
ar
X

iv
:2

10
8.

03
17

9v
2 

 [
m

at
h.

N
A

] 
 4

 O
ct

 2
02

1

Analysis of nonconforming IFE methods and a new scheme for

elliptic interface problems

Haifeng Ji∗ Feng Wang† Jinru Chen‡ Zhilin Li§

Abstract

In this paper, an important discovery has been found for nonconforming immersed finite

element (IFE) methods using the integral values on edges as degrees of freedom for solving elliptic

interface problems. We show that those IFE methods without penalties are not guaranteed

to converge optimally if the tangential derivative of the exact solution and the jump of the

coefficient are not zero on the interface. A nontrivial counter example is also provided to

support our theoretical analysis. To recover the optimal convergence rates, we develop a new

nonconforming IFE method with additional terms locally on interface edges. The new method is

parameter-free which removes the limitation of the conventional partially penalized IFE method.

We show the IFE basis functions are unisolvent on arbitrary triangles which is not considered in

the literature. Furthermore, different from multipoint Taylor expansions, we derive the optimal

approximation capabilities of both the Crouzeix-Raviart and the rotated-Q1 IFE spaces via a

unified approach which can handle the case of variable coefficients easily. Finally, optimal error

estimates in both H1- and L2- norms are proved and confirmed with numerical experiments.

keyword: interface problem, nonconforming, immersed finite element, unfitted mesh

AMS subject classification. 65N15, 65N30, 35R05

1 Introduction

Let Ω ⊂ R
2 be a convex polygonal domain and Γ be a C2-smooth interface immersed in Ω. Without

loss of generality, we assume that Γ divides Ω into two disjoint sub-domains Ω+ and Ω− such that

Γ = ∂Ω−, see Figure 1 for an illustration. We consider the following second-order elliptic interface

problem

−∇ · (β(x)∇u(x)) = f(x) in Ω\Γ, (1.1)

[u]Γ(x) = 0 on Γ, (1.2)

[β∇u · n]Γ(x) = 0 on Γ, (1.3)

u(x) = 0 on ∂Ω, (1.4)
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where n(x) is the unit normal vector of the interface Γ at point x ∈ Γ pointing toward Ω+, and the

notation [v]Γ is defined as

[v]Γ := v+|Γ − v−|Γ with v± = v|Ω± (1.5)

for a piecewise smooth function v. The coefficient β(x) can be discontinuous across the interface Γ

and is assumed to be piecewise smooth

β(x) = β+(x) if x ∈ Ω+ and β(x) = β−(x) if x ∈ Ω−, (1.6)

with βs(x) ∈ C1(Ωs), s = +,−. We also assume that there exist two positive constants βmin and

βmax such that βmin ≤ βs(x) ≤ βmax for all x ∈ Ωs, s = +,−.

Ω+

Ω−

n(x)

Γ

Figure 1: A diagram of the geometries of an interface problem.

It is well-known that traditional isoparametric finite element methods using an interface-fitted

mesh can solve the interface problem with optimal convergence rates, see for example [23, 5, 8,

30]. For complicated interfaces or moving interfaces, unfitted meshes, which are not necessarily

aligned with interfaces, have some advantages over interface-fitted meshes. However, traditional

finite element methods using unfitted meshes only achieve suboptimal convergence rates (O(h1/2)

in the H1 norm and O(h) in the L2 norm) no matter how high degree of the polynomial is used, see

[1, 10].

The design and analysis of finite element methods on unfitted meshes with optimal convergence

rates was started in [2, 3]. Since then, many unfitted mesh finite element methods have been devel-

oped (see [16, 29, 7, 9, 15, 26] for a few examples). Among these methods, immersed finite element

(IFE) methods [24, 26, 12, 25, 18, 17, 22, 14, 28] are designed to recover the optimal convergence

rates of traditional finite element methods on unfitted meshes while keeping the degrees of freedom

and the structure unchanged. The basic idea of IFEs is to modify traditional shape functions on

interface elements to satisfy interface conditions approximately. However, these modifications are

done on each interface elements independently, which may cause discontinuities of IFE basis func-

tions across interface edges. Even for the P1 conforming IFE method, these discontinuities are not

negligible [18, 27] and the optimal convergence rates cannot be achieved if the discontinuities are not

treated appropriately. To overcome the difficulty, Lin et al. [27] proposed a partially penalized IFE

method where extra penalty terms at interface edges were added to penalize the discontinuity. For

nonconforming IFE (i.e., a modification to the traditional Crouzeix-Raviart or the rotated-Q1 finite

element), we can choose midpoint values or integral-values on edges as degrees of freedom. If we

choose the midpoint values of edges as degrees of freedom, the discontinuities of IFE basis functions

are also not negligible and the optimal convergence rates can be obtained by adding penalties (see

[31]). In contrast to the case of midpoint values as degrees of freedom, if the integral-values on edges

are used as the degrees of freedom, then the IFE basis functions have less severe discontinuity across

interface edges since the basis functions maintain the integral-value continuous [31, 14] . It seems
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that this choice of degrees of freedom might overcome the difficulty caused by the discontinuities

without using penalties. Extensive numerical examples in the literature [22, 28, 31, 14] support

this opinion. However, the rigorous proof is missing and the current research tends to improve the

analysis of the related algorithms, as quoted in [31, pp. 96]: “How to theoretically prove that the

Galerkin IFE scheme with nonconforming rotated Q1 IFE functions using integral-value degrees of

freedom does converge optimally is an interesting future research topic.”

In this paper, we show that those nonconforming IFE methods using the integral-value degrees of

freedom are not guaranteed to converge optimally without penalties unless the tangential derivative

of the true solution (i.e., ∇u · t) or the jump of the coefficient β is zero on the interface (see

Theorem 4.5 and Remark 4.4). Furthermore, to validate our theoretical analysis, a nontrivial counter

example with ∇u · t 6= 0 (see Example 6.1) is constructed to show that nonconforming IFE methods

using the integral-value degrees without adding penalties may only achieve suboptimal convergence

rates (i.e., O(h1/2) in the H1 norm and O(h) in the L2 norm). Note that it is relatively easy

to construct an exact solution to satisfy the homogeneous interface conditions (1.2)-(1.3) when the

exact solution is a constant along the interface (i.e., ∇u·t = 0). To the best of our knowledge, almost

all existing numerical examples in the literature satisfy the condition ∇u · t = 0 on the interface

and thus the optimal convergence rates are observed (see [22, 28, 31, 14] for example) which is in

agreement with our theoretical analysis (see Theorem 4.5 in Section 4) in this paper.

To achieve the optimal convergence rates, the natural way is to add penalties on interface edges

[31]. However, the partially penalized nonconforming IFE methods proposed in [31] need a manually

chosen parameter which is assumed to be large enough and, moreover, how this parameter depends

on the coefficient β± remains unknown. In this paper, we develop a parameter-free nonconforming

IFE method by using a special designed lifting operator defined locally on interface edges. We

consider both the Crouzeix-Raviart and the rotated-Q1 element for solving interface problems with

variable coefficients. The method is symmetric and the coercivity is ensured without requiring a

sufficient large parameter. To avoid integrating on curved regions, we also approximate the interface

by line segments connecting the intersection points of the mesh and the interface. The optimal error

estimates are derived rigorously and are verified by numerical experiments.

There are other contributions of this paper. First, we prove that Crouzeix-Raviart IFE basis

functions are unisolvent on arbitrary triangles if the integral-values on edges are used as degrees

of freedom. Our recent study in [21] shows that, for the IFEs using nodal values as degrees of

freedom, the maximum angle condition, αmax ≤ π/2 on interface triangles, is necessary to ensure

the unisolvence of the basis functions. The unisolvence of basis functions on arbitrary triangles is

a significant advantage of the nonconforming IFEs using integral-value degrees of freedom over the

IFEs using nodal values as degrees of freedom. Another contribution is a unified proof of the optimal

interpolation error estimates for both the Crouzeix-Raviart and the rotated-Q1 nonconforming IFE

spaces for interface problems with piecewise smooth coefficients. Different from multipoint Taylor

expansions [14, 31], our proof is based on auxiliary functions constructed on interface elements and

some useful inequalities developed by Li et al. in [23] and by Bramble and King in [4] for estimating

errors in the region near the interface. The other contribution is a new theoretical result that the

interpolation polynomial on one side of the interface can approximate the extensions of the exact

solution optimally on the whole element T no matter how small T ∩ Ω+ or T ∩ Ω− might be (see

Theorem 3.7 in Section 3.3). The result is useful for proving the optimal interpolation error estimates

on interface edges (see (5.20) in the proof of Lemma 5.5).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce some notations, assump-

tions, and basic lemmas that are needed for the analysis. In Section 3, we describe two nonconforming

IFE spaces based on the Crouzeix-Raviart and the rotated-Q1 elements with integral-value degrees
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of freedom and prove the unisolvence of IFE basis functions on arbitrary triangles. Furthermore, op-

timal approximation capabilities of these nonconforming IFE spaces are derived via a new approach.

In Section 4, we analyze the nonconforming IFE method using the integral-value degrees of freedom

without adding penalties. In Section 5, we develop a new nonconforming IFE method and derive

optimal error estimates in H1- and L2- norms. Numerical examples are presented in Section 6 to

validate our theoretical findings. We conclude in the last section.

2 Notations and preliminaries

Throughout the paper we adopt the standard notation W k
p (Λ) for Sobolev spaces on a domain Λ

with the norm ‖ · ‖Wk
p (Λ) and the seminorm | · |Wk

p (Λ). Specially, W k
2 (Λ) is denoted by Hk(Λ) with

the norm ‖ · ‖Hk(Λ) and the seminorm | · |Hk(Λ). As usual H
1
0 (Λ) = {v ∈ H1(Λ) : v = 0 on ∂Λ}. For

a domain Λ, we define Λs := Λ ∩ Ωs, s = +,− and a space

H̃2(Λ) := {v ∈ L2(Λ) : v|Λs ∈ H2(Λs), s = +,−, [v]Γ∩Λ = 0, [β∇v · n]Γ∩Λ = 0} (2.1)

when Λs 6= ∅, s = +,−. Obviously, H̃2(Λ) ⊂ H1(Λ). The space H̃2(Λ) is equipped with the norm

‖ · ‖H2(Λ+∪Λ−) and the semi-norm | · |H2(Λ+∪Λ−) satisfying

‖ · ‖2H2(Λ+∪Λ−) = ‖ · ‖2H2(Λ+) + ‖ · ‖2H2(Λ−), | · |2H2(Λ+∪Λ−) = | · |2H2(Λ+) + | · |2H2(Λ−).

By integrating by parts, we can immediately derive the following weak formulation of the interface

problem (1.1)-(1.4): find u ∈ H1
0 (Ω) such that

a(u, v) :=

∫

Ω

β(x)∇u · ∇vdx =

∫

Ω

fvdx ∀v ∈ H1
0 (Ω). (2.2)

We have the following regularity theorem for the weak solution (see [20] for the case of piecewise

smooth coefficients and [19, 9] for the case of piecewise constant coefficients).

Theorem 2.1. If f ∈ L2(Ω), then the interface problem (1.1)-(1.4) has a unique solution u ∈ H̃2(Ω)

satisfying the following a priori estimate

‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−) ≤ C‖f‖L2(Ω), (2.3)

where C is a positive constant depending only on Ω, Γ and β.

Let {Th}h>0 be a family of triangular or rectangular subdivisions of Ω such that no vertex of

any element lies in the interior of an edge of another element. The diameter of T ∈ Th is denoted by

hT . We define h = maxT∈Th
hT and assume that Th is shape regular, i.e., for every T , there exists a

positive constant ̺ such that hT ≤ ̺rT where rT is the diameter of the largest circle inscribed in T .

Denote Eh as the set of edges of the subdivision, and let E◦
h and Eb

h be the sets of interior edges and

boundary edges. We adopt the convention that elements T ∈ Th and edges e ∈ Eh are open sets.

Then, the sets of interface elements and interface edges are defined as

T Γ
h := {T ∈ Th : T ∩ Γ 6= ∅} and EΓ

h := {e ∈ Eh : e ∩ Γ 6= ∅},

and the sets of non-interface elements and non-interface edges are T non
h = Th\T Γ

h and Enon
h = Eh\EΓ

h .

We can always refine the mesh near the interface to satisfy the following assumption.

Assumption 2.2. The interface Γ does not intersect the boundary of any interface element at more

than two points. The interface Γ does not intersect the closure e for any e ∈ Eh at more than one

point.
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The interface Γ is approximated by Γh that is composed of all the line segments connecting the

intersection points of the boundaries of interface elements and the interface. In addition, we assume

that the approximated interface Γh divides Ω into two disjoint sub-domains Ω+
h and Ω−

h such that

Γh = ∂Ω−
h .

On each interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , we denote the intersection points of Γ and ∂T by D and E.

The straight line DE divides T into T+
h = T ∩Ω+

h and T−
h = T ∩Ω−

h , see Figure 2 for an illustration.

Let nh(x) be the unit normal vector of Γh pointing toward Ω+
h . The tangent vector of Γh can be

defined as th(x) = Rπ/2nh(x), where Rα is a rotation matrix

Rα =

[
cosα − sinα

sinα cosα

]
.

Denote dist(x,Γ) as the distance between a point x and the interface Γ, and U(Γ, δ) = {x ∈ R
2 :

dist(x,Γ) < δ} as the neighborhood of Γ of thickness δ. Define the meshsize of T Γ
h by

hΓ := max
T∈T Γ

h

hT . (2.4)

It is obvious that hΓ ≤ h and
⋃

T∈T Γ
h
T ⊂ U(Γ, hΓ).

We also define a signed distance function near the interface as

ρ(x) =

{
dist(x,Γ) if x ∈ Ω+ ∩ U(Γ, δ0),

− dist(x,Γ) if x ∈ Ω− ∩ U(Γ, δ0),

for some δ0 > 0.

Assumption 2.3. There exists a constant δ0 > 0 such that the signed distance function ρ(x) is

well-defined in U(Γ, δ0) and ρ(x) ∈ C2(U(Γ, δ0)). We also assume that hΓ < δ0 so that T ⊂ U(Γ, δ0)

for all interface elements T ∈ T Γ
h .

The assumption is reasonable since the interface Γ is C2-smooth. We extend the coefficients

βs(x), s = +,− smoothly to slight larger domains Ωs
e := Ωs ∪ U(Γ, δ0), s = +,− such that

βs(x) ∈ C1(Ωs
e) and βe

min ≤ βs(x) ≤ βe
max, s = +,−, (2.5)

where the constants βe
min and βe

max depend only on βmin, βmax and δ0. Thus, there exists a constant

Cβ such that

‖∇βs‖L∞(Ωs
e)

≤ Cβ , s = +,−. (2.6)

By using the signed distance function ρ, we can evaluate the unit normal and tangent vectors of the

interface as

n(x) = ∇ρ, t(x) =

(
− ∂ρ

∂x2
,
∂ρ

∂x1

)T

, (2.7)

which are well-defined in the region U(Γ, δ0). We note that the functions nh(x) and th(x) are

also viewed as piecewise constant vectors defined on interface elements. On each interface element

T ∈ T Γ
h , since Γ is in C2, by Rolle’s Theorem, there exists at least one point x∗ ∈ Γ∩T , see Figure 2,

such that

n(x∗) = nh(x
∗) and t(x∗) = th(x

∗). (2.8)

Since ρ(x) ∈ C2(U(Γ, δ0)), we have

n(x) ∈
(
C1(T )

)2
and t(x) ∈

(
C1(T )

)2 ∀T ∈ T Γ
h . (2.9)
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Using Taylor’s expansion at x∗, we further have

‖n− nh‖L∞(T ) ≤ ChT and ‖t− th‖L∞(T ) ≤ ChT ∀T ∈ T Γ
h . (2.10)

The following lemma presents a δ-strip argument that will be used for the error estimate in the

region near the interface (see Lemma 2.1 in [23]).

Lemma 2.4. Let δ be sufficiently small. Then it holds for any v ∈ H1(Ω) that

‖v‖L2(U(Γ,δ)) ≤ C
√
δ ‖v‖H1(Ω).

Furthermore, if v|Γ = 0, then there holds

‖v‖L2(U(Γ,δ)) ≤ Cδ ‖∇v‖L2(U(Γ,δ)).

Recalling T s = T ∩ Ωs, T s
h = T ∩ Ωs

h, s = +,− for all T ∈ T Γ
h , we define

T△ := (T− ∩ T+
h ) ∪ (T+ ∩ T−

h ). (2.11)

Since Γ is in C2, we have |T△| ≤ Ch3
T . We shall need the following estimate on the region T△ (see

Lemma 2 in [4]).

Lemma 2.5. Assume that v ∈ H1(T ) and T ∈ T Γ
h . Then there is a constant C, independent of h

and the interface location relative to the mesh, such that

‖v‖2L2(T△) ≤ C(h2
T ‖v‖2L2(Γ∩T ) + h4

T ‖∇v‖2L2(T△)).

3 Nonconforming IFE spaces and their properties

In this section, we describe nonconforming IFE spaces based on the Crouzeix-Raviart element or

the rotated-Q1 element and present their properties. To begin with, we define IFE shape function

spaces. On a non-interface element T ∈ T non
h , we use the traditional shape function space

Vh(T ) =

{
Span{1, x1, x2}, for the Crouzeix-Raviart element (T is a triangle),

Span{1, x1, x2, x
2
1 − (κTx2)

2}, for the rotated-Q1 element (T is a rectangle),

where κT = |e1|/|e2|, e1 and e2 are edges of the rectangle and parallel to the x1-axis and the x2-axis,

respectively. On an interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , the IFE shape function space Sh(T ) is defined as the

set of the following functions

φ(x) =

{
φ+(x) ∈ Vh(T ) if x = (x1, x2)

T ∈ T+
h ,

φ−(x) ∈ Vh(T ) if x = (x1, x2)
T ∈ T−

h ,
(3.1)

satisfying

[φ]Γh∩T (x) = φ+(x) − φ−(x) = 0 ∀x ∈ Γh ∩ T, (3.2)

β+
c (∇φ+ · nh)(xp)− β−

c (∇φ− · nh)(xp) = 0, (3.3)

where xp is an arbitrary point on Γh ∩ T and the constants β+
c and β−

c are chosen such that

‖βs(x)− βs
c‖L∞(T ) ≤ ChT , s = +,−. (3.4)

Actually, we can choose βs
c = βs(xs

c) with arbitrary xs
c ∈ T , s = +,−, to satisfy the condition (3.4)

since we know that βs(x) ∈ C1(T ), s = +,− from (2.5).
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Remark 3.1. For the Crouzeix-Raviart element, the condition (3.2) is equivalent to

φ+(D) = φ−(D), φ+(E) = φ−(E),

since φs(x), s = +,−, are linear functions. For the rotated-Q1 element, we can write φs(x) as

φs(x) = as + bsx1 + csx2 + ds(x2
1 − (κTx2)

2), x = (x1, x2)
T , s = +,−,

where as, bs, cs, ds, s = +,−, are constants. If we define a functional d : Vh(T ) → R as

d(φs) =
1

2

∂2φs

∂x2
1

=
1√

(4κT + 4)|T |
|φs|H2(T ), (3.5)

then ds = d(φs). Similar to Lemma 2.1 in [17], the condition (3.2) is equivalent to

φ+(D) = φ−(D), φ+(E) = φ−(E), d(φ+) = d(φ−).

Remark 3.2. For the Crouzeix-Raviart element, βs
c∇φs ·nh, s = +,−, are constants on the interface

element. Thus, the condition (3.3) is equivalent to

β+
c (∇φ+ · nh)(x) = β−

c (∇φ− · nh)(x) ∀x ∈ Γh ∩ T. (3.6)

However, for the rotated-Q1 element, the relation (3.6) is no longer valid. In [28], the authors weakly

enforce the continuity by using the following condition

∫

Γh∩T

β+
c (∇φ+ · nh)− β−

c (∇φ− · nh)ds = 0

which is a particular case of (3.3) since there exists a point xp ∈ Γh ∩ T such that

∫

Γh∩T

(β+
c ∇φ+ − β−

c ∇φ−) · nhds = |Γh ∩ T |(β+
c ∇φ+ − β−

c ∇φ−)(xp) · nh.

Let I = {1, 2, 3} for the Crouzeix-Raviart element and I = {1, 2, 3, 4} for the rotated-Q1 element.

The degrees of freedom are defined as the mean values over edges

Ni(φ) :=
1

|ei|

∫

ei

φds, i ∈ I,

where ei, i ∈ I are edges of the element T , and |ei| denotes the length of the edge ei. On an interface

element T ∈ T Γ
h , the immersed finite element is defined as (T, Sh(T ),ΣT ) with ΣT = {Ni, i ∈ I}.

The nonconforming IFE spaces. The nonconforming IFE space V IFE
h is defined as the set

of all functions satisfying 



φ|T ∈ Sh(T ) ∀T ∈ T Γ
h ,

φ|T ∈ Vh(T ) ∀T ∈ T non
h ,

∫

e

[φ]eds = 0 ∀e ∈ E◦
h .

We also need a space for homogeneous boundary conditions

V IFE
h,0 :=

{
v ∈ V IFE

h :

∫

e

vds = 0 ∀e ∈ Eb
h

}
.
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3.1 The unisolvence of IFE basis functions

It was proved in [14] that the function φ ∈ Sh(T ) is uniquely determined by Ni(φ), i = 1, 2, 3, 4

for the rotated-Q1 element, and i = 1, 2, 3 for the Crouzeix-Raviart element when the interface

element is a right triangle. Now we prove that the result is also valid for arbitrary triangles in the

following lemma. Note that for the IFEs using nodal values as degrees of freedom, the maximum

angle condition, αmax ≤ π/2 on interface triangles, is necessary to ensure the unisolvence (see [21]).

This property of the unisolvence of basis functions is one of advantages of nonconforming IFEs

compared with the IFEs using nodal values as degrees of freedom.

E

D

A1

A3

A2

nh

x∗ nh

th

Ω+
Ω− Q

M2 H

Q

A3,⊥

A1

A4 A3

A2

nh

x∗

D

E

Figure 2: Typical interface elements. Left diagram: triangle element. Right diagram: rectangle

element.

Lemma 3.3. Let T be an arbitrary interface triangle. For the Crouzeix-Raviart element, the function

φ ∈ Sh(T ) is uniquely determined by Ni(φ), i = 1, 2, 3.

Proof. We use the argument proposed in [14, 13]. Consider a triangle △A1A2A3 with edges e1 =

A2A3, e2 = A1A3 and e3 = A1A2. The interface Γ cuts e1 and e2 at points D and E, see Figure 2 for

an illustration. Without loss of generality, we assume T−
h = △EDA3 since the case T+

h = △EDA3

can be treated by reversing β+
c and β−

c . Let λi(x), i = 1, 2, 3, be basis functions in Vh(T ) such that
1

|ej |
∫
ej
λi(x)dx = δij , i, j = 1, 2, 3, where δij is the Kronecker function. By using the condition (3.2)

and |e3|−1
∫
e3
φds = N3(φ), we can write the IFE shape function φ(x) in (3.1) as

φ(x) =

{
φ+(x) = c1λ1(x) + c2λ2(x) +N3(φ)λ3(x) if x = (x1, x2)

T ∈ T+
h ,

φ−(x) = φ+(x) + c0nh · −→Dx if x = (x1, x2)
T ∈ T−

h ,
(3.7)

where c0, c1, c2 are unknowns. Applying the condition (3.3), the unknown c0 can be expressed as

c0 = (β+
c /β−

c − 1)∇φ+ · nh = (β+
c /β−

c − 1)(c1∇λ1 + c2∇λ2 +N3(φ)∇λ3) · nh. (3.8)

Substituting (3.8) into (3.7) and using Ni(φ) = |ei|−1
∫
ei
φds, i = 1, 2, we obtain the following linear

system of equations for other coefficients (see [14, 13] for details),

(I+ (β+
c /β−

c − 1)δγT )c = b, (3.9)
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where

δ =

(
|e1|−1

∫

A3D

L(x)ds, |e2|−1

∫

A3E

L(x)ds

)T

, L(x) = nh · −→Dx,

c = (c1, c2)
T , γ = (∇λ1 · nh,∇λ2 · nh)

T
,

b =

(
N1(φ) −

(β+
c /β

−
c − 1)N3(φ)∇λ3 · nh

|e1|

∫

A3D

L(x)ds,

N2(φ)−
(β+

c /β−
c − 1)N3(φ)∇λ3 · nh

|e2|

∫

A3E

L(x)ds

)T

.

(3.10)

Set k1 = |A3D||e1|−1 and k2 = |A3E||e2|−1. Let Mi be the midpoint of the edge ei, i = 1, 2, 3, and

Q be the orthogonal projection of M2 onto the line A2A3. We can find out γ(1) and δ(1) as below

γ(1) = ∇λ1 · nh = |M2Q|−1−−−→M2Q|M2Q|−1 · nh = |M2Q|−1Rπ/2

(−−−→
M2Q|M2Q|−1

)
· Rπ/2(nh)

= |M2Q|−1−−−→A2A3|A2A3|−1 · th =

(
1

2
|e2| sin∠A3

)−1

|e1|−1−−−→A2A3 · th,

and

δ(1) = |e1|−1

∫

A3D

nh · −→Dxds = |e1|−1|A3D|nh · −−→DH = −1

2
k1|A3A3,⊥|,

where ∠A3 ∈ (0, π), H is the midpoint of the line segmentA3D, andA3,⊥ is the orthogonal projection

of A3 onto the line DE. Thus,

γ(1)δ(1) = ∇λ1 · nh|e1|−1

∫

A3D

−→
Dxds = −k1

−−−→
A2A3 · th|A3A3,⊥| (|e1||e2| sin∠A3)

−1

= −−−→
DA3 · th|A3A3,⊥| (|e1||e2| sin∠A3)

−1
.

Analogously, we have

γ(2)δ(2) = ∇λ2 · nh|e2|−1

∫

A3E

−→
Dxds = −−−→

A3E · th|A3A3,⊥| (|e1||e2| sin∠A3)
−1

.

Therefore,

γTδ =
−−→
ED · th|A3A3,⊥| (|e1||e2| sin∠A3)

−1
= |DE||A3A3,⊥| (|e1||e2| sin∠A3)

−1
.

As long as ∠A3ED ∈ (0, π), it holds |A3A3,⊥| = k2|e2| sin∠A3ED, which together with the relations

|DE| sin−1
∠A3 = k1|e1| sin−1

∠A3ED yields

γT δ = k1|e1| (sin∠A3ED)
−1

k2|e2| (sin∠A3ED) (|e1||e2|)−1
= k1k2 ∈ [0, 1].

From the above inequality, it holds

1 + (β+
c /β−

c − 1)γTδ ≥ min(1, β+
c /β

−
c ) ≥ βmin/βmax > 0. (3.11)

Hence, by the well-known Sherman-Morrison formula, the linear system (3.9) has a unique solution

c = b− (β+
c /β

−
c − 1)(γTb)δ

1 + (β+
c /β−

c − 1)γTδ
, (3.12)

which implies the lemma.

9



3.2 Estimates of IFE basis functions

On an interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , define IFE basis functions as

φi ∈ Sh(T ), Nj(φi) = δij ∀i, j ∈ I. (3.13)

Also define functions φs
i ∈ Vh(T ), s = +,−, i ∈ I such that φs

i = φi|T s
h
. Let λi be traditional basis

functions, i.e.,

λi ∈ Vh(T ), Nj(λi) = δij ∀i, j ∈ I. (3.14)

Note that these functions depend on elements. We omit this dependence in our notation for sim-

plicity. It is well-known that the traditional basis functions satisfy

|λi|Wm
∞(T ) ≤ Ch−m

T , i ∈ I, m = 0, 1, 2, (3.15)

where the constant C only depends on the shape regularity parameter ̺. The following lemma shows

that the IFE basis functions also have similar estimates, which is one of essential ingredients for the

success of IFE methods.

Lemma 3.4. There exists a constant C, depending only on β+
c , β

−
c and the shape regularity param-

eter ̺, such that

|φ+
i |Wm

∞ (T ) ≤ Ch−m
T , |φ−

i |Wm
∞(T ) ≤ Ch−m

T , i ∈ I, m = 0, 1, 2, (3.16)

|φi|Wm
∞ (T+

h ∪T−

h ) ≤ Ch−m
T , i ∈ I, m = 0, 1, 2. (3.17)

Proof. See Theorem 4.2 in [14] for the estimate (3.17) for the rotated-Q1 element and the Crouzeix-

Raviart element on right triangles. The estimate (3.16) can also be obtained easily from the proof of

Theorem 5.6 in [13]. Next, we give a proof for general triangles without the constraint αmax = π/2.

We just need to prove (3.16) since (3.17) is a direct consequence of (3.16). Using |Nj(φi)| ≤ 1,

‖∇λi‖L∞(T ) ≤ Ch−1
T , i, j ∈ I, we can estimate vectors in (3.10) as

‖b‖ ≤ C, ‖γ‖ ≤ Ch−1
T , ‖δ‖ ≤ ChT ,

which, together with (3.11) and (3.12) lead to ‖c‖ ≤ C, where the constant C is independent of hT

and the interface location relative to the mesh. Thus, from (3.7), it follows

|φ+
i |Wm

∞ (T ) ≤ Ch−m
T , i ∈ I, m = 0, 1,

where we have used the fact |λi|Wm
∞ (T ) ≤ Ch−m

T . It follows from (3.8) that |c0| ≤ Ch−1
T which

together with (3.7) yields

|φ−
i |Wm

∞(T ) ≤ Ch−m
T , i ∈ I, m = 0, 1.

3.3 Optimal approximation capabilities of IFE spaces

On each element T ∈ Th, define a local interpolation operator Ih,T : W (T ) → Vh(T ) such that

Ni(Ih,T v) = Ni(v), i ∈ I,

where W (T ) = {v : Ni(v), i ∈ I are well defined}. Similarly, on each interface element T ∈ T Γ
h ,

define IIFE
h,T : W (T ) → Sh(T ) such that

Ni(I
IFE
h,T v) = Ni(v), i ∈ I. (3.18)
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The global IFE interpolation operator is defined by IIFE
h : H1(Ω) → V IFE

h such that

(IIFE
h v)|T =

{
IIFE
h,T v if T ∈ T Γ

h ,

Ih,T v if T ∈ T non
h .

For simplicity, define vs := v|Ωs , s = +,− for all v ∈ L2(Ω). With a small ambiguity of notation,

given a function vh ∈ Sh(T ), we define vsh ∈ Vh(T ), s = +,− such that

vsh = vh|T s
h
, s = +,−. (3.19)

To show that functions in V IFE
h can approximate a function v in H̃2(Ω) optimally, we need to

interpolate extensions of vs, s = +,−. It is well-known that (see [11]) for any v ∈ H̃2(Ω) there exist

extensions vsE ∈ H2(Ω), s = +,− such that

vsE |Ωs = vs and ‖vsE‖H2(Ω) ≤ C‖vs‖H2(Ωs), s = +,−. (3.20)

On each interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , given two functions v+ ∈ L2(T ) and v− ∈ L2(T ), we define

[[v±]](x) := v+(x)− v−(x) ∀x ∈ T.

For example, for a function v ∈ H̃2(Ω),

[[v±E ]](x) = v+E(x) − v−E (x) ∀x ∈ T,

[[β±∇v±E · n]](x) = β+(x)∇v+E (x) · n(x) − β−(x)∇v−E (x) · n(x) ∀x ∈ T,

[[Ihv
±
E ]](x) = Ihv

+
E(x) − Ihv

−
E (x) ∀x ∈ T,

[[β±∇(Ihv
±
E ) · nh]](x) = β+(x)∇(Ihv

+
E) · nh(x)− β−(x)∇(Ihv

−
E ) · nh(x) ∀x ∈ T,

(3.21)

and for a function vh ∈ V IFE
h ,

[[v±h ]](x) = v+h (x) − v−h (x) ∀x ∈ T,

[[β±
c ∇v±h · nh]](x) = β+

c ∇v+h (x) · nh(x)− β−
c ∇v−h (x) · nh(x) ∀x ∈ T.

(3.22)

Note that the difference between [[·]](x) and [·]Γ(x) is the range of x.

We introduce auxiliary functions on each interface element T ∈ T Γ
h . Recalling that D and E are

intersection points of Γ and ∂T , define auxiliary functions Υ1(x), Υ2(x) and Ψ(x) as

Υi(x) :=

{
Υ+

i (x) ∈ Vh(T ) if x = (x1, x2) ∈ T+
h ,

Υ−
i (x) ∈ Vh(T ) if x = (x1, x2) ∈ T−

h ,
i = 1, 2, (3.23)

such that
Nj(Υi) = 0, j ∈ I, [[Υ±

i ]](D) = 0, i = 1, 2,

[[β±
c ∇Υ±

1 · nh]](xp) = 1, [[∇Υ±
1 · th]](xp) = 0, [[d(Υ±

1 )]] = 0,

[[β±
c ∇Υ±

2 · nh]](xp) = 0, [[∇Υ±
2 · th]](xp) = 1, [[d(Υ±

2 )]] = 0,

(3.24)

and

Ψ(x) :=

{
Ψ+(x) ∈ Vh(T ) if x = (x1, x2) ∈ T+

h ,

Ψ−(x) ∈ Vh(T ) if x = (x1, x2) ∈ T−
h ,

(3.25)

such that
Nj(Ψ) = 0, j ∈ I, [[Ψ±]](D) = 1,

[[β±
c ∇Ψ± · nh]](xp) = 0, [[∇Ψ± · th]](xp) = 0, [[d(Ψ±)]] = 0,

(3.26)
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where d(·) is defined in (3.5) and the point xp ∈ Γh ∩ T is the same as that in (3.3). For the

rotated-Q1 element, another auxiliary function is needed

Θ(x) :=

{
Θ+(x) ∈ Vh(T ) if x = (x1, x2) ∈ T+

h ,

Θ−(x) ∈ Vh(T ) if x = (x1, x2) ∈ T−
h ,

(3.27)

such that
Nj(Θ) = 0, j ∈ I, [[Θ±]](D) = 0,

[[β±
c ∇Θ± · nh]](xp) = 0, [[∇Θ± · th]](xp) = 0, [[d(Θ±)]] = 1.

(3.28)

In order to have a unified analysis, we also define Θ = 0 for the Crouzeix-Raviart element. Note

that these auxiliary functions depend on the element T . We omit the dependence for simplicity of

notations.

Lemma 3.5. On each interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , these functions Υ1(x), Υ2(x), Ψ(x) and Θ defined

in (3.23)-(3.28) exist and satisfy

|Υs
i |2Hm(T ) ≤ Ch4−2m

T , m = 0, 1, 2, i = 1, 2, s = +,−,

|Ψs|2Hm(T ) ≤ Ch2−2m
T , |Θs|2Hm(T ) ≤ Ch6−2m

T , m = 0, 1, 2, s = +,−,
(3.29)

where the constant C depends only on β+
c , β−

c and the shape regularity parameter ̺.

Proof. We construct Υi(x), i = 1, 2 as follows,

Υi = zi − IIFE
h,T zi, zi =

{
z+i in T+

h ,

0 in T−
h ,

, i = 1, 2, (3.30)

where z+1 and z+2 are linear and satisfy

z+1 (D) = 0, β+
c ∇z+1 · nh = 1, ∇z+1 · th = 0,

z+2 (D) = 0, β+
c ∇z+2 · nh = 0, ∇z+2 · th = 1.

(3.31)

It is easy to verify that z+1 and z+2 exist, and the constructed functions Υi, i = 1, 2 satisfy (3.23)

and (3.24). From (3.31), we have

‖z+i ‖L∞(T ) ≤ ChT , |∇z+i | ≤ C, |z+i |W 2
∞(T ) = 0, ‖zi‖L∞(T ) ≤ ChT , i = 1, 2. (3.32)

Since IIFE
h,T zi =

∑
j Nj(zi)φj , it follows from (3.16) that, for m = 0, 1, 2, i = 1, 2, s = +,−,

∣∣∣
(
IIFE
h,T zi

)s∣∣∣
Wm

∞(T )
≤
∑

j∈I
|Nj(zi)||φs

j |Wm
∞(T ) ≤ Ch−m

T

∑

j∈I
|Nj(zi)|.

Noticing

|Nj(zi)| ≤ |ej |−1

∫

ej

|zi|ds ≤ ‖zi‖L∞(T ) ≤ ChT ,

we have ∣∣∣
(
IIFE
h,T zi

)s∣∣∣
Wm

∞(T )
≤ Ch1−m

T , m = 0, 1, 2, i = 1, 2, s = +,−,

which together with (3.30) and (3.32) implies

|Υs
i |Wm

∞ (T ) ≤ Ch1−m
T , m = 0, 1, 2, i = 1, 2, s = +,−.

Finally, the first estimate in (3.29) is obtained by

|Υs
i |2Hm(T ) ≤ |Υs

i |2Wm
∞ (T )|T | ≤ Ch4−2m

T , m = 0, 1, 2, i = 1, 2, s = +,−.
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Other estimates in (3.29) can be proved similarly. We construct Ψ(x) as

Ψ = z − IIFE
h,T z, z =

{
z+ = 1 in T+

h ,

0 in T−
h .

It is easy to verify that the constructed function Ψ satisfies (3.25) and (3.26). Since

‖z+‖L∞(T ) = 1, |z+|Wm
∞(T ) = 0, ‖z‖L∞(T ) = 1, m = 1, 2,

|Nj(z)| ≤ |ej|−1

∫

ej

|z|ds ≤ ‖z‖L∞(T ) ≤ 1, j ∈ I,

we get ∣∣∣
(
IIFE
h,T z

)s∣∣∣
Wm

∞(T )
≤
∑

j∈I
|Nj(z)||φs

j |Wm
∞(T ) ≤ Ch−m

T

∑

j∈I
|Nj(z)| ≤ Ch−m

T

and

|Ψs|Wm
∞(T ) ≤ Ch−m

T , s = +,−, m = 0, 1, 2,

which implies

|Ψs|2Hm(T ) ≤ |Ψs|2Wm
∞ (T )|T | ≤ Ch2−2m

T , s = +,−, m = 0, 1, 2.

For the rotated-Q1 element, we construct Θ(x) as

Θ = z − IIFE
h,T z, z =

{
z+ = (x1 −m1)

2 − κ2
T (x2 −m2)

2 in T+
h ,

0 in T−
h ,

where (m1,m2) is the center of the rectangle T . Using (3.5), we easily verify that the constructed

function Θ satisfies (3.27) and (3.28). It follows that

‖z+‖L∞(T ) ≤ Ch2
T , |z+|W 1

∞(T ) ≤ ChT , |z+|W 2
∞(T ) ≤ C, ‖z‖L∞(T ) ≤ Ch2

T ,

|Nj(z)| ≤ |ej |−1

∫

ej

|z|ds ≤ ‖z‖L∞(T ) ≤ Ch2
T , j ∈ I, (3.33)

which implies
∣∣∣
(
IIFE
h,T z

)s∣∣∣
Wm

∞ (T )
≤
∑

j∈I
|Nj(z)||φs

j |Wm
∞ (T ) ≤ Ch−m

T

∑

j∈I
|Nj(z)| ≤ Ch2−m

T

and
|Θs|2Hm(T ) ≤ |Θs|2Wm

∞(T )|T | ≤ |Θs|2Wm
∞ (T )|T |

≤ C

(
|(z)s|2Wm

∞ (T ) +
∣∣∣
(
IIFE
h,T z

)s∣∣∣
2

Wm
∞(T )

)
|T |

≤ Ch6−2m
T , s = +,−, m = 0, 1, 2.

(3.34)

For the Crouzeix-Raviart element, the above inequality (3.34) is also valid since we have defined

Θ = 0 if T is a triangle.

Lemma 3.6. On each interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , for any v ∈ H̃2(Ω), the following identity holds

(Ihv
s
E)(x)− (IIFE

h v)s(x) = aΨs(x) +
∑

i=1,2

biΥ
s
i (x) +

∑

i∈I
giφ

s
i (x) + tΘs(x) ∀x ∈ T, s = +,−, (3.35)

with
a = [[Ihv

±
E ]](D), b1 = [[β±

c ∇(Ihv
±
E ) · nh]](xp), b2 = [[∇(Ihv

±
E ) · th]](xp),

gi = |ei|−1

(∫

e+i

(Ihv
+
E − v+E)ds+

∫

e−i

(Ihv
−
E − v−E )ds

)
, i ∈ I,

t = [[d(Ihv
±
E )]],

(3.36)
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where esi = ei ∩Ωs, s = +,−, and d(·) is defined in (3.5). It is easy to see that gi = 0 when e+i = ∅
or e+i = ei.

Proof. For simplicity, define a function wh such that

wh|T s
h
= ws

h with ws
h = Ihv

s
E − (IIFE

h v)s, s = +,−. (3.37)

It is obvious that ws
h ∈ Vh(T ), s = +,−. Define another functions vh by

vh := [[w±
h ]](D)Ψ(x) + [[β±

c ∇w±
h · nh]](xp)Υ1(x)

+ [[∇w±
h · th]](xp)Υ2(x) +

∑

i∈I
Ni(wh)φi(x) + [[d(w±

h )]]Θ(x). (3.38)

Next, we prove wh = vh. From (3.13), (3.1)-(3.3) and Remark 3.1, the IFE basis functions φi, i ∈ I
satisfy the following identities

[[φ±
i ]](D) = 0, [[β±

c ∇φ±
i · nh]](xp) = 0, [[∇φ±

i · th]](xp) = 0,

[[d(φ±
i )]] = 0, Nj(φi) = δi,j , i, j ∈ I.

(3.39)

Combining (3.38), (3.39) and (3.23)-(3.28), we find

[[β±
c ∇v±h · nh]](xp) = [[β±

c ∇w±
h · nh]](xp), Ni(vh) = Ni(wh), i ∈ I (3.40)

and

[[v±h ]](D) = [[w±
h ]](D), [[∇v±h · th]](xp) = [[∇w±

h · th]](xp), [[d(v±h )]] = [[d(w±
h )]]. (3.41)

It follows from (3.41) that vh − wh is continuous across Γh ∩ T , which together with (3.40) and

(3.2)-(3.3), implies

vh − wh ∈ Sh(T ) and Ni(vh − wh) = 0, i ∈ I.
Using the unisolvence of IFE shape functions (see Lemma 3.3), we know that the function vh − wh

is unique and vh − wh = 0 through a simple verification. Thus, from (3.38), we have

wh = vh = aΨ(x) + b1Υ1(x) + b2Υ2(x) +
∑

i∈I
giφi(x) + tΘ(x), (3.42)

where

a = [[w±
h ]](D), b1 = [[β±

c ∇w±
h · nh]](xp), b2 = [[∇w±

h · th]](xp), gi = Ni(wh), t = [[d(Ihv
±
E )]].

Using the following facts from (3.2)-(3.3)

[[IIFE
h v)±]](D) = 0, [[β±

c ∇(IIFE
h v)± · nh]](xp) = 0, [[∇(IIFE

h v)± · th]](xp) = 0,

we can further derive

a = [[w±
h ]](D) = [[Ihv

±
E − (IIFE

h v)±]](D) = [[Ihv
±
E ]](D)− [[(IIFE

h v)±]](D) = [[Ihv
±
E ]](D),

b1 = [[β±
c ∇w±

h · nh]](xp) = [[β±
c ∇(Ihv

±
E − (IIFE

h v)±) · nh]](xp) = [[β±
c ∇(Ihv

±
E ) · nh]](xp),

b2 = [[∇w±
h · th]](xp) = [[∇(Ihv

±
E − (IIFE

h v)±) · th]](xp) = [[∇(Ihv
±
E ) · th]](xp).

It remains to consider gi, i ∈ I. Define

IBK
h v :=

{
Ihv

+
E in T+

h ,

Ihv
−
E in T−

h ,
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then we know from (3.37) that wh = IBK
h v − IIFE

h v. Using the fact that Ni(v − IIFE
h v) = 0 on

interface elements from (3.18), we obtain

gi = Ni(wh) = Ni(I
BK
h v − IIFE

h v) = Ni(I
BK
h v − v + v − IIFE

h v)

= Ni(I
BK
h v − v) +Ni(v − IIFE

h v) = Ni(I
BK
h v − v)

= |ei|−1

(∫

e+i

(Ihv
+
E − v+E )ds+

∫

e−i

(Ihv
−
E − v−E )ds

)
.

Theorem 3.7. For any v ∈ H̃2(Ω), there exists a constant C independent of h and the interface

location relative to the mesh such that

∑

T∈T Γ
h

|vsE − (IIFE
h v)s|2Hm(T ) ≤ Ch4−2m

Γ ‖v‖2H2(Ω+∪Ω−), m = 0, 1, 2, s = +,−, (3.43)

where hΓ is defined in (2.4).

Proof. On each interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , by the triangle inequality, we have

|vsE − (IIFE
h v)s|Hm(T ) ≤ |vsE − Ihv

s
E |Hm(T ) + |IhvsE − (IIFE

h v)s|Hm(T ), s = +,−. (3.44)

The estimate of the first term is standard

|vsE − Ihv
s
E |2Hm(T ) ≤ Ch4−2m

T |vsE |2H2(T ), m = 0, 1, 2, s = +,−. (3.45)

For the second term on the right-hand side of (3.44), from Lemma 3.6, Lemma 3.5 and (3.16), we

have
|IhvsE − (IIFE

h v)s|2Hm(T )

≤ C



a2|Ψs|2Hm(T ) +
∑

i=1,2

b2i |Υs
i |2Hm(T ) +

∑

i∈I
g2i |φs

i |2Hm(T ) + t2|Θs|2Hm(T )





≤ Ch2−2m
T

(
a2 +

∑

i∈I
g2i

)
+ Ch4−2m

T

∑

i=1,2

b2i + Ch6−2m
T t2, m = 0, 1, 2.

(3.46)

Here the constants t, a, b1, b2 and gi, i ∈ I are defined in (3.36). We now estimate these constants

one by one. Firstly, (3.5) implies

t2 =
∣∣[[d(Ihv±E )]]

∣∣2 =
1

(4κT + 4)|T | |[[Ihv
±
E ]]|2H2(T ) ≤ Ch−2

T

∑

s=+,−
|IhvsE |2H2(T )

≤ Ch−2
T

∑

s=+,−

(
|vsE |2H2(T ) + |vsE − Ihv

s
E |2H2(T )

)
≤ Ch−2

T

∑

s=+,−
|vsE |2H2(T ).

(3.47)

Since v ∈ H̃2(Ω) = 0, we have [[v±E ]]
2(D), which leads to

a2 = [[Ihv
±
E ]]

2(D) = [[Ihv
±
E − v±E ]]2(D) ≤ ‖[[Ihv±E − v±E ]]‖2L∞(T )

≤ C‖Ihv+E − v+E‖2L∞(T ) + C‖Ihv−E − v−E‖2L∞(T ) ≤ Ch2
T (|v+E |2H2(T ) + |v−E |2H2(T )),

(3.48)

where the standard interpolation error estimate is used in the last inequality since H2(T ) →֒ C0(T );

see Theorem 4.4.20 in [6].
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For the constant b1, using the standard inverse inequality, we have

b21 = [[β±
c ∇(Ihv

±
E ) · nh]]

2(xp) ≤ ‖[[β±
c ∇(Ihv

±
E ) · nh]]‖2L∞(T ) ≤ Ch−2

T ‖[[β±
c ∇(Ihv

±
E ) · nh]]‖2L2(T )

≤ Ch−2
T ‖[[β±∇(Ihv

±
E ) · nh]]‖2L2(T ) + Ch−2

T ‖[[(β±
c − β±)∇(Ihv

±
E ) · nh]]‖2L2(T ).

(3.49)

From (3.4), the second term can be estimate as

h−2
T ‖[[(β±

c − β±)∇(Ihv
±
E ) · nh]]‖2L2(T ) ≤ h−2

T

∑

s=+,−
‖βs

c − βs‖2L∞(T )‖∇(Ihv
s
E) · nh‖2L2(T )

≤ C
∑

s=+,−

(
‖∇(Ihv

s
E) · nh −∇vsE · nh‖2L2(T ) + ‖∇vsE · nh‖2L2(T )

)
≤
∑

s=+,−
|vE |2H1(T ).

For the first term on the right-hand side of (3.49), using (2.10), we get

h−2
T ‖[[β±∇(Ihv

±
E ) · nh]]‖2L2(T ) = h−2

T ‖[[β±∇(Ihv
±
E − v±E ) · nh + β±∇v±E · (nh − n+ n)]]‖2L2(T )

≤ Ch−2
T

(
‖[[β±∇(Ihv

±
E − v±E ) · nh]]‖2L2(T ) + ‖n− nh‖2L∞(T )‖[[β±∇v±E ]]‖2L2(T ) + ‖[[β±∇v±E · n]]‖2L2(T )

)

≤ C
∑

s=+,−

(
|vsE |2H2(T ) + |vsE |2H1(T )

)
+ Ch−2

T ‖[[β±∇v±E · n]]‖2L2(T ).

Combining above three inequalities yields

b21 ≤ C
∑

s=+,−

(
|vsE |2H2(T ) + |vsE |2H1(T )

)
+ Ch−2

T ‖[[β±∇v±E · n]]‖2L2(T ). (3.50)

Analogously,

b22 = [[∇(Ihv
±
E ) · th]]2(xp) ≤ ‖[[∇(Ihv

±
E ) · th]]‖2L∞(T ) ≤ Ch−2

T ‖[[∇(Ihv
±
E ) · th]]‖2L2(T )

≤ Ch−2
T ‖[[∇(Ihv

±
E − v±E ) · th +∇v±E · (th − t+ t)]]‖2L2(T )

≤ Ch−2
T

(
‖[[∇(Ihv

±
E − v±E ) · th]]‖2L2(T ) + ‖th − t‖2L∞(T )‖[[∇v±E ]]‖2L2(T ) + ‖[[∇v±E · t]]‖2L2(T )

)

≤ C
∑

s=+,−

(
|vsE |2H2(T ) + |vsE |2H1(T )

)
+ Ch−2

T ‖[[∇v±E · t]]‖2L2(T ).

(3.51)

Finally, the constants gi, i ∈ I in (3.36) can be estimated by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and

the standard interpolation error estimate

g2i = |ei|−2

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

e+i

(Ihv
+
E − v+E)ds+

∫

e−i

(Ihv
−
E − v−E )ds

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ Ch−1
T

∑

s=+,−
‖IhvsE − vsE‖2L2(ei)

≤ C
∑

s=+,−

(
h−2
T ‖IhvsE − vsE‖2L2(T ) + ‖∇(Ihv

s
E − vsE)‖2L2(T )

)
≤ Ch2

T

∑

i=+,−
|vsE |2H2(T ).

(3.52)

We now combine (3.44)-(3.48), (3.50)-(3.52) to obtain the error estimate on interface elements

|vsE − (IIFE
h v)s|2Hm(T ) ≤ Ch4−2m

T

∑

s=±
‖vsE‖2H2(T ) + Ch2−2m

T

(
‖[[β±∇v±E · n]]‖2L2(T ) + ‖[[∇v±E · t]]‖2L2(T )

)
.

Summing up the estimate over all interface elements T ∈ T Γ
h and using Assumption (2.3), we get

∑

T∈T Γ
h

|vsE − (IIFE
h v)s|2Wm

2
(T ) ≤ Ch4−2m

Γ ‖vsE‖2H2(Ω) + Ch2−2m
Γ

(
(‖[[β±∇v±E · n]]‖2L2(U(Γ,hΓ))

+ ‖[[∇v±E · t]]‖2L2(U(Γ,hΓ))

)
, s = +,−, m = 0, 1, 2.

(3.53)

16



Since v ∈ H̃2(Ω), we know from the definition (2.1) that [[β±∇v±E · n]](x) = 0 and [[v±E ]](x) = 0 for

all x ∈ Γ, which also implies [[∇v±E · t]](x) = 0 on Γ. Thus, by Lemma 2.4, and (2.5)-(2.6),

∥∥[[β±∇v±E · n]]
∥∥2
L2(U(Γ,hΓ))

≤ Ch2
Γ

∣∣[[β±∇v±E · n]]
∣∣2
H1(U(Γ,hΓ))

≤ Ch2
Γ

∑

s=+,−
‖vsE‖2H2(Ω),

∥∥[[∇v±E · t]]
∥∥2
L2(U(Γ,hΓ))

≤ Ch2
Γ

∣∣[[∇v±E · t]]
∣∣2
H1(U(Γ,hΓ))

≤ Ch2
Γ

∑

s=+,−
‖vsE‖2H2(Ω).

Substituting the above inequalities into (3.53) and using the extension result (3.20) we complete the

proof.

Now we prove the optimal approximation capabilities of the nonconforming IFE spaces V IFE
h ,

where the errors resulting from the mismatch of Γ and Γh are taken into account.

Theorem 3.8. For any v ∈ H̃2(Ω), there exists a constant C independent of h and the interface

location relative to the mesh such that

∑

T∈Th

|v − IIFE
h v|2Hm(T ) ≤ Ch4−2m‖v‖2H2(Ω+∪Ω−), m = 0, 1. (3.54)

Proof. On each non-interface element T ∈ T non
h , the following estimate is standard

|v − IIFE
h v|2Hm(T ) = |v − Ihv|2Hm(T ) ≤ Ch4−2m

T |v|2H2(T ), m = 0, 1. (3.55)

On each interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , in view of the relations T = T+ ∪ T− and T s = (T s ∩ T+

h ) ∪
(T s ∩ T−

h ), s = +,−, we have

|v − IIFE
h v|2Hm(T ) =

∑

s=+,−
|vs − (IIFE

h v)s|2Hm(T s∩T s
h)

+ |v− − (IIFE
h v)+|2

Hm(T−∩T+

h )
+ |v+ − (IIFE

h v)−|2
Hm(T+∩T−

h )
.

(3.56)

By the triangle inequality,

|v− − (IIFE
h v)+|2

Hm(T−∩T+

h )
≤ 2|v− − v+E |2Hm(T−∩T+

h )
+ 2|v+E − (IIFE

h v)+|2
Hm(T−∩T+

h )
,

|v+ − (IIFE
h v)−|2

Hm(T+∩T−

h )
≤ 2|v+ − v−E |2

Hm(T+∩T−

h )
+ 2|v−E − (IIFE

h v)−|2
Hm(T+∩T−

h )
.

(3.57)

Substituting (3.57) into (3.56) and using the definition (2.11), we get

|v − IIFE
h v|2Hm(T ) ≤ C

∑

s=+,−
|vs − (IIFE

h v)s|2Hm(T ) + C|v+E − v−E |2Hm(T△), m = 0, 1. (3.58)

It follows from Lemma 2.5 and the fact [[v±E ]] = 0 on Γ ∩ T that

‖v+E − v−E‖2L2(T△) ≤ Ch4
T

∣∣[[v±E ]]
∣∣2
H1(T△)

≤ Ch4
T

∑

s=+,−
|vsE |2H1(T ),

‖∇(v+E − v−E )‖2L2(T△) ≤ C
(
h2
T ‖∇[[v±E ]]‖2L2(Γ∩T ) + h4

T

∣∣[[v±E ]]
∣∣2
H2(T△)

)

≤ Ch2
T

∑

s=+,−
‖∇vsE‖2L2(Γ∩T ) + Ch4

T

∑

s=+,−
|vsE |2H2(T ),

which implies

|v+E − v−E |2Hm(T△) ≤ Ch4−2m
T

∑

s=+,−

(
|vsE |2H1(T ) + ‖∇vsE‖2L2(Γ∩T )

)
, m = 0, 1. (3.59)
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Combining (3.55), (3.58) and (3.59), we arrive at
∑

T∈Th

|v − IIFE
h v|2Hm(T ) ≤ Ch4−2m

∑

T∈T non
h

|v|2H2(T ) + C
∑

T∈T Γ
h

∑

s=+,−
|vs − (IIFE

h v)s|2Hm(T )

+ Ch4−2m
∑

T∈T Γ
h

∑

s=+,−
|vsE |2H1(T ) + Ch4−2m‖∇vsE‖2L2(Γ) m = 0, 1,

which together with Theorem 3.7, the extension result (3.20) and the following global trace inequality
∑

s=+,−
‖∇vsE‖2L2(Γ) ≤ C(‖v+E‖2H2(Ω+) + ‖v−E‖2H2(Ω−)) (3.60)

yields the theorem.

Remark 3.9. For the nonconforming IFE using the integral-value degrees of freedom, the optimal

interpolation error estimate (3.54) is not new and can be derived by multipoint Taylor expansions

(see [14, 31]). Here, we provide an alternative analysis for the optimal IFE interpolation error

estimate. Compared with multi-point Taylor expansions [14, 31], our new approach can handle the

case of variable coefficients and does not need to assume that the interface Γ is smooth enough so

that PC2(T ) is dense in H̃2(T ) for every interface element; see [14, 31] for the assumption and the

definition of the space PC2(T ). Furthermore, for nonconforming IFEs, our proof of (3.54) is the

first one to consider variable coefficient β(x) and shape regular triangulations.

Remark 3.10. As a by-product of the main result (3.54), the estimate (3.43) is new, which shows

that the interpolation polynomial on one side of the interface can approximate the extensions of the

exact solution optimally on the whole element T no matter how small T ∩ Ω+ or T ∩ Ω− might be.

The estimate (3.43) is the key in deriving the optimal error estimates on interface edges; see (5.20)

in the proof of Lemma 5.5.

4 Analysis of nonconforming the IFE methods without penal-

ties

In this section, we analyze the nonconforming IFE method without penalties which is obtained from

the weak formulation (2.2) by simply replacing the Sobolev space H1
0 (Ω) with the nonconforming

IFE space V IFE
h,0 (see [22, 28]). The method reads: find uh ∈ V IFE

h,0 such that

ah(uh, vh) :=
∑

T∈Th

∫

T

β(x)∇uh · ∇vhdx =

∫

Ω

fvhdx ∀vh ∈ V IFE
h,0 . (4.1)

We will show that the nonconforming IFE method without penalties is not guaranteed to converge

optimally unless [β]Γ∇u · t = 0 on Γ.

It is easy to see that ah(·, ·) = a(·, ·) on H1
0 (Ω) and it is positive-definite on V IFE

h,0 because

ah(vh, vh) = 0, vh ∈ V IFE
h,0 implies vh = 0. Thus, the discrete problem (4.1) has a unique solution.

We define the energy norm

‖v‖ah
:=
√
ah(v, v) ∀v ∈ V IFE

h,0 +H1
0 (Ω)

and quote the following well-known second Strang lemma (see Lemma 10.1.9 in [6]).

Lemma 4.1. Let u and uh be the solutions of the problems (2.2) and (4.1), respectively. Then

‖u− uh‖ah
≤ C

{
inf

vh∈V IFE
0,h

‖u− vh‖ah
+ sup

wh∈V IFE
h,0 \{0}

|ah(u− uh, wh)|
‖wh‖ah

}
. (4.2)
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Since u ∈ H̃2(Ω), Theorem 3.8 implies

inf
vh∈V IFE

h,0

‖u− vh‖ah
≤ ‖u− IIFE

h u‖ah
≤ Ch‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (4.3)

For the second term on the right-hand side of (4.2), we have

ah(u − uh, wh) =
∑

T∈Th

∫

T

β∇u · ∇whdx−
∫

Ω

fwhdx =
∑

e∈Eh

∫

e

β∇u · ne[wh]eds,

where the jump [wh]ene across an edge e is defined as follows. Let e be an interior edge shared by

two elements T e
1 and T e

2 , and ne the unit normal of e pointing towards the outside of T e
1 . Define

[wh]ene := (wh|T e
1
− wh|T e

2
)ne on e.

If e is an edge on the boundary of Ω, then define [wh]ene = whne, where ne is the unit normal of

e pointing towards the outside of Ω. Given an edge e and an element T , define the standard L2

projection operators P e
0 and PT

0 as

P e
0 f = |e|−1

∫

e

fds, PT
0 f = |T |−1

∫

T

fdx.

It follows from the fact
∫
e
[wh]eds = 0 that

|ah(u− uh, wh)| =
∣∣∣∣∣
∑

e∈Eh

∫

e

β∇u · ne[wh]eds

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣
∑

e∈Eh

∫

e

(β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne)) [wh]eds

∣∣∣∣∣

≤
(
∑

e∈Eh

‖β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne)‖2L2(e)

)1/2(∑

e∈Eh

‖[wh]e‖2L2(e)

)1/2

.

(4.4)

Lemma 4.2. There exists a constant C independent of h and the interface location relative to the

mesh such that

‖[wh]e‖2L2(e) ≤ C|e|
(
|wh|2H1(T e

1
) + |wh|2H1(T e

2
)

)
∀e ∈ E◦

h ∀wh ∈ V IFE
h .

Proof. Using the fact that P e
0 (wh|T e

1
) = P e

0 (wh|T e
2
), we have

‖[wh]e‖2L2(e) =

∫

e

(
wh|T e

1
− P e

0 (wh|T e
1
)− wh|T e

2
+ P e

0 (wh|T e
2
)
)2

ds

≤ 2
∑

i=1,2

∫

e

(
wh|T e

i
− P e

0 (wh|T e
i
)
)2

ds.

By the property of L2 projection

‖f − P e
0 (f)‖L2(e) ≤ ‖f − ce‖L2(e) ∀ce ∈ R

and the standard trace inequality, we get

‖[wh]e‖2L2(e) ≤ 2
∑

i=1,2

∫

e

(
wh|T e

i
− P e

0 (wh|T e
i
)
)2

ds ≤ 2
∑

i=1,2

∫

e

(
wh|T e

i
− P

T e
i

0 (wh|T e
i
)
)2

ds

≤ C
∑

i=1,2

(
h−1
T e
i

∥∥∥wh − P
T e
i

0 wh

∥∥∥
2

L2(T e
i )

+ hT e
i

∣∣∣wh − P
T e
i

0 wh

∣∣∣
2

H1(T e
i )

)

≤ C
(
hT e

1
|wh|2H1(T e

1
) + hT e

2
|wh|2H1(T e

2
)

)
,

where the fact that wh|T ∈ H1(T ) is used in the last inequality even though T ∈ T Γ
h .
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If e is an edge on the boundary of Ω, we also have similar estimates. Thus,

∑

e∈Eh

‖[wh]e‖2L2(e) ≤ Ch‖wh‖2ah
. (4.5)

The next step is to estimate ‖β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne)‖L2(e) in (4.4). Let T be an element such

that e ⊂ ∂T . If e ∈ Enon
h and T ∈ T non

h , using the property of the L2 projection operator P e
0 and

the standard trace inequality, we have

‖β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne)‖L2(e) ≤

∥∥β∇u · ne − PT
0 (β∇u · ne)

∥∥
L2(e)

≤ Ch
−1/2
T ‖β∇u · ne − PT

0 (β∇u · ne)‖L2(T ) + Ch
1/2
T |β∇u · ne|H1(T )

≤ Ch
1/2
T |u|H2(T ).

(4.6)

If e ∈ Enon
h and T ∈ T Γ

h , the term can be estimated by using the fact that e ∈ Ωs, s = + or −, and

the extension (3.20),

‖β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne)‖L2(e) = ‖βs∇us

E · ne − P e
0 (β

s∇us
E · ne)‖L2(e)

≤ Ch
−1/2
T ‖βs∇us

E · ne − PT
0 (βs∇us

E · ne)‖L2(T ) + Ch
1/2
T |β∇u · ne|H1(T )

≤ Ch
1/2
T |us

E|H2(T ).

(4.7)

Hence, it follows from (4.6)-(4.7) and the extension result (3.20) that

∑

e∈Enon
h

‖β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne)‖2L2(e) ≤ Ch

∑

i=+,−
|us

E |2H2(Ω) ≤ Ch|u|2H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (4.8)

For interface edges e ∈ EΓ
h , we cannot conclude the optimal estimate since (β∇u ·ne)|e may have

a jump across e ∩ Γ. Noticing that [u]Γ = 0 implies [∇u · t]Γ = 0, the jump can be derived as

[β∇u · ne]Γ = [β∇u · n]Γn · ne + [β∇u · t]Γt · ne = [β]Γ(∇u · t)(t · ne), (4.9)

where we have used

[β∇u · n]Γ = 0 and [β∇u · t]Γ =
1

2
(β+ + β−)[∇u · t]Γ + [β]Γ∇u · t = [β]Γ∇u · t.

The following lemma gives an estimate on interface edges.

Lemma 4.3. Let u be the solution of the problem (2.2). Assume the triangulation near the interface

is quasi-uniform, i.e., h−1
T ≤ Ch−1

Γ for all T ∈ T Γ
h . Then it holds that

∑

e∈EΓ
h

‖β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne)‖2L2(e) ≤ ChΓ

∑

T∈T Γ
h

|u|2H2(T+∪T−) + C ‖[β]Γ∇u · t‖2H1/2(Γ) . (4.10)

Proof. Define a function z|Ωs = zs, s = +,−, such that

−∆zs + zs = 0 in Ωs, s = +,−,

zs = [β]Γ∇u · t on Γ,
∂z+

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ω, s = +,−,

where ν is the outward unit normal vector to ∂Ω. Since [β]Γ∇u · t ∈ H1/2(Γ), the function z exists

and satisfies

z|Γ = [β]Γ∇u · t and ‖z‖H1(Ω) ≤ ‖[β]Γ∇u · t‖H1/2(Γ). (4.11)
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For an edge e ∈ EΓ
h , let w = β∇u · ne and T be an element that has e as one of its edges. Define

w̃(x) = z(x)t(x) · ne ∀x ∈ T and ŵ(x) =

{
w̃ if x ∈ T+,

0 if x ∈ T−.

From (4.9) and (4.11), we have [w − ŵ]Γ∩T = 0. Thus, w − ŵ ∈ H1(T ). By the property of the L2

projection operator P e
0 and the standard trace inequality, we derive

‖w − P e
0 (w)‖2L2(e) ≤ ‖w − PT

0 (w − ŵ)‖2L2(e) = ‖w − ŵ + ŵ − PT
0 (w − ŵ)‖2L2(e)

≤ 2‖w − ŵ − PT
0 (w − ŵ)‖2L2(e) + 2‖w̃‖2L2(e)

≤ C(h−1
T ‖w − ŵ − PT

0 (w − ŵ)‖2L2(T ) + hT |w − ŵ|2H1(T )) + 2‖z‖2L2(e)

≤ C(hT |w − ŵ|2H1(T ) + h−1
T ‖z‖2L2(T ) + hT |z|2H1(T ))

≤ C(hT |w|2H1(T+∪T−) + h−1
T ‖z‖2L2(T ) + hT |z|2H1(T )).

Summing over all interface edges and using Lemma 2.4, we get

∑

e∈EΓ
h

‖β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne)‖2L2(e) ≤

∑

T∈T Γ
h

C(hT |w|2H1(T+∪T−) + h−1
T ‖z‖2L2(T ) + hT |z|2H1(T ))

≤ ChΓ

∑

T∈T Γ
h

|u|2H2(T+∪T−) + Ch−1
Γ ‖z‖2L2(U(Γ,hΓ))

+ ChΓ|z|2H1(Ω)

≤ ChΓ

∑

T∈T Γ
h

|u|2H2(T+∪T−) + C‖z‖2H1(Ω),

which together with (4.11) yields this lemma.

Γ

Ω+

Ω−

Figure 3: A triangulation of a region Λ contained in Ω; red: interface edges.

Remark 4.4. The estimate (4.10) is sharp, i.e., we cannot find a better upper bound for the ap-

proximation error than O(1) when [β]Γ∇u · t 6= 0 on Γ. We explain it by a concrete example as

illustrated in Figure 3. The domain Ω contains a region Λ such that Λ = (0, 1)2, Λ+ = {x =

(x1, x2) ∈ Λ : x1 > x2}, Λ− = {x = (x1, x2) ∈ Λ : x1 < x2}. The interface contained in the region is

Γ∩Λ = {x = (x1, x2) ∈ Λ : x1 = x2}. We use uniform triangulations as shown in Figure 3 and only

consider these interface edges which are contained in the region Λ. Obviously, ne = t = ( 1√
2
, 1√

2
)T

and n = ( 1√
2
,− 1√

2
)T . Let β+ = 2, β− = 1 and the exact solution u(x1, x2) be a piecewise linear

function on Λ+, Λ− such that

β+∇u+ · n = β−∇u− · n = 1 and u|Γ∩Λ =
1√
2
(x1 + x2).
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Thus, ∇u · t = 1 and (β∇u · ne)|e+ = 2, (β∇u · ne)|e− = 1 for all e ⊂ Λ and e ∈ EΓ
h . Therefore,

‖β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne)‖2L2(e) = inf

ce∈R

‖β∇u · ne − ce‖2L2(e)

= inf
ce∈R

( |e|
2
(2− ce)

2 +
|e|
2
(1 − ce)

2

)
≥ |e|

4
≥ Ch.

Using the fact that the number of interface edges contained in Λ is O(h−1), we observe that

∑

e∈EΓ
h

‖β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne)‖2L2(e) ≥

∑

e∈EΓ
h
,e⊂Λ

Ch ≥ C.

With the above discussions, we have the following error estimate for the existing nonconforming

IFE method.

Theorem 4.5. Let u and uh be the solutions of the problems (2.2) and (4.1), respectively. Under

the assumption of Lemma 4.3, the following discretization error estimate holds

‖u− uh‖ah
≤ Ch‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−) + Ch1/2 ‖[β]Γ∇u · t‖H1/2(Γ) . (4.12)

Proof. It follows from (4.8) and (4.10) that

∑

e∈Eh

‖β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne)‖2L2(e) ≤ Ch|u|2H2(Ω+∪Ω−) + C ‖[β]Γ∇u · t‖2H1/2(Γ) , (4.13)

which together with (4.4) and (4.5) yields

|ah(u− uh, wh)| ≤ Ch1/2‖wh‖ah

(
h1/2|u|H2(Ω+∪Ω−) + ‖[β]Γ∇u · t‖H1/2(Γ)

)
. (4.14)

Combining (4.2), (4.3) and (4.14), we complete the proof.

Remark 4.6. The estimate (4.12) in Theorem 4.5 suggests that the solution of the nonconforming

IFE method (4.1) only converges with a suboptimal convergence rate O(h1/2) in the energy norm if

[β]Γ∇u · t 6= 0 on Γ. Applying global trace inequalities on Ω+ and Ω− to the second term on the

right-hand side of (4.12), we get

‖u− uh‖ah
≤ Ch1/2‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−).

Using the standard duality argument (see [6, p. 284]), we can also derive the following suboptimal

L2 error estimate

‖u− uh‖L2(Ω) ≤ Ch‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (4.15)

5 A new nonconforming IFE method and error estimates

To recover the optimal convergence rates, different from the partially penalized IFE method in [31],

we propose a parameter-free nonconforming IFE method. On each interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , define

Wh(T ) := {wh ∈ (L2(T ))2 : wh = ∇vh ∀vh ∈ Sh(T )}. (5.1)

We also define a space associated with an edge e ∈ EΓ
h as

We := {wh ∈ (L2(Ω))2 : wh|T e
1
∈ Wh(T

e
1 ), wh|T e

2
∈ Wh(T

e
2 ), wh|Ω\(T e

1
∪T e

2
) = 0}. (5.2)
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For simplicity of the implementation, the coefficient β(x) is approximated by

βh(x) =

{
β+(x) if x ∈ Ω+

h ,

β−(x) if x ∈ Ω−
h .

Define a local lifting operator re : L
2(e) → We such that

∫

Ω

βh(x)re(ϕ) · whdx =

∫

e

{βhwh · ne}e ϕds ∀wh ∈ We, (5.3)

where {v}e = 1
2 (v|T e

1
+ v|T e

2
). Obviously, re(ϕ) exists uniquely for any ϕ ∈ L2(e) and the support of

re(ϕ) is T
e
1 ∪ T e

2 . We emphasize that the cost in computing re(ϕ) with given ϕ is not significant in

general in practical implementation because the dimension of the space Wh(T ) is 2 for the Crouzeix-

Raviart element and 3 for the rotated-Q1 element. We also note that for the Crouzeix-Raviart

element we can express re(ϕ) explicitly if we choose orthogonal basis functions of the space Wh(T )

as

ω1(x) = th, ω2(x) =

{
β−nh if x ∈ T+

h

β+nh if x ∈ T−
h

.

The new nonconforming IFE method is to find uh ∈ V IFE
h,0 such that

Ah(uh, vh) := ãh(uh, vh) + bh(uh, vh) + sh(uh, vh) =

∫

Ω

fvhdx ∀vh ∈ V IFE
h,0 , (5.4)

where

ãh(uh, vh) =
∑

T∈Th

∫

T

βh(x)∇uh · ∇vhdx,

bh(uh, vh) = −
∑

e∈EΓ
h

∫

e

({βh∇uh · ne}e[vh]e + {βh∇vh · ne}e[uh]e) ds,

sh(uh, vh) = 4
∑

e∈EΓ
h

∫

T e
1
∪T e

2

βh(x)re([uh]e) · re([vh]e)dx.

(5.5)

Clearly, the new nonconforming IFE method is symmetric. Compared with the partially penalized

IFE method developed in [31], the new nonconforming IFE method does not require a manually

chosen stabilization parameter.

Now we analyze the new method. For all v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) ∩ H̃2(Ω) + V IFE

h,0 , define the following

mesh-dependent norms

‖v‖ãh
:=
√
ãh(v, v)

and

9 v9h :=



‖v‖2ãh
+
∑

e∈EΓ
h

|e|‖{βh∇v}e‖2L2(e) +
∑

e∈EΓ
h

|e|−1‖[v]e‖2L2(e) + sh(v, v)




1/2

. (5.6)

The continuity of the bilinear form A(·, ·) is verified directly from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

|Ah(w, v)| ≤ 9w 9h 9v 9h ∀w, v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) ∩ H̃2(Ω) + V IFE

h,0 . (5.7)

The following lemma demonstrates the coercivity of the bilinear form A(·, ·) on the IFE space V IFE
h,0

with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖ãh
.

Lemma 5.1. It holds that

Ah(vh, vh) ≥
1

2
‖vh‖2ãh

∀vh ∈ V IFE
h,0 . (5.8)
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Proof. For all vh ∈ V IFE
h,0 , choosing wh|T e

1
∪T e

2
= ∇vh, wh|Ω\(T e

1
∪T e

2
) = 0 in (5.3) and using the fact

that the support of re(ϕ) is T
e
1 ∪ T e

2 , we have
∫

T e
1
∪T e

2

βh(x)re(ϕ) · ∇vhdx =

∫

Ω

βh(x)re(ϕ) · ∇vhdx =

∫

e

{βh∇vh · ne}e ϕds.

It follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that

|bh(vh, vh)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
∑

e∈EΓ
h

∫

e

{βh∇vh · ne}e[vh]eds

∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤



4
∑

e∈EΓ
h

∫

Ω

βhre([vh]e) · re([vh]e)dx




1/2


∑

e∈EΓ
h

∫

T e
1
∪T e

2

βh∇vh · ∇vhdx




1/2

.

(5.9)

Since each interface element has at most two interface edges from Assumption 2.2, each element is

calculated at most twice. Therefore,

∑

e∈EΓ
h

∫

T e
1
∪T e

2

βh∇vh · ∇vhdx ≤ 2
∑

T∈Th

∫

T

βh(x)∇vh · ∇vhdx. (5.10)

Combining (5.5), (5.9) and (5.10), we have

|bh(vh, vh)| ≤ (sh(vh, vh))
1/2

(
2
∑

T∈Th

∫

T

βh(x)∇vh · ∇vhdx

)1/2

≤ sh(vh, vh) +
1

2

∑

T∈Th

∫

T

βh(x)∇vh · ∇vhdx,

which together with (5.5) yields the result

A(vh, vh) = ãh(vh, vh) + bh(vh, vh) + sh(vh, vh) ≥
1

2

∑

T∈Th

∫

T

βh(x)∇vh · ∇vhdx =
1

2
‖vh‖2ãh

.

Next, we show the equivalence of the two norms ‖ · ‖ãh
and 9 · 9h on the IFE space V IFE

h,0 . To

begin with, we need the following trace inequality for the IFE shape functions in Sh(T ) which can

be verified via straightforward calculations. We also refer readers to [28, Theorem 2.7].

Lemma 5.2. There exists a constant C independent of h and the interface location relative to the

mesh such that

‖∇vh‖L2(∂T ) ≤ Ch
−1/2
T ‖∇vh‖L2(T ) ∀vh ∈ Sh(T ) ∀T ∈ T Γ

h . (5.11)

We also need the following stability estimate for the local lifting operator re.

Lemma 5.3. There exists a constant C independent of h and the interface location relative to the

mesh such that

‖re(ϕ)‖L2(Ω) ≤ C|e|−1/2‖ϕ‖L2(e) ∀ϕ ∈ L2(e) ∀e ∈ EΓ
h .

Proof. Since the support of re(ϕ) is T
e
1 ∪ T e

2 , choosing wh = re(ϕ) in (5.3) yields

‖re(ϕ)‖2L2(Ω) ≤ C‖β1/2
h re(ϕ)‖2L2(T e

1
∪T e

2
) = C

∫

e

{βhre(ϕ) · ne}eϕds

≤ C‖{βhre(ϕ)}e‖L2(e)‖ϕ‖L2(e) ≤ C‖ϕ‖L2(e)

∑

i=1,2

‖re(ϕ)|T e
i
‖L2(e).

(5.12)
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Note re(ϕ)|T e
1
∈ Wh(T

e
1 ), we know from (5.1) that there exists a function vh ∈ Sh(T

e
1 ) such that

re(ϕ)|T e
1
= ∇vh. By the trace inequality (5.11) for the IFE shape functions, we have

‖re(ϕ)|T e
1
‖L2(e) = ‖∇vh‖L2(e) ≤ Ch

−1/2
T ‖∇vh‖L2(T e

1
) = Ch

−1/2
T ‖re(ϕ)‖L2(T e

1
),

which, together with (5.12) and a similar estimate on T e
2 , completes the proof of this lemma.

We now prove the norm-equivalence in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.4. There exists a constant C independent of h and the interface location relative to the

mesh such that

‖vh‖ãh
≤ 9vh9h ≤ C‖vh‖ãh

∀vh ∈ V IFE
h,0 . (5.13)

Proof. We just need to prove the second inequality since the first inequality is obvious. By the trace

inequality (5.11) for the IFE shape functions, it holds

∑

e∈EΓ
h

|e|‖{βh∇vh}e‖2L2(e) ≤ C
∑

e∈EΓ
h

∑

i=1,2

‖∇vh‖2L2(T e
i )

≤ C‖vh‖2ãh
.

(5.14)

From Lemma 4.2, we have

∑

e∈EΓ
h

|e|−1‖[vh]e‖2L2(e) ≤ C
∑

e∈EΓ
h

∑

i=1,2

‖∇vh‖2L2(T e
i )

≤ C‖vh‖2ãh
, (5.15)

which, together with Lemma 5.3 for the local lifting operator, leads to

sh(vh, vh) ≤ C
∑

e∈EΓ
h

‖re([vh]e)‖2L2(Ω) ≤ C
∑

e∈EΓ
h

|e|−1‖[vh]e‖2L2(e) ≤ C‖vh‖2ãh
. (5.16)

Combining (5.6), (5.14)-(5.16), we get the second inequality in (5.13).

The following lemma provides an optimal estimate for the interpolation error in terms of the

norm 9 · 9h.

Lemma 5.5. Suppose v ∈ H̃2(Ω), then there exists a constant C independent of h and the interface

location relative to the mesh such that

9v − IIFE
h v9h ≤ Ch‖v‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−).

Proof. The first term in the norm 9 · 9 can be bounded by Theorem 3.8

‖v − IIFE
h v‖ãh

≤ Ch‖v‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (5.17)

Since (v − IIFE
h v)|T ∈ H1(T ) for all T ∈ T Γ

h , by the standard trace inequality and Theorem 3.8, we

have
∑

e∈EΓ
h

|e|−1‖[v − IIFE
h v]e‖2L2(e) ≤ C

∑

e∈EΓ
h

∑

i=1,2

(
h−2
T ‖v − IIFE

h v‖2L2(T e
i ) + |v − IIFE

h v|2H1(T e
i )

)

≤ C
∑

T∈T Γ
h

(
h−2
T ‖v − IIFE

h v‖2L2(T ) + |v − IIFE
h v|2H1(T )

)
≤ Ch2

Γ‖v‖2H2(Ω+∪Ω−),
(5.18)

which, together with Lemma 5.3, implies

sh(v − IIFE
h v, v − IIFE

h v) ≤ C
∑

e∈EΓ
h

|e|−1‖[v − IIFE
h v]e‖2L2(e) ≤ Ch2

Γ‖v‖2H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (5.19)
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Let es = e ∩Ωs, s = +,−. Recalling the notations in (3.19)-(3.20), it holds

‖{βh∇(v − IIFE
h v)}e‖2L2(e) = ‖{βh∇(v − IIFE

h v)}e‖2L2(e+) + ‖{βh∇(v − IIFE
h v)}e‖2L2(e−)

≤ C‖{∇(v+E − (IIFE
h v)+)}e‖2L2(e) + C‖{∇(v−E − (IIFE

h v)−)}e‖2L2(e).

Then using the standard trace inequality and Theorem 3.7, we can derive
∑

e∈EΓ
h

|e|‖{βh∇(v − IIFE
h v)}e‖2L2(e)

≤ C
∑

T∈T Γ
h

∑

s=+,−

(
|vsE − (IIFE

h v)s|2H1(T ) + h2
T |vsE − (IIFE

h v)s|2H2(T )

)

≤ Ch2
Γ‖v‖2H2(Ω+∪Ω−).

(5.20)

The lemma follows from (5.6), (5.17)-(5.20).

The following lemma concerns the errors caused by replacing β(x) by βh(x).

Lemma 5.6. Let v ∈ H̃2(Ω) and w ∈ V IFE
h +H1(Ω). Then there exists a constant C independent

of h and the interface location relative to the mesh such that

|ah(v, w) − ãh(v, w)| ≤ ChΓ‖v‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−)




∑

T∈T Γ
h

‖∇w‖2L2(T△)




1/2

. (5.21)

Furthermore, if w ∈ H̃2(Ω), there holds

|ah(v, w)− ãh(v, w)| ≤ Ch2
Γ‖v‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−)‖w‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (5.22)

Proof. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives

|ah(v, w) − ãh(v, w)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

T∈T Γ
h

∫

T△

(β − βh)∇v · ∇wdx

∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ C




∑

T∈T Γ
h

‖∇v‖2L2(T△)




1/2


∑

T∈T Γ
h

‖∇w‖2L2(T△)




1/2

.

(5.23)

Using Lemma 2.5 and the global trace inequalities on Ω+ and Ω−, we derive
∑

T∈T Γ
h

‖∇v‖2L2(T△) =
∑

T∈T Γ
h

∑

s=+,−
‖∇vs‖2L2(T△∩T s) ≤

∑

T∈T Γ
h

∑

s=+,−
‖∇vsE‖2L2(T△)

≤ C
∑

T∈T Γ
h

∑

s=+,−

(
h2
T ‖∇vs‖2L2(T∩Γ) + h4

T |vsE |2H2(T△)

)

≤ Ch2
Γ

∑

s=+,−
‖∇vs‖2L2(Γ) + Ch4

Γ

∑

s=+,−
|vsE |2H2(Ω)

≤ Ch2
Γ

∑

s=+,−
‖v‖2H2(Ωs) = Ch2

Γ‖v‖2H2(Ω+∪Ω−).

(5.24)

The estimate (5.21) follows from (5.23) and (5.24). If w ∈ H̃2(Ω), then similar to (5.24),
∑

T∈T Γ
h

‖∇w‖2L2(T△) ≤ Ch2
Γ‖w‖2H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (5.25)

The estimate (5.22) then follows from (5.21) and (5.25).
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With these preparations, we are ready to derive the H1 error estimate for the new nonconforming

IFE method.

Theorem 5.7. Let u and uh be the solutions of the problems (2.2) and (5.4), respectively. Then

there exists a constant C independent of h and the interface location relative to the mesh such that

9 u− uh9h ≤ Ch‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (5.26)

Proof. From Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.4, we know that the bilinear form Ah(·, ·) is also coercive on

V IFE
h with respect to the norm 9 · 9h. Thus, the second Strang lemma implies

9 u− uh9h ≤ C

{
inf

vh∈V IFE
h,0

9u− vh 9h + sup
wh∈V IFE

h,0 \{0}

|Ah(u− uh, wh)|
9wh9h

}
. (5.27)

The first term of the right-hand side of (5.27) can be bounded by Lemma 5.5

inf
vh∈V IFE

h,0

9u− vh9h ≤ 9u− IIFE
h u9h ≤ Ch‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (5.28)

Multiplying (1.1) by wh ∈ V IFE
h,0 and integrating by parts, we obtain

∫

Ω

fwhdx = ah(u,wh) + sh(u,wh)−
∑

e∈Eh

∫

e

{β∇u · ne}e[wh]e + {β∇wh · ne}e[u]eds

= Ah(u,wh)−
∑

e∈Enon
h

∫

e

β∇u · ne[wh]eds+ ah(u,wh)− ãh(u,wh),

(5.29)

where βh(x) = β(x) on edges, [u]e = 0, [β∇u · ne]e = 0 and re([u]e) = 0 are used. It follows from

(5.29) and (5.4) that

Ah(u − uh, wh) =
∑

e∈Enon
h

∫

e

β∇u · ne[wh]eds+ ãh(u,wh)− ah(u,wh). (5.30)

Hence, by (4.4), (4.5), (4.8), and Lemma 5.6, we have

|Ah(u− uh, wh)| ≤ Ch‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−) 9 wh9,

which, together with (5.27) and (5.28), completes the proof of the theorem.

The optimal L2 error estimate is also derived by using the standard duality argument below.

Theorem 5.8. Let u and uh be the solutions of the problems (2.2) and (5.4), respectively. Then

there exists a constant C independent of h and the interface location relative to the mesh such that

‖u− uh‖L2(Ω) ≤ Ch2‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (5.31)

Proof. Let z ∈ H1
0 (Ω) be the solution of the following auxiliary problem

a(v, z) =

∫

Ω

(u − uh)vdx ∀v ∈ H1
0 (Ω). (5.32)

Since u− uh ∈ L2(Ω), it follows from Theorem 2.1 that

z ∈ H̃2(Ω) and ‖z‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−) ≤ C‖u− uh‖L2(Ω). (5.33)
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Let zh ∈ V IFE
h,0 be the solution of the new nonconforming IFE method applied to the auxiliary

problem (5.32), i.e.,

Ah(vh, zh) =

∫

Ω

(u− uh)vhdx ∀vh ∈ V IFE
h,0 . (5.34)

Recalling that ah(·, ·) = a(·, ·) on H1
0 (Ω), and applying (5.32) and (5.34), we have

‖u− uh‖2L2(Ω) = a(u, z)−Ah(uh, zh) = Ah(u, z)−Ah(uh, zh) + ãh(u, z)− ah(u, z)

= Ah(u− uh, z − zh) +Ah(u− uh, zh) +Ah(uh, z − zh) + (ãh(u, z)− ah(u, z)) ,
(5.35)

where the relation bh(u, z) = sh(u, z) = 0 is used in the second identity since [u]e = [v]e = 0 for all

edges. Lemma 5.6 provides the estimate for the last term

ãh(u, z)− ah(u, z) ≤ Ch2‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−)‖z‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (5.36)

The first terms on the right-hand side of (5.35) can be estimated using Theorem 5.7,

Ah(u− uh, z − zh) ≤ 9u− uh 9h 9z − zh9h ≤ Ch2‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−)‖z‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (5.37)

We rewrite the second term on the right-hand side of (5.35) as

Ah(u− uh, zh) = Ah(u − uh, zh − IIFE
h z) +Ah(u− uh, I

IFE
h zh). (5.38)

It is easy to see that

Ah(u− uh, zh − IIFE
h z) ≤ 9u− uh 9h 9zh − IIFE

h z9h ≤ Ch2‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−)‖z‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (5.39)

From (5.30), we have

Ah(u− uh, I
IFE
h zh) =

∑

e∈Enon
h

∫

e

β∇u · ne[I
IFE
h zh]eds+ ãh(u, I

IFE
h zh)− ah(u, I

IFE
h zh). (5.40)

Since [z]e = 0, we can derive

∑

e∈Enon
h

∫

e

β∇u · ne[I
IFE
h zh]eds =

∑

e∈Enon
h

∫

e

(β∇u · ne − P e
0 (β∇u · ne))[I

IFE
h zh − z]eds

≤ Ch2‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−)‖z‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−),

(5.41)

where the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (4.8), the standard trace inequality and Theorem 3.8 are used.

Applying Lemma 5.6 and Theorem 3.8 again we obtain

|ãh(u, IIFE
h zh)− ah(u, I

IFE
h zh)| ≤ |ãh(u, z)− ah(u, z)|

+ |ãh(u, IIFE
h zh − z)− ah(u, I

IFE
h zh − z)|

≤ Ch2‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−)‖z‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−).

(5.42)

Combining (5.38)-(5.42), we find

Ah(u− uh, zh) ≤ Ch2‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−)‖z‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−), (5.43)

and similarly,

Ah(uh, z − zh) ≤ Ch2‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−)‖z‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−). (5.44)

Applying (5.35)-(5.37), (5.43)-(5.44), we arrive at the estimate

‖u− uh‖2L2(Ω) ≤ Ch2‖u‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−)‖z‖H2(Ω+∪Ω−),

which together with the regularity result (5.33) implies the estimate (5.31).
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6 Numerical examples

In this section, we present some numerical examples to validate the theoretical analysis. To avoid

redundancy, we only report numerical results of IFE methods based on the Crouzeix-Raviart element

since the results of IFE methods based on the rotated-Q1 element are almost the same.

For simplicity, we take Ω = (−1, 1) × (−1, 1) as the computational domain and use uniform

triangulations constructed as follows. We first partition the domain into N×N congruent rectangles,

and then obtain the triangulation by cutting the rectangles along one of diagonals in the same

direction. We examine the convergence rate of IFE solutions using the following norms

|eh|H1 :=

(
∑

T∈Th

‖
√
βh∇(u − uh)‖2L2(T )

)1/2

and ‖eh‖L2 := ‖u− uh‖L2(Ω).

For comparison, we replace β(x) by βh(x) in the nonconforming IFE method (IFEM) without penal-

ties (4.1) in our computation. Thus, the difference of the nonconforming IFEM without penalties

and our new nonconforming IFEM (5.4) is the terms bh(·, ·) and sh(·, ·). In view of the analysis for

our new method, the error resulting from replacing β(x) by βh(x) does not affect the error estimates

in Theorem 4.5 for the nonconforming IFEM without penalties.

6.1 A counter example with ∇u · t 6= 0 on Γ

We use this example to show that the nonconforming IFEM without penalties does not converge

optimally, although the integral values on edges are used as degrees of freedom.

Example 6.1. The interface is Γ = {(x1, x2) ∈ R
2 : x2

1 + x2
2 = r20} such that Ω− = {(x1, x2) ∈

R
2 : x2

1 + x2
2 < r20}. Let (r, θ) be the polar coordinate of x = (x1, x2). The exact solution is chosen

as u(x) = j(x)v(x)ω(x), where ω(x) = sin(θ),

j(x) =






exp

(
− 1

1− (r − r0)2/η2

)
if |r − r0| < η,

0 if |r − r0| ≥ η,

and

v(x) =

{
1 + (r2 − r20)/β

+(x) if x ∈ Ω+,

1 + (r2 − r20)/β
−(x) if x ∈ Ω−.

Let r0 = 0.5, η = 0.45, β+(x) and β−(x) be positive constants. It is easy to verify that the jump

condition (1.2)-(1.3) is satisfied and ∇u · t 6= 0 on Γ. We test two cases: (β+, β−) = (10, 1000) and

(β+, β−) = (1000, 10). The exact solutions of these two cases are plotted in Figure 4.

We report numerical results in Tables 1-2 which clearly confirm our theoretical analysis. The

second and third columns in Tables 1-2 indicate suboptimal convergence rates: ‖eh‖L2 ≈ O(h),

|eh|H1 ≈ O(h1/2) for the nonconforming IFEM without penalties (4.1). When the terms bh(·, ·) and
sh(·, ·) are added to the scheme, i.e., the new nonconforming IFEM (5.4), we observe the optimal

convergence rates (see last two columns in Tables 1-2).

We also use this example to test the classic IFE method [26, 18] where the nodal values are used

as degrees of freedom and no penalties are included. The suboptimal convergence rates are also

observed (i.e., O(h1/2) in the H1 norm and O(h) in the L2 norm), which indicates that the error

estimate in [18] is sharp. To avoid redundancy, we do not list the numerical results here.
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Figure 4: Exact solutions of Example 6.1. Left: (β+, β−) = (10, 1000); Right: (β+, β−) = (1000, 10)

Table 1: Numerical results of Example 6.1 with (β+, β−) = (10, 1000).

Nonconforming IFEM without penalties New nonconforming IFEM

N ‖eh‖L2 rate |eh|H1 rate ‖eh‖L2 rate |eh|H1 rate

8 2.221E-01 2.140E+01 1.617E-01 1.781E+01

16 7.650E-02 1.54 1.037E+01 1.05 4.414E-02 1.87 6.889E+00 1.37

32 1.745E-02 2.13 5.970E+00 0.80 5.989E-03 2.88 3.851E+00 0.84

64 7.322E-03 1.25 3.597E+00 0.73 7.855E-04 2.93 1.784E+00 1.11

128 3.204E-03 1.19 2.309E+00 0.64 1.935E-04 2.02 8.932E-01 1.00

256 1.514E-03 1.08 1.548E+00 0.58 4.836E-05 2.00 4.461E-01 1.00

512 7.276E-04 1.06 1.056E+00 0.55 1.197E-05 2.01 2.229E-01 1.00

1024 3.603E-04 1.01 7.378E-01 0.52 2.992E-06 2.00 1.114E-01 1.00

Table 2: Numerical results of Example 6.1 with (β+, β−) = (1000, 10).

Nonconforming IFEM without penalties New nonconforming IFEM

N ‖eh‖L2 rate |eh|H1 rate ‖eh‖L2 rate |eh|H1 rate

8 1.736E-01 4.641E+01 1.540E-01 4.611E+01

16 7.679E-02 1.18 1.686E+01 1.46 6.402E-02 1.27 1.579E+01 1.55

32 1.186E-02 2.69 8.927E+00 0.92 5.868E-03 3.45 8.055E+00 0.97

64 5.188E-03 1.19 4.822E+00 0.89 8.575E-04 2.77 3.888E+00 1.05

128 2.242E-03 1.21 2.802E+00 0.78 1.944E-04 2.14 1.949E+00 1.00

256 1.061E-03 1.08 1.746E+00 0.68 4.841E-05 2.01 9.738E-01 1.00

512 5.043E-04 1.07 1.133E+00 0.62 1.218E-05 1.99 4.868E-01 1.00

1024 2.483E-04 1.02 7.654E-01 0.57 2.982E-06 2.03 2.434E-01 1.00
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6.2 An example with variable coefficients and a non-convex interface

Example 6.2. The interface is the zero level set of the function,

ϕ(x) = (3(x2
1 + x2

2)− x1)
2 − x2

1 − x2
2 + 0.02.

The exact solution is chosen as u(x) = ϕ(x)/β(x), where

β(x) =

{
β+(x) = 300(2 + sin(6x1 + 6x2)) if ϕ(x) > 0,

β−(x) = 2 + cos(6x1 + 6x2) if ϕ(x) < 0.

It is easy to verify that the jump condition (1.2)-(1.3) is satisfied and ∇u · t = 0 on Γ. The exact

solution and the interface are plotted in Figure 5.

For the problem with variable coefficients, we choose β+
c = β+(xm), β−

c = β−(xm) on each

interface element T ∈ T Γ
h , where xm is the midpoint of Γh∩T . Since ∇u ·t = 0 on Γ, our theoretical

analysis suggests the optimal convergence rates for both the IFEM without penalties and the new

IFEM, which are confirmed by the results listed in Table 3.

In view of the requirement (3.4), we also test another choice: β±
c = β±(Ai) + C±h, i.e., using

the value at one vertex Ai of T and random constants C± in [0, 1]. The numerical results are almost

the same and thus are not presented to avoid redundancy.
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Figure 5: The exact solution and the interface of Example 6.2. Left: the plot of −u; Right: the plot

of the interface

Table 3: Numerical results of Example 6.2.

Nonconforming IFEM without penalties New nonconforming IFEM

N ‖eh‖L2 rate |eh|H1 rate ‖eh‖L2 rate |eh|H1 rate

8 1.510E-02 1.744E+00 1.959E-02 1.747E+00

16 5.245E-03 1.53 8.899E-01 0.97 6.609E-03 1.57 8.921E-01 0.97

32 1.540E-03 1.77 4.541E-01 0.97 2.151E-03 1.62 4.568E-01 0.97

64 2.785E-04 2.47 2.277E-01 1.00 4.067E-04 2.40 2.287E-01 1.00

128 5.968E-05 2.22 1.140E-01 1.00 7.657E-05 2.41 1.142E-01 1.00

256 1.356E-05 2.14 5.701E-02 1.00 1.601E-05 2.26 5.709E-02 1.00

512 3.335E-06 2.02 2.851E-02 1.00 3.773E-06 2.09 2.854E-02 1.00

1024 7.856E-07 2.09 1.425E-02 1.00 8.338E-07 2.18 1.426E-02 1.00
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7 Conclusions

In this paper, we have shown that the nonconforming IFE methods using the integral-value degrees of

freedom on edges are not guaranteed to achieve optimal convergence rates without adding penalties

although the continuity of IFE shape functions is weakly enforced through average values over edges.

The suboptimal convergence rates have been confirmed by a counter numerical example where the

the tangential derivative of the exact solution is not zero on the interface. We think there is similar

issue for nonconforming IFE methods using integral-values on edges as degrees of freedom for solving

elasticity and Stokes interface problems, which is an interesting topic in our future research.

To recover the optimal convergence rates, we have developed a new nonconforming IFE method

with additional terms at interface edges. The new nonconforming IFE method is symmetric and

the coercivity is ensured by a local lifting operator without a sufficient large penalty parameter. We

have also proved that IFE basis functions based on the Crouzeix-Raviart elements are unisolvent

on arbitrary triangles which is one of advantages compared with the IFEs using nodal values as

degrees of freedom. The optimal approximation capabilities of nonconforming IFE spaces based on

the Crouzeix-Raviart and the rotated-Q1 elements have been derived via a novel approach which

can handle the case of variable coefficients easily. The optimal error estimates for the IFE solutions

in the H1- and L2- norms have been derived and confirmed by some numerical examples.
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