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A Mini Immersed Finite Element Method for Two-Phase

Stokes Problems on Cartesian Meshes

Haifeng Ji∗ Dong Liang† Qian Zhang‡

Abstract

This paper presents a mini immersed finite element (IFE) method for solving two- and three-

dimensional two-phase Stokes problems on Cartesian meshes. The IFE space is constructed from

the conventional mini element with shape functions modified on interface elements according to

interface jump conditions, while keeping the degrees of freedom unchanged. Both discontinuous

viscosity coefficients and surface forces are considered in the construction. The interface is

approximated via discrete level set functions and explicit formulas of IFE basis functions and

correction functions are derived, which make the IFE method easy to implement. The optimal

approximation capabilities of the IFE space and the inf-sup stability and the optimal a priori

error estimate of the IFE method are derived rigorously with constants independent of the mesh

size and how the interface cuts the mesh. It is also proved that the condition number has the

usual bound independent of the interface. Numerical experiments are provided to confirm the

theoretical results.

Keywords. Stokes equations, interface, immersed finite element, unfitted mesh, mini element
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1 Introduction

In this paper we are interested in designing and analyzing an immersed finite element (IFE) method

for solving two-phase Stokes problems (also known as the Stokes interface problem in the literature).

Let Ω ⊂ RN , N = 2, 3, be the computational domain and Γ be a C2-smooth closed hypersurface

immersed in Ω. The interface Γ divides Ω into two phases Ω+ and Ω−. Without loss of generality,

we assume that Ω− is the inclusion, i.e., Γ = ∂Ω−. The Stokes interface problem reads as follows:

Given a body force f ∈ L2(Ω)N , a surface force g ∈ L2(Γ)N and a piecewise constant viscosity

µ|Ω± = µ± > 0, find a velocity u and a pressure p such that

−∇ · (2µǫ(u)) +∇p = f in Ω+ ∪ Ω−, (1.1a)

∇ · u = 0 in Ω, (1.1b)

[σ(µ,u, p)n]Γ = g on Γ, (1.1c)

[u]Γ = 0 on Γ, (1.1d)

u = 0 on ∂Ω, (1.1e)
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where ǫ(u) = 1
2 (∇u+(∇u)T ) is the strain tensor, σ(µ,u, p) = 2µǫ(u)− pI is the total stress tensor,

I is the identity matrix, n is the unit normal to Γ pointing from Ω− to Ω+, and [v]Γ stands for the

jump of v across Γ, i.e., [v]Γ := v+|Γ − v−|Γ with v± := v|Ω± . If the trace (∇ · u)|Γ is well defined,

(1.1b) provides an additional relationship

[∇ · u]Γ = 0 on Γ. (1.2)

An important motivation for investigating the Stokes interface problem comes from two-phase

incompressible flows (see [29, 35, 16] and the references therein). For such problems involving

interfaces, numerical methods based on fixed background meshes independent of interfaces (called

unfitted meshes) have attracted a lot of attention because of the relative ease of handling complex

or moving interfaces, especially in three dimensions. Since the interface is not aligned with the

mesh, it can cut some elements (called interface elements) in an arbitrary fashion. To obtain a

stable and accurate finite element (FE) method, some efforts should be made on these interface

elements. Roughly speaking, there are two ways to develop unfitted mesh FE methods with optimal

convergences. One is to enrich the conventional FE space by extra degrees of freedom on interface

elements to capture the discontinuities (see, e.g., [21, 9, 29, 18, 8]). The other approach is to

modify the traditional FE space according to interface conditions to capture the behavior of the

exact solution, while keeping the degrees of freedom unchanged. The immersed finite element (IFE)

method, which was originally introduced in [32] for one-dimensional interface problems, uses the

latter approach and has become an efficient method for solving interface problems. One advantage of

the IFE method compared with other unfitted mesh FE methods is that the IFE space is isomorphic

to the traditional FE space on the same unfitted mesh regardless of the position of the interface, and

thus the structure of the resulting linear systems remains unchanged when solving moving interface

problems. For second-order elliptic interface problems, IFE methods have been extensively studied

(see, e.g., [33, 22, 34, 20, 17, 27, 24]). However, for Stokes interface problems, the development and

analysis of IFE methods are more challenging due to the coupling between velocity and pressure in

the interface conditions, and the divergence-free equation. The first IFE method for Stokes interface

problems was developed in [2], in which the coupling of velocity and pressure was taken into account

in the construction of IFE spaces. Since then, many IFEs have been developed, such as the immersed

CR–P0 element [28], the immersed rotated Q1–Q0 element [28] and the Taylor–Hood IFE [10]. Very

recently, in [26], Ji et al. provide a theoretical analysis of an IFE method based on the immersed

CR–P0 element. However, to the best of our knowledge, the existing IFEs for Stokes interface

problems are restricted to 2D and there is no theoretical analysis for IFEs with surface forces (i.e.,

g 6= 0). One major obstacle is that the velocity and the pressure are also coupled in IFE spaces and

this becomes more complicated in 3D.

For Stokes problems, the so-called mini element developed by Arnold, Brezzi, and Fortin [3] is

very popular because it is stable, economic and easy to implement. In this paper we propose and

analyze an IFE variant of the mini element in 2D and 3D for solving Stokes interface problems on

Cartesian meshes. Compared with the conventional mini element method, the new IFE method

only needs some modifications near the interface, and thus the additional computational cost is

low. On each interface element, we first introduce some discrete interface conditions on approximate

interfaces according to the exact interface conditions, and then modify the shape functions of the

mini element so that those discrete interface conditions are satisfied. It should be stressed that in

this paper we use discrete level set functions to discretize the interface. Differing from the traditional

IFE methods using points of intersection of the interface and the edges of elements to discretize the

interface, our discretization of the interface by level set functions overcomes the coplanarity issue

encountered in constructing 3D IFE spaces, that is, the interface cuts four edges of a tetrahedron

and the points of intersection are not coplanar.
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Another contribution of this work is the IFE discretization of the surface force (i.e., g 6= 0),

which is significant and cannot be neglected in many practical applications, for example, simulating

a (rising) liquid drop contained in a surrounding fluid [16]. In the IFE framework, some correction

function which is nonzero only on interface elements is pre-calculated based on non-homogeneous

jump conditions, and then is moved to the right-hand side of the formulation of IFE methods.

The attractive feature is that the stiffness matrix is same as that of IFE methods for problems

with homogeneous jump conditions and only the right-hand side needs to be modified. Generally

speaking, there are two approaches to construct the correction function in the literature. One

is based on extending the non-homogeneous jump functions smoothly to the neighborhood of the

interface (see, e.g., [15, 25, 40]). The other approach is to use the non-homogeneous jump functions

directly and solve a linear system with the same coefficient matrix as that for IFE basis functions

to get the correction function (see, e.g., [23, 19, 1]). In this paper we follow the second approach.

On each interface element T , it is natural to use the quantity
∫
Γ∩T

g to construct the correction

function. However, we find that
∫
Γ∩T g may blow up as |Γ ∩ T | → 0 even if g ∈ H1/2(Γ) (see

[40, Example 3.1]). In fact, this case can happen because the interface Γ cuts the element T in

an arbitrary fashion. In order to remedy, we construct a larger box RT containing T and use the

quantity
∫
Γ∩RT

g to develop correction functions.

As said before, the analysis of the proposed IFE space and IFE method is extremely difficult due

to the coupling between velocities and pressures, and the existence of surface forces. Fortunately,

we can derive explicit expressions for the IFE basis functions and the correction functions, which

are not only convenient in implementation but also useful in the analysis. Thanks to these explicit

expressions, we are able to prove the optimal approximation capabilities of the IFE space and cor-

rection functions. These explicit expressions also enable us to derive some useful inequalities for the

coupled IFE functions, such as the trace inequality and the inverse inequality. With this prepara-

tion, we present a complete analysis of the proposed IFE method including the inf-sup stability, the

optimal a priori error estimate and the condition number estimate, taking into consideration of the

dependency of the interface location relative to the mesh.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we formulate our IFE method. In section 3 we

prove the optimal approximation capabilities of IFE spaces. In section 4 we present the theoretical

analysis of our IFE method. Finally, some numerical results are provided in section 5.

2 Finite element discretization

2.1 Unfitted meshes

Since we focus on the interface, we simply assume that the computational domain Ω is rectangu-

lar/cubic so that there is a family of Cartesian triangular/tetrahedral meshes, denoted by {Th},
on Ω. The meshes are not fitted to the interface. For example, in three dimensions (N = 3), the

Cartesian tetrahedral meshes are obtained by first partitioning Ω into cuboids and then subdividing

each cuboid into six tetrahedra in the same manner (see Remark 3 in [30]). For an element T ∈ Th
(a triangle for N = 2 and a tetrahedron for N = 3), hT denotes its diameter, and for a mesh Th,
the index h refers to the mesh size, i.e., h = maxT∈Th

hT . We assume that {Th} is shape regular,

i.e., for all Th and for all T ∈ Th, there exists a constant C such that hT ≤ CρT , where ρT is the

diameter of the largest ball inscribed in T .

In this paper, face means edge/face in two/three dimensions. We denote the sets of nodes and

faces of Th by Nh and Fh, respectively. For each F ∈ Fh, we use hF to denote its diameter.
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The sets of interface elements and interface faces are defined by T Γ
h = {T ∈ Th : T ∩ Γ 6= ∅}

and FΓ
h = {F ∈ Fh : F ∩ Γ 6= ∅}, where we adopt the convention that elements and faces are

open sets. The sets of non-interface elements and non-interface faces are then T non
h = Th\T Γ

h and

Fnon
h = Fh\FΓ

h , respectively.

Let us introduce the the signed distance function: d(x)|Ω± = ±dist(x,Γ), and the δ-neighborhood

of Γ: U(Γ, δ) = {x ∈ RN : dist(x,Γ) < δ}, where dist(·, ·) is the standard distance function between

two sets. It is well known that for Γ ∈ C2, there exists δ0 > 0 such that d(x) belongs to C2(U(Γ, δ0))

and the closest point mapping p : U(Γ, δ0) → Γ maps every x to precisely one point at Γ (see [13]).

Now the unit normal vector n = ∇d is well defined in U(Γ, δ0), and it holds n ∈ C1(U(Γ, δ0))
N . We

assume h < δ0 so that the interface is resolved by the mesh in the sense that T ⊂ U(Γ, δ0) for all

T ∈ T Γ
h . In the neighborhood of Γ, we recall the following fundamental result which will be useful

in the analysis (see, e.g., [6, 31, 12]).

Lemma 2.1. For all δ ∈ (0, δ0], there is a constant C depending only on Γ such that

‖v‖2L2(U(Γ,δ)) ≤ C(δ‖v‖2L2(Γ) + δ2‖∇v‖2L2(U(Γ,δ))) ∀v ∈ H1(U(Γ, δ0)).

Furthermore, if v|Γ 6= 0, there holds ‖v‖L2(U(Γ,δ)) ≤ Cδ1/2‖∇v‖H1(U(Γ,δ0)).

Finally, we emphasize that throughout the paper, C or C with a subscript are used to denote

generic positive constants that are independent of mesh size and the interface location relative to

the mesh.

2.2 Discretization of the interface

Let Ih be the standard piecewise linear nodal interpolation operator associated with Th. The ap-

proximate interface Γh is chosen as the zero level set of the Lagrange interpolant of d(x), i.e.,

Γh = {x ∈ RN : Ihd(x) = 0}. Correspondingly, Γh divides Ω into two subdomains Ω+
h and Ω−

h with

∂Ω−
h = Γh. For all T ∈ T Γ

h , we let Γh,T = Γh ∩ T , ΓT = Γ ∩ T , and assume Γh,T 6= ∅ to simplify

the presentation and avoid technical details. Note that if there exists an element T with Γh,T = ∅,
then the element can be treated as a non-interface element and the optimal convergence rate does

not deteriorate since the geometric error is in the order of O(h2) (see, e.g., [31]).

Clearly, Γh is continuous and piecewise linear (see the left plot in Fig 1 for an illustration for the

2D case). We note that in traditional 2D IFEs the interface is discretized by connecting the points

of intersection of the exact interface and the mesh. However, this approach cannot be extended

to 3D because there exists the case that the points of intersection are not coplanar (see the right

plot in Fig 1 for an example). We also note that based on our discretization of the interface, the

IFE method developed in this paper is particularly well suited for the well-known level set method

[36, 38] for solving more complicated moving interface problems.

Let Γext
h,T be the N − 1-dimensional hyperplane containing Γh,T and nh be a piecewise constant

vector defined on all interface elements with nh|T being the unit vector perpendicular to Γext
h,T

pointing from Ω−
h to Ω+

h . We have (see [7, 24])

‖d‖L∞(Γh,T ) + ‖dist(·,Γext
h,T )‖L∞(ΓT ) + hT ‖n− nh‖L∞(T ) ≤ Ch2

T ∀T ∈ T Γ
h . (2.1)

Define a mapping ph : Γh → Γ by ph(x) = x + ̺hnh with the smallest ̺h chosen such that

x + ̺hnh ∈ Γ. The existence of this mapping is shown in [6, p. 637]. Moreover, there holds (see

(2.18) in [6])

‖id− ph‖L∞(Γh,T ) + hT ‖nh − n ◦ p‖L∞(Γh,T ) ≤ Ch2
T . (2.2)
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Γ

Γh Γ

Γext
h,T

xS
T

xP
T

x∗
T

Γh,T

ΓT

Figure 1: Left: an example of Γh in 2D; Middle: an interface element in 2D; Right: an interface

element in 3D.

2.3 The IFE space without surface forces

Let Pk(D) be the set of all polynomials of degree less than or equal to k on a domain D ⊂ RN .

Define D± = D ∩Ω± and Pk(∪D±) = {v : v|D± ∈ Pk(D
±)}. Similarly, we define Pk(D) = Pk(D)N

and Pk(∪D±) = Pk(∪D±)N . On each element T ∈ Th, the conventional mini element space is

(Vh(T ), Qh(T )) = (P1(T ), P1(T ))
⊕

(span{bT }N , {0}), where bT is the standard bubble function

associated with T (see [3]).

On each interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , we need to modify (P1(T ), P1(T )) since it cannot capture

the behavior of the exact solution well due to the interface jump conditions. Let IN = {1, 2, ..., N}
and ti,h, i ∈ IN−1, be unit tangent vectors to Γh such that ti,h and nh form standard basis vectors

in RN . Define T±
h = T ∩Ω±

h and µh|Ω±
h
= µ±. According to (1.1d), (1.2) and (1.1c) with g = 0, we

introduce the following discrete interface jump conditions for all (v, q) ∈ (P1(∪T±
h ), P1(∪T±

h )):

[σ(µh,v, q)nh]Γh,T
(x∗

T ) = 0, (x∗
T is a point on Γh,T ), (2.3a)

[v]Γh,T
= 0 (or, equivalently, [v]Γh,T

(xP
T ) = 0, [(∇v)ti,h]Γh,T

= 0 ∀i ∈ IN−1), (2.3b)

[∇ · v]Γh,T
= 0, (2.3c)

∇q ∈ P0(T )
N (or, equivalently, [∇q]Γh,T

= 0). (2.3d)

The modified space is then defined by P̃1P1(T ) = {(v, q) ∈ (P1(∪T±
h ), P1(∪T±

h )) : (v, q) satisfies (2.3)}.
Let ai,T , i ∈ IN+1 be vertices of T and write v = (v1, v2, ..., vN )T . The degrees of freedom of the

space P̃1P1(T ), denoted by DoFi,T , i = 1, ..., (N + 1)2, are chosen as

DoFi+(j−1)(N+1),T (v, q) = vj(ai,T ), DoF(N+1)N+i,T (v, q) = q(ai,T ), ∀i ∈ IN+1, ∀j ∈ IN .

Remark 2.2. Condition (2.3d) is added not only for the unisolvence of basis functions but also for

the inf-sup stability (see the proof of Lemma 4.4). Condition (2.3d) also implies that [q]Γh,T
is a

constant on Γh,T , and so is [σ(µh,v, q)nh]Γh,T
. Thus, (2.3a) is equivalent to [σ(µh,v, q)nh]Γh,T

= 0.

Remark 2.3. Since v and q are piecewise linear, we know (v, q) has 2(N + 1)2 parameters. On

the other hand, there are (N + 1)2 degrees of freedom and (N + 1)2 constrains according to (2.3).

More precisely, (2.3a) provides N constraints; (2.3b) provides N2 constraints; (2.3c) provides one

constraint; and (2.3d) provides N constraint. Intuitively, we can expect that (v, q) can be uniquely

determined by DoFi,T , i = 1, 2, ..., (N + 1)2, i.e., the nodal values v(ai,T ) and q(ai,T ). In subsec-

tion 2.6, we will prove that this property holds on Cartesian meshes.

Remark 2.4. The point x∗
T ∈ Γh,T is arbitrary but fixed. The point xP

T ∈ Γext
h,T is only for theoretical

analysis. We set xP
T = pΓext

h,T
(xS

T ) with xS
T being a point on the surface ΓT , where pΓext

h,T
is the

orthogonal projection onto the plane Γext
h,T (see the middle plot in Figure 1 for the 2D case). From
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(2.1) we have

∣∣xP
T − xS

T

∣∣ ≤ Ch2
T and |x− xP

T | ≤ |x− xS
T |+ |xS

T − xP
T | ≤ ChT ∀x ∈ T, (2.4)

where | · | denotes the Euclidean norm.

Now the local and global mini IFE space are given by Ṽ Qh(T ) = P̃1P1(T )
⊕

(span{bT }N , {0})
and

Ṽ Qh(Ω) = {(v, q) : (v, q)|T ∈ (Vh(T ), Qh(T )) ∀T ∈ T non
h , (v, q)|T ∈ Ṽ Qh(T ) ∀T ∈ T Γ

h ,

v and q are continuous at every xi ∈ Nh }.

2.4 Correction functions for the surface force

If g 6= 0, we need a correction function (uJ
h , p

J
h) to deal with the non-homogeneous jump condition

(1.1c). On non-interface elements, we set (uJ
h , p

J
h) = (0, 0), and on each interface element T ∈ T Γ

h ,

we construct (uJ
h , p

J
h) ∈ (P1(∪T±

h ), P1(∪T±
h )) satisfying uJ

h(ai,T ) = 0, pJh(ai,T ) = 0 for all i ∈ IN+1

and the jump conditions in (2.3) with (2.3a) changed to

[σ(µh,u
J
h , p

J
h)nh]Γh,T

= avgΓRT
(g), where avgΓRT

(g) := |ΓRT
|−1

∫

ΓRT

g. (2.5)

Here ΓRT
:= Γ∩RT and RT ⊂ RN is a larger domain containing T such that its diameter hRT

≤ ChT

and |ΓRT
| ≥ ChN−1

T . We note that, in this occasion, | · | means the measure of domains or manifolds.

RT

T

x
∗

T

ΓRT

Figure 2: 2D illustration for the construction of RT and ΓRT
.

Here we give an example of RT . For ease of implementation, we choose RT = {x ∈ RN : x =

x∗
T +ξNnh+

∑N−1
i=1 ξiti,h, |ξi| ≤ hT ∀i ∈ IN}. A 2D illustration of RT and ΓRT

is shown in Figure 2.

By (2.2), it is no hard to see that there exists a constant CΓ such that dist(x,Γext
h,T ) ≤ CΓh

2
T for

all x ∈ ΓRT
. Then we further assume h < min{1/(2CΓ), δ0/(

√
N)} so that RT ⊂ U(Γ, δ0) and

dist(x,Γext
h,T ) ≤ hT /2 for all x ∈ ΓRT

. Now ΓRT
can be parameterized as x(ξ1, ..., ξN−1) = x∗

T +

ξN (ξ1, ..., ξN−1)nh +
∑N−1

i=1 ξiti,h, −hT ≤ ξ1, ..., ξN−1 ≤ hT , where ξN (ξ1, ..., ξN−1) is chosen such

that x(ξ1, ..., ξN−1) ∈ Γ. The parametric representation of ΓRT
is useful in computing avgΓRT

(g)

practically. Obviously, the requirements |ΓRT
| ≥ ChN−1

T and hRT
≤ ChT are fulfilled. Applying

these and the following well-known trace inequality for parts of Γ (see, e.g., [18, Lemma 1]):

‖v‖2L2(ΓRT
) ≤ C(h−1

T ‖v‖2L2(RT ) + hT |v|2H1(RT )) ∀v ∈ H1(RT ), (2.6)

we obtain the following useful inequality:

|avgΓRT
(v)|2 ≤ |ΓRT

|−1‖v‖2L2(ΓRT
) ≤ Ch−N

T (‖v‖2L2(RT ) + h2
T |v|2H1(RT )) ∀v ∈ H1(RT ). (2.7)

6



2.5 The IFE method

With the usual spaces V = H1
0 (Ω)

N and Q = L2
0(Ω) := {q ∈ L2(Ω) :

∫
Ω q = 0}, the weak formulation

of (1.1) reads: Find (u, p) ∈ (V , Q) such that

a(u,v) + b(v, p)− b(u, q) = l(v) ∀(v, q) ∈ (V , Q), (2.8)

where a(u,v) :=
∫
Ω
2µǫ(u) : ǫ(v), b(v, q) := −

∫
Ω
q∇ · v and l(v) :=

∫
Ω
f · v −

∫
Γ
g · v.

Define a subspace of Ṽ Qh(Ω) by Ṽ Qh,0(Ω) = {(v, q) ∈ Ṽ Qh(Ω) : v|∂Ω = 0, q ∈ L2
0(Ω)}. Similar

to the IFE methods for elliptic interface problems, the velocity in the IFE space is discontinuous

across interface faces, i.e., the IFE space is non-conforming. To get a consistent method, we should

add some integral terms on interface faces, like the discontinuous Galerkin method. Given a face

F ∈ Fh shared by two elements T1 and T2, let nF be the unit normal vector of F pointing from T1

to T2. The jump and the average of a function v across the face F are denoted by [v]F := v|T1 −v|T2

and {v}F := 1
2 (v|T1 + v|T2 ), respectively.

Let f±E be extensions of f± := f |Ω± . We approximate the source term f by fBK |Ω±
h

= f±E |Ω±
h
.

Define the mismatch region by Ω△ = (Ω+
h \Ω+) ∪ (Ω−

h \Ω−). Clearly, f |Ω\Ω△ = fBK |Ω\Ω△ . To

achieve the optimal convergence, we assume ‖fBK‖L2(Ω△) ≤ C‖f‖L2(Ω), which holds if ‖f±E ‖L2(Ω) ≤
‖f±‖L2(Ω±). The force g defined on Γ is transferred to Γh as gh = g ◦ ph. Alternatively, we can use

gh = g ◦ p. However, as shown in [6], the computation of p(x) for a given x ∈ Γh is substantially

more costly than that of ph(x).

Define the following forms with γ = 1 or −1 and η ≥ 0:

Ah(uh, ph;vh, qh) := ah(uh,vh) + bh(vh, ph)− bh(uh, qh),

ah(uh,vh) :=
∑

T∈Th

∫

T

2µhǫ(uh) : ǫ(vh) +
∑

F∈FΓ
h

1 + η

hF

∫

F

[uh]F · [vh]F

−
∑

F∈FΓ
h

∫

F

({2µhǫ(uh)nF }F · [vh]F + γ{2µhǫ(vh)nF }F · [uh]F ) ,

bh(vh, qh) := −
∑

T∈Th

∫

T

qh∇ · vh +
∑

F∈FΓ
h

∫

F

{qh}F [vh · nF ]F ,

lh(vh) :=

∫

Ω

fBK · vh −
∫

Γh

gh · vh.

(2.9)

The discretization of (2.8) reads: Find (Uh, Ph) := (uh, ph) + (uJ
h , p

J
h − cJh) such that

(uh, ph) ∈ Ṽ Qh,0(Ω), cJh =

∫

Ω

pJh ,

Ah(uh, ph;vh, qh) = lh(vh)−Ah(u
J
h , p

J
h − cJh ;vh, qh) ∀(vh, qh) ∈ Ṽ Qh,0(Ω).

(2.10)

For practical implementations, we next derive explicit forms of basis and correction functions.

2.6 Explicit formulas for IFE basis functions

The space P̃1P1(T ) is not empty since (0, 0) ∈ P̃1P1(T ). For each (v, q) ∈ P̃1P1(T ), if

[σ(1,v, q)nh]Γh,T
=

N−1∑

i=1

citi,h + cNnh,

7



we have

(v, q) = (vJ0 , qJ0) +
N∑

i=1

ci(v
Ji , qJi), (2.11)

where (vJ0 , qJ0) is defined by

(vJ0 , qJ0) ∈ (P1(T ), P1(T )), DoFi,T (v
J0 , qJ0) = DoFi,T (v, q) ∀i ∈ {1, 2, ..., (N + 1)2}, (2.12)

and (vJi , qJi) is defined by

(vJi , qJi) ∈ (P1(∪T±
h ), P1(∪T±

h )), DoFj,T (v
Ji , qJi) = 0 ∀j ∈ {1, 2, ..., (N + 1)2},

[σ(1,vJi , qJi)nh]Γh,T
=

{
ti,h if i ∈ {1, ..., N − 1},
nh if i = N,

[vJi ]Γh,T
(xP

T ) = 0, [(∇vJi )tj,h]Γh,T
= 0 ∀j ∈ {1, ..., N − 1},

[∇ · vJi ]Γh,T
= 0, [∇qJi ]Γh,T

= 0.

(2.13)

Now the problem is to find ci so that the jump condition [σ(µh,v, q)nh]Γh,T
= 0 is satisfied. Sub-

stituting (2.11) into this jump condition, we obtain a N -by-N system of linear equations:

N∑

i=1

[σ(µh,v
Ji , qJi)nh]Γh,T

ci = −[σ(µh,v
J0 , qJ0)nh]Γh,T

= −σ([µh]Γh,T
,vJ0 , 0)nh, (2.14)

where we note that [σ(µh,v
Ji , qJi)nh]Γh,T

is a N -dimensional column vector. To solve the above

system of linear equations, we need an explicit expression of (vJi , qJi). Let Ih,T be the standard

linear nodal interpolation operator on the element T , then we have the following lemma.

Lemma 2.5. Let (vJi , qJi) be defined in (2.12) and (2.13). There holds

(vJi , qJi) =






(Ih,Tv, Ih,T q) if i = 0,

((wT − Ih,TwT )ti,h, 0) if i ∈ {1, ..., N − 1},
(0, zT − Ih,T zT ) if i = N,

(2.15)

where

zT (x) =

{
− 1 if x ∈ T+

h ,

0 if x ∈ T−
h ,

wT (x) =

{
dist(x,Γext

h,T ) if x ∈ T+
h ,

0 if x ∈ T−
h .

(2.16)

Proof. The result is trivial for i = 0. For i ∈ IN , we define a new function having the same interface

jump conditions as (vJi , qJi) by

(vi, qi) =

{
(v+

i , q
+
i ) ∈ (P1(T

+
h )N , P1(T

+
h )) in T+

h ,

(0, 0) in T−
h ,

(2.17)

where the linear functions v+
i and q+i are chosen such that

σ(1,v+
i , q

+
i )nh =

{
ti,h if i ∈ {1, ..., N − 1},
nh if i = N,

v+
i (x

P
T ) = 0, (∇v+

i )tj,h = 0 ∀j ∈ {1, ..., N − 1}, ∇ · v+
i = 0, ∇q+i = 0.

(2.18)

Then, by definition, the function (vJi , qJi) can be constructed as

(vJi , qJi) = (vi, qi)− (Ih,Tvi, Ih,T qi), (2.19)
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where we used the facts that (Ih,Tvi, Ih,T qi) has no jumps across Γh,T and (vi, qi)− (Ih,Tvi, Ih,T qi)

vanishes on all vertices of T . Considering (2.18) in the ti,h-nh coordinate system and using an

argument similar to the one in the proof of Lemma 4.5 in [26], it is no hard to see

(v+
i (x), q

+
i ) =

{
(dist(x,Γext

h,T )ti,h, 0) if i ∈ {1, ..., N − 1},
(0,−1) if i = N.

(2.20)

The result (2.15) follows from (2.17), (2.19) and (2.20).

Substituting (2.15) into (2.14) and using the ti,h-nh coordinate system, we obtain

(1 + (µ−/µ+ − 1)∇Ih,TwT · nh)ci = tTi,hσ(µ
−/µ+ − 1, Ih,Tv, 0)nh, i = 1, ..., N − 1,

cN = nT
hσ(µ

− − µ+, Ih,Tv, 0)nh,
(2.21)

where we have used the identity [µh∂nh
(wT − Ih,TwT )]Γh,T

= µ+ + (µ− − µ+)∇Ih,TwT · nh in the

derivation. On the Cartesian meshes used in this paper, the relation 0 ≤ ∇Ih,TwT · nh ≤ 1 holds

for both N = 2 and N = 3 (see Lemmas 1 and 16 in [27] and Remark 3 in [30]). Then we have

1 + (µ−/µ+ − 1)∇Ih,TwT · nh ≥
{
1 if µ−/µ+ ≥ 1,

µ−/µ+ if 0 < µ−/µ+ < 1,
(2.22)

which implies that (2.21) is unisolvent. Combining (2.22), (2.11) and (2.15) yields the following

lemma.

Lemma 2.6. For any T ∈ T Γ
h with vertices ai,T , i ∈ IN+1, the function (v, q) ∈ P̃1P1(T ) is

uniquely determined by nodal values v(ai,T ) and q(ai,T ). Furthermore, we have

(v, q) = (Ih,Tv, Ih,T q) +

N−1∑

i=1

(ci(wT − Ih,TwT )ti,h, 0) + (0, cN (zT − Ih,T zT )), (2.23)

where ci, i = 1, ..., N are determined from (2.21).

Remark 2.7. From the above lemma, one can see P̃1P1(T ) = (P1(T ), P1(T )) if µ
+ = µ−. Thus, the

IFE reduces to the conventional mini element when there is no interface. We also find that v depends

only on v(ai) while q depends not only on v(ai) and but also on q(ai). Note that (0, c) ∈ P̃1P1(T )

for any constant c. We can choose a proper constant c to make the pressure have average zero.

Define the basis functions of P̃1P1(T ) by DoFj,T (φ
Γ
i,T , ϕ

Γ
i,T ) = δij (the Kronecker symbol) for all

i, j = 1, ..., (N + 1)2. The standard basis functions of (P1(T ), P1(T )), denoted by (φi,T , ϕi,T ), are

defined analogously. By Lemma 2.6 we can write the IFE basis functions explicitly as follows:

φΓ
i,T =





φi,T +
N−1∑

j=1

tTj,hσ(µ
−/µ+ − 1,φi,T , 0)nh

1 + (µ−/µ+ − 1)∇Ih,TwT · nh
(wT − Ih,TwT )tj,h, i = 1, ..., N(N + 1),

0, i = N(N + 1) + 1, ..., (N + 1)2,

ϕΓ
i,T =

{
nT
hσ(µ

− − µ+,φi,T , 0)nh(zT − Ih,T zT ), i = 1, ..., N(N + 1),

ϕi,T , i = N(N + 1) + 1, ..., (N + 1)2.

Using the above explicit formulas, the definition of zT and wT in (2.16) and the estimates of

standard basis functions, it is easy to prove the following lemma.

Lemma 2.8. There exists a positive constant C such that for m = 0, 1,

|(φΓ
i,T )

±|Wm
∞(T ) ≤ Ch−m

T , ‖(ϕΓ
i,T )

±‖L∞(T ) ≤ Ch−1
T , i = 1, ..., N(N + 1),

|(φΓ
i,T )

±|Wm
∞(T ) = 0, ‖(ϕΓ

i,T )
±‖L∞(T ) = 1, i = N(N + 1) + 1, ..., (N + 1)2.
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2.7 Explicit formulas for correction functions

Similarly to (2.11), we can write (uJ
h , p

J
h)|T =

∑N
i=1 c

J
i (v

Ji , qJi), where the cJi ’s are constants to be

determined. Substituting this equation into (2.5) yields
∑N

i=1[σ(µh,v
Ji , qJi)nh]Γh,T

cJi = avgΓRT
(g).

Analogous to (2.21), we have

µ+(1 + (µ−/µ+ − 1)∇Ih,TwT · nh)c
J
i = tTi,havgΓRT

(g), i = 1, ..., N − 1, cJN = nT
h avgΓRT

(g).

Combining this with Lemma 2.5 yields the following explicit formulas:

uJ
h |T =

N−1∑

i=1

tTi,havgΓRT
(g)(wT − Ih,TwT )ti,h

µ+(1 + (µ−/µ+ − 1)∇Ih,TwT · nh)
, pJh |T = (zT − Ih,T zT )n

T
h avgΓRT

(g). (2.24)

3 Approximation capabilities of IFE spaces

We first introduce some norms, extensions and interpolation operators. For all non-negative integers

m, define broken Sobolev spaces Hm(∪D±) = {v ∈ L2(D) : v|D± ∈ Hm(D±)} equipped with the

norm ‖·‖Hm(∪D±) and the semi-norm | · |Hm(∪D±) satisfying ‖·‖2Hm(∪D±) = ‖·‖2Hm(D+)+‖·‖2Hm(D−)

and | · |2Hm(∪D±) = | · |2Hm(D+) + | · |2Hm(D−). For the convergence analysis, we assume the solution to

(2.8) belongs to the space

H̃2H1(g) := {(v, q) ∈ (H2(∪Ω±)N , H1(∪Ω±)) : [σ(µ,v, q)n]Γ = g, [v]Γ = 0, [∇ · v]Γ = 0}. (3.1)

For any v ∈ Hm(∪Ω±), we let v± = v|Ω± . There exist extensions of v±, denoted by v±E , such that

(see [14])

‖v±E‖Hm(Ω) ≤ C‖v±‖Hm(Ω±). (3.2)

For any v ∈ Pk(∪T±
h ), with a small ambiguity of notation, we also use v± to represent the polynomial

extensions of v|T±
h
, i.e., v± ∈ Pk(R

N ) and v±|T±
h

= v|T±
h
.

Given two functions v+ and v−, we will frequently use the notation [[v±]](x) := v+(x) − v−(x)

in the analysis. Therefore, for any v ∈ Hm(∪Ω±), we have [[v±E ]](x) = v+E(x) − v−E (x) for all x ∈ Ω,

which can be viewed as an extension of the jump [v]Γ.

The extensions of tangential gradients along surfaces are defined as follows. Recalling n is well-

defined in U(Γ, δ0), we define (∇Γv)(x) := ∇v− (n · ∇v)n ∀x ∈ U(Γ, δ0). Similarly, for any T ∈ T Γ
h ,

we define (∇Γext
h,T

v)(x) := ∇v− (nh(x
∗
T ) · ∇v)nh(x

∗
T ) ∀x ∈ RT . By (2.1) and the fact n ∈ C1(RT )

N ,

we have

|nh(x
∗
T )− n(x)| ≤ |nh(x

∗
T )− n(xS

T )|+ |n(xS
T )− n(x)| ≤ ChT ∀x ∈ RT . (3.3)

Therefore, by (3.3) and (2.6) there holds

‖∇Γext
h,T

v−∇Γv‖L2(ΓRT
) = ‖(n · ∇v)(n − nh(x

∗
T )) + ((n− nh(x

∗
T )) · ∇v)nh(x

∗
T )‖L2(ΓRT

)

≤ C‖n− nh(x
∗
T )‖L∞(RT )‖∇v‖L2(ΓRT

) ≤ Ch
1/2
T |v|H1(RT ) + Ch

3/2
T |v|H2(RT ).

(3.4)

The tangential gradient acting on v = (v1, ..., vN )T is defined by ∇Γv = (∇Γv1, ...,∇ΓvN )T .

Let Ĩh be the Scott-Zhang interpolation mapping from H1(Ω) to the standard P1-conforming

finite element space associated with Th (see [37]). The operator acting on vector-valued functions

are also denoted by Ĩh for simplicity. The restriction on an element T is defined by Ĩh,T v = (Ĩhv)|T .
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For all T ∈ Th, let ωT = interior(
⋃{T ′ : T ′ ∩ T 6= ∅, T ′ ∈ Th}). We recall the standard interpolation

error estimates (see [37, 5]):

|v − Ĩh,T v|Hm(T ) ≤ Chl−m
T |v|Hl(ωT ), 0 ≤ m ≤ l ≤ 2,

|v − Ih,T v|Hm(T ) ≤ Ch2−m
T |v|H2(T ), m = 0, 1.

(3.5)

For every T ∈ Th with T ⊂ Ωs, s = + or −, we let Πh,T (v, q) = (Ih,Tv, Ĩh,T q
s
E) and Π̃h,T (v, q) =

(Ĩh,Tv
s
E , Ĩh,T q

s
E). And, on each interface element T ∈ T Γ

h , we define ΠΓ
h,T and Π̃Γ

h,T , respectively, by

(vI , qI) := ΠΓ
h,T (v, q) ∈ P̃1P1(T ),

vI(ai,T ) = v(ai,T ), qI(ai,T ) = (Ĩhq
s
E)(ai,T ), ∀i ∈ IN+1,

(3.6)

and
(ṽI , qI) := Π̃Γ

h,T (v, q) ∈ P̃1P1(T ),

ṽI(ai,T ) = (Ĩhv
s
E)(ai,T ), qI(ai,T ) = (Ĩhq

s
E)(ai,T ), ∀i ∈ IN+1,

(3.7)

where s = + if ai,T ∈ Ω+ and s = − if ai,T ∈ Ω−. The global IFE interpolation operator ΠΓ
h is

then defined by (ΠΓ
h(v, q))|T = ΠΓ

h,T (v, q) if T ∈ T Γ
h and (ΠΓ

h(v, q))|T = Πh,T (v, q) if T ∈ T non
h . We

use ΠΓ
v
v and ΠΓ

v,qq, respectively, to represent the velocity and pressure component of ΠΓ
h(v, q), i.e.,

ΠΓ
h(v, q) = (ΠΓ

v
v,ΠΓ

v,qq). Recalling Remark 2.7, we know ΠΓ
v
v depends only on the velocity v while

ΠΓ
v,qq depends both on the velocity v and the pressure q.

Similarly, we define Π̃Γ
h by (Π̃Γ

h(v, q))|T = Π̃Γ
h,T (v, q) if T ∈ T Γ

h and (Π̃Γ
h(v, q))|T = Π̃h,T (v, q) if

T ∈ T non
h , and use Π̃Γ

v
v and Π̃Γ

v,qq to represent the velocity and pressure component of Π̃Γ
h(v, q),

respectively.

For all (v, q) belonging to the broken space (H2(∪Ω±)N , H1(∪Ω±)), we also need operators EBK
h

and ΠBK
h defined by (EBK

h (v, q))|Ω±
h
= (v±

E , q
±
E ) and (ΠBK

h (v, q))|Ω±
h
= Πh(v

±
E , q

±
E ), respectively.

To handle the surface force, we define ΠΓ,J
h by

ΠΓ,J
h (v, q) := (ΠΓ,J

v
v,ΠΓ,J

v,q q) = ΠΓ
h(v, q) + (uJ

h , p
J
h). (3.8)

One can see that for all T ∈ T Γ
h ,

(ΠΓ,J
h (v, q))|T ∈ (P1(∪T±

h ), P1(∪T±
h )) and DoFi,T (Π

BK
h (v, q) = DoFi,T (Π

Γ,J
h (v, q)). (3.9)

3.1 Interpolation error decomposition

To prove the optimal approximation capabilities of the IFE space, it suffices to consider interface

elements. For each T ∈ T Γ
h , the triangle inequality gives

‖(u, p)−ΠΓ,J
h (u, p)‖T ≤ ‖(u, p)− EBK

h (u, p)‖T + ‖EBK
h (u, p)−ΠΓ,J

h (u, p)‖T , (3.10)

where ‖ · ‖T is a specific norm on T . The first term relates to the error caused by the mismatch of

Γ and Γh, which will be analyzed later. For the second term, we have

‖EBK
h (u, p)−ΠΓ,J

h (u, p)‖2T ≤
∑

s=±

‖(uE, pE)
s − (ΠΓ,J

h (u, p))s‖2T . (3.11)

Our goal is to estimate (u±
E , p

±
E)− (ΠΓ,J

h (u, p))± on each interface element T . Obviously, we have

(u±
E , p

±
E)− (ΠΓ,J

h (u, p))± = (u±
E , p

±
E)−Πh(u

±
E , p

±
E)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(I)1

+Πh(u
±
E , p

±
E)− (ΠΓ,J

h (u, p))±
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(I)2

.
(3.12)
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The estimate of Term (I)1 is trivial and the main task is to estimate (I)2. By definition, one can see

that the functions in (I)2 are polynomial extensions of (ΠBK
h (u, p)−ΠΓ,J

h (u, p))|T±
h
, i.e.,

(I)2 = Πh(u
±
E , p

±
E)− (ΠΓ,J

h (u, p))± = (ΠBK
h (u, p)−ΠΓ,J

h (u, p))±. (3.13)

Our idea is to decompose (ΠBK
h (u, p) − ΠΓ,J

h (u, p))|T by DoFi,T , i = 1, ..., (N + 1)2 and others

related to interface jump conditions. For simplicity of notation, we let νi,h := ti,h, i = 1, ...N − 1

and νN,h := nh. Define functionals ℑi,T , i = 1, ..., (N +1)2 for any (v, q) ∈ (P1(∪T±
h ), P1(∪T±

h )) by

ℑi,T (v, q) = [[v±]](xP
T ) · νi,h, i = 1, ..., N, (3.14a)

ℑN+(i−1)N+j,T (v, q) = [[∇v±νi,h]] · νj,h, i = 1, ..., N − 1, j = 1, ..., N, (3.14b)

ℑN2+i,T (v, q) = [[σ(µ±,v±, q±)nh]](x
∗
T ) · νi,h, i = 1, ..., N, (3.14c)

ℑN2+N+1,T (v, q) = [[∇ · v±]], (3.14d)

ℑN2+N+1+i,T (v, q) = [[∇q±]] · νi,h, i = 1, ..., N. (3.14e)

If DoFi,T (v, q) = ℑi,T (v, q) = 0 for all i = 1, ..., (N + 1)2, there holds (v, q) = (0, 0) by Lemma 2.6.

This implies that the function in the space (P1(∪T±
h ), P1(∪T±

h )) is uniquely determined by DoFi,T

and ℑi,T . Defining the auxiliary functions (θi,T , ϑi,T ) ∈ (P1(∪T±
h ), P1(∪T±

h )) by

DoFi,T (θi,T , ϑi,T ) = 0 and ℑj,T (θi,T , ϑi,T ) = δij for all i, j = 1, ..., (N + 1)2,

and recalling (3.9), we have the following interpolation error decomposition:

(ΠBK
h (u, p)−ΠΓ,J

h (u, p))|T =
∑

i

αi,T (θi,T , ϑi,T ), αi,T := ℑi,T (Π
BK
h (u, p)−ΠΓ,J

h (u, p)). (3.15)

Next, we estimate the constants αi,T and the auxiliary functions (θi,T , ϑi,T ).

Lemma 3.1. The auxiliary functions (θi,T , ϑi,T ) exist uniquely and satisfy for m = 0, 1, that

|θ±
i,T |Wm

∞ (T )





≤ Ch−m
T , i = 1, ..., N,

≤ Ch1−m
T , i = N + 1, ..., N2 +N + 1,

= 0, i = N2 +N + 2, ..., (N + 1)2,

‖ϑ±
i,T ‖L∞(T )





≤ Ch−1
T , i = 1, ..., N,

≤ C, i = N + 1, ..., N2 +N + 1,

≤ ChT , i = N2 +N + 2, ..., (N + 1)2.

Proof. The proof is in the same spirit as Lemma 2.5. Define (vi, qi) ∈ (P1(∪T±
h ), P1(∪T±

h )) having

the same interface jump conditions as (θi,T , ϑi,T ) by setting

(v−
i , q

−
i ) = (0, 0) and ℑj,T (vi, qi) = δij , i, j = 1, ..., (N + 1)2. (3.16)

Then the auxiliary function can be constructed as

(θi,T , ϑi,T ) = (vi, qi)− (Ih,Tvi, Ih,T qi) = (vi, qi)−
∑

j

DoFj,T (vi, qi)(φ
Γ
j,T , ϕ

Γ
j,T ). (3.17)

Similarly to (2.20), using the ti,h-nh coordinate system one can deduce from (3.16) and (3.14) that

the functions (v+
i , q

+
i ) exist uniquely and satisfy for all l,m = 1, ..., N , that

|v+
i (x

P
T )| = 1, |∂νm,h

(v+
i · νl,h)| = 0, q+i = 0, i = 1, ..., N,

|v+
i (x

P
T )| = 0, |∂νm,h

(v+
i · νl,h)| = 0, 1, or (µ+)−1, |q+i | = 0, 1, or 2µ+, i = N + 1, ..., N2 +N + 1,

v+
i = 0, q+i (x

∗
T ) = 0, |∂νm,h

q+i | = 0 or 1, i = N2 +N + 2, ..., (N + 1)2.

The lemma follows from the above identities, (3.17), (2.4) and Lemma 2.8.
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Lemma 3.2. Let αi,T be defined in (3.15) and assume (u, p) ∈ H̃2H1(g), then there holds

α2
i,T ≤ Ch4−N

T

∑

s=±

∑

m=1,2

|us
E |2Hm(T ), i = 1, ..., N, (3.18a)

α2
i,T ≤ Ch2−N

T

∑

s=±

∑

m=1,2

|us
E |2Hm(RT ), i = N + 1, ..., N2, (3.18b)

α2
i,T ≤ Ch2−N

T

∑

s=±

∑

m=1,2

(|us
E |2Hm(RT ) + |psE|2Hm−1(ωT∪RT )), i = N2 + 1, ..., N2 +N, (3.18c)

α2
i,T ≤ Ch2−N

T

∑

s=±

|us
E |2H2(RT ), i = N2 +N + 1, (3.18d)

α2
i,T ≤ Ch−N

T

∑

s=±

|psE |2H1(ωT ), i = N2 +N + 2, ..., (N + 1)2. (3.18e)

Proof. It follows from (2.3) and (3.14) that ℑi,T (Π
Γ
h(u, p)) = 0. With this identity and (3.8), the

constants αi,T in (3.15) becomes αi,T = ℑi,T (Π
BK
h (u, p))−ℑi,T (u

J
h , p

J
h). Recalling the definition of

(uJ
h , p

J
h) in subsection 2.4, we further have

αi,T =

{
ℑi,T (Π

BK
h (u, p))− avgΓRT

([[σ(µ±,u±
E , p

±
E)n]]) · νi,h, i = N2 + 1, ..., N2 +N,

ℑi,T (Π
BK
h (u, p)), Others.

(3.19)

For i = 1, ..., N , by (3.14a), (2.4), (3.5) and the fact [[u±
E ]](x

S
T ) = 0, there holds

|αi,T | ≤ |[[Ih,Tu±
E ]](x

P
T )| ≤

∣∣[[Ih,Tu±
E ]](x

S
T )
∣∣+
∣∣[[∇Ih,Tu

±
E ]]
∣∣ ∣∣xS

T − xP
T

∣∣

≤
∣∣[[Ih,Tu±

E ]](x
S
T )
∣∣+ Ch2

T

∣∣[[∇Ih,Tu
±
E ]]
∣∣

≤
∣∣[[Ih,Tu±

E − u±
E ]](x

S
T )
∣∣+ Ch

2−N/2
T

∣∣([[Ih,Tu±
E ]]− [[u±

E ]]) + [[u±
E ]]
∣∣
H1(T )

≤ Ch
2−N/2
T

∑

s=±

|us
E |H2(T ) + Ch

2−N/2
T

∑

s=±

|us
E |H1(T ),

which yields the desired result (3.18a).

In what follows, we use polynomial extensions of Ih,Tu
±
E and Ĩh,T p

±
E , also denoted by Ih,Tu

±
E

and Ĩh,T p
±
E, to carry out the analysis. In other words, Ih,Tu

±
E and Ĩh,T p

±
E are polynomials defined

on RN and have the same expressions as Ih,Tu
±
E and Ĩh,T p

±
E on T . We can prove the following

estimates (see Appendix A.1):

|v − Ĩh,T v|Hm(RT ) ≤ Chl−m
T |v|Hl(ωT∪RT ), 0 ≤ m ≤ l ≤ 2, (3.20)

|v − Ih,T v|Hm(RT ) ≤ Ch2−m
T |v|H2(RT ), m = 0, 1. (3.21)

For i = N + 1, ..., N2, by (3.19) and (3.14b), we have

|αi,T | ≤ max
k=1,...,N−1

|[[∇(Ih,Tu
±
E)νk]]| ≤ |[[∇Γext

h,T
(Ih,Tu

±
E)]]| ≤ Ch

−N−1
2

T ‖[[∇Γext
h,T

(Ih,Tu
±
E)]]‖L2(ΓRT

).

Using the triangle inequality, the fact [[∇Γu
±
E ]]|Γ = 0 and the estimate (3.4), we deduce

‖[[∇Γext
h,T

(Ih,Tu
±
E)]]‖L2(ΓRT

) ≤ ‖[[∇Γext
h,T

(Ih,Tu
±
E − u±

E)]]‖L2(ΓRT
) + ‖[[(∇Γext

h,T
−∇Γ)u

±
E ]]‖L2(ΓRT

)

≤ ‖[[∇(Ih,Tu
±
E − u±

E)]]‖L2(ΓRT
) + C

∑

s=±

∑

l=1,2

h
l−1/2
T |us

E |Hl(RT ).

It follows from (2.6) and (3.21) that

‖[[∇(Ih,Tu
±
E − u±

E)]]‖L2(ΓRT
) ≤ C(h

−1/2
T ‖[[∇(Ih,Tu

±
E − u±

E)]]‖L2(RT ) + h
1/2
T |[[∇u±

E ]]|H1(RT ))

≤ Ch
1/2
T

∑

s=±

|us
E |H2(RT ).

13



Collecting the above three estimates yields the desired result (3.18b).

Next, we consider i = N2+1, ..., N2+N . For simplicity of notation, we let σ±
I := σ(µ±, Ih,Tu

±
E , Ĩh,T p

±
E),

σ± := σ(µ±,u±
E , p

±
E) and nh,T := nh(x

∗
T ). By (3.19) and (3.14c), we get

|αi,T | ≤ |[[σ±
I nh]](x

∗
T )− avgΓRT

([[σ±n]])|
≤ |[[σ±

I nh]](x
∗
T )− avgΓRT

([[σ±
I nh,T ]])|+ |avgΓRT

([[σ±
I nh,T − σ±n]])|.

(3.22)

Since Ih,Tu
±
E and Ĩh,T p

±
E are linear, the first term on the right-hand side can be estimated as

|[[σ±
I nh]](x

∗
T )− avgΓRT

([[σ±
I nh,T ]])| = |avgΓRT

([[∇(Ĩh,T p
±
E) · (x− x∗

T )]])|

≤ ChT |[[∇Ĩh,T p
±
E]]| ≤ Ch

1−N/2
T

∑

s=±

|Ĩh,T psE|H1(T ) ≤ Ch
1−N/2
T

∑

s=±

|psE |H1(ωT ).
(3.23)

For the second term on the right-hand side of (3.22), we use (2.7) to obtain

|avgΓRT
([[σ±

I nh,T − σ±n]])| ≤ Ch
−N/2
T

∑

l=0,1

hl
T |[[σ±

I nh,T − σ±n]]|Hl(RT )

≤ Ch
−N/2
T

∑

l=0,1

hl
T |[[(σ±

I − σ±)nh,T + σ±(nh,T − n)]]|Hl(RT )

≤ Ch
−N/2
T

∑

s=±

∑

l=0,1

hl
T

(
|σs

I − σs|Hl(RT ) + ‖nh(x
∗
T )− n‖L∞(RT )|σs|Hl(RT )

)
.

By (3.3), (3.20) and (3.21), we have

|avgΓRT
([[σ±

I nh,T − σ±n]])| ≤ Ch
1−N/2
T

∑

s=±

∑

m=1,2

(|us
E |Hm(RT ) + |psE |Hm−1(ωT∪RT )). (3.24)

Substituting (3.23) and (3.24) into (3.22) yields the desired result (3.18c). The proof of (3.18d) and

(3.18e) is analogous. The details are omitted for brevity.

3.2 Interpolation error estimates

With the help of (3.15) and Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, we can prove the following interpolation error

estimates on interface elements.

Lemma 3.3. Suppose (u, p) ∈ H̃2H1(g), then there holds for all T ∈ T Γ
h that

|u±
E − (ΠΓ,J

u
u)±|2Hm(T ) ≤ Ch4−2m

T LT (u, p), m = 0, 1,

‖p±E − (ΠΓ,J
u,pp)

±‖2L2(T ) ≤ Ch2
TLT (u, p),

(3.25)

where LT (u, p) :=
∑

s=±(‖us
E‖2H2(RT ) + ‖psE‖2H1(ωT∪RT )).

Proof. We use (3.15) and Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 to get

|Ihu±
E − (ΠΓ,J

u
u)±|2Hm(T ) ≤

N∑

i=1

Cα2
i,Th

N−2m
T +

N2+N+1∑

i=N+1

Cα2
i,Th

N+2−2m
T ≤ Ch4−2m

T LT (u, p),

‖Ĩhp±E − (ΠΓ,J
u,pp)

±‖2L2(T ) ≤
N∑

i=1

Cα2
i,Th

N−2
T +

N2+N+1∑

i=N+1

Cα2
i,Th

N
T +

(N+1)2∑

i=N2+N+2

Cα2
i,Th

N+2
T

≤ Ch2
TLT (u, p).

The result (3.25) follows from (3.12), the triangle inequality, the above inequalities and (3.5).
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Taking into account the mismatch of Γ and Γh, we prove in the following theorem that the IFE

space has optimal approximation capabilities.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose (u, p) ∈ H̃2H1(g), then there exists a positive constant C such that
∑

T∈Th

|u−ΠΓ,J
u

u|2Hm(T ) ≤ Ch4−2m(‖u‖2H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖2H1(∪Ω±)), m = 0, 1,

‖p−ΠΓ,J
u,pp‖2L2(Ω) ≤ Ch2(‖u‖2H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖2H1(∪Ω±)).

(3.26)

Proof. In view of (3.10), (3.11) and Lemma 3.3, it suffices to consider the first term on the right-hand

of (3.10). Recalling Ω△ = (Ω+
h \Ω+) ∪ (Ω−

h \Ω−), it is clear that

|u− EBK
h u|Hm(Ω) = |[[u±

E ]]|Hm(Ω△), ‖p− EBK
h p‖L2(Ω) = ‖[[p±]]‖L2(Ω△),

By (2.1), we have dist(Γ,Γh) ≤ Ch2, which implies Ω△ ⊂ U(Γ, Ch2). Therefore, using Lemma 2.1

with δ = Ch2 and the fact [[u±
E ]]|Γ = 0 and the extension stability (3.2) we get

|u− EBK
h u|Hm(Ω) ≤ Ch2−m‖u‖H2(∪Ω±), ‖p− EBK

h p‖L2(Ω) ≤ Ch‖p‖H1(∪Ω±). (3.27)

The desired result (3.26) follows from (3.27), (3.10), (3.11), Lemma 3.3, the standard estimates (3.5)

on non-interface elements, finite overlapping of the sets RT and ωT , and the extension stability

(3.2).

We also have the optimal interpolation error estimates under the H1-regularity.

Lemma 3.5. For each T ∈ T Γ
h , there exists a positive constant C such that

|v − Π̃Γ
v
v|Hm(T ) ≤ Ch1−m

T |v|H1(ωT ), m = 0, 1, ∀v ∈ H1(Ω)N . (3.28)

Proof. By (3.7), we have Ih(Π̃
Γ
v
v) = Ĩhv. Then, using Lemma 2.6, we have

(Π̃Γ
v
v)|T = Ĩh,Tv +

N−1∑

i=1

ci(wT − Ih,TwT )ti,h with ci =
tTi,hσ(µ

−/µ+ − 1, Ĩh,Tv, 0)nh

1 + (µ−/µ+ − 1)∇Ih,TwT · nh
.

From (2.22) and (2.16), it is easy to see |ci| ≤ C|∇Ĩh,Tv| and |wT − Ih,TwT |Wm
∞(T ) ≤ Ch1−m

T . Then

we have

|Π̃Γ
v
v − Ĩh,Tv|Hm(T ) ≤ Ch1−m

T |Ĩh,Tv|H1(T ) ≤ Ch1−m
T |v|H1(ωT ),

where we used (3.5) in the last inequality. The lemma now follows from the triangle inequality and

(3.5).

4 Analysis of the IFE method

For all (v, q) ∈ (V , Q) + Ṽ Qh,0(Ω), we define some norms by

‖v‖21,h :=
∑

T∈Th

|v|2H1(T ), ‖q‖2∗,pre := ‖q‖2L2(Ω) +
∑

F∈FΓ
h

hF ‖{q}F‖2L2(F ),

‖v‖2∗,h :=
∑

T∈Th

‖
√
2µhǫ(v)‖2L2(T ) +

∑

F∈FΓ
h

(hF ‖{2µhǫ(v)nF }F ‖2L2(F ) +
2 + η

hF
‖[v]F ‖2L2(F )),

9 (v, q)92 := ‖v‖21,h + ‖q‖2L2(Ω), 9 (v, q)92
∗ := ‖v‖2∗,h + ‖q‖2∗,pre.

Using the Korn inequality for piecewise H1 vector functions (see [4]), we immediately have

‖v‖1,h ≤ C‖v‖∗,h ∀(v, q) ∈ (V , Q) + Ṽ Qh,0(Ω). (4.1)
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4.1 Norm-equivalence for IFE functions

We first collect some useful inequalities for the coupled IFE functions. For all (vh, qh) ∈ Ṽ Qh(Ω),

we have the decomposition vh = vL + vb with (vL, qh)|T ∈ P̃1P1(T ) and vb|T ∈ span{bT }N . Define

IBh vh = IhvL + vb and let T F
h be the set of all elements in Th sharing the face F . We have the

following lemma whose proof is given in Appendix A.2.

Lemma 4.1. For any T ∈ T Γ
h and F ∈ FΓ

h , the following inequalities hold for all (vh, qh) ∈ Ṽ Qh(Ω):

‖∇vh‖L2(∂T ) ≤ Ch
−1/2
T |vh|H1(T ), (4.2)

|vh|H1(T ) ≤ Ch−1
T |vh|L2(T ), (4.3)

|Ih,Tvh|H1(T ) ≤ C|vh|H1(T ), (4.4)

h
1/2
T ‖vh − IBh vh‖L2(Γh,T ) + hm

T |vh − IBh vh|Hm(T ) ≤ ChT |vh|H1(T ), m = 0, 1, (4.5)

‖[[q±h ]]‖L2(Γh,T ) ≤ Ch
−1/2
T |vh|H1(T ), (4.6)

‖qh‖L2(∂T ) ≤ Ch
−1/2
T (‖qh‖L2(T ) + |vh|H1(T )), (4.7)

hF ‖[qh]F ‖2L2(F ) + h−1
F ‖[vh]F ‖2L2(F ) ≤ C

∑

T∈T F
h

|vh|2H1(T ). (4.8)

Using (4.1), (4.2), (4.7) and (4.8) we obtain the following norm-equivalence property.

Lemma 4.2. There exist constants C0 and C1 such that for all (vh, qh) ∈ Ṽ Qh,0(Ω),

C1‖vh‖1,h ≤ ‖vh‖∗,h ≤ C0‖vh‖1,h and C1 9 (vh, qh)9 ≤ 9(vh, qh)9∗ ≤ C0 9 (vh, qh) 9 . (4.9)

4.2 Boundedness and coercivity

It follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that there exist constants Cb and CA such that for

all (v, q), (w, r) ∈ (V , Q) + Ṽ Qh(Ω),

ah(v,w) ≤ ‖v‖∗,h‖w‖∗,h, bh(v, q) ≤ Cb‖v‖1,h‖q‖∗,pre,
Ah(v, q;w, r) ≤ CA 9 (v, q)‖∗‖(w, r)9∗,

(4.10)

With the help of (4.1) and (4.2), we can prove the following coercivity of the bilinear form ah(·, ·).
The proof is similar to the discontinuous Galerkin method (see, e.g., [11]) and so is omitted.

Lemma 4.3. There exists a positive constant Ca such that

ah(vh,vh) ≥ Ca‖vh‖21,h ∀(vh, qh) ∈ Ṽ Qh,0(Ω) (4.11)

is true for γ = −1 with an arbitrary η ≥ 0 and is true for γ = 1 with a sufficiently large η.

4.3 Inf-sup stability

We first show the inf-sup stability of bh(·, ·) in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. There exists a positive constant C2 such that for all (vh, qh) ∈ Ṽ Qh,0(Ω),

C2‖qh‖L2(Ω) ≤ sup
(v′

h
,q′

h
)∈Ṽ Qh,0(Ω)

bh(v
′
h, qh)

‖v′
h‖1,h

+ ‖vh‖1,h. (4.12)
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Proof. Since qh ∈ Q, there is a function v′ ∈ V satisfying (see [11, Theorem 6.5])

∇ · v′ = qh and ‖v′‖H1(Ω) ≤ C‖qh‖L2(Ω). (4.13)

Integration by parts gives

‖qh‖2L2(Ω) =

∫

Ω

qh∇ · v′ = −
∑

T∈Th

∫

T

∇qh · v′ +
∑

F∈FΓ
h

∫

F

[qh]FnF · v′ −
∑

T∈T Γ
h

∫

Γh,T

[[q±h ]]v
′ · nh.

(4.14)

Define an operator πh by

(πhw)|T ∈ span{bT }N ,

∫

T

(w − πhw) = 0 ∀T ∈ Th ∀w ∈ L2(Ω)N . (4.15)

Let Inewh v′ = Π̃Γ
v′v′ + πh(v

′ − Π̃Γ
v′v′). From (3.7) and the property of Scott-Zhang interpolation,

we have (Inewh v′)|∂Ω = 0. By (2.23), we know there exists at least one function q′I such that

(Inewh v′, q′I) ∈ Ṽ Qh,0(Ω). Integration by parts again yields

−bh(I
new
h v′, qh) =

∑

T∈Th

∫

T

qh∇ · Inewh v′ −
∑

F∈FΓ
h

∫

F

{qh}F [Inewh v′]F · nF

= −
∑

T∈Th

∫

T

∇qh · Inewh v′ +
∑

F∈FΓ
h

∫

F

[qh]FnF · {Inewh v′}F −
∑

T∈T Γ
h

∫

Γh,T

[[q±h ]]I
new
h v′ · nh,

(4.16)

where we used [Inewh v′]F = 0, [qh]F = 0 ∀F ∈ Fnon
h and [Inewh v′]Γh,T

= 0 ∀T ∈ T Γ
h . Combining

(4.14) and (4.16) yields

‖qh‖2L2(Ω) =− bh(I
new
h v′, qh)−

∑

T∈Th

∫

T

∇qh · (v′ − Inewh v′) +
∑

F∈FΓ
h

∫

F

[qh]F {v′ − Inewh v′}F · nF

−
∑

T∈T Γ
h

∫

Γh,T

[[q±h ]](v′ − Inewh v′) · nh := (II)1 + (II)2 + (II)3 + (II)4.

(4.17)

By the definition of Inewh , we have the relation

v′ − Inewh v′ = (v′ − Π̃Γ
v′v

′)− πh(v
′ − Π̃Γ

v′v
′). (4.18)

We then use (4.15) to get (II)2 = 0 since (∇qh)|T ∈ P0(T )
N from (2.3d). To estimate other terms,

we first use (4.18) to deduce that, for m = 0, 1,

|v′−Inewh v′|Hm(T ) ≤ |(v′ − Π̃Γ
v′v

′)|Hm(T ) + |πh(v
′ − Π̃Γ

v′v
′)|Hm(T )

≤ |(v′ − Π̃Γ
v′v

′)|Hm(T ) + Ch−m
T ‖πh(v

′ − Π̃Γ
v′v

′)‖L2(T )

≤ |(v′ − Π̃Γ
v′v

′)|Hm(T ) + Ch−m
T ‖v′ − Π̃Γ

v′v
′‖L2(T ) ≤ Ch1−m|v′|H1(ωT ),

(4.19)

where we used the inverse inequality in the second inequality, the property ‖πhw‖L2(T ) ≤ C‖w‖L2(T )

for all w ∈ L2(T ) in the third inequality, and Lemma 3.5 in the last inequality. By the triangle

inequality, (4.19) also implies the stability of Inewh : ‖Inewh v′‖1,h ≤ ‖v′ − Inewh v′‖1,h + |v′|H1(Ω) ≤
C|v′|H1(Ω). Therefore,

|(II)1| ≤ C
|bh(Inewh v′, qh)|
‖Inewh v′‖1,h

|v′|H1(Ω) ≤ C


 sup

(v′
h
,q′

h
)∈Ṽ Qh,0(Ω)

bh(v
′
h, qh)

‖v′
h‖1,h


 |v′|H1(Ω). (4.20)
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As for Term (II)3, we use (4.8), the standard trace inequality and (4.19) to get

|(II)3|2 ≤



∑

F∈FΓ
h

hF ‖[qh]F ‖2L2(F )



∑

F∈FΓ
h

h−1
F ‖{v′ − Inewh v′}F ‖2L2(F )

≤ C‖vh‖21,h
∑

T∈T Γ
h

(h−2
T ‖v′ − Inewh v′‖2L2(T ) + |v′ − Inewh v′|2H1(T )) ≤ C‖vh‖21,h|v′|2H1(Ω).

(4.21)

For Term (II)4, similarly to (4.21), we use (4.6) and the trace inequality (2.6) with ΓRT
and RT

replaced by Γh,T and T (see [18, Lemma 1]) to obtain |(II)4| ≤ C‖vh‖1,h|v′|H1(Ω). Substituting the

above estimates of (II)1–(II)4 into (4.17) and using (4.13) completes the proof.

We are ready to prove the following inf-sup stability of the Ah form.

Theorem 4.5. There exists a positive constant Cs such that

Cs 9 (vh, qh)9 ≤ sup
(wh,rh)∈Ṽ Qh,0(Ω)

Ah(vh, qh;wh, rh)

9(wh, rh)9
∀(vh, qh) ∈ Ṽ Qh,0(Ω). (4.22)

Proof. Since Ṽ Qh,0(Ω) is a finite-dimensional space, we assume that the supremum in (4.12) is

achieved at (v∗
h, q

∗
h) ∈ Ṽ Qh,0(Ω) with ‖v∗

h‖1,h = ‖qh‖L2(Ω). Then (4.12) becomes

C2‖qh‖2L2(Ω) ≤ bh(v
∗
h, qh) + ‖vh‖1,h‖qh‖L2(Ω). (4.23)

We note that q∗h depends on v∗
h and is not unique. Next, we describe how to choose q∗h. We first

construct a function q such that (v∗
h, q) ∈ Ṽ Qh(Ω) and Ihq = 0, and then set q∗h = q −

∫
Ω
q so that

q∗h ∈ L2
0(Ω). It is clear that q|T = 0 for all T ∈ T non

h . And, on each interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , by

(2.23) it holds q|T = cN (zT − Ih,T zT ) with cN = nT
hσ(µ

− −µ+, Ih,Tv
∗
h, 0)nh. Using (2.16) and (4.4)

we get ∑

F∈FΓ
h

hF ‖q‖2L2(F ) ≤
∑

T∈T Γ
h

ChN
T |∇Ih,Tv

∗
h|2 ≤ C|Ih,Tv∗

h|2H1(T ) ≤ C‖v∗
h‖21,h,

∣∣∣∣
∫

Ω

q

∣∣∣∣
2

≤ C
∑

T∈T Γ
h

‖q‖2L2(T ) ≤
∑

T∈T Γ
h

ChN
T |∇Ih,Tv

∗
h|2 ≤ C‖v∗

h‖21,h.

We then using the relation q∗h = q −
∫
Ω q to conclude that there exists a constant C3 such that

‖q∗h‖∗,pre ≤ C3‖v∗
h‖1,h. (4.24)

By (2.9), (4.10), (4.9), (4.24) and the fact ‖v∗
h‖1,h = ‖qh‖L2(Ω), inequality (4.23) becomes

C2‖qh‖2L2(Ω) ≤ Ah(vh, qh;v
∗
h, q

∗
h)− ah(vh,v

∗
h) + bh(vh, q

∗
h) + ‖vh‖1,h‖qh‖L2(Ω)

≤ Ah(vh, qh;v
∗
h, q

∗
h) + (C2

0 + C3Cb + 1)‖vh‖1,h‖qh‖L2(Ω)

≤ Ah(vh, qh;v
∗
h, q

∗
h) +

(C2
0 + C3Cb + 1)2

2C2
‖vh‖21,h +

C2

2
‖qh‖2L2(Ω).

Combining this with Ca‖vh‖21,h ≤ Ah(vh, qh;vh, qh), we get

C4 9 (vh, qh)9
2 ≤ Ah(vh, qh;vh + θv∗

h, qh + θq∗h), (4.25)

for a suitable θ > 0 and a constant C4 > 0 depending only on θ, C0, C2, C3, Ca and Cb. The desired

result (4.22) then follows from (vh + θv∗
h, qh + θq∗h) = (vh, qh) + θ(v∗

h, q
∗
h) ∈ Ṽ Qh,0(Ω) and

9(vh + θv∗
h,qh + θq∗h)9 ≤ 9(vh, qh) 9 +θ(‖v∗

h‖1,h + ‖q∗h‖L2(Ω))

≤ 9(vh, qh) 9 +θ(1 + C3)‖v∗
h‖1,h ≤ (1 + θ + θC3) 9 (vh, qh)9,

where we have used (4.24) and the fact ‖v∗
h‖1,h = ‖qh‖L2(Ω) in the derivation.
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4.4 Consistency

Recalling that u±
E and p±E are extensions of u± and p±, we can extend (1.1a) and (1.1b) from Ω± to

Ω as f̃±E := −∇ · (2µ±ǫ(u±
E))+∇p±E and h̃±

E := ∇ ·u±
E. Obviously, f̃±E = f±E and h̃±

E = 0 in Ω±, while

f̃±E 6= f±E and h̃±
E 6= 0 in Ω±

h \Ω±. For brevity, we let (uBK , pBK) := EBK
h (u, p) and define f̃BK by

f̃BK |Ω±
h

= f̃±E |Ω±
h

and h̃BK by h̃BK |Ω±
h

= h̃±
E |Ω±

h

. Then it holds on the whole domain Ω that

−∇ · (2µhǫ(u
BK)) +∇pBK = f̃BK , ∇ · uBK = h̃BK ,

where the gradient and the divergence (also denoted by ∇ and ∇· for simplicity) are understood in a

piecewise sense since uBK and pBK are broken across Γh. For all (wh, rh) ∈ Ṽ Qh,0(Ω), integrating

by parts and using the facts [uBK ]F = 0 and [pBK ]F = 0, we infer that

Ah(u
BK , pBK ;wh, rh) =

∫

Ω

f̃BK ·wh +

∫

Ω

h̃BKrh −
∫

Γh

[[σ±nh]] ·wh,

where the notation σ± := σ(µ±,u±
E , p

±
E) is used for simplicity. Combining this with (2.10) and using

the facts fBK |Ω\Ω△ = f̃BK |Ω\Ω△ and h̃BK |Ω\Ω△ = 0 yields

Ah(u
BK −Uh, p

BK − Ph;wh, rh) =

∫

Ω△

(f̃BK − fBK) ·wh

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(III)1

+

∫

Ω△

h̃BKrh
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(III)2

−
∫

Γh

([[σ±nh]]− gh) ·wh

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(III)3

.

(4.26)

We now estimate the right-hand side of (4.26) term by term.

Term (III)1. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the triangle inequality we get

|(III)1| ≤ (‖f̃BK‖L2(Ω△) + ‖fBK‖L2(Ω△))‖wh‖L2(Ω△).

Suppose (u, p) ∈ H̃2H1(g), then by the definition of f̃sE and the extension stability (3.2) we have

‖f̃BK‖L2(Ω△) ≤
∑

s=±

‖f̃sE‖L2(Ω) ≤ C(‖u‖H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖H1(∪Ω±)).

Adding and subtracting IBh wh which belongs to H1
0 (Ω)

N , we obtain

‖wh‖L2(Ω△) ≤ ‖IBh wh‖L2(Ω△) + ‖wh − IBh wh‖L2(Ω△)

≤ Ch|IBh wh −wh +wh|H1(Ω) + ‖wh − IBh wh‖L2(Ω△) ≤ Ch‖wh‖1,h,

where in the second inequality we used Lemma 2.1, the fact Ω△ ⊂ U(Γ, Ch2) and Poincaré’s in-

equality, and in the last inequality we used the triangle inequality and (4.5). Collecting the above

inequalities and the assumption ‖fBK‖L2(Ω△) ≤ C‖f‖L2(Ω) gives the bound

|(III)1| ≤ Ch(‖u‖H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖H1(∪Ω±))‖wh‖1,h.

Term (III)2. Analogously, we have

|(III)2| ≤
∑

s=±

‖∇ · u±
E‖L2(Ω△)‖rh‖L2(Ω△) ≤ Ch‖u‖H2(∪Ω±)‖rh‖L2(Ω).

Term (III)3. We need the following lemma whose proof is postponed in Appendix A.3.

Lemma 4.6. For all v ∈ H1(Ω), there exists a positive constant C such that

‖v‖2L2(Γh)
≤ C‖v‖2L2(Γ) + Ch2‖∇v‖2L2(Ω), (4.27)

‖v − v ◦ ph‖2L2(Γh)
≤ Ch2‖∇v‖2L2(Ω). (4.28)
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We observe from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the definition of gh that

|(III)3| ≤
∥∥[[σ±nh]]− [[σ±n]] ◦ ph

∥∥
L2(Γh)

‖wh‖L2(Γh).

Using (2.1), Lemma 4.6, the global trace inequality and (3.2) we have
∥∥[[σ±nh]]− [[σ±n]] ◦ ph

∥∥
L2(Γh)

≤
∥∥[[σ±(nh − n)]]

∥∥
L2(Γh)

+
∥∥[[σ±n]]− [[σ±n]] ◦ ph

∥∥
L2(Γh)

≤ Ch(‖u‖H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖H1(∪Ω±)).

On the other hand, the triangle inequality gives ‖wh‖L2(Γh) ≤ ‖IBh wh‖L2(Γh) + ‖wh− IBh wh‖L2(Γh).

Since IBh wh ∈ H1
0 (Ω)

N , it follows from Lemma 4.6, the global trace inequality, Poincaré’s inequality

and (4.5) that

‖IBh wh‖L2(Γh) ≤ C‖IBh wh‖H1(Ω) ≤ C|IBh wh|H1(Ω) ≤ C‖wh‖1,h.

By (4.5) again, we have ‖wh − IBh wh‖L2(Γh) ≤ Ch1/2‖wh‖1,h. Thus, ‖wh‖L2(Γh) ≤ C‖wh‖1,h.
Collecting the above inequalities yields |(III)3| ≤ Ch(‖u‖H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖H1(∪Ω±))‖wh‖1,h. We now

combine the bounds for Terms (III)1–(III)3 in (4.26) to obtain

|Ah(u
BK −Uh, p

BK − Ph;wh, rh)| ≤ Ch(‖u‖H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖H1(∪Ω±)) 9 (wh, rh) 9 . (4.29)

4.5 A priori error estimates

We note that the pressure component of ΠΓ
h(u, p) and ΠΓ,J

h (u, p) might not belong to L2
0(Ω). To

overcome this difficulty, we define ΠΓ
h,0 and ΠΓ,J

h,0 by

ΠΓ
h,0(u, p) = ΠΓ

h(u, p)− (0, ch) and ΠΓ,J
h,0 (u, p) = ΠΓ

h(u, p) + (uJ
h , p

J
h − ch − cJh), (4.30)

where ch =
∫
Ω
ΠΓ

u,pp and cJh =
∫
Ω
pJh . Recalling Remark 2.7, it is no hard to verify that ΠΓ

h,0(u, p) ∈
Ṽ Qh,0(Ω), which will be useful in the proof of Theorem 4.8 (see (4.34)). Since p ∈ L2

0(Ω), we have

|ch| =
∣∣∣∣
∫

Ω

ΠΓ
u,pp+ pJh − p− pJh

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C‖ΠΓ
u,pp+ pJh − p‖L2(Ω) + |cJh |

The first term can be bounded by Theorem 3.4. Since pJh = 0 on all non-interface elements, we use

(2.24) and (2.7) to bound the second term

(cJh)
2 =

(∫

U(Γ,h)

pJh

)2

≤ ‖pJh‖2L2(U(Γ,h))|U(Γ, h)| ≤ Ch
∑

T∈T Γ
h

‖pJh‖2L2(T )

≤ Ch
∑

T∈T Γ
h

hN
T |avgΓRT

(g)|2 ≤ Ch
∑

T∈T Γ
h

(‖[[σ±n]]‖2L2(RT ) + h2
T |‖[[σ±n]]|2H1(RT ))

≤ Ch2(‖u‖2H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖2H1(∪Ω±)),

where in the last inequality we used the finite overlapping of RT , the fact
⋃

T∈T Γ
h
RT ⊂ U(Γ, Ch),

Lemma 2.1 with δ = Ch, and the extension stability (3.2). Collecting the above results yields

9(0, ch)9∗ ≤ C|ch| ≤ Ch(‖u‖H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖H1(∪Ω±)). (4.31)

The following lemma presents an interpolation error estimate in terms of the 9 · 9∗-norm.

Lemma 4.7. Let (u, p) be the solution of (2.8) and suppose (u, p) ∈ H̃2H1(g). Then there holds

9(uBK , pBK)−ΠΓ,J
h,0 (u, p)9∗ ≤ Ch(‖u‖H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖H1(∪Ω±)).
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Proof. It holds 9(uBK , pBK)−ΠΓ,J
h,0 (u, p)9∗ ≤ 9(uBK , pBK)−ΠΓ,J

h (u, p)9∗ +9 (0, ch)9∗ . In view

of (4.31), it suffices to prove

9(uBK , pBK)−ΠΓ,J
h (u, p)9∗ ≤ Ch(‖u‖H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖H1(∪Ω±)). (4.32)

First we have ‖{2µhǫ(u
BK − ΠΓ,J

u
u)nF }F‖2L2(F ) ≤

∑
s=± ‖{2µhǫ(u

s
E − (ΠΓ,J

u
u)s)nF }F ‖2L2(F ). We

then use the standard trace inequality and Lemma 3.3 to get

hF ‖{2µhǫ(u
BK −ΠΓ,J

u
u)nF }F‖2L2(F ) ≤ C

∑

s=±

∑

T∈T F
h

(
|us

E − (ΠΓ,J
u

u)s|2H1(T ) + h2
T |us

E |2H2(T )

)

≤ Ch2
∑

T∈T F
h

∑

s=±

(‖us
E‖2H2(RT ) + ‖psE‖2H1(ωT∪RT )).

Other terms in the 9 ·9∗-norm can be estimated similarly and the details are omitted. The desired

result (4.32) then follows from the finite overlapping of the sets RT ∪ωT and the extension stability

(3.2).

With these preparations, we are now ready to derive the error estimate of the proposed IFE

method.

Theorem 4.8. Let (u, p) and (Uh, Ph) be the solutions of (2.8) and (2.10), respectively. Suppose

(u, p) ∈ H̃2H1(g), then the following error estimate holds true:

9(uBK , pBK)− (Uh, Ph)9∗ ≤ Ch(‖u‖H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖H1(∪Ω±)). (4.33)

Proof. The triangle inequality gives

9(uBK , pBK)− (Uh, Ph)9∗ ≤ 9(uBK , pBK)−ΠΓ,J
h,0 (u, p) 9∗ + 9 ΠΓ,J

h,0 (u, p)− (Uh, Ph) 9∗ .

By definition, it is true that

ΠΓ,J
h,0 (u, p)− (Uh, Ph) = ΠΓ

h,0(u, p)− (uh, ph) ∈ Ṽ Qh,0(Ω). (4.34)

Now we can use (4.9) and (4.22) to get

9ΠΓ,J
h,0 (u, p)− (Uh, Ph)9∗ ≤ C0C

−1
s sup

(wh,rh)∈Ṽ Qh,0(Ω)

Ah(Π
Γ,J
h,0 (u, p)− (Uh, Ph);wh, rh)

9(wh, rh)9
.

Adding and subtracting (uBK , pBK) and using (4.29), (4.10) and (4.9), we deduce that

9ΠΓ,J
h,0 (u, p)− (Uh, Ph)9∗ ≤ Ch(‖u‖H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖H1(∪Ω±)) + C 9 (uBK , pBK)−ΠΓ,J

h,0 (u, p)9∗

The desired result (4.33) now follows from the above inequalities and Lemma 4.7.

Remark 4.9. Using (3.27) and (4.33), we can establish the following error estimate:

‖u−Uh‖1,h + ‖p− Ph‖L2(Ω) ≤ Ch(‖u‖H2(∪Ω±) + ‖p‖H1(∪Ω±)).

4.6 Condition number analysis

In this subsection we show that the condition number of the stiffness matrix of our IFE method has

the same bound as that of conventional mini element methods with the hidden constant independent
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of the interface. We assume the family of triangulations is also quasi-uniform. Define 9(vh, qh)9
2
0 =

‖vh‖2L2(Ω) + ‖qh‖2L2(Ω) for all (vh, qh) ∈ Ṽ Q0,h(Ω). By (4.3), we have the inverse estimate

9(vh, qh)9 ≤ Ch−1 9 (vh, qh) 90 ∀(vh, qh) ∈ Ṽ Q0,h(Ω). (4.35)

Using (4.8) and the Poincaré-Friedrichs inequalities for broken functions (see [5, Chapter 10.6]), we

have the following Poincaré type inequality:

9(vh, qh)90 ≤ C 9 (vh, qh) 9 ∀(vh, qh) ∈ Ṽ Q0,h(Ω). (4.36)

By Lemma 2.6 and (A.4), we have on each T ∈ T Γ
h that

‖vh − IBh vh‖2L2(T ) + ‖qh − Ihqh‖2L2(T ) ≤ Ch2
T |Ih,Tvh|2H1(T ) ≤ ‖vh‖2L2(T ). (4.37)

Similarly to the second inequality in (A.3), it holds |Ih,Tvh|2H1(T ) ≤ |IBh vh|2H1(T ). Therefore, we

have

‖vh − IBh vh‖2L2(T ) + ‖qh − Ihqh‖2L2(T ) ≤ Ch2
T |IBh vh|2H1(T ) ≤ C‖IBh vh‖2L2(T ), (4.38)

where we used the standard inverse inequality in the last inequality. Using (4.37) and (4.38) we

obtain

c 9 (vh, qh)90 ≤ 9(IBh vh, Ihqh)90 ≤ C 9 (vh, qh)90, (4.39)

where C and c are positive constants independent of h and the interface. Let X be the vector such

that (vh, qh) =
∑

i X(i)Ψi with {Ψi} being the standard finite element basis in Ṽ Q0,h(Ω). Since

(IBh vh, Ihqh) belongs to the conventional mini finite element space, we have the following standard

result:

ch−N 9 (IBh vh, Ihqh)9
2
0 ≤ |X |2 ≤ Ch−N 9 (IBh vh, Ihqh)9

2
0,

where C and c are positive constants independent of h and the interface. Then, by (4.39) we get

ch−N 9 (vh, qh)9
2
0 ≤ |X |2 ≤ Ch−N 9 (vh, qh) 92

0 . (4.40)

Combining (4.40), the inverse estimate (4.35) and the Poincaré type inequality (4.36), we can use

the approach in [21, p. 109] to derive the bound: κ(Ah) ≤ Ch−2, where Ah is the stiffness matrix

associated with Ah and κ(Ah) is the the spectral condition number of Ah.

5 Numerical results

5.1 2D numerical examples

We first test two 2D numerical examples from [8]. Let Ω = (−1, 1)2, Ω− = {x ∈ R2 : |x| < R},
Ω+ = Ω\Ω− and Γ = {x ∈ R2 : |x| = R} with R = 1/

√
π. We test our IFE method with γ = −1

and η = 0 on uniform Cartesian meshes consisting of 2M ×M congruent triangles. The errors are

denoted by e0(u) := ‖uBK − Uh‖L2(Ω), e1(u) := ‖uBK − Uh‖1,h and e0(p) = ‖pBK − Ph‖L2(Ω).

Example 1 (g = 0). The exact solutions are chosen as, for all x := (x1, x2)
T ∈ Ω,

u±(x) =
r20 − |x|2

µ±

( −x2

x1

)
, p(x) = x2

2 − x2
1.

It is easy to verify g := [σ(µ,u, p)n]Γ = 0. We consider three cases: µ+ = 5, µ− = 1; µ+ =

1000, µ− = 1; µ+ = 1, µ− = 1000. The numerical results presented in Figure 3 showing the optimal

convergence of the proposed IFE method.

22



-2.2 -2.1 -2 -1.9 -1.8 -1.7 -1.6 -1.5 -1.4 -1.3
-5

-4.5

-4

-3.5

-3

-2.5

-2

-1.5

-1

(a) µ
+ = 5, µ− = 1

-2.2 -2.1 -2 -1.9 -1.8 -1.7 -1.6 -1.5 -1.4 -1.3
-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

1

(b) µ
+ = 1000, µ− = 1

-2.2 -2.1 -2 -1.9 -1.8 -1.7 -1.6 -1.5 -1.4 -1.3
-4.5

-4

-3.5

-3

-2.5

-2

-1.5

-1

-0.5

0

0.5

(c) µ
+ = 1, µ− = 1000

Figure 3: Plots of log10(error) versus log10(h) for Example 1. The linear regression analysis is used

to find an approximate order of convergence.

Example 2 (g 6= 0). We consider the parameters µ+ = 2, µ− = 0.5 and the exact solutions

given by

u(x) =
1

π

(
sinπx1 sinπx2

cosπx1 cosπx2

)
, p+(x) = − 1

6π
, p−(x) = x2

1 + x2
2.

In this example g := [σ(µ,u, p)n]Γ 6= 0 and [p]Γ 6= 0. We report the results in Table 1 which again

show the optimal convergence.

Table 1: Errors and orders for Example 2.

M e0(u) rate e1(u) rate e0(p) rate

16 2.164E-02 3.903E-01 7.983E-01

32 5.280E-03 2.04 1.903E-01 1.04 2.213E-01 1.85

64 1.320E-03 2.00 9.442E-02 1.01 6.647E-02 1.74

128 3.258E-04 2.02 4.701E-02 1.01 2.106E-02 1.66

256 8.170E-05 2.00 2.347E-02 1.00 6.989E-03 1.59

5.2 A 3D numerical example

Example 3. This example is taken from [29]. We consider the domain Ω = (−1, 1)3, the parameters

µ+ = 2, µ− = 0.5, R = 2/3, and the exact solution given by

u(x) = α(r)e−r2




−x2

x1

0



 , α(r) =

{
1/µ− r < R,

µ+ + (1/µ− − 1/µ+)er
2−R2

r ≥ R,

p+(x) = x3
1 − c, p−(x) = x3

1 + 10− c,

where x = (x1, x2, x3)
T and r =

√
x2
1 + x2

2 + x2
3. We set c = 5πR3/3 so that

∫
Ω p = 0.

In this example, both the mini IFE method (γ = −1, η = 0) and the conventional mini element

method are tested on uniform Cartesian meshes obtained by first partitioning Ω into M3 cubes and

then subdividing each cube into six tetrahedra. Numerical results reported in Table 2 clearly show

optimal convergence for our IFE method and suboptimal convergence for the conventional mini

element method.

In Figure 4, we also show plots of the approximate pressures obtained by these two numerical

methods on the mesh with M = 32 . We observe that the IFE method reduces the non-physical

oscillations near the interface substantially.
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Table 2: Errors and orders obtained by two finite element methods for Example 3.

Conventional Mini Element Method

M e0(u) rate e1(u) rate e0(p) rate

4 1.309E-01 1.043E+00 5.768E+00

8 6.405E-02 1.03 8.728E-01 0.26 3.837E+00 0.59

16 2.834E-02 1.18 7.275E-01 0.26 2.981E+00 0.36

32 1.260E-02 1.17 5.176E-01 0.49 2.012E+00 0.57

Mini IFE Method

M e0(u) rate e1(u) rate e0(p) rate

4 3.911E-01 4.083E+00 1.475E+01

8 7.283E-02 2.42 8.829E-01 2.21 2.107E+00 2.81

16 1.628E-02 2.16 2.992E-01 1.56 4.003E-01 2.40

32 4.216E-03 1.95 1.256E-01 1.25 1.143E-01 1.81

Figure 4: Plots of approximate pressures obtained by the conventional mini element method (left)

and the mini IFE method (right) for Example 3, on the mesh with M = 32.

A Technical results

A.1 Proof of (3.20) and (3.21)

We construct a new box R′
T centered at xc

T with diameter ρT , where xc
T and ρT are the center

and diameter of the largest ball inscribed in T . We assume that each face of R′
T is parallel to a

corresponding face of RT . One can easily obtain R′
T ⊂ T ⊂ RT and (RT − x∗

T )/(2
√
NhT ) = (R′

T −
xc
T )/ρT . Thus, it holds R

′
T = λ(RT −x0)+x0 with λ = ρT /(2

√
NhT ) and x0 = (xc

T −λx∗
T )/(1−λ).

This implies that R′
T is a homothetic image of RT (see [39, Section 2.3] for the definition). From

the mesh regularity, we know that the scaling factor λ has lower and upper bounds independent of

the mesh size and the interface location. Therefore, using Lemma 2.2 in [39] we have the norm-

equivalence property for polynomials:

‖w‖L2(RT ) ≤ C‖w‖L2(R′
T
) ∀w ∈ Pk(RT ). (A.1)
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For the boxRT , there exists a polynomial vh ∈ P1(RT ) such that |v−vh|Hm(RT ) ≤ Chl−m
T |v|Hl(RT ), 0 ≤

m ≤ l ≤ 2. (see [5]). Recalling that Ĩh,T v is a polynomial defined on RN , we deduce that

|v − Ĩh,T v|Hm(RT ) ≤ |v − vh|Hm(RT ) + |vh − Ĩh,T v|Hm(RT )

≤ |v − vh|Hm(RT ) + C|vh − Ĩh,T v|Hm(R′
T
)

≤ |v − vh|Hm(RT ) + C|vh − Ĩh,T v|Hm(T )

≤ C|v − vh|Hm(RT ) + C|v − Ĩh,T v|Hm(T ) ≤ Chl−m
T |v|Hl(ωT∪RT ),

which completes the proof of (3.20). The proof of (3.21) is analogous.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 4.1

We first prove the following useful result:

|v±
h |Hm(T ) ≤ C|vh|Hm(T ), m = 0, 1. (A.2)

We have v±
h = vb + v±

L with (vL, qh) ∈ P̃1P1(T ) and vb ∈ span{bT }N . Since (vL, qh) satisfies (2.3),

in view of the ti,h-nh coordinate system, it is no hard to see

∂νi,h
(v+

L · νj,h) =
∑

k

∑

l

cijkl∂νk,h
(v−

L · νl,h) with |cijkl | ≤ C,

where νi,h := ti,h, i = 1, ...N − 1 and νN,h := nh. This implies |∇v+
L | ≤ C|∇v−

L | and similarly,

|∇v−
L | ≤ C|∇v+

L |. By (2.3b), we have [[v±
L ]]|Γh,T

= 0, and then [[v±
L ]]|T±

h
= ±dist(x,Γext

h,T )[[∇v±
Lnh]].

Combining these results with the fact ‖dist(x,Γext
h,T )‖L∞(T ) ≤ ChT yields

‖v+
h ‖2L2(T−

h
)
≤ C‖v−

h ‖2L2(T−
h
)
+ Ch2

T |T−
h ||B|−1‖∇vs0

L ‖2L2(B),

where s0= + or − and B is a ball. The superscript s0 and the ball B are chosen such that B ⊂ T s0
h

and |B| ≥ ChN
T (see [24, Lemma 5.8] for the construction of B). Since vb|∂T = 0 and vs0

L is linear,

we have
∫
T
∇vs0

L · ∇vb = 0, which implies

‖∇vs0
L ‖2L2(B) ≤ ‖∇vs0

L ‖2L2(T ) ≤ ‖∇(vs0
L + vb)‖2L2(T ). (A.3)

Similarly to the proof in Appendix A.1, we now need another ball B′ with diameter 2h centered at

the same point as B. Clearly, T ⊂ B′ and B′ = λB with the scaling factor 2 ≤ λ ≤ C. Keeping

in mind that vs0
L and vb are viewed as polynomials defined in the whole space RN , we apply the

norm-equivalence property for polynomials as (A.1) to obtain

‖∇vs0
L ‖2L2(B) ≤ ‖∇(vs0

L + vb)‖2L2(B′) ≤ C‖∇(vs0
L + vb)‖2L2(B) = C‖∇vs0

h ‖2L2(B).

Collecting above results and using the standard inverse inequality on B, we have

‖v+
h ‖2L2(Th)

≤ ‖v+
h ‖2L2(T+

h
)
+ C‖v−

h ‖2L2(T−
h
)
+ C‖vs0

h ‖2L2(B) ≤ C‖vh‖2L2(T ),

which together with a similar result for v−
h completes the proof of (A.2) with m = 0. The proof of

(A.2) with m = 1 is analogous and so is omitted for brevity.

With the help of (A.2), the desired inequalities (4.2) and (4.3) can be obtained by

‖∇vh‖L2(∂T ) ≤ C
∑

s=±

‖∇vs
h‖L2(∂T ) ≤

∑

s=±

Ch
−1/2
T ‖∇vs

h‖L2(T ) ≤ Ch
−1/2
T ‖∇vh‖L2(T ),

|vh|H1(T ) ≤ C
∑

s=±

|vs
h|H1(T ) ≤

∑

s=±

Ch−1
T ‖vs

h‖L2(T ) ≤ Ch−1
T ‖vh‖L2(T ),
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where we used the standard trace and inverse inequality on T since v±
h are polynomials. As for

(4.4), we first use a similar argument to get

|Ih,Tvh|H1(T ) ≤ Ch
N/2−1
T

∑

s=±

‖vs
h‖L∞(T ) ≤ Ch−1

T

∑

s=±

‖vs
h‖L2(T ) ≤ Ch−1

T ‖vh‖L2(T ). (A.4)

Then the desired inequality (4.4) can be obtained by

|Ih,Tvh|H1(T ) = |Ih,T (vh + c)|H1(T ) ≤ Ch−1
T ‖vh + c‖L2(T ) ≤ C|vh|H1(T ),

where the constant c is chosen as c = |T |−1
∫
T vh. By Lemma 2.6, it is easy to verify

|vh − IBh vh| ≤ ChT |∇Ih,Tvh|, |∇(vh − IBh vh)| ≤ C|Ih,T∇vh|, |[[q±h ]]| ≤ C|Ih,T∇vh|, (A.5)

which together with (4.4) yields (4.5) and (4.6). We also have |q±h | ≤ |q∓h |+ C|∇Ih,Tvh|. Thus,

‖q±h ‖L2(T∓
h

) ≤ ‖q∓h ‖L2(T∓
h
) + C|Ih,Tvh|H1(T ) ≤ ‖qh‖L2(T ) + C|vh|H1(T ).

Now (4.7) is obtain by the above inequality and

‖qh‖L2(∂T ) ≤ C
∑

s=±

‖qsh‖L2(∂T ) ≤ Ch
−1/2
T

∑

s=±

‖qsh‖L2(T ).

Finally, we consider (4.8). Observing that Ihqh and IBh vh are continuous, we have

‖[qh]F ‖L2(F ) = ‖[qh − Ihqh]F ‖L2(F ), ‖[vh]F ‖L2(F ) = ‖[vh − IBh v]F ‖L2(F ).

By the first inequality of (A.5) and (4.4) we get

h−1
F ‖vh − IBh,Tvh‖2L2(F ) ≤ Ch−1

F |F |h2
T |∇Ih,Tvh|2 ≤ C|Ih,Tvh|2H1(T ) ≤ C|vh|2H1(T ).

By Lemma 2.6, we have |qh − Ih,T qh| ≤ C|∇Ih,Tvh|, and then

hF ‖qh − Ih,T qh‖2L2(F ) ≤ ChF |F ||∇Ih,Tvh|2 ≤ C|Ih,Tvh|2H1(T ) ≤ C|vh|2H1(T ).

The desired inequality (4.8) follows from the above results and the triangle inequality.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 4.6

See (A.4)-(A.6) in [6] for the proof of (4.27). In the following we prove (4.28) through a similar

argument. For each x ∈ Γh,T , T ∈ T Γ
h , using the representation

v(x) = v(ph(x)) +

∫ 1

0

∇v(sx+ (1− s)ph(x)) · (x− ph(x))ds,

the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (2.2), we obtain

|v(x) − v(ph(x))|2 ≤ Ch2
T ‖∇v‖2L2(Ix,ph(x))

,

where Ix,ph(x) is the line segment between x and ph(x). Integrating over Γh,T yields

‖v − v ◦ ph‖2L2(Γh,T ) ≤ Ch2
T ‖∇v‖2L2(RT ).

The desired result (4.28) follows from the above inequality and the finite overlapping of RT .
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