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THE SEMI-IMPLICIT DLN ALGORITHM FOR THE NAVIER

STOKES EQUATIONS

WENLONG PEI∗

Abstract. Dahlquist, Liniger, and Nevanlinna design a family of one-leg, two-step methods
(the DLN method) that is second order, A− and G− stable for arbitrary, non-uniform time steps.
Recently, the implementation of the DLN method can be simplified by the refactorization process
(adding time filters on backward Euler scheme). Due to these fine properties, the DLN method
has strong potential for the numerical simulation of time-dependent fluid models. In the report, we
propose a semi-implicit DLN algorithm for the Navier Stokes equations (avoiding non-linear solver
at each time step) and prove the unconditional, long-term stability and second-order convergence
with the moderate time step restriction. Moreover, the adaptive DLN algorithms by the required
error or numerical dissipation criterion are presented to balance the accuracy and computational
cost. Numerical tests will be given to support the main conclusions.

Key words. Refactorization, G-stability, second-order, time adaptivity, semi-implicit
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1. Introduction. In the simulation of time-dependent fluid models, various
time-stepping schemes have been constructed based on stability and consistency. The
backward Euler method, unconditionally stable and easily implemented, can only
have first-order accuracy [22, 37, 51, 52]. The trapezoidal rule or two-step backward
difference method (BDF2) are both second-order accurate and widely used in com-
putational fluid dynamics [3, 11, 18, 19, 26–29, 43, 47, 54]. However, the trapezoid rule
with some unfavorable combinations of time steps leads to instability of the numerical
solutions [16, 53]. The variable-step BDF2 method only has conditional stability if
the time step ratio is small enough [8, 9, 20, 21, 30, 31].

Dahlquist, Liniger, and Nevanlinna propose a one-parameter family of one-leg,
two-step method (thus the DLN method herein) which is G-stable (non-linear stable)
[13–16] and second-order accurate under arbitrary time grids. To our knowledge,
the DLN method is the only time-stepping algorithm possessing these two properties
under arbitrary time step sequence. Hence its essential properties of stability and
consistency have been carefully studied and explored in [45,46]. Recently the variable
step DLN method has been applied to the unsteady Stoke/Darcy model and Navier
Stokes equations (NSE) and performs well in specific test problems [44, 49, 50].

Given the initial value problem:

y′(t) = f(t,y(t)), 0 ≤ t ≤ T, y(0) = y0, (1.1)

for y : [0,T ] → R
d, f : [0,T ] ×R

d → R
d and y0 ∈ R

d. The family of one-leg, two-step
DLN method (with parameter θ ∈ [0,1]), applying to (1.1) is written

2∑

ℓ=0

αℓyn−1+ℓ = k̂nf
( 2∑

ℓ=0

β
(n)
ℓ tn−1+ℓ,

2∑

ℓ=0

β
(n)
ℓ yn−1+ℓ

)
, n = 1, . . . ,N − 1. (DLN)

Here {0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tN−1 < tN = T }N
n=0 are the time grids on interval [0,T ] and
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yn is the DLN solution to y(tn). The coefficients in (DLN) are




α2

α1

α0


 =




1
2 (θ + 1)

−θ

1
2 (θ − 1)


 ,




β
(n)
2

β
(n)
1

β
(n)
0


 =




1
4

(
1 + 1−θ2

(1+εnθ)2 + εn
2 θ(1−θ2)

(1+εnθ)2 + θ
)

1
2

(
1 − 1−θ2

(1+εnθ)2

)

1
4

(
1 + 1−θ2

(1+εnθ)2 − εn
2 θ(1−θ2)

(1+εnθ)2 − θ
)




.

The step variability εn = (kn − kn−1)/(kn + kn−1) is the function of two step size.

k̂n = α2kn − α0kn−1 is the average time step. Given sequence {zn}∞
n=0, we denote

zn,β := β
(n)
2 zn+1 + β

(n)
1 zn + β

(n)
0 zn−1 =

2∑

ℓ=0

β
(n)
ℓ zn−1+ℓ,

for convenience in the remaining paragraphs. Then the DLN method in (DLN) can
be shorten

2∑

ℓ=0

αℓyn−1+ℓ = k̂nf(tn,β ,yn,β).

Herein we propose the variable-step, semi-implicit DLN algorithm for NSE and
present a detailed numerical analysis of stability and convergence. Let the open,
connected and bounded set Ω ⊂R

d(d = 2 or 3) be the domain, the fluid velocity u(x,t),
pressure p(x,t) and the source f(x,t) in the NSE are governed by the following system

ut + u · ∇u − ν∆u + ∇p = f, x ∈ Ω, 0 < t ≤ T,

∇ · u = 0, x ∈ Ω, 0 < t ≤ T, u(x,0) = u0(x), 0 < t ≤ T, (1.2)

u = 0 on ∂Ω,

∫

Ω
pdx = 0, 0 < t ≤ T.

Let uh
n and ph

n are the numerical solutions to velocity u(x,tn) and pressure p(x,tn)
respectively on certain finite element space with diameter h, the fully-implicit DLN
algorithm for NSE approximate the non-linear term u ·∇u at tn+1 by uh

n,β ·∇uh
n,β [44],

which results in two main disadvantages of the algorithm:
i. the rigorous time step restriction like ∆t ≤ O(ν3) for convergence,
ii. the non-linear solver in each time step computation.

The above time step restriction in error analysis arises from the use of the discrete
Grönwall inequality [35, p.369] and would be very strict even under moderate vis-
cosity value (like ν = 1.e − 2)1. Fixed point iteration and Newton’s iteration are two
common choices for non-linear solvers. Fixed point iteration is easily implemented
while Newton’s iteration possesses fast convergence. However, they usually cost more
than solving a linear system and have the risk of divergence if the initial value for the
iteration is poorly guessed.

To address the two issues, we extend Baker’s idea [1] and propose the semi-
implicit DLN scheme for NSE. The essence of the idea is to extrapolate the first uh

n,β

in the non-linear term uh
n,β · ∇uh

n,β by its second-order extrapolation in time (the

1To our knowledge, the restriction can not be avoided as long as the fully-implicit, time-stepping
methods are applied.
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linear combination of uh
n and uh

n−1). In return, the non-linear solver at each time
step is replaced by a linear system. Meanwhile, the strict time step restriction for
convergence can be released. In addition, we simplify the DLN implementation by the
refactorization process (pre- and post-process on backward Euler scheme) and improve
the computational efficiency by the corresponding time adaptivity algorithms.

The paper is organized as follows. Necessary notations and preliminaries are given
in Section 2. In section 3, we propose the semi-implicit DLN algorithm for NSE and
its equivalent implementation by the refactorizaion process. In section 4.1, we will
show that the numerical solution is long-term, unconditionally stable. The variable
step error analysis with the loose time step restriction is given in Section 4.2. The time
adaptive algorithms (using error or numerical dissipation criterion) in Section 5 are
provided to reduce the computational cost. In Section 6, the Taylor-Green benchmark
problem [55] is to confirm the second-order convergence. The unconditional stability
of the variable step DLN and the advantage of time adaptivity are verified in the
revised Taylor-Green problem and the 2D offset problem [37].

1.1. Related Work. Semi-implicit schemes are effective ways to simulate non-
linear, time-dependent fluid models. Baker studied the semi-implicit Crank-Nicolson
method and applied it to NSE [1] early. Baker, Dougalis, and Karakashian increase the
accuracy of numerical solutions by use of the three-step backward difference method
coupled with extrapolation for non-linear terms [2]. Girault and Raviart prove the
convergence of general linear two-step semi-implicit algorithms for NSE [24]. They
solve the two-dimensional NSE by a fully discrete two-level finite element method:
Crank-Nicolson extrapolation scheme on spatial-time coarse grids and backward Eu-
ler scheme on fine grids [34]. Labovsky, Layton, Manica, Neda, and Rebholz add
artificial viscosity stabilization to extrapolated trapezoidal finite-element method for
NSE, leading to a more easily solvable linear system at each time step [42]. Ingram
offers a detailed numerical analysis of the semi-implicit Crank-Nicolson scheme for
NSE and proves the convergence of both velocity and pressure [36].

Time adaptivity based on certain criteria (required local truncation error, min-
imum numerical dissipation, etc.) is an optimal choice to treat the conflicts be-
tween time accuracy and efficiency. Inspired by the pioneering work of Gear [23],
Kay, Gresho, Griffiths, and Silvester implement the trapezoidal scheme for NSE in a
memory efficient way and estimate the error in time by the explicit two-step Adams
Bashforth method (AB2 method) in the time adaptivity [26, 27, 29, 40]. John and
Rang propose diagonal-implicit RK methods (DIRK methods) with an embedding
lower-order scheme for adaptivity and implement this algorithm for 2D laminar flow
around a cylinder [39]. Guzel and Layton add the time filter to the backward Eu-
ler method to increase the accuracy of numerical solutions [32]. The corresponding
BE-filter adaptivity is applied to various fluid models [12, 17, 48]. Recently Bukač,
Burkardt, Seboldt, and Trenchea refactorize the midpoint rule and adjust time steps
by the revised AB2 method in fluid-structure interaction problems [4–7]. The numer-
ical dissipation criterion for adaptivity, proposed by Capuano, Sanderse, De Angelis,
and Coppola in [10], has been tested in the DLN simulations of the NSE and the
coupled Stokes-Darcy model [44, 49].

2. Preliminaries. Let Ω ⊂R
d (d = 2 or 3) be the domain. For 1 ≤ p < ∞, Lp(Ω)

is the normed linear space containing Lebesgue measurable function f such that |f |p
is integragle. For r ∈N, the Sobolev space W r,p(Ω) with usual norm ‖·‖W r,p contains
all Lebesgue measurable functions whose weak derivatives up to r-th belong to Lp(Ω)
and W 0,p(Ω) is the usually Lp(Ω) space. ‖ · ‖ and (·, ·) denote the L2-norm and L2-
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inner product. The space Hr with norm ‖·‖r and semi-norm | · |r denotes the Sobolev
space with p = 2. The velocity space X and the pressue space Q for the NSE in (1.2)
are

X :=
(
H1

0 (Ω)
)d

=
{

v ∈
(
H1(Ω)

)d
: v = 0 on ∂Ω

}
, Q := {q ∈ L2(Ω) : (q,1) = 0}.

The divergence-free space for the velocity is

V :=
{

v ∈ X : ∇ · v = 0
}

.

For any function v ∈ X ∩
(
Hr

)d
, the norm ‖ · ‖r and semi-norm | · |r are define

‖v‖r :=
( d∑

ℓ=1

‖vi‖2
r

)1/2
, |v|r :=

( d∑

ℓ=1

|vi|2r
)1/2

.

X ′ is the dual space of X with the dual norm

‖f‖−1 := sup
v∈X,v 6=0

(f,v)

‖∇v‖ , ∀f ∈ X ′. (2.1)

We need the Bochner space on the time interval [0,T ]

Lp
(
0,T ;

(
Hr

)d)
=

{
f(·, t) ∈

(
Hr

)d
: ‖f‖p,r =

(∫ T

0
‖f(·, t)‖p

rdt
)1/p

< ∞
}

,

L∞
(
0,T ;

(
Hr

)d)
=

{
f(·, t) ∈

(
Hr

)d
: ‖f‖∞,r = sup

0<t<T
‖f(·, t)‖r < ∞

}
,

Lp
(
0,T ;X ′

)
=

{
f(·, t) ∈ X ′ : ‖f‖p,−1 =

(∫ T

0
‖f(·, t)‖p

−1dt
)1/p

< ∞
}

,

and the discrete Bochner space with the time grids {tn}N
n=0 on the time interval [0,T ]

ℓ∞
(
0,N ;

(
Hr

)d)
=

{
f(·, t) ∈

(
Hr

)d
: ‖|f |‖∞,r < ∞

}
,

ℓ∞,β
(
0,N ;

(
Hr

)d)
=

{
f(·, t) ∈

(
Hr

)d
: ‖|f |‖∞,r,β < ∞

}
,

ℓp,β
(
0,N ;

(
Hr

)d)
=

{
f(·, t) ∈

(
Hr

)d
: ‖|f |‖p,r,β < ∞

}
,

ℓp,β
(
0,N ;X ′

)
=

{
f(·, t) ∈ X ′ : ‖|f |‖p,−1,β < ∞

}
,

where the corresponding discrete norms are

‖|f |‖∞,r := max
0≤n≤N

‖f(·, tn)‖r, ‖|f |‖∞,r,β := max
1≤n≤N−1

‖f(·, tn,β)‖r

‖|f |‖p,r,β :=
(N−1∑

n=1

(kn + kn−1)‖f(·, tn,β)‖p
r

)1/p
.

‖|f |‖p,−1,β :=
(N−1∑

n=1

(kn + kn−1)‖f(·, tn,β)‖p
−1

)1/p
(2.2)

The discrete norm ‖| · |‖p,r,β in (2.2) is the form of Riemann sum in which the function

f is evaluated at tn,β ∈ [tn−1, tn+1]. For any u,v,w ∈
(
H1(Ω)

)d
, we define the skew-

symmetric, non-linear operator

b(u,v,w) :=
1

2
(u · ∇v,w) − 1

2
(u · ∇w,v). (2.3)
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We apply divergence theorem and integration to (2.3)

b(u,v,w) = (u · ∇v,w) +
1

2

(
(∇ · u)v,w

)
, for any u,v,w ∈ X.

Thus if u ∈ V , b(u,v,w) = (u ·∇v,w). We have the following lemma about the bounds
of the operator b.

Lemma 2.1. For any u,v,w ∈ H1,

|(u · ∇v,w)| ≤ C





‖u‖1|v|1‖w‖1

‖u‖‖v‖2‖w‖1 ∀v ∈ H2

‖u‖2|v|1‖w‖ ∀u ∈ H2

, (2.4)

|b(u,v,w)| ≤ C
(
‖u‖‖u‖1

)1/2‖v‖1‖w‖1, (2.5)

Moreover, if u,v,w ∈ X,

|b(u,v,w)| ≤ C

{
‖u‖1‖v‖1

(
‖w‖‖w‖1

)1/2

‖u‖1‖v‖2‖w‖ ∀v ∈ H2
. (2.6)

Proof. See [36, p.273-275].
For spatial discretization, Xh ⊂ X and Qh ⊂ Q are certain finite element spaces for

velocity and pressure respectively based on the edge-to-edge triangulation of domain
Ω (with the maximum diameter of the triangles h > 0). Xh and Qh satisfy the discrete
inf-sup condition, i.e.

inf
qh∈Qh

sup
vh∈Xh

(∇ · vh,qh)

‖∇vh‖‖qh‖ ≥ C, (2.7)

for some positive constant C. Typical examples of such finite element spaces are
Taylor-Hood element spaces and Mini element spaces. The approximation theorem
for Xh and Qh is

inf
vh∈Xh

‖u − vh‖1 ≤ Chr‖u‖r+1, r ≥ 0, u ∈ (Hr+1)d ∩X,

inf
qh∈Qh

‖p − qh‖ ≤ Chs+1‖p‖s+1, s ≥ 0, p ∈ Hs+1 ∩Q, (2.8)

where r and s are the polynomial degrees of Xh and Qh respectively. The inverse
inequality for Xh is

|vh|1 ≤ Ch−1‖vh‖, ∀vh ∈ Xh. (2.9)

The discrete divergence-free space is

V h := {vh ∈ Xh : (qh,∇ · vh) = 0, ∀qh ∈ Qh}.

For any pair (u,p) ∈ V ×Q, the Stokes projection (P
(u)
S u,P

(p)
S p) ∈ V h ×Qh is defined

as the solution to the problem

ν(∇u,∇vh) − (p,∇ · vh) = ν(∇P
(u)
S u,∇vh) − (P

(p)
S p,∇ · vh),

(qh,∇ · P
(u)
S u) = 0, ∀ (vh,qh) ∈ Xh × Qh.

5



The Stokes projection has the following approximations (see [25, 38] for proof)

‖u − P
(u)
S u‖ ≤ Ch

(
ν−1 inf

qh∈Qh
‖p − qh‖ + inf

vh∈Xh
|u − vh|1

)
,

‖u − P
(u)
S u‖1 ≤ C

(
ν−1 inf

qh∈Qh
‖p − qh‖ + inf

vh∈Xh
|u − vh|1

)
. (2.10)

3. The algorithm. Let uh
n ∈ Xh and ph

n ∈ Qh be the numerical solutions of
velocity u(x,tn) and pressure p(x,tn) respectively. Then the semi-implicit DLN
algorithm for the NSE in (1.2) is: given two previous solutions uh

n,uh
n−1 ∈ Xh,

ph
n,ph

n−1 ∈ Qh, find uh
n+1 ∈ Xh and ph

n+1 ∈ Qh such that for all (vh,qh) ∈ Xh × Qh

(α2uh
n+1+α1uh

n+α0uh
n−1

k̂n

,vh
)

+b
(
ũh

n,uh
n,β,vh

)
+ν

(
∇uh

n,β,∇vh
)
−

(
ph

n,β,∇·vh
)

=
(
fn,β,vh

)
,

(
∇ · uh

n,β,qh
)

= 0, (3.1)

where the second-order, linear extrapolation ũh
n for uh

n,β is

ũh
n = β

(n)
2

[
(1 +

kn

kn−1
)uh

n − kn

kn−1
uh

n−1

]
+ β

(n)
1 uh

n + β
(n)
0 uh

n−1 ≈ uh
n,β .

The above semi-implicit DLN algorithm in (3.1) can be simplified by the following
refactorizaion process (See [45] for the proof of equivalence)

Step 1. Pre-possess:

uh,old
n = a

(n)
1 uh

n + a
(n)
0 uh

n−1, k̂BE
n = b(n)k̂n,

ũh
n = β

(n)
2

[
(1 +

kn

kn−1
)uh

n − kn

kn−1
uh

n−1

]
+ β

(n)
1 uh

n + β
(n)
0 uh

n−1,

Step 2. Semi-implicit backward Euler solver: solve for uh,temp
n+1 and ph,temp

n+1

(uh,temp
n+1 −uh,old

n

k̂BE
n

,vh
)

+b
(
ũh

n,uh,temp
n+1 ,vh

)
+ν

(
∇uh,temp

n+1 ,∇vh
)
−

(
ph,temp

n+1 ,∇·vh
)

=(fn,β ,vh),

(∇ · uh,temp
n+1 ,qh) = 0,

Step 3. Post-possess:

uh
n+1 = c

(n)
2 uh,temp

n+1 + c
(n)
1 uh

n + c
(n)
0 uh

n−1, ph
n+1 = c

(n)
2 ph,temp

n+1 + c
(n)
1 ph

n + c
(n)
0 ph

n−1,

where the coefficents in the refactorizaion process are

a
(n)
1 = β

(n)
1 − α1β

(n)
2 /α2, a

(n)
0 = β

(n)
0 − α0β

(n)
2 /α2, b(n) = β

(n)
2 /α2,

c
(n)
2 = 1/β

(n)
2 , c

(n)
1 = −β

(n)
1 /β

(n)
2 , c

(n)
0 = −β

(n)
0 /β

(n)
2 .

4. Numerical Analysis. For numerical analysis, we need the following two
lemma about the stability and consistency of the DLN method.

Lemma 4.1. Let Y be the inner product space over R with the inner product
(·, ·)Y and the induced norm ‖ · ‖Y . For any sequence {yn}N

n=0 in Y , θ ∈ [0,1] and
n ∈ {1,2, · · · ,N − 1}
( 2∑

ℓ=0

αℓyn−1+ℓ,

2∑

ℓ=0

β
(n)
ℓ yn−1+ℓ

)
Y

=

∥∥∥∥
yn+1

yn

∥∥∥∥
2

G(θ)

−
∥∥∥∥

yn

yn−1

∥∥∥∥
2

G(θ)

+
∥∥∥

2∑

ℓ=0

γ
(n)
ℓ yn−1+ℓ

∥∥∥
2

Y
, (4.1)

6



where the ‖ · ‖G(θ)-norm is

∥∥∥∥
u
v

∥∥∥∥
2

G(θ)

=
1

4
(1 + θ)‖u‖2

Y +
1

4
(1 − θ)‖v‖2

Y ∀u,v ∈ Y. (4.2)

and the coefficents γ
(n)
ℓ (ℓ = 0,1,2) are

γ
(n)
1 = −

√
θ (1 − θ2)√

2(1 + εnθ)
, γ

(n)
2 = −1 − εn

2
γ

(n)
1 , γ

(n)
0 = −1 + εn

2
γ

(n)
1 , (4.3)

By the above identity in (4.1), the whole family of variable step, one-leg (DLN) meth-
ods are G-stable (see [13, p.2] for the definition).

Proof. The proof of identity in (4.1) (implicit in [16]) is an algebraic calculation.

Lemma 4.2. Given Banach space Y with the norm ‖·‖Y , time grids {tn}N
n=0 on

time interval [0,T ] and the mapping u : [0,T ] → Y , un denotes u(tn) and ũn represents
second-order, linear extrapolation of un,β in time, i.e.

ũn = β
(n)
2

[
(1 +

kn

kn−1
)un − kn

kn−1
un−1

]
+ β

(n)
1 un + β

(n)
0 un−1. (4.4)

If the mapping u(t) is smooth enough about variable t, then for any θ ∈ [0,1]

∥∥un,β − u(tn,β)
∥∥2

Y
≤ C(θ)(kn + kn−1)3

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖utt‖2
Y dt,

∥∥ũn − u(tn,β)
∥∥2

Y
≤ C(θ)(kn + kn−1)3

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖utt‖2
Y dt, (4.5)

Moreover, if there exists constants CL,CU > 0 such that the ratio of time steps satisfies

0 < CL ≤ kn

kn−1
≤ CU ,

then

∥∥∥ 1

k̂n

2∑

ℓ=0

αℓun−1+ℓ − ut(tn,β)
∥∥∥

2

Y
≤ C(θ)(kn + kn−1)3

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖uttt‖2
Y dt. (4.6)

Proof. Using Taylor theorem and expanding un+1, un and un−1 at time tn,β .

4.1. Stability Analysis.

Theorem 4.3. If the body force f in NSE satisfies f ∈ L2(0,T ;X ′)∩ℓ2,β(0,N ;X ′),
the semi-implicit DLN algorithm for NSE in (3.1) satisfies the following unconditional,
long-time energy bounds: for any integer N > 1,

1

4
(1 + θ)‖uh

N‖2 +
1

4
(1 − θ)‖uh

N−1‖2 +
N−1∑

n=1

∥∥∥
2∑

ℓ=0

γ
(n)
ℓ uh

n−1+ℓ

∥∥∥
2

+
ν

2

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇uh
n,β‖2

≤ C(θ)

ν

(
‖|f |‖2

2,−1,β + ‖f‖2
2,−1

)
+

1

4
(1 + θ)‖uh

1‖2 +
1

4
(1 − θ)‖uh

0‖2, (4.7)

where {γ
(n)
i }i=0,1,2 are defined in (4.3).
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Proof. We set vh = uh
n,β in (3.1) and use the skew-symmetry property of the

operator b

1

k̂n

( 2∑

ℓ=0

αℓuh
n−1+ℓ,u

h
n,β

)
+ ν‖∇uh

n,β‖2 = (fn,β ,uh
n,β).

We apply (2.1) and Young’s inequality to (fn,β ,uh
n,β)

( 2∑

ℓ=0

αℓuh
n−1+ℓ ,uh

n,β

)
+

ν

2
k̂n‖∇uh

n,β‖2 ≤ k̂n

ν
‖f(tn,β)‖2

−1+
k̂n

ν
‖fn,β−f(tn,β)‖2

−1.

Then we use the G-stability identity in (4.1) and Lemma 4.2

∥∥∥∥
uh

n+1

uh
n

∥∥∥∥
2

G(θ)

−
∥∥∥∥

uh
n

uh
n−1

∥∥∥∥
2

G(θ)

+
∥∥∥

2∑

ℓ=0

γ
(n)
ℓ uh

n−1+ℓ

∥∥∥
2

+
ν

2
k̂n‖∇uh

n,β‖2 (4.8)

≤ C(θ)

ν
(kn + kn−1)‖f(tn,β)‖2

−1 +
C(θ)

ν
(kn + kn−1)4

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ftt‖2
−1dt.

By the definition of G(θ)-norm in (4.2) and the notations in (2.2), we sum (4.8) over
n from 1 to N − 1 to yield (4.7).

Remark 1. We define the numerical dissipation and viscosity dissipation of the
semi-implicit DLN algorithm in (3.1) at time tn+1

Numerical dissipation END

n+1 :=
1

k̂n

∥∥∥
2∑

ℓ=0

γ
(n)
ℓ uh

n−1+ℓ

∥∥∥
2
,

Viscosity dissipation EVD

n+1 := ν‖∇uh
n,β‖2.

4.2. Error Analysis. Let r and s be the polynomial degree of Xh and Qh

respectively and

kmax = max
0≤n≤N

kn.

Let un and pn be the exact velocity and pressure of the NSE in (1.2) at time tn.
We need the following upper and lower bound for the ratio of time steps: there are
positive constants CL and CU such that

0 < CL ≤ kn

kn−1
≤ CU , ∀ n. (4.9)

Theorem 4.4. Suppose the velocity u ∈ X, the pressure p ∈ Q and the body
force f(x,t) of the NSE in (1.2) satisfy

u ∈ ℓ∞(0,N ;Hr) ∩ ℓ∞(0,N ;H1) ∩ ℓ∞,β(0,N ;H1) ∩ ℓ2,β(0,N ;Hr+1 ∩H2),

ut ∈ L2(0,T ;Hr+1), utt ∈ L2(0,T ;Hr+1 ∩H1), uttt ∈ L2(0,T ;X ′),

p ∈ ℓ2,β(0,N ;Hs+1), f ∈ L2(0,T ;X ′).

8



Under the time step bounds in (4.9), the numerical solutions of the semi-implicit DLN
scheme in (3.1) satisfy

max
0≤n≤N

‖un − uh
n‖ +

(
ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇
(
un − uh

n

)
‖2

)1/2
≤ O

(
hr,hs+1,k2

max

)
. (4.10)

Proof. The exact solutions of NSE at time tn,β satisfy:

1

k̂n

( 2∑

ℓ=0

αℓun−1+ℓ,v
h
)

+ b
(
ũn,un,β ,vh

)
+ ν

(
∇un,β ,vh

)
−

(
p(tn,β),∇ · vh

)
(4.11)

=
(
fn,β ,vh

)
+ τn(vh), ∀vh ∈ V h

where ũn is second-order, linear extrapolation of un,β in (4.4) and the truncation
error τn is

τn(vh) =
( 1

k̂n

( 2∑

ℓ=0

αℓun−1+ℓ

)
− u(tn,β),vh

)
+ ν

(
∇(un,β − u(tn,β)),vh

)

+ b
(
ũn,un,β ,vh

)
− b(u(tn,β),u(tn,β),vh) + (f(tn,β) − fn,β,vh).

Let P
(u)
S un be velocity component of the Stokes projection of (un,0) onto V h × Qh.

We set

φh
n = uh

n − P
(u)
S un, ηn = un − P

(u)
S un,

and decompose the error of velocity eu
n to be

eu
n = uh

n − un = φh
n − ηn. (4.12)

We restrict vh ∈ V h in (3.1) and subtract (4.11) from the first equation of (3.1)

1

k̂n

( 2∑

ℓ=0

αℓφ
h
n−1+ℓ,vh

)
+ ν

(
∇φh

n,β ,∇vh
)

(4.13)

=
1

k̂n

( 2∑

ℓ=0

αℓηn−1+ℓ,vh
)

+ ν
(
∇ηn,β ,∇vh

)
+ b

(
ũn,un,β ,vh

)
− b

(
ũh

n,uh
n,β ,vh

)

− (p(tn,β) − qh,∇ · vh) − τn(vh), ∀qh ∈ Qh

We set vh = φh
n,β in (4.13) and use the G-stability identity in (4.1),

1

k̂n

(∥∥∥∥
φh

n+1

φh
n

∥∥∥∥
2

G(θ)

−
∥∥∥∥

φh
n

φh
n−1

∥∥∥∥
2

G(θ)

+
∥∥∥

2∑

ℓ=0

γ
(n)
ℓ φh

n−1+ℓ

∥∥∥
2)

+ ν‖∇φh
n,β‖2

=
1

k̂n

( 2∑

ℓ=0

αℓηn−1+ℓ,φh
n,β

)
+ ν

(
∇ηn,β ,∇φh

n,β

)
+ b

(
ũn,un,β ,φh

n,β

)
− b

(
ũh

n,uh
n,β ,φh

n,β

)

−(p(tn,β) − qh,∇ · φh
n,β) − τn(φh

n,β). (4.14)
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By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Poincaré inequality, Young’s equality, (2.8) and (2.10)
(infqh∈Qh ‖p − qh‖ vanishes since p = 0 in the Stokes projection)

1

k̂n

( 2∑

ℓ=0

αℓηn−1+ℓ,φh
n,β

)
≤ C

νk̂2
n

∥∥
2∑

ℓ=0

αℓηn−1+ℓ

∥∥2
+

ν

16
‖∇φh

n,β‖2 (4.15)

≤Ch2r+2

νk̂2
n

∥∥
2∑

ℓ=0

αℓun−1+ℓ

∥∥2

r+1
+

ν

16
‖∇φh

n,β‖2

≤C(θ)h2r+2

νk̂2
n

(
‖un+1−un‖2

r+1+‖un+1−un−1‖2
r+1

)
+

ν

16
‖∇φh

n,β‖2.

By Holder’s inequality

‖un+1 − un‖2
r+1 =

∥∥∥
∫ tn+1

tn

ut(·, t)dt
∥∥∥

2

r+1
≤ kn

∫ tn+1

tn

‖ut‖2
r+1dt, (4.16)

‖un+1 − un−1‖2
r+1 =

∥∥∥
∫ tn+1

tn−1

ut(·, t)dt
∥∥∥

2

r+1
≤ (kn + kn−1)

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ut‖2
r+1dt.

We combine (4.15) and (4.16),

1

k̂n

( 2∑

ℓ=0

αℓηn−1+ℓ,φh
n,β

)
≤ C(θ)h2r+2

νk̂n

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ut‖2
r+1dt +

ν

16
‖∇φh

n,β‖2. (4.17)

By the definition of the Stokes projection, ν
(
∇ηn,β ,∇φh

n,β

)
= 0. We set

η̃n = β
(n)
2

[
(1 +

kn

kn−1
)ηn − kn

kn−1
ηn−1

]
+ β

(n)
1 ηn + β

(n)
0 ηn−1,

φ̃h
n = β

(n)
2

[
(1 +

kn

kn−1
)φh

n − kn

kn−1
φh

n−1

]
+ β

(n)
1 φh

n + β
(n)
0 φh

n−1.

The non-linear terms in (4.14) become

b
(
ũn,un,β ,φh

n,β

)
−b

(
ũh

n,uh
n,β ,φh

n,β

)

=b
(
ũn,un,β ,φh

n,β

)
−b

(
ũh

n,un,β ,φh
n,β

)
+b

(
ũh

n,un,β ,φh
n,β

)
−b

(
ũh

n,uh
n,β ,φh

n,β

)

=b
(
η̃n,un,β ,φh

n,β

)
−b

(
φ̃h

n,un,β ,φh
n,β

)
+b

(
ũh

n,ηn,β ,φh
n,β

)

=b
(
η̃n,un,β ,φh

n,β

)
−b

(
φ̃h

n,un,β ,φh
n,β

)
+b

(
φ̃h

n,ηn,β ,φh
n,β

)
−b

(
η̃n,ηn,β ,φh

n,β

)
+b

(
ũn,ηn,β ,φh

n,β

)
.

By (2.4), (2.5), (2.9) and (2.10), Poincaré inequality and step requirement in (4.9)

b
(
η̃n,un,β ,φh

n,β

)
≤C‖∇η̃n‖‖∇un,β‖‖∇φh

n,β‖, (4.18)

b
(
φ̃h

n,un,β ,φh
n,β

)
≤C(θ)‖un,β‖2

(
‖φh

n‖ + ‖φh
n−1‖

)
‖∇φh

n,β‖,

b
(
ũn,ηn,β ,φh

n,β

)
≤C(θ)

(
‖∇un‖ + ‖∇un−1‖

)
‖∇ηn,β‖‖∇φh

n,β‖,

b
(
φ̃h

n,ηn,β ,φh
n,β

)
≤C‖φ̃h

n‖1/2‖∇φ̃h
n‖1/2‖∇ηn,β‖‖∇φh

n,β‖
≤Ch‖φ̃h

n‖1/2‖∇φ̃h
n‖1/2‖un,β‖2‖∇φh

n,β‖
≤C(θ)h1/2

(
‖φh

n‖ + ‖φh
n−1‖

)
‖un,β‖2‖∇φh

n,β‖
10



b
(
η̃n,ηn,β ,φh

n,β

)
≤C(θ)

(
‖∇ηn‖ + ‖∇ηn−1‖

)
‖∇ηn,β‖‖∇φh

n,β‖
≤C(θ)

(
‖∇un‖ + ‖∇un−1‖

)
‖∇ηn,β‖‖∇φh

n,β‖.

We apply Young’s inequality to all non-linear terms in (4.18)

b
(
ũn,un,β ,φh

n,β

)
−b

(
ũh

n,uh
n,β ,φh

n,β

)
(4.19)

≤C(θ)

ν

[
‖un,β‖2

2

(
‖φh

n‖2+‖φh
n−1‖2

)
+‖|∇u|‖2

∞,0‖∇η̃n‖2+‖|∇u|‖2
∞,0‖∇ηn,β‖2

]
+

ν

16
‖∇φh

n,β‖2.

By (2.8), triangle inequality and (4.5) in Lemma 4.2

‖∇η̃n‖2 ≤Ch2r‖ũn‖2
r+1 ≤ C(θ)h2r(kn+kn−1)3

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖utt‖2
r+1dt+Ch2r‖u(tn,β)‖2

r+1,

‖∇ηn,β‖2 ≤Ch2r‖un,β‖2
r+1 ≤ C(θ)h2r(kn+kn−1)3

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖utt‖2
r+1dt+Ch2r‖u(tn,β)‖2

r+1.

(4.19) becomes

b
(
ũn,un,β ,φh

n,β

)
−b

(
ũh

n,uh
n,β ,φh

n,β

)
≤C(θ)‖un,β‖2

2

ν

(
‖φh

n‖2+‖φh
n−1‖2

)
+

ν

16
‖∇φh

n,β‖2 (4.20)

+
C(θ)h2r

ν
‖|∇u|‖2

∞,0

(
k3

max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖utt‖2
r+1dt+‖u(tn,β)‖2

r+1

)

We set qh to be L2 projection of p(tn,β) onto Qh in (4.14) and use (2.8)

(p(tn,β)−qh,∇ · φh
n,β)≤

√
d‖p(tn,β)−qh‖‖∇φh

n,β‖≤ Ch2s+2

ν
‖p(tn,β)‖2

s+1+
ν

16
‖∇φh

n,β‖2

(4.21)

Now we treat τn(φh
n,β): by (4.5) and (4.6) in Lemma 4.2

(∑2
ℓ=0 αℓun−1+ℓ

k̂n

− u(tn,β),φh
n,β

)
≤

∥∥∥
∑2

ℓ=0 αℓun−1+ℓ

k̂n

− u(tn,β)
∥∥∥

−1
‖∇φh

n,β‖ (4.22)

≤C(θ)

ν
k3

max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖uttt‖2
−1dt +

ν

16
‖∇φh

n,β‖2.

ν
(
∇(un,β − u(tn,β)),∇φh

n,β

)
≤ν

∥∥∇(un,β − u(tn,β))
∥∥‖∇φh

n,β‖ (4.23)

≤C(θ)νk3
max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖∇utt‖2dt +
ν

16
‖∇φh

n,β‖2.

(f(tn,β) − fn,β,φh
n,β) ≤‖f(tn,β) − fn,β‖−1‖∇φh

n,β‖ (4.24)

≤C(θ)

ν
k3

max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ftt‖2
−1dt +

ν

16
‖∇φh

n,β‖2.

By (2.4) and (4.5) in Lemma 4.2

b
(
ũn,un,β ,φh

n,β

)
− b(u(tn,β),u(tn,β),φh

n,β) (4.25)
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=b
(
ũn − u(tn,β),un,β ,φh

n,β

)
+ b

(
u(tn,β),un,β − u(tn,β),φh

n,β

)

≤C‖∇
(
ũn − u(tn,β)

)
‖‖∇un,β‖‖∇φh

n,β‖ + C‖∇u(tn,β)‖‖∇
(
un,β − u(tn,β)

)
‖‖∇φh

n,β‖

≤C(θ)

ν
k3

max

(
‖|u|‖2

∞,1 + ‖|u|‖2
∞,1,β

)∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖∇utt‖2dt +
ν

16
‖∇φh

n,β‖2.

We combine (4.17), (4.20), (4.21), (4.22), (4.23), (4.24), (4.25) and sum (4.14) over n
from 1 to N − 1

∥∥∥∥
φh

N

φh
N−1

∥∥∥∥
2

G(θ)

−
∥∥∥∥
φh

1

φh
0

∥∥∥∥
2

G(θ)

+
N−1∑

n=1

∥∥∥
2∑

ℓ=0

γ
(n)
ℓ φh

n−1+ℓ

∥∥∥
2

+
ν

2

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇φh
n,β‖2 (4.26)

≤C(θ)h2r+2

ν

N−1∑

n=1

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ut‖2
r+1dt +

C(θ)

ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖un,β‖2
2

(
‖φh

n‖2 + ‖φh
n−1‖2

)

+
C(θ)h2r

ν
‖|∇u|‖2

∞,0

(
k4

max

N−1∑

n=1

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖utt‖2
r+1dt +

N−1∑

n=1

(kn + kn−1)‖u(tn,β)‖2
r+1

)

+
C(θ)h2s+2

ν

N−1∑

n=1

(kn + kn−1)‖p(tn,β)‖2
s+1 +

C(θ)k4
max

ν

N−1∑

n=1

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖uttt‖2
−1dt

+ C(θ)νk4
max

N−1∑

n=1

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖∇utt‖2dt +
C(θ)k4

max

ν

N−1∑

n=1

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ftt‖2
−1dt

+
C(θ)k4

max

ν

(
‖|u|‖2

∞,1 + ‖|u|‖2
∞,1,β

)N−1∑

n=1

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖∇utt‖2dt.

By the definition of the ‖ · ‖G(θ)-norm in (4.2), (4.26) becomes

‖φh
N ‖2 + C(θ)ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇φh
n,β‖2 (4.27)

≤C(θ)

ν

[
k̂N−1‖uN−1,β‖2

2‖φh
N−1‖2+

N−2∑

n=1

(̂
kn+1‖un+1,β‖2

2+k̂n‖un,β‖2
2

)
‖φh

n‖2+k̂1‖u1,β‖2
2‖φh

0‖2
]

+
C(θ)h2r+2

ν
‖ut‖2

2,r+1 +
C(θ)h2r

ν
‖|∇u|‖2

∞,0

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,r+1 + ‖|u|‖2

2,r+1,β

)

+
C(θ)h2s+2

ν
‖|p|‖2

2,s+1,β+
C(θ)k4

max

ν
‖uttt‖2

2,−1+C(θ)νk4
max‖∇utt‖2

2,0+
C(θ)k4

max

ν
‖ftt‖2

2,−1

+
C(θ)k4

max

ν

(
‖|u|‖2

∞,1+‖|u|‖2
∞,1,β

)
‖∇utt‖2

2,0 + C(θ)
(
‖φh

1‖2 + ‖φh
0‖2

)
.

By the discrete Grönwall inequality without restrictions ( [35, p.369]), (4.27) becomes

‖φh
N ‖2 + C(θ)ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇φh
n,β‖2 ≤ exp

(C(θ)

ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖un,β‖2
2

)
F1, (4.28)

where

F1 =
C(θ)h2r+2

ν
‖ut‖2

2,r+1 +
C(θ)h2r

ν
‖|∇u|‖2

∞,0

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,r+1 + ‖|u|‖2

2,r+1,β

)
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+
C(θ)h2s+2

ν
‖|p|‖2

2,s+1,β+
C(θ)k4

max

ν
‖uttt‖2

2,−1+C(θ)νk4
max‖∇utt‖2

2,0

+
C(θ)k4

max

ν
‖ftt‖2

2,−1+
C(θ)k4

max

ν

(
‖|u|‖2

∞,1+‖|u|‖2
∞,1,β

)
‖∇utt‖2

2,0

+ C(θ)
(
‖φh

1 ‖2 + ‖φh
0‖2

)
. (4.29)

By triangle inequality and (4.5) in Lemma 4.2, (4.28) can be simplifed

‖φh
N ‖2 + C(θ)ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇φh
n,β‖2 ≤ exp

[C(θ)

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,2 + ‖|u|‖2

2,2,β

)]
F1.

By triangle inequality, (2.8), (4.5) in Lemma 4.2 and (4.28)

max
0≤n≤N

‖eu
n‖ ≤ max

0≤n≤N
‖φh

n‖ + max
0≤n≤N

‖ηn‖ (4.30)

≤exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,2 + ‖|u|‖2

2,2,β

)]√
F1 + Chr‖|u|‖∞,r.

(
ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇eu
n,β‖2

)1/2
≤

(
2ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇φh
n,β‖2

)1/2
+

(
2ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇ηn,β‖2
)1/2

(4.31)

≤exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,2 + ‖|u|‖2

2,2,β

)]√
F1

+ C(θ)
√

νhr
(
k2

max‖utt‖2,r+1 + ‖|u|‖2,r+1,β

)
.

We combine (4.30) and (4.31)

max
0≤n≤N

‖eu
n‖+

(
ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇eu
n,β‖2

) 1
2 ≤exp

[C(θ)

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,2 + ‖|u|‖2

2,2,β

)]√
F1 (4.32)

+Chr‖|u|‖∞,r+C(θ)
√

νhr
(
k2

max‖utt‖2,r+1+‖|u|‖2,r+1,β

)
,

which implies (4.10).
Theorem 4.5. Suppose the velocity u ∈ X and the pressure p ∈ Q of the NSE

in (1.2) satisfy

u ∈ ℓ∞(0,N ;Hr) ∩ ℓ∞(0,N ;H2) ∩ ℓ∞,β(0,N ;H2) ∩ ℓ2,β(0,N ;Hr+1 ∩H2),

ut ∈ L2(0,T ;Hr+1), utt ∈ L2(0,T ;Hr+1 ∩H2), uttt ∈ L2(0,T ;X ′ ∩L2),

p∈ℓ∞(0,N ;Hs+1)∩ℓ2,β(0,N ;Hs+1), pt ∈L2(0,T ;Hs+1), ptt ∈L2(0,T ;Hs+1∩H1),

and body force f ∈ L2(0,T ;X ′ ∩ L2). Under the time step bounds in (4.9) and the
time-diameter condition

kmax ≤ h1/4, (4.33)

the numerical solutions by the semi-implicit DLN algorithm in (3.1) satisfy

max
0≤n≤M

‖un − uh
n‖1 ≤ O

(
hr,hs+1,k2

max

)
, (4.34)

M−1∑

n=1

k̂n

ν

∥∥∥
∑2

ℓ=0 αℓ(uh
n−1+ℓ−un−1+ℓ)

k̂n

∥∥∥
2

≤ O
(
hr,hs+1,k2

max

)
. (4.35)
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Proof. Let (P
(u)
S un,P

(p)
S pn) be Stokes projection of (un,pn) onto V h ×Qh. We set

φh
n = uh

n − P
(u)
S un, ηn = un − P

(u)
S un, eu

n = φh
n − ηn, ẽu

n = ũh
n − ũn,

φh
n,α =

2∑

ℓ=0

αℓφh
n−1+ℓ, ηn,α =

2∑

ℓ=0

αℓηn−1+ℓ, eu
n,α =

2∑

ℓ=0

αℓ

(
uh

n−1+ℓ−un−1+ℓ

)
=ηn,α−φh

n,α.

We let vh = k̂−1
n φh

n,α in (4.13). By the G-stability identity in (4.1), (4.13) becomes

∥∥∥k̂−1
n φh

n,α

∥∥∥
2

+
ν

k̂n

(∥∥∥∥
∇φh

n+1

∇φh
n

∥∥∥∥
2

G(θ)

−
∥∥∥∥

∇φh
n

∇φh
n−1

∥∥∥∥
2

G(θ)

+
∥∥∥∇

( 2∑

ℓ=0

γ
(n)
ℓ φh

n−1+ℓ

)∥∥∥
2)

=
(̂
k−1

n

2∑

ℓ=0

αℓηn−1+ℓ, k̂−1
n φh

n,α

)
+ν

(
∇ηn,β ,∇k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
−

(
pn,β ,∇ · k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
−τn

(̂
k−1

n φh
n,α

)

+b
(
ũn,un,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
− b

(
ũh

n,uh
n,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
+

(
pn,β − p(tn,β),∇ · k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
. (4.36)

By Cauchy Schwarz inequality, Young’s inequality, (2.8), (2.10) and Hölder’s inequal-
ity

(
k̂−1

n

2∑

ℓ=0

αℓηn−1+ℓ, k̂−1
n φh

n,α

)
(4.37)

≤ C

k̂2
n

(
h2r+2

∥∥∥
2∑

ℓ=0

αℓun−1+ℓ

∥∥∥
2

r+1
+

h2s+4

ν2

∥∥∥
2∑

ℓ=0

αℓpn−1+ℓ

∥∥∥
2

s+1

)
+

1

16
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2

≤C(θ)

k̂n

(
h2r+2

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ut‖2
r+1dt +

h2s+4

ν2

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖pt‖2
s+1dt

)
+

1

16
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2.

By the definition of Stokes projection and the fact that k̂−1
n φh

n,α ∈ V h ⊂ Xh

ν
(
∇ηn,β ,∇k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
−

(
pn,β ,∇ · k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
= 0.

For τ(k̂−1
n φh

n,α):

(∑2
ℓ=0 αℓun−1+ℓ

k̂n

−u(tn,β), k̂−1
n φh

n,α

)
≤

∥∥∥
∑2

ℓ=0 αℓun−1+ℓ

k̂n

−u(tn,β)
∥∥∥‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖ (4.38)

≤C(θ)k3
max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖uttt‖2dt +
1

16
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2.

ν
(
∇(un,β − u(tn,β)),∇k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
=ν

(
∆(un,β − u(tn,β)), k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
(4.39)

≤C(θ)ν2k3
max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖utt‖2
2dt +

1

16
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2.

(f(tn,β) − fn,β, k̂−1
n φh

n,α) ≤‖f(tn,β) − fn,β‖‖k̂−1
n φh

n,α‖ (4.40)

≤C(θ)k3
max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ftt‖2dt +
1

16
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2.
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By (2.4), (2.6) and (4.5)

b
(
ũn,un,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
− b(u(tn,β),u(tn,β), k̂−1

n φh
n,α) (4.41)

=b
(
ũn − u(tn,β),un,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
+ b

(
u(tn,β),un,β − u(tn,β), k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)

≤C‖ũn − u(tn,β)‖1‖un,β‖2‖k̂−1
n φh

n,α‖ + C‖u(tn,β)‖2‖un,β − u(tn,β)‖1‖k̂−1
n φh

n,α‖

≤C(θ)k3
max

(
‖|u|‖2

∞,2 + ‖|u|‖2
∞,2,β

)∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖utt‖2
1dt +

1

16
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2.

For non-linear terms

b
(
ũh

n,uh
n,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
− b

(
ũn,un,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)

=b
(
ẽu

n,un,β , k̂−1
n φh

n,α

)
+ b

(
ũn,eu

n,β , k̂−1
n φh

n,α

)
+ b

(
ẽu

n,eu
n,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
.

By (2.4), (2.6) and inverse inequality in (2.9)

b
(
ẽu

n,un,β , k̂−1
n φh

n,α

)
=b

(
φ̃h

n,un,β , k̂−1
n φh

n,α

)
− b

(
η̃n,un,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)

≤C‖φ̃h
n‖1‖un,β‖2‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖ + C‖η̃n‖1‖un,β‖2‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖,

b
(
ũn,eu

n,β , k̂−1
n φh

n,α

)
≤C‖ũn‖2‖eu

n,β‖1‖k̂−1
n φh

n,α‖,

b
(
ẽn,eu

n,β , k̂−1
n φh

n,α

)
=b

(
φ̃h

n,eu
n,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
− b

(
η̃n,eu

n,β , k̂−1
n φh

n,α

)

≤Ch− 1
2 ‖φ̃h

n‖1‖eu
n,β‖1‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖ + Ch− 1

2 ‖η̃n‖1‖eu
n,β‖1‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖.

Thus

b
(
ũh

n,uh
n,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
− b

(
ũn,un,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
(4.42)

≤C
(
‖un,β‖2 + h−1/2‖eu

n,β‖1

)
‖φ̃h

n‖1‖k̂−1
n φh

n,α‖ + C‖η̃n‖1‖un,β‖2‖k̂−1
n φh

n,α‖
+ C‖ũn‖2‖eu

n,β‖1‖k̂−1
n φh

n,α‖ + Ch−1/2‖η̃n‖1‖eu
n,β‖1‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖.

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Young’s inequality, Poincaré inequality, (2.8), (2.10)
and (4.5)

C
(
‖un,β‖2 + h−1/2‖eu

n,β‖1

)
‖φ̃h

n‖1‖k̂−1
n φh

n,α‖ (4.43)

≤C(θ)
(
‖un,β‖2 + h−1/2‖eu

n,β‖1

)(
‖∇φh

n‖ + ‖∇φh
n−1‖

)
+

1

64
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2

≤C(θ)
(
‖un,β‖2

2 + h−1‖en,β‖2
1

)(
‖∇φh

n‖2 + ‖∇φh
n−1‖2

)
+

1

64
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2,

C‖η̃n‖1‖un,β‖2‖k̂−1
n φh

n,α‖ (4.44)

≤C(θ)‖|u|‖2
∞,2

(h2s+2

ν2
‖p̃n‖2

s+1 + h2r‖ũn‖2
r+1

)
+

1

64
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2

≤C(θ)‖|u|‖2
∞,2

[h2s+2

ν2

(
‖p̃n − p(tn,β)‖2

s+1 + ‖p(tn,β)‖2
s+1

)

+ h2r
(
‖ũn − u(tn,β)‖2

r+1 + ‖u(tn,β)‖2
r+1

)]
+

1

64
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2

≤C(θ)‖|u|‖2
∞,2

[h2s+2

ν2

(
C(θ)k3

max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ptt‖2
s+1dt + ‖p(tn,β)‖2

s+1

)
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+ h2r
(

C(θ)k3
max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖utt‖2
r+1dt + ‖u(tn,β)‖2

r+1

)]
+

1

64
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2,

C‖ũn‖2‖eu
n,β‖1‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖ ≤C‖ũn‖2

2‖eu
n,β‖2

1 +
1

64
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2 (4.45)

≤C‖|u|‖2
∞,2‖eu

n,β‖2
1 +

1

64
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2,

Ch−1/2‖η̃n‖1‖eu
n,β‖1‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖ (4.46)

≤Ch−1‖η̃n‖2
1‖eu

n,β‖2
1 +

1

64
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2

≤C
(h2s+1

ν2
‖|p|‖2

∞,s+1 + h2r−1‖|u|‖2
∞,r+1

)
‖eu

n,β‖2
1 +

1

64
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2.

By (4.43), (4.44), (4.45) and (4.46), (4.42) becomes

b
(
ũh

n,uh
n,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
− b

(
ũn,un,β , k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
(4.47)

≤C(θ)
(
‖un,β‖2

2 + h−1‖eu
n,β‖2

1

)(
‖∇φh

n‖2 + ‖∇φh
n−1‖2

)
+ C‖|u|‖2

∞,2‖eu
n,β‖2

1

+ C
(h2s+1

ν2
‖|p|‖2

∞,s+1 + h2r−1‖|u|‖2
∞,r+1

)
‖en,β‖2

1 +
1

16
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2

+ C(θ)‖|u|‖2
∞,2

[h2s+2

ν2

(
k3

max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ptt‖2
s+1dt + ‖p(tn,β)‖2

s+1

)

+ h2r
(

k3
max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖utt‖2
r+1dt + ‖u(tn,β)‖2

r+1

)]
.

We use integration by parts and (4.5) in Lemma 4.2

(
pn,β − p(tn,β),∇ · k̂−1

n φh
n,α

)
≤C

∥∥∇(pn,β − p(tn,β))
∥∥2

+
1

16
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2 (4.48)

≤C(θ)k3
max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖∇ptt‖2dt +
1

16
‖k̂−1

n φh
n,α‖2.

We combine (4.37), (4.38), (4.39), (4.40), (4.41), (4.47), (4.48) and sum (4.36) over n
from 1 to N − 1

‖∇φh
N ‖2 +

C(θ)

ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n

∥∥∥k̂−1
n φh

n,α

∥∥∥
2

(4.49)

≤C(θ)

ν

N−1∑

n=1

(
k̂n‖un,β‖2

2 +
1

hν
νk̂n‖en,β‖2

1

)(
‖∇φh

n‖2 + ‖∇φh
n−1‖2

)

+
C(θ)

ν2
‖|u|‖2

∞,2

N−1∑

n=1

νk̂n‖en,β‖2
1

+C(θ)
(h2s+1

ν4
‖|p|‖2

∞,s+1 +
h2r−1

ν2
‖|u|‖2

∞,r+1

)N−1∑

n=1

νk̂n‖en,β‖2
1

+C(θ)‖|u|‖2
∞,2

[h2s+2

ν3

(
k4

max‖ptt‖2
2,s+1+‖|p|‖2

2,s+1,β

)
+

h2r

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,r+1+‖|u|‖2

2,r+1,β

)]
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+C(θ)
(h2r+2

ν
‖ut‖2

2,r+1 +
h2s+4

ν3
‖pt‖2

2,s+1

)
+

C(θ)

ν
k4

max‖uttt‖2
2,0

+C(θ)νk4
max‖utt‖2

2,2 +
C(θ)

ν
k4

max‖ftt‖2
2,0 +

C(θ)

ν
k4

max‖|u|‖2
∞,2‖utt‖2

2,1

+
C(θ)

ν
k4

max‖∇ptt‖2
2,0 + C(θ)

(
‖∇φh

1‖2 + ‖∇φh
0‖2

)
.

Since

N−1∑

n=1

νk̂n‖eu
n,β‖2

1 =ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖eu
n,β‖2 + ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇eu
n,β‖2

≤C(θ)νT max
0≤n≤M

‖eu
n‖2 + ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖∇eu
n,β‖2,

we use (4.32) in the proof of Theorem 4.4 to obtain

N−1∑

n=1

νk̂n‖eu
n,β‖2

1 ≤
(
C(θ)νT + 1

)
F 2

2 , (4.50)

where

F2 =exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,2 + ‖|u|‖2

2,2,β

)]√
F1 + Chr‖|u|‖∞,r

+ C(θ)
√

νhr
(

k2
max‖utt‖2,r+1 + ‖|u|‖2,r+1,β

)
,

and F1 is in (4.29). We apply (4.50) and discrete Gronwall inequality to (4.49)

‖∇φh
N ‖2 +

C(θ)

ν

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n

∥∥∥k̂−1
n φh

n,α

∥∥∥
2

(4.51)

≤exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,2 + ‖|u|‖2

2,2,β +
C(θ)νT + 1

hν
F 2

2

)]
F3,

where

F3 =
C(θ)(1+νT )

ν2
‖|u|‖2

∞,2F 2
2 +C(θ)(1+νT )

(h2s+1

ν4
‖|p|‖2

∞,s+1 +
h2r−1

ν2
‖|u|‖2

∞,r+1

)
F 2

2

+C(θ)‖|u|‖2
∞,2

[h2s+2

ν3

(
k4

max‖ptt‖2
2,s+1+‖|p|‖2

2,s+1,β

)
+

h2r

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,r+1+‖|u|‖2

2,r+1,β

)]

+C(θ)
(h2r+2

ν
‖ut‖2

2,r+1 +
h2s+4

ν3
‖pt‖2

2,s+1

)
+

C(θ)

ν
k4

max‖uttt‖2
2,0

+C(θ)νk4
max‖utt‖2

2,2 +
C(θ)

ν
k4

max‖ftt‖2
2,0 +

C(θ)

ν
k4

max‖|u|‖2
∞,2‖utt‖2

2,1

+
C(θ)

ν
k4

max‖∇ptt‖2
2,0 + C(θ)

(
‖∇φh

1‖2 + ‖∇φh
0‖2

)
.

By the time-diameter condition in (4.33), h−1F 2
2 is bounded. Thus

max
0≤n≤N

‖∇eu
n‖ ≤ max

0≤n≤N
‖∇ηn‖ + max

0≤n≤N
‖∇φh

n‖ (4.52)
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≤Chr‖|u|‖∞,r+1+
Chs+1

ν
‖|p|‖∞,s+1

+exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,2 + ‖|u|‖2

2,2,β +
C(θ)νT + 1

hν
F 2

2

)]√
F3.

Combining Theorem 4.4 and (4.52), we have (4.34). By (2.8), (2.10) and Hölder’s
inequality

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n

ν

∥∥∥k̂−1
n ηn,α

∥∥∥
2

≤
N−1∑

n=1

C

νk̂n

(h2s+2

ν2

∥∥∥
2∑

ℓ=0

αℓpn−1+ℓ

∥∥∥
2

s+1
+ h2r

∥∥∥
2∑

ℓ=0

αℓun−1+ℓ

∥∥∥
2

r

)

≤
N−1∑

n=1

C(θ)

ν

[h2s+2

ν2

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖pt‖2
s+1dt + h2r

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ut‖2
rdt

]

=
C(θ)

ν

(h2s+2

ν2
‖pt‖2

2,s+1 + h2r‖ut‖2
2,r

)
. (4.53)

By (4.51) and (4.53) and triangle inequality

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n

ν

∥∥∥k̂−1
n en,α

∥∥∥
2

≤C(θ)

ν

(h2s+2

ν2
‖pt‖2

2,s+1+h2r‖ut‖2
2,r

)
(4.54)

+exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,2+‖|u|‖2

2,2,β+
C(θ)νT +1

hν
F 2

2

)]
F3,

which implies (4.35).
Theorem 4.6. Suppose the velocity u ∈ X and pressure p ∈ Q of the NSE in

(1.2) satisfy

u ∈ ℓ∞(0,N ;Hr+1) ∩ ℓ∞(0,N ;H2) ∩ ℓ∞,β(0,N ;H1) ∩ ℓ2,β(0,N ;Hr+1 ∩H2),

ut ∈ L2(0,T ;Hr+1), utt ∈ L2(0,T ;Hr+1 ∩H2), uttt ∈ L2(0,T ;X ′ ∩L2),

p∈ℓ∞(0,N ;Hs+1)∩ℓ2,β(0,N ;Hs+1), pt ∈L2(0,T ;Hs+1), ptt ∈L2(0,T ;Hs+1∩H1),

and the body force f ∈ L2(0,T ;X ′ ∩ L2), then under the time step bounds in (4.9)
and the time-diameter condition in (4.33), the pressure component by the algorithm
in (3.1) satisfy

(N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖pn,β − ph
n,β‖2

)1/2
≤ O

(
hr,hs+1,k2

max

)
. (4.55)

Moreover for constant time-stepping DLN algorithm with parameter θ ∈ (0,1) and
constant time step k, we have

N∑

n=0

k‖pn − ph
n‖ ≤ O

(
hr,hs+1,k2

)
. (4.56)

Proof. Let (P
(u)
S un,P

(p)
S pn) be Stokes projection of (un,pn) onto V h × Qh. We

set

φh
n = uh

n − P
(u)
S un, ηn = un − P

(u)
S un, eu

n = φh
n − ηn
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eu
n,α =

2∑

ℓ=0

αℓeu
n−1+ℓ, ẽu

n = ũh
n − ũn.

We let vh ∈ Xh in (4.11) and subtract (4.11) from the first equation of (3.1)

(ph
n,β − qh

n,∇ · vh) =
(
k̂−1

n eu
n,α,vh

)
+ ν

(
∇eu

n,β ,∇vh
)

+ b
(
ũh

n,uh
n,β ,vh

)
− b

(
ũn,un,β ,vh

)

+ (p(tn,β) − pn,β,∇ · vh) + (pn,β − qh
n,∇ · vh) + τn(vh), (4.57)

where qh is the L2 projection of pn,β onto Qh. By (2.4) and Poincaré inequality

b
(
ũh

n,uh
n,β ,vh

)
− b

(
ũn,un,β ,vh

)
(4.58)

=b
(
ẽu

n,un,β ,vh
)

+ b
(
ũn,eu

n,β ,vh
)

+ b
(
ẽu

n,eu
n,β ,vh

)

≤C
(
‖ẽu

n‖1‖∇un,β‖+‖ũn‖1‖∇eu
n,β‖+‖ẽu

n‖1‖∇eu
n,β‖

)
‖∇vh‖.

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (4.5) and (4.6) in Lemma 4.2

(∑2
ℓ=0 αℓun−1+ℓ

k̂n

− u(tn,β),vh
)

≤
∥∥∥

∑2
ℓ=0 αℓun−1+ℓ

k̂n

− u(tn,β)
∥∥∥

−1
‖∇vh‖ (4.59)

≤C(θ)
(

k3
max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖uttt‖2
−1dt

)1/2
‖∇vh‖,

ν
(
∇(un,β − u(tn,β)),∇vh

)
≤ν

∥∥∇(un,β − u(tn,β))
∥∥‖∇vh‖ (4.60)

≤C(θ)ν
(

k3
max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖∇utt‖dt
)1/2

‖∇vh‖,

(f(tn,β)−fn,β ,vh)≤‖f(tn,β)−fn,β‖−1‖∇vh‖≤C(θ)
(
k3

max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ftt‖−1dt
)1/2

‖∇vh‖

(4.61)

By (2.4), (4.5) in Lemma 4.2 and Poincaré inequality

b
(
ũn,un,β ,vh

)
− b(u(tn,β),u(tn,β),vh) (4.62)

=b
(
ũn − u(tn,β),un,β ,vh

)
+ b

(
u(tn,β),un,β − u(tn,β),vh

)

≤C‖∇
(
ũn − u(tn,β)

)
‖‖∇un,β‖‖∇vh‖ + C‖∇u(tn,β)‖‖∇

(
un,β − u(tn,β)

)
‖‖∇vh‖

≤C(θ)
(
‖|u|‖∞,1 + ‖|u|‖∞,1,β

)(
k3

max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖∇utt‖dt
)1/2

‖∇vh‖.

We combine (4.59), (4.60), (4.61) and (4.62)

τn(vh) ≤C(θ)k
3/2
max

[(∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖uttt‖2
−1dt

) 1
2 +

(∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖∇utt‖dt
) 1

2 +
(∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ftt‖−1dt
) 1

2

+
(
‖|u|‖∞,1 + ‖|u|‖∞,1,β

)(∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖∇utt‖dt
)1/2

]
‖∇vh‖. (4.63)
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By (2.8) and (4.5)

(p(tn,β)−pn,β ,∇ · vh)≤
√

d‖p(tn,β)−pn,β‖‖∇vh‖≤C(θ)
(

k3
max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ptt‖dt
) 1

2 ‖∇vh‖,

(pn,β − qh
n,∇ · vh) ≤

√
d‖pn,β − qh‖‖∇vh‖ ≤ Chs+1

ν
‖pn,β‖s+1‖∇vh‖. (4.64)

By (2.7),(4.58), (4.63) and (4.64)

‖ph
n,β − qh

n‖ ≤‖k̂−1
n eu

n,α‖+ν‖∇eu
n,β‖+C(θ)‖|u|‖∞,1‖|eu

n|‖∞,1+C(θ)‖|eu
n|‖2

∞,1 (4.65)

+C(θ)k
3/2
max

[(∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖uttt‖2
−1dt

) 1
2 +

(∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖∇utt‖2dt
) 1

2 +
(∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ftt‖2
−1dt

) 1
2

+
(
‖|u|‖∞,1 + ‖|u|‖∞,1,β

)(∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖∇utt‖2dt
) 1

2

]

+C(θ)
(

k3
max

∫ tn+1

tn−1

‖ptt‖dt
) 1

2
+

Chs+1

ν
‖pn,β‖s+1.

By triangle inequality, (2.8) and (4.65)

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖pn,β − ph
n,β‖2 (4.66)

≤2

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖ph
n,β − qh

n‖2 + 2

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖pn,β − qh
n‖2

≤Ch2s+2
N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖pn,β‖2
s+1 + 2

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖k̂−1
n eu

n,α‖2 + 2
N−1∑

n=1

νk̂n‖∇eu
n,β‖2

+C(θ)T ‖|u|‖2
∞,1‖|eu

n|‖2
∞,1 + C(θ)T ‖|eu

n|‖2
∞,1

+C(θ)k4
max

[
‖uttt‖2

2,−1 + ‖∇utt‖2
2,0 + ‖ftt‖2

2,−1 +
(
‖|u|‖2

∞,1 + ‖|u|‖2
∞,1,β

)
‖∇utt‖2

2,0

]

+C(θ)k4
max‖ptt‖2

2,0 +
Ch2s+2

ν2

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖pn,β‖2
s+1.

By (4.5) in Lemma 4.2, (4.32), (4.52), (4.54) and (4.66)

N−1∑

n=1

k̂n‖pn,β − ph
n,β‖2 (4.67)

≤C(θ)h2s+2k4
max‖ptt‖2

2,s+1 + C(θ)h2s+2‖|p|‖2
2,s+1,β+C(θ)

(h2s+2

ν2
‖pt‖2

2,s+1+h2r‖ut‖2
2,r

)

+ν exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,2+‖|u|‖2

2,2,β+
C(θ)νT +1

hν
F 2

2

)]
F3

+exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,2 + ‖|u|‖2

2,2,β

)]
F1+Ch2r‖|u|‖2

∞,r

+C(θ)νh2r
(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,r+1+‖|u|‖2

2,r+1,β

)

+C(θ)T (‖|u|‖2
∞,1 + 1)

{
Ch2r‖|u|‖2

∞,r+1 +
Ch2s+2

ν2
‖|p|‖2

∞,s+1
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+ exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4

max‖utt‖2
2,2 + ‖|u|‖2

2,2,β +
C(θ)νT + 1

hν
F 2

2

)]
F3

}

+ C(θ)k4
max

[
‖uttt‖2

2,−1 + ‖∇utt‖2
2,0 + ‖ftt‖2

2,−1 +
(
‖|u|‖∞,1 + ‖|u|‖∞,1,β

)
‖∇utt‖2

2,0

]

+ C(θ)k4
max‖ptt‖2

2,0 +
C(θ)h2s+2

ν2

(
k4

max‖ptt‖2
2,s+1 + ‖|p|‖2

2,s+1,β

)
,

which implies (4.55). For constant step case, εn = 0 and the coefficients {β
(n)
ℓ }2

ℓ=0
are

β2 =
1

4
(2 + θ − θ2), β1 =

1

2
θ2, β0 =

1

4
(2 − θ − θ2).

‖pn,β − ph
n,β‖ ≥β2‖pn+1 − ph

n+1‖ − β1‖pn − ph
n‖ − β0‖pn−1 − ph

n−1‖

=
θ

2
(1 − θ)‖pn+1 − ph

n+1‖ + (β1 + β0)
(
‖pn+1 − ph

n+1‖ − ‖pn − ph
n‖

)

+ β0

(
‖pn − ph

n‖ − ‖pn−1 − ph
n−1‖

)
.

By triangle inequality and (2.8)

N∑

n=0

k‖pn − ph
n‖ ≤

N−1∑

n=1

k‖pn,β − ph
n,β‖ + C(θ)k

(
‖p1 − ph

1‖ + ‖p0 − ph
0‖

)
(4.68)

≤
N−1∑

n=1

k
(
Chs+1‖pn,β‖s+1+‖ph

n,β − qh
n‖

)
+C(θ)k

(
‖p1−ph

1‖+‖p0−ph
0‖

)
.

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (4.5) in Lemma 4.2

Chs+1
N−1∑

n=1

k‖pn,β‖s+1 ≤C(θ)
√

Ths+1
(
k2‖ptt‖2,s+1 + ‖|p|‖2,s+1,β

)
, (4.69)

N−1∑

n=1

k‖ph
n,β − qh

n‖ ≤
√

T
(N−1∑

n=1

k‖ph
n,β − qh

n‖2
)1/2

.

The bound of term
∑N−1

n=1 k‖ph
n,β − qh

n‖2 is given in (4.67). Thus we combine (4.67),

(4.68) and (4.69) to obtain

N∑

n=0

k‖pn − ph
n‖ (4.70)

≤C(θ)
√

Ths+1
(
k2‖ptt‖2,s+1+‖|p|‖2,s+1,β

)
+C(θ)

√
T

(hs+1

ν
‖pt‖2,s+1+hr‖ut‖2,r

)

+
√

νT exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4‖utt‖2

2,2+‖|u|‖2
2,2,β+

C(θ)νT +1

hν
F 2

2

)]√
F3

+exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4‖utt‖2

2,2 + ‖|u|‖2
2,2,β

)]√
T F1+C

√
Thr‖|u|‖∞,r

+C(θ)
√

νT hr
(
k2‖utt‖2,r+1+‖|u|‖2,r+1,β

)

+C(θ)T (‖|u|‖∞,1 + 1)
{

Chr‖|u|‖∞,r+1 +
Chs+1

ν
‖|p|‖∞,s+1
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+ exp
[C(θ)

ν

(
k4‖utt‖2

2,2 + ‖|u|‖2
2,2,β +

C(θ)νT + 1

hν
F 2

2

)]√
F3

}

+C(θ)
√

Tk2
[
‖uttt‖2,−1 + ‖∇utt‖2,0 + ‖ftt‖2,−1 +

√
‖|u|‖∞,1+‖|u|‖∞,1,β‖∇utt‖2,0

]

+C(θ)
√

Tk2‖ptt‖2,0 +
C(θ)

√
Ths+1

ν

(
k2‖ptt‖2,s+1 + ‖|p|‖2,s+1,β

)

+C(θ)k
(
‖p1−ph

1‖+‖p0−ph
0‖

)
,

which implies (4.56).

5. Implementation of Adaptive DLN Algorithm. We present two ways of
time adaptivity for the whole family of DLN methods. The first way is to use the local
truncation error (LTE) criterion: we apply the revised AB2 method (herein AB2-like
method) to estimate the error of the DLN scheme for NSE and adjust the time step
according to the ratio of the required tolerance and the estimator. The second way is
to adapt the time step to control the numerical dissipation.

5.1. Local Truncation Error Criterion.

Given four previous solutions uh
n,uh

n−1,uh
n−2,uh

n−3, the AB2-like solution for NSE at
time tn+1 is

uh,AB2

n+1 =
[
1 + α2

(tn+1 − tn)(tn+1 + tn − 2tn−1,β)

2(tn,β − tn−1,β)k̂n−1

]
uh

n (5.1)

+
(tn+1 − tn)

2(tn,β − tn−1,β)

[
α1

(tn+1 + tn − 2tn−1,β)

k̂n−1

− α2
(tn+1 + tn − 2tn,β)

k̂n−2

]
uh

n−1

+
(tn+1 − tn)

2(tn,β − tn−1,β)

[
α0

(tn+1 + tn − 2tn−1,β)

k̂n−1

− α1
(tn+1 + tn − 2tn,β)

k̂n−2

]
uh

n−2

− α0
(tn+1 − tn)(tn+1 + tn − 2tn,β)

2(tn,β − tn−1,β)k̂n−2

uh
n−3,

and the estimators are

T̂n+1 =
|G(n)|

|G(n) + R(n)| ‖uh,DLN

n+1 − uh,AB2

n+1 ‖, (Absolute estimator)

T̂n+1 =
|G(n)|

|G(n) + R(n)|
‖uh,DLN

n+1 − uh,AB2

n+1 ‖
‖uh,DLN

n+1 ‖
, (Relative estimator)

where

G(n) =
(1

2
− α0

2α2

1 − εn

1 + εn

)(
β

(n)
2 − β

(n)
0

1 − εn

1 + εn

)2
+

α0

6α2

(1 − εn

1 + εn

)3
− 1

6
, (5.2)

R(n) =
1

12

[
2 +

3(1 − εn)

1 + εn

(
1 − β

(n−2)
2

1 − εn−1

1 + εn−1
+ β

(n−2)
0

1 − εn−2

1 + εn−2

1 − εn−1

1 + εn−1

)
×

×
(

1 − β
(n−1)
2

1 − εn

1 + εn
+ β

(n−1)
0

1 − εn−1

1 + εn−1

1 − εn

1 + εn

)

+
3(1−εn)

1+εn

( 2

1+εn
−β

(n−2)
2

1−εn−1

1+εn−1

1−εn

1+εn
+β

(n−2)
0

1−εn−2

1+εn−2

1−εn−1

1+εn−1

1−εn

1+εn

)
×

×
(

− β
(n−1)
2 + β

(n−1)
0

1 − εn−1

1 + εn−1

)]
.
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We refer to [46] for the derivation of the AB2-like method in (5.1) and the estimator in
(Absolute estimator) and (Relative estimator). We use the step controller proposed
by Hairer and Wanner in [33] to adjust the next time step

kn+1 = kn · min
{

1.5,max
{

0.2,κ
(
Tol/T̂n+1

)1/3
}}

, (5.3)

where Tol is the required tolerance and the safety factor κ ∈ (0,1] is selected to mini-

mize the number of step rejections. If T̂n+1 > Tol, then the DLN solution is rejected
and the current step kn is adjusted by (5.3) for recomputing. We summarize the
above adaptive DLN algorithm in Algorithm 1

Algorithm 1: Adaptivity of DLN (estimator of LTE by AB2-like scheme)

Input: tolerance Tol, four previous solutions uh
n,uh

n−1,uh
n−2,uh

n−3 and

ph
n,ph

n−1,ph
n−2,ph

n−3, current time step kn, three previous time step

kn−1,kn−2,kn−3, safety factor κ, ;

compute the DLN solution uh,DLN

n+1 and ph,DLN

n+1 by (3.1) ;

compute the AB2-like solution uh,AB2

n+1 by (5.1) ;

use kn,kn−1,kn−2,kn−3 to update εn,εn−1,εn−2 ;

compute G(n), R(n) by (5.2) ;

T̂n+1 ⇐ |G(n)|

|G(n)+R(n)|
‖uh,DLN

n+1 − uh,AB2

n+1 ‖ or T̂n+1 ⇐ |G(n)|

|G(n)+R(n)|

‖u
h,DLN

n+1 −u
h,AB2

n+1 ‖

‖uh
n+1

‖
;

if T̂n+1 < Tol then

uh
n+1 ⇐ uh,DLN

n+1 and ph
n+1 ⇐ ph,DLN

n+1 ; // accept the result

kn+1 ⇐kn · min
{
1.5,max

{
0.2,κ

(
Tol

T̂n+1

)1/3}}
; // adjust step by (5.3)

else
// adjust current step to recompute

kn ⇐kn · min
{

1.5,max
{

0.2,κ
(

Tol

T̂n+1

)1/3}}
;

5.2. Numerical Dissipation Criterion. The algorithm proposed by Capuano,
Sanderse, De Angelis and Coppola [10] calibrates the step size to ensure the ratio of
numerical dissipation and viscosity under the required value and its effect on the fully-
implicit DLN scheme has been tested in [44]. Given the tolerance Tol, the maximum
time step kmax, the minimum time step kmin, we compute the DLN solution and the
ratio of numerical dissipation and viscosity

χn+1 = END

n+1/EVD

n+1.

If χn+1 ≤Tol, we accept the current solutions and double the time step. Otherwise,
we halve the time step for recomputing. We summarize the algorithm in Algorithm
2.
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Algorithm 2: Adaptivity by Numerical Dissipation Criterion

Input: tolerance Tol, two previous solutions uh
n,uh

n−1 and ph
n,ph

n−1, current

time step kn, previous time step kn−1, ;

compute the DLN solution uh,DLN

n+1 and ph,DLN

n+1 by (3.1) ;

compute numerical dissipation END

n+1 and viscosity EVD

n+1 ;

χn+1 ⇐ END

n+1/EVD

n+1 ;

if χn+1 < Tol then

uh
n+1 ⇐ uh,DLN

n+1 and ph
n+1 ⇐ ph,DLN

n+1 ; // accept result

kn+1 ⇐min
{

2kn,kmax

}
; // double the step

else

kn ⇐max
{

0.5kn,kmin

}
; // halve current step to recompute

6. Numerical Tests. We apply the semi-implicit DLN algorithm in (3.1) with
θ = 2/3,2/

√
5,1 for all numerical tests. θ = 2/3 is suggested in [16] to balance the

stability and local truncation error. θ = 2/
√

5 is recommended in [41] for stability
at infinity (a property similar to L-stability). θ = 1 reduces to the midpoint rule.
We use software FreeFem++ and Taylor-Hood (P 2 − P 1) finite element space for
programming.

6.1. Convergence Test. We use the Taylor-Green benchmark problem [55] to
verify that the semi-implicit DLN algorithm is second-order accurate. In addition, its
efficiency over the fully-implicit algorithm can be observed. The exact solutions in
the domain Ω = [0,1] × [0,1] are

u1(x,y,t) = −cos(ωπx)sin(ωπy)exp(−2ω2π2t/τ), (6.1)

u2(x,y,t) = sin(ωπx)cos(ωπy)exp(−2ω2π2t/τ),

p(x,y,t) = −1

4

(
cos(2ωπx) + cos(2ωπy)

)
exp(−4ω2π2t/τ).

We set the parameters ω = 1, τ = 1/ν = 100. The initial value, boundary condition
and source function f are determined by the exact solutions in (6.1). We require
that the constant time step k and mesh diameter h are the same to satisfy the time-
diameter condition in (4.33). We simulate the problem over the time interval [0,1].
The convergence rate R is calculated by

R =
log

(
error(k,h)/error(k

2 , h
2 )

)

log(2)
.

The results of the semi-implicit DLN algorithm (with constant time step) are given
in Tables 6.1 to 6.6. We see that the semi-implicit DLN has third-order convergence
in velocity and second-order convergence in pressure for all three θ values. Hence the
semi-implicit DLN scheme has much better performance in the Taylor-Green problem
than the theories in Subsection 4.2 suggest. Then we apply the fully-implicit DLN
scheme to the same problem and use fixed point iteration to solve the non-linear
system at each time step. The error and convergence rate are given in Tables 6.7
to 6.12. From the above tables, we observe that the semi-implicit DLN algorithm
outperforms the fully-implicit algorithm for all three θ values in this test problem:
The two schemes have almost the same error magnitude but the fully-implicit scheme
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takes twice the time to finish the simulation since the fully-implicit scheme takes two
iterations on average at each time step.

k =h ‖|u−uh|‖∞,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖∞,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖∞,0 R Time(s)

1/16 3.9474e-4 - 4.6605e-2 - 2.7357e-3 - 8.1388
1/32 2.8230e-5 3.8056 6.4712e-3 2.8484 7.0563e-4 1.9550 64.792
1/64 2.1586e-6 3.7091 8.5120e-4 2.9265 1.7820e-4 1.9854 572.01
1/128 1.9754e-7 3.4499 1.0916e-4 2.9630 4.4717e-5 1.9946 4482.08
1/256 2.1700e-8 3.1864 1.3823e-5 2.9814 1.1180e-5 1.9999 36165.2

Table 6.1: L∞-norm of error and rate for semi-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 2/3)

k =h ‖|u−uh|‖2,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖2,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖2,0 R Time(s)

1/16 2.3215e-4 - 2.6161e-2 - 1.3270e-3 - 8.1388
1/32 1.6575e-5 3.8080 3.3174e-3 2.9793 3.1602e-4 2.0700 64.792
1/64 1.4593e-6 3.5057 4.1514e-4 2.9984 7.6861e-5 2.0397 572.01
1/128 1.5827e-7 3.2048 5.1850e-5 3.0012 1.8945e-5 2.0204 4482.08
1/256 1.9010e-8 3.0576 6.4763e-6 3.0011 4.7026e-6 2.0103 36165.2

Table 6.2: L2-norm of error and rate for semi-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 2/3)

k =h ‖|u−uh|‖∞,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖∞,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖∞,0 R Time(s)

1/16 4.0528e-4 - 4.7930e-2 - 3.0208e-3 - 8.3926
1/32 2.9297e-5 3.7901 6.7547e-3 2.8270 7.8296e-4 1.9479 66.443
1/64 2.2303e-6 3.7155 8.9557e-4 2.9150 1.9809e-4 1.9827 550.33
1/128 2.0105e-7 3.4716 1.1533e-4 2.9570 4.9746e-5 1.9935 4670.8
1/256 2.1835e-8 3.2029 1.4635e-5 2.9783 1.2439e-5 1.9997 36117.4

Table 6.3: L∞-norm of error and rate for semi-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 2/
√

5)

k = h ‖|u−uh|‖2,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖2,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖2,0 R Time(s)

1/16 2.3063e-4 - 2.5960e-2 - 1.4135e-3 - 8.3926
1/32 1.6544e-5 3.8012 3.3095e-3 2.9716 3.2890e-4 2.1036 66.443
1/64 1.4587e-6 3.5036 4.1515e-4 2.9949 7.8584e-5 2.0653 550.33
1/128 1.5816e-7 3.2052 5.1876e-5 3.0005 1.9165e-5 2.0357 4670.8
1/256 1.8980e-8 3.0588 6.4789e-6 3.0012 4.7299e-6 2.0186 36117.4

Table 6.4: L2-norm of error and rate for semi-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 2/
√

5)

6.2. Adaptive DLN Algorithms for Revised Taylor-Green Problem. We
apply adaptive semi-implicit DLN algorithms in Section 5 to the revised Taylor-Green
problem in the domain Ω = [0,1] × [0,1]. The exact solutions are

u1(x,y,t) = −cos(ωπx)sin(ωπy)exp(2ω2π2t/τ), (6.2)

u2(x,y,t) = sin(ωπx)cos(ωπy)exp(2ω2π2t/τ),
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k =h ‖|u−uh|‖∞,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖∞,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖∞,0 R Time(s)

1/16 4.1609e-4 - 4.9275e-2 - 3.2988e-3 - 8.1731
1/32 3.0244e-5 3.7821 7.0048e-3 2.8144 8.5923e-4 1.9408 65.027
1/64 2.2919e-6 3.7220 9.3311e-4 2.9082 2.1772e-4 1.9806 527.63
1/128 2.0408e-7 3.4893 1.2046e-4 2.9535 5.4716e-5 1.9924 4598.7
1/256 2.1951e-8 3.2168 1.5306e-5 2.9764 1.3687e-5 1.9991 36536.1

Table 6.5: L∞-norm of error and rate for semi-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 1)

k = h ‖|u−uh|‖2,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖2,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖2,0 R Time(s)

1/16 2.3657e-4 - 2.6577e-2 - 3.0674e-3 - 8.1731
1/32 1.6833e-5 3.8129 3.3987e-3 2.9672 8.1328e-4 1.9152 65.027
1/64 1.4761e-6 3.5115 4.3047e-4 2.9810 2.0835e-4 1.9648 527.63
1/128 1.5887e-7 3.2159 5.4163e-5 2.9905 5.2629e-5 1.9851 4598.7
1/256 1.8995e-8 3.0642 6.7926e-6 2.9953 1.3195e-5 1.9959 36536.1

Table 6.6: L2-norm of error and rate for semi-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 1)

k =h ‖|u−uh|‖∞,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖∞,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖∞,0 R Time(s)

1/16 3.9446e-4 - 4.6505e-2 - 2.7694e-3 - 15.605
1/32 2.8227e-5 3.8047 6.4700e-3 2.8455 7.1375e-4 1.9561 125.958
1/64 2.1586e-6 3.7089 8.5118e-4 2.9262 1.8025e-4 1.9854 1032.9
1/128 1.9754e-7 3.4499 1.0916e-4 2.9630 4.5231e-5 1.9946 8796.17
1/256 2.1700e-8 3.1864 1.3823e-5 2.9814 1.1309e-5 1.9999 71983.6

Table 6.7: L∞-norm of error and rate for fully-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 2/3)

k =h ‖|u−uh|‖2,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖2,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖2,0 R Time(s)

1/16 2.3156e-4 - 2.6098e-2 - 1.3308e-3 - 15.605
1/32 1.6574e-5 3.8044 3.3170e-3 2.9760 3.1649e-4 2.0721 125.958
1/64 1.4593e-6 3.5055 4.1514e-4 2.9982 7.6911e-5 2.0409 1032.9
1/128 1.5827e-7 3.2048 5.1850e-5 3.0011 1.8948e-5 2.0211 8796.17
1/256 1.9009e-8 3.0576 6.4763e-6 3.0011 4.7022e-6 2.0107 71983.6

Table 6.8: L2-norm of error and rate for fully-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 2/3)

k =h ‖|u−uh|‖∞,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖∞,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖∞,0 R Time(s)

1/16 4.0498e-4 - 4.7831e-2 - 3.0555e-3 - 18.7007
1/32 2.9293e-5 3.7892 6.7535e-3 2.8243 7.9133e-4 1.9490 149.992
1/64 2.2302e-6 3.7153 8.9555e-4 2.9148 2.0021e-4 1.9828 1192.33
1/128 2.0105e-7 3.4715 1.1533e-4 2.9570 5.0276e-5 1.9936 9766.42
1/256 2.1835e-8 3.2029 1.4635e-5 2.9783 1.2572e-5 1.9997 71773.7

Table 6.9: L∞-norm of error and rate for fully-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 2/
√

5)
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k =h ‖|u−uh|‖2,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖2,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖2,0 R Time(s)

1/16 2.2951e-4 - 2.5844e-2 - 1.4177e-3 - 18.7007
1/32 1.6541e-5 3.7944 3.3086e-3 2.9655 3.2947e-4 2.1053 149.992
1/64 1.4587e-6 3.5033 4.1514e-4 2.9945 7.8653e-5 2.0666 1192.33
1/128 1.5816e-7 3.2052 5.1876e-5 3.0005 1.9172e-5 2.0365 9766.42
1/256 1.8980e-8 3.0588 6.4789e-6 3.0012 4.7302e-6 2.0190 71773.7

Table 6.10: L2-norm of error and rate for fully-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 2/
√

5)

k =h ‖|u−uh|‖∞,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖∞,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖∞,0 R Time(s)

1/16 4.1578e-4 - 4.9177e-2 - 3.3032e-3 - 18.9342
1/32 3.0240e-5 3.7813 7.0035e-3 2.8118 8.5935e-4 1.9425 157.133
1/64 2.2919e-6 3.7219 9.3310e-4 2.9080 2.1773e-4 1.9807 1214.16
1/128 2.0408e-7 3.4893 1.2046e-4 2.9534 5.4718e-5 1.9925 8492.7
1/256 2.1951e-8 3.2168 1.5306e-5 2.9764 1.3687e-5 1.9992 71309.7

Table 6.11: L∞-norm of error and rate for fully-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 1)

p(x,y,t) = −1

4

(
cos(2ωπx) + cos(2ωπy)

)
exp(4ω2π2t/τ).

We set ω = 1 and τ = 1/ν = 2500. The exact solutions in (6.2) make the problem more
difficult since the Reynolds number is much larger and the energy has an increasing
pattern. We use both Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 to solve the problem over the time
interval [0,60]. For Algorithm 1, we use the relative estimator in (Relative estimator)
and set tolerance Tol = 1.e−7 and the safety factor κ = 0.95. For Algorithm 2, we set
Tol = 1.e−14 for χ. The value of Tol is chosen to balance accuracy and efficiency. For
both algorithms, we set the minimum time step kmin = 0.0005, the maximum time
step kmax = 0.05, the initial time step k0 = 0.0005 and the mesh diameter h = 1/180.
The initial value, boundary value and body force are decided by the exact solutions.
We measure the performance of two algorithms by evaluating energy, error of energy,
numerical dissipation END

n+1 and viscosity EVD

n+1. Since END

n+1 vanishes for the DLN

method with θ = 1, we test the two adaptive algorithms with θ = 2/3 and θ = 2/
√

5.
Fig. 6.1 shows the performance of two adaptive DLN algorithms and Table 6.13 tells
us the number of steps.

Algorithm 1 surpasses Algorithm 2 in terms of accuracy and efficiency: Fig. 6.1(b)
shows that the error magnitude of energy is much smaller for Algorithm 1 while
Algorithm 2 takes more number of time steps for both θ values. Two algorithms have
similar patterns for numerical dissipation and viscosity in Figs. 6.1(c) and 6.1(d). For

both algorithms, T̂n+1 and χn+1 are kept below the required tolerance after the first
few steps in Fig. 6.1(e) and time steps oscillate between kmax and kmin in Fig. 6.1(f).

6.3. 2D Offset Circles Problem. We use the 2D offset circles problem pro-
posed by Jiang and Layton [37] to verify the stability of the DLN scheme under
any arbitrary sequence of time steps and the efficiency of the adaptive algorithms in
Section 5. The domain Ω ⊂ R

2 is

Ω = {(x,y) : x2 + y2 ≤ 1 and (x− 0.5)2 + y2 ≥ 0.01}.
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Fig. 6.1: Algorithm 1 has a much smaller error magnitude of energy. The two algo-
rithms have similar patterns for numerical dissipation and viscosity. For both algo-
rithms, T̂n+1 and χn+1 are kept below the required tolerance after the first few steps
and time steps oscillate between kmax and kmin.
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k =h ‖|u−uh|‖2,0 R ‖|u−uh|‖2,1 R ‖|p−ph|‖2,0 R Time(s)

1/16 2.3141e-4 - 2.6100e-2 - 3.0611e-3 - 18.9342
1/32 1.6803e-5 3.7837 3.3893e-3 2.9450 8.1693e-4 1.9058 157.133
1/64 1.4757e-6 3.5092 4.3010e-4 2.9782 2.0943e-4 1.9637 1214.16
1/128 1.5887e-7 3.2155 5.4145e-5 2.9898 5.2906e-5 1.9850 8492.7
1/256 1.8995e-8 3.0641 6.7917e-6 2.9949 1.3264e-5 1.9959 71309.7

Table 6.12: L2-norm of error and rate for fully-implicit DLN scheme (θ = 1)

Algorithm 1 Algorithm 2

θ = 2/3 2566 6580

θ = 2/
√

5 1967 2550

Table 6.13: Algorithm 1 takes fewer time steps to simulate the revised Taylor-Green
problem than Algorithm 2.

The flow in the domain Ω is driven by the rotational body force

f(x,y,t) =

[
f1(x,y)
f2(x,y)

]
=

[
−4y(1 − x2 − y2)
4x(1 − x2 − y2)

]
.

with the no-slip boundary condition on both circles. We set the Reynolds number
Re = 1/ν = 200 and simulate the problem over time interval [0,60]. We use the relative
estimator of LTE in (Relative estimator) for Algorithm 1 and set the tolerance Tol =
0.001 and safety factor κ = 0.95. For Algorithm 2, we set Tol = 0.01 for ratio χn+1.
For both adaptive algorithms, the initial time step k0 = 0.005, the maximum time step
kmax = 0.05 and the minimum time step kmin = 0.0005. The domain triangulation
is generated by 80 nodes on the boundary of the inner circle and 320 nodes on the
boundary of the outer circle. Since the exact solutions are unknown, we use the
constant step DLN algorithm (εn = 0) with a small time step (k = kmin) and refined
mesh (100 nodes on the boundary of inner circle and 400 nodes on the boundary of
outer circle) for reference. Figs. 6.2(a) and 6.2(b) show two domain triangulations.
The number of time steps is presented in Table 6.14.

Fig. 6.3(a) shows that the energy of all algorithms is increasing at the start and
then come to the steady level 23 at time t = 8. We deduce that Algorithm 2(θ = 2/

√
5)

has worse performance for this problem because the energy level of this algorithm
is low compared to that of other adaptive algorithms. In addition, the number of
time steps is least for Algorithm 2 (θ = 2/

√
5) while the ratio χ goes above the

required tolerance value (1.e−2) for many times in the simulation. Then we compare
Figs. 6.3(b) to 6.3(d) and observe that the energy of Algorithm 1(θ = 2/

√
5) is closer

to the energy of reference algorithms with less number of time steps. From Fig. 6.4(a),
we can see that the numerical dissipation of Algorithm 1 is at a level as low as that
of reference algorithms while that of Algorithm 2 is much larger. All the algorithms
have similar viscosity patterns in Fig. 6.4(b). From Figs. 6.4(c) and 6.4(d), T̂ is
always below the required tolerance (1.e−3) thus the time steps of Algorithm 1 never
reach kmin. However the ratio χ goes above the required tolerance 1.e − 2 frequently
and kn = kmin occurs very often. The primitive time step controller (doubling and
halving time steps) in Algorithm 1 reduces the number of time steps and may cause
inaccuracy.
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(a) 80 nodes on the inner circle and 320 nodes
on the outer circle for adaptive algorithms

(b) 100 nodes on the inner circle and 400 nodes
on the outer circle for constant algorithms

Fig. 6.2: Domain triangulations for adaptive DLN algorithms and constant DLN
algorithms

Algorithm 1 Algorithm 2 Constant step DLN

θ = 2/3 64577 5933 120000

θ = 2/
√

5 49175 3767 120000

Table 6.14: Algorithm 1 takes fewer time steps to simulate the 2D offset Problem
than algorithm 2.
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Fig. 6.3: The energy of all algorithms are increasing at the start and then comes
to the steady level 23 at time t = 8. The energy level of Algorithm 1(θ = 2/

√
5)

is low compared to that of other adaptive algorithms and the energy of Algorithm
1(θ = 2/

√
5) is closer to that of reference algorithms.
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Fig. 6.4: The numerical dissipation of Algorithm 1 is at a level as low as that of
reference algorithms while that of Algorithm 2 is much larger. All the algorithms
have similar viscosity patterns. T̂ is always below the required tolerance (1.e − 3)
thus the time steps of Algorithm 2 never reach kmin. The ratio χ goes above the
required tolerance 1.e − 2 frequently and kn = kmin occurs very often.
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7. Conclusions. We propose the semi-implicit DLN scheme for the NSE and
avoid non-linear solvers at each time step. G-stability of the DLN method results
in the long-term, unconditional stability of the numerical solutions. In the error
analysis, we prove that both the velocity and pressure of the variable time-stepping,
semi-implicit scheme converge in second order under very moderate time conditions.
Two adaptive algorithms based on local truncation error and numerical dissipation
criteria are presented to improve time efficiency in practice. The advantage of the
semi-implicit DLN scheme is observed in numerical tests in Subsection 6.1: the semi-
implicit scheme obtains the same accuracy as the fully-implicit scheme and reduces
the simulation time by half. Subsection 6.2 shows that two adaptive DLN algorithms
obtain enough accuracy in energy and negligible numerical dissipation even the prob-
lem with a large Reynolds number has an increasing energy pattern. We verify in
the 2D offset problem that the semi-implicit DLN scheme is unconditional, long-time
stable in energy with any arbitrary sequence of time steps, and the adaptive DLN al-
gorithm is much more efficient than constant time-stepping DLN scheme (taking less
number of time steps and attaining similar magnitude in energy, numerical dissipation
and viscosity).
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