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Analysis of Galerkin and streamline-diffusion FEMs on
piecewise equidistant meshes for turning point problems
exhibiting an interior layer

Simon Becher*

Abstract

We consider singularly perturbed boundary value problems with a simple interior turning
point whose solutions exhibit an interior layer. These problems are discretised using higher
order finite elements on layer-adapted piecewise equidistant meshes proposed by Sun and
Stynes. We also study the streamline-diffusion finite element method (SDFEM) for such
problems. For these methods error estimates uniform with respect to € are proven in the
energy norm and in the stronger SDFEM-norm, respectively. Numerical experiments confirm
the theoretical findings.
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1 Introduction

We consider singularly perturbed boundary value problems of the form

—eu”(z) + a(x)u' () + c(x)u(z) = f(x) in (—1,1),

1.1
u(=1)=v_1, u(l) =14, (1.1a)
with a small parameter 0 < ¢ < 1 and sufficiently smooth data a,c, f satisfying
a(z) = —(z — z0)b(z), b(x) > 0, c(x) >0, c(xo) >0 (1.1b)

for a point xzy € (—1,1). The simple zero z( of a is an attractive simple turning point of the
problem. Thus, the solution of (1.1) exhibits an interior layer of “cusp”’-type [13] at xq.

In the literature (see e.g. [4], [7, p. 95], [13, Lemma 2.3]) bounds for such interior layers are
well known. We have

‘u(i) (x)‘ <C (1 + (51/2 +lz— x0|)“) (1.2)

where the parameter \ satisfies 0 < A < X := ¢(x0)/|a’(z0)|. Note that the estimate also holds for
A = )\, if X is not an integer. Otherwise there is an additional logarithmic factor, see references
above. In the following we assume ¢y = 0 for convenience.

The quest for uniform error estimates for singularly perturbed problems has concerned re-
searchers for many years. One of the common strategies is the use of layer-adapted meshes to treat
the occurring boundary and interior layers. In particular, meshes for layers of exponential type have
been examined, see e.g. [6] where various problems, numerical methods, and meshes are presented.
Popular examples are, due to their simplicity, the piecewise equidistant Shishkin meshes [11, 9]
which are fine only in the layer region. Unfortunately, the layers of “cusp”-type (1.2) do not
fade away that quickly and, thus, local refinements do not suffice to capture the layer. Therefore,
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Sun and Stynes [13, Section 5.1] generalise the standard Shishkin approach and propose a mesh
consisting of O(In V) equidistant parts to analyse linear finite elements. Moreover, in [7] Liseikin
uses graded meshes adapted to (1.2) to prove the e-uniform first order convergence of an upwind
scheme in the discrete maximum norm.

For problems of the form (1.1) the finite element method is analysed in [1] on the graded meshes
of Liseikin. Using related techniques we shall extend the results of Sun and Stynes [13] by studying
finite elements of order k£ > 1 on piecewise uniform meshes with slightly modified parameters, see
Section 3. In particular, we prove e-uniform error estimates of the form (N “'InN )k in a weighted
energy norm.

In numerical experiments non-physical oscillations in the error can be observed. In order to
damp such behaviour various stabilisation techniques have been proposed in recent years. We
shall study the streamline-diffusion finite element method (SDFEM) first introduced by Hughes
and Brooks [5]. In Section 4 we prove an error estimate in the SDFEM-norm. Moreover, for
linear elements a supercloseness result is given which allows to improve the bound for the L2-norm
error. As an example for the analysis in the context of Shishkin meshes we may refer to Stynes
and Tobiska [12] who studied a two-dimensional convection-diffusion problem with exponential
boundary layers for Q,-elements.

Some numerical results are given to illustrate the theoretical findings in Section 5.

Notation: In this paper let C' denote a generic constant independent of € and the number
of mesh points. Furthermore, for an interval I we use the usual Sobolev spaces H'(I), Hg(I),
Wk=e(T), and L%(I). The space of continuous functions on I is written as C(I). We denote by
(-,+); the usual L?(I) inner product and by |[|-||; the L?(I)-norm. Moreover, the supremum norm
on [ is written as [|-[| ; and the seminorm in HY(I) as ||y ;- I I =(—1,1), the index [ in inner
products, norms, and seminorms will be omitted. Further notation will be introduced later at the
beginning of the sections where it is needed.

2 FEM-analysis on arbitrary meshes

The following section is based on the paper of Sun and Stynes [13]. While their approach merely
allows the analysis of linear finite elements, the subsequent results enable the analysis of finite
elements of higher order. We will only consider homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions v_; =
1 = 0. This is no restriction since it can be easily ensured by modifying the right-hand side f.
Without loss of generality (cf. [13, Lemma 2.1]) we may assume that

(c—3d) (x) >~ >0, for all z € [-1,1], & sufficiently small. (2.1)
For v,w € Hi((—1,1)) we set

B:(v,w) := (ev’,w') + (av’,w) + (cv,w).

Thanks to (2.1) the bilinear form B.(-,-) is uniformly coercive over H}((—1,1)) x Hi((—1,1)) in
terms of the weighted energy norm |||-|||. defined by

ol += (= of2 + o))
The weak formulation of (1.1) with v_; = v; = 0 reads as follows:
Find u € H}((—1,1)) such that
B (u,v) = (f,v), for all v € H}((—1,1)). (2.2)

Let -1 =z_y <...<z; <...<ay = 1 define an arbitrary mesh on the interval [—1,1].
The mesh interval lengths are given by h; := z; — x;,_1. For k > 1 we denote by Py ((z4,2)) the
space of polynomial functions of maximal order k over (z,,xp). Furthermore, we define the trial
and test space VN by

VN .= {v € C([=1,1]) : vl(e,_y,20) € Pe((wiz1,24)) Vi, v(—1) = v(1) = 0}'



The discrete problem is given by:
Find uy € V¥ such that

B.(un,vn) = (f,on), for all vy € VIV, (2.3)

Let u; denote the standard Lagrangian interpolation into V'V, using the mesh points and k — 1
(arbitrary) inner interpolation points per interval. For example uniform or GauB-Lobatto points
could be chosen.

Assuming u € W*+L.2°((z,_; x,;)), the standard interpolation theory leads to the error esti-
mates: For all j =0,...,k+1

H (u—up) Hoo,m,l,xi) < Chfﬂ_j Hu(k+1) Hoo (2.4)

(Tio1,m4)

and

=0 o <

Tio1,T) —

(2.5)

S(Tio1,m4)

where C' depends on the choice of the inner interpolation points. Furthermore, for all vy € V¥
the inverse inequality

||’U§V||oo,(xi,1,zi) < Chz_l ||’UN||oo,(xi,1,:E.;) (26)

holds.
In order to estimate the error of the finite element solution we use the splitting

u—uy = (u—usr)+ (ur — un). (2.7)

The next lemma shows that the energy norm of the second term can be estimated by knowing
some interpolation error bounds only. The given approach works for finite elements of arbitrary
order k > 1.

Lemma 2.1
Let u be the solution of (1.1) and uy the solution of (2.3) on an arbitrary mesh. Then we have

s = unlll. < (M = ulll, + Ja(ur = )| ).
Proof: Using the coercivity of B.(-,-) and orthogonality, we obtain
min{~, 1} |||u; — uN|||§ < Be(ur —un,ur —un) = Be(ur — u,uyr — un). (2.8)
The Cauchy Schwarz inequality yields
Be(ur —u,ur — un)
= 5((u1 —u), (ur — uN)’) + (a(ul —u) ur — uN) + (c(u; —u),uy — uN)
< Velur —uly Ve lur —unly + llalur — u)'[ lur — un |l + llell o ller = ull [lur — un]]-
Additionally, using the fact that a(x) = —zb(z), we get
Be(ur —u,ur —un) < (\/5 ur = uly + [1bll oo 2 (ur = w)'ll + llello lur — UH) lllur — unlll,

< C(1lhwr = wll, + lour = w)'l) lur = unll.

Combining this and (2.8) completes the proof. |
Remark 2.2
For linear finite elements Sun and Stynes [13, Lemma 5.2] proved an estimate of the form

lur = unll, < € (Jlu = wrl]/? + maxp?),

see also [1, Lemma 3.7]. Aside from the fact that their argument works for linear elements only,
such an estimate would not enable optimal estimates for finite elements of higher order. &



Remark 2.3
In the setting of Lemma 2.1 we also have

N 1/2
_ 2
llur —unlll. < Clllur —ulll + C < > b lw(ur - U)II(IH,M))
i=—N+1

which is proven in [1, Lemma 3.1]. &

3 The piecewise equidistant meshes of Sun and Stynes

This section is devoted to the study of the piecewise equidistant meshes proposed by Sun and
Stynes in [13, Section 5.1]. They generalise the standard approach of Shishkin and introduce a
mesh that consists of O(In N) equidistant parts. Because of symmetry, the mesh will be described
for > 0 only. In order to enable the analysis of finite elements of order k > 1, we slightly modify
the mesh parameters.

In the following we assume that A from (1.2) lies in (0, k + 1) which is the most difficult case.
Otherwise all crucial derivatives of the solution could be bounded by a generic constant independent
of € and consequently optimal order e-uniform estimates could be proven with standard methods
on uniform meshes.

For e € (0,1] and given positive integer N we set

0 = max {s(kA/(kH))/Q,N*(Qkﬂ)} (3.1)

and

K = {1 - IT((Q)J : (3.2)

where |z] denotes the largest integer less or equal to z.

The piecewise equidistant mesh is constructed as follows: The interval (0,1] is partitioned
into the K + 1 subintervals (0,107%], (107%,10=%+1] ... (1071,1]. Then in a second step each
of these subintervals is divided uniformly into | N/(K 4 1)| parts. For simplicity we assume that
|IN/(K+1)] = N/(K+1). Hence, by construction we have

hi=(K+1)107*N"1  for z; € (0,107F] (3.3)
and
hi =9(K+1)107'N" for ;€ (107,107 and 1=1,...,K. (3.4)

From (3.1), (3.2), and the properties of the logarithm we see that

In(o)
< —
K12 o0

. [1=X(k+1)]|In(e)] In(N)
§2+mln{ 5 1n(10),(2k’+1)m}.

For N sufficiently large (dependent on k) this estimate yields K + 1 < N. Furthermore, we obtain

K+1<ChN. (3.5)
From (3.2) we have In(10) — In(o) > K1In(10) > — In(o) which implies
1070 <107 <0 (3.6)

The next lemma is a generalisation of [13, Lemma 5.3] and provides some important basic
results for the mesh intervals of the piecewise equidistant mesh.



Lemma 3.1
Let j =0,1. The following inequalities hold

W (i e Q)Hkﬂ_j) <C(K+DNHT for we0F ], (37

plti=d (zH + 51/2)A_(k+1_j) <C(i—1) " 1D fr g€ (21,1075 (3.8)
If o = =N KEH)/2 then

W (o + E1/2)“’““”) <C((K+ DN for oz e (0,107, (3.9)

In general, the mesh interval length can be bounded by
hi < (K+1)N~L
Furthermore, in the case of 0 = N~Z+1  we have
z1 = hy < (K+1)N206+D, (3.10)
Proof: In order to prove the last estimate, let ¢ = N~(2**1) Combining (3.3) with (3.6) yields
z1=h; = (K+DI0ENTT<(K+1)oN" = (K 1)N72k+D),

The general estimates for h; follow from (3.3) and (3.4).

We assume A — (k41— j) < 0 in the following. Otherwise (2;_; + '/?)
allow to deduce the wanted bounds very easily.
So, let z; € (1074, 1071 for some [ € {1,...,K}. With (3.4) we obtain

A=(et1=d) < C would

10—l + 51/2

1= (-Ti—l N 61/2)>\—(k+1—j)

< (9(’C + 1)1()_lN—1)k+1—j ( ))\—(k+1_j)

<O ((K + 1)N=Y)™ (1071 (101D
—C(K+ DN Y 0N <o ((K+ 1N )

For z; € (x1,107%] the fact that the mesh is equidistant in this interval implies

prt1=i (:C-_l n 61/2)A7(k+17j) B

= (xi—l(i - 1)_1)“17]- (%‘—1 +el/?
< (Z o 1)7(k+17j)x'k_

(i _ 1)—(k+1—j)_

)Af(kJrlfj)

1

IN

Finally, let o = e(1=V/(++1)/2 and z; € (0,107%]. Using (3.3) and (3.6) we get

1 (:I:-_l N 61/2)/\7(k+17j)

< ((K+ 1)oN—H)H77 cO-(t1=5) /2
< C((K+ 1N /@)

<C((K+1)N-HH O

The interpolation error on the layer-adapted piecewise equidistant mesh proposed by Sun and
Stynes shall be bounded in the following lemma which is a generalisation of [13, Lemma 5.4]. We
also refer to [1, Lemma 3.3, Lemma 3.4] where a similar argumentation is used to estimate the
interpolation error on special graded meshes.

Lemma 3.2
Let u be the solution of problem (1.1) and uy € VI be its interpolant on the piecewise equidistant
mesh given by (3.1) — (3.4). Then

u—ur] < C((K+ )N (3.11)
and

=l + llz(u — wr) | < € (K + DN (3.12)



Proof: Thanks to the symmetry of the problem, we shall consider only z € [0,1]. Furthermore,
we use j € {0,1} to switch between the L?-norm term and the e-weighted H!-seminorm term. The
estimate for ||z(u — uy)’|| is also covered by j = 1.

Let 2 € (z;_1,2;) for some 4, where 2; € (107%,1]. Then

(Ej/2 —|—j:z:) ‘(u — uI)(j)(x)’ < C(Ej/2 +jx)hfﬂ_jHu(kJrl)Hoo,(xi,l,xi)
' i A—(k+1)
<C((K+1)N—HH
where we used (2.4), (1.2), and Lemma 3.1. Hence,

k+1—j)

el /1:;< ((U — U])(j)(m))Q dx +j2 /1:;< (x(u — UI)(j)(.T))2d-T <C ((}C + 1)N—1)2( .

Now, let « € (z;_1,2;), where z; € (0,107*]. We consider two different cases for .
First, if 0 = 1=/ (#+1))/2 then as above Lemma 3.1 yields

| | | ‘ A—(k
(53/2 + j) ‘(u — u;)(”(x)} < 0(53/2 + (@it + hi))hfﬂ_] (1 T (mi_l + 61/2) | H))
S C ((’C + 1)N—1)k+1*j

and therefore

&l /010’C ((u —up)® (:v))2 dz + 52 /010’C (x(u —up)¥ (x))Z de < C(( + 1)N_1)2(k+17j) _

Finally, let ¢ = N~k The integral over (0,z;) is estimated directly. By (2.5), (1.2), and
Lemma 3.1, especially (3.10), we have

e ) 2 [ .
53/0 ((u - u[)(J)(x)) dz < CEJ/O Hu(J)Hioﬁ(nyl)dx
< Cel (1 + s@*j)/?)Qzl
< C(K+1)N—20¢+D

and

x1

T 2
/ (o — ur) (@) dz < 221 o /
0 0
2 — 2
<2z |2 0.0y 21 + ChT2 ] (0.0, 72

< O(K 4 1)N2k+1)

z1
Y IVATL / P2dz
0

where additionally the inverse inequality (2.6) and the stability ||ur||, < C |jul|, is applied. Now,
let x € (2;_1,2;) C (x1,107%]. Then

. . . . A—(k+1)
(EJ/Q +]£L') ’(u — uj)(J)(:c)‘ S C(EJ/Q +].(ZL'1'71 + hﬁ)h;ﬁrli] (1 + (561;1 + 61/2) i >

<C (2 + 10 hi+ (- 1)),



fori=2,...,N/(K + 1), where Lemma 3.1, especially (3.8), is used. Hence, with (3.10)

107%

oJ /;O}C ((u —up)) (ac))2 dx —|—j2/ (m(u —up)W) (ac))2 dx

1 1

N/(K+1) 9
S C Z hi ((&—]/2 +_7107K:)h1 + (’L _ 1)_(k+1—]))
=2

N/(K+1)

<Cx Y (hH—(z’—l)_Q)

=2
— 71—2
< Cay (1077 + 22)
< O(K + 1)N~20k+D),

Combining the above estimates for j = 0 and using symmetry on [—1,0] we get (3.11). This
estimate together with the above estimates for j = 1 immediate gives (3.12). O

Now, we are able to prove the e-uniform error estimate in the energy norm for finite elements
of order k > 1 on the piecewise equidistant mesh of Sun and Stynes.

Theorem 3.3
Let u be the solution of (1.1) and uyn the solution of (2.3) on the piecewise equidistant mesh given
by (3.1) — (3.4). Then we have

lu—un|l. <C((K+ 1N <C (N "'ImN)".

Proof: The bound in the energy norm follows easily using the splitting (2.7), the triangle inequal-
ity, Lemma 2.1, and (3.12). The second inequality is an immediately consequence of (3.5). U

Remark 3.4
Under certain assumptions it was proven for special graded meshes proposed by Liseikin that

llu = un|ll. < ON7F,

see [1, Theorem 3.5]. Thus, these meshes seem to be optimal in the sense that no additional
logarithmic factor appears in the error estimate. However, the constant may depend on a mesh
parameter « € (0, A].

Furthermore, note that Liseikin’s meshes are not well-defined for A = 0 whereas the construction
of the Sun and Stynes meshes works in this case as well. Therefore, the latter meshes can also
be used to handle certain power-type layers caused by simple boundary turning points, for details
see [3].

The two types of meshes have been compared numerically in [2]. ' 3

4 SDFEM-analysis on arbitrary and piecewise equidistant
meshes

In this section the streamline-diffusion finite element method (SDFEM) is studied. For convenience
we use the shorter notation I; := (x;—1,2;) for all i = —N +1,..., N. In order to increase the
stability some extra terms are added to the weak formulation. We set

Bsp (’U, w) = BE(’U, ’LU) + BStab(v, w)

where

N .
Bstap (v, w) := Z d; / (—ev" 4+ av’ + ) (z)(aw’) (z)dz

i=—N+1 z



and

fom(®) = 3 5 /

i=—N+1 x

%i fx) (av/) (z)dx

with stabilisation parameters §; > 0 to be defined later. Now, the discrete problem is given by:

Find uy € V¥ such that
Bsp(un,vn) = (f,vn) + fstab(vn), for all vy € VN,
Note that the method is consistent, i.e. for u € H?((—1,1)) of (2.2) we have
Bsp(u,vn) = (f,on) + fstab(vn), for all vy € V.

For our analysis we define the SDFEM-norm by

N 1/2
Ilvlllsp = <€Ivlf+llvllz+ > H\/(S_iav/Hi-) :
i=—N+1

Because of the additional terms this norm is stronger than the energy norm.
The following inverse inequality holds

x|y, < Cinvh vy, for all vy € VV

with a constant c¢i,, independent of ¢ and h;. Thus, imposing the requirement

1 h2 ¥
0<6; < —=min e
2 { |c||io}

or the assumption

0<5 < —2
2|lcll

2
o'}

for linear finite elements, respectively, we obtain analogously to [10, p. 86]

1
ng(uN,uN);z§Innqy,1}muNH@D, for all vy € VY.

4.1 Higher order finite elements
Using the splitting (2.7) our analysis starts with the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1

(4.1)

(4.2a)

(4.2D)

Let u be the solution of (1.1), uy the solution of (4.1), and uy the interpolant of u on an arbitrary

mesh. Furthermore, choose 6; such that (4.2) is satisfied. Then we have

lur = unlsp < € (1 +max v/6;) (s = wll, + (s = w)'|)

N
—|—C< Z min{"ﬁe(uj—u)"‘lii, Sivex(ur —u)”

i=—N+1

Proof: By (4.3) and due to orthogonality which is implied by consistency, we have

1.
5 min{y, 1} [[Jur — un|ll3p < Bsp(ur — un,ur — un) = Bsp(ur — u, ur — uy)

= B.(ur — u,ur — un) + Bstap(ur — u, ur — un) .




As in the proof of Lemma 2.1 we obtain for the first term
Be(ur —u,ur —un) < C(llur = ulll. + a(ur = )|} lur = unll. -
It remains to estimate the second term

Bstan(ur — u,ur — upn)

= Z 5 /I (—e(ur —u)" + alur —u) + c(ur — u))(2)(a(ur — uy)’)(z) da. (44)

Applying Cauchy Schwarz’ inequality and using the fact that a(x) = —xb(z) we gain for the last
two summands in (4.4)

Z&i /1 (a(ul —u) +c(uy — u))(m)(a(ul — uN)’)(:I:) dx
< Z Vi (Jla(ur —u)

it Cllur—u

1) H\/(S_ia(“f - “N)IHL- (4.5)

1/2
< Cmax /5, |fe(ur —u)|| + |lur —u] ) (Z\Wa(uz—w)’!\i) -

Furthermore, we have on the one hand

51-/ e(ur —u)’a(ur —uy) dx| < ||\/575(u1 — u)”||li||\/57a(u[ — UN)/HL-
I

7

and on the other hand by the properties of a

5 / e(ur —u)'a(uy —uy) de| < ||6ivEa(ur — )|, VE |ur —unly ;.
I;
< Clloiv/eEatur —w)"||,, V& lur —unl, -

Thus, for the first term in (4.4) the Cauchy Schwarz inequality yields

Zéi/ e(ur —u)"a(u;r —uy) drv
i I

1/2
<o (Z i { |3 e(ur — )|, oi/En(ur - u)"Hi}) llur — -

Combining the above estimates we are done. g

In Section 3 several interpolation error terms have been already studied and bounded. It
remains to estimate the last term in Lemma 4.1.

Lemma 4.2
Let u be the solution of problem (1.1) and uy € VN be its interpolant on the piecewise equidistant
mesh given by (3.1) — (3.4). Suppose that

0<4; < Cmin{l, h7/e}. (4.6)

Then

N 1/2
( Z min{H\/(SjE(u]—u)”Hi, 6i\/§x(u1—u)”Hi}> nglaX\/(S_i((IC—i—l)N_l)k.

i=—N+1
(4.7)



Proof: The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 3.2 but differs in some details.
Let x € (w;_1,2;) for some 4, where z; € (107%,1]. Then with v/8;e < Ch;

A—(k+1)
Siv/z [o(ur —w)'(x)] < C(V/0i halwiy + hi)) B! (1 n (zH n 51/2) ! )

<OV (K+DN ",
where we used (2.4), (1.2), and Lemma 3.1. Hence, for N/(K+1)+1<i<N

||div/E x(ur — u)””i = /I (6ivea(ur — u)”(x))de < Chid; (K + 1)N_1)2k .

i

Now, let @ € (z;_1,2;), where z; € (0,107X]. We consider two different cases for .
First, if 0 = 1=/ (#+1))/2 then as above Lemma 3.1 yields

Oi/E [a(ur — )" (@) < CV/G; (KK + 1N
and therefore
[6:vE 2 (ur —w)"|[; < Chat; (K + N1

for 1<i< N/(K+1).
If o = N~(*+1) the integral over (0,2;) can be estimated directly. We have

1

X1 2
/ (\/51 e(ur — u)”(z)) dr < 6162 || (ur — u>”Hio7(O,m1) / Ldx
0 0
2
S 0511'162 ||u”||oo,(0,m1)

< Oy < C6y (K +1)N~2k+1)

by (2.5), (1.2), and Lemma 3.1, especially (3.10). For z € (;_1, ;) C (z1,107%] we use (3.8) to
obtain

dive lx(ur —u)’(z)] < C(\/(S_ihi(xi_l + hﬁ)hffl (1 + (g;i_l + 51/2) A(kJrl))
<oV, (10"%? + (i — 1)"“) , for i=2,...,N/(K+1).
Thus, the inequality (3.10) yields for 2 <i < N/(K + 1)
[|6iv/eE @ (ur — u)”Hi < Cé;h; (10—’%5 + (i — 1)*’“)2
< Oz (hz- +(i— 1)*2)
<08, (hi +(i— 1)—2) (K + 1)N—2(k+D),

Summing up the above estimates gives

al 2 2
Zmin {H\/EE(U[ — U)HHL-’ |6iv/E 2(ur — u)"HL}
i=1

N/(K+1) N
< 0(51 + > b (hi + (i — 1)2)> (K+1D)N2ED 0N " 6:h, (K + N1

=2 i=1

< Cmaxd; (€ + DN )™ (14872 (14107 + 2))
< Cmaxé; (K + 1)N‘1)2]€ .

Thanks to symmetry the sum for ¢ = —N 4 1,...,0 can be bounded analogously and the proof is
completed. O

10



The previous estimates enable us to prove an error estimate in the SDFEM-norm.

Theorem 4.3
Let u be the solution of (1.1) and un the solution of (4.1) on the piecewise equidistant mesh given
by (3.1) — (3.4). Furthermore, choose 0; such that (4.2) and (4.6) are satisfied. Then we have

Il = unlllsp < C ((K+1)N"H* < (NI N)* .

Proof: The fact that a(z) = —zb(z) and §; < C imply for all v € H'((—1,1))

N 1/2
(z ||¢5:avf||;> < O VB o]

i=—N+1

Using this, the wanted estimate follows easily from the triangle inequality, Lemma 4.1, (3.12),
and (4.7). The second inequality is an immediately consequence of (3.5). ([l

4.2 Some improvements for linear elements

Inspecting the proofs of the last section we see that
RN
| Btab (ur — u,ur — un)| < Cmax /6 (K+ 1N [fur — unlllgp-

For linear elements the intermediate estimate (4.5) can be even improved. Indeed, integrating by
parts we get

/a(u[—u)’a(u[—u]v)/dx:f/aQ(u[—u)(ujfuN)” dx—/ 2aa’ (ur — u)(ur —uy) dx
I I —_— I

Zq

+ I:G/Q(U] —u)(ur — uN)']

=0

XTi—1

- 72/ a/(uj—u)a(UIfuN)/dz
I

i

and by Cauchy Schwarz’ inequality

1/2
< O = 5 VAt - )

Zéi/ a(ur —u)alur —uy) dx
i Ii
Using the argumentation of [13, Theorem 5.1] one can prove for linear elements

|Be(ur — w,ur — uy)| < C((K+ DN Jur —un| < ¢ (N2 N uy — un ).

Note that the occurring logarithmic factors originate from an estimate of the form (KX+1) < C'ln N.
In summary we get the following result.

Theorem 4.4

Let u be the solution of (1.1), uy € VY (k = 1) the solution of (4.1), and uy € VN (k = 1) the
interpolant of u on the piecewise equidistant mesh given by (3.1) — (3.4). Furthermore, choose §;
such that

v R
0<d <min¢ ——, L (K+1)N~"' 5.
2|l €

Then we have

= un]| + s — unlllgp < C (K + 1N < (N mN)>2.
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Proof: Revise the proof of Lemma 4.1 using the improved estimates of this section. Then in-
voke (4.7) and (3.11) to complete the proof. O

Remark 4.5
For linear Galerkin FEM in [13, Theorem 5.1] the L?-norm estimate

lu—un| < C (N~ N)*?

is already proven for the piecewise equidistant mesh. &

5 Numerical experiments

In this section we present some numerical results to illustrate the theoretical findings of the previous
sections. As in [1] we study a test problem taken from [13] whose solution exhibits typical interior
“cusp”-type layer behaviour.

Example 5.1 (see [13])
We consider the singularly perturbed turning point problem

—eu” —x(1+2)u + A1+ 2°)u = f, for € (-1,1),

where the right-hand side f(x) is chosen such that the solution u(z) is given by
u(@) = (22 +e) +a2 (@ +e) NV _ (1402 (1 +z(1+ s)_1/2) :
Note that the parameter A in the problem coincides with the quantity A = ¢(0)/|a’(0)|.

All computations were performed using a FEM-code based on SOFE by Lars Ludwig [8]. Mo-
tivated by our error estimates we calculate the convergence rates by

r=(nE.ny—InE.on)/In2

for given errors E. n. In order to ensure that the used meshes consists of exactly 2N mesh intervals,
which is presumed in this formula, we adjust the mesh like in [13, Section 6]:

Let Ngo = N — (K + 1)ng where ng = |[N/(K + 1)]. Then we uniformly partition each of the
subintervals (0,107%], ..., (10~No=1 10="o] by ng points and each of the remaining subintervals
(10=No 10=No+1] ... (107%,1] by ng + 1 points. The arising mesh is still piecewise equidistant
and has exactly 2N mesh intervals.

For the streamline-diffusion finite element method we choose the stabilisation parameter as

(Si = CO min {h?/&', hl}

which is the standard choice, see e.g. [10, p. 87]. Although it is not necessary to have §; < Coh;
by theory, numerical tests suggest to favour this definition. We use Cy = 1 for computations.

Numerical solutions of Example 5.1 are displayed in Figure 1 for various values of ¢ and .
Here P,-FEM was applied on a mesh with N = 128.

We plot the energy norm error for Py-FEM and the SDFEM-norm error for P,-SDFEM, k =
1,...,4, in Figure 2 where the methods were applied to Example 5.1 with ¢ = 107!% and A = 0.005.
The expected orders of convergence, cf. Theorem 3.3, Theorem 4.4, can be clearly seen. The
magnitude of the errors is similar for both methods. Recall that the SDFEM-norm is stronger
than the energy norm. The numerical results also suggest that the errors are uniform with respect
to €. They stay stable for small €, see Table 1 for FEM and Table 2 for SDFEM.

In Figure 3 and Figure 4 the errors of both methods are plotted for Ps-elements applied to
Example 5.1 with e = 1075, A = 0.25 and A = 0.005, respectively, on a mesh with N = 128. While
for the finite element method the error is clearly oscillating in (0, 1), this behaviour is damped and
even prevented in a wide range of the interval when the stabilisation technique is used.
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0.5[ ‘ ] 0.5 ‘ ]
Q3 0 0
o
Il
< —=0.5} B —0.5 |- 8
-1L | | | il -1L | | |
-1 —0.5 0 0.5 1 —1 —0.5 0 0.5 1

Figure 1: Numerical solutions of P,-FEM on a mesh with N = 128 applied to Example 5.1 with
e € {1072,107°} (left/right) and X € {0.25,0.005} (top/bottom row).

10°

1072 )
=
5
€
g 107 8
S
o
o 10°%) 1
£
=
<
5 1078 . )
- .
& -4- P-FEM RN -
E -0 | 7 P-SDFEM RN ® |
2 —— P,-FEM NS -
% —&— P,-SDFEM RN
g jg-12| | & P-FEM > :\:ﬁ\ i
° 5 P3-SDFEM S

-4-P,-FEM S
1071 | |-&- P,-SDFEM .
| |

| | | | | |
32 64 128 256 512 1024 2048 4096
number of mesh intervals O(N)

Figure 2: Energy norm error for Py,-FEM and SDFEM-norm error for P,-SDFEM, k£ =1,...,4,
applied to Example 5.1 with e = 10719 and A = 0.005. Reference curves of the form O(N~F).
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Pj-elements Ps-elements Ps-elements Py-elements
e\ N 512 1024 512 1024 512 1024 512 1024

1 9.71e-04 4.85e-04 7.49e-07 1.87e-07 9.17e-10 1.15e-10 6.53e-13  2.10e-12
1072 1.38e-03  6.89e-04 9.60e-06 2.40e-06 4.10e-08 5.12e-09 1.34e-10 8.39e-12
10~4 6.45e-04 3.24e-04 6.73e-06 1.69e-06 4.32e-08 5.44e-09 2.20e-10 1.39e-11
10=6 2.69e-04 1.35e-04 3.76e-06 9.40e-07 3.22e-08 4.02e-09 2.20e-10 1.38e-11
10-8 1.06e-04 5.26e-05 1.90e-06 4.70e-07 1.99e-08 2.45e-09 1.82e-10 1.1le-11
10710 3.97e-05 1.98¢-05 1.10e-06 2.73e-07 1.08¢-08 1.34e-09 1.97e-10 1.23e-11
10712 1.47e-05 7.25e-06 1.06e-06 2.65e-07 5.51e-09 6.69¢-10 3.21e-10  2.02e-11
107 7.48e-06 2.91e-06 1.33e-06 3.34e-07 5.05e-09 4.17e-10  5.59e-10  3.51e-11

Table 1: Energy norm error for P,-FEM, k= 1,...,4, applied to Example 5.1 with certain ¢ and
A = 0.005.

Pj-elements Ps-elements Ps-elements Py-elements
e\ N 512 1024 512 1024 512 1024 512 1024
1 9.71e-04 4.85e-04 7.49e-07 1.87e-07 9.17e-10 1.15e-10 7.11e-13 2.43e-12

1072 1.39e-03  6.90e-04 1.02e-05 2.44e-06 4.98e-08 5.39e-09 2.26e-10 9.54e-12
10~ 6.46e-04 3.24e-04 6.76e-06 1.70e-06 4.40e-08 5.56e-09 2.68e-10 1.90e-11
107¢ 2.69e-04 1.35e-04 3.76e-06 9.39e-07 3.22e-08 4.02¢-09 2.19e-10 1.37e-11
1078 1.06e-04 5.27e-05 1.85e-06 4.58e-07 2.00e-08 2.46e-09 1.73e-10 1.05e-11
10710 4.10e-05 2.02e-05 8.64e-07 2.13e-07 1.13e-08 1.38¢-09 1.35e-10 7.82e-12
1072 1.95e-05 8.58¢-06 4.89e-07 1.09¢-07 7.98¢-09 8.53e-10 1.70e-10 8.37e-12
1071 1.72e-05 6.28¢-06 5.01e-07  9.67e-08 1.02e-08 9.24e-10 3.02e-10  1.38e-11

Table 2: SDFEM-norm error for P,-SDFEM, k = 1,...,4, applied to Example 5.1 with certain ¢
and A = 0.005.

P-FEM, A =0.25 P,-SDFEM, A = 0.25

1074 1074
T T T T T T
10 qo1 .
0 0 p
—1+ - —1+ -
| | | | | |
-1 ~0.5 0 0.5 1 -1 —0.5 0 0.5 1

Figure 3: Error for Po-FEM (left) and P>-SDFEM (right) applied to Example 5.1 with ¢ = 1076
and A = 0.25 on a mesh with NV = 128.
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P»-FEM, X = 0.005 P,-SDFEM, A = 0.005

1074 1073

T T T 1r T T T 7

1 - .
0.5 B

0.5 B

0 *WWWWWWWMMWWWW 0

—0.5 B
—0.5 B

1k i
! ! ! —1F ! ! ! ]
-1 —0.5 0 0.5 1 -1 —0.5 0 0.5 1

Figure 4: Error for Po-FEM (left) and P,-SDFEM (right) applied to Example 5.1 with ¢ = 1076
and A = 0.005 on a mesh with N = 128.

llu —unlllsp Ilu —unlll. lu—un|
N error rates error rates error rates

8 2.23e-02 2.584 2.16e-02 2.601 2.16e-02 3.177

16 3.71e-03 2.110 3.57e-03 2.493 2.39e-03 2.989
32 8.60e-04 1.081 6.33e-04 0.943 3.01e-04 1.699
64 4.07e-04 1.174 3.30e-04 1.045 9.27e-05 1.982
128 1.80e-04 1.075 1.60e-04 0.995 2.35e-05 2.006
256 8.56e-05 1.062 8.02¢-05 1.016 5.84e-06 2.086
512 4.10e-05 1.023 3.96e-05 1.000 1.38e-06 2.059
1024 2.02e-05 1.016 1.98e-05 1.004 3.30e-07 2.055
2048 9.97e-06 1.006 9.88e-06 1.000 7.95e-08 2.032

Table 3: SDFEM-norm, energy norm, and L?-norm error for linear SDFEM applied to Example 5.1
with e = 10719 and X\ = 0.005.

For linear SDFEM the errors in SDFEM-norm, energy norm, and L2-norm can be compared in
Table 3. Here the method was applied to Example 5.1 with parameters ¢ = 107 and A = 0.005.
The calculated convergence rates coincide with the rates expected from standard theory for non
singularly perturbed problems. So we have first order convergence in the SDFEM-norm and second
order convergence in the L?-norm. But recall that in Section 4.2 we were able to prove the
convergence rate 3/2 only.

Furthermore, we want to present some numerical computations for A = 0.25. In Table 4 and
Table 5 the energy and L2-norm errors are given together with the associated convergence rates
for certain € and Pi-FEM, k = 1,...,4. In the studied range of N the results qualitatively differ
from the results for smaller A (before A = 0.005 was studied). On the one hand for e > 10™% the
expected convergence behaviour can be seen. Otherwise for smaller £ the L2-norm part dominates
the energy norm error which may suggest that this norm is too weak. Here we also have to
differentiate between odd and even element orders. For k = 1,3 we obtain the convergence order
k+1in the L?-norm. So for small € also the rate in the |||-||_-norm is calculated to be k+ 1 which
surpasses the usual expectations. Otherwise for k = 2,4 we see the expected rate k in the energy
norm and when & < 1078 the same rate also for ||u — uy | where one would rather expect k + 1 as
obtained for larger ¢.

Finally, we want to point out that the detailed structure of the error estimate becomes visible
for A = 0.25 at least for Ps-elements. In order to check this we additionally calculate the ratio
of the numerically computed error to the proven error bound which is given by |[|u — unl||, -
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P;-elements Ps-elements

[lu = un]ll, lu —un] v = unlll. lu —un]

e\ N 512 1024 512 1024 512 1024 512 1024

1 8.06e-04 4.03e-04 8.65e-07 2.16e-07 5.94e-07 1.49e-07 3.22e-10 4.03e-11
1.000 2.000 2.000 3.000

1072 7.80e-04 3.90e-04 5.63e-06 1.41e-06 4.39e-06 1.10e-06 2.38e-08 2.97e-09
1.000 2.000 2.000 3.000

10~4 2.18e-04 1.09e-04 5.39e-06 1.30e-06 1.93e-06 4.70e-07 6.27e-08 6.74e-09
0.998 2.052 2.037 3.218

107¢ 5.63e-05 2.67e-05 1.89e-05 4.03e-06 4.43e-06 1.01e-06 3.46e-06 4.85e-07
1.076 2.225 2.139 2.834

10-8 3.28e-05 9.85e-06 3.05e-05 7.87e-06 7.61le-06 1.83e-06 7.57e-06 1.80e-06
1.735 1.956 2.055 2.069

10719 4.84e-05 1.11e-05 4.83e-05 1.11e-05 1.14e-05 2.86e-06 1.14e-05 2.85e-06
2.121 2.128 1.992 1.992

10712 5.58-05 1.48¢-05 5.58¢-05 1.48¢-05 1.55e-05 3.91e-06 1.55e-05 3.91e-06
1.915 1.916 1.986 1.986

1071 8.88¢-05 2.23e-05 8.88¢-05 2.23e-05 2.06e-05 5.16e-06 2.06e-05 5.16e-06
1.992 1.992 1.998 1.998

Table 4: Energy norm and L2-norm error for P,-FEM, k = 1,2, applied to Example 5.1 with
certain € and A = 0.25. Associated convergence rates.

100(N/(K + 1))2, see Table 6. Excluding the results for ¢ > 1072 the ratio is nearly independent
of €. Especially in the lower right corner (for N > 256 and ¢ < 10719) the ratio is even nearly
constant.

Remark 5.2

In the numerically studied ranges (¢ € [10714,1] and A € {0.005,0.25}) the e-dependent term
in (3.1) is dominant and thus K does not depend on N, cf. also Figure 5. Therefore, the logarithmic
factor in the estimate of Theorem 3.3 could not be seen in the numerical experiments.

Moreover, the bounds on K of Section 3 suggest that in the tested parameter ranges I + 1
logarithmically depends on ¢. But, as we have seen from the numerical studies, the energy norm
seems to be too weak for the layers considered. This may explain why no logarithmic factor in ¢
is visible in the computational results.

IC for A = 0.25 K for A = 0.005

Figure 5: K for N =2 e =107/, k=2, and A = 0.25 (left) and A = 0.005 (right).
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Ps-elements Py-elements

[lu = un]ll. lu —un] lv = unlll. lu —un]

e\ N 512 1024 512 1024 512 1024 512 1024

1 6.72e-10  8.40e-11 3.92e-13 2.51e-13 7.77e-12 2.83e-11 3.70e-12 1.36e-11
3.000 0.643 -1.868 -1.875

1072 1.66e-08 2.08e-09 6.15e-11 4.59e-12  6.70e-11 4.24e-12 1.93e-13  3.93e-13
3.000 3.745 3.982 -1.028

1074 1.21e-08 1.49e-09 3.24e-10 2.17e-11 9.80e-11 6.02e-12 3.08e-12 1.17e-13
3.013 3.901 4.025 4.726

107¢ 6.36e-09 6.98e-10 1.83e-09 6.78e-11 3.82e-10 1.93e-11 1.51e-10 3.47e-12
3.188 4.754 4.309 5.443

10-8 7.19e-09 5.29e-10 6.80e-09 4.57e-10 9.38e-10 5.72e-11  9.18e-10  5.46e-11
3.764 3.897 4.036 4.073

10710 1.68e-08 8.55e-10 1.67e-08 8.50e-10 2.10e-09 1.33e-10  2.10e-09  1.33e-10
4.293 4.299 3.978 3.979

10712 2.39e-08 1.52e-09 2.39¢-08 1.52e-09 3.91e-09 2.50e-10 3.91e-09  2.50e-10
3.973 3.973 3.969 3.969

107 5.56e-08 3.56e-09 5.56e-08 3.56e-09 6.93e-09 4.36e-10 6.93e-09  4.36e-10
3.967 3.967 3.991 3.991

Table 5: Energy norm and L2-norm error for P,-FEM, k = 3,4, applied to Example 5.1 with
certain € and A = 0.25. Associated convergence rates.

e\ N 8 16 32 64 128 256 512 1024 2048 4096

1 382 3.8 38 3.8 390 390 390 390 390 3.90
10t 899 10.05 10.72 10.88 10.92 10.93 10.94 1094 10.94 10.94
1072 20.95 26.38 28.34 28.68 28.74 28.75 28.76 28.76 28.76 28.76
1073 558 749 935 866 847 828 831 830 831 831
1074 515 7.06 824 850 740 6.21 561 547 541 541
10~° 510 6.64 723 733 739 708 552 348 227 1.78
10-6 511 6.70 764 778 746 733 726 6.59 4.60 2.69
1077 328 474 638 776 7.84 764 733 726 7.18 6.49
10—8 329 475 644 7.87 7.98 801 798 7.69 732 7.24
10~° 234 485 595 758 7.83 822 817 819 803 7.66
10710 234 48 595 760 7.85 827 827 832 824 818
10711 234 363 6.02 694 7.72 821 827 834 838 832
10712 234 363 6.02 694 7.72 822 828 836 841 840
10713 234 363 6.02 694 7.72 822 828 837 842 842
107 234 510 6.78 783 827 840 844 845 845 845

Table 6: |[|lu — un]||. - 100(N/(K + 1))2 for P»-FEM applied to Example 5.1 with certain ¢ and
A =0.25.

17



In summary, our numerical experiments confirm the theoretical results of Section 3 and Sec-
tion 4. However, the calculations suggest that the given bound for the L?-norm error is not optimal
yet. Also some interesting effects differing between odd and even order elements could be seen when
A is not too small. Furthermore, the computational results indicate that the numerical and theo-
retical study of other (balanced) norms for the layers of “cusp”-type would be very interesting and
should be object of further research.
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