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Abstract

A stable and high-order accurate solver for linear and nonlinear parabolic equations is pre-
sented. An additive Runge-Kutta method is used for the time stepping, which integrates the
linear stiff terms by an implicit singly diagonally implicit Runge-Kutta (ESDIRK) method
and the nonlinear terms by an explicit Runge-Kutta (ERK) method. In each time step, the
implicit solve is performed by the recently developed Hierarchical Poincaré-Steklov (HPS)
method. This is a fast direct solver for elliptic equations that decomposes the space domain
into a hierarchical tree of subdomains and builds spectral collocation solvers locally on the
subdomains. These ideas are naturally combined in the presented method since the singly di-
agonal coefficient in ESDIRK and a fixed time-step ensures that the coefficient matrix in the
implicit solve of HPS remains the same for all time stages. This means that the precomputed
inverse can be efficiently reused, leading to a scheme with complexity (in two dimensions)
O(N1.5) for the precomputation where the solution operator to the elliptic problems is built,
and then O(N) for each time step. The stability of the method is proved for first order in
time and any order in space, and numerical evidence substantiates a claim of stability for a
much broader class of time discretization methods. Numerical experiments supporting the
accuracy of efficiency of the method in one and two dimensions are presented.

1 Introduction

In this paper we consider numerical methods for solving parabolic equations of the form

ut = Lu+ q + g(u) , in (0, T )× Ω

u = f , on (0, T )× ∂Ω

u = u0 , on {0} × Ω

(1)
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where L denotes a general second order elliptic differential operator and Ω is a bounded domain
in Rd. The function q = q(t, x) denotes an external source and g = g(t, u) denotes a nonlinear
term. We consider the case of Dirichlet boundary conditions, f and denote the initial data
by u0. The nonlinear term is assumed to contain derivative operators of degree no greater
than one so that the elliptic term Lu dominates g, i.e. the equation is of parabolic type. To
solve this equation numerically, it is usually preferred to discretize the linear parabolic part
by an implicit method to avoid numerical stiffness. In each timestep a linear elliptic problem
must be solved and when there are many timesteps it can become advantageous to use a direct
solver. This is of course especially true if the complexity (as it is here) of the linear solver is
good. In fact, although the pre-computation needed to build a fast direct solver can be more
expensive than solving the equation once with an iterative solver, once a solution operator has
built, each subsequent solve is very fast. In this paper we use an efficient direct elliptic solver
called “Hierarchical Poincaré-Steklov(HPS)” coupled with high order Runge-Kutta(RK) time
discretization to develop a fast solver to the parabolic equation (1).

The HPS solver is a domain decomposition scheme with spectral collocation discretization on
each subdomain. It is drew from the classical nested dissection and multifrontal methods [3, 4]
often used for low order finite difference discertizations but differs from these in that it achieves
very high order of accuracy of spatial derivatives. The HPS method was first proposed in [14] for
elliptic and Helmholtz equations and later generalized in [6, 7, 10] for general elliptic equation
and higher dimensions. The HPS is a highly efficient direct solver to elliptic equations with
high order of convergence [17, 5, 15]. These advantages remain when HPS is used for the
elliptic solve in combination with implicit Runge-Kutta discretizations of parabolic equations,
and preliminary results [2, 1] indicated that the resulting scheme is stable and efficient. However,
challenges remain for proving stability of explicit-implicit schemes. For example, there is usually
an order barrier for bound preserving higher-order implicit schemes [9] and developing a second
order in time for general partial differential equations is still open, though several second order
schemes exist for kinetic equations [11]. In this manuscript we combine high-order Runge-Kutta
schemes with HPS to develop a fast and accurate solver for general parabolic equations. Stability
is rigorously proven for the case where HPS of any spatial order of accuracy is combined with a
first order accurate time discretization (backward Euler). That the method remains stable for
high order time discretizations as well is substantiated through extensive numerical examples in
one and two dimensions.

In Section 2 we introduce the HPS method for elliptic equations. Section 3 combines HPS
with high order Runge-Kutta time discretization and describes the proposed solvers for general
parabolic equations. In Section 4 we investigate the stability of the scheme. Numerical examples
for one and two dimensional problems are given in Section 5.

2 The HPS method for time-independent problems

In this section, we briefly review the HPS method [14, 16, 6, 7, 10] that we use for the spatial
discretization; for additional details, we refer to [15, Sec. 24–26]. For concreteness, let us consider
the Dirichlet boundary value problem,

Au(x) = g(x) , x ∈ Ω,

u(x) = f(x) , x ∈ ∂Ω,
(2)
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where A is a general second order elliptic differential operator

Au(x) =− c11(x)∂
2
1u(x)− 2c12(x)∂1∂2u(x)− c22(x)∂

2
2u(x)

+ c1(x)∂1u(x) + c2(x)∂2u(x) + c(x)u(x) .
(3)

Here g(x) is the source term and f(x) the boundary data. The HPS method first partitions
the domain Ω ⊂ R2 into a hierarchical tree of subdomains Ωτ , τ = 1, . . . , N and uses spectral
collocation methods to discretize the local elliptic operators Aτ . After the discretization, local
solution operators and Dirichlet to Neumann (DtN) maps restricted in each subdomain are built
at the bottom level, where only small matrix inversion is involved. These local operators are
then used to build the global direct solvers via a hierarchical merge from the bottom level to
the top level. Once the global solver is constructed, HPS can can solve (2) for multiple sources
and boundary data via a top-to-bottom sweep. In the implementation of HPS, we assume the
mixed term c12(x) = 0 so one can ignore the corner points in Figure 1. For problems involving
a nonzero mixed term c12(x), one can also ignore the corner points in HPS, and then apply
extrapolation methods to estimate the values on corner points. More details can be found in
Chapter 24 of [15].

2.1 Discretization and numerical schemes

For simplicity we assume the domain Ω is rectangular. The domain is first partitioned into
two children subdomains and then each children subdomain is further partitioned in a similar
manner. This hierarchical partition will stop until the leaf children reach the preset square size
and consequently a hierarchical tree of domains are formed. Eventually the domain is partitioned
into n1 × n2 squares of the same size and each square is discretized by p× p Chebyshev nodes,
see Figure 1. We denote all collocation points by x = {xi}Ni=1 and define the discretized solution

Figure 1: The domain Ω is hierarchically halved and eventually is partitioned into squares. Then
each square is discretized with p× p Chebyshev nodes.

u = [u(xi)]
N
i=1 as the solution vector with collated values. The Chebyshev nodes on each square

is classified into three groups: the interior nodes (marked in red), the boundary edge nodes
(marked in blue) and the corner nodes (marked in gray). It turns out that the gray nodes does
not contribute to any spectral derivatives to other nodes when there are no mixed derivatives
in (3), so we dropped them off in the collocation points x. After excluding all the corner points,
the total number of points in the grid equals

N = (p− 2)(pn1n2 + n1 + n2) ≈ p2n1n2 .
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The discretization procedure above would introduce a sparse N ×N matrix A, and the value of
A(i, :)u may have different values depending on the type of point xi

A(i, :)u ≈


[Au](xi), for any interior points (marked in red) ,

0, for any edge point that is not on ∂Ω ,

±∂u
∂n , for any edge point that is on ∂Ω .

(4)

In the HPS solver, this big sparse matrix A is not explicitly formed but instead the matrix-
vector application of A−1 is constructed via a hierarchical sweep through all subdomains. To
explain the details, we first restrict our scope to a local subdomain Ωτ . Denote the interior nodes
index in a square Ωτ as Jτ

i and the boundary edge nodes index as Jτ
b , the operator A can be

locally discretized as a spectral differential matrix and likewise equation (2) can be discretized
in the following form for any leaf node τ :

[
Aτ
i,i Aτ

i,b

] [uτi
uτb

]
= gτi ,

uτb = fτb ,

(5)

where the subscript denotes the values on the corresponding collocation nodes. For example,
Aτ
i,b = Aτ (Jτ

i , J
τ
b ) and gτi = g(Jτ

i ). The resulting local problem is of small size p and thus it is
easy to construct the solution operator Sτ that maps the boundary data to the interior solution

uτi = Sτuτb .

Additionally, we can build the DtN operator Tτ that maps the boundary data uτb to a vector vτ

consisting of the boundary fluxes
vτ = Tτuτb .

More precisely, if the collocation point xi is on a vertical edge, then vτ (i) ≈ ∂u
∂x1

(xi) and if xi

is on a horizontal edge, then vτ (i) ≈ ∂u
∂x2

(xi). These two operators can be computed directly
from the local spectral differentiation matrix. For example, in the absence of source term gi,
the solution operator Sτ and DtN operators are

Sτ = −A−1
i,i Ai,b and Tτ = DSτ , (6)

where D consists of spectral differentiation operators on edge nodes corresponding to ∂
∂x1

and
∂

∂x2
respectively.
We have shown how to build the local solution operator and the DtN operator for the squares

on the bottom level. The global direct solver is constructed via a hierarchical merge of local
operators of the child subdomains. More specifically, the full hierarchical HPS solver consists
of two stages: a build stage that sweeps from leaf squares to its parent, and a solve stage that
pass through the tree starting from the root to its leaves. In the building stage, the solution
operator Sτ and DtN operator Tτ are built for each subdomain τ from leaves to roots. For leaf
subdomains, they can be built directly by using equation (6). For a parent subdomain τ with
children subdomains α and β, Sτ and Tτ can be built by “merging” the DtN operators Tα and
Tβ of the children subdomains α and β. These process is done by Schur complements of the
linear system (5) with respect to that of its children via the continuity of solution and fluxes
on the interface. More details can be found in [15]. In the solve stage, one starts from the root
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domain Ω and iteratively uses the solution operator to map boundary data to the interface of
its children subdomains. This process would pass boundary information from parent domains
to its children and consequently provide boundary data for all leaf subdomains. Then with the
solution operator Sτ for all leaf subdomains, one can easily construct local solutions and glue
them together into a global solution. We summarized the solve stage of HPS in the following
algorithm 1 when no external force is present.

Algorithm 1 HPS solve stage with no body load.

1: u(k) = f(xk) for all k ∈ J1
b .

2: for τ = 1, 2, . . . , n do
3: u(Jτ

i ) = Sτu(Jτ
b ).

4: end for

The time complexity to build all local matrices for leaves in 2D is about (p2)3 = p6 because
there are p2 points for each leaf subdomains. As there are about N/p2 leaf subdomains, the total
cost to process all leaf subdomains is about (p6)(N/p2) = p4N . For a parent subdomain τ at level
l, the cost of merging process is about 2−2lN1.5. Because there are 2l subdomains at level l, the
total cost at level l is about 2−lN1.5 and thus the total build cost in 2D is

∑L
l=0 2

−lN1.5 ≈ N1.5.
For the solve stage, the cost of applying the solution operator Sτ is about 2−lN so the total cost
of the solve stage in 2D is

∑L−1
l=0 2l2−lN ≈ N logN .

3 The RKHPS method for time-dependent problems

We now introduce the Runge-Kutta Hierarchical Poincaré-Steklov (RKHPS) schemes for the
general parabolic equation (1). These schemes combine high order Runge-Kutta discretization
and high order HPS schemes, thus they enjoy high accuracy, stability and efficiency. As men-
tioned above the HPS scheme is most efficient if the matrix A does not change throughout
the computation and it is therefore natural to consider Explictly, Singly Diagonally Implicit
Runge-Kutta (ESDIRK) methods.

3.1 Time discretization

In general, the right hand side of (1) can be split into a stiff part Lu and a non-stiff part
q + g(u). The natural choice is to adopt an implicit-explicit RK (IMEX-RK) method, in which
Lu is discretized by a method defined through an implicit Butcher table A, b and c whereas
g(u) is treated by a method defined by an explicit Butcher table Â, b̂ and ĉ. In particular, we
use the ESDIRK scheme for the stiff term Lu. These methods usually have an explicit first
stage and put same constant on the diagonal entries aii. Such structure in the Butcher table A
allows to have the same sparse matrix A in (4) in all iterations. Therefore, we can build a HPS
solver once in the offline and apply the same HPS solve for all iterations. The nonstiff term
is dealt with an Explict Runge-Kutta (ERK) method, which only has non-zero entries in the
lower diagonal part in the Butcher table. See Table 1. In particular, we used the tableau data
ARK4(3)6L[2]SA and ARK5(4)8L[2]SA from the additive Runge-Kutta (ARK) methods
by Carpenter and Kennedy [12].

The general RK method can be usually formulated in two ways: the stage formulation or
the slope formulation. These two formulations are algebraically equivalent for ODE systems
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0 0 0 . . . 0
c2 a21 γ 0 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

. . .
. . .

...
cs−1 as−1,1 as−1,2 . . . γ 0
1 b1 b2 . . . bs−1 γ

b1 b2 . . . bs−1 γ

0 0 0 . . . 0
ĉ2 â21 0 0 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

. . .
. . .

...
ĉs−1 âs−1,1 âs−1,2 . . . 0 0
1 âs,1 âs,2 . . . âs,s−1 0

b̂1 b̂2 . . . b̂s−1 b̂s

Table 1: Butcher tables of Runge-Kutta methods. Left: ESDIRK. Right: ERK

but not necessarily equivalent for PDEs. In this manuscript, we implement and compare both
formulations. The stage formulation consists of s intermediate stage solves:

uni = un +∆t
i∑

j=1

aijLunj +∆t
i−1∑
j=1

âij
(
qnj + gnj

)
, i = 1, . . . , s, (7)

where tnj = tn+ ci∆t, qnj = q(tnj , x) and gnj = g(unj ). With a ESDIRK method shown in Table 1,
we can assume that aii = γ, i = 2, . . . , s and rewrite equation (7) as the following

un1 = un

(I−∆tγL)uni = un +∆t
i−1∑
j=1

aijLunj +∆t
i−1∑
j=1

âij
(
qnj + gnj

)
, i = 2, . . . , s.

(8)

It is clear that the first stage is explicit and for other stages one needs to invert an elliptic
operator (I − ∆tγL). The equations above hold in the interior of Ω and are equipped with
boundary conditions

uni = f(tni ) , on ∂Ω , i = 1, . . . , s. (9)

In comparison, the slope formulations, if there is no nonlinear term g = 0, is composed of
multiple stages where slope variables kni are calculated as follows

kn1 = Lun + qnj ,

(I−∆tγL)kni = Lun +∆t

i−1∑
j=1

aijLknj , i = 2, . . . , s.
(10)

The semi-discretization above need to be augmented with suitable boundary conditions.
Let E be the diagonal matrix that is 1 at boundary DOF and zero everywhere else. Suppose

we want to solve the PDE vt = vxx + FE(v), with boundary conditions v = vBC(t) using a
semi-discretization

ut = D2u+ τE(u− vBC(t)) + FE(u).

Here the boundary conditions are enforced weakly by the penalty term. Denoting F I(u) =
D2u+ τE(u− vBC(t)) we have that

F I(u) = ut − FE(u).

We consider the first stage in an IMEX method. Given the current solution un−1 it is:
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1. Set KE
1 = FE(un−1).

2. Solve
KI

1 = F I(u1) ≡ F I(un−1 +∆tAI
1,1K

I
1 +∆tAE

2,1K
E
1 ).

3. Using the explicit expression for F I we only use the penalty term for KI
1 and find

KI
1 = D2u1 +∆tAI

1,1D2K
I
1 + τE(KI

1 −R) + ∆tAE
2,1D2K

E
1 .

Here we can use the PDE, F I(u) = ut − FE(u), to find

R =
dvBC(t)

dt
− EFE(ui).

As we now have additional unknowns on the boundary from EFE(ui) we must add the
equations

E(KE
2 − FE(ui)) = 0.

A natural choice when q = 0 is to set kni = ut(t
n
i ) at the boundary as the slope kni can be

interpreted as an approximation to the time derivatives of the solution. At the end, the one step
approximation un+1 can be calculated explicitly by assembling the slope variables kni

un+1 = un +∆t
n∑

j=1

bjk
n
j .

When the nonlinear term g is present, another explicit slope variable lni is introduced. The
intermediate slope variables kni and lni are computed as follows:

kn1 = Lun + qnj ,

ln1 = gnj ,

(I−∆tγL)kni = Lun +∆t
i−1∑
j=1

aijLknj +∆t
i−1∑
j=1

âijLlnj + qni , i = 2, . . . , s,

lni = g(un +∆t
i∑

j=1

aijk
n
j +∆t

i−1∑
j=1

âijl
n
j ) , i = 2, . . . , s.

(11)

Similarly, the one step approximation can be assembled as

un+1 = un +∆t
n∑

j=1

bjk
n
j +∆t

n∑
j=1

b̂jl
n
j .

However, a major challenge is to design suitable boundary conditions for the intermediate slopes
kni and lni . As there are no clear interpretation of these individual slope variables on the bound-
ary, it is only possible to assign suitable boundary conditions for limited situations. For in-
stance, zero boundary conditions can be assigned for both kni and lni if BC of the PDE is
time-independent.
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3.2 Implicit and explicit computation

Notice that in either the stage or slope formulations above, there are two types of equations that
need to be solved, i.e. implicit elliptic equations in the form

(I−∆tγL)uτ = known RHS on Ωτ ,

or explicit equations in the form

u = known RHS on Ωτ ,

where u denotes the stage variables uni or slope variables kni , l
n
i respectively. Both the implicit and

explicit equations are equipped with Dirichlet boundary conditions and hold on all subdomains.
As the identity operator can be interpreted as an elliptic operator, both the implicit and explicit
equations can be solved on the hierarchical tree by following standard HPS methods. However,
for explicit equations alone, one can explicitly form the global linear sparse system and directly
solve it without using HPS method. We have tested and compare both implementations in the
arXiv report and found that there are only machine precision difference between directly solving
sparse system and using HPS method.

3.3 Implementation Details

3.3.1 Boundary conditions

As the unknowns uni , kni and lni are approximating the solutions and the slope variables re-
spectively, we need to assign boundary conditions in different ways in different formulations
correspondingly. For the stage formulation, a natural choice is to assign uni = u(x, tn + ci∆t)
for x ∈ ∂Γ. However, such treatment may suffer from order reduction [18] as shown in the
numerical results. For the slope formulation, if only kni is present, the natural choice is to assign
kni = ut(x, t

n + ci∆t) for x ∈ ∂Γ because kni is approximating the time derivative of the solu-
tions. In the case when both the implicit slope kni and explicit slope lni are both present, there
is no clear relation between them and the solution, thus only limited cases are applicable. For
example, if equation (1) is equipped with time-independent BC, then zero boundary Dirichlet
conditions can be assigned to the slope variables.

To deal with Neumann and Robin boundary conditions, the HPS method uses the pre-
computed DtN operators to map them to Dirichlet boundary conditions. More details can be
found in [1].

3.3.2 Penalization in the slope formulation

The HPS method inherently enforces continuity of the fluxes across the interfaces of children
subdomains. Such feature, however in the slope formulation, does not guarantee that the solution
has a continuous flux across the interface. As a trivial example, if only kni is present, then the
updating formula

un+1 = un +∆t
s∑

j=1

bjk
n
j ,

will pass any flux mismatch from the previous solution un to the next step.
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An easy fix of this can be projecting the solution into the continuous flux space. However,
for greater generality, we enforce an penalization on flux jump in the slope formulation. That
is, the zero flux jump condition in HPS

[[Tk + hk]] = 0 ,

is replaced by a penalized version

[[Tk + hk −∆t−1hu]] = 0 ,

where Tk denotes the derivative from the homogeneous part, hk denotes the flux of particular
slope and hu denotes the flux of the solution u. This new penalized condition modifies the
merging process by adding an extra term.

4 Stability of RKHPS

In this section, we seek to shed light on the stability properties of RKHPS. We establish that the
time-stepping map un → un+1 is stable for the particular case of the heat equation discretized
with HPS in space, and backwards Euler in time. For higher order discretization, analysis
appears to be challenging, but we present numerical evidence that point strongly towards the
conclusion that RKHPS is stable up to order five.

4.1 Eigenvalues of the local differentiation matrix

The HPS uses spectral collocation method to discretize each subdomain and the corresponding
local differentiation matrix are approximating the second order elliptic operator whose eigen-
values are negative. In particular, the eigenvalues of the continuous second derivative with zero
boundary conditions are defined as

D2u(x) = λu(x) , − 1 ≤ x ≤ 1

u(±1) = 0 .

The eigenvalues of this continuous problem are known to be λk = −k2π2

4 . The Chebychev
collocation methods considers u as (p − 1)-th order polynomials such that the above equation
holds at Chebyshev points xj = cos( jπ

p−1). Such discretization yields the spectral differentiation

matrix, which approximates the first 2
π portion of the eigenvalues very well but there is an

O(p4) error for the remaining eigenvalues. It is shown in [8, 19] that the eigenvalues of spectral
differentiation matrix are real, negative and distinct.

4.2 Stability of RKHPS

We now prove the stability of RKHPS for linear heat equation in the following form:{
ut = ∆u+ f , x ∈ Ω,

u = g , x ∈ Γ,
(12)

where f is the external force.
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Theorem 1. In dimension two, the eigenvalues of the time-stepping map Mn : un 7→ un+1 of
backward Euler HPS method for heat equation (12) has modulus bounded by 1 for any time step
size h. In particular, backward Euler is Lax-Richtmyer stable.

Proof. For stability proof of (12), it suffices to assume f = g = 0. The Backward Euler time
discretization for a certain Runge-Kutta scheme yields the following semi-continuous PDE:{

(I+ h∆)un+1 = un , x ∈ Ω,

un+1 = 0 , x ∈ Γ.
(13)

In HPS method of the above semi-continous equation, the domain Ω is decomposed into a
hierarchical sequence of subdomains:{

(I+ h∆)un+1,τ = un , x ∈ Ωτ ,

un+1,τ = f τ , x ∈ Γτ ,
(14)

where f τ is the unknown boundary condition over each subdomain. Consider the local prob-
lem (14) with fixed τ , we decompose the local solutions into particular solution wn+1,τ and
homogeneous solution ϕn+1,τ ,

un+1,τ = wn+1,τ + ϕn+1,τ .

They satisfy the following equations respectively.{
(I+ h∆)wτ = un , x ∈ Ωτ ,

wτ = 0 , x ∈ Γτ ,
and

{
(I+ h∆)ϕτ = un , x ∈ Ωτ ,

ϕτ = f τ , x ∈ Γτ .
(15)

We omit the supscript n+1 in above equations and the proof below when no confusion occurs.
In the HPS method, each leaf node τ is discretized with p× p Chebyshev points. We denote the
indices of all Chebyshev points in Ωτ as Jτ , the interior points as Jτ

i and the boundary points as
Jτ
b . Then the operator (I+h∆) is discretized as the 2nd order Chebyshev differentiation matrix

L and globally it is discretized as a large sparse matrix A. (see details in section 2.1).
Now consider a parent node τ with children α and β, equation (15) implies that the particular

solution on the left children must satisfy that

A(Jα
i , J

α)wα = un(Jα) .

Similarly, equation (14) implies that

A(Jα
i , J

τ )wτ = un(Jα) .

Therefore, we must have

A(Jα
i , J

α)wα = A(Jα
i , J

τ )wτ = A(Jα
i , J

α)wτ (Jα),

where the last equality holds because of the sparsity of matrix A. In fact, the values of
A(Jα

i , J
τ )wτ depends only on the nodal points within Ωα rather than that in Ωτ . Decomposing

the index Jα = [Jα
i , J

α
b ], we can rewrite the above equation as

A(Jα
i , J

α
i )w

α(Jα
i ) = A(Jα

i , J
α
i )w

τ (Jα
i ) + A(Jα

i , J
α
b )w

τ (Jα
b ),

10



Figure 2: The vector Jτ is partitioned into five blocks.

where we used the fact that wα(Jα
b ) = 0. Invert the square matrix A(Jα

i , J
α
i ), we have

wα(Jα
i ) = wτ (Jα

i ) + (A(Jα
i , J

α
i ))

−1 A(Jα
i , J

α
b )w

τ (Jα
b ).

Analogously for child β, we have

wβ(Jβ
i ) = wτ (Jβ

i ) +
(
A(Jβ

i , J
β
i )

)−1
A(Jβ

i , J
β
b )w

τ (Jβ
b ).

To illustrate the structure of the above two equations, we partition the indices Jτ into five
blocks (see an illustration in Figure 2)[

wα(Jα
i )

wβ(Jβ
i )

]
=

[
T11 I T13 0 0
0 0 T23 I T25

]
wτ := Twτ , (16)

where T11,T13 are submatrices of (A(Jα
i , J

α
i ))

−1 A(Jα
i , J

α
b ) and analogously T23, T25 are subma-

trices of
(
A(Jβ

i , J
β
i )

)−1
A(Jβ

i , J
β
b ). Such structure of matrix T guarantees that itself has singular

values bounded below by 1. In fact, we have

TT⊤ − I =

[
T11T

⊤
11 + T13T

⊤
13 T13T

⊤
23

T23T
⊤
13 T23T

⊤
23 + T25T

⊤
25

]
=

[
T11T

⊤
11

T25T
⊤
25

]
+

[
T13

T23

] [
T⊤
13 T⊤

23

]
,

which is the sum of two semi-positive definite matrices. Therefore (16) implies that for any
parent node τ with children α and β:

∥wα∥2 + ∥wβ∥2 = ∥wα(Jα
i )∥2 + ∥wβ(Jβ

i )∥
2 ≥ ∥wτ∥2.

Apply the above inequality hierarchically for all parent nodes τ , we have

∥u1∥2 = ∥w1∥2 ≤ ∥w2∥2 + ∥w3∥2 ≤ · · · ≤
∑

τ is leaf

∥wτ∥2, (17)

where the summation in the last inequality is over all leaf nodes τ . For any leaf τ , the Chebyshev
discreization of equation (15) implies that

wτ (Jτ
i ) = (1 + hL(Jτ

i , J
τ
i ))

−1un(Jτ
i ) , (18)
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where L is the 2D second order Chebyshev differentiation matrix. It is shown in [8] that the 1D
Chebyshev differentiation matrix E has real, distinct and negative eigenvalues σE,i. Notice that
L(Jτ

i , J
τ
i ) = E ⊗ I + I ⊗ E, we conclude that L(Jτ

i , J
τ
i ) is also diagonalizable. In fact, assuming

the eigen-decomposition E = VEΣEV
−1
E , we must have

(V−1
E ⊗ V−1

E )L(Jτ
i , J

τ
i )(VE ⊗ VE) = (V−1

E ⊗ V−1
E )(E⊗ I+ I⊗ E)(VE ⊗ VE)

= (V−1
E ⊗ V−1

E )
(
(VEΣEV

−1
E )⊗ I+ I⊗ (VEΣEV

−1
E )

)
(VE ⊗ VE)

= ΣE ⊗ I+ I⊗ ΣE .
(19)

This implies the eigenvalues of L(Jτ
i , J

τ
i ) are pairwise sum σE,i + σE,j < 0 and the eigenvectors

are pairwise Kronecker product VE,i ⊗ VE,j .
Consequently, there exists the eigen-decomposition of L(Jτ

i , J
τ
i ) for any leaf τ ,

L(Jτ
i , J

τ
i ) = Vτ

i Σ
τ
i (V

τ
i )

−1 ,

where Στ
i is a diagonal matrix with negative entries and Vτ

i contains the eigenvectors. Plug it
into equation (18), we have

wτ (Jτ
i ) = Vτ

i (1 + hΣτ
i )

−1(Vτ
i )

−1un(Jτ
i ) . (20)

Because Στ
i are negative, the L-stability of Euler methods implies that the entries of (1+hΣτ

i )
−1

must have modulus smaller than 1, therefore

∥wτ∥2 = ∥wτ (Jτ
i )∥2 ≤ ∥un(Jτ

i )∥2 .

Now combine the above equation with (17), we have

∥un+1∥2 = ∥u1∥2 ≤
∑

τ is leaf

∥un(Jτ
i )∥2 ≤ ∥un∥2,

which implies ∥Mn∥ ≤ 1 and thus the stability of RKHPS.

Remark 1. For general parabolic equations, unfortunately there is no guarantee that spectral
approximation to the elliptic operator has real negative eigenvalues. For example, in the strong
convection regime or high frequency regime of Helmholtz type operator, the spectral approxi-
mation may have imaginary or real positive eigenvalues and in those cases there is no guarantee
for stability of RKHPS. Numerical result shows that the RKHPS method is stable for partial
differential equations in which the elliptic operator is dominating though.

In Figure 3a and 3b we have plotted the eigenvalues of the time-stepping map for 1D variable
coefficient parabolic equation (23) without or with a HPS hierarchical tree structure. We see
that in both cases the RKHPS has eigenvalues bounded by 1, regardless of the time-step size
∆t = 1, 10−2, 10−4, 10−6. Moreover, for the RKHPS with hierarchical tree, we set the depth of
tree L = 3 and consequently there are 8 leaf nodes. By comparing Figure 3a and 3b, we see that
the tree structure introduces 7 zero eigenvalues. As demonstrated in the proof stability, such
phenomena stems from the continuity flux assumptions in the HPS methods and the number
of zero eigenvalues equals to the total number of interfaces. In fact, it can shown that the null
space of the time-stepping map consists of functions that are supported on the interfaces.
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Figure 3: Eigenvalues of the time-stepping map for 1D variable coefficient parabolic equation

5 Numerical tests

5.1 1D convection diffusion equation

We then test the convection-diffusion equation with variable convection-coefficient.

ut = uxx − k sin(1 + 1.9πx)ux + q (21)

with initial and boundary conditions

u(x, 0) = sin(1 + 1.7πx) cos(1) , for all x ∈ [0, 2]

u(x, t) = sin(1 + 1.7πx) cos(1 + t2x)(1 + t3x) , for all t ∈ [0, 0.5] and x = 0 or 2
(22)

We first consider the case with no external source q = 0. We discretize the domain with 32 leaves
and p = 21 on each leaf node. The approximate solution is computed using a ARK4(3)6L[2]SA-
ESDIRK method in [12]. In Figure 4a and 4b we plot time stamps of approximate solution with
k = 1 and k = 100. In the strong diffusion regime k = 1, the solution profiles 4a are similar to
that of the heat equation. In comparison, in the strong convection regime k = 100, the solution
in Figure 4b quickly forms shocks at point x = 0.3588 and x = 1.4114. These two points are
exactly where the convection coefficient sin(1 + 1.9πx) changes from positive to negative. We
first set k = 1 and test the diffusion dominated case. We plot the case of inhomogeneous and
homogeneous BC in Figure 5a and 5b. The plots are again similar to that of the heat equation
upto some minor difference. Then we set k = 100 and plot in Figure 6a and 6b. In this case, the
order of convergence drops to 3rd order regardless of different formulations or type of boundary
conditions.

5.2 1D variable coefficient parabolic equation

We test variable coefficient parabolic equation in this section with same discretization and ES-
DIRK method as the previous subsection.

ut = ∂x(a∂xu) + κ2u+ q (23)

13
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Figure 4: time stamps of convection diffusion equation
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Figure 5: convergence test of convection diffusion equation with k = 1

where a(x) = 1 + 0.9 sin(1 + 1.9πx) is the inhomogeneous medium conductivity. We set κ = 1
so the equation is diffusion dominated. We first calculate a typical solution with no external
source q = 0 and with initial and boundary conditions set as in 22. The time stamps of the
approximate solution is plotted in Figure 7. One can see that the solution quickly changes from
the sine profile to a monotone temperature diffusion profile. Also notice that the solution is
nearly a constant on regions where the medium conductivity achieves large values.

In Figure 8a and 8b we plot the convergence rate for inhomogeneous BC and homogeneous BC
cases respectively. The plots more or less resembles that of the heat equation. For inhomogeneous
case, we obtain asymptotically 3rd order convergence for stage formulation and nearly 4th order
for slope formulations. For homogeneous case, all three methods obtains 4th order convergence
before it gets saturated at magnitude of 10−10 to 10−12.
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Figure 6: convergence test of convection diffusion equation with k = 100

5.3 2D heat equation

We consider the 2D heat equation in this section

ut = uxx + uyy + q , (24)

where a suitable source q, initial and boundary conditions that are compatible with the exact
solution

u(t, x, y) = sin(πx) exp(−t(y − 1

2
)2) .

The domain Ω = [0, 1]2 is divided into 8 × 8 nodes with p = 21. The approximate solution is
computed using the ARK4(3)6L[2]SA-ESDIRK method in [12]. For both the stage and slope
formulation, we plot the maximum error with different time discretizations in Figure 9a and
9b. In the case with inhomogeneous BC, the (penalized) slope formulation has minor order
reduction while the stage formulation lost about one order of accuracy. In comparison, in the
homogeneous BC cases, both formulations have same order of accuracy.

5.4 2D Burgers equation

In this section, we consider the following 2D Burgers equations:

ut = ε(uxx + uyy)− (uux + vuy) ,

vt = ε(uxx + uyy)− (uvx + vvy) .
(25)

We use the same discretization in this example but with a higher order method ARK5(4)8L[2]SA-
ESDIRK in [12] to compute the approximate soluitons. We investigate the convergence rate
for different typical solution to the Burgers equation and show that RKHPS has high order
convergence and stability, though loss of order convergence occurs for inhomogeneous boundary
condition problem. A rotating flow example is also provided to demonstrate that RKHPS can
capture a sharp transition region in the fluid.
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5.4.1 Analytic solution test

The Burgers equations are solved from t = 0 and T = 2 on a unit square [0, 1]2. We partition
the domain [0, 1]2 into 8 × 8 = 64 smaller squares and each of them is further discretized with
order p = 21 Chebyshev nodes. In total there are 25921 space grid points. The maximum
error ∥u(T, ·) − uexact(T, ·)∥∞ are calculated on all grid points except those corner points. The
viscosity is set as ε = 0.1. In this test, the slope formulation is not applicable and only stage
formulation is used here. We study the convergence rate for different type of exact solutions at
the terminal time T = 2.

Traveling wave solution The exact solution is of the following form:

utravel(x, y, t) =
3

4
− 1

4
(
1 + exp(4y−4x−t)

32ε

) ,

vtravel(x, y, t) =
3

4
+

1

4
(
1 + exp(4y−4x−t)

32ε

) .

(26)

In Figure 10a, we plot the maximum error for both u and v, the convergence rate is near
3rd order due to the order reduction in inhomogeneous BC solutions.

Highly diffusive solution In this case, we consider the following exact solution:

udiffusive(x, y, t) = −4πε exp(−5π2εt) cos(2πx) sin(πy)

2 + exp(−5π2εt) sin(2πx) sin(πy)
,

vdiffusive(x, y, t) = −2πε exp(−5π2εt) sin(2πx) cos(πy)

2 + exp(−5π2εt) sin(2πx) sin(πy)
.

(27)

In Figure 10b, we plot the maximum error for u and v. The convergence rate of both are
close to 4th order and gradually drop to 3rd order as the time discretization get finer.
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Figure 8: convergence test of variable coefficient parabolic equation
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Figure 9: convergence test of heat equation

5.4.2 Rotating flow test

In this test, we consider a rotating flow problem on the domain [−π, π]2 with terminal time
T = 1.5. The viscosity is set to be low ε = 0.005 and we set initial condition as

u = −5y exp(−3(x2 + y2)) ,

v = 5x exp(−3(x2 + y2)) .

and set no-slip boundary conditions. The domain is discretized with 24 × 24 leaf nodes with
p = 24 and the time is discretized with τ = 0.01. To capture the shock like transition region,
we used a 5th order ESDIRK method. In Figure 11, we plot the contour of velocity [u, v]⊤ at
time t = 0.01, 0.51 and 1.01. We can see that two semicircle fluid are rotating and gradually
expanding to a larger circle, eventually they form a shock near the circle.
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Figure 10: convergence test of Burgers equation

5.5 Multiple filamentation

As a final example we simulate the regularized non-linear Schrödinger equation [13]

iut + (1− iaε)∆u+ (1 + icε)|u|2u = ibεu. (28)

Here the terms with a, b and c corresponds to, linear wave-number dependent absorption, linear
gain, and two-photon absorption, respectively. This is a challenging equation to simulate as
its solution approximates collapse of filaments, a process which requires accurate numerics in
both space and time. When ε = 0 and the optical power is beyond a critical threshold localized
filementation occurs. Each such collapse is well approximated by a self-similar radially symmetric
solution

|u(r, t)| ≈ R0(ρ)/L(t),

with ρ = r/L(t) and

L(t) ≈
√
(2π)

√
t0 − t√

ln | ln(t0 − t)|
,

where t0 is the time of collapse.
We solve this problem on the domain Ω = [0, 25.6]2 from t = 0 to t = 5s. The domain is

divided into 8 × 8 leaf nodes with p = 13, and timestep ∆t = 0.005. The problem is equipped
homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition and with initial data

u = 5 exp
(
−(x− 12.8)2 − (y − 12.8)2

)
.

We plot the contour of the modulus of the solution at different time stamps t = 0, 1.66, 3.325
and t = 4.995 in Figure 12. We see that the solution has sharp derivatives and our method
qualitatively captures the collapse behavior of filaments of the solution.
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