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Abstract. The radiative transfer equation (RTE) has been established as a fundamental tool for the description
of energy transport, absorption and scattering in many relevant societal applications, and requires numerical ap-
proximations. However, classical numerical algorithms scale unfavorably with respect to the dimensionality of such
radiative transfer problems, where solutions depend on physical as well as angular variables. In this paper we address
this dimensionality issue by developing a low-rank tensor product framework for the RTE in plane-parallel geometry.
We exploit the tensor product nature of the phase space to recover an operator equation where the operator is given
by a short sum of Kronecker products. This equation is solved by a preconditioned and rank-controlled Richardson
iteration in Hilbert spaces. Using exponential sums approximations we construct a preconditioner that is compatible
with the low-rank tensor product framework. The use of suitable preconditioning techniques yields a transformation
of the operator equation in Hilbert space into a sequence space with Euclidean inner product, enabling rigorous error
and rank control in the Euclidean metric.
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1. Introduction. Radiative transfer, that is, the phenomenon of energy transfer in the form
of electromagnetic radiation including absorption and scattering, has many practical applications.
Examples are medical imaging and tumor treatment [2, 4, 25], energy efficient generation of white
light [29], climate sciences [18, 31], and geosciences [26]. In its stationary form, the interactions
between the radiation and the medium are modeled by the radiative transfer equation (RTE),

(1.1) s · ∇φ(r, s) + σt(r)φ(r, s) = σs(r)

∫
S

k(s · s′)φ(r, s′) ds′ + q(r, s) on D × S

where the specific intensity φ = φ(r, s) depends on the spatial coordinate r ∈ D ⊂ Rd and on the
direction s ∈ S, with S denoting the unit sphere in Rd. The gradient appearing in (1.1) is taken
with respect to r only. The physical properties of the medium covered by D enter (1.1) through the
total attenuation (or transport) coefficient σt(r) = σa(r)+σs(r), which accounts for the absorption
and scattering rates, respectively, and through the scattering kernel k(s · s′), which describes the
probability of scattering from direction s′ into direction s. Internal sources of radiation are modeled
by the function q(r, s). We complement (1.1) by homogeneous inflow boundary conditions

φ(r, s) = 0 for (r, s) ∈ ∂D− := {(r, s) ∈ ∂D × S : n(r) · s < 0}.(1.2)

Here n(r) denotes the outward normal unit vector field for a point r ∈ ∂D. We refer to [10, 11, 15]
for further details on the derivation of the radiative transfer equation.
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Analytic solutions to the RTE exist for simple cases only, and in general, the solution φ must be
approximated by numerical methods. Classical numerical methods, such as the spherical harmonics
method and the discrete ordinates method [15], approximate φ by functions of the form

J∑
j=1

N∑
n=1

φj,nψj(r)Hn(s),(1.3)

where {ψj} and {Hn} represent systems of basis functions for H1(D) and L2(S), respectively.
If D and S are partitioned by quasi-uniform triangulations with a mesh size parameter h, we
obtain J ∼ h−d and N ∼ h−d+1. Hence storage of the approximate solution is proportional to
O(h−2d+1), which becomes prohibitively expensive already for moderate h. We note that generally,
good approximations require small h due to the hyperbolic nature of (1.1) as well as the form of
the boundary condition (1.2).

The dimensionality issue leading to this unfavorable scaling has been widely addressed in lit-
erature on the RTE. In sparse tensor product methods [20, 21, 33], the essential idea is to replace
the full set of indices (j, n) with 1 ≤ j ≤ J and 1 ≤ n ≤ N in (1.3) by a much smaller subset
of indices (j, n) with 1 ≤ f(j, n) ≤ J for some cut-off function f . The general convergence analy-
sis of these methods, however, requires strong smoothness assumptions on the solution, which are
not guaranteed by the smoothing properties of (1.1). Moreover, either scattering [20, 33] or the
boundary condition (1.2) are not fully taken into account [21]. Another class of methods constructs
non-tensor product approximations. For example, [22] employs triangulations of the phase-space
D×S, where to each spatial element a separate triangulation of S is constructed, and the solution is
then approximated by a discontinuous Galerkin method. For a simplified geometry, a discontinuous
Galerkin method for arbitrary triangulations of the phase-space has been developed in [8]. In [12]
the opposite approach is taken and to every discrete direction s ∈ S, a spatial grid is constructed
using an adaptive Petrov-Galerkin method. While this approach has a strong theoretical founda-
tion, the practical implementation is challenging, and was done only for a small number of discrete
directions s and for transport dominated problems. For time-dependent problems and d ∈ {1, 2}, a
dynamical low-rank approximation method is investigated in [28]; a related rank-adaptive integrator
is developed in [23].

In this paper we propose to address the dimensionality issue for the stationary RTE by devel-
oping a low-rank tensor product framework. In order to convey the main ideas and to provide a
rigorous analysis, we work with a particular quasi-one-dimensional setting, the slab or plane-parallel
geometry, which amounts to a fully three-dimensional problem with symmetries [15]. In this con-
text, D = R2 × (0, Z), with Z > 0 denoting the thickness of the slab, and the specific intensity
φ = φ(z, µ) depends only on the spatial coordinate z ∈ (0, Z) and on the cosine µ of the polar
angle of a unit vector s ∈ S. Moreover, we assume isotropic scattering k(s · s′) = const and that
the scattering and absorption coefficients depend on z only. In this setting, (1.1) is equivalent to
the even-parity or second-order form [8,16]

(1.4) − ∂z
(

µ2

σt(z)
∂zu(z, µ)

)
+ σt(z)u(z, µ) = σs(z)

∫ 1

0

u(z, µ′) dµ′ + q(z, µ)

for (z, µ) in the slab Ω := (0, Z)× (0, 1), complemented with Robin boundary conditions

(1.5) u(z, µ) +
µ

σt(z)
∂nu(z, µ) = g(z, µ) on ∂Ω− := Γ0 ∪ ΓZ ,
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where Γz := {z} × (0, 1), for the even part u(z, µ) = 1
2 [φ(z, µ) + φ(z,−µ)]. The normal derivative

∂nu(z, µ) reads ∂nu(0, µ) = −∂zu(0, µ) and ∂nu(Z, µ) = ∂zu(Z, µ).
In view of (1.3), with φ replaced by its even part u, we introduce the matrix U = [uj,n]j,n ∈

RJ×N . By a standard weak formulation of the second-order equation (1.4)–(1.5), cf. [27], and
Galerkin projection, we obtain a linear equation for u = vec(U),

Eu = b,(1.6)

where b = vec(B) denotes the load vector obtained from integrating the data q and g against the
basis functions {ψj ⊗Hn}. We mention that the vec operation consists in stacking column-wise the
elements of U. Furthermore, E is a fourth-order tensor of the form

(1.7) E =

4∑
l=1

Al ⊗Bl,

with matrices Al ∈ RN×N and Bl ∈ RJ×J . Instead of forming E, one usually only stores Al and
Bl for 1 ≤ l ≤ 4. In many situations, the matrices Al and Bl are either sparse or low-rank. In this
case, the memory complexity for storing the components of E scales like O(J +N).

Our aim is to construct approximations of u which have similar memory complexity and which
can be computed in O(J +N) operations. To do so, we seek U with the representation

(1.8) U =

r∑
k=1

vk ⊗wk with vk ∈ RJ , wk ∈ RN for 1 ≤ k ≤ r.

The storage requirement for U is thus O(r(J +N)). If r is much smaller than J and N , then the
representation (1.8) has much lower memory requirements than (1.3), which is of order O(JN).
Since E is not formed explicitly, we aim to solve (1.6) iteratively. The application of E to U is

EU := mat(Evec(U)) =

r∑
k=1

4∑
l=1

(Blvk)⊗ (Alwk),(1.9)

and the result has again storage requirements O(r(J + N)). However, in general, the rank of the
resulting matrix is increased from r to 4r. In order to prevent uncontrolled growth of the ranks
in the iterative process, we will use (i) a preconditioned iteration such that the iteration count is
uniform in the size of the discretization, and (ii) a suitable rank truncation technique. See [6,7] for
similar constructions for high-dimensional elliptic problems that rely on these two core elements.

To address (i) and (ii), as in [6] we consider the symmetrically preconditioned equation

P−1/2EP−1/2w = P−1/2b,(1.10)

with new variable w = P1/2u and preconditioner P. If P is spectrally equivalent to E, then the
energy norm of the Galerkin solution to (1.4)–(1.5) is equivalent to the Euclidean norm of w, i.e.,
using the matricizations,

∥U∥2E := trace(UTEU) ≈ trace(UTPU) = trace(WTW) = ∥W∥2F.(1.11)

Therefore, rigorous low-rank approximations to U in the energy norm can be obtained from low-rank
approximations of W in the Frobenius norm. In this work, we will employ established rank control
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techniques based on soft thresholding of the singular values of W from [7]. With thresholding
parameters δk > 0 and Sδk the corresponding soft thresholding operator, we thus consider the
iterative scheme

Wk+1 = Sδk(Wk − ωk(P−1/2EP−1/2Wk − F)),(1.12)

where F = mat(P−1/2b) and ωk > 0 is a suitable step-size parameter.
It remains to discuss the construction of a suitable preconditioner P. Using a transformation of

the basis {ψj⊗Hn}, we show that E is spectrally equivalent to a symmetric positive definite matrix
with Kronecker sum structure. For such matrices, inverse powers can be approximated efficiently
by exponential sum approximations [9, 30, 34]. As a result, we obtain a preconditioner P such that
P−1/2 is a short sum of Kronecker products similar to (1.7). The structure of the equation in slab
geometry, together with our construction of the preconditioner and the setting of the Richardson
iteration in the W variable, allows us to use results obtained in [7] for elliptic problems to analyze
(1.12). In addition to study the convergence of the scheme (1.12), following [7] we can establish
upper and lower bounds for the distance between the Galerkin solution and the fixed point of (1.12),
and since in general the decay behaviour of the singular values of the fixed point is unknown, we
provide an algorithm which adjusts the thresholding parameter a posteriori. This is done based on
the current iterate, retaining quasi-optimal ranks throughout the process.

The outline of the manuscript is as follows. In Section 2 we will recall the weak formulation
of (1.4)–(1.5), and a choice of basis that leads to (1.6) with the corresponding representation of
the operator as in (1.7). In Section 3 we discuss in detail the construction of the preconditioner P.
In Subsection 4.1 we then discuss different choices for Sδk and state the main convergence results.
Section 5 contains numerical experiments for established discretization schemes, such as truncated
spherical harmonics expansions or piecewise constant approximations in µ, which show the potential
of the method. We conclude the manuscript in Section 6 with some comments on possible future
work.

2. Weak formulation and Galerkin approximation of the even-parity equations.

2.1. Function spaces. To introduce the weak formulation of (1.4)–(1.5), denote L2(Ω) the
usual Hilbert space of square-integrable functions with inner product (·, ·) and induced norm ∥·∥.
Furthermore, we define the Hilbert space

W 2(Ω) :=
{
v ∈ L2(Ω) : µ∂zv ∈ L2(Ω)

}
,(2.1)

with norm induced by the inner product

(2.2) (v, w)W 2(Ω) := (µ∂zv, µ∂zw) +
(
(1 + µ2)v, w

)
, v, w ∈W 2(Ω).

Since 1 ≤ 1+ µ2 ≤ 2, we note that ∥ · ∥W 2(Ω) is equivalent to the graph norm given by ∥·∥2W 2
G(Ω) :=

∥ · ∥ + ∥µ∂z · ∥. The notation ∥·∥∞ is used for the L∞-norm in the z-variable. In order to in-
corporate boundary conditions, let us define the set ∂Ω− := Γ0 ∪ ΓZ with Γz := {z} × (0, 1)
and denote L2(∂Ω−;µ) the corresponding Hilbert space of square-integrable functions with inner
product denoted by (µ·, ·)∂Ω− . We have the following trace lemma [1, Theorem 2.8, p.55].

Lemma 2.1. There exists a bounded linear operator τ :W 2(Ω)→ L2(∂Ω−;µ), which satisfies

(2.3) ∥τv∥L2(∂Ω−;µ) ≤ Ctr∥v∥W 2
G(Ω) ≤ Ctr∥v∥W 2(Ω)

for any v ∈W 2(Ω) and Ctr := 2/
√
1− exp(−2Z). Moreover, τv can be identified with τ0v = v(0, ·)

and τZv = v(Z, ·) if v ∈ C0(Ω).
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2.2. Weak formulation. Following the usual procedure (see, e.g., [27]) in our context, we
can rewrite (1.4)–(1.5) in weak form as follows: find u ∈W 2(Ω) such that

aE(u, v) = b(v) for all v ∈W 2(Ω),(2.4)

with bilinear form aE :W 2(Ω)×W 2(Ω)→ R and linear form b :W 2(Ω)→ R defined by

aE(u, v) :=

(
µ2

σt
∂zu, ∂zv

)
+ (σtu, v)− (σsSu, v) + (τu, τv)L2(∂Ω−;µ),(2.5)

b(v) := (q, v) + (g, v)L2(∂Ω−;µ).(2.6)

Here S : L2(0, 1)→ L2(0, 1) denotes the µ-averaging (scattering) operator defined by

(Sv)(µ) :=
∫ 1

0

v(µ′)dµ′.(2.7)

For v ∈ L2(Ω), we also write (Sv)(z, µ) := (Sv(z, ·))(µ). The following hypotheses on the source
terms and the optical parameters are natural in practical applications.

Assumption 2.2. (i) The source terms satisfy q ∈ L2(Ω) and g ∈ L2(Γ;µ).
(ii) The optical parameters satisfy 0 ≤ σs, σt ∈ L∞(0, Z) and there exists a constant c0 > 0 such
that c0 ≤ σt − σs.
Well-posedness of (2.4) follows from standard arguments, see, e.g., [27]. We give a proof to make
the constants explicit.

Lemma 2.3. If Assumption 2.2(ii) holds, then any v ∈W 2(Ω) satisfies

γ1∥v∥2W 2(Ω) ≤ aE(v, v) ≤ γ2∥v∥
2
W 2(Ω)

with γ1 := min{∥σt∥−1
∞ , c0/2} and γ2 := max{∥σ−1

t ∥∞, ∥σt∥∞, C2
tr}, where the trace constant Ctr

is defined in Lemma 2.1.

Proof. Using that σt − σs ≥ c0 by Assumption 2.2(ii), we obtain that

aE(v, v) =

(
µ2

σt
∂zv, ∂zv

)
+ (σtv, v)− (σsSv, v) + (τv, τv)L2(Γ;µ)

≥ 1

∥σt∥∞
∥µ∂zv∥2 + c0∥v∥2 ≥

1

∥σt∥∞
∥µ∂zv∥2 +

c0
2

∥∥∥√1 + µ2v
∥∥∥2,

which shows the first inequality in the statement. For the second inequality, we employ Lemma 2.1
and obtain that

aE(v, v) =

(
µ2

σt
∂zv, ∂zv

)
+ (σtv, v)− (σsSv, v) + (τv, τv)L2(Γ;µ)

≤ ∥1/σt∥∞∥µ∂zv∥
2
+ ∥σt∥∞

∥∥∥√1 + µ2v
∥∥∥2 + C2

tr∥v∥
2
W 2(Ω).

Lemma 2.4. Let Assumption 2.2 hold. Then there exists a unique u ∈W 2(Ω) satisfying (2.4).
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Remark 2.5. The variational formulation (2.4) can be restated as an operator equation with
differential operator E :W 2(Ω)→W 2(Ω)′ defined by the relation

⟨Ev, w⟩ = aE(v, w) for all v, w ∈W 2(Ω).

Here, W 2(Ω)′ denotes the dual space of W 2(Ω). Note that E is a short-sum of tensor products, i.e.

(2.8) E = µ2 ⊗ ∂′z
(
Σ−1

t ∂z
)
+ Iµ ⊗ Σt − S ⊗ Σs + µ⊗ (τ ′0τ0 + τ ′ZτZ),

where ∂′z : L2(0, Z) → H1(0, Z)′ is defined by ∂′z : u 7→ (u, ∂z·)L2(0,Z). Here H1(0, Z) denotes the
usual Sobolev space. Moreover, Σt,Σs are the multiplication operators L2(0, Z)→ L2(0, Z) defined
by u 7→ σtu and u 7→ σsu. Lemma 2.3 can be interpreted as the spectral equivalence of E and the
operator J :W 2(Ω)→W 2(Ω)′ defined by

⟨J v, w⟩ = (v, w)W 2(Ω) for all v, w ∈W 2(Ω).

J exhibits a sum of tensor products structure

(2.9) J = µ2 ⊗ ∂′z∂z + (1 + µ2)⊗ Iz = µ2 ⊗ (∂′z∂z + Iz) + Iµ ⊗ Iz,

with Ii, i = z, µ, denoting the identity operator in L2(0, Z) and L2(0, 1), respectively. The sec-
ond representation will be useful below, because ∂′z∂z + Iz : H1(0, Z) → H1(0, Z)′ is boundedly
invertible, and thus the operator J is a candidate for a preconditioner for E .

2.3. Galerkin approximation. We define the tensor product approximation space

(2.10) W 2
J,N =W z

J ⊗W
µ
N =

vJ,N ∈W 2(Ω) : vJ,N (z, µ) =

J∑
j=1

N∑
n=1

vj,nψj(z)Hn(µ)

 ⊂W 2(Ω),

where {ψj(z)}Jj=1 and {Hn(µ)}Nn=1 denote the sets of basis functions in space and angle, respectively.
The Galerkin approximation of (2.7) then reads: find uJ,N ∈W 2

J,N such that

aE(uJ,N , vJ,N ) = b(vJ,N ) for all vJ,N ∈W 2
J,N .(2.11)

Since the bilinear form aE is symmetric and coercive on W 2(Ω) and W 2
J,N ⊂ W 2(Ω), standard

arguments imply the following result.

Lemma 2.6. Let Assumption 2.2 hold. Then there exists a unique solution uJ,N ∈ W 2
J,N of

(2.11). Moreover, the quasi-best approximation error estimate

∥u− uJ,N∥W 2(Ω) ≤
γ2
γ1

inf
vJ,N∈W 2

J,N

∥u− vJ,N∥W 2(Ω)

holds, with γ1, γ2 from Lemma 2.3.

As usual, we identify a function u ∈W 2
J,N with its coefficients {uj,n}, j = 1, . . . , J and n = 1, . . . , N ,

which we collect in a matrix U ∈ RJ×N . Accordingly, we denote by u = vec(U) ∈ RJN the
vectorization of U, which we obtain by stacking the columns of U into a column vector. We will
also write U = mat(u) for the reverse operation (matricization). The Galerkin approximation
(2.11) is equivalent to the linear system

Eu = b(2.12)

with matrix E ∈ RJN×JN . Let us give some details on the structure of E.
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2.4. Structure of system matrix. For coefficient functions ν(z) and η(µ), we define matrices
D(ν), Mz, B, Mµ and S by their entries for i, j ∈ {1, . . . , J} and m,n ∈ {1, . . . , N} as

[D(ν)]i,j :=

∫ Z

0

ν(z)∂zψj(z)∂zψi(z) dz,

[Mz(ν)]i,j :=

∫ Z

0

ν(z)ψj(z)ψi(z) dz,

[B]i,j := ψj(Z)ψi(Z) + ψj(0)ψi(0)

[Mµ(η)]m,n :=

∫ 1

0

η(µ)Hm(µ)Hn(µ) dµ,

[S]m,n :=

∫ 1

0

(SHn)Hm dµ.

We write D = D(1) and Ml = Ml(1) for l = z, µ. Using Fubini’s theorem, we obtain the identity

E = Mµ(µ
2)⊗D(σ−1

t ) +Mµ ⊗Mz(σt)− S⊗Mz(σs) +Mµ(µ)⊗B.(2.13)

Thus E is a short sum of Kronecker products, cf. (1.7) and (2.8). If U has the form (1.8), we also
apply E to matrices and write EU with slight abuse of notation, as defined by (1.9).

2.5. Matrix representation for the Riesz map. For notational convenience, let us make
the assumption that {ψj}Jj=1 is an orthonormal basis in H1(0, Z) and that {Hn}Nn=1 is orthonormal
in L2(0, 1); see Remark 2.7 for the general case. Then J has the matrix representation

J = Mµ(µ
2)⊗ Iz + Iµ ⊗Mz.(2.14)

The particular structure on the right-hand side of (2.14) is called a Kronecker sum. As an immediate
consequence of Lemma 2.3, we have the spectral equivalence of E and J, i.e.,

γ1⟨Jv,v⟩ ≤ ⟨Ev,v⟩ ≤ γ2⟨Jv,v⟩ for all v ∈ RJN .(2.15)

Introducing the new variable w = J1/2u, (2.15) becomes

(2.16) γ1∥w∥22 ≤ ∥uJ,N∥
2
W 2(Ω) ≤ γ2∥w∥

2
2

for all uJ,N ∈ W 2
J,N with coefficient vector u ∈ RJN . We thus have control of the Hilbert space

norm of uJ,N in terms of the Euclidean norm of w.

Remark 2.7 (Change of basis). In case {ψj} or {Hn} are not orthonormal, we consider
Cholesky factorizations of the Gram matrices, D + Mz = TzT

T
z and Mµ = TµT

T
µ , and observe

that the representation of J in that basis can be rewritten as

Mµ(µ
2)⊗ (D+Mz) +Mµ ⊗Mz = (Tµ ⊗Tz)

(
M̂µ(µ

2)⊗ Iz + Iµ ⊗ M̂z

)
(Tµ ⊗Tz)

T .

Therefore, up to the change of basis implied by (Tµ⊗Tz), the structure of the matrix representation
of J is as in (2.14).
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3. Preconditioning via exponential sums approximations. We next construct approx-
imations of inverse powers of J using approximations of functions Φβ(t) := t−β , β > 0, by a finite
series of exponentials in combination with spectral calculus. As described in [30] (see also [9] and
the overview in [5]), such approximations can be obtained by discretizing integral representations
of Φβ(t) based on the Gamma function

Γ(z) =

∫ +∞

0

e−ττz−1 dτ, Re(z) > 0.

Observe that in the definition above, z denotes a generic complex number. As shown in [30, Lemma
5.1], we have for t > 0 and Re(z) > 0 the identity

Γ(z) = tz
∫
R
exp(−teτ + zτ) dτ.

Therefore, we have, for any real β > 0, the representation

(3.1) Φβ(t) =
1

Γ(β)

∫
R
exp(−teτ + βτ) dτ,

with rapidly decaying integrand for τ → ±∞. Discretizing (3.1) via the trapezoidal rule with step
size h on the whole real line, and truncating the infinite series, we obtain the approximation

(3.2) Φβ(t) ≈ Ψβ(t) :=
h

Γ(β)

k2∑
k=−k1

αk(β) exp(−ρkt)

for t > 0, with k1, k2 ∈ N, αk(β) = eβkh and ρk = αk(1). Setting β = 1/2 and requiring, for any
ϵ > 0, the relative error bound

(3.3) |Φ1/2(t)−Ψ1/2(t)| ≤ ϵ|Φ1/2(t)| for 0 < λ ≤ t ≤ Λ,

where λ,Λ denote the lower and upper bounds on the spectrum of J defined in (2.14), respectively,
spectral calculus yields that

(3.4)
∥∥(Φ1/2(J)−Ψ1/2(J))v

∥∥
2
≤ ϵ

∥∥Φ1/2(J)v
∥∥
2

for all v ∈ RJN .

Remark 3.1. Using the structure of J, we observe that each eigenvalue of J is given by a sum
of an eigenvalue of Mµ(µ

2) and Mz. In particular Λ =
∥∥Mµ(µ

2)
∥∥
2
+ ∥Mz∥2.

Given the exponentiation property of the Kronecker sum, i.e.,

(3.5) exp(A⊗ I+ I⊗B) = exp(A)⊗ exp(B),

valid for general matrices A and B, we can define our actual preconditioner using the representation

(3.6) P−1/2 := Ψ1/2(J) =
h√
π

k2∑
k=−k1

αk(1/2) exp(−ρkMµ(µ
2))⊗ exp(−ρkMz).

Hence P−1/2 is a sum of Kronecker products consisting of k1 + k2 + 1 terms. The following result,
specializing [5, Proposition 4.7], ensures that P is a suitable preconditioner for E.
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Lemma 3.2. Let ϵ < 1. If (3.4) holds, then the operator P := Ψ1/2(J)−2 is spectrally equivalent
to E, i.e., for all v ∈ RJN we have

(3.7) γϵ1∥w∥22 ≤ ⟨P−1/2EP−1/2w,w⟩ ≤ γϵ2∥w∥22,

where γϵ1 = (1− ϵ)2γ1 and γϵ2 = (1 + ϵ)2γ2, and γ1, γ2 are as in Lemma 2.3.

Proof. Setting v = J1/2w in (3.4) yields

∥(I− P−1/2J1/2)w∥2 ≤ ϵ∥w∥2.

Then, for Ê = J−1/2EJ−1/2, we have that ⟨P−1/2EP−1/2w,w⟩ = ⟨ÊJ1/2P−1/2w, J1/2P−1/2w⟩.
Hence, using the spectral equivalence (2.15), we obtain that

γ1∥J1/2P−1/2w∥22 ≤ ⟨P−1/2EP−1/2w,w⟩ ≤ γ2∥J1/2P−1/2w∥22.

Moreover, by the triangle inequality (I is the identity matrix in RJN×JN ),

∥J1/2P−1/2w∥2 ≤ ∥(I− P−1/2J1/2)w∥2 + ∥w∥2 ≤ (1 + ϵ)∥w∥2,

∥J1/2P−1/2w∥2 ≥
∣∣∣∥(I− P−1/2J1/2)w∥2 − ∥w∥2

∣∣∣ ≥ (1− ϵ)∥w∥2,

concluding the proof.

Remark 3.3. Let us comment on the choices of the parameters h, k1, k2 in (3.2) to ensure the
bound (3.3). As shown in [9, Theorem 3], it suffices to choose h = h(ϵ) such that

(3.8) h ≤ 2π

ln(3) + β| ln cos 1|+ | ln(ϵ)|
.

Hence, h depends only logarithmically on ϵ, but not on Λ/λ. We note that we require only the
spectral equivalence (3.7), that is, in practice it suffices to choose a fixed ϵ > 0 (say, ϵ = 1/10).
Performing the change of variable s = ln t, (3.3) amounts to requiring

(3.9) 1− ϵ ≤
k2∑

k=−k1

exp
(
−ekh+s + 1

2 (kh+ s)
)
≤ 1 + ϵ for all ln(λ) ≤ s ≤ ln(Λ).

Hence, k1, k2 depend logarithmically on λ and Λ.

4. Transformed linear system and iterative method. Using the definition of the pre-
conditioner in (3.6), we will from now on define A = P−1/2EP−1/2 and consider the left-right
preconditioned counterpart of (2.12)

Aw = f ,(4.1)

where f = P−1/2b and w = P1/2u, see also (1.10) in the introduction. The next result, which
follows from Lemma 3.2, shows that a Richardson iteration for the system (4.1) converges for a
suitable choice of the step-size parameter ω.
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Theorem 4.1. Let ϵ < 1 and γϵ2 as in Lemma 3.2. For any step-size parameter ω ∈ (0, 2/γε2)
and any w0 ∈ RJN the iteration

wk+1 = wk − ω(Awk − f), k ≥ 0,

converges linearly to the solution w of (4.1). In particular, for ω∗ = 2/(γϵ1 + γϵ2) we have that

∥w −wk∥2 ≤ ρ
k∥w −w0∥2 with ρ =

γϵ2 − γϵ1
γϵ2 + γϵ1

.

Since A is composed of operators that are short sums of Kronecker products, the memory require-
ment of storing A is O((J +N)(k2 + k1 + 1)). In the next section, we exploit the structure of A to
further reduce the computational complexity when applying it.

4.1. Rank controlled iteration. From the representations of (3.6) for P−1/2 and (2.13)
for E, we observe that the ranks of Wk = mat(wk) defined in Theorem 4.3 will grow in each
iteration by 4(k1 + k2 + 1)2. Therefore, we next consider rank truncation based on the singular
value decomposition

W =

R∑
k=1

σkuk ⊗ vk,(4.2)

with R ≤ min{J,N} denoting the rank of W. Here σk > 0 are the singular values of W, which
we assume to be ordered non-increasingly, and {uk} form an orthonormal basis of the range of W,
while {vk} form an orthonormal basis for the orthogonal complement of the kernel of W.

For δ ≥ 0, consider the soft thresholding function sδ, which is defined for real numbers t by

sδ(t) = sgn(t)max{0, |t| − δ}.

The soft thresholding operator Sδ : RJ×N → RJ×N is then defined via

Sδ(W) =

R∑
k=1

sδ(σk)uk ⊗ vk.(4.3)

The next result recalls the non-expansiveness of the soft thresholding operator with respect to
the Frobenius norm; see, e.g., [7, Proposition 3.2] for a proof.

Proposition 4.2. For any V,W ∈ RJ×N and δ ≥ 0, the operator Sδ defined in (4.3) satisfies
∥Sδ(V)− Sδ(W)∥F ≤ ∥V −W∥F.

Since the composition of a non-expansive map with a contraction is a contraction, with [7, Lemma
4.1] applied to our setting, we obtain the following result.

Theorem 4.3. For any δ > 0, W0 = mat(w0) ∈ RJ×N , and ω, ρ as in Theorem 4.1, the
iteration

(4.4) Wk+1 = Sδ(Wk − ω(P−1/2AP−1/2Wk − F))

has a unique fixed point Wδ satisfying∥∥Wk −Wδ
∥∥
F
≤ ρk

∥∥W0 −Wδ
∥∥
F
.
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Moreover, the distance between Wδ and the matricization W∗ of the fixed point of the non-
thresholded version of (4.4) satisfies

(4.5) (1 + ρ)−1∥Sδ(W∗)−W∗∥F ≤
∥∥Wδ −W∗∥∥

F
≤ (1− ρ)−1∥Sδ(W∗)−W∗∥F.

Theorem 4.3 shows that the error
∥∥Wδ −W∗

∥∥
F

in the limit Wδ of the thresholded iteration is
proportional to the error of thresholding the exact solution, which will be small if δ is chosen
sufficiently small in relation to the decay of the singular values of W∗.

In general, instead of using a fixed thresholding parameter δ, it is useful to consider a sequence
δk → 0 such that the value of the parameter is decreased or maintained adaptively in each iteration,
balancing the need to speed up convergence with the need to keep Wδk as close as possible to W∗. If
the decay behavior of the singular values of W∗ is known, then a priori choice rules for the sequence
of thresholding parameters are proposed and analyzed in [7]. In the more practical situation where
such a decay behavior is not known, or only suboptimal estimates for the decay are available, a
posteriori choice rules as given in [7, Section 5] are more useful. In our case, we implement such
dynamical method in Algorithm 4.1.

Algorithm 4.1 Wε = STSolve(A,F; ε) adapted from [7, Algorithm 2].
Require: δ0 ≥ ω∥F∥F, ν, θ ∈ (0, 1), γϵ1, γϵ2, ω, ρ as in Theorem 4.1
1: W0 := 0, R0 := −F, k := 0
2: while ∥Rk∥F > γϵ1ε do
3: Wk+1 := Sδk(Wk − ωRk)
4: Rk+1 := AWk+1 − F

5: if ∥Wk+1 −Wk∥F ≤
(1−ρ)ν
γε
2ρ
∥Rk+1∥F then

6: δk+1 := θδk
7: else
8: δk+1 := δk
9: end if

10: k ← k + 1
11: end while
12: Wε := Wk

In order to discuss the convergence behavior of Algorithm 4.1, we need some notation. By
density of the approximation spaces for J,N → ∞, we may think of infinite sequences of singular
values now. For ε > 0, the truncated singular value decomposition

(4.6) Wr∗ =
r∗∑
k=1

σkuk ⊗ vk

yields the optimal, i.e., smallest, rank r∗ = r∗(ε) which satisfies ∥Wr∗ −W∥F ≤ ε. We say that a
family {Wε}ε>0 of approximations for W has quasi-optimal ranks if there exists a constant C > 0
such that ∥W −Wε∥F ≤ Cε and if the rank of Wε is bounded by Cr∗(ε).

For p > 0, the ℓp,∞-norm of the sequence σ = {σk} of singular values is defined by

∥σ∥ℓp,∞ := sup
n∈N

n
1
pσn,
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provided the expression on the right-hand side is finite. The corresponding sequence space satisfies
ℓp,∞ ⊂ ℓ2 for 0 < p < 2, and σ ∈ ℓp,∞ if and only if there exists C > 0 such that√∑

k>n

|σk|2 ≤ Cn−s for s :=
1

p
− 1

2
,

see, e.g., [13]. Therefore, σ ∈ ℓp,∞ for some 0 < p < 2 ensures algebraic decay of the singular values
and the quasi-best ranks scale like C1/sε−1/s.

The next result, whose proof carries over from the proof of [7, Theorem 5.1], ensures that the
iterates produced by the algorithm are of quasi-optimal ranks.

Theorem 4.4. For any ε > 0, Algorithm 4.1 produces an approximation Wε to W∗ with
∥Wε −W∗∥F ≤ ε in finitely many steps. Moreover,

(i) if σ∗, the sequence of singular values of W∗, satisfies σ∗ ∈ ℓp,∞, then there exist ρ̃ ∈ (0, 1)
and a constant C > 0, depending on γϵ1, γ

ϵ
2, θ, ν, δ0 and p, such that with εk := ρ̃k and

s = 1/p− 1/2, we have

∥Wk −W∗∥F ≤ Cεk, rank(Wk) ≤ C2∥σ∗∥1/sℓp,∞ε
−1/s
k ;

(ii) if σ∗
k ≤ c1 exp(−c2kβ) for some constants β, c1, c2 > 0, then there exist ρ̃ ∈ (0, 1) and a

constant C > 0, depending on γϵ1, γ
ϵ
2, θ, ν, δ0, p, c1, c2 and β, such that with εk := ρ̃k, we

have

∥Wk −W∗∥F ≤ Cεk, rank(Wk) ≤ C(1 + | ln(εk)|)1/β .

Note that Algorithm 4.1 does not require the user to specify or estimate the decay behaviour of the
singular values of the solution. Hence, Algorithm 4.1 automatically produces convergent iterates
having quasi-optimal ranks.

5. Numerical experiments. In this section we present numerical experiments to illustrate
applications of Algorithm 4.1. We show that, upon mesh refinement, the final iterates have ap-
proximation errors that behave like the error of the underlying Galerkin discretization, while the
ranks of the corresponding iterates remain moderately small. Before turning to the results for the
thresholded Richardson iteration, we describe two discretization schemes in the next sections.

5.1. PN -FEM method. Consider an equi-spaced partition 0 = z0 < z1 < . . . < zJ = Z
of the interval (0, Z), and let ψj(z) be the piecewise linear functions on this partition such that
ψj(zi) = δi,j . For the discretization in µ, denote by Ln the Legendre polynomial of degree n, n < N
and N odd, associated with the interval (−1, 1). We recall that Ln is even if and only if n is even.
Since we only approximate the even part of the solution, we may therefore choose Hn to be the
restriction of L2n to (0, 1) such that

∫ 1

0
Hn(µ)Hm(µ) dµ = δm,n. Observe that with these choices,

the spatial matrices have all size (J + 1)× (J + 1), being J the number of spatial elements in the
interval (0, Z); the angular matrices have size (M+1)×(M+1), with M := (N−1)/2. All matrices
described in Subsection 2.4 are sparse, except the boundary matrix Mµ(µ); see, however, [17] for
a possible remedy. Furthermore, Mµ = Iµ. Since the Gram matrix D+Mz of the H1(0, Z)-inner
product is not diagonal, we follow the strategy outlined in Remark 2.7 and perform a change of
basis using the Cholesky factorization D + Mz = TzT

T
z . Since D + Mz is tridiagonal, Tz can

be computed and applied in O(J) operations. Moreover, the inverse T−1
z can be applied in O(J)

operations as well. Regarding the spectral bounds λ and Λ required in Section 3, we need to
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estimate the smallest and largest eigenvalues of Mµ(µ
2) and T−1

z MzT
−T
z . We have the following

results:

Lemma 5.1. There exists cN > 1, with |1− cN | ∼ N−2, such that

cNN
−4∥v∥22 ≤ ⟨Mµ(µ

2)v,v⟩ ≤ ∥v∥22 ∀v ∈ RM+1.

Proof. Let v(µ) =
∑M

m=0 vmHm(µ). Then

⟨Mµ(µ
2)v,v⟩ =

∫ 1

0

|v|2µ2 dµ ≤
∫ 1

0

|v|2 dµ = ∥v∥22,

showing the upper bound. Regarding the lower bound, let {(µk, wk)} be a Gauss-Legendre quadra-
ture rule with 2(M +1) = N +1 points on (0, 1) and positive weights. Since the degree of exactness
is 4M + 3 and v2µ2 has a maximal degree of 4M + 2, it follows that∫ 1

0

|v|2µ2 dµ =

2M+2∑
k=0

wkv(µk)
2µ2

k ≥ min
k
µ2
k

∫ 1

0

v2 dµ = min
k
µ2
k∥v∥

2
2.

To complete the proof, we combine the following asymptotic formula for the integration points,
see [32] or [19],

(5.1) 2µk − 1 =

[
1− 1

8(N + 1)2
+

1

8(N + 1)3

]
cos

(
π

4k − 1

4(N + 1) + 2

)
+O(N−4),

with Taylor expansion of the trigonometric function.

Lemma 5.2. There exists a constant c > 0 independent of J such that

cJ−2∥v∥22 ≤ ⟨T−1
z MzT

−T
z v,v⟩ ≤ ∥v∥22 ∀v ∈ RJ+1.

Proof. Since TzT
T
z = D+Mz, the eigenvalues λ of T−1

z MzT
−T
z satisfy

(D+Mz)v = λ−1v

with corresponding eigenvectors v. Standard inverse inequalities, see, e.g., [24, p. 85], then allow
to estimate λ as asserted.

Remark 5.3. The previous results imply that Λ ≤ 2 and λ ≥ cNN
−2 + cJ−2. Straightforward

computation yields c = 12. For very large problems, for instance J = 106, N = 215 + 1, we obtain
an exponential sum approximation with ϵ = 0.1 with 17 terms, i.e. k1 = 3 and k2 = 13.

5.2. SN -FEM method. We consider the same discretization of the z-dependence as in the
PN -FEM method. In order to discretize the µ-dependence, we let {Hn} be piecewise constant
functions associated to a partition 0 = µ0 < µ1 < . . . < µN = 1 such that Hn(µ) = 1/

√
µn+1 − µn

for µ ∈ (µn, µn+1) and Hn(µ) = 0 else. For ease of discussion, we assume that this partition is
equi-spaced with spacing hµ = µ1−µ0. We then obtain that all matrices are sparse, except S which
has rank one, and that Mµ = Iµ. The spectral bounds λ ≥ c/J2 +1/(3N2) and Λ ≤ 2 can then be
computed from Lemma 5.2 and the next result.
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Lemma 5.4. Let cN = 1/(3N2). Then we have that

cN∥v∥22 ≤ ⟨Mµ(µ
2)v,v⟩ ≤ ∥v∥22 ∀v ∈ RN .

Proof. The claim follows from the observation that Mµ(µ
2) is diagonal, with diagonal entries∫ 1

0

µ2Hn(µ)
2 dµ =

1

hµ

∫ µn+1

µn

µ2 dµ =
1

3
(3µ2

n + 3µnhµ + h2µ).

Remark 5.5. A similar consideration as in Remark 5.3 can be done also in this case for large
problems. In general, for both PN -FEM and SN -FEM methods, moderate ranks of the precondi-
tioner can be achieved.

5.3. Rank-1 manufactured solution. We fix optical parameters σa(z) = 3 and σs(z) =
1 + 1

2 sin(πz) and consider a rank-1 manufactured solution

(5.2) φ1(z, µ) = |µ|e−µe−z(1−z),

with even part u1(z, µ) = |µ| cosh(µ)e−z(1−z) having also rank one. For our experiments, we employ
Algorithm 4.1 with initial thresholding parameter δ0 = 10−1, reduction factor for the thresholding
parameter θ = 0.75, tolerance for the iterative method ε = 10−7, and ν = 0.5. We denote with uJ,N
the back transformation of the output of Algorithm 4.1, through the preconditioner P−1/2. Table 5.1
and Table 5.2 show the behaviour of the L2- and W 2

G-errors, together with the corresponding
convergence rates upon mesh refinement, for the PN -FEM and SN -FEM methods, as described in
Subsection 5.1 and Subsection 5.2. We observe that employing N ∼ J2/3 (motivated for instance
in [17]) for the PN method, and N ∼ J for the SN method, we retain the optimal convergence
rate of 1 for both error norms. Moreover, the number of iterations and the ranks of Wε (third and
second-last column of Table 5.1 and Table 5.2) are robust under mesh refinement. The ranks of
Uε := P−1/2Wε are bounded by product of the ranks of P−1/2 and Wε. Therefore the rank of Uε

is only slightly larger than the rank of Wε, see also Remark 3.3. Since the exact rank of Uε with
respect to the energy norm cannot be computed, we give for comparison the rank of Uε computed
in the Euclidean setting. In Figure 5.1 we show the behaviour of the ranks of each iterate (left
column) and of the thresholding parameter right column) as the iterative method progresses. The
mild increase in the ranks during the iteration verifies the low computational costs. In particular,
there are no intermediate high ranks. We note, however, that the ranks of the corresponding
Galerkin solution, which we closely approximate with the choice ε = 10−7, and its transformation
to the w-variables are unknown.

Motivated by the observation that quasi-optimal ranks might be achieved if the error tolerances
are not too strict, see, e.g., [14, Lemma 2.7], we also consider the SN -FEM method with variable
tolerance of ε = 0.1/J in Algorithm 4.1. As shown in Table 5.3, this choice lowers both the number
of iterations (which is no longer constant, but depends on the mesh) and the final rank of Wε,
which remains close to the optimal rank, speeding up convergence but at the same time retaining
the optimal convergence rate for both norms.

5.4. Exact solution of infinite rank. We consider now a manufactured solution with (po-
tentially) infinite rank. The optical parameters are the same as in Subsection 5.3, as well as the
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Table 5.1
Discretization L2- and W 2

G-errors, with convergence rates, and number of iterations of Algorithm 4.1 for the
PN -FEM method applied to test case (5.2). Last two columns: final rank of the output of the algorithm and of its
back transformation through the preconditioner.

PN -FEM method, ε = 10−7

J N k ∥u1 − uJ,N∥L2(Ω) rate ∥u1 − uJ,N∥W2
G
(Ω) rate r(Wε) r(Uε)

128 27 286 2.72 · 10−3 0.98 4.01 · 10−3 0.99 10 13
256 41 274 1.47 · 10−3 0.89 2.08 · 10−3 0.95 10 15
512 65 267 7.41 · 10−4 0.99 1.04 · 10−3 1.00 11 16
1024 103 256 3.73 · 10−4 0.99 5.21 · 10−4 0.99 11 17
2048 163 257 1.88 · 10−4 0.99 2.61 · 10−4 1.00 12 19
4096 257 247 9.50 · 10−5 0.98 1.31 · 10−4 0.99 12 20

Table 5.2
Discretization L2− and W 2

G−errors, with convergence rates, and number of iterations of Algorithm 4.1 for the
SN -FEM method applied to test case (5.2). Last two columns: final rank of the output of the algorithm and of its
back transformation through the preconditioner.

SN -FEM method, ε = 10−7

J N k ∥u1 − uJ,N∥L2(Ω) rate ∥u1 − uJ,N∥W2(Ω) rate r(Wε) r(Uε)

128 128 232 3.12 · 10−3 1.00 4.45 · 10−3 1.00 16 24
256 256 223 1.56 · 10−3 1.00 2.23 · 10−3 1.00 16 25
512 512 216 7.79 · 10−4 1.00 1.11 · 10−3 1.00 15 27
1024 1024 215 3.81 · 10−4 1.00 5.56 · 10−4 1.00 16 28

Table 5.3
Discretization L2− and W 2

G−errors, with convergence rates, and number of iterations of Algorithm 4.1 for the
SN -FEM method applied to test case (5.2) with Richardson tolerance chosen as 0.1/J. Last two columns: final rank
of the output of the algorithm and of its back transformation through the preconditioner.

SN -FEM method, ε = 0.1/J

J N k ∥u1 − uJ,N∥L2(Ω) rate ∥u1 − uJ,N∥W2(Ω) rate r(Wε) r(Uε)

128 128 88 3.12 · 10−3 1.00 4.46 · 10−3 1.00 3 18
256 256 98 1.56 · 10−3 1.00 2.23 · 10−3 1.00 4 20
512 512 107 7.79 · 10−4 1.00 1.11 · 10−3 1.00 4 21
1024 1024 116 3.90 · 10−4 1.00 5.57 · 10−4 1.00 4 21

setup of the iterative method. The exact solution is built through its L2(Ω)-SVD as follows

(5.3) φ(z, µ) = u2(z, µ) = 2

∞∑
k=1

σk sin(kπz) cos(kπµ).

For the experiments below, we choose σk = k−3 for the algebraic behaviour (it can be proved that
σ ∈ ℓ2/7,∞ ⊂ ℓ2 in this case), and σk = exp(−k2) for the exponential behaviour. We observe that,
as in the previous subsection, the mentioned decay rates for the singular values hold for u2 in the
L2(Ω)-norm, but not necessarily in the graph norm. Moreover, we do not know either the behavior
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Figure 5.1. Behaviour of iterates ranks (left) and thresholding parmeter (right) for the PN -FEM (top) and
SN -FEM (bottom) methods applied to test case (5.2) with Richardson tolerance ε = 10−7.

of the singular values of the corresponding transformation of u2 under P1/2 or the corresponding
behavior for the Galerkin approximation.

In Tables 5.4 and 5.5 we report the results for the PN -FEM method. We observe optimal
convergence rates for the error when J is increased. At the same time, the iteration count required
for convergence with fixed tolerance ε = 10−7 as well as the resulting ranks are robust upon mesh
refinement.

The corresponding results for the SN -FEM method are reported in Table 5.6 and Table 5.8.
Similar comments as for the PN -FEM method apply.

For the SN -method, we report in Table 5.7 and Table 5.9 the results for an iterative scheme with
tolerance dependent on the mesh, i.e. ε = 0.1/J ; see also the previous subsection for a motivation.
These results show that the same optimal convergence rates can be achieved without being too
greedy on the tolerance, keeping at the same time the ranks of the iterates smaller than the cases
with ε = 10−7. Moreover, the increase in the ranks upon mesh refinement is small.

5.5. A physical problem. In this last example we test our method on a test case inspired by
an imaging application. Consider an infrared beam (wavelength λir = 800 nm) hitting the human
body perpendicular to the skin surface. We assume a Gaussian-like inflow specific intensity on the



LOW-RANK APPROXIMATIONS FOR THE RTE 17

Table 5.4
Discretization L2− and W 2

G−errors, with convergence rates, and number of iterations of Algorithm 4.1 for
the PN -FEM method applied to test case (5.3) with σk = k−3. Last two columns: final rank of the output of the
algorithm and of its back transformation through the preconditioner.

PN -FEM method

J N k ∥u2 − uJ,N∥L2(Ω) rate ∥u2 − uJ,N∥W2(Ω) rate r(Wε) r(Uε)

128 27 435 1.62 · 10−3 1.61 2.54 · 10−2 1.10 14 14
256 41 447 5.52 · 10−4 1.55 1.12 · 10−2 1.18 21 21
512 65 444 2.47 · 10−5 4.48 4.27 · 10−3 1.39 27 30
1024 103 445 8.76 · 10−7 4.82 2.13 · 10−3 1.00 28 32
2048 163 445 4.87 · 10−7 0.85 1.07 · 10−3 1.00 30 34
4096 257 445 5.92 · 10−8 3.04 5.33 · 10−4 1.00 31 36

Table 5.5
Discretization L2− and W 2

G−errors, with convergence rates, and number of iterations of Algorithm 4.1 for the
PN -FEM method applied to test case (5.3) with σk = exp(−k2). Last two columns: final rank of the output of the
algorithm and of its back transformation through the preconditioner.

PN -FEM method, ε = 10−7

J N k ∥u2 − uJ,N∥L2(Ω) rate ∥u2 − uJ,N∥W2(Ω) rate r(Wε) r(Uε)

128 27 337 1.70 · 10−5 2.00 5.16 · 10−3 1.00 11 14
256 41 335 4.25 · 10−6 2.00 2.58 · 10−3 1.00 13 17
512 65 335 1.07 · 10−6 1.99 1.29 · 10−3 1.00 13 19
1024 103 334 2.74 · 10−7 1.97 6.46 · 10−4 1.00 15 21
2048 163 333 9.42 · 10−8 1.54 3.23 · 10−4 1.00 16 23
4096 257 334 6.75 · 10−8 0.48 1.61 · 10−4 1.00 18 26

Table 5.6
Discretization L2− and W 2

G−errors, with convergence rates, and number of iterations of Algorithm 4.1 for
the SN -FEM method applied to test case (5.3) with σk = k−3. Last two columns: final rank of the output of the
algorithm and of its back transformation through the preconditioner.

SN -FEM method, ε = 10−7

J N k ∥u2 − uJ,N∥L2(Ω) rate ∥u2 − uJ,N∥W2(Ω) rate r(Wε) r(Uε)

128 128 429 7.37 · 10−3 1.00 2.41 · 10−2 1.00 31 36
256 256 439 3.69 · 10−3 1.00 1.21 · 10−2 1.00 33 39
512 512 429 1.84 · 10−3 1.00 6.03 · 10−3 1.00 34 42
1024 1024 429 9.21 · 10−4 1.00 3.01 · 10−3 1.00 36 45

left part of the slab, vanishing on the right part, i.e.,

g(0, µ) = αe−(1−µ)2/β , g(1, µ) = 0.

We assume there are no internal sources of radiation, q ≡ 0. Let us consider a slab of total
length 20mm constituted by three layers: skin, blood, and muscle. We choose the scattering and



18 M. BACHMAYR, R. BARDIN, M. SCHLOTTBOM

Table 5.7
Discretization L2− and W 2

G−errors, with convergence rates, and number of iterations of Algorithm 4.1 for the
SN -FEM method applied to test case (5.3) with σk = k−3 and Richardson tolerance adaptively chosen as 0.1/J. Last
two columns: final rank of the output of the algorithm and of its back transformation through the preconditioner.

SN -FEM method, ε = 0.1/J

J N k ∥u2 − uJ,N∥L2(Ω) rate ∥u2 − uJ,N∥W2(Ω) rate r(Wε) r(Uε)

128 128 208 7.37 · 10−3 1.00 2.41 · 10−2 1.00 23 35
256 256 226 3.69 · 10−3 1.00 1.21 · 10−2 1.00 25 38
512 512 242 1.84 · 10−3 1.00 6.03 · 10−3 1.00 26 40
1024 1024 260 9.21 · 10−4 1.00 3.01 · 10−3 1.00 27 43

Table 5.8
Discretization L2− and W 2

G−errors, with convergence rates, and number of iterations of Algorithm 4.1 for the
SN -FEM method applied to test case (5.3) with σk = exp(−k2). Last two columns: final rank of the output of the
algorithm and of its back transformation through the preconditioner.

SN -FEM method, ε = 10−7

J N k ∥u2 − uJ,N∥L2(Ω) rate ∥u2 − uJ,N∥W2(Ω) rate r(Wε) r(Uε)

128 128 297 2.62 · 10−3 1.00 7.30 · 10−3 1.00 17 26
256 256 297 1.31 · 10−3 1.00 3.65 · 10−3 1.00 19 29
512 512 297 6.55 · 10−4 1.00 1.83 · 10−3 1.00 20 32
1024 1024 298 3.27 · 10−4 1.00 9.13 · 10−4 1.00 22 35

Table 5.9
Discretization L2− and W 2

G−errors, with convergence rates, and number of iterations of Algorithm 4.1 for
the SN -FEM method applied to test case (5.3) with σk = exp(−k2) and Richardson tolerance adaptively chosen
as 0.1/J. Last two columns: final rank of the output of the algorithm and of its back transformation through the
preconditioner.

SN -FEM method, ε = 0.1/J

J N k ∥u2 − uJ,N∥L2(Ω) rate ∥u2 − uJ,N∥W2(Ω) rate r(Wε) r(Uε)

128 128 127 2.62 · 10−3 1.00 7.30 · 10−3 1.00 9 25
256 256 138 1.31 · 10−3 1.00 3.65 · 10−3 1.00 9 28
512 512 150 6.55 · 10−4 1.00 1.83 · 10−3 1.00 10 31
1024 1024 162 3.27 · 10−4 1.00 9.13 · 10−4 1.00 12 33

absorption parameters to be piecewise constant functions

(5.4)
σs(z) = 36.52χ[0,0.75)(z) + 32.27χ[0.75,0.875)(z) + 5.20χ[0.875,1](z)

σa(z) = 0.52χ[0,0.75)(z) + 8.31χ[0.75,0.875)(z) + 0.60χ[0.875,1](z),

which reflects realistic width for the layers (∼ 15mm for skin, ∼ 2.5mm for blood and ∼ 2.5mm
for muscle), cf., e.g., [3]. Given this construction and following [35], realistic values for α and β are
α = 2.4 and β = 2500. For this test case no analytic solution is available. However, due to the
strong concentration of the source term g around µ = 1, we expect a high value of N is required
in the PN -FEM method to obtain accurate solutions. We run our algorithm with a Richardson
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Figure 5.2. Behaviour of iterates ranks for the PN -FEM and SN -FEM methods applied to test case (5.3) with
algebraic (top row) and exponential (bottom row) decay of the singular values.

tolerance set to ε = 10−4. As shown in Table 5.10 and in the top-left plots of Figure 5.3 and
Figure 5.4, we confirm the ability of our method to keep the ranks of the iterates small during
the procedure. Decay of the residuals (bottom-left plots) allows to control the convergence of the
method. The bottom-right plots show the decay of the singular values of the output Wε , as well
as the one of its back-transformed uJ,N through the preconditioner.

Table 5.10
Number of iterations of Algorithm 4.1 for the PN -FEM (left) and SN -FEM (right) methods applied to test case

(5.4), and final rank of the output of the algorithm and of its back transformation through the preconditioner.

PN -FEM method

J N k r(Wε) r(Uε)

128 27 15154 12 14
256 41 15553 13 21
512 65 15591 14 26
1024 103 15698 15 29
2048 163 15805 17 31
4096 257 15792 18 35

SN -FEM method

J N k r(Wε) r(Uε)

128 128 13857 15 33
256 256 14041 17 37
512 512 14147 18 40
1024 1024 14236 19 44
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Figure 5.3. Behaviour of iterates ranks (top left), thresholding parmeter (top right), Frobenius norm of the
residuals (bottom left) and singular values of both Wε and Uε (bottom right), for the PN -FEM method applied to
test case (5.4).

6. Conclusions and possible extensions. We have developed a rigorous low-rank frame-
work for the even-parity formulation of the stationary monochromatic radiative transfer equation in
slab geometry, which can be applied to many discretization schemes as exemplified by considering
widely used PN and SN schemes. Our framework employs iterative computations that efficiently
maintain low ranks for the iterates. To keep the total number of iterations low, we have devised a
preconditioner in Kronecker-sum format that is based on exponential sum approximations. More-
over, the preconditioner allows control over errors in energy norm by performing computations in
corresponding Euclidean spaces. For the exemplary considered discretizations, we made all hyper-
parameters, such as choice of the ranks for the preconditioner explicit.

Acknowledgements. R.B. and M.S acknowledge support by the Dutch Research Council
(NWO) via grant OCENW.KLEIN.183.
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Figure 5.4. Behaviour of iterates ranks (top left), thresholding parmeter (top right), Frobenius norm of the
residuals (bottom left) and singular values of both Wε and Uε (bottom right), for the SN -FEM method applied to
test case (5.4).
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