coarse space does not resolve the oscillatory/propagative nature of the
solution.

In more detail: the grid coarse space method of [10] involves FEM discretisations with pc = pf =
2, 10 points per wavelength in the fine space, and 5 points per wavelength in the coarse space
(i.e., both h and H ∼ k−1) and GMRES is then applied with an additive Schwarz preconditioner
with impedance boundary conditions on the subdomains and minimal overlap – we expect the
hybrid preconditioner with generous overlap to have fewer GMRES iterations than in this set
up. When k is doubled and the number of subdomains increases by 2d (so that the number of
degrees of freedom per subdomain is kept constant – i.e., close to the set up in Theorem 1.5),
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the number of iterations goes from 41 (f = 10, N = 40) to 44 (f = 20, N = 160) in [10, Table 1]
for the 2-d Marmousi model and from 11 (k = 100, N = 20) to 16 (k = 200, N = 160) [10, Table
7] for the 3-d cobra cavity. Furthermore, [10, Table 9] shows that the number of iterations is
large if there are only 5 points per wavelength in the fine space, and 2.5 points per wavelength
in the coarse space.

1.7 Plan of the paper

§2 states and discusses the assumptions needed to prove the main abstract result. §3 states
the main abstract result (Theorem 3.1). §4 recaps results on polynomial interpolation. §5 gives
auxilliary results needed for the proof of Theorem 3.1. §6 proves Theorem 3.1. §7 recaps results
about the Helmholtz CAP problem. §8 applies Theorem 3.1 to piecewise-polynomial subspaces.
§A gives the matrix form of the preconditioners. §B proves Theorems 7.2 and 7.3 (auxiliary
results about the CAP problem).

2 Statement of the abstract assumptions

2.1 Assumptions on the finite-element space and domain decomposition

Assumption 2.1 (The fine space). Ω is a Lipschitz polyhedron and T h is a family of con-
forming simplicial meshes on Ω (with affine element maps) that are quasi-uniform (in the sense
of, e.g., [11, Equation 4.4.15]) as the mesh diameter h → 0. Vh ⊂ H1

0 (Ω) consists of piecewise
polynomials on T h of degree pf .

We need to assume that the meshes are quasi-uniform, since a global inverse estimate is
used in the proof of Lemma 5.4 below. However, some of our main results do not need quasi-
uniformity: an analogue of the main result holds, without explicit dependence on pf , if the
meshes are shape-regular; see Remark 3.4 below.

Definition 2.2 (Characteristic length scale). A domain has characteristic length scale L if
its diameter ∼ L, its surface area ∼ Ld−1, and its volume ∼ Ld.

Assumption 2.3 (The subdomains). The subdomains {Ωℓ}
N
ℓ=1 form an overlapping cover

of Ω, with each Ωℓ a non-empty open polyhedron with characteristic length scale Hℓ that is the
union of elements of T h. Let hℓ := maxτ⊂Ωℓ

hτ , where hτ is the diameter of τ .

{χℓ}
N
ℓ=1 is a partition of unity subordinate to {Ωℓ}

N
ℓ=1 that is continuous on Ω and piecewise

linear on T h. Furthermore, there exists CPoU > 0 such that for all ℓ = 1, . . . , N , there exists
δℓ ≥ 2hℓ > 0

‖∇χℓ‖L∞(τ) ≤ CPoUδ
−1
ℓ for all τ ∈ T h, (2.1)

and suppχℓ is at least a distance δℓ from ∂Ωℓ.

The quantities δℓ, ℓ = 1, . . . , N , are indicators of the size of the overlap of the subdomains Ωℓ
(e.g., if the overlaps → 0 then the δℓ → 0). We introduce δℓ via (2.1), since this is the property
that is actually used in the proofs (see Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4 below).

In [69, Section 3.2] there is an explicit construction of a partition of unity satisfying the
conditions in Assumption 2.3 apart from the conditions that (i) δℓ ≥ 2hℓ and (ii) suppχℓ is
at least a distance δℓ from ∂Ωℓ; the construction in [69, Section 3.2] can be easily modified to
satisfy these additional conditions.

Let
Hsub := max

ℓ
Hℓ, δ := min

ℓ
δℓ, (2.2)

and let
Λ := max

{
#Λ(ℓ) : ℓ = 1, ..., N

}
, where Λ(ℓ) =

{
ℓ′ : Ωℓ ∩ Ωℓ′ 6= ∅

}
; (2.3)

i.e., Λ is the maximum number of subdomains that can overlap any given subdomain.
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Assumption 2.4 (The coarse space). V0 ⊂ Vh.

The only requirement on the coarse space is that it is a subspace of the fine space (in
particular, the coarse space does not need to be related to the subdomains).

2.2 Assumptions on the sesquilinear form

Let Ascat ∈ L∞(Ω,Rd×d) be a symmetric matrix-valued function on Ω that is uniformly bounded
and uniformly positive-definite in Ω. Define the inner product and norm in H1

0 (Ω) by (1.3) and
(1.4), respectively. The norm and inner product on subsets D ⊂ Ω are defined analogously.

Assumption 2.5 (The sesquilinear form). There exists µ ∈ L∞(Ω,C) such that

a(u, v) = (u, v)H1
k
(Ω) +

(
µu, v

)
L2(Ω)

. (2.4)

Observe that the sesquilinear form of the CAP problem of Definition 1.2 satisfies Assumption
2.5 with µ := (−c2scat − iV − 1). Let

Cµ := ‖µ‖L∞(Ω). (2.5)

Assumption 2.5 implies that a(·, ·) is continuous on H1
k(Ω) and satisfies a G̊arding inequality;

i.e., if Ccont := 1 + Cµ then, for all u, v ∈ H1
0 (Ω),

∣∣a(u, v)
∣∣ ≤ Ccont ‖u‖H1

k
(Ω) ‖v‖H1

k
(Ω) and ℜa(v, v) ≥ ‖v‖2H1

k
(Ω) − Cµ ‖v‖

2
L2(Ω) . (2.6)

Given F ∈ (H1
0 (Ω))

∗, let u ∈ H1
0 (Ω) be the solution of

a(u, v) = F (v) for all v ∈ H1
0 (Ω).

The Galerkin method is then: find uh ∈ Vh such that

a(uh, vh) = F (vh) for all vh ∈ Vh; (2.7)

we assume that both u and uh exist.

2.3 The coarse and subdomain operators Qℓ

2.3.1 Statement of the assumptions.

For ℓ = 0, . . . , N , let Vℓ := Vh ∩ H
1
0 (Ωℓ) and let Qℓ : Vh → Vℓ, ℓ = 0, . . . , N , be the standard

projection operators defined by

a
(
Qℓvh, wh,ℓ

)
= a

(
vh, wh,ℓ

)
for all wh,ℓ ∈ Vℓ, i.e., a

(
(I −Qℓ)vh, wh,ℓ

)
= 0 for all wh,ℓ ∈ Vℓ.

(2.8)

Assumption 2.6 (Bounds on coarse-space Galerkin error). Q0 : Vh → V0 is well-defined
and there exists CQ0

, σ > 0 such that, for all vh ∈ Vh,

‖(I −Q0)vh‖H1
k
(Ω) ≤ CQ0

‖vh‖H1
k
(Ω) and ‖(I −Q0)vh‖L2(Ω) ≤ σ ‖vh‖H1

k
(Ω) . (2.9)

Assumption 2.7 (Boundedness of the subdomain operators Qℓ). Qℓ : Vh → Vℓ is well-
defined and, given k0 > 0, there exists Csub > 0 such that, for all k ≥ k0, ℓ = 1, . . . , N , and
vh ∈ Vh,

‖Qℓvh‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

≤ Csub ‖vh‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

. (2.10)

Remark 2.8. Recall that, for the solution of a finite-dimensional linear system, proving unique-
ness under the assumption of existence implies existence. Therefore, if, under the assumption
that Q0 exists, either of the bounds in (2.9) holds, then Q0 is well-defined. Similarly, if, under
the assumption that Qℓ exists, the bound (2.10) holds, then Qℓ is well-defined.
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2.3.2 Discussion of Assumption 2.6

Lemma 2.9 (Sufficient conditions for Assumption 2.6 to hold). Let

η(V0) :=
∥∥(I −Π0)S

∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)
, (2.11)

where Π0 : H
1
0 (Ω) → V0 is the orthogonal projection in the H1

k(Ω) norm (1.4). If

η(V0) ≤ (2Cµ)
−1/2(1 + Cµ)

−1, (2.12)

then Q0 : H
1
0 (Ω) → V0 defined by

a
(
Q0v,w0

)
= a

(
v,w0

)
for all w0 ∈ V0, (2.13)

is well-defined and satisfies

‖(I −Q0)v‖H1
k
(Ω) ≤ 2Ccont

∥∥(I −Π0)v
∥∥
H1

k
(Ω)

and
‖(I −Q0)v‖L2(Ω) ≤ η(V0)Ccont ‖(I −Q0)v‖H1

k
(Ω) .

Proof. This follows from the Schatz argument [64, 65], [20, Theorem 3.2.4], [63].

To see that Lemma 2.9 gives sufficient conditions for Assumption 2.6 to hold, observe that,
since Vh ⊂ H1

0 (Ω), the existence of Q0 : H1
0 (Ω) → V0 defined by (2.13) shows the existence of

Q0 : Vh → V0 defined by (2.8). Furthermore, ‖I −Π0‖H1
k
(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω) ≤ 1 (since Π0 : H

1
0 (Ω) → V0

is the orthogonal projection), and thus the first bound in (2.9) holds with C = 2Ccont and the
second bound in (2.9) holds with σ = 2(Ccont)

2η(V0).

2.3.3 Discussion of Assumption 2.7

One way to satisfy Assumption 2.7 is for Qℓ to be coercive on H1
0 (Ωℓ).

Lemma 2.10. Suppose that a(·, ·) satisfies Assumption 2.5 and, in addition, a(·, ·) is coercive
when restricted to H1

0 (Ωℓ), with coercivity constant independent of k. Then Assumption 2.7
holds.

Proof. We prove the stronger result that Qℓ : H
1
0 (Ω) → Vℓ defined by

a
(
Qℓv,wh,ℓ

)
= a

(
v,wh,ℓ

)
for all wh,ℓ ∈ Vℓ (2.14)

is well-defined and the bound (2.10) holds with vh ∈ Vh replaced by v ∈ H1
0 (Ω).

Assumption 2.5 implies that a(·, ·) is continuous on H1
0 (Ωℓ) and, furthermore, for all u, v ∈

H1
0 (Ω) with at least one of them in H1

0 (Ωℓ)
∣∣a(u, v)

∣∣ ≤ Ccont ‖u‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

‖v‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

. (2.15)

By (2.15), for all v ∈ H1
0 (Ω), the map w 7→ a(v,w) is an anti-linear functional on H1

0 (Ωℓ).
Continuity, coercivity, and the Lax–Milgram lemma applied with the Hilbert space Vℓ ⊂ H1

0 (Ωℓ)
imply the solution to (2.14) exists, i.e., Qℓ : H

1
0 (Ω) → Vℓ is well-defined. (We have been careful

here, because, since v is only in H1
0 (Ω) and not necessarily in H1

0 (Ωℓ), v|Ωℓ
is not the solution

to the variational problem: find ṽ ∈ H1
0 (Ωℓ) such that a(ṽ, w) = a(v,w) for all w ∈ H1

0 (Ωℓ), and
thus Qℓv ∈ Vℓ is not the Galerkin approximation to v|Ωℓ

.)
By (in this order) coercivity on H1

0 (Ωℓ), the fact that Qℓv ∈ Vℓ, the equation (2.14) defining
Qℓ, the fact that Qℓv ∈ H1

0 (Ωℓ), and the property (2.15), for all v ∈ H1
0 (Ω),

‖Qℓv‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ C
∣∣a(Qℓv,Qℓv)

∣∣ = C
∣∣a(v,Qℓv)

∣∣ ≤ CCcont ‖v‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

‖Qℓv‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

,

and the bound (2.10) follows.
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Remark 2.11 (Satisfying Assumption 2.7 via a discrete inf-sup condition on Vℓ).
Assumption 2.7 would also be satisfied if a(·, ·) satisfied a discrete inf-sup condition on Vℓ (with
then C in (2.10) the inverse of the discrete inf-sup constant) with this a weaker condition than
coercivity. However, in the course of the proof of the main result (Theorem 3.1), kHsub is made
small (see (3.4) and (6.4)), and when kHsub is sufficiently small, a(·, ·) is coercive on H1

0 (Ωℓ) by
the Poincaré inequality (5.27). We therefore only seek to satisfy Assumption 2.7 via coercivity.

3 The main abstract result

Given Qℓ, ℓ = 0, . . . , N , defined by (2.8), let

Q := Q0 + (I −Q0)
∗

( N∑

ℓ=1

Qℓ

)
(I −Q0), (3.1)

where ∗ denotes the adjoint with respect to the (·, ·)H1
k
(Ω) inner product (1.3).

We prove two results about the norm and field of values of Q; the first is explicit in pf and
requires the mesh T h to be quasi-uniform (as in Assumption 2.1), the second is not explicit in
pf and requires T h to be only shape regular. For simplicity, we state the first result in full, and
then outline in Remark 3.4 the changes needed to obtain the second result.

The relevance of the operator Q is that, with BL given by (1.12),
(
Qvh, wh

)
H1

k
(Ω)

=
〈
B
−1
L AV,W

〉
Dk
, (3.2)

for all vh, wh ∈ Vh with freedoms V,W; see §A.

Theorem 3.1 (Upper and lower bounds on the field of values of Q). There exits Cwidth >
0 such that the following is true. Suppose that the assumptions in §2 hold. Given the constants
CPoU, Cµ, CQ0

, and Csub in these assumptions and k0, C0 > 0, there exists C1, C2, C3 > 0 such

that for all C̃j , j = 1, 2, 3, satisfying 0 < C̃1 < C1 and C̃3 < C̃2 < C̃1 there exists C̃4 > 0 such
that the following holds. If k ≥ k0, Λ ∈ Z

+, pf ∈ Z
+ with pf ≤ C0kL,

1

C0k2L
≤ h ≤

δ

Cwidth log(kL)
, (3.3)

C̃1Λ
−1 ≤ kHsub pf ≤ C1Λ

−1, C̃3Λ
−1 ≤ kδ pf ≤ C̃2Λ

−1, and (3.4)

σ ≤
C̃4

Λpf
, (3.5)

then, for all vh ∈ Vh,

‖Qvh‖H1
k
(Ω) ≤ C2Λ ‖vh‖H1

k
(Ω) and

∣∣(vh, Qvh)H1
k
(Ω)

∣∣

‖vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω)

≥ C3Λ
−1p−2

f . (3.6)

Remark 3.2 (The significance of the order of quantifiers in Theorem 3.1). By the

order in which they appear, the quantities C1, C2, C2, C3, C̃1, C̃2, and C̃3 are allowed to depend
on the constants in the assumptions in §2, Cwidth, k0, and C0, but are independent of k, N , Λ,
h, and pf . Furthermore, C̃1 and C̃2 are allowed to depend on C1, C̃3 is allowed to depend on

C̃2, C̃3, and C̃4 is allowed to depend on C̃1, C̃2, and C̃3.
The care regarding the quantifiers is needed since both Hsub ∼ k−1 and δ ∼ k−1, but δ ≤ Hsub

(by definition); therefore the precise constants in the ∼ relations matter (to avoid an impossible
situation where δ > Hsub). The requirements in Theorem 3.1 on these constants are, in words,
first that kHsub must be sufficiently small. Then, given an interval in which kHsub varies, kδ is
chosen in an interval so that δ < Hsub. Then σ needs to be made sufficiently small, depending
on all the constants given so far.
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Remark 3.3 (The ideas in the proof of Theorem 3.1). The proof of Theorem 3.1 uses
ideas from [42] ([42, Theorems 4.3 and 4.17]), with coercivity of the sesquilinear form in [42]
(because of complex-valued k studied there) replaced by boundedness of the subdomain operators
(Assumption 2.7) and the G̊arding inequality (2.6). The hybrid structure of the preconditioner
is then crucial for the proof to work with these weakened assumptions; see Remark 5.6 for more
discussion on this. We also highlight that the pf -explicit stable splitting result of Lemma 5.4
crucially uses the recent results of [22] about the exponential decay away from the support of its
argument of the L2-orthgonal projection onto finite-element spaces.

Remark 3.4 (Quasi-uniform assumption replaced by shape regular). The result of
Theorem 3.1 also holds if (i) the assumption that T h is quasi-uniform (in Assumption 2.1) is
replaced by the assumption that T h is shape-regular, (ii) the appearance of pf in the statement
of the theorem is moved earlier, next to the appearance of k0, and (iii) the condition (3.3) is
removed.

Observe that (ii) has the effect that all the quantities C1, C2, C2, C3, C̃1, C̃2, C̃3, and C̃4 then
depend on pf in an unspecified way.

Corollary 3.5 (Bound on the norm and field of values of B−1
L A). Under the assumptions

of Theorem 3.1,

∥∥B−1
L A

∥∥
Dk

≤ C2Λ and

∣∣〈V,B−1
L AV〉Dk

∣∣
‖V‖2

Dk

≥ C3Λ
−1p−2

f for all V ∈ C
n.

By the Elman-type estimate [5] for weighted GMRES (see [8, Theorem 5.3]), Corollary 3.5
implies the following.

Corollary 3.6 (Convergence of GMRES). There exists C > 0 such that the following is
true. Given ǫ > 0, under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, if

m ≥ C(C3)
−1Λp2f log

(
12

ǫ

)
, (3.7)

then then when GMRES is applied to B
−1
L A in the Dk inner product, the mth relative residual is

≤ ǫ.

Remark 3.7 (Weighted vs unweighted GMRES). [41, Corollary 5.8] showed (via an in-
verse estimate) that if the fine mesh sequence T h is quasiuniform then GMRES applied in the
Euclidean inner product with the same initial residual takes at most an extra C log(kh)−1 iter-
ations to ensure the same relative residual as if GMRES were applied in the Dk weighted inner
product (see the last displayed equation in the proof of [41, Corollary 5.8]). The numerical experi-
ments in [42, Experiment 1], [8, §6] showed little difference in the number of weighted/unweighted
iterations.

We consider the following right preconditioner for A:

B
−1
R = B

−1
R (A) := R

T
0 A

−1
0 R0 +

(
I− R

T
0 A

−1
0 R0A

)( N∑

ℓ=1

R
T
ℓ A

−1
ℓ Rℓ

)(
I− DkR

T
0 (A

†
0)

−1
R0A

†
D
−1
k

)
.

(3.8)

Corollary 3.8 (Results for right-preconditioning). Suppose that the assumptions of The-
orem 3.1 hold, except that Assumptions 2.6 and 2.7 hold with the sesquilinear form a(·, ·) (1.2)
replaced by its adjoint (i.e., a∗(u, v) := a(v, u)). Then

∥∥AB−1
R

∥∥
D

−1
k

≤ C2Λ and

∣∣〈AB−1
R W,W〉

D
−1
k

∣∣

‖W‖2
D

−1
k

≥ C3Λ
−1p−2

f for all W ∈ C
n.
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Thus, given ǫ > 0, if m satisfies (3.7), then when GMRES is applied to AB
−1
R in the D

−1
k inner

product, the mth relative residual is ≤ ǫ.

Since the proof of Corollary 3.8 is short, we give it here.

Proof of Corollary 3.8. The whole point of the definition (3.8) of B−1
R is that B−1

R (A) = (B−1
L (A†))†,

and a few lines of calculation show that if Wj = DkVj, for j = 1, 2, then

〈
V1,B

−1
L (A†)A†V2

〉
Dk

=
〈
A(B−1

L (A†))†W1,W2

〉
D

−1
k

=
〈
AB

−1
R (A)W1,W2

〉
D

−1
k

. (3.9)

In addition, 〈
V1,V2

〉
Dk

=
〈
W1,W2

〉
D

−1
k

. (3.10)

Therefore, (3.9) and (3.10) imply that

〈
V1,B

−1
L (A†)A†V2

〉
Dk〈

V1,V2

〉
Dk

=

〈
AB

−1
R (A)W1,W2

〉
D

−1
k〈

W1,W2

〉
D

−1
k

.
(3.11)

The lower bound on the field of values of AB
−1
R then follows from Corollary 3.5 by taking

V1 = V2 (and hence W1 = W2). The upper bound on the norm of AB−1
R then follows from

Corollary 3.5 by taking the maximum of (3.11) over both V1 and V2 (and hence over both W1

and W2).

4 Recap of polynomial-approximation results

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that Vh satisfies Assumption 2.1 except with the requirement that T h

is quasi-uniform replaced by the requirement that T h is shape regular. Given m ≥ 2 there exists
C > 0 such that, for all p ∈ Z

+ with pf ≥ m − 1, there exists a bounded linear operator
Ih : Hm(τ) → Vh such that, for all τ ∈ T h and v ∈ Hm(τ),

‖(I − Ih)v‖L2(τ) +
hτ
pf

∣∣(I − Ih)v
∣∣
H1(τ)

+

(
hτ
pf

)2∣∣(I − Ih)v
∣∣
H2(τ)

≤ C

(
hτ
pf

)m
|v|Hm(τ); (4.1)

furthermore Ihvh = vh for all vh ∈ Vh.

References for the proof of Theorem 4.1. The existence of Ih satisfying the bound (4.1) follows
from the results [55, Lemma B.3] on the reference element, plus a scaling argument (see, e.g.,
[55, Proof of Theorem 5.5]).

To see that Ihvh = vh for all vh ∈ Vh, first observe that, since the element maps are assumed
to be affine, vh is a polynomial of degree pf + 1 on τ . Thus |vh|Hpf+1

(τ)
= 0 for all vh ∈ Vh and

the bound (4.1) with m = pf + 1 then implies that Ihvh = vh for all vh ∈ Vh.

The proofs of our results about hp-FEM use the results from [55, Appendix C] about ap-
proximation of analytic functions. However, the details of these results are not required in the
rest of the paper, and so we just cite these results directly in §7 (see the proof of Corollary 7.8).

5 Auxilliary results needed for the proof of Theorem 3.1

All the results in this section use the assumptions in Section 2. In all the proofs in this section,
C, C ′, and C ′′ denote quantities that depend on CPoU, Cµ, CQ0

, Csub k0, and C0 > 0, and whose
values may change from line to line.
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Lemma 5.1 (Consequences of the definition of Λ). For all v ∈ L2(Ω) and w ∈ H1(Ω),

N∑

ℓ=1

‖v‖2L2(Ωℓ)
≤ Λ ‖v‖2L2(Ω) and

N∑

ℓ=1

‖w‖2H1
k
(Ωℓ)

≤ Λ ‖w‖2H1
k
(Ω) . (5.1)

Furthermore, given vℓ ∈ Vℓ,

∥∥∥∥
N∑

ℓ=1

vℓ

∥∥∥∥
2

H1
k
(Ω)

≤ 2Λ

N∑

ℓ=1

‖vℓ‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

. (5.2)

Proof. The bounds (5.1) follow immediately from the definition (2.3) of Λ. The bound (5.2)
without an explicit expression for the constant is proved in [42, Lemma 4.2]. The definition
of Λ implies that [42, Equation 4.8] holds with .

∑N
ℓ=1 ‖vℓ‖

2
H1

k
(Ω)

at the end replaced by ≤

Λ
∑N

ℓ=1 ‖vℓ‖
2
H1

k
(Ω)

. The result then follows, with the factor of 2 arising from use of the inequality

(a + b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2 at the end of [42, Proof of Lemma 4.2] (with this constant hidden in the
notation . in [42, Proof of Lemma 4.2]).

Lemma 5.2 (Non-pf -explicit approximation of χℓvh in Vh). Given pf , let Jh be the in-
terpolation operator given by the Lagrange basis for Vh. There exists C > 0 such that, for
ℓ = 1, . . . , N and for all vh ∈ Vh,

‖(I − Jh)(χℓvh)‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

≤ C
(
1 + khℓ

)(hℓ
δℓ

)
‖vh‖H1

k
(Ωℓ)

where hℓ := max
τ⊂Ωℓ

hτ .

Reference for the proof of Lemma 5.2. The proof is given in [43, Lemma 3.3], and involves the
standard approximation theory for Jh (see, e.g., [11, Theorem 4.4.20]) the product rule for dif-
ferentiation, and an element-wise inverse estimate for shape-regular elements (see (5.11) below).
Note that the pf -dependence of the inverse estimate means that the constant C in the result
grows rapidly as pf → ∞.

The following result is proved using Lemma 5.2, and is a variant of [43, Corollary 3.5].

Lemma 5.3 (Non-pf-explicit stable splitting). Suppose that the assumptions in Section
2 hold, except with the condition in Assumption 2.1 that T h is quasi-uniform replaced by the
condition that T h is shape regular. Given pf ∈ Z

+ and Cppw > 0 there exists C > 0 such that
if kh ≤ Cppw then the following is true for all N,Λ ∈ Z

+. For all vh ∈ Vh, there exist vh,ℓ ∈ Vℓ,
ℓ = 1, . . . , N , such that

vh =

N∑

ℓ=1

vh,ℓ and

N∑

ℓ=1

‖vh,ℓ‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ CΛ
(
‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) + (kδ)−2 ‖vh‖

2
L2(Ω)

)
.

Proof. We first observe that, since kh ≤ Cppw, and hℓ/δℓ ≤ 1/2 (from Assumption 2.3),

‖(I − Ih)(χℓvh)‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

≤ C ‖vh‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

. (5.3)

Since
∑N

ℓ=1 χℓ = 1 on Ω and Ih is linear,

vh = Ihvh = Ih

( N∑

ℓ=1

χℓvh

)
=

N∑

ℓ=1

Ih
(
χℓvh

)
.

Let vh,ℓ := Ih
(
χℓvh

)
which is in Vℓ since suppχℓ ⋐ Ωℓ. By the triangle inequality, (2.1), and

(5.3),

‖vh,ℓ‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

≤ ‖χℓvh‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

+
∥∥(I − Ih)(χℓvh)

∥∥
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ C
(
k−1δ−1

ℓ ‖vh‖L2(Ωℓ)
+ ‖vh‖H1

k
(Ωℓ)

)
.
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Therefore, by the definition (2.2) of δ,

N∑

ℓ=1

‖vh,ℓ‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ C
( N∑

ℓ=1

‖vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

+
N∑

ℓ=1

(kδ)−2 ‖vh‖
2
L2(Ωℓ)

)
;

the result then follows by applying (5.1) with v = w = vh.

We now prove a stable-splitting result that is explicit in pf , under stronger assumptions on
the mesh than in Lemma 5.3. This result uses the recent results of [22] about the exponential
decay away from the support of its argument of the L2-orthogonal projection onto finite-element
spaces.

Lemma 5.4 (pf-explicit stable splitting). There exists Cwidth > 0 such that the following
is true. Given CPoU as in Assumption 2.3, there exists C > 0 such that if h, k, and δ satisfy

hCwidth log(kL) ≤ δ, (5.4)

then the following is true for all pf , N,Λ ∈ Z
+. For all vh ∈ Vh, there exist vh,ℓ ∈ Vℓ, ℓ =

1, . . . , N , such that

vh =

N∑

ℓ=1

vh,ℓ and

N∑

ℓ=1

‖vh,ℓ‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ Cp2fΛ
(
‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) +

(
(kδ)−2 + E2

)
‖vh‖

2
L2(Ω)

)
(5.5)

where

E := (kL)−5

(
p3f
kh

+ p2f

)
. (5.6)

The condition (5.4) gives rise to the upper bound on h in (3.3) in Theorem 3.1 (with then δ
restricted further via (3.4)).

Proof of Lemma 5.4. Let ΠL
2

h : L2(Ω) → Vh be the L2-orthogonal projection; i.e.,

(
(I −ΠL

2

h )v,wh
)
L2(Ω)

= 0 for all wh ∈ Vh,

so that
‖v‖2L2(Ω) =

∥∥ΠL2

h v
∥∥2
L2(Ω)

+
∥∥(I −ΠL

2

h )v
∥∥2
L2(Ω)

for all v ∈ L2(Ω),

and thus ∥∥ΠL2

h

∥∥
L2(Ω)→L2(Ω)

= 1. (5.7)

Since
∑N

ℓ=1 χℓ = 1 on Ω and ΠL2

h is a linear projection,

vh = ΠL
2

h vh = ΠL
2

h

( N∑

ℓ=1

χℓvh

)
=

N∑

ℓ=1

ΠL
2

h

(
χℓvh

)
.

Let
ṽh,ℓ := ΠL

2

h

(
χℓvh

)
. (5.8)

Since supp ṽh,ℓ is not necessarily a subset of Ωℓ, we cannot set vh,ℓ := ṽh,ℓ. However, the idea of
the proof is to

(i) show that ṽh,ℓ satisfies the bound

N∑

ℓ=1

‖ṽh,ℓ‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ Cp2fΛ
(
‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) + (kδ)−2 ‖vh‖

2
L2(Ω)

)
(5.9)

(i.e., (5.5) with vh,ℓ replaced by ṽh,ℓ and no E2), and then
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(ii) find a vh,ℓ ∈ Vℓ close to ṽh,ℓ (with the error controlled by the E2 term in (5.5)).

We start with Point (i). We claim that there exists C > 0 such that

∣∣ṽh,ℓ
∣∣
H1(Ω)

=
∣∣ΠL2

h (χℓvh)
∣∣
H1(Ω)

≤ Cpf |χℓvh|H1(Ω). (5.10)

Observe that χℓvh is indeed in H1(Ω) (so the right-hand side of (5.10) makes sense), since
χℓvh|τ ∈ H1(τ) and χℓvh is continuous (since both χℓ and vh are continuous finite-element
functions).

We assume that (5.10) holds, prove the bound (5.9), and then come back to prove (5.10).
By (in this order) the bound (5.10), the property (5.7), the product rule, and the bound (2.1),

‖ṽh,ℓ‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ ‖ṽh,ℓ‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) ≤ k−2Cp2f |χℓvh|

2
H1(Ω) + ‖χℓvh‖

2
L2(Ω)

≤ Cp2f

(
‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

+ (kδℓ)
−2 ‖vh‖L2(Ωℓ)

)
.

Therefore, by the definition (2.2) of δ,

N∑

ℓ=1

‖ṽh,ℓ‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ Cp2f

( N∑

ℓ=1

‖vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

+ (kδ)−2
N∑

ℓ=1

‖vh‖
2
L2(Ωℓ)

)
.

The bound (5.9) then follows by applying (5.1) with v = w = vh.
To complete Point (i), it therefore remains to prove (5.10). We note that an essentially

equivalent argument (without the pf -explicitness) to that we use to prove (5.10), appears in,
e.g., [29, Proposition 22.21], with this argument going back to [3, Appendix].

By a standard inverse inequality (see, e.g., [66, Theorem 4.76, Page 208]), there exists C > 0
such that if w is a polynomial of degree q on τ , then

|w|H1(τ) ≤ Cq2h−1
τ ‖w‖L2(τ). (5.11)

By (in this order) the triangle inequality, the fact that Ih(χℓvh) = ΠL
2

h Ih(χℓvh) (with Ih as
in Theorem 4.1), the fact that Vh are piecewise polynomials of degree pf , the inverse estimate
(5.11), the fact that T h is quasi-uniform, the bound (5.7), and the triangle inequality,

∣∣ΠL2

h (χℓvh)
∣∣
H1(Ω)

≤
∣∣ΠL2

h (χℓvh)− Ih(χℓvh)
∣∣
H1(Ω)

+
∣∣Ih(χℓvh)

∣∣
H1(Ω)

=
∣∣ΠL2

h (I − Ih)(χℓvh)
∣∣
H1(Ω)

+
∣∣Ih(χℓvh)

∣∣
H1(Ω)

≤ Cp2fh
−1

∥∥ΠL2

h (I − Ih)(χℓvh)
∥∥
L2(Ω)

+
∣∣Ih(χℓvh)

∣∣
H1(Ω)

≤ Cp2fh
−1

∥∥(I − Ih)(χℓvh)
∥∥
L2(Ω)

+
∣∣Ih(χℓvh)

∣∣
H1(Ω)

≤ Cp2fh
−1

∥∥(I − Ih)(χℓvh)
∥∥
L2(Ω)

+
∣∣(I − Ih)(χℓvh)

∣∣
H1(Ω)

+ |χℓvh|H1(Ω). (5.12)

Also, by Theorem 4.1 with m = 1,

∥∥(I − Ih)(χℓvh)
∥∥
L2(Ω)

≤ C
∑

τ∈T h

(
hτ
pf

)
|χℓvh|H1(τ) ≤ C

(
h

pf

)
|χℓvh|H1(Ω). (5.13)

Now, since χℓ is continuous and piecewise linear (by Assumption 2.3), the first derivative of
χℓvh on τ is a polynomial of degree pf . Using this fact, the inverse estimate (5.11) applied with
w = ∇(χℓvh), and Theorem 4.1 with m = 2, we obtain that

∑

τ∈T h

∣∣(I − Ih)(χℓvh)
∣∣
H1(τ)

≤ C
∑

τ∈T h

(
hτ
pf

)
|χℓvh|H2(τ) ≤ C

∑

τ∈T h

(
hτ
pf

)(
p2f
hτ

)∣∣χℓvh|H1(τ),

≤ Cpf |χℓvh|H1(Ω). (5.14)
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Using (5.13) and (5.14) in (5.12), we obtain (5.10) and we have completed Point (i).
For Point (ii), for ℓ = 1, . . . , N , let ψℓ be the piecewise-linear function on T h that equals

zero on each node in the interior of Ωℓ and equals one on all other nodes, including those on
∂Ω (so that, in particular, ψℓ = 1 on all nodes on ∂Ωℓ and thus ψℓ = 1 on ∂Ωℓ). Observe that
this definition implies that, first, there exists C > 0 such that, for all ℓ = 1, . . . , N and for all
τ ∈ T h,

‖∇ψℓ‖L∞(τ) ≤ Ch−1
ℓ , (5.15)

and, second, by the assumption that δℓ ≥ 2hℓ (from Assumption 2.7) ψℓ = 0 in Ωℓ apart from
in a (δℓ/2)-width neighbourhood of ∂Ωℓ. Let

vh,ℓ := Ih
(
(1− ψℓ)ṽh,ℓ

)

where Ih is the operator from Theorem 4.1 Since ψℓ = 1 on ∂Ωℓ, vh,ℓ = 0 on ∂Ωℓ, and thus
vh,ℓ ∈ Vℓ. Furthermore, by the definition of vh,ℓ and the fact that Ihṽh,ℓ = ṽh,ℓ,

vh,ℓ − ṽh,ℓ = −Ih
(
ψℓṽh,ℓ

)
= (I − Ih)

(
ψℓṽh,ℓ

)
− ψℓṽh,ℓ. (5.16)

Let Ω̃ℓ := Ωℓ ∩ suppψℓ. By (5.16), the definition (1.4) of ‖ · ‖H1
k
, Theorem 4.1, the product rule,

and (5.15),

∥∥vh,ℓ − ṽh,ℓ
∥∥
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ C

(
1 +

khℓ
pf

)(
khℓ
pf

)
k−2|ψℓṽh,ℓ|H2(Ω̃ℓ)

+ Ck−1|ṽh,ℓ|H1(Ω̃ℓ)

+ C
(
1 + (khℓ)

−1
)
‖ṽh,ℓ‖L2(Ω̃ℓ)

. (5.17)

By the product rule, the bound (5.15), the fact that ψℓ is piecewise linear, the inverse inequality
(5.11), and the fact that pf ≥ 1, for τ ∈ Ω̃ℓ,

|ψℓṽh,ℓ|H2(τ) ≤ C
(
h−1
ℓ |ṽh,ℓ|H1(τ) + |ṽh,ℓ|H2(τ)

)

≤ C
(
h−1
ℓ p2fh

−1
ℓ + (p2fh

−1
ℓ )2

)
‖ṽh,ℓ‖L2(τ) ≤ C

(
p2f
hℓ

)2

‖ṽh,ℓ‖L2(τ) . (5.18)

Combining (5.17) and (5.18), and using the inverse inequality (5.11) again and the fact that
pf ≥ 1, we obtain that

∥∥vh,ℓ − ṽh,ℓ
∥∥
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ C

[(
1 +

khℓ
pf

)(
khℓ
pf

)(
p2f
khℓ

)2

+ p2f (khℓ)
−1 + 1 + (khℓ)

−1

]∥∥ṽh,ℓ
∥∥
L2(Ω̃ℓ)

≤ C

(
1 +

khℓ
pf

)(
p3f
khℓ

)∥∥ṽh,ℓ
∥∥
L2(Ω̃ℓ)

. (5.19)

Now, the condition (5.4) and the definitions of hℓ and δℓ (from §2.1) imply that
hℓCwidth log(kL) ≤ δℓ for all ℓ = 1, . . . , N . Since suppχℓ is at least a distance δℓ from ∂Ωℓ for
all ℓ = 1, . . . , N (by the last part of Assumption 2.3), the construction of ψℓ and the fact that
δℓ/2 ≥ hℓ imply that suppχℓ is at least a distance δℓ/2 from suppψℓ. Therefore, there are at
least Cwidth log(kL)/2 elements of T h between suppχℓ and suppψℓ. Thus, by the definition (5.8)
ṽh,ℓ and [22, §2.2, Proposition 2.2 and Remark 4.5] (and the notion of distance in [22, (C3)]),
there exists 0 < q < 1 such that

∥∥ṽh,ℓ
∥∥
L2(Ω̃ℓ)

≤ 2qCwidth log(kL)/2−1 ‖χℓvh‖L2(Ωℓ)
= 2q−1(kL)−Cwidth log(1/q)/2 ‖χℓvh‖L2(Ωℓ)

. (5.20)

Note that a pf -explicit formula for the rate of decay q is given in [22, Equation 4.5], but since
this rate is always < 1 and tends to a limit that is < 1 as pf → ∞, we can take q in (5.20) to
be < 1 independent of pf . We now choose Cwidth such that Cwidth log(1/q)/2 ≥ 5 (note that
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since q < 1 can be chosen to be independent of pf , Cwidth is independent of pf as claimed in
the statement of the result). Combining (5.19) and (5.20) and using the quasi-uniformity of the
mesh, we obtain that

∥∥vh,ℓ − ṽh,ℓ
∥∥
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ C(kL)−5

(
1 +

khℓ
pf

)(
p3f
khℓ

)
‖χℓvh‖L2(Ωℓ)

≤ C ′E ‖χℓvh‖L2(Ωℓ)
,

where E is as in (5.6). Thus, by the triangle inequality,

∥∥vh,ℓ
∥∥2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤
(∥∥ṽh,ℓ

∥∥
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

+ CE ‖χℓvh‖L2(Ωℓ)

)2
≤ 2

(∥∥ṽh,ℓ
∥∥2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

+ C2E2 ‖vh‖
2
L2(Ωℓ)

)
.

Summing this last inequality over ℓ, combining the result with (5.9), and then using the first
bound in (5.1) (with v = vh), we find the result (5.5).

We now prove the two crucial ingredients of the proof of Theorem 3.1 (Lemmas 5.5 and 5.7).

Lemma 5.5. There exists Cwidth > 0 such that, given CPoU as in Assumption 2.3 and Cµ
(2.5), there exists C > 0 such that the following is true. If (5.4) holds, then, for all k > 0,
pf , N,Λ ∈ Z

+, and wh ∈ Vh, with E as in (5.6),

‖wh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) ≤ C

(
p2fΛ

N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓwh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

+
(
1 + (kδ)−2 + E2

)
‖wh‖

2
L2(Ω)

)
. (5.21)

Lemma 5.5 is proved using the pf -explicit stable splitting of Lemma 5.4. If Lemma 5.3 is
used instead of Lemma 5.4, then the p2f on the right-hand side of (5.21) can be removed, but
then C depends (in an unspecified way) on pf .

Proof of Lemma 5.5. By Lemma 5.4, there exists wh,ℓ ∈ Vℓ, ℓ = 1, . . . , N , such that wh =∑N
ℓ=1wh,ℓ. Then, by the G̊arding inequality (2.6) and the definition (2.8) of Qℓ.

‖wh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) − Cµ ‖wh‖

2
L2(Ω) ≤ ℜa(wh, wh) = ℜa

(
wh,

N∑

ℓ=1

wh,ℓ

)
=

N∑

ℓ=1

ℜa(wh, wh,ℓ)

=

N∑

ℓ=1

ℜa(Qℓwh, wh,ℓ) ≤
N∑

ℓ=1

∣∣a(Qℓwh, wh,ℓ)
∣∣, (5.22)

By the bound (2.15) (which holds since wh,ℓ and Qℓwh ∈ Vℓ), the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,
and Lemma 5.4,

N∑

ℓ=1

∣∣a(Qℓwh, wh,ℓ)
∣∣ ≤ Ccont

N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓwh‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

‖wh,ℓ‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

≤ Ccont

( N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓwh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

)1/2( N∑

ℓ=1

‖wh,ℓ‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

)1/2

≤ CCcont

( N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓwh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

)1/2

pfΛ
1/2

(
‖wh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) +

(
(kδ)−2 + E2

)
‖wh‖

2
L2(Ω)

)1/2

.

(5.23)

Therefore, by combining (5.22) and (5.23) and using the inequality

2ab ≤ ǫa2 + ǫ−1b2 for all a, b, ǫ > 0, (5.24)
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we obtain that

‖wh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) − Cµ ‖wh‖

2
L2(Ω) ≤ ǫ−1Cp2fΛ

N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓwh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

+ ǫ
(
‖wh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) +

(
(kδ)−2 +E2

)
‖wh‖

2
L2(Ω)

)
;

the result (5.21) follows by taking, e.g., ǫ = 1/2.

Remark 5.6 (Discussion of Lemma 5.5 and the analogous results in [42, 50]). In
the analysis in [42] of the additive Schwarz preconditioner applied to the Helmholtz equation
with complex k, the result analogous to Lemma 5.5 is [42, Lemma 4.5]. Indeed, [42, Lemma
4.5] proves (5.21) without the L2 term on the right-hand side, using coercivity of a(·, ·) when
k is complex. In contrast, (5.21) is proved using the G̊arding inequality (2.6), but the L2 term
is not a problem specifically because of the hybrid form of the preconditioner (3.1). Indeed, in
the proof of the lower bound on the field of values of Q, the inequality (5.21) is applied with
wh = (I −Q0)vh. Then, by the second bound in (2.9), ‖wh‖

2
L2(Ω) ≤ σ2 ‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω), and the proof

can be concluded provided that σ is sufficiently small.
The analogue of Lemma 5.5 in the two-level analysis in [50] (with a LOD coarse space) is

[50, Lemma 4.4]. This result crucially relies on coercivity of the Helmholtz sesquilinear form on
the kernel of a coarse-grid interpolation operator [50, Lemma 2.7]/[61, Lemma 4.2].

Lemma 5.7 (Bounding certain H1
k inner products by weaker norms). There exists

C > 0 such that, for all k > 0 and vh ∈ Vh, with σ as in Assumption 2.6,
∣∣((I −Q0)vh, Q0vh

)
H1

k
(Ω)

∣∣ ≤ Cσ ‖vh‖H1
k
(Ω) ‖Q0vh‖L2(Ω) (5.25)

and ∣∣((I −Qℓ)vh, Qℓvh
)
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

∣∣ ≤ CkHℓ ‖(I −Qℓ)vh‖L2(Ωℓ)
‖Qℓvh‖H1

k
(Ωℓ)

. (5.26)

The key point is that the quantities σ and kHℓ on the right-hand sides of (5.25) and (5.26)
will be made sufficiently small (via (3.4) and (3.5) respectively) in the course of the proof of the
lower bound on the field of values of Q (i.e., the second bound in (3.6)).

The proof of Lemma 5.7 requires the Poincaré inequality.

Theorem 5.8 (Poincaré inequality). Let D be a bounded Lipschitz domain with characteristic
length scale L (in the sense of Definition 2.2). There exists CP > 0 such that, for all k > 0 and
v ∈ H1

0 (D),
‖v‖L2(D) ≤ CP kL ‖v‖H1

k
(D) . (5.27)

Proof. For domains of fixed size, the inequality ‖v‖L2(D) ≤ C ‖∇v‖L2(D) is proved in, e.g., [59,
Theorem 1.9]. A scaling argument then yields that ‖v‖L2(D) ≤ CL ‖∇v‖L2(D) for domains of

characteristic length scale L, and then (5.27) follows from the definition (1.4) of theH1
k norm.

Proof of Lemma 5.7. By the definition (2.8) of Q0 : Vh → V0, a
(
(I −Q0)vh, Q0vh

)
= 0. There-

fore, by (2.4) and the definition of Cµ (2.5),
∣∣((I −Q0)vh, Q0vh)H1

k
(Ω)

∣∣ =
∣∣(µ(I −Q0)vh, Q0vh)L2(Ω)

∣∣ ≤ Cµ ‖(I −Q0)vh‖L2(Ω) ‖Q0vh‖L2(Ω) ;

the bound (5.25) then follows from the second bound in (2.9). Similarly, by the definition (2.8)
of Qℓ : Vh → Vℓ, a

(
(I −Qℓ)vh, Qℓvh

)
= 0. Thus, by (2.4), the fact that Qℓv ∈ Vℓ ⊂ H1

0 (Ωℓ), and
(2.5),

∣∣((I −Qℓ)vh, Qℓvh)H1
k
(Ωℓ)

∣∣ =
∣∣((I −Qℓ)vh, Qℓvh)H1

k
(Ω)

∣∣ =
∣∣(µ(I −Qℓ)vh, Qℓvh

)
L2(Ω)

∣∣

=
∣∣(µ(I −Qℓ)vh, Qℓvh

)
L2(Ωℓ)

∣∣

≤ Cµ ‖(I −Qℓ)vh‖L2(Ωℓ)
‖Qℓvh‖L2(Ωℓ)

.

The result (5.26) then follows from (5.27) applied with D = Ωℓ (and hence L = Hℓ).
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Remark 5.9 (Discussion of Lemma 5.7 and the analogous results in [13, 42]). The
idea behind the proof of Lemma 5.7 is that ((I −Qℓ)vh, Qℓvh)H1

k
(Ω) = (µ(I −Qℓ)vh, Qℓvh)L2(Ω)

via the Galerkin orthogonality a
(
(I −Qℓ)vh, Qℓvh

)
= 0 if the inner product (·, ·)H1

k
(Ω) is defined

so that (2.4) holds. This idea goes back to [13, Theorem 1], for the variable-coefficient Helmholtz
equation and with the H1 inner product then weighted by the coefficient in the highest-order term
(as in (1.3)). This idea was also used in [42, Lemmas 4.15 and 4.16] for the constant-coefficient
Helmholtz equation with complex k

6 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Recall that C, C ′, and C ′′ denote quantities that depend on Cwidth, CPoU, Cµ, CQ0
, Csub, k0, and

C0 > 0, and whose values may change from line to line in the proofs.

6.1 Proof of the upper bound on the field of values (the first bound in (3.6))

We first claim that, for all vh ∈ Vh,

‖Q0vh‖H1
k
(Ω) ≤

(
1 + CQ0

)
‖vh‖H1

k
(Ω) and ‖(I −Q0)

∗vh‖H1
k
(Ω) ≤ CQ0

‖vh‖H1
k
(Ω) .

To see this, observe that the first bound follows directly from (2.9) and the triangle inequality,
and the second bound follows from (2.9) since

‖(I −Q0)
∗vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) =

(
(I −Q0)(I −Q0)

∗vh, vh
)
H1

k
(Ω)

≤ CQ0
‖(I −Q0)

∗vh‖H1
k
(Ω) ‖vh‖H1

k
(Ω) .

These bounds, combined with the definition (3.1) of Q, imply that, for all vh ∈ Vh,

‖Qvh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) ≤ 2 ‖Q0vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) + 2

∥∥∥∥(I −Q0)
∗
N∑

ℓ=1

Qℓ(I −Q0)vh

∥∥∥∥
2

H1
k
(Ω)

≤ 2
(
1 + CQ0

)2 ‖vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) + 2(CQ0

)2
∥∥∥∥

N∑

ℓ=1

Qℓ(I −Q0)vh

∥∥∥∥
2

H1
k
(Ω)

.

Now, by the fact that Qℓ : Vh → Vℓ combined with the overlap property (5.2), the bound (2.10),
the second bound in (5.1) (with w = (I −Q0)vh), and (2.9),

∥∥∥∥
N∑

ℓ=1

Qℓ(I −Q0)vh

∥∥∥∥
2

H1
k
(Ω)

≤

∥∥∥∥
N∑

ℓ=1

Qℓ(I −Q0)vh

∥∥∥∥
2

H1
k
(Ω)

≤ 2Λ
N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓ(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ 2Λ(Csub)
2
N∑

ℓ=1

‖(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ 2Λ2(Csub)
2 ‖(I −Q0)vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) ≤ 2Λ2(CQ0

)2(Csub)
2 ‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) ,

and the result follows.

6.2 Proof of the lower bound on the field of values (the second bound in
(3.6))

With Lemmas 5.7 and 5.5 in hand, the argument is now similar to the proof of [42, Theorem
4.17]. Let vh ∈ Vh. By the definition (3.1) of Q and then the fact that Qℓ(I−Q0)vh is supported
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in Ωℓ,

(vh, Qvh)H1
k
(Ω) = (vh, Q0vh)H1

k
(Ω) +

N∑

ℓ=1

(
(I −Q0)vh, Qℓ(I −Q0)vh

)
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

= ‖Q0vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) +

N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓ(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

+
(
(I −Q0)vh, Q0vh

)
H1

k
(Ω)

+

N∑

ℓ=1

(
(I −Qℓ)(I −Q0)vh, Qℓ(I −Q0)vh

)
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

.

Therefore, by Lemma 5.7, the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, the definition (2.2) of Hsub, and the
inequality (5.24),
∣∣(vh, Qvh)H1

k
(Ω)

∣∣

≥ ‖Q0vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) +

N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓ(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

− Cσ ‖vh‖H1
k
(Ω) ‖Q0vh‖L2(Ω)

− C
N∑

ℓ=1

kHℓ ‖(I −Qℓ)(I −Q0)vh‖L2(Ωℓ)
‖Qℓ(I −Q0)vh‖H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≥ ‖Q0vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) +

N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓ(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

− Cσ ‖vh‖H1
k
(Ω) ‖Q0vh‖L2(Ω)

− C(kHsub)

( N∑

ℓ=1

‖(I −Qℓ)(I −Q0)vh‖
2
L2(Ωℓ)

)1/2( N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓ(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

)1/2

≥ ‖Q0vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) +

N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓ(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

− ǫ

(
‖Q0vh‖

2
L2(Ω) +

N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓ(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

)

− ǫ−1C ′

(
σ2 ‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) + (kHsub)

2
N∑

ℓ=1

‖(I −Qℓ)(I −Q0)vh‖
2
L2(Ωℓ)

)
.

Choosing ǫ sufficiently small, we arrive at

∣∣(vh, Qvh)H1
k
(Ω)

∣∣ ≥ C

(
‖Q0vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) +

N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓ(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

)

− C ′

(
σ2 ‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) + (kHsub)

2
N∑

ℓ=1

‖(I −Qℓ)(I −Q0)vh‖
2
L2(Ωℓ)

)
. (6.1)

Now, by (1.4) and (2.10),

‖(I −Qℓ)(I −Q0)vh‖L2(Ωℓ)
≤ ‖(I −Qℓ)(I −Q0)vh‖H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ C ‖(I −Q0)vh‖H1
k
(Ωℓ)

.

Therefore, by the second bound in (5.1),

N∑

ℓ=1

‖(I −Qℓ)(I −Q0)vh‖
2
L2(Ωℓ)

≤ C

N∑

ℓ=1

‖(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

≤ CΛ ‖(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) . (6.2)

The combination of (6.1) and (6.2) implies that

∣∣(vh, Qvh)H1
k
(Ω)

∣∣ ≥ C

(
‖Q0vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) +

N∑

ℓ=1

‖Qℓ(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ωℓ)

)

− C ′(kHsub)
2Λ ‖(I −Q0)vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) − C ′σ2 ‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) .
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We now apply Lemma 5.5 with wh := (I −Q0)vh. Observe that the upper bound on h in (5.4),
required to apply Lemma 5.5, is satisfied by the upper bound in (3.3). By (5.21),

∣∣(vh, Qvh)H1
k
(Ω)

∣∣ ≥ C ‖Q0vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) +C ′Λ−1p−2

f ‖(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω)

− C ′′Λ−1p−2
f

(
1 + (kδ)−2 + E2

)
‖(I −Q0)vh‖

2
L2(Ω)

− C ′′(kHsub)
2Λ ‖(I −Q0)vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) − C ′′σ2 ‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) ,

where E is as in (5.6). By the second bound in (2.9),

∣∣(vh, Qvh)H1
k
(Ω)

∣∣ ≥ C ‖Q0vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) + C ′Λ−1p−2

f ‖(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω)

− C ′′(kHsub)
2Λ ‖(I −Q0)vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω)

− C ′′σ2
(
1 + Λ−1p−2

f

(
1 + (kδ)−2 + E2

))
‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) . (6.3)

Now, if
kHsub ≤ C1Λ

−1p−1
f (6.4)

for C1 sufficiently small, then the term involving (kHsub)
2 on the right-hand side of (6.3) can be

absorbed into the positive multiple of ‖(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω)

on the right-hand side; this results in

∣∣(vh, Qvh)H1
k
(Ω)

∣∣ ≥ C ‖Q0vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) + C ′Λ−1p−2

f ‖(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω)

−C ′′σ2
(
1 + Λ−1p−2

f

(
1 + (kδ)−2 + E2

))
‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) , (6.5)

with the condition (6.4) then becoming the upper bound on kHsub in (3.4). By the triangle
inequality,

‖vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) ≤ 2

(
‖Q0vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) + ‖(I −Q0)vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω)

)
.

Since Λ, pf ≥ 1, we have Λ−1p−2
f ≤ 1, and thus

1

2
Λ−1p−2

f ‖vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) ≤ ‖Q0vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) + Λ−1p−2

f ‖(I −Q0)vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) . (6.6)

Using (6.6) in (6.5), we obtain that

∣∣(vh, Qvh)H1
k
(Ω)

∣∣ ≥
[
CΛ−1p−2

f − C ′σ2
(
1 + Λ−1p−2

f

(
1 + (kδ)−2 + E2

))]
‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) . (6.7)

We now constrain kδ (via the condition (3.4)) to bound the term in (6.7) involving (kδ)−2, being

careful to maintain the inequality δ ≤ δℓ ≤ Hℓ ≤ Hsub. Suppose that C̃j > 0, j = 1, 2, 3, are

such that 0 < C̃1 < C1 and C̃3 < C̃2 < C̃1. We constrain Hsub and δ to vary as in (3.4), noting

that the inequalities in (3.4) and the conditions on C̃j > 0, j = 1, 2, 3, imply that δ < Hsub.

Using the bound (kδ)−2 ≤ p2fΛ
2(C̃3)

−2 (from (3.4)) in (6.7), we obtain that

∣∣(vh, Qvh)H1
k
(Ω)

∣∣ ≥
[
CΛ−1p−2

f − C ′σ2
(
1 + (C̃3)

−2Λ+ Λ−1p−2
f

(
1 + E2

))]
‖vh‖

2
H1

k
(Ω) .

By the definition (5.6) of E, the lower bound on h in (3.3), and the assumption that pf ≤ C0kL,

E ≤ C(kL)−5
(
(kL)3kL+ (kL)2

)
≤ C(kL)−1 ≤ C(k0L)

−1,

so that

∣∣(vh, Qvh)H1
k
(Ω)

∣∣ ≥
[
CΛ−1p−2

f − C ′σ2
(
1 + (C̃3)

−2Λ+ Λ−1p−2
f

(
1 + (k0L)

−2
))]

‖vh‖
2
H1

k
(Ω) ,
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Now, since Λ, pf ≥ 1,
(
1 + (C̃3)

−2Λ+ Λ−1p−2
f

(
1 + (k0L)

−2
))

≤ 2 + (C̃3)
−2Λ + (k0L)

−2 ≤ Λ
(
2 + (C̃3)

−2 + (k0L)
−2

)
.

Therefore, if

σ2Λ
(
2 + (C̃3)

−2 + (k0L)
−2

)
≤ cΛ−1p−2

f (6.8)

for c sufficiently small, then the lower bound in (3.6) holds. Observe that (6.8) becomes the

condition (3.5) with C̃4 := c1/2(2+ (C̃3)
−2 +(k0L)

−2)−1/2 (and note that this dependence of C̃4

on C̃3 is implied by the order of quantifiers in the statement of the theorem).

7 Results about the Helmholtz CAP problem

7.1 Results on the PDE level

The CAP sesquilinear form (1.2) satisfies Assumption 2.5 with (·, ·)H1
k
(Ω) defined by (1.3).

Theorem 7.1. The solution of the CAP problem of Definition 1.2 exists and is unique.

Proof. Since a(·, ·) satisfies the G̊arding inequality (2.6), by Fredholm theory (see, e.g., [53,
Theorem 2.33]) it is sufficient to prove uniqueness. Multiplying the PDE (1.1), integrating by
parts, and then taking the imaginary part of the resulting expression, we see that if f = 0, then
u = 0 on suppV . Thus u = 0 on Ω by the unique continuation principle (see [14, 1] for the case
d = 2 and, e.g., [47] for the case d = 3).

The next two results (Theorems 7.2 and 7.3) motivate the use of the CAP problem as an
approximation to the Helmholtz scattering problem, but are not used in the rest of the paper.
The proofs of these results are therefore relegated to Appendix B.

With u the solution of the CAP problem of Definition 1.2, let

Csol := sup
f∈(H1

0 (Ω))∗

‖u‖H1
k
(Ω)

‖f‖(H1
k
(Ω))∗

where ‖f‖(H1
k
(Ω))∗ := sup

v∈H1
0 (Ω)

∣∣〈f, v〉(H1
0 (Ω))∗×H1

0 (Ω)

∣∣
‖v‖H1

k
(Ω)

. (7.1)

We highlight that Csol is bounded from above and below (independently of k) by the L2 → H1
k

norm of the CAP solution operator – the bound from below follows since ‖f‖(H1
k
(Ω))∗ ≤ ‖f‖L2(Ω)

if f ∈ L2(Ω); the bound from above follows from arguing as in, e.g., [15, Proof of Lemma 3.4].

Theorem 7.2 (CAP problem inherits the nontrapping bound). Suppose that Ascat and
cscat are as in Definition 1.1 and Ωint and Ω are as in Definition 1.2. Suppose that Ω has
characteristic length scale L. Suppose that Ascat and cscat are C

∞ and nontrapping (in the sense
of, e.g., [25, Definition 4.42]). Then, given k0 > 0, there exists C > 0 such that, for all k ≥ k0,
Csol ≤ CkL.

Theorem 7.3. (The error in CAP’s approximation of the radiation condition is
smooth and superalgebraically small in k) Given Ascat, cscat,Ωint,Ω, and V as in Defi-
nition 1.2, suppose that either the Helmholtz scattering problem of Definition 1.1 is nontrapping
or both Csol and the solution operator of the Helmholtz scattering problem of Definition 1.1
are polynomially bounded in kL, where L is the characteristic length scale of Ω. Then, for all
s,M > 0 and χ ∈ C∞

comp(Ωint), there exists C > 0 such that the following is true for all k ≥ k0.
Given f ∈ (H1

k(Ωint))
∗, let v be the solution of the Helmholtz scattering problem (as in

Definition 1.1) and let u be the solution of the CAP problem (as in Definition 1.2). Then
∑

|α|≤s

k−s
∥∥∂α

(
χ(u− v))

∥∥
L2(Ω)

≤ C(kL)−M ‖f‖(H1
k
(Ωint))∗

, (7.2)

where the (H1
k(Ωint))

∗ norm is defined via the H1
k(Ωint) norm (1.4) and duality (as in (7.1)).
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Remark 7.4 (The key difference between CAP and PML). If PML scaling is applied
to the scattering problem of Definition 1.1, the solution on R

d (i.e., without truncation on Ω)
restricted to the non-scaled region coincides with the solution of the scattering problem – this is
a consequence of analyticity; see [25, Theorem 4.37]. Using this, [34, Theorem 1.7] showed that
the PML solution operator (i.e., including truncation on Ω) inherits the bound on the solution
operator of the scattering problem. Theorem 7.2 gives the analogous result for CAP when the
problem is nontrapping, but the analogous result for trapping problems has not yet been proved.

7.2 h- and hp-FEM convergence results

We now adapt the results in [37] (about the radial PML problem) to the CAP problem considered
here. To do this, we assume that the function V in the CAP is radial, but analogous results
would also hold for a non-radial V (although more work would be required in adapting such
results from [37]).

Theorem 7.5 (Decomposition of the CAP solution). Suppose that Ω, Ascat, cscat, Ωint,
and V are as in Definition 1.2. Suppose further that

• Ωint = B(0, R1),

• Ω is a convex polygon/polyhedron containing B(0, Rtr) for some Rtr > R1,

• V is a radial function such that {r : V (r) = 0} = {r : V ′(r) = 0} = B(0, R1) and V
′(r) ≥ 0

for all r, and

• K ⊂ [k0,∞) is such that there exists C,P > 0 such that Csol ≤ C(kL)P for k ∈ K.

Given ǫ, k1 > 0, there exist Cj, j = 1, 2, 3, such that the following is true. For all Rtr > R1 + ǫ,
given f ∈ L2(Ω), the solution u of the CAP problem of (1.1) is such that

u = uH2 + uA + uresidual,

where uA, uH2 , and uresidual satisfy the following. The component uH2 ∈ H2(Ω)∩H1
0 (Ω) satisfies

k−|α|‖∂αuH2‖L2(Ω) ≤ C1‖f‖L2(Ω) for all k ∈ K ∩ [k1,∞) and for all multiindices |α| ≤ 2.

The component uA satisfies

k−|α|‖∂αuA‖L2(Ω) ≤ C2(C3)
|α|Csol ‖f‖L2(Ω) for all k ∈ K ∩ [k1,∞) and for all α

and is negligible in the CAP region in the sense that for any M,m > 0 there exists CM,m > 0
such that

‖uA‖Hm(Ω\B(0,R1(1+ǫ))
≤ CM,m(kL)

−M‖f‖L2(Ω) for all k ∈ K ∩ [k1,∞).

Finally, the component uresidual is negligible in the sense that for any M,m > 0 there exists
CM,m > 0 so that

‖uresidual‖Hm(Ω) ≤ CM,m(kL)
−M ‖f‖L2(Ω) for all k ∈ K ∩ [k1,∞).

The proof of Theorem 7.5 requires the following lemma (proved by integrating by parts).

Lemma 7.6 (Bound on the solution of the CAP problem near the boundary). Suppose
that Ω,Ωint, and V are as in Definition 1.2. Given a > 0 there exists C > 0 such that the
following is true. Suppose that φ ∈ C∞(Rd;R) is such that suppφ ∩ Ω ⊂ {x : V (x) ≥ a > 0}.
Let P := −k−2∆− 1− iV . If u ∈ H1

0 (Ω), then

‖φu‖H1
k
(Ω) ≤ C ‖P(φu)‖(H1

k
(Ω))∗ . (7.3)
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Proof. By integrating by parts/Green’s identity, since u = 0 on ∂Ω,
〈
P(φu), φu

〉
= k−2 ‖∇(φu)‖2L2(Ω) − ‖φu‖2L2(Ω) − i

∥∥V 1/2φu
∥∥2
L2(Ω)

. (7.4)

Taking the imaginary part of (7.4) and using the assumption on suppφ ∩ Ω, we obtain that

a ‖φu‖2L2(Ω) ≤
∥∥V 1/2φu

∥∥2
L2(Ω)

= −ℑ
〈
P(φu), φu

〉
≤ ‖P(φu)‖(H1

k
(Ω))∗ ‖φu‖H1

k
(Ω)

so that, by (5.24), for all ǫ > 0,

2a ‖φu‖L2(Ω) ≤ ǫ−1 ‖P(φu)‖2(H1
k
(Ω))∗ + ǫ ‖φu‖2H1

k
(Ω) . (7.5)

Taking the real part of (7.4), we obtain that

‖φu‖2H1
k
(Ω) := k−2 ‖∇(φu)‖2L2(Ω) + ‖φu‖2L2(Ω) ≤ ‖P(φu)‖(H1

k
(Ω))∗ ‖φu‖H1

k
(Ω) + 2 ‖φu‖2L2(Ω) ,

so that, by (5.24) again,

‖φu‖2H1
k
(Ω) ≤ C

(
‖P(φu)‖2(H1

k
(Ω))∗ + ‖φu‖2L2(Ω)

)
. (7.6)

The result (7.3) then follows from the combination of (7.5) and (7.6).

Proof of Theorem 7.5. The radial PML analogue of Theorem 7.5 is [37, Theorem 1.5]. The only
changes in the statement of Theorem 7.5 compared to [37, Theorem 1.5] are that (i) Theorem
7.5 is valid for k ∈ K ∩ [k1,∞) with k1 > 0 arbitrary, whereas [37, Theorem 1.5] is valid with k1
sufficiently large, and (ii) [37, Theorem 1.5] holds when Ω is C1,1, but Theorem 7.5 holds when
Ω is only a convex polygon/polyhedron.

Regarding (i): the difference here is because the PML solution is only proved to exist (for
fixed width and scaling function) for k sufficiently large, whereas the CAP solution exists for
all k > 0 by the UCP (as in Theorem 7.1). Regarding (ii): this is because the requirement that
Ω is C1,1 was used in [37] to ensure that the PML solution is in H2(Ω). However, since the
highest-order term in (1.1) is −k−2∆ when the CAP is active (i.e., on the support of V ), the
CAP solution is in H2(Ω) for Ω convex by elliptic regularity for the Laplacian; see, e.g., [44,
§8.2 and Equation 8.2.2].

To prove Theorem 7.5, we need to make the following small changes to the arguments in [37].
All but one of the changes occur in [37, Section 5.2], which deals with the PML region. The
exception is that, since V appears only in the lowest-order term in (1.1), one can take operator
Q̃~,θ defined in [37, Equation 3.10] to just be Q~.

The three changes required in [37, Section 5.2] are the following.
(i) [37, Theorem 5.1] is the statement (recalled in Remark 7.4) that the radial PML problem

inherits the bound on the solution operator from the scattering problem, and so if the latter is
polynomially bounded in kL, then so is the former. It has not yet been proved that the CAP
problem has this property, but Theorem 7.5 assumes independently that the solution operator
to the CAP problem is polynomially bounded.

(ii) The CAP analogue of [37, Lemma 5.2] is given by Lemma 7.6 and the bound ‖P (φu)‖(H1
k
(Ω))∗ ≤

‖P (φu)‖L2(Ω) (from the definition (7.1) of ‖ · ‖(H1
k
(Ω))∗).

(iii) Finally, the Carleman estimate of [37, Lemma 5.3] (a simplified version of [34, §4.1])
holds for the CAP problem. This is because, in polar coordinates (r, ω) with r ∈ [0,∞) and
ω ∈ Sd−1, the semiclassical principal symbol of

ekψ(−k−2∆− 1− iV )e−kψ is (ξr + iψ′)2 + |ξω|
2
Sd−1 − (1 + iV ).

Comparing this to [34, Displayed equation after (4.1)], we see that 1 + iV now plays the role
of 1 + if ′θ(r) in the PML case, where fθ(r) is the PML scaling function. Note that [34, §4.1]
is focused on designing the function ψ(r) to obtain the optimal exponential decay rate in the
Carleman estimate (as in [34, §4.1]), but this is not needed for simplified version of [37, Lemma
5.3], and hence not for the CAP problem.
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We now give two corollaries of Theorem 7.5. Given f ∈ L2(Ω), let S∗f ∈ H1
0 (Ω) be the

solution of the variational problem

a(v,S∗f) =

∫

Ω
vf for all v ∈ H1

0 (Ω). (7.7)

In analogy with (2.11), let

η(Vh) := ‖(I −Πh)S
∗‖L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω) (7.8)

where Πh is H1
k -orthogonal projection H

1
0 (Ω) → Vh.

Corollary 7.7 (Bound on η(Vh) explicit in pf). Under the assumptions of Theorem 7.5,
given k1 > 0, there exists C, σ > 0 such that, for all M ∈ Z

+ there exists CM > 0 such that, for
all k ∈ K ∩ [k1,∞), h > 0, and pf ∈ Z

+, with Ih the operator from Theorem 4.1,

∥∥(I − Ih)S
∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)

≤ C

[
kh

pf

(
1 +

kh

pf

)
+
Csol

kL

((
h/L

h/L+ σ

)pf
+ kL

(
kh

σpf

)pf)]
+ CM (kL)−M . (7.9)

We have described (7.9) as a bound on η(Vh), since, by (7.8), η(Vh) ≤ ‖(I−Ih)S
∗‖L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω).

Corollary 7.8 (Bound on η(Vh) not explicit in pf). Suppose that Vh satisfies Assumption
2.1 except with the requirement that T h is quasi-uniform weakened to the requirement that T h

is shape regular. Under the assumptions of Theorem 7.5, given pf ∈ Z
+, k1 > 0, there exists

C > 0 such that, for all M ∈ Z
+ there exists CM > 0 such that, for all k ∈ K ∩ [k1,∞) and

h > 0, with Jh the interpolation operator on Vh (discussed in §1.4),

∥∥(I − Jh)S
∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)

≤ C
[
kh (1 + kh) + Csol(kh)

pf
]
+ CM (kL)−M ,

Proofs of Corollaries 7.7 and 7.8. Let S : L2(Ω) → H1
0 (Ω) denote the solution operator of the

CAP problem; i.e., given f ∈ L2(Ω), Sf ∈ H1
0 (Ω) satisfies

a(Sf, v) =

∫

Ω
fv for all v ∈ H1

0 (Ω). (7.10)

Since Ascat is symmetric positive-definite, a(v,w) = a(w, v) for all v,w ∈ H1
0 (Ω). This fact,

combined with (7.7) and (7.10), implies that S∗f = Sf . Therefore, given f ∈ L2(Ω) the
decomposition of Sf in Theorem 7.5 holds equally for S∗f , and thus S∗f = uH2 +uA+uresidual.

To prove Corollary 7.8, we first recall that by, e.g., [11, Theorem 4.4.20], Jh satisfies the
bound (4.1), but with C depending in an unspecified way on pf . We then apply this bound with
m = 2 to uH2 , with m = pf + 1 (i.e., the highest regularity allowed) to uA, and with m = 1 to
uresidual.

The proof of Corollary 7.7 is almost identical to the proof of [36, Lemma 5.5]. The strategy
is to apply Theorem 4.1 with m = 2 to uH2 , but then apply approximation results for analytic
functions from [55, Appendix C] to uA. We highlight that the assumption that T h is quasi-
uniform with simplicial elements means that [55, Assumption 5.2] holds with all the maps RK
equal to the identity (i.e., all the element maps FK = RK ◦ AK are affine). The fact that the
interpolant in the results of [55, Appendix C] can be taken to be the same as that in Theorem
4.1 is shown in [6, Proposition 4.5].

We now use Corollary 7.7 to prove an hp-FEM convergence result.
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Corollary 7.9 (hp-FEM convergence for the CAP problem on convex polyhedra).
Suppose that Vh satisfies Assumption 2.1 and that the assumptions of Theorem 7.5 hold. Given
Cdeg,f , ǫ, k1 > 0 there exists C1, C2 > 0 such that for all k ∈ K ∩ [k1,∞), h > 0, and pf ∈ Z

+, if

kh

pf
≤ C1 and pf ≥

(
1 + Cdeg,f log k

)
, (7.11)

then the Galerkin solution (2.7) exists, is unique, and satisfies

‖u− uh‖H1
k
(Ω) ≤ 2Ccont min

vh∈Vh

‖u− vh‖H1
k
(Ω) and ‖u− uh‖L2(Ω) ≤ ǫ ‖u− vh‖H1

k
(Ω) . (7.12)

Furthermore, the following bound on the discrete inf-sup constant holds

inf
uh∈Vh

sup
vh∈Vh

|a(uh, vh)|

‖uh‖H1
k
(Ω) ‖vh‖H1

k
(Ω)

≥ (C2Csol)
−1. (7.13)

Proof. If we can show that η(Vh) ≤ ǫ/Ccont, then the bounds (7.12) follow from the combination
of Corollaries 7.7 and 7.8 with the Schatz argument (see, e.g., the recap in [38, Appendix B]).
The bound (7.13) then holds by [55, Theorem 4.2] and the fact that Csol ≥ CkL (this lower
bound on Csol can be proved by considering u(x) = exp(ikx1)χ(x) where χ ∈ C∞

comp(Ωint) is
supported where Ascat = I and cscat = 1; see, e.g., [15, Lemma 3.10]).

To bound η(Vh), suppose that kh/pf ≤ C1 (from (7.11)) with C1 = cσ for 0 < c < 1, and
with σ as in Corollary 7.7. Since Csol ≤ C(kL)P ,

Csol

(
kh

σpf

)pf
≤ C exp

(
P log(kL)− (1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)) log(c

−1)
)

≤ C exp
(
− log(c−1)

)
(kL)P−Cdeg,f log(c

−1).

Therefore, if 0 < c < 1 is sufficiently small so that Cdeg,f log(c
−1) ≥ P + 1, then the left-hand

side of this last displayed inequality is ≤ C ′(kL)−1. Furthermore, with kh/pf ≤ cσ,

h/L

h/L+ σ
≤

h

Lσ
≤
pfc

kL
,

so that

Csol

kL

(
h/L

h/L+ σ

)pf
≤ C(kL)P−1−pf

(
pfc

)pf

≤ C(kL)P−2−Cdeg,f log(kL)
(
1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)

)1+Cdeg,f log(kL) ≤ C ′(kL)−1

(where C ′ depends on k1). In summary, if C1 in (7.11) is sufficiently small (depending on Cdeg,f ,
P , and σ), then

∥∥(I − Ih)S
∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)

≤ C
[
C1(1 +C1) + C ′(kL)−1

]
+ CM (kL)−M ,

and the result follows.

Corollary 7.10 (h-FEM convergence result for CAP problem on convex polyhedra).
Suppose that Vh satisfies Assumption 2.1, except with the requirement that T h is quasi-uniform
replaced by the requirement that T h is shape regular. Under the assumptions of Theorem 7.5,
given pf ∈ Z

+, k1 > 0, and ǫ > 0, there exist C1, C2 > 0 such that for all k ∈ K ∩ [k1,∞),
h > 0, if

(kh)pfCsol ≤ C1,

then the Galerkin solution (2.7) exists, is unique, and satisfies (7.12) Furthermore, the bound
(7.13) on the discrete inf-sup constant holds.
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The proof of Corollary 7.10 is analogous to that of Corollary 7.9 (and indeed simpler).

Remark 7.11 (Corollary 7.10 verifies a certain assumption in [46, 50, 52, 31]).
The analyses of two-level Schwarz preconditioners in [46, 50, 52] work on a Lipschitz poly-
gon/polyhedron and assume that the discrete inf-sup constant ≥ (CCsol)

−1 (i.e., the bound
(7.13)); see [46, Lemma 2.4], [50, Remark 2.10], [52, Assumption 2.4 and Remark 2.5], [31,
Theorem 2.2 and Remark 2.1]. Corollary 7.10 proves this assumed bound on the discrete inf-sup
constant for the CAP problem when Ω is a convex polyhedron and (kh)pfCsol is sufficiently small,
with pf ∈ Z

+ arbitrary.
To our knowledge, the only other instances where such a bound on the discrete inf-sup con-

stant has been proved – all under the condition “(kh)pfCsol sufficiently small” – are the following:

• pf = 1, d = 2, Ω is convex, ∂Ω has an impedance boundary condition [54, §8].

• pf ∼ log k, d = 2, Ω is a polygon and the mesh is geometrically-refined close to singular
corners [30, Theorem 4.2].

• pf = 1, d = 2, Ω is a polygon [16, Theorem 5.3].

• pf = 1, d = 3, ∂Ω is C1,1 except at a finite set of cone points [17, Theorem 5.3].

The difficulty in obtaining the bound (7.13) on the the discrete inf-sup constant for pf > 1 is that
both the standard ways of bounding η(Vh) (going back to [55, 56]) and the duality arguments of
[24, 39] require (at least) that ∂Ω be Cpf ,1. In this paper, the splitting in Theorem 7.5 avoids
these regularity assumptions on ∂Ω by showing that uA is negligible near the boundary thanks to
the CAP, with only H2 regularity of the solution required.

8 Theorem 3.1 applied with piecewise-polynomial subspaces

8.1 hp-FEM fine and coarse spaces

The following theorem (Theorem 8.1) is the rigorous statement of Theorem 1.5 (c) and (d). The
conclusion of Theorem 8.1 is that the bounds on Q in (3.6) hold. For brevity, the corollaries
about GMRES are not explicitly written out, but follow from Corollaries 3.5, 3.6, and 3.8.

Theorem 8.1 (Rigorous statement of Theorem 1.5 (c) and (d)). Suppose that Ω, Ascat,
cscat, Ωint, and V are as in Definition 1.2. Suppose further that the assumptions of Theorem 7.5
(i.e., the four bullet points) hold. Suppose that the assumptions in §2.1 hold, and, additionally,
V0 consists of piecewise polynomials on a simplicial mesh T H , with diameter H, such that each
element of T H is the union of a set of elements of T h (allowing the case T H = T h).

Given C, ǫ, C0, k1 > 0 and Cdeg,f ≥ Cdeg,c > 0, there exist C1, C2, C3 > 0 such that for all C̃j,

j = 1, 2, 3, satisfying 0 < C̃1 < C1 and C̃3 < C̃2 < C̃1 there exists C̃4, C̃5, such that the following
holds. If k ≥ k1, Rtr > R1 + ǫ, Λ ∈ Z

+, as well as
(
1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)

)
≤ pf ≤ C

(
1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)

)
, (8.1)

pc ≥ 1 + Cdeg,c log(kL) (8.2)

Λ−1C̃1 ≤ kHsub

(
1+Cdeg,f log(kL)

)
≤ C1Λ

−1, C̃3Λ
−1 ≤ kδ

(
1+Cdeg,f log(kL)

)
≤ C̃2Λ

−1,
(8.3)

H ≤
C̃4

kΛ
, and

1

C0k2L
≤ h ≤

C̃5

k(log(kL)
(
1 + Cdeg,f log(kL)

)
Λ
, (8.4)

then the Galerkin solution in the fine space exists, is unique, and satisfies

‖u− uh‖H1
k
(Ω) ≤ 2Ccont min

vh∈Vh

‖u− vh‖H1
k
(Ω) , (8.5)

and the bounds in (3.6) (on the norm and field of values of Q) hold.
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Note that the conditions (8.1) and (8.2) allow pf to equal pc.

Remark 8.2 (The order of quantifiers in Theorem 8.1). The comments in Remark 3.2
about constants in Theorem 3.1, and the order in which they appear, hold here. We now discuss
(in the order they appear) the constants in Theorem 8.1 that do not appear in Theorem 3.1.

• The constants Cdeg,f and Cdeg,c in the bounds on pf and pc are arbitrary.

• The constant C is arbitrary, and controls how big pf can be; we need to constrain pf in this
way since pf enters the conditions on Hsub and δ in (3.4) in Theorem 3.1 (which become
(8.3) here).

• The constant ǫ controlling the width of the CAP is arbitrary.

Proof of Theorem 8.1. We first show that Assumptions 2.5, 2.6, and 2.7 are satisfied. Assump-
tion 2.5 holds immediately by the definition of the CAP sesquilinear form a(·, ·) (1.2). By Lemma
2.9, Assumption 2.6 holds with σ = 2(Ccont)

2η(V0), provided that η(V0) defined by (2.11) sat-
isfies (2.12). The condition (2.12) turns out to be less restrictive than the condition on η(V0)
that will be imposed in (8.6) below to ensure that the bound (3.5) on σ holds. Finally, we claim
that Assumption 2.7 holds by Lemma 2.10. To see this, observe that, by the G̊arding inequality
(2.6) and the Poincaré inequality (5.27) (applied with D = Ωℓ and L = Hsub), a(·, ·) is coercive
on H1

0 (Ωℓ) if kHsub is sufficiently small – this follows from the first bound in (8.3), if necessary
by reducing C1.

We now need to verify that (3.3), (3.4), and (3.5) hold. With pf satisfying (8.1), the con-
ditions Hsub and δ in (3.4) are immediate consequences of (8.3), and then the condition on h
in (3.3) is a consequence of (8.4). It therefore remains to show that the bound on σ in (3.5) is
satisfied when H satisfies the first bound in (8.4). By Lemma 2.9, the second bound in (2.9)
holds with σ = 2(Ccont)

2η(V0). Therefore, to obtain (3.5), it is sufficient to show that

η(V0) ≤
C̃4

2Λpf (Ccont)2
. (8.6)

Observe that, as claimed above, since pf grows with k, the requirement (8.6) on η(V0) is indeed
more restrictive than the condition (2.12) when k is sufficiently large.

We now use the bound on η(V0) implied by Corollary 7.7 – with pf replaced by pc and h
replaced by H. Since pf appears in the conditions (3.4) on Hsub and δ, we need to be careful (as
we were in Corollary 7.7) to fix the polynomial degrees at the start of the proof (this is achieved
via (8.1) and (8.2), with Cdeg,f , Cdeg,c, and C appearing before the constants in the conditions
(3.4) and (3.5), as discussed in Remark 8.2). By Corollary 7.7, to prove (8.6), it is sufficient to
prove that, with pc satisfying (8.2), the condition on H in (8.4) makes

Λpf

[
kH

pc

(
1 +

kH

pc

)
+
Csol

kL

((
H/L

H/L+ σ

)pc
+ kL

(
kH

σpc

)pc)]
+ ΛpfCM (kL)−M (8.7)

sufficiently small. The first term in the square brackets in (8.7) is made small by making ΛkH

small (as in (8.4), where C̃4 depends on Cdeg,f/Cdeg,c). The rest of the terms are then made
small in a similar manner to that in the proof of Corollary 7.9, with the factor of pf outside the
square brackets making no difference (since pf grows like log(kL) by (8.1)).

8.2 Fine and coarse spaces of fixed polynomial degree.

Theorem 8.3 (Rigorous statement of Theorem 1.5 (a) and (b)). Suppose that Ω, Ascat,
cscat, Ωint, and V are as in Definition 1.2. Suppose further that the assumptions of Theorem
7.5 (i.e., the four bullet points) hold. Suppose that the assumptions in §2.1 hold except that in
Assumption 2.1 the requirement that T h is quasi-uniform is weakened to T h being shape regular.
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Given pf ∈ Z
+, assume that Ṽ0 consists of Lagrange finite elements of degree pc ≥ pf on a

simplicial mesh T H , chosen such that every element of T H is the union of fine grid elements. If
pc = pf , set V0 := Ṽ0 (since Ṽ0 ⊂ Vh). If pc > pf , set V0 := JhṼ0, where Jh is the interpolation
operator on Vh (discussed in §1.4).

Given ǫ > 0, there exist C1, C2, C3 > 0 such that for all C̃j , j = 1, 2, 3, satisfying 0 < C̃1 < C1

and C̃3 < C̃2 < C̃1 there exists C̃4, C̃5 and k1 > 0 such that the following holds. If k ≥ k1,
Rtr > R1 + ǫ, Λ ∈ Z

+, as well as

Λ−1C̃1 ≤ kHsub ≤ C1Λ
−1, C̃3Λ

−1 ≤ kδ ≤ C̃2Λ
−1,

(kH)pcCsol ≤ C̃4 and (kh)pfCsol ≤ C̃5, (8.8)

then the Galerkin solution in the fine space exists, is unique, and satisfies (8.5). Furthermore
Q is well defined and satisfies the bounds in (3.6).

Proof. When pc = pf , the proof is essentially identical to (and slightly simpler than) the proof
of Theorem 8.1; indeed, we use Lemma 5.3 instead of Lemma 5.4 and Corollary 7.10 instead of
Corollary 7.9.

When pc > pf , the proof is identical to the case pc = pf , except that we need to show that

the coarse space V0 := JhṼ0 satisfies Assumption 2.6. We do this by bounding η(V0) and then
using Lemma 2.9. Let Π0 denote the H1

k -orthogonal projection H
1
k(Ω) → V0, and let J̃0 denote

the nodal interpolant of continuous functions onto Ṽ0. Since V0 := JhṼ0, the operator JhJ̃0

maps into V0, and thus

η(V0) := ‖(I −Π0)S
∗‖L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω) ≤

∥∥(I − JhJ̃0)S
∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)
. (8.9)

Now

(I − JhJ̃0)S
∗ = (I − J̃0)S

∗ + (I − Jh)J̃0S
∗ = (I − J̃0)S

∗ + (I − Jh)S
∗ − (I − Jh)(I − J̃0)S

∗,

so that

∥∥(I − JhJ̃0)S
∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)

≤
∥∥(I − J̃0)S

∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)

+
∥∥(I − Jh)S

∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)

+
∥∥I − Jh

∥∥
H2

k
(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)

∥∥(I − J̃0)S
∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H2

k
(Ω)
. (8.10)

Now, by, e.g., [11, Theorem 4.4.20], Jh satisfies the bound (4.1), but with C depending in an
unspecified way on pf . The bound with m = 2 combined with the fact that kh ≤ C imply that

∥∥I − Jh
∥∥
H2

k
(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)

≤ C ′kh (8.11)

where C, C ′ (and all further constants in the proof) depend on pf . We now claim that the
decomposition of the solution operator from Theorem 7.5 combined with Theorem 4.1 implies
that, for any M > 0,

∥∥(I − J̃0)S
∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H2

k
(Ω)

≤ C
(
1 + (kH)pc−1Csol + (kL)−M

)
. (8.12)

To show this, recall from the proofs of Corollaries 7.7 and 7.8 that, for all f ∈ L2(Ω), S∗f = Sf .
Therefore, Theorem 7.5 implies that S∗f can be written as uH2 + uA + uresidual, with uH2 , uA,
and uresidual satisfying the corresponding bounds. We then apply the bound (4.1) with m = 2 to
uH2 , with m = pc + 1 to uA, and with m = 2 to uresidual, and obtain (8.12). Finally, Corollary
7.8 implies that

∥∥(I − Jh)S
∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)

≤ C
(
kh+ (kh)pfCsol + (kL)−M

)
(8.13)
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and ∥∥(I − J̃0)S
∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)

≤ C
(
kH + (kH)pcCsol + (kL)−M

)
. (8.14)

Inputting (8.11), (8.12), (8.13), and (8.14) into (8.10), we find that
∥∥(I − JhJ̃0)S

∗
∥∥
L2(Ω)→H1

k
(Ω)

≤ C
(
kH + (kH)pcCsol + (kL)−M

)
+ C

(
kh+ (kh)pfCsol + (kL)−M

)

+ CkH
(
1 + (kH)pc−1Csol + (kL)−M

)

≤ C
(
kh+ (kh)pfCsol + (kL)−M

)
+ C

(
kH + (kH)pcCsol + (kL)−(M−1)

)
, (8.15)

where we have used h ≤ H ≤ L in the last step. The bounds on h and H in (8.8) combined
with (8.9) and (8.15) imply that η(V0) is small; Assumption 2.6 then holds by Lemma 2.9, and
the result then follows.

A The matrix form of the operator Q (3.1)

The fact that the matrix form of Q is (3.2) is a consequence of the following theorem combined

with the fact that, with C
† = C

T
,

〈
V,CW

〉
Dk

=
〈
D
−1
k C

†
DkV,W

〉
Dk

for all V,W.

Theorem A.1. ([42, Theorem 5.4].) Let vh =
∑

j∈Jh
Vjφj and wh =

∑
j∈Jh

Wjφj be
arbitrary elements of Vh. Then, for ℓ = 0, . . . , N ,

(
Qℓvh, wh

)
H1

k
(Ω)

=
〈
Rℓ

⊤
A
−1
ℓ RℓAV,W

〉
Dk
.

Proof. By (1.11), it is sufficient to prove that, for ℓ = 0, . . . , N ,

Qℓvh =
∑

j∈Jh

(
R
⊤
ℓ A

−1
ℓ RℓAV

)
j
φj . (A.1)

(Note that, by proving (A.1), we correct typographical errors in the statement of the result in
[42, Theorem 5.4(ii)].)

We first prove (A.1) for ℓ = 0. On the one hand, since {Φp}p∈J0
is a basis for V0, Q0vh =∑

q∈J0
ZqΦq, for some coefficient vector Z. By (1.10), Q0vh can then be written in terms of the

basis {φj}j∈Jh
by

Q0vh =
∑

q∈J0

Zq
∑

j∈Jh

(R0)q,jφj =
∑

j∈Jh

(R⊤
0 Z)jφj . (A.2)

On the other hand, the definition (2.8) of Q0 and (1.10) imply that, for all p ∈ J0,

∑

q∈J0

a(Φq,Φp)Zq = a(Q0vh,Φp) = a(vh,Φp) =
∑

j∈Jh

Vja(φj ,Φp) =
∑

j∈Jh

∑

i∈Jh

(R0)pia(φj , φi)Vj .

(A.3)

Recall that a(φi, φj) = Aij and a(Φq,Φp) = (A0)pq (i.e., A0 is the Galerkin matrix of a(·, ·) using
the basis {Φp : p ∈ J0} of V0). The expression (A.3) then becomes that A0Z = R0AV; i.e.,
Z = A

−1
0 R0AV, and inserting this into (A.2) gives (A.1) for ℓ = 0.

We now prove (A.1) for ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , N}. Let Jh(Ωℓ) denote the index set for the freedoms of
a function in Vℓ. In analogue with the case ℓ = 0, we write Qℓvh in two different ways: first

Qℓvh =
∑

j∈Jh(Ωℓ)

Yjφj =
∑

j∈Jh

(R⊤
ℓ Y)jφj, (A.4)
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for some coefficient vector Y. Then, by the definition of Qℓ, for all i ∈ Jh(Ωℓ),
∑

j∈J (Ωℓ)

a(φj , φi)Yj = a(Qℓvh, φi) = a(vh, φi) =
∑

j∈Jh

a(φj , φi)Vj . (A.5)

It is straightforward to show that Aℓ := RℓAR
T
ℓ is such that (Aℓ)ij = a(φj , φi) for i, j ∈ Jh(Ωℓ).

Therefore (A.5) implies that Y = A
−1
ℓ RℓAV, and inserting this into (A.4) gives (A.1) for ℓ ∈

{1, . . . , N}.

B Proofs of Theorems 7.2 and 7.3

The proofs of Theorems 7.2 and 7.3 are small modifications of the proofs of [33, Lemma 4.5]
and [33, Theorem A.2], respectively, where we use Lemma 7.6 to deal with the boundary.

The key difference is that the results of [33] assume that (i) both Ω and Ωint are hypercubes
and (ii) the coefficients of the PDE are constant in a neighbourhood of Ω. Both of these
assumptions are because [33] is focused on the case when the radiation condition is approximated
by a Cartesian PML, with (i) then necessary for the definition of a cartesian PML, and (ii)
allowing one use a reflection argument near ∂Ω to avoid considering propagation of singularities
up to the boundary (see [33, Remark 2.5]).

Neither nor (i) and (ii) are needed for CAP. Indeed, CAP is defined for both Ω and Ωint

bounded Lipschitz domains, avoiding (i), and the semiclassical principal symbol of the PDE is
uniformly semiclassical elliptic near ∂Ω (in contrast to a cartesian PML, which is only semiclas-
sically elliptic in the coordinate direction in which the scaling occurs), avoiding (ii).

Proof of Theorem 7.2. The result of Theorem 7.2 follows from [33, Lemma 4.5] and Lemma 7.6
in the following way: the contradiction argument in [33, Lemma 4.5] is set up in exactly the
same way; i.e., we obtain a sequence vn ∈ H1

0 (Ω) such that ‖Pvn‖(H1
k
(Ω))∗ → 0 as n → ∞. To

complete the proof, we need to show that ‖vn‖H1
k
(Ω) → 0.

In constrast to the proof of [33, Lemma 4.5], we do not extend vn by reflection to an extended
domain (denoted by Ω̃ in [33]), but instead work with an arbitrary χ ∈ C∞

comp(Ω) (instead of

χ ∈ C∞
comp(Ω̃)). The propagation argument in [33, Lemma 4.5] (which uses the ellipticity of the

operator in the CAP region and the nontrapping assumption) then shows that both ‖χvn‖L2(Ω)

and ‖χvn‖H1
k
(Ω) → 0 as n→ ∞.

To complete the proof, we need to show that, for some χ ∈ C∞
comp(Ω), ‖(1− χ)vn‖H1

k
(Ω) → 0

as n → ∞ (to get that ‖vn‖H1
k
(Ω) → 0). Choose χ ∈ C∞

comp(Ω; [0, 1]) such that supp(1 − χ) ⊂

{V ≥ a > 0} and choose φ ∈ C∞(Rd) such that φ = 1 on supp(1 − χ) and suppφ ⊂ {V ≥ a >
0}; observe that such a φ satisfies the assumptions of Lemma 7.6. Therefore, by the support
properties of 1− χ and φ, and Lemma 7.6,

‖(1− χ)vn‖H1
k
(Ω) ≤ C ‖φvn‖H1

k
(Ω) ≤ C ‖P(φvn)‖(H1

k
(Ω))∗

≤ C
(
‖φPvn‖(H1

k
(Ω))∗ + ‖(Pφ− φP)vn‖(H1

k
(Ω))∗

)

≤ C ′
(
‖Pvn‖(H1

k
(Ω))∗ + ‖χ̃vn‖L2(Ω)

)

for some χ̃ ∈ C∞
comp(Ω) with χ̃ = 1 on supp∇φ. The propagation argument from the proof of

[33, Lemma 4.5] shows that ‖χ̃vn‖L2(Ω) → 0, and ‖Pvn‖(H1
k
(Ω))∗ → 0 by construction. Therefore

‖(1− χ)vn‖H1
k
(Ω) → 0 as n→ ∞, and the result follows.

Proof of Theorem 7.3. The proof of Theorem 7.3 is then exactly the same as the proof of [33,
Theorem A.2] (with Theorem 7.2 used in place of [33, Lemma 4.5]), noting that the propagation
result of [33, Lemma 4.1] is only used on compact subsets of Ω (i.e., there is no propagation up
to the boundary), since the norms on the left-hand side of (7.2) all involve χ ∈ C∞

comp(Ωint).
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