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A common way to numerically solve Fokker-Planck equations is the Chang-Cooper

method in space combined with one of the Euler methods in time. However, the

explicit Euler method is only conditionally positive, leading to severe restrictions on

the time step to ensure positivity. On the other hand, the implicit Euler method is robust

but nonlinearly implicit. Instead, we propose to combine the Chang-Cooper method

with unconditionally positive Patankar-type time integration methods, since they are

unconditionally positive, robust for stiff problems, only linearly implicit, and also

higher-order accurate. We describe the combined approach, analyse it, and present a

relevant numerical example demonstrating advantages compared to schemes proposed

in the literature.
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1 Introduction

Fokker-Planck equations are partial differential equations (PDEs) that are first order in time and

second order in space. They can be used to describe many different social phenomena like opinion

formation [9, 30], socio-economic phenomena [12], preference formation in multi-agent societies

[21], epidemic dynamics [8, 32], and spreading of fake news [11]. Furthermore, they are useful

to describe processes in stochastics [25, 28], physics [10, 27], biochemistry [26], and neuroscience

[31]. The goal of this paper is to consider efficient numerical schemes to solve Fokker-Planck

equations that are conservative and unconditionally positive. Those are important properties

since Fokker-Planck equations describe a probability density which is by construction positive and

conservative.

To numerically solve the Fokker-Planck equation, we follow [22] and use the Chang-Cooper

method introduced in [4] to discretise the Fokker-Planck equation in space. The Chang-Cooper

method is second-order consistent in space and designed to preserve steady states. By using
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the Chang-Cooper method, we obtain a semidiscretised version of the Fokker-Planck equation.

To solve the resulting system of ordinary differential equations (ODEs), it is common to use the

explicit Euler scheme as done in [22]. However, the explicit Euler scheme is not unconditionally

positive and thus not unconditionally stable, see Proposition 3.2. To avoid this, we use the modified

Patankar-Euler scheme and the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme [3, 17]. These schemes

are both conservative and unconditionally positive. Such Patankar-type methods have already

been used successfully for some PDEs in [6, 7, 20]. Here, we apply them for the first time to

Fokker-Planck equations.

We apply the developed schemes to a model on opinion dynamics presented in [22] and derived

in [30]. We solve it by using different time-integration schemes and then compare the schemes

with regard to computation time and numerical error.

2 Fokker-Planck Equations

We follow [22] and consider a Fokker-Planck equation of the form

𝜕𝑡 𝑓 (𝑤, 𝑡) = 𝜕𝑤
[
ℬ[ 𝑓 ](𝑤, 𝑡) 𝑓 (𝑤, 𝑡) + 𝜕𝑤(𝐷(𝑤) 𝑓 (𝑤, 𝑡))

]
(2.1)

with initial condition 𝑓 (𝑤, 0) = 𝑓
0(𝑤), where 𝑡 ∈ R≥0

denotes time, 𝑤 ∈ ℐ, ℐ = [𝐼𝑙 , 𝐼𝑢] ⊂ R
bounded, denotes space, 𝑓 = 𝑓 (𝑤, 𝑡) > 0 denotes the unknown distribution function, ℬ =

ℬ[ 𝑓 ](𝑤, 𝑡) denotes a bounded operator describing aggregation dynamics, 𝐷 = 𝐷(𝑤) > 0 de-

notes a diffusion function, 𝑓
0

= 𝑓
0(𝑤) > 0 denotes the initial distribution, and no-flux boundary

conditions at the boundary points of ℐ. Notice that here space 𝑤 denotes an arbitrary quantity

other than time. For example, in the applications in Section 4, space will be a spectrum of opinions.

The Fokker-Planck equation was initially used to model Brownian motion. It describes the

motion of a distribution function 𝑓 in the case of fluctuating macroscopic quantities. Fokker-

Planck equations are useful when the considered variables are continuous, macroscopic, and

define a small subsystem. A more detailed description of Fokker-Planck equations can be found

in [23, 25].

To discretise problem (2.1) in space, we will use the Chang-Cooper method which is second-

order consistent in space and preserves quasi-steady states. For more information about it see [4,

19, 22]. Notice that we choose the grid points and interfaces as shown in Figure 1. Δ𝑤 denotes the

distance between two grid points. For any continuous function 𝑢 = 𝑢(𝑤), we set 𝑢𝑖+ 1

2

:= 𝑢(𝑤𝑖+ 1
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Figure 1: Discretisation in space for 𝑁 = 6 nodes.

for 𝑖 ∈ ℳ := ℳ ∪ {0} with ℳ := { 𝑗 ∈ N| 𝑗 ≤ 𝑁}. With this, by using the Chang-Cooper method

we obtain the semidiscretisation

d 𝑓𝑖(𝑡)
d𝑡

=
ℱ𝑖+ 1

2

(𝑡) − ℱ𝑖− 1

2

(𝑡)
Δ𝑤

∀𝑡 ∈ R≥0
, ∀𝑖 ∈ ℳ , (2.2)

where for any 𝑖 ∈ ℳ the numerical flux ℱ𝑖+ 1

2

is given by

ℱ𝑖+ 1

2

= 𝒞𝑖+ 1

2

((1 − 𝛿𝑖+ 1

2

) 𝑓𝑖+1
+ 𝛿𝑖+ 1

2

𝑓𝑖) + 𝐷𝑖+ 1

2

𝑓𝑖+1
− 𝑓𝑖

Δ𝑤
, (2.3)

with

𝒞𝑖+ 1

2

=
𝜆𝑖+ 1

2

𝐷𝑖+ 1

2

Δ𝑤
, 𝛿𝑖+ 1

2

=
1

1 − exp(𝜆𝑖+ 1

2

) +
1

𝜆𝑖+ 1

2

, 𝜆𝑖+ 1

2

=

Δ𝑤(ℬ[ 𝑓 ](𝑤𝑖+ 1

2

, 𝑡) + 𝐷′
𝑖+ 1

2

)
𝐷𝑖+ 1

2

. (2.4)
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As done in [22], this formulation is usually solved with the explicit Euler scheme. However, this

is not unconditionally positive and thus a bound on the step size in time is needed. Another

approach is using the implicit Euler scheme which is, however, very expensive to compute since

it is in general nonlinearly implicit. Therefore, we will now propose two schemes which are

unconditionally positive but only linearly implicit.

3 Numerical Schemes for Time Integration

To discretise (2.2) in time, we consider different numerical schemes and compare them.

First let us look at the structure–preserving properties of the numerical schemes that we consider

in this paper. Therefore, from now on, if not stated otherwise, let 𝑛 ∈ N and Δ𝑡 ∈ R+ and let us set

𝑓
𝑛
𝑖 := 𝑓𝑖(𝑛Δ𝑡) for 𝑖 ∈ ℳ.

Definition 3.1. A numerical scheme is

• conservative, iff ∑
𝑖∈ℳ

𝑓
𝑛+1

𝑖 =
∑
𝑖∈ℳ

𝑓
𝑛
𝑖 , (3.1)

• unconditionally positive, iff for any positive 𝑓
𝑛

:= 𝑓 (𝑡𝑛) and for any Δ𝑡 ∈ R+ 𝑓
𝑛+1

is positive,

• stable, iff there exists Δ̄𝑡 ∈ R+ and Δ̄𝑤 ∈ R+ such that for any 𝑇 ∈ R+ there exists a constant

𝑐𝑇 ∈ R+ such that

| | 𝑓 𝑛 | |
𝐿

1 ≤ 𝑐𝑇 | | 𝑓
0 | |

𝐿
1 ∀0 < Δ𝑡 ≤ Δ̄𝑡 , 0 < Δ𝑤 ≤ Δ̄𝑤 , 0 < 𝑛Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑇, (3.2)

where 𝑓
𝑛

denotes the solution computed with the considered numerical scheme for Δ𝑡 and

Δ𝑤 ,

• unconditionally stable, iff it is stable for any Δ̄𝑡 ∈ R+ and Δ̄𝑤 ∈ R+.

Notice that there are different ways to analyse stability properties of numerical schemes for

non-linear PDEs. The stability that we consider in this paper comes from the case of linear PDEs

and is similar to the definition in [16]. Another way of analysing stability properties of numerical

schemes for non-linear PDEs is by studying the entropy of the scheme. We do not do that in this

paper, but an analysis of the entropy properties of the Chang-Cooper method was done in [22].

Proposition 3.2. A conservative and unconditionally positive scheme is unconditionally stable.

Proof. Let 𝑇 ∈ R+, Δ𝑡 ,Δ𝑤 ∈ R+ and 0 < 𝑛Δ𝑡 ≤ 𝑇. Then,

| | 𝑓 𝑛 | |
𝐿

1 =
∑
𝑖∈ℳ

| 𝑓 𝑛𝑖 | =
∑
𝑖∈ℳ

𝑓
𝑛
𝑖 =

∑
𝑖∈ℳ

𝑓
𝑛−1

𝑖 = · · · =
∑
𝑖∈ℳ

𝑓
1

𝑖 =
∑
𝑖∈ℳ

𝑓
0

𝑖 =
∑
𝑖∈ℳ

| 𝑓 0

𝑖 | = | | 𝑓 0 | |
𝐿

1 . (3.3)

⊳

To find suitable numerical schemes in time, we follow an approach similar to [3] and consider a

more general class of ODEs given in production-destruction formulation

d 𝑓𝑖(𝑡)
d𝑡

= 𝔓𝑖( 𝑓 ) −𝔇𝑖( 𝑓 ) ∀𝑡 ∈ R≥0
, ∀𝑖 ∈ ℳ , (3.4)

with initial condition 𝑓 (0) = 𝑓
0

where 𝑡 ∈ R≥0
denotes time, ℳ = {1, 2, ..., 𝑁} is an index set where

𝑁 ∈ N denotes the number of cells at which we consider the function, 𝑓 = 𝑓 (𝑡) = ( 𝑓𝑖(𝑡))𝑖∈ℳ ≥ 0

denotes a vector of the unknown time-dependent functions, 𝑓
0

= ( 𝑓 0

𝑖 )𝑖∈ℳ > 0 denotes the initial

vector, 𝔓𝔦 denotes the production rates of cell 𝑖, and 𝔇𝔦 denotes the destruction rates of cell 𝑖.

3



For 𝑖 , 𝑗 ∈ ℳ let us denote the rate by which cell 𝑗 transforms into cell 𝑖 by 𝑝𝑖 , 𝑗 = 𝑝𝑖 , 𝑗( 𝑓 (𝑡)) ≥ 0

and the rate by which cell 𝑖 transforms into cell 𝑗 by 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑗 = 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑗( 𝑓 (𝑡)) ≥ 0. Clearly, 𝑝𝑖 , 𝑗 = 𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑖 for 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖.

With this, for cell 𝑖 ∈ ℳ, we can write the production terms as 𝔓𝑖 =
∑
𝑗∈ℳ 𝑝𝑖 , 𝑗 and the destruction

terms as 𝔇𝑖 =
∑
𝑗∈ℳ 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑗 . Since the Fokker-Planck equation models a distribution function which is

conservative, we want to find schemes that are conservative. Therefore, we also need our system

of equations to be fully conservative. Thus, we only consider the case 𝑝𝑖 ,𝑖 = 𝑑𝑖 ,𝑖 = 0 since this leads

to ∑
𝑖∈ℳ

d 𝑓𝑖
d𝑡

=
∑
𝑖∈ℳ

(𝔓𝑖 −𝔇𝑖) =
∑
𝑖∈ℳ

∑
𝑗∈ℳ

(𝑝𝑖 , 𝑗 − 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑗) =
∑
𝑖∈ℳ

(𝑝𝑖 ,𝑖 − 𝑑𝑖 ,𝑖) = 0, (3.5)

which shows that the sum over the component functions is constant in time, and thus the system

of equations is fully conservative.

Notice that we can write the semi-discretised formulation (2.2) of our initial Fokker-Planck

equation (2.1) in the formulation of problem (3.4). One way of doing this is by setting for 𝑖 ∈
ℳ \ {1, 𝑁}

𝑝𝑖 ,𝑖+1
= 𝑑𝑖+1,𝑖 :=

max

(
0, 𝒞̃𝑖+1/2

) (
(1 − 𝛿𝑖+ 1

2

) 𝑓𝑖+1
+ 𝛿𝑖+ 1

2

𝑓𝑖

)
+ 𝐷𝑖+1/2

𝑓𝑖+1

Δ𝑤

Δ𝑤
≥ 0,

𝑝𝑖 ,𝑖−1
= 𝑑𝑖−1,𝑖 :=

−min

(
0, 𝒞̃𝑖−1/2

) (
(1 − 𝛿𝑖− 1

2

) 𝑓𝑖 + 𝛿𝑖− 1

2

𝑓𝑖−1

)
+ 𝐷𝑖−1/2

𝑓𝑖−1

Δ𝑤

Δ𝑤
≥ 0,

𝑝𝑖 , 𝑗 = 𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑖 := 0 ∀ 𝑗 ∈ ℳ \ {𝑖 − 1, 𝑖 + 1}.

(3.6)

We consider the unconditionally positive modified Patankar-Euler scheme (MPE)

𝑓
𝑛+1

𝑖 = 𝑓
𝑛
𝑖 + Δ𝑡

©­­«
∑
𝑗∈ℳ

𝑝𝑖 , 𝑗( 𝑓
𝑛)
𝑓
𝑛+1

𝑗

𝑓
𝑛
𝑗

−
∑
𝑗∈ℳ

𝑑𝑖 , 𝑗( 𝑓
𝑛) 𝑓

𝑛+1

𝑖

𝑓
𝑛
𝑖

ª®®¬ ∀𝑖 ∈ ℳ , (3.7)

and the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme (MPRK)

𝑓𝑖 = 𝑓
𝑛
𝑖 + Δ𝑡

©­­«
∑
𝑗∈ℳ

𝑝𝑖 , 𝑗( 𝑓
𝑛)
𝑓𝑗

𝑓
𝑛
𝑗

−
∑
𝑗∈ℳ

𝑑𝑖 , 𝑗( 𝑓
𝑛) 𝑓𝑖
𝑓
𝑛
𝑖

ª®®¬ ∀𝑖 ∈ ℳ ,

𝑓
𝑛+1

𝑖 = 𝑓
𝑛
𝑖 + Δ𝑡

2

©­­«
∑
𝑗∈ℳ

(
𝑝𝑖 , 𝑗( 𝑓

𝑛) + 𝑝𝑖 , 𝑗( 𝑓 )
) 𝑓 𝑛+1

𝑗

𝑓𝑗
−

∑
𝑗∈ℳ

(
𝑑𝑖 , 𝑗( 𝑓

𝑛) + 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑗( 𝑓 )
) 𝑓 𝑛+1

𝑖

𝑓𝑖

ª®®¬ ∀𝑖 ∈ ℳ .

(3.8)

As shown in [3, 17], these schemes are unconditionally positive and conservative. The modified

Patankar-Euler scheme is first-order accurate and the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme is

second-order accurate, see [17]. Notice that since the modified Patankar-Euler scheme (3.7) is

unconditionally positive, 𝑓 is positive for a positive 𝑓
𝑛
, and thus the second step of the modified

Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme (3.8) is feasible. We do not consider other members of the family of

second-order Patankar-type methods of [17] since they can have reduced performance for solutions

near zero [29].

Since the modified Patankar-Euler scheme (3.7) and the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme

(3.8) are unconditionally positive while the explicit Euler scheme is only positive and stable under

a restriction on the time step we can take larger time step sizes when solving a problem with the

modified Patankar-Euler scheme or the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme. However, when

using the modified Patankar-Euler scheme we have to solve one system of linear equations and

4



when using the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme two systems of linear equations in each

time step, which means that a time step of one of those schemes requires more computing power

than a time step of the explicit Euler scheme or the Heun scheme, respectively.

These Patankar-type methods are not only unconditionally positive and conservative but also

work well for stiff problems. This has been observed numerically in [17]. This property is also

important since the semidiscretisations of the Fokker-Planck equation yield a parabolic time step

size restriction for explicit methods. A new approach to analyse the stability of these methods has

been proposed recently [14].

The Chang-Cooper method is designed to preserve steady states. Standard time integration

methods such as the explicit Euler scheme typically preserve steady states, too, but more involved

methods like IMEX schemes do not necessarily share this property [5]. However, the Patankar-type

methods are well-suited for these applications since they preserve steady states [29].

4 Application

In this section, we use the schemes introduced before to solve one model that can be described

by Fokker-Planck equations. The model presented here is from [22]. For a derivation and more

thorough analysis of the model, see [30]. In this model, 𝑓 (𝑤, 𝑡) describes the ratio of people having

opinion 𝑤 at time 𝑡 ∈ R≥0
, where the spectrum of opinions is given by the interval ℐ = [−1, 1].

The Fokker-Planck equation is determined by

𝐵[ 𝑓 ](𝑤, 𝑡) =
∫
ℐ
(𝑤 − 𝑣) 𝑓 (𝑣, 𝑡) d𝑣, 𝐷(𝑤) = 𝜎2

2

(1 − 𝑤2)2 , (4.1)

for a parameter 𝜎 ∈ R. In the following numerical tests, we choose 𝜎 =
√

0.2. Like in our initial

problem (2.1), we consider the problem for no-flux boundary conditions. As initial distribution

we choose

𝑓
0(𝑤) = 𝛽

©­«exp

(
−30

(
𝑤 + 1

2

)
2

)
+ exp

(
−30

(
𝑤 − 1

2

)
2

)ª®¬ , (4.2)

where the constant 𝛽 ∈ R+ is chosen such that

∫
ℐ 𝑓

0

d𝑤 = 1.

As explained in [30], under those conditions, it is possible to analytically obtain the stationary

solution 𝑓∞(𝑤) = lim

𝑡→∞
𝑓 (𝑤, 𝑡)

𝑓∞(𝑤) =
𝐾

(1 − 𝑤2)2

(
1 + 𝑤
1 − 𝑤

) 𝑢

2𝜎2

exp

(
− 1 − 𝑢𝑤
𝜎2(1 − 𝑤2)

)
, 𝑢 :=

∫
ℐ
𝑤 𝑓

0(𝑤) d𝑤. (4.3)

We solve the Fokker-Planck equation by using the Chang-Cooper method to obtain the numerical

fluxes, and then use the modified Patankar-Euler scheme, the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta

scheme to solve the problem in its semidiscrete formulation. We compare the Patankar methods

with the explicit Euler scheme and the Heun scheme since the Patankar schemes are based on

these methods. As a fully implicit method, we also use the implicit Euler method. We consider the

solution over the time interval [0, 10] and, if not stated otherwise, we use𝑁 = 80 grid points for the

discretisation in space. Since we consider the problem for the space interval ℐ = [−1, 1], for𝑁 = 80

we get Δ𝑤 = 0.025. For the Patankar schemes we use the Julia [2] package PositiveIntegrators.jl

[18]. OrdinaryDiffEq.jl [24] is applied for the classical Runge-Kutta methods. The source code

used for this paper can be found in our reproducibility repository [1].

Heun’s second-order method is strong stability preserving (SSP), i.e., it preserves convex stability

properties of the explicit Euler method such as positivity [13]. Concretely, if the explicit Euler

method is positive under the time step restriction Δ𝑡 ≤ Δ𝑡 ,FE
, an SSP method is positive for Δ𝑡 ≤
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𝒞Δ𝑡 ,FE
, where 𝒞 is the SSP coefficient of the method. The implicit Euler method is unconditionally

positive since it is SSP with 𝒞 = ∞ [13, Chapter 7]. Heun’s method has the SSP coefficient 𝒞 = 1

[13, Section 2.4.1], i.e., it is positive under the same time step size restriction as the explicit Euler

method.

In Figure 2, we can see the numerical solution computed with the Chang-Cooper method

combined with the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme for Δ𝑡 = Δ
2

𝑤/(2𝜎
2) . We can see that it

converges to the stationary solution. The behaviour of the solution computed for this choice of Δ𝑡
computed with the Chang-Cooper method combined with the modified Patankar-Euler scheme,

the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme, the implicit Euler scheme, the explicit Euler scheme,

and the Heun scheme look the same which is why we here only display one. The others can

be computed with our code [1]. That the five schemes lead to a similar numerical solution can

also be seen in Figure 3 and occurs since for that choice of Δ𝑡 the positivity conditions for the

explicit Euler and the Heun scheme are satisfied. Figures 3, 4 and 5 display the 𝐿
1

-error of the

numerical solution compared to the stationary solution, where the numerical solution is computed

for the five considered schemes and for three different choices of Δ𝑡 . In Figure 3, where we choose

Δ𝑡 = Δ
2

𝑤/(2𝜎
2) like in Figure 2, we can see that the 𝐿

1

-error decreases similarly for all five schemes

and converges to around 0.00077. In Figures 4 and 5, however, the choices Δ𝑡 = Δ𝑤 and Δ𝑡 = 10Δ𝑤

do not satisfy the positivity conditions for the explicit Euler and Heun scheme. Thus, the 𝐿
1

-error

for these schemes goes to infinity, which shows that they are not stable for those choices of Δ𝑡 , and

due to Proposition 3.2 we know that that is due to the lack of positivity. Since the implicit Euler

scheme, the modified Patankar-Euler scheme and the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme are

unconditionally positive, for these three schemes the 𝐿
1

-error converges to a fixed value that is

depending on the discretisation in space. Moreover, Figure 2 shows that for large choices of Δ𝑡 , the

implicit Euler scheme and the modified Patankar-Euler scheme converge slower to the stationary

solution than for the otherΔ𝑡 while the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme converges similarly

for all the considered choices of Δ𝑡 .

Figure 2: Numerical solution computed with

Chang-Cooper method and mod-

ified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme

for Δ𝑡 = Δ
2

𝑤/(2𝜎
2) .

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0
t

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

101

L1
-e

rro
r

MPE
MPRK
Implicit Euler
Euler
Heun

Figure 3: 𝐿
1

-error compared to stationary solu-

tion for different schemes and Δ𝑡 =

Δ
2

𝑤/(2𝜎
2) .

Now let us look at the experimental order of convergence. We compute the 𝐿
1

-error averaged

over time with respect to a reference solution, which is computed with 𝑁 = 640 grid points

and the Chang-Cooper method combined with the explicit Euler scheme for Δ𝑡 = Δ
2

𝑤/(2𝜎
2).

Due to our choice of the grid (see Figure 1), this does not give us the values of the reference

solution at the grid points where we know the values of the numerical solution. Therefore, we use

cubic spline interpolation from the Julia package Interpolations.jl [15] to interpolate the reference
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Figure 4: 𝐿
1

-error compared to stationary solu-

tion for different schemes and Δ𝑡 =

Δ𝑤 .
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Figure 5: 𝐿
1

-error compared to stationary solu-

tion for different schemes and Δ𝑡 =

10Δ𝑤 .

solution with a twice continuously differentiable piece-wise cubic polynomial. Figure 6 displays

the experimental order of convergence in space, and we can see that for all the five different

schemes we used for the time steps, our scheme is of second order in space. Figure 7 shows the

experimental order of convergence in time for the modified Patankar-Euler scheme, the modified

Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme and the implicit Euler scheme. We can see that the modified

Patankar-Euler scheme and the implicit Euler scheme are first-order convergent and the modified

Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme reaches an order of convergence of two. To avoid errors due to

interpolation, we use 𝑁 = 160 points in space for both the reference solution and the numerical

solutions. The reference solution uses the Heun method with Δ𝑡 = Δ
2

𝑤/(2𝜎
2).

Figure 6: Experimental order of convergence in

space.

Figure 7: Experimental order of convergence in

time.

Next, we study the computation times of the different methods. Therefore, we compute the

solution with the five schemes for 𝑁 = 80 grid points and different values of Δ𝑡 . For the com-

putations, we use a laptop with an Intel® Core i5-1345U processor with 12 cores and a RAM of

16 GB. First, we compare the total CPU time needed to compute the solution. Hence, we measure

the time needed to evaluate the code to compute the solution over the time interval [0, 10] for

the different schemes. Table 1 presents the time needed for one evaluation of the code averaged

over five runs for each scheme. As expected, the computing times decrease for increasing Δ𝑡 .

Moreover, Table 1 shows that for all considered choices of Δ𝑡 , the modified Patankar-Euler scheme

and modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme take roughly 50 % longer than their corresponding

classical Runge-Kutta methods. Due to the need to solve nonlinear systems in each time step,

the implicit Euler methods takes much more time than the other schemes. However, due to the

condition on the time step for the explicit Euler scheme, we can use the explicit Euler scheme

only for small time steps. On the other hand, by choosing a large time step, the computation

time reduces significantly. Thus, the fastest choice is the modified Patankar-Euler scheme with a
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Table 1: Mean total CPU time and standard deviation when computing
10

Δ𝑡
time steps (averaged over five

runs).

Δ𝑡 MPE MPRK Implicit Euler Euler Heun

Δ
2.5
𝑤

2𝜎2
(239.59 ± 7.57) ms (485.12 ± 5.33) ms 14.33 s ± 61.21 ms (166.28 ± 0.63) ms (325.72 ± 1.23) ms

Δ
2

𝑤

2𝜎2
(37.77 ± 0.05) ms (77.1 ± 0.21) ms 2.26 s ± 3.98 ms (25.94 ± 0.05) ms (51.43 ± 0.14) ms

Δ𝑤 (2.34 ± 0.02) ms (4.81 ± 0.04) ms (142.02 ± 0.74) ms – –

Δ𝑤

2𝜎2
(0.92 ± 0.02) ms (1.9 ± 0.02) ms (56.42 ± 0.16) ms – –

10Δ𝑤 (0.22 ± 0.003) ms (0.47 ± 0.03) ms (14.18 ± 0.03) ms – –

large time step, which is just slightly faster than the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme when

considering large time steps.

Secondly, we want to compare the relation between the computation time needed to compute the

solution and the 𝐿
1

-error of the solution for the different schemes. Therefore, we measure the wall

time needed to compute the solution for Δ𝑡 ∈ 𝒯 := {0.7𝑘 |𝑘 ∈ N
0
, 𝑘 < 19} with the Chang-Cooper

method combined with the modified Patankar-Euler scheme, the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta

scheme, the implicit Euler scheme, the explicit Euler scheme, and the Heun scheme. Figure 8

displays the computation time needed to compute the solution for Δ𝑡 ∈ 𝒯 versus the average

𝐿
1

-error of the numerical solution with the reference solution.

Figure 9 shows the computation time needed to compute the solution for Δ𝑡 ∈ 𝒯 versus the

𝐿
1

-error of the numerical solution and the stationary solution at the last time step, i.e., how well

the numerical solution converges to the stationary solution in the considered time interval. In both

figures, we see that the 𝐿
1

-error for the solution computed with the explicit Euler scheme and the

Heun scheme is only displayed twice. This is because the explicit Euler scheme and the Heun

scheme are only stable for small Δ𝑡 . We can see in Figure 8 that with increasing computation time,

the average 𝐿
1

-error decreases. Furthermore, Figure 8 shows that, especially for short computation

times, the average 𝐿
1

-error of the solution computed with the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta

scheme is less than for the solution computed with the modified Patankar-Euler scheme. Notably,

the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme can reach almost the same 𝐿
1

-error as the explicit

Euler and Heun scheme in less time. In Figure 9 we can observe that for Δ𝑡 ≤ 0.7
3

the 𝐿
1

-error of

the numerical solution at the last time step and the stationary solution is approximately the same

for the solutions computed with the modified Patankar-Euler scheme and the modified Patankar-

Runge-Kutta scheme. For Δ𝑡 = 0.7
17

and Δ𝑡 = 0.7
18

the 𝐿
1

-error at the last time step of the solution

obtained by the explicit Euler scheme is also similar. For Δ𝑡 = 0.7
0

the 𝐿
1

-error at the last time

step of the solution obtained by the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme is higher than for the

other choices of Δ𝑡 . It is, however, smaller than the 𝐿
1

-error at the last time step of the solution

obtained by the modified Patankar-Euler scheme for Δ𝑡 = 0.7
0

. The implicit Euler method behaves

very similar to the modified Patankar-Euler scheme, but with a computational cost that is more

than an order of magnitude bigger.

From Table 1, Figure 8, and Figure 9 we can conclude that it is more efficient to use the modified

Patankar-Euler scheme or modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme instead of the explicit Euler

scheme since, even though the explicit Euler scheme is the fastest per time step, the explicit Euler

scheme is not stable for choices of Δ𝑡 where the other schemes are faster and have a small 𝐿
1

-error.

However, their average 𝐿
1

-error is bigger than the 𝐿
1

-error of the explicit Euler scheme for all the

considered choices of Δ𝑡 . For very large values of Δ𝑡 it is better to use the modified Patankar-

Runge-Kutta scheme since the computation time needed is only a little more than when using the

modified Patankar-Euler scheme, but the computed solution approximates the reference solution

better and converges closer to the stationary solution. Figure 9 shows that the Patankar methods

are especially well-suited if one is only interested in the stationary solution since large time steps
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Figure 8: Computation time vs. average 𝐿
1

-

error (median over five runs).

Figure 9: Computation time vs. 𝐿
1

-error at the

final time (median over five runs).

already suffice for a good approximation. Otherwise, the modified Patankar-Euler scheme is a

good choice since its computation time is less than for the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme

and for rather small values of Δ𝑡 its 𝐿
1

-error is similar to the 𝐿
1

-error of the solution computed

with the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme.

5 Conclusion

We discussed the possibility of solving Fokker-Planck equations with the Chang-Cooper method

combined with either the modified Patankar-Euler scheme or the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta

scheme. Those schemes are conservative, unconditionally positive, and preserve steady states.

These are essential properties when solving Fokker-Planck equations since they describe a prob-

ability density and, thus, are positive and conservative. We also solved a specific Fokker-Planck

equation modelling opinion dynamics with the Chang-Cooper method combined with the mod-

ified Patankar-Euler scheme, the modified Patankar-Runge-Kutta scheme, and the explicit and

implicit Euler scheme and the Heun scheme. We compared the performance of the different

schemes, which showed the advantages of the Patankar-type schemes.

Our results suggest that the unconditional positivity of the Patankar-type methods comes at

the price of reduced accuracy compared to their baseline explicit Runge-Kutta methods. Thus, it

is more efficient to use the standard methods when the time step size is so small that positivity

can be ensured. However, the Patankar-type methods work well for stiff problems and large time

step sizes. In this regime, they can be significantly more efficient than classical (explicit or fully

implicit) Runge-Kutta methods.
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