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Abstract

We generalise a hybridized discontinuous Galerkin method for incompressible flow problems
to non-affine cells, showing that with a suitable element mapping the generalised method
preserves a key invariance property that eludes most methods, namely that any irrotational
component of the prescribed force is exactly balanced by the pressure gradient and does not
affect the velocity field. This invariance property can be preserved in the discrete problem if
the incompressibility constraint is satisfied in a sufficiently strong sense. We derive sufficient
conditions to guarantee discretely divergence-free functions are exactly divergence-free and
give examples of divergence-free finite elements on meshes with triangular, quadrilateral,
tetrahedral, or hexahedral cells generated by a (possibly non-affine) map from their respective
reference cells. In the case of quadrilateral cells, we prove an optimal error estimate for the
velocity field that does not depend on the pressure approximation. Our analysis is supported
by numerical results.

1 Introduction

Recently, there has been significant interest in numerical methods for incompressible flow prob-
lems that preserve a fundamental invariance property of the Stokes and Navier-Stokes equations;
it can be shown using a Helmholtz decomposition that any modification to the irrotational com-
ponent of the applied force is exactly balanced by the pressure gradient and does not affect the
velocity field [1, 2]. Most of the classical mixed methods for incompressible flow, including the
Taylor–Hood [3], MINI [4], and Crouzeix–Raviart [5] elements, do not preserve this property.
This is because the divergence-free constraint is only enforced approximately, and therefore dis-
cretely divergence-free vector fields are not L2-orthogonal to irrotational fields, resulting in poor
momentum balance i.e. irrotational forces can drive spurious flow (see [1, 2] for details). These
methods are not pressure robust in the sense that the pressure field can pollute the velocity
approximation; error estimates for the velocity field depend on the approximation error of the
pressure field scaled by the inverse of the viscosity. Hence, if the viscosity is small or if the
pressure field is poorly approximated, the error in the velocity field can be large. This was
demonstrated for colliding flow in a cross-shaped domain by Linke [6]. Pressure robustness can
also be important to compute accurate solutions to buoyancy-driven flows and fluids in hydro-
static equilibrium [2]. A comprehensive review of the role the divergence constraint plays in
discretisations of incompressible flow problems can be found in John et al. [2].
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Amongst the approaches to preserve the invariance property and obtain a pressure-robust
method, one is to enforce the divergence-free constraint exactly in the discrete problem [2]. There
are also other benefits to using schemes that provide divergence-free velocity fields. For instance,
if mass is not conserved exactly, finite element methods for the incompressible Navier–Stokes
equations are typically not energy stable [7]. Moreover, a divergence-free velocity field can help
avoid spurious results and instabilities when solving transport equations (such as in turbulence
models [8]). Furthermore, for applications involving particle advection, such as particle-mesh
methods or particle tracing, an initially uniform particle distribution does not remain uniform as
time progresses unless the divergence constraint is satisfied exactly; instead, the particles clump
together in a non-physical manner (see [9]).

In the case of conforming mixed methods, finite element exterior calculus [10] has proved to
be a valuable tool [2] for constructing divergence-free schemes. Several methods can be viewed
in this framework, including the Scott–Vogelius element [11, 12] on barycentric-refined meshes
and the Guzmán–Neilan element [13, 14]. However, methods of this variety typically require
either high-order polynomials, enriched spaces, special meshes, or tend to be challenging to
extend to three dimensions [2, 15] due to the smoothness of the Stokes complex [2]. In general,
it is difficult to balance stability and incompressibility when restricted to conforming function
spaces [16].

To balance the demands of stability and incompressibility, one approach is non-conforming
methods. Discontinuous Galerkin (DG) methods using only L2-conforming approximation spaces
combined with efficient (element-wise) post-processing techniques can yield divergence-free velo-
city approximations, see [17]. Post-processing can be avoided if the finite element velocity space
is instead H(div)-conforming, as detailed in Cockburn et al. [18, 17] and Wang and Ye [19].
However, due to the large number of degrees of freedom introduced, DG methods are relatively
expensive compared to conforming methods. This motivated the development of hybrid DG
(HDG) methods which, in the spirit of hybrid mixed methods [20], introduce functions defined
only over the facets of the mesh and use static condensation to eliminate the cell degrees-of-
freedom. This reduces the number of globally coupled degrees of freedom considerably, especially
for high-order schemes [21]. An HDG method for the Stokes equations was introduced by Cock-
burn and Gopalakrishnan [22] and is based on a vorticity-velocity-pressure formulation. Lehren-
feld and Schöberl [23] present an HDG method for the incompressible Navier–Stokes equations
using an H(div)-conforming finite element space for the velocity field. In their scheme, only the
tangential component of the velocity is ‘hybridized’. Rhebergen and Wells [24, 25, 26] enforce
continuity of the normal component via hybridization with a simple modification of the scheme
in [27]. The facet pressure space is chosen to ensure that discretely divergence-free functions are
H(div)-conforming, otherwise pressure robustness is lost [26]. Other examples of HDG methods
for the Stokes equations include [28, 29, 30].

Most of the analysis of divergence-free HDG schemes in the literature is limited to meshes
made of affine cells, i.e. flat-faced simplices, parallelograms, or parallelepipeds. The method
in [24] only yields a divergence-free velocity field when the mesh is made of affine simplices. It
would clearly be advantageous for complex, curved geometries to preserve pressure robustness for
higher-order geometric maps, and to be able to use tensor product cells for boundary layers and
to apply fast integration techniques. Examples of other divergence-free methods for non-affine
cells include Neilan and Otus [31], who analyse a Scott–Vogelius isoparametric finite element
in two dimensions and Evans [7], who exploits the smoothness of B-splines on single-patch
domains to discretise a Stokes complex, yielding an inf-sup stable and divergence-free scheme.
Neilan and Sap [15] introduce a divergence-free finite element pair for the Stokes problem that is
stable and conforming on shape-regular meshes made of flat-faced quadrilateral cells. Piecewise
quadratic and piecewise constant polynomials are used for the velocity and pressure spaces
respectively, and after post-processing, the approximate velocity and pressure fields are both
second-order accurate. Methods that use H(div)-conforming elements for the velocity space,
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such as [17, 18, 23, 32], can also provide exactly divergence-free solutions on non-affine cells.
This work extends and generalises the HDG method from [24, 26] to non-affine and non-

simplex cells whilst preserving the invariance property. Detailed analysis focuses on flat-faced
quadrilateral cells, but numerical examples are presented for a range of non-affine cell types.
We focus on the Stokes equations, but the results can easily be generalised to the Navier–Stokes
equations. The layout of this paper is as follows: In Section 2 the proposed HDG scheme
is detailed, followed in Section 3 by the conditions which, if satisfied, ensure that discretely
divergence-free functions are exactly divergence-free. In Section 4, a pressure robust error es-
timate is derived, and in Section 5 the conditions required to apply our pressure robust error
estimate are proved for a divergence-free quadrilateral element. We present numerical results to
support our theoretical analysis in Section 6 and draw conclusions in Section 7.

2 Stokes flow and the hybrid discontinuous Galerkin method

Consider viscous incompressible fluid flow in a domain Ω ⊂ Rd, with d ∈ {2, 3}. The velocity
u : Ω → Rd and pressure p : Ω → R satisfy the Stokes problem:

−ν∆u+∇p = f in Ω, (1a)

∇ · u = 0 in Ω, (1b)

u = 0 on ∂Ω, (1c)

where f : Ω → Rd is a prescribed force and ν ∈ R+ is the kinematic viscosity. The pressure is
determined only up to a constant, so we seek pressure fields that satisfy the condition∫

Ω
p dx = 0. (2)

2.1 Definitions

Let K denote a triangular/quadrilateral cell for d = 2 or a tetrahedral/hexahedral cell for d = 3
with non-zero diameter hK . Each cell is assumed to be generated from a reference cell K̂ via
a C1-diffeomorphism TK : K̂ → K obtained from a Lagrange geometric reference element [33].
Let the boundary of each cell be denoted by ∂K with outward unit normal n. The domain Ω
is partitioned into a mesh Th = {K}, and h is used to denote the maximum cell diameter in
the mesh. The geometric interpolation of Ω, denoted Ωh, does not, in general, coincide exactly
with Ω [33]. However, for simplicity, we assume that Ωh = Ω. Let a facet in the mesh be denoted
by F , the set of all facets by Fh, and let Γh :=

⋃
F∈Fh

F .
We now define the following finite element function spaces:

Vh :=
{
vh ∈ [L2(Ωh)]

d; vh|K ∈ Vh(K) ∀K ∈ Th
}
, (3a)

V̄h :=
{
v̄h ∈ [L2(Γh)]

d; v̄h|F ∈ V̄h(F ) ∀F ∈ Fh, v̄h = 0 on ∂Ωh

}
, (3b)

Qh :=
{
qh ∈ L2(Ωh); qh|K ∈ Qh(K) ∀K ∈ Th

}
, (3c)

Q̄h :=
{
q̄h ∈ L2

0(Γh); q̄h|F ∈ Q̄h(F ) ∀F ∈ Fh

}
. (3d)

The local spaces Vh(K), V̄h(F ), Qh(K), and Q̄h(F ) are generated from their respective counter-
parts Vh(K̂), V̄h(F̂ ), Qh(K̂), and Q̄h(F̂ ) on the reference element K̂ or reference facet F̂ using a
linear bijective mapping (see [33, Proposition 1.61]). For instance, the space Vh(K) is generated
by

Vh(K) =
{
ψ−1
K (v̂); v̂ ∈ Vh(K̂)

}
, (4)
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where
ψK : Vh(K) → Vh(K̂). (5)

We leave the reference spaces and the mapping ψK undefined for now. The spaces Vh and
Qh contain functions that are discontinuous between cells, and similarly V̄h and Q̄h contain
functions that are discontinuous between facets. For convenience, we introduce Vh := Vh × V̄h
and Qh := Qh × Q̄h.

We follow Section 2 of [26] and introduce the extended function spaces

V (h) := Vh +
[
H1

0 (Ωh)
]d

∩
[
H2(Ωh)

]d
, (6a)

V̄ (h) := V̄h + [H
3/2
0 (Γh)]

d, (6b)

Q(h) := Qh + L2
0(Ωh) ∩H1(Ωh), (6c)

Q̄(h) := Q̄h +H
1/2
0 (Γh), (6d)

where L2
0(Ωh) denotes the space of functions in L2(Ωh) with zero mean. Further, we define the

norms
|||v|||2v :=

∑
K∈Th

∥∇v∥2L2(K) +
∑
K∈Th

α

hK
∥v̄ − v∥2L2(∂K) (7)

and

|||v|||2v′ := |||v|||2v +
∑
K∈Th

hK
α

∥∂nv∥2L2(∂K) (8)

on V (h)× V̄ (h), the norm

∥q̄∥2p :=
∑
K∈Th

hK∥q̄∥2L2(∂K) (9)

on Q̄(h), and the norm
|||q|||2p :=∥q∥2L2(Ωh)

+∥q̄∥2p (10)

on Q(h)× Q̄(h).

2.2 Discrete problem

The discrete problem consists of the following: given f ∈
[
L2(Ωh)

]d
, find (uh,ph) ∈ Vh × Qh

such that

ah(uh,vh) + bh(vh,ph) = fh(vh) ∀vh ∈ Vh, (11a)

bh(uh, qh) = 0 ∀qh ∈ Qh, (11b)

where the bilinear forms are given by

ah(uh,vh) :=
∑
K∈Th

∫
K
ν∇uh : ∇vh dx

−
∑
K∈Th

∫
∂K

ν
(
(uh − ūh) · ∂nvh + ∂nuh · (vh − v̄h)

)
ds

+
∑
K∈Th

∫
∂K

ν
α

hK
(uh − ūh) · (vh − v̄h) ds

(12)

and

bh(vh,ph) := −
∑
K∈Th

∫
K
ph∇ · vh dx+

∑
K∈Th

∫
∂K

vh · np̄h ds, (13)
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where α > 0 is a penalty parameter. The linear form is defined as

fh(vh) :=

∫
Ωh

f · vh dx. (14)

The above discrete problem is derived by posing mass and momentum balances cell-wise,
subject to ‘boundary conditions’ provided by the facet fields. Equations for the facet fields are
obtained by enforcing (weak) continuity of numerical fluxes across facets [27]. Critically, the
numerical fluxes depend only on quantities that are either local to a particular cell or that live
on the facet shared by the cell and its neighbour. The cell fields communicate only via the facet
fields, meaning static condensation can be used to eliminate the cell unknowns from the global
system of equations.

3 The invariance property and incompressibility

There exists a fundamental invariance property of incompressible flow; the irrotational compon-
ent of the prescribed force f ∈ [L2(Ω)]d affects only the pressure field, not the velocity field. If
(u, p) solves the Stokes problem (1), adding ∇ψ to the force f , where ψ ∈ H1(Ω) \ R, changes
the solution to (u, p+ ψ) [2]. Pressure robust methods preserve this property in the sense that
if (uh, ph) solves the discrete problem, then the above modification to the applied force changes
the discrete solution to (uh, ph+ΠQh

ψ), where ΠQh
is the L2-projection onto Qh (see [2, Lemma

4.6]). In this sense, contributions to the prescribed force that only affect the pressure in the
continuous problem also only affect the pressure in the discrete problem [2]. As shown by John
et al. [2], for pressure robust methods the a priori error estimate for the velocity field does not
depend on the pressure approximation, in contrast to methods where the velocity error estimate
depends on the error in the pressure scaled by the inverse of the viscosity. Pressure-robust
methods are desirable since the pressure field cannot pollute the approximation of the velocity
field.

Preservation of the invariance property and pressure robustness are intimately related to
the sense in which the incompressibility constraint is satisfied in the discrete problem. Equa-
tion (11b) constrains the discrete velocity solution to lie in the space of discretely divergence-free
functions,

Xh :=
{
vh ∈ Vh; bh(vh, qh) = 0 ∀qh ∈ Qh

}
. (15)

It is possible to construct pressure-robust methods by ensuring that discretely divergence-free
functions are also weakly divergence-free, the meaning of which we now make precise.

Definition 1 (Weakly divergence-free). A function v ∈ H(div; Ω) is weakly divergence-free
(written in short as ∇ · v = 0) if∫

Ω
v · ∇ψ dx = 0 ∀ψ ∈ C∞

0 (Ω). (16)

Definition 1 implies v is divergence-free in the classical sense in regular regions and has
continuous normal components at their interfaces [34]. We denote the space of weakly divergence-
free functions by

X :=
{
v ∈ H(div; Ω);∇ · v = 0

}
, (17)

where ∇·v = 0 is understood in the sense of Definition 1. For numerous common finite elements
for incompressible flows, the space of discretely divergence-free functions is not a subset of
the space of weakly divergence-free functions. In some cases, e.g. Taylor–Hood elements, the
pressure space is not rich enough to enforce the divergence constraint exactly. In other cases,
e.g. standard discontinuous Galerkin methods, discretely divergence-free functions may have
discontinuous normal components.

For the discrete problem in Section 2.2, sufficient conditions for the inclusion Xh ⊂ X to be
satisfied are:
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1. the property vh|F ·n ∈ Q̄h(F ) ∀vh ∈ Vh(K), which ensures elements of Xh have continuous
normal components across facets; and

2. the nesting ∇ · Vh(K) ⊆ Qh(K), which ensures that elements of Xh are divergence-free on
cell interiors.

For simplex cells, Lagrange elements have these sufficient properties provided that the geometric
map is affine, see [24]. However, this is not the case when the geometric map is non-affine or
for non-simplex Lagrange elements. Indeed, in both of these cases, simple calculations and
numerical experiments confirm that the inclusion Xh ⊂ X does not hold. A similar issue affects
the conforming isoparametric Scott–Vogelius element, see [31].

We now demonstrate that, if functions are transformed between the reference and physical
elements in an appropriate manner, it is possible to state sufficient conditions for the inclusion
Xh ⊂ X to hold in terms of the relationships between the reference finite element function
spaces instead of the physical finite element function spaces, and therefore independently of the
geometric map TK . Key to this is the contravariant Piola transform defined by [33, eq. (1.81)]

ψK(v) := det(JK)J−1
K (v ◦ TK), (18)

where JK is the Jacobian matrix of TK . For an illustration of how ψK transforms vector fields,
we refer the reader to [35]. The contravariant Piola transform preserves divergence in the sense
that [36, p. 2430] ∫

K
∇ · vq dx =

∫
K̂
∇̂ · v̂q̂ dx̂ (19)

and normal components in the sense that [36, p. 2430]∫
∂K

v · nq ds =
∫
∂K̂

v̂ · n̂q̂ dŝ, (20)

where v̂ : K̂ → Rd, v = ψ−1
K (v̂) : K → Rd, q̂ : K̂ → R, q = q̂ ◦ T−1

K : K → R, and n̂ denotes

the unit outward normal to ∂K̂. Using the contravariant Piola transform to construct Vh, it is
possible to write sufficient conditions to ensure Xh ⊂ X that are independent of the geometric
map TK ; we show this in the following lemmas.

Lemma 1. Let Vh(K̂) ⊂ H(div; K̂) and Q̄h(F̂ ) be finite dimensional polynomial spaces chosen
such that

Q̄h(F̂ ) ⊇
{
v̂h|F̂ · n̂; v̂h ∈ Vh(K̂)

}
. (21)

Also let Vh(K) be generated by Eq. (4) with ψK taken as the contravariant Piola transform
(Eq. (18)) and generate Q̄h(F ) similarly but using the composition ψF (q̄h) := q̄h ◦ TK |F̂ . Then,
discretely divergence-free functions have continuous normal components (i.e. Xh ⊂ H(div; Ωh)).

Proof. Let vh ∈ Xh, giving bh(vh, qh) = 0 ∀qh ∈ Qh by definition. Set qh = (0, q̄h) on a single
interior facet F and qh = (0, 0) elsewhere. The result then follows from transforming to the
reference element and using the fact that the contravariant Piola transform preserves normal
traces.

Remark 1. Since we consider the Stokes problem subject to the homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
condition given in Eq. (1c), provided that the requirements of Lemma 1 hold, we in fact have
that Xh ⊂ H0(div; Ωh), where

H0(div; Ωh) :=
{
v ∈ H(div; Ωh); v · n|∂Ωh

= 0
}
. (22)

In other words, the normal component of any discretely divergence-free function is exactly zero
on the domain boundary. This can be seen by considering a facet on the domain boundary and
applying a similar argument to the proof of Lemma 1.
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Lemma 2. If the conditions of Lemma 1 are satisfied and if Vh(K̂) and Qh(K̂) are chosen such
that

∇̂ · Vh(K̂) ⊆ Qh(K̂), (23)

then discretely divergence-free functions are weakly divergence-free (i.e. Xh ⊂ X).

Proof. Let vh ∈ Xh, thus bh(vh, qh) = 0 ∀qh ∈ Qh by definition. Set qh = (qh, 0) on an element
K and qh = (0, 0) elsewhere. The result then follows from transforming to the reference element
and using the fact that the contravariant Piola transform preserves divergence.

Using these results, we now give some examples of finite elements for which discretely
divergence-free functions are weakly divergence-free, which will be referred to as “divergence-free
elements”. Let Pk denote the space of polynomials of degree at most k. If the mesh is made of
(possibly curved) simplex cells, then choosing

Vh(K̂) := [Pk(K̂)]d, V̄h(F̂ ) := [Pk(F̂ )]
d, Qh(K̂) := Pk−1(K̂), and Q̄h(F̂ ) := Pk(F̂ )

implies that discretely divergence-free functions are exactly divergence-free. Indeed, for any
v̂h ∈ [Pk(K̂)]d we have v̂h|F̂ · n̂ ∈ Pk(F̂ ) and ∇ · [Pk(K̂)]d = Pk−1(K̂); thus, Lemmas 1 and 2 can
be applied.

In the case of (possibly curved) quadrilateral and hexahedral cells, following an approach
similar to the divergence-conforming methods [18, 23] we choose

Vh(K̂) := RTk(K̂), V̄h(F̂ ) := [Qk(F̂ )]
d, Qh(K̂) := Qk(K̂), and Q̄h(F̂ ) := Qk(F̂ ),

where RTk denotes the Raviart–Thomas [37] space of index k, and Qk denotes the space of
polynomials of degree at most k in each variable. These spaces have the property that for
any v̂h ∈ RTk(K̂), we have v̂h|F̂ · n̂ ∈ Qk(F̂ ) and ∇ · RTk(K̂) = Qk(K̂) [20, p. 97]. Another
divergence-free choice is to instead take

Vh(K̂) := BDMk(K̂) and Qh(K̂) := Qk−1(K̂)

with the same facet spaces, where BDMk is the Brezzi–Douglas–Marini [38] space of index k.
For the seemingly natural choice of

Vh(K̂) := [Qk(K̂)]d, V̄h(F̂ ) := [Qk(F̂ )]
d, Qh(K̂) := Qk−1(K̂), and Q̄h(F̂ ) := Qk(F̂ ),

we have ∇ · [Qk(K̂)]d ⊈ Qk−1(K̂) and it is possible to find elements of Xh that are not elements
of X. As a simple example, take k = 1 and consider the function vh := ψ−1

K ((x̂0 + cx̂0x̂1, 0)) ∈
Vh(K), where c := −|K̂|/

∫
K̂ x̂1 dx̂ is a constant. It is straightforward to verify that vh satisfies∫

K qh∇·vh dx = 0 for all qh ∈ Qh(K) and thus is discretely divergence-free, however, it is clearly
not weakly divergence-free.

4 Pressure-robust error estimate

In this section, we use standard arguments to derive a pressure-robust error estimate for the
method described in Section 2.2. We begin by stating some assumptions to ensure that the
discrete problem is well-posed and that Vh and Qh have suitable approximation properties. The
validity of these assumptions is discussed in Remark 2 below.

Assumption 1 (Discretely divergence-free functions are exactly divergence-free). Assume that
Xh ⊂ X (see Section 3).

Assumption 2 (Consistency). If (u, p) ∈ ([H1
0 (Ω)]

d ∩ [H2(Ω)]d) × (L2
0(Ω) ∩H1(Ω)) solves the

Stokes problem (1), then letting u := (u, u|Γh
) and p := (p, p|Γh

), it holds that

ah(u,vh) + bh(vh,p) = fh(vh) ∀vh ∈ Vh, (24a)

bh(u, qh) = 0 ∀qh ∈ Qh. (24b)
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Assumption 3 (Norm equivalence on Vh). There exists a constant c, independent of h, such
that for all vh ∈ Vh

|||vh|||v ≤ |||vh|||v′ ≤ c|||vh|||v. (25)

In other words, the norms ||| · |||v and ||| · |||v′ are equivalent on Vh.

Assumption 4 (Stability of ah). There exists a βv > 0 that is independent of h and a constant
α0 > 0 such that for α > α0

ah(vh,vh) ≥ νβv|||vh|||2v ∀vh ∈ Vh. (26)

Assumption 5 (Boundedness of ah). There exists a constant Ca > 0, independent of h, such
that ∀u ∈ V (h)× V̄ (h) and ∀vh ∈ Vh

|ah(u,vh)| ≤ νCa|||u|||v′ |||vh|||v. (27)

Assumption 6 (Stability of bh). There exists a constant βp > 0, independent of h, such that

inf
qh∈Qh

sup
vh∈Vh

bh(vh, qh)

|||vh|||v|||qh|||p
≥ βp. (28)

Assumption 7 (Boundedness of bh). There exists a constant Cb > 0 that is independent of h
such that ∀vh ∈ Vh and ∀p ∈ Q(h)× Q̄(h)

|bh(vh,p)| ≤ Cb|||vh|||v|||p|||p. (29)

Assumption 8 (Approximation properties of Vh and Qh). For any (v, q) ∈ [Hk+1
0 (Ω)]d×Hk(Ω)

with k ≥ 1, letting v := (v, v|Γh
) and q := (q, q|Γh

), there holds

inf
vh∈Vh

|||v − vh|||v′ ≤ chk∥v∥Hk+1(Ω) , (30)

and
inf

qh∈Qh

|||q − qh|||p ≤ chk∥q∥Hk(Ω) , (31)

where c is a constant independent of h.

We are now able to derive the following pressure robust error estimate.

Theorem 1 (Error estimate). Let (u, p) ∈ [Hk+1
0 (Ω)]d×Hk(Ω) solve the Stokes system given by

Eq. (1) with k ≥ 1, and set u := (u, u|Γh
) and p := (p, p|Γh

). Let Assumptions 1 to 8 be satisfied
and let (uh,ph) ∈ Vh ×Qh solve the discrete problem given by Eq. (11). Then, we have

|||u− uh|||v ≤ chk∥v∥Hk+1(Ω) , (32)

and
∥p− ph∥L2(Ω) ≤ chk

(
∥p∥Hk(Ω) + ν∥u∥Hk+1(Ω)

)
, (33)

where c > 0 is independent of h. In addition, if some restrictions are placed on the shape of Ω
[25] such that the regularity condition

ν∥u∥H2(Ω) +∥p∥H1(Ω) ≤ cr∥f∥L2(Ω) , (34)

holds for some constant cr, then

∥u− uh∥L2(Ω) ≤ chk+1∥u∥Hk+1(Ω) . (35)
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Proof. The velocity and pressure error estimates follow from Assumptions 1 to 8 using standard
arguments, so we omit the details. The error estimate in the L2(Ω)-norm can be obtained using
the Aubin–Nitsche duality method.

Remark 2 (Validity of assumptions). When the mesh cells are generated from an affine map
from the reference simplex, square, or cube, e.g. flat sided triangles, tetrahedra, parallelograms,
and parallelepipeds, it is straightforward to verify that the assumptions hold for all of the divergence-
free elements discussed in Section 3 using an approach similar to [26, Section 2]. We therefore
omit the proofs in this work. When the maps are non-affine, it is more complicated to verify
that the assumptions hold. The main difficulty is the loss of approximation accuracy of standard
H(div)-conforming elements on general meshes. Arnold et al. [36] prove necessary and sufficient
conditions for H(div)-conforming elements to achieve optimal order approximation in L2 on cells
generated from a bilinear isomorphism of the square (i.e. flat-faced quadrilaterals). These con-
ditions are satisfied by Raviart-Thomas elements but not by Brezzi–Douglas–Marini elements.
The order of approximation in the L2-norm of BDMk degrades from k + 1 in the affine case to
⌊(k+1)/2⌋ in the bilinear case. The situation is more complicated in three dimensions; Falk et al.
[39] show that standard H(div)-conforming elements do not achieve optimal order approximation
on cells generated by a trilinear isomorphism of the cube. In Section 5, we restrict the analysis
to the divergence-free Raviart–Thomas element from Section 3 on flat-faced quadrilateral cells,
leaving more complex cell types and geometric maps to be investigated as further work.

5 Proof of assumptions for flat-faced quadrilateral cells

Up to this point, the presentation has been quite general; Lemmas 1 and 2 give sufficient condi-
tions for discretely divergence-free functions to be exactly divergence-free regardless of whether
the geometric map TK is affine or not, we have given examples of divergence-free elements on
simplices, quadrilateral, and hexahedral cells in Section 3, and the pressure robust error es-
timate derived in Section 4 applies to any divergence-free element that satisfies Assumptions 2
to 8. We now focus specifically on the divergence-free Raviart–Thomas element discussed in
Section 3 on families of shape-regular meshes of flat-faced quadrilateral cells, for which we prove
Assumptions 2 to 8. Recall that Assumption 1 was proved for the Raviart–Thomas element in
Section 3.

Let the mesh be made of flat-faced quadrilateral cells which are the image of the reference
square under a bilinear diffeomorphism, i.e. TK ∈ [Q1(K̂)]2 [40]. Recall that JK is the Jacobian
matrix of TK . We assume each cell is convex, which implies that [33, Lemma 1.119]∥∥det(JK)

∥∥
L∞(K̂)

≤ ch2K ,
∥∥∥det(J−1

K )
∥∥∥
L∞(K)

≤ c
1

ρ2K
,

∥JK∥L∞(K̂) ≤ chK ,
∥∥∥J−1

K

∥∥∥
L∞(K)

≤ c
hK
ρ2K

,

(36)

where ρK := mini∈{1:4} ρi, ρi is the diameter of the largest circle that can be inscribed into
the triangle formed by the three vertices (aj)j ̸=i of K. Let the family of meshes {Th}h>0

be shape-regular in the sense that there exists a σ0 such that for all h and for all K ∈ Th,
σK := hK/ρK ≤ σ0 [33]. As such, the analysis does not hold for, for example, highly stretched
(high aspect ratio) cells in the mesh. We refer to [41] for more on the theoretical aspects of such
anisotropic cells.

5.1 Some useful results on quadrilateral cells

To prove Assumptions 2 to 8, we require the following results.
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Lemma 3 (Broken Poincaré inequality). For all vh ∈ Vh, there is a constant c > 0, independent
of h, such that

∥vh∥L2(Ω) ≤ c|||vh|||v. (37)

Proof. A simple consequence of [42, Eq. (4.21)].

Lemma 4 (Inverse inequality). For all K ∈ Th and l ∈ {1, 2}, there exists a constant c > 0,
independent of h, such that ∀vh ∈ Vh

∥vh∥Hl(K) ≤ ch−1
K ∥vh∥Hl−1(K) . (38)

Proof. The result is stated for flat-faced quadrilateral cells in Lemma 3.6 of [43] and proved for
hexahedral cells in Lemma 3.5 of [44].

Lemma 5 (Discrete Trace Inequality). For all K ∈ Th, there exists a constant c > 0, independ-
ent of h, such that ∀vh ∈ Vh

∥vh∥L2(∂K) ≤ ch
− 1

2
K ∥vh∥L2(K) (39)

and

∥∂nvh∥L2(∂K) ≤ ch
− 1

2
K ∥vh∥H1(K) . (40)

Proof. The results follow from the continuous trace inequality [45, Theorem 3.2]

∥v∥2L2(∂K) ≤ c
(
h−1
K ∥v∥2L2(K) + hK |v|2H1(K)

)
, (41)

which holds for all v ∈ H1(K), and Lemma 4 (see [7, Lemma 5.6.2]).

We now introduce the space

Yh :=
{
vh ∈ Vh; Jvh · nK = 0 on F ∀F ∈ F i

h

}
, (42)

where F i
h denotes the set of interior facets of the mesh and Jvh·nK := v|K0 ·n|K0+v|K1 ·n|K1 , where

K0 and K1 are the cells sharing F ∈ F i
h. Yh consists of functions in Vh with continuous normal

components across element boundaries. Let IRT
h : [H1

0 (Ω)]
2 → Yh be the global Raviart–Thomas

interpolation operator. We then have the following lemma.

Lemma 6. Let v ∈ [H l(K)]d and m ∈ {0 : 1}. If (i) l = 1 or (ii) v is divergence-free and
l ∈ {1 : k + 1}, then there exists a constant c, independent of hK , such that for all K ∈ Th∣∣∣v − IRT

h v
∣∣∣
Hm(K)

≤ chl−m
K ∥v∥Hl(K) . (43)

Proof. The result follows from [46, Eq. (3.66) and Remark 3.5].

For a flat-faced quadrilateral cell K, let

Rk(∂K) :=
{
q̄h; q̄h ∈ L2(∂K), q̄h|F ∈ Qk(F ) ∀F ∈ FK

}
, (44)

where FK denotes the set of facets belonging to K. We then have the following.

Lemma 7 (Lifting operator). For flat-faced quadrilateral cells, there exists a linear lifting op-
erator L : Rk(∂K) → Vh(K), such that

(Lq̄h) · n = q̄h and ∥Lq̄h∥L2(K) ≤ ch
1
2
K∥q̄h∥L2(∂K) (45)

for all q̄h ∈ Rk(∂K).
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Proof. The proof is a simple modification of Proposition 2.4 of [47]. We begin by defining the
lifting of q̄h ∈ Rk(∂K) as the unique function vh := Lq̄h ∈ Vh(K) satisfying∫

K̂
v̂h · ŵh dx̂ = 0 ∀ŵh ∈ Qk−1,k(K̂)×Qk,k−1(K̂) (46)

and ∫
∂K̂

v̂h · n̂r̂h dŝ =
∫
∂K̂

ˇ̄qhr̂h dŝ ∀r̂h ∈ Rk(∂K̂), (47)

where v̂h := ψK(vh) and ˇ̄qh := |det(JK)|
∥∥∥J−T

K n̂
∥∥∥
ℓ2
q̄h◦TK ; the motivation for the latter definition

will become evident shortly. Now, for any r̂h ∈ Rk(∂K̂) the function rh := r̂h ◦ T−1
K is an

element of Rk(∂K) because, for flat-faced quadrilaterals, the geometric mapping TK is affine
when restricted to the cell’s facets [43, p. 172]. In addition, we have∫

∂K
vh · nrh ds =

∫
∂K̂

v̂h · n̂r̂h dŝ =
∫
∂K̂

ˇ̄qhr̂h dŝ =

∫
∂K

q̄hrh ds, (48)

where the first equality follows from Eq. (20), the second from Eq. (47), and the third from the
fact that the measures ds and dŝ are related by [40, eq. (9.12a)]

ds = | det(JK)|
∥∥∥J−T

K n̂
∥∥∥
ℓ2
dŝ (49)

(this was the motivation behind the definition of ˇ̄qh). Since this result holds for all rh ∈ Rk(∂K)
and vh · n ∈ Rk(∂K) (due to [20, eq. (2.4.4)] and the fact that TK is affine on facets), we have
that vh · n = q̄h. This proves the first result of the lemma.

The bound on vh follows from standard scaling arguments and the fact that all norms on a
finite dimensional space are equivalent.

Lemma 8. Let {Th}h>0 be a family of meshes made of convex quadrilateral cells with Vh(K̂) :=

RTk(K̂) and V̄h(F̂ ) := [Qk(F̂ )]
d where k ≥ 1. Also let v ∈ [Hk+1(Ω)]2. Then, setting v :=

(v, v|Γh
), we have that

inf
vh∈Vh

|||v − vh|||v′ ≤ chk∥v∥Hk+1(Ω) . (50)

Proof. Let Sk(K̂) be a finite dimensional space spanned by the vectors(
x̂i1x̂

j
2

0

)
,

(
0

x̂j1x̂
i
2

)
, and

(
x̂k+1
1 x̂k2

−x̂k1x̂
k+1
2

)
, (51)

where 0 ≤ i ≤ k and 0 ≤ j ≤ k. The space Sk(K̂) is a subspace of RTk(K̂) [36, p. 2432] and thus,
by definition, is a subspace of Vh(K̂). Recall that Vh(K) is defined via Eq. (4) with ψK being
the contravariant Piola transform. By assumption, each flat-faced quadrilateral in the mesh is
convex and can be generated from the reference square using a bilinear isomorphism, and thus
Lemma 4.3 of [36] ensures that Vh(K) ⊇ [Pk(K)]2. Shape regularity allows Proposition 4.1.9
and Lemma 4.3.8 in [48] to be applied, which state that there exists a polynomial vh of degree
less than k + 1 (and thus an element of Vh(K)) such that, for 0 ≤ m ≤ k + 1 we have

|v − vh|Hm(K) ≤ chk+1−m
K ∥v∥Hk+1(K) . (52)

In addition, let IL
h : [Hk+1

0 (Ω)]2 → Θh be the Lagrange interpolation operator, where

Θh :=
{
θh ∈ [C0(Ω̄)]2; θh|K ◦ TK ∈ [Qk(K̂)]2 ∀K ∈ Th; θh|∂Ω = 0

}
. (53)
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On shape-regular, flat-faced quadrilaterals we have [40, eq. (13.28)]∣∣∣v − IL
h v
∣∣∣
Hm(K)

≤ chk+1−m
K ∥v∥Hk+1(K) . (54)

The desired result can then be obtained by bounding |||(v−vh, v|Γh
−IL

h v|Γh
)|||v′ using Eqs. (41),

(52) and (54).

Remark 3. We remark that the proof of Eq. (52) for flat-faced quadrilateral cells relied on
Vh(K̂) ⊇ SK(K̂), which would not have been the case if Vh(K̂) was taken to be the Brezzi–
Douglas–Marini finite element space (see [36]).

Lemma 9. Let {Th}h>0 be a family of meshes made of flat-faced quadrilateral cells with Qh(K̂) :=

Qk(K̂) and Q̄h(F̂ ) := Qk(F̂ ) where k ≥ 1. Let q ∈ Hk(Ω) and set q := (q, q|Γh
). Then, there

holds
inf

qh∈Qh

|||q − qh|||p ≤ chk|q|Hk(Ω) . (55)

Proof. Let IB
h : Hk(Ω) → Qh ∩C0(Ω̄) be the operator defined by equation (4.1) in [49] with the

properties (see [49], Theorems 4.1 and 4.2)∥∥∥q − IB
h q
∥∥∥
L2(K)

≤ chkK |q|Hk(ω(K)) , (56a)∣∣∣q − IB
h q
∣∣∣
H1(K)

≤ hk−1
K |q|Hk(ω(K)) , (56b)

where ω(K) is the union of all cells that share at least a corner with K [49]. The desired result
then follows from using these properties and Eq. (41) to bound |||(q−IB

h q, q|Γh
−IB

h q|Γh
)|||p from

above.

We now present some results that are helpful to prove inf-sup stability of bh. Following
Section 2.4 of [26], we begin by defining

b1(vh, qh) := −
∑
K∈Th

∫
K
qh∇ · vh dx and b2(vh, q̄h) :=

∑
K∈Th

∫
∂K

vh · nq̄h ds. (57)

Let us redefine IB
h : [H1(Ω)]2 → Θh to be the regularization operator defined by Eq. (4.11) in

[49] with the properties (see [49, Theorems 4.3 and 4.4]):∥∥∥v − IB
h v
∥∥∥
L2(K)

≤ chK |v|H1(ω(K)) (58)

and ∥∥∥v − IB
h v
∥∥∥
H1(K)

≤ c|v|H1(ω(K)) , (59)

for k ≥ 1, where we recall that ω(K) is the union of all cells that share at least a corner with
K. We then have the following lemmas.

Lemma 10 (Fortin operator). Let k ≥ 1. Then, for any function v ∈ [H1
0 (Ω)]

2, there holds

b1(IRT
h v, qh) = b1(v, qh) ∀qh ∈ Qh (60)

and
|||(IRT

h v, IB
h v|Γh

)|||v ≤ c(1 + α)
1
2 ∥v∥H1(Ω) . (61)

Proof. The first result is given in the last paragraph of [36, p. 2443] for meshes made of flat-faced
quadrilateral elements. The bound on |||(IRT

h v, IB
h v|Γh

)|||v then follows from Eq. (58), Eq. (59),
Eq. (43), the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, and Eq. (41).
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Lemma 11 (Stability of b1). There exists a constant β1 > 0, independent of h, such that

inf
qh∈Qh

sup
vh∈Yh×V̄h

b1(vh, qh)

|||vh|||v∥qh∥L2(Ω)

≥ β1. (62)

Proof. Since the Hilbert complex

[H1
0 (Ω)]

2 ∇·−→ L2
0(Ω) (63)

is bounded and exact at L2
0(Ω), the divergence operator ∇· : [H1

0 (Ω)]
2 → L2

0(Ω) is continuous
and surjective [7, Theorem 2.1.1]. Hence, for all qh ∈ Qh, there exists a vqh ∈ [H1

0 (Ω)]
2 such

that ∇ · vqh = qh and βc
∥∥vqh∥∥H1(Ω)

≤∥qh∥L2(Ω). Therefore, using Lemma 10, we have that

inf
qh∈Qh

sup
vh∈Yh×V̄h

b1(vh, qh)

|||vh|||v∥qh∥L2(Ω)

≥ − inf
qh∈Qh

b1(IRT
h vqh , qh)

|||(IRT
h vqh , IB

h vqh |Γh
)|||v∥qh∥L2(Ω)

≥ − inf
qh∈Qh

b1(vqh , qh)

c(1 + α)
1
2

∥∥vqh∥∥H1(Ω)
∥qh∥L2(Ω)

≥ βc

c(1 + α)
1
2

inf
qh∈Qh

∑
K∈Th

∫
K qh∇ · vqh dx

∥qh∥2L2(Ω)

≥ βc

c(1 + α)
1
2

.

(64)

Thus, the lemma holds with β1 = βc/c(1 + α)
1
2 .

Lemma 12 (Stability of b2). There exists a constant β2 > 0, independent of h, such that

inf
qh∈Q̄h

sup
vh∈Vh

b2(vh, q̄h)

|||vh|||v∥q̄h∥p
≥ β2. (65)

Proof. We follow an approach similar to the proof of Lemma 3 in [50]. First, note that Q̄h

consists of piecewise discontinuous polynomials because the geometric mapping for a flat-faced
quadrilateral cell is affine on each facet. Hence, for any q̄h ∈ Q̄h and for any element K ∈ Th, we
have that q̄h|F ∈ Pk(F ) ∀F ∈ FK (in two-dimensions Qk(F ) = Pk(F ) [20, p. 98]). Thus, from
Lemmas 4, 5 and 7 we have that for all q̄h ∈ Q̄h there holds

|||(hKLq̄h, 0)|||v ≤ c∥q̄h∥p . (66)

Hence, we have

inf
qh∈Q̄h

sup
vh∈Vh

b2(vh, q̄h)

|||vh|||v∥q̄h∥p
≥ inf

qh∈Q̄h

∑
K∈Th

∫
∂K(hKLq̄h) · nq̄h ds

|||(hKLq̄h, 0)|||v∥q̄h∥p

≥ c inf
qh∈Q̄h

∑
K∈Th hK

∫
∂K q̄2h ds

∥q̄h∥2p
= c.

(67)

Lemma 13 (Boundedness of b1). For all vh ∈ Vh and all p ∈ Q(h)× Q̄(h)

|b1(vh, p)| ≤ |||vh|||v|||p|||p. (68)

Proof. A simple consequence of the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality.
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Lemma 14 (Boundedness of b2). For all vh ∈ Vh and all p ∈ Q(h) × Q̄(h), there exists a
constant c > 0, independent of h, such that

|b2(vh, p̄)| ≤ c|||vh|||v|||p|||p. (69)

Proof. A simple consequence of the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the fact that the facet
functions are single-valued.

We also require a reduced version of Theorem 3.1 from [51], which is stated below for con-
venience.

Theorem 2. Let U , P1, and P2 be reflexive Banach spaces, and let b1 : U × P1 → R and
b2 : U × P2 → R be bilinear and bounded. Also, let

Zb2 :=
{
v ∈ U ; b2(v, p2) = 0 ∀p2 ∈ P2

}
⊂ U. (70)

Then, the following are equivalent:

1. There exists a c > 0 such that

sup
v∈U

b1(v, p1) + b2(v, p2)

||v||U
≥ c

(
||p1||P1 + ||p2||P2

)
∀(p1, p2) ∈ P1 × P2 (71)

2. There exists a c > 0 such that

sup
v∈Zb2

b1(v, p1)

||v||U
≥ c||p1||P1 ∀p1 ∈ P1 and sup

v∈U

b(v, p2)

||v||U
≥ c||p2||P2 ∀p2 ∈ P2 (72)

5.2 Proof of assumptions

We are now able to prove Assumptions 2 to 8 for meshes made of flat-faced quadrilateral cells.
Recall that Assumption 1 was proved in Section 3.

Proof of Assumption 2. The proof is identical to [25, Lemma 4.1], so we omit it here.

Proof of Assumption 3. The result follows from Vh being finite dimensional, Lemmas 3
and 5.

Proof of Assumption 4. The result follows from a standard argument; consider ah(vh,vh),
where vh ∈ Vh, and apply the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, Young’s inequality, Lemma 5, and
Lemma 3, yielding

ah(vh,vh) ≥ ν

(
1

2
− c

α

)
|||vh|||2v, (73)

where c depends on the constants in Lemmas 3 and 5. Therefore, provided the penalty parameter
is chosen such that α > 2c we have that Assumption 4 holds with βv = 1

2 − c
α > 0.

Proof of Assumption 5. A simple consequence of the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, Lemma 5,
and Lemma 3, yielding

|ah(u,vh)| ≤ νc(1 + α− 1
2 )|||u|||v′ |||vh|||v, (74)

where c depends on the constants in Lemmas 3 and 5.

Proof of Assumption 6. The proof of the assumption is almost identical to the proof of
Lemma 8 in [26]. Apply Theorem 2 with U := Vh, P1 := Qh, P2 := Q̄h, and Zb2 := Yh × V̄h.
Equation (70) is satisfied because every function in Yh has continuous normal components across
facets. Lemmas 11 and 12 then imply that Assumption 6 holds by equivalence of items 1 and 2
in Theorem 2.

Proof of Assumption 7. The result follows trivially from Lemmas 13 and 14.

Proof of Assumption 8. The result is an immediate consequence of Lemmas 8 and 9.
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(a) Velocity magnitude (b) Pressure

Figure 1: Computed solution to a simple Stokes problem on a mesh of trapezium shaped ele-
ments.

6 Numerical examples

We present some numerical results to support our theoretical analysis. We take α to be 16k2 and
consider meshes with quadrilateral cells. We use the Raviart–Thomas based element discussed in
Sections 3 and 5 since it satisfies the assumptions required to apply Theorem 1 on these meshes.
FEniCSx [52, 53, 54, 55] was used for the first two examples, and NGSolve [56] was used for
the final example to demonstrate mixed topology meshes. Boundary data is interpolated into
V̄h, and f is evaluated at quadrature points. In the FEniCSx examples, the linear system of
equations is solved using the MUMPS [57, 58] sparse direct solver via PETSc [59, 60, 61] and
we set the appropriate flags to handle the nullspace of constants. In the NGSolve example, we
use UMFPACK [62]. The code for the numerical examples is available in [63].

6.1 Stokes flow in a square domain

Let Ω := (0, 1)2 and choose the data such that the exact solution to the Stokes problem is given
by

u(x) =

(
sin(πx1) sin(πx2)
cos(πx1) cos(πx2)

)
and p(x) = sin(πx1) cos(πx2) + cp, (75)

where cp is a constant such that the mean pressure is zero.
To investigate the convergence of the method, a family of meshes made of trapezoidal cells

are used. Each trapezium in every mesh is similar, so the geometric mappings do not tend to
affine as the mesh is refined. Figure 1 shows the computed solution with k = 2 and ν = 1 for
one of the meshes in the family. Figure 2 shows the L2(Ω)-norm of the error in the velocity
field, eu, and pressure field, ep, as a function of h for different values of k. The observed rate
of convergence is k + 1 for the velocity field and k for the pressure field, which is in agreement
with the theory presented in Section 4.

Figure 3 shows the L2(Ω)-norm of the error in the divergence of the velocity field, e∇·u, and
the L2(Γh)-norm of the jump in the normal component of the velocity across element boundaries,
eJuK, as a function of h. We compare the present method with a naive extension of the method
from Rhebergen and Wells [24] to quadrilateral cells, which differs from the present method in
that firstly, the finite element spaces are taken to be

Vh(K̂) := [Qk(K̂)]d, V̄h(F̂ ) := [Qk(F̂ )]
d, Qh(K̂) := Qk−1(K̂), and Q̄h(F̂ ) := Qk(F̂ );
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(b) Pressure field

Figure 2: The L2(Ω)-norm of the error in the velocity and pressure fields as a function h. The
velocity and pressure converge at rates k + 1 and k, respectively.

and secondly, composition is used to map from the reference to the physical velocity space,
rather than the contravariant Piola transform. The computed velocity field for the present
method is divergence-free to machine precision, which is in agreement with the theory presented
in Section 3. By contrast, whilst the method from [24] gives a velocity field with continuous
normal component across element boundaries to machine precision, the approximate velocity
field is not exactly divergence-free.

Figure 4 shows eu and ep as a function of h for the present method and the scheme presented
in [24] with k = 2 and ν ∈

{
1, 10−3, 10−6

}
. For the present method, the error in the velocity

does not depend on the viscosity, which is in agreement with the pressure robust estimate given
in Theorem 1. By contrast, for the method from [24], the error in the velocity increases by
several orders of magnitude as the viscosity is varied. This is because the computed velocity
field is not exactly divergence-free, and thus the velocity error estimate contains the norm of
the error in the pressure field scaled by the reciprocal of the viscosity [26]. In the case of the
pressure field, for the present method, the error reduces as the viscosity decreases from 1 to 10−3,
but remains constant when the viscosity is further decreased to 10−6. This is consistent with
the pressure error estimate given in Theorem 1, which contains the Hk(Ω)-norm of the exact
pressure field and the Hk+1(Ω) norm of the exact velocity field scaled by the viscosity. For large
enough values of ν, the velocity term dominates and therefore decreasing the viscosity reduces
the error. However, when ν is small enough, the pressure term dominates, so reducing ν further
has little effect. In fact, for small viscosities, the pressure converges at a rate k+1 instead of k.
This is due to two factors: firstly, since the pressure term dominates, the rate of convergence is
not limited by the O (hk) velocity term. Secondly, for this problem, the exact pressure field is
sufficiently regular to be in Hk+1(Ω), and since the pressure space contains all polynomials of
degree at most k, the approximate pressure field converges at the rate k + 1 (see [64] and [42,
Remark 6.23] for more information). For the method from [24], varying the viscosity has little
effect on the error in the pressure field.

6.2 A hydrostatic problem

We consider the hydrostatic problem from [2]. Let a fluid of unit viscosity occupy a unit square
container with no slip between the fluid and the fixed container walls. The fluid is subjected to
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Figure 3: The divergence and jump errors as a function of h for the present method (PM) and
the method from [24] (RW). Only the present method conserves mass exactly.
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Figure 4: Velocity (eu) and pressure (ep) errors as a function of h with k = 2 for the present
method (PM) and the method presented in [24] (RW). The error in the velocity field is inde-
pendent of the viscosity for the present method, in contrast to the method from [24].
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(a) Present method (b) Taylor–Hood

Figure 5: Magnitude of the computed velocity field for the hydrostatic problem with k = 2 and
c = 104 for the present method and a Taylor–Hood scheme.

Table 1: Computed errors for the hydrostatic problem using the present method and a Taylor-
Hood scheme.

Method eu ep e∇·u eJuK
Present 1.10× 10−13 0.447 6.54× 10−13 4.56× 10−14

Taylor-Hood 0.226 19.3 8.37 1.57× 10−16

the force

f(x) =

(
0

c(3x22 − x2 + 1)

)
, (76)

where c ∈ R+ is a parameter. The exact solution is given by

u(x) = 0 and p(x) = c

(
x32 −

x22
2

+ x2 −
7

12

)
. (77)

Note that the applied force is exactly balanced by the pressure gradient; the fluid is in hydrostatic
equilibrium and changing the parameter c only changes the pressure field.

The solution is computed using the present method and a Taylor–Hood scheme with k = 2,
c = 104, and ν = 1 on a trapezium partition of Ω := (0, 1)2. Homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
conditions are applied on ∂Ω for the velocity field. Figure 5 shows the magnitude of the ap-
proximate velocity field computed using each method, and the errors are tabulated in Table 1.
The velocity field computed by the present method is exact to machine precision. By contrast,
spurious flow can be seen in the velocity field computed by the Taylor–Hood scheme, which
unlike the present method, does not preserve the invariance property of the Stokes equations.

6.3 A cylindrical bearing problem

We now present an example involving a curved boundary, which we approximate with curved
elements. Whilst we showed in Section 3 that discretely divergence-free functions are exactly
divergence-free for the curved elements we use in this example, our theoretical analysis used to
obtain the pressure robust error estimate in Section 4 does not account for the fact that Ωh does
not coincide exactly with Ω, and we have not proved Assumptions 2 to 8 for these elements.
Despite this, it will be seen experimentally that the invariance property is preserved.

18



(a) Velocity field magnitude (b) Pressure field

Figure 6: The computed velocity magnitude and pressure fields for the cylindrical bearing
problem with k = 3.

Consider a two-dimensional domain Ω :=
{
x21 + x22 < r2o

}
\
{
x21 + (x2 + e)2 < r2i

}
bounded

by inner and outer circles of radii ri and ro respectively. Let e denote the offset between their
centres in the x2-direction. On the inner and outer boundaries, the tangential component of
the velocity is prescribed as ui and uo respectively, and the normal component is set to zero.
The applied force is taken to be zero. This type of flow has an analytical solution which can be
found in [65].

We take ri = 0.7, ro = 1, e = 0.15, ui = 1, and uo = 0, and use an unstructured mesh
containing both quadrilateral and triangular cells. Polynomial geometric mappings of degree four
are used to curve the cells on the boundary to ensure it is represented with sufficient accuracy.
The computed solution for k = 3 is presented in Fig. 6. Figure 7 shows that the computed
velocity converges at the rate k + 1. If curved cells had not been used on the boundary, values
of k larger than 1 would not have increased the rate of convergence of the velocity field due to
the poor geometric approximation. Figure 8 shows e∇·u and eJuK for the present method and
method from [24] as a function of h. Once again, the present method gives a velocity field that is
exactly divergence-free to machine precision despite the presence of curved elements, which is in
agreement with the theory presented in Section 3. By contrast, the method from [24] produces a
velocity field that is H(div; Ω)-conforming to machine precision but not exactly divergence-free.

Finally, we demonstrate that, despite the presence of curved elements in this test case, the
present method preserves the invariance property of the Stokes equations at the discrete level.
Let the source function be modified to

f(x) = c∇
(
sin(πx2)

)
, (78)

where c ∈ R+ is a parameter. Since f is a gradient field, it is irrotational and therefore is
exactly balanced by the pressure gradient in the continuous problem, leaving the velocity field
unchanged [2]. The solution was computed for the present method and the method from [24]
with k = 2 and c ranging from 1 to 106. The results are presented in Fig. 9. For the present
method, the velocity field is unchanged as c is varied, which is in accordance with the physically
correct behaviour. By contrast, the method from [24] does not enjoy this property.
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Figure 7: The L2(Ω)-norm of the error in the velocity field as a function of h. The convergence
rate of the velocity is k + 1.
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Figure 8: The divergence and jump errors as a function of h for the present method (PM) and
the method from [24] (RW). The present method conserves mass exactly, the method from [24]
does not.
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Figure 9: The error in the velocity field as a function of h for the present method (PM) and the
method from [24] (RW). The error in the velocity is independent of c for the present method,
in contrast to the method from [24].

7 Conclusions

We have developed and analysed a hybridized discontinuous Galerkin method for the Stokes
problem on non-affine cells that maintains an exactly divergence-free velocity field. Elements
are mapped using the contravariant Piola transform, ensuring that key properties hold on both
the reference and physical (mapped) element. Optimal, pressure robust error estimates for the
velocity field are proved for flat-faced quadrilateral cells. Our theoretical analysis is consistent
with our numerical experiments, which demonstrate that invariance properties are preserved
and the analytical error estimates achieved. The method developed in this paper opens up the
application of high-order, pressure robust methods for problems with complex geometries, with
future possibilities being analysis of high aspect ratio tensor-product cell meshes for boundary
layers and the generalisation of the analysis results to other non-affine cell types.
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