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Abstract. This article introduces a novel approach for broken-FEEC (Fi-
nite Element Exterior Calculus), extending its application to locally refined
spline spaces with non-matching interfaces. Traditional broken-FEEC allows
for discontinuous discretizations at patch interfaces, preserving the de Rham
structure and offering computational benefits. However, local refinements of-
ten lead to numerical artifacts. Our solution involves developing moment-
preserving discrete conforming projection operators. These operators are ex-
plicit, localized, and metric-independent, ensuring H1 and H(curl) continuity
across non-matching interfaces while preserving high-order polynomial mo-
ments. This results in broken-FEEC de Rham sequences with accurate strong
and weak derivatives, leading to energy-preserving Maxwell solvers that are
explicit and virtually free of spurious modes. Numerical simulations confirm
the efficacy of our method in eliminating spurious waves.
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1. Introduction

Finite Element methods that preserve the de Rham structure underlying partial
differential equations (PDEs) in electromagnetics and fluid dynamics have been
extensively studied in the last decades [36, 33, 24, 4]. Following the pioneering works
of Bossavit [8, 9] and Hiptmair [27, 28], the Hilbert complex analysis of Arnold,
Falk and Winther [2, 3] has identified finite element exterior calculus (FEEC) as a
unifying framework where the existence of bounded cochain projections is as driving
force in the study of the intrinsic properties of these methods, such as the discrete
stability, spectral accuracy and structure preservation previously established by
other authors, see e.g. [1, 5, 7].

A powerful extension of these works has been developed in the context of iso-
geometric analysis methods [30], utilizing structure-preserving spline finite element
spaces as proposed in [13]. These discretizations employ compatible sequences of
tensor-product spline spaces, initially defined on a Cartesian parametric domain and
then mapped to subdomains (referred to as patches) through pullback and push-
forward operators. The parametric tensor-product structure is particularly advan-
tageous, as it facilitates the implementation of efficient numerical algorithms while
enabling the discretization of general domains with complex geometries. Other
important contributions to multi-patch discretizations are the Mortar methods
[11, 12]. In [26, 17] a broken-FEEC framework has been proposed for multi-patch
spline spaces, following previous works on nonconforming versions of Nedelec’s ele-
ments for Maxwell’s equations [19]. In this framework, PDEs are discretized using
finite element spaces which are fully discontinuous at the patch interfaces: local
de Rham sequences are constructed on individual patches and strong differential
operators are obtained by combining the single-patch (broken) derivatives with con-
forming projection operators which enforce the appropriate continuity conditions
at the patch interfaces. An important point is that the underlying continuity is
the minimal one to guarantee a Hilbert de Rham subcomplex property. In particu-
lar, no high order smoothness is required across patch interfaces, which allows the
discrete conforming projections to be of geometric nature and metric independent.
In turn, broken-FEEC discretizations have the attractive feature of preserving the
de Rham structure and being equipped with local L2 projection operators. Allow-
ing discontinuities at the patch interfaces indeed leads to mass matrices which are
block-diagonal, with blocks corresponding to individual patches. Inverse mass ma-
trices are then also block-diagonal, which results in L2 projections, Galerkin Hodge
and discrete coderivatives being all local operators in the sense that their values on
a given patch only depend on function values from that patch and its contiguous
neighbors.
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In this article, we address the issue of extending these constructions to locally
refined spaces. A common scenario arises when adjacent patches are discretized
using spline spaces of different resolutions, e.g. different knot sequences, resulting
in non-matching interfaces as described in [16]. Such configurations allow for flex-
ible handling of non-uniform smoothness and singularities in complex geometries,
but they also pose several challenges. First, preserving the de Rham structure with
locally refined splines remains an active area of research. Notable contributions
include the construction of discrete de Rham sequences for T-splines and locally
refined B-splines [15, 31], the study of exact sequences of hierarchical spline spaces
[22], and the design of de Rham sequences for splines with varying degrees on
domains with polar singularities [38, 34]. In [18], we analyzed the a priori stabil-
ity of two-dimensional broken-FEEC discretizations with non-matching multipatch
spaces, and showed that they admitted local bounded commuting projections under
some connectivity conditions. A second challenge associated with local refinements
is the appearance of numerical artifacts at non-matching patch interfaces. This
issue is well-known in the context of wave propagation problems where spurious
reflections have been observed on finite-difference grids with local refinements, and
several interesting approaches have been devised to mitigate them. In [23] the
authors study the good dispersion properties of an implicit “box” scheme, and its
ability to avoid spurious modes on non-uniform grids. In [39] a numerical method
is proposed that uses anisotropic perfectly matched layers to absorb spurious re-
flections around non-matching patch interfaces, and in [20, 21] the authors devise a
fourth-order solver for Maxwell’s equations on locally refined Cartesian grids, that
involves artificial damping and transition layers to mitigate the reflections.

In this article, we develop a structure-preserving alternative to these methods.
Our approach is to equip broken-FEEC spaces with discrete conforming projection
operators that preserve polynomial moments of arbitrary orders. In particular,
we detail the construction of explicit projection matrices which enforce full and
tangential continuity (corresponding to H1 and H(curl) conformity, respectively) of
the discrete fields across non-matching interfaces, while preserving integrals against
high order polynomials on each logical patch. Our projection matrices are localized
close to the patch interfaces and, like their basic low-order counterparts, they are
metric independent. As a result, our broken-FEEC de Rham sequences have strong
and weak (adjoint) derivatives which are both local and high-order accurate, leading
to energy-preserving Maxwell solvers which are both explicit and asymptotically
free of spurious modes.

The outline is as follows: in Section 2 we remind the main lines of the broken-
FEEC framework and we illustrate it with discretizations of several model PDEs.
A special attention is devoted to the description of weak differential operators asso-
ciated with several types of boundary conditions, and to the importance of moment
preservation in the underlying conforming projections operators. The construction
of moment-preserving conforming projection operators on non-matching patch in-
terfaces is then described in Section 3 and and Section 4, for H1 and H(curl)-H(div)
spaces respectively. Finally, numerical simulations are presented in Section 5. These
experiments assess the properties of our numerical approach on the different dis-
crete models previously described, and in particular they allow us to verify that
spurious waves virtually disappear when moment-preserving projection matrices
are used.
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2. Broken-FEEC

In this article we consider finite element discretizations of the 2D grad-curl Rham
sequence

(2.1) V 0 = H1(Ω)
grad−−−→ V 1 = H(curl; Ω)

curl−−→ V 2 = L2(Ω)

defined on an open bounded domain Ω ⊂ R2 with Lipschitz boundary, for which
the adjoint sequence [2] is

(2.2) L2(Ω)
− div←−−− H0(div; Ω)

curl←−−− H0(curlΩ).

We will also address the sequence with homogeneous boundary conditions

(2.3) V 0 = H1
0 (Ω)

grad−−−→ V 1 = H0(curl; Ω)
curl−−→ V 2 = L2(Ω)

for which the adjoint sequence is the inhomogeneous counterpart of (2.2).
We refer to [2, 3] for the analysis of these Hilbert complexes and their structure-

preserving discretizations with finite element exterior calculus (FEEC) spaces. In
this section we describe broken-FEEC spline spaces whose general properties have
been studied in [26, 17], and we introduce the notation that will allow us to consider
multipatch discretizations with nonuniform resolution. Notice that a strong dis-
cretization of (2.1) is naturally associated with a weak discretization of the adjoint
sequence (2.2). By using a standard rotation argument, see e.g. [6, Rem. 2.3.2], one
may also apply the constructions presented in this article to strong discretizations
of the 2D curl-div sequences, namely

H(curlΩ)
curl−−−→ H(div; Ω)

div−−→ L2(Ω)

or its homogeneous counterpart (2.2).
An extension to the 3D de Rham sequence can also be derived by following the

same approach, but is outside the scope of this article and will be addressed in a
forthcoming work.

2.1. Multipatch spline finite element spaces. Our discretizations rely on spline
finite element spaces associated with a multipatch domain, that is a domain of the
form

Ω = int
( ⋃

k∈K

Ωk

)
with Ωk = Fk(Ω̂),

with disjoint, geometrically conforming subdomains Ωk parametrized by smooth
(C1 diffeomorphism) mappings Fk with patch indices k ∈ K = {1, . . . ,K}, and a
reference Cartesian domain Ω̂ = ]0, 1[

2.
Following [14, 13], on the mapped subdomains we consider mapped spline spaces

obtained by pushing forward logical tensor-product splines. For each patch k we
then first consider two univariate spline spaces on the interval [0, 1] forming a 1D
de Rham sequence,

(2.4) V0
k := Sp[Ξk],

∂x̂−→ V1
k := Sp−1[Ξ′

k].

These spaces consist of clamped splines of respective degree p and p−1, defined by
two knot vectors Ξk = (ξki )

nk+1+p
i=0 and (Ξk)

′ = (ξki )
nk+p
i=1 , associated with knots of

the form

(2.5) 0 = ξ0 = · · · = ξp < ξp+1 < · · · < ξnk+1 = · · · = ξnk+1+p = 1.
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Here nk = dim(V1
k) = dim(V0

k) − 1, and we refer to, e.g., [37] for a detailed
description of univariate spline spaces and B-spline bases. The knots (2.5) define
the resolution in the patch k, which is allowed to vary from that of the other patches
under a nestedness assumption that will be specified below. A de Rham sequence
on the logical domain Ω̂ is then obtained by considering the tensor-product spaces

V̂ 0
k := V0

k ⊗V0
k

grad−−−→ V̂ 1
k :=

(
V1

k ⊗V0
k

V0
k ⊗V1

k

)
curl−−→ V̂ 2

k := V1
k ⊗V1

k,

and on the mapped patch Ωk = Fk(Ω̂) we consider the spaces

(2.6) V 0
k := F0

k (V̂
0
k )

grad−−−→ V 1
k := F1

k (V̂
1
k )

curl−−→ V 2
k := F2

k (V̂
2
k )

associated with the pushforward operators associated with Fk. In 2D, they read
F0

k : ϕ̂ 7→ ϕ := ϕ̂ ◦ F−1
k

F1
k : û 7→ u :=

(
DF−T

k û
)
◦ F−1

k

F2
k : f̂ 7→ f :=

(
J−1
Fk

f̂
)
◦ F−1

k

where DFk(x̂) =
(
∂b(Fk)a(x̂)

)
1≤a,b≤2

is the Jacobian matrix of Fk, and JFk
its

metric determinant, see e.g. [28, 32, 10, 29].
The broken-FEEC discretization then involves two sequences of spaces for the

global domain Ω: a sequence of broken spaces which are fully discontinuous at the
patch interfaces, hence only patch-wise smooth,

(2.7) V ℓ
pw := {v ∈ L2(Ω) : v|Ωk

∈ V ℓ
k for k ∈ K}, ℓ ∈ {0, 1, 2}

and a sequence of conforming subspaces

(2.8) V ℓ
h := V ℓ

pw ∩ V ℓ = {v ∈ V ℓ : v|Ωk
∈ V ℓ

k for k ∈ K}.
As a result of the global de Rham sequence structure (2.1) or (2.3), and of that of the
local ones (2.6) which follow from the commutation properties of the pushforward
operators [28], the conforming spaces also form a de Rham sequence,

V 0
h

grad−−−→ V 1
h

curl−−→ V 2
h .

Its stability and structure-preserving properties have been analyzed in [18], where
L2 stable commuting projection operators have been constructed under some con-
nectivity conditions, yielding a commuting diagram for multi-patch spaces with
non-matching interfaces:

V 0 V 1 V 2

V 0
h V 1

h V 2
h .

grad

Π0

curl

Π1 Π2

grad curl

Broken-FEEC schemes rely on conforming projection operators

(2.9) P ℓ : V ℓ
pw → V ℓ

h ⊂ V ℓ
pw

whose primary purpose is to enforce the relevant continuity conditions at the patch
interfaces. These discrete projections endow the broken spaces (2.7) with a discrete
de Rham structure

V 0
pw

gradP 0

−−−−−→ V 1
pw

curlP 1

−−−−→ V 2
pw
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and an adjoint discrete sequence may be defined by L2 duality,

(2.10) V 0
pw

(gradP 0)∗←−−−−−−− V 1
pw

(curlP 1)∗←−−−−−− V 2
pw.

A key observation is that (2.10) can only be a high-order discretization of the
continuous sequence (2.2) if the adjoint conforming projections (P ℓ)∗ are high-
order accurate. That is, if the projections (2.9) preserve high order polynomial
moments. Their construction on non-matching multipatch spline spaces will be the
main goal of this work.

2.2. Tensor-product and mapped spline bases. The univariate spaces (2.4)
can be classically equipped with B-spline basis functions,

(2.11) V0
k = Span({λ0,k

i : i = 0, . . . , nk}), V1
k = Span({λ1,k

i : i = 0, . . . , nk−1}).

Since we will mostly use the former ones to define our projection operators, we drop
the space index for conciseness and write

λk
i := λ0,k

i , 0 ≤ i ≤ nk.

From the form of the open knot vector (2.5), it follows that these functions satisfy
an interpolation property at the endpoints, namely

λk
i (0) = δi,0 and λk

i (1) = δi,nk
.

Moreover the underlying patch grid has Nk = nk+1−p cells in each direction. For
later purposes we assume a minimal resolution for the patches.

Assumption 2.1. The number of cells per dimension satisfies Nk ≥ 3 for all k ∈ K.

The bivariate basis functions on the logical domain Ω̂ are then defined as tensor
products: for V̂ 0

k we set

(2.12) Λ̂k
i (x̂) := λk

i1(x̂1)λ
k
i2(x̂2) for i = (i1, i2) ∈ Ik := {0, . . . , nk}2,

for the space V̂ 1
k we have

Λ̂
1,k

1,i (x̂) :=

(
λ1,k
i1

(x̂1)λ
k
i2
(x̂2)

0

)
for i ∈ I1,k

1 := {0, . . . , nk − 1} × {0, . . . , nk},

Λ̂
1,k

2,i (x̂) :=

(
0

λk
i1
(x̂1)λ

1,k
i2

(x̂2)

)
for i ∈ I1,k

2 := {0, . . . , nk} × {0, . . . , nk − 1},

and for conciseness we set I1,k :=
{
(d, i) : d ∈ {1, 2}, i ∈ I1,k

d

}
. Finally for V̂ 2

k we
set

Λ̂2,k
i (x̂) := λ1,k

i1
(x̂1)λ

1,k
i2

(x̂2) for i ∈ I2,k := {0, . . . , nk − 1}2.

Finally the basis functions for the broken spaces (2.7) are obtained by push-
ing forward the reference basis functions on the mapped patches Ωk, k ∈ K, and
extending them by zero outside of their patch. The basis of V 0

pw thus reads

(2.13) Λk
i (x) := F0

k (Λ̂
k
i )(x) =

{
Λ̂k
i (x̂

k) on Ωk

0 elsewhere
for k ∈ K, i ∈ Ik
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where we have written x̂k := (Fk)
−1(x). Similarly, the basis of V 1

pw reads

Λ1,k
d,i (x) := F

1
k (Λ̂

1,k

d,i )(x) =

{
DF−T

k Λ̂
1,k

d,i (x̂
k) on Ωk

0 elsewhere
for k ∈ K, (d, i) ∈ I1,k

and the basis of V 2
pw reads

Λ2,k
i (x) := F2

k (Λ̂
2,k
i )(x) =

{
J−1
k Λ̂2,k

i (x̂k) on Ωk

0 elsewhere
for k ∈ K, i ∈ I2,k.

2.3. Conforming constraints on patch interfaces. Since the local spaces V ℓ
k

consist of continuous functions, the conforming subspaces V ℓ
h ⊂ V ℓ

pw may be charac-
terized by continuity constraints on the patch interfaces, namely on the intersections
of patch boundaries ∂Ωk∩∂Ωl, k ̸= l. Because we assume that patches are geomet-
rically conforming, these interfaces are either an edge or a vertex of both patches,
and it follows from be the Lipschitz assumption on ∂Ω that if a vertex is shared
by two patches, then it belongs to an edge also shared by two patches (an inte-
rior edge). In particular, the continuity constraints characterizing the conforming
spaces (2.8) may be expressed on interior edges.

For the first space V 0
h = V 0

pw ∩ V 0, with V 0 = H1(Ω) as in (2.1), the continuity
condition reads: ϕ ∈ V 0

pw belongs to V 0 if and only if

ϕ|Ωk− = ϕ|Ωk+ on every interior edge e = ∂Ωk− ∩ ∂Ωk+ .

In the case of homogeneous boundary conditions (2.3) where V 0 = H1
0 (Ω), an

additional condition is imposed on the boundary edges, namely

ϕ|e = 0 on every boundary edge e ⊂ ∂Ω.

Similarly, a function u ∈ V 1
pw belongs to V 1 = H(curl; Ω) if and only if

τ · u|Ωk− = τ · u|Ωk+ on every interior edge e = ∂Ωk− ∩ ∂Ωk+

where τ denotes an arbitrary vector tangent to the edge. For the sequence (2.1)
this characterizes the vector fields in V 1

h . In the case of homogeneous boundary
conditions (2.3) where V 1 = H0(curl; Ω), an additional condition is imposed on the
boundary edges, namely

τ · u|e = 0 on every boundary edge e ⊂ ∂Ω.

For the last space of the sequence there are no constraints: since V 2 = L2(Ω), the
conforming space is simply V 2

h = V 2
pw.

For later purposes we denote by E and V the respective sets of patch edges and
vertices. Given e ∈ E , we gather the indices of adjacent patches in

K(e) = {k ∈ K : e ⊂ ∂Ωk},
and similarly for a given v ∈ V, we gather the indices of the adjacent patches in
the set

K(v) = {k ∈ K : v ∈ ∂Ωk}.
We also define patch neighborhoods of edges and vertices as

Ω(e) := int
(
∪k∈K(e) Ωk

)
, Ω(v) := int

(
∪k∈K(v) Ωk

)
.

Clearly, K(e) contains two patches if e is an interior edge, and only one patch if it
is a boundary edge.
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Assumption 2.2. Interior edges e are shared by two patches of nested resolutions,
in the sense that K(e) is of the form {k−(e), k+(e)} with

V0
k−(e) ⊂ V

0
k+(e).

2.4. Weak differential operators in conforming FEEC sequences. In this
section and the following one, we specify in which sense discrete adjoint sequences
such as (2.10) approximate the continuous ones. Our main observation will be that
broken-FEEC spaces allow more flexibility than conforming ones in the choice of
the underlying weak boundary conditions. We will also specify a notion of moment
preservation that will allow us to reach high-order accuracy for the weak differential
operators.

Let us begin by reminding that if one considers the grad-curl sequence without
boundary conditions (2.1) as a primal de Rham sequence, then the associated ad-
joint sequence, defined by L2 duality, is the curl-div sequence with homogeneous
boundary conditions (2.2). Conversely, if the grad-curl sequence with boundary
conditions (2.3) is chosen as a primal de Rham sequence, then the corresponding
adjoint sequence is the curl-div sequence without boundary conditions.

At the discrete level a similar behavior can be observed. For instance in the
case of conforming spaces V ℓ

h approximating the inhomogeneous sequence (2.1),
one may expect that the discrete adjoint operators approximate the continuous
differential operators with homogeneous boundary conditions. This can be verified
by considering divh,0 := −(grad)∗ : V 1

h → V 0
h and curlh,0 := (curl)∗ : V 2

h → V 1
h

defined by the relations

(2.14)

{
⟨ϕ, divh,0 u⟩ = −⟨gradϕ,u⟩, ∀u ∈ V 1

h , ϕ ∈ V 0
h ,

⟨v, curlh,0 w⟩ = ⟨curlv, w⟩, ∀w ∈ V 2
h , v ∈ V 1

h ,

and letting Π̃ℓ
h be the L2 projection onto V ℓ

h . Then, the following relations hold:{
divh,0 Π̃

1
hu = Π̃0

h divu, ∀u ∈ H0(div; Ω),

curlh,0 Π̃
2
hv = Π̃1

h curlv, ∀v ∈ H0(curl; Ω).

Indeed, for all ϕ ∈ V 0
h and u ∈ H0(div; Ω) we have

⟨ϕ, divh,0 Π̃1
hu⟩ = −⟨gradϕ, Π̃1

hu⟩ = −⟨gradϕ,u⟩ = ⟨ϕ, divu⟩ = ⟨ϕ, Π̃0
h divu⟩,

and the relation involving curlh,0 is verified in the same way.
Conversely, if the conforming spaces (denoted here V ℓ

h,0 for clarity) approximate
the sequence (2.3) with homogeneous boundary conditions, then the discrete ad-
joint operators approximate the continuous differential operators without boundary
conditions. To specify this, consider the operators divh := −(grad)∗ : V 1

h,0 → V 0
h,0

and curlh := (curl)∗ : V 2
h,0 → V 1

h,0 defined by the relations

(2.15)

{
⟨ϕ, divh u⟩ = −⟨gradϕ,u⟩, ∀u ∈ V 1

h,0, ϕ ∈ V 0
h,0,

⟨v, curlh w⟩ = ⟨curlv, w⟩, ∀w ∈ V 2
h,0, v ∈ V 1

h,0,

and let Π̃ℓ
h,0 be the L2 projection onto V ℓ

h,0. Then the following relations hold:{
divh Π̃

1
h,0u = Π̃0

h,0 divu, ∀u ∈ H(div; Ω),

curlh Π̃
2
h,0v = Π̃1

h,0 curlv, ∀v ∈ H(curl; Ω).
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Again, this is easy to establish: for all ϕ ∈ V 0
h,0 and u ∈ H(div; Ω), compute

⟨ϕ, divh Π̃1
h,0u⟩ = −⟨gradϕ, Π̃1

h,0u⟩ = −⟨gradϕ,u⟩ = ⟨ϕ, divu⟩ = ⟨ϕ, Π̃0
h,0 divu⟩,

and the relation involving curlh is verified in the same way. We may summarize
these observations as follows.

Theorem 2.3. Let Π̃ℓ
h be the L2-projection onto the conforming space V ℓ

h without
boundary conditions, and let

divh,0 := −(grad)∗ : V 1
h → V 0

h , curlh,0 := (curl)∗ : V 2
h → V 1

h

be the discrete differential operators corresponding to (2.14). Then the following
diagram commutes:

V 0
h V 1

h V 2
h

L2 H0(div) H0(curl)

grad curl

divh,0 curlh,0

Π̃0
h

div

Π̃1
h

curl

Π̃2
h

Conversely, let Π̃ℓ
h,0 be the L2-projection onto the conforming space with homoge-

neous boundary conditions V ℓ
h,0, and let

divh := −(grad)∗ : V 1
h,0 → V 0

h,0, curlh := (curl)∗ : V 2
h,0 → V 1

h,0

be the discrete differential operators corresponding to (2.15). Then the following
diagram commutes:

V 0
h,0 V 1

h,0 V 2
h,0

L2 H(div) H(curl)

grad0 curl0

divh curlh

Π̃0
h,0

div

Π̃1
h,0

curl

Π̃2
h,0

In particular, the boundary conditions associated with the weak differential operators
are determined by the underlying conforming finite element spaces.

2.5. Weak broken differential operators and moment preservation. In the
broken-FEEC framework, boundary conditions are not imposed on the finite ele-
ment spaces themselves (which are defined patch-wise without taking into account
neighboring patches or global constraints) but through the conforming projection
operators. As a result, one can expect that the above duality principle applies in
a flexible way, allowing one to choose the weak boundary conditions by selecting
a suitable conforming projection. To verify this flexible duality principle, let us
assume that

P ℓ : V ℓ
pw → V ℓ

h and P ℓ
0 : V ℓ

pw → V ℓ
h,0

are conforming projection operators onto the discrete spaces without and with ho-
mogeneous boundary conditions, respectively. Examples of such projections will be
described later in this article. We may then consider two kinds of weak differential
operators, as above. First, the adjoints of the strong broken-FEEC differential op-
erators associated with no boundary conditions, which should in principle approx-
imate the adjoint differential operators with homogeneous boundary conditions:
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divpw,0 := −(gradP 0)∗ : V 1
pw → V 0

pw and curlpw,0 := (curlP 1)∗ : V 2
pw → V 1

pw,
defined by the relations

(2.16)

{
⟨ϕ, divpw,0 u⟩ = −⟨gradP 0ϕ,u⟩, ∀u ∈ V 1

pw, ϕ ∈ V 0
pw,

⟨v, curlpw,0 w⟩ = ⟨curlP 1v, w⟩, ∀w ∈ V 2
pw, v ∈ V 1

pw.

Second, the adjoints of the broken-FEEC differential operators associated with ho-
mogeneous boundary conditions, which should approximate the adjoint differential
operators without boundary conditions: divpw := −(gradP 0

0 )
∗ : V 1

pw → V 0
pw and

curlpw := (curlP 1
0 )

∗ : V 2
pw → V 1

pw, defined by the relations

(2.17)

{
⟨ϕ, divpw u⟩ = −⟨gradP 0

0 ϕ,u⟩, ∀u ∈ V 1
pw, ϕ ∈ V 0

pw,

⟨v, curlpw w⟩ = ⟨curlP 1
0 v, w⟩, ∀w ∈ V 2

pw, v ∈ V 1
pw.

We finally consider two kinds of patch-wise approximation operators, namely
(2.18)

Π̃ℓ
pw := (P ℓ)∗Qℓ

pw : L2(Ω)→ V ℓ
pw and Π̃ℓ

pw,0 := (P ℓ
0 )

∗Qℓ
pw : L2(Ω)→ V ℓ

pw

where Qℓ
pw is the L2-projection onto V ℓ

pw. Then, one easily verifies (applying the
definitions and integrating by parts as above) that the following relations hold:{

divpw,0 Π̃
1
pwu = Π̃0

pw divu, ∀u ∈ H0(div; Ω),

curlpw,0 Π̃
2
pwv = Π̃1

pw curlv, ∀v ∈ H0(curl; Ω),

and {
divpw Π̃1

pw,0u = Π̃0
pw,0 divu, ∀u ∈ H(div; Ω),

curlpw Π̃2
pw,0v = Π̃1

pw,0 curlv, ∀v ∈ H(curl; Ω).

Again, let us summarize the above observations in a formal statement.

Theorem 2.4. Let P ℓ : V ℓ
pw → V ℓ

h and P ℓ
0 : V ℓ

pw → V ℓ
h,0 be discrete projec-

tion operators onto the conforming spaces without and with homogeneous boundary
conditions, respectively. Then the discrete differential operators corresponding to
(2.16), i.e.

divpw,0 := −(gradP 0)∗ : V 1
pw → V 0

pw, curlpw,0 := (curlP 1)∗ : V 2
pw → V 1

pw,

satisfy a commuting diagram

V 0
pw V 1

pw V 2
pw

L2 H0(div) H0(curl)

gradP 0
curlP 1

divpw,0 curlpw,0

Π̃0
pw

div

Π̃1
pw

curl

Π̃2
pw

where Π̃ℓ
pw := (P ℓ)∗Qℓ

pw is defined as in (2.18). Similarly, the discrete differential
operators corresponding to (2.17), i.e.

divpw := −(gradP 0
0 )

∗ : V 1
pw → V 0

pw, curlpw := (curlP 1
0 )

∗ : V 2
pw → V 1

pw,
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satisfy a commuting diagram

V 0
pw V 1

pw V 2
pw

L2 H(div) H(curl)

gradP 0
0 curlP 1

0

divpw curlpw

Π̃0
pw,0

div

Π̃1
pw,0

curl

Π̃2
pw,0

where Π̃ℓ
pw,0 := (P ℓ

0 )
∗Qℓ

pw is defined as in (2.18). In particular, the boundary con-
ditions associated with the weak differential operators are determined by the under-
lying conforming projection operator.

Let us observe that the operator Π̃ℓ
pw = (P ℓ)∗Qℓ

pw : L2(Ω)→ V ℓ
pw is a projection,

but only onto a subspace of V ℓ
pw: namely, onto (P ℓ)∗V ℓ

pw. For this projection to
be a high order approximation operator, we see that (P ℓ)∗ must preserve the high
order polynomials in V ℓ

pw. In other terms, P ℓ must preserves polynomial moments
in logical coordinates.

Definition 2.5. An operator P : V ℓ
pw → V ℓ

pw is moment-preserving of order r ≥ 0

if for any u ∈ V ℓ
pw and any patch k ∈ K, the pullbacks

ûk = (F l
k)

−1((Pv)|Ωk
) and v̂k = (F l

k)
−1(v|Ωk

)

satisfy the equalities

(2.19) ⟨ûk, q⟩ = ⟨v̂k, q⟩

for all (scalar or vector valued) polynomials q ∈ Qr−1,r−1[x̂] defined on the logical
domain Ω̂.

Remark 2.6. In the case r = 0, we have Qr−1,r−1[x̂]−1,−1 = {0} and the prior
definition is empty. For this reason we may say that the operator is not moment-
preserving.

Remark 2.7. The L2-projection operator Qℓ
pw : L2(Ω)→ V ℓ

pw defined by

⟨Qℓ
pwv, u⟩ = ⟨v, u⟩, ∀v ∈ L2(Ω), ∀u ∈ V ℓ

pw,

is moment-preserving of order p+ 1 for ℓ = 0, and of order p for ℓ ≥ 1, reminding
that p is the polynomial degree of the discrete space V 0. Given the form of Π̃ℓ

pw

above, it is then natural to design conforming projection operators P ℓ that preserve
moments of order r = r(P ℓ) with r(P 0) ≤ p+ 1 and r(P 1) ≤ p.

2.6. Broken-FEEC discretizations of model PDEs. For the numerical veri-
fication of our conforming projection operators, we revise the test problems and
numerical schemes of the broken-FEEC framework from [26, Section 3].

2.6.1. Broken degrees of freedom. Following [26, Section 2.4], we assume that each
local space V ℓ

k is equipped with linear forms

(2.20) σℓ,k
i : V ℓ

k → R, i ∈ Iℓ,k,

which are characterized by duality to the basis functions:

σℓ,k
i

(
Λℓ,k
j

)
= δi,j , i, j ∈ Iℓ,k.
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In the numerical examples of Section 5, we will use B-spline basis functions so that
σ in (2.20) are their corresponding coefficients.

This allows for the description of the differential operators in matrix form onto
the coefficients, also called degrees of freedom (DOF), of the patch-local basis func-
tions. For ease of notation, we will reduce/flatten the tuple of patch index k ∈ K
and multi-index i ∈ Iℓ,k to a single index

m : (k, i) 7→ m ∈ {1, . . . , N ℓ := dim(V ℓ
pw)},

such that Λℓ
m = Λℓ,k

i .
The differential operators grad and curl in matrix form are then given by

Gi,j = σ1
i (gradpw Λ0

j ), i = 1, . . . , N1j = 1, . . . , N0,

Ci,j = σ2
i (curlpw Λ1

j ), i = 1, . . . , N2, j = 1, . . . , N1.

These matrices are of sizes N1×N0 and N2×N1 respectively with a patch-diagonal
structure, that means the matrices are block-diagonal with blocks corresponding to
the patch-local differential operator.

The conforming projection (2.9) as an endomorphism on V 0
pw in matrix form

reads

Pℓ
i,j = σℓ

i (P
ℓΛℓ

j), i, j = 1, . . . , N ℓ.

Since the conforming projection P ℓ maps into the conforming space V ℓ
h , the matrix

Pℓ is not block diagonal, but has to average/couple degrees of freedom on shared
interfaces.

Introducing the coefficient spaces Cℓ = RNℓ

, we can write the commuting dia-
gram:

V 0
pw V 1

pw V 2
pw

C0 C1 C2

gradP 0
curlP 1

σ0 σ1 σ2

GP0 CP1

For other purposes, such as the coderivative matrices, we also need the mass-
matrices Mℓ, which are defined as

Mℓ
i,j = ⟨Λℓ

i ,Λ
ℓ
j⟩L2(Ω), i, j = 1, . . . , N ℓ,

and are block-diagonal as well. Another matrix that we will use is the identity
matrix I, which is the identity operator on the coefficient space Cℓ depending on
the context.

2.6.2. Weak differential operators. Using the definitions in Section 2.5, we can write
the weak differential operators in the broken-FEEC framework, they then read

D̃ = −(M0)−1
(
GP0

)T
M1,

and

C̃ = −(M1)−1
(
CP1

)T
M2.
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In Section 5.1, we verify the approximation properties of these weak differential
operators, as we apply them to smooth test functions and compare them to the
exact differentials.

2.6.3. Poisson problem. Following [26, Section 3.1], we consider the Poisson prob-
lem with homogeneous boundary conditions, i.e. for given f ∈ L2(Ω), find ϕ ∈
V 0 = H1

0 (Ω) such that

−∆ϕ = f.

Within the broken-FEEC Framework, this equation is discretized as(GP0
)T

M1GP0 + α (I− P0)TM0(I− P0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
jump stabilization

 ϕ = (P0)TM0f,

for some α > 0, the coefficients f ∈ C0 of a projection of the source f and the
coefficients ϕ ∈ C0 of the solution ϕ. Notice that the right-hand-side is obtained by
a filtered L2-projection similar to in Section 2.5.

2.6.4. Time-harmonic Maxwell problem. In order to study the time-harmonic Maxwells
problem with inhomogeneous boundary conditions, we again follow [26, Section 3.3]:
For ω ∈ R and J ∈ L2(Ω), we solve

−ω2E + curl curlE = J ,

for E ∈ V 1 = H(curl,Ω). In our framework, that reads−ω2(P1)TM1P1 + (CP1)TM2CP1 + α (I− P1)TM1(I− P1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
jump stabilization

 e = (P1)TM1j,

for some α > 0, with the discrete source coefficients j ∈ C1 and the solution coeffi-
cients e ∈ C1.

2.6.5. Curl-curl eigenvalue problem. Following [26, Section 3.4 and Section 5.5], we
look at the spectral correctness of the curl-curl eigenvalue problem: Find λ > 0
such that

curl curlE = λE,

where E ∈ V 1 = H0(curl,Ω).
Within the broken-FEEC framework, this equation is discretized as

(
CP1

)T
M2CP1 e = λ

α (I− P1)TM1(I− P1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
jump stabilization

+(P1)TM1P1

 e,

for α > 0 and with the coefficients e ∈ C1.
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2.6.6. Time-domain Maxwell. We consider the time-domain Maxwell problem on
a square domain as described in [26, Section 3.6 and Section 5.7]: For J ∈ L2(Ω),
solve

∂tE − curlB = −J ,
∂tB + curlE = 0,

where E ∈ H0(curl,Ω) and B ∈ L2(Ω). A semi-discrete scheme in the broken-
FEEC framework then reads

M1∂te = (CP1)TM2b− (P1)TM1j,(2.21)

∂tb = −CP1e,

with coefficients b ∈ C0, e ∈ C1 and j ∈ C1. This will be put in a fully discrete
scheme by using a leapfrog time-stepping scheme later on.

2.6.7. Time-domain Helmholtz. Analogous to the time-domain Maxwell problem,
we consider the Helmholtz equation and solve

∂tϕ− div U = 0,

∂tU + grad ϕ = 0,

for ϕ ∈ H1
0 (Ω) and U ∈ H(div,Ω). Similar to before, the semi-discrete scheme

reads

M0∂tϕ = (GP0)TM1u,

∂tu = −GP0ϕ,

where ϕ ∈ C0 and u ∈ C1 and will be fully discretized later on.
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3. Conforming projection operators on V 0
pw

On the first space of (2.1), where the H1-conformity amounts to continuity of
functions across all patches as described in Section 2.3, the discrete conforming
space is defined as V 0

h = V 0
pw ∩H1(Ω). We construct a conforming projection

P 0 : V 0
pw → V 0

pw

onto the space V 0
h by averaging degrees of freedom of interface basis functions. In

our approach, we first ensure continuity at domain vertex basis functions by ap-
plying a vertex-based conforming projection PV . Subsequently, we apply an edge-
based conforming projection PE for continuity along edge-interior basis functions.
The first operation is straightforward, but the second one involves extension and
restriction operators, mapping to the shared interface-spaces, introduced in Sec-
tion 3.2, since the patch resolutions may be different across the edges. In addition
to the averaging procedure that enforces the continuity at the patch interfaces, we
complete our projection operators with local correction terms in order to preserve
polynomial moments. A benefit of this approach is to allow for a local and fully
decoupled treatment of vertices and edges. For the clarity of the presentation, we
first list some properties of the vertex- and edge-based projection operators that
will be discussed in the following Section 3.1 and Section 3.2.

Proposition 3.1. Given ϕ ∈ V 0
pw, v ∈ V, and let the order of moment preservation

be r = r(P 0) with 0 ≤ r ≤ p+ 1, then the local vertex-based operator Pv : V 0
pw →

V 0
pw defined in (3.5) below satisfies the following properties

(1) Pvϕ is continuous at v.
(2) Pvϕ = ϕ if and only if ϕ is continuous at v.
(3) Pv preserves polynomial moments of order r in the sense of Definition 2.5.
(4) PvPv′ϕ = Pv′Pvϕ for any v′ ∈ V.

Proposition 3.2. Given ϕ ∈ V 0
pw that is continuous on vertices, e ∈ E , and let

the order of moment preservation be r = r(P 0) with 0 ≤ r ≤ p+ 1, then the local
edge-based operator Pe : V 0

pw → V 0
pw defined in (3.8) below satisfies the following

properties
(1) Peϕ is continuous on e.
(2) Peϕ = ϕ if and only if ϕ is continuous e.
(3) Pe preserves polynomial moments of order r in the sense of Definition 2.5.
(4) PePe′ϕ = Pe′Peϕ for any e′ ∈ E .

Combining both allows us to define the full V 0 conforming projection:

Theorem 3.3. Defining the vertex- and edge-based operators

(3.1) PV =
∏
v∈V

Pv, PE =
∏
e∈E

Pe,

consisting of the local operators (3.5) and (3.8), then

P 0 = PEPV : V 0
pw → V 0

pw

is a projection onto the conforming space V 0
h which is moment-preserving of order

0 ≤ r ≤ p+ 1.
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Proof. Note that the products in (3.1) are well-defined, as their order does not mat-
ter thanks to (4) in Proposition 3.1 and Proposition 3.2. For the range property
of P 0, let ϕ ∈ V 0

pw and write ϕ̃ = PVϕ, which is continuous at any vertex by (1) in
Proposition 3.1. This continuity is conserved by PE , and PE ϕ̃ is additionally con-
tinuous on any edge by (1) in Proposition 3.2. Thus, P 0 maps into the continuous
space V 0

h . The projection property of P 0 directly follows from (2) in Proposition 3.1
and Proposition 3.2. Using (3) in Proposition 3.1 and Proposition 3.2, since every
operator in the composition preserves polynomial moments, we can directly infer
the moment preservation property of the product. □

3.1. Vertex-based projections. In this section, we detail the construction of the
vertex conforming projection of Proposition 3.1 resulting in Definition 3.5. Let the
order of moment preservation be given by 0 ≤ r ≤ p + 1 and fix a vertex v ∈ V.
For ease of notation, assume that the ordering of basis functions of V 0

k , c.f. (2.13),
in every adjacent patch k ∈ K(v) starts with the one basis function on the vertex
v, i.e. Λk

0 is associated to v for all k ∈ K(v).

Local vertex conforming projection. We define the local vertex conforming pro-
jection Pv that establishes continuity at the vertex v. In absence of moment-
preservation (r = 0) this is done by mapping the patch-wise basis functions asso-
ciated to the vertex v (one per patch) to the same degree of freedom, averaged in
order to become a projection:

(3.2) Pv = Λk
j 7→

{
Λ̄v if j = 0 and k ∈ K(v),

Λk
j else,

where k ∈ K and we define the vertex-conforming function Λ̄v as the average of the
patch-wise basis functions at the vertex:

(3.3) Λ̄v =
1

#K(v)
∑

k′∈K(v)

Λk′

0 ,

with #K(v) being the number of patches sharing the vertex v.

Preservation of polynomial moments. In the case where r ≥ 1, we need to add
correction terms to the definition of Pv in (3.2). Following Definition 2.5, we choose
correction terms that involve additional interior degrees of freedom, and we use
those that are close to the vertex and that preserve the continuity. So for any
patch k ∈ K(v), we consider the ansatz

PvΛ
k
0 = Λ̄v +

r∑
m1,m2=1

amΛk
m +

∑
k′∈K(v)
k′ ̸=k

r∑
m1,m2=1

ãmΛk′

m,(3.4)

with coefficients am = a1,m1
a2,m2

– similarly ãm – to be determined. As we
will see later, specifically in Remark 3.4, these correction terms can be determined
independently of the patch, which is an important property of our construction and
allows us to omit a patch-dependent notation here. In the case r = 0, this ansatz
is consistent with the prior definition.
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The pullbacks on the patch Ωk read

(F0
k )

−1(Λk
i |Ωk

) = Λ̂k
i , (F0

k )
−1(Λk′

i |Ωk
) = 0,

(F0
k )

−1(PvΛ
k
0|Ωk

) =
1

#K(v)
Λ̂k
0 +

r∑
m1,m2=1

amΛ̂k
m,

which allows us to write (2.19), for any q(x̂) = q1(x̂1)q2(x̂2) ∈ Qr−1,r−1[x̂] as
ˆ
Ω̂

(
1

#K(v)
Λ̂k
0 +

r∑
m1,m2=1

amΛ̂k
m

)
q =

ˆ
Ω̂

Λ̂k
0q

⇔
r∑

m1,m2=1

am

ˆ
Ω̂

Λ̂k
mq =

(
1− 1

#K(v)

)ˆ
Ω̂

Λ̂k
0q

⇐
r∑

m=1

at,m

ˆ 1

0

λk
mqt =

√
1− 1

#K(v)

ˆ 1

0

λk
0qt, for t = 1, 2,

by the tensor-product structure of the basis functions (2.13). On the other hand,
on any patch Ωk′ with k′ ∈ K(v) \ {k}, we have the pullbacks

(F0
k′)−1(Λk′

i |Ωk
) = Λ̂k′

i , (F0
k′)−1(Λk

i |Ωk′ ) = 0,

(F0
k′)−1(PvΛ

k
0|Ωk′ ) =

1

#K(v)
Λ̂k′

0 +

r∑
m1,m2=1

ãmΛ̂k′

m,

and thus for any q(x̂) = q1(x̂1)q2(x̂2) ∈ Qr−1,r−1[x̂] :
ˆ
Ω̂

(
1

#K(v)
Λ̂k′

0 +

r∑
m1,m2=1

ãmΛ̂k′

m

)
q = 0

⇔
r∑

m1,m2=1

ãm

ˆ
Ω̂

Λ̂k′

mq = − 1

#K(v)

ˆ
Ω̂

Λ̂k′

0 q

⇐
r∑

m=1

ãt,m

ˆ 1

0

λk′

mqt = (−1)t
√

1

#K(v)

ˆ 1

0

λk′

0 qt, for t = 1, 2.

Now, we can solve the linear system for the correction coefficients a and ã. Let
(qj)1≤j≤r be the basis of the univariate polynomial space Qr−1[x̂] and define the
basis-polynomial duality-matrices and vertex-basis-polynomial vectors as

Mk =

(ˆ 1

0

λk
mqj

)
1≤m≤r,1≤j≤r

, bk =

(ˆ 1

0

λk
0qj

)
1≤j≤r

.(3.5)

We can thus write the linear systems as

Mkat =

√
1− 1

#K(v)
bk, Mk′

ãt = (−1)

√
1

#K(v)
bk

′
,

and solve them for

a =

(
1− 1

#K(v)

)
(Mk)−1bk⊗(Mk)−1bk, ã = − 1

#K(v)
(Mk′

)−1bk
′
⊗(Mk′

)−1bk
′
.
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Remark 3.4. As announced above, we verify that the coefficients a, ã are indepen-
dent of the mappings Fk, Fk′ and only depend on the logical basis of V0. Since we
assumed nestedness of the patches, e.g. by some refinement factor say 2θ (θ ∈ Z)
between the resolutions of patch k and k′, we have a scaling relation between one-
dimensional basis functions on the logical tensor-product domain:

λk
i (x) = λk′

i′ (2
θx).

Performing a change of basis in (3.5) by qj(x) = q̃j(2
θx), i.e.

(3.6)
ˆ 1

0

λk
i qj =

ˆ 1

0

λk′

i′ q̃j
2θ

,

and defining the one-dimensional correction coefficient

(3.7) γ1d = (Mk)−1bk ∈ Rr,

we realize that this definition is independent of the patch k and direction t because
the scaling factor from (3.6) cancels.

Thus, we can define the correction coefficient

(3.8) γ = γ1d ⊗ γ1d

independent of the patch k ∈ K(v) and its mapping Fk, which is an important
property of our construction, and more elegantly write

a =

(
1− 1

#K(v)

)
γ, ã = − 1

#K(v)
γ.

The full operator for a given vertex v resulting from this construction then reads:

Definition 3.5. The local vertex conforming projection Pv : V 0
pw → V 0

pw is defined
as

Pv : Λk
j 7→


Λ̄v +

r∑
m1,m2=1

γm

Λk
m −

1

#K(v)
∑

k′∈K(v)

Λk′

m

 if j = 0 and k ∈ K(v),

Λk
j else,

for all j ∈ Ik, where Λk
j are the patch-wise basis functions defined in equation (2.13),

the order of moment preservation is 0 ≤ r ≤ p+ 1, γ the correction coefficients in
(3.8) and Λ̄v the vertex-conforming basis function in (3.3).

Remark 3.6. Since

r ≤ p+ 1 < p+Nk − 1 = nk

which holds by Assumption 2.1, the correction terms do not involve other vertex
basis functions (which have one index nk). Again, recall that for r = 0, the sum is
vanishing, and we are consistent with the prior definition.

Now, we are in the position to prove Proposition 3.1.

Proof of Proposition 3.1.
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(1) In order to show that Pvϕ is continuous at v, let ϕ =
∑

k

∑
i ϕ

k
iΛ

k
i ∈ V 0

pw

and v ∈ V, we write its projection restricted to a patch Ωk′ , k′ ∈ K(v) as

(Pvϕ)|Ωk′ (v) =
∑

k∈K(v)

∑
i

ϕk
i (PvΛ

k
i )|Ωk′ (v)

=
∑

k∈K(v)

ϕk
0 Λ̄v|Ωk′ (v)

=
∑

k∈K(v)

ϕk
0

#K(v)
Λk′

0 (v)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

where we only mapped the vertex basis functions as the others vanish,
the same holds true for the moment correction terms. Thus, since the
restriction to any patch k′ ∈ K(v) yields the same value, the projection
Pvϕ is continuous at v.

(2) Next, we want to show: Pvϕ = ϕ if and only if ϕ is continuous at v. The first
direction, namely "=⇒", directly follows from (1). For the other direction,
let ϕ =

∑
k

∑
i ϕ

k
iΛ

k
i ∈ V 0

pw be continuous at the vertex v, we denote by

ϕ0 = ϕk
0 =

1

#K(v)
∑

l∈K(v)

ϕl
0, ∀k ∈ K(v),

the common coefficient of the vertex basis function on each patch and thus
the projection reads

Pvϕ =
∑

k∈K(v)

∑
i̸=0

ϕk
iΛ

k
i +

∑
k∈K(v)

ϕk
0PvΛ

k
0

=
∑

k∈K(v)

∑
i̸=0

ϕk
iΛ

k
i + ϕ0

∑
k∈K(v)

Λ̄v +

r∑
m1,m2=1

γm

Λk
m −

1

#K(v)
∑

k′∈K(v)

Λk′

m



=
∑

k∈K(v)

∑
i̸=0

ϕk
iΛ

k
i + ϕ0

#K(v)Λ̄v +

r∑
m1,m2=1

γm

 ∑
k∈K(v)

Λk
m −

∑
k′∈K(v)

Λk′

m


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0


=
∑

k∈K(v)

∑
i̸=0

ϕk
iΛ

k
i + ϕ0

∑
k∈K(v)

Λk
0

=
∑

k∈K(v)

∑
i̸=0

ϕk
iΛ

k
i + ϕk

0Λ
k
0 = ϕ

(3) The preservation of polynomial moments holds by construction in Sec-
tion 3.1.

(4) The vertex-based operators for different vertices are commuting since by
Remark 3.6, the projection Pv does not change coefficients of other vertex
basis functions.

□
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3.2. Edge-based projections. For this section, we again let the moment preser-
vation order be given by 0 ≤ r ≤ p + 1, fix an interface e ∈ E and denote by
k− ∈ K(e) (or in exponents just −) the coarse and k+ ∈ K(e) (or in exponents just
+) the fine patch adjacent to the edge e. Since the ordering of the patch-wise basis
functions depends on the orientation of the edge, we have to distinguish between
vertical and horizontal interfaces, but without loss of generality we can assume for
the following definitions that the first index is the edge parallel coordinate and the
second index the edge perpendicular coordinate, i.e.

j = (j1, j2), j1 = j∥(ê), j2 = j⊥(ê).

Furthermore, we assume that for both patches the basis functions in the edge-
perpendicular direction are ordered starting with the edge-basis functions associated
with the edge e. At the same time, we assume that the basis functions in the edge-
parallel direction are ordered in the same direction on both adjacent patches.

As another ease of notation, we consider a (edge) local parametrization of the
patches k− and k+ consisting of a single mapping F = F (e) : Ω̂(e) → Ω(e), such
that the edge-local logical domain Ω̂(e) = [0, 1] × [1,−1], is the juxtaposition of
the tensor-product patches Ω̂±, and the edge-local physical domain Ω(e), to be the
juxtaposition of the physical patches Ω±. An illustration is provided in Figure 1.

x̂∥

x̂⊥

Ω(e) Ω̂(e)

Ω+

Ω−

Ω̂+

Ω̂−

e ê
j−1

j−2

j+1

j+2

F

Figure 1. The edge-local logical domain Ω̂(e) (right) and the
edge-local physical domain Ω(e) (left) for a horizontal edge e, dif-
ferent resolutions and the mapping F (e). Additionally, we show
the orientation of the logical variables and indicate the direction
of increasing basis index ordering.



BROKEN-FEEC ON LOCALLY REFINED MULTIPATCH DOMAINS 21

This allows us to extend the patch-wise logical basis functions in edge-perpendicular
direction to the whole edge-local logical domain Ω̂(e):
(3.9)

λ−
⊥,i(x̂⊥) =

{
λ−
i (−x̂⊥) if −1 ≤ x̂⊥ ≤ 0

0 if 0 < x̂⊥ ≤ 1
, λ+

⊥,i(x̂⊥) =

{
0 if −1 ≤ x̂⊥ ≤ 0

λ+
i (x̂⊥) if 0 < x̂⊥ ≤ 1

for all 0 < i < n±. On the other hand, the nested univariate function spaces along
the edge ê, i.e. V̂ 0

±,∥ = V0
±, are naturally defined on the edge-local logical domain

Ω̂(e), but have to be corrected for continuity by the conforming projection as they
in general have different resolutions.

Extension-Restriction operators. In order to combine spline spaces of different re-
finement levels on shared interfaces, we introduce projections between the univariate
logical edge-parallel function spaces V̂ 0

±,∥ = V0
±. We refer to them as extension op-

erators E (inclusion/change of basis) when mapping a coarse to a fine spline, and
restriction operators R (L2-projection) for the opposite direction.

We define the extension operator E , projecting coarse one-dimensional spline
functions to fine ones, as a map

(3.10) E : V0
− ⊂ V0

+ −→ V0
+,

that acts as the change of basis describing the (coarse) basis functions of V0
− in

the (fine) basis of V0
+, which is possible due to Assumption 2.2. Its matrix form E,

the change of basis matrix, is defined in Section B.2.
Constructing the restriction operator R is more involved as we want to define a

projection from the fine to the coarse spline space:

(3.11) R : V0
+ −→ V0

− ⊂ V0
+,

naturally this will be a left inverse of the extension operator, i.e. RE = id. Since the
edge local conforming projection should not change the vertex degrees of freedom,
as we mentioned in the beginning, we have additional constraints:

(3.12) Rλ+
0 (0) = Rλ−

0 (0) = λ−
0 (0), Rλ+

n+
(1) = Rλ−

n−
(1) = λ−

n−
(1).

First, we introduce the interior spaces V0
±,0 = Span

(
{λ±

i | 0 < i < n±}
)

and
write the restriction operator as

(3.13) Rϕ̂ = (id− T ) ϕ̂+ R0T ϕ̂,
depending on the interior restriction operator R0 constructed below, and where the
truncation T : V0

+ −→ V0
+,0 is defined as

T ϕ̂ = ϕ̂− ϕ̂0λ
−
0 − ϕ̂n+

λ−
n−

,(3.14)

note that (T ϕ̂)(0) = (T ϕ̂)(1) = 0 as the basis functions are interpolatory at the
boundaries. The interior restriction operator R0 : V0

+,0 −→ V0
−,0 is defined on

the interior fine space and thus does not involve vertex degrees of freedom. This
interior restriction operator R0 is defined using the full L2-projection R̃ from the
interior fine space V0

+,0 onto the coarse space V0
−:

(3.15)
ˆ

λ−
j R̃λ+

i =

ˆ
λ−
j λ

+
i , ∀j = 0, . . . , n−, i = 1, . . . , n+ − 1,
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which is moment preserving since V0
± contains all polynomials of degree p ≥ r − 1

as mentioned in Remark 2.7. But in order to remove the vertex degrees of freedom
from the range of the projection in a moment preserving way, we introduce another
truncation T̃ : V0

− −→ V0
−,0, defined as

(3.16) T̃ ϕ̂ = ϕ̂− ϕ̂0λ
−
0 − ϕ̂n−λ

−
n−

+ ϕ̂0

r∑
i=1

γ1d
i λ−

i + ϕ̂n−

n−−1∑
i=n−−r

γ1d
i λ−

i ,

where ϕ̂ ∈ V0
−. Indeed, this correction accounts for the polynomial moments: For

ϕ̂− ∈ V0
− and q ∈ Qr−1[x̂], we observeˆ

T̃ ϕ̂q =

ˆ
ϕ̂q,

by the definition of the correction coefficients γ1d. Hence, we finally set

(3.17) R0 = T̃ R̃.

The moment preservation of the full restriction operator R in (3.13) is now
apparent: Observe for ϕ̂ ∈ V̂ 0

+ thatˆ
(Rϕ̂)qj =

ˆ (
(id− T )ϕ̂+ R0T ϕ̂

)
qj

=

ˆ (
(id− T )ϕ̂+ T̃ R̃T ϕ̂

)
qj

=

ˆ (
(id− T )ϕ̂+ R̃T ϕ̂

)
qj

=

ˆ (
(id− T )ϕ̂+ T ϕ̂

)
qj

=

ˆ
ϕ̂qj , ∀j,

where we used the moment preservation of T̃ and R̃. And by construction (3.12)
also holds.

Note that this indeed defines a projection: Let ϕ̂ ∈ V0
− ⊂ V0

+, then

T ϕ̂ = ϕ̂− ϕ̂0λ
−
0 − ϕ̂n+λ

−
n−
∈ V0

−,0,

thus R0T ϕ̂ = T ϕ̂ by definition of the L2-projection and T̃ , hence

Rϕ̂ = ϕ̂0λ
−
0 + ϕ̂n+λ

−
n−

+ T ϕ̂ = ϕ̂.

To summarize, we constructed the restriction operator

R : V0
+ −→ V0

−, ϕ̂ 7→ Rϕ̂ = ϕ̂0λ
−
0 + ϕ̂n+

λ−
n−

+ T̃ R̃T ϕ̂,

consisting of the two truncation operators T defined in equation (3.14) and T̃
defined in equation (3.16) and the L2-projection R̃ from equation (3.15). This op-
erator is a projection on the univariate logical edge-parallel spaceV0

− that preserves
the vertex degrees of freedom and is preserving polynomial moments up to order r.

The description of its matrix R and its detailed construction is given in the
Section B.2.
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Local edge conforming projection. We introduce the averaged basis function per-
pendicular to the edge e:

(3.18) λ̄e
⊥ =

1

2

(
λ−
⊥,0 + λ+

⊥,0

)
,

which uses the parametrization in (3.9) and makes the following definitions more
readable. Mapping a coarse basis function to the fine space, we have to consider
the following cases, where only the ones with support on the interface and not on
the vertex are affected:

Pe : Λ
−
j 7→

{
F0
(
λ−
j1
⊗ λ̄e

⊥
)

if 0 < j1 < n−, j2 = 0,

Λ−
j else,

note that this is well-defined since V̂ 0,−
∥ ⊂ V̂ 0,+

∥ . (We omit the explicit application
of the extension operator here) For fine basis functions, we need to additionally
apply the restriction operator in the parallel direction:

Pe : Λ
+
j 7→

{
F0
(
Rλ+

j1
⊗ λ̄e

⊥
)

if 0 < j1 < n+, j2 = 0,

Λ+
j else.

Preservation of polynomial moments. Again, following Definition 2.5 as in Sec-
tion 3.1, we add (interior) correction terms from both sides in the perpendicular
direction of the interface, which are independent of the patch as explained in Re-
mark 3.4. As for the vertex-conforming projection, we have to map coarse and
fine basis functions on the edge, namely Λ−

(i,0) and Λ+
(i,0), pulling them back to the

logical domain from both of the tensor-product patches, namely Ω− and Ω+, and
checking for the moment preservation.

Since we want to preserve vertex degrees of freedom, we only consider 0 < i < n±
for now. Starting with a coarse basis function, the ansatz reads

PeΛ
−
(i,0) = F

0

(
λ−
i ⊗

(
λ̄e
⊥ +

r∑
m=1

amλ−
⊥,m +

r∑
m=1

ãmλ+
⊥,m

))
.

Thus, the condition for the coarse patch Ω−, where the pullbacks are given by

(F0)−1(PeΛ
−
(i,0)|Ω−) = λ−

i ⊗

(
1

2
λ−
0 +

r∑
m=1

amλ−
⊥,m

)
, (F0)−1(Λ−

(i,0)|Ω−) = λ−
i ⊗ λ−

⊥,0,

reads
ˆ
Ω̂−

(
λ−
i ⊗

(
1

2
λ−
⊥,0 +

r∑
m=1

amλ−
⊥,m

))
qj =

ˆ
Ω̂−

λ−
i ⊗ λ−

⊥,0qj

⇔
r∑

m=1

am

ˆ
Ω̂−

λ−
i ⊗ λ−

⊥,mqj =
1

2

ˆ
Ω̂−

λ−
i ⊗ λ−

⊥,0qj .

On the fine patch Ω+, the pullbacks are given by

(F0)−1(PeΛ
−
(i,0)|Ω+) = λ−

i ⊗

(
1

2
λ+
⊥,0 +

r∑
m=1

ãmλ+
⊥,m

)
, (F0)−1(Λ−

(i,0)|Ω+) = 0,
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and the ansatz reads
ˆ
Ω̂+

(
E λ−

i ⊗

(
1

2
λ+
⊥,0 +

r∑
m=1

ãmλ+
⊥,m

))
qj = 0

⇔
r∑

m=1

ãm

ˆ
Ω̂+

E λ−
i ⊗ λ+

⊥,mqj = −1

2

ˆ
Ω̂+

E λ−
i ⊗

1

2
λ+
⊥,0qj .

We realize that the parallel-component of the integrals is equal (thus moment-
preserving), so there is no need for correction. The coefficients along the perpendic-
ular direction are given with an analogous formula as in the vertex case, i.e. (3.7),
where the assumed orientation in this section does not change the integrals. Thus,
we have

a =
1

2
γ1d, ã = −1

2
γ1d.

Introducing the patch-wise correction term Ce as

(3.19) Ce =
1

2

r∑
m=1

γ1d
m

(
λ−
⊥,m − λ+

⊥,m

)
,

we are able to define the moment-preserving vertex-conforming operator Pe for
coarse edge-interior basis functions by

PeΛ
−
(i,0) = F

0
(
λ−
i ⊗

(
λ̄e
⊥ + Ce

))
.

Next, we want to do the same derivation for fine basis function. If we write the
projection ansatz for a fine basis function, we get:

PeΛ
+
(i,0) = F

0

(
Rλ+

i ⊗

(
λ̄e
⊥ +

r∑
m=1

amλ+
⊥,m +

r∑
m=1

ãmλ−
⊥,m

))
.

On the coarse patch Ω−, the pullbacks read

(F0)−1(PeΛ
+
(i,0)|Ω−) = Rλ+

i ⊗

(
1

2
λ−
⊥,0 +

r∑
m=1

ãmλ−
⊥,m

)
, (F0)−1(Λ+

(i,0)|Ω−) = 0,

which amounts to
ˆ
Ω̂−

(
Rλ+

i ⊗

(
1

2
λ−
⊥,0 +

r∑
m=1

ãmλ−
⊥,m

))
qj = 0

⇔
r∑

m=1

ãm

ˆ
Ω̂−

Rλ+
i ⊗ λ−

⊥,mqj = −1

2

ˆ
Ω̂−

Rλ+
i ⊗ λ−

⊥,0qj ,

whereas before, the parallel-component cancels leading to only one-dimensional
correction terms in perpendicular direction. On the other hand, on the fine patch
Ω+ we have the pullbacks

(F0)−1(PeΛ
+
(i,0)|Ω+

) = Rλ+
i ⊗

(
1

2
λ+
⊥,0 +

r∑
m=1

amλ+
⊥,m

)
,

(F0)−1(Λ+
(i,0)|Ω+) = λ+

i ⊗ λ+
⊥,0,



BROKEN-FEEC ON LOCALLY REFINED MULTIPATCH DOMAINS 25

and get for the ansatz:
ˆ
Ω̂+

(
Rλ+

i ⊗

(
1

2
λ+
⊥,0 +

r∑
m=1

amλ+
⊥,m

))
qj =

ˆ
Ω̂+

λ+
i ⊗ λ+

⊥,0qj

⇔
r∑

m=1

am

ˆ
Ω̂+

Rλ+
i ⊗ λ+

⊥,mqj =

ˆ
Ω̂+

(
λ+
i −

1

2
Rλ+

i

)
⊗ λ+

⊥,0qj .

Here, we require moment-preservation of the restriction R operator, as was derived
in Section 3.2, which allows for the parallel-component to cancel out just as before.
This allows us to conclude with the same correction term defined in (3.19) and
define the moment preserving edge-conforming operator for fine basis functions as

PeΛ
+
(i,0) = F

0
(
Rλ+

i ⊗
(
λ̄e
⊥ − Ce

))
.

For now, we did not consider the vertex basis functions (on the edge) in the same
way as the current ansatz would change the degree of freedom at the vertex. In
order to also preserve moments across the edge for these basis functions, we have
to add another correction term, where the idea is to consider a linear combination
of logical basis functions in parallel direction that are supported on the edge, but
not on the vertex, such that it has the same moments as the vertex basis function:
Assume the vertex v is one of the two vertices on the edge e at (basis function)
index 0 on both patches and define a fine spline µ+

v ∈ V0
+ in parallel coordinate

such that µ+
v (v∥) = 0 and

ˆ 1

0

µ+
v q =

ˆ 1

0

λ+
0 q, ∀q ∈ Qr−1[x̂],

holds. This, again, leads to defining

(3.20) µ+
v =

r∑
m=1

γ1d
m λ+

m.

In the following proposition, we derive the existence and explicit form of an analo-
gous coarse spline µ−

v and the definition of the edge-based projection for the vertex
basis functions of both patches:

Proposition 3.7. There exists a coarse spline µ−
v ∈ V0

−, such that defining the
projection of the vertex basis functions from each patch as

PeΛ
+
0 = F0

(
Rλ+

0 ⊗ λ̄e
⊥ −Rµ+

v ⊗ Ce
)
,

where µ+
v is defined in (3.20), and

PeΛ
−
0 = F0

(
λ−
0 ⊗ λ̄e

⊥ + µ−
v ⊗ Ce

)
,

where µ−
v is derived in (3.21), preserves polynomial moments up to order r and

preserves continuity at the vertex.

Proof. In order to derive the form of µ−
v , we consider the vertex-continuous function

ϕ ∈ V 0
h defined as

(F0)−1(ϕ) = λ−
0 ⊗ λ−

⊥,0 + E λ−
0 ⊗ λ+

⊥,0 = λ−
0 ⊗

(
λ−
⊥,0 + λ+

⊥,0

)
= λ−

0 ⊗ 2λ̄e
⊥,
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which is supported on the vertex v and should stay unchanged under the projection.
To make things more explicit, we use the matrix notation of the extension operator
in the following. Looking at ϕ on the fine patch, we observe the relation

E λ−
0 ⊗ λ+

⊥,0 =

n+∑
i=0

Ei,0λ
+
i ⊗ λ+

⊥,0 = λ+
0 ⊗ λ+

⊥,0 +

n+∑
i=1

Ei,0λ
+
i ⊗ λ+

⊥,0,

where the projection of the later part reads

(F0)−1

(
PeF0

(
n+∑
i=1

Ei,0λ
+
i ⊗ λ+

⊥,0

))

=

n+∑
i=1

Ei,0Rλ+
i ⊗

(
λ̄e
⊥ − Ce

)
= RE︸︷︷︸

=id

λ−
0 ⊗

(
λ̄e
⊥ − Ce

)
−Rλ+

0 ⊗
(
λ̄e
⊥ − Ce

)
.

Thus, we can calculate the full projection Peϕ:

(F0)−1(Peϕ) = λ−
0 ⊗ λ̄e

⊥ + µ−
v ⊗ Ce

+ Rλ+
0 ⊗ λ̄e

⊥ −Rµ+
v ⊗ Ce

+ λ−
0 ⊗

(
λ̄e
⊥ − Ce

)
−Rλ+

0 ⊗
(
λ̄e
⊥ − Ce

)
= λ−

0 ⊗ 2λ̄e
⊥

+
(
µ−
v −Rµ+

v − λ−
0 + Rλ+

0

)
⊗ Ce.

Subtracting the original function ϕ then leads to the condition

0 = Peϕ− ϕ = F0
((
µ−
v −Rµ+

v − λ−
0 + Rλ+

0

)
⊗ Ce

)
,

where we conclude with defining µ−
v as

(3.21) µ−
v = λ−

0 + R
(
µ+
v − λ+

0

)
,

as the edge conforming projection Pe should leave ϕ unchanged.
Indeed, since µ±

v (v) = 0, we preserve continuity: Let ϕ =
∑

k

∑
i ϕ

k
iΛ

k
i ∈ V 0

pw be
continuous at the vertex v, then

(Peϕ)|Ω±(v) =
∑
k=±

ϕ0(PeΛ
k
0)|Ω±(v) = ϕ0F0

(
Rλ+

0 ⊗ λ̄e
⊥ + λ−

0 ⊗ λ̄e
⊥
)
|Ω±(v) = ϕ0.

The preservation of polynomial moments comes from the ansatz as before and from
the fact that µ+

v is constructed to preserve the moments of λ+
0 , which directly

transfers to µ−
v preserving the moments of λ−

0 . □

Of course this construction holds similarly for the second vertex on the edge e.
Finally, we are in the position to give the following definition
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Definition 3.8. The local edge conforming projection Pe : V 0
pw → V 0

pw is defined
as

Pe :



Λ−
j 7→


F0
(
λ−
j1
⊗
(
λ̄e
⊥ + Ce

))
if 0 < j1 < n−, j2 = 0,

F0
(
λ−
j1
⊗ λ̄e

⊥ + µ−
v ⊗ Ce

)
if j1 ∈ {0, n−}, j2 = 0, for v at j,

Λ−
j else,

Λ+
j 7→


F0
(
Rλ+

j1
⊗
(
λ̄e
⊥ − Ce

))
if 0 < j1 < n−, j2 = 0,

F0
(
Rλ+

j1
⊗ λ̄e

⊥ −Rµ+
v ⊗ Ce

)
if j1 ∈ {0, n+}, j2 = 0, for v at j,

Λ+
j else,

Λk
j 7→ Λk

j if k ̸= k−, k+,

where v denotes the vertex corresponding to the index j in both intermediate
cases, λk

j are the scalar patch-wise basis functions defined in (2.12), λ̄e
⊥ the edge-

conforming spline in (3.18), Ce the patch-wise correction term in (3.19), µ−
v and µ+

v

the vertex correction terms in (3.21) and (3.20), and the restriction operator R in
(3.11). On other patches k ̸= k−, k+, it acts as the identity.

Using this definition, we conclude the section with the proof of Proposition 3.2.

Proof of Proposition 3.2.
(1) In order to show that Peϕ is continuous on e, let ϕ =

∑
k

∑
i ϕ

k
iΛ

k
i ∈ V 0

pw

be continuous on vertices and x = F (x̂1, 0) be a point on the interior of the
edge e. Evaluating Peϕ on e at x gives

Peϕ(x) =
∑

k∈K(e)

∑
i

ϕk
i (PeΛ

k
i )(x)

=
∑
i

ϕ−
(i,0)
F0
(
λ−
i ⊗ λ̄e

⊥
)
(x)

+
∑
i

ϕ+
(i,0)F

0
(
Rλ+

i ⊗ λ̄e
⊥
)
(x)

=
∑
i

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i (x̂1)⊗

1

2

(
1|Ω− + 1|Ω+

)
+
∑
i

ϕ+
(i,0)Rλ+

i (x̂1)⊗
1

2

(
1|Ω− + 1|Ω+

)
.

Thus, the projected function is continuous on the edge interior, with values

Peϕ(x) =
1

2

(∑
i

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i (x̂1) +

∑
i

ϕ+
(i,0)Rλ+

i (x̂1)

)
.

Using the assumption of continuity at the vertices, this continuity extends
to the whole edge.

(2) Next, we want to show: Peϕ = ϕ if and only if ϕ is continuous on e. (with
ϕ already continuous on vertices) Again, "=⇒" follows from (1). For the
other direction, assume ϕ =

∑
k

∑
i ϕ

k
iΛ

k
i ∈ V 0

pw is continuous on vertices
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and the edge e. Being continuous on the full edge means that we can write
ϕ on e as ∑

i
i2=0

ϕ−
i Λ

−
i =

∑
i

i2=0

ϕ+
i Λ

+
i

⇐⇒
n−∑
i=0

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i =

n+∑
i=0

ϕ+
(i,0)λ

+
i .

This relation is invariant under the restriction operator, i.e.
n+∑
i=0

ϕ+
(i,0)Rλ+

i = R

n+∑
i=0

ϕ+
(i,0)λ

+
i = R

n−∑
i=0

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i(3.22)

=

n−∑
i=0

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i =

n+∑
i=0

ϕ+
(i,0)λ

+
i ,

and also allows us to write the edge terms

(3.23)
n±∑
i=0

ϕ±
(i,0)λ

±
i ⊗ λ̄e

⊥ =
1

2

n−∑
i=0

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i ⊗ λ−

⊥,0 +
1

2

n+∑
i=0

ϕ+
(i,0)λ

+
i ⊗ λ+

⊥,0.

The projection of ϕ can be written as(
F0
)−1

(Peϕ) =
∑

k∈K(e)

∑
i

ϕk
i

(
F0
)−1

(PeΛ
k
i )

=
∑

k∈K(e)

∑
i

i2 ̸=0

ϕk
i

(
F0
)−1

(PeΛ
k
i )

+
∑
i

0<i1<nk,i2=0

ϕk
i

(
F0
)−1

(PeΛ
k
i )

+
∑

i1=0,nk,i2=0

ϕk
i

(
F0
)−1

(PeΛ
k
i ),

where we separated the indices to interior, edge and vertex terms. Writing
out the projections explicitly, we get(
F0
)−1

(Peϕ) =
∑
k∈±

∑
i

i2 ̸=0

ϕk
iλ

k
i1 ⊗ λk

⊥,i2

+

n−−1∑
i=1

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i ⊗ λ̄e

⊥ + ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i ⊗ Ce

+

n+−1∑
i=1

ϕ+
(i,0)Rλ+

i ⊗ λ̄e
⊥ + ϕ+

(i,0)Rλ+
i ⊗−C

e

+
∑

i=0,n−

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i ⊗ λ̄e

⊥ + ϕ−
(i,0)µ

−
v(i) ⊗ Ce

+
∑

i=0,n+

ϕ+
(i,0)Rλ+

i ⊗ λ̄e
⊥ + ϕ+

(i,0)Rµ+
v(i) ⊗−C

e.
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After adding-subtracting vertex terms and regrouping, it reads(
F0
)−1

(Peϕ) =
∑
k∈±

∑
i

i2 ̸=0

ϕk
iλ

k
i1 ⊗ λk

⊥,i2

+

n−∑
i=0

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i ⊗ λ̄e

⊥ +

n+∑
i=0

ϕ+
(i,0)Rλ+

i ⊗ λ̄e
⊥

+

n−∑
i=0

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i ⊗ Ce +

n+∑
i=0

ϕ+
(i,0)Rλ+

i ⊗−C
e

−
∑

i=0,n−

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i ⊗ Ce −

∑
i=0,n+

ϕ+
(i,0)Rλ+

i ⊗−C
e

+
∑

i=0,n−

ϕ−
(i,0)µ

−
v(i) ⊗ Ce +

∑
i=0,n+

ϕ+
(i,0)Rµ+

v(i) ⊗−C
e,

and we apply the relation (3.23) to the second line in order to recover ϕ,
and apply the relation (3.22) to the third line to cancel out. Finally, we use
the continuity at the vertices to write(
F0
)−1

(Peϕ) =
∑
k∈±

∑
i

ϕk
iλ

k
i1 ⊗ λk

⊥,i2

+

n−∑
i=0

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i ⊗ Ce −

n−∑
i=0

ϕ−
(i,0)λ

−
i ⊗ Ce

+
∑

i=0,n±

ϕ(v(i))
(
−λ−

i + µ−
v(i) + Rλ+

i −Rµ+
v(i)

)
⊗ Ce

=
(
F0
)−1

(ϕ) ,

where the definition of µ−
v from Proposition 3.7 is used in the last step.

Thus, we showed Peϕ = ϕ. Note that we wrote v(i), with i = 0, n±, to
denote the vertex on the edge e with associated index (i, 0).

(3) The preservation of polynomial moments holds by construction in Sec-
tion 3.2.

(4) The edge-based operators for different edges are commuting since the interi-
ors of all edges are disjoint, the projection Pe only acts on basis functions in
the edge interior of e by construction, leaving the rest of the basis functions
unchanged. The assumed continuity at vertices yields result.

□
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4. Conforming projection operators on V 1
pw

In this section we construct a conforming projection

P 1 : V 1
pw → V 1

pw,

onto the space V 1
h = V 1

pw ∩ H(curl; Ω). Here the curl-conformity amounts to a
tangential continuity constraint. For simplicity of the presentation, we make the
same assumptions on the geometry of the patches as in Section 3.2, and consider
the logical domain Ω̂(e) around an horizontal edge ê corresponding to the logical
patches Ω̂± associated with the parametrization F = F (e) : Ω̂(e) → Ω(e), see
Figure 1. On every patch, the logical spaces are of the form

V̂ 1
k =

(
V1

k ⊗V0
k

V0
k ⊗V1

k

)
,

therefore the univariate function spaces along the edge ê, are given by (V̂ 1
± · τ̂e)∥ =

V1
±, which is the parallel (horizontal) direction of the first component of the logical

space V̂ 1
±. The corresponding component of the projected fields must then be

continuous across the edge ê, that is in the edge-perpendicular direction.
Hence, in Section 4.1, we extend the prior introduced extension E and restriction

operators R (which are applied in the edge-parallel coordinate) to the space V1
±.

The averaging and moment corrections are still done in the edge-perpendicular
direction (hence on V0

±) and thus allow to reuse prior definitions like the correction
terms γ1d in (3.7).

In Definition 4.3 below, we will define a logical scalar edge-based operator P̂ 1
e

acting on a single component of V̂ 1
pw depending on the orientation of the edge e.

Since we assumed e to be horizontal, the vector-valued edge-based operator P 1
e

takes the form

(4.1) P 1
eu = F1

(
P̂ 1
e û1

û2

)
,

where û = (F1)−1(u) ∈ V̂ 1
pw,u ∈ V 1

pw. Our construction will satisfy the following
properties.

Proposition 4.1. Given e ∈ E with tangential vector τ e, let P 1
e : V 1

pw → V 1
pw be

the edge-conforming projection (4.1) associated with the logical operator P̂ 1
e from

Definition 4.3 below, with an order of moment preservation r = r(P 1) such that
0 ≤ r ≤ p. Then the following properties hold for all u ∈ V 1

pw:

(1) P 1
eu · τ e is continuous across e.

(2) P 1
eu = u if and only if u · τ e is continuous.

(3) P 1
e preserves polynomial moments of order r.

(4) P 1
eP

1
e′u = P 1

e′P
1
eu for any e′ ∈ E .

The proof will be given in Section 4.1. This leads to the definition of the con-
forming projection operator of V 1

h .

Theorem 4.2. The operator

(4.2) P 1 =
∏
e∈E

P 1
e : V 1

pw → V 1
pw,
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involving the r-th order moment-preserving edge-conforming projection as in Propo-
sition 4.1, is an r-th order moment-preserving projection onto the conforming sub-
space V 1

h .

Proof. Note that (4.2) is well-defined, as the order of the products does not matter
thanks to (4) in Proposition 4.1. For the range property of P 1, let u ∈ V 1

pw:
P 1u is continuous along any edge by (1) in Proposition 4.1. Thus, P 1 maps into
the continuous space V 1

h . The projection property directly follows from (2) in
Proposition 4.1. Again, the moment preservation holds by (3) in Proposition 4.1.

□

4.1. Edge-based projections. We fix an edge e ∈ E and use a similar notation
to Section 3.2 applied to the derived spaces V̂ 1

±. As discussed before, the continuity
constraint is now only enforced along the tangential vector τ e, i.e. in the space
(V̂ 1

± · τ̂e)∥ = V1
±.

Extension-restriction operators. Since the edge-local derived spaces are still nested,
the extension operator on V1

±, i.e.

(4.3) E 1 : V1
− ⊂ V1

+ −→ V1
+

is defined completely analogous to Section 3.2.
The restriction is now simpler, as we do not have to preserve vertex confor-

mity but have it automatically through the edge corrections. Thus, the restriction
operator

(4.4) R1 : V1
+ −→ V1

− ⊂ V1
+,

now is simply defined as the L2-projection from the fine space V1
+ onto the coarse

space V1
−, i.e.

(4.5)
ˆ

λ1,−
j R1λ1,+

i =

ˆ
λ1,−
j λ1,+

i , ∀j = 0, . . . , n− − 1, i = 0, . . . , n+ − 1.

This operator is well-defined and moment preserving of order p, again by the same
argument that V1

− contains polynomials up to degree p− 1.
Again, the construction of the matrix forms E1 and R1 are presented in detail in

the Section B.3.

Local edge conforming projection. Using the same edge-averaging function, that is
defined in the edge-perpendicular direction in the same logical space as in the V 0

case, namely (3.18), we can directly define the local edge-based projection without
any moment preservation as

P̂ 1
e :


λ1,−
j1
⊗ λ−

⊥,j2
7→

{
λ1,−
j1
⊗ λ̄e

⊥ if j2 = 0,

λ1,−
j1
⊗ λ−

⊥,j2
else.

λ1,+
j1
⊗ λ+

⊥,j2
7→

{
R1λ1,+

j1
⊗ λ̄e

⊥ if j2 = 0,

λ1,+
j1
⊗ λ+

⊥,j2
else.



32 FREDERIK SCHNACK AND MARTIN CAMPOS PINTO

Preservation of polynomial moments. Similar to Section 3.2, we can write out the
derivation of the moment preservation for the edge-based projection P̂ 1

e following
Definition 2.5. Since R1 is moment preserving, the correction terms are only in
the edge-perpendicular direction, which is the same logical space (V̂ 1

± · τ̂e)⊥ = V0
±

as in the V 0 case, we thus arrive at an analogous definition with similar correction
coefficients:

Definition 4.3. The logical scalar edge-conforming projection P̂ 1
e : (V̂ 1

pw)1 →
(V̂ 1

pw)1 is defined as

P̂ 1
e :


λ1,−
j1
⊗ λ−

⊥,j2
7→

{
λ1,−
j1
⊗
(
λ̄e
⊥ + Ce

)
if j2 = 0,

λ1,−
j1
⊗ λ−

⊥,j2
else

λ1,+
j1
⊗ λ+

⊥,j2
7→

{
R1λ1,+

j1
⊗
(
λ̄e
⊥ − Ce

)
if j2 = 0,

λ1,+
j1
⊗ λ+

⊥,j2
else

,

where λ1,k
j are the derived scalar patch-wise basis functions from (2.11), λ̄e

⊥ the
edge-conforming spline in (3.18), Ce the patch-wise correction term in (3.19), and
the restriction operator R1 in (4.4). On other patches k ̸= k−, k+, it acts as the
identity.

The full edge conforming operator P 1
e is then defined as in equation (4.1), and

we are able to show its properties.

Proof of Proposition 4.1.
Since we fixed an edge e that is aligned with the first coordinate, its tangent

vector is given by τ e =
(
1 0

)T .

(1) To show that P 1
eu·τ e is continuous across e, let u =

∑
t=1,2

∑
k

∑
i u

k
t,iΛ

1,k
t,i ∈

V 1
pw and x = F (x̂1, 0) be a point on the edge e.

(F1)−1(P 1
eu · τ e)(F

−1(x)) =
∑

k∈K(e)

∑
i

uk
1,i(P̂

1
e (Λ̂

1,k

1,i )1)(F
−1(x))

=
∑
i

u−
1,i

(
λ1,−
i1
⊗ λ̄e

⊥

)
(F−1(x))

+
∑
i

u+
1,i

(
R1λ1,+

i1
⊗ λ̄e

⊥

)
(F−1(x))

=
∑
i

u−
1,iλ

−
i1
(x̂1)⊗

1

2

(
1|Ω− + 1|Ω+

)
+
∑
i

u+
1,iRλ+

i1
(x̂1)⊗

1

2

(
1|Ω− + 1|Ω+

)
Thus the projection is continuous with the same values

(F1)−1(P 1
eu · τ e)(F

−1(x)) =
1

2

(∑
i

u−
1,iλ

−
i1
(x̂1) +

∑
i

u+
1,iRλ+

i1
(x̂1)

)
coming from both sides of the edge.

(2) Next, we want to show: P 1
eu = u if and only if u · τ e is continuous.

Again, "=⇒" follows from (1). For the other direction, assume u · τ e being
continuous on the edge e.
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This means that we can write u · τ e = u1 on e as∑
i1

i2=0

u−
1,iΛ

1,−
1,i =

∑
i1

i2=0

u+
1,iΛ

1,+
1,i ⇐⇒

n−−1∑
i=0

u−
1,(i,0)λ

1,−
i =

n+−1∑
i=0

u+
1,(i,0)λ

1,+
i .

Again, this relation is invariant under the restriction operator, i.e.
n+−1∑
i=0

u+
1,iRλ1,+

i = R

n+−1∑
i=0

u+
1,iλ

1,+
i = R

n−−1∑
i=0

u−
1,iλ

1,−
i(4.6)

=

n−−1∑
i=0

u−
1,iλ

1,−
i =

n+−1∑
i=0

u+
1,iλ

1,+
i ,

and also allows to decompose the edge functions:

(4.7)
n±−1∑
i=0

u±
1,(i,0)λ

1,±
i ⊗λ̄

e
⊥ =

1

2

n−−1∑
i=0

u−
1,(i,0)λ

1,−
i ⊗λ

−
⊥,0+

1

2

n+−1∑
i=0

u+
1,(i,0)λ

1,+
i ⊗λ

+
⊥,0.

Using these relations, we can write the projection as

(F1)−1(P 1
eu) =

∑
k∈K(e)

∑
i

uk
1,i

(
P̂ 1
e (λ

1,k
i1
⊗ λk

⊥,i2
)

0

)
+

(
0
û2

)

=

(
0
û2

)
+
∑

k∈K(e)

∑
i

i2 ̸=0

uk
1,i

(
P̂ 1
e (λ

1,k
i1
⊗ λk

⊥,i2
)

0

)
+
∑
i

i2=0

uk
1,i

(
P̂ 1
e (λ

1,k
i1
⊗ λk

⊥,i2
)

0

)

=

(
0
û2

)
+
∑

k∈K(e)

∑
i

i2 ̸=0

uk
1,i

(
λ1,k
i1
⊗ λk

⊥,i2

0

)

+

n−−1∑
i=0

u−
1,(i,0)

(
λ1,−
i ⊗

(
λ̄e
⊥ + Ce

)
0

)

+

n+−1∑
i=0

u+
1,(i,0)

(
R1λ1,+

i ⊗
(
λ̄e
⊥ − Ce

)
0

)
=

(
0
û2

)
+
∑

k∈K(e)

∑
i

i2 ̸=0

uk
1,i

(
λ1,k
i1
⊗ λk

⊥,i2

0

)

+

n−−1∑
i=0

u−
1,(i,0)

(
λ1,−
i ⊗ λ̄e

⊥
0

)
+

n+−1∑
i=0

u+
1,(i,0)

(
λ1,+
i ⊗ λ̄e

⊥
0

)

+

n−−1∑
i=0

u−
1,(i,0)

(
λ1,−
i ⊗ Ce

0

)
−

n−−1∑
i=0

u−
1,(i,0)

(
λ1,−
i ⊗ Ce

0

)

=

(
0
û2

)
+
∑

k∈K(e)

∑
i

i2 ̸=0

uk
1,i

(
λ1,k
i1
⊗ λk

⊥,i2

0

)
+

nk−1∑
i=0

uk
1,iu

k
1,(i,0)

(
λ1,k
i ⊗ λk

⊥,0

0

)
=û,
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where we used the relations (4.6) and (4.7) similar to the proof of Proposi-
tion 3.2.

(3) The preservation of polynomial moments for P 1
e follows from that of P̂ 1

e

in Definition 4.3: the latter follows from the fact that R1 in Section 4.1
preserves moments of order p, and the patch-wise correction term Ce guar-
antee the moment preservation of order r by the same arguments as for
Proposition 3.2.

(4) The edge-based operators for different edges are commuting since there are
no basis functions with support on two different edges along the same axis,
so we can argue as in the V 0 case: the projection P 1

e is local to the edge e
and thus commutes with other local projections.

□



BROKEN-FEEC ON LOCALLY REFINED MULTIPATCH DOMAINS 35

5. Numerical experiments

In this Section, we verify the accuracy and well-posedness of numerical schemes
using our just derived conforming projection operators, implemented in the IGA li-
brary psydac [25]. Based on the numerical test-cases in Section 2.6, we compare our
non-matching multipatch discretization to the matching broken-FEEC framework
in [26, Section 5].

Figure 2. Different refinements of the curved L-shaped domain.

5.1. Approximation of the weak divergence. We apply the weak differential
operators from Theorem 2.4, with their matrix form described in Section 2.6.2, to
a smooth manufactured function without boundary conditions:

u(x, y) =

(
cos(πx) sin(πy)
sin(πx) cos(πy)

)
̸∈ H0(div),

and compute the relative L2-error ∥divpw Π̃1
pwu−divu∥L2 for different polynomial

degrees and refinement levels on a curved L-shaped domain. The different refine-
ments are shown in Figure 2, where the corner patch is of a resolution twice as fine
as the other two patches. In Figure 3, we show the convergence curve for the weak
divergence operators, which coincide with the high-order approximation stated in
Section 2.5.

Similarly, we can define a manufactured function for the weak curl operator on
the same domain:

f(x, y) = cos(πx) cos(πy) ̸∈ H0(curl),

and compute the relative L2-error ∥ curlpw Π̃0
pwf − curl f∥L2 . In Figure 4, we

show the convergence curves for the weak curl operator. We observe the expected
convergence behavior if polynomial moments, up to polynomial degree of the space,
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Figure 3. Convergence curves for the weak divergence test-case
with moment preservation of order p+1 (left) and without (right).
We plot the relative L2-error of the weak divergence operator for
different polynomial degrees and refinement levels on the curved
L-shaped domains in Figure 2.

are preserved by the operators, this breaks down if no moment preservation is
applied.

Figure 4. Convergence curves for the weak curl test-case with
moment preservation of order p+ 1 (left) and without (right). We
plot the relative L2-error of the weak curl operator for different
polynomial degrees and refinement levels on the curved L-shaped
domains in Figure 2.
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5.2. Poisson problem. For this test case described in Section 2.6.3, we use the
same solution (and source) as in [26, Section 5.1]. Since both are local to the
upper-right handle of a pretzel shaped domain, we apply a refinement strategy that
is local to this handle, which can be seen in Figure 5.

Figure 5. The non-matching refinements of the top-right handle
of the pretzel domain.

The numerical solutions, which also virtually vanish outside this top-right handle,
are shown in Figure 6.

Figure 6. The numerical solutions of the Poisson problem for
spline degree 3 on the domains from Figure 5.

In Table 1, we compare the relative L2-errors of manufactured solution of differ-
ent polynomial degrees and number of cells per patch in the matching- and non-
matching case. We observe that we achieve the same accuracy in the non-matching
and the matching case, while requiring significantly fewer degrees of freedom.

uniform refinement refined handle

Cells p.p.\ Degree 3 4 5 3 4 5
4× 4 0.8652 0.3446 0.1831 0.8652 0.3446 0.1831
8× 8 0.0460 0.0867 0.0556 0.0460 0.0867 0.0557
16× 16 0.0048 0.0057 0.0036 0.0048 0.0057 0.0036

Table 1. Relative L2-errors for the Poisson problem, where the
cells per patch are uniform in the matching case and as in Figure 5
for the refined handle case.
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5.3. Time-harmonic Maxwell problem. We described this problem in Sec-
tion 2.6.4 and, again, use the manufactured solution and source from [26, Section 5.
4], which are products of sine and cosine terms on the full pretzel domain without
boundary conditions. In the non-matching case, we refine every other patch by a
factor of two, as shown in Figure 7, to obtain a first comparison of the convergence
curves with the matching discretization.

Figure 7. Refined grids of a pretzel shaped domain by a factor
of two on every other patch.

In Figure 8, we show the convergence rates for both cases which match with
the theory. Additionally, we show the magnitude of the numerical solution on a
non-matching grid in Figure 8.

Figure 8. On the left, we plot the convergence curves for uniform
(circle) and refined (cross) grids from Figure 7, where the abscissa
describes the coarsest number of cells across all patches. On the
right, we show the amplitude of the numerical solution Eh for
spline degree p = 3 on the refined domain in the bottom-left of
Figure 7.



BROKEN-FEEC ON LOCALLY REFINED MULTIPATCH DOMAINS 39

5.4. curl-curl eigenvalue problem. We refine the curved L-shaped domain with
layers of finer patches around the reentrant corner, which can be seen in Figure 9.

Figure 9. Grid refinement of the reentrant corner by adding
patches of higher resolution.

Solving the curl-curl eigenvalue problem from Section 2.6.5 on this domain, we
obtain the first five eigenvalues and compare them to a matching discretization with
a comparable number of degrees of freedom.

Figure 10. On the left, we plot the error of the first five eigenval-
ues for matching (circle) and non-matching (cross) domains com-
puted with spline spaces of degree p = 3. We use the refinement
strategy of Figure 9 and compare the results to a matching dis-
cretization with a comparable number of DOF. On the right, we
show the absolute value of the eigenfunction corresponding to the
second eigenvalue λ2 on the most refined grid.

The results can be seen in Figure 10, where we plot the error for each eigenvalue
for both discretizations to show spectral correctness and the benefit of refining the



40 FREDERIK SCHNACK AND MARTIN CAMPOS PINTO

reentrant corner, leading to a better approximation of the eigenfunctions. Addition-
ally, in Figure 10, we show the absolute value of the eigenfunction corresponding
to the second eigenvalue, which has a singularity at the corner.

In [18], where we showed the existence of bounded commuting projections for
these non-matching multipatch domains, we had limitations when it comes to cer-
tain grid configurations or refinements. For example, the theory does yet not cover
the case of three-patch domains, but we did not observe any issues in our numerical
experiments. In particular in Figure 11, we present the spectral correctness of the
curl-curl eigenvalue problem on a three-patch domain.

Figure 11. The curl-curl eigenvalue problem on a three-patch
domain, shown left, and the error of the first ten eigenvalues on
the right.

5.5. Time-domain Maxwell. We finally consider the approximation of Maxwell’s
equations from Section 2.6.6 on a square domain Ω = [0, π] × [0, π] without any
boundary conditions. As an initial condition, we set:

E(t = 0,x) =
1

σ2

(
x2 − x̄2

−(x1 − x̄1)

)
e

−∥x−x̄∥22
2σ2 , B(t = 0,x) = curlE, J(t,x) = 0,

where x̄ = (0.5π, 0.5π) and σ = 0.1. As a time discretization, we cast our semi-
discretization (2.21) into a simple leap-frog time-stepping scheme for some time-step
∆t > 0, which reads

bn+
1
2 = bn − ∆t

2
CP1en,

M1en+1 = M1en +∆t(CP1)TM2bn+
1
2

bn+1 = bn+
1
2 − ∆t

2
CP1en+1.

For our test-cases, we consider two different patch configurations: a coarse patch
enclosed with fine patches and a fine patch enclosed with coarse patches as is shown
in the left column of Figure 12.

We use spline spaces of degree p = 3 and set the order of preservation of poly-
nomial moments r = p + 1 to the spline degree. Observing the discrete solution
over time, we see that as the Gaussian pulse leaves the interior patch, we get
spurious reflections if the conforming projection operators do not preserve polyno-
mial moments, as shown in Figure 12. These reflections are significantly reduced
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Figure 12. The grid setup (left) and the amplitude of the electric
field Eh of the time-domain Maxwell problem after leaving the
interior patch. Where the discretization in the middle involves a
conforming projection that preserves polynomial moments up to
the polynomial degree, while the discretization on the right does
not.

and virtually vanishing if the conforming projection operators preserve polynomial
moments. As we experimented with many grid configurations, this is a common
behavior we observed, when an edge is shared by patches of different resolution.

Figure 13. The checkerboard grid setup (left) and the amplitude
of the electric field Eh of the time-domain Maxwell problem after
leaving the interior patch. Where the discretization in the middle
involves a conforming projection that preserves polynomial mo-
ments up to the polynomial degree, while the discretization on the
right does not.
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Another grid setup that falls beyond the a priori stability analysis of [18], is the
case of refinements in a checkerboard pattern. In Figure 13, we show the electric
field of the time-domain Maxwell problem on a grid with a checkerboard refinement
pattern, which has the same behavior as the two grid setups before.

5.6. Time-domain Helmholtz. For the time-domain Helmholtz problem from
Section 2.6.7 with the same configuration as above, we obtain a similar leap frog
time-stepping scheme, which reads

un+
1
2 = un − ∆t

2
GP0ϕn,

M0ϕn+1 = M0ϕn +∆t(GP0)TM1un+
1
2 ,

un+1 = un+
1
2 − ∆t

2
GP0ϕn+1.

The main difference is that this case involves the ℓ = 0 conforming projection P 0,
in contrast to the P 1 projection in the Maxwell case. To verify this test-case,
we used a similar setup as for the time-domain Maxwell problem, which showed
the same behavior as before, i.e. we see a good reduction of spurious reflections
when employing preservation of polynomial moments in the conforming projection
operator.

6. Conclusion

In this work, we have extended the broken-FEEC approach of [26] to non-
matching interfaces, which allows for a more flexible (through local refinements)
and efficient treatment of multipatch spaces. This is made possible by the con-
struction of conforming projection operators for the non-conforming multipatch
spaces V 0 and V 1, where we put special emphasis on the preservation of polyno-
mial moments.

In conclusion, we showed the practicability and efficiency of broken-FEEC algo-
rithms using our novel conforming projection operators in the numerical treatment
of different PDE problems. In particular, thanks to the preservation of polynomial
moments, we were able to reduce spurious reflections/oscillations in the context of
electromagnetic wave equations.
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Appendix A. Homogeneous boundary conditions

In order to use our scheme for sequences with homogeneous boundary condi-
tions, we can extend our construction. This boils down to do modifying the edge-
and vertex conforming projections for edges and vertices that lie on the domain
boundary.

First, we look at the V 0 case discussed in Section 3 and extend Definition 3.5 to
vertices on the boundary: Let v ∈ V be a boundary vertex, then

Pv : Λk
j 7→

{
r∑

m1=1

r∑
m2=1

γmΛk
m if j = 0 and k ∈ K(v),

where the point-value at the vertex is projected to zero, but we still have to account
for the preservation of polynomial moments by interior basis functions close to the
vertex.

Continuing with the edge-based projections, we similarly extend Definition 3.8
to edges on the boundary: Let k be the patch adjacent to the boundary edge e
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Pe : Λ
k
j 7→



F0

(
r∑

m=1

γ1d
m λk

j1 ⊗ λk
m

)
if 0 ≤ j1 ≤ nk, j2 = 0,

F0

(
r∑

m=1

γ1d
mµ−

v ⊗ λk
m

)
if j1 ∈ {0, n−}, j2 = 0

for v at j and v shared by another patch,

F0

(
r∑

m1=1

r∑
m2=1

γmΛk
m

)
if j = 0 for v at j and v is only on patch k,

where patch k adjacent to the edge e is treated as the coarse patch. Again, we
project all point-values on the boundary to zero, but have to account for moment-
preservation similarly to before.

This extension directly applies to the V 1 case from Section 4. The edge-conforming
projection in Definition 4.3 for a boundary edge e in this case reads:

P̂ 1
e : (Λ̂

1,−
1,j )1 7→

r∑
m=1

γ1d
m λ1,k

j1
⊗ λk

m if j2 = 0,

with arguments similar to above.

Appendix B. Implementation of conforming projections in practice

B.1. Correction coefficients γ. As we discussed in Remark 3.4, we can solve the
linear system for the correction coefficients a and ã from Ansatz (3.4) independent
of the patch. Similar to Section 3.1, we define the basis-polynomial duality-matrices
and vertex-basis-polynomial vectors as

M =

(ˆ 1

0

λmqj

)
1≤m≤r,1≤j≤r

, b =

(ˆ 1

0

λ0qj

)
1≤j≤r

,

where we assume the same discretization along both axis. For the polynomial basis
on the interval [0, 1], we use Bernstein polynomials

qj(x̂) =

(
r

j

)
x̂j−1(1− x̂)r−j , j = 1, . . . , r,

since the resulting duality-matrices have a good condition number in practice. Thus,
we define the one-dimensional correction coefficient

γ1d = M−1b.

B.2. Matrix form of the extension- and restriction operators for V 0
pw.

Since both spaces have the same degree and are nested, we use the knot insertion
technique for B-splines, explained for example in [35, Section 5.2], to describe the
extension operator E0 from (3.10) as the matrix E0 ∈ Rn+×n− acting on the degrees
of freedom/coefficients in these basis representations, i.e.

λ−
i =

n+∑
j=0

E0
j,iλ

+
j ,

for i = 0, . . . , n−, where n− and n+ are the number of basis functions in the coarse
and fine space, respectively. This form of the extension operator is very helpful
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when it comes to implementation, as we can directly apply it to the coefficients of
the coarse space.

The restriction operator R in (3.11) consists of
• The interior restriction operator R̃ is defined by the L2-projection in (3.15).

We introduce the interior (mixed) mass-matrices

M̃
−,+

i,j =
(
⟨λ−

i , λ
+
j ⟩
)
i,j

, i = 0, . . . , n−, j = 1, . . . , n+ − 1,

M−,−
i,j =

(
⟨λ−

i , λ
−
j ⟩
)
i,j

, i = 0, . . . , n−, j = 0, . . . , n+,

such that we can write the projection in matrix form as

R̃ = (M−,−)−1M̃
−,+

.

It is fully moment preserving by definition of the L2-projection.
• The coarse truncation T̃ in (3.16), which we can write in matrix form
T̃ ∈ Rn−−2×n− as

T̃i,j =



0 for i = 0, n−, ∀j,
1 for 0 < i, j < n−, j = i,

γ1d
i for 0 < i < r + 1, j = 0,

γ1d
n−i for n− r − 1 < i < n, j = n−,

0 else.

The motivation for this matrix is given by looking at ϕ− ∈ V0,−
∥ and

mapping T̃ ϕ− = ϕ̃− ∈ V0,−
∥,0 such that (ϕ̃−)0 = (ϕ̃−)n = 0, while preserving

polynomial moments:

ˆ
ϕ̃−q =

ˆ  ∑
0<j<n−

ϕ−
j λ

−
j +

∑
0<i<r+1

γ1d
i ϕ−

0 λ
−
i +

∑
n−−r−1<i<n−

γ1d
i ϕ−

n−
λ−
i

 q =

ˆ
ϕ−q,

by the definition of γ1d in (3.7).
• The truncation T in (3.14) in matrix form T ∈ Rn+−2×n+ can be written

as

(T)i,j =


1 for j = i, 1 ≤ i ≤ n+ − 1

− E0,i for j = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ n+ − 1,

− En+,i for j = n+, 1 ≤ i ≤ n+ − 1,

0 else.

This leads to the matrix form of the moment-preserving interior restriction op-
erator in (3.17) as

R0 = T̃R̃ ∈ Rn+−2×n−−2.

And in total, we can write the full restriction matrix R as

R =

 1 0 · · · 0
R0T

0 · · · 0 1

 ∈ Rn−×n+

Remark B.1. Instead of using an L2-projection for the restriction operator R̃, we
could, for practicability, also use a more local projection.
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B.3. Matrix form of the extension- and restriction operators for V 1
pw.

Similarly to the V 0 case, since the nestedness still holds for the derived spaces, we
can define the extension operator E1 from (4.3) as the matrix E1 ∈ Rn+−1×n−−1

defined by knot insertion from [35, Section 5.2].
The restriction operator R1 from (4.4) is now purely defined as the L2-projection

(4.5) and thus can be written as the matrix

R1 = (M1,−,−)−1M1,−,+ ∈ Rn−−1×n+−1,

with the mass matrices

M1,±,±
i,j =

(
⟨λ1,±

i , λ1,±
j ⟩

)
i,j

, i = 0, . . . , n± − 1, j = 0, . . . , n± − 1.

This restriction operator is already moment-preserving by definition and needs no
further modifications.
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