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Abstract

Mesh sensitivity of finite element solution for linear elliptic partial differential equations is

analyzed. A bound for the change in the finite element solution is obtained in terms of the

mesh deformation and its gradient. The bound shows how the finite element solution changes

continuously with the mesh. The result holds in any dimension and for arbitrary unstructured

simplicial meshes, general linear elliptic partial differential equations, and general finite element

approximations.
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1 Introduction

We are concerned with mesh sensitivity for the finite element (FE) solution of linear elliptic bound-

ary value problems (BVPs). The finite element method is a well developed method that is widely

used in scientific and engineering computation and has been studied extensively in the numerical

analysis community. In particular, numerous error estimates have been established for the FE

solution of elliptic problems; see, e.g., [1, 2, 4]. Those error estimates (cf. Proposition 2.1 below)

are typically established for a given type of mesh and show convergence behavior of the error as the

mesh is being refined. They also show the stable dependence of the FE solution on the mesh in the

sense that the FE solution remains in a neighborhood of the exact solution for all meshes of same

type no matter how different they are. However, those error estimates do not tell if and how the FE

solution changes continuously with the mesh. Although it is commonly believed and numerically

verified that the FE solution depends continuously on the mesh at least for linear elliptic problems,

little work has been done so far on the theoretical study of this mesh sensitivity issue. To our best

knowledge, [6] is the only known work on this issue where a bound for the change of the linear

FE solution resulting from the mesh deformation has been obtained for one-dimensional elliptic

boundary value problems.
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The objective of this work is to present an analysis of the mesh sensitivity of the FE solution to a

BVP of genera linear elliptic partial differential equations (PDEs) defined on a polygonal/polyhedral

domain in Rd (d ≥ 1). We consider an arbitrary unstructured simplicial mesh and a general order

FE approximation. We use an approach similar to gradient methods for optimal control (see, e.g.

[3]) and sensitivity analysis in shape optimization (e.g., see [5, 8]) where a small deformation in

the mesh is introduced and then an FE formulation is derived and bounds are established for the

change in the FE solution resulting from the mesh deformation. The main results are stated in

Theorems 4.1 and 4.2.

An outline of the paper is as follows. The BVP under consideration and its FE formulation

are described in Section 2. In Section 3, the mesh deformation is introduced and changes in mesh

quantities and functions resulting from the mesh deformation are discussed. The mesh sensitivity

of the FE solution is analyzed in Section 4. Numerical results are presented in Section 5 for an

example with smooth and nonsmooth velocity fields. Finally, conclusions are drown in Section 6.

2 Finite element formulation

We consider the boundary value problem of a general linear elliptic PDE as

−∇(a∇u) + b · ∇u+ cu = f, in Ω (1)

u = 0, on ∂Ω (2)

where Ω is a polygonal/polyhedral domain in Rd (d ≥ 1) and the coefficients a(x), b(x), c(x), and

f(x) are given functions satisfying

a, b, c ∈W 1,∞(Ω), f ∈W 1,2(Ω),

a(x) ≥ a0 > 0, c(x)− 1

2
∇ · b(x) ≥ 0, in Ω.

The derivatives of the coefficients will be needed in the sensitivity analysis (cf. Section 4). The

coefficients can have lower regularity if only the convergence of the FE solution is concerned.

Let V = H1
0 (Ω). The variational formulation of (1) and (2) is to find u ∈ V such that∫

Ω
(a∇u · ∇ψ + (b · ∇u)ψ + cuψ) dx =

∫
Ω
fψdx, ∀ψ ∈ V. (3)

It can be shown that∫
Ω

(
a∇u · ∇u+ (b · ∇u)u+ cu2

)
dx ≥ a0‖∇u‖2L2(Ω), ∀u ∈ V. (4)

We consider the FE solution of problem (3). To this end, we assume that a simplicial mesh Th
has been given for Ω. Let K be the generic element of Th and hK and aK be the diameter (defined

as the length of the longest edge) and the minimum height of K, respectively. Here, a height of K

is defined as the distance from a vertex to its opposite facet. The mesh Th is said to be regular if

there exists a constant κ > 0 such that

hK
aK
≤ κ, ∀K ∈ Th. (5)
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Although it is common to assume that the mesh is regular in FE error analysis (cf. Proposition 2.1),

we do not make such an assumption in our current mesh sensitivity analysis. Instead, we only

require aK > 0 for all K ∈ Th, which essentially says that all elements must not be degenerate or

inverted.

Edge matrices of mesh elements are a useful tool in our analysis. Denote the vertices of K by

xK
i , i = 0, ..., d. An edge matrix of K is defined as

EK = [xK
1 − xK

0 , ...,x
K
d − xK

0 ].

It is evident that this definition is not unique, depending on the ordering of the vertices. Neverthe-

less, many geometric properties of K, which are independent of the ordering of the vertices, can

be computed using EK . For example, the volume of K can be calculated by |K| = det(EK)/d!.

Moreover, it is known [7] that

E−TK = [∇φK1 , ...,∇φKd ], (6)

where φKi is the linear Lagrange basis function associated with xK
i . These basis functions satisfy∑d

i=0 φ
K
i = 1. It is also known that the i-th height of K is equal to 1/|∇φKi | and thus,

aK = min
i

1

|∇φKi |
. (7)

We consider the FE space associated with Th as

Vh = {v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω); v|K ∈ Pr(K), ∀K ∈ Th},

where Pr(K) (r ≥ 0) is the set of polynomials of degree no more than r defined on K. Any function

vh in Vh can be expressed as

vh =
∑
i

viψi(x),

where {ψ1, ψ2, ...} is a basis for Vh. We distinguish FE basis functions {ψ1, ψ2, ...} from the linear

Lagrange basis functions {φi, i = 1, 2, ...} (with φi being associated with xi) and emphasize that

they can be different (even when r = 1). The FE solution of BVP (1) and (2) is to find uh ∈ Vh
such that ∫

Ω
(a∇uh · ∇ψ + (b · ∇uh)ψ + cuhψ) dx =

∫
Ω
fψdx, ∀ψ ∈ Vh. (8)

The following proposition is a standard error estimate that can be found in most FEM textbooks

(e.g., see [2]).

Proposition 2.1. Assume that u ∈ H2(Ω) and the mesh Th is regular. Then,

‖∇(uh − u)‖L2(Ω) ≤ Ch‖∇2u‖L2(Ω), (9)

where h = maxK∈Th hK and C is a constant independent of u, uh, and the mesh.

The error estimate (9) shows the stable dependence of the FE solution on the mesh. It shows

that the FE solution remains in a neighborhood of the exact solution for all regular meshes with

maximum element diameter h no matter how different they are. However, the estimate does not

tell if and how the FE solution changes continuously with the mesh.
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3 Mesh deformation

For the mesh sensitivity analysis of the FE solution we use an approach similar to gradient methods

for optimal control (see, e.g. [3]) and sensitivity analysis in shape optimization (e.g., see [5, 8]). In

this approach, a small deformation in the mesh is introduced and then an FE formulation is derived

and bounds are established for the change in the FE solution resulting from the mesh deformation.

In this section, we focus on the mesh deformation and changes in mesh qualities and functions

resulting from the mesh deformation. We will discuss the mesh sensitivity of the FE solution in

the next section.

We assume that a smooth vector field Ẋ = Ẋ(x) is given on Ω and satisfies

‖Ẋ‖L∞(Ω) <∞, ‖∇Ẋ‖L∞(Ω) <∞.

We consider the deformation of the mesh Th by keeping its connectivity and moving its interior

vertices according to

xi(t) = xi(0) + tẋi, 0 ≤ t < δ, i = 1, 2, ... (10)

where δ is a small positive number and the nodal velocities are defined as ẋi = Ẋ(xi(0)) (that

are considered constant in time). We denote the time-dependent mesh by Th(t). Here, we fix the

boundary vertices for notational simplicity. The analysis applies without major modifications if

the boundary points are allowed to move. We also note that the linearization of any smooth mesh

deformation can be cast in the form of (10). Thus, (10) is sufficiently general.

y = FK(t)(x)

K
(x)

K(t)
(y)

Figure 1: Affine mapping FK(t) from K(0) = K to K(t).

To understand effects of the mesh deformation on mesh quantities and functions, we consider

the affine mapping FK(t) from K(0) = K ∈ Th to K(t) ∈ Th(t) (cf. Fig. 1). To avoid notational

confusion, we use coordinates x and y for K(0) and K(t), respectively. Moreover, we express

quantities and functions in y by adding “˜” on the top of the names. For example, ∇ denotes the

gradient operator with respect to x while the gradient operator with respect to y is written as ∇̃.

We consider mesh deformation effects by first transforming functions/mesh quantities from y to x

and then differentiating them with respect to t while keeping x fixed. The time differentiation is

similar to material differentiation in fluid dynamics. We denote corresponding derivatives by the

symbol “ ˙ ”.

We first consider time derivatives for the Jacobian matrix and determinant. Denote the Jacobian

matrix of FK(t) by J =
∂FK(t)

∂x and the Jacobian determinant by J = det(J). We can express J in

terms of the edge matrices of K(0) and K(t). Since y = FK(t)(x) is affine, it can be expressed as

y = FK(t)(x) = xK
0 (t) + J (x− xK

0 (0)), ∀x ∈ K(0). (11)
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By taking x = xK
i (0) and y = xK

i (t) (i = 1, ..., d) sequentially, we get

[xK
1 (t)− xK

0 (t), ...,xK
d (t)− xK

0 (t)] = J [xK
1 (0)− xK

0 (0), ...,xK
d (0)− xK

0 (0)],

which gives

J = EK(t)E
−1
K(0). (12)

From this, it is evident that J|t=0 = I (the d× d identity matrix). Differentiating (11) with respect

to t gives

ḞK(t) = ẋK
0 + J̇ (x− xK

0 (0)) = ẋK
0 + ĖK(t)E

−1
K(0)(x− xK

0 (0)). (13)

where we have used

J̇ = ĖK(t)E
−1
K(0), ĖK(t) = [ẋK

1 − ẋK
0 , ..., ẋ

K
d − ẋK

0 ]. (14)

On the other hand, y = FK(t)(x) can be expressed in terms of linear basis functions as

FK(t) =

d∑
i=0

xK
i (t)φKi (x). (15)

Differentiating this with respect to t yields

ḞK(t) =
d∑

i=0

ẋK
i φ

K
i (x). (16)

Lemma 3.1. There hold

ḞK(t) = Ẋh|K , (17)

∇ · ḞK(t) = tr(J̇) = tr(ĖK(t)E
−1
K(0)) = ∇ · Ẋh|K , (18)

where Ẋh is a piecewise linear velocity field defined as

Ẋh =
∑
i

ẋiφi(x). (19)

Proof. The equality (17) follows from (16) and (19).

Applying the divergence operator to (13) and by direct calculation, we get

∇ · ḞK(t) = tr(J̇) = tr(ĖK(t)E
−1
K(0)).

Applying the divergence operator to (16), we get

∇ · ḞK(t) = ∇ · Ẋh|K .

Combining the above results we obtain (18).

Lemma 3.2. There hold

J̇|t=0 = ĖK(0)E
−1
K(0),

˙(J−1)|t=0 = −ĖK(0)E
−1
K(0), J̇ |t=0 = ∇ · Ẋh|K . (20)
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Proof. The first equation in (20) follows from (14).

By differentiating the identity JJ−1 = I, we get

˙(J−1) = −J−1J̇J−1.

Taking t = 0 and using the first equation in (20) and the fact that J−1|t=0 = I, we obtain the

second equation in (20).

Recalling from J = det(J) and using the derivative formula for matrix determinants, we get

J̇ = det(J)tr(J−1J̇).

Taking t = 0 and using (18) we obtain the third equation in (20).

Lemma 3.3. There hold

‖Ẋh‖L∞(Ω) ≤ ‖Ẋ‖L∞(Ω), (21)

‖∇ · Ẋh‖L∞(Ω) ≤ d‖∇Ẋ‖L∞(Ω) max
K

hK
aK

. (22)

Proof. The inequality (21) is evident from the definition of Ẋh in (19).

On K, we can write ∇ · Ẋh as

∇ · Ẋh =
d∑

i=0

ẋK
i · ∇φKi (x) =

d∑
i=1

(ẋK
i − ẋK

0 ) · ∇φKi (x). (23)

From

ẋK
i − ẋK

0 = Ẋ(xK
i )− Ẋ(xK

0 ) =

∫ 1

0
∇Ẋ(xK

0 + t(xK
i − xK

0 )) · (xK
i − xK

0 )dt,

we have

|ẋK
i − ẋK

0 | ≤ ‖∇Ẋ‖L∞(Ω)hK . (24)

The inequality (22) follows from (7), (23), and the above inequality.

Remark 3.1. In (22) we have assumed that the mesh velocity field is smooth. If the mesh

velocity field is not smooth, from (23) we have

‖∇ · Ẋh‖L∞(Ω) ≤
d+ 1

min
K

aK
‖Ẋ‖L∞(Ω). (25)

Lemma 3.4. There hold

‖E−1
K ‖2 ≤

√
d

aK
, (26)

‖ĖK‖2 ≤
√
d hK‖∇Ẋ‖L∞(Ω), (27)

‖ĖK‖2‖E−1
K ‖2 ≤

d hK
aK
‖∇Ẋ‖L∞(Ω), (28)

where ‖ · ‖2 denotes the 2-norm for matrices.
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Proof. From (6), we have

‖E−1
K(0)‖

2
2 ≤ ‖E−1

K(0)‖
2
F =

d∑
i=1

|∇φKi |2 ≤
d

a2
K

,

which gives (26). Here, ‖ · ‖F is the Frobenius norm. Moreover, from (24) we have

‖ĖK(0)‖22 ≤ ‖ĖK(0)‖2F =
d∑

i=1

|ẋK
i − ẋK

0 |2 ≤ d‖∇Ẋ‖2L∞(Ω)h
2
K ,

which gives (27) (with K(0) being replaced by K). The inequality (28) follows from (26) and

(27).

Remark 3.2. As in Remark 3.1, if the mesh velocity field is not smooth, (27) and (28) can be

replaced by

‖ĖK‖2 ≤
√

2d ‖Ẋ‖L∞(Ω), (29)

‖ĖK‖2‖E−1
K ‖2 ≤

d
√

2

aK
‖Ẋ‖L∞(Ω). (30)

In FE computation, a basis function ψ̃ on K(t) is typically defined as the composite function

of a basis function ψ on K(0) with the affine mapping FK(t), i.e.,

ψ̃(y, t) = ψ(F−1
K(t)(y)), ψ̃(FK(t)(x), t) = ψ(x). (31)

Taking gradient of both sides of the second equation with respect to x, we get

∇̃ψ̃(FK(t)(x), t) = J−T∇ψ(x). (32)

Lemma 3.5. Assume that basis functions ψ̃ on K(t) and ψ on K(0) are related through (31).

Then,

˙̃
ψ|t=0 = 0, ˙ (33)

˙
(∇̃ψ̃)|t=0 = −E−TK(0)Ė

T
K(0)∇ψ. (34)

Proof. The equality (33) follows from differentiating the second equation in (31) with respect to

time. The equality (34) can be obtained by differentiating (32) with respect to time, taking t = 0,

and using Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 3.6. Consider a function f = f(x) defined on K and let f̃ = f̃(y, t) = f(FK(t)(x)).

Then,
˙̃
f |t=0 = ∇f · Ẋh|K . (35)

Proof. Differentiating f̃ = f̃(y, t) = f(FK(t)(x)) with respect to t, we get

˙̃
f = ∇f(FK(t)(x)) · ḞK(t)(x).

Taking t = 0 and using Lemma 3.1, we obtain (35).
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Lemma 3.7. Consider an FE approximation vh =
∑

i viψi(x) and its perturbation ṽh(y, t) =∑
i vi(t)ψ̃i(y, t). Then,

˙̃vh|K,t=0 = v̇h|K , ∀K ∈ Th (36)

˙(∇̃ṽh) |K,t=0 = −E−TK ĖT
K∇vh|K +∇v̇h|K , ∀K ∈ Th (37)

where v̇h =
∑

i v̇i(0)ψi(x).

Proof. Restricted on K(t), using (31) we can rewrite ṽh into

ṽh(FK(t)(x), t) =
∑
i

vi(t)ψi(x)|K(0). (38)

Differentiating this with respect to t, we get

˙̃vh(FK(t)(x), t) =
∑
i

v̇i(t)ψi(x)|K(0).

Taking t = 0, we get (36).

Applying ∇· to (38) and using the chain rule, we get

∇̃ṽh(FK(t)(x), t) = J−T
∑
i

vi(t)∇ψi(x)|K(0).

Differentiating this with respect to t, we obtain

˙(∇̃ṽh) = ( ˙(J−1))T
∑
i

vi(t)∇ψi(x)|K(0) + J−T
∑
i

v̇i(t)∇ψi(x)|K(0).

Taking t = 0 and using Lemma 3.2, we obtain (37).

4 Mesh sensitivity analysis for the finite element solution

In this section we analyze the mesh sensitivity for the FE solution uh =
∑

i uiψi(x) satisfying (8).

On the deformed mesh Th(t), the perturbed FE solution can be expressed as ũh =
∑

i ui(t)ψ̃i(y, t).

We assume that ũh is differential. From Lemma 3.7, the material derivative of ũh at t = 0 is given by
˙̃uh|t=0 =

∑
i u̇i(0)ψi(x). We denote this by u̇h, i.e., u̇h =

∑
i u̇i(0)ψi(x). This derivative measures

the change in uh with mesh deformation. In this section, we first derive the FE formulation for u̇h
and then establish a bound for ‖∇u̇h‖L2(Ω).

Theorem 4.1. The material derivative u̇h satisfies∫
Ω

(a∇u̇h · ∇ψ + (b · ∇u̇h)ψ + cu̇hψ) dx

=
∑
K

∫
K

(
a∇uh · (ĖKE

−1
K + E−TK ĖT

K) · ∇ψ + (b · E−TK ĖT
K · ∇uh)ψ

)
dx

−
∫

Ω

(
(∇a · Ẋh)(∇uh · ∇ψ) + a(∇uh · ∇ψ)(∇ · Ẋh)

)
dx
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−
∫

Ω

(
(Ẋh · ∇b · ∇uh)ψ + (b · ∇uh)ψ(∇ · Ẋh)

)
dx

+

∫
Ω

(
cψ(∇uh · Ẋh) + cuh(∇ψ · Ẋh)

)
dx−

∫
Ω
f(∇ψ · Ẋh)dx, ∀ψ ∈ Vh. (39)

Proof. We start with rewriting (8) into∑
K

∫
K

(a∇uh · ∇ψ + (b · ∇uh)ψ + cuhψ) dx =
∑
K

∫
K
fψdx, ∀ψ ∈ Vh. (40)

On the deformed mesh Th(t), the perturbed FE solution can be expressed as ũh =
∑

i ui(t)ψ̃i(y, t).

Moreover, (40) becomes∑
K(t)

∫
K(t)

(
ã∇̃ũh · ∇̃ψ̃ + (b̃ · ∇̃ũh)ψ̃ + c̃ũhψ̃

)
dy =

∑
K(t)

∫
K(t)

f(y)ψ̃dy, ∀ψ ∈ Vh(t) (41)

where Vh(t) = span{ψ̃1, ψ̃2, ...}. Transforming all integrals into K(0), we obtain∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

(
ã∇̃ũh · ∇̃ψ̃ + (b̃ · ∇̃ũh)ψ̃ + c̃ũhψ̃

)
Jdx =

∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

f(FK(t)(x))ψ̃Jdx.

Differentiating both sides of the above equation with respect to t while keeping x fixed, we have∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

(
ã ˙(∇̃ũh) · ∇̃ψ̃ + (b̃ · ˙(∇̃ũh))ψ̃ + c̃ ˙̃uhψ̃

)
Jdx

= −
∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

(
ã∇̃ũh · ˙

(∇̃ψ̃) + (b̃ · ∇̃ũh)
˙̃
ψ + c̃ũh

˙̃
ψ
)
Jdx

−
∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

(
˙̃a∇̃ũh · ∇̃ψ̃ + (

˙̃
b · ∇̃ũh)ψ̃ + ˙̃cũhψ̃

)
Jdx

−
∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

(
ã∇̃ũh · ∇̃ψ̃ + (b̃ · ∇̃ũh)ψ̃ + c̃ũhψ̃

)
J̇dx

+
∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

(
˙̃
fψ̃J + f̃

˙̃
ψJ + f̃ ψ̃J̇

)
dx.

Using Lemmas 3.2, 3.5, 3.6, and 3.7, taking t = 0, and noticing that J = 1 and y = x at t = 0, we

get ∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

(
a(∇u̇h − E−TK(0)Ė

T
K(0)∇uh) · ∇ψ + (b · (∇u̇h − E−TK(0)Ė

T
K(0)∇uh))ψ + cu̇hψ

)
dx

= −
∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

(
a∇uh · (−E−TK(0)Ė

T
K(0)∇ψ)

)
dx

−
∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

(
(∇a · Ẋh)∇uh · ∇ψ + (Ẋh · ∇b · ∇uh)ψ + (∇c · Ẋh)uhψ

)
dx

9



−
∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

(a∇uh · ∇ψ + (b · ∇uh)ψ + cuhψ) (∇ · Ẋh)dx

+
∑
K(0)

∫
K(0)

(
(∇f · Ẋh)ψ + fψ(∇ · Ẋh)

)
dx.

Noticing that K(0) = K, we can rewrite the above equation into∫
Ω

(a∇u̇h · ∇ψ + (b · ∇u̇h)ψ + cu̇hψ) dx

=
∑
K

∫
K

(
a∇uh · (ĖKE

−1
K + E−TK ĖT

K) · ∇ψ + (b · E−TK ĖT
K · ∇uh)ψ

)
dx

−
∫

Ω

(
(∇a · Ẋh)∇uh · ∇ψ + (Ẋh · ∇b · ∇uh)ψ + (∇c · Ẋh)uhψ

)
dx

−
∫

Ω
(a∇uh · ∇ψ + (b · ∇uh)ψ + cuhψ) (∇ · Ẋh)dx

+

∫
Ω

(
(∇f · Ẋh)ψ + fψ(∇ · Ẋh)

)
dx.

This can be rewritten into∫
Ω

(a∇u̇h · ∇ψ + (b · ∇u̇h)ψ + cu̇hψ) dx

=
∑
K

∫
K

(
a∇uh · (ĖKE

−1
K + E−TK ĖT

K) · ∇ψ + (b · E−TK ĖT
K · ∇uh)ψ

)
dx

−
∫

Ω

(
(∇a · Ẋh)(∇uh · ∇ψ) + a(∇uh · ∇ψ)(∇ · Ẋh)

)
dx

−
∫

Ω

(
(Ẋh · ∇b · ∇uh)ψ + (b · ∇uh)ψ(∇ · Ẋh)

)
dx

−
∫

Ω

(
(∇c · Ẋh)uhψ + cuhψ(∇ · Ẋh)

)
dx

+

∫
Ω

(
(∇f · Ẋh)ψ + fψ(∇ · Ẋh)

)
dx.

Using the divergence theorem, we get∫
Ω

(a∇u̇h · ∇ψ + (b · ∇u̇h)ψ + cu̇hψ) dx

=
∑
K

∫
K

(
a∇uh · (ĖKE

−1
K + E−TK ĖT

K) · ∇ψ + (b · E−TK ĖT
K · ∇uh)ψ

)
dx

−
∫

Ω

(
(∇a · Ẋh)(∇uh · ∇ψ) + a(∇uh · ∇ψ)(∇ · Ẋh)

)
dx

−
∫

Ω

(
(Ẋh · ∇b · ∇uh)ψ + (b · ∇uh)ψ(∇ · Ẋh)

)
dx

−
∫
∂Ω
cuhψẊh · ndS +

∫
Ω

(
cψ(∇uh · Ẋh) + cuh(∇ψ · Ẋh)

)
dx
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+

∫
∂Ω
fψẊh · ndS −

∫
Ω
f(∇ψ · Ẋh)dx, (42)

where n is the outward unit normal of ∂Ω. We obtain (39) by noticing that the surface integrals

vanish since ψ = 0 on ∂Ω.

Theorem 4.2. Assume that Th is a simplicial mesh with the minimum element height minK aK >

0. Then, the material derivative of the FE solution to BVP (1) and (2) due to mesh deformation

is bounded by

a0‖∇u̇h‖L2(Ω) ≤ ‖f‖L2(Ω)

(
1 + CΩ‖∇a‖L∞(Ω) + C2

Ω‖∇b‖L∞(Ω) + 2C2
Ω‖c‖L∞(Ω)

)
‖Ẋ‖L∞(Ω)

+ ‖f‖L2(Ω)

(
3dCΩ‖a‖L∞(Ω) + 2dC2

Ω‖b‖L∞(Ω)

)
‖∇Ẋ‖L∞(Ω) max

K

hK
aK

, (43)

where CΩ is the constant appearing in Poincaré’s inequality that depends only on Ω.

Proof. Recall that u̇h ≡
∑

i u̇i(0)ψi belongs to Vh. Taking ψ = u̇h in (39) and using the Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality, Poincaré’s inequality, and (4), we get

a0‖∇u̇h‖L2(Ω) ≤ ‖a‖L∞(Ω)‖∇uh‖L2(Ω)

(
‖∇ · Ẋ‖L∞(Ω) + 2 max

K
‖ĖKE

−1
K ‖2

)
+ ‖∇a‖L∞(Ω)‖∇uh‖L2(Ω)‖Ẋh‖L∞(Ω)

+ CΩ‖b‖L∞(Ω)‖∇uh‖L2(Ω)

(
‖∇ · Ẋ‖L∞(Ω) + max

K
‖ĖKE

−1
K ‖2

)
+ CΩ‖∇b‖L∞(Ω)‖∇uh‖L2(Ω)‖Ẋh‖L∞(Ω) + 2CΩ‖c‖L∞(Ω)‖∇uh‖L2(Ω)‖Ẋh‖L∞(Ω)

+ ‖f‖L2(Ω)‖Ẋh‖L∞(Ω).

Taking ψ = uh in (8) and using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Poincaré’s inequality, we get

‖∇uh‖L2(Ω) ≤ CΩ‖f‖L2(Ω).

Combining the above results and using Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4, we obtain (43).

We emphasize that the bound in (43) has been obtained without assuming that the mesh is

regular. In fact, the mesh can be arbitrary, isotropic or anisotropic, uniform or nonuniform, as

long as it is simplicial and has a positive minimum element height. For meshes with large aspect

ratio, the factor maxK hK/aK is large and the bound in (43) is more sensitive to ‖∇Ẋ‖L2(Ω).

Moreover, the bound shows that the size and gradient of the mesh velocity field can have effects

on the FE solution. The former is insensitive to the shape of mesh elements whereas the effects

from the gradient of the mesh velocity are proportional to the maximum element aspect ratio

maxK hK/aK . Furthermore, (43) is homogeneous about time derivatives. Thus, Ẋ can be viewed

as mesh displacement instead of mesh velocity. The bound shows that the change in the FE solution

is small when Ẋ and ∇Ẋ are small, implying a continuous dependence of the FE solution on the

mesh.
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Remark 4.1. If the mesh velocity field is not smooth, from Remarks 3.1 and (3.2) and inequality

(42) we can see that (43) can be replaced by

a0‖∇u̇h‖L2(Ω) ≤ ‖f‖L2(Ω)

(
1 + CΩ‖∇a‖L∞(Ω) + C2

Ω‖∇b‖L∞(Ω) + 2C2
Ω‖c‖L∞(Ω)

)
‖Ẋ‖L∞(Ω)

+ ‖f‖L2(Ω)

(
3dCΩ‖a‖L∞(Ω) + 2dC2

Ω‖b‖L∞(Ω)

)
‖Ẋ‖L∞(Ω)

1

min
K

aK
. (44)

For a given mesh, min
K

aK is fixed. Thus, (44) shows that the FE solution depends continuously on

the mesh even in the situation where the mesh velocity field is not smooth.

5 A numerical example

In this section we present some numerical results for a two-dimensional example in the form (1)

where Ω = (0, 1) × (0, 1), a = 1, b = (1, 2)T , c = 0, and f is chosen such that the exact solution

of the BVP is given by u = sin(2πx) sin(3πy). We use linear finite elements and choose the base

mesh to be a triangular mesh by first partitioning Ω into N ×N small rectangles and then dividing

each small rectangle into four triangles using its diagonal lines. We first consider a smooth velocity

field,

Ẋ = sin(πx) sin(2πy)

and deform the mesh through (10). The results are listed in Table 1. We can see that ‖∇u̇h‖L2(Ω) is

a linear function of t. Moreover, the error is almost independent of the mesh size. This is consistent

with (43) since the only mesh-dependent factor maxK hK/aK is constant when the mesh is being

refined for the current situation.

Next we consider a random mesh velocity field. In this case, we generate Ẋi = Ẋ(xi) (i =

1, 2, ...) using a uniformly distributed pseudorandom number generator and scale them to the range

(−1, 1). Then we perturb the mesh through (10). In this case, the velocity field is not smooth.

The results are listed in Table 2 where ‖∇u̇h‖L2(Ω) is shown as the average of the corresponding

values obtained with twenty repeated runs for each pair of t and the mesh size. From the table we

can see that ‖∇u̇h‖L2(Ω) is still linear about t. Interestingly, ‖∇u̇h‖L2(Ω) is mesh-dependent: its

values are about twice larger for the 80 × 80 mesh than those for the 40 × 40 mesh. This can be

explained using (44) which contains a mesh-dependent factor 1/(minK aK). This factor is about

twice larger for the 80× 80 mesh than for the 40× 40 mesh. Moreover, we can see that ‖∇u̇h‖L2(Ω)

in Table 2 are larger than those in Table 1, which reflects the nature of the bounds in (43) and (44)

for smooth and nonsmooth velocity fields.

Table 1: ‖∇u̇h‖L2(Ω) for smooth velocity field.

Mesh size t = 1e-6 t = 1e-5 t = 1e-4 t = 1e-3 t = 1e-2

40× 40 3.759e-5 3.759e-4 3.759e-3 3.759e-2 3.760e-1

80× 80 3.770e-5 3.770e-4 3.770e-3 3.771e-2 3.772e-1
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Table 2: ‖∇u̇h‖L2(Ω) (average) for random velocity field. The shown values are obtained as the

average of the corresponding values obtained with twenty repeated runs for each pair of t and the

mesh size.

Mesh size t = 1e-6 t = 1e-5 t = 1e-4 t = 1e-3

40× 40 3.641e-4 3.640e-3 3.633e-2 3.656e-1

80× 80 7.367e-4 7.341e-3 7.353e-2 7.432e-1

6 Conclusions

We have presented an analysis on the mesh sensitivity for the finite element solution of a boundary

value problem of linear elliptic partial differential equations. The main result is stated in Theo-

rem 4.2 where a bound is obtained for the change in the finite element solution in terms of the

mesh deformation and its gradient. A similar bound is given in (44) when the mesh velocity field is

nonsmooth. These results show how the finite element solution depends continuously on the mesh.

The results have been obtained in any dimension and for arbitrary unstructured simplicial meshes,

general linear elliptic partial differential equations, and general finite element approximations.
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