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Analysis of Some Mixed Finite Element
Methods Related to Reduced Integration™

By Claes Johnson and Juhani Pitkiranta

Abstract. We prove error estimates for the following two mixed finite element methods related
to reduced integration: A method for Stokes’ problem using rectangular elements with
piecewise bilinear approximations for the velocities and piecewise constants for the pressure,
and one method for a plate problem using bilinear approximations for transversal displace-
ment and rotations and piecewise constants for the shear stress. The main idea of the proof in
the case of Stokes’ problem is to combine a weak Babuska-Brezzi type stability estimate for
the pressure with a superapproximability property for the velocities. A similar technique is
used in the case of the plate problem.

1. Introduction. In certain cases a direct application of the finite element method
gives very inaccurate results. This happens, e.g., for displacement type finite element
methods for thin plates constructed starting from a three-dimensional model of the
plate. In this case the resulting discrete models will be much too stiff and hence the
numerical results will be very poor. We find a similar phenomenon if we try to solve
Stokes’ equations approximately using piecewise bilinear trial functions satisfying
the divergence zero condition exactly. The reason for failure in both cases is that in
the discrete model some of the conditions are emphasized too much at the expense
of other conditions, so that the model becomes “unbalanced” or “too stiff”. In the
case of Stokes’ problem too much effort is spent on satisfying the divergence zero
condition, and the approximability is seriously affected. For the plate problem too
much emphasis is put on a compatibility condition between displacements and
rotations.

In order to relax such conditions to obtain a “balanced” discrete model, the
technique of selective reduced integration (see, e.g., [11], [14]) has been used widely
in practice, often with considerable success. In the Stokes problem with bilinear trial
functions, the relaxation is achieved by requiring only the mean value over each
element (i.e., the value at the midpoint of each element) of the divergence to be zero.
In the case of a plate problem using bilinear trial functions for displacements and
rotations, the compatibility condition is relaxed and is required to hold only at the
midpoint of each element. In both cases the so modified methods perform surpris-
ingly well (however, these methods are somewhat “delicate” in the sense that extra
smoothness of the exact solution is required; cf. below).
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Methods of this type can be viewed as obtained by starting from a penalty
formulation with a penalty term for the condition to be relaxed and then using a
low-order integration formula for this term to achieve the relaxation. This is the
motivation for the term selective reduced integration. Alternatively, these methods
can be viewed (cf. [11]) as certain mixed finite element methods. In fact, this point of
view seems to be the more general one and is also the one adopted below in the
analysis.

The purpose of this note is to prove some error estimates for the two mixed
methods related to reduced integration mentioned above. The only previous result in
this direction, to our knowledge, was given in [15], where convergence (with no error
estimates) for the velocities was demonstrated for a finite-difference analogue of the
mixed method for Stokes’ problem.

The analysis follows the general lines of Babuska [1] and Brezzi [4] but contains
some nonstandard features. As usual when analyzing a mixed method, the difficulty
is to verify some type of BabuSka-Brezzi stability condition in order to get control of
the “auxiliary variable” (the pressure in the case of Stokes’ problem). Here we can
only control this variable in a weak mesh-dependent seminorm, and we compensate
for this weak estimate by using a “superapproximation” property for the main
variable (the velocities in Stokes’ problem). In the case of Stokes’ problem, we obtain
optimal rates of convergence in L, and H' for the velocities, i.e., O(h%) and O(h)
where h is the mesh length, requiring relatively little extra smoothness. For the
pressures computed in the natural way, we do not obtain any rate of convergence in
L,. However, we prove that a simple local averaging gives pressures with L,-error of
order O(h). For the plate problem, we obtain O(4) convergence in H' for displace-
ments and rotations and O(h3/2) convergence in L, for the displacements under
considerable extra smoothness assumptions.

For simplicity we consider two model problems. The ideas used in the analysis can
probably be used also to analyze some other mixed methods related to reduced
integration such as, e.g., the analogous method for Stokes’ problem using bi-
quadratic velocities and bilinear pressures, cf. [11].

An outline of the paper is as follows: Section 2 contains some preliminaries, in
Section 3 we treat Stokes’ problem and in Section 4 the plate problem.

2. Preliminaries. Let us start by introducing some notation. Let x, and y, be
positive numbers, and let  be the rectangle {(x, y) € R: 0 <x < x4, 0 <y <y}
We introduce the usual Sobolev spaces W*?(2), k = 0, 1 < p < oo, with norms

k 1/p
IIvIIk,,,=(2 Iv}‘}’,,,) ,
=0

where | -|, , denotes the seminorms

i+, 17
v|,,= —— dxd
| ll’p (i+§=,~/£.2 dx'dy’ y)
For p =2 we set HX(Q) = W*2(Q), | *|¢ =| ‘lxz and Il - I, = Il - Il ,. The same

notation will be used for the corresponding (semi)norms in [W*?(2)]2. The scalar
products in L,(Q) or [L,(2)]? will be denoted by (-, -). As usual Hf(Q), k = 1,
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denotes the completion of C() in the norm || - ||, and H*(2) denotes the dual
of H¥(R) withnorm || - |l _,.

Finally, by C or C; we denote positive constants, possibly different at different
occurrences, which may depend on @ but not on any other parameter to be
introduced unless indicated explicitly.

Let us now introduce some finite element spaces to be used below. For simplicity
we shall consider partitions of the rectangle £ into rectangular elements with
uniform partitions in the x- and y-direction. Let CY be the uniform partition
obtained by using rectangles of size h; X h,, i.e.,

Ch = {(K,:i=1,...n,j=1,...,m},
K, ={(x,y) €ER: (i — Dhy <x<ih,(j— Dhy<y<jh,},

where n = x,/h, and m = y,/h, are integers. We shall assume that h, and &,
depend on the mesh parameter # = h, € (0, 1) in such a way that k, /A, is bounded
by positive constants from below and above independent of 4. The finite element
spaces to be introduced will be associated with the partition €, obtained by dividing
eachK; € Cj) into four equal subrectangles:

C,={A;:i=1,....2m,j=1,...,2n},
A= {(x,y) ER: (i — )h 2 <x<ih/2,(j— Dhy/2<y<jh,/2}.
Let us now define
S, = {v € Hy(R): vy, is bilinear VA, € Gh},
T, = {u € Ly(Q): p|a,, is constant VA, ; € @,,}.
These spaces will be the building blocks in the finite element methods below.

We will need an a priori estimate for the solution of the following biharmonic
problem:

Ny =f,
@1 {u e HA(2),

where f € H™ (). We have (see [8], [10])

PROPOSITION 2.1. If u is the solution of (2.1), then
lull g <CIlfll, -2<k=<0.

3. A Mixed Method for Stokes’ Problem.
3.1. Formulation of the Problem. Let us recall Stokes’ equations for an incompressi-
ble viscous fluid with viscosity equal to one:

“-Au+ vA=f inQ,
divu=0 in Q,
0 on 9%,

(3.1) u=
fﬂx dx = 0.
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Here u = (u,, u,) is the velocity and A the pressure of the fluid. For simplicity we
consider Dirichlet boundary conditions, and we also normalize the pressure to have
zero mean value. In variational form (3.1) reads: Find (u, A) € [H}(2)]? X L,(2)
such that

(Vu,vo)— (A, dive) =(f,v) Vo E[H&(Q)]z,
(32) (p,divu) =0 Vu € L,(Q),

fﬂ)\dx=0.

Let now V, =[S,]% Q, = T,, and let us formulate the following finite element
method for Stokes’ problem: Find (u,, A,) € ¥, X Q, such that
(3.3a) (Vu,, vo) — (A,,dive) = (f,v) Vv €EV,,
(3.3b) e(Ay, 1) + (p,divu,) =0 Vi € Oy,

where ¢ is a small positive parameter to be specified below. We note that (3.3) may
be considered to be a discrete analogue of the perturbed Stokes problem:

“Au+ vA=f inQ,
eA+divu=0 inQ,
u=20 on 0{2,

corresponding to an almost incompressible fluid (cf. [3]).

To see the connection with reduced integration in (3.3) we note that, solving for A,
in (3.3b), which can be done locally on each element, and eliminating A, in (3.3a), we
obtain an equation for u, € ¥V, which can be formulated as follows:

(3.49) (Vu,, vo) + %(div u,,divo), = (f,v) Vo€V,

where (-, -), indicates that the scalar product is evaluated using the simple quadra-
ture rule (one-point Gaussian quadrature):

fv dx = v(M)h,h,/4, M midpoint of A € C,,.
A

The solution u, € V), of (3.4) can equivalently be characterized as the solution of the
minimization problem

(3.5) Min {l(vv, vo)+ i(divv,divv)* - (f, u)}
vEV, 2 2¢

Now, this problem can also be viewed as being obtained by using selective reduced
integration in the problem

(3.6) gga{%(w,vo) + 2 (divo, divo) - (f,v)},

which is a standard penalty method for Stokes’ problem. Comparing (3.5) and (3.6),
let us remark that in order to get reasonable results using (3.6) one has to tie € to the
mesh parameter h. If ¢ is chosen too small, the penalty becomes too dominant and
the results will be useless. However, one has to choose ¢ reasonably small to enforce
the divergence zero condition approximately. Even with optimal choice of ¢ the
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method (3.6) will give only suboptimal rates of convergence (O(vA ) in H'-norm). On
the other hand, we shall prove below that if only ¢ is sufficiently small (e < Ch?),
then the relaxed method (3.5) will be optimal in H' and L,(®) for the velocities
(O(h) and O(h?), respectively). In particular, this method does not become ill-
conditioned as ¢ gets small as is the case with (3.6). In practice a lower limit for eh is
set by the available machine precision. For related ideas in connection with more
conventional mixed methods see [3].

The existence of a unique solution of (3.3) for ¢ > 0 follows from the stability
estimate

luylly + eliN g < CNfII,,

obtained by taking v = u, and p = A, in (3.3). If ¢ = 0, however, then A, is not
uniquely determined but has two undetermined degrees of freedom (cf. Remark 3.1
below).

3.2. A Basic Error Estimate. Let us now analyze the finite element method (3.3)
considered as a discrete analogue of the unperturbed Stokes problem (3.2). We shall
then need the following a priori estimate for the solution of (3.2):

(3.7) ||u||k+2+”>\”k+1<CI|f“k, k=0,1.

This estimate follows from Proposition 2.1 using the stream-function-vorticity for-
mulation of Stokes’ equations.

As a first step let us introduce a special orthogonal basis for the space 0, of
piecewise constants, which will be of crucial importance in the subsequent analysis.
The basis consists of the functions ‘Eijk €EQ,i=1...,nj=1....mk=1,..,4,
defined as follows: The support of each §; ko k =1,...,4, is contained in K, , € @2,
and on K, ; the functions §, ko k =1,...,4, take the values =1 on the four subrectan-
gles of K, according to the following pattern:

1] 1 1] -1 -1| —1 -1 1
111 1 —1 11 1| -1
gijl fijz 5:'13 5:‘,4

FIGURE 1
The values on K, of the basis functions £,-jk, k=1,...,4

Any p € Q, has the unique representation
p=2 ;jid i o ER.
i,j,k

Here and below we sum i, j and k from 1 to n, m and 4, respectively (in Section 4
below, k will run from 1 to 8).
Next, let us introduce the following subspaces of Q,:
N,={p € Q,: (n,divv) =0Vv € V,},
N={A€Q,: (A, p) =0VpEN,}.
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It is easy to see that N, is a two-dimensional space (cf. proof of Theorem 3.1 below)
with the orthogonal basis functions ¢, and ¢, given by

o(x) =1, x €Q,
p(x)=(-1)"", x€4,€C,.

We can then characterize the space N;- as follows:

N, = { 2 aijkgijk: 2“:‘/1 =0, Eaij‘t = 0}-
i,j,k i,j i,j

The presence of the “checker-board” function ¢, in the nullspace N, was noted in

[13].

Remark 3.1. Clearly there exists a unique pair (i, A,) € ¥, X N;- that satisfies
(3.3) with ¢ = 0. Denoting by (u}, X%,) the solution of (3.3) with £ > 0, we have by
(3.3b) that A5, € N;- and furthermore (uj, X%,) = (i, A,) as & — 0. Thus, the
problem (3.3) with ¢ small and positive, which after elimination of the pressure
corresponds to a positive definite linear system (cf. (3.4)), can be viewed as a
computationally convenient form of the problem (3.3) with e = 0 and the require-
mentA, €N;. O

We will supply Q, with the mesh-dependent seminorm | - |, defined by

3
Infp= 3 M2+ R%(p,)’, =3 @ik

k=1 . ik
where
”‘k:Eaijkgijk! k=1,...,4,
i
and
) n—1 ) m—1 )
‘7(“4) = 2 2(“;74— ai+1,j4) + 2 2 (aij4'_ ai,j+l,4) .
i=1 j i j=1
Clearly, | -|, is a norm on N;", and, comparing this norm with the Ly-norm || - ||,
we easily see that (cf. Lemma 3.3 below) for p € N
(3.9) [l =lplly ifp,=0.

The proof of the basic error estimate for the method (3.3) will be based on the
following Babuska-Brezzi (cf. [1], [4]) type stability estimate:

LEMMA 3.1. There is a constant C such that

vEV,
for all p. € Q,, such that (p,1) = 0.

In the proof of this result we shall use the following easy-to-prove (cf. [6], [7], [8])
analogue of Lemma 3.1 obtained by replacing Q, by Q}, where Q} consists of the
functions in Q, which are constant on each K;; € G, ie, Q) = {(p;: p € Q,)-
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* LEMMA 3.2. There is a constant C such that
“u (p,divo)
vy ol

for all p € Q}, satisfying (p,1) = 0.

= Clipllg,

Proof. Given p € Q) with (p, 1) = 0, there exists (cf. [8]) z € [H}(2)]? such that
divz=p inQ, lzll; < Cllplly.

Let us now define z, € V), by requiring

z,(P) = w,(P) if Pis a corner or the midpoint of K,; € C,

[zds = [zds ifSisasideot K, €Y,

s s
where w, € V), satisfies (Vz — Vw,, Vv) =0 Vo € V,. One can then verify (cf.
[6], [8]) that z, is well defined and that

lz,ll, <Clizll;,, (divz,,p) = (divz,p) VpeE QL.

Thus we have

([.L,diVZh) > ([.L,diVZ)
Iz, 1l Izl

=Cliplly,

which proves the lemma. [
Proof of Lemma 3.1. Let p = Z, ; ;8 x = Z; pby be given with (n,1) = 0. We
first define two functions z = (z,, z,) € V,, and w = (w,, w,) € ¥, as follows:
. z|(P) = ha,j,
(i) {

if P is the midpoint of K, € C9,
Zz(P) = haij3 P Y g

- wy(P) = h(a;y, ;4 — @,;4) if Pis the midpoint of the common side
(t) of K, and K,,, ; € Cy,
wi(P) =h(a; j4 4 — @;,) if P is the midpoint of the common side
(i) of K, and K, ;,, €Cy,
(iv) the remaining degrees of freedom of z and w are equal to zero.

It is straightforward to verify from the above definitions that the following
inequalities hold:
Izl < C(lmy 12 + psli2)' 2, liwll, < Cho(p,),
(p,divz) = (py + py,divz) = Cllp, 113 + llps113),

and
: 2
(p,divw) = ( > uy,div w) = Ch%o(p,)" + (py + py,divw)
k=2

= Ch%0(py)? — Gyl 12 + s 113).
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To proceed, we need a third function g = (g;, 8,) € V,, satisfying

llgll, < Clip,ll,, (,divg) = CliplI3.
Since (u;, 1) = (p, 1) = 0, the existence of g follows from Lemma 3.2.
Now, let v = z + 8w + 8%g, where 8 € (0, 1] will be chosen below. Then we have

(3.10) loll; < C|plp,

and
(p,divo) = C8%llp, 13 + (C — C,8)(Ilm, 12 + llp,li2)
+C8h%(p,)” + 82(p,, divg).

To finally estimate (p,,divg), let g, = g(ih,/2, jh,y/2), i=0,...,2n, j=
0,...,2m. By a straightforward computation we find that

n—1 m

(u4,divg) h 2 E (“114 ai+l,j4)
i=1 j=1
X (82 2i2j—2 282,21,2]-1 + g2,2i,2j)

n m—1

+5h 2 2 (o N ij4)

i=1 j=1

X(gl,Zi—2,2j — 281210, T 81,2:,2/)’

(3.11)

and therefore

2n—12m—1

12
(P4’dng)<Ch°(l‘«4){ E 2 2 [(gkzj gk,i+1,j)2+(gkij_gki,j+1)2]}

i=0 j=0 k=1
< Ciho(py) |8l < Gho(py)lipllo.
Thus,
(1, dive) = (C— C8)[8211p 12 + llp, 13 + s 12 + 8h%(n, )]

Choosing now 8 = min{1, C/2C,}, we see that (p,divv) = C|p|?, which together
with (3.10) proves the lemma. [

Remark 3.2. From the proof of Lemma 3.1 we see that if u € Q, and v € V), then
(p,divo) < C|p|,|v|,. Therefore we can actually state that, for p € Q, with
(n, 1) =0,

,di
Cyluly> sup (Lrdive)
ey ol

=G lpl- O

As a final preparation for the proof of the basic error estimate we note the
following discrete Sobolev imbedding result:

LEMMA 3.3. For | < q < oo, there is a positive constant C(q) such that if 2 =0,

then

n—1 m—1 172 1/q
{ E 2(“:’/ - a1+l,j)2 + 2 2 (ai, - ai,j+l)2} = C(‘I)hz/q{ 2 | Q;; |q}

=1 j i j=1 iy

Lj U
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Proof. Let C}, be another rectangular partitioning of €, the interior nodes of which
are located at the midpoints of each X, € ©Y, and let v be the continuous piecewise
bilinear function on C}, defined by v(P) = a, if P is a node of C), contained in X, ,
K,; € C). Then it is easy to see that

[odx=hh,Za, =0,
Q i,j

and therefore, by Poincaré’s and Sobolev’s inequalities,
o], = Cllvll, = C(g)llvlly,, g<oo.

Using the obvious inequalities

1/q
i|o||0,q>Ch2/"{2|ai,-|"} ;
ij

n—1 m—1 1/2
IU|I<C{ 2 z(aij_ai+l,j)2+2 2 (azj_ai,j+l)2} ’

i=1 j i j=1

the desired estimate follows. [J
We can now state and prove the basic error estimate for the method (3.3).

THEOREM 3.1. Assume that the solution of (3.2) satisfies (u, \) € [W>P(Q)]> X
{{'(Q) for some p > 1. Then if (u,, \,) is the solution of (3.3) with 0 < & < Ch? and
A € Nj- is the orthogonal projection of \ onto N;-, we have

lu—u, | + [N, — A, < C(p)h(|ul, + luls, + IALlL).

Proof. Let ii € V), be the usual interpolant of u, and let A be the orthogonal
projection (in L,(2)) of A onto N;-. From (3.3) and (3.2) we have the following
identity:

B(u, —a, A, —A;0,p)

(3.12) )
=B(u—d,A=A;o,p) —e(A,p) VY(v,p) EV,XQ,,

where
B(u, A;0,p0) = (Vu,vo) — (A, dive) + (p,divu) + (A, p).
Since (A, — X, 1) = 0, there exists, by Lemma 3.1, z € V), satisfying
Iz, <C|A, —X|,,  — (A, —A,divz) =|A, — X,
Let us now define ,
(3.13) = (luy—aP + |, — K2 +ellr, — X12}72
and let v = u, — i + 8z and p = A, — XA, where § € (0, 1] will be chosen below.

Then we have

(3.14) loll, + [, + Ve llpllo < €I,
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and
%(u,,—d,)\,,—x;v,p.) '
=lu, — a2+ 8N, — AR+ ellh, — A2+ 8(v(u, — i), vVz)
=(C—C8)|u,—alP+38|N, — X2 +ellA, — AlI2.
Choosing now § = min{1, 1/2C,}, we find that
(3.15) %(uh-ﬁ, }\h—f\;o,p,)>C‘JCZ.

Next, let us estimate the right-hand side of (3.12). First, using (3.14) and the
inequality e < Ch? together with (3.8), we see that

|B(u— @i, A—A;0,n) —e(A, p)|
(3.16) ’
< CH|u—il, +|(A—=A,dive) | +|(p,div(u — @)) | +CRICIIAIl,.

For the first term on the right-hand side we have by the well-known interpolation
theory [5]
(3.17) |u—idl|, <Ch|ul,.

To estimate the second term, we note that if a,A is the orthogonal projection of A
onto Q,, then

(A, divo) = (m,A,dive) Vo €V,.

Therefore, using (3.14) and again a well-known result from approximation theory [5],
we obtain

(3.18) [(A—A,divo) |< CHIIN — mAllg < CICh|A|,.

Finally, to estimate the third term on the right-hand side of (3.16), let p =
2,k % ki jk = Zx - Using (3.9), (3.14), and (3.17), we see that

3
(3.19) ( 2 o div(u — '7)) <Clplplu— |, <Chlul,.
k=1

To estimate the remaining term (u,,div(u — i)), we recall that A, and A € Nj* so
that p =\, — A € N;". Hence 2} a,;,, = 0, and thus by Lemma 3.3 and (3.14) we
have

”.“‘4”0,q<C(q)h_lly'lhscl(q)gch_l’ q < .
Thus, using Hoélder’s inequality, we find that
(3:20) | (g, div(u — @) |< CT,(u — @)llollo,y < C,(p)ICh™T,(u — ),
forp>1,1/q+ 1/p =1, where
p}'/P

p} 1/p

rp(v) = h2/p—2{2‘

f ¢,4divo dx dy
KJ

i

f divo dx dy
A

< Chz/P‘2{ >

AeC,
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To estimate I',(u — i) we shall use the following “superapproximation” result. Here
and below P, denotes the set of polynomials in x and y of degree at most k.

LEMMA 3.4. Defining forv € H'(A), A € C,,
L(v) = f (v —0)dxdy,
where © is the bilinear function interpolating v at the corners of the rectangle A, we have
L(v)=0forv € P,, so that for 1 <p < o0,
| L(U) I< Ch4_2/l7 I v |W3-P(A)'

An analogous estimate holds with 0 /9x replaced by 9/9y.

From Lemma 3.4 we conclude that
L (u— @) <Ch*|uls,,
which together with (3.19) and (3.20) shows that for p > 1
(3.21) | (w,div(u — @) |< CHh|u|, + C(p)IHh|uls,.

Estimating the right-hand side of (3.16), using (3.17), (3.18), and (3.21), and
combining the result with (3.12) and (3.15) we find that for p > 1

|y = iy + Ay = Xy + VellA, — Kl
< Ch(Jul, +|A];) + C(p)h|u|3,p + ChliAll,.
Using finally the triangle inequality recalling (3.17), we obtain the desired estimate
for |u — u,|, + |\, — A|;, and the proof of Theorem 3.1 is complete. [
3.3. Smoothing of the Pressure. Since by (3.8) we only have [lpll, < Ch™" | p|, for
p € N;, we cannot from Theorem 3.1 conclude any convergence rate in L,() for
the pressure A,. However, by filtering out the component A, , by a simple smoothing

procedure one can obtain O(k)-convergence for the smoothed pressure. As an
example of such a smoothing procedure we may take the L,-projection «} of Q,, onto

Oh;
: L4
mAu(x, ) :Z 2 ijk> (x, Y)EKijee?n
where A, ., k = 1,...,4, denotes the value of A, on the four subrectangles of X .

COROLLARY 3.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, we have
IA = mAullo < C(p)R(uly + |uls, + IALL).

Proof. Recalling (3.9), we have, by Theorem 3.1,
Xy — mAllg <|Ay — X, < Ch(lul, + luls,, + IAlL).

Further, since (A, 1) = 0, we have m/A = #)A. Together with the classical estimate
A — @A lly < Ch|A|,, this proves the desired estimate. [

Remark. The nonconvergence in L,(2) of the pressures A, has been observed in
practice, cf. [13], where also smoothing is discussed. O
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3.4. An L,-Estimate for the Velocities. We shall now prove an error-estimate for the
velocities in the L,-norm. We shall not use the standard duality argument here since
this would give a weaker estimate than that proved below but instead base the
argument on another stability estimate related to the method (3.3). To state this
estimate, we need some additional mesh-dependent norms; see [2]. Let

H>"(Q) = (v € H)(Q): vy € HA(Q),A €C,},

and define on H**(Q) the seminorm | - |, ,, as follows:

2 _ 2 -
lofs= 2 |U|H2(A)+h f (av o ) ds,
A€EC, ,,AZEG Siz 1 2
where »; denotes the unit normal to the common boundary S, of A, and A, exterior
to A,. Further, we define on H)(2) anorm || - I, by
lol,=lol3+n 3 [ o?ds.
A,A,E8," 512

For vector functions v = (v,, v,), we set as usual
o4 =lvil5s+ 023, and lollg,, = lloylIg s + 0,115 4-
We recall (see [2]) that | -, , is actually a norm on H 2h(Q) and that
(3.22) (Vu,vo)<lullg,|vls u€HNR), v€H>(Q),
(3.23) o] <Ch |0, VEV,
(3.24) llolly, < Clivlly, v EV).

Let us now introduce the subspace V) C V,, defined by
V2= {v € V,; (p,dive) =0Vp € 0}}.
The stability estimate, which we will need below, is the following
LEMMA 3.5. There is a coﬁstant C such that

sup (Vu,vo)

=Cllull, Yue V.
OEV,? I |2,h

Proof. Given u € V2, let (z,v) € [H)(R)]* X L,() be the solution of the
problem

—Az+Av=u inQ,
divz=20 in Q,
(»,1)=0
and let (z,, »,) € V,, X Q} be an approximation of (z, ») defined by
(Vz,, Vo) = (v,,divo) = (u,v) Vo €V,
(3.25) 1 (p,divz,) =0 Vu € Q},
(v,,1)=0.
Then we have z, € ¥} and
(3.26) (Vu,vz,)=llul}.
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To estimate the error |z — z,|,, we note that by Lemma 3.2 the mixed method
defined by (3.25) is uniformly stable in the “classical” sense (cf. [1], [4]). Recalling
(3.7), we thus have the quasioptimal estimate

(3.27) |z =z, <Ch(Jz|, + |7|,) < Cihllull,.
Further, using (3.23), (3.27), and the approximation results of [2], we obtain, with
Z € V, being the interpolant of z,

[2ylon<|zn = Zlon T |2 = Z]an T |2 |2n

SCh 'z, — 2, + Clz[, < C(z], + |v]) < Gllull,.

Together with (3.26), this proves the lemma. O
We can now prove the L,-estimate for the velocities.

THEOREM 3.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, we have

lu —u,llo < C(p)h*(Jul, + |uls,, + IATL).

Proof. Let (z,, v,) € V,, X Q} be another approximation to the solution (u, A) of
(3.2) defined by

(vz,,vo) = (v,,dive) = (f,v) Vo EV,,
(328) ([.L,diVZh) = _8(>\h’ "’) VP* € Qiln
(v,,1) =0.

Since (A,,1) =0, it follows from Lemma 3.2 that this problem has a unique
solution. More precisely, by the argument leading to (3.27) together with the usual
duality argument we have with z; being the solution of (3.28) with ¢ = 0:

lu—zpllg < Ch*(Jul, + |A],).

Further, by linearity and using once again Lemma 3.2, we conclude that writing

. _ .0
Wp = 2p — Zp

|8(}‘h’ [J‘)I

”W;,”|<C sup ”[.l”
0

rEQ)

< Cie| Ay < GR(II N + X, = K1,),

which shows that
(3.29) ||u—z,,||0<Ch2(|u|2+||7\||,+|7\,,—7\|,,).
Next, let us combine (3.3a) and (3.2) to obtain
(v(u,—2,), Vo)
=(v(u—z,),vo)+ (A, —X,dive) — (A —X,divo) Vo eV,

Note that, by (3.3b) and (3.28), we have u, — z, € V,2. Therefore, we may apply
Lemma 3.5 to (3.30) to obtain
lu, — z,llg < C sup {(V(u —2z,), Vo) + ()\,, - X,divo)

vEVP

(3.31) lo.s=1

(3.30)

— (A =X,divo)}.
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Let us now estimate the right-hand side of (3.31). First we notice that if & € V,, is the

interpolant of u, we have, by (3.22) and (3.24),

(V(u—2z,),vo)<llu—2z,llgulol,<lu—illy,+llz, —illg,) |0
<(llu—adllg,+ Cliz, — “”o)|”|2h Ci(llu — dllo, + llu— zllo) | Oy

By [2] we have

Nu—ally, < Ch*|ul,,
and thus, recalling (3.29), we conclude that
(332)  (v(u—2z,),vo)<Ch(July + A, + A, = X|,) | 0]p4-
Next, to estimate the second term on the right side of (3.31), let us write

Ay -A= E“z,kfz,k E Mgs

ik
so that

4
(A, — A dive) = 3 (g, dive), veE VL.
k=2

Consider now a given K, € CY. LetA, € C,, k = 1,...,4, be the four subrectangles
of K, ; and define

dvu,, v,
|U|12L,2.h(,(l) ZIUIHZ(Ak)-l'h 1 2 2/ ( +—a;l—) ds.

m=1 k" Sk apk

We note that if v € V,, then |U|H2.h(KU) =0 if and only if vk, € [P,(Kij)]z.
Together with the fact that

[ pdivodxdy =0 fork =2,3,0 €[P(K,)]’,
K,
we conclude via a scaling argument that for k = 2,3, v € V,,

< Ch|vlpnk,y k=23, 0EV,, K, €C].

f £, divo dx dy
K,

Thus, for k = 2,3, v € V,, we have

1,2
(s divo) < Chllello| SloBinscey| < Chlieliof ok

.
Finally, to estimate (p4, divo) we recall that (3.11) holds for any p, = 2;; @;4€; 4
and g € V. Therefore, applymg the easy-to-check inequality

2n—12m—1

2
Ivlgh Ch*y 2 E [(vkz 1,j 2vkij+vk,i+l,j)
i=1 j=1 k=1

2
+ (Uki,j—l =20, t+ Uki,j+1) ]’
v=(0v,,0,) EV,, v =0,(ih/2, jhy/2),
we obtain

(pa,divo) < Ch’(py) [0]py, v E V.
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Combining now the estimates for (g, divv), kK = 2, 3,4, we find that
(3.33) (A, — A divo) < Ch|A, = X|y|0]ph vE VL

We finally have to estimate the term (A — X, div v). To this end we first note that
if m, is the orthogonal projection of L,(£) onto Q,, then

(divo — m,diveo)a =0 ifv, €[P,(8)]*, A €C,,
so that by a scaling argument
lldivo — m,divoll ,a) < Ch| 0|2y, A EC,,vEV,.
Thus, for v € V), we have

(A=A, dive) = (A = mA,dive) = (A — m\, divo — m,divo)
(3.34) <|[IA = mAll,lldive — m, divoll,

1,2
<M 3 [oBaw) <RI ok

AeC,

Combining now (3.32)-(3.34), we get
lluy — z4llg < CH*(July + [N ]}) + Ch|A, — )\|h

Recalling finally (3.29) and the estimate already proved for |A, — X |» in Theorem
3.1, we obtain the stated estimate for ||u — u,, || , and the proof is complete. [J

Remark. Comparing the original problem (3.3) and the “simplified” problem
(3.28) obtained by replacing Q, by Q}, we note that we have the same rate of
convergence in the two cases. However, after eliminating the pressures (3.28) results
in a positive definite matrix equation with bandwidth twice as big as that obtained
from (3.3). Thus, the “simplified” problem may in fact be more costly to solve
numerically. [

4. A Mixed Method for a Plate Problem. The biharmonic problem

{A2u=f inQ,

“n u= (@)

can be given the following variational formulation:

(42 Inf {2 (3—2”)2+2( 3o )2+(a") dxdy — [ fodsdy.
T verie | 270\ ax2 0xdy ay? ’ - Y

The solution of (4.2) satisfies (4.1) and vice versa. Introducing the auxiliary variable
¢ = (9,, ;) = V v, we can formulate (4.2) as follows:

1
(4.3) Inf {EIIqull2 - (f,v)},
(0,9)EVXV?
P=Vo

where V = H}(2) and
Ivel2=lvel2+Ivel? o= (9,9,).
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Enforcing here the side condition ¢ = V¥ v approximately via a penalty term, we are
led to the following minimization problem:

(4.4) mf {5199l + 5o = vold = (£,0)],
(v,p)EVXV? €
Below we shall consider a discrete analogue of this problem.

Remark 4.1. The problem (4.4) corresponds in fact to the simplest model for a
moderately thin plate with thickness &, taking shear deformations into account. We
clearly obtain (4.3) as limit problem from (4.4) as € tends to zero. In most practical
problems ¢ is not very small, and then (4.4) is a much better model for a plate than
(4.3). Below, we shall only consider the case when ¢ is very small and compare the
solution of the discrete problem with the exact solution of (4.3). However, it is also
possible to compare the discrete solution with the solution of (4.4) without extra
complications. In fact (4.4) becomes more “well-conditioned” from a numerical
point of view as &/h increases; if ¢ /h is (moderately) large one can apply a standard
finite element method to (4.4), replacing V' by a finite-dimensional subspace, and
obtain good results. [

Let us now introduce the following discrete analogue of (4.4) stated in [11]:

1 1
. Inf {_ 2+_ — L P — — , }’
(4.5) oo 2Vl 55 (9= Vo9~ Vo), — (f,0)

where V, = S,,, W, = S? and, as above, the middle term is evaluated using one-point
Gaussian quadrature. The corresponding discrete analogue with exact evaluation of
this term will be a useless model if /A < 1.

The problem (4.5) can also be formulated as the following saddle-point problem:

1 €
4.6 Inf Su {—IIV 12+ (¢ — vo,p) — =l —(f,v },
(4.6) o uegh SlIve (9 p) =5 lpllsg = (f,0)

where now Q, = T;>. The condition for (u,,0,,A,) €V, X W, X Q, to be a
saddle-point for the problem (4.6) reads

(4.7a) (v0,,vo)+ (N, 9)=0 Vo € W,
(4.7b) — (A, vo)=(f,0) Yo € V,,
(4.7¢) e(Ap,p) = (6, — Vu,,p) =0, VpEQ,.

This is the discrete problem to be analyzed below. Let us note that the continuous
analogue of (4.7) reads

—Ad+A=0,
divA =7,
eA—0+vu=0,
(u,0) VX V2,

(4.8)

If we here take ¢ = 0 and eliminate 6§ and A, we obtain the biharmonic problem
(4.1). Thus, the discrete model (4.7) to be studied can be considered to be a mixed
method for the biharmonic problem obtained starting from the formulation (4.8)
(with € = 0). Also, (4.8) is a model for a moderately thin plate with thickness & and
u, 8 and A being the vertical displacement, rotations and shear forces, respectively.
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Let us now analyze the method (4.7). First, we note that, taking (v, ¢, pu) =
(uy, 6,, A,) in (4.7), we obtain

10,15 + ellX, 15 = (f, uy).

Further, it is easy to see that (4.7c) determines u, uniquely in terms of 6, and A,,.
Hence solutions of (4.7) are uniquely determined, and thus also existence of a
solution of (4.7) follows.

Next, let us introduce the orthogonal basis {m; .}, i=1,...,n, j=1,....m,
k=1,...,8, for the space Q, = T;? defined as follows:

Miji = (gtjl’O)’ Mij2 = (o, gijl)’

Nij3 = (bEijZ’ aEijs)v Nija = (_gijii’o)’

Nijs = (0’ gijZ)’ Nij6 = (_Eij4’0)’

Nij7 = (O’ gij4)’ Nijs = (agijZ’ _bgij’s)’

where ; , € T, are the basis functions introduced in Section 3 and
a=2h,/(h, +hy), b=2hy/(h +h,).

The basis functions 7, = (1, x,1> M;jx2) take values on K;, according to Figure 2
and are zero outside K.

k 1 2 3 4
. 11 0lo0 b| —b 1l 1
vkl 1T 0l 0 bl —b N
. 0] 0 111 —a| —a 0|0
k-2 0' 0 171 a a 0l 0

k 5 6 8

7

00 1] -1 0l o0 a| —a
Mijet 0“‘6 —11 1 0l 0 =
oo |1 0'0 —1] 1 b’ bl |7
R R 00 1 =1 b1 b

FIGURE 2
The local basis functions of Q,

Let us now introduce

N,={A€Q,:(\,p— V0v)=0Vv EV,,Vp EW,},

Ni= {(A€Q,:(A,p)=0VpEN,}.
It is easy to see that N, contains the functions p;, i = 1,...,2n, and wj,J = 1,...,2m,
where

-1)7,0) if(x,y) €4, €C,, 1<j<2m,
oy = | (V0 G €8, €0,
(0,0) otherwise,
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and

w(x,y)= (O,(—l)i) if(x’y)EA.',E@;,,l<i<2n,
' (0,0) otherwise.

Any A € N, can then be represented as

2n 2m
A=Y ap, + E,Bw +r,

i=1 j=1
where a;, B, € R and r = (ry, r,) satisfies
r(x,y)=0 if(x,y)€A,€C,,1<i<2n,
r(x,y)=0 if(x,y) €A, EC, 1<j<2m.

A simple computation shows that » = Cg, where C is a constant and
¢ (x,») = (-7 (j = Da, ()™ = 1),
(x,y) €A, €L, 1<i<2n1<j<2m.

Thus, N, is the (2n + 2m + 1)-dimensional space spanned by the functions p;, w;,
and @. Using this characterization of N,, it is easy to verify that A = Z, ; , a; ",
belongs to N;- if and only if

Zaijk=0, k=4,6,1<i<n,
J

4.9

(49) o, =0, k=57,1<j<m.

and

(4.10) 4a3 jo, o+ 4bJia,; + 2(a* + b)) Ta,4=0.

iJ iJj iJj

Let us now introduce the following mesh-dependent norm on Q,:

1,2
nunh={h42 S(a 48 S Slapl i S 2<a,,k>} ,

k=1i,j k=458 i,j k=67 1i,j

p= 3 oMk € Q-
ijk

Comparing this norm with the L,-norm, we see that

(4.11) Clplly<llpll, < Chlpll, Vp€Q,.
In the proof of the error estimates below we shall use the following three lemmas:

LEMMA 4.1. There is a positive constant C such that, for all p € N;-,

sup (r @ —_\'lw)
w.prev,xw, llell, + A vl

> Clipll,.
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Proof. Let p = 2i.j,k @ ixcMijk € N,',L be given, and define
""kzzaijknijky k=1,...,8,

iJ
_1 —
B—%zausa aijS_aijB_Bv
ij
I‘sozﬁzﬂusa Ky = Mg — Mg
iJ
so that in particular
(4.12) Mgy = E&ianijS’ 25‘1,'8 =0.
ij ij

Next, let us define the functions z, w € V), and x, { € W, as follows:
XI(P) = hzaijl

(4.13a) X5(P) = h%a,;, if P is the midpoint of K,; € Cy;
z(P) = Ray

§i(P) = hz(ai+l.j8 — a;;3) if P is the midpoint
(4.13b) $(P) = R (aip s — @;js) of the common side of
— LS — _ K"aK'+ 6809
W(P) =h (a,‘+|‘j7 aij7 4bB) 1 i+1,j h
§I(P) :hz(aij‘t_ ai,j+l.4) if P is the midpoint
(4.13¢) §(P) = h*(a;;5— & j418) of the common side
0.
W(P) = (e — ,yuis + 4aB) T K Kijar € Cos

(4.13d) the remaining degress of freedom of z, w, x and ¢ are equal to zero.
By straightforward computations we find that

3 3

(4.14a) (b, x+ vz)= ( 2 roxt vz =Ch Zllpd,

k=1 k=1

8
(4.14b) ( 2 Fk’f) =(l‘4+l"5+I-‘8,|’{)>Ch4(°|2+°22)»
k=4
and
7
(4.14c) ( 2 et B VW) = Ch%f,
k=4

where

m—1

2,

1l

- M
Y

n—1
5 2
(au‘4 - ai.j+l,4) + 3 2(‘15;5 - a"+'v/'5) ’
i=1 j

—_

1 n—1

) 2
(s = @ j418)" + 2 2(“1;8 ~ @1 s)s
i=1j

So
Il
- M

~.

I ™4

—_
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and
- n—1
2
2 2 (ﬁj) + 2 z(gij)z,
i j= i=1 j
where
(4.15) ij:aijG_az,j+l,6+4aB9
’ 8ij = 1,7 — 07 — 4bB.

We shall now estimate the seminorms o, from below using the fact that since
p € N;- the relations (4.9) and (4.10) hold. First, from (4. 9) we conclude that

(4.16) o2 = C(llpg 2 + lpsll3).
Next, by (4.12) and Lemma 3.3 with ¢ = 2, we have

m—1 n—1
- - 2 . . 2

= 2 2 (aijS - ai,j+l,8) + 2 2(“;18 - ai+1,j8)
(4.17) P , =

= Cth(&ijs) = Cylipg I3

i)
Finally, to estimate o, from below, let us combine (4.15) and (4.9) and solve the

resulting system of equations for a, ;s and «, ;; to obtain

m—1
ij6 — 2 C/';fi/ +2(2j—m— 1)ap,
=1
n—1

a7 = - > cig+22i —n—1)bB, 1
=1

a

N
N

n,1<j<sm,

where
¢ =-l/m, ifl<j—1,
=1—=I/m, ifl>j—1.

Upon substituting these expressions into (4.10), we obtain a relation of the form

2 2 cljfl_/+ 2 2d11g11+eﬁ 0

i j=1 i=1 j

where the coefficients ¢, ;, d;; and e satisfy

1y

|c,j|< Cm?, |d;;|<Cn?, e=C(n*m+ nmd).

Since n < Ch™', m < Ch™', and llpg,ll, = CB, it follows that
n—1 5 172
lngollo < Ch{E 2 (f,,) 2 E(g,y)} = Chos.
i j=1 =1

Moreover, from (4.9) it follows easily that

m—1
(4.18a) 2 (a1j6 - az,j+l,6)2 > Ch*y (aij6)2’ 1
j=1 J

n
N
5
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and
n—1

(4.18b) 2 (aij7 - ai+l,j7)2 > Ch*y (aij7)29 l<j<sm.
i=1 i

Combining the last three inequalities and recalling the definition of a,, we finally get
the following lower bound for o,:

(4.19) 032>C{h_2||p‘8,0||(2)+h2 > E(a,jk)z}.
k=6,7 ij

Now, let 6 € (0,1] be a constant to be determined, let v = —z — 82w and
@ = x + 8¢, and define

3 1/2
9 = {hz D lpll2+ k(o2 + of) + h%g} .
k=1

Recalling (4.13) and (4.14), we see that
(4.20) lell, + A~ Yloll, < CIC,

and

3
(g, 9o —vo)= C{h2 D lpgll3 + 8h*(o? + 02) + 82h6032}
k=1

+

3
> b, 8 — 62Vw) - (u8,1,62Vw).
k=1

Using here the easy-to-check estimates

1/2
l|§'|10<Ch3(012+0-_,2)/, Ivwly< Ch’;,,

together with (4.17), we find that

(p,p— vo)=(C— clzs){h2 é I3 + 8h%(02 + 0}) + 82h6032}.
k=1

Taking now 6 = min{1, C/2C,}, we obtain

(4.21) (g, — vo)=CH

Finally, by combining (4.16), (4.17) and (4.19) noting that [Ipgll2 = llpgll3 +

llng, I3, we see that

(4.22) I=Cliplly,.

The desired result now follows from (4.20)—(4.22) and the proof is complete. []

In the remaining two lemmas we shall use the following mesh-dependent semi-
norm:

I¢Io,h:h_2{ 2 2 } . o= (91, 9) E[L()]

A€, i=1

f @, dx dy
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LEMMA 4.2. There exists a positive constant C such that for all (v, @) € V,, X W,,

sup (1,9 — Vo)

2Cle— Vovlg,.
Lt hllpll, K% lo,n

Proof. Given (v, ) € V,, X W,, let p € Q, be defined by the relation
(F"’K) = (<P - VU,{) er Qh»

ie.,
pIA=—]—f(q>—Vv)dxdy VA €C,.
area(A) Ja h

Then p € N;- and
(b9 — Vo) =lplg=h*(hhy) " @ = Vol3 > Ch |9 — Vo3,

which proves the desired result. O

LEMMA 4.3. There is a constant C such that for (v, ) € V, X W,

o)y <Ce— Vot o))

Proof. Let (v, @) = (v, @), ¢,) € V,, X W, be given. We denote by (x;, y;) =
(i = Dhy/2, (j— Dh,/2 the nodes of C, so that if A, €C,, then A, =
{(x, ¥); x; < x < x;1 1, <y <4} Using the notation

_ _ h, h,
Wi.j—w(xnyj)’ Wiv1/2,j+12 = W xi+7’xi+7 >

we have if (x;, ;) is an interior node

dv 1
(‘P] - ‘a”x‘)iﬂ/z 4172 = h_](vij S TR o vi+].j+l) + Pri+1/2,j+1/20
dv 1
(‘Pz - 57)&1/2 12 = E(Ui,‘ 0 i T vi+],j+]) + Pri+1/2,j+1/2¢
Adding these equations we find that
(4.23) Oit1,j+1 — Vi =fi+l/2,j+l/2’
where

1 dv dv
f= E[hl(pl + hyp, — hl(‘Pl _a) - hz(% _5)]

Since v vanishes on the boundary of @, we have v;_, ., , = 0 if i = and thus (4.23)
may be solved for v;; to obtain
j=1
v = 2 fi—v+l/2,j—v+l/2'

v=1
Therefore, since j < Ch™ ',

Jj—1

2
2 ( i—v+3/2,j—v+1/2 i—v+|/2.j—v+l/2)]

v=1

2
(vi+l,j - OU) =

j—1
- 2
<Ch 2 (f;—v+3/2.j—y+1/z - i—v+|/2.j—v+l/2) .

v=1
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An analogous estimate can be derived for (v, — v;;)?, and, combining these
estimates and summing over i and j, we see that

[v I% < CZ {(Ui+1,, - Dij)2 + (Ui,j+1 — U 2}
i,j
-2 2 2
< Ch 2 {(fi+3/2,j+l/2 _ﬁ'+1/2,,’+1/2) + (f:+1/2,j+3/2 _f;+l/2,j+1/2) }
i,j

Further, by the definition of f we have

2
(fi+3/2,,+1/2 _fi+|/2,j+1/2)

i+1j+1
2 2
<Ccn*y X {(‘Pl,k+1,1 —eu) T (Prpr1— P2rt) }
k=i I=j
i+1 2 2
dv v
+ Ch? ( - —-) . + ( - -—-—) .
kzz,{ P ox k+1/2,5+1/2 %2 Y | k+1/2,j+1,2

Together with a similar inequality for (f1,,2 43,2 = fi+1/2,j+1 /2)2 this shows that

2

2 2

|"|"{<C2 > {((pk,i-é—],j_q)k,ij) +(‘Pk,,j+1 —‘Pku)}
ij k=1

dv )2 30)2
+ - + -2
C%{(% a)C)1+1/2,1'+1/2 (<p2 9y )ivis2,41,2

<Cllofi+le— voli,),
and the desired estimate follows. [J
We can now state and prove the main result of this section.

THEOREM 4.1. There is a constant C such that if u € H3(Q) satisfies (4.1) and
(4, Ny, 0)) is the solution of the discrete problem (4.7), with 0 < & < Ch?, then

lu—u,ll, + Ivu—26,l, <Chllulls.

Proof. Let (i, §) € V,, X W, be the usual interpolant of (u, 8), and let X be the

orthogonal projection of A onto N;- . By (4.7) and (4.8) (with ¢ = 0 in (4.8)), we have
Blu, — 1,0, — 6,7, — X; 0,9, p)
(4.24) =B(u—a,0 —0,A\—X;0,9,n) —e(A,p) =RH,
V(v,9,1) €V, X W, X 0y,

where § = vVu, A = Af and

B(u,0,A;0,9,8) = (v0,ve) = (1,0 — vu) + (A, ¢ — vo) +e(A, ).

Since by (4.7¢) A, € Ni*, we have A, — A € N;* and thus, by Lemma 4.1, there
exists (z,{) € V, X W, such that

(4.25) lzll, + 080, < ClA, = All,

(4.26) (= vz, A, —X)=1IIN, — AlI2.
Further, by Lemma 4.2 and (4.11), there exists » € N;" such that
(4.27) Ivll, < Chlivllg<C, 18, — 6 — v (uy — @) o
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(4-28) —(V,ﬂh_é_ V(uh_ﬁ))>|0h_0~_ V(”h_ﬁ) |(2),h'

Letnowv=u,,—12+82,<p=0,,—0~+6§'andn=}\h—}~\+6v, where § € (0, 1]
will be chosen below. Then, by Lemma 4.3 and the fact that ¢ < Ch?, we have

(4.29) loll, + llgll, + vl + Vellpll, < CIC,
where
(4.30) X={16,—601}+16,— 8- v (u,— @) 1[5,
+ A, = K12+ elln, — R112) 2
Further, by (4.25)-(4.28) we have
%(uh —i4,0,—0,\,—X; 0,09, p)
=>10,—072+8(6,— 60— v(u,—a)2,+8I\,— X2
+ellh, — X2+ (v(6,—8),6v¢) +e(A, — X, 6v)
=>(1—-C8)|8,— 0} +8(1— Coeh™2)|8, — b — v (u,—a)f3,
+381A, — AII2 + LellA, — AIIZ.
Choosing here § = min{1,1/2C, h?/2C¢}, we obtain
(4.31) B(u, — 1,8, —,\, —X; 0,9, 1) = CH2.

Next, to estimate the right-hand side RH of (4.24) we first note that, by standard
interpolation theory and (4.29),

(4.32) [(v(0—6),ve)|<CHh|b],< CHh|ul,,
and also by (4.29)
(4.33) le(X, 1) |< CIGelNlo < CICh |ul;.

Further, denoting by o, A the orthogonal projection of A onto Q,, we have by (4.29)
IA=X9—vo)|=[(A—mA, ¢ — Vo)|
< CXIN—mAllo < CIh|N|, < C,Hh|u|,.

To estimate | (4, 0 — § — v (u — @)) |, we first note that, by the definition of the
seminorm || - ||, and the fact that ||ull, < CIC, we have

(4.34)

(435) |(p,0—0—v(u—u))|<CK }3‘, (60 —-6—v(u—a)),
k=1

where
1/2

Ed

[ 3
T(x)=h"? /E Ye(x)’

- 1/2
L(x)=h3 3 Yk(X)z] ,
| k=458

1 Nz
I‘3(x) =h"* 2 Yk(X) ] s
| k=67

%)’ = Sviu(x), Yijk(x)=‘fl( XM i dx dy
1/ D]
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2}]/2
< Ch(|0[2 + |u|3).

To estimate I', and I'; we shall use the following additional superapproximation
result, the proof of which is straightforward.

Now, recalling Lemma 3.4, we easily find that

I(0—60— v(u—a)) SCh_Z{ > fA(a—o”— Vv(u — i) dx dy

Aee,

LEMMA 4.4. Defining for (v, 9) € H'(Q) X [H'(Q)]*, Q = K, € C},

Li(v,9) =fQ(<P — ¢ — V(v —9))n, dxdy,

where "~ denotes the piecewise bilinear interpolant on the four subrectangles of K, ;, we
have

L(v,9)=0 if(v,9) € P, X [P, fork =4,5,8,
L(v,9)=0 if(v,9) € P, X[P) fork=6,7,

so that
| Ly(v, @) |< Ch¥(] 0l +|u |H4(Q)) fork=4,5,8,
| L (v, @) |< Ch*(]8 lnso) 1 | u |H5(Q)) fork =16,7.

From this lemma we conclude that

0,0 —6— v(u—a))<Ch(|0];+|ul),
L0 —6—v(u—a))<Ch(|0],+|uls).

Recalling (4.32)-(4.35) and collecting the estimates for I, we obtain RH <
CIChllull s, which combined with (4.24) and (4.31) shows that 3 < Chllull5. To-
gether with the usual estimates for the interpolation error this proves the stated
estimates for |[u — u, ||, and |6 — 8,1, and the proof is complete. [

Remark. In general the solution u of (4.1) does not belong to H>(§). The best one
can say in general is that u € H(Q) with s ~ 4.73 if f € H'(RQ) (cf. [12]). Replacing
Il - I, by a slightly stronger norm, which is possible since in the proof of Lemma 4.1
Sobolev imbedding was used, one can prove that the statement of Theorem 4.1 holds
with [[u|l s replaced by || f1I,. O

Remark. Due to the extra smoothness required to use the superapproximability
property, the usual duality argument does not give the optimal rate O(A?) for
lu — u,ll,. It is possible to prove that lu — u,ll, < CH*/2|| fII,. O
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