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Abstract

Isogeometric Analysis (IgA) is a spline based approach to the numerical solution of partial
differential equations. There are two major issues that IgA was designed to address. The first
issue is the exact representation of domains stemming from Computer Aided Design (CAD)
software. In practice, this can be realized only with multi-patch IgA, often in combination with
trimming or similar techniques. The second issue is the realization of high-order discretizations
(by increasing the spline degree) with numbers of degrees of freedom comparable to low-order
methods. High-order methods can deliver their full potential only if the solution to be approx-
imated is sufficiently smooth; otherwise, adaptive methods are required. In the last decades,
a zoo of local refinement strategies for splines has been developed. The authors think that
many of these approaches are a burden to implement efficiently and impede the utilization
of recent advances that rely on tensor-product splines, e.g., concerning matrix assembly and
preconditioning. The implementation seems to be particularly cumbersome in the context of
multi-patch IgA. Our approach is to moderately increase the number of patches and to utilize
different grid sizes on different patches. This allows reusing the existing code bases, recovers
the convergence rates of other adaptive approaches and increases the number of degrees of
freedom only marginally.

1 Introduction

When Isogeometric Analysis (IgA) was originally proposed almost two decades ago in the seminal
paper [10] by Hughes, Cottrell and Bazilevs, it was supposed to solve two major issues. The first
issue was that a standard realization of a Finite Element Analysis (FEA) requires the computational
domain to be meshed. IgA aims to bridge the gap between Computer Aided Design (CAD) and
FEA, allowing to directly use the geometry description from design for analysis. The second goal
of IgA was to more easily allow the construction of smooth basis functions. This is of relevance
since it reduces the number of degrees of freedom and the number of spurious eigenmodes and it
allows the construction of conforming discretizations for fourth and higher order problems. IgA has
gained substantial interest since it was first proposed, cf. the book [5] and references therein.

Technically speaking, in IgA one uses B-Splines or Non-Uniform Rational B-Splines (NURBS)
as ansatz functions for a Galerkin or collocation discretization of the given boundary value problem.
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Starting from univariate B-Splines, their extension to two and more dimensions is typically realized
be setting up tensor products for the unit square or the unit cube. The basis functions on the com-
putational domain are then defined via the pull-back principle, utilizing a parameterization of the
computational domain that may stem from the CAD model. Since the parameterization is required
to be continuous, only simply connected domains can be parameterized with a single function. In
practice, the overall computational domain is decomposed into subdomains, usually called patches,
which are parameterized separately. This approach retains the tensor-product structure and the
high smoothness of splines locally. Concerning the global smoothness conditions, one usually only
imposes conditions that are necessary in order to obtain a conforming discretization; for second
order differential equations, whose conforming discretization is usually posed in the Sobolev space
H1, only continuity is imposed. Certainly, having only reduced smoothness across the interfaces
increases the number of degrees of freedom. However, this is typically negligible; we will elaborate
on this in Section 3.

One of the main benefits of a high-order discretization is their superior approximation power,
compared to low-order discretizations. For a discretization with polynomial or spline degree p, the
approximation error in the standard H1 Sobolev norm decays like hp. Certainly, this is only true if
the function to be approximated, typically the solution, is smooth enough, specifically it needs to
be in the Sobolev space Hp+1. So, the higher the chosen degree is, the more smoothness is usually
desired for full approximation power.

For many problems, where the desired smoothness is not available globally, it is usually available
on large portions of the computational domain. Only close to certain features, like corners or
changes in say material parameters, the smoothness of the solution is reduced. This motivates the
use of adaptive algorithms that allow for local refinement close to these features. Adaptivity is
usually based on the solve—estimate—mark—refine loop. After solving the problem on the current
discretization, an error estimator is used in order to determine the areas where the mesh is refined.
Here, we restrict ourselves to residual based error estimators, cf. [23]. In a next step, certain areas
are marked as to be refined, usually with Dörfler marking [6, 16]. Finally, a finer discretization is
set up.

In standard finite element contexts, refinement is usually done using simple bisection methods.
Since one usually wants to avoid hanging nodes, there are many strategies to avoid them, like
red-greed based refinement techniques or nearest vertex bisection, cf. [23, 2] to name just a few.
Also, in spline contexts, several approaches have been proposed over the last few decades. Among
the most prominent examples are hierarchical B-splines (HB) and truncated hierarchical B-splines
(THB), see [12, 7, 8] and others, T-splines, see [20], locally refined (LR) splines, see [11] and many
others.

There are several targets one wants to achieve with such spline constructions. First of all these
splines must offer the desired (local) approximation power, meaning the function space needs to be
rich enough. Certainly, this should be possible without introducing too many degrees of freedom.
Moreover, the approach needs to be simple enough to be implemented efficiently, including in a
multi-patch context.

Most local spline constructions known from literature are formulated for single patch discretiza-
tions; often, their generalization to the multi-patch case is a non-trivial task. So, we introduce an
approach that is formulated for the multi-patch case straight from the beginning. In order to keep
the method simple, we use the multi-patch structure (which we need anyway for the representation
of the geometry) also for adaptivity.

In our approach, we keep the local tensor-product structure within each patch. In order to
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allow for local refinement, we might decide to refine the B-splines only on a few patches or to split
patches into smaller patches, where the grid size could be specified for each of the smaller patches
separately. Compared to more standard approaches, this leads to discretizations that are not
“fully matching” across the interfaces. One possibility to handle such cases is the use of mortar or
discontinuous Galerkin approaches [13, 14]. In our case, the discretizations on the interfaces between
any two patches are nested. This allows the use of standard conforming Galerkin discretizations.
We show that it is possible to construct bases for the resulting spaces and to provide the desired
approximation error estimates.

Besides the fact that our approach is inherently using the multi-patch structure, one of its
advantages is that it preserves the local tensor product structure of the problem. So, approaches
that rely on this structure, like for matrix assembling, cf. [4, 15] and others, or for preconditioning,
cf. [9, 18] and others, can still be used. It is worth stressing again that this approach of splitting
patches slightly increases the number of degrees of freedom (since the functions are only C0 smooth
at the interfaces of the patches), however this is not significant and is outweighed by the benefits
of our approach.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the adaptive refinement strategy
that is used throughout this paper. A mathematical specification of the non-conforming multi-patch
geometries produced by the adaptive refinement strategy is specified in Section 3. The construction
of a basis for the overall function space and its properties are discussed in Section 4. In Section 5, we
provide approximation error estimates. Extensive numerical experiments are presented in Section 6.
Conclusions are drawn in Section 7.

2 Isogeometric Galerkin method

We are discussing our approach for a simple elliptic model problem with Dirichlet boundary con-
ditions in two dimensions. Aspects of extending the approach to three dimensions are addressed
at the end of this paper. We denote the computational domain by Ω ⊂ R2 and assume it to be
open, connected and bounded with a Lipschitz continuous boundary ∂Ω. Given a strictly positive
diffusion parameter ν ∈ L∞(Ω) and a right-hand-side function f ∈ L2(Ω), the problem reads in
variational form as follows.

Find u ∈ H1
0 (Ω) :

∫
Ω

ν∇u · ∇vdx︸ ︷︷ ︸
a(u, v) :=

=

∫
Ω

fv dx︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓ(v) :=

∀ v ∈ H1
0 (Ω).

Here and in what follows, Hk, Hk
0 and L2 are the standard Sobolev and Lebesgue spaces with

standard norms ∥ · ∥Hk and ∥ · ∥L2 , see [1]. The restriction to the boundary is to be understood in
the sense of a trace operator. To discretize this problem, we use multi-patch Isogeometric Analysis.

We assume that the computational domain Ω is composed of K non-overlapping patches Ωk,
i.e.,

Ω =

K⋃
k=1

Ωk with Ωk ∩ Ωℓ = ∅ for k ̸= ℓ.

We assume that the initial configuration is conforming, i.e., the intersection of the closures of any
two different patches Ωk ∩ Ωℓ is either empty, a common corner or a common edge. Here and in
what follows, the edge of a patch Ωk is the image of one of the four sides of the unit square, like
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Gk((0, 1)×{0}). Alike, the corners of a patch are the images of the four corners of the unit square,
like Gk(0, 0). In the adaptive context, this condition is relaxed to Assumption 3.1.

We further assume that each patch Ωk is parameterized by a bijective geometry mapping Gk :
Ω̂ → Ωk, where Ω̂ := (0, 1)2 is the parameter domain. In standard IgA applications, the mappings
Gk are B-splines or NURBS, however, we do not require this for our analysis. The parameterizations
have to be sufficiently regular in order to satisfy the following assumption.

Assumption 2.1. We assume that there is a uniform constant CG > 0 and there are characteristic
patch sizes Hk ≥ 0 and smoothness parameters rk > 0 for each of the patches k = 1, . . . ,K such
that

max
i∈{0,...,j}

∥∂ix∂j−i
y Gk∥L∞(Ω̂) ≤ CGH

j
k for j = 1, . . . , rk + 1 and ∥(∇Gk)

−1∥L∞(Ω̂) ≤ CGH
−1
k ,

where ∂ix and ∂iy denotes the i-th derivative in direction of x or y, respectively. ∇Gk denotes the
Jacobian of Gk. Moreover, we assume the same for the restriction of Gk to its parameter lines, i.e.,

∥∂jg∥L∞(0,1) ≤ CGH
j
k for j = 1, . . . , rk + 1, and ∥|∂g|−1∥L∞(0,1) ≤ CGH

−1
k

holds for all g ∈ {Gk(x, ·) : x ∈ [0, 1]}∪{Gk(·, y) : y ∈ [0, 1]}, where | · | denotes the Euclidean norm.

For each of the patches, we set up independent function spaces of some spline degree p. For each

spatial direction δ ∈ {1, 2}, we assume to have a p-open knot vector, i.e., Ξ(k,δ) = (ξ
(k,δ)
i )n

(k,δ)+p+1
i=1

with

ξ
(k,δ)
1 = ξ

(k,δ)
2 = · · · = ξ

(k,δ)
p+1 ≤ ξ

(k,δ)
p+2 ≤ · · · ≤ ξ

(k,δ)

n(k,δ) ≤ ξ
(k,δ)

n(k,δ)+1
= ξ

(k,δ)

n(k,δ)+2
= · · · = ξ

(k,δ)

n(k,δ)+p+1
,

ξ
(k,δ)
i < ξ

(k,δ)
i+p for i = 2, . . . , n(k,δ).

For every knot vector, the associated B-spline basis (B
(k,δ)
i )n

(k,δ)

i=1 is given by the Cox-de Boor

formula, see [3]. This basis spans the corresponding B-spline function space V̂
(k,δ)
h := span{B(k,δ)

i :
i = 1 . . . , n(k,δ)} on the unit interval.

On the parameter domain Ω̂ = (0, 1)2, we define a corresponding tensor-product basis Φ̂(k) :=

(ϕ̂
(k)
i )n

(k)

i=1 with n(k) = n(k,1)n(k,2), which is mapped to the physical patch Ωk via the pull-back

principle in order to obtain a basis Φ(k) := (ϕ
(k)
i )n

(k)

i=1 :

ϕ̂i+(j−1)n(k,1)(x, y) = B
(k,1)
i (x)B

(k,2)
j (y) and ϕ

(k)
j (Gk(x)) = ϕ̂

(k)
j (x).

These bases span the spaces V̂
(k)
h = span{ϕ̂(k)i : i = 1, . . . , n(k)} and V

(k)
h = span{ϕ(k)i : i =

1, . . . , n(k)}. Based on such a construction, we denote the grid size ĥk associated to the parameter
domain and the grid size hk associated to the physical patch via

ĥk := max
δ∈{1,2}

max
i∈{1,...,n(k,δ)}

ξ
(k,δ)
i+1 − ξ

(k,δ)
i and hk := Hk ĥk

and analogously the minimum grid size via

ĥk,min := min
δ∈{1,2}

min
i∈{1,...,n(k,δ):ξ

(k,δ)
i+1 ̸=ξ

(k,δ)
i }

ξ
(k,δ)
i+1 − ξ

(k,δ)
i and hk,min := Hk ĥk,min.
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The overall function space with grid size h := max{h1, . . . , hK} is then

Vh := {v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) : v|Ωk

∈ V
(k)
h }. (1)

In order for this to be viable, we need that the trace spaces of Vh associated to the edges between
any two patches are rich enough. For standard conforming spaces, this is ensured by the concept
of fully matching discretizations, which guarantees

Vh

∣∣∣
∂Ωk∩∂Ωℓ

= V
(k)
h

∣∣∣
∂Ωk∩∂Ωℓ

= V
(ℓ)
h

∣∣∣
∂Ωk∩∂Ωℓ

(2)

for any two patches Ωk and Ωℓ sharing an edge.
The problem is then discretized using the Galerkin principle, leading to the following problem:

Find uh ∈ Vh : a(uh, vh) = ℓ(vh) ∀ vh ∈ Vh ⊂ H1
0 (Ω).

An a-priori estimate for the overall discretization error is obtained via Céa’s Lemma. If the solution
satisfies the regularity assumption u ∈ Hp+1(Ω), the discretization error ∥u− uh∥H1(Ω) decays like
hp. For p = 1, H2 regularity is desired to obtain the full rates that can be expected for uniformly
refined B-spline spaces. Regularity theorems guaranteeing H2-regularity do not apply at reentrant
corners and where the diffusion coefficient ν is discontinuous. For p ≥ 2, even stronger regularity
results are desired, which require even more regularity of the data. In order to recover the optimal
rates (with respect to the number of degrees of freedom), adaptive meshing in terms of the grid size
is the method of choice.

3 Adaptivity and non-conforming multi patch discretization

In order to steer adaptive refinement, we use local error estimators to assess the energy error on
each of the patches. So, we compute for each patch the value

η2k := h2k∥f + div(ν∇u)∥2L2(Ωk)
+
∑
ℓ

hk
2
∥n · ((ν∇uh)|Ωk

− (ν∇uh)|Ωℓ
)∥2L2(∂Ωk∩∂Ωℓ)

, (3)

where the sum is taken for all indices ℓ referring to a patch Ωℓ that shares an edge with Ωk and
n is the unit normal vector. As a next step, we use Dörfler marking to mark the patches to be
refined. As already mentioned, we are interested in methods that preserve the local tensor-product
structure on each of the patches. There are several ways this can be achieved. The simplest option
would be to refine the grids on all of the marked patches. While this is possible, it does not give
the possibility to obtain a sufficiently fine-grained refinement towards singularities.

So, we apply the following strategy; However, many alternatives are possible that fit in the
theoretical framework presented in this paper. For each marked patch, say Ωk, we first apply

dyadic refinement, i.e., we construct a finer space V
(k)
h/2 by introducing new knots in the middle

between any two non-equal knots in the knot vectors Ξ(k,1) and Ξ(k,2). Secondly, we subdivide
(split) the marked patch into four sub-patches Ωk,i := Gk,i(Ω̂) with

Gk,1(x, y) = Gk(
1
2x,

1
2y), Gk,2(x, y) = Gk(

1
2 (x+ 1), 12y),

Gk,2(x, y) = Gk(
1
2x,

1
2 (y + 1)), Gk,4(x, y) = Gk(

1
2 (x+ 1), 12 (y + 1)).

(4)
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Ω1 Ω2 Ω1

Ω
(1,2)
2 Ω

(2,2)
2

Ω
(2,1)
2Ω

(1,1)
2

x1

Figure 1: Local refinement of patch Ω2.

The associated function spaces are then V
(k,i)
h/2 := {v|Ω̃k,i

: v ∈ V
(k)
h/2}, see Figure 1 for an example,

where Ω2 is subdivided. After refinement, all resulting patches are again enumerated, like Ω̃1, . . . , Ω̃5

in the figure. By using this refinement strategy, the number of degrees of freedom (per patch) is

kept almost unchanged; we have ĥk,i ≈ ĥk for i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}.
The diameters of the patches Ω̃k,i are (up to multiplicative constants depending on CS from

Assumption 2.1) half the diameter of the patch Ωk. Indeed, we have

Lemma 3.1. Provided that the geometry representation satisfies Assumption 2.1 and the patch Ωk

is replaced by the patches Ω̃k,i := G̃k,i(Ω̂) with G̃k,i as in (4) for i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, then the new

geometry representation satisfies Assumption 2.1 with the same constant CG and H̃k,i =
1
2Hk.

Proof. Follows from simple scaling arguments and ∥ · ∥L∞(Ω̃) ≤ ∥ · ∥L∞(Ω̂) for Ω̃ ⊆ Ω̂.

As already mentioned, we assume that the initial configuration is matching, i.e., that for any
two different patches, Ωk ∩ Ωℓ is either empty, a common corner or a common edge. By applying
a splitting approach as introduced in (4), this condition is not retained, since corners of one patch
can be located on the edge of a neighboring patch; we call such corners T-junctions. In the example
depicted in Figure 1, the vertex x1 would be an example for a T-junction. Our refinement strategy
guarantees that the following assumptions are satisfied.

Assumption 3.1. The intersection of the closures of any two different patches, i.e., Ωk ∩ Ωℓ, is
either (a) empty, (b) a vertex of (at least) one of the two patches, or (c) an edge of (at least) one
of the two patches.

Assumption 3.2. No T-junction is located on ∂Ω and any two patches meeting in a T-junction
share an edge.

As mentioned in the last section, we assume (2) for the initial configuration. If only one of the
patches adjacent to an edge is refined, the condition (2) is not satisfied anymore. However, the trace
spaces of the neighboring patches are nested, cf. Figure 1. So, the following assumption holds.

Assumption 3.3. For any two patches Ωk and Ωℓ sharing an edge, we have

V
(k)
h |∂Ωk∩∂Ωℓ

⊆ V
(ℓ)
h |∂Ωk∩∂Ωℓ

or V
(ℓ)
h |∂Ωk∩∂Ωℓ

⊆ V
(k)
h |∂Ωk∩∂Ωℓ

.

This configuration guarantees that the trace space is rich enough and does not degenerate the ap-
proximation quality of the discrete space. This assumption is also valid after any further refinement
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step. This is obvious if both patches adjacent to an edge are refined or if the patch is refined which
already has a finer grid. Assumption 3.3 is also true if the patch with the coarser grid is refined
(like if one would refine Ω1 in the example depicted in Figure 1) since the finer grid is the result
of the application of the refinement procedure and the application of the same procedure to the
coarser grid yields the same result.

For the approximation error estimates, we need the following assumption that guarantees that
the edges are not too small, compared to the grid sizes of the adjacent patches.

Assumption 3.4. For any two patches Ωk and Ωℓ, sharing an edge, the length of its pre-image is
at least as large as p times the local grid size, i.e., |G−1

k (∂Ωk ∩ ∂Ωℓ)| ≥ p ĥk.

This condition can be ensured by guaranteeing that the local grid size disparity is not too large.
A minor drawback of this patch-wise splitting approach in comparison to alternative spline based

local refinement methods is the increase of degrees of freedom, emerging from the introduction of
additional (only continuous) interfaces. Since we assume to have at least pd knots per patch, where
d is the spatial dimension, this only moderately increases the number of degrees of freedom. If the
number of knots were significantly larger this increase would even be negligible.

4 Construction of a basis

Although the definition (1) of the global function space Vh is simple, its representation in form of a
basis is not straightforward, especially for the not fully matching case. We construct a basis Φ for
the global space by building linear combinations of the basis functions in the bases Φ(k) of the local

spaces V
(k)
h . For this purpose we represent the continuity of functions in Vh in terms of constraints.

A function uh that is patch-wise defined by uh|Ωk
=

∑n(k)

i=1 u
(k)
i ϕ

(k)
i ∈ V

(k)
h is in the global space

Vh if and only if it is continuous. The continuity can be expressed as constraints on the coefficient

vectors u
(k)
h = (u

(k)
1 , · · · , u(k)

n(k))
⊤. We construct such constraints on an edge-to-edge basis, allowing

also redundant constraints. Consider an edge Γk,ℓ := ∂Ωk∩∂Ωℓ. Both, the bases Φ
(k) and Φ(ℓ), can

be restricted to that edge yielding trace bases Φ(k)|Γk,ℓ
:= {ϕ(k)i : ϕ

(k)
i |Γk,ℓ

̸≡ 0} and Φ(ℓ)|Γk,ℓ
, defined

analogously. Using Assumption 3.3, we know that – if the two trace bases do not agree anyway –
the basis functions in one of them, say Φ(k)|Γk,ℓ

, can be represented as a linear combination of the

basis functions in Φ(ℓ)|Γk,ℓ
:

ϕ
(k)
i =

n(ℓ)∑
j=1

E
(k,ℓ)
i,j ϕ

(ℓ)
j holds on Γk,ℓ for all ϕ

(k)
i ∈ Φ(k)|Γk,ℓ

. (5)

The coefficients E
(k,ℓ)
i,j are non-negative and can be constructed by knot insertion algorithms, [3].

Since B-splines interpolate on the boundary, the continuity of the mentioned function uh can be
expressed by

u
(k)
i −

n(ℓ)∑
j=1

E
(k,ℓ)
i,j u

(ℓ)
j = 0 for all Ωk and Ωℓ sharing an edge and all i with ϕ

(k)
i ∈ Φ(k)|Γk,ℓ

. (6)
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All of these constraints can be collected in matrices Ck such that (6) is equivalent to

K∑
k=1

Cku
(k)
h = 0.

By collecting C := (C1, . . . , CK) and u⊤h = (u
(1)⊤
h , · · · , u(K)⊤

h )⊤ ∈ Rn(pw)

, the condition reduces
to

Cuh = 0.

By construction, we know that each row of C has exactly one positive coefficient, which is always
1. Since the constraints might by redundant, the matrix might not have full rank.

As mentioned, the basis functions ϕi in the global basis Φ are linear combinations of the local
basis functions:

ϕi|Ω(k) =

n(k)∑
j=1

B
(k)
i,j ϕ

(k)
j

with coefficients B
(k)
i,j to be determined. Using

Bk := [B
(k)
i,j ]

j=1,...,n(k)

i=1,...,n ∈ Rn×n(k)

and B = (B⊤
1 , · · · , B⊤

K)⊤ ∈ Rn×n(pw)

,

the problem of finding a basis can be rewritten as a problem on matrices. We are interested in a
(full-rank) matrix B whose image is the nullspace of the matrix C, namely

nullspace C = image B. (7)

Moreover, it should satisfy the desirable properties of the B-spline bases, namely the partition of
unity, the non-negativity and the local support. These conditions translate to conditions on the
matrix B: ∑n

j=1
Bi,j = 1 for all i = 1, . . . , n(pw) (partition of unity), (8)

Bi,j ≥ 0 for all i = 1, . . . , n(pw) and j = 1, . . . , n (non-negativity). (9)

Moreover, the basis function should have a uniformly bounded support, i.e., each row of B should
only have a limited number of non-zero coefficients.

For simple setups, it is possible to derive a matrix B satisfying these properties directly, i.e., it is
possible to specify the resulting basis explicitly, this approach is hard to generalize to more involved
situations, like three dimensional problems. Moreover, such direct approaches tend to be hard to
implement. The following algorithm allows to construction of the matrix B from the constraint
matrix C. The matrix is a variant of Gaussian elimination, where the row is chosen in a way such
that a rather small fill-in is expected.

Algorithm 4.1.

• Let B(0) ∈ Rn(pw)×n(pw)

be an identity matrix.

• For ν = 1, 2, . . . loop until CB(ν) = 0:
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– Let Fm(C) := {n : |Cm,n| ≠ 0, Cm,nCm,j ≤ 0 for all j ̸= n}. Choose mν and nν such
that

nν ∈ Fmν
(CB(ν−1)) (10)

and set

R(ν) := I − 1

e⊤mν
CB(ν−1)enν

enν
e⊤mν

CB(ν−1). (11)

– Set B(ν) := B(ν−1)R(ν).

• Return the matrix B composed of the non-zero columns of B(N), where N is the last index ν
of the loop (i.e., such that CB(N) = 0).

The set Fm(C) contains the index of the sole positive coefficient of the i-th row (if existing) and the
index of the sole negative coefficient of the i-th row (if existing). The set might be empty, if the i-th
row vanishes or of there are several positive and several negative coefficients in that row. We will
show later that there is at least one row mν such that Fmν

(CB(ν−1)) is not empty (Lemma 4.5).
First, we show that the derived representation of the global basis has the desired properties.

Lemma 4.1. The returned matrix B has full rank and its image spans the nullspace of C, i.e.,
(7) holds.

Proof. Recall Sylvester’s matrix rank inequality, which states rank (M1M2) ≥ rank M1+rank M2−
n for any two matrices M1,M2 ∈ Rn×n. It holds that rank R(ν) = n(pw) − 1 and we have
rank B(ν) ≥ rank B(ν−1) − 1 ≥ rank B(0) − ν = n(pw) − ν. Since B consists of the non-vanishing
columns of B(N), we know rank B = rank B(N) ≥ n(pw) −N . By construction, in each elimination
step one column B(ν−1) is eliminated, at least N columns of B(N) vanish and thus

rank B = rank B(N) = n(pw) −N and B ∈ Rn(pw)×(n(pw)−N),

which already shows that B has full rank.
Since CB(N) = 0 and B is composed of the non-zero columns of B(N), we have

image B = image B(N) ⊆ nullspace C.

Now, we show that these are equal by showing rank B(N) + rank C ≥ n(pw). Using

CB(ν) =

(
I − 1

e⊤mν
CB(ν−1)enν

CB(ν−1)enν
e⊤mν

)
CB(ν−1),

where mν and nν are as chosen in iterate ν in the algorithm, we know nullspace (CB(ν−1)) ⊆
nullspace (CB(ν)) and enν

∈ nullspace (CB(ν)). Since (10) guarantees that e⊤mν
CB(ν−1)enν

̸= 0,

we know that enν
̸∈ nullspace (CB(ν−1)). Thus, rank CB(ν) ≤ rank CB(ν−1) − 1 ≤ rank C − ν.

By further using CB(N) = 0, we have rank C ≥ N . Since we have already shown rank B(N) ≥
n(pw) −N , this shows rank B(N) + rank C ≥ n(pw) and thus finishes the proof. □□□

Lemma 4.2. The returned matrix B has only non-negative coefficients, i.e., (9) holds.

Proof. (10) and the definition of R(ν) guarantee that all its coefficients are non-negative. This
result carries over to B(N) = R(1) · · ·R(N) and B being composed of the non-vanishing columns of
B(N). □□□
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Lemma 4.3. The returned matrix B represents a partition of unity, i.e., (8) holds.

Proof. Let e = (1, . . . , 1)⊤. First, we show that

CB(ν)e = 0 for all ν = 0, . . . , N. (12)

by induction. Since the row-sum of the embedding matrices E(k,ℓ) is 1, we know by construction (6)
that Ce = 0, i.e., (12) for ν = 0. Assuming CB(ν−1)e = 0 for some ν, we have

CB(ν)e = CB(ν−1)e− 1

e⊤mν
CB(ν−1)enν

CB(ν−1)enν
e⊤mν

CB(ν−1)e = 0,

i.e., (12). Using (12) and (11), we know that R(ν)e = e. By induction, this shows B(N)e =
R(N) · · ·R(1)e = e. Since B consists of the non-zero columns of B(N), the desired result immediately
follows. □□□

Now, we give a result that allows us to show that in each step of the Algorithm, there is at least
one row mν such that Fmν

(CB(ν−1)) is not empty.

Lemma 4.4. For any M ⊆ {1, . . . ,M} with |M| ≤ rank C, there are (ηm)m∈M such that

ηm ∈ Fm(C) for all m ∈ M
ηm ̸= ηm̃ for all m ̸= m̃, m, m̃ ∈ M. (13)

Proof. First, we observe that the construction (6) guarantees that each row m of C has exactly
one positive entry pm, i.e., we have Cm,pm

> 0, and thus pm ∈ Fm(C). For a constraint that is not
related to corner or T-junction, this is depicted in Figure 2 (a). For this case, we choose ηm := pm.

Ω1

Ω2

(a) Constraints between
degrees of freedom on an

edge.

Ω1 Ω2

Ω3 Ω4

(b) Constraints between
degrees of freedom at a

corner.

Ω1 Ω2

Ω3

(c) Constraints between
degrees of freedom at a

T-junction.

Figure 2: Schematic representation of constraints

Since the matrix C is constructed on an edge-by-edge basis, it is possible that there is more
than one positive coefficient in a column of C if the column corresponds to a degree of freedom that
is associated to more than one edge, i.e., a degree of freedom associated to the corner of a patch.
These cases are depicted in Figure 2 (b) and (c), where ηm has to be chosen more carefully in order
to guarantee (13).

Now, consider the case of regular corners (cf. Figure 2 (b)).
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Since B-splines interpolate at the boundary, the corresponding rows m of the matrix C contain
exactly one positive and one negative coefficient, i.e., there is a pm and a nm such that Cm,nm < 0
and Cm,pm

> 0 and Fm(C) = {nm, pm}. For these constraints, one can choose either ηm = nm or
ηm = pm; in order to guarantee (13), we choose a cyclic version.

Now consider the case of T-junctions, where we have two kinds of constraints (cf. Figure 2 (c)).
Two constraints enforce that each of the local corner values agrees with the corresponding function
value on the edge, while the remaining constraint guarantee that the two corner values agree. (If
more than 3 patches would meet at a T-junction, there would be accordingly more constraints
that guarantee that two corner values agree.) Again, the constraints involving two corner values
correspond to a row m of C with exactly one positive and one negative coefficient (where ηm could
be either of them). For the other two rows we only know that there is exactly one positive coefficient
(where ηm could only be the positive one).

Here, it is in general not possible to choose ηm in a cyclic way as for the regular corners. Since
one of the constraints at the T-junction is redundant (this is also valid for a regular corner, but
there we did not need this argument), the set M does not contain all of these constraints. By
removing one of the constraints, one can again choose ηm ∈ Fm(C) with (13). □□□

Lemma 4.5. In all steps of the iteration, it is possible to find some index such that (10) holds.

Proof. We make a proof by contradiction. Let C(ν) := CB(ν).
Assume that after performing ν∗ steps, we have C(ν∗) ̸= 0 and there is no row such that (10)

holds.
We observe that the ordering of the rows of C does not have a direct effect to the algorithm;

so we assume that the first ν∗ rows correspond to the rows eliminated in the first ν∗ steps of the
algorithm, i.e., m1 = 1,m2 = 2, · · · ,mν∗ = ν∗. Since C(ν∗) ̸= 0, there is at least one row that does
not vanish; without loss of generality, we assume that the row ν∗+1 does not vanish. Consequently,
we know for all ν = 0, . . . , ν∗ that (a) the first ν rows of C(ν) vanish and (b) conversely, because
of (10), the row ν+1 of C(ν) does not vanish. From the combination of items (a) and (b), we know
that the first ν∗ + 1 rows of C are linear independent.

Lemma 4.4 with M := {1, 2, . . . , ν∗ + 1} gives the following statement for ν = 0:

There are η
(ν)
ν+1 ̸= . . . ̸= η

(ν)
ν∗+1 such that η(ν)m ∈ Fm(C(ν)) for all m = ν, . . . , ν∗ + 1. (14)

If we know this statement for ν = ν∗, we know that Algorithm 4.1 can proceed after the step ν∗,
which is a contradiction to the assumption that this was not the case.

We show (14) by induction; we assume that it holds for some ν − 1. In the ν-th step of the
algorithm, we choose mν = ν (as assumed above) and some nν ∈ Fmν

(C(ν−1)). Now, we have to
consider two cases.

The first case is nν = η
(ν−1)
ν . (We know from (14) that η

(ν−1)
ν ∈ Fmν

(C(ν−1)), i.e., that it is a
feasible choice.) Now consider any i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , ν∗ + 1}. Without loss of generality, assume that

C
(ν−1)

i,η
(ν−1)
i

> 0 (the case < 0 is analogous). Using nν = η
(ν−1)
ν ̸= η

(ν−1)
i , we have

C
(ν)
i,j = C

(ν−1)
i,j︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ 0

−
C

(ν−1)
ν,j

C
(ν−1)
ν,nν︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ 0

C
(ν−1)
i,nν︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ 0

≤ 0 for all j ̸∈ {nν , η(ν−1)
i } and C

(ν)
i,nν

= 0.
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This means that j = η
(ν−1)
i is the only candidate to obtain C

(ν)
i,j > 0. Since the i-th row does not

vanish and the row-sum is zero, we know that C
(ν)

i,η
(ν−1)
i

> 0 and thus η
(ν)
i := η

(ν−1)
i ∈ Fν(C

(ν−1)).

Since this holds for all i, we know (14) for ν in the first case.

Now, consider the second case, i.e., nν ̸= η
(ν−1)
ν−1 . Since the set Fν can have at most two members

and using (14) and (10), we know that Fν(C
(ν−1)) = {nν , η(ν−1)

ν }. In this case, C
(ν−1)
ν,j = 0 for

j ̸∈ {nν , η(ν−1)
ν }. Since the row sum of C(ν−1) is known to be zero, we have C

(ν−1)
ν,nν = −C(ν−1)

ν,η
(ν−1)
ν

.

Thus, we have

C
(ν)
i,j =


0 if j = nν

C
(ν−1)

i,η
(ν−1)
ν

+ C
(ν−1)
i,nν

if j = η
(ν−1)
ν

C
(ν−1)
i,j otherwise.

So, if η
(ν−1)
i ̸= nν , then η

(ν)
i := η

(ν−1)
j ∈ Fi(C

(ν)) with the same arguments as above. Conversely,

if η
(ν−1)
i = nν , then η

(ν)
i := η

(ν−1)
ν ∈ Fi(C

(ν)). Since this holds for all i, we know (14) for ν also in
the second case.

By induction, we obtain (14) for ν∗ + 1. This is in contradiction to the assumption that the
algorithm cannot proceed after step ν∗. This finishes the proof. □□□

5 Approximation error estimates

In this section, we investigate the approximation power of the multi-patch spline space Vh, as
introduced in (1). Specifically, give an approximation error estimate in terms of the local mesh
sizes, while also considering the patch-wise prescribed regularity of the solution. We assume u ∈
H1+qk(Ωk), where qk ∈ (0, p] is an appropriate regularity parameter. If qk is an integer, the
associated norm ∥u∥H1+qk (Ωk) is the standard norm based on the L2-norms of all partial derivatives
of total order ≤ 1 + qk. If qk is not an integer, we assume ∥u∥H1+qk (Ωk) to be as defined by
real Hilbert space interpolation of ∥u∥H1+⌊qk⌋(Ωk)

and ∥u∥H1+⌈qk⌉(Ωk)
via the K-method, see [1].

Certainly, other ways of defining the norm lead to the same space, however only with equivalent
norms. For simplicity, we collect the local regularities to a vector q = (q1, . . . , qK) and write
H1+q(Ω) := {u ∈ H1(Ω) : u|Ωk

∈ H1+qk(Ωk)}. Additionally we assume uniform grids for all
patches.

Assumption 5.1. For each patch Ωk, there is a specific grid size ĥk such that the corresponding
knot vectors are uniform, i.e., of the form Ξ(k,1) = Ξ(k,2) = (0, · · · , 0, ĥk, 2ĥk, · · · , 1− ĥk, 1, · · · , 1).

Within this section, we give a proof for the following two main theorems.

Theorem 5.1. Assume that the Assumptions 2.1, 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.2 and 5.1 hold. Then, there is
a constant c > 0 that only depends on the constant CG from Assumption 2.1 such that for any
q = (q1, . . . , qK) with qk ∈ [1, p], the following approximation error estimate holds:

inf
uh∈Vh

∥u− uh∥2H1(Ω) ≤ c

K∑
k=1

h2qkk ∥u∥2H1+qk (Ωk)
for all u ∈ H1+q(Ω).

In case of reduced regularity, the estimate weakens slightly and we obtain the following result.
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Theorem 5.2. Assume that the Assumptions 2.1, 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.2 and 5.1 hold. Then, for any
q = (q1, . . . , qK) with qk ∈ (0, p] and any ε ∈ (0,mink qk), the following approximation error estimate
holds:

inf
uh∈Vh

∥u− uh∥2H1(Ω) ≤ cεpmax
ℓ

(
1 + log Hℓ

hℓ
+ log p

)
|V(Ωℓ)|

K∑
k=1

h
2(qk−ε)
k ∥u∥2H1+qk (Ωk)

,

where cε is a constant that only depends on ε and the constant CG from Assumption 2.1 and |V(Ωk)|
is the number of vertices (T-junctions and corners) located on the boundary of the patch Ωk.

Throughout this section, we write a ≲ b if there is a constant c > 0 that only depends on the
constant CG from Assumption 2.1 such that a ≤ c b. If a ≲ b and b ≲ a, we write a ≂ b.

We derive the estimate from Theorems 5.1 and 5.2 constructively in three steps. First, we
consider local projections on each of the patches and present error estimates for those. These local
projections can be interpreted as a global approximation by a function that is typically discontinuous
between patches. Then, we employ corrections guaranteeing continuity; this is done in two steps:
first for each of the vertices, then for the edges between any two patches.

Remark. We have introduced Assumption 5.1 such that we can write down the mentioned correc-
tion terms more easily. An extension to the case of non-uniform grids is, although very technical,
a straight-forward extension. Since we use results from [19] to prove that theorem, the estimate
from Theorem 5.2 would then depend on the quasi-uniformity of the grid within each patch, i.e.,
on maxk ĥk/ĥk,min.

Remark. Note that the constants c and cε are independent of the local grid sizes hk, the diameters
of the patches Hk, the spline degree p, and the smoothness of the B-splines.

5.1 Geometric setup

In order to derive the theory, we need some more notation. We already know that the overall
computational domain Ω is composed of K disjointed patches Ωk, each being the image of a param-
eterization, i.e., Ωk = Gk(Ω̂), where Ω̂ = (0, 1)2. The interfaces between these patches are edges
and vertices. Each patch Ωk has four corners {Gk(x̂) : x̂ ∈ {0, 1}2}. We call the points in the
interior of Ω that are the corner of a patch vertex and enumerate all vertices, i.e., we have

{x1, . . . ,xM} = {Gk(x̂
(k)
m ) : x̂(k)

m ∈ {0, 1}2, Gk(x̂
(k)
m ) ̸∈ ∂Ω} with xm ̸= xn for m ̸= n.

It can happen that a vertex is located on the edge of an adjacent patch, rather than on one of its
corners; we call these vertices T-junctions. Vertices that are the corner of all adjacent patches are
called corner vertices; in the example of Figure 3, x1 is a T-junction and all other vertices are a
corner vertices. Analogously, we consider the edges between patches. Let

{Γ1, . . . ,ΓJ} = {∂Ωk ∩ ∂Ωℓ : (k, ℓ) arbitrarily with |∂Ωk ∩ ∂Ωℓ| > 0} with Γi ̸= Γj for i ̸= j.

be the set of distinct edges. Note that the definition does not include segments on the boundary.
An edge is the segment of an interface between two patches that is enclosed between two vertices.

We denote by C(Ωk) the indices of the vertices xm that are located on the corners of Ωk and by
T(Ωk) the indices of the vertices that are located on the remainder of ∂Ωk. V(Ωk) := T(Ωk)∪C(Ωk)
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Ω1

Ω2 Ω3

Ω4

Ω5

Ω6

Γ1 Γ2

Γ3 Γ4 Γ5

Γ6

Γ7

x1 x2

Figure 3: Example with 5 patches Ωk, 7 edges Γi, T-junction x1 and corner vertex x2.

and E(Ωk) denote the indices of the vertices and edges, respectively, that are located on ∂Ωk.
Analogously, V(Γi) refers to the 2 vertices that enclose the edge Γi. Conversely, we denote by
P(xm) := {k : m ∈ V(Ωk)}, P(Γi) := {k : i ∈ E(Ωk)}, E(xm) := {i : m ∈ V(Γi)} the patches and
edges that are adjacent to the vertex xm or the edge Γi.

Following this pattern, V :=
⋃K

k=1 V(Ωk), T :=
⋃K

k=1 T(Ωk), C := V \ T and E :=
⋃K

k=1 E(Ωk)
refer to all vertices, all T-junctions, all corner vertices and all edges, respectively. In the example
of Figure 3, we have x1 ∈ T since it is a T-junction and x1 ∈ T(Ω1) since x1 is not located on a
corner of Ω1, but x1 ∈ C(Ω2) and x1 ̸∈ T(Ω2) since x1 is located on a corner of Ω2.

5.2 Patch-local quasi-interpolation

In this section, we want to recall some standard quasi-interpolation error estimates, which we use
for a patch-local construction of a quasi-interpolation operator.

The error estimates are based on the H1-orthogonal projector for functions in one dimen-

sion. The projector Π̂
(k,δ)
h : H1(0, 1) → V̂

(k,δ)
h is defined via the orthogonality property (û −

Π̂
(k,δ)
h û, v̂h)H1

D(0,1) = 0 for all v̂h ∈ V̂
(k,δ)
h , where

(û, v̂)H1
D(0,1) :=

∫ 1

0

û(x)v̂(x) dx+ û(0)v̂(0).

Besides being H1-orthogonal, the constant values are chosen such that Π̂
(k,δ)
h û(0) = û(0). In [21],

it was shown that also Π̂
(k,δ)
h û(1) = û(1) holds. [17] gives the following estimates:

∥û− Π̂
(k,δ)
h û∥L2(0,1) ≤

(
ĥk

π

)1+qk
|û|H1+qk (0,1) and |û− Π̂

(k,δ)
h û|H1(0,1) ≤

(
ĥk

π

)qk
|û|H1+qk (0,1)

(15)
for qk ∈ {0, · · · , p}.

There are several possibilities to extend this to functions defined on Ω̂ = (0, 1)2. If û ∈ H2(Ω̂),

the tensor product of the projectors Π̂
(k,1)
h and Π̂

(k,2)
h is well-defined and maps into V̂h, see [21] for

details. The following lemma collects the corresponding results.
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Lemma 5.1. There is a projector Π̂
(k)
h : H2(Ω̂) → V̂

(k)
h that satisfies the following statements:

• Π̂
(k)
h interpolates at the corners of Ω̂, i.e.,

(Π̂
(k)
h û)(x̂) = û(x̂) for all x̂ ∈ {0, 1}2 and û ∈ H2(Ω̂). (16)

• Its restriction to an edge is equal to a projection on that edge; particularly,

|û− Π̂
(k)
h û|H1(Γ̂) = inf

v̂h∈V̂
(k)
h

|û− v̂h|H1(Γ̂), (17)

and satisfies the approximation error estimate

∥û− Π̂
(k)
h û∥L2(Γ̂) ≲ hk|û− Π̂

(k)
h û|H1(Γ̂) (18)

for all sides Γ̂ ∈ {{0} × (0, 1), {1} × (0, 1), (0, 1)× {0}, (0, 1)× {1}} and all û ∈ H2(Ω̂).

• It minimizes the error in the H1-seminorm

|û−Π
(k)
h û|H1(Ω̂) = inf

v̂h∈V̂
(k)
h

|û− v̂h|H1(Ω)

and satisfies the approximation error estimates

∥û− Π̂
(k)
h û∥L2(Ω̂) ≲ ĥ1+qk

k |û|H1+qk (Ω̂), (19)

|û− Π̂
(k)
h û|H1(Ω̂) ≲ ĥqkk |û|H1+qk (Ω̂), (20)

∥∂x̂,ŷ(û− Π̂
(k)
h û)∥L2(Ω̂) ≲ ĥ−1+qk

k |û|H1+qk (Ω̂) (21)

for all û ∈ H1+qk(Ω̂).

The statements (16) and (17) are direct consequence of [21, Theorem 3.4]. For the case qk = 1
[21, Theorem 3.3] gives (20); the estimates (19) and (21) follow analogously from [21, Theorems 3.1
and 3.2]. (18) directly follows from (15). Using the approximation error estimates from [17], we
can immediately extend the result to arbitrary qk ∈ {1, . . . , p}. The estimates (19) and (20) can be
carried over to the physical patch Ωk using the following lemma.

Lemma 5.2. For all patches Ωk and all u ∈ Hr(Ωk) with r = 1, . . . , rk+1, the following estimates
hold:

∥u∥2L2(Ωk)
≂ H2

k∥u ◦Gk∥2L2(Ω̂)
and

r∑
ℓ=1

|u|2Hℓ(Ωk)
≂

r∑
ℓ=1

H2−2ℓ
k |u ◦Gk|2Hℓ(Ω̂)

.

Proof. These results follow from Assumption 2.1 and standard chain and substitution rules. □□□

We define Π
(k)
h using the pull-back principle:

Π
(k)
h u := (Π̂

(k)
h (u ◦Gk)) ◦G−1

k .
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Using this definition, Lemma 5.2, (19), (20), Hk ≤ diam Ω ≂ 1 and hk = ĥkHk, we have

∥u−Π
(k)
h u∥L2(Ωk) ≲ Hk∥û− Π̂

(k)
h û∥L2(Ω̂) ≤ Hk

(
ĥk

π

)1+qk
|û|H1+qk (Ω̂) ≲

(
hk

π

)1+qk ∥u∥H1+qk (Ωk),

(22)

∥u−Π
(k)
h u∥H1(Ωk) ≲ ∥û− Π̂

(k)
h û∥H1(Ω̂) ≤

(
ĥk

π

)qk
|û|H1+qk (Ω̂) ≲

(
hk

π

)qk ∥u∥H1+qk (Ωk), (23)

ĥ2k∥∂x̂,ŷ(û− Π̂
(k)
h û)∥L2(Ω̂) ≤

(
ĥk

π

)qk
|û|H1+qk (Ω̂) ≲

(
hk

π

)qk ∥u∥H1+qk (Ωk) (24)

for all u ∈ H1+qk(Ωk) with pull-back û := u ◦Gk. If qk is not an integer, the same estimates can be
derived both for ⌊qk⌋ and ⌈qk⌉; the desired result is than obtained by the Hilbert space interpolation
theorem, see [1, Theorem 7.23].

Remark. The result from [21] is based on [22], which holds for uniform grids (which we have
assumed also in this paper). An extension to quasi-uniform grids is possible by using the results
from [17].

Remark. If there were no T-junctions and if the trace spaces on all edges would match, i.e.,

V
(k)
h |Γi

= V
(ℓ)
h |Γi

for all edges Γi with adjacent patches Ωk and Ωℓ ({k, ℓ} = P(Γi)), then (16) and (17) would
guarantee that a patch-wise defined function uh with uh|Ωk

:= Πk(u|Ωk
) would be continuous and

thus satisfy uh ∈ Vh. As a consequence, Theorem 5.1 would directly follow from (22) and (23).

Since we only require Assumption 3.3, we have to construct a correction in order to guarantee the
continuity of uh, which is required to obtain uh ∈ Vh ⊂ H1(Ω).

5.3 Traces for edges and vertices

To achieve comparable quasi-interpolation error estimates within lower-dimensional manifolds (edges
in this case), it is imperative to establish the subsequent trace inequalities. Using the fundamental
theorem of calculus and Young’s inequality, we immediately obtain

|u(x)|2 ≤ ∥u∥2L2(0,1) + ∥u∥L2(0,1)|u|H1(0,1) ≤ 2η−1∥u∥2L2(0,1) + η|u|2H1(0,1)

for all u ∈ H1(0, 1), all x ∈ [0, 1] and all η ∈ (0, 1]. By building corresponding tensor products, we
immediately obtain as follows.

Lemma 5.3. For all ĥ ∈ (0, 1], it holds that∑
i∈E(Ωk)

∥û∥2
L2(Γ̂

(k)
i )

≲ ĥ−1∥û∥2
L2(Ω̂)

+ ĥ|û|2
H1(Ω̂)

for all û ∈ H1(Ω̂),

∑
i∈E(Ωk)

|û|2
H1(Γ̂

(k)
i )

≲ ĥ−1|û|2
H1(Ω̂)

+ ĥ∥∂x̂,ŷû∥2L2(Ω̂)
for all û ∈ H2(Ω̂),

where Γ̂
(k)
i := G−1

k (Γi) is the pull-back of Γi.

16



Proof. Let Γ̂ be one of the four sides of Ω̂. Without loss of generality we assume Γ̂ = (0, 1)× {0}.
By applying the fundamental theorem of calculus to û2 and using Young’s inequality, we imme-

diately obtain

∥û∥2
L2(Γ̂)

≲ ∥û∥2
L2(Ω̂)

+ ∥û∥L2(Ω̂)∥∂ŷû∥L2(Ω̂) ≲ ĥ−1∥û∥2
L2(Ω̂)

+ ĥ|û|2
H1(Ω̂)

. (25)

By taking the sum over all four sides, we obtain a corresponding result for ∂Ω̂. The first statement

of the lemma follows since
⋃

i∈E(Ωk)
Γ̂
(k)
i ⊆ ∂Ω̂. (We obtain equality if ∂Ωk does not contribute

to the (Dirichlet) boundary ∂Ω.) The second estimate is obtained analogously by substituting the

derivative of û in direction of Γ̂ into (25). □□□

The relation between the norm on Γi and on its pull-back Γ̂
(k)
i is provided by the following lemma.

Lemma 5.4. For all patches Ωk with adjacent edge Γi (i ∈ E(Ωk)) and pre-image Γ̂
(k)
i = G−1

k (Γi),
the following estimates hold:

∥u∥2L2(Γi)
≂ Hk∥u ◦Gk∥2L2(Γ̂

(k)
i )

and |u|2H1(Γi)
≂ H−1

k |u ◦Gk|2H1(Γ̂
(k)
i )

,

for all u ∈ L2(Γi) or u ∈ H1(Γi), respectively.

Proof. Analogously to Lemma 5.2, this result follows using standard chain and substitution rules.□□□

With similar arguments, we obtain the following trace theorem.

Lemma 5.5. For all patches Ωk with adjacent edge Γi (i ∈ E(Ωk)) and pre-image Γ̂
(k)
i = G−1

k (Γi),
the following estimates hold:∑

m∈V(Γi)

|û(x̂(k)
m )|2 ≲ ĥ−1

k ∥û∥2
L2(Γ̂

(k)
i )

+ ĥk|û|2H1(Γ̂
(k)
i )

for all û ∈ H1(Γ̂
(k)
i )

∑
m∈V(Ωk)

|û(x̂(k)
m )|2 ≲ ĥ−2

k ∥û∥2
L2(Ω̂)

+ |û|2
H1(Ω̂)

+ ĥ2k∥∂x̂,ŷû∥2L2(Ω̂)
for all û ∈ H2(Ω̂),

where x̂
(k)
m := G−1

k (xm) is the pull-back of the vertex xm.

Proof. Let m ∈ V(Γi). Because of Assumption 3.4, we know that |Γ̂(k)
i | ≥ ĥk and thus we have

using the fundamental theorem of calculus and Young’s inequality

|û(x̂(k)
m )|2 ≲ ĥ−1

k ∥û∥2
L2(Γ̂

(k)
i )

+ ĥk|û|2H1(Γ̂
(k)
i )

.

Since each edge is only adjacent to two vertices, this gives the first estimate. Analogously to
Lemma 5.3, the second estimate follows from the first one. □□□

5.4 Extensions for vertices and edges

As we are working with non-conforming grids, it is necessary to modify the standard projections

described in earlier sections. For this purpose, we need a function ψη ∈ V̂
(k,δ)
h such that ψη(0) = 1,

ψη(1) = 0 and such that its norm is bounded as discussed below. Such functions are given by

ψη(t) := (max{1− t/η, 0})p
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if η is a knot in the corresponding mesh. Since we assume that the grids on the parameter domain
are uniform (Assumption 5.1), this is guaranteed if η ∈ (0, 1] is an integer multiple of ĥk. Straight-
forward computations yield as follows.

Lemma 5.6. For every η ∈ (0, 1], we have ∥ψη∥2L2(0,1) ≂ p−1η and |ψη|2H1(0,1) ≂ pη−1.

From (16), we immediately know that the local approximation agree at corner vertices. However
this is not the case for T-junctions, for which we need to introduce additional corrections in order to
guarantee continuity. For each T-junction xm, let k(xm) be the index of the patch Ωk(xm) such that
m ∈ T(Ωk(xm)). In the example depicted in Figure 4, we have k(x1) = 1. Due to Assumption 3.2,
there are two more patches that are adjacent to xm, which we call Ωℓ and Ωℓ′ . The edge between
Ωℓ and Ωℓ′ is called Γi. Let ℓ and ℓ

′ be such that

V
(ℓ)
h

∣∣
Γi

⊆ V
(ℓ′)
h

∣∣
Γi
. (26)

In the example depicted in Figure 4, we have thus ℓ = 3, ℓ′ = 2 and i = 3.

E
(2)
x1 E

(3)
x1

Ω1

Ω2 Ω3Γ3

x1

Figure 4: Extensions for the T-junction x1 are defined on Ω2 (support in green) and Ω3 (support
in blue); their depth into the finer patches is adjusted by hk(xm) = h1, still aligned with the grids
on which they are defined. The extensions agree on the adjacent edge Γ3 and vanish on all other
vertices.

The extension operator E
(ℓ)
xm : R → V

(ℓ)
h is defined by E

(ℓ)
xms = (Ê

(ℓ)
xms) ◦G−1

ℓ with

(Ê(ℓ)
xm

s)(x̂, ŷ) := ψη(x̂)ψη(ŷ)s and η := min{⌈phk(xm)

hℓ
⌉, ⌊ |Γ̂(ℓ)

i |
ĥℓ

⌋}ĥℓ, (27)

where ⌊·⌋ and ⌈·⌉ denote the floor and ceiling functions.
The idea is that η ∼ phk(xm)H

−1
ℓ , but for sure not longer than the length of the pre-image of

Γi, the edge between Ωℓ and Ωℓ′ . In order to have E
(ℓ)
xms ∈ V

(ℓ)
h or, equivalently, Ê

(ℓ)
xms ∈ V̂

(ℓ)
h , η

should correspond to a knot in the corresponding knot vector. Since we have restricted ourselves to
the case that the grids on each patch are uniform (Assumption 5.1), this is the case since η ∈ (0, 1]

is an integer multiple of ĥℓ.
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For the other adjacent patch, the extension operator E
(ℓ′)
xm : R → V

(ℓ′)
h is defined by E

(ℓ′)
xm s =

(Ê
(ℓ′)
xm s) ◦G−1

ℓ′ with

(Ê(ℓ′)
xm

s)(x̂, ŷ) := ψη(x̂)ψη(ŷ)s, (28)

where η is chosen such that
E(ℓ′)

xm
s
∣∣
Γi

= E(ℓ)
xm
s
∣∣
Γi
.

The statement (26) and Assumption 5.1 guarantee that E
(ℓ′)
xm s ∈ V

(ℓ′)
h . See Figure 4 for a visual-

ization. The extension operators can be bounded from above as follows.

Lemma 5.7. Let Ωk be a patch and the T-junction xm be one of its corners (m ∈ T ∩ C(Ωk)).
Then, we have

h−2
k(xm)∥E

(k)
xm
s∥2L2(Ωk)

+ |E(k)
xm
s|2H1(Ωk)

≲ |s|2 for all s ∈ R.

Proof. First, we estimate the size of η from (27) or (28).

Consider the case of (27) first, where k = ℓ. The estimate Hℓĥℓ = hℓ ≤ hk(xm) guarantees

that η ≤ ĥℓ + phk(xm)H
−1
ℓ ≤ 2phk(xm)H

−1
ℓ . Assumption 3.4 guarantees |Γ̂(ℓ)

i | ≥ pĥℓ, thus we

have η ≥ min{phk(xm)H
−1
ℓ , 12 ||Γ̂

(ℓ)
i ||}. Assumption 3.3 guarantees that Γi is a full edge of Ωℓ′ and

thus Lemma 5.4 and Assumption 3.4 guarantee |Γ̂(ℓ)
i | ≂ H−1

ℓ |Γi| ≂ H−1
ℓ Hℓ′ |Γ̂(ℓ′)

i | = H−1
ℓ Hℓ′ ≥

H−1
ℓ Hℓ′ |Γ̂(ℓ′)

j | ≂ H−1
ℓ |Γj | ≳ phk(xm)H

−1
ℓ , where Γj is the edge between Ωℓ′ and Ωk(xm). Therefore

it holds for the case k = ℓ that
η ≂ phk(xm)H

−1
k . (29)

The other case (28), where k = ℓ′, follows then directly using Lemma 5.4. Using (29) and Lemma 5.6,
we obtain

∥Ê(ℓ)
xm
s∥2

L2(Ω̂)
= ∥ψ(ℓ)

η ∥2L2(0,1)∥ψ
(ℓ)
η ∥2L2(0,1)|s|

2 ≲ p−2η2|s|2 ≂ H−2
k h2k(xm)|s|

2,

|Ê(ℓ)
xm
s|2

H1(Ω̂)
= |ψ(ℓ)

η |2H1(0,1)∥ψ
(ℓ)
η ∥2L2(0,1)|s|

2 + ∥ψ(ℓ)
η ∥2L2(0,1)|ψ

(ℓ)
η |2H1(0,1)|s|

2 ≲ |s|2.

We obtain the desired result using Lemma 5.2. □□□

We can also estimate the traces of the extension on the adjacent edges.

Lemma 5.8. Let Ωk be a patch, the T-junction xm be one of its corners and Γi an adjacent edge
of Ωk (m ∈ T ∩ C(Ωk) ∩ V(Γi), i ∈ E(Ωk)). Then,

h−1
k(xm)∥E

(k)
xm
s∥2L2(Γi)

+ hk(xm)|E(k)
xm
s|2H1(Γi)

≲ |s|2 for all s ∈ R.

Proof. Using Lemma 5.4 and Lemma 5.6 and (29), we have

h−1
k(xm)∥E

(k)
xm
s∥2L2(Γi)

+ hk(xm)|E(k)
xm
s|2H1(Γi)

≲ h−1
k(xm)Hk∥Ê(k)

xm
s∥2

L2(Γ̂
(k)
i )

+ hk(xm)H
−1
k |Ê(k)

xm
s|2

H1(Γ̂
(k)
i )

≲ (p−1h−1
k(xm)Hkη + phk(xm)H

−1
k η−1)|s|2 ≲ |s|2,

where η is as in (27) or (28), which shows the desired result.

Using ψη(t) = 0 for t ≥ η, (27) and Assumption 3.4, we obtain
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Lemma 5.9. Let Ωk be a patch with corner xm, i.e., with m ∈ C(Ωk). Then(
E(k)

xm
s
)
(xn) = 0 holds for all n ∈ V(Ωk).

Additionally, we need to ensure continuity across edges. For every edge Γi between two patches,
let k(Γi) refer to the adjacent patch with the smaller trace space (if the trace spaces agree, k(Γi)
refers to one of the adjacent patches), i.e., such that

V
(k(Γi))
h

∣∣
Γi

⊆ V
(ℓ)
h

∣∣
Γi

for all ℓ ∈ P(Γi). (30)

Remember that Γ̂
(ℓ)
i = G−1

ℓ (Γi) is the pull-back of Γi to the adjacent patch Ωℓ with ℓ as above.

Using Assumption 3.3, we know that Γ̂
(ℓ)
i is one of the four sides of Ω̂; without loss of generality, we

assume Γ̂
(ℓ)
i = [0, 1]× {0}, i.e. the interface mapped back to the parameter domain is fixed in the

y-component. The extension E
(ℓ)
Γi

: V
(ℓ)
h |Γi

→ V̂
(ℓ)
h is given by (E

(ℓ)
Γi
u) ◦Gℓ := Ê

(ℓ)
Γi

(u ◦G−1
ℓ ) with(

Ê
(ℓ)
Γi

û
)
(x̂, ŷ) = û(x̂, 0)ψη(ŷ), with η :=

⌈
phk(Γi)

hℓ

⌉
ĥℓ. (31)

Analogous to the case of vertex based extensions, we can verify using (30) and Assumption 3.4 that
η ∈ (0, 1] and

η ≂ phk(Γi)H
−1
ℓ (32)

and that this operator indeed maps into V̂
(ℓ)
h , see Figure 5 for a visualization.

E
(2)
Γ1

Ω1

Ω2

Γ1

Figure 5: The edge extensions (support in green) extend into the patch with the finer grid, here
Ω2; their depth is adjusted to the grid size of the patch with the coarser grid, here Ω1, still aligned
with the grid on which it is defined. The extension vanishes on all corners and on all other edges.

Using this estimate and Lemma 5.4, we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 5.10. Let Ωk be a patch and Γi an adjacent edge (i ∈ E(Ωk)). Then, we have

∥E(k)
Γi
u∥2H1(Ωk)

≲ h−1
k(Γi)

∥u∥2L2(Γi)
+ hk(Γi)|u|

2
H1(Γi)

for all u ∈ H1
0 (Γi).
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Proof. Due to the tensor product structure of the extension operator, we are able to decompose
the L2-norm and the H1-seminorm into their axial components, i.e., we obtain using the chain rule
and Lemma 5.6

|Ê(k)
Γi

(û)|2
H1(Ω̂)

= |û|2
H1(Γ̂

(k)
i )

∥ψη∥2L2(0,1) + ∥û∥2
L2(Γ̂

(k)
i )

|ψη|2H1(0,1) ≲ p−1η|û|2
H1(Γ̂

(k)
i )

+ pη−1∥û∥2
L2(Γ̂

(k)
i )

∥Ê(k)
Γi

(û)∥2
L2(Ω̂)

= ∥û∥2
L2(Γ̂

(k)
i )

∥ψη∥2L2(0,1) ≲ p−1η∥û∥2
L2(Γ̂

(k)
i )

,

where η is as in (31). Using (32) and Lemmas 5.2 and 5.4, we have

∥E(k)
Γi
u∥2H1(Ωk)

≲ H2
k∥Ê

(k)
Γi
û∥2

L2(Ω̂)
+ |Ê(k)

Γi
û|2

H1(Ω̂)
≲ (p−1H2

kη + pη−1)∥û∥2
L2(Γ̂

(k)
i )

+ p−1η|û|2
H1(Γ̂

(k)
i )

≲ (p−1Hkη + pH−1
k η−1)∥u∥2L2(Γi)

+ p−1Hkη|u|2H1(Γi)
≲ (hk(Γi) + h−1

k(Γi)
)∥u∥2L2(Γi)

+ hk(Γi)|u|
2
H1(Γi)

,

which implies the desired result since hk(Γi) ≤ Hk(Γi) ≤ diam Ω ≲ 1. □□□

Since u ∈ H1
0 (Γi) vanishes on the two adjacent vertices and since η is chosen such that ψη(1) = 0,

we immediately have

Lemma 5.11. Let Ωk be a patch and let Γi be one of its edges, i.e., i ∈ E(Ωk). Then, E
(k)
Γi
u

vanishes on all other edges and on all vertices of Ωk, i.e.,(
E

(k)
Γi
u
)∣∣

Γj
= 0 and

(
E

(k)
Γi
u
)
(xm) = 0 for all u ∈ H1

0 (Γi), j ∈ E(Ωk) \ {i} and m ∈ V(Ωk).

5.5 Overall error estimate

To obtain the overall error estimate (Theorem 5.1), assume that u to a arbitrary but fixed smooth
function Ω → R. In the following, we construct a function uh ∈ Vh such that the H1-error satisfies
the corresponding result. First, define u0,h by patch-wise interpolation:

u0,h ∈ L2(Ω) such that u0,h
∣∣
Ωk

:= u
(k)
0,h := Π

(k)
h (u|Ωk

).

Using (23), we obtain
K∑

k=1

∥u− u0,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲

K∑
k=1

h2qkk ∥u∥2H1+qk (Ωk)
. (33)

Following (16), we know that u
(k)
0,h(xm) = u(xm) = u

(ℓ)
0,h(xm) if xm is a common corner of Ωk and

Ωℓ (m ∈ C(Ωk) ∩ C(Ωℓ)), i.e., that u0,h is continuous across the corners. However, for m ∈ T(Ωk),

we have u
(k)
0,h(xm) ̸= u(xm) in general. In order to guarantee continuity at T-junctions as well, we

define a corrected version of u0,h as follows:

u1,h ∈ L2(Ω) such that u1,h
∣∣
Ωk

:= u
(k)
1,h := u

(k)
0,h+

∑
m∈C(Ωk)∩T

E(k)
xm

(u
(k(xm))
0,h (xm)−u(k)0,h(xm)). (34)

The function u1,h is continuous at the vertices and satisfies the same error estimate as in (33).

Lemma 5.12. For any two patches Ωk and Ωℓ with common vertex xm (m ∈ V(Ωk) ∩ V(Ωℓ)), we

have u
(k)
1,h(xm) = u

(ℓ)
1,h(xm).
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Proof. We have u
(k)
1,h(xm) = u

(k(xm))
0,h (xm) for all k ∈ P(xm), due to the following observations.

If m ∈ C, using Lemma 5.9 and (16) we have that u
(k)
1,h(xm) = u

(k)
0,h(xm) = u(xm) for all

k ∈ P(xm), including k(xm). Now, consider the case m ∈ T. If k is such that m ∈ C(Ωk), we

have using Lemma 5.9 and the effects of extension that u
(k)
1,h(xm) = u

(k(xm))
0,h (xm). If k is such that

m ∈ T(Ωk), using Lemma 5.9 and k = k(xm), we have that u
(k)
1,h(xm) = u

(k(xm))
0,h (xm). The last two

statements guarantee continuity at xm if it is a T-junction.

Lemma 5.13. Let u1,h be defined as in (34). Then, the following estimate holds:

K∑
k=1

∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲

K∑
k=1

h2qkk ∥u∥2H1+qk (Ωk)
.

Proof. Using (34), the triangle inequality, |C(Ωk) ∩ T| ≤ 4, Lemma 5.7 and (16), we have

∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲ ∥u− u0,h∥2H1(Ωk)

+
∑

m∈C(Ωk)∩T

∥E(k)
xm

(u
(k(xm))
0,h (xm)− u(xm))∥2H1(Ωk)

≲ ∥u− u0,h∥2H1(Ωk)
+

∑
m∈C(Ωk)∩T

|u(k(xm))
0,h (xm)− u(xm)|2.

By rearranging the sums and using Assumption 3.2 we obtain

K∑
k=1

∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲

K∑
k=1

∥u− u0,h∥2H1(Ωk)
+

K∑
k=1

∑
m∈T(Ωk)

|u(k)0,h(xm)− u(xm)|2.

Using (34) for the first term and Lemma 5.5, (23) and (24) for the second term, we obtain the
desired result.

In order to guarantee continuity across the edges as well, we define

u2,h ∈ L2(Ω) such that u2,h
∣∣
Ωk

:= u
(k)
2,h := u

(k)
1,h +

∑
i∈E(Ωk)

E
(k)
Γi

(u
(k(Γi))
1,h − u

(k)
1,h). (35)

We obtain the desired continuity statement, as well as the desired error estimate.

Lemma 5.14. We have u2,h ∈ C0(Ω).

Proof. Since the edge corrections vanish on all corners (Lemma 5.11), we have u
(k)
2,h(xm) = u

(k)
1,h(xm),

so continuity across vertices is retained. Using Lemma 5.11, we immediately obtain u
(k)
2,h

∣∣
Γi

=

u
(k(Γi))
1,h

∣∣
Γi

for all i ∈ E(Ωk) and all patches Ωk, i.e., continuity across edges. This shows continuity
of the overall function.

Lemma 5.15. Let u2,h be defined as in (35). Then, the following estimate holds:

K∑
k=1

∥u− u2,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲

K∑
k=1

h2qkk ∥u∥2H1+qk (Ωk)
.
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Proof. Using (35), the triangle inequality, the fact that there are at most 4 extensions active on each
patch (there are only 4 indices i ∈ E(Ωk) such that k ̸= k(Γi)) and hk(Γi) ≤ Hk(Γi) ≤ diam Ω ≲ 1,
we have

∥u− u2,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲ ∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)

+
∑

i∈E(Ωk)

∥E(k)
Γi

(u
(k(Γi))
1,h − u

(k)
1,h)∥

2
H1(Ωk)

≲ ∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)
+

∑
i∈E(Ωk)

|||u(k(Γi))
1,h − u

(k)
1,h|||

2
Γi
,

where we define |||w|||2Γi
:= hk(Γi)|w|2H1(Γi)

+h−1
k(Γi)

∥w∥2L2(Γi)
for convenience. In order to estimate the

jumps u
(k(Γi))
1,h −u(k)1,h, we use (34). We observe that vertex corrections are only performed for vertices

xm that are T-junctions. If xm is a corner both of Ωk and Ωk(Γi) (m ∈ C(Ωk) ∩ C(Ωk(Γi))), then

E
(k)
xm and E

(k(Γi))
xm agree on Γi. So, there can only be a contribution if m ∈ T(Ωk) or m ∈ T(Ωk(Γi)).

Since Ωk(Γi) has the smaller trace space, only the latter case can occur. Thus, we have

|||u(k(Γi))
1,h − u

(k)
1,h|||

2
Γi

≲ |||u(k(Γi))
0,h − u

(k)
0,h|||

2
Γi

+
∑

m∈V(Γi)∩T(Ωk(Γi)
)

|||E(k)
xm

(u
(k(Γi))
0,h (xm)− u

(k)
0,h(xm))|||2Γi

.

Here, the first summand is estimated using (17) and (18). For estimating the second summand, we
use hk(xm) = hk(Γi) and Lemma 5.8. So, we obtain

|||u(k(Γi))
1,h − u

(k)
1,h|||

2
Γi

≲ |||u(k(Γi))
0,h − u|||2Γi

+
∑

m∈V(Γi)∩T(Ωk(Γi)
)

|u(k(Γi))
0,h (xm)− u(xm)|2.

By rearranging the sums and using hk ≤ hk(Γi) for all i ∈ E(Ωk), we have

K∑
k=1

∥u− u2,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲

K∑
k=1

∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)
+

K∑
k=1

∑
i∈E(Ωk)

(h−1
k ∥u− u

(k)
0,h∥

2
L2(Γi)

+ hk|u− u
(k)
0,h|

2
H1(Γi)

)

+

K∑
k=1

∑
m∈T(Ωk)

|u(k)0,h(xm)− u(xm)|2.

Here, the first summand is estimated with Lemma 5.13 and the other summands are estimated
using Lemma 5.3 and Lemma 5.5, respectively. Combined with (22), (23) and (24) we obtain the
desired result.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Using Lemma 5.14 and u
(k)
2,h ∈ V

(k)
h for all k, we have u2,h ∈ Vh. Thus, the

desired statement follows for smooth u directly from Lemma 5.15. For u ∈ H1+q(Ω), the result
follows using standard density arguments.

5.6 Overall error estimate for the low-regularity case

In this section, we show Theorem 5.2. We again assume that u is an arbitrary but fixed smooth
function first. Since we do not know that the function to be approximated is inH2(Ω), we cannot use

the projector Π
(k)
h , since that projector is not stable in H1+q(Ω) for q < 1. Instead, we define u0,h by
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patch-wise interpolation using a standard H1(Ω)-orthogonal projector. So, let π̂
(k)
h : H1(Ω̂) → V̂

(k)
h

be the projector that is orthogonal with respect to the H1(Ω̂)-scalar product. Again, define π
(k)
h

via the pull-back principle, i.e., π
(k)
h u = (π̂

(k)
h (u ◦Gk)) ◦G−1

k and u0,h as follows:

u0,h ∈ L2(Ω) such that u0,h
∣∣
Ωk

:= u
(k)
0,h := π

(k)
h (u|Ωk

).

Using the results from [17] and Lemma 5.2, we know that

∥u− u0,h∥L2(Ωk) ≲ h1+qk
k |u|H1+qk (Ωk) and |u− u0,h|Hr(Ωk) ≲ hqk−r

k |u|H1+qk (Ωk) (36)

for all qk ∈ {0, 1, . . . , p} and r ∈ {1, 2} with r ≤ qk. Again, the Hilbert space interpolation theorem
[1, Theorem 7.23] provides

∥u− u0,h∥H1+ε(Ωk) ≲ hqk−ε
k |u|H1+qk (Ωk) (37)

for all qk ∈ (0, p] and ε ∈ (0,mink qk). From standard Sobolev space embedding theorems [1,
Theorem 4.12], we know that for all ε > 0 there is a constant Cε ≥ 1 (depending on ε and qk only)
such that

∥û∥C(Ω̂) := sup
x∈Ω̂

|û(x)| ≤ Cε∥û∥H1+ε(Ω̂) for all û ∈ H1+ε(Ω̂).

Consequently, using (37) and Lemma 5.2, we also know

∥u− u0,h∥C(Ωk) ≲ Cεh
qk−ε
k |u|H1+qk (Ωk) for all ε ∈ (0, qk). (38)

Since u0,h does not interpolate u, we need corrections not only for the T-junctions, but also for the

corner vertices. For each vertex xm (corner or T-junction), the extension E
(k)
xm,lr is defined via

E
(k)
xm,lrs = (Ê

(k)
xm,lrs) ◦G

−1
k , where (Ê

(k)
xm,lr s)(x̂, ŷ) := ψpĥk

(x̂)ψpĥk
(ŷ)s.

As opposed to the case of high regularity, the extension operators do not necessarily match at the

edges. Again, using Assumption 3.4, we obtain that (E
(k)
xm,lrs)(xn) = 0 for m ̸= n.

We then set

u1,h ∈ L2(Ω) such that u
(k)
1,h := u

(k)
0,h +

∑
m∈C(Ωk)

E
(k)
xm,lr(u

(k(xm))
0,h (xm)− u

(k)
0,h(xm)), (39)

where k(xm) is defined as in Section 5.4 if m ∈ T. If m ∈ C, then k(xm) ∈ P(xm) can be chosen
arbitrarily. Using the same arguments as in the last section, we observe that u1,h is continuous
across all vertices. We obtain the following error estimate.

Lemma 5.16. Let u1,h be defined as in (39). Then, the following estimate holds:

K∑
k=1

(
∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)

+ ∥u− u1,h∥2C(Ωk)

)
≲

K∑
k=1

|V(Ωk)|Cεh
2(qk−ε)
k ∥u∥2H1+qk (Ωk)

for any ε ∈ (0,mink qk).
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Proof. Using (39) and Lemmas 5.2 and 5.6, we obtain analogously to the proof of Lemma 5.7:

∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲ ∥u− u0,h∥2H1(Ωk)

+
∑

m∈V(Ωk)

∥E(k)
xm,lr(u

(k(xm))
0,h (xm)− u

(k)
0,h(xm))∥2H1(Ωk)

≲ ∥u− u0,h∥2H1(Ωk)
+

∑
m∈V(Ωk)

|u(k(xm))
0,h (xm)− u

(k)
0,h(xm)|2.

Since ∥E(k)
xm,lrs∥C(Ωk) = |s|, we also have

∥u− u1,h∥2C(Ωk)
≲ ∥u− u0,h∥2C(Ωk)

+
∑

m∈V(Ωk)

|u(k(xm))
0,h (xm)− u

(k)
0,h(xm)|2.

By rearranging the sums and using the triangle inequality |u(k(xm))
0,h (xm) − u

(k)
0,h(xm)|2 ≲ |u(xm) −

u
(k(xm))
0,h (xm)|2 + |u(xm)− u

(k)
0,h(xm)|2, we obtain

K∑
k=1

(
∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)

+ ∥u− u1,h∥2C(Ωk)

)
≲

K∑
k=1

(
∥u− u0,h∥2H1(Ωk)

+ ∥u− u0,h∥2C(Ωk)

)
+

∑
m∈V(Ωk)

|u(xm)− u
(k)
0,h(xm)|2.

(36) and (38) give the desired result.

To guarantee continuity across edges, we also need edge corrections. Here, we base them on

the discrete harmonic extensions, i.e., Ê
(k)
Γi,lr

is a linear operator that maps from the trace space

V̂
(k)
h |

Γ̂
(k)
i

to V̂
(k)
h that satisfies |Ê(k)

Γi,lr
û|

Γ̂
(k)
i

= û and |Ê(k)
Γi,lr

û|
∂Ω̂\Γ̂(k)

i
= 0 such that it minimizes its

H1(Ω̂)-seminorm, i.e., |Ê(k)
Γi,lr

û|H1(Ω̂). Due to [19, Theorem 4.2, Lemma 4.15], the following estimate

holds:

|Ê(k)
Γi,lr

û|H1(Ω̂) ≲ p|û|H1/2(∂Ω̂) ≲ p|û|
H1/2(Γ̂

(k)
i )

+ p(1 + log ĥ−1
k + log p)∥û∥

C(Γ̂
(k)
i )

for all û ∈ V̂
(k)
h |

Γ̂
(k)
i
.

The Poincaré inequality and Lemma 5.2 yield for E
(k)
Γi,lr

s = (Ê
(k)
Γi,lr

s) ◦G−1
k that

∥E(k)
Γi,lr

u∥H1(Ωk) ≲ p∥u∥H1/2(Γi) + p(1 + log Hk

hk
+ log p)∥u∥C(Γi) for all u ∈ V

(k)
h |Γi

. (40)

By construction, we have
(
E

(k)
Γi,lr

u
)∣∣

Γj
= 0 and

(
E

(k)
Γi,lr

u
)
(xm) = 0 for all u ∈ V

(k)
h |Γi

∩H1
0 (Γi), all

j ∈ E(Ωk) \ {i} and m ∈ V(Ωk). We define

u2,h ∈ L2(Ω) such that u
(k)
2,h := u

(k)
1,h +

∑
i∈E(Ωk)

E
(k)
Γi,lr

(u
(k(Γi))
1,h − u

(k)
1,h). (41)

Analogously to the preceding section, we obtain that u2,h is continuous across all edges and that
the continuity across the vertices is retained. The following lemma provides an error estimate.
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Lemma 5.17. Let u2,h be defined as in (41). Then, the following estimate holds:

K∑
k=1

∥u− u2,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲ Cεpmax

ℓ
(1 + log Hℓ

hℓ
+ log p)|V(Ωℓ)|

K∑
k=1

h
2(qk−ε)
k ∥u∥2H1+qk (Ωk)

.

Proof. Using (41) and (40), we obtain

∥u− u2,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲ ∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)

+ p
∑

i∈E(Ωk)

|||u(k(Γi))
1,h − u

(k)
1,h|||

2
Γi
,

where |||w|||2Γi
:= ∥w∥2

H1/2(Γi)
+ Λ∥w∥2C(Γi)

and Λ := maxℓ(1 + log Hℓ

hℓ
+ log p). Using the trian-

gle inequality (|||u(k(Γi))
1,h − u

(k)
1,h|||Γi

≤ |||u − u
(k(Γi))
1,h |||Γi

+ |||u − u
(k)
1,h|||Γi

), by rearranging the local
contributions and using

∑
i ∥w∥H1/2(Γi) ≤ ∥w∥H1/2(∂Ωk), we obtain

K∑
k=1

∥u− u2,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲

K∑
k=1

∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)
+

K∑
k=1

p(∥u− u
(k)
1,h∥

2
H1/2(∂Ωk)

+ Λ∥u− u
(k)
1,h∥

2
C(Ωk)

).

Using a standard trace theorem [1, Lemma 7.40], we have

K∑
k=1

∥u− u2,h∥2H1(Ωk)
≲ pΛ

K∑
k=1

(∥u− u1,h∥2H1(Ωk)
+ ∥u− u

(k)
1,h∥

2
C(Ωk)

).

Lemma 5.16 gives the desired result.

Proof of Theorem 5.2. Since u2,h ∈ C0(Ω) and u
(k)
2,h ∈ V

(k)
h for all k, we have u2,h ∈ Vh. Thus, the

desired statement follows directly from Lemma 5.17 for u smooth. For u ∈ H1+q(Ω), the result
follows using standard density arguments.

6 Numerical experiments

6.1 L-shape domain

As a first test case, we apply our approach for adaptive IgA to an L-shaped domain Ω = (−1, 1)2 \
([0, 1)×[−1, 0)). Since the domain is non-convex, we cannot expect fullH2-regularity of the solution,
even if f ∈ L2(Ω) and g ∈ H3/2(∂Ω).

The singularity in the solution is however local and known to be at the reentrant corner. By
using adaptive refinement, we are able to reconstruct the expected order of convergence one would
expect for the used spline space.

First, we prescribe a solution u(x, y) = u(r cosφ, r sinφ) = r2/3 sin( 23φ), where r and ϕ are
radial coordinates and consider the following Poisson problem:

−∆ϕ = 0 in Ω, (42)

ϕ = u|∂Ω on ∂Ω. (43)

It is straightforward to show that u solves (42)-(43), however it holds only that u ∈ H4/3(Ω).
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(a) p = 2 (b) p = 3 (c) p = 4

Figure 6: Final mesh for the first L-domain test case.

102 103 104 105

Ndof

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

adaptive
uniform
error estimator

1
1

1
0.33

(a) p = 2

102 103 104 105 106

Ndof

10 7

10 6

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

adaptive
uniform
error estimator

1
1.5

1
0.33

(b) p = 3

103 104 105 106

Ndof

10 8

10 6

10 4

10 2

adaptive
uniform
error estimator

1
2

1
0.33

(c) p = 4

Figure 7: H1-error for the first L-domain test case.

We represent the L-domain with 3 conforming patches, where each patch is discretized by spline
spaces of maximum smoothness and p+ 1 uniformly distributed knots in each coordinate, where p
is the spline degree. We further employ the residual error estimator (3) on every patch. The final
meshes that were obtained with adaptive refinement are depicted in Figure 6. In Figure 7, the H1-
error and the value of the error estimator are presented. For the case of uniform refinement (black

curve), one can see that the error decays like h2/3 ≂ N
−1/3
dof , which is consistent with the global

regularity result u ∈ H1+1/3(Ω). In case of adaptive refinement, one obtains for p = 2, 3, 4 that –

after some faster pre-asymptotic behavior – the H1-error (blue curve) behaves like N
−2/p
dof , which is

the best one would expect for these spline degrees. The curve representing the error indicator (red
curve) is parallel to that representing the H1-error. Analogously, in Figure 8, one can see that the

L2-error in case of uniform refinement decays like h4/3 ≂ N
−2/3
dof . Using adaptivity, one can recover

the full rate N
−2/(p+1)
dof .

Additionally we solved the Poisson problem on the L-domain with constant source and homo-
geneous boundary conditions, i.e. we solve

−∆ϕ = 1 in Ω,

ϕ = 0 on ∂Ω.
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Figure 8: L2-error for the first L-domain test case.

In this case, we do not know an exact solution in closed form. Since the right-hand side is smooth,
the solution will be smooth in the interior as well. This does not extend to the boundary of the
domain Ω, particularly its corners. In the following we present the final mesh configuration for
different polynomial degrees p.

(a) p = 2 (b) p = 3 (c) p = 4

Figure 9: Final mesh for the second L-domain test case.

For this example, Figures 10 and 11 indicate that we obtain the same convergence behavior as
for the first test case. In Figure 9, one can spot the difference to the first example. In the first
example, the adaptive refinement algorithm has only refined towards the reentrant corner, since by
construction the manifactured solution has a singularity only there. In the second example, one
can see that also patches close to the regular corners of Ω are refined.

6.2 Electric Motor

We also apply the adaptive scheme to a (rather simplistic) electric motor, where the electromagnetic
phenomena are prescribed by Maxwell’s equations. In this example, we consider linear magneto-
statics. For given permeability µ, current density J and permanent magnetizationM , the magnetic
field density H and the magnetic flux density B are given by

curlH = J, divB = 0, B = µ(H +M).

28



102 103 104 105 106

Ndof

10 4

10 3

10 2

adaptive
uniform

1
1

1
0.33

(a) p = 2

102 103 104 105 106

Ndof

10 7

10 6

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

adaptive
uniform

1
1.5

1
0.33

(b) p = 3

103 104 105

Ndof

10 8

10 7

10 6

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

adaptive
uniform

1
2

1
0.33

(c) p = 4

Figure 10: H1-error for the second L-domain test case.
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Figure 11: L2-error for the second L-domain test case.

If the computational domain Ω ⊂ R3 is simply connected, the condition divB = 0 implies
the existence of a vector potential A such that B = curlA. Assuming that Ω = Ω0 × [0, L],
H = (H1, H2, 0)

⊤, B = (B1, B2, 0)
⊤, A = (0, 0, u)⊤, J = (0, 0, j)⊤ and M = (M1,M2, 0)

⊤ the
problem further simplifies to a scalar problem on the cross-section Ω0, depicted in Figure 12 (a).
Here, we solve for the potential u ∈ H1

D(Ω) := {v ∈ H1(Ω) : v|ΓD
= 0} that satisfies

−div(µ−1∇u) = j + divM⊥ in Ω0,

u = 0 on ΓD,

µ−1∇u+M⊥ = 0 on ΓN ,

in a weak sense, where M⊥ := (M2,−M1)
⊤. The Neumann condition on ΓN , colored in red in

Figure 12 (a), represents a periodicity assumption. The Dirichlet condition on ΓD = ∂Ω0 \ ΓN ,
colored in blue, represents an isolation in the magnetic flux. We choose the current density j = 0
on the whole domain, i.e, the electric motor is unpowered. The permeability µ is defined piecewise
depending on the material. For the air (white), we have µAir = 4π · 10−7, for the iron (gray)
µIron = 204π · 10−5, for the permanent magnet (yellow) µMag = 4.344π · 10−7. So, we have jumps
in the coefficient µ−1 of approximately the magnitude 104. The permanent magnetization on the
magnet area (M vanishes everywhere else) is given byM = ρµ−1

Mag n, where ρ = 1.28 is the magnetic
remanence and n is the unit vector perpendicular to the centerline of the magnet. The direction of
n is alternated between consecutive magnets.

The initial patch configuration used for discretization of the variational problem is depicted in
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Figure 12: Electrical motor.
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Figure 13: Error in energy norm for the electrical motor.

Figure 12 (b), where the patch boundaries are the black lines and the inner knot mesh is shown
in light gray. One can see that the domain does not have reentrant corners that would reduce
the smoothness of the solution. However, the material parameters vary significantly, which again
reduces the smoothness of the solution. The solution is depicted in Figure 12 (d); it was computed on
the adaptive mesh seen in Figure 12 (c). The Figures 13 and 14 show that the convergence rates are
again reduced if we use uniform refinement. Since the singularities are caused by 90-degree corners

adjacent to the permanent magnets, the error in the energy norm converges like h2/3 ≂ N
−1/3
dof and

the L2 error like h4/3 ≂ N
−2/3
dof . The full rate that would be expected for the spline degree p = 2 is

again obtained by using the adaptive approach. For higher spline degrees (p = 3, 4) we even seem
to observe superconvergent rates, however, this might still be in the pre-asymptotic regime.

7 Conclusions

We proposed a new approach to employ adaptive mesh refinement in the framework of multi-patch
Isogeometric Analysis that allows to re-use computational frameworks for the handling of multi-
patch geometries that are already well-established. Specifically, on each patch, the tensor-product
structure of the B-spline basis is retained. Since our approach increases the number of patches,
we introduce additional interfaces that are only C0 continuous. This, however, only marginally
increases the number of degrees of freedom compared to alternative methods (like HB- or THB-
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Figure 14: L2-error for the electrical motor.

splines or T-splines). Since it reduces the overlap between the supports of basis functions of different
mesh levels, our approach is both simpler and can be implemented in a more efficient way. Through
the subdivision of local patches into sub-patches, hanging nodes are emerging, which leads to
non-matching discretizations along common interfaces. These discretizations are coupled through
constraints on each edge, yielding a H1-conforming function space.

For practical computations, a basis of the overall space might be desired. We have developed an
algorithm that uses these constraints and constructs a basis for the whole spline space. Since it is
purely matrix based, it can be extended to 3D effortlessly. The constructed global basis retains all
important properties of the local spline bases, like the non-negativity of the basis functions, that
they form a partition of unity and have local support.

Additionally we gave an a-priori approximation error analysis by constructing a suitable quasi-
interpolation operator. For the high regularity case (u ∈ H2(Ω)), we could even show p-robustness.
An analogous result is obtained for the low regularity case (u ∈ H1+q(Ω) with q ∈ (0, 1)), however
its dependence on the parameters seems not to be sharp. We further gave some numerical examples
confirming applicability of adaptive schemes with our approach of patch-subdivision.
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