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Abstract

The continuum limit of a system of interacting particles on a convergent family of graphs can be
described by a nonlocal evolution equation in the limit as the number of particles goes to infinity. Given
the continuum limit, the discrete model can be viewed as a Galerkin approximation of the limiting con-
tinuous equation. We estimate the speed of convergence of the Galerkin scheme for the model at hand
on Euclidean and fractal domains. The latter are relevant when the underlying family of graphs approx-
imates a fractal. Conversely, this paper proposes a Galerkin scheme for a nonlocal diffusion equation on
self—similar domains and establishes its convergence rate. Convergence analysis is complemented with
numerical integration results for a model problem on Sierpinski Triangle. The rate of convergence of
numerical solutions of the model problem fits well the analytical estimate.

1 Introduction

For a class of interacting dynamical systems on a convergent graph sequence, one can write a continuum
limit in the form of a nonlocal diffusion equation [[11-13]]

Orult, x) = f(t,u) + W (z,y)D (u(t,y), u(t,z))dy, x€[0,1], (L.D)
(0,1]
where W e L?([0,1]?) and f, D are sufficiently regular functions. As an example, consider the Kuramoto
model of coupled phase oscillators with nonlocal nearest-neighbor coupling
i+k
Ui =w+ = Y sin(u;—w), i€Zy=Z/nZ, (1.2)
Sk
where k = |rn| withr € (0,1/2) and u; : R — T = R/27Z is the phase of oscillator i. In [[17], in the limit
as n — oo ([.2)) was approximated by

ou(t,r) = w + /TK(x —y)D (u(t,z) — u(t,y)) dy, (1.3)

where K () is a 1—periodic function equal to 1<, for |z < 1/2.
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Figure 1: Support of W™ (see (I.4)) and that of W, the limit of W™ as n — o0.
The geometric basis of such approximation is clear from the structure of the adjacency matrix of the
k-nearest-neighbor graph
aij = Ya,(i.j)<lrn)}s nli,j) = min{|i —j|,n —|i — j|}.

By representing this matrix by a function on the unit square

W"(x,y) = Z a%l[i—l l‘)x[j—l j>(x,y), (1.4)

ij=1 nonihnm

itis easy to see that as n — o0, the support of W tends to the support of W, the kernel in the continuum limit
(see Figure[I)). Thus, formally one expects that the sum on the right-hand side of is transformed
into the integral on the right-hand side of the continuum limit (I.3). A more careful analysis reveals that
the relation between the discrete model and the continuum limit can be interpreted with the help of the
Galerkin scheme [11]]. Specifically, given the continuum limit (I.I)) we discretize it by projecting onto the
finite—dimensional subspace of the phase space H = L?([0,1]), H" = span{l[ﬂ Y i € [n]}. To this
end, approximate u by T

u(t, ) = Z CHORTSECOR

n ’'n

=1
plug this in (1.3) and take the inner product with 1[1'71 iy to obtain
1 n
W= S+ WEDGS, ), e lnl, (1.5)
Jj=
where
W) =n? / o Wz = ][ - Wdz. (1.6)
[ < [58) [553)

o (t,x) = f(t,u") + W"™(x,y)D (u"(t,y),u"(t,z))dy, xe€]0,1], (1.7)
[0,1]
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Figure 2: a) ST. b) Graph approximating ST.

where

- W

1,j=1

[] 1 ])(SC,y). (18)

i
n ’n n

Thus, the justification of the continuum limit can be rephrased as a convergence problem for the Galerkin
scheme for (T.T)). Standard estimates yield the following bound for the error of the Galerkin scheme for the
problem at hand (cf. [11]])

tes[lng] Ju(t, ) = u"(t, )2 @) < C (IW = W"| L2y + [w(0,-) = u™(0, )] 22(q)) - (1.9)
Thus, the accuracy of the continuum limit is determined by the accuracy of approximation of the graphon W
by its L2—projection onto H". For W, as a limit of a graph sequence, the only natural regularity assumption
is measurability or integrality in case of the LP—graphons [1]]. For W € L?([0,1]?), W™ — W a.e. orin LP
by standard results in real analysis, albeit the rate of convergence may be arbitrarily slow as the following
example from [11] shows.

Consider W : [0,1]> — {0,1} and denote by W* and dW*, the support of W and its boundary
respectively. It is not hard to see that in this case

W = W™ 220172y < N(@W T, n)n ™2, (1.10)

where N (0W ™, n) is the number of discrete cells [%, %) X [i, %) ,i,j € [n] that intersect SW . Using

n

the upper box counting dimension N (oW ™, n) 3],

—_ log N(OW*,n)
vy = lim ——————,
n—00 logn
for any € > 0, we have
N(@W™*,n) < nY*e. (1.11)
By plugging (I.TT) into (T.10), we have
W = W™ p2(qogy < n 72" (1.12)



The bound on the error of approximation suggests that the convergence can be in principle arbitrarily slow
if the fractal dimension of the boundary of support of W is sufficiently close to 2.

This leads to the question of what are the natural (minimal) assumptions on W beyond integrability
that would allow to deduce the rate of convergence of W™ to W. In [8], the generalized Lipschitz spaces
(cf. [15]) were suggested for this role:

Lip (LP(Q),a) = {f € LP(Q) :  wp(f,6) <C6%}, O0<a<l, (1.13)
where wy,(f, ) is the LP—modulus of continuity defined as follows

wp(f,0) = sup [f() = f(+ D)), Q@ ={reQ: z+he@} (1.14)

h|<5
and || stands for the /*—norm of € R,

Lip (L?(Q), «) is equipped with the norm

1 flip(zr(Q),0) = SUP 0~ “wy(f,0). (1.15)
6>0

For f € Lip(LP(Q), «), using Jensen’s inequality one can show [14]]
If = f"llzr@) < Cn™°, (1.16)

where for simplicity @ = [0, 1]%. An alternative proof given in [8] uses a dyadic discretization of [0, 1]¢. For
completeness we present both proofs of the convergence estimate (I.16) for Euclidean domains in Section[2]
The latter proof extends naturally to other self-similar sets including Sierpinski Triangle (ST) and Sierpinski
Carpet (SC). Extending Galerkin method to nonlocal equations on fractal domains is the main focus of this
work.

After a brief review of the convergence analysis of the Galerkin method for a nonlocal problem on a unit
d—cube (§ , we turn to the analysis of the fractal case. In Section [3] we collect basic facts about attractors
of IFSs following [2] (§ [3.1) and formulate a nonlocal diffusion equation on a self-similar domain (§ [3.2))

owu(t,z) = f(t,u) + /KW(a:,y)D (u(t,y),u(t,z))du(y), zekK, (1.17)

where compact K < R¢ is an attractor of an IFS [2,4] equipped with self-similar probability measure
w [4]] (see also [[2,[9]). After that we develop a Garlerkin scheme for the nonlocal equation on self—similar
sets (§ . In Section @ we estimate the rate of convergence of the L?—projection of an LP-function on
a self-similar set, which is the key for estimating convergence of the Galerkin scheme. In Section [5] we
review numerical methods for integrating functions on fractals, which is needed for the implementation of
the Galerkin method. We conclude with a numerical integration of a model problem on a ST in Section [6]



2 Approximation of functions on the unit cube

In this sections, we prove (T.16)) for functions defined on the unit cube @ = [0, 1]%. Let f € Lip(LP(Q), ), a €
(0, 1] and approximate it by

= ][ F(2)d=10, (), @1
ie[n]d Qz
where . ) ‘ )
Qi = {Zl_l,“> P SERRIPS [Zd_l,%i), i = (i1,%2,...,04)-
n n n n
Lemma 2.1.
If = F1s @) < Clf lip(re@)an ™ (2:2)
Proof.
p
I = Flin) = / TOESY f f(2)d1g,(2)| da
Q ie[n]d Qz
p
:/ Z ~ ()} dz| 1o, (x)dz
}dz 1g,(x)dz.

By Jensen’s inequality,

] (@)~ F)de|

f (@) = F()P d=.

=Tl < / ][ F(@) = F)P dzda

<nd / [ 176) = 4 0P Loy, iy
ie%zl]d B(OVdn ) e

<ut [ [ 1#6@) = 1o+ ) dody
B(0,Vdn=1) JQ’
< nd‘B (0,vVdn™1) ’wp f,Vdn™1)

<0 |BOVa | 112y 100,

o @y T
0_<F(g+1)> -

Thus,

APy, —P
@)

—ap

< Clfipr @™ ™

where



Here, we used

B xd d/2
nd‘B(O,\/En 1)’ = I‘((gll).

O

Next we prove Lemma [2.2] for dyadic discretization of (). The second proof uses self-similarity of the
unit square and can be extended for functions on fractals. This will be done in Section []

Let n = 2™. To avoid excessively cumbersome notation, for the remainder of this section, we denote
fo= 2
Lemma 2.2.
(2d _ 1)1/p2ada/2
200 — 1 '

If - me}Zp(Q) < O flluip(rr@),2” ", C= (2.3)

Proof. The notation remain the same as in the previous lemma. In addition, we use i := n~! = 27™ and

i1—1 ¢ h ig—1 1 h
Q'IL: ! 771_'_7 X X d 77d+7 )
n n 2 n n 2

h . ..
Qij = Q; + YNNG [n]".

The right-hand side of the definition of );; is interpreted as the translation of Q) by % j.

With these definitions, we can express

fm+1(x)=‘2 > 1g,(). (2.4)

In the remainder of the proof the ranges of the indices i and j will remain [1]¢ and {0, 1}¢ respectively.
They will be omitted for brevity.

-3 ]{2 1()d10,@)
SN (I AVETRT poPREY

i \ke{o,1}d 7 @ik

=274 Z 7[ 2)dz1q,, (7). (2.5)
.5,k

From (2.4)) and (2.5)), we have

o (fm+1(z) ZZ(][ ]é) (2)dz1g, (x).

1, k#j



We continue with the following estimates

P
odp| pm+1 _ meﬁp(@ < 9d(m+1) Z < 9d(m+1) ][, <f(3 + ij) — f(s+ 2k)> ds
i\j, k%] i
h p
<) Z]é/_ fls+50) = fs+ k)| ds
J,k#7 7 i
h p
< 3 [ = stes G| as
J,k#j
h
<2924 — 1)w? ( 1, \/82) . (2.6)
From (2.6), we have
£ = ™ n@) < @1 = DY fluipe@)apd™ 270, 7

We conclude that { f} is a Cauchy sequence and

(2(1 _ 1)1/p2ada/2
50 1 | ILip(zr(@),0)

1™ = Flvy < D, IF5 = Pl < 9—m,

k=m

3 The nonlocal equation on self-similar domains

In this section, we extend the nonlocal equation to fractal domains. First, we review IFSs to the extent
needed to formulate the assumptions on the spatial domain. We follow [9, Chapter 1] (see also [2, § 2.2]).
After that we formulate the initial value problem and develop a Galerkin scheme for the counterpart of (I.1])
on a self—similar domain.

3.1 Iterated function systems

Let (X, d) be a complete metric space and let { F, Fy, ..., Fy} be a set of contractions on X
d(Fi(x), Fi(y)) < Md(z,y), z,ye X, 0<A<1, ield] (3.1

The (3.1) has a unique attractor (cf. [2| Theorem 2.6])

K = JF(K). (3.2)



The topological structure of K is understood with the help of the shift space defined as follows. Let S =
{1,2,...,d} and ¥ = SN. On X, one defines the shift map

Yow=wwows... — o(w) = wows--- € L.
The ith branch of the inverse of ¢ is denoted by
ai(wlwgwg...) = iwlwgwg..., 1€ 8.

For a fixed 7 € (0,1), §,(w,v) = r™2{m:wm#vm} defines a metric on ¥. (X, 6,) is a compact metric space
(cf. [9, Theorem 1.2.2]).

The natural map from ¥ to K is defined by

0
Sow e m(w) = () Puyws.uw, (K) € K. (3.3)
k=1

7 is a continuous surjective map [9, Theorem 1.2.3].

The Bernoulli measure with weights

d
p:(p17p2a"'7pd>a Zpla pl>07

i=1
is defined on cylinders Cey’ey 4, = {w € B¢ wj, = ¢, wiy = c2,...,wi, = 1}
i11i21'“’ip _
V(C617027~~7Cp) = Pc1Pecy " Deyy

and extended to a complete measure on (X, M).

The Bernoulli measure can be characterized as a unique Borel regular probability measure on 3 that

satisfies
v(A) = Zpiy (U,L-_IA)
€S
for any Borel set A < X [9].

A pushforward of v yields a self—similar measure on K:
pA) =v(rtA), AeN={AcK: 1 'Ae M}
We suppress the dependence of v and p on p to avoid overcomplicated notation.
Theorem 1.4.5 in [9] gives necessary and sufficient conditions for
W(Kw) = Puwy Pws - - - P s Ky =Fy(K), w=wiwsy...wn, (3.4)

where F, = F,, o Fy, o---0o F,, . These conditions are usually straightforward to check in practice.
Instead of stating these conditions we postulate (3.4)) as an assumption on K as an attractor of an IFS. For
instance, (3.4) holds if 7! (z) is a finite set for any x € K (cf. [9, Corollary 1.4.8]ﬂ

1Alternatively, one can impose the open set condition [2].



An important implication of (3.4) is the following

i (Kui(Kus) =0, i # ji wl =m, (3.5)

forany m = 0,1,2,.... Itis well-known that v is ergodic with respect to the measure preserving shift map
o. We conclude our review of IFS with a few examples of self—similar sets.

Example 3.1. The following are three representative examples of self-similar sets, for which our results
apply.

(ST) We begin with a definition of ST, a prototypical example of a self-similar set. Let X = R? and let
q1, 92, q3 be vertices of an equilateral triangle (see Fig.[2p) and

Fi=2"Yo—q) +q, ie[3]

Then (3.2)) defines ST. The self-similar probability measure in this case satisfies

for every Borel B — K. Here, we took p1 = py = ps = 1/3. With this choice of p, p is called a
standard self-similar measure on ST (cf. [9]).

(SC) Let X = R? and the set of ¢;, i € [8] consists of (0, 0), (0,0.5), (0,1), (1,0.5), (1, 1), (0.5,1), (0, 1), (0,0.5),
F; = %(:U + 2q;). This yields Sierpinski carpet (SC).

(UC) Ifwe take X = R% and q; € {0,1}%, i € [29], are the vertices of the unit square and
Fy =27 o —q¢) +q, i€ [29).

Then (3.2)) defines the d-cube. The self-similar measure in this case is the Lebesgue measure. Thus, the
IF'S model naturally combines both Euclidean and fractal sets as domains for the nonlocal diffusion
equation.

3.2 The nonlocal equation

Let K be an attractor of an IFS equipped with a self—similar probability measure x and consider

duult,x) = f(t,u) + /K Wz, 9)D (u(t, =), u(t,y)) du(y), (3.6)
u(0,x) = g(z), ze K, (3.7)

where W e L?(K?, 1 x ), g € L?(K, 1) and f, D are subject to the following conditions. We assume

o fessup,ere [ W)y, esssupyere [ WG pldn(o) | < o (3)
K K



Functions f(¢,u) and D(u,v) are jointly continuous and

|f(t,u) — f(t,u)| < Lelu—u|, VteR, u,u' €K, 3.9
|D(u,v) — D(u/,v")| < Lp (Ju —u'| + [v=2']), Vu,v,u/,v" € K. (3.10)
In addition,
sup |D(u,v)| < 1. (3.11)
K2

Theorem 3.2. Suppose (3.8)-(B-11)) hold and g € L*(K, u). Then for any T > 0, the IVP (3.6)-(3.7) has a
unique solution u € C' (0, T; L*(K, u))

Proof. The proof is the same as in [6, Theorem 3.1] modulo minor notational adjustments. O

3.3 Galerkin scheme for a nonlocal equation on a self-similar domain

Next, we construct Galerkin approximation of (3.6), (3.7). First, we discretize K. To this end, we build
self—similar partitions that are naturally associated with K. Let w = (w1, w2, ..., W) € X, w; € [d], be
an itinerary of length m = |w| and consider the following partition of K:

K™ = {K, = Fy(K), [w|=m}, K= [] Ku. (3.12)

lw]=m

Using K™, we define a finite-dimensional subspace of H = L?(K, yu x p), H™ = span{lg, : |w| = m}.
Here and below, 1 4 is the indicator of A. In general, K, (] K, may be nonempty for two distinct w, v € ¥,,.
The sets in {K,, : w € X,,,} can be easily modified to make them disjoint. However, this is not necessary,
because u(Ky, () Ky) = 0 thanks to (3.3). The overlap in support of the basis functions of H™ does not
interfere with the convergence of the L?-projections of the elements of H onto H™. Thus, we will continue
to work with unmodified sets K.

Next, we approximate the solution of the IVP (3.6), (3.7) by a piecewise constant function:

um(t ) = Y uw(t)lk, (2), (3.13)

w|=m

After inserting (3.13)) into (3.6) and projecting onto X, we arrive at the following discretization of (3.6):

oy = f(twyt) + Y Wase D (th, )i Ky), (3.14)
|v|=m
where
Wpe = ][ W(z,y)du(x)du(y), |w|=m. (3.15)
K x Ky

System of ODEs (3.14) can be rewritten as
o (t,5) = F" 1)+ [ WD e ) 0 (0,) dity), G.16)
K

10



where
Wm = > Wulk,,, Kuw=Kyx K, (3.17)

wl,|v]=m
Similarly we approximate the initial condition (3.7) by
g" = Z JwlK,, Guw= ][ gdp. (3.18)

lw|=m v

Theorem 3.3. Consider the IVPs for (3.6), (3.16) subject to initial conditions (3.7) and (3.18)) respectively.
Then for a given T > 0, there exists C' > 0 not dependent on m € N such that

ts[lél;] [u™(#, ) = ults M i2(rpm < C (W™ = W2z g + [™(0,) = (0, )| 22(k ) - (3:19)
€lo,

Proof. The proof follows along the lines of the proof the analogous statment in the Euclidean setting (cf. [7,
13). O

4 Approximation of functions on self-similar domains

In view of (3.19), our next step is to study convergence of the L?—projections for functions defined on
self—similar sets. As will be clear from the analysis of this section, the convergence estimates in this case
depend on the geometry of the domain in general. The solution is more transparent in the case of self-affine
sets, which already contains many interesting domains. Thus, in this section we restrict to X = R" and
F; : R™ — R", i € [d], are affine contracting maps with the same contraction ratio

|Fi(z) — Fi(y)| = Az — vy, 0<A<1, z,yeR™ 4.1

Let K be an attractor of the IFS (3.2). Assume that K is equipped with standard self-similar measure i,
ie,p; =py=--+=pg=d!in(B.4). The sets in Example (3.1) satisfy the assumptions of this section.

Fori,j e S, i # j, define by 7;; a unique vector which translates F;(K') to F;(K):
Tr; (Fi (K)) = Fj(K),
where TTij (r) =+ Tij.

Definition 4.1. For ¢ € LP(K, 1) define the LP-modulus of continuity as follows

wp(¢, m) = sup rgg;x{\@(- +7) = S Morer y: T=X"Vr;0 € I} ,

{=m
where K. = {x e K: v+ 1€ K}.
Further, for « € (0, 1], define the generalized Lipschitz space
Lip (o, LP(K, p)) = {¢p € LP(K,pu) : 3C > 0: wp(pp,m) < CA™}
equipped with the norm

I Dl Lip(Le (K, ),0) = sup ATy (¢, m).
me

11



Lemma 4.2. Let ¢ € Lip (o, LP(K, p)). Then

m dVP=1(d — 1)1 o
o™ — &l Lo () < 1(_)\a ) |l Lip(ze (&) A 4.2)

Proof. Fix m > 1 and partition K into d"* subsets

Ky = Fy(K), we S,

As in the proof of Lemma we represent ¢™ 1 as

¢ = > builk,,, (4.3)
|w|=m jel
where
= ][ odu.
Ku;
Likewise,

Z Z Puwli.,,

|w|=m jes
=d™" Y DD buklk,, (4.4)
|w|=m jeS keS

where we used p(Koy ;) = d p(Ky).

By subtracting (4.3) from @.4), we have

d(¢"(x) — " (2)) = <][ ][ ) z2)dz 1k, ()

|w|= ,jGS k#j

= 3 f,., B - s ) 1, o) @

where

2= 2 ) ad i =A'm, ijeS i#]

After raising both sides of ([@.3)) to the pth power and integrating over K, we have

@ [lom - omtpan =

w,],k

<Y / — 6P duly)

Jik w
<d(d— 1)w£(¢,m).

p

12



From this we conclude

[¢™ — 6™ Loy < 7 wp(d,m)
For any integer M > m we have
a0
16™ = ™ Moy < D) H<Z>k — gkt o
o (K m) 4.6)
(d(d — 1)) Ao
< f”(b”Lip(Lp(K,u))m'
By passing M to infinity in (4.6), we get (4.2). O

Remark 4.3. For (3.19), we also need error estimate for L*(K?, i x p). To this end, we note that under
the assumptions made in this section, K? is a self-similar subset of R*" generated by d* contractions
Fij = (F;, F;), 4,5 € S with the same contraction constant \ as before. Therefore, @.2)) still holds after
replacing d by d>.

S Integration of functions on self—similar domains

The implementation of the Galerkin scheme on self—similar domains as described in §@]requires evaluation
of the integrals of the form

][ Wd(p x p) and ][ gdp W,V € Xy
Kw'v Kw

By reasons explained in Remark it is sufficient to address this problem for wa ¢dp with ¢ €
LY(K, it). Furthermore, since
p()

p(Kw)
is a probability measure on K,,, without loss of generality we may consider

/dem, ¢peL'(K, p). (5.1)

Therefore, in the remainder of this section we will focus on the problem of evaluation of (5.1)). To this end,
let K be an attractor of a system of contracting similarities (cf. (4.1))). As an ambient space we take R" as
in Sectiond] Any other complete metric space would work as well. We assume that F;’s satisfy the open set
condition (cf. [4L9]]), which, in particular, implies (3.5)) (cf. [4]).

At the first glance, it may appear that numerical integration of functions with respect to a Hausdorff
measure requires sophisticated techniques. Surprisingly, for self—similar sets that are attractors of IFS, inte-
grals with respect to a probability measure can be approximated easily thanks to the following simplifying
factors. First, one can use ergodicity of p [2]. Alternatively, numerical integration can be implemented using

13



uniform partitions that are naturally associated with self—similar sets [5]]. Below, we outline three algorithms

for evaluating (5.1J).

The first algorithm relies on the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Let ¢ € L' (¢, j1). Then

¢ (m(o?s)) = | o(x)dp(x). (5.2)

Proof. Since v is an invariant under o ergodic probability measure, by the Ergodic Theorem (cf. |2, Theo-
rem 6.1]), we have

m—00

' 1 m—1 ; B . ,
lim p. ]; ¢(7T(U 8)) = /E¢ m(y)dv(y)

- /K o) du(x).

O

Lemmal5.1|suggests the following algorithm for evaluating (5.1)) in the spirit of the Monte-Carlo method.

Algorithm I. Let K be a ST and ¢ € L' (K, 11). Here, ¢ stands for a function on T and its restriction to
KcT.

- Generate a random string of length 2N: s = (s1, S92, ..., s2n) ~ Uniform (¥X95). Denote
§i = (8i,8i415-+,5N+i—1) € BN, 1€ [N].

- Note that 7(&;€) € K¢, = F¢,(K) V¢ € . Then

where j = jjj---€ .

- Set

Algorithm I is essentially a Monte-Carlo method. As usual with the Monte-Carlo schemes, the conver-
gence is slow but it depends neither on the dimension of the spatial domain nor does it require any regularity
of ¢ beyond integrability. For continuous functions, one can use a quasi-Monte-Carlo type algorithm based
on uniform sequences (cf. [5]).

Algorithm II.

14



- Pick zp € K.

- Compute z,, = Fi,(x0), w e Xy,

- Set N =m4, Sy := %Z‘w‘:m O(Tw)-
Lemma 5.2. For f € C(K),

lim ‘SN - / fdu‘ —0. (5.3)
m—0o0 K
Proof. Points {z,,, |w| = m} form a uniform sequence (cf. [5| Theorem 2.5]). O

Furthermore, Theorem 3.1 in [5]] gives an estimate of the discrepancy, which together with Koksma-
Hlawka inequality would imply O(N~1) convergence in (5.3). However, we are not aware of an analog of
the Koksma-Hlawka inequality applicable to the problem at hancﬂ The result in [[10] requires computing
harmonic splines [16]. It is not clear how to apply it in our setting. If one allows for a little more regularity
of ¢, the rate of convergence for a slight modification of Algorithm II can be estimated. For simplicity, we
formulate the algoritm and the convergence result for ST.

Algorithm III. Let 7" stand for an equilateral triangle with sides of length 1 and denote T3, = Fi,,(T'), w €
Ym. Denote the vertices of T;, by

Set
Sy = 3m+1 > Zqﬁj, N =3™. (5.4)
[w|=m j=1

Lemma 5.3. Suppose ¢ is a twice continuously differentiable function in directions 1;, i € [3]. Then

’/ pdp — SN' =0(h?), h=2"m (5.5
K

Remark 5.4. For a general self-similar set generated by contractions with constants \ € (0,1). The rate of
convergence is O(\*™). If ¢ is a Holder continuous function with exponent o € (0, 1), then the convergence

rate is O(A\*™).

Proof. Denote

1 . .
i(qf”—i-q;-”) and  ¢;7 = #(g;) 0<i<j<3.

By Taylor’s formula, for A = 2=(™+1) and 0 < i < j < 3, we have

wo __
4;; =

B(a?) = B(q2) — Dryyd(a)h + 1DEU¢<£,]> ,

¢(q}) = ¢(q) + Dry;d(aq)h + D%]cb(n%}’-)h :

There is a variant of Koksma-Hlawka inequality for functions on fractals in [10], but it relies on harmonic splines, and does
not apply to our setting.
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where i lie in the segment connecting ¢;” and q;“. From here we conclude that

fjﬂ?z‘j
20(q) = d(q") + d(q}) + O(h?). (5.6)

Recall

Sm 3m+1 Z Z(b]

jw|=m j=1

and note that

3
Smt1 = 3m+2 Z (Z o5 + 2 ¢k1>

|lw|=m k+#l
3
N )
= Sy + O(h?). (5.7)

From (5.7), recalling b = 2~ (™1 we conclude that {S,,} is a convergent sequence with the rate specified

in (5.5). O

6 Numerical example

In this section, we present numerical results illustrating analysis in the previous sections. To this end,
consider the following IVP

Syult, ) = /K W () (ult, y) — u(t, 2)) du(y), 6.1)
1, =zeF(K),
u(0,z) = { 1, ze Ff(K) U F(K), 62)

where W (x,y) = exp{—2|z — y|?} and K is ST. We use the same notation for 1 as a function on R? and
its restriction to kK.

Next we discretize (6.1), as explained in § Specifically, we approximate u (¢, x) by a piecewise
constant function in z, u™(t,z) (cf. (3.13)), and form a system of ODEs (3.14). The latter is solved by
the fourth order Runge-Kutta method with temporal step At = 1073, The spatial profile of the numerical
solution in Figure[3h. To better visualize solution, we plot u™ (¢, h(z)) with

h:K>xzw— zel0,1]

such that
x=Fy(K), wex,
S w; — 1
T=) Zd@- , (cf. $3.1).
i=1
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Figure 3: a) Numerical solution of the IVP (6.1)), computed for ¢ = 0.1 and m = 6. b) Numerical
approximations u" (0.1, z) computed with m = 4 (black), m = 5 (blue), and m = 6 (red).

Note that h is a measure preserving map from (K, i) to [0, 1] equipped with Lebesgue measure.

We intentionally chose a higher order Runge—Kutta scheme and a small time ¢ = 0.1 to discount for the
error due to the temporal discretization. The latter can be analyzed by standard techniques for numerical
integration of ODEs (see [8], Section 6] for the analysis of a closely related problem). For the model at hand,
the error of temporal discretization is dominated by the error of the Galerkin scheme analyzed above. To
estimate the rate of convergence of the numerical scheme, we assume

Al = [l ) — () g ~ OXL

as implied by (3.19), #2). Then after computing A’ and A!*! we estimate

ol — log A1 —log Al.

6.3
log A ©.3)

Numerical estimates
a® ~ 1.002,a ~ 1.015,a° ~ 1.007

agree well with the theoretical estimate o = 1 obtained for smooth W (cf. (4.2))). It would be interesting to
find W e Lip («, LP(K, pu)) with 0 < o < 1 to test convergence rate for fractional a.
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