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Abstract: Trace finite element methods have become a popular option for solving surface partial differential
equations, especially in problems where surface and bulk effects are coupled. In such methods a surface
mesh is formed by approximately intersecting the continuous surface on which the PDE is posed with a
three-dimensional (bulk) tetrahedral mesh. In classical H'-conforming trace methods, the surface finite
element space is obtained by restricting a bulk finite element space to the surface mesh. It is not clear how
to carry out a similar procedure in order to obtain other important types of finite element spaces such
as H(div)-conforming spaces. Following previous work of Olshanskii, Reusken, and Xu on H'-conforming
methods, we develop a “quasi-trace” mixed method for the Laplace-Beltrami problem. The finite element
mesh is taken to be the intersection of the surface with a regular tetrahedral bulk mesh as previously
described, resulting in a surface triangulation that is highly unstructured and anisotropic but satisfies
a classical maximum angle condition. The mixed method is then employed on this mesh. Optimal error
estimates with respect to the bulk mesh size are proved along with superconvergent estimates for the
projection of the scalar error and a postprocessed scalar approximation.

Keywords: surface partial differential equations; Laplace-Beltrami problem; mixed finite element method;
trace finite element method

1 Introduction

Consider the Laplace-Beltrami problem
—Ayu = f on 7, (1)

where 7 is a sufficiently smooth, closed, and compact two-dimensional surface embedded in R and f
satisfies the compatibility condition fv f=0.Also, A, =V, -V, is the Laplace-Beltrami operator, where
V. is the tangential gradient operator.

Over the past decades a variety of surface finite element methods have been developed to approximately
solve (1). Some of these methods are more or less direct translations of FEM for Euclidean problems to the
surface context, while others are specific to the context of surfaces. In order to construct a surface FEM
that is an analogue of a Euclidean FEM, the usual methodology is to first construct a polyhedral surface I
approximating ~, with I' typically having shape-regular triangular faces. Standard finite element spaces
such as Lagrange [19], mixed [20, 25] and standard [3, 13, 14] and hybridizable [12] discontinuous Galerkin
elements may be lifted elementwise to I', and implementation is then quite similar to the Euclidean context.
Higher-order polynomial approximations of v may also be used [15].

Trace or cut surface finite element methods are one of the two main classes of finite element methods
specifically designed for approximate solution of surface PDE. The other main class, narrow band methods,
seems less popular in practice, and we do not discuss it further here as it is not directly relevant to our
presentation below; cf. [8] for an overview of parametric, trace, and narrow-band methods. Trace methods
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are particularly useful in the context of physical phenomena modeled by systems of partial differential
equations posed on domains and surfaces of different dimensions. Examples of such systems include two-phase
flow, which might typically involve a Stokes system posed on a three-dimensional domain along with a
surface tension effect modeled by an elliptic surface PDE on the interface between the two phases. Our
goal in this paper is to develop a type of mixed trace surface FEM using standard Raviart-Thomas or
Brezzi-Douglas-Marini elements.

In trace surface FEM an outer (bulk) three-dimensional domain is first triangulated with a tetrahedral
mesh 7. A surface mesh Fj; is constructed by approximately intersecting 7 with the surface . A more
precise construction will be discussed as necessary below. The elements of F; are arbitrary intersections
of planes with shape-regular tetrahedron. These elements may thus be either triangles or quadrilaterals,
may be of any diameter not exceeding that of the bulk element from which they are derived, and need not
satisfy a standard nondegeneracy (shape-regularity or minimum-angle) condition even if the bulk mesh Ty,
does. A trace finite element method is then constructed by first defining a finite element space By on the
bulk mesh 7. In practice this is often a standard Lagrange space. The surface finite element space S}, is
then obtained by simply restricting By, to the surface mesh F'. Abstractly the finite element method is
then constructed in the usual way using Sj,. However, there is not a natural practical basis for Sy, since this
space is defined in practice using degrees of freedom for the bulk space Bj,. The result is a finite element
system that is solved over a spanning set for Sp rather than a basis. In particular this trace construction
artificially introduces degenerate modes into the system of linear equations. For standard Lagrange trace
methods these have proved to not be a major issue, as they can be handled without major difficulty at the
linear algebra level [29, 30] or by stabilization [9, 10].

Trace finite element methods have been developed for a range of problems including the Laplace-Beltrami
problem and more complex scalar elliptic problems and surface vector Laplace and Stokes problems; cf.
[8, 11, 22, 26, 28, 30] among many others. In most of these situations the bulk space is relatively simple,
and is often related to standard Lagrange spaces or discontinuous analogs. The reason is that the procedure
of restricting a finite element space to a surface can involve a number of subtle and complex issues involving
traces and extensions on function spaces, the interaction between bulk and surface degrees of freedom, and
the sometimes delicate considerations needed to ensure that stability holds in the form of a coercivity or
inf-sup condition. These issues are well understood in the context of H' spaces but are largely unexplored
in the context of more complex function spaces such as H(div) and H(curl). A mixed method for the Darcy
problems using Masud-Hughes stabilization was given in [23, 24], but this method does not use standard
mixed finite element spaces or trace analogues of such spaces. Thus for example tangentiality is enforced
only weakly. As noted in these works, trace analogues to standard mixed finite element spaces such as
Raviart-Thomas and BDM spaces have not been developed, and the extent to which this is possible is not
clear. On the other hand, H(div)-conforming spaces have attractive properties such as strongly preserving
tangentiality of the vector variable and strong preservation of divergence constraints; cf. [7, 27].

An essential feature of trace finite element methods is that both the surface v and the bulk surrounding it
are triangulated using the same mesh. This makes it much simpler in practice to relate physical information
from the surface and the bulk. In contrast, if 4 and the bulk are meshed separately it is more difficult in
practice to pass information between the surface and the bulk. These issues are compounded in problems
where 7 evolves in time. Surface triangulations tend to degenerate as 7 evolves even if the initial mesh
is regular, which requires remeshing or other strategies. In addition, the overhead cost necessary to pass
information between the bulk and surface meshes must be born at each time step since the relationship
between the two changes constantly. In trace methods, all of these mesh-related interactions are handled
rather naturally even in the context of evolving surfaces. These desirable features of trace methods are not
dependent on using a surface finite element space derived from a bulk space as described above, only on
using a trace mesh derived from a bulk mesh.

In [31] it was observed that while the trace surface mesh F} is in many ways degenerate, when 7
is shape regular the triangular elements of F; satisfy a classical maximum-angle condition in that all
interior triangle elements are uniformly bounded below 7. In addition all quadrilateral elements of F}
may be bisected into triangles satisfying the maximum angle condition. Thus one may easily derive from
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F; a conforming triangular mesh 3, that satisfies a maximum angle condition. The latter condition is
critical because it is known in many contexts to be sufficient to guarantee good approximation properties
of the finite element spaces and their natural interpolation operators. In [31] the authors constructed a
surface Lagrange finite element method on the surface mesh Fj. This “quasi-trace” method is in mostly
identical to the original surface finite element method of Dziuk in [19], except that the underlying mesh is
highly anisotropic and may possess sharp local variations in element sizes instead of being shape-regular.
Optimal-order error estimates may be derived in a straightforward manner using well-known approximation
properties of Lagrange spaces on anisotropic meshes [4]. A disadvantage of this method noted in [31] is
that the condition number of the resulting system matrix may be arbitrarily large and the construction of
effective preconditioning techniques for iterative solvers is not immediately clear. This is due to the highly
unstructured anisotropic nature of the mesh.

In this paper we describe and prove error estimates for mixed quasi-trace FEM for the Laplace-Beltrami
problem (1). As noted above, trace methods for (1) based on standard conforming Lagrange FEM for are
well-developed and highly effective, and there appears to be little motivation for using the quasi-trace
method developed in [31]. If however a mixed trace method is desired options are much more limited, and a
quasi-trace method is a simple and potentially attractive solution. Standard mixed finite element methods
yield discrete approximations up and pp, to the scalar solution (e.g., Darcy pressure) u and the solution
gradient p = —V,u (e.g., the Darcy flux) of the Laplace-Beltrami problem. Our methods below are based
on well-known Raviart-Thomas (RT) and Brezzi-Douglas-Marini (BDM) finite element spaces, in particular
the two lowest-order Raviart-Thomas spaces and the lowest-order BDM space. Many of our considerations
apply to higher-order mixed spaces as well, but as is well known the approximation of « by the polyhedral
approximation I' in our finite element method induces a “geometric error” of order h2 in the finite element
solution that limits the order of convergence independent of the degree of the finite element space.

Our error analysis below includes optimal-order estimates for p — py and v — uy, along with a “super-
convergent” estimate for wpu — up, where 7, is the Lo(I") projection onto the scalar portion of the finite
element space. In addition we prove error estimates for superconvergent postprocessing techniques that
yield a higher-order approximation to the scalar variable u. Such error estimates are all classical in the
context of Euclidean mixed methods. However, even for quasi-uniform surface meshes our estimates do
not all appear directly in the literature. Error estimates for general surface mixed methods appear in the
context of finite element exterior calculus in [25]. The derivation and statement of the estimates in that
work applies to the methods we consider, but does not include the superconvergence estimates that we do
and is not as readily accessible to audiences attuned to classical mixed finite methods. In [12] the authors
give a general error analysis for a class of hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin methods that includes the
mixed methods considered here. Ly estimates for the scalar and vector variables are proved along with
superconvergence estimates for mpu — up. Postprocessing techniques are discussed, but no error estimates
are proved. Finally, [20] contains error analysis of the lowest-order Raviart-Thomas method on polyhedral
surfaces in the natural variational H(div) x Lo norm. Such estimates are however insufficient for the BDM
elements we consider here due to the difference in approximation order observed in the Lo and H(div)
norms for the vector variable. In summary, our postprocessing error estimates which take geometric errors
into account have not previously appeared in the literature even in the context of shape regular meshes. Our
other error estimates largely appear in the literature, but often within a more general proof framework that
is not as transparently equivalent to that classically used for mixed methods. In contrast to previous works
we also assume anisotropic rather than shape regular meshes. For many of our estimates the transition
from shape regular to meshes satisfying the maximum angle condition is accomplished by relatively direct
application of existing interpolation results on anisotropic meshes, while slightly more care is required to
prove error estimates for some postprocessing techniques.

The organization of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we give preliminaries concerning surface
geometry and the mesh. In Section 3 we describe our finite element spaces and method. The error analysis
is contained in Section 4, and in Section 5 we give some basic numerical results.
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2 Surface and mesh description

2.1 Surface description

Let v € R2 be a two-dimensional closed, compact surface embedded in R3. We assume that « is at least
C? and that it is furthermore sufficiently smooth as needed below; surface regularity requirements are not
a major focus of this work and we do not specify them precisely. Under these assumptions, there exists
a signed distance function d : U — R, where U C R3 is a tubular neighborhood about v whose width
is inversely proportional to the maximum principal curvature on 7. The function d possesses the same
smoothness as 7, and is negative inside of v and positive outside. In addition, v(x) = Vd(x) is the outward
pointing unit normal to v for & € 7, and we also define the Weingarten map H = D?d. For = € U, there is
one zero eigenvalue of H corresponding to the eigenvector v, while the other two eigenvalues k1, ko are the
principal curvatures of v for € I' and are the principal curvatures of parallel surfaces for x € U. Finally,
the closest point projection

Py(z) =z — d(z)v(z) (2)

is defined on U and (as the name implies) carries € U to the unique closest point on . Note as well that
v(z) =v(Py(z)) for z € U.

2.2 Mesh description

We next discuss trace surface meshes. Because we will not explicitly use the outer (bulk) mesh in our
analysis, we shall discuss the relationship between the bulk and surface mesh somewhat informally, and
then develop our method and error estimates under somewhat more abstract assumptions on the surface
mesh. These assumptions have been shown elsewhere to hold for trace meshes.
A typical construction of a surface trace mesh JF; proceeds as follows. Assume that + is represented by
a level set function in that v = {z € R3 : ¢(z) = 0}, with 1 : R?® — R sufficiently smooth. We may take
) = d, but this is not necessary. Let  C R? be a polyhedral bulk domain containing a sufficiently large
neighborhood of v, and let 7}, be a quasi-uniform tetrahedral decomposition of €. Finally, let I, be the P;
Lagrange interpolant of ¢ on T, and define the approximate surface I' = {z € Q : IL9(x) = 0}. The faces of
I" are then arbitrary intersections of planes with tetrahedrons and may be triangular or quadrilaterals; we
denote by F}' the set of such faces. As noted in the introduction and established in [31], the quadrilateral
faces of F} may be subdivided into triangles in order to yield a conforming triangulation F} whose elements
all satisfy a maximum angle condition.
Our assumptions on the surface mesh Fj, are as follows. We note that these can all be shown to be
satisfied under reasonable assumptions by meshes constructed as above; cf. [8] and [31]
1. The elements of F}, are triangles satisfying a mazimum angle condition. That is, the maximum interior
angle of triangles lying in F, is bounded uniformly below 7, independent of h.
2. The mesh F}, is a decomposition of a closed Lipschitz surface I' C U having triangular faces.
3. The maximum diameter of elements in F}, is given by h. In practice h would generally be the maximum
diameter of elements lying in a quasi-uniform bulk mesh from which the surface mesh F, is derived.
4. The discrete surface I is transverse to the continuous surface 7 in the sense that the (piecewise constant)
unit outer normal vy, to I' satisfies vy (z) - v(z) > ¢, > 0.
5. The discrete surface surface I' satisfies

]l £y + hllv = vallLo () S B2 (3)
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2.3 Differential operators, function spaces, and the mixed Laplace-Beltrami
problem

Given a scalar function u : v — R, the tangential gradient can be defined by first extending u to U by
u(z) = u(Pg4(z)), € U. The tangential gradient is given by V,u(z) = II,Vu(z), where V is the Euclidean
gradient and I, = I — v ® v is the projection onto the tangent plane of . In addition we define div, = V-
and A, = V.- V. These definitions are intrinsic, that is, they only depend on the value of u on y even though
we use and extension of v to R3. Similar definitions for Vi and divp hold. Other tangential derivatives of
functions on v may be taken by iteratively applying the above-defined operators.

We next define the function spaces H(y) = {u € L?(v) : V,u € [La2(7)]3} and H(div,,v) = {@ €
[Lo(7)]? 1 @-v =0 and divy@ € La(v)}. Note that H(div.;~) consists of tangential Ly vector fields with
Lo tangential divergence. Other function spaces such as H?(y) may be similarly defined. Finally, we let
L3(y) ={f € La(v) : [, f =0}

We now formulate the standard mixed weak form of the Laplace-Beltrami problem. Let first

a(p,q) :/p-q7 p,q € [L2(9)]°,
b(p,u) = [ udivyp, u € La(y) and p € H(div,,7), (4)

(u,v) = [ wo, w,v € La(7).

Qe R 2

Given f € LY(v), we seek (p,u) € H(div,;7v) x L3(7) such that

a(paq) - b(q7 U) = Oa qc H(d1V77"}/),

(5)
b(p,v) = (f,v), v €& La(v).

This problem is equivalent to the standard weak form of the Laplace-Beltrami problem (1) under the given
assumptions.

2.4 Lifts, extensions, and Piola transforms

In this section we discuss relationships between functions defined on the continuous surface v and those
defined on the discrete surface I'. Given a scalar function u : v — R, its extension to u is given by
u’(x) = u(P4(z)); the restriction of u’ to T’ then defines an appropriate function on T'. Given uy, defined
onT and z € T, let uf (P4(x)) = up(z). We may extend uf, to all of U by taking u} to be constant in the
direction normal to 7.

Next let p satisfy

/ﬂ@uz/ﬂ@%ﬂfEMG) (6)

r Y

We then have that (cf. [16])
p(x) = v-vp(1 = d(z)r (2))(1 = d(z)r2(2)), (7)
and

11— ul Sh2 . (8)
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We next define the Piola transformation of H(div) tangential vector functions between the surfaces
and I' (cf. [12]). Given py, € H(divp;T), let

(Pe,pr)(Pa(z)) = %[H — dH]py(z), = eT. 9)

Given p € H(div,;7), we also define

V@ Uvp

PP;1($) =pu [I — ] [I—dH] 'p(Py(z)), z€T. (10)

An elementary computation yields Pp,Pp-1p = p. In addition, p € H(div,;~) if and only if Pp-1p €
d d
H(divp;T). Finally, we have that

1
divrpy, = pdiv,Pp,pp, div,p = ;dinPPap (11)
d
for p € H(div,;7) and py, € H(divr;T'). Note that from [12] we have for v € H!(v) and q = —V,v that
Vet + Pp-1q| < h2lg°)- (12)

The proof of this inequality and also (8) above rely only on the assumption (3) and not on shape regularity.

2.5 Equivalence of norms and forms

The material in this section is largely found in [12, 16]. We first define the forms ar, br, and (-, -)r to be
the obvious counterparts on I' of the forms defined on «y in (4):

ar(p,q) = /p~q7 p,q € [La(T)°,
r

br(p,u) = /udivrp, u € Ly(T") and p € H(divy,T), (13)
r

(u,v)r = /uv, u,v € La(T).
r

Below and in what follows we shall use a superscript “tilde” to denote a Piola transform. That is, given
p € H(div,;7) we let p=Pp-1p, and given p;, € H(divp;T') we let p, = Pp,ps. From (11) we then have
d

b(p,u) = br(p, ué), p € H(divy;y) and u € La(7y). (14)

This identity also holds over any subset T of I" and its image Py(T) C ~.

In contrast, the quantities a(p,q) and ar(p, q) are not equal and will be a main source of “geometric
errors” in the discretization of (5) over the discrete surface I'. We quantify this difference as follows. Similar
results are found in [20], but using somewhat different notation, so we provide a brief proof.

Proposition 1. Given p,q € H(div,;7), there holds
a(p,q) — ar(p,q) = a([Il - Bx]p, q), (15)

where By, = pII[I — dH] ™! [I — @] [I — m} [I — dH|~'11. In addition, I — By| < h2, so that

v-vp V-Vp

la(p. ) —ar (P, Q)| < 12[|plllall,- (16)
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Proof. The relation (15) follows from the definition (10) and IIp = p. In addition, II[I—dH]~! = [I—dH] !,
and |1 —v-vp| = 3|(v —vp) - (v —v)| S B? by (3). Also, it is not hard to check that |I— [I— dH]~!| < h?
for h small enough. Employing also (8), further rearranging terms, and recalling that |[IIIIIT — II| =
|(vh — v - vpv) @ (v — v - vpv)| < B2 then yield that 1T — By, = IT — IITIRIT + O(h?) and so

IIT — By| < A2 + |1 — IIIpI| < B2 (17)
O

We shall also need the following norm equivalences.

J4
[wllp =~ flully, we La(T),
IPlle ~ [[plly, P € H(divy;7),

- - . (18)
1Bl 12 oo = 1Pl () B € H(divoi) 0 [H ().

||u€|\Hg(r) S ull g2y, u € H2(9).

Here H} denotes a broken (elementwise) H! norm and similarly for H?. Note also that the next-to-last
inequality is proved in [7].

3 Finite element spaces and finite element method

3.1 Raviart-Thomas and Brezzi-Douglas-Marini spaces

We shall use the classical Brezzi-Douglas-Marini and Raviart-Thomas spaces for approximating H (div) x La.
Let 7 C R? be the unit reference triangle. In order to define BDM spaces we take Qh(T) = [P1]? and
Vi(T) = Py_1(T) for k > 1. We then set BDMj,(T) = Qu(T") x Vi, (T'). For the Raviart-Thomas family of
spaces we take Qp,(T) = [Pi]? @ xPy, and V;,(T) = Py (T) for k > 0, and set RT}, = Qu(T) x Vi (T). We
shall primarily consider the cases k < 1, since the geometric errors due to approximation of v by I" are of
order h? independent of k and thus element spaces of higher degree are not useful.

In order to define corresponding spaces on I', we fix T' € Fj, and let A : T — T be one of the possible
natural affine transformations mapping T to T. We shall denote by A the 3 x 2 matrix that is the derivative
of this affine map. Let also |[A| = VAT A be the Jacobian determinant. Then we let

1

AJAPT O A7, some pr € Qu(T)}. (19)

Qn = {pn € H(divp;T') : VT € Fp, palr =
Members of V, are elementwise Piola transforms of finite element vector functions defined on the reference
element, with the additional restriction that conormal components must be continuous across element
boundaries. Note that because adjacent faces of I' are not necessarily coplanar, the conomals coming from
two triangles 77, T € Fj, sharing a given edge may not be colinear. We also define

Vi = {’Uh S LQ(F) : forall T € ]-"h,vh|T =907 o A_l, some O € Vh(T)},

20
V02 =V, N LY(T). (20)

Finally we set RT), or BDMj, equal to Qp X V},, depending on the choice of the corresponding reference
spaces.

We shall also need interpolation error estimates for the above spaces on anisotropic meshes. Stability
and error estimates for canonical interpolation operators on anisotropic meshes can be found in [5] for
BDM elements and in [1, 2, 18] for RT elements. The estimates given in these papers are finer than what
we state and require below as they encode directional information about the triangles instead of merely
using the element diameter in the error estimate. In trace methods the anisotropy of the mesh is an artifact
of the mesh generation technique and is not related to anisotropic behavior of the PDE solution. In addition,
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the anisotropy of our meshes is highly unstructured, with elements sharing a single vertex potentially having
vastly different aspect ratios, diameters, and orientations, as illustrated in Figure 1. Finally, it is shown in
[17] that in every trace element patch there is a surface element that is shape regular and has diameter
equivalent to the bulk element from which it is derived. Thus error estimates that sharply take into account
elementwise size and directional information will not generally capture meaningful information. We instead
derive error estimates with respect to the maximum mesh diameter h.

-

Fig. 1: lllustration of the high local variation of element diameters, aspect ratios, and orientations in a typical trace mesh.

3.2 Interpolation operators

Lemma 1. Let Q = {p € H(divp;T) : pr € [H1(T))?, all T € Fp,}. There exists an interpolation operator
I, : Q — Qy, such that the commuting diagram property holds:

diVFp = ﬂ-hdivl—‘p7 pec Q: (21)

where mp, : Lo(T') — V}, is the Lo projection. In addition, there hold the following error estimates for T € Fp,
and p,u possessing the requisite reqularity:
k
1P = InpllLocry S WD) are . (22)
v —7mrull Loy S P 1P Es (1),

where 1 <L <k+1, and 0 < m <k for BDMj elements and 0 < m < k+1 for RT}, elements. In addition
we have for BDM elements that

I1npll Loy S PNy + APl (1) (23)
and for Raviart-Thomas elements that

[Pl Loy S PILycry + hrlPlE (1) + |divepl £, (7)- (24)

We shall also use estimates for the Lagrange interpolant on meshes satisfying the maximum angle condition;
cf. [4]. Let I, be the Lagrange interpolant into the conforming elementwise P! functions. Then for T' € Fy,,

lw— Ipullpy ) + hol|Ve(u = Ipw) || Ly oy S W lul g, (25)

3.3 Finite element method

Our finite element method is as follows. Given f;, € L(I'), we seek (pn,un) € Qp % Vj, such that

ar(pPn,qn) — br(gn,ur) =0, qp € Qp,
br(Ph,vn) = (fa,vn), vn € Vi, (26)
(uh, 1)F =0.
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4 Error analysis

4.1 Inf-sup condition

Lemma 2. There is a constant 3 independent of h such that for all vy, € V,?,

sup _brian,on) > BllonllL,(r)- (27)
aneQn 190l H(divesT)
Proof. Given vy, € V}?, let z € H?(7) solve -Ayz = ivﬁ. Let also q = V4 z so that div,q = %vfl. By H?
regularity we also have [|q|g1¢,) < Hi“ﬁ“h(w)' Let @ = Pp-1q. From (11) we have that divprq = vy, and
from the commuting diagram property we thus deduce that divpI,q = vy,. Using the H?! stability of I, (23)
or (24) as appropriate, norm equivalence (18), H? regularity, and finally (8) and (18) we thus have that

sup bran,vn) o _br(InG on) _ [ on [
aneQn lanllm@ivesry — Ma@llm@ivery Il o) (28)
> ||UhH%‘ > thH%‘ > Jlon -
“lalli ey vl T
This completes the proof. O

4.2 Basic error estimates

We first establish some relationships that will help us to encode geometric errors due to the approximation
of v by I when proving error bounds. Using (14),(15), along with (5), we first compute that for p satisfying
(5) and q € H(div,;7),
ar(p,q) — br(q,u") = ar(p,q) — a(p,a) S 2*|[B[rlalr- (29)
Note also that (11) yields divpp = pf?, and the commuting diagram property then gives
dive Inp = 7 (1 f*). (30)

In addition, (6) yields fF uft = f7 f=0,s0 fn = uf’is a natural choice of right hand side for the discrete
problem. However, this choice may not always be practical and so we do not assume it below. Whatever our
choice of fj, € LY(I"), these observations along with (26) yield

br (1P — Phovn) = (Wf* — fa,vn), vi € Vi (31)

We first prove a preliminary bound for ||[I,p — pr||r. Here and below a norm with a domain subscript
will denote an Ly norm over that domain, e.g., || - [[r = || - ||z, ()-

)4

Lemma 3. Let ep = Ipp — P, €y = Thu’ — up, and €, = ﬁ fF ew. Then

— ~ ~ ¢
lepllr + llew = Eulle S 1P = InPlir + T = Byl oy IPlly + 1S = Fullr- (32)
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Proof. We first compute that

lepll? = ar(InD — P, ep) + ar(P — Prs ep)
=ar(Inp — P, ep) + lar(P,ep) — a(p,ep)] + a(p, ep) — br(ep, un) (26)
= ar(Inp — P,ep) + a([By — I]p, ep) + b(ep, u) — br(ep, up) (5),(29)
=ar(Inp — P,ep) +a([By —p, )+bp(ep, ‘) = br(ep,un) (14)
=ar(I,p — P,ep) + a([By, — Ip, ep) + br(ep, eu) definition of 7,
= ar(I4B — Brep) + al[By, — TIp, &p) + (1f’ — fu.eu) (31) (33)
= ar(InB — B ep) + al[By, ~ TMIp, &) + (f” ~ furcu — ) / uf' = / fr=0

IA

~  ~ 1 1
[Cll1nD = By epllt + 7 lepllF] + [CITT = Brl7_ iy lIplI5 + 7 llep 7]
+nf* = fullrlew — el
Reabsorbing the terms of |lep||Z back into the left hand side yields
~ ~ ‘
lepllf < 1B = InbIlIE + 1T = BalZ_rylIpl3 + llef* = fullrllew]r: (34)

We next bound for |e, — &,l[r. By the inf-sup condition (27) there is q, € Qp With ||| g (divesr) = 1
such that

lew — €ullr < br(dn, eu — ) = br(dn, €u)- (35)
Using (26), (14), (5), the definition of 7y, (29), and norm equivalence (18) we then compute

br(an, eu) = br(an, u) — br(qn, up)
= b(an,u) — br(an, un)
= a(p,an) — ar (P, an) + ar(p — Ph,dn) (36)
ST =Bz mlpllyllanlly + [P — prlrllanlir
S (M =Bl @lplly + 1P — InPllr + lleplir)lan | r-

Recalling that ||qn || 7 (qive;r) = 1 and inserting into (35) yields
llew = €ull S T = Ballz, )llplly + [P = InPlr + llep|ir- (37)
Next we insert (37) into (34) and apply Young’s inequality to obtain
lepll? < €[5~ BlI2 + I = Ball3_r IPI12
+ufC = falle (I = Ball L@yl + 1P = 1Bl + HepHF)} (38)
< (15— InBIR + 1= Bal}_ Bl + llas* = ful}] + 3 el 3.

Absorbing the last term into the left hand side and taking a square root completes the proof of the first
estimate in (32). Inserting this result into (37) completes the proof of the bound for the second term. O

4.3 Superconvergence in the scalar variable

We next prove a classical superconvergence estimate for e,, which yields a higher order of convergence than
(32) when Raviart-Thomas elements are employed.
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Lemma 4.

lewllr S RIB = prlie + llaf* = mn(uf)lle

(39)
T = Ball Lo Iplly + llef© = falle + 11 = pll o @y llull-
Thus for either of the element choices BDM; or RTy we have
leullr S 2. (40)

Proof. Let ¢ € H?() N LY(7) satisfy —A,¢ = %(Eu — @)% Then by standard H? regularity results, (8),
and norm equivalence (18),

1 _ _
1@l E24) < IIE(eu—eu)éﬂv S llew —eullr. (41)

Let also z = V,¢. Then divyz = —%(eu — ;)% By the commuting diagram property (21) and property

(11) of the Piola transform we than have divplpz = mpdivrz = e, — €,. Thus recalling the definition

e = mhul — up, and that 7, is the Lo projection, we compute

lew — €l = br(InZ, ey — &) = br(InZ, e) = br (157, u* — up). (42)

Using the definition of wj, via the mixed FEM (26) and the transformation identity (14), we next compute
after inserting +ar(p, Ixz) that

br(1nz,u") — br(InZ, up,) = b(I4Z, u) — ar(ph, 1,2)

= a(p, Inz) — ar (P, Inz) + ar (P, Inz) — ar (P, I1n2)

< | =Bl mlply Izl + [ar (P — Ph, Inz — 2)| + |ar (P — P, 2)] )
ST = Baullo Pl 1nZllr + AP — Pallrllzl g2 0y + lar (P — Pa,2)]-
We finally compute that
ar(P — Pn,Zz) = ar(P — Pr,z) — a(p — Ph,2) + a(p — P, 2)
= ar(p — Pn,2) — a(p — Pr,2) + b(P — Pn, })
=ar(p — pn,2) — a(p — Pr.2) + br (P — pu, ¢")
=ap(p — pn,2) — a(p — Pn,2) + (uf* = 7 fn, ¢")r (44)
= ar(p — Pn,2) — a(p — Pn,2) + (uf* — mn(nf*), 6" — 7"
+ (mn(pf* = fu), ¢%)
ST = Bullo P — pallrllzly
+ 8l [Pltt = mn(uf e + lnft = fallr] -
Combining (41) through (44) with (22) then yields
lew = @all? S N6l [T = Ballomllplly + 21D = Pallr
+hlpft = Olle + [l f = falie] (45)

< llew = @lle [T = Bl oy Iplly + 2B = Pallc

+hllpf = (e f)lie + linf = fulle].
Dividing through by ||, — €g||r completes the proof of (39) up to a term €, remaining on the left hand side.
To complete the proof we recall that 0 = [ uj = f,yu = [pput. Thus |Tleg = [p(mu —up) = [puf =
Jo(1 =)t < |[1 = pllr_ ) llully, which completes the proof after application of the triangle inequality. [
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4.4 Summary of convergence results

Collecting the previous error estimates while recalling the approximation results (22) and recalling the
geometric error bound (17) easily yields the following.

Theorem 1 (Summary of convergence results). Assume that f), is defined so that ||uf® — full < h2||f]l, and
u € H**2(y). Then for RT}, elements, k > 0, we have

0+ A(IB = pallr + [[u® = unlir) S B2 [lull grsr ) + GBI £l (46)

€y

where G(h?) < h? is a geometric error term arising from the approzimation of v by T'. In the case of BDMj
elements we instead have

lewlle + 1B = prlie + Allu® = unlle S Bl a4y + GH)1f - (47)

4.5 Superconvergent postprocessing

An important feature of standard mixed and also hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin methods is the
ability to define a postprocessed solution to the pressure (scalar) variable that converges at a rate one
order higher than the original scalar approximation; cf. [32]. Such estimates rely on the superconvergence
of the finite element solution to the Lo projection of the continuous solution proved in the preceding
subsections. Superconvergent postprocessing techniques for surface mixed and HDG FEM are discussed in
[12] and numerical results given, but no proofs were given. In this section we prove error estimates for such
postprocessings that include the effects of geometric errors. To our knowledge such proofs are lacking in the
literature for surface FEM even assuming a shape regular triangulation. The anisotropic meshes that we
consider here also introduce some modest additional technical complications.

We first define two well-known postprocessing techniques. We consider RTy and BDM 1 elements so
that the scalar finite element space consists of piecewise constants, but extension to higher-order elements is
immediate after replacing P; below with local polynomials of one degree higher than the scalar space in the
given mixed method. However, due to the presence of geometric errors there is no benefit to postprocessing
higher-order solutions when using affine surface approximations as we do here and so we consider only the
simplest case.

Here and below we fix a triangle 7' € Tj,. Let P{ = {v € P1(T) : Jv = 0}. For our first technique we
seek uj € P1(T) such that

/VFUZVFUh:/f}TUh_/ph‘nT'Uha vy € PY,

T T T
/u}i:/uh.
T

T

(48)

Here n7 is the outward-pointing unit conormal on 97', and f; is an approximation to f£ that is not required
to be the same as fj. Alternately we may replace the first equation above by

/VFUZVth = —/ph -V, vp € IP)(l). (49)
T T

Theorem 2 (Superconvergent postprocessing). Let I1, be the standard Lagrange interpolant into the piecewise
Py elements on Fy,. For both of the above postprocessing techniques and any element choice, we have

[uf = uplr < [lluf = Ieu’ (e + Ve = Ipu®)|e + 2D — Inblir + hlluf — mn(nf)lir]
+ [T =Byllzmyllplly + 11 = pll @y llully + 1f = fallr]
+ [RIIVrut + Bl + B2\ £ — mnfullr]
=1+ 1T+ 111
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Thus if pft is elementwise in H or equivalently f is elementwise in H', f,, approzimates uf* to order h?,
Ifille S N flle, and we employ RTy or BDM; elements, we have

lu® =i llr S CR*(lull g2 () + 1 lla2 () (51)

Remark 1. We remark on a subtlety in the structure of the geometric errors in the postprocessing estimate
(50). Term I consists of approximation terms which would essentially also be present in the Euclidean case.
Term I consists of geometric error terms of order h? that arise from the definition of the original mixed
solution (pp,up), but these terms do not arise from the definition of the postprocessed solution. Term ITT
consists of data approximation and geometric error terms arising from the postprocessing technique. Note
that by (12) I11 = O(hS) under reasonable assumptions on f;, even on affine surface approximations such
as we assume here. That is, the geometric errors present in the original solution are present with the same
order in the postprocessed solution, but the geometric errors arising from the postprocessing technique
itself are actually of higher order. Consider for example the case of a parametric finite element solution
using BD M5 elements and with the finite element method defined on the exact surface v instead of on
the approximation I'; the error form above is then still valid. No geometric errors are then present in the
definition of (pp,un), so we expect O(h3) convergence in the vector variable and in e, and O(h?) in u — up;
cf. [12]. In this case IT disappears from (50), indicating that the postprocessed solution will converge with
order k3 even if the postprocessing itself is defined on the affine surface approzimation I'. We illustrate this
phenomenon in our numerical experiments below.

Proof. Let Iy, be the standard Lagrange interpolant onto Py (T), and let e = Ipu’ — uy. We first carry
out an auxiliary calculation in order to bound the mean value of Iput — up on T'. Let ep = Iput — uy and
er = ﬁ fT er. Using fT ul = fT mput and (40), we compute

1
et < it | [ (uad =+t — i)
T
<|TIVR TR It = uf | + (T /(Whue —up,)
T (52)
= ||ILu£ — uZHT + |T|71/2 /Whul —uyp,
T
< |Hpw® = ulr + T2 eullr
= |[pu’ — u’|l7 + |leull
Employing a Poincaré inequality and (52), we then have
lu® = ujllr < u® = Iuf|lz + ler —ezllr + lezllr (53)
S = Iouf|lz + llewllr + hrl|Vrer||z.
Next we compute that
HveT”% = /VFET . VFGT
T
= /VF(ILUE — uz) -Vrer +/Vp(u[ — u;) -Vrer (54)
T T

<I9et! = 1l Verle + | [ Ve - o) Trer).
T

Note that Vrer = Vr(er — er), and in addition er — ez € PY.
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Considering now the first postprocessing technique (48), we employ the first line of that definition to
obtain

/Vr(ue—u;)-VpeT:/Vrué-VreT—/f;Z(@T—@)
T

T T

(55)
+/ph'nT(€T —e7).
orT
We first write
/Vruz -Vrer = /[Vpue + IN)] -Vryer — /5 -Vrer. (56)
T T T
Also, applying the divergence theorem yields
/ph nr(er — er) / (er —er)divrp, + /ph - Vrer. (57)
ar T T

Using divrpy, = 7 fp, and collecting (56) and (57) into (55) and finally employing a Poincaré inequality
then yields

\/V]j‘(uZ - u’,;) -Vrer = /[VFUZ + 5} -Vrer
T T

" / (i — f7)er — ) — / B~ pu) Vrer

J / 59
< |\Vru' + Bzl Vrerlr + 1£5 = mufallrller —erlr
+ [P = pallz|Vrer|r
S (IVeu’ +Bllr + bl f = wnfullr + 1B = pallr) [ Veer|z.
We now insert (58) into (54) and then cancel a factor of | Vrer||T to obtain
IVrer|r < Ve (u’ = Tyu)l|lr + | Veu® + Bllr (59)
+hrlfy = mnfullr + 1P — Prllr-
Finally inserting (59) into (53) then yields
[u* = upllr S [l = Iutl|r + lleullr + hel| Ve (u® = Ipu®)|r (60)

+ hy||Vrut +Dllr + b3\ £ — 7 fullr + helB — pallr.

Assume now that we have used (49) instead of (48) in order to define . In place of (55) we then have

/Vr(ue —u}) - Vper = /(Vpué +pn) - Vrer
T T

:/(Vrue+5—§+Ph)"VF6T
T

< (IVru® + pllr + B = pallr)IVrer|r.
Inserting (61) into (54), dividing through by ||Vrer|r, and inserting the result into (53) then yields

[t = upllr < lluf = Inub|r + |lewllr + hrl|Vr(u® — Iu®)|r

(62)
+ hr(|Vrul + D7 + [P — pall7)-

The bound (50) may be obtained by inserting (39) and (32) into (60) or (62) as appropriate, while (51)
follows from (8), (17), (12), and the estimates in Subsection 3.2. O
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5 Numerical results

5.1 Description of setup

In this section we provide numerical experiments to illustrate our theoretical results.

In our numerical experiments we took « to the unit sphere and our test solution to be u(z,y,z) =
sin(x) +y + 2z3. We tested our method with the lowest-order finite element spaces RTy and BDM;. We also
carried out experiments using the hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin space H DG (see more discussion
below). The postprocessing technique (48) was used in all experiments, with computations carried out on
the discrete surface T'.

In our numerical experiments practical solution of the finite element system (26) is carried out by a
hybridization procedure. Such techniques are standard for mixed FEM and lead to a positive semidefinite
system (or positive definite once the mean value condition fr up, = 0 is accounted for). See for example
Chapter 7 of [6]; hybridization for surface FEM is also discussed in the context of hybridizable DG methods
n [12]. Roughly speaking, hybridizable methods eliminate elementwise defined degrees of freedom by
condensing global system information into edgewise defined piecewise polynomial spaces of multipliers. The
global system matrix is defined with respect to these edge degrees of freedom, and is positive semidefinite
(or positive definite once the mean value zero condition is accounted for). The solutions u; and pj, are
recovered by elementwise operations after the global system is solved. The edge multipliers also serve as
approximations of the solution w.

Conditioning and preconditioning of hybridized mixed systems in the Euclidean context is discussed in
[21], where it is shown that the condition number is roughly equivalent to that of a corresponding system
matrix for a standard formulation. In [31] the properties of the stiffness matrix for a standard Lagrange
quasi-trace method for the Laplace-Beltrami problem are studied. The smallest eigenvalue of the stiffness
matrix is zero due to the mean value zero condition, so the effective condition number (ratio of the largest
to the second eigenvalue) is considered and observed to be arbitrarily poor depending on the placement of
the nodes of the bulk mesh 7, relative to the surface . Given the similarity between the standard stiffness
matrix and the hybrid mixed system matrix discussed in [21], we expect a similar degeneration in our
system matrix, and that is indeed what is observed in practice. Thus preconditioned iterative methods are
not straightforward to implement, and we instead used direct solvers (MATLAB “backslash”). Such solvers
are adequate for problems of moderate size, but as pointed out in [31] it would be desirable to find a more
efficient solver technology. We focus mainly on error behavior and do not consider solver issues further here,
but they remain an important outstanding issue in the practical implementation of quasi-trace methods.
We do note that the behavior of errors in our methods was stable with respect to node placement and
effective condition number.

5.2 Experiment 1

In our first experiment we consider the error behavior of our method using RTy and BDM; elements; see
Figure 2 below. As expected from Theorem 1, the lowest-order Raviart Thomas elements yield order of
convergence h for |[u — up|y and ||p — pplly, and we also obtain order h? convergence for ||u’ — uj||, as
expected from Theorem 2. We obtain the same orders of convergence for the lowest order BM D1 elements,
except for in the vector variable ||p — py||, which converges with order h? (also as predicted).

5.3 Experiment 2

In our second experiment we illustrate the use of hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin (HDG) methods and
also illustrate the observation made in Remark 1 that the geometric errors induced in the postprocessing
procedures (48) and (49) are of order h3. Surface HDG methods generalize surface mixed methods in their
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Fig. 2: Error behavior for RTy (left) and BDM; elements (right).

hybridized form and are described and analyzed in [12]. HDG spaces consist of the full vector polynomials
of a given degree to approximate the vector variable p, the full scalar polynomials of the same degree to
approximate the scalar variable u, and an interelement multiplier of the same degree as in the hybridized
form of mixed methods. Below we consider the space HDG1, where all three of these spaces consist of affine
polynomials. The analysis of HDG methods in [12] includes optimal-order error estimates for ||p — pr||r
and ||u® — up|ly and a superconvergent estimate for ||w,u’ — uy|/r as above, but under the assumption of
quasi-uniform meshes. These error estimates could be extended to quasi-trace methods by proving suitable
approximation properties for a certain HDG projection operator on anisotropic elements; this is possible
but beyond the scope of this paper. Assuming these estimates, the postprocessing analysis of Theorem 2
can be directly applied to HDG methods.

We carried out two sets of computations using the Py HDG space HDG1. In the first we defined all
forms (integrals) needed in the method on the discrete surface I' as above. Based on the analysis of [12] and
the postprocessing error estimates above, this leads us to expect an order of convergence of h? in ||p — pp||r,
[u® — upr, and |Ju® — u} ||r. These orders of convergence are observed in Figure 3. In our second set of
computations we defined a parametric H DG, method in which all forms were defined on lifts of elements
in Fj, to the continuous surface v; see [12] for more explanation. This eliminates geometric errors in the
definition of uy and pp, (some quadrature errors arise because integrals are computed over curved surfaces,
but these are easy to control by using high-order quadrature rules). The postprocessing procedure (48) was
however still defined on the discrete surface I'. This procedure in effect eliminates the O(h?) geometric
error terms /I from the postprocessing error estimate (50) above, leaving only the terms I (approximation
errors) and I711 (geometric and data approximation errors). The result is an O(h3) postprocessing error as
noted in Remark 1, which we observe in Figure 3 below.

Funding: This work was partially supported by NSF grant DMS-2012136.
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