arXiv:2402.00364v1 [math.NA] 1 Feb 2024

A PARALLEL DOMAIN DECOMPOSITION METHOD FOR
SOLVING ELLIPTIC EQUATIONS ON MANIFOLDS

LIZHEN QIN * FENG WANG f, AND YUN WANG *

Abstract. We propose a new numerical domain decomposition method for solving elliptic
equations on compact Riemannian manifolds. One advantage of this method is its ability to bypass
the need for global triangulations or grids on the manifolds. Additionally, it features a highly parallel
iterative scheme. To verify its efficacy, we conduct numerical experiments on some 4-dimensional
manifolds without and with boundary.
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1. Introduction. Elliptic equations on Riemannian manifolds are important
both in analysis and in geometry (see e.g. [46] and [34]). These equations appear in
many areas, such as multifluid dynamics, micromagnetics, and image processing (see
e.g. [3, 38, 45, 17, 30, 29, 6, 2, 32, 33, 4]). A simple and important example of such
equations is

(1.1) —Au+bu=f.

Here A is the Laplace-Beltrami operator, or Laplacian for brevity, defined on a d-
dimensional Riemannian manifold M. Many manifolds are naturally submanifolds
of Euclidean spaces, where the “dimension” of a submanifold is referred to as the
topological dimension of the manifold, not the dimension of its ambient Euclidean
space. For example, the n-dimensional unit sphere S™ is embedded in R"*!.

When the manifold M is a two dimensional Riemannian submanifold in R3, i.e.
a surface, the numerical methods to solve differential equations, particularly (1.1), on
M have been extensively studied for a long history (see e.g. [40], [39], [5], [19] and
[20]). A conventional and popular approach is to solve the equations by finite element
methods based on a global grid or triangulation on M. Such a grid can be obtained by
polyhedron approximation or level set method. This approach has been far-reaching
developed and widely applied (see e.g. [15, 21, 14, 1, 44, 41], see also e.g. [13, 22, 7]
for surveys and bibliographies).

However, practically, it’s of essential difficulty to build a global triangulation
on a higher dimensional manifold for the purpose of numerical computation. The
difficulty comes from at least three aspects. Firstly, high dimensional spaces challenge
significantly people’s geometric intuition. The experience of tessellation in R? and
R3 cannot be simply ported to higher dimensions. Secondly, many important and
interesting examples of high dimensional manifolds are not submanifolds of Euclidean
spaces by definition. A case in point is the complex projective spaces CP™ which is
foundational to algebraic geometry. The usual polytopal approximation or level set
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method is not applicable to such manifolds. Thirdly, even if M is a submanifold of
some R* by definition, if the codimension of M in R* is greater than 1, which is often
the case, the triangulation of M is horribly difficult in general due to topological and
geometrical complexity. We do acknowledge that J. H. C. Whitehead proved ([50])
that every smooth manifold can be globally triangulated in an abstract way. However,
to the best of our knowledge, in practice, there has been no efficient algorithm to
construct concrete triangulations over a high dimensional manifold in general.

To circumvent the above difficulty, in [42], Qin—Zhang—Zhang proposed a new
idea to numerically solve elliptic PDEs on manifolds by avoiding global triangula-
tions. Since a d-dimensional manifold M has local coordinate charts by definition,
M can be decomposed into finitely many subdomains that carry local coordinates.
Consequently, an elliptic equation on each subdomain can be transformed to one on a
domain in R%. Thus an elliptic problem on M can be solved by Domain Decomposition
Methods (DDMs) with subproblems on Euclidean domains.

The idea of [42] was developed by Cao—Qin in [10]. They extended a DDM
proposed by P. L. Lions ([36, Section I. 4]) for solving problems on Euclidean domains
to a DDM on manifolds. In this paper, we combine the ideas of [42] and [37], which
yields an adaption and generalization of Lions’ another DDM ([37, p. 66]). This DDM
was also proposed by Lions for solving continuous problems on Euclidean domains. We
found that it can also be well-adapted to a DDM on manifolds. One notable advantage
of this method is its high level of parallelism, making it particularly valuable when
dealing with a large number of subdomains.

Here is an overview of the method in this paper. First of all, global triangula-
tion/grid is completely avoided. There is also no requirement of any compatibility
among local grids, i.e. grids over subdomains. (As explained in the introduction of
[10], this incompatibility actually reflects the high flexibility of the numerical meth-
ods.) The numerical difficulty caused by the nonmatching grids is easily resolved by
the technique of interpolation. Furthermore, the subproblems on subdomains can be
localized and then be reduced to problems on Euclidean domains. These features
bear resemblance to that method described in [10]. However, this paper is remark-
ably different from [10] in that the current method is highly parallel. In fact, this
work follows [37], while [10] follows [36]. Lions described the work [36, Section I. 4] as
“sequential” (see the sentence right before (26) in [36]), which means the subproblems
on subdomains have to be solved one by one sequentially. On the contrary, the work
[37] was claimed as “parallel” (see a few sentences before (37) in [37]), which means
the subproblems on subdomains can be solved independently and parallelly at each
iterative step.

It is worth noting that, even in the special case where the target manifold is a
Euclidean domain, our algorithm (see Algorithms 2.1 and 3.1) is different from [37,
p. 66] though we follow it largely. Typically, we employ a technique of partition of
unity which was not utilized in [37, p. 66]. Due to this technique, we obtain a better
convergence theory (see Theorem 2.4 and Remark 2.5).

Overall, our method is an overlapping DDM on manifolds which avoids global
grids. There has been a long history of DDM. It was originated from the work of
H. A. Schwarz [47] who invented his famous alternating method. The seminal works
[36, 37] of P. L. Lions are natural and wonderful extensions of Schwarz alternating
method. From then on, the area of DDM has been developed explosively and greatly
(see e.g. [43, 48, 49, 16]). The later development often take DDM schemes, including
both overlapping and nonoverlapping ones, as preconditioners for globally discretized
problems (see e.g. [8, 51, 9, 52, 18]). However, a globally discretized problem on a
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manifold M should be based on a global grid on M, which is not accessible in our
case. Therefore, we follow more closely Lions’ original approach rather than the later
development.

Our DDM in this paper is numerically verified on examples of 4-dimensional
manifolds. They are CP?, S? x §2, B* and B? x 52, where CP? is the complex
projective plane, S? is the 2-dimensional unit sphere, and B? is the d-dimensional
unit ball. The former two manifolds are without boundary, while the latter two are
with boundary. The numerical results show that our method solves effectively the
equation (1.1) on these manifolds.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we shall adapt and extend
P. L. Lions’ method in [37, p. 66] to a DDM for continuous problems on manifolds and
prove its convergence. In Section 3, we shall propose our numerical DDM which is a
discrete imitation of Lions’ method. In Section 4, we shall introduce a technique to
decompose manifolds with boundary. Finally, some numerical results will be presented
in Section 5.

2. Theory on Continuous Problems. In this section, we shall firstly formu-
late an elliptic model problem of second order on manifolds. Then we introduce a
domain decomposition method (DDM) to solve the model problem (see Algorithm 2.1
below). This DDM iteration procedure was originally proposed by P. L. Lions in [37,
p. 66] for solving differential equations in a Euclidean domain. Unlike those DDMs
in [36] and [10], this iterative procedure is highly parallel. More precisely, the sub-
problem in each subdomain can be solved independently at each iterative step. This
procedure motivates us to propose a highly parallel numerical procedure (Algorithm
3.1) in the next section which provides numerical approximations to the solution of
the model problem.

2.1. Model Problem and Continuous Algorithm. We shall formulate a
model problem, the continuous Algorithm 2.1, and Theorem 2.4 on convergence. The
proof of convergence is much more complicated than those theorems in [36] and [10],
and will occupy the next two subsections.

Let M be a d-dimensional compact smooth manifold without or with boundary
OM. Equip M with a Riemannian metric g. Then the Laplace operator A, also
named the Laplace-Beltrami operator, is defined on M. Note that neither g nor A
can be expressed by coordinates globally in general because M does not necessarily
have a global coordinate chart. In a local chart with coordinates (z1,...,zq), the
Riemannian metric tensor g is expressed as

(2.1) Japdze ® dag,

1

s
]
R

[

where the matrix (gag)axd is symmetric and positive definite. The Laplace operator
A is expressed as

1 & o (& u
Ay = — = af =
¢ \/éaz::lé‘xa ;:19 Ve |

where G' = det ((gap)axa) is the determinant of the matrix (gag)axa and (¢%%)axa is
the inverse of (gag)axd. It’s well-known that A is an elliptic differential operator of
second order.
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We consider the following model problem on M

(2.2) { Lu=—Au+bu 7,

U|61\/[ = ¥,

where b > 0 is a constant and f € L?(M). It suffices to solve (2.2) on each com-
ponent of M. Therefore, without loss of generality, M is assumed to be connected.
Furthermore, it is possible for M to be either empty or nonempty. In the case where
OM # 0, we assume ¢ € CO(OM) N Hz(OM). On the other hand, if 9M = 0, the
boundary condition u|gar = ¢ is vacuously satisfied. However, to guarantee (2.2) is
well-posed, we need to further assume b > 0 if 9M = (). With these assumptions, the
problem (2.2) always has a unique solution v € C°(M) N H*(M).

Now we describe a domain decomposition iteration procedure to solve (2.2). This
method was originally proposed by P. L. Lions in [37, p. 66] for solving differential
equations in a Euclidean domain. We found that the method is well-adapted to
solve problems on manifolds. Suppose M is decomposed into m subdomains, i.e.
M =J", M;. Here M; is a closed subdomain (submanifold with codimension 0) of
M with Lipschitz boundary. Let v; = 0M; \ OM. We make the following assumption
on decomposition.

ASSUMPTION 2.1. Suppose M = \J*,(M; \ %), and S := Uiz (i N yj) has a
finite (d — 2)-dimensional Hausdorff measure.

The requirement of the Hausdorff measure of S can be easily satisfied. For ex-
ample, we may choose M; with piecewise C' boundary and arrange that all v; meet
transversely with each other. Transversality is a generic property which, therefore,
can be satisfied almost trivially. (For a detailed theory on transversality, see e.g. [28,
Chapter 3].)

Suppose {p; | 1 <1i < m} is a partition of unity of M, i.e. these p; are a family
of nonnegative functions on M and >_.", p; = 1.

ASSUMPTION 2.2. The partition of unity {p; | 1 < i < m} is subordinate to the
decomposition in Assumption 2.1, i.e. suppp; C M; \ 7, where suppp; is the support
of pi. Furthermore, each p; is Lipschitz continuous.

Now we are ready to formulate the desired algorithm of solving continuous prob-
lem (2.2).

Algorithm 2.1 A DDM to solve (2.2).
1: Choose an arbitrary initial guess u® € CY(M)N HY(M) with u®|gpr = ¢ for (2.2).
2: For each n > 0, assuming ©™ ! has been obtained, for 1 < i < m, find a function
uj’ on M; such that

(2.3) {Lu?(fﬂ) = f(z), x e M;\ OM;;

ul(z) = u" " H(2), x € OM,;.

3: Let u™ = 37", piul.

Unlike those methods in [36, Section I. 4] and [10], Algorithm 2.1 is highly parallel.
Obviously, the subproblems in (2.3) are solved independently on M; for all i. It’s
necessary to point out that ul in (2.3) is merely defined on M;. However, u™ is well-
defined on the whole M since suppp; C M;. (More precisely, the function p;ul” on M;
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is extended as 0 outside of M;.) We shall prove that {u’} and {u™} converge to the
solution w in certain sense.

The boundary value condition of u}' in Algorithm 2.1 is slightly different from
Lions’ original approach in [37]. More precisely, a partition of unity was not employed

in [37], instead, the boundary value u}'|,, was chosen as an arbitrary function v such
that (see [37, (42) & (43)])

min{u?_l(x) |z e M;j,j#i} <v(z)< max{u?_l(x) | z € Mj,j #i}.

Our uf|,, in Algorithm 2.1 certainly satisfies the above inequalities. Moreover, by a
partition of unity satisfying Assumption 2.2, the iteration in Algorithm 2.1 even has
a better theory of convergence.

First of all, the w] in [37] was usually not continuous on M; since u'|,, was not
necessarily continuous. However, the following lemma shows our " in (2.3) has better
regularity. Let u = u®[5s,. In the following, all statements on ul|gas are vacuously
true if M; NOM = 0.

LEMMA 2.3. Under the Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, in (2.3), we have ¥n, Vi, u™ €
CO(M)NHY(M), u? € CO(M;) N HY(M;), u™|on = @, and ul|onr = ¢.

Proof. We already know the conclusion holds for n = 0. Suppose the conclusion
is true for n — 1. Then u"~! —u € CO(M) N HY(M). Furthermore, u? satisfies

{L(uyu)(x)—o, x € M;\ OM;;
(uff —u)(z) = ("' —u)(2), x € OM;.

3

By [25, Corollary 8.28], we infer u! —u € CO(M;)NH*(M;). Asu € CO(M)NH (M),
we see u? € CO(M;) N HY(M;). By Rademacher’s theorem (see Theorem 5 in [24,
§4.2.3]), the Lipschitz continuity of p; means p; € W1>°(M), which implies u" €
CO(M)N H*(M). Since u" Y gpr = ¢, we have ul'|gnr = ¢ and hence u"|spy = ¢. O

Secondly, we have the following theorem on convergence.

THEOREM 2.4. Under the Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, suppose the solution u €
CO(M)N HY(M). Assume further u and the initial guess u® are Lipschitz continuous
if OM # 0. Let

0" = max{|[|u;’ —ullcoar,) | 1 <3 <mj.

Then the following holds:
(1) lim 6™ =0;

n—oo
(2) ¥n >0, [u™ —ul|coary < 0™ and ||[u" — ul|grary < C10™;
(8) ¥n > 1, max{||lu}' — ul gr(ary | 1 <@ <m} < Cof™ L.
Here Cy and Cy are constants independent of n and 1.

Theorem 2.4 was essentially proved by Lions in [37, p. 66-67] in the case that M is
a Euclidean domain. Even in that special case, the proof was complicated. Actually,
the proof in [37] was presented in a dense style. We shall follow and adapt Lions’
argument and then extend it to the case of general manifolds. Our proof will be given
in the next two subsections. To ensure the readability for the reader, we shall provide
plenty of details of argument.

REMARK 2.5. Even in the case that M is a FEuclidean domain, the statement on
convergence in [37] is slightly different from Theorem 2./4. In [37], the function ul was
not necessarily continuous on M;, the uniform convergence and H*-convergence of u?
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on M; were not claimed either. However, it was proved that ul converges uniformly
to u on each compact set K; C M; \ 7; there.

REMARK 2.6. One may obtain a convergence theory better than Theorem 2. if
one imposes an additional assumption as follows: every three distinct subdomains have
an empty intersection (cf. [37, (86)]). As pointed in [37, Proposition 2 and p. 65-
65], under this assumption, one can prove that the convergence is geometric, which
is stronger than the conclusion of Theorem 2.4, by an alternative and much easier
approach. However, this additional assumption is stringent in practice. In fact, none
of our numerical examples satisfies this assumption.

2.2. Subsolutions and Supersolutions. The key ingredient of the proof of
Theorem 2.4 is the technique of subsolutions and supersolutions. By considering
ul — u, it suffices to study the following homogeneous problem on M

La = 0
24 N ’
(24) { ilopr = 0,

which obviously has a unique solution @ = 0.
As mentioned before, L can be expressed as

d d
1 0 ou
2.5 Ly =——— _ ab /G b
(2.5) y m;%a;gfm—w
in a local chart with coordinates (21, ..., 24). Let’s recall the definition of subsolutions

and supsolutions in the sense of viscosity (cf. [12, Definition 2.2]).

DEFINITION 2.7. A function u (resp. u) on M \ OM is a subsolution (resp. su-
persolution) of the equation La = 0 if it satisfies:
(1) w (resp. w) is upper (resp. lower) semicontinuous;
(2) for each & € M\ OM and each C* function v on M \ OM such that % is a local
mazimum (resp. minimum,) of w — (resp. @ — 1), we have

d
=S aVegE | @)+t <o

Al-
M=~

a=1 Oz B=1
1 &Ko (& o
D Y g* VG — | (&) + bu() >
(resp Ve 2 e 2 g G@xg (%) + bu(z) > 0),

where L is expressed as (2.5) in a local chart containing &.

REMARK 2.8. There is also a notion of subsolutions and supersolutions in the
sense of distribution. It is actually equivalent to that in the sense of viscosity (see e.g.
[35, Appendiz], [31], and [20]).

Consider two domain decomposition iterative schemes as follows: Choose arbi-
trarily an initial guess u® € C°(M) (resp. @° € C°(M)) with u°|gar = @°|ops = 0 such
that u® (resp. u°) is a subsolution (resp. supersolution) of (2.4). Let u{ = u°|ss,. For
each n > 1, define

Lui (z) = 0, x € M; \ OM;;
(2.6) uf(x) = min{u] ~'(z) |z € My, j # i}, T €
ul(z) =0, x € OM; NOM.
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Similarly, let @) = @°|p,. For each n > 1, define

(2.7) (@) = max{a?(z) | @ € My,j # i}, z €
ay(x) =0, x € OM; NOM.

Here ul'|on, and @ |gar, are not necessarily continuous. We take u] and @} as the
Perron solutions with Dirichlet boundary value on M; (see [25, Theorem 6.11]). The
goal of this subsection is to prove Proposition 2.11 below.

In the following, all arguments cover both the cases OM # ) and OM = . In
the case of OM = (), the proof is even simpler. All statements related to OM and
M; N OM are vacuously true if OM = () and M; N OM = () respectively.

LEMMA 2.9. {ul'} (resp. {ul'}) is an increasing (resp. decreasing) sequence of
solutions to Lt = 0 with an upper (resp. lower) bound 0. Furthermore, {ul} and
{al} are continuous on M; \ (7, NS). Here S is the set defined in Assumption 2.1.

Proof. We only prove the case of {u/"} since the proof of the other case is similar.
The argument is an induction on n. The conclusion is true for n = 0 by assumption.

Firstly, since Lul = 0, ulloy, = u® is continuous, and dM; is Lipschitz, we
have uj € C°(M;). By the assumption that u® is a subsolution and u°|sy = 0,
we infer u® < 0, which further implies u{ = u°|p;, < 0. Since u} is a solution and
uilons, = Q?|8Mi < 0, we have g? < gll < 0. The conclusion is verified for n = 1.

Suppose the conclusion is true for n < k—1. By inductive hypothesis, Vi, gffz <

gffl <0 and gfd is continuous in M; \ (y; N S).

F1c. 1. An illustration of domain decomposition.

We claim u¥ |55, is continuous on dM; \ (v; N S). Note that
(2.8) OM; \ S = 0M; \ (viNS) = (OM; NOM) U (7; \ S).

Assuming z € OM; \ S and y € OM;, we need to show u¥(y) tends to u¥(z) when y
tends to z. Suppose firstly z € OM; NOM. (See Fig. 1 for an illustration, where M is
decomposed into three subdomains and the shadowed part is M;.) By the boundary
value condition, u¥(z) = u¥|sar = 0. Thus u¥(y) tends to 0 when y € OM; N OM (see
the left hand side of Fig. 1). On the other hand, Vy € 7; (see the right hand side of
Fig. 1),

(2.9) uf (y) = min{ul " (y) | y € M;,j # i}.

1

and M§_1|¢9M = 0 for all j. Since these @;?_ are continuous at x, we also infer u¥(y)

tends to 0 when y € ;. In summary, u¥|sys, is continuous at x € OM; N OM. Let’s
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assume x € v;\ S further. (See Fig. 2 for an illustration.) There exists a neighborhood
U, of z such that, Yy € U, N OM;, we have y ¢ OM U S and y belongs to the same
subdomains M; in (2.9) as x does. By (2.9) and the continuity of g;?*l at x again,
u¥ls M, is continuous at z. Overall, our claim is proved by (2.8).

F1ac. 2. An illustration of domain decomposition.

Therefore, u¥ is continuous in M; \ (7; N S) since it is a solution and dM; is

Lipschitz. We also infer ﬂf_1|aMi < uF|sn, by the fact gf_Q < gf_l for all 7. This
k

further yields @f_l < u?. Since gf_l < 0 for all j, we also have gﬂaMl_ < 0 which

implies gf < 0. The conclusion holds for n = k. O

LEMMA 2.10. {u?} (resp. {ul'}) converges to a function u; < 0 (resp. u* > 0).
The convergence is uniform on each K CC M; \ (v; N S). (Here “CC” means K
is a compact subset.) Furthermore, w; and 4* vanish on OM and are continuous on
M; \ (:NS).

Proof. We only prove the case of {u'}. By Lemma 2.9, {ul"} converges increas-
ingly to a function u; < 0. Clearly, u;|sas = 0 since so do all 4. Lemma 2.9 indicates
the continuity of ul* on M;\ (7;NS). By Dini’s Theorem, the uniform convergence on
K would follow from the continuity of ;. So we only need to prove u; is continuous
on M; \ (v N'S).

As these ul' are solutions, by Harnack’s inequality, the monotone convergence
of {&'} is uniform on each K’ CC M; \ OM; which implies the continuity of u; on
M; \ OM;. It remains to show w; is continuous at each x € dM; \ (1, N S). By (2.8),
we may check the continuity of u; at © € v; \ S and at « € OM; N IM separately.

We firstly claim w;|ops, is continuous at each x € +; \ S. (See Fig. 2 for an
illustration.) Suppose y € OM;. Since x ¢ S, we see y ¢ OM U S when y is close
enough to z. In other words, y ¢ OM and y ¢ OM; for all j # i. Thus, when y € 9M;
is near x, we have y belongs to the same subdomains M; as x does and

uf(y) = min{u! ' (y) |y € M;,j # i} = min{u] ' (y) | y € M; \ OM;,j # i}.
Since {u} } converges uniformly on K’ CC M; \ OM;, we also have u}'|sns, converges
uniformly near x. By Lemma 2.9, u is continuous near . Now the continuity of
u;|on; at x follows from that of u?|sns, at z.

Let @; be the Perron solution on M; with @;|on;, = u;lon,. By the fact, Vn,
ui is also a solution and u|onr, < w;lon, = Uilon,, we have u < 4; and hence
u? <u; <1, Let x € v;\ S. Then @; is continuous at x since so is %;|gas,. For each
€ > 0, we have 0 < %;(x) — uN (z) < € for some N since {u?(z)} converges to ;(x).
Furthermore, there exists a neighborhood U, of = such that Yy € U, N M;,

n

luf () —u) (y)| <e and  |i(x) — @(y)| < e
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because gf\’ and u; are continuous at x. Thus

uy(x) — 2e = @;(x) — 26 < u (z) — e < ul (y)

T

<u,(y) < ui(y) < ai(z) +e =y (z) +e

ie. w,;(x) —2e < w,(y) <u,;(xr) + € So w, is continuous at each x € ; \ S.
Finally, suppose x € M; N OM. Since u? is continuous, Ve > 0, there exists a
neighborhood U, of = such that Vy € U, N M;, u?(z) — € < u?(y). We already know

wd <u; <0 and ul|onr = w;lonr = 0. Therefore, u;(z) = u?(z) = 0 and

—e=u)(2) — e < (y) <u(y) <0.
We see |u;(y) — u;(z)| < € and hence u; is continuous at x € dM; N OM. We finish
the proof by (2.8). d

PROPOSITION 2.11. {u?} and {al'} converge to 0 on M;\ (v; N S). The conver-
gence is uniform on each K CC M; \ (1; N S).

Proof. By Lemma 2.10, it suffices to show w; = @; = 0 on M; \ (v; N S). We only
prove the case of u; since the proof of the other case is similar.

We already know these u]' are solutions. By the uniform convergence on K CC
M; \ (v NS), we know that @; is a solution in M; \ OM;. Furthermore, Vz € ~;,

ap(z) = max{ﬂ?il(x) |z € Mj,j #i}.

We infer, Vo € ~;,

(2.10) ;(z) = max{u;(z) | x € M;,j # i} = max{u;(x) | z € M;}.
Define a function w on M \ S as

(2.11) w(y) = max{a;(y) | y € My},

We shall prove that w = 0. Clearly, w|sn = 0 and 0 < w < 4 since @ /gy = 0 and
0 < i, < for all j.
We firstly claim that w is continuous on M \ S. Note that

C
s

M\Sz&MU[M\(@MUGWJ (’YZ\S)

=1

The continuity at each x € OM is obvious since %;(x) = 0 and @; are continuous at x
forall j. If z ¢ OMU(J.~, v, there exists a neighborhood U, of z such that, Vy € U,,
y belongs to the same subdomains as x does. The continuity of w at z follows from
that of all ;. Now suppose « € v; \ S. There exists a neighborhood U, of x such that
v; divides U, into two sides. Furthermore, The points y on one side belong to exactly
one more subdomain, i.e. M;, than the points on the other side do. (See Fig. 3 for
an illustration, where y; and y, are on different sides of ;. Both x and y; belong to
M;, while yo does not.) The continuity of w at « € ~; \ S follows from the continuity
of all @; together with (2.10).

Secondly, we show that w is a subsolution of (2.4) in M \ S. It suffices to check
w is a subsolution locally in M \ (OM U S) since w is continuous on M \ S and
M\ (OM US) is the interior of M \ S. This fact is obvious in M\ (OM U{J!~, v;). By
(2.11), w is the maximum of a fixed family of @; near each x € M \ (OM UJ;~, 7).
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Fic. 3. An illustration of domain decomposition.

The fact follows because all %; are solutions. By an argument similar to the proof
of the (iii) in [25, p. 103], we also see w is a subsolution near each x € 7; \ S. More
precisely, near z, the family of @; in (2.11) on one side of ; has one more member,
i.e. 1, than the family on the other side does. (See also Fig. 3 for an illustration.) So
locally, w can be viewed as a lifting of a subsolution on the first side which is again a
subsolution.

By Assumption 2.1, the (d — 2)-dimensional Hausdorff measure of S is finite. We
also know w is bounded. Thus by [27, Theorem 12.1 (c)], there is a canonical way
(see [27, (3.1)]) to extend w to be a subsolution of (2.4) on M, i.e. w|ynaar satisfies
Definition 2.7 and w is continuous at each x € dM. Now we claim the extended
w < 0. If OM # 0, by the fact that w|gpy = 0 and w is a subsolution, we see w < 0
on M. On the other hand, supposing M = (), we have b > 0 in (2.5) by assumption.
Since w is upper semicontinuous and M is compact, w has a global maximum point
Z. This 2 is in M \ OM since OM = (). Taking u = w and ¢ = 0 in Definition 2.7, we
infer w(z) < 0. Therefore, w <0 on M.

However, w|yng > 0, thus w|pns = 0. Since 0 < ﬂi|Mi\S < w|pr,\s, We obtain
ai|Mi\s = 0. Thus ﬂi‘Mi\('yiﬂS) = 0 by the continuity of ﬂi|Mi\(7mS)- 0

2.3. Proof of Convergence. Again, in the following, all arguments cover both
the case OM # () and OM = (). All statements related to OM are vacuously true if
OM = (). In addition, CJ(M) = C°(M) if OM = 0.

LEMMA 2.12. Let u® be the initial guess in Algorithm 2.1. Suppose further v and
u® are Lipschitz continuous if OM # (). Then there exist a subsolution u® € CJ(M)
and a supersolution ©° € CJ(M) of (2.4) such that u® < u® —u < .

Proof. Firstly, let’s assume OM # (). Clearly, the boundary value problem

Lv=1, in M,
v=0, ondM,

has a unique solution v € C*°(M). By Hopf’s Lemma and strong maximum principle
(125, § 3.2]), we have % 0 and v|pp\aar > 0, where 2—3 is the outer normal derivative
of v on M. Since u’ — u is Lipschitz and (u® — u)|gas = 0, there exists an open
neighborhood V' of M such that |[u® — u| < kv in V for sufficiently large constant k.
Furthermore, v[yp\y has a positive minimum. We see |u® — u| < kv on the whole M
for sufficiently large k. We can define u’ = —kv and 4° = kv for some large k.

On the other hand, suppose OM = (), then we have b > 0 in (2.2) as assumed.

Since u® — u is continuous and hence bounded on M. We can easily define v’ = —k
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and %° = k for some large constant k. 0

LEMMA 2.13. Let {ul'} (resp. {ul}) be the sequence generated in (2.6) (resp.
(2.7)) with u°® (resp. u°) satisfying the conclusion of Lemma 2.12. Then, ¥n, Vi,
ul <ul —u <up.

Proof. We only prove u < u? — u because the proof of u} —u < 4} is similar.
Since u? = u°| 5, and u? = u|yy,, the conclusion is true for n = 0.

Suppose the conclusion is true for n — 1. Since Lu}* = L(u} —u) = 0, it suffices
to prove that, Vo € OM;, u?(z) < ul(x) — u(x). This is certainly true for x € M

since ul(z) = u?(z) — u(z) = 0. For x € OM; \ OM = ~;, by inductive hypothesis,

ul'(z) = min{g?_l(x) |z e M;,j#i} < min{u?_l(x) —u(z) |z e Mj,j #i}

= Z pi(@)[u] " (x) — u(z)] = u}(z) — u(z).

Note that we have used the fact p;(z) = 0 when = € 7; and p;(z) = 0 when x ¢ M;
in the last inequality. The proof is finished. |

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 2.4.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. (1) It suffices to prove nll)n;o lui — ullcoar,y = 0 for each
i. Since L(u} —u) = 0, by the maximum principle, we only need to show that
{(uf! —u)|onrs, } converges uniformly to 0. Let {u”} and {a} be the sequences stated
in Lemma 2.13. By Assumption 2.2, we have suppp; CC M; \ 7;. By Proposition
2.11, Vj, {u}} and {u}} converge uniformly to 0 on suppp;. By Lemma 2.13, so does
{u} —u}. Since (u' —u)lon, = 352, pj(u?_l —u), we infer {(ul’ —u)|an, } converges
uniformly to 0.

(2) By the fact u™ —u = Y1" | pi(u} —u), it’s obvious to see [[u™ — ul|co(ary < 6™
and |[u" — u| p2(ar) < C360™ for some constant C3 independent of n and 4.

Secondly, we claim that VK; CC M; \ 7;, there exists a constant Cy(K;) indepen-
dent of n such that, Vn,

(2.12) [Vui = VullL2k,) < CalE)[ui — ullcoqar,).-
Since L(u? —u) = 0in M; \ OM; and (u} — u)|op = 0, the claim (2.12) follows from
the regularity theory for elliptic equations (cf. [23, p. 331] and [23, p. 340]).

Furthermore, since p; is Lipschitz continuous, we have p; € W1>°(M) (see The-
orem 5 in [24, §4.2.3]) and

m m
V(u" —u) = ZVpi (ul —u) +Zpi -V(ul —u),
i=1 i=1
which implies

IV (" = wllzon < Y1Vl - I —ullzzany + D 1V = Vel L2 supppn -

i=1 =1

Clearly, [|uj' — ul|z2(ar,) < Cs0™ for some constant Cs independent of n and i. By
(2.12) and the fact suppp; CC M; \ 7;, we also have

VUi — Vul| 12 (suppp,) < Calsuppp;) - 0.
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Now the conclusion [|u™ — u|| g1 (ar) < C10™ follows.
(3) As L(ul* —u) = 0 and u|gns, = u™ *onr,, we have ul —u™~! € H}(M;) and
L(ul —u" ') = L(ul —u) + L(u — u™ ') = L(u —u™1).

K3

By the Poincaré inequality and the fact b > 0 in (2.2), there exist positive constants
Cs and C7 independent of n and 4 such that

Collui? = u"HlEp (aryy < (Luf — ") 0 —u™ g,

=(Lu— ") uf =" g, S NL@ = w)llg-an - luf = u" )

7 1

<Crllu" = ullmrary - = u" ),

where (-, )y, is the dual pairing between H~(M;) and H}(M;). Thus
Jug = u" N any < Cg ' Crllu™ ™t —ull )

and
u = ull grary < (14 Cg 'Ol = ull g (ar,)-

Now |[u? — ul| g1 (ar;) < C20™* follows from the fact [|u™ ™! — ul gr(ary < C1O™7. O

3. Numerical Scheme. In this section, we propose a numerical DDM iteration
procedure (Algorithm 3.1 below) to obtain approximations to the solution to (2.2).
The idea is as follows. We decompose M into overlapping subdomains M; satisfying
Assumption 2.1. Furthermore, each M; is required in a coordinate chart. Then apply
a DDM iteration procedure similar to Algorithm 2.1. Since M; is in a coordinate
chart, an elliptic problem on M; is converted to one on a domain in a Euclidean space
and then can be solved approximately by usual finite element methods. The transition
of information among subdomains is by interpolation.

Unlike the numerical DDM procedure in [10, Algorithm 3.1], the iteration of this
algorithm is highly parallel. As a result, this algorithm is of particular interest when
the number of subdomains is large.

3.1. Finite Element Spaces over a d-Rectangle. Our numerical algorithm
is based on finite element methods. Suppose a manifold M has dimension d. As
indicated above, each subdomain M; of M will be converted to a domain D; C R
To minimize the difficulty of coding, as in [10], we shall choose D; as a d-rectangle and
use the multilinear finite element space of d-rectangles, i.e. the space of d-rectangle
of type (1) in [11, p. 56-64].

Recall that a d-rectangle D is

d
D = H[az,bz] = {(1‘1, s ,JUd) | Vi,ﬂ?i S [ai,b,’]}.

i=1
We refine each coordinate factor interval [a;, b;] by adding points of partition:

a; =Cio < Cij1 < - <CyN, = b,
Then [a;, b;] is divided into N; subintervals. The refinement of all such [a;, b;] provides
a grid on D. This divides D into Hle N; many small d-rectangles

d

(31) H[Ci,ti717ci,ti]7

i=1
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where 1 < ¢; < N; for all i. Each small d-rectangle (3.1) is an element of the grid.
We refer to [10, § 3.1] (see also [11, p. 56-64]) for a detailed description of the finite
element space of d-rectangles of type (1) based on such a grid.

3.2. Numerical Algorithm. Let M be a d-dimensional compact Riemannian
manifold with or without boundary. We shall propose a numerical DDM based on
finite element methods to find numerical solutions to (2.2)

Suppose M = |J!", (M;\7¥;) as Assumption 2.1. Assume further there is a smooth
diffeomorphism ¢; : D; — M; for each i, where D is a d-rectangle in R?. Theoretically,
we can always get such triples (M;, D;, ¢;). The reason has been explained in [10,
§ 3.2] provided that OM = (). On the contrary, if 9M # (), special technique should
be employed to deal with the boundary. We shall explain this technique in Section 4.

We also need a partition of unity {p; | 1 < ¢ < m} satisfying Assumption 2.2. Such
p; can be constructed as follows. Choose nonnegative Lipschitz continuous functions
o; on M such that suppo; C M; \ 7; and 27;1 o; >0 on M. We define desired p; as

(3:2) pi =

g
Z;‘nzl oj

To obtain oy, it suffices to define o; o ¢; which is a function on D; and hence can be
defined simply and quite arbitrarily in terms of elementary functions.

Our numerical algorithm is a discrete imitation of Algorithm 2.1. Since the nu-
merical procedure is based on finite element methods, it’s necessary to convert the
first line of (2.3) to its weak form: Vv € Hg(M;),

J,

Here Vu3 and Vv are the gradients of u}' and v with respect to the Riemannian metric
g, (Vul', Vv) is the inner product of Vu} and Vv, and dvol is the volume form. In

((Vui, Vo) + bujlv) dvol = / fvdvol.
M;

i

terms of the local coordinates (z1,...,24) provided by ¢; : D; — M;,
d oulr Ov
<vu?7 VU> = Z gaﬁil and dvol = @dxl oo day.

et O0xq O

Thus we define an energy bilinear form on H'(D;) as
d

ai(um)):/ Z gaﬁg—waa—v—i—bwv VGdz -+ - dzg.
D;i \ o =1 Lo OTp

Define a bilinear form (-, -); on L?(D;) as

(w,v); :/ wovVGdzy - - - dzg.
D,

1

The first line of (2.3) is converted to an equation on D; in weak form: Vv € HE(D;),
(3:3) ai(ui' © ¢i,v) = (f 0 di, v)i.

Create a grid of d-rectangles over D;. Let V}; be the finite element space of
d-rectangles of type (1) over D;. A discrete imitation of the first line of (2.3) would
be: find a uj, ; € Vj ; such that, Yo, € Vi ; N H(D,),

ai(uz,ivvh) = (f o Qbiavh)i'
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However, this discrete problem is not well-posed because the degrees of freedom of
up ; on OD; are undetermined. As an imitation of the second line of (2.3), we should
evaluate these degrees of freedom by the data in d-rectangles D; for j # i. So we
have to investigate the transitions of coordinates.

For i # j, let Dij = ¢; ' (M; N M;) € D; and Dj; = ¢ ' (M; N M;) € D;. Then

¢ o¢i: Dij — Dj;

is a diffeomorphism which is the transition of coordinates on the overlapping between
M; and M;. We refer to [10, § 3.2] for a detailed explanation of the transition maps.
(Particularly, Fig. 1 therein provides an illustration.) We still wish to point out that
qS;l o ¢; preserves neither nodes nor grid necessarily. In other words, ¢;1 o ¢; may
neither map a node in D;; to a node in Dj;, nor map the grid over D;; to the one over
Dj;. As emphasized in [10, § 3.2], this incompatibility among the grids over different
D; actually shows the high flexibility of our approach.
Now we are in a position to propose our numerical Algorithm 3.1. Define

Vi = @ Vi
i=1

Algorithm 3.1 A numerical DDM to solve (2.2).

1: Choose an arbitrary initial guess u) = (u2,1,~' ,u%m) € Vj, such that, Vi,

uh (&) = (¢:(€)) if £ € ID; is a node and ¢;(¢) € OM.

2: For each n > 0, assuming u}~' has been obtained, for 1 < i < m, find a up ; € Vi
as follows. Suppose § € 9D; is a node. If ¢;(§) € OM, let uj, () = p(¢:(§))-
Otherwise, define

(3.4) up (€)= pi(6i(€)) - up; (65 0 4i(€)).
j=1
The interior degrees of freedom of uj, ; are determined by Yoy, € Vj,; N HY(Dy),

ai(uy i, vn) = (f © &, vn)i-

3: Define ujy = (uj 4, ,up ,,) € Vi

The computation in (3.4) needs more explanation. If ¢;(€) ¢ M, then p;(4:(§)) =
0 and the summand p;(¢;(£)) - uﬁ)}l(qu_l o ¢;(£)) is actually not needed. On the
contrary, ¢;(&) € Mj,

p;i(6:1(€)) = (pj © 65)(d] ' © 6i(€))-

Here p; o ¢; is a function on D; with an explicit formula. Thus p;(¢:(§)) can be

obtained once we get the coordinates of (b{l o ¢;(§). Similarly, uZ;l(qb;l o ¢;(§))

can also be evaluated. Since qb;l o ¢;(€) is not necessarily a node, the evaluation

uZ;l(qu_l o ¢;(£)) is essentially an interpolation of the degrees of freedom of uZ;l
Now the u} in Algorithm 3.1 is the nth iterated numerical approximation to the

solution to (2.2). Unlike the v™ in Algorithm 2.1 which is globally defined on M, the
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uj, consists of a group of numerical solutions uy, ; on D; for 1 <7 < m. In fact, the uj ,
in Algorithm 3.1 is a numerical imitation of the ' in Algorithm 2.1. As suggested by
Theorem 2.4, uy ; should approximate u o ¢; well on D; when the grid scale is small
and n is large. Our numerical experiments show that it is indeed the case.

It’s worth emphasizing that, for a fixed n, these uj; ; (1 <i < m) in Algorithm 3.1
can be solved independently. Thus Algorithm 3.1 is a highly parallel iterative proce-
dure, which is remarkably different from that numerical method in [10]. The current
method would have more advantages when the number of subdomains increases.

4. Manifolds with Boundary. We explain a technique to decompose M as
M =", (M; \ %) such that M; can be parameterized by d-rectangles. For the case
of M = (), this has been explained in [10, § 3.2].

Now suppose OM # (). The difficulty occurs only in the part near the boundary.
But this difficulty can be indeed overcome theoretically. By the Collar Neighborhood
Theorem (see Theorem 6.1 in [28, Chapter 4]), there exists a smooth diffeomorphism

i (6] xOM =V CM

such that V is a neighborhood of M in M. Such a V is called a collar neighborhood
of OM. One may even arrange ({0} x M) = OM or Y ({n} x OM) = OM as one
wishes. Let’s assume ¢({n} x OM) = OM. (See Fig. 4 for an illustration, the disk
therein is a manifold with boundary, the part with segments is a collar neighborhood
P((8,n] x M), each segment is parameterized by (d, n].)

Fic. 4. An illustration of collar neighborhood.

For each ( € M \ OM, there is an open chart neighborhood Us C M \ OM of ¢,
i.e. there is a diffeomorphism ¢¢ : ¢ — U, where §)¢ is an open subset of R<. Since
(bEl(C ) is an interior point of Q¢, we can choose a rectangular neighborhood D, of
(;5;1(() such that D C Q¢. This yields a diffeomorphism ¢ : D¢ — M¢ C U, where
M, is a neighborhood of ¢. Now

{Mc\OMc [ ¢ € M\OM}U{p((6,7] x OM)}
is an open covering of M. By the compactness of M, we obtain a finite subcovering
(M, \OMy, | 1< i< my} U {((6.1] x DM)}.

Obviously, ¥((, n] xOM) appears in the subcovering necessarily since these M, \OMc,
are contained in M \ OM. For brevity, let (M;, D;, ¢;) denote (Mc,, D¢,, ¢¢,). Since
M; C M\ OM, we have OM; = OM; \ OM = ~;.

It remains to decompose V' = ¢([d,n] x OM) into subdomains which can be
parameterized by rectangles. Let’s decompose [6,n] x OM firstly. Since OM is a
manifold without boundary, we can find a desired decomposition of M. In other
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words, there are triples {(M}, D}, ¢%) | 1 < j < ma} such that D} are (d — 1)-
rectangles and OM = U2, (M} \ dM}). Note that [d,n] x M is a product manifold.
As pointed out in [10, § 4], decompositions of factor manifolds canonically result in a
decomposition of their product. The situation of [§,n] x M is even simpler because
[0, 7] is already a l-rectangle. Let Dy, +; = [6,7] x D’;. Then all

id X ¢} : Dy, yj = [0,m] x Dy — [6,m] x M} C [6,n] x IM

provide a desired decomposition of [§,7] x OM, where id is the identity on [4, 7).
Finally, define

¢m1+j = 7#0 (ld X ¢;) : Dm1+j — M.
Let My, 45 = Omy+j(Dmi+5) and Yy 45 = OMp,, 45 \ OM. Then

Mm1+j \’yml“l’j = ¢m1+j((57 7’] X (Dm1+j \aDm1+j))‘

It’s easy to see that {(M;, D;,¢;) | 1 <i < mj +ma} is a decomposition of M such
that M = U™ (M; \ 7).

We would like to mention that the transition map between Dy, ; and Dy, 4k
has a simple expression. In fact,

By, © Py = (Yo (id x 7)) " o (o (id x )
=(id x ¢3,) " oyp " orpo (id x ¢f) = (id x ¢,) " o (id x ¢) =id x (¢, "o ¢%).

Here qﬁ;;l o qS;» is exactly a transition map for the decomposition of OM.

5. Numerical Experiments. We perform several numerical tests of Algorithm
3.1. The proposed method certainly applies to problems in all dimensions. However,
the sizes of the linear systems derived from subdomains will increase exponentially
with respect to the dimension. This difficulty is so called “the curse of dimensionality”.
Due to the constraint of computing resources, just as in [10], we only deal with
problems with dimension no more than 4. Nevertheless, the numerical examples
in [10] are all on manifolds without boundary. We now deal with manifolds with
boundary too.

Our examples of manifolds are CP?, S2 x S2, B* and B? x S2. All of them are
of dimension 4, the former two are without boundary, and the latter two are with
boundary. It’s also worth noting that, if a manifold can be decomposed into two
subdomains, say the d-dimensional unit sphere S¢, the proposed method coincides
essentially with the Schwarz Alternating Method and the method in [10]. As a result,
we do not perform test on S* now since such an experiment has been done in [10].

5.1. A Problem on CP%. Let M = CP? be the complex projective plane. It is a
compact complex manifold with complex dimension 2. Certainly, it can be considered
as a real manifold with dimension 4.

In this example, the definition of CP?, the Riemannian metric, the concrete prob-
lem of (2.2), the decomposition of CP?, and the transition maps are the same as those
in [10, § 5.2]. We refer to [10] for a thorough and detailed description. Here we only
briefly overview the decomposition.

Now CP? is decomposed into 3 subdomains M; for 0 < j < 2. (Note that,
following the convention of algebraic geometry, the index j is chosen to start from 0.)
In the following, z; = x; + \/jlyj € C, z; € R, and y; € R. We shall identify the
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complex number z; with the 2-dimensional real vector (z;,y;). Let D; = [—r,r]* C
R* ~ C2. For 0 < j < 2, we have the following diffeomorphisms

oo : D0—>M0C(CP2

(Z17 22) — [L 21, 22]7

¢1: Dy — M, C CP?
(20, 22) — [20, 1, 22],
and

¢2: Dy — M, C CP?
(ZOazl) d [ZOazlal]a

where [wo, w1, w,] are called the homogeneous coordinates of CP?. (For the definition
of homogeneous coordinates, see [10].) To guarantee CP? = U?zO(Mj \ 0M;), we have
to let r > 1. The larger r is, the more overlapping there will be.

Unlike the method in [10], we now need a partition of unity {p; | 0 < j < 2}
satisfying Assumption 2.2. As mentioned before, it suffices to define the o; in (3.2),
which is in turn reduced to the definition of o 0 ¢; on D;. Let 7" = 0.9r 4+ 0.1. Then

1 < 7' <r. Suppose z = (x1, 72,73, 74) € D; = [, 7]*. Define
0, max{|z;| [ 1< j <4} >r/;
(5.1) o0 ¢]( ) = 4 oo .J
[[;o1(1 = (5)%), otherwise.

It’s easy to check that suppo; = ¢;([—r',r'|*) C M;\0M;, o; is Lipschitz continuous,
and Z?:o o; > 0. Hence the resulted family of p; satisfy Assumption 2.2.

For the discretization of D; = [—7,7]*, we divide each coordinate interval [—r, r]
into N equal parts. The scale of the grid is thus h = 2r/N. There are (N + 1)%
nodes on D;, most rows of the stiffness matrix have 3* = 81 nonzero entries. We keep
N < 80 due to the memory limitation of the hardware.

To get the n-th numerical approximation uj = (uj o, uj 1, uj 5), we need to solve
a linear system A; X7 = b, ; for 0 < j < 2, where X7 provides the interior degrees
of freedom of uj, ; We use the Conjugate Gradient Method (CG) to find X7'. As
a result, the process to generate the sequence {u}} is a nested iteration. The outer
iteration is the DDM procedure Algorithm 3.1. The initial guess is chosen as uh =0.
For each n, the inner iteration is the CG iteration to solve A; X7 = b,, ; for 0 < j < 2.
Note that A; remains the same when n changes, whereas b, ; varies because of the
evaluation of uj ;[op;. If {uj} does converge, X;L_l will be close to X' when n is
large enough. Thus, we choose the initial guess of X' as X;L_l. The tolerance for
CG is set as

1A X3 = b llo/ [basllz < 1075,

Our numerical results show that u}} becomes stable when n = ng for some ny, i.e.
uj = u,° up to machine precision for all n > ng. Actually, if

[A; X7 = b jllz/ bl <1078

for all 7, then the inner iteration terminates for n+1 and X;-LH = X'. We found that
inner iteration terminates for all n > ng. In other words, practically, the sequence
{u}} reaches its limit

up” = up®
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at step ng.
In the following tables,
Ihvu = (Inug, Inu, Inug) € Vi,

where Ipu; € Vj, ; is the interpolation of u o ¢; on D;. We define the energy norm of
the error as

1 .
[ Thu — up?|la = max{a; (Inu; — upy, Inug —up’;)2 |0 < j < 2}

The L?norm ||[Ipu—uf®| 12, L>-norm || Ipu—u$°| = and H'-seminorm |Iu—u5®| g
are defined in similar ways. The numerical results are as follows in Tables 1 and 2,
where, for each norm, the data on the left side of each cell are errors and orders of
convergence are appended to the right.

h | = uitlpe | (Hau—wpPllpe | Iww —uitla | [Ihvw = uifla | no
024 | 0.0376 0.0451 0.1548 0.0715 32
0.12 | 00103 19| 00116 2.0 | 0.0438 1.8 | 0.0203 1.8 | 31
0.06 | 0.0024 21| 00020 2000126 1.8 |0.0057 1.8 |31

0.03 | 6.1841e—4 2.0 | 7.355le—4 2.0 | 0.0039 1.7 | 0.0017 1.7 | 30
TABLE 1
Numerical result on CP? for r = 1.2.

h | Hhu —upPllpe | [[Tpw —upllpe | [Thu — uit me | [[Tahw — upllla | 10
0.4 | 0.1004 0.3600 0.7681 0.2134 10
0.2 | 0.0307 1.7 0.0826 2.1 0.2358 1.7 0.0647 1.7 | 11
0.1 0.0093 1.7 0.0219 1.9 0.0745 1.7 0.0192 1.8 | 11

0.05 | 0.0020 2.2 0.0052 2.1 0.0240 1.6 | 0.0059 1.7 | 11
TABLE 2
Numerical result on CP? for r = 2.

We see that the error Ipu — uj® decays in the optimal order when h decreases.
Furthermore, ng decreases when r becomes larger, i.e. u} reaches its limit uy° fast
provides that the overlapping between subdomains is large.

5.2. A Problem on S? x S2. Let M = S? x S2, where S? is the unit sphere in

R3, i.e.
3
ny = 1} .

i=1

5% = {(ylny,QS) €eR?

In this example, the Riemannian metric, the concrete problem of (2.2), the de-
composition of M, and the transition maps are the same as those in [10, § 5.3]. We
refer to [10] for a thorough and detailed description. Here we only briefly overview

the decomposition.
We decompose S? x S? into 4 subdomains. In the following, let x = (21, 5)

and o’ = (2}, %) denote the coordinates of R?. Let ||z| = Zle z? and ||2'|| =
2?21 2'?. For 1 <i <4, let

D; = [77’7 T]4 = {(:I},SC/) | T € [77" 7,]271,/ € [77"7 T}Q}'
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For 1 <i < 4, we have the following diffeomorphisms
¢1: Dy — M, C S* x 52 c R® x R?

/ LA el 2 el I
(I,l’ ) = 29 2 12 me |
e e e E e (|

bo: Dy — My C S?x S? cR? xR?
(2,27) 20 1—|lz* 22" -1+
m,m b b b b
L flzf2" T+l 1+ [l2/[|*" 1+ [[2/]]2

¢3: Dy — My C S? x S? cR® xR?
/ 20 14 |=* 22" 1|l
(x,x ) = 29 2 29 2 ’
L flz)2” T+ flzf® "1+ (2|27 1+ ||l

and
¢a: Dy — My C S?xS?CcR3xR?
) 20 14 lz* 22" 14|
(‘/'Ev‘r ) = 27 2 27 2
L2271+ [lzfI* " 14 fl2’[|*7 14 |2/

To guarantee S? x S? = U:.lzl(Mi \ OM;), we have to let r > 1. The larger r is, the
more overlapping there will be.

To obtain a partition of unity {p; | 1 < i < 4}, it suffices to define the o; in (3.2).
We define o; as (5.1) again. The grids on D; are the same as those for CP?. We
choose the initial guess as 0. The numerical results are as follows in Tables 3 and 4.

h | e —uitlee | [Hau = wpPllee | Hww = uitla | [T = uifla | no
024 | 0.0192 0.0503 0.1444 0.2093 21
0.12 | 00043 22| 00126 2.0 | 0.0410 1.8 | 0.0577 1.9 | 21
0.06 | 0.0011 20| 00031 2.0 00115 1.8 |0.0154 1.9 | 21
0.03 [ 2.8668c —4 1.9 | 7.6697¢ —4 2.0 | 0.0041 15 | 0.0050 1.6 | 21

TABLE 3
Numerical result on S% x S? for r = 1.2.

R ] Twu — e llo= | [au—uellze | nu— uln | nt— a2 lla | 1o
0.4 | 0.1381 0.6327 0.9428 0.9869 9
0.2 | 0.0228 2.6 0.1331 2.2 0.3062 1.6 0.2908 1.8 8
0.1 0.0085 1.4 0.0363 1.9 0.0996 1.6 0.0857 1.8 8
0.05 | 0.0015 2.5 0.0084 2.1 0.0329 1.6 | 0.0260 1.7 9

TABLE 4
Numerical result on S2 x S2 for r = 2.

5.3. A Problem on B*. Let M = B* be the unit ball in R?, i.e.

4
Zy?§1}~

i=1

B*= {(y17y271/37y4) e R*
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This is a manifold with boundary S3. Following the suggestion in Section 4, to
decompose B*, we firstly choose a collar neighborhood of 0B* = S3. Let

Y [6,1] x S* — B*
(t,y1, Y2, Y3, y4) = t(Y1, Y2, Y3, Ya)

be a collar mapping, where 0 < § < 1. (Again, see Fig. 4 for an illustration.) Let
M, = [—s, s]*, we have

B* = 4((6,1] x S3) U (M \ M)

provided that 0 < § < s < 0.5. To obtained a desired decomposition of the collar
neighborhood, as pointed out in Section 4, it suffices to decompose S3. We employ
the stereographic projection to do this job as in [10, § 5.1].
In summary, a decomposition with 3 subdomains is provided by the following
diffeomorphisms:
¢1 : Dl = [—8,8]4 — M1

T x,

¢2: Dy =[5,1] x [—r,r]* = M,

(t, %) n—>t<

2% 1—||¢||2)
L+ (212" 1+ 1202 )°

and
(bg : Dy = [(5, 1] X [—T, r]3 — Ms
20 -1+
(12 Y,
L2127 1+ (]2
where & = (71,22, 73) € [-r,7]? and || & = Z?zl z2. The transitions of coordinates

are as follows:

-1 — z 1o = L
o7 o onta) = (ol s ) and 65t on(o) =l ).

where x = (21, x2,23,24) and & = (x1,z2,23) consists of the first three components
of x;
28 1— |
L+ 22" 1+ [|l2)2 )

2% -1+ |2
L+ 227 1422 )’

¢?o@m@=t(

o1 "o ¢s(t, &) :t<
b3 0o = ¢5 " 0 p3, and
b3 0 pa(t,7) = <t”;2> )

In the above, we have 0 < § < s < 0.5 and » > 1. The larger s — ¢ and r are, the
more overlapping there will be.
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To obtian the partition of unity {p; | 1 < ¢ < 3}, it suffices to define o; in (5.1).
Let & =0.95 + 0.1s, s’ = 0.16 + 0.9s, and ' = 0.9r + 0.1. Define

0, max{|z;| |1 <7 <4} > ¢;
glow){ {lagl 1< <4}

H?:1(1 —(%)?), otherwise;

0'20(;52 :O'gogf)g; and

. 0, t < ¢ or max{|z;||1<j<3}>r
0'20(7252(15737) = t—s' 3 Zj\2 . J ’
=5 1[j=1(1 = (35)?), otherwise.
Equip B* with the Riemannian metric g inherited from the standard one on R*.
Then A on B* coincides with the usual A = Zizl % on R%. Clearly, on Dy, the

metric is expressed as

4
g= dea ® dxg.

a=1

The equation (3.3) on Dy is: Yo € H}(Dy),

0 0
/ (Z U © ¢1 71] +b-uo ¢1 ’U) d$1d$2d$3dm4 = f o ¢1 . Ud$1d$2dl‘3d$4-
I(x

5':1:a D1

On D5 and D3, the Riemannian metric is expressed as

g=dt®dt+4t>(1 + &)%) dea®dxa

/D ot ot 0o OTo
+8% (L + [|2]|*) b - wo ¢; - v] dtdzdzadas

i

The equation (3.3) on D; (i = 2,3) is: Vv € HY(D;),
30 i O 0 i O
[8t3(1+:%|| )~ ﬂ—v+2t1+|| 12) Z uo gi 0v

:/ 8t3(1 4 ||2]|*) 73 f o ¢ - vdtda daodas.

i

We choose the true solution u in B* as

u(y1, Y2, Y3, ya) = sin(mys).
Then f in (2.2) is
f=0+7u
In D;, uo ¢; has the expression

wo ¢1(x) = sin(mxy),

. 1— |z . —1+ |z
wo go(t, x) = sin (ﬂ'tV , and uo¢sg(t,x) =sin | mt———— | .
1+ 2] 1+ 2]

Now we choose b = 0 in (2.2). For the discretization on D;, we divide each
coordinate interval [—s, s] and [, 1] into N7 equal parts, divide each coordinate interval
[—7,7] into No equal parts. Set Ny = 0.4N5. Thus the scale of the grid is

1-6 2r
N1 ° Na

h = maX{N ,

We choose Ny as 10, 20, 40, and 80. For the initial guess, we set the degrees of freedom
off OM as 0. The numerical results are as follows in Tables 5 and 6.
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he | e —wpfre | [Tww —wiPllez | Hnu —uiflae | 2w = uplla | no
0.24 | 0.1049 0.0604 0.3642 0.2278 13
0.12 | 0.0267 2.0 0.0177 1.8 | 0.1305 1.5 | 0.0799 1.5 | 13
0.06 | 0.0073 1.9 0.0047 1.9 0.0413 1.7 | 0.0251 1.7 | 13
0.03 | 0.0020 1.9 0.0012 2.0 | 0.0127 1.7 | 0.0078 1.7 | 13
TABLE 5
Numerical result on B* for (s,8,r) = (0.4,0.2,1.2).
he | e —wploe~ | [Tww —wiPllez | Hnu = uiflae | [T — uplla | no
0.4 | 0.2251 0.1389 0.6561 0.3443 8
0.2 | 0.0582 2.0 0.0418 1.7 0.2854 1.2 | 0.1182 1.5 9
0.1 | 0.0216 1.4 0.0120 1.8 0.1080 14 | 0.0361 1.7 9
0.05 | 0.0054 2.0 0.0031 2.0 0.0351 1.6 | 0.0111 1.7 9
TABLE 6

Numerical result on B* for (s,8,r) = (0.4,0.1,2).

5.4. A Problem on B2 x 52, Let M = B?x S?, where B? is the unit ball (disk)
in R? and S? is the unit sphere in R3. This is a manifold with boundary S! x S2.

As pointed out in [10, § 4], decompositions of B and S? yield a canonical product
decomposition of B? x S2. Thus it suffices to decompose both factor manifolds.

We use a decomposition of B? similar to that of B* above. In other words, it is
provided by

and

¢2

s

o1

Dy = [-s,5]?

X

(t, &) —

(t, &) —

— M, c B?
— x,

Dy = [6,1] x [-r,7] = My C B?

. 2% 1—32
1432’ 1+432)°

D3 = [5,1] x [-r,r] = M3 C B?

. 2% —1+4 &2
14327 1+32 )7

Here 0 < d <s < % and r > 1. The transitions of coordinates are as follows:

67" 0 61(x) = (||x|,

where & = (z1, 22);

b1t odolt, i) =t (

2%

¢3' 0o = ¢5" 0 ¢3, and

14327 1+ 32

¢3! 0 da(t, @) =

). ertomtna) =t (

)

2%

—1+ 32
14327 1+ 32

).
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We use stereographic projection to decompose S?. In other words, the decompo-
sition is provided by

¢, Dy =[-rr]* = M CS*CR?
A A
x )
L [la[27 1+ ]|

¢y Dy =[-rr]> - M) C S*CR?

o (L ||x’||2>
T , .
RN F

and

Here r > 1. The transitions of coordinates are given by

1,/

-1 -1
/2 °¢>/1($/): I1 °¢§($/):W~

The above decompositions result in a decomposition of B? x S? with 3 x 2 = 6
subdomains. Define D; ; = D; x D}, M; ; = M; x M/, and ¢; = ¢; x ¢.,. The
decomposition of B2 x 52 are provided by the diffeomorphisms

¢i,i/ : Di,i’ — Mz’,i/ - B? x 52

for 1 <i<3and 1l <4 <2. The transition maps are

-1

G510 Giir = (¢ X @) o (¢ X @) = (67 0 i) X (¢ 0 ).

Note that Dy = D12 = [—s,5]*> x [-r,7]? and other D, ;s are [§,1] x [—r,r]>. Here
0<di<s< % and r > 1. The larger s — § and r are, the more overlapping there
will be.

We need to define a partition of unity {p;;» | 1 < i < 3,1 <4 < 2} such that
supppi,iv C M; o \7i.v, where 7y, » = OM; s, \OM. Let ' = 0.96+0.1s, s’ = 0.16+0.9s,
and 7' = 0.97 +0.1. On Dy 1 = Dy 2 = [—s,]? x [—r,7]?, define

o1, © ¢1,i0 (w1, T2, T3, T4)

_]o, max{|z1],|z2|} > ¢ or max{|zs]|, |z4|} > 1';
- 2 T 4 T, .
[[= (1= (3)*) I1j=s(1 = (3)?), otherwise.
On other D; ; = [5,1] x [—r, 7], define
Oi,ir © Gt (t, X1, T2, x3)

o, t < 0" or max{|x1|, |xal, |z3]} > 1';
i:?;lf H?:l(l _ (%)2)7 otherwise.

Applying a formula similar to (3.2), we obtain a desired {p;+ | 1 <7 < 3,1 <¢ <2}

Equip B? with the Riemannian metric inherited from the standard one on R2.
Equip $? with the Riemannian metric inherited from the standard one on R3. Con-
sider the product metric g on B? x S%. On D; i/, the coordinates are (z,z'), where
x = (x1,22) and 2’ = (2], 2}), the metric g is expressed as

2 2
g= Z dze @ dzg +4(1 + ||2/)%) 2 Z da!l, @ dal,.

a=1 a’'=1
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The equation (3.3) is
2 2
_ Ouo ¢y Ov Oouo ¢y Ov
A1 112y~2 i OU /i
/D (L1271 0ro Ozq +a,:1 oz, Oz,
+4(1+ [|2"|*) 72b - uo ¢y - v] dzydaadadal
:/ 41+ |2 1P) 2 f o ¢1.ir - vdaydaada dad.
D

1,4/

1,if a=1

On D, ;s for 2 < i < 3, the coordinates are (t,Z,z’), where o’ = (2, %),

2
g=dt@dt+4¢°(1+ %) *di @ dz + 4(1 + |2')*) 7 Y dal, @ dal,..

a’'=1
The equation (3.3) is

J,

R R

5ot ot ot
_ _o0uo ¢y Ov -~ 2 Ouo gy Ov
1 ~2 712 2 1,2 ~2 1 1,7
2T (42 @) g gy 2+ oz, ox.,

a’'=1

+8t(1 4+ &%) (1 +[|2/]*) 2b - uo ¢y - v] dtdida’ dah

:/ St(1+22) 11+ ||2/||*) "2 - f o ¢ - vdtdzdada).
D

We set the true solution u on B? x S? as
u(y1, Y2, Y1, Yo, ¥3) = sin(myz) + ys.
Then f in (2.2) is
Flyy2.91, 92, 3) = (b+ %) sin(myz) + (b + 2)ys.
On D; i/, we have

wo ¢y (w1, T2, T3, T4) = Ui(w1, T2) + uj (3, T4)

and
fodii(x1, o, 3, 24) = fi(wr,22) + fi (23, 24),
where
1 — 2 —1 4+ 52
up (21, x2) = sin(mxs), wua(t,Z) = sin (ﬂ'tl_’_;z> ,  ug(t,&) = sin (ﬂ'tl_:rg;) ,
1 — [|l2/|? =14 =]
ui(r)) = ——, uy(a') = ————-,
R vy P ER S N P

fi = (b+7)u;, and fl, = (b+ 2)ul,.

Now we choose b = 1 in (2.2). For the discretization on D, ;/, we divide each
coordinate interval [—s, s] and [, 1] into Ny equal parts, divide each coordinate interval
[—r,r] into Ny equal parts. Set Ny = 0.4N5. We choose Ny as 10, 20, 40, and 80. For
the initial guess, we set the degrees of freedom off OM as 0. The numerical results
are as follows in Tables 7 and 8.
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ious

he | 1w —wplpe~ | [Ihw —wpPllez | Hau — uiflas | [ Ive = upefla | mo
3/10 | 0.1046 0.0916 0.3938 0.4863 35
3/20 | 0.0343 1.6 0.0261 1.8 | 0.1180 1.7 | 0.1373 1.8 | 36
3/40 | 0.0083 2.0 0.0072 1.9 0.0332 1.8 | 0.0373 1.9 | 33
3/80 | 0.0021 2.0 0.0018 2.0 | 0.0103 1.7 | 0.0113 1.7 | 31
TABLE 7
Numerical result on B2 x S? for (s, d,r) = (0.6,0.3,1.2).
he | e = wp o~ | [Tww = wpPllez | Hnu — uitlae | 2w = uplla | no
0.4 | 0.2555 0.4455 1.7415 1.3294 18
0.2 | 0.0831 1.6 0.1344 1.7 0.6474 14 04392 1.6 | 18
0.1 | 0.0229 1.9 0.0247 2.4 0.1639 2.0 | 0.1320 1.7 | 19
0.05 | 0.0059 2.0 0.0061 2.0 | 0.0519 1.7 | 0.0415 1.7 | 19
TABLE 8

Numerical result on B2 x S? for (s,d,r) = (0.7,0.1,2).
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