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ABSTRACT. Finite element methods for symmetric linear hyperbolic systems
using unstructured advancing fronts (satisfying a causality condition) are con-
sidered in this work. Convergence results and error bounds are obtained for
mapped tent pitching schemes made with standard discontinuous Galerkin dis-
cretizations for spatial approximation on mapped tents. Techniques to study
semidiscretization on mapped tents, design fully discrete schemes, prove local
error bounds, prove stability on spacetime fronts, and bound error propagated
through unstructured layers are developed.

1. INTRODUCTION

Tent-based numerical methods for hyperbolic equations stratify a spacetime sim-
ulation region in an unstructured manner, by tent-shaped subregions, and advance
solutions across them progressively in time. The partitioning into tents provides
a rational design for local time stepping, maintaining high order accuracy in both
space and time, and without any ad hoc projection or extrapolation steps, an
advantage that has been and continues to be effectively leveraged by many re-
searchers [I1, 2, 10, 17, 18, 20, 22]. Nevertheless, a drawback of tents is that they
are not tensor products of a spatial domain with a time interval, necessitating devel-
opment of new tent (spacetime) discretizations coupling too many spatiotemporal
unknowns. In [I3], we overcame this drawback by using a mapping technique that
transforms spacetime tents to tensor product spacetime cylinders. This opened av-
enues to use standard techniques like the discontinuous Galerkin (DG) discretiza-
tions for spatial discretization, together with efficient matrix-free time stepping
schemes, on the mapped tents. Such methods, referred to as Mapped Tent Pitch-
ing (MTP) schemes, have been applied to solve a variety of linear and nonlinear
hyperbolic systems [12}, [13], [14].

This is the first paper to provide convergence theorems for MTP schemes. Al-
though the scope of the analysis here is limited to linear hyperbolic systems, we
identify what we consider to be the basic ingredients for error analysis of MTP
schemes, such as a norm in which stability on spacetime fronts can be obtained.
We use techniques to bound the propagation of error through layers of tents similar
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to those in [10, [I7]. However, a number of new tools are needed to overcome diffi-
culties arising from a time-dependent mass matrix generated due to the mapping.
As we already noted in [I2], the use of classical explicit Runge-Kutta time stepping
on these mapped systems leads to loss of higher orders of convergence due to the
complications created by the map. We outlined an algorithmic solution in [I2],
namely the Structure-Aware Taylor (SAT) time stepping scheme, that accounts for
the specific structure of the time-dependent mass matrix. Here we shall provide a
priori error bounds for these as well as a few other schemes.

Our analysis is divided into the next three sections. First, we borrow a spatial DG
discretization framework from [3}[9] which permits the treatment of many important
examples of symmetric hyperbolic systems and many boundary condition choices,
all at once. The application of this framework to the mapped equation (the pull
back of the hyperbolic system from the physical tent to the spacetime cylinder), is
detailed in Section[2] We then combine it with a semidiscrete analysis in Section [3]
While the analysis in that section ignores errors due to time discretization that are
undoubtedly present in practice, it immediately clarifies in what norms one may
expect stability on spacetime advancing fronts, and what error bounds might be
provable after time discretization. The main result of this section is that under the
conditions spelled out later, we may expect the error in the numerical solution at
the final time to be O(h?*Y/ %) where h represents a spatial mesh size parameter and
p denotes the spatial polynomial degree (used in the spatial DG discretization). In
this form, the result is comparable to [I7, Theorem 5.1] that provides the same rate
for their spacetime DG method using spacetime polynomials of degree p on tents.

In Section [4] we discuss several fully discrete schemes that combine the spatial
DG discretization on a mapped tent with SAT or other time stepping. We find
that proving stability of the fully discrete schemes requires some trickery. Ever
since the classical work of [16], we know that stability regions and “naive spectral
stability analysis based on scalar eigenvalues arguments may be misleading.” Many
researchers have since pursued energy-type arguments to prove stability of time
stepping schemes with spatial DG discretizations [3, Bl 2], 23]. However, we are
not able to directly apply existing techniques due to the nonstandard nature of
the system we obtain after mapping the hyperbolic equation. Therefore, we start
afresh, beginning with the most basic scheme and proceeding to more complicated
cases. Namely, in we prove unconditional strong stability for a lowest order
tent-implicit scheme. Then, we proceed to analyze a lowest order “iterated” explicit
scheme in constructed as an iterative solver for the implicit scheme, for which
we prove a nonstandard conditional stability. Then, in §4.4] we proceed to an
s-stage SAT scheme and show that its local error in a tent is O(h®), which is
comparable to the sth power of the time step since the amount of local time advance
in tents is tied to its spatial mesh size. We are able to prove, in one case, stability
under a traditional Courant-Friedrichs-Levy (CFL) condition, by which we mean
that the amount of local time advance within a tent is limited by a constant multiple
of the local spatial mesh size. In another case, we prove stability under a “3/2 CFL”
condition. In some non-tent-based DG methods, others have encountered a similar
(4/3 CFL) limitation in stability analyses [3]. We offer the above-mentioned cases
not as the last word on stability, but rather to spur further research into this
interesting topic.
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In the remainder of this section, we establish notation and the lingua franca
of tents that we use throughout. Consider a cylindrical domain 2 x (0,7) in the
physical spacetime, where the spatial domain {2 is an open bounded subset of RY.
We assume that 2 is subdivided by a simplicial mesh §2;,. The subscript h denotes
the maximal element diameter of the spatial mesh (2;,. Spacetime tents are built
atop this spatial mesh, using the algorithms in [I3] or [§]. We start by viewing the
spatial mesh (2, at time ¢t = 0 as the initial advancing front. When one mesh vertex
v is moved forward in time, while keeping all other vertices fixed, the advancing
front is updated to the piecewise planar surface formed by connecting the raised
v to its neighboring vertices. The new front differs from the old by a tent-shaped
region, which we denote by T". Its projection onto {2 gives the vertex patch 2V of all
spatial simplices connected to the vertex v. We shall refer to this process as pitching
the tent TV. For concurrency, one pitches multiple tents simultaneously at vertices
whose vertex patches do not have a mesh element in their pairwise intersections, as
in Figure The canopies of these spacetime tents can be represented as the graph
of ¢1(z), a continuous function that is piecewise linear with respect to the mesh (25,
(whose value is zero in locations where tents are not yet erected). These canopies
together form the next advancing front: C; = {(x, ¢1(x)) : © € £2}. Note that the
time coordinate of a point in C; is never less than that of the corresponding point
in the first front Cy = {2 x {0}. This process is repeated by pitching tents atop
(1, and later atop the subsequent advancing fronts that result from each step (as
illustrated in Figures .

Reiterating, the advancing front at step i is the graph of a lowest-order Lagrange
finite element function @;(x):

(1.1) Ci = {(w.pi(a) s e Q).
We shall refer to the region between two successive advancing fronts as a layer, i.e.,
(1.2) Li = {(z, 1) € 2% (0,T) : pi-1(z) <t < i)}

denotes the ith layer for ¢ = 1,2,...,m. The layer L; (see Figure [l]) is made above
C;_1 by pitching tents atop vertex patches associated with a subset of mesh vertices
of 2y, which form the pitch locations at that stage. Let V; denote the collection
of such vertices identifying the pitch locations on C;_;. Then L; = UveVi TV. The
spacetime will generally contain multiple tents pitched at the same vertex v at
different time coordinates. Although referring to a tent by its spatial pitch location
alone, as in TV above, is generally ambiguous, it will not confuse us since we will
usually be occupied with analyzing one tent at a time.
A tent can be expressed as

(1.3) T" = {(,t) s w € 2% ppop(r) <t < @iop(@)}

where ¢} and ¢f,, are continuous functions on {27 that are piecewise linear with
respect to the mesh elements forming the vertex patch 2¥. The function §"(x) =
Plop(T) = @Yot (x) on 2V will feature often in the sequel. It arises as a weight in
transformed integrals and is degenerate at the points where tent top meets tent
bottom.

One reason for working with tents is the ease by which causality can be im-
posed, simply by adjusting the height of the tent pole, the line segment connecting
(v, 9ot (V) t0 (v, 075, (V). By the definition of hyperbolicity, the maximal wave
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(a) Spatial mesh (2. (b) The region in blue is the (c) Green tents form layer L.
layer L. Tent canopies form Top canopies (blue and green)
part of the advancing front C;.  are part of the front Cs.

(d) L3 and Cs. (e) L4 and Cy. f) Layers filling 2 x (0, tgjab)-

(g) An initial pulse. (h) Solution at ¢ = tgap.- (i) Solution at t = 3tg1ap.

Figure 1. Tents, layers, advancing fronts, and solution snapshots from an acoustic wave
simulation using the MTP scheme of §I.4 Figures show successive layers of tents,
viewed at an angle to show where small and large features meet (and time ¢ is in the vertical
direction). Figure [1f] shows how tents asynchronously enable both large and small time
advances within a spacetime slab 2 x (0, ts1ap). Plots of a time evolving wave solution at
t = 0, ts1ab, and 3tsiab, computed using the tents in Figure are shown in Figures
and [1i} respectively.

speed c is finite. When each spacetime tent encloses the domain of dependence of
all its points, causality holds. In other words, if

1
I(grad, pi) ()2 < =, =€,

on all advancing fronts, then causality holds. In this paper, in place of the strict
inequality, we assume we are given a strict upper bound ¢ for the maximal wave
speed ¢ and that our mesh of spacetime tents is constructed so that

1 1
(1.49) grad, ¢)@le < <~ we

meshes satisfying (1.4) can be found in [8|[I3]. They terminate filling the spacetime
2 x (0, T) with tents so that the first and the last advancing fronts, Cy and Cy,,
are flat, i.e., po(z) = 0 and @, (x) = T. In practice, we often select (as in Figure 1)

We will refer to (1.4) as the causality condition. Algorithms for constructing tent
(1.4
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a tglap < T such that T = nglapstsiab, run the tent meshing algorithm to fill the
subregion {2 X (0, tsap ), and then translate the same mesh to reuse it ngaps — 1 times
to cover the full spacetime domain 2 x (0,7) without further meshing overhead.
However, for the ensuing analysis, we ignore this extra subdivision into smaller
spacetime slabs (S0 tsap, = T henceforth). With this background in mind, we
proceed to show how to map tents and construct an MTP scheme after fixing a
model problem.

2. A MODEL PROBLEM FOR ANALYSIS

In this section, we describe a model symmetric linear hyperbolic system and its
MTP discretization that we shall be occupied with. Although MTP schemes can
be applied much more generally (as shown in [I3] [I4]), we restrict to this model for
transparently presenting the essential new ideas needed for a convergence analysis.

2.1. A symmetric linear hyperbolic system. Let L be a positive integer (and
let N, as before, denote the spatial dimension). Suppose that L£9) ;2 — RYXL for
j=1,...,Nand G : 2 —» RE*L are symmetric bounded matrix-valued functions
and suppose G is uniformly positive definite in 2. Our model problem is the
following linear hyperbolic system of L equations, in L unknowns, denoted by
u(zx,t), or in terms of scalar components, by ug(z,t):

(2.1) 0y g(u) + div, f(u) =0,
with

L L
[g(w)li = >, Guun, [Fw)]i; = )] L.
k=1 k=1

We have restricted ourselves to time-independent coefficients, and shall do so also
for boundary conditions, which are expressed using a matrix field B : 02 — REXE,
Boundary conditions are considered in the form studied by Friedrichs [11], namely,

(2.2) (D—-Bu=0 on 01?2
where

N .
(2.3) D= n LY.

j=1

Note that D, in general, depends on the point = € 0{2 as well as on n(x), the spatial
unit outward normal at z, and when we wish to emphasize these dependencies, we
shall denote it by D™, D(z), or D(z)™. Note that later in the sequel n (or n(z))
will also be used to generically denote the outward unit normal on boundaries of
other domains (such as mesh elements). Of course, the hyperbolic system
must also be supplemented with an initial condition,

(2.4) u(z,0) = u’(z) x €

at time ¢t = 0 for some given initial data u°.

Friedrichs [I1] identified conditions on the operator B for obtaining well-posed
boundary value problems. We shall borrow the same conditions and impose them
pointwise on 02 x (0,7T). In particular, at each z € 02 and t € (0,7T), we assume
ker(D — B) + ker(D + B) = RL and B + B! > 0. (The latter is to be interpreted
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as (B(z) + B(z)Y)y -y = 2B(z)y -y = 0 for all vectors y € R at any x € 012.) To
simplify the analysis, we shall also assume that

N
(2.5) D109 =0
j=1

in the sense of distributions (so jumps in £)(z) are allowed so long as (2.5]) holds)
and

(2.6) G and LY are constant on each mesh element K € £2;,.

Across a mesh facet F' of normal ng, it is easy to see that implies the conti-
nuity of D). As long as we obtain this normal continuity (which is needed in our
analysis), assumption can be relaxed to other forms (such as what is suggested
in [9, equation (A.4)]), at the expense of a few additional technicalities. Assump-
tion allows us to zero out some projection error terms instead of tracking such
small terms in error estimates.

2.2. Mapping tents. Consider a tent expressed as in (1.3)). We map to a tent
TV from a cylindrical tensor product domain TV = ¥ x (0,1) using the map
&V (z,t) = (z, 0" (z,t)) where

" (2,8) = (1= D)¢hor(2) + tplep(2) = Phot(z) + 167 (2)

(see [13, Fig. 2| for an illustration of this map). We will drop the superscript v

when it is obvious from context. Clearly, #(17) = T and the interior of T is

mapped one-to-one onto the interior of TV (but the map is not one-to-one from the

boundary of TV to the boundary of TV). The coordinate # in TV will be referred

to as the pseudotime coordinate. Note that the time coordinate ¢ in the physical

spacetime twists space and pseudotime together since it is given by t = ¢(x, ).
The Jacobian matrix of the map @ is easily computed:

I 0
(2.7) grad,; @ = [(gradz )T 5]
Using it in a Piola transformation, it can be shown [I3] Theorem 2] that the mapped
hyperbolic solution & = u o @ satisfies

(2.8) 0z [g(@) — f(a) grad, ¢] + div, [6f(2)] =0, in 77,

whenever u solves . MTP schemes proceed by solving by various dis-
cretization strategies (particularly those that leverage the tensor product nature of
space and pseudotime in T") and then pulling back the computed solution to the
physical spacetime. We now proceed to discuss a discretization strategy that uses a

DG spatial discretization on £2V. We will combine it with pseudotime discretizations
later (in Section []).

2.3. Spatial discretization on mapped tents. The mapped equation can
be approximated by any standard scheme that allows for a time dependent mass
matrix. Our focus is on discontinuous Galerkin (DG) discretizations. Since there
are numerous flavors of DG schemes and numerical fluxes, for efficiently covering
various choices, we use the framework of [9] (see also [3]), a simplified version of
which, adapted to our purposes, is described next. Their framework is motivated
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by the previously mentioned early work of Friedrichs [I1I], and other previous au-
thors have also been similarly motivated while considering boundary conditions,
notably [10] and [I7] in the context of tents and spacetime methods.

We assume that (2, is a shape regular conforming simplicial mesh of domain
2. We use a < b to indicate that there is a constant C' > 0 such that a <
Cb and that the value of C' may be chosen independently of any spatial mesh
chosen from the shape regular family. The value of the generic constant C' in “<”
may differ at different occurrences and is allowed to depend on the wave speed,
material coefficients, spatial polynomial degree, etc. Let P,(K) denote the space of
polynomials of degree at most p restricted to the domain K and let V3, = {v: v|k €
P,(K)L for any mesh element K € §2,}. Let 2} denote the collection of elements
in the vertex patch {2V of a mesh vertex v. Let V)Y denote the restriction of the
spatial DG space on 2V and let 9;(x) denote a basis for V). The semidiscrete
approximation of @ is of the form

uha:t ZU

We consider a DG semidiscretization of of the form displayed next in .
In the spatial integrals there and throughout, we do not explicitly indicate the
measure (volume or boundary measure) as it will be understood from context. For
each fixed 0 < £ < 1, the function (-, 1) satisfies

(2.9) sz 0; [g(an)— f(tn) grad, ¢]-v = o [J df(ap) : grad, v— L 6F5‘h ]

for all v € V}/, where the numerical flux F 4, on an element boundary 0K is defined
using the values of 4 from the element K as well as from the neighboring element
K,, as follows. For any w € V};’, at a point « € 0K n 0K, letting w, = w|k,, define

{w}(z) = (w+’wo) [w](z) = w —wo.
Then, F” is assumed to take the form

. D{w} + S[w] on 0K\042,
(2.10) o 1{ $ £ Slul \
5(D+ B)w on 0K n of2.

w

Here, D is defined by , with the vector m now denoting the outward unit
normal on 0K, S : F; — RL*L denotes a stabilization matrix on interior facets
of F; = J{oK\o2 : K € )}, and B : 02 — RL*L | is used to model the exact
boundary condition B with any needed extra stabilization on boundary facets. Note
that S is single-valued on F; (while D is multivalued and depends on the sign of the
normal on an element boundary). Let |- ||z denote the Euclidean norm (of a vector,
or the induced norm for a matrix) and let |y|s = (Sy-4)"/? and |y|p = (By -y)"/>.
We assume that

(2.11a) ker (D(z) — B(z)) < ker (D(x) — B(z)) x € 012,
(2.11b) B(z) + B(z)" = 0, |B(z)|2 < 1, x € 012,
(2.11c) (D(x) + B(x)y -z < |yl2 128, red, y,zeRL,
(2.11d) S(z) + S(z)t =0, [S(z)]l2 < 1, x € Fy,
(2.11e) Sy -z < |yls |2ls, reFi, y,zeRE
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(2.11f) D)y -z < |yll2 |2]s, x e F;, y,zERL.

These form a subset of the “design conditions for DG methods” in [9] that we shall
need for our analysis in the next section.

2.4. Examples. The following examples show a variety of equations, boundary
conditions, and their well-known discretizations that conform to the framework
introduced above. We will work out the first example in some detail and describe
the rest telegraphically since similar examples can be found in the literature [3 [9]
10, [17].

Example 2.1 (Maxwell equations with impedance boundary conditions). Suppose
we are given electric permittivity e(z) and magnetic permeability u(x) as positive
functions on 2 and let Z > 0. The Maxwell system for the electric field E(z,t)
and magnetic field H(z,t), with impedance boundary conditions, consists of

(2.12a) e B —curlH =0, wor H +curl E =0, in 2 x(0,7),
(2.12b) nx FE—Znx (Hxn) =0, on 02 x (0,T).
To fit this into the prior setting, we put N = 3, L = 6, and

R T A S L )

where €’ is the 3 x 3 matrix whose (I, m)th entry equals the value of the Levi-Civita
alternator €, and N = Z§:1 njel € R¥*3. Noting that Nt = —N, NE = E x n,
and N*N'H =n x (H x n), it is easy to see that

0 N E 0
(2.13) D:[Nt 0]’ (D_B)[H]zz[anan(Hxn)]’
so that (2.2]) indeed imposes the impedance boundary condition (2.12b)).
Next, for the DG discretization, set
L [Nt (-2N] AW 0
“1rZ|0—2N 2zZNANt T P T 0
Since |n x (E x n)|% = |[NE|2, setting b =n x E — Zn x (H x n), it is easy to see
that

(2.14)

FE _ 2 nxb FE _ 2 2
-8 |- 25 "3 |5l - oz e x 3+ 2 ).
and the latter shows (2.11b]) since Z > 0. The first identity of (2.14]), together
with (2.13) implies (2.11a)). Similar computations establish (2.11d)). Finally, noting
that [ ]| = [nx E|3+|nx H|3, the remaining properties (2.11d) and (2.11f), are
easily established. Note that if the above S is scaled by 1/2, then the conditions
of (2.11) continue to hold and we get the “classic upwind” flux [I5, p. 434] for
Maxwell equations.

2 2

Example 2.2 (Maxwell equations with perfect electric boundary conditions). Re-
consider Example 2.1 with Z = 0. This yields a Dirichlet boundary condition mod-
eling the electrical isolation by a perfect electric conductor. Substituting Z = 0
in previous choices of B, B, and S, one can show that all conditions of con-

tinue to hold even though the |- |5 seminorm is now weaker: \[fl]ﬁg =2|n x E|3

from (2.14).
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Example 2.3 (Advection). The advection problem with inflow boundary condi-
tions,

Oru+dive(bu) =0 in 2 x (0,7), u=0 on Gy x (0,7),

where b : 2 — R, is some given vector field, fits the above setting with L = 1
(keeping the spatial dimension N arbitrary), £9) = b; e R'*1, G = 1 and D = b-n.
Examples of b that satisfy and are offered by divergence-free functions
in the lowest order Raviart-Thomas finite element space. The inflow boundary
condition is recovered by setting B = |b - n|. The choices

B =1b-n], S:%|b'n|,
are easily seen to verify and yield the classical upwind DG discretization.
Example 2.4 (Wave equation with Dirichlet boundary conditions). Rewriting
(2.15) Oud — Adp =0, inf2x(0,7), ¢=0 onadR2x(0,T),

as a first order hyperbolic system for L = N + 1 variables using the flux ¢ =
—grad, ¢ and p = 0 ¢, we match the prior framework. Put u = [ ], G to identity,
and L) = ejely 1 + enyie; (using the standard unit basis vectors e; of RN+,
The Dirichlet boundary conditions on ¢ can be imposed by requiring that © = 0
on 012 x (0,T), which is what yields with

N 0 n

t t t -

B= E nj(eny1€j —ejenyy) +2enqiey gy = [nt 9 ] :
i=1

All conditions of (2.11)) are satisfied by setting

nnt 0]

B =5, S=[0 .

These choices yield the DG discretization with upwind-like fluxes for the wave

equation.

Example 2.5 (Wave equation with Robin boundary conditions). We reconsider
Example after replacing the boundary condition in (2.15)) by d¢/dn + pdip = 0
for some p > 0, or equivalently, in terms of the variables ¢,  introduced there,

(2.16) n-qg—puw=0, ondf2x(0,T).
Keeping the same S and changing

0o n _[p7tant 0
B_{—W %} B_[ 0 pf
all conditions of (2.11)) are satisfied.

Example 2.6 (Wave equation with Neumann boundary conditions). This is the
boundary condition obtained when p = 0 in (2.16). The boundary condition as well
as the conditions of (2.11)) are verified with

0 n nnt n
5|5 o] 8= 5.

keeping S unchanged.
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3. ANALYSIS OF SEMIDISCRETIZATION

In this section, we prove stability of the DG semidiscretization (2.9) on the
advancing fronts. When combined with standard finite element approximation
estimates, this leads to the main result of this section, namely the error estimate

of Theorem [B.12] below.

3.1. Preparatory observations. Let H 1(()}1) denote the broken Sobolev space
isomorphic to Hxeoy H L(K). Since our variables have L unknown components, we
will need L copies of this space. To ease notation, we abbreviate H} = Hl(.Q,‘;)L,
HY = HY(2")E, and LY = L2?(£2'). Since the traces of a w € H} on element
boundaries are square integrable, the following definition of the bilinear form a :
H} x H} — R, with the numerical fluxes ﬁ'&f from , makes sense:

= 1) corad,. v — SE™ . v,
a(w,v) K;z;UK flw)swmad,o- [ oF ]

Let (w,v)p denote the inner product in L?(D), or its Cartesian products, for any
domain D, and let ||w|p = (w,w)g2

a(-,-) as

(3.1) a(w,v) Z lZ (6L9w, 0,v) (§F’£,v)aK] .

Key |j=1

. Using this notation, we may alternately write

When the domain is the often used vertex patch 2V, we use the abbreviated notation
(w,v)y = (w,v)ov = §,, w-v. Using it, we define My : LV — L', and M, : LV — L”
by

N
(3.2) (Mow,v)y = (Gw,v)y Z iobot) LD w, v)y,
N
(3.3) (Myw,v)y Z ((0;6) LD w, ),
j=1

for all w,v € LY. Let M(7) = My — 7M;. (We will often abbreviate M (1)
to simply M.) Using these definitions, we may now rewrite (2.9) succinctly as

(0;(M (t)an),v)y = alin,v). Let |v], = (v,v)‘}/Q, and for any operator O on LY, let

(Ov,w)y

(3-4) |0y = sup ——=.
vllv|wls

v,welV

Lemma 3.1. The causality condition implies that M (1) is a selfadjoint positive
definite operator on LY for any 0 < 7 < 1 and that there is a mesh-independent
constant Cy . (depending on LY) and ¢) such that

(3.5) (1 - E) (G, w)y < (Mw, )y < Cr.o(Gw, w)y
holds for all w € LY. Moreover,

max ([ Moo, | Mg o, [ Miflw, [M v, [M7H]s) <1
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Proof. Let ¢ = Tiop + (1 — T)@bot. Since

N
(3.6) (M (P, w)y = (Gv,w) — 3 (259) LD v,w),

j=1
and J;j¢ is constant on each element, the selfadjointness is immediate from the
symmetry of £U) and G. It remains to prove the stated positive definiteness. In
accordance with (2-3)), let D) = Z;V:1 v; L), Recall [6, p. 53] that hyperbolic-
ity implies the existence of real eigenvalues \; and accompanying eigenvectors e;
(forming a complete set) satisfying D"e; = \;Ge; for any unit vector v € RN,
Since D) and G are symmetric, it is easy to see that the eigenvectors e; must be
orthogonal in the (z,y)¢ = Gz - y inner product. Expanding any vector v € R” in
the eigenbasis e; as follows,

L
v = Z vie;  with v; = (v, e;)g,
j=1
and recalling that the maximal wave speed ¢ is the maximum of all such |\,
L L L
DMy .y = Z viAiGe; v = Z i |vi]? < CZ lvi|? = c{v,v)g.
i=1 i=1 i=1

Using this inequality with v = (grad, ¢)/| grad, ¢|2, we have
N
Gv-v— Z (0;0) LYy v = Guv-v — | grad, gl DWv - v
j=1

(3.7) > (1| grad, plz¢) Go-v.

Since ¢ is a convex combination of ¢y and ¢yop, both of which satisfy the causality
condition , we have || grad, ¢|2 < 1/¢. Applying this, after using in ,
the proof of the lower bound of is finished. The upper bound is a consequence
of the boundedness of the £) and G. Finally, the stated operator norm bounds on
M(1), My = M(0), and their inverses follow immediately from (3.5). The estimate
for the operator norm of M; also follows easily since |0;0] < 1. O

Let F¥ denote the set of facets (i.e., (N — 1)-subsimplices) of the simplicial mesh
£2} of the vertex patch (27. This set is partitioned into the collection of facets on
the boundary 0f2¥ of the vertex patch, denoted by F}, and the remainder, denoted
by F7, the set of interior facets of £2). We assume that each facet F' of the entire
spatial mesh (2, is endowed with a unit normal npr whose orientation is arbitrarily
fixed, unless if F' is contained in the global boundary 0f2, in which case it points
outward. Then, for any z € F, set [u]p(x) = lim.ou(xz + enp) — u(x — enp).
Note that [u] p agrees with the previously defined jump [u] on element boundaries,
except possibly for a sign. Let

d(w,v) = = [a(w,v) + a(v,w) + (Myw,v)y]
for w,v € Hy. The first identity of the next lemma shows that d(w,w) > 0 due

to (2.11b)) and (2.11d)).

Lemma 3.2. For all v,w e HJ,

(3.8) d(w,w) = 2 2(6 S[w]r, [w]r) , + 2 (6 Bw,w)F,

FeF} FeF}

b
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(3.9) —a(v,w) = Y (dive(5/(v)), w)x
KEQ;’L
+ 3 [0 [lp, (whe + (3STole, [w])r]
FeF]
- %(5(D—B)v,w)p.
FeFy

Proof. Integrating by parts on an element K € (2},

N
z (6 LDw, 05w) K = (§Dw, w)ox — Y (8; (0L w), w) k.

j=1

Applying the product rule to expand the derivative in the last term, using (2.5),
and the symmetry of £), we obtain

(3.10) 2 Z (6L£9w, 0;w) i )k + (6w, Dw)sx

Using this in the first term of the definition of a(w, w), we have
d(w,w) = —2a(w,w) — Zaéﬁ(wa by (3.3)),

- > [- (m,m)aK +2(6w, FM) ok | by and (3.10)),

Ke();L

= Y [~ (0w, Dw)oknon + (6w, (D + B)w)ok noc|
KGQZ

+ > [ = (6w, Dw)sxon + (6w, 2D{w} + 25[w])ox o0,
Ke2],

where we used the definition of the numerical flux in (2.10), splitting the right
hand side sum into two to accomodate the two cases in The first sum, when
rewritten using boundary facets, immediately yields the last term of since
0 = 0 on 02°\0(2. The second sum can be rearranged to a sum over interior facets
F € FY, where [D"*)]r = 0 due to , which allows for further simplifications,
eventually yielding the other term on the right hand side of .

The proof of involves a similar integration by parts starting from and

a similar rearrangement of sums over element boundaries to sums over facets. [

We use C*%(0,7,X), for some Banach space X, to denote the X-valued func-
tion w : [0,7] — X that is s times continuously differentiable. For any v,w €
C'(0,1, Hy), define

br(v,w) = JT (6£[M(t)v(f)]7w(f))v dt — jT a(v(t),w(t)) di.

0 0

Note that the temporal snapshots w(f) and v(#) used above, being in H}, are admis-

sible as arguments of the form a. For any z € L", define 2| a;-) = (M(7)z, 2)1/2

This is a norm due to Lemma [3.11



CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS ON TENTS 13

Lemma 3.3. For allwe C*(0,1, H}),

20 (w,w) = [w(r)|34(r) = [w(0)[3s0) + JOT d(w(f), w(h)) di.

Proof. The proof relies on a simple but key identity, which is best expressed writing
M for M(t) = My — tM, as follows:

i Mw'wzf QQ(Mw)ow—J ﬂuww.
dt 0 v at v dt
It implies 2 (5£[M(f)w],w)v = 0;(M (tH)w,w)y — (Myw,w),. Using this in the defi-
nition of b, we obtain
2b, (w,w) = J [j{ (M(Hw(t), w(f))v - (le(f),w(f))v — 2a(w(f),w(f))] dt
0

= (M(1)w,w)y — (M (0)w,w), — JOT [2 a(w(t), w(t)) + (le(f),w(f))] di

so the result follows from the definition of d(-,-). O

3.2. Stability on spacetime surfaces. We will first establish a bound on the
exact solution on spacetime tents (Proposition , which will then serve as moti-
vation for our approach to proving stability (Lemma . Let OopT™, Onot T and
OparT" denote the top, bottom, and boundary parts, respectively, of the boundary
of a tent TV, i.e

OropT” = {(z,t) € 0T : t = pyop(x)}, Obot T = {(x,t) € 0T : t = ppot(2)}
ObarT” = {(x,t) € TV : (x,t) is neither in GyopT" nor in Gpee T}

Note that Opq, TV is empty whenever 0f2V does not intersect 0f2. The next result
shows that the solution on dip 1" can be bounded, in a tent-specific norm, by that
on OpetTV. Specifically, defining

(3.11) w3, = Lv [9(w(@, ou(2))) — f(w(z, ¢o(x))) grad, o] - wlz, ps()),

for b € {top, bot}, it follows from the next result that |ul|s,,, 7+ < |lulla,,, 7+ (because
|w)oy0p,re and |lul|a,,, v+ coincide with |[@]az1) and |40y, respectively).

Proposition 3.4. On a spacetime tent TV satisfying causality, suppose a solution
u of

(3.12a) 0t g(u) + divy f(u) =0 inT",
(3.12b) (D-Bu=0 on OparI”,

is smooth enough for i = uo® to be in C1(0,1, H'). Then @ = uo® at pseudotime T,
for any 0 < 7 < 1, satisfies

la(m) [ar(ry < 18€0) a1 (o)

Proof. Since i satisfies the mapped equation d;(g(a)— f (@) grad,, ¢)+div, [6f(a)] =
0, we have (9;[M (£)a],v)y + (div, (6 f(@1)),v)y = 0 for all v € H'. Now, observe that

0f
—a(a(f),v) = (div, [§f(@(d)],v),
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by Lemma indeed, the jumps in (3.9) of the lemma vanish when applied to (%)
since 4(f) € HY, and moreover, the last term of (3.9) also vanishes due to (3.12D)

and (2.11a)). Thus,

for all v € HY and each 0 < £ < 1. Integrating over ¢ from 0 to 7, we obtain
(3.13) b, (1, w) = 0,
for all w e C*(0,1, H"). Choosing w = @ and applying Lemma we have
la(m) 3¢y = 1800) 340y + JO d(a(t),a(t)) di = 0.
Finally, we apply (3.8)) of Lemma Noting that [@(£)]r = 0 on all interior facets
F and recalling the positivity assumption (2.11b|) on B, we complete the proof. [

Definition 3.5 (Semidiscrete flow: R;*™(7)). For any 0 < 7 < 1, define R;*™(7) :
V¥ — V¥ as follows. Given a v} € V)V, let v, € C*(0,1,V}Y) solve

(3.14) (07 [9(vn) — f(vn) grad, o], w), = a(vn(f),w), 0<
v (0) = v, t

for all w € V. Set R*™(7)vY to vy (7). (In particular R5™(0)vl) = vj,(0) = vY.)

(0:[M (H)a], v)y — ala(t),v) = 0
L.

Lemma 3.6 (Stability of semidiscretization). For any 0 <7 <1, and anyve V),
IRE™ (T)vlar(ry < [vlarco)-

Proof. The argument is similar to the proof of Proposition Let vp(7) =

Rie™(1)v. We need to bound v,(7) by v,(0) = v. Replacing w in (3.14) by a

time-dependent test function ¥ € C*(0, 1, Vy) and integrating over t from 0 to 7,
we have

Lr [(5£[M(f)vh],1~))v - a(vh(f),ﬁ(f))] dt =0,

or equivalently, b, (vy,?) = 0, for all o € C1(0,1,V)). Now, choosing & = v, and
applying Lemma we find that

T

lon (M) [3s(ry = Ivn(0)1340) —L d(vn(f), vn()) dt.

Since d(v(t),vn(£)) = 0 by ([3.8) of Lemma the proof is complete. O

3.3. Local error in a tent. To estimate the error in the semidiscrete solution, we
use, like previous authors [5], the spatial L? projection into the DG space V}Y. Let
Py, : LY — V)Y be defined by (Ppv,w)y = (v,w)y for all ve LV and w € V. Define

[u|g = d(v,v)"?, veHj.

This is a seminorm by (3.8)) of Lemma3.2]and our assumptions (2.11b)) and (2.11d).
Let hg = diam K for any spatial element K. The next lemma also uses the broken
Sobolev space H*(§2}) = llkeqy H*(K), and

he = max h eayr = 2y wlie -
v II(HE%X‘}’L K, |w|Hs(~Qh)L Keoy |w|HS(K)L

Lemma 3.7. If we H'(2})L for some 1 <1< p+1, then for any vy € VY,

a(w — Phw, ’Uh) S hf, |U}‘Hl(Qz)L |'Uh|d-
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Proof. Let e = w — Ppw. Then the first term on the right hand side of
N
ae,vp) = Z Z (6LDe, d5un) K — 2 (0F), vp)or
KeQy j=1 Key

must vanish, because 60;vp|x is a polynomial of degree at most p and £9) s
constant due to assumption (2.6). Hence

a(e,vh) = — Z (5(1){6} + S[[G]D,vh)a[(\ag + %(5(2) + B)e,vh)aKmag
Ke2y
= F;(ép(np){e}v [on]r)r — (8S[e]r, [vn]F)r — F;Z %(5(D + B)e,vp)
< F;X L Slellz |[val|g + F;; L Slel2 |vnls

due to assumptions (2.11€)), (2.114), and (2.11c). On any facet F' adjacent to an
element K, by shape regularity and the well-known properties of L? projectors,
h‘l,/QHeHF < hbJw| g (xoye- Since § < hy, the result now follows after applying Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality and (3.8) of Lemma O

The next lemma provides control of the local error at any pseudotime 7 in terms
of the initial error. To measure the regularity of functions w on a tent TV, we find
it convenient to use (semi)norms computed using the pull back wo® on T, defined
by
(3:15) fuls = swp |wo D) (lmgpyes  wls = sup [ D))oy

0<r<1 STS

Clearly, these are bounded when @ = w o @ is in C°(0,1, H'(£2})1).

Lemma 3.8 (Local error bound). Let u be the exact solution of (3.12)) on a causal
tent TV, 4 =uo® e CY(0,1, H" n HPYL (1)), and let ap(7) = R5™(7)4) for any
a9 € VY. Then

la(r) = an(r)larry < 14(0) = a@hllarcoy + ™ fulvpa-

Proof. Integrating (3.14) of Definition [3.5 we see that the semidiscrete solution @y,
satisfies b, (ip, wy,) = 0 for all wy, € C*(0,1, V}Y). We have also shown that the exact
solution @ satisfies a similar identity, namely (3.13)). Subtracting these identities,
we have

(3.16) by (4 — Gp,wp) =0 for all wy, € CH(0,1, V).

Let ep(x,t) in C1(0,1,V)¥) denote the function whose time slices are defined by
en (1) = Uy, (1)~ Ppa(r) for each 0 < 7 < 1. Equation implies that b, (en, e) =
b (i — Ppii,en) = br(e,ep), where we have set e = 4 — Ppu. Therefore, together
with Lemma we obtain

3 (1en)Byie) — 1enO) 0 + [ len D ) = bolen.en) = brleven)

- f (@M (E)el. en)y — ale(F), en(D)] di

= (M(r)e(r), en(r))s — (Moe(0), en(0))s — f | (M (e, &3 en)y + ale(d), en() | i

0
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Since 0; ey, is of degree at most p on each element and (M (t)e, d; en)y = (Ge, 0z en)v—
ZN ((0;0) LD e, d;ep,)y = 0 by (2.6) and the orthogonality property of the pro-
Jectlon error. Applymg Lemma [3.7] to the last term,

T N
e () = len O+ [ Jen(D o <
(M (7)e(7), en(r))y — (M(0)e(0), en(0))y + hy* Iﬁ(f)lel(n;)L len(t)la dt.
By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the inner product (see Lemma |3.1f) generated by
M(r),
(M(7)e(r),en(T))y < hETHA(T) o ap ) len(T) ),

which holds also when 7 = 0. Further applications of Cauchy-Schwarz and Young’s
inequalities yield

|\eh<7>||?w(7>+f len(®)? di

< Jen(0)340)

T

~ ~ ~/\2 ~
+ hv2(p+1) (|u(0)|%p+l(9;’,‘)L + |U(T)‘?{p+1(9‘;;)l/ + u(t)‘HP+1(QL)L dt)

< [len(0) 30y + ho P ul? 4

Finally, using the well known error bounds for the L? projection and the triangle
inequality, we obtain the result of the lemma. O

3.4. Global error bound. Recall the advancing front C; defined by (1.1]) and the
layer L; defined by (|1.2). We will use the following “T2G” procedure several times
in the sequel.

Definition 3.9 (Tent propagators to global propagators: T2G). Suppose we are
given a collection of operators R, one for each tent. The element of R corresponding
to a tent TV is an operator RT : LY — LY, which we refer to as the given tent
propagator on TV, or more precisely, on its prelmage 7. We think of RT" a
transforming functions given at the bottom of T to functions at the top of Tv by
some specific discrete process or by the exact solution operator. To produce global
propagation operators from the collection R, we start by mapping functions on
C;_1 to functions on C;, or equivalently per the advancing front definition , by
mapping functions of (x,p;—1(z)) to functions of (z,y;(x)). The layer propagator
of the layer L; generated by R, denoted by G“~1 : L%(C;_1)* — L*(Cy)*, is
defined by first considering points on the front C; which have not advanced in time,
where G~y simply coincides with w, and then considering the remaining points
(x,p;i(x)) on C; which are separated from (z,¢;—1(z)) on C;_; by a tent, say T,
where we use the tent propagator of TV (see Figure . The next formula states
this precisely. For any w e L?(C;_1)¥,

it w(z, pi—1(x)) at x € 2 where p;(x) = p;_1(x),
(G w)( il )) {(RvaV)(z) if x € £2V for some v € V;,

where y(z) = w(z, p;i—1(z))|o+. Finally, for a pa1r i,j with ¢ > j = 0, the global
propagator generated by R is the operator G : L?(C;)L — L?(C;)F, defined by

Gid — il o =12 o ... o itLI
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Figure 2. Schematic of a tent propagator (left) and two layer propagators (right).

Let T2G denote this process of producing global propagators from a collection of
tent propagators, i.e., we define T2G(4, 7, R) to be the G*7 above.

For the semidiscretization, the tent propagator on T is the operator R;*™(1) o
Py, : LV — V¥ < L, set using the operator R;*™(7) of Definition evaluated at
pseudotime 7 = 1 (corresponding to the tent top). Collecting these semidiscrete
tent propagators into Rj, we use Definition [B:9 to set the corresponding semidis-
crete global propagators R;” = T2G(i, j, Rs). The exact propagator R/ is defined
similarly, replacing R;°™ by the exact propagator of the hyperbolic system on tents
(without projecting tent bottom data), so that if u(x,t) is the global exact solution
of the hyperbolic system on 2 x [0,7T], then

(3.17) R (ulc,) = u

C;-

The semidiscrete error propagation operators across layers can now be defined by
Ey? = RY — Ry

Letting C),, denote the final front and Cj the first, we are interested in bounding

the error at the final front, which is simply E;"%u®. Setting R%° and R}"™ to the
trivial identity operators, we have the following lemma.

m
Lemma 3.10. E}TL”’0 = Z RZWEZJHRJ'—LO'
Jj=1
Proof. Adding and subtracting R,T’m_l o Rm~10,
E;Z’L;O _ Rm,O _ RZLO _ Rm,m—l ORm_1’0 _ R;Ln,mfl ORZlfl,O
— (Rm,mfl o R;n,mfl) ORmfl,O + Rzz,mfl ° (Rmfl,o o R;nfl,O)’

ie.,
0 m,m—1 pm—1.,0 m,m—1 r~m—1,0
E0 = gt gmoL0 4 gremstpmet
h h h h :

The last term admits a recursive application of the same identity. Doing so m — 1
times, the lemma is proved. [

Our global error analysis proceeds in a norm on advancing fronts defined by

& = L [9(w(@, ¢i(2))) = f(w(z, gi(x))) (grad, ¢:)(2)] - w(z, gi(x)).

lw]
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Let ||w|c, v be defined by the same equality after replacing the integral over {2 by
integral over {27. Since the first and last fronts, Cy and C,,, respectively, are flat

(3.18) Jw]g, = (Gu(0),w(0))e and |w|?, = (Guw(T),w(T))e,
where, as before, T" is the final time.
Lemma 3.11. For all w e L?(C;)* and i > j, we have

IR wle, < Jwlo,.

Proof. First consider the case j =i —1 and a v e V;. Applying Lemma on tent
T¥ in L;, we obtain that 7, = (R} 'w) o & and i = w o & satisfies

(3.19) I7n 031y < 1Pad]34o)-

By (2.6),

Mz

”Phw”M (0) — (gphw Phw ]@bot‘c Ph’LU Phw)
j=1

= (M(0)Phd, @)y < [P ar(0) @] 310y

$0 9) implies that [7[3,,) < [@[3; ), which is the same as HR;“le%V <
HwHCFhV. Summing over v € V;, we prove that

(3.20) IR wle, <

Repeatedly applying this inequality on any further layers in between 7 — 1 and j
proves the lemma. ([

In the subsequent statements of error estimates like in the next theorem, we will
tacitly assume that the exact solution is smooth enough for the seminorms on the
right hand side to be finite.

Theorem 3.12 (Error estimate for the semidiscretization). Suppose 2 x (0,T) is
meshed by m layers of tents satisfying the causality condition . At the final
time T, the difference between the exact solution w(T) and the semidiscrete MTP
solution up(T) € Vy, satisfies

1/2 m 1/2
|u(T) = un(T) | < (Z h) (Z > hép“wli,pﬂ) :

j=1veV;

where h; = maXyey; hy.
Proof. Let uj = u|c,;. Then, per (3.17), RI=10940 = 4; 4. Therefore,
|(T) = un(T) 2 < |u—unle, = 1B e, by (3.18)

Z IR B e, by Lemma [3.10
m
(3.21) Z B i o by Lemma
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Since the spatial projection of the support of E,]lj _1Uj can be subdivided into the
union of non-overlapping vertex patches {2V for all pitch vertices v e Vj,

i1 1
1B a1, = D) 1B u [, .
veVj
On a tent T"vwith v € Vj, note that E,{’j—luj,ﬂampp = (uj — Ri’vj_luj,l)bwpp =
|y, v — RE (ulay v 0 @), Putting @ = ulgy 0 @ and 4@, = R} 4(0) = Ry™(1) o
Pr4(0), applying Lemma with 7 = 1 and 4 = P,a(0) yields
i1 X X
1B uj—alle, v = [@(1) = @n(1)arq)

< [a(0) = Poa(0)|arcoy + h2 T ulvpr1 < BET ulypra-

Using this in (3.21]),
m 1/2 m 12 1/2
TORCIPED WO WEas UEF) D WL @ WEas Uiy I
j=1

j=1 “veV; veVj

so the proof is finished by applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. O

Remark 3.13. Note that h; may be interpreted as the “layer height” of L; due to
the causality condition. Suppose

(3.22) MhisT.
1=1

Theorem then yields O(hP*1/?)-rate of convergence with h = max, h,. Of
3-22)

course, (3.22) can be violated by choosing very sparse layers (e.g., with one tent
per layer), but this is not useful to get the best estimate from Theorem nor is
it useful in practice: indeed, a large number of non-interacting tents (such as the
tents of the same color in Figures in each layer allows for better parallelism.

Remark 3.14. Suppose that instead of the operators R%i_l satisfying (3.20]), we
are given operators R)' " : L2(Ci_;)* — L*(C;)" admitting the weaker stability
bound
(3.23) |Ry " wle, < (14 Caahim)|wle,

L

with some mesh and layer independent constant Cy, > 0 for all w € L?(C;_q)T.
For any ¢ > j, consider R}’ = RZ”_l oR;L_l’Z_Qm . ~0R§L+1’]. Note that for any i > j,
using the arithmetic-geometric mean inequality and the inequality (1 +a)™ < e®™,

(1 + Cstahy) (1 + Cstahjr1) -+ - (1 + Cspahy) 1_[ (1 + Csiahi)
=1

m m

2 ] < exp staZh)

Therefore, whenever (3.22)) holds, iterative application of ( - gives the following
layer-uniform bound for any i > j:

17
Using this in place of Lemma [3.11] - the proof of Theorem [3.12] can be extended, re-
placing R}’ by R}’ E*J by E% = R* — R}’ and “<” in (3-21) by “<” subsuming
the T-dependent constant into the error estlmates

<

i 1+ Cstahi)

et |,
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4. ANALYSIS OF FULLY DISCRETE SCHEMES

In this section we use time stepping schemes to arrive at practical fully discrete
schemes from the semidiscretization studied in the previous section. Before studying
these fully discrete schemes on a mapped tent, it is useful to quickly make a few
observations on the time derivatives and Taylor expansion of the exact solution.

4.1. Preparatory observations. The bilinear form a(-,-) defines an operator A
from H} to its dual space (H})' in the usual way: (Aw)(v) = a(w,v) for w,v €
Hy. Recall the previously defined L? projector Py : L' — V. Since V) < HY,
the projector P, extends naturally from LY to (HJ)', so, e.g., P,bA : H — V)
satisfies (PpAw,vn)y = (Aw)(vy) = a(w,vy) for all w € Hy and vy, € VY. While
describing fully discrete schemes, Ay, : V7 — Vy¥, defined by (Apw,v)y = a(w,v),
for all w,v € V}Y will be useful. One may also consider A: H" — L' defined by
(Aw,v), = (div, [6f(w)],v)y, for all w € H" and v € L". It is easy to see from
of Lemmathat A coincides with A on functions w € HY with (D — B)w = 0 on
012. In particular, on such functions w, we may view Aw as a function in L'. The
pull back 4 of the exact hyperbolic solution u from a tent TV to the cylinder 17 is
one such function. Therefore the following equation holds in L":

(4.1) o;(Ma) = Aa, 0<t<l1.

We will proceed assuming that the exact solution @ is regular enough to admit
the Taylor expansion

(4.2) a(r) = Y a®(0) + pesi (1),

for some s > 1. Here, 4*)(f) denotes the kth order time derivative d*4/df* (which
is a function in HY when the solution is smooth—see Lemma [4.1| below), and the
remainder term p,11(7) can be expressed as the H"-valued Riemann integral

1
f (1— 8 at+D (ir) di.
0

It is well known that the expansion holds for 7 in an interval containing 0
whenever 4 is s + 1 times continuously differentiable (as an H-valued function) in
that interval. When applied to a spacetime hyperbolic solution u in the physical
domain, the smallness of the higher order terms in (written there in terms of
the mapped function ), is evident from the following lemma, since §(z) < hy.

Ts+1

(4.3) poni(r) =

Lemma 4.1. The function @ = u o P satisfies
a®) = (3Fu o @) 5"

Consequently, at each pseudotime t, within each spatial element K € {2}, as a func-
tion of the spatial variable x, u(k)( t) is as smooth as (0Fu)(z,¢(x,t)). Moreover,
a®) (1) ds in HY if 0Fu is continuously differentiable in T".

Proof. Let e denote the spacetime unit vector in the time direction i.e., all its
components are zero except for the last (time) component which is 1. Then at
some fixed spacetime point P in T, we may write 0(¥)(P) = D*i(P)(e,e, ..., e),
where D*4 is the multilinear form representing the kth order Fréchet derivative of



CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS ON TENTS 21

4, and e is repeated k times in its argument list. Then, letting P = &(P) denote
the mapped point in TV, by standard arguments [4] for affine maps,

@™ (P) = D*(uo ®)(P)(e,e,...,e)
= DFu(P)([grad,; ®le, [grad,; Dle, . . ., [grad,; D]e)
= D*u(P)(Je, e, . .., de),

where we have used (2.7) in the last step. Since the last term above equals the
product of §* and the derivative 0¥u/ot* at P, the proof is complete. O

In view of Lemma when the exact solution is smooth in the physical space-
time, we expect it to have the following (semi)norms finite, in addition to the ones

in (B19)

m
Wlygm = SU Z )u?(k) T ‘
[whm OSTgl = ™) HY(25)"

(4.4)

|wleoy = sup fa(T)]y,  [wl
0<7<1

s
§,00,v — }:Hafwan'
=0

When m = 0, the first seminorm coincides with the seminorm in (3.15]). The next
result bounds the Taylor remainder term in terms of the mapped time derivative
Ojuod.

Lemma 4.2. The Taylor remainder term satisfies ||ps|v < 75h3]|05 ul|o,v-

Proof. Starting from (4.3), by Fubini’s theorem and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

1 1
22 < f <1f>25|a<8><f7>||3d£<( sup |a<s><v>|3) f (1— i) di
0 0

ST

< sup [[6°(0fuo @)(7)],

0<7<1

due to Lemma Since § < hy, the result follows. O

Lemma 4.3. For any k > 1, whenever the exact time derivative %=1 (0) exists

in H, we have %) (0) = My (A + kM;) a*=2(0).

Proof. Differentiating both sides of k — 1 times, (Ma)®)(f) = AaF=D (1),

Simplifying the left hand side by Leibniz rule and the linearity of M (t), we have
M@®a® ({) — kmya®=Y @) = A= (§).

Evaluating at £ = 0 and rearranging, the proof is complete. O

Note that V}7 is an invariant subspace of the previously defined operators M, and
M, due to . It will be understood from context whether we consider Mgy, M,
as operators on L or as operators on V}’. For operators on V}’, we define a discrete
operator norm, analogous to , for operators Oy, on V}/, by

@)
[Onlon = sup LOnUmWn)y
vp,wHEVY lvnlvllwnlv

for all vy, wy € V).

Lemma 4.4. We have |Ap|vn S 1, |[Mi|en <1, |M

e 1, [M 7 on < 1.
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Proof. To prove the first inequality, consider the terms that make up a(vp,wp) =
(Apvn, wp)y for any vy, wp, € VY. On any K € (2}, since £ is uniformly bounded
and § < hg,

(OLD vy, dwn) ik < |vnlxchi|Ojwnlx < ol xllwal x

where we have applied an inverse inequality in the last step. Next, consider an
element boundary term in (Apvp,wy), restricted to say a facet F' < 0K, shared
with the boundary of another element K, in (27 :

1/2
O Do, wnlor)r < (haclonldie + b, lonlde,) " (A lwnlox ) < lonlarlwnlx,

where we have again used § < hi and local scaling arguments. Continuing to use
similar arguments on all the remaining terms that make up (Apvp, wy)y, we obtain
| Apllv.n < 1. Finally, Lemma [3.1] shows that | My, | M(7)]e.n, and [M(7) " ]sn
also admit mesh-independent bounds. ([l

The projector P, enjoys the commutativity properties
(4.5) M P, = P,My, MyP, = P,My,

because of (2.6). Although a similar commutativity identity cannot be expected of
Ay, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 4.5. For any w e H(2))%, 1 <1 < p+ 1, the function ny, = (ApPy —
Py Ayw satisfies |y < 4 [wlge e

Proof. Since |n,|2 = (AnPow,nn)e — (PrAw,np)y = a(Pyw, nr)y — a(w, np)y,
Il = a(Phw —w,mn) < Bllwlgicoyye|mla

by Lemma By Lemma Il = —((2An + Mi)nn, )y < [nnl3, so the
inequality of the lemma follows. O

4.2. Lowest order tent-implicit scheme. While the overall MTP strategy is
a tent-by-tent time-marching strategy akin to explicit methods, within a mapped
tent, one may choose between explicit or implicit schemes. By a “tent-implicit”
scheme, we mean a method that solves the semidiscretization on a mapped
tent using implicit time stepping. Although this requires matrix inversion, the size
of the matrix is only as large as the number of spatial degrees of freedom in one
tent (much smaller than the size of the global matrix that needs to be inverted in
standard implicit schemes for method of lines discretizations). Numerical results
using tent-implicit schemes of various orders were reported first in [I3, §5.4]. In
this subsection, we provide a convergence analysis of the lowest-order case.

To derive the lowest order tent-implicit method, we begin by rewriting in

a form analogous to (4.1)), i.e.,
0;(Mdy) = Apttp,, 0<t<1.

Then, putting y, = M1y, we have d;y, = ApM~'y,. The implicit Euler method
applied to this defines an approximation y,1(7) to yn(7) given by yp1(7) — yn(0) =
TARLM ~Yyp1 (7). Since @, = M~'y,, an approximation to 4 (7) is furnished by
M ~Yyp1(7), which after simplification becomes M ~(I — 1A, M~)~1 Mya(0). This
motivates the following definition of the discrete propagator.
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Definition 4.6 (Lowest order tent-implicit flow: R;*"(7)). Define R)"P(r) : V¥ —
Vi by
Ry (r) = M(r)"'(I = 7ARM(7) ™)™ M.

The two inverses required for this definition are both well defined: first, M is
invertible by Lemma second, I — TA,M~! is invertible because

(I —7AM ™M =M — 14, = (Mo — %Ml) - g(zAh + M),
together with Lemmas [3.2] and [3.1] imply that for any 0 # v € VY,
((I — TAhM_l)M’l)7U)V = ||’U||?M(T/2) + |U|3 > 0.

We proceed to prove convergence of the scheme, beginning with the next stability
result that closely resembles the inequality of Lemma (3.6

Lemma 4.7 (Unconditional strong stability). For any v e V)Y and any 0 < 7 <1,
|Rp" (T)0l3s ey < M0l

Proof. Let v, = R)™P(7)v. Then (M — 7Ap)v, = Myv. Taking the inner product
with v, on both sides,

HUTH?M = (MOUa UT)V + T(AhUT7vT)V

1 1
5””“?\/[0 + §HUTH?\40 + T(Apvr, vr )y

N

1 1 T
= Sl + ghoels + (@An + My)or, )
Now, since ((24p+M)v,, v, )y = —|v-|? (see Lemma, the proof is complete. O

When using any (spatial) polynomial degree p = 0, we obtain the following
bound for the lowest order method (showing that the rate is limited by the time
discretization error), which uses the (semi)norms defined in (3.15)) and (4.4).

Lemma 4.8 (Local error bound). Let @ denote the exact solution on TV and let
g P (7) = R\P(1)a) for some ) € VY. Then,

la(r) = @Y’ (s s [4(0) =i laro) + ho(lu
Proof. Let X, = My ' (A, + M;) and X = M ' (A + My). By ([@&5),

(4.6) P,X — X, P, = My (P,A— ALPy).

|2,00,v + |U|v,1)~

An alternate expression for the discrete propagator will also be useful: R}ﬁ‘p =
MY —7AM Y IMy = (M — 7A,) My = (Mg — 7(Ap, + My)) ™1 My, i.e.,
(4.7) Ry (1) = (I —7Xp) 7"

With these preparations, we derive an “error equation” for e, = ﬂihnllp(r) —
Ppa(7). Note that e, is a function in V¥ for each 7. Writing

en = RPaf) — Pya(0)] + on,

with ¢, = R;erllpthl(O) — Ppa(7), we analyze ¢y, further as follows.

on = (I — 7Xp) "' Ppa(0) — Pyi(1) by [.7),

= [(I - 7X3)7" = I|Pya(0) — 7P, a™M (0) — Prpo by (£2),
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= 7(I —7X3,) " X3, Pyi(0) — 7P,V (0) — Prpy
=7(I —7Xp) '[P X — My (P A — AL Py)]a(0)

— 7Py (0) = Prpy by (),
=7 Xp(I = 7Xp) " Prtt™(0) = (I — 7X5) " Mg "y, — Papa

with n, = (P,A — A, P,)a(0). We have used Lemma [4.3]in the last step.
To bound ¢y, first note that by Lemma [4.4] H | Xn]v,n < 1. Also, by ([.7) and

Lemmald.7} | R (7)o = |(I—7Xn)~ < 2@ (0) |y + 7o+
[p2lv- Now, applying Lemmas . ﬂ and .

[énlle < 7°holldrtiloe + Thalulea + 7203 6t -

Together with the stability result of Lemma [4.7] this proves

lenlar < lap — Pria(0)agy + v ([0culloow + [0Fulo,y + luly.1)-

Using the triangle inequality, |a(7) — @5 (1) ar < |@(7) — Poit(7)|ar + |en|ar, and
the standard estimate for L? projection, ||a(7) — P,a(7)|v < hy|uly,1, the proof can
now be completed. O

The previous two lemmas lead to a global convergence theorem, as we shall now
see. The implicit schgme’s tent propagator on TV is the operator Riﬁp(l) o Py :
LY — V}, set using Ry P(7) evaluated at pseudotime 7 = 1 corresponding to the
tent top. Letting R;,"" denote the collection of such tent ‘propagators over all tents,
we use Definition to set the global propagator Rh mp = T2G(4, 4, Rihmp), and

consider the discrete solution uhl = Rh impu at the final time 7.

Theorem 4.9 (Error estimate for the lowest order tent-implicit scheme). Under
the same conditions as Theorem[3.12, for any spatial degree p = 0, the fully discrete

imp
solution u, " satisfies

m /2 m 1/2
[u(T) ™ < (Zhj) [Z 3 hv(||u||2,oo,v+|u|v,1)2} .
j=1 j=1veV;

Proof. First, due to Lemma [4.7] we observe that in complete analogy with
Lemma [3.11] one can prove that for i > j,

| Ry

hlmp | < Hch]

Defining B = R — R

h,imp h,imp’

in analogy with Lemma we can show that

JJ 1pj— 1,0
hlmp ZRhlmp hlmpR

Hence the theorem can be proved along the same lines as the proof of Theorem [3.12
using Lemma in place of Lemma (I

As before, under the further assumption that (3.22)) holds, Theorem gives an
O(h'/?) rate of convergence for the solution at the final time.
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4.3. Lowest order explicit scheme. A perhaps nonstandard route to derive an
explicit scheme is to view it as an iterative method for solving the equations of an
implicit scheme. Pursuing this approach using the tent-implicit scheme of we
write vy, = R, P(T)vo, or equivalently, using the operator Xj, = My (A, + M)

in (@4.7),
(I - TXh)Ugo = 9.

Hence the Richardson iteration for solving this linear system for vy, takes the form
(4.8) Vo1 = vg + (v — (I — 7Xp)ve), £=0,1,....

Definition 4.10 (Lowest order explicit discrete flows: R;\°(7) and R}}0(7)). Let
vo € V. The result vy after one iteration of (4.8) defines the operator R, "(7) :
Vi — vy

RZ?’(T)’UO =0 = (I + TXh)Uo.
The result v, obtained after performing ¢ > 1 iterations defines Ry (7) : Vi7 — V¥
by

R (T)vo = vg = vo + TXpvg—1.
Note that no matrix inversions are required for conducting these q iterations, except
for one local mass matrix inversion (M; ') per tent.

Unlike the tent-implicit scheme, we are now able to obtain stability for the
explicit scheme only under further conditions. From Lemma [4.4] we know that
| Xnlas, < 1. Hence the condition in the next result can be met by performing
sufficiently many iterations.

Lemma 4.11 (Conditional stability). If q is large enough to admit
(4.9) | Xnlay < B/OHY,
then there is a c¢q > 0 independent of h, such that for all vg € V),

| Ry (Mvollarry < (1 + eqho)lvollas, -

Proof. Recursively expanding vy = vo + 7 Xpv4—1, We obtain

q
vg = > (7X5) vo.
j=0
Rewriting this, using (4.7)), as
(4.10) vg = (I =7X3p) "M [T = (7X3)"" oo = RYYP[1 = (7X8)" oo,

we apply Lemma [£.7] Hence

q+1

0] gy < lvolate + 1Xal%7, Tv0lazy

lvgllar < |lvo — (7Xn)

and the result follows using (4.9). |

Lemma 4.12 (Local error bound). Let @ denote the exact solution on TV, let
apyo (1) = Ry (T)a, for some @) € VY, and suppose ([&.9) holds. Then,

v,l)-

la(r) = @y (M < 1a(0) = iy lar) + v () 200 + u
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Proof. Let ey, = P (7) — tyo (7). Since a(7) — s (1) — e = a(T) — P (1) can
be bounded by Lemma [4.8] it suffices to bound ej. By (£.10)),
en =T —7Xp) "y — (I —7Xp) "' [I = (7 X5)" a0y,
= (I —7Xp) "M (rXp)"H 4.

Thus, by Lemma and ([.9), |enlrr < holl@)]|ar,- We may further write 4 as
the sum of 4 — 4(0) and @(0) and apply triangle inequality to obtain the right
hand side of the stated bound. O

Letting R} )7 denote the collection of explicit tent propagator operators /2,17 (1)o
b, : L' — Vh on all tents, we use Definition [3.9] to set the global propagators
T2G(z Js Ryiy), and consider the discrete solution w,}, = T2G(m, 0, R}, 7 )u’ at the
final time T

Theorem 4.13 (Error estimate for iterated lowest order explicit scheme). Sup-
pose (4.9)), , and the conditions of Theorem hold. Then for any spatial

degree p > 0, the fully discrete explicit solution uy), satisfies

[u(T) —uiP% < D0 b

j=1veVj;

1)

Proof. The proof proceeds along the lines of the proof of Theorem [3.12] replacing
the applications of Lemmas and respectively, by those of Lemmas [4.11
and instead. The main difference is that we must now invoke the argument of
Remark due to the weaker stability estimate of Lemma O

The O(hl/ 2) rate of convergence given by Theorem is the same as the rate
given by Theorem for the lowest order tent-implicit scheme. Increasing the
iteration number ¢ can improve stability but does not generally improve the order
of convergence.

4.4. Arbitrary order SAT schemes. Letting X ,(10) denote the identity operator
on V7, recursively define further operators on V' by

(4.11) X = My (A, + kM)XETY ) k=1

Similarly, let X(© =1 and X® = My (A+kM;)X*=D for k > 1. By Lemma[d.3]
the time derivative of the exact solution satisfies ¢(*)(0) = X(®(0). Hence the
expansion (4.2)) may be written as

(4.12) Z X P w0) + (),

This motivates us to define the SAT flow by replacing X *) with the discrete op-
erator X ,(lk) as follows. (A gentler derivation can be found in [I2] and it can be
seen easily that the discrete flow defined there coincides with the one in the next

definition.)

Definition 4.14 (Discrete s-stage SAT flow: R;*(7) for s > 1). Define R (7) :
Vi — V) by

R3™Y( Z % v+ M( )~ lMoX}(zS)U, ve V).
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Lemma 4.15. Let u be the exact solution of (3.12)) on a causal tent TV and 4 =
wo®e CTH0,1, H" n HPYL(2¥)E). Then for any s > 1,
| R (T)ah — Pua(r) [ arer) < i, — Pate(0)]argo) + 7°hg st 1,00,
+ Ty ule pr1,s-1-

Proof. Let iips(T) = Rsat( 7)a9 and let e, = (X ¥ P, — P, X®)a(0). Then project-
ing and subtracting (4.12) from the expansion defining R5** ()49, we obtain

n(r) = Pai(r) = 3, T [XIP (@8 — Pu(0) + =]
k=0 "
+ 7;1\4—11\40 (X9 (@) — Pya(0))]

+ - [(M~*My — I)Ppa) (0) + M~ Moes| — Pupss1.

Letting ps = (M~'My — I)P,a(*)(0), and noting that e = 0,
(4.13)

s (7) = Pra(r) = Ry (7)[a Z e us+M ' Moes] — Phpssa-

To estimate the terms on the right hand 51de, we first use Lemma to con-
clude that | B3 (7)[a), — Pri(0)]|ar < @) — Phi(0)]as,- By Lemma [.1} [1s]e <
hi||0fu)s,v. To bound ey, note that

(4.14) er = My ' (Ap + kMy)eg_1 + np—1

where 1, = My ' (A, B, — P, A)aY%) (0). By Lemmald.5] |n;|v < h2+'uly,p11,;. Hence
recursively bounding |ex|v by |ex—1|v using (4.14)), and noting that ¢g = 0, we have
lex]lar < h2Tuly pr1.k—1. The final term in (4.13)) can be treated using Lemma
which yields |Phpsy1(7)]v S 75 h3+1|05 4 .o. When these estimates are used
to bound the terms in the right hand side of (and noting that 7 is a common
factor in all terms except the first), we obtain the stated inequality. (I

In order to improve the stability of these explicit SAT schemes, we shall now
divide each tent into r subtents and apply the SAT scheme in each subtent.

Definition 4.16 (Subtents). Subdivide a tent 77 into r subtents as follows. For
£=1,...,r, define the fth subtent by

Tiy = {(x t):we 2, (@) <t <l ()},

Where t = (=1)/r, ol = @(x, {4). Let 61 = pl+H ol Using 614 in place of §
in and (3.3] -, we define al?! (w,v) and Mlm, respectively, and let A,[f] V=V
be deﬁned by (A%]w,v)v = al(w,v) for w,v e V. Finally let M(ge] be defined by
(3-2) after replacing ppo; there by @l and let M(7) = M(Eg] - TMl[e]. It is easy
to see that 611 = §/r and

(4.15) Al = L, M= Lan at90) = @y, m1A(1) = iy,
T T

Definition 4.17 (Discrete s-stage SAT propagator using r subtents: RS ). Define

rhs
Xf(L [)e] by replacing Ay, M7, and Mgy, by A%], Mlm, and M(Ee], respectively, in (4.11]).
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Define Rf?]t,hs(T) on a subtent T}, by replacing Mo, X}(Lk) and M by M[e] X}(Lk[)e and

MU, respectively, in Definition Applying on the r subtents successively, we

define R3j, = R, (1) o Rt 1) (1) -0 R, (1),

Note that the constant in “<” will not be allowed to depend on 7 (so that we
may admit examples with h,-dependent r), as emphasized in the next lemma.

Lemma 4.18 (Local error in a tent). Let u be the exact solution of - on a
causal tent TV, @ = uwo ® € C*T1(0,1, H" n HPTH(20)E), and let Gpps = R340,
Then there is a mesh-independent constant c, p, that is also independent of r such

that
Coplltrns — 4(1)[ary < |85 — Pui(0)|ar(o) + h3lullst1.mw + hE T uly pra st

Proof. Denoting the discrete solutions by @1 ps = szf]t’hsdg and g s = Rf?]t,hsﬂﬁflﬁhs

for 1 < ¢ < r, we compare them with the subtent exact solutions, denoted by

uz = u(t[“l]). In the pseudotime coordinate of the un-split tent 77, the value
= 1/r corresponds to the top of the first subtent, where the exact solution is
= 4(1/r). Thus Lemma [£.15 with 7 = 1/r gives

R ) ) ) 1
|a1,ns — Prii|arcrymy < 185 — Pri(0)|aro) + . (h3llullst1,000 + A2 ulo pyr,s1) -

Similarly, on the ¢th subtent, for £ =1,2,... r,

lte,ns — Prtie] ppireeny S lle—1,ns — Prtio—1| prireny

1
+ - (hsllulls 1,00 + h€+1|u|v,p+1,sfl) .

Applying this estimate for £ = r,r — 1,...,1, successively in that order, where at
each step the first term on the right hand side is bounded using the next estimate,

ltirns = Pui(D)ary < iy, = Pati(0)|aro) + (Bl 1,000 + Y [l pir, s Z -
= 1

which completes the proof. O

Letting R3" denote the collection of explicit tent propagators R¥% o P : LY —

V)V on all tents, we use Definition to set the global propagators T2G(z Jy R,

and consider the discrete solution uff;lts = T2G(m, 0, R53* Ju? at the final time 7.

Theorem 4.19 (Error estimate for the SAT scheme). Assume that there is a mesh-
independent Cga = 0 such that
(4.16) | Ry < (14 Cstaho) 0] a(0)

for all v € V¥ on all tents TV. Suppose also that (3.22) and the conditions of
Theorem hold. Then the fully discrete explicit s-stage SAT solution uS5t,
obtained using spatial polynomial degree p, satisfies

|u(T) — w3 |G < 2 DR e V1 Y 1 R
j=1veVj;

Proof. The proof proceeds along the lines of the extension of the proof of The-
orem [3.12] mentioned in Remark [3.14] replacing the application of Lemma [3.0]
by (4.16]), and replacing the application of Lemma by Lemma m [
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Theorem [£.19 bounds the error by terms that converge to zero at the same rate,
provided the number of stages in the SAT scheme is tied to the spatial degree by
s = p+ 1. Then, the convergence rate given by Theorem lm is O(hp+1/2), the
same rate we obtained for the semidiscretization (in Theorem [3.12)). In §4.4.1| we
show, through a numerical example, that this rate is generally un-improvable.

One can solve a local eigenproblem on a tent to computationally check if the sta-
bility assumption is satisfied. Since this eigenvalue computation is described
in detail in [I4] §6.1], we shall not comment further on this computational avenue
for stability verification. In §4.4.2| and §4.4.3] we describe two cases where stabil-
ity can be proved staying within the framework of the general symmetric linear
hyperbolic systems we have been considering.

4.4.1. Numerical observations on the convergence rate. It is natural to wonder if
the convergence rate of O(hP*1/2), given by Theorem (and Theorem [3.12), is
improvable. Our numerical experience from computations with various hyperbolic
systems suggests that one is likely to observe a higher convergence rate of O(h?*1)
on generic examples and meshes. Yet, as we show now, there is at least one family
of tent meshes in the N = 2 case where O(hP*1/2) rate of convergence is observed.
Such tent meshes are created by selecting the spatial mesh (2, from the mesh
families described in [I9], where it is shown that the standard O(hP*'/2) error
estimate for the DG method for stationary advection equation cannot be improved.
Building causal tents atop such a mesh, we show that our O(hp“/ 2) estimate for
the time-dependent advection problem also cannot be improved.

The structured spatial meshes we borrow from [19] consist of horizontal layers
of right triangles grouped in vertical bands. As the mesh is refined, the number
of vertical bands is controlled by a parameter o € [0,1]. We used the MTP dis-
cretization with polynomial orders p varying from 0 to 3, together with SAT time
stepping with » = max{1,2p} and s = p + 1 to solve the advection problem of
Example (modified to take a nonhomogeneous inflow boundary condition). The
domain {2 is set to the unit square, the advective vector field b is set to the constant
vector b = [0, 1]%, so that 0,92 = {(z1,22) : 0 < z2 < 1}, and the inflow boundary
P+ on 01,82, The initial condition is u®(z1, z9) = 2%, At
t =T =1, the MTP solution approximated the exact solution w(z1,z2,t) = J;’f“
at all spatial points (z1,z2) € £2.

We obtained different convergence rates for different choices of o, but in all cases,
the rates are bounded between O(h?*'/2) and O(h?*!). We obtained the minimal
convergence rate (largest errors) when o = 3/4 and o = 1/2 for p = 1 and p = 0,
respectively. The errors and rates observed for these values of ¢ are plotted in
Figure[3| which clearly show O(h?*1/2) rate of convergence. We note that our rate-
minimizing o-value of 3/4 is the same value of o used in [19] for the p = 1 case (the
only case where numerical results are given there).

condition is set by u = x

4.4.2. Stability verification in the p = 0, s = 1 case. This case is motivated by
the many studies of the p = 0 case in the DG literature (see e.g. [3, [7, 21]), often
called the finite volume case, and is illustrative of why special cases are worth
pursuing. We focus on the operator of the SAT scheme, obtained by setting s = 1
in Definition which can be simplified to

RN () = I+ 7M(1)"*(Ap + My),
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Figure 3. Convergence rates observed when solving the advection problem

sat

and the corresponding operator R%Y obtained using r subtents, per Defintion
Note that R;3(7) differs slightly from the ¢ = 1 case of Definition namely,
RYP(1) = I+ My (A, + Myp). While R}, only requires one local mass matrix

inversion for ¢ iterations within a tent, the application of RS requires one local

inversion per subtent. However, R%Y admits a stronger stability estimate that we

shall prove after making the following observation.

Lemma 4.20. When p = 0, we have, for all v,w e V),
(4.17) (Anw,v)s < [w]v]v]a,
(4.18) I(An + My)v]v < |vlg.

Proof. When p = 0, the derivative terms in (3.1)) vanish, so
(Apw,v)y = Z —(6F™, v)ox

Ke2],
=- > %(5(1)(”) + B)w,v)p
FeFy
+ > (6D}, [v]p)r — (6S[w]e, [v]F)F
FeF}

where we have rearranged the sum to run over the mesh facets. Now, by Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality, (2.11), and Lemma the estimate of (4.17)) follows.
Of course, (4.17) can also be written as (w, Abv)y < |w|y|v]q where Al is the
L'-adjoint of A;. When this is added to the obvious inequality

(—(Ap + A}, + M1)v,w)y < (— (245 + M1)v,v)Y?(— (244 + My)w, w)¥? = [v]a|w],

we obtain (—(Ap + Mi)v,w)y < |v]a|w]s, so

[(An + Mi)v|y = sup < vl
0#£weVy lwl




CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS ON TENTS 31

proves (4.18)). O

Let K, denote the kernel of Ay, + A% + My : V¥ — V¥ and let K;- denote its
LV-orthogonal complement in V7. Set
M) (An + Myl )

(4.19) K= sup sup 3
0<T<1 0#veKi vl3

Proposition 4.21 (Conditional strong stability). In the case p =0 and s = 1, the
constant k of (4.19)) satisfies K < 1. For all

(4.20) 0<7<1/k

and all v € V}), we have

(4.21) | B (T)0ll ar(ry < [0laeo-
Furthermore, if r > k subtents are used, then

(4.22) IR0y < lvlasos

i.e., the stability assumption (4.16) of Theorem holds with Cg, = 0.

Proof. Since |M(7)"Yy., < 1 by Lemma the estimate (4.18)) of Lemma m
shows that x < 1 whenever p = 0.

Let v, = R$3(7)v = v + TM 1 (Ap + My)v. Then expanding [v,[3,,
lo-13s = [vls + 27((An + My)v,v)y + 72| M7H (AR + My)ol,
= |3 + T((2An + My)v,v)y + 72| M (A + Mi)o|3,
< Iolas — ol + 7ol
o) follows when 1 — 7k > 0.
Next, consider a subtent 77j,. By ([@18), Rf?]t,m(l) = I+M[Z](1)*1(A%]+Ml[z]) =
T+r= M ({41 (A + M), so translating with 7 = 1/r < 1/k to this subtent,

we obtain HRf?]t,m(l)”HM(t[“lJ) < || ar(etery- Successively applying these estimates
over all subtents, (4.22)) is proved. O

Note that the inverse of k appearing in will stay away from zero (since k <
1) allowing for a nontrivial advance in 7. One can view as the analogue of a
traditional “CFL condition” within a tent. Indeed, the pseudotime restriction
may be interpreted as a restriction on time advance in the physical spacetime by
a small subtent whose tent pole height is a scalar multiple of h,. Even in the
event forbids us to reach the tent-top pseudotime (i.e., when 7 = 1 does
not satisfy ), splitting the tent into smaller subtents does allow the analogue
of to hold throughout every subtent.

4.4.3. Stability verification in the s = 2 case. We will now show how to prove
stability under a stronger CFL condition in the two-stage case. Definition
with s = 2 yields

2
B (r) =T+ 7X" + S MM XD,
Lemma 4.22. For any v eV},

sa T 1 2
1835 (T)olrry = Ioliin, = 7 |0+ SXA 0| + 7% 2(rv),
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_ W, vy D2 v @2
where Z(7,v) = [2(M1 X, /v, X, /v)y — | X, /0[5 + 7| M (1) Mo X, v|5,]/4

Proof. Let w = TX}(ll)’U + (72/2)M_1M0X}(L2)v. Then v, = B33 (7)v can be written
as v, = v + w. Expanding |v + w]|?%,
lor3s = [vlig, — 7(Miv, v)e + 2(w, v)ar + ]},
= Hv||?\/[0 — 7(Myv,v)y + 27((My — TMl)X}(L )y SOy + T (MOX}(L )y L 0)y 4 w3,
= [ol3s, + T((24n + M1)v,v)y + T2(ARX V0, 0)y + Jwl.

Note that (A, X5 v, 0)y = (X0, Ajv)y = (X0, (Al + Ap + Mi)v), — | X V03, -
Since d(y, z) = —((A} + Ay + My)y, 2)y, we have

1 1
lorI3s = I0l3g, — TIvl3 — 72d(X D0, 0) — 72X Vol + ]2

Next, letting z = (1/2)M *1M0X}(LQ)1) expanding the last term above |w|3, =
2||Xh o] %, +73 (X}(Ll)v MOX,(L )v) +74|2|3,, noting that MOX (Ah—i-ZMl)X}(Ll)7
and simplifying,
[vrl3s = Bolg, = 7lofd — 72d(XDv v) + 7 ((An + M) XV, X P0) + 72

1
= ol — 7|v + X <<2Ah+3M1> XV, X V), + 7423,

ol +

from which the stated 1dent1ty follows. O

Proposition 4.23. Let v e V)] and r be chosen as the smallest mtege'r not smaller
than f{l/g/h 12 where iy is defined using Z(1,v) of Lemma by

Z(7,v)
Ko = Sup sup 2 .
0<7T<1 0#£veVy HUHMO

Then
| R3S (T)vlarry < L+ 032V |vllag,  for all 7 < 1/7“

and R%Y, satisfies the stability assumption (4.16) of Theorem .
Proof. By Lemma and the definition of kg,

IR (o) < ol + 7sallols, < (14 B0l

since 73Ky = Ko/1° < hv . Applying this successively on each subtent, we obtain

IR0y < (L B2 o] agg.

Next, we use the bound (1 + h3/2)r/2 < exp(h?,’/zr/2). Since the argument of the
exponential is bounded, exp(h*?7/2) — 1 < hs'/Qr/2 < hy. Thus there is an hy-
independent constant C' > 0 such that |R33%5v| 1) < (1 + Chy)|v] - O

Note that by Lemma [£.4] the constant ro satisfies ko < 1. Hence Proposi-
tion m gives stability under a so-called “3/2-CFL” condition. The latter term is
an adaptation of the terminology on CFL conditions in [3] for our tents, in view of
the fact that our 7 < 1/r condition, with r as in Proposition implies that the

amount of time advance along a tent pole (76) is limited by O(hfﬁ/ %).
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5. CONCLUSION

We have developed a convergence theory for MTP schemes for a large class of
linear hyperbolic systems, covering the semidiscrete case (, as well as a few
fully discrete schemes (§4)). The convergence rate for the semidiscretization was
established to be O(h?*1/2) in Theorem under reasonable assumptions. When
the number of stages s = p + 1, the fully discrete SAT scheme also gave the same
convergence rate (Theorem under the stability assumption . Through a
selected numerical example, we showed in that this convergence rate cannot
be improved in general. The stability of SAT scheme was verified in for the
p =0, s =1 case and in for the (arbitrary p) s = 2 case. Proving the
stability of SAT schemes (verifying ) for other values of s is currently an open
problem. It is however possible to computationally verify stability within each tent
by solving a small eigenvalue problem as shown in [I4]. The numerical results there
suggest that an estimate of the form |R%" v| < (1 + Cr~*)||v| as, might hold for
general r and s. If this is provable, then for larger s, a slight modification of the
argument of Proposition would prove stability under a less stringent (1 +1/s)-
CFL condition, which limits the amount of time advance by a scalar multiple of

hiH/ . Also, if our analysis in is any indication, it might be a worthwhile
future pursuit to seek further special cases where stability holds under even weaker
CFL conditions within a tent. The simplest cases of the fully discrete analyses we
presented are those of the lowest order tent-implicit scheme in §4.2] and the lowest
order iterated explicit scheme in The latter was obtained from a nontraditional
viewpoint of explicit schemes as iterative solvers for implicit schemes.
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